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INTRODUCTION

Sixteenth century psalter texts are amongst the oldest literary evidence in (old) 
Romanian which survive today1. Given their biblical content and the period in 
which they were produced, they fall within a specific category of textual witnes­
ses: non-original literary texts, which are the result of a word-by-word transla­
tion from what was then considered an authoritative source. Most biblical texts 
copied or printed in Romanian in the 16th century are thought to go back to 
Slavonic sources, used both for translating and revising religious texts, and the 
psalter text is no exception. However, while various textual analyses of the psal­
ter text have been published over the past century (Candrea 1916; Toma 1976; 
Gheție 1982; Mareș 1982), it is yet to be understood which redaction of the 
psalter text in Church Slavonic was used for translating it into Romanian, how 
Slavonic or other textual sources were used during the process of revising the 
text in Romanian, and how a genealogical tree, linking all the sources of the 
psalter text in Romanian, might look. Taking as a starting point the assumption 
that a Slavonic source was the basis of the first translation of the psalter text 
into Romanian2, this article focuses on the three above-mentioned issues and 
attempts an answer by looking at one specific aspect of textual translation – the 
rendering of Greek nominalized infinitives in Church Slavonic and from Church 
Slavonic into Romanian.

If so far few studies have faced the issue of drawing the genealogical tree de­
picting the textual tradition of the Romanian psalter text, the Slavonic tradition 
has received far more attention. It has been demonstrated that already by the 
11th century, that is, by the period from which the oldest surviving Slavonic 

1 See list of the 16th century psalters in Romanian. The label old Romanian is used here 
in continuity with the Romanian scholarly tradition, which distinguishes between an old and a 
modern period of Romanian language (Hill, Alboiu 2016: XIV).

2 For a summary: Camară, Ungureanu 2019: 79–82.
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psalter manuscripts are attested, there were at least three distinct varieties of 
the texts, to which at least three others were added around the 14th century – an 
important period in Slavonic literary history for the substantial editorial work its 
religious books were exposed to (MacRobert 1998: 921–927). Today scholars 
such as Francis Thomson and Catherine Mary MacRobert distinguish several 
redactions, that is, Redactions I and II being attested as early as the 11th century 
sources and Redactions III, IV (Norov Psalter as the only textual witness of 
this redaction) and V for the material of the later 14th–15th centuries. For the 
purpose of the article, it is important to mention that while Redaction III became 
standard in South Slavonic early printed Psalters, e.g. the Cetinje and Goražde 
Psalters, the East Slavonic printed tradition started from Redaction V (Thomson 
1998: 825–826). Additionally, in parallel to this tradition, from an early stage, 
translations of commentated Psalters were made as well: the commentaries of 
Hesychius (also known as the Pseudo-Athanasian commentary) and of Theo­
doret of Cyrrhus. In less than three centuries, therefore, the processes of transla­
tion and revision which the psalter text underwent resulted in what can be seen 
as distinct textual redactions; these, however, are very much interrelated, since 
one is the improvement, the correction or simply the alteration of a previous 
one, which was considered somehow unsatisfactory. The reasons behind these 
changes vary – sometimes they depend on the existing discrepancies between the 
original sources, at other times they are subject to the approach a certain scribe 
or a scribal centre applied to translation. All in all, to talk about redactions means 
to identify a group of manuscripts that share certain textual peculiarities, such as 
interpretative textual variants, vocabulary and grammatical features, which are 
distinct from other manuscripts having as their basis the same text.

One aspect, for example, that caused problems for centuries in Church Slavonic 
translations of the Greek psalter text was the treatment of nominalized infinitives, 
as MacRobert points in her article (MacRobert 2018). In Greek this involved two 
types of structures: the infinitive could be introduced either by a definite article 
or by a combination of preposition and definite article. These two patterns are 
used in two different syntactic constructions: in the first instance, if the definite 
article is in the genitive, a final clause; in the second instance, a circumstantial 
subordinate clause. The rendering of these in Church Slavonic changed over 
time, together with a change in approach to translation, which ultimately led to 
the appearance of various redactions of the Slavonic psalter text between the 
10th–15th centuries (Thomson 1998; MacRobert 2008). Indeed, while in the first 
redactions preference was given to constructions with finite verbs introduced by 
вънегда in subordinate clauses and by да for the final clause, from Redaction 
III on and even more so in Redactions IV and V these are replaced by infinitival 
constructions as a literal translation of the Greek. This aspect is quite relevant to 
this study, since it can help in understanding which version of the Church Sla­
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vonic psalter was used for the translation into Romanian3. As with the Slavonic 
case, the approach to the translation of the psalter text in Romanian was that of 
maximum textual faithfulness, i.e., word-by-word translation. Therefore, an as­
pect to take into consideration in studying the translation and revision processes 
affecting the tradition of the psalter in Romanian is that of specific grammatical 
issues that arise in the passage from a Greek to a Slavonic text and their parallels 
in Romanian, such as the treatment of the nominalized infinitive. This is essential 
because, on the one hand, it leads to a better understanding of Old Romanian 
and to identifying those characteristics that are proper to it, but it also takes into 
account the fact that in this context the language is used for translation purposes 
and that it is therefore influenced by the source text, and what is more, can point 
toward establishing which sources the text has been in contact with.

FINAL CLAUSE

A. Final clauses expressed by an infinitive construction in Church Slavonic
Overall, the final clause in Greek introduced by τοῦ + infinitive is rendered by да 
+ finite verb in Church Slavonic. Nonetheless, there are some textual examples 
where from early on Greek infinitives are rendered similarly by bare infinitives 
in Church Slavonic, which in Redaction IV add еже before the verb, imitating 
the Greek τοῦ. The translation into Old Romanian of these examples follows a 
constant pattern, that is, in the Hurmuzaki Psalter they are rendered by infinitival 
constructions and in PS, PC1 and PC2 by subjunctive verbs.
1)	 30:3 τοῦ σῶσαι;
	 съпас RI RII – imperative; съпаст RIII4 RV; еже съпаст RIV;
	 а мѧ скоате PH – infinitive; спⷭѣщеме PS; спъсѣще мѫ PC1 PC2 PCb –  
	 im perative;
2)	 33:14 τοῦ μὴ λαλῆσαι;
	 не глаголат RI RII RIII; еже не глаголат RIV RV;
	 а гръ PH – infinitive; се нꙋ гръѧскъ PS съ нꙋ гръѧскѫ PC1 PC2 – subjunctive;
3)	 33:17 τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι;
	 потрѣбт RI RII RIII; еже потрѣбт RIV RV;

3 All textual examples in Greek and Slavonic analysed in this article have been taken from 
MacRobert’s work on the nominalised infinitive (MacRobert 2018: 179–188). Additionally, this 
study focuses mainly on the Hurmuzaki Psalter, the Scheia Psalter, the bilingual psalter printed 
by Coresi in 1577, and the edition of c. 1588. Ciobanu and Voroneț Psalters have been considered 
marginally, mainly because of the many lacunae the Voroneț Psalter presents and because Ciobanu 
Psalter quite often resembles PC1.

