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The Vision of the Old Testament Canon
in the Russian Orthodox Church

Is there a canon in the East?

It is well known that the New Testament canon &d$hme in all the churches
(with the exception of the Ethiopian Church) whilee Old Testament canon
exists in two versions, broader and narrower. lalE common practice to
associate the broader version with Catholics ardnérrower version with
Protestants. What about the Orthodox? The Westllystaws them in terms
of the Catholic — Protestant controversy: theyjase like Catholics, but with
some differences (married priests, no pope, ethigtwmakes them a bit like
Protestants too. The same seems to be true wit®lthd estament canon. It
does seem so, but is it true?

If we open a Bible printed by the Russian Ortho@urch, we will see
in the Old Testament section the following booksites those which are ac-
cepted by all: 1 Esdras, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom olio&on, Wisdom of Sirach
(Ecclesiasticus), Letter of Jeremiah, Baruch, hd2&Maccabees and 2 Esdras
at the end. Then, whenever the Septuagint (LXX) ddsnger version of a
certain book than the Masoretic text (MT), the Sjadcalways follows LXX
(this is especially important for Esther and Daniblt otherwise the Synodal
version prefers MT to LXX (for instance, in Jeremia Proverbs).

Names can be tricky as well. These are the namtwdiooks associated
with Ezra as they appear in the different tradiion

English Latin Greek Russian
Ezra 1 Esdras 2”Ecdpac (1 —10) | 1 Esnpsl
Nehemiah 2 Esdras 2"Eodpog (11 — 23) | Heemun
1 Esdras 3 Esdras 1"Ecdpog 2 E3npsl
(apocryphal) | (apocryphal)

2 Esdras 4 Esdras (does not exist) 3 E3npsr
(apocryphal) | (apocryphal)

We immediately see that the Greek and Russianoressif the Bible ac-
tually disagree with each other as regards the eundivision and names of
the books. The Greek and Russian Orthodox alsgmieavith both Catholics
and Protestants, who consider 1 and 2 Esdras gp@drpooks. One of them
is included in Greek and Russian Bibles, the othgmresent only in the Rus-
sian Orthodox editions (needless to say, Russiateftants have the same
canon as their Western counterparts). In additoRussian Bibles 2 Esdras is



printed not after 1 Esdras, where it would seemtnappropriate, but after
Maccabees, at the very end of the Old Testamenthatoit is placed rather
“on the margin” of the Bible, set apart from théet books. Moreover, in the
Russian Synodal version all the books that wereerbd$rom the Jew-
ish/Protestant canon were marked by a special dvetstating that they were
translated from Greek or Latin and not from Hebréwmakes their status
somewhat special, too, although they are not stgzhfeom the books trans-
lated from Hebrew.

One might have expected that the exclusion or gictuof certain books
has been the subject of intense discussion restlyedcertain authority. This
was not the case, however. Neither any councilamgrpatriarch has ever dis-
cussed why 1 Esdras should be included but 2 Eskeladed, or how many
Maccabees should be present. (Of the four bookéamtcabees that exist, Rus-
sians have three, while the Greeks put the founthio an appendix.) Here we
are going to investigate how this happened, whyQhthodox attitude to the
biblical canon does not replicate either the Cathol the Protestant model,
and what difference it makes for Bible translators.

In the West, when we discuss the canon we inevititie the Reforma-
tion and the Counter-Reformation as our startintntgo Indeed, it was then
that the Reformers took the existing Hebrew texthef Bible as the original
Old Testament (an opinion that is now seriouslylded by scholars) while
the Council of Trent (1545-46) confirmed the braatist of books coming
from the fourth century. In addition, the Vaticaf€buncil (1869-70) canon-
ised a particular version of the Bible, namely, thégate. Although Protestant
denominations have not formalised it, we see thairactice the prestige at-
tributed by them to the Masoretic Text was quitesel to the position of an
officially canonised version of the Bible. Nothimg this kind has ever hap-
pened within the Orthodox church which has alwagknawledged the co-
existence of several authoritative versions of $bépture, as will be demon-
strated below.

In a word, both variants of the canon became cjoassociated histori-
cally with the debate between the two opposing gsowithin the Christian
West. Such a debate never took place in the Eaghiese was no reason to
form a standard text, both concerning the fixed bemnof books and a par-
ticular version. Even the word ‘apocrypha’ is uskfferently in the Orthodox
world. Normally it is applied to books that werevae considered a part of the
Bible, like the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchise books that Protestants
call apocryphal in Russia would normally be refdrte as non-canonical or,
less often, deuterocanonical. The latter term semmmmeous since it is based
on the decisions of the Council of Trent which medauthority over the Or-
thodox world. Besides, the very term ‘second carlonks a bit awkward.
Canons, i.e. rules accepted by the community aébeids, can be changed, of
course, but it would be more logical to assume tifvaite is only one canon for
each community at any given moment in time.

