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Abstract. The present research is dedicated to the translation of the Akathistos
Hymn conserved in Rom MS 1348 in the Library of the Romanian Academy in
Bucharest. The text of the Akathistos Hymn is written on two parallel columns, with the
Romanian version on the right side and its Slavonic equivalent on the left. This
translation is placed in the larger tradition of the 17"-century Romanian versions of the
Akathistos Hymn and is compared with the previous attempts from Bisericani
Monastery in order to underline the grammatical choices that were made by the
translator of MS 1348.

Keywords: Akathistos Hymn, bilingual manuscripts, diachronic language
contact, syntactic changes, Romanian translations from Slavonic.

INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we will be analysing Rom MS 1348 preserved in the Library of the
Romanian Academy in Bucharest (henceforth BAR), a seventeenth-century bilingual
manuscript of the Akathistos Hymn, which contains the Slavonic version on the left side of
each page, accompanied by the Romanian translation on the right side®. The focus of our
analysis will be the morphosyntactic features of the Romanian text as compared to the
morphosyntactic features of the Slavonic text, particularly from the point of view of linguistic
contact, as defined by Nikolaos Lavidas in his work (Lavidas 2022), inquiring whether the
more peculiar grammatical constructions were triggered exclusively by the Slavonic text or
also by other previous Romanian translations.
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The Akathistos Hymn (henceforth AH) is one of the most influential liturgical pieces
dedicated to the Mother of God®. It is a poem which follows strict prosodical rules. It contains
24 stanzas, whose initials form an alphabetical acrostic in Greek. The poem has 12 long
stanzas (named oikoi) comprising 18 verses, and twelve short stanzas (named kontakia)
comprising six verses; a long stanza is always followed by a short one’. The long stanzas
conclude with the refrain “Hail, Bride Unwedded”; the short ones — with the refrain
“Hallelujah”. Each long stanza comprises a series of twelve salutations addressed to the
Virgin, listed before the refrain; each salutation verse begins with the verb Xaipe, hence their
name of chairetismoi.

In the following, we will first concentrate on the passages that were highly
standardized in Greek and Slavonic and on their rendering in the Romanian translation,
which, as shall be seen, shows more variation than one would come to expect. In the second
part of our study, we will also discuss a number of constructions that may be perceived as
atypical in the context of what is known about old Romanian syntax.

This research aims to bring certain innovations in this field from at least three points
of view. First of all, it is important to note that although this manuscript has been known and
described by Romanian philologists for many decades (Mihaila 1972: 312), the bilingual text
of the AH has not been edited. Even the Slavonic-Romanian lexicon that is copied close to
the AH and that — to a certain extent — represented its bid to fame among Romanian
philologists was only edited in very recent times, within the confines of a different project,
The First Romanian Bilingual Dictionaries (17" Century). Digitally Annotated and Aligned
Corpus (eRomLex), which was organised between 2020 and 20228,

Secondly, it should be noted that a considerable number of Romanian linguists
who studied old Romanian texts in comparison to their sources showed a predisposition

6 The poem was very likely composed in the fifth century (Peltomaa 2011; Toniolo 2017) and
was included in the liturgy of the Byzantine Church not before the ninth century (Toniolo 2017: 5).
Since late thirteenth/early fourteenth century, the AH has been the source of the iconographic theme
known as the ‘Akathistos cycle’ (Constantinides 1983; Pétzold 1989; Spatharakis 2005; Dobrynina
2017: 330-331).

" In the manuscript, the stanzas are counted as first kontakion (which corresponds to the
prooimion of the hymn), first oikos, second kontakion, second oikos, etc., leading to a total of 13
kontakia and 12 oikoi. We have, however, decided to follow Ermanno Toniolo’s style of counting the
stanzas of the AH (Toniolo 2017: 54-65) — as a result, the stanzas starting from the first oikos will
simply be counted as stanzas 1 to 24, rendered in the present article and in the upcoming edition as {1},
{2}, ... {24}, with the prooimion (which was not included by Toniolo in this recounting of the hymn’s
stanzas) being given the sign {P}. The verse numbers of each stanza are written between square
brackets, meaning that, for example, the first verse of the first stanza will be referred to as {1} [1]. For
the sake of clarity, we have made a departure from Toniolo’s notation of the verses in the long stanzas,
since he opted to count the 12 chairetismoi separately from the first 5 verses and the refrain, meaning
that there were two sets of verses 1-6 in his edition. In the present article and the upcoming edition, we
will count the 18 verses together, meaning that verses 1 to 12 of the chairetismoi in Toniolo’s edition
will be referred to as verses [6] to [17], while the refrain will be verse [18] instead of (the second) verse
6 in Toniolo’s text.

8 See Cretu 1900; Strungaru 1966; Seche 1966: 6-7; Mihiild 1973: 161-162; Mares 2010;
Ginsac — Ungureanu 2018 and mainly http://www.scriptadacoromanica.ro/bin/view/eRomLex/.
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to focus more on lexical issues® and less on morphosyntactic traits'®. Aside from this
tendency, it should be underlined that it was an even rarer event that the Romanian text
should be compared not only with its source, but also with other previous Romanian
translations (which is, in many cases, a consequence of the relative lack of editions for
these texts).

I. A UNIQUE MANUSCRIPT WITHIN THE SLAVONIC AND ROMANIAN
TRADITIONS OF THE AH

a) The Composition of BAR Rom MS 1348
The manuscript'! was composed in Wallachia by logothete Mihaiu, who was the son
of a deacon named Oprea: Ili avk renagie, A o AR - 3pua- w4 CKPH € MK AS, s ong'k
ATIKS B ANH 1w WERAA RWERS Axnmerpdan eaocte (. 111Y)12,

It opens with a Slavo-Romanian glossary (f. 1-84), followed by the bilingual AH (f.
85—104") and the katabasiai from the service of the Akathistos (f. 104"—106"). 1683 is the
terminus ante quem for the completion of the bilingual version of the AH (Hancu 2022: 21).
Although both its place of origin and its current location are Wallachia, the manuscript has
travelled in between. A note on the current first folio attests that at some point it belonged to
Chrysanthus Notaras, the Patriarch of Jerusalem. He signed the inscription as a hierodeacon
in Jerusalem, thereby dating it before his election as patriarch in 1708. From his collection
the manuscript entered the library of the Constantinopolitan Metochion of the Holy
Sepulchre. It was acquired by the Library of the Romanian Academy in 1952.

The AH of MS 1348 contains the Slavonic version on the left side of each page,
accompanied by the Romanian translation on the right side. The arrangement of text, with
Slavonic text on the left and Romanian text on the right, is well attested in the (religious)
literature produced in Wallachia in the second half of the 17 century. Other contemporary
manuscripts produced in the same region have a similar textual disposition: the oldest
Romanian manuscript of Barlaam and Josaphat (Stanciu-Istrate 2013), a manuscript of
religious polemics copied by Vlad Gramaticul (Timotin — Timotin 2002), the bilingual
dictionaries (Slavo-Romanian), which translate Pamvo Berinda’s Slavo-Russian Dictionary
(Kiev, 1627)%, etc.

9 See for example Zdrenghea 1958; Mazilu 2020: 26-27); Timotin 2013a, 2013b, 2016;
Timotin — Dragomirescu 2022: (328-330); Hancu 2022; Istrate 2023.

10 See however Timotin — Nedelcu 2015; Camari 2021; Burlacu 2021; Hancu 2022; Timotin —
Dragomirescu 2022: 317-328.

1 For a detailed description of the manuscript, see Cretu 1900: 46-47; Strempel — Moisil —
Stoianovici 1967: 589; Strempel 1978: 297; Timotin — Olar 2022: 67; Hancu 2022: 21-22 and mainly
Hancu 2023.

12 «“Written on the 9" day of January, in the year 7191 (1683). And I, Mihaiu the logothete, son
of Oprea the deacon, wrote this in the days of the voivode Serban and of the metropolitan Theodosie™.
All translations from Slavonic are our own.

13 See n. 8 above.
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To our knowledge, despite its formal resemblance to other contemporary manuscripts
produced in Wallachia, the AH preserved in BAR Rom MS 1348 is unique, by its structure,
in the Slavonic and Romanian cultures. There are other Romanian texts of the AH, which are
prior to BAR Rom MS 1348 and which are both manuscript (BAR Rom MSS 170, 540) and
printed (Uniev [Ukraine], 1673) (see below, L.b). Still, none of them preserves the full
Slavonic text. Their Slavonic parts consist of small fragments including the title, the liturgical
indications, sometimes passages of the AH,

b) The Slavonic and Romanian MS 1348 in the Context of the Slavonic and
Romanian Traditions of the Marian Poem

The Slavonic and Romanian texts of the AH preserved in BAR Rom MS 1348 are part
of larger textual traditions of the Marian poem. The Slavonic tradition of the AH goes back
to the 11" century (Momina 1985: 134). Mihail-George Hancu has established the connection
of the Slavonic text of MS 1348 with other Slavonic recensions of the AH (Hancu 2024), in
an article which focused on manuscripts which had not been studied by previous researches
on the Slavonic tradition (e.g. Momina 1985).

