The Old Serbian Version of the Antiochene Recension of
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Alessandro Maria Bruni (“Ca’ Foscari” University of Venice)

This paper deals with the second Church Slavonic (hereafter abbreviated as
Slav) version of 1-2 Samuel and 1-2 Kings (1-4 Kingdoms in Septuagint), which
was undertaken in the Balkan region (in all probability) in Serbia, no later than
in the early fifteenth century!'. It is today preserved in two Serbian manuscripts:
one dating back to 1418 (National Research Library of Odessa, Ukraine, n°® 6 =
Slav©)? and the other 1523-1543 (Moscow, Russian State Library, f. 87 N° 1-1684,
ff. 210-373 = Slav™)®. This translation closely replicates a recension of the Septua-
gint of 1-4 Kgdms that is commonly linked with the name of Lucian of Antioch, a
theologian who was martyred in 312 CE and, accordingly, is widely known as the
Antiochene or the Lucianic text (hereafter LXX!). Research into the Lucianic Slav
1-4 Kgdms (hereafter Slav-LXX") is still in the beginning stages. Consequently,
this report is a work-in-progress paper. The few remarks offered here demonstrate
how the study of this almost unexplored manuscript legacy is particularly relevant
to the textual criticism of the Bible; its inclusion in comparative research may
open new avenues of investigation into the textual history of LXXE.

1. The LXX* of Samuel-Kings and the Old Greek text

The books of 1-2 Samuel and 1-2 Kings (1-4 Kgdms) pose serious chal-
lenges for biblical scholars, given the major textual differences between the

' According to the colophon of Slav° (ff. 332-334), this version was carried

out in 1416 (Popruzenko 1894: 1-4). Authorship has been attributed to Constantine of
Kostenets (ca. 1380- after 1427) or to his contemporary, the monk Gabriel of Hilandar,
who is known for having rendered from Greek the Catena in Job (Thomson 1998: 762-
763). In Nikolova’s view, the translation was however undertaken in the fourteenth cen-
tury by a representative member of the Tarnovo Literary School (Nikolova 1995: 62).

2 Modul’skij 1890: 5-6; Popruzenko 1894; Kopylenko et al. 1960: 550; Korol’-
kova et al. 1963.

3 Viktorov 1879: 3-4. This manuscript was discovered by Grigorovi¢ in Ohrid
(Grigorovic¢ 1877: 184). Folios ff. 210-373 are thought to have been written by the Hiero-
monk Vissarion of Debar (See: Nikolova 1995: 62 and 1996: 363-402; Turilov 2004: 545).
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existing testimonies. Within this framework, a crucial, yet unsolved, issue lies
in the appraisal of LXX, a text-type found in only five Byzantine minuscule co-
dices (N° 19, 108, 82, 93, 127; previous sigla of the first four: b, o, c,, e,)*. This
group significantly deviates from the rest of the Greek tradition, but finds paral-
lels in some Latin, Syriac and Armenian sources. The denomination Antiochene
or Lucianic recension is to be understood conventionally: the redaction was
shown to be composed of different layers, the earliest of which was named pro-
to-Lucianic, since its characterizing readings are to be found in several sources
preceding the historical Lucian, namely the Qumran scrolls (Q), Josephus (J),
the Vetus latina (VT) and the writings of some Church Fathers’.

Several scholars assume that LXX? constituted (or probably constituted)
the Old Greek (OG) text of LXX (namely its earliest textual stratum), which
was translated from a Hebrew source, differing from the Masoretic text (MT).
The analysis of LXX" is especially relevant in the case of 1 Sam, since it has
been suggested that the former derives from the same archetype of 4QSam®. In
a different opinion, however, LXXZ is not believed to plainly represent the OG.
Doubts have been mainly voiced regarding those parts of the translation that,
in virtue of a hebraizing revision, are commonly known as the kaige-sections.
Moreover, the claim has been made that OG readings must be assessed on a
case-by-case basis, since neither LXX nor LXX* directly represent the original
translation. Recently, Kreuzer’s studies have brought new arguments in support
of the identification of LXX’ with the OG, but the question seems to be still
open, especially because the process of the preparation of the Géttingen editions
of LXX Samuel-Kings is in progress®.

