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STUDIES / STUDII

EL PROYECTO DE LAS BIBLIAS HISPANICAS

Prof. dr. Claudio Garcia TURZA
Universidad de La Rioja
cilengna@cilengna.es

REsUME El lenguaje humano, como todo lo humano, para ser comprendido,
debe ser rigurosamente descifrado y estudiado. En el estudio de la Biblia,
efectivamente, se exige el analisis historico y literario, un analisis que habra de
llevarse a cabo a través de los distintos métodos y enfoques ofrecidos por la
filologfa y ctiticas modernas. Un analisis que, consecuentemente, deben realizar
quienes tienen la preparacién cientifica para hacerlo, es decir, los profesionales
de las materias humanisticas necesatias para abordatlo.

MOTS-CLES Las Biblias Hispanicas, filologia, estudio

1. San Millan, la casa de la filologia

El escritorio de San Millan de la Cogolla, destaca, ante todo, por la
entrega de sus monjes y clérigos a una filologfa auténtica, a la filologfa en
su esencia. A esa labor, con muchos siglos de tradiciéon, que se dirige
especificamente a aclarar, interpretar, desentrafiar el sentido de los
abismos de la intencién creadora y comprender la totalidad significativa
de un texto. A una orientaciéon formativa, fundamental y sumamente
exigente. Lograr la inteligencia de un pasaje y hacerse con el sentido
global de un texto, ensanchar, asi, el intelecto y el espiritu del intérprete
s6lo es hacedero, en efecto, tras abordar su examen desde una amplisima
diversidad de cuestiones y de enfoques. Penetrar en los textos para
discernir o discriminar, entender y valorar su contenido histérico o
practico exige la aplicacion de las diversas ciencias al estudio de los
textos y el empleo con ese fin de los diversos métodos y formas de la
ciencia y del razonamiento humano. Y siempre sin olvidar que

interpretar conlleva hacer accesible el pensamiento expresado,
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especialmente el recogido en los textos antiguos por la diferencia
histérico-cultural, que crea también distancias entre los hombres.

Lo he dicho ya en muchas y variadas ocasiones. Por encima de la
cantidad, calidad, e incluso, antigiiedad de los textos creados o copiados
en el escriptorio altomedieval emilianense ha de valorarse la dedicacion
profesionalizada de sus monjes a las tareas filologicas. Sin ese objetivo
constante de aclararse a si mismo y aclarar a los demas el sentido y los
significados de los textos no se habrian poblado, como es evidente, los
grandes codices medievales de tantos materiales lingiisticos,
imprescindibles para el conocimiento cabal de la historia de nuestra
lengua (y de otras lenguas, como el euskera). Sin él, tampoco se hubiera
producido en el taller glosografico de la Cogolla, el primer intento
sistematico, tan admirable, de escribir los textos iberorromances o, con
mayor precisién, el mayor esfuerzo peninsular por sistematizar la
creacién de un alfabeto romance a la espafiola. Y, en fin, sin él seria
impensable el tesoro, que hoy contemplamos y podemos estudiar, de su
biblioteca monastica (ahora, en las bibliotecas de la Real Academia de la
Historia, el Monasterio de El Escorial, el Archivo Histérico Nacional, el
mismo Monasterio de Yuso, etc.).

Asi pues, defiendo aqui y ahora este modo de aproximacién al texto,
el filolégico, por coherencia con la tradicion intelectual emilianense, pero
también porque estoy convencido de su necesidad actual, a mi juicio,
incuestionable. Incluso el nombre, “filologia” (Gltimamente bastante
desprestigiado y desautorizado por muchos acaso porque, junto a su
tradicional ambigiiedad referencial, les evoca resultados y métodos que
consideran obsoletos), no parece encontrar un sustituto suficientemente
ajustado al propésito intelectual expuesto. Si en su lugar optamos por
valorar sélo los resultados independientes de las distintas criticas
modernas (critica textual, critica de las fuentes, critica historica,
sociolégica y antropoldgica, critica literaria y retorica), corremos el riesgo
de que en esta prestigiosa profesion del ars interpretandz, no haya nadie que
recoja las sintesis de los estudios particulares, nadie que, tras un analisis
objetivo, las interrelacione y, finalmente, las armonice a la luz del habito
cognoscitivo mas alto, llamado en lo antiguo, con tan buen criterio,

sabiduria.
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2. La dimension filologica del proyecto “Las Biblias Hispanicas”

Pues bien, aunque en el tercer parrafo me referiré a otra razén que aun
considero de mayor alcance, el argumento que antecede (San Millan, la
casa de la la filologia), por su solida entidad, bastarfa para justificar la
eleccion del proyecto “Las Biblias Hispanicas” como actividad prioritaria
dentro del Instituto Origenes del Espanol del Centro Internacional de
Investigacion de la Lengua Espafiola (CILENGUA): sera dificil
encontrar otro proyecto que pueda competir con éste en la dimension
filolégica pretendida.

En efecto, como ya lo he desarrollado en el n® 1 de la revista Biblias
Hispanicas, se trata de un amplio objetivo cientifico que se articula
basicamente en dos grandes lineas de investigacion: a) las ediciones y
estudios criticos, interdisciplinares, de los textos biblicos, y b) la
presencia e influencia de la Biblia en la lengua, las letras y la cultura
hispanicas, dentro del marco histérico y cultural europeo y occidental.

2.1. En la primera de esas lineas, de enfoque tanto diacrénico como
sincrénico, se incluyen, entre otras, las siguientes areas tematicas:

a) Las ediciones (paleograficas, criticas, filologicas) y estudios varios
de las biblias medievales romanceadas en espafiol (mss. del Escorial,
BNM, RAH, etc.), siempre a la luz de las versiones analogas del
ambito romanico y europeo. (*)

b) Las ediciones y estudios de las biblias romanceadas en ladino,
atendiendo tanto a los ladinamientos aljamiados en letras hebreas
(Abraham Asa, Yisrael B. Hayim) como a los escritos con caracteres
latinos (LLa Biblia de Ferrara). (*)

c) Las traducciones espafolas, modernas y contemporaneas, de la
Biblia en las diferentes modalidades lingtiisticas: peninsular
septentrional, peninsular meridional, hispanoamericana en sus
distintas variedades (Casiodoro de Reina, Cipriano de Valera, Felipe
Scio, Félix Torres Amat, Nacar-Colunga, Cantera-Iglesias, /z Biblia de
Jerusalén, 1.a Biblia del Peregrino, 1.a Biblia de las Américas, 1.a Nueva
Biblia de los Hispanos, etc.), y todo ello, de nuevo, a la luz,
imprescindible, de las otras versiones romanicas (sobre todo,

catalanas, portuguesas, italianas y francesas), europeas y del mundo
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occidental. (¥)

d) Una nueva traduccion al espafiol de la Biblia: “La Biblia de San
Millan”. (*)

¢) La historia de la exégesis biblica en espafiol, particularmente, las
Postillae de Nicolas de Lyra. (*)

f) Las ediciones y estudios de los textos parabiblicos romanceados (La
Fazienda de Ultra mar, las biblias rimadas, el Romanceamiento de los
Macabeos de Pedro Nunez de Osma, a Biblia de Osuna, etc.). (¥)

@) La edicién y estudio de las glosas, latinas y romances, de los textos
biblicos glosados.

h) La ediciéon y estudio de los glosarios biblicos latinos, espafioles,
sefardies y europeos.

j) La colaboracién, imprescindible, de los tedricos e historiadores de
la traduccion e interpretacion biblicas.

k) La colaboracién, también imprescindible, de los especialistas en las
fuentes de los textos originales traducidos (orientalistas, hebraistas,
sefardistas, helenistas, latinistas), que se centraran particularmente en
la dimensién lingtistica, retérica y literaria de la Biblia (géneros y
estilistica).

2.2. La segunda linea de investigacién comprende, igualmente, objetivos
de gran alcance. Asi, cabe destacar:
a) La historia de la Biblia vernicula en Espafia y en los paises
romanicos y europeos.
b) La aportacion de los textos biblicos hispanicos a la historia de la
lengua espafiola desde la primera fase de su evolucién hasta hoy. (*)
c) La presencia e influencia de la Biblia en la literatura hispanica. (*)
d) Y el peso, difusién, influencia y penetracién de la Sagrada Escritura
en la lengua, el pensamiento, las mentalidades, la politica, el arte y la
cultura de Espafia, dentro del marco de la sociedad europea. (*)

3. La importancia de la Biblia como objeto de investigacion

Pero la razén de mayor calado a que antes me referfa, a propésito de la
puesta en marcha de este proyecto en Cilengua, radica en el valor
intrinseco de la Biblia misma, el libro mas escrutado, sin duda, por el
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hombre vy, sin embargo, ain inescrutable. De él se han hecho
innumerables valoraciones encomiasticas, que vendrfan a resumirse en
esta: es el libro mas importante e influyente del patrimonio humanistico y
cultural de Occidente. O en esta otra de Northrop Frye: La Biblia es el
Gran Codigo de la cultura universal. A lo largo de la historia, en efecto,
el artista ha impregnado sus pinceles en las historias, simbolos y figuras
de los textos biblicos; el musico ha ido tejiendo con sus armonias los
versos de la salmodia; el escritor ha recreado las numerosas narraciones
biblicas, tantas veces interpretadas como parabolas existenciales; el poeta
no ha dejado de interrogar a los misterios del espiritu, la vida o el amor,
que animan las paginas de la Biblia; el pensador, en fin, o el hombre de
ciencia, al reconocer que las tradiciones religiosas originadas en la Biblia
pertenecen en rigor a la interpretaciéon y valoraciéon de la existencia
humana en el mundo, fija su atencién, a menudo, en los grandes
principios y conceptos biblicos, espirituales o morales, que han acabado
siendo constitutivos de nuestra civilizaciéon. En este importante aspecto,
me asalta el recuerdo de varios pensadores actuales, como Gianni
Vattimo, postmodernos y cristianos culturalmente o algo mas. En sus
propuestas filosoficas, la negacion de la metafisica con bases
necesariamente ético-politicas, deja el puesto, en definitiva, a la
entronizacién del amor, el amor tal como se muestra en el Cristo de los
Evangelios, un amor que deberfa erigirse, sostiene, en la verdadera
dimension religiosa de nuestro tiempo.

Pero a mi, lo confieso, ninguna valoracion del Libro por excelencia
me impresiona tanto, y me invita a pararme a pensar, como la que
formuld, convencido, Goethe: “El Nuevo Testamento es la lengua
materna de Europa”. Porque desde nifios respiramos realmente una
atmosfera de vivencias y representaciones cognoscitivas que se ha
generado con fuerza irradiante en las fuentes profundas de la Biblia. Asf,
como ha dicho recientemente Joan Francesc Mira: “Jesus de Nazaret y su
madre Marfa, su padre José el carpintero, sus companeros Pedro, Jaime o
Juan, Lazaro y Marfa Magdalena, Poncio Pilato, y tantos otros nombres,
son personajes que forman parte del imaginario popular europeo con
mas potencia y difusiéon que Hamlet, el Quijote o los hermanos

Karamazov. Y las imagenes de la anunciaciéon a Marfa, del nacimiento de
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Jests en Belén, Pilato lavandose las manos, la crucifixion o la
resurreccion (o las visiones alucinadas del Apocalipsis), son escenas y
temas narrativos no superados en difusion a través de los siglos”.

Notese que hasta la forma habitual de evaluar y enjuiciar las
acciones, los estados y las cualidades humanas mediante los llamados
adverbios en -mente obedece, en gran medida, a la instruccién reiterada de
Jests, que Mateo narra en el capitulo quince, el de la critica a las
tradiciones. En efecto, el andlisis de la propia conciencia, el afan por ver
en los actos la intencién con que se realizan, explica el crecimiento de los
compuestos adverbiales bona mente, sana mente > buenamente, sanamente,
aunque hubieran empezado a usarse antes.

¢Y qué decir de la expresividad conseguida mediante el recurso
constante a la manifestacién de acciones, pasiones o estados con frases
como hacer la pascua a alguien, echar margaritas a los cerdos, pasar las de Cain,
rasgarse las vestiduras, lorar como una Magdalena, lavarse las manos, ver los cielos
abiertos, poner el dedo en la llaga, predicar en desterto, echar sapos y culebras, dar
coces contra el aguijon, sembrar cizania, adorar a un becerro de oro, estar en Belén con
los pastores, meterse a redentor, hacer algo en un santiameén, tener mas paciencia que
el santo Job, tirar la primera piedra, ver la paja en el ojo ajeno y no ver la viga en el
propuo, etc.

También sera util reparar en la frecuencia abrumadora de
exclamaciones, expresiones de lo circunstancial, dichos y refranes de
origen biblico: zAngela Marial, de Pascuas a Ramos, en menos que canta nn gallo,
otro gallo le cantara, de todo hay en la vinia del Seior, donde Cristo dio las tres voces,
de menos nos hizo Dios, ojo por ojo y diente por diente, es mds facil que un camello
pase por el ojo de una aguja..., quien siembra vientos recoge tempestades, sin faltar
una jota, adivina quién te dio, nadie es profeta en su tierra, médico cirate a ti mismo,
a vino nuevo odres nuevos, al César lo que es del César..., los iltimos serdan los
primeros, nadie puede servir a dos sefores, no juzguéis y no seréis juzgados, por sus
frutos los conoceréis, quien a hierro mata a hierro muere, efe.

O ¢Cémo podriamos mejorar el valor figurado que tantas veces y
con tanta agudeza extraemos de la fecundidad tematica de la Biblia a la
hora de calificar, o descalificar, la complexion fisica y siquica de los
demas: es e/ chivo expiatorio, es un judds, un_jeremias, el benjamin, un cirineo, un
sepulcro blangueado, el principio del fin, un gigante con pies de barro, la costilla de
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Addn, la sal de la tierra, mds viejo que Matusalén, es una trampa saducea, estd
hecho un Cristo, un ceomo, un Addn. En fin, y nunca mejor dicho, es la Biblia

en verso.

4. La Biblia como objeto de copia en el Monasterio de San Millan
de Suso

Conviene recordar, por otro lado, que en el cenobio emilianense se
copiaron entre los siglos X y XV wvarias biblias y libros biblicos, que
transmiten la version de la Vetus Latina o de la Vulgata (asi, los cods. 2-3,
58 o 64bis de la Real Academia de la Historia). También se copiaron, por
las mismas fechas, comentarios de distintos libros de la Biblia: “Los
Morales de Job” y las “Homilias sobre Ezequiel” de Gregorio Magno o
la “Exposicion de los Salmos” de Casiodoro; ademas de bastantes textos
ilustrados con la Glosa Ordinaria.

Pero entre todos ellos destaca la llamada hoy “Biblia de Quisio” y
antes, “Biblia Gética de San Millan™, el cédice 20 de la Real Academia de
la Historia, de principios del siglo X. Esta obra, escrita por una mano
mozarabe, escap6 de las razias efectuadas en la segunda mitad del siglo
XVI para reunir en el recién fundado monasterio del Escorial lo mas
antiguo y valioso de los tesoros manuscritos de la Peninsula. Quienes
conocen bien las peculiaridades del contenido y las caracteristicas
graficofénicas de este codice comparten la opinién de que la primera de
sus tres partes se ejecutd hispane y la segunda hispanissime. No extrafia, por
ello, que los benedictinos de la Abadia romana de San Jerénimo, para la
elaboraciéon de su monumental edicion de la 1ufgata, seleccionaran su texto
como uno de los representantes mas destacados de la tradicion manuscrita
peninsular (los otros codices elegidos fueron el cédice hispano de Cava dei
Tirreni, el complutense I. X y el toledano de la BNM, Vitr. 13-1).

Ademas, interesa mucho hacer notar, a propésito de esta Biblia de
Quisio, que hacia 1600 un monje de San Millin, conocedor de su
significaciéon e importancia, aguzé su ingenio para realzar aun mas, en
cuanto a la antigiedad, a la que se consideraba ya entonces el producto
mas precioso de la biblioteca de la Cogolla. Su picardia (ascética y
picaresca, una vez mas, fusionadas en la historia de lo hispano) le llevo a

afladir audazmente en el folio 144 una suscripcion totalmente falsificada:
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El per-scriptum donde figura Quisio, monje de San Millan, y la era 700, es
decir, el afio 662 (data a todas luces imposible); el sincronismo de un tal
Martin, abad del monasterio; y un catalogo de abades. Los errores de las
abreviaturas y el aire de letra falsificada que tiene el conjunto prueban sin
lugar a dudas que tal atribucién al afio 662 es resultado de una o varias
manipulaciones. Pero al mismo tiempo revelan, insisto, el interés por
encumbrar singularmente el manuscrito que consideraban en la Cogolla
mas valioso y antiguo.

5. Necesidad de reducir el objeto de estudio

As{ pues, recapitulando, en el Monasterio de San Millan, la casa de la
filologia, en ese lugar de las palabras y de la Palabra, abordamos
decididamente el proyecto “Las Biblias Hispanicas”, por su exigencia
interna de un quehacer filolégico y por la importancia excepcional de su
objeto de estudio tanto en el plano histérico como en el actual.

Ahora bien, ante las multiples y heterogéneas tareas que impone el
proyecto disefiado, parece realista y sensato dedicar prioritariamente los
esfuerzos y recursos a algunas de las areas programadas. Y, en virtud de
objetivos  suficientemente meditados, las areas de investigacion
seleccionadas, aquellas que constituyen el objeto preferente de nuestra
dedicacién, son: a) las ediciones y estudios de los textos biblicos y de la
historia de la exégesis biblica; b) las traducciones actuales de la Biblia,
con estudios orientados hacia una nueva traduccion cientifica y filolégica
de la Biblia (LLa Biblia de San Millin); y c) la presencia e influencia de la
Biblia en la literatura espafiola.

6. Reflexion final

Y termino con la siguiente reflexién. Este proyecto de “Las Biblias
Hispanicas” que acabo de bosquejar, desde una vivencia confesional
quiza se calificarfa por algunos, en terminologfa del Mester, de “corteza”;
pero para nosotros, para todos los que venimos apoyando esta
investigacion, forma parte del “meollo”. Es mas, ni siquiera nos parece
oportuno distinguir, desde nuestra perspectiva, entre lo determinante y lo
determinado. La Biblia es también carne, letra, obra humana. Todos
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consideramos incuestionable el nucleo de este predicado, “obra
humana”, aunque bastantes no admitirfan el adyacente “también”.

LLa Biblia se expresa en lenguas particulares, con palabras, por tanto,
comprensibles a la humanidad; se expresa en formas literarias, en formas
histéricas, en concepciones ligadas a una cultura determinada. En el
estudio de la Biblia es imprescindible tener en cuenta el modo de pensar,
de expresarse, de narrar que se usaba en tiempo del hagiégrafo o de los
sucesivos traductores. Han de profundizarse, con especial interés, los
géneros literarios, pues la verdad se presenta y se enuncia de modo
diverso en obras de diversa indole histérica, en libros proféticos o
poéticos o en otros géneros literarios. Quede, pues, bien claro: si se
ignora la identidad historica y la personalidad propia de los autores o de
los traductores, con sus facultades y talentos concretos, si se excluye esta
dimension carnal, humana, de la Biblia, se corre el riesgo de caer en el
equivoco fundamentalista o en un vago espiritualismo o psicologismo.

Ahora bien, el lenguaje humano, como todo lo humano, para ser
comprendido, debe ser rigurosamente descifrado y estudiado. En el
estudio de la Biblia, efectivamente, se exige el analisis histérico y literario,
un analisis que habra de llevarse a cabo a través de los distintos métodos
y enfoques ofrecidos por la filologfa y criticas modernas. Un analisis que,
consecuentemente, deben realizar quienes tienen la preparacion cientifica
para hacerlo, es decir, los profesionales de las materias humanisticas
necesarias para abordarlo.

Y ese es, precisamente, nuestro papel: impulsar y realizar los
estudios centrados estrictamente en la explicacion cientifica de la Biblia, en
sus textos originales, en sus versiones y traducciones (especialmente
espafiolas) y en su penetracion, presencia y difusion en las letras

hispanicas.
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0. Introduction

A fundamental building stone of Christian doctrine, and one of the most
important sources related to the European collective imaginary, the Bible
played a central role in the emergence of some salient features of the
Romanian culture. In the reception of the Holy Scripture, Romanian
culture was influenced by numerous interferences and differentiating
particularities coming from other Western cultures, but also from
neighbouring south-eastern, Balkanised and mostly Orthodox nations.
The first general observation is that biblical texts began to be translated
into Romanian (most probably around the 16" century) several centuries
later than they were into Western vernacular languages (English,
German, French, Italian, Spanish etc.), and a few centuries earlier than
was the case with the neighbouring Orthodox cultures (Russia, Bulgaria,
modern Greece etc.). The main explanation for this chronological delay
lies in the historical specificity of the Romanian people. While their
language has Romanic origins, their written culture was established as a
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result of a strong Slavonic Byzantine influence which came to prevail in
the country immediately after its ethnogenetic core was defined.
Moreover, this influence persisted for a long time throughout the
medieval period. As a consequence, here, the function of ‘sacred
language’ — i.e. to receive and transfer the concepts and imagery of the
Bible — was not fulfilled by the Latin language, as was the case in the
West, but rather by Slavonic (in the first centuries) and Greek (starting
with the 17" century) — these two being the primary ‘sacred’ languages of
Orthodoxy. Ecclesiastical culture, including the reading and
interprettation of biblical texts, was therefore subscribed to the general
standards of medieval Slavonic Byzantine Orthodoxy.

One may also assume that the partial or complete manuscripts of
Itala (the oldest Latin version of the Scriptures), or the 1ulgate itself (the
official Latin version, pertaining to the Catholic Church, established in
the 4" century by St. Jerome), were also used in pre-Romanian
communities, even if accidentally in the precarious cultural conditions of
primitive Christianity. Along with these, there were Greek versions of
biblical texts, probably originating from the Septuagint, a translation of the
canonical books of the Bible written between the 4™ and 2™ centuries
B.C. in the Judaic Greek communities in Alexandria and Jerusalem, and
later adopted by eatly Christians as fextus receptus. However, the
protochronistic  allegations forwarded by some literary historians
concerning a so-called “pre-Romanian literature”, including some form
of scriptural influences, are totally devoid of historical argumentation or
logical foundation. Very hard to prove are also the firm beliefs of certain
philologists (e.g. I. C. Chitimia), based on the existence, in the oldest
Romanian texts, of some 20-30 “lexical relics” (Latin-derived words that
later disappeared) allegedly related to Romanian translations of the Bible
presumably made directly from Latin, long before the 16" century, and
possibly even before, and independent of the strong Slavonic influence
(which only started around the 10™-11" century).

In the strict framework of historical philology, and beyond the
inextricable network of a popular Christian mental communality, the
reception of biblical texts by the Romanian people can be followed via
three distinct routes: biblical insertions in worship-related Christian
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books, partial interpretations, and full biblical translations into
Romanian. In line with an Orthodox cultural specificity, the first two
routes are much more important, more dynamic and more richly
represented in comparison with the third; the reason for this is the fact
that direct access to the sacred texts or to a reading of the Bible does
not, in the Orthodox tradition, equate with an act of faith per se, and even
less with one of worship-related importance.

1. Slavonic Romanian Literature of the Bible

In Slavonic Romanian literature — i.e., the ensemble of Slavonic texts,
either translated or (less often) original, that were produced or copied
into Romanian —, biblical texts play an important part. In the vast range
of Slavonic manuscripts, some of which are beautifully illuminated and
archived in great collections of various local or foreign libraries, there are
many such biblical texts, coming form Romanian scholars. Most of them
are worship-works: a) (tetra)evanghel(iar)ul (the Book of Gospels), a
book of worship containing ample Gospel passages arranged by
pericopes according to worship necessities; b) apostolul (the Apostle), a
collection of passages extracted from the Acts and Epistles, also
organised by pericopes; c) psaltirea (the Psalter), a worship book in
which the 151 biblical psalms are displayed in kathismas, according to
worship rigours. Noteworthy examples include a Tismana Ewvangheliar
(designed in 1405 by the monk Nicodim, a scholar with Macedonian
roots and refugee from Mount Athos, established in one of the
Romanian principalities, a man who significantly contributed to the
intellectual expansion of the monastic life in his adoptive country) and a
Tetraevanghel, the calligraphy of which was made by the Moldavian
Gabriel Uric in 1429, presently archived at the Bodleian Library of
Oxford University.

The introduction of the printing press in the Romanian principalities
is closely linked with the necessity of copying church works, destined not
only to internal, worship-related needs, but also used for distribution
purposes among neighbouring nations — the Serbs and Bulgarians
particularly —, who were severely affected by the Turkish influence.
Alongside the 1508 Liturghier (the Book of Liturgy), and 1510 Octozh (the
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Octoechos), the third Slavonic book published by the Serbian monk
Macarie was the Tetraevanghe! (Targoviste, 1512). Another publisher
specialized in Slavonic works, Dimitrie Liubavici, published a
Tetraevanghel (Targoviste, 1546-1555) and an Aposto/ (1547). The Bible
texts contained in these Slavonic versions were most likely derived from
the Slavonic tradition in the Balkan region, either Serbian or Bulgarian,
even though we cannot rule out the hypothesis that some biblical works
were written in Slavonic by Romanian scholars in Romanian
monasteries. Still, the factual demonstration of this hypothesis awaits
completion. What is certain is that all of these Slavonic Apostles, Books
of Gospels and Psalters, as well as other church-related books and
manuscripts, have constituted the main source for the first Romanian
translation of the Bible. To finish with these specific aspects, we should
also observe that, following the militant ideology of the Transylvanian
School, the cultural Slavonic period in Romania was often attacked and
described as a regressive period, or even a cultural halt. Using
expressions such as “pacla slavonismului” (“the muddy fog of
slavonicism”) or “barbaria slavoni” (“the Slavonic barbarism”),
Romanian historians and philologists, some of them of indisputable
scientific status, have neglected the principle of scientific objectivity,
while also disregarding the reality of historical facts and conditions. Such
depreciative and subjective evaluations cannot be justified. In order to
serve as support and expressive instrument for a semantic universe as
refined as Christianity, a historical language (a7y language), in this case
Romanian, needs a relatively extended period of time to practice its
literary varieties in writing. Also, for almost 1,000 years the Church
accepted and used very few languages (Greek, Latin, Coptic, Syriac,
Armenian, Gruzin and Slavonic); therefore, the Romanian case is by no
means singular, but rather part of a general rule. We should also observe
that the early Romanian versions of the Bible are heavily impregnated, in
terms of lexis, phraseology, syntax, and style, with Slavonic elements
(obviously the source language for translation). In addition to the
somewhat artificial aspect of these eatly versions, they had a sacred
character, which forced the translators to find adequate equivalents for
each word in the source texts. This literal principle in transposing the
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sacred texts, formulated early by St. Jerome, had been accepted as

obvious and natural, up until close to the present day.

2. Early Romanian Bible Literature

The earliest surviving Romanian texts with a literary character and
biblical content can be traced back as far as the first half of the 16"
century, mostly Psalters (e.g. Psaltirea Scheiand, Psaltirea 1 oroneteand,
Psaltirea Hurmuzaki) and Apostles (Codicele 1 oronetean, Apostolul Popi
Bratul). Being manuscript copies of lost original works, they amount to a
corpus in the sense that they appear to textually derive from the same
prototype, have an archaic character, show heavy Slavonic influences, as
well as dialectical particularities of a northern origin — e.g. the
intervocalic /#/>/r/ (thotacism) in words such as Zu(n)rd for lund, bi(n)re
for bine, me(n)re tor mine etc. Because of this phonetic idiosyncrasy, the
respective texts are often referred to by specialists as “rhotacizing texts”.
These aspects have stirred lengthy and controversial debates among
Romanian philologists, particularly aimed at localizing and dating the
oldest literary texts in Romanian, and especially keen on exploring the
motives and cultural-historical and religious contingencies behind such
texts. Today, especially following the research work around
Bucharest-based scholar Ion Ghetie (in the second half of the 20"
century), it is generally assumed that the decision to translate the texts of
the Bible into Romanian cannot be separated from the innovative ideas
of the religious Reform taking place in the West. The translation of the
Holy Scripture into vernacular languages ranked high among the
essential programmatic points of the Reform’s protestant leaders Martin
Luther (1483-1546) and Jean Calvin (1509-1564). In its Lutheran and
Calvinistic variants, the Reform was adopted eatly (i.e. starting from the
first decades of the 16" century) by the Transylvanian Saxons and
Hungarian people of Transylvania (“nations” which, alongside the
Székelys, had political control over this region). Furthermore, the main
linguistic stratum of these texts (which include a rather non-unitary
language!l) would point the researcher, according to the above-mentioned
Ghetie, to the dialectical region of Banat-Hunedoara, in which the
attempts to Calvinize the Romanians in Transylvania initiated by most of
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the princes of Transylvania (Ioan Sigismund Zapolya, Sigismund
Bathory, Gabriel Bethlen) were successful. Eventually, Calvinistic
Romanian communities were established, and they proliferated up until
the end of the 17" century.

Older theories pointed either to alleged influences of the Hussite
movement (point of view supported by Nicolae lorga and Sextil
Puscariu), or to the interior “impetus” (the theory of P. P. Panaitescu) —
both of which have proved unsustainable. According to Nicolae Iorga,
some of Jan Hus’ (cca 1369-1415) followers, exiled from the German
Empire in the first half of the 15" century, allegedly settled in Maramures
and the north of Moldavia where they managed to convince local
scholars that the meanings of the Holy Scripture can only be transmitted
in a language that is accessible to all individuals. P. P. Panaitescu, on the
other hand, emphasized a supposed “internal necessity” of the
Romanian society, which might have determined the translation of the
first Apostles, Books of Gospels and Psalters. The well-known scholar
even imagined a concrete historical frame pertaining to these first
translations, with the Peri Monastery from Maramures where, as part of
the struggle for autonomy against the (Ukrainian) Episcopy of Muncaci,
Romanian monks tried to suppress Slavonic as a language of worship in
Romania.

During the second half of the 16" century, the expansion of the
Holy Scripture in Romanian is significant and dramatic, especially via the
complex translation, revision, and publishing activities of Coresi (also
known as “Deacon Coresi”). Originally from Wallachia, he published,
between 1559 and 1581, in Brasov and in other cities in Transylvania,
many worship books in Romanian and Slavonic, with a foreword or
afterword in which — depending on the respective edition’s sponsors,
clients or intended audience — the religious orientation (either Lutheran,
Calvinist, Orthodox or neutral) was made rather clear. Among the
approx. 35 of his publications, besides liturgical books (the Liturgy
Books, the Book of Needs, and Octoechos) and Catechisms, there atre
also Bible-oriented worship works (in the sense defined above). In
Slavonic, Coresi published a Tefraevanghel (three editions, 1562, 1579, and
1583) and the Psalter (two editions, 1570 and 1572), plus Psaltirea



A Brief History of the Romanian Biblical Tradition 21

slavo-romaneasca (1577), a bilingual version, while in Romanian he
distributed an Apostle (Lucrul apostolese, 1560), a Psalter (1568) and a
Tetraevanghel (1561). Particularly relevant cases are Coresi’s Books of
Homilies, called Caganii — Talenl evanghelitlor (1567) and Evanghelia cu
invataturd (1581) —, which can be considered this prolific scholar’s
masterpiece. Ample patristic literature and homiletic Byzantine
compilations, the two books of homilies contain frequent and
comprehensive biblical insertions. The demand for religious books with
scriptural content in the Romanian must have been quite high at that
time, as other publishers had initiated similar projects. For example, in
1570, Deacon Lorint was publishing, in Bragsov, two editions of the
Evangel (1570 and 1579), while typographer Cilin was reproducing, in
1566, probably with the deacon’s consent, Coresi’s Tetraevanghel. In what
the method is concerned, Coresi may have translated some of the input
himself, while at times relying on experienced scholars such as Father
Iane and Father Mihai from Scheii Brasovului. Quite often, though, he
would revise and adapt many older Psalters and Apostles translations,
and maybe even Evangels, in the local dialect (Wallachian). What is
certain is that, compared with the rhotacizing texts, Coresi’s language
and style are much more evolved, fluent and closer to modern literary
Romanian. In what the dialect is concerned, Coresian publications
follow, with relative consistency, the tradition of the “Wallachian literary
dialect” (¢f. Gh. Ivanescu) — this being an area which included Wallachia
(Coresi’s homeland), but also the south of Transylvania, Brasov and
Sibiu. The Wallachian character of the works determined some
philologists to speculate that, starting from the 16" century, the Coresian
publications established the Wallachian basis of modern literary
Romanian. However, factual reality and ulterior texts contradict these
opinions, as all other regional literary varieties (including at least the
dialects from Moldavia and Banat—Hunedoara) thrived in various texts
throughout the 17" century and during the first half of the next century.
Palia de la Orastie (1582) was the first printed book in Romanian
where the biblical text was no longer conceived and presented as part of
the worship discourse or Christian dogmatism, but rather as a book in its
own right. Printed in a typeface very similar to that used by Coresi
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(Serban Coresi, Deacon Coresi’s son, is mentioned as a typographer
along with one Marien Diacul), the volume contains only the first two
books of the Bible which were called, as was the entire work, by their
Slavonic names, Bitia (Genesis) and Ishodu/ (Exodus). The ample preface
and an afterword give informations on the authors, the cultural, religious
and political context, as well as the purposes behind this cultural
enterprise. The volume needs to be regarded as part of the effort to
calvinize the Romanians via the political authority in Transylvania. Prince
Sigismund Bathory is mentioned as such a political authority, as well as
Mihail Tordasi, superintendent of the already calvinized Romanians, plus
the edition’s sponsor, Gesti Ferenz of Deva (the military governor of
Transylvania, a supremely powerful personage in that context). As their
titles clearly show, the authors of the translation are Romanian
Calvinized scholars: Stefan Herce, “preacher of the Gospel” in
Caransebes, and Efrem Zacan, “preacher” in the same city, Moisi
Pestisel, “preacher of the Gospel” in Lugoj, and Arhirie, archpriest of
Hunedoara. Apart from Coresi and another two or three contemporary
scholars, these four figures seem to be the oldest names of confirmed
Romanian “intellectuals”. Although the translators emphatically and
prudently declare that they followed the original Hebrew, Greek and
Slavonic versions of the Bible, some philologists (Mario Roques, Viorica
Pamfil — the first modern editors of the Bible) proved that the project’s
main source, although unnamed, was the Magyar Pentatench published in
Cluj, in 1551, by the Reformation scholar Gaspar Heltai (1490-1574),
with probably a "u/gate edition of the Bible kept at hand in the process
of translation. With manifest influences in phonetics and morphology
(also lexis, partially) from the translators’ mother tongue (a subdialect
from Banat—Hunedoara), the text of Palia de la Ordigstie do not exceed the
stylistic threshold of previous Romanian translations; in fact, in certain
regards, they come beneath standard. Another significant fact is the
frequent reference to the use (in two instances) of the form romain,
alternating with the etymological and more popular version rumdin. The
phenomenon is interpreted as a spontaneous analogical creation (roman
< lat. romanus), a sign of the Romanians’ awareness of their Roman
ancestry — at least in the case of several 16" century scholars.
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As a part of the same Calvinized background, one needs to mention
the Metropolitan Bishop of Ardeal Simion Stefan’s (d. 1657) endeavour
to publish new, complete versions of the New Testament (1648) and the
Psalter (1651). Printed in Alba Iulia with advanced technology, these
monumental works represent an obvious leap forward in shaping the
literary means of expression in Romanian for the biblical message. The
first preface to the New Testament, dedicated to Gheorghe Rakoczi, the
“prince of Transylvania”, and signed by Simion Stefan, who presents
himself as “Archbishop and Metropolitan of Balgrad, Vad, Maramures
and all the land of Ardeal”, displays a solid biblical erudition. A second
preface, dedicated to the readers (“predoslovie citre cetitori”), unsigned
but most likely belonging to Simion Stefan, containes the proof that one
of the principles of the humanistic philology had already been adopted:
the critical comparison of various “Greek, Serbian, and Latin sources”
(Rom. “izvoade... grecesti, si sarbesti, si litinesti”), “the Greek book
being the spring of the other books”. This second preface also contains a
series of valid intuitive statements concerning the justification of
neological borrowings — in order to designate some objects, institutions,
ancient relationships or concepts (poblican, cangrend, sinagogd etc.) —, a
deliberate choice to avoid excessively regional words, and the preference
for widely spread expressions (“like money, those words are good, which
are understood by all”). The 1648 version was fully adopted later by the
Bucharest Bible (1688), thus becoming, at least in what the New Testament
is concerned, the basis for the entite Romanian tradition of the Bible.

The expansion of the Protestant movement throughout south-
eastern Hurope, including the Ottoman Empire (Cyril Lucaris
[1572-1638], Patriarch of Constantinople, was eventually convicted of
supporting Calvinisml!), triggered a significant wave of rejection in the
high-ranking Greek Orthodox pulpits. One such anti-Calvinist champion
was Metropolitan Varlaam of Moldavia, who published in 1645 a
polemical brochure against Calvinism, Rdspuns impotriva catibisnusulni
calvinesc (A Reply against the Calvinistic Catechism), while implicitly
admitting the (Protestant!) idea that the Church needs to adopt a
vernacular language as part of its services — indeed, such a decision was
probably no longer safe to procrastinate. Through his Cagania
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(Homiliarium) printed in Iasi (1643), Varlaam initiated a long and
complex process of substituting Romanian for the Slavonic used in the
Church, which took about a century to complete. Thus, the book
entitled Cagania, an anthology of sermons extracted from the
Byzantic-Slavonic homiletic tradition, also includes quite a lot of biblical
material in itself, especially the evangelical pericopes for Sunday mass.

The editing and interpretation of the Bible in Romanian was also a
constant activity for Dosoftei and Antim Ivireanul, two metropolitan
bishops and writers, as part of their missionary and scholarly endeavour.
Dosoftei included in his work, Parimiile preste an (lasi, 1683), ample
biblical passages mainly from the Old Testament (even entire books
occasionally, e.g. Jomah), as original versions. The Psalms were of
particular interest to him. Considered the first important Romanian text
of “poetical” nature, Dosoftei’s erudite Psalter (Psaltirea ‘pre wversuri
toemita”, Uniew, 1673) is in fact a personal work, with no real worship
significance. For worship purposes, Dosoftei published an additional
Psalter (Psdltire de-ntdles, lasi, 1680) in Slavonic Romanian. Antim
Ivireanul also published, among many liturgical works, a Book of
Gospels  (Evangheliar, 1697), a Psalter (Psaltirea, 1710) and a New
Testament (Noul Testament, 1702), a revised text of the New Testament
printed in Alba-Tulia (Nou/ Testament de la Balgrad, 1648).

Starting from the last decades of the 17" century, the number of
worship books with biblical content increased exponentially. In the
established centres of Romanian ecclesiastical culture (Neamt, lasi,
Bucharest, Snagov, Ramnic, Buzdu and later Blaj) tens of successive
Psalters, Apostles and Books of Gospels were published; along with the
other Church books, they helped to establish, towards the end of the 18"
century, the uniform and general version of old literary Romanian.
Leaving aside what may be considered a worship-related component of
the Romanian biblical tradition, we will henceforth focus only on
presenting the complete versions of the Bible in Romanian.

3. Complete Versions of the Bible in Romanian

3.1. Although, as one may conclude from above, the textual basis of the
Romanian biblical tradition can be traced back to 16" century
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partial translations and gospel versions, it is considered to have really
been established when the Bucharest Bible (= BB), also known as Serban
Cantacuzino’s Bible)', came out of the printing press, in 1688. The
synthetic, founding character of the BB refers to the circulation of the
complete biblical text. Due to its highly symbolic prestige, its numerous
literary qualities, sheer size and the authority it bestowed on its editor
(Serban Cantacuzino, prince of Wallachia), it became a model for all
subsequent Romanian versions. The concept of ‘tradition’ needs to be
understood here in its most concrete sense, i.e. a stylistic and relatively
stable lexical-semantic paradigm that is maintained throughout the
successive versions of the Bible in Romanian (also in terms of textual
interconnections). It means that, for more than two and a half centuries,
the original orientation of the BB was preserved, as well as a large
quantity of textual elements (translation options, terminology, semantics,
phraseology, onomastics etc.).

Although contemporary researchers following in Nicolae lorga’s
footsteps (e.g. Virgil Candea, N. A. Ursu, Al. Andriescu) have clarified
both the general circumstances (cultural, religious, political) around such
a monumental literary work and the numerous details of a complex
editorial dynamics, many errors or erroneous comments still persist in
various lectures, courses and such other books.

One such frequent though unfounded interpretation forwards the
idea that the BB is an “apotheosis” of all previous translation efforts, or a
“synthesis” of many partial translations, printed or circulated before
1688. In fact a simple textual comparison reveals a different history of

U Biblia ddeca Dumnezeiasca Scripturd a ceii Vechi 5i ale ceii Noao Leage, toate care s-an talmdcit
dupre limba elineascd spre intelegerea limbii rumanesti, cu porunca preabunului Domn Ioan $drban
Cantacogino Basarabd Voievod (...), Bucuresti, 1688 [modern ed.: adici Dumnezeiasca
Seripturd a Vechiului §i Noului Testament (...) Bucuresti, 1988 (Cuvdnt inainte: Teoctist,
patriarh al B.O.R.; coord.: I. C. Chitimia, Mihai Moraru; revizuire: 1. C. Chitimia,
Alexandru Ciurea, Mariana Costinescu, Magdalena Georgescu, Mihai Mitu, Alexandra
Moraru, Pandele Olteanu, Dan Simonescu, Florentina Zgraon; transcrieri: Teodor
Bodogae, Valentin Chelaru, 1. C. Chitimia, Alexandru Ciurea, Mariana Costinescu,
Anca Cristina Gherman, Ecaterina Tonascu, Zamfira Mihail, Aurelia Mihailovici, Ton
Radu Mircea, Mihai Mitu, Alexandra Moraru, Mihai Moraru, Pandele Olteanu, Dan
Simonescu, Florentina Zgraon).
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this translation. The New Testament books are directly and textually
linked with the corresponding volumes of the 1648 New Testament
printed in Balgrad (Alba-Iulia); they represent a revision and an
adaptation of previous works, maybe via a New Testament collection
published in Bucharest (1682). The respective text is reviewed and
adopted almost verbatim by Antim Ivireanul, in his New Testament edition
(1703); this fact only highlights the high degree of popularity and
authority associated with the primary 1648 version. As for the 1688
Bucharest Bibles Old Testament, this represented a completely new
version, without a direct connection with any previous works in
Romanian as Palia de la Ordstie (1582) or the many Psalters, whether in
manuscript or printed. If such a concrete textual continuity cannot be
proved, it is safe to assume that the authors of the new versions did not
need to invent a completely new style or biblical language; rather, they
aligned their work with an existing tradition, relatively well-formed albeit
young, a tradition to which they contributed a certain consistency and
new hallmarks. In a general sense, one must note, as for the potential
pre-existence of some expressive dimensions of literary Romanian, that
the authors of the BB refined and enriched the language, especially
considering the size and complexity of a text such as the Old Testament.
They almost literally made the BB “a synthesis of all the efforts made by
generations of Romanian scholars, in hard times, over three hundred
years, across all the Romanian principalities” (¢f. N. Cartojan).

There is another frequently repeated erroneous affirmation: the BB
is some form of old literary language model, “an unsurpassed literary
monument” (N. lorga), and, implicitly, that it is the founding text of
modern literary Romanian. Facts, however, lead to quite a different
conclusion. If we accept the scientific definition of literary language — i.e.
an exemplary variety of a national language, characterized by intentional
and consensual usage by all its users and at every level (phonetic,
morphological, lexical, syntactic), containing relatively stable and unitary
norms that are explicitly codified or at least held in generic and constant
use — one will conclude that the BB text does not live up to these
expectations at all. Philological research has long demonstrated that, in
this respect, the BB could not have been a literary language model. A
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simple and comprehensive reading of the text shows to any informed
reader many writing and phonetic inconsistencies (the same word, often
on the same column, with varying spelling, emphasis etc.), morphological
inconsistencies (different plural variants, significant verbal tense
fluctuations), and lexical inconsistencies (the co-occurrence of different
lexical elements from North and South, a varying adaptation of proper
names etc.). There existed other contemporary texts, including
Church-related materials, which were closer (in terms of exemplarity,
unity and normative consistency) to the literary language than the BB.
This composite-linguistic aspect of the BB has two main explanations.
The first concerns the fact that old literary Romanian was simply
affected by a low normative consistency. The second explanation is more
specific. Initially written by an author familiar with the Moldavian literary
tradition (Nicolae Milescu Spatarul), the biblical text was revised before
being published by the Wallachian scholars (Radu and Serban Greceanu),
and eventually revised by another Moldavian author (Mitrofan, a former
collaborator of Dosoftei at Iasi, bishop of Husi and the future bishop of
Buzau). Furthermore, one must note the rather short amount of time
that the Bucharest editors had to complete the work. These known
contextual variables, as well as the absence of any form of “self-check”,
L.e. an intentional preoccupation with normative consistency, caused the
BB to be less than unitary in terms of literary norms; it is rightfully
considered a collective oeuvre. In the view of many scholars, it is a
collective and anonymous effort of generations of intellectuals who
contributed each in his own way to the translation and circulation of
fundamental biblical texts.

However, there is another assessment mistake in crediting the
Greceanu brothers with translating and editing the first Romanian
complete version of the Holy Scripture. In order to clarify this matter, it
is necessary to briefly examine the concrete historical context as well as
various contributions in what the BB is concerned. Firstly, this Bible was
not conceived as a work restricted to church use, so it was not bound to
liturgical norms. For church use, there were other versions of older
works at the time, such as Books of Gospels, Apostles and Psalters,

where passages from the Old and New Testament were selected and
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presented in a succession specific to the logic of a liturgical discourse.
There were also interpretative works, designed to explicate various
religious points; the most important of these was Varlaam’s Cazania,
which was constantly reprinted. At the end of the 17" century, two of
the main Romanian regions witnessed an intense and accelerated activity
of elaborating and printing fundamental liturgical texts that were strictly
necessary to everyday worship and church activities (Liturgy Book, Book
of Needs, Triodion, Octhoechos etc.). Publishing the full version of the
Bible was not, therefore, a pressing matter and was not among the
priorities of the Church elite, ie. Metropolitans Dosoftei and
Theodosius. As history shows, this immensely difficult albeit prestigious
task was undertaken by the lay intellectuals of the age, commissioned and
supported by the highest political authority, Serban Cantacuzino, the
Prince of Wallachia. While struggling to strengthen his personal political
influence, the prince saw in the symbolic gesture of editing the holy
books in the language of his subjects a major opportunity to enhance his
status and to project his image as an enlightened Christian leader. It is
also relevant that, under the same sponsorship, a complete version of the
Bible (the Septuagint and the New Testament) had been printed in Greek
just the year before, in 1687, this time in Venice. If we correlate the two
events, it becomes clear that Serban Cantacuzino was determined to
mark his political status as leader of the Orthodox wotld in the Balkan
region and to promote his family as the legitimate guardian of the
imperial Byzantine heritage. The urgency of this political drive explains
the evident haste with which the BB was prepared and published. In this
context, it also marks the acute decline of the Slavonic language; its
former role of “superimposing” language would soon be taken over by
Greek. The prince sought to involve first-rate Greek intellectuals in his
Bible project, including one Sevastos Kimenites, rector of the Royal
Academy in Bucharest, and Ghermano Nissis, rector of the Patriarchal
Academy in Constantinople; they were long term guests at the royal
court in Bucharest. But those appointed to actually write and prepare the
text for print were two young men of noble Romanian families, Radu
Greceanu (cca 1655-1725) and Serban Greceanu (d. cca 1710), who were
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themselves highly skilled and talented men of letters with an excellent
education in Greek studies.

