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The Septuagint and the Masoretic Text
in the Orthodox Church(es)”

ALEXANDRU MIHAILA™

In this article, I intend to survey the reception of versions of the Old Testament
in the Orthodox churches, focusing on the Greek, Russian and Romanian Church,
respectively. While Western biblical scholars gave precedence ro the Hebrew text over
the Septuagint, in the Orthodox world one can see a tension in the relationship
between the two textual witnesses and sometimes, even recently, there are voices
which tend to give the Septuagint total authority in the Church. Orthodox scholars
in the field of Old Testament studies usually resort to the Hebrew text, but especially
scholars from outside this field tend to promote the Septuagint as the Old Testament
of the Orthodox Church. I shall use the argument of authority, which is improper
for scientific argumentation, but it suits my research, as I try to understand the
confessional positions held within Eastern Orthodoxy. Consequently, if a certain
saint, acknowledged as such by a national Orthodox Church or by the entire
Eastern Orthodox communion, embraces a particular view on this subject, this bears
significantly on the issue.
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Recent positions of Romanian theologians

I begin with an overview of the Romanian Orthodox Church, which I know
better. Immediately before and especially in the aftermath of the December
Revolution, the future archbishop Bartolomeu Anania worked on an impor-
tant biblical project. The result, published in 2001, was a new translation of
the Bible, even if Archbishop Anania called it a “revised edition according to
the Septuagint”. In the preface, he wrote that “the Septuagint became rex-
tus receptus [...] for the entire European East, later defined as the Orthodox
Church”, just as the Vulgate became zextus receptus for the Catholic Church
and the Masoretic Text became textus receptus for the Protestants." He also
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drew attention to the “big gap” that had occurred in the Romanian biblical
tradition: until 1936, Romanian Orthodox Bibles followed the Septuagint, as,
for example, the Synodal Bible of 1914, but in 1936 the second Synodal Bible
conformed to the Masoretic Text. His translation is meant to be a return to
tradition. The only adjustment to the Hebrew Text was the spelling of anthro-
ponyms and toponyms.? The approach is embraced by Rev. Vasile Mihoc, the
leading expert in New Testament studies among the Orthodox Romanian.?

As the interest in the Septuagint grew, more specific problems were
tackled, such as the legitimacy of the Hebrew Text at all. In the afterword
to Theodoret of Cyrrhus’s Commentary to the Psalms, monk Filotheu (Bilan)
and Florin Stuparu commented that while the Septuagint “was conceived of
as the book of the Old Covenant for the whole Christendom”, quoted by
the Apostles in the New Testament and by all the Fathers of the Church?,
the Masoretic Text was “full of omissions and additions”, because “the Jews
at the end of the first century began to change the text of Scripture under
the very careful supervision of rabbis with much hatred of the truth of Scrip-
ture, to whom the enemy [i.e. the devil] darkened their minds, so they made
many mistakes”.” The Masoretic Text is not only inappropriate for Orthodox
biblical study and biblical translations, but it is also demonic.

In 2004 a new project for translating the Septuagint started, this time
with a professional team of classical and biblical scholars, under the patron-
age of the New Europe College of Bucharest. The initiator and the coordi-
nator of the project, patrologist Cristian Badilita, at that time Orthodox,
but then declared Greek Catholic, wrote in the preface to the first volume
about the status of the Septuagint, concluding that “it became the ‘official’
Bible of the Church”. He meant of course the “Orthodox” Church, because
elsewhere he considers the Septuagint “probably ‘the authoritative text of the
Orthodoxy’™’. Lutheran Professor Christoph Markschies praised the transla-
tion effort but observed that the project was supported by a private institu-

> B. V. Anania, Caicte de lucru. Atelier biblic, Cluj-Napoca, Ed. Rgnagterea 2003. See the
review of Lucian Vasile Bigiu, “Diortosirea Sfintei Scripturi de citre LP.S. Bartolomeu Ana-
nia’, in: Explordri, vol. 1, p. 22-35.

3 Vasile Mihoc, “Sfanta Scripturd in Versiunea Bartolomeu Anania”, in: Tazbor 5 (2011),

no. 1, p. 43-49. Available online: http://www.tabor-revista.ro/pdf/10826.pdf, viewed on
04/16/2018.

# Teodorit episcopul Kirului, T#lcuire a celor o sutd cincizeci de psalmi ai proorocului impdirat
David, Sf. Ministire Sfintii Arhangbeli — Petru Voda, 2003, p. 530, 533.

> Ibidem, p. 533.

¢ Cristian Badilitd et al., (coord.), Septuaginta, vol. 1, Colegiul Noua Europa, Iasi, Polirom

2004, p. 15.
7 C. Badilita, Glafire. Noud studii biblice si patristice, lasi, Polirom 2008, p. 232.
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tion, not by the Orthodox Church, crediting the idea that the Septuaginta is
most appropriate for the Eastern Church.®

A reaction from the academic circles of the Romanian Orthodox
Church to the increasing interest in the Septuagint was not long in coming.
Rev. Constantin Preda, lecturer, now professor, for New Testament studies
at the Orthodox Faculty of Theology in Bucharest, dedicated a study in
2006 to the inspiration of the Septuagint, that it was the Scripture of New
Testament holy writers and the early Church, adding: “There is a preference
that remained until today in the Orthodox Church”.” Archdeacon Ioan Ica
Jr., professor of patristics and one of the most prolific modern theologians
in Romania, wrote about the same issue in a special study and then in a
monograph dedicated to the authoritative (canonical) writings of Orthodox
thought.' First, the importance of the Septuagint as a parallel version of the
Hebrew Scripture is stressed, given the legitimate form of the Graeca veritas,
along with the Hebrew veritas."" Then Professor Ici argues for the superior-
ity of the Septuagint over the Hebrew text, modified by the rabbis in order
to avoid the Christian Messianic interpretations still found in the Septua-
gint."” In this regard, I could only comment that Ici tried unsatisfactorily
to combine the scientific opinion (the Septuagint and the Masoretic Text
represent different versions) with the traditional view (the Masoretic text
was purposely modified by rabbis). Intermingling the two explanations, the
logic became weak. If the Septuagint was from the beginning different from
the proto-Masoretic text, then this text diversity explains better the present
form and would rule out a deliberate alternation. That is because the theory
of the deliberate alternation made by rabbis presupposes the identity of the
Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint with the proto-Masoretic one. Neverthe-
less, one should notice that “for the Church the authentic Old Testament is
the Septuagint”.

The present author, lecturer of Old Testament studies at the Faculty
of Orthodox Theology in Bucharest, answered in a series articles aimed at a
general readership, promoting the idea of textual diversity as being assumed

8

Christoph Markschies, “Die Septuaginta als Bibel der Kirche? Beobachtungen aus Ver-
gangenheit und Gegenwart”, in: Reinhard G. Kratz, Bernhard Neuschifer (eds.), Die Got-
tinger Septuaginta. Ein editorisches Jahrhundertprojekt, Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wis-
senschaften zu Géttingen NF 22, Berlin, De Gruyter 2013, p. 135-154.

? Constantin Preda, “Inspiratia Septuagintei din perspectivd hermeneutica”, in: Studii Teo-
logice, 111 series, 2 (2/2006), p. 37-59 (here p. 58).

1% Joan Ici jr, “Inapoi la Septuaginta”, in: Zazbor 1 (2008), no. 11, p. 5-25, reprinted in: Ioan
Ica Jr., Canonul Ortodoxiei, vol. 1, Sibiu, Deisis / Bucuresti, Stavropoleos 2008, p. 142-177.
" Ibidem, p. 173.

12 [bidem, p. 175-176.
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by Church Fathers such as St. Basil the Great and St. John Chrysostom. The
slogan for Orthodox biblical studies should be, I argued, “back to Hexapla”,
not “back to the Septuagint” as Professor Ici entitled his study."

As expected, the problem became the very subject of PhD theses. Rev.
Anton Savelovici wrote a PhD thesis in dogmatics, under the supervision
of Professor Icd Jr.s father, Rev. Ioan Ici Sr.. The argumentation is mostly
confessional, although the author never argues for the exclusiveness of the
Septuagint. He defends the idea that the Septuagint must be reestablished as
the inspired Old Testament of the Orthodox Church and accepts at the same
time the fact that the Hebrew text (the Masoretic Text) might be included
into Orthodox biblical studies, but with the proviso that it suffered Jewish
deformations against the Christians; “the superiority of the Septuagint fac-
ing the Masoretic Text is unquestionable”.*

This problematic echoed also in popular Orthodox books, such as an
Orthodox best-seller written by a talented monk from the Republic of Mol-
dova, Father Savatie Bastovoi.”

Before moving on to the next chapter, I summarize the principal argu-
ments in favor of the exclusiveness of the Septuagint:

- the Septuagint is older than the Masoretic Text;

- the Septuagint is inspired (a conception that started with Philo of
Alexandria);

- the Holy Apostles and New Testament authors used the Septuagint;

- the Fathers of the Church quoted the Septuaging;

- the rabbis modified the Masoretic Text in order to eliminate the
Messianic prophecies concerning Jesus Christ;

- the Septuagint is the official version of the Orthodox Church.

Two further observations should be added. In the West a rediscovery of
the Septuagint had already emerged in the 50’s and the 60’s, especially in
Dominican circles, among biblical scholars and patrologists.’® In 1986,

13 Alexandru Mihiili, “La ce bun textul masoretic?”, Ziarul Lumina, 25 March 2010; “Ina-
poi la Hexapla (I)”, Ziarul Lumina, 6 July 2011; “Inapoi la Hexapla®, Ziarul Lumina, 13
July 2011. Reprinted in: (Ne)lamuriri din Vechiul Testament. Mici comentarii la mari texte,
Bucuresti, Nemira 2011, p. 36-57.