MS 1348 is part of an already flourishing Romanian tradition of the AH. A first
translation of the Marian poem was executed in Moldova, in Bisericani Monastery (Neamt
department) (Costinescu 1974; Dima 2009; Timotin — Mutaldp 2021) in the first half of the
17" century. Two manuscripts illustrating this translation are prior to MS 1348: one was
written between 1633 and 1648 (BAR Rom MS 540), another one dates to the middle of the
17" century (BAR Rom MS 170) (Mutalap 2021)1. A second Romanian translation was
published by Dosoftei, the metropolitan of Moldova, in Uniev (Ukraine) in 1673 (CRV 66;
BRV I: 215; Dima 2024)%. A third Romanian translation was printed in Bucharest, when
Teodosie was archbishop of Wallachia, in 1679—1683, probably in 1681 (CRV 81 A; Corfus
1945: 499; Poenaru 1973: 23)Y.

The present analysis will show that Mihaiu, the scribe of MS 1348, was aware of the
first Romanian translation, which he reproduces faithfully sometimes. In other situations, his
text is completely different from the first translation. Under the circumstances, we will
consider MS 1348 as new translation, highly dependent on the first Romanian translation of
the AH.

14 Through this way of combining Slavonic and Romanian texts these three manuscripts and
Dosoftei’s book resemble a large number of manuscripts and books produced by Romanians and which
are known simply as ‘Romanian’.

15 A third manuscript illustrating the same translation, equally executed in Moldova (Museum
of Oltenia, Craiova, Rom MS I 529), is posterior to MS 1348 and it is therefore not taken into account
in the present research. For this manuscript, see Mutalap 2023.

16 The edition of Dosoftei’s text has been done by Cristina-loana Dima within the
AKATHYMN project (Dima 2024).

17 For this book, of which only one copy has survived, and the period in which
it was printed, see Chitulescu 2015-2016, 2021. For its description see also Timotin 2021. The
edition of Teodosie’s text is currently prepared by Emanuela Timotin within the AKATHYMN
project.
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¢) Scribal Strategies for Producing Mirroring Texts

Mihaiu, the scribe of the manuscript, was very keen to produce a bilingual manuscript
where the Slavonic text and the Romanian translation mirror each other as regards the display
of the text. Obviously, the two versions of the AH did not have the same dimensions,
therefore his act of writing was never mechanic. Mihaiu used a series of scribal strategies to
maintain the balance between the two versions of the text. Whenever one version was longer
than the other, he displayed the material in a way in which he gained more space for the
longer version: he wrote the liturgical indications only in Slavonic (sometimes leaving one
or more blank lines on the Romanian column or, as was the case with the Canon’s title on
f. 87", writing the last word of the indication from the Slavonic half in the empty space on the
Romanian half, image 1), or he left more space between the words of the Slavonic version
(image 2). These scribal options suggest that he was copying the two parallel texts
simultaneously.

Image 1: Disposition of the Slavonic liturgical indications
in the Romanian column (MS 1348)

Image 2: arrangement of the Slavonic text, to mirror
the Romanian one (MS 1348)
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The Slavonic text is mostly limited on the left side, with few exceptions: sometimes,
the same liturgical indication, in Slavonic, is written both in the Slavonic, and in the
Romanian columns (f. 86": caaga n wsnkit raac) (image 3), which is consistent with other

contemporary Romanian versions of the AH, which always keep the liturgical indications in
Slavonic. It bears however mentioning that these indications are occasionally incomplete, as
is the case in the example on f. 86", where it is mentioned that the following song would have
a tone, but not which tone. In another situation, Mihaiu wrote the Romanian verb bucura-te
‘rejoice’ on the left column of f. 90¥ (i.e. in the Slavonic column) and then he corrected it by
putting it into brackets (image 4). His error is another proof that that he was copying the
Slavonic and the Romanian texts simultaneously.

Image 3: Slavonic liturgical directions both on the left (Slavonic) side,
and on the right (Romanian) side (MS 1348)

Image 4: Correction within brackets (MS 1348)

The Slavonic text was carefully read after it was written down, and a hand, maybe
Mihaiu’s, corrected some errors: the word rego was added between lines with another kind of ink

(f. 88"). Similarly, on f. 93", the ui in cwankoTESwIT is corrected in the margin with ro. On the

same folio, in stanza {8}, a further marginal addition was made by the same hand and ink which
made the corrections —at the end of the second line of this stanza, one word and the first syllable
of the next word were added (moa no), then followed, on the left margin of the page, by the

remainder of the incomplete word and the last two missing words from the stanza: noakoga
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sapn rako. Nevertheless, despite the clear concern for double-checking the Slavonic text for
missing words, it is noticeable that stanza {5} is short by one line from the chairetismoi, namely
line (16).

The manuscript is perfectly neat and clean, which proves once again that it was
not the translator’s first attempt of rendering the Slavonic text in Romanian. Obviously,
Mihaiu copied the Slavonic text and the Romanian text which had been previously
translated. His manuscript is not a deluxe one, as other Greek manuscripts of the AH
produced in 17"-c. Wallachia (Olar 2014, 2017; Cotovanu 2024; Olar 2024s), but it was
carefully executed. Mihaiu used red ink quite often, to write the first words of the title
in Slavonic, the liturgical indications (in Slavonic or in Romanian), or many initials
(image 5). In the final part of the manuscript, he skipped the first letter of the first word
of some Romanian phrases, almost certainly because he wanted to write them in red ink.
He never did it, for reasons which remain unknown (image 6), so the manuscript, from
this point of view, is unfinished. The katabasiai from the service of the Akathistos,
initially written in both languages, but for the last few folios, only in Romanian, with
space left for the Slavonic version (f. 104Y-106Y).

/
PABHOYHCALMLI A ~a 1 N

Image 5: Use of red ink in Slavonic and Romanian text (MS 1348)

T et pedrmma oy

Image 6: Omitted initial letter, first line (MS 1348)
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Bearing in mind all these details about MS, we will conceive the two texts — the
Slavonic and the Romanian ones — as two texts which mirror each other, but also as texts
which mirror respectively the Slavonic and the Romanian traditions of the AH. In the
following we will proceed with this analysis and inquire to what extent the Romanian text
relies both on the Slavonic text placed in close proximity and on the previous translation of
the Akathistos Hymn in Romanian, dating to the first half of the 17" century?*®.

II. TRANSLATING PATTERNS: A VARIETY OF SYNTACTIC OPTIONS
a) Refrain of the long stanzas

One of the structural features of the AH is the presence of two refrains, one for the
long (uneven) stanzas, another one for the short (even) ones. The translator of MS 1348 seems
to not have been aware of the prosodical rules of the kontakion or at least he did not intend
to follow them. The refrains in this manuscript are very variable.

For the long stanzas, the Greek refrain is: Xaipe vouen avopgevte'® ‘Hail, bride
unwedded’, which was constantly rendered in Slavonic as Pap$itca negkemo nenegRernas (MS

1348). Meanwhile, on only one occasion did the translator of MS 1348 try to replicate the
structure of the source, namely by using the verb Bucurd-te ‘rejoice’ in the imperative second
person singular, followed by a noun in the vocative, nevastd ‘bride, wife’?’, modified by an
adjective derived from it, nenevestitd (1a)?*. This option is a perfect calque of the Slavonic
text, which, in turn, was a calque of the Greek verse.

In all the other situations, the translator used other type of phrases: the centre of the
phrase remains the verb rejoice, but the verb is followed by two vocatives in coordination.
The adjective disappears, and the second noun is accompanied by the adverbial clitic zof ‘yet;
still” (1b, c). This type of phrase displays lexical variation with respect to the selection of
nouns in the vocative: in most situations they are nevasta ‘bride/wife’and fecioara ‘virgin’
(1b), in a couple of situations they are maica ‘mother’ and fecioara ‘virgin’ (1c).

(1) Gr.: Xdipe vopon avopeente

‘Hail, bride unwedded’

SL: Papitca negkero nenerkernaa (MS 1348, all long stanzas, [18])

(a) Rom.: Bucura-te, nevasta nenevestita! (MS 1348, {3} [18])

‘Rejoice, bride/wife unwedded’.

(b) Rom.: Bucura-te, nevasta si tot fecioara! (MS 1348, {1,5,7,9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19} [18])
‘Rejoice, bride/wife and still virgin!’

¢) Rom.: Bucuri-te, maica si tot fecioara! (MS 1348, {21, 23} [18])

‘Rejoice, mother and still virgin!’

18 Cristina-loana Dima (2009: 84) argued that MS 1348 included a new translation of the AH,
different from the one executed in Bisericani Monastery in the first half of the 17" c. and from Dosoftei’s.