4 Correction and additional note from MacRobert – the imperative съпас is a variant reading 
in RI and is standard in RII. The infinitive съпаст, to be added in MacRobert’s article (MacRobert  
2018: 182), is more usual in RIII.
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	 а пїерде PH – infinitive; кѹмпл се PS кꙋмпле се PC1 съ кꙋмплѫ PC2 –  
	 subjunctive;
4)	 36:32 τοῦ θανατῶσαι;
	 ѹмрътвт RI RII RIII; еже ѹмртвт RV; еже оусмрт҃ити RIV;
	 а ꙟѡморр PH – infinitive; се ѡморѣскъ PS съ ѡморѫ PC1 PC2 – subjunctive;
5)	 36:34 τοῦ κατακληρονομῆσαι;
	 наслѣдт RI RII RIII; еже наслѣдт RV; еже наслѣдствоват RIV;

а добнд PH – infinitive; се цр PS съ цї PC1 съ мощетещ PC2 – sub­
junctive;

6)	 39:9 τοῦ ποιῆσαι;
	 сътворт RI RIII RV; еже сътворт RII RIV;
	 а фае PH – infinitive; се факꙋ PS съ факь PC1 – subjunctive; а фае PC2 – 	
	 infinitive;
7)	 59:6 τοῦ φυγεῖν;

ѹбѣжат RI RII RIII; еже ѹбѣжат RIV RV;
а скъпа PH – infinitive; се фꙋгъ PS съ фѹгѫ PC1 – subjunctive; PC2 а скѫпа 
– infinitive; 

8)	 67:19 τοῦ κατασκηνῶσαι;
	 въселт RI RII RIII; еже въселт RIV RV;
	 а сълъшꙋ PH – infinitive; the verb is not translated in PS and PC1 PCb;  
	 а  весел PC2 – infinitive;
9)	 70:3 τοῦ σῶσαι;
	 съпас RI RII – imperative; съпаст RIII RV; еже съпаст RIV;

а мѧ скоате PH – infinitive; ш спⷭщеме PS спъсѣще мѫ PC1 PCb – impera­
tive; а мѫ спѫс PC2 – infinitive;

10)	106:7 τοῦ πορευθῆναι;
	 вънт RI RII RIII RV еже вънт RIV;
	 а нⸯт ра PH – infinitive; се ꙟнтре PS съ ꙟнтре PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive.

[All examples from above are missing in PV.] 
The regularity with which an infinitival construction in PH is opposed by a sub­
junctival one in PS and PC1 is quite striking, and, since the Slavonic redactions 
here have infinitival verbal forms only (except for examples 1 and 9 in RI and 
RII, which present a verb in the imperative), it is clear that a final clause with an 
infinitive verb in Church Slavonic was rendered either by another infinitive verb 
or by subjunctive in Old Romanian. These examples point also to a linguistic 
tendency in Old Romanian, which is in development from the 16th century on­
wards: the competition between infinitival and subjunctive constructions, with 
the latter taking the place of the former. Consequently, by analysing these exam­
ples, it is possible to formulate three alternative hypotheses:

a. The Hurmuzaki Psalter was influenced by the Church Slavonic version(s) of 
the psalter text, to which it was faithful also in terms of syntactic parallelism;
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b. Infinitival constructions of PH indicate a more archaic translation of the Psal-
ter, which in other versions of the text have been replaced by subjunctive 
structures – a sign of modernization of the language, as Diaconescu pointed 
out in his article (Diaconescu 1965). In this instance PC2 would be an excep­
tion, for although it was printed quite late in the century, in 1588 c., it pre­
sents both subjunctival and infinitival constructions (see examples 6, 7, 8, 9);

c. The infinitival constructions present in PH point either to the attempt which 
the copyist/translator made to improve the linguistic register of the text (Hill, 
Alboiu 2016: 199), or to the actual linguistic norms of the region where the 
scribe/revisor was based – the further north of Danube, the more frequently 
infinitival constructions were used (Pană Dindelegan 2016: 242).

As mentioned above, there are two instances in which RI and RII present an 
imperative rather than an infinitival construction (see examples 1 and 9). Interes­
tingly, while PH here has an infinitive, as does PC2 in example 9 only, the other 
Romanian psalter texts present an imperative. This aspect would suggest that RI 
and/or RII might have influenced PS, PC1, PCb and PC2, although in order to be 
able to put forward such a hypothesis more textual examples are needed.

B. Final clauses in Redactions III, IV and V: change to infinitival constructions
The examples from above, however, are a few instances in which all redactions 
of the Psalter in Church Slavonic present an infinitival construction. Commonly 
there are differences between the earlier and the revised versions of the Slavonic 
text. For examples, those final clauses rendered by да + finite verbs in Redac­
tions I and II were changed to bare infinitives in Redaction III and V, and to еже 
+ infinitive verbal forms in Redaction IV. When it comes to Old Romanian, the 
translation follows the same dichotomy as above between the Hurmuzaki Psalter 
on the one hand, and PS, PC1, PC2 and PCb on the other.
1)	 25:7 τοῦ ἀκοῦσαι ... διηγήσασθαι;

да ѹслъішѫ ... сповѣмь RI RII; ѹслъішат ... повѣдат RIII RV; еже 
сльішат м ... повѣдат RIV;
а аскѹлта ... а спѹнре PH – infinitive; се аꙋѕꙋ ... ш се спꙋнїю PS съ аѹзь ... 	
съ спꙋю PC1 PC2 – subjunctive;