" Anton Savelovici, Textul Sfintei Scripturi in Biserica Ortodoxd Roménd, Targoviste, Va-

lahia University Press / Ed. Bibliotheca 2012, p. 39-40. The final quotation is from p. 68.

15 Savatie Bastovoi, Audienta la un demon mut. Roman istorico-fantastic despre soarta Bisericii

in vremurile de pe urmd, Bucuresti, Cathisma 2009, p. 101-103.

16 Pierre Benoit, “La Septante est-elle inspirée?”, in: Nikolaus Adler (ed.), Vo Wort des

Lebens. Festschrift Max Meinertz, Miinster, Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchf}andlung 1951, p.
41-49, reprinted in: Pierre Benoit, Exégése et Théologie, volume 1, Paris, Ed. du Cerf 1961,
p. 3-12; 2. Benoit, “Linspiration des Septante d’apres les Peres”, in: Lhomme devant Dien.
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Marguerite Harl started the French translation with patristic notes of the
Septuagint (La Bible d’Alexandrie), that continues up to the present and
has massively influenced the Romanian translation subsidized by the New
Europe College. New scholarship, such as Mogens Miiller’s study about the
Septuagint as the “the first” and “the true” Bible of the Church, was quoted
by professor Ica Jr."”

Secondly, these steps toward what one might call sola Septuaginta in
the Orthodox Church are taken not by Old Testament Orthodox scholars,
which can verify against the biblical text the relationship between the Septu-
agint and the Hebrew text, even in the exegesis of the Church Fathers. Most
of the champions of the exclusiveness of the Greek version came from the

field of dogmatics.
Current Bible editions in the Orthodox Churches

A legitimate contribution to the discussion over the places held by the Sep-
tuagint and the Hebrew Text in Orthodoxy consists in studying the present
Bible editions of the Orthodox churches. For the purposes of the present
paper, I shall refer only to the Greek, Russian and Romanian Churches.
Nevertheless, their geographical extension is actually overwhelming in con-
temporary Orthodoxy.

Let us begin with the Greek Orthodox Church. Surprisingly, the first
Old Testament edition sponsored by the Church dates from 1997, with
multiple reprints.”® It was published by the Apostoliki Diakonia publish-
ing house, owned by the Greek Church. But it is important to notice that
the Greek Church published o7/y the Septuagint and never a translation in
Modern Greek. The preface signed by Metropolitan Petros (Daktylidis) of
Chrystoupolis (T 2012), head of the Greek Bible Society, states the following:

This text has been accepted (amodekt6) by the conscience of the
ecclesiastical body and has been the basis for theological discus-
sions, and hence the decisions of the local and ecumenical Syn-

ods, as well as the repeated approval (moAhamAn éykpion) of the

Meélanges offerts au pére Henri de Lubac, Theologie 56, volume 1, Paris, Aubier 1963, p. 169-
187; Paul Auvray, “Comment se pose le probléeme de 'inspiration des Septante”, in: Revue

Biblique 59 (1952), p. 321-336.

17" Mogens Miiller, 7he First Bible of the Church: A Plea for the Septuagint, Journal for the
Study of the Old Testament. Supplement Series 206, Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press
1996, p. 121: “The urgent question, still unanswered, is therefore whether Graeca veritas is
in fact, in a historical perspective, the true Bible of the Church, and therefore also the obvious
basis for all translations of the Old Testament as pars of the Christian Bible”.

¥ H. Haloud, AwOikny katé tovs EfSounikovta, ABrnva, Amootolkny Aakovia g

ExxAnoiag tng EANGSog *2011.
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Church of Greece and the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constan-
tinople. [...] The translation of the Seventy was for the Church the
Apostolic Bible, to which both the Lord and His disciples refer.
[...] It enjoys divine authority and prestige as the Bible of the
indivisible Church (Beiag avBevtiag kat kOpovg wg n BifAog g
adtapétov ExkAnoiag) of the first eight centuries. It constitutes
the Old Testament, the official text of our Orthodox Church (to
enionuo keipevo g OpBoddtov ExkAnoiag pag) and remains
the authentic text (to avBevtiko keipevo) by which the official
translations of the Old Testament of the other sister Orthodox
Churches were made; it was the divine instrument of pre-Christ
evangelism and was the basis of Orthodox Theology.

At first sight it would seem that things are clear. An edition endorsed by the
Greek Orthodox Church deemed the Septuagint “the accepted” and “the
official text” for “our” Orthodox Church, having “repeated approval” of the
Church of Greece and the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. But
what does “our” stand for? Is the Septuagint “the official” Old Testament
version only for the Greek Church or for the entire Orthodoxy? Another
question can refer to the “approval”: Is there a synodal decree that the Sep-
tuagint is the “official” and “authentic” text?

We may ask what does “official” mean? In the Roman Catholic
Church, there are three categories in which biblical editions can be placed.
It is interesting to take this into account, because it can also help us to better
understand what “official” could mean for the Orthodox Church. First there
are papal editions, called “typical”. For example, the Council of Trent ap-
proved the authority of the Vulgate in 1546, considering it as “authentic (au-
thentica)” and stating that this old edition was “approved” by the Church.”
As a result, in 1590, under Pope Sixtus V, the Sistine Vulgate was published.
A revised edition appeared under Pope Clement VIII in 1592, the so-called
Clementine Vulgate, that with subsequent corrections replaced the Sistine
Vulgate and functioned as an official edition of the Catholic Church until
it was corrected in its turn as Nova Viulgata in 1979 under Pope John Paul
IT (a new edition in 1986).%° It is worth noting that the edition is called
“typical” (editio typica and for the 1986 edition editio typica altera). In the
prefacing apostolic Constitution, it is mentioned that the pope declares and
promulgates it as such. Surely, we are dealing here with an “official” edition,
approved by the leader of the Roman Church and accepted as such by the

19 Hubert Jedin, A History of the Council of Trent, vol. 2, London, Th. Nelson 1961, p. 92.

2 http://www.vatican.va/archive/bible/nova_vulgata/documents/nova-vulgata_index_lt.html,

viewed on 04/16/2018.
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entire body of the Church. As a second category, there are biblical editions
approved by the Catholic Church through the formula “nothing stands in
the way” (nihil obstat), regardless whether the printing house belongs or not
to the Catholic Church. It is a church endorsement certifying that there is
nothing in the book that might be in conflict with the Catholic faith. For ex-
ample, the famous Jerusalem Bible from 1956, with its subsequent revisions,
has this kind of approval. There is also a third category for the Catholics:
ecumenical editions, on which not only Catholics, but also non-Catholic
scholars worked, such as the well-known Ecumenical Translation of the Bi-
ble (TOB) in 1975 (with the latest revision from 2010). The ecumenical
translations do not have the nihil obstat approval.

Now let us return to the situation in the Greek Orthodox Church.
There is no equivalent to the first category of Bible edition from the Catho-
lics, because there is no synodal (the equivalent to papal) decision on the
status of the Septuagint. The Apostoliki Diakonia edition seems to be closer
to the second category.

The first Orthodox printing of the Old Testament dated from 1687 in
Venice, but it was not an ecclesiastic enterprise, as it was supported by Wal-
lachian voivode Serban Cantacuzino. Under the Ottoman rule, the Greek
Church was not allowed to publish ecclesiastic books at all. This was possible
only after the war of independence (1821-1832). The first Old Testament in
Greek published by an Orthodox church dates from 1821 and was printed
by the Moscow Patriarchate. It is interesting to note that the text of the
Septuagint was taken from Grabbe’s polyglot, which follows the Codex Alex-
andrinus. The first edition issued in Greece dates from 1843-1850, a reprint
of the Moscow Bible. Other editions followed (1928, 1935, 1950, 1991),
supported by the Zoi brotherhood with the blessing of the Church.”

Unlike the Moscow Bible of 1821 that contained the Codex Alexan-
drinus, the edition published by Apostoliki Diakonia opted for the Codex
Vaticanus, a solution inherited from the previous Zoi editions, as one can
see in the places where there are important differences between manuscripts.

Moscow Bible (1821) / Apostoliki Diakonia Septuagint (1997) /
~ Codex Alexandrinus ~ Codex Vaticanus
Josh. 15.22 Kafoen\, kat ESpaip, kai | Josh. 1522 kol Baiwoghen\ [sic!]
Tayovp, kat Kiva, kai Apova, xai | kal "Apd kal "Acwp kal “Tkap kai
Adada Peyuda kai > Apovnh

2 Fravpog E. Kahavt{akng, Eioaywys otnv madaud Siabixy, @eocahovikn, ITovpvapig
20006, p. 208-209.
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Judg. 6.11 Kai nABev d&yyelog
Kvpiov, kai €kdOioev vmo v Spov
v ovoav év E@pa, v 100 Twag
natpog TeCpi- kai Tedewv 6 viog
avtod ¢paPdile mupovg év Anv®, Tod
gkQuYelV €k Tpoownov Madiap.

Judg.6.11 Kaiq\Bev dyyelog Kvpiov
Kal €kdOioev vmo TV TepépuvOov
v €v "Egpada v "Iwdg matpog
100 "Eodpi, kai [edewv 6 viog avtod
paBdilwv aitov &v Anvd eig Ekpuyeiv
4mo mpoomov Tod Madtdyt.