2. Overview of past research on Slav-LXX"

Over more than a century, Slavicists very rarely addressed the question of
the textual analysis of Slav-LXX". The two major contributions on this topic
date from the late eighteenth century. In 1894 M.G. Popruzenko published a
short monograph on Slav°. Along with the edition of excerpts from the biblical
text and from the marginal notes, which include readings from “the Three” (Ag-
uila, Symmachus, Theodotion)” and from J, he presented a brief sketch of the
grammatical features and of the orthography of the manuscript. Some years later

4 Reference critical edition: Fernandez Marcos et al. 1989-1992.

5 Fischer 1951; Spottorno 1995; Tov 1999; Piquer ef al. 2008; Torijano Morales
2012.

®  For reference bibliography see (at least): Barthélemy 1963; Brock 1996; Cross
1964; Fernandez Marcos 1994; Hugo 2010 and 2013; Kauhanen 2012; Kreuzer 2015;
Rahlfs 1911; Tov 1999; Taylor 1992-1993; Ulrich 1978.

7 In Slav-LXX* the number of the available readings from “the Three” is consis-
tently higher than assumed by Popruzenko (1894: 123-129), at least if looking at 1 Sam
in manuscript SlavM (see: Bruni 2016b: 442-443). This new material awaits editing and
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S.M. Kul’bakin undertook a comparative textual examination of some passages
of 1 Sam (1 Kgdms) that he carried out by taking as a basis selected South and
East Slavic sources dating from the fourteenth-sixteenth centuries. According to
his conclusions®, Slav® would preserve a text closer to the original than Slawv,
since in 1 Sam 5:6,9; 6:4,18; 9:8,23,27; 10:2; 17:43; 19:4; 24:4 the latter would
display textual contamination with the previously existing Slavonic version of
the book, dating back to the Old Church Slavonic (Old Bulgarian) period (late
ninth-early tenth century)’. Moreover, the Russian scholar was the first to estab-
lish the reliance of Slav-LXX* on a Lucianic model'’.

In more recent times, a number of other studies have also been produced.
On the one hand, several readings from Slav° were included by D. Dunkov in
his edition of the Old Church Slavonic (supposedly Glagolitic) version of 1-4
Kgdms', even though the manuscript is a witness to Slav-LXX" and should
therefore not have been used for such a purpose'?. On the other hand, S. Nikolo-
va expressed the opinion that S/av® and Slav™ derive from a common, untraced,
exemplar of middle Bulgarian and not Serbian origin". Finally, R.V. Bulatova
published a paper on the accentual system of Slay°!4,

3. The Crucial Issue: The Nature of the Lucianic Text in Slav-LXX"

As of mid 2017, the Slav-LXX* remains unpublished and still awaits to be
studied in detail: nowadays no systematic collation of its two testimonies, Slav°®
and SlavM, is available. Moreover, this tradition has not yet been investigated
in the light of the apparatus of the reference edition of LXX*, whose authors
were not aware of the existence of a Slavonic text'”. This last point is not sur-
prising since this secondary tradition is usually not even mentioned in studies
dealing with the textual history of Samuel-Kings'®. A rare exception is Tov’s

to be thoroughly collated with evidence found in LXX and other secondary sources such
as the Armenian version (/bidem).

8 Kul’bakin 1901: 23-25, 43.

°  Some scholars ascribe this earliest translation to Methodius, while others to Greg-
ory the Presbyter (see: Thomson 1998: 758; Alekseev 1999: 120-122; Bruni 2016b: 437).

10 Kul’bakin 1901: 23, 44.

1" Dunkov 1995-1996.

2 Slav-LXX" is a new translation based on a different Greek prototype.

13" With the aim of substantiating the hypothesis of a Bulgarian origin of the trans-
lation, Nikolova (1995: 62) refers to Lavrov’s (1914: 305-306) remarks concerning the
use of nasal vowels in SlavM. These characters are, however, to be found in the first part
of SlavM only, in which the Old Church Slavonic (Old Bulgarian) Octateuch is preserved
(ff. 1-209; see, e.g., ff. 116v-117).

14" Bulatova 1995.