Written in a mature and precise manner, probably under the
supervision of Constantin Cantacuzino (the prince’s brother), the preface
signed by the prince himself is rhetorically rich, nuanced, and contains
many references to the history of the Bible text. The ruler dedicated the
work to all of his subjects in this manner, following the medieval model

of hierarchy in his address:

“celor ce si afld licuitori supt stipanirea noastrd, preasfintitului mitropolit chir
Theodosie, iubitorilor de Dumneziu episcopi, preacuviosilor egumeni, smeritilor
preoti, blagorodnicilor boiari si tuturor celoralalti pravoslavnici cregtini” [“to those
who live under our rule, the Most Blessed Metropolitan Theodosie, the God-
loving bishops, graceful abbots, humble priests, blessed lords and all other God-
abiding Christians™].

The vernacular translation of the ‘Godly Scripture’ is introduced as an
act of a “heavenly philosophy”, but also as a spiritual gift towards the
“civic good” — a duty that a monarch is bound to: “to make ourselves
and our neighbour humble” and to not bury the given talent, but to
“multiply and share it with our obeying subjects”. The preface also
reveals that the translators’ evolved mentality of a philological,
humanistic and Christian orientation was widely recognised; the text
boasts, among other things, the endorsement of a well-known Greek

scholar who was visiting Bucharest at the time:

“Aceasta am facut la tdlmicirea acestii Sfinte Scripturi, ficand multd nevointi si
destuld cheltuiald, despre o parte puind dascali stiuti foarte den limbi elineasci,
pre preainteleptul cel dentru dascali ales si arhiereu Ghermano Nissis, i, dupd
petreacerea lui, pre altii care s-au intamplat, si despre altd parte ai nostri oameni ai
locului, nu numai pedepsiti intru a noastrd limba, ce si de limba elineascd avind
stiingd ca sd o tdlmdceascd, carii ludnd lumind §i dentr-alte izvoade vechi si
alaturandu-le cu cel elinesc al celor 70 de dascali, cu vrearea lui Dumneziu o au
savarsit precum si veade. $i mécari cd la unele cuvinte si fie fost foarte cu nevoie
tilmdcitorilor pentru strimtarea limbii romanesti, iard incds avand pildi pre
tilmdcitorii latinilor si sloveanilor, precum aceia asa si ai nostri le-au lisat precum
sd citesc la cea elineascd (...). Si spre aceasta m-am indemnat ca si si dea la toti
dumnezdiescul cuvant, stiind bine cd Dumnezdu au poruncit sfintilor sii apostoli

sd propoveduiascid pre facatoriul de viatd, cuvantul siu la toatd zidirea, ca sd nu
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ramaie cineva neluminat de strdlucirea darului siu, care vedem pinid in zioa de
astdzi cd n-au rimas nici un neam, nici o limbd (...) ca sd nu citeascd Intru a sa
limba dumneziiasca Scripturd” [“Thus we have had the Holy Scripture translated,
with much expense and hardship, by summoning, on the one hand, celebrated
and learned scholars of the Greek language, such as the wise Ghermano Nisis
and, after his leaving, others who have visited us, and on the other hand our own
people, not only those who were taught Greek, but also people who had Greek as
their mother tongue and were able to translate from it, who taking inspiration
from other old sources and joining them to the Greek source of the 70 masters,
by God’s will, have finished it as you can see. And even though, in some cases,
the translators had a hard time finding the adequate Romanian words, they took
model from other Latin and Slavonic translations and left the words just as they
read in Greek (...). And to this end I have endeavoured, to share the Heavenly
word with all, knowing well that God ordered his holy apostles to preach His life-
giving word to all creation so that no one remains outside the light of his gift, and
so we see that no people remains today that does not read the Holy Scripture in
its own language”].

The political, cultural and national significance of this editorial event
sponsored by Serban Cantacuzino is even more explicitly formulated in a
second preface addressed to the ruler and signed by “Dositheu, by God’s
mercy Patriarch of the Holy City of Jerusalem and of all Palestine”. The
very fact that one of the most prominent figures of the Orthodox
Church signed the preface addressed to the Cantacuzino family indicates
the authority the prince enjoyed in the Orthodox world. Almost certainly
written by a local figure (probably the very same Constantin
Cantacuzino), this dedication contains, among the arguments in support
of the translation of the Holy Scripture into the vernacular, a subtle
statement about the universal value of a national cultural enterprise
dedicated to the entire Romanian people in all countries. It evokes the
example of Emperor Constantine, who had the Holy Scripture
distributed in the churches around Constantinople, or that of the Gothic
bishop Ulfila who translated parts of the Bible into his people’s language.
Thus, the preface shows that:

“mai vartos vreadnic de mii de laude esti mariia ta, care la un norod Intreg dai
cuvantul lui Dumnezau (...) ca si lumineaze celor den casi ai Besearicii noroade:
rumanilor, moldovenilor si ungrovlahilor” [“the more praiseworthy your highness
is, who offer the word of God to so many people (...) so that the light reaches the
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houses of all the peoples of the Church: Romanians, Moldavians and Ungrovlachs
alike™].

3.2. As has long been assumed, the Bucharest Bible (1688) cannot be
considered the translation of the Greceanu brothers. The two scholars,
then just starting their careers, will later distinguish themselves through
major works such as the Romanian translation of Prince Petru Movild’s
Moarturisirea orfodoxa (The Orthodox Confession) and John Chrysostom’s
Moargdritare (Pearls). Without therefore diminishing their contribution in
any way, one must note that, in the case of the BB, they only revised an
Old Testament text previously translated by the known scholar Nicolae
Milescu Spatarul (1636-1708) some decades earlier. This fact is proved
not only by some indirect contemporary references, but also by the
existence of another Romanian version of the Old Testament in full text,
now kept by the Cluj library of the Romanian Academy (the 45
manuscript = Ms. 45). Copied by one Dumitru of Campulung for
Metropolitan Theodosius, probably between 1686-1687, Ms. 45 includes
a sort of foreword by an anonymous intellectual known to have revised
Milescu’s original version, who explicitly says that “I have translated it
into Romanian, following the source of Necolae, this book which they
call the Bible”. This anonymous scholar, identified by N. A. Ursu as
Metropolitan Dosoftei (probably assisted by one or more of his pupils),
describes in detail the alterations brought to Milescu’s manuscript. We
find out that they essentially followed Nicolae Milescu’s methods,
including his references:

“Tard Nicolae, vrand si aduci si el cartea aceasta den elinie la ruminie, nefiind altd
datd scoasi la ruminie, au socotit si au ales un izvod carele-i mai ales decat toate
altele, tipdrit in Frangofort si ales foarte bine pre limba elineascd, si dedesupt cu
multe aritdri §i cuvinte puse cum le-au talmacit altii (..). Zice el ci pre linga
izvodul acesta au avut si izvodul slovenescu si leteneste si au avut si alt izvodu
letenescu, ce au fost scos de curind den limba jidoveascd, adecd den izvod
jidoviscu (...). Siiard marturiseagte el de zice ca de cel slovenescu nu s-au tanut, ci
numai acest izvod iaste slovenescu, care acum si afld tipdrit la Ostrov (...). lard si
noi, pre langi izvodul lui Necolae am mai alaturat si alte izvoade grecesti, pren
care izvoade fost-au unul carele au fost tipdrit la Englitera, ci si acesta nu si
potriviia cu cel de la Frangofort (...). Apoi afland si noi izvod grecescu, altul de
ceale den Frangofort, dupre care au scris si Necolae, am urmat aceluia pentru
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tocmirea soroacelor si deplinirea cuvintelor si Intiritura oxiilor den cat am putut;
(...) pentru cici izvodul lui Necolae, pentru degraba scriindu-l, n-au pus nici unile
de aceastea, ci era pentru neintocmirea lui foarte cu greu a si inteleage vorba

<

tilmdcirei si abaterea cuvintelor” [“And Nicolae, wanting himself to translate this

book from Greek into Romanian, since it had never been published in Romanian,
selected a source that is most distinguished, published in Frangofort, a very good
Greek version, with many footnotes that explain and give words as translated by
others (...) He says that, apart from this source, he also had the Slavonic and Latin
sources and another Latin variant, recently translated from the Jewish language,
that is from a Jewish source (...). And he also confesses that he did not really
follow the Slavonic source, that only this source is Slavonic which is now in
Ostrog (...). And we ourselves, besides Necolae’s source, have used other Greek
sources, one of which was printed in England, and this too did not match with
the Frangofort text (...). Then finding out about a new Greek source, different
from the Frangofort text that Necolae wrote about, we followed it to better
interpret the dates and give the right meaning and the right spelling as best we
could; (...) because in Necolae’s source, a text written in haste, they did not put
any of these and because it was incomplete one could hardly understand the
translation or the deviation of words”].

From a linguistic point of view, the result of this careful editing
reflects the Moldavian literary norms quite faithfully and constantly. In
1686, seeking refuge in Bucharest after his protector, Metropolitan
Dosoftei, had been sent into exile in Poland, Mitrofan, the future reviser
of the BB, must have brought along Milescu’s revised text as it appears in
Ms. 45. It is also very likely that the local scholars in Bucharest (including
the Greceanu brothers as main editors), pressed by the ruling prince who
was eager to see his Bible published as soon as possible, found it very
easy and convenient to use Milescu’s translation and simply revise it once
again using the same sources Milescu had used. A comparison between
Ms. 45 and the BB clearly shows that we are dealing with the same text,
albeit substantially revised. Working against a time limit, the Bucharest
editors ended up omitting the rich biblical references indicated in the
sources (either by Milescu or by his Moldavian reviser).

Consequently, Milescu remains the main translator of the BB, while
all the other scholars, known or still anonymous, can only be credited
with collaboration and revision. We still do not know the reasons why
young Nicolae Milescu undertook such a difficult task: he translated the
Old Testament in Istanbul, between cca 1661-1664, while serving as
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Romanian prince Grigore Ghica’s royal envoy to the Ottoman Empire.
His good knowledge of Greek, Latin and Slavonic as well as theology
and philosophy after studying at the Patriarchal School of
Constantinople and a talent clearly reflected in subsequent writings made
him one of the most qualified persons in his time for this task. It is still
difficult to determine whether it was his own initiative or someone else’s
commission. We also do not know the circumstances in which his
manuscript was brought to Moldavia.

As for the translation method used by Milescu and kept by his
subsequent editors, it was a literal one (verbum a verbo), since most
contemporary interpreters of the sacred texts were still holding on to the
medieval belief that following the text of the Holy Scripture to the “letter”
is the best way to avoid errors. The issue of sources used by Milescu and
the successive editors illustrates the humanistic principles adopted by the
BB scholars. The preface clearly shows that they used the Septuagint as their
primary source — i.e. the old Greek version of the Old Testament, held in
high regard by the traditional Orthodox Church. As an illustration of the
relative freedom of choice a lay scholar could have, the Septuagint, a 1597
Frankfurt am Main edition published by several distinguished Protestant
Hellenists, became the source of choice because of its reputation as a
thoroughly elaborated book. Milescu adopted even the “contents page”
from this book, i.e. all the deuterocanonical books, including III Maccabees
and I Maccabees; also included in the 1688 edition under the title Pentru
sangur titorinl gand (Treaty on the Dominant Reason), this anonymous
treaty of Stoic orientation written at the end of the Hellenistic age is now
considered the first philosophical text published in Romanian. Besides the
main source, the Septuagint, Milescu and the following editors felt the need
to use the only complete Slavonic version of the Bible, published at
Ostrog (Ukraine) in 15817, as well as a popular I#/gate published initially in
1565 in Anvers by the well-known printer and editor Cristophorus Plantin,
and other Western editions of the Septuagint including the philological
version of the English humanist R. Daniel (London, 1653). The translators
also studied some Renaissance Latin translations of Hebrew texts that are

only mentioned in passing. We can notice, therefore, an early example of

2 BuBAmta cHpedns KNHPel BeTyaro n Nogaro 348eTa 1o m3nikoy cnosenckoy |...], Ostrog, 1581.
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modern philological erudition, based on critical and comparative
approaches to the biblical text, as opposed to the previous simple and
literal manner of translation.

Milescu’s interpretative strategies, also used by later editors,
established the traditional pattern of approaching the Old Testament in
the Romanian biblical tradition: the inclusion of all the deuterocanonical
books (except for the Treaty on dominant reason, only mentioned by Samuil
Micu in 1795 and Filotei in 1854-1850), the use of the Septuagint as a
primary source, plus the critical use of other translation traditions.

3.3. Clear references to Milescu’s original translation (“Nicolae’s source”)
are to be found in the foreword preceding the third complete version of
the Old Testament in Romanian from the 17" century, surviving in
manuscript (Ms. 4389, the Romanian Academy Library in Bucharest):

“Nevoitu-ne-am a prepune aceastd sfantd si de Dumnezeu suflati carte carea se
cheami Biblia, adecd toatd cartea legii vechi si cu toti prorocii, pre limba
rumineascd, carea pand acum intr-aceastd limbd a noastrd rumaineascd nu foarte
se-au aflat prepusd, fard numai un izvod scris cu mana, pre care l-au fost prepus
Nicolae, spatariul moldovean, dascal si invatat in limba elineasca, carele l-au izvodit
de pre izvodul elinesc ce se-au fost tiparit in Frangofort. Ce incd si izvodul acesta
pentru multa pripd a acelui prepuitoriu, care se-au grabit curind a si tilmdci i a si
sctie, aflatu-s-au multe gresale (...). Si am nevoit a prepune aceastd carte a legii vechi
carea se chilami Biblia, toati, cu toti prorocii (cd Leagea Noao, adeca Evanghelia si
celelalte cirti ale apostolilor, toate, ce afld multe pren bogate locuri, si cu mana scrise
si in tipariu date pre limba noatrd, rumaneaste, iar de aceastd carte a Legii Vechi, noi,
rumanii, foarte suntem lipsiti). Drept aceaea, aldturand izvodul slovenesc carele au
fost tiparit in Rusiia cea mica, in cetatea Ostrovului, si izvodul litinesc, care au fost
tiparit in cetatea Antverpiei, si acel izvod rumanesc, de care se spuse mai sus, aga de
pre dansele cu multd socotintd am prepus. lar totus mai mult ne-am tinut de izvodul
cel slovenesc si de care am umblat mai aproape de dansul” [“We found ourselves in
need of translating this God-inspired book, the Bible, that is all of the book of the
Old Law and all the Prophets, into Romanian, a book which has not been seen
much of in our Romanian language except for a hand-written source of Nicolae, a
Moldavian scholar learned in Greek, who translated it from the Greek book printed
in Frangofort. However, this text was written in much haste (...) and many mistakes
have come through (...) And so we needed to translate this book of the Law into
Romanian, this book they call the Bible, all of it, with all the Prophets (for the New
Law, that is the Evangel and all the other Apostles books, all of them, is to be found
in our Romanian language in rich places, either hand-written or printed, but we so



A Brief History of the Romanian Biblical Tradition 35

lack for this book of the Old Law). Thus by joining the Slavonic source printed in
Small Russia, in the city of Ostrog, and the Latin source printed in the city of
Antwerp, together with the above-mentioned Romanian source, we were able to
translate very carefully. Even so, we used the Slavonic source more than the others,
and followed its model closet™].

Researcher N. A. Ursu attributed this new manuscript to Daniil Andrean
Panoneanul, a teacher of Slavonic and Latin at the Royal School in
Targoviste, the translator of the well-known collection of canonical texts
Indreptarea Legii (T argoviste, 1652). The translator used Milescu’s source
just as an auxiliary tool, for comparison against the Septuagint, as he mainly
worked after the Slavonic version of Ostrog (1581), the latter constantly
compared to the Plantinian I"z/gate. Even though this complete version of
the Old Testament is superior to Milescu’s work in terms of literary quality
and comprehensibility, it was not chosen by the 1688 editors (that is, if
they were even aware of it), perhaps because it followed still too closely
the Slavonic trend of earlier centuries at a time when the Greek linguistic
and cultural model was becoming increasingly popular. Serban
Cantacuzino died in the autumn of 1688 and probably did not have a
chance to see his Bible published. His successor, Constantin Brancoveanu,
joined the prestigious initiative himself and added his name on the title-
page of the final version; this page actually replaced the original one in
some editions. Among the relatively numerous editions still in use (the
printing presses were generous with this project), some contain the names
of highly prestigious historical figures, such as Metropolitan Dosoftei or
Dimitrie Cantemir. The circulation and reception of the BB is in itself a
subject worthy of more attention and research. In interpretative
transcriptions and special philological circumstances, the BB has seen three
reprints in modern times: in a 1988 anniversary edition issued by the
Romanian Patriarchy (I. C. Chitimia, coord.), in two volumes, in lasi,
2001-2002 (Vasile Arvinte and loan Caprosu, coord)’, and in the
“Monumenta linguae Dacoromanorum” series, 1988-2012 (Paul Miron,

3 Biblia de la Bucuresti (1688), 1-11 (ed.: Vasile Arvinte si Ioan Caprosu; transcrieri:
Alexandru Gafton, Laura Manea), Editura Universitatii “Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, lasi,
2001 (I), 2002 (II).



36 Eugen MUNTEANU

Vasile Arvinte, Alexandru Andriescu and Eugen Munteanu coord.)’, still
in work, this time including the 45 and 4389 manuscripts.

The monumental 1688 edition of the Bible represents the reference
work of the Romanian biblical tradition, because, style-wise, it illustrates
the Romanian feudal church language. If we focus on more general
aspects pertaining to style despite the numerous inconsistencies in form,
phonetics and morphology, we come to subscribe to G. Calinescu’s
opinion that the BB “is to Romanian what Luther’s Bible is to German”.

3.4. The following complete version of the Bible was introduced to the
Romanians by a group of clerics of the United Church of Transylvania.
Although textually independent of the Bucharest Bible or the Septuagint
tradition, this version displays the church style of old literary Romanian
and the traditional biblical and theological terminology. The initiative to
re-do the complete translation of the Old and New Testament together
belongs to the Greek Catholic bishop Petru Pavel Aaron. The main
reason behind this project must have been a religious one, i.e. to seal and
strengthen the ties between the United Romanian Church and Rome.
The choice of the I"u/gate, the official Catholic text, as the sole reference
source, also validates such an interpretation. The group of Greek
Catholic editors (Gherontie Cotorea, Atanasie Rednic, Silvestru Caliani,
Petru Pop of Daia, Ioan Siciadate and Grigorie Maior) coordinated by
Petru Pavel Aaron was able to render a fluent and relatively clear final
translation in just two years (1760-1761). As it remained somewhat
idiosyncratic for over two centuries, well preserved in manuscript in Blaj,
this old version in Romanian was edited in 2005 under the title Biblia

* Biblia de la Bucuresti (1688), in Monumenta linguae Dacoromanornm seties, vol. 1-VII, XI,
XXII, X,, Editura Universitatii “Alexandru loan Cuza”, Iasi, 1988-2012 (coord.:
Alexandru Andriescu, Vasile Arvinte, Gabriela Haja, Paul Miron, Eugen Munteau;
introduceri, transcrieri, indice, comentarii: Tamara Adoamnei, Midilina Andronic,
Alexandru Andriescu, Vasile Arvinte, Ioan Caprosu, lleana Campean, Eugenia Dima,
Cornel Dimitriu, Mioara Dragomir, I. A. Florea, Ioan-Florin Florescu, Ana-Maria
Ginsac, Doina Grecu, Gabriela Haja, Elsa Lider, Maria Moruz, Gustavo Adolfo
Loria Rivel, Paul Miron, Alexandra Moraru, Mihai Moraru, Eugen Munteanu, Adrian
Muraru, Veronica Olariu, Mircea Rosian, Elena Tamba Dainild, Sabina Rotenstein,
Stela Toma, Marietta Ujicd, Petru Zugun; consultanti: Eugen Munteanu, N. A. Ursu).
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Vulgata by a group of philologists under the guidance of Ioan Chindris,
with a preface signed by Eugen Simion, as part of a Romanian Academy

projects.

3.5. The second complete edition of a Romanian Bible, currently
referred to as the Blaj Bible, or the Samuil Micu Bible, was published in Blaj
(1795) by the Greek Catholic bishop Ioan Bob. This massive volume is
the result of a careful revision of the BB (1688) done by Samuil Micu
(1745-1806). The Transylvanian scholar aligned the old text with the
developments of the literary language, but he also operated changes in
the text of the BB (1688) so as to clarify obscure passages by studying
them against the Septuagint and the 1ulgate, replacing many regionalisms
and even some terms from Greek or Slavonic with lexical creations
newly adopted in literary use. Otherwise, Samuil Micu maintained the
number and succession of the biblical books, keeping in the summary of
his edition all of the apocrypha, including the Treaty on dominant reason (IV
Maccabees). In 2000, Micu’s version was republished in Rome as Biblia de
la Blay, 1795, a high-end edition which also included the facsimiles of the
original’. A close textual comparison enables us to conclude that the
Romanian textual tradition established by the BB, even though heavily
revised by Samuil Micu, remained intact in the sense that the following

revisions were only minor and mostly restricted to phonetic,

5 “Biblia Vulgata” (1760-1761), Editura Academiei Romane, Bucuresti, 2005 (pref.:
Eugen Simion, edit. coord: Toan Chindris, coord. filol.: Niculina Iacob, transcrieti:
Elena Ardeleanu, Mircea Remus Birtz, Ioan Chindris, Elena Comsulea, Florica Nutiu,
Doina Grecu, Elena Mihu, Vasile Rus, Valentina Setban; revizie: Elena Ardeleanu,
Elena Comsulea, Doina Grecu, Valentina Serban; indici de cuvinte: Niculina Iacob,
Ioan Chindris, nota asupra editiei: Elena Ardeleanu, Ioan Chindris, Elena Comsulea,
Doina Grecu, Valentina Serban, concordanta numelor: Mircea Remus Birtz).

6 Biblia, adecd Dumnezeiasca Scripturd a Legii Vechi §i a ceit Noao, care s-an talmdcit de pre limba
elineascd pre intdlesnl limbii romanesti (...), Blaj, 1795 [modern ed.: Biblia de la Blaj, 1795.
Editie jubiliard, Roma, 2000 (precuvantare: Lucian Muresan; cuvant introductiv:
Camil Muresan; edit. coord.: Ioan Chindris; coord. filol.: Eugen Pavel, studii: Ioan
Chindris, Eugen Pavel, Transcrieri: Elena Ardeleanu, Ioan Chindris, Nicolae Edroiu,
Elena Mihu, Florica Nutiu, Dora Pavel, Eugen Pavel, Serban Turcus, Veronica
Turcug, concordanta numelor proprii: Sidonia Puiu, glosar: Elena Comgulea,
Valentina Serban, Sabina Teius)].
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morphological and syntactic updates; only rarely were words replaced

with synonyms or new vernacular phrases.

3.6. The following traditional edition is currently known as the Petersburg
Bible (1819)". Published in Petersburg, Russia, under the supervision of
Gavriil Binulescu-Bodoni, Metropolitan of Chisindu, this edition was a
commission from the Russian Society of the Bible for the benefit of the
Romanians living in Bessarabia. It is an almost perfect reproduction of
the Blaj Bible (1795); in fact, the latter was explicitly mentioned in the
preface: “that which was previously published in Transylvania”. The
“Alexandrian canon” was followed closely, i.e. the editors included the
deuterocanonical books of the Old Testament, minus I1” Maccabees. Then
there was the five-volume Buzan Bible published by Filotei, Bishop of
Buziu, between 1854-1856°. As the editor himself honestly declares, this
is an almost verbatim copy (using even the transitional writing
conventions of the age, with only negligible changes) of the Bly Bible
(1795). This decision is explicitly justified, in the foreword to the readers

(Procuvantare cdtre drepteredinciosii cititori), vol. 1, p. 5:

“Dintre Bibliile tipirite in limba noastrd, mai bine tdlmacitd si mai luminatd la
inteles este cea de Blaj; pe aceasta §i noi am ales-o de a o retipari, insd mai
indreptatd §i mai curititd de ziceri invechite acum si obicinuite numai la fratii
nostri ardeleni” [“Among the Bibles published in our language, the Bible of Blaj is
the best in what concerns translation and comprehension; this we too have
chosen to reprint, but only after putting it right and removing some old sayings
which were more familiar to our Transylvanian brothers”].

Just as with Samuil Micu, Filotei’s text observes the Alexandrian canon
including all the deuterocanonical books of the Old Testament and I1”
Maccabees. The presence of the latter is explained by a general sense of
respect towards local tradition:

7 Bibliia, ddecd Dummnezeiasca Scripturd a Legii vechi §i a ceii noao, cu chieltuiala Rosienestii
Sotietati a Bibliei, in Sanktpetersburg, in tipografia lui Nic. Grecea, in anul 1819.

8 Bibliea san Testamentul Vechin si Nou, acum (...) s-a retipdrit (...) prin binecuvantarea,
ravna si cu toatd cheltuiala iubitorului de Dumnezeu Episcop al Sfintei Episcopii
Buziul, D. D. Filoteiu (...), 1854 [vol. I: 1854; vol. II, III, IV: 1855; vol. V: 185¢].
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“Cartea aceasta nici Sf. Pirinti nu o cunosc dumnezeiascd, nici in toate Bibliile
grecesti nu este, pentru aceea nici intr-aceastd Biblie n-am voit din nou a o
tilmdci, ci precum se afli in Biblia cea veche romaneasci o am luat si numai
pentru aceea o am pus aici, ci s-au aflat in cea veche romaneascid, altmintrelea loc
intre cdrtile Sfintei Scripturi nu poate sd aibd; asadar si noi Intr-aceasta de acum
retipdrire am ldsat-o iardsi fard altd tilmicire, spre aducerea aminte de antica limba
vorbitoare romani” [“This book is not known by the Holy Fathers as Godly,
neither does it feature in Greek editions, and therefore we have not translated it
anew in this edition, but rather left it as it was in the old Romanian Bible and only
put it here because it was in that book; otherwise it cannot belong with the Holy
Scripture; and therefore in this new print we have left it untouched, so as we can
all remember the ancient way of speaking Romanian”].

3.7. The Saguna Bible (1856-1858)” can also be classified based on textual
comparison, as belonging to the above-mentioned traditional Romanian
canon. Its editor, Andrei Saguna (1809-1873), first Bishop and then
Orthodox Metropolitan of Transylvania, put his influence in Vienna to
good use in order to revitalize and reorganise Transylvanian Orthodoxy.
The Bible he published represents one integral element in a broader
cultural and ecclesiastical programme. This opus (1160 pages), featuring
95 illustrations probably by Gustav Doré (which was unusual for the
Romanian tradition), displays the biblical texts in two columns, printed
in a classical Slavonic font. In an ample introduction, Andrei Saguna
offers general information about the history and reception of the Holy
Scripture. This introduction has been a frequent subject of religious
debate because, among other things, it states a principle of legitimacy
with regard to a one-and-only biblical tradition within a national culture:

“Limba Bibliei pentru un popor numai o datd se poate face; dacid s-au invins
piedeca cea mare a traducerii si dacd poporul au primit limba aceea asa-zicand in
insasi fiinta sa, atunci urmdtorii n-au de a mai face alta, ci numai a o reinnoi si
indrepta, aga cum ar fi reinnoit si indreptat traducitorul cel dintai al Bibliei, de ar
fi trdit pand in vremurile lor” [“The language of the Bible can only be made once
for a nation; if the great hurdle of translation is overcome, and if the people of
that nation accept the language as being that with which they identify themselves,

O Biblia, adecdi Dumnezgeiasca Scripturd a legii cei vechi §i a cei noao (...), tiparitd (...) subt
privegherea i cu binecuvintarea excelentiei sale, prea sfintitului domn Andreiu, Baron
de Saguna, Sibiu, 1856-1858.
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then the later writers have nothing else to do but only to renew and put it right,
just as the first ancient translator would have done had he lived on”].

A common sense argument at first sight, this sentence was construed as
Saguna’s intention of hiding his real source, the Bly Bible (1795). As it
appears, while Saguna scrupulously lists all the previous Romanian
versions in his introduction, he omits the very Blaj Bible, the text which
he, in effect, reprints via the Sankt Petersburg edition (1819). In the heat
of a religious polemic, this was interpreted as “the most abominable
literary theft our culture has ever witnessed”), ¢f Ioan Chindris.

3.8. The last direct descendant of the BB is the 1914 Synodal Bible". Ttself
a revision of the Blgj Bible (via the Buzdn and Saguna Bibles), it was the
1895 initiative of Metropolitan losif Gheorghian. A succession of
commissions appointed from the ranks of the Holy Synod elaborated
this edition of the Bible, authorized by the Romanian Orthodox Church
and the first to use the Latin script. Despite the relatively large number
of textual interventions, they are irrelevant as compared to the Blagj Bible.
This version, issued under the patronage of King Carol I, was highly
appreciated by reputed Orthodox scholars such as Dumitru Stiniloae,
Dumitru Fecioru and Bartolomeu Anania, all of whom considered it the
last Romanian edition to accurately reflect the Septuagint.

3.9. In the interwar period, the intense circulation of the “British bibles”,
both inside and outside Neo-Potestant communities, made the
Romanian Orthodox Church aware of the need to adapt the traditional
biblical style to modernity. Thus, a long trail of tentative negotiations,
uncertainty and sterile polemics followed in an attempt to make a recepta
version of the Bible in the fashion of the Orthodox Church; and today
this project has yet to be fulfilled. Issued under the patronage of King
Carol I at Patriarch Miron Cristea’s initiative, and approved by the Synod
of the Romanian Orthodox Church, the 1936 version of the Holy
Scripture is published “based on the Seprtuagint text in Greek and refered

10 Biblia, adicd Dummezeeasca Scripturd a 1egii vechi 5i a celei nond, tiprita in zilele majestatii sale
Carol 1, regele Romaniei (...), Editia Sfantului Sinod, Tipografia Cartilor Bisericesti,
Bucuresti, 1914.
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to the Hebrew version”)'. This is the first time in the long history of
Romanian translations of the Bible that Hebrew originals are legitimized
in an attempt to change the still very conservative mentality of the
Orthodox clergy. Opening with an ample foreword by Patriarch Miron
Cristea, the biblical text displays a recognizably traditional style, but
makes a clear difference from all previous versions. The authors of this
work are theologians Nicodim Munteanu (1864-1948), Vasile Radu
(1887-1940), and Gala Galaction (1879-1961); they practically put
forward a new version of the Old Testament, derived from the Septuagint.
This is virtually the founding text from which all modern “synodal
editions” begin, with the required revisions and adaptations in spelling,
phonetics and morphology, naturally.

The most accurate text in terms of following the Hebrew sources is
the so-called Radu-Galaction Bible'. Published by the Royal Foundations
Press in 1938 and then again in 1939, the Radu-Galaction version is
preceded by a dedication to King Carol II, written by the translators,
Vasile Radu and Gala Galaction. Significantly different from the 1936
text, the new Bible draws, for the Old Testament part, directly upon the
Hebrew Bible; both translators being known not only as Hebrew
specialists but also as supporters of Judaism. The translators justified this
new orientation claiming that Romanian Orthodoxy needed to rely on
the Hebrew text so as to be able to reject Neo-Protestant proselytism.
However, the summary includes all the 14 deuterocanonical books
nonexistent in the Hebrew Old Testament canon and equally disregarded
by Protestants and Neo-Protestants. Enthusiastically applauded by the
laity as a major literary event, the Radu-Galaction Bible was received with
hostility and reticence in clerical circles, a fact bitterly noted by Gala
Galaction (Mdrturie literard, in Opere alese, vol. 11, Editura de Stat pentru
Literatura si Arta, Bucuresti, 1958, p. 23) two decades later:

W Stinta Seripturd, tradusd dupd textul grecesc al Septuagintei, confruntat cu cel ebraic, in
vremea domniei Majestatii sale Carol 11 (...), cu aprobarea Sfantului Sinod, Bucurest, 1936.

12 Biblia, adicd Dumnezeiasca Scripturd a Vechinlui si a Noulni Testament, tradusd dupa textele
originalelor ebraice i grecesti de preotii profesori Vasile Radu si Gala Galaction din
inalta initiativi a Majestdtii sale regelui Carol al Il-lea, Fundatia pentru Literaturi si
Arti ,,Regele Carol II”, Bucuresti, 1938 (ed. a II-a, 1939).
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“Traducerea Sfintei Scripturi este una din cele mai evidente minuni pe care
Providenta m-a invrednicit si le vid in viata mea... Multd vreme, nu-mi venea sa
cred cd sunt in fata unei realititi: luam cartea, o cercetam, o rasfoiam §i giseam in
ea cuvintele si ritmul frazei mele... Dupd cum a fost cu toati literatura mea, tot asa
si cu Sfinta Scripturd: am ridicat impotrivd-mi — ca altidatd Fericitul Ieronim —
noian de dusmdnii, vazute $i nevizute, marturisite si nemdrturisite” [“To translate
the Holy Scripture is one of the most evident graces which Providence has
bestowed upon me in my entire life... For a long time, I couldn’t believe my eyes:
I would take the book in my hands, gaze at it, browse it, and find there the words,
the rhythm of my sentences... As with all my literature, so was the case with the
Holy Scripture: I have aroused against myself — as Saint Jerome once — a see of
enmity seen and unseen, confessed and held back alike”].

Suspicious of such more or less “dubious” intellectual initiatives, the
Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church has repeatedly tried, with
increasing difficulty throughout the decades of communist dictatorship,
to impose “authorized” versions — stylistically adequate and conforming
to liturgical texts and tradition. A first attempt in this sense was that of
Nicodim Munteanu, elected patriarch in 1938. In 1944, authorized by the
Holy Synod, he issues a book that replicates the 1936 version', but
substitutes his own version for most translations from the other two
previous collaborators. The next synodal edition will be published as late
as 1968, as part of Patriarch Iustinian’s initiative, this time with the
traditional text included, approved and edited by a commission of
Orthodox theologians: loan Gagiu, Teodor M. Popescu, and Dumitru
Radu'’. Such revised versions are also contained in the following synodal
editions (1972, 1982", 1990 etc.).

3.10. A special place in the traditional canon of Holy Scripture translations
into Romanian is held by the _Awania Bibl, published in 2000 by

Bartolomeu Anania'®, current Metropolitan of Cluj, Alba, Crisana and

bl

13 Biblia, adica Dumnezeiasca Scripturd a V'echiului i a Nonlui Testament [translation: Nicodim
Munteanu]|, Bucuresti, 1944.

14 Biblia san Sfinta Scripturd, Bucuresti, 1968 [revison: Ioan Gagiu, Teodor M. Popescu
and Dumitru Radu].

15 Biblia san Sfinta Scripturd, Bucuresti, 1982 [revison: Constantin Cornitescu, Ioan
Muncea, Nicolae Petrescu si Dumitru Radul].

16 Biblia sau Sfanta Scripturd. Editie jubiliard a Sfintului Sinod (...). Versiune diortosita dupa
Septnaginta, redactatd si adnotatd de Bartolomeu Valeriu Anania, Bucuresti, 2001.
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Maramures. Derived from a radical critique of the previous traditional
versions, this work represents in fact a stylistically new author version. It is
is marked by a clear orientation towards a literary expressivity and a
tangible preference for the spoken language. The translator, also a known
author in his own right (Valeriu Anania), proclaims his work to be a return
to the Septuagint as the only true source, an effort meant to amend the
other “mixed” versions (i.e. based on Septuagint and Hebrew-Masoretic
texts) published by the Romanian Patriarchy, all of which were still
showing influences from the Radu-Galaction edition. Ambiguously
declared an “anniversary edition of the Holy Synod”, the Anania version is
accepted by the Romanian Orthodox Church, but has not yet been
declared the official edition.

3.11. The most recent Romanian translation of the original Greek Old
Testament is the Septuagint (vols. 1-VIII, 2004-2011)". The series is a
project run by the New Europe College from Bucharest (headed by
Andrei Plesu), a collective enterprise of a group of classicist philologists.
It represents a completely new translation, on philological grounds,
based on the most recent editions of the Septuagint (Rahlfs and Ziegler).
The translation also includes ample commentaries (theological, historical,
anthropo-archaeological, textual, philological etc.), but maintains the
traditional style.

Starting from the second half of the 19" century, one also notices
attempts of transposing the Holy Scripture that stepped outside the
traditional cultural and religious sphere in terms of style and language.
Thus, a new direction emerges apart and away from the “mainstream”
conservative models. Without mentioning the countless New Testament
and Psalms editions, often published with explicit cultural purposes by
various Christian denominations of Romanian language, we will refer to

17 Septuaginta, vol. 1-VII, Iasi, 2004-2011 [coord: Cristian Badilitd, Francisca Balticeanu,
Monica Brosteanu, traducitori: Cristian Badilita, Ion Patrulescu, Ioana Costa, Eugen
Munteanu, Mihai Moraru, Florica Bechet, Alexandra Moraru, Cristina Costena
Rogobete, Francisca Bilticeanu, Gheorghe Ceausescu, Vichi Dumitriu, Stefania
Ferchediu, Theodor Geotgescu, Octavian Gordon, Stefan Colceriu, Lia Lupas, Monica
Brosteanu, Marius David Cruceru, Cristian Gagpar, Iulia Cojocariu].
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some versions that are more important from a literary and cultural point
of view.

3.12. The Heliade Bible (1859)" represents the first attempt to translate
the Holy Scripture into Romanian initiated by a lay intellectual outside
the Church. Exiled in Paris, the great writer and national mentor Ion
Heliade Ridulescu (1800-1872) decided to continue his mission of
awakening the Romanian nation by translating and commenting on the
Bible. Starting from the original Greek version of the Septuagint
(published in 1843 in Athens), Heliade fundamentally breaks off with the
traditional Romanian biblical style, proposing instead a very personal
rendering, marked by many neologistic borrowings from Greek and
Latin meant to replace the traditional, usually Slavonic, terms. We do not
know whether Heliade completed his work. The published edition (272
pages) includes what the author calls Genese, Exodn, Leviticu, Numerii,
Deunteronomin, Jesus filiul lui Nave, Judiciy Ruth and A regilor (only the
chapters I and IT of Kings). Simultaneously, at the same publishing house
and in the same year, Heliade also published Biblicele, san notitii istorice,
filosofice, religioase si politice asupra Bibliei (Historical, philosophical, religious
and political notes on the Bible). The innovative brilliance of both his
translation and commentaries comes from the richness of his neologistic
creations along with a certain confidence and internal coherence of the
discourse itself, which gives the text an artistic potency, as opposed to
the rigorous biblical style. A small sample of the first three verses of
Genesis 1s illustrative, here in the original Latin script:

“In inceput creé Dumne, deu cerul si tert’a. Iar terr’a era neve, dutd si informa, si
intunetec peste abysu, si spititul lui Dumnedeu se purta peste ape” [“In the
beginning God created the sky and Zerra. And ferra was unseen and without form,
and darkness ruled over the abyss and the spirit of God held itself over the
waters”].

The Paris issue was received quite coldly by the Romanian clergy. In fact,
the absolute novelty of the style, the peculiar discourse, and the choice

18 Biblia Sacra que coprinde Vechinl si Noul Testament dupd quei septedeci, tradusa din
hellenesce dupd editia typarita in Athene 1843, sub preveghierea Synodului sacru al
Helladei, de I. Heliade. R., Paris, in typografia lui Preve si Comp, 1858.
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for an extreme etymological approach sparked a harsh opposition from
Andrei Saguna. Even at the risk of appearing ultra-conservative in an age
when the modern Romanian public was veering towards Latin and
Heliade was widely popular, the Metropolitan of Sibiu would radically
reject the new initiative, and deny any competence on the translator’s
part in approaching the Holy Scripture. A raging polemic followed in the
form of successive letters published in two periodicals: Telegraful roman (in
Sibiu) by Saguna, and Nafionalu/ (in Bucharest) by Heliade. In the rich
sequence of mutual abuse, one can distinguish two apparently opposed
and final views. On one side, Saguna believes that the translation and
interpretation of the Bible must not be attempted outside the Church’s
authority (the only institution that holds the canonical vocation and
legitimacy of Tradition). To Heliade, however, the main prerequisites for
working with sacred texts are philological competence, a thorough
knowledge of the Greek language and pure erudition. Furthermore, with
the reserved pride of a man crowned the legitimate master of literary
Romanian by his generation, Heliade invokes his very talent as yet
another justification for his project.

3.13. The Aristia Bible”, published in Bucharest (1859) “at the expense of
the British and Foreign Society for the Dissemination of the Holy Word
throughout Britain and other nations”, seems to be the first Romanian
Bible sponsored by the British Society. With just 156 pages, the volume
contains only three biblical books: Genesis, Isaiah and the Psalms. The
author, Constantin Aristia (1800-1880) was a teacher of Greek and
drama, poet, columnist, actor and prolific translator from Greek and
Italian. Unlike the front page, written entirely in Latin etymological
script, the text itself is a mixture of Slavonic and Latin scripts. This is an
experiment, abundant in Latin Romanic neologisms and spontaneous
lexical creations, some explained in footnotes. Here are, for example, the

first verses of the Genesis:

19 Biblia sacra din ultima editiune ellenici recorrectata supra ebraiciloru Arhetipi, tradusa de
K. Aristias, cu cheltueala Societatii Ierografice Bretanice si Streine spre propagarea
Sfintului cuvinti in Bretania si la alte natiuni (...), Bucuresci, 1859.
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“In inceputt a ficuti Dumnezeu ceruld §i pimantuli. Si pdmantula era neformati
si deserti; si Intunerecti pre fata abissului; si spiritulii lui Dumnezeu se purta pre
de supra apelort” [“At the beginning God made the sky and the earth. And the
earth was unformed and empty; and darkness faced the abyss; and the spirit of
God held itself over the waters”].

In footnotes, the words empty, abyss and spirit, the translator’s own
suggestions, are glossed via generally accepted traditional biblical terms
in Romanian, i.e. pustin, adancime fard fund and, respectively, dub.

3.14. Another interesting philological experiment is the Latinist
researcher Timotei Cipariu’s (1805-1887) attempt to transpose the entire
Bucharest Bible into an etymologising language. He finished it in 1870, but
the three-volume book was left in manuscript. Its fait is about to change
with a group of Cluj-based researchers who are now editing this massive
work kept at the Romanian Academy Library in Cluj.

3.15. Around mid-nineteenth century, the British Bible Society started to
become active in Romania, displaying an interest in publishing Romanian
versions of the Bible. Established in 1804 in L.ondon, the British Bible
Society was financing, by an internal decision of 1826, the publication of
the Bible in different languages as long as they observed the “Palestinian
canon” (L.e. without the deuterocanonical books) also adopted by Neo-
Protestant denominations of Lutheran tradition. This fact endangered any
dialogue with official Orthodox clerics as the latter positioned themselves
much closer to the tradition of the Septuagint and the “Alexandrian canon”.
As a consequence, the British Bible Society ended up publishing a number
of editions of the Bible unauthorized by the Orthodox Church. Since, as a
rule, these “British” Bibles have no introduction or other explanatory
notes and the names of the translators are absent, their history is relatively
hard to trace. What we do know from secondary historical sources is that,
starting from 1860, many British agents were working in the United
Principalities, among whom the most prolific seems to have been
Alexander Thomson. He sought various collaborators in the academic
circles of Iasi (Moldavia), recruiting translators such as Mihail Vitlimescu
and Ieronim Voruslan (both of them Jewish citizens converted to
Christianity), Vasile Palade (d. 1916, teacher at the ,,National Highschool”
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in Iasi), Clement Nicolau (teacher at the “Veniamin” Seminar), Petre
Garboviceanu (1862-1934, teacher of philosophy and pedagogy). The
Society’s documents indicate that, among those who, either simultaneously
or successively, translated various biblical books for the early British Bible
editions, there were several known theologians such as Nifon Balasescu
(1806-1880), Ghenadie Teposu (1813-1877), Constantin Erbiceanu
(1838-1913) and Nicolae Nitzulescu (1837-1904), all of whom preferred to
remain anonymous. One of the scholars above also published a series of
personal biblical translations (i.e. the New Testament in 1897, reprinted in
1904, 1906 and 1910, and the full-text Bzbl in 1906), which proved quite
popular among Neo-Protestant Romanians, up until Dumitru Cornilescu’s
edition was published. The choice of Latin script for these texts, a natural
habit of those days, is also related to the influential authority of the
Romanian Academy, which was then heavily endorsing the etymologist
trend. The same can be said about the relatively high number of Latin-
Romanic neologisms used in translations, even though these terms often
stem from the main textual tradition (via the Filotei and Saguna Bibles).

In fact, even the worship-related books published under the
authority of the Orthodox Church between 1870-1890 showed the same
Latin graphic and linguistic transformations. As for sources, the
translators seem to have used, in addition to the traditional Romanian
versions of the Bible, the Hebrew originals and some French editions
(especially Segond), as well as British or German. Printed several times,
even with some differences from one edition to the next, the “British”
Bible text was embraced by various expanding Neo-Protestant
denominations until Dumitru Cornilescu’s later book — one more reason
for the Orthodox Church to reject it. The first edition of this series was
published in Iasi, in two volumes with the following structure: Pentatench,
Joshua, Judges and Ruth (the first volume, 1865), and I Samuel, II Samuel, I
Kings, 11 Kings, I Chronicles, 11 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, Job and
Psalms (the second volume, 1867)”. Here are the first three verses of the
Holy Scripture:

20 Sdnta Scripturd a Vechiului si Noulni Testament, tradusi si publicatd de Societatea Biblica
Britanicd si Strdind (...). Tomul I, Imprimeria Adolf Bermann, Iasi, 1865; tomul al 11-lea,
Imprimeria H. Goldner, Iasi, 1867.
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“La inceput cred Dumne, det ceriul si paméntul. $i paméntul era neformat si
desert; si Spiritul lui Dumne, de se purta pre deasupra apei” [“At the beginning
God created the sky and earth. And the earth was unformed and empty; and the
Spirit of God held itself over the water”].

Constantly adapting the text to the orthographic and morphological
norms of the Romanian Academy, the British Bible Society reedited the
text in 1873 (Pesta)™', 1874 (Tasi)”* and then 1911 and 1921 (Bucharest)™.

Another noteworthy book in the Romanian tradition of biblical
translation is the so-called Cornilescn Bible, probably the most widely
spread Romanian version of the Bible. After reading Orthodox theology
at the Bucharest University and becoming a priest, Dumitru Cornilescu
(1891-1975) devoted all his time, from 1916, to the translation of the
Bible into Romanian. Sponsored by Princess Rallu Callimachi and living
at her estate in Stancesti, Botosani, the young theologian succeeded in
finishing and publishing, under the auspices of the British Bible Society,
a Psalter in 1920, and a New Testament in 1921; a year later he produced a
complete version of the Bible”. As far as style and linguistic expression
are concerned, Cornilescu’s vetrsion follows the Romanian biblical
tradition. Not much is known about his translation techniques, working
style or sources, but the outcome confirms his good grasp of the Greek
and Hebrew languages, as well as German, French and English. Despite
an initial warm welcome, even from some Orthodox clerics, this new
version soon raised suspicions especially because of the “Palestinian
canon” the book was based on, which meant that many Neo-Protestant
denominations (Baptists, Pentecostals, Adventists) would adopt this

2V Santa Scripturd a Vechinlui 5i a Noului Testamentn. Ediflune noud revazuti dupi texturile
originale si publicatd de Societatea Biblicd pentru Britania si Strdindtate, Pesta, 1873.

22 Sdanta Scripturd a Vechinlui si a Nonlui Testamentn. BEditiune noud, revazuta dupa tecsturile
originale si publicatd de Societatea Biblica pentru Britania si Striinitate, Iasi, 1874.

