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Abstract

Ms. 45, kept in the Cluj branch of the Romanian Academy Library, contains
the oldest complete Romanian translation of the Septuagint version of the Old
Testament preserved until today, carried out by Nicolae Milescu Spatarul in
the second half of the 17 century. The history of this text is only partially
deciphered; it is known that the manuscript does not contain the translation as
such, but a revised version of it. Both the identity of the reviser, and the traject-
ory followed by the text after this first processing are still subject of debate. This
paper aims to study the inventory of marginal notes in two biblical books of the
manuscript, namely the Book of Genesis and the Book of Job, trying to establish
a typology. This is a first step towards a highly necessary approach, the study
of the whole inventory of notes, which could contribute to clarifying aspects of
the history of the text that are still insufficiently explored.

1. Preliminary remarks

1.1. The first complete Romanian translation of the Sepruagint version of the Old Testament (and, at the
same time, the first translation of the Septuagint in a modern language, cf. Florescu, 2015, p. 74) has been
significantly discussed upon ever since the discovery of the manuscript (Candea, 1979, p. 108). Given the
importance of the translated text, researchers have shown an interest in the various problems posed by its
study. Nowadays, no one questions the Romanian translator’s identity (Nicolae Spitarul Milescu, a major
European scholar, mentioned, moreover, in one of the forewords, Cuvintu inainte citri cititori [Foreword
to readers]': “Iari Nicolaie, vrind si aduci si el cartea aceasta den elinie la rumanie, nefiind alti dati scoasi
la ruménie” [And Nicolaie, wanting to translate this book from Greek to Romanian, as it had never been
translated into Romanian before]?), though other issues are still disputed. The translation carried out
by Nicolae Milescu has been preserved in ms. 45, in the Library of the Cluj Branch of the Romanian
Academy. The abundant studies dedicated to this manuscript (Candea, 1979; Ursu, 2003; Andriescu,
1988, who also presents a synthetic view of the discussions) show that it contains a revision of Nicolae’s
translation, copied by Dumitru from Cimpulung (who, in fact, at the end of the table of contents, after
the usual verses dedicated to the metropolitan, signs as follows: “A sfintiii tale plecati slugi, Dumitru
Dailgopolscom” [ Your Holiness’s humble servant, Dumitru Dilgopolscom]). There is yet no consensus

*Email address: madandronic@gmail.com.

1Although placed at the end of the manuscript, on four unnumbered pages, this Foreword is intended as a preface, con-
taining ideas on the importance of translating the sacred text and the history of its translations (some taken word by word from
the foreword of the Greek source, as shown by Candea, 1979, p. 112), on the sources used by the translator, the revision of the
translation and the issues it focused on. Candea (1979) shows that many of these ideas were probably taken from the foreword
of Milescu’s translation.

2Since, in this article, we used the transcriptions of ms. 45, ms. 4389, and of B 1688 performed within the series Monumenta
lingue Dacoromanorum. Biblia 1688 (MLD), I complied with the interpretative transcription rules set out in this project (for
which see Nota asupra editiei [Note on the edition] in the recent volumes of the series).
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among specialists regarding the magnitude of the revision (i.c., whether it was substantial or superficial)
and the identity of the revisers’. Nowadays, specialists widely accept the fact that this revision, preserved
in ms. 45, underlies the vetero-testamentary text printed in B 1688.

Despite the above-mentioned studies, various problems related to the text included in ms. 45 have
remained unsolved; one of the causes of this state of affairs consists, most probably, in the fact that the text
of the manuscript has not yet been completely available in a philological edition®. Besides the identity of
the first reviser of Nicolae’s translation, we should also recall here the issue of the translation and revision
sources; the relation between the translation and the revision (in other words, what belongs to Milescu
and what belongs to the reviser); the relation between the text and B 1688 (what and how much of it does
the Bible take from ms. 45 and what other sources does the Bible of Serban use in the Old Testament);
the relation with the other complete translation of the Old Testament known at the time, included in the
Romanian ms. 4389 B.A.R. and attributed to Daniil Panoneanul (Ursu, 2003, p. 29-30).

As far as the original of Milescu’s translation is concerned, the Foreword to readers mentions that the
main source would be “un izvod carele-i mai ales decit toate altele, tipirit in Frangofort si ales foarte bine
pre limba elineasca, si dedesupt cu multe aritiri si cuvinte puse cum le-au tilmicit altii” [a most valuable
source printed in Frankfurt and in a very accurate Greek language, containing also many notes and words
from other translations], identified as the Bib/e printed in Frankfurt in 1597 (Cindea, 1979, p. 112), to
which could be added, according to the foreword, other Latin and Slavonic sources (Ostrog Bible, 1581).
Moreover, the same foreword attributed to the reviser shows the source used by the reviser himself: “lara
si noi pre lingd izvodul lui Necolaie am mai aliturat si alte izvoade grecesti, pren care izvoade fost-au unul
carele au fost tipdrit la Englitera” [Besides the source used by Nicolaie, we also used other Greek sources,
among which one printed in England] (Sept. London, 1653), to which the Ostrog Bible is added, from
which he took the marginal biblical references (“si inci am pus si mirturiile cuvintelor prorociilor den cea
sloveneasci, tot pre margine, neavindu-le céle grecesti” [And so we used that source up to the first Book
of Chronicles, and then we found a Greek source similar to the one used by Necolaie and we followed
that one]), as well as the way in which he alternated the sources (“Si asa am venit cu acela izvod pini la
Paralipomenon dentii, §i apoi aflind §i noi izvod grecescu, altul de céle den Frangofort, dupre care au scris
si Necolaie, am urmat aceluia” [And so we used that source up to the first Book of Chronicles, and then
we found a Greek source similar to the one used by Necolaie and we followed that one]). Showing that
the texts of the two Greek sources do not coincide (“ci si acesta [editia de la Londra, n.n.] nu si potriviia
cu cel de la Frangofort, pentru cici pren bogate locuri adiogea si pren bogate locuri lipsiia, nu veniia cu
cestalalt” [but this one—the edition published in London (n.n.)—did not match the one from Frankfurt,
as in some points the text was larger and in other points it was smaller, it was not the same as the other
one]), the reviser also describes the way in which he solved the problems posed by these textual differences
between the sources: “pentru acéea lipsele nu s-au socotit, iar adaosele s-au pus precum vom face doslusirea
mai jos cu insemnari” [for that reason the lacks have been ignored, and the additions have been put in as
we will clarify below with notes]. Therefore, the differences between the Greek sources, writes the reviser,
namely Sept. Frankfurt (translated by Milescu) and Sept. London (used by the reviser himself up to 2Par,
as he was lacking Milescu’s main source), were indicated in the text in a way that he also explains and that
will be indicated below.

In the present paper, we will focus on the marginal notes of ms. 45. Considering the huge material

3For the latter issue, two solutions were proposed. One of them belongs to N. A. Ursu, who nominates Dosoftei, metropol-
itan of Moldavia, as the author of the revision (a revision, says the researcher, so radical that the metropolitan can be considered
a “coauthor” of the translation), providing linguistic arguments that place the reviser’s language in the Northern area of the
Romanian territory, and lexical and morphological facts that would be specific to the metropolitan. The other hypothesis
considers that those who revised Milescu’s translation were Wallachian scholars who, acting at the behest of Metropolitan
Theodosius, prepared the text for printing.

“The text of the manuscript has been published starting with 1988, partially, in the volumes of the series MLD, at the
“Alexandru Ioan Cuza” University Publishing House in asi. A philological edition of ms. 45 is in preparation, within a project
coordinated by Eugen Munteanu.
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the manuscript offers (ms. 45 contains 906 pages, each with two columns’), we limited our research to
two biblical books: the Book of Genesis and the Book of Job. In choosing the two books, we held in view
what the reviser stated in his foreword: a. that Milescu, according to his own confession,would have
also intended to write down the versions provided by the sources, including the critical apparatus of the
Frankfurt edition, but, in fact, he managed to do so only with the first book of the Pentatench (“si au scris
si céle precum si afli la letenie si céle precum s3 afli la slovenie si insemnarile si talmicirile céle ce sa afla
mai jos la izvodul acel grecescu, zice ¢i le-au pus tot cu insemnari pre de margine, dard n-au pus nice unele
de acéstea la izvodul lui; ci au inceput si facd si acéstea la capul dentdi, la Bitie, dar mai d-apoi, pentru
neasezamintul vremilor, s-au lasat si n-au ficut nice unele de acéstea” [he also wrote those things that can
be found in the Latin source and those that can be found in the Slavonic source and also the notes and the
comments that can be found in the footnotes of the Greek source, he says he has noted all these on the
side of the page, but he has not put any of these in his text; he started making all these notes in the first
chapter, the Book of Genesis, but then he stopped, because of hard times]); b. that until the second Book
of Chronicles (2Par), the reviser himself used another source, different from the one from Frankfurt and
once he obtained it, he used it exclusively in the second part of the text. Therefore, we chose a book to
exemplify each of the two parts thus defined from the point of view of the sources used, in order to see
whether this alternation of sources is reflected in the marginal notes and, even more so, what is the role of
these notes.

