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<Abstract>
A Sociological Interpretation on
“Why Are the Wicked Alive? (" 2wy 17m0)”:
Centered on Job 21:7-16

Han-geun Cho
(The Salvation Army Graduate University)

The book of Job takes as a central theme the theodic debate about the
suffering of the innocent and the prosperity of the wicked, which has been long
debated in philosophy and theology. The book, as is well known, consists of the
speeches of Job who appealed the suffering of the innocent and of his friends
who interpreted human suffering with the doctrine of retribution. Job and his
friends have different interpretations about the cause of pain, and presents them
in respective questions of ‘Is it the ordeal of the innocent?’ and ‘Is the result the
punishment of the wicked?’

The theological logic of his friends recognized suffering as a consequence of
sin, and viewed it as a punishment given to the wicked. However, along with the
suffering of the innocent, Job raised a realistic question about the prosperity
enjoyed by the wicked from a social structural perspective.

It should be noted that there was an inseparable social relationship between the
sufferings of the innocent and the prosperity of the wicked at the time the book of
Job was written. In particular, the wicked in the Old Testament are often
portrayed as subjects of greed and exploitation, who inflict pain on the poor.
However, the book of Job explains the wicked more clearly from a social point of
view, and points out that their greed and exploitation was ruthless throughout
society. Moreover, the wicked in Job 21 are described as those who live a
comfortable life in this world and die a peaceful death (Job 21:13). In other words,
the rhetorical question of “Why are the wicked alive?(™ 2wU? 1 M/madua
reshayim iechyu)” (Job 21:7) is a criticism of the reality where crimes are
exposed but are not subject to any responsibility or punishment. This is very
different from the evaluation of evil persons taught in most wisdom literature.

In this respect, readers need to clearly understand and interpret the ‘wicked
man’ who provided the social cause of suffering in reading the book of Job. I
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would thus like to reinterpret the text through a sociological approach about the
wicked, which has not been often dealt with as the subject matter when studying
this book. The purpose of this thesis is to find political and economic meanings
by analyzing how the wicked is understood and structured in the text, and to find
out how to the entire book of Job can be accommodated to provide sociological

information and to reinterpret it.
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com (2022. 8. 13.).

12) A. B. Davidson, An Introductory Hebrew Grammar with Progressive Exercises in Reading
Writing and Pointing, 26th ed. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1966), 8: YAl o= A 7157} F7}
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41. ololglo| mE Mm2c| &S LS

7135 Kk =975 7135 Kk =975
N ‘d-leph '13) 5 la-medh 1
u bh n mém m

béth —
a - b bl niin n
X 3 gh 0 sa-mekh s
gi-mel
3 g Y ‘a-yin ‘14)
T dh a h
da-leth — pé =
T d a p
l he h %4 sa-dhé s
1 waw w P qoph q
T za-yin z 9 rés§ r
n héth h 1"/ Sin §
) téth t v $in
’ yodh y n B} th
taw
] tanh kh n t
a
3 - K

3

S
h=

tlo]Bl&2 o] o G5t AA A8 E o9A 253l of sh=A A
<= Qe o mEY 29 HZIEASE FAs Be FollA vh
std of 7|53 vpEg o2, O8] &2 A9, S A% (dagesh lene)=

13)

14)

Hol Qo) o] oA e AFAL, AANA HEAR £7]H EAE BF LEAE 77
ot dAol= £ =49 Fe7F g2 A§ i E 5717F oy o] A= AFRT &
S HZFEATE (NDDT32) 0 A9 Aol A7 (dagesh lene)©] JE F7E T2 7]
314 Aot o] Fole FUHAT I 9 2 B BT 9AE IUE Ak o
& Fastek 254 o] AL 348 Aol (BEUF)AUE Atk AZFES
(tone-long vowel) 9ol = 22 7] & (macron; 4l: §), <=2 (pure-long vowel) 9 oll= I3
71 & (circumflex, of: &)7} E7]% At} vh2-5-3k(spirantization)d ‘H|I7I=A FHE> ZA7} T
el A9 hE FUIE TY)Ek BES 10 eoll T2 k(e arleph o] phis A7 0]
= 0e Aol peel pe A7 o] = polth).

o] o] AR o= AemEFEAH X o] g 7] = ‘modifier letter right half ring’
olgte WAL 7HAI o, FUIAEE U+02BECITh T2|20l9] REE F3
[spiritus lenis, ()]2} &85t & 4 ot 11 FUZEE U+1FBDO| T}

Tof o] AJFR ) o = FFeut2E XY A7 o] g 7] TE= ‘modifier letter left half ring’©]
e BAS 7HAL Jor FUIZEE U+02BFolth it 18] 2=of 9] A4l < HE(spiritus
asper, [‘])¢F £83t9 & F AT I FUIZ == U+02BDO| T



M e 453 GES o8 A Yol gth1d) o & 50 25 Fo 9 v;
S EF 5Yo B0 2 U= Taged g 1= GO father®] th; d= $-= 0]
Le] = A Kharkiv(dt27]9-)109] kh; D= G012 f;N= GO thin®] the 4
2] Wjof gt

slB o] Ay T T N RS TF FolH Fol9 heof His3 Ty

° 2 ola| e g e NE A LstaE AT A S D8R S HlolulE
2 R A= FE8 2 54 (smooth breathing)©] ™ g ©] hour?]
= 579 52 A E(glottis)S 2T SHA THEA HEgH Y= 4
o 9-2d AHEAFE 2 hour®] hE H5 2 E o]a) 3t hours ‘oF¢ = 2
skt Bk, oA 7)A cob o A o2 B S %t o= 4 glol
= &goA Zs 57H7F A8 fink AR hour®] hit 3] Hgjof o] e
THES AT A= =319 Le7F EA S, oFskil AT A A3 A
S BAO FIFE Zreth Ve 2w WA FARSEAI R Aol 2 ol ¢
A 7R L85 Zteves b v F Y2 S S g A

A AAA FFE AREE 425 Wok gtk mEbA p& AR 4

B 2
g

N
off

17] g8 A% FE 71 5()2 YERith Ao R nE Yo
ob Abtol Al MlmH ol 4loln). HolHled] mER ne
achen®] choll S| 4elE gt £3) o] Wee 2o

o
o2 Y2E) AAT |92 o] o FAR Lel7} W WS

2 o
B

0

‘E ARolEte BHo|A g BEste] A

>
oo rlr
it
-
2
et
il
2

2 Sorfo o > o Xorlr i oA e N N g Mg £ odo O F o |
e do

=3t F7 S AHEste] &2 WAl HHA N 5 machen®] ché}
g A E e d F UAHEE o] A A A T g Aok
o). 52 ofUARE 33 A st AT s 0]t HojHlE
N5 G 12 %7 B IS dig FAEH S AAE 1A e

THaE 50 ofy 7] wiEel @A 7 53 FARE a3 T
Wtk o] /2 543 ‘Z8l = F 748 (“rolling, throaty sound”)=

15) ‘M7IEATGE EA7F A4S 2h4 &S o vpEdS3d iy os)st= A F 719 &
< 7ML A 8k A Aol gHa X
A0 ggdd 2= A ZFA)
RO Z W=, olE 52 :
WA R B e HZtEASRE AL 7L 71 &7 F e S JER Y] 98 3
Qe Aol ofy g nhEE-3LE & 5 do] dojtthal o3| 5 of gt

16) Kharkive] 3= 542 3t27]90]7] wj ol tlo]Bl&e 29 48 & =9 5 52 3]
2ol 19k AL FARRE &8l E AEhe 53t 23y 09 &= 238 net ul -
AT 212 YA ol A Kharkive 2] A]o}2) © & KharkovE E7]1 5 ATh @ =0 Yol
5549 Kharkive] 32 @52 27| oA vt AA 2 IV A= vt vE ¢
o9y T2 2 a3}
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gM slE20 2E

rot

A/ AAE 39

?
°

i

ZFAAE A AteE AW S HEY Wolt} o] Ao Fo|T FES
HlelBlze] &3t E W Fgol ohyr] wie) B
(throaty sound a1 EgE BEolA vt Y& *Tﬂ(rolhng

sound)”} o} = ot} that m] 4] & o]of o] La}

fﬂﬁfm
4 R

f_z
T
®
“L‘Xl
;&

-

Agoleta <2 a% aE2A P FA 1o wgol Fugels ‘Felk &
29} thErhs 218 9143 oF Bk Aotk s nelol o] ‘Felt At
HE Q UROR YA AN U 2134 9951 4 29 4

2 88 230 W AHAA UE A5Ee EL[wil)el o 7t o
o 3l B o] o] AA A IWRE ‘asher’(oFd)olgpr| BTt 235]H 2=
cob 2raba E7]8k= Ao o Yolo] A9t SAET

e AL g AEo] A AT AT 6] 2 of 2] & 5B o] WS 15
ol glo]BlEL RS0 2 4 2] 15 G o] watere] woll Ao At o]