23 Stanta Scriptura a Vechinlni si Noului Testament, tipariti cu spesele Societatii de Biblice
Britanici si Strdind, Bucuresti, 1911.

24 Stinta Scripturd a 1V echinlni 5i Nonlui Testament. Editiune noud revizuitd dupa testurile
originale si publicatd de Societatea Biblicd pentru Britania si Striindtate, Bucuresti, 1921.

%5 Biblia sau Sfinta Seripturd a Vechinlui si Noulni Testament, Societatea Biblicd pentru
Rispindirea Bibliei in Anglia si Striinatate, Bucuresti, 1921 [translation: D. Cornilescu,
ed. aIl a, 1926].
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edition as a zextus receptus. Defeated by extreme criticism and accusations of
sectarianism, Dumitru Cornilescu left the country for good in 1923
(apparently heeding the advice of Patriarch Miron Cristea himself). He
spent most of his life in Switzerland, remaining a symbolic figure to
Romanian Neo-Protestantism nonetheless. The second revised edition of
his translation® was republished many times in hundreds of thousands of
copies, often distributed free of charge even outside Protestant circles

(where it still is a reference version).

4. Conclusions

The Romanian biblical tradition is a vast and diverse field of
research, still in its early stages. The research potential is quite vast, with
many potential paths. Starting from the philological approach, future
interdisciplinary research groups may be created, groups that could easily
include theologians, historians, translation experts, ethnologists, IT
experts as well as philosophers. As things are now, the main task belongs
to philologists who, in our viewpoint, should channel their efforts in two
main directions. Firstly, to see to the scientific reediting of all old
Romanian Bibles, especially those in Slavonic or transitional script, as
they have gradually become incomprehensible to the philologically
untrained specialists. Because this is a decades’ worth of refined work
engaging considerable human resources, one might begin by, for
example, turning the texts virtual and popularizing them in this form.
Secondly, special tools need to be developed for the subsequent
interdisciplinary projects; these tools should mainly be able to create
biblical references between the Septuagint and the main Romanian
versions of the Old Testament, plus a historical and comparative Greek-
Romanian dictionary of the New Testament.

A future history of the Romanian biblical tradition should be
preceded by monographic studies dealing with certain specific issues
such as intertextual relationships between various editions, plus a
discussion on the circumstances of the translation work of old scholars

% Biblia san Stanta Scripturd a Vechiului si Noului Testament, Societatea Biblicd pentru
Rispandirea Bibliei in Anglia si Strdindtate, Bucuresti, 1926.
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(e.g. their purposes, means, methods, styles, auxiliary sources, manuscript
circulation, cultural and political variables etc.). The components of this
biblical tradition exist and can be used by philologists as “witness-texts”,
which are instrumental to the task of systematically analyzing the changes
in the norms of literary Romanian (phonetic, morphological, syntactic
and lexical). The specific indexing and interpretation of the biblical
lexicon (Greek, Slavonic, Hebrew or Latin-related terms), and of various
semantic innovations (expressions, idioms, biblically derived meanings)
are other fertile directions. In the same way, the issue of onomastics in
the Bible (anthroponyms, toponyms, ethnonyms, hydronyms, theonyms
etc.) is a topic virtually untouched in Romanian research. There is also a
need for a monographic approach to the evolution of the church-related
style in Romanian — either as a s# generis study or in correlation with the
other two varieties, ie. liturgical and theological. Finally, another
promising direction would be that of biblical references in Romanian
literature.
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RESUME Dans la présente étude nous nous proposons de montrer a quel
point certains faits linguistiques archaignes, identifiés dans les écrits ecclésiastiques
modernes, peuvent étre interprétés non seulement comme une expression du
conservatisme linguistigne (et, implicitement, doctrinaire) de ce type de texte (a
savoir, le texte chrétien rédigé dans le milieu confessionnel orthodoxe), mais
aussi en tant que faits stylistiques (faits d'expressivité). Autrement dit, est-il
possible de donner une définition de la « poéticité » du texte chrétien (a savoir,
didactique) au-dela de la valorisation des figures stylistigues sémantiques (les soi-
disant tropes) identifiables a ce niveau ? Une pareille démarche est susceptible
de fournir un point de référence pour la détermination de /[identité du texte
didactique religienxc dans sa qualité de texte scientifique. Cela suppose une
délimitation réalisée, d’'une part, par rapport a la variante scientifique laique,
d’autre part, par une analyse comparative avec des écrits toujours religieux,
mais différemment circonscrits du point de vue stylistique (nous mentionnons,
a titre d’exemple, les textes des belles lettres).

MoTs-CLES religieux, didactique, continuité linguistique, continuité stylistique,
style scientifique

I. Remarques préliminaires

Dans le contexte de la présente discussion, les aspects qui retiendront
notre attention représentent essentiellement des faits linguistiques de
(morpho)syntaxe', plus exactement des archaismes syntaxiques

! Dans quelques-unes des situations que nous allons présenter, il s’agit plutot de faits

linguistiques de fronticre, a savoir de quelques aspects lexico-syntaxiques. Nous
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susceptibles (au moins en partie) d’étre considérés également comme des
figures a pertinence stylistique. Ce type de qualification est attribué
de la perspective d’un récepteur moderne (qui per¢oit une expressivité
dans un certain fait archaique’, incompatible avec son systéme de
référence représenté [nous considérons une situation idéale] par le roumain
littéraire actuel), mais cette caractérisation peut étre validée de facon
générale, sans prendre en considération une époque littéraire ou une
autre : les traits de ce genre constituent Iexpression de quelques
particularités stylistiques intrinseéques, immanentes a
I’écrit religieux. C’est une remarque dont la pertinence est confirmée
par les études spécialisés qui traitent les faits archaiques propres a la
littérature ecclésiastique exclusivement par le prisme du con-
servatisme /inguistique et, implicitement, de la perspective du
dogmatisme spécifique au texte religieux’. On discute d’habitude cette
question par opposition au statut qu’ont les faits linguistiques de ce
genre dans la variante laique de la langue artistique, ou la valorisation
des mots et des sens archaiques est asservie au principe esthétique ; en
conformité avec ce type de valorisation, les faits respectifs sont qualifiés
comme stylistiques, en vertu de leur capacité d’évoquer la soi-disant

« couleur locale ».

mentionnons, a titre d’exemple, les constructions tautologiques (voir, dans ce
sens, la définition de la tautologie comme «erreur de langue consistant dans la
répétition des mots équivalents au niveau sémantique », mais également comme « un
phénomene syntaxique engendré par la répétition des mots sémantiquement
équivalents, mais présentant des fonctions différentes, marquées, d’habitude, par une
intonation particuliére, qui joue le réle de mettre en évidence une qualité ou une
action» (DEX 1998); par conséquent, i s’agit d'un fait syntaxique a fonction
rhétorique) oul’expression périphrastique.

2 En pareils contextes, ’expressivité ne serait pasimmanente au texte en question,
mais « conférée » par une perspective particuliere de réception.

3 11 faut toutefois signaler quelques exceptions vis-a-vis de cette attitude dominante. Par
exemple, Seche (1967 : 108 et.s.), qui avait abordé le probleme de la « synonymie
juxtaposée » dans les textes vieux roumains (des écrits essentiellement religieux),
admet Pexplication de cet aspect par les originaux des différentes versions ; en
méme temps, l'auteur citée reconnait spécialement une particularité du style

ecclésiastique, qu’elle désigne par le syntagme « insistance par répétition ».
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Pour ce qui est du champ littéraire religieux, I'explication
mentionnée ci-dessus peut étre admise sans presque aucune réserve
quant au niveau lexico-sémantique proprement dit (le fond lexical et
sémantique archaique identifiable dans les versions religieuses
contemporaines4), mais elle doit étre nuancée, par exemple, quand on
considére le compartiment syntaxique; comme nous l'avons déja
remarqué, quelques-uns des faits archaiques de syntaxe sont aussi des
particularités stylistiques du texte religieux’. Cette possibilité d’approche
nous fut suggérée, en quelque sorte, par la perspective sémiotique de
recherche, appliquée au champ religieux, qui nous révéla la qualité de texte
par excellence rhétorique du texte religieux, dans I’économie duquel
I’élocution pese lourd (voir Teleoaca 2012a ou Teleoaca 2012b).

I1. La double continuité (linguistique et stylistique) en tant que fait
certain

Des structures syntaxiques, telles que les constructions tautologiques, les
structures intensives ('accusatif interne et le parigmenon), le chiasme, 5/
«et» énumératif-narratif, expression périphrastique, les thématisations
et les dislocations, etc. ont pu étre identifiées (dans quelques-unes de nos
études antérieures) non seulement dans le manuel de catéchése’, mais

4 Les explications qu’il faut prendre en considération dépassent parfois, méme a ce
niveau, les théories qui invoquent le réle du conservatisme linguistique proprement
dit, spécifique au texte sacré. A cet égard, voir, par exemple, nos observations dans
Teleoacd (2011b: 377-380), ou nous avons discuté, entre autres, la question du
développement, a lintérieur du champ sémiotique religieux, de quelques acceptions
(figuratives, poétiques), fondées sur une signification archaique.

5 Dans cette perspective, nous pourrions affirmer que le méme fait syntaxique
spécifique au vieux roumain sera qualifi¢ différemment si 'on envisage l'une ou
Pautre des situations suivantes : a) la littérature religicuse (niveau auquel une possible
structure archaique constitue expression du conservatisme du texte religieux et,
éventuellement, d’une continuité stylistique) ; b) la variante laique de la littérature des
belles lettres, ou I'archaisme syntaxique est utilisé, le plus probablement, a valeur
stylistique ; ¢) la langue littéraire laique non-artistique: de telles structures sont
condamnables du point de vue des normes littéraires actuelles, les constructions en

question ne pouvant bénéficier de la « circonstance » de I'expressivité.

=

Cette observation ne se vérifie pas pour ce qui est du chiasme, une figure rhétorique que

nous n’avons pas découverte dans le manuel contemporain de catéchese orthodoxe,



58 Dana-Luminita TELEOACA

également dans d’autres types de textes religieux, a savoir dans le texte
biblique (les psaumes et les évangiles) et dans les recueils de prieres
chrétiennes. C’est, sans doute, un aspect qui plaide en faveur de ’unité
linguistique des écrits ecclésiastiques orthodoxes. La différenciation et,
implicitement, la hiérarchisation linguistique et stylistique des textes en
question sont la conséquence du degré particulier de valorisa-
tion de ces aspects dans chacun des textes mentionnés. Une approche
statistique identifie le texte psalmique en tant que plus conservateur du
point de vue morphosyntaxique, tandis que, dans ce contexte, la langue
du catéchisme s’avére étre la plus innovatrice’. Pour ce qui est de ce
dernier type de texte religieux (le catéchisme), on peut observer une
synchronisation plus évidente a la variante littéraire laique (scientifique),
par rapport aux autres textes ecclésiastiques, qui inclut le niveau lexical ; a
cet égard, le fait que le manuel de catéchese chrétienne valorise le plus
généreusement le fond lexical néologique du roumain® est significatif.

Si nous revenons a la discussion antérieure, il faut souligner que ce
n’est qu'une investigation systématique, complexe, qui suive étroitement
attestation et le degré de diffusion d’un certain fait syntaxique dans le
texte original, qui peut nous aider a obtenir une image objective quant au
rapport « conservatisme — expressivité ». Parmi les particularités syntaxiques
mentionnées ci-dessus, les études de spécialité admettent Pattestation a
valeur stylistique dans le texte fondateur (original) et, implicitement, le
phénomene de continuité dans les littératures religieuses des langues
modernes vis-a-vis des aspects suivants : les constructions tautologiques,
les structures intensives et le chiasme.

dans les conditions ou nous ignorons les situations d’intertextualité, qui
représentent, par exemple, des reproductions des passages bibliques.

7 Pour une présentation détaillée de ces aspects, voir nos études sur ce théeme :
Teleoacd (2008 : 39-42, 42-43 ; 1d., 2009 : 498 ; 1d., 2011a : 214-215; 1d., 2011c;
1d., 2012a; 1d., 2012b : 101; Id., 2012d). Voir aussi Teleoacd, Aspecte morfosintactice in
literatura veterotestamentard psalmicd (sous presse) et Alte aspecte lexicale conservatoare in
literatura veterotestamentard a Psalmilor (sous presse).

8 Drailleurs, c’est un aspect naturel, qui confirme la légitimité de compter le catéchisme
parmi les écrits didactiques et, en derniere instance, scientifiques, du champ culturel
religieux (Teleoacd 2008 : 6-9).
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Il est important de préciser que telles structures, dont l'origine est
dans le texte biblique (auquel celles-ci ont été empruntées comme telles,
par une transposition littérale), ont été valorisées ultérieurement dans
d’autres types de textes ecclésiastiques (des écrits didactiques, techniques,
de droit canonique et d’administration de Iéglise, etc.). Ce type de
diffusion fut favorisé par le caractere interdiscursif/ intertextuel’
du champ sémiotique religieux ; le discours biblique « se retrouve » dans
sa qualité de voix autorisée, dans la littérature religieuse secondaire, par le
procédé de la citation ou de la paraphrase. Clest ainsi que le texte
biblique, dans sa qualité de texte fondateur, fournit un mod¢le, qui a
proliféré, 'extension de certaines structures (syntaxiques) au-dela des
fronticres de la littérature vétéro et néotestamentaire
étant possible inclusivement en vertu d’un «esprit stylistique »
spécifique au texte religieux ; par conséquent, on pourrait affirmer que
telles constructions représentent plus que des structures
syntaxiques archaiques, résultat de 'imitation d’un mode¢le, celles-ci
se situant également dans la lignée stylistique du texte fondateur'.

11.1. Les constructions tautologiques

Les constructions tautologiques, engendrées par la coordination
(juxtaposition) de deux ou de plusieurs termes sémantiquement
équivalents, sont puisées a la langue de I'original dont se sont servies les ver-
sions religieuses modernes, mais elles relévent, en méme temps, de 'une
des particularités essentielles du style ecclésiastique, a savoir la soi-disant

. . s, . g o111 . sz
« insistance par répétition » (voir Seche, supra, ibid.)" . Ce trait est exploité

? Comme I’on a remarqué, dans la bibliographie de spécialité, le langage ecclésiastique se
distingue par une profonde intertextualité (voir, par exemple, Zafiu 2010 : 28).

10 Dans cette perspective, il est possible de définir I’acte de la traduction comme un
genre 4 partde.. création/ ré-création, a savoir un acte qui s’accomplit « sous la
pression » d’un modéle.

1A remarquer le fait que, pour ce qui est du vieux roumain, cette particularité fut
identifiée aussi dans d’autres types de textes, a savoir dans les écrits littéraires et
historiques. Mais, a la différence de la littérature ecclésiastique, 'affirmation formulée
ci-dessus n’est plus valable pour les textes littéraires et historiques circonscrits a
Iépoque actuelle (voir Todi 2001 : 116). A la lumiére de ces observations, « le détail »

du maintien et de la valorisation de telles structures dans la littérature religicuse
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intégralement dans les écrits didactiques tel le manuel catéchétique, un
cadre discursif dans 'économie duquel la coordination synonymique joue
le role d’'une reformulation'?, concept qui fait allusion aux stratégies
pédagogiques valorisées d’habitude dans un texte de ce genre”. Si, au
niveau de la variante laique du roumain littéraire (actuel), la coordination
copulative de deux termes/ syntagmes représente, le plus souvent,
quelque chose de condamnable du point de vue de la norme, dans la
littérature religieuse les structures tautologiques résultées de telles
coordinations se justifient par leur contribution a l'actualisation de la
fonction empathique; on pourrait affirmer par conséquent que les
constructions de ce type accomplissent une fonction intensifi-
catrice—persuasivel4

Le manuel d’enseignement orthodoxe offre, le plus souvent, des
exemples de coordination réalisée entre deux/ plusieurs noms :
»desavarsirea si plinirea” (TCO 1992 : 13); ,urzituri si mestesugiri” (zbid.,
225); ,,ocupatiile si indeletnicirile” (zbid., 288); ,,cinstea si slava” (ibid.,
303); ,,ravna si sarguinta” (#bzd., 313); ,increderea si nadejdea” (7bid., 418)
et.a. Ce sont des exemples qui semblent confirmer la théorie coserienne

moderne devient encore plus significatif : les écrits non-religieux, qui n’obéissent de
facon proprement dite a la loi du conservatisme (linguistique et idéologique) et qui
«ne se retrouvent » pas, du point de vue stylistique, dans telles constructions, ont
renoncé a ce type de structures syntaxiques. Les écrits religieux, qui étaient, comme on
le sait, majoritaires dans la premicre étape littéraire de développement du roumain, ont
pu fournir un modele (syntaxique) a d’autres types de textes, réalité confirmée, par
exemple, par les textes historiques, qui, a ’époque du vieux roumain, ont cultivé le
modele emprunté a la littérature ecclésiastique, mais qui I’« ont perdu » ultérieurement.

12 Ja reformulation est définie dans les études de spécialité (voir, par exemple,
Bortun-Savulescu 2005 : 72) comme un régulateur phatique, donc une fagon
de maintenir le contact entre deux interlocuteurs, opération qui devient possible grace
au controle exercé par un émetteur sur son propre discours.

13 Dans les études de sémiotique, le discours didactique est considéré comme un discours
des reformulations par excellence.

14 Le phénomene de la répétition par un synonyme (au XVIIIe siecle) se
justifie, dans l'opinion de Brancus (1973: 86), par le besoin d’une clarification
maximale de Iénoncé. Cette formulation implique la prise en considération du
récepteur (un effet perlocutionnaire maximal, supérieur), dans le contexte de
Pactualisation d’un énoncé, elle visant, en derniére instance, une fonction

rhétorique-didactique dulangage.
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(voir Coseriu 1994 : 36) sur la suspension de la soi-disant norme de
la congruence en faveurdelanorme de l’adéquationls.

Un argument encore plus fort est fourni a cet égard par la littérature
psalmique, un exemple de texte sacré ou le parallélisme
syntaxique synonymique'® constitue une «preuve» décisive
concernant la valorisation de la redondance dans l'esprit poétique,
conformément aux rigueurs d’un art poétique”: ,»oI-1 voi sfardma pe el ca
praful in fata vantului, ca tina wlitelor i voi 2drobi pe ei” (BIBL. 1988, Ps.
17:406); ,,Dumnezeu va gdrobi dintii lor in gura lot; mdselele leilor le-a
sfaramat Domnul” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 57:0); ,,Ldndati pe Domnul, ca este
bun Domnul; cdntati numele Lui, ca este bun” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 134:3);
,,Cu glasul meu catre Domnul a strigat, cu glasul meu catre Domnul 7-
am ruga?” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 141:1), etc.

Les mots/ les structures équivalentes sémantiquement se répetent
également dans le texte de la pricre chrétienne afin de réaliser une
gradation qui devient la source de la connotation ; par
conséquent, nous pourrons admettre, aussi pour ce qui est du texte de la
priere, une valorisation au niveau poétique de la tautologie : ,,cel pdcditos si
intinat” (RUG. 2007 : 193); ,,intinata si necurata ei gurd” (ibid., 202) ; ,,buzele
mele cele necurate 5i pangarite’ (ibid.) et.a. (pour plusieurs exemples, voir
Teleoaca, Dramatizarea in Psalpi).

15L.a congruence représente I'une des trois types de normes identifiées par Coseriu
(1994 : 36), qui correspondent aux régles générales de la pensée et a celles
rattachées au parler en général et a la connaissance du monde. Dans le systeme
coserien,la norme de 1’adéquation— qui consiste a aborder certains aspects
de la réalité dans des situations particulicres, avec des interlocuteurs bien définis — peut
suspendre la norme de la congruence, comme le démontre le texte ecclé-
siastique lui-méme dans sa qualité de «possesseur» d’un arsenal linguistique
spécifique, adéquat et particularisé, en derniére instance, le champ de la manifestation
dunstyle propre.

16 Figure syntaxique considérée dans nos études (voir, par exemple, Teleoacd, Fig. sintact.)
comme une modalité a part (poétique et rhétorique, a la fois) de reformulation
discursive.

17 Dans I'opinion de certains exégetes de la Bible (voir, par exemple, Anania 2001 : 615),
la virtuosité de Iart poétique des psaumes consisterait en premier lieu dans le soi-disant

parallélisme syntaxique.
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11.2. 1 es structures intensives

Les structures intensives (Paccusatif interne et le parigmenon'),
qui sont des structures syntaxiques cultes, sont fréquentes dans la version
hébraique de la Bible, ou les spécialistes (voir, par exemple, Eugen
Munteanu 2008 : 73 et.s.) ont identifié, par exemple, le procédé de la
lexicalisation d’une qualité par l'intermédiaire de la structure ‘nom + le
méme nom en génitif'” ; il s’agit, en derniére instance, d’une structure
fondée sur la réduplication expressive” (voir, par exemple, Ihébr.
Siyr hasiriym, littéralement «le cantique des cantiques », par extension
sémantique, « le cantique supréme »). Ce procédé se retrouve aussi dans
les versions grecque, slavone et latine du texte biblique, ou il est
reproduit par la voie commune du calque phraséologique (voir aussi
Morcov 2003 : 65). Par exemple, un modele syntaxique semblable a
celui présenté ci-dessus s’actualise dans le texte sacré afin de désigner
«la partie la plus sainte d’une offrande ou de la structure du temple », ¢f.
le gr. &ytov 1@V ayiwv, le lat. sanctum sanctorum et le sl. eccl. eBhkrarh
eBkTniyn, le roum. sfantu a sfintilor [den jartvele Domnului] (MS. 45, ap.
Eugen Munteanu, 7bid.).

Dans d’autres situations, aux structures a génitif — destinées a
remplacer de fagon intensive le superlatif — des versions grecque, slave et
roumaine correspondent dans la Bible hébraique des constructions

juxtaposées, plus exactement des structures résultées d’une juxtaposition

18 Le parigmenon est défini comme un procédé rhétorique qui consiste a reprendre,
dans P’économie d’une unité syntaxique, des classes morphologiques a radical
commun.

19 C’est un modele syntaxique conservé dans les textes folkloriques roumains (voir, par
exemple, Zdna zinelor « La Fée des fées », Zmeul zmeilor « Le Dragon des dragons ») et
également dans le registre colloquial de la langue (voir, par exemple, des structures
telles que degteptul desteptilor «le sage des sages»). Les occurrences des textes
folkloriques constituent, probablement, des réminiscences de certaines structures
morphosyntaxiques archétypales et, implicitement, des indices d’un stade primitif de
développement des structures grammaticales.

20 LLa double valeur, a savoir stylistique et grammaticale, de pareilles constructions, dans
le texte hébraique, est reconnue dans les études de spécialité (voir, par exemple,
Gesenius, s.2. sabathion, ap. Eugen Munteanu 2008, qui prend en considération une
fonction stylistico-grammaticale).
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de deux mots ayant le méme radicalzl; voir, a cet égard, par exemple,
I'hébr. Sabath sabathin « le plus important jour de repos » (dans Lév. 16:31)
> le gr. adfBata aaffBdTov (SEPT.), le sl. eccl. ¢SpoTa ¢8soTH (OSTROG),
le roum. sambdta sambetilor (MS. 4389, FILOTEI, MICU, SAGUNA, ap. Eugen
Munteanu 2008 : 77).

Le texte sacré exploite également les constructions a objet interne ;
voir, par exemple, dans la Bible de Bucarest (1688), la structure vefi
sambadta sambetele « vous devrez célébrer le samedi», une structure qui
correspond au gr. oaffartieite Ta odffata udv (SEPT.), respectivement
a I’hébr. sabath sabath (ap. Eugen Munteanu 2008 : 76-77). Dans d’autres
versions roumaines, le passage respectif a une autre structure, mais
toujours a valeur intensive (fondée sur une réduplication expressive), a
savoir sd prazmuiti preznicul, qui reproduit le sl. eccl. npasanSuTe npazannkms
gawtn (ap. 1d., ibid). Dans le méme sens il faut signaler la structure
constituée toujours autour de P'accusatif interne, a savoir vefi pagi pagele
«vous monterez [littéralement : garderez]| les gardes » (dans Ms. 45, Bible
de Bucarest (1688), ap. Eugen Munteanu 2008 : 78), une reconstitution
d’apres le texte de la Septante (voir le gr. puAdEsoTe Td puAdyuara, qui, a
son tour, imitait une construction hébraique tout a fait particuliere).

Un autre type de structure intensive, qualifiée par Eugen Munteanu
(2008 : 78), a juste raison, comme spécifique au style biblique, est illustré
par les contextes suivants : cervand l-au cercat (ILév. 10:16, dans le texte de la
Bible de Bucarest (1688), FILOTEL, MICU, SAGUNA) ou cercind... cerca (MS.
45)”. Dans les deux cas il s’agit de transpositions littérales de la

2l Cette situation s’explique par une non-concordance structurelle entre la langue
hébraique et les langues indo-européennes : faute d’'une structure grammaticale qui
corresponde a celle hébraique, les langues indo-européennes ont préféré une
construction déterminative génitivale, qui était elle-méme Dexpression d’une
transcription littérale.

22 Des structures semblables se sont aussi conservées dans les versions bibliques
contemporaines, dans le texte psalmique (orthodoxe), par exemple : ,,fﬂmnjﬂrﬁnd m-an
Inconjurat $i in numele Domnului i-am Infrant pe ei” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 117:11). Comme
nous avons eu 'occasion de le montrer, les versions bibliques parues dans un autre
milieu confessionnel que celui orthodoxe (voir, par exemple, le texte protestant), ne
conservent plus ce modele syntaxique, mais elles recourent également a des

constructions rédondantes a valeur intensificatrice : ,,M-an inconjurat, m-an impresurat
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construction hébraique a valeur intensificatrice ‘participe + indicatif du
méme radical’ ; cette construction a pénétré en roumain par le biais du gr.
EnTav Eelritnoe et du sl. eccl. Bn3BICKAbA BRI BICKA .

Comme nous venons de le remarquer ci-dessus, le modele
syntaxique, emprunté au texte sacré (biblique), au niveau duquel ce type
de formulations est courant, a ¢également proliféré dans d’autres
catégories de textes religieux. Par exemple, le manuel d’enseignement
chrétien met en valeur le plus souvent la construction a accusatif interne,
a lintérieur de laquelle le complément accomplit, habituellement, une
fonction « instrumentale » : ,,Cine capata deprinderea sa se Znsemmeze in toate
imprejuririle cu semnnl sfintei cruci...” (ICO 1992 : 196); ,.... erau pedepsiti in
vechime ¢# cea mai mare pedeapsd: afurisania sau excomunicarea...” (zbid.,
264); ,,... ungerea cu care eran ungi in Legea Veche arhiereii...” (ibid., 276),
etc. Ce sont des structures traditionnelles dans la langue des textes
religieux ; bien que qualifiées de pléonastiques dans la Bible de Bucarest
(1688), elles accomplissent dans I'économie de la littérature sacrée une
fonction intensificatrice. Nous mentionnons, a titre d’exemples, les
contextes suivants : se va varsa cu varsare (le MS. 45, le MS. 4389, la Bible de
Bucarest) et se va liti cu litime (FILOTEL, MICU, SAGUNA), tous les deux
représentant des traductions littérales d’apres le texte de la Septuaginta,

(neamutile, n.n.);/ dar in Numele Domnului le-am distrus” (BIBL. 1990, Ps. 118: 11)
(voir Teleoacd 2012c).

5 Les exemples mentionnés ci-dessus apud Munteanu (2008) illustrent les cas ou le
calque phraséologique n’embrouille pas la transparence d’un certain message. Mais il y
a des situations ou la transcription littérale entraine I'opacisation sémantique. On se
confronte ainsi au paradoxe : d’une part, dans I’acte de transposition du texte sacté,
on respecte le principe de la littéralité, dans le but de préserver intégralement la
signification du texte biblique ; mais, d’autre part, une littéralité excessive s’avere étre
dangereuse en obnubilant la signification de I’énoncé sacré. Un exemple illustratif a ce
propos, qui montre les risques d’une littéralité excessive, peut étre la formulation de
dimineatd den dimineatd (le MS. 45) ou de dimineatd dimineatd (la Bible de Bucarest), toutes
les deux, des reproductions littérales d’aprés le gt. 70 mpwi mpwi (SEPT.), qui était 2
Porigine une structure a sens distributif (voir ’hébr. baboger baboger « chaque matin »).
Lorsque le sens distributif du syntagme hébraique fut compris, les auteurs des
versions ultérieures choisirent une autre formulation ; par exemple, chez MICU, mais
aussi chez FILOTEI et SAGUNA, on rencontre la structure 7z foatd dimineatd « tous les
matins » (voir Munteanu 2008 : 74).
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qui, 2 son tour, reflete une tournure hébraique courante dans le texte
hébreu de la Bible (voir Munteanu 2008 : 78).

Drautres textes religieux contemporains ont une prédilection pour
les constructions a parigmenon : ... nebiruitd birnintd” (RUG. 2007 : 249);
Soentru milostivirea milei si pentra multa multime a iubirii de oameni...”
(tbid., 180, ap. Teleoaca 2011a: 214-215.); ,,... si dreapta lor e dreapta
nedreptati?’ (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 143:8); ,,... si m-a uns cu wntdelenmnul ungerii
Lui” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 151:4, ap. Teleoaca, Aspecte morfosintactice in literatura

veterotestamentard psalmicd), etc.

11.3. Le chiasme

Le chiasme, un procédé stylistique courant dans les textes bi-
bliques grecs, ou il était cultivé pour sa qualité expressive“, se retrouve
également dans les textes slavons et roumains (voir ILRLV 1997 : 172).
Pour ce qui est du roumain, cette figure de la symétrie connait une
fréquence remarquable dans les psaumes et dans le texte de la pricre
chrétienne. Nos études ont mis en relief des occurrences de ce procédé y
compris dans les textes des évangiles, bien que dans une mesure plus
modeste par comparaison aux textes déja mentionnés ci-dessus. En voila
quelques exemples, extraits des textes actuels des psaumes et de la pricre
chrétienne, qui relevent des valences stylistiques du chiasme : Mantuieste-ma
de toti cei ce ma prigonesc $i md igbdveste” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 7:1); ,,1 eseli-
md-voi $1 md voi bucura de Tine” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 9:2); ,,Mdinca-vor siracii si se
vor satura” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 21:30, ap. Teleoaca, Aspecte morfosintactice in
literatura veterotestamentard psalmicd); ... i3bdveste-md $1 md du intru impérégia
Ta” (RUG. 2007 : 14); Jmviat-ai din mormant si legaturile iadului le-a7 rup?’
(RUG. 2007 : 64, ap. Teleoaca 2011a: 215.), etc.

A la lumiére des considérations ci-dessus, nous pouvons qualifier
cette série de structures (tautologiques, intensives et les constructions
fondées sur le chiasme) comme un fait de continuité a double

relevance, a savoir linguistique et stylistique. Par conséquent, la

24 Dans les études de spécialité, on théorise sur le réle de pareilles constructions dans
la réalisation de la cadence, mais surtout de la symétrie (voir, par exemple, Chivu

2000 : 91).
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continuité n’est pas seulement formelle (visant la reproduction d’une
structure syntaxique en conformité avec le modeéle fourni par le texte
fondateur), mais aussi une continuité de fond, que nous pouvons
caractériser comme une fidélité envers un certain « profile stylistique »,
a savoir, celui du texte original. Dans ce contexte, la vraie « dimension
esthétique(-rhétorique) » du texte religieux (catéchétique) est identifiable
aussi bien dans le plan d’'une expressivité sémantique (la valori-
sation des soi-disant tropes, figures sémantiques dont l'origine se trouve,
dans une mesure significative, dans le texte fondateur biblique, ¢f.
Teleoaca, Probl. stilist.) que dans celui de la poéticité syntaxique. Il
s’ensuit que, dans le contexte de linvestigation de certains écrits
religieux, ‘le conservatisme’ et ‘expressivité’ ne sont pas nécessairement
des concepts qui s’excluent 'un lautre (voir les formulations-cliché qui
opposent constamment, par disjonction, ces deux concepts : ‘conservatisme
ou expressivité’), mais, au contraire, tous les deux contribuent a délimiter
le profile identitaire d’un texte (religieux).

ITI. L’hypothése d’une continuité stylistique ne peut toutefois pas

étre exclue

Si, dans les situations telles que nous venons de présenter (voir ci-dessus,
IL.), il est possible d’admettre une double continuité entre un texte (sacré)
fondateur et un texte secondaire, dans d’autres cas, cette assertion est
plutot hypothétique, tant qu’il n’y a pas de preuve contraire, qui soit
fournie par des études systématiques consacrées a une question ou a une
autre. Comme nous le remarquions ci-dessus, une qualification et une
distribution objectives, scientifiques dun certain fait linguistique ne
peuvent ignorer la « structuration » d’un certain contenu (grammatical,
lexico/ sémantico-grammatical, stylistique) dans le texte original, mais
aussi dans des textes qui ont pu servir d” intermédiaires entre un texte-
source et un texte-cible ; c’est une opération sine gua non, mise au service
de lidentification de la position quun trait ou un autre occupe dans

Péconomie d’un texte-source.
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HI.7. Le pronom cel

Le pronom semi-indépendent ce/ « le » apparait constamment, au moins
dans certains textes religieux (voir, par exemple, les psaumes et les
prieres), a lintérieur de la structure nominale ‘substantif — pronom —
adjectif/ structure adjectivale’, tout comme en vieux roumain (voir
Tordan 1983 : 36)*. Les ouvrages de spécialité (voir, par exemple, GA
2005, 1: 246) admettent une valeur stylistique (a savoir emphatique) de
ce pronom dans le roumain moderne ; a 'époque archaique, I'apparition
de ce/ dans un pareil contexte a, selon toute probabilité, une fonction
strictement grammaticale (¢f. 7bid.).

Conformément a ces observations, il s’imposerait que les
occurrences de ce pronom, dans le texte catéchétique actuel, de méme
que dans d’autres types de textes subordonnés au champ religieux (¢
,,duhurile cele rele”, ICO 1992 : 159; mpainea cea trupeasca”, ibid., 220,
nturmei Sale celei cuvantatoare”, zbid., 230; ,merindea vietii celei vesnice”,
thid., 2706, etc.) soient interprétées dans lesprit de la continuité
linguistique, donc comme des phénomenes dus a la fidélité envers le
modéle grammatical vieux roumain, bien que nos études aient mis en
évidence des aspects qui plaident, en quelque sorte, en faveur d’une
valorisation de la structure en question y compris au niveau esthétique,
dans la littérature religieuse moderne®. Plus exactement, dans le Livre des
Psaumes, les révisions successives « ont conservé » le pronom ¢/ surtout
dans des contextes ou le référent est «le divin »* : ,,Cu glasul meu citre
Domnul am strigat si m-a auzit din muntele cel sfant al Lu?’ (BIBL. 1988,
Ps. 3:4); ,,... si va ridicati portile cele vesnice si va intra imparatul slavei”
(BIBL. 1988, Ps. 23:7); ,inchinati-va Domnului in curtea cea sfantd a Lui”

% La structure mentionnée connaitra, au long du XX-éme siécle, une restriction
graduelle de sonusage (voir Bulgir 1963 : 417, Vasilescu 2010 : 254).

2 J] s’ensuit que lexpressivité peut apparaitre méme indépendamment du texte
originaire (dans le cas présent, l'original hébreu), mais dans les limites imposées par
les lois sémiotiques propres au champ religieux.

27 C’est un concept que nous comprenons dans une acception plus large, a savoir, non
seulement comme « instance divine » , mais aussi comme un « topos sacté », etc. (voir

les exemples cités ci-dessus ).
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(BIBL. 1988, Ps. 28:2); ,,Apoi ei au dispretuit pamdintul cel dorit si n-au
crezut in cuvantul Lui” (BIBL. 1988, Ps. 105:24), etc.

II1.2. La périphrase

Dans les études de certains auteurs (voir, par exemple, Quintilian, apud
Du Marsais 1981 : 134), la périphrase fait partie de la catégorie des
tropes. C’est une affirmation qui n’est justifi¢e que par la fonction de
substitution qu’a la périphrase, et non pas (toujours) par le mécanisme
qui I'engendre. Par exemple, certaines périphrases sont métaphoriques
(donc, elles équivalent a un trope), mais il y en a d’autres qui s’utilisent
avec un sens propre, dénotatif. La derniere situation est aussi illustrée par
le texte ecclésiastique (catéchétique) actuel, ou nous en avons compté un
nombre considérable, surtout de périphrases verbales™ : a-yi da la moarte, a
face inceput, a face judecatd, a da mdrturie, a lua chip, a da navald, a da glas, a lna
temei s.a. (apud Teleoaca 2008 : 39-42). Nous en avons enregistré aussi
dans d’autres textes religieux, par exemple dans certains livres de la Bible
(les psaumes et les évangiles), ou leur fréquence est plus élevée (voir
Teleoacd, Aspecte  lexicale  conservatoare  vs — inovatoare in  literatura
veterotestamentarda a Psalmilor; 1d., 2011¢).

Aux quatre arguments invoqués par Du Marsais afin d’expliquer le
recours 2 la périphrase”, nous pouvons en ajouter d’autres, qui nous ont
¢été fournis par l'investigation du texte religieux (il s’agit, plus exactement,
de la maniere particuliere de valoriser la périphrase dans la littérature
ecclésiastique). Comme nous 'avons montré dans une étude antérieure
(voir Teleoacd 2011c), option du texte religieux pour les locutions
(verbales) peut étre expliquée également dans une perspective
typologique. Il y a des langues qui préferent la structuration

28 En choisissant de traiter les périphrases dans une pareille étude, nous avons pris pour
prémisse lidée que les structures phraséologiques représentent un type a part de
structures syntaxiques, douées d’une certaine fonction stylistico-rhétorique. D’ailleurs,
dans la littérature de spécialité, la phraséologie est circonscrite a un domaine de
frontiére, a savoir lexico-syntaxique.

2 Conformément a opinion de Du Marsais (1981 : 135), les périphrases s’utilisent en
vertu de 'une (ou de plusieurs) des raisons suivantes: par bienveillance ou par

nécessité, pour clarifier quelque chose ou pour orner le discours.
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nominale de la réalité, tandis que d’autres idiomes optent pour une
organisation verbale du contenu. Comme l'ont souligné les spécialistes
(voir, par exemple, Coseriu 2004 : 100™), le vieux roumain
appartiendrait au premier type linguistique mentionné, dans sa qualité
d’idiome néo-latin qui hérite la tendance latine populaire a valoriser la
périphrase. La multitude des structures périphrastiques verbales (dans la
structure desquelles peut entrer aussi un substantif) qui se trouvent
dans la littérature religieuse (actuelle) constitue une preuve éloquente du
conservatisme du texte religieux orthodoxe y compris au niveau
phraséologique.

Mais il faut préciser que I'expression périphrastique n’est pas un trait
spécifique uniquement du texte religieux, ayant été abondamment
utilisée, au contraire, dans des écrits historiques vieux roumains (voir
Munteanu 2009 : 185). En outre, comme nous I'avons déja remarqué,
cette particularité est considérée par certains auteurs (voir Coseriu 2004)
comme un trait typologique qui individualise le roumain dans le
contexte roman et dont 'origine remonte au latin populaire qui est a la
base du roumain. Par conséquent, dans I'explication de 'option du vieux
roumain pour la périphrase (une option «ramenée » dans la
contemporanéité grace a la langue du texte religieux), on ne pourra
ignorer les structures signifiantes et de signification (des constructions
archaiques, fortement imprégnées du ‘populaire’) du soi-disant latin
danubien rustique.

L’expressivité de cette préférence marquée pour les périphrases ou,
en d’autres mots, la fonction stylistique (rhétorique) qu’a cette facon de
construire les énoncés peut étre vérifiée par un exercice de mettre en
balance, d’une part, 'unité linguistique complexe et, d’autre part, le terme

simple qui correspond sémantiquement a celle-ci (voir ci-dessus, a face

30 Le linguiste cité insiste sur I'idée de 1’individualité de la langue roumaine en
contexte néo-latin, y compris par la préférence marquée pour lexpression
périphrastique ; plus exactement, le roumain fait appel a toute une série d’unités
phraséologiques adjectivales ou/ et adverbiales, la ou les idiomes de 'Occident néo-latin
utilisent le terme simple. Voir aussi Munteanu (2009 : 185), qui, dans la lignée
coserienne, congoit la tendance roumaine a faire appel aux locutions ("auteur compte
surtout les unités phraséologiques qui se rencontrent dans les textes des chroniqueurs

roumains) en tant que trait typologique.
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inceput/ a incepe, a face judecati/ a judeca, a da marturie/ a mdrturisi, etc.). Dans
le méme ordre d’idées, il faut considérer significatif le fait que, dans toute
une série de situations, le texte religieux ait préféré la structure
périphrastique au mot simple, bien que les verbes préexistent aux formes
nominales (pour plusieurs observations sur ce theme, voir Dimitrescu
1958 : 160). D’apres nous, ce sont des aspects qui prouvent en quelque
sorte la possibilit¢é que, dans la sélection de lunité phrastique au
détriment du terme simple, les valences stylistiques supéricures de la
périphrase aient pesé plus que le conservatisme — ce qui suggere une
prise de conscience (dans le processus de traduction/ révision) des
avantages stylistiques de la périphrase, qui, dans I'expression de Du
Marsais (1981), est destinée a orner, mais, également, a clarifier mieux un
certain contenu. Ce sont des objectifs parfaitement justifiés dans le cas d’'un
texte didactique, a savoir d’'un manuel catéchétique de culte orthodoxe :
par Pintermédiaire de e/ocutio on peut acceder a docere et persuadere.

IV. La construction a possessif doublement exprimé ou sur un
aspect linguistique archaique conforme au profile stylistique
(thétorique) du texte ecclésiastique

Il y a aussi des situations ou Texpressif’ doit, selon toute probabilité, étre
mis hors de question; ce sont des cas ou ‘le conservatisme’ et ‘le
stylistique” représentent seulement des solutions... alternatives, disjonctives,
et non pas complémentaires, dans lexplication de certains aspects
linguistiques. Nous avons choisi, parmi les faits linguistiques relevants de
ce point de vue, le probléme de la construction a possessif
doublement exprimé.

Cette structure syntaxique superflue apparait fréquemment en vieux
roumain, époque a laquelle elle était utilisée exclusivement a valeur
grammaticale (voir, par exemple, Pana Dindelegan 2009 : 181). Mais il
faut préciser que, dans la phase archaique du développement du roumain,
une pareille construction s’employait dans la littérature ecclésiastique aussi
bien que dans d’autres types de textes (laiques), comme c’est le cas des
chroniques ; il en résulte qu’il s’agit d’une particularité qui ne peut pas
étre définie comme étant propre (exclusivement) aux écrits religieux.
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En fait, les constructions a possessif doublement exprimé
représentent une « réminiscence » de la construction ancienne, héritée du
latin (et conservée dans la variante standard des autres langues romanes
actuelles), qui a un adjectif possessif la ou le roumain standard de nos
jours fait appel a un datif possessif (voir, par exemple, des structures
telles que : lumineazd mintea mea, sd ridic capn/ meu, etc.).

Les études d’histoire de la langue roumaine admettent, pour ce qui
est du roumain archaique, un processus d’atténuation de la fonction
possessive de I'adjectif pronominal possessif (voir, par exemple, Sovar
2010 : 161-162). L’aspect mentionné aurait permis l'utilisation, dans les
limites d’'un méme contexte, du datif possessif (clitique) et de I'adjectif
possessif (comme dans les exemples lumineazd-mi mintea mea, sd-mi ridic
capn/ meu, etc.).

Dans les exemples que nous venons de citer, nous avons a faire a
des constructions archaiques qui n’ont pas été empruntées a l'original
(non-latin) qui avait servi a la traduction roumaine, mais qui se sont, tres
probablement, développées dans des conditions spécifiques, a une étape
archaique du roumain.

A premicre vue et en conformité avec toutes les remarques
formulées ci-dessus, nous pourrions considérer quau niveau du texte
ecclésiastique  (particuliecrement, le texte catéchétique actuel), les
structures de ce genre refletent, le plus probablement, un fait de
continuité linguistique, les exemples suivants illustrant des traits

grammaticaux archaiques (tout comme en vieux roumain) et non pas des

particularités stylistiques : ,,... Fiul lui Dumnezeu [...] S-a intrupat si S7-a
dat sangele San...” (CO 1992 : 222);  Mantuitorul Si-a legat toata viata Sa
pamanteasca de naturd” (ibid., 287); ,,... datoria crestinului este sa-g/

castige si si-g7 apere cinstea s (¢bid., 383), etc.

Mais, tout comme dans le cas d’autres modecles syntaxiques
archaiques analysés dans cette étude (voir, plus exactement, les
constructions tautologiques et les expressions périphrastiques) — des
structures familieres a ’époque archaique du roumain —, il n’est pas exclu
que la persistance de la structure a possessif doublement exprimé dans la
langue du texte religieux (moderne) ait été possible également grace a
I’adéquation de cette structure au profile stylistique
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(fortement rhétorique) du texte religieux. Par conséquent, une
particularité archaique s’est avérée étre en consonance avec un certain
«esprit stylistique », aspect qui doit avoir encouragé sa perpétuation
dans la littérature ecclésiastique.

V. Remarques finales

Le but de la section finale de notre étude est de formuler, a partir des
aspects traités ci-dessus, quelques observations synthétiques concernant
la spécificité stylistique du discours catéchétique, en
tant que discours scientifique, délimité par opposition au méme
type de discours identifié dans la sphere laique de la langue. Mais le
« profile stylistique » du texte scientifique religieux reste a étre approfondi
dans des études a venir’'.

Une premiere tentative de présenter le style scientifique circonscrit a
la variante religieuse du roumain littéraire, par rapport au style
scientifique laique, apparait dans notre étude de 2008 (voir Teleoaca
2008 : 50), ou, dans une perspective antithétique (‘religieux vs laique’),
nous remarquions tout d’abord I’extraordinaire permissivité du
style religieux scientifique (a savoir didactique) a toute une série de faits
de langue archaiques ou/ et populaires/ régionaux’’. Comme nous le

31 Plus exactement, cela serait possible au moment ou nous disposerions de résultats
plus approfondis de nos recherches sur la spécificité linguistique des textes religieux
circonscrits au champ esthétique, ce qui permettra une caractérisation stylistique
comparative des écrits ecclésiastiques. Notre étude, Ars poetica: texte et métatexte dans la
littérature vétérotestamentaire des Psaumes (parue dans Lucrdrile Conferintei Nationale ,, Text
st discurs religios”, la IV-eme édition, Iasi, 10-12 novembre, 2011, 241-252) représente
un « préambule » de nos futures entreprises dans cette direction.

32 Pour ce qui est de la question de mettre en valeur le néologisme, le catéchisme reste —
bien qu’il se distingue, entre tous les autres textes religieux, par une tendance plus
accentuée a exploiter le fond néologique (lexical et sémantique) — fortement
conservateur lorsqu’on le compare avec le texte scientifique laique. Dans les termes
de la sémiotique, nous pouvons affirmer que, dans le texte ecclésiastique de culte
orthodoxe, I’innovation est envisagée plutét d'une manicre sceptique : innover
équivaut souvent a engendrer un message tordu, dénaturé et méme un échec de la
communication. [’aspect mentionné, qui ne constitue jamais une particularité du
texte/ style scientifique laique, doit étre mis en relation avec le dogmatisme profond du
texte religieux paru sous les auspices de 'orthodoxie. Ce type de désynchronisation
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remarquions a cette occasion, cette particularité constitue, d’une part, un
argument en faveur de l’individualisation linguistique du texte
religieux par rapport au texte scientifique laique, mais, d’autre part, elle
fournit les preuves de sa sinilitude avec le style de la littérature artistique
laique. Mais, observions-nous dans le méme article, cette similitude est
seulement de surface : a I'intention stylistique, réalisée dans le texte laique
(également) par la valorisation des termes/ expressions appartenant au
fond archaique ou populaire de la langue, correspond dans le texte
catéchétique une expressivité... involontaire, qui se constitue comme un
témoignage du conservatisme linguistique religieux.

