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Introduction

Whatever its intrinsic merits, the importance and influence of the Russian Synodal Bible of 1876 is obvious
to all who work in Biblical Studies or Bible translation in Russia and in a large number of countries to the
west and south that have experienced a pervasive Russian cultural influence and that became constituent
parts of the USSR. In a significant number of translation projects into the many minority languages of the
former USSR, the Synodal Bible is employed as a primary source for interpretation of the original Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek texts. This use of the Synodal Bible, often by Bible translators with limited knowledge
of the original biblical languages,” has led to its becoming “a mediator between ancient texts and modern
translations”*

In my experience of working with the Synodal Bible in projects that employ it as a kind of
substitute ‘base text’ there are two broad sets of issues that arise with some regularity. The first, which I do
not propose to address here, concerns the accuracy of the Synodal’s translation of MT. The second relates
to the Synodal’s representation of Septuagintal pluses, which are incorporated in Orthodox editions of the
Synodal in square brackets. Here, my aim is to move from the statements I have seen that are sometimes
superficial or misleading, to the presentation of firm evidence and, ultimately, to conclusions that can
withstand scholarly scrutiny and be of guidance to those who for whatever reason have to engage with the
Synodal Bible’s relationship to the Septuagint. The material discussed is drawn from 1 Kings (Third
Kingdoms in the Synodal).

Before proceeding, we should make clear in advance one conclusion of our modest study,
although it simply supports something that is already relatively well-known. Beneath the first column of
Genesis in the Synodal Bible there is a note stating that “Words placed in brackets are taken from the Greek
translation of the 70 interpreters (3rd cent. B.C.)”. However, it appears most unlikely that the Synodal

! An early and much less detailed form of this paper was presented at a meeting of United Bible Societies
Europe-Middle East Area translation consultants and invited members of national Bible Societies, Crawley (United
Kingdom), 8 January 2007. In its present extended form, the paper was read at the IOSOT XIX meeting in Ljubljana
(Slovenia), 17 July 2007.

2 Often the mother-tongue translators of a minority language Bible translation project will not be biblical
scholars and the draft translation will be made from a literal translation (such as the Synodal), with reference to other
Bibles that take a different translational approach. In such cases, direct insight into the linguistic and exegetical
meaning of the original biblical texts is provided by members of Bible translation agencies assigned to a project. In
Russia and the countries of the former USSR, the relevant agencies are typically the United Bible Societies (which
comprises the different national Bible Societies as well as the United Bible Societies Service Organization), SIL
(Summer Institute of Linguistics) / Wycliffe Bible Translators, and IBT (Institute for Bible Translation).

3 Andrei S. Desnitsky, ‘The Septuagint as a Base Text for Bible Translations in Russia’, The Bible Translator
56 (2005) 245-52 (251), who continues: “thus establishing a tradition of its own and, for better or worse, passing on its
eclectic nature to translations for other languages and cultures.”
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translators and revisers directly employed published editions or manuscripts of the Septuagint in the course
of their work, at least in any regular way. Rather, their knowledge of the Septuagint seems to have been
mediated entirely through the Slavonic Bible. As Anatoli Alexeev puts it: “There is a common belief that
the Synodal version contains the Greek and Hebrew originals, but actually the place of LXX is taken by the
Slavonic version™.* A striking indication of this fact is that “additions of LXX, absent from the Slavonic
version, were not inserted in the Synodal version either” (ibid.).’ In fact, in the preparation of the Synodal
Bible, the square was circled by treating the Slavonic text as a representative of unavailable Greck
manuscripts!®

Of course, some, perhaps many, of the bracketed pluses included in the Synodal are unproblematic
in regard to both the Slavonic and the LXX. For example, at 1 Kings 1:48, the Synodal adds ‘from my
seed’, in line with the Slavonic, which in turn derives from the LXX;’ similarly, at 1 Kings 12:20 the
Synodal adds in brackets ‘from Egypt’ as well as ‘and of Benjamin’, following the Slavonic and LxXx.®

At times specific translational decisions are evident within these bracketed pluses. For example, at
the end of 1 Kings 18:29 LXX adds a long additional sentence, which is translated in the Slavonic and
found in brackets in the Synodal’ In its incorporation of the Slavonic, the Synodal renders ‘shameful
prophets’ as ‘prophets of Baal’, presumably a contextual translation.'® This suggests that at least on some
occasions the bracketed additions were inserted by biblical specialists and in a thoughtful, not a
mechanical, way.

But any window onto the LXX that the Synodal Bible might provide is much more closed than
open and the glass in it is far from transparent. Before beginning to attempt to cast some additional light on
the matter, it will be helpful to give a few relevant details about how the Synodal Bible was produced. If

4 A.A. Alexeev, ‘Masoretic Text in Russia’, in Text, Theology & Translation: Essays in Honour of Jan de
Waard (ed. Simon Crisp and Manuel Jinbachian; [Crawley, UK]: United Bible Societies, 2004) 13-29 (26).

5 Alexeev, ‘Masoretic Text’, 26, gives 1 Kings 16:28 and 22:46 as examples. A further case is the omission of
the long plus of eleven extra verses at the end of 1 Kings 2 (2:46a-1), a sequence that is also absent from the Slavonic
text.

6 Thus, Ilarion A. Chistovich, Istoriya perevoda Biblii na ruskii iazyk (Second ed.; St Petersburg, 1899 [some
parts were written much earlier, in 1872-73, according to the footnotes on pp. 316, 318, 323]) 317-40 (339): “In cases
where the Slavonic text of the Bible represents significant differences from the available texts of the Greek Bible, the
translators accepted it as a variant, alongside other known Greek manuscripts, on the assumption that underlying these
passages were early Greek manuscripts that were different in some readings from other known manuscripts and
editions.” (My own renderings are used here and throughout this paper.)

T MT: 8oz 5p 39 o (o3 "ok; LXX (Rahlfs): 05 §8ckev ofjpepov ik ToU omépuatds wou kobfuevoy Emi Tou
Bpbvou pou; Slavonic: fike Adae Anécn B cEmene moerts chadipa na nre(’ro’mk #oémm; Synodal: KoTopsnt
ceromHa mas [OT CeMeHu Moero] CUOAWEro Ha MNPecTosie MOEM.

8 MT: 735 Asmwag "now ... ov2T, 20; LXX: dvékapyev lepoBoap ¢E AlylmTou ... mapeE oxhmTpou lovda kai
Beviapv povor = Slavonic: ao;xra'rﬁm icroaoénﬂ, & érvnTa .. TOkMW Xop3res iSAHHA 7 BENTAMINOBJ;
Synodal: “epoBoam BO3BpaTwics [(u3 Erunral ..kpoMme KojleHa MynmHa [u BeHmammHoOBa].

% LXX: kai eAéAnoev Hhiou 6 Oeoims mpos Tous mpodfTas TGV mpocoxBiopdtev Aéywv HeTdoTnTE GO
TOU VUV Kot $yG TOIRoG TO OAoKaUTeapd o kol peTéotnaaw kol amiidov; Slavonic: H rew% L RATa  QECRITANRND
npopSkwMts CTSAHBIM®E, r4drdas: BerdniTe nitk, 44 # 33w coTeopr xépTed mow. H Werdndwa Tin, &
ofmoakn3wa (here, o?'MénKuZSma is, presumably, a very free contextual rendering of LXX’s arfA6ov [for which Rahlfs
indicates no variants]) = Synodal: [\ ckazsan Wmimsa OeCBMTAHMH INpopokaM BaajioBeM: Teneps
oTOMOMTE, YTOO M A COBEPWMII MOE XEPTBONPMHOWEHne., OHM OTOUUIM U YMOJKINA. ]

!9 Although the Slavonic and Septuagintal plus has been unproblematically incorporated into the Synodal, the
result is in fact once more technically a mixed text, in view of the fact that no Greek ms tradition represents all of the
final three phrases of MT (and Synodal), 20p "% mv7Xy 2ip7'Ry; correspondingly, the Slavonic has no equivalent of
TR (A He B radcd, nuxé nocdwdnia). The Slavonic follows a LXX tradition that includes kai ol fiv ékpoaois
after kai oUk fiv peovm, in line with v. 26 (see the apparatus in Rahifs); on the other hand, Vaticanus (Brenton) does not
have even kai ouk fiv deovn (in v. 29). Aleksandr Pavlovich Lopukhin, Tolkovaya Bibliya, ili Komentarii na fce Knigi
Cvetoi Pisaniya Vethovo i Novovo Zavetov (3 vols.; St. Petersburg, 1912-13) 1.455, mentions the LXX plus in v. 29 but
does not comment on the translational choices of the Synodal (or Slavonic). Note that Peshitta includes the LXX plus
(apart from o ©tofitns) and all of the preceding text of MT, and thus represents here a mixed tradition, like the
Synodal.
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my understanding is accurate it seems that a considerable part of the labour of the Synodal’s translation
comittee would have been dedicated to the insertion of these additions.

As I understand, the Synodal translation of the Bible, which was published in its entirety in 1876,
constitutes broadly speaking a revision of an unpublished but quite widely distributed rendering of the
MT"! by archpriest Gerasim Petrovich Pavskii (1787-1863)."? Pavskii’s translation apparently dates from
before 1826, the year Pavskii left the St Petersburg Theological Academy.'® In the case of the historical
books, including 3 Kingdoms, Pavskii’s work had been lightly revised by archimandrite Makarii.'* Makarii
was a pupil of Pavskii and had obtained a copy of Pavskii's unpublished translation of the whole of MT in
1840." A version of 3 Kingdoms by Makarii appears in Pravoslavnoe Qbozrenie (Orthodox Review) 7 (4-
7) (April-August 1866) 59-126. A very brief glance at this publication indicates that the translation is
reasonably close to the Synodal.'® It seems likely, therefore, that this was the work revised by the three
biblicists and two Byzantists'” who constituted the Synod’s Bible translation committee, and whose task
began in 1867.'® As the Synodal version of the historical books was published just two years later (1869), it
seems likely that the source-language revision of the work of Makarii (and Pavskii) was rather slight, and
that in fact much of the committee’s labours were dedicated to the incorporation of the ‘Septuagintal’
additions.

