Journal of Biblical Text Research. Vol. 42.

Published Semiannually by
The Institute for Biblical Text Research of the Korean Bible Society; April 2018

< Table of Contents >

* Paper
[Kor.] ‘The Association of Raphah(i12971 *1°5)’ in 2 Samuel 21:15-22

Changyop Lee / 7
[Kor.] A Viewpoint on Daily Life and Labor in the Book of Qoheleth: Ecclesiatstes 2:18-26
Soon Young Kim / 22

[Kor.] Reconsidering the Translation of mapedideto in 1 Corinthians 11:23

SeungHyun Lee / 45
[Kor.] Reconstruction of Sound Values of New Testament Greek Consonants by the Method of

Internal Reconstruction Sang-Il Lee / 68

[Kor.] An Investigation into the Translation of Modern Mongolian Bibles: from the Mongolian
Bible Translation Committee Version to the Mongolian Union Bible Society
Version Kyo Seong Ahn / 90

[Eng.] Social Justice and Divine Righteousness in the Old Testament Wisdom Traditions

Manfred Oeming / 115

[Eng.] Reading Matthew from the Perspective of Marginality

Sun Wook Kim / 130
[Eng.] Revisiting Vocative yovat in John 2:4: A Plea for Linguistic Realism

Vitaly Voinov / 157

* Translated Paper °
[Kor.] History of English Bible Translations
----------------- Gerrit J. van Steenbergen(Dong-Hyuk Kim, trans.) / 173
* Book Review ¢
[Kor.] Translating Scripture for Sound and Performance: New Directions in Biblical Studies
(James A. Maxey and Ernst R. Wendland, eds., Biblical Performance
Criticism 6, Eugene: Cascade Books, 2012) - Ji-Woon Yoo / 200



* Report *

[Eng.] A Case Study of Two French Study or “Discovery” Bibles, La Bible Expliquée (BEX)
and ZeBible: Using a Contemporary Plain Language Translation with
Abundant Explanatory Material in order to Give New Readers and Young
People Access to the Bible Text Katie Badie / 215




ISAR|=H, 42 (2018, 4.), 7-21
@ ISSN 1226-5926 (print), ISSN 2586-2480 (online) BTR
(xH)'E'H;Hé’;i . DOI: https:/doi.org/10.28977/jbr.2018.4.42.7 * joursias of bivicar
= ° https://dbpiaone.com/bskorea/index.do —_—

AL AF 21:15-22¢) Yeld
‘Tt=te] 3 (LY sEstneon >’

>
bt
3o [
32
SR
e
vs
>,
_%7_1‘
2
v
_>|.1_:J
fin.)

9 25e %9 AL OF 740
mean 1o 9] ouj o)tk AFRAE} 21 e S ] H AFE-ShE B ol W
3 FAL Fa ol Auld 2080l xeantl Aol owen(shEl )] &

o E
2
N
X
—o
ACH
L
N
1
]
i
2
rr

* University of SheffieldollA] Fefgto g uha} kS wkS &) oroftfelal Aeta} wk
changyoplee(@anyang.ac.kr.

1) J. Alberto Soggin, A History of Ancient Israel: From the Beginnings to the Bar Kochba Rebolt,
A.D. 135 (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1984), 52.

2) A 17:1-58; 18:5-9, 27, 30; 19:8; 23:1-5; AFa} 5:17-25; 8:1; 21:15-22; 23:9-17.

3) A 17:4, 23 ZE) ok o4 shulud(@uan vy ol F2=t) olF TR, A
=< =9 AR UGS Joh O 715 HellA ol &g 3tk NIV, ESV, NKJ,
NRS & 2] gl 4742 oan wnE <8l A (champion) = M Hst=H], 22 tS A=
olgfstr]ol= ARl O B2 o= HRlth 24 17780l 2718 Edl 3 o] 2~2td 9
AL ZEotd thsle] did thdodA FHAdth EE(Roland de Vaux)© 003t WN=
“F At 71 gk AFg(the man-between-two)’ =2 ‘YUY HEE Hol= AlEH(the man
for combat between two)’©.Z A7) gFTHRoland de Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and
Institutions [New York; Toronto; London: Mcgraw-Hill, 1961], 218). 18] 22 &&| k2 A=
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H U2 (T g 20:4), o7t T 1 ARE-E TR 20:6, 8).4
o] dofo th3t 7]E 9] HMFH ML AJZ o5, &2 AAF &
Aolgta Mgty fele A FA S o] A3 B AE s
7] f8l S d FEok B FE7E Yol A 2ol o) A=A E
ofof Tt & A BZ ol AHEHE ¥ FHle $L &
A A=A otHE AE TE Yu| 2 AASEHA A=A E Yol &
o] Abgd T8 JAbA 23 o) 9] Aol =2 Qlste] ojH Aol =
YW A A AHFAEE21:15-229 A2 871 E A =8t} g
ARFA L 2170l ARS-E Bhute Sfn|E W &3] B A o] of 7T S
ARSI A2 TS 8AFE S FAARE ols et Bl AAR o] =R =
AHEIA AT 2 =52 ATA olsi e s e Aasta £ &
AEY EFAS AN ET ) BE) td ik dl A7 ¢l 7] 5 A Al
T AR Fh

2. ‘dg|gl statmhrenn ~5)’el 2O
2.1, ‘Ya|=(mb) 9t ‘atmt(nen)

&2 Eof utrt AR-E = A A S 2178 B2 o of 2t

‘g o] ofE Fol(mean vmbha, A4Sk 21:16)
‘Zup o] ofE Fo(npan b, AS 21:18)

4) S e o STt AR EH = Ak} Aot S E 11]% S OE Bl BT 5

3 FE7 AREE T §71, A1, A, ol Abokell ALSE = B FEf ] oowen 20

Fo] S-#9} vl sty 1 ofu|7F ETH(E 26:5[F2 x}a«l FE]; A 88:10[11][FH %];

2 18[ e R 295l E'io—ﬂ,f&r/}]; 9:18[F& AHE]; 21:16[ A Y ;& <F8 AL

SHOH; AF 14:9[TAIH S, & 8 o 2 HYsiT); 26:14, 19[ /N0 ,& 14, 19754_4 T
ol ‘Qaﬂ’ﬁi HAZ). o] RE FES AHEE 5-E FEH Y oo F2 A5S 9
ngiet. o] 7S] AREE owpnoll thEE £4 2 2 =20 HeE doldth B3 FH
o] pwen pyS AW o] Eo2 2HlY) RS AHI shohAaksl 5:18, 22 // T2 14:9; Atst
23:13 // T2 11:15; 5= 15:8; 18:16; AL 17:5). @< FH 8o T2 o WO E AMSHT
(%20-thAt 4:12; 8:2; non-THAY 8:37; wipn-T1 13:9; Snen-THA 26:7; mren-thAt 4:42; 7:2; 9:43;
=3:9).

5) Johannes C. de Moor, “Rapi’ma-Rephaim”, ZAW 88 (1976), 337; Brian B. Schmidt, Israel’s
Beneficent Dead: Ancestor Cult and Necromancy in Ancient Israelite Religion and Tradition
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1996), 267, 271; A. Graeme Auld, I & II Samuel: A Commentary
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2011), 575; R. Mark Shipp, Of Dead Kings and
Dirges: Myth and Meaning in Isaiah 14:4b-21 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002), 115.
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16, 18 (HF 20:4) 9] 1> == o (dl2hE) HWAF FEjolaL, 20, 224
o Z 553 28 FAlo|the BHS & 7] 9F 2 204 st & WA B4
°o® B 4 vk 289 W T &= gstetukienb 15 xmony =
1 8 2l ey o] W I, B, A L
AFHE 2289 RUFO)E VIHE B4 Fejo|n2 FAZ 9=
AA=H

Aol w2 Thgle] GAS o] F9l v We] B4l AE L of
ZHI H5(164), A (184), E7Feha Brer 242 of A9 A (204) 2
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1l b
Zy ghako] Ao 2 Avfgt) aglal dhdo] FQl ot AP o=
gh}o] 2R 0 2 19- A AFH A= AT vpA|ut 224 o] FIHH o=
=gjoto] 23E Yl AFEE 7= 9] ghafe] AAJ o' A gth TG ANA,
2 APFAEL 2140l AFEE SIS ARIE ol MH sy, dulld 20740l
&%%éﬂ%@%mmwhhmmﬁm@&§ﬁvﬁa4i%ﬁﬂw

2.2 ‘2Ug|E=5 E= Ay oln|

2] Z](Conrad E. L’Heureux)= Fl1Eo|up Al 29| o] T3 ATE o] AFE-5]
‘Wul(uay e e e SARTE 4 T4 9, dE S 53 5

S&A Y] E AES 7= AL oty o] &
A IS A5t Foly oot} ofBE gk Hol A «Aear
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6) AFH o2 = FU ¢8 JE|Z ¢ =ThFrancis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs,
The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon: With an Appendix Containing the
Biblical Aramaic [Peabody: Hendrickson Publishers, 2004], 408-409). gFH o]’ 20:6, 8= U
= &5 Felo|t(C. L. Seow, 4 Grammar for Biblical Hebrew [Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1995], 324).

7) WX (Robert D. Bergen)< =]t % 2t} T2 shvtetal Bof I WA 2 9o A= &
Ak, ghuke] 9w E ARlS R HE= ESlth(Robert D. Bergen, I, 2 Samuel, The New
American Commentary [Nashville: B & H Publishing Group, 1996], 450). = 3I(E. Theodore
Mullen)= AR S.2 o]&|FTHE. Theodore Mullen, The Divine Council in Canaanite and
Early Hebrew Literature [Chicago: Scholars Press, 1980], 263).

8) Conrad E. L’Heureux, “The yelide harapa - A Cultic Association of Warriors”, BASOR 221
(1976), 83-84. 2= 4:4°) g & =o| 11 B AFE(‘Y stotal Z[pwnov]) e thxF o
2 ‘WY o] Az} ('7&&*27‘ N2y o dEZ FA o] o] Agtd WAL LS B ol g} o Z 9} 5}
WaEs A7l= Ay FeAe A3l AR8-Eth(Diana Edelman, The Origins of the
‘Second’ Temple: Persian Imperial Policy and the Rebuilding of Jerusalem [London: Equinox,
2005], 225-226).
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@5 AL WS AL AARFR 19 27 & G7FA Zoptt
OCE 14:14). o] A o= AAH S-S Fx37] Boe 4Y, 534 9
g, AEE T TAHE H3& g@§3dte AEo|thy) AF-dst 2179
D"r"v’~ TAHY 58S Fste AR AEEQ] TAE A dAlg
=< 7HeIth

iH Zate] A4 (e )T B2 2F O E AFSH o= ol AA
(Pawn 1o, ®113:22, 28; F 15:14)0] T} ofe] A (pawn o) of &
EpEw )Y Y MG E ALEH I JTHF 13:33).10 AT A4
& "7 13:3300| A op XPi(PJSJ "12)°] Tl‘rb FdZ AFEska A 2o
obt AhE(paw )0l gk B S AFESHA| tie A gVIE HER
7] 13:22, 282 338 A ofd k&0l gh= EFHY ?_5% k)

g ZA o] 9= A ol o] 2t WA So] shber B8 A ek uf s}t

b goll §18<I ok AAER1 of3lTh, Al AN, 27} 9 Nee a7sk=
o AT oA Y Sfute) 2 opF o] AS AT W AHEE BdES
dE oAU JAFA BEFE ot bl H40] JA &t o] =& WA=
st7] flal 5838 EE FEA T Lelth

wef ehate] Aol ek HEANA 240l ehs Bol7t FE Aol AL A
491 0] & AN Tk BARE, Aol BHS ALY S AL
Aolth. AT A4S BEHo| 1 AEHe v 2 AgE & A 2512
2718 s B 1o, WA o] Hhs AW B4L 93 BE0I7)

A ol el S E el (A Ey e ) € AT Wetol2

YR 2 B Faks AR A 2180 A58 nen e 2t

2A(meon R Thute] Y3 E M it

2.3. &

=, ZtE, A2

w7, 7He, AAE AF-As 21783 i 208 AFEE = AWl F
= Aot Ak 210189 WA TR i 2014= ol obd A S

9) Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 219.

10) ¥ 1E(Jacob Milgrom)2 A1 2:110 4 AME-H of S5 @pw) @ 28k (@wen)o] Y
& A Atk al E-th(Jacob Milgrom, Numbers [Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society,
1989], 103). 3% E] 7] 0] (Jeffrey H. Tigay)s Z4F Al 2:119] ot 243} 21le] - A]
Z nlne] gigoe =z AEar Jvkal Eoi(Jeffrey H. Tigay, Deuteronomy [Philadelphia:
The Jewish Publication Society, 1996], 27).

1) =X o 2A(F 14:14)0l dialiME FA 5Hog FHE 22 47]3HRoland de
Vaux, Ancient Israel, 219). O] F-5-2] Fo] 4742 olBaghe] 3o o] 0] o Th(born) 1L

At
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o A9 18, 20, 2282 BF VEE AW o AT Ay
8171S w29 BHSO A 2708 32 7hEsh 22 Fad o Sl )
Hue ATl 21169 F RA ©ofQl fHy S 1] dFFEOR ol
Bl H o2k AMR o] F o2 MRt ofeh= &) 16 9] 7 WA
ol ‘B3 18, 198 9] “Hp & XA} “H|(ay & AHE-8he] Fas o
k= ol T2 gl& = Stk o33 tiky ¢l7]E Wobslui, AT dst
2173 Ah g 2078l AFS-E A &, 7FE, Al el Blee] ol AP L
= 239 A
1689 F= Aol otyet =AY A o] 522 ¢= FHe FHsH,
1689 52 18, 1989 %A 9 EA ol5< 7t 168 9] 5 & A
ARl o] &7f8kRol 18,20,22 9] 7FEr A Holut T T o 943l &
7bs/d o) Stk o] BA ¢lem 1522l A Abdo] WolA & Fae BT
7t ARAH<E > F=),
<3 2> A48} 21:15-229F Tl 20:4-891 A5 A8
AbE 5 ALS AbE .
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12) ©¥(Shemaryahu Talmon)-> 168 2] F o]7:%] 203 1umE AW O E o]afsle] o] ~H|H
¥ Ab(the Nobite)' ©- 2 131, 35(233)& 3729 oH5 (2 12)2 ¢o1% £329] ofn]of glofA
A7t glokal =43kt (Shemaryahu Talmon, “Biblical Repaim and Ugaritic rpu/i(m)”,
Hebrew Annual Review 7 [1993], 239, n. 18). ¢+ A o2 ¢]L ZAAHJAHL 211 1w F
T WA o] Q1 23n0] A EFFE O] A THkaw TeoPu).

13) Ralph W. Klein, I Chronicles, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006), 4095 3+=3}2}.

14) W7}FEJ(P. Kyle McCarter)= ‘Hl o] F-(1aum)’ & AFZ R TH(maw)+3 <13 tig AL o] A3t
e =2 ¢lo] “«ag]a 17} 15 ERUTH he captured him)” 2 3]]4 $FCH(P. Kyle McCarter,
2 Samuel [Garden City: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1984], 447-448; A. A. HE <&, TAREA
3y, AU o [AL: £2E,2001], 419 FX).
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o) AriY AV AR AFA Faoh 19] 25 Do Erh

of 2= = EdAl A2 ©] 8
o 27ME+= At 1649 A71H
1640l &7fE AbE-& 19 o] TR T 7} 7kxl F7 v 7t g del =4
S Fo A7E frdHe), 2082 T o Al AA & ZA3] 4Tl g 1)

ofof Hka thsl o] GAME S| o] 52 EF dFdEH. 159 o5 44 &=
Fope) o5 oful A, Ml S AR okEl 2274 9] of5 dshd, usle] &
Aote] ol s gudho|th AE2 07 AdfstE T 22 A gsle] B
st5o] < BN AAEES B 7FE Y U A B cgtap ok AdE 2
Soltt £E2 olg EF 7= ddE T ARG Ve e BEAIE
Ul el duid A RS2 SAATE old dUid A FRE0] 251 24

A2 £A 271 AFRRIThI0 Lo Eg S guke] I w4 27}

15) "AAGANG L m wnS 77 E A 2 HEZTE BDBE 4Fe) 21:2000 AFEEH png v}
E(n, TOE, AR 22 gA & mmn(37], 7HE ¢S A& Al FsHch(Francis Brown, S.
R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, BDB, 551). ©| 2 A ¢J o™, T/ 11:23; 20:6(*8 3 72)0]
22703k mm W (man of size, stature, 712] AFgh el 22 Fejr) Aok WL o] w2
At 7)o AFF-AXA 27]+= -2 Q7] (primitive reading) & & = U3 7] A=} o) 3
SF AEFE o] ou|= Al A 9] 7] & ou|gt}al FASHTKP. Kyle McCarter, 2 Samuel, 449;
Ralph W. Klein, I Chronicles, 409). -0 24192 o] & ‘P}=2] AgH(man of Madon)’ 2
2 HY3tal i Bernard A. Taylor and Paul D. McLean, “2 Reigns”, Albert Pietersma and
Benjamin G. Wright, eds., A New English Translation of the Septuagint [New York; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2007], 293). A 192 Al o] =Hol whe} It E ¢fof np=9]
Ao Bk, o) THEE A wN, 3 12:10 FF) 9] 9|n| & 7}zIth BHS 3] H.g
o] EE-& <uT]Qt AL v R, man of Midian)’ &2 2:0] )X THAE B), ‘v}E2] AL
(man of Madon)’ 2.2 ¢}7]& A|FSTh(A &) MTL] AlQbS whe} ¢l 01 o] Agre] 715 7
ZoHA| Feth e vIANH o2 &7t wrtet 2] oA N4 7121 Aol AIRE =
A SAA -

16) Al Y &AEC] AHES FUlE 59 I7F A3 ZoEHe Beth(effrey H.
Tigay, Deuteronomy, 27). 5 11:220| 4= o] =g}l AlgEo] ofG AMFEE 4HA] X<
A ZEskal @ 2] ThAL, Z7HE, of 5ol Rk dokthar BHRIT) opb AMEE& AIA| 7} 2 A
@M S o2 EATHAL 9:2). o]E0] JAH R Bl A oR FoPS
T At AT o] &2 Enlgloy gt E B2 A] e AR S T8l of g
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2.4, ‘ofetm(mean)’ 2| 2E X HEy

S-d= WA gl SlEA A A= B o] FEjet ofmlo tis) 4=
Hart Atk BHAE 7H WA AR A A ebstH A AA ne A EEE
o] of d}=T 'rm'r‘:“ A e 2] o2 FEjo|th17) oFZl(Sara Japhet) AHT-
A3} 21:20, 229 AFHE mesd ol FEIT 2= FJAF a7t
ghutels @ojoll &2 Ao] oy} o} AL & oY ] o] &<l stk
YH(Haraphah) 2 ¢]<& <= G-l Do}, o] FA| ¢l = A% stetdte L7 |
Abol L “T1E-& 3k oJ ¥ Y (Haraphah)®] ol=E°|th’=E A T 1Y+
ol2|gt A WA M= 2 o] o] F2 7|dH nvt EH T HE B
A = T 2 5h8)

ThoF g}k 7} A WA A BA S HE S gioh9) sk 2hakrt
o or & A= BE WALR ol st ABALE A = AT AL st
21:20, 22001 A A AL Thg-oll b3t kel T2 3 a7} A BAako] A 2FE of
of st=H = A=A FUTH oA T ols= A SA=0] AT 3B
o] =¥ WA= 2 o] E deH o e e T2 & F 3
T}20) o] -2 =20l & w2 2hut= A WAL oby gt ofE EAE 7
7= BAA BE BAZ = AT

ghub= Fole ouist=Add Jall BA s|He o] FAF 2k =
“FolFTh, hetetdh, Ale2, ofstth o] on|E Y. olok= 2 o
ﬂ}** 20:6, 801]1_ nenE ARESHA] Al WA T}, X B3lth o] =& 71 xen

O €I K F o & E8A € A= A2 orjEng
e ?8-0}74] 7= AAE Ho|A|uh AN A A= A2 ou| &
7EZ xpn R b= Fg A<l ou = ALgE -’F A= mE AREske £

FAEE o A, WA et O EE HelzThan Uefo] tholi

17) Sara Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 367.

18) Ibid.

19) el 5k, Thl, of. Fhiek 28 52 A9AY Dt AL HRAE HY £ gl o1
TF JAFTAHR] o]5E v d= FIAE HE 5 Jth(Wilhelm Gesenius, Gesenius’

Hebrew Grammar [Mineola Dover Publications, 2006], §125d; Conrad E. L’Heureux, “yelide
harapa”, 84). WT| &2 8tetulkE Al WALE Sl =THA. A B &, TAMT- s, At g o
[AE: £2E,2001], 419).

20) AIAY--2(Wilhelm Gesenius) = ©]1E o9& 4= A Z3H(Wilhelm Gesenius,
Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, §35n).

21) R. Gordis, “Studies in Hebrew Roots of Contrasted Meanings”, Jewish Quarterly Review 27 (1936),
55-56; Shemaryahu Talmon, “Biblical Repaim and Ugaritic rpu/i(m)”, 238, n. 17; Johannes C. de
Moor, “Rapi’ma-Rephaim”, 340-341; Christopher B. Hays, ““I Set Before You Death and Life™:
The Rhetoric of Death in First [saiah”, Ph.D. Dissertation (Emory University, 2008), 186.
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o o) 7] 7} 270 BHe xen & Ths o) ATh2)

2.5. ‘otetmp(mean)’ el 20|

2totE 7S A ASH=7F oFsl e ment ARlFolgte 3 5 A
7192 28 o ATal B S| RE AR A S 2172 o] @] & A5t
o AF = BE AFREY AAH 994 S e g ARLS A
Ag Fz3HA & %E‘r }‘j g3} 217401] AFE mene 28 SE5@Ewen,

: m]
o T FrobA] of ’\ﬂlﬂt HP(E’HPO’) —Léﬁ—%
&3 A JIFH TR wEt AAYE FH02 ANTRTE 14:5;
15:20; A1 2:11, 20; 3:11, 13; 5= 12:4; 13:12; 17:15)23)

A 7] A A= oo th4lel xonE G T4 20:6, 891 4] AFE-SHT ST 7]
A A= T3 G 20:400 A = xeniEnt ol gl owean® AFE-3HT oF 3
o =M, Ji7] A= AR EGA AR S = 2HlY FH0=2 §5d
AlBhE AL @tk o) 7] AR ke E T owenS WA AFEM o] ©
o] o] o] Enl]l £&£E o UY T o= A8t ¢ F FHolo] A7) E
=xo1E FYT YHE S A S AE T Z2k= A 7] A AL o] 2%k
ol o v 2] of] uhet D’xmer REVE AR YHE VA= Ao E M
Aol ATk AT of=l 2 A 7] AR o]#HA wAAT=E A I
AR o 2 2 g 1S o kol Tekth o714 e Giir] A AL @
A2 Holel 7t 283 Ao = & 4 Utk

Aririol 7i<sd nkel x99} oY=

14-& # 3= E+(Shemaryahu

ofr

22) ARE9] ofF o] 2B A Quithe] HEH| B o ~njeta BnldE Juir]o A BT
(N 8:33, 34).

23) ZERRI(Ralph W. Klein) xoan7lt 20 &5 oJn|ditiar EohRalph W. Klein, /
Chronicles, 411). €& 9] A= ZnUE AFH L2 BA| =t} g o|”7|(P. C.
Craigie)= 2RI L Q1FZA Q] fo]2 RY|= ojyfdtial HITKP. C. Craigie, The Book of
Deuteronomy [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976], 111). Wl©]2x(A. D. H. Mayes)< 21 2:112] 2
51881 O’ o]%;_q B=o w2 AA|e E<Lo|gtn welx] &l o) Aghd s Eo] g AE
ol 7] Mol AFgog Hole HAEZQA AFWSZ ETA. D. H. Mayes,
Deuteronomy [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979], 137). 2="] /\(Mark S. Smith)= A 7] 2} 217

718l AA7F A A1 ARl AW ZrkQlE IubA Q] £4& o] 5o 2 WA AL Tiith
22U A ‘lm‘h: gl Enh s 24 olgs E}J}(EHH Z+<5(the Raphites)©l] O] g+ &
Ao g gAES 7Hetkal Bt (Mark S. Smith, “Rephaim”, David Noel Freedman, ed., The
Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 5 [New York: Doubleday, 1992], 675).
24) Sara Japhet, I & /I Chronicles, 367.
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25) Shemaryahu Talmon, “Biblical Repaim and Ugaritic rpu/i(m)”, 239. E}7/l o] = o & I &4A
Q1 oJw]| & 7}XItk a1 Eti(Jeffrey H. Tigay, Deuteronomy, 349).

26) B2 o] BAES Bl ARERe Tdiel &¥oly FHiToE Aty #Rlt
(Shemaryahu Talmon, “Biblical Repaim and Ugaritic rpu/i(m)”, 239-240).

27) 213 (Conrad E. L’Heureux)= 235 ZHFY) 49 24 o|F 02 o|3)gttH(Conrad E.
L’Heureux, Rank Among the Canaanite Gods: El, Baal, and the Rephaim [Atlanta: Scholars
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(Conrad E. L’Heureux, “The Ugaritic and Biblical Rephaim”, Havard Theological Review 67
[1974], 273; E. Theodore Mullen, Divine Council in Canaanite and Early Hebrew Literature,
263-264 ). € E=(A. Graeme Auld)= 2= 273 (progenitor) &2 3|4 FFTHA. Graeme
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28) F. Willesen, “The Philistine Corps of the Scimitar from Gath”, Journal of Semitic Studies 3
(1958), 331; P. Kyle McCarter, 2 Samuel, 4503} Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 242 3.
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29) Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft 1979), 612-613 Z+=.
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(Nadav Na’aman and Nurit Lissovsky, “Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, Sacred Tree and the Asherah”, Te/
Aviv 38 [2008], 186-208 #F==; Othmar Keel and Christoph Uehlinger, Gods, Goddesses, and
Images of God in Ancient Israel [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998], 210-248). ©] X3 | A4 -2 =
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ofell I3, T W AThel B olzeale] 4171 40]Re-2 AT % UrkNadav
Na’aman and Nurit Lissovsky, “Kuntillet *Ajrud, Sacred Tree and the Asherah”, 200).



AR AS 21:15-220] LIEF “2tare] #3|(@alnl statinem o)y
/ol 17

THAI A /Y, AR A A

A o] ©olE FA AR on 2 S AS datH dui7iet & HA
E AHESTE EdA Ao EAQ ghuelA &5 EYAe EHES 04
ool e AR TSl SAERY Hold
21:15-22+ o 5.919] o] & TSR FARE, EfAle
TF A ARIVEE BT AR DA 5:1-6:21, AT A 17%?% A Ao
A & ¢ Aok AR 5:1-6219 = &AFECl AZ AR S A=A
FAT dHE o] Aol A F]lshxo] oz ofrto] FF Alo]al FHare] AdE
Telith3s) 2ok 19 AEY o|FoE TS A F3HA| 730 EHJJr
ZEcte] Ao thdolA TSl 57t F A YL =it A 173).
AFF-A3E 21:15-22F S35 94| o] §& A AFshA FA R A5 eyt A
BolA HFAQ selE ol=gtd WA F= BYS AHH o2 57
st= 2ol 2 5 3t

lzl

3. Li7t= &

27 B FE 2 AFSE AFRAS 2183 G oA 218 T E A ALA
2ol AHgE B Gk A B d o2 AgE e A T
w]ojof gt} A A& A9} A Aol A== A Al A 9F ABEA ¢

ﬂiE:

32) slHE o] Tl ofetH A 5AE on|etr] fleiA = =H & ¢fofof sl whAiE} Skat
=< gkE At ”ﬂﬂﬂi— 71 o) oxpn 3 A ol A5 E = ooweno] A Sk AlA IS 2
Ax 7ol A7sith o] s 717 o 2= o 2B A FAIRE, ASHAIA Y Al EH o2
A3 AP g2z o7 FHFThal BokP. Kyle McCarter, 2 Samuel, 450). S A= A7}
28 A2k AR Aol AFEE onene AsH AlA gL B " AL AR AT As) 21
A3} T4 2070 247k A1) nonsh s A5 AA S AE B A ek,

33) Conrad E. L’Heureux, Rank Among the Canaanite Gods, 123, 217; E. Theodore Mullen,
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of the Old Testament, Volume 5 [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986], 212 3%).
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<Abstract>

‘The Association of Raphah (72971 *15)’ in 2 Samuel 21:15-22

Changyop Lee
(Anyang University)

This paper explores the meaning of 12771 1% in 2 Samuel 21:15-22 and
helps to understand the war history of David's warriors who fought the
Philistines in the early monarchial period. Traditionally, the existing translation
of this words is interpreted as descendants of the giants. The singular form 129
in 2 Samuel 21 and 1 Chronicles 21 should be distinguished from the plural
form rephaim in other historical texts. The meaning of 1787 in 2 Samuel 21 must
be clearly distinguished from reading in relation to the underworld used in
wisdom and prophetic books. In 2 Samuel 21:15-22, °5* means a group of
military experts, not races. Rather than emphasizing natural birth, %" is
responsible for military purposes through adoption or rites of passage.