1.2 The issue of marginal notes in the ms. under discussion was approached by Ursu (2003), in an attempt
to motivate Dosoftei’s paternity over the revision of Milescu’s translation. Thus, the author is interested in
the formal, linguistic aspect of the notes; more precisely, he is interested in the phonetic, morphological
and lexical features that could reveal similarities with the language of Dosoftei’s texts. An attempt to
systematize the comments in ms. 45 belongs to Ana-Maria Ginsac (Ginsac, 2013). The author aims to
carry out a classification, identifying: 1. Notes concerning the morphology of the textand 2. Lexical notes
(2.1. explanations of the terminology used; 2.2. explanations of the calques in the text; 2.3. synonyms
that solve the diatopic differences between the translation and the revision; 2.4. synonyms that provide
translation versions or are more appropriate to the original meaning).

If we hold in view the definition of the gloss as “o formi perfectionatd de implinire a textului
in limba tintd. Forme si structuri proprii acesteia se concentreazd asupra cite unui continut din
limba sursa in scopul redirii deslusite a respectivului continut...” [A perfected form of fulfilling
the text in the target language. Forms and structures inherent to it focus on a given content in
the source language, in order to render it clearly...] (Gafton, 2005, p. 44), we need to distinguish
between the marginal notes and the glosses, meaning that only a part of the notes are glosses.
Anticipating, we will state that not all the marginal notes (as a matter of fact a rather limited
subset) in ms. 45 result from the contact between two (or more) different linguistic systems
and the need for (linguistic) adjustments. Some notes result from the confrontation of several
sources and the need to provide the reader with a comprehensive text; some others are taken
precisely from the sources and have the role of orienting the reader inside the biblical system.
Moreover, if the glosses are not introduced as a consequence of a pre-established system (Gafton,
2005, p. 198), the notes we examine have a systematic character, demonstrated by the various
graphic signs used consistently for each category and by the description of this system in the
foreword.

The secondary literature referring to the glosses in the old Romanian texts—the old and early
modern period—is rich (for an overview, see Gafton, 2012, p. 329, note 282; Soare, 2015,
p- 3, note 4; the authors mention the contributions of D. Sesan, G. Tepelea, N. A. Ursu, Mario
Roques), intrucit materialul in sine este bogat si variat. since the material itself is rich and varied.
The most extensive discussion on this topic is provided by Gafton, 2005, p. 44—46 and 196-268.

>See the description of the manuscript in Nota asupra editiei [Note on the edition] in the recent volumes of MLD.
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Seen as a composing part of the act of translation, as a result of the translator gaining awareness
of the difficulties involved in the act of translation, glosses can be classified into: explanatory,
completive, orienting (Gafton, 2005, p. 44-46). Moreover, analysing a considerable number of
glosses, taken from different types of texts dating back to the 16™ — 17% centuries, the author also
establishes other categories; in establishing them, he uses as a classification criterion the role of
the notes in the text, the need that generated them. The glosses had multiple functions, the most
important one being the harmonisation of the morpho-syntactic and lexico-semantic features
of the two linguistic systems connected through the act of translation, by means of explanations,
additions, translations of some borrowed words, detailed explanations of referents that are not
familiar to the Romanian space, indications addressed to the reader. Not all these glosses are
marginal; some of them are integrated in the text in the form of appositions, introduced by the
adverb adecd [namely]. The glosses constitute a “parallel discourse” (Gafton, 2005, p. 259, 267),
which tends to solve the shortcomings of literal translation and contributes to the creation of
the literary Romanian language.

In what follows, we will focus on the inventory of marginal notes in the two biblical books, as they appear
in ms. 45, following a quantitative and a qualitative analysis. We shall try to determine the typology of
the notes, their textual function, the indications offered on the relation between the text itself, the one
included in ms. 45 and the textual tradition (not just the Romanian one) of the Bible®.

1.3. It is again the Foreword to readers that provides the “key” to the signs used for marking the textual in-
sertion of the various notations inside the text or the marginal notes (in a special section, called “Doslusirea
cdrtii acestiia cum vei putea si o intelegi, citindu-o mai pre iusor” [Explanations on how to understand this
book, reading it casier]). Thus, a special sign (*, called “sile”) indicates synonymic glosses or different

w7 asupra unui cuvint, cite vor fi inlduntru i afari silele

versions in the sources: “Iar unde vei vedea acesta
acéstea, acela sau e cuvint de indoire, de zice sau aga, sau asa, sau el s-au aflat intr-un izvod intr-un chip,
si intr-alt izvod intr-alt chip si fira binuiala sint asa” [And where you will see this “~~ sign above a word,
cither there is doubt regarding that word, whether it says this or that, or one of the sources uses one word,
while another source uses another, and this without a doubt]. A red sign (“sild”) with a dot underneath
marks an omission in the text: “acoled iaste cuvint sirit §i s-au indreptat afard” [that word was skipped,
but it was corrected on the margin]. Two parallel lines are used for marking biblical references: “sa stii ci
de acoled sa incépe cuvintul mirturiei ce insemneaza afard, si precum insemneaza capetile, asa le vei afla’,
while intratextual references are marked by the indications sus ‘up’ and jos ‘down’. Finally, other types of
marginal notes mentioned here are the references to fragments of Messianic interpretation, marked by a
special drawing, a red hand with the index pointing towards the precise excerpt. The aim of this system of
notes, argues the author of the foreword, is to clarify, facilitating the reader’s orientation in the text: “Asa
luind bine aminte nu te vei invalui, ci toate pre tocméle le vei afla” [ Thus, being careful, you will not fall
into error, but you will find everything well organizcd]g.

There is, thus, a coherent system used for marking the interventions on the text, the corrections arising
from the comparison between Milescu’s translation and the original, the additions made by comparing
the other Greek source, the system of relations inside the biblical text itself. This system of notations is
not characteristic to this text alone; it is also encountered in other manuscripts dating back to the same
period. Nevertheless, we will see that the history of the text—after the foreword was written—occasioned
the occurrence of other types of notes, besides the ones mentioned here.

6As regards the Bible as a hypertext, see Munteanu, 2011, p. 16.

"Written in red in the text and repeated on the margin.

8 Apart from marginal notations, there are also mentioned notations indicating changes of word order (by placing the letters
with numeral values E, 4, 1 above the sequences to be permuted), signs marking the beginning and end of verses, sequences or
terms only present in some of the sources (without their absence altering the meaning of text), with a special red sign marking
those that were only present in the London version.
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2. Inventory of marginal notes

Given the existence of a hiatus (mentioned above, §1.1.) in regards to the inquiry of the Greek sources
during the revision process, we stopped at the marginal notes present in two biblical books: the Book of
Genesis and the Book of Job. We will discuss each one at a time, attempting at a classification of the notes,
in order to follow whether the two books comprise similar types of marginal notes.

2.1. Marginal notes in the Book of Genesis
In the manuscript, the Book of Genesis spans between pages 1 and 51; there are approximately 300 notes
of various types marked on the side.

2.1.1. Notes sending back to the biblical system’

Most of them are references to passages from other biblical books (of the type: Josia 24) or within the same
book (marked, as indicated in the foreword, by the terms jos ‘down’ and sus ‘up’: jos 31 — to 28, 18; sus 26
- t0 27,46, etc.). A note can comprise several biblical references or biblical references of both types (Mzh.
19; 1 Cori. 11; Colas. 3; gios [up] 8 5i [and] 9, to 1, 27). The titles of the biblical books are abbreviated.
Their number is significant: 122 such notes in the Book of Genesis. As stated in the foreword, these were
taken from the Slavonic source (Ostrog Bible): “si incd am pus si mirturiile cuvintelor prorociilor den cea
sloveneasci, tot pre margine, neavindu-le céle grecesti” [and I also noted the testimonies from the words
of prophecies from the Slavonic source, also on the edge of the pages, because the Greek source did not
have them].

In the same category, of notes that indicate a relation inside the biblical system, we integrate the
marking of the fragments susceptible of a messianic interpretation, indicated, as stated in the foreword,
through a drawing representing a hand with the index finger pointing towards that particular excerpt.
There are 20 such notes in this book.

Also placed marginally, but with no special marking, there are biblical indications (short comments
with a summarizing-orientation purpose) 10 Most of them are written in red, by the same hand: 65 such
comments (curiously, starting with the 19t chapter, before which there are no such notations). Many
of these comments have an indicative character, a role marked by the use of the adverbaici [here]: Aici
au addpar pre Lot fétele lui (19, 32); Aici puse Avvaam ginrimintul cu Aviméleh (21, 24); Aici an ficut
Lsaac jurdamintu cu Aviméleh (26, 26); Aici si blagoslovéste Isav (27, 39); Aici an vidzut lacov tabdra lui
Dumnedzin (32, 1), etc. Others have a summarizing character, and the notations indicates an action:
Sluji lacov pentru Rahil 7 ani (29, 18); Sd ddosibi Isav de lacov (36, 6); Aflari cupa (44, 12), or an object
that constitutes the core of the excerpt: Movila Marturiei (31, 46); Daruri ce au trimis lacov lui Isav (32,
13); impreunarea fragilor (33, 3). Most of them use the third person, although the second person is also
used once, as the comment is directly taken from part of a verse: Luindu pre tatil vostru, veniti (45, 18).
From the point of view of construction, most have a prepositional, simple realization: Privili piatra (29,
10); Plinse Iosif' (43, 30), or a complex one: Poftird oamenii a si obrizui (34, 20); less frequently, they are
expressed by a full sentence: S4 ariti Dumnedzin lui lacov si si pogori cu insul la Eghiptu (46, 3), and
only sometimes the indication is expressed by a nominal group: Visul lui Iosif (37, 4); Argintul si cupa
(44, 2). In a few instances, the continuity between comments is indicated; the copulative conjunction gi
[and] shows these are part of the same syntactic unit: $i ochi muiérea stipinului Pentefri pre losif' (39, 7)
si-1 trase de contos (39, 12); Puse pre losif domnu Eghiptului (41, 41) si-i déde lui Tosif pre Asineth (41, 45);
Si lipsi argintul din Eghiptu (47, 15) si dobitocul (47, 17).

