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The article considers the development of translation ideas as viewed from a gender-studies perspective.
The author elucidates three lines of feminist approach towards the Bible, namely: its rejection as the book
reflecting the masculine bias; the application of gender critique in order to make manifest and subsequently
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and possibilities for translators who can make the Bible “inclusive” and its women visible.
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Introduction. Interpretations, revisions and translations of canonical texts and their
authoritative or even authorized translations are never innocent, since they are bound
to reflect ideological and/or aesthetic affiliations of people or organizations behind the
translation project. As Sherry Simon, one of the leading feminist Translation Studies
scholars, argues, Bible translations, being produced for a specific community or readership,
have often had “the overtly political ends” and, thus, adapted the text for that particular
purpose [12, p. 111-112]. Luis von Flotow goes even further to asset that there is no
absolute, original biblical truth, although there are many claims to this truth [5, p. 96].
However presumptuous it may seem, we cannot but agree with the daring statement
of Roy E. Ciampa, that, amidst all its tremendous good, the Bible can be considered a
dangerous book “<...>used to empower the powerful at the expense of the powerless”,
promoting or justifying oppressive relationships, institutions and customs, including
crusades, inquisitions, slavery, anti-Semitism, apartheid, genocide, and the abuse of
women, children and minorities [2, p. 141].

Feminist academic developments pertinent to Bible interpretation indicate key
approaches of which Bible translators of today need to be cognizant. Some feminists
insist on dismissing the Holy Scripture from the feminist discourse as an irremediably
patriarchal book reflecting the values which feminists are struggling to combat; others argue
that the perusal of biblical texts may deconstruct faulty misogynistic interpretations and,
concomitantly, make women more “visible” there.

Previous research in the area. From the first wave of the feminist movement up to
date three directions as regards biblical studies are roughly discriminated. Some feminists
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(e.g., Simone de Beauvoir) treat the Bible as a hopelessly patriarchal source marked with
the masculinist bias and declare it irrelevant to the modern concern. This idea is supported
by Kate Millett who claims that “Patriarchy has God on its side”, for even the myth of the
Fall is “<...> designed as it is expressly in order to blame all this world’s discomfort on the
female” [9, p. 51-54]. Others, recognizing the sexist bias and misrepresentation of women
in the Bible, urge feminist critics and translators to highlight the patriarchal nature of the text
in an effort “<...>to mimic and mock the loud male voice and tone, turn up the volume of its
evasions and lies and guilt, put dots and slashes to mark the gaps and omissions” (Shaberg
in [1, p. 77]). The proponents of this approach firmly believe that the critique of the Bible
is a necessary prerequisite of the social change for women. The account is also taken out
of the socio-cultural context reflecting the historical features of the status of women and
marriage relationship in the Hebrew and Greco-Roman world. For example, the unequal age
of married couples (adolescent girls and fully adult men) and lack of well-educated women
is used as an argument to explain the notorious phrase of Paul “Let your women keep silent
in the churches, for they are not permitted to speak; but they are to be submissive, as the law
also says. And if they want to learn something, let them ask their husband at home” [13:1
Cor. 14: 34-35], which is inapplicable to the modern context.

The last and most productive approach lies in the application of the depatriarchalizing
principle to the Bible interpretation and translation [16] which implies exposing and
translating the Biblical truth without the blinders of sexism. Thus, it is an attempt to reconcile
the Holy Scriptures and the Women’s Liberation Movement. The principle is realized through
the deconstructive reading of the Holy Scripture to show textual discrepancies, subsequent
mistranslations and theological deviations and to produce a new unbiased translation based
on “corrective measures” (the term by Simon [12, p. 105]) and inclusive language.

