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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 Greek
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 LXX.

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: 8o25p 30" 0¥ jny ox; LXX (Rahlfs): o5 §Sckev onpepov ik Tow omépuatds pou kabfuevoy Emi Tou
Bpbvou pou; Slavonic: fixe Adde anéce T chmene moerds chadipa na nre(’réd'k #oémm; Synodal: Koropent
CeronHs man [OT CeMeHM MOoero] CHMAOAWErO Ha MPecTosie MOeM.

8 MT: #7135 npvmoog "nwr ... oyaT; 20; LXX: dvékapgev lepoBoap (€ A’ly\'mTO\.,l ndpe& oxnmTpou louSa kai
Beviapiv povor = Slavonic: aozxra'nim icroaoémm & érvnTa .. TOKMW Xop3res iSAHHA # BENTAMINOBA;
Synodal: MepoBoam BO3BpaTmicsa (M3 Erunral ..kpoMme KojleHa MynmHa [u BeHmammuOBa].

¥ LXX: kot EAGAnoev Hhiou & ©eoBims mpos Tous mpodiiTas TGV mpocoxBiopdTeov Ay HETGOTNTE GO
TOU VUV Kot $y@ ToIfow To dAokadTeapd pou kot peTéotnoay kol amiiov; Slavonic: H r(‘i% L RATd  QECBITANHND
nNpopSkwMs (TSAHBME, rAardas: BerdnATe ik, A4 # 33w coTeopw xépTed mow. H Wer¥nAwa Tin, A
oy moakn3wa (here, o?'MO'AKuZSma is, presumably, a very free contextual rendering of LXX’s amfABov [for which Rahlfs
indicates no variants]) = Synodal: [V ckazan Wimsa OeCBUTAHMH NpopoKkaM BaajioBeM: Tenepsb
oTOMOMTE, UYTOO ¥ A COBEPWMII MOE€ XEPTBONPMHOWEHne, OHM OTOUUIM ¥ YMOJKJIM. ]

19 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 % myXy 2ip7Ry; correspondingly, the Slavonic has no equivalent of
TR (A He B radca, wuxe nocadwdnia). The Slavonic follows a LXX tradition that includes kai oux fiv dkpoaots
after kai oUk fiv peovn, in line with v. 26 (see the apparatus in Rahifs); on the other hand, Vaticanus (Brenton) does not
have even kai ouk fiv ¢eovn (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.2' 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. 2

" 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.

14 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 wécTs ) for 300 (mixn o = R); (2) ‘foremen doing tasks’ (nru('r&‘nuux'h
abaanym X® akaa = R) for ‘those who are ruling over the people, who are doing the work’ (px%n2 D0P] DyD D177);
(3) 5:17/31: addition of ‘and” before the last clause (A kdmenTe HeTécanoe = 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 n13%); and (6)
addition of / replacement by ‘(for) three years’ (&% Tph a%Ta = R); (7) 6:1: 440 (veTHipedecaTnoe = R) for 480
(@ring); (8) “from Egypt’ (h3 érvinra = R) for ‘from the land of Egypt’ (2118n77%%); (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 gTopuii = R) for ‘in the month of Ziv, that is the second month’ (:zg7 @7ha i W @1hz); (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
[Rahlfs as MT] and 38 [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, ¥ TPUINOTOBNAIM HepeBa M KaMHM IUIA CTPOEHMs HoMa [Tpu
ronal; 6:37, 8 mecsau 3ud, [B Mecsau BToOpoi, ];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 THCHAY KOHEN KojecHuuHux’; 11:32: “B rpeueckoM nepesonme: pnBa koiseHa’.
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 ouvekéAugev) for the Synodal’s 1 orsopoTu (cf. MT:
207; see, e.g., Lopukhin, Tolkovaya Bibliya, 1.469; according to BHS, the underlying Hebrew here was 02°1). Towards
the end of 18:36 (see below), the Synodal’s no cnoBy TBoemy =MT: 71373 (Qr) is retained, with no mention made
of the Slavonic alternative: Tea¢ 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 (M3pansnes). From the same verse, we can also see that LXX minuses (or MT
pluses in respect of LXX) are not noted. Cf. MT: &7 01277752 nX "bp; Synodal: u chesas Bcé&; contrast
Slavonic: coTeopixs Akaa (iA = LXX: memoinke & épya ToUta). For another LXX minus / MT plus not noted in
the Synodal, cf. at 12:20 MT: 5xp"525» = Slavonic nan Bcemu Uspamnsranamu; LXX (Rahlfs): émi lopank =
Slavonic: HAA iHAEM .