Les faits de langue traités dans la présente étude nous permettent de
nuancer les conclusions que nous avions formulées dans notre travail de
2008, observation valable surtout pour ce qui est du role (exclusif) du
conservatisme linguistique (et doctrinaire) dans 'explication de certains
aspects archaiques de langueﬁ. Il faut souligner que nos remarques de
2008 visaient seulement le probleme des archaismes lexicaux (et
sémantiques), étant donc, pour la plupart, justifiées de ce point de vue.
Mais le phénomene linguistique doit étre analysé sous tous ses aspects,
aussi bien lexicaux que morphologiques, syntaxiques, dans une étude tant
qu’il soit possible systématique, réalisée en diachronie et qui ne puisse
ignorer (ayant comme prémisse la qualité de littérature « de deuxi¢me
degré » que le texte religieux moderne détient) l'original d’un texte
roumain ou d’un autre. A travers une telle démarche, I'archaique est
susceptible de recevoir encore d’autres justifications (exception faite des
théories qui ont constamment et presque exclusivement invoqué le
facteur ‘conservatisme’/ ‘dogmatisme’). Cette assertion est d’autant plus
valable que, dans 'ensemble de la riche littérature ecclésiastique, on peut
distinguer aussi des textes qui portent empreinte de I'esthétique ; par
conséquent, il s’agit de contextes littéraires ou 'on ne pourra pas ignorer
le facteur expressivité. Evidemment, il n’existe pas un schéma

(‘religieux vs laique’) est moins évident pour ce qui est du catéchisme catholique (voir
Teleoacd 2008 : 7, 9-10).

3, Mais tandis que dans le texte artistique les archaismes et les éléments populaires/
dialectaux accomplissent le role d’évoquer une certaine couleur locale et historique
(étant utilisés donc a intention stylistique), dans le texte ecclésiastique les mémes faits

sont exclusivement I’expression du conservatisme a ce niveau” (Teleoacd 2008 : 56).
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généralement valable : chaque phénomene doit étre analysé séparément et
en relation étroite avec sa propre « histoire » dans des versions roumaines
distinctes (en diachronie), mais aussi en relation avec le texte original.

Défini comme un texte par excellence rhétorique, le catéchisme
orthodoxe recourra, a travers sa démarche persuasive (docere et persuadere),
a toute une série de figures sémantiques, mais il valorisera, dans le méme
but, certaines structures syntaxiques, a premiere vue de simples « reliques
formelles » de quelques constructions archétypales (appartenant a un
texte fondateur), mais en réalité des structures expressives reproduites et
cultivées consciemment (au moins en partie et en vertu de leurs valences
stylistiques/ rhétoriques), dans le processus de récupération de la
signification originaire, par I’acte de la traduction ou/ et de la révision. Il
s’ensuit que la fonction cognitive s’actualise dans le manuel de
catéchese chrétienne non seulement par lappel aux raisonnements
logiques et déductifs argumentés (comme c’est le cas du manuel
didactique laique, qui s’adresse au coté logique/ rationnel de Iétre
humain), mais aussi, dans une mesure pas du tout négligeable, par le biais
du ‘stylistique’, qu’il s’agisse d’un stylistique essentiellement rhétorique,
ou d’un stylistique proprement dit poétique (affectif), dans les limites
duquel la figure révélatrice est presque toujours présente.

La valorisation de deux types rhétoriques (d’une part, une rhétorique
argumentative et logique/ syllogistique, d’autre part, une rhétorique
stylistique et affective), toutes les deux converties en instruments
fondamentaux d’approche conceptuelle, constitue, en fait,
I'une des marques particulieres du texte didactique religieux, par rapport
au manuel didactique laique. L’opération de sélection, mise au service
de I’adéquation, intervient dans le processus de I'émission et de la
réception aussi bien dans le contexte laique que dans le contexte
religieux. Mais si 1’horizon culturel du lecteur et sa capacité
mentale représentent des éléments fondamentaux impliqués dans I'acte
de réception d’un message/ contenu scientifique laique, la compréhension
d’un texte (didactique) a contenu religieux exige également I'actualisation
du coté affectif (-¢thique) du récepteur. Il en résulte que pour ce qui
est du texte ecclésiastique, nous pouvons parler d’un dialogue plus intime
avec le lecteur, en tout cas, un dialogue moins impersonnel que celui du
texte laique. Nous pouvons énumérer a ce propos, — outre les structures
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syntaxiques présentées dans notre étude — toute une série de marques
linguistiques (grammaticales en premier lieu) utilisées dans le catéchisme
orthodoxe. L’idée d’un « appareil technique » spécifique a I'enseignement
du savoir chrétien est confirmée par des aspects tels que : a) I'utilisation du
pluriel inclusif, préféré au détriment d’une expression impersonnelle (voir
les contextes suivants : ,,84 vedem ce inseamna ‘credinta’”, 1CO 1992 47,
,In Sfinta Scriptura gasim cuvantul dreptate in intelesul de ‘sfintenie’...”,
tbid., 348); b) la maniere d’insérer les références dans le texte (on évite
systématiquement les formulations impersonnelles spécifiques aux textes
scientifiques laiques: a se vedea, of., efe.; il en résulte une relation plus
familiere, plus directe et, en derni¢re instance, plus prégnante avec le
lecteur) : ,,... pe care uneori le citeste preotul in numele credinciosilor in
biserica Inainte de Impartasire (vegi-le in Ceaslov sau in Cartea de
Rugiciune)” (ICO 1992 : 277). La mise en relation des contextes se
réalise le plus souvent par les connecteurs precum s-a spus ou dupd cum s-a
spus (utilisés a la place de la formule ¢f./ voir supra): ,,Universald [il s’agit
d’un attribut fondamental de I'amour, #z.], adica si cuprinda pe toti
oamenii, fiindca, precum s-a spus, toti sunt fiii lui Dumnezeu...” (ico
1992 : 395). Pour ¢f. infra le texte catéchétique recourt constamment a la
périphrase despre care vom vorbi: ... prin faptele milosteniei trupesti, despre
care vom vorbi in legatura cu ‘Fericirile’...” (CO 1992 : 399) s.a.

A la lumiére de ces remarques, nous considérons qu’un trait admis
dans les études de spécialité comme caractéristique pour le style
scientifique, a savoir la concentration maximale du vocabulaire, ne se
vérifie pas pour le texte scientifique didactique en général (par définition,
un style redondant, des reformulations, des additions, des retours), ni
pour celui du catéchisme en particulier. Pour ce qui est du discours
religieux pédagogique, la redondance (vs. la concision) est encore
plus marquée si 'on considere, a coté des faits que nous avons traités
dans I’étude présente34, beaucoup d’autres aspects. L’enseignement

34 La plupart des aspects traités dans I’article présent relévent d’'un style par excellence
redondant, qu'il s’agisse de la coordination de deux/ trois... termes synonymes ou
de la réduplication expressive, de I'appel a la périphrase (au détriment du mot
singulier) ou du caractere superflu des structures constituées autour du pronom ¢/ ou

éoalement des modeles syntaxiques a possessif doublement exprimé.
g ) q p p
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chrétien compris dans le texte catéchétique répond au principe de
I’intertextualité, mais ce principe constitue lui-méme la source d’une
redondance livresque (les voix autorisées, toujours présentes dans le
texte catéchétique, appartiennent essentiellement a la Bible, sinon a la
tradition patristique).

Pour conclure, nous dirions que la spécificité de la démarche
didactique religieuse vient de la nature particulicre de la substance
qui fait 'objet de connaissance; plus exactement, I'inaccessibilité du
transcendent, les limites des mortels vis-a-vis de la signification des
réalités sacrées, etc., tout cela impose une modalité gnoséologique a part,
proclame des stratégies et des lois propres, et définit, en derniere
instance, un univers sémiotique et un style particuliers.
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ABSTRACT The 1688 Version of the Bible represents a key moment in the
development of the Romanian ecclesiastical language. To this day the Orthodox
translation of the Bible currently in use, as well as the Romanian Orthodox
service books, mirrors the structures of the Cantacuzino Bible. This paper
attempts to track some of these structures back to the Greek original of the
Bible. Matthew’s Gospel makes for an excellent source of samples suitable,
through both their variety and great frequency, for a study of this nature.
Presented here are some provisional results of this analysis.

KEYWORDS the Bible of Bucharest (1688), the New Testament of Bilgrad
(1648), translation, participle

1. Preliminaries

Participles are extremely common in Classical Greek as well as in
neo-testamentary Greek. Their grammatical and lexical flexibility
accounts for their use in various constructions and clauses'. A participle
(P) is often used in association with a finite verb (V), complementing the
meaning of the latter, thus forming a participial cluster (C). A participial
cluster (C) usually contains one P (Cl), e.g. the well-known type
dmokpiOeis elmeV’, but one should expect to find a much wider range of

1 “That the Greeks were gtAouéroyor is a common saying...” (Gildersleeve 1888: 139).

2 This participle is used in a narrative formula occurring very frequently in the Greek
New Testament. See Gildersleeve 1888: 153, in reference to participial occurrences in
the Gk: “Surely the formula drokpi8eig elrme for the synoptics and drexpiOn kai elme
for John is a compendium of the whole situation”.
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examples, given the large inventory of verbs as well as the occurrence of
clusters containing more than one P (C2, C3, and C4). There are also
instances of participles used either attributively, i.e. modifying a noun or
a pronoun and falling usually within the article-noun group, or as a
substantive, i.e. without an expressed noun. In both the 1688 Bible of
Bucharest (BB) and the 1648 New Testament of Bilgrad (NTB) Greek
participles are rendered in various ways: as a substantive (S), as a gerund
(G), as a P, as a secondary clause (sC) and even as a main clause (mC). A
descriptive analysis of the structures used in the BB to translate the
Greek participle could give an insight into the style of both Romanian
versions of the New Testament (henceforth 4 when used in relation to
an example, it shows their agreement), and subsequently identify lines of
development of Biblical Romanian, which in the 17" century was still in
its early stages.

This paper undertakes such an analysis of the two aforementioned
Romanian versions of the New Testament. It focuses on Matthew’s
Gospel MG), since its Greek text (Gk) provides a wide range of
syntactical and lexical structures relevant to the topic. Their linguistic
analysis is purely descriptive, revealing conclusions based on a large
inventory of examples. This could be a preliminary attempt at describing
the syntax of the Romanian New Testament and, in a wider perspective,
a modest contribution to the history of literary Romanian.

The main objective of my analysis is to identify the solutions
adopted by the m# in dealing with Greek participles, for, given the
idiomatic differences between the Romanian and the Greek usage of
non-finite verbs, a wider range of renditions of Greek participles is to be
expected in both Romanian versions.

The well-known derivation of the BB from the NTB is of great help
to our understanding of the translations adopted by the BB, and for this
reason both versions are cited in parallel (the BB is always the first).

The following preliminary conclusions will need to be checked
against a similar analysis of the rest of the m# The variety of renderings
in both Romanian versions, as well as the difficult classification of an
unexpectedly wide range of linguistic data have meant that the inventory
of examples analysed is rather large. The method used in selecting these
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reflects both their variety and their frequency. Many of the Greek
participles used without an article occur in narrative formulae, hence a
classification by semantic areas appears to be satisfactory. This seems to
be reinforced by the diversity of renderings in the m#, which can in turn
be grouped in two categories: phrases and clauses (secondary and even
main). Greek participles with article, on the other hand, tend to be
translated much more precisely, and so the two versions share a
substantial amount of identical renderings. The presence or absence of
the article has also proved a useful criterion in my effort to systematise
the examples selected.

2. Greek participles without article
2.1. Participle rendered through a Gerund

Most of the following examples illustrate stock narrative formulae

extending over several semantic areas.
2.1.1. Walking/ sitting

1. &wg EA0wv EoTn émdvw, 2.9: pind viind au stitut deasupra | pind veni de stitu
deasupra

2. EABuv kargknoev, 2.23: venind silaslui | veni de se silaslui

3. 1] ... éAGo0oa mpooekuvet ... Aéyovoa, 15.25: ea viind, si inchina ... griind | ea
veni si sa inchind graind

4. EA0SvTeS ... émeAdBovTo, 16.5: viind ... uitard | cind venird ... uitard

5. éA00vTes ... ESwkav, 27.33-34: venind ... deaderd | veniri ... deaderd

6. EA00vTes ... dmrjyyetAay, 28.11: mergind ... deaderi stire | mearserd ... deaderd
de stire

7. éA0ovTeg Exdepav, 28.13: viind ... au furat | au venit ... si ... au furat

8. 80V ... épyouévous ... imev, 3.7: vizind ... viind ... zise | deaca vizuri ... viind
... zlse

9. ibwot ... éoydusvov, 16.28; 24.30: vor vedea ... viind ¢

10. MoooeA0ovTes ... elmov, 13.27: viind ... zisdrd | venira ..., zisira

11. mpooeAdovres ... eimov, 15.12; apropiindu-se (-si NTB) ... zisird mt

12. mpooedddvres ... elmov, 17.19; 26.73: apropiindu-se ... ziserd | si apropiiara
... sl zisdra

13. mpooeAbuv ... eimev, 18.21; 21.30: apropiindu-se ..., zise | si apropiie ..., zise
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14. mpooeAbwv ... eimev, 19.16: apropiindu-sa, zise mt

15. Moo ... eimev, 21.28: mergind ... zise mt

16. MoogeABWY ... eimev, 25.22, 24: venind ... zise | veni ... zise

17. mpooed0ovres ... fiysipav ... Aéyovteg, 8.25: apropiindu-se ... desteptari ...
zicind | sd apropiiard ... desteptari ... zicind

18. kai mpooeAddvres ... fpav, 14.12: Si apropiindu-se (-si) ... luard m¢

19. mpooeAbovTes ... mepdbovtes émnpuTnoav, 16.1: apropiindu-si ... ispitind,
rugard mt

20. mpooeAbuiv ... mpootjveykey ... Aéywv, 25.20: mergind ... aduse ... zicind
| mearse ... aducind ... zicind

21. moAd@v mpooeAfoviwy eudouqpTdpwy ... mMpooeAfovTes, 26.60: multe
marturii mincenoase viind ... viind | venird mérturii multe minciunoase ...
venind

22. mpooeAboboat ... éxpdrnoav, 28.9: apropiindu-se apucard | venitd,

cuprinsara

The examples illustrating the semantic area of walking/ sitting are
extremely numerous, over one hundred in Gk. The following verbs
feature: &pyeobau, mpooépysobar (a se apropia, veni, merge), E5épyeodau
(a iesi), eloépysoba (a intra), dmépysobau (a merge, iesi), mpoépysobat (a
merge) si mopeveobai (a merge, a se duce). The next most frequent are a
few compounds of paiveiv: avafaiverv, éuPaiverv, EmPaivetv,
katafaivetv, pstafaiverv (a sui, a intra, a veni, a se pogotl), dgeivar (a
lasa), mepimarelv (a imbla), and, finally, there are some verbs, such as
oTpépstv, EmoTpépstv (a se intoarce), dmodnuelv (a merge departe),
Emavdyestv (a se inturna), dvafifdierv (a se sui, a trage), with only one or
two occurrences, along which a few verbs of staying can also be
mentioned: {oTdvai, kd@coBat, kabsUdetv (a sta, a sedea, dormi).

It is worth noting that the same verb in Gk can have different
translations. "Epyeofar and its compunds, for example, have three

different translation, listed here in order of frequency:

a) a se apropra (11,12, 13,14, 17, 18, 19, 22);
b) a veni (1-10, 16, 21);
c) a merge (15, 20).

The use of a merge appears to be a novelty in the NTB since for the
examples quoted both versions offer the same rendering.
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The translation of C1 (P plus V): The BB invariably applies the
solution G plus V (GV), translating literally and keeping the same word
order. The NTB employs various strategies, as follows:

a) GV/ VG (9, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18, 21);

b) V, V (two finite verbs in parataxis), in 5, 6, 10, 13, 16, 22;

c) V+V (two finite verbs coordinated by conjunction) in 3, 7, 12;

d) VsV/ sVV (two finite verbs of which one is subordinate) in 1, 2,
4,8, 19, 20.

In no. 21 a Greek absolute participle followed by another P has
been assimilated to a C1.

The phrase pind viind (1) is also worth noting, as the Romanian G
does not usually take a preposition. Among the selected examples there
are two other similar instances: deaca viind (257) and deaca trecind (267). The
origin of this type of structure which changes V into a G lies in the BB.

23. 0i 8¢ €5eA06vTeg dmijAbov 3, 8.32: iari ei, deaca iesird, mearserd mit
24. EEAOWv... £i8e, 14.14, 26.71: iesind ... vizu mt

25. éseAboloa ... ékpavyaoey ... Aéyovoa, 15.22: iesi ... strigd ... griind mt
26. EEAOWV ... 1dev ... EoTidTag, 20.3: iesind ... vazu ... stind m#

27. EEeA0uv ... elpev ... EordTac, 20.6: iesind ... afld ... stind mz

28. éeAbuwv ... Eémoinoev, 20.5: iesind ... ficu | iesi ... feace

29. éeAboloa ... ESpapiov, 28.8: iesind ... alergard | iesird cutind

All occurrences of this participle are invariably translated as ‘a iesi’.

It is worth emphasising that the two Romanian versions are in
agreement here. The consistency of the NTB is probably down to the
formulaic usage of this participle in the Gk as well to its occurring
exclusively in the aorist tense, which is also the tense of the main verb.
The literal translation offered by the N'TB has been then re-used as such
by the BB, which favoured the structure GV.

30. eioeAbuv éxpdTtnoe, 9.25: intrind o au apucat | Intrd si o prinse
31. €loeA0wv ... €idov, 22.11: intrind ... vizu | intrd ... vizu

32. £ioeA0uv ... EkdOnTo, 26.58: intrind ... sidea mit

33. dneAbuwv ... dpukev, 25.18: mergind ... sipd | mearse ... sipd

3 Here the article has the value of a pronoun.
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34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

44,

45.
406.

47.
48.

49.

50.

51.
52.

53.
54.
55.
56.

57.
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plyac ... ameAbuv ... dmrjySaro, 27.5: aruncind ... mergind sd spinzurd |
aruncind ... mearse ... si sd spinzurd

mpoeAOGV ... mpooeuyduevos kai Afywv, 26.39: mergind ... rugindu-Se (-Si
NTB) si zicind

mopeubévTeg éetdoate dxpifas, 2.8: ducindu-vi, cercetati cu deadins |
duceti-vd, iscoditi cu de-adins

TopeUPEVTeS 8¢ pdbeTe, 9.13: ce mergind invitati | meargeti de invitati
mopevbeis ... fdAe dykiotpov, 17.27: ducindu-te ... aruncd undita | pasi ...
arunci undita

mopeLfévTes ... rjyayov, 21.6-7: mergind ... adusiri | mearserd ... si
adusard
opevfévtes ... ouvyfoddiov Edafov, 22.15: mergind ... ficurd sfat |

mearsiri ... ficind sfat

nopeveis ... ripydoaro, 25.16: mergind ... au lucrat | merse ... lucrd

oi 8¢ mopevbévTes rjiogadioavTo ... ogpayioavTes, 27.66: iard el mearserd
si intdrira pecitluind |iard ei mearserd si pecetluird simnind

mopsvbsioal Tayu simare, 28.7: cutind mergind zicet | curind meargeti,
ziceti

mopeUPEVTeS ... padnteoare Pantifovreg, 28.19: mergind invitati ...
botezind | meargeti de invatati ... botezind

avaBaivwy ... mapéaBev, 20.17: suind ... luo mt

&upadc ... Siendpace kai fAOsv, 9.1: intrind ... au trecut si au venit | intri ...
trecu si vine

oxetat ... émPePnrug, 21.5: vine ... sizind mt

katafds ... mepiemdrnoey, 14.29: pogotindu-se ... au umblat | sd pogoti ...
de imbla

KkaTafds ... kai mpooeAluv ... drekUAioe, 28.2: pogorind ..., viind, pravili |
pogorind ... si venind ... pravali m¢
UETOPAG ... BAOeV ... kal dvaPadg ... éxdbeTo, 15.29: mutindu-se ... veni ... si
suindu-se ... sedea | mearse ... veni ... si sd sui ... de sedea

Agels ... 1A0ev, 13.36: lisind ... veni | lisd si veni

dgeic ... mdAtv mapeAbwy ... mpoondéaro ... sindv, 26.44: lisind ... iard
mearse de S rugi ... zicind m/

dpévTes ... amijAbov, 22.22: 13sind ... sd duserd (-sdrd N'IB) s

dpévtes TO mAoiov, 4.22: lasind cinul | ldsard corabia

mepimarav Eml Ty OdAacoav, 14.25: imblind pre mate m#
BAérovTag ... AaAolvTag ... mepimarodvTas ... BAémovTag, 15.31: vizind ...
grdind ... imblind ... vazind mz

oTpagévtes prifwotv, 7.6: intorcindu-se rumpe-vor | intorcindu-sd si nu
rumpd
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58. émoTpagels kai (66v ... elme, 9.22: intorcindu-Se si vizindu-o ... zise | Sa
intoarse si 0 vizu, zise

59. drmodnudv ékdAsoev, 25.14: mergind departe chemi (cheama NTB) 7z

60. émavdywyv ... émeivaoev, 21.18: inturnindu-Se (turnind NTB) ... fliminzi

61. avaBifdoavres ... kai kabioavtes ouvvédebav, 13.48: suindu-l ... si sizind
aleaserd | trasird-l... si sazura de aleasard

62. (10 BoéAvyua) éotog, 24.15: (scirba | cea grozivie NTB) ... stind m/

03. edpioxer adTolg kabevdovTag, 26.40: afld pre ei dormind rmt

04. Syeabe ... kabrjuevov ... kai épydusvov, 26.64: veti vedea ... sizind ... §i viind
rnt

65. kaBrjuevor étrjpouv, 27.36: sizind paziia mt

66. fv kaBrjusvar, 27.61: era ... sizind mt

In Gk, the P is usually in the aorist tense, far less frequently in the
present tense — with the exception of goyeofar: 8, 9 —, and only once in
the perfect tense: 47. As the Romanian G does not allow for any
distinction of tense, number or gender, these are lost in translation, e.g.
25 and 29, where all the participles in Gk are rendered invariably with
tesind. Conversely, the same Greek P can be found rendered by different
synonyms in the 77 as in 6 and 7, where éA00vTes is rendered as mergind
and then viznd.

The BB clearly opts for the use of the G in rendering the P, which
the NTB translates as a V. There are some noticeable differences
between the BB and the NTB, as are differences between solutions
adopted inside the same translation: in ex. 15 and 16 a double contrast
can be noticed: a lexical one: a merge vs. a veni, and a morphological one:
G vs. V. The BB and NTB are generally consistent with their respective
choice when translating not only &oyeofar and its compounds, but other
verbs of movement as well: the BB uses GV, while NTB adopts varied

solutions:

a) GV/ VG: 32, 40, 44, 47, 53, 57, 59, etc.;
b) V, V: 31, 32, 33, 36, 38, 41, 43, 46, 50;
o) V+V: 30, 39, 51;

d) VVs/ VsV: 37, 50.

Example 50 presents two Cl linked by a coordinating conjunction,
which explains why it has been listed both under b) and under d) above.
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The structure used by the NTB and re-used literally by the BB, is PV +
PV, but NTB innovates: V, V + VsV. For a more detailed analysis of the
solutions adopted by the N'TB see zfra, 4.1.

Identical solutions of translation are rate. Even when the same
structure is being used, the BB makes lexical changes, e.g. 42 (on which
see further details under Conclusion), or 54.

These features explain the individual style of the BB and reveal that
the principle which guided the translators was that of a literal rendering.
Thus, of all the examples of this kind in MG, more than a half are G in
the BB, which correspond to a subordinate clause in the NTB.

2.1.2. Speaking

67. épavn ... Aywv, 1.20: sd ardtd ... graind m/

68. mapeyévovTo ... Aéyovteg, 2.2: au venit ... zicind | venird ... zicind

69. mpoaijAQov ... Aéyovreg, 13.36; 14.15; 24.3: sd apropiari ... griind m#

70. mpocijAQov ... Aéyovreg, 24.3: apropiari-si ... zicind mt

71. i86vTes ... mepimaTobvTa éTapdydnoav Adyovteg, 14.26: vizind ... imblind ...
sd spdreari zicind ¢

72. 17 ... éA0odoa mpooekUvel ... Aéyovoa, 15.25: ea viind, si inchina ... grdind |

ea veni si sd inchind grdind

73. mpooAafduevos ... Epbaro ... Aéywy, 16.22: apucindu-L ... incepu ... zicind |
(si-)L apuci ... incepu ... zicind

74. évreidaro ... Aéywv, 17.9: porundi ... zicind ¢

75. gwvij ... Aéyouvoa, 17.5: glas ... griind mt

76. TEAWV ... TPOTEKUVEL ... Aéywv, 18.26: cizind ... sd inchina ... zicind | plecindu-si
... ruga ... zicind

77. mEOWY ... TaPEKAAEL ... Aywv, 18.29: cizind ... ruga ... grdind | cizu ... ruga ...
grdind

78. kpatrjoag ... Emviyev Aywv, 18.28: prinzind ... il sugruma zicind | (si-)l
prinse de-l sugruma graind

79. dgcic ... Ay mapeAbuv ... mpoondéarto ... cimwv, 26.44: lisind ... iard
mearse de Si rugi ... zicind m#

80. &pasav Aéyovteg, 20.31: striga zicind* ¢

81. oi ... &kpagov AéyovTeg, 27.23: ei ... striga zicind m#

+ In line with these examples ¢ also Mt. 21.15: 7oUg maidag ToUs kpdGovTag ... Kai
Aéyovrag, copiii (porobocii N'TB) strigind ... si zicind ¢, which is probably the only
exemple of a P with article rendered through G.
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82. dmokpib¢ic ... lme(v), 3.15; 4.4, 13.37, 14.28, 16.2; 21.29, 30; 25.12; 26.23:
raspunzind ... zise | raspunse ... zise

83. 0 6¢ dmokpib¢sic eimev adToig, 12.39: iari el rispunse, zise lor mi

84. 6 ... dmokp10¢ic ... elmev, 15.3: Bl raspunzind zise mt

85. dmokpiOcic 6’Inools ... eimev ... Aéywv, 22.1: rispunzind lisus ... zise ...
zicind it

86. 6 ... dmokpi@¢eic simev, 24.2: Tisus zise mt

87. mpookaAsoduevog, 15.10: chemind | chemi

88. mpookarcoduevog, 15.32: chemind mi

89. mpookadeoduevos ... Eotnoev adtd, 18.2: chemind ..., il puse | chemi si-1
puse

90. mpookoAeaduevos ... Aéyet, 18.32: chemind ... zise | chemi ... zise

91. BAémovrag ... AddodvTag ... mepimaTodvTas ... fAémovTag, 15.31: vizind ...
graind ... imblind ... vizind ¢

92. d¢On ... otuAadodvTeg, 17.3: si ariti ... graind mt

93. éAdAnoeyv ... Aéywv, 23.1-2: grii ... zicind mt

This is an area of comparable frequency to the previous one, with over
one hundred occurrences in the MG. The verbs represented are: Aéysiv
(a zice, a grii), dmokpiveoai (a rispunde), mpookadsiofar (a chema) si
(ouMAaddetv (a grii). Most examples contain the present P of Aéyeiv or
Aadelv. Less numerous are the examples with the aorist P of
anokpiveobai or mapaxoAciofai. Sometimes, the P modifies a verb from
the same semantic area (77, 79, 80-86, 90).

This selection of examples offers a much more homogenous image
than the previous one in at least two respects.

Firstly, the formulaic style is strongly associated with this semantic
area, much more than it was the case in the previous section: over a
quarter of the occurrences in the MG are represented by the formula
dmokp10¢sic eime, which seems to encourage the repetitiveness tale guale in
the BB. This is confirmed by the examples 82-86. Secondly, G occurs
now much more frequently in the NTB, which explains the high number
of renderings shared by the two translations.

Interestingly enough, the same applies to the group of examples
following the type dmokpiOeis... eime, under 82-86, for which the NTB
offers both solutions of translation: the usual structure V, V (rdspunse ...,
zise, under 82, 83) as well as the standard GV structure (raspungind.. zise).
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The only exception is no. 86, probably a haplography in the NTB of the
type lisus <rdspunse,> zise, mechanically copied in the BB.

The examples containing the verb moookadsioBar under 87-90
illustrate both the agreement and the usual divergent treatment: G in the
BB and V in the NTB.

The distribution of the two renderings « grii and a zue does not appear
to be governed by any criterion. Most often the BB follows the NTB: 67,
08, etc., but occasionally becomes independent, e.g. 78.

2.1.3. Various other actions

94. kedevoag ... AaPwv ... dvaPAdpas ... ebAdynoev ... kAdoag Edwkev, 14.19:
poruncind ... luind ... cautind la ceriu ... binecuvinti ... fringind deade |
porundi ... luo ... cdutd in ceriu ... deade har ...frimse ... deade

95. i80vTes ... mepimarodvTa ... Adyovres, 14.26: vizind ... imblind ... zicind m#

96. BAéTwy ... dpapévos ... Aéywv, 14.30: vizind ... Incepind ... zicind ¢

97. i6ovrtes ... Srsodgpnoav, 18.31: vizind ... spusird mt

98. i6ovTes ... é0aduaoay Aéyovteg, 21.20: vizind ... sd mirard griind s

99. idwv, 3.7: vizind | deaca vizurd

100. i60vTes ... nyavdxTnoav, 26.8: vizind ... si miniard (mirard N'TB) s

101. i8wv ... AaPuv ... dmevigaro ... Aéywv, 27.24: vizind ... luind ... spdld-s (-si
NTB) ... zicind (zi- NTB) ¢

102. fcwpolboau, 27.55: privind rmt

103. dxodoag, 2.3: auzind mt

104. oi 6¢ dxoloavtes ToU faciAéws émopelfnoav, 2.9: iard ei, ascultind pre
impdratul mearserd | iard ei ascultard pre craiu si mearserd

105. drxodoavTeg oi &xdot, 14.13: auzind gloatele | auzird dihaniia

106. drxodoavteg, 15.12: auzind | deaca auzird

107. dxodoavtec, 17.6; 22.34; 27.47: auzind mt

108. dxodoag ... dnijAbev Avmroduevog, 19.22: auzind ... sd duse intristat

109. ka@rjuevor ... dkodoavTes ... Ekpabav Aéyovres, 20.30: sizind ..., auzind ...
strigard zicind | sazind ... auzird ... §i strigard zicind

110. dxodoavteg é0aduacav, 22.22: auzind si mirard rmt

111. dxodoavres ... éEemArjooovTo, 22.33: auzind ... si mirard | cind auzitd ... sd
mirard

112. pebegpunvevduevoy, 1.23: tilmicindu-se | si spune

113. Siddoxwy ... kal knploowv ... kal Ogpamedwy, 4.23: invitind .. si
propoveduind (povestuind N'TB) ... si vindecind 77

114. ¢evdduevor, 5.11: mintind 7
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115. mpooed0ovTes ... metpdbovTtes émnputnoav, 16.1: apropiindu-si ... ispitind,
rugard it

116. mpooijABov ... meipdbovtes adtov kai Aéyovreg, 19.3: si apropiiard ...
ispitindu-L pre El si zicind Lui (Lui oz NTB) 7z

117. dumailovreg, 27.41: bitindu-si joc | batgiocurind

118. yvols ... elmev, 16.8: conoscind ... zise | stiu ... si zise

119. yvolg ... eimev, 22.18; 26.10: conoscind ... zise | intelegind ... zise

120. yvols ... elmev, 26.10: stiind ... zise mt

121. pn €i667eg, 22.29: nestiind | pentru ¢ nu stiti

122. kAaiovoa, 2.18: plingind | plingea

123. ouveyouévoug, 4.24: cuprinsi fiind | cupringi

124. méAcs ... kewpévn, 5.14: cetatea zicind | cetatea pusi

125. pepruvav, 6.27: grijind | cu cistiga

126. £i0¢ ... BePAnuévny kai muptéooovoay, 8.14: vizu ... zicind si infierbintatd
| vazu ... zacind ... de friguri

127. Bacaviddusvov 6mo 1év kuudtwy, 14.24: inviluindu-se (-s3 NTB) de valuti
| de unde

128. oruyvdiwy, 16.3: posomotindu-si | nuoros

129. omAayyvioBeic, 18.27: milostivindu-se | feace-i-si mild

130. omdayyvidbeic ... fiparo, 20.34: milostivindu-Se ... atinse | facindu-I-Si
mild ... atinse

131. doyiobeis ... mopédwkev, 18.34: miniindu-se ... deade | sd minie ... si(-I) deade

132. 6 ... peToueAnbeic dmiiAbev, 21.29: ciindu-se, mearse | si gindi si mearse

133. peraueAnbeic, 27.3: ciindu-se | cii-se

134. dueArjoavreg, 22.5: lenevind | nu vrurd

135. gopnbeic ... Ekpupa, 25.25: temindu-ma, ... ascunsu 7/

136. Aumoduevot, 26.22: intristindu-si | si intristard

137. Sikaiog v kai pn 0wy ... éBouvArion, 1.19: fiind dirept si nevtind ... vru
fiind derept si nu vru ... vru

138. 04Awv ... drokTelvar, 14.5: vrind si ucigd mt

139. Eyovreg, 15.30: avind mit

140. prj Ewv, 22.12, 25: neavind it

141. MatBdiov Asyduevov, 9.9: Mattheiu chemindu-1 | de-1 chema Matteiu

142. meodvres mpooekbvnoav, 2.11: cizind si inchinard | si cizurd de sid
inchinara

143. meowv ... mpooekUVeL ... Aéywv, 18.26: cizind... si inchina ... zidnd | plecindu-si ...
ruga ... zicind

144. meowv ... mapexdiet ... Aéywv, 18.29: cizind... ruga ... griind | cizu ... ruga ...
graind

145. Eafev ... kai edyopioTrioas EkAacev, 15.36: luind ... dind laudi, frinse
(m- NTB) mz
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146. AaPuv ... kai ebloyrjoag EAaoev, 26.26: luind ... si blagoslovind frinse |
luo ... si blagoslovind frimse

147. Aafuv ... kai edyopiorroas ESwkev ... Aéywv, 2627: luind .. si
blagoslovind, deade zicind | luind ... si deade hat, deade ... zicind

148. yonuatiodévreg, 2.12: luind rispuns | luard rispuns

149. yonuariobeic ... kar Svop, 2.22: luind stire in vis | luo stire in somn

150. Barrriobeic, 3.16: botezindu-se | deaca sd botezd

151. mopevbévres ... pabntedoare PantiCovres, 28.19: mergind ... invitati ...
botezind | meargeti de invitati... botezind

152. vnoredoas ... botepov émeivace, 4.2: postind ... apoi fliminzi | deaca posti ...
apoi flaminzi

153. vnoredovreg, 6.16: postind® (-du-sd NTB) ¢

154. ékteivas ... Aéywv, 8.3: tinzind ... zicind m#

155. éxeivag, 14.31: tinzind | tinse

156. yrjuag, 22.25: insutindu-se | si insurd

157. mpocoijAbev ... mpookuvodoa kai aitodoa, 20.20: si apropie ... iInchinindu-se
(-sa N'TB) si cersind (ceind NTB) ¢

158. mpoeA0wv ... mpooeuyduevos kai Aywv, 26.39: mergind ... rugindu-Se (-Si
NTB) si zicind ¢

159. émbeic 1dg xeipag avroig, 19.15: puindu-Si pre (spre NTB) ei minile

160. duvrjoavteg £6fjABov, 26.30: liudind iesird | cintind laudi ... iesird

161. é5ouoAoyoduevot, 3.6: ispoveduindu-si ¢

162. mAéavreg ... yowumetijioavtes ... Aéyovres, 27.29: impletind
ingenunchind ... zicind | impletitd ... ingenunchind ... zicind

163. de1viis Bacavi§duevog, 8.6: riu muncindu-se | iute si chinuiagte

164. Aapuwv ... éometpev, 13.31: luindu-l ... l-au simdnat | (carele-)l ia ... (si-)l
samanad

165. Agfoloa ... évékpupev, 13.33: luindu-l ... il ascunse | carele ia ... de-l
acopere

166. keAcdoag ... AaPuv ... kAdoag Edwkev, 14.19: poruncind ... luind ... fringind
deade | porunci ... luo ... frimse ... deade

167. Aafovreg, 21.35, 39: prinzind | prinsdrd

168. ouufouAiov ... Aafovreg, 27.7: sfat ficind (tinind N'TB) 7

169. ouufoiiiov ... AaBovreg, 28.12: sfat ficind mz

170. i6wv ... AaPuv ... dmevigarto ... Aéywv, 27.24: vizind ... luind ... spald-s (-si
NTB) ... zicind (zi- NTB) ¢

171. Spauwv ... kai AaBwv ... mAjoag T¢ ... kal ngpibeis ... éndbilev, 27.48:
alergd ... si luind ... implindu-1 ... si puindu-l ... il addpa | alergd ... si luind ...
(si-)l implu ... (si-)] puse ... (si-)] deade sd bea

5 See, however, n0.292, where the same P is rendered through a sC.
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172. oi ... AaBovres ... émoinoav, 28.15: ei ... luind ... ficurd mz

173. mopaiafuv, 26.37: luind m#

174. maparafovreg, 27.27: luind | dusiri-L

175. mpooiafdusvos ... Epé&arto ... Aéywv, 16.22: apucindu-L ... incepu ... zicind |
(si-)L apuci ... incepu ... zicind

176. €l ... OgpiCwy ... kai ouvdywv, 25.24: esti ... secerind ... si adunind | esti ...
seaceti ... si aduni

177. ouvayBévreg, 28.12: adunindu-se | si adunard

178. primote ovAAéyovTes ... éxpiduonTe, 13.29: si nu cumva, zmulgind ... si
zmulgeti

179. éyegpbeic, 1.24: sculindu-se (-sd NTB)

180. ygpbeic mapdiafe 10 maudiov, 2.13: sculindu-te ia coconul | scoald si ia
coconul

181. éygpbeic, 2.14, 21: sculindu-se | s sculd

182. &ygpOeic dpdv gou v KAlvnv, 9.6: sculindu-te, ridici-ti patul | scoali-te
de-ti ia patul tau

183. méupag, 2.8: trimitind | trimease

184. méupag, 22.7: trimitind | mind

185. dmooteiras dveile, 2.16: trimitind, au ucis | trimise de pierdu

186. parodoa, 26.12: puind | virsind

187. diguepioavTo ... fdAdovTeg kAfjpov, 27.35: impirtiri ... aruncind sorti 77

188. eig kAifavov PoAdusvov, 6.30: in cuptoriu aruncindu-se | si in coptoriu
aruncd

189. kpatrjoas ... €5noev, 14.3: prinzind ... au legat | prinsease ... de legase

190. kparroag ... Emviyev Aéywy, 18.28: prinzind ... il sugruma zicind | (si-)]
prinse de-1 sugruma graind

191. karaAimwv ... EA0uv kamgknoev, 4.13: lisind ... veni si ldcui | 1dsd ... veni si licui

192. karaAimwv ... dmiAde, 16.4: lasind ... Sa duse

193. karaAimov ... énABev, 21.17: ldsind ... iesi | ldsd, mearse afard

194. rjoavres ... ékPdActe, 22.13: legindu-i ... luati-1 si-l aruncat (-ti NTB) 77z

195. Srjoavreg, 27.2: legind | legat

196. droAdoag, 15.39: slobozind | lisd

197. kAsioag Trjv 8dpav gou, 6.6: inchizind usa ta mz

198. edpwv ... Epupev, 13.44: aflindu-o ... ascunse | o afli si o acopere

199. BAénwv ... dpéauévos ... Aéywv, 14.30: vizind ... incepind ... zicind ¢

200. mpoofiAfev ... kai &pduevog ... elmev, 17.7: apropiindu-Se ... Si atinse si zise
| apropie-Sa si Sa atinse si zise

201. Tpdyovres kai mivovres, 24.38: mincind si bind | minca si bea

202. ékTeivag ... Gréomaoey ... kal maTdsas ... Apeiev, 26.51: tinzind ... scoase ... si
lovind ... tdie it

203. Aéywv ... mapadods, 27.4: zicind ... vinzind ¢
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204. piyag ... aneAbwv ... dmrjyéaro, 27.5: aruncind ... mergind sd spinzutd |
aruncind ... mearse ... §i sd spinzurd

205. gpayerddoag, 27.26: izbindu-L mi#

200. ékddoavreg, 27.28: dezbricind | (si-)L dezbricard

207. THEOOVTES ... I86VTeS ... AyovTeg, 27.54: strdjuind ... vizind ... zicind m#

208. mpookuAioag, 27.60: pravilind | pravilird

209. oi 6¢ mopevbévres riopadioavTo ... ogpayioavteg, 27.66: iard ei
mearserd si Intdrird pecitluind | iard ei mearserd si pecetluird simnind

This selection is not the easiest to systematise, as it covers unrelated
semantic areas attested in varying degrees of frequency. For the purpose
of this research, an attempt is being made at grouping them as follows:

a) The first half, arranged according to the well-known category of
verba dicendi-sentiendi contains the following groups: seeing (94-102),
hearing (103-111), intellectual activities /lafo sensu (112-121), states and
acts of will (122-141) and religious actions (142-163).

b) The second half contains a single group with various participles
arranged by frequency (164-209).

The occurrence of various participial clusters’ C2, C3, C4 in
different groups of this section, complicated further my attempts at a
systematic analysis of the examples above.

The examples selected illustrate some features of Biblical Romanian
in statu nascendr. Firstly, it becomes apparent that the BB differs from the
NTB by opting exclusively for the G, which makes its renderings very
literal; the examples 180-185 are highly relevant in this respect, as is the
agreement with the NTB in 79, ie. in a place where the NTB had
adopted the G solution. In the NTB, on the other hand, sometimes a
hesitation between G and V is noticeable, e.g. in the difference between
130 and 129, and between 138 and 137.

In one instance the BB innovates in a rather unusual manner: at no.
200 the Gk has the structure V+GV which the NTB turns into a
standard V + V + V| whilst the BB opts for GV +V.

Examples 95-103, 107-108, and 113-120, attest the 7 consensus.
The same applies for 168-170 and 172-173: the consensus occurs
exclusively when the NTB opts for G. Interestingly, whilst dvafAémerv is

% More details about participial clusters can be found znfra, under 4.1.
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translated by a canta: 94, PAénetv is rendered by @ vedea: 96, and so is the
aotist [6Wv/ -ovteg: 99, 100, etc., whereas Ocwpelv by a privi: 102.

Nos. 103-111 illustrate the formula containing the participle
dxouoavteg, which is rendered differently in the BB than in the N'TB:
whenever the NTB opts for GV, the BB follows in, e.g.: 103, 107, 108,
110, 113, 114, 115, etc.

Sometimes the BB shows consistency where the NTB had used
synonyms, e.g. 118-119, where stin and Zntelegind in the N'TB are rendered by
conoscind in the BB; sometimes, the BB follows faithfully the NTB e.g. 120.

It is worth noting that the NTB does not hesitate to explore more
subtle solutions, as in 121, 126 or 127.

A technical verb such as eddoyetv is rendered by a blagosiovi, in no.
146, mt. The vetb e&Uyapioreiv, on the other hand, is translated
differently under 147: blagosiovind in the BB, but deade har in the NTB, a
phrase similar to dind landd in 145, which translates the same verb in Gk.

2.1.4. The participle absolute

210. dyiag ... yevouévng, 8.16: deaca si ficu (feace NTB) sard

211. Sy iag ... yevouévng, 14.15, 23: fiind sara mit 23: -1 rut

212. Sy iag ... yevouévng, 26.20: fiind sard (-ra NTB) mz

213. ypiag ... yevouévng, 16.2: facindu-si sard | cindu-i sara

214. ypiag ... yevouévng, 20.8: facindu-se seard | fiind sara

215. Sy iag ... yevouévng, 27.57: fiind in desard s

216. mpwiag yevouévng, 27.1: fiind dimeneata (demi- NTB) 7

217. yeveoiois ... yevouévorig, 14.6: nasteri ficindu-se | sosind zuoa nasterii

218. 100 ...’ Inool yevvnOévrog, 2.1: lisus niscindu-sd | deaca ndscu lisus

219. dvaywpnodvrwy ... adtdv, 2.13: ducindu-si ei | deaca si intoarsiri ei

220. éA06vTwv, 17.14: mergind ei mi

221. 2A06vTwyv ... adtav, 17.24: venind ei mt

222. gioeA@ovTog adtou, 21.10: intrind El ¢

223. a1 ... éepyouévwy, 9.32: iesind ei | ei deaca iesird

224. moAAdV mpooedfdvTwy eudouapTdowy, 26.60: multe marturii mincenoase
viind | venird mérturii multe minciunoase

225. éxmopevouévwv adtav, 20.29: iesind ei mr

226. mopevbeis ... fipydoaro, 25.16: mergind ... au lucrat | merse ... lucrd

227. mopevopévwy ... adtdv, 28.11: mergind eale mt

228. avafaviwv adtav gig 10 mAoiov, 14.32: intrind ei in corabie ¢
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229. karafaivoviwy alTdv ... Aéywv, 17.9: pogotindu-se (-s3 N'TB) ei ... zicind m#

230. kabioavtos avTod, 5.1: sizind El | deacd sdzu

231. kaBnuévou ... abtod, 24.3; 27.19: sizind El m¢

232. éyéveTo abtol dvakeévou, 9.10: fu El sizind in casd | (5i-)i fu de mearse

233, ouvveyuévwy ... Tav @apioaiwy, 22.41: fiind adunati fariseii ¢

234. ovvnyuévwy ... abtav, 27.17: adunindu-se (-si N'TB) ei m#

235. eimovrog 8¢, 17.26: zise Petir (Patru N'TB) Lui

2306. &m1 abTo0 AaAobvTog, 17.5:26.47: inci griind El ¢

237. 0016vTwv altdv, 26.21: mincind ei m#

238. 0016vTwv aTdv,26.26: cinind ei mt

239. pvnotevbeions Tig unTpds autod, 1.18: logodindu-se maica Lui | fiind
logoditd muma Lui

240. adto0 évBuunbévrog, 1.20: cugetind el it

241. 000 ... moto0OvTog, 6.3: tu ficind milostenie 7/

242. éxBAnOévTog To0 Saupoviou, 9.33: scotindu-se dracul | fu scos dracul

243. mavTog dxovovTog ... kal un ouviévrog, 13.19: tot cel ce (cine NTB) aude
... si nu inteleage ¢

244. yevouévng ... OAipewg, 13.21: ficindu-si strinsoare | scornindu-si fugd

245. un &ovrog autod dmododvat, 18.25: neavind el si-i dea | cind n-are avea
de unde plati

246. ypoviCovTog ... To0 vuugiou, 25.5: zibovind ginetile | zibdvind mirele

The participle absolute is an important narrative structure centred on the
P. Since in the ¢ it is most frequently rendered by G, it is presented
under this heading, e.g. 211-218, etc. The construction is well
represented in Gk with approx. 70 occurrences, from which 37 have
been selected. Of these, the group 210-218 represents a recurrent
formula of the narrative: a chronological reference. The BB renders these
examples through G, with the exception of 210, where the solution
adopted by the NTB is preferred. G is in fact by far the best represented
rendering in the NTB as well, which offers only 8 examples of a
subordinate clause.

