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<Abstract>

A Proposal of the Korean Translation of 877 (yare') Based on the
Various Meanings of the Concept of the Fear of God

Hyung Won Lee
(Korea Baptist Theological Seminary)

One of the most important theological concepts in the Old Testament is the
concept of “the fear of God.” Leaders of various theological traditions in ancient
Israel, such as wise men, priests and prophets taught and emphasized the
God-fearing life to the people of Israel (Prov 1:7; Psa 31:19; Mal 3:16).

The Hebrew verb s (yare'), which is the basic verb for the concept of the fear
of God, contains diverse meanings according to the social and literary contexts
in which the verb is used. However, Korean translations of this verb convey
rather limited meanings by using mostly the words “fear” and “stand in awe.”

The purpose of this paper is, firstly, to find out various meanings of xm
according to the social and literary contexts in which the verb is used. Secondly,
it is to propose some of the basic principles with which one can translate the
verb x7 in the Hebrew Old Testament into the Korean language. Finally, it is to
propose a better Korean translation of x for the specific verses in which the
verb is used in the Old Testament. By accomplishing these purposes, the writer
of this paper hopes to offer not only practical understandings of the concept of
the fear of God for Korean Christians, but also better Korean Bible translations
of the verb x.

Some of the basic principles with which one can translate the verb x7 into the
Korean language are as follows:

1) When the verb x7 is used in the context of God’s divine appearance or in
the context of God’s judgment and wrath caused by people’s sin and rebellion, it
can be translated as “fear.”

2) When the verb x7 is used in the context in which the object becomes
people, it can be translated as “respect” or “honor.”

3) When the verb x7: is used in the normal context other than in principle 1),

it can be translated as “stand in awe.”
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4) When the verb s is used in the context of worship and sacrifices, it can
be translated as “worship.”
5) When the verb x7 is used in relation to the words, commands, laws and

statutes of God, it can be translated as “obey.”

In the beginning section of this paper, the writer offers a diagram in which the
different translations of the verb x7: between New Korean Revised Version and
Revised New Korean Standard Version are shown. At the final section of the
conclusion, the writer proposes a better translation of the verb x after a close

study of the social and literary contexts of each verses in which the verb is used.
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<Abstract>
Reading the Story of Dinah from an Etiological Perspective

[I-Seung Chung
(Asia Life University)

Textual ambiguities within the story of Dinah in Genesis 34 have been
making diverse but contradictory interpretations with regard to characters such
as Dinah, Simeon, Levi, Shechem and Jacob. Various interpretations exist -
such as positive evaluation on the deeds of Simeon and Levi; negative
comments on Dinah who left the house of her father; and reading the Dinah
story from Dinah’s perspective. The present study traces the implications of the
Dinah story by re-examining the translations and interpretations of ambiguous
texts, and focusing on etiological elements of the story which become crucial
elements for the interpretation of Genesis 34. The main theme for the
interpretation of the Dinah story is intermarriage, not rape. The story of Dinah
is not written merely for the purpose of narrating a tragic incident that occurred
in Jacob’s family. It rather has communal significance for Israel. As with the
story of Simeon and Levi who become the tribal fathers, Genesis 34 shows the
origin of the city of Shechem, and provides narrative evidence of the law which
forbids the Israclites from intermarrying and making a treaty with the
Canaanites (e.g. Exo 34:16; Deu 7:1-4; 20:10-14).
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EHA Fv FEHEA A3 IPHAThE Solth A 5ok T3 E
Eol7FA 17F ZE2 Aol A ZHEoll B3] FH ol A /\}”ﬂﬂoig’«]‘iﬂoe s
Al H A AL AR BARAITE 31 B FAY] AAZ BT fohe] %

24 39 AR oA FE ANE SR Aot

™ &l ©](Donald F. Murray)®] T-& &2 42 @A) =9 Sv 2 & &H
S AN O E971E 257 o J1E, RZNAA), =R A
T(8A), o] 2=ntA253), AL EZHQ7H) S TH SR A E = o]ofr] 9
Al BAY E8E FAAEY. & slEE FAF RS g s @Y
) Atol o] FEE4 ERE Foto] rhA e ©3le] o 5okl Ao A A
Aol o] 2th= Zlolth34 mgolo WEW H| s BAE oS okglo]
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A FA ot 28- oA HIR obp EXHORE WP (am)et Eol
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A HATFY g &ES) Dot e =4 LE%} o2 AAE 7IHL
2 ugsdoln, FALE cdnjth FAES 2 A LA YrE oS 43}
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I Q7] wEel Sl Alf O E o] oA = B A A e
HHOE T 7 Uth36)
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33) Thorlief Boman, '38]Ha]& Ao} 18] 23 ALg-o] vl | 318 o (o BEZHAL
1975); Das hebriische Denken im Vergleich mit dem griechischen (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1968).

34) Donald F. Murray, “Of All the Years the Hopes-Or Fears?”, 249-250. ¢} ZoF71of &3k 719]
AE 59 = gAR 947181 25:27-30 42> S 3 s Aol

35) Galia Hatav, The Semantics of Aspect and Modality: Evidence from English and Biblical
Hebrew (Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing, 1997), 142-161.
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36) W. Brueggemann, “The Kerygma of the Deuteronomistic Historian”, Interpretation 22 (1968)
387-402.

37) David Janzen, “An Ambiguous Ending: Dynastic Punishment in Kings and the Fate of the
Davidides in 2 Kings 25:27-30”, Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 33:1 (2008) 39-58;
Samantha Joo, “A Fine Balance between Hope and Despair: The Epilogue to 2 Kings
(25:27-30)”, Biblical Interpretation 20:3 (2012), 226-243.
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51 789 #&54

A7) 2:4-3:24) A= FAY AEIUES 7HERE
T7F ARt B2 50| o] F2A3r) o] ~etd & X o] ut
HE ZZ77HA] GALE BEE S 21 0 & 21331l Jth3) o] EollA
2-37%0] WS FEL ButA o] W% o AR o7 RE 3,

2 vy
£ 228 AR + A S R Aol TEIs] AT olo}
N7k el ol WA TR HF AR FLF G FHoH
o]zt JAte] Mg 712F F AthE Aol AT 24 BlE 2.
Joscph Titus)= 34171 2-38 0] AW/ QMG e & 39S 433

B gAY dFE oo Xﬂ’\lﬂ‘?ﬂ/ﬂ L E il S E9718H7HA
ol szhel GAbe] ool AE JTL F HOE Bl ole] H5A S B
AT 18 theo] AR O ARG o WEAT} o £ o 2 R
Zulo] oA FLAo Fxo} Adt AAFEE=7L A ol A o]ofy)
7 T AEolerd ZA 7] 1Ao] GAke] ATl SXatA | o] fri T

AY7E? &4 E]F 20 oJ3lH 27 o] Ao AA 7)o W g} Al
B ] A7 2 AeH A v 2270 = sl E el E 2
T A= BT FE 7Y ooprrt Al 7 H ALt AR E L0 H(53
2373 ek 17-257% Abol o] AA), L= A% o] Foll= A7) 170l
npA ko = A= Al &A 9] A o] A ATEHA0

777 E(Konrad Schmidt)= A 7]-E2719] AA ZA4(P)E AESHA
A Pl AFARA 4E€S g Mo & 4 AA= Pl FHFo] okt
71Eol AFHA &Fo] YN, UFoll Po| FFS WA w2 7] o
AA o AR G 2BV HF DAA AFEAES Aolghs 7ol th nhA|
2 G A A LA H A HAE B A TFRE ZEE FEHE TS
A HAtka Eop4n 583] -2 o] FA 9 A3t & & (Erhard Blum)9]

38) Thomas Romer, “How Many Books?”, 26.

39) P. Joseph Titus, The Second Story of Creation (Gen 2:4-3:24): A Prologue to the Concept of
Enneateuch? (Frankfurt: P. Lang, 2011).

40) Joseph Titus, The Second Story of Creation, 455-457.

41) Konrad Schmid, “The Emergence and Disappearance of the Separation Between the
Pentateuch and the Deuteronomistic History in Biblical Studies”, Pentateuch, Hexateuch, or
Enneateuch: Identifying Literary Works in Genesis through Kings (Atlanta: SBL, 2011), 23-24.
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7He FelsteE B4 % 7Hsd Aot o] & HYH EF2 AW 4 d3k(E
19:3b-8)7F & % o xgtd AL F7)(43) 18:11-12)0] E8H o=
B3 7749 A28 E AFT} 0|9 o] 249 @S] 7] 4
A LA 28 Qoi QA7 =i Jdoe Aot
kdl(Sara Mendall)®} Z 2] =7HDavid N. Freedman)©] ¥ Z+= “Primary
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AP 3o A Z2AUATE 249 stybdo] ATl ThE e o
Goh(E 3:21). ARl 4b A S E2H § ol st AR g @
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£ AojoF Pt o] & n} ‘A FLH F (Jerusalem deported), = H}
Hj= o] 2gt Ao Al X &A1 A Fo] AA T o T okl 2] AbH o] 373 ¥l
AP0 BZH AT st Y IS AEA Sk o] A A 7] A E
G787k A A EF-F AEF-o Astd dAAd ) 724 o] ZHI A
o|t}.

r\l

N

;'

il og
Mo o & K
o oot 2

42) Erhard Blum, “Pentateuch-Hexateuch-Enneateuch?”, 44, 49-50.
43) Sara Mandell, David Noel Freedman, The Relationship between Herodotus’ History and
Primary History (Tampa: University of South Florida Press, 1993), 89.
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A BT AL oM = = =2 HATA ol Ta3s7] "ot
AAZ e Ezeg2 g o] FHER = a”?j“é < @A Ha, 9]
HEF =k oAl oz HFo FAd Eo] A7) WZoltt.
o} =] H %2098 HESHA| vt AL

I

QAJop= okwto] Ao LYo L} AWIAT} H] HAE W=
(23} 20:1-2; 23:25). 2= WA A E Tor NEeEges TAH T
%% o]zt 12 A ¥k 8 Aok} v} E L 31 (Pharaoh Neco)Q‘r LERAR
oA AFRE #(6099) Fohe AR e T fle 8T AVE 9 9o
Z QAN oK(639-609\1), o Zolat2~(37]€Y), o EoF71(608-598'd), o T okl
(37H-?ré), A E7]0K(597-587'A)7kA] THAL o) vk = I of] HARSEA L (L
Ao, B 91 A (o Zobst 2, of TokRl), AL FIHA ET] o), LE (] Z ok,
NEZohE 7= 5 E¢el 7HEH 2tk viE =18k =R 24
o FHtrYlA A& A9d foh 24 vt 9d gt ol F F
e o] o $Ae FEd 2259737 587)E st frok =3 U4
o] Tl o7t H Atk Bl o F4 A A st ek v R X &3
% ZA 7Y ob= 7] Aol &= & vh=of] H Rt wiA g o5 A =70kt

o

;

T o] WEl A Fe 2 = ‘jﬂﬂl’ég‘ OdgeosE TE0F ARl
TS FFEHA Esta «4%3“"4’ ojg X% E¥to] A&H = AA A 4
A0 g sl gxo EAL dg %LJE AR AAZ Aotk 7tk
Fzo] TH o thgt 4714*]"] ZE A A S Dtk ol A4
agEoprt 2 X 22, g Eopzle] L2 37de] Aoy, fof o]
F&o o o] EVbssitta A8 250, o Sofzl o] AlHol ks WS
T e 4o A HeloA S8 Aot

B 29k (Walter Brueggemann)= 12| “d g n]of F2470| A «3 D”gl+=
®de AFHo=E AgsiA gov wiEE ZE7V|Y EAHS v

3’ (Destruction), ‘#ll’(Deportation), ZL&] 3. < %’ (Despair)©] 2= Al T
2 BAR U ok o] & vF BRI 3 D ol &z AKA8 S V)

44) Walter Brueggemann, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah: Exile and Homecoming (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans Publishing, 1998), 494.
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3 Zlol], At 17 Q1% AE AL 48R Ael A A % 7] 3
BE 712 21Tk o] 9} el 3 o] F-2 3D FA% I T o] & apol A of

D
T opz19] Aol AAehE HhE BHEtth IAS 2 fth o] A&
Tl 97he] x| &o|th, 18Tk o S of7le] Muto] HIT A] FAH A o 2w}
o3| A Ferh Aol A &N = o T okl o] A H Tkl shAI R of
2 o] ol lom o F4E 7 gl e ¢ =
sjv)std ol Fxo] AL tle AEA0] Yles &
FE Uk 28y A 5okl 957 2k HALe] Ao R
gt Aol AT A2 DA o Fopzl e AR WSt vk 2o
ol oty B & ¢A7F HEH A o2 Hojo 3t} AR o T okl
z éhﬂi FEiell A dilEe] FEAE ok MANA Hde e 1
GOl A ES &3t Aot SR @A o] EE A o 5 ofz] «IA}EE
J+ A OVJ% Fdata sk 22 H1Ad doltk. ohut A o g
= Atgjoll okl @3t s A g o= TSl Gz A&
Ol t /ﬂﬂa FAE &AL fFoHe] v E dojFE e AT

AGAA B T $F3 B S| AR5 25% 27308 4
Toh B2 s Folsigheh. 1 ste] vl Al oke] 89 (EetE), 3)
MiAe] AR E), “LFC] 7% RBA(TERL) “Fujol A HloraE
B2 (31 9), “frElsh HotaEeke] 71 UH M) 5 e Ash S0l AN
Ho] 9Than -2l o] ZoRl Bavt wl Ao} 3RS BEB A0 1

45) Jon D. Levenson, “The Last Four Verses in Kings”, 360.

46) Bk o] F A Er]okE Pl Eel] ZEZ 159} UUTE AAE FTH] F o] fruf e}
A= AlQlE] A E7]ok= i Eo] Al fol7] wZol ol 29 FFAH S ookl
Al AT} Juha Pakkala, “Zedekiah's Fate and the Dynastic Succession”, Journal of Biblical
Literature 125:3 (2006), 443-452.

47) Thomas Rémer, “How Many Books”, 36-37. £3] Z2tE7} A3 T oA & w] <o 2
Z(AF537) A WA of s el A Az okl 10 & ~FutEE AL I RE FQ
S 1 2 A 2% Michael Goulder, “Behold my servant Jehoiachin”, Vetus Testamentum 52:2
(2002), 175-190-2 3+a1ste}.
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e 77 FEHE AT 29 H45H #AE FHEATE ERE
Fo]2 s okglo) AR H A= npd o] A g B2 ool T3
sigAolgta T & Yt A FAH A FULE MY o5 oklo] of
DAz GAL FA Y] 2R T F AREAE A HAZ 89
S Utk AA, J S ok @3l= Hopaxe} A0 AY B Fe 2

Ay,
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= .
Sopl @3l A fot =9 dA&olgheE S 2HS T
+ T (discontinuity)
s

S o F W] Ho| Lete] AP 2 BT B FRol v
o] B2k} 92 (continuity)®] o] gk A8HA] 3|7} AHFH YT of Fof
210] 739 27k M= AslE ol ATl ARFI T FAAG O
x| 583} F7ke] Eo] BreH AA Y Hol Arpe] w3bol 5L
B4 5 9 WAL AT webA F4 9] HE Awe] ol 3okl e 91
AR o2H et ol A Aol FsA e 1Al & Aot o] 24
obF Ao AL A FEEHY 4T FT0] HFE ARL oo FE AT

MAR F2E ZEFA H AT o] HollA Jui7|GAF 1 HHE ofgoE
FE X o|37A] GALR FA T A A vl 7 JA|F o] EE
o] A E dozteh. A7) 2-37 o] vpE X & FS v e Aol gy,
a3 A 717 ek QAL Aol sl dsohH, o Soktle] ST
T73& vhtsle AP S AARY R A & ) A& FAEH rEE
AABH= “R]'5-A 91 27 (intelligible end)©] T}

<F A o]> (Keywords)
ooz, ol dm g AR AL 07, 7.

Jehoiachin, Ewilmerodach, Deuternomistic, Primary History, Enneateuch.
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<Abstract>

Cirisis of Discontinuity vs Hope of Continuity:
Canonical Position of 2 Kings 25:27-30

Chang Joo Kim
(Hanshin University)

This essay attempts to explore theological significance in the final verses of 2
Kings. The Jehioachin’s episode is mentioned just like an epilogue in the last
stage at the compositive edition of Enneateuch (Genesis through Kings). It is,
first of all, necessary that 2 Kings 25:27-30 should be analyzed historically and
exegetically. I suggest that the final 4 verses imply canonical position of the
present formation of the Hebrew Bible through Jehoiachin’s release.

The appearance of Jehoiachin and Evil-merodach in this episode shares a
couple of common points with each other. Both of them, as a legitimate line of
decent, ruled their own country shortly, but were estimated as a failure. For the
Deuteronomic historian, Jehoiachin was indeed evil in the sight of the Lord (2
Kings 24:9). If so, how did he come to the conclusive part of the Primary
History? The fact that Jehoiachin was restored by Evil-merodach of the
Babylonian Emperor implies a positive message for the following reasons. First,
Jehoiachin’s episode, as a model for Diaspora Novelle, reflected an open ending
or positive closing of the Judaic way of canonical editing even in a hopeless
time. Second, I try to propose that the use of an imperfect verb in the short
paragraph can reach a climax in the whole chapter 25. From then on, Jehoiachin
as a Davidic line will be restored and reign the Judah community.

Meanwhile when Enneateuch draws a conclusion as the Primary History, the
Deuteronomist devised theological and rhetorical device, which is namely a
dialect between discontinuity and continuity of the Kingdom of Judah. For
Jehoiachin, though being a loser and a captive in Babylon, he could become a
clue of a positive sign in the critical moment of Judah. Accordingly, by
positioning Jehoiachin in the final step of Enneateuch, Deuteronomist could read
into the possible continuity of Israel/Judah. Thus, Enneateuch could form a

narrational structure of a long history from the beginning of the world to the last
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scene of Judah. If Genesis 2-3 reflects the Babylon exile of Israel, and the Book
of Genesis is a prologue of the Primary History, the technique that closes the
Enneateuch with the appearance of Jehoiachin is applicable to “an intelligible
end”, that keeps not only theological consistence but also optimistic expectation

from him.
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<Abstract>
Politeness Strategies and Korean Honorifics:
A Case of the Scroll of Esther
Sung-On Kim

(Yonsei University)

A translator for honorific languages should be aware of not only the honorific
system of the target text but also of politeness strategies of the source text.
Korean translators of the Bible therefore must recognize unique deferential
system (addressee honorifics) of their own language as well as the politeness
strategies of the Bible.

The study of politeness has become a major topic of pragmatics and
socio-linguistics. However the interest of politeness started not from linguistics
but sociology. Politeness theories were developed, in the field of language, by
scholars such as Brown and Gilman (1960), Lakoff (1967), Leech (1983), and
Brown and Levinson (1987). They investigated politeness as an universal
language phenomena.

Research into politeness strategies has been done by Hebrew scholars such as
Miller (1996) and Revell (1996). According to their studies, the question of
social status should be a major consideration. Although the study of politeness
strategies has been done in classical biblical Hebrew, very little work has
focused exclusively on late biblical Hebrew in general, and the polite language
of the scroll of Esther in particular.

The scroll of Esther is a good sample text for the study of politeness since it
has many dialogues between an authoritative Persian king and his servants. All
characters of the scroll know how to use politeness strategies and deferential
languages. Their polite languages show that they know their place in the court.
A character who is subordinate in status must use polite and deferential language
to persuade the king to act as they wish. For example, the use of the third person
for polite distancing displays deference.

The last part of this study reviews how four major Korean Bible translations -
New Korean Revised Version (1998); Common Translation of the Holy Bible
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(1999); Revised New Korean Standard Version (2001); and The Bible (2005) -
have dealt with addressee honorifics, and evaluated their choices from the
perspective of politeness strategies of the scroll. NKRV (1998) adopted the
archaic honorific system, and remained uninfluenced by rapid linguistic changes
during the last century. RNKSV (2001) and The Bible (2005) did not follow
archaic and informal style but rather adopted the modern and formal honorific
system. The honorific system of CTHB (1999) is composed of both formal and

informal forms.
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<Abstract>

Significance of the New Covenant for the Transformation of the
People: A Textlinguistic Analysis of Jeremiah 33:14-26

Changdae Kim
(Anyang University)

This study has attempted to elucidate the theological significance of
Jeremiah’s new covenant with regard to the people in the Kingdom of God. The
thesis is that the new covenant of Jeremiah seeks to make God’s people in the
eschaton the ones that will actualize the ideal of the kingly priests as suggested
in the Mosaic Covenant. In making a case for this, this study proposes that the
new covenant has, among other theological meanings, the sense of
consummating the kingdom of God by making God’s people kingly priests who
practice justice and righteousness.

In this attempt, our chief attention has been devoted to analyzing the text of
Jeremiah 33:14-26 by using the method of textlinguistics. The hermeneutical
method of textlinguistics is basically text-oriented in nature, with the assumption
that the meanings of a text is embedded in the text when the author tries to
convey his intentions to his reader (or audience) through the text. In this method,
the intended meanings of a text are culled out from the view point of
grammatical cohesion and semantic (or thematic) coherence.

The method of textlinguistics also has its concern on how the author impacts
the reader in such a way that the reader should respond to the intended meanings
of the text. In this respect, a trend in this method focuses its attention on the
structures of literary units through which the author arranges his emphases in
order to facilitate the reader’s understanding of the communicative effects of the
text.

On the basis of the method of textlinguistics, this study pays its attention to
the literary structure of Jeremiah 33:14-26, with the result of arguing that this
unit forms a thematic peak in the context of Jeremiah 30-33. Furthermore, our
textlinguistic analysis lends credence to the notion that the reference to Davidic

descendants and Levites in this unit implies that in the kingdom of God, the
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people will be made kings and priests.

In conclusion, from the above observations, it is clear that this way of making
an exegesis of a text enhances our understanding of the unified relation between
the Old and New Testaments from the perspective of the new covenant. The new
covenant of the Old Testament connotes the making of God’s people into kingly
priests, which is explicitly announced in the New Testament.
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<Abstract>

Research on the Textual and Literary History of the Old Testament:
Based on Barthélemy’s Studies in the Text of Old Testament

Eun-Woo Lee
(Presbyterian University and Theological Seminary)

The purpose of this study is to pay attention to Studies in the Text of Old
Testament by Jean-Dominique Barthélemy which contributes greatly to the
textual research of the Old Testament. This book deals with the history of textual
criticism in detail from its origin in 9™ century up to J. D. Michaelis, that is, up to
the era of modern biblical criticism. Applying the research result of Dead Sea
scrolls, he deals with major text critical issues in this study. With priority given
to Tiberian masoretic texts, he pursues his studies on proto-Masoretic texts and
pre-Masoretic texts in connection with various textual issues related with
numerous manuscripts. He introduces text critical value of the early versions like
the LXX, the Hexapla, the Vulgate, the Peshitta, the Targum and the Arabic
versions, and how critical apparatuses should be constructed. This study has a
point of excellence in paying attention to the history of textual and literary
transmission from the ancient period of textual formation to the medieval period,
and includes the transmission issues of text into the area of textual criticism. This
study challenges established scholarship which focuses mainly on the literary or
redactional criticism. This study, paying attention to Barthélemy’s new
suggestions on the transmission history of the texts and consulting the arguments
by van Seters, Carr, Tov, and Ulrich, presents a new direction of exploring the
textual and literary history of texts considering the orality of the texts, the LXX,

the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the roles of editors who linked the gaps among them.
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<Abstract>

Why Was the Rich Man Dressed in Purple
Unable to Go into Abraham’s Bosom?:
A Socio-Political-Economic-Cultural Interpretation
on Luke 16:19-31

Ho-Seung Ryu
(Seoul Jangshin University)

In Luke 16:19-31, a rich man who was clothed in purple and fine linen died,
but after his death, he was not carried to Abraham’s bosom but into the Hades.
In economic perspective, most scholars interpret that the rich man liked his
wealth too much that he didn’t take care of the poor man, Lazarus. This
explanation has validity to a certain extent.

First, in the parable in Luke 16:1-13, the dishonest manager is related to the
problem of wealth, and verse 14 also mentions the Pharisees who were lovers of
money. It is therefore possible to read the whole chapter 16 with an economic
point of view.

Second, Luke had to integrate the rich and the poor in their community, so he
presented the eschatological ethics, i.e. if the rich does not use his wealth for the
poor, he must go to the Hades.

Such understanding is however narrow. It does not consider the following
requirements. First, the rich in the ancient Mediterranean-Palestinian society at
the time of Jesus not only had a lot of money from today’s perspective, but were
also at the top of the class structure, enjoying political power. Ancient societies
were more closely associated with socio-political-economic structure than the
ones of today.

Second, it did not consider the socio-cultural history aspect. Today, one can
dress himself or herself freely without being conscious of his or her social class
all the time. We can freely choose the shape and color of our dress. However,
that was not the case in ancient societies. The color of the dress represents one’s
social status in ancient societies. Purple clothes were only for those who

belonged to the top of class structure, namely kings and emperors.
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Third, it did not take into account the spatial structure and literary
background. This parable is woven into the confrontation structure of two
persons, the rich and the poor. If this parable can be understood from an
economic point of view, the rich would be poor after the death, and the poor
would be rich. But it is found that the rich went to the Hades, while the poor,
Lazarus, went into the Abraham’s bosom. The compensation is not wealth but
space: Abraham’s bosom and Hades. In Hades, the rich has no power whereas in
Abraham’s bosom, Lazarus is very comfortable.

This is why the parable of Luke 16:19-31 should be interpreted from
socio-political-cultural perspective. The rich was a political leader who had
immense power. He was either Herodes Antipas who was a tetrarch of Galilee
and Berea, or the one who executed John the baptist. God gave Antipas the
power to take care of the poor and the righteous, but he became immersed in
self-indulgence. He also persecuted the righteous. So he was sent into the Hades
after his death. On the contrast, the poor Lazarus, symbolizing of the righteous
one suffering under Antipas, was sent to Abraham’s bosom, which was the due

blessing he deserved.
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413, AZE™ 16:14; 17:4, 17; 1817

O] AFEH U A dE& A HE A4 EEE ST
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<Abstract>

Translation of the Participial Forms of the Verbs,
0éBw (sebo) and poPéw (fobeo)

Chang Wook Jung
(Chongshin University)

The usage of the participial forms of the verbs oéBw and ¢poPéw in Acts has
generated much discussion. The issue centers on whether they point to the
Gentiles who belong to a specific class; more precisely whether they signify
the presence of Gentiles who attended the synagogue and participated in its
activities, but still did not convert to Judaism by being circumcised and
baptized. They are rendered as ‘God-fearers’ by some Bible translations.
Recently, most scholars concur that there existed such people in the
synagogue of the first century, though it is less probable that the term had
been used for them before the composition of Acts.

An investigation into the instances in Acts demonstrates that the scholarly
consensus on the usage of the two verbs is appropriate. How is then a
translator to express the idea reflected by scholarly agreement? This study
looks at English/German/Koran versions concerning the use of the
participial forms of the two verbs. Most verses in Acts where the participial
forms of oéBw and poPéw occur are examined; various versions of the Bible
are compared with each other to grasp how each version translates Greek
participial forms into target languages.

The study suggests the most desirable way to deliver the connotation of
the forms. The participial forms of the verbs oéfw and ¢oPéw may be
translated as ‘God-worshipers’ and ‘God-fearers’ respectively. In addition,

they should be consistently translated based upon solid lexical principles.
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Reading the Ehud Story (Jdg 3:12-30) in the Light
of Linguistic Playfulness

Sun Wook Kim*

1. Introduction

The Ehud story (Jdg 3:12-30) has been considered as a thought-provoking or
bizarre narrative, producing diverse and interesting interpretations. In the middle
ages, Ehud was understood as a “type” or “fore-runner” of Christ.1) In contrast, a
modern biblical scholar J. Alberto Soggin concludes that Ehud simply represents
the Israelites in a “secular” story which has no real political or theological
interest in the ancient narrative.2)

Why do such extremely different interpretations exist? One reason is that the
methods of reading the story are different. For a long time, the Ehud story has
been read as a historical narrative. Recently, however, modern analytical
approaches have taken the interpretation in another direction. Structure and
characteristics of this short narrative have been emphasized.3) Most of all, a
genre identification plays a central role in understanding the nature of a
narrative.4)

Biblical scholars contend that knowing a genre is the key to interpreting the
story of Ehud. However, they disagree about the genre of the Ehud story. Baruch
Halpern, for example, identifies this story as a history by proving its historicity

and illustrates how some of Israel’s historians have treated it as historical

* Ph.D in New Testament at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School. Adjunctive Professor of New
Testament at Westminster Graduate School of Theology. sunwook5394@hanmail.net.

1) David M. Gunn, Judges, Blackwell Bible Commentaries (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2005),
36.

2) J. Alberto Soggin, Judges, J. Bowden, trans. The Old Testament Library Series (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1981), 53-56.

3) Lowell K. Handy, “Uneasy Laughter: Ehud and Eglon as Ethnic Humor”, Scandinavian Journal
of the Old Testament 6 (1992), 233.

4) Tremper Longman III, “Form Criticism, Recent Developments in Genre Theory, and the
Evangelical”, Westminster Theological Journal 47 (1985), 61.
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sources.) Robert Alter, on the other hand, argues that it is a “prose fiction” on
the basis of his literary analysis and classifies it into a genre of humor.® Lillian
R. Klein demonstrates verbal irony, one of the characteristics of humor, in this
story.”) In the category of humor, Lowell K. Handy asserts that it is an ethnic
humor,8) and Marc Brettler claims that it is a political satire.9)

This paper will investigate the Ehud story with a linguistic approach. In
particular, I will interpret this story in the light of linguistic playfulness,
containing elements of a political satire and ethnic antipathy.10) In this way, this
story may be read as an ethnic polemic and a political sarcasm, mocking the
Moabites. Though the Ehud story has a number of elements to show the
characteristics of an ethnic and political satire, I believe this story was written on
the basis of a historical fact, not a created fiction.