¥ 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 Rahifs). 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 unwi) Nigeo; or at 5:32 / 18b=6:1b: i kamenwockyun resdacTin = MT: ooz,
lacking in Rahlfs.

% 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 ¥ KaMHM AN CTpoeHMs noMa [Tpu ronal ‘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.

2 MT: o5 =y APIR OW) fYRY) on npaw oK ~ eh; LXX: evcdmov K\JpIOU Be0 NucdvEY TR oukco @ ko~
Souncsv £0Bicov Kol Tiveav Kol su¢pa|vouevos EVCOTIIOV KUplOU 80U MUV ETTH nuspas = Slavonic: "fEA I'AEM'h ETOMB
HAWHMD, or Xf""""' Eroxe (0344, MAKIH A NTA A BECEAACA nreA rA€Ms EFoM® HAWHM®; Synodal: mpen
TocnomoM Borom HammM; (M enM, ¥ MIMIM, M MOIMWIMCHL Npen IocnomoM BoroM Hammm y
MNOCTPOEHHOTO XpamMa] — cemb IHEN U elle ceMb OHeN, derspHanuaTs nHenr. 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 c’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.%

X ama, €réxe 03qa by the 1mpersonal Y HOCTPOESHHOTO XpaMa (and its re-positioning in the sentence) as well
as that of the participles mAulfi # NiA A Beceadca by indicative forms: 1 SN, M TAIM, ¥ MOJIAINCE.

2T MT: Coepr>p oo M2TTR MR D87 TR 7997; LXX (Rahlfs): kal éotoiBacey Tas oxiSakas £m o Buai-
acTNpIoV O ETOINCEV Kol EREAICEY TO OAoKaUTeopa Kal EmeBnkev £l Tas axidokas kai EoToiBaoev ém To BuciaoThpiov
(Rahlfs notes only one signiﬁcant ms. variant: énéenksv Tas cxxi&ams for érréenxsv Em TOS cxi&xxas) = Slavonic:
xocxnap,e Arosa N4 on'raln., érdxe (o'rzorn, H rac'reca H4 °7'Alsl BCECOKErdEMAA, H BOJAOKH N4 Arona,
BOCKAdAE Hd omr'arb

® ¥ nmosoxmn mpoBa [HAa XepTBeHHMK], ¥ DAacCex TenbLa, M BOSJOKMI €TO Ha

E =i

OpoBa.

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

% 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 mean; LXX (Rahlfs): kot ou EoTpeas Thy kapSiav Tob Aaot Tolrou omiow
(to which Lucian adds a final oov); Slavonic: i T8 d;srarrﬁn'h Pae] celmu,ZI anai vixs Barkaw Tese; Synodal: u
T oBpaTume cepnue mx [k Tebe].

32 Note also in v. 37 that the Slavonic reviser has overlooked both Oruém (LXX: émdkousdv pou &v mupi;
MT: '1p) and Beh (BCH B ATe cin; contrast LXX: 6 Aaos otos, for which Rahlfs [or Weber] gives no variants; MT:
i opy).

33 21:4b (MT): o H2x%5) 791K 207 inenSy 230; 20:4 (LXX [Rahlfs]): ko Eysvno To el AxaoB
TETAPAYHEVOY Kol sxomnen Em TnS K}uvns auToU Kal ouvsku)\uq.vsv To npmomrrov aUTOU Kol OUK s¢uysu aprov 21:4b
(Slavonic): H skicTs AKX'I; dxadsan cmdyén, A oy(nc Ha oAlﬂﬁ ROEML R ﬂOKrbl AHLLE C(BOE A HE mAE
xmﬁsd 21:4(b): Synodal: ¥ [B cmymeHHOM nOyxe] Jler Ha NOCTENb 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 297 (see n. 23, above) and the additional clause at the beginning.
(Note that the Slavonic renders both TeTapaypévov in this clause and ovykexupévos earlier in the verse by ca3yéns
‘confused, perturbed’.)