Such indications, so numerous in the Book of Genesis, are fewer and fewer in the following books of
the Pentatench, and starting with the Book of Deuteronomy they are completely absent.

?By the notion of biblical system we understand here the ensemble of biblical texts from various cultures, together with the
universal biblical tradition and the tradition characteristic to each individual culture; cf. the Biblical fractal (Florescu, 2015,
p-57).

10These comments are not present in the declared sources of the translation.
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An ample marginal comment, written in black and inserted in the text by a red star, is found in 3,
23. The verse is given below: “Si-l scoase pre insul Domnul Dumnedziu den gridina desfaticiunei ca si
lucrédze pimintul dentru care s-au luat” [And the Lord God sent him forth from the orchard of delight to
till the earth from which he was taken, NETs]. The marginal note comments: “Cel de viati lemn eralucrare
de dare de viati ce si zice celor destoinici vietii si mortii nesupusi, cu o data prin hrani; ci Adam, dupa
ce a gustat din lemn, fu supus mortii §i vietii nedastoinic, precum si lov mirturiséste griind: «Chiemaiu
moartea in loc de tatd», pentru aceasta Dumnezeu griiéste ca nu cindva sa tinzi mina si sa ia din lemnul
vietii, si va fi viu in véci; ci era contenita lucrarea cea de dare de viati carele intru céle dentiiu era in om si
striin de fericita viata si de hrani, precum Dumnezeu citri dinsul griiéste: «Intru griji si mininci in toate
zilele vietii tale.»” [ The tree of life was a life-giving work intended for those worthy to live and unsubject
to death; but Adam, after eating from the tree, was subject to death and unworthy of life, as Job says: «I
called on death to be my father» (NETS), therefore, God tells him not to stretch out his hand to take a
fruit from the tree of life, and so he will live forever; because the life-giving work which was originally into
the man ended, and he was far from happy life and food, as God says to him: «With pains you will eat in
all the days of your life> ).

A few remarks on this comment: it bears the same handwriting, but the ink is not the same colour as
the ink used for the biblical text (it is a bit toned-down), which would mean that it was added at a later
stage; also, its author could be the reviser, and the copyist recorded it, as he did with all the other remarks.
The comment contains two biblical quotes, one from the Book of Job (17, 14) and another from the Book of
Genesis (3, 17); none of them reproduces the text in ms. 45, not even the fragment in Ger, 3, 171, which
can be found on the same page as the comment, which shows that the author of the comment quotes, as it
often happened at the time, from memory. The comment has the role of placing the verse in context and
orienting the reading, revealing the meanings of the excerpt.

Such comments, marked by an asterisk, are present in the text in two more cases: Jgs, 2, 1 (“Si s sui
ingerul Domnului de la Galgéla la locul plingerii si la Vethil si la casa lui Israil si dzise citra ei”): “Jid[ovii]
dzic sa fie Finees” (the first two words are written in red, the others in black, which is probably a mistake
of the copyist who did not classify the comment in the correct class from the very beginning; the asterisk
is placed above the syntagm “ingerul Domnului”, the comment sending back to the identification, present
in some Hebrew verses, between the angel and Phineas, one of the high priests mentioned in the Exodus);
1Kgs, 14, 14 (“Si sa ficu rana cea dentii, carea au lovit Ionathan si cela ce ridica ciniile lui, ca vro 20 de
oameni, cu lovituri si cu arunciri de pietri si cu bulgiri de ai cimpului): “Altii dzic cit ard putea ara 2 boi
intr-o dzi” (by means of the indefinite pronoun a/fii [others], the reviser designates the versions outside
the tradition of the Sepruagint, cf. Vulg. Antwerp: “quam par boum in die arare consuevit”, and especially
the Ostrog Bible: “roxe ABa Boabl AHb usoparu’; apart from the asterisk, the comment is additionally
marked by several red signs—“sile”—on the last part of the verse, because it is not just a comment, but it
also records another version of the biblical text

2.1.2. Marginal notes on the relation of the text with the sources

A large part of the marginal notes refer to the aspects mentioned in the foreword, taking note of the use
of the various sources of translation. Most of the notes result from the involvement of the two Greek
sources mentioned: the Frankfurt edition (1597), the translator’s main source, and the London edition
(1653), the reviser’s main source until the second Book of Chronicles. Various notations result, which can
be classified into the following categories:

a. marginal notes that illustrate an omission of the translator or the copyist, bringing the necessary
additions (it aims at sequences that can be found in both Greek sources). Most are written by the same
handwriting, marked by a special sign (a red ‘sild’ with a dot underneath): 6, 12 “Si vidzu (marginal
note: Domnul [The Lord], cf. Gr. xdpiog 6 9¢6¢) Dumnedziu pamintul”; 11, 2 “Si fu dupi ce au

UTn ms. 45, the two verses read as follows: “Moartea am chemat tati si-mi fie” (Job, 17, 14); “intru scirbe vei minca pre
insul toate dzilele vietii tale” (Gen, 3, 17).
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purces ei de la risirit, aflard cimpu in locul lui Senaar si licuird (marginal note: acolo [there], cf. Gr.
xorgxnoay éxei); 27, 13 “Si-i dzise lui maica sa: Pre mine blistimul (marginal note: zdx [your], cf.
Gr. 7 xazdpa gov), fiiul mieu”; 32, 28 “ce numai Israil si fie (marginal: numele [the name], probabil
omisiune a copistului) tiu, cici te-ai intirit cu Dumnedziu”; 33, 8 “Pentru ca si afle (marginal note:
sluga ta [your servant], cf. Gr. 6 7aic oov) har inaintea ta, doamne”; 41, 34 “Si faci faraon si tocmasci
mai mari preste locuri pre pimintu si si trimitd toate plinele (marginal note: pdmintului [of the
carth], cf. Gr. 77¢ y7¢ aiydprov) Eghiptului a celor sapte ani a ieftindtitii” etc. In some cases, as it can
be noticed, the omission can undoubtedly be attributed to the copyist (the text lacks a compulsory
component, inferred by the context); in others, it can be assumed that the omission belongs either to
the copyist, who returned on the text later and noticed it, or to the translator.

In three cases, the omission is corrected by a marginal note written in another handwriting and marked
by a ‘sild’ without the dot: 2, 8 “Si risidi Dumnedziu gridini in Edem, citra risirit, si puse (marginal
note: acolo [there], cf. Gr. éxer) pre om”; 3,24 “Si-l scoasi afard pre Adam si-1licui pre insul in preajma
gridinei (marginal note: desfiticiunii [of relish), cf. Gr. 70d mapadeizov 75 Tpve7s); 7:13 “Intru aceasta
dzi intrd Noe, Sim, Ham, Iafeth, ficiorii lui N6e (marginal note: si faméia lui Noe [and Noe’s woman],
cf. Gr. xai % yvvy) Nae) si tustrei fimeile ficiorilor lui cu insul in sicriiu”. We can speculate upon the
identity of this scrivener. Could he be one of the revisers from Bucharest who corrected the text in
view of its printing? Interventions of this kind are much too rare to authorize such an assumption.

b. marginal notes that record additional sequences in Sept. London compared to Sept. Frankfurt. As
announced in the foreword, the revision only records what the 1653 edition has, in addition to the
carlier version (“acesta [izvorul de la Englitera] nu si potriviia cu cel de la Frangofort, pentru cici
pren bogate locuri adiogea i pren bogate locuri lipsiia, nu veniia cu cestalalt; pentru acéea lipsele
nu s-au socotit, iar adaosele s-au pus precum vom face doslusirea mai jos cu insemniri”): 3, 8 “Si s3
ascunserd Adam §i muiérea lui de fata Domnului Dumnedziu in mijlocul (marginal note: lemnului
[of the wood], cf. Sept. London: év uérw 70d Eddov 700 mapadeicov vs Sept. Frankfurt: év wéow 709
mapadeizov) raiului” (the critical references present in the footer of the Frankfurt edition record the
addition); 6, 3 “Sd nu rimiie duhul mieu intru oamenii acestia (marginal note: #n#ru vac [forever],
cf. Gr. ei¢ 76y ai@ve in Sept. London, mentioned in the footer of Sept. Frankfurt) pentru ¢i trupuri
sintu ei”; 7, 14 “Si toate jiginiile dupa féliu-si si toate dobitoacele dupi feliu-si si tot tirfitoriul ce si
clitéste pre pamintu dupi feliu-si si toatd pasirea (marginal note: zburitoare [flying], cf. Gr. 7av
8pveov mererdy Sept. London, compared to 7@y wezervdy Sept. Frankfurt) dupi feliu-si”; 17, 27 “Si
toti barbatii casei lui; si cei niscuti in casd (marginal note: a7 lui [his], cf. Gr. ad703 Sept. London,
mentioned in the critical apparatus of Sept. Frankfurt) si cei cumpirati pre argintu dentru alte féliuri
de limbi”; 28, 13 “Eu (marginal: sint [am], cf. Gr. éya eiui Sept. London, compared to éy@ Sept.
Frankfurt) Dumnedziul lui Avrdam, titine-tiu”.