For this study, it needs to know what genre the Ehud story belongs to. To
prove the genre of this story, it is helpful to use Hermann Gunkel’s method of
genre identification.!l) Gunkel suggests that a text’s genre can be classified
according to three criteria: (a) “mood and thought(s) of the text”; (b) “the

linguistic forms”; (c) “the social setting”.12) In addition, because this study

5) Baruch Halpern, The First Historians: The Hebrew Bible and History (San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1988), 39. He assumes the building structure of Eglon’s palace, the routes of Ehud’s
flight, and so on.

6) Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 37-41.

7) Lillian R. Klein, The Triumph of Irony in the Book of Judges, ISOTSup 68 (Sheffield: Almond
Press, 1988), 37-39, 47.

8) Lowell K. Handy, “Uneasy Laughter”, 233-246.

9) Marc Brettler, “Never the Twain Shall Meet? The Ehud Story as History and Literature”,
Hebrew Union College Annual 62 (1991), 285-304.

10) See Tom A. Jull, “19pn in Judges 3: a Scatological Reading”, Journal for the Study of the Old
Testament 81 (1998), 73; Marc Brettler, “Never the Twain Shall Meet?”, 303. There is a
tendency to reject the historicity of the Ehud story because it belongs to the genre of humor.
The genre identification, however, does not demonstrate whether the event really happened or
not. It may present a historical event in the manner of humor. Though I suggest the way of
reading this story, namely humor with wordplay, I do not deny its historicity.

11) Brettler insists that Gunkel’s model (in a modified form) of genre identification offers a useful
interpretive tool, because it helps to group together certain terms and characteristics. Here,
Gunkel’s criteria to classify a genre can be legitimately applied to a genre of humor. The Ehud
story is one such text. See Marc Brettler, The Creation of History in Ancient Israel (London;
New York: Routledge, 1995), 86-87.

12) Hermann Gunkel, The Psalms: A Form-Critical Introduction, M. Horner, trans., Biblical Series
19 (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967), 10-39. Though Gunkel’s form critical method is a
useful tool for categorizing a story according to genre, I do not agree with some radical form
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argued that the Ehud story can be read as a satire, it is required to investigate the
humorous characteristics of the text. J. William Whedbee claims that the four
elements must be examined in order to discover the comic nature of a text: (1)
“plot-line”; (2) “characterization of basic types”; (3) “linguistic and stylistic
strategies”; (4) “functions and intentions”.13) With the help of Gunkel and
Whedbee, I make a study plan of how to read the Ehud story as a humorous
satire. First, I will analyze the use of words in the text, in that “the shape and
meaning of any literary text will naturally be dependent to some extent on its
linguistic fashioning”.14) The word analysis is especially important to the Ehud
story, since there are many of wordplay in this narrative. This investigation will
demonstrate how the characterization of Eglon and Ehud is made by analyzing
their Hebrew names. Second, I will examine the mood of this story which
presents its comic nature. For example, the murder scene and the description of
the waiting servants contain many humorous elements. Here, I will also show a
plot-line of scenes briefly, which displays the humorous nature of the narrative.
Third, in order to manifest that the story displays a tendency of a political satire
and ethnic antipathy, I will examine historical background. However, because
this study mainly focuses on how the Ehud story can be read as a satire by using
textual-linguistic and literary analysis, the social and historical circumstances
will be explained in short. Though I receive help from Gunkel’s method of genre
identification, my methodology is linguistic and literary approaches, not form
criticism. In this study, therefore, the historical background of the relations
between Israel and Moab refers to the circumstances that the biblical narrative
itself describes in the pre-exilic period, not the social setting that the form
critical method establishes, so-called “Sitz im Leben”. In the final section of this
paper, I will compare the Ehud story with the Samson story which were written
in a similar manner of humor. This comparison will demonstrate that they share
common genre characteristics of humor in the book of the Judges. First of all,

however, we must know what humor is and its characteristics, since humor is a

critics who argue that genre identification may determine the historicity of biblical narratives.
We cannot say that a story is fiction because it belongs to the genre of a satire. A historical fact
can be told in a way of a satire.

13) J. William Whedbee, The Bible and the Comic Vision (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1998), 6-11.

14) Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative, x.
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matter of definition.!5) So, knowing the nature of humor in ancient Israel is an

essential prerequisite for proving the Ehud story as humorous.

2. The Characteristics of Humor in Ancient Israel

The first step is to ask how humor is defined. After defining the characteristics
of humor we can prove the genre of the Ehud story as a humorous satire. It is
difficult, however, to define humor because we do not have a clear concept of
humor. Social background, cultural characteristics, and individual diversity are
among the many different factors in forming and defining humor. Perhaps, the
general meaning of humor is to make fun or feel hilarity, but this is too broad a
definition for use in the literary field.

According to Athalya Brenner, humor has two opposite characteristics: on the
one hand, expressing joy, merriment and amusement, but also, on the other
hand, mockery, derision and scorn.!9) Brenner develops this duality from the
semantic field of humor; to some extent, it deals with the field of joviality and
hilarity, but on the other extreme, it shows the field of contempt and ridicule.
Two opposite characteristics can also exist together in humor, with the result
that “humor may serve to evoke pity as well as protest, comprehension as well
as contempt, and relish as well as religiosity”.17) Considering these opposite
characteristics of humor, we may identify the nature and category of humor in
the area of literature. The spectrum of humor is broad in literary territory: “from
light-hearted comedy to rhetorical means of exposure such as irony, sarcasm,
parody, farce, and burlesque”.1®)

What, then, are the important characteristics of humor in the historical

15) Francis Landy, “Humour as a Tool for Biblical Exegesis”, Yehuda T. Radday and Athalya
Brenner eds., On Humour and the Comic in the Hebrew Bible, JSOTSup 92 (Sheffield:
Almond Press, 1990), 100.

16) Athalya Brenner, “On the Semantic Field of Humour, Laughter and the Comic in the Old
Testament”, Yehuda T. Radday and Athalya Brenner eds., On Humour and the Comic in the
Hebrew Bible, JISOTSup 92 (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1990), 39-40.

17) Yehuda T. Radday, “On Missing the Humour in the Bible an Introduction”, Yehuda T. Radday
and Athalya Brenner eds., On Humour and the Comic in the Hebrew Bible, JSOTSup 92
(Sheffield: Almond Press, 1990), 24.

18) Athalya Brenner, “On the Semantic Field of Humour”, 40.
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background and in the emotions of the ancient Israelites? Quoting Freud’s book,
Jokes and their Relation to the Unconscious, Francis Landy presents the
characteristics of Israelite humor as follows: “Oppressed peoples like the Jews
develop a very sharp, highly ambivalent comic repertoire, in which the national
anguish finds bearable expression”.19) A large number of people have thought
that there are not many humorous passages in the Old Testament (the OT),
because the OT itself gives a grave nuance and its instructive purposes express
loftiness.20) Humor, however, is not just only a light-hearted joke or a cause of
amusement. Humor can be made in the midst of persecution or in times of
ordeal, and at this time the characteristics of humor may be cynical or
aggressive.

Whedbee plainly expresses such characteristics of Jewish humor as “a weapon
of an oppressed and marginalized people to help its survival amidst the perilous
conditions of exile”.2D) If the Ehud story is read in this respect, we can say that it
is a humorous story which was characterized by cynicism against an oppressor,
the Moabites. J. Clinton McCann properly notes the humorous nature shown in
the book of the Judges with the historical background:

Abuse and injustice are no laughing matter; however, humor in some
form is often one of the few means of resistance for marginalized people.
Given the likelihood that many of the stories originated in the period of
1200 to 1020 B.C., when elements of Israel struggled against the more
organized and powerful forces of the Canaanite city-state system, the
humor in some of the stories may amount to an act of resistance by an
oppressed group ... Part of the original purpose may well have been to
entertain, but the humor also communicates hopeful resistance by a clearly
weaker force.22)

When humor targets hostility at other nations and ethnics, it becomes a satire,
especially in situation of political resentment and ethnic scorn. According to

Arthur Koestler, “[t]he satire is a verbal caricature which distorts characteristic

19) Francis Landy, “Humour as a Tool”, 100.

20) Athalya Brenner, “On the Semantic Field of Humour”, 40.

21) J. William Whedbee, The Bible and the Comic Vision, 3.

22) J. Clinton McCann, Judges, Interpretation, A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching
(Louisville: John Knox Press, 2002), 23.
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features of an individual or society by exaggeration and simplification”.23) These

exaggerations and simplifications are observed in the Ehud story.

3. Linguistic Analysis

An examination of linguistic forms and stylistic strategies is helpful to
identify a story’s genre. Forms and styles of words used in the story serve as the
tools of showing the characteristics of the story, such as symbols, allusions, and
nicknames. Sometimes, words themselves have double meanings which may
present direct opposites or ambiguities. However, if the usage of these words is
for contempt or ridicule of certain people or nations, these words may be
satirical elements and make the story a satire.24) In the Ehud story, nicknames,
symbols, puns, and wordplay with double and different meanings especially
function as devices for a satire.

3.1 Eglon

The notion of names has significance in ancient Isracl. Names present a
person’s role, function, or position, so a close relationship exists between a
person and his name. Often a name alludes to or reveals a person’s characters. In
an essay entitled “Humor in Names”, Yehuda T. Radday explains the usage of
naming like this: “An author may for instance use a proper name in order to
characterize a person, mostly negatively; in order to show that its bearer is
imaginary; to provoke fun at him or to link him (to his disadvantage) by
association, location or slight homophony to another” .25

A derivation of a name for contempt or ridicule is termed “pejorative name

derivations”, and so it can be a satirical device.26) A name is often determined at

23) Arthur Koestler, The Act of Creation (New York: Macmillan, 1964), 72.

24) Ze’ev Weisman, Political Satire in the Bible, Society of Biblical Literature Semeia Studies 32
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998), 9.

25) Yehuda T. Radday, “Humour in Names”, Yehuda T. Radday and Athalya Brenner eds., On
Humour and the Comic in the Hebrew Bible, ISOTSup 92 (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1990),
59.

26) Ze’ev Weisman, Political Satire in the Bible, 15.
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the time of birth in some circumstance and it is common for infants to be given
animal names because of their symbolic significance.2”’) However, if an animal
name is given to an adult, this name is used to insult or ridicule that individual.
Animal images show individual traits of weakness such as physical defect,
peculiar behavior, or discernible appearance. A political satire especially uses
animal imagery and this might help to explain the use of the fat calf-related
name Eglon.2®)

The name of Eglon (115;;}) has an etymology, the Hebrew ‘7;_;_.7, which means
calf or bull. This name can also be derived from the term %3 or 513:; (round or
rotund).29) Eglon, therefore, is described as a fat calf by virtue of his name.

The physical description shown in his name alludes to his dark doom. Eglon’s
fat expresses two signs.39) The first is physical difficulty in moving because of
his obesity, which makes him vulnerable to Ehud’s swift thrust of the
double-edged dagger. The second is the symbol of regal stupidity that is
contrasted with Ehud’s cleverness. The Moabite King Eglon, therefore, is the
principal target for the offering sacrifice, and the name itself shows his fate,
namely a fat calf ready for slaughter.31)

The satire comes from the name of Eglon, and the name makes a ludicrous
caricature of the enemy king. From the beginning, a reader or hearer can catch
an important clue as to how the story should be understood and how the story
proceeds.32)

3.2 Ehud

As the name of the Moabite king Eglon has a meaning connected with his

27) Ibid., 10.

28) Edward Bloom and Lillian Bloom, Satire’s Persuasive Voice (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1979), 218-221.

29) M. Garsiel, Biblical Names: A Literary Study of Midrashic Derivations and Puns, Phyllis
Hackett, trans. (Ramat Gan, Israel: Bar-Ilan University, 1991), 215. ]ﬁ%gy is a diminutive form
of 5_1__;7. Daniel 1. Block, Judges, Ruth, The New American Commentary 6 (Nashville:
Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1999), 158.

30) Baruch Halpern, The First Historians, 39.

31) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, The NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 2002), 117.

32) Graham S. Ogden, “The Special Features of a Story: A Study of Judges 3:12-30”, The Bible
Translator 42 (1991), 409.
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fate, so also the Israelite judge, Ehud (797R), has a name related to his role. Ehud
is a composite word of two elements, "R (where) and 71 (majesty), which
indicates “Where is the splendor, majesty?”33) Though this name reflect the
dismal phases of the times like Ichabod (7922%, “Where is the Glory?”) in
1Samuel 4:21, the name Ehud cast a glow of a hope to the people of his own
days.34) From the beginning of the story, therefore, Ehud is described as a
“deliverer” or “savior”.

According to Christie Davies, “[aJmong the stock figures in the repertoire of
the ethnic humorist are those used in this story for the two principal characters™:
a “stupid” character and a “canny” character.35 Stupidity comes from vain or
foolish action which leads to self-destruction. A canny personality is
characterized by cleverness, craftiness, and shrewdness. Above all, a canny
character can manipulate a stupid character and the progress of the story
manifests their respective peculiar characteristics. Two opposite characters often
appear together because a narrative progresses in a dynamic relationship with
each other.36) From this point of view, the Ehud story can be a typical example
of ethnic humor with Eglon and Ehud, representing their respective groups,
namely the Moabites and the Israelites.

Interestingly, the canny character, Ehud, is especially portrayed as
“left-handed” (31 "R, Jdg 3:15). Left-handedness can also be a device to
make this story ethnic humor, because Ehud’s physical characteristic
(left-handed) is contrasted with that of Eglon (very fat). However, it is difficult
to interpret the meaning of Ehud’s left-handedness, since there are some
different exegetical understandings. I believe left-handedness is not a physical
defect but a distinctive physical advantage in war, if we read this story as ethnic
humor.37)

There are three possible interpretations for Ehud’s left-handedness. First, the
term, “left-handed” in a literal meaning can be construed as “a man restricted in
his right hand”. It implies that Ehud has a physical defect in his right-hand; that

33) Daniel L. Block, Judges, Ruth, 160; J. Alberto Soggin, Judges, 49.

34) Daniel I. Block, Judges, Ruth, 160.

35) Christie Davies, Ethnic Humor around the World: A Comparative Analysis (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1990), 15.

36) Lowell K. Handy, “Uneasy Laughter”, 236.

37) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, 114.
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is, he is a handicapped man because of a physical abnormality.38) This
interpretation has a problem, however, because it takes the term
“left-handedness” too literally. In Judges 20:16, the seven hundred chosen
soldiers who are left-handed are depicted as skillful warriors who can sling a
stone at a hair and not miss. Halpern claims that “[t]his excludes physical
deformity: it would be comical to invent elite brigades organized on such a
principle”.39) As a typical example of ethnic humor this story must show two
figures with opposite traits, stupidity and craftiness. Ehud’s feature must be
superior to that of Eglon. If Ehud is a disabled man, it cannot satisfy the
characteristics of ethnic humor.

A second interpretation understands “left-handed” as “ambidextrous”, that is,
skilled in the use of both hands.40) But this is not reasonable in the light of the
usage of ambidexterity in the OT. As it is described in 1Chronicles 12:2,
ambidexterity is positively expressed with the use of both hands and not just the
left. “It is doubtful whether ambidexterity would ever be expressed by
describing restriction of the use of one of the hands”.4D) So, this interpretation
cannot properly explain the term “left-handed”.

The final interpretation is that left-handedness implies the superior ability to
handle a weapon and an excellence in war. This matches well with the
description of left-handedness in Judges 20:16. Ehud as a skillful warrior
proficient in handling weapons is contrasted with Eglon as a fat calf ready for
slaughter. Ehud’s left-handedness, therefore, is not a deformity, but an excellent
talent. The detailed description of the handling of a dagger with the left hand in
Judges 3:21 demonstrates the swiftness and prominent skill of his left hand; (1)
Ehud reached with his hand, (2) took the sword from his right thigh, (3) and
thrust it into Eglon’s belly. Yairah Amit properly explains Ehud’s
left-handedness:

The reference to Ehud’s left-handedness and repetition further on the

word “hand” focuses the reader’s interest upon Ehud’s talents and guides

38) Barry G. Webb, The Book of the Judges, ISOTSup 46, (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1987), 131.

39) Baruch Halpern, The First Historians, 41.

40) The Greek Old Testament translates “left-handed” as “ambidextrous” (as following the lead of
the LXX’s amphoterodexios). See Daniel 1. Block, Judges, Ruth, 161.

41) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, 117.
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him toward the conjecture that Ehud the Benjaminite is going to act with
his left hand. The mention of his left-handedness and the tribe of
Benjamin are absorbed by the reader in the context of war. Judges 20:16
and 1 Chronicles 12:2 indicate that the warriors of the tribe of Benjamin
were known for fighting with their left hands; the combination of
“left-handed” and “from Benjamin” seems to have been an idiomatic
expression used to refer to daring warriors from the tribe of Benjamin.
The characterization of Ehud by this idiom indicates, not only that he was
a superb fighter having special talents, but is also a key to creating the
hypothesis of what is about to happen.42)

3.3 “Left” Contrary to “Right”

In Judges 3:15, Ehud is described as a left-handed person, but in the same
verse, he is also called a Benjaminite (*3271772) a “son of the right hand.” Such
this portrayal seems to be contradictory. In this expression, we may discover a
play on words, namely a humorous intention in Ehud’s description. As for the
word “Benjamin”, the author uses the odd form of "3'73712 rather than the
expected 127712, which explicitly reveals author’s intention to contrast between
“right” and “left.”43) However, it is difficult to explain this contradictory and
ironic interaction between “right” and “left” in this verse. Though irony is
actually an important element of humor, irony itself is seldom explained clearly.
If we try to explain a pun, we may effectively spoil the pun.44) The simple irony
itself of Ehud being a left-handed person but a son of the right hand may have
provoked laughter for the original hearers.

3.4 Secret Message

A word which has a double meaning plays an important role in making a story
humorous or ironic. The phrase “secret message” (WN©™27) is literally “a word
of hiding.” The Hebrew word 927 has several meanings, “word”, “message”,

“thing”, or “matter.”45) So, the “secret message” may imply “a hidden thing”, for

42) Yairah Amit, The Book of Judges: The Art of Editing. Jonathan Chipman, trans., Biblical
Interpretation Series 38 (Leiden; Boston; Koln: Brill, 1999), 179-180.

43) Daniel L. Block, Judges, Ruth, 160. In the general form of 33°"13, 77 is added.

44) Graham S. Ogden, “The Special Features of a Story”, 410-411.
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instance, “a hidden dagger”. In a common sense, stupid Eglon naively
understands what clever Ehud says.46) When Ehud says to Eglon that he has a
secret message from God, Ehud’s intention is to assassinate Eglon. The secret
message is actually the secret thing, namely the dagger hidden under his cloak.
That is wordplay.47)

4. Mood of the Text

The mood of the text is one of the elements to identify the Ehud story as a
satirical humor. This narrative consists of several subsequent scenes and each
scene has a humorous mood. I will illustrate the humorous moods of some
scenes and explain a plot-line of the final battle scene briefly. Amit divides
several scenes of the Ehud story, providing the following structure based on a
scenic principle4®), and I will examine the humorous moods of some scenes

according to Amit’s structure:

Exposition—Situation of subjugation (3:12-15)

Description of preparing the dagger—Dagger tactics (3:16)
Description of offering the tribute—Tactic of offering the tribute
(3:17-18)

The murder scene (3:19-23)
Description of the waiting servants—Tactic of fooling the attendants
(3:24-25(26))
Description of the battle and the victory—Battle tactics (3:27-29)
Conclusion—Situation of quiet (3:30)49)

4.1 The Portrayal of Offering the Tribute (vv. 17-18)

45) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, 117; Daniel 1. Block, Judges, Ruth, 165.

46) Daniel L. Block, Judges, Ruth, 165.

47) Graham S. Ogden, “The Special Features of a Study”, 412.

48) Scenic principle means that “a story proceeds along but one polt-level that can be sectioned
into blocks according to scene changes”. See Robert H. O’Connell, The Rhetoric of the Book of
Judges (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 102.

49) Yairah Amit, The Book of Judges, 174-175.
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The stage for the assassination appears in the presentation of the tribute. The
offering of tribute actually indicates a sacrificial offering. The sacrificial
implication is exposed in Ehud’s offering action. In verses 17-18, the tribute
(Mm, “offering”) that Ehud presents to Eglon is the typical expression of
offering a sacrifice.50) The word 1M is repeated three times (vv. 15, 17, 18)
and nmn is combined with the hiphil pattern of the root 29p two times (vv. 17,
18), which gives cultic atmosphere to this description.>) About 158 times, 132
is commonly used in relation to the temple cult or ceremonies in the Bible.
When 1 is especially combined with the hiphil pattern of the root 29, it is
exclusively used in religious ceremony.52) Therefore, if the religious use of the
collocation of 2*2271 1M is changed into the secular use to present a tribute in
verses 3:17, 18, this expression may serve as a rhetoric device to show a double
meaning.53)

Ehud pretends to bring tribute to Eglon, but it is in fact Eglon who becomes
the thing offered in sacrifice. Taking into consideration that Eglon’s name means
“fat calf”, this gives a hint that Eglon, the “fat calf”, will be slaughtered as a
sacrificial offering. Sacrificial undertones in Eglon’s name clue the audience in
on this arrangement.>4) Moreover, in the murder scene of Eglon, the sacrificial
knife and partial evisceration of the animal are described in detail.5> As
McCann says, “Eglon, the one who exacted tribute from Israel, ends up, in

essence, being slaughtered as if he were Israel’s sacrificial offering to God”.56)
4.2 The Portrayal of the Murder Scene (vv. 19-23)

The murder scene will be the climax of the story and its original hearers may

have burst into laughter. If we were ancient Israelites, the sight of Eglon’s

50) Marc Brettler, The Creation of History in Ancient Israel, 81.

51) Considering that the name of Eglon stands for a calf, the act of the Ehud’s presentation of the
tribute to Eglon inversely indicates Eglon’s doom as an offering. “The calf appears both as a
central cultic object (Exo 32; Deu 9:18; 1Ki 12:32; Hos 8:6; etc.) and as an offering (Lev 9:3;
Mic 6:6)”. See Yairah Amit, The Book of Judges,184.

52) Yairah Amit, The Book of Judges,184. For example, see Lev 23:16; Num 28:26.

53) Ibid.

54) J. Clinton McCann, Judges, 45.

55) Marc Brettler, The Creation of History in Ancient Israel, 82.

56) J. Clinton McCann, Judges, 45.
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corpse lying flat on the ground in the bathroom, after being stabbed by a dagger
in his belly, would be shockingly funny.57) The description of the assassination
of Eglon by Ehud is given in ludicrous detail. It illustrates a typical scatological
satire, that is, bathroom humor. We can read Judges 3:22, the climatic moment
description of murder, as following:58)

And even the hilt (2%)) entered after the blade;
and the fat (:?rj) closed in over the blade,
because he did not remove the dagger from his belly;

and the excrement came out.

This satire focuses on Eglon’s obesity. The storyteller relates the vivid murder
scene with Eglon’s fat, presenting two stages. First, Eglon has a great deal of fat,
so when Ehud stabs him with a dagger which is only a cubit in length, even the
hilt of a dagger penetrates his belly after the blade and disappears. Second,
because Ehud does not remove the dagger from Eglon’s belly, Eglon’s anal
sphincter explodes and excrement comes out.59)

The word “fat” (:?rj) is a sacrificial term in Leviticus 3-6, and it is used for
the choicest parts of the sacrifice.69) Eglon has fattened himself due to Israel’s
tribute, but his fat body is submitted to the fate of sacrificial offering; he is the
fat calf. Another feature of Eglon’s fat is vulnerability. His fatness can be a
target for Ehud’s swift thrust of the dagger. Eglon thus becomes a plump,
defenseless, and stupid target.6D) It is a dark yet humorous image of stout Eglon
being murdered as he rises from the seat in his bathroom.

In this murder scene, scatological characteristics also appear. Though there are
many interpretations about what “the cool chamber” (77p11 771, v. 24) means,
this phrase can be properly translated as “the toilet chamber” or “the throne
room with the toilet facility incorporated”.62) The assassination is performed in
the toilet chamber, and Eglon meets his fate there. After Ehud thrusts his dagger

57) Tom A. Jull, “7pn in Judges 37, 64.

58) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, 118.

59) Baruch Halpern, The First Historians, 40.

60) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, 118.

61) Ibid., 117.

62) Jull explains the meaning of “the cool chamber” (P71 27M) in detail. See Tom A. Jull,
“pr2 in Judges 37, 63-69.
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into Eglon’s belly, Eglon evacuates the contents of his bowels on the floor.63)
Eglon’s excrement is vividly described at his death, and a scorn for the king of
the Moabites is expressed in terms of a scatological satire.%4)

There are some classic instances of a toilet satire in the Hebrew Bible. In
1Kings 18:27, on Mount Carmel, Elijah taunt the prophets of Baal. His scornful
sayings include: “Cry aloud! Surely he is a god; either he is meditating or he has
wandered away (™21 0 °3) or he is on a journey, or perhaps he is asleep
and must be awakened” (NRS). Gary A. Rendsburg argues that the two words
(T2 and »®) form a hendiadys, expressing one idea, namely excretion.65) The
phase including these words, therefore, can be translated as follows: “he may be
defecating/urinating”.66) Mockery using excrement is a typical scatological
satire.

Another instance related to the toilet is the case of King Saul. He goes into a
cave to relive himself (1Sa 24:3). At that time David and his men are sitting in
the innermost parts of the cave and have a good chance to kill him. However,
David only cuts off a corner of Saul’s clock and spares his life. It happens in the
cave but the nuance is related with the toilet. Action in the bathroom is
considered private by the Israelites, so the expression for Saul’s activities used is
simply “he covered his feet”. This is a euphemism for defecation and
urination.6?) In the case of the Ehud story, the servants of Eglon wait outside of
the cool chamber because they think that the king must be relieving himself, that
is, covering his feet. This event, therefore, is related to the toilet. With the

excrement from the corpse of fat Eglon, this story becomes a scatological satire.
4.3 The Portrayal of the Waiting Servants (vv. 24-25(26))
The following scene also presents the characteristics of a scatological satire.

After the assassination, Ehud goes out through the vestibule and shuts the doors
and locks them. Without knowing about the death of their king, the courtiers

63) Tom A. Jull, “19p1 in Judges 37, 71.

64) Marc Brettler, The Creation of History in Ancient Israel, 82.

65) Gary A. Rendsburg, “The Mock of Baal in 1 Kings 18:27”, The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 50
(1988), 414-417.

66) Ibid., 416.

67) Tom A. Jull, “19p in Judges 3”, 68.
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come to the king’s cool chamber and find the doors locked. They incorrectly
think that the king is having a discussion with Ehud leisurely while relieving
himself in his private toilet. While they are waiting, Ehud escapes.

In this scene, we can imagine the courtiers’ funny actions. They wait until
they are embarrassed as they smell the odor of excrement from the exploded
anal sphincter of Eglon.6®) The sickening odor from the cool chamber also
functions as a decoy for the courtiers to tarry while Ehud escapes.9) The
courtiers are also a target of a satirical humor, like their king. Alter explains the

satirical characteristic of this scene vividly with a retranslation in his own words:

The courtiers’ erroneous assumption that their bulky monarch is talking
his leisurely time over the chamber pot is a touch of scatological humor
at the expense of king and followers, while it implicates them in the
satiric portrayal of the king’s credulity. This last effect is heightened by
the presentation of their direct speech at the end of verse 24, and the
switch of the narrative to their point of view in verses 23 and 24. Let me
retranslate these clauses literally to reproduce the immediate effect of
seeing the scene through their eyes that one experiences in the Hebrew:
“The courtiers came and saw, look, the doors of the upper chamber are
locked .... They waited a long time and, look, he’s not opening the doors
of the upper chamber, and they took the keys and opened them, and, look,
their lord is sprawled on the floor, dead.”70)

4.4 The Portrayal of the Battle and the Victory (vv. 27-29)

This scene is the great victory over the Moabite troops at the fords of the
Jordan. The successful assassination of Eglon by Ehud leads to the subsequent
triumph of the war against the Moabites by the Israelites. If we include verse
26b in the battle scene, this combat can be framed by a repetition of the word,
“to escape” (m?rg), which opens and closes this scene:

A. Ehud “escapes” (L’)L_}?;) to Seirah (3:26b)
B. The victory of the Israelites over the Moabites (3:27-29a) —

68) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, 119.
69) Ibid.
70) Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative, 40.
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“executing the other sacrifices”
A’. No one “escapes” (D'??;) (3:29b)7D

The word m%rg implies the liberation from the Moabites’ oppression. While the
Israelite warrior Ehud can escape from the Moabite courtiers, the Moabite troops
cannot escape from the Israelite troops.

Another satire appears in relation with “fat”. In verse 29, the Moabites are
described as “vigorous (2¥) and strong (>m)” men, and the word b))
(“vigorous” or “lusty”) generally means “fat” or “stout”.”2) Like their fat king,
the stout Moabites’ troops are slaughtered like a sacrificial offering at the fords
of the Jordan. It seems that they march to their destruction in a ludicrous display
of stupidity and no one among ten thousand Moabites can survive.’3) It may
provoke a big laugh at the end of the story.

As Handy notes, this final scene provides a crescendo for the three-part
presentation.’¥ The fat and stupid Moabites are all destroyed by superior
Israelites in turn: one dumb Moabite (Eglon the king), two dumb Moabites (the
courtiers), and finally ten thousand dumb Moabites (the Moabite warriors). This
plot-line intends to make the story a satire based on the ethnic stupidity of the
Moabites.”>)

5. Historical Background

Knowing the relationship between the Israclites and the Moabites is helpful
for understanding the characteristics of this story as an ethnic and political satire.
It is impossible, however, to recognize the relationship between the two nations
during the period of the story’s composition because we do not know when it
was written. Though the date of the final edition of the book of the Judges is
open to dispute,’0) in order to understand the story’s stylistic features it will

71) K. Lawson Younger Jr., Judges and Ruth, 119.

72) Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative, 41.

73) Lowell K. Handy, “Uneasy Laughter”, 241.

74) Ibid.

75) Ibid., 242.

76) According to K. Lawson Younger Jr. (Judges and Ruth, 23), “[t]he reference in 18:30 to ‘the
time of the captivity of the land’ seems to refer to the Exile (either 722 or 586 B.C.) and
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helpful to survey the relations between Israel and Moab in the pre-exilic
period.”?)