2 Samuel 21:15-22 does not focus on introducing the stature of the giants, but
reveals that the Philistines had special troops consisting of soldiers specially
selected for military purposes. The servants of David killed these Philistines,
revealing the courage of David’s men. Just as David had defeated Goliath as a
warrior for the combat between two, David’s men also won fights between the
two. 2 Samuel 21:15-22 provides an insightful account of the early monarchical
history of the Israelite war associated with combat between two with the
Philistines.

m297 1> in 2 Samuel 21 is a professional mercenary association and is
leagued with a divine name called Raphah, alias of a Philistine god. I suggest
that 1291 "5 used in 2 Samuel 21:15-22 should be translated as the
association of Raphah, rather than as descendants of the giants ethnically. Thus,

this presents an alternative interpretation and reading of 72771 15"
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<Abstract>
A Viewpoint on Daily Life and Labor in the Book of Qoheleth:
Ecclesiastes 2:18-26

Soon Young Kim

(Seoul Hanyoung University)

The goal of this study is to identify emphasis of daily life and labor in the
book of Qoheleth. Qoheleth clearly reveals an attitude of concern about the
earthly and material life. In order to discuss the issue of humankind’s labor,
Qoheleth begins his discourse with a rhetorical question, ‘What profit does man
have in his labor under the sun? (1:3; cf. 2:22)’ This question is summarized as
the recurring word ‘amal (5?;:;)’ that refers to all human labor and effort. It is a
unique word to Qoheleth and is interrelated with the superlative expression
‘hebel’ judgement (@327 527, 1:2; 12:8), which constitutes the frame of the
book. In this broad context, Qoheleth not only hates life merely, but also
expresses frustration toward it by raising questions about all kinds of ‘labor’
(5np) and ‘profit’ (ji7m0) in human life. This is because of the reality where
profits of hard work are passed onto and controlled by others who did not labor
for it. Thus this too is ‘hebel’ (2:18-21). Nevertheless, he declares again and
again using the phrase ‘en-tob (21271"X)” phrase (2:24), that the best way to value
life is to eat, drink and be joyful in labor. Each time the value of human labor is
questioned (which constitutes the literary macrostructure of Qoheleth), the
counsel to enjoy life comes back as the primary response (2:24-26; 3:12-13,
21-22; 5:18-20[17-19]; 8:15; 9:7-10; 11:7-10). Consequently, Qoheleth’s answer
to the initial question about advantages to hard work is simple joy in receiving
from God, not in any self-generated affluence (2:24). The book of Qoheleth
offers a paradoxical and glorious vision of human life, in the profundity of
experiencing joy in the simplest of experience. The simple joy of everyday life is
a sacred call; it is the answer to living amidst the contradictions and

incomprehensible things that arise from all the hard work of mankind.
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“Interpreting the Death of Jesus Apocalyptically: Reconsidering Romans 8:32”, 138.
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33) B. R. Gaventa, “Interpreting the Death of Jesus Apocalyptically: Reconsidering Romans 8:32”,
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Yo} Fr}, BAs| ), Ak, 142 6, 52 Sk
hand over, betrayal, Lord’s Supper, divine d¢i, Jesus’ suffering and death.

(5 GAE2017F 99 159, AAF Lk 20181 39 12, AlAH 84 L2k 20181 49 20Y)
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<Abstract>

Reconsidering the Translation of Tapedideto

in 1 Corinthians 11:23

SeungHyun Lee
(Hoseo University)

The Greek passive verb mupedideto in 1 Corinthians 11:23 is translated in
many English bibles as ‘betrayed’, while in most Korean Bibles as ‘caught’.
However, the most basic meaning of this verb is ‘to deliver’ or ‘hand over’. The
reason English and Korean Bibles render this word as betrayed or caught is
because of the memory of Judas’ betrayal in Jesus’ passion narrative. But in this
article, the author argues that their rendering of Tapedideto as caught or betrayed
hinders its deep theological complexity behind its lexical ambiguity and Paul’s
reasoning of quoting the Eucharist tradition in the Corinthian context. This is
because although the passive verb implies Judas’ betrayal of Jesus, Paul believes
that it has taken part in God’s providential execution of salvation for the sinners.
Paul expresses this belief in several places of his letters by making God the one
who handed over Jesus to death, that is, the real agent of the passive verb
mopedideto. The Gospel writers express a similar idea through the divine passive
and the divine d¢L regarding Jesus’ death. According to them, Jesus was also
aware of God’s divine will regarding his death since he commanded Judas to
execute quickly his heinous plan to betray Jesus. Similarly, Paul also claims that
Jesus voluntarily gave himself up for the believers as an expression of his
obedience to God’s will. When the passive verb mapedideto is translated as
delivered rather than caught or betrayed, it can therefore fully express the
theological profundity of the meaning of Jesus’ death which exists behind its
lexical ambiguity. Furthermore, this new translation can explain better Paul’s
teaching of the Eucharist tradition as a divine basis for the strong’s taking care

of the weak in the Corinthian church.
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oje} o], 11 ¢ e THIAEE v AHES SFaL AT A
o] 52l d#A o] 7] WZoll 25| glo Btk 7H E ol/E =+
9] st Aoshe g okl F438to] I Ao ofF AT E A FE A
37 WEd Aotk k& A F o2 Fdof =3 A 2=olg st
5, 2 AE0) dojstel o] AE R E A X AL JA of4 B
o] Aot
Qofsto] WAAN Qlofste] SR A F7r} W SFAS A
£ Atk 147 f 740 BRol teh He g gke) ATE 2 F 7

31) H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1920), 11.

32) E. G. Jay, New Testament Greek: An Introductory Grammar (London: SPCK, 1965); W. W.
Goodwin, A School Greek Grammar (London: Macmillan, 1899), 5; T. D. Hall, 4 First
Introduction to the Greek Testament (London: John Murray, 1893), 23; S. G. Green, Handbook
to the Grammar of the Greek Testament (London: Religious Tract Society, 1912), 5; J. Duff,
The Elements of New Testament, 12-13; A. W. Argyle, An Introductory Grammar of New
Testament Greek with Exercises (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1965), 1-2; G. Machen, New
Testament Greek for Beginners, 9.
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dd deA0e X5 S7F M+ / old¥ 75

0

A J7o] Aot sth= A TARL ollgp a4 S Hky
A Y AAZ, 25 A} #HNA = <

Z HdgolH v, ke 7 FEFLE B Aot 7143
ZEY=86, v 8 FE= FHA, 1, 1, ke 3}
A2 Boh ¢, 0, xoll thet 25 YA+ A & vt o= Hkt
B = ol <EHF 4>, <5 ¥ 5>9 2}

L g flr A
SN O]

<E3 4>
e AT
e B T
X ze 8 T
T Y K
<E3 5>
b =X oS
0 A v
X 770 mE

Hd=9 F 7 Y AA= AT HoE B gA=E AAE T
033 @2 StAE0] F 7HA g AAE w2 Al 7HA o] /71 Atk
A, 182 2 (Grimm’s law)°o] Y W21 2] HH 2 (Werner’s law)©] X o]
%ol34 gl 2=ol 9 el ol & -8 TAIS AT HAY &
IAE 13l EOH, o= FAA9 /70l th-s5kaL, 65 G2 8/l t-8-3t
L, e 5L oY /eh/oll thSste 7 -9-7F Bol Aok 24, A I 2209
Ao, 0, x& 25 ol o E I Q7] WEolth AA, de
dHA e T8 AT & F e Fo, 5, B Y =48 AA
(phonetic system)l A F7] 73 3} <& S-(unaspirated voiced plosive)Z 7]

% o i i B

1

33) 2dojstA o 7 AAEHA AH3ta = MO 2= D. A Black, "3RI deloie} Lukel
o8, 61-655 Rk E(D. A. Black)-2 210]8H# ] Aw-& 1a1 9l o 1] *01 of th gk
HAEZAQ 0|2 50| Aol fo]E ALgT W u]ﬂzjgg EEs1 IR = =3
w0l A= o] Woj A,

34) 13 2] HZ(Grimm’s law) o] Y} | 214 2] Y2 (Werner’s law)oll i3l = U =3 &2 %+
Z3}2k C. D. Buck, Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin (Chicago; London: The
University of Chicago Press, 1933), 120; R. J. Jeffers and 1. Lehiste, Principles and Methods
for Historical Linguistics, 6; N. E. Collinge, The Laws of Indo-European (Amsterdam: John
Benjamins, 1985), 47-61; 753k, [Ql7o] HlmwAA S, (A& WAk 1988), 334; A. L.
Sihler, New Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin (New Y ork; Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1995), 142-144; D. A. Black, "212F3 7 &eglojo} duklof g}, 267-269.
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3

& = (aspirated voiceless plosive) Aol ol M ® o] glal 71 = Afole] 3
THA] Ho]S(allophone) -2 Q141313 Ut} o]k A 71X] o] /F-=2 1
A

M X d
ot ox

Ty Ao AE-fgololA o] £ e BAY Aef 2] 2ofel A B
=

Fgoz BeAE g FAHOR oA Aol §7s YH Mo
AT 5 Yok BE Aofol A 4 Waks 34 Q7] Wl ¢, 6,1
23 ol A Sol A nhEe o2 Wk HAR Iithio o Al A4S
Sol vhH0 2 2L Po] M 7] ARG 9] 1L ehaiuio} gt

A O zx7] W3lE ZAE = Ao 2E AT 9] |- EAl(phonological
representation)7} 0 = RA3}gE A o] 7] Y43 44| 717} B o) A oF IntslE a1 9]
I 1AI7 el e o7 AR FeTh) JHERE Q3% A2 ol
| H o Adojof Atho] & vlastes AR SAZ] WHOE T A &
e Yetv+= 2 7SS #dE 5% e A8t WA AT
= &8t AT ) 1 I8 20 A e K ASY U

.

W}
A8 = AT
Bk oy, IPEAE, @=ole Hd=2 Al 7HA Y AAE 7HA
Ak 18 oA, Fh=o] stAES AA el 2o FE 59 gUtES

AgatA T3t L5 5 AT AT AE A5, ATl
AA ] deA] ke dFolrld W] oEFE ol fFE F 7HA
AA ZO & 7]+ Zlo] opd7F Atk o & AW EAA|RE, 4lok

& odo fo K
EEO?Lﬂ;

35) AHol, B S ol d] WguTh P 2] 2o] Wgo] Holu] 2] zofof
BT} 7P ATekn FAEE e ol ekt oad) o] W) el sol4) Wt
o W= F%-2 M. Dillon, “The Erasmian Pronunciation of Ancient Greek: A New
Perspective”, 323-3342 R} TR TS, Lund thHe] 18] &4 k219l 7k Y 2 (C.
C. Caragounis)i= The Development of Greek and the New Testament| 4] 1.7 T18] 220 of| A F-
B Ao 28] 20f71x] 8ol 2 o] A7 & 23es A sl s ot A5 S
AN SFHEA Ao ] 2~o] W] AL A A4 g 2209 IE-S A FSka
T Aol= 1008 5 A vk A UA vkt dhroi Rt stoigt s ¥ | Aol A =
A Bl oIy ot op o} & o] A& Itk 1Y oA Aol TLe] 0] 9} o
Hd o] sol ag] o7t ol JoM AR e S EA RS AR Bk =
Al ¥ (Moisés Silva)= 7HFTU 220 A A7} ARk A o) 8ke] 71221 /i & 1 3HA] &
I Utk HAE T 24 Ank wo] HIH 2 “Biblical Greek and Modern Greek: A
Review Article”, WTJ 67 (2005), 391-404 5 X2} =3 7le}7U 2 w57 A7+ @ ol 18]
22049} FARSE W30l ol ¥ -2 Sang-1l Lee, Jesus and Gospel Traditions in Bilingual
Context: A Study in the Interdirectionality of Language, BZNW 186 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012),
2445 B}

36) S. Allen, Vox Graeca: A Guide to the Pronunciation of Classical Greek, 18; C. D. Buck,
Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin, 119.

37) A. L. Sihler, New Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin, 142.



WA M~ YdEES ST ddd 12|20 As 571 M7/ olde 77

73 ag] 2o v Fe] & HAA R B Aol dojsha e
2EAE5Yo] et Ao E B3, I SR ERE A
T8 220 & W& § AT EL AofHH A ZAE §la, o] 34 A
A= §le /M e eh/E 18] =0
gtz o 2 B uf o] 72 A aF ofok & H Qv 9lrhse)

g0 SU1ES AR O R AFelE AAE vhed 9Y A E
474 el 2o ddEe Al 7 =

<x3 6>
A = 7] 7= 7] F8 =

Ook{f% B m d)

x| 2 8 T 0

TN = y K X
<E3 6>0| AN stE 5 ATV B AS5Eo] Jgoll = B8k, ¢
o AL o] &% ATE= ARG W3 FHT AoAgA SAHAE
AABHA ZotR( T e I8 2o oA HHaEE 2 1EE
(phonological rules) S 1 H T wf, <=3 6> A A otel= o= A7 A5
AN S ATUA<EE DA <EZ2>ETO= H 5o & &

38) SHIFAE, =olA o E pFH HuAL 7912 “amliilahel waEg el ik,
DML 7 (1962), 114-12490 4 T3} 2Fo] iy, «-2]7} 3] 3 Aol 3 d7tA] &
SUAY SAleE ETAH Y StaLy E A H S ATal & &AL vk AU 1A
ol & T8t FFAYL o] SAE foF Fol 9 thel FUof cheol o] WEshi2,
TolE 2 dS 3L o] ol M= AR A 9o ok Ax AEsHA XU T
G eI T AL S-S st Ao Al B A ¥ obu et R ook 69} x o A
Ay

39) W. W. Goodwin, 4 School Greek Grammar, vii, ch. 28.

40) H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar, ch. 23.

41) James H. Moulton and Wilbert F. Howard, 4 Grammar of New Testament, 1I: Accidence and
Word Formation (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1919-1929), ch. 25.

42) S. Allen, Vox Graeca: A Guide to the Pronunciation of Classical Greek, 14-32.
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ATt Lol ik A2 A 7HA dojshE SA7E AT

AR, A FA A 1] 2~ofoll A mE) AlA S TS W 09} AdSHHA B, L b
Y7F E Ay, k, = E7F HH, 6, 1, 08 Fa(mute)©] BT IR thgk o] f
£ StAbEo] A-sA A etA] Zotal B2 o) g-2hal A AR, S48t
[erE B2 BN = o L A= HA Oﬂﬁﬁ‘jr =, 0 A Z vhE=
(alveolar fricative)©] o}, ZL2f A] o7} ThE X 25 E2%U 6, 1, 09 T E35H7] Wl &
e, 1,07t F=ol H= Aoz = 5 Ao 74]‘:}7} o] AL o7} B, 2} Zo]
ORAEe 25 AAV deEed A S F e v AR
& Atk =Rty 7y, ko 2ol AAE 25 ARV AL A5 2
g e e YR & ATt nA Yo g 67} 5, 19k o] A

S0 28 YAV A2SY A BT U SLBH YO B 5
Sk ahebA] P A A S S 8 S B ), o7k P D&, g T
N g, 0 Az FA SR B 5 gl 7hsAo] ofF Frh

S, e o) grbo] t@ wole AIRANA 5H AAET @

g
of Atk A1F-AHA w58 A4 ofnl= - el - e Foll 783
A AAE BA 8= 07 2FE o vk 7P Wizl g4 A 5 H A
AR o= 4 EEol A o7 W A2 HEol2tt LA 1 - ey O]
5 o] 3£ ¢7h P S (bilabial) ol ok 75T 5 Q= AojetA B,
2 HATh yo A, - o7t H=H o3’ S84 MEke 7t s

2

(palatal)©] 2oF Va3 S-&27 F ol w310 A%, - ooy o2 W3}
st o2 E S22 MstE 9} o7} E T X ZS(alveolar) ] 2oF 7PL
3 2927 Fio|t) v o g o] AL -ewo] HidH (7F X%

(alveolanol 2ok 7155 & £ €2 WAkol el whebA AR A S5
ML YT S FAL o7t U L (= T HL L, 0 A=

F

=
AR, Sl Sk BANA BARE SFH AU AAE BE
W fALE 9 Bo] AHT AALE SEH AR ATl E wE
L FH e g B g Pol nE, g FolE, TelTe Gl cE 2
o Zth ol BA FHEL B HFHE F A AL ¢St B =S
91219 P8 TP AT, (b esh e 28 A9 AL 54, 67

43) ol 18] ~0l9] utd 3 FHAF A= o] 4 Y, Ak Aol w220 dhF 2
3k A0jstz] A rEAITY=F, 33 (2013), 532-553004 B2 S9& FA 07 Y-S
of s A thFUaL L FAZ Y 7R E AASFH oY B =R 2 ARE 7}

sh A Ak o = TR stal oM TR o SAE ST



A, AR ndojstd o g2 & o, Q17019 4 W3} FolA T
ko] *H = (Grassmann’s Law) o2 g 2] <& 3 Z32] o] 8H(dissimilation) ]|
ME FL3 o] dEbd T T 2~vke] A S A o, e 20
e HE A & RO E 71 2 433 o 2= lonurt Ao
T *oompLoll A W3R 2ot o] A% A o7} 19F A2 23 XY

7bsde oFe 283 dAolth mEtA o X x mpEgo|gr| B

On[on

i

= Xz d3d Vs ol =
OAA, €S5S vpX Y S48 71X 3L )= ano, éni, xatd, petd 2} 2
AU 2 2 A5, A71A o2 A2 1e ¢7F H AL, = 67 E

o o & 9, g EA 4:11 ka0 dotépnow o2 F o AT A7) 4] ko
A oe a7k AT ol AL i 9o B E 2E AL T HAF AL, o
09} 22 25 XY 7 =

AXA, FA A A g, O oo PN E T FiE F3Hpartial
assimilation) 2] £-&&2 &/do] YePAT tuoavitetve] 45, o Wil u=
HATh4) THAETA 12:19] ovudépove] B35 o wiEoll ut = Atk o
AL Wt dFeeol7] “H-roﬂ 0= ¥ d 7HsAol 55 BoFE &

£7 Bolth GebA] pi= 43 S0l 271 Tk Feg-0.2 Mok Ak o]
G RE ES WUe FAA B U ot FES O ATHHE Ho] ek A
Sejo] 2 2 4 9ok

A7 21 20] LG A HA g AAZ ol sk Ho] Wt o
M4m0l A2 AR 7P A Fakod Huskack A A BR AA 2
oNE A, 1 B ASE A o) pehn AW SeEH Dol
S22 Ayt FHSo] Hrkao kol 4] B, el T FoB
44) 1Y 2=7+e] HZ(Grassmann’s Law)oll Uls|A = ths S3ES #=3812; C. D. Buck,

Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin, 120; R. J. Jeffers and I. Lehiste, Principles and
Methods for Historical Linguistics, 6; N. E. Collinge, The Laws of Indo-European, 47-61; 73 &
Sk, TRlFto] vl Aoy 8}, 334; A. L. Sihler, New Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin,
142-144; D. A. Black, "2k 7 @ eto] e}l dnkelofsty, 267-269.

45) :/_E]_Tl H‘l_]xd 4:12°0 4 oupBatvovrog = Fit- 53519 A2 & F ot oot R HE AR F

53 5o E Uk

46) THBAY AojskAte] Fad AT Fo| St Bt

PO 2 o] = Aot

et
A

Mol 8%

o
Lo
Jo

47
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T} o] A2 1 Ao9] gAEe] ] B4 HEdSS I35t
o] olyg}, F7] §4 FEFo] f7] F4 a9 Hols
S Aotk g xF Q] d 2, o] gA-E0] [PAPER]E &
& o] gt Aol HEHET A WA ple 7] T4 FEFo =0T
Aoh 2gA pYE, IFZFEE //E FE F Jok 3R F HA [p]
TE f7] 748 o2 ESskA T e E 595H4 /2/), 77
S go @R S /) Feshr] = gk wpre] wakAu
o] & ALE3l= AR ELS [ple}t B Y& Ad 29 AS 71 74 4%3

AANA 57 748 FE=Fol 77 74 Fd=3 dE g

—_—

o

:|o
oR ox ff do do o X

= 771 148 F<E 29 Hol 3 (allophone) & & {123 Th= o)t} W o] &
S SR 20, g R g2 Yol 54649 e =
B2 EFHA Fethd) =531, A+ A Foll B2 stAs
o] 2E]zo Fd e Al 7HA I AAR He A= Adde o717 vz
AR E0] w3 A Aol o] W& TSR Xlr] wiEo] obd Tt ke
A2 A o
AestAd, , 6, y= 748 FE ol 1, v, ke TV 74 dEF0laL, ¢,
=7 74 FdSo R ERee Ao 5eEHLR Hi 2570

30, P
9 =
e
[-40
o

0|l Z2|A0e mHEFZ AT

18] 2~0] o] FAl3-E(double consonants), Y, {, £ =7}l tis]A = o &
ShabEe A=l Atk ol 2y, ¢, 9] w7l tiste EoE 47§/
o] ZVZ} ps, dz, x& A A RFTHAS) Thipoh THE] O] -0, (, £V E A Fo 2
Htt ) o= A &gz g2 A A AAR YA E A Egos2 &
ol o7t AE ] A7l WEd Aoz A3ttso 1y (=09 57
E7HAA 7] ol AFFO 2 & F ok 2uaEyE A4 dE
A, (= 48 AT olTAE = 7 T olsAToLR 459 U
WRATES) £ | A5, F53H Le]2o] 32552 A< F(continuant)’

47) 2ol €ESE AR AU HA Y, A2 5o 5, T8 7l 70 =8t
48) G. Machen, New Testament Greek for Beginners, 7.

49) H. E. Dana and J. R. Mantey, 4 Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 26.

50) Ibid., 21, 25-26.

51) H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar, 12.
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ok

1:}5 T} delx o 2 oo st ].-g =]
BT} kst oo A 5
QXJ A 71 77F oA 3] AdE 7] “H-rol 7het+
CaragoumS)L (o S7Fe #Hst (9 o] HAE FFAHY T
HetHA (& Ao E EReVIE k4 ZLFHUr ool u
«l = TAES 1 o Eo] AAgtEo| FHZFOE H
E} g3} T}.59)
a3 Fof| vRAITE 5 2356 ool AASHE
S E ], 28|20 o|FASER)] |, {te FESo0F RE A
S7) 18] 20 o] A& lﬂr" = A= e e F
IpS/E, (& A2 A4 FF5 /=, t5 770 54 &S ks/E
3t Zlo] ¢ Yol Beltt,
‘Wﬂ g3 Eoll A A E o], v ) AAE v W o9 A &St

BA B, o= Y7t H ALy, k, x= E7F HH, 8, 1, 09 (= 07F 2| 2 whEE0]7]
ol X x5 1Y F=0l YA F3o] "t

e

o i

@ o
ETN
. 9
F

-1]1

g rlo
ol it
rr o

T

ﬁ%ﬂi

Lofo [y 2 do
L 1 S W
i S
o b PN
Elr_?ﬂn[on[o

HU ﬂi.uO

>,\I
o T
t
V)

fr e © e i |o
EE

]

do &
4
N dlo
il rlo
> l

d

J}lo}_,_,ljlo
R’
2 @ ofl
T
5 &

£

TEUTW -->  TEUPW
0yw --> (EW

0w --> 06owS8)

o s} gol, vl AAE WE W S8 WAL HY, K2 vp2ee oo A
Fobs o FHES FAA 2 1), Telso] 2] £ AN} 2E
WS BT HEE QA ATF 5 ATk Fe B Y p 1, 09 B
2% 91X Pee O Holof 1 A= 2L AA Y AS F& 3%
Ge@)NH A= P OE §7 7HE o] FHLOE B & Yok A =
o289 (57,09 B £ X N £SO Hoto 5, }AHE

52) D. A. Black, TA19F43 7] &etole} dutd o) g}, 64-65. &2
Al LE]z=ofol] AGAFAT of 2 Tl A dojst A A2 0]
917 = ek,

53) V. Fromkin & R. Rodman, An Introduction to Language (Fort Worth: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1988), 41; P. Carr, Phonology, 7.

54) C. C. Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament, 352.

55) D. A. Black, "21¢Fd 7 dgtof o} drtd o g}, 64-65.

56) S0l €25-E, AR AU HAH, AP = B, 58 W4, 56-57& =32t

57) D. A. Black, "21¢Fd 7 dgtof o} dutd o g}, 64-65.

58) (= A 28 YAV Axo ER 5T &8 Fabo] etk Teht 22 Wl 3
ol
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28 X AL, o7t T3 28 X2l x| 2L0]7)f (7} 6, t, 09} 2ol
EeEth sy« o B2 25 X TN FoE Hofof ahal v =
Z2 A A% TN FEL A AZ oS (0) o2 &A= o) T A
o2 Bt E}E‘rﬁ oA A & F2H S B A 2w, o] A T}
ZEEo A, ye

T B HEEoT B
SR, A1RAHA S5 24
21Tk 1 AlAle} o) ojmlE - oy
BA A A AR o7 NAE o} ATk LA 2 ol o] ojzhe] mpH up Bk
ol A o7} W AE) = ¥ Solzit). 1 wWishe T3 o] A EE T - pony
ol A 7} e THR-G ol 2ok o7} WA T < HD 22 ¢

N g7} ) shEgol 2ok o7k WA 1 ) Thed 2l )
= ol Hlof ool 51w 7} Solzror FUT 28 91719 09}
FESUA A 3 2E 7 B0 B} o] AR Bl The T 2
R =t

TEUTW --> EMEUGONY
ayw --> fxony

0w --> E0WONY

A i e A RS py/E LS F AL ¢
EEE s 7 58 s ks/E A st

r1r

)z A L /d7/59)
Aol Hry A5E .

r1r

5. AlOINZ J2|A0f HS, A

I
ojo
oM

, 2ES MT

1©
O

47 1820 Ao ERA el E BYe Aswo] Atk 1
S v, A, polTh o] Y] AHg-9o] Al FH ST} AA| 7F A =go] B 9l
o 1H U s A vl Al e At o we) AlA| ofm|Ql o7}

e By @YOE U3 FAEL o] vl 42S FSFA Lo B
®

d o= X
e o i i o

A cheps A ES slgkoh
e vE fH A2 S ALSOT uE Y G e NSO,

9) 7} S1TAEA AL AN Bl 82 (45 [5] TN (6 s 9ol e A
0 BT AA G =07k AT o] FAF o] =RAH A BRIl =
o] A et
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A A AS AEFTCE, pE 74 B4 Hola(WMEs) o2 744 B/
60 WOl d L v, A, pE 2 m, n, |, 12 AAISFAA U] AHE Fro%
ALR BEFETEOD Th e} THE =, v, A, pE e R AW Ehh6) 2amj
cpE A8 e e R ve 8 A a2 s 78 7N e
2, 283 pot p= A= 7705 Aboldll A= Freol™ AAe A=l
3 A= PSR BRI

JEy SR w Wy, v, ) pE e eART o2 A shE AL A
o7l g2l Aoz Bty A H o= 57FE ATt Al A
HE $SEATE RERTE e N E0R AE H2g 0T pu 2
AP E 25 WHA O E BRste Zlo] £1 AWl dBAdo] Utk
TreasART oA o7t A E = o= & O A&=0l7] W&ot =,
402 5 v TFZ(cuphony)® AT = Y} 1Y EH L2 pE
= (retroflex) .2 A H6hsl=H| Adojstz oz F 7HA] HolA s A4
o Itk A2 v oA == AAVF olUH, A2 ==
Ao w & o X ZNA UEPGTHS) 25 WHA R E o, dWE 3ol

(o]
2w oo it odo
2 & 8 rr 2 ® 2 o

Fol 88 AGSHA BT oA SLBH 0T MEYo| gl A
o 2% el A pe T A% 2P0l Hofokut Ak Wb 2L

© o M, v A2 g NS AT AE L,
P FF A% FYLOR A7 BRT 4 vk 21 ) HEEH ¥
T AL BYLL FLOE BRI IO, vE MSOE BRT 5 Uk

60) D. A. Black, 219437 dgtojel dutddoldly, 61-65. 8H 2 F8 A5 &75 “AA
=, A&, 1ol aFF o7 EREANE dojgkatEe] dukA o g R A
= Aolstth. Zg] 2o Higoll= et vk Aok £ TAIRA A Akl 64-65%1 4 71
g 220] Bl g pobvE A 4S(continuant)’ &2 B-F38}7| = o} 12y AojsiAtEe dulk
20 2 Hl5-2 HA S(stop) ol &= AR & stk 71771 Aol A 2he =
B ZE A G2 T Woly] wZolth. £ Ynkio|g} o] &5 PSS 18
2ol AGAIZA T of 2] FZollA Ao)8t HiE A 2e] B3 Hol= RES0] 7=
sttt AogAE9] el daliAe v E3Es st2}. V. Fromkin and R.
Rodman, 4n Introduction to Language, 41; P. Carr, Phonology, 7.

