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Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the
Light of the Concept of Inspiration

Peter Dubovsky

Introduction

The Bible contains two historiographic compositions that cover the history
of the universe. The first, extending from Genesis to 2 Kings, covers the history
of the universe from the creation of the world to the fall of Jerusalem'. These
books were edited and redacted several times. After the return from exile, the
history of the universe was rewritten in 1-2 Chronicles, from a Judean viewpoint.
Flavius Josephus (c. 37-100 CE) reviewed these historiographic compositions in
Antiquities of the Jews, but this monumental historiographic work, despite its
high literary and historical value, did not become part of the Sacred Scriptures.
Besides these major compositions the Bible contains various minor narratives
summarizing the history of the world, such as Joshua 24:2-13.

Critical studies of these historiographic compositions have raised several
problematic questions concerning their historicity and normative values, and this
in turn has directed scholarly attention to the question of inspiration®. Responses
on the part of the Catholic magisterium include both Dei Verbum (1965), which
nuanced the concept of inspiration by speaking of the respective roles of God and
people chosen by God to be “true authors” (DV 11), and Verbum Domini (2010),
which took a similar approach. Also the Pontifical Biblical commission has
issued The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church (1993) and The Inspiration
and Truth of Sacred Scripture (2014).

Numerous other explanations have been proposed by scholars and clergy.
For example in 1586 Lessius argued that it is not necessary for inspiration to
extend verbally to every single word of the biblical text, and he called attention

! MACHINIST, Periodization in Biblical Historiography.

2 Cf. for example VAN BEMMELEN, Issues in Biblical Inspiration; ACHTEMEIER,
Inspiration and Authority; BLANCHARD, «Toute Ecriture est inspirée» (2 Tm 3,16); SESBOUE,
La canonisation des écritures.
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2 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

to the different ways in which the authors were divinely moved to write’.
Although Lessius’ theory lacked precision on some points, he was attentive to
the interplay between divine grace and human freedom in the process of
inspiration, accentuating the human, linguistic and literary responsibility of the
authors alongside divine initiative. The concept of verbal dictation was gradually
abandoned, as is apparent in the words of Cardinal Bea: “Any attempt to explain
the nature of inspiration by means of the word dictare used in the proper sense
of modern dictation is wrong.”* Similarly, Luis Alonso Schékel (1920-1998)°,
recognized the role of linguistic and literary creativity in divinely inspired human
authors; subsequently a group of Roman professors edited a volume on
inspiration. The most recent theories take into consideration social, psychological,
pneumatological, and other aspects of inspiration®.

Generally speaking, inspiration “refers to divine influence in virtue of
which the biblical text is, in fact, experienced by some people/communities as
revelatory”’. This definition of inspiration is generally accepted, but its
interpretation has raised numerous problems and it has rightly been criticized®.
In various nuanced proposals scholars have introduced the concept of verbal
plenary inspiration, the model of double authorship, and also more sophisticated
models such as dynamic, partial, intuitive, and poetic inspiration’.

This paper will argue that historical critical and textual studies have
revealed the need for further nuancing of the concept of inspiration. More
specifically, it will be argued that it is necessary to speak about different models
of inspiration corresponding to the different formation phases of 1-2 Kings.

The Formation of 1-2 Kings and the Concept of Inspiration

Before plunging into the wild waters of theological and biblical discussion
of inspiration and biblical criticism, let us define a few premises that will help to
organize the flow of the argument of this paper.

3 LESSIUS, De Sacra Scriptura.

4 BEA, Libri sacri Deo dictante conscripti, 333.
5 ALONSO-SCHOKEL, La Parola ispirata.

¢ BRUMMOND, Under the Inspiration.

" DOBROVOLNY, Inspiration and Revelation, 61.
8 ZELLER, Inspiration in the Act of Reading.

® FARKASFALVY, Inspiration & Interpretation.
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Peter Dubovsky 3

First, any historiographic work must engage not only the literary values of
the text but also its historical reliability. For this reason, let us employ the concept
of the three “worlds” of the text, which is often used by biblical scholars and
which has been summarized brilliantly by A. SooHoo in his dissertation:

The world of the text is the reality—including the literary and rhetorical
construction of time and space in which the agents interact—
presupposed and imagined in the telling of the story. [...] The world
behind the text is the socio-cultural, religious, and historical milieu that
gives rise to the text and to which it may refer. [...] Finally, the world
before the text consists of the various audiences that encounter and
interpret it and the different contexts in which the text is transmitted. !

Accordingly we can speak about the text of 1-2 Kings, about the world of
historical events behind that text, and also about the world before that text, its
reception.

Second, despite diverse and often contradictory proposals as to the
formation of 1-2 Kings, there is general agreement that these books were not
composed by one author or in one period. Scholars have dated the books and
their parts into periods covering almost a millennium. This has a double impact
on the worlds of the text mentioned above. There is the world of historical events
that the biblical text refers to, such as the events attributed to a given king. But
the narratives also reflect the events and the political and religious circumstances
of later editors and redactors. Thus, interpretations of later scribes became part
of the biblical text, with the result that for the later generation the world before
the text became not only the world of the text but also part of the world behind
the text. For example, portions of 1-2 Kings that were composed in Josiah’s
period reflect the world before the text but also became the world behind the text
for the Hellenistic audience.

Third, redactional processes were significantly different before, during and
after the exile, as well as in the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Hellenistic
redactors had at their disposition authoritative biblical collections that were not
available to scribes of the early monarchic period. Moreover, the scribes were
influenced in their editorial and redactional work by the techniques of that time.
Naturally, the redaction techniques of the Neo-Assyrian period differed from
those of the Hellenistic period.

19 So0HO00, Violence, 172-173.
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4 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

Fourth, recent studies of Greek and Hebrew versions of 1-2 Kings have
brought forward different versions and editions of those books. Consequently,
we can speak about more than one text of 1-2 Kings.

Obviously, these premises have an impact on the concept of inspiration. In
this article, the relationship between critical studies of 1-2 Kings and the
inspiration of those books will be approached from a historical critical viewpoint.
On the basis of the premises listed above and previous scholarly studies, we can
reasonably propose the following stages of the formation of 1-2 Kings, from
most recent to most ancient:

1. formation of the canonical texts,

2. translations into Greek and other languages,
3. formation of first larger compositions,

4. formation of the first written works'!.

As suggested above, the scribal processes and techniques employed in the
formation of 1-2 Kings were significantly different in each of these four phases.
It follows that the models of inspiration should differ according to the phases: we
should speak not of a single model of inspiration explaining all phases of the
formation of 1-2 Kings, but rather of different models. In what follows I will
discuss the process of formation and will suggest models of inspiration
applicable to the various phases.

The Formation of Canonical Texts

Various religious traditions and confessions fixed the content of their
sacred scripture at certain moments in time. The formation of canonical texts
involves three decisive factors: which biblical books will be part of the canon,
which language(s) of those books will be authoritative, and finally which textual
variants will be normative.

The authoritative collection of biblical books is called the canon, and its
formation lasted for centuries'?. The final articulation of the canon took place for
the Roman Catholic Church at the Council of Florence (1442) and the Council
of Trent (1546), for the Church of England in the Thirty-Nine Articles of
Religion (1563), for the Calvinistic tradition at the Synod of Dort (1619), for the
Eastern Orthodox Church at the Synod of Jerusalem (1672), etc. T.H. Lim has

' We can add another point, namely, the oral tradition; cf. SKA, The Tablet of the Heart.
12 FARKASFALVY, Inspiration & Interpretation, 159-186.
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Peter Dubovsky 5

argued that the Jewish canon corresponds essentially to the Pharisaic canon,
completed sometime between 150 and 250 CE'.

The biblical canon of a given religious tradition determined which books
should be included in the Sacred Scripture. Along the way some biblical books
got incorporated into the canon and others were eliminated for linguistic,
dogmatic, liturgical, or pastoral reasons'*. Once the books of Sacred Scripture
were fixed, that collection became normative for a given religious community.
The canonical collection of the biblical books was considered to be inspired.
Despite the diversity of the canons, the Jewish-Christian canons have a strikingly
similar core. This indicates that collections such as the Pentateuch, Prophets,
Psalms, etc. were considered by all traditions to be inspired'®. Since the
historiographic collections (Genesis—2 Kings and 1-2 Chronicles) are included
in all canons, we can rightly conclude that all communities considered them to
be inspired texts. However, some canons include other historiographic works and
novels, for example 1-2 Maccabees, Tobit, Judith, and the Greek version of
Esther in the Catholic Canon, 3—4 Esdras in the Armenian Canon, 1-3 Enoch in
the Orthodox Tewahedo Canon, and 3 Maccabees in the Greek, Slavonic, and
Georgian Orthodox Canon.

The order of the historiographic collection also differs in different
traditions. For example, the Roman Catholic canon orders the historical books as
follows: Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1 Samuel-2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Tobit,
Judith, Esther, 1-2 Maccabees'®. But the Hebrew canon includes Joshua—2 Kings
among the prophets, and Ruth, Esther, Ezra, Nehemiah, and 1-2 Chronicles
among the Writings. The Catholic organization of the biblical historiography
presents a linear historical progression, starting with Joshua, going through the
periods of the Judges, Monarchies, Exile, Return from the Exile, and the
Hellenistic domination of Israel, and finishing with the Roman Empire (1 Macc 8).
The gospels resume the narrative with the Roman period. Moreover, the Catholic

13 LM, The Formation of the Jewish Canon, 304.

14 For the complexity of this process see BECKER — SCHOLZ, Kanon in Konstruktion.

15 For the list of different canons see MCDONALD, The Formation of the Biblical
Canon, 491-497.

16 It is necessary to notice that the translations into modern languages, even though
approved by local authorities, have different order. Most translations put 1-2 Maccabees after
Esther and thus create a coherent historiographic corpus and the Old Testaments ends with
the Book of Malachi (cf. CEI, CELAM, Einheitsiibersetzung, La Bible de Jérusalem, etc.).
However, the Neo-Vulgate puts 1-2 Maccabees at the end of the Old Testament. Consequently,
the theology of the history is different.
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6 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

Canon connects biblical historiography with the Pentateuch, starting with the
creation of the world and ending with the Roman period. The Roman Catholic
Canon is oriented Christologically'’, whereas the Jewish Canon concludes with
the Books of Chronicles and emphasizes the return to the Holy Land'®. In the
Roman Catholic Canon the Books of Kings are part of a Christologically-
oriented historiography'’.

The formation of the canon presupposed a biblical text which was more or
less fixed. Since the Bible and its parts have been translated into 3,589
languages?’, it was and is necessary to evaluate the quality of the translations. It
follows that the formation of the biblical text went hand-in-hand with the
formation of the Canton. It was crucial for communities to decide in which
language(s) the authoritative texts should be transmitted, which version of the
Bible should be used in the cult, and which textual variants should be taken into
account. The Jewish Canon included texts written in Hebrew and Aramaic, but
not those written in Greek. In the Roman Catholic tradition, the Neo-Vulgate
promulgated in 1979 and revised in 1986 presents a selection of Hebrew, Greek,
and Aramaic texts and indicates the textual variants that should be used in official
Catholic translations for cultic activities. A comparison of official Latin
translations, such as the Sixtine Vulgate (1590), the Sixto-Clementine Vulgate
(1592), the Stuttgart Vulgate (1969), and the Neo-Vulgate (1979 and 1986)
shows that the official Latin translation has been corrected and improved, taking
into consideration biblical studies available to the translators. A similar process
can be noticed in the Syriac, Slavonic, Armenian, Coptic, Greek, Ethiopic, and
other official translations of the Bible.

From the historical critical viewpoint, we can suggest that in this phase of
the formation of the Bible copyists were no longer distinguishing different strata
of the text. The originally different strata of the text (see below) had collapsed

17 Cf. Greek Orthodox, Slavonic and Armenian Canon.

18 “Thus said King Cyrus of Persia: The LORD God of Heaven has given me all the
kingdoms of the earth, and has charged me with building Him a House in Jerusalem, which
is in Judah. Any one of you of all His people, the LORD his God be with him and let him go
up.” (2 Chr 36:23; NRSV)

1% This organization of the biblical books made its way into several Christian
chronicles that start with the creation of the world and go to the era of their writers; thus,
Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 260—339 CE) composed his Chronicle and Church History, St. Cyril
composed his Proglas covering the history up to the 9" cent. AD.

20 Cf. https://www.wycliffe.net/resources/statistics/ [accesed August 12, 2023].
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Peter Dubovsky 7

into one sacred text. Also, textual variants and translations were controlled by
a fixed authoritative sacred text (cf. Neo-Vulgate).

Prior to the invention of the printing press authoritative texts were copied
by hand and copyists may have introduced some changes, intentionally or
unintentionally. A marginal note in the Codex Vaticanus reads “Fool and knave,
leave the old reading and do not change it!” To sum up, by this point it was no
longer advisable to alter the content of a biblical book, as had been the case in
earlier phases (see below).

Finally, the copyists were attentive not only to the general content but also
to single words and even single letters that they copied. Thus, at the end of the
Books of Kings is written:

NI WK UAOY AP DWHWY MR WA 49K 050 807 'P10s D10
bR 1 wR

This example indicates that scribes carefully counted the words of each
book, so that copyists could check whether they had omitted anything. This
suggests that the communities and their representatives considered inspired not
only the Bible’s general content but also its single words.

What does the foregoing imply for the concept of inspiration? The
formation of the canonical texts was in most cases a communal decision that was
promulgated in an official form, such as the Council of Trent, the Synod of Dort,
etc. The result of this process was triple. First, it was decided which books were
part of the canon; second, which version/translation of the Bible was to be
considered inspired and normative for a given community; and finally, which
textual variants should be preferred in the normative texts.

It follows that a model of inspiration pertinent for this phase of the
formation of the Bible should explain the discernment of the community or its
representatives that decided which books and textual variants should be included
or excluded from the biblical canon. The choice and the order of the biblical
books determined not only which historiographic collections were considered
inspired, but also how to interpret the history of the universe.

Moreover, the copyists’ attentiveness to every single word and even to
letters suggests that at this stage they were no longer free to modify the
manuscripts that they copied, as had been the case in earlier phases (see below).

2l The sum of the verses of the book of the Kings is one thousand five hundred and
three hundred and four and (the center) is marked by (the words) %% 1 WK "0 MWK,
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8 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

Every single word was to be transmitted, since each word was considered an
inspired utterance of God.

Taking into consideration the conclusions summarized above, we can
rightly employ the term verbal inspiration to explain the transmission of the
biblical text, 1-2 Kings included. At this stage not only the kerygma of the Bible
was at stake but also single words and phrases. Consequently not only the general
concepts were inspired but also every single word was considered inspired and
thus to be carefully transmitted. If we ask what role the human being played in
this process, we can use the concept of instrumental inspiration: first, the copyists
were to faithfully copy manuscript; second, the manuscript was perceived as
being composed by an author who was “acting simply as an instrument in God’s
hand; so that the resulting composition [was] not his, but God’s”** and thus
normative for the given community.

Translations into Greek

Before the translation of the Bible into Latin, Syriac, Armenian, or other
languages took place, the first major translation was into Greek. The translation
of the Bible into Greek during the Hellenistic period radically widened access to
the Israelite sacred texts. On the one hand, the Israeclite sacred texts became
available even to the non-Jewish public; on the other hand, the translation into
Greek entailed the modification of those texts.

Even a quick thumbing through the Greek? and Hebrew manuscripts of 1—
2 Kings suffices to reveal numerous differences between them. Some differences
can be explained as scribal mistakes, others as intentional changes®*. To illustrate
the editorial and translatological processes of this phase of the formation of the
Bible, let us turn to an example from the Solomon narrative.

The G®A™* contain major differences relative to the MT. First, the G®4™
have two sets of miscellanea in ch. 2, namely, after v. 35 and v. 46. The first set

22 McCLOREY, The Inspiration of the Bible, 49-50.

2 In particular, the Codex Vaticanus (G®), the Codex Alexandrinus (G*), and the
Antiochian text (GA™),

24 Cf. SPERBER, Some Tannaitic Biblical Variants; LEUCHTER — ADAM, Soundings
in Kings; SCHNIEDEWIND, Excavating the Text of 1 Kings 9; EDELMAN, Deuteronomy-Kings
as Emerging Authoritative Books; ROMER, The Case of the Book of Kings; VERMEYLEN, Les
écrivants deutéronomistes travaillaient-ils en Babylonie ou en Palestine?; ROFE, Text and
Context; TREBOLLE BARRERA — OTERO — MORALES, Textual and Literary Criticism.
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Peter Dubovsky 9

of miscellanea® appears in the GB*A™" whereas the second occurs only in the
GBAn Other important plusses appear in ch. 10 after v. 22. Similar themes are
treated in the MT in chs. 9 and 10. Secondly, there are some noteworthy changes
to chs. 3, 5, 6, and 7. Some are concerned with syntax and vocabulary, and there
are some repetitions and short plusses and minuses. There are also passages that
prove that there were two different versions of the same biblical text. For
example, ch. 1 Kings 6 of the MT and of the G®*™ present two different
descriptions of the Jerusalem temple*®. Comparing these two descriptions we can
suggest that there was Vorlage one for the MT and Vorlage two for GBA™,
Finally, the G*™ text begins the narrative of the Books of Kings only in 1 Kgs
2:12, leaving verses 1 Kgs 1:1-2:12 as part of the Books of Samuel.

As a result of the different organization of the chapters, the plusses and
minuses, the repetitions, and the specific translation techniques, the Greek texts
present king Solomon in a different light from how he is presented in the MT?’.
For example: according to the MT, prior to Solomon’s vision at night in Gibeon
(1 Kgs 3:4-15), his wisdom was limited to executing his opponents. His first
dream was a watershed in his behavior. He became a king-judge and no longer
executed his enemies; instead, he constructed peaceful relationships with his
people and neighbors and built the temple, palaces, and other cities. Thus,
according to the MT Solomon’s increased wisdom was the result of his
relationship with God: beginning with his vision in Gibeon, growing with his
construction and dedication of the temple (1 Kgs 6-8), and deepening in his
second dream (1 Kgs 9:1-9). Following this logic, the MT inserts most wisdom
passages after the first and the second dream (1 Kgs 9:10-10:29). In other words,
Solomon’s wisdom was granted to him by God in his vision in Gibeon and then
was gradually increased.

As already noted, the G®™ contain two miscellanea located in chapter 2.
Consequently, the G®A™ transfer most wisdom passages to ch. 2, i.e., before
Solomon’s dream in Gibeon. As a result the G®*™ present Solomon’s growth in
wisdom and glory in a way different from the MT: Solomon was a full-fledged
sage from the beginning of his reign. In the G®*™ Solomon’s wisdom increased

25 In most cases, the G* follows the MT taking into consideration the GB and
sometimes the GA™.

26 DUBOVSKY, The Building of the First Temple, 109-212.

27 vaN KEULEN, Two versions of the Solomon Narrative; MORALES, Textual
Criticism; MORALES, How Much Hexaplaric Material?; TREBOLLE BARRERA — MORALES,
From the Greek Recensions to the Hebrew Editions; MORALES — TREBOLLE BARRERA, The
Edition of ITI-IV Kingdoms.
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10 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

after his dream in Gibeon and the construction of the temple, but the vision at
night in Gibeon did not have such a decisive impact on his behavior as in the
MT. The GBA"™ affirm that Solomon’s wisdom came from God, but it is not
specified how. The texts allow us to conclude that Solomon’s wisdom was innate
or was acquired through his education, particularly by observing the rules given
to him by his father David (1 Kgs 2:1-4).

A comparison of the Solomon narrative with other passages in 1-2 Kings
in Greek and in Hebrew?® suggests the following points. Firstly, the basic plot of
the story is the same in the Greek and Hebrew texts. Secondly, some passages
contain only minor additions or omissions (cf. for example 1 Kgs 3). Thirdly,
there are passages that maintain the basic plot but also contain important changes
(cf. 1 Kgs 6). Fourthly, there are chapters with significant changes (1 Kings 2
and 9-10). A similar variety of textual variants and editions is found in the
Qumran manuscripts, which contain two versions of Isaiah, Samuel, etc. This
short overview suggests that at this stage of the formation of the Bible the
communities used different texts, and that consequently we cannot speak about
one canonical text that was considered normative. The example of the Solomon
narrative shows that the translators and editors felt free to change the order of the
chapters and to edit entire passages in ways that were unacceptable in Phase 1
(see above). Finally, Solomon’s second dream (1 Kgs 9:1-9) indicates that, even
though these verses came from different sources, all manuscripts transmitted the
redactional composition without separating the sources®’. This means that at this
stage some redactional interventions were considered part of the text (cf. Phase 3).

An implication of these reflections on the concept of inspiration is that at
this stage of the formation of the Bible the inspired text had two dimensions:
static and dynamic. On the one hand there were unchangeable elements of the
Biblical text, i.e. the features of Solomon that were shared by all textual
traditions. On the other hand, there were changeable elements of the Biblical text,
1.e. the elements that Greek and Hebrew redactors and translators felt free to
change in order to update the ancient narrative for a new audience. What is
required of a model of inspiration so that it is be able to give justice to these
editorial changes and translational strategies? It must account for the capacity to
discern, on the one hand, what was the core narrative that had a normative value

28 Similarly, we can notice important differences in the Jeroboam, Elijah-Elisha
cycle, etc. These narratives also maintain the basic plot in the Greek and Hebrew texts,
however, the scribes felt free to change words and even the order of the chapters.

29 TALSHIR, Texts.
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and could not be changed and, on the other hand, what were the sections that
were “in the hands of the scribes”. As to the former, we cannot speak about verbal
inspiration, since the translators felt free to adjust syntax and vocabulary and to
make minor omissions and additions. Thus, we can partially adopt the content
model of inspiration, holding that the message of the narratives was considered
inspired, but not the single words®’. As to the latter, since not all changes were
accepted, the inspiration model should be able to explain how the scribes and
communities were “guided” in their discernment as to which changes were
acceptable and which should be excluded®'. Finally, at this stage there were
different traditions of the texts (cf. 1 Kgs 6), and it seems that both were
considered inspired and therefore to be transmitted*”. It follows that inspiration
did not presuppose one fixed text but rather a variety of texts and editions. We
can agree with J. B Prothro:

[TThe Spirit’s work [was] to prompt and guide the textualization of
divine revelation in history through persons (inspiration’s “subjective”
aspect). [...] Scripture is inspired in multiple forms, but not all forms
are inspired for the same purposes in the divine economy.*’

The Collection of Larger Compositions and Their Revision

The translators into Greek of 1-2 Kings had at their disposal what we have
called a core narrative of those books. But that core narrative was not written by
one person nor in one precise moment of history. On the contrary, various studies
have shown that the Israelite sacred texts underwent a complex redactional
process®®. D. Edelman proposed a reasonable hypothesis of the formation of
Deuteronomistic History, including the Books of Kings®®.

Although there is no unanimous scholarly consensus as to the formation of
1-2 Kings, scholars argued that an important phase of the formation of 1-2 Kings
was when scribes started assembling different traditions into larger compositions
that were later reviewed and edited. The Elijah-Elisha cycle can serve as an

30 For the discussion and limits of this model see PROTHRO, Inspiration.

31 Cf. G" as a choice among the existent traditions.

32 For a similar situation see, longer and shorter versions in Jeremiah, Sirach, and
Esther.

33 PROTHRO, Inspiration, 144-145.

3% Cf. LEMAIRE — HALPERN — ADAMS, The Books of Kings; LEVIN, Re-Reading the
Scriptures; THOMAS, Hezekiah.

35 EDELMAN, The Text-Dating Conundrum.
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12 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

example. A. Rofé’° argued that originally there were independent stories
narrating miraculous deeds of Elijah and Elisha, and that these short legends
circulated as an oral tradition. The best examples of short legends are the stories
of the widow of Zarephath (1 Kgs 17:10-16), the healing of the waters at Jericho
(2 Kgs 2:19-22), the killing of children by she-bears (2 Kgs 2:23a-24), the
miraculous recovery of the axhead (2 Kgs 6:1-7), etc. The Elijah and Elisha cycle
attests that some of these short legends were assembled into a larger narrative
that Rof¢ calls the lives of the prophets. In some collections there are few links
or none between the stories, such as the stories of Elisha’s miracles (2 Kgs 4); in
others there are literary links, such as in the movements of the prophets (2 Kgs
2:19-25); and in still others there are more elaborate literary links (1 Kgs 17:2-
24°7). These shorter cycles were later linked to the royal narratives and
transformed into a critique of the Omride dynasty (1 Kgs 17-19; 21; 2 Kgs 1).
Finally, the prophet-king controversy was inserted into a larger composition
narrating the history of ancient Israel from Solomon to Zedekiah. Narratives of
the deeds of single kings, in this case the kings of the Omride dynasty, were
introduced and concluded with royal résumés that formed a literary frame for the
legends, annals, prophetic speeches, etc. (cf. for example 1 Kgs 15:1-24, but also
1 Kgs 16:29 and 1 Kgs 22:39-40 that frames the Ahab narrative). This literary
frame formed a larger narrative called a synchronistic history that coordinated
the reigns of the southern and northern kings. This organization is similar to the
synchronistic chronicles in Mesopotamia (cf. ABC 1), but different from 1-2
Chronicles, in which the stories of the northern kingdom were eliminated.
These compositions were revised several times, and internal connections
were created within 1-2 Kings. The revisions were theological in nature, such as
the Deuteronomistic revisions of the evaluation of the fall of Samaria (2 Kgs
17:7-23) or of the evaluation of kings (cf. the case of Manasseh in 2 Kgs 21°%).
Moreover, the sections of early prophetic material were harmonized (cf. 1 Kgs
11; 12; 14; 16; 21%). Finally, specific links were created within 1-2 Kings, such
asin 1 Kgs 13:2 and 2 Kgs 23:16-18 linking the altar in Bethel, the prophet from
Judah, and king Josiah, etc., or the falls of the northern and southern kingdoms*’.

36 ROFE, Storie di profeti.

37 DUBOVSKY, Elijah.

3% MACHINIST, Manasseh of Judah.

3% WEIPPERT, Die Atiologie des Nordreiches.
40 DUBOVSKY, Suspicious Similarities.
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In summary, at a certain moment a narrative of the history of the Israelite
and Judahite kings began to assume its final shape, drawing upon different
literary and oral traditions. Scholars debate whether this process started in the
pre-exilic period, namely, during the reign of Hezekiah or Josiah*!, or whether
the composition of the overall narrative began after the exile. Different models
have been proposed for the edition of 1-2 Kings, such as the source model, the
block model, the Schichten Model, or even more complex models (DtrNA,
DtrNB, DtrEP, DtrLP, DtrPostDtr*?), or models distinguishing between political
and kerygmatic historiography*’, etc.

We cannot reconstruct with confidence each step of this process, but the
redactional techniques used by biblical scribes were well known in the ancient
Near East. An analysis of Neo-Assyrian royal inscriptions brings to light some
scribal techniques that were used by the biblical scribes as well. Ashurbanipal’s
conquest of Elam shows that the final summary was moveable, i.e. when a new
event was added the summary was moved to include a new part of the account.
A similar technique can be observed in the final regnal summaries, which were
moved when an account such as the story of Elijah was inserted into the narrative
(1 Kgs 22:39-40). Moreover, Ashurbanipal’s inscriptions show that Prism T was
inserted into Prism F and A. In other words, an entire block of text (Prism T) that
represents another textual source, was combined with an older tradition (Prism F
and A). This technique illustrates the freedom of the scribes to combine different
sources. We can see this also in the combination of DtrG, DtrN, and DtrP, which
were originally independent**. Comparing Prism A and F, we can see that the
author of Prism A added to the matrix (Prism F) new sections which contained
direct speeches, prophecies, intervention of gods, etc.; these insertions offered
theological reinterpretations of the events. Similarly, the Books of Kings contain
numerous theological evaluations that were inserted into the text, reflecting
positive or negative judgments on the part of the scribes (cf. 2 Kgs 17; 21)*.

41 See JEPSEN, Die Quellen des Kénigsbuches, 30, 38; ADAM, Warfare; LEVIN, Das
synchronistische Exzerpt; THOMAS, Hezekiah.

42 ROMER, Salomon d’aprés les Deutéronomistes.

43 ROFE, Properties of Biblical Historiography.

4 ROLLING et al., Altorientalische Literaturen.

4 DUBOVSKY, Dynamics of the Fall.
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14 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

A comparison of Esarhaddon’s annals (7™ cent. BCE) with the Babylonian
Chronicles (3™ cent. BCE) shows that the text composed several centuries after the
event did not change the basic information, i.e. the case of the conquest of Arza*®.

Thus, studies of the scribal variants occurring in Mesopotamian
historiographic texts have shown that the scribes “felt free to change the order of
certain events, to omit certain material they considered superfluous, and to
reorder or exchange with contextually synonymous equivalents various lexemes
and phrases in the exemplar before him™’.

In summary, one the hand, this phase of the formation of the Bible
presupposed earlier textual and oral traditions. But on the other hand, the scribes
were not pure conservators of tradition; they creatively reused the ancient traditions,
composed an overall narrative, and edited it. Finally, these scribal processes were
the product of several generations of single scribes and scribal schools.

S. Lear’s study of the book of Malachi has proposed a scribal model that
can be helpful for explaining this phase of the formation of 1-2 Kings. Lear
defined a scribe as a “person who had the education and skills to produce
literature in the ancient world™*®. Lear proposed three traits or roles that might
define a scribe: reader, interpreter, and composer. A scribe was first a reader, i.e.
a person familiar with the older written traditions. A scribe was also a creative
interpreter of the ancient traditions: when interpreting the older text, a scribe
applied models of his period to interpret it. Finally, a scribe not only transmitted
the ancient texts but also composed new texts.

Applying these conclusions to the concept of inspiration, it is necessary to
postulate, first, that we cannot speak about one inspired scribe, but rather about
a group and even schools of scribes. Consequently, the concept of “true authors”
can be adopted to explain this process. On the basis of the foregoing reflections,
we can conclude that the model of inspiration pertinent for this phase will have
to be able to explain the process of selection of ancient traditions, the reflective
interpretation of preexisting religious texts*’, and the creation of new compositions.
Finally, since the scribes followed redactional and editorial techniques common
in the ANE, it is correct to speak about the scribes who were got their inspiration
from surrounding cultures.

46 Assyrian prisms RINAP 4 1, 2, 3, 30, 31, 77, 78, 79, 93 are dated between 676—
672 BCE; Babylonian chronicle ABC 14 is dated to the third cent. BCE.

47 HOBSON, Transforming Literature, 32.

“8 LEAR, Scribal Composition, 147.

49 SCHMID, Is There Theology in the Hebrew Bible?, 49.
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First Written Compositions

The scribal activities described above presuppose ancient written and oral
traditions. Scholars heatedly debate which strata of 1-2 Kings represent the
oldest ones. Recently it has been argued that some northern traditions, which
were later incorporated into the southern narratives, might represent the earliest
strata®®. P. Dubovsky has presented methodologies that, if combined, can identify
the oldest stratum of the Northern tradition in 2 Kgs 13-14°'. The first step is
a comparison with ANE textual material dated to the 9"-8™ cent. BCE. Selected
geographic areas of the ancient Near East, such as Assyria, Urartu, Suhu,
Hamath, Sam’al, Damascus, and Moab, provide texts dated to the 98" cent.
BCE that allow us to reconstruct the reasons for the composition of a written text,
namely, the king’s victories and liberation from oppression by neighbors. Similar
motifs appear in 2 Kgs 13—14. According to the Bible, the Nimshide kings took
advantage of the Assyrian expansion not only to recover territories lost to Aram
but also to conquer Judah, to capture Judahite Amaziah, and to loot Jerusalem
and its temple. On one hand it is difficult to imagine that the looting of Jerusalem
could have been invented by a Judahite scribe in the postexilic period. On the
other hand, some of these achievements, such as the battle at Beth-shemesh and
Nimshide territorial expansion and building activities, can be corroborated by
archeological evidence®>. Comparable royal achievements were normally
sufficient reason for composing historiographic texts during the ninth—eighth
century. Thus, the achievements of the Nimshide kings, such as the conquest of
Aram and Judah as well as the new constructions described in 2 Kgs 13—14,
would have been a good motif for the composition of a historiographic text in
Israel, as it was in other regions.

Second, an examination of the literary styles of 2 Kgs 13—14 demonstrates
that the scribes employed three literary genres: the report (2 Kgs 13:3b.7.22.24-
25; 14:25.28b), the account (2 Kgs 13:3-5.22-25; 14:25-27), and the historical
story (2 Kgs 14:8-14). These literary forms, along with such motifs and themes
as divine anger and the oppression-liberation pattern, were generally employed
by ANE scribes in historiographic texts in the regions mentioned above. In other

30 ROMER, Jeroboam II.

5 DUBOVSKY, The Birth of Israelite Historiography, 70-100.

52 BUNIMOVITZ — LEDERMAN, The Iron Age Fortifications of Tel Beth Shemesh;
BuUNiMOVITZ — LEDERMAN, The Final Destruction of Beth Shemesh; BUNIMOVITZ —
LEDERMAN, Tel Beth-Shemesh.
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16 Critical Exegesis of the Books of Kings in the Light of the Concept of Inspiration

words, the biblical scribes not only used the same motifs but also the same
literary styles as the historiographies of the 9"-8" cent. BCE.

Finally, a study of the redactional history of 2 Kings 13—14 shows that
beneath a thick layer of Deuteronomistic redaction there are pre-Deuteronomistic
sections, such as an ancient synchronization of the royal chronologies of Judah
and Israel, oppression-liberation stories, and salvation vocabulary. Putting all
these data together, Dubovsky has argued that Israelite historiography started
during the Nimshide dynasty in the 9"-8™ cent. BCE, and that it followed the
historiographic conventions used in that period throughout the ANE, focusing
mainly on royal military achievements. In summary, these passages (2 Kgs 13:7.
13.22.24-25; 14:7-14.19-20.25a) represent the most ancient historiography of
Israel, a literary genre typical of the 9"-8" cent. BCE royal inscriptions.

Similarly, in light of studies of legal documents, treaties, administrative
texts, magic and other types of texts, we can conclude with D. Edelman that the
written texts of this phase were limited primarily to specialized genres®>.

This and similar examples®* show that the oldest strata of 1-2 Kings were
originally part of different compositions and only later were incorporated into
the later narrative, with some changes. These ancient compositions were
composed anew, following literary and religious patterns that were common in
the surrounding cultures. These compositions were not originally intended as
Sacred Scripture, as we now understand it. The references to different annals and
songs in 1-2 Kings suggest that there were several historiographic and other
types of compositions.

Which kind of model of inspiration is required for this phase of the
formation of the Bible? First, the model needs to explain the interaction between
the Spirit and the scribe who was composing a text anew while following the
literary models and religious scheme common to the period. Second, because no
historiographic composition is absolutely objective, the model of inspiration
must take into account the ideological and religious interpretations that could
have significantly altered the historical event in order to promote the glory of the
king, his god(s) and his nation (see the presentation of Sennacherib’s campaign
against Jerusalem in 2 Kings 18-19°%). Finally, some texts that were later
incorporated or referred to in the biblical compositions had no religious overtone
and so were not originally composed as Sacred Scripture: for example, receipts,

53 EDELMAN, The Text-Dating Conundrum, 7.
54 For more details cf. MCKENZIE, I Kings 16 — 2 Kings 16.
55 DUBOVSKY, Hezekiah and the Assyrian Spies.

Studia Biblica Slovaca



Peter Dubovsky 17

contracts, and letters excavated at Jerusalem, Arad, Lachish, etc. that follow the
models of first millennium administrative practices’®.

Conclusions

This article has argued for a renewal of the concept of inspiration. Our
focus has been to create a dialogue between the historical critical methodology
and the concept of inspiration®”. Toward that goal we first summarized different
phases of the formation of the Books of Kings. Based on that proposal we
proposed, on one hand, that a single concept of inspiration cannot explain
different stages of the formation of the Books of Kings. On the other hand, some
traditional models of inspiration can be still used, such as instrumental or
verbatim inspiration. However, they are applicable only for some phases of the
formation of the Bible.
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Summary

The focus of this article is to create a dialogue between the historical critical methodology
and the concept of inspiration. Firstly, I advance a proposal on the composition of the Books
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“Who Can Judge a Manslayer?”
The Recontextualization of the Legislation about the Cities

of Refuge in Josh 20:4-5

Blazej Strba

Hartmut N. Rosel in his commentary to Joshua, suggested that the tradition
of the cities of refuge comes from early sanctuaries that served as places of
asylum and “[a]ccording to Josh 20 and related texts this ancient reality, not
regulated by any administration, was abandoned. Now special places were
determined, and legal standards developed. Juridical regulations took the place
of sacred asylum™'. According to Résel the ancient custom that the person in
danger of life would seek protection at the cultic place did not have any
institutional support. On the other side, Adrian Schenker suggested the institution
of place of refuge belonged to the most ancient Israelite tradition®. As survey of
research done by Martin Staszak has shown® that the debate on the interesting
issue of the asylum cities is not yet over. However, once the institution of city of
asylum was introduced in Deut 19 and Num 35, the cultic aspect slowly
disappeared. In Num 35 and in Josh 20:6, perhaps the motif of the death of the
high priest might be a faint echo of cultic vestige®.