c. marginal notes that record the differences between the Greek sources signalled by means of ‘sile’ signs.
It is commonplace that there is no zextus receptus of the Septuagint, since there are differences between
its various editions, depending on the versions of the manuscripts underlying them; therefore, the
study of the relation between a modern translation of the Sepruagint and the Greek text should not
consider any modern edition, but the source text itself that was used for the translation; otherwise,
the comparison may lead to false conclusions'”. The early translators—including those involved in
the realisation of the first Romanian version of the Sepfuagint—were aware of this fact, first of all
because the reviser reclaims the need to get hold of the Frankfurt edition, the one used by Milescu,
for a judicious comparison (he uses the London edition only because he could not find the Frankfurt
source and, the moment he finds it, continues the revision on its basis); then, since he does not replace
words in the text, but records the differences on the margin. Let us exemplify. Inv. 10,28 “Si Avimeil,
si Sovef” (marginal note: Sava), the note records a different form of the proper name in Sept. London

12Gee. in this respect, Florescu, 2015, p. 24-26.
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(Z2Bd) compared to Sept. Frankfurt (swfed). Different versions of the Greek sources are also visible
inv. 11,8 “Si-i rischira (marginal note: sdmdnd [spread, dispersed]) de acolé Domnul preste fataa tot
pamintul si potolirda face cetaatea si turnul”; in Sept. Frankfurt, the verb ozeipw ‘to sow seeds; to plant;
to scatter abroad, disperse’ (Muraoka; cf. also Liddell-Scott: ‘scatter like seed; spread abroad, extend’)
is used, while Sept. London has dizozeipw “to disperse, scatter’ (Muraoka). The lections in the Greek
texts are different; however, this note seems rather to specify the meaning; the limitation is either a
misinterpretation, or a choice imposed by tradition (for the role of tradition in the translation of the
biblical text, see the chapter Pentru o reevaluare a literalismului [For a reassessment of literalism] in
Florescu, 2015). B 1688 uses, in this context, the verb 4 7isipi [spread], by means of which the revisers
from Bucharest replace, in an inconsistent manner, the dialectal Moldavian form 4 ridschira they find
in the text of ms. 45 (Arvinte, 1988, p. 54-55). Inv. 30, 13 “Si si duse Ruvim, in dzilele sécerii de griu,
si afld miére de mitriguna (marginally marked in the text by a sil#’ above the last letter of the word; it
is the correction —e, proposing thus the version mdtrigune) sile aduse la Lia, maica lui”, the marginal
note indicates the difference between the Greek sources, which contain the same term (uavdpaydpas),
in the singular in Sept. Frankfurt, but in the plural in Sept. London. Inv. 36, 13 “Si acestia-s ficiorii
lui Raguil: Nahoth, Zare, Some, Moze. Acesta (marginal note: acestia [these], correcting an error
made by the translator) au fostu ficiorii Vasaméth (marginal correction marked by an inverse red ‘sild’
above the second vowel: ¢, indicating the lection Vasemath), fiii lui Isav”; it is possible for the form
Vasamath to be due to a graphic error, because the form in Sept. Frankfurt is Baoud? (cf. also “ficiorii
Vasmathii”, B 1688; in Sept. London: Bageud?d). In 43, 7 “Au stiut-am si (marginal note: ¢ [that])
ne va dzice noao”; the marginal note does not contain, as one may believe, a correction by the reviser,
but instead records the different version in Sept. London: 67z, as compared to Sept. Frankfurt: &/.
Nevertheless, not all the differences between the Greek sources are signalled. For instance, the verse
30, 16: “Si veni lacov de la tarini sara si intrd (marginal note: veni [came]) Lia in timpinarea lui
si dzise” In the position signalled by the marginal note, in Sept. Frankfurt the verb ¢/s7A9¢ (from
eloépyouar ‘to enter, make entry’) occurs, correctly rendered in ms. 45 by #ntri [entered]. Sept. London,
however, uses the verb é£7A5¢, from éé4pyouau ‘to exit, depart from a confined place’; ‘to emerge, appear’
(Muraoka, who indicates as its antonym precisely the verb present in Sept. Frankfurt). Therefore, if
the marginal note had been an indication of the different version in the London edition, it should have
contained the verb 4 zesi (cf. also B 1688: “siiesi Lia intru intimpinarea lui”). The marginal note could
have the following explanation: in this verse, the verb eioépyouas also occurs, apart from the mentioned
place, in the beginning of the verse, translated in ms. 45 by veni; the reviser probably considers that
the same Greek verb should have the same equivalent in the Romanian translation.

. marginal notes that correct erroneous translations: 11,20 “Si trii Ragav 139 (marginal note: 132, cf.
Gr. éxatov tpidxovre xai dvo, B 1688 pa mu B, probably an error of the copyist, who misinterpreted
B as ©) ani si niscu pre Seruh”; 18, 4 “Si iasd (marginal note: 54 ia [to take], cf. Gr. ypdjrw, from
Aapfdvw ‘to take’; cf. B 1688: sd sd aduci [to be brought]; NETS: “do let water be taken”) dard api
si sd spéle picioarele voastre i vi ricoriti suptu copaci’; 29, 30 “Si vidzu Domnul Dumnedziu cum
si uragte Lia, deschise zgiul ei; iard Rahil era vidud” (the last word is crossed out in red in the text;
marginal note: stearpd [barren], cf. Gr. o7eipa; in fact, as shown in the context, both Lia and Rahil
were the wives of Lavan); 36, 13 “Si acestia-s ficiorii lui Raguil: Nahoth, Zare, Some, Moze. Acesta
(marginal note: acestia [these], cf. Gr. od7ou, just like at the beginning of the verse where it is rendered
correctly; perhaps a copying error, not of translation) au fostu ficiorii Vasaméth”; 35, 22 “Si fu cindu
silaslui Tacov (marginal note: licui Israil [Isracl dwelt]) intru pimintul acela, mérse Ruvim si dormi
cu Val, tiitoarea titine-siu; si audzi Israil si riu si aritd inaintea lui” (this note remedies an error due
probably to the confusion caused by the context, where lacov and Israil alternate as subjects; the error
may belong to the copyist); 40, 13 “Inci 3 dzile si-si va duce aminte faraon de boieriia ta i te va pune
pre mirimea piharnicilor si vei da paharul lui faraon pre (marginal note: iz [in], cf. Gr. ¢ig; B 1688:
in) mina lui”.
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e. in some cases, the marginal note records a translation version considered by the reviser as more ap-
propriate than the Greek source (which does not mean that the translation in the text is wrong). The
correction in the text can be grammatical or lexical. The first category comprises situations such as:
4, 2 “Si adaose a naste pre fratele lui, pre Avel. Sisa ficu Avel pastor de oi, iard Cdin lucra (marginal
note: era lucrindu [was working]; in the Greek texts, 7v épyalduevog, it is possible that the structure in
the note be due to the reviser’s desire to be faithful, including at grammar level, to the Greek text; the
structure is also preserved in B 1688) pimintul”'?; 6, 13 “Vrémea a tot omul vine citri mine (marginal
note: inaintea mea [before me, cf. Gr. évavrioy uod) pentru ci s-au implut pimintul de strimbitate”;
12, 15 “Si o vidzuri pre insi boiérii lui farao §i o liudari (marginal note: pre ea [her], marked by a red
sign above a dot, which shows that the reviser considered he made there an addition to the text, cf. Gr.
émpveoay avTi; the direct object expressed by the personal pronoun in third person singular feminine
accusative was already expressed in the Romanian text, but before the verb and in an unstressed form;
the author of the note also keeps the word order of the Greek text) citra farao si o adusiri pre insi
lui farao”; 42, 27 “Si, dezlegindu unul sacul siu si dea iarbd (marginal note: ierburi [herbs], cf. Gr.
yoprdouare; B 1688: hrand) magarilor sii unde au poposit” (a similar situation occurs a bit lower, in 43,
22 “Si argintu altul am adus cu noi ca si ne cumpirim de mincat”, marginal: bucate , cf. Gr. Bpduara
‘foodstuft. Used mostly in plural —Muraoka, s.v.; the reviser notices the plural in the Greek text and
he is not pleased with its being rendered by a supine, although the result is semantically correct). A
somewhat more complex situation occurs in v. 40, 16 “Si eu am vidzut vis i mi si parea 3 cognite de
piini le ridicam pre capul mieu” (marginal note: 724 gindiiam [1 was thinking]). The Greek texts use
here the first person singular indicative imperfect middle of oigua: ‘to assume as probable’ (Muraoka).
The reviser probably tried to find a form that was grammatically closer to the source text (i.e., a verb
in the first person). Semantically, the form inside the note is not wrong (but merely inadequate to
the context; cf. also B 1688: i sd pdrea); in Classical Greek, the verb also has the meaning ‘think,
suppose, believe’ (Liddell-Scott).

Sometimes, the reviser feels the difficulty of trying to reconcile two different linguistic systems. This is
the case in v. 35, 3 “Si, sculindu-v4, si ne suim la Vethil’, where the marginal note suggests the version
sculindu-ne [let us arise], in the attempt to find an appropriate personal form in Romanian to express
the action of the original impersonal verb (Gr. dvasrdvzeg, aorist active participle).