In 1997 another event marked the biblical history of the Greek Ortho-
dox Church: the first edition of the Bible in Modern Greek approved by
the Greek Orthodox Church. This happened after tremendous opposition
from the Church.? After the Evangelika riot in November 1901, a popu-
lar reaction to Palli’s Modern Greek translation of the Gospel of Matthew,
any attempt to translate the Bible into Modern Greek without ecclesiastic
permission was explicitly forbidden by the Greek constitution in 1911 and
the interdiction was repeated in 1927, 1952 and 1975. The Modern Greek
translation of 1997% was not published by the Greek Church, but by the
Greek Bible Society, with the letter of recommendation from the Church
(photocopied as such on one of the first pages). Although not expressis verbis,
it is basically a blessing on behalf of the Church. See, for example, the state-
ment on the Greek Bible Society’s website: “with the blessing and approval
of the Holy Synod of the Church of Greece (pe Tnv evhoyia kat éykpion tng
Iepag Zvvodov g ExkAnoiag tng EAAGSog)”.*

The publisher, the Greek Bible Society, explains that “the basis for
the translation of the Old Testament consists in the Hebrew original text”.
Already in 1968, Professor V. Vellas of Athens translated 22 Old Testament
books into the Modern purist Greek (katarevousa) using the Hebrew text.
After Vellas’ death in 1969, the project was continued by a team of professors
led by I. Oikonomou, including N. Olympiou, N. Papadopoulos, P. Simotas
and V. Tsakonas. Meanwhile, in 1976 Greece officially adopted the Modern
spoken Greek (dimotiki) and the translation was adapted by professors V.
Tsakonas and M. Konstantinou, helped by a philologist, A. Chiotellis.

22 Nomikos Michael Vaporis, Translating the Scripture into Modern Greek, Brookline, Mas-
sachussetts, Holy Cross Orthodox Press 1994 (revision of the PhD thesis: 7he controversy
of the translation of the Scriptures into modern Greek and its effects, 1818-1843, Columbia
University, 1970); Dimitris Livanios, “dn the Beginning Was the Word»: Orthodoxy and
Bible Translation into Modern Greek (16th-19th Centuries)”, in: Mediterranean Chronicle
4 (2014), p. 101-120.

3 H Ayia Ipagn (ITadaud ko Kouvip AieBnkn). Metdppaon and o mpwtéTune Keipeva,
ABnva, EXAnvikr BipAwkr| Etaupia 1997.

24

heep://www.greekbibles.org/index.php?id_product=18&controller=product&id_lang=7,
viewed on 04/16/2018.
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For the present study the letter of recommendation from the Church,
unfortunately with an indecipherable signature at the bottom, is very in-
structive:

I was glad to receive the translation of the Old Testament from the
laborious work of many specialized scholars, from the original He-
brew text into Greek, for which the Holy Mother, the Church of
Christ, congratulates those who have accomplished it and worked
it, seeing it as one that can help the godly people who have sci-
entific preoccupations for knowing, understanding, and acquaint-
ing themselves with (pOg yv@ouy, katavonot kai oikeiwotv) the
truth revealed by God, but cannot replace (dvtikataotiioat) for the
liturgical and general use (¢v Aettovpyikij kai yevikwtépa Xprioet)
in our Holy Orthodox Church the translation of the Seventy.

Because it followed the Hebrew Text and not the Septuagint, this edition is
meant to represent only an auxiliary in biblical instruction. It cannot replace
the Septuagint, which enjoys a special status, being “generally” used in the
Church. It is also important to note that the Orthodox Church blessed a
translation from the Hebrew Text.

The Russian Orthodox Church finds herself in a similar position. Tradi-
tionally, the Russian Church draws its lections for the liturgical services from
the Slavonic Bible based on the Septuagint, but since 1876 she also has a Syn-
odal Bible translated into the vernacular, “with the blessing of the Holy Patri-
arch of Moscow and of all Russia”. As in Greece, the Russian translation was
only completed after long debates, compared by Stephen Batalden with real
wars.” With the help of St. Philaret (Drozdov), Metropolitan of Moscow, the
Russian Synodal Bible followed mainly the Hebrew Text, but with numerous
influences from the Septuagint, especially in the passages which are important
in establishing certain dogmas (such as geBa “virgin” in Isa. 7:14). About two-
thirds of the Hebrew text was translated by a Hebrew scholar, Professor Daniil
Khvolson of the St. Petersburg Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Unlike the Greek and the Russian Orthodox Churches, the Romani-
an Orthodox Church doesn’t have to grapple with diglossia, therefore it is
all the more significant that the current Romanian Synodal Bible 2015%, a

»  Bubnua. Knueu CoOsujernnozo ITucanus Bemxozo u Hosozo 3asema, MockBa,
M3parenbctBo Mockosckoit ITarpuapxunm 2013.

% Stephen K. Batalden, Russian Bible Wars: Modern Scriptural Translation and Cultural Au-
thority, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press 2013; b.A. Tuxomnpos, “Havano nucropun
pycckoro nepeBopa bubmn u Poccuiickoe 6ubnerickoe o6iectso”, in: Xpucmuarckoe
umenue 28 (2007), p. 111-146.

¥ Biblia sau Sfinta Scripturd, Bucuresti, Ed. Institutului Biblic si de Misiune Ortodoxa 2015.
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revised reprint of the second Synodal Bible published in 1936, “printed with
the blessing” of the patriarch and “with the approval of the Holy Synod”,
combines the Hebrew Text and the Septuagint, much like the Russian trans-
lation does. The second, the third and the fourth Synodal editions (1936,
1944 and 1968) were undertaken as a “preliminary edition” (editie de proba),
a possible indication that the combination of the Septuagint with the He-
brew text was still perceived as problematic. It is also worth noting that in
the past the Romanian and the Russian Synodal Bibles were also printed by
the national Bible Societies, but under the same terms, i.e. the blessing of the
patriarch and/or the synod.

Setting aside Anania’s translation, which was only issued once by the
official printing house of the Church, the only other Orthodox Church
which supported a translation of the Septuagint is, as far as I know, in Amer-
ica. St. Athanasius Academy of Orthodox Theology under the Antiochian
Orthodox Christian Archdiocese of North America (with an autonomous
status under the jurisdiction of the Greek Orthodox Church of Antioch)
published 7he Orthodox Study Bible in 2008.%® In the preface it says: “Though
the Orthodox Church has never officially committed itself to a single text
and list of the Old Testament books, it has traditionally used the Greek Old
Testament of the Septuagint (LXX)”. But the translation could not consist-
ently follow the Septuagint: as in the case of Metropolitan Bartholomew
(Anania), the names are taken from the Hebrew text. For example, in 1 Kgs.
(1 Sam.) 4.2 etc. GANO@UAoL is translated “Philistines” as in the Hebrew Text
(as opposed to “allophyles” in the New English Translation of the Septua-
gint). The toponyms in the book of Joshua are transcribed according to the
Hebrew text and not to the Septuagint.

We can now reach a preliminary conclusion. The Orthodox editions
of the Old Testament never had the general approval of the Church as the
Catholic “typical edition”. Instead they had the approval (the blessing) of the
Church for local issuances and under specific circumstances. The Church
pays respect to the Hebrew Text, but at the same time tries to keep it at bay.
The Greek Orthodox Church promotes the Septuagint, switching from the
Codex Alexandrinus to the Vaticanus, without explicitly canonizing a par-
ticular manuscript tradition. The role of the Hebrew text is acknowledged
for biblical instruction, a clear task for diglottic Churches, such as the Greek
and the Russian ones, but hard to manage by the Romanian Church, which
considered instead the combination of the Septuagint and the Hebrew text
as “preliminary edition” until further considerations.

% “Introduction to the Orthodox Study Bible”, in: 7he Orthodox Study Bible, Nashville,
Thomas Nelson 2008.
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Septuagint vs. (proto-) Masoretic Text during the antiquity

In order to understand contemporary positions in Orthodoxy about the
Septuagint and the Hebrew text, it is important to trace some of the ideas
back to their origin in the Early Church.

It is to be remembered that the Masoretic Text is the standardized
Hebrew text transmitted by the Masorets, especially by the Tiberias scholars
from the family of Aharon ben Asher. It is a late text, the oldest manuscripts
dating from the end of the 9™ century and especially from the 10®. It is true
that there is a small fragment from the 7* century, but the oldest completely
preserved manuscript is that of Sankt Petersburg dating from 1009/1008,
which is used for present critical editions (for example, the revised edition
of the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia). It follows that the Church could use it
only later, mostly since the second millennium, but if we refer to the stand-
ardized proto-Masoretic Hebrew text that emerged after the destruction of
the Temple in Jerusalem, we may say that the Church appealed to the He-
brew text much earlier.

New Testament quotations of the Old Testament

A proper case study for the discussion is to answer the question concerning
the nature of the Old Testament text quoted in the New Testament. The
methodology used to identify a quotation may vary from author to author,
but the general view is compelling. From about 312 cases, most of them be-
ing identical or similar in both textual witnesses, 50 New Testament quota-
tions follow the peculiar wording of the Septuagint (actually only 22 of them
being completely different), while 33 quotations follow the wording of the
Masoretic Text (or/and Proto-Theodotion).? Therefore, the claim that the
Old Testament of the early Church was only the Septuagint is not supported
by facts. But what does this adherence to the wording of the Masoretic Text
mean? Did the New Testament authors really quote the proto-Masoretic text
by translating it into Greek?

Recent studies have shown that New Testament quotations which dif-
fer from the Septuagint are not actually drawn from the proto-Masoretic
text, but from Greek revisions of the Septuagint according to the proto-Mas-
oretic text, especially the kaige-Theodotion (or proto-Theodotion) revision.
Emanuel Tov, a renowned expert in this field, explained: “There is no reason
to assume that Matthew or Paul themselves produced these literal transla-
tions, because the agreement between the quotations and known revisions

»  Gleason L. Arche, Gregory Chirichigno, Old Testament Quotations in the New Testament,
Chicago, Moody Press 1983, p. xxv-xxxii.
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such as kaige-Theodotion are too obvious”.** Recent studies have indeed en-
dorsed this conclusion.’!

But another secondary question should be wrestled with: Is pro-
to-Theodotion part of revision stages of the Septuagint? Maarten Menken,
who studied the Old Testament quotations in the Gospel of Matthew, is
inclined to answer yes: “The textual form of this continuous biblical text is
best described as a revised LXX”.3> However, I think that the term “revised
Septuagint” used by Menken is misleading. It would be better to speak about
a revised Greek text. It was rather the proto-Masoretic text, not the Septua-
gint, that proto-Theodotion actually revised.