34 MT: 7720 *30 S800°3 DHYR TEKTD DTY CFT OXTET PIE DTN 0K < 0N K0T YEOR O Amed RiSp2 M

TIRT CATTOD MR TP T2
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LXX (Rahlfs): kai avePonoev HAou eis Tov oUpavov ket Eimev kupie O Beos APpaap kol loaak kai lopomA
E£TAKOUGOV HOU K\'Jple £maKoUaoY Hou oﬁuspov £V TTUPI KOl YVEITCIoOY s © Aoos 0UTos OT ou €l kUplos o Bsos lopamA
K&y 8oUAbs coukal 510( ot TTETTOII']K(I T™ spya TaUTO,

Slavomc H Kozonu RATa HA HEO R peve: I'AH EXE ABPAAMOB A iCAdKOBs # ldKIAJKAI:, nou&mdu
MEHE, rAH, nocalwiai ment AHE(h OFHEM'ls, H Aa oyra;&m’ﬁn'r'h BCH abATe cin, @KW TR €N I'Ah €ANND
iHAeBs, A 3B ras'h TESH, H TERE raAn (o'rsolmx'h akaa A,

Synodal: Bo BpeMst npuHOWEHMs BEYEpPHEM XepPTBH NomoweJ Wims Npopok [u BO33Bas
Ha Hebo] u ckazan: l'ocnomu, Boxe ABpaamoB, Jcaakoe u Mspaunen! [Ycismb MeHs,
Tocnonou, yCiemb MeHS HeHe B OTHe!] Jla no3HawowT B cey neHs [momm cuun], dto TH
onuH Bor B Uspaune, u uro 8 pab TeOM M crejan BCE no cnoBy Teoemy.

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 ABpocy 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 onuepov / 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 v77 o¥n ‘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 cest =MT: 1 op7 wT = LXX: kai yuedTe 6 hoos ouTos, in the next verse, 37;
on the other hand, the Slavonic has B(H aAie 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 &%) for the Slavonic’s rab,
which in turn is only an incomplete rendering of LXX’s xupios 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'h) rAa 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 (¢#Hs) 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
epazSmknTh, 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 DRTAIR 20X vigd T LXX (Rahlfs): kai umép ToU Aoyou

@s KaTsvuyn AxaaB amo rrpocccrrou ToU kupiou Kol snopsuno Khaicov kai 5|eppn'§sv . Slavonic: H gslcTe €érga
o)'(Auum axaax'h cAoREC (TA, ofmu,mm\ T AHUA TAHA, A AgAWIE NAdvaca, A ramra ; Synodal: Beicnymas
BCe csioBa cuM, Axas [ymwmcs npen locnomoM, Xomwj M nOjakan, ] pasonpan ... The

Synodal’s introduction of Bce (Bce cmosa 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 Tocmomon for @ AHwA 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 XOJKAALUE
CKOpEENT (ko Emopelfn kekApévos), which matches MT’s vk 77m. No further light is cast on these matters by
Vulgata, Peshitta, or Tglon.

36 Here the Synodal only registers just the first of three Slavonic / LXX pluses The two mlssmg pluses are
oUX OUTws €180V = HE TAKW: KHA'L' % (MT: *mx7) and Tov kUpiov Beov lopanh = rdd EFd iHdeBa (MT: " T).
Curiously, the first plus, [Mmxen] (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 it
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 ~ “©% =gy inx W'rgpm.” In this
parallel passage, the difficult " 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 lIemenite 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™2752 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: Ne Tdkw: He d3h: cawitn = LXX (Rahlfs): obx oUTeos ol éycd &koue < (?) 0 "% &5 15 &5*; MT:
oo 125, Although Lopukhin, Tolkovaya Bibliya, 1.475, comments on ne Tak for 195, 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 u BosBparTuncsa Meposoam uz Erunta. This clearly
does not follow MT’s o¥n3 £paY: 3g7 (= Rahlfs 11:43: kai ekdBnto dv Alyimtep), but is instead consistent with
Slavonic’s # BO3BPATHCA i€poBOAME W3 €rvnTd and Alexandrinus’s xai émiotpedev lepoBoap &€ Alyumrou (at
11:43), which appears to harmonize with the parallel in 2 Chron. 10:2 (MT: ogmn oy 2gn = LXX:
ki ameoTpedev lepoPoap € AlyUTTou).

3 LXX (Rahlfs): kol $Bupic vedmmiow kupiou = Slavonic: i KdddLue nr(‘a', PAEH; Synodal: u xypeHue
coBepman Ha HeM npen locrnomow;

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

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

Y ya mem (m xypeuue Ha 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: ~ c7p7 ooz "oy
SepRyAzER; Ko 1o Ko ,mals Kom/proo).

