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Article info Abstract
History: The new edition of the Evangelium printed in Snagov, in 1697 (£ 1697) is dis-
Received August 6,2021 tinguished from the previous ones by two aspects: a) structure of the text -
Accepted August 8, 2021 because the accuracy of the biblical references in relation to the moments of the
Published August 18,2021 church year is restored and ensured, thus making the correlation between the
liturgical book of ecclesiastical use and the archetype-text, the New Testament,
Key words: divided into chapters; b) linguistic option of the editor, which specifically and
philology consistently aims at the regime of verbal tenses, i.e., the change of the forms of
text editing the simple perfect of the basic edition (E 1693) into forms of compound perfect.
comparative analysis Typographical and linguistic differences identified between E 1697

B[ucharest], £ 1697 1[asi] and £ 1697 v[ienna], of the eleven copies of the book,
preserved to this day, indicate the unfolding of some stages in the realization of
the edition, a complex and nonlinear editorial and typographical behaviour.

1. 1697

The princely printing house installed in Snagov produced in 1697 five books, one of which was in the
Romanian language. Its full title is Sf/i/nta si dfujmnezeiasca Evanghelie, cu voia prea luminatului si
indltatului D[o]mn si obliduitoriu a toatd Tava Rumdneasca, lIo Constandin B. Voievod si cu porunca purtit-
oriului Pravoslaviei prea sfli[ntitul Chir Theodosie, Mitropolitul a toatei Tiri Rumdnesti si exarbu plaiurilor.
Acum a doa oard tiparita si diortositd, mai cu multi nevointd, in sfliJnta Mindstire in Sneagov, la anul de
la spaseniia lumii 1697, de smeritul intru iermonahbi Anthim Ivireanul (I') (cf. BRV [, p. 343-344).

The specification regarding the order of this book in a number of similar typographical appearances
probably refers to the first book with Romanian text that Antim Ivireanul worked on, as a printer: Evan-
ghelia greco-romind [the Greek-Romanian Gospel] published in 1693 in Bucharest, by the efforts of
Serban Greceanu and Athanasie Moldoveanul.

Actually, in order to produce Evanghelia of 1697, Antim Ivireanul could have used, as a basic-text,
one of the two previous versions: the one from 1682, which, in terms of structure, departs from the
Slavonic model of the tetracvangelium from the previous century, being conceived, according to its pre-
face, “precum umblai cea elineasci si intru toate aseamene, dupd orinduiala Besearecii Rasiritului” [“as the
Greek one goes, and in all likeness, according to the order of the Church of the East”] (£1682, [III'])
and the bilingual one from 1693, which resumes, on the Romanian column, the previous text, keeping its
organization. Since Antim Ivireanul himself had taken part in the making of the 1693 edition, one can
safely assume that Antim used iz in the making of the new version of 1697, operating, as the title suggests,
some revisions; however, the collation of the three editions reveals situations and differences that can be
explained only by the return of the diortositor / printer to the older text, from 1682.
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2. Emendations

The correctness alluded to in the title of the 1697 book concerned two aspects: a) the structure of the
content and b) the linguistic form.

In the first regard, a), the differences between £ 1697 and £ 1693 (and E 1682) are, most of the time, of
detail, restoring and ensuring the accuracy of the respective moment of the church year and the accuracy of
the biblical references. Distinctly from previous achievements', in £ 1697 the correlation is made between
the liturgical book of church use and the text-archetype, the New Testament, divided into chapters:

“Cade-se a sti ca la E[va]ng[he]lia aceasta nu s-au pus zacealele pre cum au fost intii, ce capetele:
pentru ca si poati afla fiestecine mai lesne ce i-ar trebui la Tetravanghel. Si pre unde iaste steaoa
aceasta [ ], s nu gindeasca nestine cd s-au pus in toate locuri pentru soroaci de savirsit, ce pentru

unirea stihurilor den Tetravanghel” (£ 1697, [1II]").

Rarely, the reference to the biblical text is wrong: in “Luni, a doaosprizeace siptimina dupi Rusalii, de
la Matthei, cap. 17 (1697, 43"), the biblical pericope used is, in fact, from Mark (1, 9-15)—a mistake
compared to previous versions E 1693 (94) and E 1682 (41").