Therefore, one can argue that the New Testament authors didn’t quote
directly from the proto-Masoretic text but were consciously influenced by it.
The Old Testament quoted in the New Testament is mainly the Septuagint
and in some particular cases translations based upon proto-Masoretic text,
such as proto-Theodotion. This means that the Septuagint is not the only Old
Testament text quoted in the New Testament (sola Septuaginta) and that the
influence of the proto-Masoretic text is not extensive but remains significant.

St. Justin Martyr’s view on the Hebrew Text

In the mid-second century, St Justin Martyr (f 165) wrote a learned dis-
putation with a Jew, Dialogue with Trypho.*®* He is the first Christian writer
who accused Jewish teachers of distorting the Holy Scripture, especially in
the famous Isaianic prophecy concerning the Virgin who will conceive, Isa.

7.14 (68.8; 84.3).

I would also have you know that from the version composed by
those elders at the court of Ptolemy, they (i.e. your teachers) have
deleted entire passages in which it is clearly indicated that the cru-

3 Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, Septuagint: Collected Essays,
vol. 3, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum 167, Leiden - Boston, Brill 2014, p. 459-460.

3t Aline Canellis, “Introduction”, in: Jéréme, Préfaces aux livres de la Bible, Sources Chré-

tiennes 592, Paris, Ed. du Cerf 2017, p. 107; she quotes from: U. Riisen-Weinhold, Der
Septuagintapsalter im Neuen Testament, Neukirchen, 2004, p. 2-13; Gilles Dorival, “L’Ancien
Testament du Nouveau Testament”, in: Christian-Bernard Amphoux (coord.), Manuel de
critique textuelle du Nouveau Téstament, Bruxelles, 2014, p. 195-210; Eugen J. Pentiuc, 7he
Old Testament in Eastern Orthodox Tradition, Oxford - New York, Oxford University Press
2014, p. 74.

32 Maarten ].J. Menken, Matthews Bible: The Old Testament Text of the Evangelist, Biblio-
theca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 173, Leuven, Leuven University Press-
Peeters 2004, p. 280.

33 Selection from the Fathers of the Church, volume 3: Dialogue with Trypho, transl. by Tho-
mas B. Falls, revised by Thomas P. Halton, Washington, Catholic University of America
Press 2012.
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cified one was foretold as God and man, and as about to suffer
death on the cross (71.2).

St. Justin gave some examples of passages allegedly omitted by the Jewish
teachers: the law of the Passover from Esdras (quoted also by Eusebi-
us and Lactantius, probably a Jewish-Christian midrash to the canonical
book of Ezra), a reference to the sacrificial lamb in Jeremiah 11 (while
also mentioning that the passage was found in a few Jewish copies), a text
about the Lord descending to preach to the dead (an unknown passage
attributed to prophet Jeremiah, quoted also by St. Irenaeus who attribut-
ed it both to Isaiah and Jeremiah), the phrase “from the wood” of Psalm
96 (72-73); the reading “until he comes for whom it is laid up” in the
Septuagint version of Gen. 49.10 instead of “until the things laid up for
him come” from the Hebrew text in the prophecy about the scepter from
Judah (120.4).

Sometimes the difference is not considered problematic. St. Justin
quoted Psalm 82 “as translated by you yourselves”, but also “in the Sep-
tuagint translation” (124.2-3), concluding: “hold whatever interpretation
of the psalm you please” (124.4). The same openness toward the Hebrew
text, when it does not entail a particular dogmatic consequence, is found
elsewhere:

My friends, I will now quote Scripture according to the Septuagint

version. For, when I cited those passages as you read them, I was

trying to ascertain your frame of mind. In quoting the passage [...]

I added the words of the Septuagint, “Let us take away the Just

One, for he is distasteful to us». Yet, at the beginning of our discus-

sion I cited it according to your version (i.e. the Hebrew text): “Let
us bind the Just One, for he is distasteful to us” (137.3).3

Deut. 32.7-9 is also quoted according to the Hebrew Text and according to
the Septuagint; “But, since here again my argument is in no way weakened
by this difference, I have given your exegesis” (131.1). To put it simply, St.
Justin Martyr used mostly the Septuagint, but he didn’t reject the Hebrew
version, except in a few cases where he believed that the rabbis had deliber-
ately excised the Christian Messianic meaning,.

He exaggerates about the rabbinical distortion of the text, but we can
explain this as a polemical strategy. In fact, he is mistaken in certain cases,
such as the words “from the wood”, which are missing from all the Septua-
gint manuscripts of Psalm 96 (95 LXX). Most probably St. Justin quoted the

% St. Justin is mistaken in this particular case: “let us bind” is found in the Septuagint,

while “let us take away” is influenced by Prov. 1.12.
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passage not directly from the biblical text, but from a collection of testimo-
nies or from a Psalter which included some glosses.”

Origen and the ecclesiastical text(s) of the Old Testament

As already stated in the introduction, I try to identify the confessional argu-
ments in the discussion. That is why I use the arguments of authority, seek-
ing mostly authoritative figures in the history of the Church.

From the point of view of the Orthodox Church Origen is a heretic. Nev-
ertheless, his correspondence with Julius Africanus is very important for our dis-
cussion because Origen responded to Africanus’ query whether the story of Su-
sanna was written or not in Hebrew. According to Origen, the Jews suppressed
some inconvenient passages from the Scripture and the ultimate criterion for the
canonicity of a biblical book is not the synagogue, but the Church.*

But Origen’s Hexapla influenced significantly the formation of an Ec-
clesiastical text of the Bible. It is indeed very interesting what sort of text the
Church preferred from among the existing manuscripts. Some OT books
have a special history, apart from the Septuagint. For example, the early
Church preferred the translation of Theodotion to the Septuagint for the
book of prophet Daniel. Old Greek Daniel is preserved only in manuscript
967 of the Chester Beatty papyri (third cent. A.D.) and in the Septuagint
column of Origen’s Hexapla.”

The book of Job is another case in point; its Greek manuscripts evi-
dence a mixed textual tradition (the so-called Ecclesiastical text), produced
by Origen in his Hexapla: because the original Septuagint is about one-sixth
shorter than the Hebrew version of Job, Origen inserted the missing text
from Theodotion, marking it at the beginning with an asterisk and at the
end with a metobelus.?® This approach led him sometimes to insert by mis-
take the same text twice, as in Job 18.9.%

Important saints of the Eastern Church used Origen’s Hexapla in their
commentaries and treatises. It is known that St. Basil the Great, St. Gregory

3 J. Duncan M. Derrett, “O KYPIOX EBAXIAEYXEN AIIO TOY EYAOY”, in: Vigiliae
Christianae 43 (1989), p. 378-392 (especially p. 385).

36

Edmon L. Gallagher, Hebrew Scripture in Patristic Biblical Theory: Canon, Language, Text,
Supplements to Vigiliac Christianae 114, Leiden - Boston, Brill 2012, p. 63-85.

7 Michael B. Shepherd, Daniel in the Context of the Hebrew Bible, Studies in Biblical Lite-
rature 123, New York, Peter Lang 2009, p. 68.

38 Deter John Gentry, The Asterisked Materials in the Greek Job, Society of Biblical Literature.
Septuagint and Cognate Studies Series 38, Atlanta, Scholars Press 1995.

¥ Claude E. Cox, “Job: To the Reader”, in: Albert Pietersma, Benjamin G. Wright (eds.),
A New English Translation of the Septuagint and the Other Greeck Translations Traditionally
Included under That Title, New York — Oxford, Oxford University Press 2007, p. 668-669.
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of Nazianzus and St. John Chrysostom used mostly the Septuagint, which
St. Basil called “the common edition” (kotvr} £kd0015).“ However, they did
turn to the other translations (Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion) based
on the proto-Masoretic text. By the mid-sixth century the Septuagint be-
came the standard edition, as attested by Novella 146 (13 February 553)
of Emperor Justinian, who permitted the use of Aquila’s translations in the
synagogue, “although the author is of an alien race and his translation shows

not inconsiderable differences from that of the Septuagint”.*!

St. Jerome’s controversy with St. Augustine over the Vulgate

St. Jerome’s correspondence with St. Augustine*” and his prologues to the
books of the Bible bear significantly on the complexity of the problem. Far
from being convinced from the beginning about the Hebraica veritas, St.
Jerome was in fact the first who used the term Graeca veritas (Prologue to
the Gospels 1).* In Bethlehem he translated the Old Testament from the
Septuagint between 386 and 389, but then he began afresh again, working
from the Hebrew text, between 390 and 405. It is safe to assume that he
converted to the Hebraica veritas only after dealing first with the Greek
version and gaining first-hand experience about the inadequacy of the un-
dertaking.

Certainly, if you are incredulous, read the Greek and Latin books

and compare (them) with these little works, and wherever you will

see among them to differ, ask any one of the Hebrews, in whom

you might place better faith (cui magis accomodare debeas fidem)*

(Prologue to Samuel and Kings 3).

For him the Hebrew text became the standard in all cases where there was a
difference between the textual witnesses. As a Christian author, St. Jerome is
bold enough to consider his translation superior to the Septuagint, a product
of the Jewish milieu.

0 A. Mihiila, “Introducere”, in: Sf. Vasile cel Mare, Comentariu la cartea profetului Isaia,

Pirinti si Scriitori Bisericesti (seria noud) 2, Bucuresti, Basilica 2009, p. 11.

1 Sidney Jellicoe, 7he Septuagint and Modern Study, Winona Lake, Indiana, Eisenbrauns
1993 (reprint of 1978), p. 77.

“ Dragos Mirsanu, “From Greek Authority to Hebrew Verity and Back: The Question of
the Source Texts of the Latin Old Testament in the Correspondence between Saints Augusti-
ne and Jerome”, in: Hermeneia 17 (2016), p. 163-174.