15 Fernandez Marcos et al. 1989-1992.

16 See above bibliography (footnotes 5 and 6).
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1972 (1999) paper on the proto-Lucianic problem in Samuel-Kings, in which
reference is expressly made to the Slavonic version. In this contribution, the
fundamental question was raised as to whether Slav-LXX’ is based on the an-
cient textual layer of the five Greek testimonies of LXX" only, or whether, being
chronological post-Lucianic, it reflects LXX! as a whole!”. This crucial issue,
which was left unanswered by Slavicists!'8, currently remains at the very core of
research into this tradition'®.

With the aim of clarifying the nature of the Lucianic text in Slav-LXX’,
the present writer embarked on a preliminary assessment of the major textual
features of the Old Serbian version of Samuel-Kings. At a first stage the cir-
cumstances imposed to limit autoptic analysis to Slav™ only, due to the tem-
porary inaccessibility of Slav° (in this case available data necessarily derived
from scholarly literature)®. Despite these constraints, research has produced
encouraging results that envisage new prospects for comparative textual criti-
cism and reveal the importance of this Serbian tradition for the textual history
of the LXX’ of these books.

4. The Internal Division of 3-4 Kgdms in Slav™

In 1-2 Kings (3-4 Kgdms) codex Slav™ displays distinctive textual fea-
tures that cannot fail to capture scholars’ attention. The text’s arrangement in
this manuscript only partially corresponds to that of Slav° and of other Lucian-
ic witnesses?®'. Textual affinity is in fact limited to the incipit of 3 Kgdms that
in all these sources starts at 3 Kgdms 2:12%2. The subsequent textual organiza-
tion is however completely different, since Slav™ ends 3 Kgdms at 3 Kgdms-
LXX" 11:41% and begins 4 Kgdms at 3 Kgdms-LXX" 11:42?*. Consequently,

17" Tov 1999: 488.

18 See: Nikolova 1995; Thomson 1998; Alekseev 1999.

19 Bruni 2016a: 403 and 2016b: 442.

20 Information on S/av° is based on Popruzenko’s description (1894: 41-54) and
Kul’bakin’s remarks (1901).

2L See: Mosqu.Syn.gr. 31, fol. 318v, as well as other Eastern and indirect sources
such as Vat.Syr. 162, J and Theodoret.

22 Tov 1999: 480. See also Popruzenko’s description (1894: 49)

B SlawM, fol. 313: u oyerie CONOMWN'S ¢ ol1bI CROUMH H MONPEBOLLIE €10 BB MPAAT ABAORE
wila ero [kai skolunon Zodlopov petd Tdv Tatépov antod, Kol £0ayay adtov &v molet
Aowv1d 100 ToTpog avtod (Fernandez Marcos et al. 1992: 38)].

2 Slav™, fol. 313: BbIeTh ke KO 0YCABILLA LEPORWAMb. Cfib NARAQORL. M €Llié cbIH B
erinT B, raAKoKe BBKAAL BB W AHLIA COAOMWNORA. M ¢A'E TAMO R eriNT'E, 1AKO Oy MpET CONOMWNB.
M HCPABAIMTD M MIPUXOAHTD BB TPAAL CBOH, B CAPIpA HiKke BB Moph eppenwr's [EyEveto OE,
¢ fikovoev "IepoPfoap viog Nafdr, €1 v év Alydmteo ©g 01e EPUYEV €K TPOGHTOV
Yolop@®vtog kol ékabioev €v Alydmtm, 6t 1€0vnke Xolopdve kol katevfdver kol
Epyetat gig v oMy avTod eig v Zopeipd Vv &v dpet 'Eepaip (Ibidem)].
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according to Slav™, 4 Kgdms consists of 3 Kgdms-LXX~ 11:42-22:54 and 4
Kgdms-LXX~ 1:1-25:30. Such an arrangement of 1-2 Kings (3-4 Kgdms) is
not to be found elsewhere.

The analysis of SlavM proves that this unique feature is not due to scrib-
al mistakes, but instead intentionally appears to replicate a lost prototype. In
this regard the following observations can be made. On the one hand, before
3 Kgdms-LXX" 11:42 codex Slav™ inserts a heading informing the reader that
4 Kgdms begins at the reign of Rehoboam?®. On the other one, a very interest-
ing marginal comment is to be found alongside the translation of 4 Kgdms 1:1
(333v)%. This note tells us that in the original the copyist had before his eyes
4 Kgdms started precisely at this point, while in other testimonies at the reign
of Rehoboam?’. Whether such an alternative structure was Slavonic or Greek,
is unfortunately not specified by the Serbian glossator. Regardless of this, it is
however evident that the author of Slav™, or of its archetype, deliberately ori-
entated his work towards a different LXX’ tradition, known today thanks to a
single secondary witness.