A major correction compared to the 1693 edition is the completion of the text with the evangelical
fragments corresponding to Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday of the seventeenth week
after Pentecost of the church year: in £ 1693, “Duminicaa 16” [the 16™ Sunday] is immediately followed
by “Simbati a 177 [the 17 Saturday] (116); in E 1682, the omisson does not exist (517=52Y). It seems
that Antim returns to the original source when some need arises.

Regarding the linguistic form of the text, b), it is noted that the new editor was especially concerned
with the regime of verbal tenses. The other changes observed at the grammatical and lexical level do
not show, judging by the inconsistency with which they were generally made, a particular concern in
the direction of the renewal of language and expression. A major exception is the intervention aimed at
changing the forms of the simple perfect from the basic edition (be it E 1693 or E 1682 - the differences in
this regard are minimal between the two) in compound perfect forms. The comparison between the 1697
version, “diortositd mai cu multd nevointd” ([I']), and that of 1693, on three corresponding fragments of
text (see infra”) highlights a consistent approach in this regard: nu sdzuri — nu au sazut; s sui — s-au suit;
Qdsi — au gasit; ScOasd — au scos; vasturnd — au vdsturnat; etc.

E1693
Vineri dupi Pasti. De la Ioan. 7 [7] [John, 2]

E1697
Vineri dupi Pasti, in sirbitori, de la Ioann, cap. 2

(3V—4"] [John, 2]

In vreamea aceaia veni I[su]s in Capernaum insusi, si
muma lui si fratii lui si ucenicii lui; si acolo nu sdzurd
zile multe, ¢i era aproape Pastile jidovilor. Si sa sui
I[su]s in Ierusalim. Si gdsi in besearecd pre ceia ce
vindea boi si oi si porumbi si pre schimbitorii de bani
sezind. $i ficind biciu de streanguri, pre toti ii scoasd
din beseareci, oile si boii; si rasipi banii schimbitorilor
si measele le vdsturna. $i celora ce vindea porumbi zise:
»Luati aceastea de aicea si nu faceti casa Tatalui mieu
casi de negutitorie.” Si-si adusird aminte ucenicii Lui
cd iaste scris: ,Dragostea casii Tale mi minci pre mine.”
Decli] ridspunsira jidovii i zisdra lui: ,Ce semn ariti

In vreamea aceaia veni I[su]s in Capernaum insusi, si
muma lui si fratii lui si ucenicii lui; si acolo 7u au sezut
zile multe. Si era aproape Pastile jidovilor; si s-au suit
I[su]s in Ierusalim. Si au gdsit in beseareci pre ceia ce
vindea boi si oi si porumbi si pre schimbitorii de bani
sezind. $i ficind bici de streanguri, pre toti i-au scos den
beseareci, oile si boii; si rasipi banii schimbatorilor si
measele le-au rdsturnat. Si celora ce vindea porumbi
le-au zis: ,,Luati aceastea de aicia si nu faceti casa Tatdlui
mieu casd de negutitorie.” Si-s aduserd aminte ucenicii
Lui ci iaste scris: ,,Dragostea casii Tale mi minci pre
mine.” Raspuns-au jidovii i i-au zis lui: ,Ce semn arit

'For an overview of the history of the Evangelium’s use in the Romanian culture, see Pavel (2012, p. 13-28).

2In the passages presented in parallel, the divergent forms (simple perfect s. compound perfect, or, more rarely, pluperfect)

are written in italics.
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noai, de faci aceastea?”. Rdspunse I[su]s si zise lor:
»Spargeti beseareca aceasta si in trei zile o voiu ridica.”
Si ziserd jidovii: JIn patruzeci si sase de ani sa zidi
beseareca aceasta si tu in trei zile vei sd o radici?”. Iard El
zicea de beseareca trupului siu. Deci cind si sculd den
morti s-au adus aminte ucenicii lui ¢ aceasta zicea lor si
crezurd scripturii si cuvintului carele zisease I[su]s.

E1693
Luni, siptimina a dooa. De la Ioan. 6 [9] [John, 2]

noao, de faci aceastea?”. Raspuns-an 1[suls si le-au zis
lor: ,,Spargeti beseareca aceasta si in trei zile o voiu
ridica.” Si zisera jidovii: JIn patruzeci si sase de ani s-au
zidit beseareca aceasta si tu in trei zile vei s3 o radici?”.
Tara El zicea de beseareca trupului sdu. Deci cind s3
sculd den morti s-au adus aminte ucenicii cd aceasta
zicea lor §i au crezut scripturii si cuvintului carele
zisease I[su]s.