In a typical Orthodox Bible one will also find angwther basic refer-
ence materials an anonymous article entitled “Aboatonical and non-
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canonical books It clearly identifies the canon with the HebrewbRi and
still insists that “the Russian Orthodox Bible, wsll as the Slavonic Bible,
contains all 39 canonical and 11 non-canonical bazfkthe Old Testament”.
Obviously, here the canon is not the same as thieiebof the Bible, however
strange it may seem to a Westerner. The main ionitds the succession of
tradition: modern editions contain the same amofitéxt as the ancient ones,
not only those that form the canon.

In that case, what is the canon? If we take a lidks history we will see
that the early fathers never intended to give lestwon canonical criticism.
Whenever they offered a list of biblical books thegre responding to a par-
ticular challenge rather than proposing a univensatlel. In those days a be-
liever who opened a holy book could easily findhivitits cover anything from
an ecclesiastically accepted text to a hereticalideent, so the church leaders
occasionally had to pronounce a judgement on whiocbks were part of
Scripture.

The 39" Festal Letter of St. Athanasius is usually quotedhe very first
document that contains the biblical canon. It duege this concept indeed, but
alongside with ‘canonisedkgvovitéueva) books Athanasius mentions those
that “were not canonised but were recommended &yfathers for reading”
(00 kavoviZOoueva pév, TETLITMOUEVA O TAPN TOV TATEPWV dvaylvdokeobal). In
this transitional category which is quite closethie concept of non-canonical
books within the Bible he includes Wisdom of Solam&Visdom of Sirach,
Tobit, Judith and Esther (sic), together with thddahe (the Teaching of the
Twelve Apostles) and Hermas. However, he does isbtother books that
should not be read in the church. Of course, Baamththe Letter of Jeremiah
may have been considered as integral parts of dlo& bf Jeremiah but we
cannot know for sure.

The supreme theological authority in the Orthodaxlds belongs to the
decisions of the Seven Ecumenical Councils. Insmzng that none of them
ever made a decision concerning the biblical cafide Council in Trullo
(691 — 692), which in fact was rather a committesg tollected and systema-
tised the acts of the previous councils, is usuedfigrred to in this respect.
Among its own documents, however, we do not fing list of biblical books.
The second atjust affirms a number of previous documeintgoto, without
discussing any details. Among those documents mektfiree that concern the
biblical canon. These are the Apostolic Constitigiand the acts of the local
councils from Laodicea and Carthage. All of theseuwments appeared in the
second half of the fourth century. Let us now labkhem in more detail.

The final form of the so-called Apostolic Constituts dates back to the
end of the fourth century. Its 8%hapter, the very last, says: “Let the follow-

1 See, for instancéubus. Knueu Ceswyennozo Iucanus Bemxozo u Hosozeo 3asema. (Kazaub:
Kasanckas enapxust, 1991), 1000.

2 J.D. Mansi, ed Sacrorum Conciliorum nova, et amplissima colle¢tiol. XI ; Graz:
Akademische Druck- u. Verlangsanstalt, 1961; rEfarentiae: Expensis Antonii Zatta Veneti,
1763), 939-42.
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ing books be esteemed venerable and holy by ydh, ddergy and laity #otw
de vuUlv maoL kAnpikolg kol Adwkolg Bpiia oegfdowa kal &yia). Of the Old
Covenant: the five books of Moses — Genesis, Exddesticus, Numbers and
Deuteronomy; one of Joshua the son of Nun, onaiddels, one of Ruth, four
of the Kingdoms two of Chronicles, two of Ezra, one of Esther, ohdudith,
three of Maccabees, one of Job, one hundred atydpBfims; three books of
Solomon — Proverbs, Ecclesiastesand the Song ofsSaixteen prophets.
And besides these, take care that your young pers@mn fpoolotopeiobw
navBGvewy dudv todg véoue) the Wisdom of the very learned Siraéh&gain,
we see a transitional category on the border ofchreon (in the NT, the
chapter also mentions Constitutions of Clement ightebooks which are
“dedicated only to the bishops because of the mgstecontained within
them?”).

The Laodicean Council took place around the ye@r; 8 acts are extant
in several copies which are not identical. Someaiar60 chapters, some have
only 59. The 68 chapter (the authenticity of which is thereforeiloliul) deals
with the question of the biblical canon. It givelisa of books that “should be
read”@oc 8¢l Bupria dvaywdokeobar). It is in general the same as the
narrower Protestant canon, although it explicitlgntions that Jeremiah goes
with Baruch, Letter and Lamentatidi-he NT list lacks Revelation.

