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Article info Abstract
History: The present research follows, from a diachronic perspective, the solutions that
Received June 4, 2014 Romanian translators and revisers have applied to the biblical passage from Mz,
Accepted July 23,2014 19, 24, also present in Mk, 10, 25 and Lk, 18, 25. Taking into consideration
Published January 13,2015 that they had, at least up to a point, the privilege of expressing themselves in
circumstances that allowed a certain freedom compared to the base text, I have
Key words: searched to clearly understand the nature of the factors that determined them
biblical text to assume this liberty and what guided their linguistic options. The research
diachrony has intended to examine two types of texts: the integral biblical one (the New
comparative analysis Testament and the Bible) and the text that is specifically used by the clergy,

The Gospel, in its successive versions, starting from the 16 century up to the
modern era; the observed facts call attention to the scholar who is in charge of
the text, who exhibits a behaviour that entails trust in his prior knowledge about
the content and form of the fashioned text, a critical assessment of the version
that serves as a starting point and the renewal of linguistic solutions offered by
sources of a different nature from the rectified text.

1. Introduction

Lately, the philological and linguistic research of fundamental old age books has made a priority from
identifying foreign sources that constituted their base, all the more that the information present in the
preface was either insufficient, selective or erroneous, for the most part. Brought to a successful conclu-
sion, the detailed study succeeded in identifying, as a complementary result, various types of behaviours
belonging to the ones which warrant the next stage in a text’s life, in a linguistic space, guided by factors
such as “numirul i caracteristicile surselor; rezultanta contactului dintre limbi [...]; caracterul sacru al
continutului; congtientizarea necesititii de a produce traduceri utile unor categorii concrete de receptori”
(Gafton, 2012, p. 33).

Although the researched corpus mainly consists of translations, some theoretical statements, found
in agreement with the concrete reality of the constituency of successive versions of a text in Romanian,
abundantly suggest that the attempt to follow types of references to the text from those who no longer
work with a foreign source-text is not in the least farfetched, and not only with that, but with a text
already translated in Romanian, which is rewritten: by copy, correction, revision, adaptation and print.
In a process of such nature, telling are not the deviations from the Romanian or from the foreign base
text (taking into account misreading or the insufficient knowledge of the source language, accompanied
by the translator’s ignorance concerning his incompetence' consequences of a lack of attention or other
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ISee the examples of improper translation identified by Iacob (2005, p. 906-907), made cither from the lack of knowledge
regarding the semantics of the terms, or “uncori din grabi, alteori din cauza oboselii” (p. 906); cf., within the same study, p.
907, the situation from 2Ch, 19, 3, in which the expression Ci bune lucruri fapte s-au aflat in tine, for the Lat. sed bona opera
inventa sunt in te, may be explained through “/g/rija [italics added] traducitorului de a gisi solutia optimi in traducere [...].
Substantivului opera i se dau initial doud echivalente: Jucruri, fapte, intentia traducitorului fiind, probabil, aceea de a reveni
asupra textului si de a decide care dintre cuvinte urma s fie pistrat’.
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human weaknesses, but by those which, taking into account the linguistic, cultural and cognitive context
in which they appear, sustain the supposition that they are assumed by the author, thus being the result of
a critical lecture of the text and of an option. In such cases, the option or choice (within all the spheres of
the language) is stimulated by factors whose visibility varies from one text to another and sometimes even
inside the same text: the prediction—and later, the knowledge—and the adoption of a linguistic system
paradigmatically different from that of the base text’; the principles after which the reviser—sometimes,
with the same assertion to entitlement, but as opposed to the translator (see Gafton, 2002, p. LVIL; 2005,
p. 65)—meant to provide the text that he worked on with the status of sacred product and norm; the type
of text that is processed; the desired purposefulness; the type of target audience.

In every situation, within the objective limits imposed on one hand, by language and conceptual
contents of the original source text and, on the other hand, by the possibilities offered by functional
language (Coseriu, 2000, p. 268f.) in which the text is recreated, or made possible, tolerable within it,
the subjectivity of the human intermediary manifests itself.

The context that best emphasises this aspect is the one in which either a translator or a reviser has at his
disposal more than one source text or base text of the same type (Bible / evangelical sermon text / homily,
etc.) as support for the Romanian version.

Their existence did not warrant the act of faithful choice, although, in ensemble, the awareness of this
reality allowed for the translator or the generic reviser to be liberated from the psychological webbing of
the “unique, inviolable model”. A routine of rudimentary hermeneutics—as an endeavour precursory of a
choice which, respecting the spirit of the text, simultaneously fulfils the cultural and linguistic limitations
of the scribe and, eventually of the community he services—could be imagined only in the ideal case of a
coherent and repeated consultation, from the beginning to the closing stages, of two or more versions of
the text in question.

The judgement on the text, together with its corollary—the option—is thus imposed upon by the
adopted work techniques, all the more so when the latter emphasises major disparities between the texts-.
Furthermore, the study of a certain emergent Romanian edition compared to the texts that served as its
source indicates that “nu se poate vorbi de o consultare paraleld i minutioasd, cu gasirea solutiilor de
traducere dupd indelungi deliberari” (Gafton, 2002, p. LVI). Thus, in the genuine process of transposition
or settling the text into a final form in Romanian, reaching out to a second text to serve as reference—
extant, yet abandoned at some point and, for good reason, dormant®*—, transforms itself into an option,
precursory to the linguistic choice.

To try to ascertain the nature of this variation generating impediment, as well as attempting to under-
stand what type of erudite is more inclined towards the refinement of the text that he is working on, where
he secks justification and, ultimately, what kind of text is more likely to be subjected to this process are
enticing goals, but none the least difficult to achieve, particularly when the researcher has at his disposal

2See, for example, the observation that “[e]xistenta a doud «norme literare» era un fapt notoriu pentru oamenii de
culturi ai vremii, atita timp cit unul i acelasi text tiparit in Moldova i retiparit in Tara Romaneasci, era transpus in norma
literari predominantd in provincia in care se ficea retipirirea” (Arvinte, 2001, p. I, [italics added]); see, also, the statement
according to which “copistii Codicelui Sturdzan, asemenea tuturor slujitorilor vechiului scris romanesc, modifican textele pe
care le reproducean cu scopul de a le subordona propriului sistem lingvistic” (Chivu, 1988, p. 276, [italics added]); etc.

3See Gafton (2012, p. 36), where various possibilities are recorded: “a) portiuni care apar intr-un text si lipseasci cu
desavirsire in celilalt; b) intre cele doud si existe diferente formale majore; ¢) corespondenta dintre cele doui si fie formald
si aparentd, dar segmentele respective si fie diferite sub raportul continutului; d) diferentele de continut s3 fie minore, dar la
comparatie s3 fie de naturd a-l arunca pe traducitor intr-o dilema, intrucit se datoreazi interpretirii textului de baza”

* Amongst the objective and subjective circumstances that have as a result the enstrangement from the manner of work
described in the preface, Gafton (2012, p. 304-305) mentions: “a) entuziasmul initial, de a lucra la o astfel de intreprindere,
putea fi treptat coplesit datorita feluritelor dificultiti si estompat de scopul practic al intreprinderii: rezultatul traducerii era
destinat lecturii spre intelegere de citre niste cititori concreti; b) consultarea paraleld a textelor si gisirea de solutii acceptabile
sau chiar foarte bune constituie, dupi o anumit perioads, factori de increde in sine, activitatea traducitorului fiind minati de
rutin; c) constatarea ci efortul, consistent, de a consulta versiunile paralele rimine nerisplitit; d) inexistenta unor tehnici de
traducere bine conturate la nivel teoretic §i temeinic trecute in reflexele traducitorului’
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as a solid foothold reduced linguistic effects and a handful of circumstantial information.

2. Mt, 19,24 (Mk, 10,25; Lk, 18, 25)

Among numerous other situations in which, by lack of consent from behalf of translators and revisers, we
can observe a lack of cohesion regarding the process of perfecting the text, Mz, 19, 24 (see also Mk, 10, 25
and Lk, 18, 25) is emphasised, being overlooked until now from this perspective.