42 MT 2:8: oman 7oimi3 X%T2 'ved Tep mm; Synodal: Bor eme y Te6s Cemeit, cuH Ieph
BenmaMmMTsaHMHa u3 Baxypuma (the eme here is curious); LXX (Rahlfs): kot 18ou petor ooU Zepgi utos Mpa vios
ToU lepevt ek Booupiy = Slavonic: # f, b TOESW C(eMEH (KIN FHPAHL C(WINB IEMEHIHND & Ba&rima; LXX
(Rahlfs) 2:351: 180u peTax oou Sepei uios MMpo vids omépuaTos Tou lepivt ek XeBpeov = Slavonic: ¢, b TOBSK ceméil
TN rurﬁuh, it cEmene iemeninng, & xezlmfma; Synodal: Bor y me6s Cemeit, cuH Tephl, CHHa
MemuHumHa u3 Baxypuma.

4 2:35b: U Conomon wmen pasyM Bhlle pa3yMa BCEX CHHOB BOCTOKa M BCEX MyHOpPHX
ErunTsan (LXX: koi emAndiven i dpovnors Sakwpcov ohpdSpa Uep Ty GpovnoIv TavTwy dpxXaicy uiidv Kol UTEp
TavTas $povijous AlylmTou; H ACNOANHCA réz&ma COAOMUWNT NAvE ré‘;&,ﬂa sckyn Aréxunx'\, CLINWEBS A Ndve
K('ﬁx'l, MBAPLIKD én"nc’r(xnx'h; note the Slavonic’s ‘Egyptian sages’ for LXX’s ‘sages of Egypt’ and the omission,
with Lucian [’according to Rahlfs], of an equivalent for o¢po8pa). MT 5:10: MT: 5201 ©1p™33752 maomn T850 maon 37m
osn maon; Synodal 4:30: M Geuta MynmpocTe CoJIOMOHA BhIlle MyAPOCTM BCEX CHHOB BOCTOKA U
Bceit myapoctu ErunTan; LXX: kai emAnbivin Zalwicov opodpa UTEp Thy $povnaiv TavTwv dpxaicwy avlpdm-
v Ko UTEp TévTas dpovipous AlyutrTou; Slavonic: & oimuo’mmm MgAIIOC'I'I.\ cosoMHOBd oA, Ndve cHbicad
K('ﬁx'l, AFEBHuxm 4e40BRKL A Nave xcflix'h cmn,iueuﬂmx'h ér\/ncfr(xux'h.
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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 Memunuuna is used (cf. Slavonic: tsint cEmene femeninna),
instead of Benmammurauma(a), as found in 2:8 (cf. MT: "pi3). At 2:35b, apart from the inconsistency between
pasyw in 2:35b and mynpocTe at 4:30 (5:10), the Synodal’s choice of Erunrsn (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
Sosue) to express the verb 27 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 i AcndanHcA pa38Mma cotomubnm (2:35) as ¥ Comomon mmen
pasyw, especially as the Slavonic’s construction here (# HCNGAHHCA ré';&ma C0AOMWNK) is parallel to that of 4:30 (A
oﬁ'muéxnm MEAPOCTH codoMunoBa), where MT (5:10) has 7850 maop 27 (Synodal: ¥ Geta mympocTs
Conomona semue). 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 mon 125, N codia is suplied as subject of ¢émAn6Uvln). In 2:8 and 2:35m, there is an
unnecessary distinction between between xak and xorza in the two verses (korna / kak 8 wesn B MaxaHaum),
especially as the Slavonic uses B AfNb B OHkxe 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: Basanag (2:351) and Baanad (9:18 and in the parallel
at 2 Chron. 8:6). Here, the first form reproduces the Slavonic Ba4d4dgs (2:35i and 2 Chron. 8:6), which in tum reflects
a Hexaplaric tradition (see Rahlfs at 2:35i, where BaoAaf 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 BoAa® 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 pgn Sy ) ORISR YRR MmTR D392 Suin 1 (2 Chron, 9:26) = LXX (Rahlfs) 1 Kings 10:26a:
Kai v yolpevos TavTeov TV Baothécy &To ToU TOToHOY Kol Ews YNis &hAodiAcav kai 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, orgn 5123 191 orwbe P
AR nidPRR o2 Swin M Akbgy = LXX (Rahlfs) 2:46k: kol fiv apxcov tv macv Tois PactAeUo &mo TOU moTa-
HOU kol Ews YTis aAhopuAcv kai Ews opicov Alyurtou. 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 TocnoncTBOBAaN OH HAN BCEMM uapsaMy oT peku EBppaTa mo 3emmu
dunmMcTMMCKOM M mo NpepnenoB Erunca; 2 Kings 10:26: ... Han BceMmu MOpsAMM OT DPEKM 0O 3eMIu