The Third Carthaginian Council took place in 39t 47" chapter re-
quires that nothing be read in church under theenafrDivine Scripturet
praeter scripturas canonicas nihil en ecclesia legasub nomine divinarum
scripturarum) apart from a certain number of books which atyuedincides
with the modern Catholic canon, deuterocanonicalkided®

The fact that this obvious difference between can@mained unnoticed
in the East may seem striking to a modern expertMBtzger suggests, for
instance, that the fathers of the Council in Trullere not attentive enough to
see i’ Formulating it more accurately, one can say thay tid not attribute
much importance to this issue so they did not neeyl separate statement
about it. We also see that both the Apostolic dtutgins and the Laodicean
Council dealt with the biblical canon as the veagtlitem, after many other
matters that we would now consider secondary. Cang ask why.

The answer seems to be quite simple. The fathdreatidecide what was
the Bible and what was not. Rather, they were cbngpa sort of “reading

3 Greek and Russian tradition refers to Samuel dnd<as 1-4 Kingdoms.

4 M. Metzger, ed.Les Constitutions Apostoliquégol. Ill; Sources Chrétiennes 336; Paris: CERF,
1987), 306-9. See a partial translation into Ehglis B. Metzger,The Canon of the New
Testament. Its Origin, Development and Significaieord: Clarendon, 1987), 313.

® J.D. Mansi, ed.Sacrorum Conciliorum nova, et amplissima collecfeol. Il; Graz:
Akademische Druck- u. Verlangsanstalt, 1961; réforentiee: Expensis Antonii Zatta Veneti,
1759), 573-74. See a partial translation into Efhgih MetzgerThe Canon316.

® J. D. Mansi, ed.Sacrorum Conciliorum nova, et amplissima collecfil. lll; Graz:
Akademische Druck- u. Verlangsanstalt, 1961; réforentiee: Expensis Antonii Zatta Veneti,
1759), 891. See a partial translation into EngirsMetzger,The Canon314-315 (instead of the
47" Metzger erroneously quotes it as th& 2hapter).

" Metzger,The Canon216.
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list” for practical needs, so they saw no problém few slightly different ver-

sions of such a list were circulated. The fathérthe Council in Trullo might

have been quite happy to see two coexisting liste@Old Testament books,
the narrower (Laodicean) and the broader (Cartlegin This was another
aspect of the variety in the life and worship ofrpdocal communities who
were united by the same faith. However, they waudd have tolerated the
inclusion of any Gnostic or Arian writings in suehlist. For them the main
distinction was not between Scripture and Tradjtlout rather between ortho-
doxy and heresy.

If we do not have a fixed list, perhaps we shoujdtd find some other
criteria like patristic quotations or liturgical age? This does not really help
because the early Christians usually felt frees® any texts they found appro-
priate for their purposes. As a result, even theonical Epistle of Jude con-
tains a clear reference to the apocryphal AssumpmifoMoses in verse 9. As
for the liturgy, some clearly canonical books (likeviticus and Ruth) are
never read at an Orthodox service while the Wisadn$olomon is largely
present in RussiaRarimiyniks® i.e. collections of Old Testament passages for
liturgical readings. This is actually the only ncaronical book present there.

We have to acknowledge, then, that the boundafi#iseoBible were not
indisputably fixed in the Christian East, and sotransitional category of
books (“not part of the canon but part of Scriptuneas fairly often intro-
duced.

The situation in the West was different, perhaps ttuthe general ten-
dency of the Roman Church to pay more attentiaimécformal side of affairs
than did the Greeks, who, in turn, were always nommecerned with theologi-
cal debates. We see that a fixed list of books &ippeared at the Third Car-
thaginian Council of 397, and later it was confidii®y a number of other offi-
cial statements from Rome. The narrower canon simgllonger continued to
exist, until it was revived by the Reformers. Eviea Catholics had to face this
challenge and to reaffirm the old canon of the &ilwwhich was actually done
at the Council of Trent.

Now the question of the canon became crucial. \Wi¢h“Sola Scriptura”
principle the border between Scripture and nonpBaré needed delimitation.
When the Catholic Church referred to 2 Maccabee39t25 as an argument
supporting prayers for the dead, the main questias not whether 2 Macca-
bees was good or bad but whether it was a pahteoBible.

An Orthodox theologian would not need this argumérg Church prays
for the dead because it has always done so, and@addees is just another
proof of this practice, alongside the liturgicaldition etc. Historically, Ortho-
dox theologians may have agreed with Protestanthdir polemics against
Catholics andiice versaput that does not really mean that Orthodox thgpplo
is just a mixture of both.