E1697
Luni, in siptimina a dooa dupi Pasti, de la Ioann, cap.

2 [4¥-5"] [John, 2]

In vreamea aceaia nunti s fiicu in Cana Galileii si era
muma lui I[su]s acolo. $i f chemat I[su]s si uc[e]nicii
lui la nunta. Si, sfirsindu-se vinul, zise muma lui I[su]s
citrd dinsul: ,Vin n-au” Zise ei I[su]s: ,Ce e mie si tie,
muiare? Inci n-au venit ceasul mieu.” Zise muma lui
slugilor: ,,Orice ar zice voai, faceti!”. Si era acolo sase
vase de piatrd, stind dupd curiteniia jidovilor, care lua
cite doao sau trei veadre. Zise lor I[suls: ,Umpleti
vasele de apd.” Sile impluri pina sus. Si zise lor:
»Turnati acum si aduceti nunului.” Si-i adusird. $i dupa
ce gustd nunul apa ce si ficuse vin (si nu stiia de unde
iaste, iard slugile carii turnase apa stiia), s#74gd pre ginere
nunul. $i zise lui: ,,Tot omul intiiu vinul cel bun pune
si, deaca si imbati, atunce cel mai prost. Iara tu ai tinut
vinul cel bun pind acum.” Aceasta ficu incepiturd
seamnelor I[su]s in Cana Galileii. Si aritd slava sa si
crezurd intru el ucenicii lui.

E1693
E[va]ng[he]lia a opta a sf[i]ntelor patime. De la Luca.
114 [264-265] [Luke, 23]

In vreamea aceaia nunti s-au ficut in Cana Galileii si
era muma lui I[su]s acolo. Siax fost chiemat I[su]s si
ucenicii lui la nuntd. Si, sfirsindu-se vinul, 2 zis muma
lui I[su]s citrd dinsul: ,Vin n-au.” Zis-au e<i> I[su]s:
»Ce e mie si tie, muiare? Inci n-au venit ceasul mieu.”
Zis-ay muma lui slugilor: ,,Orice ar zice voao, si
faceti!”. Si era acolo sase vase de piatrd, puse dupd
curiteniia jidovilor, carele lua cite doao sau trei veadre.
Zis-au lor I[suls: ,,Umpleti vasele de apa.” Si le-an
umplut pind sus. Sile-au zis lor: ,Turnati acum si
aduceti nunului” Si i-au adus. Si dupi ce au gustat
nunul apa ce si ficuse vin (si nu stiia de unde iaste, iari
slugile carii turnase apa stiia), szrigat-au pre ginere
nunul. $i i-ax zis lui: ,,Tot omul intii vinul cel bun pune
si, deaca si imbati, atuncea cel mai prost. lari tu ai
tinut vinul cel bun pind acum.” Aceasta au ficut
incepatura seamnelor I[su]s in Cana Galileii. Si s-a%
ardtat slava sa si au crezut intru el ucenicii lui.

E 1697
E[va]ng[he]lia a opta a sfi]ntelor patime, de la Luca,
cap. 23 [122V-123"] [Luke, 23]

In vreamea aceaia ducea cu I[su]s si alti doi ficitori de
riu impreuna cu el si-i piarza. Si deaca veniri lalocul ce
sd chiami al Capatinii, acolo rdstignird pre el si pre
ficirorii de rdu: unul de-a direapta si altul de-a stinga.
Tard I[su]s zicea: ,Pirinte, iartd lor, ci nu stiu ce fac!”. Si
impirtind vesmintele lui, puserd sorti. Si sta nirodul
privind. Si-s bitea joc si boiarii impreuni cu ei, zicind:
»Pre altii au mintuit; mintuiasci-se pre sine, de iaste
acesta H[risto]s cel ales al lui D[u]mnezau.” Si-si bitea
joc si slujitorii, apropiindu-si si otet aducindu-i lui si
zicind: ,,De esti tu imparatul jidovilor, mintuiagte-te
pre tine.” Si era si scrisoare scrisd deasupra lui, cu slove
ellinesti si rimlenesti si jidovesti: ,, Acesta iaste
imparatul jidovilor.” Iard unul din cei rastigniti ficitori
de riu huliia pre dinsul, zicind: ,De esti tu Hristo]s,
mintuiaste-te pre tine si pre noi!”. Iard rispunzind
celalalt, certa pre el, zicind: ,Nu te temi tu de
D[u]mneziu, ci intr-aceaias osindi esti? Si noi, pre