2)	 26:4 τοῦ θεωρεῖν με ... καὶ ἐπισκέπτεσθαι;
да зьрѫ ... посѣщаѭ RI RII; зрѣт м ... посѣщат RIII RV; еже зрѣт м ...  
посѣщат RIV;
а прев мїе ... а сокот PH – infinitive; се въѕꙋ ... ш се аретꙋ PS; съ възь ...  
съ ѣреть PC1 PC2 – subjunctive;

3)	 68:24 τοῦ μὴ βλέπειν;
	 да не вдѧтъ RI RII; не вдѣти RIII RV; еже не блюст RIV;
	 а нꙋ ведѣ PH – infinitive; се нѹ ваѕъ PS съ нꙋ вазѫ PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive;
4)	 75:10 τοῦ σῶσαι;
	 да съпасетъ RI RII; съпаст RIII RV; еже спст RIV;
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	 Missing in PH; се спъсѣскѫ PS съ спъсѣскѫ PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive;
5)	 79:3 εἰς τὸ σῶσαι ἡμᾶς;

да нъі съпасеши RI RII; съпаст насъ RIII RV; въ еже съпаст нас RIV;
се скоц но PH се спесещ но PS съ спъсещ но PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive;

6)	 100:8 τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι;
да потрѣблѭ RI RII; потрѣбт RIII RV; же потрѣбт RIV;
се пїерѕѹ PH се кꙋрꙋ PS съ се кꙋре PC1 PCb се пїаръ PV – subjunctive; а кꙋра 
PC2 – infinitive;

7)	 104:22 τοῦ παιδεῦσαι ... σοφίσαι;
да наѹтъ ... ѹмѫдртъ RI; накажетъ ... ѹмѫдртъ RII; наѹт ... 
ѹмѫдрт RIII; наказат ... ѹмѫдрт RV; еже наказат ... ꙋпрѣмѫдрт 	
RIV;
а ꙟвьца ... а  ꙟцелепц PH – infinitive; се ꙟвѣце ... ꙟмѫндрѣскъ PS съ 
ꙟвѣце ... съ ꙟмѫндрѣскѫ PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunctive;

8)	 104:39 τοῦ φωτίσαι;
да просвѣттъ RI RII; просвѣтт RIII RV; еже посвѣтт RIV;
лѹмнръ PH – simple past; се лꙋмнѣѕе PS съ лѹмнѣзе PC1 PCb съ 
лѹмнезе PC2 – subjunctive;

9)	 105:8 τοῦ γνωρίσαι;
да скажетъ RI RII; сказат RIII; познат RV; еже сказатї RIV;
а арръта PH – infinitive, ‘to show’5; се спꙋнїе PS съ спꙋе PC1 PCb ка съ се 
спѹе PC2 – subjunctive;

10)	105:23 τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι αὐτούς;
да ѩ потрѣблѭ RI RII; потрѣбт RIII RV; еже потрѣбт RIV;
а  пїѧрде PH – infinitive; се кꙋмпле PS съ кꙋмпле PC1 PCb съ пїарзѫ PC2 
– subjunctive;

11)	105:47 τοῦ ἐξομολογήσασθαι ... τοῦ ἐγκαυχᾶσθαι;
да сповѣмъ сѧ ... хвалмъ сѧ RI RII; сповѣдат сѧ ... хвалт сѧ RIII RV; 	
еже сповѣдат сѧ ... хвалт сѧ RIV;
ка се ны сповѣдмь ... а се лъѹда PH – subjunctive and infinitive6; се 
сповѣдмꙋнъ … се лъѹдъмꙋнъ PS съ не споведм ... съ не лъꙋдъмь PC1 
PC2 PCb – subjunctive;

12)	112:8 τοῦ καθίσαι;
	 да посадтъ RI RII; посадт RIII RV; же посадт RIV;
	 съ пѹе PH PC2 PCb се пѹнїе PS PC1 сеⷧ пѹе PV – subjunctive;

5 показат is a particular reading present in MS 63 of the Russian State Library and in MS 
117 of the Hilandar Monastery, which preserve Maksim Grek’s catena on the psalms (MacRobert 
2018: 180). Here it is relevant for the translation present in PH, different from the other Romanian 
exemplars.

6 A parallel variation between finite verb and infinitive is attested in the Slavonic tradition as 
well – see MacRobert 2018: 180–181, in particular footnotes 20 and 22.
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13)	118:173 τοῦ σῶσαι;
да съпасетъ RI RII; съпаст RIII RV; еже спст RIV;
а мѧ скоате PH – infinitive; се спⷭкъ ме PS съ мѫ спъсѣскѫ PC1 PC2 PCb се 
спъсѣскъ PV – subjunctive.

Consequently, since the first examples showed that the infinitival Church Sla­
vonic constructions were rendered in Old Romanian either by a parallel infini­
tival verb or by a subjunctive, the second group of examples add another bit of 
information. Here again the pattern is the same, that is, infinitival construction as 
a preferred option in PH and subjunctival constructions consistently in PS, PC1, 
PCb and often by PC2. This strongly suggests that the original source text had 
infinitival constructions in its turn, i.e. that it belonged to Redactions III, IV or V 
in Church Slavonic.

C. Final clauses in Redactions IV and V: later introduction of infinitival con­
structions in CS
Consequently, we should turn our attention to those instances where the ver­
bal constructions of final clauses are different in Redactions III, IV and V. The 
replacement of finite verbs with infinitives continued during the 14th century, 
consequently, by the 15th century all the remaining instances of final clauses 
were rendered by infinitival constructions in Redactions IV and V. To a cer­
tain extent, therefore, Redaction III occupied an intermediate place between RI  
and II, on the one hand, and RIV and V on the other. The dichotomy present in 
the above examples disappears here and cedes place to subjunctival construc­
tions in all Romanian exemplars of the psalter text. The textual examples of this 
section will make explicit the person and number of the subjunctival construc­
tions in Romanian for a better comparison with the parallel Slavonic examples.
1)	 22:6 τὸ κατοικεῖν με;

да въселѭ сѧ RI RII RIII; вселт м сѧ RV; еже жті м RIV;
се мѹтѹ мѧ PH се ꙟтрꙋ PS съ ꙟнтрꙋ PC1 – subjunctive, 1st pr. sg.; съ се 
веселѣскѫ PC2 – subjunctive, 3rd pr. sg./pl. In this instance, as in example 8, 
the Slavonic word is borrowed in Romanian, meaning however to be mar-
ried, rather than to move into, consequently it might be that the translator/ 
revisor mistook or encountered in its original source the Slavonic word 
веселт сѧ.  