61) G. Machen, New Testament Greek for Beginners, 7. S5 Al
z3}e}

62) H. E. Dana and J. R. Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 25.

63) H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar, 12.

64) D. A. Black, "21¢Fd 7 defoj o} Aoy, 65.

65) V. Fromkin and R. Rodman, An Introduction to Language, 45.

66) Ibid., 45.

67) 2dlol EEFE, AR AU HA Y, Ald 2 5o, T3 714y, 63.
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solu] T8 220 429 27k ATSh BAGC] QAT B
AT 15 9] AnjolE ddofshA el W Eo] YTkEA, dlofsd
o] %23 A QHE 0] ol UATE. Telrt A m o] Sho] A A
A A TFeh PHe S S8 FAL BRI B ) urk A
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<Abstract>
Reconstruction of Sound Values of New Testament Greek Consonants
by the Method of Internal Reconstruction

Sang-Il Lee
(Chongshin University)

There are three reasons to reconstruct the original sound values of Hellenistic
Greek consonants according to linguistic levels. At the phonological level, we
can trace the phonological rules based on the phonological process if we know
the exact sound values of Hellenistic Greek. At the level of morphology, we can
teach the derivational affix and inflectional affix in an easier way. At the level of
syntax, we can understand syntactic rules according to phonological process and
phonological rules. We can explain some irregular morphological and syntactic
rules into regular morphological and syntactic rules on the basis of reconstructed
original sound values. From the perspective of syntax, a good grammar is to
reduce irregular grammatical rules.

The grammarians of Hellenistic Greek have suggested their reconstructed
sound values of Hellenistic Greek consonants. But they have not applied General
Linguistics to reconstructing the sound values because General Linguistics as an
academic subject did not begin at that time. It is also probable that some recent
scholars, in a sense, did not accept nor understand the outcomes of General
Linguistics fully. In relation to reconstruction of sound values, linguists have
generally used internal reconstruction to reconstruct the original sound values of
a language. It is persuasive to use the method of internal reconstruction to
reconstruct the sound values of Hellenistic Greek consonants. According to the
linguistic analysis of internal reconstruction, the original sound values of

Hellenistic consonants can be explained as follows:

o alveolar fricative

B bilabial voiced plosive
6 alveolar voiced plosive
v palatal voiced plosive

7 bilabial unaspirated voiced plosive
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T alveolar unaspirated voiced plosive
k palatal unaspirated voiced plosive
¢ bilabial aspirated voiceless plosive
0 alveolar aspirated voiceless plosive
x palatal aspirated voiceless plosive
| bilabial voiceless affricate

¢ alveolar voiced affricate

£ palatal voiceless affricate

u bilabial nasal

v alveolar nasal

A palatal lateral

p gutteral rolled
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AALEZIE W 5ol ol A0l 1A St

HAloto] 47, Lo A &l Hlﬂ'é}?i‘jr. Sk

=R,
1994 11€oll= 10049719 71 &7} A= o, Mo 7|27 H
14 o] g0 A48 A AA7E B8 A AbF o] Aol AAFo] HA
ot 27 o]¥ 8o g ol dojA oA 7HA| A 7T o FE AT
231 MEE5et 80 MFH
715t AEE3 53 A5 Tuet] dA= A7 v A &
Aot} o] FA = AL 2 EAIUAY, ] BZo] A4 A9
A= ol FE3] =oAL TEY A, V5 AF Tt
A ANA = FuL (A%, Shamanism) 2 =1 (#hZ)7F A A FH AT o] A

HS A, 1132} o] A sk (domesticating and foreignizing) ol 4] Ay = = &
T AT IE & F ATHI6) HAAE 53 71E & E A sty F8 A

14) “Terminology List” (Unpublished manuscript, 1994. 11 ) B 552 Yo, gAlolo], T=0
(MBTCE{ A3 <&FE>) 5 47HA] o1& Blu =), 5500 24 F 10371 428t
Aotk GolE 7= o, A S 7|2 o= 1:]-3 3} 2t} adoption, almighty, altar,
angel, anoint, apostle, appoint, ark (Noah‘s), ark (of covenant), authority, baptism, baptize,
believe, bless, brothers, Christ, christian, church, circumcise, circumcision, cleanse, command
(1%); commandment, condemnation, confess, conscience, convert, covenant, create, cross,
crucify, curse, demon, devil, disciple, doctrine (teaching), elect, eternal life, evangelist, evil,
fast, feast, fellowship, flesh (2%); follow, forgive, fulfill, Gentiles, gift, glorify, glory, God,
gospel, grace, Hades/Sheol, heaven, hell, Holy Spirit, honor, hope (n), hope (v), judge, justify,
kingdom, law, life (Con) (3%); life (Buog), Lord, LORD (Jehovah), mercy, miracle (wonders),
neighbor, Paradise, powers, pray, preach, priest, prophecy, prophesy, prophet, punishment,
purify, ransom, reconcile, redeem, repent, ressurect (sic., resurrect), reveal, righteousness,
saints (4%5); sanctify, signs, sin (n), sin (v), Son of God, Son of man, soul, spirit, tempt, testify
(witness), tongue, world, worship (5—737:).

15) 24559 agole} 1o =7S £ 2. T=19] Yol dafixe th S & 2. [
yrapmaa(b. duegermaa), D3snuii Monzon Hapc(ezeniy mongol ners) (n.p., 2008). =, T 5
9] 5o tEiAE U =< = Z. Sung Ho Ahn, “The Term Question in Korea
1882-1911, and its Chinese Roots: A Study in Continuity and Divergence”, Ph.D. Dissertation
(University of Edinburgh, 2011). ¥9&2] -9 T =i & 2l o5, “«d & =7] 7H*l

w2 Al 8o (&) A tigk 1 — T 27] 74l e] go l—:xﬂﬂr wHste] —,
T 74 & 36 (2015. 4.), 231-251.
16) Umberto Eco, Experiences in Translation (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2000), 22-25.



2 A= o= Aolal, A= HA & & AHH(FS 203t A A
2 GBS ot 2= Aolth1n) & 7]E &0 7= 9] on & FUtskA
U A2 8o ou| & 7tEAoF st=t), o] & A= w53 AXto]
g asttt olg A oA ©hof ofm o] Aolgt= o F] A Ql H AR (lexical
history)7} A 43 T},

At =0l 789 8o A8 AL, A8, o, MA & Bt o]
HAT 71E T §oE AL A1, 7€ T ol FE A5 T
o EA T FE A5 ol AMELR 7|HnE YuE At
SlEolA At} o] A-¢, @olj= 25 or]o] o] BRI &2 o}
DG-EE ALt 7| Fu &) 2 AEStEH], A AEE 7S50 F 9
H| S A stal GlEolA At o] A-¢, dol= 2H &Y Ao Tz
O 28 MER 2 ESIAWNTE BHE 53l A]), Gt doj o HAL
(g THOR)E 3= H= ok

At =0 474 FTollv vE gEo] 44 &oE A} AS T &
N B AL B2 o §o1 & AET s d4 &A= v A=
AT oA AG3E o] FFof s, <FHE>2 I &l & A58t
i, MBTCELS T &5 AZ38te= A3 HATHI® 718 S&Eoladh &
olof thale] A= “ussox’(iveekh)E, A= “epeox”(yeroeoekh)E Ab-&

SR, 7=k ©oldd distd HAE “Epromumiin D3oHmM  spux”
(yertoentsiin ezentei yarikh) &, A} “3anbupax”(zalbirakh)E AH-8-3} 31 T

2.3.2. 7|E} 7|=m E0o{et E0f MF
474 A3t 718k 75 =4 1Y A= ndd 27t . dd

B2 A 2710 47 ol9)e] F7 =R, WA, A=A B 15w 9
4 wel7h T A2e 47 ML AESUA, B4 wele] ol
AEE otk 108 94 welt $EE O ASHAT AL
B g0l B0l BE /1S WASNA %A A7) MR, A2 L §ol

17) S22 A A= Qo] A7A 2 g5 22 AAIA AFE-sh= Aot Yo 4373 n}
A 2 MBTCE S Al E & “baptism” .2 HALSte] o] It 2E A& o7loll &
dEo] 47 MY GAabel d& AwAabe] A=A wjgo] A it e vt & &
ATh T =25 & 4. 0|94, “=o] 44 WY B4 — gh=o] A MY o] vl
AT —, 84.

18) B = <&-E>o tigte] fAMSE H7HE WRth “EH o2 s 4, Sw Qo] 218 &
o} & 3 AMgSA] ol M2l o2 W Ysta ks AE & 4§ ok AlvkR-E) e
7HA, <= A M o] A, 208.
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2 A8 717k ol sk % M fole] whgo] e ATk 1 BB
W37} gtk MBTCE-S AH8-3l2 MBTCE 9] 015 EHAE, AL
2749 7= Al MBTCE S| “Bypxan”(burkhan)©] obd <7E>9]
“Eprenuuiin D351 (yertoentsiin ezen)< A& A& T & 34 nig]e] &9
P} 7 golnE Faelol AT, A7 Bolok A UNSHA ov, oA
s dEFS TR “H-Eroﬂ, A ug golg FEL 8Vt Aot

23.3. O|HE227I 80 MY
37 Mg ot S 27]9 BAE Fastth A F=o] 47 o] MY H
7] NAYE GA, FEFS T A B e By FAFe Tl A
A3 o] =7L2 A&t At A RE B2 B Aloke] HE olof 1921
(Z219243)0l| A|A oA A F HA, ofA|ofoll A A AR F-4EF29] =717} 5
AL, k70 a0l AF FAFY I7FEA Y AAE AWY BE A BE &
Z W A So] ZaFE= oy 27 A B A AFRE YT, oY)
=275 A 7 FaFe Alde FFolgte & A “anmap”
(aldar)BHE @olE 03 o Bt} FAF9] 8-S 3okdts o] H & 27
2 o|n| 2 AFE-E Q1 Th20 o] Y o]t & 27| A4S oJE9A E=T sk
_T_;q]‘— A ARALEC] kg AR F ] 27} Zlolg s Aastr] o)
A, kA T2 FAFY ARE A FF 7IsudE9] dsjrt vrg s
/\/\]:]_-21)

}j(

= e FAE LF BA Sl 7R Golgel A BE 1 o
AE TEAE FRAT, D LF BAE 47 WG 94 §ojol7] 1)
of FRF kel YIAATh 43 DA Lf WAL A9 Menrt

%A Ab(transliteration, &2 <) 2] FA2kal & = St} o] thsA B}
o] Ao A BEAS A7 A, hsrt 2 DAL 7] o) x| ekgk
, WHERA] AL AR AL A S 2AH 0w HAskA £ A Wl

kL rr e

19) $AFR BA 95 mE)e] F71 28, A7 AR Do) L v 9l

20) 714 “F-gEolA FY GBS0l EA % 5= 0| 2 “Baarpyy/bH MOHXUIH Apyy angap
GamapTyraii’ (baatruudln moenxiin yaruu aldar badartugay)©|th. W5, 3As} HA, 55
AR (EERbELE: SeRtE 2T S-S 2000), 331.

21) ATAFES T 34 2AS vlS ERAT, ol M o2 (i) B 24 5U MAAT)
A8} Fopel Ael gt v glek,



O 820 g4 HAo| &5t o A0 — <SSHZEBHA/AR-E E>01N
<8FYMBIE>22 — / QtuYd 99

HE QT2 1 A} o] Hopol A MBTCES ¥ %3ha] At BZof
ARE led £ BAX 5o AL UET FH e AL )
7] F @A AL gl 9ol Aol gkl Yert7)
BZ0] 47 o83} o)3to] 44 e B

x 8 4
(> Mt G d

Ay

Ry

X

(o

fr

foy o

o

o4

o,

oo

o

utl
" ol

ko

e
OE. O‘:O _l}«

A2 HE ?)Oﬂ WOH AR} A I A5
(Incovg Xpiotog)= LAt Aol 34 gojoltt. gk=ro] JA 9 A,
o Q& 74 oi“]oﬂur Abgo] Ao REo 2 S JHE
Uehdth Ao B&o] 4749 A5, <SAE>2 “Beye-Xpuer”(yesues-xhrist)
2, <359 E>3 MBTCE-2 “Ecyc Xpucr”(yesues xhrist) 2, <59 &
o] 474 E>L “Ecyc Xpucroc”(yesus khristos) = % 7]3Ht}.23) o)) 550 A
74 Yo FFH S v ACE FAHE = A olo] 72 “Uucyc Xpucroc”
(iisus khristos)©] TF. <&AH> <35 H> MBTCE- 2 Aol 47 ] &
AROE FUHE 7‘/\]'5}”4*1 g Aloto] o y7} A= FEo] yof A%
=7k BE 09 g X3l met F5 o] yo} yol Abolof &3k AY &2}
of O 7tk A& A 8L “Ecyc’(yesues) &2 E7]3F T, o] ol Hiaf <@
T =0 4> Bt 473 & EAE Wet “Ecyc(yesus) = 7]
stATH WEbA o]H 7]9) o] {rE REE T=20Y A, ool gk

=99 & F Utk T A BAE AL FE 5 g A otoju g 20
AH(ET 718 S8 & AMESteE do)) ARS8 @] Bol YE

u}

A, o520 R Bg& ¢ A oke] 47 ek o] 47S uhgaL, 0|5 &
A BZo] 4ol WY 4, 5 quS WEHOoE vesud G
5L Ree L5 Ak

<059 BE| YHE>L T ste] Ar) BTo] §73o0) HAoke} 47
2wt AFe e FAME BAT 5 ek HAloko] YL Telx

2) WA 1990d0) $2 47 W) YA Au) Bl $Ael 1F 4 1] Boho
T8-S Al o] A7) Atgol el A o] AAska 2 A

%

% 3 Wl

42 ATA ARgE, Y2 9L B BT Bo] AAE B
=

=2ed %%xﬂ%?}
I A=, 53] 47 W fHo] A Mol MAE g} A7 27] o] A
FEE - ey o] FAIE s Ash] s M e Sl AT 27 F=ef A7 B
FAbol thit 24 2] &4 03_?7} jﬁo}r/} o _5——%% IR R = B

et
i}

11 (2002), 68-89. =3} 71
74 9] |, T3P AEAT 9(2006) 176 199

23) MBTC-2] 19943 119 §°] H5=2 “Xpucroc’(khristos)S Ao}, ©]F “Xpucr”
(khrist) 2 ¥ 7 = T}
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o] ‘9’(th[0])E ‘¢’ (ph/H=E HALStE A Fe Hlth 7FE 2 Aloto] A&
‘ol el B3 (kato Mabbatov)= “or Mardes”(ot matfyeya) 2 E7]|sl=H|, <&
=9 F=9] 47 E>0] “Maddaiiocsn”(maffaiosin) &2 % 7|3} th.24) St
H <SAE> <3 B B> MBTCE-S “Maraiin”(matain) 2 5L 3HA] 27
SFATE B3 g Aloto] AL < - T A (npog Kopwdioc) S “k Kopurdsram”
(k korinfyanam)©o.Z2 X 7|3}l=H], <& FZo] A>3 <FHE>L
“Kopungocein” (korinfosin), “Kopund”(korinf) = Z+7Z} 327135} o, $HH <3
E A E2>3 MBTCE -2 “Kopunt”(korint) 2 5 Y 3} A| 32713+ T

oo &< THstH, e A ANA HY B A2 #AE g4
Ul ZAz2sk = 9ok AA, 0°E ‘o2 AAMStE A4S H Aok 7Y
VEF= ALt At ofH o S glAloto] Ao A FEo| A
7AYo dAT FFS HHTL B T AT Do FEo] Aol IRbE

S - — =

Tol 47 F BE Rl o o
A4g Bz AR o] fUrS

Aol A el Tl B9 Zlo] BAIRE A0 B AE B ARE
= 7 A0

=4, @S2 4Ao] HAlote] A9 dF= i, HAM A )
AN < Hlo. Al e&o] 4742 d=°] AAE e 9lo1A
SET oy 2T dH o] AA=A Y o F-5 &= oA HA, 4
73 o] T FATE ol AES FuT ) o= AR ATFELS B
ATt A FZo] A td 71E A= ol Aol Adolgta Be
Udo] W2, MBTC9] 4% MAAmtg 7jQlE Ao 25ial, 53
M 210 A S U FZQ A7) Aot A& 71 &
AROE A7) wZol iAot A7 e @] Z7] el ol ' & A7t
Za3tt) o7 #WEte A, MBTCE ] “go] AR NIVET= A& &
A8k, NASHTH= o] s3] A & Ze Moo Zd= A3tk |
Aokt Q18 A o] DEtM Bl A E(FES HEE AL e
Aol Aol7k AN Te S W =3 U S50l A4 dBE
T e Mol oA GFE Faketh oyl Moo GFAbel gt
T& AT = B 8520

24) B0t} AL el o] A 0 27 F e AL w, H AL ¢ = Er
<o) Bo] Y7 E>L /) B E H713H T

25) Anke} Bh7bA, B2 A4 wele] S 211,

26) G0l 479 A%, old A3} T4 o] Pl o
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2.4, 48 HHo| M=t HH fZ&(workshop)

Moz 22 AR AdeE AnAES ANASE TAH] A
2RE 59 BAZ 2RRE), oS0l 47 WY ARIHE] o]
w47 Aolol A 2 Meshi Aol oel g Aol 5
3 9 Aol BF Amst AAR A Ark HH) gh]el, Quks o2 @
HIAEL BBOIE S8 D34 RYL, AAASS 44 <ol 4
A A% 47 M S e aofo] BEYTH AT opnpFo] WM
2 P Aot GuHoE 4 WAL BHoT YW HAAEL
S 1w FoWA BEAZANA AU FHAA 2hch o A
o], WSS 2 o8] /b5t S)Tol AL AUG AEOE 5

FY(EM S NESAT b 54 Qe ARoE WA %,
AA 228 NG ARG AEE

Aot old AEEZE FAHEH= AL
O3 2o ¥ NIVE, =Y Ao JE, HAlofo o <F >3
<AIHS>, dEojo] <>, Fh= e, solth et HAAZE
NIVET NASe|| 7H7ke A #50] Agd Aol o] Sl E =29 A
T gAloto] < Y>>, AuAke] A= dEo] <> gm0 T,
o] Fa3 A At A& AqAglo
o A=) RaL, F=ANA 7HE st oo ATt

AA Al 53] A7 HY AFG e JdAA FAF Ao AnlALe] 4 o]
FxE e, FEY A% rVEAI T SHEA Q] Aol A= Bk A g
Fzo] HastA N FE54Q AdolMe &
AL Wl o e 4 Qo) 53] 32 - Z(surface structure) = W -$-
FrAFSFTE2Y) whebaA] B gharQlo] MY,

i
=
14
i
R
o
Hl
2
o
1o
o Jo ok

= 53] 47 MAollM Fox
S} 71 =7 2 A2 T Aot £ Ao Zhed €13 sd
e 7] "o, Aol 55 AV ZokdeF 238 SEsjop g
Bo] Wil 7] eofoF & o] B2 AE AHd o)

27) 748 TEol= dEoigk qh=olol WS, SARe] BN AL HARe] A Fol © H 3}
= A

28) BAke] A9, MBTCEo| 3F BAe] 7)o ol thste] AU B7E7E /1o A, QFald, «/d
WM 8] Agk A7 W A o) AR s Tl A s @ Bk Sl

29) 874 MHolM T3 Zlo] idiom(VAR S+2] Ao [TA] F2 #&T)olth 71 3
T 7REOIA 78 712 Q1 AA B #ET 5 fheo] 9} §E ol 7h E Aol & KRtk
AHEE ol o] Al B AE-TE ST Z vl FHEISITE S d=oivt U A,
Frofel gk Q1= 2, eZololltt o= A, ol M ol BEwA ofn7t e A, &
of fr7t 2wA Fde] 22 A 5. Ui wits = 2L [M.] JBALE, “I=olot &
ofe] AA| A F-E79 tl2A 7, AALSHe) = (AAIT AL, 2003).

et ot o
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Ad 7 JAEE, 2 /A =X E F7HH 2 st A, SE47dHG 9
43 A & Aot FH<Q 19950 AP 5= 7 8l (Union Bible
Theological College, Mongolia) = BAl a3} o] =2 <4l 2 A> A
ATE FAHAET, ol FHo WY 2
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30) Umberto Eco, Mouse or Rat?: Translation as Negotiation (London: Phoenix, 2003).



Sekthan FO 28 AN S AmA MG A FA B A AHAle] W ool
A0 NG AR FAsTHE AL FESAE, oA FA4 W
B ol FH7siT FE @A

A, e o] Y )

¢

flo
1o ol 0 3 12

QWAL 47 BEO dF ola)sl BE
Mo gt A FUEE AL @A
S

—

o
HAZ = A4 DA A A4S o] A& Exo]&E | A
2=, ol AL YuHES HY o 77k oA Zel MY
3 T AR o] ZE Qo s Eetal, M exte] v A o et &
A |2 HAFo] Ekt} B3| AA A8 & 90 (natural language) ¥4 7} 7
S5 A3

o 2
o %2
3
X x
o 24
f re
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o
2 e
I 2
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RO E o] YA = A& ohth 7h <95
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English Version)

guAT FHe] AA2HE FED @ WIS FTUG L} g
oLe) B2o| A7 Re| FEA W] H & HUT BA EZA
B ERE GRS FAD Y] MelR Ho| YY), <050) BFo] 4
Aese dgd o Al Bothn DYelE B BF /) 5mel
So o] GRS FYUSA BYrh 1L ol fE T /AN, Shbe A2
& BEo] Mg 3T JRAUE GHH 02 AA2YA Yrie Bt
g Wokm, BB S PA B2 AA FHeIA Qo] B E G ol
obd ThE JE7HA) A o1 47} glATh

Fol 379 AL, 29 BAGT quI AT, T A4AL2H L o] of
B8 SAL B =40 I #E ATE FHHo] Jrk. Lt Gof
e o] 29 AL Aojmeld Ml A, AmA e 47 W
A7t ATAY AT B g, BAL 2AT 4ge A thao,
<e5o] BEo| 47 B>l BHQ oeha T Utk WA HmApe]
LU BEOE HaA FEA0E WMstg ] MR, A o=

31) ARAFE 7HHl = Y& U= 33 A A (interlinear bible)S AH8-3h= 4 -7} Bttt

32) Hargreaves, A Translator’s Freedom: Modern English Bibles and Their Language, 108-126.

33) BEAA TS YA LB, “TT AT A AU oS (FTHATI] A, &7
HIEFE, 1999. 9. 28.), 1.
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A Dtk o] Al 47 Mol QoA Aoinel AXY FaHS
g o wa)2h vS MBTCE o] HiLAtel @A) @5 2gole
L EE 2A0 Qs 25 2ol FAS S Futel YA,
o388l The 3} 2o ANE YT F WA AQ0] 21N E 4L
Bsta A9E mA FAsE 5 Aojn e AN E FEI HGT 5 A
7) W ol Foiz) A4 ol Aubnl & ATE $e 5 AW Aol Tk

MBTCE-& 2719 B8 4 55 o] HA W, o4& A= Brh o]%
qe Bzol AT Fol 47 mmatHA, Mo it & 7hA
TR WA BZo7h AAl, S, & B ARE T 90 B 3, A
A &/, G5 2904 ERE 522 Aste Faojnnt W Fesitt
EAlolth B A S 202 NAs 1A} st R8T AFAT
A7IM= 712 ATNA Ax2HA B2 A, 53] MBTCHE <Al A>
(AATFFAA>E EFsto]) MolA mPd He THe= H 7HA
A7 2 gt fA] o] g Aol AF ARl AA Aot el 2ofet 5B
go] 53] slBe]o] o] 49§ F 83, FAF] Bi(voice), H(mood),

(aspect), Al Al(tense) &= AEsHA AdEst= Aol FaloF gt 28}
AAR 2 dojrttt 54 o] g 27] wj Zo SAY] 5A S A= HE35H7]
& ul-§- o] & AATh AR FAS H, W, A, AlAlE HY e dol =
AOJA Apol & HRATH F5 FA] Aol AL FEolY FAHE A
LA ol T F Y& AR} Ao TrAE ot Bt & =2
HAo] o] FojA] 7| & 7|heth. & Ao A AIA KT} 7ol
O FERk= 7 gFo] e, s=o1e A | ¥ oty g} A

2

Fe) & Foto] thalA EHH ) oo, o] A& F5E B 27} Ak
=Y B2ole AT 2RACAT 224) BRI TFF LAKparticle)
!

=, A @olY ofmet tEo] PETZE 9uY Z(shade of
meaning)E A E3Th B Aol = &

34) o] ol A AY AAte] FAAAY o] A T} gL T 47 M xo] A FA
AR S0 Q1% AT 65 A ol H Ao & B at glo
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<Abstract>
An Investigation into the Translation of Modern Mongolian Bibles:

from the Mongolian Bible Translation Committee Version

to the Mongolian Union Bible Society Version

Kyo Seong Ahn
(Presbyterian University and Theological Seminary)

Modern Mongolian mission was initiated as part of mission to
post-communist countries which began with the fall of Communism in 1989. In
the immediate aftermath of the opening of Mongolia, the question of a new
Bible translation or revision was raised among expatriate missionaries and
indigenous Christians. This study aims to investigate the reality of Bible
translation works, especially focusing on peculiarities of the Mongolian case.

This study maintained that the establishment of the Mongolian Bible
Translation Committee as an ad hoc consortium of Christians, expatriate and
indigenous, in Mongolia in 1994 contributed to partly overcoming the factional
spirit in emerging Mongolian Christianity, particularly with regard to the quarrel
over Bible translation; and that the cooperation in translation ministry built on
consensus developed to facilitate the maximization of resources available in the
mission field at the time. This study also found out that the history of missions
as well as the Mongolian national history affected the process of translation in
various ways: for example, the influence of the terminology of basic Christian
doctrines such as Ten Commandments, Lord’s Prayer and Apostles’ Creed on
biblical terminology; and the ideological association of words due to the
previous Communist rule and the way to dismantle the association - how, why
and by whom. This study also unearthed that through the cooperation in
translation ministry, Mongolian translators from the very beginning participated
in the major Christian work for the Bible, which is the backbone of Protestant
Christianity; contributed to making the MBTC Version natural; had a voice in
decision making; and began to take initiative in Bible ministry. For the unity of
Mongolian Christianity, the Mongolian Bible Translation Committee handed
over the MBTC Version to the Mongolian Union Bible Society, and thus the
former evolved into a new MUBS Version. As a way of united work, the MBTC
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Version fleshed out the spirit of unity in translation, publication and distribution,
and enhanced the leadership of nationals as well as triggering the indigenization
process of Christianity in Mongolia. However, it is true that there is much to be
desired: the need for a brave new version translated directly from the original
Biblical texts by national experts, and the consultation of both translations and

translators.
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Social Justice and Divine Righteousness
in the Old Testament Wisdom Traditions

Manfred Oeming*

Over the entrance gate of the Old Jewish Cemetery in Prague, there is an

inscription. It’s a biblical quotation from the Book of Proverbs:

R En R

This text has an extraordinary theological value: “(Treasures shall not profit
the lawless,) but righteousness delivers from death”; also the Greek translation
signifies it: (o0x wdeAjoovaty Onoaupol avdpous) dixctootvy ot puaetatl éx BavdTov.
The text belongs according to many scholars to the oldest part of the Book of
Proverbs. Usually the old Wisdom in the Old Testament is underestimated as
immanent, utilitarian, without theology. I have a very different perception; I see
a very early connection of wisdom traditions with deep theological thoughts.
The main argument for my interpretation are the Ancient Near Eastern parallels,
especially the Egyptian wisdom of the late second millennium, e.g. Teachings of
Amenemope. Already there is a deep ‘connection of human life and divine
judgment characteristic’. In the Book of the Death, “the bible of the Egyptians”,
we find the “Negative Confession” in chapter 125 and we can study a person
performing in the final judgment. We learn what the person has to answers about

his life style in order to pass this decisive moment.