In vreamea aceaia ducea impreuni cu I[su]s si alti doi
tilhari sa-i piarza. Si deaca au venit lalocul ce si chiama
al Cipitinilor, acolo l-au rdstignit pre el si pre tilhari:
unul de-a direapta si altul de-a stinga. Iara I[su]s zicea:
»Parinte, iartd-le lor, ¢ nu stiu ce fac!”. lard cei ce
impirtiia hainele lui au aruncat sorti. Si sta norodul de
priviia. Si-s bitea joc de dinsul §i boiarii impreuni cu
dinsii, zicind: ,,Pre altii au mintuit; mintuiasci-se si pre
sine, de iaste acesta H{risto]s cel ales al lui
D[u]mnezau.” Ridea-s de el si slujitorii, apropiindu-sa
si otet aducindu-i lui i zicind: ,,De esti tu imparatul
jidovilor, mintuiagte-te pre tine singur.” Era i scrisoare
scrisd deasupra lui, cu slove ellinesti si rimlenesti si
ovreesti: ,,Acesta iaste impdratul jidovilor” Iard un
tilhariu din cei ristigniti huliia pre dinsul, zicind: ,De
esti tu H{risto]s, mintuiaste-te pre tine i pre noi!”. Iard
raspunzind celalalt, l-au certat pre el, zicind: ,Nu te
temi tu de D[u]mneziu, ci intru aceaias osinda esti? Si



4

Adina Chirili, Roxana Vieru

direptul, pentru ci vreadnice celor ce-am ficut luom;
iard acesta nice un riu n-au facut.” $i zicea lui I[su]s:
~Pomeneaste-mi, D[oa]mne, cind vei veni intru
imparitiia ta!”. Atuncea zise I[suls lui: ,,Adevir zic tie:
astdzi cu mine vei fi in raiu.” $i era ca la al saselea ceas; si
intunearec fu preste tot pimintul pini la al noaolea
ceas. Sisd intunecd soarele si sd rupse catapeteazma
besearecii prin mijloc. $i, strigind cu glas mare I[su]s,
zise: ,Parinte, in miinile tale dau duhul mieu.” §i,
aceastea zicind, 7dposd. lari vazind sutasul ce fu, slivi
pre D[u]mneziy, zicind: ,,Adevirat, omul acesta dirept
au fost!”. Si toatd multimea carea venise impreuni la
privirea aceasta, vizind cealea ce furd, batindu-g
piepturile lor sz intoarserd. Si sta toti cunoscutii lui de

noi, cu direptul, cici ceale vreadnice dupi faptele
noastre luom; iard acesta nice un riu n-au ficut” Siau
zis lui I[su]s: ,Pomeneaste-mi, D[oa]mne, cind vei
veni intru imparitiia ta!”. Si ax zis I[su]s lui: ,Adevir
zicu tie: astizi impreund cu mine vei fi in rai.” Si era ca
la al saselea ceas; si intunearec s-au ficut preste tot
pamintul pini la al noaolea ceas. Si s-au intunecat
soarele si s-au rupt catapeteazma besearecii prin mijloc.
Si, strigind cu glas mare I[suls, au zis: ,Pirinte, in
miinile tale dau sufletul mieu.” $i, aceastea zicind, au
rdpdosat. Tard vizind sutasul cealea ce sd ficuse, au slivit
pre D[u]mnezau, zicind: ,,Cu adevirat, omul acesta
dirept au fost!”. Si tot norodul ce fusease impreuni la
priveala aceaia, vizind cealea ce sd ficuse, bitindu-s

departe si muierile carele venisd dupi el din Galilea, piepturile sale, s-au intors. Si sta toti cunoscutii lui de

vizind aceastea. departe si muierile carele venise dupi el din Galilea,

vizind aceastea.

In most of the situations that, in E 1693, present constructions with the simple perfect seen in the above
fragments, the verbal form was replaced with a compound perfect—sometimes with the option for an-
otherverb: puseri (£ 1693,264) — an aruncar (£1697,122"), fu (£ 1693, 265) - s-au facur (£ 1697,122")—
in the process of making the £ 1697. The action, with its high degree of consistency, is characteristic of
the entire text and makes the narrative sequences of E 1697, unlike E 1693, have the compound perfect as
prototyping verbal tense.