The aim of our research is to determine the possible reason for the
legislative innovation in Jos 20:4-5. We will proceed in four steps. The
comparison of the three Pentateuchal asylum laws with the aim to identify
differences regarding a role of the authorities in the process of protecting the
unintentional manslayer, will be the first step of this study. In the second step,
special attention will be given to the role of the authorities in the asylum
regulation from Josh 20. In the third step different viewpoints on the
unintentionality of the texts and of the manslayer will be discussed. In the fourth

" I want to thank Lionel Goh for his careful reading and corrections of my
English. Any mistakes are mine.

' ROSEL, Joshua, 324 (italics added).

2 SCHENKER, Intentionalitiit, 209-217.

3 STASZAK, Die Asylstidte, 1-43.

4 Cf. ROSEL, Joshua, 324.
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step the reason for the novelty of Josh 20:4-5 will be proposed. The conclusion
follows.

1 Three Laws within the Pentateuch

In this part we present briefly three Pentateuchal laws related to the
protection of the manslayer. The first text to be treated is the shortest one (Exod
21:12-14). The second text will be Deut 19:1-13 and the third text the longest —
Num 35:9-34, which is a later priestly elaboration based on the Deuteronomic
version, as many exegetes argue’. Therefore, for the purpose of our study, we
present these texts in accordance with their assumed process of development,
which is far from simple®. However, our attention will especially be focussed on
how the authorities treat the unintentional manslayer, particularly in Josh 20.
Thus, we will not address the direction of dependence among the Pentateuchal
texts, but rather we focus on dependence of Josh 20 over against the Pentateuchal
texts’.

1.1 Exod 21:12-14 in Its Literary Context

Four death penalties

In the book of the covenant (Exod 21:20-23:33) there is the group of four
laws that defines the crimes against another’s bodily well-being with the death
penalty, 21:12-17. The four laws have a simple structure: after the protasis which
describes the offence, follows the apodosis with the final sentence nn¥ nin “shall
be put to death”. Each law is characterised by the participial style in the protasis,
1.e. in the sentences describing the crimes: “he who strikes (721n) a man” (v. 12a),
“he who strikes (n2m1) his father or mother” (v. 15a), “he who steals (2331) a man

5 Cf. ROFE, History, 205-239; RUWE, Das Zusammenwirken, 200-218; STACKERT,
Rewriting, 58-61; OTTO, Deuteronomium 1,1—4,43, 596-598; see also notes 6 and 7.

® Cf. STACKERT, Rewriting, 68-96; Cocco, Torah as a Place, 113-158; KISLEV,
Cities of Refuge Law, 249-263.

7 Cf. WELLHAUSEN, Composition (1889), 207, was probably the first to propose
diachronic order: Exod 21:12-14, Deut 19:1-13, then Num 35:9-34 and finally Josh 20. For
the early overview of the state of research see ROFE, History, 205-210; also RUWE, Das
Zusammenwirken, 195-196; STASZAK, Die Asylstddte, 122-229; Cocco, Torah as a Place,
145-155; GASSs, Asyl, 52-61. Moreover, whether the text of Exod 21:13-14 is a later insertion
dependent on Deut 19 is a subject of ongoing debate.
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and sells him” (v. 16a), “he who curses ('7’7@7;1) his father or his mother” (v. 17a).
These four laws form a unity characterised by parallelism and alternation. The
parallelism consists in the participial form of the verb of crime and in the
execution N1 Nin “shall be put to death” (vv. 12¢.15b.16d.17b). The alternation
is observed in the persons being attacked: “man” (vv. 12a.16a), and “his father
or mother” (vv. 15a.17a).

Two specifications of the first crime (vv. 13-14)

An obvious syntactic distinction is evident within this unit of four laws
from the use of verbs. Whereas in the four laws the protasis has the participle
(vv. 12-17), in a small unit of vv. 13-14 the verbs are in the finite forms®. This
grammatical form distinguishes these verses very well not only from the four
neighbouring laws (vv. 12.15-17), but also from the whole unity of all legal
sentences of the casuistic laws — mishpatim (21:1-22:16). More precisely, in vv.
13-14 the protasis has the verb in the ga/ (v. 13a, 17¥) or yigtol (v. 14a, 1), while
the apodosis has the decisive verb in yigtol (v. 13d, 013; v. 14b, upgza)".

R ) WX 13a But if he did not lie in wait for him,
1'[:'? TR D’H5Nﬂ1 13b but God let him fall into his hand,
Dipn 79 A1 13c  then I will appoint for you a place
D :RW DI WK 13d  to which he may flee.
Uja'? YIOY WR N1 14a Butif a man willfully attacks another to kill him
nava by cunning,
(o} :nm‘; NP NA oY 14b  you shall take him from my altar, that he may die.

Most importantly, vv. 13-14 attract our attention in terms of content,
because they develop the theme of the previous law (v. 12) that is not the case in
the other three laws (vv. 15-17). Indeed, they can provide a specific careful
distinction for the first law with the capital punishment. The first law deals with
the case of the “free Israclites with all the rights of free citizens”'°. As proposed
by Francesco Cocco, the crime occurs in the context of “the peaceful co-existence

of the ‘covenant community’”'"; in the daily life in which the people interact

8 Biblical quotations are taken mostly from the English Standard Version.

° For the issue of vv. 13-14 as later additions, see e.g. OTTO, Wandel, 31-32;
SCHWIENHORST-SCHONBERGER, Bundesbuch, 38-41; or Cocco, Torah, 121-122, 132.

19 HOUTMAN, Exodus 20-40, 132.

' Cocco, Torah, 116.
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within a variety of the situations. But the two further stipulations recognize that
not all homicides are equal. The stipulations distinguish between accidental
homicide (v. 13) and premeditated (murder) (v. 14). If the manslaughter
happened in a moment of anger, or under other substantial exterior influence on
the killer, he may be granted safety in a place 0ipn of asylum (v. 13). However,
asylum was not granted to the killer in full possession of his faculties, giving an
example of personal gain or vengeance (v. 14)'%.

Two other regulations, one from Num 35 and another from Deut 19,
elaborate much on the issue of the asylum law from Exod 21:12-14 in different
way. Let us list only some improvement. First, the cultic place (altar) is
substituted by the urban place — city. Second, they extend the description of
intentionality of both the killer and the accidental homicide. Third, major
importance is given on the process of discernment.

1.2 Deut 19:1-13

The law of asylum (Deut 19:1-13) that replaced the old law of the altar
asylum (Exod 21:13)", indicates urban places as a protected area and also
specifies the executor. In the first part (Deut 19:1-10) the executor of the
punishment is “the avenger of blood” 0771 583 (v. 6, cf. v. 12), while in the second
part (vv. 11-13) there are “the elders of the city” 7"pn *ap1 (v. 12) who will deliver
the intentional murderer to the avenger. But the way capital punishment is carried
out is not made explicit in this regulation.

The outline of Deut 19:1-13

The passage starts with a theological introduction (v. 1) followed by the
command to set apart three asylum cities so that any manslayer can flee to them
(vv. 2-3). Then there is an explanatory case of the accidental (ny7-523)"

12 Cf. HOUTMAN, Exodus 20—40, 133. For more on reconceptualization of nipn in
Deuteronomy 19:1-13, see STACKERT, Rewriting, 49-57.

13 STACKERT, Why Does Deuteronomy, 24-49; STACKERT, Rewriting, 38-49, has
pointed to strong literary connections between these laws and argues that Exod 21:12-14
serves as the main source for Deut 19:1-13.
our issue (Deut 4:42; 19:4; Josh 20:3.5) and one in Job 35:16 “Job opens his mouth in empty
talk / he multiplies words without knowledge.” The translation “unknowingly”, “unwittingly”
(cf. CHRISTENSEN, Deuteronomy [1-21, 422) has the basic aim to distinguish it from the
synonymous “unintentionally”.
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manslayer (vv. 4-7), which also discusses the possibility of his unjust execution.
(This part occupies 1/3 of the whole passage.) In verses 8-10 another theological
note envisions a future enlargement of the territory and thus also three new
asylum cities. The last part of the regulations (vv. 11-12) involves the (long)
protasis with an explanatory case of the (intentional) murderer (v. 11) and in the
apodosis of v. 12 there is a regulation how the murderer shall be treated —
eliminated. The final verse of the pericope (v. 13) encourages the audiences (cf.
the 2™ person sg) not to have pity on the murderer and to purge the guilt of
innocent blood.

The role of the authorities in the process (v. 12)

The authorities are involved in the execution process only in v. /2. The
three propositions describe the elders from the murderer’s city who act.

Y It -111'?’(?] 12a  then the elders of his city shall send
DWn iNR 1np'71 12b  and take him from there,
071 5K} T2iNR 1NN 12¢  and hand him over to the avenger of blood,
N 12d  so that he may die.

First, the elders of the murderer’s city send (In9W1) emissaries to the
asylum city, who take the murderer (ink 3Mp%1) and hand him over (ink 11n1) to
the avenger, who acts accordingly. Thus only v. 12 presents an authoritative
decision of “the elders” from the murderer’s city (17" *3p1, v. 12a) on how the
murderer shall be brought back and handed over to the executor — avenger.

However, there is no description about any specific discussion on how the
murderer should be proven guilty. Only a final decision of the elders from the
home city of the murderer is presented. It is also clear that the murderer had
escaped previously to “one of these cities” (987 D™y NNRR, cf. v. 11) of
refuge and that the juridical deliberation of the elders of the murderer’s city is
binding for the asylum city.

1.3 Num 35:9-34

Num 35 consists of two distinct prescriptions. The first is short and
concerns 48 cities with the land for the Levites (35:1-8). The second, which is
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much longer prescribes the designation of the six' cities of asylum (vv. 9-34)'¢,
It is commonly accepted that Num 35:9-34 is a (late) priestly composition'”. It is
a code of law regulating different forms of murder that have broad social,
religious and economic implications for our understanding of post-exilic society.
Num 35:9-34 provides significant information on the subject of biblical criminal
law and according to Cocco, it reflects a clearly identifiable phase in its
development!'®,

This regulation on the asylum cities in Num 35:9-34 may be divided into
four parts. After the presentation of the cities of refuge (vv. 9-15), the distinction
between the murderer and an unintentional manslayer is presented (vv. 16-23).
The third part presents the procedures with the unintentional manslayer (vv. 24-
29) and the last part closes the unit with the religious justification of the penalty
(vv. 30-34).

The outline of Num 35:9-34

The pericope on the asylum cities opens with the instructions regarding
setting up the cities of refuge for the unintentional manslayer (vv. 9-15). After
the introduction of the divine instruction (vv. 9-10b), God through Moses
instructs the people about six cities of refuge (vv. 10c-15), which shall protect
only the “unintended” manslaughter (n¥9 [vv. 11.12] and wa3-n2an-53 [v. 15]).
The word n33w3a “inadvertently”'” encompasses this part (vv. 11c.15b).

The second part (vv. 16-23) is a detailed description that, via fictive
examples, instructs how to distinguish between the premeditated murder (six

15 According to BARMASH, Homicide, 84,“[t]he precise number of cities of refuge is
therefore generated by the Priestly law’s theological numerology”.

16 Cf. KNIERIM - COATS, Numbers, 325-327; Cocco, Torah, 45-50. However, the
two texts are linked through the two related topics. First, because the six cities of asylum are
taken from those 48 Levitical cities (v. 6) and second, because, in both the idea that the
Levites have a special role is present, as Dozeman suggests, because their divine possession
has the ability to protect Israel and its land from the danger of divine wrath. Cf. DOZEMAN,
Numbers, 263; SEEBASS, Numeri 22,2-36,13, 426-4217.

7 Cf. ROFE, History, 205-239; RUWE, Das Zusammenwirken, 209-218; cf.
MCKEATING, Development, 54-55; BUDD, Numbers, 382; LEVINE, Numbers 21-36, 547,
SCHMIDT, Numeri 10,11-36,13, 217; SEEBASS, Numeri 22,2-36,13, 427.

18 Cocco, Torah, 52-158.

19 Cf. LEVINE, Numbers 21-36, 554; ASHLEY, Numbers (2022), 581. The word can
be rendered by the expression “by mistake”, as the example of Lev 22:14 suggests: “And if
anyone eats of a holy thing unintentionally (M33W2 WTp 92x"), he shall add the fifth of its
value to it and give the holy thing to the priest.”
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examples in vv. 16-18 [(1) with an iron object, (2) with a stone tool, (3) with
a wooden tool].20-21[(4) out of hatred &3, (5) with malicious intent 777¥3,
(6) in enmity N2'X1]) and the unintentional accidental homicide (six cases in vv.
22-23 [(7) suddenly ynaza, (8) without enmity n2'&"83, (9) without malicious
intent 777¥ 853, (10) without seeing nix7 853, (11) not (being) his enemy -84
9 amR, (12) not seeking him harm iny7 wWpan 89)).

The third part (vv. 24-29) deals with the necessary procedures of “the
congregation” 17Yn regarding the case of unintentional manslayer destined to
the asylum city (vv. 24-25). Then special attention is given to the permanent stay
of the manslayer in the city of refuge (vv. 26-29). If he leaves the city before the
death of the high priest who is actually in the office, the avenger may kill the
manslayer (v. 27).

The last part, the religious justification of the penalty (vv. 30-34), opens
another problem in v. 30 — that of witnesses. The next two verses (vv. 31-32)
deal with the two cases of unacceptable bribery. Similarly, the last two verses
(vv. 33-34) present a new issue of the theological perspective by which the unity
is closed, and which seeks to spare the murderer from a revenge of blood
undertaken privately and without the community’s involvement.

The role of the authorities (vv. 12b.24-25)

There are at least two explicit mentions (vv. 12b.24-25), in which some
procedure of the authorities on the manslayer’s status may be established. In v. 12
there is first evidence that 77pn “the congregation” shall give the judgment
(vawnY) regarding the accused killer. Indeed, nTpn conveys a juridical role.
Although the term 77Tp7 represents a juridical body, it cannot include any major
group, but, as Pamela Barmash argues, it can here “apply to a small local court,
not a central assembly”?°.

Hran VPR o™ 0% »M 12a The cities shall be for you a refuge from the avenger,
nyin min 891 12b  that the manslayer may not die
:09wnY MTYn *38% 11Yy=TY 12¢ until he stands before the congregation for judgment.

Most probably it is not this whole court, but its chiefs who hold the
executive power over the manslayer. According to Barmash, “Numbers 35 is the
only reference to the judicial function of the 7Y™ and all other cases of 77 in

20 BARMASH, Homicide, 89.
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the Hebrew Bible do not exercise any similar role*'. From the text itself it is not
clear where the seat of this “congregation” is, though one may assume that it will
be in the manslayer’s city (cf. Deut 19:12).

In vv. 24-25 there is another explicit reference to 77y, which represents
ajuridical authority, and which offers more details about its executive
obligations than v. 12.

nonn P2 1wy 24a ... then the congregation shall judge between the
' 071 5N 7’31 manslayer and the avenger of blood,

:n‘_?z;z,j DVaYnn 59 24b in accordance with these rules,
nEINTNR [NTYA -15’}_2m: 25a and the congregation shall rescue the manslayer

o7 583 TN from the hand of the avenger of blood,
iNR 12"WM 25b and the congregation shall restore him
vopn TYHR to his city of refuge

RY DITMWKR 25¢ to which he had fled.
'7“[;}3 1120 Min™TY A2 2w 25d And he shall live in it until the death of the high priest
2WTPD 1RWA INR NWRTWR 25¢ who was anointed with the holy oil.

Whereas in the preceding verses 22-23 that form a long protasis of a case
regarding the innocent manslayer is described, in verses 24-25¢ that form an
apodosis, the judgment is passed. The 7Y decides on the basis of D™aWAN
n%xn “these rules” (v. 24), which is a reference to the previous regulations in vv.
22-23. The congregation’s decision was binding both for the “avenger of blood”
and for “the manslayer” (v. 25a), which proves that the congregation’s juridical
authority was respected. Moreover, also the executive authority of ATpd is
equally respected since it lets the innocent manslayer “bring back™ (312°Win1) to
the asylum city and lets him stay there till the death of the high priest (v. 25b-d).

In the first three juxtaposed sentences in the apodosis there is one and the
same subject 7TV “the congregation”, repeated with each of the three different
verbs “judge” (30awy, v. 25b), “rescue” (1'7’33], v. 25b) and “restore” (32w,
v. 25b). The emphasis on “the congregation” is evident and each action must be
taken by it, and not by any other authority. It appears clear from the
congregation’s last action (12*w1)) that this executive authority came not from
the asylum city, but either from the city of the origin of the killer, or killed person,
or perhaps of the place of killing. Indeed, the case may be examined by (the

21 BARMASH, Homicide, 89.

StBiS1 16 (1/2024)



30 “Who Can Judge a Manslayer?”

congregation of) the people who might know and examine the circumstances of
the (unintentional) killing. Then, the manslayer, on the other hand, must have
first escaped from the place of the killing and must have stayed in the asylum
city (cf. vv. 11-12) before he was to be taken back to the congregation for
judgment.

Thus, this explicit reference to the juridical authority in vv. 24-25 supports
the view that before the innocent manslayer be officially accepted into the asylum
city (i.e. his second entry), its case must be examined in the city to which the
killing is directly related. Although the manslayer must have previously escaped
to the asylum city, there is not any reference to the examination of manslayer’s
case at the first entry to the asylum city. It is clear that the congregation makes
a final decision that is obligatory for both parties.

Somehow passive in this juridical process is the authority of the high priest
(v. 25), whose death has nonetheless a binding consequence for the manslayer’s
stay in the city of refuge. When the high priest dies?, the manslayer is free to
leave the asylum city. Though the overall meaning of the phrase is not very clear,
it does not have an important impact on our issue.

1.4 Comparison of the Authorities’ Involvement

When the two texts Num 35 and Deut 19 are compared regarding how they
treat the juridical authority, the differences reveal some improvement of the
priestly text over against the Deuteronomic tradition. Or more precisely the
comparison indicates the shift of interest from one text to another. The method
of examining the intentionality of the crime, which must have been important for
the juridical body, is simpler in Deuteronomy (19:4d-5.[6].11) than in Numbers
(35:16-18[19].20-21d.[21ef].22-23). Numbers 35 witnesses to the qualitative

22 There have been several proposals made to explain the meaning of this sentence.
The explanation of the expiatory death of the high priest (KEIL — DELITZSCH, Commentar.
L2, 394-395; MERZ, Die Blutrache, 132; NICOLSKY, Das Asylrecht, 168-171; recently
ASHLEY, Numbers [2022], 583-584) enjoys great popularity (more than 100 years).
BARMASH, Homicide, 103, argues for an expiatory role of the high priest for the others on
the basis of two texts — Lev 4:13-21 and Exod 28:36-38 — and then concludes that
“[a]ccording to Numbers 35, after the high priest’s death, the accidental murderer is no longer
pursued by D71 523, because the expiatory death of the high priest is accepted by DTn H83.”
However, there is also a contrasting opinion on this issue, €. g. STASZAK, Die Asylstddte, 296.
According to GASS, Asyl, 37-41, who presents different possibilities, the time limit is not
interpreted internally in the Bible, and this blank space cannot be explained anyway.
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development of the instructions for the investigation. There is also a difference
in the authorities’ designation in the city of refuge — “the elders” of the
manslayer’s city in Deut 19:12 are substituted by “the congregation” in Num 35.
Though “the elders” might be included in the latter “congregation”, vice versa is
hardly possible. Moreover, there is also a difference in the authorities’ actions.
The elders’ involvement includes actions like “to send”, “to take” and “to hand
over” (Deut 19:12), whereas the congregation’s involvement comprises actions
like “to judge”, “to rescue” and “to restore” (Num 35:24-25). Also interesting is
the difference of authorities’ decision regarding the movement of the manslayer:
whereas the elders command the killer to come back to the home city and be
handed over to the avenger; the congregation, conversely, judge the manslayer
innocent and hand him over back to the city of refuge. But this decision depends
more on the intentionality of the manslayer than on the reasoning of the
authorities. Moreover, the congregation’s engagement in Num 35 is described
more in detail and is presented both with juridical terminology and executive
authority, whereas Deut 19 simply presupposes mainly the juridical authority of
the elders. It is important to note that none of the two texts deals with the process
of acceptance of the manslayer at his first entry into the city of refuge.

2 The Role of the Authorities in MT Josh 20

In Josh 20, the LORD commands Joshua to designate the cities of refuge
and Joshua shall do it in accordance with the God’s previous commands given to
Moses (vv. 1-2). First and foremost, this first reference of the LORD is clearly
to the pericope Num 35:9-34. There is also another evident reference of Josh
20:4.5 which is Deut 19:5.6. Basically, the short text of Josh 20 is a combination
of both Pentateuchal passages. This fact created a general tendency among the
scholars to understand Josh 20 as a composition depending on the parallel
Pentateuchal texts>.

First, we present the outline of Josh 20:1-9 and then due attention will be
given to the speech of the LORD (vv. 2-6) where the role of the authorities is
significant.

23 Cf. NOTH, Josua [1938], 95-97; NOTH, Josua [1953], 123-124, 127. (Interestingly,
in his later commentary to the Book of Numbers [Noth, Numeri, 218-219], Noth considered
Num 35 as later than Josh 20); CORTESE, Josua 13-21, 79-80; VAN DER KooU, Zum
Verhiltnis, 190; RUWE, Das Zusammenwirken, 218-220.
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2.1 The Outline of Josh 20:1-9

The chapter begins with a short introduction of the divine discourse (v. 1),
followed by a relatively long speech of the LORD (vv. 2-6) after which there is
a brief report on the implementation of divine instructions (vv. 7-8). The
conclusion (v. 9) follows.

Introduction (v. 1). It is useful to note that out of 100 cases of the phrase
'7;;% M 9371 “and the LORD spoke to” 97%* are in the Pentateuch (15 x Exod;
35 x Lev; 44 x Num; 3 x Deut) only one is in Josh (20:1)** and two are in
Chronicles (1 Chr 21:9; 2 Chr 33:10). Moreover, as Ederer noted, both the
speaking of God thematised in Josh 20:1 and the commission to Joshua to pass
on God’s speech to the Israelites (v. 2) are formulated with the verb 927 + 5& “to
speak to” (cf. Table 1), which connotes a sovereign-authoritative speaking or
proclaiming®®. Moreover, the command %77 *32-5% 137 “Speak to the people
of Israel”, is always preceded by the standardized phrase 5% M 131 —
addressed by the LORD either to Moses (23 times)*’, or to Moses and Aaron
(3 times)*® or once to Joshua alone in our case 20:1-2a. Needless to recall that
Joshua is here paralleled to Moses. Thus, the analogy of Joshua “the mediator of
revelation” with Moses is evident and for our case of the divine speech it is of

unique importance within the Book of Joshua®’.
Speech of the LORD (vv. 2-6). The speech of the LORD is important for
our research, in which the role of the authorities appears. First, God orders Joshua

24 In most of the cases the Lord speaks to (& 11777 9271) Moses, eight times he speaks
to both Moses and Aaron (Lev 11:1; 13:1; 14:33; 15:1; Num 2:1; 4:1.17; 16:20) and once he
speaks to Aaron alone (Num 18:1). In 1 Chr 21:9 the Lord spoke to David’s seer Gad and in
2 Chr 33:10 to Manasseh and his people.

2 However, one shall distinguish our case 20:1a from all other five cases in the Book
of Joshua, where the phraseology occurs in a relative clause M 927 IWR(2) + & (Josh 4:8;
11:23; 14:6; 21:45; 23:15) that refers to multiple previous addresses of the LORD either to
Moses, Joshua or to the people. In other words, it is not on the main narrative line.

26 EDERER, Josua, 281.

2723 times in Pentateuch: 2 x in Exod (14:1-2; 25:1-2); 12 x in Lev (1:1[! 87p"1]-2;
4:1-2; 7:22-23.28-29; 12:1-2; 18:1-2; 23:1-2.9-10.23-24.33-34; 25:1-2; 27:1-2); 9 x in Num
(5:5-6.11-12; 6:1-2; 9:9-10; 15:1-2.17-18; 17:16-17; 33:50-51; 35:9-10). In three cases the
introduction is done by 78" (Exod 14:15-16; 31:12-13: Num 15:37-38.

28 Three times in Lev 11:1-2; 15:1-2 and Num 19:1-2.

29 The discussion in rabbinic source b. Mak 11a is interesting regarding the emphatic
importance of the verb 727 in vv. 1-2. LAZARUS, Makkoth, 70.
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to speak about the cities of refuge (vv. 2-3) and then he addresses the issue of
procedure: how to protect the unintentional killer (vv. 4-6).

In vv. 7-8 there is a brief report on the implementation of divine
instructions on the consecration of the six cities of refuge (vv. 7-8). In the
conclusion of v. 9, the narrator emphasises that the role of the cities of refuge is
crucial before the official trial takes place in front of the community in the city
of the killing (cf. 9b: mTp7 397 FT0Y-TY D77 O8RS T2 My 89).

2.2 Speech of the LORD (vv. 2-6)

Vv. 2-3. A closer look at the LORD’s speech will show the special role of
the authorities in the whole process of investigation. Regarding the cities of
refuge (vv. 2-3), God recalls that this topic is not new since he spoke about it
already through Moses (v. 2bc). The reference to Num 35:9-11 hints of a possible
reference of Josh 20:2¢ to Num 35:9, but most of all the reference is more evident
from the topic, the vocabulary and word-by-word phraseology (cf. the text in
bold in Table 1). Moreover, in the following v. 3, the LORD explains promptly
the purpose of this instruction and presents the protective function of the cities.
They “shall be” (171) a refuge for the asylum seeker from the avenger (v. 3bc).
Thus, also the theme of the unintentional manslayer is introduced.

Table 1: Josh 20:1-3 compared to Num 35:9-11

Num 35:10-11 Josh 20:1-3
KRG MWTOR MY 73T 9 INRYG YYInTOR M 3T la
587 112758 727 10a SRS S8 13758 13T 2a

D728 [0KY 10b

V12 YR TTPATNR D12 opr 3 10c
oMy 027 onmpm 1la vHPRN MW IR D27 1R 2b

027 non vZpR MW 11b
:WHTT D2O8 TANATWR 2c

ngd npw oy lle nyin nRw onh 3a
:Npwa warnan 11d ny77H33 N3wa warnan 3b
Hran VPR 0w DAY P 12a :0771 HRén vopnY 0% M 3¢

nyan mn? 891 12b!
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Vv. 4-5. Then in v. 4 the LORD explains the acceptance process. It consists
of six important steps, described in the chain of the six wgatal sentences (01,
TP, 93T, IDOKY, 13021, 2WN; see the Table 2) which are in temporal succession
of the previous w°qatal ¥ of v. 3c. They present the six future actions — the six
subsequent procedural steps of the investigation of the innocent manslayer (cf.
v. 3b). In four of these actions the subject is the manslayer (v. 4a-c.f), and in two
the “elders” (v. 4de). However, all sentences except the first reflect the role of
the authorities. In fact, in the first step the scene is set up with the manslayer
fleeing from the avenger to “one of these cities” (v. 4a)>".

Table 2: Josh 20:3b.4-5 compared to Deut 19:4d.5.6

Deut 19:4d.5.6 Josh 20:3b.4-5
ny'_r"bgz;x MPITNR N WK 4d... nyj"'?;a nawa wairnan 3b...
N8N DMYD nnROR o K SE noRN oMwnn Nnr-OR o11(4a | 1.

Y0 WY nna Tap1|4b | 2.

TIITOR RMD TPOTIPT AR 13T 4e | 3.
D"9R 1YY iNK 10087 4d | 4.

oipn 19731011 | 4e | 5.

o 5g DAY 2w |41 | 6.
M¥I7 I8 070 983 T2 Ga ™08 DT 83 AT 71 Sa
irm 1225 om3a 6bce 1772 MYAnTNR 13078 Sb

NPT IR N0 NPT7P33 73 Sc
oI Hinmn 9 xin ki 892 6g :0iWHY Hinnn 1 &0 XKD 5d

In the second step, the manslayer is stopped at “the city gate” (v. 4b). There
is evident contrast between his frenetic “fleeing” (©13) in v. 4a (see the parallel
text Deut 19:5-6) and his static “standing” (71y) in v. 4b. The reader is also
stopped to realise that the asylum seeker may not enter the city without any
preliminary inquiry (see note 30). However, both the “standing” position of the

30Tt is not clear if in case the elders did not accept him, he could try to go to another
city. The possibility of a second try remains implicit and may reveal the genuineness of the
scrutiny of the elders. However, more acceptable is the idea that the elders would have
accepted him into the city of refuge since this is only a first and preliminary precautionary
procedure to stop the spilling of more innocent blood until the second and decisive process
has taken place.
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asylum seeker and the place at “the gate of the city” (' W) allude to
a juridical decision. Thus, the admission of the manslayer has a character of
alegal procedure®’. Indeed, it may have taken some time (otherwise not
specified) to gather the competent authorities for the inquiry. The third step is
crucial for asylum seeker who must present his case in front of the gathered elders
(v. 4c). The phrase “to speak in the ears of...” 727 + "2183 occurs 25 times in
MT?? and it puts emphasis on the hearing of the receiver of the message (cf. DCH
2 [1995], 392). When in these cases the direct object “a word” 227/027
“word(s)** also occurs, then the emphasis is on the content of the speech too.
Thus, it is clear that the manslayer’s case (3727) is carefully listened to by the
elders. Indeed, in the next step the decision follows. The elders’ decision is made
obvious from their action — they have accepted the manslayer into their city
(v. 4d). They rely only on the manslayer’s testimony according to which he
struck his neighbour “unwittingly” np1-%22 (cf. v. 5¢). Therefore, they will not
hand the manslayer over into the hands of the avenger (cf. v. 5ab). This line of
thought is similar to Deut 19:4-6.10, where the presumption of innocence is the
key factor for the asylum seeker (cf. vv. 4b.5f). The fifth step addresses the
practical issues of the lodging of the manslayer (Josh 20:4e). Indeed, the elder’s
decision must be put into action. Again, the authority of the elders has a crucial
role — they will (have to) provide “a place” Dipn where the manslayer may stay
within the city®*. The sixth and last step closes the acceptance process — the
fugitive can live “with them” (v. 4f: Dny).

The following sentence of v. 5a suspends the chain of wqatals of v. 4,
because it introduces a special circumstance of the possible persecution by the
avenger. The threat of the avenger serves to emphasise the elders keeping save
the manslayer in the place they gave him to live — they will not deliver him to the
avenger (3130789 v. 5b), since according to their inquiry he caused the death
“unwittingly” (v. 5¢) and thus he is innocent. For the sake of clarity, we coin this
first sojourn of the manslayer in the city as an early stay.

31 Cf. EDERER, Josua, 283.

32 Gen 20:8; 23:13.16; 44:18; 50:4; Exod 11:2; Num 14:28; Deut 5:1; 31:28.30;
32:44; Josh 20:4; Judg 9:2.3; 1 Sam 8:21; 11:4; 18:23; 25:24; 2 Sam 3:19.19; 2 Kings 18:26;
Is 36:11; Jer 26:15; 28:7; Prov 23:9.

33 Gen 20:8; 44:18; Deut 31:28.30; 32:44; Josh 20:4; Judg 9:3; 1 Sam 8:21; 18:23;
Jer 26:15.

3 According to EDERER, Josua, 283, the noun Dipn refers to Exod 21:13¢ and
symbolizes protection. GASS, 4syl, 32-33, differentiates more possibilities.
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The formal novelty of the acceptance process is more evident when vv. 4-
5 are compared with its source in Deut 19. As Table 2 shows there is similar or
identical phraseology (text in bold) in some sentences between Josh 20:3b.4-5
and Deut 19:4.5.6. Both texts deal with one who strikes “unwittingly” (Josh
20:3b.5bc // Deut 19:4d), flees to one of these cities (Josh 20:4a // Deut 19:51),
stays there alive (Josh 20:4f// Deut 19:5g), since the persecuting avenger did not
reach him (Josh 20:5a // Deut 19:6¢). Once more the innocence of the manslayer
is declared (Josh 20:5d // Deut 19:6g). Interestingly, the detailed description of
the acceptance process analysed above (Josh 20:4b-e) has no other parallel in
Deut 19 than the act of fleeing (v. 4b: MW DIP-WR, v. 5f: NOx-58 o1 NI
noxn oMy, v. 11£: 580 o™i nnx-58 on), however, without any inquiry before
the entry in the asylum city. Moreover, the authority mentioned are only the
elders from the manslayer’s city (v. 12).

V. 6. The wqatal of v. 6a is a resumption from v. 4f, but it adds some key
information about the manslayer’s early stay (see Table 3). The manslayer may
live only within “that city” (v. 6a'), i.e. the city where he escaped (cf. Num 35:25)
and only up to certain moment — until the final judgment, which will decide on
his future (v. 6a%)*>. Moreover, it is a different authority that comes into play —
“the congregation” *°17p7 that will gather for the “judgment” vaWnY. While in
v. 4 the intentionality of the killer was scrutinised by the elders, in v. 6 it is the
congregation that must examine the circumstances of the killing in order to pass

judgment’’. Naturally, the congregation must consist of the people who have

35 ROFE, Joshua 20, 138, argues for the dependence of Josh 20:6 on Num 35:25.28.

3% As GASS, Asyl, 35-36 argues, the 7Tpn can hardly be the whole of Israel, for
practical reasons, but rather it is a local assembly, a communal assembly; cf. BARMASH,
Homicide, 89. According to STASZAK, Die Asylstddte, 290-292, it is a national assembly,
whereas LEVINE, Numbers 21-36, 555, understands it as the assembly, which is representing
the entire Israelite community.

37 Scholars often assume that v. 6 creates tensions with v. 4, precisely because they
believe that it is one judicial process involving two different authorities, which is difficult to
reconcile, e.g. ROFE, Joshua 20, 136: “It is the former clause (v. 6a2), calling for a redundant
second trial, which brings verses 4-5 and 6 into conflict... ’; GORG, Josua, 89-90; STACKERT,
Rewriting, 97: “Verse 6 presumably adds a second step in the manslayer's adjudication... This
second level of judgment is redundant and thus unnecessary, for v. 5 clarifies that, once
admitted, the manslayer may live in the refuge city under its protection”; DIETRICH, 4syl, 75;
KNAUF, Josua, 171; Interestingly, though GASS, A4syl, 62, notes the tension, on page 65 he
explains that the institution of the “elders” at the gate area was introduced in v. 4 — those who
exercised judicial functions and apparently initiated... preliminary examination at the gate
thus introducing a new element.
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more information on the murder, i.e. the congregation is most probably from the
city of origin of the manslayer (as the two words “his city” 7'y and “his house”
in'a suggest; v. 6d; cf. Num 35:24-25.28)* or of the person killed*®. Thus, the
case of the manslayer will be closed (in his presence; cf. Num 35:25b) by the
final judgment of the congregation to which the killing circumstance must be
well-known. When the congregation judges the manslayer innocent (indeed the
text speaks about the innocent manslayer), it does not however mean that the
manslayer will be released from the city of refuge. Vice versa, he will have to
return to the city of refuge (cf. Num 35:25b) once again for his second stay there,
this time not of his own will, but by the authority of the congregation. And he
will have to sojourn there until the death of the incumbent high priest (v. 6a°-b).
This time limit comes from Num 34:12.28, as can be seen from the parallel texts
(in bold in Num) in the Table 3. Thus clearly, the judgment of the congregation
marks the beginning of the second stay on if the innocent manslayer in the city
of refuge and the death of the high priest marks the end of his stay. The two dates
placed side by side, actually complement each other harmoniously*’.