Methodology. The assumptions of this paper are grounded in a multidisciplinary
approach at the interface of Bible Studies, Translation Studies and Gender Studies. As
some observers have expressed concerns over the rigor and trustworthiness of recasting
the Word of God in order to meet current social challenges, the aim of this prospective
investigation is to validate the Bible interpretation within the feminist discourse via the
methods of its analysis and subsequent synthesis of the extracted principles and concepts.
The hermeneutic method of Biblical exegesis is applied to substantiate the findings of the
feminist Bible critique while the deconstructive analysis is used to overturn the traditional
textual hierarchy and to reassert a non-hierarchical relationship. To encompass a variety of
translation perspectives, the comparative translation analysis of a number of English and
Ukrainian translations of the Holy Scripture is carried out.

Results and Discussion. The feminist project of reinterpreting the Bible against its
patriarchal grain, although not being officially recognized as such until late 20% century, is
rooted in the 17" century struggles of European and American women to be consecrated as
preachers and teachers of the Bible. They pointed out that some of the key biblical passages
used by males to subjugate women could be re-interpreted and proposed possible alternative
translations of biblical texts to demonstrate equality of men and women.

Making the Bible speak for women was vitally important for the feminists of the first
wave because in the 19" century the church played much more decisive role in organizing
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social norms than it does today. In 1848, the convention of the American Women’s Rights
movement at Seneca Falls passed a resolution about “the perverted application of the
Scriptures” and the necessity for women to reestablish and reassert the role the Creator
assigned to them. To this end, Elisabeth Cady Stanton initiated the bold project titled The
Woman's Bible. Published in 1895 and 1898, The Woman's Bible was not a new translation
but a commented compilation of those verses of the Bible that referred to women. On
analyzing this text, we cannot agree with Simon’s argument that Stanton regarded the Bible
as “fundamentally anti-woman” [12, p. 110]. It is true that in her Introduction Stanton overtly
recognizes the masculinist bent of all official religions: The canon law, the Scriptures, the
creeds and codes and church discipline of the leading religions bear the impress of fallible
man, and not of our ideal great first cause, “the Spirit of all Good [15, p. 7]. She partly put
a blame on “<...>liberal translations, interpretations, allegories and symbols”, yet remained
conspicuously skeptical as to the possibility of depatriarchalized translation: Those who
have the divine insight to translate, transpose and transfigure this mournful object of pity
(Woman) into an exalted, dignified personage, worthy our worship as the mother of the
race, are to be congratulated as having a share of the occult mystic power of the eastern
Mahatmas [15, p. 7-8]. Yet, in a number of her commentaries Stanton shows the evidence
of mistranslations falsifying the original message.

However, this “lower textual criticism” aimed at purifying the original text of the Bible
from mistranslations was of minor concern to Stanton and other feminists of the first wave,
as their efforts were focused on the then popular “high criticism” which sought to discover
the historical background, sources and authors of the biblical texts: 7o women still believing
in the plenary inspiration of the Scriptures, we say give us by all means your exegesis in the
light of the higher criticism learned men are now making, and illuminate the Woman's Bible,
with your inspiration [15, p. 12] .

The first significant move at the level of both high and lower criticism was to make
manifest the defeminization of the church in Gospels and Epistles, both in the original text
and in its translations. The feminists of the first wave accentuated that women had often
played a key part in the New Testament stories and situations and yet they remained utterly
unrepresented there. Their goal was to rehabilitate the mothers of the church (by the way,
the term is conspicuously non-existent in the theological discourse!) and speak about them
and for them. The most prominent in this respect is the Epistle to Romans 16, 1-4 where
Paul begins his long list of church activists with two women — Phoebe and Priscilla. In the
King James Version of the Bible (KJV) as well as in the Church Slavonic Ostroh Bible
(OB) (1681), its Ukrainian translation by Rafail Turkoniak and the first complete Ukrainian
translation of the Bible done by Pantelejmon Kulish, Ivan Puluj and Ivan Nechuj-Levytskyj
(1903), their status is lowered to servants and helpers:

1 commend unto you Phebe, our sister, which is a servant of the church which is at
Cenchrea; That ye receive her in the Lord, as becometh saints, and that ye assist her in
whatsoever business she hath need of you: for she hath been a succourer of many, and of
myself also. Greet Priscilla and Aquila my helpers in Christ Jesus,who risked their own
necks for my life, to whom not only I give thanks, but also all the churches of the Gentiles,
Likewise greet the church that is in their house [13: Rom. 16: 1-4];
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Bphuaioocesamv  (wuee’no) s cecmphna’wih,  chw’h  [-]enhxn’Teanuil
Up~Keujasicegvkeaxpe 'ux, 0a {npiumemeros}20b00CmMOUHCbIM, UANOCTFbUECTE)) umee U,
20b He ‘udceauyesamsacy nompebh’emv eewu. b0 u "cis 3acmhnuuya muo 2um #6wicmo, 1o
(camomh mue) ymahume {npucku’nh} uaaxu nnh, cnocnhIHAKA Mosio xpvicms (Tlopyuaro
aic sam Tusero, nauty cecmpy, wjo € Cayschuuero uepkeu, wo 6 Kenxpesx, wob eu i npuiinsiu
6 Tocnodi, sk nanexcumvcst céssmum, I nomo2nu i 6 mill peui, sx y6io eac nompebye. bo i
60HA OY1a 3acmynHuyero 3a bazamvox i meni camomy. 30oposimo Ipuckuny i Akuniy — moix
nomiunukie 6 Xpucmi Icyci) [21: Rom. 6: 1-4];

THopyuaro s eam Qusy, cecmpy HauLy, CyHcUmensbKy uyepkeu, wo 6 Keuxpesax, woo
nputinanu i 6 [ocnooi, ax auyums cesmum, i nomazanu itl, 8 akomy 0ini éac nompioysamume;
60 eona Oyna zacmynnuyero mMmo2um, i camomy meHi. Bumaiime Ilpucxuny ma Axeuny,
nomiunukie moix y Xpucmi Icyci [27: Rom. 16: 1-4].

Turkoniak’s translation of the OB markedly slights the women’s role even in comparison
with its Church Slavonic original: calarcu’mennuyly yp~xeéu becomes cuyxcruys while
cnocnhunux is transformed into nomiunux. See Crnoenux Hosoeo 3asimy / The Dictionary
of the New Testament compiled by Bohdan Ohul’chans’kyj (2016): “crnocnjimHuk,
cniBpoOiTHUK, cniBnpauiBuuk bra 60 ecMu cnocnemwtHUIM — 00 MU CcnigpoOimHUKU
booxci (Or, Xom, I'p); cnisnpayienuxu (P) (1 Kop 3, 9)” [25, p. 153]. Conversely, in his
Cyuacnuii nepexaao / Modern Translation (2020) Turkoniak uses the word cnispobimnuxu
“co-workers” [20].

Of all New Testament women, Phoebe might be the most hotly debated in terms of
her role in the early church. She is described as a diakonos, which is typically disguised in
English translations as “servant” (ministerio ecclesiae in the Vulgate (Commendo autem
vobis Phoebe sororem nostram, quae est in ministerio ecclesiae) and prostasis which is
interpreted as a helper. However, diakonos is the same word that Paul uses to describe
his own ministry (1 Cor. 3:5; 2 Cor. 3:6, 6:4, 11:23; Eph 3:7; Col 1:23, 25). If Paul were
simply aiming to describe her service to her local church, this would have most probably
been expressed by ‘diakoned’ (Rom. 15:25) or ‘diakonia’ (1 Cor. 16:15) [4, p. 887]. It is
remarkable that Phoebe is the first recorded deacon in the history of Christianity; therefore,
to lower her rank to a servant is a matter of false interpretation. Likewise, the verb form of
prostatis, proistémi, occurs eight times in three different contexts in the New Testament.
These contexts include church leadership (Rom. 12:8; 1 Thess. 5:12; 1 Tim. 5:17), household
management (1 Tim. 3:4, 5, 12), and the practice of good deeds (Titus 3:8, 14) [10].