It is confirmed throughout the Bible that the Israelites view their eastern
neighbors with contempt and the Moabites are the representative ethnic group
among them.”®) The origin of the Moabites is presented in Genesis 19:29-39.
They are the offspring of Lot and his elder daughter, so they are born in
incestuous sin. In Numbers 22-24, when the Israelites are trying to enter Canaan,
the Moabites attempt to stop their entry. Knowing that their military force is
weaker than that of the Israelites, they hire the false prophet Balaam to curse
Israel, but he blesses the Israelites instead. As a result, God prohibits the
Moabites from entering into God’s assembly.

David conquers them without difficulty and subordinates Moab to Israel.
Later, Mesha king of Moab rebels, but Joram king of Israel and Jehoshaphat
king of Judah thoroughly defeat him and ruin his land. From that time on, Moab
declines as a nation little by little in accordance with the prophets’ words. Amos
2:1-3 announces the death sentence on Moab; Isaiah 15-16 prophesies the
coming destruction of Moab. Even more so, human sacrifice committed by the
Moabites (2Ki 3:26-27) is an abominable sin in the sight of the Israelites. It is

reasonable for the Israelites to hold them in contempt.

6. A Comparison with the Story of Samson

According to Robert G. Boling, the story of Samson is full of memories and
allusions to the judges from Deborah to Jephthah.7) In this respect, the exploits
of Ehud are similar to those of Samson,89) and this may imply that the Ehud
narrative is related to the Samson narrative. Handy also argues for a strong
relationship between the two stories and insists that “both stories have a heavier
dose of the comical than do others which appear in the narratives of the judges
in the book of Judges, which as a whole contains irony and a liberal amount of

suggests that the final edition of the book came from the Exile or afterwards”.
77) Marc Brettler, The Creation of History in Ancient Israel, 83.
78) Lowell K. Handy, “Uneasy Laughter”, 238.
79) Robert G. Boling, Judges, Anchor Bible 6A (Garden City: Doubleday, 1975), 232.
80) Ibid., 87.
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humor throughout”.81)

As Klein notes, Ehud and Samson are similar in their use of wordplay to
handle their enemy.82) However, the results incur opposite consequences. Ehud
uses wordplay for the deceit of his people’s enemy, but Samson’s wordplay is
more self-conscious in form and leads to self-destruction and the ruin of Israel.

The structure of the book of Judges is a spiral of progressive deterioration. As
the story progresses, the internal problem increases and the role of humor
changes accordingly.83) The series of judges starts from the bare stereotype of
Othniel, goes through the disastrous vow of Jephthah, and ends with the
bumbling fool Samson. With this trajectory, the first judge narrative may be
expected to be light-hearted and the final judge narrative somber. Comparing it
with the Ehud story, Handy shows three important dark elements constituting
the Samson narrative: an incompetent leader of his people, a person outwitted by
the Philistines, and a savior who saves by killing himself.84)

The figure and activity of Samson is explicitly contrasted with that of Ehud.
The Ehud story gives a positive image of the Israclites as clever but the Samson
story takes a pessimistic view of the Israelites. The Samson story is humorous,
but “it is a humor laced with angst”.85 Though the two stories progress in
opposite directions, the contrasted humorous dispositions of the two stories can

categorize them into the same genre of humor.

7. Conclusion

Knowing the genre is the key to understanding the meaning and intention of a
narrative. In this study I have demonstrated that the Ehud story can be
understood in the light of the genre of humor. Though this story deals with a
historical event, it may be read as a political satire with ethnic contempt. In order
to show the characteristics of humor in this story, three criteria for the genre

identification are employed: linguistic analysis, mood of the text, and historical

81) Lowell K. Handy, “Uneasy Laughter”, 242.

82) Lillian R. Klein, The Triumph of Irony, 128-129.
83) J. Clinton McCann, Judges, 23.

84) Lowell K. Handy, “Uneasy Laughter”, 243.

85) Ibid., 244.
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background. The words such as “Eglon”, “Ehud”, “left” contrary to “right”, and
“secret message” have the double or implied meanings which may burst into
laughter. The descriptions such as the offering of the tribute, the murder scene,
the waiting servants, and the battle and the victory are full of disdain, ridicule,
and mock against the Moabites. In addition, the investigation of the relations
between the Israelites and the Moabites in the social and historical situations
demonstrates that the Israelites had antipathy and contempt against the
Moabites. In conclusion, the Ehud story is full of linguistic playfulness, which

leads us to read this story as a political satire, mocking the Moabites ethnically.

<Keywords>
Judges 3:12-30, Ehud and Eglon, Humor, Political Satire, Wordplay, Double
Meaning.
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<Abstract>

Reading the Ehud Story (Jdg 3:12-30)
in the Light of Linguistic Playfulness

Sun Wook Kim
(Westminster Graduate School of Theology)

This study is to present a way of reading the Ehud story (Jdg 3:12-30) as
humor in the light of linguistic playfulness. Though this story deals with a
historical event, it may be read as humor, especially a political satire with ethnic
antipathy. In order to discover the characteristics of a narrative, genre
identification methods are helpful to disclose its characteristics. On the basis of
three criteria to identify the genre of a story, the humorous nature of this story is
examined: linguistic analysis, mood of the text, and historical background. The
words such as “Eglon”, “Ehud”, “left” contrary to “right”, and “secret message”
have double or implied meanings which may burst into laughter. The
descriptions such as the offering of the tribute, the murder scene, the waiting
servants, and the battle and the victory are full of disdain, ridicule, and mock
against the Moabites. The investigation of the relations between the Israelites
and the Moabites in the social and historical situations demonstrates that
Israelites had antipathy and contempt against the Moabites. In consideration of
wordplay, scornful mood, and historical circumstances, therefore, the Ehud story
has the nature of humor, which can be read as a political satire with an ethnic

contempt against the Moabite.
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Verses in the ‘Wrong’ Chapter:
When Chapter Division and Structural Segmentation
in the Old Testament Do Not Match

Lénart J. de Regt*

1. Introduction

When we read through the Old Testament, it appears that from time to time a
new chapter starts in the wrong place, in other words, that the last verse or the
first verse of a particular passage has ended up in the wrong chapter. The places
in a biblical book where traditionally a new chapter is made to begin are not
always in line with the places where the biblical text divides itself into segments
according to the structural coherence of the text itself. As a result, the start of a
new chapter in such places will take the translator’s and reader’s attention away
from the segmentation and literary structure of the text. Both the translator and
the reader are under the influence of the traditional chapter division.

This article focuses on places in a number of Old Testament books where this
problem occurs. For each of the examples — individual verses that appear to be
in the ‘wrong’ chapter — the question needs to be asked, where the verse
belongs in the source text and how the text is segmented at that point. For the
sake of consistency, this will be decided on the basis of syntactic and structural
criteria. Segmentation of texts is a much wider topic, but this article concentrates
on places in the text where segmentation and chapter division are (at least
potentially) in conflict.

A translation should show readers that a structural part of a book is not the
same as a numbered chapter. When in a translation the text is divided into

segments, this should be done in the right places and not automatically where

* Dr. in Hebrew Linguistics at University of Leiden, The Netherlands. Faculty of Arts at
University of Leiden. Global Translation Advisor with the United Bible Societies.
Ideregt@biblesocieties.org.
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tradition starts a new chapter. A translator’s understanding of the segmentation
of the text should not be governed by chapter division. When we translate the
Bible, we should already be aware of this during the translation process, if we
are to render the text in accordance with its own structure and show its

segmentation to the readers.

2. Where should the verse go in a translation? Syntactic discontinuity

Exegetes and translators should look for signs of structural and syntactic
discontinuity in the text itself and see if syntactic discontinuity occurs before or
after the verse under consideration. The idea behind discontinuity is that the
more a syntactic construction stands out and is different in comparison with its
syntactic context in neighbouring sentences, the more this construction is an
indication of structural discontinuity in the flow of the text. (An example of such
a construction is we-X-gatal, in which another sentence part precedes the gatal
form.) Discontinuity is mirrored by cohesion. For example, if the verse is a
response to a preceding direct speech, logically the verse should come under the
same chapter as that direct speech. Another example of cohesion is the
paragraph, defined as “a narrative block of material organized by a coherent
wayyigtol chain” in Hebrew.D

We should also consider signs of discontinuity in manuscripts in which the
text has been transmitted. The petuchot and setumot in manuscripts such as the
Codex Leningradensis, the Codex Aleppo and the Codex Cairensis are
indications of textual division as applied by the Masoretes.?) Although these
indications are not part of the text itself, they are helpful in that they indicate
where the text was divided at a relatively early stage of transmission and

1) Roy L. Heller, Narrative Structure and Discourse Constellations: An Analysis of Clause
Function in Biblical Hebrew Prose, Harvard Semitic Studies 55 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,
2004), 56, 431.

2) On the Masoretic division of the text into sections and verses and the extent to which petuchot
and setumot play a role in this see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Third
edition, revised and expanded (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 48-50, 198-201. As Tov
notes, a unit could be either “open” (petuchah), i.e., starting on a new line while the last line of
the preceding unit was left blank after the last word, or “closed” (setumah), i.e., indicated by a
space within the line.
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interpretation.3) These indications predate the division into chapters, which was
established only in 1204-1205 by Stephen Langton.4)

In the process of translation, the dominant numbering tradition in the target
language or in a computer environment (such as ParaTExt) in which the
translation is being prepared should not channel and narrow the translator’s or
the reader’s understanding of the segmentation of a particular text and prevent
the translator from making choices in the segmentation and paragraph division
of that text.

3. Less controversial examples

It may be helpful to look, first of all, at a number of less controversial
examples. In most of these cases, the verse should go with and be included in the
section that precedes, irrespective of the traditional chapter division.

3.1. The verse is followed by a we-X-gatal construction

In the two examples below, the opening clause of the verse that comes after
the verse under consideration is a we-X-qatal construction, a sign of syntactic
discontinuity (in contrast to a construction with only a wayyigtol).5) This would

already indicate that the verse under consideration still goes with the preceding

3) We have consulted David Noel Freedman, ed., The Leningrad Codex: A Facsimile Edition
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Leiden: Brill, 1998); http://www.aleppocodex.org for the Codex
Aleppo; and http://www.seforimonline.org/seforimdb/pdf/266.pdf for the Codex Cairensis:
Samuel David Loewinger, ed., Codex Cairo of the Bible From the Karaite Synagogue at
Abbasiya: The Earliest Extant Hebrew Manuscript Written in 895 by Moshe Ben Asher, a
Limited Facsimile Edition of 160 Copies (Jerusalem: Makor, 1971).

4) As E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 49, points out, “[T]he earliest manuscript
containing Langton’s division is the Paris manuscript of the Vulgate from the 13™ century. This
division was transferred from the Vulgate to the manuscripts and editions of the Hebrew Bible”
and to translations of the Bible. This “Exemplar Parisiensis” was created around 1224 (Joop H.
A. van Banning SJ, “Reflections upon the Chapter Division of Stephan Langton”, Marjo C. A.
Korpel, Joseph M. Oesch and Stanley E. Porter, eds., Method in Unit Delimitation, Pericope 6
[Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2007], 141-161, esp. 146-147). As Penkower notes, it was only in the
late 15™ and early 16™ century that chapters started to be marked, as is clear from early Latin
and Hebrew printed Bibles. Verses were marked with actual numbers only since 1548 (Jordan S.
Penkower, “Verse Divisions in the Hebrew Bible”, Vetus Testamentum 50 [2000], 379-393, esp.
381-384).

5) The X stands for a nominal phrase in Genesis 32:2 and a time phrase in Joshua 5:2.
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segment and that the division of the text comes after it. In addition to the
syntactic discontinuity, there are other reasons why the verse should go with

what precedes; these are mentioned below.

Genesis 32:1

1 (Op22 12% oown) Early in the morning, Laban kissed his sons and
daughters and bade them good-by; then Laban left on his journey homeward.

2 (1971% %71 apy we-X-qatal) Jacob went on his way, -6

In the Hebrew (BHS), this verse is numbered as 32:1. The traditional
numbering, 31:55, in a number of translations (including NRS, GNB and the
Russian Synodal Translation?)) as well as the Vulgate, the Rabbinic Bible of
1548 and the Koren Hebrew Bible edition makes more sense.®) Even translations
which number this verse as 32:1 often start a new section (with a section title)
directly after it (for example TOB). The Codex Leningradensis does not mark a
division of the text at this point; the nearest petuchah only occurs between 32:3
and 4, i.e., after the Mahanaim episode. Wenham summarizes the diversity of
opinions among commentators as to whether 32:2-3 constitute a separate episode
still belonging to chapter 31 or the start of a new section. But at the same time
he points out that the majority of commentators include 32:1 (31:55) in the
section that precedes.?)

6) Renderings are quoted from TNK (Jewish Publication Society Tanakh, 1985) unless otherwise
indicated. A list of abbreviations of other translations: BFC (Bible en Frangais Courant, 1997),
CEV (Contemporary English Version, 1995), GNB (Good News Bible, 1976), GrNB (Dutch
Groot Nieuws Bijbel, 1996), GuNa (German Gute Nachricht, 1997), LUT (Revidierte
Lutherbibel, 1984), NBV (Dutch Nieuwe Bijbelvertaling, 2004), NIV (New International
Version, 1978), NRS (New Revised Standard Version, 1989), TOB (Traduction (Ecuménique de
la Bible, 2010).

7) The 1876 Synodal Translation’s numbering system has determined the numbering in most other

~

Bible translations in Russia, both in Russian and in other languages.

8) M. Koren, 021> o°&°23 N (Jerusalem: Koren, 1962, 1966, etc.). Likewise, chapter 32 starts
after this verse in the Rabbinic Bible of 1525 (consulted for this article at:
https://ia700402.us.archive.org/10/items/RabbinicbibleotMikraotGedolotBombergshebrewtanac
h.jacobBenChaim.1525/RabbinicBible.Tanakh.BenChayyim.Bomberg.1545..pdf). The
references to the Rabbinic Bible of 1548 are taken from Penkower, “Verse Divisions”, 388-392.

9) Gordon J. Wenham, Genesis 16-50, WBC 2 (Dallas: Word Books, 1994), 266, where he also

writes: “:-- without 32:1 (31:55) the previous section is incomplete; it tells of the flight of Jacob
and his pursuit by Laban, and some reference to Laban’s return home is surely to be expected.
Thus 32:1 (31:55) makes a more apt conclusion to this episode than does 31:54”.
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Joshua 5:1
1 (unw> *11) When all the kings of the Amorites --- heard how the
Lord (¥217) had dried up the waters of the Jordan -+, :** no spirit was

left in them because of the Israelites.
2 (M R R0 NU2 we-X-qatal) At that time the Lord said to Joshua,
“Make flint knives and proceed with a second circumcision of the

Israelites.”

In the Hebrew (BHS) this verse is numbered as 5:1. It is also the traditional
numbering in many translations, including NRS, GNB and the Russian Synodal
Translation. The Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the number of the new chapter at
the start of this verse, but also makes a clear break in the text after it. The Codex
Aleppo and Codex Cairensis have a petuchah before this verse, but a setumah
after it, while the Codex Leningradensis has a sefumah before and after. The
topic changes (to circumcision) in the verse that follows. Thus, Butler treats 5:1
as “the final verse of the section” of 3:1-5:1 (“Crossing to Conquer”).10) Quite a
few translations start a new section (with a section title) directly after it (for
example GNB, CEV, BFC and NBV). Numbering verse 1 as 4:25 would have
done more justice to the structure and segmentation of the text.

3.2. The verse is followed by a wayyigtol-X construction in the next verse

In the examples below, the opening clause of the verse that comes affer the
verse under consideration is a wayyiqtol construction with a time phrase (like the
*1 construction in 1Sa 7:2) or with an explicitly repeated subject. These are
signs of syntactic discontinuity (in contrast to a construction with a wayyigtol
only). This would already indicate that the verse under consideration still goes
with the preceding segment and that the division of the text comes after the
verse. In addition to the syntactic discontinuity, there are other reasons why the

verse should go with what precedes; these are mentioned below.

Exodus 6:1
1 (M nR7) Then the Lord said to Moses, “You shall soon see what

10) Trent C. Butler, Joshua, WBC 7 (Dallas: Word Books, 1983), 51.
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I will do to Pharaoh: he shall let them go because of a greater might;
indeed, because of a greater might he shall drive them from his land.”

2 (@oR 12 wayyigiol-X) God spoke to Moses and said to him, “I
am the Lord --”

In the Hebrew (BHS) as well as in many translations (including NRS, GNB
and the Russian Synodal Translation), this verse is numbered as 6:1, but it still
contains the Lord’s answer to what Moses said (in 5:22-23). It should also be
noted that the agent in 6:2 (@'1%R) is still the same as in 6:1 (MT°) and is
nevertheless explicitly referred to again, which makes the wayyigtol-X
construction in 6:2 syntactically more discontinuous than in 6:1. The Codex
Leningradensis has a setumah after 6:1. The Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the
number of the new chapter at the start of this verse, but also makes a clear break
in the text after it (for the parashah that follows).!D) The topic changes (to God’s
name and covenant) only in the verse that follows, while “5:1 —6:1 deal with --*
the confrontation between Israel --- and ‘- the Pharaoh”.12) Translations often
start a new section (with a section title) directly after 6:1 (for example GNB and
TOB). Thus, numbering 6:1 as 5:24 would have done more justice to the

structure and segmentation of the text.

Numbers 30:1

1 (587w >332 58 wn mR1) So Moses spoke to the Israelites just as the
Lord had commanded Moses.

2 (Munn wRY S8 Twn N2 wayyiqtol-X) Moses spoke to the heads of
the Israelite tribes, saying, -

In the Hebrew (BHS) this verse is numbered as 30:1. This verse is obviously
the conclusion of the section of chapters 28 —29, since it summarizes how
Moses carried out the command (28:1-2) to instruct the Israelites.!3) This is in

line with other concluding formulae in Numbers, for example at 1:19; 3:51;

11) A parashah is a weekly reading from the Torah in the synagogue.

12) John I. Durham, Exodus, WBC 3 (Dallas: Word Books, 1987), 62.

13) This is also how 30:1 is treated in W. H. Gispen, Het boek Numeri. Tweede deel: Hoofdstuk
20:14-36:13, Commentaar op het Oude Testament (Kampen: Kok, 1964), 193. J. Milgrom,
The JPS Torah Commentary: Numbers (Philadelphia; New York: Jewish Publication Society,
1990), 250 refers to this verse as a “fulfillment subscript”.
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4:37; 5:4; 9:22; 15:36; 27:23. The Codex Leningradensis has a petuchah after
30:1. The Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the number of the new chapter at the start
of this verse, but makes a very clear break after it (for the parashah that
follows). The topic and addressee (“the heads of ---”) change only in the verse
that follows. Thus, the traditional numbering in many translations (for example
NRS and GNB; not the Russian Synodal Translation), 29:40, makes more sense.
Even translations which number this verse as 30:1 often start a new section (with

a section title) directly after it (for example TOB).

1Samuel 7:1
6:21 ("n5w1) They sent messengers to the inhabitants of Kiriath-jearim

Lt}

to say, “-
1 (@ n™p wIR W2*1) The men of Kiriath-jearim came and took up
the Ark of the Lord and brought it into the house of Abinadab on the hill

2 (MW7 naw arn 1M wayhi-X) A long time elapsed from the day that
the Ark was housed in Kiriath-jearim, twenty years ---

The Codex Leningradensis, Codex Aleppo, Codex Cairensis each have a
petuchah after 7:1. The Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the number of the new
chapter at the beginning of this verse, but has a break after it. In terms of
coherence of the narrative, 7:1 still contains the fulfilment of the messengers’
request in 6:21, whereas 7:2 is about the change in time towards the next section
of the narrative. Translations number this verse as 7:1 but often start a new
section (with a section title) directly after it (for example GNB and TOB).
Numbering 7:1 as 6:22 would have done more justice to the structure and
segmentation of the text. For reasons of content, Klein draws the same

conclusion:

There is a clear break between 7:1 (the provision for an attendant for
the ark) and 7:2-14, the account of Samuel’s victory over the Philistines.
The present chapter division, therefore, is mistaken; 7:1 must be treated

with the materials from chap. 6.14)

14) Ralph W. Klein, / Samuel, WBC 10 (Dallas: Word Books, 1983), 55.



1Chronicles 22:1

1 (17 mR) David said, “(@n®®7 mm nea X7 ar) Here will be the
House of the Lord (7%3% nam 1) and here the altar of bumnt offerings for
Israel.”

2 (717 MR wayyigtol-X) David gave order to assemble the aliens
living in the land of Israel --*

In 22:1, David still refers back with pronouns (7T) to Ornan’s threshing floor
of verse 28 and to “the altar of burnt offerings” of verse 29.15) Like Dirksen,
Braun treats 22:1 as the final verse of the section of 21:1-22:1.16) The Codex
Leningradensis and Codex Aleppo have a setumah before 22:1, but also after it
the Codex Leningradensis has a setumah and the Codex Aleppo has a petuchah.
And although the Vulgate and the Rabbinic Bibles of 1525 and 1548 start the
new chapter with this verse, the Rabbinic Bible of 1525 as well as most
translations make a break in the text after it. Translations number this verse as
22:1 but mostly start a new section (with a section title) directly after it (for
example GNB and TOB). Thus, numbering 22:1 as 21:31 would have done more
justice to the structure and segmentation of the text.

2Chronicles 31:1

1 (°R2nIT 287w 93 WRY NNr 93 M331) When all this was finished, all
Israel who were present went out -+ and smashed the pillars, cut down
the sacred posts, '+ to the very last one.

(8w °32 92 12w) Then all the Israelites returned to their towns, each
to his possession.

2 (WrpIm nuM wayyigtol-X) Hezekiah reconstituted the divisions of the

priests and Levites -

The Codex Aleppo has a petuchah before and after 31:1, while the Codex
Leningradensis has a petuchah before and a setumah after it. Although the
Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the number of the chapter at the beginning of this
verse, it has a break not only before this verse, but before the preceding and
following verse as well. However, 31:1 refers back to what precedes in more

ways than one. Thus, the phrases “all this” and “who were present” are

15) P.B. Dirksen, / Kronieken, Commentaar op het Oude Testament (Kampen: Kok, 2003), 272
notes the connection between verse 28 and 22:1.
16) Roddy Braun, / Chronicles, WBC 14 (Dallas: Word Books, 1986), 216.
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anaphoric, and all the Israelites “returned” after having been instructed to
“come” in 30:1. Roubos treats 31:1 as the end of 30:1-31:1.17) Although 31:1
could in itself be seen as a short paragraph of its own, it is clear that the topic
changes only in verse 2. Translations number this verse as 31:1 but not
infrequently start a new section (with a section title) directly after it (for example
NIV, CEV and LUT). Numbering 31:1 as 30:28 would have done more justice
to the structure and segmentation of the text.

3.3. The verse itself contains a wayyigtol-X construction and should go with
what follows

The opening clause of Numbers 22:41 is a wayyigtol construction with a time
phrase, the same sign of syntactic discontinuity as in 1Samuel 7:2 above. The
verse should go with the text that follows.

Numbers 22:41

41 (P22 °M) In the morning Balak took Balaam up to Bamoth-baal.
From there he could see a portion of the people.

23:1 ("nx7) Balaam said to Balak, “Build me seven altars here and ---”

The context shows that 22:41 forms the start of the first proceedings by Balak
and Balaam, the “preparations for the first oracle, 22:41-23:6”.18) There is
actually a similar structural pattern in the narrative that is essentially followed
for each of the first three of Balaam’s oracles: Balak takes Balaam to an
observation point to view Israel not only in 22:41, but in 23:13-14a and
23:27-28 as well, each of these verses forming the start of a narrative around an
oracle.19 Translations number this verse as 22:41 but not infrequently start a
new section (with a section title) directly before it (for example GNB and TOB).

17) K. Roubos, /I Kronieken, De Prediking van het Oude Testament (Nijkerk: Callenbach, 1985),
257-264. He notes on p. 264: “Only after that [after the smashing of cultic objects] did all
festival participants return to their possessions”.

18) H. Jagersma, Numeri, deel II, De Prediking van het Oude Testament (Nijkerk: Callenbach,
1988), 134.

19) R. D. Cole, Numbers, New American Commentary 3B (Nashville: Broadman & Holman,
2000); Lénart J. de Regt and Ernst W. Wendland, 4 Handbook on Numbers, Translator’s
Handbooks (United Bible Societies, forthcoming).
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Numbering 22:41 as 23:1 would have done more justice to the structure and
segmentation of the text. The Codex Leningradensis has no petuchah or setumah

before or after 22:41 and so gives no other indication about segmentation.20)

4. More controversial examples

The examples in this section are more controversial, either because their
segmentation in the context is not straightforward or because translations have
segmented the text in a variety of ways, some putting the verse with what
precedes and others with what follows.

4.1. The verse is followed by a wayyigtol-X construction in the next verse

1Samuel 21:1

1 (7% o) He [David] got up and left, and Jonathan went into the
city.

2 (M7 ®271) David came to Nob, to the priest Ahimelech ... (translation
taken from NRS)

In the Hebrew (BHS) this verse is numbered as 21:1. On the face of it, this
verse simply marks a change of location between two chapters. However, in
verse 1 the two characters are still David and Jonathan, just as in the preceding
passage. (This situation changes in verse 2.) Such cohesion is an indication that
the verse is still part of the preceding passage. In addition, in the Hebrew
David’s name is repeated not in verse 1 (in contrast to the Septuagint) but only
in verse 2, which shows syntactic discontinuity after verse 1. Thus, the
traditional numbering for verse 1 in many translations, which is 20:42b (as in
NRS and GNB) or 20:43 (as in the Vulgate and the Russian Synodal
Translation), makes more sense: the verse still belongs to the narrative of
chapter 20.2D) Likewise, the Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the number of the new

20) The same applies to the Rabbinic Bible of 1525, which in fact seems to mark the start of
chapter 23 at 22:38.

21) C. J. Goslinga, Het eerste boek Samuél, Commentaar op het Oude Testament (Kampen: Kok,
1968), 380.
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chapter after this verse. Even translations which number this verse as 21:1 often
still insert a section title after it (for example TOB and BFC). Klein also treats it
as part of 20:1-21:1.22) The only reason why this segmentation might be
considered controversial or surprising is that it goes against the Codex
Leningradensis and Codex Aleppo, which have a petuchah before verse 1, not
after.

2Samuel 3:1

1 (nn%ni °int) The war between the House of Saul and the House of
David was long drawn-out; but David kept growing stronger, while the
House of Saul grew weaker.

2-5 (o'1a 7% 1191) Sons were born to David in Hebron: -

6 (nnon Nt ) During the war between the House of Saul and
the House of David, Abner supported the House of Saul.

Verse 1 is still a brief summary of the war between the two Houses in chapter 2.
At the start of verse 2 a wayyigtol-X construction occurs, with a new subject
(“sons”), an indication of structural discontinuity after verse 1. The Codex
Leningradensis and Codex Cairensis have a setumah after verse 1. The Rabbinic
Bible of 1525 adds the number of the new chapter at the beginning of this verse,
but also has a break after it. For these reasons, numbering 3:1 as 2:33 would
have done more justice to the structure and segmentation of the text.23)
Translations number this verse as 3:1 but often insert a section title directly after
it (for example GNB and TOB).

Why, then, would this be controversial? There is an alternative. After the
interruption of the war narrative by verses 2-5 (a list of David’s sons), a new
segment begins in verse 6. (The Codex Leningradensis and Codex Cairensis
have a petuchah before verse 6.) And since verse 6 repeats and takes up the
beginning of verse 1 (“the war between the House of Saul and the House of
David”), it would be consistent to treat verse 1 as the beginning of a new
segment as well — a new segment, then, which is interrupted in verses 2-5 and

taken up again in verse 6. (Also, more of the narrative of which verse 1 is a

22) R. W.Klein, I Samuel, 201-210, esp. 209.
23) Anderson treats this verse as part of 2:12-3:1, even though he calls it an “isolated verse” (A. A.
Anderson, 2 Samuel, WBC 11 [Dallas: Word Books, 1989], 46).
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summary is found after this summary than before.24)) According to this analysis,
the number 3:1 is actually correct. (LUT and NBV insert a section title directly

before this verse.)

Numbers 22:1

1 (Wwo”) The Israclites then marched on (XM M27W2 UM) and
encamped in the steppes of Moab, across the Jordan from Jericho.

2 (M1D2 12 P2 ®7M) Balak son of Zippor saw all that Israel had done

to the Amorites.

The wayyiqtol-X construction in verse 2 introduces a new character, Balak son
of Zippor. Because of this structural discontinuity, verse 1 would seem to belong
to the preceding section and it would make sense to number this verse as 21:36.
The Codex Leningradensis has a setumah after verse 1. The Rabbinic Bible of
1525 starts the new chapter with this verse, but also makes a clear break in the
text after it (for the parashah that follows). Some translations (for example
CEV) insert a section title between verse 1 and 2. Likewise, Jagersma treats
verse 1 as the end of 21:33-22:1 and Gispen treats it as the end of Part 2 of
Numbers: “10:11-22:1 --- until its arrival in the steppes of Moab”.25)

However, the wider context in the book of Numbers makes this a
controversial example. The change of location in verse 1 is important; the
steppes of Moab are connected with the narrative that follows (Balak is the king
of Moab). The steppes of Moab are mentioned in other opening verses in the
book as well (33:50 and 35:1).26) On this basis, 22:1 does seem to be the
beginning of a new segment, as many translations indicate with a section title
(for example GNB and TOB).27) Although Milgrom calls this verse “an editorial
transition”, he adds: “It forms an inclusion with the last verse of the book
(36:13) as a time bracket”.28)

24) Compare Goslinga’s observation that “it is more probable that verse 1b means to point forward
to what is narrated in verses 2-5, but especially in verses 6-21, which can serve as illustration
and confirmation of the news about David’s prosperity.” (C. J. Goslinga, Het tweede boek
Samuél, Commentaar op het Oude Testament [Kampen: Kok, 1962], 57).