The case of Cyrill Lukaris, patriarch of Constaopite in the seventeenth

8 ur. Munoxentuii [asnos, Crassnckas mpaduyus Ceswennozo ITucanus u Ocmposicckas
Bubnus, in Ocmpooicckas Bubnus.. Céoprux cmamet (Moscow, 1990), 25.
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century, is an illustration. He actively engagedheaological discussions with
the Calvinists, whom he obviously regarded assbigainst Roman expansion
(he was born in Crete under Venetian rule which meill explain his antipa-
thy towards Catholics). Gradually, he simply acedpmany Calvinist doc-
trines, which he revealed in his profession ofhfajpublished in 1629 in
Geneva). This became widely known among the Orthadergy. In the end
two councils of Constantinople (1638 and 1640) whrtugh the 28 chapters
of this document and denounced most of them adib&rel ater this judge-
ment was affirmed by a number of other local colsndhs for the biblical
canon, they made reference to the narrower Laodoca@on and still insisted
that other books should not be excluded from tfseBi

The most explicit manifestation of this position fired in the Catechism
by St. Philaret of Moscow, published in 1822. Ie thtroduction, after listing
22 Old Testament books (the traditional number)itaeally says: “this list of
the Old Testament books does not include the Wisdbr8irach and some
others because they do not exist in the Hebrewukage (their Hebrew original
did not survive). But we should accept these botds, St. Athanasius the
Great says about them: ‘they are destined by tiherfs for those who enter the
church’.” So the vision is essentially the same: tlaodicean canon is just the
contents of the Hebrew Bible while Christian Sariptincludes some other
books. He does not even provide a list of thes&k®div would have immedi-
ately led to a disagreement with the Greeks).

From both the Catholic and Protestant point of viel common to refer
to Scripture and tradition as two separate domé#&imsan Orthodox theologian,
biblical books are not separated from the tradibenause they are part of this
tradition. | think that the image of concentricot&s is one of the most ade-
guate symbols to describe it. The Gospel lies atviéry centre of Christian
doctrine; as we move from the centre to the periplee see other books of
the New Testament, then Old Testament, then sotaee tiexts and practices,
and so on. The border between Scripture and nopt8e¥ is not essential in
this vision. Instead, one should take care thanhibee peripheral circles agree
with the centre and do not take its place.

The Orthodox tradition, of course, regards Scriptas the product of a
special divine revelation. But the Holy Spirit, whevealed mysteries to the
biblical authors, has never left the Church; He wamad still is active in it. God
speaks to us from the pages of the Holy Book; aljhowe cannot compare
ourselves with the authors of the Bible, this i #te continuation of the same
process. The famous legend about the 72 elders evited up with 36
identical versions of the Greek Bible now knowntlaes Septuagint (LXX) is
historically inaccurate and quite naive, of codfsBut it clearly shows that

9 See, for instance, the keynote brocharB. KaprauieB, Bemxoszasemnas 6ubneiickas Kpumura
(Paris, 1947). It should be said, however, thatahthor was severely criticised by some more
conservative Orthodox readers for his moderatepaanee of certain prepositions expressed by
biblical criticism.

1% Besides, it is absent from the earliest availabount on LXX, i.e. the anonymolstter of
Aristeas
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the task of translating the Bible was as much assat with direct divine
revelation as the original composition of it. Ihet words, this legend insists
that both the Hebrew and the Greek versions arallgguospired.

This vision of the canon recognises the diversitydifferent Christian
communities within certain limits, so one may wonidét has some future in
an ecumenical perspective. It is also importantdtice that such an attitude
pays homage to the variety of the extant versidnthe Scripture. It is not
enough to say that, for instance, Esther is ad@blbook. Which Esther, then?
Hebrew or Greek? The Orthodox answer will be tlhkare fully legitimate,
and this has important implications for the praziid Bible translation, which
we are now going to look at in more detail. Maintygoncerns the choice of a
base text for new translational projects. Althoitgimay seem strange after all
that has been said above, there are very few actimslation projects in Rus-
sia or the CIS that aim to translate non-canorbcaks of the Old Testament
(personally, | know of Chuvash and Udmurt). Perhidqgsreason is that none
of these projects posit themselves as exclusivellgddox.

The Russian Synodal version: deliberate eclecticism™*

When the Slavonic tribes were Christianised inntregh century, the Bible of
the Byzantine world was basically, although notlesizely, the Greek Bible.
Saint Cyril and Methodius, “the Thessalonian braglfewho initiated the
process of Bible translation among the Slavs, #@lslonged to the Greek-
speaking Byzantine world. Confronted by the infloef German clergy, they
highly valued their Greco-Slavonic identity, and did their immediate suc-
cessors. Naturally, therefore, the corpus of trev@iic biblical texts which
were the result of their translation activity, repented a certain form of the
Byzantine text-type, although modern scholars magagiee about its exact
origin. For the Old Testament, that meant they wesed on the Septuagint
(LXX). These texts remained the main, if not thdypiBible in Russia for
many centuries.

Nevertheless, other forms of the Old Testament weither completely
unknown nor deliberately rejected in Russia. Thet ffver complete Slavonic
Bible was published in Novgorod in 1499 under thispaces of Archbishop
Gennady. Remarkably, it contained some portionsstaged from the Vulgate
or even from MT, as was obviously the case withlibek of Esther. The re-
gion of Novgorod had seen more fighting againsgkts under Catholic ban-
ners than other Russian regions, and Archbishom&bnhimself is reported
to have been one of the most fervent fighters againheresy known as the
“Judaizers.” Yet none of these circumstances preeehim from using the
main texts of his opponents as his base textsspeni there was the feeling
that the task of translating the Scripture was niongortant than the current
interconfessional situation he faced.