The note does not always respect the grammatical form of the Greek original. For instance, in v. 24,
37 “Si nu iéi faméie fiiului mieu den fétele hananeilor, intru cari eu sintu prislet intru pimintul lor”,
the note suggests the equivalence of #nstriinar [rootless] for prisler [wandering] (considered, most
probably, a very restricted term; for this term, DLR indicates only occurrences from texts belonging
to the northern area of the Daco-Romanian territory, with the exception of the Book of Psalms from
Alba-Iulia), although the source text has, in this place, a verb in present indicative, first person singular
(cf. also eu sildsluiesc [T dwell] in B 1688).

Other attempts to find appropriate versions for the source text are visible in the contexts: 9, 17 “Acesta
iaste simnul figiduintdi carele am tocmit (marginal note: pus [put]) intru mijlocul mieu si intru
mijlocul a tot trupul carele iaste pre pimintu” (the verb in the source, Gr. 7/9¢u, means ‘to put, set,
place’; the reviser prefers to provide an equivalent, through a verb with abroader meaning); in a similar
context: 17,7 “Si vom intiri (marginal note: voi pune [I will put]) figiduinta mea intru mijlocul tiu
si intru mijlocul simintiei tale dupa tine”, the same verb & pune is preferred by the reviser to render
Gr. oy ‘to stand firm; to stand still; to place’ (the note is mixed: it also contains a morphological
correction; in the Greek text, the verb is in the first person singular, not plural; B 1688: voi intiri); 15,
17 “Tara dupa ce fu soarele citrd apus, pari sa ficu si iatd, cuptor afumindu-s3, si ficlii de foc carele au

BFrancu (2009, p. 306), citingalso the example of this verse from B 1688, shows that the structure named by him “imperfect
perifrastic” [ periphrastic imperfect] is not an ad hoc creation, even though in the Greek text there is an equivalent structure, be-
cause such constructions are also to be found in non-translated texts, and that translations from Slavonic and Greek contributed
to the stabilization of this imperfect form inherited from Latin (see also Francu, 1983-1984, p. 29).
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petrecut pentru acéstea impirtituri” (marginal note: despicituri [halves] the note clarifies the Greek
term dyordunue ‘part of a thing cut in two; any portion of a thing cut up) suggesting an equivalent
more suited to the context, also regarded as such by the revisers of B 1688, which also uses despicituri.
Muraoka explains: “pieces of sacrificial animal’, referring to this very context); 23, 17 “Si iaste tarina
(marginal note: sazu/ [village]) lui Efron carea era intru pesterea cea indoitd, carele iaste de citrd fata
Mamvri, tarina i pesterea carea era intru ea” (the note suggests another equivalent for Gr. dypd; for
the Septuagint, Muraoka only attests the meanings ‘1. field for agricultural cultivation, 2. area of land
outside of settled area) although in classical Greek it also means ‘sat;, cf. Liddell-Scott, s.v.; B 1688 also
preserves the term farind, cf. “the field of Ephron” NETS); 32, 31 “Si risiri soarele cindu trecu chipul
(marginal note: videniia [apparition]) lui Dumnedziau” (the note suggests a different equivalent for
Gr. ¢idog ‘form, shape), also present under 32, 30, context in which ms. 45 uses vidérea). Inv. 50, 11
“Sivadzura licuitorii pamintului Hanaan plingerea la ariia lui Atad §i dziserd: «Plingere mare aceasta
iaste eghipténilor». Pentru acéea au numit numele locului aceluia Plingerea Eghipténilor (marginal
note: Eghiptului [of Egypt])”; probably because of the context, the translator renders the syntagm
wéydog alyvmrov erroneously; the note indicates the correct translation.
f. other situations

A few marginal notes contain notations that cannot be explained by the Greek sources (some of them
cannot be explained by any source). In the context of v. 24, 47 “Si-i pus cerceii pre bratul (marginal
note: urechile [ears]) ei si britarile pre minule ei’, the sequence “pre bragul ei” correctly translating Gr.
émi Tov Bpayylova avij, present, as the critical apparatus of the Frankfurt edition indicate, only in some
versions of the Septuagint; it is missing from Sept. London. Neither Vulg. Antwerp, nor Ostrog Bible
justifies the presence of the noun wurechile [ears) here; it is likely that it was dictated to the annotator
by the context (by association with the earrings). Inv. 29, 2 “Si véde, si iati fintind in cimpu’, the verb
véde correctly translates Gr. épg, third person singular present indicative from dpdw (cf. also B 1688:
véde); the variant vedea is noted marginally, and it could be explained by Vulg. Antwerp (vidiz) or
by Ostrog Bible (oyspmnce, cf. vizu ms. 4389). Inv. 36, 39 “Si impiriti pentru el Arad, ficiorul lui
Varad’, there is a sign marked above the toponym Arad, which is not explained on the margin. The
annotator might have intended to mark in this way the fact that the name occurs, in other versions
of the vetero-testamentary text, in another form, Adar (Vulg. Antwerp) or Adad (Ostrog Bible; cf.
also ms. 4389). In Fac, 37, 10 “Si-l zavistuira pre insul fratii lui, iard tati-sdu au pazit (marginal note:
socotit) cuvintul” [heeded the word], the verb a pizi translates Gr. diarypéw, glossed by Muraoka, in this
context, by ‘to retain in memory”, but which also has the meaning ‘to have in one’s care temporarily’;
the marginal note can be explained by a resort to the Vilgate: considerabat (cf. also ms. 4389: socotiia).
In turn, in 11, 14 “Si trdi Cainan 130 ani i niscu (marginal addition marked by a sild: sie) pre Sala’,
the marginal note cannot be explained by a recourse to the declared or plausible sources; it is possible
for the annotator to have been influenced by the context, since there are multiple phrases with the
same structure, some containinga pronoun in the Dative (cf. 11, 11 “Si trii Sim dupa ce au niscut gie
pre Arfaxad”; 11, 13 “Si trii Arfaxadu dupi ce 7 si niscu Cainan’, etc.).

2.1.3. Marginal notes concerning the relation of the text with the linguistic norm
a. glosses marking the differences between the dialectal or individual norms
The history of the text in ms. 45 indicates the fact that it contains the traces of a confrontation between
two linguistic norms, the one from Moldova, of the translator, and the one from Walachia, the lin-
guistic norm of the copyist (and, maybe, of a second reviser). This is visible including in some marginal
notes, by means of which marked terms or grammatical elements or even elements that are less familiar
to the annotator are replaced; to these are added elements the annotator was aware of, since they
circulated throughout the entire Daco-Romanian territory, but which he replaces with more common
or less folkloric elements. A few examples: 3,24 “si pusd heruvimii si sabiia cea de pard (marginal note:
vdpaie [flame])” (with the exception of Coresi’'s Evanghelia invititoare, DLR indicates, for the term
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pard, attestations from northern texts; moreover, in parallel contexts, Dosoftei’s and the rhotacizing
books of Psalms contain this noun, while the Book of Psalms of Alba-lulia has vipaie); 29,2 “Sivédessi
iatd fintind (marginal note: puz [well]) in cimpu” (according to DLR, pug [well] is frequent in the texts
from Walachia dating back to the period, but it also appears in Dosoftei’s Molitvenic and in Parimiile
prestean, including in the toponymic phrase Pugul Ginrimintului); 32,25 “Sividzu cum nu poate i si
atinse de latimea stinghei lui si amorti litimea stinghei (marginal note: coapsei [of the thigh]) lui Iacov
intru cit si lupta el cu insul” (the annotator probably considers stinghe to be too regional; the noun also
occurs frequently in Dosoftei’s texts); “Intri tu si toati casa ta in sicriiu” (marginal note: 7c/i [coffin];
for sicriu, DLR records the meaning lad¥’ [crate, box], attested at Varlaam, Dosoftei, etc., therefore in
the northern areas); 40, 11 “Si paharul lui faraon in mina mea; si luai poama (marginal note: strugurul
[the grape])” (according to DLR, the noun poamd meaning ‘strugure’ [grape] is specific to the region
of Moldavia); 37, 30 “Si, luindu haina lui Iosif, au junghiat un iedu de capri si imari (marginal note:
intinard [tainted]) haina cu singele” (the glossed verb, 4 ima, translates Gr. xoAdve ‘to make physically
dirty), cf. unseri B 1688; both DLR and TDRG indicate Dosoftei’s texts as the first occurrences of this
verb and its derived forms imat, imdciune in the literary language, and the verb 4 ima does not occur
in Milescu’s known writings, which indicates that its presence in the text may be due to Dosoftei, who
is not the author of the marginal glosses); 24, 37 “Sa nu iéi fiméie fiiului mieu den fétele hananeilor,
intru cari eu sintu priglet (marginal: Znstriinat [wanderer, stranger]) intru pimintul lor” (for priglez,
DLR only indicates attestations in the northern texts, starting with Codicele Voronetean [ The Codex of
Voronet]); 32, 23 “Si lud pre insii si trecu puhoiul (marginal note: piriul [the stream]) si trecu toate
ale lui si rimase lacov singur” (the glossed term renders Gr. yeudppovs ‘winter-flowing) equivalated
to wadi by Muraoka in this context—uwadi being a valley that gets flooded only as a consequence of
abundant rainfall—; for puhoi, DLR indicates, for the 17 century, attestations only from Moldavia;
35, 8 “Si muri Dévorra, mamca (marginal note: doica) Revécai” (mamca translates Gr. zpopds ‘wet-
nurse’; according to DLR, the noun mamecd, of Ukrainian origin, is specific to the region of Moldavia,
as shown by parallel contexts from Pravila Moldovei and the Pravila of Govora, which contain mamce
and doice, respectively; cf. doica B 1688). Inv. 43, 27 “Sinitos iaste tatdl vostru cel batrin, carele ati
dzis cum custd (marginal note: #rdiéste [lives])?”, the note explains a term that circulated in the second
halfof the 17 century in Moldavia, Banat, Southeastern Transylvania, Crisana (Arvinte, 1988, p. 85);
in ms. 45 it is used seven times (Gen, 43, 27; Dan, 12, 7; Job, 21,7; 27, 15; 2Par, 23, 11; 3Kgs, 1, 25;
Ps, 48, 8), and is glossed by #riiéste [lives] in only two places (here and in 3Kgs).