25) H. Jagersma, Numeri, deel II, 108-110; W. H. Gispen, Het boek Numeri. Eerste deel:
Hoofdstuk 1:1-20:13, Commentaar op het Oude Testament (Kampen: Kok, 1959), 155.

26) L.J. de Regt and E. W. Wendland, 4 Handbook on Numbers.

27) Also Philip J. Budd, Numbers, WBC (Dallas: Word Books, 1984), 248-249.

28) Milgrom, Numbers, 184.
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4.2. Verses typical for the end of a section but often numbered with the
chapter that follows

2Chronicles 13:23

23 So Abijah slept with his ancestors, and they buried him in the city
of David. His son Asa succeeded him. (Quw Wy pINT mopw 1]
we-X-gatal) In his days the land had rest for ten years. (translation taken
from NRS)

In the Hebrew (BHS) this verse is numbered as 13:23, and the Codex
Leningradensis and Codex Aleppo have a petuchah after the verse. Likewise,
Dillard treats it as the end of chapter 13, discussing verse 22-23 together.29)
Some translations number it as 13:23 and insert a title for a new section after this
whole verse (for example LUT, GuNa and GrNB). At least the first part of this
verse is like any ending typical of a narrative section about a particular king.
What makes the example controversial is the fact that many translations (for
example NRS, GNB and the Russian Synodal Translation) nevertheless connect
this verse with what follows, numbering it as 14:1 (the traditional verse
number). The Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the number of the new chapter at the
start of this verse as well, but it makes a clear break after the whole verse. The
same applies to, for example, NIV, which inserts a section title after this verse.

One could consider connecting the first half of the verse with what precedes
(the section on Abijah) as 13:23, and connecting the second half with what
follows (the section on Asa) by inserting a section title before the second half (as
in TOB, BFC and NBV).39) The syntactic discontinuity of the we-X-gatal
construction in the second half of the verse would support this segmentation. A
minor problem with such a division of the verse might be the fact that the second
half of the verse refers to Asa only with a suffix pronoun (in 1"»°2), not by name,
and this suffix pronoun connects the clause to the earlier reference to Asa in the
first half of the verse.

2Chronicles 21:1-2

29) Raymond B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, WBC (Dallas: Word Books, 1987), 109.
30) K. Roubos, /I Kronieken makes exactly this division, treating the first half of the verse with
chapter 13 (pp. 140-148, esp. 147) and the second half with chapter 14 (p. 148).



1 Jehoshaphath slept with his fathers and was buried with his fathers in
the City of David; his son Jehoram succeeded him as king.
2 (vowrr 12 onR 191) He had brothers, sons of Jehoshaphath: -

Again, verse 1 is like any ending typical of a narrative section about a
particular king. However, neither the Codex Leningradensis nor the Codex
Aleppo have a petuchah or setumah after verse 1, perhaps because the section
does not seem to end here, but continues with Jehoram’s brothers.

It would theoretically be possible to number this verse as 20:38 if verse 1
would form the end of the preceding section (on Jehoshaphath). That is how
Roubos and Dillard treat this verse.3!) However, there are reasons why the
section does not end with verse 1. Similarly to 2Chronicles 13:23 above, verse 2
refers to Jehoram only with a suffix pronoun (in 191), not by name,32) and this
suffix pronoun connects the clause to the earlier, first reference to Jehoram in
verse 1 (a form of syntactic continuity). This syntactic continuity is why verse 2
is not a clear start of a new segment after verse 1. In the Hebrew (BHS) as well
as in translations (including the Russian Synodal Translation), verse 1 is given
that number (2Ch 21:1). The Rabbinic Bible of 1525 starts the new chapter with
this verse as well. Even so, translations often insert a title for a new section after
the verse (for example GNB and TOB).

Jeremiah 31:1

1 (%77 nua) At that time—declares the Lord—I will be God to all the
clans of Israel, and they shall be My people.

2 Thus said the Lord: -

In BHS as well as in translations (including the Russian Synodal Translation),
this verse is numbered as 31:1. In the Rabbinic Bibles of 1525 and 1548 this
verse comes under chapter 31 as well. But it should be noted that it is numbered
as 30:25 in the Koren Hebrew Bible edition, so printed editions of the Hebrew
Bible do not agree at this point. The Codex Leningradensis and Codex Cairensis

have a setumah after verse 1. Indeed, when the phrase 8*777 Nnua ‘at that time’

31) K. Roubos, II Kronieken, 198-200; R. B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 151-153.
32) R. B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 162-163 ignores this when he translates without comment:
“Jehoram [sic] had brothers”.
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occurs in the book of Jeremiah, it is a reference to what precedes. The phrase
here refers back to 30:18-21.33) While this phrase forms the start of a paragraph
in the same section, it is not the start of a new section with a new topic.34)
Hence, although TNK follows the traditional numbering of 31:1, it rightly
inserts a break between verse 1 and 2. Similarly, a few other translations, for
example BFC and GuNa, insert a section title after verse 1, i.e., just before the
prophetic formula “Thus said the Lord”, which introduces a new message.

Keown et al. treat verse 1 as part of what precedes in the same way.35)

2Chronicles 5:1

1 (7ow%nin 95 a%wm) Thus all the work that Solomon did for the house
of the Lord was finished. [setfumah in Codex Leningradensis and Codex
Aleppo] (5w R®2%1) Solomon brought in the things that his father David
had dedicated, and stored the silver, the gold, and all the vessels in the
treasuries of the house of God. [petuchah in Codex Leningradensis; end of
column in Codex Aleppo]

2 (oxwr C3pr nR %W °np> 1R) Then Solomon assembled the elders of
Israel and - to bring up the Ark -+ (translation taken from NRS)

In the Hebrew (BHS) and in most translations (including the Russian Synodal
Translation), this verse is numbered as 5:1. The Rabbinic Bible of 1525 adds the
number of the new chapter at the start of this verse as well, but makes a break
after it. The construction at the beginning of the next verse (‘az-yigtol-X) is a
strong indicator of structural discontinuity after verse 1. Thus, verse 2 is the start
of a new segment, with the new topic of bringing up the ark. (This is supported
by the petuchah in Codex Leningradensis.) Accordingly, most translations with
section titles have one directly after verse 1, thus connecting verse 1 with what
precedes. Likewise, Dillard treats this verse under chapter 4 and Roubos treats it
as the end of 3:1-5:1.36) Theoretically this means that numbering 5:1 as 4:23

(and 5:2 as 5:1) would do more justice to the structure and segmentation of the

33) A. van Selms, Jeremia, deel 1, De Prediking van het Oude Testament (Nijkerk: Callenbach,
1984), 69.

34) The examples are Jer 3:17; 3:18; 4:11; 8:1; 33:15; 50:4; 50:20.

35) Gerald L. Keown, Pamela J. Scalise, and Thomas G. Smothers, Jeremiah 26-52, WBC 27
(Dallas: Word Books, 1995), 101-103, 105.

36) Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 32-33, 37; K. Roubos, II Kronieken, 30, 58.



text.

What makes this controversial is that in verse 1 only the first sentence is a
summary of the section that precedes. The information about the things which
Solomon’s father David had dedicated (verse 1b) is not part of that summary and
can therefore be treated as a short segment or paragraph in its own right.
Theoretically, this would imply the following for the numbering of verses: 5:1a
would be 4:23; 5:1b would be 5:1; 5:2 would still be 5:2.

4.3. A verse that should be part of the chapter that follows

Deuteronomy 28:69

69 (nnan 127 n9R) These are the terms of the covenant which the
Lord commanded Moses to conclude with the Israelites in the land of
Moab, in addition to the covenant which He had made with them at
Horeb.

29:1 (Mwn ¥p*1) Moses summoned all Israel and said to them: -

In the Hebrew (BHS), this verse is numbered as 28:69. The Codex
Leningradensis and Codex Aleppo both have a setumah before the verse and a
petuchah after;37) they treat the verse as transitional instead of lending support to
including the verse only with what precedes or only with what follows. TNK
treats the verse as transitional by inserting a blank line before and after the verse.
Plaut treats it as “a postscript to the preceding and also an introduction to what
follows”.38)

However, it is most likely that the verse forms the introduction to chapters 29
—30. Deuteronomy “consists in a series of speeches made by Moses *** each
introduced by a superscription (1:1; 4:44-49; 29:1 [28:69]; 33:1)”.39 The
demonstrative pronoun 198 “these” can be taken to refer ahead to what comes;
that is how it functions in Deuteronomy 1:1; 4:45 and 12:1, and also how the
demonstrative pronoun NXT functions in Deuteronomy 4:44; 6:1 and 33:1. This

makes the construction at the beginning of verse 69 a much stronger indication

37) This setumah and petuchah are marked in the Rabbinic Bible of 1525 as well.

38) W. Gunther Plaut, ed., The Torah: A Modern Commentary, Revised edition (New York: Union
for Reform Judaism, 2005), 1361.

39) Stephen K. Sherwood, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Berit Olam Studies in Hebrew
Narrative & Poetry (Collegeville, Minnesota: Liturgical Press, 2002), 220.
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of structural discontinuity (after what has preceded) than the wayyigtol-X
construction at the beginning of 29:1. Many translations insert a (major) section
title before the verse, whether it is numbered 28:69 (LUT, GuNa and GrNB) or
29:1 (for example GNB and TOB). The traditional numbering, 29:1, in many
translations, including the Russian Synodal Translation, makes more sense.

5. Concluding remarks

Commentaries often divide the text in the same places as we have proposed,
though often with little explanation of the reasons why. The examples illustrate
that with a view to a consistent approach, the most important criteria for
segmentation (and for deciding to which chapter a verse should ideally have
belonged) are structural and syntactic discontinuities that stand out in the text
itself. If these structural and syntactic criteria are followed, translators as well as
readers will have a better understanding of the segmentation at those points in
the text. These segmentations are often supported by the petuchot and setumot in
the Codex Leningradensis, Codex Aleppo and Codex Cairensis (unless of course
the verse is preceded as well as followed by a petuchah/setumah).

On this basis, the majority of the verses discussed are in the ‘wrong’ chapter.
Traditional chapter and verse numbering should not determine or influence our
analysis of the segmentation and structure of biblical texts. Even though in most
situations translators will be expected to adhere to a specific tradition of chapter
and verse numbering as such, the translation should respect the actual
segmentation of the text itself at the same time. (In fact, the Rabbinic Bible of
1525 is an early example of this: its breaks do not coincide with its chapter
numbers.) Thus, even in the many contexts where it may not be practical to
change the chapter and verse numbering as such, verses in the ‘wrong’ chapter
should be translated and presented in accordance with their position in the
segmentation of the text, as if they were in the ‘right’ chapter. (In some
situations, translators may have been given the freedom to bring the division into
chapters in line with the actual segmentation in the source text itself, or even to
omit chapter and verse numbering in the layout presentation altogether.)

Especially when translations are prepared in the framework of the traditional
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chapter division — which is often the case when translations are prepared in
ParaTExt — translators should take special care that their understanding of the
segmentation of the text is not governed or influenced by chapter division, but
by analysis of the structure of the text itself, so as to render and display the text
in accordance with its structure and segmentation. This can be done by means of
paragraph divisions, blank lines and section titles in what the translator considers
to be the right places in the text, so that the presentation of the translation is

more in accordance with the literary structure of the book.

<Keywords>
Chapter Division, Verse Numbering, Segmentation of Texts, Syntactic

Discontinuity, Segmentation in Translation.
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<Abstract>

Verses in the ‘Wrong’ Chapter: When Chapter Division and
Structural Segmentation in the Old Testament Do Not Match

Lénart J. de Regt
(United Bible Societies)

In Old Testament books, the places where traditionally a new chapter is made
to begin are not always in line with the places where the biblical text divides
itself into segments according to the structural coherence and syntactic
discontinuities in the text itself. Some individual verses appear to be in the
‘wrong’ chapter. Starting with less controversial examples and moving on to
more controversial ones, it is argued that translators (and readers) can and
should be guided from the start by the segmentation on the basis of structural
and syntactic discontinuities in the text itself, rather than being influenced by the
tradtional chapter division. For each verse that is discussed, recommendations
are given about its position in the segmentation of the text. Comparisons are
made with the segmentation of the text according to the Codex Leningradensis,
Codex Aleppo and Codex Cairensis, as well as the Rabbinic Bibles of 1525 and
1548 and a number of exegetical commentaries. The article closes with some
implications for the practice of Bible translation. Even without altering the
traditional chapter numbering as such, it is still recommended to show the
segmentation in the text itself with the help of paragraph divisions, blank lines
and section titles in what the translation team considers to be the right places in
the text.
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John 1:29, 36: The Meaning of duvog tod 0eod and
John’s Soteriology

Marijke H. de Lang*

1. Introduction

In John 1:29 John the Baptist when seeing Jesus exclaims “Behold, the Lamb
of God, who takes away the sin of the world!” ("186¢ 6 duvog toD 60D 6 aipwv
v duaptiav 100 kdouov).D In 1:36 the words “Behold, the Lamb of God”
("16¢ 6 duvog tod Beod) are repeated.2) The expression “lamb of God” (duvog
toD BeoD) for Jesus occurs only in these verses. Many exegetes assume that the
image of Jesus as “the Lamb of God who takes away sins of the world” refers to
the sacrifice of Jesus’ atoning death and explain it with the help of Old
Testament imagery. However, they are not always in agreement about the
particulars of this imagery: some claim that John is thinking of the Passover
lamb, others say he must have had Isaiah 53 in mind, again others make a
connection with Genesis 22 (the binding of Isaac), Leviticus 16 (the scapegoat
of the Day of Atonement), or the daily tamid offering in the Tabernacle.
Whatever the solution, it is almost always taken for granted that the words “who
takes away the sin of the world” (0 olpwv TV Guaptiav ToD KOoUOV) refer to
atonement or expiation and that the image as a whole refers to some sort of

sacrifice.3) Only few have asked the question whether the Old Testament

* Dr. in New Testament at University of Leiden, The Netherlands. Global Bible Advisor at United
Bible Societies. mdelang@biblesocieties.org.

1) The quotations from Old and New Testament are taken from the RSV, except where the
Septuagint deviates from the Masoretic text.

2) In 1:36 “who takes away the sin of the world” (6 olpwv v Guaptiay ToD KdoUov) is lacking
in most textual witnesses; these words have been supplied here in a number of witnesses from vs
29.

3) B. A. Newman and E. A. Nida, 4 Handbook on the Gospel of John (New York: United Bible
Societies, 1980), 36 (ad Joh 1:29): “Originally, the Passover lamb was not looked upon as a
sacrifice, but since the priests had taken over the responsibility of killing the lambs, it is
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sacrificial terminology fits within the whole of John’s theology.

My reason for revisiting the exact meaning and function of the phrase “lamb
of God who takes away the sin of the world” was its translation into Turkmen.
In the Old Testament, Turkmen uses three terms for “lamb”: guzy, which is a
small lamb (less than a year old, mostly up to six months), a tokly (a young
sheep, a lamb of approximately one year old) and a janly, which is a more
general term for “sacrificial animal”. The term tokly is more technical than guzy
and perhaps generally less familiar to the average Turkmen reader. Still, in the
Old Testament translation, the term tokly has been chosen to render the fixed
phrase “one year old lamb (goat)”. When we were working on the revision of the
New Testament, the team simply followed the rendering for “lamb of God”
(Guvog tol 0goDd) from the previous Turkmen New Testament from 1992,
which had used guzy. However, in the Old Testament translation the term guzy
was never used for a sacrificial animal. But according to the team this was
exactly what John was referring to: Jesus was sacrificed as a lamb to take away
the sins of the world. As a result, there was now a discrepancy in terminology
between the Old Testament and John 1:29 and 36, and so the team decided to
change the translation. Because the term tokly was considered too technical for
“lamb of God” (duvog tolh 0g0D) they chose the very general term janly

(“sacrificial animal™).

2. The discussion about the rendering of “lamb”

The discussion about the rendering of “lamb” raised several question for me.
Is John really speaking about the lamb as an offering? Is atoning in view here
and are the words “who takes away the sin of the world” (0 oipwv Tiv
auaptiav 1o kdouov) indeed referring to the notion of an expiating sin

offering, as many exegetes assume? Traditionally we take for granted that New

probable that in New Testament times many people would look on it as a kind of sacrifice.
Although the Passover lamb was not looked upon as a sin offering in Judaism, it is easy to see
why Christians would view it this way, on the basis of their understanding of Christ’s death.”



Testament soteriology in general focuses on Jesus’ death for our sake, but is this
true for the Gospel of John? To find an answer to these questions, it is important
to try to unravel as much as we can ideas that have coalesced in later,
post-biblical theology. That is, we have to try to distinguish the different
traditions which New Testament authors used and developed to express Jesus’
salvific role each in his own way. We need to avoid the trap of looking at single
lexemes, isolating them from their context and filling them with theological
content even before we have considered the context.4) Trying to reconstruct what
John’s intention was with the phrase “the lamb of God that takes away the sin of
the world” brought me also to other, related exegetical and translation issues in
his Gospel. I will mention them later on.

As mentioned, the phrase “Behold, the Lamb of God”("I16e 6 duvog tod
Beol) occurs twice, in John 1:29 and 1:36; in 1:29 the phrase is followed by the
words “who takes away the sin of the world!” (6 aipwv TV duaptiov ToD
KOOowov). The term “lamb” (Guvdg) is used by the author only in these two
verses. Elsewhere the author uses words as “sheep” (mpofatov) and “lamb”
(Gpviov). mpopatov is used in John 2:14-15 (the pericope of the cleansing of
the temple), John 10:11ff (Jesus as the Good Shepherd) and John 21:16-17
(Jesus’ words to Peter “take care of my sheep”). The term dpviov is used only
in John 21:15 where it is a synonym for TpOfatov: “take care of my lambs”.
John 10 uses the plural poBata in a metaphorical sense for the community of
believers. The related terms in John do not shed any light on the meaning of
duvog (“lamb”) or duvog tod 0god (“lamb of God”) in John 1.

In the rest of the New Testament there are only two further occurrences of
auvds: Acts 8:32 and 1 Peter 1:19, but in neither of them the specific Johannine
combination 6 duvog tod 00D is used.

Acts 8:32 is the passage about the meeting between Philip and a eunuch. The
eunuch is reading from the book of Isaiah, Isaiah 53:7: “As a sheep led to the

slaughter or a lamb before its shearer is dumb, so he opens not his mouth” (‘Qg

4) J. Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (London: Oxford University Press, 1961). See also
C. Schlund, Kein Knochen soll gebrochen werden, Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten
und Neuen Testament 107 (Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag 2005), 11-13.
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poBatov Tl opaynv fyon / kal d¢ duvodg évavtiov tod kelpavtog adtov
dewvog, / ovtwg ok dvoiyer 1O otduo 0vtod).5) The quotation follows
verbatim the LXX translation. Of course the interpretation of the Hebrew text of
Isaiah 53 is bound up with its own major exegetical issues, especially the
identification of the so-called “suffering servant”. In any case, Isaiah 53:7 refers
to the total submission and endurance of this “suffering servant”. In the context
of Acts 8 the quotation functions as a reference to Jesus. Elsewhere in Acts Luke
always explains the Old Testament texts he uses, but not so here. Here, the
specifics of how exactly Isaiah 53:7 should be linked to Jesus, are not given.
Only the wider context can give some clues. Acts mentions the divine necessity
of Jesus’ suffering repeatedly, often in the double formulas that mention both
suffering and resurrection, e.g. Acts 17:3 “it was necessary for the Christ to
suffer and to rise from the dead.” It seems that in Acts 8:32 the quotation of
Isaiah 53:7 should also be read as a reference to Jesus’ death and suffering. But
that still leaves open the question whether a similar context should be supposed
for the Gospel of John.

The other New Testament text in which duvog is used is 1 Peter 1:19. Here
the author states that we have been ransomed by the blood of Christ. His blood
is then compared with (not identified with) the blood of a perfect lamb offering:
“you were ransomed ... with the precious blood of Christ, like that of a lamb
without blemish or spot” (EAvtpwOnte ... Tiniew alpatt ¢ duvol dumpov Kol
donihov Xpiotod). It is highly likely that 1 Peter is using Old Testament
terminology here, since the expression “an unblemished (one-year old) lamb” is
used frequently in the Old Testament. However, here too the question remains
whether the same applies to the use of Guvog in John 1:29 and 36.

In short, it is widely assumed that the Johannine image of the “the lamb of
God that takes away the sin of the world” refers to Jesus’ death for others and

that this image has to be traced back to the Old Testament.®) This is done either

5) The Hebrew uses the word ‘7[‘)3 (for which HALOT gives the meaning “ewe”) where the Greek
of the LXX has duvog; elsewhere the term is translated with TpofaTov, “sheep”.

6) Among those who tone down the sacrificial and atoning meaning of John’s soteriology in
general or “lamb of God” in particular, are K. Berger and J. Schroter. Berger doubts that “lamb
of God” necessarily refers back to Jesus’ death, see K. Berger, Theologiegeschichte des
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by referring to Old Testament sacrificial terminology or by referring to Isaiah
53. But there are also other ways in which the verse has been explained. Let us
first look at the most widespread ones. I will mention four, each having their
own variations which in some cases overlap. The four are: 1) the lamb as the
animal mentioned in Isaiah 53 (compare Act 8:32), 2) the lamb as the Passover
lamb, 3) the lamb as a reference to an Old Testament sacrifice, and finally 4) the
lamb as the Apocalyptic lamb. I will work my way backwards through these four
suggested options.

The apocalyptic Lamb is mentioned some twenty times in the book of
Revelation, e.g. Revelation 5:6: “I saw a Lamb (Gpviov) standing, as though it
had been slain”. Against this background, it is assumed that 4uvog (“lamb”) in
John does not refer to a sacrificial animal, but just as in Revelation to an
apocalyptic leader, the Messiah, who delivers his people from evil.”) The image

of lamb as leader is then supposed to fit well into the apocalyptic preaching of

Urchristentums. Theologie des Neuen Testaments (Tiibingen; Basel: Francke Verlag 1994), 188.
For Schréter, see below, n. 32 and 39. See also J. Schréter, “Siihne, Stellvertretung und Opfer.
Zur Verwendung analytischer Kategorien zur Deutung des Todes Jesu”, J. Frey and J. Schréter,
eds, Deutungen des Todes Jesu im Neuen Testament. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum
Neuen Testament 181 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 51-71, see 64.

7) 1 En. 89:1ff and T. Jos. 19:8 are mentioned in support of this view, but both texts have their
problems. In Enoch the terms dpi1jv (“lamb”) and kpLdg (“ram”) are used, not Guvog; the
passage compares the afflicted people of Israel with a flock of sheep under attack by ravens until
one sheep delivers them. It is debated whether this one sheep has to be interpreted as a reference
to Judas Maccabaeus or to the Messiah himself, see C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the
Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1955), 232. T. Jos. 19:8 speaks about
an duvog duwuog that will bring the final victory in the “last days” (¢0ydtoug uépalg). Apart
from the difference in vocabulary (7. Jos. comes closer to 1Pe 1:19), the passage has too many
problems, both textual and interpretational, to make a positive connection with Revelation stand.
For a detailed discussion, see M. de Jonge, “Christian Influence in the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs”, M. de Jonge, ed., Studies on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Studia in
Veteris Testamenti Pseudipigrapha 3 (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 193-246, 227-228. In Test. Benj. 3:8
the phrase duvog tod Beod is used (“In you shall be fulfilled the prophecy of heaven
concerning the Lamb of God, and the Saviour of the world, that he shall be given up spotless for
transgressors ...”"), but this verse is Christian in origin: Joseph’s attitude towards his brothers is
depicted as Jesus’ suffering for others, see M. de Jonge, “Test. Benjamin 3:8 and the Picture of

>, M. de Jonge, Jewish Eschatology, Early Christian

Christology and the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Collected Essays of Marinus de

Jonge, Supplements to Novum Testamentum 63 (Leiden; New York; Copenhagen; Cologne:

Brill, 1991), 299.

Joseph as ‘a good and holy man,
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John the Baptist, who on this supposition would be announcing a great leader.
However, a clear connection between John and Revelation in their use of “lamb”
is difficult to ascertain. In Revelation another term is used for “lamb”, 10
dpviov and not 6 duvdg, and the qualifying genitive 100 0g0D (“of God”) is
lacking: there is no dpviov tod Beod in Revelation. And while in Revelation 10
dpviov (“the Lamb™) is the most important Christological title, in the Gospel of
John dpviov is used only once, as a synonym for pOfatov. Moreover, the
phrase 6 duvog tol Beod is used only twice and does not play a significant role
in the rest of the Gospel, unlike 10 dpviov in Revelation.®) In short, 10 dpviov
in Revelation on the one hand and 6 duvog toD 6eo? in John on the other are
too diverse to use one as an explanation for the other.?) It looks as if the
victorious Lamb in Revelation has an altogether different tradition history than
the Lamb of God in John.

Another way to explain duvog 10D 0¢oD is to assume that the imagery of
Jesus as the Lamb of God that takes away the sin of the world has its origins in
the Old Testament sacrificial imagery. Jesus’ death is then to be explained as a
sacrifice that brings atonement. Some have traced the origin of the lamb of God
back to Leviticus 16 and compared it with the goat that is sent into the desert on
the Day of Atonement.10) However, it is highly questionable whether the two
traditions can be connected. For the atonement ritual, several animals are used: a
bull that is being sacrificed to atone for the sins of the family of Aaron, a ram for
a burnt-offering,!) and two goats!2 (for which the LXX uses the term

YLUep0G): one is sacrificed as a purification offering,!3) the other one sent into

8) The most important titles in the Gospel are “Messiah”, “Son of man” and “Son of God”.

9) Pace Th. Knoppfler, “Das Blut des Lammes. Zur soteriologischen Relevanz des Todes Jesu nach
der Johannesapokalypse”, J. Frey and J. Schréter, eds., Deutingen des Todes Jesu im Neuen
Testament, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 181 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2005), 477-511, esp. 478 n. 3 and 482.

10) See e.g. U. Busse, “Theologie oder Christologie im Johannesprolog?”, J. Verheyden, et al.,
eds., Studies in the Gospel of John and its Christology. Festschrift Gilbert Van Belle,
Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 265 (Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 31.

11) In Hebrew an 17, a “whole-offering”; the animal is an 2% (“ram”), which in the LXX is
rendered as kPLOG.

12) The Hebrew has 071y >°y% “(two) bucks of goats”, meaning he-goats or bucks; the LXX has
rendered this literally with yuudpot €€ aiy®v (“goats from bucks™)

13) The Hebrew has nxwng which is sometimes translated as “sin offering”, sometimes as
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the desert with Israel’s sins. The four animals used for the Day of Atonement
ritual (the bull, the ram and the two goats) are not very plausible candidates to
explain the single “lamb of God” in John. Moreover, in Leviticus 16:10 the
action of “carrying the sins of the people away” is described with a future tense
of the verb AaufBdvw,!4) while John 1:29 uses the verb alpw and does not have
the words “upon him” (£’ £0VT®).

Others have pointed at Genesis 22, the “binding of Isaac”.15) But the LXX
does not use duvdg (“lamb”) for the animal, but TpdBatov (“sheep”) in 22:8
and kpLdg in 22:13.16) Moreover, Genesis 22 does not mention any removal of
sin or sins by the ram, nor do I know of any pre-Johannine text or tradition
which describes the ram as removing sin.17)

As to the 7nn offering (the sacrifice brought daily by the priests) described in
Exodus 29:38-39 and Numbers 28:3, this does not help either to explain John’s
expression “lamb of God”. It is true that the sacrificial animal in this case is
called an &uvog in the LXX,18) but the sacrifice does not have the intention or
the effect of removing sin. Finally, the sin or purification offering (nXwum)
described in Leviticus 4:32 does not shed much light on John’s phrase either.
Although the Hebrew text uses the same term as with the tamid offering, the
LXX has rendered 233 in this case as TpOBaTOV, not as AUVOGS.

The words “Lamb of God (Guvog tod Beod) in John have also been explained
as referring to the Passover lamb. This suggestion has something to recommend
it. In fact, in his passion narrative John moves the moment of the slaughtering of
the Passover lambs from the Thursday on which Mark, Matthew and Luke have

it, to the Friday, the moment of Jesus’ death. Jesus dies at the moment the lambs

“purification offering”.

14) Leviticus 16:22 LXX: Muyeton O yiuapog £@° €ovtd tog ddikiog adtdv (“The goat shall
bear all their iniquities upon him”).

15) E.g. H. Thyen, Das Johannesevangelium, Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 6 (Tibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2005), 118-123.

16) mpdPatov (“sheep”) in Genesis 22:8 is a rendering of Hebrew 71 which usually refers to a
small livestock beast, a sheep or a goat (HALOT), and kpL0g (“ram”) in Genesis 22:13 of
Hebrew °X, see note 8.

17) Pace H. Thyen, Das Johannesevangelium, 121-123.

18) Exodus 29:38-39 and Numbers 28:3-4 use a phrase that returns in 1 Peter 1:19: duvog
Auduog. The Hebrew in both Exodus and Numbers has @33.



John 1:29, 36: The Meaning of duvog 100 600 and John’s Soteriology /
Marijke H. de Lang 243

are killed for the Passover meal and John thus creates a chronological agreement
between the killing of the lambs and the death of Jesus (see e.g. Joh 19:14,
19:36).19) However, nowhere in the LXX the Passover lamb is called an duvog,
20) nor so in the synoptic Gospels; in most instances the word doya is used.2D
Moreover, many supporters of the connection between the Passover lamb and
the Johannine “lamb of God” interpret the Passover lamb as an atoning sacrifice.
But the Passover lamb is not offered to God as an atonement for sins, but is
roasted and served as dish of a family meal.22)

The only time an explicit identification between Jesus and the Passover lamb
is made in the New Testament is 1Corinthians 5:7 “For Christ, our paschal lamb,
has been sacrificed.” (kal yOp 1O TAOoYKA MUOV £TVON XPpL0TOS). Here too the
word mdoyo is used, not duvog. In this passage Paul deals with unruly
behaviour of one individual in the Corinthian community and compares this
individual’s bad behaviour with the effect leaven has on dough: a little leaven
affects the whole batch of dough. To remain pure and unblemished, to become
“unleavened bread”, they should get rid of the leaven. Paul then continues the
imagery of Passover and compares Christ with the Passover lamb, the mdoyo.
The context does not mention the death of Jesus, let alone the removal of sin.