Neatly three quarters of the examples selected, 27, are in agreement.
In the other examples the differences are both lexical: 214, 244, 217, 240,
and syntactical, e.g. 213, 218, 219, 223, 224, 242, etc.

Examples 201-216 illustrate several variant translations in both
versions, involving the vatriation a fi/ a se face or the presence/ the
absence of the article with the S: sari/ sara. Example no. 217 illustrates
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the absolute dative in the MG.” Once again, the elegant solution adopted
by the NTB contrasts with the awkward renderings of the BB.

2.2. Participle translated by a noun/ participle/ adjective

247. Saupovilouévous, 8.16: indracit (-ti) ¢

248. Saipoviéguevoy, 9.33: indricit it

249. dmoAsAuuévnyv, 19.9: lisati de altul ¢

250. OnAagovrwy, 21.16: sugitorilor mt

251. ebAoynuévog, 21.9: blagoslovit ¢

252. ebAoynuévog, 23.39: blagoslovit | liudat

253. davakepévwy, 22.10: de oaspeti mt

254. mervavra ... i SipdvTa, 25.37, 44: flimind ... sau sitos iz
255. dofevodvTa, 25.39: bolnav | beteag

This is an important section which shows the innovative spirit of the
NTB. In all examples, the Greek P has been rendered by S: 253, by
participial substantives: 247, 248, by nomen agentis: 250, or, lastly, by
adjectives: 254, 255.

The majority of the examples attest the consensus 7, with the
exception of 252 and 255. If 255 illustrates a lexical change in the BB, in
252 another difference between the BB and the NTB becomes apparent
in the preference for Latin-based renderings.8

Some of the solutions adopted in this section occur also in the
section discussing the participle with article (see znfra, 3.). Thus, for
bolnav, v. also 295, 296, and for blagoslovitz, v. 316.

2.3. Participle without article, rendered through a clause

256. 6mug kdyw EAOWv mpookuviow adT, 2.8: ca si viiu si eu si md inchin Lui ¢

257. éA06vT1 abt@, 8.28: deacd viind | dacid veni

258. éA00vTeg ouvavékeivto 17 Inood, 9.10: venird de sdzuri cu lisus 77

259. kai €A0wv &’Inoods, 9.23: si deaca veni lisus mz

260. &0ovra ... mpoépbacev, 17.25: cind intrd ... mai nainte-l (-nte NTB) apuci
(intreba N'TB) rz

7 Other possible examples under 8.5: cioeA@dvrt 17@° Inood, intrind lisus ..., mt or 8.23:
UPAvTL aUT@ ... EkodovBnoav adT@, mt, o, lastly, 9.27: mapayovri Eket@sv 1@ Inoou mit.
8 Cf supra, the notes on 145-147.
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261. dmeA0ovTeg ouAAéEwpev, 13.28: si mergem si le plevim 7n#

262. dneAbwv ... EBalev, 18.30: (ce-)l duse de-1 baga® mz

263. dmeAbuv Ekpupa, 25.25: mers si ascunsu 7t

264. mpooijAfov abTy SiddoxovTi, 21.23: cind invita, mearserd citrd El mz

265. dgcic ... mapeAbwv ... mpoondéaro ... eimwv, 26.44: lisind ... mearse de Si
rugi ... zicind mt

206. mopeubévtes dmayyeidare, 11.4: meargeti de spuneti ¢

267. Siamepdoavtes, 14.34: deaca trecind | deaca trecurd

268. Aéyovreg, 22.23: catii zicea mit

269. Aecyduevov I'sbonuavi, 26.36: ce si zice Ghethsimani | care si chiami
Ghetsimani

270. Agyduevov, 27.16: de-1 chema m#

271. Agyduevov, 27.17: ce sd zice mt

272. Agyduevov ... Asyduevog, 27.33: ce si cheama ... ce sd zice it

273. eipnkdTog, 26.75: cela ce-i zisease rnt

274. pwvn foivog, 3.3: glasul celui ce strigd | glasul strigatoriului

275. i6wv 8¢ Toug EyAoug, 9.36: iara deaca vizu niroadele 7z

276. g Ebovaiav Eywv, 7.29: ca cum avea putere | ca cela ce are putere

277. Booxouévn, 8.30: de pastea mt

278. kai dvaotds rikoAodfnoev adt@, 9.9: si s sculd de mearse dupid El r#

279. advOpumy orsipdvTe, 13.24: omului celui ce samdnd siminta 77

280. nrodvTi, 13.45: carele cautd

281. cuoia ... oayrjvy BAnbeion ... kai ... ouvayayodon, 13.47: aseamenea ... cu
nivodul aruncat ... §i ... au adunat | aseamenea ... navodului aruncat ... carele
aduni

282. Aumnbeig(... ékédcuoev), 14.9: sd intrestd (-tri- BB) it

283. AafovTes ... Eydyyubov, 20.11: deaca-i luard, rapstird mt

284. o1dg ... épdvnoev, 20.32: stitu ... chemd mt

285. motoOvTi, 21.43: carii vor face mit

286. TeBuuéva, 22.4: sint junghiate | sint omorite

287. éxyuvduevov, 23.35: carele s-au virsat mt

288. 8005 ... elmev, 26.26: da ... sizise | deade ... si zise

289. dpapiv, 27.48: alergd mt

290. &i Epyetat ... ovowv, 27.49: au veni-va ... si-L. mintuiasci m#

291. rikoAodOnoav ... Siakovoioat, 27.55: au mersu ... si slujascd | mearser ...
slyjindu-I

292. vnoredwy, 6.17: cind postesti!? mt.

9 The translation of dméoyeofar is unusual.
10 Cf vnotedoag ... Gotepov émeivace, 4.2: postind ... apoi fliminzi | deaca posti ... apoi
fliminzi.
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The examples gathered in this section, although they represent the same
actions as in the previous sections, differ from those by translating P
with a clause, usually sC. Occasionally, however, P is rendered through a
mC: 2506, 261, 263, 282, 284, 2806, 288, 289.

There is nothing new in the translation of a P with a clause in the
NTB, but the fact that BB is now (generally) agreeing with the N'TB is
new. On one occasion only, 274, the BB expands the nomen agentis used
by the N'TB into a relative clause. In a few other cases, the BB operates
lexical adjustments to the text of the NTB: 260, 269, 2806, or syntactical,
e.g. 276, 281, 288, and 291.

It is worth noting that the BB uses the solutions adopted by the
NTB even in situations in which the initial preference had been for
another solution: supra, in the ex. 141, Mat6aiov Asyduevov, the BB has
Matthein chemindu-l, whereas the NTB has de-/ chema Mattein. Nevertheless,
in this section there are four occurrences in which the same P is
rendered by a clause in both versions: 269-272. Only very rarely a clause
in the BB corresponds to a G in the N'TB: 291.

The NTB often translates a Greek P with a temporal clause
introduced through deaca/ dacd; a quarter of the examples selected illustrate
this type, e.g. 259, 275, etc. The BB uses all of these renderings, but on
two instances changes (inadvertently?) V into G: 257 and 267. Several
examples attest renderings by a mC: 258, 261, 263, 281, 284, 288 and 289.

3. Participle with article

3.1. Rendered by (adjectival article with) P/ S

293. kaAéoar ToUg kexAnuévoug, 22.3: si cheame pre cei chemati | sd chilame
chematii

294. ol ... kekAnuévor, 22.8: chematii 7t

295. ToUg Kakdg EyovTag, 8.16; 14.35: bolnavii m#

296. oi kakag Eyovreg, 9.12: bolnavilor 7t

297. oi igydovTeg, 9.12: sanitosilor mt

298. 10 meppioedov, 14.20: prisoseala | rimdsite;

299. 10 mepproedov, 15.37: prisosala | ce rimasird

300. 7ol Omdpyouvotv, 24.47: avutia (-tiia NTB) 7z
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301. 7a Omdpyovrta, 25.14: averile | bunitatea

302. dgeic ... mopevBeic {nTel 10 mMAavduevoy, 18.12: cautd pre cea riticiti!! | va
mearge de va ciuta pre cea riticitd

303. 701¢ ... un memAavnuévoig, 18.13: de ceale ... neriticite 7t

304. 70V mwAobvTwy Tdg mEpioTepds, 21.12: vinzitotilor de porumbi 7z

305. 81dr ... ToUg éxAexTous, 24.22: pentru cei ales (-si NTB) iz

3006. 70 ... yevvnbév, 1.20: cel ndscut | ce e ... a sd naste

307. oi 8¢ PdokovTeg Epuyov, 8.33: iard pistorii fugird rmt

308. ra mpdPfata Td dmoAwAdTa, 10.6; 15.24: oile ceale petite ¢

309. oi komdvres kai mepopTiguévor, 11.28: toti cei ostenit (usteniti NTB) si
impovirati ¢

310. 70 épeiAduevov, 18.30: datotia (deatoriia N'TB) mi#

311. oi oikodouodvTeg, 21.42: ziditorii mt

312. To0g dmeoraduévous, 23.37: pre cei trimesi | trimesii

313. 81d ... ToUg éxAexTous, 24.22: pentru cei ales (-si N'TB)rwz

314. peta 1@V pebudvwy, 24.49: cu betivii m#

315. oi eddoynuévor, 25.34: blagoslovitii ¢

316. tijv growaouévny, 25.34: cea (catea e NTB) gititd voao it

317. 1700 @00 100 {vTog, 26.63: pre Dumnezaul (-au NTB) cel viu ¢

318. 100 TeTunuévou, 27.9: celui pretuit m#

319. oi Tnpodvres, 28.4: strijarii mt

The most important feature of this section is the faithfulness showed by
the BB to the solutions adopted by the N'TB almost without exception.

Many examples show a preference in the BB for using the
demonstrative (adjectival) article: 293, 302, 303, 305, 306, 308, 309, 313,
316, and 318. More than half of these examples are in consensus, which
means that the BB follows in the N'TB: 302, 303, 305, 308, 309, 313, 316,
317, and 318. As a matter of fact, the BB often adopts in this section the
majority of the solutions found in the N'TB, be those expressed through
P or through S.

The P is used in many examples: 293, 294, 302, 303, 305, 308, 309,
312, 313, 315, 318, and so is the S: 295, 296, 297, 298, 300, 301, 304, 307,
310, 311, 314, and 319. Ocasionally, the NTB would hesitate and use
variants, whereas the BB makes consistent use of the same rendition, 298
vs 299, 300 vs 301.

11 The translation of mopevbeic is ommitted in the BB, probably through haplography.
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A special mention needs to be made about 306, where the NTB has
a periphrastic form of future, more logically perhaps; the BB, on the
other hand, ofers a literal rendition of the aorist passive participle.

3.2. Clause (secondary or main)

320. 6 épyduevog, 21.9, 23.39: cel ce vine mt

321. ol éepyduevor, 7.13: carii intrd mt

322. 10 elogpyduevoy ... 70 ékmopeuduevoy, 15.11: ce intri ... ce iase it

323. 006¢ ToUg siogpyouévous dpicte, 23.14 (13): nici pre ceia ce Intrd i lisati
| nece ceia ce vor s intre nu-i lasati

324. ol mapamopsudusvor, 27.39: ceia ce trecea mt

325. elme 1ol dxodovBodotv, 8.10: zise celor ce mergea rmt

326. oi dxoAovBrjoavTés pot, 19.28: carii ati venit dupa Mine rz

327. oi mpodyovTes ... kai ol dkoAovBodvTeg, 21.9: care mergea Inainte (-te-1
NTB) si carii mergea denapot

328. 1 686¢ 1 drdyovoa, 7.13: calea carea duce | calea cea ... duce

329. 1oig Paordoaotv, 20.12: catii am purtat 7t

330. oi éoTdiTeg, 26.73: ceia ce sta mt

331. Tivec TGV WS¢ EoTwTwy, 16.28: de carii stau acicea 7

332. b1a ... Tovg ouvavakeipévoug, 14.9: pentru cei ce sedea cu el m/

333. TV kel EoTnKOTWY, 27.47: ce sta acolea it

334. 70V kekowunuévwy, 27.52: carii era adormiti mz

335. év 1¢ kaOnuévy, 23.22: pre Cela ce sade s

336. 6 Asyduevos Xp1o1dg, 1.16: carele si cheamad Hristos m/

337. od mélg 6 Aywv pot ... 6 moidv, 7.21: nu tot cine-M (Mi N'TB) va zice mie
.. ce cela ce (ce va NTB) face it

338. oi AéyovTeg, 22.23: catii zicea

339. oi Aéyovteg, 23.16: carii ziceti

340. 100 Asyouévou, 26.3: carele il (-le-]l NTB) chema

341. o0 ydp Queic éote ol AadodvTeg, GAAd 1O mvedua ... 70 AaAodv, 10.20: ci
nu vet fi voi grdind, ce Duhul ... cel ce graiaste | cd nu veti fi voi griind, ce
Duhul ... va grii

342. T0v Acyduevov, 27.22: ce si zice rut

343. 6 kaxkoAoydv, 15.4: cela ce griiaste de rau | cela ce va grai riu

344. (60vTes ... TA yevdueva ... Sieadgnoay ... Ta yeviueva, 18.31: vizind ceale
ce s-au facut (acestea ce furda NTB) ... spusari ... ceale ce (carele NTB) furid

345. 6 ... dxovwv kai ouvieig, 13.23: carele aude ... si inteleage 77

346. npdfara un Eyovra mowéva, 9.36: oi ce n-au pistoriu mt

347. 6 Eywv d7a, 11.15; 13.43: cela (cine) ce are urechi s
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348. 1aig év yaotpi éyovoaig, 24.19: celor ce au in pintece | greoaiclor

349. 74 EyovTi, 25.28: celuia ce are mt

350. 7@ Eyovti, 25.29: 1a (om. NTB) ... cela ce are mt

351. 700 ... unj Eovrog, 25.29: de la (om. NTB) cela ce n-are it

352. v mapafolny 100 onsipovTog, 13.18: pilda simanitoriului s

353. 70 éomapuévov, 13.19: ce e siminat mt

354. 6 omapeig, 13.19: cea ce s-au sdmdnat | simandtura

355. 6 amapeic, 13.20, 23: cea ce s-au simadnat | siminta

356. 6 ... omapeic, 13.22: cea (om. NTB) ce-i simanati st

357. 6 omeipwv, 13.37: cela ce samind (sim- N'TB) mi#

358. 6 omeipag avta, 13.39: cela ce au sdmanat pre eale | ce le simidna pre eale

359. oi 1d Sidpayua AaufdvovTes, 17.24: cei ce lua didrahmele (-hma N'TB) s

360. 6 AaBwv ... rjpydoaro, 25.16: cel ce au luat ... au lucrat | cel ce luo ... lucrd

361. 6... AaPuwv ... dpubev, 25.18: cela ce au luat ... sdpd | cela ce luo ... sipd

362. 6 ... Aafuv mpoorjveykev, 25.20: cel ce au luat ... aduse | cel ce luo ...
aducind

363. ol ... kpatjoavTeg, 26.57: ei prinzind | ei prinsdrd

364. 6 kal mapadovs aiTov, 10.4: carele si vindu pre El iz

365. 6 mapadidols auTov, 26.25: cela ce-L vindea pre El ¢

366. 6 ... mapadiéovs auTov, 26.48: cela ce vindu pre El ¢

367. 6 mapadidous, 27.3: cela ce-L vinduse m/

368. 7@ OAovTi oot kpiBijvai, 5.40: celui ce va sil? pirascd cu tine | cine va
vrea sa sa pirasca cu tine

369. 1@V mnTévTwy, 15.27: cealea ce cad mt

370. 6 meowv, 21.44: cel ce va cidea mt

371. 6 ayidoag, 23.17: carea sfinteagte (sv- NTB) 7

372. 70 ayidgov, 23.19: carele sfinteaste

373. 6 Sexcduevos mpogritnv, 10.41: cela ce priimeaste prorocul rm#

374, dno 1OV AmOKTEVWOVTWY TO oW ... un duvvauévwv, 10.28: de ceia ce
omoara (-or BB) trupul ... nu ... pot m#

375. 1@V povevoavTwy, 23.31: celora ce au (ce-au NTB) omorit 7/

376. n dmokteivovoa ... kai At@ofaloboa, 23.37: catele omotis ... §i cu pietti
ucises 7t

377. ai yevouévar, 11.21: care furd mt

378. 1d yevdueva, 27.54: cealea ce furdl® mt

12 Probably si <sa>, with the accidental ommission of one of the forms, by

haplography.

13 Cf. infra, ex. 415: (86vTes ... Td yevdueva ... Steadgnoay ... Ta yevdueva, 18.31: vizind

ceale ce s-au facut (acestea ce furd NTB) ... spusira ... ceale ce (carele NTB) furi rut.
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379. kai mds 6 dkoUwv ... kai un moi@v, 7.26: si tot (omul add. N'TB) catele
aude ... si nu ... face m#

380. Tov dvafdvra mpdTov ixOvv doov ... avoifac ... ebpriocic ... AaBwv,
17.27: care peaste va iasi (!) intliu, ridica-1 ... deschizind ... vei afla ... luind |
care peaste vei scoate Intii, adu-1 ... degchide ... vei afla ... ia

381. méc 6 dpyi&dusvog, 5.22: tot cel ce urgiseaste | varecine si minie

382. 6 Texbeic, 2.2: cel ce s-au nidscut | carele au ndscut

383. 100 patvouévou dotrpog, 2.7: ceii ce s-au aritat stea | in carea s-au ardtat
steaoa

384. paxdpror ol mevivTes kal Stpdvreg, 5.6: fericiti (ferice de NTB) ceia ce
fliminzesc si Insetosaza ¢

385. s O aiTAV ... kal 0 {NTAV ... kal T@ kpolvovTi, 7.8: tot cel (cine NTB) ce
ceare ... cel ce (cine NTB) cearcd (cautd N'TB) ... celui ce bate ¢

386. 6 ebpwv TV Yuxnv ... 6 dmodéoag, 10.39: cela ce au aflat (va afla NTB) ...
cela ce-s va piarde rut

387. 1OV moTeLOVTWY £ig £ué, 18.6: carii cred intru Mine

388. ¢ ktioag, 19.4: Cel ce au ficut | Ficitoriul

389. év 1@ karoikoOvTt adtov, 23.21: pre Cela (in Acela NTB) ce licuiaste
intru ea mt

390. 6 ... Omoueivag, 24.13: cela ce va rabda mz

391. ¢ dvayiviokwy, 24.15: cela ce (cine) ceteagte 7t

392. 10 nrowuacuévov, 25.41: carele e gitit s

393. 6 gupdpag, 26.23: cela ce-au intinsu | cela ce Intinge

394. 10 ... ékyuvduevov, 26.28: ce sd varsd | ce sd va virsa

395. 6 kataAvwy ... kai ... oikodouiv, 27.40: cela ce surpd ... si ... zideaste | cela
ce spargeai ... §i ... zidiial

396. mJAnoov oou Ta bmdpyovta, 19.21: vinde tot ce ai m#

397. 1ij émpwoxodon, 28.1: cei ce lumina | carea si lumina

This section consists of a selection of P with article rendered mostly by a
clause. The nearly complete consensus 7 is again worth mentioning, and
even more so in a section represented by over one hundred examples.

The usual rendering in the 77 is the relative clause. There are only
two exceptions in the NTB, when the rendition is through S: 348, nomen
agentis: 388.

There are changes which the BB operates, correcting the tense of
the V in Gk: 337 (the second P), 341 (the second P), 343.

Sometimes the BB uses previously modified solutions: in this
respect nos. 330 and 331 are in contrast with no. 62. Another innovation
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of the BB is the changing of a nomen agentis in the NTB into a relative
clause in 348 and 388. A similar type of change in the BB can also be
seen in 354, 355, and even in 363, whete the G is used.

Occasionally, the NTB uses two synonyms to render the same
Greek verb, which are accepted by the BB, e.g. 325, 3268, and 327. The
opposite can be seen in 374, 375, 376, where a omori renders both
dmoxTelvery and ¢ovederv.

362 is unusual: the Gk has the structure PV which is rendered by
the NTB as VG; the BB, on the other hand, changes the original
structure into sVmV.

4. Conclusion

The participial constructions are rendered in the BB as follows: P
without article are translated by G, whereas P with article are translated,
as in the N'TB, through a sV. The NTB, however, prefers the translation
by verbs coordinated either by a conjunction or paratactically. Lastly, the
existence of vatious solutions to translate the same Gtreek P could
indicate the translators’ concern with the cutrent verse to the detriment
of a unity of expression across the whole text.

Certain types of error in the BB would hint at a less polished, at
times, rushed, translation. If so, then this would come in support of what
has been already inferred by Candea 1969: 362-367.

The N'TB on the other hand tends to be more creative, firstly by not
restricting the translation of a P to a G; it also shows much more care in
preserving the idiomaticity of the target-language. Lastly, there are a
couple of examples when the NTB favours Latin-derived words over
their Slavonic equivalent: @ blagoslovi is relevant from this point of view."*

4.1. Participial clusters

The translation of the participle can also be followed in the rendering of
the participial clusters C2, C3 and C4, analysed below:

1) C2 are the most frequent in Gk: the examples listed below are
quoted by the number allocated to them in sections 2 and 3, in which

14 See the discussion of nos. 145-147 as well as no. 252.
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there are well over 50 occurrences of C2 with various word-order

patterns in Gk. There are three such patterns as follows:

Ex. Gk BB NTB Ex. Gk BB NTB
3. pvP GVG V+VG 108. pvP GVPrt

8. PPV GGV VsGV 115 PPV GGV mt

17. pvP GGV V.VG 116 VPP VGG mt

19. PPV GGV mt 126 VPP VGG VGSbs
20. pvP GVG VGG 137 PPV GGV GV,V
34. PPV GGV GV+V 143 pvp GVG GVG
42 PVP  V+VG  V+VG 144 pPvP GVG V.VG
44 pvp GVG VVsG 145 PPV GGV V+GV
49. P+PV GGV G+GV 146 PPV GGV V+GV
58. PPV GGV V+V,V 151 pvP GVG VVsG
61. PPV GGV V+VVs 157 VPP VGG mt

64 VPP VGG mt 175 pvp GVG V.VG
72 pvp GVG V+VG 176 VPP VGG V,V+V
73 pvP GVG V.VG 190 pvP GVG VVsG
76 pvPp GVG GVG 191 PPV  GV+V  VV+V
71. pvP GVG V.VG 201 VPP VGG V,V+V
78 pvp GVG VVsG 203 pvp GVG GVG
85 pvp GVG mt 204 PPV GGV GV+V
98. pvp GVG mt 209 PVP V+VG  V+VG
379 PP V+V mt 384 PP V+V mt

a) The first pattern is PVP in Gk, with 51 occurences. The BB usually
offers a literal translation, GVG (3, 20, 44, 72, 73, 76, etc.), but not
always: 17 (innovation), 42, 108, 209. The last three examples are
inspired by the NTB where several solutions are being used:

1. literal, GVG: 76, 85, 98, etc.;

i. V+VG: 3, 42, 72, etc.;

iii. V, VG (two finite verbs in parataxis): 17, 73, 77, etc.;

iv. VsVG (the second finite verb is subordinated to the first one): 44;
v. VGG: 20.

b) The second pattern is PPV in Gk, illustrated by 12 examples and
rendered by GGV in the BB with one exception, no. 191, probably
under the influence of the NTB, which has V, V+V. The NTB uses the
following:
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i. VsGV: 8, 145, 1406;

1. GGV (in agreement): 19, 115;

iii. VVV: 58, 61, 91, see details in the table;
iv. GVVV: 34, 137, 204.

¢) The third pattern is VPP in Gk; there are six occurrences, rendered by
VGG in the BB, and variously in the NTB, as follows:

i. VGG: 64, 116, 157
ii. V, V +V: 176, 201;
iii. VGsC: 126.

2) C3, with 18 occurrences in the current selection of examples, 14
of which are in agreement.

Ex. Gk BB NTB Ex. Gk BB NTB
ex. ex.

35 PPP GGG mt 147 PPVP GGVG GV.VG
52 PPVP GVVsG mt 162 PPP GGG PrtGG
71. PPVP GGVG mt

79 PPVP GVVsG mt 170 PPVP GGVG mt

95 PPP GGG mt 199 PPP GGG mt

96. PPP GGG mt 207 PPP GGG mt

101 PPVP GGVG mt 265 PPVP GVVsG mt

109 PPVP GGVG GV.VG

113 PPP GGG mt

166 PPPV GGGV V,V,V,V

a) The pattern PPP occurs nine times, and is rendered eight times by
GGG, and once by V, V, V (the NTB influence). The NTB generally uses
the same pattern, with the exception of 162, which is rendered by PGG.

b) the pattern PPVP occurs eight times, mostly in agreement, with the
NTB as a model:

i. GVVG: 52, 79, 265;
ii. GGVG: 71, 101, 109, 170.

The BB uses most solutions offered by the NTB with only one
exception: in example no. 166, the NTB has V, V, V, V, while the BB
opts for GGGV. Only one example of C3 is different from the patterns
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mentioned above: no. 379, which has the pattern PVPVP in Gk,
rendered with VVGVG in the BB, but VV, VV, V in the NTB.

3) C4 has three occurrences as follows:

Ex. Gk BB NTB

56 PPPP GGGG mt

94 PPPVPV GGGVGV  VVV,VV,V
171  PPPPV VGGGV V+GV+V+V

If the first example is translated in agreement, the other two are typical
of the choices in favour with their respective translators: while the G is
almost inexistent in the N'TB, it is used in the BB in seven out of eight
cases.

Despite the existence of stereotypical, repetitive narratives in Gk,
the ¢ do not necessarily follow suit in this respect: the same verb is
rendered differently and the same noun has two equivalents in the
etc. The formulaic variation, both lexical and syntactical, in the iz
indicates either the translators’ intention to avoid monotony, or their
focus on a given line without correlating it to other identical contexts.

Examples 164-175 seem to illustrate an incipient awareness of the
synonymy in Greek on the part of the m# translators: whilst 164-174
translate Agufaverv and mapaddufavery identically with a /ua, no. 175
renders mpooAdufavetv by a apuca. One may suppose that the innovation
belongs to the NTB which offers different renderings in 174 as well;
these, however, are not followed by the BB. The same applies to ex. 184
where the NTB innovates: mind, although the same verb is translated
with a trimite. At the other extreme, no. 178 attests the translation of two
different Greek verbs with the same one in Romanian: oudAéyerv and
éxptgouv are both rendered with @ zzulge in the rut. Lastly, example no.
200 1s worth mentioning for the exclusive use the BB makes of the G:
the finite verb mooofAO¢ev is rendered by apropiindu-se. The same applies
to the three examples already mentioned, in which the BB modifies the
solutions offered by the N'TB, replacing V with G: pind viind (1), deacd viind
(2), and deaca trecind (3).
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5. Excursus

Lastly, it may not be without interest to see the main tendencies of the
BB and the N'TB, respectively, reflected in forms belonging to finite verb
paradigms. The following three additions to the main analysis focus,
therefore, on what I regard as important criteria to differentiate the BB
from the NTB:

1. the use of the present perfect vs. aorist;

2. the use of the reflexive form with passive meaning (henceforth 7pa) vs
the passive form (henceforth pa), and

3. the rendering of a stereotype formula introducing a quotation from
the Old Testament.

5.1. Perfect vs. aorist

398. éyévvnoe, 1.2 pass: au ndscut | nascu; Vulg.: genuit

399. éyevviiOn, 1.16: S-au nidscut | nidscu; Vulg.: natus est

400. &1t Tov rjAdiov aiTo0 dvatéddet, 5.45: cici risare pre soarele Sdu | cd
face sa rdsard soarele Sdu; Vulg.: oriri facit

401. émoinoev wg mpooétabev abtg@, 1.24: au ficut cum au poruncit lui | ficu
cumu-i porunci lui

402. omédei&ev Outv, 3.7: v-au ardtat voao | vd atitd voao

403. Eape, 8.17: au luat | lud

404. ékpdtnoe Tig xeipds auTis, 9.25: o au apucat de mind | o prinse de
mina ei

405. 17 ... OYwbcToa, 11.23: ceea ce te-ai Indltat | ce te inaltasi

406. petevonoav, 12.41: cici s-au pociit | ci ei se pocdird

407. fAOsv, 12.42: ci au venit | cd veni

408. évreidato Aéywv, 15.4: au poruncit griind | porunci griind

409. é5éfade, 21.12: le-au risturnat | le risturnd

410. émoinoe, 21.31: au ficut | feace

411. évdoratay ... ékdOsudov, 25.5: au adormitat ... dormiia | adurmitari ...
adurmira, Vulg., Beza: dormiernnt.

412. Eotnoav adtg, 26.15: au pus lui | deaderi lui

413. oV elmag, 26.25: tu ai zis | tu zisesi

414. rixoAou@noav, 27.55: au mersu | mearserd

415. 7a yevdueva, 28.11: ceale ce s-au ficut | toate cite furd

416. 1 yéveoig ... otws 1jv, 1.18: nasterea ... asa era | nasterea ... asa fu;
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Vulg.: sic erat, Beza: ita fuit

417. ékdAeoe ... mopédwkev, 25.14: chemi ... deade | chiamai ... d; Vulg., Beza:
vocauit ... tradidit

418. 6 éAardunoev év T méTpa, 27.60: l-au cioplit in piatrd | carele tiiase din
piatrd; Vulg.: guod exciderat in petra

These examples show clearly the BB’s distaste for the aorist (simple
past). The nos. 398, 399, and 400 offer a further contrast between the
reflexive voice with a passive meaning and the active voice. If the NTB
seems to innovate in this point (v. the Vulg. ad /oc., likely to be the source
of the NTB), the example no. 400 shows the strong preference the BB
has for a literal translation.

It can also be noted that the 7pa replaces in the BB the pa used by
the NTB (on which see more in the next section). An example su7 generis
is no. 415, 1a yevoueva.

It is clear that the NTB adopts sometimes solutions from the Beza
edition, both the Vulgate translation (called by Beza vezus and printed in
italics) and Beza’s own translation (called by him 7ova, and accompanied
by marginal notes).

5.2. Reflexive passive vs passive

419. pvnorevbeiong, 1.18: logodindu-se | fiind logodita

420. 1 d&ivn ... keitar, 3.10: sdcurea zace | sicuria iaste pusd; Vulg., Beza:
posita est

421. avijy0n, 4.1: aduse-Si | dus fu

422. i uny PAnBivar, 5.13: fird numai a si lepida | numai si fie lepadati

423. BAnOf eic yéevvav, 5.29: si si bage in Gheena (¢f 5.22: matca focului -
focului Gheenului) | si fie aruncat in focul Gheennii

424. onuepov Svta kai alpiov eig kAifavov falldusvov, 6.30: astiz fiind si
miine in cuptoriu aruncindu-se | care iaste astdzi, iard miine s in coptoriu
arunca

425. éxpAcOévTog, 9.33 " scotindu-se | fu scos

426. owBrjoeTat, 10.23: si va spisi | va fi spasit

427. 107 MpoonvéxOn aut@, 12.22: atuncea s-au adus Lui | atuncea adusird
Lui; Lat. oblatus est ei

428. TeOAppévn 1 650¢, 7.14: necidjitd e calea | calea ingustd iaste

429. rrwyol edayyediCovrar, 11.5: siracilor bine si vesteaste | surumanilor
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Evangheliia s propoveduiaste; Vulg.: pauperes enangelizantur, Beza: panperibus
enangelizaturt>

430. éouodoyoduai cot, 11.25: Mirturisescu-Ma Tie | laudd Tie dau; Vulg.:
confitebor, Beza: confiteor

431. 6 mais pou, €ic dv e0ddknoev, 12.18: Fiiul Mieu ... in Carele binevru |
sluga mea ... in carele sd odihni; Vulg.: puer, Beza: serunust©

432. gopébn év yaotpi &ovoa, 1.18: afli-se In pintece avind | afli-si
ingreuiata ¢f 1.23: in pintece va avea — va priimi in sine

433. év aiTi] yevvnOev, 1.20: cel ndscut intru ea | ci ce e intru ea a sd nagte

434. 6 éomi pebepunvevdusvov, 1.23: carele iaste tilmicindu-se | carele si
spune

435. gbvouyioOnoav Omo 1@V dvOpdnwy ... ebvodyioav éauvtodg, 19.12: s-au
scopit de oameni ... s-au scopit pre insis | carii-s giuganiti de oameni ... sd
giuganesc insisi pre sine; Vulg., Beza: ennuchi qui castrati (Nulg.: facti) sunt ab
hominibus ... se ipsos castrarunt

436. éyevijOn, 21.42: si ficu in capul | ficutd e in capul; Vulg., Beza: factus est

437. éyéveto aldrn, 21.42: s-au ficut aceasta | iaste aceasta; Vulg., Beza: factum est

438. Snwg doEacBaorv Omo Tav avBpdnwy, 6.2: ca si si mireascd de citre
oameni | ca sd-i laude oamenii: Vulg.: #z honorificentur (Beza: gloriam

consequantur) ab hominibus

The BB most often avoids the use of pa, using instead the 7pa. The N'TB,
on the other hand, prefers the pz in most instances with very few
exceptions: 424, 429, and 432. The last one is also worth mentioning for
the standard opposition between the BB and the NTB: if the BB
translates it literally, as expected, the N'TB innovates in the rendering of
&v yaotpl Eyovoa by ‘ingreuiatd’, probably in an attempt to avoid giving
too graphic a description referring to the Holy Theotokos. The same
applies, I think, to the second example listed under the same entry, 432:
&v yaotpi éSet, translated by ‘va priimi in sine’.

The literal translation favoured by the BB becomes apparent in
every example, but even more so in those in which the original text is
polysemantic and the selected meaning does not suit the context: 420,
428, and 429. The examples 429 and 431 are relevant in this respect, as
the BB follows the literal principle without correlating it to the
theological context, which is what the NTB does.

15 Cf. OSB, Mt. 11.5: ‘the poor have the gospel preached to them’.
16 Cf. OSB, Mt. 12.18: ‘My Servant’ etc.
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Lastly, it is interesting to note that in no. 431 (quotation from Isaia,
42.1) maig is rendered in the BB by ‘TFiiul’, although in Isaia ad /oc. the BB
translation runs ‘Sluga Mea’.

Another manner of rendering the passive preferred by the NTB is
the use of an intransitive verb. Occasionally, the NTB renders the
original construction in the Gk into active voice: no. 427, 437, and 438.
The NTB is visibly reliant on the Latin version, although sometimes
prefers different solutions: 427, 438.

5.3. A formula introducing a quotation from the Old Testament

439. {va mAnpwofj 16 pnbev, 1.22: ca si si Imple ce e zis (NTB ce zice); Beza:
guod ait, Nulg.: quod dictum est

440. iva mAnpwbfj 10 pnbév, 2.15: ca si s plineascd (N'TB imple) ce e zis

441. 1018 EéMAnpdBn TO Pnbev, 2.17: atuncea si plini ceaea ce s-au griit |
atuncea sa plini carea e zisd; Vulg.: guod dictum est

442. Srmws mAnpwfj 10 pnbev, 2. 23: ca si si imple ceaea ce s-au griit | ca s sd
imple ce e zis; Lat. quod dictum: est

443. fva mAnpwlfj 10 pnoev, 4.14: ca sd si imple ce s-au (NTB ce-au) zis

444. Smwg mAnpwbf 7O Pnbcv, 8.17: ca si si imple carea ¢ (N'TB catea-i) zisd;
Lat. guod dictum est

445. {va mAnpwBf 10 pnbév, 12.17: ca si sd Imple ceaea ce s-au griit | ca sd sd
imple carea e zisd; Vulg.: guod dictum est, Beza: erat

446. Smwg mAnpwlfj 10 pnbev, 13.35: ca si si imple ce e (NTB ce-i) zis; Vulg.:
guod dictum erat, Beza: fuit

447. iva mAnpwOfj 70 pnbév, 21.4: ca si si imple ce iaste zis mt, Lat. quod dictum
est

448. 10T1e EMAnpwOn TO Pnbev, 27.9: atuncea sd implu ce s-au gridit | ce-au zis;
Lat. guod dictum est

449. 10 pnbsv omo Kupiou, 1.22: ce e zis de Domnul | ce zice Domnul; Beza:
guod ait D., Nulg.: dictum est

450. 10 pnbev duiv omo 100 Ocol, 22.31: ce s-au zis de la Dumnaziu | ce e zis
de la Dumnedziu

451. 70 pnbév Si1a AavinA, 24.15: carea s-au griit pren Daniil | carea e zisd de
la Daniil; Lat. quae dicta est

452. 00706 ... €0T1v 6 PnBeis, 3.3: acesta e cel ce s-au griit | acesta-i de carea e
zis; Lat. de guo dictum est

453. dvamAnpodTal adtois 1 mpognteia’Hoaiov 1 Aéyovoa, 13.14: si imple
preste el prorocia Isaiei, carea zice mt,; Beza: quae dicit, Vulg.: Dicens
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454. 6 ydp Osog évreidato Aéywv, 15.4: ci Dumneziu au poruncit (NTB
porunci) griind; Beza: Deus mandavit dicens; Nulg.: Dens dixit

455. émpogritevoey ... Aéywv, 15.7: au prorocit (NTB proroci) ... zicind

456. ppébn Tois dpyaiois, 5.21: s-au (NTB au fost) zis celor dentliu; Vulg::
dictum ffuisse antiquis (Beza: a veteribus)

457. &ppén T0ig dpyaiots, 5. 27: s-au zis (NTB fu zis) celor dentliu, Vulg.
dictum fuisse antiquis (Beza a veteribus)

458. éppln &1, 5.31: s-au zis | (cd)-i zis; Lat. dictum est

459. éopébn Toic dpyaioig, 5.33: s-au (NTB fu) zis celor de demult; Vulg.
dictum ffuisse antiquis (Beza: a veteribus)

460. 611 gppéOn, 5.38: s-au zis | fu zis; Beza: dictum fuisse, Vulg.: dictum est

461. 611 gppéOn, 5.43: s-au griit | fu zis; Vulg.: dictum est, Beza: dictum fuisse

462. oUTwg yéypamtat, 2.5: aga iaste sctis it

463. yéypamrai, 4.4; 21.13; 26.31: sctis iaste it

464. yéypamrau, 4.6, 10: ci scrisu-s-au | ci sctis iaste; Lat. serptum est

465. mdAry yéypamrat, 4.7: iard s-au sctis | iard iaste sctis; Lat. scriptum est

466. mepl 00 yéypamrar, 11.10: de carele s-au (N'TB iaste) scris

467. kabdg yéypamrar mepl adTod, 26.24: cum s-au scris de El | cumu-i sctis
de El

469. ob6émote dvéyvwTe, 21.16: nu at cetit neciodinioard ¢

470. ob6émote Avéyvwre, 21.42: n-ati cetit niciodatd 7

471. odx dvéyvwTe 1O pnbév, 22.31: au n-ati cetit ce s-au zis | ce e zis; Lat.
quod dictum est

The formulaic nature of the phrases introducing quotations from the
Old Testament, which is obvious in Gk, is kept in the Romanian
versions as well. The variants in the 7/ are discussed below.

In the first formula, nos. 439-448, both versions render mAnpodv by
‘a Implea’, with one exception: 441 has ‘a plini’, in 7z. The BB had used
this verb two verses above, no. 440.

The first formula also contains the participle OnO&V' | nos. 439-448,
to which nos. 449-452 are added, translated by ‘zis(-2)’, which the BB
replaces with ‘a grai’ in: 441, 442, 445, 449, 453, 454, 458, 459. The NTB,
on the other hand, opts for ‘a grdi’ once, rendering Afywv in no. 451
rather unusually with a G, following probably Beza, dicens. The BB also
adopts this solution. The same P occurs in 452, but is translated by

17 This participle is attested only in Matthew, twelve times.
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‘zicind’, which the BB adopts, too. The masculine form appears in one
occurence only: pnbeic, no. 471.

This selection of examples is also representative for the differences
in rendering the passive in both versions; the BB prefers the use of the
npa mostly in perfectum praesens: 441, 442, 443, 445, 450, 451, 452, and
471. Yet, the BB also illustrates occasionally the pa: 439, 440 (mz), 444
(mt), 446 and 447 (m?), 449. The corresponding forms in the NTB are
usually present passive: 440 (mz), 441, 442, 444 (rmt), 445, 446 and 447
(rnt), 450, 451, 452, and 471. Finally, the NTB follows one or the other
Latin translations.

The next P is Aéywv (-ovoq), nos. 453-455; all occurrences are in
consensus; 453 and 455 have ‘a zice’, whereas 454 has ‘a grii’. Finally, the
P is translated with the G in 454 and 455.

The next formula is centred on the form 2ppé0n, nos. 456-461. The
BB tends to ignore the recurrent nature of a narrative formula, as can be
seen from the examples nos. 459, 460, and 461, whilst the NTB keeps a
strict one-to-one distribution between original and translation. The rmz
uses the verb ‘a zice’, with one exception: in 461 BB, prefers ‘a grai’. The
tenses used are as follows: the BB employs exclusively the perfectum
praesens 7pa, and the N'TB the aorist passive, with one exception: in no.
456 there is ‘au fost zis’, which I regard as a perfect passive, influenced
by the Lat.

The third formula contains the verb yéypamrai, nos. 462-467. The
NTB has the present passive form of ‘a scrie’, whereas the BB uses the
perfectum  praesens in rpa four times; the first two examples are in
consensus.

The last three examples contain the verb dvayiyvwokerv, nos.
469-471; the translation of the adverb offers variants in 469 and 470, but,
on the other hand, the translations are in consensus. 471 contrast the
perfect in 7pa in the BB with the prs pa in the NTB.

Finally, all occurences of present in pz in the NTB in this section are
an influence of the Latin translations found in the Beza edition of the
New Testament. That explains the contrast with the BB, whose revisors
translated literally the Greek aorist passive forms.
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On the same line, it is worth mentioning that whenever the Latin
has a perfect passive formed with the present tense of esse, the NTB
translates it by a present tense, e.g. 6, 7, 8, whilst a passive formed with
the perfect of esse is rendered by an aorist passive in the NTB, e.g. 2, 11,
12, partially 23, 24, 25.
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RECONTEXTUALIZARI POETICE ALE UNOR PASAJE
BIBLICE DIN PARADISUL LLUI DANTE ALIGHIERI
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ABSTRACT The influence of both the Bible and the Christian tradition in Dante
Alighieri’s Divine Comedy is major. To Dante, the Bible (especially the New
Testament) is a source of metaphors, legends, images which he uses in his poem
with the purpose of emphasizing its meanings. This paper aims at verifying if
the biblical images used by Dante are to be found in two Romanian translations
of the Paradise in order to see how the translators have managed to transmit
both the form and the signification of the Italian text.

KEYWORDS Dante, Paradise, translation, Bible

1. Nu-l putem intelege pe Dante si, mai ales, Divina Comedie daca facem
abstractie de scrisorile lui Paul, de Evanghelii, de cirtile profetice si de
Psalmii din Vechiul Testament, pe care acesta le cunoastea foarte bine si
de care s-a folosit in toate scrierile sale. De foarte multe ori poetul
florentin preia pasaje in limba latinad direct din ["#/gata, alteori le traduce
in limba italiand. $i mai interesante decat preluarile biblice directe sunt, in
Paradisul, referirile la pasaje precise, foarte cunoscute, vetero- sau, cel mai
adesea, neotestamentare, reconfigurate aici ca elemente purtitoare de
semnificatie poetica. In cele ce urmeazi, vom analiza aceste referiri din
perspectiva semnificatiei pe care acestea le capata in opera lui Dante si
apoi din perspectiva traducerii lor in limba romana. Ne vom opri la doua
traduceri ale Dzvinei Comedii care ni se par cele mai importante din cultura
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romand, cea a lui George Cosbuc si cea a Etei Boeriu, pentru a vedea in ce
masuri acestea reugesc sd transmita semnificatiile din originalul dantesc.

2. Vom analiza aceste trimiteri si referinte biblice in ordinea aparitiei lor
in originalul dantesc.

Par. 11, v. 51 — fan di Cain favoleggiare altrui

G. Cosbuc - spun oamenii cu Cain nu §'ce povesté’

Eta Boetiu - c-ar fi fost Cain pus sd ni se-arete’

In afari de referirea la personajul biblic Cain, in contextul de fata
Dante face aluzie si la o legendd destul de raspandita, conform cireia
Cain, dupd ce a fost blestemat de Dumnezeu, a fost exilat pe luna si
condamnat sa poarte in spate o legiturd de spini pentru totdeauna. Dat
fiind faptul ca oamenii nu-si puteau explica in mod rational petele de pe
luna vizibile de pe pamant, le-au dat o explicatie mitologicd; ei considerau
cd acolo se afld Cain, care-si duce in spate spinii: Ma ditemi: che son li segni
bui/ di questo corpo, che la ginso in terra/ fan di Cain favoleggiare altrui. G.
Cosbuc reuseste si se mentind fidel originalului, redand atat forma
poeticd a mesajului, cat $i conotatiile acestuia: Dar spune-mi tu ce pete sunt
aceste/ pe-al lunei corp, de care jos la noi/ spun oamenii cu Cain nu §'ce poveste. Si
traducerea Etei Boeriu respectd mesajul principal din textul dantesc,
descriind mai precis aspectele legendei (oamenii il vedeau in petele lunii
pe Cain, care a fost pus acolo ca un semn de avertisment): Dar spune-mi ce
sunt oare-aceste pete/ pe-al lunii trup, in cari scorni poporul/ c-ar fi fost Cain pus sd

i se-arefe.

Par. IX, v. 132 — che fatto ha lupo del pastore
G. Cosbuc — facind pdstor pe-un lup

! Toate citatele in limba italiana sunt preluate din editia: Dante, Divina Commedia. Inferno.
Purgatorio. Paradiso, con i commento di Anna Maria Chiavacci Leonardi, Arnoldo
Mondadoti editore, Milano, 1994.

2 Toate citatele din traducerea lui G. Cosbuc sunt din editia: Dante, Divina Comedie.
Paradisul, in romaneste de George Cosbuc, comentariu de Alexandru Balaci, Editura
pentru literatura si artd, Bucuresti, 1957.

3 Toate citatele din traducerea Etei Boeriu sunt din editia: Dante, Divina Comedie. Paradisul,
in romaneste de Eta Boeriu, note si comentarii de Alexandru Balaci, Editura Minerva,
Bucuresti, 1965.
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Eta Boeriu — facind din lup pdstor
Expresia reprezinta o parafrazi a pasajului din Mat. 7:15, reluatd in
termeni mai apropiati textului sursa intr-un pasaj ulterior:

Par. XXVIL, v. 25 — in vesta di pastor lupi rapaci’

G. Cosbuc — lupi rapaci in haind ciobaneascd

Eta Boeriu — lupi flamanzi in straie de pdstor

In ciuda contextului paradisiac, cetiteanul Dante nu se abtine sa
introduca aici o invectiva politica, pusa in gura sfantului Petru. Agsa cum
putem observa, atat in acest caz, cat si in cel precedent, ambii traducatori
pastreaza metafora lupului, Eta Boeriu inlocuind doar adjectivul prin care
se desemneazd o insusire definitorie a bestiei invocate printr-un alt
calificativ, ce indicd o calitate pasagera, ceea ce in fond nu afecteaza decat

partial imaginea poetica.