In 1888 Francis Willard, the longtime president of the Women’s Christian Temperance
Union, noted gender-biased translations of Phoebe’s role. Even more radical is the position
of E.C. Stanton in The Woman's Bible. She is positive that Phoebe was a bishop of the
Church in Cenchrea and “<...>must be legitimately interpreted either presbyter, bishop,
or Apostle”. As to the second woman, Stanton without any reservations calls her Apostle
Priscilla, because from Paul’s message it is possible to infer that she and her husband
performed the important task of founding the Church of Rome which “is in their house”
[15, p. 153—154].

Since the 1960s when the United Bible Society started implementing Nida’s
message-oriented translating principle of dynamic equivalence, the original importance
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of these remarkable women has been restored. Good News Bible, the first internationally
acclaimed outcome of Nida’s project, already recognize Priscilla as Paul’s “fellow-worker
in the service of Jesus Christ” while “Phoebe serves the church at Cenchreae”, which
already hints at her status as a bishop: / recommend to you our sister Phoebe, who serves
the church at Ctnchreae<...>I send greetings to Priscilla and Aquila, my fellow workers
in the service of Christ Jesus [6].

Among bolder versions, there is New Living Translation of the Bible, which is a feminist
project of 2001 famous for its interventionist approach: I commend to you our sister Phoebe,
who is a deacon in the church in Cenchrea. Welcome her in the Lord as one who is worthy
of honor among God’s people. Help her in whatever she needs, for she has been helpful to
many, and especially to me. Give my greetings to Priscilla and Aquila, my co-workers in
the ministry of Christ Jesus [11]. Even more radical is the Message Bible (published in
segments from 1993 to 2002) where Phoebe is called a key representative of the church at
Cenchrea [14] or Young’s Literal Bible translated by Robert Young in remote 1862 where
Paul overtly states that “<...>she also became a leader of many, and of myself” [17].

Although in the Ukrainian translations by Ivan Ohijenko (1962) and Ivan Khomenko
(1963) Priscilla and her husband are called Paul’s co-workers in Christ, cniepobimuuxu moi
y Xpucmi Icyci, Phoebe remains the servant, either ambiguously (cayorcumenvra [26]) or
openly (cayoiceonuys [18]).

Most noteworthy in terms of accentuating Phoebe’s significance is the translation
done under the auspices of Patriarch Filaret: Bpyuaro sam @usy, cecmpy Hauty, Ouakonucy
uepkeu Kenxpeiicoroi [19].

It is widely established that the Orthodox Church is ostensibly conservative in treating
the women’s speculative priesthood. Yet we may quote a riveting instance that evinces
the opposite. In 1927 the Metropolitan of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church
Vasyl’ Lypkivs’kyj argued that the Holy Scripture had set no limitations for women to be
consecrated: JKinka numae, yu MOdCHA 68IUMU Y Gi6MAp, i 51 KAHCY: MONCHA He MITbKU
yeitimu y siemap, a ti 6ymu OUsAKOHOM, CEAUJEHUKOM, HABIMb MIMPONOAIMOM, MOMY WO Y
Xpucmi “nemae nony” [24, p. 162].

Grievously underrepresented in the Gospels are female disciples of Jesus. Luke 8: 2—3
mentions some of them: Mary called Magdalen, out of whom had come seven demons, and
Johanna the wife of Chuza, Herods steward, and Susanna, and many others who provided
for Him from their substance. According to Matthew 28 and Mark 16, the Risen Lord first
appeared to women (Mary Magdalen and Mary, the mother of James and Salome).