Mixed texts
Towards the end of his account of the Synodal translation process, Ilarion Chistovich comments: “The
mixing, even one might say, the merging of two texts with a preference in one case for the Hebrew, in
another for the Greek, was and always remains a matter of the arbitrary will of the translators, and there is
no way whatever to place limits on that arbitrariness.”’® Chistovich does not clearly exemplify this
statement, and so we turn now to see what a ‘mixed text’ might mean in the Synodal context.

To give an example, in the seven verses that comprise 1 Kings 5:30-32 (Slavonic/Synodal and
English versions: 5:16-18); 6:1-2; 6:37-38,% the Slavonic includes some thirteen more or less significant
differences from MT, derived from the fact that the Slavonic is a rendering of the Greek Bible and not of
MT.?' Of these variations between the texts, the Synodal registers just two, both pluses, with a third plus
omitted.” Septuagintal minuses and alternative readings (in comparison with MT) are not incorporated. .

" With the exception, of course, of books included in the Synodal from outside the Hebrew canon.

12 A survey of Pavskii’s life and work can be found in Stephen K. Batalden, ‘Gerasim Pavskii's Clandestine
Old Testament: The Politics of Nineteenth-Century Russian Biblical Translation’, Church History, 57 (1988) 486-498.

13 See Batalden, ‘Gerasim Pavskii’s Clandestine Old Testament’, 487.

' See Chistovich, Istoriya, 329: “Archimandrite Makarii had before his eyes the translation of G.P. Pavskii
and in only a few places corrected it in accordance with his own understanding, so that his translation does not possess
the significance and status of an independent work.”

15 See Chistovich, Istoriya, 329-30.

16 Unlike the translation of Ivan Maximovich in Trudi Kievskoi Dukhovni Akademii (Acts of the Kiev
Theological Academy), 2.4-11 (April-Nov 1862) 237-360.

17 See Alexeev, ‘Masoretic Text’, 26.

18 See Chistovich, Istoriya, 322.

19 Chistovich, Istoriya, 339.

20 The relationship between MT and LXX, as represented by Rahlfs, is quite complicated. The order in MT is
as follows: 5:30-32; 6:1-2; ... 6:37-38. In Rahlfs’ edition of LXX, this material is ordered as follows (M = MT; R =
Rahlfs): M 5:30 =R 5:30, M 5:32b=R 5:32, M 6:1a=R 6:1, M 5:31 =R 6:1a, M 5:32a=R 6:1b, M 6:37 =R 6:1¢c, M
6:38a = R 6:1d. (Equivalents of MT 6:1b and 6:38b are lacking in Rahlfs; other versions of LXX, followed by most
translations, including the Slavonic and the Synodal, number MT 5:30-32 as 5:16-18.) However, the Slavonic,
following Hexaplaric and Lucianic traditions, which come much much closer to the Hebrew in both the arrangement
and the wording of the text (for details, cf. the apparatus to Rahlfs), in effect follows the order of verses found in MT.

21 (1) 5:16/30: 600 (A wécTh ) for 300 (mixn >0 = R); (2) ‘foremen doing tasks’ (nrm'rﬁxnux'h
abaanym X® akaa = R) for ‘those who are ruling over the people, who are doing the work’ (Tpx%n2 D0 DyD 0177);
(3) 5:17/31: addition of ‘and” before the last clause (A kdmenTe neTécanoe = R; MT: iy "12%); (4) 5:18/32: ‘sons (of)’
(winoge = R) for ‘builders of” (:12) (twice); (5) omission (with Rahlfs) of ‘for building the house’ (737 n35%); and (6)
addition of / replacement by ‘(for) three years’ (& Tph a%Ta = R); (7) 6:1: 440 (veTmipegecaTnoe = R) for 480
(©ing); (8) ‘from Egypt’ (A3 érvnTa = R) for ‘from the land of Egypt’ (T7sn77%0); (9) “in the second month’ (8
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The fact that, on the one hand, Septuagintal pluses represent only a small portion of the variations
between LXX and MT and, on the other hand, that the Slavonic (which is the Synodal’s source for LXX
readings) follows a non-standard and eclectic text of the LXX means that the Synodal may be used only as
a very limited guide to the LXX.**

More importantly for present purposes, because Septuagintal minuses and alternative readings are
generally not recorded by the Synodal, the bracketed pluses that the Synodal does display can mislead the
reader into seeing a simpler relationship between MT and LXX than is justified by the facts.”® Rather than a
straightforward relationship of shorter or longer readings of the same text, the situation is better
characterized as having to do with variant editions of a text.

For example, towards the end of 1 Kings 8:65, the Synodal includes a rather lengthy bracketed
plus between ‘the Lord our God’ and the words that immediately follow it in MT: ‘seven days and seven
days — fourteen days’. The bracketed plus in itself is unexceptionable, with the Slavonic matching the
LXX as presented by Rahlfs. The problem, however, is that the Slavonic and Rahlfs follow this plus only
with the words ‘seven days’, and not with ‘seven days and seven days — fourteen days’ as found in MT

and Synodal.?®

Mﬁ'h gTopkiii = R) for ‘in the month of Ziv, that is the second month’ (g7 @ha i % @h2); (10-12) ‘and he
founded’ (co344) for ‘and he built’ ;211 [the clause introduced by this verb is not found in Rahlfs]; similarly in vv. 2
[Rahifs as MT] and 38 I;pot in Rahlfs, which does not include 6:38b in 6:1d], at the end); (13) 6:37: ‘in the second
month’: (8o BTOpuii Miw = R) added at end of verse.

2 In order, these are: 5:18/32, ¥ TPUIOTOBNAIM HepeBa M KaMHM IUIA CTPOEHMs HoMa [Tpu
ropal; 6:37,8 Mecsau 3ud, [B Mmecsay sropown, ];5:17/31.

2 In the Synodal, the only information about alternative readings (as against pluses and minuses) in the
Greek/Slavonic comes from occasional asterisked footnotes. In 3 Kingdoms there are two: 10:26: “B rpeueckom
rnepeBone: COPOK THCAY KOHEN KojecHuuHex”’; 11:32: “B rpeueckoM nepesonme: pnBa kojseHa’.
Variants are otherwise not registered even when they occur in verses in which various Slavonic pluses have been
incorporated (and so in which it is likely that the Slavonic reviser would have noticed the variation); for example, at
21:4 (LXX 20:4), where Slavonic has # noxrﬁl (LXX: kot ouvekéAuev) for the Synodal’s 1 orsopoTun (cf. MT:
207; see, e.g., Lopukhin, Tolkovaya Bibliya, 1.469; according to BHS, the underlying Hebrew here was 02°). Towards
the end of 18:36 (see below), the Synodal’s no cnoBy TBoemy =MT: 713732 (Qr) is retained, with no mention made
of the Slavonic alternative: Tes¢ pdAn = LXX: Six ot. Similar comments apply in the same verse to the Slavonic’s
idkwean (following Alexandrinus; Do, is also attested in some Peshitta traditions), rather than lopan) of other
manuscript traditions, MT, and Synodal (Mspansnes). From the same verse, we can also see that LXX minuses (or MT
pluses in respect of LXX) are not noted. Cf. MT: 787 01277752 nX "bp; Synodal: u cresasn Bc&; contrast
Slavonic: coTgopixs Akaa (A = LXX: memoinke o épya ToUta). For another LXX minus / MT plus not noted in
the Synodal, cf. at 12:20 MT: 5xpr53™>» = Slavonic nan Bcemu Uspaunsranamu; LXX (Rahlfs): émi loponh =
Slavonic: HAA THAEM .

¥ With regard to the relationship between the Slavonic and LXX as represented by Rahlfs, we see that of the
variants noted two (6:2, 38) occur in sequences of text not included in Rahlfs (although only two, both in 6:2 [600/300
and founded / built], actually disagree with Rahlfs). Moreover, as already indicated, the Slavonic (based on Greek
traditions that approximate to MT) has some other readings that agree with MT and not with Rahlfs, for example in
6:37=6:1c 3in = MT 1 :: Rahlfs (év unvi) Nigeo; or at 5:32 / 18b=6:1b: i kamenockyyw resdacrin = MT: ooz,
lacking in Rahlfs.

2 Indeed, such a case is found in the material already presented. At the end of 1 Kings 5:18 (MT 5:32), the
Synodal has 1 npuroroBnsnM mepeBa M KaMHM s CTpoeHMs noMa [Tpu rona] ‘and they prepared
wood and stones for the construction of the house [(for) three years]’, which represents neither the reading of MT,
which does not include (for) three years’, nor that of the Slavonic, which has no equivalent to ‘for the construction of
the house’, a sequence that is also missing in Rahlfs and Brenton, although Rahlfs indicates that it is found in slightly
different forms in Hexaplaric and Lucanic sources.