Par. X, v. 107 — /a poverella

G. Cosbuc — ca vdaduva

Eta Boeriu — vdduva inteleapta

In acest context se face trimitere la Lc. 21:1-4, unde este vorba
despre o vaduva siraca ce ofera templului ultimele sale doua monede.
Aici, Petrus Lombardus este comparat cu vaduva din evanghelie, Dante
considerand cd ceea ce are el de oferit prin scrierile sale se aseamina cu
ceea ce i-a oferit lui Dumnezeu aceasta femeie saraca: guel Pietro fu che con
la poverella) offerse a Santa Chiesa suo tesoro. In traducerea sa, G. Cosbuc
preia termenul din parabola evanghelica si echivaleaza Santa Chiesa
printr-o metonimie care se referd la punctul central dintr-o Biserica,
altarul: fu Petru cel ce si-a jertfit voios/ ca vidwa pe-altar a sa comoard.
Traducerea Etei Boeriu este mai degraba o explicatie a tertinei dantesti,
mai ales ci este interpretat gestul vaduvei ca fiind unul intelept, calificare
inexistentd in original: Pe wrma lui Petre Lombard se-ndreaptd,/ ce-si darui

comoara lui cindva/ Bisericii, ca viduva inteleaptd.

Par. X11, v. 71 — agricola
G. Cosbuc — plugar
Eta Boeriu — pdlmas

4 Attendite a falsis prophetis, qui veniunt ad vos in vestimentis ovium, intrinsecus
autem sunt lupi rapaces” (Mat. 7:15).
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Termenul este preluat dintr-o parabold spusd de Isus in Evanghelia
dupa Matei, unde se vorbeste despre un tata de familie care a plantat o
vie i a trimis lucritori (agrico/is’) in ea. Dante vorbeste in contextul acesta
despre sfantul Dominic, considerat, conform metaforei evanghelice, un
lucritor ales si munceascd in via lui Cristos: Domenico fu detto; ¢ io ne parlo/
si come de l'agricola che Cristo/ elesse a Lorto suo per aintarlo. G. Cosbuc traduce
termenul ficand abstractie de nuanta generica din original: I-au zis deci
Dominic. Vorba deplind/ imi ¢ ca de-un plugar pe care Crist/ alesu-l-a spre-a-I
ajuta-n gradind. Eta Boeriu foloseste un termen (pdlmas) care semnifica, la
modul general, lucritor (in orice domeniu), relaxand astfel metafora
biblica intrebuintata in otiginal: s/ Dominic i-au spus; ca sd trudeasci/ fu pus pe
holda lui de Dummezen/ §i ca palmag pe lume sa- cinsteasea.

Par. X11, v. 86-87 — vigna, vignaio

G. Cosbuc — via, vier

Eta Boeriu — via, vier

Este reluata aici metafora constanta din traditia biblica referitoare la
Biserica, vazuta ca o vie, si la Papa, vizut ca un lucrator in aceasta vie (¢
Mat. 20:1-16; 21:33-41): tal che si mise a circuir la vigna/ che tosto imbianca, se |
vignato ¢ reo. Verbul circuir provine din lat. czrenlo, -are, ‘to form circles or
groups round oneself’; ¢¢ OLD; in text, el se referd la sfantul Dominic,
despre care se spune cd mergea peste tot in jurul lumii pentru a se ingriji
de via lui Cristos, adici de Biserici. In traducerea sa, G. Cosbuc foloseste
un verb care exprima direct o lucrare agricold cu rolul de a eficientiza
cultivarea viei, insd nu modifica mesajul principal dantesc: Zncepu s tundd
via,/ ce-albeste-n pripd cind e ran viernl. Eta Boetiu traduce printr-o expresie
idiomatica (a da ocol) nuanta de circularitate din original, iar in calificarea
vierului se prevaleaza de un termen peiorativ preluat metaforic dintr-o
altd zona a indeletnicirilor omenesti: i-ndatd prinse-a da ocol prin via, ce piere
can viernl e carpact.

Par. X11, v. 104 — orto catolico
G. Cosbuc — catolice gradini
Eta Boetiu — catolica gridind

5 ,Homo erat paterfamilias, qui plantavit vineam et saepem circumdedit ei et fodit in ea
torcular et aedificavit turrim et locavit eam agricolis” (Mat. 21:33).
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Expresia de fata reia imaginea agricultorului din evanghelie, aici cu
referire tot la sfantul Dominic, care a ldsat in urma, ca care si-i continue
opera, discipoli (diversi rivi) vazuti ca niste paraie ce iriga si fecundeaza
wgradina catolicd™: D7 lui si fecer poi diversi rivi/ onde orto catolico si riga/ si che
i suoi arbuscelli stan pin vivi. G. Cosbuc transmite mesajul din original cu
fidelitate: dlcele multe-apoi din el pornira/ asa c-arbustii din cuprinsu-ntregii/
catolice grdadini mai vii sporird. Eta Boeriu introduce in traducerea sa un
aspect care nu este prezent in original, faptul ca vegetatia (arbuscells)
gradinii ar fi fost vestedd, ceea ce subliniaza rolul fecund pe care il au
discipolii lui Dominic: lesird-apoi din matca lui, brazdind] catolica gridind, alte
ape/ si ce fu vested infrunzi curind.

Par. XV, v. 122 — del comperare e vender dentro al templo

G. Cosbuc — pe-acei ce cumpard s5i vand in templn

Eta Boeriu — taraba asternutda-n templul sfint

Expresia este o aluzie la practicile simoniace din interiorul Bisericii
din timpul lui Dante, care pot fi comparate cu cele din vremea lui Isus,
cand acesta s-a maniat $i i-a alungat pe cei care ficeau comert in Templu,
asa cum aflam din Evanghelia dupa Matei’. I/ fummo este o metafora ce
semnificd avaritia inaltilor prelati din Curia Romana care, conform lui
Dante, l-ar mania a doua oara pe Cristos dacd acesta ar cobori pe
pamant: ond'esce il fummo che I tno raggio viziay/ si ch’ un’altra fiata omai
Sadiri| del comperare e vender dentro al templo. In traducerea sa, G. Cosbuc
modificd sensul generic al aluziilor dantesti si adopta, printr-o invocatie,
o tonalitate vindicativa inexistentd in original: de wunde-i fumul ce
te-orbeste-asa/  si-urgia ei cumplit din nou s cadd/ pe-acei ce cumpard §i vand in
templn. Invocatia justitiard din prima traducere analizatd se regaseste si in
cea a Etei Boetiu: au fumnl lor te-neaci-n striciciune./ Coboard iar, Hristoase, sd

razbuni/ taraba asternutd-n templul sfint.

Par. XX1IV, v. 109 — a seminar la buona pianta
G. Cosbuc — spre-a semdna o plantd sfintd

Eta Boeriu — ca sd semeni roada-aleasdi

¢, Et intravit Isus in templum Dei et eiciebat omnes vendentes et ementes in templo et
mensas nummulariorum et chatedras vendentium columbas evertit” (Mat. 21:12).
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Expresia face trimitere la parabola evanghelica a semanatorului, pe
care o regasim In Mat. 13:3-23 si in Lc. 13:5-14, si este utilizatd de Dante
in contextul in care vorbeste despre predicarea evangheliei de la
inceputuri, de cdtre apostoli (aici se referd la Petru), care nu aveau
mijloacele materiale si nici culturale pentru a putea duce inainte o astfel
de opera fird interventia divinului: ¢hé #u intrasti povero e diginno/ in campo, a
seminar la buona pianta) che fu gia vite ¢ ora ¢ fatta pruno. In traducerea acestei
tertine, G. Cosbuc s-a concentrat mai mult pe realizarea rimei si nu este
foarte clar transmis mesajul dantesc, mai ales cd, atunci cand traduce
termenul care face aluzie la parabola biblica, el articuleazd nehotarat
substantivul plantd, pierzandu-se astfel trimiterea evidenta la Scripturd din
otiginal: cdci tu intrasi sdrac, lipsit de bine,/ in cimp spre-a simina o plantd
sfanta,| ce viie-a fost candva si-azi este-un spine. Eta Boetiu echivaleazi povero
prin descult si diginno prin lipsit de hrand. In comentariul la Divina Comedie
realizat de Anna-Maria Chiavacci se spune ci digiuno se referd la lipsa de
culturd a primilor apostoli, pornindu-se de la spusele lui Augustin in De
Civ. Der incredibile est homines ignobiles...” (iIn DANTE-CHIAVACCI
LEONARDI 1994, p. 671, nota la v. 110-111). De asemenea, echivalarea
termenului pruno cu buruiand se indeparteaza de sensul dantesc (pruno
‘spina del prugnolo’, o DELL): cici tu-ai intrat descult, lipsit de hrand/ in
holdd, ca si semeni roada-aleasi/ ce vitd fost-a si-azi e burniand.

Par. XIV, v. 136 — per Moise, per profeti ¢ per salmi

G. Cosbuc — prin Moise si profets, prin psalmi

Eta Boeriu — prin Moise, prin profets, prin osanale

In afari de nominalizarea directi a unor cirti din Vechiul
Testament, apare aici si o trimitere la Evanghelia dupa Luca’, versul
nominalizand principalele grupe 1in care traditia ebraica impirtea
Sctiptura: per Moise, per profeti e per salpii,/ per 'Evangelio e per voi che scriveste/
poi che lardente Spirto vi fé almi. Pronumele voi desemneaza apostolii care au
scris celelalte texte ce compun Noul Testament, sub inspiratia divina a
Duhului Sfant. Traducdtorii reproduc enumerarea dantescd, cu mentiunea

7 ,Haec sunt verba quae locutus sum ad vos, cum adhuc essem vobiscum, quniam
necesse est impleri omnia quae scripta sunt in lege Moysi et prophetis et psalmis de
me” (Lc. 24:44).
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ci Eta Boeriu inlocuieste termenul biblic psalm printr-unul care, in
limbajul uzual, are mai degraba o conotatie peiorativa atunci cand este

folosit la plural (osanale).

3. Divina Comedie a lui Dante Alighieri este, firesc, impregnata de imagini
si personaje biblice, de aluzii la situatii biblice care capata in text valoare
poeticd, contribuind astfel la construirea mesajului. Inevitabil, ca in cazul
oricdrui text poetic, traducatorii se indeparteaza atat de litera, cat si de
spiritul ~ originalului. Aceasta distanta fatd de original inseamna
introducerea unor nuante semantice, a unor imagini, modificarea altora,
exprimarea directd a sensului, acolo unde Dante a folosit o imagine
poeticd, modificari produse, cel mai adesea, sub presiunea
constrangerilor prozodice. $i totusi, traducitorul se aventureaza in acest
dificil exercitiu in care trebuie sa reconstruiasca in propria limba sensuri,
sunete, forme si ritmuri proprii unei alte limbi. Dincolo de dificultatile
inerente, daca nu s-ar traduce, nu am putea experimenta ceea ce este

diferit, ceea ce reprezinta altceva, nu am putea avea experienta celuilalt.
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Cartea a IV"-a a Regilor a fost pentru prima datd transpusa in limba romana
in secolul al XVII-lea, ca parte a doud versiuni veterotestamentare
integrale, MS. 45 si MS. 4389. La acestea se adauga diortosirea din BIBL.
1688, care urmeaza primul manuscris. In traducerea Ms. 45, Nicolae
Milescu a avut ca text de bazd Septuaginta tiparita la Frankfurt (1597). La
prima revizie a textului, facutd, probabil, de mitropolitul Dosoftei al
Moldovei impreund cu colaboratorii sdi, a fost folositd ca versiune de
control o editie sixtina a Septuagintes, ce reproducea versiunea din Codex
Vaticanns. In traducerea din MS. 4389, atribuitd cirturarului muntean
Daniil Panoneanul, s-a folosit ca text de baza Biblia tiparitd la Ostrog
(1581), apelandu-se la 1“u/gata ori de cite ori textul slavon era obscur.
Optiunile de traducere sint o dovadd a madiestriei $i grijii deosebite pe
care au avut-o carturarii in transpunerea textului biblic, prin redarea
exactd a unor sensuri contextuale, selectia ingenioasa din seriile sinonimice

avute la dispozitie, realii lingvistice etc. Din acest punct de vedere, textul
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cuprins in cartea 4 Reg/ este de mare valoare pentru studierea modului in

care a fost imbracat corpul Scripturii In haind romaneasca.

1. Baal-Zebub

Baal-Zebub este o divinitate semitd cinstitd de filistenii din Ecron
(Accaron), mentionati de patru ori in Vechiul Testament. In calitate de
stapan al demonilor, Inregistreaza cateva ocurente si in Noul Testament.
Numele Baal-Zebub este alcatuit din doud elemente: Baa/ ‘stipan’
functiona ca teonim in credintele ugaritice si cananeene, dar a cunoscut o
larga difuzare in teonimia i toponimia semitd; gebub ‘musca’ (DDD, s.2.).
Calitatea lui Baal-Zebub de ‘stapan al mustelor’ a deschis probabil calea
citre demonizarea progresiva a zeului respectiv in Noul Testament: ca
insectd impurd si aducitoare de boli, musca a ajuns sa joace in mitologii
rolul de incarnare a raului si a spiritelor rele (demonul iranian Nasu, plaga
venitd asupra egiptenilor, simbolizand pedeapsa dumnezeiascd, Jupiter
maparatorul mustelor” etc., v. EVSEEV, s.0. muscd).

Numele lui Baal-Zebub a cunoscut mai multe variante in Vechiul
Testament. In SEPT. RAHIFS este tradus partial teonimul din 4 Reg.:
BaaA putav. VULG. transcrie numele in Intregime, sub forma Bee/zebub.
Pe de altd parte, in Noul Testament Intalnim o noud transcriere
greceascd, BegAlefouA, In timp ce VULG. reia forma din Vechiul
Testament. Diferentele survenite in scrierea numelui (Baa/zebub, Beelzebub,
Beelzebul) sunt puse de cercetatori pe seama oralitatii sau a unor traditii
textuale diferite (DDD, s.2.). In spatiul romanesc, numele acestui zeu
inregistreazd o sumedenie de variante, in functie de originalul care a stat
la baza traducerii. In Ms. 45 se traduce partial numele din originalul
grecesc, BadA putav devenind astfel 17aa/ Musca. Ocurenta de la 4 Reg.
1:2 are in glosi termenul sedmav, aflat in OSTROG. In MS. 4389 apare
peste tot VVaal spurcatul, sintagma care reda aici sl. Baann exBepuant
(OSTROG). In OSTROG, sursa acestui cuvant atasat numelui Baa/ nu poate
fi decat greceascd, intrucat VULG. conserva teonimul semit Bee/zebub, al
cirui semantism etimologic se pierduse. Calificativul ¢kBpmnn ‘spurcat,
necurat’ (¢ SJS) pare a face trimitere la textele rabinice, dupa care

numele acestei divinitati ar semnifica ‘stapanul mormanului de gunof’,
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cici verbul zabal ‘a ingrisa pamantul’ desemneazd idolatria (pentru
aceastd interpretare, v. SEPT. NEC, nota la 4 Reg. 1:2). BIBL. 1795
pastreaza forma din BIBL. 1688, dar VULG. BLAJ da Ie/zevur. Cele mai
multe versiuni moderne restituie forma ebraicd, transcriind-o Baal-Zebub
(BIBL. 1874, CORN. 1924, ANANIA etc.) sau Baalzebub (RADU-GAL.).

Spre deosebire de traditia textuald veterotestamentara, in Noul
Testament Baal-Zebub (gt. BecACefoUA, lat. Beelzebub, sl. BeenzesSa) este
prezentat drept capetenie a demonilor (Mat. 12:24). Traducerile Noului
Testament din secolele al XVI-lea si al XVII-lea reiau, uneori cu
modificari, forma slava sau greceasca a numelui: Vee/zavn/ (NTB 1648,
BIBL. 1688), Teelzevrul/ (ES, NTB 1648), VVelzavu/ (ES, BIBL. 1688),
Velzevu/ (CT, NTB 1648, BIBL. 1688), e/zevula (CT). Traditia este
pastrata pana in perioada moderna, cand forma Bee/zebu/ devine norma in
versiunile romanesti ale Bibliei. In secolul al XIX-lea a inceput sa circule
si forma Belzebut, care reflectd fr. Belzébuth.

Ca desemnare a diavolului, Baal-Zebub s-a raspandit, in special cu
ajutorul textelor biblice si al cartilor populare, in spatiul slav cunoscand
mai multe variante explicate de A. Vailland prin etimologie populara,
gean fiind inteles ca ‘mare’ (sp. IONESCU, p. 18). In trecerea citre
modernitate, literatura a avut un rol important in popularizarea
personajului: in cantul al IIl-lea din Arta poetica, BOILEAU (p. 205)
deplange inlocuirea de catre poeti a fiintelor mitologice cu Belzebut,
Lucifer si alti demoni, tinand la fiecare pas pe cititor in infern. Intr-o
fabula de Alecu Donici, Velzevul, ca un intelept al Tartarului, face
dreptate intre pizmaret si sarpe, care-si disputau intaietatea. Velzevul da
intaietate primului, caci actiunea lui nefasta are raza mai lunga decat a
sarpelui (DONICI, p. 55). Intre temele biblice explorate de I. Heliade
Radulescu, Cdderea ingerilor este zugravita grandios: ,,Plesneste universul si
besna se despicd;/ Tartarul se deschide; de foc un ocean/ Se-ntinde fird
margini; si demonii tot picd,/ Cei mari si mai nainte, din toti mai greu
Satan./ [..] Cu-acelasi zgomot cade si Belzebut, Astaroh,/ Temnut,
Hamos, Asmode, Dagon, Mamut, Baal,/ Astoret, Isis, Orus, Moloh,
Balmol, Briaroh,/ Brinmuter, Gorgon, Bluhal, Romnon si Belial,/ Toti
capete de urd, trufie, nenvoiald/ Si grindind la urma si cetele lor mii”
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(HELIADE, p. 197). In epoca lui Caragiale numele fusese atribuit lui Take
Ionescu, datorita abilitatii sale politice (v. CARAGIALE, p. 178).

2. ,Rapirea” la cer a prorocului Ilie

Ilie Thezviteanul este un proroc al Vechiului Testament, a carui
activitate, relatatd in 3-4 Reg., se Incheie cu rapirea la cer din 4 Reg. 2:1-
12. Ca intamplare cu totul neobisnuita (numai Enoh mai fusese
strimutat, necunoscand moartea, v. Fac. 5:24), ridicarea la cer a lui Ilie
este exprimatd cu retinere, fapt transmis §i in versiunile romanesti vechi.
Bartolomeu Anania remarca faptul ca in textul biblic numai despre lisus
se spune limpede ca ,,S-a inaltat la cer”. Enoh si Ilie, celelalte doua
personaje biblice despre care se spune cid au fost ridicate la cer, sunt
stramutate de Dumnezeu (v. ANANIA, nota @ de la 4 Reg. 2:1).

De asemnarea, fenomenului enigmatic care a declansat ridicarea lui
Ilie la cer s-a facut diferit in versiunile romanesti, distingandu-se trei
traditii textuale diferite. Cutremur, prezent in Ms. 45 (de unde trece in
BIBL. 1688), redd gr. ovoosiouds din SEPT. FRANKF.; optiunea nu va fi
retinuta in editia din 1795. Traducatorul MS. 4389 urmeazd principiul
literalitatii in redarea sintagmei Buxp& maro na ngo din OSTROG: vihor ca la
cer (vihor apare aici cu sensul etimologic de ‘vartej’). Fari nici o legiturd cu
MS. 4389, BIBL. 1795 traduce vifor, preluat in BIBL. 1914, dar si in alte
versiuni moderne sinodale (BIBL. 1936, BIBL. 1968). BIBL. 1865-1867
contine optiunea zdrtef de vant (traducatorii catorva din cartile istorice sunt
C. Erbiceanu si F. Dubau; v. CONTAC, p. 201-211). Aceasta optiune
textuald o va concura pe cea provenitd din Biblia lui Samuil Micu, fiind
raspandita intai in editiile ,,britanice”, apoi si in cele ortodoxe, incepand
cu RADU-GAL. Tot pentru vdrtej de vant opteaza si ANANIA, care dd o
explicatie ampla sintagmei $i contextului in care apare. In pasajul de fata
textul ebraic contine doar un termen, redat prin gr. ovooesiouds, lat. turbo.
Faptul cd versiunile moderne incearca sa expliciteze pasajul, introducand
o perifrazd, poate duce insd la confuzii, caci vant il redd deseori pe
mvedua (v. Ps. 147:7, TIoan 3:8), traducerea romaneasca sugerand astfel o
anumitd interpretare a rapirii lui Ilie. Un reflex al traditiei biblice

romanesti posterioare BIBL. 1795 pare a fi sintagma turburare de vant care
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se gaseste intr-un text al lui Veniamin Costachi: ,,Dumnezeu au ripit pre
Ilie de pre pamant la ceriu prin o turburare de vant intru un car de foc si
cu cai de foc inhamati (COSTACHL, p. 281).

In SEPT. FRANKE., ideea de rapire a lui Ilie la cer din 4 Reg. 2:9 este
exprimatd cu ajutorul verbului dvadaufdvew ‘prendre en enlevant’
(BAILLY, s5.2.), ¢f. transpunerea pasajului de fata in SEPT. NEC: sa fiu rapit
de lingd tine in inaltnri. In MS. 45 se traduce termenul zizzesi, precizandu-se
intr-o glosa sensul ‘inilta’. Cuvantul este un slavonism a carui adoptare
de cidtre traducitor se explica prin prezenta lui in pasajul corespunzitor
din OSTROG (8m3necTH), transferul fiind favorizat de existenta in limba
romand, la acea data, a termenului vagnesenie (atestat la Coresi). Se poate
presupune cd acest cuvant mai fusese introdus in textele romanesti alaturi
de alte slavonisme, caci el apare si in Floarea darurilor, intr-o traducere de
la sfarsitul secolului al XVI-lea (CARTOJAN, vol. I, p. 256). L.a Milescu,
termenul are trei ocurente: semefiile nenumdratelor bundtati vanesindn-sa (4
Reg. 2:9, Est. 8:13) si Povdtuitor pre tine au pus, nu te vagnesi (Sir. 32:1).

Imaginea Sfantului Ilie in artd este de obicei inspiratd de scena rapirii
sale la cer. In iconografia bizantind, Sfantul Ilie este reprezentat in gura
pesterii sau in carul de foc. Datorita referintelor biblice la Ilie, reprezen-
tarea sa in iconografie este frecventa: scena Schimbarii la Fata, unde apare
alaturi de Moise (ERMINIA, p. 109), tabloul descris in Apoc. 11:1-2, unde
este zugravit alaturi de Enoh pe norii cerului (id., p. 133). Pe temeiul
acestui pasaj biblic, Enoh si Ilie mai apar si in scena adormirii Fecioarei
Maria (PELIKAN, p. 168). O frumoasa evocare a momentului rapirii lui Ilie
la cer, inspirata de scrierile patristice, da Vasile Voiculescu in poezia Marele
vebicul ,Am aflat cum s-a rapit Ilie,/ Oatecand in ceruri strimutat/ Nu de
fulgere cu albi vijelie/ Nici de volbura de norti purtat:/ Ci la smuls din
mijlocul multimii/ Rugiciunea, carul cel de foc,/ Cireia vii fliciri la un
loc/ I se inhdmari insisi Cheruvimii” (VOICULESCU, p. 206). O influenti
biblica poate fi §i prezenta sintagmei vartej de vint la George Cosbuc, in
Vantoasele, descriind o rapire de pe pamant similara celei din 4 Reg. 2:11:
,Cd vajaia vartej de vant,/ Pe cind vorbeau: plecase raull/ $i undele-
nghitind fliciul/ I-au ridicat de pe pamant” (COSBUC, p. 67).

Prorocul Ilie ocupd un loc important in mitologia romanesca,

intrucat sarbatoarea sa (20 iulie) marcheaza miezul verii, cel mai
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important moment al anului pastoral. Santilie a preluat atributiile unui
zeu al Soarelui si al focului (GHINOIU, p. 9, 298), dupd unii specialisti
Gebeleizis (Eliade), dupd altii Perun (Kernbach), sirbatoarea fiind
celebratd prin nedeile pastoresti sau Santiliile (KERNBACH, s.2.).
Momentul de la 20 iulie este centrul unui intreg ciclu de sarbatori
dedicate Sfantului Ilie (Panteliile, Ilie-Palie, Pintilie Calitorul etc., multi
dintre acestia fiind, in mitologia romaneasca, vizitii la caruta lui Santilie).
Popularitatea prorocului Ilie in calitatea sa de continuator al unui cult
solar se explicd si prin faptul cd, daci agricultura a fost subordonata unei
ideologii lunare, pastoritul a fost mereu dependent de o ideologie solara.
Pe langi motivele precrestine asimilate sarbatorii Sfantului Ilie, cel putin
doud elemente de sorginte biblica se disting in cultul acestuia: legenda ci
Santilie a urcat in munti si s-a ficut pastor la oi pe o perioada de trei ani
(GHINOIU, p. 298; KERNBACH, s.2.), care pare a face trimitere la perioada
petrecutd de prorocul Ilie in Muntele Horeb (v. 3 Reg. 19:8-18), dar mai
ales imaginea carului cu care umblid prin cer (avand ca temei imaginea
rapirii la cer din 4 Reg. 2:11): Sfantul Ilie umbld pe norii cerului cu carul,
urmdrind pe diavoli, in traditia populard aceasti credinta furnizand
explicatia pentru originea tunetului si a fulgerului: ,, Tunetul este tropotul
cailor sau duruitul carutei lui Sf. Ilie, [...] fulgerul va fi socotit ca niste
scantei ce ies din piatra lovitd de potcoavele cailor lui” (PAMFILE, p. 98)
ori biciul de foc al Sf. Ilie manand caii (¢b:d., p. 102). Tot atunci oamenii
fac cruce, pentru ci diavolul, ca sd scape cu zile, se poate ascunde In om.
Lemnul atins de trdsnet nu se foloseste la constructia caselor (iid., p.
103). Dupd GHINOIU (p. 99), caii lui Santilie sunt o formd indirecta de
exprimare a cultului cabalin in mitologia romaneasca.

3. Termenul lepra

Lepra este numele generic al mai multor afectiuni ale pielii mai usoare sau
mai grele (v. si comentariile din MLD 11, la Ies. 4:6, si MLD 111, la Lev.
13:2). In limba greaci acesti boali este desemnatd prin termenul Aémoa <
Aémety “a coji’, de unde a patruns in latind (lpra, leprosus). In OSTROG se
intrebuinteaza termenii npokazenie, npokaza ‘leprd’, npokaxenn ‘lepros’,
formate de la verbul kaszurTn ‘a strica’. Limba romana veche dispunea de
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mai multe cuvinte pentru a desemna pe lepros: bubos, gubav (din sl. rEsass
‘lepros’, prin intermediul sarbo-croatei, CIORANESCU, s.2.), lepros, miselit,
stricat (v. $1 MARDARIE, s.2. npokaxens ‘miselit, gubav’). Boala era denumita:
bube, gubdvie, leprd, nisdlie, pracazd sau stricdciune.

Pentru a intelege optiunile textuale din Ms. 45 (continuat de BIBL.
1688) si Ms. 4389, este necesara o privire in tipariturile anterioare. Din
secolul al XVI-lea ne stau la indemana mai ales pericopele evanghelice
pentru a culege informatii despre norma lingvisticd in cazul bolii
identificate azi ca /pri. In texul grecesc al Noului Testament, Asmodg
inregistreazd noud ocurente, iar Aémoa patru. In ES leprosul este
desemnat cu termenul gubay (Mat. 8:2, 10:8, 11:5, 26:9), iar lepra este
numita stricaciune (Mat. 8:3). In CT, desemnarea bolii si a suferindului se
face constant cu ajutorul cuplului stricaciune — stricat, elementul insolit
aflandu-se la Mat. 10:8: wisalit (sensul ‘lepros’ al lat. wisellus (> rom. misel)
este atestat in latina medievald, s.o. NIEMEYER, si in franceza veche, s.2.
SCRIBAN, CIORANESCU). NTB 1648 atesta pe de o parte uzul cuvintelor
gubay $1 gubdvie m limba, iar pe de alta parte caracterul de norma al
cuplului stricdcinne — stricat (Antalnit in veacul anterior). In evanghelia de la
Marcu si in cea de la Luca, tiparitura de la Alba-Iulia continua traditia din
CT, in timp ce la Matei, unde carturarii aveau la indemana textul tiparit
de Filip Moldoveanul, situatia se prezinta astfel: 1. in doua situatii este
mentinutd forma gubav din ES (la Mat. 10:8, 11:5); 2. gubav este inlocuit cu
stricat, dar primul termen este pastrat in glosa (Mat. 26:6); 3. gubav este
inlocuit cu bubos (Mat. 8:2), iar stricdciune cu gubavie (Mat. 8:3); pentru a
evita ambiguitatile, glosa versetului descrie boala (mentionand i
trimiterea la Lev. 4:14): | Acest feal de bube era de iesiia denlontrul
omului §i nu si putea curati’. In BIBL.1688 se distinge incercarea de
uniformizare a terminologiei, prin generalizarea cuplului stricdciune —
stricat. Se inregistrea-za $i doud exceptii: pastrarea optiunilor din NTB
1648: bubos (Mat. 8:2) si gubav (Mat. 10:8, provenit din ES).

In Ies. 4:6, Ms. 45 contine traducerea bubele stricacinnes, iar MS. 4389
prezinta optiunea stricdciune (¢f. VULG.: leprosa, OSTROG: NPpOKA#ENNA); V. $i
comentariul de la Ies. 4:6, in MLD II. Versetele care descriu pe larg
aparitia leprei si masurile care trebuie luate (Lev. 13:2, 3 etc.) prezinta
variatii in textele romanesti. MS. 4389 este singurul care traduce clar
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pasajul: ,,S4 vazi preotul striciciunea (dgrj, lepra, Baeckm)... cd iaste buba
misdliei (agn Aémpag, plaga leprae, Baeckn npokazxenia)”. Termenul Baeckn
‘eczem’, rar in limba slavoni, echivaland in context gr. d¢rj, desemneazi
o afectiune cutanatd (eczemd), pe care traducitorul a inteles-o ca bubad,
Stricdciune sau semn, cu toate cd MARDARIE il echivaleaza cu gubavie (s.v.
Baeckn). Asadar, dgn Aémpag, plaga leprae i Baeckn npokaxenia au fost
redate astfel: buba misaliei (Lev. 13:2, in MS. 4389), semmul misaliei (Deut.
24:8, In MS. 4389), pipdirea stralucirii (Lev. 13:2, in MS. 45), pipdire de bube
(Lev. 13:2, in BIBL. 1688) (v. MUNTEANU, p. 69-70), pipdirea stricdciune:
(Deut. 24:8, in BIBL. 1688 si M. 45). In 4 Reg., lepra este exprimata in
mai multe moduri; in MS. 4389 apar termenii gubavie (cu glosa leprosus, 1a 4
Reg. 5:1), stricdciune (o ocurenta, 4 Reg. 5:7) si gubav; in MS.45 desemnarea
leproziei se face prin cuvintele stricaciune, leprd (o ocurenta, 4 Reg. 5:27) si
stricat (la 4 Reg. 5:1, cu glosa: bubos). Tot aici, la 4 Reg. 5:27, inregistram
prima atestare a cuvantului /prd in limba romana (care trece si in BIBL.
1688), cu glosa: Lud Ghiezi stricdaciunea lui Neeman.

La episodul vindecarii lui Naaman de lepra (4 Reg. 5:10) face
trimitere CREANGA (p. 37-38): ,,Duh neastampdrat si cutezdtor in
predicele sale de pe amvoanele bisericelor, intepa ca vespea, zicand:
«Elisei a curatit de lepra pe Neeman Sirianul, trimitandu-1 sd se scalde in
raul Tordanului. Iard eu vad trimit la Cicaina, ca si va curatiti de lepra
ignorantei si a trandavieil»”.

4. Desemnarea eunucului

Cuvantul ebraic cu care este desemnat eunucul inseamnai ‘castrat’, sensul
sau evoluand pana la cel de ‘dregitor’. In trecut castrarea se practica mai
ales din doua motive: ca demnitar, barbatul nu putea accede la functii
inalte in stat decat daca era famen, drept garantie cid nu va ravni sa
rastoarne dinastia oficiald printr-una proprie; ca hadamb (paznic al
haremului), barbatul trebuia sia fie famen nu din ratiuni de prohibitie
sexuala, ci pentru a se evita nasterile nelegitime care ar fi pus in pericol
succesiunea dinastica. Practica a fost raspandita si in Bizant, fiind
descrisa in amanuntime de bizantinologul GUILLAND. In Biblie apar
eunuci cu functii importante in stat (v. Fac. 37:36, Fac. 40:2; Putifar este,

dupa unele interpretiri, mai marele ostilor lui Faraon). Gr. sdvodyog
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inseamna, literal, ‘gardien de la couche’ (BAILLY). Practica era raspandita
in Imperiul Otoman, de unde a fost imprumutat in romana termenul
hadam(b), desemnand o realitate istorici precisd, paznicul haremului
(DLR, s.2.), spre deosebire de famen, termen mostenit care nu implicd o
conditionare istorica. Vechile traduceri biblice romanesti atesta uzul
raspandit al cuvantului badim(b) (v. ocurentele din Fac.), cu ambele
variante: haddm (varianta munteana) si hadamb (varianta moldoveneasca).
In Fac. 37:36, ebvodyog este transferat si in OSTROG (esmuSyw), de unde
trece in MS. 4389 (eunub, glosat: hadamul), fata de celelalte doua versiuni
veterotestamentare contemporane, unde apare badam. Se pare ca si in 4
Reg. 8:6 eunucul avea o anumita dregatorie, dupa cum reiese din context.
Aici, In MS. 4389, ca peste tot in 4 Reg., se traduce hadim. Diferit de
acesta, Ms. 45, urmat de BIBL. 1688, contine termenul scopit (¢f. OSTROG:
ekoneyn). Trebuie subliniat ca sl. ekonmeyn era redat de MARDARIE ca
scopit, spre deosebire de cei doi traducatori ai Bibliei, care selecteaza cu
grija cuvintele in context. Raspandit in BIBL. 1688, cuvantul scgpit este
eliminat (cu unele scapari) de BIBL. 1795, care il inlocuieste cu famen, de
unde va trece in BIBL. 1914. In traducerile vechi romanesti, Deut. 23:1
pare a indica o diferenta de sens destul de mare intre famen si scopit. Nu e
o sinonimie 7 praesentia, ci desemneaza doua stiri diferite ale barbatului
incapabil de a procrea, famen i scopit, dupa cum probeazi comparatia cu
originalul. Nu acelasi lucru se poate spune despre graiul traducatorului
NTB 1648: din Mat. 19:12 rezultd ca famen desemneaza pe barbatul
nascut cu un handicap (incapacitatea de a procrea), dar si pe cel care s-a
castrat: ,,Sant fameni carii den trupul mumei lor au nascut agia si sant
fameni carii-s giuganiti de oameni §i sant fameni carii sa giuginesc insisi
pre sine”, sens inregistrat in DLR. Aceeasi sinonimie este sugeratd de
transpunerea lui kamennsn ca om scopit, famen la MARDARIE, s.2. Pe langi
mentinerea in uz a cuvantului fawen (repus in circulatie de Eminescu),
editile moderne ale Bibliei prezinta optiuni lexicale si hermeneutice
diferite: dregator (BIBL. 1874, CORN. 1924), eunuc (RADU-GAL., SEPT. NEC).

5. Asupra traducerii unor termeni militari

Traducitorii textului biblic au intampinat dificultati in transpunerea
pasajului din 4 Reg. 11:4, incepand chiar cu Septuaginta, cauza fiind doi
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termeni din textul ebraic, chorri si rasim, transcrisi si interpretati diferit de
traducitori. Cuvantul interpretat de SEPT. RAHLFS ca nume propriu si
transcris Xoppt desemneaza un corp de oaste alcituit din mercenari.
Sunt aceiasi cu cherethitii care formau garda lui David (v. 2 Reg. 8:18, 2
Reg. 20:23). Impreund cu cellalt corp de mercenari, Paoiy, alcituiau
garda personald a regelui (v. SEPT. NEC, nota la 4 Reg. 11:4). Confuzia
din pasaj este accentuatd de un grad militar redat printr-o perifraza in
textul ebraic, echivalat corect in SEPT. RAHLFS cu ékatovrdpyos (de la
EkaTov ‘sutd’), iar In cel latinesc cu centurio (In mod surprinzitor, OSTROG
retine aici sl. Tarcaymmgn ‘comandant peste 1000 de soldati’). Intregul
pasaj arati in SEPT. RAHLFS (¢ SEPT. FRANKF. astfel: 700g
Ekatovtdpyouvs TOV Xoppt kali TOv Paoiu. Traducerea din MS. 45
urmeaza textul grecesc potrivit principiului literalitatii, facand textul
neinteligibil: pre cei preste sutd alor horri si alor rasim. Tot versiunii grecesti 1i
urmeazd si OSTROG prin faptul ci pistreaza cei doi termeni: TareSiymmkn
Xopuma n pachm. VULG. nu mentine ebraismele, redand pasajul simplificat:
centuriones et milites. Spre deosebire de celelalte texte, MS. 4389 reda pasajul
servindu-se de toate cele trei izvoare: iuzbagsii §i capitanii ai lui horim si ai lni
rasim. Modul in care s-au fiacut aceste echivaliri este elucidat de
traducerea de la les. 18:25: gi-7 féce pre e preste ei preste mie, si preste sutd mai
mari, i preste 50, i preste 10, §i aducatori inlontru de carti (MS. 45); si puse preste
dangsii capitant, mbay, ceans, si vitas, §i logofet (MS. 4389). Din compararea
celor doua versete rezulti ca in epoca un capitan conducea 1000 de
oameni, iuzbasa conducea 100, ceausul 50, iar vitasul 10. Aceste cifre
sunt confirmate de cercetarea lui STOICESCU,, care insa nu apeleza la
pretioasele referinte biblice, de unde unele erori in lucrarea mentionata:
v. de exemplu la p. 261, unde autorul noteaza cd sutasul a reprezentat in
secolul al XVII-lea o categorie fiscala, nu gradul militar echivalent
centurionului §i iuzbasei; sunt ignorate Insia pasaje din Noul Testament
traduse in veacul al XVI-lea, unde sl. enTnnkn (gr. éxkatovrdpyog) este
tradus prin sutas.: Mat. 8:8, in CT, Fapte 21:32, in Codicele 1 oronetean etc.
intrebuingarea lui nzbasd i1n MS. 4389 releva inca o dati efortul
traducitorului de a plasa adecvat in timp si spatiu faptele relatate de
textul biblic. Termenul, provenit din tc. yigbas: ‘sutas, conducator peste o
sutd de soldati’ (tc. yig ‘sutd’+ bay ‘comandant’), era folosit in secolul al
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XVlI-lea pentru a desemna un ofiter de la curte (v. STOICESCU,, p. 214).
Semnificativ pentru textul de fata este faptul cia la inceput cuvantul
desemna un sutas de mercenari (sbidem). Intr-o alti ocurenta, la 4 Reg.
11:19, gr. ékarovrdpyos si lat. centurio sunt redati corect in OSTROG
(enTwurkw), in traducerea din MS. 4389 termenul slavon fiind insa

transpus prin capitan.

6. Un exemplu de ,,conditionare” istorica: logofeti gi carturari

La 4 Reg. 12:10, traditia textuala din limbile vechi de culturd prezinta
urmdtoarele optiuni: ypauuateds (SEPT. RAHLES), scriba (VULG.), nuedin
(OSTROG). In conditiile in care in limba romana existau termeni ca diac
sau gramdtic, iar acesta din urma era intr-o pozitie privilegiata ca optiune a
traducdtorului (sub influenta grecescului ypauuareds din textul sursd),
carturarii preferd sa transpunid termenul grecesc servindu-se de /logofir.
Dregitoria de logofit era o mostenire bizantina, avand corespondent in
alte state pe cancellarius sau notarius. In calitate de cancelar al curtit,
logofatul a ajuns intre dregitorii de prim rang ai sfatului domnesc. In
Tara Romaneasca era al treilea dupa ban si vornic, iar in Moldova era
chiar primul mare dregator. Dezvoltarea organizarii statale a atras dupa
sine si extinderea cancelariei, asa incat logofitul a inceput si aiba in
subordine mai multi dieci $i gramatici, in secolul al XVII-lea ajungandu-se
pani acolo incat fiecare institutie (de exemplu episcopie) sau mare
dregitor avea o mica cancelarie. Retinem ci in Moldova secolului al
XVII-lea acesti mici scribi nu se numeau logofeti, ci dieci sau gramatici,
spre deosebire de Tara Romaneasci, unde termenul pare a se fi banalizat
in vremea lui Milescu (vezi expunerea pe larg la STOICESCU,, p. 170-185).
In lumina acestor fapte trebuie inteleasa optiunea lui Nicolae Milescu
pentru /ogofat, care reflectd o conditionare istorica, in toate ocurentele din
4 Reg. Spre deosebire de acesta, traducidtorul Ms. 4389 prefera de obicei
cuvantul carturar, sub influenta sl. ksMuranynn (OSTROG), dof. scriba (VULG.),
dar poate si pentru ca /logofit nu mai desemna in graiul muntean doar pe
dregatorii de la curte. Ca scribul Somnas nu era un slujbas oarecare ne-o
indica faptul ca face parte din delegatia celor trei trimisi ai lui Ezechia
pentru tratative in fata amenintarii asirienilor (4 Reg. 18:18). Traducerea
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lui KBMHrBYHH prin cartularin, scriifor de ]a MARDARIE ilustreaza situatia din
limba romand contemporanad lui Milescu, punand mai bine in valoare
efortul acestuia de a reproduce adecvat desemnarea si sensul din textul-
sursa in transpunerea textului biblic. In editile moderne este
surprinzatoare supravietuirea cuvantului /ogofit, atat in cele sinodale (pana
la BIBL. 1930), cit si in versiunile Cornilescu. Incercarea de a moderniza
pasajul se inregistreaza incepand cu BIBL. 1865-1867 (secretar), RADU-GAL.
(seriitor); BIBL. 1968 propune termenul zistiernic pentru arhaicul Jogofat, insa
alegerea este nefericitd in context. ANANIA se intoarce la optiunea din
BIBL. 1865-1867, care prezinta avantajul sensului mai putin restrictiv sau
conditionat istoric.

BIBLIOGRAFIE
A. Surse fundamentale

ANANIA = Biblia san Sfinta Scripturd, versiune intocmitd de LP.S. Bartolomeu
Valetiu Anania, Bucuresti: Editura Institutului Biblic si de Misiune al
Bisericii Ortodoxe Romane, 2001.

BAILLY = A. Bailly, Dictionnaire grec-frangais, rédigé avec le conconrs de E. Egger.
Edition revue par L. Séchan et P. Chantraine, avec, en appendice, de
nouvelles notices de mythologie et religion par L. Séchan, Paris: Librairie
Hachette, 1950.

BIBL. 1688 = Biblia, adecd Dumnezeiasca Scripturd a celei vechi 5i a celei noao lige |...],
Bucuresti, 1688.

BIBL. 1795= Biblia, adecd Dumnezeiasca Scripturd a legii vechi §i a ceii noao, toate care
s-au tilmacit de pre limba elineascd pre intelesul limbii romanesti [...], Blaj,
1795 [Versiunea Samuil Micu, ed. modernd: Roma, 2000].]

BIBL.1865-1867 = Sdnta Scriptura a Vechinlui Testament, tradusi si publicatd de
Societatea Biblica Britand si strdind, lasii: Imprimeria Adolf Bermann, 1865.

BIBL. 1874 = Sdanta Scriptura a Vechiului si a Nounlui Testamenti, editiune noud,
revedutd dupd tecsturile originale si publicatd de Societatea Biblici pentru
Britania si strdindtate, lasii: Tipolitogratia H. Goldner, 1874.

BIBL. 1914 = Biblia, adicdi Dumnezeeasca Scripturd a 1egii Vechi si a celei Noud,
tiparitd in zilele majestatii sale Carol I [...], Editia Sfantului Sinod, Bucuresti,
1914.
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BIBL. 1936 = Sfinta Scripturd, tradusi dupd textul grecesc al Septuagintei,
confruntat cu cel ebraic [...], Bucuresti: Tipografia cirtilor bisericesti, 19306.

BIBL. 1968 = Biblia san Sfanta Scripturd, tipdritd [...] cu aprobarea Sfantului Sinod,
Bucuresti, 1968.

BOILEAU = Oenvres completes de Boilean, Patis: Librarie de L. Hachette, 1867.

CARAGIALE = Ion Luca Caragiale, Opere, vol. 5, editie ingrijita de Serban
Cioculescu, Bucuresti: Fundatia pentru Literatura si Arta ,,Regele Carol 117,
1938.

CIORANESCU = Alexandru Ciotinescu, Dictionarul etimologic al limbii romane,
editie ingrijitd de Tudora Sandru Mehedinti si Magdalena Popescu Marin,
Bucuresti: Editura Saeculum 1.0O., 2001.

CORN. 1924 = Bibla sau Sfanta Scripturd a Vechiului si Noului Testament, cu
trimeteri, Societatea Biblici pentru Rispandirea Bibliei In Anglia si
Straindtate, Bucuresti, 1924.

COSTACHI = Veniamin Costachi, Istoria Vechinlui si Noului Testament, vol. 1, lasi,
1824,

COSBUC = George Cosbuc, Opere alese, vol. 2: Poezii, editie ingrijita si prefata de
Gavtil Scridon, Bucuresti: Editura Minetrva, 1972.

CREANGA = lon Creangi, Opere, 11, editie ingrijitd, note si variante, glosar si
bibliografie de Iorgu lordan si Elisabeta Brancus, studiu introductiv de
Torgu Iordan, Bucuresti: Editura Minerva, 1970.

CT = Tetraevanghelul tipdrit de Coresi (Bragov 1560-1561) comparat cu Evangbeliarnl lni
Radu de la Manicesti, editie alcatuiti de Florica Dimitrescu, Bucuresti: Editura
Academiei Romane, 1963.

DDD = Dictionary of deities and demons in the Bible, edited by Karel van der Toorn,
Bob Becking, Pieter W. van der Horst, second extensively revised edition,
Leiden-Boston-Koln: Brill, 1999.

DLR = Academia Romana, Dictionarul limbii romane, setie veche (literele A-B, C,
D-De, F-1, J-lacustru, Lada-lepada, Lepada-lojnita), Bucuresti, 1913-1949,
serie noua (literele M, N, O, P, R, S, §, T, T, V), Bucuresti, 1965 si urm.

ES = Evangheliarnl slavo-roman de la Sibin 1551-1553, studiu introductiv filologic
de acad. Emil Petrovici, studiu introductiv istoric de L. Demény, Bucuresti:
Editura Academiei Romane, 1971.

HELIADE = Ion Heliade Radulescu, Opere, vol. 1, editie critica de D. Popovici,
Bucuresti: Editura pentru Literaturd si Artd, 1939.

EVSEEV = Ivan BEvseev, Dictionar de simboluri si arbetipuri culturale, Timisoara:
Editura Amarcord, 2001.
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KERNBACH = Victor Kernbach, Digtionar de mitologie generald, Bucuresti: Editura
Stiintifica si Enciclopedica, 1989.

MARDARIE = Matrdatie Cozianul, Lexicon slavo-romin si Téleuirea numelor din 1649,
publicate de Grigore Cretu, Editiunca Academiei Romane, Bucuresti:
Institutul de Arte Grafice ,,Carol Gobl”, 1900.

MIKLOSICH = Fr. Miklosich, Lexicon Palacostovenicum-Graeco-Latinum, Vindobonae,
1862-1865.

MLD = Monumenta linguae Dacoromanornm, Biblia 1688, vol. 1-VII, IX-XI, Iasi:
Editura Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, 1988-.