* Ph.D. in Biblical Theology at the Universitdt Bonn. Professor of Old Testament theology at
Universitit Heidelberg. manfred.oeming@wts.uni-heidelberg.de.
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Figure 1. The decisive moment of the judgment in front of Osiris and the 40 gods
as witnesses

Figure 2. Detail: The soul (in the little vessel on the left scale) is tested by the truth
(the feather) on the right scale, also as a coronation of the scales in the
middle.

We find here a clear connection of social justice and eternal life:

I have not orphaned the orphan of his goods;
I have not slighted a servant to his master;
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I have not caused affliction;
I have not caused hunger;
I have not caused grief;
I have not killed;
I have not caused pain for anyone;
Book of the Dead of Nu,
on a papyrus now preserved in the British Museum (EA 10477)

Like in Egypt there is a connection of acting in this life and the fate in the

afterlife, e.g.:

Proverbs 11:4
. SEn ApTe Moy oPa pin SwiRS

Riches do not profit in the day of wrath, but righteousness delivers from
death.

Proverbs 12:28
ORI YT BT MRISTING
v 600ic duxatoovyg {wy 6dot Ot pwnomedxwy el Havatov

In the path of righteousness is life, and in its pathway there is no death.

The vision I have is to defense the early connection of human good deeds and
social engagement with the divine righteousness. The connection of doing and
receiving is not a theological problem, but an inspiration. The “classic”
exegetical understanding of the connection between action and consequence as a
“law of retribution” has been criticised by Old Testament scholars for about the
last 50 years.

In 1955 the Old Testament scholar and Egyptologist Klaus Koch raised the
question: “Is there a law of retribution in the Old Testament?” and, surprising to
some, denied that such a law exists.!) His line of reasoning took two directions:
one route traced linguistic phenomena, one centred on creation theology. Within

Old Testament theology terms such as “retribution” or “reward” are primarily

1) K. Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma im Alten Testament?”, ZThK 52 (1955), 1-42. = K.
Koch, hg., Um das Prinzip der Vergeltung in Religion und Recht des Alten Testaments, WdF
125 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1972), 130-180. = K. Koch, “Is There a
Doctrine of Retribution in the Old Testament?”, J. L. Crenshaw, ed., Theodicy in the Old
Testament, IRT 4 (Philadelphia; London: Fortress Press; SPCK, 1983), 57-87.
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used to describe the relation between human action and divine reaction.
Although the Old Testament speaks both of divine reward and of divine
punishment when using the term “retribution”, the negative aspect most often
predominates. It is a hardly disputable fact — according to Koch — that retribution
is used in reference to the Bible most often to describe divine ‘punishment’ and
thus as a synonym to ‘revenge’. He is also intent on showing that creation
theology place a much more predominant role in the Old Testament than many
others recognize. Any appropriate understanding of the relation between action
and consequence must take the causal processes seriously that are ‘immanent’ to
nature. These processes provide the horizon of expectations also for a life with
God. Every deed is a “force™?) that surrounds the doer with a “sphere of effect”).
The German expression “Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang” tries to describe this
aspect of the causal connection that exists apart from the relation between the
actor and the person acted upon.#) Koch rightly emphasizes that an inner
connection exists between actions and their consequences that are not merely the
result of external norms (Pro 22:8; 26:27 et al.). Koch has done a great service to
scholarship by pointing out aspects that had been ignored or neglected
beforehand. His “intrinsic” model of the connection between action and
consequence is an important element of the Old Testament world view,
especially in light of the inherent order of creation — but it is just ‘one’ element!
Any concept that reduces causality exclusively to an impersonal “automatic”
link between action and consequence is just as problematic as the idea that God
personally rewards or punishes every deed himself.5) Is “punishment” really

only the brick that lands on my head because I threw it into the air? Even if

2) K. Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma im Alten Testament?”, 18.

3) Ibid.

4) K. Koch and J. Roloff, “Tat-Ergehen-Zusammenhang”, K. Koch, et al., hg., Reclams Bibellexikon,
4th ed. (Stuttgart: Reclam, 1987), 493-495.

5) On the debate surrounding Koch’s suggestions see H. Graf Reventlow, “Sein Blut komme iiber
sein Haupt”, VT 10 (1960), 311-327; H. H. Schmid, Gerechtigkeit als Weltordnung:
Hintergrund und Geschichte des alttestamentlichen Gerechtigkeitsbegriffs, BHTh 40 (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1968), 175-179; H. Graf Reventlow, Rechtfertigung im Horizont des Alten
Testaments, BevTh 58 (Miinchen: Kaiser Verlag, 1971), 33-36; P. D. Miller, Sin and Judgment
in the Prophets: A Stylistic and Theological Analysis, SBLMS 27 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1982),
86-90; H. D. PreuBl, Theologie des Alten Testaments, vol. 1 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1993),
217-219; J. Hausmann, Studien zum Menschenbild der dlteren Weisheit, FAT 7 (Tibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1995), 231-232; H. Delkurt, Ethische Einsichten in der alttestamentlichen
Spruchweisheit, BThSt 21 (Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener, 1993), 148-161.
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Koch’s suggestion was a theological attempt ‘to save God’s honour’, Yahweh’s
actions are not mere midwifery®) to implicit natural laws.

Hans Heinrich Schmid took another approach and tried to rehabilitate wisdom
as a theological concept.”) According to him, all biblical wisdom texts bear
witness to a permanent struggle for a just world order. Their basic problem is the
tension between faith and experience. Over time, different ways evolved to
resolve this tension. These include changing institutions and persons such as the
national king, intellectual solutions such as wisdom reflection, or theological
reinterpretations of the history of God with his people. “There is no other option
than retribution for the sins of the people. Judgement has to happen — and its
legitimacy must be accepted. Historical occurrences and expectations are thus
consistently subsumed and interpreted under the causal connection between
action and consequence.”® A just world order is the one central issues at the
heart of all biblical theology. The dikailootvn tod 6cov, which the apocalyptic
texts late in the Old Testament tradition ask for with great resignation, is finally
revealed with clarity in the gospel of Christ.9

Horst Dietrich Preull argued vehemently against the principle of causal
connection. He considers this concept a rigid and inflexible idea, a dogma of
wisdom that uses Yahweh only as the guarantee for an automatism of action and
consequence that met inherent expectations of wisdom theology. Preul3 bases his
criticism on the late wisdom texts of the Old Testament such as Job or
Ecclesiastes. These books dissolve the connection between action and

consequence from within the wisdom traditions themselves. Experience finally

6) K. Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma im Alten Testament?”, 4-5.

7) See especially H. H. Schmid, Gerechtigkeit als Weltordnung: Hintergrund und Geschichte des
alttestamentlichen Gerechtigkeitsbegriffs (s. Anm. 38); H. H. Schmid, “Schopfung,
Gerechtigkeit und Heil: “Schopfungstheologie” als Gesamthorizont biblischer Theologie”, ZThK
70 (1973), 1-19; H. H. Schmid, “Gerechtigkeit und Glaube: Genesis 15,1-6 und sein
biblisch-theologischen Kontext”, EvTh 40 (1980), 396-420; H. H. Schmid, “Was heif3t
‘Biblische Theologie’?”, H. F. Geisser and W. Mostert, hg., Wirkungen hermeneutischer
Theologie: FEin Ziiricher Festgabe zum 70. Geburtstags Gerhard Ebelings (Ziirich:
Theologischer Verlag, 1983), 35-50.

8) H. H. Schmid, “Altorientalisch-alttestamentliche Weisheit und ihr Verhiltnis zur Geschichte”,
H. H. Schmid, Altorientalische Welt in der alttestamentlichen Theologie (Ziirich: Theologischer
Verlag, 1974), 64-90, hier 84-85.

9) See U. Luck, Welterfahrung und Glaube als Grundproblem biblischer Theologie, TEH 191
(Miinchen: Kaiser Verlag, 1976); U. Luck, “Inwiefern ist die Botschaft von Jesus Christus
“Evangelium”?”, ZThK 77 (1980), 24-41.
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destroys the dogma. In this manner, the basic assumptions of wisdom literature
were destabilized step by step until the concept itself and thus Old Testament
wisdom as a whole finally crumbled and fell. It is hard to imagine a verdict that
isolates and convicts wisdom within the Old Testament canon with greater
severity. Antonius Gunneweg argues along the same lines when he interprets Job
and Ecclesiastes as proof for the failure of wisdom: “Wisdom as such — and not
merely the doctrine of retribution — crumbles. It cannot stand up to reality. Based
on the realisation that wisdom teachings are insufficient, the book concludes that
everything in life is meaningless. ‘All is in vain and a chasing after wind’ (Ecc
1:14). Its own inner logic leads wisdom to dissolve itself; it turns into a
scepticism that almost borders on nihilism.”’10)

These approaches are understandable as children of dialectical theology that is
fundamentally opposed to worldly wisdom; at the same time, they hardly
describe the historical development adequately. W. H. Schmidt attempted to
show that already the earliest wisdom in Isracl was aware of its own limitations!!)
(see Pro 10:11; 14:12; 16:1, 2, 9; 21:2 u.a.). It is always Yahweh himself who
creates the connection between action and consequence or intercedes between
both. We should recognize that this causal connection is not severed completely
anywhere in the Bible, not in Job or Ecclesiastes, nor in the Old or in the New
Testament. Even the so-called sceptics and nihilists are convinced that a causal
system exists, but they realize that they are not able to fully understand it.

The Egyptologist Jan Assmann introduced a new concept into this virulent
discussion. On the basis of an analysis of theological concepts surrounding the
goddess Ma’at, he introduced the new category of connective justice.!2) This
category places factors of ‘mutuality’ and ‘solidarity’ at its centre. Anyone who

acts within a social context can hope that others will treat him the way he treats

10) A. H.J. Gunneweg, Biblische Theologie des Alten Testaments: Eine religionsgeschichte Israels
in biblisch-theologischer Sicht (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1993), 239-240.

11) W. H. Schmid, “‘Wie kann der Mensch seinen Weg verstehen?” Weisheitliche
Lebenserfahrung — ein Gespriach mit H. D. Preuss”, J. Hausmann and H. J. Zobel, hg.,
Alttestamentlicher Glaube und biblische Theologie: Festschrift fiir Horst Dietrich Preuss zum
65. Geburtstag (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1992), 287-297. = W. H. Schmid, Vielfalt und Einheit
alttestamentlichen Glaubens. Band 2: Psalmen und Weisheit, Theologische Anthropologie und
Jeremia, Theologie des Alten Testaments (A. Graupner, H. Delkurt and A. B. Ernst, hg.)
(Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener, 1995), 63-73.

12) J. Assmann, Maat: Gerechtigkeit und Unsterblichkeit im Alten Agypten (Miinchen: C. H.
Beck, 1990), bes. 58-91.
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them. The Old Testament scholar Bernd Janowski has transferred this concept to
the exegesis of biblical texts.!3) In his view, the close ‘social’ ties within clearly
structured societies constitute the determining factor; any local system of mutual
control within a village or small city, patriarchal forms of sanction, as well as
collective memory make sure that individual actions receive immediate
retribution.!4) “Every deed returns to the doer and determines his ability to
function within a community. This interpretational model exists in many psalms,
in which the psalmist’s suffering appears as the result of his own transgression
in the eyes of his contemporaries.”!5) The function of the causal principle in
these contexts is the creation and protection of a just (i.e. stable) social order;
divine judgment serves the purpose of ensuring behaviour that is conducive to
the group as a whole. Janowski retains a clear perspective on the fact that,
according to Old Testament witness, God’s freedom is not swallowed by this
system of social control. God can interrupt the consequences, both good and
bad, at any time.

Holger Delkurt has analysed the principle of causal connection in the ethical

proscriptions of the book of Proverbs in detail. He concludes:

“Proverbial statements themselves warn against inflexible application of
the causality principle. Many proverbs state explicitly that evil actions can
be separated from their just consequences ... Tension exists between
human reflection and divine action; it is never fully possible to predict
what consequences will follow upon a particular deed ... In other words,
proverbial wisdom is very aware of human limitations. These limitations
are accepted as divine boundaries. God can step between intention and
what results from that intention; he influences the outcome ... Proverbial
wisdom grants God a high degree of freedom in his actions. God is able

to influence causal connections according to his plan.”16)

13) B. Janowski, Konfliktgesprdche mit Gott: Eine Anthropologie der Psalmen (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener, 2003), 138.

14) The Proverbs also warn against the attempt to force a connection between action and
consequence: “Do not say, “I will repay evil”; wait for the LORD, and he will help you™ (20:
22;24:29).

15) B. Janowski, “Er trug unsere Siinden: Jesaja 53 und die Dramatik der Stellvertretung”, ZThK
90 (1993), 1-24, here 14.

16) H. Delkurt, Ethische Einsichten in der alttestamentlichen Spruchweisheit, 153-154.
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A recent German study on the issue was presented by Georg Freuling.!?)
Based on a differentiated analysis of the Solomonic proverbs, wisdom psalms,
Job, and Ecclesiastes, he presents the following results: The principle of causal
connection was originally a ‘pedagogical tool’; it strengthened the motivation of
young people to keep to the rules of their community and to help to develop the
social engagement. This “optimistic” wisdom is not merely a naive early stage
that dissolved in the face of crisis; instead, there never was a “crisis” of wisdom
reflection.!®) This so called “crisis” merely moved borderline experiences of life,
which had always been at the fringes of the tradition, into the centre of wisdom
theology. The increasing critique against the causal principle was the direct
result of growing individualism that undermined the stability of social structures
and emphasized a direct connection between individual action and consequence.
This connection could not be verified by experience. The just individual could
suffer (Job) and the oppressor could live very well (Psa 37; 49; 73). In this
context, a connection between action and fate could no longer be observed
(Ecclesiastes). The “crisis” was an element of wisdom traditions from the very
beginning. Israel’s wisdom schools found various ways of reacting to such
empirical observation; their span of answers reaches from the idea of testing the
righteous, including a vision of divine pedagogy, to the hypothesis that God was
a mysterious enemy of humanity. Yet even the greatest sceptic never imagined
that the causal connection between action and consequence did not exist at all.

Two further authors from an English speaking context should be mentioned:
Leo Perdue!9) and Samuel L. Adams.20) In various monographs and edited
books, Perdue has submitted a history of wisdom literature that is oriented
towards the leading cultural force of each specific age. His diachronic journey

through wisdom literature is supplemented by the reconstruction of the social

17) See G. Freuling, “Wer eine Grube grébt...”: Der Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang und sein Wandel in
der alttestamentlichen Weisheitsliteratur, WMANT 102 (Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener, 2004);
see also his article in WiBiLex.

18) See ibid., 270.

19) L. Perdue, Wisdom Literature: A Theological History (Louisville: Westminster John Knox
Press, 2007); L. Perdue, hg., Scribes, Sages and Seers: The Sage in the Eastern Mediterranean
World, FRLANT 219 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008); L. Perdue, The Sword and
the Stylus: An Introduction to Wisdom in the Age of Empires (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008).

20) Samuel L. Adams, Wisdom in Transition. Act and Consequence in Second Temple Instructions,
JSJISup 125 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2008).
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and intellectual contexts of the wisdom teachers. For the first time, Perdue has
made clear that wisdom literature exists in continual interaction with the specific
historical contexts in which it develops. Despite these various epistemological
and ideological influences, Israelite wisdom traditions show a continual
theological interest in creation as the place in which the (indirect) revelation of
God remains active.

In recourse to newly available texts, Adams reactivates the older thesis that
the principle of causal connection underwent a complete paradigm shift during
the late period of Old Testament formation. It shifted from the idea of
inner-worldly retribution as taught in the book of Proverbs and in several ancient
Egyptian teachings to a process allocated in heaven. In other words, it became
an eschatological hope. The history of wisdom in Israel is placed in the context
created by Egyptian, Greek-Hellenistic, and ancient Near Eastern environments.
Adams discusses the wisdom text from Qumran, 4QInstruction, dated in the late
2nd century B.C.E., from which he traces lines of tradition to the first book of
Enoch and Wisdom of Solomon.2l) But his dating of the whole idea is not

convincing to me.

If we survey the continual debate (while realizing that all of the various
positions find current representatives), we are able to conclude that the idea of
the causal principle is rejected by systematic theologians such as Schleiermacher
and his many contemporary followers. Apparently, this concept robs God of his
freedom to act in grace and mercy; instead, God becomes the predictable
accountant who places the burden of individual action on each person even
throughout all eternity. God thus becomes a monster. From a Christian
perspective, we can only accept that God negates the entire system and rewards
‘everyone’ without regards for personal status. ‘But does not this concept of
universal reconciliation also make God predictable while classifying the kind of
life an individual lived as completely irrelevant?’ This view does not match the
biblical witness as already a cursory reading of Matthew 25 makes abundantly
clear. Various authors have developed counter-positions against this blanket

rejection of the causal principle. God is not imprisoned within this causal

21) See also M. Goff, “Recent Trends in the Study of Early Jewish Wisdom Literature: The
Contribution of 4QInstruction and Other Qumran Texts”, Currents in Biblical Research 7
(2009), 376-416.
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connection; he retains his freedom at all times (W. H. Schmidt, Delkurt,
Graupner). Several recent publications have shown that creation theology
interconnects the Old and New Testament on several different levels; we can
even speak of a kind of melody of the Bible as a whole (esp. H. H. Schmid). I
believe one of the most important insights to be the idea that God as creator
remains a mystery in all of his actions. His deeds are a mystery that is present in
the reality of this world. We are faced with a complex structure of freedom and
limitation, of rules and exceptions. The principle of causal connection is a kind

29

of “rule of thumb” that frequently proves to be true but is not a closed

mechanistic system.

If we depart from specific texts and return to our general discussion of the
causal connection between deeds and consequences, the complexity of God’s
rule over the world should have meanwhile become clear. I would like to
indicate this multifactorial complexity in the connection of doing and receiving by
refraining from using the term “Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang”. Instead, I propose
that we speak of the large causal context surrounding deeds and consequences,
“large doing-receiving-connection” (Tun-Ergehen-Groflzusammenhang). The word
“large” points to the fact that many causes and aspects are involved in shaping
an individual biography and that they interact with each other over time and
space. Past and distant events, occurrences in this life and the next, personal and
communal, and national and international issues create a complex matrix full of
dialectical tension that surrounds each life. “How is each person supposed to
understand which path to take in life?”” — This is not possible without recourse to
the law, but also not without an awareness of the complexity of the factors
involved. The relation between individual retribution for individual action and
other surpassing factors — some of which cannot be known — must enter
reflection together. A community that surrounds the individual, the inheritance
of good and bad deeds performed by the forefathers, as well as the effects of
good and evil forces that surround him or her, and — not least — God’s free will
can influence every human existence. Scholarship (and piety) can only attain a
realistic view of the world, if it considers all this. The following figure can

illustrate this multi-factorial context:
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GOD
(Just retributions, Atonements, Forgiveness)
Blessing Angels
Good deeds of the individual : U : Good ancestral deeds
Natlon% INDIVIDUAL ‘wunlty
Evil deeds of the individual / \ Evil ancestral deeds
Curses Demons

Figure 3. The large causal context surrounding deeds and consequences

Several consequences arise from this view:

a) The connection between action and consequence cannot be reduced to an
individual level. Many threads make up the fabric of an individual life. It is not
possible to calculate the fate of an individual from the sum of his or her actions.
This simplification can only lead to miscalculation. This insight is especially
important for counselling and pastoral care.

b) At the same time, personal responsibility exists for individual action. Every
human being contributes to the whole by the energies released through his or her
deeds. This insight is highly important for biblical pedagogy.

c) The large causal context surrounding deeds and consequences forms the
basis for a very positive view on life. In much reflection, we can observe an
imbalance between the negative and the positive aspects of retribution.
Theologians, especially Protestant theologians, tend to emphasize the power of
sin and neglect the positive side of the equation. The large causal context also
implies that good deeds produce good fruit. If you are blessed with good
ancestors (and become one yourself), you are part of a river of blessing and
forgiveness. If good forces watch out for you, you are surrounded by protection
and care (Psa 91). Experience teaches that love begets love. Love is the source
of life, of any kind of meaningful existence. This is an important part of any
biblical homiletic.

“Better is a dinner of vegetables where love is than a fatted ox and
hatred with it” (Pro 15:17)
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“Hatred stirs up strife, but love covers all offenses” (Pro 10:12)

“l10 He does not deal with us according to our sins, nor repay us
according to our iniquities. 11 For as the heavens are high above the earth,
so great is his steadfast love toward those who fear him; 12 as far as the
east is from the west, so far he removes our transgressions from us. 13 As
a father has compassion for his children, so the LORD has compassion for
those who fear him” (Psa 103:10-13)

“6 Set me as a seal upon your heart, as a seal upon your arm; for love
is strong as death, passion fierce as the grave. Its flashes are flashes of
fire, a raging flame. 7 Many waters cannot quench love, neither can floods
drown it. If one offered for love all the wealth of his house, it would be
utterly scorned” (Sol 8:6-7)

Wisdom teaches us to recognize the power of love. There certainly may be a

utilitarian element, but ethical motivation and eschatological hope is dominant:

“Treasures gained by wickedness do not profit, but righteousness delivers
from death” (Pro 10:2)

MR En R
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<Abstract>

Social Justice and Divine Righteousness
in the Old Testament Wisdom Traditions

Manfred Oeming
(Universitat Heidelberg)

The assumption commonly held in historical critical interpretations of the
Hebrew Bible that hope for the afterlife was only a late, marginal phenomenon is
not plausible. This papers tries to demonstrate first an early dating of the
expectations for a post mortal existence. Already in the oldest wisdom literature
(Pro 10-12) there is the promise of a salvation from death by good deeds
(zedakah). The origins of this idea are the Egyptian funeral habits and
imaginations best known from the Book of Death, chapter 125. With great
probability, the (archaeologically well attested!) political and cultural hegemony
of Egypt over Israel in the Late Bronze Age also influenced the concepts
concerning the future life of the soul from the beginnings, especially from
Solomon’s era onwards. Throughout the course of the history of Israel’s
religion, the early vision (my deeds cause my destiny) became increasingly
complex. Not only the deeds of a living individual are decisive for his fate, but
also the deeds of the other contemporaries, especially the king, and the deeds of
the ancestors (Abraham, David) and the actions of heavenly beings (like angels
cf. Job 33:23-30 or Satan). At the final form of the canonical theology, there is a
complex view of a “large doing-receiving-connection”. But from the beginning
until the end of this evolution of faith, “justice” — divine and human — was

decisive.
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Reading Matthew from the Perspective of Marginality

Sun Wook Kim*

1. Introduction

When we see the history of God’s salvation, God has made marginalized
people play a transformational role in the world. In the time of the OT, Israel
was not the central nation of the world but a marginal one which had been
oppressed by powerful nations. God, however, chose Israel in order to show his
will to redeem the sinful world. God’s way of salvation is not the same as that of
the world. God’s salvific revelation climaxed in sending his son, Jesus Christ,
into the world; however, Jesus did not come as a centralized person, but a
marginalized one. Jesus identified himself with the marginalized people (Mat
18:1-14; 25:31-45) and ministered to them. “Jesus both embraced the
marginalized and experienced marginality alongside the marginalized”,!) and so
he became the prototype of marginalized people. Therefore, marginality should
be “the content of the Christian faith”,2) because Christianity comes from Jesus,
the marginalized one. Moreover, in our multi-cultural and multi-ethnic society,
the characteristics of marginality itself can provide us with “common ground”3)

for the unification which the Gospel seeks. After all, marginality can be both the

* Ph.D in New Testament at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School. Adjunctive Professor of New
Testament at Anyang University. sunwook5394@hanmail.net.

1) Paul Hertig, “The Multi-ethnic Journeys of Jesus in Matthew: Margin-Center Dynamics”,
Missiology 26 (1998), 28.

2) Jung Young Lee, Marginality: the Key to Multicultural Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1995), 4.

3) Ibid., 4-5.
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content and the praxis of the Gospel.

The author of the Gospel of Matthew himself was depicted as a marginalized
person. According to Paul Hertig, in Matthew 9:9-11, Matthew was rejected and
isolated from his brethren the Jewish people: (1) He was despised as a betrayer
by the Jews because he was employed as a tax collector on behalf of the Roman
government; (2) At that time, tax collectors were generally disdained due to their
greed for money, especially because they charged excessive taxes to their
brethren, and Matthew was not an exception; (3) As a Galilean Jew, he might
have experienced discrimination from Jerusalem Jews: “Jews were known to
frown upon Galilean Jews for their lack of strict orthodoxy and their Gentile
association”.4) Jesus called Matthew as his disciple and into his ministry, and so
Matthew experienced the acceptance of Jesus. Hertig argues that “Matthew’s
own marginality is an underlying theme in the Gospel” and “it is no surprise that
Matthew emphasizes Jesus’ acceptance of the unacceptable in the story of his
own calling”.5) Therefore, Matthew who lived as a marginalized person might
have a deep concern for the marginalized peoples and so reflect his compassion
for them in his writing of the Gospel of Matthew.

In this paper, my study largely consists of three parts, presenting three
dimensions of marginality: conceptual, geographical, and social. First, in a
conceptual dimension, I will examine two passages, Matthew 11:25-30 and
18:1-14 which show the meanings and characteristics of marginality in the
Gospel of Matthew. The former passage tells us that the marginalized (the
infants, 11:25) are regarded as the recipients of God’s revelation and as the
blessed people who can own the eschatological blessing. The latter teaches us
that Jesus identifies himself with the marginalized (the little child, 18:2-5; the
little ones, 18:6, 10, 14) and that they are those who need to be cared for.
Second, in a geographical dimension, I will shed light on Matthew’s unique
characteristic in relation to its geographical description. Only Matthew narrates
the fulfillment of the Old Testament (OT) prophecy through geographical
description (2:23; 4:14-16). Matthew depicts Jesus as marginalized in his life
and ministry through the geographical portrait of marginality. Finally, in a social

dimension, I will study marginal groups in the Gospel of Matthew: the sick, the

4) Paul Hertig, “The Multi-ethnic Journeys of Jesus in Matthew: Margin-Center Dynamics”, 28.
5) Ibid.
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poor, women, orphans, tax-collectors, the Gentiles and so on. Their lifestyle and
spirituality demonstrate the characteristics of marginality. However, marginality
does not mean a miserable state, but the qualification of becoming people of
God. Jesus’ concern and love for marginal people proves this. Among the many
kinds of marginalized people in the Gospel of Matthew, I will focus on three
groups in terms of gender, ethnicity, social status: women, the Gentiles, and the

poor.6)

2. Conceptual Dimension: The Characteristics of Marginality in
Matthew’s Gospel

2.1. Infants as the Recipients of God’s Revelation (11:25-30)

Chapters 11-13 in the Gospel of Matthew deal with the rejection of Jesus and
his words. In the middle of the rejection, Jesus’ sayings (11:25-30) which
contain the revelation concerning Jesus and his Father and the kinds of people
who receive his words are highlighted.”) Matthew’s purpose in including them
here is to show that “despite the growing opposition to Jesus discipleship
remains the only alternative that satisfies the deepest of human longings”.8)

The passage (11:25-30) consists of three parts: (1) vv. 25-26; (2) v. 27; and
(3) vv. 28-30.9 The first two parts (vv. 25-27) are paralleled in Luke 10:21-22.10)

6) When Paul says about oneness of all people in Christ Jesus, he presents the breakdown of
barriers between different kinds of people in three dimensions in Gal 3:28: ethnicity (Jew vs.
Greek), social status (slave vs. free), gender (male and female). Following Paul’s distinctions, I
also suggest three groups that are regarded as the marginalized.

7) Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville: Liturgical
Press, 1991), 168.

8) Craig L. Blomberg, Matthew, The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman Press,
1992), 192.

9) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word Books, 1993),
316. In view of marginal people or community according to Warren Carter, this passage can be
divided as Jesus’ acknowledgement of God’s revelation not to the intelligent but to the marginal
(11:25-26), his role as revealer and liberator (11:27), and his invitation of those who are laboring
and bearing burdens to find salvation (11:28-30). See Warren Carter, Matthew and the Margins:
a Sociopolitical and Religious Reading, JSNTSup 204 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
2000), 256.