®MT: i =y APIR OW; fYRY) on npaw itk ~ eh; LXX: evcdmov K\JpIOU Be0U NuAdVEY TG ouxco & ko~
éopnosv £0Bicov Ko TiveaV Kol su¢pa|voueuos EVEO IOV Kuplou 80U NUAV EMTX nuspas = Slavonic: nfeA I'AEM'b ETOMB
HALWHMD, o)' xrama, Eroxe (0344, WAL A NTA A BECEAACA nreA rAeMs EFoM® HAWHM; Synodal: mpen
T'ocrnomoM BoroM HammM; [M enmM, ¥ mMJIM, M MOIMIMCHL npen locnogoM BoroM Hammm y
MOCTPOEHHOTO Xpama] — ceMb IHeM M ewle CeMb NHEeN, dYerwpHanuarth nHen. BHS indicates that
the LXX plus is found in the “original Greek text” (although it is not reflected in Tglon or Peshitta). Lopukhin,
Tolkovaya Bibliya, 1.407-408, makes no comment. Note the Synodal’s rendering of the Slavonic active construction o’y
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Another example can be seen at 1 Kings 18:33. There LXX (and Slavonic) has a much longer text
than MT, but this text cannot strictly constitute a plus, as in LXX there is no mention of the ‘bullock’ of
MT, whereas in MT there is no explicit mention of the “altar’ that is found twice in LXX.”" In fact, the
Synodal here incorporates only two of the extra words in the Slavonic.”® In this case, one imagines that the
Slavonic reviser realized, while attempting to incorporate what at first sight had appeared to be a simple
plus, that in fact the texts were significantly different, and therefore restricted himself to the addition of a
smaligsequence that, had it occurred in isolation, would indeed have represented a typical LXX/Slavonic
plus.

In any case, the result in both these examples is that the Synodal ends up providing a mixed text,
either incorporating MT pluses with regard to LXX as well as LXX pluses with regard to MT; or selecting
only those LXX variations from MT that fit into MT as apparent pluses!*°

A mixed text can also arise when the Slavonic reviser fail to incorporate one plus but does
incorporate another. For example, at the end of 18:37 the Slavonic has ‘you have turned the heart of this
people behind you’ and Synodal has ‘you have turned their heart [toward you]’.’' There are two main
points of note here: (1) ‘of this people’ has not been incorporated; (2) the bracketed form should not really
be ‘toward you’ but just ‘you’, as a preposition is present in both the Hebrew and the Greek/Slavonic
traditions. The result is that, even on such a small scale, the Synodal reviser has not done justice to either
MT or LXX/Slavonic.””

Our final example of a mixed text comes from 21:4 (LXX 20:4), where the Synodal transforms
LXX’s plus ‘and the spirit of Ahab was troubled’ into an adverbial clause, ‘in a confused spirit’, modifying
‘he lay down’.*® The aim of the Slavonic reviser was probably to fit the addition to the syntactic structure of
the primary translation (from MT to Russian), but in so doing he created yet again a mixed text,
representing neither MT nor Slavonic/LXX accurately.

Among other examples of mixed text arising from the Synodal reviser’s labours are 18:36;> 21:27
(LXX 20:27);*° and 22:19.%

xrdma, €rdxe co3da by the 1mpersonal Y HOCTPOEHHOTO XpaMa (and its re-positioning in the sentence) as well
as that of the participles mAuii A NTA A Receadca by indicative forms: 1 SN, M TAIM, ¥ MOJIMINCE.

2 MT: ©8p750 07 "9TTR MR DUEPT TR T, LXX (Rahlfs) Kal scTOIBaasv TOs cxlBaKus £m To Buoi-
aCTNPIOV O ETMOIMOEV Kol eue)\mw 0 ShokabTeopa Ko snsenxsv £ TS oxidakas kai scroxBacev £m To BuoiooThpiov
(Rahlfs notes only one sxgmﬁcant ms. variant: zrrsenkev TOS ox|5axag for srreenxsv ¢m TaS cxl&xxas) = Slavonic:
nocmmp,e Aroaa Hd omraln., érdxe (o'rzorn, 0 racfreca Hd °YAU BCECORErAEMAA, H BOIAOKH H4 Aroxa,
BOCKAdAE Hd om‘arb

%y nosmoxmn mpoBa [HA XEPTBEHHMK], ¥ PpAaCCeK TenbUa, M BOSIOKMI eTo Ha

=i

npoBa.

2 In fact, the reviser could easily have also added the following two words in the Slavonic: éréxe coTgoph.

% At 8:65 the Synodal’s ‘mixed text’ is, coincidentally, reflected as well in Lucianic and Hexaplaric
traditions (see Rahlfs).

31 MT 18:37b: romig £277T 0301 meat; LXX (Rahlfs): kot ou EoTpeyas Thy kapSiav Tob Aact Tolrou dmiow
(to which Lucian adds a final cov); Slavonic: # T&i d;srarrﬁn'h 2] celmu,?x anait vixs Barkaw Tesg; Synodal: u
T obBpaTuume cepnue mx [k Tebe].

32 Note also in v. 37 that the Slavonic reviser has overlooked both Ornéms (LXX: émérousdv pou &v mupi;
MT: "1p) and Beh (BCH A ATe cin; contrast LXX: 6 Aaos oUtos, for which Rahlfs [or Weber] gives no variants; MT:
5T o).

33 21:4b (MT): o %% 79K 207 ey 2307 20:4 (LXX [Rahlfs]): kai éyémo To mebpa AxaoB
TETOPOYHEVOY Kl sxoumen em Tns K}uvns auUTOU Kail auvska)\uq.vsv To rrpmomrrov aUTOU Kol OUK e¢uysv (xpTov 21:4b
(Slavonic): H skicTs AKX'I; axaauh CH¥Lény, A oymc Hd oAIrrﬁ ROEML R ﬂOKI?bI AHLE C(BOE A NE mAE
XA'EEA 21:4(b): Synodal: ¥ [B cMymeHHOM nOyxe] Jer Ha INOCTENb CBOK, M OTBOPOTUI JMUe
ceoe, u xneBa He ei. The Slavonic follows the longer Greek text of Vaticanus and Lucian (see Rahlfs), which
includes the first half of the verse according to MT, lacking in other Greek traditions. In the second half of the verse,
LXX agrees with MT apart from kai ouvekdAugev for 327 (see n. 23, above) and the additional clause at the beginning.
(Note that the Slavonic renders both TeTapoyugvov in this clause and ouykexupévos earlier in the verse by cadyénn
‘confused, perturbed’.)

3 MT: 7729 "30 80072 DHYK TEKCD 9T OFT ORI PN DTIRK TEOR 087 K0DIT YO o) nmed mib

KT DT 0P P W
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LXX (Rahlfs): kai aveBonoev HAtou eis Tov oUpavov ki £imev kupie O Beos APpaap kol loaak kai lopomA
£TAKOUGOV HOU K\'Jple £maKouaoy Hou m']uspov £V TIUPT Kal YVEITCIOOY s O Aoos 0UTOs OT ou €l kUplos o Bsos lopamA
Koy SoUAds coukai Siax ok TTETTOII']K(X ™ spya TaUTA.

Slavomc H Kozonu mna N4 HEO R pedt I'AH EXE ABPAdMOEL H icAdKOBB A ldxwuh, nocn&mdu
MEHE, rAH, nocadwai ment AHE(h OI‘HEM'h, H Aa oyrd';lfm’ﬁm"h BCH AATe cin, @KW TR A I‘Ab €ANND
iHA€BN, A d3B st'h TBSH, H TERE rdAH (o'rnolmx'h akad A

Synodal: Bo BpeMst npuHOmWEHMs BedepHEeM XepTBH nomoweJ Wims npopok [u BO33Bas
Ha Hebo] u ckazan: l'ocnommu, Boxe AbpaamoB, Jcaakoe u Mapaunen! [Ycismb MeHS,
TocnomM, ycCHaemib MeHss HeHe B oOTHe!] Jla no3HawT B ceM OeHb [momu cuu)], dro Tu
omuH Bor B Mspaune, u uTo s pa® TBOM M crmeyan BCE Mmoo cyoBy TBoemy.

This is a rather complicated example. As BHS points out, LXX lacks the first clause of MT (‘and it came to pass at the
offering up of the minchah’) and then diverges from MT in what is the second clause of MT and the first one of LXX.
There MT has ‘Elijah the prophet approached” and LXX, ‘Elijah cried out to heaven’. Naturally, the verse starts with
the same words in the Slavonic. However, the Slavonic reviser has converted the textual variation between MT and
LXX here into a plus, and has thus once more created a mixed MT-LXX text: ‘At the time of the offering of the
evening sacrifice, Elijah the prophet approached [and called out to heaven]’. The reviser then ignores the additional ko
of LXX (and Slavonic; also Peshitta) between APpaau and loaak (idkweas), but includes in brackets an additional
sentence from the Slavonic and LXX, which opens Elijah’s invocation: ‘Hear me, Lord, hear me today with fire!” (The
same text, but without ofuepov / Anéch, is found at the beginning of the next verse, 37, where MT lacks an equivalent to
onuepov and &v mupi: "1y ~ "1p.) This is unproblematic. The next plus we see marked in the Synodal is in the following
clause, ‘May [these people] recognize on this day’ (for »7)7 D' ‘today let it be known’ of MT), from which the ‘all’
(‘all this people’) of the Slavonic and LXX has been inexplicably omitted. (Perhaps the reviser was influenced by
Synodal’s la mosHaer Hapon ceit =MT: 1 op7 wT) = LXX: kai yuedTe 6 Aoos outos, in the next verse, 37;
on the other hand, the Slavonic has BcH aATe cin in both verses.) The additional (with respect to Slavonic and LXX)
‘on this day’ in the Synodal appears to have entered from the reviser’s understanding of the preceding long bracketed
sequence as a complete plus, rather than as overlapping, as it were, with o1 in MT. The next clause of MT, ‘that you
are God in Israel’ appears in the Slavonic as ‘that you are the one Lord of Israel’, which clearly lies behind the
Synodal’s ‘that you are the one God in Israel’. Here the Slavonic has Bor (= MT’s &+1%x) for the Slavonic’s rab,
which in turn is only an incomplete rendering of LXX’s kupios 0 Beos. Although Rahlfs gives no evidence for a reading
consistent with the Synodal (or the Slavomc) in v. 36 at v. 37 he indicates that Alexandrinus does indeed add povos,
and the Slavonic (v. 37: Akw T& € (eAHH'ls) I‘Ah EI'L) appears to derive from such a tradition. How the reading
came to be in the Synodal is another matter. Perhaps the Slavonic reviser confused v. 36 with v. 37, from which he
reproduced in the Synodal the (¢4#H) of Slavonic, but without the brackets? Or perhaps the translator of MT for the
Synodal here actually referred to the Greek or the Slavonic during the drafting process? The translators / editors of the
Slavonic text itself appear to have attempted to harmonize vv. 36 and 37 as much as possible (contrast ga
FpazSmknTh, B ABAie cin, and the addition of €4fn in both verses with the different forms found in each verse
in the LXX).