19 For the Greek text of the AH, we have used the edition in Toniolo 2017.

20 In Romanian, nevastd is used with the meaning ‘bride’ in the 16™ c.; it acquired the meaning
‘wife’ only in the 17" c. (DLR, s.v.).

21 The word appears in DLR: it is considered ‘unusual’ and explained as ‘who is not married,
unmarried’. No example is quoted.
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The refrain of the long stanzas displays therefore an important variation: the same
Slavonic phrase is translated in three different ways. While displaying such a diversity of
choices despite translating the same Slavonic passage, MS 1348’s translator might have
been inspired by the first Romanian translation of the Akathistos Hymn (see Ib above).
The comparison between MS 1348 and other previous Romanian AH (MSS 540 and 170)
shows that the manuscripts produced in Bisericani Monastery in the first half of the 17
century also displayed strong variation in this respect. The most important feature of the
manuscripts produced in Bisericani is that they include double readings (Timotin — Mutalap
2021; Timotin — Olar 2022; Timotin 2023). The doublets can be words, phrases or sentences.
They are not written in margins, but introduced in the proper text. The second reading is
distinguished from the previous one by the figure ‘2°. The two manuscripts produced in
Bisericani include two refrains in the long stanzas of the AH: ‘Hail, unwedded wife!” and
“Hail, wife and still virgin!*%2.

(2)(a) Bucura-te, nevasta nenevestita! 2
rejoice.IMP.2SG=CL.REFL.2SG wife.voc NE-wedded.ADJ.VOC
bucura-te, nevasta si tot fecioara!
rejoice.IMP.2SG=CL.REFL.2SG wife.voc and still virgin.voc

‘Hail, unwedded wife/bride! 2 Hail, wife/bride and still virgin!’
(MS 540, long stanzas [18])

(b) Bucura-te, nevastd nenevestita! 2 si tot
rejoice.IMP.2SG=CL.REFL.2SG wife.vOC NE-wedded.ADJ.vOC and still
fecioara (MS 170, long stanzas [18])
virgin.voc
‘Hail, unwedded wife/bride! 2 and still virgin!’

The differences are presented in more detail in table 1:%

1%331“ RomMS 540 | Rom MS 170 Rom MS
Greek SIMS 1348 (with double (with double
18), . . 1348
translations) translations)
stanza
1 Xaipe vopon | Paasica Bucura-te, Bucuri-te, Bucuri-te,
avoppevte NeRRCTO nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
N nenevestita 2 | nenevestita 2 | fecioara!
NENER'RCTHAA o .
Bucura-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!

22 In MS 170, the scribe does no longer consider necessary to write the whole refrain, he notes
down only its last, modified part; for this trait of his work; see Timotin 2023: 1084-1085.

2 In all the tables, we used bold text for fragments that are similar across multiple
manuscripts.
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10

Refrain

Rom MS 540 Rom MS 170
(verse . . Rom MS
18) Greek SIMS 1348 (with double (with double 1348
i translations) translations)
stanza
3 Xaipe vopen | Papdea negkmo | Bucurid-te, Bucura-te, Bucuri-te,
avoppevTe NeneRBCTNA nevasta nevasta nevasta
nenevestiti 2 | nenevestiti 2 | nenevestita!
Bucura-te, nevasta si tot
nevastda si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!
5 Xaipe vopen | Paasica Bucura-te, Bucura-te, Bucuri-te,
avopQeeLTE NERCTO nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
nenevestita 2 | nenevestita! 2 | fecioara!
NENER'RCTHAA o . .
Bucuri-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!
7 Xaipe vopen | Paasica Bucura-te, Bucuri-te, Bucura-te,
avOpQeLTE nerKeTo nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
. nenevestita 2 | nenevestita 2 | fecioara!
NENER'RCTHAA o < s
Bucuri-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!
9 Xdipe vouen | Paasica Bucura-te, Bucura-te, Bucuri-te,
AVOULPELTE nerKeTo nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
. nenevestita 2 | nenevestita! 2 | fecioara!
NENER'RCTHAA o .
Bucura-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!
11 Xdipe vouen | Paasiica, Bucura-te, Bucura-te, Bucuri-te,
AVOULPELTE nerKeTo nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
. nenevestita 2 | nenevestita 2 | fecioara!
NENER'RCTHAA o .
Bucura-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!
13 Xdipe vouen | Paasica Bucura-te, Bucura-te, Bucuri-te,
AVOLLPELTE nerKeTo nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
o nenevestita 2 | nenevestita 2 | fecioara!
NENER'RCTHAA o .
Bucura-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!
15 Xdipe vouen | Paasica Bucura-te, Bucuri-te, Bucuri-te,
AVOLLPELTE nerKeTo nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
. nenevestita 2 | nenevestita 2 | fecioara!
NENER'RCTHAA o .
Bucura-te, nevasta si tot

nevasta si tot
fecioara!

ficioara!
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ngz‘en RomMS 540 | Rom MS 170 Rom MS
18) Greek SIMS 1348 (with dguble (with dguble 1348
i translations) translations)
stanza
17 Xaipe vouen | Paasica Bucura-te, Bucura-te, Bucuri-te,
avoppevte nerKemo nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
wenertieTHA nenevestita 2 | nenevestita 2 | fecioara!
Bucuri-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | ficioara!
fecioara!
19 Xaipe vopen | Paasica Bucuria-te, Bucura-te, Bucuri-te,
avoppevTte neeiomo nevasta nevasta nevasta si tot
HENERCTHA nenevestita 2 | nenevestita 2 | fecioara!
Bucuri-te, nevasta si tot
nevasta si tot | fecioara!
fecioara!
21 Xoipe vouon | Papsica Bucura-te, Bucura-te, Bucura-te,
avoppevte negkeTo nevasta nevasta maicd si tot
HeneRrcTHAR nenevestita! 2 | nenevestita! 2 | fecioara!
Bucura-te, nevastd si tot
nevastd si tot | fecioara!
fecioara!
23 Xaipe vopon | Paasiica, Bucura-te, Bucura-te, Bucura-te,
AVOLPELTE NeREeTo nevasta nevasta maicd si tot
NEneRECTHAR nenevestitd! 2 | nenevestita! 2 | fecioara!
Bucura-te, nevastd si tot
nevastd si tot | fecioara!
fecioara!

Table 1: Stable refrain of long stanzas in the Greek and Slavonic AH, variable refrain
in the Romanian first translation of the AH (MSS 540, 170) and in the Romanian MS 1348

This table shows that the translator of MS 1348 definitely used the first Romanian
translation of the AH, present in MSS 540 and 170. Still, he has not fully accepted it. He
considered unsuitable the translation which replicated the original most closely and
which was also the first option in the previous translation (Bucurd-te, nevasta
nenevestitd!) (1a, 2a-b)?*. On the contrary, he used extensively the second option of the
first translation (Bucurd-te, nevasta si tot fecioard!) (1b, 2a-b). In the final stanzas of the
AH, however, he chose a third type, which did not depend on the first translation and
which emphasised better the paradox of the Virgin’s maternity (Bucurd-te, maica §i tot
fecioaral) (1c).

24 The refrain ‘Hail, bride/wife unwedded’ (Bucurd-te, nevastd nenevestitd!) is used without
other variations by both Dosoftei (Dima 2024) and Teodosie (Timotin et al. 2024).
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b) Refrain of the short stanzas

This refrain of the short stanzas is even more variable. In Greek, it is AAAn\ovida,
which is consistently rendered in the Slavonic text of MS 1348 as aaana$ia (with minimal

orthographic differences, mostly consisting in abbreviations and superscript letters). The
same word is used in the Romanian text in four stanzas (3a).

In other five situations, the word is rendered by a phrase, the centre of which is the
noun cdntarea ‘song’, followed by a genitive modifier (3b, c) or by two nominal modifiers
in coordination (3d, ). A phrase whose centre is the verb praise in subjunctive is used twice:
its complements are a direct object (3f) or three coordinated direct objects (3g):

(3) Gr.: AMnrovia

SL.: anana$ia (MS 1348, all short stanzas, verse 6)

(a) Rom.: Aliluia! (MS 1348, {4, 8, 22, 24} [6])
‘Hallelujah!’

(b) cantarea Parintelui (MS 1348, {18, 20} [6])

‘the song to the Father’

(¢) cdntarea Tatalui (MS 1348, {12} [6]);

‘the song to the Father’

d) cantarea Parintelui si a Fiiului (MS 1348, {14, 16} [6])
‘the song to the Father and of the Son’;

(e) cdntarea Tatdlui si a Fiiului (MS 1348, {10} [6]);

‘the song to the Father and the Son’

f) Sa laudam pre adevarul Dumnezeu! (MS 1348, {6} [6])
‘let us praise the true God’

(g) sa laudam pre Tatal si pre Fiiul si Duhul Svant (MS 1348, {2} [6])
‘let us praise the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit’.