A Canellis, “Introduction”, p. 470-471, see p. 103.

“  English translation by Kevin P Edgecomb, 2006 — http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/
jerome_preface_kings.htm. See Jérdbme, Préfaces aux livres de la Bible, Sources Chrétiennes

592, p. 334-335.
# A. Canellis, “Introduction”, p. 107-108.
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Moreover, he says that Origen’s effort to “mix the translation of The-
odotion to the ancient edition” gave him an impetus to further study. He be-
came convinced that the Apostles and the Evangelists drew their quotations
from the Hebrew text.* There are many things from the Old Testament
missing in the Septuagint: “Out of Egypt I have called My Son” (Mt. 2.15),
“For He shall be called a Nazarene” (Mt. 2.23), “They will look on Him
whom they have pierced” (Jn. 19.37), “Rivers of living waters shall flow
from his belly” (Jn. 7.38) and “Things which no eye has seen, nor ear heard,
nor has arisen in the heart of man, which God has prepared for those loving
Him” (1 Cor. 2.9) “and many others which require a proper context (pro-
prium oOVTAYUa desiderant)”. Jerome continues: “Therefore let us ask them
where these are written, and when they are unable to say, we may produce
them from the Hebrew books” (Prologue to the Pentateuch 2)*.

In 384/385 St. Augustine requested a few explanations in a letter sent
to Jerome (Augustine, Ep. 28). Contrary to Jerome, he overestimates the
Septuagint and the experience of its translators:

I would be very surprised if anything could still be found in the
Hebrew texts which had escaped the notice of all those translators
who were such experts in that language. I say nothing of the Sev-
enty, for I would not dare to any kind of decisive answer to the
question of whether they possessed a greater harmony of wisdom
or of inspiration that one man could have, but I do think that their
work should without doubt be accorded preeminent authority in
this field (praceminentem auctoritatem) (Ep. 28.2).

Having received no answer, in 403 Augustine reopened the question, send-
ing another letter (Ep. 71) with a copy of his former letter. He expresses
concerns regarding Jerome’s translation based on the Hebrew text, which has
already stirred controversy. In 405 Jerome answers (Ep. 112)%:

I am surprised that you are not reading the Septuagint in the original
form as it was produced by the Seventy, but in an edition corrected,
or corrupted, by Origen using daggers and asterisks... Do you wish
to be a true admirer of the Septuagint? Then you should not read
what is preceded by an asterisk — in fact you should delete such
passages from your copy, to prove yourself to be a supporter of the

 Ibidem, p. 106-107.
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English translation by Kevin P. Edgecomb, 2006 — http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/
jerome_preface_genesis.htm. See Jéréme, Préfaces aux livres de la Bible, Sources Chrétiennes

592, p. 304-307.

8 “Letter LXXV” in St. Augustines letters, in: Philip Schaff (ed.), Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers, first series, vol. 1, Buffalo, The Christian Literature Company 1886, p. 333-343.
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ancient translators. But if you were to do this, you would be forced
to condemn all churches libraries for only one or two copies are to

be found which do not contain these passages (Ep. 112.19-20).

St. Jerome refers to the fact that especially after Origen the Septuagint was
not pure anylonger, but under its name a composite text circulated among
the Christian churches. With the final answer (Augustine, Ep. 82), the cor-
respondence between St. Augustine and St. Jerome (both canonized by the
Orthodox Church), far from resolving the problem, is testimony to the ten-
sion in the early Church between the preeminence of the Graeca veritas and
that of the Hebraica veritas.

Sometimes, the Orthodox tend to judge the Vulgate, the canonized Bi-
ble of the Catholic Church, separately from St. Jerome. As we shall see, St.
Jerome himself was accused of poor translation skills and ignorance. But he is
canonized in the Greek Orthodox calendar (with feast day on June 15, together
with St. Augustine) and his liturgical celebration was composed by a certain Ni-
phon the Hagiorite and published in Athens in 1925.# While he is a newcomer
in the Orthodox calendar (a sign of his controversial reception in the East), his
title of /osios doesn’t suggest a lesser degree of holiness as the title given in the
Romanian calendar, fericiz (“blessed” or “beatified”), might imply. Nevertheless,
the Orthodox Church does not differentiate between two stages of holiness,
“blessed” and “saint”, as the Catholic Church does (beatus and sanctus).

Peshitta

Peshitta is the name of the Syriac Bible translation similar to the Vulgate. Se-
bastian Brock estimates for the translation of the Old Testament the period
between the end of the 1% century and the beginning of the 3" century A.D.
(generally the 2™ century), although the oldest preserved manuscript dates
from the 5" and 6™ centuries A.D. Brock considers that the translation of
the Old Testament was made after the proto-Masoretic text (including the
book of Jesus ben Sira)** and only the books specific to the Septuagint were
translated from Greek. A recent study by Weitzman demonstrated convinc-
ingly that the Masoretic Text and Peshitta have in fact a common textual
ancestor and that Peshitta, although much closer to the Masoretic Text and
not to Septuagint, differs in some cases from the Masoretic Text.”! There was

# http://www.saint.gr/1860/saint.aspx, viewed on 04/16/2018.

50 Sebastian P. Brock, 7he Bible in the Syriac Tradition, SEERI Correspondence Course on
Syrian Christian Heritage 1, Kottayam, St. Ephrem Ecumenical Research Institute 1988,
p. 17-22. At p. 7 he speaks of the “remarkably uniform text”, i.e. the proto-Masoretic text.

>l Michael P Weitzman, 7he Syriac Version of the Old Testament: An Introduction, Cam-
bridge, Cambridge University Press 2005, p. 60.
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also a Syriac translation of the Septuagint (the Syro-Hexapla), but this hap-
pened later, between 614-616 A.D., being made by a certain Paul of Tella in
Alexandria of Egypt, but whose circulation was limited.>*

The important fact for the present discussion is that Peshitta was the
Bible used by St. Ephrem the Syrian (306-373) and by St. Isaac the Syrian
(c. 613 — c. 700), the future bishop of Nineveh in the Nestorian Assyri-
an Church of the East who was canonized as saint in the Greek Orthodox
Church. In other words, two saints of the Orthodox Church, whose feast
day falls on January 28, used a Bible translation based on a Vorlage which
followed the Masoretic Text, rather than the Septuagint.

The Prophetologium

The Prophetologium appeared in Constantinople, in the context of liturgical
reform around Stoudios Monastery, in the 8"-9% centuries. The manuscripts
dated from the 9" to 16™ centuries, with the peak in the 11™-13™ centuries,
but then the Prophetologium dissipated into other liturgical books (Menaia,
Triodion and Pentecostarion).

Worth noting is the text contained in the Prophetologium. Basical-
ly, it is the Septuagint, but for the book of Daniel, the readings are taken
from the recension of Theodotion, as St. Jerome had already observed in the
4™ century. I tried to track down a specific manuscript preeminence in the
Prophetologium and therefore I compared the text of Judges 6.
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52 S. P. Brock, 7he Bible, p. 14.

%3 The table is taken from A. Mihaila, “Lectiuni biblice la sirbatorile sfintilor in Paremiar”,
in: Studii Teologice, 111 series, 13 (3/2017), forthcoming.
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Kavobv kai TOv {wpov
£vEéxeev €ig YUTpav

Kai é§nveykev Tpog
avTov OLTIO THV §pdV Kal
TPOCEKVVNGEY.

19 xai I'edewv
elofABev kal énoinoev
EpLpov aiy®v kal ot
dAedpov dlupa kai
T kpéa €Onkev év

T KoPivw Kkai TOV
{wpov EPalev év Tij
XOTpQ Kal é&rveykev
avTA TPOG AVTOV VTO
v TepéuvBov kai
T(POOTNYYLOEV.

Kai I'edewv elofADe,
Kol émoinoev Epipov
aty®v, kai oigt
dAedpov dlupa kai
T kpéa €Onkev év
T KoPivw, Kal TOV
Cwpov EPakev év Tij
X0tpa, Kai £&fveykev
avTA TPOG AVTOV
o v §pdv, kal
T(POOTYYLOE.
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20 xal gimev mpog
avTov O dyyelog
Kopiov Aafe o kpéa
Kal TOVG EPTOVG TOVG
&Copovg kai B&¢ pog
TV TéTpav ékelvny kal
1oV {wpoV Exxeov- Kai
émoinoev obtwg.

20 kal eimev mMPOg
avTov O dyyelog Tod
Be0d Aafe o kpéa
Kal Ta &lopa kai 0&g
TPOG TNV METPAV
ékeivnv kai TOv (wuov
gxopeva Ekyxee- kal
émoinoev oltwg.

Kai gime mpog avtov
0 dyyelog Kupiov.
AdPe o kpéa kal
TovG dpToug TOVG
&Gopovg, kai 0£¢ Tpog
TV métpav ékeivny,
Kai Tov (wpov
gxopeva Ekxee, kal
émoinoev ovtw.

21 xai é€étetvev O
dyyehog xvpiov 10
dxpov TG papdov
TG €V T} xelpl avtod
Kol yato TV Kpe@v
Kai Tov &ldpwv, kal
avieOn mop éx Tiig
TETpaAG Kal katépayev
TA Kp€a Kal Tovg
aQuovg: kai 6 dyyelog
Kvpiov &mijAOey £§
09Balpdv avtod.

21 xai é€étetvey O
dyyehog kvpiov 10
dkpov TG papdov
TG €V Xelpl avTod kal
Qyato TV kpe®dv Kkal
TOV aldpwy, Kai avéPn
Tidp €k TAG METPAG Kal
KATEQAYEV TA Kpéa
Kai Tovg alvpovg:

Kal 0 &yyelog kvpiov
£mopevln dmo
09OaAu@v avtod.