1 An earlier version of this part of the article wasblished iriThe Bible Translatar'LXX as
Base Text for OT Translation in Russi8T 56/4 (2005): 245-52.
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This episode can also be referred to as the bagjrofia long tradition of
textual eclecticism which was to flourish in Rusisidghe centuries to follow.

A new page in the history of Bible translation ur @ountry was opened in the
early nineteenth century when the Bible Society em&nt was active in the
Russian empire for a brief period. The Russian dagg had by now devel-
oped a highly elaborate literary form, completeistidct from old Slavonic.
The question of translating the Bible into Russias in the air. In this period
of time, most translation activities were carriagt by Protestants who natu-
rally tended to use MT as their only base text. them, MT was the original
and LXX just a translation of it, however venerasial old. This point of view
has dominated Protestant attitudes but has be&edely modern scholarship,
especially in the post-Qumran era.

When the Russian Psalter was published in 1814hbyRussian Bible
Society, the editorial preface stated that “notydhk Greek version was taken
into account, but the very Hebrew original as wellThe translators, without
any doubt, had to adhere to the exact Hebrew wgrtirhe version itself was
rather eclectic, mixing MT and LXX variant readinggether.

This Psalter had a very short history: the RusBidnte Society was dis-
missed soon and its editions were burned. The idewmjever, never died.
Some enthusiasts continued their work on this ptojgs far as the Old Tes-
tament is concerned, Archimandrite Makary Glukhatthe apostle of Altay,”
has to be mentioned, as well as Protopriest GerBsivsky. Both of them de-
liberately chose MT as their source text althoughkbty also suggested that
another Russian translation should be prepared fr¥X. It has to be said
that this dream still has not come true.

Their personal activities, however, were not weledrby the Church of-
ficials. It took decades before their drafts wezeised and the complete Rus-
sian Bible, known today as Synodal, was publisimeti§72. During this proc-
ess of revision, their drafts were checked agdixst and the Slavonic ver-
sion. Not only were the parts missing from MT irparated into the transla-
tion, but many exegetical decisions were made lovioLXX as well. To il-
lustrate the eclectic nature of the Synodal textyill be enough to give just
two examples from the book of Genesis.

In 2:2, MT says: “And on theeventhday God finished the work that he
had done” (NRSV). LXX, however, suggests a readifgch is in a better
agreement with the Sabbatical law: “And on #igth day God finished the
work that he had done.” The Synodal version haseha rendering which
was closer to the Hebrew in form but definitelyldaled the meaning of the
Greek: ‘by the seventhday,” implying that this day was actually free afy
work. The same was done later in the NIV.

The second example concerns the well-known fac¢tdiwonology in the
book of Genesis looks rather different in the Habesmd Greek versions. The
Synodal editors decided to translate the Hebrewhausin plain words while
giving Greek numbers in brackets with figures. S6-B runs as follows:
“When Seth had lived one hundred and five [205]ryehe became the father
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of Enosh. Seth lived after the birth of Enosh eigbhdred and seven [707]
years, and had other sons and daughters.” Onerdgrwonder how an ordi-
nary reader looks at this schizophrenic arithmeédievertheless, the main base
text was still MT.

Larger insertions from LXX were marked with brackdtater, when the
Synodal Bible was reprinted by Protestants, theglugbed all the bracketed
passages, but this definitely did not result in.XX-free” Russian version. To
eliminate all the exegetical choices influencedlby< one would have to re-
write the whole translation verse by verse, cahgfobmparing it to the He-
brew text. Such a project has never been launatadis it very likely to be
launched in the foreseeable future. In any caszetheems to be no need for
it, since Russian-speaking Protestants are quapyhaith the Synodal version
as it stands.

Why do we find such eclecticism in the Synodal B®bOne rather theoretical
explanation was provided by Metropolitan FilarebBdov in his report to the
Holy Synod in 1848? long before the actual editing started. He suggkstat
all the three version known in Russia — MT, LXX aBlhvonic — should be
taken into consideration. In his opinion, the maése text should be MT while
LXX and, to a lesser degree, Slavonic should previdlp for exegetically or
textually unclear passages and also serve as gwitke® a dogmatic interpre-
tation was to be considered (as in Isa 7:14). ¢h this very program was fully
implemented by the editors of the Synodal Biblegddy due to the fact that
Filaret was one of the most influential bishopshif age and also the main
promoter of the project.