472 Chron. 9:26: H eniTe BSxAb sekyn u,uliéﬁ ] rkaﬁ (évcbré'ra) AdXE A0 3EMAH HHONAEMEHHHKD
|:1 Adxe 40 nreAf'ﬁAm érvneTcrnyn; 1 Kings 10:26: # EE BAdcTeaHB BOBML u,aréM'L ] r'kxﬁ A A0 3EMAR
HHOMAEMEHHHED A A0 NpeABAn €rvnTa.

8 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.

4 LXX 2:8, 35m: eis TapeuBolds ‘into “Camp(s)™ (Rahlfs notes no variants in either place; cf. Clementina:
ad Castra); Slavonic: 8% nodkn; Synodal 8 Maxanamm; MT (2:8): £ne. 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 BeWEJ HaBCTpPedy MHE y
Vopmara (MT 2:8: 1771 "oxp% 1xsm. The Synodal’s non-literal rendering of 177 (katoPaives) 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
nnwn.> 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 kai), 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: A TSH (HiAe Ha; 2:35n; BN
(r'E'reNie MR N4 fOopAdns; LXX (Rahlfs): 2:8: katéPn eis amavtiy pou; 2:35n: katéBatvev eis amavThv poi. The
distinction between aonst 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).

S LXX (Rahlfs) 2:35f kai cko8ounoev v &kpav ... TOTe chkodouncev Ty éxpav (Rahlfs indicates no
variants) = Slavonic: A 0344 xraerFéAi( ... TOTA4 (0344 xra(rré,ﬂe; Synodal: 1 mocTpoun 3amox ... rorma
nocrpoust COJIOMOH CTeHy BOKpyT ropogna; MT 3:1: 2720 oogiy moinm ... ni2? = Synodal: noxone ke
NOCTPOWUII ... CTEHH BOKpYT Mepycanuma. 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 Mmnnio found at 9:24 and 11:27.

2 MT: vmapob mmdn byn (the sequence is missing in the 2 Chron. 2:13 parallel); LXX (Rahlfs):
Ko EOINCEV TOTOV HEYOV EQUTE) KAl &GV TOlS TaGiv auTov; Slavonic: # l:o'l‘aorﬁ nr'lr'h géain ek 0 BOBMB
6Troxu’mm cBoHM; Synodal: 1 cnenan GonbWoO MUP VIS BCeX CJyT CBOMX.

33 Contrast 1 Sam. 25:36 and 2 Sam. 3:20, where on three occasions ron is rendered in the Synodal by mup
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;% 12:1;*° and 16:33.%

35 MT: 127 g ~ 1272 W7 N 27T 02920 35 LXX: ai Ues kai ol kves ; Slavonic: cRHHIA A ned;
Synodal: ncer; LXX: éAoloavTo tv T aipat; Slavonic: A3Meiidca B kpSBH érw; Synodal: omsisasm. 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). 3¥17 ni:¥T is a circumstantial clause, and 777 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”. Tglon, Peshitta, and KJV interpret ni:im as ninim ‘and the armour, weapons’
(see Gray, I & II Kings, 448, 455), as the object of 181. Peshitta reverses the order of the ‘dogs’ and the ‘prostitutes’ /
‘weapons’.

