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Writing an Introduction to the Textual

Criticism of the Hebrew Bible
A Modern Approach

Emanuel Tov

Textual criticism has changed when compared with the practices of half
a century and more ago'. The major changes are in the great expansion of
knowledge through newly discovered sources, but even more so in changed
procedures and approaches: In earlier times textual criticism seemingly
proceeded smoothly along well-established paths, but the writing of a new
introduction in the twenty-first century disrupted that certainty, while placing the
enterprise on a more realistic base. To some extent, the ancient truth is correct:
the more we know, the less we know. I distinguish six areas in which shifts have
taken place in procedures and approaches and in which uncertainty has increased.

1 Amount of Attention Given to the Ancient Texts

Traditionally, equal attention was given to all the ancient sources. At the
beginning of the critical inquiry into Hebrew Scripture and its translations,
scholars described the wealth of available evidence for the early text of the Bible
as equally valid sources for analysis. At that time, they did not necessarily have
the critical insight to realize the different types of contribution made by these
sources to our understanding of the ancient Hebrew text. A good example is the
influential Einleitung of Eichhorn (1780-1823) that devoted 107 pages to the
Syriac translations, 98 pages to the Arabic translations, 123 pages to the
targumim, and a “mere” 73 pages to the LXX?. Many scholars still follow this

! This study was written as a companion to the fourth edition of my Introduction to
textual criticism in TCHB?.

2 EICHHORN, Einleitung in das Alte Testament (1780-1783, 21787, 21790, 31803,
41823). In the fourth edition, the targumim are discussed in I11.1-123, the translations from
Hebrew and Greek into Syriac (123-230), and various types of Arabic translations (231-329).
See further the analysis of the translations into Armenian (329-349), Ethiopic (349-354),
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120 Writing an Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible

even-handed approach today, although the proportions differ, and the Arabic
translations are given very little attention. A balanced approach is justifiable in
general introductions to Hebrew Scripture since they also discuss the
contributions of these versions to biblical exegesis, but their coverage needs to
be limited in introductions to textual criticism.

A balanced approach is misleading as it creates the impression that all
sources offer a similar amount of information on textual variation. A century ago,
a great scholar like Driver already realized the correct proportions for textual
analysis by focusing on the LXX and paying little attention to the other
translations of Samuel in his introduction to that book®. He followed the intuition
of a giant like Wellhausen who devoted 33 pages to the LXX in the introduction
to his commentary to Samuel, and none at all to the other versions®.

Continuing those early insights and building on the evidence from the
Dead Sea Scrolls, modern introductions to textual criticism should give up an
even-handed approach since the different relevance of each of the texts to text-
critical issues has been recognized. The new insights may be revealed in the
different amount of attention given to the textual sources, much to the MT, the
Dead Sea Scrolls, SP, and the LXX, and little to the other sources. The targumim,
Peshitta, Vulgate, and several additional sources should be treated briefly in
textual introductions, but more extensively within the framework of general
introductions to the Hebrew Bible.

Egyptian (355-375), Persian (376-383), Slavonic (383-384), Georgian (385-388), and Latin
(398-3437). The section on the LXX is contained in 1.447-520.

3 DRIVER, Notes on the Hebrew Text. Driver dedicated 24 pages to the LXX (xxxix-
li, Iv-Ixviii) and only 3 pages to the targum (li, Ixix-1xx), 6 pages to the Peshitta (li-lii, Ixxi-
Ixxvi), and 5 pages to the Vulgate (liii-liv, Ixxx-Ixxxiii). The same proportions were followed
in ROBERTS, The Old Testament Text: LXX 86 pp., targumim: 16 pp., Peshitta: 15 pp. and
Vulgate: 19 pp., and in TCHB?: LXX 13 pp., targumim: 3 pp., Peshitta: 2 pp., Vulgate 2 pp.

* WELLHAUSEN, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis, 31: “... der Behandlung der Peshito,
des Targums und der Vulgata. Ich habe diese sowohl durch ihren Text als ihre Hermeneutik
in engerem Zusammenhange stehenden Versionen mehr benutzt, um an ihnen die LXX zu
priifen, denn als selbstéindige Zeugen. Als solche sind sie nur nach genauen Einzelstudien zu
gebrauchen, welche ich deshalb nicht gemacht habe, weil ich den Gewinn fiir nicht so
bedeutend erachtete, dass es nicht gerathen ware, hinsichtlich der beiden ersteren auf bessere
Texte zu warten.”
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Emanuel Tov 121
2 Number of Text Branches in the Scripture Books

Traditionally, the assumption of three text branches in the Torah (MT, SP,
LXX) and two in the other books (MT, LXX) was the norm for textual
descriptions of the Hebrew Bible. The tripartite division of the evidence was tidy
and it was based on the parallel of the tripartite division of the texts of the New
Testament and the LXX°. As a rule, the text of the Torah has been represented as
an entity subdivided into three recension or text types (MT, SP, and the LXX).
Moreover, scholars regarded these entities as central axes around which other
texts formed distinct text groups. The text of the Prophets and Hagiographa was
similarly presented as consisting of two recensions (there exists no Samaritan
text in these books). The traditional way of presenting the three text branches is
reflected in several graphical presentations in a stemma®. This way of presenting
the text traditions is very convenient as it brings order into a confusing picture of
many textual witnesses.

However, this well-organized picture is misleading. With the discovery of
the Dead Sea Scrolls no basis has been found for the view of a three-pronged
tradition in the Torah and of a tradition of two or three text blocks in the other
books. While the exact number of the assumed text branches depends on one’s
definition of the nature of a text branch, no pattern of the variety between the
books may be detected. In some books there is no significant variety between the
sources, resulting in a unified textual tradition, while in other books there were
two branches, and in two books there were three’.

We thus witness a unified text tradition in the MT and LXX, not challenged
by significant Qumran fragments, in the following books: Judges, Isaiah, Psalms,
Job?, Ruth, Ecclesiastes, and Lamentations. This unified tradition should not be
equated with the early (original) text of these books, but it is not impossible that
sometimes this was the case. In all these cases no text branches are known that
involve literary (editorial) developments, while all of them evidence some textual
variation, including scribal developments, such as two Isaiah scrolls written in
the Qumran scribal practice style (1QIsa?, 4Qlsa®).

5 EPp, Perspectives, 66; JELLICOE, The Septuagint, 134-171.

® Several stemmata are based on a three-pronged manuscript tradition (MT, SP,
LXX): the local texts theory of ALBRIGHT, New Light on Early Recensions, 27-33 and Frank
M. Cross in his latest formulation “The Fixation of the Text and Canon of the Hebrew Bible”
in CroSS, From Epic to Canaan, 205-218. This theory is graphically depicted in the
stemmata of KLEIN, Textual Criticism, 70-71 and TALMON, The Old Testament Text, 195.

7 See Tov, The Number of the Text Branches of the Scripture Text.
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122 Writing an Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible

In several other books, the MT and the LXX display a two-pranged
tradition: 1-2 Kings, Ezekiel, Minor Prophets, Proverbs, Esther, Daniel, Ezra-
Nehemiah, Chronicles. No other textual branches are known for these books.

In Joshua, three different text traditions are known (MT, LXX, 4QJosh?).
Likewise, in the Torah, the witnesses are divided into three text branches (MT,
SP, LXX), deriving from two earlier text blocks, MT, and the other witnesses®.

It is hard to know whether there’s a logic behind the different text patterns
in the various Scripture books. It seems that the factor of coincidence may have
determined the number of the one-time existing and surviving text branches.

3 System Used for Determining Early (Original) Readings

When reaching back to the early or original form of Hebrew Scripture,
most scholars search for the one reading that most likely was contained in that
text, or the reading from which the others may have derived. This procedure —
named textual comparison — was usually described as taking place according to
fixed rules.

Since the seventeenth century biblical scholars make frequent use of
textual guidelines in the form of fixed textual rules for this evaluation which
create an impression of a well-established procedure because the rules
themselves make a trustworthy impression. These rules are known under the
names of the lectio difficilior, lectio brevior, assimilation to parallel passages,
interpretive modification, etc.

The mistaken trust of some handbooks in these rules’ may have been based
on New Testament research'® where the employment of rules is commonplace
because in that discipline the relation between manuscripts is more predictable
than in the case of the Hebrew Bible. However, in the critical review of these

8 Tov, The Development of the Text, 1-27. Revised version in Tov, Textual
Developments, 237-256.

® KLEIN, Textual Criticism, 73-84; DEIST, Towards the Text, 243-249; BROTZMAN,
Textual Criticism, 123-132; WEGNER, Textual Criticism, 125-137; FISCHER, Der Text des
Alten Testaments, 225-242; WURTHWEIN, The Text of the Old Testament, 189-203;
ANDERSON — WIDDER, Textual Criticism, 90-109. These rules were also used frequently in
BARTHELEMY et al., Preliminary and Interim Report, and BARTHELEMY et al., Critique
textuelle de [’Ancien Testament.

19 For a review of the rules in NT research, see EPP, Perspectives, 125-173.
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Emanuel Tov 123

rules for the Hebrew Bible, we developed a rather negative view of their validity
and practicality''.

The recognition of the weaknesses of these rules resulted in the recognition
that it is almost impossible to use any of them. In my view, textual evaluation
with the aim of determining the most appropriate reading is an art in the full sense
of the word, a faculty that can be developed, guided by intuition based on wide
experience. Although some help is provided by the rule of the lectio difficilior,
within the subjective evaluation there is room for more than one view, while no
real guidance is given by any of the textual rules. This situation is somewhat
chaotic, as some scholars recognize, since scholars constantly change their views
on the readings. We suggest that common sense is the scholar’s main guide when
attempting to locate the contextually most appropriate reading.

4 Distinction between Types of Variants Include in the Early
Texts

From among a group of readings, one is traditionally assigned the status of
the original reading. During this comparative procedure, the different types of
variants (textual mishaps, scribal interventions, exegetical readings, literary
variants, etc.) are treated in the same way.

In the traditional depiction of textual criticism, the impression is created
that the textual critic can and should always express a view on a group of textual
variants relating to a reading of MT'2. However, this approach is not realistic
anymore as it has been realized that not all readings should be evaluated in the
same way or should be evaluated at all. Handbooks provide examples that are
unproblematic, usually instances of scribal developments. However, many
variants involve complex relationships between readings. In my earlier research,
I established a distinction between two types of readings, genetic readings that
developed from one another'? and nongenetic readings that did not necessarily
develop from another reading. I suggested that only the genetic readings should
be subjected to textual evaluation resulting in a decision that reading a developed

" TCHB?, 269-282.

12 This is the impression received upon reading ROBERTS, The Old Testament Text,
KLEIN, Textual Criticism, 73-84; DEIST, Towards the Text, 240-247;, WEGNER, Textual
Criticism, 125-137; FISCHER, Der Text des Alten Testaments, 225-242; WURTHWEIN, The
Text of the Old Testament, 189-203; ANDERSON — WIDDER, Textual Criticism, 90-109.

13 See TCHB?, 267-268.
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124 Writing an Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible

from reading b, and that reading » may have constituted the early/original
reading. Only genetic readings could have been included in the early (original)
text. On the other hand, if reading a did not develop from reading b (that is,
a nongenetic reading), no priority should be determined. Decisions of this kind
are very difficult, and scholars are bound to disagree with one another. In my
thinking, most content differences reflect genetic readings, that is readings
created as part of the scribal transmission and intentional changes by scribes.
Differences in spelling and linguistic differences are also genetic, but they need
not be evaluated. Nongenetic readings need not be evaluated either, viz.,
synonymous readings, literary variants, and variants for which the genetic
relation cannot be determined'*.

However, it is often difficult to decide whether we are confronted with
a pair of genetic or nongenetic variants, in other words, whether we need to apply
textual judgment to the reading or refrain from it, especially regarding literary
variants. As a result of this situation, at the present stage of research there is
a lack of clarity regarding the need to express an opinion on variants that are
found somewhere between the realms of textual and literary criticism.

Probably this uncertainty will remain. This ambiguity may cause confusion
and may create a feeling that in modern textual criticism it is difficult to decide
which readings will be given a textual treatment and which not. A typical case is
the collection of variants in the book of Jeremiah. Many scholars believe that
most minuses of the LXX and 4QJer®? are literary and should not be preferred to
MT since they reflect a different literary edition of the book. However, textual
mishaps cannot be excluded and this challenge complicates the decision in
individual cases.

5 Attempts to Reconstruct an Early Text

Traditionally textual critics attempt to reconstruct the original (or: early)
text of the Hebrew Bible. This view conflicts with the alternative view that some
or all compositions started off as multiple early written texts that constituted
parallel versions of the same book. For example, there may have existed once

14 TCHB', 395-396.
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Emanuel Tov 125

two parallel books of Samuel or Psalms both claiming to be the book of Samuel
or Psalms"’.

In recent research it is often emphasized that we need be more modest in
our expectations to gain information about the early stage(s) of the Scripture
books. We ought to posit a stage of the finalized literary composition which may
be considered the aim that textual critics have in mind when reconstructing the
early texts of the Hebrew Bible. However, a final literary work was sometimes
preceded by earlier formulations that had been circulated as well since at the time
they, too, were considered final and not “drafts.” For example, this was the case
with the different editions of Jeremiah, Joshua, and Samuel. As a result of these
complications, some scholars opine that we need not reconstruct a single original
text because such a stage often did not exist, but we need to think in terms of
aseries of original texts. These theoretical formulations have practical
implications making it almost impossible to reconstruct original readings except
for textual corruptions, but also in such cases one needs to decide which stage of
the original texts one has in mind. The result is uncertainty concerning
reconstructions in the mentioned Scripture books.

6 Balanced Approach towards the Masoretic Text

Traditionally, text-critical analysis was meant to widen the horizon,
involving textual sources beyond MT. Variants, assembled from the ancient
versions and the Dead Sea Scrolls, are used in biblical exegesis.

Different trends are recognizable in the approach towards MT. Usually
scholars are rather conservative in holding on to MT in their exegetical
endeavors. Paradoxically, this is also true for many, if not most textual critics.
I noticed this feature in the approach towards the textual sources in critical text
editions which may well be characteristic of the scholarly approach.

When studying the trend of recording deviations from MT in textual tools
starting with the edition of Cornill, Ezechiel (1886), one notes that the
involvement of nonmasoretic sources is gradually decreased. When the amount
of deviation from MT is analyzed in sample Scripture chapters, it is recognized
that what started as a hurricane-force breakaway from MT in 1886 (Cornill,

15 This model has not been implemented, although in the case of Psalms seemingly
rival Psalters have been preserved in MT and Qumran, but this unique situation is irrelevant
in my view since the Qumran Psalters do not represent Scripture copies, but liturgical
collections.
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126 Writing an Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible

Ezechiel) ended as a light breeze in the twenty-first century. From around 1900
onwards we see a regression in risk-taking in textual judgment and the
reconstruction of the earliest texts. This movement reflects a steady move
towards MT. In the beginning of the twenty-first century, we may well be
entering into a cautious stage in textual criticism in which textual judgment is
limited to errors and the recognition of scribal tendencies, such as theological
variants.

Some examples follow. Cornill changed as much as 25 or 30 percent of
the words in MT in certain segments in Ezekiel; this percentage was reduced to
between 5 and 15 percent in the samples from other books in Haupt’s series'®.
A decade later, the percentage is similar in the BH 1 edition, 5-13 percent at the
high end and 2-4 percent at the low end. The BHS edition presents a lower
percentage, usually 3-4 percent at the low end and 6-10 percent at the high end.
Emendations appear frequently in all these editions, sometimes more so than
readings supported by the versions. The fewest deviations from MT are recorded
in the editions produced closest to our times, BHQ and HBCE. BHQ prefers
variants in no more than 1 percent of the instances. The same pertains to the only
published edition of HBCE (Fox, Proverbs). This trend is also visible in the
projects of Dominique Barthélemy'” and his textual commentaries'®. While these
volumes take the evidence of all textual sources into consideration, in practice
they almost always decide in favor of MT",

It is incumbent upon us to find the right approach towards MT, for
example, not to say that MT is to be preferred”, but to treat all texts in an even-
handed way.

In sum, textual criticism has changed. I see changed procedures and
approaches: instead of the seemingly smooth procedures of earlier times, I see
an increase of uncertainty. The more we know, the less we know.

16 For details, see Tov, The Search for an Original Text.

7 BARTHELEMY et al., Preliminary and Interim Report.

8 BARTHELEMY et al., Crifique textuelle.

Y No changes from MT are recorded in the volumes of the HUB, but they do witness
the trend that is described here, since from the very first volume (GOSHEN-GOTTSTEIN, The
Book of Isaiah), these volumes abstain from any judgment concerning differences between
MT and the versions.

20E.g., WORTHWEIN, The Text of the Old Testament, 190: “The MT should generally
be preferred over other traditions when it is grammatically and otherwise acceptable.”
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Summary

Procedures in textual criticism and approaches to that discipline have changed in the twenty-
first century. Together with a wealth of new data, the preparation of a new version of an
Introduction to textual criticism has become imperative. In my new edition, less attention is
given to most ancient translations (except for the LXX). Further, the texts can be arranged
according to text branches. The “rules” for evaluating “original” readings, the types of
variants, the attempts to reconstruct the early text, and the approach towards the Masoretic
Text need to be reassessed.

Keywords: Textual criticism, Septuagint, Ancient translations, Masoretic Text, Original
readings.

Zhrnutie

Postupy v textovej kritike a pristupy k danej discipline presli v dvadsiatom storoci zmenami.
Na zaklade cennych novych dét sa priprava novej verzie Uvodu do textovej kritiky stala
nevyhnutnou. V mojej novej edicii sa menej pozornosti venuje vécSine starovekych
prekladov (s vynimkou LXX). Texty mozu byt d’alej zoradené podla textovych odvetvi.
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,»Pravidla“ na evaluaciu ,,pévodného* ¢itania, typy variantov, snahy o rekonstrukciu skorého
textu a pristupy k masoretskému textu si vyzaduji nové prehodnotenie.

Klucoveé slova: textova kritika, Septuaginta, staroveké preklady, masoretsky text, povodné
znenie textu.
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“My Beloved Is Different from Myriads of
Others”
An Intertextual Analysis of Cant 5:9-16 and Lam 4:1-10"

Anna Matikova

A synoptic view of the description of the male lover in the Song of Songs
(5:9-16 MT) and the bereavement of despoiled Jerusalem in Lamentations (4:1-
10 MT) reveals a very conspicuous lexical affinity between the two pericopes.
The possibility of a deliberate intertextual dialogue has already been acknowledged
by scholars. However, a reader-oriented approach to the issue has been preferred
so far'. This paper intends to offer a text-oriented analysis and to evaluate the
intertextual dialogue between the two texts in light of the criteria proposed by
Manfred Pfister’. Concerning the direction of dependence, it is argued that the
Song of Songs draws on Lamentations rather than vice versa. Consequently,
some exegetical implications are proposed.

1 Canticles 5:9-19

The portrait of the male lover in Cant 5:10-16 is introduced in v. 9 by
a double question: “What is your beloved more than another beloved, you fairest
among women? What is your beloved more than another beloved, that you thus
adjure us?” (MNPAYA 120w T TTT AN D'WIA NaN TN 7T 1n). Those who
ask the questions are most likely the daughters of Jerusalem (who are addressed
by the female lover in v. 8). Such an insistent request incites the woman to
describe her beloved. After she has concluded her reply (v. 16), she addresses the
daughters of Jerusalem (o5w ma) again. Subsequently, another double

* This paper was originally presented at the EABS Graduate Symposium in Prague,
Czech Republic, March 30 — April 1, 2022.

' STROLLO, The Value of the Relationship, 190-201. Strollo leans on criteria
advanced by LEONARD, Identifying Inner-Biblical Allusions, 246.

2 PFISTER, Konzepte der Intertextualitit, 1-30.
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question is articulated in 6:1 and the discourse moves to another topic: “Where
has your beloved gone, you fairest among women? Where has your beloved
turned, that we may seek him with you?” ( 7777 M5 MR 0Wia 121 777 To0 NI
TRY BWPaN).

The self-contained character of the pericope is furtherly confirmed by the
inclusio consisting of the reiteration of the expression “my beloved” (*717). The
female lover resumes the very expression “beloved” (717) used in the question
(Cant 5:9) at the beginning of her answer in v. 10 and she repeats it again in v. 16
“this is my beloved” (*717 1) when she concludes the description in such a way
that dovetails the introductory question “What?” (7n).

Unlike the descriptions of the female lover which are expressed in the
moments of pleasure when both lovers enjoy each other’s presence, the
description of the male lover is collocated in the dramatic situation of his absence
and the woman’s desire to find him again (cf. Cant 5:2-8). Moreover, the poetic
portrayals of the female lover do not expressly highlight what distinguishes her
from other female figures, although an implicit notion of distinctiveness can
never be totally excluded from a description of a beloved person. The portrayal
of the male lover, nevertheless, is aimed explicitly at providing characteristics
that distinguish him from other male figures, as the loving woman herself
confirms in 5:10, “different from myriads of others” (7237 137).

The portrayal of the male beloved commences (Cant 5:10) and concludes
(v. 16) with an overall description of his person: “my beloved is splendid and
flushed” (DvT81 mx *17) and “he is all pleasant” (D*7AMA 19). In between
a detailed picture of his physical figure is presented. Attention is focused first on
his head, hair, eyes, face and lips (W& YMRIP ¥Y M5 YMNAY) in vv. 11-13,
and subsequently on his hands, stomach and legs ("7 "y Ppw) in vv. 14-15.

The nominal phrases of which the description is composed alternate
between metaphors (his x is/are y) and similes (his x is/are like y). Although no
strict pattern can be detected in these verses, there is a certain regularity in the
rhythm created by the presence of the nouns with a pronominal suffix at the
beginning of each stanza.

The semantic field of the human body is juxtaposed to the semantic field
of nature represented by animals such as a raven and doves (011 271), by plants
such as myrrh, lilies, scented herbs and spice (o2 o'mpIn DWW ) and
especially by precious materials such as ivory, sapphire, jewels and gold (on2 18
ANt W Wwnn 0Mao wy).
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Although there are allusions to the olfactory experience in the mention of
myrrh, scented herbs and spice (o@an o'npan and 7N) in Cant 5:13, and even to
gustatory experience connected with sweetness (2'pnnn) in v. 16, the visual
aspect of the imagery seems to prevail. The poet draws on shapes and colours,
the dominant ones being gold (on2 1a 271) mentioned explicitly in vv. 11.14.15
and white evoked through images such as milk, ivory and alabaster (251 W W)
in vv. 12.14.15. These colours alternate with red or perhaps the colour of tanned
skin (O17R) in v. 10, black (1Y) in v. 11, sapphire blue (2™°a0) in v. 14 and
cedar red (omR) v. 15. Taking the entire composition into consideration,
however, demonstrates that the preciousness of the materials is even more
important than their chromatic aspect’. In fact, the female lover, addressed as the
fairest among women (0'W12 n8'7), is asked about the distinctive features of her
beloved. To convey the notion of distinctiveness, she draws on the imagery of
precious materials.

The genre or form* recognizable in the description is that of wasf’. The use
of the wasf of a male figure is unique not only in the Song of Songs but also in
the whole Hebrew Bible®.

2 Lamentations 4:1-10

Lam 4:1-10 represents the first part of the fourth elegy (4:1-22) in the book
of Lamentations. The dirge-like poem’ is an acrostic commencing with the
interjection “oh” (112'}) and proceeding in twenty-two “poetic lines™, each verse
beginning with a respective letter of the Hebrew alphabet from the first till the
last one. Such a formal structure substantially determines the delimitation of the
pericope; thence, the whole elegy Lam 4:1-22 is from the formal point of view
a self-contained unit. Mainly for practical reasons, however, this paper focuses

3 BARBIERO, Cantico dei Cantici, 244; KEEL, Das Hohelied, 187. For the priority of
the functional aspect of the metaphors over the visual, see also KEEL, Deine Blicke sind
Tauben, 33.

* Dalman for example denies the instance of a proper literary genre in case of wasf.
See DALMAN, Paldstinischer Diwan, XI.

5 Le. “eine Schilderung der korperlichen Vollkommenheit” (WETZSTEIN, Die
Syrische Dreschtafel, 291).

® MuURPHY, The Song of Songs, 169.

7 SALTERS, Lamentations, 282.

8 Cf. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Poetry, 8.
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only on Lam 4:1-10. The subdivision might appear as artificial at first glance;
nevertheless, it does not disrupt the logical coherence of the discourse. In fact,
a change in the rhetoric can be perceived between vv. 1-10 and vv. 11-22°. Verse
11 mentions the divine name (7Mn") for the first time, which indeed marks an
obvious caesura. While vv. 1-10 describe the deplorable situation of Jerusalem
by means of figurative language e.g. gold has grown dim (277 op), visages are
blacker than soot (08N MNwWn Jwn), skin has shrivelled on the bones ( 5y DY
w2 oney), vv. 11-13 introduce a theological reflection. They focus prevailingly
on the reasons of the disgraceful situation (e.g. the wrath of YHWH, enemy
entering the gates of Jerusalem, foreign nations, pursuers). Subsequently, v. 14
resumes the descriptive approach; however, the frequent alteration of perspective
(especially the abrupt switches between the addressees involved in the discourse)
speaks in favour of a distinct analytical treatment of the rest of the poem.

The collective and individual laments'® contained in the book display the
deplorable situation of Jerusalem and her population after the destruction at the
hands of the Babylonian empire. Lam 4 shows a lot of thematic and formal
affinity with the rest of the book'', especially with Lam 1 and 2, but it also
maintains some distinctive features and autonomous character. Despite the same
number of poetic lines, Lam 4 is shorter (only two line-halves per each line). In
contrast to the rest of the book, YHWH is not addressed directly in Lam 4'%. The
subsequent composition, Lam 5, diverges considerably from Lam 4 (and also
from Lam 1-3) completely abandoning the acrostic arrangement.

As has been mentioned above, the structure of the poem is determined by
its composition as an acrostic. The parallelism in each poetic line conveys an
image that illustrates a facet, or several facets, of the utter destruction and
desolation to which the Holy City has been exposed (e.g. the destruction of the
city buildings, the famine of its inhabitants, their physical and moral suffering,
frustration and sadness...). In terms of the modern experience, one could
compare the juxtaposition of the poetic images to photographs exposed in an
exhibition dedicated to an area suffering because of military conflict. A visitor to

9 Salters instead proposes the following subdivision: vv. 1-16, 17-20, and 21-22 since
in v. 17 the voice of the speaker changes to 1 pl. (SALTERS, Lamentations, 282).

19 BAUKS — NIHAN, Manuale di esegesi, 97.

1 Cf. RupOLPH, Das Buch, 193. Here the author expresses the affinity in terms of
“Ahnlichkeit von Inhalt und Absicht”.

12 SALTERS, Lamentations, 289.
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the exhibition would not painstakingly try to understand the logical order in
which the photographs are organized. Rather, he or she would rather allow
himself or herself to be exposed to the colours, the shapes, the lights and
shadows, in order to participate in the atmosphere they convey. In a similar
manner, the eloquent power of the poetic images of Lamentations consists in
their ability to address human feelings and evoke emotions rather than in
conveying accurate concepts appealing to the intellect and inciting precise logical
reflection. Perhaps it is not mere coincidence that the apparently random
juxtaposition of the individual images amplifies the poetic effect of
fragmentation that pervades the whole composition.

The poet is very fond of hyperbole. The visual (and particularly chromatic)
character of the imagery (gold, darkness, purple, whiteness of snow and milk,
red coral, sapphire blue), as well as repeated references to the physical
appearance of the human persons makes the pericope particularly akin to the
description of the male lover in Cant 5:10-16.

3 From Vertical to the Horizontal Themes

In spite of the radical difference between the two poetic texts (Cant 5:9-16
and Lam 4:1-10) there are eleven peculiar lexemes that recur in both of them'?:
T, 80, 0¥, 25N, INW/MNY, 20T, 18, DN3, W, DITR, NY.

3.1 Quantitative Criteria: Amount and Frequency
The mutual lexical contact'® between the two pericopes in question is
detectable exclusively on the level of isolated lexemes. Thus, strictly speaking,
the amount of recurrent text consists of eleven words which are not immediately
linked among themselves into a coherent discourse. In terms of frequency, ten of
these words occur only once in the respective pericopes'’. Nevertheless, these

13 Strollo, in her comparison, interestingly lists lexemes with phonetic similarities,
but omits three identical roots (W& 07" Tr1). See STROLLO, The Value of the Relationship, 197.

14 Although Murphy acknowledges an affinity between the two pericopes, he does
not develop the relation further in terms of a more pronounced intertextual dialogue: “The
description of Jerusalem’s princes in Lam 4:7 is cut from the same cloth: »Brighter than snow
were her princes, whiter than milk, more ruddy than coral, more precious than sapphires«”
(MURPHY, The Song of Songs, 169).

15 The exception is 7* which occurs three times in Lam 4:1-10.
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eleven lexemes are implied in a mere seven verses of Cant 5 and in ten verses of
Lam 4. In addition, the recurrent terms are distributed in the two pericopes in
such a way that from altogether seventeen verses (of both pericopes), only four
verses remain without a mutual contact (Cant 5:13; Lam 4:3.5.9). At the same
time, the suspected points of contact between the two texts are organically
interwoven into the entire fabric of each text. They are not circumscribed merely
to one section of each textual unit. As a result, the quantity of the elements
recurring in both texts is far from being irrelevant.

3.2 Qualitative Criteria

To further evaluate the plausibility of a deliberate intertextual relationship
between the two pericopes under observation, a closer look at the qualitative
aspect of the above-detected lexical affinity is necessary.

3.2.1 Markers

Neither of the examined textual units contains explicit markers which
would draw the reader’s attention to a respective source. Such markers are absent
also in the broader literary context of our pericopes. Given the character of the
mutual contact based on single lexemes, no stylistic breaks in the flow of the
discourse are detectable. Thus, if the authors/redactors of the two texts under
examination really intended to create a mutual link between them, they relied
completely on the knowledge, skill and sensibility of their audience that would
have been able to perceive such a connection.

3.2.2 Selectivity

Due to the peculiar character of the possible relationship (i.e. the point of
contact is not represented by a self-contained meaningful clause, but by isolated
substantives, adjectives or verbs disseminated unevenly yet conspicuously in the
two pericopes in question), a specific approach to the criterion of selectivity is
required. The selectivity-degree in this case cannot be discussed separately for
each singular item since such an approach would necessarily lead to very skewed
results. In fact, some of the lexemes occur within the biblical corpus with high
frequency, for instance head, hand, gold (w&1 7° 211), while others, such as soot
(AnW) are rather rare'®. Therefore, while the former ones tend to appear as not

16 A mere six occurrences within the HB. Cf. HALOT, 1466.

StBiS1 15 (2/2023)



136 “My Beloved Is Different from Myriads of Others”

selective at all, the degree of selectivity of the latter ones tends to be rather high.
Moreover, certain word combinations can appear extremely selective if their
recurrence in immediate proximity is considered. Such is, for example, the case
of the pair splendid and flushed (o781 n¥)'7 in Cant 5:10 or the cluster of
synonyms denoting gold (ona 13 2:1)'%. A mere sum of partial results gathered
for each single item would, therefore, be thoroughly misleading. In addition, the
differences in the structural collocation of the single items within the whole
discourse also play a significant role if the selectivity is to be assessed properly.
Thence, the only appropriate way to evaluate the mutual relationship between the
two pericopes in terms of selectivity is to consider the entire cluster of eleven
items.

The lexemes recurring in our two pericopes can be assigned to three
semantic fields: a) colours (nn¥ OIR MW 295M)'%; b) precious materials (on3 12
am ap); ¢) body parts (70 N Wx)*’. It is not necessarily surprising that
different pericopes taken from different books of the biblical corpus share the
same semantic fields. In this case, however, the reader is dealing with a poetic
composition belonging to the realm of love poetry on one side, and a collective
lament elaborating the trauma of the destruction of Jerusalem on the other.
Consequently, it becomes very conspicuous that the imagery of the two texts
which display such a difference of genre and Sitz im Leben?' not only moves
within the same semantic fields, but that it also includes eleven items which occur
in both texts. Such a peculiar recurrence therefore appears as highly selective and
speaks strongly in favour of a deliberate relationship between our two poems.

7 If one considers Vrnx and Vox located next to each other in a pair its occurrence
is limited only to the two pericopes in question.

18 At least two elements of the triad tend to occur within the same immediate context.
Cf. Job 28:16-19; Isa 13:12. Nevertheless, the presence of the complete triad (13 on2 and
anT) is restricted to our two pericopes.

19 The word a5n, strictly speaking, evades the category of colours; however, due to
its function in both pericopes (i.e. the chromatic aspect of the image, cf. BARBIERO, Cantico
dei Cantici, 244; KEEL, Das Hohelied, 187) it belongs to the semantic field of colour.

20 In Lam 4:1 wxA does not stand for a body part. It is used in a metaphorical way;
however, the primary meaning of the word W7, is clearly perceivable in the metaphor.

2l Although the Sitz im Leben of the studied pericopes is not discussed explicitly in
this paper the abysmal difference in their very nature hardly requires further evidence to
postulate a different Sitz im Leben for each case. For the use of Lam in the Jewish liturgy see
BERGES, Klagelieder, 33.
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3.2.3 Structurality

The sequence of the imagery in Cant 5:9-16 is clearly determined by the
structure of the wasf-like description that in this case proceeds from head to foot.
The sequence of the poetic images in Lam 4:1-10, instead, underlies the formal
arrangement of an alphabetic acrostic. Although the imagery of both pericopes
evolves around the kindred semantic fields (body parts, precious materials and
colours), its final formal arrangement depends on the peculiar literary character
of each composition. As a result, it can either be concluded that from the
structural point of view, the intentional mutual dialogue between the two
pericopes appears unsustainable, or one must admit that the structural
relationship between the two pericopes cannot be assessed merely in terms of an
identical sequence of several terms transposed from one pericope to another. In
fact, the radical dissimilarity of genre indicates that the different structural
employment of the shared points of contact is very likely an integral part of
deliberate dialogue between the two pericopes. As a result, the question of
structural relationship between the two pericopes cannot be answered
satisfactorily without due attention to their mutual dialogical tension.