Mo ol We-e A3 olshshs Aol s B e n @
Sol ALgAAE o8l B B A0 Ak kst S8 A EAE
o Golo) wit 7l £7E MHA Bg o) 48] B BT BE TR ol

I

7] WZolth. o] o] 3] & vtR O 2 Fh=o] AHEAE LS waters HE’E
A28k 73 $7F B, o] 9A] hour?] hotl o] ka2 ®7] 8 o] gl
7] Wil o1 = Gl Uit B we A0 Z 2 uf oA B S
A w7HE 7HA I YTk Folo] wi Tof ] Wi oAl A Fol =
A des B2 ZHdA, 28y 7AHH dee Wrls Aol oy
Bola)l AHolA FT7H ozt &8 UH e os
# ey 75 wHA 253 o] &7t B
H T Ao AU E ofuo A B of e} AFFo]
FES AT Favt ot

L&Al Al 7} o2 AT 2L o] foll Aot b O]‘ié% =
car® yot & A 082 A7) st=T), o] GA 2T AREAES | &
O 2 olget . o & 59 year®t ecars FEEE BT ‘°] 01 =
sh= o) 2ol yo Aw =7He UEhd A= 7137 VT W&
23y go] dojvlelAl years} ear= yo] A &7 w ol W3]
AR SUTh®) Folo] y= dE BE | & HeY
92 g B el 3E A7V o2 o] S & WA

SAloll o RS SBAA AR = FoteAl ot

(o]

_{
N

.

O
-0,
B

(

Lodo x@ T odo
R
rlo ™ |o d
- o
£ o
> o,
1]
>
e
Y s

L oo
<
iz
>~

td

0O do rr of

B

o &R

Sust e EsS e

_o]



40 TYZAEAT 52 (2023. 4.), 30-53

A3 AEoll A 25-317] wZol
25 Qlofof 3t whebA] |

o] A= FET T2 ATt l%‘ﬂ vel e 5 019] o} Ak
g &g AT HlojHlEe AAe] A9 HE HA JHFAE TN ES FE
H U= A ARy, X Solgpr| B 358 sl 7hteha 2
gt ofrtE g2 75wl 77k A Y Aot o] 8% APl & VSR
TE3H7] S8 1= vE (R £7]8

o|¢} e A 02 T+ DI RY| Xpo] = AW Et) F e 0 AR &
A 2SS v 7} A7 S degok e Aotk el xEsE
®713 ool k] 1+ 03wl FAME Ol el A = g Rttt o] F A
=< 2 OE AYE VM S 0 E FASAR HAF 2 5 A FH o
ME ELE AT HIAT AR obg Al = Hl o BlE2 W 54l ¢71 D
=<l sk oW xpo] 7} Aol el A= A shA] Fent Ao &2
A, Fosfiof & H52 29 po] Lot Ho|BIES 25 kE PE &
=93t o] F A% FAd o] Qs A S-4 7] E(International
Phonetic Alphabet 32 IPA)ol| E2H F2} k= 748 AT/ FE=°1H q=
FA4 5 gESolth e ARG 25 FF, S 52 (uvula)
o 717k B S LIl B 7 ko) q= 22 YA “ﬂ—rv 1k 28l E /M 5
vl glom AA 2 FE517]= g A ¥

O

42. Mut=r| 232 CE F2 239 vl

W% glo] 271 % Al E ] WEo] Py 97) 9@ B e
% ] I3

271 BRAOR 5853 Y SAT 1 AF kol A% thepd 2
gol EAISL oM, 1 thekd B B A B AT A5
gk 387 g 44 Suele] A4 weel golH meE §Hol
g Ao 22 AAY F Utk 1R et HES oo
$ g A5 e FY L oA AL A4S T BT} Ak
oA ol glezo] AAF A E] Be-g F1E O ofrAA o) Lk
o|E Wgol ThE A5E Hlmste] B 1AL of 7o) AFHA e
LT A S AN A A Z ZA Aol 7k i A 5ol

()&: A HEH S Faeleta AP o] 7|5 ofA LA A Fol A

19) ot & AL o2& F3Ath: S. Morag, “Pronunciations of Hebrew”, Encyclopedia
Judaica, vol. 16, 2nd ed. (Detroit: Gale, 2007), 547-62.



Q) :/: MAS BEFARHEES 2= 43 bR, 242 = A vE S35}
E e}
=T

U% o uf] L}o]

(3) ¥/x: AﬂﬂrEd G-} obrAUA A FAE AH ol BAY
o] (A A7 FHEH)E ESEA T thFE-E 9] u ol E fHiIER
dH A2 FolES A7l fle W 74 A7 RS (eE T
St A FAlo AT E IFAIR) S 2 TS3T

@ /7 R A2y fFHils ol AYA FHidES A7 F

Ela=acls
thA 3

l

-—

mrNF

ol BAIQlo] d(4 XA FE L= = A= R LIRS 8

1o E
=< QAR o] 9l ) Fof father] thA] 2 ARt npEE o= 8

91

(5) m: ElolHlze] h2 AW o] A2 92 YR Ast2] e} ot
UA AEA BL oz Aelsty 3 % (mappiq)©] A7HE A=
FeatA] e Ao ® AT 22y duUolE FTdEL BE §

o] watere] w2 A3k o] 2F5-2] ¢ ofFAUA] Foid
ot 5 Algt=d 7<45°1]/‘1—:—Vi S-Sk o vy

@A A
(®) n: dl 0] T kS (h), & 594_01 machen 2]
choll s g3at= ,LFJE Zk=t) deiv IR Al g2 fFoil s34 oA Y
A FHIES 748 75 vhE (o2 T3] = ghrh20 I 1T
pEgolup P RS S 25 Ao & ztol 7t gla S Hell= §le
aglo]7] W&ol - L AREALE A o] F A e AR FES] ofF

g ol fFUdEL Y v o2 B3 AY HLA 8] =
9) v: B A& Al 7HAE FEE i AT TSl dto
Bl ‘ﬂf‘ﬂ&’(emphatic) = 7 A, o] Aol sidste A2 vek R
o|t}. o] F M a2 A 5o th-g Ap-o] Z2H2t st k. v o
& A2 A4S 2 nolH x| g A& polth ool &)
= 7157k 1 o)== nel wel 4 XA gd gl o &-ske

yz }m
rl> t

oX, Fl




42 TYZARAT 52 (2023. 4.), 30-53

AL e BRI o] 2 o] 2 A9 AAoIA HE 2F Y
B 912, & A golel BAlo] 57 23 B A7) B ol 59| 5)%o] S
WA A7 g8t Em AAFolE Y& F pels} A 3

ATl SRS AR SIS S 08 20 5 s o
3 o) A BE 220 Teath v Be ool fu

=2 T =2 (€] E]‘

(10) % kA A3 AAH = Fo yeard] yAH E53oh A7 f EHO
=2 9oy jA™E F4 = 770 -H S(voiced prepalatal affricate, §) o= &
=3t

E

(11) 2/2: A hF-E] FHJASNA o] A5 EF-2 2t oyt Hlo]
Bl&o] A g vl A7 o] gls, oFstAl -3k 27 - gtol o] EA
Kharkiv(3t27]-9) 9] khA & S5 T= 22 289 £A7F Aot frfst
™ Kharkivoll A A 1]'% khe] H52 8d 918t E 5o o 7HEA 8

7] WZolth. o] A& Gl kM H 233t dte HHE o Y
FAAANZ Fof & Xl-ﬂ = 74 A0 vhE S (voiceless velar fricative) ]
=3

a
R
K
>
ru?~
r°"

(12 F A go]Hlae o] T 2180 e |5
2 o2 A %7 §1—E]—(W: D=s). 3} A2 € Z & 2 2KS. Morag)oll W=
<l TS Aol & FESHA L Uk oRF il FE
ZHA = A OHE F ATk A ofH A HojjA = BT
Ao A= BF sE, & O ofd A G A= §9} sAto] o] ojH
H7| % ht}22) A7 o] 2 g 2}o] 7} o] AR Al 2
of o] = RIA H A &= & A& AZtET
(13)y: o] A 0= o] AF2 R} FAFSHA] Z53kA T B AR E7t=
w4 E Ztet Iy Beto] 29 ofpA VA o A2 A5l &
stoo] FailEe] A ™ A A0 U]'ZL‘Q‘(VONGIGSS velar fricative), <

kh B2 k& BeRTh E of® olrAlUA SIS N} AR B

24
Jo
=
[

o it
o
o
_{

Jmhct
,ThE =

AN

=

o

o
%rl i
L U[o

21) EZ(S. Morag)= Fgdg©] ofy e} #HSolgka At S. Morag, “Pronunciations of
Hebrew”, 555.