Unlike MS 1348, the manuscripts produced in Bisericani Monastery, which contain
the first Romanian translation of the AH, are not at all variable as regards this refrain. They
include one refrain:

(4) cantarea Parintelui si a Fiiului si a Duhului Svant (MSS 540, 170, short stanzas, verse 6)
‘the song to the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit’

Refrain ( Romanian Romanian
efrain (= : :
Slavonic ; ; Romanian
verse 6), Gr. MS 540 (with | MS 170 (with
stanza (MS 1348) double double MS 1348
translations) translations)
2 AMnlovia AAnAASTA cantarea cantarea sa laudam pre
Périntelui sia | Parinteluisia | Tatal si pre
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a Fiiul si Duhul
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant | Svant!
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Refrain ( Romanian Romanian
efrain (= . .
verse 6) Gr Slavonic | MS 540 (with | MS 170 (with | Romanian
stanza, (MS 1348) double double MS 1348
translations) translations)

4 AMnAobia AAHAASTA cantarea cantarea Aliluia!
Parintelui sia | Parintelui sia
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svént

6 AMnAobio ananaia cantarea cantarea Sa laudam pre
Parintelui sia | Parinteluisia | adevarul
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a Dumnezeu!
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svént

8 AMnAovia ananaia cantarea cantarea Aliluia!
Parintelui sia | Parintelui sia
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svént

10 AMnAovia adaia cantarea cantarea cantarea
Périntelui sia | Parinteluisia | Tataluisia
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a Fiiului
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant

12 AMnlovia AaanaSia cantarea cantarea cantarea
Parintelui sia | Parinteluisia | Tatalui
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant

14 AMnlovia aaanasia cantarea cantarea cantarea
Périntelui sia | Parinteluisia | Parintelui sia
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a Fiiului
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant

16 AMnovia ananagia cantarea cantarea cantarea
Périntelui sia | Parinteluisia | Parintelui sia
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a Fiiului
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant

18 AMnlovia anaya$ia cantarea cantarea cantarea
Parintelui sia | Parintelui sia | Parintelui
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant

20 AMnlovia ananagia cantarea cantarea cantarea
Parintelui sia | Parinteluisia | Parintelui

Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant

Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant
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Refiain ( Romanian Romanian
efrain (= . .
Slavonic : ; Romanian
verse 6), Gr. MS 540 (with | MS 170 (with
stanza (MS 1348) double double MS 1348
translations) translations)
22 AlAndovia anana$ia cantarea cantarea Aliluia
Parintelui sia | Parintelui sia
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant
24 AMnAobio anana$ia cantarea cantarea Aliluia
Parintelui sia | Parintelui sia
Fiiului si a Fiiului si a
Duhului Svant | Duhului Svant

Table 2: Stable refrain of short stanzas in the Greek and Slavonic AH, in the first Romanian
translation of the AH (MSS 540, 170), variable refrain in the Romanian AH (MS 1348)

The table shows that the translator of MS 1348 did not follow the pattern of MSS 540
and 170. The last manuscripts translated “Hallelujah” as a Christian praise of God (4). MS
1348 follows closely the Slavonic original several times (3a). In all the other situations it
presents new translations?.

¢) The Chairetismoi in the Romanian AH (MS 1348)

Each of the twelve long stanzas of the Greek AH includes twelve verses which are a
direct praise of the Virgin. Each verse begins with the verb Xaipe, hence their name
chairetismoi. Their syntactic structure in Greek will have been dictated by the metrical
structure of the verses and by the euphonical needs of the composition. Thus, it is possible to
identify parallels within each pair of verses, which will sometimes contain internal rhymes.
For instance, in {3} (8-9), Xaipe, 1@v Oavpdteov Xpiotod 0 mpooinov/ Xoipe, t@dV
doypdrov avtod 10 kepdAawov or (14-15): Xdipe, 10 ¢d¢ apprteg yevvioood/ Xaipe 10 Tdg
undéva d10a&aca, where identical morphological endings create this euphonical effect.

The Slavonic text is unlikely to have maintained the metrical structure of the Greek
text, given that the number of syllables varied considerably; this, instead, was compensated
for by maintaining the syntactic structure of the individual verses, which meant that some
internal rhymes could be conserved to some extent (due to the use of parallel morphological
forms).

MS 1348 follows the Slavonic source in one major respect: the verb bucura ‘rejoice’,
always in imperative form (bucurd-te), is always placed in the first position in the
chairetismoi. We identified four construction types in the chairetismoi.

c.1. In many cases, the verb bucura ‘rejoice’ is followed by a noun in the vocative.
The noun in the vocative (izbavirea, capul, stalpul) is followed by a possessive structure.
Since the chairetismoi are often a succession of metaphors related to the Virgin, the head

25 The refrain ‘Hallelujah’ (4liluia) is used without other variations by both Dosoftei (Dima
2024) and Teodosie (Timotin et al. 2024).
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nouns in the vocative are not proper names, generic names or honorifics, as it was often the
case in old Romanian (e.g. SOR 2016: 618-627). These translations follow the Slavonic text,
which also includes a noun in the vocative case and a possessive modifier (which may be
expressed by a noun — either accompanied by a determiner or bare — in the genitive case or
in the dative case).

5) Xdipe, TdV dakpvov Tig Edag 1) Atpwoig
{1} [9] Paasiica caksh e&eHNLIX nsgaraenie (f. 90)
Bucura-te, izbavirea lacramelor stramoasii noastre Evei!
(6) Xdipe, T®V 0YHATOV 00TOD TO KEPAAULOV.
{3} [9] Papsiica noReaeniemi ero raago (f. 91Y)
Bucura-te, capul invataturilor lui!
@) Xaipe, i ExxAnociog 0 dodAevtog mopyog
{23} [12] Papsitca, nenokoaksHmulil upken croane (f. 1007)
Bucura-te, stalpul besearicii cel neclatit!

In example (5), the Slavonic text follows the exact word order from the original Greek
text, with only one morphological change taking place in the rendering of the possessive
genitive tijg Ebag through a possessive adjective derived from the proper name €gra, which

thereby ends up agreeing with cah3sn in case and number. This word order is not conserved
in MS 1348, which not only opts to place the equivalent of AVTpwGic/ AsEaRAenTe at the

beginning of the invocation, but also adds the explanatory structure stramoasii noastre ‘our
ancestor’. The Slavonic text in example (6) once again follows the word order from the
original Greek, although the possessive genitive plural is replaced by a possessive dative
plural, both of which are determined by a personal pronoun in the genitive singular. The
Romanian translation moves the noun at the beginning of the invocation.

Example (7) illustrates the situation where the vocative is followed by an adjective
(cel neclatit) and a noun in the genitive case (besearecii). More importantly, it illustrates one
of the rare cases where the Slavonic text does not follow the Greek text’s word order, as the
genitive form ugkgn is placed between the adjective nenokoakenmmii and the vocative noun

croane. The Romanian text nevertheless does not follow the Slavonic word order, opting to
reverse it.

c2. In many cases, the vocative noun is followed by nominal or adjectival modifiers
and by a relative clause.

In most situations, this new relative phrase modifies a noun in the vocative and is
sometimes placed in the immediate proximity of the vocative noun (8-10). The relative phrase
is often formed by subject (relative pronoun) + copula verb?® + predicative complement

% 1t should be noted that the Romanian version is not consistent with respect to person
agreement in the verb form when the subject is realized by a relative pronoun attached to an antecedent
and agreement should be made in 3rd person singular or plural: in (8), the verb is in the 3rd person
singular, whereas in (9) and (10), the copula is in the 2nd person singular. In examples (9)-(10),
agreement is made with the subject of the matrix verb (bucurd-te), which is in the imperative 2nd person
singular, not with the relative pronound care.
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(9-10); note that the predicative complement is split between the matrix and the subordinate
relative phrase (odrasla (...) de vita nevestejita).

(8) Xoaipe, Ba@og Svcegwpnrov Kou AWSMJV mp@akuou;
{1} [11] Pivitca ra8gHNo HeoyASSpima- AT akeknaa. Wurima- (f. 90V-917)
Bucura-te, adancu ce nu-i lesne vazut nici de ochi ingeresti!
9 Xaipe, PAacTOD ApapdvToL KAT O
{5} [6] PapSiica Bpacan neoyrEAAEMTA a030 (f. 92Y)
Bucura-te, odrasla ce esti de vita nevestejita!
(10) Xaipe, aOA| Aoyik@dV Tpofdtov
{7} [71Papsiica ARope- caoRecii WRenn (f. 937)
Bucura-te, curte ce esti a oilor cuvantete!

In example (8), the relative clause renders a compound noun neovadspima, itself made
up of the negative prefix ne-, the adverb oyposm “easily” and the adjective sgima “visible”,
which corresponds to the Greek lexeme dvcsBemprnrov, formed of the prefix dvo- “badly” or
“hardly” and the adjective Osdpnrtov “visible”. Except for this rephrasing, the Romanian text
is essentially faithful to the Slavonic text on a syntactic level (rendering the dative
Afrahcknma Wunma as a prepositional phrase indicating the agent of the passive verb used
within the relative clause).