35 Here, LXX and MT appear to represent distinct editions of the text. Again the Slavonic reviser has inserted
a bracketed sequence in the first part of the verse that has the effect of masking the more radical structural differences
between MT and LXX / Slavonic — MT: . - TP T9R7 DRTITRR 280X v 1) LXX (Rahlfs): koi umep Tou Aoyou

ws KaTsvuyn AxaaB amo rrpocccrrou ToU kupiou kal snopsusTo Khaicov kai 5|eppn§sv ..; Slavonic: H EgsicTh €érga
o)'(/mum axaax'h CA0REC (TA, oymmmcm T AL rAHA, A AgAWE Nadvaca, A ramra ; Synodal: Beicnymas
BCe cyioBa cuM, Axas [ymwmuica npen locnomoM, Xomuyl ¥ nOjakan,] pasonpain ... The

Synodal’s introduction of Bce (Bce csoBa cum) appears to be a mistake (not noted by Lopukhin, Tolkovaya
Bibliya, 1.471). The Slavonic’s ‘And when Ahab heard these words, he was silent from the face of the Lord’ appears to
be an attempt at a more idiomatic rendering of ‘And on account of the word, Ahab was as it were pierced from the face
of the face of the Lord’. (Synodal’s npen Tocnomowm for @ AHwh rana, represents a further step along the path of
idiomatic rendering.) At the end of the verse, the Slavonic follows a Hexaplaric tradition (see Rahlfs): A XOJKAAUJE
CKOpEENT (ko Emopelfn kekAtpévos), which matches MT’s vk 77m. No further light is cast on these matters by
Vulgata, Peshitta, or Tglon.

3¢ Here the Synodal only registers just the first of three Slavonic / LXX pluses The two mlssmg pluses are
ol OUTws €18ov = HE TAKW: KHA'kx'h (MT: 'rx7) and Tov kupiov Beov lopanh = rad EFd iHAea (MT: "T).
Curiously, the first plus, [Muxen] (also in Peshitta), is merely italicized (not bracketed) in the parallel at 2 Chron.
18:18, even though #i xéd occurs in the Slavonic text (but not in LXX; Rahlfs gives no variants). Synodal also contains
a second bracketed sequence, [He Tax; He s, a] Becaywar, which is not strictly a plus at all but a different
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Influence of parallel passages

Occasionally, the Synodal makes changes within longer Slavonic pluses, sometimes under the influence of
a parallel text in MT.>” For example, at 2:35g, the Synodal says ‘and he caused there to be incense on if
before the Lord’. The words ‘on it’, that is on the previously-mentioned incense-altar, have no counterpart
in the Slavonic or in the LXX.”® Almost certainly, the additional na Hem ‘on it’ has entered the Synodal
from a parallel MT passage in 1 Kings 9:25, which includes the sequence " *®% 7ux inx W'rg,?m.” In this
parallel passage, the difficult imx* is rendered by Synodal as precisely ‘on it’.**

A particularly striking example of the influence of a parallel text is found at 2:351, where the
Greek and Slavonic have ‘Shimei son of Gera son of the seed of lemen from Hebron’, which appears in the
Synodal as ‘Shimei son of Gera son of a Iemenite from Bahurim’, and this is broadly in line with the
parallel at 2:8.%

A further example comes from 2:35b, where the Synodal’s “all the sons of east’ in place of ‘all the
ancient sons’ of the Slavonic (and LXX) has clearly been influenced by its rendering of o7p™22752 in the
MT parallel to this verse at 4:30 (MT 5:10).®

In all three cases we see that the Slavonic additions have not been incorporated in a mechanical
fashion, but rather appear to have taken into account MT parallels from elsewhere in the primary translation
of the Synodal. On the basis of the two passages examined, we can say that the revisers from the Synod’s
Bible translation committee placed consistency with broadly parallel passages from MT already found in

reading: Slavonic: He Tdkw: He d3%: caniwn = LXX (Rahlfs): olx oUTeas ok #ycd droue < (?) 30 "¢ &5 12 ®o*; MT:
oy 127. Although Lopukhin, Tolkovaya Bibliya, 1.475, comments on ne rax for 9%, he makes no specific
observation on the Synodal’s omissions (with regard to Slavonic/LXX) here.

37 Excluded from discussion here are those passages where an appropximation to an MT paralle] already
exists in the Slavonic, presumably on the basis of Greek traditions that converge more closely with MT. For example,
at 1 Kings 12:2 a bracketed sequence in the Synodal reads 1 BozspaTuncs Meposoam uz Erunta. This clearly
does not follow MT’s o¥n3 £paY: 289 (= Rahlfs 11:43: xai tkalnto tv Alyurnte), but is instead consistent with
Slavonic’s # BO3BPATHCA i€poBOAMB A3 €rvnTa and Alexandrinus’s kot émiotpeyev lepooay ¢€ AlyutrTtou (at
11:43), which appears to harmonize with the parallel in 2 Chron. 10:2 (MT: oMyen opaY; g = LXX:
ko ameoTpedev lepoPoap € AlyUTTou).

3 LXX (Rahlfs): kol ¢Bupic évedmiov kupiou = Slavonic: A KdAdlle nru‘, PAEM, Synodal: u xypeHue
coBepman Ha HeM npen locrnonom;

*® The parallel to 1 Kings 9:25 in 2 Chron. 8:12 is significantly different and lacks these words.

4 Both John Gray, I & II Kings (Old Testament Library; Third rev. ed; London: SCM Press, 1977) 253, and
Gwilym H. Jones, / & 2 Kings (New Century Bible Commentary; Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans / London:
Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1984) 219, qualify 70X ‘mx as “impossible” and instead accept the emendation @xTx ‘his
offering by fire’; A. Jepsen [BHS] has “frt d1” for the sequence, in part at least because it is absent from LXX at 2:35g.

Y ya mem (u xypeuue ua Hem cosepman). The Synodal’s interpretation might well depend on
KJV’s “and he burnt incense upon the altar that was before the LORD” (cf. NJPS: “and he used to offer incense on the
one that was before the LORD”; all three renderings can be broadly traced to Tglon and Peshitta: ~ cp7 ooz by
SepRyzER; Ko o Knda ,mals. Kom/proo).

42 MT 2:8: ooman »2 X2 oY op mm; Synodal: Bor eme y Te6s Cemedt, cum Iepal
BenmMaMmMTsaHMHaA u3 Baxypuma (the eme here is curious); LXX (Rahlfs): kat 180u petor oou Zepei vios Mmpa vios
ToU lepevt ek Booupiy = Slavonic: # 6, b TOEOW CeMéH WIHB FHPAHL CWINL (EMENIHHTD Ea&rima; LXX
(Rahlfs) 2:351: 180U peTax oou Sepei utos Mmpa vios omépuaTos Tou lepivi ex XeBpeov = Slavonic: €, b "TOESK ceméit
[T rurﬁuh, hinn cEmene iemeninng, & xezlmfma; Synodal: Bor y mTe6s Cemeit, cuH Tephl, CHHa
VlemmHuMHa u3 Baxypuma.

4 2:35b: U Conomon wmMen pasyM Bhllle pas3yMa BCEX CHHOB BOCTOKa M BCEX MyHOpPHX
ErunTsan (LXX: kol emAnbiven i dpovnors Sodwpcwv opoSpa Umtp Ty GPOVNoIy TAVTY GpXaiwy Uiy Kal UTEp
nGvTas ppovipous AlylmTou; A ACNGANHCA PA3EMA COAOMWHD Ndve ré‘;&ma sckyn Are’snnx'\, CLINWBS A Ndve
K('ﬁx'b MBAPLIXD ér'v’nc’r(xnx'h; note the Slavonic’s ‘Egyptian sages’ for LXX’s ‘sages of Egypt’ and the omission,
with Lucian raccording to Rahlfs], of an equivalent for opoSpea). MT 5:10: MT: 95m 07p™12722 maomn A0 maon 27m
osn noop; Synodal 4:30: M Guima MympocTs COJIOMOHA BhIE MYAPOCTM BCEX CHHOB BOCTOKA ¥
Bcelt Myapoctu ErunTan; LXX: ki emAniven Zadwucwy 0dodpa umep Ty $povnoty TavTwy &pxaicav avBpcd-
v Ko UTEp TévTas dpovipous Alyuttou; Slavonic: A ﬁmuémnm MgAIIOC'I'I.\ coAoMbNOBd 5EAD, Ndve cHbicaa
K('ﬁx'l, AFEBNHX'h 4€40BRKL A NAvE xcflix'h cmn;iueuumx'k ErVIIETCRHYS.
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the primary translation over the reproduction of small differences in the Slavonic version of such parallel
passages. The level of consistency achieved between parallel passages was far from complete, however. *