3.2.4 Dialogicity

At this point close attention to each one of the individual lexemes that
establish the contact between Cant 5:9-16 and Lam 4:1-10 is necessary. For
practical reasons, the discussion will be subdivided into three sections according
to the above-mentioned semantic fields.

a) Colours (bright, red, white, black)

The initial characterization of the male lover contains a peculiar
combination of two adjectives — splendid and flushed (D1vT81 n¥). The
corresponding expression in Lam 4:7 consists of two verbs to be bright (nng)*
and to be red (0TR)>. Apart from conveying a remarkable** description of male
beauty, such a pair of attributes is unique since it appears only in these two
contexts in the Hebrew Bible. In any case, the evocative value of the image (i.e.

2 HALOT, 1018.

B3 HALOT, 14, cf. 1 Sam 16:12; 17:42.

24 Garett’s conclusion that “the ancients seemed to prefer dark, tanned skin for men”
is not necessarily supported by sufficient evidence (see GARRET — HOUSE, Song of Songs,
220). Pope mentions “references to redness in connection with toiletry” in “the Ugaritic epic
and mythological texts”; however, this remark does not seem to lead to anything conclusive,
see POPE, Song of Songs, 531.
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the reference to male handsomeness and wellbeing) is the same in both pericopes.
It is not altered by the structural difference based on the different morphological
form of the single elements. The radical difference between the employment of
the same image in two pericopes is, however, to be seen on the level of its
contextual collocation. While the female lover of Cant with her exclamation:
“My beloved is splendid and flushed...” (21781 n¥ *177), underlines the actual
outstanding handsomeness of her beloved (whose charm is in spite of his
temporary absence always present in the woman’s loving memory), the poet in
Lam 4:7 cries over the lost former beauty, health and well-being of the sons of
Zion (cf. v. 4) who are experiencing the tragic destruction of Jerusalem (cf. v. 1b)
since they have been exposed to the cruelty of the enemy (cf. vv. 9.12).

An analogous situation can be observed regarding the reference to milk
(35n) in the Song of Songs and Lamentations. The image again maintains
a positive evocative value in both contexts. Yet, while Cant 5:12 extolls the
actual qualities of the male lover “His eyes are like milk-washed doves sitting
beside full streams of water” ( 5p mMaw* 25na mixna 0" PUAR Sy DA PIY
nK&5n), Lam 4:7 mourns over what has been lost: “Her young men were brighter
than snow, more splendid than milk” (378 25nn 1% 35Wn 713 101). While the
substantive milk (25n) figures in both cases, a peculiar feature of the imagery is
apparent. The milk juxtaposed closely to the \mn¥ clearly conveys the
connotation of whiteness in Lam 4:7. In Cant 5:12, however, the chromatic
aspect of the image does not seem to be in the foreground. Why can it be claimed
that the idea of doves washed in milk (35na menn) shifts the figure onto
a different level than merely the realm of colour™? The concept of
washing/bathing in milk is not usual in the Hebrew Bible. The only two
references to bathing/washing (\V¥n) something in a liquid other than water can
be found in Psalm 58:11 and in Job 29:6. In the first case, the invoked liquid is
blood as the Psalmist concludes the laments over the wickedness and injustice of
the mighty ones with a firm hope for the victory of the righteousness: “The
righteous will rejoice when he sees the vengeance and washes his feet in the

25 It is rather reductive to insist prevailingly on the chromatic aspect of this image as
Fox eventually does: “The image of doves bathing in milk is a fantasy picture, and it is hard
to see what actual event could underlie it. The image emphasizes whiteness and conveys
a sense of luxury and delicacy, for milk was white, thick, and smooth. The contrast between
the blackness of the boy’s hair and the whiteness of his eyes is sharpened by the contrast
between ravens (v. 11) and doves” (FoX, The Song of Songs, 148). Rather, as Garret
highlights, “milk implies richness” (GARRET — HOUSE, Song of Songs, 220).
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blood of the wicked” (YW 072 PR PRAYA ORI MM~ PR NAR?). In the second
instance, the imagery employs sour milk or cream (7&nM)* as Job remembers
his former prosperity: “When I washed my steps in cream” (7R3 *2*5n prn3).
There is no need to underscore that the evocation of the whiteness can hardly be
the coveted effect of the employed image. Somewhat different yet analogous is
the picture employed in Deut 33:24b in a blessing addressed to the descendants
of Asher: “May he dip his foot in oil” (937 jpwWa Hav1). Also in this case, the
poetic reference to prosperity is apparent. Thence, in the light of the literary
figures engaged in Ps 58:11 in Job 29:6 as well as in Deut 33:24b the lover’s eyes
compared to doves washed in milk?’” might, rather than to the colour white, allude
to peace and abundance of everything necessary for life?®. If such is really the
case, the image of milk is employed in a far more intricate way in Cant 5:12 than
in Lam 4:7.

The fourth and last figure belonging to the realm of colours is black (Anw).
The lexeme functions in Cant 5:11 as an adjective describing the lover’s locks of
hair which are black (mnnw)* as a raven. The colour black here does not bear
any negative connotation (as perhaps might be the case in Cant 1:5). On the
contrary, the blackness of the man’s curly locks underscores the faultlessness of
his appearance®®. In Lam 4:8, instead, the same root (1nW), spelled in a slightly
different manner (717W), functions as a noun employed in a simile: “their aspect
became blacker than soot” (RN MNwWn TWn). The hapax legomenon that stands
for a black substance, perhaps soot or coal’!, patently bears negative
connotations. Moreover, in contrast to the previously mentioned figures there are
no allusions to former beauty but merely an observation of the deplorable actual
condition.

26 Cf. HALOT, 325. The poetic line is difficult to interpret differently although the
full spelling (nxnn) instead of (nnn) is attested only by few manuscripts.

%7 Garret, too, observes that “it is the washing of the dove that is the focus rather than
the dove itself” (GARRET — HOUSE, Song of Songs, 220). However, to be consistent in such
an approach, it is crucial to consider the washing in milk, not just the mere washing.

28 GERLEMAN, Ruth, 174.

2 “Black, or alternatively coal-black [...] to describe hair Lev 13:31,37, [...] the
colour of someone’s face, perhaps meaning swarthy, or alternatively sun-tanned, [...] Cant
1:5; horses Zech 6:2,6” (HALOT, 1466).

30 PoPE, Song of Songs, 536.

3UCT. HALOT, 1457.
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b) Precious materials (finest gold and sapphire)

To convey the notion of precious finest gold, both pericopes have recourse
to the group of three synonymous expressions (0n2 18 271). The accumulation of
synonyms is not an uncommon feature of poetic language®. In fact, at least two
elements of the mentioned triad also occur within the same immediate context
elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible**. Nevertheless, the presence of the complete triad
(ona 1a anr) within the same immediate context is restricted exclusively to our
two pericopes (Cant 5:9-16 and Lam 4:1-10). As has already been mentioned
above, such a high degree of selectivity considerably increases the possibility of
an intentional link between the two texts.

The basic conceptual value of the gold imagery is maintained in both
pericopes. In each instance gold represents a reality which is thoroughly
precious®®. The mutual interplay consists again in the opposition between the
celebration of the actual glorious appearance of the male lover on one side and
sorrow over the destroyed value of Jerusalem and her children on the other.

An analogous situation can also be observed in the case of sapphire. Here
as well the interplay between our pericopes consists primarily in the contrast
between the present condition on one side (Cant) and the former situation on the
other (Lam). Sapphire, as such, is a very rare term within the Hebrew Bible?”.
What is unique, however, is its application to the human body both in
Lamentations as well as in Song of Songs. Although the meaning of the Hebrew
word 7713 in Lam 4:7 cannot be deciphered with absolute certainty®, its
collocation within the context signals a very high probability that it refers either
to a body part (perhaps veins), or to the entire form, shape and cut of the human
figure®’. The precious material of sapphire is employed as a simile in Lam 4:7
(onats 7°ap) “their shape was like sapphire™®. On the other hand, Cant 5:14
draws instead on a more elaborate metaphor (01720 nabyn W nwWy ryn) “his
loins are an ivory plate covered with sapphire”. Insisting on a physical

32 ALONSO SCHOKEL, Manuale di poetica ebraica, 84.

3 Cf. Job 28:16-19; Isa 13:12.

34 Hillers absolutely excludes the chromatic value of the figure also for Lam 1,4, see
HILLERS, Lamentations, 137.

35 Cf. Exod 24:10; 28:18; 39:11; Job 28:6; 28:16; Isa 54:11; Eze 1:26; 10:1; 28:13.

36 For a complete discussion of various options see RUDOLPH, Das Buch, 248.

37 Cf. HALOT, 187, DCH 11, 341-342. See also GARRET — HOUSE, Song of Songs, 441.

38 If one decides to interpret 7713 as veins the chromatic value of the figure — even if
not dominant — cannot be completely excluded.
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resemblance between human body parts and precious materials would obviously
result in a ridiculous caricature. Thence, it can be concluded that (as it was the
case for gold) the notion of preciousness prevails over visual resemblance in both
contexts.

¢) Body parts (head, hands, palate)

It has already been noted that the attention of the female lover is (in Cant
5:11) in the first place directed to her beloved’s head (ywx7). In Lam 4:1 head
(wWR") is obviously used in a figurative way to indicate the street-corners® (wx12
m@in53) where precious stones*’ are scattered. Such a figurative employment
of the expression W& is, however, already bleached, i.e. it has lost its poetic
charge and has become part and parcel of the common range of meanings of the
lexeme. Thence the contraposition of a non-figurative usage of W3 in Cant 5:11
to its figurative employment in Lam 4:1 would be completely out of place. The
mutual dialogical interplay between the two texts is instead implied rather by the
fact that WR is immediately linked with gold (on2 271) in both instances. The
dominant tension consists again in the contrast between the present dignity of the
male beloved and the former splendour of the inhabitants of Zion.

The hands*' of the handsome man (Cant 5:14) are described as golden
cylinders filled (or overlaid) with precious stones (WwWnna o850 201 7903 177).
Such a description can refer either to their flawless form (if the participle is
interpreted as “overlaid”)* or to the immense value of all the beloved’s deeds (if
the participle is understood as “filled”)*.

3 Cf. HALOT, 1165-1166.

40 According to Hillers, the reference to the stones of the Temple is to be rejected
(HILLERS, Lamentations, 138).

4! The grammatical form (dual) here speaks against the proposal to interpret 7 in
this context as “a euphemism for penis or at least a double entendre” as suggested in
HAMILTON, The Body Royal, 58.

42 “Vielleicht ist an Armreife gedacht, mit denen die Arme der Vornehmen im alten
Orient gelegentlich ganz iibersit waren” (KEEL, Das Hohelied, 192).

43 Scholars suggest interpreting the word T’ as arms: “ 7 apparently refers to his
arms since it makes little sense to describe hands as rodlike, unless one were referring to the
fingers” (GARRET — HOUSE, Song of Songs, 222), cf. also KEEL, Das Hohelied, 192;
BARBIERO, Cantico dei Cantici, 250. Another author claims instead: “Noi riteniamo che il
termine sia in realta adatto alla descrizione della mano senza ricorrere, come fanno alcuni,
a considerare jadaw una metonimia dell’intero braccio fino alla spalla” (RAVASI, I/ Cantico
dei cantici, 461). In our view the presence of "1° confirms again the priority of the functional
aspect of the metaphors (KEEL, Das Hohelied, 192), thence the metonymy could also point
more broadly to the deeds of the male lover, not merely to his physical hands. In fact, such

StBiS1 15 (2/2023)



142 “My Beloved Is Different from Myriads of Others”

The author of Lam 4 mentions three kinds of hands and each case deserves
close attention. The first reference in Lam 4:2 is to potter’s hands (9% ™). As
the context suggests, they produce cheap earthen pots which perfectly resemble
the actual deplorable situation of the sons of Zion. The emotional charge of the
second reference to hands (v. 6) is equally dire. In the allusion to the people’s
guilt the poet does not hesitate to mention the swift destruction of Sodom that
was accomplished without a touch of human hand. The third mention of hands
(v. 10) reaches the full measure of despair and the image of extreme penury is
even more lacerating than ever before. Indeed, the verse depicts the maternal
hands of supposedly tender women (1117 ©'W1 *7°) harming their own children
instead of taking care of them.

The contrast between the hands of the male beloved and all the hands
mentioned in Lam 4 does not require any further emphasis. The contrast between
Cant 5:14 and Lam 4:10 strongly supports the understanding of the participial
construction in Cant 5:14 in the sense of hands as golden cylinders filled with
precious stones (against covered). The lover’s hands are thus not rich merely in
the material sense, but especially rich in good deeds and kindness. The hands of
the male beloved are full of goodness while all sorts of hands mentioned in Lam
4 either create shabby and poor products, or, due to their own penury, they even
inflict terrible suffering on others.

The literary meaning (hand as a body part) and the figurative meaning
(hand as a synecdoche for human actions) clearly overlap in both contexts. The
figurative meaning perhaps tends to be more accentuated in Lam 4 since it clearly
evokes a broader reality of all negative effects produced by the activity of
different sorts of hands.

An analogous contrast between the pleasure of the lover’s goodness on the
one hand and the sorrow and suffering of Zion on the other is perceivable also in
the last of the mutual links between our two texts consisting in the word palate
(7M). The sweetness of the beloved’s palate (o'pnnn 12m) is most likely to be
understood as a poetic reference to his speech*®. It stands in stark contrast to the
picture of Lam 4:4 depicting the thirst of the suckling whose tongue sticks to his
palate (8%2 191758 P31 WY PaT). The figurative usage is obvious in both cases;

a reading is confirmed by rabbinic interpretation which does not hesitate to view the hands
as “symbolic of action as such, and of praxis as a means for personal perfection” (FISHBANE,
Song of Songs, 152).

4 The exclusion of the direct, i.e. non-figurative sense of the expression, does not
require further explanation.
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nevertheless, the expression employed in v. 4 also maintains some of its direct,
i.e. non-figurative, evocative power®.

3.2.5 Communicative Relevance

The pericopes under scrutiny do not contain any explicit traces that would
betray the clear intention in one text to evoke the other one as its pre-text. It has
been observed that the implicit interaction between the two pericopes displays
a marked tension between the celebration of the present goodness, beauty and
value of the male beloved on one side (Cant 5) and the mourning over the /os¢
splendour of Jerusalem and destroyed dignity of her inhabitants on the other
(Lam 4). Close study of the mutual dialogical relationship also showed that there
is no disequilibrium between a non-figurative and a figurative usage of the
recurrent lexemes in the respective contexts. Both texts display a high degree of
poetic elaboration of the recurring expressions. Correspondingly, if the authors
of one text really intended to recall in the readers’ minds another piece of poetry,
they must have relied fully on the latters’ refined capacity to detect very tenuous
textual elements embedded skilfully in the very texture of the respective poetic
discourses. The mutual lexical references in Cant 5 and Lam 4 are indeed rather
oblique and the allusive power very subtle. Is that to be taken as an argument
against any deliberate connection between the texts? On the contrary, the
intricate character of the mutual links only increases the poetic value of both
pieces of literature. The obliqueness and the subtlety of allusions are
characteristic features of fine poetic language. A text that anesthetizes the
readers’ intellect and phantasy with exact terms and unequivocal language can
hardly be labelled as poetry.

As a result, in light of the criteria of intertextuality proposed by Pfister
a deliberate intertextual dialogue between our two pericopes in question appears
as feasible*.

4 In fact, the situation of extreme thirst can induce a physical sensation of one’s
tongue sticking in the mouth.

46 The mutual lexical links are maintained for the most part also in the respective
Greek versions. The exceptions from the perfect lexical correspondence between the two
pericopes are the following: Aeuxds xai muppds in Cant 5:10 relates to Omép ytova Elaupay
Umep ydha émuppwbnoav in Lam 4:7. Three Hebrew synonyms denoting gold are rendered
with a mere two expressions ypuciov and ¢al in Cant 5:11.14 while Lam 4:1-2 prefers xpuaiov
and GpyUpiov. For obvious reasons, the mutual correspondence is lacking also between
xedpary] in Cant 5:11 and apy» in Lam 4:1.
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3.3 Direction of Dependence

Putting aside (at least for the moment) the scholarly discussion concerning
the chronological collocation of the respective books and relying entirely on the
evidence provided by the studied pericopes so far, the intertextual dependence is
at first glance imaginable in either direction. If the figurative usage of the contact
lexemes clearly prevailed in one text it would be very likely identifiable as a later
stage of the literary dependence. No such situation is, however, present in the
pericopes under scrutiny. Yet, there might be another relevant key. It can be
easily noted that the description of the male beloved follows a detectable pattern
starting with an overall characterization of a human figure (“My beloved is
splendid and flushed, different from myriads of others” — 537 DTN N¥ *N7
1239n), proceeding with details from the top (“His head is the goldest gold” —
18 On2 WRI) to the bottom (“His legs are alabaster pillars standing on golden
bases” — WW *1nY 1) to conclude again with a comment on his character as a
whole (“His palate is sweetness and he is all pleasant” — 1521 ©'pnnAA 12N
o»13mn). The dirge in Lamentations does not follow any such internal structure.
The acrostic composition is a matter of mere formal organization. Thence, it
appears as more feasible that the author of Cant 5 drew on the material available
elsewhere and structured it in accordance with the nature of his poetry. It results
as much less plausible that the author of Lamentations would have dismantled
a pre-existing poetic structure and arbitrarily scattered only some of its elements
in a new composition without having left behind a trace or a key for possible re-
composition®’.

One could certainly object, that it is easier to hypothesize a decomposition
of an existing figure (the one of the male beloved) than a composition of a new
figure out of a heap of heterogeneous pieces (fragments of desolation in Lam 4).
Yet, in such a case several questions arise: What would motivate the choice of
the actual recurrent expressions? If the author of Lam 4 had intended to recall in
the dirge the body parts of the male beloved described in Cant 5, why only three
such elements are included (W& 07 ) while most of them are left out (MmxIp
o'y Mo nyn pw)? In addition, there are three direct mentions of the daughter
of my people ("ny~n1) in Lam 4 (in vv. 3.4 and 6). The references to this female
figure as well as the mention of Zion (in v. 2) that normally bears female

47 This observation is a fruit of a personal conversation with Benedetta Rossi.
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attributes inevitably suggests that if the author of Lamentations had had in mind
the Song of Songs it would have been more expectable for him to lean on the
descriptions of the female beloved®.

The scholarly consensus converges towards the collocation of
Lamentations soon after the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 BCE and the last
deportation of the population to Babylon*’. As for the Song of Songs, although
there are advocates of an early™® dating, the linguistic features of the text point
rather towards the Persian periods and later’'. As a result, the dependence of Cant
5:9-16 on Lam 4:1-10 is not contradicted by the generally accepted dating of the
two biblical books in question.

8 In fact, the book contains five of them: Cant 2:9-11; 4:1-7; 4:10-15; 6:4-11; 7:2-10.

49 Cf. DOBBS-ALLSOPP, Lamentations, 4: “Perhaps the strongest evidence for a sixth-
century date is the language of the poems itself, which fits the exilic period, between 586 and
520 BCE.” Or: “Most likely a few decades after the destruction of the city” (GARRET —
HOUSE, Song of Songs, 301). “Doch miissen die Lieder ganz am Anfang der babylonischen
Gewaltherrschaft gedichtet sein” (RUDOLPH, Das Buch, 193). Based on the analysis of the
language (that shows affinities with the language of Ezekiel), the latest possible terminus ad
quem is placed around 520 BCE (cf. SALTERS, Lamentations, 8). Against the excessive
postponing of the date of composition Hillers affirms that “the book at no point testifies to
a belief that things would soon change for the better; the kind of hope that appeared in later
exilic times had not yet arisen” (HILLERS, Lamentations, 9).

50 “Irgendwo zwischen das 8. und 6. Jahrh. v. Chr.” (KEEL, Das Hohelied, 14).

1 “Der Sprachstand des HL ist in der Zeit um 500 durchaus verstéindlich” (RUDOLPH,
Das Buch, 111). “On the one hand, certain lexical, grammatical, and literary parallels
between the Song and Ugaritic texts have been adduced. These might suggest an early, at
least preexilic dating of the Song. On the other hand, composition in the postexilic period is
suggested by the substantial number of alleged Aramaisms in the Song as well as by cases of
what appear to be late foreign loan words [...]. Although the present state of scholarly
discussion renders these arguments uncertain, most critical commentators do favour
a postexilic date for the Song’s composition” (MURPHY, The Song of Songs, 4-5). Cf. also
FISHBANE, Song of Songs, xxi. For a more complete discussion of the scholarship on the
dating of the Song of Songs see e.g. GARRET — HOUSE, Song of Songs, 16-22 or POPE, Song
of Songs, 22-33. For the exposition of the features of Late Biblical Hebrew in Cant see
DoBBS-ALLSOPP, Late Linguistic Features, 28-77. For the linguistic arguments in favour of
the Hellenistic dating see GERHARDS, Das Hohelied, 28-74; KWON — BRUTSCH, Das
Hohelied, 149-174.
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4 Further Implications of a Detected Intertextual
Relationship

The present intertextual analysis has shown that the imagery associated to
the male beloved in Cant 5:9-16 appears as an intentional inversion of the
imagery related to Zion devastated by the Babylonians in Lam 4:1-10. The
female lover in the Song of Songs attributes to her beloved the very
characteristics which the choicest men of Zion had lost in the catastrophic
destruction of Jerusalem and the Babylonian Exile. What they lack, the beloved
possesses beyond all measure. The splendour of which they were stripped, shines
in the utmost brightness out of his figure. Where they for the sake of their own
suffering can inflict only injury and pain, his hands produce abundance and
blessings.

The destruction of Jerusalem and the Babylonian Exile is a crucial moment
in the covenantal relationship between YHWH and his people and the theological
interpretation of these events is paradigmatic for many texts of the biblical canon.
Nevertheless, it is very intriguing that a relatively late piece of love poetry might
have intentionally drawn on a poem elaborating such a painful trauma as the
destruction of Jerusalem by the Babylonian assaults.

If the primary message of Cant were exclusively the celebration of mutual
erotic love between man and woman (as it is generally affirmed®?) would the
author (redactor) of the pericope which describes the physical beauty of the male
lover have run the risk of evoking (even unintentionally) such a traumatic
experience as the destruction of Jerusalem and Exile?

If the author (redactor) of Cant, instead, intentionally draws on images
which are potentially loaded with extremely painful connotations of a particular,
crucial, historical moment, then it is very likely that the allegorical (theological)
message of Cant is not to be dismissed as a mere secondary layer imposed onto
a thoroughly secular text during the long history of its reception, but that it is
rather intrinsically interwoven into the very fabric of the book. In this case the
figure which shines through the description of the handsome male lover seems
to allude to a messianic figure bearing traits of the one in whom even the most
painful and traumatic events of history are inverted and definitively transformed.
He really is different from myriads of others (712271 5137).

52 For instance, BLOCH, The Song of Songs, 14, 27; EXUM, Song of Songs, 73; FOX,
The Song of Songs, 247; POPE, Song of Songs, 17-18.

Studia Biblica Slovaca



Anna Matikova 147
Conclusion

It has been shown that Cant 5:10-16 and Lam 4:1-10 display a high degree
of mutual affinity. From the quantitative point of view, the agglomeration of
eleven expressions in peculiar mutual combinations within two well delimited
textual units can hardly be easily dismissed as accidental. Although neither of
the texts contains textual markers which would hint to another text as its source,
qualitative evaluation of the evidence leads to the following conclusions: The
unique combination of eleven peculiar lexemes within two radically different
textual units results as highly selective and speaks strongly in favour of
a deliberate relationship. The structural integration of the lexemes in each of the
contexts results as very smooth. There are no incongruencies which would appear
as heterogeneous to the literary environment in which they are embedded. The
poetic elaboration of the recurrent motifs is far from a mere mechanical
transposition of the lexical material from one context to another. The persistent
tension between the celebration of the present handsomeness of the male beloved
on one side and the mourning over the lost dignity of the sons of Zion on the
other side considerably increases the possibility of an intentional dialogue
between the two texts.

Although no explicit traces betraying the direction of dependence are
detectable in the two pericopes, the dependence of Cant 5:9-16 on Lam 4:1-10
appears more likely. As a result, the figure of the male beloved subtly yet
distinctively mirrors “a negative photograph” of the chosen people lacerated by
the disaster inflicted on Jerusalem by the Babylonian invasion. If the Song of
Songs intentionally alludes to a piece of poetry elaborating the most traumatic
situation in the history of ancient Israel, then it implies that traces of theological
reflection (such as, for instance, insinuations to messianic hope) are already
inherently present in its poetic texture. In other words, an allegorical reading of
Cant does not appear as a secondary layer imposed onto a thoroughly secular
piece of love poetry in the later phases of its reception, but rather as a quality
which has been intrinsic to the text from the earliest phases of its formation.
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Summary

Although the Song of Songs and Lamentations belong to the same subcategory of the Hebrew
Bible, namely Ketuvim, and specifically Megilloth, the stark difference between the genre
and Sitz im Leben of the respective books seem to preclude the possibility of reciprocal
comparison. Nevertheless, a synoptic view of the unique description of the beloved male in
the Song of Songs (5,9-16 MT) and the bereavement of despoiled Jerusalem in the first part
of the fourth elegy in Lamentations (4,1-10 MT) reveals a very conspicuous lexical affinity
between the two pericopes. Inspired and guided by the criteria of intertextuality proposed by
Manfred Pfister, the present paper is an attempt to enter into the scholarly debate on this topic
by providing a text-oriented view on the intertextual dialogue between the two biblical
passages. The quantitative and qualitative assessment of the detected lexical contacts
converges towards a proposal concerning the possible direction of dependence and outlines
further exegetical implications, namely the possibility of the intrinsic allegorical message
within the text.

Keywords: Song of Songs, Lamentations, wasf, intertextuality, allegory.
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Zhrnutie

Hoci Piesenn piesni a Nareky patria do tej istej podkategorie hebrejskej Biblie (spisy
a konkrétnejSie zvitky, ¢ize megilloth) zda sa, Ze vyrazny rozdiel medzi Zanrom tychto knih
vylu€uje moznost’ vzajomného porovnania. Synopticky pohlad na opis milovaného muza
v Piesni piesni (5,9-16 MT) a na pla¢ nad spustoSenym Jeruzalemom v Narekoch (4,1-10
MT) vsak odhaluje velmi néapadnu lexikdlnu pribuznost medzi oboma perikopami.
Predkladany prispevok vyhodnocuje lexikalny kontakt medzi dvoma biblickymi textami vo
svetle kvantitativnych a kvalitativnych kritérii intertextudlneho dialégu podl'a Manfreda
Pfistera. Skuto¢nost’, Ze zalospev v Nar 4,1-10 sa javi ako pravdepodobny zdrojovy text pre
opis milovaného v Pies 5,9-16, nesie dalSie pozoruhodné exegetické implikacie, a sice
moznost, ze alegoricky vyznam Piesne piesni by nemusel byt druhotnym
produktom exegetickych pristupov, ale integralnou sucast’ou textu uz od doby jeho vzniku ¢i
findlnej redakcie

Klucove slova: Piesen piesni, Nareky, wasf, intertextualita, alegoria.
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The Two Tents
The Interpretation of Judith’s and Holofernes’ Spaces

and Their Functions in the Book of Judith

Martina Korytiakova

Introduction

In the Judith story, one finds two specific tents. Unsurprisingly, one
belongs to commander-in-chief Holofernes. The other is, however, the widow
Judith’s who already owns a house. Is there any special need for her tent in the
story? Despite some scholarly attempts, the question has remained unanswered.
The main reason seems to be that, instead of inquiring into the tent as the
narrative space in its complexity, scholarly discussion has been focused on only
one aspect — the location'. Moreover, no separate study on Judith’s and
Holofernes’ tents has been provided which would be equally interested in the
similarities and differences between the two tents in contrast to the existing
partial observations concentrated solely on their contrasts. The two tents, indeed,
make sense as a pair primarily because of their common features. Firstly, the
lexeme 7 oxnvn was only attributed in the story to the two narrative characters in
question. Secondly, the tents’ owners feature the only pair of human military
leaders in the narrative. Since each of them represents the other party in conflict
(protagonist vs antagonist), their tents were accordingly narratively created as
mutually opposing spaces. As living spaces, they communicate the personality
and role of the literary characters each from its part, but above all as a pair. In
fact, narrative spaces can contribute to the characterisation of the literary
personae, as sometimes their names do”. Although “the most revealing things
about characters ... are their actions, speeches and thoughts (if these are

' CANDIDO, Giuditta, 118; GERA, Judith, 262-263; MOORE, Judith, 181; PRIERO,
Giuditta, 84-85; SCHMITZ — ENGEL, Judit, 243; VILCHEZ LiINDEZ, Judit, 340; WILLS, Judith,
251-252; ZENGER, Judit, 486.

2 See SKA, “Our Fathers”, 88, incl. bibliography.
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represented)™, it is also true that “[a] person’s housing is especially connected

to his character, his way of life”, and identity”.

The objective of this study is to explain the existence of Judith’s tent in the
story by demonstrating the way in which and the purpose for which the narrator
has created her tent in relation to that of Holofernes. We will analyse the two
tents as the representatives of narrative space according to the narrative theory
of space®. The first part of this study will be dedicated to the linguistic
observations on the lexeme % oxnvy in the LXX and Jdt (ch. 1). Afterwards, the
narrative analysis of the two tents will be provided (ch. 2) and followed by their
comparison (ch. 3). The summarizing observations will conclude the paper.

1 Linguistic Observations

The highest occurrences of 1) axnvy in the Greek Old Testament are attested
in the books referring to the wandering of the Israelites in tents through the
wilderness towards the promised land (Num 112x; Exod 97x; Lev 51x)". The
fourth numerous attestations of the lexeme are surprisingly found in the Book of
Judith (19x) which is the story set in the period of Israel’s settlement in the land.
It is right then to suppose another semantics for 7 oxnvy in Jdt. In fact, 7 oxnwy
in the LXX bears several other meanings besides that of a temporary structure
characteristic of Israel’s nomadic lifestyle before its entry into the land.

1.1 7 gxyvyin the LXX

In the LXX, % o%nvy mainly covers the meaning of the Hebrew words 57&
“tent”, 12wWn “dwelling place, tabernacle” and 129 “booth”. When translating
DR, % oy designates portable dwelling places of the nomads or a habitation

3 KEEN, Narrative Form, 67.

* BAL, Narratology, 279.

5> See DE JONG, Introduction, 16.

¢ See DENNERLEIN, Narratologie des Raumes, esp. 67-70; RYAN, Space, 797-799;
FINNERN, Narratologie, 78-86.

7 Statistics of biblical occurrences in this study have been provided by the biblical
software Accordance 11 (Version 11.2.4) by OakTree Software. Biblical quotations in Greek
are given according to HANHART, ludith and RAHLFS — HANHART, Septuaginta. The
quotations in Hebrew follow BHS. If not stated otherwise, the English translations of the
Greek biblical texts are of the author of the study.
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of the seminomadic peoples. As such, it is found in the biblical texts dealing with
Israel’s history from the patriarchs up to the entry into the promised land. In the
writings related to Israel’s permanent settlement in the land, % oxnv is more
often used for the enemy’s military tents be they simple (e.g. 4 Kgdms 7:8.10) or
of a more particular type (e.g. Dan 11:45)%. When the Hebrew Bible (HB) applies
57k with the meaning of a permanent dwelling “house, home” (m'2)°, the LXX
renders it T oxfvwpa'’ rather than % oy (e.g. Judg 19:9; Zech 12:7).

Along with 10 oxvwue, 9 oxnyy can also be found as a translation of j2wn
“the tabernacle”''. In such cases, the LXX gives preference to % axnv although
its original meaning is not a constant residence in contrast to that of 70 exvwua
(e.g. Ps 26[25]:8; 45[46]:5; cf. Jdt 9:8). As a probable reason, Wilhelm Michaelis
identifies the translational principle of similarity of sound between the Hebrew
12wn and Greek % a2

Finally, 7 oxnvy appears in the LXX as a preferable translational choice
for the MT 112D (25%; cf. 5% té& oxnvomyyla; 1x 70 oavwpa)'. The Hebrew word
primarily signifies a temporary protective “‘booth’ constructed from branches
thick with foliage or from reed mats™'*. In the HB, it is often found as a reference
to the Feast Tabernacles, a commemoration of deliverance from Egypt and
coming to the promised land (see Lev 23:42-43 MT)". By means of 7 oxnvyj, the
LXX further translates 120/niap referring to the military royal tents of both the
Israelites (e.g. 2 Kgdms 11:11) and their enemies (e.g. 3 Kgdms 20:12)'.

8 See KocH, Hnx, 120.

? See HOMAN, To Your Tents, 16-22. According to Koch, '7;1& is seldom used for the
Israelites as the inhabitants of the land. See KocH, 5n&, 120-121.

19 For the morphological suffix -pa expressing the objects as the result of an action
or activity be it verbal or non-verbal (material), see CHANTRAINE, La formation des noms,
179, 182, 183; CHANTRAINE, Etudes, 20.

' See MICHAELIS, oxyvi, 369.

12 See MICHAELIS, oxnvi, 371-371.

13 See MICHAELIS, oxyvi, 369.

14 KRONHOLM, 1120, 244, n. 60.

15 KRONHOLM, 1120, 245. See also ULFGARD, The Story of Sukkot, 87-89.

16 KocH, HnR, 120; KRONHOLM, 1120, 245.
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1.2 3 oxyvyfin the Book of Judith

In Jdt, there are 19 occurrences of % oxnvy), most of them in the singular
and only two in the plural form. (See Table 1) Both plural instances appear in the
first half of the story (ch. 1-7). In 3:3, the genitive Té&v oxnvév concretises the
material form of ai pdvdpar “the stables” as shade giving, tent-like stables for
cattle (cf. Jdt 2:26; 2 Chr 14:14). The second plural occurs in Jdt 7:18 and stands
for the military tents of the Assyrian soldiers. However, the designation of the
tents of the Assyrian military men changes in the second half of the story (ch. 8-
16) from ai oxnval “the tents” to ta oxpvopata “the coverts” (NETS Jdt 10:18;
15:1). Since in that part of the narrative the Assyrian soldiers do not move and
fight any more, Ta oxyvwpata is indeed a more fitting term for the rather static
way of life of the military men dwelling in the camp'’. Moreover, the lexical
change happens in the verse where % oxvy is ascribed to the soldiers’ general,
Holofernes (10:18). In this way, ta oxnvapata of the common soldiers and
1 oxnvy of their commander are linguistically distinguished from each other.