22) $& ZH=ojo A A LAEH = E o2 P sheF FASIAIT TR AR O ¢kslA|
(Z2& 5ol 713HA) -3l oF gkt



gM slE2 BE WSS et M/ A 43

=o 2 o7t

(14) 8/0: A FUidEL A o] 779k BAfe] BF 24 p F2
=AY o)

(15) ¥ o] AS2 £3] & xAH=H, ol T4 A0
(voiceless velarized hissing sound)©|t}. ©] AEle FA A
(voiceless dental affricate)Q! ts@} TFEU|, Bt W =2H w2 7
S5k = ok 2eiy -2 AREA Al o] 2 &k Apol & 2
7hestAl OB R @ed] x 07 o] & = Jrh

(16) p: &3] 29} A9 L3I 1S 0 7 A H & o] AH-2-2] -5, Ui 9
HUol E foidE2 4 7715 38 S(voiced uvular plosive), 5 114 H
537 = gk

(17)9: £3] A(ZL EL[ill) 22 F33hE o] ASS gRES o}
FAUA FAdES 74 A7 vk S(voiced velar fricative) & 2 53
. o] &g jkE T A gE 2ot AR 25 O HEQT
Mol A 42 & WjoF gt

(18) W/w: Atmte] o} A Foll A= A 1A ¢F dHglo] BF wo g Wi

(
=

S
h=

e rlo

o &
L
lo K do dlo

ik o

o

—_

(19)n/n 2o Frielso] AA o 72k dAQlol BF FEAHtE
=3k o] A9 A 2 97t Utk dF AW UolE FijlE
G s 2 L3t H, E o F Aol E FHilES A7l ¢l
A A 7+(voiceless mterdental) S 9o thin®] thzE &3t} o
H FAd=A 4 X ZFS(voiced interdental), & G ©O] thate] th2
St} G o AUA FoilES Aol fls w B sE T

S do rlo
e o &
g

5. =L s|EE2|0| wAjel A= AY

lolflee o] Mol A A£G o] WA Fgo] Ar] AEo|
gha e 2o 94 AFH AAY AR e o & TAsHE
AE Aol A= B o] A 9bth )& Sof Alvar Beow su
ol g THT B ATE F12 Folo wrl od Bojo] w, HL o]
o] v& o] )5k Al Eo] wel Itk s nejolsf dhze] TRA Al A
ol 4l 2 o gol Haled @ AE ol Ao Thrd e AEL s



oo g2 &ol EeHS 7HFA o)A Fu 29 5 Helo] WA Sol
o] Thopgh 5| elo] A5 Wg-& oWl AIa YA doln Ay,

obeh g M e the ARSI Fnelo] mAE FFE Aol Tk
ABR129, ZABQ. SFATARS), DH$(F - Feh27h0), ARFFM. D.

SFEFE)2N, 23 TH28), T4, Q1 T17)29), B 4330), BEH F3D), BEA] F32),

| 35), A1 %<& (M. Greenberg)36), ©] 7] 2K(T. O.

)37, o] & 38), 0] 8] AJ39), HHH/AH D E(A. P. Ross)40). o] Zof] UH

del F1 BE IS AR O A8 bE T gy, M a3 A
S =4 ARl gl Eo| =5 shaloh

] 8
3, &g, ez, 4w, g, dslalef (v 7H A

¢

(1) R: o~ =,
A, 5o, 0,0)

2) 2/2: W-E/H o E, W E, BI(H E), I E, W]-E, &- (57} b/v[bh, b]; 1/
HE)

()33 A, 71, 712 7k gglgh]: T/ FEr, 79)

@772, 2y, 2, g, 2 E, E-2 (S7): d/d[dh, th in the], &/
=[=s])

(5) M: 3ll-q), 3ll, 3l- (=7} h; &)

(6)1: vkE, BB op- oh9- ¥pH/9k- (F7k vor w; H, A7 H, BT

[e] o X o
-, T, = o)

23) ot AAet GAEL eAw BT =l ARe} Ao o] Fw o2 Yok MY A5
o= 3B eo] dutul e Fa SH-2 Ao olFf9} o] T3] witol At o] &
S0 2 g2 AAEH A HEd

24) @3, TA 3| B o]y (A& SE3HEF, 2005).

25) 1. 1™, Tekg A S| Bl o] b4, AT 23, A 4 (421 CLC, 2012).

26) F-&-F&o7t, AAS, THA slEE o] By, 2 9 (AL 7]1E, 2012).

27) M. D. FELE, T4 A s B o] AlZst7],, 28 E o (A&: CLC, 2017).

28) AR, 259 44 sl B o] BE, (5 4|, 2016).

29) J. 91", FelHElo] &/, FEF 9 (A& 28] 2=FZ T4, 2000).

30) ") A, T A sl EE o] &R, (A& 71E,2012).

31) vHE ), 13 vhol] B sl Hgol e Mt (A< 2, 2002).

32) WA E, el E o] 9, (A& ]| 5 1A 3], 2002).

33) WA E, P 22 Fe o] Bl AT (A& FANEZTE, 1986).

34) A, TEA sl EE o] &Ry (A& RID AL 1990).

35) Mg, ol FE, Te7|4& A3l EElo] a & (A& AAZTAE, 2006).

36) M. Greenberg, "3] B.g]o] Aetztol,, AF5F o (A&: of7Ho| & 314, 2003).

37) Evt20. A, T4 A 3| BEoy, o] 7|8 9 (A &: 7EHZTAL 1995).

38) ol@, el o] =,y (A vlEEl 7} ol7hem] o, 2004).

39) o]38] A3, T sl o] R, (8 BHEZ, 2020).

40) A.P. 22, T2 24 A3 BEo,, WY, BES o (AL: 7|21}, 2007).

ue rlo o

ol

oL
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(71 AR (277 =, S R)

®) n: B E/3l-E, S| E, SIEE), 3l-E, - (+7F h; YL o] Bach] ch,
&, 56, TS, A4l 5)

9 v: HoE/H-E, HE, BI(HE), HE, H-E, &-(|7k: t, t, {2 23 (=2
s, 8w, B, Be, B4 A9 9 4E 03?711—)

(10): 85, £(85), 8-E(27hy, yEE 55, 909y, 9219 j; o,
o], 5A T Fol)

(11) 2/2: 7}Z, ZK(F}32), ZF (57} Kk(kh, h, 12 2=0] y, AAl ch, FY o]
machen®] ch, k& TEE 4= 12); FEIES v/ (A g 4T =, F5)

(12): el =, el =), 22 (271 2, 22)

13)n: 9, 94 (27k m; 1)

(14)3: &, 3= (27Fn, v)

(15) ©: A, Apa] Abe] =2, AR A (37} s, house ] s, T3 s, 55 A, A)

(16) p: o} (&7} <, B 23 BF AE, ‘o, F5, 240, 1,10] =
AA FoA e GRS 5, AR FAYAE 579 FlA U= A
g &g, 48 T, ATH 22 FAAA Bl B, 579 FHolA yUe
& Ao EAS =

(17) 8/8: #-, 3 (7} p[E1 S p)/fIph, p, D9 f]; 2/5m5 [A AT 51])

(18) ¥: B~ ~, #e|, 2], &, Z](H)4), A-vl, ZF-H (7} s, ts, s 2
AL tsE e &, R, A, e A J S F4 AT A2

(19)p: I, FH(II), AE, F-32 (L7} q, k, q= 2L kE ES &2 Ho
A uek 714 flek kT, T, 1)

(20) 7 "o l/dl-4, B4, d-A (571 ol o], ob o 1, ol =
F2ojr, =, 2, fr5a)

QD W/R: A/, R, Ao, A= /4= (27} s[s)/s[sh]; A (A, o3 2
2 E3y/4()

(22) B/N: BF9/EHE, B R BRS, BE-F, Taw (5 7F: (2= 2220 t]/t[th, think
9] th, 2F&1 ] natio®] t, 2231 ©] nacion?] c]); A JAGlo] T t=2 ¥
o E/ET(E)

d

nl

FiF U[o
I‘>
Ac)
é
:L
_\1
H

41) “AYrS IRtH o 2 mr(att] Z& A E ASHA R o] 29 v &= pot A5t
E #Fo] ARY el Ao fFoiddEe] prive & d53ithrE A7 Aot ET °] A5
)RS Sohe o] prIvet AL 2ot o A LA EE AFel ATk T 2k
M. Posner, “Tzaddik vs. Tzadi”, https://www.chabad.org (2022. 8. 13.). ©]t]s{o] <] 78—‘?— 2t
4’ o & 1h2-317] = sl E]—%% B2} U. Weinreich, Modern English-Yiddish Yiddish-English
Dictionary (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co, 1968), 453.