Table 3: Josh 20:6 compared to Num 35:25.12.28

Num 35:25.12.28 Josh 20:6
5737 1020 NinTTY A2 2w 25d 2777 Y3 2WN 6a
TopWRY MY 9 TRy 12b! LRWRY AP 197 1TAYTTY 62’
2w vHpn Y2 o 28al
57371 1090 nin-Ty 28a’ 51737 1090 NNy 6a°
5737 1090 nin ) 28b! DR DA M WK 6b
nyan 2w 28b° nyinn W 8 6¢
AN PIROR YO I2HRY HR K21 6d

:0WN DITMWR 6e

The reference to the final judgment and to the length of the manslayer’s
second stay in the city of refuge is made in v. 6a. It is very short when compared
to its source parallel in Num 35:24-25. Indeed, in the LORD’s speech the

38 Cf. STACKERT, Rewriting, 110, n. 206.

39 NIELSEN, Deuteronomium, 189, thinks of Jerusalem because of the word m7yn.

40 Thus, the conjecture of HOLZINGER, Josua, 1901, 86, that the two dates differ
grammatically and factually, repeated by many after him, may not be as persuasive an
argument as it seems.
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emphasis is on the first examination performed by the elders (cf. Josh 20:4-5),
which is of primary importance in this passage.

The role of the authorities (vv. 4-6)

The six steps mentioned above present a rather elaborate acceptance
process in the city of refuge (v. 4). The activity of the elders over against the
manslayer can be summarised by these actions: they “gather”, carefully “listen”
to him, “decide” to accept him, “provide” a safe lodging for him and ““share” with
him the living conditions. Thus v. 4 gives some procedural indications on how
to receive into the city of refuge the manslayer who killed the person
“unwittingly” (v. 5c). By a different way, Andreas Ruwe arrived at a similar
conclusion on the improvement of asylum protection®!.

However, this whole procedure of the elders is to be distinguished from
the final judgment of the congregation, which will take place later and in the
manslayer’s city. While the elders decide on the early stay of the manslayer in
the city of refuge until the moment of the judgment of the community (v. 6a%),
the congregation will make a final judgment about the manslayer’s second stay
in the city of refuge which will end with the death of the high priest (v. 6a*). Thus
v. 4 elaborates carefully on the Deuteronomic tradition to protect a member of
the community and presents the innovative steps that confer on the elders some
limited executive power*, that extends only to their city and its inhabitants. This
innovation of the first hearing in public (at the gate) executed by the elders is
a first part of the two-stage juridical process.

3 Different Viewpoints on the Unintentionality

Though Josh 20 is a significantly reduced version of the two Pentateuchal
parallels, there are two words, important for the issue of intentionality, which are
curiously repeated twice (see Table 4). The first 133w3a comes from Num 35:10-
11 and the second ny'_r"b.j: comes from Deut 19:4-6 (see above). Their
disposition in Josh 20 suggests that the idea of intentionality plays an important
role in the passage.

41 RUWE, Das Zusammenwirken, 220.

42 Cf. WAGNER, Beobachtungen II, 562, calls the function of the elders notarial, in
that they receive the asylum seeker’s declaration; and executive, in that they regulate their
living conditions in their city.
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Table 4: n33w3a and ns_z‘_r"'?;; in Josh 20

The LORD’ speech (vv. 2-6): v.3a  |ny7~%23 aswal woynan nyit Anw ond

v. 5¢ NP NR 127 [NY77923) 00

Narrator’s conclusion (v. 9):  v. 9a n33w3 wornan o3 nnw oY

The issue of the intentionality of the manslayer in Num 35:9-34 and Deut
19:1-13 has been studied by Eliezer Hadad. He compared the theme in the two
texts and argued that the differences between the two texts come from different
internal logic of each pericope. Behind each text there are different ideological
presuppositions: whereas the flight to the city of refuge in Numbers prevents the
implementation of the death sentence, in Deuteronomy the flight to the city of
refuge is to ensure the implementation of regulation on the cities of refuge
Indeed, Numbers assumes that the essential punishment of the unintentional
manslayer is death. Deuteronomy, on the other hand, works with the opposite
assumption, namely that the suspected killer had acted “unwittingly”, and thus
he is innocent. Thus, if anyone would kill him, he spills innocent blood*.
Whereas in Numbers the cities of refuge commute (!) that death sentence, in
Deuteronomy they prevent the execution of the unintentional manslayer®*.
Another difference presented by Hadad is that in Deuteronomy the city of refuge
protects any manslayer based on the presumption of innocence, but in Numbers
the assembly must judge between the murderer and the avenger and thus the
unintentional killer will be saved by restoring him to the city®. Interesting also
is the observation that, while Numbers focuses on the actions, Deuteronomy
focuses on the intention. Therefore, in Numbers examination of the physical
contact of the body and the object of the blow is examined in order to establish
the (un)intentionality of the manslayer. For Deuteronomy, on the other hand, the
facts alone are not sufficient for establishing the bad intention, but the factual
circumstances may prove that there was no intention to kill, and that the killing
happened through an unwitting deed*®. Meanwhile Deuteronomy protects the
innocent. What matters in Numbers is the blood of the victim of unintentional
manslaughter, which defiles the land where the LORD dwells. But the law

43 HADAD, Unintentionally, 156-157.
44 HADAD, Unintentionally, 158-159.
4 HADAD, Unintentionally, 160.

46 HADAD, Unintentionally, 160-163.
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permits commuting the original sentence of the unintentional manslayer to exile
in a city of refuge*’. What seems clear is that Num 35:9-34 presupposes the cities
of refuges as a given fact and is preoccupied much more with the process of the
identification of the killing made “intentionally” or otherwise (n33w3). Deut
19:1-13 on the other side, is preoccupied with the establishment of the cities of
refuge but the manslayer’s killing is basically presupposed as having been done
“unwittingly” ny7-"923. This contextual usage of the two words may shed some
light also in their meaning in Josh 20, as if the two above mentioned logic were
put there one beside the other. Indeed, the issue of unintentional killing is
noticeably repeated in Josh 20. However, the unequal repetition of the two words
may be better understood from the different viewpoints on the issue of the
(un)intentionality of the manslayer.

The first instance of the two words 133wa and ny'r’?::x; is interesting. They
are put side by side as seemingly synonymous. The couple occurs in the
introductory words of the LORD in v. 3a in which the establishment of the cities
of refuges (V9P "W, VPR, vv. 2b.3b) is at stake. Thus, the cities are destined
to accept only those manslayers whose killing has been done both niwa
“unintentionally” and ny7-522 “unwittingly”. Apparently the first word is more
precise than the second, because as Cocco suggests, it “describes inadvertence
and not simply error”*®, where the second indicate lack of knowledge and
sufficient awareness. Thus, the juxtaposition of the words must have some
meaning; it may reflect two different perspectives. The first word
“unintentionally” represents a perspective of Num 35, where the process of the
detection of the manslayer’s was more detailed and in which emphasis was given
to an objective assessment of intent. This first perspective takes more facts into
account and is reminiscent of the final decision of “the congregation” of the
manslayer’s city. The second word “unwittingly” reflects a perspective of Deut
19 that considers primarily the personal testimony of the manslayer and assumes
his innocence, considered as such by the elders of his city. Furthermore, this
occurrence is more akin to the perspective of the “elders” of the city of refuge
who tend to protect the manslayer.

The second occurrence of the word ny'_r"’,?;; “unwittingly” in Josh 20:5
reflects the situation of the initial interrogation process of the elders in the city

47 HADAD, Unintentionally, 165-166.
48 Cocco, Torah, 155.
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of refuge (v. 4). They appropriate the manslayer’s self-defence and therefore
their goal is first of all the initial protection of the fugitive from the persecution
of the avenger (v. 6). Thus, the notion of “unwittingly” links the initial process
of interrogation in the city of refuge with the final process in the manslayer’s city
according to the two versions, in which the killing was labelled as unintentional
(in Num) and unwitting (in Deut). Moreover, the motive of unwittingness
supports a differentiated two-stage judicial process.

The second occurrence of the word n33w3a “unintentionally” is in the final
narrator’s statement (v. 9), again emphasising both the protective purpose of the
city of refuge and the unintentional killing of the manslayer. However, both the
word “unintentionally” and the time span “until he will stand before the
congregation” allude to the final judgment of the congregation in the city of the
manslayer. In other words, the final decision of the congregation of the
manslayer’s city must have the obligatory effect on both the manslayer and the
avenger.

In sum, the two words n33w3a and ny-_r-"-;;: may witness to the careful

merging process of the two Pentateuchal traditions in Josh 20. Whereas the first
having committed the act “without knowledge” (Deut 19:4), the second word
n33wa “unintentionally” witnesses to the more thorough process of inquiry
performed by the congregation (Num 35:24-28). The Deuteronomic
“unwittingly” reflects the situation at the entry to the city of refuge, whereas the
other word “unintentionally” reflects the situation of the judgment of the
community in the manslayer’s city. Josh 20:4-5 on the other hand makes clear
emphasis on the first hearing performed by the elders of the asylum city, that
marks the beginning of the early stay in the city of refuge.

Joshua 20 innovates the tradition about the asylum seeker by making
a clear distinction between the two periods of stay — the first period is marked by
a first hearing by the elders, while the second period begins with the judgment of
the community. The two independent authorities deal with the same case at two
different times and places, and yet, both establish the stay of the innocent
manslayer in the city of refuge. While the elders set the early stay of the asylum
seeker “until he will stand before the congregation for judgment”, the
congregation of the manslayer’s city on the other hand will decide on the second
stay in the asylum city “until the death of the high priest”. Thus, the double
hearing process might be a further development of the earlier traditions present

StBiS1 16 (1/2024)



42 “Who Can Judge a Manslayer?”

in Deut 19, and advanced in Num 35. Just as Num 35 has a more developed
hearing process of the congregation with deeper reasoning on the cause of killing
over against the first in Deut 19, so Josh 20:4-5 established more detailed hearing
process* of the asylum seeker in the asylum cities over against both Pentateuchal
texts. By putting emphasis on the first hearing process in the asylum city, the
double hearing process is established. The elders in the asylum city are the first
instance, whereas the congregation of the manslayer’s city are the second and
final instance to pass the judgment. The length of stay of the manslayer in the
asylum city does not come from the decision of any of the two authorities, but
from the unpredictable death of the high priest, as it has been established in
Numbers.

4 Recontextualizing the Law

Our intention to detect the role of the authorities in the judiciary process
of the innocent manslayer has shown, that the acceptance process of the asylum
seeker in Josh 20:4-5 has been an innovation elaborated by the composer of the
MT Josh 20. The introduction of v. 1 and the introductory words of the LORD
(v. 2) clearly indicate a special status of Joshua as the mediator of revelation. The
aim must have been to emphasise the new content of the LORD’s speech. Indeed,
as we have seen, the asylum cities mentioned in v. 3 are not novel, as it reflects
Num 35:11c-12a. Rather vv. 4-5 appears to be a novelty regarding the
prescription of the cities of refuge. Ruwe has also proposed that v. 4 presents
a formalisation of the admission process and that it improves asylum protection,
since Josh 20, when compared to Num 35, gives the full status of residence even
to the stranger’’. Verse 6 does not add any important novelty on the issue of the
authorities, which were not mentioned in Num 35.

Let us turn for the moment to the difference between the MT and LXX of
the Book of Joshua, which preoccupies the scholars of the history of the text
variants of Joshua. Regarding the case of Josh 20, LXX is substantially shorter
(cf. Table 5). For our case the most important fact is that vv. 4-5 are missing in
LXX completely; and from v. 6 there is only a temporal indication of the juridical

49 GAss, 4syl, 31, too understands this procedure as “das Gesprich am Toreingang”
[the conversation at the entrance to the gate], which is actually “[die] erste[n] Untersuchung
durch die Altesten” [the first investigation by the elders].

30 RUWE, Das Zusammenwirken, 220.
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process (v. 6a%) in both MT and LXX>!. Moreover, the rest of v. 6 is taken from
Num 35 almost word by word (see above), only the last v. 6¢ is a reverse version
of Num 35:25c, thus letting the innocent eventually return happily home. Since
the issue of the authorities is what matters for our paper and it occurs in
a significant plus of vv. 4-5, the Greek text is silent on the issue. Some scholars
are led to argue for a Vorlage different from the MT. While the MT is attested
relatively well by the Targum, Peshitta and Vulgate, LXX Josh represents
a slightly different text that is witness to a different edition. Emanuel Tov speaks
of the three kinds of differences of the Greek text of Joshua: a shorter text,
significant additions or different sequence (of verses)>>. Therefore he (alongside
with the others like Auld, Rofé, Mazor) suggests that “two different literary strata
are involved”, with LXX representing most probably the older textual phase®.

Table 5: Comparison of MT Josh 20:2-7 with the Greek version
Josh 20:3b.4-5.6.7a LXX 20:3.7a

nyin npw ony 3a  duyadeutipiov 6 doveuTts]

nyT%23 NRWa waynan 3b 18 matabavt Yuyd dxovoiwg,
vhpnY 0% P 3¢! xal Egovtar Hplv al médes duyadevtyplov,
- xal ovx Gmobaveital 6 GoveuTys
:077 O8N 3¢? Omd Tob dyyiorebovros TO alpa,
4 -
R0 TYaawn 6a' - [cf Num 35:25d]
Og\gm'_? TYn ’;95 TTRYTY 6a’> Ewe dv xaTaaTyj évavtiov Tis cuvaywyis e xplaw.
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SUCf. AULD, Joshua, 202.
52 Tov, Textual Criticism (2001), 328-332.
53 Tov, Textual Criticism (2001), 327. See also Tov, Writing, 119-124.

StBiS1 16 (1/2024)



44 “Who Can Judge a Manslayer?”

Arie van der Kooij argues that on the basis of the assumption that the Greek
translation is to be regarded as fairly literal, it is highly uncertain to attribute the
differences to the translator. Rather, they are evidence of a different Hebrew
model**. Yet, as Michaél N. van der Meer puts it, chapter 20 “continues to be
a cornerstone in theories about the overlap between text-critical and redaction-
critical data™’. Indeed, as Gass summarised, the most diverse conceptions of
literary criticism on 20:4-6 have been developed and no one option is beyond
doubt™®.

Years ago Alexander Rofé argued that the pluses in MT Josh 20:4-6 are
secondary in terms of literary criticism®’. Our proposal of the special acceptance
process guided by the elders in Josh 20:4-5, may corroborate that the challenging
discrepancy between the Hebrew and shorter Greek versions is due to the later
extension of the MT. We propose to understand this elaboration of the Hebrew
text as a kind of recontextualization of the law of the protection of the innocent
manslayer. By recontextualization we mean the amendment of regulations
considering the new and growing societal need for a more rigorous inquiry into
the innocence of manslayers. For some reason or other, the authority of the elders
in the city of refuge became more important in Josh 20 than in the other
Pentateuchal parallels. More precisely, they were inserted anew in Josh 20.
Though the elders of the manslayer’s city in Deut 19:12 were substituted in Num
35:12.24-25 by the congregation, attested also in Josh 20:6, there must have been
an important reason to reintroduce “the elders” back into Josh 20:4. Indeed, since
the permanent authority of the elders does not seem to diminish in the Second
temple period®®, the case of their comeback in Josh 20 witness to their great
importance. The reason is simple. An innocent man’s life and his protection are
at stake.

When James W. Watts explored the usage and the development of the
legislative Pentateuchal legal texts, he argued that the laws that are intended for
public reading not only emphasized instruction and persuasion, but that their
repetition also had an impact on the very formation of these laws. He remarked

>4 VAN DER Koo, Zum Verhiltnis, 188.

35 MEER, Joshua, 80.

56 GASS, Asyl, 61-63.

57 ROFE, Joshua 20, 131-147. SCHMIDT, Leviten- und Asylstidte, 104-113 and
Cocco, Torah, 153-158, argue for the priority of the MT over the LXX. For the further
discussion see GASS, Asyl, 26-29.

8 According to GERTZ, Die Gerichtsorganisation, 231-233, the importance of the
elders was increasing in the post-monarchic period.
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that there is greater concern with the law regarding homicide than with the
breaking of the Sabbath>®. Such a close attention given to the asylum law bears
witness to the primary importance given to the protection of the innocent
manslayer. This legislative preoccupation of the asylum seeker might reflect the
well rooted underlaying tradition of the unconditional protection of life that was
present in some casuistic laws of lesser importance (Exod 21:18-19), as recently
argued by Eckart Otto®®. Therefore, we consider the development of the
acceptance process in Josh 20:4-5 as concomitant to the development of the
absolute value of human life for which protections must have been the actual
working of supreme authorities.

Conclusion

The discussion in the Babylonian Talmud on the issue of the legal status
of the city of refuge depends on the presence of the elders (b. Mak 10b).
According to the opinion of R. Eleazar and R. Assi, the elders were an essential
requisite in the ordinance of the city of refuge (cf. Josh 20:4). However, R. Ammi
argued that it was merely a statement of what was required generally®'.
Seemingly, the absence of the elders in the city of refuge in parallel Torah texts
was the reason of R. Ammi’s argumentation®?.,

However, we can conclude that the innovation of Josh 20 over the other
texts of the Pentateuch presents some interesting facts. For the first time it is the
elders who have an important judicial role in the cities of refuge, consisting of
several elements. The elders gather and carefully and publicly listen to the
asylum seeker. Once recognising him as innocent, they together decide to accept
him into the city; they provide a safe lodging for him and let him share the full
status of a city resident. Moreover, Josh 20 is the first place where the protection
of the innocent murderer is secured by a two-stage interrogation process with one
final judgment by the congregation. From the obvious emphasis on the role of
the elders in vv. 4-5 in the admission process, it seems that Josh 20, more than
resolving the protocol of admission, presents the seriousness and importance of
the authority of elders in the process.

% WATTS, Reading Law, 68.

% OtTO, Der Lebensschutz, 1-13.

1 LAZARUS, Makkoth, 69.

62 See also the reasoning of R. Judah and other rabbis in b. Mak 1la on the
importance of the appointment of the cities of refuge “as being an ordinance in the Torah”;
LAzArus, Makkoth, 70.
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Summary

The legislative texts that are repeated in the Pentateuch were explored from the perspective
of literary and communicative strategy. James W. Watts (1999) suggested that the laws that
are intended for public reading not only emphasized instruction and persuasion, but that their
repetition also had an impact on the very formation of these laws. Therefore, by examining
the hermeneutics of the formation of parallel laws, a refinement of biblical logic can be
uncovered. Though Josh 20 is out of the Pentateuchal legislature, nevertheless it is a concrete
example of the repetition of the juridical regulations concerning the cities of refuge (Exod
21:12-14; Num 35:9-34; Deut 19:1-13). They have become the subject of research both in
redactional studies and literary studies. In Josh 20, the motif of the legal attitude towards the
intentional manslayer dominates and our interest will be on the role of the authorities towards
him. We compare the roles of the authorities involved in the handling of an innocent
manslayer’s asylum application in each of the parallel regulations. Though the repeated law
in Josh 20 is simpler than the Pentateuchal sources, interestingly the role of the authorities is
more elaborated especially in vv. 4-5. Moreover, its Hebrew version is considerably longer
than the Greek, suggesting a deliberate compositional innovation that may have arisen
because of recontextualization.

Keywords: Cities of Refuge, Juridical Authorities, Elders, Re-contextualization, Josh 20:4-5.
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Zhrnutie

Legislativne texty, ktoré sa opakuji v Pentateuchu, boli skimané z hladiska literarnej
a komunikacnej stratégie. James W. Watts (1999) vyslovil domnienku, Ze zakony, ktoré st
urené na verejné Citanie, neklada doraz len na poucovanie a presviedCanie, ale ze ich
opakovanie malo vplyv aj na samotné formovanie tychto zakonov. Preto skimanim
hermeneutiky tvorby paralelnych zakonov mozno odhalit’ spresnenie biblickej logiky. Joz 20
sice nepatri do pentateuchalnej legislativy, ale napriek tomu je konkrétnym prikladom
opakovania pravnych predpisov tykajucich sa miest utocista (Ex 21,12-14; Nm 35,9-34; Dt
19,1-13). Tie sa stali predmetom vyskumu tak v redakcéno-kritickych, ako aj v literarnych
stadiach. V Joz 20 dominuje motiv pravneho postoja k neimyselnému vrahovi a nas zaujem
bude zamerany na ulohu prislusnych autorit vo¢i nemu. Porovname ulohy autorit, ktoré sa
podiel’ajii na zaobchadzani so ziadost’ou nevinného pachatel’a o azyl vo vsetkych paralelnych
predpisoch. Hoci opakovany zakon v Joz 20 je jednoduchsi ako v pentateuchalnych textoch,
zaujimavé je, ze tloha autorit je viac rozpracovana najméa vo vv. 4-5. Navyse, jeho hebrejska
verzia je podstatne dlhSia ako grécka, ¢o nasvedcuje zamernej kompozi¢nej inovacii, ktora
mohla vzniknut’ v dosledku rekontextualizacie.

Klucové slova: mesta utocist’a, pravne organy, starsi, rekontextualizacia, Joz 20,4-5.
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Ioudaismos through the Lens of Remembering

Exploration of the Semantic Shift of the Term from

Maccabees to the Early Second Century CE

Frantisek Abel

1 Prologomena to the Issue

It is well-known that from the 1980s onwards, theories of social (collective
and cultural) memory have also become more prominent in the field of
theological research, especially in biblical research, mainly among New
Testament scholars'. All these theories are certainly, more or less, helpful® since
they enable us to understand key biblical phenomena in a more complex and
unbiased manner. In other words, the development of crucial theological
concepts and phenomena, including their role in the process of creation and the
development of the movement of Jewish and non-Jewish Christ-followers?, also

! This work was supported by the Scientific Grant Agency of the Ministry of
Education, Science, Research and Sport of the Slovak Republic and the Slovak Academy of
Sciences (VEGA), as part of the research project entitled “The Early Reception of Paul in the
Corpus of New Testament Writings” (VEGA 1/0188/22), with its home base at Comenius
University Bratislava, at the Evangelical Lutheran Theological Faculty, as well as
the Department of Old and New Testament, Stellenbosch University, South Africa, where
the author worked in the position of research fellow. The study is a revised and adapted
version of my contribution presented during the EABS annual meeting in Syracuse (2023,
10-13 July), in the Memory, Method and Texts section (Session 2.1.14).

2 See BUTTICAZ — NORELLI, Introduction, 1-14. Detailed summaries of the current
state of research in this regard were produced by Chris Keith in the journal Early Christianity:
KEITH, Social Memory Theory and Gospels Research (Part One), 354-376; KEITH, Social
memory Theory and Gospels Research (Part two), 517-542. Stated by BUTTICAZ — NORELLI,
Introduction, 1 n. 1. Concerning this topic of research, I should mention also the two current
works: CIELONTKO — CAPEK (eds.), Collective Memory, and HATINA — LUKES (eds.), Social
Memory Theory.

3 See, for example, KIRK — THATCHER (eds.), Memory, Tradition, and Text,
THATCHER (ed.), Jesus, the Voice, and the Text, THATCHER (ed.), Memory and Identity in
Ancient Judaism. As SCHWARTZ, Where There’s Smoke, 10-11, broadly explains, the ‘social
memory’ theorists in the field of New Testament research observe “four dimensions of
memory that have been distinguished: (1) the past as it actually was; (2) «history,» which
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including substantial shifts within intra-Jewish dialogue, either directly or
indirectly confronted with the Christ-movement, developed the basis of the so-
called Rabbinic Judaism.

Nevertheless, as I mentioned in my former paper focusing on the
remembering in regards to the eucharistic tradition in Paul’s first letter to the
Corinthians®, “the application of memory studies suffers from terminological
ambiguity and the failure to distinguish between different concepts, which refer
to different processes in the theoretical discussion”. For example, North
American scholars who engage in memory studies usually use the term social
memory for all phenomena, ignoring any distinction within, while some
European scholars, such as Maurice Halbwachs, Aleida and Jan Assmann, or
Sandra Huebenthal, offer differences between social, collective, and cultural
memory". On the other side, however, I am convinced that the significance and
relevance, as well as the research benefits of any kind of hermeneutic approach
to ancient texts and writings of biblical and deuterocanonical literature, should
not be evaluated only on the basis of differences in regards to or nonuniformity
within methodologies. Therefore, in my opinion, memory studies are, besides
traditional methods of historical-critical exegesis®, an equally relevant and

refers to linear representations of the past that take the form of oral and written narratives;
(3) «commemoration,» whose symbols lift from the historical narrative those parts that best
express society’s ideals; and (4) social memory—how individuals, in the aggregate, think
and feel about the past.”

+ ABEL, Remembering, 84.

5 For extensive discussions and voluminous existing outcomes of the categories and
models of social, collective, and cultural memory theory, see, in more detail, HUEBENTHAL,
‘Frozen Moments’, 26-29.

® This includes 1) historical analysis: text criticism, form criticism, and redaction
criticism; 2) rhetorical analysis: social scientific reconstruction of the author’s and audience’s
situations as part and parcel of historical and cultural analysis of the Graeco-Roman world;
and theological interpretation taking into consideration all these details. As JEWETT, Romans,
1, emphasizes concerning the historical-critical reconstruction: “Historical reconstruction is
an essential dimension of interpretation.” See in more detail JEWETT, Romans, 1-91. See also
KRENTZ, The Historical-Critical Method, 33-88; ZIMMERMANN, Neutestamentliche
Methodenlehre, 17-49, 77-84, 125-178, 215-237; RIEDLINGER — STRASBURGER — REVENTLOW
et al., Die historisch-kritische Methode, 54-71; TUCKETT, Reading the New Testament, 41-
187; BROWN, Introduction to the New Testament, 3-47; BRANICK, Understanding the New
Testament, 5-19; SODING — MUNCH, Wege der Schriftauslegung, 16-80; 221-304;
MARGUERAT — COMBET-GALLAND — CUVILLIER et al., Introduction au Nouveau Testament,
139-158; EHRMAN, The New Testament, 13-15; 260-275; EBNER — HEININGER, Exegese des
Neuen Testaments, 1-24, 157-165, 205-218, 325-345, 347-359; DESILVA, An Introduction to
the New Testament, 219-226, 258-266, 370-377, 438-444, 463-471, 477-479, 508-517, 531-
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important method of approaching and working with biblical and non-biblical
texts and scriptures, especially for focusing, among others, on the social identity
theory inquiring into aspects of the identity of an individual deriving from
belonging to a group or community’. As Sandra Huebenthal aptly remarks
regarding the New Testament writings:

Reading New Testament texts through the lens of social memory theory
is the attempt to understand how identity is shaped and how texts provide
frames for future processes of identity construction. As regards methods,
this reading attitude implies the need to accept that it is impossible to
say how the events recalled and interpreted in these texts actually took
place. Such a reading rather provides insights into the current situation
of a commemoration community (“Erinnerungsgemeinschaft”) and its
processes of identity construction. New Testament texts allow us to
witness how particular commemoration communities made sense of the
founding events and their impact.®

In any event, regardless of specific opinions and stances, it should be
especially emphasized when engaging with early Christian traditions that the
difference between social and cultural memory partially disappears, since there
was the necessity to transform the various subjective memories of the first Jesus
associates into steady and fixed verbal and written formulas aiming, in this
regard, to construct the identity of future Christ-followers.

The interpretative and semantic shifts are also observable in particular
terms, which later became essential and significant for the social and religious
identity formations on both sides—nascent Rabbinic Judaism and early
Christianity: synagogue, church, heresy, and, among others, also the term
loudaismos. In Christian non-Jewish circles, from the second century CE on, this
term — also including its cognates (especially the term ioudaizein)—was

534, 578-585, 629-630, 703-713, 800-805, 831-838, 858-860, 879-881, 908-911;
HOLLADAY, A4 Critical Introduction to the New Testament, 16-24, 39-57, 227-240, 263-281,
348-360. For criticism of the historical-critical approach, including so-called “Practical
Realism”, see APPLEBY — HUNT — JACOB, Telling the Truth about History, 11. Stated by
JEWETT, Romans, 1,n. 1, 3.

7 Among recent scholars who are applying the methodology of the Social Identity
Theory in biblical research, especially concerning Paul and his message, it is necessary to
highlight especially William S. Campbell. See especially his three recent works CAMPBELL,
Romans; CAMPBELL, The Nations in the Divine Economy; CAMPBELL, Paul and the Creation
of Christian Identity.

8 HUEBENTHAL, ‘Frozen Moments’, 41. See in more detail HUEBENTHAL, ‘Frozen
Moments’, 32-43.
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traditionally understood and interpreted ecclesiastically as a reference to
Judaism, contrary to early Christianity, and thus mainly in a negative (religious)
connotation.

Due to the above-mentioned conceptual ambiguity in the memory studies,
I want to refrain from engaging in the specifics of—and related differences of
opinion contained in theories of social, collective, and cultural memories’—and
rather focus on the reception history in this paper using the more appropriate term
memory, or remembering—in terms of the meaning of the ability of someone,
a group of people, or a community to recall past events, and recollect these
significant moments with some rhetorical intent. This approach is much more
significant, since within the development of the Jewish traditions, memory and
faith are interconnected and represent its basic and typical character'’.
Considering all these aspects, I will focus on the conceptualization of the term
loudaismos, from the Maccabean period, through Paul the Apostle, up to its use
by Ignatius, the bishop of Antioch of Syria at the beginning of the second century
CE, since his story is one particular example of the changing times, and his letters
provide us with a rare opportunity to focus on the early reception of Jewishness
after the Jewish War in the first century CE (66—70 CE). First, I focus briefly on
all the occurrences of this term in Jewish literature, including Paul’s message,
taking into consideration the current findings regarding its historical-critical
analysis that can help us better understand the hermeneutical differences we are
noticing in the letters of Ignatius of Antioch. Finally, I look at the findings
through the lens of one particular example of remembering theories presented by
Barry Schwartz, focusing on the reception history concerning this term, and
trying to understand contextually, within the development of the social identity

° In this connection, it is necessary to mention the research and work of sociologist
Maurice Halbwachs, and the sociologist Barry Schwartz. Very useful for the methodology of
this approach to the topic is the above-mentioned collective monograph SCHWARTZ (ed.):
Memory and Identity. See in more detail BUTTICAZ — NORELLI, Introduction, 1-14;
HUEBENTHAL, ‘Frozen Moments’, 17-43.

10 As Simon Butticaz and Enrico Norelli have aptly remarked on this
interdependency, “memory is not merely a valuable tool for describing and analysing how
the past was shaped to construct a common identity in the present [...] It is also a semantic
category with significant theological implications and intrinsic to the self-conception of the
groups under investigation.” (BUTTICAZ — NORELLI, Introduction, 10-11.) See also BARTON
— STUCKENBRUCK — WOLD (eds.), Memory. In this regard, DAHL, Jesus in the Memory, 13,
has stated: “The God of Israel was a God who acted and manifested himself in history. That
is why the memory of his work of salvation and his commandments had a fundamental
importance in the religion of Israel.” Stated by BUTTICAZ — NORELLI, Introduction, 11, n. 45.
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of the early Christian movement, the influence of remembering on the semantic
shifts concerning this term. All this should help us to answer the question—
although still aware that it is almost unfeasible—of why later, after the Jewish
War and onward, this term becomes associated with mostly a sense of negatively
characterizing and labeling Jewish people in Christian religious and theological
perspectives. Due to the limited space of one paper, I will not employ thorough
exegesis of the selected texts, nor engage in a detailed review and evaluation of
all interpretative options concerning this term and its cognates.

2 Ioudaismos: Conceptualization of the Term in the
Historical Context

As is known concerning the term loudaismos (Toudaiouds), it is a very rare
term found in ancient Jewish literature, occurring only four times in 2 Maccabees
(2:21; 8:1; 14:38[2x]), once in its literary imitator 4 Maccabees (4:26), and in the
New Testament corpus twice in Galatians (1:13, 14). From the later Roman
period, there are two other known occurrences of the term, both in the
inscriptions. The first (CLJ 537) is found in the funerary inscription from the third
or four century CE for a woman from Porto (near Rome). The second (C1J 694)
is the synagogue benefaction inscription from the third century CE from Stobi in
Macedonia''. In the early second century CE, this term is found in the letters of
Ignatius of Antioch (Ign. Magn. 8.1; 10.3 [2x]; Ign. Phld. 6.1), however, there is
also its opposite, the word Christianismos (Xptotiavioués; Ign. Magn. 10.1,
3[2x]; Ign. Rom. 3.3; Ign. Phld. 6.1), most probably being his own neoplasm (if
not, then learned of it in Antioch)'?.

Concerning Galatians, Marcion of Sinope similarly read this term as
a conflict between two religions—Christianity and Judaism—as Matthew
Novenson remarks, “but he takes the further step of inferring a conflict between
two opposing gods”!>. Although Tertullian rejects Marcion’s ditheism, in this

! Both inscriptions are described in FREY (ed.), Corpus Inscriptionum Judaicarum,
vol. 1, 398, 504-507.

12'See COHEN, Judaism, 397. There is a high probability of neologism created by
Ignatius himself since this word is first attested just in his letters (Ign. Phld. 6.1; Ign. Magn.
10.1, 3; Ign. Rom. 3.3). A little bit later, this word is attested in Martyrdom of Polycarp (Mart.
Pol. 10.1).

13 NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 26. Novenson here refers
to Marcion, Antitheses, as reconstructed by HARNACK, Marcion, 53-63 (cf. Tertullian,
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interpretation Galatians is characterized as: “The epistle which we also allow to
be the most decisive against Judaism [ludaismus] is that wherein the apostle
instructs the Galatians” (Tertullian, Marc. 5.2)'*. From the paradigmatic
semantic shift of this term, it is clear that it had to refer to the developing non-
Jewish Christian identity forming a definite opinion on the Jewish symbolic
world and transmitting Paul, the Hellenistic Jew of the first century CE, into the
abstract symbolic world of the rising early Christian church. Recent knowledge
about the possible sense of this term, as well as other cognates (especially the
term ioudaizein [iovdailetv]) in contemporary Jewishness, including Paul’s
message, would help us also to understand better, at least hypothetically,
Ignatius’ understanding of the term, and in this manner its later influence and
role in the process of forming the new “religious” identity of the non-Jewish
Jesus Christ movement, especially in the regions of Asia Minor'®,

This term, usually translated as “Judaism” and mainly understood in terms
of religion, which characterizes the beliefs, religious traditions, and practices of
Jewish people, in opposition to Christian religious traditions. However, this
understanding is historically misleading and thus incorrect. The reason is, as
Daniel Boyarin aptly explains, is that “there is no word in premodern Jewish
parlance that means ‘Judaism.””'® Similarly, other scholars besides those
mentioned above also argue this point, such as Shaye J. D. Cohen, Steve Mason,
Matthew Novenson, and others'’. Therefore, looking at the occurrences of this
term within the Second Temple period, we should change this traditional
“Christian” opinion and stance to its semantics'®.

Against Marcion, book 4). In this regard, see also MOLL, The Arch-heretic Marcion, 84-89,
107-115. Stated by NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 26-27, n. 14.

!4 Translated by Peter Holmes in: ROBERTS — DONALDSON (eds.), Ante-Nicene
Fathers, vol. 3. Stated by NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 26-27, n. 15.

15 In this regard, see especially MASON, Jews, 457-512; MASON, Josephus, 141-184;
MURRAY, Playing a Jewish Game, 3-7; BOYARIN, Rethinking Jewish Christianity, 7-36. In
regard to Paul’s message, see especially NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in
lToudaismos, 24-39; FREDRIKSEN, Judaism, 235-260.

16 BoYARIN, Rethinking Jewish Christianity, 8.

17 See footnote 15. See especially chapter 5 of MASON, Josephus, 141-184. See also
COHEN, The Beginnings of Jewishness, 69-106.

18 For older traditional interpretations of this term and its cognates see GUTBROD,
"Toudaiog.
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2.1 Ioudaios/Ioudaioi/loudaismos — From Ethnic-Geographic
to Cultural Characterization

At first, we must begin with the term loudaios (pl. loudaioi), the Greek
equivalent of Hebrew Yehudi (pl. Yehudim), which in ethnic-geographic
antiquity terms relates to the inhabitants of the land of loudaia (Hebr. Yehudah),
similar to the Egyptians, Edomites, Cappadocians, etc.'’ Shaye Cohen argues that
all occurrences of the term loudaios in the period before the middle or end of the
second century BCE should be translated “not as ‘Jew,’ a religious term, but as
‘Judaean,” an ethnic-geographic term”°. Application of this term to people who
were not ethnic or geographic Judaeans, but who either adhered to the belief in
the God of the Judaeans or became Judaeans in a political sense by joining the
Judaean state, begins in the second half of the second century BCE. It means that
the loudaioi are members of the Judaean people ethnically, coming from Judaea,
their homeland. Using the term Joudaios (Judaean) in the Diaspora means to be
a member of the association of those who originally come from the ethnic
homeland, regardless of whether they have been born directly in Judaea. None
of the characteristics of what it meant to be Judaean/Judaeans, like language,
customs, institutions, dress, religious traditions, and so on, are necessarily more
important than any other in defining this ethnic-geographic group.