A striking example of this policy of ‘harmonization over translation’ is to be seen at the end of
10:26, where LXX reads a bracketed plus that corresponds to the addition in the parallel text in the MT of 2
Chron. 9:26.° In the Synodal, the bracketed sequence in Kings differs slightly from the text in
Chronicles.** However, the Slavonic differs more significantly between these two parallel texts,*” and it
appears that the Slavonic reviser of the Synodal has based his insertion at 1 Kings 10:26 on the rendering of
the MT parallel at 2 Chron. 9:26, rather than actually translating the Slavonic text of 1 Kings 10:26.*

Other examples of the influence of parallel texts on the Slavonic revision of the Synodal can be
seen at 2:35m* and n.”°

* In the examples already given, note how the word order in the Synodal’s rendering of the relevant phrase in
2:35g differs from that of 9:25, and that in 2:351 ceina Memuummna is used (cf. Slavonic: tuint cEmene femeninna),
instead of Benmammuraums(a), as found in 2:8 (cf. MT: ri172). At 2:35b, apart from the inconsistency between
pasyu in 2:35b and mynpocTe at 4:30 (5:10), the Synodal’s choice of Erunrss (rather than Ermnra) for osn
might reflect a reverse harmonization with 2:35b (unless the rendering at 4:30 was independently influenced by
Clementina’s sapientiam omnium Orientalium et Aegyptiorum), and the Synodal’s choice of eeme (rather than
Gosue) to express the verb 727 at 4:30 might also reflect harmonization with its use of the same adjective at 2:35.
Difficult to explain is the Synodal’s rendering of # AcndanHCcA ré‘;&ma codoMWHTE (2:35) as U CoONOMOH MMen
pasyw, especially as the Slavonic’s construction here (H HcNSAHHCA pa3EMa cosomunD) is parallel to that of 4:30 (A
oﬁ'muémum MEAPOCTH (OAOMWHOBA), where MT (5:10) has 72850 maom 279 (Synodal: M Gwmita MympocTs
Conomona sruue). At 4:30/5:10, the Slavonic again appears to match a Lucianic (and Hexaplaric) form of the text, in
which, consistent with MT’s maon mi%, i codia is suplied as subject of ¢mAnBiv8n). In 2:8 and 2:35m, there is an
unnecessary distinction between between xak and xorga in the two verses (korna / kak a2 wesn B Maxanaum),
especially as the Slavonic uses B AéNb B OHwkxe in both. A further example of lack of harmonization between
parallels in the translation of MT and that of the Slavonic pluses is seen when comparing 2:35i and 9:18, where there is
inconsistency in the Synodal’s representation of a place name: Banasiad (2:351) and Baanad (9:18 and in the parallel
at 2 Chron. 8:6). Here, the first form reproduces the Slavonic 844444 (2:35i and 2 Chron. 8:6), which in tumn reflects
a Hexaplaric tradition (see Rahlfs at 2:35i, where BaoAa8 is found in the main text and at at 2 Chron. 8:6). The
Slavonic is itself inconsistent, having Batadgs at 9:18, the form that exactly matches the Greek of the other verse
(2:351)! (9:18 is lacking in Rahlf’s main text of LXX, but Origen here reads BaAa# rather than the Baaha8 of 2:351.). A
more substantial case of inconsistency between parallels can be seen when comparing 2:35h, where the number of
foremen is 3600 in the Synodal (and Slavonic and LXX), with 5:16 (MT 5:30), where the corresponding number in the
Synodal is 3300. (LXX and Slavonic have 3600, consistent with 2:35h.)

5 oen S ) ORISR TR MmTR D392 Swin 1 (2 Chron, 9:26) = LXX (Rahlfs) 1 Kings 10:26a:
Kai fv yoUpevos TavTeov v Boothécwy &TTo TOU TOToHOU Kol Ews yhs aAhoduAcav Kkai Ees opicov Alyumtou (2 Chron.
9:26 differs only in its use of the singular opiou). A similar sequence is found at MT 5:1, or3n 523 91 orwhe PR
AR NidPRR 022 Swin M nkbdy = LXX (Rahlfs) 2:46k: kai fiv apxcov ev maciv Tois PBactAeUov &mo ToU moTa-
HOU kol Ews YTis aAhopuAev Kkai Ews opicov Alyumtou. However, the long Septuagintal plus at 1 Kings 2:46 is absent
from the Slavonic, and, therefore, the Synodal, as already noted. The addition at 1 Kings 10:26 is not found in the
Vulgata, Tglon, or Peshitta.

%2 Chron. 9:26: 1 rocnoncTBOBaN OH HAam BCEMM uapsaMmM OT peku EBpparTa mO 3eMum
duIMCTMMCKOM M OO NpenenoB Erunta; 2 Kings 10:26: ... Han BceMu MOpAMM OT PEKM 0O 3eMIu

472 Chron. 9:26: H eniTe BSxAbL sekys u,aréﬁ ] rkaﬁ (évcbré'ra) AdXE 4O 3EMAH HHONAEMEHHHKD
I:i Adxe 40 nFeA"I‘;A'l, érvneTcrnyn; 1 Kings 10:26: # gk gadcTein, BOBM® u,aréM'L ] rl;m‘l A A0 3EMAR
HHOMAEMEHHHED A A0 NpeABAn €rvnTa.

% On the other hand, the insertion of italicized Ez¢para in Chronicles, but not in Kings, almost certainly
indicates checking (of Chronicles) against the Slavonic, where this word occurs in brackets.

# LXX 2:8, 35m: eis TTapepBolds ‘into “Camp(s)” (Rablfs notes no variants in either place; cf. Clementina:
ad Castra); Slavonic: B nodkn; Synodal 8 Maxanamm; MT (2:8): ounn. Here the Synodal has correctly interpreted
the Slavonic’s B no4kH as ‘into Mahanaim’, on the basis of the parallel text at 2:8, rather than attempting to translate
it in some other way.

%% At 2:35n (Rahlf’s numbering), the Synodal renders just as at 2:8: HO OH BHEJ HABCTPedy MHE Yy
Mopmara (MT 2:8: 1771 "oxp% 71xam. The Synodal’s non-literal rendering of 17 (katoPaiveo) is characteristic of
its translational style at least in 3 Kingdoms, where each of the seven instances of 77 (Qal) is rendered contextually.
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However, such attempts to harmonize could also lead those working on the Slavonic additions
astray. For example, at 1 Kings 2:35f, the LXX (Rahlfs, Brenton) begins and ends with virtually the same
phrase: ‘and he built the citadel ... then he built the citadel’. The Slavonic matches the LXX exactly, but the
Synodal differs from the Slavonic (and the LXX) at the end of the sequence, firstly by using a different
noun and secondly by adding an adverbial clause absent from LXX: ‘and he built the citadel ... then
Solomon built @ wall around the city’. The ending here might reflect an attempt by the Synodal revisers to
harmonize with the ending of 3:1, a broadly parallel verse concerned with Solomon’s building activities in
connection with his marriage to Pharaoh’s daughter, which also concludes with the words ‘a wall around

Jerusalem’.”!

Omission of brackets

Occasionally a Septuagintal and Slavonic plus has apparently been incorporated by the Synodal, without
brackets. In such cases, of course, without further evidence about the translation process we cannot be sure
whether the Slavonic reviser overlooked the brackets, or whether they were omitted in the printing process,
or whether the plus had already been incorporated, mistakenly we might say, by the primary translator
(Pavskii or Makarii) or during the checking of the primary translation. An example of the third category
probably occurs at 1 Kgs 3:15, where for the last clause the Synodal has ‘and he made a great feast for all
his servants’. Although the ‘great’ here appears to represents a Slavonic and Septuagintal plus over MT, a
second plus *... for himself and for all his servants’ is absent.”” In this case, it seems unlikely that the
Synodal’s rendering represents, on the one hand, a double oversight — i.e. omission of brackets around the
first plus and omission of the second plus altogether — or, on the other hand, a standard rendering of
mnen.” Rather, it might be that the primary translator or the reviewer was (mistakenly) influenced by the
Clementina (or, more likely, a translation of that), which reflects the first plus only, just as in the Synodal:
et fecit ... grande convivium universis famulis suis.> If so, the Slavonic reviser, comparing simply the
Slavonic text with the new Russian translation in front of him cannot be blamed too harshly for the
omission of brackets in a plus that did not appear at first glance to be one. Having said that, it is clear that
the Slavonic reviser also overlooked the following ‘for himself and’ (cesE A = LXX tautd xat), which
should have been incorporated.

Pluses not incorporated

On other occasions, verses have not been changed at all, even though there are pluses in the Slavonic (and
LXX). A clear example is at 1 Kings 22:38, where the Synodal follows MT closely and the Slavonic reviser
has not added two potential pluses from Slavonic/LXX: ‘pigs and dogs’ for ‘dogs’ on their own in the
Synodal (and MT) and ‘washing themselves in his blood’ for ‘they washed’ (transitive) in the Synodal (and

Note that the Synodal’s identical renderings mean that it does not preserve the slight difference in verb
complementation in the Slavonic (and Greek) version of the two texts — Slavonic 2:8: # TOH cHAAe H4; 2:35n: BB
(F'E'renie MR N4 fOpAdNTs; LXX (Rahlfs): 2:8: katéPn eis amavtiy pou; 2:35n: katéBatvev eis amavtiv pot. The
distinction between aorist and imperfect is not maintained in the Slavonic, (although according to the aparatus of Rahlfs
many mss. have the aorist at 2:35n as well as at 2:8).