The only thing Paul is doing here is to present Christ as the one with whose

19) In the synoptic Gospels the Last Supper on the Thursday evening is a Passover meal. The
Friday on which Jesus dies is the first day of the Festival of Unleavened Bread (Lev 23:4-5). In
his Gospel, John has moved the Passover meal to the Friday creating an overlap between the
preparations for Passover and those for the Sabbath. John 19:36 may be read as another
reference to the Passover lamb (cf. Exo 12:46, Num 9:12), but can be just as well an allusion to
Psalms 34 (33):21.

20) Exodus 12:5 uses the term 7y, one of a flock or small livestock (“kleinvee” in Dutch), and
mentions that this can be either a goat or a sheep, as long as it is one year old. For 7% the LXX
uses the word mpdBatov (“sheep”) and then mentions that it can be taken 4t TOV APVOV Kal
TV ¢plgwv (“from the sheep and the goats™). In this context TpdBatoV has the more general
meaning of “an animal from the flocks”, a piece of small livestock, rather then “a sheep” (as
the species Ovis aries). At the end of the passage, in Exodus 12:21, the animal is called a ro2
(in Greek mdoya). For a detailed discussion of the comparison between “lamb of God” with
the Passover lamb, see C. Schlund, Kein Knochen soll gebrochen werden, 1731f.

21) See Mark 14:12 (par. Mat 26:17 and Luk 22:7).

22) The imperative 60cate 10 mhoya (“kill the Passover lamb”) as in Exodus 12:21 does not mean
“offer” in the strict sense of sacrificing the animal on the altar of the Temple, but more
generally “slaughter” (that is: kill it in order it can be prepared for the Passover meal).
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death the festive time of the new community has begun. Paul mentions Christ as
700y here just as the one who inaugurates the new era.

None of the sources (Jewish and early Christian) in which the Passover lamb
is mentioned, uses the word duvog. Where the Passover lamb is connected with
“the Lord”, the LXX of the Old Testament uses Tdoa KVplw (e.g. Exo 12:11:
“It is the Lord’s Passover.”).23) Even though at first glance the Passover lamb
seems an attractive explanation of John’s “Lamb of God” (duvog tod 0god),
there are too many objections to make it a likely one.

Finally, the expression “lamb of God” has been explained with the help of
Isaiah 53, especially vs 7 where the LXX uses the term duvog.24 As mentioned
above, the interpretation of the Hebrew text of Isaiah 53 is in itself an exegetical
crux. I will leave this matter aside. For now I would like to concentrate on the
possibility of its being the background of John 1:29 and 1:36. Isaiah 53:7 is
probably the best candidate as background for the occurrence of “lamb” in these
verses. However, it should be stressed that, whereas Isaiah 53:7 speaks explicitly
about the lamb’s death, it remains to be seen whether John 1:29 does the same.
If John has used duvog with Isaiah 53:7 in mind, there is no need to assume that
John refers to anything more than the notions of the lamb’s obedience and its
acceptance of suffering.25)

Looking at the Greek text of Isaiah 53, it is not surprising that the Christian
community has made extensive use of the chapter and has applied it to the
atoning suffering and death of Jesus. However, that does not mean that the idea
of atonement is taken from this chapter. In former days, the origins of the New

Testament idea of Jesus’ atoning death were traced back to Isaiah 53.26) More

23) C. Schlund, Kein Knochen soll gebrochen werden, 174 n. 280.

24) The LXX of Isaiah 53:7 uses the term Guvog: g mpdfatov &l ooy fydn kol Og duvog
gvavtiov 10D kelpovtog avtdv dgpwvog olTtwg ovk dvolyel T© otdua avtod (“like a sheep
that is led to the slaughter and like a /amb that before its shearers is dumb, so he opened not his
mouth.”)

25) See also A. Schenker, Knecht und Lamm Gottes (Jesaja 53). Ubernahme von Schuld im
Horizont der Gottesknechtslieder, Stuttgarter Bibelstudien 190 (Stuttgart: Katholisches
Bibelwerk, 2001), 105; C. Schlund, Kein Knochen soll gebrochen werden, 175. J. Zumstein,
L ’Evangile selon Saint Jean, 79-80, assumes that both the Passover tradition of Exodus and
Isaiah 53 are the backgrounds for John’s use of “lamb of God.”

26) Exegetes have pointed especially at Isaiah 53:4 obtoc Tdc duoptiog Hudv @épel kol mepl
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recently however the atoning effect of Jesus’ death is explained more
convincingly from another tradition, namely the Hellenistic-Jewish notion of the
death of the martyr. In addition, it has been shown that both Isaiah 53 and the
Old Testament sacrificial terminology have been used only in later, secondary
support for an already existing idea. The earliest expressions of the idea of
Jesus’ death as atoning for our sins can be found in the letters of Paul. Paul
describes the atoning effect of Jesus’ death with so-called “dying” and
“surrender formulas,” such as “he died for us/our sins” or “he gave himself over
for us/our sins.” Salvation was brought to us because Jesus “died for us” or
“gave himself up for us” or “for our sins” — though for Paul this is not an
isolated concept but is part of the larger idea of the believer’s corporate unity
with the dying and rising Christ. The fact that these dying and surrender
formulas occur independently also in e.g. the Mark, John, and Hebrews shows,
by multiple attestation, that they are of very early, pre-Pauline origin. This is
confirmed by the fact that Paul himself quotes a dying formula indicating that he
himself received it from tradition (1Co 15:3). Moreover, his use of the surrender
formula in Galatians 2:20 indicates that he is dependent here on early-Christian,
pre-Pauline tradition. The dying and surrender formulas can be traced back to
the language of Greek speaking Jews of the Hellenistic period. We can find them
in e.g. Josephus and the Greek books of the deuterocanon (1 and 2 Mac), where
the idea of an individual dying for the benefit of a group occurs several times.
The dying and surrender formulas form the standard terminology to describe the
death of the Jewish martyr who by giving his life for the Law brings about peace
between God and the community. In their turn the phrases were taken from
pagan Greek, where they were used to describe the death of a hero who dies for

the freedom of his city or fatherland or who gives his life for the benefit of other

NuOV dduvdtar (“He carries our sins and suffers for us”), 53:5 avtdg ¢ Erpovuatiodn dud
105 dvouiog udV kai pepaddriotar dutt Tag duoptiog Mudv (“He was wounded because
of our iniquities and is weak because of our sins”), 53:6 KVPLOG TOPESWKEV OVTOV TALG
auaptiowg MUOV (“The Lord gave him up for our sins™), 53:12 mwapeddOn eig BGvatov 1
Yoy avtod (“His life was handed over to death”) and kol dud T0g Guaptiog adtdV
T0ped00N (“Because of our sins he was handed over”). Isaiah 53:6 and 12 should probably be
seen as translations influenced by an already existing tradition of the death of a martyr; in both
cases the Hebrew text has something different.
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people.2”) For now, my main point here is that the origins of the belief in the
atoning effect of Jesus’ death are not to be found either in Isaiah 53 or in any
sacrificial notions. The interpretation of Jesus’ death in terms of Isaiah 53 or
sacrificial language is demonstrably a secondary development.28)

Thus far, I have tried to show that “lamb of God” does not refer to any
sacrifice but that the phrase, probably modelled on the traditional title “Son of
God”, is used exclusively as an indication of Jesus’ obedience to God.

That brings us to the another, related issue, namely the question what exactly
the phrase 6 aipwv TV duoptiav 100 kKOoUWOV means. In the discussion of the
scapegoat in Leviticus 16:10 and 16:22 above, we have seen that John’s choice
of words is radically different from the LXX’s “he shall take on himself the sins

of the people” (AMjupetorl O xipnapog €@’ avtd TG ddkiog adTdV). Instead

27) It is important to understand that the death of the martyr does not describe substitution but
representation. Substitution assumes that the death of the martyr was intended by God
beforehand and that further satisfaction by the believers is no longer needed. Representation on
the contrary seems far more likely in the light of other strands of Paul’s theology, for instance
the idea of corporate unity. The atoning effect is brought about because the martyr is part of a
larger group: he dies as the group’s representative but that leaves the rest of the group still
liable to punishment.

28) Only 1 Peter 2:21-22 connects the dying formula with Isaiah 53. Another example of this
secondary influence of Isaiah is Matthew 8:17, where a quotation of Isaiah 53:4 is adduced
whereas Matthew’s source, Mark 1:34, does not have this quotation. Even Mark 10:45
(MiTpOV GvTl TOAA@V = a ransom for many) cannot be traced back to Isaiah 53, as is done by
some (e.g. J. Jeremias, “Das Losegeld fiir Viele (Mk 10:45)”, Judaica 3 (1947), 249-264, also
in J. Jeremias, Abba. Studien zur Neutestamentlichen Theologie und Zeitgeschichte (Gottingen:
Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1964), 216-229; E. Lohse, Mdrtyrer und Gottesknecht.
Untersuchungen zur urchristlichen Verkiindigung vom Siihntod Jesu Christi, Forschungen zur
Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 46 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1963). It is of course attractive to assume influence of Isaiah 53 in this verse,
because Mark refers repeatedly to Isaiah in his passion narrative. But the reasons for doing so
here in 10:45, are not convincing. Lohse traces the word M)Tpov back to the Hebrew term oy
(guilt offering, sin offering) in 53:10. However, a AUtpov (ransom) is something quite
different from a guilt/sin offering. And though both Jeremias and Lohse interpret the surrender
formula in Mark 10:45 as old tradition, it is more likely that Mark’s formulation of the
surrender formula (with its use of AVUTpov and the preposition dvti) shows a
“tradition-historically” later stage of an already existing formula: Mark here combines the
early-Christian formula (£dwkev £ovtOv Vmép) with another existing phrase, current in the
Greek of his days: Mitpov vl (e.g. Tdvtwv, Josephus, Ant. 14.107). And the early Christian
tradition has indeed linked Isaiah 53:7 to the Passover lamb, but again, this has been done only
secondarily, after the identification of Jesus as the Passover lamb.
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of haupdvewv (“take up, take away”) John uses the verb aipeiv; aiperv occurs
in John about 25 times, most often with the meaning “to take away, to
remove”.29 Neither does John have €@’ €0vT® “upon him”. Therefore, reading
the words 6 aipwv Tv duaptioy 100 kdouov (“who takes away the sin of the
world”) along the lines of Leviticus 16 and interpret them as “to take on himself
the sin of the world” is reading too much into alpwv.

In the same way, the LXX wording of Isaiah 53:4 “he carries our sins” (0UT0g
104G Quoptiog MUOV @épel) is different from John’s phrase. The wider context
of Isaiah shows that the emphasis is on the suffering and death of the servant.
Also, the verb is different: Isaiah has @£peLv, and not aipeLv, and John uses a
singular Guaptia, and not a plural.30) The use of singular GuopTio is not
unimportant for a good understanding of John’s Gospel as a whole. In John “sin”
does not, unlike in Isaiah 53, refer to the multitude of sins committed in the past,
but to the one sin of not-believing in Jesus.3D) In this respect the words “who
takes away the sin of the world” (0 alpwv v Guaptiov ToD kdouov) also
differ from the early Christian surrender or dying formula (“he died for our
sins”), in which “sins” refer to the multitude of past sins as well. “Taking away”
(present tense) the sin from the world is not the same as “having died” (past
tense) for past sins. John’s soteriology does not have the Pauline emphasis on

Jesus’ death as saving event,32) but focuses instead on the “yes” or “no” to Jesus

29) See also J. Zumstein, L’Evangile selon Saint Jean, 77 n. 29. Exceptions are 5:8-12 (“to pick
up”), 10:24 (an idiomatic expression for “keep in suspense”) and 11:41 (“to lift up the eyes”).
C. Schlund, Kein Knochen soll gebrochen werden, 175-176 interprets the verb as meaning “to
take on himself” although she admits that ai{peLv usually means “to take away”.

30) See e.g. B. A. Newman and E. A. Nida, 4 Handbook on the Gospel of John, 37: “In the present
passage, as in most places in the Gospel, John refers to sin in the singular, and so the focus is
on the sinful condition of the world, rather than on particular sinful deeds.” There are some
instances of plural duoptiol in John: it occurs in 8:24 (2x) with the same meaning as the
singular, and in 9:34 (for the multiple sins of the Jews) and 20:24 (about forgiving each other’s
sins).

31) This becomes very clear in 16:9 where Jesus states that after him the wapdkAintog will come to
show what sin is, namely “not believing in me” (6t 00 moTEVOVOLY g €ué). The dTL in vv
9-11 introduces direct object clauses (OTu recitativum) and does not have causal meaning: it
explains the content of the three topics mentioned in 16:8.

32) Cf. J. Schréter, “Sterben fur die Freunde”, e.g. 267, who also argues that the Johannine
soteriology should not be explained in terms of Pauline theology, see his “Sterben fiir die
Freunde.” Schroter traces the use of the U7ép formulas in John back to the Greek ethics of
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in the believer’s encounter with him and on the necessity of acknowledging him
as the unique representative of the Father. Considering the wider context of the
first chapter and the Gospel as a whole, the phrase O aipwv Vv Guoptiov Tod
KOOWOU must mean that Jesus came into the world to take away (present tense)
the world’s sin. It refers to his appearance, his presence in this world and his
message to this world, but not to his death.

John of course mentions the cross, but he does not understand it as the place
of Jesus’ suffering and death, nor as the place where salvation was brought
about. Rather, John emphasizes the cross as the place of Jesus’ glorification.33)
Undoubtedly there are also traces of the older, traditional soteriology visible in
John (in 11:50-51 and 18:14 he does make use of a traditional “dying formula™)
and the plot of the passion narrative focuses on the crucifixion,34) but the overall
emphasis in John’s soteriology is not on Jesus’ death.

Even the words TLB¢var v Ypuynv Uép (often rendered as “to lay down
your life for””) do not necessarily support the traditional view — contrary to what
W. Bauer’s Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament suggests.35) The
expression occurs in e.g. John 10, 13:37-38, especially 15:13 “[Greater love has
no man than this,] that a man lays down his life for his friends” (ivo Tug TV

Yuynv ovtod Off vrEp OV @ikwv avtoD).30) It is tempting to interpret the

friendship, see also below n. 39.

33) M. de Jonge, Christology in Context. The Earliest Christian Response to Jesus (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1988), 145 and 148, compare e.g. John 3:14, 8:28, 12:33, and 12:34.

34) M. de Jonge, Christology in Context, 148.

35) BDAG, 1003, s.v. tiOnui 1bp, interprets the verb as more or less synonymous with d{dwyL.
However, the three non-New Testament references BDAG gives to support this are completely
misleading: Apoc. Sedr. 1:5, ed. O. Wahl (Leiden: Brill 1977), 38 is an obvious allusion to,
perhaps even quotation of John 15:13, Sib. Or. 5,157(210) has “Because of honor, which was
first assigned to lord Poseidon” (giveka tiufig adtol TpdToV EOMKdy T° elvoie TTooeldOVL)
and finally Appian, Bell. Civ. 4,68 does not have TiOnuL v Yuyrjv but TiOepot deELdg which
means “give the right hand” as to confirm a promise (“You, Romans, swore by the gods when
you recently concluded the treaty with us through Gaius Caesar, and to the oaths you added
libations and gave the right hand, assurances valid even among enemies; shall they not be valid
among friends and guardians?”). The LXX version of Judges 12:3 kai £0£unv Tiv Yuyiv pov
£v 1) xeLpl wov comes close, but is still different because it uses a middle voice (tifepat) and
not the active, and has the addition év Tfj xeLpt wov; cf. also 1 Samuel 19:5, 28:21.

36) RSV, NRS, ESV, NLT, NIV and NET all have “to lay down”, GNB has “to give your life for”
and CEV has explicitly translated with “to die for”.
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words as though they read doDvar v Yuynv (“to give one’s life”). But the
Johannine choice of TLO¢val is in fact remarkably different from the traditional
Jewish-Hellenistic or early Christian surrender formulas. 37) Apart from 1 John,
which is most likely related to the Gospel, it occurs nowhere else in the New
Testament.3®) Rather than “to give one’s life for” (with the certainty of death),
the phrase TLO¢valL TV Puynv VITEE means “to risk one’s life for,” which does
not necessarily end in death.39) The phrase is characteristic of the so-called
Freundschaftsethik in Graeco-Roman popular philosophy, as John 15:13 clearly
shows. Even the often quoted verse John 3:16 (“For God so loved the world, that

he gave his only Son ...”), which uses the aorist of the verb d180vaiL49 does not

37) Some mss (P45, Codex Sinaiticus original reading, codex D) have changed it, under the
influence of the existing surrender formula, to SIdwoLV.

38) Romans 16:4 has oltiveg Umep tic Yuxfic wov 1OV favtdv Tpdyniov vmébnkav (RSV:
“3Greet Prisca and Aquila, my fellow workers in Christ Jesus, 4who risked their necks for my
life, to whom not only I but also all the churches”) but here VrotiOnuL TOV TdAYMAOV clearly
has the meaning of “risking one’s life for” (“sticking one’s neck out”); see also Acts 15:26
avOportolg mapadedwkdot Tig Puyds avT®V, where Paul and Barnabas are said to “have
risked their lives” for the sake of the Gospel.

Epictetus, Diatr. 11 vii,3 (ed. W. A. Oldfather, Loeb Classical Library 131, 254-255) makes a
clear distinction between risking one’s life for someone on the one hand, and giving one’s life
for (with the certainty of death) on the other: “If, then, it becomes necessary for me to risk my
life for my friend, and if it becomes my duty even to die for him, ... (v oDv 8én kivdvvebool
Vmép 1o @ihov, dv 8¢ kal dmobavely Vmép odtod kabikn)”. In the 17™ century, Hugo
Grotius (1583-1645) observed in his annotation on this verse “Yvynv TwBéval [animam

39

~

ponere] significat hoc loco mortem non defugere sive reipsa mors sequatur, sive non” (“duynv
TWB€vaLL [to give one’s life] mean here not avoiding death whether this will ultimately result in
death, or not”). Chr. Maurer in Theologisches Worterbuch VI, 155: “Alle
griechisch-hellenistischen Parallelen, die das Verbum tiBnui verwenden, driicken nicht die
tatsdchlich vollzogene Hingabe des Lebens aus, sondern meinen nur das in Kauf zu nemende
Risiko: opatiOepan TV Yuynv sein Leben aufs Spiel setzen.” However, Maurer is convinced
that John uses this phrase with the meaning of the traditional surrender formula. Similarly H.
Thyen, Das Johannesevangelium, 490; C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John. An
Introduction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text. Second Edition (London: SPCK,
1978), 374-375. Also R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to John I-XII. A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary, Anchor Bible 29 (New York; London; Toronto; Sydney;
Auckland: Doubleday, 1966), 386-387, 394-95, especially 387, where Brown points in
particular to 10:17-18 where reference is made to Jesus’ death. J. Schréter, “Sterben fiir die
Freunde”, 270 admits that TiO¢var Tiv Ppuynv UEp does not refer to atonement (the purging
of sin) but assumes that it does express the idea of dying for the benefit of others. Schroter
explains John’s use of these words in terms of the ancient Greek ideal of “dying for one’s
friends.”

40) “For God so loved the world that he gave his only Son” (OVtwg Y& Tydmmoev 6 0e0g TOV
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mean that God has sacrificed his Son but that he has sent him into this world.
The following verses make explicit what John intends with “to give”: “For God
sent the Son into the world” (dméotethev 6 0edg TOV VIOV eig TOV KdOUOV) etc.
No mention is made of Jesus’ death. Once again: in John the traditional
emphasis on Jesus’ death as saving event (such as we know it from Paul) is
pushed into the background in favour of a new soteriology which implies that all
those are saved who accept Jesus as the one sent by God.

For Bible translation the above means that, if possible, a singular for “sin” is
to be preferred over a plural because it should not be taken as referring to past
sins but to the one and only sin of not recognizing Jesus as God’s unique
representative. The TLA’s rendering of John 1:29, e.g., is not very fortunate,
because it reads the verse through a Pauline lens: “Aqui viene el Cordero de
Dios que quita el pecado de la gente del mundo! Por medio de ¢él, Dios les
perdonara a ustedes todos sus pecados.” A singular does more justice to the
particular meaning the term “sin” has in the Gospel of John.

The same goes for TLOEvaL TV Puynv Vtep. It should be rendered differently
from the Pauline phrases such as (;topa)dL00vaL £0VTOV VITEP. In my opinion,
many translations go wrong here, including the New Dutch, where I myself was
responsible for the translation of John (we wrongly translated “to give his life
for”). Preferably, the expression should be rendered as “to risk one’s life for”.
Most English versions have (e.g. in John 10:11) “to lay down his life”, “to
sacrifice his life”’; GNB has a better rendering with “to be willing to die”,
similarly GCL with “Ein guter Hirt ist bereit, fiir seine Schafe zu sterben”, FCL
“Le bon berger est prét a donner sa vie pour ses brebis” or TLA “El buen pastor
estd dispuesto a morir por sus ovejas.” Being willing to die, does not necessarily
mean that death will be the outcome. The differences seem tiny and negligible,
but sometimes details like these make an important difference in how a text can
be understood. This applies certainly to John, in whose distinctive soteriology

Jesus’ death is just no constituent.

a

KOOUOV, MOTE TOV VIOV TOV LOVOYEVH E8wKeY, ...).
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3. Conclusions

First, the background of John 1:29 and 36 is probably best explained with the
help of Isaiah 53:7, but the emphasis is on obedience and submission, not on
suffering and death. Secondly, the image of “lamb of God who takes away the
sin of the world” does not have a sacrificial meaning. It does not refer to Jesus’
death. Thirdly, the origins of the early-Christian idea of the atoning effect of
Jesus’ suffering and dying do not lie in the Hebrew Old Testament but in the
Hellenistic-Jewish concept of the martyr (which in its turn derives from pagan
Greek tradition). Fourthly, Johannine soteriology is different from Pauline
soteriology: the emphasis in John is not on Jesus’ death as saving event, but on
accepting Jesus as the only one through whom the Father can be known. And
fifthly, for translation it should be seriously considered to render — if of course
possible in the target language — the singular Guoptia with a singular in the
target language, and to render tiOgval TV Yuynv VEP with “to risk his life
for”.

Fortunately, at the request of the local churches the Turkmen translation of
John 1:29 and 36 was changed back from janly (“sacrificial animal”) to guzy
(“lamb”), simply because they had a strong preference for the rendering of the
1992 translation. And indeed, the term “sacrificial animal” does not fit well with

John’s message as a whole; “lamb” was after all the better choice.

<Keywords>
Atonement, Death of the Martyr, Isaiah 53, “Lamb of God”, Passover Lamb,
Soteriology of John.

(B3 9420159 7€ 319, A A DA 2015 8¢ 28, AlA 84 A= 20151 92 20Y)



252 dEHEEHT M3T=

<References>

Barr, J., The Semantics of Biblical Language, London: Oxford University Press,
1961.

Barrett, C. K., The Gospel according to St. John. An Introduction with Commentary
and Notes on the Greek Text. Second Edition, London: SPCK, 1978.

Berger, K., Theologiegeschichte des Urchristentums. Theologie des Neuen
Testaments, Tiibingen; Basel: Francke Verlag, 1994.

Brown, R. E., The Gospel according to John I-XII. A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary, Anchor Bible 29, New York; London;
Toronto; Sydney; Auckland: Doubleday, 1966.

Busse, U., “Theologie oder Christologie im Johannesprolog?”, J. Verheyden, et al.,
eds., Studies in the Gospel of John and its Christology. Festschrift Gilbert
Van Belle, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 265,
Leuven: Peeters, 2014, 1-36.

Dodd, C. H., The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1955.

Jeremias, J., “Das Losegeld fiir Viele (Mk 10:45)”, Judaica 3 (1947), 249-264.

Jeremias, J., Abba. Studien zur Neutestamentlichen Theologie und Zeitgeschichte,
Gottingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1964.

de Jonge, M., “Christian Influence in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs”, M.
de Jonge, ed., Studies on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Studia
in Veteris Testamenti Pseudipigrapha 3, Leiden: Brill, 1975, 193-246.

de Jonge, M., “Test. Benjamin 3:8 and the Picture of Joseph as ‘a good and holy
man’”’, M. de Jonge, Jewish Eschatology, Early Christian Christology and
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Collected Essays of Marinus de
Jonge, Supplements to Novum Testamentum 63, Leiden; New York;
Copenhagen; Cologne: Brill, 1991, 290-300.

de Jonge, M., Christology in Context. The Earliest Christian Response to Jesus,
Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1988.

Knoéppfler, Th., “Das Blut des Lammes. Zur soteriologischen Relevanz des Todes
Jesu nach der Johannesapokalypse”, J. Frey and J. Schréter, eds.,
Deutingen des Todes Jesu im Neuen Testament, Wissenschaftliche
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 181, Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2005, 477-511.

Lohse, E., Mdrtyrer und Gottesknecht. Untersuchungen zur urchristlichen

Verkiindigung vom Siihntod Jesu Christi, Forschungen zur Religion und



John 1:29, 36: The Meaning of duvog 100 600 and John’s Soteriology /
Marijke H. de Lang 253

Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 46, Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1963.

Newman, B. A., and Nida, E. A., 4 Handbook on the Gospel of John, New York:
United Bible Societies, 1980.

Schenker, A., Knecht und Lamm Gottes (Jesaja 53). Ubernahme von Schuld im
Horizont der Gottesknechtslieder, Stuttgarter Bibelstudien 190, Stuttgart:
Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2001.

Schlund, C., Kein Knochen soll gebrochen werden, Wissenschaftliche
Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament 107, Neukirchen:
Neukirchener Verlag, 2005.

Schréter, J., “Sterben fiir die Freunde. Uberlegungen zur Deutung des Todes Jesu im
Johannesevangelium”, A. von Dobbeler, K. Erlemann and R. Heiligenthal,
eds., Religionsgeschichte des Neuen Testaments. Festschrift fiir Klaus
Berger zum 60. Geburtstag, Tlbingen; Basel: A. Francke Verlag, 2000,
263-287.

Schréter, J., “Siihne, Stellvertretung und Opfer. Zur Verwendung analytischer
Kategorien zur Deutung des Todes Jesu”, J. Frey and J. Schréter, eds.,
Deutungen des Todes Jesu im Neuen Testament, Wissenschaftliche
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 181, Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2005, 51-71.

Thyen, H., Das Johannesevangelium, Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 6,
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005.

Zumstein, J., L’Evangile selon Saint Jean (1-12), Commentaire du Nouveau
Testament IVa. Deuxiéme Série, Genéve: Labor et Fides, 2014.



254 SEHEEHT M3T=

<Abstract>

John 1:29, 36: The Meaning of duvog tod Ogod

(amnos tou theou) and John’s Soteriology

Marijke H. de Lang
(United Bible Societies)

The title “Lamb of God” for Jesus in John 1:29 and 1:36 has traditionally been
explained as a reference to Jesus’ sacrificial death, and the phrase “the Lamb of
God who takes away the sin of the world” has mostly been interpreted in terms
of Old Testament sacrifices or near-sacrifices as for example Genesis 22 (the
binding of Isaac) or Leviticus 16 (the scapegoat of the Day of Atonement), the
Passover lamb, or as a reminiscence to the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53. The
aim of this article is to argue two things.

First, that the words “lamb of God” do not refer to a sacrifical animal. They
originate from Isaiah 53, not, however, as a reference to an atoning sacrifice, but
as an expression of Jesus’ complete obedience to the Father and his willingness
to suffer (and ultimately die) as a consequence. Secondly, that in his Gospel, the
Fourth Evangelist focuses on the salvific effect of the believer’s affirmative
“yes” to Jesus as the one through whom the Father can be known, rather than on

Jesus’ death as saving event.
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A Rhetorical Analysis of Paul’s Contrasting Use of
npoAalBave and £xSéxopat in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34

Oh-Young Kwon*

gxaotog vap TO ibiov Seimvov mpohauBdver év Td @ayelv, kai d¢
uev mewvd, d¢ 6¢ uebover (1 Cor 11:21).

For one takes his own (evening) meal first at the time of eating, and,
moreover, one is drunken (with wine), though another is indeed hungry
(my translation).

®dote, abehpol pov, ovvepyduevor e TO oayeiv  dAANAovg
§k6éxeobe (1 Cor 11:33).

Therefore, my brothers and sisters, as you get together in order to eat,
receive one another (my translation).

1. Introduction

In recent Pauline scholarship on 1 Corinthians no scholars explicitly examine
the translations and interpretations of the two words — mpoAaufave and
éxbéyouar — in 11:17-34 in terms of the close relationship between Paul’s
rhetorical strategy of ‘contrast’,!) the Pauline principle of Christian hospitality,
and his message of breaking down the socio-economic hierarchies among the
Corinthian Christians. These two words play a significant role in the argument
that the entire section of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is a distinctive rhetorical
discourse, and moreover, that this rhetorical discourse comprises characteristics
of both epideictic and deliberative genres and of three modes of proof — ethos,
pathos and logos (see below). By using the words mpoAlaufave (v.21) and

* Ph. D. in New Testament at the University of Divinity. Lecturer in New Testament at Whitley
College, University of Divinity in Melbourne, Australia. okwon@whitley.unimelb.edu.au.

** ] express my sincere gratitude and deepest appreciation to Dr. Keith Dyer, Professor of New
Testament at Whitley College, for his proofreading a draft of this essay and making enormously
helpful comments on it.

1) For detailed explanations of ‘Contrast’ see below.
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éxbéxouar (v.33) right before and after his description of the institution of the
Lord’s Supper (vv.23-32), Paul seems to attack and challenge the unhealthy and
improper behaviour of some Corinthian Christians at the time of eating in their
Christian gatherings. He then encourages them to welcome and receive one
another at their Christian meal/table fellowship (see below).