In comparison to its two plural forms, # oxnvy in the singular is employed
up to 17 times in the story. According to the lexeme’s referents, two sub-groups
can be distinguished here: one referring to Holofernes (13x) and the other to
Judith (2x). In the case of Holofernes, his military profession (6 apytotpatnyos,
2:4) makes clear that his ox»v7 stands for a military tent. Yet, as was noted above,
due to the terminological distinction from ta oxnvwpate of the soldiers,
Holofernes’ oxnvy has no counterpart among the Assyrian party in the second
part of the book. Such lexemic exclusivity dovetails Holofernes’ high status of
power as the leader of the army (6 dpytotpatyyos) who at the same time is the
second after his king Nabouchodonosor (devtepov vta wet’ adtév, 2:4). Among
the LXX texts from Hellenistic times, one finds 7 oxnvy in the military context
in reference to a high ranked, non-Israelite persona (a king) in Dan 11:45. In the
latter text, T)v oxquny adtol is the rendering of MT 13788 *9n& “the tents of his
(royal) pavilion”'®, with 1798 deriving from the Persian apadana “palace””.
Ancient Greek authors like Herodotus and Xenophon applied 7 oxnv to the royal

17 See n. 10.

18 See COLLINS, Daniel, 389.

¥ For apadana denoting a tall audience hall of the Persian palaces, see STRONACH,
Apadana, 511. For the Persian royal tents, see LLEWELLYN-JONES, King and Court, 74-95.
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palatial tent of the Persians at war too*’. Considering the exclusive employment
of 9 axnvy for Holofernes along with his military profession, high status, pagan
origin, and name of (probably) Persian connotations®!, it is possible to suppose
that 7 oxnvy) of Holofernes was intended to indicate more than a mere military
tent.

Table 1: v axyvy and 1o oxnvwua in Jdt

Lexeme . Meaning Occurrences Referent
First Second
military tent, 5:22; 6:10; Holofernes
palatial pavilion 10:15.17.18.20;
12:5.9; 13:1.2;
1) TXNVY) tent 14:3.13.14.17,
15:11
booth, military ~ 8:5.36 Judith
tent
tent-like 3:3 coastal people
al oxnval tents (stables)
military tents 7:18 Assyrian soldiers
. , . the Tabernacle 9:8 God
o gpLpa dwelling home 14:7 Judah citizens
. , ) coverts 2:26 Midianites
wi oxypepate dwellings coverts 10:18; 15:1 Assyrian soldiers

In contrast to % oxnvyn of military commander Holofernes, Judith’s oxnwy
is that of a pious widow (see Jdt 8:4-5). Judith’s socio-religious status was
probably the reason some scholars® have preferred to translate 7 oxnvy as
“booth”. That designation may seem a more fitting term for Judith’s oxnvy for
two reasons. It implies a makeshift structure of rather modest dimensions that
can be set up by a single person like Judith (see émoinaev éauty, Jdt 8:5; cf. Jonah
4:5). Moreover, “a booth” has religious associations (the Feast of Sukkot, see
1.1), creating a strong allusion to the exodus, the wandering in the desert as well
as to the return from exile®, i.e. to Israel’s past that is thematically present in the
Judith story. (See 2.1.2)

20 See HOMAN, To Your Tents, 11, n. 23.

21 See n. 128.

22 See HAAG, Judith, 39; VAN HENTEN, Judith, 250; LEGH ALLEN, Judith, 30; BALL,
Judith, 310. See also 12D (Jdt 8:5a.36) in GRINTZ, Sefer Yehudit, 131, 138.

23 See the reference to Neh 8:14-17 in VAN HENTEN, Judith, 250, n. 2.

StBiS1 15 (2/2023)



156 The Two Tents

Nevertheless, the translation of Judith’s oxnvy as “the tent” seems to be
a better choice than “the boot”. By using the same English word “tent” for all the
singular instances of 7 ax»vy, the phenomenon of the noun’s preferential use for
only two subjects in the story will be preserved. The two tents of Holofernes and
Judith will play a lexical pair in the English (and whatever other modern
language) version of the book just as they do in its Greek original. In addition,
by calling Judith’s oxnvy “the tent”, the lexeme’s polysemous character enables
other respective meanings of the word (e.g. the booth, the military tent) to be
activated simultaneously in one narrative context. (See 2.1)

In sum, 7 oxnvy covers several meanings in the LXX: a nomadic abode,
a military tent, a booth, a tabernacle. Generally, however, 9 oxnv7 is not used for
a common permanent dwelling of an individual who has a settled lifestyle. In Jdt,
there is an exclusive application of 7 oxnvy (sg.) to Holofernes and Judith. In
respect to Holofernes and his military profession, y ox»nvy primarily designates
a military tent of the enemy of the Israelites. Its further facet of a palatial tent is,
however, possible too regarding Holofernes’ high rank of power and gentile
origin. Judith’s axnvy is not a clear-cut case either. Considering Judith’s status
as a devout widow observing the religious feasts and the term’s religious
connotations of Israel’s past, “a booth” would seem a suitable translation. Yet in
the LXX texts referring to the time when Israel’s wandering is already over — that
is the case of the Judith story —, v oxnvy is predominantly used for military tents
both of Israel and its enemy. In this regard, an intriguing question arises about
whether % oxnvn might not have been intentionally applied because of its
polysemy. In support of this argument is firstly the fact that Greek was with high
probability the book’s original compositional language** and the author of the
book was well versed in the LXX texts, using them however in his own
sophisticated way>. Secondly, due to its linguistic potential, % axyvi would well
suit the distinctive, multifunctional narrative character of the tents’ two owners:

24 See JOOSTEN, The Original Language; GERA, Judith, 79-94. For the most recent
(yet unconvincing) hypothesis of the Semitic original of Jdt, see LEONARDI, The Original
Language.

25 Joosten avers that “the bulk of the Greek Bible appears to have existed around 120
B.C.E.” (JOOSTEN, The Septuagint, 94). The Book of Judith is dated between the end of the
second and the beginning of the first century BC. For the literacy of the author of Jdt and the
date of the composition, see, e.g. GERA, Judith, 40-56; WILLS, Judith, 14-16; JOOSTEN, The
Original Language, 164-167; ZSENGELLER, A Bible’s Digest, 451-486.
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Judith as a widow who is “capable of fulfilling many roles?® and Holofernes as

a serving general who in the end “disregards his servant status™’. The positive
evidence of the existing link between the semantic potential of % oxnv and its
function as narrative space will be shown in the following chapters.

2 Narrative Analysis

The Greek noun % oxnv is the (author’s) textual device for the creation of
two living spaces (the tents) of two specific narrative characters (Holofernes and
Judith). Except for their identical lexical designation, the two tents seem to have
nothing else in common. Their locations, interiors, scales and purposes, are all in
absolute contrast. Yet, a closer investigation of the mutual opposition
paradoxically reveals aspects which the tents and their owners — though antithetical
figures — have in common, elucidating thus the existence of Judith’s axnvy.

In this chapter, an analysis of Judith’s and Holofernes’ oxnvy as narrative
spaces will be carried out. Because of their different referents in the story, the
two tents will be analysed separately. The results of the analysis will consequently
allow the tents to be juxtaposed and interpreted in terms of their functions
pertaining to the characters and the roles of their owners, particularly of Judith.

2.1 Judith’s Tent

Judith’s tent is mentioned rarely in the story (Jdt 8:5a.36). Apart from the
two explicit references, the tent’s existence in the story may be further perceived
only by inferences. Notwithstanding such limited direct narrative indications,
Judith’s tent is a space which is reconstructable and ingeniously embedded in the
narrative.

2.1.1 Narrative Context

The first reference to Judith’s tent in Jdt 8:5a belongs to the introductory
section of the second half of the book (chs. 8-16) and to its thematic frame
(Judith’s origin [8:1b-8] — Judith’s death [16:21b-24])*®. The first part of the book
ends with a scene about distress at Bethulia (7:23-32). The city has already been

26 GERA, Judith, 256.
27 CRAGHAN, Judith, 69.
28 See also CRAVEN, Judith, 62-64.
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besieged by the enemy and his allies for 34 days and suffers from a lack of water
(v. 20)%. People are ready to surrender (vv. 24-28), but the leader of the city
decided to wait another five days in hope of God’s help — the rain (vv. 30-31;
8:31). The scene ends with the report about the city’s humiliation (v. 32; cf. 6:19;
13:20). Such a hopeless and escalated situation shortly before the start of the
ultimatum creates the perfect circumstances for the appearance of a hero. Right
in the next verse (8:1a), yet still on the 34™ day of the siege, Judith appears for
the first time in the story*’.

Judith 8 consists of an exposition (vv. 1-10) and a theological discourse
between Judith and the city elders (vv. 11-36). The expositional part is
delimitated by the new figures — Judith (vv. 1a.9) and her maid (vv. 9.10) —, and
by the change of narrative space. Although the narrative space is not specified,
the context implies that Judith is at home just as the other female Bethulians, who
after having participated at the assembly at the city gates (see 7:23) were sent
home by the city ruler (see v. 32). In the exposition, the narrating act (8:1a.9-10)
is interrupted by “a long digression™' (vv. 1b-8) which constitutes the
presentation of Judith and introduces her private living spaces. The first part of
the presentation provides Judith with a genealogical origin (v.1b), and
retrospectively reproduces the life and death of her husband Manasseh (vv. 2-3).
The second part relates to Judith as a widow (vv. 4-8). Verse 4 gives a general
statement about Judith’s widowhood in terms of the living place (év Té& oixw
avtiic) and duration (I.A"). Another piece of general information concludes the
second part (II.A"") and concerns Judith’s reputation (v. 8). In between, vv. 5-7
contain seven specific reports about Judith’s lifestyle as a widow. From among
them, the tent (¥ oxnvy) occurs at the top of the list (v. 5a). Verse 5 is the first
entry given after Judith’s becoming a widow, reporting on Judith’s first action in
her new social status. (See Table 2) The very existence of the tent alongside the
house (vv. 4.5a), the tent’s inclusion in the list describing Judith’s particular
lifestyle (vv. 5-7a), and its mention as the first of seven reports (v. 5a), they are
all indications of the tent’s relevance for Judith’s presentation as well as the tent’s
significance to the story.

2 For the water shortage rather than the lack of food as the main issue in Jdt, see
KORYTIAKOVA, axdvoaia, 229.

30 See also SCHMITZ — ENGEL, Judit, 317.

31 GERA, Judith, 254.
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Table 2: Judith’s Tent in Judith’s Presentation (Jdt 8:1b-8)

I. A 8:1b Judith genealogical origin
B 8:2a Manasseh  origin
8:2b death
8:3a-¢ story about incident, death and burial
I. A" &84 Judith general place and time (widowhood)
8:5a (1) living space
8:5b (2) dressing (underwear)
8:5¢ (3) dressing (outer clothes)
8:6a (4) fasting
8:6b (5) feasting
8:7a (6) distinctive feature: beauty
(7) unusual consequences of widowhood:
inheritance
B’ 87b Manasseh provider of inheritance
A" 8¢ Judith manager of inheritance
8:8 general reputation

2.1.2 Narrative Analysis

The presentation of Judith in Jdt 8:1b-8 informs us that the female
protagonist owns two dwelling structures. Firstly, the house (6 oixo) is introduced
in v. 4 as an already existing solid dwelling inhabited and possessed by the
widowed Judith (v Toudif év 76 oixw aitiic™® yypelousa). The house was
bequeathed to Judith by her late husband® (dmeleimeto adtij ... 6 dvip T,
8:7b; émi Tiic vmapkews avtiis, 16:21; év T4 oixw Tob dvdpds adTiic, v. 23) and
relates to their life as a married couple (cf. év tals Nuépaig Tic {wijc Tol dvopde
avtis, 10:3). Afterwards, the tent (3 oxnvy) is presented in v. 5a as a single-
handed object which Judith built for herself (xai émoinoey éautij** oxnvyv). Unlike

32 The phrase év 76 oixw adtiis (Jdt 8:4) can also mean “at her home/with her family”
(cf. 4 Kgdms/2 Kgs 8:1-3). See HALPERN-AMARU, Judith, 2608. 6 oixog can also denote “the
family” in év 76 ofxw Tol dvdpds adtiic (16:23). See MICHEL, oixog, 129-130. The translation
has no impact on Judith’s ownership of a house. For an explanation of the emphasis given to
the husband’s ownership of the house in 16:23, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

3 For a woman’s/widow’s right to inherit in antiquity (especially in Egypt) and in
the Israel-Judean culture before the exile, see FITZPATRICK-MCKINLEY, Cultural Influences,
224-226; Bons, Konnte eine Witwe? For some widows as the owners of property in the Old
Testament, see GALPAZ-FELLER, The Widow.

3 Instead of the reflexive éautfj (Jdt 8:5a), Codices Vaticanus and Venetus (incl. Mss
249" 318 392) read avty which can either be a contracted form adtfj (= éavtfj) or the non-
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the house and its link to the times of marriage, the tent is exclusively related to
the days of widowhood (vv. 4-5). In fact, the tent only exists since Judith became
a widow, three years and four months.

The Tent’s Image and Purpose

Judith’s making the tent, while already owning a house, implies the
difference between the two existing dwelling objects in material form and
purpose. In contrast to the permanent and fixed character of 6 oixog, 1 TNV
indicates a less solid and rather provisional textile structure. Yet, the tent is not
only a roofed object®. In the second reference to Judith’s tent, the spatial
preposition in éx T#i¢c cuniic®® (8:36) enables the tent to be imagined also as
a closed space®’. In this regard, along with the participle dmootpédavtes, the
preposition éx reveals Judith’s tent as the spatial frame’® for the dialogue between
Judith and the elders in vv. 11-36: xal #\8ov mpdc adThyv [l Tjv oxnpyiv]® (v. 11)
— xai gmooTpeyavtes [amd mpoowmov ‘ToudiB] éx Tig oxnviic (v. 36). By implication,
the happenings in the exposition (vv. 1a.9-10) preceding the dialogue and the
following prayer (9:1-10:2b) are both played out in Judith’s tent*.

Judith tent’s function of a spatial frame in Jdt 8:1a.9-10.11-36 and 9:1—
10:2b is important for the following reason. The actions performed in its interior
elucidate the purposes for which it has been built by Judith. Indeed, in 8:4-6 it is
not clear whether Judith’s fasting and feasting relate to the tent or the house. The
widowhood is presented in v. 4 as if it were only spent in the house (év T& oixw
avtiic). Yet, each of the two periods of fasting and feasts may be attributed to
a different living space. The first sign is given by the disjunctive preposition
xwpls in v. 6. Finally, 10:2¢c confirms that Judith uses two different spaces for
two different occasions. The house (6 oixog) is explicitly told to be the space in

reflexive adtfj with the reflexive sense (= dativus commodi). See SSG, §8 a), 51 incl. n. 1;
BUTTMANN — BARKER, Greek Grammar, 343.

35 Cf. “ein aufgespanntes Tuch ohne Seitenwiinde” in SCHMITZ — ENGEL, Judit, 243
(italics added).

36 For the sake of clarity, some textual witnesses added a personal pronoun autyg
(Mss 58-583; La, except for Corbeiensis) or proper name “ludith” (the Armenian version).

37 See GELS, 202, 5b. 285; JOHANNESSOHN, Der Gebrauch der Pripositionen, 285,
incl. n. 2. For tents as closed spaces, see GUDME, Inside-Outside, 63-64.

3 RYAN, Space, 797: “Spatial Frames: the immediate surroundings of actual events”
(italics original).

39 Cf. eioépyopar mpbs in Jdt 12:13 referring to 12:1.5; 14:17.

40 See also SCHMITZ, Gedeutete Geschichte, 151, 157-158; GERA, Judith, 293.
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which (elg Tov oixov, &v @ ... év a01d) Judith used to stay (impf. diétpifev) during
the festive days (év tals Nuépats Tév cafPatwy xal év tais éoptals altis). By
implication, the pious practices narrated in 8:5b-6a should be linked with the tent
(9 oxnvy). The nature of the events happened in the tent proves the case: both
Judith’s theological speech (8:11-36) and her prayer (9:1-10:2b) express piety*'.
The second tent of Judith in the story will be marked by a religious atmosphere
too. In the tent (¥ oxnv1) bestowed to Judith by the enemy for her stay in his camp
(see 12:1.5), she will keep her devout lifestyle just as she did in the tent in
Bethulia (see vv. 2.9)*. In its turn, Judith’s house (tol oixou attijs, 8:5a) is
a fitting space for the joyful festive periods (cf. Ta ipatia t¥s eddpoaivyg adTis,
10:3) in that the feasts are celebrated in union with the house of Israel (olxou
‘TopanA, 8:6). This lexemic indication of a thematic link between Judith’s and
Israel’s houses is confirmed by the only scene (10:2¢c-5) in which the house
functions as the space for the events foretelling the turn to better times (xal
watéBy [éx Tis oanvijc] elg ToV oixov, v. 2¢; see below).

The tent is further distinguished from the house by its interior. Since no
description of the tent’s furnishings is given, the tent may be imagined as an
empty or a modest living space. It is deprived of any sign of richness which
however is supposed in Judith’s house (cf. 8:7; 10:3-5). The impression of modesty
and humility also transpires from the tent’s (inferred) external appearance as
a temporary textile structure. By its austere exterior and interior, the tent
harmonises with Judith’s actions of piety and devotion performed inside it.

The Tent’s Location

A specific aspect of Judith’s tent is its location on the roof of the house
(et Tol dwpatog Tod oixou adTic, Jdt 8:5a). The sequence of “tent — roof — house”
(v. 5a) given from above down creates a sense of both height and distance.
Because of its position on the roof, Judith’s tent becomes the highest located

“I'In Vg 9:1, Judith’s tent is called an oratorium.

42 Judith’s second tent is a specific space. Its owner is Holofernes, and its original
purpose is the treasure room. (See 2.2) As such, the tent characterises Holofernes, not Judith
who is the involuntary dweller. As temporarily occupied by Judith who continued to practice
fasting and observe the purity laws (Jdt 12:2.7.9) as well as having changed her ordinary
attire to the festive one once again (v. 15), Judith’s tent in the enemy camp resembles both
her living spaces at Bethulia. By her lifestyle, Judith temporarily lent the tent a new character
existing side by side with the original one. Yet, the tent’s original purpose did not influence
Judith’s character.
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dwelling structure in the whole city* and the region**. Judith’s house thus
vertically surpasses all houses in the city (cf. 7:32), including that of the city
ruler, Ozias (cf. 6:21; 14:6). At the same time, the tent’s location on the roof
implies a spatial distance from what is placed and happens beneath in the city’s
public area (cf. 7:23-32). A similar phenomenon occurs in Jonah 4:5c, the closest
lexical parallel to Jdt 8:5a*. Like Judith, Jonah too made a tent for himself in
a spatial distance but on the horizontal axis (xat émoingev Eauté éxel axnvny). In
this way, the prophet manifested his disagreement with and detachment from the
inhabitants in Niniveh. Jonah’s attitude, however, did not credit him (see Jonah
4:10-11). In contrast, the conduct of the Ninevites was proclaimed as right (see
3:5-10). In Judith’s case, things are reversed. Not the Bethulians, but “God-
fearing” Judith (Beooefrs, Jdt 11:17; cf. 8:8) is right (see 8:11-13.16.28-30).
Judith’s tent made in a vertical distance thus spatially expresses Judith’s
detachment from the wrong attitude of the rest of the city*® and her moral
(religious) superiority over them.

At the same time, the tent’s high location is, due to its physical closeness
to heaven, a spatial manifestation of Judith’s “close affinity”*’ to God Most High
(16 0e6 16 VioTw, Jdt 13:18)*. In the LXX, 6 dwpa “the roof” appears in
different contexts®. The particularly illuminating texts for the position of
Judith’s tent may be those in which the roof has cultic associations (see 4 Kgdms
23:12; Jer 19:13; 32:29; 31[48MT]:38; Zeph 1:5)°°. Although in the given biblical
passages, the incense offering to foreign gods®' makes the roof a negative place,
the use of the roof in Jdt is quite the opposite. In Jdt 9:1c, Judith’s prayer in the

43 From among the public non-dwelling spaces in Bethulia, only the city walls and
towers are significantly high structures (see Jdt 7:32; 14:1.11).

4 Bethulia is located on a mountain (émi T)v xopudnv Tod 8poug, Jdt 6:12). For the
interpretation of the expression émi v xopudny Tol 8pous in Jdt 6:12 as “on the mountain’
summit”, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

45 See ZSENGELLER, A Bible’s Digest, 476.

46 See also LEVINE, Sacrifice, 216; GERA, Judith, 263.

47 MILLER, A Femme Fatale, 234.

48 See also GERA, Judith, 303; KORYTIAKOVA, Judita, 31-32. For the spatial aspect
in God’s titles in Jdt, see KORYTIAKOVA, Knowing One’s Place.

4 See GERA, Judith, 262.

0 For different interpretative keys for Judith’s tent on the roof, see CANDIDO,
Giuditta, 118; GERA, Judith, 263; SCHMITZ — ENGEL, Judit, 243.

51 In respect to the incense altars on the roof, Gitin speaks about “[a] well-established
ancient Near Eastern tradition of the roof ritual, which was an integral element of East and
West Semitic cult practices” (GITIN, The Four-Horned Altar, 99).
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tent on the roof (vv. 2-14) is synchronised (&ptt) and thematically paralleled with
the incense offering in the Jerusalem temple™” as if it were the incense offered on
the altar in God’s house (cf. Ps 140:2). The thematic parallel between the two
events is supported by the spatial similarities of their venues. Jerusalem and
Bethulia are both located on the mountain top (Jdt 6:12; 9:13). God’s house
(6 oixog, 9:1) with the tabernacle (t0 oxjvwpa, v. 8) and Judith’s house (6 oixos,
8:4) with the tent (9 oxnvn, v. 5a) occupy the highest spots in the cities. Since
Judith’s prayer on the roof is ‘offered’ to “the God of heaven™? (6 fedg To¥
ovpavol, Jdt 5:8; 6:19; 11:17), it essentially differs from the cultic rites performed
on the roof to “the hosts of heaven” (1) atpatia Tol odpavol; see Jer 19:13; 32:29;
Zeph 1:5; cf. 4 Kgdms 23:12). As aresult, the act of Judith, who is both a Judahite
and one of the Israelites, contrasts with and corrects®* the wicked behaviour of
the kings of Judah and the Israelites in the past.

Moreover, Judith’s praying on the roof as the place physically close to
heaven communicates that her prayer will be well heard in the celestial abode of
God just like the prayers of those before and in God’s house in Jerusalem®>. The
evening incense offering was, indeed, considered as the most favourable time of
the day for prayer to be positively answered by God*. The unique statement in
Jdt 4:13a-b that eioxovaey xUpiog Tiis dwvijc adT@y xal eiceldey Ty OATYw adTdy
“the Lord listened to their voice and beheld their distress™’ thus proclaims the
effectiveness of Judith’s prayer in Bethulia (9:1c) and the priestly offerings in
Jerusalem (4:14-15), as well as of the penitential behaviour performed by all the
Israelites in the land at that evening time®®. From this perspective, the roof was
applied as the location for Judith’s tent due to its cultic connotations to
corroborate the religious dimension of the events performed in the tent and to

52 KORYTIAKOVA, Judita, 32, incl. n. 63. See also SCHMITZ, Gedeutete Geschichte, 230.

33 For the use of this God’s title in Jdt, see CALDUCH-BENAGES, «el Dios del cielo»,
141-146.

>* For Judith’s act in Jdt 13:8 as a corrective of the national leaders, see
KORYTIAKOVA, Two Blows.

55 For the parallels between the penitential gestures of Judith and the people both in
Jerusalem and in the rest of the land, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

36 See WEINFELD, 1man, 419-420.

57 For God’s agency in Jdt, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

58 See KORYTIAKOVA, Judita, 32-33. The incense offering of the priests in Jerusalem
in Jdt 9:1c is a part of the continuing penitential behaviour narrated in 4:9-12.13c-15. See
KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.
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present Judith as a person who is spiritually very close to God and superior to
other Israelites.

The Tent’s Relation to the Narrative Circumstances and Mood

Judith’s living in a tent further reflects the actual narrative circumstances
and atmosphere in Bethulia and the land as well as their symbolic meaning.
Judith’s joyless period of three years and four months mostly spent by fasting in
the tent corresponds with the 34 gloomy days of her people in Bethulia under
siege and without water. The existence of % oxnv, the city’s image of
7 mapepPoryy (Jdt 7:32), and the situation of drought (die, Jdt 7:13.22.25; cf.
Deut 8:15; Neh 9:15) which ends after 40 days, all these elements simultaneously
allude to the Israelites in the wilderness, reviving the formative past (meipdlw,
Exod 16:4; 20:20) in the equally testing presence (see metpdlw, Jdt 8:25.26)%.
Israel’s wandering in the desert belongs to the significant periods that are
thematised in the story (see 4:3; 5:10-19)%,

Judith’s spatial transition from the tent on the roof into the house in the
symbolic 40™ month of her widowhood (see Jdt 10:2b-c) is not, then, only the
technical tool marking the shift into a new episode (10:2c—13:10). It is also
a spatio-temporal indication of the radical changes in the plot®' complementing
that of Judith’s changed attire (10:3-4)°*: a prolepsis of the coming end of the
gloomy days of siege and wilderness-like situation (cf. Ta ipatia Tijs eddppoaivyg,
v. 3). Judith’s going from the tent into the house symbolically foretells the end
of the life in the tents/camp as if it were the situation in the wilderness and the
return to life in the houses in the city, the structures which are characteristic of
the sedentary life in the promised land (cf. Deut 6:10-11)%. It is no accident that
such a (re)turn in the plot will happen on the symbolic 40™ day®*. In support of

59 For these topics in Jdt, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

%0 See OTZEN, Judith, 75, 99; ZSENGELLER, A Bible’s Digest, 472-473, 475;
ScumiTz, Gotteshandeln, 33-70.

61 See also SCHMITZ, Gedeutete Geschichte, 288; HELLMAN, Judit, 239.

2 For Judith’s changed clothing marking a prolepsis of change in the plot, see
EGGER-WENZEL, Judith’s Path, 208-214; LEVINE, Sacrifice, 23.

3 See KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

% The spatial transition from the tent to the house (Jdt 10:2) after Judith’s prayer (ch.
9) happened on the verge of the chronological transition from the 34" day of the siege to the
first day of the five-day ultimatum. The evening incense offering used to take place at “the
time from sunset to complete darkness, i.e. twilight” (EISENSTEIN — BENZINGER, Incense,

569). The victory of the Israelites took place at dawn (6 8pBpog) after the 39™ day, i.e. on the
40" day (see Jdt 14:2.11).
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this interpretation is the fact that, at the end of the story, when the siege and
drought are over, only Judith’s fixed dwelling 6 oixog is mentioned (see 16:23b).
The final, collective movement of the Israelites in Jdt 16:21 alludes to the entry
into the promised land (see dvélevéev) and the final image of the Israelites’
territory is that of the biblical land of Israel (see % x¥Aypovopia)®. In the latter, the
Israelites live as permanent settlers in the houses not as temporary dwellers in
the tents (see al moAat Tijg xAnpovouiag adT@vy, 4:12; xatoxéw, 5:9¢.16b.19¢).

According to the given analysis, the house and tent are each a fitting space
for one of the two dimensions of Judith’s religious life as a widow (feasts, fasts)
and each reflects the different narrative circumstances and mood by its
connotations (happy time in the land vs gloomy period in the wilderness).
Although the tent’s austere interior and its elevated location are apt for Judith’s
pious actions, the building of a tent is nevertheless peculiar because such
a structure is not typical of such doings. When compared to the other biblical and
non-biblical texts, the literary characters who are under threat usually pray in “an
upper room” 76 Umep@ov rather than in % oxnvy (see, e.g. Tob 3:17; Dan 6:11;
Jos.Asen. 2:1.10-11; 10:4; cf. 4 Kgdms 19:1-2)%. It seems, therefore, that the
tent might have been applied to Judith for yet another reason than only for that
of her status of an extraordinary devout widow and that of the wilderness-like
conditions during the siege. Indeed, as we will show, Judith temporarily performs
one specific role in the story which she shares with Holofernes, and of which
1 oxnvY is a typical attribute.

2.2 Holofernes’ Tent

In comparison to the tent of Judith, Holofernes’ tent is mentioned more
often (see Table 1) and depicted much more in detail and more vividly. On the
other hand, it is applied in the story in an equally complex and elaborated way
like Judith’s tent. Since Holofernes’ tent has been treated in detail by the author
of the paper elsewhere®’, the following analysis will be focused only on the
aspects which are necessary for the explanation of Judith’s tent.

%5 See KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

 Cf. et in superioribus domus suae fecit sibi secretum cubiculum (Vg Jdt 8:5a);
370 Anwy Anva nhbyan; 910 nva nrva (DUBARLE, Tudith, 48, 49).

7 See KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

StBiS1 15 (2/2023)



166 The Two Tents

The existence of Holofernes’ tent logically results from the encampment
of Holofernes” army on the plain of Esdrelom in Jdt 3:9-10 (see
xateotpatomédevaey, v. 10). Though in its first mention in 5:22 the tent is given
without any specification of its owner (thv ogxnvnv), it can be attributed to
Holofernes due to its second appearance in 6:10 (év T§ oxnvij adTod). In the verse
itself, the pronoun avtol (v. 10b) refers to ‘OAodépyns (v. 10a). The first two
occurrences of Holofernes’ tent already indicate that the tent is not what it seems
according to Holofernes’ military profession. The tent contradicts expectations
about a tent of an ordinary soldier in a camp (¥ mapepBoAn)®. It is the venue for
the council of quite numerous attendants (see 5:1-6:10)* as well as the living
space of a man who has his own slaves (Toig dovAotg adtol, 6:10) and is addressed
as 6 (Jeamdrng) wlplog “a (master) lord” (5:5.20.21.24; 7:9.11)"°. Moreover,
Holofernes” movable military tent adopts the function and feature of an
immovable royal house as by his speech on the council in the tent (6:2-9)
Holofernes resembles Nabouchodonosor speaking on his council (2:1-13)"!. As
was already mentioned above (see 1.2), in the second part of the story
Holofernes’ tent is singled out by its terminological distinction from the soldiers’
oxnpvopatae (10:18), remaining without any counterpart among his party.

Table 3: The First Presentation of Holofernes’ Tent (Jdt 10:21-22)
Verse LXX English
10:21  xai v 'Olodépvns dvamavdpevos And Holofernes was resting on his
éml Tiic vy adtol v 76 bed under the net canopy that was

xwvwriw, 8 fv éx mopdlpas xal [made up] of purple, gold, emerald
and interwoven precious stones.

xpuaiov xal ouapdydov xal Alfwy
TOAUTEAGY xabudaauévwy.
10:22 xai gvjyyethav adté mept adtiis, When the report about her (= Judith)
ol égfp\egv Eig T0 WPOU}C”’V!OV, xal Was given to hlm, he went out to the
anteroom of the tent while silver
torches were preceding him.

Aaumades dpyvpal mpodyouoal
avTol.

% HoMAN, To Your Tents, 62: “the preeminent context for tents in all of ancient
literature is martial”.

% Note that because of its quantity Holofernes’ army was gathering to Esdrelom for
one month (Jdt 3:10).

70 The title ¢ (deamdTng) xDptog is mainly attributed in Jdt to the God of Israel (42x).
From among the humans, the same title is given to Holofernes (17%) and his king
Nabouchodonosor (7x).

! See KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.
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All the suggestions that Holofernes’ tent may represent a particular space
are confirmed when the reader steps directly into that space and has a more
concrete visual experience of it. For the element of surprise, the first and primary
source of knowledge about the tent’s interior is postponed until Jdt 10:21-22.
(Table 3) The tent’s image is further supplied by several pieces of information
scattered within ch. 12—-16.

2.2.1 Narrative Context

Verses Jdt 10:21-22 belong to the narrative section 10:2c¢—13:10 which
Luis Alonso Schokel considered the very “centre of the story”’?. It narrates
Judith’s arrival at the enemy’s realm (10:1-23), the stay in it (11:1-13:10a) and
departure from it (13:10b-e). The account of Judith’s coming to the enemy (10:1-
23) is marked by a lot of movement and spatial changes. According to the moving
characters and their directions, the dynamics has two parts. The first one pertains
to the vertical level with Judith (accompanied by her maid) going from the
Bethulia region down the mountain (vv. 1-10; see xatéBy, v. 2¢; xatafijvat,
v. 15). The second part consists in two forward but convergent movements on
the horizontal axis (vv. 11-23)"*. The first motion relates to Judith and takes place
outdoors proceeding from the Assyrian outposts in the valley into Holofernes’
tent in the camp on the plain (vv. 11-20.23). The second movement happens
inside Holofernes’ tent (vv. 21-23). Holofernes goes to meet Judith who arrives
from the opposite direction (vv. 11-20 or vv. 2¢-20). (See Table 4)

The verses revealing the interior of Holofernes’ tent (Jdt 10:21-22) take
part in the final scene (vv. 21-23) which, by narrating the first encounter between
Judith and Holofernes, stands for the climax of the chapter. The beginning of the
scene is marked by the changes of the narrative space (see €w Tijg oxnviic, v. 18;
els ™V axnyvny, v. 20), characters (the first re-appearance of Holofernes since
7:16) and narrative time. Verse 21 reports about an event that has already started
carlier’ as indicated by the progressive aspect of the periphrastic construction %v
‘Olodépyrs dvamavduevos™. Verses 21-22 depict what has happened inside the
tent, while Judith was coming to the camp (vv. 11-17//v. 21) and was standing
outside the tent (vv. 18-19//v. 22a) until being brought inside (v. 20/v. 22b).