2)	 26:4 τοῦ κατοικεῖν με;
	 да жвѫ RI RII RIII; еже жт м RV RIV;
	 се вїꙋ PH PS PC1 съ вїецꙋескь PC2 – subjunctive, 1st pr. sg.;
3)	 35:2 τοῦ ἁμαρτάνειν;

да съгрѣшаетъ RI RII RIII; съгрѣшат RV; еже сьгрѣшат RIV;
се нꙋ грѣшаскъ PH се грешаскъ PS съ грешаскѫ PC1 PC2 – subjunctive,  
3rd pr. sg./pl.;  
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4)	 35:4 τοῦ ἀγαθῦναι;
да ѹблажтъ RI RII RIII RV; еже ѹблажт RIV;
се ꙟбꙋнрѣѕе PH се фераѕе PS съ ферѣзе PC1 PC2– subjunctive,  
3rd pr. sg./pl.;

5)	 38:2 τοῦ μὴ ἁμαρτάνειν;
да не съгрѣш(а)ѫ RI RII RIII; еже не съгрѣшат (м) RIV RV;
Missing in PH, се нꙋ грешескꙋ PS PC1 съ не грешескь PC2 – subjunctive,  
1st pr. sg.;

6)	 66:3 τοῦ γνῶναι;
да познаемъ RI RII RIII; познат RV; еже познат RIV;
се кѹноащемь PH се кꙋноащем PS съ кѹноащемь PC1 PC2 PCb – subjunc­
tive, 1st pr. pl.; 

7)	 72:28 τοῦ ἐξαγγεῖλαι;
да сповѣмъ RI RII; възвѣщѫ RIII; възвѣстт м RV; еже звѣстт м 
RIV;
съ спꙋю PH се спꙋнїꙋ PS съ спѹю PC1 PC2 PCb се спꙋнїꙋ – subjunctive, 1st pr. sg.;

8)	 93:13 τοῦ πραῦναι; 
да ѹкротш RI RII RIII; ѹкротт RV; еже ѹкротт RIV;
се ꙟблънѕещ PS съль ꙟблѫнзешь PH PC1 PC2 ꙟмблѫнѕещ ель PCb –  
subjunctive, 2nd sg.;

9)	 118:37 τοῦ μὴ ἰδεῖν;
да не вдте RI RII RIII; не вдѣт RV; еже не вдѣт RIV;
се нѹ ваѕ PH – subjunctive, 2nd pr. sg.?; се нѹ ваѕъ PS съ нꙋ вазѫ PC1 PCb 
PC2 – subjunctive, 3rd pr. sg./pl.
[The examples here analysed are missing in PV.]

From here additional hypotheses can be formulated. It appears from these ex­
amples that PH is not based on Redaction IV or V, otherwise, as previously, the 
Church Slavonic infinitive verbs would be expected to be rendered by parallel 
infinitival constructions. It emerges, instead, that the subjunctive construction 
corresponds perfectly to the Church Slavonic да + finite verb structure. In these 
examples, therefore, the three versions of the Romanian Psalter coincide, and 
they all present the same verbal forms. Additionally, it could be noted that the 
conjugation of verbs follows that of the Slavonic forms from Redactions I, II and 
III, and Redaction III in particular, as example 30 shows, where a Romanian verb 
conjugated in the 1st person singular corresponds to a Slavonic verb in the 1st 
person singular as well.

All in all, if the three groups of examples are taken together, it will be seen 
that Redaction III is the only redaction of the Slavonic psalter text to which the 
Romanian versions can be traced back (although the imperatives in Ps.30:3 and 
70:3, which are not usual in RIII and yet are rendered as imperatives in Ro­
manian, need further study). Furthermore, it is also evident that the Hurmuzaki 
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Psalter, by rendering the final clauses with infinitival verbal constructions, was 
imitating a similar construction in the original source.

SUBORDINATE CLAUSE

Another use of the nominalized infinitive in Greek is the circumstantial subordi­
nate clause introduced by a preposition and a definite article in the appropriate 
case. In Church Slavonic the Greek construction is rendered in several different 
ways: with infinitives, subordinate clauses, verbal nouns and sometimes particip­
ial constructions. Here is a small group of examples where the infinitival Greek 
construction is rendered, in all five redactions, by the conjunction вънегда + an 
infinitive verb in Church Slavonic to convey hypothetical situations (MacRobert 
2018: 182–183). In Old Romanian these hypothetical situations are expressed 
with къндь + future constructions mainly, even though on some occasions the 
Hurmuzaki Psalter presents an infinitival construction and PS and PC2 prefer a 
present but also a past periphrastic construction.

A. Subordinate clauses expressed by an infinitive construction in Church Sla­
vonic
1)	 9:4 ἐν τῷ ἀποστραφῆναι;

вънегда възвратт сѧ RI RII RIII RIV RV;
къндѹ ꙟтоаре сѧ ва PH – future; къндꙋ тоарнъ се PS къндь тоатнѫ се PC1 
– present; PC2 missing;

2)	 18:12 ἐν τῷ φυλάσσειν;
вънегда + съхранѣт/съхрант RI RII RIII RV; съхрантъ RII RIV;
къндѹ ле ва цꙟрѣ PH – future; къндꙋ ферѣще PS къндь хрънѣще PC1 – 
present; къндь пъз ва ѧле PC2 – future;

3)	 50:6 ἐν τῷ κρίνεσθαί σε;
вънегда + сѫдт сѧ RI; сѫдт т RII RIII RV; сѫдт т сѧ RIV;
къндꙋ вою џюдека PH – future, 1st pr. sg.; къндꙋ вер џюдека PS PCb къндь 
вер жѹдека PC1 – future, 2nd pr.; къндь жѹдекац се ва PC2 – future, 2nd 
pr. pl. Interestingly, person and number in PH, PS PCb PC1, and PC2 are 
rendered differently across the textual witnesses;

4)	 118:7 ἐν τῷ μεμαθηκέναι με;
вънегда наѹт м сѧ RI RII RIII RIV RV;
къндꙋ а мѧ ꙟвъца PH – infinitive; къндꙋ ꙟвъцаю ме PS PCb къндь ꙟвъца 
мѫ PC1 – imperfect, 1st pr. sg.; къндь ꙟвъца мѫ PC2 – infinitive without the 
complementizer a;