In the three evangelical verses, the much debated term is the one whose significant is an immense body
which cannot pass through ‘the needle’s eye’ [Rom. ‘urechile acului’]: ‘the camel’ [Rom. ‘cimila’] or ‘rope’
[Rom. ‘funia (corabiei)’]: Gr. xdunrog, 6 ‘a camel’ (LIDDELL-SCOTT; see BAILLY, s.v.) and/or xdutdos,
ov, 8, rope, ship’s cable’ (FRIBERG; see BAILLY, s.v.; GINGRICH, s.v.; CHANTRAINE, s.v.); cf. Lat. camélus,
-i (ERNOUT-MEILLET, S.v.; see BLAISE, s.v.) and O.Sl. kamuas (MIKLOSICH, s.v.) or O.Sl. BenB®RA®
‘camelus’ (MIKLOSICH, s.v.).

In a recently published article (Chirila, 2013), I have demonstrated—in the closing stages of an
analysis that had as rationale: «) the manner in which the fragments Mz, 19, 24, Mk, 10, 25 and
Lk, 18,25 are commented upon by the theologian of the early Christian ages, ) the testimonials,
in texts independent from religious writings, of a homonym xéunAeg or of a conjugate xdutdog,
with the meaning of ‘rope’ as opposed to kdunog ‘camel, y) the conceptual content of the co-
text represented by Mz, 19 etc., and 3) the occurrence in Talmud and Midrash literature of a
similar paremiological fragment similar to the one used in the evangelical comparison—that the
incidence of a term with the meaning ‘camel’ in the biblical fragments in question must not
be justified by confusion or the translator’s lack of skill, but by the predominance of a verbal
physiognomy (Jolles, 2012, p. 63f., 327-335) characteristic of a certain popular culture and
employed as a means of interpreting a situation whose contextual elements belong to the same

background.

2.1. Reproductions in the old age

The written record of both interpretations, within the Eastern Christian part (although in unequal pro-
portions) has determined oscillation to arise in the early Romanian theological culture’.

In the 16™ century, the Evangbeliarul slavo-romén from Sibiu, 1551-1553 (the first Romanian text
in which the tale of the evangelists is written) carries the term camild, in a single place, in M#: “mai pre
lesne iaste camilei® pren urechiia acului se treacd, decit bogatului in imparitia lui Dumnezeu” (Es 1551
1553, 72"); similarly, Tetraevanghelul printed by Coresi in 1561 uses the word cimild (see cT 1561, 417,
91Y,161") in all three places. In both Romanian versions, camila, or cimila are inserted as a natural reflex
to the reading of the translated text’ (most likely, Evangheliarul of Macarie from 1512, through some
intermediate versions®; cf. Evangheliarul slavon—for example, Mc, zaceala 46): O.Sl. BeasxA® ‘camelus’
(MIKLOSICH, s.v.).

> A presentation of the places in which the rethorical figure from the New Testament is reproduced in writing in the old
Romanian culture or in which it represents the center of a homiletic comment was produced by Zamfir (2011). From this very
reason, we will not reproduce the fragments in question again, only if we consider them to be of use in supporting a different
point of view from that of the researcher in Bucharest.

®There is no doubt regarding the meaning of: ‘cimilz, cf. “curitindu-vo de tintari, iari camilele inghitic” (Es 1551-1553,
917); see also Zamfir (2011, p. 563).

7In the case of Es 15511553, “the option” could have been suported by the German version (Ghetie & Mares, 1985, p.
342), cf. »Und weiter sage ich euch: Es ist leichter, dafd ein Kamel durch ein Nadelohr gehe, denn daff ein Reicher ins Reich
Gottes komme.« (M¢, 19, 24; also Mk, 10, Lk, 18, 1.45).

8Ghetie & Mares (1985, p. 341-342); Dimitrescu (2000, p. 24).
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Inlater years, the evangelical texts contain the same antithetical construction ‘urechile acului’ - ‘cimilZ,
where they function as pericopes that accompany the homilies printed by Coresi (see ccy, 917, 152" ; cc,,
288-289, 293, 311, 429-430, 435)” or as quotes used by the commenter (cc), 95%, 114"; cC,, 435).

On the other hand, through cc,0 - Evanghelie cu invitituri, the other variant for the term in ques-
tion — ‘funie; is recorded in M¢, 19, Mk, 10 and Lk, 18, in the following three explanatory fragments:

“Tard unii griescti cimila a fi funea ceaia mai groasi ce e la corabie, ceaia ce cu nusa leagi catusile

de o tepenescti” (294);

“C . . % v A A A RV . . 9 \ v . . .

e nu iaste puteare celui ce are multi si intre in impdritiia ceriului, cumi §i cimilei nu i-e
puteare pren liuntrulit urechilorti acului. (Insd cimila nu o griiaste dobitocti, ce funea ceaia
groasa ce iaste in corabie, de leagi citusile ceale de fierit ce intirescit corabiia.)” (311-312);

“Neputeare a sti, ¢i nu se poate alcitul cimila pren urechile acului. Insi iaste a inteleage sau
cimila insist aceasta, dobitocult, sau vreo fune de ale corabiei, ce au in corabiia ceaia marea mai

groasi.” (435).

It is believed that the origin of this interpretational possibility in the Romanian text does not have an
equivalent with a real—ultimately assumed—account of an element other than “the camel” as opposed to
“the eye of a needle” in the evangelical discourse; it is very likely that the Romanian translator may have
only been fzithful to the corpus that happened to perpetuate this vision (with a persistent character, more
likely marginal, in the Byzantine Middle Ages)—the collection of sermons of John Kalekas, in one of the
Slavic versions found in use (Radulescu, 1959, p. 10-33; cf. Grecu, 1939). Nothing in the configuration
of the neighbouring co-text, with regard to the linguistic choices for the equivalence of the terms in the
source text seems to point to the contrary.

The interpretation of Gr. xdunros, & / kduthog, é as ‘funie’ is found in the late patristic literature, yet
it does not provide any satisfactory explanations and does not have the power to mould the hermeneutic
discourse. The same situation is found in the theological writings of Theophylact of Bulgaria (1055-
1107):

Vide autem quomodo quod superius dixit difficile, hic dicit impossibile. Nonnulli autem dicunt
camelum non animal significare, sed crassum quemdam funem [Gr. 60\é T eryd oyowiov], quo
naute utuntur ut projiciant ancoras. (rG 123, Lat.: Enarratio in emngelz’um Mathei, XIX, p-

355);

Per camelum autem intelige vel animal, vel crassum funem quo naute in maximis navigiia utuntur.
(rG 123: Enarratio in evangelium Marci, X, p. 602);

..sive per camelum animal intelligas, sive funem nauticum crassum. (PG 123: Enarratio in evan-
gelium Luce, XVIII, p. 1014).

The metatextual similarities of expression between the two corpora, of archbishop Theophylact and of

patriarch John Kalekas, indicate the adoption—already a cliché-element in the comment of the said places

in the Gospels—of mimicking a form that, in itself, belongs to the category of illocutionary sugestives1 L

9For cC,, see Radulescu (1959, p. 18): “In versiunea slavi, ca si in cea greacd, predicile nu sint precedate de textul
evanghelic, ci textul e presirat numai in cursul predicii’; see, also, 7bidem, p. 19.

19See the homilies from Evanghelia cu invititurd, Bilgrad, 1641, “retiparite in acelasi fel, aprépe pagini cu pagini, ca in
Evanghelia cu invigituri din 1580-1581”, BRv [, 118.

1See Bach & Harnish (1979, p. 41-46); ibidem, p. 4344, s~v. Suggestives: “In uttering ¢, S suggests that P if S expresses:
(i) the belief that there is reason, but not sufficient reason, to believe that P”, (unde ¢ = enunt; S = emititor; P = continutul
propozitional al actului ilocutionar, ibidem, 3, 11). See also p. 45: “suggestives [...] [are] constatative utterances that express
not even a weak belief that P, but only the belief that there is reason [italics added] to believe that P”.

The reason, which should have been of a lexicological nature, is completely absent in the later comments or is not reproduced

from one version to another; cf. Catena Aurea, p. 614, Theophylact: “[t]he word in the Greek answers equally to the animal
called the camel, and to a cable or ship rope”



Notes on the reproduction of a controversial evangelical passage in Romanian (Mt, 19, 24) 5

It maintains itself as is, through faithful translation, in the homilies that follow a certain patristic pattern,
but which help determine, at some point, the birth of assertive/informative expressions which will further
create an interpretative tradition.