72 ALONSO SCHOKEL, L ‘arte di raccontare, 152.

3 See also SCHMITZ — ENGEL, Judit, 326.

7 For the so-called “tiling technique”, see SKA, “Our Fathers”, 10.
75 See KLAAS, The Syntax, 182-183.
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Verse 23 is the chronological continuation of vv. 18-20. Structurally, Judith’s
transition from one indoor space into another in the opening and concluding verse
creates an inclusio’® (v. 2c: from Judith’s tent; v. 23: into Holofernes’ tent). In
turn, the theme of the protagonist’s arrival at the destination is one of the
narrative elements holding ch. 10 together as a unit’’. In 11:1, Holofernes’ speech
in the tent opens a new episode with narrative pace slowing down’®,

Table 4: The Structure of Jdt 10”°

Verses Changes of Space
I 10:2¢-10 In Bethulia (Vertical Movement Downwards)
vv. 2¢-5 Inside home — from the tent down into the house
vv. 6-10 Outside home — down into the city and the valley
II. 10:11-23 In Assyrian camp (Horizontal Movements Forwards)
vv. 11-20 Outside Holofernes’ tent (Judith’s Movement to
Holofernes)
vv. 11-17 Outskirts of the camp
vv. 18-20 Centre of the camp, in front of the tent
vv. 21-23 Inside Holofernes’ tent (Holofernes’ Movement to Judith)

vv.21-22a Bedroom
vv. 22b-23 Anteroom

2.2.2 Narrative Analysis

Before Holofernes’ tent becomes the space for the narrative events in Jdt
10:21-23, it is mentioned four times as the destination to which Judith gradually
draws near (10:15b.17¢.18b.20b). In all four instances, the sequence of verbs and
prepositional phrases achieve the dramatic effect of retardation of Judith’s arrival
at the tent (TpogeAe €l THY axnviy — Fyayov adtas éml TV oxnviy — [eloTrxet]
&w Tic oanyiic — elofyayov abdmiv eig T oxpiy). In its turn, the fourfold
repetition of 1) oknvn turns the reader’s attention towards the tent as a dangerous
space known as such from the previous episodes (see 5:22-24; 6:1-9; 7:8-15).

76 See also SCHMITZ, Gedeutete Geschichte, 318.

77 For other unifying motifs in Jdt 10 (16 mpéowmov and favudiw), see SCHMITZ —
ENGEL, Judit, 315.

8 See SKA, “Our Fathers”, 13.

7 For different structure of Jdt 10, see, e.g., ENGEL, Judit, 367; SCHMITZ — ENGEL,
Judit, 315; GERA, Judith, 326, 340.
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The Tent’s Location

The location of Holofernes’ tent is deducible from the position of the camp.
According to Jdt 6:10-11 and 7:3.12.17-18, the camp was set up in the middle of
the plain of Esdrelom protected by the outposts which were established in the
valley below the mountain of Bethulia®. The movement of the characters
towards the camp (10:11.15.17) and in it (see guvdpoun, v. 18) suggests that the
tent is situated in its centre and shielded by the soldiers’ oxyvwpata arranged
around it. The tent’s central position is confirmed by the spatial phrase év péow
Tii¢ mapepBoAijs in 14:19 which is related to émt THv oxnviy ‘Olodépvou in v. 13.
Such a central placement of the tent within the camp indicates that Holofernes’
tent has the strategically safest place which, according to the ancient concept of
the military camp, was reserved for the royal authority®'.

The Bedroom

By means of Holofernes” movement in Jdt 10:21-22, the reader discloses
the tent from its inside for the first time in the story. In only two verses, an image
of an impressive space is created in terms of its layout and furnishings. Verse 21
does not concretise the inner space, but the specific furniture and Holofernes’
physical posture imply the most intimate sphere. Later in the story, the space is
called 6 xottwv “the bedroom” (13:4; 14:15; 16:19) or generally (and a bit
confusingly) 7 oxnvy “the tent” (13:1.2; 14:14). The latter designation is
explainable by the fact that Holofernes’ bedroom is one of several sections within
the large tent-like structure (see below).

In the bedroom, two artefacts are mentioned: 7 xAtvy and 16 xwvwmiov. The
former represents a piece of furniture for relaxing (Jdt 10:21), banqueting (12:10-
20) and sleeping (13:2.4; cf. 13:15; 14:14). Due to its multi-functionality, 7 xAivy
can be imagined as a “bed-couch”®? rather than a simple bed (cf. % xoity, 13:1).
Besides its negative connotations as an item predicting Holofernes’ death (see
8:3//13:2), n xAivy further resembles a valuable and symbolic piece of furniture
characteristic of the royal and sacred space®. The bed-couch is in fact a complex,

80 See KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

81 For the central position of a royal tent in the camp and the elliptic or circular shape
of the military camps in Assyria and Persia, see, e.g. GABRIEL, The Ancient World, 51-52;
HoMAN, To Your Tents, 68; MICALE — NADALI, Sennacherib’s Camps, 164-166; LLEWELLYN-
JONES, King and Court, 88.

82 See ANDRIANOU, Chairs, 232.

83 1 %Alvy is witnessed in domestic (houses) and sacred spaces (tombs) of the Greek
Hellenistic aristocracy. See CARTER, Ancestor Cult, 305; HURSCHMANN, Kline, 70;
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elaborate and luxurious article. It consists of 6 xavwyv “a bedstead, a bedpost”
(13:6) as well as 1) aTpwuvi “a mattress” (13:9)** and is accompanied by 1 yelwvis
“a footstool”®* (14:15). Due to these three components (but especially the last
one), Holofernes’ bed-couch is presented as if it were a throne, a symbol of kings
and gods®™ (cf. ¢ Bpdvog, 1:12; & didpos, 11:19). Except for Holofernes, the
remaining members of his camp have no xAivy and are supposed to sleep either
on ordinary beds (al xoiTat) or on the ground (yapat) in accord with their inferior
social status®’.

As a royal and temple furniture, Holofernes’ xAlvy is also indicated by
Holofernes’ godlike posture on it (OAodépvys avamavdpevos Eml THg xAlvyg avTod,
Jdt 10:21a). In the LXX, besides Holofernes, the God of Israel is the only other
subject who is depicted in a comparable position (see xUptog UaTos év aylolg
avamauopevos, Isa 57:15). Compared to the non-biblical text of Herodotus,
Holofernes’ resting strikingly resembles the physical position of the god of the
Chaldeans (oi XaAdalot, Hist. 1.181.5; cf. Jdt 5:6.7), who “is accustomed to visit

ANDRIANOU, The Furniture, 31-49, 113. In the LXX, % xAivy is used in a dual context too:
death or other negative circumstances in humans’ live; wealth, luxury and the royal space.
For the instances of this, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

8 According to SCHMITZ, Lectus, 673, xAivy and otdwpata were two of several
constitutive parts of a bed of the wealthy Greeks in the post-Homeric age. In ancient Rome,
to own a proper bed (lecti cubicuares) was a privilege of only the wealthy families. See
ERMATINGER, Ancient Rome, 394.

85 For the translation of 7 yehwvig as “footstool”, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of
Space. In ZENGER, Judit, 513, n. 15b; VILCHEZ LINDEZ, Judit, 432; GERA, Judith, 428,
CANDIDO, Giuditta, 173, % xedwvis (Jdt 14:15) is rendered as “the threshold”.

8 In antiquity, % yeAwvic was an integral part of the throne and the symbol of royal
status and authority. The deities had a throne and a footstool in their temples as well. See
ANDRIANOU, Furniture, 571; HURSCHMANN, Throne, 494, 628; KERTAIL, The Architecture,
212. For the throne and the footstool (Umomédiov; MT 0T1) as symbols of God’s temple, see
HARAN, Temples, 256; RYKEN — WILHOIT — LONGMAN, Dictionary of Biblical Imagery, 868,
906; FABRY, 803, 253-257; GALLUSZ, The Throne Motif, 21-37. For the thematisation of the
three components of Holofernes’ xAivy in Jdt, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

87 For ai xoitar of Holofernes’ servants (Jdt 13:1), see n. 109. During her stay in the
camp, Judith was given the sheepskins (t& x@dia, 12:15) for daily use as a simple “bed-
couch” for reclining and dining (ei¢ 6 éobietv xataxAwopévny én’ adtdv) on the ground
(xapat), and probably for sleeping too (otpwaey; cf. Imvwoey, v. 5). In ancient Greece, the
poor classes slept on sheepskins (xwdtov) or on dry herbs spread on the ground. See SCHMITZ,
Lectus, 673.
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the shrine [in a Babylonian temple] and rest on the couch®®” (tov fedv adtov
ottty Te ¢ TOV VoV xal aumavesdal éml i xAlvng, Herodotus, Hist. 1.182.1;
LCL 117, 226-227)%.

The second artefact in Holofernes’ bedroom is T6 xwvwmiov (Jdt 10:21). By
means of its architectural aspect and material components (v. 21b), T0 xwvwmiov
constitutes the most striking feature of both the bed-couch and the bedroom.
Representing a fabric spread on a supporting pole structure as well as
overhanging on its lateral sides (cf. 13:9.15), 70 xwvwmiov denotes “the bed
netting canopy” which physically defines an architectural semi-closed (covered)
space around Holofernes’ bed-couch, creating a cella-like area within the
bedroom (see év T8 xwvwmie, 10:21)”°. Along with the fact that in antiquity the
bed netting was an item used by affluent people’!, T6 xwvwmiov as the amalgam
of purple (3 mopdipa), gold (té xpuciov), emerald (6 oudpaydos) and other
interwoven precious stones (Aifot moAuteleis xafudaapévor) evokes an atmosphere
of luxury, royalty and sacredness®. In the LXX, the given precious components
are all exclusively related to the Tabernacle’. The silver lamps (Aapmddes
apyvpal, 10:22) and the pillars (oi atvAot, 13:9) which appear as the other two
artefacts of the bedroom later, allude to the sacred space too’*.

The Anteroom

When Holofernes moves out from his resting place (1) xAivy) shadowed by
the bejewelled net canopy (T xwvamiov)’ and leaves his bedroom (££5A0ev), he

8 For the presence of god’s beds and bedrooms in the Assyrian and Babylonian
temples, see GASPA, Textiles, 167-168.

8 For the influences of classical Greek literature on the author of Idt, see, e.g. GERA,
Speech, 419-422; ENGELS, Herodot.

%0 The physical installation of 0 xwvamiov is reflected in our translation of &v 16
xwvwTiw as “under the net canopy” (lit. “in the net canopy structure”).

1 See KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

2 For interrelated semantic fields of royalty and religion, see KOLLER, The Semantic
Field, 171.

93 See KORYTIAKOVA, The Odd Bejewelled xwvidmiov. See also the adornment of
Aseneth’s rooms in JosAs 2 and its allusion to the holy of holies in HUMPHREY, Joseph and
Aseneth, 83-84.

% In the LXX, ai Aapnddes are often associated with God’s presence and with the
temple or the sanctuary. See RYKEN — WILHOIT — LONGMAN, Dictionary of Biblical Imagery,
487. For the association of oi a0t in Jdt 13:9 with the tabernacle, see SCHOLZ, Judith, 165.
Compare the relation between oi otdot in Judg 16:4-31 and the Temple in KRAVITZ, Divine
Trophies, 163.

% For the Babylonian gods sleeping behind the curtains, see LINSSEN, The Cults, 139.
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enters “the anteroom” (eig T0 mpoaxyviov, Jdt 10:22). Nothing is said here about
the physical partition between the bedchamber and the anteroom. Verse 14:14,
however, mentions 7 adAale “acurtain”, a biblical term reserved for the
curtain(s) of the Tabernacle®®. Holofernes’ entry into the anteroom through such
a highly elusive avAale with the equally symbolic silver light lamps is
reminiscent of “a liturgical procession™’. Consequently, T& mpooxiviov resembles
6 mpévaog “the front of a temple, through which one passed to the vads™,
collaborating the sacred image of the bedroom (% oxnvy) and the sacred
atmosphere of the tent’s interior.

The royal and religious image of the tent created in Jdt 10:21-22 is
complemented by the identity and activities of the characters in v. 23. Indeed,
of Bepdmovtes “those devoted to somebody else’s service™” and of dofdor “the
slaves” designate in Jdt also the personnel of king Nabouchodonosor (see 2:2;
6:3; 11:4)'%, In the LXX and elsewhere, oi fepdmovres are employed in the
religious service of gods or foreign rulers'®', particularly of the Egyptian
Pharaoh'%* (cf. Judith’s self-presentation as fepametovaa ... Tov Bedv Tol obpavod,
Jdt 11:17). Judith’s prostration before Holofernes (mpogextvnoey avtéd, 10:23),
who is served by the personnel of kings and gods, is the expression of her make-
believe reverential awe'® (cf. 5:8; 6:18; 10:9; 13:17; 16:18) reacting to the royal

and sacred-like atmosphere in the anteroom'®*.

% See, e.g. Exod 26:1.2.3.4.5.6; 37:1.2.10.13.14; 40:19.

7 ScHmiITZ, Holofernes’s Canopy, 74.

% LSJ, 1490. See 70 mpbvaov designating the porch of Solomon’s Temple in
Josephus, Ant., 8.3.2.3 (8.65.75). Note the Syriac rendering of t6 mpooxnviov in Jdt 10:22 as
~"his “an enclosure, a court [of tabernacle, temple, of a palace]” (PAYNE SMITH, Syriac
Dictionary, 97).

% GELS, 327.

100 Note far more numerous references to Holofernes’ epdmovtes (6:6; 7:16; 9:10;
10:20.23; 11:20; 12:5) and dolAot (3:4; 5:5bis; 6:7.10-11; 7:27; 9:3.10; 10:23; 12:10; 13:1)
in comparison to those of Nabouchodonosor.

101 E o Gen 50:17; Deut 9:27; Isa 54:17; 4 Macc 12:11. See also the substitution
between Aettovpyelv and Bepametev/mapeatynévar in the LXX, in DANIEL, Recherches, 109,
n. 46; 112.

102 F g Exod 5:21; 7:9.10.20.28.29; 8:5.7.17.20.25.27; 9:8.14.20.30.34; 10:1.6.7;
11:3; 12:30; 14:5.8.

103 For Judith’s clever evaluation of the circumstances in the enemy camp and her
flatteries of Holofernes as a part of her strategy, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

104 CALMET, Judith, 507: “Holofernes se faisait rendre des honneurs peu inférieurs
a ceux des Rois”.
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The Treasure Room

Beside Jdt 10:21-23, other passages in which Holofernes’ tent functions as
a narrative space disclose its interior and size. A new discovery is provided by
the scene in 12:1-4. In 12:1, Holofernes’ order to lead Judith there “where his
silver service was being set” (00 étifeto T dpyupwpata adtol) testifies to the
existence of an additional interior section in the tent. The precious character of
the stored items and of other valuable artifacts mentioned in 15:11 (ta apyvpwuata,
ai xAivat, Ta 0Axela, Ta oxevaspatae) implies a space functioning as a treasure
room'®. The given space in 12:5 is generally designated as “the tent” (eig Ty
oxnvv). This specific tent becomes Judith’s private sphere — the bedroom (to¥
xoitévos adTHic'*®, 13:3) — during her stay in the camp (see 12:5.13; 13:3; 14:17)'%".
Deducing from the movement of the eunuch Bagoas in 14:14-17 (see &io#jAfev,
v. 14; égemionoev, v. 17), Holofernes’ treasure room or Judith’s bedroom is
located within the Holofernes’ tent complex as its sub-unit'%®.

The Servants Quarters

The last indication of Holofernes’ tent is found in Jdt 13:1-4. After the
drinking party (6 métos) in Holofernes’ bedchamber (12:15b-19), only Judith
remained with Holofernes “in the tent” (év T§j oxnv#j, 13:2), i.e. in his bedroom
(8v ¢ xortévi, 13:4; cf. 14:15). Holofernes’ servants (doUidot and mapeotyxdres)
left their master’s bedchamber (dmwyovto, 13:1) and went to sleep to their
quarters (eig Tag xoltag adtév'?, v. 1). Their departments were separated from
Holofernes’ bedroom (7 oxnvy) but located in the whole tent-complex: xal
Baywas ouvéxdeioey Ty oy Ewbev xal amélucey Tolg mapeoTdiTag éx
mpoagwmov Tol xuplov adTol “and Bagoas shut the tent (= the bedroom) from the
outside and dismissed the attendants from the presence of his lord” (v. 1). The

105 For Holofernes’ depository for the treasures which were transferred from
Nabouchodonosor’s palace and taken as spoil from the defeated nations, see KORYTIAKOVA,
The Concept of Space.

106 Tn NETS (p. 452, n. j), Tol xoitévog adtiis (Jdt 13:3) is explained as “Olophernes’
bedchamber”.

107 See n. 42.

198 Schmitz and Engel speak about a room in the marshal’s tent (“Raum im
Feldherrenzelt”). SCHMITZ — ENGEL, Judit, 345. See also n. 111 below.

199 The phrase dmgyovto el Tag xoitag adTdv (Jdt 13:1) probably means the departure
for taking rest by going to the quarters for sleeping (see dmé-oiyopat — €ig). For % xoity as
“quarters”, see LSJ 970. If 7 xoity is taken literally, it denotes an ordinary bed which is to be
distinguished from % %Awn.
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existence of the servants’ quarters within Holofernes’ tent is also implied by the
spatial aspects of some of the servants’ roles: oi mapaxabeddovres “those who
sleep beside” (10:20), oi cwpatodpvAaxes “bodyguards” (12:7) and
of mapeatyxdres!!’ “those who stand nearby” (6:10; 13:1).

No more information about Holofernes’ tent can be found in the story.
From the available indications the martial tent appears to be a big, internally
divided and hierarchically organised space. It consists in spheres of different
levels of intimacy and of different functions'!!. According to Sara Japhet, the
architectonic hierarchy on the internal and external level was typical for the
concept of sacred space in the Israelite camp and the Temple''?. Architecture of
this kind was also typical of royal palaces, including the Persian royal military
(and highly ornamented) pavilions imitating the royal houses (cf. Dan 11:45
MT)'"3. By its large scale, complex layout, luxurious interior and specific
personnel, Holofernes’ tent in short resembles royal''* and sacred spaces, most
particularly the Jerusalem Temple or Tabernacle'".

However spectacular the image of the tent might be, Holofernes’ personal
space is marked by ambiguity, theatricality and imperfection. By its designation,
the tent fits the military profession of Holofernes. By its interior, however, the
space is incongruous for a military man. Moreover, Holofernes’ tent is just a pale
imitation of the genuine royal and sacred space''®. The presence of the elements
typical of the sacred spaces of the Israelites in a space of a man from the pagan
world may be found by the Jewish audience as scandalous as ludicrous. For this
reason, the reader cannot take either the tent or its owner sympathetically and
seriously. The tent has been created to be an object of ridicule just like his

owner!!”. After Holofernes’ death, his tent was dismantled, and its treasure was

19 of mapeoTynéTes are mentioned in Jdt only in relation to three figures: the God of
Israel (4:14; 11:13), the king Nabouchodonosor (12:13) and Holofernes (6:10; 13:1).

1 For the layout of Holofernes’ tent, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.

12 See JAPHET, Sacred Place, 62-63.

113 See n. 19.

114 RAVASI, Giuditta, 80: “[1a] tenda di Oloferne ... non & una semplice tenda, ¢ ...
quasi un vero e proprio palazzo”.

5 See also SCHOLZ, Judith, 138; GERA, Judith, 345; ZENGER, Judit, 514, 521;
CORLEY, Imitation, 34. In a slightly exaggerated way, the similarities between the Tabernacle
and Holofernes’ tent were schematically illustrated in LEGH ALLEN, Judith, 35-36.

116 JENSEN, Judith, 133: “quasi-demonic replica”.

7 For the satirising function of Holofernes’ tent, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept
of Space.
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dedicated to the God of Israel in His Temple by Judith (15:11; 16:19). The space
which once stored precious spoils turns to a precious spoil itself, being reduced
to a mere relic (T0 xwvamov''®) of its previous grandeur and meaning.

3 The Two Tents — The Two Warriors

In the Judith story, the two tents constitute the first spaces in which the
two main characters are presented. Moreover, they are predominant spaces for
the actions of both figures. Furthermore, the tents are the venues for the crucial
moments in the story: Judith’s theological speech and prayer (Jdt 8:11-27; 9:1-
14), the first face-to-face encounter between Judith and Holofernes (10:21-23),
the decapitation of Holofernes (13:4-10). Finally, each of the two analysed tents
has its own particularity. Whereas the modest interior of Judith’s tent suits her
status and behaviour of a pious and widowed woman, her decision as the house-
owner to make a tent for herself is surprising. In the case of Holofernes’ tent, its
external form implied by the designation % oxnvy fits the military profession of
its owner better than its suspicious-looking grandiose interior. In short, neither
of the two tents is what it seems to be. The comparison of the two tents sheds
more light on the significance of their ambiguity.

3.1 The Two Contrasting Tents

When considered as a pair — as the exclusive application of 7 oxnwy
suggests —, the tents constitute two contrasting spaces in the story. Firstly, each
is situated in the opposite topographical location. Holofernes’ tent is on a plain
(8v 76 Tediw, Jdt 7:18d) near the valley (6 adAwvy, v. 3). Judith’s tent is on the top
of a mountain (% xopudy Tob Gpoug, 6:12). Both tents have a strategic position,
but the centrality is expressed in each case by an opposite dimension. Due to its
location on the roof of the house, Judith’s tent has the highest position in the city
on the vertical axis. The central position of Holofernes’ tent is achieved by its
being placed in the middle of the camp on the horizontal level.

The different scale is another distinguishing factor between the tents. As
a structure of several diverse inner sections, Holofernes’ tent is a roomy space

118 For the role 70 xwvwmiov in Jdt, see KORYTIAKOVA, The Odd Bejewelled
xwydmioy, KORYTIAKOVA, The Concept of Space.
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implying enormous outer dimension. Unlike the big layout of Holofernes’ tent,
the tent of Judith seems to have rather tiny proportions. As a self-made structure
(émoinoev éautij, 8:5a), the tent is a sort of a small-scale space.

The most striking difference between the tents is achieved by their
interiors. The first contrast is the way the interior is communicated by the
narrator. The main contrasting issues, however, are the interiors themselves. The
inside of Holofernes’ tent is available in an explicit way. One reads about
Holofernes as living enclosed by luxury, comfort and numerous personnel. As
far as the interior of Judith’s tent is concerned, the narrator is reluctant to report
about it. The absent information about the interior is not a sign of its
insignificance or irrelevancy for the plot. The interior is not reported for there is
nothing unusual in the tent in respect to its owner. Without any furnishings or
embellishment, a modest interior harmonises with the devout actions for which
the tent was created. In addition, Judith’s tent deprived of any luxury is the
effective way to achieve a sharp contrast with the luxurious and well-furnished
tent of Holofernes.

3.2 The Two Contrasting Military Leaders

The aim of the two mutually contrasting spaces is to show their owners in
contrast. Since the Judith story is about a specific battle!'” and, besides
Holofernes, Judith is the only other human champion of the other party in the
conflict, her tent may be attributed to her role as a “warrior”. Indeed, Judith’s
status as a widow cannot fully explain the tent’s employment in the story without
considering her role as widow-warrior too, i.e. an unlikely warrior or outsider-
hero, a popular literary motif in the biblical and non-biblical stories. In fact,
Judith’s actions in the tent are far more than a theological speech or a prayer of
a devout widow. Her words in 8:11-27.32-34 have an authoritative tone of
a leader. In 14:1-4, Judith specifically speaks as “military commander”'?°. From
this perspective, it is no longer surprising that Judith-“the warrior” — however
unusual she might be — owns a tent.

Equipped by a tent, Judith shares the same military attribute with
Holofernes. As leaders of two different parties to the battle, however, they are
neither the same nor equal. What presents them in their mutual difference and
opposition is not only their sex (female vs male), social status (widow vs

19 See OTZEN, Judith, 100-101; Dick, Two Cities, 39.
120 pESILVA, Apocrypha, 457.
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commander-in-chief), military skills (unexperienced lay person vs experienced
professional) and weapons (intellectual wit and devotion vs physical power and
arrogance). The main contrast is their personal character and ethnic identity. The
tents significantly contribute to the demonstration of those aspects.

Whereas the ownership of tents shows Judith and Holofernes as a couple
of equivalent warriors, the tents’ contrasting features make them an antithetical
pair. The tents’ topographical (op)position'?! communicates the warriors’
opposition. If we suppose the application of simplified dichotomies and a biblical
literary pattern of opposites'? in the story, the tents and, in turn, their owners can
be ascribed to two antithetical domains. Holofernes’ tent on the plain below
belongs to the zone of the negative or evil (xatafaivw, 2:27; 3:6; 6:14;
10:2.10.15; 14:2.13). Judith’s tent situated up on a mountain falls under the
sphere of the positive or good (see mpogavafaivw, 13:10)'%. The location of
Judith’s tent on the roof indicates not only Judith’s “superior perspective”'?*, but
also her close relationship with God. Consequently, the tent in height reflects
Judith’s elevated role as the God’s warrior, a role which is manifested in the story
non-spatially too'**. This interpretation accords with the fact that Judith’s city of
Bethulia appears with the military image of 7 mapeufory and her God is
presented as the one “who crushes wars” (cuvtp{Bwv moAéuovg, 16:2a) and owns
“camps” (eig TapepPorag avtol, 16:2b). While Judith-“warrior” is the owner of
a tent belonging to God’s camps'?, Holofernes-warrior is the owner of a tent as
well as a camp, representing the opposite domain of the para-gods (6:11; 7:7.12;
14:3; 15:11) and challenging the God of Israel (see 2:6-14; 3:8).

The tents’ interiors transcend another contrast of the two warriors.
Holofernes lives surrounded by luxuries and personnel which are more typical of
gods and kings rather than of a soldier. Only they can afford a residence consisting
of several departments, numerous personnel, ostentatious titles and paid homage.
The exploration of the military tent from its inside as a palace/temple-like space

121 See BAL, Narratology, 216.

122 See OTZEN, Judith, 128; RYKEN, Bible as Literature, 187, 194.

123 For the biblical archetypal opposition “safe mountain” vs “dangerous valley”, see
RYKEN, Bible as Literature, 188-190.

124 GERA, Judith, 263.

125 In MILLER, A Femme Fatale, 239, Judith is interpreted as “the Divine Warrior
through her frequent reference to her ‘hand’”’.

126 For the military and religious interpretation of God’s camps in Jdt 16:2b, see
KORYTIAKOVA, On the meaning of eig, 165-169.
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reveals Holofernes” hidden ambitious and treacherous character. The
commander-in-chief is shown as developed from an obedient servant to his
master (6 dolidog, 6:3; cf. 2:4.13-14) to a man who himself wants to become
a master (6 deamétng) and lord (6 x0ptog) instead'?’.

Unlike the gloriously shining interior of Holofernes’ tent (the aspect
plausibly reflected by the owner’s name'?®), Judith’s modest tent marked by piety
is a living space of a loyal servant to the God of Israel. By her words and actions
in the tent, by preferring a simple tent to a wealthy house, and by preserving her
pious lifestyle even in the lavish tent in the enemy’s camp, Judith demonstrates
personal integrity, esteem for her God and His unchangeable supremacy in her
life (see 8:12.20; 11:17). At the end, it is He to whom she hands the war trophies,
proclaiming Him as the only winner (see 16:2.19)!*. By implication, as the
military atmosphere turns to that of peace (see 15:8-16:25), there is no trace
either of Holofernes’ or Judith’s tent anymore.

The contrast between the loyal and the disloyal servitude to a deity
achieved by the tents does not concern just the two military leaders as
individuals'*’. The implications of the tents’ opposition are further indirectly
transferred to the ethnics that Judith and Holofernes represent. Judith acts on
behalf of and embodies the ethnic group of the Israelites (7o yévog Iopani, 5:10;
6:2.19; 8:20.32; 9:14; 11:10; 12:3; 13:20; 15:9; 16:17.24)"*!. According to the
dichotomic pattern and universalistic perspective in Jdt, Holofernes, then,
represents “the others”. If the author’s intention with Judith and Holofernes was
“to demonstrate the attitude of the Israelites in contradistinction to the attitude of
the foreigners”'*?, then the contrast between the two tents, communicating
antithetical characters of their owners, is a spatial contribution to the same goal.

127 For Holofernes’ disobedient character, see KORYTIAKOVA, Knowing One’s
Place. See also ALONSO SCHOKEL, Judith, 14; CRAGHAN, Judith, 69; EFTHIMIADIS-KEITH,
The Enemy, 174-175; JENSEN, Judith, 133; LEVINE, Sacrifice, 24.

128 The element phernes may connote “brilliance” or “glory”. See PETROFF —
GIBSON, Holofernes, 496; WOLLASTON, An English-Persian Dictionary, 130. For a different
etymology of Holofernes’ name, see CORLEY, Imitation, 42.

129 For a custom that the victor takes the image of the god of the defeated enemy as
his vassal and places it in the temple of his own deity, see KRAVITZ, Remedial Narratives,
116-119.

139 For the topic of (dis)loyal servitude in Jdt, see KORYTIAKOVA, Knowing One’s Place.

131 See also EFTHIMIADIS-KEITH, The Enemy, 152-153; CHRISTIANSEN, Judith, 76.

132 OTZEN, Judith, 101.
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Conclusion

The tents of Judith and Holofernes have been intentionally created as a pair
on the lexical and narrative level in the story. The polyvalency of their common
designation was narratively transformed into the multi-aspectual character of the
spaces (military, nomadic, royal/sacred) to reflect the multilayered circumstances
of their owners (siege/war, desert wandering, piety/blasphemy). As living spaces,
the two tents represent their two owners as far as their similar roles as well as
their different personalities and ethnicities. Reserving the space equally called
1 oxnvy only for the two characters, Judith is given the same military attribute as
her narrative counterpart, Holofernes. Creating Judith’s and Holofernes’ tents in
antithesis in terms of their opposing topographic locations and contrasting
interiors, the two characters are presented as an antithetical pair of warriors. Each
of the two tents represents an allegiance to a different world and their interiors
communicate a different personality and identity of their owners. Holofernes
tent’s interior is a non-verbal expression of his dissatisfaction with his inferior
servant status and of his ambitions to change it. Judith’s tent, by means of its
simplicity and Judith’s actions and words, illustrates a sincere acceptance of
God’s supremacy and a loyal servitude. Generally, the existence of the two tents
in the story spatially illustrates Judith and Holofernes as two military leaders of
two incompatible realms and ethnicities. Created as living spaces characterising
paradigmatic representatives of two different identities (the Israelites vs the
“others”), the tents participate in the theological and ideological message of the
story by answering the questions “Who is God?” (6:2) and “What are His
servants like?” (cf. 5:3).
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Summary

In the Judith story, Judith is the only character who owns two different living spaces. While
already possessing a house, she built a tent for herself. Judith’s status as a widow and her
devout lifestyle are not satisfactory explanations of the special need for such a structure. By
the narrative analysis of Judith’s and Holofernes’ tents and by their comparison as paired-up
narrative spaces, the paper interprets the existence of Judith’s tent as the military attribute
befitting her special role as God’s warrior. The study also demonstrates that the lexemic
ambiguity of the designation 7 oxnvy relates to the narrative ambiguity of the two tents and
their owners.

Key words: tent, Judith, Holofernes, narrative space, Septuagint.

Zhrnutie

V pribehu Judity je Judita jedind postava, ktord ma dva pribytky. Zatial' ¢o vlastni dom,
postavila si pre seba stan. Juditin status vdovy ajej nabozny zivotny Styl ale nie su
dostato¢nym vysvetlenim Specialnej potreby takéhoto spésobu byvania. Narativnou analyzou
Juditinho a Holofernesovho stanu aich vzdjomnym porovnanim ako suvisiacej dvojice
narativnych priestorov sucasna Stiidia interpretuje existenciu Juditinho stanu ako vojnovy
atribut, ktory prinaleZi jej $pecidlnej ulohe ako BoZej bojovni¢ky. Stidia rovnako ukazuje,
ze lexemicka viacznacnost’ terminu % oxnwy suvisi s narativnou viaczna¢nost'ou obidvoch
stanov i ich majitelov.

Klucove slova: stan, Judita, Holofernes, narativny priestor, Septuaginta.
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Pavlovo velké pismo v Gal 6,11°

Petr Marecek

List Galatanim, jenz je fazen mezi Ctyii ,.hlavni“ nebo ,velké*
listy/epistoly apostola Pavla, které spolu uzce souvisi jak teologicky, tak
literarng', mé&l v d&jinach kiestanstvi obrovsky vliv?. Nemiizeme s jistotou fict
nic o pfimém ucinku tohoto listu na potirdni bufici v galatskych cirkevnich
komunitach. Na druhou stranu skutecnost, ze se dopis zachoval, je uritym
naznakem toho, ze mohl zapusobit, jak si Pavel pfal, a ze tak doslo ke smifeni
Galatanii s Pavlem®. Jedine¢ny vyznam listu Galatanim je patrny v jeho velmi
brzkém pouziti, které je rozpoznatelné jiz v listu Rimanim (podobnost tematické
a strukturdlni)®, jenz lze oznadit jako ,,reprodukci listu Galataniim‘’. Znalost
tohoto listu prozrazuji nejstar$i cirkevni autofi (Klement Rimsky, Ignac
z Antiochie, Polykarp), tiebaZe ho explicitné necituji’. List Galatantim byl velmi
brzy obsirng komentovan: Marius Victorinus (kolem r. 362), ,,Ambrosiaster*’
(mezi r. 366 — 384), Jeronym (kolem r. 384), Augustin (v letech 394 — 395).
V obdobi reformace nabyl list Galatantim na vyznamu®. Lutherovi tento dopis
piirostl k srdci natolik, Ze ho piirovnal ke své snoubence Katefiné von Bora’.

* Studie byla pfipravena za finan¢ni podpory projektu IGA CMTF 2023 005
,,Obtizné verse listu Galatanim®.

' VOuGA, An die Galater, 3.

2 Na ddlezitost listu Galatanim upozoriiuje jiz Marcioniv seznam apostolskych
spisti — Apostolikon, ktery je datovan do obdobi kolem roku 140 po Kr. a ve kterém byl tento
list pro svou dilezitost umistén na prvnim misté. Srov. METZGER, The Canon of the New
Testament, 94.