MS. 4389 = Biblioteca Academiei Romane, manuscrisul romanesc nr. 4389
[contine traducerea integrald a Vechiului Testament, efectuatd dupa slavona
si latind, de un anonim muntean, probabil Daniil Andrean Panoneanul, in a
doua jumitate a sec. al XVII-lea].

Ms. 45 = Biblioteca Filialei Cluj a Academiei Romane, fondul Blaj, manuscrisul
romanesc nr. 45 [contine traducerea integrald a Vechiului Testament,
efectuatd de Nicolae Milescu si revizuiti de un anonim moldovean, probabil
Dosoftei, in a doua jumaitate a sec. al XVIII-lea].

NIEMEYER = J. F. Niemeyer, Mediae Latinitatus Lexicon Minus, Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1976.

NTB 1648 = Noul Testament san Impdcarea an leagea noao a lui lisus Hristos,
Domnului nostru, izvodit cu mare socotinti, den izvod grecescu si slovenescu,
pre limbad rumaneasca [...] in cetatea Belgraduluil...], 1648, (editie moderna:
Alba Tulia, 1988).

OSTROG = EuBants cHpedn knnrat Beryaro n Hogaro 34geTa no  i3sikoy
cnogenckoy[..], Ostrog, 1581.

RADU-GAL. = Biblia, adicd Dumnezeiasca Scripturd a Vechiului 5i a Noului Testament,
tradusa dupi textele originalelor ebraice si grecesti de preotii profesori
Vasile Radu si Gala Galaction [...],Bucuresti: Fundatia pentru Literaturd si
Artd ,,Regele Carol 117, 1938.

SEPT. FRANKF. = Tis Ocias Ipagiig, Tlaaiac AnAadn kai Néag Aitabrikng
dmdvral...], Frankfurt am Main, 1597 (principalul izvor al versiunilor biblice
romanesti din sec. al XVII-lea).

SEPT. NEC = Septuaginta II: lisus Nave, [udecitorii, Ruth, 14 Regi, volum
coordonat de Cristian Badilitd, Francisca Balticeanu, Monica Brosteanu,
Dan Slusanschi, in colaborare cu Ioan Florin Florescu; Florica Bechet, loana
Costa, Alexandra Moraru, lon Pitrulescu, Cristina Costena Rogobete
(traducidtori), Colegiul Noua Europd, Bucuresti — Iasi: Polirom, 2004.
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SEPT. RAHLFS = Septuaginta, id est V'etus Testamentum Graece inxta Lo interpretes,
edidit Alfred Rahlfs, Editio altera quam recognovit et emendavid Robert
Handhart, duo volumina in uno, Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, Stuttgart, 1979.

SIS = Slownik Jazyka Staroslovénského/ Lexicon Linguae Palaeoslovenicae, Praha:
Nakladatelstvi Ceskoslovenské Akademie Véd, 1958.

VOICULESCU = V. Voiculescu, In gradina Ghetsemani. Antolggie de poezie mistica,
editie ingrijita de Roxana Sorescu, Bucuresti: Editura Art, 2009.

VULG. = Biblia ad vetustissima exemplaria castigata |...], Antwerpiae, ex officina
Christophori Plantini, 1565 (Vulgata Clementina, editie indicata ca izvod in
prefata Ms. 4389).

VULG. BLAJ = Biblia VVulgata, Blaj, 1760-1761 (versiune manuscrisd elaborati de
un colectiv de cirturari greco-catolici, sub conducerea episcopului Petru
Pavel Aaron), vol. I-V, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Romane, 2005.

B. Literatura secundara

CARTOJAN = N. Cartojan, Carfile populare in literatura romdneascd, 1-11, Cuvant
inainte de Dan Zamfirescu, postfata de Mihai Moraru, editie ingrijitd de
Alexandru Chiriacescu, Bucuresti: Editura Enciclopedici Romana, 1974.

CONTAC = Emanuel Contac, ,,Traditia biblici romaneasci. O prezentare
succintd din perspectiva principalelor versiuni romanesti ale Sfintei Scriptuti”,
in Studii Teologice, 2011, nt. 2, 201-211.

DE MARLIAVE = Olivier de Matliave, Le nonde des eunuques. La castration a travers
Jes dges, Paris: Imago, DL, 2011.

ERMINIA = Dionisie din Furna, Emminia picturii bizantine, Bucuresti: Editura
Sophia, 2000.

GHINOIU = lon Ghinoiu, Sarbdtori si obiceinri romanests, Bucuresti: Editura Elion,
2007.

GUILLAND = Rodolphe Guilland, ,,Les eunuques dans I’empire byzantin. Etude
de titulature et de prosopographie byzantines”, in Etudes byzantines, 1 (1943),
197-238.

IONESCU = Anca Irina Ionescu, ,,Emprunts grecs dans la terminologie
mythologique des langues balkaniques”, in Revue des études sud-est européennes,
14 (1976), nr. 1, 78-87.

MUNTEANU = Eugen Munteanu, Lexicologie biblicd romdineased, Bucuresti: Editura
Humanitas, 2008.

PAMFILE = Tudor Pamfile, VVazdubul — dupa credintele poporului romin, editie
ingrijitd de Antoaneta Olteanu, prefatd de Alexandru Dobre, Bucuresti:
Editura Paideia, 2001.
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STOICESCU; = Nicolae Stoicescu, Curteni i slujitori. Contributii la istoria armatei
romane, Bucuresti: Editura Militara, 1968.

STOICESCU2 = Nicolae Stoicescu, Sfatul dommnesc si marii dregitori din Tara
Romidneasca si Moldova: sec. XIV-XV1I, Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Romane,
1968.



BOOK REVIEWS /
RECENZII

Biblias Hispanicas, atio 2009, namero 1, La Biblia en la Literatura
Espaiiola. Los relatos de los origenes: des Paraiso a Babel. Fundacion San
Millan de la Cogolla, Instituto Origenes del Espafol, Logrofio,

2009. 404 p.

Acest prim numdr al revistel Biblias
Hispanicas reprezinti o aparitie editoriala
ineditd care confirmi preocupdrile
prezente din marile culturi europene
pentru studiul Bibliei, cattea cu cea mai
mare influentd asupra patrimoniului
umanistic si cultural occidental. Revista
reprezintd un mijloc de diseminare a
rezultatelor proiectului cu acelasi
nume, desfisurat de Instituto Origenes
del Espafiol, in cadrul CILENGUA
(Centro Internacional de Investigacion
de la Lengua Espafiola).

Prezentul numar monografic este
prefatat de o prezentare a acestei
reviste, tealizati de Claudio Garcia

in care autorul incadreazi

biblice

contextul mai larg al studiului limbii

Turza,
preocuparile prezente in
spaniole, precum si in cel al influentei
literaturii biblice in cultura hispanica.
Claudio Turza, director al Instituto
Origenes del Espafiol, evidentiazi
studilor din

aceastd revista: editiile biblice spaniole

ariile de interes ale

si studiul textului, traducerile actuale,
Bibliei in

literatura spaniold. Temele abordate in

prezenta si influenta
> >

acest volum sunt reliefate de Gregorio

del Olmo Lete, profesor emerit in
cadrul Universitatii din Barcelona.
cilduroase

Dupi aceste scurte si

recomandari, urmeazd cinci parti
tematice care insumeaza nu mai putin
de 17 studii.

abordate sunt:

Cele cinci tematici
a) tema originilor prezentatd intr-o
viziune hermeneutici  literard  si
filozofici, neutra si neconfesionald;
b) influenta relatirilor biblice despre
originea lumii si a omului in literatura
spaniold in diversele ei etape culturale;
c) athetipurile biblice ca model de
deconstructie a operei literare;
d) motive biblice in literatura con-
temporana;
e) proiectiile antropologice ale viziunii
biblice despre origini asupra culturii
umane in general.

In cele ce urmeazi ne vom referi
pe scurt la cele cinci teme mentionate.

1. Studiile prezentate in sectiunea
tematica intitulatd Origenes urmiresc
recuperarea intertextualitatii relatirilor
biblice din prima parte a cirtii Geneze:.
Primul, Los relatos de los origenes en el
contexto de las literaturas orientales, realizat
de Lluis Feliu, reia istoria traditiilor
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din

Mesopotamie, de la povestile sumeriene

cosmogonice  majore vechea
antice pand la scrierile ezoterice tarzii,
in comparatie cu poemul dedicat lui
Marduk si cu asa-numitele ,,cosmo-
gonii minore”. In cel de-al doilea
articol, Los relatos de los origenes: de Addn
a Babel en la Literatura Occidental,
Gregorio del Olmo Lete prezinta
creatiile literare, poetice $i dramatice
spaniole influentate de naratiunile
biblice referitoare la origini.

2. A doua sectiune reuneste, sub
titlul De/ Medievo a nuestros dias, sase
articole referitoare la impactul relatirilor
biblice asupra literaturii spaniole. Astfel,
Maria Isabel Toro Pascua, in De/ Paraiso
a Babel en la literatura medieval espariola.
Aproximacion  metodoldgica, urmaregte
originile temei creatiei in lucririle din
perioada medievald spaniold, precum
si asemdndrile §i deosebirile fatd de
relatarea biblici. In studiul La Biblia en
verso: los poeta dureos ante los mitos de los
origenes Felipe B. Pedraza Jiménez
evidenteazd motivele creatiei originare
in domeniul poeticii in Epoca de aur
spaniold. Sunt enuntate creatiile
literare ale unor poeti precum: Lope

de Vega, Alonso de Acevedo, Antonio

Enriquez Gémez sau Miquel de
Barrios.
Francisco  Dominquez  Matito

analizeazd influenta textului biblic in
dramaturgia spaniold din secolele al
XVI-lea si al XVII-ea. In studiul I«
Biblia en escena: el relato de los origenes en el
teatro de los siglos de Oro este reliefatd

BIBLICUM JASSYENSE
religiozitatea vremii si  conflictele
religioase  importante din  epocd,

precum si modul In care acestea au
fost marcate de relatirile biblice.

Un articol care urmaireste prezenta
temelor biblice in literatura spaniold
modernd este cel realizat de José
Ramon Gonzalez, intitulat Presencias
biblicas espariola  de
preguerra: algunos ejemplos. Sunt analizate

en la literatura

lucririle importante din primele trei
decenii ale secolului al XX-lea din
perspectiva referintelor si aluziilor la
temele sau textul biblic. De asemenea,
sunt examinate formele de raportare la
textul biblic utilizate de autori. José
demonstreaza

Gonzalez faptul ci

textul sactu a generat numeroase
scrieri in epocd §i a fascinat un grup
eterogen de scriitori printre care:
Azorin, Valle Inclan, Baroja, Mird,
Pérez de Ayala, Gomez de la Serna,
Pedro Salinas, Leén Felipe si altii.

In studiul sdu, Ex fomo a Miguel de
Unamuno y la leyenda de Cain, Adolfo
Sotelo cerceteazd prezenta istorisirii
biblice referitoare la Cain in lucririle
autorului Miquel de Unamuno, de la
inceputul secolului trecut.

O preocupare aparte o constituie
articolul Dios, familia y diluvio en el
contexto de algnnos autores catalanes, in care
Lluis Izquierdo reliefeaza influenta
textelor biblice in literatura catalani
din secolul al XX-lea.

3. Cea de-a treia sectiune a volu-
mului, E/ autor y su obra, care este de

fapt o prelungire a parti a doua,
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de
scriitori, proptiilor lor lucrdri. Astfel,

cuprinde doud analize ficute
in «lombra de Cainy y el cainismo el la
Espaiia de postquerra, Joan Solana i
Figueras explici modul in care a
aparut lucrarea L'ombra de Cain i
principiile estetice $i narative care stau
la baza ei: intentia autorului de a
schimba verosimilitatea vietii cu un
mormant, istorisitea lui Cain folositd
ca paradigmi de viatd, comparatia
Rizboiului  Civil
Spaniol si epoca postbelica. In cel de-al

dintre  perioada
doilea articol, Testamentos. Reflexiones
sobre el proceso creativo, scriitorul Felipe
din

scrierile sale cu cea din textul biblic. In

Hernandez compara viziunea
viziunea sa, Dumnezeu nu este altceva
decat cea mai transcendentald inventie a
literaturii din toate timpurile. De aceea,
in lucrdrile sale — Naturaleza (1989), La
Denda (1998), La Partitura (1999) si Edén
(2000) — sunt evidentiate tensiunile
dintre Om si Verb, dintre rutina
zilnicd §i Utopie, aceasta din urmi

vizuti ca un ecou modern al
intrebdrilor lui lov despre natura
destinului uman. in viziunea autorului,
astfel de intrebdri rdman permanent o
sursi de inspiratie pentru literatura
prezenta si viitoare.

4. In sectiunea a V-a a volumului
de fatd — La contemporaneidad: nueva y
novisima narrativa — este reliefatd produc-
tivitatea motivelor si tiparelor biblice
in literatura contemporand. Astfel, in
studiul intitulat Lz Biblia y la narvativa

espariola contempordanea: Lourdes Ortiz, José
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Jiménez Lozano y Juan Benet, Epicteto
Diaz Navarro discutd diferitele tipuri
de influentd ale textului sacru in
operele celor trei scriitori mentionati,
plecand de la perifrazd si mergand
pana la problema referintei implicite.
Eseul semnat de Gemma Marquez
Fernandez, La novisima narrativa: Adan
9 Eva en el Paraiso, urmireste reflectiile
studiilor Iui Northrop Frye referitoare
la relatarea despre Adam si Eva in
din
cuprinsi intre anii 2000 si 2007. Un alt

literatura  spaniold perioada
studiu, VVersiones contempordneas del motivo
biblico de Cain, al lui Francisco Javier
Diez de Revenga analizeazi prezenta
relatdrii biblice a istoriei lui Cain in
scrierile unor autori contemporani,
precum: Antonio Machado, Predo
Salinas, Carmen Conde si Ignacio
Garcia-Valifio.

5. Ultima sectiune tematicd a volu-
mului — Proyeccion antropoldgica — cuprinde
patru articole referitoare la modul in
care mentalul uman si cultura au fost
influentate de textul sacru. Astfel,
studiul La

invencion del lenguaje y su  confusion,

Joaquin Sanmartin, in

realizeazd o sintezd a ideilor literare si
filozofice despre aparitia limbajului,
despre  univocitatea lui,  despre
arbitrariul, vatietatea si variabilitatea
semnului lingvistic. El evidentiaza
divergentele dintre lingvisti si filologi
referitoare la vorbirea umand. Textele
biblice despre crearea lumii prin cuvant
si despre ,babelizarea” vorbirii sunt

corelate cu preocupirile metalingvistice
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in privinta expliciri diversitatitii limbi-
lor enuntate de Platon, Augustin, Dante
Alighieri, John Locke, Wittgenstein si
Heidegger. Intr-un alt articol, Cazn y /a
primera  cindad, Pedro Azara pune
viziunea biblica despre urbanizare in
contrast cu imaginarul arhitectural din
zona Mesopotamiei.

Reflectia personajelor biblice femi-
nine din cartea Genezer in creatiile
literare spaniole este ilustratd de Isabel
Clua Ginés in articolul Eva y Lilith en
la literatura espaiiola: una mirada desde el
feminismo. In ultimul articol din volum,
lconografia biblica de los origenes en la
pintura moderna y contemporanea, Lourdes
Cirlot exemplificd prezenta motivelor
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biblice referitoare la originea omului
in pictura modernd si contemporana.
Acest inceput de drum al revistei
Biblias Hispanicas este o dovada clard a
crescand manifestat de
studiul

stiintific sistematic al textului sacru,

interesului

culturile europene pentru
pentru traducerile biblice, precum si
pentru evidentierea impactului Bibliei
asupra creatiilor literare §i asupra

culturii in general.

Dr. Matius CLIM

Institutul de Filologie Romana
,»A. Philippide”
marinsradu_ro@yahoo.com

Toan Cantacuzino. Patru apologii pentrn religia crestind $i Patru oratii.

Traduse in limba romind la mijlocul secolului al XV '11-lea de Nicolae
Spdtarul (Milescu). Editie criticd, studiu introductiv, notd asupra
editiei, note si comentarii, glosar de Fugenia Dima, Editura

Universitatii

Eugenia Dima, cercetatoare cunoscutd
pentru stabilirea paternitatii mai multor
din
XVIIlI-lea, pe care le-a atribuit unor

traduceri anonime secolul al

cirturari  romani, precum Serban
Bodet, Mihai Cantacuzino, lenichitd
Vicirescu, Alecu Vicirescu, Iordache
Slitineanu, Raducanu Greceanu, Grigore
Rimniceanu, reuseste, prin aceastd
editie criticA a unui manuscris inedit
din secolul al XVIl-lea, si aduci o
contributie remarcabild la conturarea
imaginii Iui Nicolae Milescu (Spatarul)

ca autor de texte in limba romana.

,Alexandru lToan Cuza”,

Tasi, 2010. 353 p.
Editia reprezinti, totodatd, un pas
inainte in eforturile filologilor romani
de a realiza un tablou cit mai complet
al vechii romane literare.

In studiul introductiv, editoarea
abordeazi chestiunea istorici cu
privire la traducerea in limba romani,
de citre Nicolae Milescu, a unei scrieti
polemice religioase, apartinind impara-
tului bizantin Ioan al VI-ea Cantacuzino.
Reprodusi de citre J.-P. Migne in
154 din  Patrologiae

completus. Series graeca, scrierea contine

tomul cursus

Patru  Apologii -~ pentru  religia  crestindg



Book Reviews

impotriva sectei mabomedane si Patru oratii
impotriva  lni  Mahomed, fiind
transpuse In neogreacd, in secolul al
XVIl-lea, de citre Meletios Syrigos,

toate

cunoscut erudit al epocii. Aceastd
versiune a fost copiatd de mai multe
ori, unele copii fiind accesibile in
diverse biblioteci publice din Europa.
Potrivit autoarei, Virgil Cindea a
semnalat, in lucrarea Une version roumaine
dn XVII siecle d’Apologie contre Mahomet
de Jean Cancatuzene, o interpolare intr-o
altd traducere din limba greacd a lui
Nicolae Milescu (intitulatd Cartea ou
mnlte Intrebari foarte de folos pentru multe
trebi  ale  credintei  noastre, traducere
realizatda in 1661 si pastratd intr-o
copie din anul 1669 la BAR, ms. 494),
din care rezultd cd Spitarul ar fi tradus
in romana acea scriere cu caracter
teologic. N. A. Ursu, preocupat si el
de activitatea cirturarului roman, a
descoperit in Arhivele Nationale ale
Romaniei un manuscris in chirilicd
(ms. 91), care ar fi o scriere polemici
religioasd, adicd traducerea in limba
romand a textului bizantin, pastrati
intr-o copie ce dateazd de la 1700. In
continuare, Bugenia Dima ofera o
desctiere a ms. 91 printr-o reproducere
partiali a datelor oferite de N. A.
Ursu, insotita de propriile observatii.
De asemenea, autoarea prezintd opinia
cunoscutului filolog iesean cu privire
la traducerea romaneascd in raport cu
originalul grecesc, la care adauga alte
constatari, rezultate din comparatia
ms. 91 cu textul-sursd din Patrologia
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Graeca. Dintre acestea, retinem remarca
potrivit cireia modul de traducere al
carturarului se caracterizeaza prin
omisiunea unor fragmente din textul
original, suprimarea sau chiar comple-
tarea acestuia cu comentarii personale,
manierd recognoscibild §i In alte
lucrari. Pentru o mai buna evidentiere
a diferentelor dintre textul tradus si cel
original, Eugenia Dima pune in paralel
trei coloane din Patrologia graeca si filele
din traducerea romaneasci. In ceea ce
ptiveste datarea manuscrisului, autoarea
o stabileste pe baza informatiilor
furnizate de Al. Mares, Virgil Candea
si N. A. Ursu. Astfel, dat fiind ci
traducerea Cartea cu  multe  intrebari
(Biblioteca Academiei Romane, ms.
494,

sesizatd de Virgl Céndea) a fost

care include si interpolarea
realizatd In 1661 si copiatd in 1669, N.
A. Ursu sustine ca traducerea integrala
a textului bizantin (copia) poate fi
datatd la sfarsitul secolului al XVII-lea,
Nicolae Milescu

inainte de anul 1661. Astfel, pe baza

iar traducerea lui

principalelor trasaturi lingvistice (fone-
tice, morfologice, sintactice si lexicale),
exemplificate selectiv, Eugenia Dima
sutine cd manuscrisul nr. 91 este o
copie realizati de un moldovean In
jurul anului 1700.

In vederea stabilirii paternitatii,
autoarea urmeazi rezultatele lui N. A.
Ursu. Acesta, avand ca punct de
plecare datele din lucrarea lui Virgil
Candea, a Intreprins o comparatie
lingvistica si stilisticd a manuscrisului
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in cauzd cu alte traduceri cunoscute
ale Iui Milescu (Cartea cu multe intrebari,
Mintuirea pdcitosilor, Vechiul Testament,
pastrat in copia din ms. 45). in urma
acestei analize, autoarea editiei ajunge
la concluzia ci traducerea poate fi
atribuitd lui Nicolae Milescu, intirind
punctul de vedere al cunoscutului
filolog iesean cu alte date lingvistice:
folosirea verbului a zavistni cu dativul,
a verbul @ nagte cu valoare intranzitiva,
formarea
De
prezentate, paralel, interpolarea din
ms. 494 (transcrisd din chirilica de Virgil
Candea) si fragmentul corespunzitor
91.
lingvistic si stilistic a manuscriselor 91

dezacordurile, genitivului

faird articol. asemenea, sunt

din ms. Similaritatea la nivel
si 45, precum si influenta celui din
urmi asupra Bibliei de la 1688, dar si
influenta traducerii lui Milescu asupra
versiunii Vechiului Testament a lui
Daniil Panoneanul (ms. 4389) sunt
reliefate de autoare in urma unui studiu
paralel a unor fragmente consistente
din textele mentionate.
Eugenia Dima aduce in discutie si
o altd traducere necunoscuti a lui
Milescu, Céntare a lui Leon cel Intelept
impdrat la a doaoa venire a lui Hristos,
dupd azbucari, prin stiburi, pastratd in doud
copii ale traducerii Mantuirii pdcdtosilor
(Biblioteca
2174 i
2517). In paginile acestei editii regasim

a  lui Landos

Agapie
Academiei Romane, ms.
reprodus textul aflat in copia de la
Biblioteca Academiei Romane a ms.

2517, precum si o pagini din originalul
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grecesc (autoarea a utilizat editia Mdntuirii
pdcdtogilor de 1a Venetia, din 1681).

In Nota asupra editiei, Eugenia Dima
isi motiveaza optiunea pentru principiul
transcrierii fonetice interpretative in
vederea stabilirii valorilor fonologice
ale slovelor chirilice, acordind o
atentie sporitd caracterelor chirilice
care prezinti probleme de interpretare,
precum §i  semnelor  diacritice
(accentul, chendima, paiericul, trema,
titla). Sunt explicitate toate cazurile de
suprascriere a slovelor si abrevierile
prezente in manuscris. De asemenea,
autoarea utilizeaza normele ortografice
actuale in privinta punctuatiei textului.

Transcrierea integrald a ms. 91 este
insotitd de numeroase note filologice
infrapaginale: a) unele notate cu cifre
romane, semnaland unele omisiuni,
file deteriorate, spatii goale, cuvinte
accentuate diferit In manuscris, iar b)
altele marcate cu litere arabe, prin care
se face trimitere la interpretirile
oferite in Note i comentarii. Glosarul,
aga cum precizeaza autoarea, cuprinde
o parte din cuvintele prezente in
manuscris:  regionalisme, arhaisme,
inovatii la nivel fonetic si morfologic,
cuvinte specifice limbajului religios.
Ultima componenti a crtii constd in
prezentarea ms. 91 In facsimil.

de

mentionand faptul cid volumul Ioan

Incheiem prezentarea fatd
Cantacuzino. Patrn apologii pentru religia
crestind 1 Patru oratii (...), editat de
Eugenia Dima, a fost publicat in
cadrul colectiei ,,Fontes Traditionis” a
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Editurii Universititii ,,Alexandru Ioan
Cuza” din Iasi, initiata si coordonata
de profesorul Eugen Munteanu.
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Drd. Silvia CHIOSEA

Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”

chiosea_silvia@yahoo.co.uk

Emanuel Contac, Dilemele fidelitatii. Conditiondri culturale si- teologice in
traducerea Bibliei. Editura RISOPRINT, Cluj-Napoca, 2011. 320 p.

Semnata de Emanuel Contac, lucrarea
Dilemele fidelitatii. Conditiondri culturale si
teologice in traducerea Bibliei, apdruti la
editura RISOPRINT din Cluj-Napoca,
in 2011,

intreprinse de

este rezultatul cercetdrii

autor ca parte a
programului doctoral. impérg:ité in 6
capitole, note introductive, concluzii,
bibliografie si un indice, investigatia
filologicd si teologicd are ca obiect
unele pasaje controversate din Noul
Testament.

Situatd Intre filologie, teologie
biblicd, teologie dogmaticd si istoria
mentalitatilor, cercetarea Intreprinsd
de autor reuseste, pe de o parte, sd
atraga atentia asupra necesititii de a
studia traducetile Noului Testament
sub raportul teologiei pe care o
exprimi, iar, pe de alti parte, si
schiteze un istoric al traditiei biblice
romanesti, intrucat o cercetare lexico-
logicd si semanticdi nu poate fi
realizatd pe deplin, fird a stabili in
prealabil  raporturile  intertextuale
specifice acestei traditii. Autorul anali-
zeazd in detaliu modul traducerii unor
textului  biblic,

analizd precedati de o prezentare a

termeni  specifici

istoriei interpretirii pasajului din care

fac parte ocurentele termenului

respectiv, necesard pentru identifi-
carea conditionarilor teologice. Dupa
clarificarea  cadrului  general de
interpretare a unui pasaj, autorul face
o analiza exegetici cu ajutorul unor
instrumente  precum: concordante,
lexicoane, dictionare si enciclopedii
Finalul
reprezentat de comparatia editiilor

biblice

concluziilor. In unele cazuri autorul a

teologice. cercetdrii  este

selectate i desprinderea
avut in vedere, in analiza unui termen, si
perspectiva criticii textuale, deoarece
rddicinile unui fenomen coboatd in
editiile grecesti ale Noului Testament
si in tradifia manuscrisi a acestuia.
Corpusul de texte utilizat este
reprezentat de circa 35 de editii
romanesti precum si de originalul
grecesc.

Primul capitol, Saurt istoric al traducerii
Bibliei in  limba romind, teprezintd o
trecere in trevisti a traducerilor
romanesti ale Brzbliez, impreuna cu
istoricul lor. Autorul reconstituie cadrul
istoric in care au fost realizate primele
traduceti ale Bibliei in limba romani si,
in acelasi timp, schiteaza un portret
pentru fiecare dintre editiile utilizate:
Noul Testament de la Bilgrad (1648),

Biblia de la Bucuresti (1688), Biblia de
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la Blaj (1795), Biblia de la Sankt
Petersburg (1819), Noul Testament de
la Smirna (1838), Biblia de la Buziu
(1854-1856), Biblia de la Sibiu
(1856-1858), Biblia sinodald (1914),
Biblia Galaction-Radu (1938), Biblia
sinodald din 1944 (reeditatd in 1968 si
1982), Biblia jubiliard ,,Anania” din
2001, Biblia de la Iasi (1874), Noul
Testament ,,Nitzulescu” (1897), Biblia
,»btitanica” (1911), Biblia ,,Cornilescu”
(1921, 1924 si 1931) si Noua Traducere
Romaneasca (2007). Aceastd prima
sectiune contine §i cateva imagini ale
textelor utilizate, precum si ale oame-
nilor de culturd care le-au realizat sau
le-au sustinut financiar.

In cel de-al doilea capitol, intitulat
Conditiondri  culturale, sunt  tratate
conditiondrile de ordin cultural in
procesul traducerii Noului Testament,
aspecte care influenteazd perceptia
identitatii biblice
feminine sau imaginea rolului parintilor

unor  personaje
in problema casitoriei copiilor. Autorul
nu isi propune in acest sens o abordare
exhaustivd, ci supune analizei doud
identititi feminine trecute cu vederea:
Tunia (Rom. 16:7) si Nimfa (Col. 4:15),
punctind, in special, modul receptirii
si interpretarii acestora.

a) Pentru prima dintre acestea, Iunia,
autorul porneste de la baza textuald si
analizeaza lectiunile alternative, trecand
in revistd principalele interpretiri.
Cercetatorul accentueazd faptul ci nu
existd nici o atestare a formei de
masculin a numelui Iunia, iar traducerile
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Noului Testament din primele secole
aduc argumente ci acesta a fost
considerat feminin. Existd o traditie
bine reprezentatd in gandirea patristica
si  post-patristicd,  potrivit  careia
personajul lunia este o femeie, ideea ci
ar fi barbat apartinand lui Aegidius de
Roma. Numele Iunias nu existi atestat
ca atare nicdieri, spre deosebire de
forma lunia care detine un numir de
250 de atestdri numai in inscriptiile din
Roma. Traducerile romanesti, cu cateva
exceptii, preferd, in mod clar, un nume
masculin.

b) In ceea ce priveste cea de-a doua
identitate, Nimfa (Col. 4:15), autorul
constatd cd identitatea personajului din
Epistola catre Colosen: fluctueaza inci din
manuscrisele  grecesti ale  Noului
Testament impreuni cu pronumele
personal care il iInsoteste. Traditiile
patristice sunt divergente: in Apus s-a
considerat ¢ Nimfa este o matroana
cresting, iar In Rasdrit personajul a fost
interpretat ca fiind masculin. Tendinta
traducitorilor si a editorilor de a privi
in demersul lor la versiunile anterioare
si, in aceeasi masurd, reticenta fatd de
inovatiile aduse de textul critic sunt
doui cauze identificate de autor pentru
a motiva aparitia schimbdrilor investigate
anterior. Autorul Incheie analiza celor
doud versete cu o recomandarea
explicita ca viitoarele traduceri in
romaneste ale Noului Testament si
aibi ca punct de pornire nu alte versiuni
romanesti, ci un text critic de referinti,

pentru recuperarea decalajului fati de
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versiunile din alte limbi si pentru a tine
pasul cu evolutile din domeniul
studiilor biblice.

Cel de-al treilea capitol, Conditiondri
ecleziologice, trateaza doi termeni extrem
de disputati in istoria traducerii Noului
Testament: preshyteros si hierens. Dupa o
prezentare a termenilor in textele
primelor secole crestine si in traditia
biblici romaneasci, autorul subliniaza
faptul ca diversitatea solutiilor propuse
pentru ocurenta din 1 Timotei oferd un
teren propice pentru diverse interpretiri
sau reconstituiri teologice. Revizuirea
traducerii  termenului  (preosi,  preotie,
preotime, mai marii preotilor §i, iardsi,
preotime) dovedeste cd schimbirile din
textul Noului Testament sunt, uneori,
rezultatul unei decizii luate pe cale
ierarhica. Solutia propusd de Iustin
Moisescu, in 1955, nu a intrat efectiv in
uz decat dupi aproape un sfert de veac,
iar versiunile catolice si cele protestante
au ajuns la un acord in privinta redarii
acestui termen, in ciuda unor diferente
teologice de fond, care se pastreaza.

Ultimele doud capitole se ocupi de
conditiondrile mariologice si de cele
soteriologice.

a) Pentru primul tip de conditionari,
Emanuel Contac alege spre discutie
versetele: Marcu 3:21, Tuca 1:28, 11:28
si loan 2:4. Primul verset enumerat
face referire la rudele lui Isus prin
intermediul secventei hboi par'anton, pe
care traducitori o redau, in general,
literala.

problema a fratilor lui Isus” are o

intr-o  manierd Aceastd
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istorie indelungati, ale cirei ramificatii
ajung si in teologia romaneasca.

b) Privitor la cel de-al doilea tip de
subliniazd cd

conditiondri, autorul

soteriologia romaneasci face abstractie,
de reguld, de limbajul

Hjustificarii”  (Indreptatirii), iar acest

paulin  al

fapt a determinat aparitia unor moduri
diferite de a traduce ocurentele verbului
difaionn 1n epistolele apostolului Pavel.
Privind traditia biblica romaneasca in
ansamblul ei, autorul afirmi ci in
primele el secole aceasta este mai
degrabd ,,ecumenici”, constind intr-o
editie filo-calvind (Noul Testament de
la Bilgrad, din 1648) care este inclusid
(cu ajustdri) intr-o editie ortodoxa,
Biblia de la Bucuresti (1688), aceasta
din urmd devenind punctul de pornire
al greco-catolicului Samuil Micu, a
cdrui munci este fructificatd de clericii
ortodocsi (Filotei si Saguna) si chiar de
Biblia sinodali din 1914. In privinta
Noului Testament, o fracturi ate loc in
traditia  biblica
publicarea versiunii ,,Nitzulescu” (1897).

romanescad  prin
Incepand cu editia lui Gala Galaction,
prefetele versiunilor ortodoxe contin
elemente de polemica.

Studiul efectuat de Emanuel Contac
se inscrie In literatura de analizd a
traducerilor biblice. Dilemele fidelitats,
conditiondri culturale i teologice reprezintd
o lucrare de pionerat prin tematicd,
dovedind originalitate prin perspectiva
aleasa pentru a discuta despre optiunile
cultural = si
traducerea Sfintei Scripturi. Unul dintre

motivate teologic  in
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meritele principale ale lucririi este acela
de a fi tratat, In mod obiectiv si
echilibrat, 11 pasaje controversate din
Noul Testament, pasaje cu o impot-
tantd mizd confesionald si culturala.
Mentinandu-se constant intre limitele
unui studiu filologic, autorul propune o
noud perspectivi asupra traducerilor

biblice, si anume: o viziune in care
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Biblia si fie tradusi cu ajutorul unor

instrumente filologice si teologice
adecvate §i cu raportarea constantd la

textele originale.

Drt. Ana CATANA- SPENCHIU

Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”
anaspenchin@gmail.com

Felicia Dumas, Dictionar de termeni religiosi ortodocsi : roman-francez.
Editura Doxologia, lasi, 2010, 350 p. // Dictionnaire bilingue de termes
religiense orthodoxes : francais-roumain. Editions Doxologia, Tasi, 2010,

270 p.

Maitre de

Conférences, docteur en linguistique

Felicia Dumas est
au Département de francais, Faculté

de Lettres, Université , ,Alexandru
Ioan Cuza” de lasi. Le sujet de la
liturgie orthodoxe en langue frangaise
représente une préoccupation constante
these de

,» Techniques nonverbales de commu-

de Tlauteure: doctorat
nication dans la liturgie orthodoxe”
(1998), articles sur le gestual liturgique
orthodoxe et sur les traductions
bibliques, livres: Gest si expresie in
liturghia ortodoxd. Studiu semiologic (2000)
et Llorthodoxie en langue frangaise —
perspectives spirituelles

(2009), projet Dictionar romin-francez,

linguistiques et

[francez-roman de termeni religiosi ortodocsi
(2007-2010, projet financé par CNCS).
Les résultats finaux de ce projet sont
les deux volumes : Dictionar de termeni
religiogi

ortodocsi : roman-francez et

Dictionnaire  bilingne de  termes religienx

orthodoxes : frangais-roumain, parus avec
la bénédiction de Son FEminence
Monseigneur Théophane Métropolite
de Moldavie et de Bucovine, a la
Maison d’édition Doxologia, de Iasi,
en 2010.

Le premier volume, ayant le
roumain comme langue principale,
contient : Introducere, en trois parties —
1. O terminologie religioasd ortodoxd in
limba francezd, 2. Dictionarul: structurd si
utilitate, 3. Multumiri — a laquelle on
ajoute: Referinte bibliografice, Abrevieri in
limba romaind, Abrevieri in limba francezd,
Sigle, le corps du dictionnaire et une
liste de Sfinti in calendarul ortodox.

Le deuxiéme volume, ayant le
francais comme langue principale
contient a son tour : un Avant-propos
en trois parties — 1. Un dictionnaire bilingne
de termes religienx: orthodoxes, 2. Structure
dn dictionnaire bilingne frangais-roumain de

termes religiensc orthodoxes, 3. Remerciements
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— auquel on ajoute: Références
bibliographiques, Abréviations en frangais,
Abréviations en roumain, Sigles, le corps
du dictionnaire, une liste avec Les
saints du calandrier orthodoxe, et, en plus
a la fin, des Annexes avec des Fragments
liturgiques et priéres orthodoxes.

Dans la premiere partie du premier
volume, l'auteure présente le contexte
historique et culturel de la création
d’une terminologie orthodoxe en langue
francaise, il s’agit de I’émigration des
russes et des grecques (orthodoxes) en
France au debut du XX-i¢me siecle et
la célébration du culte orthodoxe en
langue frangaise, d’ou la nécessité des
traductions. L’auteure souligne le fait
quil s’agit plutdt d’une terminologie
type

individualisée au niveau du lexique,

culturelle, de confessionnel,
que d’une langue liturgique orthodoxe
francaise. La difficulté de la traduction
des textes orthodoxes dans une langue
avec un autre spécifique confessionnel
se reflete dans les options de
traduction fixées en trois types de
pratiques normatives : explicites dans
les glossaires finales, explicites dans
les notes, et implicites (dans les textes
liturgiques qui ne permettent pas de
glossaites ou de notes) (p. 12). La
terminologie religieuse orthodoxe est
formée d’un noyau qui comprend: des
termes d’origine latine communs a
toutes les confessions chrétiennes de
France, des emprunts grecques et
slavones, des syntagmes ,,recupérés”
du francais litteraire. Dans la deuxiéme

partie, 'auteure précise le fait que le
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dictionnaire représente 'objectif final
du projet déroulé, et justifie I’édition
dans deux volumes en raison du
contenu, dimensions, accesibilité, en
résultant deux directions de la
précision des équivalences. Le premier
volume s’adresse a un publique
roumain francophone auquel on offert
des noms communs du vocabulaire
religieux roumain et leurs équivalences
en francais, ayant en vue le fait que la
langue roumaine littéraire a été créée au

des

orthodoxes. Les dictionnaires religieux

sein traductions  religieuses
roumains antérieurs concernent plutot
les termes théologiques, tandis que le
dictionnaire de Mme Felicia Dumas se
propose la présentation des termes
spécifiques a I'orthodoxie, environ 900
termes, plusieurs qu’en francais, en
raison de la fixation des concepts dans

des

lexicographique du premier volume est

mots autonomes. Une entrée
ainsi structurée: la partie du discours
et les particularités morphologiques, la

définition de type encyclopédique,

I’équivalent francais, le contexte, des
synonymes francais dans lordre
décroissant de la fréquence, des

expressions et des locutions, et on
mentionne parfois des hymnes. Le
dictionnaire terminologique bilingue
est en méme temps un dictionnaire
encyclopédique par les définitions de
type

Pinitiation  du

encyclopédique qui  visent

lecteur dans la
dimension confessionnelle de ’use et

de Ia

termes,

signification  spécifique des

mais aussi par linsertion
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aupres des noms communs, richement
et diversement représentés, des noms
propres des saints et des fétes. Les
références bibliographiques comptent
31 titres, en complétant le corpus
d’environ 40 types de sources employées
(textes écrits et enregistrements).

Dans la premiére partie du
deuxiéme volume, lauteure met en
évidence I'importance des dictionnaires
bilingues dans leur double qualité :
d’,instruments lexicographiques essen-
tiels pour P'apprentissage d’une langue
étrangere et d’indispensables passeurs
de contenus sémantiques entre deux
cultures” (p. 5). La démarche de
Pauteure est la premicre parce quil n’y
a pas aucun dictionnaire bilingue
roumain-francais, francais-roumain de
Clest
justement apres l'année 1989 qu’on

termes religieux orthodoxes.

réalise des traductions massives entre les
deux espaces culturelles, et notamment
confessionnelles. On reprend presque
toutes les observations de I'introduction
du premier volume, et on précise
encore une fois quil sagit d’une
terminologie religieuse orthodoxe en
francais, et non pas d’une langue
francaise, comme dans le cas du
francais catholique. Le statut de la
confession orthodoxe en France est
minoritaire, on patle d’orthodoxes en
France en commencant avec le début
du XX-iéme siécle avec les Russes et
Grecques émigrés. Tout a fait il y a
aussi depuis une dizaine d’années des
roumains orthodoxes en France, il y a
la Métropole Orthodoxe Roumaine
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d’Europe Occidentale et Méridionale,
d’ou la nécessité de traduire des textes
de culte. Si ,,dans la culture roumaine,
la langue litteraire a pris naissance en
méme temps que la traduction du
slavon des livres liturgiques”, en
France ,,une terminologie orthodoxe
depuis le moment de

se crée
I'implantation de lorthodoxie en
France” (p. 8). L’auteure souligne la
complexité de la démarche: traiter
d’une facon lexicographique une
réalité lexicale confessionnelle qui n’est
pas spécifique pour Iespace culturel
francais: orthodoxie. Dans la deuxiéme
partie de ce volume on précise que les
enviton 750 termes francais sont
exclusivement de termes considérés
spécifiques pour I’Orthodoxie. Ce
volume finit avec quelques Fragments
liturgiques et prieres orthodoxes, pour que
le lecteur ait ainsi un contact direct
avec ,,des échantillons de la vie litur-
gique pratiquée en langue frangaise”
(p. 20).

La démarche de Mme Felicia
Dumas est novatrice et se distingue
par la délimitation avec précision et
clarté de la notion de terminologie
religieuse orthodoxe en francais, a
cause de l'individualisation au niveau
du lexique par Dintermédiaire des
emprunts dans les traductions, en la
caractérisant comme  terminologie
culturelle de type confessionnel. On
remarque la rigueur de la recherche
par Pemploi des typologies marquant
la variété des éléments: les sources (40

types de textes et d’enregistrements), les
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termes (différents champs référentiels
en liaison avec les champs notionnels
de I’Orthodoxie), les normes lexicales
(extraits des normes des traducteurs).
Le dictionnaire est remarquable par
son accessibilité parce qu’il contient
des définitions encyclopédiques avec
le but déclaré d’initier le lecteur dans
la dimension confessionnelle et dans
la signification spécifique des termes,
et aussi des contextualisations.
L’auteure connait trés bien les
besoins didactiques et les besoins
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confessionnels d’un dictionnaire bi-
lingue de termes religieux orthodoxes,
vue ses préoccupations antérieures.
C’est, comme l'auteure méme le dit,
un dictionnaire attendu (en 2010), et
déja considéré comme un outil
indispensable dans les travaux des

biblistes roumains francophones.

Dr. Alina BURSUC
Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”

alina.bursud@hotmail.com

Ierom. Agapie CORBU, Sfantul Grigorie de Nyssa: tilenitor al Scripturii. O

introducere in exegeza biblicd patristicd. Cuvant-inainte de pr. prof. Vasile
Mihoc. Editia a II-a. Editura ,,.Sf. Nectarie”, Arad, 2011. 378 p.

Volumul de fati reprezinti o incercare
de analizi a operei gregoriene in
biblice

patristice. Autorul dedicd prima parte

coordonatele hermeneuticii

a lucrarii, intitulatad Sfanta Scripturd in
Stantului
fundamentelor teologice (doctrinare)

opera Grigorie  de  Nyssa,
ale exegezel si hermenecuticii biblice
gregoriene. Ce sunt, pentru Sfantul
Grigorie, Scripturile? Introducerea in
discutie este ficutd prin analiza unor
teme precum Revelatia (continua si
progresiva) si raportul omului cu ea,
caracterul inspirat §i natura sacra-
mentald ale Scripturii, prezenta
Logosului in Scriptura, ca si relatia
dintre Sfanta Scripturd si Sfanta
Traditie. Mai aplicat, sunt expuse in
continuare gradatia cartilor biblice,
precum si — in cateva pagini deosebit de

reusite — raportul dintre Noul si

Vechiul Testament (p. 112-121) in
conceptia Sfantului Grigorie.

Partea a doua este dedicatd Takuirii
Stintei Scripturi in opera Sfantului Grigorie
de Nyssa. Apartinand Bisericii, Sfantul
Grigorie nu poate interpreta textul
revelat decit in Biserica lui Hristos.
Sursele de lucru ale autorului sunt in
primul rind scrierile gregoriene pur
exegetice, care reprezintd doar aproxi-
mativ o treime din opera sa, dar si, in
fapt, Intreg restul operei sale, de
vreme ce ea se intemeiazd consecvent
pe Sfintele Scripturi (p. 125). Capitolul
debuteazd cu prezentarea motivatiei
exegetului si a scopului exegezei, urmate
de o sectiune dedicata sensurilor
Bibliei (literal i duhovnicesc).

Discutia continud fascinant pe
tema raportului intre talcuirea Sfintei
Scripturi  §i norma de credinta a
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Bisericii (p. 182-191). Pentru majoritatea
biblistilor de astdzi, atenti si se
incadreze In cadrele metodei stiintifice,
prejudecata teologica nu poate fi, in
general, decat povari, taina sau sursid
pentru o exegezd avand numai un
scop pastoral. Dupd autor, plasarea
bisericeascd a exegetului patristic nu
poate si nu trebuie trecutd sub tdcere:
la biblicd
Sfantul Grigorie nu porneste cu o

procesul de exegezd

«minte goald», ci avand-o formati in

cadrele Invataturii Bisericii”; parintele

biseticesc va ciuta armonizarea
fructului exegezei cu indreptarul
Traditiei.

Capitolul IL5. este dedicat interpre-
tarii literale, o sectiune dintre cele mai
interesante: aflim informatii despre
variantele Scripturii utilizate de Sfantul
Grigorie, interesul acestuia pentru
unele elemente de limbd ebraicd si
exegezd iudaicd, apelul la etimologie,
utilizarea parafrazei sau a contextului.
Recenzentul de fatd, cel putin, si-ar fi
dorit ca wunele dintre informatiile
acestel sectiuni sa fi aparut rezumativ
la inceputul lucririi. Desi intelegem
sensul abordarii (Intai viata in Biserica
si doar apoi exegeza), e probabil prea
mult pentru cititor si astepte doud
sute de pagini pentru a afla, in sfarsit,
care era ,textul Scripturii” pe care il
stia si citea, ca atare, Sfantul Grigorie.

Capitolul I1.6 desctie, complementatr,
preocuparea Sfantului Grigorie pentru
aflarea sensului duhovnicesc, mai inalt,
al textului revelat. Autorul alocd un

spatiu generos pentru a prezenta, pe
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urmele studiilor clasice ale lui Jean

Daniélou, conceptele fundamentale
theoria 1 akolonthia In exegeza patristica,
in general, si la Sfintul Grigorie, in
particular.

In partea a treia, intitulatd Sfinta
Scripturd 5i viata duhovniceascd in opera
Stantulni Grigorie de Npyssa, autorul se
striduieste sd arate modul in care exe-
geza biblicd st la baza unei teologii
»duhovnicesti”. Sfantul Grigorie de
Nyssa vorbeste despre ,,cuminecarea
prin cuvantul biblic” si ,,enumerd
studierea §i meditarea Scripturii intre
virtutile duhovnicesti de exceptie” (p.
353). Viata duhovniceascd a talcui-
torului Imbisericit influenteaza actul
exegezel. Analiza nu putea fi incheiatd
fird expunerea modului in care Sfanta
Scripturd este in mod natural integratd
actului sacramental al Bisericii.

Textul volumului ar fi putut

beneficia, poate, de o concluzie
generald. Bibliografia folosita reflectd,
desigur, materialele de lucru, dar putea
fi, In mod cert, mai bogatd. Desi nu se
poate nega cd autorul a ficut foarte
bine ce trebuia si facd in primul rand,
adicd s cerceteze opera gregoriani —
lucrul care i-a reusit pe deplin si
pentru care meritd felicitiri — literatura
dedicatd ar fi

considerabil nivelul tratiarii subiectului

secundara ridicat
(precum se poate observa atunci cand
sunt prezentate opiniile unor M.
Canavet sau ]. Daniélou). Surprinde
absenta oricdrui indice. Volumul apare
in conditii grafice foarte bune, este
cules exemplar si oferd, la final, un
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numdr generos de pagini pentru
notitele cititorului.