The same cannot be said for example (9), which illustrates a relatively frequent mistake
that the translator in MS 1348 makes: the Slavonic text, following the Greek source, places the
possessive phrase (made up of a noun, ®gacan, and an adjective, neoyrkademia, both in the

genitive case) in front of the vocative noun it modifies. In the Romanian translation, however,
Wpacau is interpreted as a vocative, whereas the feminine adjective is instead paired with aoso.

It is possible to explain the interpretation of ompacan as a vocative on a morphological level,
given that declension of ompacan has a considerable number of syncretic case forms (and thus

the genitive form could also be interpreted as a dative, a locative or a vocative singular). On the
other hand, this morphological and syntactic reinterpretation of the Slavonic text collapses due
to the fact that aes¢ is unambiguously a vocative form, and therefore could not agree with the

preceding adjective (which, itself, is a genitive singular form). In other words, the Romanian
translation reverses the possessor and the possessed object, which may show that the translator’s
knowledge of morphology was imprecise or that, in that case, he was hasty in assuming the
word order in the Slavonic text was closer to the more natural order that he had used in other
renderings of possessive phrases.

There are also several situations when the relative does not modify the noun in the
vocative, but of one of its modifiers:

(11) Xdipe, aotépog advTov Mijtep
{9} [6] Papsiica sEESAKI HesaxopHMblA maTH (£ 947)
Bucura-te, maica stealei ceiia ce nu apune!

In example (11), the Romanian translation reflects the syntactic relations from the
Slavonic text, although, once again, the word order is changed so as to place the vocative
right after the imperative verb.
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c3. In many cases, the vocative noun disappears, and its place is taken over by a
feminine vocative pronoun: ceaea ‘that (one, see below)’. This pronoun refers to the name
of the Virgin and it is followed by a relative clause headed by the relative pronoun ce ‘who;
which’. Sometimes, the relative phrase is formed by subject + copula verb + predicative
complement (14):

(12) Xoipe, SUTG 1 xopd EKAGYEL
{1} [6] Papsiica exue paan papocTh Bhciaems (f. 90Y)
Bucura-te, ceaea ce pentru tine au stralucit bucurie!
(13) Xoipe, SUTg 1 dpdt Exheipet
{1} [7] PapSiica exoke paaH KaeTRa Aduecnems (£, 90Y)
Bucura-te, ceaea ce pentru tine s-au stins blestemul!
(14) Xadipe, Tavtog Tod Kocpov E&ilaca
{5} [15] Papsiica Bhcero mupa Wukienie (f. 92V)
Bucura-te, ceaea ce esti curdtirea a toata lumea!

In examples (12) and (13), this pronoun + relative clause phrase renders the
combination of relative pronoun + postposition in Slavonic (which, in turn, rendered the
Greek 61'Mic), meaning “for whom”. The vocative pronoun in the Romanian text ultimately
expresses what is only implied in the Greek and Slavonic texts, namely “Rejoice, [you] for
whom...”. This pronoun (Rom. ceaea) is inferred both by the imperative Paa$itca and by the

relative pronoun Tg /exmxke, which would give us good reasons to describe the Romanian

translation as more explicit, albeit at the price of whatever musicality the hymn may have
had (assuming melodicity ever was the translator’s aim).

Conversely, in example (14), it is difficult to argue that the pronoun + the relative
clause was grammatically inferred in the Slavonic and Greek texts. Here, the Romanian text
spells out what was simply an implicit metaphor.

c.4 In the majority of cases, the verb bucurd-te is followed by a causal clause?’,
beginning with ca ‘because’. In a limited number of situations, its use reflects the Slavonic
text, which uses the conjunction rake, the counterpart to the Greek conjunction &tu:

(15) Xdipe, 611 vndpyes Baciiémg kabédpa
{1} [12] Pavrea Ko tch uferw chpdanpe (£ 90Y)
Bucura-te, ca esti scaunul imparatului, lui Hristos!
(16) Xadipe, 611 Baotdlelg tov Pactdlovia mdvta
{1} [13] Pavrca rako Nockum wocayare Bhea (£ 90Y)
Bucura-te, cd ai purtat pre cela ce poarta toata lumea!

27 In our analysis, we have interpreted the cd-sentence as a causal. Another possible
intepretation would be of prepositional phrase, as the verb a se bucura is frequently followed by a
prepositional complement introduced by the preposition de ‘of (a se bucura de
‘rejoice of”).
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17) Xaipe, 6T Asiudva Tiig TpLPTg AvabdAles
{5} [12] Papsiica tako pai nuynin npouwraewm (f. 92V)
Bucuri-te, ca tu ai inflorit hrana raiului!

It is worth mentioning that both the Greek and the Slavonic texts are consistent in
using this sort of causal subordinate only in pairs of verses from the chairetismoi in four
stanzas of the AH: such is the case in {1} [12-13], {5} [12-13], {17} [10-11] and {21}
[10-11]. This syntactic parallelism within the pairs is almost certainly by design, as
highlighted in Toniolo’s metrical scheme of the Greek AH, where the 13 lines of each group
of chairetismoi were structured in couplets that had the same meters (with the exception of
the final line). Judging by the meter used, it is noticeable that the causal clauses are limited
to the longer couplets, as verses [10-11] have 16 syllables, while verses [12-13] had
14 syllables. At the very least, it must be assumed that the use of causal clauses in the Greek
text was done in precise doses and with a degree of intentionality. This meter likely did not
carry over as is to the Slavonic text (even if only due to the greater variation in terms of
syllable numbers?®), but, as noted in previous examples, the Slavonic translation strove to
maintain the word order and syntactic structure from the Greek source, meaning that it can
be regarded as a fairly loyal mirror from a grammatical point of view (which, as we noted
earlier, has some consequences in the euphonical internal rthymes being preserved to an
extent, thanks to the morphological endings). The Slavonic AH, while not a perfect copy of
its source, is programmatic in its intent to follow the Greek text.

If we assume the intentionality of this syntactic pattern in Greek and Slavonic, then it
becomes necessary to point out that the Romanian text features far more uses of causal
clauses introduced by the conjunction cda in the absence of a direct correspondent in the
Slavonic text:

(18) {1} [14] Paviea sekspoe arakioyn cafine (f. 917)
Bucura-te, ca tu esti steaua ceaca ce-ai aratat soarele!

(19) {1} [15] PapBea RTpoRo EKTReNAro Ehnakipenie (f. 917)
Bucura-te, ca tu esti zgaul...

(20) {3} [11] Papoviica mocTe ngkgosAl ® 3emas Ha figo (f. 91Y)
Bucura-te, ca tu esti podul cela ce sui...

21 {3} [13] Papitca Eked mnwro naauesnii crpéne (£, 927
Bucura-te, ca tu esti multa plangere si rane dracilor

(22) {17} [8] PaaSiica avEoMPhIA Hemphia rEAALAA (£ 97)
Bucura-te, ca ai aratat filosofii neintelepti!

28 Nevertheless, the Slavonic translation does strive to match the Greek original in
terms of the positioning of the accents within the verse. Gove 1988: 71 observes in his analysis
of metrical correspondences in the prooimion, stanzas {1} and {24} and the chairetismoi of
stanza {2} that “a very high proportion of lines in the translation is found to have the same
number of accents as the corresponding lines of the original”, although there was “no metrical
adaptation”.



19 Grammatical Changes in the Romanian Translation of the Akathistos Hymn 95
The frequency of the construction types in the charetismoi is presented synthetically
in table 3.
Bucurd-te + Bucura-te +

Bucurd-te + . pronoun in the Bucurd-te + Number of
Pattern/ . noun in the . . AT

noun in the . vocative (ceea) adjunct clause chairetismoi/
Stanza . vocative + . .

vocative . + relative headed by ca Stanza

relative clause
clause

1 1 1 4 6 12
3 1 3 3 5 12
5 1 3 1 6 11
7 1 1 6 4 12
9 2 1 1 8 12
11 5 4 2 1 12
13 3 3 1 5 12
15 5 3 3 1 12
17 2 2 - 8 12
19 5 - 1 6 12
21 3 3 - 6 12
23 7 2 2 1 12