3 Takto sd&luje OEPKE, Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater, 214: ,,DaB der Brief in
das Corpus Paulinum gelangt ist, ist ein giinstiges Zeichen, das alle Beachtung verdient.*

* BORSE, Der Standort des Galaterbriefes, 120-135.

5> WILCKENS, Der Brief an die Romer, 48.

¢ Srov. LIGHTFOOT, Saint Paul’s Epistle, 58-59.

7, Ambrosiater: jméno nezndmého autora komentaie k listiim apostola Pavla.

8 O vlivu listu Galat'antim na kiest'anské mysleni piehledné pojedniavd LONGENECKER,
Galatians, xlii-lvii. Viz t€Z RICHES, Galatians.

® V tzv. ,rozhovoru u stolu (Tischrede) z roku 1531 Martin Luther sdéluje:
»Epistola ad Galatas ist mein epistelcha, der ich mir vertrawt hab. Ist mein Keth von Bor
(Katefina von Bora).“ WA TR 1, 69 (¢. 146).
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Rovnéz v dnesni dobé list Galataniim je jednim z nejcastéji komentovanych
texti nejen Nového zikona, ale celé Bible'.

List Galataniim obsahuje dvoji t¢éma: vasnivou obhajobu Pavlova evangelia
a ostry boj proti tomu, aby Galatané vyznavali jiné evangelium''. Po dopisnim
uvodu (Gal 1,1-10), ktery zahrnuje preskript (vv. 1-5) a situacni zdivodnéni
sepsani (vv. 6-11), vétSina badateli ¢leni list Galatantim do tfi hlavnich casti: 1)
Pavel brani své evangelium pomoci autobiografickych udaju (1,11-2,21); 2)
Pavel dokazuje shodu svého evangelia se zjevenim Starého zékona (3,1-5,12);
3) Pavel obhajuje své evangelium proti faleSnym praktickym disledkiim se
zdlraznénim, ze svoboda kfest'ani vi¢i MojziSovu zakonu spociva v zivote
s velkorysou laskou a pod vlivem Ducha svatého (5,13-6,10)'2. Podobné jako
v n¢kolika jinych ptipadech se Pavel v zavéru listu obraci zvlastnim piimym
a osobnim apelem na své adresaty, v némz nové shrnuje dilezité body svého listu
(6,11-18)".

Pii srovnani dopisnich konvenci, které jsou pfitomny v zavéru listu
Galatantim, s témi, které se nachazi v zavérech ostatnich Pavlovych dopist, si
lze vSimnout jedine¢ného charakteru Gal 6,11-18, jenz je zfejmy z n€kolika
skute¢nosti: 1) Tento dopisni zavér obsahuje velmi rozsahlé¢ zavéreéné
prohlaseni (Gal 6,12-15). 2) Piani pokoje, kterym Pavel ukonéuje své listy (Rim
15,33; 16,20a; 2Kor 13,11; Flp 4,9b; 1Sol 5,23; 2Sol 3,16), je zde vyjadieno
v podminovacim zpusobu: obdrzi ho pouze ti, kdo nasleduji Pavlovy instrukce
(Gal 6,16). 3) Pied zavérecnym pianim milosti (Gal 6,18) chybi jakykoli osobni
pozdrav, at’ uz od Pavla nebo od nékterého z ,.brati, ktefi byli s nim (Gal 1,2),
zatimco osobni pozdravy se objevuji ve viech nespornych listech'®. 4) Zavér
postrada jakykoli pozitivni ton chvaly nebo dikl, ktery by byl formulovan
v zavéreéné doxologii (srov. Rim 16,25-27; Flp 4,20; 1Tim 6,16; 2Tim 4,18)
nebo vyjadieni radosti (Rim 16,19a; 1Kor 16,17; Flp 4,10). 5) Pavel je ve svych
listech opétovné predstaven, jak piSe zaver listu vlastni rukou (1Kor 16,21; Flm
19; srov. Kol 4,18; 2Sol 3,17), avsak nikde to neni tak dirazné oznaceno jako
v Gal 6,11.

Y PITTA, Lettera ai Galati, 23.

' VANHOYE, Lettera ai Galati, 13.

12 Srov. napt. LAGRANGE, Saint Paul, 9, 53 a 144; MUSSNER, Der Galaterbrief, VII-
VIII; MATERA, Galatians, v-vi; VOUGA, An die Galater, VII-VIII; KEENER, Galatians, X1vii-
xlviii.

13 Srov. MULLER, Vom Schiuf3 zum Ganzen, 13-15. Viz téz WEIMA, Gal. 6:11-18,
90-107.

14 Mezi deuteropavlovskymi listy chybi osobni pozdravy pouze v Ef a 1Tim.
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Nase pozornost se zamé&ii na posledni jmenovany specificky rys zavéru
listu Galatanim (Gal 6,11-18), ktery se tyka jeho tivodniho verSe, kde Pavel
sd€luje:

ete myhixots Oulv ypdupaoty Eypada i Eufj xetpl."”
Pohled'te, jak velkym pismem vam pisi vlastni rukou. (Gal 6,11)'°

Tato studie zahrnuje dvé hlavni ¢asti. Prvni ¢ast se bude jednak soustfedit
na problematiku textové kritiky, jejimz ukolem bude zajistit znéni studovaného
verse, které by bylo co nejblizsi ptivodnimu textu, a jednak bude zaméfena na
jazykovou a sémantickou analyzu, ktera bude zkoumat nas text z hlediska vztaht
uzitych jazykovych prosttedkii a jejich vyznamu. Druhd cast se pokusi
poskytnout odpoveéd’ na otazky: Pro¢ apostol Pavel pise ,,velkymi pismeny*?
Jaky je vyznam tohoto velkého pisma? Jaky je zamér tohoto Pavlova poc¢inani?
Na co chce timto svym jednanim u adresati svého listu upozornit? Piinosem této
studie bude predstaveni hlavnich navrhi interpretace Pavlovy zminky o jeho
velkém pismu v Gal 6,11, které byly predlozeny v déjinach exegeze s jejich
posouzenim a s poukdzanim na chapani, které se zda byt nejpfiméiendjsi
a nejpresveédCive]si.

1 Textova kritika a jazykova a sémanticka analyza

Pokud jde o textovou kritiku, ve versi Gal 6,11 se setkavame pouze
s jednim mistem, které obsahuje textové varianty. Misto mnAixots se v nékolika
rukopisech (B** [paleograficky je datovan mezi roky 175 a 225 po Kr.]'’; B*
[polovina 4. stol.]; 33 [9. stol.]) vyskytuje nAixots, které vice odpovida klasické
fecting'®. Nelze vsak vylougit moznost, Ze vyraz HAixois by se dal povazovat za
haplografii, kter4 nastala neimyslnym vynechanim pismene'®. TiebaZe se jedna
o staré rtiznocteni, je vSak pfili§ malo dolozené, aby se dalo posuzovat jako
ptvodni®. To stejné plati pro variantu &teni mowxidotg ,,rozmanity, rozliény,
rizny*, kterou doklada majuskulni kodex 0278 z 9 stol.

15 Recky text prevzat z ALAND et al. (eds.), Novum Testamentum Graece.

16 Vlastni pieklad.

17 Ver§ Gal 6,11 se nachazi na foliu 86 papyrového kodexu B4, Viz Chester Beatty
Library [cit. 2023-09-15].

18 BLASS — DEBRUNNER — REHKOPF, Grammatik, § 304.

19 Srov. WEISS, Textkritik, 27.

20 CARLSON, The Text of Galatians, 115.
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Pokud se tyce vztaht uzitych jazykovych prosttedki a jejich vyznamu
v Pavlové jedine¢ném vyjadieni: i0ete myhixog Opiv ypappacy Eypada i Eufi
xetpl (Gal 6,11), vyvstavaji dvé otazky. V prvé fade se lze dotazovat: Jak rozumét
slovesnému tvaru 1dete v hlavni vét&? Tebaze Zenevska bible (1599)?!, kterd je
jednim z historicky nejvyznamnéjsich piekladti Bible do anglictiny, tento vyraz
pieklada spiSe jako indikativ??, slovesny tvar {dete je vSak mozné pouze
identifikovat jako imperativ aoristu aktiva. Takto je tento vyraz piekladan ve
vsech modernich verzich, srov. napt. nékteré &eské pieklady: ,,pohled’te” (CSP,
NBK), ,,v§imnéte si“ (CLP, CEP), ,,podivejte se* (Skrabal), ,,vizte“ (Col). Vedlejsi
véta, kterda po imperativu nasleduje, nezahrnuje nepiimou otazku>, aviak
obsahuje nepiimé zvolani, za které se obvykle neumistuje vykiiénik**. Druh4
otazka se tyka slovesa ve vedlejsi véteé €ypaya, které je ve tvaru 1. osoby
jednotného cisla indikativu aoristu aktiva a které neni vzdy stejnym zplisobem
prekladano: , jsem napsal* (BKR; CSP), , pisi“ (CEP, CLP). Podobna je situace
v ostatnich jazycich, napf. némcina: ,hab’ ich geschrieben® (Lutherbibel),
,»schreibe* (EIN, ZUR); anglictina: ,,I have written* (KJV), ,,]l am writing* (NRS);
italStina: ,,ho scritto (NRV) ,,scrivo (IEP); slovenstina: ,,som napisal® (SEP),
,»pisSem* (SKP). Na slovesny tvar éypaa je zapotiebi pohlizet jako na epistolarni
aorist, ktery je ureny nikoli z pohledu odesilatele, ale z Casového hlediska, kdy
je dopis piijat, a ktery odkazuje na verse Gal 6,11-18 tohoto listu (srov. také Flp
2,28; Flm 12.19; Kol 4,8)*. V piipadg, Zze bychom povazovali slovesny tvar
gypapa za bézny minuly ¢as, znamenalo by to, Ze Pavel napsal vlastni rukou cely
list Galatantiim. Tento nazor, ktery se opétovné objevoval v déjinach piekladu
a vykladu listu Galatanim, ale zahrnoval dvé odlisné interpretace vyjadreni
TNAIXOLS Ypappaaty.

21 Riizné verze piekladu, které nejsou uvedeny v seznamu literatury, jsou pievzaty
z BibleWorks 9 [cit. 2023-09-15].

22 Ye see how large a letter | haue written vnto you with mine owne hand* (Gal
6,11). Takto t¢z KJV (1611), viz nize pozn. 32.

2 Takto napt. BAAR, 445.

24 Interpunkéni znaménko — vykfi¢nik na konci ver§e Gal 6,11 kladou nékteré
preklady, napt. Lutherbibel (1545), ZUR (2007) a CSP (2009).
(1Kor 5,9; 2Kor 2,3-4.9; 7,12; 3 Jan 9) nebo na dokonceny dopis (Rim 15,15; 1Petr 5,12)
anebo na predchozi ¢ast aktudlniho dopisu/listu (1Kor 9,15; Flm 21; 1Jan 2,14.21.26). Viz
SCHLIER, Der Brief an der Galater, 279, pozn. 2; BLASS — DEBRUNNER — REHKOPF,
Grammatik, § 334.
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V dé&jinach exegeze mnoho komentatorti vztahovalo mnAixots ypaupasty na
délku Pavlova listu/dopisu. Prvni takovéto chapani nam doklada Gaius Marius
Victorinus (290 — 364) ve svém komentaii k listu Galat'antim, jak je patrné z jeho
prekladu Gal 6,11: ,,Hle, kolika pismeny (quantis litteris) jsem vam psal vlastni
rukou* (In Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas, ad Gal 6,11, PL 8,1195)?°. Tato domnénka
se stala rozSifenou mezi komentatory a prekladateli od pocatku 16. stoleti.
Setkavame se s ni u vykladact jak katolickych (napt. Erasmus Rotterdamsky
[1466 — 1536]*7, Cornelius a Lapide [1567 — 1637]**), tak protestanskych (napf.
Martin Luther [1483 — 1546]*° a Jan Kalvin [1509 — 1564]*°). Z prekladi, podle
kterych vyjadreni myAixois ypaupaa odkazovalo na délku Pavlova dopisu, lze
jmenovat napt. Lutheriiv preklad do néméiny zroku 1545°' a preklad do
angli¢tiny — King James Version (KJV) z roku 1611°2. TiebaZe tento nézor byl
zastavan po dlouhou dobu, neni mozné s nim souhlasit. Slovo ypauua v Gal 6,11
nezahrnuje vyznam ,.epistola, list“, aviak znamena ,pismeno” abecedy (Rim
2,27.29; 7,6; 2Kor 3,6.7)**. Apostol Pavel pro vyraz ,.epistola, list* vzdy pouziva
slovo émaTody (Rim 16,22; 1Kor 5,9; 16,3; 2Kor 3,1.2.3; 7,8; 10,9.10.11; 1Sol
5,27). Krom toho, pokud by se ypaupa mélo vztahovat k ,listu, dopisu®,
ocekavalo by se vétné spojeni slovesa s akuzativem ypappata €ypaya, zatimco
vétné spojeni s dativem ypaupacw E€ypapa vypovida o zptisobu psani ,,pisi

26 COOPER (ed.), Marius Victorinus’ Commentary, 341.

27 SIDER (ed.), Collected Works of Erasmus, 128.

28 LAPIDE, Commentaria, 484, se domnivd, Ze nejlepsi vysvétlenti je to, které vidi
narazku na délku dopisu a odkaz na ndklonnost svatého Pavla ke Galat'anim, ktera ho pfiméla
obejit se bez obvyklého pisafe a napsat dlouhy dopis vlastni rukou.

29 BEER — von STOCKHAUSEN (eds.), Erkldrungen Martin Luthers, 353-354.

30 CALVIN, Commentarii in Pauli Epistolas, 145, uvadi: ,,Aby Galatany lépe
presvédcil o svém znepokojeni a zarovei je pfimél k pozornéjsimu ¢teni, zmiiuje se o tom,
7e tento dlouhy dopis byl napsan jeho vlastni rukou. Cim vé&tsi namahu pro né podstoupil,
tim silngji je pobizel k tomu, aby jej necetli nedbale, ale s nejvetsi pozornosti.*

31 Sehet, mit wie vielen Worten habe ich euch geschrieben mit eigener Hand!“

32 Ye see how large a letter I have written unto you with mine own hand.”

33 Slovo ypappa, které v klasické a koiné fecting zahrnuje velké mnozstvi vyznamil,
se v NZ vyskytuje pouze 14krat. V. mnozném Cisle znamena ,,upis“ (Lk 16,6.7), Pismo (svaté)
(= SZ, Jan 5,47; 7,15), védéni/znalosti (Sk 26,24), ,listovni zasilky, tj. dopisy* (Sk 28,21)
nebo pismena abecedy (2Kor 3,6; Gal 6,11); ta iepa ypappata jsou svata Pisma (2Tim 3,15).
Slovo ypappe v jednotném ¢isle ve vyznamu ,,pismeno, litera® se v Novém zékoné objevuje
pouze v Pavlovych listech (2Kor 3,6; Rim 2,27.29; 7,6). Srov. HUBNER, ypapua, 622-624.
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pismeny***. Kdybychom pfipustili moZnost, Ze vyjadfeni myhixows ypdupaotv se

vztahuje na délku Pavlova listu, takovyto zpiisob interpretace by daval smysl ve
srovnani s dopisni korespondenci z antiky®’, avSak v porovnani s ostatnimi
Pavlovymi listy z daného obdobi, kterymi jsou napf. Rim a 1-2Kor, se list
Galataniim jevi jako relativné kratky?.

V déjinach vykladu Pisma svatého bylo vyjadfeni myhixols ypaupacty
v Gal 6,11 rovnéz interpretovano jako Pavliv odkaz na velikost pisma v celém
listu Galataniim. Nejstars$i doklad tohoto nazoru poskytuje Jan Zlatousty
(349/350 — 407), ktery ve svém komentafi k listu Galataniim pfti vykladu tohoto
verSe uvadi, ze odkazem na velké pismo Pavel naznacuje, ze cely list napsal sam,
coz je dikazem jeho velké uptimnosti (Commentarius in Epistolam ad Galatas,
k Gal 6,11, PG 61,678). Tento pohled zastavaji rovnéz dalsi autofi z patristické
doby. Napt. Ambrosiaster ve svém komentafi tohoto mista v listu Galatantiim
upozornuje, ze Pavel velkym pismem vlastni rukou v celém textu chtél dodat
hodnovérnost tomuto listu (PL 17,371; CSEL 81/3,65). Augustin (354 —430) ve
svém komentaii k listu Galatanim sdéluje, ze Pavel napsal cely list s jasnym
druhem pisma (Epistolae ad Galatas 62; PL 35,2146; CSEL 84,137). Podobné
Theodoret z Kyrrhu (393 — 457) ve svém vykladu listu Galatanim chépe
myAixolg ypappaaty v Gal 6,11 jako odkaz na skutecnost, ze Pavel napsal cely list
velkym pismem. (PG 82,501) Lze si v§imnout, Ze zadny z téchto ranych autort
nezastava tento pohled na zéklad¢ gramatiky nebo syntaxe a ze zadny z nich si
nevs§ima, jakych zvyklosti se Pavel drzi pfi sestavovani jinych svych listt a jaké
byly epistolarni konvence v tehdejsim fecko-fimském svéte. Mlizeme pozorovat,
ze taktéz v n€kterych komentatich ze soucasné doby se objevuje minéni, ze Pavel
napsal velkymi pismeny cely list Galatanim, a to bud’ s odkazem na slovesny
tvar #ypaba anebo na obsahovou souvislost celého listu®’. Vzhledem k tomu, jak

34 S podobnou slovni vazbou s dativem se setkdvame v ¢asti rukopisné tradice znéni
verSe Lk 23,38 ohledné slov na kiizi: yeypappévy ... ypaupacty ‘EAAnvixols ,,.byla napsana
feckymi pismeny*. Srov. ALAND et al. (eds.), Novum Testamentum Graece, 284.

35 Primérny anticky dopis mél 87 slov, zatimco literarni dopisy fimskych autorti
Cicerona a Seneky mély v praméru 295, resp. 995 slov. Primérny Pavliv dopis mél vSak
2495 slov. RICHARDS, Paul, 163.

36 List Rimantim (7111 slov) a 1. list Korintantim (6829 slov) jsou vice nez tiikrat
delsi nez list Galat’aniim (2230 slov) a 2. list Korint’antiim (4477 slov) je dvakrat delsi nez list
Galatantim. Srov. MURPHY-O’CONNOR, Paul the Letter-Writer, 121.

37 Takto napf. DUNCAN, The Epistle of Paul, 189; BLIGH, Galatians, 489-490;
BRANDENBURG, Der Brief des Paulus, 131; TARAZI, Galatians, 320; DESILVA, The Letter to
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Pavel utvarel své jiné dopisy/epistoly, ve kterych vyslovné odkazuje na svij
autograficky dovétek (1Kor 16,21; Fim 19; srov. Kol 4,18; 2Sol 3,17) a ve
kterych pravidelné pouziva epistolarni aorist (FIm 12 a 19; Kol 4,8; srov. Flp
2,28), je velmi nepravdépodobna interpretace, podle které by Pavel napsal
velkym pismem cely list Galatanim. Mnoho starovékych obchodnich
dokumentti obsahuje zavére¢né pozdravy psané rukopisem odliSnym od zbytku
dopisu®®. TéméF vsichni prekladatelé a exegeté moderni doby se domnivaji, Ze
mAixols ypaupasw v Gal 6,11 neodkazuje na délku Pavlova dopisu, avsak ze
toto vyjadfeni je zapotiebi chapat jako Pavliv odkaz na jeho velky rukopis.
Vedle toho mnozi z nich hodnoti slovesny tvar éypaya jako epistolarni aorist
a povazuji pouze Gal 6,11-18 za text, jenz byl napsan Pavlovou rukou. Tento
nazor zastaval jiz Jeronym (asi 347 — 420), ktery ve svém komentafi k listu
Galatantim sd€luje, ze napsal Pavel text listu od tohoto mista (tj. 6,11) az do
konce (tj. 6,18) vlastni rukou kvuli tomu, aby nevzniklo podezfeni, ze jde
o podvrh, a ¢imz prokazal, ze pfedchozi ¢ast psal n€kdo jiny (Commentaria in
Epistolam ad Galatas, ad Gal 6,11; PL 26,434). Podobné minéni uvadi rovnéz
Klaudius Turinsky (F 827) ve svém komentati k listu Galatanim (Enarratio in
Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas, ad Gal 6,11; PL 104,908) a Tomas Akvinsky (1225
—1274) v souboru svych prednasek k listu Galatantim®”.

Pavel tedy v zavéru listu Galataniim ptebira epistolarni praxi, ktera byla
tehdy rozsifena v celém antickém svéte. Pisat (amanuensis) byl bézné pouzivan
pfi psani dopisti. Mnoho osobnich dopisti v dob¢ apostola Pavla obsahovalo vice
nez jeden rukopis, tthlednéj$i pismo v hlavni casti dopisu a méné uhledné
v zavéru®, coz naznaduje, Ze vétinu textu napsal pisaf a Ze zavére¢nou Cast
dopisu sepsal autor vlastni rukou*'. Pavel obvykle své listy diktoval pisaii, jehoZ
identita ziistala skryta. Pouze v Rim 16,22 se pisaf Tercius pfipojuje

the Galatians, 503-505. KRENTZ, Galatians, 93, se domniva, ze Pavel napsal cely list
Galataniim bez pomoci pisafe na palubé lodi.

3 WITHERINGTON 1II, Grace in Galatia, 439-440, se odvolava na archeologické
objevy papyri (P.Oxy. 265, 499, 513) z obdobi prelomu 19. a 20 stoleti na misté starovékého
mésta Oxyrhynchos, které se nachéazelo asi 150 km jihozépadné od Kéhiry. Srov. téz DAS,
Galatians, 632. Pokud jde o formu pozdravl v téchto papyrech, viz HEAD, Epistolary
Greetings, 269-290.

¥ Viz ST. THOMAS AQUINAS, Commentary, 200.

40 Ptiklad autografického zavéru v papyrusovém dopisu uvadi STOWERS, Letter
Writing, 60-61.

4! Srov. LONGENECKER, Ancient Amanuenses, 281-297, zvI45té 282-283.
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k pozdraviim a prozrazuje své jméno*?. To, Ze se Pavel k zavéru listu chopil pera,
odpovida tehdejsim zvyklostem®. Ve starovéku se pravost dopisu nestvrzovala
podpisem, ale byla potvrzovéana ru¢né psanym zavérecnym pozdravem, pficemz
samotny dopis psal profesionalni pisai**. Apostol Pavel v Gal 6,11 pouziva
autobiografickou formuli tfj éufj xetpl ,,vlastni rukou“*, kterou pouzil na jinych
mistech ve svych listech*®. V 1Kor 16,21 a FIm 19 vyjadiuje pozdrav a pfipojuje
své jméno (znéni z 1Kor 16,21 je napodobeno v Kol 4,18; 2Sol 3,17)*". Pavel je
ve svych listech opétovné predstaven, jak piSe zavér listu vlastni rukou, avsak
nikde to neni tak diirazn& oznaceno jako v listu Galatanim*®. Nikde jinde neni
poselstvi na rozlou¢enou tak dalezité*. Miizeme se domnivat, e vlastni rukou

42 Skute¢nost, e pisatel dopisu zdravi adresdta, se neni zcela neobvykld (srov.
Cicero, Att. 5.20). Viz dale RICHARDS, The Secretary, 76.

4 Viz BAHR, The Subscriptions, 27-41; FITZMYER, Some Notes, 201-225.
LIETZMANN, An die Galater, 43, upozoriuje, ze rovnéz Augustin diktoval své dopisy,
a odkazuje na Epist. 40,8.

“ KLAIBER, Der Galaterbrief, 188.

45 Skutecnost, Ze se xelp tyka rukopisu, neni zpochybfiovano. Viz napf. Filon, Spec.
leg. 4,160.

46 Viz 1Kor 16,21; FIm 19; srov. Kol 4,18; 2Sol 3,17.

47 RICHARDS, The Secretary, 189-190, se domniva, Ze rovnéz 2Kor a 1Sol obsahuji
dopisni z&vér, ktery napsal vlastnoru¢né Pavel, a poznamenava, ze z 2Sol 3,17 vyplyva, ze
vSechny Pavlovy dopisy obsahovaly vlastnoru¢né psany dopisni zavér, at’ uz bylo vyslovné
uvedeno, nebo ne. STIREWALT, Paul, 51, pozn. 57, tvrdi, Ze nepfitomnost zminky o psani
vlastni rukou v Flp a pfitomnost dopisniho zavéru v ném dokladaji, ze Pavel vlastnorucné
napsal cely list. Toto minéni v§ak nepfesvedcuje.

48 GAMBLE, Books and Readers, 95-96; ACHTERMEIER, Omne verbum sonat, 12,
pokladé diktovani za bézny zptsob psani jakéhokoli textu.

4 Lze si viak v8imnout, Ze v zavéru Gal chybi pozdravy jednotlivym Elentim
kiestanské komunité (srov. Rim 16,3-16; Kol 4,15-17), stejné jako pozdravy od Pavlovych
spolupracovnikti/spoluodesilatelt (Rim 16,21-23; 1Kor 4,15-17; 16,19-20; Flp 4,21-22; Kol
4,10-14; Flm 23-24), kteti nebyli jmenovité uvedeni jiz v Gal 1,2. Chybi také zadost, aby se
navzajem pozdravili svatym polibenim (Rim 16,16; 1Kor 16,20; 2Kor 13,12; 1Sol 5,26).
Absence takovych pozdravli zde miize charakterizovat napjaté vztahy. Srov. LONGENECKER,
Galatians, 288.
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napsal zavére¢né verSe od Gal 6,11°°. V tomto autografickém zavéru (Gal 6,11-
18)°! Pavel opakuje a zarovet shrnuje hlavni obsah a poselstvi celého listu®.

2 Pavlovo velké pismo: jeho vyznam a zimér

Jak jiz jsme vyse zminili, apostol Pavel v zavéru listu Galatantim pfipojuje
vlastni rukou stru¢né a vystizné resumé (Gal 6,11-18). Pro¢ ale apostol Pavel
piSe ,,velkymi pismeny“?> Jaky je zamér tohoto Pavlova po&inani? Na co chce
adresaty listu upozornit? Jelikoz zminka o stylu nebo kvalité rukopisu je
u antickych pisatelti dopisti velmi vzacna™, vyvstiva rovnéz otdzka: Pro¢ Pavel
explicitn€ popisuje zpusob svého pisemného projevu? Béhem déjin exegeze bylo
predlozeno velmi velké mnozstvi rozliénych vysvétleni. Nyni si postupné
uvedeme tyto rizné zpuisoby objasnéni véetné jejich zhodnoceni a poukazeme na
chapani, které(4) se jevi jako nejvhodnéjsi a nejpresvedCivejsi.

2.1 Pavlovo télesné postiZeni nebo psychicky stay

Velké mnozstvi badatelt klade Pavlovu zminku o ,,velkém pismu‘ v Gal
6,11 do souvislosti s vyjadienim axoroy 7§ capxi v 2Kor 12,7, které interpretu;ji

50K tomuto nazoru poskytuje presvéd&ivou argumentaci RICHARDS, The Secretary,
172-179. Nékteti autofi predpokladaji, ze Pavel zacal psat vlastni rukou jiz od verSe Gal 5,2.
Takto DEISSMANN, Licht vom Osten, 132, pozn. 6; BAHR, ,,The Subscriptions, 27-41, zde 35.
MEYER, Kritisch exegetisches Handbuch, 234-235, se domniva, Ze Pavel zacal psat od Gal 6,12.

51V ostatnich Pavlovskych listech, krom& 1Kor, se vlastnoruéni psani omezuje
pouze na zavére¢ny pozdrav ,Milost naseho Pana JeziSe Krista...* bez vyslovné zminky
o tom, Ze by se jednalo o vlastnoru¢ni psani. Takovyto pozdrav mame téz v Gal 6,18. Pokud
jde o ostatni verSe Gal 6,11-17, které Pavel napsal vlastni rukou, Ize si vSimnout jejich
koncentrické stavby. Viz dale napf. SCHNIDER — STENGER, Studien, 145-146; WEIMA,
Neglected Endings, 158; REECE, Paul’s Large Letters, 83-84.

52 BETZ, Galatians, 313, ktery ve svém komentafi aplikuje kritéria fecko-fimské
rétoriky, povazuje zaveérecné verse listu Galatanim (Gal 6,11-18) nejen za shrnuti Pavlova
na hermeneuticky kli¢ k apostolovym zamértim. TROBISCH, Paul’s Letter Collection, 87,
upozoriiuje, ze zaveér Gal 6,11-18 se velmi podoba autorizaci v pravnich dokumentech a ze
list Galat’antim tak m4 literarni charakter autorizovaného dokumentu.

53 LONGENECKER, Ancient Amanuenses, 290, se domnivd, Zze Pavlova pismena byla
ve srovnani s men$imi pismeny pisate vetsi.

3% Marcus Tullius Cicero (106 — 43 pi. Kr.) objastje obtiznou ¢itelnost svého
vlastniho pisma v piedchozim dopise sodkazem na Spatnou kvalitu pouzitého pera
(Epistularum ad Quintum fratrem 2,14,1). V jednom dopise ke svym pratelim uvadi, ze jeho
vlastni rukopis neni dobfe Citelny (Epistulae ad familiares 16,22,1).
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jako odkaz na fyzické onemocnéni®. S touto hypotézou se setkdvame od 2.
poloviny 19. stoleti®® a nachdzi se rovnéZ u autordl v dnesni dob&”’. V tomto
télesném stradani v 2Kor 12,7 je spatiovano zrakové postizeni, které je
spojovano s Pavlovou zminkou o ,,nemoci® (Gal 4,13: doféveia Tijs capxds,
doslova: ,,slabost téla®) pfi jeho prvnim hlasani evangelia v Galacii, kde byl
Pavel s takovym nadsSenim piijat, ze kdyby to bylo mozné, tak by si Galatané
,vyloupli vlastni o¢i (Gal 4,15: ToUg édbatupods Dby €€opdéavtes), aby mu je
mohli dat. Zrakové postizeni se Casto objasiiuje jako dusledek oslepujiciho svétla
z nebe, jehoz byl svédkem na cesté do Damasku (Sk 9,1-19; 22,6-16; 26,12-18),
nebo piipadné jiného pozdéjsiho mystického zazitku po navratu do Tarsu (2Kor
12,2-10), a byva chapano jako akutni a opakovany zanét oc¢i (oftalmie). Tato
hypotéza se také nékdy odvolava na (nejisty) doklad z Sk 23,5, kde Pavel
nepoznal veleknéze. Tento zpusob vykladu se pokousi rekonstruovat detaily
z Pavlova zivota na zakladé harmonizace udaji ze Skutkd apostoli
s informacemi, které mame k dispozici z Pavlovych listi. Text Gal 4,15 vSak
neni mozné upotiebit k posouzeni problému nemoci, tj. jako odkaz na Pavlovu
o¢ni chorobu, protoze oko obrazn¢ a ptislovecéné slouzi k oznaceni toho, co je
nejcennéjsi a nejvzacnéjsi, co Galatané vlastnili a co byli ochotni obé&tovat, aby
mu poskytli pomoc>®. Nadto mame doklady z antiky, jak se né¢i rukopis méni od
mensiho a uhledného pisma k vétSimu neohrabanému pismu v souvislosti
s pribyvajicim vékem>®. V tomto vyvoji mohlo hrat roli zhor$eni zraku, ale také
fada dalSich télesnych a dusevnich potizi, které jsou bézné ve stari. Nic nas tedy

55 Pokud jde o interpretaci oxéAoy 7 gapxi v 2 Kor 12,7b, viz MARECEK, Vyznam
onbhoy Tfj oapxi, 17-42. Srov. téz STRBA, Pavlova slabost’, 113-117.

56 CLEMENS, St. Paul’s Handwriting, 380, ozna¢uje tento vyklad jako ,,0ld and
widespread view*, i kdyz sam zastava odliSny nazor.

57 Srov. BROWN, An Exposition of the Epistle, 433; FARRAR, The Life, 659;
WEIZSACKER, Das apostolische Zeitalter, 76; HISEY — BECK, Paul’s ,Thorn in the Flesh®,
125-129; STOTT, The Message of Galatians, 114 a 175; ZIESLER, The Epistle to the Galatians,
100; WITHERINGTON III, Grace in Galatia, 441; BRUNK III, Galatians, 291. DODD,
Empowered Church Leadership, 161: It is possible to interpret this (i. e., Paul’s marks of
Jesus’s in Gal 6.17) more specifically as scars around his eyes that he received as a result of
his blinding on the road to Damascus. This may explain why Paul had to write so large (Gal
6.11), and why the Galatian Christians would have plucked out their eyes and given them to
Paul if they could have (Gal 4.15).“

58 ROHDE, Der Brief des Paulus, 187; MEISER, Der Brief des Paulus, 207. O¢i byly
ve starovéku povazovany za néco obzvlast cenného. Viz doklady napt. BAAR, 561; LIDDELL
— ScoTT — JONES, A Greek-English Lexicon, 1278.

59 Viz DANIEL, Palacography and Gerontology, 151-152.
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neopraviuje spojovat Pavlovo velké pismo sjeho (domnélym) zrakovym
postizenim.

Nékteti badatelé Pavlovo ,,velké pismo* v Gal 6,11 vysvétluji tim, ze mél
poskozené ruce. Tento nazor se za¢ina objevovat v exegezi od zacatku 20. stoleti.
Theodor Zahn (1838 — 1933) uvadi, ze velka pismena poukazuji na nepohodli,
které mu zpusobovalo psani celého tohoto dopisu, a ze psal se zvlaStnimi
obtizemi bud’ v dusledku dlouho trvajici femeslné praci anebo kvili poranéni,
ktera zakusil pii biti pruty ve Filipech (Sk 16,22-23.30)®°. Podobné minéni
zastava Gustav Adolf Deissmann (1866 — 1937), ktery se domniva, ze Pavlova
velka pismena lze nejlépe vysvétlit jako neohrabané a tézkopadné pismo
délnikovy ruky, ktera byla zdeformovana praci, a ze takto lze nejlépe objasnit
skutecnost, 7e Pavel své dopisy nejradgji diktoval®'. Tento zplsob vykladu se
stfeta s tézkostmi, jelikoz vyjadreni mAixots ypappaaty se tyka velikosti pismen
aneni mozné je vztahovat ke §patné kvalité jejich tvaru®. Na druhou stranu nelze
vyloucit, ze prace v zimnim obdobi v nedostate¢né vytapéné diln€ mohla ovlivnit
Pavlovu schopnost psat mensimi pismeny®.