One of the most outstanding projects of restoring the role of women in the early church
was carried out by Lesya Ukrainka. Within the timespan between 1901 and 1911, she wrote
dramas whose major characters are Mary (Miriam) (The Possessed), Johanna the wife
of Chuza and Priscilla (Rufinus and Priscilla). Last year the edition of these plays titled
Anoxpugh (The Apocrypha) supplemented with four conversations between His Beatitude
Sviatoslav Shevchuk and Oksana Zabuzhko was awarded the first prize of the Lviv Book
Forum. The feministic overtones of the plays are profusely discussed in the conversations of
The Apocrypha; however, Oksana Zabuzhko mistakenly assets that Lesya Ukrainka “<...>
writes on the topics which has not yet been brought up in her times” (tr. — O.D.) [23, p. 565].
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Alternatively, the ideas expressed in Lesya’s works reverberate with those of representatives
of'the first wave of feminism, especially The Woman s Bible by Stanton. In its time, the book
caused an uproar and the avalanche of criticism that, presumably, did not remain unnoticed
by the one of the most prominent Ukrainian intellectuals.

The second wave of the feminism of 1960s—1970s coincided with the message-oriented
approach towards the Bible translation, which became a useful tool to make women visible in
the Bible. Since early 1970s, there has been a gradual diminution of masculinist expressions
in the Bible. Joanna Dewey refers to this revisionist application of the lower textual Bible
criticism as “affirmative-action translation”, such as the restoration of the presence of female
disciples of Jesus in Mark’s narrative through the substitution of men by men and women
[3, p. 65]. Yet more common term for this interventionalist translation procedure is “the
inclusive language”. Lois von Flotow formulates its purpose as “<...>making the biblical
messages accessible and meaningful to women in the contemporary social and intellectual
climate” [5, p. 96].

This idea is encoded in the title of one of the first inclusive projects — Joann Haugerud’s
translation titled The Word for Us, Gospels of John and Mark, Epistles to the Romans and
The Galatians (1977). In the introduction to her translation Haugerud ironically asks: When
Jesus called Peter, Andrew, James and John to become ‘Fishers of men’, did Jesus mean that
they would set out to catch male humans only? [7, p. 8]. The reformulation of the masculine
language takes several variants here as well as in subsequent gender-neutral translation
projects: words such as brethren or king, which have exclusively male referents, have been
replaced with sisters and brothers and monarch or ruler. The generic man is substituted by
phrases women and men or words such as people or one; compare:

And Jesus said unto them, I am the bread of life: he that cometh to me shall never
hunger; and he that believeth on me shall never thirst. But I said unto you, That ye also
have seen me, and believe not. All that the Father giveth me shall come to me; and him that
cometh to me I will in no wise cast out. [13: John 6: 35-37]. — Jesus said to them, I am the
bread of life; anyone who comes to me shall not hunger, and anyone who believes in me
shall never thirst...; and those who come to me I will not cast out [7: John 6: 35-37].

In him was life; and the life was the light of men [13: John 1:4]. — In the Word was life,
and that life was humanity’s light [7: John 1:4].

The interventionalist approach to Bible translation as an act of restoring historical
justice stands behind the resonant project An Inclusive Language Lectionary. Years A, B,
and C (1983, 1984, 1985) prepared by a committee of eminent Christian Bible scholars
of both sexes. The committee was mandated by the National Council of Churches in the
United States to reinterpret the Revised Standard Version so that it might restore the status of
women; additional tasks included recasting tradition colour symbolism where darkness was
associated with evil and portraying the more positive image of Jews. The major revisions
of the Lectionary encompassed: God the Father, considered to be a metaphor expressing
the intimacy of Jesus with God, was translated as God the Father and Mother. The Greek
Kyrios was rendered not as Lord but as Sovereign, Christ or God. Son or Son of God became
Child or Child of God while Son of Man was transformed into The Human One. [12, p. 120].
On the one hand, the publication of An Inclusive Language Lectionary burgeons with the
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extensive and heated debate about the role of gender within the Bible; on the other hand,
thorny issues of tampering with the sacred texts inevitably runs against the opposition.