36 26 24 57 143

Table 3: The distribution of the syntactic construction types over the chairetismoi

of the AH in MS 1348

What is noticeable is that the translation in Romanian modifies the Slavonic syntax so
that there are more sentences than in the Slavonic text; in fact, we can view the enrichment
of the phrasal structure. The differences are the following: in (1) we could notice a noun in
the vocative followed by other phrasal (non-sentential) constituents; in (2), a noun in the
vocative followed by sentential constituents; in (3), a pronoun in the vocative modified by
sentential constituents; in (4), a causal adjunct. The causal adjunct introduced by ca
‘because’, only on certain occasions translating the Slavonic text, is very prominent in the
Romanian text.
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As can be noted in table 3, the Romanian text features far more examples of causal
clauses in the chairetismoi compared to the Slavonic and the Greek texts. In fact, this
structure is used in almost a third of the chairetismoi of the Romanian version of the AH, and
not just in eight paired verses. It is equally noticeable that, quantity aside, the distribution of
these causal clauses is more irregular than in the Slavonic model, since they are no longer
limited to couplets. Even in {1}, which has an even number of causal clauses, only 4 of them
are paired together, while the remaining two are not paralleled by their counterparts in their
respective couplets:

(23) {1} [8] Bucura-te, ca tu esti scularea lui Adam celui cazut! (f. 90V)
[9] Bucura-te, izbavirea lacramelor stramoasii noastre Evei! (f. 90Y)
[10] Bucuré-te, i tu esti naltimea aceaea ce nu e lesne suita nici de ganduri omenesti! (f. 90V)
[11] Bucura-te, adancu ce nu-i lesne vazut // nici de ochi ingeresti! (f. 90v-91")

The fact that the Romanian translator does not conserve this pattern is understandable
from a metric point of view, as both the source text and the result were rather removed from
the meter of the Greek original. From a syntactic point of view, it is apparent that the
Romanian translation was not concerned with mimicking the text it rendered, but with
producing a result that would be explicit to its reader, especially in the presence of the
Slavonic original at its side. Thus, the overwhelming number of causal clauses and relative
clauses can be attributed to the morphological limitations of Romanian (especially with
regard to participial constructions, among others) and to the translator’s own intention to
clarify the text.

The comparison between MS 1348 and a previous translation of the AH confirms this
tendency of creating chairetismoi with more elaborate constructions from a syntactic point
of view — be it through the addition of relative clauses or causal clauses phrases, including
more sentences. In the following, we compare the two first long stanzas in MS 540, a
manuscript with double translation, and in MS 1348.

The comparison of the first long stanza in the two manuscripts (table 4) shows that in
four cases (verses 8, 10, 14 and 15), the translator of MS 1348 has chosen the second
translation present in MS 540, which included the causal clause with ca. In all these four
situations, the causal clause relies on a copula verb (a fi ‘to be’) (see also ex. 9, 10, 14 above).
This means that the translator’s purpose was not to modify the meaning of the phrase, but
only to use a larger, more complex phrase.

Stanza . .
) MS 540 (with double translations) MS 1348
v.6 Bucuri-te, ceaea ce pentru tine au Bucuri-te, ceaea ce pentru tine au
’ stralucit bucuriia! strilucit bucurie!
V.7 Bucuré-te, ceaea ce pentru tine s-au Bucuri-te, ceaea ce pentru tine s-au
’ stins blistemul! stins blestemul!
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Stanza . .
) MS 540 (with double translations) MS 1348
Bucura-te, strigarea lui Adam celui cadzut 9 < . .
S SHI& . . Bucuri-te, ci tu esti scularea lui Adam
v. 8 2 bucura-te, ca tu esti scularea lui Adam . . K
. ’ celui cizut!
celui cadzut!
Bucuri-te, izbavirea lacramilor
v. 9 stramoase<i> noastre Evei 2. bucura-te, Bucura-te, izbavirea lacramelor
’ ca tu esti izbavirea lacramilor stramoasii noastre Evei!
stramoase<i> noastra Evei!
Bucura-te, ndltime ce nu e lesne suita, < % s
.. N . < < Bucura-te, ca tu esti naltimea aceaea ce
nici de gandure omenesti 2 bucuréi-te, ca RO A .
v. 10 Ca s nu e lesne suitd nici de gainduri
tu esti iniltimea ceaea ce nu e lesne -
egx s e A o omenesti!
suitd nici de gindure omenesti!
Bucuri-te, adancu ce nu e lesne vadzut
v 11 nici de ochi ingeresti! 2 bucura-te ci tu Bucuri-te, adincu ce nu-i lesne vizut
) esti adancul cela ce nu e lesne vadzut nici | nici de ochi ingeresti!
de ochi ingeresti.
Bucura-te, ca esti scaunul imparatului 2 < < P .
M < . Bucuri-te, ca esti scaunul imparatului,
v. 12 bucuri-te, ca tu esti scaunul STy ey
Ao A lui Hristos!
impéaratului, lui Hristos!
Bucuria-te, ca ai purtat pre cela ce poarta 9 . .
A P = P = . P Bucuri-te, ca ai purtat pre cela ce
v. 13 toate cate-s 2 bucura-te ca tu ai purtat 9 M
y 9 ' poarta toata lumea!
pre cela ce poarta toati lumea!
Bucuri-te, steaua ceaea ce-ai aritat soarele - - . .
« « . . | Bucuri-te, ca tu esti steaua ceaea ce-ai
2 bucuri-te ca tu esti steaua ceaea ce-ai < . .
v. 14 < . . aratat soarele cela ce nu apune nici
aratat soarele cela ce n-apune nici PRV
= " danioara!
dinuoara!
Bucura-te, zgaul impelitarii lui
15 Dumnedzau 2 bucuri-te, ca tu esti zgiul | Bucura-te, ca tu esti zgiul cela ci dentr-
v. A A . A S .
cela ce dintr-ins se-au impelitat insa s-au impelitat Dumnezeu!
Dumnedziu!
16 Bucuré-te ceaea ce pentru tine s-au Bucuri-te, ceaea ce pentru tine s-au
V. N A <
innoit facerea 2 lumea! innoit toati lumea!
17 Bucuri-te, ceaea ce pentru tine ne Bucuri-te, ceaea ce pentru tine ne-
V.

inchinam facitorului, lui Hristos!

nchinam Facatoriului, lui Hristos!

Table 4: The Chairetismoi in the first long stanza (stanza 1) (MSS 540 and 1348)
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The comparison between the second long stanza and MS 1348 (table 5) gives a more
complicated view of the translator’s options. First of all, these verses show that at least in
three cases (verses 6, 15 and maybe 17) the translator appears to have made a new translation,
since we have found no such substantially different variants in the Slavonic manuscripts from
the BAR?®. In all these situations, he used phrases where the verb rejoice was followed by a
subordinate clause: a causal adjunct (verse 6) or a phrase including the pronoun in the
vocative and a relative clause (verses 15, 17). In most cases though, the translator relied on
the previous translation (verses 7-11, 13, 16).

Stanza MS 540
. . MS 1348
3 (with double translations)

v. 6 Bucura-te, svatul ascunderii ceii negraite 2 | Bucura-te, ca tu esti bucuriia ascunderii cei
bucura-te ca tu esti svatul! negraite!

v.7 Bucuri-te, credinta celora ce se roagd | Bucuri-te, credinta celora ci sd roagi
intru ticeare 2 bucurd-te, cd tu esti | intru credinti cu ticeare!
credinta celora ce se roaga Intru ticeare!

v. 8 Bucura-te, inceaperea minunilor lui | Bucurd-te, cad tu esti inceaperea
Hristos 2 Bucura-te, ci tu esti inceaperea | minunilor lui Hristos!
minunilor lui Hristos!

v.9 Bucuri-te, capul invataiturilor lui 2. Bucuri-te, capul invataturilor lui!
bucura-te, cd tu esti capul invataturilor
lui!

v. 10 Bucuré-te, scara cerului ceaea ce pri- Bucuri-te, scara ceriului ceaea ce pre
nsa au pogorat Dumnedzau 2 bucurd-te | insi au pogoriat Dumnezeu!
ca tu esti scara cerului ceaea ce pri-nsa au
pogorat Dumnedzau!

v. 11 Bucuri-te, pod ce treci oamenii de pre | Bucuri-te, ci tu esti podul cela ce sui
pamant in cer 2 bucuri-te, ci tu esti | oamenii dupre pamant in ceriu!
podul cela ce sui oamenii de pre pamant
in cer!

v. 12 Bucura-te, multa cuvantare minunatd a | Bucurd-te, cuvantarea ingerilor ceaea ce-i
ingerilor 2 Bucura-te, ca tu esti cuvantarea | mult minunata!
ingerilor ceaea ce-i mult minunata!