By following other models, the subsequent Romanian translations that contain the sermons to Mz, 19,
Mk, 10, and Lk, 18 and the versions found in relation to them have no record, until just before the 16t
century, of the item “funie’ (see cv 1643'2,276%,277", 380", 381%; ci 1678, 377), not even as a unique or
alternative means of reading the evangelical section.

The manner in which the content of M¢, 19, 24, Mk, 10, 25, and Lk, 18, 25 is rendered in the first Ro-
manian texts, particularly the dual image that, in ensemble, cc, has popularised, fully supports the obser-
vation that solving some “issues” in translation, such as the likes of xdundos, & (xdpidos, 8) — camili/funie,
is produced by forces outside the analytical conscience of the translator (which, for the most part, did not
have sufficient contextual circumstances to be called forth): the form of the source text and its status in
the cult taxonomy (primary text — the New Testament or secondary source — the homily).

This phenomenon—and its obverse—is best noticeable by following the behaviour of translators and
revisers from the second part of the old age, some of them being able, in the course of time, to work on
several varieties of books which had at their origin the same content.

In 1682, in Prefata la Evanghelia printed in Bucharest, Serban Cantacuzino ordered for the following
to be written:

“ne-am nevoitll de am sivarsiti acestit lucru Dumneziesct, svinta aciasta evanghelie, care ne-
fiindit mai denainte tocmita la slovenie si-sa cetésca dup4 rinduiala zileloru si a sirbatoriloru
celorti domnegti si ale svintilorti, poruncit-ami fratelui nostru Iordachie Cantacuzino, vel stol-
nict, de o au indereptatii si 0 au agizatii precumit umbla cé ellinéscd, si intru toate asémene,
dupa orinduiala Besérecii Rasiritului, alcatuindu-se si svintele cuvinte, spre mai alésd ingelégere
a limbii Ruminesti.” (apud BrRv L, p. 250)

The passage is, therefore, written by a layman or under the guidance of one, by means of reproducing the
structure of the Byzantine sermon book, not necessarily by consequently #ranslating a certain version of it,
but rather (the pragmatism of the scholars in Bucharest was well known, proven by the coming to fruition
of the Bible in 1688'?), by serving themselves from one or more precursory Romanian books. Whichever
it would have been'* the scholar that was in charge of £ 1682 processed the text in a manner that reveals
a certain degree of certainty and independence in relation to the Romanian New Testament archetype
that he could have had at hand and, on the other hand, the tendency or returning to the foreign text—an
occasion to make the most of some foreign language knowledge that have nothing to do with the resources
and uses of Romanian employed in texts up to that point.

See, for example'®, the narration of the quarrel about fasting, from Mz, 9, Mk, 1,and Lk, S, in E
1682, compared to the fragments from NT 1648 and cT 1561:

E 1682 NT 1648 CT 1561
In vrémea acéia veniri citrd lisus Atunci veniri citrd El ucenicii lui A viéma aléa apropiari-se catr-
ucenicii lui Ioan, griind: Pentru Ioan, zicin<d>: Derept ce noi aAn‘suls Glenici la Ioank §i graira:
ce noi si fariseil ne postim mult, i fariseii ne postim mult? Dari  “Derep¢e noi si farisei postim

12G¢e also Ei 1644, 590, 594, etc.

3 Gafton (2002) believes that at the Evangbelia of 1682 (as well as Apostolul of 1683) “este foarte probabil si fi lucrat
persoane implicate si in lucrul la Biblia din 1688” (p. LIX).

14%te possibly, the New Testament from 1648 (Gafton, 2002, p. LXX).

15 Also, the episode with the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law, in £ 1682: “Iari soacra lui Petru zicea aprinsi cu foc. Siindata
spuseri lui de dinsa. Si viind, o ridici pre dinsa, apucindu-o de mini, si o lisd pre dinsa focul indata, si slujiia lor” (Mk, 427),
compared against NT 1648: “Iari soacra lui Simon zicea, de friguri prinsi, si numaicit ziserd Lui de ia. Si mearse de o sculd
tiindu-o de mini si aciiasi lisard pre ia frigurile si slujiia lor” (Mk, 42"/176-177). Cf. cT 1561, 69"-70/78.
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iar ucenicii tii nu si postesc? Si
zise lor lisus: Au doari pot fiii
nuntii si plingd intru citd vréme
iaste cu dinsii ginerele? Ca vor
veni zilele cind si va lua ginerele
de la dinsii §i atuncea si vor posti.
Ci nime nu pune pétec de panzd
nenilbitd la vesmint vechiu, ci
apuci cu marginea sa din vesmint,
si mai mare gaurd si face; nice
bagi vinul nou in foii vechi, ci
apoi sa sparg foii, si vinul si varsi,
si foii pier; ce bagd vinul nou in
foi noi, si amindoi si tin. (M, 24");

In vrémea acéia, era ucenicii lui
Ioann si a fariseilor postindu-si
si venird si ziserd lui lisus: Pentru
ce ucenicii lui Ioann si a fariseilor
sd postesc, iard ucenicii tdi nu sa
postesc? Si zise lor lisus: Au doari
pot fiii nuntii s si posteascd pani
in citd vréme va fi mirele cu dinsii?
Citd vréme iaste mirele cu dinsii,
nu pot si se posteasca.
veni zilele cind s3 va lua de la dinsii

Iard vor

mirele, si atuncé si vor posti intru
acéle zile. $i nime nu va coase pétec
de pinzd nenilbiti la haind véche;
iard de nu, va apuca marginea lui
cea noao din cea véche, si mai mare
gaurd va fi. $i nime nu va biga vin
nou in foi vechi. Iari de nu, va
putrezi vinul cel nou bordusele, si
sd va virsa vinul, si bordusele pier.
Ce vinul cel nou si cade sa si bage
in foii cei noi. (Mk, 42Y);

In vrémea acéia veniri fariseii citra
lisus si ziserd lui: Pentru ce ucenicii
lui Ioann sa postesc des si s roaga,
asijderé si ai fariseilor, iar ai tii
mininci si beau? lari el zise citrd
dingii: Au doard puteti pre fiii
nuntii si-i faceti si si posteasci
pind cind iaste mirele cu dinsii?
Ci vor veni zilele cind si va lua
mirele de la dingii, si atuncea si
vor posti intru acéle zile. $i griia
si pildd cierd dingii: Ci nime nu
pune pétec de la haini noao la
haini véchie. lari de nu, si cea
noao stricd, si la cea véche nu si
potrivéste acel ce iaste de la cea
noao. Si nime nu bagd vin nou in
foi vechi. Iard de nu, rumpe vinul
cel nou bordusii vechi, si el sd varsa

ucenicii T4i nu postesc? Si zise lor
Tisus: Au pot fii nuntei posti, pind
iaste cu ei gincrclc? Ce vor veni
zilele cind sd va lua de la ei ginerele
si atunci vor posti. Deci nime
nu va cirpi ve§mintu1 vechiu cu
peatec nou, ci va sparge peatecul
nou, trigind la sine den vesmintul
vechiu §i mai mare spirturd va
fi. Neci baga vinul nou in in foii
vechi, ci aimintrea si sparg foii si
vinul si varsi si foii pier; ce bagd
vinul nou in foii noi si amindoi si

din. (Me, 121/134);

Tari ucenicii lui Ioan si a fariseilor
sd postiia; venird si ziserd Lui ca
ce ucenicii lui Ioan si a fariseilor
postescu, iard ucenicii Tdi nu
postescu? Atuncea zise lor Iisus:
Au pot posti fiii nuntei citu-i
mirele cu ei? Pini cindu-i mirele
cu ei nu pot posti. Ilara vor veni
zilele cind si va lua de la ei mirele
si atuncea vor posti in acealea zile.
Si nime nu coase petecul nou in
vesmintul vechiu, ci aimintrea
va trage peatecul nou citrd sine
marginile vesmintului vechiu si
mai mare va fi spartura. Si nime
nu bagi vinul nou in foii vechi, ci
aimintrea vinul nou va sparge foii
vechi si siva virsa, si foii vor peri;
ce vinul nou in foii noi si baga.