Salutim retipdrirea acestui studiu
temeinic, care nu poate lipsi nimanui

dintre cei care sunt interesati de teologia
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biblicd pattistica.
Dr. Dragos MIRSANU

KU Leuven
dragos.mirsani@gmail.com

W. FRANCOIS, A. A. den HOLLANDER (ed.), Infant milk or hardy
nourishment? The Bible for lay peaple and theologians in the early modem period. In
colectia ,,Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium”.
Uitgeverij Peeters, Leuven, 2009. 492 p.

Rezultatul unor sesiuni de comuniciri
din anii 2005 si 2007 pe tema rolului
Bibliei in Evul Mediu si in perioada de
inceput a modernismului, volumul
Infant milk or hardy nourishment? The Bible
Jor lay people and theologians in the early
modern period — editat de W. Francois si
A. A. den Hollander si publicat, in 2009,
in colectia ,,Bibliotheca Ephemeridum
Theologicarum Lovaniensium” (CCXXI)
— reuneste o serie de contributii
privind receptarea Textului sacru in
Europa, in randul eruditilor si al
maselot, In perioada anilor 1450-1670.
Pornind de la expresiile pauline
minfant milk” (1 Cor. 3:2) si ,,hardy
nourishment” (Evr. 5:12-14), studiile
cuprinse in acest volum analizeaza o
controversd apdrutdi In perioada
Reformet: textul sacru ar trebui si fie
rezervat numai teologilor si clerului
sau ar trebui si circule, in aceeasi
masura, si in perimetrul laic?

Volumul cuprinde trei sectiuni,
reprezentind tot atdtea perioade din
istoria traducerii si receptirii Bibliei in
Europa, in timpul Reformei: anii
1450-1520 (prima parte), 1520-1595

(partea a II-a) si 1595-1670 (partea a
III-a).

In prima parte (1450-1520) sunt
discutate problemele aferente petioadei
producerii primelor traduceri ale Bibliei
Acest
evenimente

destinate lectorului neinstruit.

fapt este corelat cu
precum: apatritia tiparului, publicarea
Noului Testament de citre Erasmus
din Rotterdam (1517) sau gradul de
dezvoltare a valotilor umanismului,
fapt care a dus la cresterea interesului
pentru sursele biblice ale cunoasterii
(ad fontes). Remarcim aici articolul lui
August den Hollander, Early Printed
Bibles in the Low Countries, 1477-1520 (p.
51-61), care scoate in evidenta, in toate
articulatiile ~ sale, deosebit al

laicatului din Tarile de Jos in tiparirea

rolul

Bibliei. In acest sens, sunt expuse unele
amanunte cu caracter istoric §i statistic
privind problema tipdririi Bibliei in
contextul mai larg al producerii de carte
din acea vreme. Aflim cd in Tirile de
Jos au fost publicate, in decursul anilor
1477-1520, 115 editii integrale sau
partiale ale Bibliei, majoritatea scrise in
limba latind, cuprinzand, de reguld,
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texte necesare vietii cultice: evanghelii,
epistole si psalmi.

textului
sacru in randul maselor, interesant de

Legat de popularizarea

remarcat este profilul cumparitorului
si, totodatd, al cititorului de carte
religioasd, prefetele in olandeza vremii
demonstrand faptul ci laicii aveau, nu
de putine ori, initiativa tiparirii Bibliei.
Dezbaterile din prima parte a
volumului privind inceputurile tradu-
Bibliei in limbi
constituie un excelent punct de plecare

cerii vernaculare
pentru partea a Il-a, care reflectd, din
punct de
perioadei cuprinse intre 1520-1595.

acelasi vedere, profilul
Influentati de reforma protestanti si
de principiul fundamental al acesteia,
sola  scriptura, aceastd perioadd este
definitd ca fiind una a contradictiilor.
in timp ce Biserica Catolicd interzicea
traducerea Bibliei In limbile vernacu-
milita
pentru cultivarea spiritualititii biblice

lare, miscarea reformatoare
prin accesibilizarea acesteia in limba
fiecarei comunitati religioase. Astfel,
in articolul Divine inspiration and Biblical
Translators: The Vetus Interpres of the Latin
New  Testament in a Comparison  of
Erasmus, Petrus Sutor and Frans Titelmans
(p- 87 s.u.), Paolo Sartori analizeazi
problema existentei/ rolului inspiratiei
Bibliei,
pornind de la controversele iscate la

divine 1n actul traducerii
inceputul secolului al XVI-lea pe
marginea versiunii catolice oficiale a
Noului Testament, cuprinsd In textul
Vulgatei, consideratd ca nefiind, in
ansamblul siu, ,,Jerome’s own work,

but that of an anonymous translator,
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an Interpres” (p. 90). Socotind-o, din
acest motiv, neinspirati, reformistii
cer si fie inlocuitd cu o noui versiune,
tradusa din limba greacd si insotitd de
aparat critic, superioard ca stil si
fidelitate celei cuprinse in [wlgata,
efectuati de Erasmus din Rotterdam
(1517). Consideratiile expuse vizeaza
controversele dintre apologetii celor
doud versiuni, Petrus Sutor (Erasmus)

(Interpres), pe

marginea prezentei vs. absentei inspira-

si Frans Titelmans
tiei divine in actul traducerii Bibliei.

Articulat pe aceeasi problemid a
LHliberalizarii” accesului maselor la
textul Bibliei, Wim Francois desctie, in
articolul The Condemnation of V' ernacular
Bible Reading by the Parisian Theologians
(1523-31), p. 111 s.u., perioada anilor
1523-1531, marcati de miscatrea teolo-
gilor parizieni, condusd de Néel Beda,
care interzicea citirea si interpretarea
Bibliei in limbile vernaculare, directie
dati prin traducerile umanistilor vremii,
Lefévre d’Ftaples si Erasmus din
Rotterdam. Cunoagterea si intelegerea
Bibliei rimanea, astfel, privilegiul celor
care erau dedicati, institutional, studiu-
lui si contemplarii acesteia.

In articolul What Ever Happened to
sola sctiptura? Text and Paratext in
Siscteenth-Century French Bibles (p. 141-165),
Bettye Chambers intreprinde o analizd
comparativ-istoricA asupra relatiilor
dintre vatrianta textuald si elementele
(titluri,

realititilor

paratextuale imagini, harti
detaliate  ale biblice,
numerotiri de capitole si versete,
rezumairi ale cirtilor biblice, glose si
trimiteri marginale etc.) din primele
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biblii traduse si tipdrite in limba
franceza, in secolul al XVI-lea: Biblia
lui Tefevre d’Etaples, tradusi din
limba latind (Antwerp, 1523-1530),
Biblia ,,protestantd” a Robert
Olivétan, tradusi din ebraicd §i greacd
(Neuchatel, 1535), culminand cu editia
din 1588 a Biblici de la Geneva,
revizuitd de protestanti. Toate aceste

lui

texte sunt puse In antitezd cu

traducerea in limba francezd a lui

Sébastien  Chateillon,

Franta, in acelasi secol, ,,the only one
5

tipdritd  In

truly to espouse the concept of sol
Seriptura, all
except Scriptural references” (p. 163).
Faptul ci bibliile in limba francezd din
secolul al XVI-lea au fost publicate

eschewing comment

mai ales in exteriorul tdrii, o conduce
pe autoare la concluzia ca: ,,Reform
was in the air in the 1530s... but not
on French soil” (p. 147).

In articolul William Tyndale and the
Clandestine Book Trade. A Bibliographical
Quest for the Printers of Tyndale’s New
Testament, Gwendolyn Verbraak isi
propune si identifice tipografii citorva
editii din secolul al XVI-lea ale Noului
Testament, varianta ,, Tyndale”, pe baza
cercetdrii tehnicii tipografice (tip de
scriere, initiale, ornamente, ilustratii).

Tot
incercarea de a contura o imagine cat mai

in acest capitol remarcim
complexd privind transmiterea Bibliei

ca ,,fenomen cultural”. In acest sens,
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Nelly de Hommel Steenbakkers
prezintd, dintr-o dubld perspectivi, a
cenzurii §i a protejarii  individului,
problema ilustratiilor
Apocalipsei in bibliile tiparite in T4drile
de Jos, in secolul al XVI-lea. Arta si
tehnica impodobirii textului sacru sunt

modificarii

privite din perspectiva ,,tensiunilor”
dintre canon si creativitate de J.
Clifton si M. M. Mochizuki.

In secolul al XVII-lea, asupra ciruia
se concentreazd studille din a treia
parte a cartii (perioada cuprinsa intre
anii 1595-1670), creste numarul exege-
tilor si al scolilor de exegeza biblica,
fapt pus pe seama secularizdrii si
rationalismului.

Editat impecabil, volumul de fata
contribuie la o foarte bund imagine de
ansamblu, accesibildi si cititorului
neavizat, privind istoria traducerii,
tiparirii si receptarii Bibliei in Térile de
Jos, aflati mereu la confluenta a doua
mentalitati: una conservatoare (a
Bisericii Catolice), de pistrare nealte-
ratd a textului revelat al Bibliei, si alta
reformatoare, de rispandire (traducere
in cat mai multe limbi vernaculare,
studiere, cultivare) a acestuia in randul

maselot.

Dr. Ana-Maria GINSAC

Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”
anamaria_gansad@yahoo.com
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,» The Bible Translator”, vol. 62 (no. 1, January 2011; no. 2, April 2011), 63
(no. 1, January 2012, no. 2, April 2012, no. 3, July 2012), 64 (Special Issue:
Papers in honour of Roger Omanson, Part I, April 2013). ISSN
0260-0943; 0260-0935.

Revista este editatdi de United Bible Societies si apare in doud serii, Technical
Papers (in 1anuarie si iulie) §i Practical Papers (aprilie si octombrie).

Desi subiectele abordate sunt, la prima vedere, ,,exotice” pentru cititorul
roman (pentru cd se referd mai ales la traducerea Bibliei in limbi mai putin
cunoscute, din parti indepirtate ale globului pimantesc), ele sunt interesante
pentru cd pun in discutie (5i) chestiuni de ordin principial. Seria Technical Papers
abordeazd chestiuni legate strict de problemele traducerii Bibliei intr-un anumit
idiom (e.g. K. Gadilia, Filling some gaps: Notes on the History of Georgian Bible
Translation; K.-W. Peng, Contempling the Future of Chinese Bible Translation: A
Functionalist Approach; Lynell Zogbo, How Could Something So Right Be So Wrong?
OT References to the Left and Right Hand: Implications for Translation in Africa etc.), de
modalitatea in care diversele probleme de hermeneuticd a textului biblic se
refectd in traducere (Stanley E. Porter, Transiation, Exegesis and I Thessalonians
2.14-15: Conld a Comma Have Changed the Conrse of History?; ]. Ferreira, A Note on
Jonah 2.8: Idolatry and Inbumanity in Israel etc.). Seria Practical Papers cuprinde studii
cu caracter mai general, referitoare la relatia dintre procesul de traducere a
Bibliei in limbile vernaculare si problemele actuale ale societatii. Se sugereaza,
astfel, cd, dincolo de a fi un proces pur intelectual, Inchis in sine insusi, rezetvat
unui numar restrans de initiati, traducerea Bibliei este o activitate cu implicatii la
nivel social, pe de o parte, iar, pe de alta, ea este influentati de evolutia
umanitatii din punctul de vedere al culturii, al tehnologiei, al mentalitatilor. In
sensul acesta este conceput si titlul seriei (Practical Papers): ea vizeaza implicatiile
procesului de traducere a textului biblic in viata de zi cu zi. Numarul 2 al vol. 63
(aprilie 2011), de exemplu, este dedicat traducetii cu ajutorul computerului si al
programelor de traducere automatd. Un alt studiu, publicat in nr. 2 al vol. 63
(aprilie 2012) (Catl Gross, Ewmbarrassed by the Bible: What’s a Translator to do?),
pune in discutie statutul pasajelor ,,stanjenitoare” din textul biblic (cele care se
refera la subiecte tabu: injurii, aluzii la sex, prostitutie, partile corpului etc.),
avansind conceptul de ,,zgomot” in comunicarea umani, adici tot ceea ce are
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drept efect perturbarea mesajului In procesul de transmitere de la emititor la
receptor, fie ci este un factor care face ca o parte a mesajului si se piardd pe
parcurs sau unul care distrage atentia receptorului, impiedicind, astfel,
receptarea corecti a mesajului. Autorul aratd cd, de cele mai multe ori,
subiectele tabu nu sunt ,zgomot”, ci fac parte din mesaj, subliniind o
semnificatie sau constituind o strategie narativd. La aceasta se adauga inca o
dificultate, faptul ci subiectele tabu, stanjenitoare, nu sunt aceleasi pentru toate
culturile. De aceea, traducitorul care isi propune o redare a mesajului, si nu una
literald, trebuie sd fie un bun cunoscitor al culturii din care face parte limba in
care traduce, el avand, pe de o parte, misiunea de a evita elementele care ar
putea perturba transmiterea mesajului biblic si, pe de altd parte, de a nu trunchia

semnificatiile textului.

Paul MAGDALINO, Robert NELSON (eds.), The Old Testament in Byzantium.
Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, Washington, D.C.,
2010. 333 p. ISBN 978-0884023487.

Volumul The Old Testament in Byzantimm cuprinde o parte dintre lucrdrile
prezentate la simpozionul omonim care a avut loc in perioada 1-3 decembrie
2006, la Dumbarton Oaks, la finalul unei expozitii de manuscrise ale Bibliei
anterioare anului 1000 (,,In the Beginning: Bibles before the Year 1000”). Tema
comuna a studiilor este clar anuntati de titlu (Vechiul Testament in epoca
bizanting), insd autorii au fost invitati sd aibad in vedere nu doar textul in sine, ci,
mai ales, relatia dintre acesta si diverse laturi ale societdtii epocii. Aceasta este,
agadar, intentia volumului, asa cum subliniazd editorii, in introducere,
remarcand si un fapt paradoxal: desi Biblia este textul omniprezent in Bizant
(sau poate tocmai de aceea), nici un volum, colocviu, simpozion etc. dedicate
epocii bizantine nu s-a focalizat asupra textului biblic.

In volumul discutat, textul biblic este vizut in relatie cu oamenii (capitolul
al II-lea: Nicholas de Lange, The Greek Bible Translations of the Byzantine Jews); cu
viata personala (capitolele al Il-lea: James Miller, The Prophetologion: The Old
Testament obh Byzantine Christianity? si al 1V-lea: Georgi R. Parpulov, Psalters and
Personal Piety in Byzantinm); in relatie cu arta (capitolele al V-lea: John Lowden,
Llustrated Octatench Manuscripts: A Byzantine Phenomenon si al 1X-lea: Robert
Ousterhout, The Rhbetoric of Byzantine Architecture); in relatie cu istoria (capitolul al
Vl-lea: Elizabeth Jeftreys, O/d Testament “History” and the Byzantine Chronicle) si
figurile dominante ale acesteia (capitolele al V1I-lea: Claudia Rapp, O/ Testament
Models in Early Byzantium, al X-lea: Ivan Biliarsky, Old Testament Models and the
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State in Early Medieval Bulgaria, al XI-lea: Jane Dammen McAuliffe, Connecting
Moses and Mubammad), cu viata monastica (capitolul al VIII-lea: Derek Krueger,
Old Testament and Monasticin).

Introducerea (capitolul I) semnatd de cei doi editori anticipeazd aspectele
abordate de studiile cuprinse in volum, urmdrind istoria Vechiului Testament si
relatia acestuia cu diversele aspecte ale vietii bizantine. Volumul prezent se inscrie,
de fapt, intr-o serie care mai cuprinde altele trei, avand ca tema centrald Bizantul
(Becoming Byzantine: Children and Childbood in Byzantinm, aparut in 2009; San Marco,
Byzantium and the Myths oh Venice $i Trade and Markets in Byzantium, in pregitire).

Dr. Midilina UNGUREANU

Universitatea ,,Alexandru Toan Cuza”, lasi

The Bible Translator, Technical Papers. Vol. 63, No. 3, July 2012, Alternative
Modernities and Bible Translation. Papers from the Nida Institute Seminar,
Misano Adriatico, Italy, 31 Jan — 4 Feb. 2011. Editor Stephen W.
Pattemore. Published twice yearly (January and July) by The United Bible
Societies. ISSN 0260-0935.

The Bible Translator is an important and well-known journal that appears in two
seties, Technical Papers in January and July, and Practical Papers in April and
October. The journal discusses a wide variety of topics related to Bible
translation.

The articles included in this journal’s number deal with matters as:
Alternative Modernities and Bible Translation: An Introduction (Colin J. D. Greene,
Research Professor of Biblical and Contextual Theology at New York
Theological Seminary and Program Leader for Theology, Imagination, and
Culture at Sarum College, Salisbury), Historical Criticism Reformulated in the “Age of
Imagination” (Marijke De Lang, Global Translation Advisor for the United Bible
Societies), Faithful Translation in an Age of Multiple Modernities (Daniel Kerber,
Translation Consultant for the Bible Society of Brazil and professor of New
Testament at the Faculty of Theology of Uruguay, in Montevideo), How do we
interpret the disconrse of Jesus’ Healing of the Deaf-Mute (Mark 7.31-37) from a
Postmodern Perspective? A Discussion on the Necessity of a Korean Sign Language
Translation  (Ji-Youn Cho, researcher and manager in the Translation
Department of the Korean Bible Society and a part-time professor at
Westminster Graduate School of Theology, Korea), Hearing the 1 vice of the Other:
Engaging Poets and Writers as Bible Translators, with a Case Study on Isaiah 7.14
(Hans-Olav Mork, project leader of the new Norwegian Bible translation, Bibel
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2011, and Bible translator), Interreligious Dialogne and its Impact on Bible Translation
in Sudan (Edward Kajivora, Executive Secretary and Translation Consultant,
Bible Society in South Sudan).

The Bible Translator, Practical Papers. Vol. 63, No. 2, April 2012. Editor
Stephen W. Pattemore. Published twice yearly (April and October)
by The United Bible Societies, ISSN 0260-0943.

The main topic of this journal is to foster discussion of a wide variety of
matters related to Bible translation. This number of the journal starts with a
discussion about vernacular scriptures signed by Harriet Hill, Global Center for
Trauma Healing Program Director with the American Bible Society. Also an
interesting practical paper is Translations That Cannot Be Read in Church: Using
Women's Groups to Improve the Qnality and Readability of a Translation, signed by
Martha Wade, a translation consultant with Pioneer Translators in Papua New
Guinea and a UBS honorary translations advisor.

Discussing the cultural differences, Carl Gross, an international translation
consultant based in Australia, tries to provide an answer to the following topic:
Ewmbarrassed by the Bible: What's a Translator to Do? Another practical paper is The
Cultural  Impact of Jesus’ Teaching: Matthew 5.13-15, written by Natarajan
Subramani, translation advisor with the Bible Society of India. The last
contribution, signed by Paul Ellingworth, entitled Let’s Start with Mark: It's Easy,
is dedicated to the study of the Gospel of Mark, the first book of the Bible
translated in many languages.

Dr. Ana CATANA-SPENCHIU
Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, Tasi

Charles B. Puskas — David Crump, A#n Introduction to the Gospel and
Acts. Berdmans, Grand Rapids — Cambridge, 2008. 210 p. ISBN
978-0802845573.

Un volum sintetic care sd prezinte impreund nu numai Evangheliite (E), ci si Faptele
Apostolilor (FA) — in calitatea ultimei de operd lucanici, continuatoare a E3 — este
greu de gisit. Pentru a umple acest gol nejustificat, dat fiind consensul actual al
cercetitorilor cu privire la paternitatea FA, cei doi autori, Inarmat, fiecare, cu o
metodologie diferitd (stiintificd — Puskas, teologica - Crump), oferd in volumul de
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fatd un text accesibil, concis, fundamentat pe dovezi literare si istorice si, prin
prezentarea echilibratd a exegezelor concurente, perfect angajant.

Capitolele 1 si 2 prezintd excelent contextul istoric al scrierii E si FA,
respectiv o introducere In metoda critico-istoricd (despre originea, forma si
redactia textului etc.). Capitole 3-7 reprezinta tot atatea introduceri in fiecare
dintre textele in cauzd — Marcu, Matei, Iuca, FA (aspecte literare, tematica) si loan,
cuprinzand o discutie privind alcituirea, paternitatea, contextul, izvoarele si temele
principale ale acestora.

Avand un caracter introductiv, textul surprinde plicut prin prezentarea
neutrd a opiniilor divergente si invitatia la dezbatere. In ciuda acestei
neutralitati, cititorul va recunoaste cu usuringd o usoari favorizare a abordarii
critico-istorice In detrimentul unei abordiri ,,mai teologice” (aspect observabil,
de pildd, in discutiile privind redactarea textelor). Intru totul recomandabil,
acest volum poate fi utilizat cu mare succes, In opinia noastrd, deopotriva de
seminaristii si studentii cu un interes deosebit in studiul biblic, ca si de
cunoscitorul avansat al textelor. Am gasit deosebit de utili prezentarea
contextului istoric din primul capitol si, in general, modalitatea de prezentare si
exemplificare a numeroaselor teme din cartile discutate. Indicii nominal, tematic
si scripturistic sunt exceptional de bogati. Volumul contine, de asemenea,
ilustratii utile (tabele, harti, diagrame). Desi referintele din note sunt excelente,
bibliografia de sfarsit, inexplicabil, lipseste.

Dr. Dragos MIRSANU
KU Leuven

Eugen MUNTEANU (coord.) et al., Receptarea Sfinter Scripturi: intre
filologie, hermenentica si traductologie (1) — Lucrarile Simpozionului
National , Exploriri in traditia biblica romaneascd §i europeana”,
4-5 noiembrie, 2011. Editura Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”,
Iasi, 2012. 414 p. ISBN 978-973-640-659-1.

In cadrul acestui volum sunt publicate comunicirile sustinute la editia a II-a a
Simpozionului National ,,Exploriri in traditia biblica romaneasca si europeana”,
organizat de Centrul de Studi Biblico Filologice ,,Monumenta linguae
Dacoromanorum” al Universitatii ,,Alexandru lIoan Cuza” din lasi in perioada
4-5 noiembrie, 2011.

Investigatiile din cadrul acestui volum se inscriu, din punct de vedere

tematic, intr-una din urmitoarele patru sfere: problematica filologici (Ioana
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Costa, ,,Fiiul omului, stii pre picioarele tale”: Traducerea vocativului in lez. 2:1 476,
Dana Luminita Teleoacd, Inovatii lexicale in textul biblic actual, Madilina
Ungureanu, De la Vechiul Testament la Parimiar: Parimiile 1 ecerniei de la 1 septembrie
s.a.), problematica traductologicd (Marian Ciuca, Influenta originalului grecesc in
Biblia de la 1688. Traducerea participiului in Evanghelia dupd Matei; Emanuel Contac,
Fidela — o traducere romaneasca fideld a Bibliei King James (1611) s.a.), hermeneuticd
biblicd (Mioara Dragomir, Modalititi de transmitere a mesajelor biblice in romannl
Auntichrist, de Ion Ghetie, Dionisie Constantin Pirvuloiu, Evanghelia dupa Marcu —
paradox i iromie $.a.) s$i istoria receptdrii textelor sacre (Silviu Lupagscu, Uzn
comentarin despre Facerea 17:20. Cei doisprezece printi ai fitlor lui Ismael i Apocalipsa lni
Sergius Babird $.a.). Acestea au fost, de altfel, si cele patru sectiuni ale
simpozionului, in cadrul cdruia au fost prezentate 39 de comunicari stiintifice.

Volumul cuprinde si comunicarea inaugurald, Prodectu! ,,Bibliilor Hispanice”,
sustinutd de prof. dr. Claudio Garcia Turza (Instituto Origenes del Espafiol,
Universidad de La Rioja), ilustru reprezantant al filologiei biblice din Spania,
director al centrului ,,Cilengua” (El Centro Internacional de Investigacion de la
Lengua Espafiola), al cdrui obiectiv este promovarea studiilor axate strict pe
explicatia stiintificd a Bzbliei, pe textele originale, pe versiunile si traducerile ei (cu
deosebire in spaniold), precum si pe patrunderea, prezenta si difuzarea acestora in
domeniul literelor hispanice (http://www.cilengua.es/presentacion-1).

Andrés Enrique-Arias (ed.), La Biblia Escorial 1.1.6. Transcripcion y
estudios. ,,Biblias hispanicas”, coleccion digital. Fundacion San Millan
de la Cogolla — Cilengua, Logrono, 2010. 100 p. + CD (2066 p.).
ISBN 978-84937654-6-0.

Apdruti in colectia ,,Cilengua” (El Centro Internacional de Investigacion de la
Lengua Espanola), lucrarea [a Biblia Escorial 11.6. Transecripcion y estudios face parte
dintr-o serie de volume publicate in format electronic, axate pe studiul Bibliei
,»El Escorial” (= EO6) de la biblioteca Manistirii cu acelasi nume. Datat in a
doua jumaitate a secolului al XIII-lea, textul E6 (358 folios) reprezintd unul dintre
documentele cele mai importante ale culturii spaniole medievale, fiind o copie a
unei traduceri in ,,castellano” a unei parti din Vechiul Testament (de la cartea
Proverbelor incolo) si a Noului Testament dupa Vulgata. Calificandu-l drept un
text important pentru lingvistica, filologia si cultura spaniold, Javier Garcia
Turza, directorul Instituto Origenes del Espafiol, il descrie ca ,,uno de los
primeros textos completos en lengua romance que se conocemn... un texto que
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refleja un castellano verndculo suficientemente maduro y consolidado” (Profog,
p. 12).

CD-ul atagat volumului de prezentare (100 de pagini) contine transcrierea
textului ,,in oglindd” cu Vaulgata Stuttgartensia, precum si o serie de studii filolo-
gice si lingvistice privind: descrierea codicologicd a manuscrisului, traducerea
textului In lumina traducerii biblillor medievale (Andrés Enrique-Atias), scrierea
si fonetica (Pedro Sanchez-Pricto si Marfa Jests Torrens), morfologia si sintaxa
textului (Cristina Matute si Enrique Pato). CD-ul contine si un indice exhaustiv

al formelor inregistrate in manuscris.

Miguel C. Vivancos, Glosas Marginales de los manuscritos visigoticos de San
Millan de la Cogolla. ,,Biblias hispanicas”, coleccion digital. Fundacion San
Millan de la Cogolla — Cilengua, Logrofio, 2010. 33 p. + CD-ROM.
ISBN 978-84937654-8-4.

In cadrul acestui volum, apirut in format electronic, in colectia ,,Cilengua”,
Miguel C. Vivancos editeazi cele 1231 de glose din manuscrisele vizigote medievale
de la Manistirea San Millan de Cogolla. Studiul releva o prezenta coplesitoare a
gloselor in cartile spirituale fatd de cele cultice, situand apogeul procedeului
glosarii in secolul al XI-lea. Axat pe particularitatile grafice ale gloselor si pe
sursele care le-au inspirat, autorul scoate in evidentd numeroase aspecte ale
latinei medievale, precum si date importante privind geneza si originile istorice

ale limbii spaniole.

Evanghelie invatatoare (Govora, 1642). Editie, studiu introductiv, note si
glosar de Alin Mihai Gherman. Editura Academiei Romane, Bucuresti,
2011. 522 p. ISBN 978-973-27-2117-9.

Aparitia unei editii moderne a Evangheliei invdtdtoare [sau cazanie preste duminicile
anului §i la praznice FOAAPCKUN'D § laalfi sfinti wnpoy, scoasd §i primenitd de pre limba
rusascd pre limba rumaneasci cn voia §i cheltuia maritnlni domn Mathein Basarab, voievod,
dard cn usteneala §i izvodirea lui Silvestru deromonah, tipdritu-s-an intru dumnezeiasca lavrd
Govora, carea iaste hramul oyenenne Bife], 1642, constituie un eveniment editorial de
exceptie. Acest fapt i se datoreaza profesorului Alin-Mihai Gherman, care pune,
astfel, la dispozitia specialistilor un text foarte important pentru istoria limbii
romane.

Pe langa transcrierea interpretativda a celor 616 pagini tiparite (p. 153-480),

volumul cuprinde un studiu introductiv foarte bine documentat, in care autorul isi
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propune si desluseasca contextul cultural (situatia tiparului si a cartii in Tara
Romaneascd, in prima jumdtate a veacului al XVII-lea), politico-administrativ,
confesional (reactia domnitorului si a clerului impotriva patrunderii si rispandirii
Reformei in Tarile Romane) si lingvistic in care a fost produs acest text (p. 5-147).
Autorul discuti atat cadrul aparitiel sursei care a stat la baza traducerii romanest,
o BEvanghelie (6vVraic Sunreance..) tipiriti la Rohmanov, in 1619, de Kiril
Tranquillion-Stavrovetsky, cat si modul in care acest text a ajuns si fie preluat si
tradus, In mod selectiv, de ieromonahul Silvestru de la Manastirea Govora. Pagini
ample sunt rezervate comparirii traducerii romanesti cu sursa ei, atat sub aspect
tipografic (hartie, caractere, frontispicii, gravuri etc.), cat si lingvistic (trasdturi
fonetice si morfo-sintactice, procedee de imbogitire a lexicului etc.). Legat de
acestea, studiul introductiv pune in evidenta elementele distinctive ale acestui text
in materie de principii omiletice si expresivitate.

Textul transcris este insotit de o notd asupra editiei (p. 149-152), in care sunt
explicate principiile de transcriere utilizate, o listd a prescurtdrilor si trimiterilor
marginale slavone (p. 481-483), precum si un glosar de cuvinte rare (p. 485-517).

Elena DANILA, Problemse de gramatica a limbii romane. Editura Academiei
Romane, Bucuresti, 2011. 225 p. ISBN 978-973-27-2082-0.

Apirutd In continuarea tezei de doctorat — publicatd In volumul Vechi si nou in
sintaxa limbii romaine, Casa Editoriald ,,Demiurg”, lasi, 2004 —, lucrarea Probleme de
gramaticd a limbii romdne reprezintd, dupa cum mentioneazd autoarea in Prefatd, ,,0
incercare de rafinare a unor solutii analitice din punct de vedere gramatical,
existente deja in literatura de specialitate, precum si cercetarea unor subiecte
noi, ceea ce subliniazi, o data in plus, terenul inci vast, deschis analizei, pe care
limba romana in toate variantele ei o impune specialistului” (p. 9).

Dr. Ana-Maria GINSAC
Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, lasi
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CRONICA CENTRULUI
»MONUMENTA LINGUAE DACOROMANORUM”
2011 - 2012

I. Editarea Bibliei de la Bucuresti

— A fost finalizatd revizia completd a transcrierii Ms. 45, precum si prima revizie
a transcrierii Ms. 4389.

— A fost predat la tipar volumul al XXII-lea al seriei ,,Monumenta linguae
Dacoromanorum. Biblia 16887, care contine cartea losephus ad Macabaeos; autori:
Eugen Munteanu (coord.), Ana-Maria Ginsac, Elsa Liider, Maria Moruz,
Lucia-Gabriela Munteanu, Adrian Muraru, Midélina Ungureanu.

— A fost predat la tipar volumul al Xslea al seriei ,,Monumenta linguae
Dacoromanorum. Biblia 1688”, care contine cartea lob; autori: Eugen Munteanu
(coord.), Ana-Maria Ginsac, Elsa Lider, Maria Moruz, Lucia-Gabriela
Munteanu, Dionisie Pirvuloiu, Sabina Rotenstein, Madilina Ungureanu.

— Au fost redactate comentariile cartilor biblice: Proverbele lui Solomon (Octavian
Gordon), lor (Dionisie Pirvuloiu), Ieremia (Mihai Vladimirescu).

— Au fost redactate versiunile moderne ale urmatoarelor carti: Proverbele lui
Solomon (Octavian Gordon), Iov, Luca, Faptele apostolitor (Dionisie Pirvuloiu),
Ieremia (Mihai Vladimirescu), Danie/ (Ovidiu Sfetlea).

I1.1. Publicagii

— A apdrut numdrul 2 (2011) al revistei Biblicum Jassyense. Romanian Journal for
Biblical Philology and Hermenentics. Editori: prof. dr. Eugen Munteanu (editor sef),
dr. Ioan Florin Florescu, dr. Midilina Ungureanu, dr. Maria Husarciuc, conf.
dr. Felicia Dumas; dr. Ana-Maria Ginsac. Varianta electronici este disponibild la
adresa: http://consilr.info.uaic.ro/~mld/monumenta/images/BJ_2.pdf.

— A apirut volumul Monumenta linguae Dacoromanorum. Biblia de la 1688, Pars IX, I
Paralipomenon, 11 Paralipomenon, Eugen Munteanu (coord.), Stefan Colceriu, Elena
Danild, Mioara Dragomir, loan-Florin Florescu, Ana-Maria Ginsac, Gabriela



168 BIBLICUM JASSYENSE

Haja, Elsa Lider, Maria Moruz, Sabina Rotenstein, Midalina Ungureanu,
Editura Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, Iagi, 2011.

— A aparut volumul Receptarea Sfintei Scripturi: intre filologie, hermenentica i
traductologie. Lucrdrile Simpozionului National ,, Explordri in traditia biblicd romineascd si
enropeand”, 28-29 octombrie 2010, Editura Universitatii ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”,
Tasi, 2011.

I1.2. Articole si studii

— Prof. Eugen Munteanu, Lucia Gabriela Munteanu, Un eveniment filologic de
exceptie: publicarea unei versiuni romanests din secolul al XV 11I-lea a Bibliei, tradusd dupd
Vulgata, i1n Gheorghe Chivu, Alexandru Gafton, Adina Chirild (coord.), Filologie
i bibliologie. Studii |in onoarea profesornini Vasile Tdral, Editura Universitatii de
Vest, Timisoara, 2011, 253-268.

— Maria Moruz, Adrian Iftene, Alex Moruz, Dan Cristea, Semi-Automatic
Alignment of Old Romanian Words using Lexicons, in Proceedings of the 8" International
Conference ,,Linguistic resources and tools for processing the Romanian language”, 8-9
December 2011, 26-27 April 2012. Editors: Mihai Alex Moruz, Dan Cristea, Dan
Tufis, Adrian Iftene, Horia-Nicolai Teodorescu, ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”
University Press, Iasi, 2012, 119-126.

— Dr. Madalina Ungureanu, Intre VVechinl Testament si parimiar: cartea lui Iov, in
,,Philologica Jassyensia”, nr. 1 (2012), 81-93.

— Dr. Ana-Maria Ginsac, Considerazioni generali sull'approccio latineggiante nella
traduzione dei nomi propri biblici romeni, in ,,Biblicum Jassyense. Romanian Journal
for Biblical Philology and Hermeneutics”, nr. 2 (2011), 17-29

— Dr. Ana-Maria Ginsac, Despre echivalarea toponimelor biblice descriptive in limba
romand, In ,,Studii si Cercetdri Lingvistice”, LXIII (2012), nr. 1, 121-135.

ITI. Burse, granturi in desfigurare

— Dr. Maria Husarciuc a obtinut o bursd postdoctorali POSDRU, in cadrul
proiectului POSDRU/89/1.5/S/49944, ,,Dezvoltarea capacititii de inovare si
cresterea impactului cercetdrii prin programe post-doctorale”, cu proiectul de
cercetare Frageologie biblica romdineasca. Corpus adnotat §i studin lingvistic.

— Prof. dr. Eugen Munteanu a obtinut finantare de la CNCS
PN-II-ID-PCE-2011-3-043 pentru un proiect tip IDEI, cu titlul Prima traducere
romaneascd a Septuagintet, operd a lui Nicolae Milescu (Ms. 45, BAR Clu)). Editie criticd,
studii lingvistice §i filologice. Perioada de derulare: octombrie 2011 — octombrie 2014.
Valoare proiect: 1.030.200 lei.
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— Dr. Madalina Ungureanu a obtinut o bursa postdoctorala in cadrul proiectului
POSDRU/89/1.5/5/63663, ,,Retea transnationaldi de management integrat al
cercetdrii  postdoctorale in domeniul Comunicarea stiintei. Constructie
institutionald (scoald postdoctorald) si program de burse (CommScie)”, cu
proiectul de cercetare Traditia enrgpeand §i romaneascd a unei carti bisericesti: parintiaril.

IV. Conferinte, participari la manifestari gtiintifice

Membrii Centrului ,,Monumenta linguae Dacoromanorum” au participat cu
lucriri la urmatoarele manifestdri stiintifice:

— Colocviu International Aniversar FEugenin Coserin-90 de ani de la nagstere
(lagi-Balti, 27-29 iulie 2011): Sabina Rotenstein, ,Relatia dintre forma si
continut in morfologia numelor proprii”.

— Simpozionul ,,Explorari in traditia biblicd romaneasca si europeana” (lasi, 4-5
noiembrie, 2011): Eugen Munteanu, ,,Bestiariu biblic. Cateva hapax legomend”;
Maria Moruz, Mihai-Alex Moruz, ,,Alinierea semiautomati a cuvintelor din
B1688, Ms. 45 si Ms. 4389”’; Madilina Ungureanu, ,,De la Vechiul Testament la
Parimiar: parimiile Vecerniei de la 1 septembrie”.

— Conferinta Nationala Text s discurs religios (Iasi, 10-12 noiembrie, 2011): Madalina
Ungureanu, ,,Doud fragmente din Lexvconul lni Suidas in Paripiile lui Dosoftei”.

— Simpozionul International Culturd si identitate romaneascd. 'I'endinte actnale 5i reflectarea
lor in diaspora (lasi, 21-23 septembrie, 2011): Eugen Munteanu ,,Teme si obiective in
cercetarea biblico-filologicd romaneasci. O evaluare in context european”.

— The XXIV International Congress of Onomastic Sciences Nawes in daily life
(Barcelona, 5-9 septembrie, 2011): Sabina Rotenstein, ,,Suffixes of Greek Origin
in the Romanian Anthroponymy” si Ana-Maria Ginsac, ,,The Translation of
Biblical Proper Names. A Relevance-Theory Approach”.

— Conferinta Internationald de Onomastica Numele 5i numirea (Baia-Mare, 19-21
octombrie, 2011): Ana-Maria Ginsac, ,,Proper Names in Marginal Glosses from
17t Century Romanian Bible Manuscripts”.

V. Simpozionul ,Exploriri in traditia biblici romineascd si
europeana”

In contextul zilelor Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza” din Iagi, Centrul de
Studii Biblico-Filologice ,,Monumenta linguae Dacoromanorum”, impreund cu
Asociatia de Filologie si Hermeneuticd Biblici din Romania si Institutul de
Filologie Romana ,,A. Philippide” au organizat, la lasi, In perioada 4-5
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noiembrie, 2011, a doua editie a Simpozionului National ,,Exploriri in traditia
biblicd romaneasci $i europeani”.

Lucrarile simpozionului s-au incadrat in urmitoarele domenii tematice:
problematica filologici, problematica traductologicd, hermeneuticd biblicd si
istoria receptdrii textelor sacre. Timp de doui zile, aproximativ 30 de specialigti
in studii biblice din diferite centre universitare din tard (lasi, Bucuresti, Chisinau,
Craiova, Clyj etc.) au dezbatut diferite aspecte ale unui domeniu mai putin
cercetat, cel al traditiei biblice romanesti. Sesiunile de comuniciri au fost
deschise vineti, 4 noiembrie, in Aula Mare a filialei din Iasi a Academiei
Romiane, acad. Viorel Barbu, presedinte al Filialei din Iagi a Academiei Romane,
prof. dr. Vasile Isan, rector al Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza” din Iagi,
prof. dr. pr. Gheorghe Popa si prof. dr. Gheorghe Popa, prorectori ai
Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza” din lagi, prof. dr. Stefan Avidanei, decan
al Facultatii de Litere §i prof. dr. Eugen Munteanu, director al Institutului de
Filologie Romani ,,A. Philippide” din Iasi si presedinte al Asociatiei de Filologie
si Hermeneutici Biblici din Romania. In cadrul sedintei festive de deschidere a
simpozionului, prof. dr. Claudio Garcia Turza (Instituto Origenes del Espafiol,
Universidad de La Rioja, Spania), a sustinut prelegerea inaugurala: E/ proyecto de
las Biblias hispanicas. In cadrul simpozionului au fost lansate volumele Monumenta
lingnae  Dacoromanorum. Pars 9: Paralipomenon 1, Paralipomenon I, Editura
Universitatii ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi, 2011 si Receptarea Sfintei Scripturi intre
Silologie, hermenenticd si traductologie, Editura Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”,
Tasi, 2011.

Prezentim in continuare titlurile comunicirilor si autotii acestora:

[1] Iuliana BANCESCU (Centrul National pentru Conservarea si Promovarea
Culturii Traditionale, Bucuresti), Receptarea Bibliei in Transilvania, in ¢poca de
dupd Uniatie. Pricesne pe teme biblice.

[2] losif BISOC (Institutul Teologic Romano-Catolic Franciscan, Roman),
Contributia scolii franciscane la interpretarea Stintei Scripturi.

[3] Iosif CAMARA, Elena CAMARA (Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, Iasi),
Transpunerea conceptului ,,impdratie” in citeva traduceri enropene ale rugdaciunii ,, Tatal
nostru”.

[4] Alina CAMIL (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi), Aspecte ale evolutiei
termenilor vechi pregenti in Litarghier. Traditie vs. inovatie.

[5] Ana-Veronica CATANA-SPENCHIU (Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”,
lasi), Biblia de la Blaj (1795) si problematica traduceri.

[6] Silvia CHIOSEA (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi), Insertii biblice intr

un panegiric greco-roman adresat lui Constantin Brincoveann.
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[7] Anuta Rodica CIORNEI (Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, lasi), Aspecte
privind echivalarea termenilor fitonimici in vechile versinni biblice romanesti.

[8] Marian CIUCA (Universitatea din Bucuresti), Influenta originalului grecesc in
Biblia lui Serban — Evangbelia dupd Mate.

[9] Mihai CTUREA (Universitatea din Craiova), Editii critice moderne ale Noului
Testament 7 limba greacd.

[10] Emanuel CONTAC (Institutul Teologic Penticostal, Bucuresti), Fidela, o
traducere romaneascd fideld a versinnii King James 1611.

[11] Ioana COSTA (Universitatea din Bucuresti), , Finl omului, stii pre picioarele
tale”. Traducerea vocativului in lez. 2:1-47:6.

[12] Bogdan CRETU (Academia Romana, Filiala lasi), ~Azitudini medievale privind
animalul. De la bestiaru/ Bibliei /a gindirea simbolicd.

[13] Diana DARABANA (Universitatea ,,Alexandru lIoan Cuza”, lasi), Stlizarea
citatului biblic in publicistica eminesciand.

[14] Mioara DRAGOMIR (Institutul de Filologie Romani ,,A. Philippide”, Iasi),
Verbul a (se) voiera §i familia sa lexicald in Ms. BAR 45 — o foarte probabild relatie
cut manuscrisul initial al traducerii biblice a lui Nicolae Milescu Spatarul.

[15] Stefanica DRAGOS (Institutul Teologic Penticostal, Bucuresti), Gal 5:12
intre imprecatie i ironte. Avatarurile in traditia biblicd romaneascd ale unei remarci
polemice a Sf. Apostol Pavel.

[16] Felicia DUMAS (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi), Motive biblice in
Acatistul Buneivestiri.

[17] Iulian FARAOANU (Institutul Teologic Romano Catolic, lasi), Folosirea
originald a Scripturilor sacre in Apocalips. Dificultiti si tentative de rdspuns.

[18] Valeriu GHERGHEL (Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, lasi), Cantarea
cantarilot, 2:1: o controversd exegeticd.

[19] Costel GHICA (Universitatea ,,Alexandru Toan Cuza”, lasi), Inteles i
interpretare in epistolarul panlin.

[20] Ana GHILAS (Universitatea de Stat, Chisindu), Motive biblice in proga
saizgecistilor. 1V alente estetice si sociale.

[21] Ana-Matia GINSAC (Universitatea ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”), Glosarea numelor
proprii in vechile traduceri romdinesti ale Bibliei.

[22] Octavian GORDON (Universitatea din Bucuresti), Despre abrevierea cdrtilor
biblice in limba romdand. Contributii la intocmirea unui set de norme de abreviere.

[23] Francisca Simona KOBIELSKI (Universitatea din Bucuresti), Exegeza Noului
Testament. Parabolele (Lc. 15).

[24] Cristina-Mariana LUNGU (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi),

Problematica traducerii unor nume de animale in traditia biblica romaneascd.
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[25] Silviu LUPASCU (Institutul de Istorie a Religiilor, Bucuresti), Un comentarin la
Facerea, 17:20. Cei doisprezece printi ai fiilor lui Iymael si Apocalipsa lui Sergins
Babhira.

[26] Gabriel MARDARE (Universitatea ,,Vasile Alecsandti”, Bacdu) ,,Daru/
limbilor” si energia punerii in cnint la Sfintul Pavel. O abordare neopragmaticd a
asumadrii rolulni de apostol.

[27] Alexandru MIHAILA (Universitatea din Bucuresti), Limitele comunititii in
provincia persand Y ehud.

[28] Maria MORUZ, Mihai-Alex MORUZ (Univetrsitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”,
lasi), Alinierea semiautomata a cuvintelor din B1688, Ms. 45 si Ms. 4389.

[29] Eugen MUNTEANU (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, si), Bestiarin
biblic. Céteva hapax legomena.

[30] Lucia Gabriela MUNTEANU (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi),
Functii texctuale ale lexcemelor din campul lexical semantic verba dicendi in ,,Biblia
Vulgata” de la Blay (1760 1761).

[31] Tarciziu-Hristofor SERBAN (Institutul Teologic Romano-Catolic, lasi),
Metafora biblicd: de la fignrd de stil la revelatie divind.

[32] Iosif TAMAS (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi), Prin Stinta
Scriptura 7 facem lni Dumnegen loc in spatinl public romanesc.

[33] Wilhelm TAUWINKL (Universitatea din Bucuresti), Inriurirea plurivalentei
Semantice a terminologiei religioase romanesti asupra evaludrii acuratetei unei traduceri a
Sfintei Scripturi.

[34] Dana-Luminita TELEOACA (Institutul de Lingvisticd ,,Jorgu Iordan — Al
Rosetti”, Bucuresti), Inovatii lexicale in texctul biblic actual.

[35] Claudio Garcia TURZA (Instituto Origenes del Espafiol, Universidad de La
Rioja), E/ proyecto de las Biblias hispanicas.

[36] Madilina UNGUREANU (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi), De /a
Vechiul Testament /z Parimiar: parimiile 1 ecerniei de la 1 septembrie.

[37] Ana VAIPAN-BOBU (Universitatea ,,Alexandru loan Cuza”, lasi), Traditia
patristicd, reper si criteriu de interpretare a textelor sacre.

[38] Mihai Valentin VLADIMIRESCU (Universitatea din Craiova), Inustrumentar
electronic pentru traducdtornl si exegetul contemporan al Sfintei Scripturi.

[39] Sorin ZAHIU (Universitatea Nationald si Capodistriand, Atena), Luca
17:20b, peta mopatnpnocog — contributie hermenenticd §i propunere de traducere.

Simpozionul s-a incheiat cu adunarea generald anuald a Asociatiei de
Filologie si Hermeneuticd Biblica din Romania, creatd cu scopul de a promova

activititile stiintifice din domeniul studiului comparativ al textelor biblice,
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precum si al istoriei interpretirii acestor texte in antichitate, modernitate si

lumea contemporana.
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