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2. Motivation and the importance of research: 

        The pragmatism and objectivity of the option for chosen theme consist of its intention to exploit 

the novelty of this text; the manuscript had an important impact in society and it stood among the era 

practices. This text was dated to the seventeenth century and, along with other ecclesiastical texts 

from this period, represents a significant step forward in Romanian culture. It can be a valuable 

source material for future research on the history of language. 

       This paper first aim is editing a Romanian manuscript from the seventeenth century, 

Evangheliarul de la Războieni, which is recorded below the Academy Library ms. 296 B.A.R.; 

another aims are to identify specific linguistic features of the text and to determine its influence on 

the local norm. 

 

3. Scientific research methodology  

      Taking into consideration the methodological background to the development of this paper, I 

applied and blended the whole theoretical and empirical methods that allow an in-depth investigation 

of the text. The methods used are: Semasiology-in studying the meanings of words and evolution of 

these meanings; historical - to determine the historical context in which the church used the text of 

the manuscript; chronological - used for analysis and presentation of consecutiveness significant 

historical events and facts on the manuscript, both in space and time; Analytical - as a scientific 

method that involves studying phonetic phenomena with particular characteristics; Comparative - is 

the scientific method which assesses and compares phenomena such as facts, concepts and activities; 

systemic - which involves a set of processes such as: Identification; classification; synthesis 

(grouping) and coding, being the scientific method that works with homogeneous and interconnected 

phenomena that are grouped by placing them under the common attributes in a certain order; 

synchronistic - when studying in parallel: manuscripts we encounter identical geopolitical spaces and 

special spiritual; deduction - which involves the study of deduction of the particular from the 

general; and induction - in which the results of research based on the facts of the particular language 

are developed in general theoretical concepts. 

       Among the principles discussed there can be found the transcription interpretative principle 

that establishes equivalence between the signs in Cyrillic and Latin characters. This principle 

requires interpretation of Letters depending on the age of the text, its place of origin, graphic 

tradition and graphic peculiarities of the scribe. The text is subjected to the process of adapting to the 
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current spelling rules, but taking into account the peculiarities of dialect. 

 

4.   Synthesis of chapters included in this thesis 

     The work consists of two volumes: 

         The first volume contains two chapters: the philological study and the linguistic study. 

         The first chapter approached issues related to the cultural context, the location of the text, the 

dating of the text. 

         While dealing with location, we noted that the language of the text reveals the predominance of 

the elements from the Nordic Daco-Romanian dialect. Linguistic peculiarities of the northern area 

are: 

1) Conversion of ă to i in: “Și spre numele Lui limbile vor nedejdui” (f. 18v), “ceia ce 

nedejduesc spre bunătate” (f. 68r), “şi nedejduia să vadză vreun sămn oarecarele” (f. 120v); 

nădcejde is recorded only once in “pune voiu nădeajdea Mea spre Îns” (f. 18v); 

2) The palatalization of f to her and hi:  “şi-l lega pre îns ce legături de her” (f. 99v); “hi-va 

și-i va fi lui” (f. 70r); 

3) The harsh uttering of b in: “şi faceţi bine celora ce nu vă iubăsc pre voi” (f. 94r); 

4) The harsh uttering of consonants s and dz in: “Și deaca vădzură năroadele, să mirară şi 

proslăviră pre Dumnedzău” (f. 12r);  “Dascăle, vedzi, smochinul cela ce-l blăstemaș, au 

săcat.” (f. 70r);   

5) Etymological î is preserved in împle, îmblă: “că nu îmblă pre o urmă cu noi” (f. 102r), “Şi 

fu îmblînd el însuşi” (f. 104r), “ca să împle toate scripturile” (f. 117v), “ca se cade să se 

împle toate scripturile întru Legea lui Moise” (f. 123r); 

6) Etymological forms of cîne, pîne, mîne are preserved: “Că iat, gonesc dracii şi voiu face 

tămăduire, astădzi şi mîne, şi a treia dzi voiu săvărşi.” (f. 111v);  “Şi fu dac întră El în casa 

oarecăruia unui boiarin fariseu într-o sîmbătă, să mînînce pîne” (f. 111v);  “Nu dareţi svinta 

a cînilor, nici vărsareţi mărgăritarul vostru naintea porcilor” (f. 9r).  