46 TYZAZAT 52 (2023. 4.), 30-53

ol JaF 5 AUF A no] BUAES F AN Be 2 429
B2 2o e AFHA G 0 FA L4 | BEFE G 279,
0% Al AL Al THE A AL BF ANl HF 5o AT o)
B89 AE F NN A GBSV ANFAL T B2 2ol T
shel GB 9 F/Z ANT B AU ©] 2AES B3 AT 5
QL= AL A B g oAl FA R 2okg £ 9t

AR, 30l Sobule] G Lol glof T4 Aol met 4 &
o zpo7} 7 B Aoz myur) Yol o] A o] o
T F flelo] Tl MY wHORE 0F v, =, 1, 8, A%
Hof ke e RS S A8 9 Fnols ol
grel Agol fAgololA YTl ANT AR A AL
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Tiberian vocalization, Sephardi, Ashkenazi, Yemenite, biblical Hebrew

consonants, transliteration of biblical Hebrew.
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<Abstract>
On Teaching Biblical Hebrew:

The Consonants

Jimyung Kim

(Presbyterian University and Theological Seminary)

Students of Biblical Hebrew often complain about how difficult it is to learn
the language. Of course, the first and foundational problem lies in mastering the
Hebrew alphabet (or aleph-bet), particularly the pronunciation of each letter. The
problem of the Masoretic reading system’s notorious difficulty is only next.
Overcoming the barrier of properly pronouncing consonants is no doubt the
primary matter.

Beginners of the language have to confront unexpected obstacles when
learning Biblical Hebrew consonants. Unlike most other languages, Biblical
Hebrew’s original sounds are lost, and its modern pronunciations are diversified
because of the complex history of the Jewish diaspora. Moreover, there is no
unified method to transliterate Biblical Hebrew into the Korean writing system,
which is essential for beginners to understand the pronunciation of Biblical
Hebrew. Such circumstances eventually led Hebrew Bible scholars in Korea to
produce introductory grammar books that render the sound of each letter
differently in many cases. This eventually made learning the consonants of
Biblical Hebrew, which is supposed to be the simplest and clearest subject in
learning foreign languages, quite complex and unclear. As many students cannot
take the first step, they cannot go any further but give up on learning Biblical
Hebrew.

Instructors’ understanding of the current situation regarding Biblical Hebrew
consonant teaching is pivotal. In this paper, I endeavored to provide instructors
with key features to consider in teaching Biblical Hebrew consonants. For
example, | introduce a comparison of the three main traditions of Hebrew
pronunciation, that is, Sephardic, Ashkenazi, and Yemenite. Then I offer an
analysis of seventeen different introductory grammar books that are used in
Biblical Hebrew grammar classes in Korea, focusing on consonants in general;

their ways of dealing with the name and pronunciation of each letter in
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particular. Finally, I add my evaluation on the current situation of Biblical
Hebrew consonant education based on the textbooks I analyzed, hoping to foster
better Biblical Hebrew education.
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o2 AEA o (H&: MEAZH 2, 2017), 604; M. E. Boring, Mark: A Commentary
(Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press, 2012), 281; N. F. Santos, Family
Relations in the Gospel of Mark (New York: Peter Lang, 2021), 130 32,
nodc: Aeschyl., Cho. 652; Plut., Alcib. 193; JosAs 99,3; Jos., Ant. 18,192; Z A 1ol A] uf] -
A5 vk 8:6, 8, 13; 12:18; 14:2; 5 1:54, 69; 7:7; 12:45; 15:26 5. noudépov: Xenoph., Ag.
1,21; Diog. L., Vit. 6,52, 27 25:5; % 2:5, 9 T moudioxn: TestJob 21:2; Jos., Ant. 18,40;
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pkpogehe] A&/ ol £ 3] F-&3kt}. P. Miiller, In der Mitte der Gemeinde, 201 ©]3} 722,
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3] o]s| & 4 AA At} naudiovH Sidovog, Sodrog2te] AFHTA 9 B Bof
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rudiove] oldl F& 7HEld 7H e A& AET ojd RdE2 BRF ©
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ol g #E tjEo] It Zw} ALE| oA o -otol 55 Wl AY =
dEo] BUTHE A E wprHE5-9 offlofo] o]okr| & a4 st H 21|
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24) J. Marcus, "P}7HE-3- 114, 1127 ©13F; B. Bosenius, Der Literarische Raum des Markusdevangeliums,
336; P. Miiller, In der Mitte der Gemeinde, 209 ©]3}.
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26) W. Stegemann, “Lasset die Kinder zu mir kommen™, 120 ©]3}; H. R. Weber, "dl=d 3} of &
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2R 9:37)E FlR 7FEH (Meg 13a)3 I A o] 0}S %}%ko}% AL gugty
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Purpose of Mark”, M. J. Bunge, eds., The Child in the Bible (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008),
154 o]} =,

29) 7 G o2 AA e 8-S AARZ 5 10:160] YERETE: kol 6 a0etdv dudg &us GOetel”
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<Abstract>
A Study on the Main Theme about the Analogy of a Child
in the Gospel of Mark:
Focusing on Understanding the Meaning of mtawdiov
and the Sentence Structure of Mark 10:15

Seo-Jun Kim
(Keimyung University)

This study interprets the two analogies of a child in Mark 9:33-37 and
10:13-16 in association with the events related to the disciples that occurred on
the road in the second paragraph of the Gospel of Mark, and suggests that they
contain the core lessons of the discipleship of Jesus. The key teachings are, as is
expressed well in Jesus’ words and symbolic action in the first analogy of a
child, that disciples are to serve not as the first but as the last, and that they are
to welcome and receive small and insignificant beings like a little child. The
second analogy of a child, in close connection with the first analogy, also
emphasizes a new shift in how children are to be perceived, and how they should
be welcomed and accepted. Existing studies have understood that these
analogies are intended to correct adults’ negative perceptions of children in the
ancient world. However, the current study argues that such understanding not
only is inconsistent with the context of the passage, but also stems from a
misunderstanding of the key word, mawdiov and the sentence structure of Mark
10:15. Considering its use throughout the Bible and other ancient literature, the
word noudiov in the analogy of a child is likely to refer to a child who lived as a
servant rather than an ordinary child. Jesus put before his disciples the little child
who was living as the last in the world, and spoke of his discipleship of serving
as the servant of all people (Mark 9:35). He also demanded a new shift in the
perception of the little child by identifying that child with himself (Mark 9:37).
Likewise, the second child analogy reveals the meaning of Jesus’ teachings and
symbolic actions more clearly when the children in the text are assumed to be in
lowly and miserable situations. The problem with the disciples was not that they
lacked a childlike innocent and dependable mind, but that they rejected and did
not accept children, whose standings were the last in the world. Jesus’ words
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about the kingdom of God (Mark 10:14-15) are not intended to urge his disciples
to become like children, but to emphasize that the kingdom of God belongs to
the children they did not accept, and that no one can enter it without receiving

these little ones.
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<Abstract>
A Suggestion on the Understanding and Interpretation
of 1 Corinthians 15:45:
Adam as the Living Flesh and Christ as the Life-Giving Spirit

Euichang Kim
(Torch Trinity Graduate University)

As K. E. Bailey rightly observes, 1 Corinthians 15:45 lies in the heart of the
chiastic structure of verses 35-50, but its meaning is difficult to understand.
Especially understanding the meaning of yuyrv {@doav and nvendpa {@omolodv
in verse 45 was not easy, and it gave the previous Korean translations problems
to translate the phrase. On this account, this article examines Paul’s use of
Genesis 2:7 in 1 Corinthians 15:45, and how Paul contrasts the first Adam and
the last Adam.

Paul contrasts the first Adam with the last Adam in a dualistic way. First, Paul
makes an ontological contrast which sets an antithesis of Adam who is living but
only as a natural being, placed in death and belonging to dust, and Christ who is
the spirit, raised from death and belonging to heaven. Paul already explains this
contrast in 1 Corinthians 2:14-15 where he makes a sharp distinction between a
natural/fleshly person (yoykog dvBpwmog) and a spiritual person (6 TVELLOTIKOG).
Moreover, in 1 Corinthians 3:1, Paul argues that he could not address the
Corinthians as spiritual people (mvevpatkoic) but as people of the flesh
(capkivoig). This shows that Paul uses the spiritual as an antithesis to natural or
fleshly. Thus Paul’s contrast continues in 15:45 where he makes an ontological
contrast between the first Adam who is still a natural being and the last Adam
who is now a spiritual being.

Second, Paul makes a functional contrast which sets an antithesis of Adam
who received life from God and Christ who gives life (like God). The verb to
give life (Coomoiém) is explicitly and exclusively used with regard to God’s
ministry in verse 22 and 36 in 1 Corinthians chapter 15. The first Adam was a
being that received life from God, but the last Adam is a being that gives life.
Through this dualistic contrast, Paul claims that the life-giving ministry that

belonged to God in Genesis is now entrusted to the resurrected Christ, which
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leads to Paul’s exhortation for the Corinthians to belong to Christ and to abound
in the work of the Lord. Thus this article aims to suggest an interpretation of 1
Corinthians 15:45 based on the dualistic contrast between Adam and Christ.