29 Similarly, we did not find any mention of these three verses in Maria Momina’s study on the
Slavonic AH, where she identified 31 redactions based on 8 variation points. For a detailed analysis on
how (and whether) the Slavonic manuscripts of the AH from the BAR fit neatly into one of these
31 redactions, see Hancu 2023.
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Stanza MS 540
. . MS 1348
3 (with double translations)

v. 13 Bucura-te, multa plangere si bube dracilor | Bucuri-te, ca tu esti multa plangere si
2 Bucuria-te, ca tu esti multa plingere si | rane dracilor!
rane dracilor!

v. 14 Bucura-te, ceaea ce-ai nascut lumina cea | Bucura-te, ceaea ci esti de ai nascut lumina
negraita! cea negraitd!

v. 15 Bucura-te, ca tu nici de la unul n-ai luat | Bucura-te, ceaea ce cum ai nascut pre
invatatura! nimea n-ai invatat!

v. 16 Bucura-te, c¢d ai intrecut cu- | Bucura-te, ci ai intrecut cu
ntelepciunea pre cei preaintelepti 2 | intelepciunea pre cei preaintelepti!
Bucura-te, ca tu ai covarsit cu-ntelepciunea
pre cei preaintelepti!

v. 17 Bucura-te, ca luminedzi gandurele celor Bucura-te, ceea ce luminezi cugetul
credinciosi 2 bucura-te ca tu luminedzi crestinilor!
gandurele celor credinciosi!

Table 5. The Chairetismoi in the second long stanza (= stanza 3) (MSS 540 and 1348)

In the first of the divergent verses, {3} [6], MS 1348 follows the syntactic structure
of 540, but replaces svaul (‘the counsel’) with bucuriia (‘the joy’). Both translations are
based on a mistranslation of the Slavonic text: Paa$iica chi'kma nenspeuenaro maiino ‘Rejoice,

initiate of the ineffable counsel!’, as both assume that the adjective ueﬁspzqeﬁaro modifies the
noun Taino (despite one being a masculine genitive and the other being a feminine vocative),
while cwrkma is interpreted as a vocative despite being a genitive. None of the Slavonic

manuscripts that we have consulted provides any textual reasoning for the use of the word
bucuriia in 1348, nor does it appear among Momina’s variation points (which were based on
fluctuations in the Greek manuscript tradition). At best, one might assume that the translator
interpreted csgkmi ‘counsel’ as cekrw ‘light” and associated it with joy — unless he simply
made a figura etymologica with the imperative verb.

In verse {3} [12], the Slavonic counterpart is Papoyiica arfawms MHOTOCAOREPRA TA

upaw ‘Rejoice, wonder which is greatly renowned to angels’, where the invocation is the
addressed to the vocative uwpw ‘wonder’, modified by the compound adjective
muorocaoRey A (which is a calque of the Greek molvdpvAintov), whereas the noun arfawms

is a dative plural form. A slightly unusual variation compared to other BAR Slavonic
manuscripts is the presence of the accusative form of the second person singular pronoun Ta,

which we have not found anywhere else, and which is not rendered in the translation.
Compared to the Slavonic text, both Romanian translations reverse the morphosyntactic
relations between these lexemes, turning the second half of the compound adjective into a
noun (cuvdntare ‘speech’) and the noun into an adjective (minunata ‘wonderful’). The first
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half of the compound adjective is rendered separately in both translations, although its
categorial status changes between them: in MS 1348 and the second option of MS 540, it is
rendered as the adverb mult (‘much’), which modifies minunata, while in the first option of
MS 540, it functions as an adjective in agreement with cuvdntare, modifying it alongside
minunatd. As a result, instead of it being ‘a wonder which is very spoken of (=renowned)’,
it ends up being something along the lines of “a speech which is the most wonderful”, which
is a more liberal take on the Slavonic text.

The key difference between MS 1348 and the second option in MS 540 is that the
latter includes the invocation within a causal clause (ca tu esti, ‘for you are’), whereas the
other one respects the syntactic structure of the Slavonic text in very broad lines (if we do
not consider the aforementioned shifts in semantic weight). The presence of the expressed
subject fu in MS 540 is highly unlikely to be a rendering of the pronoun ma, even if one were
to assume that the Bisericani translators had used a manuscript with this same peculiarity: as
we have seen before, these causal clauses identifying the Virgin with what will have been the
metaphorical invocations in the Greek and Slavonic texts were quite frequent in these
Romanian translations and most often did not require the expressed presence of a counterpart
second person pronoun in the Slavonic text.

Verse {3} [14] appears to simply be an example of the translator from MS 1348
extending the phrasing from his model by adding a relative clause with the verb a fi ‘to be’.
It bears, however, mentioning that the Slavonic text is PaaSica e cRETh HEHPEUENO poskuLIM,

itself a rendition of the Greek Xaipe, 10 d¢ apprntog yevvnoooa — here, the Slavonic text
adds a relative pronoun, raze, which acts as the subject of the past participle pesicni, whose

Greek counterpart did not have an expressed subject. As a result, one may argue that the
Romanian translations follow the Slavonic text by consistently using the relative pronoun,
although it is important to underline that the relative clause with an indicative past verb also
acts as a means to render the past participle from Slavonic. Conversely, it is possible that the
additional relative clause with the verb ‘to be’ (which does not appear in any form in Slavonic
or Greek) from MS 1348 was actually intended to render the relative pronoun from the
Slavonic text, while the subordinate clause introduced by de corresponds to the past
participle.

As for verse {3} [15], which offers a rather spectacular divergence between the
translation in MS 540 and MS 1348, it is possible that one of the reasons may have ultimately
stemmed from the original Greek text’s use of a nominalization via the definite article:

(24) {3} [15] Xaipe, 10 Wi UNdéva dddéaca ~
PaASHCA Ee KAKO NI EAHNOMO NAOYUHELLIH-
Bucura-te, ceaea ce cum ai nascut pre nimea n-ai invatat! (f. 927)
540 Bucura-te, ca tu nici de la unul n-ai luat invatatura!

The Greek text may be translated, somewhat literally, as “Rejoice, for you did not
teach the how [sc. you gave birth] to anyone” — here, the article is used to nominalize an
interrogative adverb, ndg. The structure is preserved to some extent in Slavonic, through the
use of a relative pronoun in the neuter singular form, exe, and the exact equivalent of the
interrogative adverb, kako. The relative pronoun is likely intended to function as the

immediate direct object of the past participle form naofqﬁﬁmn, and not just as a makeshift



25 Grammatical Changes in the Romanian Translation of the Akathistos Hymn 101

equivalent of the Greek definite article (which, as we saw in {2}, was not required per se).
Finally, undéva / wi ganinore is the second accusative in a double accusative construction (“to
teach someone something”). While the Greek form is unambiguously an accusative singular,
the Slavonic form may also be interpreted as a genitive singular form (which is a natural
result of the syncretism between accusative and genitive in masculine animate nominal
forms).

The translation in MS 1348 is consistent with the previously established intent to
clarify the condensed phrasing of the Slavonic text. Thus, the pronominal construction ceaea
ce is not the equivalent of the Slavonic relative pronoun &xe, but the often-used relative
pronoun from the Romanian translation of the chairetismoi. The equivalent of the
interrogative adverb, cum, having the same morphological function, does not receive any
definite article (which Romanian does have, albeit in a postpositional form, theoretically
allowing for a possible cum-ul lit. “how.the.DEF’), but it does instead receive an extension in
the shape of its implied verbal predicate, ai nascut ‘you gave birth’. The translation then
follows the Slavonic text, with the past participle being rendered as an indicative past
compound form®. Conversely, the translation in MS 540 does not have the extension
containing the verb implied by the interrogative adverb — in fact, it does not have the
interrogative adverb at all. One may assume that &xe kako (which is highly unlikely to have
had a vastly different reading in other manuscripts that the translator of MS 540 had access
to) was interpreted in the same vein as rko (which is etymologically related to kakoe), i.e. as
a causal conjunction. Secondly and most importantly, ni eArinore was interpreted as a genitive
singular (thus indicating who the learning originates from, although one would have to ask
questions about the absence of the preposition omk) instead of the second accusative in the
double accusative construction, and thus the verb nacyui&uwm was reinterpreted as ‘to learn’
instead of ‘to teach’®!. Thus, the translation in MS 1348 turns out to be more accurate, and
its clarifying extensions demonstrate that the translator had a better understanding of the
relatively terse Slavonic form than the translator of MS 540 did.

All this data shows that the use of larger phrases, with more sentences, was a
conscious and repeated option of the translator of MS 1348. The use of the circumstantial
clause with cd, independent of the Slavonic text, appears not only in chairetismoi, but also
in other fragments of the text:

(25)  To mapado&odv cov Tijg (pcovng dvomopddextov pov m \uv)m (p().lVS’l?U.l
{2} [1-5] TpecadRNOE TH MAdca NE OVAOBK NPIATHO ALTH MOEH RARAKIOTEA

Preaslavitul al tau glas arata-sa, cé nu-i lesne priimit sufletului mieu (f. 91%)

30 One may argue that the past participle is, in fact, rendered as a relative clause containing the
indicative past form. This is, to date, one of the preferred means of translating participial clauses from
ancient languages into Romanian.