Inv. 47,9 “Dzilele anilor vietii méle carele prislesescu (marginal note: Zicuiesc [live, dwell]), 130 ani;
mici i réle s-au ficut dzilele anilor vietii méle, n-au agiunsu la dzilele anilor vietii parintilor miei care
dzile au prislesit (marginal note: au licuit [lived, dwelled])”, both notes are marked by black ‘sile} and
the writing belongs to a different hand. The verb 4 priglesi in the text correctly renders Gr. maporxéw,
‘1. to live in the proximity of...; 2. to stay as (short term) resident alien; to dwell (in general)’; for
the second meaning, Muraoka mentions the context of 47, 9 as probably being a literal translation
of the Hebrew original, which means §ai passé sur la terre) cf. Bible dAlexandyrie. DLR indicates, for
a priglesi, the meaning ‘a se stabili in altd parte; a se strimuta, a se instriina’ [to move to a different
place], attested only in B 1688. In the manuscript, the verb 4 priglesi occurs nine times (in the books
of Genesis and Exodus alone), the only glosses being those mentioned above; other terms in the same
lexical family are prislez (12 occurrences only in the Pentateuch) and prislesenie (6 occurrences in the
books of Genesis and Exodus alone). In B 1688, the verb in question is replaced by 4 locui, a se sildsiui
[to live, to dwell] o, as in the case of 47, 9, a nemernici. An interesting observation—from the point
of view of the relation between the two texts (ms. 45 and B 1688)—is that a priglesi appears in the
printed text in contexts where, in ms. 45, we have an equivalent verb (cf. Jgs, 5, 17, 2 nemernici in
ms. 45; 1Par, 5, 26, a inmuta, glossed instriina, in ms. 45; 1Par, 9, 1, a instriina in ms. 45), which
shows that the research regarding the relation between the two texts is only incipient, and the issue
can only be settled by an exhaustive comparison. It is noteworthy that the Wallachian translation in
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ms. 4389 does not contain any of the terms in question.
In the context of v. 48, 1 “Si fu dupi cuvintele acéstea si si porinci lui losif cd tati-siu si dodiiéste
(marginal note: bintuiéste)”, by a dodei, the translator tries to render Gr. évoydéw ‘1. to annoy; 2. pass.
to be ill’; Muraoka indicates, for this context, the second meaning (the Greek verb is here in the present
indicative, passive voice); cf. “Your father is ill” NETS; “egrotaret pater suus” Vulg. Antwerp; “tati-
sdu slibéste” ms. 4389. It seems that the translator did not identify correctly the contextual meaning
and transposed it erroneously by 2 dodei ‘a neciji’ [trouble], also used by B 1688. Even stranger is the
marginal note, which suggests the verb 4 bintui, for which Scriban’s dictionary indicates the meaning
avitima’ [to harm], while Cihac’s gives ‘a neciji’ [to bother]. The verb in question has 22 occurrences
in ms. 45 (without being confined to a certain part of the text), but only in the Pentateuch is it glossed
consistently (by a minia, a supira, a bintui under Num, 14, 11, where a bintui updates the meaning
‘a supira’); similarly, the noun dodeiali appears 10 times in the text, glossed in the first two books by
inviluiald, ingustare, and in Sir, 2, 1 by bintuiali. These observations would indicate the existence
of a fracture, between the Pentatench (or rather the first part, up to 1P4r) and the second part, not
only with regards to the sources of revision (as explained in the preface), but also to the treatment of
regionalisms”.
Although we are not talking about a confrontation between literary dialects, but rather about a con-
frontation between two individual norms, we will recall here the situation in v. 21, 27 “Si lud Avraam
oi si vitdi si déde lui Aviméleh; si au fagiduit amindoi figiduintd’, where figdduintd [covenant] is
explained by figiduire [ promise].
The construction formed of the interjection 7z and the second person imperative or the first person
present plural of the verb 4 imbla [to walk] is used in Dosoftei’s texts to express the urge (meaning
‘hai, haideti’ [lets]). It also occurs in ms. 45, where N.A. Ursu considers it an argument for the
paternity of the Moldavian metropolitan over the revision of Milescu’s translation (apud Arvinte,
1988, p. 80); nevertheless, constructions of this kind were not frequent at the time (they are not
recorded in Gramatica limbii romdne by C. Francu, who only talks about forms of the type blim,
blagi). In ms. 45, they are explained marginally by forms of the verb 4 veni [to come]: 37, 12 “Nu
fratii tai pascu la Sthem? Ia-mbli (marginal note: vino) si te voi trimite citrd insii” (the sequence
is equivalent to Gr. dedpo, which has here the role of an interjection, meaning ‘let’s, come’); 37, 19
“Acum, dar3, ia-mblati (marginal note: veniti) si-l omorim pre el si si-l aruncim intr-una de gropi”.
The subordinating conjunction s4 ‘dac¥ [if ], about which Francu (2009, p. 334) says that towards the
middle of the 17 century it was met especially in texts representing the northern dialects, in the south
predominating de (idea exemplified by parallel contexts from Varlaam’s Cazania and the subsequent
homilies from Muntenia) is often glossed by de (sometimes with a hard d, specific to Muntenia: d4):
38, 17 “Si ea dzise: «Si (marginally, marked by a “sila” above the consonant s, note &, implying the
version dd) vei da arravon pind vei trimite»”; 42, 20 “Si pre fratele vostru cel mai tinir si-l aduceti la
mine si sd vor incréde cuvintele voastre, iard si (marginal note: de) nu, veti muri” (similarly: 43, 3; 43,
5).

b. glosses of Greek loans
The Greek loans, taken directly from the translated text, are explained marginally: 14, 6 “Si pre horei,
pre cei den Muntii Siir pini la tereminthos (marginal note: szdjari [oaks]; cf. Gr. 7epeuivdog) a i
Faran”; 20, 14 “Si lud Aviméleh 1000 de didrahmi (marginal note: feali bani [type of money]; cf.
Gr. 0idpayuov) si boi si vitdi, slugi, slujnice”

C. corrections concerning the text morphology or writing technique: 42,2 “Pogoriti acolé si cumparati
noi de acolé putini (marginal note: pugine [few]) bucate pentru ca si trdim si si nu murim”; 41, 22
“Siiatd, ca cindu are fi 7 spice sd suia dentru o radicind, plini si buni (marginal correction ¢, marked by

4There is also an inconsistency at the graphic level, concerning the notation of the vowels 4 and 7; if up to 3Rg the character
5 is used with both values, from 4Rg onwards there is a consistent rendering of 4 by  and of 7 by ».
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a ‘vrahie’ sign (7) above the last characters of the words plini and buni, suggesting the lections: pline
[full], bune [good]; in this case, the translation preserves the gender of the adjectives in the original,
masculine plural); 2, 14 “Si riul al treilea — Tigris; acesta ce mergea inaintea (marginal note: fnainte
[forward]) in preajma Assiriilor”; 6, 16 “Si usea sicriiului o vei face den coaste, cu beciuri dedesuptu,
cu doai rinduri de podini i cu 3 rinduri il vei face pri-nsu (written npu*c8; marginal note: npe*c8)”.
Other notes repeat words that are not clearly written in the text (9, 24; 29, 27; 29, 32).

2.1.4. Marginal or text markers

In some cases, a certain word in the text is marked by the special signs “sile”, repeated on the margin but
with no explanation. Inv. 6, 16 “Si tot adunindu-l vei face sacriiul’, the coordinating conjunction does not
correspond to the Greek sources (cf. also B 1688: “Adunindu-l vei face sicriiul”), but only to the Slavonic
text; perhaps this is exactly what the annotator wants to indicate. In v. 35, 13 “Sui-si Dumnedziu de la
insul, dentru locul carele au griit cu insul’, on the last syllable of the preposition dentru there is a “sild” ,
which is repeated on the margin without any further explanations; it may well be that the annotator does
not agree with rendering the preposition in Gr. Zx, in this context, by dentru, but rather by den (which
would explain why only the last part of the word is marked); a similar situation occurs under 9, 15.

2.2. Marginal notes in the Book of Job

We also considered the inventory of marginal notes in this book in order to see whether we can identify
here the same types of notes as in the first book of the Pentateuch. In the Book of Job (which in ms. 45 has
23 pages, from p. 422 to p. 444) there are 93 marginal notes that can be classified as follows:

2.2.1. Notes sending back to the biblical hypertext

In the Book of Job there are 37 notes that mark biblical references: in other books, inside the same book, or
mixed. However, we cannot find here marginal biblical comments or indications regarding the messianic
excerpts; summarising indications are to be found in the manuscript only up to the fourth book of the
Pentateuch.