@ FYAKAZATL, 52 (2023. 4.), 101-138

ISSN 1226-5926 (print), ISSN 2586-2480 (online) JBTR

~ DOLI: https://doi.org/10.28977/jbtr.2023.4.52.101 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL

SHAIA] 3]
G342 https://dbpiaone.com/bskorea/index.do TEXTRESEARCH

Analysis of Participants’ Agent Role in the
Two Major Divisions of Leviticus

Gyusang Jin*

1. Purpose of this study

This paper is aimed at explaining that Leviticus is demarcated into two major
divisions (1:1-24:23, 25:1-27:34) and two sub-divisions in the first major
division (1:1-15:33, and 16:1-24:23) according to the Elaborate Divine Speech
Formula [basic divine speech formula + locative phrase], and at confirming the
validity of the demarcation and elaborating the effect of the demarcations.!) At
first sight this approach leads to an uneven division of the book, at least as far as
the two major divisions are concerned, and it does not coincide with well-known
traditional approaches that take, for example, the Holiness Code as the second
part of the book. Therefore, in the second part of this article we will compare our

division of the text based on formal and syntactic criteria with other scholarly

* Ph.D. in Old Testament Theology at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. jin.gyusang.numbers.80
(@gmail.com. This paper stems from a presentation given to the session, “Linguistics and Biblical
Hebrew, National Association of Professors of Hebrew” held at the SBL Annual Meeting in
Denver, Colorado, on 19. Nov. 2022.

1) For the book of Numbers I found that the Elaborate Divine Speech Formula is a structuring elem
ent that divides the book into its major divisions, because both Num 1:1 and 9:1 start with the
most elaborate EDSF. In the present article I will investigate whether my conclusions are also
valid for Lev. G. Jin, “Investigating the Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition of Numbers”,
Ph.D. Dissertation (Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 2021), 49-65. https://research.vu.nl/en/publications
/investigating-the-text-hierarchical-structures-and-composition-of6
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suggestions for the division of Leviticus. This paper raises the following
hypothesis: if the demarcations are valid, each division would show strong
separability and weak connectivity from its adjacent sections. The analysis of
participants’ roles will help us to see the validity of the demarcations.

This paper displays the types and frequencies of agent roles of participants
who occur in two adjacent divisions. I define the terminologies of agent roles,
shared agent roles, and unique agent roles. Agent roles occur in a transitive verb,
shared agent roles occur in both divisions, while unique agent roles occur only
division relative to its adjacent divisions. The shared agent roles indicate the
connectivity between divisions, while the change of their percentage between
divisions would indicate the separability of each division from its adjacent
divisions and would indicate the development of the discourse function. The
unique agent roles of participants which occur only in a division relative to its
adjacent division will sharpen the separability of a division from its adjacent
division, validate the demarcations, and explain the discourse function of each
division.

To see the validity of the demarcations, this paper will compare mainly
1:1-24:23 with 25:1-27:34. To study the validity of the first major division,
1:1-24:23, this paper will compare it with its preceding division, Exodus
12:1-40:38. To see the validity of the second major division, 25:1-27:34, this
paper will compare it with its following division, Numbers 1:1-3:13, and this
paper also will compare the two sub-divisions, 1:1-15:33 and 16:1-24:23. |
assume that 16:1 is the basis of the two subdivisions because 16:1 has a Divine
Speech formula + Time phrase. We study Numbers as part of its larger context
of the Pentateuch.

The analysis of participants’ roles will result in the discourse functions
between the two major divisions and the two sub-divisions in the first major
division.

Lastly, the paper compares the discourse functions based on the syntactic
divisions in Leviticus with the scholars’ discourse functions based on their
thematic demarcations, and explain what are the unique effects of our
demarcations. Lastly, this paper will summarize this study and its contribution.
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2. Demarcation markers in Leviticus

The BDSF (Basic Divine Speech Formula), in which YHWH spoke to Moses
without any locative or time phrase, occurs 160 times in total in the Pentateuch,
except for Genesis, and opens a small paragraph.?) Its clause type Wayyigtol + X
(explicit subject) demarcates a text into a paragraph unit.3) The EDSFs
(Elaborate Divine Speech Formula), in which a BDSF is combined with a
locative or time phrase, occur 13 times in total in the four books of the
Pentateuch (except Genesis).#) An EDSF, in which a BDSF is combined with a
locative, occurs mainly by keeping quite a distance from the preceding EDSF
and its following EDSF. The outcome raised a conjecture that each EDSF opens
a larger textual unit at a higher textual level than each BDSF does.5 The clause
type Wayyigtol + X of each EDSF opens a textual unit, the explicit subject of an
EDSF signals a new start, and the added locative phrase strengthens the start,
and supports the hypothesis.®)

2) Gyusang Jin, “YHWH basic speaking formula in the Pentateuch in the HB”, https://shebanq.
ancient-data.org/hebrew/text?1id=3801&page=1&mr=r&qw=q (2023. 04. 19.).

3) The clause type, W-X-Qatal, also could demarcate a paragraph or a textual unit as the clause
type Wayyiqtol + X does at the same textual level, depending on the relationship between
clauses that are adjacent to it. Its occurrence is less frequent in the Pentateuch than the clause
type Wayyiqtol + X. It indicates generally the opening of a paragraph or gives background
information to progress a story in the paragraph. E. Talstra, “Clause Types and Textual Structure
An Experiment in Narrative Syntax”, E. Talstra, ed., Narrative and Comment: Contributions to
Discourse Grammar and Biblical Hebrew Presented to Wolfgang Schneider (Amsterdam:
Societas Hebraica Amstelodamensis, 1995), 166-174.

4) Gyusang Jin, “Patternl (locative)”, https://shebang.ancient-data.org/hebrew/text?iid=2862&page
=l1&mr=r&qw=q (2023. 04. 19.). Four types of EDSFs occur in the Hebrew Bible. I presented
them in my dissertation: G. Jin, “Investigating the Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition
of Numbers”, 53-58.

5) I elaborated on how the syntactic-hierarchical structure of Lev was discovered in my thesis, but

~

here I focus on elaborating the analysis of the roles of participants in the demarcations in Lev.
G. Jin, “Investigating the Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition of Numbers”, 59-60.

6) The EDSF in Num 1:1 is comprised of BDSF, double locative phrases, one time phrase, and its
subordinate clause that specifies the time phrase in its main clause. The added extensive adjunct
phrases and subordinate clause make the EDSF in Num 1:1 the strongest new start among all the
EDSFs. In my study, I embed Num 1:1 under Gen 1:1, that is, the strongest new start in the
Pentateuch, and see how Num 1:1 opens the second stage in the Pentateuch. I elaborated on
them in my thesis: G. Jin, “Investigating the Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition of
Numbers”, 49-56. In this paper, I focus mainly on the function of the EDSFs [basic divine
speech formula + locative phrase] that occur in Lev. G. Jin, “Investigating the Text-hierarchical
Structures and Composition of Numbers”, 49-65.
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In this paper, the EDSF [Basic Divine Speech Formula + Locative phrase]
demarcates Leviticus into two major divisions, Leviticus 1:1-24:23, and
25:1-27:34, and the EDSF [Basic Divine Speech Formula + Time phrase]
demarcates the first major division into 1:1-15:33 and 16:1-24:23.7)

3. Elaboration on the effect of the demarcations by the agent roles of
participants

This paper elaborates through the analysis of the agent roles of participants,
on the validity of the demarcations in the two major divisions of Leviticus and
the two sub-divisions of the first major division and their effects.8) The analysis
of the agent roles of participants explains which participants behave and affect
directly the other participants and events in a division, while the analysis of
participants shows which participants occur in a division.?) “Participants”
includes some participants who just occur in substantives, suffixes, and personal
pronouns but do not behave in any way, while the agent roles clarify which

7) The EDSF [Basic Divine Speech Formula + Time phrase] occurs less frequent than the EDSF
[Basic Divine Speech Formula + Locative phrase], occurs intermittently in between the latter
EDSFs, which compose of the main structural frame in the Pentateuch, while the former EDSF
demarcates a smaller textual unit.

8) In another paper, I explained the validity of the demarcations in the first major division of Numbers
and their effect through the analysis of participants. See G. Jin, “Analysis of Participants in the Fi
rst Major Division of Numbers”, 8-50. Available from: doi:10.22782/e0ts.2022.22..001.