      In the second chapter are treated particularities graphic, phonetic, morphological, syntactic 

lexical and textual particularities of the text. 
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   The script 

    While examining the graphical structure of the text we noticed that the Cyrillic alphabet used in 

the text took most of Cyrillic Letters (even if sometimes gave specific values), and also others like ƒ 

and u of Greek origin usually used to record group sounds. Also, we find that was dropped the use of 

signs which functionality were not supported by the Romanian language phonetism, their presence is 

therefore unnecessary. Depending on the graphematic inventory of the text we can realize the level 

of training of the scribe. In this case the inventory of letters is small, aren’t used used all letters. As a 

general observation we find that the abbreviation method is combined with overwriting, finding that 

they are subject to frequent phenomenon shortening vowels and consonants which are particularly 

overwritten. Punctuations used in the text are reduced to some and do not correspond with actual 

literary norm. 

     

    Phonetics 

           The main characteristics of the text consist of phonetic particularities that are specific to 

Nordic area and the preservation of archaic structures throughout the Daco-Romanian teritory. 

Among the specific vocalism features we can highlight the transformation of Latin e followed by n, 

m + vowel, consonant, to ă in mînule, pîne, cînilor. Also we should emphasize that etymological î 

was stored in the north area îmblu, întra and împle, and etymological o is kept in oltar. Another 

feature of the northern area is the final notation of u in the following adverbs, cîndu, cumu and amu, 

butalso the transformation of the diphthong ea in a in words such as sara and năduşală. An archaic 

phenomenon present in the text is keeping the unstressed e in atunce. Specific in the text is the 

diphthongization trend by splitting vowels (accented and unaccented): a>iia, ă>iă, o> uo. 

            The relevant particularities of consonantism are hte presence of dz in both Latin and in the 

domestic areas, while g  is kept in gioc, giudecată, giumătate and a giura. The velarization of the 

labio-dental deaf f is illustrated in fameni< lat. (homo) fe mi nus, while the velarization of dz is shown 

only if the noun Dumnedzău < lat. dom(i)ne deus. It is noteced the existence of consonant groups sv-

, su v-, skv- in svat< sl. sŭvĕtŭ, a sfinţi< sl. sventiti, svînt< sl. sventŭ, sveaşnic< sl. švestinikŭ, 

sfîrşit< sl. sŭvŭršiti and several phonetic accidents that contribute to the individualization of the text: 
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prosthetic vowel a scrîşca, vîrtos, a vărsa, a săvîrşi, jertfă, scîrbă and total dissimilation or hapologia 

in nemărui.  

            All these phonetic features individualise the text, giving it a special place in the tradition of 

texts from the first half of the eighteenth century. 

 

          Morphology 

       The morphological plan records specific text characteristics entered in the north area of the 

Daco-Romanian dialect. In this section the differences do not relate to the presence or absence of 

morphological categories, but generally are limited to morphemes regarding grouping and 

classification of language units. Some parts of speech such as adjective, numeral and article are 

characterized by a high degree of stability, while the adverb record innovative creations. 

      The declination of the noun shows oscillations when it ccomes to the following nouns: uşă, 

cenuşă, which occur in the IIIrd declination, there being a constant oscillation between the IIIrd 

declination, which included these nouns in ş-, j- in primitive Romanian and the first declination, after 

hardening them in different uşe: “veţi începe a sta afar şi a bate în uşe” (f. 110r), “Iar cela ce ȋntră 

pre uşe păstor iast oilor.” (f. 141v), “Că eu sȋnt uşia oilor.” (f. 141v), cenuşe: “ară fi în drăştine şi în 

cenuşe” (f. 103r), and the feminine form răsărit “întru răsărita soarelui” (f. 79v), “ne cerceta pre 

noi răsăritul cela de sus”. Some neutral nouns keep their desinence in-ure–ure: duhurele, gîndurele, 

graiurele, ţărmure. The noun mînă has its plural form attested in its etymological mînule, and the 

noun turmă< lat. turma presents the genitive-dative, singular desinence–eei: “Că va vătăma Păstorul 