2.2.2. Marginal notes on the relation of the text with the sources
a. notes that mark translation or copying omissions:

— written by the same hand and marked by the system announced in the foreword (“sila” with a dot
underneath, in red) or simply by means of multiple “sile”: 1, 3 “Si era dobitoacele lui oi 7000,
cimile 3000, pirechi de boi 500, migirite (marginal note: pdscitoare [grazing], cf. Gr. vouddec)
5007; 1,7 “Impregiurind pamintul si imblind (marginal note: cea [the one], cf. Gr. v s70dpdvov)
pre supt cer, sint de fatd”; 6, 27 “Fird numai ci pre siriimani (marginal note: cidei si [fall and])
va saltati preste priétenul vostru”; 7, 10 “Nici si va mai intoarce la a sa (here, the sequence 4 sa
[his], probably omitted, was filled in above the line of text and then repeated in a more clear way
on the margin) casi’; 31, 22 “Sa si dispartd, dard, umirul mieu dentru incheieturi si bratul mieu
(marginal note: din cot [from the elbow]) si si surpe”; 31, 25 “Sau de m-am veselit ficindu-mi-si
avutic multd, sau de am pus (marginal note: 57 [and], equivalent to a 8¢ that remained untranslated)
mina mea §i preste cei nenumarati’;

— by another hand: 17, 11 “Zilele méle trecur cu alergare si si rumpserd (marginal note, written
by another hand and in another ink: mddulirile [the limbs]) inimii méle”; 22, 9 “Si viduile
le-ai trimis desarte (marginal note by another hand: “si pre sirmani i-ai chinuit” [and you mis-
treated orphans])”; 27, 5 “Nu-mi fie (marginal note by another hand: mie [to me]) drepti pre voi
a rispunde”; 28, 6 “Locul samfirului — pietrile lui; si lutul — aurului (marginal note by another
hand: /ui [his])”; 33, 21 “Pina unde si vor putrezi lui pielitele si va dovedi (marginal note: oasele
[the bones], omission of the copyist) lui desarte”

In 32,20 “Grii-voi, pentru ca sa mi odihnesc dischidzind budzele” (marginal note written by another
hand: méle [my]), the addition does not follow Sept. Frankfurt (where there is no pronoun; cf.
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deschizind buzele B 1688), but can only be justified by the use of the Vulgate: “labia mea” or the Ostrog
Bible (oycrma cu), cf. “si-mi voiu deschide gura” ms. 4389.

notes that mark an element that does not exist in the translated Greek text. Some ‘additional’ se-
quences compared to the source come, in fact, from the attempt to reconcile the two linguistic systems,
the language of the source text and the target language; these are framed by semi-brackets (in the first
part of the text, this marking was used to indicate the sequences that are in addition in Sept. London
as compared to Sept. Frankfurt) and their presence is indicated marginally by a sign (“il1”); other
sequences that are not present in the Greek text can be explained by the use of other sources (the
Latin and the Slavonic text). Examples: 11, 13 “Pentru ci tu, di ai fi pus curatd inima ta §i s versi
miinile | zale| citriel” (cf. “cum manus tuus” Vulg. Antwerp, pyym ceou Ostrog Bible); 14, 5 “Micari
siozi|va ﬁj viata omului pre pAmint’, situatie similara la 34, 26; 24, 16 “Sipat-au intru intunérec
casd; dzua au pecetluit pre sine s n-au cunoscut lumini” (the conjunction is absent from the Greek
text, but present in the Latin one). In v. 38, 38 “Si iaste rivirsat ca pimintul cu pulberea, §i I-am
lipit pre el ca pre o piatrd cu patru muchi | de piatri|”, the expression between square semi-brackets is
marked by “sile” repeated marginally, without any other explanations; the notation indicates the fact
that the sources do not justify the repetition of this noun.

marginal notes that correct wrong translations: 2, 9 “$i tu singur intru putrejune a viermilor sedzi,
miind descoperit, si eu — riticiti si slujnica, loc den loc impregiurind si den casi in casa, asteptind
soarele cind va apune, pentru ca si mi odihnesc de ostenélele méle si de durori carele astidzi (marginal
note: acum [now], cf. Gr. vdy; all possible versions contain the interpretation “acum” [now], not
“astizi” [today]) pre mine md tin”. In v. 39, 15 “Si au uitat ci piciorul va risipi si jiganiile cimpului vor
(marginal note: va [will]) cilca’, the note corrects the version in the text according to the translated
Greek source. The question is: why does the plural appear in the verse? Of the consulted sources,
only some versions of the Vulgate (others than Vulg. Antwerp) have here the plural conterant. Of the
Romanian texts, B 1688 takes the plural from ms. 45, also kept, in turn, by the Bible of Samuil Micu.
Either the translator (or copyist) of the ms. 45 uses the plural under the influence of the context, or
the text also has a Latin source, other than Vulg. Antwerp.

Not all the translation/copying errors are corrected. For instance, in v. 27, 18 “Nu si istovi casa lui ca
niste molii si ca nigte pdianjini” the negation cannot be justified by any of the sources (neither by the
Greek, nor by the Latin or Slavonic versions) and it is not corrected. Cf. B 1688: ,,Si s va istovi casa
lui ca niste molii”; ms. 4389: ,,Si casa lui se va umplea ca de molii”

marginal notes recording translation versions that are more appropriate in relation to the source. In
v. 13, 8 “Au veti indoi? Voi si voi (marginal note: acestia [these]) judecitori vi faceti’, the personal
pronoun voi equals two different Greek pronouns: o7 and 2976, in the sequence dueic xai avrol.
Probably the translator was confused by the particle x2/ and wanted to respect the word order of
the original. Cf. B 1688: “Voi si insivi” (wrongly transcribed in the 1988 edition issued by the
Patriarchy: “voisi insiva”). Inv. 24, 20 “Si ca o ceatd a roadi nevizuti s-au ficut. Si si deade lui
carele au poftit (marginal note: ficur [done]), si s si zdrobasci tot strimbul, atocma cu un lemnu
nevindecat’, the gloss mentions the suitable contextual meaning of Gr. 7pdoow ‘to do’ (Muraoka), cf.
also B 1688 au ficut. In Classical Greek, mpdoow also has the meaning ‘to obtain, demand’ (Liddell-
Scott), which the translator renders here, though it is not suitable in this context (cf. also NETS: “may
what he did be paid back to him”). Inv. 39, 1 “D4 ai cunoscut vrémea nagterii pietrii tapcerbului
(the version gapcerbilor is suggested on the margin, by replacing the last two syllables of the word)? Si
ai pazit chinurile cerbilor?”, the note corrects the text according to the version of the Septuagint, in
which the plural is present (but the critical apparatus of Sept. Frankfurt also mentions versions with
the singular form). B 1688 exactly reproduces the text of ms. 45, subsequently corrected in Biblia
Micu (cerbilor). In 33, 28 “Mintuiéste sufletul mieu, ca s3 nu viu la pierire (marginal note: stricdciune
[perdition]), si viata mea lumini va vedea’, the note suggests a translation alternative for Gr. diapSopd
‘ruining, destruction; instrument of ruin; abode of the dead’ (Muraoka), ‘destruction, ruin’ (Liddell-
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Scott); B 1688 preserves the version peire [ perdition]. Inv. 5,23 “Cici cu pietrile cimpului (marginal
note: farenii [of the land]) — figiduinta ta, si jiganiile tarenii vor impica tie”, the annotator probably
remedies what he considers to be an unfaithful rendering of the text; the nouns cimp and farind, in the
genitive, are two different rendering of the same adjective, Gr. dypro¢ ‘living in the fields, wild, savage’
A similar situation is recorded in 8, 9, where mreajd is glossed by cursi [trap], because in the preceding
verse mreajd had already been used to render a different Greek word.
In 7, 8 “Nu mi va mai vedea ochiul celui ce mi véde, ochii tii — intru mine, si nu voi mai i” (marginal
note: 7ncd mai sint [I still am]), the note indicates the correct version as compared to the Sepruagint,
where the sequence odx é71 eiui occurs. The presence of the future tense in the text could be explained
by the influence of the Vulgate. Also by comparison with the Greek original, we could explain the
noteinv. 9,5 “Cela ce vechéste muntii si nu stiu; cel ce-i surpa pre ingi cu minie (marginal note: urgie
[wrath], cf. Gr. dpy#). In 27, 7 “Insi nu, ce fie nepriétenii miei ca surparea celor necurati (marginal
note: necredinciogi [unfaithful])’, the note suggests a more precise equivalence of Gr. drgf7¢ ‘ungodly,
impious.
The reverse situation is met in v. 29, 6: “Cind si virsa cidile méle cu unt si muntii miei si virsa
(marginal note: turna [poured]) cu lapte”; the Greek text uses the same verb (yé» ‘to pour, shed;
spread, Muraoka) in both positions translated consistently by 4 vdrsa [to spill] in the text of ms. 45
(and also in B 1688). Ostrog Bible uses the same verb in both positions (e64unsamu), rendered by a
vdrsa in ms. 4389. Conversely, the Vulgate uses lavabam and fundebat (‘to wash; to wet, moisten), but
also ‘to pour’, oLD). Either the annotator in ms. 45 intended to achieve variation, or he had in view
the Latin model.
The solutions suggested in the marginal notes are not always correct. Thus, in v. 33, 27 “Si apoi,
atuncea va trimite om, el sie dzicind: In ce fél ficea (marginal note: trimetea [was sending])!”, the first
verb (va trimite [will send]) is probably the result of a copying error, because in the Septuagint one
has dmouéuyerar “va mustra” (in Vulg. Antwerp, respiciet, cf. also ms. 4389: “Va binui omul insusi
pre sine”, B 1688 “atuncea si va huli omul insus luis”). In turn, the second verb is rendered correctly
in the text from a lexical point of view (Gr. covzedéw ‘to complete, finish; to make an end, destroy; to
perpetrate) 4 face in ms. 45), but not from a grammatical one (in the Greek text it is in the first person
singular, translated in Romanian as ficea). The marginal note reiterates the grammatical error, but it
cannot be justified as a rendering option either; perhaps it is redacted under the influence of the error
in the first part of the verse. In B 1688, the grammatical error is corrected: “In ce fél ficeam”.