10) Donald Senior, Matthew, Abingdon New Testament Commentaries (Nashville: Abingdon

Press, 1998), 131.
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However, the third part (vv. 28-30) has no parallel in Luke, so we can assume that
these verses come from the special tradition of Matthew.11)

The first part (vv. 25-27) is “thanksgiving to God.”!2) This thanksgiving
prayer has typical Jewish style and its pattern was prevalent in the other Jewish
writings at that time and appeared in the Qumran Thanksgiving Hymns.13) This
general thanksgiving pattern is well applied to vv. 25-26 and there are two reasons
for thanksgiving to God: (a) hiding these things from the wise, and (b) revealing
them to infants (vMmLoc).

The second part (v. 27) shows the unique relationship as an “innate, exclusive
and mutual knowledge”!4) between the Father and the Son. We can divide this
verse into three: (a) the Son’s authority to be given all things by the Father (v. 27a),
(b) the exclusive and mutual knowledge between the Father and the Son (v. 27b),
and (c) the Son’s ability to reveal the Father to those whom the Son chooses
(27¢). This division provides a chiastic structure: A — the Son’s qualification
for reception (v. 27a); B — the relationship between the Son and the Father
(v. 27b); A" — the Son’s qualification for revelation (v. 27c).

The third part (vv. 28-30) is Jesus’ invitation to those who are weary and
burdened and implies a calling to discipleship.!3) From the aspect of formal
composition, this passage is distinctly divided into two. The first section
(vv. 28-29a) is the invitation to come and follow Jesus in discipleship. The
second (vv. 29b-30) is the basis (Jesus’ character of meekness and humility as a
savior) and the reason (the advantage of easy yoke and light burden given by

Jesus) for following Jesus. Both sections promise rest: the first rest is

11) Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, 168. Hans D. Betz explains the arguments
whether Mat 11:28-30 was pertained to Q material or not. See Hans D. Betz, “The Logion of
the Easy Yoke and of Rest (Matt 11:28-30)”, Journal of Biblical Literature 86 (1967), 10-20.

12) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 316.

13) Cf. 2Sa 22:50; Dan 2:19-23; Sir 51:1; 1QH passim; Robert H. Gundry, Matthew, A
Commentary on His Literary and Theological Art (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 216;
Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, 169. Thanksgiving prayer generally has three
steps: first, there is a first person announcement (“I give you thanks”), then a direct address to
God (“Father, Lord of heaven and earth”), and finally the reason for the thanksgiving
(“because you have---”).

14) George E. Ladd, 4 Theology of the New Testament, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993),
164-166. According to Ladd, Mat 11:25-27 has been diversely understood such as a
penetration by a “mythological” idea (Dibelius) or “a late product of Hellenistic Christianity”
in German scholarship.

15) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 322.
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emphasized through Jesus’ granting and the second rest is found through
self-discovery in one’s soul.

As we see so far, each part has unique and distinctive characteristics in form.
The first part (vv. 25-26) is a “public confession of praise and thanks to God”,
the second (v. 27) is a “declaration by Jesus about his special relation with his
Father”, and the third (vv. 28-30) is an “invitation” to discipleship.16) The whole
passage, however, is unified in respect of “revelation sayings”.!?) In the first
passage (vv. 25-26), the Son gives thanks to the Father because he reveals these
things not to the wise but to infants. In the second passage (vv. 27), explicit and
mutual knowledge exists between the Son and the Father by revelation and the
Son’s ability is to reveal the Father to those whom he chooses. In the third
passage (vv. 28-30), the Son reveals himself to invite “the marginalized” who
may take part in his discipleship. According to Daniel J. Harrington, there is a
chiasm in the passage as a whole and the structure is as follows: A — recipients
of revelation (vv. 25-26: the infants); B — revelation itself (v. 27: Jesus); A" —
recipients of revelation (vv. 28-30: the margins).18) All things considered, this
passage (Mat 11:25-30) is well organized in structure in spite of consisting in
three different forms, and it is unified in theme through “revelation sayings”.

Matthew expresses his intention through “revelation sayings”, and so the
revelation plays an important role in this passage. Revelation is closely related to
the knowledge (or wisdom!9) and the relationship between the Son and the
Father as especially denoted in v. 27. The fact that Matthew emphasizes the verb
“to know” is evident through the usage of somewhat different verbs between the
two parallels. In Matthew, the verb émiywwoker (“to know™) is written twice
(v. 27), but in the parallel passage of Luke the verb ywdoker (“to know”) is
written only once (Luk 10:22). Matthew uses the verb émiyivwoket, which has
the intensive meaning in comparison with the verb ywdoker of Luke, in order to
emphasize the knowledge.20) The prefix ém intensifies the meaning of the verb.
Therefore the verb émywwokel can be interpreted as “fully knows2!) and we

16) Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, 169.

17) Ibid., 168.

18) A chiastic pattern is shown in words: A — “burdened” (28a), B — “refresh” (28b), C — “my
yoke” (29ab), B'— “rest” (29¢), A" — “burden” (30); Ibid., 169.

19) Senior argues that this passage takes the “wisdom motif”. Donald Senior, Matthew, 131-134.

20) Hagner assumes that “the verb émiywdoker with the prepositonal ém here probably is
deliberately intensive.” See Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 320.

21) Ibid., 316.
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can catch how Matthew takes this knowledge seriously.

According to Archibald M. Hunter, this passage contains “perhaps the most
important verses in the Synoptic Gospels”.22) In the thanksgiving section, Jesus
praises God because of his good election. God’s “gracious elective will”23) of
hiding and revealing means “the good news of the presence of the kingdom of
heaven that required humble eyes of faith”.24) “These things25) (Mat 11:25) are
disclosed to the “infants” and concealed from “the wise and intelligent”. The
fact that God’s revelation is provided to the infants rather than the wise has a
certain novelty because “wisdom was viewed as God’s endowment on the wise
rather than the foolish”.26) Therefore, it is important to know the character of the
infants who are the receivers of God’s revelation and the elected by his good
pleasure. The “infants” are persons who are disregarded and poor and childlike,
and so at this point we can find two characteristics in them: they are “dependent”
and “innocently receptive”. These characteristics make them depend on God and
easily receive his revelation. The infant metaphor, therefore, implies “the lowly
and teachable” and shows both “receptiveness to God’s revelation and the
marginal and vulnerable social locations in which the desperate live”.27) This is
the reason that God elects the “infants” rather than the wise who are arrogant
and have no need of God.2%)

The revelation is given to those whom Jesus chose (v. 27), but the invitation is

opened to “all” (mavteg: v. 28). The invitation is directly connected to discipleship

22) Archibald M. Hunter, “Crux Criticorum-Matt 11:25-30: A Re-appraisal”’, New Testament
Studies 8 (1962), 241. Though the significance is seen in the many arguments over the origin
and source of this passage, the most important issue is that it forms unique and intertwined
Matthean theology: election, revelation, christology, discipleship, and eschatology.

23) Hagner says the noun, ebdokio (good pleasure), refers to God’s “gracious elective will”
following the opinion of Schweizer. Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 319.

24) Michael J. Wilkins, Matthew, NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
2004), 421.

25) R. T. France, The Gospel According to Matthew: An Introduction and Commentary, The
Tyndale New Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1985), 198. In v. 25, the
noun, todta (“these things™), which is the object of hiding and revealing, may directly indicate
Jesus’ deeds in previous passages (11:2, 19) that form the answer to the question of John the
Baptist, and show the whole significance of Jesus’ mission.

26) Senior refers to Dan 2:20-21 and 4Ez 12:35-38 to show God’s endowment of “wisdom” to the
wise rather than the foolish. See Donald Senior, Matthew, 132.

27) Warren Carter, Matthew and the Margins, 257-258.

28) The wise and intelligent, here, do not refer to the persons who have academic abilities and
intellectual powers.
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in following Jesus, and the promise of rest is provided by him. Jesus’ calling to
discipleship requires that one takes the yoke which he provides and learns from
him. The yoke metaphor implies the “overwhelming nomism of the Pharisees”,
namely, the burden of religious regulation from Pharisaism rather than the law
itself.29) The yoke also symbolizes “Israel’s subjection to foreign oppression” in
the background of the OT (Lam 5:5; Lev 26:13; cf. Exo 6:6-8).30)

There are two reasons people should take Jesus’ yoke and learn from him: the
first is due to the character of Jesus himself (Mat 11:29) and the second is the
distinctive quality of Jesus’ yoke (v. 30). Jesus declares himself to be “meek”,
and “humble in heart”. Jesus says that the “meek” are blessed in Matthew 5:5 and
instructs that whoever humbles himself like a little child is the greatest in the
kingdom of heaven (18:4).3D) Jesus himself is the person who is blessed and the
greatest in the kingdom of heaven, so he invites people to the blessing and to the
kingdom of heaven. Jesus demands people to take his yoke and learn from him,
but he explains the reason of his request that his yoke is easy and light. Jesus’
yoke, however, has more demands than that of the Pharisees because his
discipleship requires total commitment and self-denial. Only the coming of the
new era of grace by Jesus and his Spirit make the easy and light yoke possible.32)

Jesus calls people who suffer from laboring and bearing burdens in their
physical and spiritual lives and he promises rest to those who respond to his
invitation to discipleship. The word komi®dvtec (wearied/labor: 11:28) means
“beatings, weariness, physical tiredness from work or heat or battle.”33)
Therefore, this word means the human destiny under the “oppressive labor and
sorrow” that can be cured by God.34) In the OT the rest that God promised (Jer

29) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 324. The law is described as joy for the pious Israelite (cf.
Psa 119).

30) Michael J. Wilkins, Matthew, 423.

31) Donald Senior, Matthew, 134.

32) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 325; Michael J. Wilkins, Matthew, 425.

33) Warren Carter, Matthew and the Margins, 259. The verb, komiaw, has two meanings “to
become weary/tired” and “to exert oneself physically, mentally, or spiritually to work hard,
toil, strive, struggle”. W. Bauer, F. W. Danker, W. F. Arndt and F. W. Gingrich, 4
Greek-English lexicon of the New Testament and other early Christian literature, Frederick
William Danker ed., 3rd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 558.

34) F. Hauck, “cémog, komow”, G. W. Bromiley, trans., G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds.,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-1976),
827-829.
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6:16) Jesus now promises and this rest means a “deep existential peace, a
shalom, or sense of ultimate well-being with regard to one’s relationship to God
and his commandment.”35 Therefore, the marginal people expressed as infants
are considered as the recipients of God’s revelation and can possess
“eschatological blessings” which are realized in the present through Jesus’

mission while participating in his discipleship.36)

2.2. The Little Ones Who Need to Be Cared For (18:1-14)

The term “little ones” appears in Matthew 10:40-42; 18:1-14; and 25:31-46.
The little ones in these passages primarily refer to the disciples in church, but
also may generally indicate all lowly people, because Jesus’ teaching
consequently applies to those who are in need. In his discussion on 25:31-46,

Leon Morris correctly notes as follows:

Two ways of understanding the least of these my brothers have won
wide acceptance. One is to bear in mind that elsewhere Jesus’ brothers are
his disciples (12:48-49; 28:10); Jesus may be asserting that the test will be
the way people have reacted toward his lowly followers --- This accords
with such teachings as that on giving a cup of water to the “little ones”
(10:42; cf. also 18:6, 10, 14) -+ The other is to say that brothers include
anyone in need; in this case the test is the way they behaved toward
lowly people in general --- The former is probably the way we should
understand the words, but that does not give the follower of Jesus license
to do good deeds to fellow Christians but none to outsiders. Such an
attitude is foreign to the teachings of Jesus. Everyone in need is to be the
object of Christian benevolence.37)

In particular, we can know the social state of the little ones especially in this
passage. The parable of the sheep and the goats shows that the criteria of the
final judgment depend on whether to give or not something to eat to the one of
the least when he was hungry, something to drink when he was thirsty, to invite

him in when he was a stranger, to clothe him when he needed clothes, to look

35) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 324.

36) Ibid., 325.

37) Leon Morris, The Gospel according to Matthew, The Pillar New Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmanns, 1992), 639.
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after him when he was sick, and to visit him when he was in prison. The little
ones, therefore, are those who were suffering from social, economic, cultural,
and physical hardship.

Among these three passages, I choose 18:1-14 to explain the meaning of
“little ones” because this passage includes not only “little ones” but also “child”
which I previously hold up as an example of presenting the concept of
marginality in Matthew’s narrative. Chapter 18, the fourth major discourse in
Matthew, deals with “the theme of churchly brotherhood38) and is divided into

299

two parts: “concerns for ‘little ones’” (18:1-14); and “brotherliness of forgiving
sins” (18:15-35). The first section of this chapter shows the movement of the
word from “child” (meidlov: vv. 2-5) to “little ones” (uikpol: vv. 6, 10, 14).39)
According to Harrington, “the realistic use of the term ‘child’ in 18:2 soon yields
to metaphorical applications as the text proceeds.”#0) This section consists of
two units: “the greatest is humble like a child in the kingdom of heaven”
(18:1-5); and “caring for the ‘little ones’” (18:6-14).

The discourse in this chapter originates from the disciples’ question: “Who is
the greatest in the kingdom of heaven?”” The query does not indicate “greatness
among Jesus’ disciples”, but “greatest in the kingdom of heaven.”4D) According to

Harrington, the Essene community at Qumran is helpful to understand this passage:

The disciples’ question about greatness in the kingdom of heaven (18:1)
is appropriate for a community in which social status was taken seriously.
The Qumran community was highly structured; at ceremonies (1QS
2:19-25) and assemblies (6:8-13) a hierarchical order of priests, Levites,
and the “many” was strictly observed: ‘And no man shall go down from
the place he must occupy, nor raise himself above the place to which his
lot assigns him’ (1QS 2:23). The appendix to the Community Rule (1QSa)
suggests that the hierarchical order observed at the community’s meal was
understood to be an anticipation or prefigurement of what would happen

with the coming of God’s kingdom.42)

Jesus responds to the issue that the qualification for entering the kingdom of

38) Robert H. Gundry, Matthew, 358.

39) Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, 265.
40) Ibid.

41) Ibid., 266.

42) Ibid.
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heaven is to become childlike and this means humility. Those who show
humbleness like little children are the greatest in the kingdom of heaven (Mat
18:3, 4). His reply is a challenging one to the cultural and social conventions of
first century Judaism. The child is here used as a metaphor to express social
insignificance rather than sinlessness.#3) Humility as the characteristic of the
child is understood in the aspect of “the child’s weakness, defenseless, and
vulnerability.”44) In verse 4, the verb rtamewodw (“to humble”) which
characterizes children may also refer to “the smallness of children” because the
root tameLlvo- primarily means “low.”45) So the little children as symbol are those
who are low, insignificant, powerless, and suffer in their poverty.46) At that time,

children were regarded as follows:

It is important to remember here the negative social situation of
children in antiquity. Children were not full human beings with their own
integrity but incomplete (vMmoL) beings who needed to be trained --- That,
as is well known, the word and mailc and moidtov can also mean “slave,”
says a great deal about the legal standing of children, who were subject to
the unlimited authority of their fathers. The point of comparison for our
logion is thus first of all children’s physical size, then also their
powerlessness and their social standing.47)

According to Ulrich Luz, the lowliness of children, therefore, not only means
an “internal attitude” of humility, but also indicates “external conditions” of low
social status.48) In v. 5, Jesus identifies himself with a little child in saying that
those who welcome a little child in his name are to welcome him. In this
manner, Jesus endows the insignificant persons in the community with their
importance regardless of social status.49)

A little child as symbol is shifted to the “little ones™ (v. 6).59) The transition is

43) Ibid., 265.

44) Michael J. Wilkins, Matthew, 613.

45) Ulrich Luz, Matthew 8-20: A Commentary, James E. Crouch, trans, Helmut Koester, ed.
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 428.

46) Ibid.

47) Ibid.

48) Ibid., 429.

49) R. T. France, The Gospel According to Matthew, 679

50) Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, 266.
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intentional because it shows that a little child who is welcomed is none other
than a Christian who is regarded as nobody in the church.5D) The phrase “who
believe in me”, which modifies “these little ones”, implies that these little ones
are disciples,3?) i.e., “Christians in the church.”33) The little ones are, therefore,
those who need the concern and care of the community.

Jesus warns against causing one of little ones to stumble (v. 6). R. T. France
argues that the translation of the verb okawdwAi{w as “cause to sin” is too
specific and better translation may be “cause to stumble”; “cause to lose their
faith” is also good one.54 Causing a person to sin is one means of causing him
to stumble.55) In a broad meaning, leading persons to stumble is to obstruct the
growth of faith by losing their heart through disregard, or by unfair treatment
due to their social status, or by indifference of pastoral care.50) Therefore, in
order not to build stumbling blocks to little ones, it is required for one to take
“belittling action™.57) The gravity of warnings against those who cause a little
one to stumble is expressed by employing the word olal (woe).58)

In verse 10, the little ones should not be looked down on because their angels in
heaven are always in front of God in heaven. This shows how much the little
ones are important to God.59) According to C. C. Rowland, the little ones have the
“particular privilege” that their angels stand close and have immediate access to
God, just as infants in 11:25 have a special capacity to receive God’s revelation
which is hidden from the wise and learned.®9) The significance and preciousness

of the little ones are shown in the parable of the lost sheep (vv. 10-14). This

51) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 14-28, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word Books, 1995), 520.

52) “The phrase ‘one of these little ones’ has been used at 10:42 in a related way... In 10:42, the
phrase is modified by ‘as a disciple’ (el¢ dvope padnrod), here by ‘who believes in me’. In
both cases, a disciple whose discipleship operates at a modest level is in view; and in both
cases there is explicit or implicit contrast with more substantial ‘representatives of the
kingdom’”. See John Nolland, The Gospel of Matthew: A Commentary on the Greek Text, The
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 735.

53) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 14-28, 520.

54) R. T. France, The Gospel According to Matthew, 681.

55) Ibid., 681-682.

56) Ibid., 682.

57) Rollin G. Grams, “Not ‘Leaders’ but ‘Little Ones’ in the Father’s Kingdom: The Character of
discipleship in Matthew’s Gospel”, Transformation 21 (2004), 117-118.

58) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 14-28, 522.

59) R. T. France, The Gospel According to Matthew, 685.

60) Christopher C. Rowland, “Apocalyptic, the Poor, and the Gospel of Matthew”, Journal of
Theological Studies 45 (1994), 511.
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parable provides the example of pastoral care for the little ones in two aspects:
“the certainty of the shepherd searching if one of his sheep becomes lost” (v. 12)
and “the shepherd’s greater joy over finding the one lost sheep than over the rest
of the flock that is safe” (v. 13).61) In verse 14, the expression that “it is not the
will before your Father” (o0k €otiv 0éAnua éumpooBer Tod TMatpog LUQV) is a
respectful way of indicating what God does.62) This parable shows that God’s
pastoral care is not to loose any of these little ones.93) As Harrington says, this
whole passage (18:1-14) depicts “pastoral zeal especially for the marginal (‘little
ones’) and the ‘strays’, according to the example of God the Shepherd”.64)

3. Regional Dimension: Matthew’s Geographical Description
Presenting Marginality

Hertig notes that “Mathew’s preoccupation with geography is a preoccupation
with missiological issues of marginality in the context of Jesus’ mission”.65)
Matthew portrays Jesus’ life against the background of marginal regions. Jesus
was born in Bethlehem near Jerusalem (2:1) but grew up in a small town called
Nazareth, in Galilee (2:22-23). In the period of Jesus, Nazareth was regarded as
“an insignificant village in the hills of Lower Galilee” and was never mentioned
“in the OT, Josephus, Philo, or early literature of the rabbis or the OT
pseudepigrapha”.66) Craig L. Blomberg explains the usage of term “the people
of Nazareth” as follows: “‘Nazarene’ was a slang or idiomatic term for an

individual from a very remote or obscure place”.67) In Acts 24:5, “Nazarene

61) David L. Turner, Matthew, Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2008), 440.

62) Leon Morris, The Gospel according to Matthew, 466.

63) Gundry says that there exist the escalation of “little” (10:42; 18:6, 10, 14) to “least” (25:40, 45)
which intensifies the emphasis. In the passage 25:31-45, the fact that the least of these brothers
are identified with the king implies that “even the least brother in the church represents Christ.”
Therefore, caring insignificant people in the church is eventually to minister to Christ himself.
See Robert H. Gundry, Matthew, 514-515.

64) Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, 267.

65) Paul Hertig, “The Multi-ethnic Journeys of Jesus in Matthew: Margin-Center Dynamics”, 24.

66) John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus, vol. 1, Anchor Bible
Reference Library (New York: Doubleday, 1991), 268.

67) Craig L. Blomberg, Matthew, 70.
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sect” is a scornful way of speech, and in John 1:46, Nathaniel’s question that
“Nazareth! Can anything good come from there?” implies that Nazareth was a
place for the disregarded and rejected.68) The change of place from Jerusalem to
Nazareth is due to the persecutions by the authorities, indicating that the
meaning flows from the center to the margin.®®) God’s salvific works started
from the marginal place. In addition, John the Baptist prepared the way for Jesus
by baptizing the people at the Jordan River and preaching the Gospel in the
wilderness of Judea. These places are geographically marginalized.70)

After Jesus was baptized by John, he publicly started ministering in Galilee.
Galilee historically was the site of the Assyrian invasion which deported the
Jews from Galilee and opened the way for “a large influx of foreigners, in
particular, Canaanites and Sidonians”.7!) Because many pagan immigrants
resided in Galilee after the Assyrian occupation, it was called “Galilee of the
nations” or “Gentiles” (Isa 9:1; Mat 4:13, 15-16).72 Therefore, there existed
diverse ethnic groups in Galilee.73) Galileans had an independent spirit due to
“periodic invasions, intrusions, and even robberies along its routes”, and they
were recognized as warlike people.’ As Arthur M. Ross says, “Galilee’s
debasement made some of its people feel their need for the Savior”.75) Only the
Gospel of Matthew depicts the fulfillment of the OT prophecy through
geographical explanations: “So was fulfilled what was said through the prophets:
‘He will be called a Nazarene’” (2:23); “to fulfill what was said through the
prophet Isaiah: “Land of Zebulun and land of Naphtali, --- Galilee of the
Gentiles — the people living in darkness have seen a great light; on those living
in the land of the shadow of death a light has dawned” (4:14-16). The reason for
referring to these regions, Nazareth and Galilee, in justifying the fulfillment of
the OT prophecy, is that Matthew describes Jesus as the one who lives among

the marginalized and will save them from their suffering.76)

68) Paul Hertig, “The Multi-ethnic Journeys of Jesus in Matthew: Margin-Center Dynamics”, 24.

69) Warren Carter, Matthew and the Margins, 89.

70) Ibid., 92.

71) Paul Hertig, “The Multi-ethnic Journeys of Jesus in Matthew: Margin-Center Dynamics”, 25.

72) Arthur M. Ross, “Galilee”, Merrill C. Tenney and J. D. Douglas, et al., eds., New International
Bible Dictionary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1987), 368.

73) Paul Hertig, “The Multi-ethnic Journeys of Jesus in Matthew: Margin-Center Dynamics”, 25.

74) Ibid.

75) Arthur M. Ross, “Galilee”, 368

76) Paul Hertig, “The Multi-ethnic Journeys of Jesus in Matthew: Margin-Center Dynamics”, 25.
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4. Social Dimension: Portrayal of Marginal Groups in Matthew’s

Narrative
4.1. Women

In the words of Jane Kopas, when we read the Gospel of Matthew, we can
discover that “Matthew struggles to incorporate women moving from the
periphery to greater public involvement and from being victims and survivors to
being disciples and leaders”.”?) Like men, women also remained and shared in
the Jewish tradition, but their public status was low and insignificant in a Jewish
community and society.’8) Women were not treated with importance and so they
were marginalized. Though they were “insiders” in that they held Jewish
heritage in common, they were “outsiders” in that they were marginalized in
their community: women are, therefore, “inside outsiders”.”9) The Gospel of
Matthew shows that women who are regarded as peripheral play an important
role to manifest and spread the good new of Jesus.

In the beginning of the Gospel, the genealogy of Jesus is recorded. Matthew
denotes Jesus as the son of David and Abraham (1:1) and shows the royal line of
the genealogy (1:2-17). However, in the lineage, five women are introduced and
these records are “both unnecessary and unusual” in Jewish genealogies.80) Four
of them (Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and Bathsheba), except Mary the mother of Jesus,
are believed to have had extramarital relations and illegitimate children.8D) If so,
why did the author unnecessarily insert the names of four women who might
degrade the dignity of Jesus’ genealogy? Blomberg explains it from their
marginality as follows: “Jesus is presented as the one who will ignore human
labels of legitimacy and illegitimacy to offer his gospel of salvation to all,
including the most despised and outcast of society. A question for the church to

ask itself in any age is how well it is visibly representing this commitment to

77) Jane Kopas, “Jesus and Women in Matthew”, Theology Today 47 (1990), 13.

78) Ibid., 13-14.

79) Ibid. Kopas argues that “Matthew’s Gospel shows the way that ‘outside’ insiders begin to
make a contribution to the future of the church”.

80) Craig L. Blomberg, Matthew, 55.

81) Jane Schaberg, The lllegitimacy of Jesus: a Feminist Theological Interpretation of the Infancy
Narratives (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1987), 33.
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reach out to the oppressed and marginalized of society with the good news of
salvation in Christ”.82) These women are also described as survivors or as the
participants in “salvation of others”.83) The illegal pregnancy of Tamar by her
father-in-law means the reclamation of her rights from the irresponsibility of her
father-in-law (Gen 38); Rahab saves her family in front of a brutal battle (Jos 2);
Ruth accomplishes her vision in seeking out Boaz (Rut 1); and Bathsheba
became the mother of David’s successor in spite of her husband’s death by the
order of David (2Sa 11).89) Moreover, Matthew locates Mary in a significant
place in the genealogy. While Luke finds Jesus’ lineage from Joseph, Matthew
discovers it from Mary. Matthew describes Mary as “a key figure in the process
of salvation”.85)

However, many of the stories of Matthew’s Gospel are full of violence, from
Jesus’ birth to his death86) and women became the center of sorrow and
sufferings. Rachel’s weeping for her children (Mat 2:18) in the beginning of the
Gospel, and the prediction of woe for the pregnant and nursing mothers
(24:19-22) at the end, create a tone of grief for the entire Gospel.87) In these
circumstances, women exerted themselves to overcome violence and persecutions
and their faith made it possible. According to Marla J. Selvidge, three women
are highly praised in the Gospel for their faith: the hemorrhaging woman
(9:18-26), the Canaanite woman (15:21-28), and the anointing woman (26:6-13).88)
The dynamic faith of the hemorrhaging woman was communicated to Jesus, and
she received his power. The persistent faith of the Canaanite woman who was a
Gentile was praised by Jesus: “How great is your faith” (15:28). The sincere
faith of the anointing woman made it possible to foresee the passion of Jesus and
to prepare for his death. Though women who were vulnerable and weak at that
time had to experience violence, persecutions, ignorance, and inhospitality in
society, they did not remain themselves under these social irregularities and

oppressions. Their faith broke through adversities and they received the power

82) Craig L. Blomberg, Matthew, 56.

83) Jane Kopas, “Jesus and Women in Matthew”, 14.

84) Ibid.

85) Ibid., 15.

86) Marla J. Selvidge, “Violence, Woman, and the Future of the Matthean Community: A
Redactional Critical Essay”, Union Seminary Quarterly Review 39 (1984), 213-217.

87) Ibid., 214.

88) Ibid., 215.
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from Jesus to solve their problems. In the Gospel of Matthew, women become
the positive models of how sincere faith should be.

In Jesus’ teaching, women are not regarded as valueless or neglected ones.
Jesus’ attitude to divorce and adultery (5:27-32) implies that the dignity and
rights of women should be protected and improved: even the lustful mind
commits adultery, and a man’s divorce of his wife is not legitimated except on
the grounds of sexual immorality.8%) When Jesus speaks about the resurrection
(22:23-33), “sexual prejudice is dissolved in light of an ultimate equality”90):
“At the resurrection, people will neither marry nor be given in marriage; they
will be like the angels in heaven” (22:30). From the viewpoint of the Kingdom
of God, women who are marginalized in this world do not need to find their
identity from submission to men anymore,”!) but rather establish themselves as

independent subjects to respond Jesus’ commands and discipleship.