(Mk, 437/178);

lard ei zisarda Lui: Derept ce
ucenicii lui Ioan si postescu ades
si rugiciuni fac, asijderea si ai
fariscilor, iari ai Tii mininci si
beau? Iari El zise lor: Nu puteti
face pre fii nuntei, pini iaste mirele
cu ei, si si posteasci. Ce vor
veni zilele cind si va lua de la ei
mirele. Atuncea vor posti, in zilele
acealea. lard zicea lor i pilda, ci
nime peatecul de vesmint nou nu-l
va pune in vesmint vechiu; iard
aimintrea si cel nou si va sparge; si
la cel vechiu nu si cuvine peatecul
nou. $i nime nu va béga vin nou in
foii vechi; iard aimintrea rumpe-va
vinul cel nou foii, si el si va virsa,
si foii vor peri. Ce vinul nou in
foii noi si-l toarne; si amindoi si

miiltw? Ulenidii ti nii se postescw.”
Si zise lor Isus: “Au potn fecorii
nin‘teei si postéscd pand cin'du
e vréma Ce e cu nagii ginerele?
Veni-vor zilele cin'du se va luoa de
laéi ginerele. Atiinde si se postésca.
Nima amii nu poate spartura crapi
cu pinzi nendl'bitd spre cAmagi
véche ci se va lua amu cusitiira ei
de la cimage, mai mare spér‘tura
fi-va. Nete si bagi vins nou 4 foale
vechiu ci aimintré ni e, acela fole
se va topi si vinulu se va vir'sa si
foalele va peri. Ce bag vinil nou 4
fole nou si amin'doi se vor tepeni”

(Mt, 16"-177/49);

A viéma aléa si era Glenicii lu
[oannw si fariseilor postia-se si
venird si graird lai:  “Derep'te
Glenidii 1t Idannm si fariseilor
postesc ai ti aéenici ni postesch?”
Si zise lor Isus: “Au potn fecorii
nin‘teei pini cin'du e ginerele
cu nisii aste sd se postéscd? catd
vréme cu ei avé-vor ginerele ni se
pots posti. Veni-vor zilele cin'du
se va lua de la ei ginerele si atun'¢e
si se postésci ptr-alélé zile si nimé
spir'tura cu pinzi nenél‘bitd si
coasd spre cAmage véche, iard de
nu, lia-se-va ciisitura ei noa de
spre vécha si mai mare spér‘tura
va fi. Nimé si bage vin nou 4
foale vechiu ci aimin‘tré na e,
sparge-va vinal nou foalele si
vinulu se va vir'sa si foalele va peri,
&e vink nou 4 foale nou baga.” (M#,
71V=72%/79);

A vriéma acéa apropiara-se citrd
Isus fariseii, griiri: “Pentru &e
Gcenicii lu Ioannk postesck paruré
si rugddiuni fack? Asijderé si ai
fariseilor. Al tii minan‘ca si béu”
“Au doard

pots fecorii nun‘teei pinid ce e

Eln zise citr-anfii:

ginerele cu nusii aste si fach si se
postéscd? veni-vor zilele cindu se
va lua de la ei ginerele si atunce
s se postésca ptr-aléle zile” Grai
si 4 pildd citr-Angii i niminilé
coase visman‘tk nou si coasi la
vismin‘tk vechi. Iard de nu si
noda se va sparge si véché ni se va
cunoaste ce ¢ deq noda. Si nimé
si bage vins noéu 4 foi vechi ci
aimintré ni e. Spar‘ge-va vinuli
nou foii §i psusi s3 va vir'sa si foii
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si bordusii pier. Ce vinul nou si vor tinea. Si nime cine bea vechiu, vor peri ¢e vink nou 4 foi noi si
cade si-l bage in bordusi noi, si  nu va vrea numai cit nou, ci zice:  bagi si aman'doi se vor tepeni si
amindoao si vor pazi. $i nime bind mai bun iaste cel vechiu. (Lk, nimé ni va bé vechiu adia de va vré
cel vechiu, indati va de cel nou.  73/222). nouln; grai amu: Vechiul aaste mai
Ci zice: Cel vechiu iaste mai bun. bunw.” (Lk, 124-125"/107-108).
(Lk, 50%).

By rendering Gr. &eoxds, ov, & through foi and bordusi, in the second and third fragments, the
man of letters offers variety (Gafton & Milicd, 2012, p. 167) to the expression, by acting under
the impetus of a subjective aesthetics, yet innovating compared to the Greek source'® and/or"”
the alternative Romanian versions, all within the limits of a paradigmatic synonymic chain. On
the other hand, the fragment (#a74) de nu compared to cd aimintrea, for Gr. &i (8¢) w, introduces
a textual element particular to a foreign logic-syntactic structure (considered to be Greek'®),
forcing the receiver—through the fact that it summarises, with the aid of a negative adverb,
an opposing assumption ([-]) reality expressed through a negative verbal form ([-])—to an
additional effort regarding its deciphering for the 1648 version that he circumvented:

Cé nime nu pune pétec de la haind noao la haini véchie. lari de nu \ [*de ‘nu nu pune’ > daci
punel, si cea noao stricd, si la cea véche nu si potrivéste acel ce iaste de la cea noao etc. (£ 1682),

VsS.

cd nime peatecul de vesmint nou nu-l va pune in vesmint vechiu; iari aimintrea \ [daci pune] si
cel nou si va sparge; i la cel vechin nu si cuvine peatecul nou etc. (NT 1648).

In replicating the impossibility from Mz, 19, Mk, 10, and Lk, 18, the text E 1682 is not homogenous when
referring to the element found in opposition with ‘urechile acului’:

...cd mai lesne iaste camilii a tréce prin urechile acului, decit a intra bogatul intru imparitiia lui
Dumneziu (Dumineca a doaosprizéce dupi Rusalii, Mr, zaceala 74, 43");

Ci mai lesne iaste camila prin urechile acului a tréce, decit bogatul intru imparitiia lui Dum-
neziu a intra (Dumineca a treizeci dupd Rusalii, Lc, zaceala 91,79");

Mai lesne iaste funii cei de corabie si treaci prin urechile acului, decit bogatului si intre intru
impdratiia lui Dumneziu (Joi a 31 de sdptamini dupi Rusalii, Mc, zaceala 45, 80 si Vineri a 31
de siptimini dupi Rusalii, Mc, zaceala 46, 80").

The divergent solution from Mk advances some hindrances about the circumstance and the causes of its
origin. The fact that we are dealing with a base text of relatively small breadth, popular and of a repetitive
nature, suggests that the difference within itself is not spawned by a synchronic incongruence regarding
its reference to the following: even if, in the conscience of the scholar' uncertainty or unease would have
existed regarding the “correct” reproduction of Gr.xdunhog / kdpthog in Romanian, within the given

/

16For example, ...xal 00delg BdXhet ofvoy véov elg dorod Tohatovge el 8¢ i, pri&et 6 ofvog Todg dakods kel & ofvog améMhvTo kol
ot &ocole 4X\& olvov véov eic dawods xauvolg. (N.-A., Mk, 2,22).

17The fact that the sytem of Romanian language offered, independently of other texts, the possibility of the optioni foi /
bordusi makes redundant the condition that, for the presence of the second term in the verse, a Greek original may have been
consulted.

8O3elc emifhnpa pxcovg dyvddov impdmrel éml indtiov mekoubve ei 8¢ ui, aipel TO TIipwpe & abToD TO KUVOY TOD Tehetod
Kol xelpov oyloua yiveton. (N.-A., Mk, 2,21).

19We may, ultimately, consider the hypothesis that the writing of E 1682 was not the work of a single person—Iordache
Cantacuzino, according to what was stated in the preface—, but also other grammarians; in this situation, even if, at first
sight, the text appears to be fragmented, worked upon by more than one—an individual, namely the one who is in charge of
the part in Mk, 10, makes use of an element that differentiates itself from the ones in Mz, 19 and Lk, 18—, the fact that this
materialises through print brings another factor into the equation: the reviser (and, perhaps, the printer) and finally, the task
of homogenising it.
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context, this could not have been stronger than the necessity of transmitting a homogenous text at the
level of lexical choices, either in one direction or another, especially when any presumptive canonical
reference—internal or external—indicates it. We believe that, on the contrary, the aspect that the printed
text E 1682 has is the product of two stages in its creation: funia cea de corabie belongs to the first version of
the text, occurring in four other places of the Evangheliar, corresponding to the three biblical fragments;
cdmila appears as a result of a revision, under the pressure of the integral non-Testamentary text in its
prior editions: the revisor (Iordache Cantacuzino himself or another individual) decided to concede the
original variant and consequently modified the text in Mz, 19 and Lk, 18, but omitting, for some reason,
to correct in Mk, 10 with its two quotes.