şi se vor răşchiră oile turmeei”. Feminine nouns that have plural in -i in the genitive-dative 

desinence take –iei: mărturiei, împărăţiei, viei, năsălniciei. 

       Compared with other parts of speech, verb provides a large number of phenomena that can 

contribute to the characterization of text language, and of these we notice most of all the category 

conjugation. The verb a ţinea< lat. tene re keeps its etymological IInd conjugation and the verbs a 

gata and a umbra present in the analyzed text paradigm are verbs in the first conjugation. The verb a 

posti occurs in the reflective voice “Iară tu, cîndu te posteşti, unge capul tău şi faţa ta spală” (f. 

8r), “Pentru ce noi şi fariseii ne postim mult, iar ucenicii Tăi nu se postesc?” (f. 12r), while the 
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verb a odihni, in some cases, is used in the active voice in the detriment of the passive: Şi de va fi 

acolea fiiul pacei, odihni-va spre îs, pacea voastră.” (f. 103v). Conditional-optative auxiliary are 

present in third person singular and plural forms in their etymological forms as examples: “se ară 

ţinea de unul iară de celalalt va înceape a nu nici gîndi” (f. 9v), “de demult ară fie în drîştine şi în 

cenuşe pocăindu-se” (f. 16r). Intensive construction formed with the present indicative and other 

tenses and moods follows the pattern verb + noun: “Și deaca vădzură steaoa, se bucurară cu 

bucurie mare foarte.” (f. 3v), “Nu giudecareți în fățărie,ce giudecați giudeț derept.” (f. 136v), “şi le 

dzis lor de grăi” (f. 14v), “ cu moarte ca să moar” (f. 23r).  

 

     Syntax 

      The examination of syntactic features of the text reveals that it differs from the standard 

literary language not because of its character but by its quality of popular elements or acts of spoken 

language. Compared to the other sections of the text language, the syntax shows uniformity and 

differs less than current literary language. However, it highlights some old language-specific 

features. In conjunct forms of syntax we mention the personal pronoun when determines verbs in the 

future perfect tense with its auxiliary it is placed between the verb and auxiliary: “şi oarece vor cere 

fi-le-va lor de la Părintele Mieu” (f. 28v); “Datu-Mi-au toată putiarea şi în cer şi pre pămînt” (f. 

48r); “Aduceţi-mi-l pre Îns încoace.” (f. 26r). Another notable trend is the replacement of the 

infinitive by connective and coexistence of the two equivalent construction, construction infinitive is 

commonly used after the auxiliary a avea: “nu veţi avea a vedea” (f. 19r); “nu veţi avea a-

nţelege”(f. 19r); “nici va mai avea a fi”(f. 38r); “nu va avea a întra într-nsă”(f. 68v). The indirect 

complement expression is observed in the accusative with the preposition dative la where literary 

language uses the dativ “cu-ndrăzdire de strîg la Împăratul, de cerșu”  (f. 61v); “Că vă vor da pre 

voi la săbor”  (f. 73r); “Și era de mărturisiia la săboarele Galileiului 2. la săboarăle Jidoveşti.”  

(f. 91v), and circumstantial complement of time is expressed by the accusative noun preceded by a 

preposition: “Că mai iuşor va fi ţărăi Sodomului şi a Gomurului la dzioa de giudeţ”  (f. 14r); 

“Tirului şi Sidonului mai iuşur le va fi la dzioa de giudeţ”  (f. 16r); “Ce iast tocmala voastră ca să 
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vă slobodz voao cîte  pre unul la Paşti.”  (f. 154v), while the attribute of a noun (or pronominal) 

accusative value of partitive genitive is built with the preposition dintru. 