Nigel Turner (1916 — 1990) piedlozil domnénku, Ze apostol Pavel byl
ukiizovan v Perge v Pamfilii od Zid, kterym se nelibilo jeho obvinéni tykajici
se uktizovani Mesiase zidovskym narodem, a Ze takto utrpél trvalé poskozeni
rukou. Pomoci této hypotézy objasiiuje oddéleni Jana Marka, ktery byl touto
udalosti vydésen a vratil se do Jeruzaléma (srov. Sk 13,13). Krom toho Pavlovo
ukiizovani v Perge klade do spojitosti s nekolika Pavlovy vyroky v listé
Galatantim: ,,Spolu s Kristem jsem ukiizovan.” (Gal 2,19); ,,At je daleko ode
m¢, abych se chlubil né¢im jinym nez kiizem naseho Pana JeziSe Krista, kterym
je pro mé¢ ukiizovan svét a ja svétu.” (6,14); ,,Vzdyt ja na svém téle nosim
znameni, (ze nalezim) JeziSovi.“ (6,17). Nakonec pak Pavlovy poSkozené ruce
dava do souvislosti s vyjadienim oxéAoy Tjj capxt v 2Kor 12,7, které chape jako
synonymum pro ukiizovani®*. Hypotézu, podle které mél Pavel poskozené ruce
kvuli uktizovani, je tieba povazovat za naprostou smyslenku. Pokud by byl Pavel

0 ZAHN, Der Brief des Paulus, 278.

61 DEISSMANN, Paulus, 41.

62 Takto spravné napt. BETZ, Galatians, 314; FUNG, The Epistle to the Galatians,
301; WEIMA, Neglected Endings, 128. Srov. t¢Z CLARKE, St. Paul’s Large Letters, 285.

6 MURPHY-O’CONNOR, St. Paul’s Corinth, 169, ve svém nazoru ohledné Pavlovych
pracovnich podminek ¢astecné vychazi z archeologickych nélezii obchodi a dilen objevenych
v fimském Korintu.

% TURNER, Grammatical Insights, 94.
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ukiizovan, nebyl by jiz na zivu. Uktizovani, které bylo povazovéano za obzvlasté
potupné a kruté potrestani, bylo nejpiisn&jsim trestem smrti®.

Philip Doddridge (1702 — 1751) usuzuje, ze velikost nebo neuhlazenost
Pavlova pisma miize byt zpiisobena nemoci nebo slabosti jeho nervi, o které se
zminil jiz diive v Gal 4,13%. Rovnéz Henry Theodore James Bagge zastiva
stanovisko, ze Pavlovo pouziti velkych pismen v zavéru listu souvisi s jeho
t&lesnou slabosti, kterou pii vykladu Gal 4,14 oznaluje jako ochrnuti/obrna®’.
Tyto dalsi dva zpiisoby vykladu nejsou presveédcivé, jelikoz ¢tou toho vice v Gal
4,13-14, nez tento text obsahuje.

V déjinach exegeze se opétovné setkdvame s interpretaci zminky
o Pavlové velkém pismu v Gal 6,11, ktera ji spojuje s jeho psychickym stavem.
Tento nazor se objevuje jiz v obdobi patristiky. Pelagius, (asi 354 — asi 418) se
domniva, Zze Pavlova velkd pismena v Gal 6,11 jsou dikazem jeho
nebojacnosti®®. Naproti tomu Jan Zlatolsty, jenZ je povaZzovan za jednoho
z nejveétsich kiestanskych kazatell, interpretuje velka Pavlova pismena jako
znameni jeho bolesti (Commentarius in Epistolam ad Galatas, k Gal 6,11, PG
61,677-678). Rovnéz v moderni dobé se 1ze setkat s interpretaci Pavlova velkého
pisma, ktera argumentuje psychologickymi divody. John Nijenhuis ve své
hypotéze tvrdi, ze Pavlovo bézné pismo bylo velké a ze pokud by psal jeste
veétsim pismem, nez bylo obvyklé, mohla by to byt zndmka neautenticnosti.
Krom toho upozornuje, ze z grafologického hlediska muze byt velké pismo
disledkem raznych psychickych stavil, a to jak smélosti, tak i plachosti. Druhy
stav shledava u apostola Pavla a spatfuje ho vyjadien na dvou mistech v 2. listu
Korintanim: ,,Kdyz stojim pfed vami, jsem pokorny, ale z dalky si na vas
troufam.*“ (2Kor 10,1; srov. 1Kor 2,3) a ,Rika se, ze mé listy jsou zavazné
a mocné, ale osobni pfitomnost slaba a fe¢ ubohd. (2Kor 10,10). Na zakladé
téchto dvou textli v 2 Kor se domniva, ze Pavel dokazal ptekonat svou vnitini
plachost nejen psanim velkymi pismeny, ale i ve svém skute¢ném chovani, a ze
tato ,,grafoterapie®, tj. 1écba pismem, psani velkym pismem méla za nasledek
posileni jeho skuteéného chovani®. Rovnéz tento navrh interpretace
nepfesvédCuje a zlstava pouze Cirou hypotézou, jelikoz Pavlovy listy nam

% TAEGER, Kreuzigung, 1745-1746. Ve starovéku existuje pouze jediny zdznam
o tom, ze n¢kdo prezil ukfizovani, a v tomto piipad¢ byl odsouzenec na zaddost budouciho
cisafe Tita pfedCasné snat z kiize (viz Josephus, Vita, 420-421).

% DODDRIDGE, The Family Expositor, 793.

" BAGGE, St. Paul’s Epistle, 228 a 158: , palsy*.

8 Viz dale MEISER, Galater, 309, pozn. 7.

% NIJENHUIS, The Greeting, 257-258.
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neposkytuji dostate¢né informace ke stanoveni jeho zdravotniho stavu, a to jak
télesného, tak duSevniho.

2.2 Pavlovo chabé vidélani

Jiz v patristické dobé se objevila domnénka, ze Pavlova ,,velkd pismena“
vypovidaji o jeho Spatném zptisobu psani a Ze tak poukazuji na jeho nedostate¢né
vzdélani. Jan Zlatousty se ve svém komentafi k listu Galatanim domniva, Ze
Pavel vyjadrenim ,,velkd pismena‘“ neodkazuje na velikost, avSak na beztvarost
svych pismen, a ze v souvislosti s touto skutecnosti jako by fekl: ,,Ackoli nejsem
dobte zbéhly v psani, presto jsem byl nucen psat vlastni rukou.* (Commentarius
in Epistolam ad Galatas, k Gal 6,11, PG 61,678)"°. Déle pak v jedné ze svych
homilii k 1. listu Korintaniim popisuje Pavla jako ,,nevzdélaného* a ,,prostého
cloveéka® (Homilia in Epistulam I ad Corinthios 3.4; PG 61,27). Hodnoceni
apostola Pavla, které uvadi sv. Jan Zlatousty, je svédectvim toho, jak se cirkevni
otcové snazili zdiiraznit skutecnost, ze Buih pouziva prosté nastroje, které nemaji
svétskych znalosti, k uskutecnéni svych zaméri. V obdobi patristiky se vSak
setkavame jiz s vysokym hodnocenim apostola Pavla. O nesmirné dulezitosti
apostola Pavla svéd¢i rovnéz Korespondence Pavla a Seneky (apokryf z prvni
poloviny 4. stoleti), kde tento filozof o Pavlovych listech prohlasuje: ,,Jsou ptece
tak vzneSené a vyzafuje z nich takova uslechtilost, ze se domnivam, ze lidem
nebude stacit cely zivot, aby se jimi dokazali fidit a dospét tak k dokonalosti*
(Epist. 1)’'. Nesmirny Pavliv vyznam vyzdvihuje Martin Luther ve své
predmluvé k listu Rimantim, kdyz ho hodnoti jako nejdilezit&jsi spis Nového
zdkona’?. Apostola Pavla lze povaZovat za ,prvniho a moZni nejvétsiho
kiestanského teologa“’. Pieter J. J. Botha je jednou z vyjimek, kdo popira
Pavlovu erudovanost. Z formule o negramotnosti, kterd se bézné vyskytuje
v zavérech dopist v egyptskych papyrech, vyvozuje, ze Pavlova zminka o jeho

70 Srov. EDWARDS (ed.), Galatians, 95-96.

"L FURST et al. (eds.), Der apokryphe Briefwechsel, 24.

2 WA DB 7, 3: ,,DJese Epistel ist das rechte Heubtstiicke des newen Testaments,
vnd das allerlauterste Euangelium, Welche wol widrig vnd werd ist, das sie ein Christen
mensch nicht allein von wort zu wort auswendig wisse, Sondern teglich damit vmbgehe, als
mit teglichem Brot der Seelen, Denn sie niemer kan zu viel vnd zu wol gelesen oder betrachtet
werden, vnd je mehr sie gehandelt wird, je kostlicher sie wird, vnd bas schmecket.*

73 PORTER, The Apostle Paul, 5.
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velkém pismu v Gal 6,11 je prizndnim jeho neschopnosti psat’*. Tento nazor
neodpovida obrazu Pavla v Novém zakoné, kde je piedstaven jako uéeny clovek
(viz Sk 26,24), a stoji v rozporu s Pavlovymi listy, z jejichz formy a obsahu je
patrné, Ze jsou dilem vzdélaného ¢lovéka”. Krom toho je tfeba uvést, Ze
v antické dob¢ nebylo znamkou nevzd¢lanosti, kdyz si nékdo najal pisate. Prave
ti nejvzdélangjsi lidé si najimali pisafe. Tim, ze Pavel v n¢kterych svych listech
uvedl sviyj vlastni rukopis, zdlraznil nejen to, Ze se jedna o jeho osobni sdéleni,
ale také poskytl jednoznaény diikaz o skutecnosti, Ze byl schopen psat’®.

2.3 Pavlova laska, naklonnost a péce

Nejednou byla badateli ptedlozena hypotéza, ze Pavel, aby dal najevo svou
lasku a péci o kiestanské komunity v Galacii, pouzil pfi psani velké a obzvlaste
citelné pismo. Prikladem muze byt Karl Georg Wieseler (1813 — 1883), ktery se
domniva, ze vers 11 sdé€luje, ze cely dopis napsal apostol Pavel velkym pismem
a ze tim chce zdlraznit svou velkou lasku a naklonnost ke ¢tenaiim, ktera neSetii
Z4dnou namahou’’. Podobnym zpiisobem interpretuje Pavlova velkd pismena
Gerhard Ebeling (1912 — 2001), ktery si mysli, Ze pusobiva pismena maji byt
jasné viditelna pted o¢ima Ctenaie, ze maji pronikat k jeho srdci a ze se stavaji
symbolem ducha’. Stimto nizorem vSak neni mozné souhlasit, jelikoZ
z Pavlovych listi se neda nikde vycist, ze by velké pismo mohlo byt pokladano
za vyraz zvlastni naklonosti. Krom toho neméame zadny anticky epistolarni
dokument, ze kterého by bylo patrné, ze velké pismo je znamkou lasky,
naklonnosti a péce.

74 BOTHA, Letter Writing, 23.

75 Srov. WITHERINGTON 111, The Paul Quest, 89-129.

76 KEITH, ,,Jn My Own Hand“, 46. Srov. téz DE BOER, Galatians, 395; DAS,
Galatians, 633.

7T WIESELER, Commentar, 498: ,,Ich glaube V. 11 so verstehen zu miissen, da darin
die eigenhéndige Schreibung des ganzen Briefes in groen Buchstaben von Seiten des
Apostels ausgesagt ist. Paulus will damit seine gro3e, keine Miihe scheuende Liebe zu den
Lesern hervorheben.*

8 EBELING, Die Wahrheit des Evangeliums, 352: ,Die eindriicklichen Lettern sollen
dem Leser uniibersehbar vor Augen stehen und zu Herz gehen. Die Buchstaben werden zum
Symbol des Geistes.*
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2.4 Odliseni Pavlova rukopisu od pisma pisaie

Nekteti exegeté usuzuji, ze velké pismo slouzi k odliseni Pavlova rukopisu
od pisma pisate. Dieter Lithrmann (1939 — 2013) se domniva, ze Pavlovo ,,velké
pismo“ nejen mozna naznacuje naléhavost toho, co on pise, ale Ze tato zminka
o velkém pismu, které tak stoji v protikladu k thlednému a krasnému pismu
v piedchédzejicim textu listu, je pravdépodobné poklonou pisafi”. Podobnou
domnénku ptedlozili dalsi badatelé. Stephen Charles Neill (1900 — 1984) ve
svém komentafi k listu Galatanim zaujima stanovisko, ze Pavlova velka
pismena méla odlisit jeho tézkopadné, kostrbaté a neobratné pismo od
stejnomérného, thledného a krasného pisma jeho pisaie®. Herman Nicolaas
Ridderbos (1909 — 2007) ptipousti moznost, ze Pavlovo pismo se vyznacovalo
urcitou robustnosti a razanci, anebo Ze na tomto misté¢ zamérn¢ pise velkymi
pismeny, aby odlisil svou vlastni ruku od ruky svého pisate®'. Alfred Loisy (1857
—1940) ma za to, ze Pavlovo pismo mohlo byt vétsi nez jeho pisaie mozna z toho
divodu, Ze nebyl zvykly psat®?. Robert Alan Cole (1923 —2003) predklada nazor,
ze se pravdépodobné jedna o neuspotadané, roztahané pismo ¢loveka, ktery neni
pisafem z povolani a ktery byl mozna zvykly psat spise semitskym pismem nez
feckym®. Viechny tyto interpretace vyvozuji z Pavlova sdéleni vice, neZ tento
text obsahuje, jelikoz Gal 6,11 neposkytuje informace o kvalité pisma, avsak
hovofti pouze o jeho velikosti.

Arthur Lukyn Williams (1853—-1943) usuzuje, ze pisaf listu psal kurzivou,
zatimco Pavel ve vlastnoruéné psané ¢asti od Gal 6,11 pouzil uncialu®®. Také
tento zpusob vykladu nepiesvédcuje. V dobé vzniku knih Nového zékona se
pouzivalo dvou druhti pisma. Kurziva se uzivala pro bézné psani (napf. pro
dopisy), zatimco unciala byla pouzivana pro literarni dila. Uncidlni pismo se
nevyznacovalo vétsimi pismeny, avSak bylo psano ve standartni velikosti.
Norbert Baumert (1932 —2019) ve svém vykladu listu Galatantim piedpoklada,
ze v Gal 6,11 neni odkaz na velikost pisma, ale Pavlovy tahy pisma, takika na

7 LUHRMANN, Der Brief an die Galater, 100.

80 NEILL, Paul to the Galatians, 71.

81 RIDDERBOS, The Epistle of Paul, 222. Podobné& téZ VIARD, Saint Paul, 123.

82 Loisy, L Epitre aux Galates, 196. BIANCHINI, Lettera ai Galati, 158, se domniva,
ze apostol Pavel pouzitim velkého pisma chce vyznacit rozdil mezi svym rukopisem
a rukopisem sekretaie, kterému predchozi text listu diktoval.

8 CoLE, Galatians, 234.

8 WILLIAMS, The Epistle of Paul, 136. Srov. téZ DEISSMANN, Licht vom Osten, 112.
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jeho podpis, jenz slouzi k potvrzeni autenticity® . Tento nazor téZ nepiesvédéuje,
jelikoz vyraz myAixos je tdzacim zajmenem v pfimych a nepfimych otazkach
(kromé naseho mista pouzito v Novém zékoné jiz jen v Zid 7,4), které zahrnuje
vyznam ,jak veliky(?), jak vyznamny (7).

2.5 Veiejné ukazani textu s velkym pismem

Nekteti badatelé doporucuji interpretaci, podle které Pavel psal velkym
pismem z toho dtvodu, jelikoz si byl védom, ze jeho dopis bude vetejné
predcitan a ze po precteni bude ukazan vSem piitomnym poslucha¢tim. William
Mitchell Ramsay (1851 — 1939) upozoriiuje, ze v antice veskera oznameni, ktera
byla adresovana vetejnosti, musela byt vystavena na viditelném misté pted zraky
vsech a vyryta do trvanlivého materialu (bronz nebo mramor) a ze diilezité body
zejména na zacatku anebo na konci byly uvedeny vétsim pismem. Piedstavuje
si, ze podobnym zptisobem byl Pavliv list vystaven u Galatand, ktefi tak mohli
vidét vyrazné pismo, kterym byla napséna rozhodujici témata®’. Na stejnou
analogii mezi velkymi Pavlovymi pismeny a velkym pismem na vefejnych
oznamenich v antice poukazuje Marie-Joseph Lagrange (1855 —1938)**. Srovnani
Pavlova velkého pisma s velkymi pismeny vefejnych oznameni se vsak nejevi
jako vhodné.

Zajimavy je pohled, ktery predklada James Douglas Grant Dunn (1939 —
2020). Predstavuje si scénu, kdy Pavel pti psani velkym pismem si vzal
dostatecné velky papyrus, aby ho ten, kdo ho pted¢ital, mohl podrzet, a aby se
posluchaéi mohli sami presvédéit o jeho slovech tim, Ze si je sami prectou®®. Tato
interpretace predpoklada, ze pivodni dopis (tj. original) budou mit k dispozici
k precteni viechny cirkevni obce, kterym byl uréen®’. Jedn4 se o pozoruhodnou
uvahu, ktera predpoklada vice skute¢nosti, nez jsou ty, které jsou nam dostupné.

85 BAUMERT, Der Weg des Trauens, 208.

8 BAAR, 1321.

87 RAMSAY, A Historical Commentary, 466.

88 LAGRANGE, Saint Paul, 162. Srov. téZ ALLAN, The Epistle of Paul, 89: ,,Paul takes
the pen from the hand of the scribe and writes this concluding summary in large letters to call
attention to its importance, just as large letters are used to-day, as in his day, to emphasize
the more important part of a public notice.*

8 DUNN, 4 Commentary, 335. Podobné FEE, Galatians, 249: ,,...since the majority
of the recipients would not have been able to read, the reader himself would need to have
shown the letter to them at this point; so Paul has simply called attention to the difference
when he himself takes up the pen to draw the letter to its conclusion.*

%0 Takto BRUCE, The Epistle to the Galatians, 268.
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Z dochovanych antickych dopisti vychazi najevo, ze uloha dorucovatele dopisu
nespocivala pouze v jeho fyzickém doruceni, ale tento dorucCovatel zastaval
diilezitou roli pii rozsifovani komunikace zahajené dopisem. Jeho ukolem bylo
zejména objastiovani detailli v dopise a zdfiraziiovani jeho primarniho sd&leni’'.
V 1Sol 5,27 Pavel uvadi: ,,Zaptisaham vas skrze Pana, abyste dali tento list
predist viem bratiim*. Cetba listu probihala nahlas a vefejné, kdyz se komunita
sesla k bohosluzbé (viz 2Kor 1,13; srov. Kol 4,16; Justin, Apol. 1,67), ale neni
znamo, kdo list pfedgital. Zda to byl jeho dorugitel nebo nékdo jiny. Utad lektora
(GvayvaroTys) se vyvinul ke konci druhého stoleti®.

2.6 Pavel v roli ucitele

Pisemné doklady zfecko-fimského Egypta nas upozoriuji, ze ucitelé
pouzivali velké pismo, jelikoz jim §lo pfi psani o piehlednost a Citelnost, na
kterych zavisel ¢astené tispéch jejich z4k*®. Lze zminit skute¢nost, Ze ucitelé
ve starovéku nékdy pouzivali velka pismena jako piedlohu pro své zaky**. Jeff
Hubing vztahuje tuto zvyklost na apostola Pavla, i kdyz v souvislosti s timto
vykladem pfipousti, ze Pavel neuci Galatany psat a neocekéava od nich, ze to, co
jim pise, budou opisovat. Pavlova snaha poucit a sd¢lit tuto zasadni informaci ho
vsak mohla pfimét k tomu, aby pouzil tento didakticky nastroj a komunikoval se
svymi &tenafi pomoci ,,velkého pisma. Tento zpiisob interpretace vsak
predpoklada vice skutecnosti, nez jsou ty, které jsou nam dostupné. Mimoto
apostol Pavel se v listu Galataniim nikde nepfedstavuje v roli ucitele.

2.7 Diuraz na zavérecnda slova psand vlastni rukou

S nazorem, ze Pavlova velkd pismena slouzi ke zduraznéni dulezitosti
zavérecnych slov, se setkdvame jiz v patristické dobé. Syrsky teolog Theodor
z Mopsuestie (350 —429), ktery je povazovan za nejvetsiho biblického vykladace
své doby a duchovniho vidce exegetické skoly v Antiochii, navrhl, ze Pavel ,,zde

°l HEAD, Named Letter-Carriers, 296-297.

22 Viz GAMBLE, Books and Readers, 211-231.

3 CRIBIORE, Writing, 99-100.

4 Notoricky znamym ptikladem je dievéna Skolni tabulka z Tebtunisu, ktera pochazi
z 2. — 3. stol. po Kr. a kterd je v souCasnosti ulozena ve Phoebe A. Hearst Museum of
Antropology na Kalifornské univerzité v Berkeley. Dalsi informace s vyobrazenim poskytuje
Greek Script on the Berkeley [cit. 2023-09-15].

5 HUBING, Crucifixion and New Creation, 204-205.
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pouzil neobvykle velka pismena, coz ukazuje, ze se sam nestydél za to, co fika,
ani nemél sklon to popirat“*®. Byzantsky teolog a mnich Jan z Damasku (675/676
— asi 749) se podobnym zpusobem vyjadiuje ve svém komentati k Pavlovym
listim: ,,Vyrazem ,jak velkymi pismeny‘ naznacuje (Pavel) velikost svého
uceni.” (In Epistolam ad Galatas; PG 95,817d-820a). Toto starobylé chapani
bylo pfevzato mnohymi exegety jak v 19. stoleti’’, tak ve 20. stoleti®®, kteii
poukazuji na to, ze Pavel pomoci velkého pisma svého rukopisu se pokousel
nejen upoutat pozornost Galat'ant a vyjadrit svlij opravdovy zajem a starostlivost
o nég, ale rovnéz timto zpisobem psani se snazil zdlraznit zdsadni dulezitost
a vaznost obsahu svého sdéleni. Nékteti komentatofi upozoriuji na skutecnost,
ze ve starovéku velké pismo slouzilo ke stejnému tcelu jako dnesni jednoduché
¢i dvojité podtrzeni slov anebo pouziti tucného pisma, prolozeného pisma ¢i
kurzivy®®. Lze pozorovat, Ze nazor, podle kterého velka velikost pisma Pavlova
rukopisu upozoriuje na vyznam jeho zavére¢nému sdélenti, je prevladajici rovnéz
u exegetti v 21. stoleti'®™. Existuji i moderni pieklady a parafrize Pavlova listu
Galatanii, ve kterych je tento vyklad dokonce zasazen do znéni piekladu'"’.
Jeden z ¢eskych modernich prekladii se snazi zdiraznit dtlezitost Pavlovych slov
tim, ze ver§ Gal 6,11 (a pouze tento verS) je napsan velkym pismem (viz
Bible21). V souvislosti s timto ndzorem pusobi trochu piekvapiveé, ze obsah

% CRAMER (ed.), Catenae Graecorum Patrum, 90.

97 Napf. MEYER, Kritisch exegetisches Handbuch, 235; FINDLAY, The Epistle to the
Galatians, 422; PEROWNE, The Epistle to the Galatians, 76; LIGHTFOOT, Saint Paul’s Epistle,
221; SIEFFERT, Der Brief an die Galater, 349.

%8 GUTIAHR, Die Briefe, 387; ZERWICK, Der Brief an die Galater, 118-119; NEIL,
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307-308, se domniva, ze dtlezitost a naléhavost zavérecného textu, ktery Pavel piSe vlastni
rukou, je dana nejen velikosti pisma ale téz jeho rozsahem.

101 Srov. napt. ,,Now, in these last sentences, | want to emphasize in the bold scrawls
of my personal handwriting the immense importance of what I have written to you.* (Gal
6,11). Takto The Message: The Bible in Contemporary Language [cit. 2023-09-15].
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sdéleni v Gal 6,11-18, které¢ Pavel napsal velkym pismem pro zduraznéni, ma
pomérné klidny ton, zatimco v predchozim textu listu, ktery pisaf napsal malym
pismem, se objevuje n€kolik velmi diraznych sdéleni (viz napt. Gal 1,6.8-9; 3,1).
Presto vsak lze tvrdit, ze v Gal 6,11 chce apostol Pavel dramatickym zptisobem
upoutat pozornost adresatt listu a zakoncit své poselstvi pro né osobné poté, co
pisaf dokoncil svou praci na dopisu. Pavlova zminka o velkém pismu vlastni
rukou je vyzvou k vénovani nalezité pozornosti jeho zavérecnému sdéleni, jenz
ma zasadni dulezitost.

2.8 Pavel v roli otce

Predkladam zde osmy néavrh na vysvétleni Pavlova velkého pisma, ktery,
pokud je mi znamo, nebyl dosud ptedlozen. Pavel v roli ,,duchovniho otce*
cirkevnich obci v Galécii pouziva velkd pismena pii svém psani, aby upoutal
pozornost adresatt listu — ,,svych duchovnich déti* — na zavérecné sdéleni. Jiz
v antické literatufe mtizeme objevit doklad pouziti velkého pisma v souvislosti
s pisemnou komunikaci mezi otcem a synem. Recky historik Pliitarchos (asi 46
— asi 127) se ve svém dile ,,Zivotopisy slavnych Rekdl a Rimant“ zmifuje
o Catonovi starSim, jenz ,,napsal vlastni rukou i d¢jiny, jak sam fik4, a to velkymi
pismeny, aby syn mél moznost v otcovském dom¢ ziskavat pouceni o minulosti
svého naroda.“'"? (Cato maior 20,5 /348B/) Na konci 19 stoleti Gustav Adolf
Deissmann poukazal na skute¢nost, Ze velkd pismena délaji dojem na déti'®.
Apostol Pavel ve svych listech dava opétovné najevo, ze svou misijni ¢innost
chape jako duchovni otcovstvi a matefstvi. Stavi se nejen do role otce cirkevnich
obci (1So0l 2,11; 1Kor 4,15; 2Kor 6,13), ale téz se prezentuje jako matka véficich
(1 Sol 2,7). S timto obrazem duchovniho otcovstvi a matefstvi se setkavame téz
v list¢ Galatanim, kde se apostol Pavel ptfedstavuje jako matka, kterd trpi
porodnimi bolestmi pro své déti (Gal 4,19)'*™. Lze tedy predpokladat, ze Pavel
pouziva velka pismena pfi svém psani, aby se tak v roli ,,duchovniho otce*
pokusil upoutat pozornost kiestanii v Galacii, ktefi jsou jeho duchovnimi détmi,
na jeho zavérecné sdéleni, jenz ma zésadni vyznam.

12 PLUTARCHOS, Zivotopisy, 282.
103 DEISSMANN, Bibelstudien, 264.
194 Srov. GAVENTA, The Maternity of Paul, 189-201.
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3 Zavér

Apostol Pavel se v zavéru listu Galatanim obraci zvlastnim piimym
a osobnim apelem na své adresaty, v némz nov¢ shrnuje dilezité body svého listu
(Gal 6,11-18). Prebira zde epistolarni praxi, ktera byla tehdy rozsifena v celém
antickém svété. Ve shod¢ s jinymi svymi listy (viz 1Kor 16,21; Flm 19; srov. Kol
4,18; 2So0l 3,17) se predstavuje, jak pisSe zaver listu vlastni rukou, avsak nikde to
neni tak diirazné€ oznaceno jako v listu Galataniim: ,,Pohled’te, jak velkym pismem
vam pisi vlastni rukou.” (Gal 6,11). V dé&jinach exegeze byly piedlozeny rtizné
navrhy vysvétleni, pro¢ Pavel pise velkymi pismeny a jaky je zamér tohoto jeho
pocinani. Veliké mnozstvi rozlicnych interpretaci je mozné rozdélit do osmi
hlavnich okruhti: 1) Pavlovo velké pismo je spojovano s néjakym jeho télesnym
postizenim (napi. nemoc o¢i, poskozeni rukou, slabost nervii, ochrnuti) anebo
vypovida o n¢jakém jeho psychickém stavu (napf. nebojacnost, bolest, plachost).
2) Pavlova ,,velka pismena“ svéd¢i o jeho Spatném zplsobu psani, které tak
poukazuje na jeho chabé vzdélani. 3) Pavlovo velké pismo je vyrazem jeho lasky,
naklonnosti a péce. 4) Pavlovo velké pismo, které bylo robustni, neuspotadané
¢i uncialni, se odlisovalo od rukopisu pisafe, jehoz pismo bylo uhledné, krasné
¢i kurzivni. 5) Pavel psal velkym pismem, protoze chtél, aby jeho list byl po
vefejném precteni ukazan vSem pritomnym posluchacim. 6) Pavel pouziva velké
pismo jako didakticky nastroj ucitele. 7) Pavlova velka pismena slouzi ke
zdiraznéni dilezitosti zavérecnych slov. 8) Pavel chce zaptsobit v roli otce na
své déti.

Z vyse uvedenych vysvétleni je zapotiebi povazovat prvnich Sest za
nejméné pravdépodobna. Proti prvnimu ndvrhu je nezbytné sdélit, ze Pavlovy
listy nam neposkytuji dostatecné informace ke stanoveni jeho zdravotniho stavu,
a to jak té€lesného, tak dusevniho. Nevime nic bliz§iho o druhu nemoci, o které
se Pavel zminuje v Gal 4,13. Ze souvislosti je pouze ziejmé, Ze se jednalo
o télesnou nemoc, jejiz znamky byly patrné navenek a vyvolavaly neptijemny
dojem (srov. Gal 4,14). Druha interpretace, podle které Pavlova ,,velk4 pismena“
poukazuji na jeho nedostateéné vzdélani, neodpovida obrazu Pavla v Novém
zakong, kde je predstaven jako uceny clovek (viz Sk 26,24), a stoji v rozporu
s Pavlovymi listy, z jejichz formy a obsahu je patrné, ze jsou dilem vzdélaného
cloveéka. V souvislosti se tieti domnénkou lze uvést, ze z Pavlovych listt
(arovnéz z dochovanych antickych epistolarnich dokumentti) se neda nikde
vycCist, ze by velké pismo mohlo byt pokladano za vyraz zvlastni lasky
a naklonosti. Pokud jde o ¢tvrtou hypotézu, je mozné tvrdit, ze Pavliv rukopis
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byl témér jist¢ odlisny od pisafova bez ohledu na to, jak velka pismena mél.
Pavlovo pismo vSak nelze povazovat za robustni, neusporadané ¢i uncialni,
jelikoz text Gal 6,11 se zminuje pouze o velkém pismu. Krom toho uncialni
pismo se nevyznacovalo vétSimi pismeny, avSak bylo psdno ve standartni
velikosti. Paty navrh vykladu, podle kterého byl text s velkym pismem po jeho
preCteni vefejné¢ ukazéan, vyvozuje z Pavlova sd€leni vice, nez tento text
obsahuje. Sesty zptisob objasnéni, ktery piedstavuje Pavla v roli uitele, rovnéz
predpoklada vétsi miru skutecnosti, nez jsou ty, které jsou nam dostupné.
Posledni dva navrhy je nutno upfednostnit.

Muzeme ptedpokladat, ze pomoci velkého pisma svého rukopisu se
apostol Pavel snazil upoutat pozornost Galatanti a zarovein se timto zpiisobem
psani pokousel zdlraznit zasadni vyznam a vaznost svého sdéleni. Jelikoz Pavel
svou misijni ¢innost opakovan¢ piedstavuje jako duchovni otcovstvi a matefstvi
(1Sol 2,7.11; 1Kor 4,15; 2Kor 6,13) a jelikoz na ni pohlizi rovnéz timto
zpusobem v listu Galatantim (Gal 4,19), Ize se domnivat, ze v Gal 6,11 pouziva
velka pismena pii svém psani, aby se tak v roli ,,duchovniho otce* pokusil obratit
pozornost adresatd listu — ,,svych duchovnich déti” — na své zavérecné sdéleni,
jez ma stézejni dulezitost.
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Shrnuti

Apostol Pavel ukoncuje list Galatantim, jenz patfil od pocatku k nejznaméjSim jeho listim
ajenz mél v d€jinach kfestanstvi ohromny vliv, pfimym a osobnim apelem. Stejné jako
v jinych svych listech (viz 1Kor 16,21; Flm 19; srov. Kol 4,18; 2Sol 3,17) piSe zavér dopisu
vlastni rukou, avSak nikde to neni zdliraznéno silnéji nez v listu Galatantim: ,,Pohled’te, jak
velkym pismem vam pisi vlastni rukou.” (Gal 6,11). V pribéhu dé&jin exegeze byla
predlozena rtizna vysvétleni, pro¢ Pavel pise velkymi pismeny a co tim sleduje. Tento ¢lanek
tvrdi, Ze pomoci rukopisu s velkym pismem se apoStol Pavel snazil vzbudit pozornost
Galatant a zaroven se timto zplisobem psani pokousel upozornit na stézejni dulezitost
a zavaznost svého sdéleni. Krom toho mizeme ptepokladat, ze Pavel, ktery svou misijni
¢innost opakované znazornuje jako duchovni otcovstvi a matefstvi (1Sol 2,7.11; 1Kor 4,15;
2Kor 6,13) a ktery ji takto vnima i v listu Galatanim (Gal 4,19), pouziva pfi svém psani
velkéa pismena (Gal 6,11), aby se tak v roli ,,duchovniho otce* pokusil pfitdhnout pozornost
adresatt listu —,,svych duchovnich déti* — ke svému zavére¢nému poselstvi, které¢ ma klicovy
vyznam.

Klicova slova: biblicka exegeze, Novy zakon, apostol Pavel, list Galatantim, Pavlovy listy,
zaver listu.