5. Proto-Lucianic Readings in Slav"

A first text-internal comparative analysis of SlavM with LXX* has pro-
duced the following results. This source includes several readings that be-
long to the ancient textual layer of the Antiochene recension. Accordingly, a
positive response to Tov’s question?® may now be given: the Serbian tradition
represents a new witness not only to LXX* as a whole, but also to the proto-
Lucianic textual stratum. With an aim to providing an initial illustration of
this crucial textual feature, an edition of selected passages of SlavM is offered
below.

L 1 Sam 9:3
Slay™ (fol. 220v): 1 BBCTA cA0yAb, H MOETH EAHNONO W OTPOTHLYL OflA CROEM0 ¢ COBOK. H
MOHAE HCKATH OCACTA KY'CORA OLIA CROET.
LXXE: kol dvéotn Zaovd, kol mapéhafev &v 1@V madapiov tod matpdg avtod
pet’ antod, kol mopendn (nteiv tog Svoug Kig tod matpog avtod®.

2 SlavM, fol. 313: Naveao u.?'rBTA YETBPLTAAND, PORWAMORA, ¢l COAOMWNORA. u?cmbmx

YETRPBTAA: ~.

26 SlawM, fol. 333v: u WRpBKE CA MWARD BB LABI N0 RBNKMAA oyMpETH AXAAR0Y [Koi
Nnoémoe Mwaf év Iopan petd 1o amobavelv *Ayadp (Ibidem)].

27 SlavM, fol. 333v: B HZEOAE CEM ZAE MHLLET KON uTrrB'l’A P+ 1o NATHNAET e
ugicing *A+ ™ oxoZinNo u,"y'c'rso: MNA ke () pOROAMORA LI,‘)'_CJ'I‘BA NAPHNAET.

8 Tov 1999: 480.

2 Fernandez Marcos et al. 1989: p. 23.
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1 Sam 9:24

SlavM (fol. 222): v BBZARMKE MIPHCTABNHMICL BEAPOY', H €KE NA NICH KOBT'RNAX, W MOCTARH
1€ NPEA, CAMOYHAWM. M PEe CAMOYHAD KB CAOYAQY', 06 KCTh CREABTEACTRO, NPEAAOKH NPEA,
¢¢ M IAKAD. FAKO BB CREABTEACTRO MOAOGKHX TH c¢ M AIOACH, H ZPEZOYH H RAAE CAOYAL (B
CAMOSHACM BB Afib WH.

LXX": xod fjpev 6 uaystpog TNV KOAEQY Kol 10 € aOThg, kKol Tapedniey owrnv
EVOTOV X00VA. Kol EIE Zauovnk @ ZoovA Toov poptoplov: mapdbeg avto
EVOTOV 6oL Kal edye, Otl &ig paptoplov tébettai [: mapatédnka] oot mapd T0d
Xaod- dmokvie. kol Epaye Taovd petd TopoviA &v Th Huépa xeivn

1 Sam 10:2

SlavM (fol. 222): v ce T ZNAMGNIG IAKKO NIOMAZA T¢ b RAACT'BAMNA NAA, AWCTOANIEM CRO-
MM. AX RAKOKE ALLE WHAECLLIM AND W MeNe, OSP’ELI.IGLLIH ABA MOYKA MPH r")osfsx PAXIAIN’B)(,
B NPEABAEX BENTAMUNOREX BB CTAWMT NOKHBLLA BeAWKO [...].

LXX!: kol 10016 6ot 10 onueiov &t kéypiké og Koplog gig dpyovto €mi v
KAnpovopiov avtod: dg £av AmEAONG onuepov an’ épol, gbpNoelg 000 Gvdpag
TPOG 1015 TaPo1s PoymA év toig opioig Beviapiv peonufpiog aliopévoug péyaia
[...J"!

1 Sam 10:23

SlaM (fol. 223v): n meve CAMOYHAL H M0ETh €ro \Tvomy,zx,. M CTA CAOYAB MocpBA, AHATH, U
BBZNece ¢ W BBOEX AATH NATE NOAOBIA H NOBBILLIE.