 An innovation of the eighteenth century is the formation of nominal predicate copulative 

verbs a se face, a se chema:”Că fiecine cela ce se face pre sine împărat protiveaşte se lui Chesar”  (f. 

155v), “şi sînt fameni ce se fac înşiş fameni pentru Împărăţiia cerului”  (f. 29v), “şi se feace arbure 

mare”  (f. 110v), “Ceiia ce se cheamă stearpă.”  (f. 83v), “ce se cheamă îndoit cu firea”  (f. 143v), “şi 

ieşiră la locul ce se cheamă de Margini 2. ce-s cheamă locul Țăstului, ce-s cheamă jidoveaşte 

Golgota”  (f. 155v). 

       At the level of sentence is highlighted the tendency of replacement of de+indicative 

complements with the conjunctivitis which is more common than in the previous period as a result 

of the replacement of the infinitive complement directly through a connective nucleus of a direct 

deade-se şi mie de îmblaiu”  (f. 81r); “Şi-L rug pre Îs tot nărodul din laturea Gadarinului să să duc 

de la dînşi” (f. 99r); “să cade ca să să împlă de Mene”  (f. 99r). Predicative sentences with de+ 

indicative used in place of a name or predicative infinitive instead of a conjunctive predicate verb are 

common in text: “Mîncarea”era de-i învăţa pre înşi”  (f. 10r); “era de avea strnîsoare multă. 2. că 

era de avea avuție multă” (f. 29r); “era de mărturisiea la săboarele lor”  (f. 54r); “era de şedea cu 

slugile”  (f. 76r); “era de aştepta”  (f. 78r); “era de făcea”  (f. 82r); “era de le mîhînia”  (f. 82r); “era 

de le arăta”  (f. 82r).  Circumstantial purpose registers a situation somewhat different from the 

previous century when the introductory element să recorded a low frequency in the text: “De ca la u 

tîlhar aţi ieşit, cu arme şi dar de să Mă prindeţi” (f. 44v), and concessions circumstantial sentence 

appears only one time in the text, being introduced by deşi: “Iar cela ce au, deşi nu fac” (f. 95r). 

       

     Vocabulary 

      Lexical material recorded in the Gospel of Războieni include unknown or little known 

words, and words whose meaning or form differs from the current language. The terms have been 

grouped according to their origin, the elements of Latin, Slavic, Greek, and Hungarian. Vertically 

examinating the lexicon taking into consideration the origin of various lexical items and their 

chronological sequence highlights the fact that the language of the text retains many elements 
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missing from Latin and Slavic language appearance of the Romanian language. One such example is 

the adverb ' acicea ‘aici’ and the imperative verb form of blem, also pedestru ‘persoana care merge 

pe jos’and measer ‘sărac’, arină ‘nisip’, fur ‘hoţ’ and porumb ‘porumbel’. Among the elements of 

the old Slavic we enumerate the following words măhăi ‘a face semne, gesturi cu braţele’, pîră 

‘proces’, ciude ‘minuni’ şi  a clăti ‘a se mişca din loc’. We also noted that vocabulary richness 

highlighted by the presence of large series documented in text synonyms: supărare (f. 105v);- 

dococeală (f. 105v);-trudă (f. 74r); drac (f. 9v);- diavol (f. 21v); - lepădatul (f. 5v);- nepreatnicului (f. 

21v); vitleanul (f. 105v). 

       Thus, we conclude that the lexical material present in our text has in common with the texts 

that circulated in the early seventeenth century and reflects awareness by scribe lexical resources 

available to the language of that time. 

 

      The second volume is the text edition containing transcription, interpretative note on edition 

and facsimiles. 

      The present edition is the first interpretative transcription of Ms manuscript. 296 entitled 

Gospel of Războieni. In the interpretation of the value of Cyrillic Letters we took into account 

historical dialectology studies and studies on the Romanian spelling texts of the eighteenth century. 