His position, however, did not remain undisputed.the same period
other views were also presented in the Russiandbhdrhe development of
the discussion was well summarised in a book by. Ptarion Chistovich®?
Some, of course, insisted that no modern transiatias needed at all, which
seems to be the usual case with almost every rewlation. People who ad-
mitted the necessity, or at least the permissjhifta vernacular version of the
Scripture, were usually divided into two groupsogé who favoured MT and
those who preferred LXX. Most of the arguments friooth sides have not yet
completely lost their validity, so it may be wolisting them here in brief.

The main arguments in favour of MT were as follows:

Hebrew is the original language of the Old Testam@iis is undoubt-
edly true, but now there is much less certaintyualiee uniqueness of MT
than there was a century and a half ago. It appeassthat MT was just
one of the text-types which coexisted for someqaknf time, and that
LXX was derived from another type. None of thespety can be com-

2 published inKypran Mockosckoii Hampuapxuu, 1992 Ne 11-12.
BU.A. Yucrosnu. Hcmopus nepesoda Bubnuu na pycckuii azwix (St.-Petersburg 1899; repr.
Moscow:PBO, 1997).
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pletely identified with the original, although ibald well be argued that
MT did represent the mainstream. At least thestadil distribution of the
Dead Sea Scrolls hints that this was the case wn Nestament times.

LXX cannot be fully understood without reconstrugtits Hebrew origi-
nal. This is true as well; a translation done from Makes things easier
for the translator.

The church fathers occasionally used MT as widl.was shown by Prof.
Miltiadis Konstantinou? the Fathers preferred to use the language they
knew well, i.e. Greek, since the knowledge of Habreas extremely rare
even among the most educated Christian scholdteiMiddle Ages. But
they never completely rejected MT as corrupt oeralio Christendom.
Gennady’s Bible, as stated above, presents anexiaenple of this.

The reader should not be allowed to make the wiassymption that the
translators have concealed the “true” Hebrew tefttioe Bible.As soon
as a translation from MT was completed this pditiargument became
invalid for the Russian audience, but it may bettvéaking it into consid-
eration in some other contexts where the firstdiaion of OT is dis-
cussed. Personally, | do not find it as stronghasother arguments.

In addition, one can say that now MT is a very hatekt for translators:
it is well studied, and is published in numeroupety of editions with only
minor differences between them, so that it seergeadb to translate the text
just “as it is”. With LXX, the situation is rathetifferent in almost every re-
spect.

The main pro-LXX arguments were as follows:

LXX is the ecclesiastical texthis is true, but we should also remember
that, unlike the Vulgate in the West, LXX was netle only ecclesiasti-
cal text in the Christian East. The fact that LX&ditionally has been the
predominantversion of Scripture reflects first of all the extional role of
the Greek language as the original language of\id& Testament and
most of the patristic writings and liturgical texihe Byzantine theologi-
ans, however, were very far from making Greek thiy sacred language,
as can easily be seen from the example of Sainit &yl Methodius. On
the other hand, it is natural that the Orthodox iI€hushould prefer a
translation of the text which it has been usingsiits birth.

MT is alien to the Christian traditionThis development of the preceding
argument is also true to some extent, since MT fixasl and preserved
within the Jewish community of faith, that cleaitientified itself as op-
posed to Christianity. Nevertheless, as stated ebitvdid not prevent

4 M. Konstantinou, “Old Testament Canon and Texhim Greek-speaking Orthodox Church,” in:
Text, Theology & Translation: Essays in honouraf de Waarded. S. Crisp and M. Jinbachian;
United Bible Societies, 2004), 89-107, esp. 101-2.
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Christians from using this text, usually as a sapmntal source, when-
everhebraica veritag“Hebrew truth,” as it was called by Jerome) was r
quired.

Jews are reported to have intentionally corrupted M order to elimi-
nate all references to Christ.o support this opinion, such passages as Isa
7:14 are usually referred to. This assumption, h@wrehas proven to be
more mythological than historical, as are many o#msumptions about
Jewish-Christian relations. There is no direct prafosuch a corruption,
and even the Dead Sea Scrolls, written long befoch a corruption could
have taken place, do not support this claim. Whatue is the fact that
neither LXX nor MT in their present shape can basidered confession-
ally neutral, and confessional texts sometimes supgertain beliefs of
their congregations more strongly than do othetstdkis no wonder that
Christian and Jewish scribes tended to choose &lbthe existing variant
readings those ones which were in complete agretewién their theol-
ogy. Neither is it strange that an ordinary belreshould opt for such
readings in a modern translation as well.

Thus, the decision of Metropolitan Filaret and ¢isworkers was a com-
promise open to criticism from both sides. The Sjaloversion was born
amidst hot debates about its principles. But ib &t about the same time as
some other translations of the Old Testament bddes the Pentateuch pub-
lished in London in 1860 and the complete Hebrewsdfan Bible printed in
Berlin in 1872. All these translations were donelesively from MT. They
received no approval from the Orthodox Church aitiles in Russia (in fact,
they were designed for audiences other than Orthotes) and before long
they fell out of use.