Summary

The apostle Paul concludes his letter to the Galatians, one of his most famous letters from the
beginning and one that has had a tremendous impact on the history of Christianity, with a
direct and personal appeal. As in his other letters (cf. 1 Cor 16:21; Phil 19; cf. Col 4:18;
2 Thes 3:17), he writes the conclusion of the letter in his own hand, but nowhere is this more
strongly emphasized than in Galatians, “See what large letters I am writing to you with my
own hand.” (Gal 6:11). Throughout the history of exegesis, various explanations have been
put forward as to why Paul writes in large letters and what he means by it. The contention of
this article is that by using large letters in his writing, the apostle Paul was trying to get the
attention of the Galatians, and at the same time, by writing in this manner, he was trying to
draw attention to the central importance and gravity of his message. Furthermore, we can
assume that Paul, who repeatedly depicts his missionary activity as spiritual fatherhood and
motherhood (1 Tes 2:7.11; 1 Cor 4:15; 2 Cor 6:13), and who sees it as such in his letter to
the Galatians (Gal 4:19), uses large letters in his writing (Gal 6:11) in order to try, in his role
as “spiritual father,” to draw the attention of the addressees of the letter — “his spiritual
children” — to his final message, which is of crucial importance.

Keywords: biblical exegesis, New Testament, Paul the Apostle, Galatians, Pauline epistles,
letter closing.
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POZNAMKY

Niekolko kritickych poznamok k metodike

nového prekladu Biblie do slovenciny

Helena Panczova

V rokoch 2019 a 2020 sa na Slovensku objavil novy preklad Janovho!
a LukaSovho® evanjelia, ktory pripravila skupina katolickych biblistov
v spolupraci so Slavistickym ustavom Slovenskej akadémie vied. Tento
preklad mal nendpadné pociatky ako produkt projektu APVV-06-0514
Terminologické diskurzy a Specifika biblickych jazykov vzhladom na preklady
Biblie do slovenciny. No ziskal podporu Konferencie biskupov Slovenska
a jeho objavenie sa v tlaci sprevadzala masivna medidlna kampan.

Kedze uz siroka katolicka verejnost’ vie o existencii tohto nového
katolickeho prekladu, ja ako odbornicka na biblicka gréctinu a prekladatel'stvo
Casto dostavam otazky typu, ¢i —a v com — je lepsi ako ten, ktory Citatelia uz
majui. Na to sa mi tazko odpoveda predovsetkym preto, ze to je vec, ktoru
mali zodpovedat’ samotni tvorcovia a informovat’ o tom vedecku a Citatel'ska
verejnost. Pri prekladani Biblie totiz existuje niekol'ko prekladatel'skych
pristupov, ktoré urcuji vSeobecné zasady prace stextom a tie potom
ovplyviiuji konkrétne jazykové rieSenia — lexikdlne aj gramatické®. A ked’ze
novy slovensky preklad Pisma neprichadza do kultirneho vzduchoprazdna,
bolo by tiez dobré, keby jeho tvorcovia reflektovali iné relevantné preklady

' LAPKO, Janovo evanjelium.
2 LAPKO, Lukasovo evanjelium.
3 PANCZOVA, Preklad, 7-21.
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Biblie. Na zaklade deklarovanych zasad a zvolenych rieseni by sme potom
mohli zacat komplexnu vedecku diskusiu. No hoci nam chyba vyjadrenie
autorov, predsa sa mdézeme pozriet na niekol’ko aspektov nového prekladu.
Téato analyza, pochopitelne*, nemoze byt komplexna — zameria sa len na
niekol’ko vybranych otazok zdkladnej metodiky, lexiky a gramatiky.

1 Zakladna metodika

Na zdkladny problém metodiky upozornila uvedend otazka od
potencialnych c¢itatelov: V ¢om sa tento preklad odliSuje od existujiicich
a pouzivanych prekladov Biblie? V katolickom prostredi ide o tri: (1) preklad
NZ od Liturgickej komisie pri SSV zroku 1986, ktory sa stal sti¢astou
jednozvézkovej katolickej Biblie, ktora od roku 1995 vysla vo viacerych
vydaniach (SSV), (2) ekumenicky preklad (SEB), (3) Botekov preklad
v Jeruzalemskej Biblii (Bot)’. V uvodoch k obom evanjeliam tvorcovia
deklarujt, Ze sa usilujii o formalnu ekvivalenciu®. To ndm vel'a nepovedalo,
lebo formalna ekvivalencia byva pri biblickych prekladoch standardom. Skor
by nas zaujimalo, v com a kedy a podl'a akych principov sa od nej odklanaju.

Ked bol preklad este v Stadiu priprav, objavil sa zbornik Studii so
slubnym nazvom K metodike nového prekladu Svitého pisma do slovenciny,
ale vlastnej metodike nového prekladu sa nevenuje ani jeden prispevok’.
Zopar utrzkov informacii sa da najst’ v prispevku z konferencie o prekladoch
Biblie v zapadoslovanskych jazykoch v Prahe v r. 2020, kde editor predstavil
prvy preklad (Janovo evanjelium)®. Paradoxne, prave tu viak vznika dojem,
ze autori opustili formélnu ekvivalenciu a vydavaji sa interpretacnym
smerom (Co nie je v principe chyba, len to treba jasne deklarovat). Editor
uvadza Pilatove slova: & yéypada, yéypada ,,Co som napisal, som napisal
navzdy* (Jn 19,22).

Tento postup je métaci aj preto, ze priblizne v rovnakom case ako
evanjelia dostali katolici aj novy preklad liturgickych textov rimskeho obradu

4 Na to, aby som urobila komplexnti analyzu prekladu, by som ho musela prejst’ vetu
po vete v preklade aj v origindli, teda prakticky by som si musela urobit’ svoj vlastny preklad.
To je nemysliteI'né.

5 Blizsie budd predstavené nizsie.

¢ LAPKO, Janovo evanjelium, 10; LAPKO, LukaSovo evanjelium, 9.

7 LAPKO, K metodike nového prekladu.

8 LAPKO, Novy slovensky preklad.
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Katolickej cirkvi podl'a Rimskeho miséala (pouziva sa od 1. januara 2022).
Tvorcovia tohto prekladu, resp. upravy vSak — na rozdiel od autorov prekladu
evanjelii — jasne deklarovali, aké zmeny urobili apreco. D4 sa s nimi
nesuhlasit’, ale je nanajvys chvalyhodné, Ze svoje zasady zverejnili’, a tym
umoznili diskusiu.

Jednou zo zmien v liturgickom preklade je uprava tych miest, kde
znenie miséala nekoresSpondovalo so znenim Biblie. Jednym takym miestom'’
su slova premenenia, kde kiaz hovori: ,,Toto je moja krv, ktora sa vylieva za
vas“. A tu v starSom preklade nasledovalo: ,,(ktord sa vylieva za vas) iza
vSetkych na odpustenie hriechov®, v novom je: ,,(za vas) i za mnohych na
odpustenie hriechov*. Toto je totiz v stilade so znenim evanjelii''. Liturgicki
prekladatelia vysvetl'uju, ze opustili starsi pristup interpretacného prekladu,
pretoze ,,v sucasnosti sa dava prednost’ slovnej vernosti povodine®. Cize
celkom opacny pristup, ako zvolili prekladatelia evanjelii.

Velmi chyba jasné deklarovanie zdkladnej prekladatel'skej pozicie zo
strany tvorcov nového prekladu evanjelii. Aky typ prekladu robia? V akej
funkcii v ramci biblickych prekladov na Slovensku ho chcu vidiet? Ak ma
tento preklad ambiciu byt ,,tym pravym* katolickym prekladom — na ¢o sa da
usudzovat’ z podpory biskupov —, radi by sme sa dozvedeli, ako sa vymedzuje
voci starSiemu katolickemu prekladu. Preklad evanjelii od liturgickej komisie
z roku 1986 je totiz podl'a mojho nazoru mimoriadne vydareny — a to napriek
tomu, Ze je podl'a Neovulgaty'?.

Tolko k zakladnému definovaniu pozicie v ramci spektra biblickych
prekladov. Dalej sa budem venovat’ niektorym jednotlivostiam.

2 Archaizmy - aj nie, aj ano

Pri ,novom* preklade nas ako prvé zaujima, ako sa jeho tvorcovia
vyrovnali so zdedenymi archaizmami, ktoré sa prirodzene drzia najsilnejSie

9 Prehl'ad zmien textovej ¢asti: Upravy doterajsieho slovenského znenia.

19 Upravy v om$ovom poriadku.

11 Mt 26,28: 70 aipd pou Tiic Stabinns 6 mept TOANGY Exyuvwépevoy, Mk 14,24: b
alud pou i Srabiung To xyuwbpevoy tmep mOANGY, lat.: ... qui pro multis effunditur. Pre
grécky text pouzivam NA2S8, pre latinsky text Biblia Sacra iuxta Vulgatam versionem,
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, °1983.

12 Netvrdim, Ze je bezchybny ani neprekonatelny. Je vak taky dobry, Ze s nim treba
vazne pocitat’.
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v pasézach konzervovanych liturgiou. Pozrime sa teda na niekol’ko evanjeliovych
miest, ktoré rezonuju v liturgickych textoch. Na porovnanie s novym prekladom
(N) budem uvadzat’ aj verziu prekladu z roku 1986 (SSV).

2.1 svdoxin, xoilla

V doxologii v Lk 2,14 sa nachadza vyraz eddoxiag, ¢o Neovulgata
v naviznosti na Vulgatu a starolatinskll verziu interpretuje ako bonae voluntatis.
Novy preklad ide podl'a gréckeho textu, preto ma preklad odlisny od toho, ktory
pozname z liturgie:

06&a &v OWioTors Bed xal éml i elpvy év dvbpamorg eddoxing

Slava Bohu na vysostiach a na zemi pokoj l'udom, v kforych ma Boh

zalubenie. (N)

Slava Bohu na vysostiach a na zemi pokoj 'ud’'om dobrej véle. (SSV)

Od tradi¢ného liturgického prekladu sa nova verzia odklana aj
v Alzbetinom pozdrave Marie v Lk 1,42, kde sa nachadza vyraz xothia
,maternica, lono“, archaicky ,,zivot‘:

eONoynuévy ob &v yuvauly xal eddoynuévos 6 xapmds T xotding cou

Si najviac pozehnand medzi zenami a pozehnany je plod tvojho lona. (N)

Pozehnana si medzi zenami a pozehnany je plod tvojho Zivota (SSV).
2.2 Otcéenas

Tieto miesta vzbudili nadej, Zze uvidime celoplo$nii modernizaciu jazyka,
ale zostalo to na polceste. V otéenasi v Lk 11,2 zostali archaické imperativy 3.
osoby sg., ktoré st identické s tvarom pre 2. osobu sg., ale v sucasnom jazyku st
mftve (namiesto nich sa pouziva opis pomocou castice ,,nech):

Matep, ayracdyrew T Bvopa oov- EA0eTw v Pactieia cou
Otce, posvit sa tvoje meno, prid’ tvoje kralovstvo. (N, SSV)

Identické znenie ma preklad zroku 1986, ktory ale — na rozdiel od
liturgickej verzie Ot¢enasa — zmenil inverzny slovosled ,,meno tvoje‘ na ,,tvoje
meno®. V novom preklade by sme radi videli d’alsi krok v Gstrety 21. storoiu'.

13 Diskutujeme o preklade Biblie, nie o liturgickom zneni modlitby Ot¢enas. Tam
pride zmena neskor.
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Ako silno posobi liturgia na biblicky preklad, mézeme vidiet
v Matisovom evanjeliu, kde sa na dvoch miestach nachadza identicky vyraz
yevnitw 6 BéAnua gou. V otenasi (Mt 6,10) je zachovany archaizmus ,,bud’
tvoja vola® (SSV). Na druhe;j strane, ked’ sa Jezi§ modli v Getsemanskej zahrade
(Mt 26,42), hovori sucasnym jazykom: ,nech sa stane tvoja vola™ (SSV).
V takomto zmysle by bolo treba upravit’ aj biblické znenie modlitby Pana: ,,nech
je posvitené tvoje meno, nech pride tvoje kralovstvo. Tato formulacia je aj
lepsim vychodiskom na exegetické hibanie, ¢i ide o vyjadrenie vole, alebo
Zelanie.

2.3 &yxvog

Zbyto¢né archaizmy zostali aj na inych miestach, napr. ako interpretacia
vyrazu €yxvog v Lk 2,5:

av Maptap T# éuvnotevpévy adtd, olay évxdw

s Mariou, svojou manzelkou, ktora bola v pozehnanom stave.

Toto je sice tradi¢na formulécia, ale preco zostala v novom preklade? Je to
vyraz, ktory sa v sti€asnej rec¢i nepouziva: ak sa dnesna zena dostane do situacie,
v akej bola Maria, tak je bud’,,tehotna®, alebo ,,caka diet'a“. To su bezpriznakové
vyrazy, ako ich pouzivaju Zeny, ktorych sa to tyka, a zdravotnicky a socidlny
personal, ktory s nimi pracuje. Nehovori sa ani ,,t'archava‘, ani ,,samodruha®, ani
,»V pozehnanom stave* (pokial’ to nemyslite Zartovne alebo ironicky). Myslim,
ze prekladatelia o tom vedia, lebo na inom mieste (Lk 21,23) nemaju problém
pouzit’ slovo ,,tehotna“:

obal Tais v yaompl yovoaus xai tals Onhalodoalg

Beda tehotnym zenam a tym, ¢o budu v tie dni dojcit’.

Vyraz ,,v pozehnanom stave“ je vSak problematicky nielen preto, Ze je
archaicky, ale aj preto, ze nie je neutralny. Dava totiz pozitivnu interpretaciu
situacie, ¢o v originali nemame. A kedze text hovori o nemanzelskom
neplanovanom tehotenstve, pouzit na tito situdciu vyraz ,,pozehnany stav
vyznieva ironicky. Iste sa zhodneme, Ze to nie je vhodné — prave tak, ako by bolo
nevhodné vyjadrenie ,,Beda zZenam, ktoré si v pozehnanom stave...“ Radsej sa
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drzme bezpriznakovych vyrazov tak, ako ich ma povodny text: €yxvog aj év

yaoTpl Exouoa znamenaju jednoducho ,,tehotna“!.

2.4 ,,Vydat’ pocet“

V Lk 16,2 si majitel zavold spravcu svojho majetku, o ktoré¢ho
hospodareni ma pochybnosti, a vyzve ho: amddog Tov Adyov T oixovopiag cov.
Starsie preklady to svorne prekladaju ako ,,Vydaj pocet zo svojho Safarenia“
(SEB, SSV, Bot). Novy preklad je: ,,Vydaj pocet zo svojho spravcovstva.“ Je
chvalyhodné, Ze sa vzdali ,,Safarenia®, ale preco ponechali vyraz ,,vydat’ pocet*?
To je kalkovy preklad gréckeho, resp. latinského vyjadrenia Adyov (dmo)diddva,
rationem reddere. Jeho stCasnymi slovenskymi ekvivalentmi su napr.
»zodpovedat’ sa®, ,,skladat’ ucty®, ,,robit’ vyuctovanie®, ,podavat’ spravu‘ a iné
(porov. Mt 12,36).

Novy preklad nastapil na dobrt cestu eliminovania archaizmov, ale zostal
len na zaciatku. Ale na rozdiel od lexikalnych archaizmov, kde nastala istd zmena
k lepsiemu, v pripade zlozeného pasiva vidime regresiu.

3 ZloZené pasivum

Notorickym problémom mnohych slovenskych prekladov (nielen Biblie)
je vysoké zastipenie zloZzeného pasiva. Je to sposobené tym, Ze v slovencine sa
pasivny vyznam vyjadruje CastejSie inymi spdsobmi. Ak by sa teda kazdé
pasivum origindlu (gréckeho, latinského, nemeckého, anglického) prelozilo
nasim zlozenym pasivom, ktoré formalne zodpoveda vyrazu povodiny, dostali
by sme v slovenskom texte neprirodzene vysoky pocet zlozenych pasiv. Toto je
znama vec, ktora sa riesi v kazdej jazykovej redakcii.

3.1 Teologické pasiva v slovenskych prekladoch evanjelii

V biblickom prekladatel'stve predstavuji zlozené pasiva osobitny
problém, lebo sme ich vela zdedili. Ja som robila maly vyskum o pasivach
v slovenskych prekladoch evanjelii'> — tu predkladdm len niekolko jeho

4 Ak by niekto chcel namietat’, Ze Maria nie je oby¢ajna Zena, a preto v stvislosti
s iou musime pouzivat vzneSenejSie vyrazy, odporucam Ccitat’ spisy cirkevnych otcov
obhajujucich plnt 'udskost’ Bozieho vtelenia. Tam su vSetky argumenty.

15 PANCZOVA, Spracovanie gréckeho pasiva, 139-150.
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relevantnych prvkov. Ukazalo sa, Ze najsilnejSie sa zlozené pasiva drzia vtedy,
ked’ ide o tzv. teologické pasivum. V ,profannych“ pripadoch prekladatelia
nevahaju pouzit’ tie prostriedky, ktoré sa v neprekladovom jazyku vyskytuju
Castejsie.

V slovencine mame Styri hlavné spdsoby vyjadrenia pasivneho vyznamu:
1) zloZzené pasivum ,niekomu je davané®, 2) zvratné pasivum ,,dava sa®, 3)
vyjadrenie pomocou aktiva najcastejsie v 3. osobe pluralu, ¢ize ako tzv. neurCity
osobny podmet ,,davaju®, alebo sa ,,Boh* vyjadri ako explicitny podmet, 4) alebo
pasivny vyznam vyjadri opisom pomocou iného lexikalneho vyrazu ,niekto
dostava®“. Pri prvych troch sposoboch su len praktické obmedzenia (niektoré
slovesa nemozu tvorit’ zloZzené pasivum, iné sa nedaji pouzit’ vo zvratnom pasive
a pri aktive s neurcitym podmetom by mohlo ddjst’ k nedorozumeniu). Inak st
rovnocenné a teoreticky mozné vzdy — pokial’ sloveso ma zodpovedajuce tvary.
Posledny sposob vyjadrenia je jediny mozny pri slovesach, ktoré maju
gramatické obmedzenia, napr. ak je slovenské sloveso reflexivum tantum: é\e@
é\eelv — éenbny zmilovat sa — dosiahnut milosrdenstvo.

V tabulke na nasledujucej strane su zhrnuté sposoby prekladu
teologického pasiva v prekladoch evanjelii od Kralickej Biblie az po najnovsi
preklad Janovho a Luk4sovho evanjelia'. Zvyrazneny je dominantny spdsob.

Z tohto prehl'adu mozeme vycitat’ viacero veci. Kralicka Biblia pouziva
takmer vyluéne zlozené pasivum. Jedinou vynimkou je spominané sloveso
zmilovat sa nad niekym, reflexivum tantum, ktoré nevie vyjadrit’ pasivny vyznam
nijakym spdsobom a aj kralicki prekladatelia museli pouzit opis'’. Preklad Juraja
Palkovic¢a je v tomto ohl'ade percentudlne identicky'®.

Ale uKamaldulov je situdcia vyrazne odlisnd. Kamaldulska Biblia a
neskorsie katolicke preklady potlacaju zlozené pasivum a preferuju bud’ zvratné
pasivum, alebo transformaciu na aktivum. V protestantskej tradicii vSak stale
dominuju zlozené pasiva — hoci aj tu doslo k istému posunu k inym vyjadreniam.
Za pozornost’ stoji, ze od Kralickej Biblie k evanjelickému autorizovanému
prekladu nastala redukcia zlozenych pasiv o 40 %.

16 Vynechavam svoj preklad Evanjelia podla Marka pre publikdciu DUBOVSKY,
Marek. 1de o komentarovy preklad, ktory nemal ambiciu byt stylisticky uhladeny.

7Mt5,7.

18 Juraj Palkovi¢ sa azda tiez nechal inSpirovat bud’ Kralickou Bibliou, alebo
katolickymi ¢eskymi prekladmi, ktoré takisto vykazuju vysoké percento zlozenych pasiv.
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Zlo?ené Zvr’atné Aktivum Opis

pas1vum paswum
Kralicka® 34 971% | 0 0% | 0 0% 1 29%
Kamaldulska?® 7 20% 27 77,1% | 0 0% 1 29%
Palkovi¢?! 34 971% | 0 0% | 0 0% 1 29%
Kat 1913/14%* 15 428% | 19 543% | 0 0% 1 29%
Rohagek? 31 88,6% 3 85% | 0 0% 1 29%
SEP* 20 571% 5 143% 2 57% | 8 229%
Kat 1946% 3 8,6% | 11 314% | 16 457% | 5 143 %
Porabéan?® 10 294% | 12 353% | S5 147% | 7 206%
Kat 1986”7 (SSV) | 7 20% | 11 314% | 9 257% 8 229%
Botek?® 10 286% 10 286% 7 20% | 8 22,9%
SEB% 22 629% 3 85% | 2 57% | 8 229%
Kat 2019/20 (N) 7 412% | 4 23,5% 4 235% 2 11,8%

19 Bible Kralickd. Ceské Kralicka Biblia z rokov 1579 — 1593. Tretie vydanie z roku
1613 sa poklada za ,,klasické®. Hoci ide o preklad z gréctiny, jej znenie vyrazne ovplyvilovali
aj nemecké reformacné preklady. Tento text pouzivali slovenski evanjelici az do 1. polovice
20. storocia. Porov. KOSTIAL, Biblia u nas, 100-116.

20 Swaté Biblia. Rukopisny kamaldulsky preklad (1756 — 1759)
v predbernolédkovskej trnavskej verzii kultivovanej slovenciny podl'a Vulgaty.

2l Swaté Pismo. Preklad Juraja Palkovida (1829 — 1832) v bernolakov¢ine (prva
tlacena Biblia v slovenskom jazyku), podl'a Vulgaty.

2 Novy Zdikon Pdana ndSho Jezisa Krista. Prvy preklad v novej, Starovske;
slovencine, ktory sa podarilo pripravit’ az v 20. storo¢i (Novy zakon, 1913 — 1914, Stary
zékon, 1915 — 1926). Novy zakon prekladal Jan Donoval podla Vulgaty.

2 Svita Biblia. Rohackov preklad povodne z r. 1936.

24 Biblia. Pismo Svité. Evanjelicky autorizovany preklad, ktory vysiel po prvykrat
v roku 1942 a v revidovanych vydaniach v rokoch 1952 a 1970.

3 Pismo Svité. Katolicky preklad Biblickej komisie pri Spolku svitého Vojtecha
(1946) — stale podl'a Vulgaty —, ktory vysiel v reedicii v r. 1968 — 1970.

26 Evanjelia. Exilovy katolicky preklad NZ z r. 1968. Evanjelia vysli aj osobitne.

27 Svité pismo Starého i Nového zdkona. Uz spominany katolicky preklad
Slovenskej liturgickej komisie pri Spolku svétého Vojtecha na zdklade Neovulgaty, ktory
prvykrat vysiel vroku 1986. Tento preklad je aj sucastou jednozvéizkového katolickeho
Pisma z roku 1995, ktoré neskoér vyslo v niekol’kych d’alich reediciach.

B8 Sviité pismo. Jeruzalemska Biblia. 1de o d’alsi exilovy katolicky preklad, kde text
prelozil Anton Botek zo Slovenského ustavu sv. Cyrila a Metoda v Rime: pripravoval ho
v 70. — 80. rokoch, kompletny text bol publikovany po prvykrat v roku 2009.

2 Biblia. Slovensky ekumenicky preklad. Ekumenicky preklad (Nova zmluva
a Zalmy) vysiel po prvykrat v roku 1995. Kompletny text bol publikovany az v roku 2007
a zatial’ bol trikrat revidovany. NajnovSie vydanie je zr. 2015. Vyskum v studii, ktora
citujem, pracoval s textom starSieho vydania z r. 2012.
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Moézeme teda pozorovat’, ze hoci zlozené pasiva su pritomné v katolickej
aj protestantskej tradicii, zaroven je zjavné, Ze je tu silnd tendencia ich

redukovat™’,

3.2 Pasiva v novom preklade

Vratme sa teraz k najnovsiemu prekladu. Ak porovname katolicky preklad
z 1. 1986 s jeho 20 % zlozZenych pasiv a novy katolicky preklad so 41,2 %, vidime
neprehliadnutelny néarast. Otazka je: Pre¢o? Co viedlo prekladatelov
k restituovaniu zlozenych pasiv, ked’ starSiemu prekladu sa ich podarilo ispesne
zbavit'?

Za osobitne tristny pokladam pripad z podobenstva o dobrom a zlom
sluhovi, kde sa hovori o treste za nesplnenie Panovej vole, ked’ ju jeden sluha
poznal a druhy nepoznal:

"Exelvog 8¢ 6 0oUAos... drpsjoerar moANdg: 6 O¢... dapsjoerar dMiyag. (Lk 12,47-48a)

Ten sluha... bude velmi zbity. Ten... bude menej zbity. (N)

Toho sluhu... velmi zbiju. Toho... menej zbijii. (SSV)

Taky sluha... dostane mnoho uderov; ten... dostane malo uderov. (Kat 1968)

Preklad liturgickej komisie ma rozhodne lepSie rieSenie. A Porub¢anov
preklad (Kat 1968), ktory ide cestou opisu, je esSte elegantne;jsi.

Dalgie miesto, kde restituovali zlozené pasivum, je vyrok o odpusteni:

méis 6¢ Epel Aéyov eig TOV vidv Tol avlpwmov, dgebdioerar adTé-

T 0% el TO dytov mvelua Pracdnunoavtt ox deedyoerar (Lk 12,10)

A kazdému, kto vyslovi nieco proti Synovi ¢loveka, bude odpustené.

Tomu vsak, ¢o by sa rihal proti Duchu Svétému, nebude odpustené. (N)

Ak niekto povie nieco proti Synovi ¢loveka, odpusti sa mu to.

Kto by sa v§ak rtthal Duchu Svétému, tomu sa neodpusti. (SSV)

Zvratné pasivum je rozhodne elegantnejsie. Ale azda esSte lepSie by bolo
vyjadrit’ pasivny zmysel opisom: ,,ten (ne)dosiahne odpustenie” (podobne ako
,dosiahnut’ milosrdenstvo* je preklad pasiva v Mt 5,7).

30 Na katolickej strane to ide rychlejSie ako na protestantskej. Je mozné, Ze na
protestantskej strane ide o pretrvavajuci vplyv Kralickej Biblie ako istého modelu
vzneSencho literdrneho jazyka. V katolickom prostredi bola situacia ind: poziciu ,,vzneSenej*
Biblie stile zastavala latinska Vulgata, preto preklady do narodnych jazykov mohli ist
pastoracnym smerom, ustretovo k reci I'udu. Mozno prave v tejto dichotdémii ,,vzneSené¢ho*
a hovorového jazyka prameni pomerne rozsireny dojem, ze zlozené pasivum je ,,velebnejSie*
(zéastancovia tohto nazoru vSak nevedia vysvetlit’ preco).
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Tieto dva priklady ilustrujt, ze hoci novi prekladatelia mali k dispozicii
dobré starsie rieSenia, vratili sa k zlozenému pasivu. Pre¢o? Iste to nie je preto,
ze by v zlozenom pasive videli nejaky hlbsi zmysel. V inych pripadoch totiz
pouzivaju ako zvratné pasivum, tak aj aktivne vyjadrenie s neur¢itym osobnym
podmetom. Tento prekladatel'sky postup je tazko pochopitelny, preto by bolo
dobré, keby prekladatelia jasne deklarovali svoju metodiku aj to, na akom
vyskume je zalozena.

4 Lexémy edAoyelv/edAoyntos, benedicere/benedictus

Osobitne a podrobne sa musim pristavit’ pri preklade slovesa gdloyeiv
a jeho slovesného adjektiva edAoyntés. V nasich novych prekladoch ide sice len
o dva vyskyty v LukaSovom evanjeliu, ale v ostatnych knihach NZ toho bude
viac. A vtomto pripade je biblicky preklad vel'mi silno relevantny pre novy
liturgicky preklad. Jednou zo zmien, ktoré nastali v misali, totiz je to, Ze
benedictus (o Bohu) sa uz nepreklada ako ,,zvelebeny*, ale ako ,,pozehnany*’.
Medzi veriacimi sa o tom plamenne diskutovalo — a to nielen preto, ze kazda
zmena vyvold poburenie. V tomto pripade to bolo podla mdjho nazoru
opodstatnené a argumentacia liturgickej komisie chybna. Odvolava sa vSak na
biblistov a novy preklad*? LukaSovho evanjelia®.

4.1 Sloveso evdoyeiy: vyznam a prekladové ekvivalenty

Sloveso ebloyd ebloyeh®® sa v LXX?® pouziva v dvoch zikladnych
vyznamoch v zavislosti od toho, ¢i tato ¢innost’ vychadza od Boha alebo k nemu
smeruje. (Zamerne sa vyhybam vyrazom ,,podmet“ a ,predmet®, lebo toto
sloveso ma obidva vyznamy v aktive aj pasive.) Ak ¢innost’ vychadza od Boha

k 'udom, znamena to (1) ,,Zehnat* vo vyzname ,,zosielat’ svoju milost na

31 Upravy v om3ovom poriadku.

32 Podrobna citacia bude niZsie.

3 Netvrdim, Ze biblisti st priamo zodpovedni za liturgicky preklad a vyklad.
Poukazujem vsak na to, ze biblicky preklad sa pouziva v argumentacii. Preto sa budem tejto
otazke venovat’ v takychto SirSich suvislostiach.

3 Text LXX je podl'a RAHLFS, Alfred (ed.), Septuaginta.

35 Porov. JOOSTEN, The Historical and Theological Lexicon, 347-355; JOOSTEN, Le
vocabulaire, 13-23.
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niekoho* (resp. prednasat’ slova, ktoré to maji sposobit’) — podobne ako nemecké
segnen. Ak ¢innost’ smeruje od I'udi k Bohu, vyznam je (2) ,,zvelebovat’/chvalit™.

Problém, ktory mame v slovencine, spociva v tom, Ze nase sloveso Zehnat’
moze vyjadrovat’ obidva vyznamy (podobne ako anglické bless). A hoci vyznam
,velebit* je knizny?°, je stale pritomny v participiu poZehnany, ak sa vztahuje na
Boha. V slovenskych biblickych prekladoch je to relativne ustaleny ekvivalent
gréckeho edAoyntds (lat. benedictus, hebr. bariik). Preklady vsak vahaji pouzit
aktivne tvary slovesa Zehnat vtomto zmysle. Mame teda prekladova

nestmernost’:

gdAoy@ — ebhoyntéds (1) Zehnat — pozehnany
(2) zvelebovat (a synonyma) — poZehnany

Vo vyzname (2) sa aktivne tvary prekladaju jednym slovesom, zatial’ o
pasivne tvary inym. To je jasnd nevyhoda biblického prekladu, ktory sa usiluje
o konzistentnost’. Preklad zr. 1986 sa pokusil o rieSenie’’ a vo vyzname (2)
pouzival dvojicu velebit/zvelebovat' — zvelebeny (ekvivalencia nie je stopercentna
— ako ur¢ité sloveso sa objavuje aj dobrorecit® —, ale vidno silna snahu).

Vicsina slovenskych prekladov Biblie vSak Stiepi aktivum a pasivum.
Pozrime sa na dva priklady z prvych kapitol LukaSovho evanjelia. Zacharia$
hovori: E0Aoyntos xUptog ¢ Bedg Tol Topani (Lk 1,68) a o par verSov d’alej Simeon
vzal dieta do narucia a edAdynoev Tov Bedv (Lk 2,28):

36 Kratky slovnik slovenského jazyka, 948.

37 V preklade zalmov podla LXX (HROBON, Zalmy 76 — 100) som pouzila
ekvivalenciu Zehnat — pozehnany v domneni, ze vyznam ,,zvelebovat™ je Citatel'om jasny.
Porov. PANCZOVA, Preklad, 25. Od tej doby som vSak zmenila nézor a teraz za najlepsie
rieSenie pokladam to, ¢o naznacil preklad z r. 1986.

38 Sloveso dobrorecit, hoci je to kalkova formacia podla ed-Aoyeiv, resp. bene-
dicere, nie je moja preferovand vol'ba, pretoze nema participium pasiva (*dobroreceny sa
nepouziva). V niektorych kontextoch je vSak vyhodné. Ide konkrétne o tie pripady modlitby
pred jedlom (Mt 14,19; 26,26; Mk 6,41; 14,22; Lk 24,30). Otazka je: ide tu o pozehnanie
alebo o oslavu Boha? Alebo o obidve zarovei? (V tom istom kontexte sa pouziva aj
ebyaploté ,,vzdavat vd’aky*.) Navyse sa tu toto sloveso pouZziva bez explicitného predmetu.
Vtedy je vel'mi vhodné prekladat’ ho ako dobrorecit. Tento ekvivalent umoziuje chapanie
v obidvoch zmysloch anavySe si nevyzaduje predmet. Na porovnanie — dve verzie
LukaSovho evanjelia (Lk 24,30): Aafav Tov dptov edAdynoey xal xAdoag émedidov adTois —
»vzal chlieb, pozehnal ho, 1amal ho a podéaval im ho* (N), ,,vzal chlieb a dobrorecil, ldmal ho
a podaval im ho* (SSV).
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Lk 1,68 Lk 2,28
EdXoyntos xptog 6 Bedg ol Topand | edAéynoev Tov Beby
Evan Pozehnany Péan, Boh izraelsky chvalil Boha
Kat 1986 Nech je zvelebeny Pan, Boh Izraela velebil Boha
SEB Pozehnany Péan, Boh Izraela velebil Boha
Kat 2020 Nech je pozehnany Pan, Boh Izracla | dobrorecil Bohu

Toto rozstiepenie aktiva a pasiva malo za nasledok, ze Cast’ 'udi zacala
chapat’ participium pozehnany (o Bohu) v prvom vyzname — akoby Boh bol
objektom l'udského zosielania milosti. A tu je jadro problému, ktory sa vynoril
s novym prekladom misala.