LXXE: kai &dpape Zapovni kol Erafev avtov €keibev. kol katéotn TaovL &v
pécm tod Aaod, kai Dydon Hrgp mhvio TOV Aadv Vepopiay kol ndven’2.

1 Sam 16:14

Slav™ (fol. 233v): u AXb riib Weroynn ® CAOAN H WEAAAALLIE €10 AOYKb AOYKARD M ra,
H AABARALLIE €70,

LXXE: xai mvedpo Kvpiov dnéotn amnd ZoaovA, kol cuvelyey avtov mveduo
novnpov mapd Kvpiov, kai Enviyev antov:.

1 Sam 30:15

SlaM (fol 254): u peve ABAb, ALHE NABEAELLIM Mé NA BWHN'CTRO C€. W peve, KABNH MH ce
Oy'BO BB T Ne OYMPBTRHTH Mé, W NE NPBANTH Me B poyLyE PTIATHA MOEro. H NABEAOY T€ HA
BWHN'CTRO C6. H KAET C€ EMOY.

LXX%: xoi eine mpdg avtov Aavid Ei katdfelc pe €ni 10 cOoTpeppa ToDTO;
Kal gimev "'Opocov 01 pot katd tod Beod pn Bovotdoai pe kol pun mapoadodvai

tion: VL (L

Ibid.: 25.
Ibid.: 26. Some textual affinity can also be found with the Old Latin transla-

115) In finibus Beniamin in Selom [Bb cinwmb] in bachallat salientem magna

stadina (see: Ibidem). On the importance of the VL for the study of the proto-Lucianic
text see: Tov 1999; 479 n. 12.

Fernandez Marcos et al. 1989: 28.
Ibid.: 47.
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pe €ig yeipag Tod Kupiov pov, Kol katdém oe éml T oVoTpEppa ToDTO. Kol
dpooev oadTd>*

2 8Sam 13:3

Slav™ (fol. 271): u aMMWHOY BBLLIE APOYTh, H HME EMOY HWHAQAND, cfib caMaia BpATA
ABAOBA. H HWHAQAND BELLIE MOYApb STBAW.

LXXE: kol 10 Apvov étaipog, kai Gvopa avt® Tovabdv, viog Zapad tod
43ehpod Aawid. kol Tovadav v epovipog 6eodpa.

2 Sam 17:29

SlavM (fol. 279v-280): 1 MeAb, U MACAO. M WEB'LLE, H MABYNbIE TeALB. H MpHNecoLLe
,A,B,A,O\f, M ARABMb €10 IACTH, W HZ NEMOLLIH KEKAOLITHX BB MOYCTHINA.

LXXE: kol pél koi Podtupov kol mpdPata kol yorabnva pooydpla, kol
apocnveykay 1@ Aavid koi @ Aad avtod €cbic, 1L Eleyov TOV AoV TEWAV
kol Ekhelvodon Syrcavta &v tff Epéum’e.

2 Sam 18:2

SlavM (fol. 280): u oyeTpon ,A,Bb MO,A,IH 'rpe'rle ¢AHNO, BB Poyu,’ls HWABAH. BTOpO¢, R
Poyu,’ls ARECE BPATA HWARAIR, chia cAP‘)oy‘MNA 'I‘PG'I‘IG BB ]?O\fU.'E Vo IHreT’ 0 BANTNA. M peve U,l)b
KB AOA'EMb, HEXOAE HEXOKALD M AZb ¢'B BAMH.

LXX!: koi étpicogvoe Aavid tov Aaov, 10 tpitov év yeipi Toap kai 1o tpitov
év yeipl APeccd, aderpod Toaf viod Zapovia, kai T Tpitov &v yepl HOL tod
I'eB0aiov. kol gimev 6 Poaciredc mpoc TOV Aadv Exmopevopevog kmopevoopat
Kai &yo ued” vudv’.

1 Kgs 20:20

Slav™ (fol. 328v): n peve AXAMBD HATH. OBPETEAH M BPAKE MOH. H peve HATA WEBPBTOX.
ZANIGKE CBTROPHAL 6CH RBCOYE, GKE CATROPHTH AOYKAROE NPBA Piib €Ke MPOrNERATH €ro.
TAKO MAKT (b

LXX" xoi einev Ayoof mpoc HAilov Ei ebpnrdc pe, 6 €x0pdc pov; xoi elmev
"HAlog Ebpnkoa, 61011 Témpacar pétny tod notfjcat 0 movnpov évamov Kvpiov
10D nopopyicor cdTove Téde Aéyet Koprog®s.