51 LXX (Rahlfs) 2:35f: kai qkoS6unoev v &kpav ... TOTe ckodouncev Ty axkpav (Rahlfs indicates no
variants) = Slavonic: A 0344 xraerréAi( ... TOTA4 (0344 xracrré,ﬂe; Synodal: ¥ nocTpoun 3aMox ... Torna
nocrpousn COJIOMOH CTeHy BOKpyr ropona; MT 3:1: 230 £2gy moimT ... ni2? = Synodal: noxone He
MOCTPOWMII ... CTEHB BOKPYI Mepycanmma. In any case, other parallel passages to 2:35f (9:24 and 11:27) do not
contain any obvious equivalent to the Synodal’s wording at the end. Note that at 2:35f, the Synodal chooses to use
3amoxk rather than the transcription Mmnno found at 9:24 and 11:27.

2 MT: v7apob mmdn byn (the sequence is missing in the 2 Chron. 2:13 parallel); LXX (Rahlfs):
Ko OINCEV TOTOV LEY OV EQUTE) KAl TGV TOls Tauciv auTov; Slavonic: # l:o'l‘aorﬁ nr'lr'h géaii e’k A BCRMD
6'rrm<u'mn. (BoHM®; Synodal: 1 cnenan GonbWoOi MUP VIS BCeX CJYT CBOMX.

53 Contrast 1 Sam. 25:36 and 2 Sam. 3:20, where on three occasions 7 is rendered in the Synodal by nup
alone.

5% Contrast Nova Vulgata, which correctly omits the grande.
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MT).>* Another example of the Synodal’s omission of a plus found in LXX and Slavonic can be seen at
2:28%

Elsewhere, there has been only a partial incorporation of the Slavonic’s pluses, even in the
absence of parallel passages. 1 Kings 14:26 is one of several places in which the Synodal includes only one
of two or more Slavonic pluses.”’ It is difficult to ascribe such omissions to anything other than the
incompetence, albeit momentary, of the reviser.*® Other examples can be seen at 2:29;59 12: 1;60 and 16:33.%

3 MT: 227 3¢ ~ 9272 M) AL TR 02930 $90; LXX: of Ues kai of kbves ; Slavonic: (gHHTA A nck;
Synodal: ncer; LXX: ¢AoloavTo év T6) aipati; Slavonic: A3Meiwdca B kpdeH érw; Synodal: omeisaym. Note that
the Synodal’s omission of the pluses here is consistent with its omission of similar LXX pluses at 21:19. With regard to
the MT of 22:38, Keil says all that is necessary: “When they washed the chariot at the pool of Samaria, the dogs licked
his blood, while the harlots were bathing (in the pool). 3817 ni:m is a circumstantial clause, and 7 means to bathe, as
in Ex. 2:5. This explanation, which is sustained by the grammar and is the only tenable one, disposes of the several
arbitrary interpretations of these words”. TgJon, Peshitta, and KJV interpret nitim as niym ‘and the armour, weapons’
(see Gray, I & II Kings, 448, 455), as the object of 13m7. Peshitta reverses the order of the ‘dogs’ and the ‘prostitutes’ /
‘weapons’.

* MT: ¢~y = Synodal: no Moasa; LXX (Rahlfs): feos lexaf Tob viol Zapoutas = Slavonic: 4o iwdga
hiHa Ca |72$|ma

%7 The Synodal has a bracketed sequence between u cokposuma noma uapckoro (MT: Rz HiNgRTN
7907) and Becé Bzsn (MT: mp? 557mX): [1 SomoThe wMTH, KOTOpHE B3N JlaBun OT paboB
Anpaasapa, uapsa Cychoro, U BHEC B Vlepycamm] This matches (with oue exception presemed in the
next note) the Slavonic text ] (oxrwampa Aomx u,aresa, HoRONTA ‘Md'T‘dA, axKe BIA AdBiA® n; r&m‘a
o'rroan 44|ua';a|m udpA (SECKArW A BHECE A BO iepaimm: BCA CiA B3A. The Slavonic in turn follows the
Greek of Alexandrinus (and Rahlfs) exactly, xai Tous ﬂnoaupous oikou Tou Baal)\ews Kol TG Gopam T Xpuod & EAaP-
ev Aauid &k xe1pos T maide ASpaalap BaotAéws Zoua kal sionveykev auTa eis lepouoanu T mévta EAafev, even
down to the omission of kai at the beginning of the last clause, which Synodal has followed instead of entirely
reverting to MT (537T) at this point. However, at the end of the verse Slavonic has an additional plus, &xe coTBOpH
OA0OMWHT, A BHECE A Bo érvneTw (cf. MT: ni>g moy ~ox for which Alexandrinus lacks an equivalent), which
follows a correction found in Vaticanus (kai Gmveykev aUTa eis AiyumrTtov, the same sequence found at Dan 1:2, but
with ¢is BaPuAcdva). But this plus is not registered in the Synodal.

Moreover, in this verse there is also a mistake in the representation of the plus that is included. Synodal’s
sonoree mpre for LXX’s Ta 8opata T& Xpuoa and the Slavonic’s kWnia 344Taa most probably results from
confusion with 1 Bce 30nOTHE wMTH, kOoTOopse craenan CosiomoH (in the Synodal’s translation of MT) on
the part of one of the Slavonic editors of the Synodal, although it is just possible that the revisers have harmonized in
line with 2 Sam. 8:7 (noted by Lopukhin, Tolkovaya Bibliya, 1.436): £x'2) 19710 129 9% ¥7 X 2737 00 o) M7 NP2
cho (Synodal: ¥ B3an Nasupm 30n0THe wmTH ...; here LXX has tous xMiScvas Tous xpuoous and Slavonic,
correspondingly, rpHENBI 3447ThiA). Curiously in the parallel text at 2 Chron. 12:9 (where there are no LXX pluses and
MT differs from 2 Kings only in omitting a -} and a *52: 2757 "zpTR P MRY 5177X), the Synodal has a slightly
different wording: Bc& B35 OH, B38J M WMTH 30JIOTHE.

At the beginning of the verse, where MT has % 7927 7, LXX (Rahlfs) has
kil amyyEAn TG ZaAwpev AéyovTes; a little further, instead of maim S¥x, LXX has kaTéxel TV kepdTewv Tou Buciao-
mpiou. There then follows a third, lengthy, plus, kai &méotetdev Zahwpwv mpos lwof Aéycwv Ti yéyovév oot ot
mépeuyas eis TO BuotaoTplov kai glmey lwaf oTi époPnbny amo mposw o Gou kal Epuyov Tpos kiplov. At the end of
the verse, LXX has a third instruction to Benaiah: ko 8&yov altov. The only difference in the Slavonic is the addition
of uarh before cosomun in the third plus. However, of these four pluses, the only one incorporated in the Synodal is
the one at the end: [1 noxopouu ero].

¢ Here the Synodal does not include LXX’s additional BaoiAels (also in the Slavonic) even though exactly
the same plus is correctly incorporated two verses later ( 12:3).

! In this case the Slavomc text, A n'runoxu dxddﬂ'h TBOPHTH nroru-ﬁsaum, Exe ra;rn'ﬁaa'rn r'Aa
EFd iHAEBA R A&m& (BOW nordeHTH, is derived from an L£X tradition used by (inter ahos) Brenton:
ko TpocElnkev AxaaP ToU TOIfCcal TaPOPYICHATA TOU TAPOPYiCat TV KUptov Tov Beov Tou lopanh kai Ty Yuxhv au-
ToU ToU éEoAeBpeubfvar. Rahlfs has a slightly different Greek text, which lacks Tov kUpiov Tov Beov ToU lopoanA kai; MT
reads: x> TOR ~OR o°wI1? nipy? axox e The Synodal has Axas nmesan To, uTO pasnpaxaeTr
Tocriona Bora Uapawnera, [u norytun aywy ceowo], which omits the less significant plus represented
by mapopyiouaTa / nrorn"f;sanim (cf. BHS).
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Incorporated pluses unattested in Rahlfs

Some bracketed additions in the Synodal do indeed represent pluses (with respect to MT) in the Slavonic,
but are not evidenced in the LXX or Vulgata (at least according to the apparati of Rahlfs and Weber). This
is reasonably strong evidence that the Synodal revisers did not actually refer to the LXX before
incorporating pluses; rather, it was simply assumed that any differences between the Slavonic and
Synodal/MT automatically represented Greek or Latin readings.” An example of such a phenomenon is
found at 1 Kings 8:59, where the Synodal includes a bracketed ‘today’ on the basis of the Slavonic,
although there is no evidence cited by Rahlfs or Weber for such a reading.®®

It is, in any case, clear that the Slavonic translates the LXX in a form that often differs from the
one found in Rahlfs, with a tendency towards a more MT-type of text as represented by Origen and/or
Lucian. Probably we may assume that the edition of the LXX used by the revisers of the so-called
Elizabethan Bible (1751) was not more recent than the one made available to the translators of the Synodal
version, namely the Leipzig edition of 1697.%

For example, at the beginning of 1 Kings 14:16 (no parallel in 2 Chronicles), the Clementina, like
the Slavonic, give an explicit subject to MT’s o7 nx 1o et tradet Dominus Israel. The addition is
marked by brackets in the Synodal. As the verses corresponding to MT’s 14:1-20 are absent in LXX, the
Slavonic’s text for these verses appears to derive from Origen’s translation of the Hebrew, provided by
Rahlfs, and incorporated in Alexandrinus, and Origen’s text includes at v. 16, an additional KUp1os.%

Other examples are to be found at the end of 12:30,% at the very beginning of 22:48 (MT:
22:49),% and towards the end of v. 51 (MT 22:52).%® 12:3 is a particularly complicated case.”

2 See the quotation from Chistovich in n. 6, above; see also Alexeev, ‘Masoretic Text’, 21-22, for the
influence of the Clementina on the Ostrog Bible (the first printed edition) of 1581 (which was based on the 1499
Novgorod manuscript Bible compiled under the supervision of Archbishop Genady; see http://ksana-
k.narod.ru/Book/alekseev/02/87.htm [23 November 2010]).