31 QOld Slavonic, like Romanian (and, albeit archaically, English), uses the same verb for
“learning something (from someone)” and “teaching something (to someone)”. This polysemy does not
occur in Latin (which uses the pair disco/doceo for learn/teach) and, more relevantly to our case, Greek,
which features the pair povOdve/diWdoko. It is likely that this misinterpretation would have been
prevented had the translator had access to the Greek text, which is unambiguous about the fact that she
teaches nobody, as a result of its use of the feminine aorist participle of d16dok®.
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This phrase is particularly notable due to the difficulties it gave to the translator. First
of all, the Greek text features an adjective that was nominalized through the use of the definite
article, in a manner not dissimilar to the term used for Anaximander’s famous 10 dneipov.
The Slavonic text does not have the option of adding an article to create a noun, but otherwise
makes the same morphological changes to the adjective in order to show its abstract sense
(namely by using the neuter singular form). The fact that it is not in agreement with raaca is

just as visible as it was in Greek, given that both raaca and tfi¢ oviic are in the genitive case

(and of different genders than the abstractified adjective — namely masculine and feminine
respectively). The Slavonic text once again calques on an adjective starting with the prefix
8vo- by means of using ne oyaors (lit. ‘not easily’) combined with an adjective that agrees
)32

with the noun that became abstract (mopadektov/ngiamno)>s. What follows is one of the rare

cases where the Slavonic text does not follow the word order of the Greek text, as the
possessive pronoun is placed after the noun it modifies (which is the opposite of what
happened with ™ raaca in the first part of the sentence).

The Romanian translation, on the other hand, misinterprets the nominalized adjective
(preaslavitul) as a prototypical adjective functioning as a modifier of glas, thus reversing the
syntactic subordination between the two words. While it is possible to argue that he opted to
simplify the complicated and abstract phrasing of the original text (lit. ‘the incredible
[character] of your voice’), the translator’s previous problems with invocations formed of a
nominative noun, a genitive noun, and an adjective modifying one of the two (which he
interpreted as modifying the other one) may indicate that he found the case system of
Slavonic problematic.

III. LESS USUAL SYNTACTIC FEATURES IN MS 1348

In the last part of our research, we will focus on other examples of word order and we
will emphasize certain peculiar sentences with respect to their structure as compared to what
was common to the 17"-century. language.

Word order is reproduced as such. However, note that in the previous translation, in
MS 540, the word order is verb, followed by the subject phrase (made up of an adjectival
modifier mai marele, preceding the noun) and a directional phrase catre tine (‘to you’).

(26) Bris WecTiH M agxieTpATHIE NOCAAN EBICTTh TERE

intru a sasea lund ingerul cel mare trimesu fu la tine (MS 1348, 86")
A seasea luna fu trimis mai marele voievod catra tine (MS 540, 174¥; MS 170, 195%-195Y).

The Romanian text from MS 1348 follows the exact word order of the Slavonic text,
including placing the auxiliary verb after the passive participle. The translation from MS 540

32 While it can be argued that the Slavonic text imitates the Greek text by writing the equivalent
of dvomapddektov in a single word, the manuscript has visible spaces between the three components,
which is why we have transcribed it as such. It bears, nevertheless, mentioning that the 1695 manuscript
F.I.142 from the Russian National Library, which does not have scriptio continua, features the
composite form Heymobonpiarento, with a vowel connecting the negated adverb to the adjective.
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and 170 has two noticeable features: first of all, B wecTin zﬁu,m is translated without the

preposition (whereas the translation in 1348 maintains it). Secondly, the verb is placed before
the subject, and the order between the auxiliary and the participle is inverted. It might be
worth mentioning that the dative pronoun is translated mege in either case with prepositional

constructions, both indicating the direction (albeit not the same preposition in 1348 and
540/170), and not with a dative.

Other aspect to be noticed is verb scrambling, although in MS 540 we could not view
this feature®.

(27) pAA\rﬁcA I'I,{;NO AEO, ﬂpﬁﬂ“hlxrls KCAX, QAA\"FICA MOXEAAO
Bucura-te, ceaea ci esti pururea feciurita! a tuturor preacuviosilor, bucurdi-te, lauda! (MS
1348, £. 103")
Bucura-te, ceaea ce esti pururea fecioara si tuturor preacuviosilor lauda (MS 540, 201Y; MS
170, 216")

This structure is somewhat unusual, as the imperative verb in the second half of this
example is placed before the vocative of the invocation, but after the genitive modifier of the
vocative. The translation in MS 1348 follows this word order, whereas the translation in 540
and 170 removes the imperative verb, instead combining the modifier + vocative construction
with the previous chairetismos, using the copulative conjunction §i to connect them.
Nevertheless, the modifier remains in its position before the vocative.

The perfect compound auxiliary is placed initially, followed at distance by a present
participle; other phrasal constituents are inserted between the auxiliary and the participle. In
MS 540 the perfect compound is rendered as in current standard language (no verb
scrambling context noticed).

(28) papsitea péno wpowennoe ¢xke Teaed Ao ngokpe RHAK
Bucura-te, 1ana raurata, ce au Ghedeon mai nainte de demult vazut (MS 1348, 907)

Bucura-te, 14na ruoratd, ceaea ce mainte, fecioara, o vadzu Ghedeon (MS 540, f. 180Y; MS
170, 2007)

The syntactic structure of the Slavonic verse is unusual: the invocation is addressed
to the Virgin, who is referred to through two vocatives, namely p8no wpowennoe (“bedewed
fleece”) and aRe (“Virgin”). The relative clause introduced by the relative pronoun exe
modifies the first of the two vocatives, which is reflected in the neuter form of the pronoun
(in agreement with the noun p8ne). What is, therefore, unusual about the syntactic structure

of this verse is that the second vocative is inserted within this relative clause between its
subject and the adverb modifying the verb at the end of the verse.

33 Scrambling phenomena were quite frequent in the 16" century. Verb forms admitted being
split by different types of constituents, as in the following example excerpted from Documente §i
insemnari (1600), cited in SOR (2016: 572): care ar fi inapoi ramas lit. which AUX.COND.3SG be.INF
behind remain.PPLE ‘which has remained behind’. Moreover, the genitive constituent appearing on the
first position in a nominal phrase was a common fact as well, as in the following example excerpted
from Fragmentul Teodorescu (1570-1572), cited in SOR (2016: 573): a duhului svantu da-ne darurile
AL.FSG Holy-Spirit.-GEN.SG give.IMP.2SG=CL.DAT. 1 pL gifts ‘give us the gifts of the Holy Spirit’.
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The two Romanian translations differ in their renditions of this peculiar word order.
In MS 1348, this order is essentially respected, with the exception of the second vocative
noun, which is completely omitted. As for the verb, it is noticeable that the aorist RuATE is

translated through a past compound, which, rather surprisingly, treats the auxiliary verb au
as an enclitic, thus placing it right after the relative pronoun ce and at a considerable distance
from the participle form vazut, which remains at the end of the sentence, as per the Slavonic
model. In the Bisericani translation, the second vocative noun is preserved in its interpolated
position, although it is equally noticeable that the word order is otherwise completely
different to that of the Slavonic text®*. Thus, the vocative fecioard now separates the adverb
mainte from the verb it modifies, vadzu (further modified by the clitic accusative pronoun o).
The subject, Ghedeon, is now placed at the end of the sentence. In the absence of the Slavonic
text, it would be perfectly possible to interpret the vocative as being a part of the relative
clause, possibly in conjunction with o vadzu, thus being translatable in English as “the one
whom Gideon saw [sc. as] a virgin”. It is not necessary to interpret the clitic accusative
pronoun as a sign that the Bisericani translator also connected it to fecioard, but it is a
possibility, given that the Romanian language can express the vocative of this noun as such,
as an unarticled form which is syncretic with the nominative and the accusative, and not just
by using the vocative ending -o, which was borrowed from Slavic languages.

CONCLUSIONS

The Akathistos Hymn is a text with a fixed metrical structure, built upon strict
prosodical rules and around syntactic parallelisms, which provides us with a relatively clear
image of the degree of liberty shown by the Slavonic and the Romanian translations,
respectively. BAR Rom MS 1348 is the only bilingual manuscript written on two columns,
which would lead one to believe that the translation was designed to be as loyal as possible.
However, the translator made use of an already existing translation, while also making
independent choices. Among them, one will have to note his freer interpretation of the
refrains and of the parallel structures from the chairetismoi. One of the key traits of the
translator’s rephrasing of the Slavonic text consists in expanding the more condensed phrases
and adding explanatory elements. While there are passages where he improves upon previous
translations, it is equally noticeable that the translator has problems with the morphology of
Slavonic, which leads to misinterpretations concerning which nouns agree with the adjectives
or which nouns are in which case.

The presence of this AH in the same manuscript as the Slavonic-Romanian lexicon
may lend some credibility to the assumption that this was a translation exercise and not
the final product, intended for church use. Despite its departures from the fixed structure
of the AH and its other imperfections, it was still perceived as being of enough value to
Chrysanthus Notaras, who took it with him to Jerusalem, where he would later become
its patriarch.

34 This is consistent in the other manuscripts we have consulted, thus discounting the possibility
of a shift in manuscript traditions.
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