9) L. de Regt and S. E. Runge investigated the references of participants in some chapters of Num or
Gen. They were interested in judging whether a reference is marked, that is otherwise un-marked.
L. de Regt, Linguistic Coherence in Biblical Hebrew Texts: Arrangement of Information,
Participant Reference Devices, Verb Forms, and Their Contribution to Textual Segmentation and
Coherence (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2019), 5-22. S. E. Runge, “A Discourse-Functional
Description of Participant Reference in Biblical Hebrew Narrative”, Ph.D. Dissertation
(Stellenbosch University, 2007), 90-175. S. Bar-Efrat, R. Alter, A. Berlin, M. Sternberg, and D.
M. Gunn studied participants using literary analysis and judged intuitively their role. S. Bar-Efrat,
“Some Observations on the Analysis of Structure in Biblical Narrative”, V'T 30 (1980), 154-173.
R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1978), 143-162. A. Berlin,
Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical Narrative (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1983), 23-42. M.
Sternberg, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading.
Indiana Studies in Biblical Literature (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), 342-364. D.
M. Gunn, Narrative Art in the Hebrew Bible, Oxford Bible Series (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1993), 63-74. 1 am indebted to them because I became acquainted with the research topic of
participants and seeing their studies I got inspired to have the research idea of agent roles based
on a thorough linguistic investigation to the whole text of Lev.
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participants occur at a transitive verb and really work and govern the events that
happen within a division. I annotated the role of participants as an agent, who
occur in a transitive verb, and work with the other participants who occur in a
direct object as a patient in the same clause.10)

The analysis of agent roles explains effectively how the discourse function or
the plot of a story develops from the preceding division to its following division.

4. Research Process

4.1. Confirmation of the validity of the demarcations

I will check whether the outcome of the analysis of the agent roles of the
participants meets the hypothesis in which each of the divisions demarcated by
the EDSF [basic divine speech formula + locative phrase] shows strong

separability and weak connectivity.

4.1.1. Validation by frequency of agent roles

I will display the relative frequency of shared agent roles that occur
commonly in two adjacent divisions, and that of unique agent roles that occur
only in one of the divisions. If the relative frequency of unique agent roles in
each division is much larger than that of the shared agent roles, the outcome
would advocate the hypothesis and the validity of the demarcations.!!)

4.1.2. Validation by Jaccard distance
In a case in which the percentage of shared agent roles is a little bigger in both
divisions or only in the former or only in the latter division than that of unique

agent roles, the data requires more clarification to judge the validity of the

10) I extracted all the lexemes and the linguistic parameters of them from ETCBC database and
annotated agent roles of participants in all the transitive verbs, patient roles of participants in all
the direct objects that occur in the four divisions, Exo 1:1-40:38, Lev 1:1-24:23, 25:1-27:34, and
Num 1:1-3:13. To see linguistic parameters, Eep Talstra Centre for Bible and Computer, VU
University Amsterdam, “0 home”, https://etcbc.github.io/bhsa/features/0_home/ (2023. 04. 19.).

11) I compare the percentage, the relative frequency, of shared agent roles or unique agent roles
that occur in adjacent divisions instead of using their frequency. The size of each adjacent
division is different from each other. Therefore comparing their percentage makes it fair.
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demarcations. Here I bring the Jaccard distance between the compared divisions.!2)

(1) Definition of Jaccard distance

The Jaccard distance is a mathematical formula which aims to measure the
separability between divisions in terms of participants’ agent roles. I can count
how many times participants’ agent roles occur in Leviticus, then, depending on
their total occurrence, calculate the percentage of their frequency in a specific
division, and then depending on the percentage of identical and different agent
roles, measure how much divisions are similar or dissimilar. For example, the
participants’ agent roles could give a slight impression of whether the divisions

of Leviticus are similar or dissimilar.

(2) One example of results with the Jaccard distance

This section introduces a simple example in which the Jaccard distance was
helpful. In the table below, column A enumerates four agent roles in Leviticus
1:1-24:23 and 25:1-27:34. Column B and C give their frequencies in each
division. The cells B6 (301) and C6 (94) give the overall sums of all agent roles.
Column E and F enumerate the relative frequency of each agent role in A and B.
Each agent role in column B was divided by B6, each in column C by C6.
Column G gives the lowest of the two relative frequencies in columns E and F
(e.g. MIN (E2, F2) = G2). Then, G6 combines all minimums (G2 + G3 + G4 +
G5), that is G6 is “m” which is applied to Jaccard formula [2+2 /(m—2)]. Then,
B8 [2+2/ (G6-2)] shows how G6 was applied to the formula. C8 is the result of
the application, the Jaccard distance between Lev 1:1-4:23 and 25:1-27:34.

Figure 1. One example of how to calculate a Jaccard distance

A B C D E F G
MIN
The agent roles of Levl.l ~ Lev25.1 Levl.l 24 23  Lev25.1 27.34

0 (Levl.l 24 23, i : MIN(E.F)
1 participants 24 23 27.34 e ]— 2?—34) relative frequency relative frequency
2 YHWH 20 35 20 0.02 0.25 0.02
3 Israel 165 50 50 0.03 0.17 0.03
4 | The land of Canaan 3 2 2 0.03 0.06 0.06
b priest 113 7 7 0.12 0.05 0.12
6 Total 301 94 0.23
7
8 Jaccard distnace  2+2/(G6-2) 0.87

12) I elaborated on Jaccard distance in my thesis: G. Jin, “Investigating the Text-hierarchical
Structures and Composition of Numbers”, 43-47.
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(3) Interpretation of the Jaccard distance

If the Jaccard distance is close to 1, the separability between the adjacent
divisions is very strong and the connectivity is very weak. The outcome
advocates the hypothesis. If the Jaccard distance is the exact 1, the adjacent
divisions are completely different. By contrast, if the Jaccard distance is close to
0, the separability between the adjacent divisions is very weak, and the
connectivity is very strong. If the Jaccard distance is 0, the adjacent divisions are
exactly identical. The Jaccard distance between Leviticus 1:1-24:23 and
25:1-27:34 is 0.87, which indicates that both divisions have very strong

dissimilarity, and very weak similarity.

4.2. Separability with agent roles

4.2.1. Separability in the change of percentage of shared agent roles

Shared agent roles that occur commonly in the adjacent two divisions indicate
the connectivity between the divisions. However, the change in the percentage
of the shared agent roles from the preceding division to its following division
indicates the separability of each division relative to its adjacent division in
terms of discourse function. Even if the shared agent roles occur commonly in
the two divisions, the different strength of their activity indicates a change in the
relationship between an agent and its patient or an event. Even if shared agent
roles occur, their patients or relevant events could change. Those changes would
indicate the separability between the divisions and advocate the validity of the

demarcations.

4.2.2. Separability by the percentage of unique agent roles

Unique agent roles that occur only in one of two adjacent divisions relative to
its adjacent division indicate how they affect the other participants and events in
a division. They sharpen the separability of each division and explain well the
discourse function or the development of plot from the preceding division to its

following division.
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5. Description of the analysis

5.1. Complete view

Figure 2. The change in the percentage of the shared agent roles in four divisions

agents Exod 12 1 40 38 Lev 1 1 24 23 Lev 25 1 27 34 Num 1 1 3 13
YHWH 304 48 55 8
Moses 553 93 1 9
sons of Israel 149 205 63 0
Aaron 24 113 0 1
priest (Aaron, sons of Aaron) 1 157 8 0
Levites 2 0 0 13
Total 1769 1211 194 41
agents Exod 12 1 40 38 Lev 1 1 24 23 Lev 25 1 27 34 Num 1 1 3 13
YHWH 0.17 0.04 0.28 0.20
Moses 0.31 0.08 0.01 022
sons of Israel 0.08 0.17 0.32 0.00
Aaron 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.02
priest (Aaron, sons of Aaron) 0.00 0.13 0.04 0.00
Levites 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32
Agents

035

65 Moses Levites

025 P

0.20 7 .

015 N\

0.10 — ;

Sons of Israel

* Priest
(Aaron, sons of Aaron)

Exod_12_1 40 38 Lev_1_124 23 Lev_25_1 27 34 Num_1_1.3 13
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I display the whole picture, which shows how the relative frequency of each
shared agent role changes between the four divisions.!3) In division Exodus
12:1-40:36, the two main agents whose percentage is high are YHWH and
Moses; in division Leviticus 1:1-24:23, the two main agents are a priest and the
sons of Israel, while in division Leviticus 25:1-27:34 they are YHWH and the
sons of Israel, and in division Numbers 1:1-3:13, Moses and the Levites. The
different combinations of main agents and the change in their percentage
between divisions demonstrate connectivity and separability between divisions.

5.2. Comparison between two divisions

Leviticus is divided into Leviticus 1:1-24:23 and 25:1-27:34, the former being
the first major division, the latter being the second major division. To define the
function of the first major division, I will compare it with its preceding division,
Exodus 12:1-40:36 in terms of agent roles, and to define the function of the
second major division, I will compare it with its following division, Numbers
1:1-3:13.14) Next, I will compare the two major divisions, and then the two
sub-divisions, Leviticus 1:1-15:33, 16:1-24:23.