The emphasis on the gender-unmarked nature of the masculine pronoun and the noun
man in the Holy Scripture is discernable in a number of studies, but the most powerful
example is the Creation story commonly recognized as the origin of feminine inferiority.
Among the most profound analyses of the Creation story there are Woman s Bible by Stanton
(the first wave of feminist, 1895), Departriarchalizing in Biblical Interpretation by Phyllis
Trible (1973, the second wave of feminism) and translation of Genesis by Mary Phil Korsak
At the Start...Genesis Made New: A Translation of the Hebrew Text (1992, the third wave
of feminism). They all foreground the obvious discrepancy: there are two different stories
of creating the human race: the “Adam’s rib” story backing female subjugation in Chapter
2 and the story in Chapter 1:

And God said, Let us make man' in our image, after our likeness: and let them have
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over
all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth®. So God created
man in his own image, in the image of God created he him,; male and female created he them
[13: Gen. 1: 26-27].

Then God said, “Let us make human beings in our image, to be like us. They will
reign over the fish in the sea, the birds in the sky, the livestock, all the wild animals on
the earth, and the small animals that scurry along the ground.” So God created human
beings in his own image; male and female he created them [11: Gen. 1: 26-27].

I cxazag boz: Cmeopimo awduny 3a obpasom Hawum, 3a nodobor Haworw, i xail
RAHYIOMb HAO MOPCHKOIO puboro, i HA0 NMAcmeom HebecHuM, i Had xXy0oborw, i HAO ycero
3emaero, i Hao ycim naazyouum, wo niasye no zemui. I boe na Caiii 06paz 1100uny cmeopus,
Ha obpas boxcui It Bin cmeopus, sik wonosixa ma sicinky cmeopug ix [18: Gen. 1: 26-27].

As Phyllis Trible persuasively shows in her study, the creature God made out of clay was
at first neither masculine nor feminine, but a creature not yet sexed [7, p. 35-36]. The word
adam has been widely recognized as having at least three different meanings: humanity, man
and a proper name. Mary Phil Korsak chooses to translate adam in Chapter 1 and Chapter
2 before the woman’s appearance as groundling using the pronoun it [8, p. 46]. Particularly
noteworthy is the fact that the first adam (both male and female simultaneously) was created
in the image of God who is plural, which is not surprising, as Chapter 1 belongs to so called
Elohist (God here is not singular Jehovah but plural Elohim). This explains the inclusive
approach to translate God the Father as the Father and the Mother. In the beginning God
reveals Himself (or rather Themselves!) in the Bible as exercising equally male and female
qualities. For example, in Numbers 11:12 God is described as the mother conceiving and
bearing Israel and the One Who ought to care for the child.

The illustrations above show the unambiguous difference between the traditional
approach of the Authorized Version of the Bible (1611) and gender-neutral one. As a
counterbalance, the Ukrainian translation resolves the problem easily and subliminally, even

' Hebrew — adam

2 Hebrew — adama
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overturns the opposition, due to the grammatical gender of the source language where the
human being (7r00una) is feminine.

In the feminist discussion of the New Testament the issue of gender discrimination of
the Trinity is raised. The Holy Spirit (pneuma — neutral gender in Greek) has the feminine
Old Testament correspondent Roocha (the Spirit of God) which existed before the Creation:
And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness was upon the face of the deep. And
the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters [13: Gen. 1:2] / A 3emnsn 6yna nycma
ma nopooicHs, i mempsiga oyna Hao bezoouero, i Jyx Boycuii' wupsie nao nosepxuero 600u
[18: Gen. 1:2].