5)	 118:9 ἐν τῷ φυλάσσεσθαι;
вънегда съхрант RI RII RIII RIV RV;
къндꙋ а цнрѣ PH – infinitive; къндꙋ фер врѣ PS къндь фер врѣ PC1 PC2 
PCb – conditional;
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6)	 123:2 ἐν τῷ ἐπαναστῆναι ἀνθρώπους;
вънегда въстат еловекомъ RI RII RIII RIV RV;
къндꙋ а ста ѡменлорь PH – infinitive; къндꙋ скѹла се врѣ ѡамнї PS 
къндь скꙋла се врѣ ѡаменї PC1 PC2 PCb – conditional;

7)	 123:3 ἐν τῷ ὀργισθῆναι;
вънегда прогнѣват сѧ RI RII RIII RIV RV;
къндѹ сеꙋ врꙋть мънїа PH – compound past + infinitive (conditional con­
struction) for when they would have enraged; къндꙋ мънїа се мънїѧ лор PS 
къндь мънїѧ се ѹрџѧ лорь PC1 PCb къндь мънїѧ се ѹрџѧ спре но PC2 
– simple past. 
[The examples here analysed are missing in PV.]

From these examples it appears that the infinitive constructions in subordinate 
clauses were not rendered directly by an infinitive construction from Church 
Slavonic into Old Romanian, but readapted to the content of the sentence. The 
Church Slavonic conjunction вънегда is paralleled in Old Romanian by къндь 
+ the verbal construction. It is possible to notice that when PC2 departs from the 
PC1 interpretations it is closer to PH, as happened on other occasions. Further, 
in three instances the Hurmuzaki Psalter presents an infinitival construction (ex­
amples 36, 37, and 38), which bring it even closer to the Slavonic text, although 
preference is given to future constructions as well (33, 34, 35). Coresi’s and 
Scheia Psalters present instead either a conditional construction with the verb a 
vrea in the imperfect followed by an infinitive verb or a verbal construction in 
the present7. Consequently, it appears that Slavonic subordinate clauses expressing 
counterfactual or hypothetical events with вънегда + infinitive verb have no 
clear parallel in Old Romanian, for they can be expressed with a similar infiniti­
val construction, but also with a future or a conditional one.

B. Subordinate clauses in Redaction III: substitution of finite with infinitive verbs
As happened in the final clause construction, the use of infinitives imitating the 
Greek original also expanded in subordinate clauses, especially in the 14th cen­
tury. Redaction III, for example, usually follows the expected subordinate con­
struction (conjunction + finite verb), however, there are three instances where 
an infinitive verb is substituted for the finite verbs of Redactions I and II. When 
compared to the Romanian Psalters the result varies depending on the conjunc­
tion in use in the clause:
1)	 38:2 ἐν τῷ συστῆναι τὸν ἁμαρτωλόν;

вънегда + въстанетъ грѣшьнкъ RI RII; въстат грѣшномѹ RIII RV; 
сьстанѫт грѣшнїкѹ RIV;
къндѹ а се ста грѣшнилоръ PH – infinitive; къндь скоалѫ се пъкѫтошї 
PS PC1 – present; къндь скꙋла се ва пъкѫтосꙋль PC2 – future construction; 

7 Examples 37 and 38 in particular. Reference to Zafiu 2016: 23.
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2)	 57:10 πρὸ τοῦ συνίεναι;
прѣжде даже + не разѹмѣете RI RII; не разѹмѣт RIII RIV; разѹѣт RV;
мантѣ де е нѹ се преепꙋръ PH – circumstantial construction, simple past; 
анте де ꙟнцелѣџере in PS – long infinitive; анте де е ꙟцелѣџе PC1 анте 
де ꙟцелѣџе PCb – infinitive without complementizer a; анте пънѫ нѹ 
ꙟнцелѣсерѫ PC2 – simple past;

3)	 89:2 πρὸ τοῦ ὄρη γενηθῆναι ... καὶ πλασθῆναι τὴν γὴν καὶ τῆν οἰκουμένην;
прѣжде даже + горъі не бъіша  създа сѧ землꙗ RI RII; горамъ не бъіти  
създат сѧ земл RIII RV; прѣжде еже гѡрамъ быт  сьздат сѧ зем RIV;
анте де е аꙋ крѡд нѹ фѹръ е нее пъмⸯнтѹлѹ фѫе сѧ in PH – circum­
stantial construction, past perfect verb and simple past; анте пъръ ѡдрї нꙋ 
фꙋръ ш се факъ се пъмънтꙋл PS анте пънѫ кодр нѹ фѹрѫ ш съ се факѫ 
пъмѫнтꙋль PC1 PCb – simple past and subjunctive; анте пънѫ кодр нꙋ 
фѹрѫ ш съ се здѣскѫ пъмѫнтꙋль PC2 – the first part of the example is the 
same, while the second is altered to să se zidească, that is again a subjuncti­
val construction but with change in vocabulary.

In 40 the dynamic is quite similar to the ones seen above, that is, the Hurmuzaki 
Psalter presents an infinitival construction, which then is rendered with a future 
one in PC2 and with a verb in the present in PC1. The other two examples, be­
cause they are introduced by the adverb ainte, translating the Church Slavonic 
прѣжде, present a different and more complex construction. Ainte – înainte in 
modern Romanian, ‘before’ – is grammatically defined as a connector, and is in­
troduced to indicate an idea of posteriority. It can be followed by a complemen­
tizer, conjunction or relative construction (as in 41 with de ce). In 42 we have 
two connectors in PC1 and PS, i.e. ainte and până, standing for ‘before until 
(not)’, which usually are followed by a past or a future construction (Pană Din­
delegan 2016: 494–497). Consequently, beside example 40, which might suggest 
an influence of Redaction III, the other two examples are harder to analyse and 
relate to the Slavonic constructions.