56 MT: agi-1y = Synodal: no Moasa; LXX (Rahlfs): s lwap Tob uich Zapouias = Slavonic: Ao iwdgd
ChiHd (4r8uu4

57 The Synodal has a bracketed sequence between 1 cokpoBmma noma uapckoro (MT: 2 nivgikTx
7727) and Beé Bzan (MT: mph 557Tw): [M 30m0THE wWMTH, KOTOpHE B3an JaBun oT pacos
Anpaasapa, uaps Cyacxoro, U BHeC B Mepycamzm} This matches (with one exception presemed in the
next note) the Slavonic text 0 (oxrummpd Aom& I.l,drEBd, nokONTA ;Aa'rdm, dixe BIA AdBiA® 3 r&xu
OTPOKWES a4raa’;a 4 UdPA (SECKATW A BHECE A BO fepaimm: BCA CiA B3 The Slavonic in turn follows the
Greek of Alexandrinus (and Ifs) exactly, kai Tous eqccxupous olkou Tou Bacl)\sms Kal T Bopam T Xpuoa & EAoP-
ev Aouid ek xetpos TAV Taide Adpaalap BoaoiAéws TouBa kal elonveykev auTa els lepouoadnu T& mavTa EhaBev, even
down to the omission of kai at the beginning of the last clause, which Synodal has followed instead of entirely
reverting to MT (557T)) at this point. However, at the end of the verse Slavonic has an additional plus, &xe coTBopH
cotoMWHL, A BHECE A BO érvneTw (cf MT: mi5 moy ~ox for which Alexandrinus lacks an equivalent), which
follows a correction found in Vaticanus (koi ammueykev ouTa eis Aiyumrtov, the same sequence found at Dan 1:2, but
with is BaPuAéva). But this plus is not registered in the Synodal.

58 Moreover, in this verse there is also a mistake in the representation of the plus that is included. Synodal’s
sonoree mprs for LXX’s ta 8opata & xpuoa and the Slavonic’s knia 344Tas most probably results from
confusion with 1 Bce sonoTHe umTH, KOTOpHE crenan CosomoH (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' 1970 120 OX ¥ 708 273 20 o) M7 mpn
cho (Synodal: ¥ Bzan Jasup 3o0moTHe umTH ...; here LXX has tous xMiddvas Tous xpuoous and Slavonic,
correspondingly, FpHEHEI 344°Thia). 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 -1 and a 52: 2757 "3pTR M7 MR 95777KX), the Synodal has a slightly
different wording: Bc& B3sn OH, B38J M WKATH 30JOTHE.

At the beginning of the verse, where MT has Mm% 9% 7, LXX (Rahlfs) has
kol Gy YEAR TA Sahcopeov AéyovTes; a little further, instead of namn Sux, LXX has kaTéxe TGV kepaTeov Tou Buctao-
mpiou. There then follows a third, lengthy, plus, kot améotethev Tahwpwy mpos lwaf Aéycov Ti yéyovév oot ot
mépeuyas eis To BuolaoTiplov kai glmev leaf oTI EpoPnbny amo mpoowmou cou kai Epuyov Tpos kiplov. At the end of
the verse, LXX has a third instruction to Benaiah: koi 8cyov autov. The only difference in the Slavonic is the addition
of udpw before coromn in the third plus. However, of these four pluses, the only one incorporated in the Synodal is
the one at the end: [1 noxopouu erol.

 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 nrmoxu axaas'h T8 £xrru nrorufkuum, éxe fa;rn'ﬁaa'rn raa
EFd IHAEB4 R A&m& CBOK nordehTH, is derived from an L. tradition used by (inter allos) Brenton:
ko Tpoctlnkev Axaap ToU TOIRCaI TaPOPYICHATN TOU TaPOPYIaaL TOV KUptov Tov Beov Tou lopam) kot Ty Yuxmv ai-
ToU ToU eEoAeBpeubvan. Rahlfs has a slightly different Greek text, which lacks Tov kUptov Tov Beov ToU lopanA kai; MT
reads: 9% AR ok o'wany nibyS axnx Aei. The Synodal has Axas nmeman To, YTOo pasgpaxaeT
Tocnona Bora WUapawnera, [u noryoun nywy csowo], which omits the less significant plus represented
by mapopyiouaTa / nrom%xanim (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 Yo 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 KkUpros.&

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]).

8 MT: ~ 2% REONT R TR 2T Synodal CNIOBA CHMM, KOTOPLMM 5 MONMIICA [HHHe] npen
I’ocnonom Slavonic: cA0Beca iR, HMHKE MOAMX(A nr(A I‘ACM'!: ETOMs HAWHMB ANé; LXX (Rahlfs):
ot Aoyor ouTot ous Sedénuat Evedmiov 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 drram raens could
have resulted from harmonization with v. 7 (MT ~ 7x9n). 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 ~ 9850 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 npemact [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: Sxo'mx 3 ~ 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 TpoocdTou Ths &AAns eis Baubn), 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 BoufnA, from Hebrew Sxmz.
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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 s0).” 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: vagi™; Synodal: [Laps] Mocadar; Slavonic: U'érh ®e iwcadpdTs; Clementina (and Nova
Vulgata): rex vero losaphat. 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 lopan) tv Sapapeio 800 én. Slavonic: N4 iHAeMs BB camapin ABT4 A8a; Synodal: u
napcTeoBan Han Mapaunem [B Camapmm] nBa roxma. The addition is not attested in Peshitta or Tglon.