However, what is significant concerning the semantic development of this
term, as Cohen aptly remarks, is “that it was only in the Maccabean period that
the ethnic-geographic self-definition was supplemented by religious (or
‘cultural’) and political definitions because it was only in this period that the
Judaean ethnos opened itself to the incorporation of outsiders™?!. It means that in
the Hellenistic period, the term “Judaeans” symbolizes practically all members
of Judaean ethnos who worship the God of Israel with the sacral center in the
Jerusalem temple*”. At the same time, due to persecution by Antiochus
Epiphanes, it is becoming increasingly apparent there is a clash between two
kinds of ways within the Jewish phenomenon; the ways of the Judaeans and the
ways of the Greeks, a process that emerged with two new definitions of Joudaios,

19 For the characterization of this term, see in more detail BDAG, 478-479.

20 COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 70. In this section, I follow primarily Cohen’s
characterization of these issues (69-106).

2l COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 70.

22 COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 105.
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as Cohen emphasizes, “that for the first time allowed gentiles the opportunity to
join the Judaean people”™?.

Thus, now when speaking about loudaioi, there are two different
definitions. The political definition forming a political community that extends
citizenship even to those who were not natives, but could become loudaioi,
without changing their ethnicity and retaining much of their religious and cultural
traditions. However, as loudaioi, they declared loyalty to the God of Israel (or
Judaeans). As Gruen emphasizes, this political definition is passing away with
the end of the Hasmonean empire, “but left behind clear traces in later Jewish
reflections on the meaning and process of conversion to Judaism™**. The second
definition is cultural, and uses the anachronistic term, “religious”. The Judaeans
form a cultural (religious) community that can extend membership to nonnatives
joining loudaioi by holding in veneration the God of Israel (Judaeans), whose
temple is in Jerusalem. This is the crucial point within the history of Jewish
phenomenon concerning the semantic shifts in the term loudaios/loudaioi. As
Cohen aptly remarks, “Second Maccabees 6:6 and 9:17, the first witness to this
new conception and new terminology, mark an important turning point in the
history of the word loudaios and, indeed, in the history of Judaism™®. It is
therefore not a coincidence that just in this book, the term loudaismos (2 Macc
2:21; 8:1; 14:38[2%]) appears for the first time, which we should understand and
interpret not too narrowly and anachronistically in the sense of religion
(Judaism), but rather as an accumulation of all those known attributes and
peculiarities, political as well as cultural, of the loudaioi that make them Jewish
in a specific world view and way of life?®. Cohen himself suggests that the term
should be translated rather as “Judaeanness”, not “Judaism”, in contrast to its
antonym Hellénismos, characterizing the adoption of foreign (non-Judaeans)
Greek ways?®’. Therefore, Second Maccabees is the first literary witness of the
use of the terms loudaismos and loudaios in this new way, in the sense of being
a “Jew” ethnically and cultural-religiously as well (ethno-religion)?®.

23 COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 105.

24 COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 105.

25 COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 105.

26 Or, as COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 106, remarks concerning this term: “It
means rather «the aggregate of all those characteristics that make Judaeans Judaean (or Jews
Jewish)»”.

27 COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 106.

28 COHEN, Beginnings of Jewishness, 106. For development of these two new
definitions of Judaeanness, their origin and connections to the events of the second century
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The significant influence of remembering in this process is more than
evident. The appearance of the term signifies an important flash in the
development of Jewish self-identity. Before focusing on the topic through the
lens of remembering, I will make a brief excursus into the historical context of
all the above-mentioned occurrences of this term.

2.2.1 2 Maccabees

Second Maccabees, as it is generally known, is, behind 1 Maccabees,
a very important source of raising the formation and development of Jewish,
ethnic, and religious devotion and piousness®’. This book is remarkable also from
a formal aspect. According to 2:23, it is a synopsis of the five books of Jason of
Cyrene (cf. 2:19-32). It is questionable if it is a synopsis or a brief digest, since
its content presentation of the selected events is so compact and coherent, that it
points rather to independent work. This book is also the second source for the
history of the Oniads*”. Its content is dealing at length with Onias III, in contrast
to 1 Maccabees®!, describing him in a glamorized way highlighting only his
good, not evil. He is characterized as “the benefactor of the city, the protector of
his compatriots, and a zealot for the laws” (4:2 [NRSV]; xal Tov edepyétny Tijg
TMoAews xal TOV xndepdva T@V opoebviv xal (MAwtny Tév véuwy émioviov T@v
mpayuatwy €TéAua Aéyew). In any case, as John Collins remarks, “2 Maccabees
exaggerates the pietistic character of Onias II1.”** However, this idealized

BCE, see in more detail, part 2 and 3, 109-340. See also COLLINS, Between Athens and
Jerusalem, 64-83.

2% In this regard, especially the second chapter of 1 Maccabees is coming to the fore
of the scholars’ interest, since, as Blazej Strba (STRBA, Mattathias as Joshua in 1 Macc 2, 51)
aptly remarks: “the second chapter presents the first main figure — the aged Mattathias, father
of the five sons.” Concerning this figure, the author, taking into consideration and
emphasizing the fact “that Mattathias’ final speech (2:48-69) is the longest poetical text in
1 Macc” and focusing on several textual references (syntagms and motifs) to the figure of
Joshua in 1 Maccabees 1-2, works with an engaging hypothesis that these references depict
Mattathias with the characteristics of Joshua.

30 See in more detail, COLLINS, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 77-83. In regard to
the prominence which Onias enjoys in 2 Maccabees, some scholars suggested, for example,
J. A. Goldstein “that the hypothetical «propagandistic work of Onias IV» served as a source
here t00”. See GOLDSTEIN, I Maccabees, 58-61, 90; GOLDSTEIN, The Tales of the Tobiads,
112-113. Quoted by COLLINS, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 77, including n. 71.

3l GOLDSTEIN, I Maccabees, 56-57, argues that the neglect of Onias III in
1 Maccabees and also in Josephus is the result of a pro-Hasmonean tendency.

32 COLLINS, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 78.
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portrayal of the selected events from the Maccabean revolt serves the author’s
purposes, provides significant insight into the relation between Jerusalem and the
Egyptian Diaspora of that period (the second century BCE).

While 1 Maccabees is a great record of significant historical events from
which the audience should recognize that the God of Israel was protecting his
people, in this book God’s interventions to the benefit of his people are described
as multiple heavenly phenomena that solved a seemingly impossible situation.
Despite that the sequence of events written down here is the same as in
1 Maccabees 1-7, 2 Maccabees is independent of the first one, and it’s debatable
whether its author knew 1 Maccabees at all**. Nevertheless, comparing these two
books in a general sense and a broader context—since the direct comparison is
not possible due to the very fact that 2 Maccabees is dealing only with selected
parts of the events recorded in 1 Maccabees, which describes them in more
detail—there are clear tracks of the influence of the increasing tradition related
to the Maccabean movement and its significance for Jewish phenomenon,
especially concerning Judaean complexities. Although this work supporting the
Maccabean revolt was written in Greek around the first half of the first century
BCE, probably within the circles of Alexandrian Jews and following Hellenistic
rhetoric and conventional style, its content deals entirely with events that
happened in Palestine. One of the author’s main purposes was to clearly support
the Greek-speaking Diaspora, as Martin Hengel highlights as well**.

In any case, the author’s emphasis is on devout life by God’s will that is
expressed in the Law, an example of which is the piety of Onias III. In other
words, observing the laws is bringing the people of God and inhabitants in
Jerusalem unbroken peace (2 Macc 3:1). All sufferings of the persecution were
designed to discipline the people (5:12). Therefore, the suffering of martyrs who
refused to be defiled by eating an unclean meal (chapters 67, the story of Eleazar
and his seven brothers, the main content of 4 Maccabees, where this story is
elaborated and retold even in more detail), are considered to be atonement for the
sins of the people, bringing an end to the wrath of God (7:38). Moreover, as

33 For the composition of Second Maccabees, its subject, purpose, date, and other
significant issues like the sources, development, historical worth, leading ideas, language,
style, reception, and text, see in more detail SCHWARTZ, 2 Maccabees, 3-126, including all
the references to other significant literature concerning 2 Maccabees dealing with various
stances and opinions towards its issues.

34 “Presumably the intention was to gain some understanding and support in the
Greek-speaking Diaspora and the Greek world in general for the Jews who were fighting for
the integrity of their sanctuary and their piety.” Quoted by HENGEL, Judaism, 97.
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Stefan M. Attard interestingly notes on the martyrdom of Eleazar, “Guarding
one’s dignity and one’s acclaimed moral status is a vehicle that would ensure the
protection of Torah™°. I think the hypothesis that this book would arouse from
the Pharisaic circles is not unsubstantiated. Frequent angelic manifestations,
including the strong hope for resurrection, are typical just for the Pharisees, and
the whole content of the book suggests that its main goal was not that much the
description of the selected historical events, but rather to draw a lesson from these
events and abide by the Pharisaic teaching. In this context, the attitude of
2 Maccabees to the non-Jews (Gentiles) is also interesting since it is ambiguous.
On the one side, Gentiles are enemies of the Jews, as their manners and behavior
are bad and unacceptable (6:1-11), and they are characterized as a “blasphemous
and barbarous nations” (10:4 [NRSV]). On the other side, Gentiles are described
as those who are impressed by Jewish piety (4:37; 14:24), and are still offered
conversion (3:35-40; 9:13-18). Although the author’s intent is to support Jews
living in the Diaspora, “neither the introductory letters nor the text of
2 Maccabees makes any attempt to subordinate the Diaspora to Jerusalem’?*.
Therefore, an ideal of Jewishness in regards to being Judaean (Jew) is coming to
the fore where the whole content of the book is not primarily political, but is
based on the pious way of life and devoutness to the observance of the law,
including the hope of the martyrs for resurrection®’.

All this relates also to the meaning of the terms ioudaizein and loudaismos,
and their usage in later Second Temple Jewish sources. Due to limited place,
I focus only on the latter, however, taking into consideration the correlation of
both. In 2 Macc we found four occurrences of this term: 2:21; 8:1; 14:38(2x%):

2 Macc 2:21: xal Tég €€ oVpavol yevouévag émbaveiag Tois Umép Tol
Tovdaiouol prhotipwg avdpayabioaaty, date v 6Any xwpav dAiyous
Svtag Aeniately xal ta PapPapa ARGy dwxew (“and the appearances
that came from heaven to those who fought bravely for Judaism, so that
though few in number they seized the whole land and pursued the
barbarian hordes”, [NRSV])

2 Macc 8:1: Iouwdas 0¢ 6 xal Maxxafalog xai ol obv adté
TapeloTopeVdpevol AeAnBoTwe elg Tag xwupas mpooexalolvrto Tolg
ouyyevels xal Tobg uepevnxdtas év @ lovdaioud mposAaufBaviuevol

35 ATTARD, Self-Portrayal, 175.
36 COLLINS, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 83.
37 COLLINS, Between Athens and Jerusalem, 83.
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ouiyayov eig Eaxioyiriovs. (“Meanwhile Judas, who was also called
Maccabeus, and his companions secretly entered the villages and
summoned their kindred and enlisted those who had continued in the
Jewish faith, and so they gathered about six thousand.” [NRSV])

2 Macc 14:38: 7jv yap v Tols EumpooBev ypdvois Tijs duetbiag xpiow
eloevnveypévog Tovdaiopol, xal odua xal Yuxny vmép Tol Iovdaiouol
napaPePAnuévos peta maons éxtevias. (“In former times, when there
was no mingling with the Gentiles, he had been accused of Judaism,
and he had most zealously risked body and life for Judaism.” [NRSV])

The English translation of this term in all passages follows a traditional
interpretation, which is, however, anachronistic, rendering it in a religious sense.
Steve Mason aptly underlines that “we need to ask how "Toudaiouds functions and
whether it nominalizes the -1{w verb in keeping with the same pattern. This is
particularly important because of the enormous weight placed upon these
passages in scholarship, in spite of their scarcity”*.

All these occurrences are fully in the context of the changed sense and
meaning of this term and express an accumulation of all those known attributes
and peculiarities, political as well as cultural, of the Jewish specifics concerning
the worldview and way of life influenced strongly by the Maccabean revolt,
meaning “Judaeanness”, in reaction to cultural Hellénismos, as an antithesis to
“foreignism” characterizing the adoption of foreign (non-Judaeans) Greek ways
(customs and worldviews)*. Or, as Matthew Novenson says in the context of
Paul’s usage of this term in Gal 1:13-14: “Iovdaiouds is the name of the cause

38 MASON, Josephus, 147. For HENGEL, Judaism, 2, “the word means both political
and genetic association with the Jewish nation and exclusive belief in the one God of Israel,
together with observance of the Torah given by him”. AMIR, The Term loudaismos, 38,
characterizes this term in a similar way and emphasizes that it was a remarkable exception to
the standard Greek usage, since, as he states: “In the entire Hellenistic-Roman cultural realm,
to the extent of our present knowledge, not a single nation, ethnic, or other group saw the
need of creating a general term for all the practical and ideological consequences entailed by
belonging to that group, with the exception of the Jewish people [scil. in Tovdaiocudés].” And
SCHWARTZ, Studies in the Jewish Background of Early Christianity, 15, emphasizes that just
in the latter half of the Second Temple period was increasing Jewish self-understanding: “as
adherents of an ism”: «Judaism» as opposed to Jewish territory or Jewish blood, became the
only way of defining «Jews» which was well founded in the logic and facts of Jewish
existence.” Stated and quoted by MASON, Josephus, 147.

%9 For commentary to all the passages with the occurrence of the term loudaismos,
see in more detail SCHWARTZ, 2 Maccabees, 172-174, 323-326, 488-489. See also MASON,
Josephus, 147-149.
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championed by Judah Maccabee and his Jewish partisans (2 Macc. 2:21; 8:1;
14:38; 4 Macc. 4:26)”%.

2.2.2 Galatians

Throughout the history of Christian interpretation of Galatians, there was
much debate about the meaning of the term loudaismos, which occurs in the
corpus of the New Testament only here (Gal 1:13-14), as well as of the term
ioudaizein occurring only in Paul’s speech of the Antioch incident (2:11-14)*".
The interest in both terms is understandable, not only from the context of these
passages and the letter as a whole, but also from a lexical point of view**.

Concerning the term loudaismos, as was mentioned above, there are two
occurrences, both in the first chapter (1:13-14):

"Hxoboate yap v éunv qvactpodny mote év @ Tovdaioud, &1t xabd’
UmepBoAny €dlwxov v éxxdnoiav Tod Beol xal méphouv adtny, xal
mpogxomTov &v ¢ Toudaloud UTEp moAAOVG cUVNALKIWTAS €V TG YEVeL
nov, TeplocoTépws MAwTNG UTdpxwy TEY TaTpx@y wov Tapaddoewy.
(“You have heard, no doubt, of my earlier life in Judaism. I was
violently persecuting the church of God and was trying to destroy it. I
advanced in Judaism beyond many among my people of the same age,
for I was far more zealous for the traditions of my ancestors.” [NRSV])

Focusing on the historical context of both the occurrences in the context of
the correlation of this term with its verbal cognate ioudaizein (2:14), there is a

40 NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 32.

4l LONGENECKER, Galatians, 78, aptly remarks that it is “probably the most crucial
term of this sentence for an understanding of Paul’s rebuke of Cephas.” For another
significant view and interpretation of the situation in Galatians, see NANOS, The Irony of
Galatians, and NANOS (ed.), The Galatians Debate. The latter is one significant endeavor of
the recent period designed to bring readers closer to the contemporary issues, significant and
central to the interpretation of Galatians including an adducing amount of relevant literature.
The contributors concentrate on three important research areas. The first part (3-154)
examines contemporary rhetorical and epistolary analyses of the letter. The second part (157-
318) investigates recent interpretations of Paul’s autobiographical narrative (Gal 1-2), and
the third part (321-433) investigates various interpretations of the situation among Paul and
his addressees in Galatia.

42 For the analysis and interpretation of the term in the context of Galatians, see
ABEL, The Semantics of the Term iovdati{ewv in Paul’s Message, 7-33.
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Jewish (Judaean) cultural movement connected tightly with circumcision and
observance of the Judaean law, as represented by the Pharisaic traditions*’.

Matthew Novenson contributes in a significant manner to the current
discussion concerning the meaning of this term, not only in the context of
Galatians, but as a whole, and is pointing out that ioudaizein is something that
only non-Jews can do. Novenson argues that the form Jloudaismos is the
nominalization of the verb iovdailm, according to the normal rules of etymology
this word ought to mean “the observance of Jewish customs by non-Jewish
persons”, not the “customs of the Jewish people” as it is typically used*. Thus,
he suggests that this term should be translated rather as “judaizing”, or
“judaization”. However, what is significant regarding the understanding of the
nominal form of the verb ioudaizein, Novenson emphasizes that loudaismos also
applies to Jews like Paul identifies his former activity as loudaismos™®.

This rendering conforms to a convention like it is in 2 Maccabees,
including its literary imitator 4 Maccabees, where (as I mentioned above
concerning 2 Maccabees) Novenson aptly remarks: “Toudaiouds is the name of
the cause championed by Judah Maccabee and his Jewish partisans (2 Macc.
2:21; 8:1; 14:38; 4 Macc. 4:26)*. This interpretation fits fully with two later
attestations of this word in the Roman period, as I mentioned above, both in
epigraphic records, the first in the funerary inscription from the third or fourth
century CE for a woman, Cattia Ammias, from Porto (CLJ 537), and the second
in the synagogue benefaction inscription from the third century CE from Stobi in
Macedonia (CLJ 694) concerning Claudius Tiberius Polycharmus, also called

43 As MASON, Josephus, 146, remarks in this connection: “The only two occurrences
of the verb in Josephus, which come in close proximity, mean much the same thing. At War
2.454 he describes the slaughter of the Roman garrison in Jerusalem, which only Metilius
survives — on his promise ‘that he will Judaize all the way to circumcision’ (uéypt mepttopiic
loudaioew). A few sentences later (2.463), when hostilities erupt between Judeans and
Syrians, Josephus reports that the latter killed most of the loudaioi in their midst, while
remaining suspicious of the many Judaizers in each city (Exaotot Todg {oudailovtag elyov év
bmogia)”.

4 Like the verb é\A\i{w means for a non-Greek to adopt Greek ways, and the noun
‘EAMpiopés means the adoption by non-Greeks of Greek ways. See NOVENSON, Paul’s
Former Occupation in loudaismos, 29, 30-32.

45 NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 32.

46 NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 32. For more information,
including the interpretative options offered by the recent scholarship, see NOVENSON, Paul’s
Former Occupation in loudaismos, 26-30, 35-39, including the notes.
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Achyrius*’. The general interpretation of the scholars who study these texts in
both inscriptions see it “to mean simply ‘Judaism’ in the sense of the religion
practiced by the presumably Jewish honorees*® and does not fit the period
practice in the Hellenistic as well as the Roman period. Ancient writers, when
referring to Jewish culture or traditions, use the words “vépor (“laws”), €0y
(“customs”), mapadéoets (“traditions”), or matpia (“ancestral ways”). Therefore,
Novenson aptly emphasizes that Cattia and Polycharmus were not just “good
Jews™ or proselytes®®, “but rather Jewish activists, advocates for the cause of
Toudaiowds in their respective Diaspora contexts™'. Thus, taking into
consideration all these important facts, to live in loudaismos means “the defense
and promotion of Jewish customs by Jewish people™?, or in the context of the
Maccabean revolt tradition, this word is used “to signify the suddenly radical
choice by Jews to follow their own ancestral ways™>>.

What does it mean in the context of Galatians? Paul is not talking about
his Jewish identity or Judaism as a religion. He is talking about his former,
zealous activity in a movement for a strong defense of Jewish ancestral ways,
probably performed by the Pharisaic faction Paul belonged to, which was
a sectarian program within the Jewish phenomenon of that period created under
the strong influence of the Maccabean movement tradition. In other words,
Paul’s own usage of this term is another significant example of remembering,
now concerning his activities against the Jesus Christ movement.

2.2.3 4 Maccabees

This book, a literary imitator of 2 Maccabees, presents a strong defense of
the Jewish way of life presented as “a «most philosophical discussion» of the
thesis that «devout reason is sovereign over the emotions» (1.1), for which the

47 For both, see in more detail NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in Joudaismos,
32-33.

“ For example: MARMORSTEIN, The Synagogue, 373-84; HENGEL, Die
Synagogeninschrift, 145-183; AMIR, The Term loudaismos; WILLIAMS, The Meaning and
Function of Ioudaios; LEVINE, The Ancient Synagogue, 270-273. Quoted by NOVENSON,
Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 33, n. 50.

4 So, Martin Hengel, and Lee I. Levine.

50'So, for example: MASON, Jews, 479; LIETZMANN, Die Synagogeninschrift, 93-95.
Quoted by NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 33, n. 51.

51 NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 36.

52 NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 33.

53 NOVENSON, Paul’s Former Occupation in loudaismos, 35.
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martyrs under Antiochus IV provide the most conclusive proof*>*. The author
and audience of this writing are Hellenistic Jews who are accustomed to and well-
acquainted with Greek values, thought, and culture. However, they want to
maintain their ancestral ways of Jewishness by trying to motivate other Jews to
devoutness to the Jewish way of life, traditions, and culture, even up to
martyrdom.

Among scholars, there is no consensus concerning the date of origin and
provenance of this writing. Some of them argue for Alexandria in Egypt, and
others for Antioch in Syria, which is, in my opinion, the most probable location®”.
Regarding the date, most scholars consider it between 40 BCE and 118 CE. There
are also the possibilities of the late first century and early second century CE,
therefore, I am inclined to the hypothesis supporting the later period as the time
when Paul wrote his epistle to the Galatians®®. Since the background of this
writing expresses great admiration for the Maccabean movement, I consider it
sufficiently persuasive that the author’s strategy to address the Hellenizing crisis
of the second century BCE period (175-164) with intent to motivate a response
of loyalty to the ancestral ways of Judaism, best characterizes what it means to
live in a way of loudaismos®’. Concerning this particular term, there is one
occurrence (4:26), the context of which is borrowed from 2 Maccabees:

54 DESILVA, 4 Maccabees, 11. The story of the priest Eleazar, the mother, and her
seven sons, who during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, were put to death because of
their faithfulness to the Torah is recorded in 2 Macc 67, and retold again in 4 Maccabees.
I inquire into the issues of 4 Maccabees in the Antiochian context and its supposable influence
on Ignatius’ perception of Paul and Judaism in my paper ABEL, ITadov ouppdoTal é0Te.

55 Antioch in Syria is mentioned as a plausible location by BARCLAY, Jews, 370,
including n. 63, GILBERT, Wisdom Literature, 318, and also ZETTERHOLM, The Formation of
Christianity, 82, admits this location as probable. DESILVA, 4 Maccabees, 21, locates
4 Maccabees in an urban center with a significant Jewish community somewhere in Syria or
Cilicia. CHARLESWORTH, The Pseudepigrapha, 151, mentions both cities (Alexandria in
Egypt and Antioch in Syria) as plausible locations. ANDERSON, 4 Maccabees, 537, as well as
VAN HENTEN, Maccabean Martyrs, 82, give the preference to a location “in a city of Asia
Minor around 100 C.E. or a short time later”.

56 For the introductory information about this writing, including the selected
bibliography, see ANDERSON, 4 Maccabees, 531-543. See also DESILVA, 4 Maccabees, 12-32.

57 There is necessary to note that it is uncertain what Ignatius means by the terms
‘Toudaiopés, and the opposite of it, Xpiotiaviopds, since he nowhere provides a clear
definition. Moreover, the meaning of the first of these terms is obscure, even in the time of
Paul. Recent knowledge about the possible sense of this term, as well as other cognates
(especially the term foudailew) in contemporary Judaism, including Paul’s message,
emphasizes that this term does not relate to ancient Israel’s ethnic identity as such, but
represents the particular, rigorous Jewish way of life concerning the obedience to the Torah
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4 Macc 4:26: émel o0v té déypate adtol xatedpoveito Hmd Tob Aaol,
adtés O Bacdvwy Eva Eéxactov Tol Ebvous Nvdyxalev wapddv
amoyevopévous Tpod@v e&duvuabar ov Toudaiopdv. (“...when, I say, his
decrees were despised by the people, he himself tried through torture to
compel everyone in the nation to eat defiling foods and to renounce
Judaism.” [NRSV])

Undoubtedly, the term loudaismos used by the author has the same
meaning as in the previous examples found in 2 Maccabees, signifying the
radical choice by some Jews to follow their own ancestral ways. This meaning is
strengthened here by the longer time of remembering the Maccabean period with
all its specifics and particularities.

2.2 Ioudaismos from Jewish (Judaean) Context to Ignatius’

Own Perception

Since 4 Maccabees and its ideology of martyrdom enjoyed great influence
on post-70 CE Jewish self-understanding and social-ethnic identity, we can
legitimately assume that this influence was the same, if not major, for the Torah-
oriented Jewish group in Antioch of Syria. And, since Ignatius of Antioch
himself strongly emphasizes martyrdom as a characteristic feature of the pious
Christ-believers, he also had to be influenced by 4 Maccabees®®. In this period,
after the Jewish War against the Romans (66—70/73 CE), the situation began to
change on both sides, Jewish, including the Jewish Jesus Christ-believers, as well
as non-Jewish. Therefore, the sense of the term gains a different connotation
given the changes in the political situation and its influence on the relations
between Jewish and non-Jewish Jesus Christ believers, and mostly between

and the ancestral traditions, very closely related to the Maccabean movement and later,
a positive admiring reverberation of Maccabean revolt through some particular Jewish
groups, like, the Pharisaic movement. This knowledge helps us to better understand, among
others, also Ignatius’s understanding of the term.

58 Here, I follow my paper, ABEL, ITadAou ovppdoral éote, 420-433. Another piece
of the mosaic of Ignatius’ negative attitude toward “judaizing people” within the early Christ
movement, and at the same time his eager declination to martyrdom, presents itself by way
of the existence of this Jewish group that was strongly influenced by the Maccabean
movement, and emphasizing the ideology of martyrdom. For these Jews obedience to the
Torah was worth dying for. Some scholars argue for the existence of a Jewish cult of the
Maccabean martyrs in Antioch. For the issue, see also: ROBINSON, Ignatius of Antioch, 129
n. 6; DESILVA, 4 Maccabees, 149-50; ZETTERHOLM, Formation, 81, 107-108, including n. 137.
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arousing Rabbinic Judaism and these two ways of the Jesus-messianic
movement.

Although this is only hypothetical, it is in making these and other
suggestions that we may be able to develop a deeper insight into the historical
settings of the relationship between Jews and Gentiles in Antioch of Syria—
especially and primarily within the early Christ movement. The significance of
this focus is even more evident if we take into consideration that, besides
Ignatius’ letters, the Gospel of Matthew is also assigned an Antiochian or at least
a Syrian milieu®®. And another important early Christian writing, the Didache,
also reflects the situation in Antioch of Syria®. These sources are all early
evidence of the changing situation concerning the relationships between Jesus-
believing Jews and Gentiles. Recent scholars mostly agree that Ignatius either
used Mathew’s Gospel or drew from the same oral tradition®'. Thus, in Ignatius’
letters, terms like loudaismos, ioudaizein, and Christianismos start to come to
the fore (Ign. Magn. 8.1; 10.3; Ign. Phld. 6.1). These terms show a significant
change in the attitudes of the Gentile representatives of nascent Christianity
toward arising Judaism based on the Tannaitic traditions. Remembering the times
of the first generation of Jesus followers were beginning to vary in the next two
or three generations of the Jesus Christ movement, especially in the geopolitical
context of Antioch of Syria and its surroundings®*.

% For recensions, editions, manuscripts, abbreviations in the apparatus, and
a selected bibliography concerning the letters of Ignatius of Antioch, see in more detail,
ABEL, TTatdov cuppdorar éote, 424 n. 38.

60 Concerning the Didache, this writing is sometimes also assigned to Syria showing
clearly Jewish influence, and drawing the same source of the tradition as Matthew and
Ignatius, with particular sensitivity to Jewish phenomenon.

®l For these issues including other relevant literature, see in more detail, ROBINSON,
Ignatius, 20-21, n. 78, 79. On Matthew’s connection to Antioch, see ZETTERHOLM,
Formation, 7, 211-216; ROBINSON, Ignatius, 89-94. Other scholars argue also for other
Christian canonical writings that would be known to Ignatius. See ABEL, TTatAou ouppdoTat
¢ote, 420 n. 8.

62 This is one particular example of an effort to separate Gentile Christ believers
from Jewishness — at least in some regions of the contemporary Roman Empire, like Antioch
itself, or in some cities of Asia Minor. This on its own, however, should not be construed as
a full parting of the ways, although, we should be cautious to understand it as a rapid, and
general process. A lot of Jews in the Diaspora participated in the larger non-Jewish society
without a clash of loyalties, including the relations with members of Christian communities
in the later period. In this regard, see especially FREDRIKSEN, What ‘Parting of the Ways’?
This is important since, although Ignatius writes from a perspective clearly outside Judaism,
which means that the separation between Judaism and nascent Christianity had to some extent
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The hypothesis of the direct influence of the martyrdom ideology of
4 Maccabees, the book which would originate in Antioch of Syria—possibly just
within this Jewish faction in the time of, or just before Ignatius®*—on Ignatius
also supports specific terminology, as well as verbal and conceptual parallels
related to martyrdom ideology®. If we acknowledge that 4 Maccabees indeed
originated in Antioch in the late first century CE®, we should take into
consideration the existence of a Torah and martyrdom ideology connected to
some Jewish group emphasizing the obedience and zeal for the Torah as the
values that were worth dying for—it is for loudaismos. Therefore, Ignatius would
be influenced by both 4 Maccabees and this Jewish group. Thus, for him, this
ideology and these characteristics would become a strong inspiration to follow
by its example, however, it transformed into a different subject of obedience to,
and zeal for, Jesus Christ, his Church, and bishops (Ign. Rom. inscr.; Eph. 20.2),
it is Christianismos that is worth dying for®. Thus, with understandable, at least
hypothetically, that for Ignatius who was influenced by his own experiences in
Antioch, including relations between local Jewish groups and their attitudes to
Gentiles (not excepting relations within the early Christ movement), the
adherents of what he calls Christianismos have to cease to practice or be in
contact with what he calls Joudaismos®’. Even though there is no unequivocal

already taken place, we cannot allege that the separation process was completed, only that
for the bishop in Antioch and his symbolic world, Christianity should be a non-Jewish
movement, as ZETTERHOLM, Formation, 203, aptly remarks in this regard.

9 For the issue, see DESILVA, 4 Maccabees, 149-50; ZETTERHOLM, Formation, 81,
including n. 137; SCHATKIN, The Maccabean Martyrs, 100-101.

64 For this particular issue, see in more detail ABEL, [TatAov qupuioTar éote, 427-433.

5 ZETTERHOLM, Formation, 82.

% In addition to the influence of this Torah-oriented Jewish group, we also should
take into consideration the process of separation between the Gentile Jesus believers from
the Matthean community in Antioch. See, ZETTERHOLM, Formation, 211-216; ROBINSON,
Ignatius, 89-94.

7 In my opinion, this is the real meaning of the two most characteristic anti-Jewish,
or anti-judaizing passages within the whole corpus of Ignatius’ letters in Magnesians 8-10
(8.1; 9.1; and especially 10.3) and Philadelphians 6-9 (especially 6.1). In this regard,
MURRAY, Playing a Jewish Game, 82, argues, in my opinion very aptly, that Ignatius’ letters
are another piece of literary evidence that helps us to understand contextually the accusations
made by John in the Book of Revelation (Rev 2:9; 3:9), in the context of persistent Christian
Judaizing tendencies in Asia Minor in the late first and early second century CE. For
Murray’s analysis of Revelation, see in more detail MURRAY, Playing a Jewish Game, 73-
81. For thorough analysis and interpretation of the above-mentioned passages from
Magnesians, see SCHOEDEL, Ignatius of Antioch, 118-119, 123-127, and from
Philadelphians, see SCHOEDEL, Ignatius of Antioch, 202-203, 207-209.
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opinion among scholars whether Ignatius’s references to Judaism (loudaismos,
ioudaizein) are or are not related directly to Jewishness and Jewish traditions—
first and foremost circumcision—or the notion of Israel as such, or if Ignatius
focuses only on Judaizing tendencies within Christian churches, we in any case
have to emphasize that the first explicit claim that Christians had replaced Israel
as the true people of God, or the “new Israel,” occurred later in the mid-second
century CE (Justin Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho). In any case, Ignatius rejects
and fights against any judaizing tendencies on behalf of the Gentile Jesus
believers who are still, more or less, attracted to Jewish scriptures and traditions.

All Jewish heroes of faith for Ignatius, like the apostles of Jesus, Paul,®® or
even the prophets of Israel, since they announced prospectively the coming of
Jesus—the promised Jewish Messiah, are no longer part of loudaismos, but they
are part and parcel of Christianismos. We can legitimately assume that Ignatius
was well-acquainted with the meaning of the term loudaismos, primarily in its
Antiochian context, its relation to the Maccabean movement and martyrs, as well
as its relation to Paul in the time before he came to believe in Jesus as the Jewish
Messiah (Gal 1:13-14). Whether Ignatius knew Galatians is uncertain, however,
we cannot exclude that he would know the Pauline traditions of Paul in
loudaismos in the time before he (i.e., Paul) came to believe in Jesus as the
Jewish Messiah (Gal 1:13-14), as well as of the Antiochian incident (Gal 2:11-
14), including its consequences on the relations between Jewish and Gentile
Jesus believers, especially in the time after Paul. Although, in my opinion, just
the ideology of martyrdom represents the only real Jewish matrix of Ignatius’s
message, all pieces of this contextual mosaic fit well together and are
understandable concerning the significant semantic shift of the term loudaismos
in the early Second Century CE.

3 Conclusion

Focusing on the term loudaismos through the lens of remembering and
trying to explore its conceptualization during the Second Temple period, from
Maccabees through Paul the Apostle, up to Ignatius of Antioch, helps us to better

68 Besides the allusions to the Pauline tradition that occurred in Ignatius’ letters, there
are two direct mentions of Paul by name (Ign. Eph. 12.2; Rom. 4.3). Therefore, it is evident that
Ignatius was significantly influenced by the early Pauline tradition, in my opinion, primarily
based on the disputed deutero-Pauline letters (Ephesians, Colossians) and Pastoral epistles
(1 Timothy, and 2 Timothy). See in more detail, ABEL, [Taou quppdotal €ote, 430-433.
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understand the semantic shifts concerning this term. Situating these findings into
the frame of Barry Schwartz’s “social memory” definition in the field of New
Testament research®, making it wider in the context of the Jewish Second
Temple period, the four dimensions of memory would be as follows: (1) the past
as it actually was is completely unreachable, however, it is still alive as (2)
“history” (which refers to linear representations of the past that take the form of
oral and written narratives) in 1 and 2 Maccabees. The next step in the process
of remembering the Maccabean movement is found in 4 Maccabees, the book
that consists of (3) “commemoration” (whose symbols lift from the historical
narrative those parts that best express society’s ideals), particularly emphasizing
and wanting to maintain the ancestral ways of Jewishness (Judaeans) by trying
to motivate other Jews to devoutness to the Jewish way of life, traditions, and
culture, even up to martyrdom. Finally, establishing (4) “social memory” (how
individuals, in the aggregate, think and feel about the past), is coming about, but
in different ways (outside and within Jewishness) by Paul the Apostle in his
situation, and later, within nascent Christianity represented by Ignatius of
Antioch. The whole of this process manifests the creation of the social and
religious identity of the communities that are behind, explaining, at least
partially, the semantic shifts in the usage of the term loudaismos, as well as
Christianismos.