4.2. Gentiles

Matthew’s Gospel describes the Gentiles in both positive and negative
aspects. For the favorable references, the Gospel begins by including the Gentile
women in the opening genealogy (1:1-17)92) and finishes by commanding the
mission to Gentiles (28:18-20). The first visitors and worshipers of infant Jesus
were none other than Gentiles, namely the magi from the east (2:1-12). Their
faithfulness and eagerness to see new-born king was highlighted in contrast with
the insincere attitudes of Jewish leaders: while the Gentile magi have traveled
from a long distance to find Jesus in following a faint sign, the Jewish leaders do
not show any endeavor to go the five miles from Jerusalem to Bethlehem to
meet the infant king despite having important sources about the place where the
Christ would be born.%3)

In two miracles, Jesus highly praised the faith of Gentiles. First, the centurion

89) Jane Kopas, “Jesus and Women in Matthew”, 13.

90) Ibid., 16

91) Ibid.

92) Rahab and Ruth had the Gentile status in no doubt, and Tamar was regarded as a Gentile in
later Jewish tradition, but Bathsheba was not explicitly identified as a Gentile. See David C.
Sim, “The Gospel of Matthew and the Gentiles,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament
57 (1995), 22.

93) Gene R. Smillie, “‘Even the Dogs’: Gentiles in the Gospel of Matthew”, Journal of the
Evangelical Theological Society 45 (2002), 85.
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who was an officer of the Roman army showed his obedient and desperate faith
in Jesus (8:5-13) for healing his servant. Jesus spoke to his followers about the
centurion’s faith (v. 10) and it seems that Matthew intended the readers of the
Gospel to have this faith in mind.%¥ The insertion of verses 11-12 in the story —
“many will come from east and west and sit at table with Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob in the kingdom of heaven, while the sons of the kingdom will be thrown
into the outer darkness” — indicates the severe warning against the Jews®5) and
implies that “the true sons of the kingdom are now those who respond to the
proclamation of Jesus”.%0) It proves that Gentiles could become the sons and
daughters of God in response to their faith in Jesus’ calling.

Secondly, the request of the Canaanite woman for the exorcism of her
daughter (15:21-28) was accepted by Jesus because of her persistent faith. She, as
a Canaanite, was the cursed and marginalized one in the Israel’s worldview.97)
Israelites considered themselves to be the elected and unique people who would
receive God’s blessings, and so it was impossible for them to think that a
Canaanite woman could receive God’s gifts. She, however, resisted this
distorted, biased, and excluding ideology and forcefully, yet through submission
to Jesus, demanded to be included in God’s blessing.98) Though Jesus, at first,
rejected her request with sardonic language, he saw her faith and then healed her
daughter’s illness with the commendation that her faith was great (15:28). The
Gentiles, who were considered isolated from God’s blessings, became the
blessed persons who can receive the Kingdom of God.

However, there are also unfavorable references to the Gentiles in Matthew’s
Gospel. Gentile religious practice of praying in babbling (6:7) was condemned
by Jesus and persecutions occurred at the hands of the Gentiles (10:18). Those
who refused to listen to the church were treated as Gentiles (18:17) and Jesus
rejected the hierarchical nature of Gentile society (20:25). The author of the
Gospel of Matthew did not accept the value systems of the Gentile society and
disallowed their religious practices.9%)

94) Douglas R. A. Hare, Matthew, Interpretation: A Bible Commentary for Teaching and
Preaching (Louisville: John Knox Press 1993), 91.

95) Ibid.

96) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13,206.

97) Warren Carter, Matthew and the Margins, 321.

98) Ibid.

99) Ibid., 86.
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From both the positive and negative viewpoint of the Gentiles, we can
conclude that they are the object of mission. Though the evil structure of society
and the sinful practice of religions in the Gentile world must be denied, the
Gentiles themselves should not be excluded from the Kingdom of God. The
Israelites isolated the Gentiles from God’s blessing, but the Israelites’ egoistic
faith inversely isolated them from God’s salvific purpose for the world. The
Gentiles who were marginalized from the Israelites’ worldview became true
people of God through faith in the Kingdom of God. As Smillie says, “the
Jewish Messiah extends the benefits of the kingdom to those whom one

normally thinks to be utterly outside its purview, even Gentiles, if only they

have faith in him”.100)

4.3. The Poor

In the OT, the poor were the object of protection against exploitation, and the
law and prophets required the Israelites to give assistance to them.10D) The poor
were the persons who suffer from economic hardship. However, in many
psalms,102) the expression “Hear me God, because I’'m poor and needy” does not
indicate economic destitution, but refers to oppression by the wicked, suffering
from illness, guilty feelings due to past sins or a humble mind before God.!03)
The poor, in this case, are the persons who seek out and trust in God.

In Jesus’ days, poverty can be understood in three different dimensions —
“material, social, and spiritual.”’104) In first century Palestine, the economy was
based on agriculture and material poverty might come from natural disaster,
external invasion, landowners’ extortion, and so on.105) The poor were trapped
in a vulnerable social position in which they were treated unfairly and exploited

severely by others.106) Because the poor were powerless to overcome their

100) Gene R. Smillie, “‘Even the Dogs’: Gentiles in the Gospel of Matthew”, 96.

101) Hans Kvalbein, “Jesus and the Poor: Two Texts and a Tentative Conclusion”, Themelios 12
(1987), 81.

102) “I am poor and needy” (Psa 40:17; 70:5; 81:6; 109:22): James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered,
Christianity in the Making vol. 1 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 519.

103) Hans Kvalbein, “Jesus and the Poor”, 81.

104) James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 517.

105) Ibid.

106) Ibid.
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situations, they spiritually longed for God’s help and depended on his power.107)

According to James D. G. Dunn, Matthew seems to have centered on the
Jewish tradition concerning the poor—*“the poor as those who, having nothing in
their own possession on which to rely, trust only in God”.108) Matthew, unlike
Luke, connects poverty with spirituality in the beatitude: “Blessed are the poor
in spirit -+ (Mat 5:3)”; “Blessed are those who hunger and thirst!09) for
righteousness -+ (5:6)”.110) The poor will be filled and theirs is the kingdom of
heaven. They, therefore, are “the receivers the gospel or kingdom™.111) When
John the Baptist sent his disciples to Jesus in order to ask him whether he was
the one to come or not, Jesus answered like this: “Go back and report to John
what you hear and see: the blind receive sight, the lame walk, those who have
leprosy are cured, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, and the good news is
preached to the poor” (11:5).112) These miracles imply that Jesus is the fulfiller
of the OT, and the Messianic era has come through his ministry for the weak in
society.!13) The fact that the good news is preached to the poor, not the rich,
indicates that the poor are the powerful receiver of the Gospel.

In addition, when Jesus was tempted by Satan to change the stones to bread,
Jesus responded against Satan’s request through the full quotation of
Deuteronomy 8:3, “Man does not live by bread alone, but by every word that
comes from the mouth of God” (Mat 4:4), whereas Luke cited just the first part
of this clause, “Man does not live by bread alone” (Luk 4:4). Matthew suggests
that satisfaction cannot be found in the secular value system of materialism, but
in the word of God.!14) Matthew shows an understanding of the poor within “the
traditional Jewish law and spirituality of poverty.”115)

Matthew, however, does not simply understand poverty as a spiritual
ideology. When a rich young man came up to Jesus in order to ask what good

thing he must do to get eternal life, Jesus answered him to keep the law (Mat

107) Ibid.

108) Ibid., 524-525: Luke concentrates more on material impoverishment rather than spiritual
meaning of poverty.

109) “Those who hunger and thirst” can be regarded as the poor.

110) James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 525.

111) Hans Kvalbein, “Jesus and the Poor”, 80.

112) Matthew quoted Isa 61:1 and 35:5-6 to prove that Jesus is the one to come, the Messiah.

113) Donald A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13,300-301.

114) James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 525.

115) Ibid.
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19:16-22). The young man said that he has kept all commandments. Jesus
replied, “If you want to be perfect, you should sell your property and give it to the
poor and follow me.” This is the actual “challenges to renunciation of goods”116)
in order to help the poor. Despite the warning against serving both God and
Money (6:24), the young man could not give up his possessions.!17) With the
warning against wealth, this story tells us that true discipleship is realized in the
actual renunciation of possessions in order to serve the poor.

The poor were desribed with the terms “the least” and “little ones”.118) In the
parable of the sheep and the goats (25:31-46), “the least”119) of these brothers
(25:40, 45) refers to the marginalized people in the discipleship community and
implies their situation of social and economic marginality: they were the hungry,
the thirsty, the sick, strangers, prisoners, and those who needed clothes.120) Jesus
identified himself with the lower classes (25:40) and helped them in order to
restore their dignity as human beings created by God. Matthew, however, did
not describe them just as miserable ones, but as the potential people who can
receive the Gospel and the Kingdom of God.!2D) According to Francis Orborji,
“the kinds of poverty and the mechanism of impoverishment which are operative
in Jesus’ time and which he condemns have neither human nor religious
values.”122) Under unequal social structures, poverty always exists because it is

the source of wealth for the rich.!23) Though the poor are the receivers of the

116) Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew, 281.

117) Warren Carter, Matthew and the Margins, 389.

118) Schuyler Brown, “Faith, the Poor and the Gentiles: A Tradition-Historical Reflection on
Matthew 25:31-46”, Toronto Journal of Theology 6 (1990), 177.

119) “The least” are the same with “little ones” who means the disciples in 10:42 and this word is an
intensive form of “little ones.” “The least” in this parable especially indicate “the marginalized
community of disciples”. See Warren Carter, Matthew and the Margins, 496. In the phrase of
“one of the least of these brothers of mine” in 25:40, it is important to know who “these
brothers” are. According to Wilkins, five options are suggested: “(1) All needy persons in
humanity, (2) All Christians; (3) Christian missionaries; (4) Jewish Christians; (5)
Tribulation martyrs.” Among them, Wilkins argues the second option is most probable and
“the least” refers to needy disciples who are “often the ones who are excluded from care —
attention is often wrongfully diverted to prominent members of the discipleship community”.
See Michael J. Wilkins, Matthew, 810-811.

120) Schuyler Brown, “Faith, the Poor and the Gentiles”, 177.

121) Hans Kvalbein, “Jesus and the Poor: Two Texts and a Tentative Conclusion”, 80.

122) Francis A. Oborji, “Poverty and the Mission-Charity Trend: a Perspective from Matthew”,
International Review of Mission 91 (2002), 89.

123) Francis A. Oborji, “Poverty and the Mission-Charity Trend”, 91.
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Gospel, they should not remain in their unjust state. In this story of the final
judgment in the eschatological discourse (25:31-46), the criteria of judgment are
“concrete acts of compassion to those in particular need.”1249 The motif of
reward according to what one has done in the will of God (16:27) is manifested
“in terms of the way people have responded to the human needs of ‘these my
smallest brothers and sisters.””” 125 This story gives us a strong admonition to
concretely aid the poor in our lives and informs us that this is the basis of

judgment in doing the will of God.

5. Conclusion

This study has examined how the Gospel of Matthew delivers the meaning of
marginality in terms of “infants” and “little ones” and discloses the traits of
marginality through geographical portraits. In addition, three marginalized
groups, namely women, the Gentiles, and the poor, are presented in order to
demonstrate how the marginalized are understood in the Gospel of Matthew and
are accepted as the people of the kingdom of God.

The marginalized are not only the receivers of God’s revelation and but also
the recipients of the eschatological blessing of God. The reason is that the image
of the marginalized which is expressed as “the infants™ (or little children) shows
that they are dependent and receptive (11:25-27). Jesus calls the marginalized to
discipleship and requires that they take his yoke and learn from him, and at the
same time he promises that they will receive the rest which is given to people in
the coming of the new era of grace (11:28-30). The marginalized expressed as
“little ones” are also those who need special care because of their lower status
and circumstantial hardship (18:1-14; 25:31-46). As Jesus identifies himself with
one of the least, pastoral care for the marginalized is to lower oneself to the same
status as the marginalized.

Matthew describes Jesus as marginalized in his life and ministry through the
marginality of geographical settings. The OT prophecy is fulfilled through
geographical explanations, especially Nazareth and Galilee (2:23; 4:14-16).

124) John Nolland, The Gospel of Matthew, 735.
125) R. T. France, The Gospel According to Matthew, 959.
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Therefore, geographical marginality presents that the Messiah will come as a
marginalized person, live with them, minister to them, and save them.

Though women as one of the marginal groups were insignificant in society in
Jesus’ day, Matthew describes women as an example of faith. Women’s sincere
and strong faith appears in the Gospel of Matthew and they overcome the
difficulties with their faith. They also play an important role in the spreading of
the good news of Jesus as witnesses. The Gentiles who are regarded as
marginalized from God’s blessings now participate in his blessings and become
his people through faith. Matthew understood the poor in the Jewish tradition
and spiritual aspect. In 11:5, the good news is given to the poor according to the
promise of the OT and this means that the Messiah will come in order to
minister to the marginal poor. However, the obligation to help the poor is a
strong requirement for the Christians in the parable of the sheep and the goats
which describes the final judgment.

The Gospel of Matthew has a deep concern for the marginalized and requires
that we live as the marginalized in humbleness and to serve them as we serve
Jesus. Martin Walton properly said as follows: “Attributing priority to the
margins is the manner in which the church seeks its own unity and the unity of
humanity. The location and vocation of the church in the world is thus similarly

defined in terms of its attention to the margins.”’126)
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<Abstract>

Reading Matthew from the Perspective of Marginality

Sun Wook Kim
(Anyang University)

The purpose of this paper is to suggest how to read the Gospel of Matthew
from the perspective of marginality. Though this Gospel generally tends to be
read and studied with a focus on the themes of kingship and kingdom compared
with those of David, Matthew narrates that God’s salvific works to deliver and
rule over the world are performed by revealing his will to marginalized people
and giving them a mission to preach the gospel. Marginality is deeply rooted and
characterized in this Gospel and the Kingdom of God and his sovereign power
are exposed to the world on the basis of marginality. Looking at the history of
God’s salvation, it is clear that God has given marginalized people a role in
transforming the world. In the time of the Old Testament, Israecl was not a
central nation of the world, but rather a marginal one that had been oppressed by
powerful nations. God, however, chose Israel in order to show his will to redeem
the sinful world. God’s way of salvation is not the same as the world’s. God’s
salvific revelation climaxed in sending his son, Jesus Christ, to the world. Jesus,
however, did not come as a central figure. He came as a marginal one. Jesus
identified himself with the marginalized, worked for them, and died on their
behalf. Therefore, we need to discover the nature and traits of marginality in the
Matthew’s Gospel and to know how he portrays the marginal circumstances and
the marginalized people in his narrative.

For this study, I investigate marginality in three dimensions: conceptual,
regional, and social. First, in a conceptual dimension, the meaning and
characteristics of marginality can be explained in the two passages (Mat
11:25-30 and 18:1-14) in terms of God’s revelation to marginalized people and
Jesus’ identification with those who need to be cared for. Second, in a regional
dimension, Matthew’s unique description of geography presents marginality in
relation to regional discrimination. Only Matthew notes the fulfillment of the
OT prophecy through geographical explanations, especially Nazareth and
Galilee (2:23; 4:14-16), which tell us that the Messiah comes from a marginal
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region as a marginalized person who live with them, minister to them, and save
them. Finally, in a social dimension, Matthew shows deep concerns for groups
of marginalized people such as women, the Gentiles, and the poor. Christianity
comes from marginality and its identity is based on marginality. Reading
Matthew’s Gospel from the perspective of marginality will help us to understand

the origin and nature of Christianity.
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TEXT RESEARCH

Revisiting Vocative yovar in John 2:4:
A Plea for Linguistic Realism

Vitaly Voinov*

1. Introduction

In John 2:4, Jesus addresses his mother with the vocative term yvvoi

“woman”, a word choice that has raised many eyebrows among readers of the

New Testament and has over the years been discussed in many publications by

Bible scholars and translators.]) The text of John 2:1-5 is presented below for

ease of reference.

1 Koi T fuépe T tpitn yapog &yéveto év Kavd tic Tolhaiac, koi 1y
N uqmp 100 Incod ékel” 2 €kAnon o€ xoi 6 Inocodg kol oi padntal avtod
€lg TOV yauov. 3 kol votepnoavtog oivov Aéyel 1 uitnp tod Incod mpog
avtdv, Olvov odk Eyovowv. 4 [kai] Aéyet avti 6 Tncodc, Ti éuol koi cof,
yovar, oo fikel 1] Gpa pov. 5 Aéyel 1| e avtod Toig daxkovols, O Tt
dv Aéyn dpiv mowjoate. (GNTY)

I On the third day there was a wedding in Cana of Galilee, and the
mother of Jesus was there. 2 Jesus and his disciples had also been invited
to the wedding. 3 When the wine gave out, the mother of Jesus said to

* Ph.D. in linguistics at the University of Texas at Arlington. Director and translation consultant at

the Institute for Bible Translation in Russia/CIS. vovoinov@hotmail.com.

1) A draft version of this paper was presented at the BT 2017 conference in Dallas, TX in October
2017. I am grateful to Joshua Jensen, Alexey Somov and three anonymous reviewers for their
helpful comments on earlier drafts of this paper, and to Eleanor Dickey for her useful

explanation of the Greek corpus that she used in her investigation of Greek address terms.
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him, “They have no wine.” 4 And Jesus said to her, “Woman, what
concern is that to you and to me? My hour has not yet come.” 5 His
mother said to the servants, “Do whatever he tells you.” (NRS)

The present paper revisits the issue of whether it may in certain languages be
justifiable to translate this specific case of vocative yovai as “mother”, as has
been proposed by commentators and translation scholars, most notably Eugene
A. Nida,2) and followed in practice by modern Bible translations in various
languages, e.g., F. S. Ballentine’s Modern American Bible (1901), Ferrar
Fenton’s translation (1905), NEB, CEV, BFC, Turkish Kutsal Kitap, the Azeri
Bible, and the Tuvan Bible. Some scholars make strong assertions to the
contrary, such as Gert Knepper, who forcefully states that “under no
circumstances should yovon be translated with a term meaning ‘mother’, for this
is exactly what the text so strikingly avoids communicating.”3) Knepper argues
that Jesus’ address of his mother as yOvau is in fact as distancing in Greek as it
sounds in the English rendering “woman”, although not necessarily with
overtones of disrespect. I argue here that objections of this nature are overstated
and do not sufficiently take into account important linguistic factors, such as
contextual pragmatics, the nature of corpus analysis, and audience expectations
that Bible translators need to be aware of when producing a new Scripture
version. My conclusion is that the decision to translate the address term as
“mother” in John 2:4 is fully viable as a possible rendering in terms of both

exegesis and translation principles.

2. Initial arguments pro and contra

Let us start out by briefly summarizing the main reasons that Nida and others

have put forth over the years for the validity of rendering yovot as “mother” in

2) E.g., J. P. Louw and E. A. Nida, eds., Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on
Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible Societies, 1988); E. A. Nida, “Translators’
Creativity Versus Sociolinguistic Constraints”, A. Beylard-Ozeroff, J. Kralova, and B.
Moser-Mercer, eds., Translators’ Strategies and Creativity: Selected Papers from the 9th
International Conference on Translation and Interpreting, Prague, September 1995
(Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1998), 127-136.

3) Gert M. Knepper, “Nida’s I"ovar: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of I"ovon in John 2:4”, The
Bible Translator 66:2 (2015), 167.
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John 2:4 in some languages. Since Knepper has already examined these
arguments in his article, I also provide a synopsis of his objections to each of
them.

1) First, Nida points to other uses of vocative yovou in the NT (e.g., Mat
15:28) and also in Greek literature that are courteous, not abrasive as a direct
English translation makes this vocative sound. This is an argument about the
pragmatics of the source language.4) Eleanor Dickey has demonstrated that yovou
is a “neutral” form of address for a woman.5) (In the present article, I prefer to
use the term politic when referring to this concept of linguistic neutrality, since
it is more accepted than “neutral” in contemporary politeness studies.®) A politic
linguistic form is one that is expected in a given context according to a specific
socio-cultural norm. Politic terms cause no offense, but neither are they seen by
speakers of the language as particularly polite or extra-respectful.)

While admitting this “neutral” or politic pragmatic function of vocative yovor
in general, Knepper and others note that none of the attested examples of yOvar
elsewhere in ancient Greek literature occur in the specific context of addressing
one’s mother. Knepper demonstrates that Nida was likely mistaken in his claim
that there exist Greek papyri letters attesting to vocative yOvau in a respectful
address of one’s mother.”) For Knepper, the existing evidence in Greek literature
only shows that vocative yovau is used when addressing women who are not
related to the speaker. Tokens of vocative yovau in other NT passages and Greek
literature therefore cannot be used as evidence for Jesus’ address of his mother
as being politic in John 2:4; Knepper interprets Jesus’ use of this address form as

an intentional distancing of himself from Mary, portraying their relationship as a

4) It seems rather unlikely that Jesus actually spoke Greek with his mother or other Jewish or
Samaritan women that he encountered in the Gospels, leaving interpreters with the question of
what Hebrew or Aramaic word stood behind the Greek yovar in this and other occurrences of yovau
on Jesus’ lips. (The Canaanite woman in Mat 15:28 is likely an exception, since Jesus may have
spoken Greek to her.) It is hard to find any Aramaic or Hebrew term of address that could
naturally correspond to Greek yOvoun as an address form, so it is likely that John did not translate
the ipsissima verba of Jesus in this address form, but rather reproduced his ipsissima vox. The
exact nature of this vox in this passage (courteous or distancing) is the question that interpreters
are trying to settle.

5) E. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address. From Herodotus to Lucian (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1996), 86.

6) R.J. Watts, Politeness (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

7) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s "ovor: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of ["ovon in John 2:4”, 165.
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non-family relationship. Knepper finds the phrase Ti éuoi xai coi in John 2:4 as
unequivocally confirming Jesus’ intention to distance himself from his mother in
this episode.8) Some sort of unusualness in Jesus’ use of yovou here has also been
assumed by many other commentators, including TDNT9) and those listed by
Knepper as proponents of the “distancing” interpretation.!9) However, Knepper
goes beyond most commentators in stating that such an explicit distancing form
in address to one’s mother “cannot but have shocked” the original audience of
John’s Gospel.!l) This can be compared to the more moderate appraisal of
Raymond Brown, who states that “[t]his is not a rebuke, nor an impolite term,
nor an indication of a lack of affection”, although he does note that “there is no
precedent for this [a son addressing his mother as “woman”] in Hebrew nor, to
the best of our knowledge, in Greek.”!2) Some scholars see Jesus’ use of yovou
to his mother as being in line with the high Christology of John’s Gospel, i.e., as
one more verbal means of underlining that Jesus is not like other men. He is
separate and exalted, and stands above normal social convention, such as
needing to address his own mother as other sons do.

2) A second, crucial argument that Nida and others offer (also having to do
with the pragmatics of the source language) is that Jesus’ similar use of the same
address term to his mother in John 19:26 clearly confirms that he did not intend

it to be either disrespectful or distancing in John 2:4.13) Nida was not the first to

8) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s I'bvau: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of ['ovan in John 2:4”, 166.

9) “When Jesus addresses His mother in this way ... it excludes the filial relationship.”, G. Kittel
and G. Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol.1 (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1964), 777.

10) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s ["ovor: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of I'Gvan in John 2:4”, 167, fn. 7.

11) Ibid., 166.

12) R. E. Brown, The Gospel According to John (i-xii), Anchor Bible Commentary Series (Garden
City: Doubleday, 1966), 99.

13) It has been recognized by interpreters that in Joh 2:4 and 19:26 yovou also has at least one
narrative/theological function besides its real-world pragmatic function. This vocative ties
these two episodes together — Jesus’ mother was with him both at the very beginning of his
ministry (Cana) and at its very end (cross). John’s use of yovor in 19:26 can trigger the reader’s
memory of what happened in Cana and thus tie the two miracles together symbolically: in
Cana Jesus provided wine that gave people joy, while on the cross his blood gave them life.
This is a complex interrelation of sacramental imagery — red liquids, both of which can be
drunk (Jesus called people to drink his blood in Joh 6:53) — that must have already been
familiar to the Christian part of John’s audience. On the narrative relatedness of these two
passages, see, among others, R. A. Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel: A Study in
Literary Design (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), 133.
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make this argument. As E. J. Goodspeed summarizes, “Would Jesus address his
mother that way [i.e., disrespectfully], especially in view of the attitude of
consideration and affection for her which the Gospel of John reflects
(19:25-27)?”14) Brown also points to John 19:26-27 (I'bvau, ide 0 vidg GOV ...
“16e 1) uqp ocov: “Woman, behold, your son! ... Behold, your mother!”) as
confirming that Jesus was showing affection for his mother when speaking to
her from the cross.!5 This line of reasoning has been accepted as fundamental
by many other commentators writing on John’s Gospel. Knepper, however,
argues against the relevance of this parallel passage and discounts it, saying that
since “in all Greek literature nobody ever addresses his own mother as ybovor”,
we cannot simply assume that Jesus is using this vocative courteously here.16)

3) Nida’s third argument (focusing on recipient-language use) is that a literal
translation of the vocative as “woman” in this passage is unthinkable in certain
languages because it would indicate to readers that Jesus is intentionally
dishonoring his mother. J. P. Louw and Nida point out that in some languages,
there is no alternative way to address one’s mother in a politic manner other than
to call her “mother”.17) See A. Tabalaka’s article for a confirmation of this
viewpoint in the Setswana language of southern Africa.l®) Knepper responds
that since the address form in John 2:4 must have been shocking even to the
original Greek-speaking audience, translations of this passage should use an
address term that is sufficiently distancing in the recipient language even if it
shocks readers.19)

Thus, the starting point of Knepper’s rebuttal of the potential acceptability of
rendering yovor as “mother” in this passage is in effect an argument from
silence. In its essence, it runs as follows: Since vocative yovat is nowhere else in
ancient Greek literature used to address one’s mother in a politic manner, it
simply cannot be the case that Jesus is doing this in John 2:4 or 19:26. Similar

uses of vocative ybvat occurring in contexts other than address of one’s mother

14) E. J. Goodspeed, “Problems of New Testament Translation”, The Bible Translator 3:2 (1952),
70.

15) R. E. Brown, The Gospel According to John (i-xii), 99.

16) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s ["ovar: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of "Ovon in John 2:4”, 163.

17) J. P. Louw and E. A. Nida, eds., Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, 1:109.

18) A. Tabalaka, “A Tension Between Linguistic Semantics and Pragmatics: The Translation of the
Word “‘Woman!’ (Gunai) Into ‘Mosadi!’ in the Setswana Bible”, Scriptura 81 (2002), 453-461.

19) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s ["ovar: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of I"Ovon in John 2:4”, 166.
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may not be adduced as evidence for the acceptability of this usage in John 2:4
and 19:26. Therefore, translations of these passages should not make Jesus’
address to his mother sound like a politic address of one’s mother in any
recipient language, especially if the term used in the Receptor Language

wrongly indicates that Jesus was acknowledging her as his mother.

3. Objections to the objection

Along with Nida and others, I take a different starting point for evaluating the
pragmatic force of yovar in John 2:4. Instead of beginning with the supposed
total absence of the linguistic form/function in question in the wider corpus of
Greek literature (we will return to this below), a much stronger starting point is
the presence of yovat in the immediate context of the same work. I believe that
Knepper and other scholars who agree with his point of view on the issue of
yovar have unjustifiably rushed past John 19:26 without granting this passage
the tremendous interpretational weight that it is due. As Jesus is dying on the
cross, he addresses his mother as yovar in a speech act that fulfills his filial
responsibility20) to her by placing her under the care of another man who will
take care of her as her own son would do. In speaking to his mother and to his
beloved disciple, Jesus is not merely showing that he loves his mother; he is
specifically exercising his socially acknowledged role as son towards his
mother. This is the contextual frame that helps hearers to determine the
pragmatic force of the individual words used in the speech act. Taking the
vocative ["ovan as a politic form here is not an assumption; it is a conclusion
based on an analysis of the context. It is thoroughly unreasonable to argue that in
the first part of this speech act (I'ovar), Jesus is overtly disassociating himself
from being Mary’s son, as Knepper would have it, while in the second part of
the same speech act he is explicitly exercising his role as her son. This line of
reasoning is simply implausible given what we know of how human
communication works in the real world. The conclusion that Nida and many
Bible translators have rightfully drawn from the context of John 19:26 is that in

addressing his mother as yOvat, Jesus is not distancing himself from her in terms

20) Called “filial piety” by J. McHugh, The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament (London:
Darton, Longman & Todd, 1975), 403.
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of family relationship. It would be an unthinkable behavioral oxymoron if in
performing this specific social duty, Jesus used an address term that overtly
negated the value of his speech act.

This is the primary reason that leads me to accept yovai as having the same
politic function in John 2:4. But there are also additional factors that reduce the
validity of Knepper’s argument. Let us take a look at some of them.