The whole section of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is disputed and controversial in
recent Pauline scholarship. One group of scholars argues that the Pauline
passage addresses the issue of love-feasts and table fellowship, another that of a
Eucharistic ceremony, another that of both communal meal and Communion,
and another that of the election of officers.?) Engaging in this controversial
debate is not the primary interest of this essay, though I support the first group
of scholars who claim that in these verses Paul describes the problem of
divisions (oxiouata) and factions (aipéoeig) among the members in the
Corinthian Christian community. These factions were apparent at their
communal meal and table fellowship due to their different understandings and
practices of meal etiquette and Christian hospitality and to their socio-economic
hierarchies (1 Cor 11:18-22).3)

1 Corinthians 11:17-34 as a whole comprises features and elements of
Greco-Roman rhetoric in which Paul was trained and which he employs in his
other writings, such as Romans, Galatians and 2 Corinthians.) In order to
endorse the statement that 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is a rhetorical unit, it would
be necessary to investigate thoroughly the two verbs — mpolaufave in verse 21
and éxdéyouor in verse 33. These two words play an important and crucial role
in establishing that the rhetorical discourse of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is both

2) See Timothy A. Brookins, “The Supposed Election of Officers in 1 Cor 11.19: A Response to
Richard Last”, NTS 60 (2014), 423-432 (who argues for the ‘election of officers’); Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, NICTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 856
(for the ‘Eucharistic ceremony’); Leon Morris, ! Corinthians, Tyndale (Grand Rapids:
Eerdman, 1999), 156-157 (for the ‘communal meal and Communion’); Richard Horsley, First
Corinthians, Interpretation (Louisville: John Knox, 1997), 192-193 (for the ‘love-feast’).

3) See Oh-Young Kwon, I Corinthians 1-4: Reconstructing Its Social and Rhetorical Situation and
Re-Reading It Cross-Culturally for Korean-Confucian Christians Today (Eugene: Wipe and
Stock, 2010), 105.

4) See J. Paul Sampley and Peter Lampe, eds., Paul and Rhetoric (New York; London: T & T
Clark, 2010), 25-38. For Paul’s formal rhetorical education see Ryan S. Schellenberg,
Rethinking Paul’s Rhetorical Education: Comparative Rhetoric and 2 Corinthians 10-13
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013), 17-56; and also Nathan J. Barnes, Reading 1
Corinthians with Philosophically Educated Women (Eugene: Pickwick, 2014), 3-4.
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deliberative and epideictic rhetoric.5) Moreover, it is likely that Paul uses these
two words within 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 for the rhetorical purposes of
contrasting different behaviours. These arguments will be explored carefully

throughout this essay.

2. The Rhetorical Technique of Contrast

In 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 Paul cleverly uses the two verbs — zpoloufdve and
éxoéyouar — in terms of the rhetorical technique of ‘contrast’ that refer to “the
state of being strikingly different from something else in juxtaposition or close
association.”® In his Topica Cicero demonstrates this ‘contrast’ (Latin,
contrarium) as part of the way an orator constructs an argument for rhetorical
effect in speech and writing.”) The Latin word contrarium is translated as either
‘contrary’ or ‘contrast’.®) And yet I prefer the latter that would be more
appropriate for and relevant to the Pauline rhetorical strategies in 1 Corinthians
11:17-34. Wherein Paul invites the Corinthian Christians to change their
unhealthy behaviours into more Christ-like ones.

In his Topica Cicero provides a detailed description of contrarium:

The next topic is that which is called ‘from contrast (Latin,
contrarium)’. There are several sorts of contrast (contrarium). One, of
things which belong to the same class, but differ absolutely, as wisdom
and folly. Words are said to belong to the same class if when they are
uttered they are met face to face, as it were, by certain opposites. For
example slowness is contrasting (contrarium) to speed, but weakness is
not. From these contrasting (contrarium) arguments develop such as these:
if we shun folly-~:let us pursue wisdom; kindness if we shun

malice-*There are still other kinds of contrast (contrarium), such as those

5) For the characteristics of deliberative and epideictic rhetoric see Sampley and Lampe, Paul and
Rhetoric, 26, 145.

6) https://www.google.com.au/#q=contrast+meaning (2015. 9. 14).

7) Cicero, Topica, 3.11, 17; 11.47-49; 13.55; 18.71, De Inventione; De Optimo Genere Oratorum ;
Topica, H. M. Hubbell, trans., the Leob Classic Library (London: Williams Heinemann;
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968).

8) See http://www.latin-dictionary.net/search/latin/contrarium (2015. 9. 14).
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which are compared with something, as double and single, many and few,

long and short, greater and less (Topica, 11.47-49).

This description makes clear that speakers/orators and writers are encouraged
to use this rhetorical technique in their speeches and discourses, when they use
two or more contrasting things in comparison, which belong to the same class,
but they absolutely differ in meaning and degree. In this sense Paul would have
employed the rhetorical skill of ‘contrast’ within his writings.9)

Paul’s rhetorical use of ‘contrast’ is frequently found in his letters where he
deliberately employs two or more opposing words and expressions in
comparison. By doing this Paul challenges, motivates, persuades and encourages
his readers to agree with him on arguments and opinions that he addresses in his
writings and speeches.

Here are several examples for the Pauline rhetorical use of ‘contrast’: In
Romans 5:12-21 Paul uses two sets of rhetorically contrasting words: ‘sin’
(auaptia) and ‘trespass’ (mapamtoua), versus ‘grace’ (xdpig); and ‘death’
(Bdvartog) versus ‘eternal life” (Con aidviog). This is more clearly exhibited in

verses 20-21 in particular,

9) Cf. In his Topica Cicero frequently employs the Latin word repugnantia that is translated as
‘contradiction’ as part of his rhetorical techniques (Topica, 12.53; 18.71). Cicero suggested that
this technique be used in the conclusion of oratory and discourse, since it does “not need further
proof or demonstration” (Daniel Markovic, The Rhetoric of Explanation in Lucretius’ De rerum
natura [Leiden: Brill, 2008], 100). Markovic points out that this rhetorical skill was “most
frequently used by philosophers and orators” and that Cicero employed it “within the frame of
Stoic logic” (Daniel Markovic, The Rhetoric of Explanation in Lucretius’ De rerum natura,
109). Markovic further provides a “list of Stoic syllogisms™: 1) either A or B; A; therefore not
B. 2) either A or B; not A; therefore B. 3) not both A and B; A; therefore not B. 4) not both A
and B; not A; therefore B (Daniel Markovic, The Rhetoric of Explanation in Lucretius’ De
rerum natura, 101). Furthermore, Cicero gives an example for this ‘contradiction’ in his Topica:
“From contradictions (repugnantibus): 1f a pater familias has bequeathed to his wife the
usufruct of maid-servants as a proviso in naming his son as heir, and has made no such proviso
in naming a reversionary heir, on the death of the son the woman will not lose her usufruct. For
what has once been given to someone by will, cannot be taken from him to whom it has been
given without his consent. For ‘receiving legally’ and ‘surrendering unwillingly’ are
contradictory (repugnat)” (Topica, 4.21). These notions help assume that the rhetorical
technique of ‘contradiction’ would have represented, to some extent, the rhetorical and social
atmosphere of the Roman privileged and elite in the time of Cicero (106-43 BCE). And yet it is
unclear that Paul uses the rhetorical technique of ‘contradiction’ in this sense within 1
Corinthians and especially within 1 Corinthians 11:17-34.
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But law came in, with the result that the trespass (mapdmToua)
multiplied; but where sin (duaptia) increased, grace (xapic) abounded all
the more, so that, just as sin (auaptia) exercised dominion in death
(Bavatog), so grace (xapig) might also exercise dominion through
justification leading to eternal life (Cwn aidviog) through Jesus Christ our
Lord (NRS).

In Romans 6:1-11 Paul employs two contrasting verbs, ‘to die’ (droBvrokw)
and ‘ to live’ (Caw). This is explicitly demonstrated in verses 8-10, “But if we
have died (dnoBvrokw) with Christ, we believe that we will also live (cuCdw)
with him---the death he died (dmoBviiokw), he died (dmoOvrokw) to sin, once
for all; but the life he lives (Cdw), he lives (Caw) to God” (NRS).

Paul further uses this sort of rhetorical technique in Galatians. In Galatians
4:21-31 Paul addresses the contrasting themes of ‘(female) slave’ (maiSiokn)
versus ‘free (éAe0Bepog) woman’ in a rhetorically creative reinterpretation of
the Sarah-Hagar stories. This is clearly shown in verses 30-31, “...drive out the
slave (tai6iokn) and her child; for the child of the slave (mai6iokn) will not
share the inheritance with the child of the free (§AevBepog) woman:--we are
children, not of the slave (maibtokn) but of the free (éAedBepog) woman”
(NRS).

Furthermore, Paul employs more frequently these kinds of contrasting words
and expressions in 1 Corinthians. 1:27-28 explicitly shows contrasting rhetorical
expressions that “God chose (8€eAéEato) what is foolish (TG Uwpd) in the
world to shame (kataitoxvvn) the wise (Tovg 00000¢),” “God chose what is
weak (Ta doBevi)) in the world to shame the strong (Td ioxvpd),” and “God
chose what is low (ta dvevi) and despised (Td éEovBevnuéva) in the world,
things that are not (t& un évta), to reduce to nothing things that are (ta dvta)”
(NRS). Such rhetorically contrasting expressions continue to appear in 1
Corinthians 2:6-13: ‘wisdom of God’ (cooia ®eod) versus ‘wisdom of this
world’ (cootla Tod aidvog TouTov), ‘wisdom of the rulers of this age’ (coola
OV apxdéviov Tod ai®dvo¢ Toutov) and ‘human wisdom’ (coota
avBpomivng). A similarly contrasting description is also found in 1 Corinthians
2:14-16 “Those who are unspiritual (y0)1k6¢) do not receive the gifts of God’s
Spirit---Those who are spiritual (mvevouatikdg) discern all things--”

Moreover, such contrasts for rhetorical purposes are found in 1 Corinthians
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15. In 15:42-44 Paul describes,

“-*What is sown (omeipetai) is perishable (0Bop@d), what is raised
(évelpetar) is imperishable (d@Bapoiq). It is sown (omeipetal) in
dishonor (atiuiq), it is raised (8yeipetal) in glory (66En). It is sown
(omeipetal) in weakness (GoBevelq), it is raised (éyeipetar) in power
(6uvdaper). It is sown (omeipetal) a physical body (odua woyikdv), it is
raised (§velpetair) a spiritual body (odua mvevpatikdv). If there is a
physical body (o®ua woylkov), there is also a spiritual body (odua
nveouatikdv)” (NRS).

Paul further uses the rhetorical technique of ‘contrast’ in 15:50-54:

“...nor does the perishable (1] ©0opd) inherit the imperishable (tnv
aoBapotav)...the dead will be raised imperishable (4oBaptor)--For this
perishable body (16 ©Baptov TODTO) must put on imperishability
(doBapoiav), and this mortal body (t0 Ovntov TODTO) must put on
immortality (é0avaciav). When this perishable body (t0 ¢Baptov
TobT0) puts on imperishability (doBapoiav), and this mortal body (t0
OvnTtov T0UTO) puts on immortality (dBavaciav)--” (NRS).

Similarly, in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 Paul deliberately employs the two verbs
mpoAaufave and éxkbéyouat to contrast two types of behaviour in order to
apply rhetorical pressure resulting in changed behaviour. These two verbs
obviously contrast in their basic meaning: ‘to go ahead (of time)’ and ‘to wait,
expect’. The implications of this Pauline rhetorical strategy of contrasting is
precisely demonstrated in the Pauline description of the inhospitable and
indecent behaviour of mpoAauBdvw that some of the Corinthian Christians
demonstrated in their Christian ekklésia (1 Cor 11: 20-22). The word
npolauBdver in verse 21, which is a third person singular present tense of
mpoAaufBeve certainly represents an incident of the current situation of the
Corinthian Christian ekklésia. In this particular verse Paul intentionally and
consciously uses the word mpoAauGd ve to blame and attack some members in

the Corinthian congregation, who behaved arrogantly.l0) This is described

10) In a similar sense Paul uses the word xauvydopat (which is translated as ‘boast’) to challenge
some of the Corinthian Christians to change their unhealthy behaviours into Christ-like ones in
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further in verse 22,

“What! Do you not have homes to eat and drink in? Or do you show
contempt (kataopoveite) for the church of God (tfic ékkAnolag Tod
®eod) and humiliate (kataioyvvete) those who have nothing? What
should I say to you? Should I commend (énaivéow!D) you? In this matter
I do not commend (éraiv®d) you!” (NRS).

Some of the Corinthian Christians acted inhospitably and impatiently towards
other members who were poor, and those who had nothing were humiliated
when they assembled for their communal meal and table fellowship (1 Cor
11:20-22). Those members who were rich and wealthy apparently came earlier
for the meetings and went ahead with their own meal without waiting for other
members who came in later. Then, such an inhospitable and impatient attitude
would have, in part, caused tensions and conflicts among the members. These
tensions and conflicts may have been part of the cause of the divisions
(oxiouata) and factions (aipéoerg) that developed in their Christian ekklesia (1
Cor 11:18; 1:10-13; 3:3). To deal with this critical current issue and to challenge
these Corinthian Christians to change their behaviour in their Christian

their Christian community (see 1 Cor 1:29-31). The word xavydopat and its equivalents occur
39 times in 1 and 2 Corinthians (see Oh-Young Kwon, ! Corinthians 1-4, 85, 87).
Interestingly, Cicero frequently uses the Latin word gloriatur (that is translated as ‘boast’) and
its equivalents. They are found 151 times in his thirty-one rhetorical handbooks and writings
(see Oh-Young Kwon, [ Corinthians 1-4, 84, 84 n.120). Cicero states, “The professors and
masters of rhetoric---boasted (gloriatus) before an audience--(about) their knowledge of
literature and poetry, and the doctrines of natural science” (De Oratore, 3.32.127). Cicero
gives further examples: “For all the world like C. Caesar, as he himself often boasts”
(Epistulae ad Familiares, 10.32.2). “Asellus was boasting (---gloriaretur) that his military
service had taken him over every province” (De Oratore, 2.44.258). “1 (Cicero) have often
heard my own father and my wife’s father say that our people---desired to win high distinction
(gloria) in philosophy” (De Oratore, 3.33.133). Cicero encouraged his people “to seek and
pursue fame and glory,” and, moreover, he “boasted about his oratory, political success, fame
and reputation in Roman society” (Oh-Young Kwon, / Corinthians 1-4, 85). Paul found this
kind of Cicero’s idea of boasting in the inappropriate mentality and conduct of some of the
Corinthian Christians in their congregation. In order to challenge these Christians Paul states,
“no human being might boast (kavydopat) in the presence of God” (1 Cor 1:29), and he
further quotes from Jeremiah 9:24, “Let (one) who boasts (kavydopat), boast (kavydouat) of
the Lord” (1 Cor 1:31).

11) Translated in the New International Version (afterward NIV) and Good News Translation
(afterward GNT) as ‘praise’, though the Orthodox Jewish Bible uses ‘commend’.
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community, Paul rhetorically and deliberately uses the contrasting word
éxbéyouat in verse 33. In this particular verse he employs ék6éxec0e — the
imperative second person plural form of éx&youatr. In this use of the word
gk6éxeobe it could be assumed that Paul appears not to target in public a
particular person or a particular group of people, though he might have them
kept in mind for himself only, but to challenge everybody in the Corinthian
congregation to welcome and receive one another at their communal meal
fellowship. All these features could be seen as characteristics of epideictic
rhetoric — a present-oriented discourse describing the present situation of
readers or an audience. This epideictic discourse or speech is used to “praise and
blame someone or something” in the audience in order to bring about a change
in behaviour.12)

Nevertheless, 1 would argue that 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 comprises
characteristics of deliberative rhetoric as well. Cicero, as a translater and
interpreter of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, describes in his rhetorical handbook, De
Inventione, that deliberative rhetoric is a future-oriented discourse and that by
employing a deliberative discourse a speaker or writer seeks in his or her
audience something honourable and advantageous but delivers his or her
speech/discourse to lessen and avoid something dishonourable and
disadvantageous.!3) The Pauline language in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 precisely
contains several rhetorical features and elements that characterise deliberative
rhetoric. In claiming this statement, the two verbs mpoAauBdve and éxbéxouat
play a crucial role. In 1 Corinthians 11:21 by employing the word mpoAaufGave
Paul seems to have explored what had been happening in the Corinthian church
at the very time when he was writing a letter to it. Then, he criticised and warned
the whole Corinthian congregation that some members consciously or
unconsciously caused something disadvantageous to occur in their Christian
community. These members took their own supper first before some other
members joined them to eat together as a Christ-believing ekklésia. From Paul’s
point of view such careless and inhospitable behaviour made a critical
contribution to despising (kataepoveite) “the church of God” (Tfig éxkAnoiag

Tod Beod) and to putting to shame (katairoyvvete) and discriminating against

12) Samply & Lampe, Paul and Rhetoric, 26.
13) See Oh-Young Kwon, / Corinthians 1-4,252-253.
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those members who were poor and of low social status (1 Cor 11:22).

Notwithstanding, in 1 Corinthians 11:33 by using the word éx& yxouatr Paul
appears to have shown his intention to command and encourage the Corinthian
Christians to recover their identity as a hospitable and caring Christ-believing
community and to welcome and receive one another at their meal fellowship (1
Cor 11:34). Thus the two words mpoAauSavw and éxéé xouai play a significant
role in maintaining the view that the whole section of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is
a rhetorical unit and that it comprises characteristics and features of both
epideictic and deliberative rhetoric. It remains, therefore, to explore a proper
translation and understanding of these two words within the literary context of 1
Corinthians 11:17-34.

2.1. mpoAauBava

In recent Pauline scholarship the translation and interpretation of the verb
mporauBéve in 1 Corinthians 11:21 is controversial. Its translation varies from
one translator to another. Such translators as RSV, NIV, GNT and ESV translate
it as “go ahead with”, NRS “goes ahead with”, NET “proceed with”, KJV
“taketh before other”, NKJ “take ahead of others,” and NAS “take first.” And
yet this Greek verb has several other meanings as well. It means: 1. to “do
something before the usual time, anticipate something” (e.g. Mark 14:8), 2. to
“take it upon oneself, undertake”, 3. to “take, get of a meal” (1 Cor 11:21), and
4. to “detect, overtake, surprise” (e.g. Gal 6:1).14)

Despite noticing such diverse translations, Pauline scholars like Bruce Winter,
Richard Horsely and Anthony Thiselton contend that the verb mpoAauGdva
contains “the sense of devour or consume”15) and that it places much “emphasis
on (the act of) selfish greed rather than on (that of) courtesy or manners.”10)
Moreover, Leon Mortris, Richard Hays and Gordon Fee claim that the word
mpoAaufave points out that some of the Corinthian Christians who were
wealthier and came earlier took first their own meal and finished it before others

who were poor and slaves — and perhaps working longer — arrived.!?) For this

14) Frederick William Danker, ed., 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other
Early Christian Literature, 3" ed., BDAG (Chicago: University of Chicago, 2000), 872.

15) Anthony C. Thiselton, First Corinthians, 863.

16) Ibid.
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reason, the verb mpoAau 5 v represents the inappropriate practice of Christian
hospitality and meal etiquette that some members in the Corinthian Christian
ekklésia demonstrated at their table/meal fellowship, rather than simply that
some members were greedy. Therefore, in agreement with the translation of the
NAS T suggest that the word mpoAauBdve in 1 Corinthians 11:21 be translated

as ‘take first’ within the wider literary context of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34.

2.2. éxbéxouat

The verb éx&éxouar in 1 Corinthians 11:33 is translated as “wait for” in most
English translations such as NAS, NET, ESV, NRS and NKJ, though it is
translated as “all eat together” in NIV. It appears, however, that Paul presented
the word £x&éyouat in this verse in order to challenge some members to stop
their inhospitable mentality and behaviour (represented by mpoAauSé va) and to
encourage the whole congregation to accept and welcome one another, when
they got together to eat communal meals. The verb éx&éyouar in verse 33
obviously contrasts with the verb mpoAauGdve in verse 21 in terms of their
meanings and of Paul’s rhetorical strategies. Interestingly, Paul employs the verb
éx6éyouar once again in 1 Corinthians 16:11. The Greek word in this particular
verse is translated as ‘to expect’ in most translations (NRS; NIV; NAS; NET;
GNT), though it is translated as ‘to wait for’ in NKJ. The Greek word denotes
“to remain in a place or state and await an event or the arrival of someone” (e.g.
Acts 17:16; 1 Cor 16:11; James 5:3, 7; Heb 11:10, 13).18)

Nevertheless, the translation of this verb in 1 Corinthians 11:33 is problematic
and disputed in recent Pauline scholarship, and may be divided into two groups
in general. One group translates it as ‘to wait for’ in a sense of Christian
hospitality and caring by which Paul would challenge some members who were
impatient or hungry to wait for others and encourage them to eat at home before
coming to their Christian gathering.19) The other group translates the Greek verb

as ‘to receive’ in terms of the socio-economic distinctions and hierarchies

17) Anthony C. Thiselton, First Corinthians, 863; Leon Morris, I Corinthians, 156-157; Richard
Hays, First Corinthians, 197.

18) BDAG, 300.

19) See Leon Morris, I Corinthians, 162; F. F. Bruce, I & 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdman,
1971), 116.
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among the Corinthian Christians. They point out that by using the word
éx6éyouar Paul would emphasise the breaking-through of social hierarchies and
economic differences among the members in the Corinthian Christian
community.20) I support this translation as it more consistently contrasts with the
meaning of wpolau[dve (see above).

I suggest, however, that in order to comprehend the Pauline message in the
broader literary context of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34, it would be more appropriate
to incorporate these two different translations and interpretations. It should be
acknowledged that the whole section of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is a rhetorical
unit that Paul deliberately interwove into his rhetorical strategies, clearly marked
by the two verbs mpolaufave and éxd€youar as a rhetorical inclusio before
and after his description of the instructions regarding the Lord’s Supper. Paul
wishes to restore and retrieve the principle and genuine exercise of Christian
hospitality and meal etiquette that the Lord Jesus had taught his disciples on the
night when he had been betrayed (1 Cor 11:23-26). In the Corinthian Christian
ekklésia this tradition was being distorted by some members who showed an
inappropriate practice of Christian hospitality by taking their own meal/supper
first (mpoAauBévw) before the rest of the people came.

Furthermore, Paul wished to stimulate the Corinthian Christians to leave the
unhealthy atmosphere of divisions (ox{ouata) and factions (aipéoelg) between
them (1 Cor 11:18-19) and to recover unity within their Christian community in
the spirit of the authentic Christian hospitality that the Lord Jesus Christ had
modelled when he had had the last supper with his disciples before his
crucifixion (1 Cor 11:23-26). I claim that Paul was applying rhetorical pressure
on the privileged and wealthier members to invite and receive (éx&xouat) less
privileged and poorer members as guests in their homes and share their meal
together in the name of the genuine Christian hospitality that Paul had received
from the Lord (¢yo mapéhaBov amod tod Kuplov), and then delivered to the
Corinthian congregation (6 mapéSwka vuiv; 1 Cor 11:23). In doing this Paul
would hope to see the social hierarchies and discriminations among the
Corinthian Christians broken down in table fellowship within the Christian

gatherings and in their homes where poor members of low social status were

20) See Richard Hays, First Corinthians, 202; Roy E. Ciampa and Brian S. Rosner, The First
Letter to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 558-559.
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being humiliated by those members of wealth and high social status (1 Cor
11:21-22). These situations would have played a critical factor in causing the
Christian community in Corinth to be split and divided into factions (1 Cor
1:10-13; 3:3-4; 11:18-19).

In order to help resolve this critical problem Paul introduces the new word
éx&éyouar in verse 33, which has never occurred before in 1 Corinthians and
encourages the Corinthian Christians to welcome and receive (¢x6€youatr) one
another at their meal/table fellowship as sisters and brothers in the body of
Christ and the family of God regardless of their socio-economic background.
Then they would turn the inhospitable atmosphere of their Christian community
into a hospitable, friendly and welcoming community for everybody (1 Cor
11:22, 33).

3. Ethos, Pathos and Logos

The Pauline language in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 comprises characteristics of
three modes of proof or of effecting persuasion — ethos, pathos and logos.
Aristotle in his Rhetoric and Cicero in his Orator, De Oratore and De
Inventione describes characteristics of all these three modes.2l) Ben

Witherington summarises,

The function of a good deal of rhetoric was to arouse the emotions,
which were divided into pathos and ethos. The former included the
stronger feelings such as anger, fear, and pity, and the latter the gentler
emotions, such as the capacity for laughter---According to the usual order,
a speech attempted first to establish the speaker’s or writer’s ethos or
character. Then logos, the act of actual persuasion or argumentation, would
come into play. Finally the speech or letter would turn to pathos, to what

the rhetor hoped to arouse in the audience.2?)

The elements of pathos and ethos are explored in the Pauline language in 1

21) See Oh-Young Kwon, / Corinthians 1-4,252 n. 13.
22) Ben Witherington III, Conflict & Community in Corinth: A Social-Rhetorical Commentary on
1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 43-44.



A Rhetorical Analysis of Paul’s Contrasting Use of mpolauBéave and
gk6éyouar in 1 Corinthians 11:17—-34 / Oh—Young Kwon 267

Corinthians 11:17-34. The whole section exhibits a mixture of Paul’s feelings
and emotions such as anger, grief, anxiety, sadness and disappointment over
what has been happening in the Corinthian Christian ekklésia, and especially
over the critical issue of divisions (0 {ouata) and factions (aipéoeig) among its
members (vv.18-19). In this particular passage Paul appears to speak in an
angry, anxious and frustrated tone of voice which characterises elements of
pathos and, moreover, in an authoritative tone which describes those of ethos.
He seems to claim himself ironically as the paterfamilias (or head) of the
Corinthian Christian household and, at the same time, the Corinthian Christians
as his children. This would remind them of what he describes in 1 Corinthians
4:14-16,

-] am not writing this to make you ashamed, but to admonish
(voubetd®dv) you as my beloved children (b¢ Tékva pov
ayamnta) --Indeed, in Christ Jesus I became your father (éyed Vudg
€yévvnoa2d)) through the gospel---1 appeal to you, then, be imitators of
me (uuntal uwov yiveoBe) (NRS).

The notion of a relationship between a paterfamilias and children is affirmed

in the Pauline expression 1 Corinthians 11:17-34:

Now in the following instructions (rapayyéAAov) I do not commend
(or ‘praise’; €maiv®) you, because when you come together it is not for
the better but for the worse” (v.17), “--:do you show contempt for the
church of God and humiliate those who have nothing? What should I say
to you? Should I commend (or ‘praise’; émaivéow) you? In this matter I
do not commend (or ‘praise’; €émaiv@®) you!” (v.22), and “:--About the
other things 1 will give instructions (or ‘set in order’; SitatdEouat) when
I come (v.34) (NRS).

Using these kinds of emotional and authoritative tones of voice and the first
person pronoun ‘I’ repeatedly as his rhetorical strategy, Paul attracts and draws
the Corinthian audience’s attention to his teaching and attempts to help restore

the aydann love of the Lord Jesus in their Christian ekklésia. Then it would

23) Its literary translation is ‘I begot you’.
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become a welcoming and hospitable community and embrace all members as
sisters and brothers in equality. Within it all people would be united in Christ
regardless of their socio-economic, ethnic and cultural distinctions (vv.23-26; 1
Cor 12:12-13; 13:1-13). All these notions would help maintain that the Pauline
language in 1 Corinthian 11:17-34 contains rhetorical elements of pathos and
ethos.

Furthermore, 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 as a rhetorical unit comprises characteristics
of logos — that is “the act of actual persuasion or argumentation.”?4) Paul clearly
employs this rhetorical technique in persuading his Corinthian audience to agree
with and accept what he teaches in the section. In this Pauline /ogos the two
verbs mpoAaufdve and éxdéyouar play an important role. Paul skillfully and
logically uses these words just before and after his explanation of the institution
of the Lord’s Supper to challenge the Corinthian audience’s indecent and
inappropriate performance of Christian hospitality and teaches them to put in
practice the hospitality that the Lord Jesus Christ instructed with one another in
their Christian ekklésia and in their private homes. They are encouraged and
expected not to judge and humiliate one another on the ground of their
socio-economic distinctions but to acknowledge and appreciate the value of one
another as part of the Body of Christ (1 Cor 12:12-31).

The rhetorical unit of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 could be divided into three parts
in terms of the rhetorical technique of /ogos. In verses 17-22 employing the verb
mpoAauave Paul opens up a case that he is going to address as his primary
concern and topic in the following verses. Here Paul discloses to his Corinthian
audience the problem of divisions (oxiouata) and factions (aipéoelg) among
them, which was, in part, caused by their misbehaviour and misconduct (as
expressed by the use of mpoAauBévw). Some of the Corinthian Christians took
first their own meal/supper that they brought with themselves into the meeting
for their communal gathering and meal fellowship. From Paul’s point of view
this behaviour failed to comply with the principle of Christian hospitality that he
had instructed them about during his ministry in Corinth (1 Cor 11:23).

In verses 23-32 Paul displays the foundation of his teaching and argument that
does not come out of his own opinion (cf. 1 Cor 7.25) but which is profoundly

and fundamentally based on what the Lord Jesus had revealed to him. Paul just

24) Ben Witherington 1L, Conflict & Community, 44.
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delivered it to them (v.23). The Lord Jesus instructed his disciples of the manner
and etiquette of Christian table/meal fellowship. He explained all the details of
how the Christian table fellowship should process in order and how they should
share bread and drink cup together among themselves (vv.23-26). In verses
27-32 he goes on to address warnings that what would happen if they did not
follow and adopt such an instruction carefully and thoroughly at their communal
meal in the Christian gathering that is the body of Christ (1 Cor 12:27).

Lastly, in verses 33-34 Paul presents a practical solution to resolve the
problem of divisions (oxlouata) and factions (aipéoelg) that occurred at their
table/meal fellowship and love-feast in the Corinthian Christian ekklésia. The
Pauline solution is éx6€yeofe — that is the imperative form of éx&youar —
“Receive one another!” (v.33). Paul contends that the Corinthian Christians
should receive and welcome one another at their table/meal fellowship
regardless of their socio-economic differences. He further suggests that when
they get together for communal meals, no one should go ahead of others with or
take first his or her own meal but eat together as a welcoming and hospitable
community that is the body of Christ (v.33). If any one is too hungry or
impatient to wait for others, he or she should eat at home before coming to the
meeting (v.34).