Undoubtedly, the term loudaismos used by the authors of 2 Maccabees and
4 Maccabees has the same meaning, signifying the radical choice by some Jews
to follow their own ancestral ways in contrast to its antonym Hellénismos,
characterizing the adoption of foreign (non-Judaeans) Greek ways. In
4 Maccabees, this meaning is strengthened by the longer time of remembering
the Maccabean period with all its specifics and particularities. In the context of
Galatians, Paul is talking about his former, zealous activity in a movement for a
strong defense of Jewish ancestral ways performed probably by the Pharisaic
faction Paul belonged to, which was a sectarian program within the Jewish
phenomenon of that period created under the strong influence of the Maccabean
movement tradition. Paul’s usage of this term is another significant example of
remembering, now concerning his former activities against the Jesus Christ
movement. Finally, Ignatius of Antioch works with different memory concerning
this term, as well as its cognates, especially the term ioudaizein. Most probably,
Ignatius perceived Paul as a convert from what he labels loudaismos to the

% SCHWARTZ, Where There’s Smoke, 10-11.
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complete opposite of it, Christianismos. The anti-Judaizing feature of Ignatius’s
corpus could be explained rather as one of the consequences of anti-Jewish
proceedings introduced by the Roman administration after the Jewish War across
the entire Empire, including Antioch. This fact, as well as the experiences with
regard to local Jewish groups and their attitudes to Gentiles, especially the
rigorous Torah-oriented Jewish group emphasizing Maccabean martyrdom
ideology, including relations within the early Christ movement, would explain
Ignatius’s ignorance of Jewish phenomenon as such in his corpus, with the intent
to keep Christianity distinct from Jewishness. Ignatius’s eagerness for
martyrdom, the only real Jewish matrix of his message and life, gains its
rationale. Therefore, for Ignatius himself, the adherents of what he calls
Christianismos have to refrain from any influences of loudaismos.
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Summary

An important aspect of memory studies regarding Jewish religious tradition is that memory
and faith are interconnected and as such represent its basic character. Besides an essential
function of memory, which is to describe and analyze how the past was shaped to make
a common identity of the community in the present, remembering is also, as Simon Butticaz
and Enrico Norelli have aptly remarked on this interdependency, a semantic category with
significant theological implications. It is a typical character of Jewishness that confirms this
fact. The goal of this paper is to explore the conceptualization of the term loudaismos during
the Second Temple period, from Maccabees through Paul the Apostle, up to nascent
Christianity in the early Second Century CE, including its impact on the self-conception of
the groups of non-Jewish Jesus followers. The findings of this investigation confirm that
applying this approach to the topic enables us to understand this term, including its semantic
shift historically and contextually, without bias and traditional (anti-Jewish) stereotypes.

Keywords: Toudaismos, remembering, Second Temple period, Maccabees, Paul the Apostle,
Ignatius of Antioch.
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Zhrnutie

Délezitym aspektom $tudii paméte (memory studies) vo vztahu k zidovskej nabozenskej
tradicii je vzajomna previazanie pamite a viery, ktoré predstavuje zékladny charakter tejto
vyskumnej platformy. Popri esencialnej funkcii paméte, ktorou je opisat’ a analyzovat’ vplyv
udalosti minulosti na identitu spolo¢enstva v pritomnosti, proces spominania je tiez, ako
v suvislosti s uvedenou vzajomnou previazanostou Simon Butticaz a Enrico Norelli vystizne
podotkli, sémantickd kategoria s dolezitymi teologickymi dosledkami. Ide o typicky
charakter zidovstva ako nabozenského a kultirno-spolocenského fenoménu, ktory thto
skutocnost’ preukazuje. Cielom Stidie je preskumat’ konceptualizaciu vyrazu loudaismos
naprie¢ obdobim druhého chramu, od Makabejcov, cez apostola Pavla, az po rané druhé
storoCie po Kr., vratane dopadov na sebavnimanie skupin nezidovskych nasledovnikov Jezisa
Krista. Vysledky tohto badania potvrdzuji, Ze tento metodicky pristup k skimanej téme ndm
umoziuje lepSie a komplexnejSie porozumiet’ tomuto vyrazu, vratane jeho sémantickych
zmien historicko-kriticky a kontextualne, bez predsudkov a tradiénych (protizidovskych)
stereotypov.

Klucové slova: loudaismos, spominanie, obdobie Druhého chramu, Makabejci, apostol
Pavol, Ignac z Antiochie.
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Preco sa JeZiS obratil?
Viacvyznamovost JeziSovho fyzického obratenia sa

v synoptickych evanjelidch

Michal Malis

Uvod

Jednoduché ukony dostavaju int hodnotu, ked’ ich kona délezita a vzacna
osoba. Toto mdzeme povedat aj o jednoduchom obrateni sa' (otogeni), ked
osobou, ktord ho kona, je JeziS. Obycajné fyzické otocenie sa dostava ina
hodnotu. Jeho obratenia si v§imli autori synoptickych evanjelii. Tato Stadia bude
skamat’ Specifikum JeZiSovho obratenia sa podla synoptikov.

Stadia vychadza uz z predoslych zmienok o JeZiSovych obrateniach
v dielach biblickych vedcov. Vr. 1986 sa M. Soards venoval JeziSovmu
obrateniu sa k Petrovi po zapreti®. O rok neskor si ten isty autor vo svojej $tadii
o JeziSovej reci k plactcim Zenam vsimol sedemnasobné JeziSovo obratenie sa
v LukaSovom evanjeliu’. Komentare k pasiam v Luk4$ovom evanjeliu dopomohli
lepSie porozumiet’ JeZiSovmu obrateniu, najmd k plac¢licim Zenam. Boli to
komentare od J. Neyreya zr. 1985% ale aj novsie od D. Bocka (2011)°
a F. Bovona (2012)°. K téme JeZiSovho obratenia sa k Zenam v LukaSovom
evanjeliu prispela stidia od A. Weissenriederovej z r. 2003, v ktorej sa venovala
chorobam v trefom evanjeliu v dialégu so starobylymi lekarskymi textami’.

! Zvratny tvar ,,obratit’ sa“ z hl'adiska slovenskej gramatiky presnejsie vyjadruje
JeziSov fyzicky pohyb. V niektorych pripadoch v texte vSak nebude tento zvratny tvar
vyjadreny kvoli plynulosti Citania. No stale pdjde oten isty fyzicky pohyb, ktorého
podmetom je Jezis.

2 SOARDS, “And the Lord Turned and Looked Straight at Peter”: Understanding Luke
22,61.

3 SOARDS, Tradition, Composition, and Theology in Jesus’ Speech to the “Daughters
of Jerusalem” (Luke 23,26-32).

4 NEYREY, The Passion According to Luke.

5 Bock, A Theology of Luke’s Gospel and Acts.

6 BOVON, Luke 3.

7 WEISSENRIEDER, Imagess of Iliness in the Gospel of Luke.
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Vr.2004 vysla Mendézova-Moratallova Studia o obrateni v LukaSovom
evanjeliu®, no bola skor venovana obrateniu v zmysle zmeny Zivota. Stadia
E. Dowlingovej z r. 2007°, venujica sa lukasovskému teologickému pohl'adu na
zeny, dopomohla k naSej téme len vel'mi malo. O JeziSovom obrateni sa v dome
farizeja Simona sa zmienil aj W. Cotter vo svojej §tadii z r. 2022'°. O JeZiSovych
obrateniach u Marka st utrzkovité zmienky v komentdroch od R. Steina
(2008)!", A. Wesleyho (2013)!? a P. Dubovského (2013)"3. Jezisove obratenia
u Matasa parcidlne spominajii komentare od H. Clarkeho (2003)!%, R. Francea
(2007)"* a Ch. Talberta (2010)'¢.

Ciasto¢ny prieskum odbornej literattry k téme Jeziovych obrateni ukazal,
Ze najviac $tudii, v ktorych sit zmienky o tychto obrateniach, bolo venovanych
LukaSovmu evanjeliu. Obratenia u ostatnych synoptikov st spominané vo
velkych, celkovych komentaroch, v ktorych nie st Specificky analyzované.
Takisto aj Stidie k udalostiam LukaSovho evanjelia, v ktorych su zmienky
o JeZiSovom obrateni, sa venuju tejto téme sporadicky. Tento prieskum ukazal
potrebu ucelenej Studie o téme JeziSovho obratenia sa, a to nielen u Lukasa, ale
v celom synoptickom diele. Nie pocetné, no o to vzacnejsie zmienky o JeZziSovom
obrateni sa v synoptickom diele, si zasliZia osobitny vyskum. Tato nasa Stadia
ma napomdct’ prehibenému skimaniu JeZiSovych obrateni v synoptickych
evanjeliach.

V nasSej §tudii najprv vymedzime sémantické pole pre pojmy vyjadrujice
JeZiSovo obratenie sa v synoptickom diele. Nasledne najprv celkovy prehlad
zmienok o JeZziSovych obrateniach vystrieda prehibené skiimanie v ramci kazdého
synoptického evanjelia, za¢inajic chronologicky prvym, Markovym evanjeliom.
Na konci skiimania u kazdého synoptika uvedieme struc¢ny suhrn. Zavery
skiimania tychto zmienok v medzisynoptickych vztahoch ndm v zavere priblizia
dolezité charakteristiky JeZiSovho obratenia sa v synoptickom diele.

8 MENDEZ-MORATALLA, The Paradigm of Conversion in Luke.

® DOWLING, Taking Away the Pound.

10 COTTER, “Simon I Have Something to Say to You” (Luke 7:40).
' STEIN, Mark.

12 WESLEY, Matthew.

13 DUBOVSKY (ed.), Marek.

14 CLARKE, The Gospel of Matthew.

15 FRANCE, The Gospel of Matthew.

16 TALBERT, Matthew.
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1 Sémantické pole pojmov pre JeZiSovo obratenie sa u
synoptikov

Synoptici vyjadrili JeziSovo obratenie sa slovesami émiotpédw a oTpédw.
Louw a Nida zaradili sloveso ématpédw najprv do kategorie slov pre vyjadrenie
linedrneho pohybu, konkrétne do cCasti slov opisujicich navrat. Toto sloveso
vyjadruje navrat do bodu alebo do oblasti, kde uz niekto bol predtym. Ako
priklad je uvedeny néavrat JeziSa, Mdrie a Jozefa do Galiley po predstaveni
v chrame (Lk 2,39)". Dalej je toto sloveso uvedené v kategorii slov, ktoré
vyjadruju vieru a doveru, konkrétne v Casti vyjadrujucej zmenu nazoru ohl'adom
pravdy. Ako priklad je pouzité¢ Pavlovo roz¢arovanie nad navratom k slabym
a ubohym Zivlom (Gal 4,9)'®. Moze vyjadrovat’ aj obratenie podnietené inym
¢lovekom, ako napr. v pripade Jana Krstitel'a, ktory, podl'a predpovede anjela,
mnohych obrati k Panovi (Lk 1,16)". Sloveso je uvedené aj v &asti pojmov pre
opis spravania, konkrétne jeho zmeny, napr. v zmysle zmeny sposobu Zivota
v obrateni sa k Bohu (Mk 4,12)*°. Vyjadruje aj obratenie srdca (Lk 1,17)*'.
Podobne Bauer vyjadril pouzitie tohto slovesa aj na oznaCenie zmeny
v duchovnom alebo moralnom zmysle*?.

Sloveso aTpédw je zaradené medzi pojmy vyjadrujiice nelinearny pohyb,
napr. obratit’ aj druhé lice (Mt 5,39)*. Opisuje aj zmenu nejakej veci na inti (Zjv
11,6)*. Patri v8ak aj medzi slovesd vyjadrujuce linedrny pohyb v zmysle
odnesenia, vratenia nie¢oho naspit, na povodné miesto (Mt 27,3)**. V podobnom
vyzname ide o splatenie alebo o vratenie petazi (Mt 27,3)*. Opisuje aj
odvratenie sa Boha (Sk 7,42)*". Takisto ako v pripade émiotpédw, Bauer poukazal
na pouZitie tohto vyrazu vo vyzname vniitornej zmeny (Mt 18,3).

17 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 194.

18 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 373.

9 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 374.

20 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 510.

2l Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 300.

22 BAUER — DANKER — ARNDT — GINGRICH, 4 Greek-English Lexicon, 337.
23 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 214.

24 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 156.

%5 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 206.

26 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 575.

27 Louw — NIDA, Greek-English Lexicon, 449-450.

28 BAUER — DANKER — ARNDT — GINGRICH, A Greek-English Lexicon, 843.

StBiS1 16 (1/2024)



80 Preco sa Jezi§ obratil?

2 Celkovy prehlad synoptickych zmienok o JeziSovych
obrateniach

V nasledujucej Casti uvedieme celkovy prehlad zmienok o JeZiSovych
obrateniach v synoptickych evanjeliach. Kratko opiSeme jednotlivé vyskyty
a uvedieme, aké sloveso je pouzité v jednotlivych pripadoch. Zmienky uvedieme
prehladnou formou v tabul’ke. Dalej sa budeme podrobnejsie venovat’ JeZzisovym
obrateniam v jednotlivych zmienkach v ramci kazdého synoptika. Zmienky
v rdmci kazdého synoptika uzavrieme sthrnom.

Tabulka 1: Zmienky o Jezisovych obrateniach v synoptickych evanjelidch

Markove zmienky Matasove zmienky LukéaSove zmienky
5,30: JeziSovo 9,22: JeziSovo obratenie  7,9: JeziSovo obratenie sa
obratenie sa v sa v udalosti uzdravenia v udalosti uzdravenia
udalosti uzdravenia ~ Zeny trpiacej na krvotok;  stotnikovho sluhu; otpadeis
Zeny trpiacej na oTpadels
krvotok;
émotpadels
8,33: JeziSovo 16,23: JeziSovo 7,44 JeziSovo obratenie sa
obratenie sa pri obratenie sa pri v dome farizeja Simona;
pokarhani Petra; napomenuti Petra; oTpadels
émoTpadelg oTpadelg

9,55: JeziSovo obratenie sa pri
pokarhani Jakuba a Jana;
oTpadelg

10,23: JeziSovo obratenie sa
pri makarizme ucenikov;
aTpadeis

14,25: JeziSovo obratenie sa
pri vysloveni poziadaviek na
ucenika; otpadels

22,61: JeziSovo obratenie sa
po Petrovom zapreti; atpadeis
23,28: JeziSovo obratenie sa na
krizovej ceste; aTpadeis

Markove zmienky o JeziSovom obrateni sa st dve, a to po zaciteni dotyku
na Satach od Zeny trpiacej na krvotok (5,30) a pri pokarhani Petra (8,33). Marek
v obidvoch pripadoch vyjadril JeziSovo obratenie sa slovesom émioTpédw, a to
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vtvare émotpadels. Ide opart. pas. aor, vnom. mask. sg., je tu pouZity
v reflexivnom vyzname®. Tvar mozeme prelozit ako ,,obrateny* alebo ,bol
oto¢eny/obrateny*’.

MattSove zmienky su tieZ dve, a to v rovnakych udalostiach ako u Marka,
po dotyku obruby odevu Zenou trpiacou na krvotok (9,22) a pri napomenuti Petra
(16,23). Matus sa vsak odlisil od Marka pouzitim slovesa oTpédw v tvare
atpadels, ¢o je vSak gramaticky rovnaky tvar ako u Marka (,,obrateny®).

Luka$§ rozsiril poCet vyskytov JeZiSovho obratenia sa na sedem, a to
v odliSnych udalostiach od Marka s MatiSom. Prva zmienka sa nachadza pri
oceneni viery stotnika (7,9), druha pri stretnuti s hrieSnou Zenou v dome farizeja
Simona. Dal3ie tri zmienky o Jeziovom obréteni sa tykaji u¢enikov: pokarhanie
Jakuba a Jana (9,55), pri makarizme ucenikov (10,23) a pri vysloveni podmienok
pre u€enika (14,25). Posledné dve JeZiSove obratenia Lukas umiestnil do pasii:
po Petrovom zapreti (22,61) a na kriZzovej ceste pri placicich Zenach (23,28).
Lukas na JeziSovo obratenie sa pouzil identicky tvar s MatiSom, ato vzdy
v rovnakom tvare oTpadels.

2.1 JezZiSovo obratenie sa u Marka

V nasledujicej Casti si detailnejSie priblizZime zmienky o JeZiSovom
obrateni sa v Markovom evanjeliu. P6jde o dve zmienky: v udalosti uzdravenia
Zeny trpiacej na krvotok (5,30) a pri pokarhani Petra (8,33). Jednotlivé zmienky
predstavime najprv prehl'adne v tabul’ke, potom sa budeme venovat’ obsahovym
zvlastnostiam, ktoré vynasaji do popredia dolezitost’ JeZiSovho obratenia sa.

2.1.1 JeziSovo obratenie sa a Zena trpiaca na krvotok (MKk 5,30)

Vers Grécka syntagma®' SPSINZ Pracovny preklad
Mk 5,30b  émorpadeis év T4 Obratil sa k zastupu ~ Obrateny v tom
Sxhw Eleyey a spytal sa. zastupe hovoril.

Udalost’ uzdravenia zeny trpiacej na krvotok je bezprostredne spojena so
vzkriesenim dcéry Jairusa. Tymto dvom spojenym udalostiam predchadza

2 DUBOVSKY (ed.), Marek, 335.

30 DUuBOVSKY (ed.), Marek, 335.

31V celej studii budeme pouzivat’ grécky text podla NA?8, Konkordanény vyskyt
bude v celej stadii vykonavany pomocou elektronickej konkordancie v softvéri BibleWorks
6, Version 6.0.005y, Copyright 2003.
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uzdravenie posadnutého v gerazskom kraji (5,1-20) a nasledujucou udalost'ou je
JeZiSova navsteva v jeho vlasti (6,1-6).

Umiestnenie udalosti v kontexte podporuje tradicné vysvetlovanie cez
ritudlnu necistotu. Problémy s menStruaénym krvacanim robili Zenu ritudlne
nedistou®’. Aj v predoslej udalosti Marek zlého ducha oznacil za negistého,
hroby, kde byval posadnuty, boli ritudlne ne€istym miestom. Samotny kraj mal
pohansky charakter a oSipané boli negisté®>. No rozdielny povod ne&istoty
upozoriuje na vacsiu opatrnost’ vo vyklade stavu chorej zeny. Jej stav nesuvisel
s posadnutostou, ale sjej fyzickou chorobou. Aj Weissenriederova upravuje
tradi¢ny vyklad o nelistote Zeny v spojitosti s Lv 15. Poukazuje na nazov
choroby uvedeny Markom a Lukasom (pvois alpatos). Sémantické pole Cistoty
a necistoty je pre Marka v tejto udalosti irelevantné, v texte absentuje. Choroba
trvajuca dvanast’ rokov signalizovala nevylieCitel'nost’ a bliziacu sa smrt’. Text
teda zvyraziiuje skazu choroby, a nie skazu necistoty. Opisom choroby udalost’
dostala dimenziu smrti**. Aj Dubovsky podotkol, Ze ochorenie ohrozovalo jej
zivot™. Naznaluje to aj spojitost sudalostou mftvej dvanastrocnej dcéry
Jairusa. Jezi§ uzdravenim vratil zivot Zene, chorej dvanast’ rokov, hoci eSte
nebola fyzicky mftva, no blizila sa k smrti.

Zena prisla v zastupe (év 76 dxAw) a dotkla sa jeho Siat (Mk 5,27). Po tomto
dotyku Zena pocitila uzdravenie (v. 29), no aj Jezi$ hned’ poznal, Ze z neho vySsla
sila (v. 30a). Toto poznanie ho priviedlo k obrateniu sa v zastupe (év 7@ SxAw).
Toto obratenie sa uprostred zastupu predstavovalo aj isti tazkost’, lebo zastup ho
tlacil (v. 31), no Jezis$ ju nevéahal podstipit’. Obrateny poloZil otazku, kto sa dotkol
jeho Siat (v. 30b). Prvotnym dovodom JeziSovho obratenia sa bol uvedomely
acieleny Zenin dotyk sjeho Satami, sprevadzany vnatornym monologom,
v ktorom Zena vyjadrila istotu vlastnej zachrany (cw{w), niclen uzdravenia
(v. 28). Jezi§ v jej vnutornom postoji videl vieru (v. 34), ¢o odliSovalo Zenin
dotyk od tlacenia zastupom (v. 31). Jezi§ tento dotyk pocitil v sebe, a preto
obrateny hl'adal jeho povodcu (v. 32). Viera zachranila Zenu a bola uzdravena
z choroby (v. 34). JezZi§ sa obratil tesne potom, ako jej uzdravenim vratil Zivot.
JeZiS po obrateni sa hovoril. Marek dava doraz na JeziSovo obratenie, nie az tak
na adresata, ku ktorému sa Jezi$ obratil.

32 Porov. DUBOVSKY (ed.), Marek, 337.

33 DUBOVSKY (ed.), Marek, 323, 325.

34 WEISSENRIEDER, Imagess of Iliness in the Gospel of Luke, 229-256.
35 DUBOVSKY (ed.), Marek, 337.
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2.1.2 JeziSovo obratenie sa a pokarhanie Petra (8,33)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSINZ Pracovny preklad
Mk 8,33a ¢ 3¢ émoTpadels xai  On sa obratil, Ale on obrateny a (ako)
i0cwv Todg pabnrag pozrel sa na ten, ¢o pozrel na svojich
abrod émetiunoey svojich uenikov  ucenikov, pokarhal

TTétpw xal Aéyel a Petra pokarhal.  Petra a hovori*.

Toto druhé JeziSovo obratenie u Marka sa nachddza v kontexte Petrovho
vyznania pri Cézarey Filipovej (8,27-30) a prvej predpovede utrpenia (8,31-32a).
Po prvej predpovedi utrpenia si Peter vzal JeziSa nabok azaCal ho karhat
(v. 32b). Gesto vzatia Jezisa nabok znamena podl'a Steina Petrovu nadradenost’
a povysenost®’. Marek neuvadza obsah Petrovho karhania JeZziSa. Stein vidi
v Petrovom karhani neprijatie JeZiSovej interpretacie mesiaSskej ulohy, hoci
spravne vyznal JeziSa ako MesidSa (v. 29). Prave toto karhanie bolo podnetom
na JeziSovo obratenie sa a pohl'ad na ucenikov, ktorych Peter zastupoval ako
hovorca. Dévodom pohl'adu na u€enikov mohlo byt aj to, ze oni videli Petrovo
karhanie (v. 32b), takZe JeZi§ musel na to verejne, pred nimi, reagovat™®.

Dovodom JeziSovho obratenia sa vSak zostava neprijatie JeZiSovej
mesiaSskej ulohy, ktoré bolo vyjadrené Petrovym karhanim. JeZiSovo obratenie
je opét spojené s jeho vyrokom. Marek, podobne ako v prvom pripade JeziSovho
obratenia sa (5,30), nedal doraz na adresata obratenia, ale na samotni zmenu
JeziSovej pozicie. Keby sme cheeli urcit’ adresata obratenia, z JeziSovho pohl'adu
na ucenikov vyplyva, Ze to boli skor ucenici, ako Peter.

2.2 Suhrn

Marek uvadza dve JeZiSove obratenia sa, pri uzdraveni Zeny trpiacej na
krvotok (5,30) a pri pokarhani Petra (8,33). V oboch pripadoch vyjadril JeZiSovo
obratenie sa zhodnym tvarom &miotpageic. V prvom pripade bol pre JeziSovo
obratenie sa podnetom pozitivny nendpadny dotyk Zeny s JeZiSovymi Satami,

36 Helena Panczova vysvetl'uje, Ze ide o historicky prézent. U Marka je vel'mi Casty
(151-krat). V jeho markovskom pouzivani mozno vidiet' aj autorsky zamer, a teda nielen
zivsie spritomnenie minulej udalosti. Pomocou historického prézentu je niekedy mozné
rozlisit’ roviny deja. Tymto sposobom sa dosiahne, ze udalosti v prézente vystipia do
popredia (prva rovina deja) a udalosti opisované v minulych ¢asoch tvoria narativne pozadie
(druha rovina deja) [DUBOVSKY (ed.), Marek, 503, 64-65]. V tomto pripade teda Marek dal
do popredia obsah JeziSovho vyroku a pokarhanie Petra zostava na pozadi.

37 STEIN, Mark, 402.

3% STEIN, Mark, 403.
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sprevadzany jej vnutornym postojom, ktory Jezi§ oznacil za vieru. V druhom
pripade bol podnetom negativny postoj ucenika Petra k JeZiSovej vizii Mesiasa.
Marek uviedol nielen protikladné podnety pre JeziSove obratenia, ale kontrast
vyjadril aj postavami, ktoré ich podnietili. V prvom pripade iSlo o neznamu
chort zenu, v druhom pripade o prvého ucenika Petra. Zaroven kontrast bol aj
v okolnostiach. Prvému obrateniu predchadzalo Zenino dotknutie sa Siat zozadu,
v zastupe, druhému obrateniu predchadzalo viditeIné vzatie si JeziSa nabok pred
ucenikmi. Marek dal doraz na obratenie, adresatov obratenia neSpecifikoval
uplne zretel'ne. JeziSovo obratenie sa v obidvoch pripadoch sprevadza JezZiSov
vyrok, ktorym reagoval na vieru Zeny alebo na Petrovo neprijatie jeho vizie
Mesiésa.

2.3 JezZiSovo obratenie sa u Matuska

V tejto Casti sa budeme venovat zmienkam o JeZiSovom obrateni sa
u MatiSa. P6jde odve zmienky v identickych udalostiach ako u Marka:
v udalosti uzdravenia Zeny s chorobou krvotoku (9,22) apri doéraznom
dohovarani Petrovi (16,23). Hoci ide o identické udalosti s Markom, vzhl'adom
na JeZiSovo obratenie poukdzeme na rozdielové detaily u Matasa.

2.3.1 JeziSovo obratenie sa a Zena s chorobou krvotoku (9,22)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSiNZ Pracovny preklad
Mt9,22a 6 3¢ Tyools orpadels®®  Jezis sa obratil,  Ale JeZi§ obrateny a
xal 0wy adriy elmey aked ju zazrel, (ako) ten, o pozrel na
povedal. i, povedal.

Rovnako ako u Marka udalost’ uzdravenia Zeny chorej na krvotok (9,20-
22) je spojend so vzkriesenim dcéry popredného muza (9,18-19.23-26).
V blizkom kontexte tejto udalosti je aj povolanie Matasa (9,9-13). Na konci
stolovania v dome Jezi§ povedal farizejom, Ze lekara nepotrebuji zdravi, ale
chori (9,12). Matas v 9. kap. zvyraznil JeziSa ako lekara, ktory jednak odpusta
hriechy (9,2), ujima sa hrieSnych a mytnikov (9,9-10), ale aj fyzicky uzdravuje,
dokonca kriesi mftvych (ochrnuty, Zena chora na krvotok, dvaja slepci, nemy,
dcéra popredného muza).

39 Niektoré neskorSie kodexy ako napr. C, K, L, W uvadzaji tvar emotpaders,
v harmonizécii s Markom. Kédex D dopliia eomy otpadeis (zastal obrateny). No starobylé
kodexy, ako &, B, N a i. uvadzaju tvar otpadels.
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Matus je oproti Markovi konkrétnejsi, ked spomina obrubu odevu (9,20),
zatial ¢o Marek neSpecifikuje Cast’ Siat. No vo vnutornom monolégu Zeny
spomina len odev (9,21), rovnako ako Marek. Prevedenie dotyku bolo na obrube,
v umysle bol dotyk so Satami. Rozhodujiucou sa vSak viac ukazuje vnutorna
dispozicia viery, nez Specifikovanie Casti odevu, ktorej sa Zena dotkla. U Matusa
nachadzame iny nazov choroby (aipoppoéw) v porovnani s Markom a Lukasom
(pboig aipatog), o viac priblizuje chorobu k téme necistoty podla Lv 15,33
(LXX)*. Podl'a Talberta sa verilo tomu, ze takyto dotyk spdsobil negistotu
dotknutého?!.

Matus, na rozdiel od Marka a LukaSa, neumiestnil tito udalost’ do zastupu.
Ako pritomné postavy opisal popredného muza, JeZiSa, a uCenikov. Preto
u Matasa nenachadzame ani JeziSovu otazku, kto sa ho dotkol, lebo sam zazrel
tuto Zenu (v. 22a). No uzrel ju ako obrateny a vyzval ju, aby dufala a poukazuje
na jej vieru, ako dovod jej zachrany (v. 22b). Clarke pripomina JeZiSovo
upresnenie, e ju uzdravila jej viera, anie jej dotyk obruby odevu*’. Jezis
obratenim sa ,,obrati“ predosli skuto¢nost’, prenesie déraz na nieCo iné, nez ¢o
je bezprostredne spominané, a to z odevu na vieru. JeZi§, hoci nie je obklopeny
zastupom, otaca sa a uvidi Zenu, ktora sa ho dotkla. Teda o JeziSovom obrateni
sa nerozhoduje zastup, ale skuto¢nost’ dotyku, za ktorym je viera. Aj kodex
Bezae chcel este viac zdoraznit’ toto obratenie tym, Ze mu predchadzalo JeziSovo
zastavenie sa (€01y) oTpadels). Jezi§ tito zenu vyzval k odvahe rovnako ako
ochrmutého ¢loveka, ktorému odpustil hriechy (9,2).

Matus na JeziSovo obratenie sa pouzil tvar oTpadels namiesto Markovho
émoTpadels. MatiSov tvar vyjadruje aj nelinearny pohyb, teda pohyb otacavy,
ktory Jezi§ mohol bez problémov urobit’, ked” ho neobklopoval zastup. U Marka
snad’ musel trochu pockat’, vratit’ sa v zastupe (ématpadels) a vytvorit’ si priestor,
aby sa mohol otocit’. Vyber slovesného tvaru mohol zavisiet’ aj od okolnosti, do
ktorych evanjelista vsadil dej (zastup alebo bez zéstupu). Aj tu je JeZiSovo
obratenie sa spojené s jeho vyrokom.

40 WEISSENRIEDER, Imagess of lllness, 237.
41 TALBERT, Matthew, 120.
42 CLARKE, The Gospel of Matthew, 105.
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2.3.2 JeziSovo obratenie sa a dorazné dohovaranie Petrovi (16,23)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSINZ Pracovny preklad
Mt 16,23 6 3¢ aTpadelc” eimev  On sa obratil Ale obrateny
76 TéTpe a povedal Petrovi. povedal Petrovi.

Aj u Matusa je tato zmienka o JeZiSovom obrateni sa v kontexte Petrovho
vyznania pri Cézarey Filipovej (16,13-20) a prvej predpovede utrpenia (16,21).
Marek neuviedol obsah Petrovho karhania JeziSa, kym Matas ano (v. 22). Aj
Mati§ charakterizoval Petrovo dohovaranie JeziSovi ako karhanie, no pri
JeziSovom dohovarani Petrovi, na rozdiel od Marka, karhanie vobec nespomina.
Matus zjemnuje charakter JezZiSovej vypovede voci Petrovi, ked’ ho uvadza ako
jednoduché hovorenie.

Podl'a Wesleyho je u Marka Petrovo pokarhanie JeZiSa prezentované ako
ddsledok jeho neuplného pochopenia, kym je Jezis (Mk 8,29). Ale ked’ze Matus
predstavuje Petra tak, Ze jasne chape, kto je Jezi§ (v. 16), motivacia pokarhania
tu nie je taka jasnd. Jezi$ vo svojom vyroku Petrovi nehovori az tak o motivacii
pokarhania, ale skor o jeho dovode: Peter sa zameriava na 'udské veci, a nie na
Bozie. Je to v kontraste s JeziSovym vyrokom o tom, ze nie telo a krv (I'udské
veci) zjavili Petrovi JeZiSovu identitu, ale Otec (v. 17)*. France vysvetluje
JeZiSovo obratenie sa ako rec tela, ktora pridava na efekte verejného dohovarania
Petrovi®. Aj tu je JeZi§ovo obratenie spojené s vyrokom.

2.4 Suhrn

Matus, rovnako ako Marek, uvadza dve JeZiSove obratenia — pri uzdraveni
zeny trpiacej na krvotok (9,22) a pri déraznom dohovarani Petrovi (16,23).
V oboch pripadoch vyjadril JeziSovo obratenie sa zhodnym tvarom otpadeis,
hoci neskorSie kodexy maji tendenciu harmonizacie s Markom. Matis
neumiestnil dotyk chorej Zeny do zastupu, ale do uZzSej skupiny ucenikov
a popredného cloveka. Matus JeziSovmu dohovaraniu Petrovi ubral charakter
pokarhania, hoci Petrove slova k JeZiSovi ako pokarhanie vnima. U Marka bolo
Petrovo karhanie JeziSa dosledkom nedostato¢ného poznania JeZiSa a neprijatia

43 Podobne ako v Mt 9,22, aj v tomto versi sa neskorsie kodexy, ako napr. D, K, L,
pokusaju harmonizovat vyraz pre obratenie s Markom. Nahradzaju otpadeis vyrazom
emotpadels. No kodexy, ako KX a B, uvadzaji atpadets.

44 WESLEY, Matthew, 170.

45 FRANCE, The Gospel of Matthew, 580.
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jeho vizie Mesiasa. U Matusa bolo Petrovo poznanie JeZiSa vyjadrené v uplnosti,
no chybal mu zmysel pre BoZie veci. Obratenie sa dava JeZiSovmu dohovaraniu
Petrovi silnejsi efekt. Matus dal oproti Markovi vacsiu zretelnost” adresatom, ku
ktorym sa Jezi§ obratil, najmd spomenutim pohladu na Zenu. V obidvoch
pripadoch je obratenie sa spojené s JeziSovym vyrokom.

2.5 JeZisovo obratenie sa u Lukasa

V nasledujicej Casti sa budeme venovat’ zmienkam o JeziSovom obrateni
sa v LukaSovom evanjeliu. Na rozdiel od Marka s Matasom, Lukas uviedol az
sedem zmienok o JeziSovom obrateni. No s Markom a LukdSom ho spdja
identicky gramaticky tvar a pridfza sa MataSovho tvaru atpadeis. Textova kritika
v jednotlivych vyskytoch neuvadza textovy variant s emotpadets v neskorsich
kodexoch. JeziSovo obratenie sa spomina v udalostiach odlisnych od ostatnych
dvoch synoptikov. Zaroven vSak poukaZzeme na ich vnatorna suvislost
a lukaSovské rozvijanie témy JeZiSovho obratenia v kontinuite s Markom
a MataSom.

V udalosti uzdravenia zeny chorej na krvotok, kde Marek s MatuSom
uviedli JeZiSovo obratenie sa, ho Luk4s nespomina. Udalost’ napomenutia Petra
v kontexte jeho vyznania Luka$ nespomina vobec, ateda chyba aj zmienka
JeziSovho obratenia, uvedena u Marka a MatuSa. LukasS vSak zaznamenal
JeZiSovo obratenie sa v udalosti uzdravenia stotnikovho sluhu (7,9). V paralelne;j
udalosti u Matusa (8,5-13) JeZiSovo obratenie nie je spomenuté. V 7. kap. je eSte
jedna zmienka o JeZiSovom obrateni, a to v udalosti stretnutia s hrieSnou Zenou
v dome farizeja Simona (7,44). Dalgie tri zmienky o JeZiSovom obrateni Lukas
zaznamenal pri pokarhani Jakuba aJana vich nespravnej horlivosti voci
Samaritdnom (9,55). Potom v pozitivnom vyzname pri makarizme ucenikov
(10,23), ktory uvadza aj Matus (13,16-17), ale bez JeziSovho obratenia. JeZi§ sa
obrati aj pri vysloveni podmienok pre u€enika pred zastupmi (14,25). JezZiSove
vyroky s podobnym obsahom uviedol aj Matas (10,37-38), ale bez JeziSovho
obratenia. Posledné¢ dve JeZiSove obratenia Luka$ umiestnil do paSii: po
Petrovom zapreti (22,61) a na krizovej ceste k platucim zenam (23,28).

Podl'a Soardsa pozoruhodnost’ slovesného tvaru otpadeis nie je v jeho
vyzname, ale v tom, Ze podmetom fyzického obratenia sa k nejakému adreséatovi,
o tento tvar vyjadruje, je v LukaSovom evanjeliu len Jezis*®. Fitzmyer vidi

46 SOARDS, Jesus’ Speech, 231.
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v oTpadels obltibeny tvar pre Lukasa*’. Bovon uvadza, ze Lukas rad hovori, ako
sa Jezi§ obrati k partnerom v rozhovore skor, nez s nimi prehovori. Luk4s ma
svoj obl'ibeny literarny prostriedok: frazu mpog adtas (,,.k nim®) spaja nielen so
otpadels, ale aj s eimev (,,povedal)*.

Jednotlivé zmienky predstavime najprv prehladne v tabulke, potom sa
budeme venovat’ Specifickému lukaSovskému rozpracovaniu.