The effort to remove the forms of simple perfect is, on the one hand, in accordance with the tendency
signaled, in general, for the 17 -18% centuries, of restrictingits area of circulation, in the spoken language,
to Oltenia, Banat and Crisana; on the other hand, however, it runs counter to the habit of continuing to
be used intensively in written texts (Francu, 2009, p. 306). The transition from the simple perfect to
the compound perfect is not a general and blind rule in the process of editing, as can be seen in two
cases present in the excerpted texts, where the simple perfect has been replaced by the pluperfect, for
rendering a process located before another process in the past: fu (£ 1693, 265) — s ficuse (with a change
of number as well, £ 1697, 122Y), fiurd (E 1693, 265) — s ficuse (E1697, 123"). The diversity of linguistic
choices regarding the regime of the verbal forms of the past tense, greater than that recorded in the basic
edition, emphasizes the different temporal depths of the narrative and of the discursive plans, perceived
and controlled by the editor. This is more evident in situations where two forms of simple perfect that are
close or in immediate succession have different resolutions in the new edition, according to the chronology
of the narrated events:

“vazind sutasul ce fu, slivi pre D[u]mneziu” (E 1693, 265) — ,vizind sutasul cealea ce sd ficuse,
au slivit pre D[u]mneziu” (E 1697, 123");

“Si toatd multimea carea venise impreuna la privirea aceasta, vizind cealea ce furd, batindu-g
piepturile lor sd intoarseri” (E1693, 265) - ,,Si tot norodul ce fusease impreuni la priveala
aceaia, vizind cealea ce sd ficuse, batindu-s piepturile sale, s-au intors” (E 1697, 123").

The places where the simple perfect form is preserved are, by comparison, much rarer.

3. Printing variants

That we are faced with a programmed intention to emendate the text in linguistic terms is a fact that is
discovered not only after comparing the successive editions of the book, but also in the research of the
copies of the 1697 edition, existing today.



Typographical revision and language option in the Evangelium from Snagov, 1697 5

There are 11 copies registered in Catalogul colectiv al cirtii vechi roménesti (see Evanghelie. Snagov,
1697). Of these, we were able to compare in detail three: a copy held by the Library of the Romanian
Academy, Bucharest, inv. 467 (further, for the discussion on the linguistic and typographical differences
between them, £ 1697 B); a copy owned by the Library of the Romanian Academy, lagi, inv. n.a. (E1697
1); and the copy in the Collection of Old Manuscripts and Prints of the Austrian National Library, inv.
22.C.11 (E 1697 v). The three copies are not absolutely identical: there are differences between them of
typographical and linguistic nature, that indicate the development of some stages in the realization of the
edition. The differences concerning the regime of the verbal tenses, in this case, the emendation of the simple
perfect from the basic edition (E 1682/1693) are recorded in portions of text printed on 1™ and 4

E1693 E1697 1 E1697 v/B

Silumina intru intunearec Silumina intru intunearec Silumina intru intunearec

lumineaza si intunearecul pre jazz  lumineazi §i intunearecul 7 o lumineaza si intunearecul 7x o au

o cuprinse. (1) cuprinse. (1/1) cuprins. (17/1)

Cileagea prin Moisii fu datd, iard ~ Ci leagea prin Moisii au fost datd, ~ Ci leagea prin Moisii au fost data,

darul pren I[su]s H[risto]s f. (2)  iard darul si adevirul prin I[su]s iard darul si adevirul prin I[su]s
H{risto]s fu. (1V/1) H{risto]s au fost. (1¥/1)

Si-l intrebari: ,Dard Cine esti? Au  Si-l intrebari: ,Cine esti? Audoard  Sil-au intrebat: ,Cine esti? Au

doari tu esti Ilie?” (3) tu esti Ilie?” (1V/2) doari tu esti lie?” (1V/2)

Deci ziserd lui: ,Cine esti?..” (3) Deci ziserd lui: ,Cine esti?...” Deci au zis lui: ,Cine esti?..”
(1v/2) (1v/2)