6 MT: ~ 2% RN R TR “::", Synodal CNIOBA CMM, KOTOPHMM 5 MOJMIICA [HEHe] npen
I‘ocnonom Slavonic: cA0BEca CIA, HMHKE MOANX(A nreA l‘A(M'h EFOMs HAWHMB ANé; LXX (Rahlfs):
ot Aoyor olTot ous Sedénuat tvedmiov kupiou Beol Nucdv. The incorporation of the Slavonic plus in this verse might be
connected with its omission at v. 56 (see above). The plus is not reflected in TgJon or Peshitta. Another example is the
Synodal’s additional [1 neit] (following A niit of Slavonic) at the end of 19:5 and 19:7 (where the extra word is also
reflected in Peshitta). Here, however, the Slavonic might simply represent an exegetical harmonization to vv. 6 and 8.
Another possible case of harmonization may be seen halfway through v. 5, where the Slavonic’s arfam raens could
have resulted from harmonization with v. 7 (MT ~ 7x%n). Rahlfs, which, like the Leipzig edition (see below), reads Tis
at v. 5, gives no support for &yyehos kupiou at v. 5. However, the fact that MT has ~ %50 in both verses (Vulgata:
angelus domini) suggests that here the Slavonic reflects a Hebraizing recension of LXX.

% See Chistovich, Istoriya, 337. Although Chistovich’s statement seems to refer to the members of the
Synod’s Bible translation committee, and, hence, to the Synodal Bible as a whole, it appears directly after some
detailed references to LXX / MT differences in Psalms, and so it might be that this edition was in practice used only in
revising the Psalter and in revising, or drafting translations of, the deutero-canonical books. In any case, the Leipzig
edition does not include additional readings found in the Slavonic at 8:59 or 19:5, 7. Through the good offices of Marja
Kartano of the Institute for Bible Translation (IBT), Helsinki, I was able to consult this volume, He palaia diatheke
kata tous hebdomekonta (Biblia graece utriusque Testamenti) (Lipsiae, 1697), at the National Library in Helsinki.

% In the Synodal, the plus appears as follows: 1 npenmact [Tocnoms] Wspauns. Origen’s asterisked
text (in the apparatus to Rahlfs) is kol mapadcioet kipios Tov lopan), perhaps copied from an identical sequence at 1
Sam. 28:19 (MT: Sxomx o3 ~ o). Note that Tglon also includes the tetragrammaton (although this does not
necessarily reflect its overt presence in TgJon’s base text), but this is not found in Peshitta. Curiously, the Clementina’s
plus is also found in Nova Vulgata.

¢ The Synodal includes the bracketed plus ‘and they left the house of the Lord’: [ ocTasmmm xpam
Tocnomens] = LXX: kai eiacav Tov olkov kupiou. This plus, not found in the main edition of Rahlfs, is noted in
Rahlfs aparatus as being represented by many manuscripts, and is also found in the Leipzig edition and in that of
Brenton (based on Vaticanus). However, although there is no Vulgata or Peshitta evidence for it and no parallel in 2
Chron. 10, Rahlfs indicates that a different additional sequence is found in Lucian,
Kai Tpo TpoacdTou Ths &AATs eis BaubnA, and this forms the basis of a proposed insertion into MT by BHS (and by
Gray, I & II Kings, 313). The two Greek pluses might in fact be simply variants of one another, with oixov kupiou
ultimately deriving, like the Lucianic BafnA, from Hebrew oxmz.
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Slavonic brackets reproduced in the Synodal

The mechanical nature of much of the Slavonic reviser’s work is indicated by the occasional reproduction
in the Synodal of bracketed sequences that are found, bracketed, in the Slavonic itself. An example is found
at 1 Kings 8:56. Moreover, in this verse, the reviser has overlooked an actual Slavonic (and Septuagintal)
plus (‘today’).”

Somewhat similar remarks apply to 18:24. First the Synodal gives no indication that in the
sequence ‘the name of the Lord my God’ ‘my God’ represents an addition to MT.”" On the other hand, the
Synodal does use brackets around another sequence at the end of the verse, ‘may it be so’. However, this
bracketed sequence does not correspond with the addition in LXX: ‘good is the word that you spoke’; as
against ‘good is the word’ in MT.” The Synodal’s text here clearly derives from the Slavonic, which in
turn is based on the LXX but with some additions and changes. Instead of ‘good is the word that you
spoke’ of LXX, the Slavonic has ‘good is the word (of Elijah), which he spoke. (May it be so0).” Unless the
bracketed ‘of Elijah’ and ‘May it be so” are derived from some Greek or Latin source not listed in Rahlfs or
Weber, they would appear to be explanatory, exegetical, or homiletic expansions, the second of which has
mistakenly been incorporated into the Synodal as though it were a Septuagintal plus. The final result is that
at the end of the verse the Synodal corresponds to neither the MT nor the LXX (nor to MT plus LXX) nor
to the Slavonic, but represents rather a curious hybrid form.

1 Kings 18:26, then, is indicative of the patchy nature of the work of the Slavonic revisers of the
Synodal. In one case, a Slavonic plus that matches a Septuagintal one is incorporated but not marked by
brackets and in another, a Slavonic bracketed sequence is incorporated as though it corresponded to a
Septuagintal plus.”

7 Verses 47-50 are lacking in Rahlfs (and the Leipzig edition). In v. 48 (49), the Synodal’s ‘[King]
Jehoshaphat’ is taken from the Slavonic, which in turn appears to follow the Hexaplar addition, as provided by Rahlfs’
apparatus. MT: vagim; Synodal: [Hape] Mocadar; Slavonic: U,AFI: &€ iwcadars; Clementina (and Nova
Vulgata): rex vero Iosaphat Neither TgJon nor Peshitta includes this plus.

8 Here, the Leipzig edition and Brenton have an additional ‘in Samaria’, not present in Rahlfs or noted by
him or Weber: ¢v lopanh év Zopapeiq 8o éTn. Slavonic: Had iHAeMs BB camapin aBTa ABa; Synodal: u
uapcTeoBanl Han Mapaunem [B Camapum] nsa rogna. The addition is not attested in Peshitta or TgJon.

 MT: 9285 0pan ™58 12T 9% 59p-99) oo kan 57xp) 3o For this, LXX (Rahlfs and Leipzig) has
a much shorter text: kai EAaAnoev o Aaos mpos Tov BactAéx PoPoau Aéyovtes, which effectively corresponds to an
expanded version of the final clause of MT (x> £y2m77ox 1127)). The Slavonic precedes this with another text that
very closely matches the first part of MT: Sx7o 577521 £y27; %27 9731 11707 . The Synodal’s version of v. 3, u
nocslanu 3a HuM M npuseamu ero. Torma MeposoaM u BCe cobpaHue UspaunbTAH Npuuum
n rosopwm [uapw] Poeoamy u ckasasm, is a fairly literal rendering of MT along with the addition of the
Slavonic’s u,.irb (LXX: Baothels). But in this way the Synodal gives the impression that LXX simply provides a
slightly fuller text than MT, not that it actually follows a different text (or, in this case, more precisely a different
ordering of the text, in respect of 11:43 and 12:2).

Ly The Synodal s BiarocroBeH I‘ocnoub [Bor], Koropest man noxomn reflects the Slavonic’s
BATBEHD rab (E7B) Anéch, fixe AdAl NOKGSH (MT: apan 03 0R ~ 712; LXX: eUAoynTos kUptos ofpepov os E8coKev
xatamauotv). Rahlfs and Weber note no variants here and there is no parallel text in 2 Chron. 7. The bracketed addition
might, therefore, have functioned as a liturgical expansion in the Slavonic, with no basis in the Slavonic’s Vorlagen.
However, an additional ‘God’ does appear in Peshitta (Ker( <~1n om v\v.'\:J), which in turn might have
depended on a Greek or Latin source of which the Slavonic translators and revisers were also aware.

MT =) XX LXX (Rahlfs): kot £ycy emikaAégopal £v ovopaT kupiou Tou Beou pou = Slavonic: #
a3h nrnzon& AMa rAa ETa Moerw (also in Peshitta and in some traditions of Vulgata) = Synodal: a a npuszosy
uma Tocnoma Bora moero.

2 MT: 1277 2i; LXX (Leipzig, Rahlfs): kahov 1o phpa d éAdAnoas (Rahlfs indicates no variants; although
the LXX might be reflected in the Syriac %1~ .ax, Weber gives no indication that it is found in the Latin,
despite the note in BHS); Synodal: xopowo, [nycre Gymer TaK];Aésr'h raaréans (RaTiine), €rdxe raardaa
(44 BS4eTn TaRW).

™ Additionally, another Slavonic bracketed plus (R4T#n) is not incorporated (although this, of course, is not
an error, only an inconsistency).
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Other mistaken use of brackets

Because they were comparing like with unlike, that is to say, a translation of the Hebrew Bible with another
from the Greek, the Slavonic revisers sometimes made other mistakes in their use of brackets. In at least
one case, this has led to Russian-speaking Protestants being provided with a text from which not only
genuine Slavonic pluses had been removed, but also an incorrectly bracketed section of MT.”

Conclusions
From our study of the Synodal’s bracketed sequences in 3 Kingdoms, the following conclusions may be
drawn (always bearing in mind that they might not be equally valid for other books of the Synodal).

1. The bracketed sequences in the Synodal represent pluses over MT from the Slavonic. Only to
the extent that the Slavonic is itself a translation of LXX may the Synodal’s bracketed sequences be said to
represent LXX.

2. To the extent that the Slavonic does represent LXX, it often does so according to traditions that
tended toward convergence with MT.