2.5.1 JeziSovo obratenie sa a stotnikova viera (7,9)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSiNZ Pracovny preklad
Lk 7,9 otpadeic T4 Obratil sa a zastupom,  Obrateny povedal
axoAovBolvTt adTé ¢o ho sprevadzali, zastupu, ¢o ho
S eimey povedal. nasledoval®.

Udalost’ uzdravenia stotnikovho sluhu nasleduje po JeZiSovej reci na rovine
(6,17-49), tesne po podobenstve o dvoch staviteloch (6,48-49). Nasledujiucou
udalost’ou je vzkriesenie syna vdovy pri Naime (7,11-17), stvisly blok o Janovi
Krstitel'ovi (7,18-35) audalost’ stretnutia s hrieSnou zenou v dome farizeja
Simona (7,36-50).

Podl'a Bocka sa touto udalostou JeZiSovo uzdravovanie vztahuje aj na
pohanov®’. Hoci u Lukasa stotnik neprisiel osobne za JeZisom ako u Matusa
(8,5), prvé JeziSovo obratenie v tretom evanjeliu bolo podnietené stotnikovym
odkazom. Teda pohan bol nepriamym dovodom prvého JezZiSovho obratenia sa
u Lukasa. Mézeme tu vidiet' kontinuitu s prvou JeziSovou reCou v Nazarete,
v ktorej vyzdvihol vdovu v Sarepte a Syr€ana Namana (4,26-27). JeziSovo
obratenie sposobil stotnikov odkaz, ktory Jezi§ vysvetlil ako prejav takej viery,
aku nenaSiel ani v Izraeli. Reakciu na stotnikov odkaz Jezi§ povedal obrateny
k zastupu, ktory ho nasledoval. Lukas tu jasnejSim spésobom vyjadruje adresata
JeziSovho obratenia, ktorym je zastup, ktory ho nasleduje. Aj tu je JeziSovo
obratenie sa spojené s vyrokom.

Matus v paralelnej udalosti neuviedol JeZiSovo obratenie sa a Marek
udalost’ nespomenul vobec. Luka$ do nej vtlac¢il prvok JeZiSovho obratenia.
Stotnik, ktory postavil synagogu, sa stal prikladom c¢loveka, ktory pocuval

4T FITZMYER, Luke I-1X, 653.

4“8 BOVON, Luke 3, 302.

4 Fitzmyer navrhuje preklad ,,obrateny povedal...“, pretoze dativ (&xoloubolvtt
a0t SxAw) je nepriamym predmetom slovesa povedat’ (FITZMYER, Luke I-IX, 653).

S0 Bock, 4 Theology of Luke’s Gospel, 70.
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JeZiSovo slovo a doveroval mu, a tak naplnil podobenstvo o muzovi stavajicom
na skale (6,47-48; 7,5).

2.5.2 JeziSovo obratenie sa a viera hrieSnej Zeny (7,44)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSINZ Pracovny preklad

Lk 7,44  xal otpadels mpog ™y Potom sa obratil A obrateny na ti
ywvaixa T Sipwvt €dy  k Zene a Simonovi  Zenu Simonovi
povedal. povedal.

Druhé JeziSovo obratenie sa v tretom evanjeliu a druhé aj v jeho 7. kap. je
k hriesnej zene v dome farizeja Simona. Jezi§ bol pozvany farizejom Simonom
k spolo¢nému stolovaniu, teda urcite — aspon podla farizejov — do lepSej
spolo¢nosti ako v dome Léviho (5,29-30). Zaver udalosti ukazal (v. 49), ze
v dome farizeja bola pocetnejsia spoloénost, nielen Simon. No aj tam vstupila
hrieSna Zena z mesta (v. 37) a ani tato spolocnost’ nebola uchranené od zastupcu
hrieSnikov.

Podl'a Bocka tato Zena nepovedala v udalosti ani jedno slovo, no jej
konanie vyvolalo reakciu od vSetkych pritomnych. Farizej si bol isty, Ze JeZi$ nie
je prorok. Zatial’ ¢o farizej vynaSa tento sud, JeZi§ si pripravuje podobenstvo,
ktorym je zrejmé, Ze Jezi§ vie o jeho vnitornom posudzovani. JeZi§ povazoval
konanie zeny za znak vd’acnosti za odpustenie. Podobenstvo, ktoré povedal,
zdoraznilo, Ze laska vznikd z odpustenia®. Hoci po skonéeni podobenstva je
JeZi§ obrateny k Zene, prave Simonovi hovori slové, ktoré hodnotia a ocefiuju jej
konanie. Zo vSetkych pritomnych je Jezi§ obrateny vyslovne len k Zene.
Dagmar Kral'ova sa tiez zmienila o zvlastnosti gesta JeziSovho obratenia k Zene,
ktorym chcel farizeja Simona priviest’ predovietkym k pohl'adu na tato zenu>

Nolland uvadza, Ze poskytnutie vody hostom na umytie néh nebolo
beznym prejavom pohostinnosti. Simon teda ni¢ nezanedbal, no Zene z mesta
bolo umozZnené so slzami ako vodou a vlasmi ako uterakom ukézat’ mimoriadnu
velkorysost’, vyjadrujicu pohostinnost’ hostitel'a, ktory bol svojmu hostovi
dlzny velka vdacnost®. Podla Cottera Jezi§ az do okamihu obritenia sa
nemohol vidiet' Zenu, ktora bola vzadu (v. 38), pri jeho nohach>*. Ked bol Jezis
obrateny k Zene, uZ mu nezmacala nohy slzami, neutierala mu nohy vlasmi, aj

SLBock, 4 Theology of Luke’s Gospel, 346.

52 KRALZOVA, Lebo vel'mi miluje, 166.

33 NOLLAND, Luke 1-9:20, 357.

5% COTTER, “Simon I Have Something to Say to You”, 97.
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pomazanie olejom uz skoncilo. Pretrvavalo vSak vriucne bozkévanie néh, ktoré
neprestalo odvtedy, ¢o Jezi§ vosiel do Simonovho domu. Zena mu neprestala
bozkavat nohy, aj ked bol Jezi$ k nej obrateny. JeziSove slova o bozkavani noh
od chvile vojdenia pripustaju moznost’, Ze zena uz na JeziSa vo farizejovom
dome cakala. Jezi§ obrateny k Zene, prijimajic jej bozky na svoje nohy, uz
povedal priamo jej, anie Simonovi, Ze jej hriechy boli odpustené (v. 48).
Dowling uvadza, Ze Zene bolo odpustené este pred pomazanim JeZziga>. Takisto
Jezi§ obrateny k nej povedal, Ze ju zachranila jej viera. Jezi§ obrateny k Zene
vyzdvihol jej gesta vd’a¢nosti, uistil ju o odpusteni hriechov a jej vieru oznacil
za d6vod jej zachrany.

Hoci Lukas$ vo svojom rozpravani o Zene chorej na krvotok (8,43-48)
nespomenul JeZiSovo obratenie sa, mdZeme vidiet’ vnutorna spojitost’ v udalosti
s hrieSnou Zenou. Obidve zeny priSli zozadu za JeziSom (7,38; 8,44) apri
obidvoch Jezi§ pouzil takmer identické slovd vyzdvihujice ich vieru, ktord ich
zachranila, a prepustil ich v pokoji (7,50; 8,48). Podla J. Fenika obidve Zeny
vd’aka viere a stretnutiu s JeziSom zakusili fundamentalnu Zivotni premenu,
ktorej vysledkom bol odchod v pokoji zo scény rozpravania s plnostou Bozieho
pozehnania®®.

Luka§ vSak JeziSovo obratenie sa rezervoval pre hrieSnu Zenu, aby
JeziSovo obratenie nebolo venované len fyzickej chorobe a ritudlnej necistote,
ale nastalo v okamihu, ked’ iSlo o hriech. JeziSovo obratenie nebolo venované
zene, ktord prestala krvacat’, ale ktorej prestali hriechy kvoli odpusteniu. Zaroven
sme vSak poukazali na to, Ze Markova a LukaSova podoba udalosti so Zenou
chorou na krvotok nechcela zdoraznit’ az tak jej ritudlnu necistotu, ale jej stav
ohrozujuci Zivot, stav blizko smrti. Luka$ vSak do takejto dramatickej situacie
nedal zmienku o JeziSovom obrateni. Presunul ju do udalosti s hrieSnou Zenou.
Tym zvyraznil vaznost’ hriechu, ktory sa rovna stavu blizkemu smrti, avSak
odpustenie je vratenim Zivota pre hrieSnicu. HrieSna Zena bola zachranend pred
smrt’ou, rovnako ako Zena chora na krvotok. Takto Lukas JeziSovo obratenie sa
posunul do este vicsej hibky biedy ¢loveka, kde hriech je tiez stavom
ohrozujicim zivot a kde je rovnako potrebny JeZiSov zasah vratenia Zivota cez
odpustenie.

55 DOWLING, Taking Away the Pound, 148.
56 FENiK, Docasne neplodna, 240.
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2.5.3 JeziSovo obratenie sa a pokarhanie dvoch ucenikov (9,55)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSiNZ Pracovny preklad
Lk 9,55 oTpadels 0t émetipnoey  On sa obratil Ale obrateny im
adrolg’’ a pokarhal ich. pohrozil®®.

Luka§ neuvadza Petrovo pokarhanie JeziSa aani naslednt JeZiSovu
reakciu, tak ako ju opisali Marek s MatiSom. Zaznamenal vS§ak pohrozenie inym
dvom ucenikom, a to Jakubovi a Janovi (9,55). Toto pohrozenie bolo spojené
s JeziSovym obratenim, prvym na jeho ceste do Jeruzalema (9,51). V tejto 9. kap.
sa nachadza aj Petrovo vyznanie (v. 20), ktoré vSak nevyusti do Petrovej reakcie
ako u Marka a Matusa. Takisto v tejto kap. je aj JeziSovo premenenie, ktorého st
ucastni Peter, Jan a Jakub. Napomenuti buda vsak len Jakub a Jan, Peter ostane
nespomenuty.

Podnetom pre JezZiSovo obratenie sa bola iniciativa dvoch bratov, ktori
chceli svojim slovom dosiahnut’ zostipenie ohiia z neba, ktory by znicil obyvatel'ov
samarijskej dediny (v. 54). Obratenie sa bolo spojené s pohrozenim dvom
bratom. Neskorsie rukopisy uviedli aj obsah tohto napomenutia, no skorsi textovi
svedkovia (i* a 17°) jeho obsah neuvadzaju. Podl'a Fitzmyera je JeZi§ zobrazeny
ako ten, ktory vedie spolo¢enstvo nasledovnikov®. Z toho by vyplyvalo, Ze sa
Jezi§ obratil k u¢enikom, ktori za nim povedali slova o zni¢eni dediny. Adresatmi
JeziSovho obratenia by boli dvaja bratia. No adresati v 9,55 st o nieCo menej
zretel'ni ako v predoslych dvoch pripadoch JeZiSovho obrétenia (7,9; 7,44).

JeZiSovo obratenie sa a pohrozenim vyjadreny nesthlas s ndvrhom dvoch
bratov urcili charakter jeho cesty do Jeruzalema. P. MareCek uvadza, Ze JeZi§
neputuje do Jeruzalema v roli sudcu, ale Spasitel'a®. JeZi§, hoci si zatvrdil tvar
pre cestu do Jeruzalema (9,51), ¢im bolo vyjadrené nemenné rozhodnutie tam
ist, sa hned na zaciatku cesty obratil. Toto obratenie bolo nevyhnutné pre
vyjasnenie charakteru jeho cesty. Podl'a Bocka JezZiSovo odmietnutie ponuky

57 Na konci v. 55 niektori textovi svedkovia ¢itaju: ,,A povedal: «Neviete, (akého)
ducha ste synmi.»*“ A na zaciatku v. 56 ¢itaju: ,,Lebo Syn ¢loveka nepriSiel znicit’ duse I'udi,
ale zachranit’.“ Variant pripomina Lk 19,10 alebo Jn 3,17 (OMANSON, 4 Textual Guide, 126).
Ide o textovych svedkov, ako napr. K, T', ©®, 113, 700 a i. Samotny variant v. 55, bez variantu
na zaciatku v. 56, uvadzaji koédex D a Epifanius Konstantsky (+403). Skorsie papyrusy ako
PB a P’ (3. stor.), Laudov kodex (E) zo 6. stor. a Hesychius (7451) tieto dodatky
vynechavaju (FITZMYER, Luke I-1X, 830).

58 PANCZOVA, Grécko-slovensky slovnik, 525.

3 FITZMYER, Luke I-1X, 830.

80 MARECEK, Evangelium podle Lukdse, 326.
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dvoch bratov znamenalo, Ze eSte nepriSiel Cas na konanie sudu. JezZiSovo
obratenie a pokarhanie u¢enikov dotvaraju nasledujuce JeZiSove slova o tom, Ze
jeho nasledovnici nebudu mat’ domov a nebudii mat’, kde hlavu sklonit’ (vv. 57-
58)%!. Ak sa pridizame prijatej lektiry podla vazenych rukopisov, JeZiovo
obratenie sa nebolo spojené s konkrétnym vyrokom, ale s pohrozenim, ktorého
obsah nepozname.

2.5.4 JeziSovo obratenie sa a St’astie ucenikov (10,23)

Ver§ Grécka syntagma SPSiNZ Pracovny preklad
Lk 10,23%  Kal otpadeis mpds Potom sa obratil A obréteny
ToUG pabnTag xat’ osobitne k u¢enikom  osobitne na

i0tav® elmey a povedal. ucenikov povedal.

Druha zmienka o JeZiSovom obrateni sa na ceste do Jeruzalema ma iny
naboj ako ta prva. Kym pri tej prvej bolo pokarhanie, v tejto druhej st ucenici
oznaceni za blahoslavenych. Téma ucenikov vSak spaja prvu aj druhtt zmienku.
Prvému JeZiSovmu obrateniu na ceste do Jeruzalema predchddzala iniciativa
dvoch bratov vykonat’ sud nad dedinou, druhému obrateniu predchadza JeziSovo
zaplesanie v Duchu Svitom a zvelebovanie Otca. V tejto atmosfére je Jezis
obrateny k ucenikom, ktorym adresuje makarizmus vztahujlci sa na ich oci.
Podobny makarizmus zaznamenal aj Mati§ (13,16-17), no bez zmienky
o JeziSovom obrateni sa a vztahuje sa aj na usi uc¢enikov.

Lukas je opat’ zreteI'ny v urceni adresata JeZiSovho obratenia sa, ktorym st
ucenici. Fraza xat’ idlav sa mbzZe vztahovat’ na JeZiSovo obratenie sa alebo na
slova uc¢enikom. Fraza moze spresnit’ a eSte viac vymedzit’ adresata JeZiSovho
obratenia alebo moZe od¢lenit predoslé JeZiSove slova (vv. 21-22) od makarizmu
ucenikov. Slova makarizmu st urené osobitne uenikom a nie Otcovi. Podla
Nollanda obratenie sa k u¢enikom predznamenava prejdenie od modlitby k reci

%l Bock, 4 Theology of Luke’s Gospel, 72.

62 Na zaciatku Lk 10,22 vela textovych svedkov, ako napr. A, C, K, N a i., priddvaju
frazu zo zaciatku v. 23: ,,Obratil sa k ucenikom a povedal.“ Ale tieto slova su druhoradé¢,
zobraté zv. 23 apridané prepisovacmi, aby vysvetlili ndhlu zmenu z JeziSovej modlitby
(v. 21) k jeho vyroku k u€enikom (v. 22). LukaSovym Stylom nie je opakovat’ slova alebo
frazy, tak ako to naznacuje spominany variant (OMANSON, A Textual Guide, 129). Text bez
pridaného uvodu vo v. 22 uvadzaju aj skorSie papyrusy ako P*’ a P’° a kddexy, ako napr.
& a B. Priklaname sa k tymto skor$im textovym svedkom, ako to uvadza aj prijata lektura.

83 Kodex D, 1424, lat a sy*© vynechavaju frazu xat’ idlav (,,0s0bitne*). Variant je
vSak malo dolozeny.
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uc¢enikom®. Aj tu je JeZiSovo obratenie spojené s jeho vyrokom. Uéenici nie st
blahoslaveni preto, Ze sa im poddavali duchovia (10,17.20), ale preto, Ze
v pritomnosti vidia Jezisa a jeho skutky.

2.5.5 JeziSovo obratenie sa a podmienky pre u¢enikov (14,25)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSINZ Pracovny preklad
Lk 14,25  Zuvemopetvto 0t adT® Isli s nim vel'ké Ale i8li s nim
Gx Aot moAMol, xal zastupy. Tu sa vel'ké zastupy
otpadels eimey mpdg obratil a povedal a obrateny
avToUg im. povedal im.

Tretie JeziSovo obratenie sa na ceste do Jeruzalema suvisi s témou
ucenictva, tak ako v predoslych dvoch. V. 25 je prejdenim od stolovania v dome
popredného farizeja (14,1-24) k spolocnému kracaniu spolu s vel'kymi zastupmi
na ceste do Jeruzalema. JeZi§ sa sam od seba bez vyslovného podnetu obratil
a povedal zastupom, ktoré ho sprevadzali, kto nemoze byt jeho ucenikom.
Podobny text uvadza aj Matus (10,37), no Marecek uvadza, Ze prvl JeziSovu
podmienku pre uc¢enika Lukas predstavil ovel’a radikalnejSie (v. 26). Pohorslivy
vyraz ,,nenavidiet* sa tu nesmie chapat’ emocionalne, ale treba ho brat’ v zmysle
,.prikladat’ mensi vyznam“®*. Aj druha JeziSova podmienka nachddza podobnost’
u Matusa (10,38). Kto nenesie svoj kriz, nemoze byt’ ucenikom (Lk 14,27). Kto
teda neprikladd menSi vyznam vztahom s najbliz§imi 'ud'mi a nenesie kriz,
nemoOze byt ucenikom. Jezi§ formuloval podmienky pre svojho ucenika
v negativnom zmysle, nie kto méze, ale kto neméze byt uéenikom®.

V podobnom texte u MatiSa nie je zmienka o JeziSovom obrateni.
V LukaSovom podani tdto zmienka je, no aj prvd podmienka je podana
radikalnejSie ako u Mattsa. JeZiSovo obratenie snad’ opraviiuje evanjelistu zvysit
poziadavku na JeziSovho uCenika. AvSak narocnost’ JeziSovych poziadaviek je
zjavnd aj v dalSom kontexte, ked’ v 15,1 zostali z vel'kych zastupov len vSetci
mytnici a hrieSnici, ktori sa priblizovali k JeziSovi. Zmienka o neseni kriZa je uz
pripravou na dve JeZiSove obratenia v opise jeho umucenia. Aj tu je JeziSovo
obratenie sa spojené s jeho vyrokmi.

64 NOLLAND, Luke 9:21-18:34, 575.
5 MARECEK, Evangelium podle Lukdse, 427.
% Viac o téme spojenia kriZza s u¢enikom v publikécii MALIS, Simon z Cyrény.
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2.5.6 JeziSovo obratenie sa a Petrovo zapretie (22,61)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSiNZ Pracovny preklad
Lk 22,61  xal otpadeis 6 xUptog Vtedy sa Pan A obrateny Pan sa
&véPreey 16 Métpw®’ obrétil a pozrel sa  zahladel®®
na Petra. (k) Petrovi.

Prvé JeziSovo obratenie sa v paSidch bolo na Petra po jeho tretom zapreti
a speve kohuta. V tomto pripade Lukas zameral pozornost’ na JeziSovo obratenie,
no zarovein je zretelny aj jeho adresat, vyjadreny pohl'adom na Petra. Sloveso
¢uPAénw vyjadruje JeziSov uprety pohl'ad na Petra.

Podl'a Bovona JeziSov pohl'ad vyvolava spomienku. To, ze sa JeZiS obratil,
je vyjadrenim toho, Ze Jezi§ nezabuda na osud svojho ucenika. Citatelia vedia,
ze Jezi§ stratil slobodu pohybu. No JezZi§ vyuziva svoje posledné pravo otocit’
hlavu a pozriet’ sa na svojho ucenika. Evanjelista tento pohl'ad nepopisuje. Da sa
povedat’ len tol’ko, Ze JeZiSovi nejde o seba, ale o ucenika. Javi sa nemozné urcit,
¢iJeziSov pohlad prezradza smutok alebo vycitku. Lukas opisal len Gi¢inok, ktory
tato neverbalna komunikacia pohl'adom priniesla, a to spomenutie si na Panovo
slovo. Jezi$ je tu obrateny ako Pan. Lukas chce zdoraznit,, Ze ten, kto sa pozrel
na Petra, nie je jednoducho ,,Jezis“, ale ,, Pan“®’.

Citatel’ by &akal, Ze tu kone¢ne zazneju slova pokarhania voéi Petrovi,
ktoré Lukas uplne vynechal po Petrovom vyznani (9,20). No nestane sa tak. JeZi§
zostane pri obrateni sa a mikvom pohl'ade na Petra. Toto obratenie sa na Petra je
jediné JeziSovo obratenie u synoptikov, po ktorom nenasleduje JeziSov vyrok,
ktorého obsah pozname alebo pokarhanie, ktorého obsah nepozndme. Toto
obratenie sa je uzavreté Jezisovym mikvym pohl'adom na Petra.

Dubovsky spaja toto posledné stretnutie pozemského Jezisa s Petrom
s jeho prvym povolanim (Lk 5,10-11). Prvy dialég s Petrom sa skoncil Petrovym

67 Starobyly papyrus P z 3. stor. [obsahuje len ¢ast’ LukaSovho evanjelia 22,41.45-
48.58-61 (NA?8, 796)] uvadza textovy variant, hoci nie s Uplnou istotu. Namiesto subst.
xUptog uvadza vlastné subst. Iletpos, zamietia podmety vo vete. Z toho vyplyva aj d’alsia
zmena, ked’ vo fraze je namiesto évéPedev 16 I1érpw (,,pozrel sa na Petra) spojenie évéfieey
avtw (,,pozrel sa na neho/mu”). Hned’ potom papyrus zamietia xal za tote (,,vtedy*). Cast
tohto versa podla P® by v pracovnom preklade znela: A obrateny Peter sa pozrel na neho,
vtedy sa Peter rozpamital na Panovo slovo. Hoci tento variant nie je prijatou lektirou
a uvadza ho len tento papyrus, je zaujimavym pohl'adom na zamenu podmetov a vyznamny
obsahovy presun z JeziSovej ¢innosti na Petrovu reakciu.

%8 PANCZOVA, Grécko-slovensky slovnik, 440.

% BOVON, Luke 3,224, 232-233.
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vyznanim, Ze je hriesSnik, ktory Ziada, aby Jezi$§ od neho odisiel (5,8). Posledné
stretnutie s JeZziSom sa skon¢i bez slov a Petrove slovd sa naplnia. Peter si
uvedomi, Ze je hriesnik, a na druhej strane Jezis definitivne odide. Peter pri tomto
poslednom stretnuti pred JeziSovou smrt'ou precitil to, o povedal na zaciatku, Ze
je hriesnik .

Slova zapretia boli podnetom pre JeziSovo obratenie sa. AvSak toto
obratenie je JeziSovym vyznanim voci Petrovi, kratko po Petrovom zapreti voci
JeziSovi. Nie Petrovo zapretie a spev kohuta bude poslednou udalostou, ale
JeziSovo obratenie a pohl'ad na Petra. Toto obratenie Jezi$ Petrovi nepredpovedal,
no bolo vyjadrenim toho, Ze aj po zapreti bude Petrova uloha pokracovat’.

2.5.7 JeziSovo obratenie sa a placice Zeny (23,28)

Vers Grécka syntagma SPSINZ Pracovny preklad
Lk 23,28  otpadeis 0t mpos adTig JeZi§ sa k nim Ale obrateny na
[6] Tnoods elmev obratil a povedal.  ne Jezi$ povedal.

Druhé JeziSovo obratenie sa v pasiach a posledné v Lukasovom evanjeliu
je na krizovej ceste k placicim Zenam. V tomto poslednom pripade je Lukas
jednoznac¢ny v adresatovi, ku ktorému sa Jezi§ obratil. Spojitost’ s predoSlym
obratenim je aj v placi. Peter plakal po JeZiSovom obrateni a pohl'ade na neho
(22,62), Zeny placu este pred JeZiSovym obratenim a aj pocas neho (23,27-28).

Bovon vidi v tomto obrateni sa JeZiSa k Zendm jeho zvlaStnu a laskava
pozornost’!. Neyrey zase priptita, Ze v tomto obrateni mozno vidiet vyzvu
k zmene Zivota, ale eSte viac v nom vidi vynesenie rozsudku nad hrieSnym
Jeruzalemom. Bock uvadza, 7e Jezi§ pouzil sicit Zien na varovanie, 7e ak sa
takyto stid kona so zelenym stromom, aky potom stihne strom mftvy’>. Soards
uvadza, Ze v Ziadnom inom zndmom prameni nie je informacia o tomto dialogu
so Zenami, takZe LukaS nevychadzal ziného literarneho diela, ani z Gstnej
tradicie, ani nezavisi od predlukasovskych zdrojov. Toto stretnutie je
najpravdepodobnejSie LukaSovou kompoziciou. Tieto slova opét’ ukazuju na
zobrazenie JeziSa v pasiach, ktoré ma ¢rty konania s autoritou, coho prejavom je
aj obratenie sa k zenam. Podobne to bolo pri obrateni sa na Petra (22,61). Aj ked’
LukaSova zmienka o JeZziSovom obrateni nemusi sama osebe znamenat’

70 DUBOVSKY, Povolanie a formdcia Petra,104.

"1 BOVON, Luke 3, 302.

"2 NEYREY, The Passion According to Luke, 111-112.
3 BOCK, 4 Theology of Luke’s Gospel, 349.
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vyznamny ¢in, obratenie sa vytvara aktivitu, ktord je vel'mi dolezita. Jezi§ sa
obracia typicky lukaSovskym sposobom, aby prorocky hovoril k ,,jeruzalemskym
dcéram“’*. Pla¢ Zien bol dovodom JeZiSovho obratenia. Toto obratenie sa
poukazuje aj na JeziSovu vnimavost’ eSte aj na krizovej ceste.

2.6 Suhrn

Luka§ osobitnym sposobom rozpracoval tému JeziSovho obratenia.
Poukazuje na to aj ich pocet (sedem) oproti Markovi s MatiSom (dve). Tieto
obratenia zaznamenal v rozdielnych udalostiach od ostatnych synoptikov (7,9;
7,44;9,55; 10,23; 14,25; 22,61; 23,28).

U Lukasa nachadzame stabilitu pojmu otpadeis bez textovych variantov
s émoTpadels ajeho podmetom je len Jezis. Lukas prehibil tému Jezisovho
obratenia sa. Vidime to v udalosti uzdravenia zeny chorej na krvotok, kde sa
Lukas, oproti ostatnym synoptikom, vyhol zmienke o obrateni. Ale pouzil ho
v udalosti s hrieSnou Zenou, kde toto obratenie vynikne eSte viac. JeZi§ sa obratil
k ¢loveku s moralnou necistotou (hriech) a nie s ritudlnou necistotou (choroba).
Zaroven JeziSovo obratenie umiestnil do stretnutia s hrieSnou Zenou, ktora
potrebovala zachranu a vratenie Zivota rovnako ako Zena choré na krvotok.

Spolu s témou JeziSovho obratenia Luka$ rozpracoval aj postavu Petra.
Nezobrazil ho, ako karhd JeziSa a ani on nebol pokarhany JeziSom. Z trojice
najblizsich ucenikov boli pokarhani len Jakub a Jan. Peter je LukaSom chraneny,
dokonca aj pri obrateni na Petra po zapreti Jezi§ ml¢i. Od Petra sa bude
vyzadovat’ hlbSia vnimavost, ktorou pochopi nielen slova, ale aj celkovl
komunikaciu. Lukas takisto najviac rozpracoval JeZiSovo obratenie sa po zapreti,
ked’ zaznamenal nielen obratenie, ale aj JeZiSov pohl'ad na Petra. JeZi§ sa obratil
na Petra ako na hriesnu zenu vo chvili, ked’ Peter precitil, ze je clovek hriesny.

Lukas rozpracoval aj jasnost’ adresatov, ku ktorym sa Jezi$ obratil. Jasnost’
adresatov je vidiet’ najmd v 7,9 (zastup), 7,44 (zena), 10,23 (ucenici), 22,61
(Peter) a v 23,28 (Zeny).

Luka§ vytvara zjednotlivych obrateni dvojice, naznacil to aj ich
vzajomnou blizkost’ou v kontexte. Spdja ich tematicky a vnlitornou suvislost'ou.
Spéja obratenie 7,9 a 7,44 cez stotnika a Zenu, cez ich naboZensky a moralny
status. V jednom pripade ide o pohana, v druhom o hriesnu Zenu. Zaroven ich
spaja téma viery. Zmienky 9,55 a 10,23 spajaju ucenici, Jakub aJan
a sedemdesiati dvaja. Spaja ich kontrast JeziSovho pokarhania a plesania.

7 SOARDS, Jesus’ Speech, 230-231.
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Zaroven su obidve na ceste do Jeruzalema. Zmienka v 14,25 spaja predoslé dve
zmienky v suvislosti s u¢enikmi a zmienkou o neseni kriza pripravuje JeziSove
obratenia v pasiach. Dvojicu JeZiSovych obrateni v 22,61 a 23,28 spdja okolnost’
JeZiSovho umucenia 1 placu postav, ku ktorym sa Jezi§ obratil.

JeZiSovym obrateniam u LukéSa predchadza emotivny prvok. K obrateniu
v 7,9 sa vztahuje JeziSov udiv, v 7,44 su to neprestavajiice bozky od Zeny na
JeziSove nohy (7,45). Obrateniu sa k Jakubovi a Janovi predchadza ich zvolavanie
pomsty, za ktorym mozZno vidiet’ ich rozhor¢enie (9,54) a obrateniu k u¢enikom
predchadza Jezisovo plesanie (10,21). Pri obrateni k Petrovi je to taziva okolnost’
zapretia (22,60) a obrateniu na kriZzovej ceste predchadza plac Zien (23,27).

JeZiSove obratenia Lukas spojil s vyrokom (7,9; 7,44; 10,23; 14,27, 23,28),
s pokarhanim (9,55). Jediné obratenie sa bez vyroku je po Petrovom zapreti
(22,61).

3 Suhrn synoptickych zmienok o JeZiSovom obrateni

V predoslych sthrnoch sme sa venovali zaverom zo zmienok o JeziSovom
obrateni sa u jednotlivych synoptikov. V nasledujucej casti budeme hovorit
o JeZiSovom obrateni sa vzh'adom na medzisynoptické vzt'ahy. Uvedieme vyvoj
tohto obratenia v synoptickom diele a prinesieme konkrétne zavere¢né pozorovanie.

Nase zaverecné pozorovanie sa bude tykat JeziSovho obratenia sa
z hladiska jeho odkazu (€o vyjadruje), sémantického vyznamu a vyvoja pojmu
pre obratenie. Dalej budeme sledovat’ toto obratenie z hl’adiska jeho podnetov a
vyvoja zretelnosti adresatov, ku ktorym sa JeZi$ obratil a zameriame sa aj na fakt
JeZiSovych vyrokov po obrateni.

a) Odkaz JeZiSovho obratenia

Gesto JeziSovho obratenia sa (otoCenia) bolo recou tela na dosiahnutie
vicsieho efektu nasledovného JeziSovho vyroku. Bolo vyjadrenim vymeny
adresatov JeziSovych slov. Dalej bolo prejavom Jezisovej laskavej pozornosti
a vole uvidiet’ ¢loveka, od ktorého prichadzal podnet. Bolo vyjadrenim postoja
JeziSa, vyzyvajiaceho k zmene Zivota (postoja) a vynasajuceho rozsudok.

b) Sémanticky vyznam a vyvoj pojmu pre obratenie

JeziSovo obratenie sa (otocenie) synoptici vyjadrili slovesami émiotpédw a
oTpédw, ich konkrétnymi tvarmi émotpadels a oTpadeis. Sloveso émioTpédw
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zahffla v sebe Crtu linedrneho navratu, kym otpédw aj Crtu nelinearneho,
otacavého pohybu. Rozdielne pouzitie terminov ilustruji napr. Mk 5,30 a Mt
9,22. V Mk 5,30 bol Jezis sicastou zastupu, ktory sa tlacil na neho. Na JeziSovo
oto¢enie tu Marek pouzil tvar ématpadels, lebo Jezi§ potreboval urobit’ najprv
navrat, vytvorenie priestoru, aby sa mohol uprostred zastupu otocit’. Paralelni
udalost’ Matui§ vynal zo zastupu a snad’ aj preto pouzil tvar atpadeis, ked’ze Jezis
sa mohol otocit’ s 'ahkost'ou, netiesneny zastupom. Teda vyber slovesného tvaru
pre JeziSovo obratenie mohol stvisiet' aj s okolnostami deja, do ktorych
evanjelista vsadil celtl udalost’ (zastup alebo bez zastupu).

U synoptikov moézeme vidiet vyvoj pouzitia tychto terminov pre
obratenie. Marek pouzil tvar émiotpadels bez textovych variantov tohto tvaru.
Matas zvolil tvar otpadeis, no v neskorsich kodexoch este badat’ tendenciu
harmonizacie s markovskym émiotpadeis. K jasnosti a presnému vymedzeniu
pojmu otpadels pre JeziSovo obratenie sa prichadzame u Lukasa, kde prestala
tendencia harmonizécie a textovi svedkovia ml¢ia o inych variantoch tohto tvaru.
Co viak spaja synoptikov ohl'adom gramatickej stranky JeziSovho obratenia, je
zhodny tvar participia pasivneho aoristu, v nominative singuldru maskulina
(,,obrateny*).

¢) Podnety JeziSovho obratenia

Okrem jedného pripadu bolo JeziSovo obratenie sa reakciou na
predchadzajici podnet. Bezprostredny podnet nenachddzame pri JeziSovom
obrateni, spojenom s vyslovenim poZiadaviek pre jeho u¢enika. Ostatné podnety
pochadzaju od Tl'udi, vjednom pripade mbézeme hovorit' o podnete ,,zhora®.
Podnety pre JeziSovo obratenie od l'udi su: dotyk Zeny volajuci po zéachrane,
Petrovo neprijatie JeziSovej vizie Mesiasa a stotnikov odkaz. Dojemnym
a delikatnym podnetom s neprestdvajice bozky Zeny na JeZiSove nohy,
neprimerane horlivy navrh dvoch bratov na znic¢enie samarijskej dediny, Petrovo
zapretie a pla¢ Zien. Jedinym podnetom ,zhora* je kontakt s Otcom, pred
makarizmom ucenikov.

d) Vyvoj zretel’'nosti adresatov JeZiSovho obratenia

Tak ako sme uviedli vyvoj pojmu pre JeziSovo obratenie, takisto mozZzeme
sledovat’ vyvoj zretel'nosti adresatov, ku ktorym sa Jezi$ obratil. V udalosti Zeny
chorej na krvotok u Marka je adresat malo zreteI'ny, no v MatiSovom podani je
zrejmejSi cez pohlad na Zenu. V udalosti napomenutia Petra je zase adresat
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zretelnej$i u Marka cez pohl'ad na u¢enikov. Lukas ur¢il adresatov najzretelnejSie.
Najmi v udalosti uzdravenia stotnikovho sluhu (zastup), v dome farizeja Simona
(Zena), pri makarizme (u€enici), na krizovej ceste (placuce zeny). Najzretel'nejSie
vyjadril Lukas§ adresata po zapreti, ked’ nielen spomenul Pdnovo obratenie, ale aj
sprievodny pohlad na Petra. V nezretenych pripadoch adresatov JeZiSovho
obratenia, ked’ si je uz Citatel' takmer isty, ku komu sa Jezi§ obrati, synoptici
akoby chvil'u postoja a Citatel’a vratia k sustredenosti na fakt JeziSovho obratenia.

e) JeziSove vyroky po obrateni

Okrem jedného pripadu vzdy po JeziSovom obrateni nasledoval jeho
vyrok. Bud’ i8lo o vyrok, ktorého obsah pozname alebo o pokarhanie s neznamym
obsahom. V jedinom pripade nenasledoval JeziSov vyrok, a to po Petrovom zapreti.
Jezisovo obratenie sa bolo spojené s Jezisovym mikvym pohl'adom na Petra.