13) The four columns in the upper level include the frequency of each of the four agent roles: the
agent role of YHWH, that of Moses, that of Aaron, that of a priest, and that of the Levites.
Each of the four cells in the row of the total includes the sum of the frequencies of all the agent
roles that occur in each division. There are more types of agent roles in play. The list that
includes all types of agent roles which occur in each of the four divisions is too lengthy. To
explain how the change in the percentage of shared agent roles indicates separability, I selected
only four types of shared agent roles. I omitted the names of the other types of agent roles in
the list of each division. In fact, 156 types of agent roles occur in Exo 12:1-40:36, 162 types of
agent roles in Lev 1:1-24:23, 41 types of agent roles in Lev 25:1-27:34, and 10 types of agent
roles in Num 1:1-3:13. The four columns in the lower level include the relative frequency of
each of the four types of agent roles. For example, I divided the frequency 304 of the agent role
of YHWH in Exo 12:1-40:36 by the total frequency of all types of agent roles (1,769). The
outcome is the relative frequency 0.17 of the agent role of YHWH in Exo 12:1-40:36. The
same way resulted in the other relative frequencies in the four columns in the lower level.

14) As the EDSF [basic divine speech formula + locative phrase] demarcates the two major
divisions in Lev, the same EDSF demarcates the three major divisions of Exo 1:1-4:18,
4:19-11:10, and 12:1-40:38; also, it demarcates the first major division of Num into two
sub-divisions, Num 1:1-3:13, 3:14-8:26. Therefore, I compare Exo 12:1-40:38 with Lev
1:1-24:23, and Lev 25:1-27:34 with Num 1:1-3:13. If the comparison results in consistent
outcome in which strong separability and weak connectivity happen, the outcome will
strengthen the validity of the demarcations by the EDSF. G. Jin, “Investigating
Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition of Numbers”, 55-60.
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5.3. Exodus 12:1-40:38 and Leviticus 1:1-24:23

5.3.1. Types of agent roles and their frequency

Figure 3. The number of types of agent roles

and their frequency and percentage

agent.role.type Ex.12.1 40.38 Lv.1.1 24:23 Ex.12.1 40.38 Lv.1.1 24:23
shared 8 8 0.05 0.08
unique 148 94 0.95 0.92
total 156 102

agent.role.frequency Ex.12.1 40.38 Lv.1.1 24:23 Ex.12.1 40.38 Lv.1.1 24:23

shared 1061 393 0.60 0.52
unique 708 370 0.40 0.48
total 1769 763

Here we compare Exodus 12:1-40:38 with Leviticus 1:1-24:23. The two left
columns in the upper level include the number of types of shared agent roles that
occur in both divisions and those of unique agent roles that occur only in one
division. The two right columns in the upper level include their percentage in
each division. The two left columns in the lower level include all the frequencies
of shared agent roles that occur in both divisions and those of unique agent roles
that occur only in one division. The two right columns in the lower level include
their percentage.!5)

While the two right columns in the upper level indicate a very strong
separability and weak connectivity, those in the lower level indicate a stronger
connectivity and a weaker separability. The two judgments are contradictive.
While each of the two judgments considers the number of shared types or that of
unique types and their relative frequencies, plus the frequencies of all the shared
agent roles or those of unique agent roles and their relative frequencies, the
Jaccard distance considers synthetically the number of shared types or that of
unique types, their relative frequencies and the frequencies of all the shared

agent roles or those of unique agent roles and their relative frequencies at once,

15) I will omit the description of what the frequencies and percentages in the cells of the upper
level and lower level in the table indicate in the following comparisons between other two
divisions.
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which results in the synthetic judgment. To clarify whether both divisions still
show strong separability and weak connectivity, I bring the Jaccard distance
between both divisions in the next section 5.3.2.

5.3.2. Jaccard distance

Figure 4. The Jaccard distance between two divisions

Jaccard agent Ex.12.1 40.38 Lv.l1.1 24.23

Lv.1.1 24.23 0.87 0.00

The Jaccard distance between both divisions is 0.87, which indicates a very
strong separability between both divisions. The connectivity between them is
0.13 (1-0.87), which indicates very weak connectivity.16) As a result, the Jaccard

distance advocates strong separability and weak connectivity.
5.3.3. Change in the percentage of shared agent roles

Figure 5. The shared agent roles whose percentage increases

amnipl L BuI214038 Lul1 2423 Bx121 4038 L1 2423 Be121 40381011124 2 agent role 1D

priest (stead Aaron) 0.00 0.13 1 157 0.13 5200
people of sons of Israel 0.08 0.17 149 205 0.09 7
Aaron 0.01 0.09 24 113 0.08 10
Moses and Aaron 0.00 0.04 6 44 0.03 22
man (of sons of Israel) 0.00 0.00 1 6 0.00 3035

0.18

0.16

0.14

0.12

0.10

0.08

0.06

0.04

0.02 .

0.00 1 —/ —

priest (stead Aaron)  people of sons of Israel Aaron Moses and Aaron man (of sons of Israel)

OEx.12.1 4038 ®Lv.1.1 2423

16) The separability in Jaccard distance also indicates the dissimilarity between two divisions in
terms of agent roles, while the connectivity in Jaccard distance indicates their similarity.
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The table above includes 5 of the 12 shared agent roles whose percentage
increases in the latter division. Shared agent roles’ activity in the latter division
is busier than that in the former division. They are a priest, people of sons of
Israel, Aaron, Moses and Aaron, and a man of Israel. While the former shared
roles describe mainly making the Tabernacle and the articles of clothing of a
priest, the latter shared roles describe what a priest is to execute in the

Tabernacle. It indicates the separability of discourse function between both

divisions.

Figure 6. The shared agent roles whose percentage decreases
agent pi Ex.12.1 4038  Lv.1.1 2423 Ex.12.1 40.38 Lv.1.1 24.23 Ex.12.1_40.38-Lv.1.1_24.2 agent role ID
Elohim 0.17 0.04 304 48 -0.13 1
Moses 0.31 0.08 553 93 -0.24 4

Elohim Moses

OEx.12.1 4038 Lv.1.1 2423

The table above displays the shared agent roles whose percentage decreases in
the latter division. Shared agent roles’ activity in the latter division is less busy
than that in the former division. They are Elohim and Moses. In the former
division Elohim fought against pharaoh and his army and commanded making
the Tabernacle and its items, while in the latter division Elohim commands the
sacrifices that priests are to offer and a portion they are to take, and the laws
preventing sexual customs of the Canaanites. While Elohim in the former
division plays a dynamic role to redeem Israel and uses them as a tabernacle
maker, Elohim in the latter division is static and gives the ritual laws and
practical laws to keep purity.
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5.3.4. Unique agent roles and their percentage

Figure 7. The unique agent roles that occur only in the former division

Bezalel 35 132 0
Moses and people of sons of Israel 19 105 0
Bezalel, Oholiab and whole men with wise heart 48 95 0
whole the wise people 42 72 0
whole wise heart 410 17 0
men (fight and hit a pregnant woman) 2893 9 0
chiefs of the people of Israel 5241 8 0
chiefs (of group of thousands and hundreds) 5244 8 0
man (strikes the eye of his servant or handmaid) 3012 7 0
Jethro 3175 7 0

The table above displays 10 of the 144 unique agent roles that occur only
in the former division relative to the latter division.!”?) They are Bezalel,
Moses, Israel, Oholiab, whole wise men, chiefs of Israel, Jethro, fat, and all
the wise women. They offered their material and made a tabernacle and its

items.

Figure 8. The unique agent roles that occur only in the latter division

priest (sons of Aaron, high) 1553 0 57
person (of sacrifice of peace offering) 2459 0 29
diseased person 4752 0 19
sons of Aaron (the priest) 13 0 17
combination of man and sojourner of Israel 5099 0 16
someone (presents an offering to YHWH) 1847 0 15
whoever (owns the house of land property of land of Canaan) 654 0 14
person (who swears an oath) 2397 0 13
one person (ordinary, one, sin, unintentional) 2588 0 12
man (who sent the goat away to Azazel) 2960 0 12

The table above displays 10 of the 150 unique agent roles that occur only in

17) The full list of the unique agent roles in the former division is too lengthy so I display only 10
of all the unique agent roles. I do the same way in the following tables of unique agent roles.
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the latter division relative to the former division. They are a priest, a person, the
sons of Aaron, a diseased person, a sojourner, who present mainly sacrifices
before YHWH.

The unique agent roles in the former division describe the preparation of a
tabernacle and its items, while those in the latter division describe the execution
of the sacrifices by priests and Israel. The different discourse functions indicate

strong separability between both divisions.