4.2 Rimsky misal: benedicere — benedictus

Snaha prekladat’ dvojicu benedicere — benedictus slovenskym velebit/
dobrorecit — zvelebeny v Novom zakone z r. 1986 sa uplatnila aj vo vtedajSom
preklade Rimskeho misala. Novy preklad miséla z r. 2022 vSak tato ekvivalenciu
narusil. Participium benedictus, ked’ je o Bohu, sa uz nepreklada ako ,,zvelebeny*,
ale ako ,,pozehnany“. Takto vyzera modlitba pripravy obetnych darov:

Latinsky Starsi preklad Sucasny preklad
Benedictus es, Domine, Dobrorecime ti, Boze, | Pozehnany si, Pane, Boze
Deus universi... Pane svetov... vSetkého stvorenia...
Benedictus Deus in Zvelebeny Boh Pozehnany Boh naveky!
saecula! naveky!

Liturgickd komisia to obhajuje tak, ze vyraz benedictus oddeluje od
slovesa benedicere vo vyzname ,,zvelebovat, dobroreCit* a chape ho ako
osobitny Bozi titul ,pozehnany“. To vraj neznamena, ze by niekto Boha
pozehnal, ale tento vyraz vyjadruje, ze Boh je pramefiom vietkého pozehnania®.
Toto vysvetlenie vSak lingvisticky neobstoji — hned’ to vysvetlim. Nateraz ale
dobre ilustruje, aké negativne nasledky ma to, ze sa v prekladoch odstiepil

3,V obnovenom slovenskom preklade misala sa pri vyrazoch «benedico» a «bene-
dictus» rozliSuje, ¢i ide o Cinnost’ Cloveka voci Bohu, kedy sa uvadza «zvelebovat,
dobrorecit», alebo Ci ide o kategoériu Boha, kedy sa uvadza «pozehnany Boh». Ide o vyraz
bezne pouzivany v Starom zékone, ktory je potrebné spravne chapat’. Boh nie je pozehnany
preto, lebo ho niekto pozehnal (urobil nad nim krizik), ale preto, lebo je prametiom vSetkého
pozehnania. Podobnd kategoria je aj, ze Boh je svity (pritom ho nikto nesvétorecil).” Prehlad
zmien textovej casti: Upravy doterajsieho slovenského znenia.
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aktivny a pasivny ekvivalent jedného slovesa vjednom vyzname a pasivny
ekvivalent sa pridruzil k inému vyznamu.

4.3 edAoynrdgbenedictus o Bohu neznamend ,,zdroj pozehnania“

Liturgisti argumentuju, ze ide o ,,vyraz bezne pouzivany v Starom zakone,
ktory je potrebné spravne chapat**°. Tak sa na to pozrime.

Hebrejské pasivne participium barik sa pouziva na oznaCenie ludi
(,,pozehnany*) aj Boha (,,zvelebeny, oslaveny, pochvaleny*)*'. Jeho $tandardnym
prekladovym ekvivalentom v LXX je edloyntds. Hoci v slovenskych prekladoch
Biblie je zvycCajne aj tento druhy vyznam vyjadreny ako ,,pozehnany*, predsa
nachadzame aj iné ekvivalenty. Uvediem len zopar prikladov z ekumenického
prekladu a Botekovho prekladu v Jeruzalemskej Biblii:

EvAoyntds wbptog (Z 88/89,53) Nech je zvelebeny Hospodin (SEB)
Oslavujme Jahveho naveky (Bot)

EvAoyntos el x0pie (Z 118/119,12) Velebeny bud’, Hospodin (SEB)
Bud’ zvelebeny, Jahve (Bot)

EvAoyntds xlptos (Z 134/135,21)  Pochvéleny bud’ Hospodin (SEB)
Nech je zvelebeny Jahve (Bot).

Ano, vyraz eddoyntés sa v Biblii pouziva na oznadenie Boha. Ale
nevyjadruje, ze Boh je zdrojom vsetkého pozehnania. Vyjadruje I'udska oslavu
Boha®’. Vtomto zmysle sa eddoyntéds vyskytuje v kontextoch, kde ho
sprevadzaju d’alSie synonyma: aivetos ,hodny chvaly”, ouwntos ,hodny
ospevovania“, dedofacpévos ,,oslaveny*, imepupwuévog ,,velmi vyvyseny* a iné®.

Ba ¢o viac, prekladatelia LXX si boli vedomi toho, ze medzi vyznamami
»zehnat* (v dominantnom zmysle) a ,,zvelebovat™ je rozdiel, a na niektorych
miestach sa ho pokusili vyjadrit’ rozdielnymi mennymi tvarmi daného slovesa.
Slovesné adjektivum edAoynTos sa pouziva o Bohu: ,,zvelebeny/pochvaleny”,
zatial’ ¢o participium perfekta pasiva edAoynuévos o ¢loveku: ,,pozehnany*, napr.
v Gn 14,19-20:

40 Prehl'ad zmien textovej Gasti: Upravy doterajsicho slovenského znenia.
4l LEDOGAR, Verbs of Praise, 29-56.

42 ToMSON, Blessing in Disguise, 35-61.

43 Porov. napr. Dan 3,26.52.56.
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ebAoynuévos APpap Té Bedd (nech je) Abraham pozehnany od Boha

e0A0YYTOS 6 Bedg (nech je) zvelebeny Boh*.

Tato moznost’ rozliSenia, ktorti naznacila LXX, tvorcovia NZ vyuzili na
100 %: ebdoyntés je vzdy o Bohu a edhoynuévos o cloveku®. V latinskom
preklade je vSak v oboch pripadoch rovnaky tvar — benedictus, pretoze latin¢ina
(podobne ako slovencina) nemé taki morfologicki bohatost’ ako grécky
slovesny systém.

Paradoxne, jediny slovensky preklad, ktory reflektuje tento rozdiel, je
katolicky z roku 1986, pripraveny podl'a Neovulgaty. Clovek je ,,pozehnany*:

ebAoynuévos (benedictus) 6 Epybuevos év dvdpatt xuplov

Pozehnany, ktory prichadza v mene Panovom! (Mt 21,9; Z 117/118,26

SSv)*

eVloynuévy (benedicta) ab év yuvai&iy

Pozehnana si medzi zenami. (Lk 1,42 SSV)

Ale Boh je ,,zvelebeny*:

Tov xtioavta, 8¢ ot edAoyTOS (benedictus) eig Tobg aidvag
Stvoritel'ovi, ktory je zvelebeny naveky. (Rim 1,25 SSV)

Jediné miesto, kde sa tento preklad odchyluje od tejto skvelej
ekvivalencie, je Mk 14,61, kde sa vel'knaz pyta Jezisa:

ob €l 6 xpLaTds 6 vids Tol edAoynTod; (filius benedicti)
Si Mesias, syn Pozehnaného? (SSV)
4.4 eddoyeiv/evdoyytdsv novom preklade

Vratme sa knovému prekladu evanjelii. V §tadii o ZacharidSovom
chvélospeve v poznamke pod ¢iarou Juraj Fenik piSe na margo versa Lk 1,68:

*V mnohych inych pripadoch vSak ide len o lexikalnu variaciu, napr. v Gn 12,2 je
Abraham pre zmenu edAoyntds, alebo Dan 3,52-53 o Bohu: eddoyntos el xlpie 6 Beds T@v
TaTépwy NUAY... eDAoynuévos €l v 16 vad Tis dylas 3kns oou ,zvelebeny si, Pane, Boze
nasich otcov, (...) zvelebeny si v chrdme svojej svétej slavy*.

4 HECKEL, Der Segen, 42-43.

4 Liturgicka komisia vo svojej argumentacii chybne vztahuje tento ver§ na Boha:
,»Za zmienku stoji, Ze v Sanctus, ktorého text je inSpirovany Starym zakonom, sa ,,benedictus,
qui venit“ preklada ,,pozehnany, ktory prichadza“ a nie ,,zvelebeny, ktory prichadza“. Upravy
v omSovom poriadku.
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Hoci sa v pripade verbalneho adjektiva edAoyntds uprednostnil preklad

»pozehnany,” ten je vlastne synonymom zauzivaného ,zvelebeny.*

Adjektivum sa v NZ vyskytuje osemkrat (Mk 14,61; Lk 1,68; Rim 1,25;

9,5; 2 Kor 1,3; 11,31; Ef 1,3; 1 Pet 1,3) a v kazdom pripade je slovenské

»zvelebeny* vhodnou prekladovou volbou. Jediné miesto, kde sa zda byt

vhodnejsie adjektivum ,,poZehnany, je Mk 14,61 (ob €l 6 xp1oTos 6 vids Tol

evAoyyTol;). Otazka ,,si ty Mesias, syn zvelebeného® by v slovencine znela
¢udne. Finalna revizia nového prekladu bude musiet’ rozhodnut, ¢i sa v Lk

1,68 ma uchovat’ ,,pozehnany* alebo ,,zvelebeny.«*’

Moja otazka je: PreCo sa autorovi zda v pripade Mk 14,61 ekvivalent
,.,pozehnany* vhodnejsi? Pre¢o by bolo ¢udné ,,syn zvelebeného*“? Cudnejsie ako
,,syn pozehnané¢ho“? Nad tym sa treba hlboko zamysliet’ a néjst’ poctivé vedecké
odpovede (nie dojmy).

Autor teda uprednostnil ekvivalent ,,pozehnany* — sice opatrne, ale predsa
—, ¢im odstiepil pasivne tvary slovesa edloyelv od aktiva, kde zvolil ekvivalent
»dobrore¢it* (Lk 2,28). Ja by som sa priklanala k zachovaniu jednoty
ebdoyelv/ehoyntos (ak sa vztahuje na Boha) pomocou ekvivalencie
,»velebit/zvelebeny*, ktort zaviedol preklad z r. 1986. Tito prekladatelia urobili

kus dobrej prace, ktort by sme mali rozvinut’, nie zavrhnut’.

5 Synonyma: Jn 21,15-17

Prejdime na d’alSiu tému, ktorou je praca so synonymami. Pasaz Jn 21,15-
17 je svojimi synonymami znama. Toto je verzia v novom preklade:

15 Ked’ sa najedli, opytal sa Jezi§ Simona Petra: ,,Simon, syn Janov, miluje$
(&yamds) ma viac ako tito?* On mu odpovedal: ,,Ano, pane, ty vie$ (oldag),
ze ta mam rad ($Aé).“ Jezi§ mu povedal: ,,Pas (Béoxe) moje baranky
(Gpvia)!* ° Opytal sa ho aj druhy raz: ,,Simon, syn Janov, milujes (&yamés)
ma?* On mu povedal: ,,Ano, pane, ty vie§ (oidag), Ze ta mam rad (diAé).“
Povedal mu: ,,Pas (moipatve) moje ovee (mpdPata)!“ 7 Opytal sa ho treti
raz: ,,Simon, syn Janov, milujes (ihels) ma?* Peter sa zarmutil, Ze sa ho
po treti raz opytal: «Milujes (1Aeic) ma?», a tak mu povedal: ,,Pane, ty vie§
(0idag) vietko, ty vie$ (ywwoxels), Zze ta mam rad (dA&).“ Jezi§ mu
povedal: ,,Pas (féoxe) moje ovee (mpdPate)!*

47 FENIK, ZachariaSov Benedictus, 60, pozn. 11.
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Svojou vol'bou synonym je novy preklad identicky s prekladom z r. 1986.
V gréctine mame Styri dvojice synonym, ale v slovenskych prekladoch su iba dve
znich reprezentované takisto dvojicou: ayamé/dAé ,milovat/mat’ rad*,
apvia/mpéPata ,,baranky/ovee®, zatial’ o druhé dve maji iba jeden ekvivalent:
Béoxe/molpatve ,,pas*, oldag/yvaoxeis ,,vies“. To je trochu $koda, lebo varidcia sa
déa zachovat’ aj tu, napr. ,,pas moje baranky — staraj sa o moje ovce — pas moje
ovee®, resp. ,,ty vies vsetko, tebe je zname, ze...*

Prejdime vsak k dvojici ayamd/diAé ,,milovat/mat’ rad, ktora je v tomto
texte kI'icova. Iste vSetci pozname (nepodlozené) teologické traktaty, ktoré sa
snazia vidiet' medzi tymito slovesami vyznamovy rozdiel. Je chvalyhodné, ze
tvorcovia nového prekladu v poznamke explicitne uviedli, ze podl'a lingvisticke;j
analyzy textu ide o synonyma*®. Ale to, Ze ide o synonyma, neznamena, Ze
v preklade si mo6zeme nase synonymné ekvivalenty 'ubovol'ne rozhadzat’, ako to
je tu:

Jezi§: milujes (dyaméic)? — Peter: mam rad ($1A&).

Jezi§: milujes (dyaméic)? — Peter: mam rad (1A&).

Jezi§: milujes (¢ileic)?  — Peter: mam rad ($1A&).

Hoci medzi slovesami nie je sémanticky rozdiel, predsa st to rozdielne
lexémy a ich striedanie ma isty vyznam. V dialogu sa Peter vytrvalo drzi svojho
vyrazu $1A& ,,mam rad*, zatial’ o Jezi§ prvé dva razy pouziva ayamds ,,milujes*,
ale v tretej otazke prebera Petrovu lexikalnu vol'bu (¢$iAels ,,mas rad*). Jezis teda
zachovava obsah, ale formou sa prisposobuje Petrovi. Ked’ prekladatelia pouzili
»milujes* ako Jezisov jediny vyraz, Stylisticky dosiahli to, ze kazdy ucastnik
dialogu si ,.hudie” svoje, a tym pasaz trochu dezinterpretovali.

6 Chybné dekodovanie originalu: Jn 2,15

Ovel'a zavaznejsiu dezinterpretaciu nachddzame v pasazi o ,,vycisteni
chramu“ (Jn 2,14-16). Tu uvadzam grécke znenie anovy preklad (N) so
zvyraznenou problematickou Castou ajej znenie v ekumenickom preklade
a katolickom z r. 1986:

" Kal ebpev &v 16 {epd Tobs mwholvras Béag xal mpdBata xal meploTepts

xal Tobg xepuaTiotas xabnuévous, ° xal momoas dpayéAdiov éx oyowiwy

48 LAPKO, Janovo evanjelium, 176.
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; 1os ) N , v opas v
mavras Eg¢Padev éx Tol iepol Td Te mpdPata xal Tods Pdag, xal TGV
N~ 28 v vy / s s 16.. v _~

xoMWBLoTEY EEéyeey TO xépua xal Tag Tpamélag dvétpeey, '© xal Tois Tag
meplaTepag TwAolaw elmev- dpate Tadta évtelbev, wi) motelte TOV oixov Tol
maTpés (Lou oixov éumoplov.

4V chrame nasiel predavacov dobytka, oviec a holubov i pefiazomencov,
¢o tam sedeli. '3 A urobil z povrazkov bi¢ a vietko, ovce a tiez dobytok,
vyhnal z chramu. Penlazomencom povysypal peniaze a poprevracal stoly.
16 A predavacom holubov povedal: ,,Odneste to odtial'to! Prestaiite robit
z domu mojho Otca trznicu!* (N)

... vSetkych vyhnal z chramu, aj ovce a dobytok. (Jn 2,15 SEB, SSV)

Tradiény preklad a vyklad vztahuje adjektivuam mdvtag anaforicky na
osoby predavacov v predchadzajicom versi, na ,,vSetkych® (spomenutych),
zatial' ¢o tento novy preklad ho vztahuje kataforicky na nasledujuce ta e
mpdPata xal Tobs Béag ,,ovce a dobytok* ako ,,vSetko“*’. Uvediem plné znenie
poznamky, v ktorej prekladatel’ vysvetl'uje svoj odklon od tradi¢nej interpretécie:

Viacero komentérov a prekladov® preklada vetu mdvrag é£¢Batev éx tol
tepoli Ta e mpoPata xal Tos Béag ako ,,vietkych vyhnal z chramu, aj ovee
a dobytok.“ Podla tejto interpretacie Jezi§ vyhnal z chramu predavacov,
pefiazomencov a zvieratd. Viacero argumentov vSak moéze podporit
alternativny preklad. Zmienka o zvieratach (ta te mpéBata xal Tovs Béag)
stoji v apozicii k adjektivu mavrag, ¢o znamena, ze blizSie uréuje jeho
obsah. Medzi adjektivom ,,vSetko, vSetkych® a parom podstatnych mien
»ovce a dobytok* nie je Ziadna spojka, ktora by mohla poukazovat’ na dva
rozne objekty, ktoré by Jezi§ vyhnal z chramu. Spojenie Te - xal spaja dva
druhy zvierat, ale nedodava novu skupinu k tej, ktort oznacuje adjektivum
mavtas. Muzsky rod adjektiva mavtas mozno vysvetlit’ vo svetle muzského
rodu podstatného mena toUs 3éas. Podla nasledujiiceho versa st predavaci
holubov nad’alej v chrame, a teda neboli z neho podl'a 15. versa vyhnani
von. Tazko si mozno predstavit, Ze JeZi§ by pouzil bi¢ na nasilné vyhnanie
P'udi z chramu. Bi¢ si urobil, aby nim mohol vyhnat' zvierata. Z tychto
dovodov sa zda byt uprednostnitelny preklad ,,a vSetko, ovce a tiez
dobytok, vyhnal z chramu,* ktory hovori, Ze podl'a Janovho evanjelia Jezi$
vyhnal z chrdmu iba zvieratd urené na obetovanie, ¢im im vlastne

4 Priznavam sa, 7 mi unikd, preCo prave v Janovom evanjeliu by Jezi§ nemal
vyhnat' z chramu l'udi, ked’ u synoptikov tak robi celkom explicitne: #ip€ato éxfdIAewv Tolg
nwlodvtag xal ToUs dyopdlovtas (Mk 11,15), éEéfalev mdvrag Tols mwlobvras xal
dyopalovrag (Mt 21,12), ip&ato éxfdIew Tobs mwlobvrag (Lk 19,45).

50 Nejde o ,,viacero* komentérov a prekladov, ale o vac¢sinu.
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zachranil zivot. JeziSova akcia v 2,15 je prefiguraciou konania dobrého

pastiera, ktory svoje ovce vyvadza von (10,3), aby mali pastvu — zivot

v plnosti.>!

Musim vyjadrit’ svoj jasny a rozhodny nesuthlas s takymto spracovanim
gréckeho textu a jeho vyznamu. Prekladatel’ uvadza tri argumenty: (1) mavtag sa
vzt'ahuje na ta Te mpoPata xat Tovs Boag, (2) tieto dve vyjadrenia patria spolu,
lebo medzi nimi nie je spojka, (3) limity predstavivosti. Treti argument mozeme
hned’ zavrhnut. To, ¢i si vieme nieCo predstavit, alebo nie, je irelevantné.
Doélezité je to, co hovori text.

Pokial’ ide o druhy bod — Ze adjektivum mavtag a skupina td Te mpéPata
xal ToUs Pdag, musia oznacovat ten isty predmet, lebo medzi nimi nie je spojka
— modzeme takisto rychlo vybavit odvolavkou na pasaz v gramatike, ktora sa
venuje bezspojkovému spojeniu pojmov nazyvanému asyndeton®?.

Cely tento vyklad teda stoji (a padd) na prvom argumente. Je mozné, Ze by
sa adjektivum mdvtag vztahovalo na ta e mpoPata xal Tobs Boas? Odpoved’ je
jednoznacné ,,nie”. Autorov vyklad sa zaklada na istej $tadii a na nemeckych
komentaroch k Janovmu evanjeliu®. Komentdre moZeme ako argumenty hned’
vyradit,, pretoZe ani jeden z nich sa nevenuje gramatickému zdovodneniu — len
uvadzaji tento vyklad, akoby bol vieobecne akceptovany. Stidia si zasluhuje
osobitni pozornost’.

6.1 Croyov vyklad gramatiky Jn 2,15

N. Clayton Croy v studii The Messianic Whippersnapper: Did Jesus Use
a Whip on People in the Temple (John 2:15)?>* sa venuje tomu, ¢i JeZi$ pouzil
bi¢ a na koho. Nés tu zaujima iba ta druha Cast’, pretoze tento autor zastava nazor,
ze Jezi$ pouzil bi€ iba na zvieratd, a podava aj gramatické vysvetlenie. Na s. 563
— 566 podava argumenty, pre¢o sa — podla neho — adjektivum mavrag
(maskulinum) méZe vzt'ahovat’ na skupinu ta e mpéBata xal Tods féas (neutrum
a maskulinum). Jeho zakladnou tézou je to, zZe vraj v gréctine neexistuji pevné
pravidla o zhode v gramatickom rode, ak sa jedno adjektivum vztahuje na

31 LAPKO, Janovo evanjelium, 24.

52 BLASS — DEBRUNNER, 4 Greek Grammar, §§ 459-463.

33 Hoci v poznamke nie je uvedené, z ¢oho autor vychadzal, na poZziadanie mi
ochotne zaslal relevantné materialy, za ¢o mu d’akujem.

5% CrRoY, The Messianic Whippersnapper, 555-568.
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viacero substantiv rozdielneho rodu®”. A pritom ich vo svojej argumentacii
uvadza — len takym zmétocnym sposobom, ze vznika dojem, akoby v gréckej
gramatike vladol chaos. Aby Citatelia ziskali orientaciu v situdcii, uvadzame tu
prehl'ad zakladnych pravidiel.

6.2 Pravidla zhody adjektiva so substantivami

V gréctine existuju Styri zakladné pravidla zhody v rode medzi adjektivom
a skupinou substantiv s rozdielnymi rodmi:

1.

Zakladné a najrozsirenejsie pravidlo hovori: adjektivum sa zhoduje
s tym substantivom, ktoré je k nemu najblizsie*®. Podobné pravidlo
mame aj v slovencine: Prisiel otec a matka, ale: Prisla matka a otec.

Mene;j casté pravidlo hovori, ze sa adjektivum zhoduje s vyznamovo
najdoleZitejsim menom v skupine, aj keby bolo vzdialenejsie’’.

Toto st dve pravidla zdravého rozumu. Druhé dve pravidla vyplyvaja
z prehistorie gréckeho jazyka.

Tretie pravidlo hovori, ze osoby muzského a zenského rodu mozu byt
oznadené spoloéne adjektivom muzského rodu®®. Vicsi sémanticky
zaber maskulin oznacujtcich osoby v indoeurdpskych jazykoch nie je
z dovodu patriarchdlnej kultary, ako si niektori myslia, ale preto, ze
v obdobi pred rozliSenim gramatického rodu tvary (neskorsich)
maskulin oznacovali vSetky zivotné substantiva v protiklade
k nezivotnym (= neskorSie neutrd). Tvar pre feminina je novsia
vymozenost. Svedectvom jednoty osob muzského a zenského rodu je
napr. aj mnoZstvo tzv. dvojvychodnych adjektiv v starych jazykoch™.
(Zdoraziujem, ze tu ide o osoby. Myslim, ze Croyovi uniklo, Ze toto
pravidlo sa tyka jedine osdb: maskulinum nema moc nad nezivotnymi
menami.)

Ak ide o veci s rozdielnym gramatickym rodom, mozno ich chapat’
ako skupinu a oznadit’ adjektivom v tvare neutra pluralu®. Tato sila

55 CroY, The Messianic Whippersnapper, 565 (,,no hard and fast rules®), 566 (,,no
inviolable rules®).

6 SMYTH, Greek Grammar, § 1030.

ST SMYTH, Greek Grammar, § 1031.

8 SMYTH, Greek Grammar, §§ 1015, 1055.

59 ERHART, Indoevropské jazyky, § 5.6.1.

%0 SMYTH, Greek Grammar, § 1057.
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neutra pluralu pochadza z toho, Ze to povodne bolo tzv. kolektivum,
¢o sa prejavovalo aj v klasickom pravidle neutrum plurale habet

verbum singulare®'.

Cize nech sa pozrieme na ktorékolvek pravidlo zhody adjektiva so
substantivami — podl'a najblizSiecho substantiva, podla najddlezitejSicho, ¢i
vsetky spolu ako skupina —, vzdy by tam musel byt tvar neutra mdvta, Ta T€
mpéPata xal Todg Béag, aby bol autorov vyklad obhgjitelny. (Lenze textova
kritika trva na maskuline — maj ho vsetky rukopisy.)

6.3 Croyove textové doklady

Na podporu svojej tézy, ze maskulinum moze oznacovat’ skupinu zvierat
s rozmanitym gramatickym rodom, Croy uvadza tri priklady®*:

PBdeg 0t xal 8ot moddot xai mpdPata (Xenofon, Anabdza 4.7.14)
AaPévres Soot foav Pées xal mpéPata (Xenofon, Anabdza 7.8.16)

gxwv moAAovg Boli xai dvoug xat mpofata (Antoninus Liberalis, Metam. 20.1)

Je mi veI'mi I'ito, ale vSetky tri priklady su v stlade s prvym a zékladnym
pravidlom — adjektivum sa zhoduje v rode s tym substantivom, ktor¢ je k nemu
najblizsie. Croyova téza teda zostava bez dokladov.

6.4 Patristicky dovetok

Ako zaverecné potvrdenie svojho alternativneho vykladu uvadza
»spravny vyklad Janovej pasaze, ktord podal Kosmas Indikopleustés,
obchodnik z Alexandrie, ktory sa neskor stal mnichom a opisal svoju cestu do
Indie (6. stor.). Ano, tento autor naozaj podava ten vyklad ako Croy. Otézka je,
aku hodnotu ma exegéza, ktorti robi Kosmas Indikopleustés. Nebudem na iu
odpovedat. Uvediem len to, Ze celé generacie cirkevnych otcov vzt'ahovali vyraz
mdvtag na predavacov. Za vietkych nech prehovori Origenés a jeho parafraza
biblického textu v Komentari k Janovmu evanjeliu. Namiesto adjektiva je tu
zameno, ktoré explicitne odkazuje na osoby v predchadzajicej vete:

! ERHART, Indoevropské jazyky, § 5.3.9.
2 Croy, The Messianic Whippersnapper, 565-566.
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"Edv otv elpy 6 cwthp v T iepd ... Tobs mwholvras Béag xal mpéPata xal
TEPLOTEPAS ... EEeNalvel alTols ... dua Tols éumopixols mpoPdTols xal Poualy
a0T@V.

Ked Spasitel' nasiel v chrame predavacov dobytka, ovci a holubic ...,
vyhania ich ... spolu s ich ovcami a dobytkom na predaj.®*

6.5 Zhodnotenie Croyovej argumentdcie

Croyov alternativny vyklad nie je dobre podlozeny. Pravidla gréckej
gramatiky cituje chybne a odvodzuje z nich nespravny zaver, ze maskulinum je
univerzalne nadradeny gramaticky rod. Priklady, ktoré uvadza, jeho tézu
nepotvrdzuji. Argument ,patristickej* exegézy, ktori prenho reprezentuje
Kosmas Indikopleustés, ma pramala hodnotu.

6.6 Alternativny vyklad ako norma v novom preklade?

Alternativny vyklad a preklad vJn 2,15, ktory sa nachadza v novom
preklade Jdanovho evanjelia, teda nie je podlozeny ani gramaticky, ani tradiciou.
(Je jedno, kol’ko modernych komentatorov prebralo chybny gramaticky vyklad,
chyba stale zostava chybou.) Podl'a mdjho nazoru ho treba zavrhnut.
Prekvapujuco vsak prave poznamku k tomuto miesto uviedol editor vo svojej
prezentacii na konferencii ako ukazku nového progresivneho pristupu®, ¢o je
dost’ znepokojujuce. Nachadza sa v preklade viacero takychto vykladov? Ak ano,
je absolutne nevyhnutné, aby ich autori zverejnili a mohla prebehnut’ vedecka
diskusia. Je neetické predlozit citatefom takyto preklad ako vysledok
najnovsieho vedeckého badania.

Zaver

Toto je niekol’ko mojich postrehov na margo nového prekladu Janovho
a Lukasovho evanjelia. Vidim metodické nedostatky, ako aj zrejmé chyby
v dekodovani textu povodiny.

Pokial’ ide o metodiku, bolo by dobré, keby tvorcovia dali do textovej
podoby svoje zasady — predovsetkym, aby sa vymedzili voci starSiemu

83 Origenes, Commentarius in lohannem X,137 (SC 157, 468). Porov. aj Augustinus,
In Iohannem tractatus 10 (PL 35, 1468).
% LAPKO, Novy slovensky preklad, 115.
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katolickemu prekladu. Preklad Nového zakona z r. 1986 je totiz vel'mi kvalitny
prekladatel'sky ¢in. Nie je bezchybny, nie je neprekonatelny, ale ma mnozstvo
skvelych prekladatel'skych rieSeni, z ktorych by sa sti€asni prekladatelia mohli
poucit. Pokial’ ide o gramaticku analyzu, novy preklad Janovho a Lukasovho
evanjelia treba podrobit’ dokladnej revizii z hl'adiska gréckej lingvistiky.

Podl'a méjho nazoru by bolo idealne, keby sa buduci novy katolicky
preklad evanjelii pripravoval za dokladnej reflexie prekladu z r. 1986. Tak by
bolo mozné systematicky zachovat’ dobré crty katolickej prekladatel’'skej tradicie
a takisto systematicky zmenit' to, ¢o treba zmenit. O vSetkych zéasadnych
zmenach v tychto zndmych a milovanych textoch treba citatelov otvorene
informovat’.
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Zhrnutie

Clanok predstavuje niekolko kritickych poznamok knovému slovenskému prekladu
Janovho a LukaSovho evanjelia. Tvorcovia svoju metodiku nedefinovali explicitne a ich
pozicia v ramci spektra biblickych prekladov zostava nejasna. Zachovali mnoho tradi¢nych
archaizmov. Pocet zlozenych pasiv, ktoré starSie preklady uspesne redukovali, tu narastol.
Pri lexéme edAoyelv/ebdoyntés vo vyzname oslavy Boha prekladaji pasivne a aktivne tvary
odlisnymi ekvivalentmi (,,dobrorecit™, resp. ,,poZzehnany*) a prakticky odstiepuju adjektivum
edloyntés od vyznamu oslavy. (Toto méd negativne nasledky pre diskusiu o preklade
benedicere/benedictus v Rimskom misali.) Prebera sa aj neobratné spracovanie synonym

v Jn21,15-17. Osobitna pozornost’ sa venuje chybnej interpretacii adjektiva mavrag v Jn 2,15.

Klucové slova: preklad Biblie, zloZené pasivum, edAoyelv/eddoyytés, Jn 21,15-17, Jn 2,15.
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Summary

The article presents a few critical notes on the the new Slovak translation of the Gospels of
John and Luke. Its general methodology has not been explicitly stated and the translators’
position within the spectrum of biblical translations remains unclear. Many traditional
archaisms are unnecessarily retained. A significant number of cumbersome compound
passives, reduced in older translations, are restored in the new one. The rendering of the
lexeme edAoyelv/ebdoyyTés in the meaning “praise (God)” gives different equivalents for
active and passive forms respectively, and so practically divorces the adjective edAoyntdg
from the meaning “praised” (which has negative consequences for the translation of
benedicere/benedictus in Missale Romanum). Then the clumsy rendition of synonyms in
John 21:15-17 is pointed out. A special attention is paid to the incorrect grammatical
interpretation of the adjective mdvtag John 2:15.

Keywords: Slovak Bible translation, compound passive, eDAoyeiv/edboyntds, John 21:15-17, John
2:15.
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SPRAVY A OZNAMY

Studia Biblica Slovaca in SCOPUS

The Editorial board of Studia Biblica Slovaca is glad to share news with
our readers. The SCOPUS Content Selection & Advisory Board (CSAB) has
reviewed the application of the journal Studia Biblica Slovaca and approved it
for coverage.

VolPba Séfredaktora Studia Biblica Slovaca
2024-2028

Dna 28. oktébra 2023 sa na pode Rimskokatolickej cyrilometodskej
bohosloveckej fakutly v Bratislave konalo zasadanie Redak¢nej rady ¢asopisu
Studia Biblica Slovaca (d’alej RR StBiSI). Hlavnym bodom programu bola vol'ba
séfredaktora ¢asopisu na nové funkéné obdobie 2024-2028. Clenovia RR StBiS/
rady svojim hlasovanim opitovne zvolili Blazeja Strbu za $éfredaktora StBiSI.
Docent Strba zastaval tato poziciu aj v uplynulom pattoénom obdobi od r. 2019.

Dalsou &ast'ou stretnutia RR StBiSI bol prehl’ad ¢innosti redakcie StBiSI za
uplynulych pat’ rokov. Sucastou bola aj sprava o GspeSnom zaradeni asopisu
StBiS! do medzinarodnej citacnej databazy SCOPUS. Po stretnuti RR StBiS/
nasledovala on-line prednaska Martiny Korytiakovej, aktudlne vykonnej
redaktorky StBiSI/, o jej obhajenej doktorskej téze na Papezskom biblickom
institate v Rime v roku 2022.

Redakcia StBiSI
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Stvrta pavlinisticka konferencia

Katedra Novej zmluvy Evanjelickej bohosloveckej fakulty Univerzity
Komenského v Bratislave v gescii prof. Frantiska Abela organizuje v prvom
tyzdni mesiaca jun 2024 medzinarodnu vedecku konferenciu s ndzvom: Loss
and Gain in (Cultural) Translation? Receptions of Paul the Apostle in the First
Four Centuries. Konferencia je su¢astou projektu Rand recepcia apostola Pavia
v korpuse novozmluvnych textov (VEGA 1/0188/22). Vyskumnym zamerom je
nadviazat’ na aktudlne poznatky v oblasti historicko-kritického pristupu k zvesti
apostola Pavla, ako neoddelitelnej sicasti judaizmu obdobia druhého chramu,
ako aj na vysledky predchadzajicej bratislavskej konferencie, ktora sa konala
v septembri 2022 a tematicky bola zamerana na ranu recepciu Pavla v prvych
dvoch storociach nasej éry. Nasim cielom je najst nové, aktudlne a relevantné
odpovede na otazky spojené s kulturnou transformaciou v oblasti recepcie
pavlinistickych tradicii v kontextoch, ktoré sa signifikantne liSia od situacie
a kontextu obdobia, v ktorom Pavol zil a posobil.

Blizsie informacie budil pristupné na pripravovanej webovej stranke
konferencie, ktora bude stiCastou univerzitnej fakultnej webovej stranky.

Frantisek Abel

Evanjelicka bohoslovecka fakulta
Univerzita Komenského v Bratislave
Bartokova 8

811 02 Bratislava
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