Ivan Franko in his seminal and profusely ostracized research Iloema npo comeopenus
ceimy (The Poem on The Creation) described Roocha as the Bird laying the egg of the
Creation on the waters of the primordial ocean®: “<...>mou, xmo nucas mi ciosa, <...>
ya6aa8 cobi 6oxcy Pix ax mmuyro, wo cudumv Ha 800aX NEPEICHO20 OKeaHa (meaom) i
suepisae me siiye, 3 akoeo mas nocmamu ceim” [22, p. 281]. Here feminist theologians and
scholars find grounds to impersonalize The Holy Spirit as feminine, the idea far from being
new, as in the 2" century AD, the movement of montanists postulated that the Holy Spirit
had incarnated in female prophets.

The increasing visibility of “gender-neutral” and “inclusive” Bible translations could
not remain below the radar screen of public awareness and scrutiny of religious authoritative
circles that predictably cracked down upon such innovations. In 2002 the Vatican even
released the document entitled Liturgiam Authenticam condemning allegedly “faulty”
translations produced over the past 25 years in English-speaking countries. Church officials
argue that the interpretation of the Bible is the responsibility of the priest, not the translator,
who cannot be allowed to temper with sacred texts for some ideological reasons, which are
largely speculative. The example from a special section Gender in the English press release
on this document will serve to illustrate the point:

Many languages have nouns and pronouns capable of referring to both the masculine
and the feminine in a single term. The abandonment of these terms under pressure of criticism
on ideological or other grounds is not always wise or necessary nor is it an inevitable part
of linguistic development. Traditional collective terms should be retained in instances where
their loss would compromise a clear notion of man as a unitary, inclusive and corporate
vet truly personal figure, as expressed, for example, by the Hebrew term adam, the Greek
anthropos or the Latin homo. Similarly, the expression of such inclusivity may not be
achieved by a quasi-mechanical change in grammatical number, or by the creation of pairs
of masculine and feminine terms (liturgiam-authenticam, May 2002) [In: 5, p. 102].

Despite these endeavors to undermine the efforts aimed at rediscovering and translating
women’s voices of the Bible, the process is feasible even in the most authoritative translation
projects. For example, Cyuacra bibnis (The Modern Bible) (2020), an offspring of the
Ukrainian Bible Society, includes footnotes that undoubtedly put “the depatriarchalizing
principle” into practice, as in the following example explaining the phrase “<...> nouku

! Roocha.

2 Transparent association with the Ukrainian cosmogonic folk-tale “Situe-paitue”.
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Masnaccii oTpuManyu criaAmuHy Mixk oro cuHamu” [20: Joshua 17:6] (“<...>the daughters
of Manasseh had an inheritance among his sons” [13: Joshua 17:6]):

el ynixanvnuii 6unadox ceiouums npo wanobnuse cmasienns boza ma Hozo napooy
00 Npas HCIHOK, MO0 K NEPeBANCHA YACMUHA TI0OCLKO20 CYCHINTbCNBA 868AICANA HCIHOK 3d
pabunb, mobmo ocobucme dcuge MatiHo Yonosixa. Y 6-my eipwii xcinku nampiapxa Manacii
HazeaHi 11020 douxkamu Hapieni 3 cunamu’ [20: Joshua 17: 6].

Conclusions and implications for further research. Academic research and general
publications exploring the paradigm of gender and Bible translation pave the way for further
developments in Biblical exegesis, which, audacious as they are, may shatter the long-
standing prejudices and misunderstandings resulting from biased interpretations of the past.
No matter what theological objections we may have to such an enterprise, the bold act of
revising women'’s role, visibility and influence in the Bible is worth commending. As in the
Ukrainian religious and cultural space this discussion has barely begun, this paper aims at
elucidating some key points that require deeper approach open to challenges.
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®EMIHI3M I BIBJIHHUM NEPEKJIA L

Oxcana /[3epa

Jlveiecokuil Hayionanvuull yHieepcumem imeni leana @panxa,
eyn. Yuisepcumemcoxa, 1, m. Jlvsis, Yxpaina, 79000
oksana.dzera@Inu.edu.ua

V crarTi BUCBITJIICHO KIIFOUOBI TEHJEHLIT 3aCTOCYBaHHS IeHJICPHUX CTYAiH y NMepeKia/lo3HaBCTBI Ha
NPUKIIAJI IePEOCMUCIICHHSI CTpaTerii 1 npuifoMiB nepeknany bi6mniil y 6ik “iHKII03MBHOCTI”.