Kai é€étetvev 6
Ayyelog Kupiov 10
dkpov TG pépdov
T} év Tfj Xetpt avToD,
Kol yato TdV Kpedv,
Kai T@v &dpwv,

Kal Gvien mop

€k TAG TETpag, Kal
KaTéQaye T kpéa
Kai Tovg &fdpovg,
Kal 0 Ayyelog
Kvpiov @mijA@ev an’
09OaAu@v avtod.

22 kai €idev Iedewv
OtLdyyehog kupiov
¢otiv, kai einev [edewv
A &, xvple kbpte, &1L
eldov Tov dyyelov
Kvplov TpooWTOV TIPOG
TPOoWTOV.

22 kai €idev Iedewv
6tLdyyelog kupiov
00TOG ¢0TLY, Kai elmev
Tedewv A &, kOpLé
uov kbpte, &t eidov
dyyelov kvpiov
TPOoWTOV TIPOG
TPOCWTOV.

Kai i8¢ Tedewv, 611
Ayyehog Kvpiov

¢o07i, kai eine Tededv-
Ofipot Kopte, Kvpie!
6t eldov TOv Ayyehov
Kvpiov npéownov
TPOG IPOCWTIOV.

23 xal eimev avT®
kOplog Eiprivn ool, pr
@opod ur amobavng.

23 xal eimev avt®
kOptog Eiprivn ooy,
un @opBoDd, 0v i
amoBavng.

Kai etmev avt®
Kbpuog. Eiprjvn oo,
un 9opod, 00 i
amoBavng.

24 kal @kodoUnoeY
éKel I'edewv
Buolaotrplov T® Kupiw
Kai ékdAeoev adTO
Eipnvn xvpiov €wg Tiig
Nuépag Tavtng

24 kal @kodoUnoeY
éxel [edewv
Bvolaotiiplov @
Kuplw kai émexdeoev
avt® Eiprjvn kvpiov
£wg ThG NUépag
TavTNG

Kal @xodopnoev ékel
Iedewv Buotaotriplov
@ Kvplw, kal
¢kdeoev avTo,
Eipnvn Kvpiov, éwg
Thg Nuépag TadTng.
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As seen from the above table, the text of the Prophetologium doesn’t follow
any manuscript and thus it is an eclectic text. I highlighted with grey the
cases where the text of the Prophetologium coincides with the text of the
Codex Alexandrinus and with cassette the cases where the text of the Prophe-
tologium coincides with the text of the Codex Vaticanus. Readings without
parallel were marked with boldface and underlined. The cases of agreement
between Prophetologium and Codex Alexandrinus (28) were slightly more
numerous than the cases of agreement with the Codex Vaticanus (18).

In conclusion, the Orthodox Church doesn’t use exclusively the Sep-
tuagint for the Old Testament lections. On the contrary, by combining di-
ferent text variants she doesn’t canonize any version or manuscript of the
Septuagint.

The 19* century in the Orthodox Churches
After 1000 A.D., the Orthodox Church and the Synagogue existed as two

relatively isolated communities, because that was required in the Byzantine
Empire on the part of non-Orthodox or non-Christian communities (Jews,
Armenians, Arabs). Unlike the medieval West, in the East with few excep-
tions there were no anti-Jewish persecutions. Besides, in Byzantium there
was a specific Jewish community of the so-called Romaniotes®, which even
adopted the Greek language in religious services.

The first contacts with the Masoretic Text occurred in Russia, initi-
ally in heretical circles. By the end of the 15® century, Judaizers appeared
in the Novgorod area and then spread to Moscow, boasting among their
leading figures the Moscow-born scribe Ivan Cherny.”> Although the Juda-
izers were harshly persecuted, being burnt at the stake in the years 1504-
1505, their corrections made to the Slavonic text of the Old Testament,
especially to the Pentateuch, were later integrated into the Ostrog Bible
(1581), the first complete Scripture printed anywhere in the Orthodox
milieu, and subsequently even into the Moscow Slavonic Bible (1663).
The revisions were removed from the Elisabeth Bible (1751)°, the current
Slavonic edition used in the Russian Church. Nevertheless, these Judaizing
corrections, which made their way into the Slavonic text, are all the more

>4 Elli Kohen, History of the Byzantine Jews: A Microcosmos in the Thousand Year Empire,
Lanham, University Press of America 2007.

5 Francis J. Thomson, “The Slavonic Translation of the Old Testament”, in: Joze Kragovec

(ed.), The Interpretation of the Bible: The International Symposium in Slovenia, Journal for the
Study of the Old Testament, Supplement Series 289, Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press
1998, p. 605-920. At p. 651, he mentions that Cherny was a priest.

>¢ EJ. Thomson, “The Slavonic Translation”, p. 654.
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interesting, given the fact that the Slavonic Bible was initially indebted to
the Septuagint.

St. Nicodemus the Hagiorite and the Pedalion

The Pedalion is a canonical collection compiled and interpreted by St. Nico-
demus the Hagiorite (1749-1809). Because at that time Greece was under
Turkish occupation and church books could not be published, it was printed
in Leipzig, in 1800. In 1809 St. Nicodemus died, but the Pedalion went
through multiple editions: 1841 (second edition), 1886 (fourth edition),
1908 (fifth edition). The Pedalion (from the Greek term for “rudder”) ser-
ves as a canonical guide for the Orthodox Church, portrayed as the boat of
Christ by the suggestive front-page lithography. Remarkably, in 1791, before
being printed, this canonical compilation received the endorsement of the
patriarchal synod of Constantinople.

In the commentary appended to the apostolic canon 85 which lists
the biblical canonical books”’, St. Nicodemus argues that the Jews have tam-
pered with the Hebrew text. He brings some examples, found for example in
St. Justin Martyr (Dialogue with Trypho), to prove that there are irreconcila-
ble differences between the Septuagint and the Hebrew text. The Targums,
the Aramaic paraphrases of the Hebrew text, seem to be more valued than
the Hebrew text itself, which is not mentioned among the Scripture textual
witnesses, although it remains as the source indicated for all the versions
presented. There are only five important editions of the Bible: “the Greek,
the Syriac, the Arabic, the Chaldaic and the Roman (Latin)”.

The Greek translations of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion are
“not unnecessary” (dvw@eleig) and could be used, as some Fathers did,
only insofar as they can help clarify (cagnviCovtar pdAAov) the obscure
passages in the Septuagint. Along with the other versions, they are “useful”
(0@elodot) and promote the “understanding” (katavonotv) of Scriptures,
but should be employed with great care, because they have distorted certain
messianic prophecies. The Peshitta is held in high regard for being very close
to the Hebrew text and trustworthy, as is the Vulgate, St. Jerome’s work,
although it is not without errors. Could these errors be related to the use of
the Vulgate by the Catholics? It is not specified.

The Septuagint itself is not without its shortcomings. The author notes

that precisely a passage invoked by St. Justin in his dispute with Trypho as be-

7 IInddhiov..., Aewia Tiig Zakwviag, 1800, p. 73-74. Available online: http://data.onb.
ac.at/ ABO/%2BZ182429704, viewed on 04/16/2018. I thank Father Filotheu (Bilan) for
drawing my attention to this book. I compared it with the fourth edition, ABfjvat, 1886, p.
101-103. For an English translation of the fifth edition, see: 7he Rudder, Pedalion, trans by.
D. Cummings, Chicago, The Orthodox Christian Educational Society 1957, p. 150-152.
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ing omitted in the Hebrew text (“from the wood” in Psalm 96/95) cannot be
found in the current editions of the Septuagint. St. Nicodemus also notes that
the Church prefers Theodotion’s translation of Daniel, because the Septua-
gint text of that book is muddled (cvykexvuévn). However, the Septuagint
remains the edition of the Church. It is the only one considered authentic
and approved (yvnoia kai d6utkog) by the Church, the most trustworthy
(4&lomiototépa), having been translated from an old and unadulterated form
of the Hebrew text. The other versions are said to be neither approved nor
sanctioned (¢dokipacOnoav kai ékvpwbnoav) by the Church, which means
that the Septuagint is the only one which fulfills these conditions. That is why
the Septuagint must take precedence over all the others.

Before moving on to the next theological figure, it should be noted
that in 1848, The Encyclical of the Eastern Patriarchs (21), states something
very similar: “Our Church holds the infallible and genuine deposit of the
Holy Scriptures, of the Old Testament a true and perfect version, of the
New the divine original itself”.® Although the letter does not mention any
version explicitly, it takes little effort to realize that the Septuagint is in view.

Konstantinos Oikonomos and the controversy concerning the translation of
the Bible into Modern Greek

Konstantinos Oikonomos (1780-1857) was not canonized by the Orthodox
Church, but his scholarly output is substantial, as he wrote a monograph in
four volumes about the Septuagint (1844-1849)*°. He reacted to Neophytos
Vamvas, archimandrite and professor at the National University of Athens,
whose Bible translation into Modern Greek (katharevousa) became a cause
célébre soon after its inception in 1831. Vamvas translation, commissioned
by the British and Foreign Bible Society,*® which required that the Hebrew
text be used as Vorlage, was completed in 1851. However, the Holy Synod
of the Church of Greece condemned it repeatedly when it was still a work in
progress (i.e. in a letter dated 4 September 1834 to the ministry of educati-

58

hteps://sourcebooks.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/1848orthodoxencyclical.asp, viewed on
04/16/2018.