Furthermore, Paul asserts that the Corinthian Christians should receive and
invite one another as guests in their private homes (1 Cor 16:15-19). No one
should be excluded from this reception and invitation on the ground of his or her
socio-economic background. All the members should be treated in equal
importance. Every single person in the Corinthian Christian community should
be received, welcomed, acknowledged and valued as a significant part of the
body of Christ (1 Cor 12:12-31). All this description would help argue that the
Pauline language in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 comprises characteristics of logos.
As examined earlier, the two words — mpoAauféve and éx&éyouar — play a
most significant role in this argument.

4. Conclusion

Paul deliberatively used the two words — mpolaufave (v.21) and



éx&éxouar (v.33) — in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 in terms of his rhetorical strategy
of highlighting contrasting behaviour. These two words play a significant role in
claiming that the entire portion of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is a rhetorical unit and
comprises characteristics and features of both deliberative and epideictic
rhetoric, and of three modes of proof — ethos, pathos and logos. The
translations and interpretations of the two words vary from one translator to
another and are controversial in recent Pauline scholarship. I conclude that the
word mpoAauBave is best translated as ‘to take first’, and the word éx6éxouat
as ‘to receive’. These understandings help clarify that in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34
Paul cleverly placed the word mpoAauGave before and the word éxdéxouat
after his presentation of the institution of the Lord’s Supper. He challenged the
Corinthian Christians’ inappropriate practice of Christian hospitality that the
Lord Jesus Christ had demonstrated his disciples on the night before his death,
and stimulated them to put in practice the genuine hospitality of Christ Jesus
with one another. Paul further encouraged them to break down their
socio-economic barriers and hierarchies among themselves and to welcome and
receive one another in equal importance at their meal/table fellowship and
Christian gatherings regardless of their socio-economic background. All these
findings provide an alternative approach to understanding more clearly the
Pauline message in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 and to translating and interpreting

the two word mpoAauBd ve and éxéé youat in this literary context.
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<Abstract>

A Rhetorical Analysis of Paul’s Contrasting Use of
wpoAapBéve (prolamband) and ék6éxounat (ekdechomai)

in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34

Oh-Young Kwon
(Whitley College, University of Divinity in Melbourne)

This essay argues that Paul uses the two words — wpolapfdve and ékdéyopat
in the literary context of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 — to challenge the inhospitable
atmosphere of the Christ-believers’ meal at Corinth and to encourage them to
exercise the Lord’s hospitality at their meal/table fellowship.

These two words, it is argued, play a significant role in Paul’s rhetorical
strategy in this particular passage, which is characterised by epideictic and
deliberative rhetoric and three modes of proof — ethos, pathos and logos. Paul’s
argument is drawn from his rhetorical technique of ‘contrast’. Paul cleverly uses
aporapPive before and ékdéyopon after his description of the Lord’s Supper to
attack the Corinthian Christians’ inappropriate practices and to motivate them to
exhibit the love and hospitality of Christ towards one another, and to break

through the socio-economic distinctions and barriers between them.
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<Abstract>

Wang Tao, Chinese Bible Translation and His Hermeneutical Strategy

You Bin
(Minzu University of China)

The history of Chinese Bible translation is an important part of Sino-foreign
cultural communication of Modern China. The versions of the different Chinese
Bible were usually named after the western missionaries in China, and the
Chinese native literati assistants who played very important roles in the
translation generally went into oblivion. This article is to analyze the famous
reformer, journalist, and writer, Wang Tao, who contributed greatly to the
success of Delegates’ Version under his missionary instructor, W. Medhurst.
Drawing from a number of first hand materials, the author believes Wang Tao
was one of the de facto translators, though himself tried to conceal it because of
the heavy social pressure in the late Qing dynasty. Under his assistance, the
Delegates’ Version could be regarded as “a Chinese literature”, being welcomed
by the contemporary Chinese literati. Some translation passages are analyzed,
with comparison to the original Biblical text and other Chinese translations.
Furthermore, its translation was a deep hermeneutics which aimed to

contextualize Christianity into Chinese culture.
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<Abstract>

Book Review — La Bible Expliquée
(Villiers-le-Bel, Société biblique francaise - Bibli'O, 2004)

Sun-Jong Kim
(Honam Theological University and Seminary)

This paper reviews La Bible Expliquée(the Explained Bible) published in
2004 by the French Bible Society, presents the commentaries of this Bible, and
analyzes its pros and cons.

To achieve this aim, we will use the following processes. First, by
considering the foreword of La Bible Expliquée, we will try to grasp its purpose
and orientation with its theological features. Second, in order to understand the
theological position of this Bible, we will compare it with ZeBible published in
2011 by the same bible society.

La Bible Expliquée is an international and interdenominational Bible in that
the French Bible Society and the Canadian Bible Society have cooperated, and
that Protestants, Catholics, and Evangelicals have worked together. This
explication Bible tries to give the explanation of the difficult passages in the
Bible to the readers with little theological education. That is why this Bible uses
easy and evident terms that all can read and understand. Its commentaries do not
arouse thorny theological controversies. When certain biblical passages conflict
with present ideas, La Bible Expliquée tends to explain them positively by
emphasizing their historical contexts and vindicating the Bible's qualification as
a canon. In this regard, we can evaluate that this Bible is more moderate and
conservative than ZeBible. La Bible Expliquée was made in order to overcome
the limits of the preceding study bibles. While the Life Application Study Bible
is fundamentalistic and La Bible des Communautés Chrétiennes has much
anti-semitic tendencies, La Bible Expliquée seeks to avoid dogmatic and
spiritual interpretations, and takes out the theological meanings in the light of
the Holy Spirit. The reader who wants to get biblical answers to real-life
problems may be helped by ZeBible.

There is a deep gap between the Bible written in the ancient times and the
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present Bible readers in the aspects of time, geography, language, and ideas,
therefore requiring the Bible to be explained. However it is impossible to make a
perfect and unique explication Bible because the readers are situated in different
contexts from one another. Hence, diverse explication Bibles are needed for

various objectives and directions.
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<Report>

The Contribution of the Printing Press to the Reform
Movement and the Digital Challenge Today

Hannelore Jahr*

Preliminary remarks

A very warm welcome to the participants of this year’s UBS Publishers
Convention here in Seoul. Being in such a multinational event, first of all I have
to ask your understanding that in my lecture on “The Contribution of the
Printing Press to the Reform Movement -+ and the Digital Challenge Today” I
will concentrate on the German-/Luther-side of the Reform Movement, leaving
aside the Swiss branch of Zwingli and Calvin (indeed very close to Germany)
and also the reformation movements in other countries of the world. But as you
will see the Luther-side is already more than enough stuff and it has an
exemplary character.

As the title indicates the lecture will have two parts: The first one about “The
Contribution of the Printing Press to the Reform Movement” will be mainly
historical — looking back to the origin of Reformation in the 16™ century. I will
start by giving you some information about the 2017™ Jubilee of Luther’s
Reformation and its historical roots, followed by some insights in Gutenberg’s
inventions on the technical side of the game and the benefit the reformation took
out of it. The new printing technology did not only work for texts, but also for
pictures which — quite modern — played an important role for the popularization

of the new ideas. As a special highlight for Bible Societies at the end of the first

* Ph.D. in Systematic Theology. Senior Vice President Publishing/Translation of the German
Bible Society, Stuttgart. jahr@dbg.de.

** This paper was originally prepared for the lecture given during the UBS Publisher’s Convention
that was held in Seoul in May, 2015, and thus keeps the style of a verbal address of a lecture.
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part there is to tell the incredible story of the bestseller to which Luther’s Bible
translation developed from the very first moment.

The second part will look into the development of the digital media today and
ask what they mean for Bible Societies. Somehow they give us chances similar
to the new printing technique in Luther’s time. But at the same time they
confront us, the Bible Societies, with completely new challenges. After 500
years of dominance of the “Gutenberg Galaxis” the 20™ century saw new
electronic media coming up. Radio and Television changed the way how people
get information and towards the end of the 20™ century the triumph of the
Internet began. The digital media changed our habits of reading. We have to
read more and more in less time — a sort of fast “informational reading”
developed beside or instead of the traditional “deep reading” which books — and
especially the Bible — require. It is the special challenge of us Bible Societies to
find ways and concepts for keeping the Bible present and showing its relevance
to and for our “brave new world” of reading. As example of such a concept I
will tell you about the BasisBible — the Cross Media Bible Translation and
Publishing concept developed by the German Bible Society, combining

translation, extra material and Social Media engagement.

1. The Contribution of the Printing Press to the Reform Movement of
the 16™ century

1.1. 2017 —500 years of Luther’s Reformation

The Year 2017 will be a special one for the Protestant world: It is the year
when we celebrate 500 years of Reformation. The Protestant churches in
Germany and many other countries are preparing themselves for this jubilee, and
so does the Germany Bible Society. Whereas in the previous centenaries the
reformation jubilee was a highly national German event, the 2017 event will
concentrate on the remaining importance of the reformatory theology. One of the
incontestable highlights of the year will be a complete new revision of the
Luther Bible which the German Bible Society will bring out at the Frankfurt
Book Fair 2016. At the same time Germany as motherland of Luther’s
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reformation will present itself as host, inviting churches and people from all over
the world to visit the places of Reformation and to find out how a (re-)discovery
of Reformation can strengthen and encourage Christian faith today.

The 31* of October 1517 (the Saturday before All Saints’ Day) is regarded as
the starting point of Reformation. It is the date when Martin Luther is said to
have nailed a placard carrying his famous 95 Theses to the door of the Castle
Church in Wittenberg. (While tradition is very sure about this date, today’s
scholars doubt whether there ever was any kind of nailing by whatever means.
But one thing is absolutely sure: The Theses themselves are a first point of
crystallization of what was to become the reformatory theology.)

Reformation theology in a nutshell amounts to: Only God’s grace can make us
righteous before Good. In Christ, God does not ask our efforts for righteousness
but gives it to us as a gift — without any condition we have to fulfill. This is the
essence of Luther’s theology. Straightaway, this brought him into conflict with
the Roman-Catholic Church of his time, especially with the practice of
indulgence trade which was very common in the beginning of the 16™ century.
The mere thought of indulgence contributing to the reconciliation between a
human being and God was absolutely contradictory to Luther’s insight that only
the Blood of Christ redeems people from all guilt and sin. So Luther first
addressed the Archbishop of Magdeburg to complain about this misuse of the
Christian message. Anticipating the Archbishops indifference to his concern,
Luther at the same time made his critique public through the 95 Theses. He
invited the learned public to a disputation — but no one responded. Nevertheless,
in very short time his Theses were widely distributed in print, and quite a few
people responded with enthusiastic agreement:-- With this distribution we
already touch the subject of the contribution of the printing press to the reform
movement. But I will put this aside for a short moment.

For the moment, let’s go back in history a couple of more years: Luther’s
reformation was neither the first nor the only call for a fundamental change of
the medieval church. Already the monastic reform orders fought against the
abundance of wealth and the worldliness of the Church. And there were the
efforts of Petrus Waldes (d. before 1218) in France, John Wyclif (d. 1384) in
England, and Jan Hus (ca. 1369-1415) in Bohemia who sharply criticized the
Church hierarchy, especially the Popes of their time, for a life and administration



314 dEHAEHT M37=

of their office which didn’t have much in common with the spirit and origin of
Christian faith. All these efforts drew their power from the Bible as criterion and
source of faith and its renewal. But for the official church of their time it was
relatively easy to get rid of these uncomfortable movements. Either they
remained within the church — obedient against the Pope like the reform orders.
Or they were consequently suppressed by the church authorities who called them
heretic and persecuted them — up to the burning of Jan Hus at the Council of
Constance, 600 years ago on July 6, 1415.

But what had worked up to 1415 did no longer work 100 years later. The
Reformation that was initialized by Martin Luther could no longer be suppressed
as a heretic movement like all his predecessors. And this indeed had a lot to do

with the new technology of the printing press.

1.2. Johannes Gutenberg and his invention of the movable type printing
technology

During the 15" century we see the transition from medieval to modern times.
It was a time of far-reaching cultural changes: It was the time when the
Europeans discovered the Americas — new worlds to them, with the consequence
of ongoing changes in politics and trade. It was the time when Renaissance and
Humanism opened people’s minds for new models of thinking. And it was the
time of great inventions, among which Gutenberg’s improvement of the printing
technique was one of if not the most important.

Johannes Gutenberg (ca. 1400 — 1468) was not the inventor of printing.
Woodcut printing was well known long before his time and in many places of
the world. But this was an expensive method and not adequate for any sort of
what one could call “mass production”. The printing was done from one wooden
block which had to be cut before, and this block could not be used very often
before it was worn out. Therefore texts — and also the Bible — normally were
simply reproduced by handwriting — for many monasteries at that time a
considerable source of their income. What Gutenberg did was to divide the text
in all its different elements — letters, numbers, punctuation marks, blank space
etc. And he invented a method of producing all these elements, the so called

“characters”, in an “industrial” way. The new device he created was a hand mold
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that allowed the fast creation of metal types in large quantities. For every
character he produced a matrix which was put into the mold to cast in a special
alloy of lead, tin and other admixtures. At the end one got single characters
which could be combined for typesetting and be reused quite often. The more
copies of each character a printer owned the more text he could typeset and the
more economic he could run his business.

Interestingly enough, it was Gutenberg’s aim that the printing characters he
created should be as beautiful as if they were handwritten — whereas today
teachers would like the pupils to write as beautifully as printed. Perhaps this has
to do with Gutenberg’s original profession as goldsmith. The most famous
printed work Gutenberg produced was the Latin Bible (Vulgate) of 42 lines (per
page). This Bible was printed in two volumes with all in all 1282 pages. 180
copies were printed altogether — 49 have survived until today and are still
considered to be among the most beautiful books of the world! Looking at the
technical side of the book one can distinguish 290 individual characters!

But Gutenberg did not only revolutionize the printing plate, he also invented
the matching printing press that would meet the demands of ‘mass production’:
the movable type printing press. He did that by improving the screw presses —
common since Roman times for wine making or getting other sorts of fruit juice
or oil. Gutenberg adjusted it in a way that allowed an even pressure on the paper.
Then he combined the platen with a flat and movable table where the sheets of
paper could rapidly be changed. But still not enough! Along with that Gutenberg
also developed a new sort of printing ink because the one which was used for
wood printing was too liquid for the new production method and took too much
time for drying.

In the end, everything was prepared for the mass-production of printed
material. One even speaks of the “Printing Revolution” that stands at the
beginning of a new era of information sharing. From the middle of the 15"
century on, printing spread incredibly fast throughout Europe. This has mainly
two reasons: one being financial difficulties of Gutenberg himself which led
some of his printers to leave his workshop and go to other towns, opening up
printing businesses of their own. The second reason lies in political changes in
Gutenberg’s hometown Mainz in the year 1462 (six years before Gutenberg’s

death) which led many inhabitants to leave the town, among them again some of
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the printers. In a few decades the new printing technology spread to more than
200 towns within Europe. In the year 1500 the production of printed material
already reached an amount of more than 20 Millions of copies.

The fact that now new ideas could spread as fast as never before, can hardly
be overestimated. The existence of an interesting and affordable (!) range of
printed material supported the education of the people and vice versa. The
ability to read and write was no longer the privilege of the rich, and knowledge
became accessible for everybody. Thus — in a way — the fundament was laid for
what much later became the Enlightenment, modern sciences and democratic

structures of the society.

1.3. How the Reform Movement benefitted from the new printing

technology

But before looking too far into the future let’s come back to the Reform
Movement of the 16™ century and have a look on how this new movement
benefitted from the printing technology. There are two lines to pursue: (1) the
spread of the ideas of the Reformation and the special role illustrations have in

this context, and (2) the triumph of Luther’s Bible translation.

1.3.1. The spread of the ideas of Reformation and the specific role of
illustrations

From its very beginning the ideas of the Reformation spread from city to city
and from village to village through broadsheets and pamphlets, most of which
were written by the heads of the Reformation Movement, mainly Martin Luther
himself. Together with the beginning of Luther’s activities as Reformer we see a
considerable rise of broadsheets and pamphlets circulating in Germany (in the
short period between 1518 and 1520 about 300.000 copies of Luther’s
broadsheets and pamphlets were spread throughout the country). These writings
were read aloud in public meeting places in many towns and villages, and the
printers really struggled to meet the public need for reprints or new prints.
Luther for instance allowed some of his sermons to be printed to bring his
theological insights to the people of Germany. Others are theological treatises,

like his famous Sermon on Indulgences and Grace, dating from March 1518.
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Other leaders of the Wittenberg branch of Reformation, like Philipp
Melanchthon, published similar writings. These pamphlets normally had 15-20,
maximum 70-90 pages, very often with woodcuts as title illustration.

This brings us to the special role of illustrations for the popularization of the
Reformation. There is one name inextricably linked to this context: Cranach. It
stands for two people: Lucas Cranach the Elder and Lucas Cranach the Younger.
Together with their highly skilled staff they became the painters of the
Reformation. Cranach the Elder lived in Wittenberg when Luther began his fight
against the evils of the Church of his time. He already was Luther’s friend when
Wittenberg suddenly became the center of events which at the end should
change not only Germany but also many other countries in Europe and
worldwide. Early on, Cranach had adopted Luther’s ideas and decided on
supporting him. He supplied the illustrations for Luther’s Bible-Translation and
for the reformer’s pamphlets. Together with Luther he developed the type of
“pedagogic images” which depicted Luther’s theology. And it was also Cranach
who is accountable for the portraits from which we know how Luther looked
like. So Lucas Cranach the Elder developed a Protestant iconography while at
the same time creating a painted chronology of Luther’s life.

(a) Images as weapons in the fight for the right faith

As an example for polemic pictures in Luther’s fight against the Pope we can
look on Cranach’s Passional of Christ and Antichrist dating from 1521. It was a
small book with only 13 woodcuts from Cranachs workshop contrasting Jesus
and the Pope. Philipp Melanchthon and Johann Schwertfeger (another friend of
Martin Luther and a scholar of law) added short pieces of text, mainly quotations
from the Gospels and from papal decrees. The book was printed anonymously in
Wittenberg and immediately became extremely popular. It saw several reprints
already in the year of its original publishing. In the early 16" century, a
“Passional” usually contained stories about the Saints. In this special “Passional”
it was different. Here, on each double-page spread of the book we find one scene
from the life and passion of Christ, combined with one scene from the Pope’s
activities depicting him as Antichrist. A typical example can be seen in the
pictures about indulgence. One double-page spread shows a picture of Jesus

cleaning the Temple and driving out the salespersons from the Holy Place on the
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one side. It is obvious that Jesus does not at all allow this sort of moneymaking
in God’s house. On the other side we see the Pope on his throne signing letters
of indulgence whereas people are bringing more money to the amount that
already lies on the table.

Another pamphlet of this extremely polemical sort appeared two years later in
1523 and immediately became as popular as the “Passional”. It was called: The
interpretation of two terrible beasts: the Donkey of the Pope in Rome and the
Calf of the Monk in Freyberg. Lucas Cranach supplied two woodcuts for the
book, the text was written by Luther and Melanchthon. The two “beasts” the
pamphlet deals with are said to have really existed. The donkey of the Pope was
a figure which had a female human body with the head of a donkey. Arms and
legs were covered by scales, one hand and one foot are formed like hoofs of an
ox, and the other foot is formed like the claw of an eagle. The beast had a tale
beginning with a mask of the devil and ending in the head of a dragon.
Supposedly such a beast was found dead at the river Tiber in Rome. Therefore
the woodcut shows it in front of the Angel’s Castle, the Pope’s residence in
Rome. The calf of the monk was a calf with a big piece of skin in its neck which
resembles the cowl of a monk’s habit. A calf with such a piece of skin was
actually found in the year 1520 in a cow slaughtered in the city of Freiberg,
Saxony. Both beasts were shown in many broadsheets circulation of this time.
But the Reformers used them for their own purposes by giving a very special
interpretation: Luther described the calf looking like the cartoon of a monk as
image of the monastic life which has lost its moral integrity. And Melanchthon
wrote that the beast with the head of the donkey in front of the Pope’s residence
stands for the Pope not being the legitimate head of the Church. So both beasts
were regarded as signs that the church as it was — along with its Pope and its
monastic orders — would soon come to its end.

These pictures provoked what today we would call a “hate-attack”. Even
people who could not read were immediately faced with the Reformer’s
criticism of the Pope living in splendor and collecting huge amounts of money
by the practice of indulgences and of the rich monasteries where the monks lived
like kings while the people in the villages had to struggle for their living.
Everybody had to take a stand for or against the reformation — and the amount of

people sympathizing with the Reformation Movement grew rapidly. In the
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beginning, the Roman Church had nothing to put against this sort of criticism.
The old ways of reacting — censorship, burning of the respective scriptures or
punishment of the responsible person — didn’t work any longer. It was only some
years later that the Roman side developed similar cartoons and broadsheets to
fight against the Wittenberg movement.

(b) Images as a means of educating people in the new faith

Luther did not only use images as a tool for his polemic against the Church
but also developed a new type of illustration which was determined to educate
people in the Reformed faith. The most famous one is called Law and Grace. It
shows Luther’s theology of justification and was developed by Lucas Cranach
the Elder, together with Luther and Melanchthon. In the course of time, different
versions of the image were created in the workshop of the Cranach family. What
I will explain to you now is a diptych by Lucas Cranach the Elder dating from
1535.

The left half of the diptych is entitled “Law”. The Law, revealed in the Ten
Commandments and proclaimed by the Old Testament prophets (lower right side
of the picture) gives people God’s guidelines for living. Yet, the story of the Fall
(upper left) shows that they are not able to give God his due. Human life is
threatened by sin and death (center). Humans cannot earn their own salvation;
they are closer to death and destruction (lower left) than to the living God who
has revealed himself in Christ (upper center). The right half of the diptych is
entitled “Grace”. The New Testament, with the Gospel of the cross of Christ,
brings into the center the grace which God shows to humanity. This message is
already present in the Old Testament when Moses lifted up the bronze snake in
the dessert so that the people of Israel might be healed (upper left). In the same
way Christ had to be raised up to the cross to redeem humankind from death and
sin. No one is righteous before God by only obeying the Law or by his own
deeds but only by faith in God’s love and His grace. John the Baptist points
people (lower left) to Christ as the Lamb of God who bears the sins of the world
(lower center). God comes to help the poor, wretched and oppressed, as Luke’s
Nativity Story (upper center) clearly shows by the Annunciation and the
message to the shepherds. By his resurrection Christ has conquered sin and

death (lower right). Now Christ has ascended into heaven (upper right) and sits
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at God’s right hand. That means: God is no longer far from human beings -
through faith in Christ they are bound together with God. What a picture! This
highly complex core theme of Luther’s Reformation all in one picture!

Lucas Cranach the Younger painted a similar picture as centerpiece for the
altar of the church St. Peter and Paul in the city of Weimar. The image was
completed in 1555 — two years after Cranach the Elder had died. The story this
altar piece tells goes one significant step further than the picture I just showed
you. Son Cranach added Martin Luther together with his father to the
composition. They stand under the cross next to John the Baptist. Luther points
to the Bible which he translated into German. Between him and the Baptist we
see father Cranach. The blood from the wound in the side of the crucified goes
directly to his head and indicates that he has part of God’s redeeming grace.

What has been said about the polemic pictures applies in the same way for
these pedagogic images: They make the center of the Protestant faith
understandable — even for illiterate people. They attract, convince and confirm
people: this (new) Faith is meant for each and every one.

From the very beginning, pictures from Lucas Cranach’s workshop were part
of the editions of Luther’s Bible translation. In the New Testament — published
in 1522 — we have 21 full page illustrations in the Book of Revelation which was
very popular at that time. When the full Bible came out it was completely
illustrated by woodcuts and we know that Luther personally took part in the
draft of these illustrations which were realized by a man from Cranach’s

workshop of whom we only know the initials — the so called master MS.

(¢) Cranach’s portraits of Martin Luther as image-campaign for the Reform
Movement

It was Cranach’s special contribution to all next generations that we know
how Luther looked like. If you think of Martin Luther you will automatically
remember one of Lucas Cranach’s famous images. From Johannes Gutenberg,
who died only 15 years before Luther was born, we don’t have any historic
picture, but from Luther and other celebrities of his time we do have quite a few
— due to Lucas Cranach and his workshop. They very well fit and complement
the “picture program’ described above.

It was not by chance that Cranach did this job. The first picture was
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commissioned by the court of Frederick the Wise of Saxony, Luther’s temporal
ruler, whose secretary and advisor Georg Spalatin was a good friend of the
Reformer. The small university of Wittenberg, which at that time was only some
20 years old, had become quite famous because of Luther’s activity and attracted
many students. Spalatin wanted to strengthen this development and thought it
would be a good idea to make Luther even more popular by getting him
portrayed by a local artist.

In 1520 Cranach created two copper engravings of Luther as monk of the
Order of St. Augustine. Obviously the officials were not too happy with the first
one because Cranach had to re-do it. Of this first, probably more authentic
picture, only very few copies still exist today. They are most likely the result of
test printings. Here Luther looks very determined and uncompromising. The
second one tells a different story, by putting Luther in some kind of niche. At
that time, this was the way Saints were depicted. Furthermore Luther’s face
looks milder and his eyes more contemplative. In one hand he holds the Bible,
with the other he seems involved in explaining the insights he got from it.
Instead of a stubborn monk we see a wise man, an authority of faith, ready to
enter into any discussion that one wanted to begin with him. This was the Luther
the Court of Saxony wanted to show. Cranach got the permission to print the
picture — which again spread rapidly throughout the country. The words under
both portraits mean: “Luther himself creates the lasting portrait of his spirit (in
his writings), the wax of Lucas [Cranach] only creates the transitory traces of his
face.”

Two years later, in 1522, Cranach portrayed Luther as Knight George (Junker
Jorg). The picture tells yet another story: It shows Luther’s appearance while he
lived incognito on the Wartburg where he translated the New Testament. The
woodcut shows him as man who was willing and strong enough to resist the
church authorities of his time — a man with an ascetic coat and the beard of a
philosopher.

After Luther had married Katharina von Bora in 1525 Cranach regularly took
portraits from him which let us take part in his becoming older. From now on
Luther is no longer depicted as a sort of hero but as husband and experiences
theologian. Cranach shows him in an almost private way — a scholar who could

be addressed by everybody to ask any theological question: very appealing and
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inviting.

Looking back on the development of these images one really gets the
impression of a very modern image-campaign presenting the Reformer as strong
and reliable guarantor of his principles. Through his portraits Cranach gave a
face to the Reformation Movement that is still vivid today. And more than that:
The fact that these pictures exist has a high symbolical relevance: Luther and the
other Reformers are portrait in the same way as before only the rich and
influential leaders of the mundane and ecclesiastical power: kings, rulers or
prince bishops. To be portrait like this was no longer the privilege of the
aristocracy but also suitable for the masterminds of the Reform Movement. One
could say: Altar, pulpit and baptismal now range on the same level as scepter,
crown and throne. This corresponds exactly to the new self-consciousness of the
ordinary people which Luther puts like that in his famous writing “To the
Christian Nobility of the German Nation Concerning the Reform of the Christian
Estate” (dating from 1525): “Whoever has been baptized may boast that he has
already been ordained as priest, bishop and pope”. Or, even more pointedly:
Whoever came out of baptism even deserves the pontifical office. Thus even
these portraits of the Reformers play an important role in promoting the basic

ideas and ideals of the Reformation.

1.3.2. The story of the bestseller “Luther Bible”

After all these picture stories it’s now time to look into the incredible success
of Luther’s Bible as printed book which certainly would not have been possible
without Gutenberg’s new printing technology.

It was the 21" of September 1522 when the first part of Luther’s Bible
translation was published in print in Wittenberg. It was the New Testament that
Luther had translated during his compulsory protective custody at the Wartburg
during the previous year. His translation was completed in the unbelievably
short time of eleven week. Assuming he worked seven days a week, that means
three chapters a day, while Luther was also writing other things at the same time
(don’t tell this second part to today’s Bible translators!). The publication date in
September determined the name “September Testament.” Between 3000 and
5000 copies were printed — an unusually large print run in those days. The title

page did not say more than: The New Testament German (“Das Newe
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Testament Deutzsch”) and the place: Wittenberg. Neither the translator, nor the
printer or the year was mentioned. The book was rather expensive: The price
was half a guilder - that was the price for 26 pound of beef or pork, 10 pound
butter or 160 eggs. Only a few people knew that Martin Luther was the
translator whose name at that time only started to become more and more
popular.

Nobody could foresee the success of this book — printed without mentioning
the translator, in a very small town with not more than 2500 inhabitants at an
edge of Germany. But nevertheless the unexpected became true — the book
became a real “bestseller”. It had to be reprinted less than a quarter of a year
later in December 1522 - this edition is called “December Testament”. In the
same year a pirated edition appeared in Basel, followed in the next year by
twelve more pirated editions (originating in Basel and cities in the south of
Germany). Beside that, the book was immediately translated into Dutch and
there were several authorized and pirated editions in the Netherlands.

Two years after the September Testament the printers added the Name “Mart.
Luther” and the year (1524) to the book. In the thirteen years up to the
publication of the full Bible in 1534, there were 87 printings of Luther’s
translation plus 19 in the dialect of North Germany (Niederdeutsch), this means
altogether 106 editions, an average of 9 per year. In the 24 years between 1522
and Luther’s death in 1546 we have about 430 editions (full Bibles and parts of
the Bible) published, an average of 17 per year — which shows the increasing
number of Bibles distributed. When Luther died, most probably every second or
third German family had some edition of Luther’s Bible.

The importance of the immediate access of the people to the Bible in their
mother tongue cannot be overestimated. No Church hierarchy was needed
anymore as mediator between man and God. In questions of faith people were
responsible for themselves — and this consciousness also changed their
understanding of themselves. What we see here is one of the roots of our modern

self-understanding as autonomous individuals.