e. other cases
The variants suggested in some marginal notes are not justified if we compare them to the sources
mentioned in the Foreword to readers. In 1,1 “Om oarecare era in tara Avsitidei, ciruia numele Iov’, the
proper name Avsitida is taken from Gr. Avoizig (cf. “the land of Ausitis” NETS) with the dative ending,
to which is added the Romanian genitive ending. The marginal note (~dizei) suggests the replacement
of the last two syllables of the word, suggesting the sequence Avsiditei. The d variation is not replaced in
the Greek sources, and the Latin and Slavonic traditions suggest, in referring to the respective country,
the name Hus (cf. ms. 4389: “Era un birbat in tara Husului”). The only place we met the form
with 4 instead of # is the critical edition of the Slavonic Parimejnik (Zdenka Rivarova, Zoe Hauptova,
Grigorovicev Parimejnik, 1. Tekst s criticiki aparat, Skopje, 1998), which records (p. 69") such forms
in some of the manuscripts (but Avsitidii in Parimiile preste an). Perhaps the metathesis proposed by
the annotator is based on a known previous version (not necessarily Romanian) of the Book of Job.
In 9, 2 “Cici cum va fi drept piminteanul (Gr. Bpords ‘human being, mortal, antonym: drdvadog or
Jedg, cf. Liddell-Scott; marginal note: omu/) lingd Domnul?’, the note may be justified by the influ-
ence of the Latin text (which has homo; cf. also ms. 4389: omul); in general, for expressing mortality,
Romanian texts use the noun pamintean (cf. also Parimiile preste an, 111, 95¥, where peminteanii is
used to render Gr. vroti—written in Cyrillic script—from the hymn reproduced in parallel).
No source justifies the annotation in v. 31, 30 “Bine-i si audz, dari, uréchea blistimul mieu si sd ma
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povestesc, dard, de citrd nirodul (marginal note, written by another person: Domnul [The Lord])
mieu chinuindu-m’; the term in the comment does not occur either in later edition or in parallel
texts. Probably the note is the result of confusion, an erroneous interpretation of the context.

2.2.3. Marginal notes on the relation of the text with the linguistic norm

a. glosses marking the differences between the dialectal or individual norms: 6, 26 “Pentru ci nu de
la voi virtute cer, nice certarea (Gr. £leyyos ‘act of questioning; that which deserves open criticism’;
marginal note: mustrarea [reprimand]) voastra cuvintele méle vor inceta” (cf. also B 1688, ms. 4389
mustrarea); 16, 13 “Puserd-mi ca un strijar (marginal note: strajnic [guard]), incungiurari-mi cu
fusturi, lovind intru mugchii miei” (according to DLR, sz7djer is attested especially in texts from Mol-
davia, while szzajnic occurs in texts from Muntenia); 28, 12 “Si inteleptiia (marginal: infelepciunea) de
unde s-au aflat”; 30, 30 “Si pi¢lea mea s-au ucis tare si oasele méle si ojojird de arsitd” (marginal note:
arsurd [burn]); 41, 16 “Inima lui iaste infipta ca o piatra si sta ca un ildu (marginal note: 0 ndcovalni
[an anvil]) nerisirit”.

b. corrections concerning the text morphology or writing technique: 12, 16 “Di va opri apa, va usca
pamintul; iar de o va slobodzi, au pierdut pre el zdrobindu-1” (the sequence “pre el” is repeated mar-
ginally, as it is poorly written in the text); 18, 21 “Preste insi au suspinat cei de apoi, iard (marginal
note: pre) cei dentli ii cuprinse minune” (the note is a clear marking of the direct object; a similar
situation occurs in 24, 1); 29, 2 “Cine m-are (marginal note: 72-ar) pune pre luni inaintea dzilelor
cirora Dumnedziu m-au crutat” (Francu, 2009, p. 316, shows that the innovation 47 first occurs in
Whallachia in the 17% century, and only in the next century does it spread in the rest of the territ-
ory; therefore, a form perceived as regional is being replaced here); 31, 38 “De au suspinat pimintul
vreodinioard asupri-mi sau de rozoarele ei (marginal note: /u [his]; in the Greek text, the pronoun is
in the feminine) au plinsu toate odatd” (a similar situation occurs under 31, 39); 39, 13 “Aripa celor
ce sd veselesc neélassa, si (marginal note: dd) va zemisli asida i nessa?”.

2.2.4. Marginal or text markers (without further explanations)
41, 16 “Inima lui 7aste infiptd ca o piatrd”; 34, 26 “Si au stinsu pre cei necurati si vizuti inaintea lui | sint|”;
they indicate the presence of an additional element in the Romanian text compared to the Greek source.

3. Conclusions

The present study started from two premises: the confusing textual history of the first Romanian trans-
lation of the Old Testament in the version of the Sepruagint (available in Romania in a revised version
contained in ms. 45 at the Library of the Cluj Branch of the Romanian Academy), and the fact that the
marginal notes of this text, which have not been studied exhaustively so far, could provide information
of the stages involved in constituting the text. Considering the Foreword to readers and the statement on
the existence of a discontinuity in consulting the Greek sources while conducting this revision, we chose
to compare the marginal notes in the Book of Genesis and in the Book of Job, following the typology of the
marginal notes, their marking in the text, any possible clues regarding the identity of the annotator.

Several types of notes are announced in the foreword to the manuscript (additions, biblical references,
the indication of the various versions in other sources, comments); also, the graphical signs used for
marking the notes are decoded, proving the existence of a coherent and relatively consistent graphical
system. The study of the inventory of marginal notes in the biblical books mentioned has shown that
there are notes that also fulfil other functions besides the ones recalled.

We identified three important categories of marginal notes: notes sending back to the biblical system,
notes on the relation with the sources of the translation (sources that are declared or not), notes that are
aimed at the differences between the linguistic norms (the glosses as such). To this is added what we
called ‘markings, that is, the marginal presence of some graphic signs marking the existence of a problem
in a certain context, without any other indications.
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The three important types of marginal notes are present in both biblical books discussed in the present
study. In the Book of Genesis, the first type is present in the biblical references (to other biblical books or to
the same book, by means of the indications up / down), the summarising-orientation indications, an ample
biblical comment, the marking of the excerpts with a messianic interpretation; the Book of Job contains
only the category of biblical references, confirming what is said in the foreword (that at the beginning of
the translation, Milescu inserted more notes on the margin of the translated text, but he abandoned this
practice on the way); the summarizing notes and the messianic indications are to be found only in the first
four books of the Pentateuch.

The marginal notes on the relation of the text in ms. 45 and the sources of the translation (the two
editions of the Sepruagint, the one from Frankfurt, 1597, indicated as the source of the translation and
revision from the first Book of Chronicles onward, and the one from London, 1653, indicated as the source
used by the reviser until the first Book of Chronicles; the Ostrog Bible, 1581, an edition of the Vulgate)
included in the Book of Genesis refer to: omissions of the translator or the copyist; additional sequences
in the London Septuagint compared to the Frankfurt edition; different versions in the two Greek texts;
corrections of erroncous translations; the attempt to adapt the Romanian text to the Greek source at
lexical or grammatical (morphological) level. In the Book of Job, where Sept. Frankfurt is also used for the
revision, references to another edition of the text of the Septuagint are missing, as the marginal notes are
aimed solely at the conformity with the only Greek source: omissions, elements present in the ms. 45,
without a corresponding element in the source (conjunctions, copulas), erroneous translations, versions
that are closer to the source from a lexical or morphological point of view.

The third category of marginal notes, present in both biblical books, results from the confrontation
between the different regional linguistic norms; these are actual glosses (replacement with a lexical or
grammatical regionalism specific to the northern area of the Daco-Romanian territory, enjoying broader
circulation or specific to Wallachia; the translation of Greek loans or the Hebrew words taken from the
Septuagint) or morphological or writing corrections.

We also noticed the fact that in both biblical books there are both notes written by the same hand—
the same handwriting as in the text—and notes written by a different hand, subsequent to the copying
work of Dumitru of Cimpulung; the latter have a strong character specific to Walachia. Perhaps their
comprehensive study—at lexical level or at the level of textual insertion—could bring insight into the
identity of the reviser. Moreover, we noticed the fact that many notes explain a word specific to Moldova
by a word specific to Walachia, which points to the fact that they do not belong to the Moldavian reviser
assumed by N.A. Ursu, who identifies the reviser as Metropolitan Dosoftei. On the other hand, the
hypothesis of a massive intervention of the copyist in the text, so marked that it could have generated
even marginal notes is doubtful; this would mean that, in fact, the translation of Milescu underwent, even
before the text was copied by Dumitru, two revisions (if we also admit that of Dosoftei), to which is added
the intervention of the person writing the marginal notes following the work of Dumitru of Cimpulung.

A research direction opened up by the present article is thus aimed at a comprehensive study of the
marginal notes in the manuscript, which would provide more useful information in establishing the tex-
tual history of Milescu’s translation; this seems to be more intricate than it has been known to be so far.
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