Deci cind sd sculd din morti s-au Deci cind sd sculd den morti s-au Deci cind sd sculd den morti s-au

adus aminte ucenicii lui ci aceasta ~ adus aminte ucenicii ci aceasta adus aminte uc[e]nicii ci aceasta

zicea lor si crezurd scripturii si zicea lor si crezurd scripturii si zicea lor si au crezut scripturii si

cuvintului carele zisease I[suls. (7)  cuvintului carele zisease [[su]s. cuvintului carele zisease I[su]s.
(3V/2-4"/1) (3V/2-4/1)

Sisd bucurard uc[e]nicii vazind pre  Si sd bucurari ucenicii vizind pre Si s-au bucurat ucenicii vizind pre

D[o]mnul (8) Domnul (4'/2) Domnul (4'/2)

Iara Thoma, unul din cei Iari Thoma, unul den cei Iari Thoma, unul den cei

doisprizeace, care si chiami doisprizeace, care si chiami doisprizeace, care si chiami

Geamiin, nu era cu ei cind veni Geamiin, nu era cu ei cind veni Geamiin, nu era cu ei cind au venit

I[su]s. (8) I[suls. (4¥/1) I[su]s. (4'/1)

Iari el zise lor: ,De nu voiu Tari el zise lor: ,De nu voiu Tari el le-au zis lor: ,De nu voiu

vedea..” (8) vedea..” (47/1) vedea..” (47/1)

Zise lui I[su]s: ,Deaca mi vizusi, Zise lui I[su]s: ,Deaca mi vizusi, Zis-au I[su]s lui: ,Deaca mi vizusi,

crezusi...” (9) crezusi..” (4'/1) Thomo, crezusi..” (4'/1)

In vreamea aceaia nunti s4 fdcu in In vreamea aceaia nunti s4 fdcu in In vreamea aceaia nunti s-ax ficut

Cana Galileii (9) Cana Galileii (4'/2) in Cana Galileii (4¥/2)

Si-i aduseri (9) Si-i aduseri (4'/2) Sii-au adus. (47/2)

dupi ce gustd nunul apa ce si ficuse  dupi ce gustd nunul apa ce si ficuse  dupi ce au gustar nunul apa ce si

vin (9) vin (4/2) ficuse vin (4'/2)

Belonging to the edition E 1697, the copy E 1697 1 records, as we have indicated above, the strong tendency
to emend the forms in the paradigm of the verbal past; but it presents a number of simple perfect forms
that do not appear in the 1697 v and £ 1697 B, but which correspond to the forms of the base edition
at the places concerned. It is possible that, working on the text, the editor / printer has made a first wave
of changes, printing accordingly the typographic sheet, with a text shape visible in E 1697 1; to a reassess-
ment of what had been done until then, probably under the influence of a clearer and clearer conviction
regarding the justice of #his emendatory practice, the editor returns to the text, corrects it additionally (or
reconstructs the page) and reprints accordingly the typographic sheet, with a form of the text visible in
the £1697 v and £ 1697 B; and then continues in a manner that, until the end, satisfies him in terms of
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the linguistic aspect, not coming to the text for corrections on the printing sheets that come to constitute

the rest of the book.

Other linguistic differences in corresponding places, which contrast £ 1697 I’ with “the group” E 1697

v and B, are:

E 1693

E1697 1

E1697 v/B

intru una de simbete (2)

intru una din simbete (1V/1)

intru una de simbete (1V/1)

Priimiti D[u]h Sf[i]nt (2)

Priimiti D[u]hul Sf[i]nt (17/1)

Luag D[u]hul Sf[i]nt (1r/1)

De nu voiu vedea in miinile lui
rancle piroanelor si si puiu deagetul
mieu in ranele piroanelor (2)

De nu voiu vedea in miinile lui
ranele piroanelor si de nu voiu biga
deagetul mieu in ranele piroanelor

(1v/1)

De nu voiu vedea in miinile lui
ranele cuielor si de nu voiu biga
deagetul mieu in ranele cuielor

(1v/1)

Pre D[u]mneziu nime nu l-au

Pre D[u]mneziu nime nu l-au

Pre D[u]mneziu nimenea nu l-au

vizut (2) vizut (1V/2) vizut (1V/2)

ariti lor miinele si coasta lui (8) le-au aritat lor miinele sicoastasa  le-au aritat lor miinile §i coasta sa
(4°/2) (4°/2)