On the whole, in order to solve the “problem” issued by Mz, 19, 24 etc., several types of information
were made available: a) the information provided by the standard Gospel text in the Romanian versions
up to that point; b) the model of a similar foreign text; c) the information collected from secondary
texts related to the Gospel (including different collections of preaching); d) the translator’s linguistic
knowledge.

Regarding the special case of E 1682, the Romanian archetypal texts based on which they could have
been built (the full versions of the 16™ and 17 century’s New Testament) do not allow the interpretation
of “funie” and the use of a suitable lexeme: not implicitly — through cT 1561; nor explicitly - following
what represents the first clear indication over the development of a critical act, prior to the Romanian
translation of the litigious phrase from Mz, 19, 24, Mk, 10, 25, and Lk, 18, 25, which reveals itself from
the formulated footnote of verse 24, in the first Gospelzo, inNT 1648: “Ciamila si zice ci-i funea corabii, 7ar
in acest loc, sd ingeleage cimila” (italics added). Being aware of the “object’s” double identity, in opposition
with the phrase ‘urechea acului’ in the history of the biblical exegesis, from the Greek direction, the
translator/ author of the final text (i.e. Simion Stefan) chose the version imposed by the fundamental
biblical text, not the one suggested by secondary theological writings, which was furthermore sustained
by the Latin text*': et iterum dico vobis facilius est camelum per foramen acus transire quam divitem intrare
in regnum celorum (VUL)*.

Admitting the fact that the foreign models of this type of book used for religious practice are building
themselves with a certain independence from the canonical biblical text (cf. £ 1671, p. 69 (Mt [zac. 79
(sic)]), 121 (Lk [zac. 91]) and 123 (Mk [zac. 45, 46]), where the impossible word is presented in the
classical form: xduntov etc.), we must not ignore the possibility of the Romanian version’s translator to
have consulted such a text, therefore finding the evidence for the form funia cea de corabie. However, it
is necessary to underline that the appearance of a lexical formation with an obviously different meaning
than ‘cdmild’ does not represent a condition for the appearance of the divergent phrase in the Romanian
language. This situation can occur independently from a real model (cither only spoken, but present!) -
as the situation from E 1693 shows, where the Greek column invariably presents the form xauniov, while
the parallel Romanian text constantly presents the forms funea cordbiii (Mt, 97; Lk, 175) / funiii cei de
corabie (Mk, 178).

A meaning of ‘rope’ attributed to xdunhog, 6, in Medieval Greek (an homonym of kdpnhoc, 6 ‘camel’), is
unlikely*: justas for the Antiquity as well as for the Christian era’s first centuries, there is no corpus to state

20042, 19: “Dari iari vi zic voao: mai lesni iaste cimilei pren uriachea acului a treace, decit bogatul intru impérigiia
ceriurelor”, etc.

I About the texts on which NT 1648 is created, including the Latin one, see Gafton, 2009, p. 130; 2005, p. 42, 151.

2Yust by admitting that we are facing the bishop’s redundant language, we might consider the marginal note as being a
proof of supporting the opposite point of view (cf. Zamfir, 2011, p. 568: “[the marginal note] conducts the decoding of the
word cimild in the right direction”, i.e., in the author’s opinion, ‘funic} A/N, A.C.).

2 Despite not being the object of our research anymore (cf. Chirili, 2013), we are underlining an abnormality concerning
the interpretation of the word xdutdog in the crittical apparatus of the old literature’s corpuses: the confusion between the
phrase with the possible meaning of ‘funie’ and words that may occurat a certain time, under the same form, but with other
meaning; see, for example, PERSEUS, s.v.: kdptdog, for which the definition is taken from LIDDELL-SCOTT—i.e., “A. rope etc.”
(1)—, is wrongly linked to a fragment from the work Roman Antiquities by Dionysius of Halicarnassus: “...tpémov dmypétovy
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the term’s real usage with the underlined meaning; the dictionaries do not register it just as they do not
register the alternative form xduthog either, with the meaning of ‘rope’ (see, for example, LBG 1, s.v. kdpehog
[(= xdunhos), Kamel] etc., 754-755). In this situation, the idea of adopting the word xdpntog, & with the
meaning of ‘rope’ by certain Romanian scholars with knowledge of Greek language, and the spontaneous
use of this meaning for translating the underlined form in Mt, 19, 24 etc., exclusively based on Greck
linguistic competencies, is rather a groundless one. It is not the semantic value of the Greek word kdunog
which leads to choosing the Romanian word funie in relation to the phrase urechea acului, but rather the
ignorance or inconsideration of it as a reliable presence in phrase building from the beginning, and as a
consequence, perceiving another linguistic element of source as being adequate and unquestionable in the
context.

From this moment arises the question if a suggestion for reading (similar to the one mentioned by
Theophylact of Bulgaria—who talks about a possible image ‘thick rope’ without bringing into discussion
the form xdpthog (1)—, or by John Kalekas, Simion Stefan, etc.), eventually joined by the impression—
lexicographically popularised by Suidas®® in the 10% century, and perpetuated since then, but not con-
firmed by usage—that in the Greek vocabulary exists a phrase xduthog with the meaning of ‘rope’” which
should have taken the place of xdunhog in Mz, 19, 24 etc. have the power to turn Iordache Cantacuzino’s
option against what was imposed to him in the cannonical biblical text, through the valorification of
a certain general knowledge regarding the Greek language... Fortunately, the steps for understanding
the process at the end of which the text E 1682 presents the expression funia cea de corabie does not
necessarily need such a question, avoiding the difficulty and the answer’s possible conjectural elements.
This is because in the rendering of the proverb from the Gospel appears, prior to the case of Romanian
regions, in the Greek world, a distinctive term, xdunhog, which “solves” the dilemma of choosing between
kdunhog (kduthog, kduehog ete.) — ‘camel’ vs. ‘rope’

The validation of this distinctive element comes through a text of theological nature which no longer
remembers the essence of suggestion regarding the meaning, providing it as an assertion. Such a corpus is
the collection of preaches known to the orthodoxy under the Greek title of Mapyapizar...] — a neo-Greek
rewriting of several patristic texts previously recorded in the Byzantine Greek language. The 35% word
from the version appeared in 1675 in Venice (see also M 1681, 252; etc.) includes the Gospel sequence in
the context of John Chrysostom’s requisite against the arrogance of the rich and the powerful:

& TG xaxils pilne TdvTwY TOD xoX@V THg Prhapyvplag, [...]: XN tvxohwTepov elvar vi mepdoy T&
xapafBéayorvov 4md T Tpdmay Tiig BeAdvrg, Tapd & TAoUT10g v Eumy eig THY Baotheloy Tob Ovpor-
v - (M 1675, 2417, [italics added]),

using a term whose denotative meaning does not have any ambiguity: xapaféoyotvov, ov, 76 rope’ (CEGD,
sv. rope, b: NAUT.); of. xdpafoc, 6 ‘boat; of a vessel (SOPHOCLES, s.v.), xdpafog, 6 Germ. Kanal,
Wassergraben (LBG 1, s.v.). This version belongs to the neo-Greek translator which operates by adjusting
the illogical-considered word building under the report of the lexical associations from the earlier text of
Ioan Hristosomul, who, according to PG 59, used in [Lat. Oratio de pseudoprophetis, et falsis doctoribus, et
impiis hereticis, et de signis consummationis seculi hujus) the proverb’s section in the classical form: AN’
Edxomdtepov 2oTL xdpniov Siit Tpumuatos padidos dioeddely (PG 59, 561).

Against the canonical biblical text, in its full construction and keeping the form of the Gospel’s text,
but benefiting from the authority of a Modern Greek corpus with an immense popularity, the phrase

Toig iepeboty of eyduevol viv Omd Pwpalwy kot EtL Tpde Tobtolg Etake pavtvik éxdotne dulils Eve” [...were performed in the
same manner by those attendants of the priests who are now called by the Romans camilli. Furthermore, [Romulus] ordered one
soothsayer out of each tribe to be present at the sacrifices, Dionysius, 1960, p. 372-373; see also footnote 2, p. 373: “The camilli
were free-born youths who assisted in the sacrifices of the flamen Dialis; in time, however, the term came to be applied to those
assisting in other religious rites.”].