From the other side, only two LXX-based editionpegred before the
revolution of 1917. First of all, Bishop Porfiry pisnsky translated the books
of Genesis, Proverbs, Psalms, as well as 1 and @abaes’ Later, Prof.
Yungerov translated some books afresh from whiehRkalter was published
as a separate book in 1915 in KaZame could not have chosen a more
suitable book as the Psalms are much more impoftanboth liturgy and
individual worship than any other Old Testamentlamnd at the same time,
their Masoretic version does not always suit thditional liturgical context of
the Orthodox Church, which is based exclusivelyLotX. These versions,
however, were more academic than liturgical in reat®erhaps the best way
to use them would be to imagine a worshiper whashtda Slavonic text at a
service or recites it in his private prayer andntihefers to this book to learn

15 published inTpyout Kueesckoi Jlyxosnoti Akademuu, 1869,NeNe 2, 4, 5, 6; 1873NeNe 3, 9.
These versions were never reprinted and becaméya ra

'8 1. tOurepos. Icarmups 6 pycckom nepesode ¢ epevweckozo mekcma LXX, ¢ ssedenuem u
npumeuanusmu  (Kazan 1915; repr. Sergiyev Posad 1997). Otherk$omublished in
Tpasocnasnuiii Cobeceonux, were Proverbs (1908), Isaiah (1909), Jeremiah wimentations
(1910), Ezekiel (1911) Daniel (1912), Minor Prophét913), Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs
(1916).
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the exact meaning of a difficult passage. Usperskyersion is almost
completely forgotten now, but reprinted copies ofingerov's text still
circulate among Orthodox believers.

The appearance of the Synodal version also stieuiland influenced the
process of translating the Bible into minority laages of the Russian empire.
From our distance in time it is difficult to juddkee exact textual principles
that lie at the basis of all these versions, egfigcbecause Old Testament
portions appeared only in a very few projects, roftéthout any explanatory
preface at all. For instance, a quick glance atTthtar Psalter, published in
1914 in Kazan by the Orthodox missionary socieshows that it was done
from LXX rather than MT, perhaps through the madiabf the Slavonic text.

Two years after the publication of Yungerov's PmalRussia experienced
the 1917 revolution and its aftermath, events thatle the dispute about the
preferences of MT vs. LXX absolutely irrelevant fbecades to come. Under
other circumstances one might have expected a nesgifh translation to be
done directly from LXX, as was desired by many inlthg Prof. Chistovich,
who wrote: “One cannot avoid the desire to see rs¢paranslations of the
Bible from the Hebrew and from the GreéR.”

The reality was different. Under the pressure efdkheist regime believ-
ers from all denominations could only dream of egefting a Bible of any
kind. The only one available almost always happeiede the Synodal ver-
sion. This translation itself became a symbol a¥isal for the Christians of
all the denominations, and its every feature was peecious in their eyes,
including the textual eclecticism. The Bible wasi8gal, and no other. This is
especially true for Protestants, while the OrthodbXeast retained the Sla-
vonic version too.

The present situation
Long before the decline of the communist regimeab®e obvious, the transla-
tion of the Bible into the languages of USSR wamemenced, both by aca-
demicians inside the country who even managed bdighuseparate Old Tes-
tament books as pieces of “ancient Hebrew liteegtusand some enthusiasts
abroad. Among them were the founders of the Instifar Bible Translation
where | have the privilege to work. Almost alwake Old Testament book are
translated from MT although LXX may have been uasedhe source of variant
readings for difficult places. This was definitehe reflection of the standard
practice used by Bible agencies all over the worldie new Russian
translation of the Old Testament — a project of Blitde Society in Russia on
which | served as a translator a humber of yeaes-aglso takes MT as the
source text and refers to LXX among other sourcdg when MT is evidently
corrupt.

Since most translators into minority languages kiitive or no Hebrew
they usually use a Russian version (mostly the 8ghoas their base text.

Y Meanmupe na mamapcerom szvixe (Kazan 1914; repr. Stockholm: IBT, 1976).
8 Yycrosuy, Hemopus nepesooa, 340.
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Normally, this is a Protestant edition where a# ihsertions from LXX are
omitted, but | know of two projects, namely Chuvastd Udmurt, where the
decision was taken to use the broader version,caoonical books included.
The translations are being done from the Russiano&/ version because this
is exactly the Bible that the local Christian conmities want to have in their
own language. Both projects are partnership prejbetween the Institute for
Bible Translation and the Bible Societies; in bo#ises the target audience has
a strongly Orthodox background. This was probably teason why it was
decided to make those two translations as clo&X¥as possible. One of the
Chuvash translators, Eva Lisina, told me once shatwould like to translate
the Psalms from Yungerov's version as the neamgsivalent to LXX. The
only obstacle was the total absence of most othekdtranslated from LXX
into Russian, so just for the sake of uniformitg $tad to stick to the Synodal.