First of all, yovar could also be used in ancient Greek by a man when
addressing a close family member, specifically his wife, as pointed out by various
scholars, including Dickey2!) and more recently Arthur Quinn in the same issue
of The Bible Translator in which Knepper published his article on yovat.22) This
usage has been found in various ancient Greek writers of different periods and
makes it clear that a man could use vocative yOvou to address an in-group
member in a politic way without the intention of distancing her. Granted, this is
not the same as proving that a man could courteously address his own mother
with this vocative,23) but it does bring us closer to this possibility by showing
that vocative yovau does not in itself have the pragmatic effect of positioning the
addressee as being in a non-family relation to the speaker. It is misleading to imply
as Knepper does that yovau is pragmatically similar to the address term &vOpore,
which “when used between people who know each other” is “the opposite of
polite.”24) Husbands obviously knew their wives and did not speak in an unnatural
or offensive manner when they addressed them as yovau.

Second, the phrase ti €uoi xai oot in John 2:4 (lit., “what to me and to you?”)
is not by any means universally recognized by translators and commentators as
necessarily creating distance between Jesus and his mother in this passage,
contrary to Knepper’s assumption. Although this is one of the possible functions
of the Hebrew expression 751 o~ underlying this phrase, we also see that in
some places in the OT the function of this expression is not an attempt to

distance the speaker from the addressee. For example, in 2Ch 35:21 Pharaoh

21) E. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address, 86, 242.

22) A. G. Quinn, “The Vocative Singular in the Greek New Testament: An Exploration of Its
Expression in North American English”, The Bible Translator 66:2 (2015), 155.

23) As pointed out by Joshua Jensen (p.c.), in many traditional cultures, the relative social standing
of husband-to-wife (higher to lower) is the opposite of son-to-mother (lower to higher), which
weakens the possibility of drawing a parallel from this politic usage in the son-to-mother
context.

24) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s ["ovar: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of I"bvon in John 2:4”, 166.
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Neco says this to King Josiah through his envoys in an attempt to assuage
possible hostilities between them. In effect, this expression in such a context
could be expanded as saying something like “What (concern) is this (situation)
to me and you?” or, more idiomatically, “Why should you and I get worked up
about this?” NRS takes the function of this phrase in this very sense in John 2:4,
as do several other translations, e.g., NAS, NLT, Message, CSB, ISV, WEB,
indicating that the distance is between Jesus and his mother on one side and the
circumstances described (the lack of wine at the wedding) on the other side, not
between Jesus and his mother. John McHugh supports this interpretation of
Jesus’ words to his mother here.25) Beasley-Murray calls ti éuoi kai coil an
“ambiguous expression”, and notes that there is “an analogical expression from
east Syrian Chaldee” which “suggests not division but unity of thought.””26)
Thus, the presumed distance between Jesus and his mother in this passage is
only one exegetical possibility, not a foregone conclusion that dictates that
vocative yovar must also have a distancing function here.

Another key point that needs to be made in this discussion had to do with the
corpus size in question and the nature of linguistic arguments based on corpus
analysis. The corpus of ancient Greek literature that is cited for failing to find yovou
in address of one’s mother is relatively speaking not that large. Dickey shows
that she found 75 tokens of vocative yoOvau in the literary corpus that she used, a
significant portion of all ancient Greek literature.2”) Of these, 43 occurrences
were to one’s wife, while the other 32 were to a non-relative. That none of these
uses is to one’s mother is not particularly surprising, giving the fairly small
sample size of tokens. It is not really surprising even when we fail to find yovar
in address of one’s mother in a larger ancient Greek corpus, the Online Thesaurus
Linguae Graecae, or TLG (http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/tlg.php), which had a total of
110 million word tokens as of August 2017. Although this may sound like a truly
enormous resource that is all-sufficient for researching even minute details of
ancient Greek, it is not gigantic in comparison to other contemporary electronic
corpora, such as the COCA American English corpus (http://corpus.byu.edu/coca)
with about 520 million word tokens (as of 1 August 2017) or the Oxford English

25) J. McHugh, The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament, 403.

26) G. R. Beasley-Murray, John, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 36 (Waco: Word Books, 1987),
34.

27) E. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address. From Herodotus to Lucian, 85.
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Corpus (https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/explore/oxford-english-corpus), which
currently has about 2.5 billion word tokens. The important point here is that
TLG may in fact not be large enough to allow language researchers to speak
with confidence about certain very specific features of ancient Greek.

The reason is that linguistic function sometimes varies greatly across different
registers of a language, i.e., some expressions that are used in spoken language
with a certain function may occur only very rarely with this function in a written
textual corpus.28) Vocative yovou does occur fairly often in the corpus of ancient
Greek literature as a word form; but this does not mean that the specific
pragmatic context of people addressing their mothers occurs frequently enough
in this corpus for us to deduce that the absence of vocative yovai in such a
context is significant. According to Dickey, people address their mothers with
the Greek equivalent for “mother” or “mom” about 40 times in her research
corpus, and with no other term.29) This is really not a sufficiently large sample
size to conclude that this is the only acceptable way of addressing one’s mother
in ancient Greek.

For comparison’s sake, let us look at an address form that has a very low
frequency in written English. This is the morpheme written as ‘m, a shortened
enclitic form of the polite vocative form ma’am that is still used to address
women, including one’s mother, in the southern U.S.A. (Knepper is mistaken
when he calls this form archaic;39) it is still a living linguistic form, but is
restricted to a specific dialect of English.) Furthermore, this politeness
morpheme is very limited in where it occurs in contemporary southern English,
typically only following the affirmative answer yes, as in yes’m. When we
search for the string yes 'm in the aforementioned COCA corpus, we find that it
occurs only twice in the entire corpus of about 520 million words. This is a ratio

of 1 token for every 260 million words. The point of this comparison is to show

that if one were to search for yes’'m in a corpus of only 110 million words (the
current size of the TLG ancient Greek corpus), the probability is that one would
not find this usage at all. This of course does not mean that the usage does not

exist (speakers of American English know for sure that it does because we have

28) See, e.g., D. Biber, University Language: A Corpus-based Study of Spoken and Written
Registers (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2006), 252.

29) E. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address. From Herodotus to Lucian, 269.

30) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s ['tvow: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of I'Ovoi in John 2:4”, 167.
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heard it in either real conversation or in films); it only means that the textual
corpus was not large enough to find a word token with such a specific pragmatic
function and such a low frequency in written texts. If the corpus size is increased
from 110 million to 520 million words, as in COCA, then one does find two
tokens of yes’m. But only one of these tokens is of a person addressing her
mother (in a 2012 novel entitled A Texan’s Choice by Shelley Gray.)

My primary point here is this: if John portrays Jesus as using yovou to address
his mother in a manner that was in fact politic in spoken Koiné¢ Greek of the
1*century (politeness norms can easily shift within one or two generations), we
have no reason to expect that this exact usage should necessarily be reflected in
other written Greek texts, especially of different eras, when the available corpus

1s of this limited size. Given the nature of the available corpus, we have no

persuasive reason for seeing vocative yovou as idiosyncratic in reference to one’s

mother in spoken Koiné Greek. The numbers simply do not bear out this

conclusion. If this line of reasoning is accepted, there does not remain any valid
foundation for taking this vocative as distancing or an indication of a
divine/human relationship rift (as per the high Christology interpretation) in
John 2:4 and 19:26.

There are other ancient Greek forms of address that occur only rarely in the
entire literary corpus when a person is speaking to his or her mother. For
example, the diminutive term pavvapilov “little mama” is found only in Lucian’s
Dialogi Meretricii (6.1, 7.4).3D) This does not necessarily mean that the speakers
in Lucian’s writings are using this word in an unnatural way which the original
audience would find strange; it only means that this address term occurs very
infrequently in written Greek texts. These related points about the nature of
corpus data considerably weaken the main argument from silence used by
Knepper to disallow that yovou may have been politic in Koiné Greek address of
one’s mother. I therefore conclude that the contextual evidence of John 19:26
can reasonably be taken as establishing the politic use of yovat to one’s mother
UNLESS linguistic evidence to the contrary can be produced, such as finding it
used to one’s mother in Greek literature in a way that obviously causes offense
(which it does not do in John 2:4).

31) E. Dickey, Greek Forms of Address. From Herodotus to Lucian, 80. Dickey suggests that the
context of pavvépiov indicates that the term is used to emphasize “the closeness of the
relationship between mother and daughter and to show special affection.”
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4. Translating yovon as “mother” may be better than leaving it
untranslated

I would also like to revisit the suggestion that has been made by some
scholars, such as Goodspeed32) and Knepper,33) that in John 2:4 and 19:26, the
best translation approach in certain languages maybe to simply omit any
rendering of yOvau, in light of the difficulties in finding an acceptable translation
equivalent for this vocative (with “mother” being too affectionate and “woman”
being too harsh, according to Goodspeed.) Knepper calls this the nuloptie “zero
option” in his Dutch-language paper on the same topic.34) Among English NT
translations that do this are Weymouth (1903), the 20"CenturyNT (1904),
Philipps (1961), TEV (1966), REB (1989); among other languages, the Dutch
NBV (2004), the Tatar Bible (2015), and the Uzbek Bible (2016). It is
admittedly a tempting option to avoid having to make a decision about what
exactly Jesus meant by addressing his mother as yovor in John 2:4 and 19:26.
However, closing readers’ eyes to this question in the hopes that the
interpretational problem will go away may backfire and cause an even greater
problem related to the acceptability of the translation.

As is generally recognized by Bible translators, acceptability, or perceived
authenticity, is a major criterion of a good translation, together with accuracy,
clarity and naturalness.35) The reality is that if the new translation’s primary
audience is already familiar with the translation of John’s Gospel in a language
of wider communication (as is the case in many Scripture translation projects
today), it maybe unacceptable for them to find that the word “woman” or an
equivalent has simply been left out of the translation. Many readers in churches
compare new Scripture translations with existing ones in order to see whether

they can trust the new translation. If they see such a blatant omission, they will

32) E.J. Goodspeed, “Problems of New Testament Translation”, 71.

33) G. M. Knepper, “Nida’s "ovar: Eugene Nida’s Views on the Use of ["ovai in John 2:4”, 167.

34) G. M. Knepper, “Wat aan mij en aan jou? Betekenis en vertaling van gunai in Johannes 2:4 en
19:26”, Met Andere Woorden 34:2 (2015), 9.

35) T. D. Andersen, “Perceived Authenticity: The Fourth Criterion of Good Translation”, Notes on
Translation 12:3 (1998), 1-13; 1. Larsen, “The Fourth Criteria of Translation”, Notes on
Translation 15:1 (2001), 40-53.
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likely interpret this as meaning that the translation team simply made a mistake
in omitting this word. It is much harder for a lay Bible reader to understand how
a total omission could be viable than to accept a non-literal rendering as valid.
Of course, a translation that follows this strategy can try to cover its back by
adding a footnote to show that the omission is intentional, as R. F. Weymouth
did in his translation of John 2:4 and 20:13. But this option does not do much
good in cultures that are not used to paying attention to textual footnotes, or if
the Gospel text is presented as an audio recording (in which footnotes are of
course difficult to reproduce.)

Therefore, if a translator is forced to choose between rendering “mother”
(because no other term in the recipient language is appropriate for addressing
one’s mother) and omitting the rendering of yOvon altogether, I suggest that
“mother” is in fact the better option. As I have argued above, the term that Jesus
used to his mother in John 2:4 and 19:26 was likely a politic address form, and
therefore should be rendered with an appropriate politic address term in the

translation, even if the most or only acceptable term happens to mean “mother”.

5. Conclusion

There are four general approaches taken by Bible translations in rendering the
vocative yovat in John 2:4:

1) Render literally “woman,” with possible addition of modifying semantic
components, such as “dear woman”;

2) Render “mother”;

3) Render with another address term, such as “ma’am”, “madame”, “sefiora”,
etc.;

4) Omit the vocative in the translation completely (the zero or null option).

In this article, I have argued that option #2 (rendering yOvai as “mother”) is a
genuine translation option. From an exegetical point of view, it is as valid as
option #3, and more preferable than either #1 or #4. The immediate contexts
found in John’s Gospel (in particular, 19:26) point to yOvar as being a politic
Greek address form for a man to use towards his mother without causing any

offense. The absence of an exact parallel usage of this term with this pragmatic
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function in other ancient Greek literature is fairly weak as an argument from
silence, due to the distinct possibility that a low-frequency linguistic item may
not show up in a language corpus of this size and nature. If more ancient Greek
manuscripts are discovered in the future that reflect spoken Koiné of the period
when John’s Gospel was written, it well may be that independent evidence of yOvar
in politic address towards one’s mother will be discovered among them. Even if
such direct literary evidence is never discovered, the argument I have made here
cannot itself be considered argument from silence, since the contextual
pragmatic evidence of yovar on Jesus’ lips in John 19:26 is strong enough to be
taken as the starting point from which yovat in John 2:4 is to be evaluated as a

respectful address of one’s mother.
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John’s Gospel, terms of address, politeness, pragmatics, corpus analysis.
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<Abstract>
Revisiting Vocative yovon in John 2:4:
A Plea for Linguistic Realism

Vitaly Voinov
(Institute for Bible Translation in Russia)

Many practitioners of functional Bible translation, including Eugene Nida,
have seen nothing wrong in rendering Jesus’ address of Mary as yovat in John
2:4 as a duly respectful form using a recipient language term that means
“mother.” However, in recent years the scholarly pendulum seems to be
swinging to a preference for the opposite interpretation, namely that this
vocative should not be understood as an acceptable way to address one’s mother
in Greek. Some scholars have also argued that completely omitting the rendering
of yovai in a translation may be preferable to rendering it as a respectful form of
address for one’s mother. In this paper, I marshal arguments, primarily based on
pragmatics, corpus linguistics, and translation practice, to argue that there is
nothing unrealistic about understanding ybovou as a respectful address form for
one’s mother and translating it as such. In particular, I argue that: 1) the clear
starting point for interpreting John 2:4 must be taken from the context in which
this vocative is found in John 19:26, where it is clear that the usage cannot be
disrespectful or distancing; 2) the Greek corpus that is used as a basis for
claiming that yovai cannot be a respectful address for one’s mother is too small
to be definitive; and 3) rendering yOvat as a zero-form (i.e., not translating it all)
is not a good solution for many translation projects because the intended
readership is often familiar with the passage in a language of wider
communication and may not accept a complete omission of an address form in

the translation.
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F7F AT o™ Al S0l A AL A7 Aol A Ade A3
HEd Aotk B2 FHEL HE o= AREH 2] Pz

RS THAL Bhok & Aot Ty o] EEEe BAl 7

= Aol & Aolth, o] F A7) St <FAH>LE I =

o A AHA £ 7 A 7ol ik,
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2) (IH™HE)(The Revised Version, 18854)

<EAG>E A3 o FVb= A E AA AL JAAT, T NAH ] e
e 19479l o]2ZAF B2 HEsH T} Aok g o gsiAE 371 TA
nE) =Ao] A UL, E Akl AUEA dofsh FAL HAH o 4
o2 mA T nhW WEHlE BT AR o A AL DS
Aoloto] ERH AT ARY> ZRAEE oA Fo| A7} B PYs
b, 1 % dFe 73] ofd iy AL}t 7FEY S o & AA T
Aol mhz @ o] A <y A28 0l e] A A%} AT Ue ok FH
ZEA Ol vlE-E TR Fa A F stye U= FGEAA AHEHE A E
7‘*‘“]” E}E’ A “<TAZY> BES A wd= 7hes g JA, =3 d

= b2 A= o] FA A
2 o W= THEH
2 = ol WHA . vl =
fﬂx} S A2 g=9 Ohﬂ Z];“O] U %4231'5}‘:}31 A% vw S
TACE AR = A E & U Bol 388 A& Alcksh= Holdth 7]
=2 B AFEo] A AU AAE A ALl AEJ)L wE B2 Ag)
N8 el M7t B2 E v = 252 Ao <v] 5 EFY>(American
Standard Version)< H WAl = 1T}

<IMAG>0]l g vk o = W 782 wl-¢ FAHF oot Ty
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o] Jre Azte] 9A7A o] 2A & FAT A4 2 ol fris AU
A BAE e QAT BAF], 1YL B A4S T o] Hof W
SEE =

3) (O|=2HEZEY)(The American Standard Version, 19014)

<" EFH>9] S I AR G <INAH F>o i gk Bk A B &
HAT <AHAG>H A SHE FES v 9143 S| Ak A
Ab = R G AT <Al g EEY>Y Ao mEH «B 5 T Z}A|
E/MAE B 871 AR FEo] X A E TATH HFA ol
A8 E7Fsd7] Wiolth E S AW AL =] AujE Blojyol &
oA o] AT Aot} “olA| vlmdz WYt HA, =9 /NPAE
! ST} ob - AAR Qlo] A% AFER =Y MABAES 5
Sof] Z3sh= A o) A& ol o] obF Ag Aol flees &=
L2430, O 9AE T ARRES B0 Bo] =YF JAAE ¢
g obFE Aleko] gtk 53] a3 A AR =E (<A >l A
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THE 49 F&°] Aok 1R = B8, <HmEFH>2 1 A
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4 JEOE A7)0l 7)ol ] WolEA Rt ol =T AU <A
G>o] JEFHE A AL A= tixEnt. 28U AYURA FAH<
A o Tk 712 o] Wi ol AR H o2 BT AA o] HA= XF
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4) OHEHEZH)(The Revised Standard Version, 1952)
<MAZFZYG>] M EL o] o] “l611d EHE <A D 2> /A
2 1910 &3+ <Hl%ﬁ—7F9ﬂ>9] 09 A Y AT 1928
(Pl= AUtel w3 Es HESte) TATL LS 2 3] (International
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HAES AT a7t YA AFE ZALS L3 E st /A o]
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A3, THE AR FRol A D) A2 el
English Bible)< W &= Al g o] 2 Al % 7] w0l
o Hol A e] o Bl A YRAAE WL o] Bol ALE

IMAZEZG>L G710z AFHAT 197730 E I3 S
St rﬂr(edltlon)O] SE =, ol AL T Y ol THE er IRl
Ayl mE wolEel Azl wWelodln. ¥Er=wns w3
(National Council of Churches)L dF Gl A A7 4 O] il oA AR
ovng INFFEY> B3 A 2HJA AAHAL A Ao FAEF2] A
ol2F ool R MYk WKL), A2l B e o vielo] 410kl
DAt =S FAHA G AR 8] B sobxth oA, o]Alek
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5) {MoO|=282&M8A)Y(The New American Standard Bible, 1971H)

A7 WY, &3, Wz A4St Bad (i) 3 AbY SA S F
A5h= 232 A TH(Lockman Foundation)2 1971 ol <A v = EFA 74 >S
ST <A mEEARA>0lgE ol F2 <H=EEY>Y MBS &
N7 AT, dAE A B 1E AL FUAT HEL oA TR
O “<H| = EFY> T8A S AX3tHA, 27 A2 o] oA ES 1
sato] <vlZEEA>0] T2 FTH Fa4L BESof ATk Fubat
S LAY o) 98| Awe Ao Al2o] BAR 3 Helo]st T 2ol
Y EEAABEL O} EN<HZEFIAS>S Z 0 AYHQ FJo]|B W ET
A

FUAS A L <U]i13{%9"% ST <AL 2H>] FA] AL 2 7<1‘=oﬂ
195930l A ZFE AT} 1 AdEo] <Aju]=r
FA 78>0t} Fefo] ﬂl B0 7)€l (Kittel) 2] <B] E-&] o} alEE}Ol?b(Bibha
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Hebraica) =1, 3| B2o] AR 8} B2 o} sl F2ule] o 4 7] =
Aze BAEE A nE AT Aoke] tlE- 12 20] Aekel Y~ 5
ol (Nestle) 2690191 & Aol eluf 2o 4 ol o So] ThE 49
Rlol e} 97 B Alstd WAdo] Eeue o So] RolEd),
& 3|20l @ Toke) bt Beal A FEHAT. BEH EajEe
Z)efol] Rgahel = W AIHQl wel(o A, ol Aok 7:149] A3} A A=
Welol e AAYH BFAE o] Fe @ Hoj £} A9 Bad ol
el e s nelofsh 1 20] oS hEeE B e AU Yk

a3

6) (MZAMUAAYThe New King James Version, 1982)
<A} 7 A o>2 & 2~ &(Thomas Nelson) A2 FE 5l A &
At /) G <FAd>e) Aol Arjsels Ao,

o 12
lo >
ju)
°

=

<INBEEG> LI = SHASHA ZA=E, 19749 V=750 3]
I RHEH MAREZTI>Z MAS = AL 8l et Ad e vey. 5
8 5715 AEdA B Zo] AU (1) dlH o9 & A
A gdEAAE H FAASY A Aol Ao T 21X o] o] Fof
L, (2) Aok AE] A= 279 g 2o] BARE R o] &o] 7l
Aok ToF MAY B <vlEg o} dEgo)7t FREVIERIA o
(Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 1977; ed. sec. emendata, 1983'3)H T}, Al eF 7))
A2 M A A A-8-3] A &3] (United Bible Societies)®] <12] 220 Al 2F>(Greek
New Testament, 1966, 33H)S 2O 2 Aotth A ES /NA S WS “<H
AP 7E>2 A e AlsstiAe, A, 984, 2 a8 s
o] go] &£ AL v BT TAHES =Yt WHolga As
g} Al FH(EIAY, ‘thee’[FAlE], ‘thow[BAlo]])o] Bol AlAH AT

HES E3 Ibsd B BAR0R B HF AFEA S F
of el A sk, ol olf W] <A YREL-L e e
2 B4 ol ® 0 Fa% e e ud) hrg 2t



o dd HA9 HAL / AE B AHCIHEM 187

LG A Bshs RS WEA7]A St BelA Jhssua
A 2B Qo) & A A Rmol LT
AMAEZE>E AFEZE> o FUE AFS Assta A,
PHE BORE FUNHUT. G E BE o NE YN AL, A}
e e LTl
3. sitiol s
2047191 AA o] Gof GREo] WSl HTh A MAE Y )
AR NAE Q7 o F B4 AF L Aol EAE AL BT He 54
£ A7 w07 AR Atk =ak Arjolt Wef o] 23 BeiH 73
o QoiA I kel FrsHE B e Bl Frh o] weel A 4ol
u _

W9 HES R G ol ) 2 NGBS

1) HYUA ZIH(James Moffatt)2] (AHHEY(A New Translation of the
Bible, 1926—1935)
2 =S Qo] o] Ao F1A 2 A

Hﬂﬂﬁdﬁ 1717k vl §- 4ths el
HEOE AGH 2

4o Al o FAE dB
eke] oz} BEstel A

£ Zdl(Hermann von Soden)<]

X
n o

(o]

d
2

N
N
o =
r1r

= 2o B AT o] J ol malL EARL SAT}
A8 Fe A Yed® AF B £HL 7tk 1 BRES A
o] B x|t FAsE o2 V7% Atk FAE AR OB
AU AAE FAIEH] Y8 & ]—x]]E THE3 7% a1, = 218 Ik
A< EHUZIE AUA Fsdt dE T RS 26:26L «o] AL wl
otA Hojet o] AS W == /]U]G‘H:‘r”i WGt o)gl s vTo T B

T3 o] B S o] Wo] Lo PSS UY Frh

2) AOJALQL ZAI|E(Smith and Goodspeed)?| (O|=2<L)An American
Translation, 1927')
Alefo] “Q o] HE Qojzr AGTHE FH el BASe] AT s 9
2EF 3} S E(Westcott and Hort) 8] <18} 0] Aok thE S = Aol (o}
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3) ZZIA(J. B. Phillips)Q] (&L H0{ Al (The New Testament in
Modern English, 1958)
P AR BP9 A HA L2 F 2 AME st 539 Fo=
HAS A =3 Aot} FP s AFoA “HF e I 2» A 7HA &

ARG (1) WY LA gobobit Bk (2) AU Woll WA=

ARl o] EA)7F e Lo 7;9%%*8 = A< FHAastsfof gkt (3) YA W
A& e FAEY v BAldd AdAATE Hx9 =250 A e
B Fets BHE THE E F ookt EYP v HE glE o
2 TS AR AEA HASHA = AR Aok 7] A& U AT
EES AR $kSS d8 o U DA A ZH s AARA T
3] Ags] <18 20 A ek>(UBS Greek NT, 1966'3)0l &3] ML <=
Aot

4) (0| 2AMZYThe Jerusalem Bible, 1966)
dojol HierE& & H 2o 7HEE AL < FAE A >olt) o] d 7
& E7HEH vlES FT TR 2o <RI E>S FE Rd R
=, 22 2 P 1ofor 29& g FHol d|H o] Y ofgo]9}
SHAl Wtk WAL A Fo MEH “«EXoj2 AAS HY s
HAZE= 11 oo &3] Adojshalql 1ol F& gldiel Aol Apalo]
2 ARt A = o 18y A A= A7) 7EA R
CDAHRES A AE A FolE HAH ¢7] A HIo| &

2 FAELe F83tT AR wEld Yo JEFS whx] ke HA), o
M A st 7HEE A gho] ARl oA AR R = e AR
Ho Eoh 5 gk 54 sl shbd o A S8kl ol & Wl 2AE
‘Yahweh’(oF3) = W3 Aot} & Fof2 miiet B7S Aok 4
T2 AHE =T, ALl FRR E %'3]1 AMzol L&A = A
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Bible])ol A& FA XA 2oje] ko] @A o7 .t_ ol 13 SIS
dl, 71 o] fri= Aol Taben) <

71" ] o]t}

5) (MEHMHA)(The New English Bible, 19704)

<9 3><AFod7> S 93]

195011 7 ==(C. H. Dodd) 91-¢72] 23] ofegfjol| A Ak 2k HS 91

YoM QEZ O Z: 29X (Woolwich)] 1, EL%(C F. D. Moule) Al BN 2
E}FJ #(G. M. Styler) HA}, =5 HAn <4, 3] H] A (Phoebe Allen) &5, E* Z(G. S.
Duncan) Al 5-/8FA} 2 H1<(T. H. Robinson) 15,

© Oxford University Press

19463 MAw w3 S feta SHAAET AT 7} ©
7} % %HOJ 8= 259 A= Wgstan o].oﬂ];}
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of 2 =

HE} E«] A FE AEA AHEsloF ATk O] ZSEL
AAstal &) = Wgo] A=, o & o=
2~7]’(paraphrase)°ll 7HTH= BB = %%‘ okth ok tHEE 71H 9
<HlEgo} 3 Bete]7l>(1937 )AL, Aleke] vjie 4
1989 of] =xtE HAHA A NAS -l]r(<7H 7] &4 o] 44 7 >[Revised English Bible])
S Yt o g £ o AR HIWME B Fo) o] /W8T ATl o
2, “AHEE Fo] AV REHES st A u & Sl A-E AdES A
d T 9;1‘:% ol & 7l olHAE, s w7 o YL AujAtEo]
olaf == Qo>

_4

6) (MO|=2M4ZA)(The New American Bible, 1970)
1.38}2] 3] & (encyclical letter) <T] B] = o}ZFHH| 23 2] F>(Divino Afflante
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Spmzu[ﬂf'ﬂ?fﬂ D4 ol 1943\ )= 7HEY SRS A 8= EVFEE
old dojoll A AT A& A3t BEVIEFE tHECE 3 A HA <l <
3] &>(Confraternity Version)©] A 3 Fo]i ek o]n] 24 E o
AT E7HEHE tHECE A= o2 3| B0 & tHECE A= 1Y S
A3 FAFHJAT TAE= 195937 1969 Alolo] 2 Aoz ReFo] &
ZHER[T I Abolol] <& B 2EME 1ol A>(Novum Testamentum
Graece, 25 € HE O & 3= 4leko] A 1 2] o] 19561501] /\]Z]—HM
o &9 A& 1970 d 0l SXE AT o] A2 o] o RES AT H
AR, BA7IE A Ee] MYAY vl= 7HEY /\}21]1?1-0] ZEA
of Frqstl AT, I AHEL =S oA HAUu. o] A& o
2 T4 Ay Ui A FEF YT =AF A, BE L ThA| 227)
3 R E27174A] ok, =3 A & O ZESke HAPEA JIH A BF
oA BFAA = Xt} o] AT v = EF5LaL <A v =4 7> 7NA
Tl A LA TS0l FAE Al dE AT ZE ok
201139l = <Ajw| A7 7§14 ¥>(New American Bible Revised Edition)©]
SE d Aot o] JE2 AT AL T S0 oFF] A X3