245uIDAs 1705, p. 236; see Chirili (2013, p. 162).

2The numbers indicating the pages between 240 (op”) and 249 (ouf’) repeat on the following ten pages, therefore our
notation: 240,—-249,.
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functions as a strong catalystic element for the information provided in the intellectual field of certain
Romanian scholars, especially the secular ones, thus emerging as a certitude and strives, from that moment
on to prevail in the Romanian translations of the stated Gospel segments, within the content of various
writings, in an intellectual area which happened to be dominated by the Cantacuzines.

Funia corabiei — xapaféoyowvov appears in the Romanian version of the Mapyapizau... by Serban and
Radu Greceanu, with the help of the high steward Constantin Cantacuzino (BRV I, p. 320), in the content
of the same Cuvint al 35 a celui intru sfinti parintele nostru a lui Ioan Zlatoust. Pentru mincinosii proroci §i
cei fard Dumnezeu eretici, si de sémnele sfirsitului veacului acestuia (M 1691, 126"):

O ridicini rea a tuturor rautitilor, iubire de argint, [...], ce mai iusor iaste si treaci funea ciribiii
pren urechile acului de cit bogatul sd intre intru imparitiia ceriului (M 1691, 131, [italics added]).

Two years later, the phrase is used four times, in the regular places, in the bilingual edition of the Gospel,
printed in Snagov by Antim Ivireanul, following Serban Greceanu’s effort of building the text and Athanasie
Moldoveanul’s translation: E 1693, p. 97 (funea coribiii, Mt, 19), 175 (funea coribiii, Lk, 18), 178 (funiii
cei de corabie, Mk, 10). Each time, the Greek column maintains the form xduniov, but the Romanian
“option” is not negatively defined, against this Greek archetype, but in compliance with another text, due
to the fact that the Greek column does not function as a source-text in the real time of the Romanian
version’s creation, but as an instrument of enriching the Romanian version. First of all, the Greek text is
important due to its presence, not due to its content. Justifying the bilingual character of the book, in
the Introduction for the ruler Constantin Brincoveanu, Serban Greceanu does not declare himself to be
the translator of the mentioned Romanian version (see BRV I, p. 333; cf. Ruffini, 1973, p. 117); pon
the other hand, working for several years carlier for the Bible from Bucharest, it is possible for him to
have used the previous work when building new editions (Strempel, 1997, p. 75). However, the linguistic
difference between the texts E 1693 and B 1688 and the similarities of the first one with E 1682 suggest
that the creation of the church practice instrument from 1693 was based on the same instrument as the
one in 1682. If, taking into account the difference in “rank” between the texts, there is no genealogic link
between the basic text used by the priests and the first complete version of the Romanian Bible (Gafton,
2002, p. LXX-LXXI), the resulted visual incongruences coming from a lecture in parallel of both texts
support the hypothesis that the plans remain separated even in the age after “the supreme text” — the Bible
was produced; furthermore, there is no proof the process was transposed in reverse.

The information stated above finds its support in the situation linked with, for example, the
fragment from Mz, 19, 16-26:

E 1682
In vrémea acéia, (a) sd apropie citri
Lsus un tindr oarecarele, inchinindu-
sd lui si zicind: Tnvigitoriule bune,
ce bine voiu face ca si aib viiata de
véci? Tard el zise lui: Ce md griesti
bun, nime nu iaste bun, numai
unul Dumneziu. Iari de vei s3 intri
in viiatd, pizéste poruncile! Zise
lui: Carile? Iari Isus zise lui: Si
nu ucizi, sd nu curvesti, si nu furi,
(b) sd nu fii marturie mincinoasd,
cinstéste pre tatdl si pre muma si si
iubesti pre vecinul tiu ca insuti pre
tine. Zise lui tinirul: Toate acéstea
le-am pazit dintru tinerétele méle,
dar incd ce n-am plinit? Zise lui:

E 1693
In vrémea acéia, (a) sd apropie citri
Lsus un tindr oarecarele, inchinindu-
sd lui si zicind: Tnvigitoriule bune,
ce bine voiu face ca si aibu viiata
vécinici? lari el zise lui: Ce-mi
zici bun, nime nu iaste bun, numai
unul Dumneziu. Iari de vei si intri
in viiatd, pazéste poruncile! Zise
lui: Carele? Iari Isus zise lui: Si
nu ucizi, si nu curvesti, si nu furi,
(b) sd nu fii mérturie mincinoasd,
cinstéste pre tatdl si pre muma si si
iubesti pre vecinul tiu ca insuti pre
tine. Zise lui tinirul: Toate acéstea
le-am pazit dintru tinerétele méle,
dar inci ce-m lipséste? Zise lui:

B 1688
(@) $i iatd unul apropiindu-si,
zise lui: “invégétoriule bune, ce
bine voiu face ca si aibu viata
veacinici?” Iari el zise lui: “Ce
Nimeni nu e bun,
firi numai unul Dumneziu; iari

mi zici bun?

de vei si intri in viatd, pdzeaste
poruncile.” Zise lui: “Carele?” Iard
lisus zise: “Si nu omori, si nu
preacurvesti, si nu furi, (b) s4 nx
mdrturisesti minciuni. Cinsteaste
pre tatil tiu si pre muma ta si
si iubesti pre aproapele tiu ca
pre tine” Zise lui tinirul: “Toate
accastea le-am pizit den tinereatele
meale; ce inci-m lipseaste?” Zise
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De vei si fii desavirsit, (c) mergi de
vinde avutiia ta si o di siracilor, si
vei avea comoari la ceriu §i vino
pre urma mea. lard tindrul, auzind
cuvintul, si duse scirbit, ci era
avind multd agonisitd. lard Isus zise
ucenicilor si: Adevir griesc voao
ci nu va intra lesne bogatul intru
imparitiia ceriului. Si iard griesc
voao ci mai lesne iaste cimilii a
tréce prin urechile acului decit
a intra bogatul intru impiritiia
lui Dumneziu. Iari ucenicii lui,
auzind, si mira foarte, zicind: (d)
Dari cine poate si fie mintuir? lard
Isus, ciutind, zise lor: La oameni,
aceasta iaste cu neputintd, iard la
Dumneziu sint toate cu putinta.

(Mz, 42°-43");

De vei si fii desavirsit, (c) mergi de
vinde avutiia ta si o di siracilor, si
vei avea comoard la ceriu §i vino
pre urma mea. lard tindrul, auzind
cuvintul, si duse scirbit, ci fusése
avind multd agonisitd. Iard Isus
zise ucenicilor sdi: Adevir griesc
voao ci cu greu va intra bogatul
intru impéritiia ceriului. $i iard
griesc voao cd mai lesne iaste
funea corabiii a tréce prin urechile
acului decit bogatul a intra intru
impiritiia lui Dumneziu. Ilard
ucenicii lui, auzind, si mira foarte,
zicind: (d) Dard cine poate si si
mintuiasci? lari Isus, ciutind, zise
lor: La oameni, aceasta iaste cu
neputintd, iard la Dumneziu sint
toate cu putinti. (Mz,97);

Tisus lui: “De vei si fii desavirsit,
(c) pasd, vinde tot ce ai si di
siracilor, si vei avea comoara
la ceriu, §i vino dupi mine.” Si
auzind tinirul cuvintul, si duse
intristat, ci era avind agonisitd
multd. Tari lisus zise ucenicilor
sii: “Adevir zic voao ci anevoie
va intra bogatul intru impiritiia
ceriurilor. Si iards zic voao: Mai
lesne iaste camila pren ureachea
acului a treace decit bogatul intru
imparitiia lui Dumneziu a intra.”
Si auzind ucenicii lui, si mirard
foarte zicind: (d) “Dari cine si
va putea spasi?” Si cautind lisus,
zise lor: “La oameni aceasta peste
putintd iaste, iard la Dumneziu
toate si pot. (M, 1073).