2 Kgs 17:21

Slav™ (359v-360): ™KMo ZaNIeke PACTPBKE cé AL W Aomoy ABAOBA. H s'bup"nme NAA,
COBOKO LEPORWAMA Ci NARAQORA.

LXXE: @i 6t éppayn 0 Topank amd tod oikov Aowid, kai épacitevoav &’
£avtovg 1oV TepoPod viov Nopar®.

34
35
36
37
38
39

1bid.: 86.

Ibid.: 122.

Ibid.: 141.

Ibid.: 141.

Fernandez Marcos et al. 1992: 68.
Ibid.: 133-134.
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6. Conclusions

Research presented in this paper represents a first attempt towards a com-
prehensive analysis of the textual features of Slav-LXX* against the background
of the Greek testimonies of the Antiochene recension of Samuel-Kings. Despite
being preliminary, the undertaken work indeed looks to be promising.

The most notable implication of the current study is that Slav™ was shown
to be a new witness to the ancient textual layer of the Lucianic recension, name-
ly to the proto-Lucianic stratum. Moreover, the analysis has furthermore pro-
vided indirect evidence of the existence of a lost edition of LXX* 1-2 Kings that
featured an alternative subdivision of the books, according to which 4Kgdms
consisted of 3 Kgdms-LXX* 11:42-22:54 + 4 Kgdms-LXX* 1:1-25:30. The si-
multaneous presence in the Serbian version of text-internal proto-Lucianic ele-
ments makes it very likely that this arrangement dates back to Late antiquity and
not merely to the Middle Ages. Consequently, the hypothesis may be advanced
that this Slav translation provides scholars with a new window into the textual
history of Antiochene recension of Samuel-Kings and, ultimately, into the OG
text of these books. Accordingly, this Serbian tradition can safely be placed at
the very center of the debate surrounding one of the most complex issues facing
contemporary biblical scholarship.
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Abstracts

Alessandro Maria Bruni
La versione serba antica della recensione antiochena dei libri di Samuele e dei Re:
alcune questioni preliminari di critica del testo

Il contributo e dedicato all’antica traduzione slava meridionale dei libri biblici di
Samuele e dei Re, preservata in due testimoni serbi dei secoli XV-XVI. Questa versione &
un testimone indiretto della cosiddetta recensione antiochena o lucianea della Septua-
ginta, pervenutaci in soli cinque codici manoscritti greci di epoca bizantina. Il presente
lavoro si configura come un primo tentativo di studio comparato del testo slavo con il
suo originale greco. Particolare attenzione & prestata all’'individuazione delle cosiddet-
te lezioni protolucianee e all’analisi di alcune caratteristiche testuali del tutto uniche
che sono rinvenibili nella tradizione serba.

AneccaHgpo Mapwua bpyHu
JpesHecepbckuli nepesod “AHmuoxulickol” pedakyuu KHu2 Ljapcme: npedsapumerns-
Hble meKcmosio2u4ecKkue 3aMemku

[oKNag, NoCBALLEH OXKHOC/IABAHCKOMY nepeBoay KHUT LlapcTs, coxpaHuBLLemyca
B ABYX cepbckux pykonucax XV-XVI BB. ITOT TEKCT BOCXOAMT K TaK Ha3biBaeMon “AH-
TMOXMICKON” nnn “JlyknaHosckon” pepakumm CenTyarMHTbl, NOSHOCTbHO W3BECTHOM
JIMLWb B NATU BU3AHTUICKMX CNIMCKax. B paboTte coBepluaeTca nepsan NonbiTKa CPaBHU-
TENbHOTO U3YYEeHUA CNAaBAHCKOW BEPCUM U rpedeckoro opuriHana. Ocoboe BHUMaHWe
yAENAeTca BblAeNeHUI0 “NPOTONYKMAHOBCKMX” UTEHWW, @ TaKKe aHanudy paaa yHu-

Ka/IbHbIX TEKCTONOIMYECKMX 0COBEHHOCTEN cepbCKOM TpaanLmm.
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