Zaver

To, ze synoptici zaznamenali jednoduchy JeZiSov pohyb, jeho obratenie sa,
svedc¢i o jeho ddlezitosti. Vzhl'adom na to, kto bol jeho podmetom i1 na preberané
vyskyty. Hoci termin pre obratenie preSiel vyvojom, samotny fakt JeziSovho
obratenia sa je isty u vSetkych synoptikov.

Nejasnost’ adresatov, ku ktorym sa Jezi§ obratil, poukazuje znovu na
prvotnu dodlezitost samotného obratenia. Ich zretelnost odkryva synoptick
pracu s tymto jednoduchym JeziSovym pohybom.

Synoptické zmienky o JeziSovom obrateni sa zbiehaji v postave Petra
a zien. Synoptici zaznamenali JeZiSovo obratenie pri napomenuti Petra a po jeho
zapreti. Tieto negativne okolnosti eSte viac zvyraznili JeziSove obratenia
k Petrovi. Najméd JeziSovo obratenie a mlCanlivy pohlad po zapreti, ktory
priviedol Petra k platu, naznaCoval vratenie Zivota ucenikovi, ktory mal
posiliiovat’ bratov vo viere. A prave viera bola dovodom zachrany chorej
a hrieSnej Zeny, ktorym Jezi§ vratil Zivot uzdravenim a odpustenim hriechov.

Jezi§ sa obratil k Petrovi tak ako k hriesnej Zene vo chvili zapretia, ked’
Peter precitil, Ze je hriesnym clovekom. Peter pri zapreti dospel k stotoZneniu sa
s vlastnym vyrokom o sebe, a vtedy sa Jezi§ na neho obratil. Jezi$ sa neobratil
k Petrovi skoér, nez neprecitil, Ze je clovekom hrieSnym. Takymto Ariesnym
ludom (zena a Peter) Jezi§ venoval svoje obratenie, v ktorom im vratil Zivot.
Svojim fyzickym obratenim JeZzi§ aj navonok vyjadril vnutorné, neviditel'né
vratenie Zivota.
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Zhrnutie

Predmetom $tadie su JeziSove obratenia v synoptickych evanjeliach. Najprv je vymedzené
sémantické pole gréckych vyrazov, ktorymi je vyjadrené JeZiSovo obratenie sa (émioTsédew
a 0T¢édw). Dva pribuzné grécke pojmy presli vyvojom vzhl'adom na ich pouZitie pre JeZiSove
obratenia. Od celkového pohl'adu na jednotlivé zmienky sa prejde k skimaniu JeziSovych
obrateni v ramci kazdého synoptika zvlast. Toto skumanie v ramci kazdého synoptického
evanjelia je uzavreté stru¢nym sthrnom. Marek s MataSom uviedli dve JeziSove obratenia —
v rovnakych udalostiach uzdravenia chorej Zeny a pri napomenuti Petra. No doslo aj
k rozdielom vo vnimani JeziSovho obratenia. Lukas tému rozpracoval, o com sved¢i sedem
vyskytov JeziSovho obratenia, ale v odlisnych udalostiach od Marka s Matisom. Na zaklade
suhrnov je vytvorené pozorovanie, ktoré skima charakteristické znaky JeziSovych obrateni
v medzisynoptickych vztahoch. V zdvere su priblizené pozorovania, ktoré priblizuju
spolo¢né synoptické znaky JeziSovych obrateni. Synoptické zmienky JeziSovych obrateni sa
zbiehajl pri zmienke o Petrovi a Zenach.

Klucoveé slova: obratenie, synoptici, Peter, zeny, Lukas.

Summary

The subject of the study is the turnings of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels. First, the semantic
field of Greek terms that express Jesus’ turning (émiot¢édw and otsédw) is defined. Two
related Greek terms have evolved with respect to their use for Jesus’ turnings. From an overall
view of individual mentions, we move on to an examination of Jesus’ turnings within each
synoptic separately. This examination within each synoptic gospel is concluded with a brief
summary. Mark and Matthew mentioned two turnings of Jesus, in the same events of the
healing of the sick woman and in the admonition of Peter. But there were also differences in
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the perception of Jesus’ turning. Luke elaborated on the topic, which is evidenced by the
seven occurrences of Jesus’ turning, but in different events from Mark and Matthew. Based
on the summaries, an observation is made that examines the characteristic features of Jesus’
turnings in intersynoptic relations. At the end, observations are made that show the common
synoptic features of Jesus’ turnings. The synoptic mentions of Jesus’ turnings converge with
the mention of Peter and women.

Key words: turning, synoptics, Peter, women, Luke.
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Stal sa z Petra v Lk 5,10 naozaj ,lovec 'udi*“?

O sémantike slovesa {wypéw

Helena Panczova

Uvod

Ked Jezi§ povolaval svojich prvych u¢enikov, Simonovi Petrovi a jeho
bratovi Andrejovi sl'ibil pracovny postup z obycCajnych rybarov na ,,rybarov
lPudi* (aAels avBpwmwy). To je verzia podla Matiisa (Mt 4,19) a Marka (Mk 1,17).
U Luk4sa mame trochu odlisnt formulaciu a JeZiSov prisfub Simonovi znie:
avBpwmoug €0y (wypdv (Lk 5,10). Slovenské (aj inojazy¢né) preklady to vacsinou
interpretuji v zmysle ,,budes lovit’ I'udi*. Tato interpretacia vSak reflektuje skor
vyznam LukaSovych synoptickych kolegov nez jeho vlastnt lexikalnu volbu.

Zlozené sloveso {wypéw ({wypd {wypelv) ma vo svojej prvej Easti koren {w-
»Zivot, Zivy®, ktoré je urcujacim prvkom pre vsetky jeho vyznamy. Toto sloveso
sa najCastejSie vyskytuje v kontexte vojny s predmetom nepriatel'skych vojakov,
ktori boli ,,chyteni Zivi“, t. j. boli zajati, nie zabiti. PouZziva sa vSak aj v§eobecnejSie
vo vyzname ,zachranit' niekomu Zivot“, t.j. nenechat ho zomriet. Toto je
pravdepodobne zmysel, ktory nam chcel Luka$ komunikovat. V jeho verzii je
v protiklade rybolov, ktorého cielom je zabijanie ulovenych ryb, a ¢innost'ou
{wypeiv, ktorej cielom je zachrana l'udského Zivota, ktory bol takmer strateny.

Pomenovat’ tito ¢innost’ ako ,,Jov* iste nie je vhodné. Na nasledujucich
stranach predostrieme doklady pouZivania tohto slovesa v gréckych literdrnych
aj neliterarnych textoch ana zéklade ich analyzy sa pokusime dopracovat
k adekvatnemu prekladu miesta u Lukésa.
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1 Vyznam ,,chytat’ Zivych, zajimat>

Najfrekventovanejsi vyznam slovesa {wypéw je ,,chytat’ (niekoho) Zivého*,
Cize ,,zajimat’, brat’ do zajatia“, ktory je v dokonalom sulade s etymoldgiou slova:
{wds ,,Zivy™“ + dypéw ,,chytat, lovit, lapat™'.

Sloveso {wypéw je dolozené uz u Homéra®:

{cvyper Atpéog vié, ob & &Eia ¢kt dmowva

zajmi ma, Atreov syn, a prislugné vykupné prijmi*;
~_y 5\ 3\ P A

{wypelT’, adTap éywv éué Aoopat

len ma zajmite, ved’ sa ja vyktpim.*

Vobec sa nevyskytuje ulyrikov atragikov. Naproti tomu je casté
u historikov a v neskor$ej proze. Thukydidés piSe: oi KopivBiot... mpds 0¢ Todg
avBpamoug étpdmovto dovevew... udAdov 7 {wypelv ,Korintania sa vrhli na tych
l'udi, aby ich zabili, nie vzali do zajatia**.

To, Zze niekomu usetrili zivot v boji, vSak eSte neznamenalo, Ze mu ho
zachovali aj neskor®. Zajati vojaci mohli byt neskdr zabiti, ako svedéi Hérodotos
napr. o Skytoch:

g S ; , S VR
Sooug {8} av Tév modepiwy {wyprowat, 4o T@Y éxatov avdpiv Gvdpa éva Blouat

zo vietkych nepriatel'ov, ktorych zajali, obetuju jedného muza z kazdej stovky.’

Podobne po porazke vzbury na Aigine vitazi émtaxoaiovs... Tol 0%uov
lwypioavtes E€fiyov ¢ amoléovtes ,,vzali sedemsto zajatych muzov zludu
a viedli ich von na popravu‘®.

V klasickej gréckej literature sa vyskytuje takmer vylu¢ne vo vojenskom
kontexte a tyka sa muzov-vojakov — nie Zien a deti ani inych civilistov (na to
sluzilo aiyuaiwtos ,,zajatec” a odvodena skupina slov, ktora zahfiiala vsetky

! BEEKES, Etymological dictionary, 503-504; CHANTRAINE, Dictionnaire etymologique,
401.

2 Grécke klasické texty Serpam z databazy Thesaurus linguae Graecae. Slovensky
preklad je moj, pokial nie je uvedené inak.

3 HOMEROS, flias 6.46 = 11.131. Preklad Miloslav Okal, 138, 241.

* HOMEROS, flias 10.378. Preklad Miloslav Okal, 230.

5 THUKYDIDES, Dejiny peloponézskej vojny 1.50.1.

¢ DUCREY, Le traitement, 31.

" HERODOTOS, Dejiny 4.62.3.

8 HERODOTOS, Dejiny 6.91.2.
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osoby, zvierata aj int vojnovii korist®). V Septuaginte sa dosah {wypéw rozsiruje
aj na zeny'® a zvieratd''. (Ku konkrétnym prikladom a ich prekladu sa vratime
neskor.)

Dve substantiva odvodené od {wypéw reflektuju jeho vyznam ,,zajimat’™.
Vyraz {wypia, ionsky -iy f. ,zajimanie sa vyskytuje len v dative: {wypin
AaPeiv/aipéev ,brat’ (niekoho) do zajatia“'?, {wypla TGV oTpaTiwT&V ixavods
amoBalelv , stratili znaény pocet vojakov, ktori upadli do zajatia*“!*. Ani tu zajatie
negarantovalo spol'ahlivi zdchranu Zivota'*: dv 8oous AdBor {wyple, mdvrag
mapéfarie Tois Byplots ,,vetkych, ktorych zajali, nechal hodit’ pred zvery (=
slony)“!®.

V Septuaginte sa toto substantivum nevyskytuje. V Rahlfsove;j edicii sa
nachadza tvar {wypeiav na dvoch miestach — Nm 21,35 a Dt 2,34 —, ktory starSie
badanie identifikovalo ako akuzativ od {wypela (= {wypie)'®. Ale podrobnejsie
textovokritické badanie tento tvar emenduje na {wypiav a odvodzuje ho od
Lwyplag'’.

Druhé substantivum, ktoré reflektuje vyznam slovesa {wypéw ,,zajimat’™,
je prave {wyplag m. ,,zajatec*: vixdt Kipov, xai culdaufaver {wypiav ,,porazil
Kyra a vzal ho ako zajatca = zajal ho*'®. To je doloZené aj inde v Septuaginte:

AaBépevos Tiis xhawtdos fyev adTov ebpwaTws xal

Boulduevos Tov xatdpatov Aafeiv {wypiav

chytil ho za plast’ a nésilne ho tahal prec,
lebo si chcel toho prekliateho muza ponechat’ ako zajatca.'

? Porov. HAUSPIE — CLARYSSE — CARMINATI, atiydAwTos.

1" Nm 31,15.18.

1Dt 20,16.

12 HERODOTOS, Dejiny 6.28.2, 6.37.1.

13 PoLYBIOS, Dejiny 1.15.2.

4 DUCREY, Le traitement, 32.

15 POLYBIOS, Dejiny 1.84.8-9.

16 Porov. LUST — EYNIKEL — HAUSPIE, Lexicon, 262.

17 Porov. MURAOKA, Lexicon, 315, ktory heslo {wypeia vObec nema. Porov. aj
WEVERS (ed.), Numeri, 265; WEVERS (ed.), Deuteronomium, 80.

18 KTESIAS, Fragmenta 9,4.

19 2Mak 12,35.

StBiS1 16 (1/2024)



106 Stal sa z Petra v Lk 5,10 naozaj ,,Jlovec I'udi“?
2 Vyznam ,zachovat’ nazive“

Vyznam ,,zachovat’ nazive“ je pri slovese {wypéw ovela zriedkavejsi. Je
pozoruhodny v tom, ze doraz je na ,,Zivote*, zatial' ¢o mysSlienka ,,chytania“ je
natol’ko v tzadi, ze musi byt vyjadrena inym slovesom: eie pév v Enidavpov,
elke 0t adtov TMpoxdéa xai élwypyoe ,,(Periandros)... dobyl Epidauros, zajal
samotného Prokla a (ponechal ho naZive =) uviznil ho**’.

U Platona je ojedinely vyskyt v inom ako vojenskom kontexte:

éav 0¢ Tig Buud dolidog deoméTny adTol xTeivy, Todg mpoaxovTag Tol
TEAEUTHOQVTOS XPWUEVOUS TG XTelvavtt xpelav #v dv €0éAwat, mANY
undaudi undaubis Lwypotvrag, xabapods elvat

Ak otrok v hneve zabije svojho pana, pribuzni mftveho muza mézu
potrestat’ vraha, akymkol'vek spdsobom uznaju za vhodné — pod
podmienkou, Ze ho za nijakych okolnosti nenechaju nazive —, a budu
pokladani za ¢istych.?!

Tento vyznam je doloZeny aj na ojedinelom napise, ktoré¢ho adresatom je
thracky boh Héros:

1A I3 3 o 1 1 ~ 3 ¢~
Cwype(1), déamot’ dvag, Tov adv vaethipa wed Hudv
K\avotavov, @pnxidv mpéitov év edaefiy
zachovaj ndm nazive, mocny pane, svojho sluzobnika
Claudiana, najzboznejsieho z Thrakov.??

3 ExKkurz: substantivum {wdypia

Tu bude uzitoéné pozriet' sa na sémantiku vyrazu {wdypia (neutrum
plural). Je to starobylé substantivum, evidentne pribuzné so slovesom {wypéw,
ktoré dokonca zachovava epické nestiahnuté samohlasky”. Starsia lexikografia
preni postulovala vyznam ,,vykupné* (za Zivot zajatého vojaka), ktory je udajne
povodny®*. Tento vyznam je viak doloZeny iba raz, a to az u Hérodota:

20 HERODOTOS, Dejiny 3.52.7-53.1.

2L PLATON, Zdkony 868b-c.

22 Epigram 341.7 (KAIBEL, Epigrammata Graeca, 343-344). Thrakia, 149 n. 1.

23 Ak medzi dvoma samohldskami bolo digamma, ako je to vtomto pripade,
u Homéra sa tieto samohlasky eSte nestahovali. Preto je aj tazké vysvetlit, pre¢o uitho
sloveso {wypéw ma v koreni stiahnuté samohlasky, ked’ by mali byt nestiahnuté *{wr-aypéw.

24 CHANTRAINE, Dictionnaire 401; LIDDEL — SCOTT — JONES, Lexicon, 758.
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xataxpumrovat Tov Kpoicov éml 160 ¢ Adyw doTe ...
d&pa Adppovrar {wdypra Kpoigou
ukryli Kroisa v nddeji, ze dostanti dary ako vykupné.?®

U Homéra sa v8ak tento vyraz pouZiva vo vyzname ,,odmena za zachranu
zivota® — pricom zivot dotyéného nebol ohrozeny vojnou, ale nejakym inym
nebezpecenstvom. Princezna Nausikaa priSla na pomoc Odysseovi, ked ho
zibozZeného po stroskotani more vyplavilo na breh u Fajadkov. V dome jej otca
kral'a Alkinoa sa oftho postarali a vypravili ho na d’al$iu cestu. Pri rozlucke ho
Nausikaa prosi, aby si na fiu spomenul, ked” pride domov: pot mpawty {waypr’
dderets doslova ,,mne prvej dlzi§ odmenu za zachranu zivota®, basnicky ,,mne
prvej si za Zivot povinny vd’akou‘®. Odysseus sl'ubuje, Ze nezabudne: ob ydp W
¢Pidoao, xolpy ,,ved ty si mi, diev¢ina, spasila zivot*’.

Na inom mieste je epizoda, kde bohyna Thetis pride k Héfaistovi
s prosbou, aby pre jej syna Achillea vykoval novu vyzbroj. Héfaistos jej ochotne
vyhovie, ved’ predsa musi @it xedhmioxapw {wdaypia tivew ,,Thetide
s krasnymi vrkoémi odmenu za Zivot splatit**®. Ked ho totiz Héra zhodila
z Olympu, nebolo to preiiho fatalne, lebo ho morské bohyne Thetis a Eurynomé
prijali do svojich vin a poskytli mu utodisko: ai W éodwoav ,tie Zivot mi
spasili“®.

V podobnom vyzname je tento zriedkavy vyraz doloZeny aj na napisoch.
Na podstavci sochy boha Asklépia sa nachadza dedikacia: ®fjxe... vobowv Te
xax@v {wdypta Nixo- | undns ,,Venoval Nikomédés ako odmenu (z vd'aky) za
zachranu z tazkej choroby**°. Tu ma vyraz {wdypia vyznam d’akovnej obety za
uzdravenie.

Je pravdepodobné, Ze vyznam ,,odmena za zachranu zivota* je pri slove
{wdypia povodny (teda nejde o ,,vykupné*)*!. Toto bude mat vplyv aj na diskusiu
o pévodnom vyzname slovesa {wypéw, ku ktorej smerujeme. No prv nez sa
dostaneme k hypotézam, pozrime sa na posledny doloZeny vyznam.

25 HERODOTOS, Dejiny 3.36.5.

26 HOMEROS, Odysseia 8.462. Prelozil Miloslav Okal, 151.
27 HOMEROS, Odysseia 8.468. Prelozil Miloslav Okal, 151.
28 HOMEROS, [lias 18.407. Prelozil Miloslav Okal, 423.

29 HOMEROS, [lias 18.405. Prelozil Miloslav Okal, 423.

30 JGUR 1 102a. Rim, priblizne 150 — 200 n. 1.

31 LuppPINO, Verbi Omerici: {wypéw, 74-75.

StBiS1 16 (1/2024)



108 Stal sa z Petra v Lk 5,10 naozaj ,,Jlovec I'udi“?
4 Vyznam ,o0Zivovat’, privadzat’ k Zivotu*

Niektori vedci pri vyzname ,zachovat nazive* rozliSuju eSte jeden
Specificky variant: ,,0Zivovat, privddzat’ (znova) k Zivotu**, ktory sa d4 vidiet
iba na dvoch nezavislych miestach. Jedno sa nachadza u Homéra, kde hrdina
Sarpédon utrpel zranenie a o¢i mu uz-uz zastieralo temno, ale nastastie mept 0%
mvoty) Bopéao {wyper émmvelovoa xaxdic xexadyndta Buudv ,Boreov vanok, ¢o
vokol vanul, ho k Zivotu kriesil, hoc pustal uz slabého ducha“?>.

Druhy pripad je zbotanického/farmeceutického spisu: Baploduos &mt
droyl Lwyprnbeioa xaAPdvy ... &v dhoyfi xamumdy dyet xal dO&ov dowiv ,,vonna
zivica galban oZivena ohiiom pri horeni dymi a vydava vonu, co odpudzuje
(haved)“**,

5 Etymolégia slovesa {wypéw

Vyznamy slovesa {wypéw mdZeme zhrnut' takto: 1. Dominantny vyznam
je ,.chytat’ (niekoho) zivého, zajimat, brat’ do zajatia®. 2.A Vyznam ,,zachovat’
nazive* je sice vyrazne slabsie zastipeny, ale nachadza podporu aj v starobylom
substantive Zcodypla »odmena za zachranu zivota“. 2.B Vyznam ,,0Zivovat,
privadzat’ (znova) k Zivotu* sa d4 vidiet’ iba na dvoch miestach.

Problém slovesa {wypéw spoCiva v tom, Ze vyznamy 1 a 2 nie je mozné
navzajom od seba odvodit. Su natol’ko vzdialené, Ze uz od Cias byzantského
homérskeho scholiastu Eustathia vedci predpokladaji, ze ide o dva odlisné
slovesné korene, ktoré spolu splynuli. Vyznam 1 sa odvodzuje — ako sme uviedli
— ako {wds ,,zivy* + dypéw ,.chytat, lovit, lapat. Pre vyznam 2 sa tradi¢ne
navrhuje derivacia od (wy ,zivot“ + dyeipw/éyeipw ,privadzat’ k zivotu,
prebudzat’ Zivot, oZivovat™.

V novsej dobe prisiel so zaujimavym nadvrhom Luppino, ktory navrhuje
oba vyznamy (v homérskom kontexte) odvodzovat od prostého koretia {w*’

32 LIDDEL — SCOTT — JONES, Lexicon, 758.

33 HOMEROS, [lias 5.697-698. Preklad Miloslav Okal, 129.

34 NfKANDROS, Theriaca 51-54.

35 Rekonstrukcia pomocou prostého koreha rieSi problém, pre¢o ma u Homéra
{wypéw v koreni stiahnuté samohlasky, ked’ pritomna digamma (pri rekonstrukcii so {wéc) by
mala tomu zabranit *{wg-aypéw. Hoci aj Luppinova rekonstrukcia predpoklada, Ze dve
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s kauzativnou a imperativnou silou v kombinacii s epickou imperativnou
gasticou &ypet ,,noZe, hor’ sa, rychlo“*® (podobne ako dépe, dye): {6, dypet ,,noze
nechaj ma 7it**’. Toto rieSenie vyborne sedi na homérsky materiél, kde tri zo
Styroch dokladov st imperativy. Tie sme pdvodne priradili k vyznamu 1
(»zajimat*). V Luppinovej rekonstrukeii by ich preklad znel napr.: {wypet Atpéog
vié, o0 O &bia dékar dmowa ,nechaj ma Zit, Atreov syn, a prislugné vykupné
prijmi**®. Jediny homérsky vyskyt, ktory nie je imperativ, je vo vyzname 2 —
Sarpédon, ktorého mvou) Bopéao {wyper ,,Boreov vanok k zivotu kriesil**’.
Sloveso v imperfekte sa da interpretovat’ ako imperfectum de conatu — ,,usiloval
sa udrzat’ pri Zzivote = udrziaval pri Zivote**’.

Bez ohl'adu na to, ¢i akceptujeme vSetky detaily Luppinovej rekonstrukcie,
alebo nie, jej nespornym prinosom — aj pre nase potreby — je to, Ze spochybnuje
nevyhnutnost’ vykladu tohto slovesa pomocou vyznamu ,,chytania“. Podporu
tejto interpretacii poskytuje aj jedna zachovand homérska glosa, ktora prezentuje
dva vyznamy slovesa takymto spdsobom: {wypet B+ {@vta dvAacoe (Z 46). xal
{womolel (E 698)*, &ize ,,zachovavat nazive® a ,,0zivovat, privadzat’ k Zivotu*.
Ten prvy vyznam je uz citovany ver§ {wypet Atpéos vi¢, ktory nas glosator
interpretuje ako ,,nechaj ma nazive, Atreov syn®.

6 MoZna reinterpretacia: Septuaginta

Mnoh¢ d’alSie miesta sa tieZ daju interpretovat’ vo vyzname ,,ponechat’
nazive*. Tyka sa to aj takmer vietkych vyskytov {wypéw v Septuaginte*?. UZ sme
spominali, Ze v tomto korpuse textov ma toto sloveso mierne posunuty vyznam
aj v pripade, Ze by sme ho interpretovali vo vyzname ,,zajimat™. Tyka sa totiz
nielen vojakov, ale aj civilistov (ba aj zvierat ako vojnovej koristi). No prave
v kontextoch LXX je ovel'a vhodnejsi vyznam ,,ponechat’ nazive®, napr.:

samohléasky v {w-dypet by tvorili jednu slabiku, v tomto pripade by i3lo o nejaky variant javu
synaloifé, ktory sa v epike vyskytuje.

36 Porov. HOMEROS, flias 5.765, Odysseia 20.149.

37 LuPPINO, Verbi Omerici: {wypéw, 73-77.

3% HOMEROS, [lias 6.46 = 11.131.

39 HOMEROS, [lias 5.697-698. Preklad Miloslav Okal, 129.

40 LuppPINO, Verbi Omerici: {wypéw, 77.

41 APION, Fragmenta de glossis Homericis, 74.239.24.

42Nm 31,15.18; Dt 20,16; Joz 2,13; 6,25; 9,20; 2Sam 8,2. Jedinou vynimkou je 2Krn
25,12, kde ide o zajatie a naslednu popravu.
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tva i elwyproate mév B7Av;

preco ste nechali naZive vietky zeny?*’;

méoav T amaptiav TAY ywouxdv fjtic odx oldev xoltyy &paoevog
{wyproate adTds

vietky ukoristené Zeny, ktoré nespali s muzom, ponechéte nazive*;
xal Paaf Ty mépyny xal mdvra Tov olxov ToV maTpuedv abtiis e{wypnoey
"Inooti

Jozue nechal naZive prostititku Rachab a cely jej otcovsky dom*’;

00 {wyphoeTe A adT@Y MEY éumvéoy
nenechéte z nich naZive nijaku Ziva bytost.*®

Sloveso {wypéw je prekladovym ekvivalentom hebrejského slovesa 'n
,Zit“ vtvare hifil alebo piel ,,ponechat’ nazive“*’. Prekladatelia LXX teda
evidentne pracovali s druhym vyznamom {wypéw, pri ktorom vyznam ,,chytania“
nie je aktivny. To isté vSak nachadzame aj pri d’alSich dvoch prekladovych
ekvivalentoch hifilu apielu od n'n, {woyovéw ,rodit’ Zzivé (potomstvo)“
a {womotéw ,,robit’ Zivym, oZivovat, privadzat’ k Zivotu**s. Aj tieto slovesa majt
v LXX vyznam, ktory (zdanlivo) ignoruje ich etymologiu:

P P —_— P T
mév Gpoev 6 éav Texbij Toic EPpalots eig Tov motaudy pibate
xal mév 0%iAv {woyoveite adTéd

Kazdého chlapca, ¢o sa narodi Hebrejom, hod’te do Nilu,
ale kazdé diev&a nechajte Zit/nazive.*’

S s oo ,

aoefif od wi {womomaet

(Boh) nenecha Zit/nazive bezboznika.>

Vo vicsine pripadov v LXX je vhodné sloveso (wypéw prekladat
vo vyzname ,,zachovat’ nazive, nechat’ zit*, ktory je doloZeny aj v klasickych
gréckych textoch. Sémantika druhej Casti tejto zloZeniny nie je aktivna — podobne
ako v niektorych pripadoch slovies {woyovéw a {womotéw. Doraz je na zachovani
zZivota.

4 Nm 31,15.

4 Nm 31,18.

4 Joz 6,25.

46 Dt 20,16.

4T HATCH — REDPATH, 4 Concordance, 599.
4 HATCH — REDPATH, 4 Concordance, 601.
49 Ex 1,22.

30 J6b 36,6.
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7 Rybar Peter a ,,lovec 'udi*“?

Videli sme, ze sloveso {wypéw sice ma dominantny vyznam ,.chytat’
(niekoho) Zivého*, ale tyka sa vojenského kontextu a znamena ,,zajimat’, brat’ do
zajatia® (predovSetkym vojakov). Menej frekventovany vyznam ,,zachovat
nazive* v akomkol'vek kontexte vSak dominuje v LXX. Vratme sa teraz k nase;j
epizode o povolani Petra v LukaSovej verzii. JeZi§ mu sl'ubuje postup od lovenia
ryb na dvbpdimoug &oy {wypév (Lk 5,10). Co to teda znamena?

7.1 Slovenské preklady

Vicsina naSich prekladov to interpretuje ako ,,budes lovit' T'udi (SSV,
SEB, SEP, BOT, ROH). Na zaklade nasej sémantickej analyzy lexémy {wypéw
verime, Ze nevhodnost’ tohto prekladu je uZ zrejma.

Najnovsi katolicky pracovny preklad LukaSovho evanjelia méa znenie:
,budes lovit’ T'udi, aby mali Zivot>!. V poznamke sa uvadza:

Na vyjadrenie Simonovej budicej misie Luka pouziva zvlastne
sloveso {wypéw, ktorého vyznam je ,chytat Zivého, lovit bez
usmrtenia“. Preklad chee tuto sémantiku zachytit’ spojenim ,,lovit’ I'udi,

aby mali Zivot*.%?

Vyznam ,,zivota* je tu naozaj dolezity, ale — ako na§ vyskum ukazuje —
sémantickd ¢ast o ,,chytani“ nie je nevyhnutna®. V tomto kontexte by teda
vyznam ,lovu na l'udi vobec nemal byt pritomny. Aj keby sme nepoznali
sémantiku tohto ,,zvlaStneho slovesa®, pred ,,Jovenim l'udi* by nas mala varovat’
prirodzena T'udska citlivost. Nie je mozné lovit' I'udi a zachovat’ pritom ich
déstojnost’ a slobodu.

Vyborna interpretaciu vSak ma preklad Nddej pre kazdého: ,,Odteraz
nebudes lovit ryby, ale budes zachraniovat’ I'udi pre mna.* To je presne lexikalny
vyznam slovesa aj vyznam jeho kontextu.

SULAPKO, LukdSovo evanjelium, 42.

52 LAPKO, LukdSovo evanjelium, 44.

53 Aj zékladny slovnik uvadza $irSiu sémantiku, porov. PANCZOVA, Grécko-
slovensky slovnik, 587.
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7.2 Hypotetické literdarne aluzie

Ked’ sa na text divame z tohto uhla pohl'adu, zd4 sa byt mozné, Ze tu mame
aj literarnu altiziu na Homéra. Nausikaa zachranila Odyssea a Thetis Héfaista,
ked’ obidvom hrozila smrt’ utopenim v mori. A tu madme na brehu jazera/mora
Petra, ktory tieZ dostava vyzvu zachranovat’ l'udské Zivoty. More tu ziskava
metaforicky vyznam — podobne ako Nil hroziaci smrtou... To st, pravda, len
hypotetické stvislosti. Vratme sa k faktom.

7.3 Patristické pramene

Pozrime sa, ako so slovesom {wypéw pracovali neskorsi krest'anski autori.
Kedze ide o zriedkavé sloveso, textovych dokladov nie je verla.

Vo Vulgate je avBpdimous Eoy {wypév preloZzené ako homines eris capiens
,budes chytat’ I'udi®, €o je asi zdroj vSetkych modernych prekladov, ktoré maja
variant s ,,Jovenim®“. No je pozoruhodné, Ze hoci Citanie Vulgaty (a zrejme aj
starého latinského prekladu) bolo takéto, Ambroz to vo svojom vyklade désledne
reformuluje ako eris homines vivificans ,,budeS ozivovat’ T'udi / budes T'udi
privadzat k Zivotu*>*,

Interpretaciu slovesa {wypéw ako ,,0zivovat®, resp. ,robit’ zivym*
nachadzame aj u Nonna z Panopolu, epického basnika z 5. storocia, v jeho poeticke;j
Parafraze Janovho evanjelia, kde sa toto sloveso nachaddza na dvoch miestach.

k[49

Prvy pripad je parafrazou Jn 5,21 aide o synonymiu so slovesom
{woTotéw originalu: domep yap 6 mathp éyelpet Tobg vexpols xal {womotel, oUTwg
xal 6 vidg ol BéAer {womotel ,,lebo ako Otec kriesi mitvych a ozivuje, tak aj Syn
ozivuje, koho chce®. Nonnos to prebasnil nasledovne:

(WOTEP Yap YEVETYG VEXUAS UETQ TIOTUOV EYElpEL

{wyproas Talivopaov dxviTwy dépag avdpiv

oUTwg olg €0€Nel xal dpoilog vids Eyeipet

lwyproas dBévwy makivdypeta supata dwTdy.>

Ved' ako Rodi¢ kriesi mitvych, ktori podlahli smrti,

a privadza naspét’ k zivotu uz nehybné postavy muzov,

rovnako tak aj Syn kriesi tych, ktorych chce,

a privadza naspét’ k zivotu uz (smrt'ou) povolané tela zosnulych ludi.

5% AMBROZ, Exameron 5.6.16 a 6.8.50 (CSEL 32/1, 151 a 242).
55 NONNOS Z PANOPOLU, Paraphrasis in Joannis euangelium E 79-82.
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Druhé miesto, kde Nonnos pouZiva sloveso {wypéw, je epizdda, kde JeZis
uzdravil ¢loveka v sobotu a rozhneval tym Zidov. Vo versi Jn 7,23 JeZi§ hovori:
6hov &vbpwmov Ui émoinoa ,,v sobotu som uzdravil celého ¢loveka®. V Nonnovej
parafraze: {wypyoags §hov &vdpa ,,priviedol som k Zivotu celého Eloveka‘®.

Zaver

Sloveso {wypéw sa najéastejsie vyskytuje v kontexte vojny s predmetom
nepriatel'skych vojakov, ktori boli ,,chyteni Zivi®, t.]. boli zajati, nie zabiti.
Vyznam ,,zachovat’ nazZive, zachranit’ Zivot* (v akomkol'vek kontexte) je sice
menej frekventovany, je vSak dolozeny uz od najstarSieho obdobia a v LXX
dominuje. Pri preklade formulacie avBpwmoug oy {wypév v Lk 5,10 teda nie je
dovod néstojit’ na vyzname ,,lovenia®, ako to ma vécsina slovenskych prekladov.
Spravny kontextovy vyznam je ,,zachraiiovat’ Zivot®. Na zdklade synonymie so
slovesom {womotéw by sa dalo uvaZovat’ aj nad posunom smerom k vyznamu
»privadzat’ ku (kvalitnejSiemu) Zivotu®. Toto je smer interpreticie, ktorym ide
Nadej pre kazdého, jediny slovensky preklad, ktory vystihol vyznam originalu.
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Zhrnutie

Sloveso {wypéw sa najastejsie vyskytuje v kontexte vojny s predmetom nepriatel'skych
vojakov, ktori boli ,,chyteni zivi®, t.j. boli zajati, nie zabiti. Tento vyznam je v sulade so
zrejmou etymologiou slovesa. Vyznam ,,zachovat’ nazive, zachranit’ zivot* (v akomkol'vek
kontexte) je sice menej frekventovany, je vSak dolozeny uz od najstarSicho obdobia a v LXX
dominuje. Pri preklade formuléacie dvBpwmoug €0y {wypév v Lk 5,10 teda nie je dovod nastojit
na vyzname ,lovenia“, ako to ma vécSina prekladov. Spravny kontextovy vyznam je
,.zachrafiovat’ Zivoty 'udi“. Na zaklade synonymie so slovesom {womotéw je mozny aj posun
smerom k vyznamu ,,privadzat’ (T'udi) ku (kvalitnejSiemu) zivotu®.

Klucové slova: Lukas 5,10, lovit' Pudi, {wypéw, {womotéw, preklad Nového zékona.

Summary

The verb {wypéw most frequently appear in the context of war, with the object of inimical
soldiers who are “caught alive”, i.e. they were captured, not killed. This meaning is in
accordance with the verb’s obvious etymology. The meaning “preserve alive, save life” (in
any context), though less frequent, has been attested since the earliest period, and in the
Septuagint it dominates. When translating dvBpwmoug €07 {wypév in Luke 5:10, there is no
reason to insist on the meaning of “catching” found in the majority of translations. The correct
meaning in this context is “save (people’s) lives”. On the basis of the synonymity with the verb
{womoiéw, there is a possibility of a semantic shift towards “bring (people) to a (better) life”.
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CASNEDA, Alessandra: Giovanni 20. Uno studio narrativo (Analecta
biblica 241), Roma: GBPress, 2023. 426 s. ISBN 979-12-598-6021-7.

The book written by Alessandra Casneda offers readers the publication of the
doctoral dissertation defended at the Pontifical Biblical Institute in 2023 under the
authoritative guidance of Jean-Noé¢l Aletti, who introduces the volume by writing its
preface. The research focuses on John 20, particularly on the relationship between
seeing and believing, which appears ambiguous in relation to the perception of signs.
Indeed, extreme contrasts are observed between the disciples who see and therefore
believe (cf. 20:8.25.29a) and the believers proclaimed blessed by Jesus despite not
having access to the vision (cf. 20:29b). In order to examine this issue, the research
adopts a narratological analysis. The hypothesis guiding the research contends that
the author of the Fourth Gospel, at the conclusion of his work, offers his readers a
reflection on how one can believe in Jesus without having direct access to vision
anymore. The Fourth Evangelist explicitly declares to aim for this function, namely
to offer a selection of the signs of Jesus’ life that can support the reader’s choice to
believe, who will consequently have access to life (cf. John 20:30-31) (cf. p. 7). The
purpose of the study is explicitly recognized in the investigation of how “the book
of signs”—referring to the entire Fourth Gospel—intends to elicit the reader’s faith
(cf. p. 46).