The stated significant differences are indices of the relations that exists between the texts and, by
going down a stage in the history, of their sources>® and/or of the conception which guides the
creation of the stated text. In the first situation, (a), E 1693 are E 1682 are similar regarding the
content of the exposition of the third narrative segment from Mz, 19 — the encounter with the
rich young man, the additional details (the identity of the man talking to Jesus and the gesture
preceding the question) mirroring the structure of the same type of Greek book (see E 1671:
veavioxog Tig Dpoaiide o [ood, yovumet@v adTdv, xal Aéywv); B 1688 communicates much more
laconically (see also NT 1648, M, 19, 16; Gr. Kai idod elg mpooerdivv et elmev, N.-A.; Lat. Et ecce
unus accedens, ait illi, vuL). In the second example, (b), & 1693 brings forth the formula copula +
predicative nominal (sd nu fii marturie mincinoasd) of the Greek form od Vevdopaptvprioeig (M,
19, 18), from E 1682, not the solution with a predicative verb from B 1688 (sd nu marturisesti
minciuni). The situations from points (c) and (d) referring to £ 1693 indicate the return to the
options from E 1682, without the archaic note from B 1688: mergi vs. pasi (Mt, 19, 21), and sd
fie mintuit | si sdé mintuiasci vs. (sd va putea) spdsi (Mt, 19, 25).

Thus, Serban Greceanu may ignore a lexical choice he previously made use of when writing the Bible of
1688, when dealing with a different, more practical type of text by choosingat a certain point, a dissimilar
alternative which he considered to be more fitting.

The situation concerning the rendering of the impossibility from Mz, 19, 24 etc. stays unchanged
compared to E 1682 and E 1693, and also in case of the monolingual text printed in Snagov in 1697%":

Tari Is. au zis ucenicilor sii: “Adevir griescu voao ci nu va intra lesne bogatul intru Impiritiia
ceriului. S$i iard griescu voao ci mai lesne iaste funii coribiei a treace prin ureache acului decit
a intra bogatul intru Imp[d]r[a]tiia lui Dumneziu.” (Dumineca, a doaosprizeace dupi Rusalii.

Dela Matei. Cap. 19, 44"; [italics added]);

Si vizind pre el Is. ci si intristase, au zis: “Cit de anevoe vor intra intru imp[i]r{d]tiia lui

k) p p 5

D[u]mneziu ceia ce au bogitie? Ci mai lesne iaste funei coribiei pren ureachia acului a treace
g 3 p

decit bogatului a intra intru impiratiia lui D[u]mneziu.” (Duminecd, a treizeci dupi Rusali.

Dela Luca. Cap. 18, 81"; [italics added]);

2For identifying the sources of a text based on the indications, see Gafton (2012, p. 119£.).
¥For the knowledge of E 1697 I am grateful to Ms. Roxana Vieru who provided us the text of the edition she is preparing
in Tagi. I reproduce the necessary fragments for my research in a first transcription belonging to her.
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Siraspunzind iards Is., le-au zis lor: “Fiilor, cit de cu nevoe iaste celor ce sd nddijduesc intru avutie
s intre intru imparitiia lui D[u]mneziu! Mai lesne iaste funii coribiei si treacd prin ureachia
acului decit bogatului si intre intru imp[3]r[]tiia lui D{u]mneziu.” (Joi, a 31 de saptimini dupi
Rusalii. Dela Marco. Cap. 10, 82"; [italics added]);

Zis-au D[o]mnul ucinicilor lui: “Cit de anevoie iaste celor ce s3 niddjduesc avutiei sd intre intru
imparitiia lui D[u]mneziu! Mai lesne iaste funii coribiei si treacd pren ureachia acului decit
bogatului s intre intru imp[a]r[]tiia lui D[u]mneziu.” (Vineri, a 31 de siptimini dupi Rusali.
Dela Marco. Cap. 10, 82"; [italics added]).

Both Gospels from Snagov are printed by Antim Ivireanul but, as presented above, the authority of the
“erudite polyglot Antim” (Dumistracel, 2000, p. 51) may by no means represent an argument for the
correctness of the word’s interpretation as ‘rope’ and implicitly, for the wrong interpretation as ‘camel’
in the known passages—which, in the Greek text, contain xduntog, é—and neither for pointing out a
superior intuition of the Romanian scholars about the exact meaning of phrase that has been used against
the needle’s eye (cf. Zamfir, 2011, p. 568; Dumistricel, 2000, p. 51). Morcover, by translating the
New Testament several years later, the same good scholar, with knowledge of Greek language, follows
the classical solution, thus contributing to the familiarization of Romanians with the Christian proverb
in the form which includes the giant creature’s lack of hope in front of the small opening through which
it needs to enter: “Si iarisi zic voao, mai lesne iaste cimila pren uréchia acului a tréce, decit bogatul intru
imparitiia lui Dumneziu a intra.” (NT 1793, M#, 19, 24, 17", [italics added]; see also Mk, 10, 25, 37", as
well as Lk, 18, 25, 64").

Admitting that in 1693 and in 1697, when arranging the text for printing, Antim Ivireanul holds the
linguistic necessary knowledge to control the Romanian text as a translation of the Greek one, and has the
freedom to intervene according to its characteristics, the “inconsequence” appearing in the three books,
in a period of 10 years, cannot be explained in a satisfactory manner outside the idea of the continuing
existence of “two lines of text”, created with different aims, based on distinctive principles and not starting
from the same type of sources. There is no other text signed by Antim Ivireanul to allow the formation
of a more subtle hypothesis regarding his personal reception and exploitation of the proverb sequence
from M, 19, 24 etc., even though the 1895 edition of his preaches stresses out such a text. However,
the book was created by I. Cornoi as a selection for scholars” usage, making use of sermons included in
previous editions of the bishop’s work: the one of C. Erbiceanu in 1888 and a 1889 volume compiled
by Melhisedec. The sermon Duminica a 13-a a ténérului celui bogat. Luca is taken from a corpus that
had been wrongly considered to be, by Melhisedec, as an original belonging to Antim Ivireanul, and that
would be rejected as his work by P.V. Hanes, in 1915, and by Gabriel Strempel, in 1962 and in the following
editions®®. Therefore, the fragment extracted from the exodus:

Stati de mé mir, de unde voitl incepe a povesti pricina Evangheliei. De intrebaciunea ténérului
carele a dis: Invétitorule bune, ce voiii face s mostenesc viéta de véci? Au din hotirirea stipinu-
lui care a dis: mai lesne e a intra funia coribiei prin urechile acului, decat bogatul a intra intru
impéritia ceriului. Ensi voiu incepe a dice: ce voiu face si mostenesc viéta de véci? (Ivirénul,

1895, p. 205, [italics added])

does not belong, as the data seem to point out, to the early 18™ century scholar; moreover, the period
of its creation is uncertain as well. The 1895 text only proves the existence of this Gospel’s verse form in
the Romanian culture of the period (along with the other one—a fact pointed out by Iuliu A. Zanne by
quoting both versions, ZANNE, 11244, 89).

28For information related to the manuscript of which summary may be attributed to Antim Ivireanul, see Strempel (1962,

p- 38-66).
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2.2. Translations in the modern period

From the 18th century until the second half of the 19th century, the two interpretations constantly emerge,
yet are rigurously distributed according to the type of the text containing the Gospelers’ narrations: in the
Bible, regardless of the text source and language from which the translation is made (either Greek or Latin),
in recreating the discourse about the impossibility of salvation through human efforts, the word cimili
is used (NT 1793, B 1760, B 1795, B 1819); while in the books directly involved in the preparation and
performance of the religious service, in countless successive editions of the Gospel, faithful te each other,
the same discourse in its quadruple rendering reproduces forms of the phrase funia corabiei (£ 1723, 44",
817, 82¥; £ 1742, 44", 81%, 82; £ 1750, 44"; £ 1760, 44", 81", 82"; E 1762, 47°, 86", 88"; £ 1784, 40",
73", 74" E 1794, 407, 73", 74"; £ 1812, 38", 67"; etc.). Seldom, the habitual aspect given to it by the actual
form of the biblical overruns the model inherited from the Gospel, thus giving it a non homogenous facet,
through the use of the word camel in one of those sections: see, for example E 1784, 72 ((a text related
to the passage from Lk; see also £ 1794, 72"; £ 1812, 67").

The priest and the parishioner—either with the help of the man of the church or on his own—from
the end of the old age and the beginning of the modern one, are therefore frequently exposed to the
interpretation mai lesne este sd treacd o funie prin urechile acului... This image supports the central idea
from M, 19 etc; and, once made popular and benefiting from an ecclesiastical authority, it tends to
replace the other”, while the cumbersomely proportioned Bible holding the text in its entirety is seldom
visited anymore.