The Synodal Bible became a mediator between antaets and modern
translations, thus establishing a tradition ofdtgn and, for better or worse,
passing on its eclectic nature to translation®fber languages and cultures.

Strangely enough, there are very few modern LXXebdasanslations in
the countries of the Commonwealth of IndependeatieSt(which include most
of the former Soviet republics), even after thelajgde of the Soviet system,
when local Orthodox churches found themselvesriespected and independ-
ent position. For instance, both of the new Geargranslations follow MT,
even to the extent of using the shorter versioesther. The only full Old
Testament translated from LXX which | know of igtblkrainian translation
recently initiated by Catholics of Byzantine ritedacompleted by the Ukrain-
ian Bible Society, which, as far as | know, is st@e published.

In Russia we have another remarkable example -thiné LXX-based
translation of the book of Psalms recently prepdrgddieromonk Amvrosy
Timrot.* In a private exchange, he told me that this tetisi appeared as a
result of his mixed experience of prayer and sahplstudies. It is designed
for worship and so is even accompanied by the stangdrayers which nor-
mally go with the reading of the Psalter. Its laage is in a high style, with a
certain number of archaic Slavonic words, but tlaaglator tended to avoid
any expressions which may seem obscure or toorii@is. Because the text
is intended to be read aloud, the translator taae over the euphony of the
wording. As for the content, he opted for compdéitipiwith the traditional
patristic exegesis. This also meant preservingaimbiguity of expressions
where both the Synodal team and Yungerov wentust pne possible inter-
pretation. In my opinion this is a good model tbdw whenever an ecclesias-
tical translation from LXX is to be done. Fr. Amgsohopes to continue this
work and to translate some other parts of the Qstdment which are read at
Orthodox Church services.

Now would seem to be the right moment to ask thestjon: are such
translations needed in Russia nowadays? Not lgbinK, than in the days of

1 AmBpocwii Tumpor, trans. [lcarmups. Hoeviii nepesod ¢ epeueckozo mexcma 70 monakosHukos
(Mocksa 1999).
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Glukharev and Chistovich. For the Orthodox churcheéxX remains the tra-
ditional ecclesiastical text. Besides, general eesdvho do not belong to a
particular denomination are becoming more acquaintéh different Bible
translations. When | speak in public about the &iloihe of the most frequent
types of questions | am asked by the audienceastabe astonishing varia-
tions between different versions. Most of these banexplained as variant
readings between different text-types. So it wdagdrather useful to have two
different translations prepared from the two madluential versions of the
Old Testament, i.e. MT and LXX.

I am thinking firstly about Russian translations.Bible Society project
under the direction of M. Seleznev currently hagualified team of scholars
translating a complete Russian Old Testament from Mis hoped that this
Old Testament will be published within a decadeénding to fulfilment one
part of the dream shared with Glukharev and Chistolsy many other schol-
ars and simple readers.

Today we live in a culture which accepts the Biblea variety of ver-
sions. An ordinary Orthodox worshiper goes to chushere he or she listens
to the words of the prophets and psalmists in Si&va.e., in a LXX-depend-
ent version. Then they come home and open theio@&lrBibles where they
find sometimes a version that is totally differdram what they have just
heard, simply because this text is based on MT, waitt the exception of the
Psalter, nothing can be done about it. It wouldrdtber strange to keep this
imbalance for ages.

As we see from Fr. Amvrosy’s example, there arearmy people who
would benefit from such a translation but also ¢hado could actually pre-
pare it. Unfortunately those who are interesteduoh a translation are mostly
individuals, not organisations. For the Institube Bible Translation, translat-
ing the Bible into Russian is out of the questi@eduse of our general policy:
we work with non-Slavonic languages. The Bible 8tcin Russia seems to
be too busy with other projects, and so is thei&atral and Synodal Bible
Commission.

Nevertheless, | think it is essential that a nevgdfan translation of LXX
appear in the immediate future — or at least aiglashe which includes the
most important books. If the Bible agencies dogwdtinvolved, it is likely that
this work will be done by somebody else withoutitlassistance, with a great
risk of inaccuracy or incompatibility with our gemaé principles. This is
already happening in some regions of Russia: | hesen “home-made”
translations of biblical books into Tuvin and Avianguages done directly
from the Synodal version by local believers withoutch expertise.

As far as the translations into minority languages concerned, | think
we should seriously consider the recognition of LXXa text-type not inferior
to MT which can also serve as a base text for katms. In some languages
with a stronger Orthodox presence we may even tbirgarallel versions: for
instance, a complete Old Testament translation fidmand separate books
(first of all, Psalms) translated from LXX for litgical usage. This is not in our
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current planning but if we try to look ahead | thiwe should not disregard
such an option.

We are told that there are many dwelling placaténhouse of our Father
(John 14:2), and the variety of the extant versiohthe Bible is yet another
aspect of this wonderful truth.
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