Luati D/u/b Sf[i]nt (8) Luati D/u/b Sf[i]nt (4'/1) Luati D/u]hul Sfi]nt (4*/1)

De nu voiu vedea in miinele lui De nu voiu vedea in miinele lui De nu voiu vedea in miinile lui

ranele (8) ranele (4'/1) ranele (4'/1)

vezi miinele meale (9)

vezi miinele meale (4¥/1)

vezi miinile meale (4'/1)

Deaca mi vizusi, / / crezusi (9)

Deaca mi vizusi, / / crezusi (4'/1)

Deaca mi vizusi, Thomo, crezusi

(4'/1)

au facut I[su]s si alte seamne multe
inaintea ucenicilor /ui (9)

au facut I[suls si alte seamne multe
inaintea uc[e]nicilor /ui (4¥/1)

au facut I[su]s si alte seamne multe
inaintea ucenicilor s4i (4¥/1)

care nu s-au scris in cartea aceasta

©)

care nu s-au scris in cartea aceasta

(4%/1)

Cﬂ7’€/€ nu s-au scris in cartea aceasta

(4%/1)

sfirsindu-se vinul (9)

sfirsindu-se vinul (4'/2)

sfirsindu-se vinul (4'/2)

These phonetic and grammatical differences are accompanied on the same sheets by smaller changes, of a

typographical and graphic nature, without repercussions at other language levels®:

a) the use of a different model of letter:

E1697 1

E1697 v/B

ﬂmr; (1"/1,r.1)
Lttt (4°/1,18)
Ziwa (47/2,1.20)

erprra (1°/1,1.1)
Oftaris, (47/1,18)
afwa (47/2,1.20)

b) the use of a different letter (or a diacritical sign) but with the same phonetic value:

E16971

E1697 v/B

e (1'/2,133)

4ﬁlg (4'/2,1.10)

¥expa (1'/2,1.33)
ax [& (4°/2,110)

il LI (47/2.1.15) Rk FlE (47/2.515)

3Several times, the forms we refer to here can be found in the previously edited versions of the book. However, some (i,
1Y/1; sfirsindu-se, 4'/2) represents emendations to E1693 and/or E 1682. The fact that these emendations no longer appear
in £1697 v and B does not necessarily mean a proper return of the new editor to the model £1693 or E 1682, during the
resumption of work on the first typographical sheets, but it can be a simple (re)evaluation of the expression under inflences
that have nothing to do with the auzhority of the basic edition.

4Here, and below, we give only a few examples from each category detected; the noted differences concern absolutely
corresponding typographical places.
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c) whole word vs. shorthand/letter written above the row:

E1697 1 E1697 v/B
rQ?A 44 (17/2,120) ugﬁz (1v/2,1.20)
ak¥ Qﬁ (4°/2,1.26) Ay 3‘“ (4"/2,1.26)
d) different typographical organization of the row:
E1697 1 E1697 V/B
rlpm,wfqu M'xp'r)pl A A ¥ A‘l( A (472, ﬂleM'{‘qJE M'aprrl(vm il ’ d AcE (4772,

¢RHA 5 IS mer'z A,a,suya Bre® 110-11)  |HdT 5 5% megz ARESEPA meTe® 1 10-11)

e) differences in the involvement of diacritic signs and/or graphic signs without phonetic value:

E1697 1 E1697 v/B
sk i (1/1,17) @ ASame (1'/1,57)
birng (1/1,119) &ifa (1'/1,119)

Finally, in the binding of the book are used all the typographical versions of the text, which determines
the production and putting into circulation of distinct copies’.

The fact that the amendments do not concern the entire typographical achievement (they can be
observed, regardless of their nature—see also nffa—, up to 7) leads us to consider unfounded the in-
troduction in our discussion, for the edition E 1697, the notions of initial circulation, to which £ 1697 1
(and, probably, others) would belong, and second circulatio, etc., to which other specimens would belong.
It is however certain that the objects E1697 1, £1697 v and E1697 B, arising from the entire printing
activity, reflect distinct moments in the text editing process.