C. Subordinate clauses in Redaction IV: substitution of finite with infinitive verbs
If the replacement of finite verbs with infinitive forms in Redactions III is spo­
radic, Redactions IV and V present a substantial and constant introduction of 
infinitives, imitating the Greek pattern. Here, for instance, are the places where 
this replacement takes place in Redaction IV. Once more, in Old Romanian the 
outcome is either a future or a present construction, or structures rendered with 
a verb in the simple past.
1)	 9:31 ἐν τῷ αὐτὸν κατακυριεῦσαι τῶν πενήτων;

вънегда + ѹдоблѣлъ бѫдетъ ѹбогъімъ RI RII RIII – future perfect; ѹдолѣет 
RV; емѹ ѹдолѣт RIV;
къндꙋ ва вене мшелорь PH – future; къндꙋ вене мшелорꙋ PS къндь 
внџе мшелорь PC1 – present; къндь ꙟвънкꙋть ф ва PC2 – future; 
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2)	 16:15 ἐν τῷ ὀφθῆναι;
вънегда + ꙗвтъ м сѧ RI RII RIII RV; ꙗвт м сѧ RIV;
къндꙋ юв м сѧ ва PH – future; къндь вѣще м се PS, PC1 – present; 
арѫта м се ва PC2 – future;

3)	 27:2 ἐν τῷ δέεσθαί με;
вънегда + молѫ сѧ RI RII RIII RV; молт м сѧ RIV;
къндꙋ мѧ ррѹгь PH къндꙋ рогꙋ ме кътръ тре PS къндь рогꙋ мѫ цїе PC1 
PC2 – present;

4)	 30:23 ἐν τῷ κεκραγέναι;
вънегда + възвахъ RI RII RV – aorist/imperfect?; възвѫ RIII; вьзват мї 
RIV;
къндꙋ кемꙋ PH къндꙋ кїемꙋ PS къдь кем PC1 PC2 – present;

5)	 41:11 ἐν τῷ καταθλάσαι;
вънегда + съкрѹшахѫ сѧ кост RI RII RIII RV – imperfect; ськрѹшат сѧ 
кост RIV;
къндѹ здробꙗ сѧ ѡаселе PH къндь фрънџѣ се ѡаселе PS PC1 PC2 –  
imperfect;

6)	 42:2 ἐν τῷ ἐκθλίβειν τὸν ἐχθρόν;
вънегда + сътѫждаетъ м врагъ RI RII RIII RV; стѫжат врагѹ RIV;
къндꙋ додеѧще м връжмашꙋль PH PC2 къндь додеѧще м дракꙋль PS 
PC1 – present;

7)	 45:3 ἐν τῷ ταράσσεσθαι τὴν γῆν καὶ μετατίθεσθαι ὄρη;
вънегда + съмѫщаетъ сѧ землꙗ  прѣлагаѭтъ сѧ горъі RI RII RIII RV; 
сьмѫщат сѧ зем прѣдлагаѫт сѧ горы RIV;
къндꙋ се ва смент пъмтⸯ ꙋль ш сѧ воръ бъга кодры PH – future; къндь 
смнтѣще се пъмѫнтꙋль ш скмбъ се пъдѹрле PS PC1 къндь тꙋрбꙋрѫсе 
пъмѫнтꙋль ш се багѫ мѹнцї PC2 – present; 

8)	 60:3 ἐν τῷ ἀκηδιάσαι τὴν καρδίαν;
вънегда + ѹнъі сръдце RI RII RIII RV – aorist; ѹныт срц҃ѹ RIV;
къндꙋ мъхн се ꙟрма мѧ PH къндь мъхн се нема мѣа PS PC1 PC2 PCb 
– simple past; 

9)	 67:15 ἐν τῷ διαστέλειν τὸν ἐπουράνιον βασιλεῖς;
вънегда + раздѣлтъ нбснъі црь RI RII RIII RV; разслат небеснѡмѹ црѧ 
RIV;
къндꙋ ва деспка а ерюлꙋ ꙟпъратꙋл PH – future; къндь ꙟпарте де ерю 
ꙟпърацї спрнсь PS PC1 PCb – present; къндь ва десфае PC2 – future;

10)	91:8 ἐν τῷ ἀνατεῖλαι τοὺς ἁμαρτωλούς;
вънегда + прозѧбнѫша/прозѧбошѧ грѣшьнц RI RII RV – aorist; 
прозѧбнѫтъ RIII; прозѧбнѫт грѣшьнкомъ RIV;
къндѹ ръсърръ грѣшн PH – simple past; къндꙋ ръсър ворь пъкътошї 
PS къндь ръсѫр ворь пъкѫтошї PC1 PCb PV – future; къндь крескꙋрѫ 
пъкѫтошї – simple past PC2;
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11)	105:44 ἐν τῷ αὐτὸν εἰσακοῦσαι;
 ѹслъіша RI RII RIII – aorist; вънегда ѹслышаше RV – imperfect; емѹ 
ѹслъішат RIV;
къндѹ ель аскѹлⸯт а PH ш аѹѕ PS PCb къндь (тънжїѧ ш) аѹз PC1 
PC2 – simple past;

12)	118:67 πρὸ τοῦ με ταπεινωθῆναι;
пръвѣе даже не съмѣрхъ сѧ RI RII RIII RV – aorist; прѣжде еже смѣрт 
сѧ мнѣ RIV;
манте де е нꙋ мѧ смѣрю PH анте пънъ нѹ смерїю ме PS анте пънѫ нꙋ 
смѣрію мѫ PC1 PC2 PCb – imperfect;

13)	119:1 ἐν τῷ θλίβεσθαί με;
вънегда + въскръбѣхъ RI RII; скръбѣхъ RIII RV – aorist/imperfect?; 
съкръбѣт м RIV;
къндѹ бънѹю PH къндꙋ скръбїѧ PS РV къндь скръбїа PC1 PCb PC2 – 
imperfect;

14)	125:1 ἐν τῷ ἐπιστρέψαι κύριον; 
вънегда + възвраттъ гь҃ RI RII RII RV; възвратт гоу RIV;
къндѹ ва ꙟтоаре домнꙋль PH къндꙋ тꙋрна ва днꙋ҃л PS къндь тꙋрна ва 
домнꙋль PC1 PC2 PCb – future;

15)	140:1 ἐν τῷ κεκραγέναι με;
вънегда + възовѫ RI RII RIII RV; вьзыват м RIV;
къндѹ вою кема PH – future; къндѹ кїемѹ PS РV къндь кемь PC1 PC2Cb 
– present;

16)	141:4 ἐν τῷ ἐκλείπειν;
вънегда + щѣзаше дх҃ъ мо RI RII RIII – imperfect; зезает RV; зтѣзат 
дх҃ъ мо RIV;
къндѹ се кѹплѧ де менре абѹрѹ мїеꙋ PH къндь перїѧ де ла мне сꙋфлетꙋль 
мїеꙋ PS PC1 PC2 PV PCb – imperfect.