1.3.3. Technological innovation and theological reformation — a successful
combination

The success of Luther’s Bible translation was without doubt due to Luther
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being a genius as a Bible translator. There were German translations of the Bible
before him, but a 19" -century Catholic (!) scholar (Ignaz Déllinger)
summarized the difference between Luther and his predecessors in five words:
“They stammered, but he spoke.” Luther really used and created a language
people could understand. It was his idea to “look at people’s mouth”, which
means: “to inquire the mother in the home, the children in the street, the
common man in the market place” and get the Bible translation “guided by their
language” and “the way they speak”. But this is not the only secret of his
success.

There is much tribute to be paid to Luther as a Bible translator. But yet again,
without the contribution of the printing press to the Reform Movement the
success of his writings and Bible translation cannot be explained: From what I
told you it is obvious that such a success would simply have been impossible
before Gutenberg’s “Printing Revolution”. It was indeed a very lucky
coincidence that the Wittenberg Reform Movement could benefit so much from
the new printing technology. At the beginning Luther’s opponents didn’t really
have anything to put against this ‘new media campaign’ (to call it like that).
They still fought with the old means of Papal bulls and resolutions of diets
where the Pope’s interests always conflicted with the different interests of the
German Emperor and the many regional rulers. At the same time Luther’s
broadsheets and pamphlets took their way through the country and beyond.

It was only with considerable delay that Luther’s opponents began to use
broadsheets and pamphlets for their own purposes, trying now to make the
Protestant side look ridiculous. And as well, the Roman side did not have
anything to put against Luther’s Bible translation into the mother-tongue. Not
until 1527 - after all, five years after Luther’s September Testament —we see a
“Roman-Catholic” translation of the New Testament by Hieronymus Emser. The
Romans learned quickly. A Roman translation of the full Bible, done by the
Dominican friar Johannes Dietenberg, was published the same year as Luther’s
translation. But both Roman-Catholic editions drew heavily on Luhter’s text,
changing mainly special translations that contradicted the ‘old’ faith. But the
Catholic competitors never became as popular as Luther’s Bible, probably
because Bible reading was so important for the Protestant faith and so much

recommended by the Reformers themselves. To put it in a nutshell: Luther was
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always one step ahead in the use of the new media. He combined technological
innovation and theological reformation in a really brilliant and extremely

successful way. One can only learn from him.

2. The Digital Challenge Today
2.1. Beyond the Gutenberg-Galaxy: Reading goes digital

2.1.1. An intermediate stage: The electronic media of the 20™ century

Now we have to leave the late middle age era and move to our contemporary
situation. Not 500 but 53 years ago, in 1962 the Canadian philosopher Herbert
Marshall McLuhan published his famous book The Gutenberg Galaxy. This
“galaxy” is described as a world dominated by printed material as the main
media of spreading information. At that time, McLuhan already saw the end of
the 500 years lasting dominance of print. He saw this end coming by the “age of
Marconi”, which means by the invention of wireless telegraphy through the
Italian physicist Guglielmo Marconi in 1894. Indeed this invention enabled the
rise of broadcasting, the new electronic media in the beginning and middle of
20" century. McLuhan predicted that the new media of radio and television
would lead to an electronic network of the existing societies to a single “global
tribe” living in a “global village” which would be created electronically. The
printed word would have to make way for the spoken word.

No doubt: Broadcasting had its influence on the habits of reception of
information. Whereas in the era of print one mainly got information by reading
(books, newspapers), they now were available by listening (to the radio) and
watching (television). For their audiences radio and television had to prepare the
information in a way that made them easily accessible. There was no possibility
to look into an encyclopedia while listening to broadcasted news — the
background information necessary for understanding had to be given
immediately within the respective program.

It was not by chance that at that time and for an audience socialized by radio
and television the Bible Societies developed a new type of Bible Translation:
The Good News. With its principle of dynamic equivalency the Good News
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translation supplied the information needed to understand a specific biblical term
via explication immediately within the text. This way of translating was very
successful. It brought people back to read and understand the Bible which
otherwise may have lost their interest in the Bible simply because in secularized
societies they no longer were able to understand the classical Bible translations

like King James — or Luther.

2.1.2. Something new is emerging: The “Internet-Galaxy”

At the latest in the early 1990™, the relevant set of media started changing
again — and even faster and more profound than with the changes provoked
before by radio and television. We speak of the “Digital Revolution” because its
consequences will be or already are as far reaching as the “Industrial
Revolution” of the 18™ and 19™ century. We may also call it the emerging
“Internet-Galaxy”, changing the world more dramatically than the “Gutenberg
Galaxy” did from the 15" century onwards. The innovative technological
development behind these developments would be a story of its own. So I will
only you give some keywords for a draft of the picture.

The computer technology goes back to the 1940™. But it was only in the
1970™ and the 1980™ that the “Personal Computers” became affordable for
everybody, and in the 1990™ the Internet started its triumph through the
countries and societies worldwide. Before, it had been a tool for specialists only
- in the armies and at universities, but then it became accessible and affordable
by every person. Quickly the World Wide Web developed to be the favorite
channel for the spread of any kind information and at the same time for lots of
commercial transactions. The classical media for information — newspaper,
radio, television — at least developed an online branch or went directly online,
and communication via the “good old” letters or faxes became snail mail and
was more or less replaced by email. At the beginning of the new millennium
Social Media joined the picture with even more direct exchange of information
between the individuals and all sorts of user-generated content.

A special mile-stone in this development was the coming up of mobile
devices such as laptops and — even more important — smart phones and tablets.
Although this is a rather new technology — we saw the first iPhone only in 2007
— it spread almost explosively. From all sorts of use of the World Wide Web, it
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is the mobile Internet that develops most rapidly. It is said that in the year 2013
almost 2 billion people worldwide used the mobile Internet. (Who in the
industrial societies of today — or should I ask: who in this room? — can imagine

‘surviving’ without a smartphone only the shortest amount of time?)
2.2. The influence of the digital media on the culture of reading

2.2.1. More stuff struggling for our attention

With the new digital media, reading moved from paper to screen. This means
a dramatic change in a 5000 years old technique of civilization: the way of
reading. In the era of radio and television one could have expected that reading
would lose its predominant importance for our civilization and be replaced by
listening and viewing. In the middle of the 1990™ in Germany, we learned from
some researches (conducted for example by the German “foundation for
reading”/Stiftung Lesen) that the young generation would read less and less in
the future. — By the way, just as an aside: At that time a young teacher in Great
Britain, a broke single parent, wrote a book, titled Harry Potter and the
Philosopher’s Stone (Harry Potter und der Stein der Weisen), the first print run
was 500 copies, mostly distributed to British libraries — until now the book sold
up to 500 million copies worldwide!

Not only because of Harry Potter but mainly because of the digital media,
reading experiences some kind of Renaissance. But reading in the digital world
is not the same as it was in the Gutenberg era. Never since mankind developed
the ability to read and write individuals had so many ways and channels for
reading, and never before they are addressed more directly than through these
channels: via email or text messages, on Facebook, Twitter or WhatsApp, on
websites and by blogs — a multitude of ways that can hardly be counted. Reading
really has become omnipresent.

What at first glance looks like Paradise on Earth for all publishing houses,
bears — at second glance — dangers, problems and challenges as well. On a more
general level, reading online automatically means that we do no longer read
alone. Not only in the sense of loneliness but also in the sense that others know
exactly what we do. There is a shadow hanging over our practice of reading in
the Brave New (Media) World. From George Orwell’s /984 to Laura Poitras’s
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Citizenfour — the big five giants of the internet, Amazon, Google, Facebook,
Microsoft and Apple, know what we read, just as they know where we are or
what we buy. To a certain extend they can predict what we will do. Online shops
already make suggestions of what we should buy — and sometimes know better
what we like than our best friend with whom we usually go shopping. Do we
want such omniscient, omnipresent and omnipotent “co-readers” to whom we
are surrendered while reading the Bible online? Do we really want to share our
spiritual experiences with Google, Facebook, etc.? Do we want them to know
about our fears and doubts?

We have to be aware of this negative side of the New Media. As Bible
Societies of the 21% century we do not have any alternative to making use of
them to fulfill our Bible missionary task. But we have to be conscious of the
fact, that a virtual church cannot replace the local church where people come
together to find comfort and salvation, to mourn and to praise and to be on their
way towards the Kingdom of God.

On a more specific level we have to be aware of how the New Media changes
the habits of reading. In 2010 the American journalist and finalist for the 2011
Pulitzer Prize in General Nonfiction, Nicholas Carr, published his — in the
meantime quite famous — book The Shallows (Die Untiefe): What the Internet
Is Doing to Our Brains. In this book he describes very impressively the
fascinating power of the Internet:

“For well over a decade now, I’ve been spending a lot of time online,
searching and surfing and sometimes adding to the great databases of the
Internet. The Web’s been a godsend (!) to me as a writer. Research that once
required days in the stacks or periodical rooms of libraries can now be done in
minutes. A few Google searches, some quick clicks on hyperlinks, and I’ve got
to telltale fact of the pithy quote I was after. I couldn’t begin to tally the hours or
the gallons of gasoline the Net has saved me. I do most of my banking and a lot
of my shopping online. I use my browser to pay my bills, schedule my
appointments, book flights and hotel rooms, renew my driver’s license, send
invitations and greeting cards. Even when I’m not working, I’m as likely as not
to be foraging in the Web’s data thickets — reading and writing e-mails, scanning
headlines and blog posts, following Facebook updates, watching video streams,
downloading music, or just tripping lightly from link to link to link.
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The Net has become my all-purpose medium, the conduit for most of the
information that flows through my eyes and ears and into my mind.”
But at the same time Carr observes that there is another side of this fascinating

world — an effect on the user that he did not foresee:

“I feel it most strongly when I’'m reading. I used to find it easy to
immerse myself in a book or a lengthy article. My mind would get caught
up in the twists of the narrative or the turn of arguments and I’d spend
hours strolling through long stretches of prose. That’s rarely the case
anymore. Now my concentration starts to drift after a page or two. I get
fidgety, lose the thread, begin looking for something else to do. I feel like
I’'m always dragging my wayward brain back to the text. The deep

reading that used to come naturally has become a struggle.”

Carr even had to confess:

“I began worrying about my inability to pay attention of one thing for
more than a couple minutes. - My brain, I realized ‘:- was hungry. It
was demanding to be fed the way the Net fed it — and the more it was
fed, the hungrier it became. Even when I was away from my computer, I
yearned to check e-mail, click links, do some Googling. I wanted to be
connected.” So finally “I missed my old brain.” (p. 6)

What Carr describes are the two sides of the same coin.

2.2.2. Informational reading versus deep reading

It is exactly this phenomenon that came into the focus of neurological
research, related to the name of Maryanne Wolf. Wolf is an acknowledged
expert in her field of work with many a title and a long list of publications. Her
most popular book, Proust and the Squid (Tintenfisch): The story and Science of
the Reading Brain, has received numerous awards and was translated in many
languages. In this book Wolf explores the relationship between reading -
represented by the French writer Marcel Proust and his ideas in “On Reading” —
and brains — represented by the squid, one of the model organisms of
neuroscience:

“The brain’s design made reading possible, and reading’s design
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changed the brain in multiple, critical, still evolving ways. The reciprocal
dynamics shine through the birth of writing in the species and through the
acquisition of reading in the child.”

That means: If reading changes in the digital media, this has as consequence
that the neurological structures of our brains will automatically adapt to the new
demands. Reading online is a ‘pick and choose’ kind of reading. There is always
a multitude of information available — this is what you expect the Internet to be -
and you only have a short attention span and need to have mastered the art of
fast orientation in order not to get lost. Using a picture of the television world,
the literal channel-hopping, one could imagine a term like zap-reading for
readers going randomly from one piece of information to another. This way of
reading is always combined with a certain “informational shortsightedness”.
This means that the users only perceive parts of a text — a website or

web-application — and this part usually only superficially.

This leads Maryanne Wolf to distinguish between two ways of reading:

- the classical “deep reading” (usually associated with the reading of books or
articles of special interest)

- the emerging “informational reading” aiming at getting as much information

out of a text in the shortest amount of time (usually associated with the Internet).

It is the deep reading which generates the hermeneutical circle between reader
and text. The reader brings into the text his expectations, experiences and
previous knowledge but at the same time the text influences the reader with his
view and understanding of the world, with the messages it sends and the feelings
it provokes. Thus, deep reading never leaves the reader unchanged, the text
which is read becomes an integrated part of the reader’s live.

But this way of reading seems to be in danger today. More and more people
want to read faster and get more information. Time has become short nowadays,
and we don’t want to “waste” it for slow deep reading. The magic of reading
seems to disappear. With the new media for the first time we must not only
decide what we read, but also low we want to read. Do we want to read deeply
or superficially — exactly or quickly? And we have to decide that before we start
reading.
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Bible Societies being faced with the question which kind of reading they
would prefer for readers of the Bible will surly go for the deep reader. The Bible
has a message to tell: The message of God’s love for the universe and for
mankind. It is a message that really changes our perspective: An individual is no
longer only an autonomous subject but at the same time part of God’s creation
and of the history of salvation by which God leads his creation to its eternal
salvation. It is obvious that this is not a message that can be realized by fast
informational reading. The Bible requires deep reading — the way of reading that
seems to decrease. So the real question is: Do we as Bible Societies have any
concepts to meet this trend — or can we even find ways to benefit in the end from
the ‘renaissance of reading’?

These questions — to be honest: mainly the first one — were the starting point
for a development process within in the German Bible Society at which end
stood the BasisBibel: not only a new Bible translation, but also as a Cross
Media/Multi Format concept of publication for the Bible in the digital era. And
that’s what I want to share with you in the last part of my lecture today. One has
to be aware of the fact that until now Bible Translations have always been made
for print — although in our times they also were used in the New Media. But
being used in the New Media is not the same as being made for the New Media.
Under this respect the German BasisBibel was the first Bible translation for
ordinary Bible readers which from its very beginning was consequently
designated for the ‘dual use’: for reading on paper as well as on screen. So for
now the concept of the BasisBible may serve as a case study of what can be

possible in making the Bible attractive (again) in the digital era.

2.3. The BasisBible: A Cross Media Concept for the Digital Era

The term “Cross Media” originally goes back to the desktop-publishing
process and means the media-neutral handling of a certain content of data for
different sorts of publications. It was taken over from online-journalism and
today describes the convergence of the different media: Print, radio, television,
the traditional and mobile web. Cross Media is not only the taking over of a
given content from one media, for instance a newspaper, to another, for instance

a website, but the integration of different sorts and techniques of
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information-sharing into an integral concept from production to distribution.

For the Bible the Cross Media approach includes three parts:
- The translation itself
- Additional (study-)material
- Digital communication and social media as a means to connect to our

readers

2.3.1. The BasisBible’s Concept of Translation

The readers of the digital era are impatient, run quickly out of time and
interest, and an ever-increasing number of them uses mobile devices — the
screens of which become smaller and smaller: Just look at the Apple Watch! So
the first question is: What do texts — and especially texts from the Bible — need to
look like, in order be accessible for reading on this kind of screens? (Sceptics
may even ask whether it was at all possible to adapt the Bible to such an
environment as we cannot simply alter or reduce its content.)

Adapting complex texts to small screens is an especially challenging endeavor
for the German language: German is famous for its long and complicated
sentences with numerous subordinate clauses, where the verbs of these
subordinate clauses only come at the very end and words can be combined to
new meanings by just adding one to another or to an already existing
combination. But to make a long story short: GBS found a way for a Bible
translation which is appropriate to the new media without reducing the demands
of the text. The clue was to simplify the structure of the language that is used in
the BasisBible, while keeping the content as it is. This means in practice:

- Short sentences (the rule of 16 words — “16-Woérter-Regel)

We restricted the length of sentences to not more than 16 words. German
linguists teach that information given in spoken language usually comprise
between 7 and 14 words which the listeners are able to keep in mind. Given the
fact that it is a little bit easier to remember a text if you read it, 16 words means
a length that can easily be received. Above that the maximum of one subordinate

clause is allowed in the language of the BasisBible.
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- Linear sequence of information (the rule of the pearls of a chain -
“Perlenkettenregel”)

The language of the BasisBible has to be structured very clearly. We follow
the principle of a linear sequence of information — one piece of information after
the other in a logical order — like pearls on a chain. So a person who reads or
listens to a text in the BasisBible translation always gets the information
necessary to understand the next information. We even often follow the rule of
the SPO-order: subject — predicate — object, which is constitutive for the English

grammar, but definitely not for German.

- Typography and the rhythm of language (the rule of breathing units — “Regel
des Sprach- und Atemrhythmus™)

This structure of information is also shown in the typography of the
BasisBible. The lines of printed text do not result by chance but always contain a
certain unit of information. Therefore the lines already have to be determined
during the process of translation and even influence the translation. If a
translator realizes that he would need one and a half line for a certain unit of
information he will need to check whether he can find a shorter translation that
fits in one line or whether it would be better to form two units of information in
two lines. The result is a really rhythmical language following the rhythm of
breath and spoken language.

By the way: The famous Jewish Bible translator Martin Buber did the same in
his Bible translation dating back to the 1920’s — although he never ever thought
of any New Media. Buber already underlined the importance of rhythm for a
language that people would like to hear or read. For him the rhythm of breath is
constitutive for the units of information a speaker can produce and a listener can
understand without too much effort. Buber called these units “kola”. In his Bible
translation he already marked the “kola” by the printed lines — the BasisBible
does the same.

Together with the other features (short sentences, linear sequence of
information) the text of the BasisBible is extremely easy to read — not only in the
printed book but also on the small screens of a smartphone and we claim: The
same will apply to the even smaller screens of the Apple watch and similar

devices we have to expect. — Interestingly enough, this is at the same time true
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for any audio presentation of the BasisBible. Read in a Sunday service or in a
youth group: one always gets the feedback that the listeners could get the
message of this special Bible reading very well. Thus this concept of translation
and the way it makes us ‘use’ the German language is the first step to a text, that
allows an understanding so far only attributed only to deep reading — without the

actual ‘deep reading’ described above.

2.3.2. Additional material and “rich media”: Reader’s helps to understand the
text

Everything that was said concerning the concept of translation applies to any
edition of the BasisBible: from the printed editions to all digital ones, be it
website or App. But above that the BasisBible as a Cross Media project exploits
the advantages of the New Media for its translation strategy. First of all the
electronic editions add the possibilities of strong engines for searching within
the Bible text. But this is not yet something special, as all electronic Bibles use
these possibilities.

To understand what is special for the BasisBible-concept, we first have to
look back about 45 years to the “Good News”-type of dynamic equivalent Bible
translation in order to realize the value of the New Media for Bible translations:
The Good News-type Bible translations already addressed unchurched readers
and were easily to understand. But if we look into the translation strategy of the
Good News we realize that these translation-strategies were developed at a time
when one only had printed books. What the Good News-type of translations do,
is to concentrate on giving the readers the semse of a Biblical text, while
abstaining from the idea one could preserve its form at the same time. If modern
readers would need extra information, which was understood by itself for the
original readers or listeners, the translators of the Good News only could give
this information by explication, which means by putting it explicitly into the text
whereas the original text contained this information only implicitly. At the end
there is quite a piece of extra text in the Good News translations. They are
reasonably longer than the original Bible text in Hebrew or Greek and tend to
long sentences respectively long units of information. The Good News-type
translations are more or less literary, and even become more literary when being

revised. Bible Societies are very well aware of the fact that revisions usually
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tend to higher the level of language in a Bible translation.

We at GBS see the BasisBibel in the Good-News-Tradition in ways of
supplementing implicit information for the benefit of better understanding the
Bible. But drawing on the possibilities of the New Media, the BasisBible can go
new ways to give this extra information to its readers. In the BasisBible we
hyperlink the words in Bible text for which background information is given.
The links lead the reader to a broad range of extra-material about the world of
the Bible: the habits and ways of life, the customs and religions, the geography
and history. This extra information is given on two levels: short explanations for
those who do not want to go really into the depth, and extensive articles for
those who want to know more. These extensive articles build a real
Bible-encyclopedia combining text, picture material from places and
archeological findings and maps. Even video material from the UBS-videos
“Bible lands as classroom” is presented.

It is obvious that this range of extra-material could never have been printed
between the two cover-pages of a printed book. But in the world of electronic
publishing we don’t have any restriction of place (except that of memory space
which we can neglect here). Nevertheless the concept of hyperlink-information
does not only work for electronic editions but also for the printed ones. We
apply it also to print edition by printing a selection of the words with a link in an
extra color, leading to the short explanation in the margin. At the same time the
page number is formed as a tiny URL. If a reader puts that into his browser — or
simply the page number to his App — he or she goes directly to exactly the same
part of the text on the BasisBible website or in the App. Here, the short
explanation appears as mouse-over text, and if you click on it you will get the
extensive articles I mentioned above. This allows a real Cross-Media reading
experience bringing together the printed book with the full range of
extra-information that is reserved to electronic editions of the BasisBible. And
even more is possible: One could for example think of also making available the
audio edition.

By the possibilities of the electronic media the BasisBible turns out to be both:
a ‘normal’ Bible as well as a study Bible: One can only read the text, but if he or
she feels like it, can also dig deeper. All the extra-information is an offer that

one may use, but does not have to. The autonomous user decides for him- or
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herself how much additional information he or she needs and which links he or
she wants to open. So the concept of the BasisBible consequently uses the habit
of clicking, customary to the New Media, where the landing points of the
clicking never draw the attention too far away from text. Instead they may lead
the reader deeper into the text — without effort or perhaps even without realizing
it. So again, this second part of the BasisBible concept opens a way to the
understanding of the text so far only attributed to ‘deep reading’ — and without
the exertions of the actual ‘deep reading’.

And again, one can easily think other kinds of extra material — Bible
commentaries or inputs for meditating the text. At the end of the day, they all
may contribute to turning the attempt for informational reading into a deep

reading experience that allows the Bible to enter into people’s brains and hearts.

2.3.3. Digital communication and social media as a means to connect to our
readers

To read a book is something which a person usually does for him- or herself.
Usually, we read alone. To some extend the Bible is an exception if we think of
Bible reading groups or other church groups which read a Bible and talk about
it. But still we also have single Bible readers who do their own individual Bible
studies. At any rate, in the world of traditional reading, publishes don’t have
much contact with their readers, at least when the actual reading starts. The New
Media again opens new ways. Contact and exchange among readers as well as
between readers and publishers becomes more and more common as well easy.
This begins with reader’s book reviews which we find on platforms like
Amazon.com from where we can order books and ends at the common writing
of a novel, when a writer builds a community with his readers who decide how
the story of a novel has to develop.

Bible Societies and Bible Translators definitively would not change the
biblical stories by any means. We have no need for another “New Testament” or
any such thing, but certainly for testimonials about good experiences with Bible
reading. The connecting of people in the New Media opens the space for social
reading; that means: for sharing, liking, commenting on and discussing the Bible
and its message with others. For the BasisBible the German Bible Society
established a Facebook-Site www.facebook.com/basisbibel.de. Through this
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site we can keep in touch with people who are interested in the BasisBible. The
site started in 2009 and now has almost 7000 “friends” — among them are experts
like pastors and teachers, as well as young people, confirmation classes, but also
people who have little contact to the Bible. Every day there is one post by GBS -
a short passage from the Bible, sometimes combined with a picture or a graphic,
a link or a video. During last Lent we had a daily stimulus connected to the
fasting campaign of the Evangelical Church in Germany (EKD). This year’s
motto was: “You are pretty” — seven weeks without despising (7 Wochen ohne
Runtermachen). For the Facebook-post we combined a despising word with an
encouraging verse from the BasisBible as a way to drive out despising thoughts.
Many of these combinations included puns, which I cannot translate, but there is
one that will work in English, too: The post from March 12" combines the
headline ‘weak’ with Psalm 18:30: “Indeed, by You I can run against a fortress.
By my God I can leap over a wall.” Similar posts we give before Christmas as a
kind of Advent-calendar. These posts regularly get a lot of “likes” and our
BasisBible friends share them with their friends. Maybe you want to have a look
at the latest post later this day?

Another way of getting in touch with our audience through digital
communication is a group of “test readers” who get newly translated texts of the
BasisBible together with an extensive questionnaire. By this method our
translators can find out whether their translation works or where people have
difficulties of understanding and obviously some more work has to be done. We
also test certain terms, for instance the term “cult” for pagan religious activities
in the Old Testament. Actually the German word “Kult” is quite common in
modern language —as well as in English, also with quite similar connotations (at
least according to my dictionary); for example the movie ‘Blues Brothers’ is
considered to be a ‘Kultfilm’. But at the same time within the framework of the
Old Testament “Kult” is a theological term, and we are not sure if and how our
readers will understand it. By the test readers we are able to find out about these
things before the translation is published. One could say that this way of
test-reading and getting feedback from our readers is a modern form of what
Martin Luther called “to look at people’s mouth” - the way they speak — to do
the Bible translation accordingly. (To avoid any misunderstanding: The

BasisBible translation is not meant to be crowd-made translation.)
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The Social Media activities of the German Bible Society, described above, are
only examples of what can be done in Bible related digital communication
activities. One could think of establishing communities who share their
experiences in Bible reading or discuss difficult passages accompanied by a
pastor or a layperson with the respective competence or of even other activities.
Or less spiritual and more publishing house oriented: One can engage the readers
in the process of production by ways of giving them a vote for example when it
comes to the question of colors for covers — and thus establishing a kind of
customer loyalty Bible Societies as enterprises also need.

With both approaches the aim always is to attract attention to the Bible and to
get people in contact with the Bible who otherwise would not think about
reading it. At the moment, experts see a movement away from ‘boring’ books
towards more ‘cool’ and interesting Social Media reading among the younger
generation. In order to fulfill our task as Bible Societies — to engage people in
Bible reading — we cannot simply wait for people to approach us, but we have to
go to where the traffic is instead: we have to engage in digital communication
activities. One Bible verse a day which reaches people’s hearts is already good
in itself. But it may also open the door to what turns out in the end to be a long
lasting friendship with the Bible and God. And think of people who are not able
or simply not willing to join a Bible reading group because they are
handicapped, live too far away from existing groups or just want to test whether
this ‘Bible stuff’ is a possibility for them — they all can be part of and benefit
from “virtual” groups. The opportunities of the digital era are great.

Let me end my lecture with a personal remark regarding the challenges of
Bible reading today, be it a traditional printed Bible or a New Media Bible:
Reading means meeting, means getting to know somebody or something: When
we read, we meet the author of the text, we get to know the characters he
introduces and the world they live in. When we engage in Bible reading, two
more ‘meeting points’ (if I may use this word) appear on the scene: We also get
to know our Brothers and Sisters, with whom we are united in Christ, our Lord
and Redeemer. And finally we meet God, our Creator, who holds us in his hands
and leads us to the eternal aim of life. That’s a core message of the 16™ century
Reform Movement. And that’s the reason why Luther encouraged the people of

his time as well as us today to keep on reading the Bible.
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In the night before his death on February 18" 1546 Luther wrote some words
on a piece of paper which may serve as résumé of his life’s work: “No one
should think to have tasted enough of Holy Scripture, unless he has directed the
churches for a hundred years with prophets like Elija and Elisha, John the
Baptist, Christ and the apostles. We are beggars: that is the truth.”
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o “Gutenberg-Galaxis”, http://wikipedia.org/wiki/Gutenberg-Galaxis,
2015. 3. 16.
o “Marshall McLuhan”, http://wikipedia.org/wiki/Marshall McLuhan,
2015. 3. 18.

2.1.2. Something new is emerging: The “Internet-Galaxy”
e Wikipedia.org:
o “Digitale Revolution”, http://wikipedia.org/wiki/Digitale Revolution,
2015. 3. 16.
o “Internet”, http://wikipedia.org/wiki/Internet, 2015. 3. 16.
“Mobiles Internet”, http://wikipedia.org/wiki/Mobiles Internet, 2015. 3. 18.
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2.2. The influence of the digital media on the culture of reading

2.2.1. More stuff struggling for our attention

Carr, Nicholas, The Shallows — What the Internet Is Doing to Our Brains,
New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2010.

Hradil, Stefan, “Die Biicher, das Lesen und die Wissenskluft. Befunde, die
niemanden Uberraschen konnen, aber alle beunruhigen sollten”, Stiftung
Lesen, ed., Lesen in Deutschland 2008, Mainz: Stiftung Lesen, 2009, 39-51.

2.2.2. Informational reading versus deep reading

Franzmann, Bodo, “Selektives Leseverhalten nimmt zu. Lesestudien der
Stiftung Lesen im Zeitvergleich”, Stiftung Lesen, ed., Lesen in Deutschland
2008, Mainz: Stiftung Lesen, 2009, 31-38.

Goos, Hauke and Voigt, Claudia, “Lesen und Lesen lassen”, Der Spiegel 50
(2014), 65-72.

Wolf, Maryanne, Proust and the Squid. The Story and Science of the
Reading Brain, New York: Harper Collins, 2007.

2.3. The BasisBible: A Cross Media Concept for the Digital Era

Buber, Martin, Die fiinf Biicher der Weisung, 18th ed., Martin Buber and
Franz Rosenzweig, trans., Gerlingen: Lambert Schneider GmbH, 1976 (10.
verbesserte Auflage der neubearbeiteten Ausgabe von 1954), 12 (Zu einer
neuen Verdeutschung der Schrift. Beilage zum ersten Band).

Jahr, Hannelore, “Die BasisBibel - eine neue Ubersetzung fiir eine sich
wandelnde (Bibel-) Lesekultur”, Eberhard Werner, ed., Bibeliibersetzung als
Wissenschaft. Aktuelle Fragestellungen und Perspektiven. Beitrige zum
Forum Bibeliibersetzung aus den Jahren 2005 —2011, Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2012, 215-224.

Jahr, Hannelore, “Die BasisBibel — Herausforderungen einer Bibeliibersetzung
im digitalen Zeitalter”, Melanie Lange and Ro&sel, Martin, eds., “Was
Dolmetschen fiir Kunst und Arbeit sei” — Die Lutherbibel und andere
deutsche Bibeliibersetzungen. Beitrdge der Rostocker Konferenz 2013,
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft; Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt,
2014, 315-329.
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