3. In general, only pluses are incorporated. Slavonic minuses (with regard to MT) are not noted.
Variant readings of individual words in the Slavonic (e,g. Jacob for Isaac) do not replace those in the
translation of MT, and there seems to be no clear policy behind the footnoting of just two such variants but
not of others.”

4. Just as there is no (or very little) evidence that the Synodal’s Bible translation committee used
the LXX or that they adopted Slavonic readings beyond simple pluses, so also there is no evidence that they
employed the LXX (either directly or via the Slavonic) for their interpretation of the MT. The limited
evidence generally goes against such a hypothesis. Even when a strikingly different LXX/Slavonic
interpretation stared the committee in the face it was not adopted in place of the rendering found in the
primary translation from MT.

An example already mentioned is ‘sons of the east’ and ‘ancient sons’ at 2:35b,” and another
example may be seen at 18:24. Here, at the beginning of the verse the Synodal interprets MT’s £2%1o% 0@ as

" In the case in point, the Synodal places a sequence in brackets, apparently simply because of a difference in
verse division between MT and Slavonic (and the LXX tradition that underlies it here, which differs from Rahlfs but is
close to the text of Brenton), even though it is present in the Hebrew text. At 1 Kings 3:1, the Synodal's bracketed
Korzma yTBepAMJIOCH UApCTBO B pykax ComnomoHa clearly corresponds to the Slavonic’s €Ergd xe
udpCTRO UTREpAHCA BB pSuE cotomibna in the same verse and also to m25¢-T2 nyin; msbnam, which occurs at the

end of the preceding verse, 2:46b, in MT. Consequently, what is the first clause of 3:1 according to the Slavonic (and
the last clause of 2:46 according to MT) has been mistakenly marked as a ‘plus’ in the Synodal and, unfortunately,
removed from the ‘Protestant’ edition of the Synodal Bible!

"5 According to Chistovich, Istoriya, 337, there was such a policy: “Accepting the one text and the other as of
equal value but at the same time encountering different and hard to reconcile readings the publishers indicate these
differences only in those passages that have special significance in ecclesiastical usage.” However, the examples used
by Chistovich in illustration are all from the Psalter. Moreover, in connection with the translations from Khristianskoe
Chtenie reviewed by the Synod’s Bible translation committee, Chistovich, Istoriya, 332, states: “... in general it is
impossible not to regret that [the translators] did not explain [what] their system really consisted of ... for the selection
of passages from the Greek Bible for inclusion in their translation, made from the Hebrew.”

" The same conclusion is also supported by examination of difficult passages where LXX (and Slavonic)
yield an easier sense, but where the Synodal translator has, nonetheless, stayed with MT and tried to make sense of it.
An example is 1 Kings 7:15b, where the Hebrew text is literally: ‘eighteen cubits is the height of the first column and a
cord of twelve cubits encircles the second pillar’ (*x7 TR TN 20; MRX MDY MG LM MR TOYTHY TIRT TRYT P).
Here, the Synodal has ‘... each consisting of eighteen cubits in height, and a cord consisting of twelve cubits embraced
the circumference of the one and of the other column’ (xaxment B BOCEMHAZLATH JIOKTENM BHIIMHOKL, U
CHYPOK B IBEHaOuaTb JIOKTe} OOHMMAaJl OKPYXHOCTEB TOI'O M npyroro cronba). This interpret-
ation, which appears to imply a double ellipsis in the Hebrew (so that the first column stands for the second column as
well and vice-versa), probably derives from the Clementina (decem et octo cubitorum altitudinis columnam unam et
linea duodecim cubitorum ambiebat columnam utramque) and / or KJV (“of eighteen cubits high apiece: and a line of
twelve cubits did compass either of them about™); cf. Keil: “The statement of the height of the one pillar and that of the
circumference of the other is to be understood as an abbreviated expression, signifying that the height and thickness
mentioned applied to the one as well as to the other”. It is striking that here the Synodal did not follow the somewhat
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‘the name of your god’ and not, with the Slavonic and Greek, ‘the name(s) of your gods’.”” If Pavskii was,

in effect, the primary translator of MT, we know that he was criticized precisely for not adopting the LXX
interpretations that had entered Church tradition.” The same criticism was also levelled against Pavskii’s
early reviser, Makarii.”

Although this conclusion doubtless needs some refining,®” it stands in marked contrast to other
statements that might most generously be characterized as ‘romantic’.®!

5. With regard to the insertion of Slavonic pluses, there are omissions and inconsistencies with
regard both to the contents of the pluses and to the use of brackets.

6. Frequently, consistency with parallel passages in the primary translation from MT is favoured
over precise translation of a Slavonic plus.

7. In part because the revisers did not take account of variant readings or minuses in the Slavonic,
mixed texts have frequently been created, which accurately represent neither MT nor LXX/Slavonic.
Again, it is difficult to evaluate this phenomenon positively, as some have recently done,** and a more
realistic view was already presented at the end of the nineteenth century by Ilarion Chistovich, in his
history of Russian Bible translation: “In view of these infelicities, one cannot but wish for separate
translations of the Bible from the Hebrew and Greek texts.” As Chistovich goes on to say, “Separate

easier text of LXX (contrast REB, NRSV, NJPS), which seems to have read a Vorlage closer to that found at Jer. 52:21,
R TYTRY mim) 2m) Divak v P2p) w20, with a 1) (instead of n¥) introducing the final " TwRYD:
okTekaiSeka TXElS Wpos TOU oTUAGU kol TEpiMETPOV TéCOGpEs kol Séka THXES EkUKAOU aUTOV KAl TO THAXOS TOU
oTiAoy TeooGpeIV SakTUAGWY T& KOIAWHATA kel 0UTES O 0TUAOs O SeiTepos . (The parallel at 2 Chron. 3:15 is of limited
relevance.)

" Synodal: mMa Gora Bamero (not *uma/umena Goros pammx); Slavonic AMENI EOrWE®
sémux'h; LXX: v ovopott Becdv Upcdv; Clementina: nomina deorum vestrorum (contrast Nova Vulgata: nomen dei
vestri). The Synodal also diverges from KJV here: “the name of your gods”.

8 See Batalden, ‘Gerasim Pavskii’s Clandestine Old Testament’, passim; note also Chistovich, Istoriya, 326:
“This was a translation exclusively from the Hebrew text.”; 329: “The translation of G.P. Pavskii is made from the
Hebrew language, without any tendency to use the Greek text, by the merits of which in general he was not attracted”;
338: “all the translations of the Bible examined by us (with the exception of the translation by G.P. Pavskii) are made
from the Hebrew under the guidance of the Greek Bible.”

" See Chistovich, Istoriya, 331, quoting Archbishop Filaret of Chernigov, from 1869: “His translation is
faithful to the Hebrew text, and the language of the translation is pure and appropriate to the subject. The only regret
that remains is that the translator has made little supporting use of the LXX translation.”

8 However, some refining of this statement is required. At 18:37 the Synodal’s ‘hear me O Lord, hear me!’
for MT’s ‘answer me, O Lord, answer me’ appears to have been influenced by the identical Slavonic plus incorporated
in the preceding verse — MT: "y ~ "zp; LXX (Rahifs): émékousdy pou kipie émékouady pou = Slavonic: nocadudi
MENE, r;in, nocadiwai = Synodal: Yeneme mensi, Tocnomy, ycnems MeHs! At21:16 (LXX 20:16), the verb
in the Slavonic’s ‘that Naboth the Jezreelite had been killed” appears to represent a homiletic expansion of LXX’s ‘that
Naboth the Jezreelite had died’, which has, curiously, been taken into the Synodal, along with the Slavonic /
Septuagintal plus “the Jezreelite’ — MT: riiay fn *9; LXX (Rahlfs): o1 téBunxev NoBouBo o lelpomAiTn; Slavonic: fkw
?'Eie'u'b BiCTL HABYQEH ie3panaiTankns; Synodal: uro Hasygeit [Mspeenmmrsnun] Obun y6ur. I have

ound no antecedent for the Slavonic interpretation in Rahlfs, Weber, BHS, Peshitta, or TgJon. In both the above cases,
however, an analysis of the Synodal’s regular treatment of the relevant Hebrew verbs is required before conclusions
may be drawn. A clear example of the translator’s use of a Slavonic / LXX variant reading is constituted by the
presence in the Synodal at 1 Kings 2:28 of the LXX’s Solomon, although in this case its selection might be due more to
the strong scholarly exegetical tradition that favours the Septuagintal reading here.

81 See, for example, Desnitsky, ‘The Septuagint’, 246: “During th[e] process of revision, [the translators’]
drafts were checked against LXX and the Slavonic version [my italics]. Not only were the parts missing from MT
incorporated into the translation, but many exegetical decisions were made to follow LXX as well.”; ibid., 247: “To
eliminate all the exegetical choices influenced by LXX one would have to rewrite the whole translation verse by verse,
carefully comparing it to the Hebrew text”.

82 Cf. Alexeev, ‘Masoretic Text’, 29: “The combination of MT and Slavonic text in ... the Synodal version
turned out to be an interesting and unusual experiment”; Desnitsky, ‘The Septuagint’, 250: “This translation itself
became a symbol of survival for Christians of all the denominations, and its every feature now was precious in their
eyes, including the textual eclecticism.”
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translations from Hebrew and Greek, satisfying scholarly needs and interests, would at the same time be the
best preparation for subsequent corrections of the Russsian Bible issued by the Holy Synod. ™

8 Chistovich, Istoriya, 340 (both citations). Note that Chistovich, 331, reports that Makarii “not undervaluing
the Greek Bible, set himself the goal of translating the Holy Scriptures from the Hebrew text, considering it as
indispensable or at least useful for another translation of the Bible into the Russian language to be made exclusively
from the Greek text of the LXX.”
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