Notably, there are no examples of infinitive constructions, even in the Hur-
muzaki Psalter. There is a correspondence, instead, with the verbal tense pre­
sent in Redaction I, II, III and V. That is, if the Church Slavonic Psalter has 
a present construction (being perfective or imperfective), the Old Romanian 
translation opts either for a present or a future construction, with the Hurmu-
zaki Psalter having a preference for the latter verb form. On the other hand, 
when the verb in Church Slavonic is in the past, the text in Old Romanian 
follows it rigorously, rendering it with a past construction as well (47, 50, 
53, 54, 55) – usually the Slavonic aorist with a simple past, and the Slavonic 
imperfect with a corresponding imperfect in Romanian. As a consequence, it 
can be argued that it is unlikely that Redaction IV was used as a source text for 
the translation of the Psalter into Old Romanian. Further examples indicating 
in particular that Redaction III was the version of reference are 46 and to a 

4 Палеобулгарика, кн. 1
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certain extent 52. In the last example PS, PC1 differ from PH and it seems that 
the Hurmuzaki Psalter followed a redaction which presents an aorist rather 
than a present form (as does RIII), which then is translated with a simple past 
construction in PH. However, it should also be mentioned that the Slavonic 
counterpart present in PC1 has прозѧбнѫшѧ, which makes us think that some 
Slavonic Psalters, although belonging to RIII, in 91:8 may have presented a 
past-tense verb construction rather than a present one (such is the case of PC1, 
for example).

D. Subordinate clauses in Redactions IV and V: further substitution with infini­
tive verbs
There are some additional instances where finite verbs in subordinate clau­
ses were replaced with infinitive verbal forms in Redaction IV and V. Similar 
to the analysis made above of Redaction IV, these examples can indicate 
whether Redaction V was used for the translation of the Psalter into Old 
Romanian. Additionally, considering the fact that there is a constant cor­
respondence between the Slavonic and the Romanian verbal constructions, 
the following is an attempt to study this aspect further, and for this reason 
person and number will be indicated for the verbal construction in Romanian 
when necessary.

a. Subordinate clause: substitution of past verbs with infinitives in Redactions 
IV and V
1)	 21:25 ἐν τῷ κεκραγέναι με;

вънегда + възъвахъ RI RII RIII RV – aorist/imperfect?; възъват м RIV;
къндѹ кемаю PH къндꙋ кїемаю PS къндь кема PC1 PC2 – simple past,  
1st pr. sg.;

2)	 30:14 ἐν τῷ ἐπισυναχθῆναι αὐτούς;
вънегда + събрахѫ сѧ RI RII RIII – imperfect; събрат сѧ мъ RIV RV;
къндѹ адꙋра сѧ PH – imperfect; къндꙋ адꙋръ се PS къндь адѹнарѫ се PC1 
PC2 – imperfect, 3rd pr. sg./pl.;

3)	 41:4 ἐν τῷ λέγεσθαί μοι;
вънегда + глаголахѫ мънѣ RI RII RIII – imperfect; глаголат мънѣ RV 
глаголат сѧ мънѣ RIV;
къндꙋ гръѧ мїе PH къндꙋ џѣ мїе PS къндь зѣ мїе PC1 PC2 – imper­
fect, 3rd pr. sg./pl.8;

8 The final -u, typical of the deletion of the imperfect 3rd pr. pl., is not yet established in 16th 
century Romanian, consequently the singular and the plural form of the third person are syncretic.
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4)	 41:11 ἐν τῷ λέγειν αὐτούς;
вънегда + гл҃ахѫ RI RII RIII – imperfect; гл҃ат мъ RIV RV;
къндѹ гръѧ мїе PH PC2 къндꙋ џѣ ме PS къндь зѣ мѧ PC1 –  
imperfect, 3rd pr. sg./pl.; 

5)	 80:6 ἐν τῷ ἐξελθεῖν αὐτόν;
вънегда + зде RI RII RIII – aorist; зъіт емѹ RIV RV;
къндѹ еш PH къндь еш PS PC1 PC2 PCb – simple past, 3rd pr. sg.;

6)	 104:12 ἐν τῷ εἶναι αὐτούς;
зане + бѣша RI RII RIII – aorist; быт мъ RV вънегда быт мъ RIV;
къ ера PH къ ера PS PC1 PCb къндь ера PC2 – imperfect, 3rd pr. sg./pl.;

7)	 106:6, 13, 19, 28 ἐν τῷ θλίβεσθαι αὐτούς;
вънегда + въсътѫжшѧ RI RII RIII – aorist; скръбѣт мъ RIV RV;
къндꙋ тъжръ and къндꙋ кнꙋръ for 106:13 PH, къндꙋ тънжїа PS къндь 
тънжрѫ PC1 PC2 – simple past, 3rd pr. pl.;
[All examples are missing in PV.]

Overall, in all instances the texts in Old Romanian present a past construction, 
similar to the Church Slavonic Redactions I, II and III. It has been also argued 
that the presence of simple past constructions in the early Old Romanian trans­
lations imitates the aorist tense in Church Slavonic (Rosetti 1986: 523). Even 
though it is not possible to claim that there is always a systematic correspon­
dence (see 64) between tenses in the source and target texts (Pană Dindelegan 
2016: 35), the interesting aspect to note here is the regularity with which the 
Church Slavonic verbs in the pasts are rendered with simple past/imperfect verb 
forms in Old Romanian.

b. Subordinate clause: substitution of present verbs with infinitives in RIV and RV
Similarly, there is a correspondence between the Church Slavonic subordinate 
clauses in the present and the Old Romanian translations:
1)	 13:7 ἐν τῷ ἐπιστρέψαι κύριον; 

вънегда + възвраттъ г҃ь RI RII RIII RV; възвратт гоу҃ RIV;
къндѹ ва ф а тоаре PH къндь ва тѹрна PS PC1 PC2 – future, 3rd pr. sg.;

2)	 26:2 ἐν τῷ ἐγγίζειν ... κακοῦντας;
вънегда + прблжѧтъ сѧ зълобѹѭще RI RII прблжаахѫ сѧ RIII –  
imperfect; прблжат сѧ зълобѹѭщмъ RIV RV;
къндѹ сѧ ворь апропїа PH – future; къндь апропїе се PS PC1 – present; 
къндь апропїе се вѡр PC2 – future.