OKpecieHO TpH pelenTHBHI niaxonu no bibmii B Mexax reHnepHux CTyaii: BurydeHHs biomii 3
TeHJICPHOTO ANUCKYPCY K KHUTH, LI0 BTUTFOE MACKYIIHHI yIIepePKeHHs; 3aCTOCYBaHHS I'eHICPHOT KPUTHKH,
1100 BUSIBUTH 1 AEKOHCTPYIOBATH ii aTpiapXaJbHUN XapaKTep; aKkTyalli3amis “TIpUHLHUITY JeTarpiapXarizamii’,
SKU{ TIOJIATa€E B YBAKHOMY MpodnTaHHi bibmii, moknukaHe po3KpHuTH i MpaBAUBUI “piIBHONPABHUI CEHC.
OcraHHiil mixig po3KpHUBa€ yHIKaIbHI MOXJIMBOCTI MEpeJl epeKiIaiadaMu.

Teopist “muHAMIYHOT €KBIBAJICHTHOCTI” 3aKJ1aia OCHOBY JJIsl (JOPMYITFOBAHHS (PeMiHICTUYHOTO IMiIXOLy
Jo nepekiany biomii, mo nparne 3po6urty 0i0milHI MOCTAHHA JOCTYITHUMH i 3p0O3yMUIMMH IS JKIHOK y
CYy4acHOMY COIliaIbHOMY Ta iHTEJEeKTyalbHOMY Kiimati. BepOaimizaris “MacKymiHHOTO yIepemKeHHs y
010MifHIX TepeKiIafax cTaja KIIFOY0BOIO Cheporo TeHAePHUX epeKIafo3HaBUMX 3alliKaBICHb: TPAMaTHYHUI
YyOJOBIUHUH pix ycix uneHiB Tpiiimi Big bora Ot no Cesroro [lyxa, TpanumiiiHi reHaepHO-MapKOBaHi
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TEepMiHH Ha MTo3HaueHHs L[epkBH, aHremniB, IEMOHIB TOIIIO, ¥0106IK, CuH K pedepeHIlis Bcboro mroacTea. Ha
MIPaKTHUI TAaKUH Miaxin nepenbadae HacaMmmepesn OUIBIN “iIHKII03UBHY MOBY IepekaniB Csroro [ncema,
nie 6 HeMapKoBaHi (POPMHU YOIIOBIYOTO POAY, 30KpeMa TaKi, K Filius hominius /son of Man (cuH 90I0BIYHIA),
Patres / fathers (ot1i), 3aMiHIOBaBCsI TeHAEpHO-HeHTpasHUME. HOBI mixoau o iHTepnpeTanii i mepexiamy
Casitoro [TrcbMa HAIITOBXHYNUCS Ha NepedadyBaHHi JXOPCTKUI CyIPOTUB €BAHIeIiCTCHKUX OpraHisariit
CIIA Tta Pumo-Karomunpkoi [lepkBH, sika HaroJoIIye Ha TOMY, IO CBSIICHHI TEKCTH HE MICTATh XKOTHOT
CTaTeBOI UM PAcOBOI JUCKPUMIHAI, & TXHS IHTEPIPETAIis JIOKUTH 11032 MEKAMU KOMIIETEHIIIT CBITCHKIX
nepeKyIaadis.

Kanrwowuosi crosa: peminizm, renaepHi cryaii, Oi0miHHAN nepekia, iHKIO3UBHA MOBA, TPUHIUI
JiemnaTpiapxaiizamii, reHaAepHO-HEHTPATbHIA TepeKIIal.