Those indicated so far place the execution of sheets 1" and 4" of the copy E 1697 1in the precedence
of that of the corresponding sheets of 1697 v and B. However, the chronological conjecture must be
modified for the sheets 2" and 3", where the differences put the E1697 v copy in opposition to the
E 1697 1and B copies. Here also, they are rather typographical and graphic:

a) the use of a different model of letter:

E1697 v E1697 1/B
WY e (27/1,16) a¥ z#en (27/1,1.6)
Ateera (27/2,1.31) ateela (27/2,131)
otcapredye (2'/2,4) Enenprztie (2°/2, 14)
b) the use of a different letter but with the same phonetic value:
E1697 v E1697 1/B
AdgE (27/1,19) #,Apa (27/1,1.9)
 Bf¥E (27/1,12) Zhan | (27/1,12)
mayuign (2/2,1.14) MR prhgH (27/2, 1.14)
(nEMEnTA (2'/1,r1) enaminera (2'/1,5.1)
Suwa (2'/1,r.24) sicaa (2/1,1.24)
c) whole word vs. shorthand/letter written above the row:
E1697 v E1697 1/B
HPC"OKB’AA (2°/1, r.6) ﬂpmgu (2 /1,1.6)

Aranzamireawss (27/1.119) | Leniurminreacy (27/1,1.19)

3The goals envisaged so far regarding the research of the work of Antim Ivireanul (or of some broader issues) have not led
to the highlighting, until now, of this fact: see BRV I, loc. cit.; Strempel (1997); Chitulescu (2016); etc.
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mopmaT (2'/1,12) R /1.2
nAmag (2'/1,527) nxee (2/1,1.27)
d) different typographical organization of the row:
E1697V £16971/B
mf" f’“f‘fiﬂ“"" I ‘ﬁ'f‘ l"sm (272, MF'i «KTOE!G}(JA&"L I€" wh arzxn| (2772,

A6 pe b meprng a¥ies s akd)]23-24)
[ aniaea , wn 1y 2(},1;'1: fife $iar 371,

~ 2 Ve by Y4 n
s 5 HIH MB] ZHth A¥H 5 BHHO A¥ r.10-11)

ae R mipriuae a¥ng fas s ard|r23-24)
| aataea 'J'f'; Zbiithi-rs npe Ot | (3771,
Ainns o wH m¥ gk A%H . sHno p¥|r10-11)

¢) differences in the involvement of diacritic signs and/or graphic signs without phonetic value:

E1697 v E16971/B
AvEau (27/1,1.35) Tvfaut (27/1,1.35)
A}"é"" (27/2,r.1) Agn,;;rrs (27/2,r.1)
one (27/2,1.17) o (27/2,.17)

Apart from this type of changes made at a given time, there are also some—much fewer—that concern the
actual use of the language at another level, namely different phonetic forms of the same linguistic unit:

E1697 v E1697 1/B
sculindu-se (2'/1, 1.29) sculindu-sa (27/1, £.29)
Laia (27/1,1.6) Lsaiia (2/1, 1.6)
luund (2°/1,1.27) luind (2°/1,1.27)

Finally, on 77, three forms place together the E1697 1 and v copies, on the one hand, and the E1697 B
copy, on the other:

E1697 1/v E1697 B
vasmint (7°/1, r.4) vesmint (7°/1, r.4)
nimdnui (7/1, 1.18) nimunui (7°/1, r.18)
sdamn (7"/2,1.18) semn (7°/2,1.18)

If the observed facts clearly show a process of returning in several stages on the editing of the text, its
motivations remain unclear in some of the situations exposed above. In the process of printing the 1697
edition, the sheets 2" and 3™ for example are reworked, although the nature and number of the resulting
changes do not indicate an orientation determined by the judgment on the linguistic aspect of the text, as
it happens—we believe—in the case of changes related to the grammar of the verb.

4. Conclusions

Regardless of the causes of the resumption of work on some portion of the text, the existence of typograph-
ical variants, capitalized in the final realization of the Gospel of Snagov, from 1697, highlights a complex
and nonlinear editorial and typographical behavior.

The existence of differences between copies, of any type, also means that the results of the research
of the text strictly for the purpose of its linguistic description will vary—even if to an extent that can be
considered small—depending on the chosen copy (possibly incidentally) as the object of study. On the
other hand, however, it is precisely the practice of the repeated embossing of the typographical object i
situ that offers the modern linguist the chance to perceive not the language of the text, but the language that
writes the text, emanating from someone’s consciousness, which in this way, indirectly, reveals its applied
judgment on what is in accordance with the linguistic habits of the era and of the place.
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