¥ Kovotavtivog Okovopog tov €€ Owovopwy, Iepi twv O’ Epunvevtav tn¢ Halaids
Ociog Ipagric, Ex tng Tumoypagiog I1. B. MeAaxovpn kot @. Kapapmivn, ABrvnoty, 1844-
1849. Scanned copies of the volumes are available at http://anemi.lib.uoc.gr/metadata/8/b/6/
metadata-91-0000009.tkl. Volumes 2-4 are available, with a better resolution, at heep://digi-
tal.lib.auth.gr/, viewed on 04/16/2018.
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. Tedpylog A. MetaAnvog, To {itnua ¢ petagpdoews e Ayiag Ipaghc &g v
NeoeAnvikny kard tov IO audve, ABrva, Appog 1977 (reprint 2004); Anton Savelovici,
“Traducerea Sfintei Scripturi in neogreacd din sec. al XIX-lea la cererea si sub influenta
misiunilor protestante; versiunea lui Neofit Vamvas”, in: Studia Universitatis Babes-Bolyai,

Theologia Orthodoxa 55 (1/2010), p. 239-246.
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on, in a declaration issued on 2 February 1835 and in a special encyclical on
13 March 1836).%' Against this background, Oikonomos’ monograph might
be regarded as an erudite reaction to the spreading of a Bible translation ba-
sed on the Masoretic Text.*

While in some respects Oikonomos™ academic work was already out-
dated even by the standards of the 19" century®, his erudition proved for-
midable®. He insisted on the inspiration of the Septuagint, giving credit
to the ancient traditions about the origin of the translation in Alexandria
under King Ptolemy II. In the fourth volume he made a synoptic compari-
son between the Hebrew Text (in Greek translation), the Septuagint and the
New Testament quotations. From 238 cases listed by Oikonomos, only three
or four could verify a source of the New Testament citation other than the
Septuagint.®® Oikonomos’ eulogy extolling the virtues of the Septuagint and
his opposition to Bible translations into Modern Greek exerted an enormous
influence in Greece, during the following century.

St. Philaret (Drozdov) of Moscow and the Russian Synodal Bible

The Masoretic text was, however, openly and officially accepted as a source
in the synodal Russian translation. After a long period of turmoil which led
to the abolition of the Russian Bible Society in 1826, Metropolitan Philaret
(Drozdov) of Moscow (1782-1867) received the approval of Emperor Ale-
xander I in 1856 to resume the translation process. The Holy Synod of the
Russian Church accepted St. Philaret’s view about the Bible translation from
the original texts. In 1845 he had written an essay entitled “Concerning
the dogmatic value and conserving function of the Greek Septuagint and
the Slavonic translation of Holy Scripture”, published only in 1858, when
the enterprise seeking to render the Bible into Russian was in full swing®.
The author argued that “the text of the Seventy interpreters should have a
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Athan Delicostopoulos, “Major Greek Translations of the Bible”, in: J. Kraovec (ed.),
The Interpretation, p. 297-316 (here p. 313).

2 Mark Siotes, “Constantine Oikonomos of the House of Oikonomos and the Operations
of the British Bible Society in Greece (1780-1857)”, in: Greek Orthodox Theological Review
6 (1/1960), p. 7-55.

% Abraham Wasserstein, David ]. Wasserstein, 7he Legend of the Septuagint: From Classical
Antiquity to Today, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press 2006, p. 259-260.

¢ Evangelia G. Dafni, “Konstantinos Oikonomos ex Oikonomon als Septuaginta-Inter-

pret”, in: André Lemaire (ed.), Congress Volume Ljubljana 2007, Supplements to Vetus Testa-
mentum 133, Leiden - Boston, Brill 2010, p. 265-292.

6 K. Owovopog, Iepi twv O’ Epunvevtav ¢ Iadauds Ociag Ipagris, topog 4, ABrvnoy,
1849, p. 305-355.

% S.K. Batalden, Russian Bible Wars, p. 123.
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dogmatic dignity (jormarmueckoe JOCTOMHCTBO), in some cases equaling
the original and even surpassing the Hebrew text” (I).*” There is, however,
something to be said in favor of the Hebrew text:

The respect for the text of the Seventy interpreters should not be
so excessive that the text of the Hebrew is given no considerati-
on. Justice, usefulness and necessity (cripaBeIMBOCTD, 10/Ib3a U
Heo6XoaMocTb) require that the Hebrew text, in respect of dog-
matic dignity (Tarxke Bb ZOrMaTU4eCKOMD JOCTOMHCTBE) too,
might be taken into consideration when interpreting the sacred
Scripture (II).

A few passages of the Hebrew text are under suspicion, from
among which the Jews found their advantage for disputes with
the Christians; therefore, one should clearly refute the exclusive
attachment (MckmounTEeNBbHYIO IPUBI3aHHOCTD) to the Hebrew
text and acknowledge the dogmatic importance of the text of the
Seventy; but this does not provide a basis for rejecting the use of
the Hebrew text. Even if a little distorted or suspected of dama-
ge, such passages of the Hebrew text are known and refuted, and
therefore not dangerous to the scholar. But it is a friend of many
places (zpyrist MuOTisft MBcTa) which the Jews did not have to mo-
dify and, if not doubtful, can be used favorably, and sometimes,
if necessary, should be taken into consideration when interpreting

the Holy Scripture (II.1).

In 1856, his fierce opponent, St. Metropolitan Philaret (Amfiteatrov) of
Kiev, had sent him a letter in defense of the Slavonic Bible.®® He argued that
the Jews “out of hatred of Christianity, have zealously tampered with the He-
brew text, especially in the prophetic books”, whereas the Apostles and the
Church used the Septuagint. He then concluded that “from the first centuries
our Mother, the Eastern-Greek Church, has constantly recognized the trans-
lation of the Seventy, together with the original text of the New Testament,
as sacred and inviolable (cBsiieHHBIMD U HETPUKOCHOBeHHBIMB) % How-

¢ CynopanpHaro yieHa, ®umapera, Murponomira MockoBckaro, “O JorMaTnieckoMb
JIOCTOMHCTBS 11 OXPaHUTETbHOM'D YHOTPEO/IeHiN IpedecKaro CeiMIAECATI TOTKOBHUKOBD
U C/IaBeHCKaro nepeBonosb Casiennaro [ucauisn’, IIpubasnenis ko usdauiio meopeniii
Cesimuixs Omuyess, 66 pycckoms nepesoor, 17 (1858), p. 452-484. Available at http://biblia.
russportal.ru/index.php?id=history.philaret01, viewed on 04/16/2018.
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Stephen Batalden, “The BFBS Petersburg Agency and Russian Biblical Translation,
1856-1875”, in: Stephen Batalden et al. (eds.), Sowing the Word: The Cultural Impact of the
British and Foreign Bible Society 1804-2004, Shefhield, Sheflield Phoenix Press 2004, p. 169-
196 (here p. 177-178).

® CocTaBleHO Bb TPeXb TOMaxb apxumanaputomd Cepriems (BacuneBckums), Bol
coxonpeocesuentoiti Punapems, 6v cxumonauecmen Oeodociit (Ampumeamposys),
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ever, St. Philaret of Moscow’s view prevailed over St. Philaret Amfitreatov’s
opposition and the Russian Synodal Bible was published in 1876.

St. Theophan the Recluse and the controversy concerning the translation of the
Bible into Russian

As a reaction to the completed translation of the Bible in Russian, St. The-
ophan the Recluse (1815-1894), former bishop of Vladimir and Suzdal, wro-
te a series of articles reviewing the new translation. He opined that “the pure
revealed word (umcroe 60orooTkpoBeHHOEe C/10BO) is contained in the Old
Testament translation of the Seventy”. It is true that sometimes, very rarely,
saints such as St. John Chrysostom used the Hebrew text in order to explain
obscure passages of the Septuagint and in that sense a Bible translation from
the Hebrew might be used “as an accessory to the understanding of the true
word of God (kakp nocobie kb ypasymbHiro nojmmauaro crosa boxis)”,
but generally the Mother Church “was not and is not acquainted with the
Hebrew Bible (A ona He 3Hana u He 3HaeTd eBpelickoit bubmin)”.”’

Professor Pavel Ivanovich Gorsky-Platonov (1835-1904), a Hebraist
and biblical scholar teaching at Moscow Theological Academy, wrote an
academic rejoinder. In his estimation, the differences between the Hebrew
Text and the Septuagint amounted to 5%. Such a low figure could not be
a relevant argument against the validity of the Hebrew text. On the other
hand, he stated that the Orthodox Church didn’t recognize the Septuagint
as the only “authentic revelation of the Old Testament” (mopnmnuubiiLIIEE
OTKpOBeHie BeTx03aBbTHOE).”!

St. Theophan answered, referring to Metropolitan Philaret’s essay and
to Oikonomos’ monograph about the Septuagint.”” He recommended using
the new Russian Synodal Bible just as the Fathers of the Church used other
translations, giving precedence to the Slavonic Bible just as the Fathers had
given pride of place to the Septuagint. He even noticed that sometimes the
Russian Synodal Bible diverged from the Hebrew Text, as for example in Ps.

mumpononume Kiesckiti u Ianuyxkiti u eeo épems, Tumorpadis Oxpyxuaro IllTaba,
Kasaup, volume 1, 1888, p. 459-512.

70 Emmcxons Oeodann, “Tlo moBopy mapanis kaurs Berxaro 3aBbra Bb pycCKOMD
nepesond’, Jywenonesnoe Ymenie 11 (1875), p. 342-352.

71 I1. M. Topckiit-ITnaToHoB®, “HBCKONIBKO CJIOBD O CTaThh MPEOCBALIEHHATr0 enMCKoIa

Ocodana: «Ilo nosopy usnania CAlleHHbIXD KHUI'D BeTxaro 3aBbra Bb pycCKOMD
nepesoxk»’, IIpasocnasroe o6osprnie 3 (1875), p. 505-540. Available online: http://bi-
blia.russportal.ru/index.php?id=history.gplatonov01, viewed on 04/16/2018.

72 Enuckorrs ©eodans, “O HaueMd Konrb gep>katbcst mepeBofa 70-Ti TOTKOBHUKOBD
Hywenonesnoe Ymenie, 1876, no. 5, p. 3-21. Available online: http://biblia.russportal.ru/
index.php?id=history.theophan02, viewed on 04/16/2018.
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21.17, where the Septuagint is followed. But sometimes the Russian Bible
followed the Hebrew text, as in Gen. 2.2, against the Slavonic Bible (and the
Septuagint). The Synodal Bible represents neither the Hebrew text, nor the
Septuagint, but a combination of the two (coderanis Toit u gpyroit).