The text which, basically, was holding the postulate for canonizing the use of mai lesne este si treaci o
funie prin urechile acului... makes its debut at the end of the 19 century and it is the B 1874 from Iasi, a
version compiled under the patronage of the Biblical Society for Britain and Foreign Countries:

Si éra-si dicti voul: i mai lesne este sa tréci funia prin urechia acului, de cAtt bogatulu sa intre
in impéritia lui Dumnedu (M5, 19, 24, [italics added]; see also Mk, 10, 25, Lk, 18, 25).

However, the 1874 version is rapidly criticised, the main reason being the fact that the translators did
not follow zhe old texts, but other translations of the Biblical Society, in modern languages (Modern
Grecek, English, French, German, Italian etc.). The present fact, along with the excessively sharpened
modernization of the language are presented as a justification® for a new translation process, initiated
by N. Nitzulescu and finalised in February 1897. The new version contains a linguistic form unregistered

in Mt, 19, 24 up to that point:

Siiar zic voé: mailesne este pentru o camili si treaci printr'o ureche de ac, de cAt pentru un avut

si intre in impéritia lui Dumnezeu ([italics added]; see also Mk, 10, 25, Lk, 18, 25).

It is difficult to assert whether N. Nitzulescu wanted to provide in this particular point of the translation a
meaning other than ‘cimild, choosing a neologism camili ([cam1li], eventually [c4mili], ‘rope’ 2)—a
paronym of the old and well-known cdmild; in case we are not facing a graphical error: the similar passage
from Mk, 10 includes the traditional biblical term:

?The use of this form of the verse appears, for example, in Barbu Stefinescu Delavrancea’s Hagi-Tudose, 1887, where “The
Founder” quotes as follows: “laci, urmi ctitorul, iaci si bogatii nemilostivi cum se duc in focul Ghenii cu sacii in spinare,
deselati de aur si de argint! Hagiul tusi, trase cozorocul sepcii pe ochi, si intoarse spatele «judecitii d’apoi». Strangeti-vé voué
comori in ceruri... strigd ctitorul, amenintind cu pumnul pe bogatii nemilostivi, cari si duceatt linistiti in Iad... strAngeti-vé voué
comori in ceruri, cici mai lesne va trece funia coribiii prin urechile acului decat bogatul in impéritia cerurilor!” (Delavrancea,
1903, p. 9, [italics added]).

398 1897, Ciitre cititori, p. 10: “Neajunsul acesta a fost acum in urmi bine simtit de societatea biblici britanici. De aceea
anché de mult am fost rugat din parte ’i si primesc ca si fac revizuirea traducerii Noului As¢zimént, lucru la care m’am si hotirit.
De la inceput Ans¢ am gisit cu cale ci este mai nemerit s traduc d’a dreptul din limba ei originali greceasci aceasti parte a St.
Scripurf’”.



14 Adina Chirila

Mai lesne este pentru o cimild s treacd printro ureche de ac, de cit pentru un avut si intre in
impéritia lui Dumnezeu [italics added].

In the same manner, the editions B 1911 and B 1921, which take after 8 1897, only use the form cimili.

However, B 1914, of the Saint Sinod clearly introduces a lexeme different from anything used up
to that point in the process of translating the controversial section of Jesus’ discourse, the word being
graphically pointed out with Aldine letters, with the accent marked on the first syllable (Fig. 1):

Siiarasi graesc voud: mailesne este a trece camila prin urechea acului, decit bogatul a intra intru
imparitia lui Dumnezeu (Mz, 19, 24);

Mai lesne este a trece camila prin urechea acului, decit bogatul a intra intru impiratia lui Dum-
nezeu (Mk, 10, 25);

C4i mai lesne este a trece camila prin urechea acului, decat bogatul a intra intru imparatia lui
Dumnezeu (L%, 18, 25).

24. i iardsi grdesc voud: mai
lesre este a frece camila prin p-
rechea acului, decat bogatul a in- -
fra intru impérafia iui Dumnezen.

Mt 19,24
25, Mai lesne esle a frece cimils

prin urechea aculuf, decdt bogalul
ainira tnfru impardfia lui Dumnezeu,

Mk, 10, 25
25. C4 mal lesne este a irece
camila prin urechile acului, decat

bogaful a intrd Tnfre Tmpdrdfia lui
Dumnezeu.

Lk, 18,25

Figure 1: 3 1914

The meaning of the word is not explicitly stated anywhere, but it is obvious that the translator wanted
a particular naming, other than the one from Mz, 23, 24, where the term cimili is not stressed in any
way: “Povituitori orbi, cari strecurati tAntarul si inghititi cimila”. The novelty of the form was the result
of a cautious behaviour: on one hand, by “making use” of the information provided by the dictionaries
specialised in the Greek language, either general on new-testamentary, themselves reticent in stating a
solid verdict, and, on the other hand, of an interpreting tradition, the translator returns to the Greek
word kdpniog / kautdog and creates a Romanian aspect semantically separated from ‘cimild’ but which
does not fully and openly face up to ‘funie’.

In B 1936, the next edition approved by St. Sinod (see also B 1938)—that mentions (according to
the Preface signed by Miron, The Patriarch of Romanians, p. XXVI) P.S. Nicodim and the priests Grigore
Pisculescu (Gala Galaction) and Vasile Radu as its authors—the phrase cimild is used, without any special
mention:

Inci odati zic voud ci mai lesne este sd treacd o cdmild prin urechile acului, decat si intre un bogat

intru impiritia cerurilor (Mz, 19, 24 [italics added]; see also Mk, 10, 25, Lk, 18, 25).

From this moment on, the Romanian editions of the Bible, regardless of confession and the source text
(B 1944, B 1997, Anania 2001, NT Caz 2002 etc.), are reinforcing in the reader’s conscience the binomial
camild — urechile/urechea acului, avoiding or simply paying no heed to the value of truth of the interpre-
tation ‘camel’ vs. ‘rope’
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3. Conclusions

In the closing stages of this scientific research that intended to trace the new-testamentary transformations
of the section under Mz, 19, 24 etc., in the Romanian culture, an observation is outlined—that, overall,
the text presents three lexemes and, quite possibly, two denotative designations:

camili ‘Camelus bactrianus | dromaderus I’ —the oldest variant; insufficient evidence exist, outside
the discussions relating to the evangelical fragments, to support the hypothesis that the term cimild (or its
masculine version, cimil) itself could have come to develop the meaning ‘funie’ or ‘impletituri din fibre
vegetale aseminitoare fringhiei’ (cf. Dumistricel, 2000, p. 50-51; see also Zamfir, 2011, p. 569-570);

funie (a corabiei) ‘parimi, odgon de corabie’ [Engl. ‘rope’]—known from the 17% century but which
made an appearance in an integral version of the Bible only in 1874;

camili ‘parimi, odgon de corabie’ [Engl. ‘rope’] (2)—B 1914, unregistered in this form in the dic-
tionaries and therefore, without being reported in the 1914 biblical text; cf. LAURIAN-MASSIM, s.v.
camellu, fem. camella: “(in usulu vulgariu numai femininulu sub form’a camilla). s., camelus (xdpnAos,
ital. camello, franc. chameau); genu de animali cadrupede [...]; — prin metafora, fune de nave, fune
grossa”; and DA, s.v. cdmil / cimili “cable, cordage™ (quoting exclusively from lexicographical works).

The analysis we have performed on the evangelical text, in its various uses and forms, having as support
a controversial verse from the old age, emphasises the fact that the man of letters in that period (either
translator or a text reviser) had a behaviour that, by surpassing the stage of imitating the source-text,
allowed him to trust his own prior knowledge about the form and content of the processed text, and
includes the critique of the departure-point version and the usage of some linguistic solutions offered by
sources other than the rectified text.

By going through the passage from Mz, 19, 24 etc., a scholar such as Iordache Cantacuzino or Serban
Greceanu does not consider that in the stated context, the Greek word xdpnrog needs to be associated
with something other than cimili [Engl. camel], but knows that the original text has to be of a different
nature, and reconstructs this truth in certain circumstances. His judgement is similar to that of a present
day translator, to which he probably contributes.
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