Thus, at the beginning of the word or syllable E/e was noted representing the diphthong ie: 
çÊgßd√emi= îngăduie-mi (f. 28v, r. 2), es‹= ies (f. 23r, r. 26), m√éri= muieri  (f. 24r, r. 12),  grßes‹kß= 

grăiesc (f. 25v, r. 16),  nevoe=nevoie (f. 36v, r. 19), ñrb√es‹kß= trebuiesc (f. 44r, r. 4), except for and 

the personal pronoun of the third person singular and plural. 

        In the absence of conclusive graphical arguments regarding the existence of differences 

between ă and î in establishing correspondences for 'ß and ø, I applied the current situation in 

Romanian spelling. For 'ß I assigned value ă: ñßmßd√i= tămădui (f. 56v, r. 12), br‹ßbañ√l= bărbatul 

(f. 129r, r. 25),  respectiv î: fl√ern‹ßdß= fluierînd (f. 13v, r. 14), sn‹ßn¡e= sînge (f. 13v, r. 8), pn‹ßqõ= 

pînză  (f. 47v, r. 24), and zero at the end of the word: iΣÈannß= Ioann (f. 5r, r. 6), nazarin™nß= 

nazarinean (f. 3r, r. 17), p√rñßndß= purtînd (f. 54r, r. 9). If the letter ' find its values overlap with 

those of ß. For ø amount I gave the value of ă in words like: : Σ̄doa’rõ= odoară (f. 21r, r. 21), narõ 

xßlõd√i= n-ară hălădui (f. 73r, r. 24), ¨çi’serõ= uciseră (f. 37r, r. 9), sß ‚a’qõ= să şadză (f. 72r, r. 
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22), dar şi î:  sñrõmñß= strîmtă (f. 10v, r. 10), prõn‹q√l= prîndzul (f. 34r, r. 14), plõn‹se= plînse (f. 44r, 

r. 24). The use of ø in contexts where usually was used å to highlight a regional phonetic 

phenomenon: açéø= aceă  (f. 5r, r. 25). 

 The letter ™ has the value e: k™å= cheia (f. 25v, r. 1),  vis‹ñ™r™le= vistearele (f. 3v, r. 7), dar 

şi ea: f™çe= feace (f. 77v, r. 18), d™derõ= deaderă (f. 77v, r. 13), p™ne¡i= peanegi (f. 40v, r. 7), 

nazarin™nß= nazarinean (f. 3v, r. 17),  pl™vi∆la= pleavila (f. 20v, r. 14), rßsp√nd™= răspundea (f. 77v, 

r. 5), vr™= vrea (f. 77v, r. 11). 

The letter ™ has the value e î: çÈn¡erîÈi= îngerii (f. 5v, r. 23), çÈnainñ™= înaintea (f. 15r, r. 19),  

çÈmblõ= îmblă (f. 16v, r. 16), çÈi= îi (f. 16v, r. 20), în: çÈvßca= învăța (f. 5v, r. 23), çñß∆ü= întîiu (f. 13v, 

r. 15) şi îm: çÈÈpßrõcïå= împărățiia (f. 5v, r. 17), çÈÈpß∆rañ= împărat (f. 28v, r. 19). 

            The existing text abbreviations we tacitly completed and the overwritten letters were lowered 

into place without being marked specifically. Cyrillic figures were replaced with Arabic. Special 

characters such as spirits, accents, ieric were not marked in the transcript. The manuscript 

punctuation which was precariously represented in text has been replaced with punctuation in place. 

Omissions found were marked by <>. Slavic bilingual passages of text were reproduced in the 

edition marked by [...].  

            Footnotes from both sides were noted with Arabic numerals on the left of the page. 

Footnotes have reported errors of transcription, corrections or amendments from the scribe, unusual 

scripts that may give rise to several interpretations. 

            Through scientific research conducted was intended to draw attention to the value of this text 

and its importance for future research in the history of the language. 
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