3)	 27:2 ἐν τῷ με αἵρειν;
вънегда + въздѣѭ/въздеждѫ RI RII RIII; въздѣати м RIV RV;
къндѹ рр̀ъдѣкѹ PH къндъ тїмѕꙋ PS къндь ръдкѫ PC1 PC2 – present; 

4)	 36:34 ἐν τῷ ἐξολεθρεύεσθαι ἁμαρτωλούς;
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вънегда + потрѣбѧтъ сѧ грѣшьнц RI RII RIII; потрѣблꙗт сѧ грѣшнкомъ 
RIV RV;
къндꙋ пїѧрде се воръ грѣшⸯнц PH къндь пер ворь пъкѫтошї PC2 –  
future; къндꙋ пїерꙋ пъкътошї PS къндь пїерь пъкѫтошї PC1 – present; 

5)	 52:7 ἐν τῷ ἐπιστρέψαι κυρίον;
вънегда + възвраттъ г҃ъ/б҃ъ RI RII RIII RV; възвратт боу҃ RIV;
къндꙋ ва ꙟторе дѡмнꙋль PH къндь ꙟтрꙋна ва зеꙋль PC2 – future; къндꙋ 
тоарнъ ѕеꙋл PS къндь тоарнѫ зеꙋль PC1 PCb – present;

6)	 63:2 ἐν τῷ δέεσθαί με;
вънегда + молѫ сѧ RI RII RIII; молт м сѧ RIV RV;
къндꙋ мѧ вою рр̀ѹга PH – future; къндꙋ рогꙋ ме PS къндь рогꙋ мѫ PC1 PC2 
PCb – present;

7)	 75:10 ἐν τῷ ἀναστῆναι ... τὸν θεόν;
вънегда + въскръснетъ б҃ъ RI RII RIII; въстат боу҃ RIV RV;
PH missing; къндь ꙟвїе ва PS PC1 PC2 PCb – future;

8)	 101:23 ἐν τῷ συναχθῆναι λαούς;
вънегда + съньмѫтъ сѧ люде RI; съберѫтъ сѧ люде RI RII RIII; събрати 
сѧ людемъ RIV RV;
къндѹ се воръ адѹнра ѡменр PH къндꙋ адꙋна се ворь ѡамнї PS къндь 
адꙋнасе ворь ѡаменї PC1 PC2 PCb – future;

9)	 108:7 ἐν τῷ κρίνεθαι αὐτόν; 
вънегда + сѫдѧтъ емѹ RI RII RIII; сѫдт сѧ емѹ RIV RV;
къндꙋ ва џодека PH къндь жꙋдека ва лꙋ PC2 къндꙋ џюдекъ лꙋ PS къндь 
жꙋдекѫ PC1 PCb – present;

10)	108:23 ἐν τῷ ἐκκλῖναι αὐτήν;
вънегда + ѹклонтъ сѧ RI RII RIII RV; ѹклонт сѧ е RIV;
къндѹ мѧ ръѕмаю PH – simple past; къндь трѣе PS PC1 PC2 PCb –  
present;

11)	118:6 ἐν τῷ με ἐπιβλέπειν;
вънегда + прзьрѫ RI RII RIII RV; прзрат м RIV;
къндѹ прев PH – infinitive without complementizer or simple past; къндꙋ 
каѹтꙋ PS къндь каꙋть PC1 PC2 PCb – present.

If the original Church Slavonic text had infinitival constructions in all these in­
stances (Redaction IV of the Slavonic text), we would not expect to have such a 
clear distinction in Old Romanian between past constructions on the one hand, 
and present/future on the other, and would expect an outcome similar to what 
is found in examples 33 to 39. At this point there should be no doubt about the 
fact that there is very little chance of Redactions IV and V having influenced the 
translation of the Psalms in Romanian.
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CONCLUSION

The brief analysis provided here contributes to the overall argument that Redac­
tion III was employed for the translation of the psalter text into Old Romanian, 
especially if the constructions of the final clause are taken into account. Further, 
even though indirectly, it also shows that the later Redactions, IV and V, did not 
influence the Romanian text, although further textual research should be done 
on the connection between Redaction V and the Romanian 16th century psalter 
texts (see example 19).

From the point of view of textual genealogy, the study here presented is not 
enough to draw up a diagram linking the various Romanian texts. However, 
the punctual differences in rendering precise verbal constructions from Church 
Slavonic into Romanian point to the fact that PH on the one hand, and PS, PC1 
and PCb on the other belong to two difference textual traditions. Because these 
sources come all from a similar period in time, it is yet to be understood whether 
they can be traced back to one, ancestral translation or define two redactions of 
the psalter text in Romanian. The behaviour of PC2 is more difficult to deter­
mine, for although most of the time its readings are in line with PS, PC1 and 
PCb, sometimes it comes rather close to PH. This also implies that even towards 
the end of the 16th century, when many written and printed copies of the psalter 
text in Romanian were circulating already, the text was still undergoing revisions 
and corrections, and that no version of the text was yet considered authoritative. 
However, a further philological study of PC2 in comparison with PH, PC1 and 
PS could lead to a better understanding of the textual tradition of the psalter text 
in the 16th century. 
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ПРЕДАВАНЕ НА ИНФИНИТИВНИТЕ КОНСТРУКЦИИ В ТЕКСТА НА ПСАЛТИРА:  
ОТ ГРЪЦКИ НА СЛАВЯНСКИ И ОТ СЛАВЯНСКИ НА РУМЪНСКИ ЕЗИК

(Резюме)

Статията се основава на направения наскоро от M. МакРобърт текстологичен анализ 
на начините на предаване на гръцките субстантивирани инфинитиви в различни­
те славянски редакции на псалтирния текст от XI до края на XV в. (MacRobert 
2018) и разглежда същия проблем в псалтирни текстове от XVI в. на румънски 
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език. Материалът се използва в подкрепа на хипотезата, че румънската текстова 
традиция възхожда към славянска такава, която с голяма вероятност може да 
се идентифицира като третата редакция на Псалтира. На тази основа се правят 
предложения за по-нататъшни изследвания.  

Ключови думи: Псалтир; старорумънски език; инфинитивни конструкции; XVI в.
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