He states that the Holy Synod did not ascribe to the Russian Bi-
ble “the significance of dogmatic authority (3HaueHis mormarmyecku-
aBToputeTHaro)”. The only Bible credited with dogmatic authority was
the Septuagint. Therefore, “the Bible in the new translation can be re-
vered as a book for reading, education and instruction (mounmraema
KHUTOIO /ISl YT€Hisl, MHOTOHA3MIaTebHOK I MHOTOIIONE3HOM0), but is
in no way the Bible, clothed with dogmatic authority (mormaTmyecknms
aproputeToMd).”’®> He considered the Septuagint to be the “legitimate”
(3axonnas) Bible and the “authentic” (mommmunaBimii) text of the Old
Testament of the Orthodox Church, because the Hebrew text is “corrupt”/
(moBpexpeHs).”*

Can the Septuagint stand alone, isolated from the Hebrew Text?

Before drawing the conclusions, another question should be raised. Can the
Septuagint stand alone, isolated from the Hebrew Text? Rev. Eugen ]. Pen-
tiuc quotes Marguerite Harl and states the following: “In other words, the
Septuagint may be employed with no relation whatsoever to the MT.””

I will give two examples illustrating the effect of ignoring the Hebrew
text while translating the Septuagint. In Judg. 5.7 (Codex Alexandrinus)
@palwv is just one of several cases when the Septuagint resorted to transli-
teration for lack of a better solution. Without consideration of the Hebrew
Text (11779), a translator of the Septuagint would confuse it with the parti-
ciple of Greek @palw. This actually happened in the Romanian Septuagint
translation under the auspices of New Europe College: the translator ren-
dered it “there was no one to utter a word in Israel” (“n-a fost cine si spund
cuvint in Israel”).”® The second example was already mentioned above: in

Josh. 15.22 the Apostoliki Diakonia rendered KatBaioehenA (in Hebrew

73 Emmckond Oeodans, “O6b ynorpebreHin HOBaro nepeBoja BeTX03aBBTHIXD
mucaniin’, Jywenonesnoe Ymenie, 1876, no. 3, p. 100-106. Available online: http://biblia.
russportal.ru/index.php?id=history.theophan06, viewed on 04/16/2018.

7 Emmckoms Oeodannp, “Bubmis no nepeBosy CeMmpecATyt TOIKOBHUKOBD €CTh

3akoHHas Haua bubnis”, Jomawnss 6ecrvoa 19 (1876), p. 499-503, 527-529, 555-559,
579-582. Available online> http://biblia.russportal.ru/index.php?id=history.theophan04,
viewed on 04/16/2018.

7> E.J. Pentiuc, The Old Testament, p. 70.

76 C. Badilita et al. (ed.), Septuaginta, volume 11: lisus Nave, Judecitori, Ruth, 1-4 Regi, lasi,
Colegiul Noua Europi - Polirom 2004, p. 138.
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9X¥2P) as kol BaioehenA, because she disregarded other textual traditions
besides the Septuagint.

The team who produced the New English Translation of the Septua-
gint adopted a different view: although “the Septuagint in time achieved its
independence from its Semitic parent, [...] for the vast majority of books
the linguistic relationship of the Greek to its Semitic parent can best be con-
ceptualized as a Greek interlinear translation of a Hebrew original within a
Hebrew-Greek diglot”.”” I argue that the above examples, as well as many
others, favor this kind of understanding.

Conclusions

In the article dedicated to the “Bible” in 7he Encyclopedia of Eastern Orthodox
Christianity, Theodore Stylianopoulos wrote: “The Orthodox Church holds
to the Greek Septuagint version of the Old Testament in its wider canon as
the authoritative text”.”® The information is simplistic both in respect to
the text of the Scripture and to its canon. But can we formulate a satisfac-
tory conclusion so far? Studying the evidence, I really got the impression of
walking on quicksand.

As a fitting conclusion, I will quote two texts written by the same per-
son, Metropolitan Hilarion Alfeyev of Volokolamsk, President of the Syno-
dal Biblical and Theological Commission of the Russian Orthodox Church.
The first text was published in 2012, the second one in 2013. Given the
nature of the topic, perhaps a biblical caveat is not altogether out of place: 6
avaywvwokwv voeitw! So please read them carefully!

While all of the canonical books of the Old Testament are written
in Hebrew, the basis of the Old Testament text in the Orthodox
tradition is the Septuagint [...] The authority of the Septuagint is
based on three factors. First of all, though the Greek text is not the
original language of the Old Testament books, the Septuagint does
reflect the state of the original text as it would have been found in
the third to second centuries BCE, while the current Hebrew text
of the Bible, which is called the ‘Masoretic,” was edited up until
the eight century CE. Second, some of the citations taken from the
Old Testament and found in the New mainly use the Septuagint
text. Third, the Septuagint was used by both the Greek Fathers
of the Church, and Orthodox liturgical services (in other words,

77 “To the Reader of NETS”, in: Albert Pietersma, Benjamin G. Wright (eds.), A New

Translation, p. xiv.

78 Theodore G. Stylianopoulos, “Bible”, in: John Anthony McGuckin (ed.), 7he Encyclope-
dia of Eastern Orthodox Christianity, volume 1, Malden, Wiley-Blackwell 2011, p. 71.

58



The Septuagint and the Masoretic Text in the Orthodox Church(es)

this text became part of the Orthodox Church Tradition). Taking
into account the three factors enumerated above, St Philaret of
Moscow considers it possible to maintain that ‘in the Orthodox
teaching of Holy Scripture it is necessary to attribute a dogmatic
merit to the Translation of the Seventy, in some cases placing it
on an equal level with the original and even elevating it above the
Hebrew text, as is generally accepted in the most recent editions.
If the Septuagint has served as a rexzus receptus (official, ‘received’
text) in the Eastern Church for many centuries, then the Vulgate
[...] has been a comparable text for the Church in the West.”

The second one is a report published on the official website of the Russian
Patriarchate.

It is very important for us that the Orthodox Church has never
canonized any one text or translation, any one manuscript or one
edition of Holy Scripture (ITpaBocnaBHuas LlepkoBb HUKOrIA He
KaHOHN3VPOBA/a KaKOJ-TO OIMH TEKCT WIM IepeBO, KaKyIo-
TO Of{HY PYKOIIVCb M/ OfHO uspanue CesujeHHoro [ncanus).
There is no single generally accepted text of the Bible in the Ort-
hodox tradition (Egmuoro obuenpunsroro tekcrta bubnuum B
IIpaBOCTaBHOI Tpaauuuy Het). There are discrepancies between
quotes from the Scriptures of the Fathers; between the Bible adop-
ted in the Greek Church and the Church Slavonic Bible; between
Church Slavonic texts of the Bible and recommended for home re-
ading by the Russian Synodal translation. These discrepancies sho-
uld not embarrass us, because behind different texts in different
languages, in different translations there is a single Good News.
An especially important role (oco60 Baxuyo ponb) for the Ort-
hodox tradition is played by the ancient Greek translation of the
Old Testament, the Septuagint, which was completed before
Christ. This is due to the following factors. First, the Septuagint
can be used to recreate the original Old Testament text in places
where errors have crept into the standard Jewish (so-called Maso-
retic) text. Secondly, many quotations from the Old Testament
in the New Testament reflect the text of the Septuagint. Thirdly,
it was the text of the Greek Bible that was used in the works of
the Greek Fathers of the Church, and in the liturgical texts of the
Orthodox Church.

It is not true, however, to assert that it is the Septuagint and only
the Septuagint that is the Bible of Orthodoxy (HeBepHo, ogHako,

7 Metropolitan Hilarion Alfeyev, Orthodox Christianity, volume 2: Doctrine and Teaching of
the Orthodox Church, New York, St Vladimir’s Seminary Press — Yonkers 2012, p. 34.
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ObIIO OBl yTBep)KAaTh, YTO MMeHHO CeITyarmHTa 1M TOIBKO
Cenryarnnra asyisercsa bubnueit [Ipasocnasus).*

Can we ask in earnest what the Orthodox think about the relation between
the Septuagint and the Masoretic Text? The argument of authority turned
out to be not much help, because different ecclesiastic authorities (saints,
holy synods) gave different answers, sometimes opposing each other, but at
the same time meant to represent the Orthodox tradition.

I tried to crosscheck the coherence of Orthodox positions and disco-
vered that although the Bible is conceived of as a source of divine revelation,
the Orthodox Churches do not have a consistent approach toward the text
of the Old Testament. They are incapable of saying if they have indeed an
official text or a manuscript. The approach toward the Hebrew Text is also
inconsistent: it is allowed in ecclesiastical and academic use and even has its
dogmatic importance, but on the opposite side, it is not worthy to be menti-
oned as a textual witness, due to its alleged corruption by the Jews.

As is often the case, the periphery tends to be more conservative than
the center. This might explain why the Antiochian Orthodox from America
sponsored a translation from the Septuagint, while in Greece the translation
blessed by the Church follows the Hebrew Text and, on the other hand,
Bartolomeu Anania’s Romanian translation couldn’t replace the Romanian
Synodal Bible, which combines the Hebrew and the Greek texts. The Syno-
dal Bibles of both Russian and Romanian Churches represent a compromise
between the Septuagint and the Hebrew Text. The conservative approach
specific to the periphery could also explain why monastic circles are wholly
devoted to the Septuagint and disregard the Hebrew Text, which grew up in
a separate community, perceived as hostile.

One might predict increasing traditionalistic approaches in the Ort-
hodox Churches. It would be interesting to observe if one of the non-Greek
churches, the Russian or the Romanian Church, will adopt as a (permanent)
synodal version a translation of the Septuagint.

8 http://www.patriarchia.ru/db/text/3394042.html, viewed on 04/16/2018.
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