69 MT: 985 0pan™o% 12T 9% 5p-52) oya: &27) 19-wpn noge. For this, LXX (Rahlfs and Leipzig) has
a much shorter text: kai éEAdAnoev 0 Aaos mpos Tov Pacihéa PoPoau Aéyovtes, which effectively corresponds to an
expanded version of the final clause of MT (12x% cpam1~ox 1127)). The Slavonic precedes this with another text that
very closely matches the first part of MT: 5x12° 577521 cpa; &2 19797 0507 . The Synodal’s version of v. 3, u
rnocranu 3a HuMm u npusBamu ero. Torma MeposoaM u Bce cobpaHue UspausibTSH NPMUIIK
u rosopwim [uapw] PoBoamy u ckasauwy, is a fairly literal rendering of MT along with the addition of the
Slavonic’s u,érl. (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).

w The Synodal s 6nar’ocnoseH Tocnons [Bor], Koropest man nokxoi reflects the Slavonic’s
BATBEHD rab (E7B) Anéch, fixe Adat nokdi (MT: mmsn 1 o - 7172; LXX: eUAoynTos kiptos onpepov os E8wkev
katamavotv). 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 ("mi' ~Lim om 42), which in turn might have
depended on a Greek or Latin source of which the Slavonic translators and revisers were also aware.

i MT T2 myx %1, LXX (Rahlfs): kai gy émikaAéoopat ev ovopaTi kupiou Tou Beou pou = Slavonic: A
a3 n|m3038 AMa I‘Ad ETa Moerw (also in Peshitta and in some traditions of Vulgata) = Synodal: a s npuszosy
uma Tocnoma Bora moero.

2 MT: 2377 2ir; LXX (Leipzig, Rahlfs): kahov To phua © EAdAnoas (Rahlfs indicates no variants; although
the LXX might be reflected in the Syriac %i1»rC L.ax, Weber gives no indication that it is found in the Latin,
desplte the note in BHS); Synodal: xopowo, [nycTs ©SyneTr Tax]; Aosr'\. FAArSAs (mmm.) Erdxe raardaa
(44 B34eTn Takw).

> Additionally, another Slavonic bracketed plus (A4TiH) 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%15% ot 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
Korma yTBepOMJIOCH UApCTBO B pykax CosomoHa clearly corresponds to the Slavonic’s €rad e
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!

75 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’ (37 TR 20; MER MPY MY BIM MR TWYTRY MRT TRYT R2P).
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’ (kaxment B BOCEMHAALATH JIOKTEM BEMIMHOW, WU
CHYPOK B [BEHaIUaTb JIOKTel oOHMMajl OKPY®HOCTE TOI'O U Ipyroro cron6a). 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,
TR TYTRY LI 233 Divayk vaw o) wao), with a 19) (instead of nx) introducing the final “win TRy
okTeKaiSeka TXElS Wpos TOU oTUAOU Kkai TEpiMeTpOV TéCOGpes kol Séka THXEls EkikAou aUTOV Kl TO THaXOS TOU
oTiAoy TeooGPEIV SakTUAGY T& KOIAWHATA kel 0UTES 0 0TUAos O 8eiTepos . (The parallel at 2 Chron. 3:15 is of limited
relevance.)

" Synodal: mMa Gora sBamero (not *mma/umena Goros pammx); Slavonic HMENI BOrWE®
BAlIH X LXX: év ovopar Becdv Upcov; 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): émékousdv pou kipie émékouady pou = Slavonic: nocaSidi
MENE, I‘ZH, 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 f *9; LXX (Rahlfs): o1 téBunxev NoBouBou o lelpomAiTn; Slavonic: fkw
;;’E'I'Eln'h BWCTL HAB3QEH ie3panaiTanknt; Synodal: uro Hasydeit [Uspeenmrsnun] Obwn y6ur. I have

ound no antecedent for the Slavonic interpretation in Rahlfs, Weber, BHS, Peshitta, or Tglon. 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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