=

E‘io}ﬂlm-l

7) (|BAAHANThe Good News Translation, 1976H)
1] =43 A1 &3] (American Bible Society)”} *] 5ol = <7] #4244 7>(Good
News Bible) 2.2 %ol = <25 2] 49 o 9>(Today’s English Version) .2 &
e < RBAAH > J52 54 1Y A& mEkA JejEG 9
5 AT ATt T2 22 1966100 <ATHRIE AT 7|8 A2A>
(Good News for Modern Man) 2.2 =XtE| It AEo] A st =, “AH4
i, Rkl @edtal, RE5HA] 5L Aol E AHESte Hlo BE =
Hol] 7|2 Hth” 1A= “HAAS 9 AL #4235 Belof, ofgho],
aglzo] BEo e A dEete MY s AlEshes Aotk
ko] tfE-2 719 <nlEgo} 3 Beto]7k>(1937d)0] 3L, Ao A9
A A E-3] A 3] o <] 0] Alof>(1975d)0| ATh F&EZ 0= o] ¥
F2 ANz S22 ol FE ot} o E A2 = AHE-Sh= ol &= A
Yol Hastth= a7t tgk SHOIUT o] WE o) o9 I =4
Hed A¥ < w3 go]E uuA Y} oo MABE
HIo B AnEe AT 199739 sl d A7 A2 79
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A WA ¢ A FE ESTE ATV </ BaA N> S
Hol BHARE, Byl w3 FolAs o] S vl% vAHA A7]=
o]Zo] Tt REAoEE: A WAL ZME HeH(Robert
Bratcher) BFAFS] A18HA] IS oA 87] W&o, FEFozs W
ool Tolg YA < A7) W EOIYTHAR ol e A3 2L
EP—E'— ZLolA . olAoF 7:145 HA D o] <A thAl g2 AP E AR

A A — o] Algto] kol W aLAl o] Wgol = BTk : — o] HA)

<= HS FHsHA HEAT

8) (M=ZAN|=)(The New International Version, 1978)
<M=FAG>2 B4A BE5F9 OFAA ZEA dolso]ls Wgo] 5
At o] WYS Hules I AAR AL 715279 23] (Christian
Reformed Church)®} V| = 5&-55-2] & 3] (National Association of Evangelicals)
o]a, o]oj A FE&A A F3|(New York Bible Society, ol = A4 33
[International Bible Society])7} =t} <7l Xéﬁzv‘—g"i,>(RSV)°ﬂ s Evts
T 8% alolAth <A =T A H>9] IA = WS G E AHESE Al A
o] kgt Uetoll A = SatEo] Fog A &
A0l ¥4 T8 WY o2 9454 w54 WY
Fua =89 es 48 o “AGAEY ALY #AE A8
3 A A=Y APl St A} sk 5
|Bgjo], ofgo], T1g] o] B9 ofF H &1
AHEUTEH FA, HAAE LS ol & I =E
OH% g v e
of o] th E-& “<n] &g o} °1]H31r°]7}>/] HAl Aol o, & A
'8}0%} AloF -2 Aol W2, «& A 1] 20 Alof Q14
Aol AHEHAT Ko d B2 e B3 2838t
M2 oA T3t MY P%% ;,——}i 23] st 9
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BT 20051 o <25 9 AT A S>(Today’s NIV)©] ZZHEI T o] 4 5
H B 7|2 Bed xS A M 0TS ol Wkt

9) (Eft: M) (Tanakh: The Holy Scriptures, 1985)

7L oA AWt} <Elg>2 “f-t) i =33 3] (Jewish Publication
Society)7} A ZHgE HH O &2 “HF s|H o] EFolA A3 Ao Fo9
oMo shEelgnky mae] S F 3B E ofx o] B0l B %
=0 EA HWHA olEd Yol HQ3th= M2 HA A3 o <E
Yol FHE A2« =5dY FgEs WYt agste WEEG HAEA

oMt
of
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g Bzebe AOIQT. “<Bi>e 27 g D FA Solm FAE, B
MAAE, BRSNS L MBA 02 BT, BE 4L 95aM A
) s nejo] Lo o EF Zojtkr o] AL ofF 97 FL WIS W
Sof Witk Tk B 5o 3] Bejol} BRI ol gk 257} 2 Yk

10) (AleFat Aj®: Z2X™ HANThe New Testament and Psalms:

An Inclusive Version, 19954)
Sests A2 E 50l Yk RE ¥
E2A, <Alok AR>S <A NFEEA>S F
A efE MR WG oA
U $e] ojuiol)), 1l Bl &
A X
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D7t AAE A Edth= Aol

1) (AAMHHANThe New Living Translation, 19961)
<A A v ’H &> <A ™ ®H 9>(Living Translation)< % H % .2 7]
ot} Fabs oAl 7] Wefol ), wel H Wako] BT 277
=o AAUT Aojol] TASHA “A oA 4o E &3 MG lE‘r
= Aol A o] obHSo] o £ H AT <X AT
Azl tAE neEl Ast BHE fASA,

%
7} &
al

v -lN &5 FQE
o o O W

12) ({EZY)(The English Standard Version, 20014)

<ol EE > “gro] o) tholo] Fuy I H Aol Bty gLty
o=t} Jf=EALS 4 “6]}5} Z|BH o2 EAA o] Al HeEolgls W E
&R o] 2T wrat @a% ShAH 0.2 1ok, vl AhE A clofE
AHEEEA] kAL <AlFA|H>RT £ ¥ EAAHoE HIEYh o] mYe
A HE d EQke] Qo] 47 Mo 1dE FF Lol RET T 24
2HA M9 «o|BHo g EAAo|gta FASE] AN, o] Abok
7045 AR WA HAT ol ZolFY] 287 2T R <H B
2o} dueelrt HEEIZEAL>(1983d)9} AA A T3 AFS) 9
<] 2o Ao A 433 <& Bl 2B F Leko] A>Q273) ]t

I

—_

3) (UIHIO|E)(The NET Bible, QIA=: 2005)
o] A1A Q1 <ylnlo] B>L2- IEYlo| A F- 52 o]-go] 753} Thnetbible.org).
o= <M G o] HSI>(New English Translation)©] 2= 53 QI gyl o] 2}k
o] € o 5°] Yt} o] AL UME &3 A v HHAEE AX F
Holt}. iAo Eof| 2 “A Alf & Al 15, 23] IF°lu
ofA FAHOE FHH ETOE o] FOAX & o}, o8
ob-¢-E2& BT YRS}t wed S5 ol T3 HA o] 3
ZolEE 53] T & 70|72 T =R Ao A THA|
o HAAEL “dA o] & o U+ 3B o], ofo, :LFHNH
A A ﬁ"é;ﬂt‘r” o] EL °F 6,000/t G T FE =
Fa o o] FES ASHE HEAY HY & 7H7<4“L%_%5ki°ﬂ
| 37 = ﬁlﬂﬂﬂ AT HYAE T T AP “o] Mg o414
=T Aol stA] gtk YAlFH 0w FAstaat ?l‘jr.”‘j/]r—l—
F3FCH(Wallace, 2001, 335%%). o] A& A& B F+= o &, o|Abok 7:147}
o AE o AlgAlo] H o] Holl& <3S AR gt Tl 7k 2% a1, o]

o
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S
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2 AA s o] 27hEo] Q. o] AT W WAL F4 5

3 3]
7% B5A Aolol A E8 & FraT

ox, mﬁ‘,

14) (3CHe| E2f KU nESLtSs| HAHO| M QIX|X JNEN(The Contemporary
Torah: A Gender—Sensitive Adaptation of the JPS Translation,
20064)

M B2 o] Wefo] 19852 <Ebet>2 “AME] H ATl o] @A AR 2
A ATt BT AYAE <@ BeboA ATHE 4 U
A Aol A 71g HAH9 ZRL slneo) Tol oA (%)F AT S d
o\ M BA 2| o)A ThE Hrolha Fgaet

O:

15) (SSF 0 F)(Common English Bible, 2011H)

<ETT YA >E tha 2ol aidn. “rE s ded] A8 st
Au FEOIEZE o] oyt o] A2 7| F Rl E0] d Iy 2EE Tt
o stubd e e sta o = BAE A7) A8l =8 wjol 15
ol EoE Afee FHAA Al A} HHoltt. HY ’lol H4 Hxe= A
de WS U A EC] o] 8T A= Aoz teH = Aot ol |
I o ol FAE0] I = F de FELE HAHAT o]
A2 e AdE HY 52 (OIS /i Fuket 2ot HEYHu I E
E9HRh of g W HFA = 5007 0] A= AR A=, o
o

= 754 APAE ZEHAG Ak S <& H 2gWE 18
Ol A>R7IHAT. Tk T B2 <H] &g o} 3| B.gto] 7} FFE V2 RIA| o}
>(43h) e} <v] &g o} 3| B.2}o] 7} A El>(Biblia Hebraica Quinta, 53) 3 3L
Absl FFute] of AN Y = & FHaste] A& 78 = ST Al
27 o] AEL <Yl FAJALD>(Gottingen Septuagint, A2+ )3 E &
Z2>(Rahlfs)&] <Al o}V E}>(Septuaginta) S I E-O. 2 43t th €A ol 3l = =
AL T8 FEE A7 vio, HY S 9453 54 HIHes AT}
R, HA5A QA oy aoj= Aok, ‘the Son of Man’[Q1A}] T4l
‘the Human One’[AFE)). ol 2 U3l 7| Ful 5245 T Bo A 524 159
Al A ¥l A2 B7 5= g

4. @t e| JHAXt=

373 AA F2 dFE Qo] R Aol Holl E A ES3HE T 9]



MAES BE FAH B2 S Ao T3 WSl A, WA 2]
Aol o & W a3 Ars) ok o] MATe] JFL FT FEA WA
HeeA et 1o We B4 9 AY FEAES skl 1S A%
San ol ool wHoE 9ee 714 4 917) W]t

1) o2l ZA(Everett Fox)2| (ZAM2] CHA M: MZE, =M, FE Hot
M S The Five Books of Moses: A New Translation with
Introductions, Commentary, and Notes, 1995E)1} (2|0 &=
ZAMID APRQ ALZ, CH)(Give Us a King!l: Samuel, Saul, and
David, 1999H)

-1 (Buber) ¢} 24 = H}o] Z(Rosenzweig) 2] 3] H.g|od ZUo] HHo| nf
A3l H 2dS meh foiast L A B oMl ok o] MYS
Ztu A “Z2E T dolo PE sl slHeo] 4B Y MA o= o] Fa”
Ao it 9 Ao mEm, T+ “ihy A, T8, A3 B2 A
& BREFOEN, T F o AAE B o EES FAE S
IA}F gheE” o] &= RISt A el FojE IR ke WY
H3la, agst] A A A S Hol = TFA T 5 AA
o|BM «FFA g 7T st Aol ol B HA o 55 F

o7sHAl = A

2) EHE <2E{(Robert Alter)2] (C}&l 0|0F7]: AIRLYA - 3P (The
David Story: 1 and 2 Samuel, 19994), (2 M| CtA H)(The
Five Books of Moses, 2004), (A|H)(The Book of Psalms,
20074), (X|aM: 71, EAH, W) (The Wisdom Books: Job,
Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes, 20103)

1B £ v T3 ] EHE GE =AY 2 g HAE)
of Xt BE Fof “FA 5 T 3 H Y ”(A Translation with Commentary)
olgt= FAIZF ol At 27 AA T Al = A 7EAI AT 2= d| Hglof

TG E 22 glol AT A, 1] BEFo AUEs HA A AT o=
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DE3 AR TR ool B 7ke] A F¢ A4S E7E AT F
74HQ Sl S-S QdofetA ] Alk@Adelu} Qo) f3] B0l B8, ¥
317 54, thE A Aol B AFD PRE AT 2ot

22| A HEAE(Willis Barnstone)2| (E&E Aok HX|Fo| 22X
°l TOH=E, Oi2|0tEE, ROESS ZLélels, A2 Hot A #HA)

(Restored New Testament: A New Translation with Commentary,

r

Including the Gnostic Gospe/s Thomas, Mary, and Judas, 2009)
Aoy BHHE N A A BES 2335 A 9oe itAEe IS ofg) |
AN MFT W2 ES Do EH o] YL« ot} 7|E H Y3
FH 2ol A& v Ao At A olgES L 2] FHZ AL A
ZbE = g 220, ofgho], S| B2 BT A AA AT, S <HAAx
o> o] F 2o o] whAE 18 AFFAHA EE o)A
A7 e :Lo];ﬂ UA Y goiys Agg BA-Ast 443
30| BS BAR AL 47 & Age Ao tnto] &
Pz

2 oluely o5 BEAL

o
=
6]- “/\]o]-o] oL‘: o]E.o = O-L‘E o].g. ]
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5. Ml 0|21 47 W

LEd MY o] v gtstA EA)sk=tl, 7)< 4 (descriptive) ©] &
A o] o o} ET Ty AA} dAY A HY T HAIA
A WY o2 EU=E AL AY itk 1A ofE A AHJ I H=
ol 7] A= 71 & 9 H(Descriptive Translation Studies)®ll &] &3] oF
o 7lev gy 542 Y A3 1Y E(E)0l w2 A AA
125 =8y IAES 7]E38= 217 (Holmes, 1988, 715)0] 1L, 9]
AL TA “o] HEE A6t S5 5 JA st T80l He %_”?};91
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= o] o] ¥t "gﬂﬂ% 1?4_9@,%01]}}_ —?EZH?}‘:}. SRS
H ] S EA HEO AL A FE Y AALAEIAH 3]
ol A % Yo]th(Eugene Nida)e} 19 w5 E°| LA AR o]Eo|t}, B
¥ 7w T o] Ao] 7| 2ate] o] 5L M o] Al 'd”(Nida and Taber,
1969, 3-9%), & 4 X} Uz = 954 5545 LHAAZHTH(22-32
). s e, 954 FeAolgteE NELE WY HEE wo
“UiL ] MAIA = T8 AR o] FHY, &9 §h3o] A& FE8AY
Syl A A 0 7 A2 o] £HT(200%). 2 UE 311, ou7t e
Hoh $AAEY. S0, 9548 354 MES 7ls s584e=E LA
TH(de Waard and Nida, 1986), ZH ol = B3}l “o] o] ojH EAH o7
T2 AL Akl 98 AL ol Tk (viiZ). o] o] 83 E9o] gFo <rm
A HE> <A A HHSG>T <A G o 9>(Contemporary English Version)
oA EHHA & o i, <M=A 9> <diblo] E> 2 HA = o] =
A FeFS v H o A AA A B3] A3 o A A =31 o] 2] Z(Mojola and

Wendland, 2003, 1-4%), o] HIZH S A A B2 HA A F3F& 71 5t
= 0 nZsitt B Ho v 32 Q] Ut o] 2A At 55
A7} BE-g-o] o€ A A 9}%7}9 13—91‘0], 49
DA FAE = =7 REe) 952 = (Mojola and
Wendland)9] Th& M= &0 “Bi& 8719 |47 ‘?i 2 A 9k 7+,
AA L} A} AA, B A dF, AT oS
279} o] o) FIFLS WET(8F). ol AL A7 Mo #3 B} g F
A A —F o] EESHS (WY AA, A e384, 724, &5 4
32 REA E o) ARYA oA A HFS A= QS A F
o] A H7VE 7 AEE st #H — O F o] o HTH(Wilt, 2003).
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<Abstract>

History of English Bible Translations

The Bible has not only been translated more often than any other literary
work, it is also known by most people in translation only. The spread of
Christianity is certainly linked with the translation of the Bible. Worldwide, the
Bible or its sections have been translated into more than 2,500 languages (2,508
as of December 2009 according to a statistical summary of the United Bible
Societies), and each year the number of languages that have at least some part of
the Bible translated is increasing. Translation of the Bible has a long and varied
history. This article describes and analyzes the history and development of the
translation of the Bible in English. It provides insight into the most important
English versions of the Bible from different perspectives, including the textual
basis, theoretical considerations undergirding the versions, and the motivations

for making the versions.
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Whitney T. Shiner, Proclaiming the Gospel: First-Century Performance of Mark (Harrisburg,
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<Abstract>
Book Review - Translating Scripture for Sound and Performance:
New Directions in Biblical Studies
(James A. Maxey and Emst R. Wendland, eds.,
Biblical Performance Criticism 6, Eugene: Cascade Books, 2012)

Ji-Woon Yoo
(MyonglJi University)

This collection of essays is edited by James A. Maxey and Ernst R.
Wendland, both of whom are translation specialists with a particular experience
of African oral performance culture. This book is also one of the Biblical
Performance Criticism series, edited by David M. Rhoads, emeritus professor of
the New Testament at Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago. In this book,
Vol. 6 of the series, co-editors provide their own articles alongside the other six
contributors, many of whom have had a life experience of oral (performance)
culture. First two articles written by Maxey and Rhoads play an important role
in expanding the readers’ understanding of “biblical performance criticism” in
relation to “Bible translation.” The other six essays seem to function as
case-studies that apply biblical performance criticism to a specific Bible text or
emphasize a fresh aspect of “Bible translation” based on biblical performance
criticism. This book review mainly points out fresh insights of “Bible
translation” that this collection of essays provide. First, “Bible translation” does
not seek only one “right” and “objective” meaning. Rather it seeks multivalent
and legitimate meanings, considering various “responses” from the audience, not
just so-called “the intended meaning” by the author. Second, this book
intensifies our understanding that translation itself is an interpretation. “Bible
translation” does not mean mechanical transliteration from one language to
another language. The article contributors in this book recognize that the oral
performances of the Bible as “Bible translation” can have artistic value. Third,
there are two types of “Bible translation” as oral performance. One is a
translation of the ancient performances of the Bible and the other is a translation
for the contemporary oral performances of the Bible. Although both translations

are important as they are, it seems more significant how they can be related to
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each other and how the contemporary performances can make rhetorical impact
effectively on the audience. Fourth, the notion that oral performance of the Bible
can be called a “Bible translation” belongs to Rhoads’ “engagement model” of
Bible translation. Although almost all existing “translations” tend to center on a

% ¢

written translation document whatever the versions are, Rhoads’ “engagement
model” of Bible translation regards oral performances as central, not a written
document. Fifth, oral performances as “Bible translation” contribute to forming
a particular identity of the hearing community. In this way, a fresh goal of Bible

translation, i. e. “Christian identity formation” can be established.
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<Report>

A Case Study of Two French Study or “Discovery”

Bibles, La Bible expliquée (BEX) and ZeBible:

Using a Contemporary Plain Language Translation with
Abundant Explanatory Material in order to Give New Readers
and Young People Access to the Bible Text

Katie Badie*

1. Introduction

1.1. La Bible expliquée (BEX) and ZeBible: two recent projects of the
French speaking Bible Societies that aim to make the Bible accessible
to a wider public

The titles of the two recent study or “discovery” Bibles express their intention.
La Bible expliquée (BEX) means The Explained Bible, and this is what it seeks
to do - explain the Bible text to the non-initiated. As for ZeBible, “Z¢” is the
French pronunciation of “the” in English, often used with emphasis to mean “the
best”: it is French youth language, and shows that it is the Bible for young
people.

At the outset of this presentation, it is important to put the development of

these two new Bible products into the context of the mission and ministry of

* Senior editor, French Bible Society. katie.badie@sbf. fr.
Read and approved by Elsbeth Scherrer, Head of Global Publishing, UBS, senior editor at
the French Bible Society when these Bibles were originally published.
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Bible Societies to put readable and understandable Scriptures into the hands of
ordinary people. These Bibles are adapted to the particular ministry of the
French Bible Society and its partnership with other French speaking Bible
Societies.

The aim in the two cases is to make the Bible more widely accessible to
modern audiences that do not necessarily have the background knowledge or the
contact with competent Bible teachers to be able to understand the nature and
the message of the Bible. This is set in the context of increasing secularisation in
the French speaking western world, with a growing proportion of the population
having very little Christian education and contact with the church as an
institution. However, that is not to say that there is no interest in spiritual or faith
questions, but the spiritual dimension to life is often cultivated in a more
informal and personal way.

In developing these two new discovery Bibles, one for adults and the other for
young people, the French Bible Society has worked closely with all its main
partners (Catholic, Protestant and Orthodox churches, Christian organisations,
other Bible Societies) and involved a significant number of new partners. This
high level of cooperation can be seen as one of the reasons for the success of the
projects, particularly for ZeBible where a pilot committee is still active in what
is an ongoing project. The involvement and approval of the Catholic church
authorities is also a key factor in giving credibility to these Bibles and
reassurance to new readers in a culture where the Catholic church remains the
reference.

The French Bible Society is very aware that the translations and the
publications it produces are not only for the French market, which is in itself
diversified when taking into consideration the Caribbean and other offshore
territories, but also for French speaking Canada, Switzerland and Belgium (a
formal partnership “Bibli’O” exists between the Bible Societies from these
countries — and also Lebanon), and for French speaking Africa. While these two
products are aimed principally at the European and Canadian market, there is an
increasing interest in Africa for the BEX.

Lastly, the cost of producing these two versions has been borne either by UBS
grants (for the BEX) or by gifts and specific donations to the French Bible
Society (for ZeBible), not to mention the voluntary work contributed by the
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partners. This is not reflected in the selling prices of the Bibles which are kept

deliberately moderate.

1.2. The base translation, the Bible in French common language (BFC)

The BEX and ZeBible add study material to an existing translation, one of the
five translations that the French Bible Society has developed. This translation is
in plain language, common or “current” French (La Bible en francais “courant”
- BFQ). It is the first functional equivalence translation that the French Bible
Society undertook: the New Testament was first published in 1971, the whole
Bible in 1985 and a revision in 1996 means that the current copyright is dated
1997. This version is tried and tested: it has sold well and gained in popularity,
particularly in Catholic circles for schools and catechism classes. The Catholic
version benefits from having the Imprimatur of the French bishops. However, it
has been criticised in some Protestant circles for introducing excessive
explanation into its translation and unnecessarily avoiding traditional theological
language.

The BEX has taken into account some specific criticisms and updated the
current language French version at some points. ZeBible has adopted this
improved version and modified one or two other texts, particularly in Romans
11, in the light of comments received.

It would be fair to add that this common language translation is currently
undergoing a complete revision, in line with contemporary trends for the earliest
major functional equivalence translations. As well as updating the contemporary

language, the intention is:

* To avoid paraphrased explanatory translations by following more closely the
Hebrew and Greek text

* To restore some major theological terms (such as “resurrection” and
“covenant”)

* To take into consideration the oral quality of the translation for liturgical use

This revised version should be published in 2019 (and should in time be used
in future versions of the BEX and ZeBible).
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In the meantime, it is interesting to note that the use of the French common
language version in these two discovery Bibles seems to have rejuvenated the
translation and changed its perception by certain readers. We suggest that
associating this translation with study aids aimed at a clearly identified
non-specialist public has clarified the original intention and target group of the

translation itself. We will come back to this point at the end of our presentation.

1.3. The objectives and target groups of the BEX and ZeBible

The major aims of these two study Bibles are similar, but not identical. The
general idea is to add non-specialist information and advice to help the reader
overcome obstacles to understanding the text and to see the relevance of the
Bible for everyday living in today’s world. The angle of the commentaries is
cultural (for the BEX) and existential (for ZeBible) rather than academic or
dogmatic. ZeBible seeks to help young readers to find their way around the Bible
according to their personal interests by offering different ways of approaching the
Bible text. However, in both cases, the short commentaries are respectful of the
reader and of the text: they do not seek to impose an interpretation or application,
but rather to encourage the reader to think about the text for him or herself.

The target group is modern-day readers from a Christian or non-Christian
background who will have particular questions about the Bible which need to be
answered in order for him or her to read the Bible more openly, more confidently,
more spiritually. These Bibles also take into consideration the contemporary
demand for readily available supplementary information, otherwise provided by
Internet.

1.3.1. The BEX

The BEX tries to answer very basic questions such as:

Where does the Bible come from? Who wrote it and when was it written?
Why are there two parts in the Bible? How can one deal with violent or shocking
texts? How can we read the Bible when there are so many different
interpretations — how can we avoid false interpretations? Can only believers read
the Bible? To what extent is the Bible the foundation of modern culture?

On the back cover, the BEX claims to answer these questions. Its original
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explanations are addressed to all readers in order to help them read the Bible for
themselves, in a way that respects the text’s original intention, and to draw their
own conclusions about its message. They allow the reader who is unfamiliar
with the Bible to:

* Put the Bible texts into their historical and religious context
* Focus on the central message of the text
¢ Reflect on ways in which the Bible text is relevant to modern day issues

* Appreciate the spiritual quality of the Bible text

The BEX does not dictate doctrinal or ethical positions, but leaves the reader
free to discover the treasures of the Bible for him or herself.

The target readership is made up of:

¢ Committed churched Christians who want to read the whole Bible

*  Unchurched Christians looking for orientation who want to keep in touch
with their roots

* Any seeker and enquiring mind who wants to discover the Bible as a

spiritual heritage of Humanity

The BEX claims to be a reference book you need to have in your personal
library, along with dictionaries or encyclopaedias, in order to access the artistic
and cultural heritage of the Bible, and to understand the basics of the three
monotheistic religions. In this regard, it is interesting to note the links between
the BEX and the Exhibition produced by the French Bible Society, and launched
at the UNESCO headquarters, “The Bible, a cultural heritage for Humanity”.

1.3.2. ZeBible

The aim of ZeBible is to take into account the difficulty that young people
have in understanding and appreciating the relevance of the Bible today.
Exposure to the Bible’s stories and background context is extremely limited in
their general education and even in some church environments. This makes the
Bible seem intriguing, even awe-inspiring, but inaccessible. Feeling able to read

it for one’s self, knowing how to read it, knowing what to look out for and how



220 43R =AHT, 42 (2018. 4.), 215—231

to handle the cultural distance that separates us from the biblical world, is not
obvious for the average French teenager or young adult. People familiar with the
Bible may think it is easy to find one’s way in the Bible and to arrive at passages
that speak profoundly to us, but experience suggests that for today’s young
people, it is not at all natural.

However, it is not detailed factual information about the Bible that young
people are interested in, but the relevance of its message for their lives. How can
Bible experts help young people make sense of the Bible without betraying its
original intention? They must take into account their education, their way of
learning and how they are exposed to new ideas. They also need to realise that
certain passages will shock or revolt young people, while historical or cultural
details will leave them indifferent.

Bible Society editions of the Bible typically allow the text to determine the
meaning, and do not give the reader moral or doctrinal interpretations. The
question is then how to make the Bible relevant to the lives of young people
without moralising or catechising them!

The target group for ZeBible was defined as following:

*  Young people from 15 upwards, with average to good reading and general
education standards, capable of deciphering a literary text in the course of
their studies

*  Young people with a notional Christian upbringing, but not necessarily with
any regular church-going or confessional identity

* His or her Bible knowledge is virtually zero, with just a few notions acquired
at church or at school

* She or he is curious and interested and open to new ideas and aware of the
cultural importance of the Bible

*  Young people becoming independent, preoccupied by questions of identity,

meaning, values, justice, tolerance, authenticity and love

It is clear, however, that the motivation of the partners involved in this project
is over and beyond helping young people to enjoy a cultural or educational
experience. The desire is to see young people meet with God as they read and
discover the Bible. A short introduction to the reader ends with this message:

“The Bible, the Word of God for believers, is a place where we can meet God.
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This meeting point changes our life and renews our intelligence. It is also a place

to meet with and exchange with other readers.”

2. Presentation of the published Bibles

The aims of these two Bibles and their target audiences have determined the
presentation of the published editions. This also takes into account the
importance of the style of the Bible as a book-object in conveying to potential
readers its nature and aims. The editorial choices seek to create the idea that the
Bible is a quality product, but that it does not have to have a “religious” style
and can therefore be opened and read as any other good book. The margins leave
space for the reader to add his or her personal notes. For both the BEX and
ZeBible, there is only one cover design available, with a coloured paper jacket,
so as to be easily identifiable and to create a brand design. The paper jacket can
be taken off, to reveal a more sober cover, but on which the title is embossed.

Both Bibles are printed in two colours to give a modern look to the Bible and
enable the reader to distinguish between the Bible text and the commentaries.
Both the BEX and ZeBible present the Bible text in one wide column and the
commentaries in a second narrower column on the outer side. Each short
commentary, or notice, has a title and the chapter and verse references to which

it relates. There are no extra technical footnotes or cross references.

2.1. The BEX adds very little else to these short commentaries, apart from a
Preface that explains the reason and philosophy of the BEX and an eight page
Introduction to the Bible entitled “The Bible, an exceptional book™. This
presents the contents and the origin of the Bible and concludes with the
question: “How and why should we read the Bible?”.

The short introductions to each Bible book are more or less those of the base
translation, the French common language vers