In this perspective, Casneda provides a comprehensive overview regarding the
relationship between seeing and believing, John 20 as a narrative of the birth of the
Easter faith, the role of Jesus’ resurrection in the Fourth Gospel, the relationship
between the farewell discourses and the Easter narratives, and the connection
between the passion and resurrection accounts (cf. p. 8-23). At the end of the
overview, Casneda identifies three issues, which she addresses before undertaking
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the research. (1) The first clarifies the semantics of the vocabulary related to seeing
and the criteria for distinguishing its meaning: in summary, BAénmw highlights
material perception; fewpéw indicates a careful examination of the seen object; and
finally, 6paw concerns the significance of the perceived object (cf. p. 24). (2)
Regarding the relationship between seeing and believing, Casneda, drawing upon
Aletti’s research, focuses on the three non-narrative inserts in John 19:35; 20:30-31,
and 21:24-25. Within these, it is possible to discern two semantic lines that also
identify two essential issues to be addressed throughout the research. The first line
concerns the relationship between the signs and the faith of the disciples, and it is
situated at an intradiegetic level. The second line pertains to the relationship between
the written testimony of the signs and the invitation to faith commitment addressed
to the reader and found on the extradiegetic level. (cf. p. 25-29). (3) The third issue
identified in the status quaestionis concerns the relationship between John 20 and the
macro-narrative of the entire Gospel of John that is verified at the end of the research.
However, Casneda considers it feasible to study John 20 autonomously, taking into
account the thematic threads and complements that can be identified in this chapter,
particularly in relation to the farewell discourses (cf. John 13—17). Based on this, the
research employs the criteria of narrative and semiotic analysis, considering them
particularly suitable for the emerging questions. The study is structured on seven
chapters, summarized as follows (cf. p. 29-31).

The first chapter introduces the methodology adopted for the research, namely
narrative analysis. Guiding the reader towards an understanding of the chosen
method, it elucidates the essential principles of narrative analysis, aimed at
investigating the strategies employed by the author to influence the reader. It
investigates plot, distinguished between plot of situation or resolution and plot of
revelation, as well as character construction and characterization (cf. p. 33-39). The
latter emerges from the recounting of the actions that the characters undertake and
from the comments expressed by the narrator or by the characters themselves. The
analysis of character construction is closely linked to this aspect, which arises from
those traits that enable the progression of the narrative. These traits may include both
intradiegetic elements, i.e., elements that are part of the plot, and extradiegetic
elements, namely aspects that are significant only for the reader, not involving the
characters in the story. (cf. p. 40-41). The summary schema, which draws upon a
previous contribution by Aletti, proves to be particularly useful (cf. p. 43-45).
Finally, space is given to the role of the reader in distinguishing between the
historical reader or primary reader, that is, the one for whom the book was actually
written, and the implicit reader, or model reader. The latter is the result of textual
analysis and identifies a fictional figure whose status is still debated among analysts.
Throughout the analysis, Casneda pays attention to how the reader’s collaboration is
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activated through narrative universals of suspense, curiosity, and surprise, as well as
the adopted narrative techniques. (cf. p. 45-49). To this end, in addition to
narratology, interpretive semiotic analysis, according to the understanding of U. Eco
and S. C. Peirce, is considered a significant contribution due to the three factors
involved in the semiotic process: the sign, the object, and the interpretant. Semiotics
is also useful for its attention to the processes of decoding signs and anagnérisis, or
recognition, both by the characters in the narrative and by the reader. In this way, the
“divine surplus” perceived in the signs narrated in the Gospel of John coincides with
“the object to which the sign (the element perceptible by the senses) refers and which
the interpretant (the subject interpreting the sign) grasps in the sign.” (p. 50).

Subsequently, the research addresses the insights from the historical-critical
readings of John 20, which have brought to light the discontinuities, inconsistencies,
and duplications within the narrative, as well as numerous narrative gaps that leave
open various questions. Among these, one can recall the inconsistencies in John
20:1-2, where the reason for Mary Magdalene’s visit to the tomb is not explicitly
stated, given that Jesus’ body had already been anointed by Joseph of Arimathea and
Nicodemus (cf. John 19:38-40). There is also a discrepancy between the narrative
stating that Mary saw the stone removed from the tomb, while later, in the dialogue,
she declares to the disciples “they have taken the Lord out of the tomb,” and her gaze
into the tomb is narrated only in John 20:11. Moreover, the woman seems to have
gone there alone, but when she communicates to the disciples that she does not know
where Jesus’ body is, she speaks in the plural (20:2: odx oldauev). The entire chapter
20 includes elements subject to similar observations (cf. p. 52-54). Numerous
scholars have explained such tensions through the editorial history of the text.
Conversely, Casneda highlights the statement in Jn 20:30-31 according to which the
Gospel narrative consists of a selection of events concerning Jesus’ life and is aimed
at arousing the reader’s faith. The author’s mastery is recognizable in how he has
subtley constructed the story, using sophisticated narrative tools such as anagnérisis,
or recognition, synkrisis, or comparison, irony, and others. Thus, the narrative gaps
and tensions within the text appear to be functional to the narrative strategy of the
skilled author-editor. For these reasons, Casneda believes it is appropriate to trust
the author as the story can have its own coherent narrative dynamic, without the need
to resort to editorial explanations. The tensions that emerged, on the contrary, can be
read as a significant contribution to the progress of the narrative of the entire chapter
20 of the FG (cf. p. 52-63).

Through the criteria of narrative analysis presented earlier, the limitations of
the ending of the Gospel of John are identified, indicating chapter 20 as a plausible
field of investigation from a narrative perspective. Indeed, on one hand, the changes
of characters, places, and times between John 19:38-42 and 21:1 indicate a clear
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boundary to the pericope. On the other hand, the issue of the relationship between
seeing and believing is considered by Casneda as a circumscribed and unifying
theme in John 20. In the same chapter, then, based on the changes of time, place, and
characters, four narrative programs can be recognized, developed in as many scenes
and concluded by the extradiegetic commentary of John 20:30-31: John 20:1-10;
20:11-18; 20:19-23; and 20:24-29 (cf. p. 63-72).

After providing essential information about the adopted methodology and the
scenes comprising John 20, chapters 2 to 5 of the volume present an application of
the findings to the indicated scenes, essentially following the same structure with
analyses of plot, characters, the reader’s journey emerged from the narrative, and
concluding observations.

In the second chapter, the analysis of the plot in John 20:1-10 identifies the
various elements of the narrative: a) The exposition in John 20:1a, which highlights
the timing (the first day of the week) and the situation of darkness between the
external dimension of early morning, and perhaps also internal to the characters (cf.
p- 71-78). b) Complications arise in Mary’s words, as she speaks not simply of
a rolled-away stone (cf. 20:1a), but of the hypothetical action of unknown individuals
who have taken away the Lord, and in her use of the plural regarding her ignorance
of where Jesus’ body has been placed (o0x oidapev) (cf. 20:1b-2) (cf. p. 78-82). ¢)
The progression of the narrative prepares for the resolution through the journey of
the disciples and their visit to the empty tomb (cf. John 20:3-8). In this context, the
expression “he saw and believed” (20:8) raises questions regarding the object of the
vision and how the beloved disciple reached faith. According to Casneda, the
beloved disciple grasps the meaning of the sign narrated and the sign seen in an
authentic anagnorisis (cf. p. 82-94). d) The narrator’s commentary in John 20:9
raises several questions regarding its content (which Scripture is referred to) and its
function relative to the context of John 20:1-10. Casneda explains the reference to
Scripture in relation to the various passages explicitly cited earlier, which somehow
allude to the resurrection (cf. p. 95-103). e) The conclusion in John 20:10 raises
several questions, including the hushed exit of the beloved disciple who remains
silent regarding what he saw and believed. On one hand, Casneda notes that the
announcement of the resurrection will occur only by the risen Lord’s own command
in John 20:17.21-23. On the other hand, the character of the beloved disciple shows
a progression through two essential scenes of anagnérisis in John 20:3-10 and in
21:1-8, which will culminate in that particular type of testimony/writing that is the
book [i.e. the Gospel] itself, as narrated in John 21:24 (cf. p. 104-112).

The analysis of the characters focuses on Mary Magdalene, on the comparison
(synkrisis) between the beloved disciple and Peter, and on the decisive role played
by the absence of Jesus’ body. Mary Magdalene is characterized by a discipleship
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that continues even after the death of the Master. It is described in harmony with the
early morning setting, amidst the lack of understanding at the beginning of the scene,
the misunderstanding of the empty tomb, and the irony of her words, subtly crafted
by the evangelist (v. 2: fipav TV xptov éx Tol pynuelov xai odx ofdauey mold Ebnxay
adtoév; cf. v. 13). These aspects highlight not so much the absence of a corpse but
rather the search for the Lord and the place “where” he might be found (cf. p. 117-
119). The comparison (synkrisis) between Peter and the beloved disciple is
characterized by both common elements and differences. It is noted that they both
remain silent, with the narrator’s predominance in recounting their actions, their
commonality in running to the tomb and looking at (fewpéw) the linen inside it.
However, the beloved disciple runs faster but does not enter, and above all, he “saw
and believed” (verse 8: €idev xal émioTeucey). This description fits into the revelatory
progression of the passage in John 20:1-10, oriented towards the manifestation of the
Lord’s resurrection and its effects (cf. p. 119-125). Particular attention is subsequently
given to the beloved disciple, retracing the passages where he appears explicitly (cf.
John 13:23-25; 19:25-27; 20:1-10; 21:1-8; 21:20-23) and debatably (cf. John 1:35-
42; 18:15-16). The character is depicted as “constantly and immediately receptive to
the revelation of Jesus [...] faithful to the Son until the end [...] living with him in
a relationship that makes him resemble him” (p. 135). However, the fact that in the
macro-narrative (cf. John 13:1; 15:13-15) the characteristic of being loved by Jesus
is not an exclusive prerogative to the beloved disciple, but concerns every disciple,
makes him a prototype of discipleship and a model of faith (cf. p. 125-138). A brief
paragraph is dedicated to the “absence” of Jesus, which actually plays an essential
role both in the plot of the situation and in that of revelation: Mary Magdalene and
the disciples move towards the empty tomb, and the question about his disappearance,
sustaining the tension of the narrative with the opening to the resolution of the
resurrection in John 20:9 (cf. p. 139).

The collaboration of the reader is detected primarily on the basis of the role of
suspense and narrative techniques. As a first-level reader, inclined to understand the
simple unfolding of the story, he is drawn towards the second level of reading, aimed
at understanding how the story unfolds and, above all, his involvement. The situation
created in John 20:1-10 with the absence of Jesus’ body and the unanswered questions
from Mary Magdalene intensifies the suspense for the reader’s identification and
emotional involvement, leading him to delve deeper and seek answers in the
continuation of the narrative. Through the technique of showing via the characters’
and narrator’s perspectives, the reader grasps a narrative that is certain and reliable
yet also open-ended due to Mary’s ambiguous question regarding the absence of the
“Kyrios,” whose body has been possibly taken away by someone. An essential role
is played by the telling, namely the explicit commentary of the narrator in John 20:9,
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which corrects Mary’s perception. Here the narrator explains that the faith of the
beloved disciple (cf. John 20:8) was aroused by his journey and his ability to interpret
the signs of what he saw in the tomb, and definitively informs the reader that Jesus’
absence from the tomb is due to his resurrection from the dead. The way in which
showing and telling are constructed endows the narrative itself with the characteristics
of a sign to be interpreted and leads the reader to assume the same perspective as the
beloved disciple. This raises the question of whether the cooperation of the reader
constructed by the narration also entails adherence to faith. While on one hand, the
invitation to believe is explicit in the insert in John 19:35 and from the orientation of
the reading of John 20:1-10, on the other hand, the mere reading of the narrative
cannot be equated with the experience of the Risen One narrated therein. The
reader’s openness to faith will depend on how they evaluate the reliability of the
“book™ [i.e. the Gospel] and the journey of the beloved disciple (cf. p. 140-148).
The subject of Chapter III is John 20:11-18, in which Mary Magdalene,
remaining at the tomb after the disciple's departure, encounters first the angels and
then the risen Jesus. An introductory paragraph presents the various issues of the
passage and the exegetical solutions offered. The plot is recognized as the main
compositional principle. The passage, thus, results organized by the exposition (cf.
John 20:11a), the succession of complications (cf. vv. 11b-15), the resolution (cf. v.
16), a return to the plot (cf. v. 17), and the conclusion (cf. v. 18) (cf. p. 152-159).
Mary is the character who holds the narrative together, representing first the search
and then the encounter with Jesus, who transitions from being an absent corpse to
being the main character as the Risen One. The passage revolves around two types
of complications: those concerning Mary’s intentions (first inclined towards the
tomb and then turned backward) and those concerning the functions of the characters
she encounters. The two stages that make up the passage first see a preparatory
phase, in which Mary is addressed by the angels and then by Jesus. Both invite her
to shift her focus from the material elements around her to the personal and relational
dimension (cf. John 20:11b-15). Secondly, the word of the Risen One, which
operates on a personal and relational level, opens up to recognition and a change of
attitude with the announcement to the disciples (anagnérisis and peripéteia, in John
20:16-18). Furthermore, three revelatory nuclei can be identified around the journeys
of Mary, the disciples, and Christ. The revelatory nucleus concerning Mary primarily
involves her personal experience and relationship with the Risen One, who reveals
himself by calling her by name. The revelation to the disciples features them as
protagonists of a knowledge that becomes participation in the relationship between
the Son and the Father. Finally, the revelatory nucleus concerning Christ shows, on
the one hand, the “place” where he is located, near the tomb and now oriented
towards returning to the Father, and on the other hand, it presents the novelty of the
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announcement entrusted to the nascent community and embodied by Mary (cf. p.
159-207).

In the study of the characters, Casneda highlights how Mary Magdalene is
described through the analysis of the voices that outline her characteristics. The
narrator has already introduced the character in Jn 19:25, then describes his movements
in the environment around the tomb (cf. 20:1.18) and gradually, being omnipresent
and omniscient, he also indirectly reveals something of her inner world—the pain
expressed by her tears and affection for Jesus—skilfully weighing the information
provided to the reader, up to the climax of the anagnorisis. Mary’s words provide
the reader with the most information regarding her external movements and inner
motivations, showing both her attachment to “her” Lord and the search for his body,
as well as her lack of understanding of Jesus’ bodily absence and ignorance regarding
his resurrection. Even the climax of the anagnorisis is entrusted to Mary’s voice,
who, when called by name, is finally able to recognize the Lord. What actually leads
to this climax, therefore, are the voices of the other characters on stage, the angels
and Jesus himself. They cause Mary’s transformation and recognition to occur not
through the act of seeing, but thanks to the voice of the Risen One. In this construction
that complements the external and internal planes, Mary herself thus becomes “a sign
of the Risen One.” (p. 214). Subsequently, Casneda identifies possible echoes and
references to the Song of Solomon 3:1-4, which establishes a synkrisis between Mary
and the beloved woman in the Song. At the intradiegetic level, the character of Mary,
in this way, functions as an eyewitness who calls her interlocutors, the disciples, to
believe in the risen Christ and to their reliability. At the extradiegetic level, Mary
assumes the role of witness to the fidelity of Jesus’ word: he can be encountered after
his death and resurrection and can still be sought and found. She also witnesses to
the transforming power of the word of the Risen One, and to a possible path of love
through listening to his word (cf. p. 207-232). The function of the angels is analyzed
in light of their role in preparing for the encounter with the Risen One and in the
combination of two possible allusions to Exodus 25:18-22, regarding the angels
guarding the propitiatory in the tent of meeting, and to the guards, addressed by the
beloved in the Song of Solomon 3:1-4. Finally, the character of Jesus is constructed
in such a way as to present continuity and discontinuity with the pre-Paschal Jesus:
he is consistent with the expectations prepared in the macro-narrative regarding his
presence after his death and resurrection, and capable of building relationships of
communion. At the same time Mary is not capable of recognizing him (cf. p. 232-
236). The reader’s path towards the recognition of the Risen One is exposed through
the analysis of suspense (why does Mary remain at the tomb and bend down?),
surprise (the appearance of the angels and the Risen One) and showing. The account
of Mary’s recognition leaves the reader at a certain impasse, for he can have neither
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an experience of Christ before his death nor after his resurrection. The reader will be
able to overcome the obstacle only if he adopts an interior attitude similar to that of
Mary, of searching, loving and listening. Mary thus becomes a model of the reader’s
journey, through the book he has at his disposal (cf. p. 237-249).

Chapter IV is dedicated to the analysis of John 20:19-23. It opens with an
explanation of the narrative incongruities of the passage, such as the silence regarding
the reception of Mary’s message, the identity of the disciples, Jesus’ presence on the
same day as his ascension to the Father, the meaning of anagnorisis, the repetition
of the greeting of peace and a second giving of the Spirit, the forgiveness of sins,
and finally, the difficulties related to the compositional models of the passage and its
articulation (cf. p. 251-259). The manifestation of Jesus to the disciples is interpreted
in the light of their formative path towards participation in divine life. It is divided
into three stages: their discipleship during Jesus’ public ministry (cf. John 1:19—
12:50), the lengthy dialogues of Jesus with his disciples in ch. 13—17, and finally,
the last stage that leads the disciples through the experience of the Lord’s death and
resurrection (cf. ch. 18-21) (cf. p. 259-274). The analysis proceeds to examine two
sets of complications in John 20:19b-20 and 20:21-23. In the first set, the coming of
the Lord is understood as subsequent to his ascension to the Father and aimed at
completing the disciples’ formation. The gift of peace is placed in continuity with
the pre-Paschal promise of Jesus in John 14:27 and can find fulfillment in relation to
the power of the Risen One that helps the disciples overcome their fear—although it
does not eliminate the hostility of the world—and is connected to the gift of the Spirit
(cf. 14:26; 20:22). Although the cognitive difficulty of the disciples is not explicitly
stated, the manifestation of the Risen One can be understood as a scene of anagnorisis,
which, according to Aristotle’s classification, falls among those that occur by the
will of the one who manifests himself through the recognition of signs. Jesus, indeed,
displays the signs of his passion, which thus become distinctive. The peripéteia is
evident in the transition from fear to joy experienced by the disciples (cf. p. 275-
284). The second set of complications in John 20:21-23 addresses, first and foremost,
the repetition of the greeting of peace (cf. 20:19, 21), which demonstrates the
continuity and stability of the gift of peace, and in turn opens up to the mission of
the disciples. This was also anticipated in the farewell discourses in John 15:9 and
17:18, and it is shown in continuity with the mission that the Son received from the
Father and as an outcome of the disciples’ participation in divine communion. In line
with this, the gift of the Spirit actualizes what was anticipated in the macro-narrative
both during Jesus’ public ministry (cf. John 1:33; 3:3-7.34; 4:20-24; 6:63; 7:37-39)
and during the farewell discourses (cf. John 14:16-17.25-26; 15:26-27; 16:7-11.12-
15). The gift of the Spirit, foreshadowed on the cross in 19:30, highlights the act of
creation by the glorified Risen One. Receiving and embracing the Spirit (AdBete),
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the disciples are now fully reconciled with the previously abandoned Master. The
ultimate consequence of all this is the transmission to the disciples of the power to
forgive sins, which also is in continuity with the ministry of Jesus (cf. 1:29; 3:16-19;
9:39) (cf. p. 284-307).

The story creates a considerable difference between the first and the second
level reader due to the fact that while the former remains suspended in the
continuation of the narrative, the latter is already involved in greater collaboration:
between suspense and surprise, he is led to read the events narrated in the light of
the farewell speeches, showing their truthfulness and the way in which several
promises have been fulfilled. The showing and the felling, moreover, lead him to
recognize that his condition is not so different from that of the disciples, and he is
led to recognize himself in a similar formative path towards the decision of faith.
This narrative highlights, on one hand, the journey of the disciples who move from
seeing the signs of the Risen One to recognizing him anew and bearing witness, and
on the other hand, that of the reader who is called to the journey that progresses from
reading to faith (cf. p. 307-314).

Chapter V deals with the encounter between Thomas and the Risen One in Jn
20:24-29. The analysis of the plot shows how the passage begins with a new
exposition, in which the absence of Thomas is noted, being characterized by his
belonging to the group of the Twelve and by the nickname, “twin” (see v. 24a:
Oupds 3t eis éx TAY dwdexa, 6 Aeyduevos Aldupos). Casneda notes that this
appellation may be an indication of a specific feature of the character in similarity
with the reader. On the other hand, the fact of being both “one of the Twelve” and
“absent” at the time of Jesus’ appearance foreshadows an incipient difficulty. In
verse 25, the disciples’ announcement to Thomas appears as their first testimony in
obedience to Jesus’ command (cf. 20:21). It initiates the new way in which the
disciples will continue the Master’s mission after his ascension to the Father.
Thomas’s reaction shows a clear opposition and sets the conditions for arriving at
faith, namely, to experience something similar to that of the disciples: seeing and
touching in the Risen One the signs of the passion. A primary function of the
dialogue is therefore to open up the question of the possibility of believing in the
Risen One without having seen him, relying solely on the heard word. The conditions
set by Thomas also recall the attitude towards the announcement, such as the demand
for direct experience of the Risen One, which actually can only occur by the initiative
of Jesus himself. Verse 26 introduces a new exposition analogous to the initial
manifestation of Jesus in John 20:19, with the difference that this time Thomas is
with the other disciples. The presence and words of the Risen One, inviting Thomas
to put his fingers into the wounds of the passion and to leave behind his state of
disbelief, touches the disciple in his concrete situation of unbelief and desire, and
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manifests his personal care and gratuitous love for the disciple himself. Verse 28
presents the moment of anagnorisis with Thomas’ profession of faith (¢ x0ptds pov
xal 6 Ogog pov), which is unique in the Fourth Gospel. It allows the integration of the
Christological titles of the lordship and divinity of the Risen One. Joined to the
possessive pronoun, they express the personal dimension of the disciple’s faith. In
this way, Thomas receives an excess of gift compared to what was previously
requested, fully participating in the benefits of Jesus’ resurrection and becoming
a witness of the transition from unbelief to faith. The passage ends in v. 29 with the
confirmation of the recognition of Thomas by the Risen One (67t éwpaxds pe
memioTeuxag) and beatitude to those who believe without seeing (paxdptot ol wy
i06vtes xal moTeboavtes). Against the background of biblical macarisms—*a mixed
discursive form, of a sapiential type [...] between a statement of observation and
a statement of admonition,” (p. 340-241) which arouses desire—John’s statement
appears as a sapiential observation and is kerygmatic in nature, as it invites to have
faith in the Risen Lord and proclaims the happiness of those who come to faith in
the Risen One beyond the experience of vision. Among these, one has to recognize
the beloved disciple (cf. 20:9) and the reader, who will be personally involved in his
responsibility regarding the possibility of believing in the Risen One. John 20:29
thus serves the important function of connecting the intra-diegetic level with the
extra-diegetic one (cf. p. 315-345).

In the analysis of the characters, Casneda revisits the passages where Thomas
is present, in addition to 20:24-29 (cf. 11:16 and 14:5). In the overall view, the
construction of the character is portrayed by John’s narrative techniques of irony and
misunderstanding, combined with the absence of information about his personal
story. In this way, the reader at the first level who intends to delve into this figure is
led towards a backward reflection of the narrative with greater involvement. The
reader is prompted to be caught by the doubts and questions that Thomas raises and
reaches the conclusion that to be a disciple one must trust the eyewitnesses and
access faith. The repetition of Jesus’ manifestation finally endows this character with
the solidity and stability of the new condition: “He is and will always be the Lord
risen from the dead and the Son of God who gives life” and peace (p. 354).

The reader’s journey is characterized by surprise at Thomas’s absence with
his peers and by a renewed curiosity about the outcome of the story. On the other
hand, the return of the Risen One evokes suspense regarding his reaction to Thomas’s
disbelief. The doubts and perplexities raised by the character of Thomas actually
lead the reader to recognize themselves in the disciple’s journey and to become
involved in the possibility for the beatitude of faith without seeing. Therefore, the
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character of Thomas is constructed in a “twin” manner with the journey of second-
level readers, prompting them towards faith adherence (cf. p. 345-358).

In chapter VI, the last and shortest of the work, Casneda deals with John
20:30-31—the first conclusion of the Fourth Gospel. She first addresses two
exegetical difficulties. The first pertains to the meaning of the term onueic—the signs
performed by Jesus—which is understood broadly. In 20:30, it refers to the deeds
performed by Jesus during his life, while in 20:31, through the resumption of the
relative pronoun, the term indicates the writing of the signs, that is, the narrative
contained in the book. The second difficulty concerns a textual criticism issue
regarding the verb “moTedw” in verse 31, which presents two different readings:
“moTevnTe,” in the present subjunctive, usually interpreted to convey a sense of
ongoing belief (i.e., “continue to believe”) and thus referring to the contemporaneous
readers of the text, or “mioTedonte,” in the aorist subjunctive, typically understood in
an ingressive sense (i.e., “begin to believe”) and therefore referring to the future
readers of the Gospel. Casneda notes that the other occurrences of “matevonTe,” in
the aorist subjunctive (cf. John 4:48; 8:24; 11:15; 13:19) do not necessarily imply an
ingressive sense. She considers that the simple verb alone is not sufficient to resolve
the question of the gospel’s recipients. Casneda concludes by stating that it is probably
not necessary to choose between the two interpretations. Both a community that has
to continue its journey and new believers can be considered as recipients of the text.
Casneda also highlights how in the final verses three surprises are reserved for the
reader: the first concerns the nature of the book that presents itself as a selection of
the signs performed by Jesus with the intention of equating their revelatory capacity
with the writing itself. The second surprise pertains to the purpose of the book,
namely the faith of the reader, exalted through a beatitude. The third surprise concerns
the gift received through faith, namely eternal life, through the gift of the Spirit and
the participation in the communion of love between the Father and the Son. Casneda
shows how the call for cooperation leads the reader towards retrospection and an
ongoing process of understanding the book. The response of faith remains suspended
and entrusted to the responsibility of the reader, who is prepared by the book but
reliant on the manifestation of the Risen One, who alone can evoke recognition and
adherence of faith, as seen in John 20 (cf. p. 359-367).

The brief conclusion intends to avoid repeating what the conclusions of each
chapter have already expressed and gathers two essential considerations. The first
recalls the main question of the inquiry, namely the journey of the reader invited to
believe in the Risen One without having access to the vision. The answer is offered
in John 20:29 with the beatitude reserved for those who adhere to faith. It is a journey
of a sapiential nature that reveals in the testimony of the book the essential steps of
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the protagonists that become a mirror of one’s own journey of faith. The second
consideration concerns the final assessment of the research, which evaluates the
application of the narrative method as indispensable for unraveling the essential
questions regarding the relationship between seeing and believing in the tension that
emerges in the narratives in John 20. It is exposed in five points: 1) In light of the
findings, the research has made it possible to grasp, first and foremost, how the
dynamics of seeing and believing are articulated within the plot and the character
development. Furthermore, it has highlighted how this journey involves the reader,
who lacks access to the vision but is called to faith through the book. 2) The analysis
has clarified how the four episodes narrated in John 20 are “relatively autonomous,
intertwined with each other in such a way as to present an overall unified and
cohesive plot, both thematically and dramatically” (p. 372). 3) The research has
explained the narrative tensions within a meaningful framework without resorting to
the diachronic composition of the text. 4) Several exegetical difficulties have found
a significant explanation; for example, one can consider the relationship between
John 20:8 and 20:9, as well as the silent departure of the disciple in John 20:10. 5)
The use of semiotic analysis has shed light on the functioning of scenes of
anagnorisis, highlighting the role of signs and the articulation of showing and telling
for the construction of the narrative (cf. p. 369-373).

Casneda’s publication is presented coherently, and despite the abundant use
of technical terminology related to narratology, it remains engaging and relatively
easy to read. The application of narrative analysis appears thorough and adequately,
often brilliantly executed. She consistently engaged with not only the classic
Johannine commentaries such as Barrett, Brown, Bultmann, Carson, Keener, de la
Potterie, Léon-Dufour, Schnackenburg, and Zumstein, but also with the most
reputable studies in the field, including those by Aletti, Bennema, Culpepper,
Koester, Larsen, Schneiders, and Taschl-Erbeer, just to name a few of the most cited
authors. Furthermore, she does not hesitate to appropriately criticize unfounded
positions, even though supported by prominent authorities in the exegetical field. It’s
worth noting the frequent reference to Italian-language authors, less cited
internationally but deserving of consideration for their valuable contribution to
research, such as the works of Fabris, Marcheselli, and Vignolo.

Indeed, despite the brevity of the conclusion, which may not fully highlight
the value of the research, Alessandra Casneda’s contribution appears remarkable
from various perspectives. The methodological notes at the beginning of the inquiry
are particularly valuable because, amidst the variety of possible considerations
inherent in narrative analysis, the text provides essential and unambiguous criteria,
precisely because they are explained that will guide the inquiry. The explanations
provided in most cases shed light on the passages analyzed in a consistent and
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convincing manner. The way in which scenes of anagnorisis are explained is
particularly commendable and adds enjoyment to reading and rereading the text,
showcasing the author’s mastery. Indeed, the greatest appreciation should be
acknowledged in the explanations of thorny issues or narrative gaps, without
resorting in most cases to assumptions and conjectures regarding the history of the
text, that sometimes appear as easy way outs. On the contrary, the skillfully applied
narrative analysis has proven to be capable of illuminating the final text, highlighting
the narrative abilities of the author of the Johannine Gospel that were employed at
the service of faith in the Risen One.

Indeed, among the aspects that raise perplexities or that should have deserved
more careful argumentation, one can note the transitions between the plane of
explicitly narrated elements and those presumed on the psychological-real level of
the involved characters (see the reference to the inner journey of the beloved disciple
on p. 105 and the reconstruction of the encounter between the disciples and Thomas
on p. 327). In this way, it seems as if one falls into the same error criticized in other
authors, namely, filling narrative gaps with conjectures not explicitly stated in the
text. Furthermore, a more extensive conclusion, offering a synthetic re-reading of
the major results from the analysis—in the style of an exegetical essay—would have
been appropriate.

The research of Alessandra Casneda certainly deserves a very high
consideration. It is an excellent work. Reading it will enrich anyone dedicated to the
exegetical study of John 20. On several occasions, I have noticed that Anglophone
biblical scholars sometimes overlook the bibliography of Romance languages in
general. In this case, it must be noted that the loss would be considerable, or an
English translation of the work is at least desirable.

Alessandro Cavicchia OFM

Studium Biblicum Franciscanum (SBF)
Faculty of Biblical Sciences and Archeology
Via Dolorosa 1

P.O.B. 19424

9119301 Jerusalem

Israel

Studia Biblica Slovaca



SPRAVY A OZNAMY

Novy zakon v grécko-rimskom kontexte

22. - 26. januara 2024, Papezsky biblicky

L4

institut v Rime

Posledny januarovy tyzden je na Papezskom biblickom institate v Rime
(PIB) uz tradi¢ne venovany aktualizaénému semindru pre vyucujucich
a Studentov Svétého pisma. Dvandasty ro¢nik sa konal 22. — 26. januéra 2024
a zameral sa na Novy zdakon v grécko-rimskom kontexte. Ako v minulom roku
1 tento raz bol garantom seminara prof. Jean Louis Ska. Funkciu koordinatorov
plnili prof. Antonio Pitta (Laterdnska univerzita) a Paolo Costa (PIB).
S prispevkami vystupili: Marc Rastoin, Antonio Pitta, Katell Berthelot, Cédric
Brélaz, Chiara Ombretta Tommasi, Claudio Doglio, Paolo Costa, Josef Briffa,
Santiago Guijaro, Francesco Filannino, Juan Manuel Granados, Andrzej
Gieniusz, Dorota Hartman, Maurizio Marcheselli, Joseph Sievers, Matteo
Crimella, Domenico Dursi, Lorenzo Rossi a Philip F. Esler.

Po troch spolo¢nych dopoludiajSich prednaSkach v hlavnej aule si
popoludni Ucastnici mohli zvolit' jednu alternativu z troch alebo Styroch
pontkanych tém, ktoré sa prezentovali anasledne diskutovali v menSich
skupinach.

Prostredie, v ktorom vznikali texty prijaté do kanonu Nového zédkona,
bolo v priebehu aktualizaného semindra predstavené z viacerych uhlov
pohl'adu. Niektoré prispevky prispeli k objasneniu historickych realii vo svetle
najnovsich archeologickych vyskumov. Dalie prednasky priblizili religiozny
kontext stredomorskej oblasti na prelome letopoctov. Iné prispevky boli
zamerané¢ na Stidium mimobiblickych literarnych textov, ktoré vd’aka dobe
a geografickému priestoru svojho vzniku vyznamne prispievaju k pochopeniu
niektorych novozakonnych konceptov. Nechybali prednasky, v ktorych sa realie
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popisované v novozdkonnych knihach posudzovali zhladiska legislativy
a Statnej spravy rimskeho impéria.

Medzi pocetnymi ucastnikmi semindra nechybali biblisti slovenskej

a Ceskej proveniencie: Juraj Fenik, Monika Golianova FMA, Ladislav Heryan

SDB, Maria Kardis, Branislav KI'uska, Andrea Koreckova, Peter Kurisko a Peter

Olas.

Anna Matikova

Pontificio Istituto Biblico

Piazza della Pilotta, 35

00187 Roma, Italia

Biblia, jazyk a kontext. Rekontextualizacia
hebrejskej Biblie v staroveku
26. — 28. februara 2024, Ceské Budejovice

V posledné februarové dni 26. — 28. februara 2024 zorganizovala
Teologicka fakulta Juho&eskej univerzity v Ceskych Budejoviciach medzinarodné
sympozium na tému Biblia, jazyk a kontext. Rekontextualizdcia hebrejskej Biblie
v staroveku/The Bible, the Language and the Context. Recontextualisation of the
Hebrew Bible in Antiquity. Sympdzium bolo sucastou vyskumného projektu
»Capital Offences in the Deuteronomic Code, and Their Early Linguistic
Recontextualization®. Pripravny tim tvorilo trio Mgr. Viktor Ber, Ph.D., doc.
Adam Mackerle, Th.D. a ThLic. Julius Pavel¢ik, Th.D.

Pocas troch dni sympoézia postupne odznelo devétnast vedeckych
prispevkov od autorov z rdéznych krajin v troch tematickych okruhoch: 1. den:
Capital Offences and Capital Punishments in the Bible, 2. defi: Biblical Law and
Its Jewish Interpretation a 3. deni: Christian Exegesis of the Pentateuch.

Slovensko bolo na sympo6ziu zastupené dvomi prednaSajiicimi. V prvy den
sympozia vystupila S.S.D. Ing. Martina Korytiakova z RKCMBF Univerzity
Komenského v Bratislave s prispevkom ,,Who Ought to Be Sentenced to Death
and Why? The Death Penalty, Its Reasons and Legal Justifications in Judith®.
V treti den doc. Helena Panczova, PhD. z Teologickej fakulty Trnavske;j
univerzity v Trnave predstavila prispevok na tému ,,«We Will Go by the Royal
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Road; We Will Not Turn Aside to the Right Or to the Left»: Num 20:17 in the
Bible, Philo of Alexandria, and Patristic Exegesis”.

Sucast'ou sympodzia bol aj kultirny program v podobe poznavania kras
mesta Ceské Budejovice a jeho okolitého prostredia, ako aj ikonického zamku
Hluboka.

Medzinarodné sympdzium svojim tematickym zameranim na trestné ¢iny,
ktoré s penalizované trestom smrti podl'a deuteronomistickej legislativy a jej
recepcie, bol nepochybne origindlnym prinosom na poli biblicko-teologického
skiimania. Jednotlivé prispevky ukézali, Ze aj tato tazivd téma ako sucast
posvitnych spisov ma rézne aspekty a vyzaduje si, aby bola vedeckou obcou
nalezite skimana a vysvetlena.

Martina Korytiakova

Univerzita Komenského v Bratislave

Rimskokatolicka cyrilometodska bohoslovecka fakulta
Kapitulska 26

814 58 Bratislava
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