5.4. Leviticus 1:1-24:23 and 25:1-27:34

5.4.1. Types of agent roles and their frequency

Figure 9. The number of types of agent roles

and their frequency and percentage

agent.role.type Lv.1.1 24:23  Lv.25.1 27.34 Lv.1.1 24:23 Lv.25.1 27.34
shared 5 5 0.03 0.12
unique 157 36 0.97 0.88
total 162 41

agent.role.frequency Lv.1.1 24:23 L[v.25.1 2734 Lv.1.1 24:23 Lv.25.1 27.34

shared 508 133 0.42 0.69
unique 703 61 0.58 0.31
total 1211 194

Here we compare Leviticus 1:1-24:23 with 25:1-27:34. The two right columns
in the upper level of the table above indicate very strong separability and weak
connectivity. On the other hand, the separability and connectivity in each of the
two right columns in the lower level contradict each other. The higher relative
frequency of unique agent roles in the former division compared to the latter
division indicates stronger separability and weaker connectivity; however, in the
latter division it goes the other way around. To see whether a synthetic judgment
by the Jaccard distance would support strong separability and weak connectivity
between both divisions, I bring the Jaccard distance between both divisions in
the next section.
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5.4.2. Jaccard distance

Figure 10. The Jaccard distance between two divisions

Jaccard agent Lv.1.1 24.23 Lv.25.1 27.34

Lv.1.1 24.23 0.00 0.85

The Jaccard distance between both divisions is 0.85, which indicates the very
strong separability between both divisions. The connectivity between them is
0.15 (1-0.85), which indicates very weak connectivity. Therefore, the Jaccard

distance supports a strong separability and a weak connectivity.
5.4.3. Change in percentage of shared agent roles

Figure 11. The shared agent roles whose percentage increases

feentpi T Lvi12423  Lv2512734 Lyl 2423 Lv25.1 2734 [Lv25.1 27.34-Lv.l1 2423 agent role ID |

Elohim 0.04 0.28 48 55 0.24 1
people of sons of Israel 0.17 0.32 205 63 0.16 7
land (of Canaan) 0.00 0.03 5 6 0.03 1480

0.35

0.30

0.25

0.20

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.00 : — -

Elohim people of sons of Israel land (of Canaan)

OLv.1.1 2423 ®Lv.251 2734

The table above includes the shared agent roles whose percentage increases in
the latter division. Their activity is busier in the latter division than in the former
division. They are Elohim, sons of Israel, and the land of Canaan. While Elohim
in the narrative domain of the former division commands through Moses various
commandments relevant to the laws of sacrifices, the laws preventing the sexual
customs in the land of Canaan, Elohim in the latter division commands also
through Moses the laws of Sabbath, Jubilee, the laws to keep for them to settle
in the land of Canaan, and votive offering, occurs in the first person where

Elohim works and commands the sons of Israel in the direct speech domain.
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While the former describes mainly a static Elohim who gives the ritual laws, the
latter describes an active Elohim who works and commands Israel giving feasts
and practical laws. The different activities of Elohim and the discourse functions

indicate the separability between both divisions.

Figure 12. The shared agent roles whose percentage decreases

fgentpi Lv112423  Lv25.0 2734 Lvld 2423 Lv25.0 2734 w25 2734-Lv.l0 2423 agent role ID |

Moses 0.08 0.01 93 1 -0.07 4
priest (stead Aaron) 0.13 0.04 157 8 -0.09 5200

0.04
0.00

Moses priest (stead Aaron)

OLv.1.1 2423 w®™Lv.25.1 2734

The table above displays the shared agent role of a priest whose percentage
decreases in the latter division. The activity of Moses and a priest becomes less
busy in the latter division. While Moses works to process the ordination of
priests in the former division, he delivers just the word of YHWH in the latter
division. While a priest helps actively to serve the offerings of the people of
Israel in various sacrifices in the former division, his activity is static and judges
conversion values and the valuation of land property in the latter division. The
different discourse functions and the activity of Moses and a priest between both

divisions indicate separability.
5.4.4. Unique agent roles and their percentage

Figure 13. The unique agent roles that occur only in the former division

Aaron 10 113 0
priest (sons of Aaron, high) 1553 57 0
Moses and Aaron 22 44 0
person (of sacrifice of peace offering) 2459 29 0



Analysis of Participants’ Agent Role in the Two Major Divisions of Leviticus
/ Gyusang Jin 117

diseased person 4752 19 0
Aaron and his sons 30 18 0
sons of Aaron (the priest) 13 17 0
man and sojourner of Israel 5099 16 0
someone (presents an offering to YHWH) 1847 15 0
whoever (owns the house of land of land property) 654 14 0

The table above displays 10 of the 157 unique agent roles that occur only in
the former division relative to the latter division. They are Aaron, Moses, high
priest, a person, sons of Aaron, a diseased person, and sojourner. They are
relevant to the laws of a leprous patient, various sacrifices, and anointment.

Figure 14. The unique agent roles that occur only in the latter division

man (consecrates land property to YHWH) 3088 0 7
people (who remain among Israel) 2487 0 4
man (consecrates his house to YHWH) 3091 0 4
wild animal (of open field) 380 0 3
enemies (of sons of Israel) 4625 0 2
ten (women) 1635 0 2
sound (of leaf) 1780 0 2
soul (of YHWH) 1788 0 2
person (who made the vow) 2408 0 2
owner (of herd or flock pass under the rod) 2550 0 2

The table above displays 10 of the 36 unique agent roles that occur only in the
latter division relative to the former division. They are a man, a person, an
owner, horror, consumption, fever, and wild animal.

While the unique agent roles in the former division describe mainly the works
of Moses, Aaron, the sons of Aaron, and the high priest, those in the latter
division occur mainly in the exemplifications of various laws. The different
discourse functions indicate strong separability between both divisions.
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5.5. Leviticus 1:1-15:33 and 16:1-24:23

5.5.1. Types of agent roles and their frequency

Figure 15. The number of types of agent roles and their frequency and percentage

agent.role.type Lv.1.1 15:33 Lv.16.1 2423 Lv.1.1 15:33 16.1 24.23
shared 9 9 0.09 0.13
unique 93 60 0.91 0.87
total 102 69

agent.role.frequency Lv.1.1 15:33 Lv.16.1 24.23 Lv.1.1 15:33 16.1 24.23

shared 399 308 0.52 0.69
unique 364 140 0.48 0.31
total 763 448

Here we compare Leviticus 1:1-15:33 with 16:1-24:23, both of which are
demarcated. As for the table above, the two right columns in the upper level
indicate very strong separability and weak connectivity. On the other hand, the
two right columns in the lower level of the table above indicate very strong
connectivity and weak separability. The relationship between separability and
connectivity in each of the two right columns in the upper level and lower level
is contradictive. To have the synthetic judgment and to clarify whether both
divisions show separability and weak connectivity, I calculate the Jaccard
distance between both divisions.

5.5.2. Jaccard distance

Figure 16. The Jaccard distance between two divisions

Jaccard agent Lv.1.1 15:33 Lv.16.1 24.23
Lv.1.1 15:33 0.00 0.85

The Jaccard distance between both divisions is 0.85, which indicates a very
strong separability between both divisions. The connectivity between them is
0.15 (1-0.85), which indicates a very weak connectivity. Therefore, the Jaccard

distance supports strong separability and weak connectivity.
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5.5.3. Change in percentage of shared agent roles

Figure 17. The shared agent roles whose percentage increases

Elohim 0.02 0.06 19 29 -0.04 1
Aaron 0.07 0.13 51 56 -0.05 10
people of sons of Israel 0.04 038 3 172 -0.34 1

0.45
0.40
035
0.30
0.25
0.20
0.15
0.10

0.05
000 — |:| . 1
Elohim Aaron people of sons of Israel

OLv.1.1_15:33 ®Lv.16.1_24.23

The table above displays 3 shared agent roles whose percentage increases in
the latter division. Their activity becomes dynamic in the latter division. They
are Elohim, Aaron, and the sons of Israel. While Aaron gets the commandment
to execute sacrifices and gets ordained, his activity is static in the former
division, he is busy offering burnt offerings and sin offering to send Azazel into
the desert in the latter division. Israel offers their offerings before YHWH in the
former division, while they become busy, get the warning not to follow the
sexual customs in the land of Canaan, get the commandment to execute the
feasts, and offer votive offerings before YHWH in the latter division.

Figure 18. The shared agent roles whose percentage decreases

priest (Aarom) 0.18 0.05 135 22 0.13 5200
Moses 012 0.01 88 5 0.10 4
Aaron and his sons 0.02 0.00 16 2 0.02 30
priest (sons of Aaron, high) 0.05 0.04 39 18 0.01 1553
person (who presents peace offering to YHWH) 0.01 0.00 6 2 0.00 2405

person (who misuses the name of YHWH) 0.01 0.00 6 2 0.00 2406
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0.20
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0.12
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0.00 L D — [ — - CO e

priest (Aaron) Moses Aaron and hissons  priest(sons of Aaron, person (who presents  person (who misuses
high) peace offering to the name of YHWH)
YHWH)

OLv.1.1_1533 ®WLv.161 2423

The table above displays the shared agent roles whose percentage decreases in
the latter division. Their activity becomes less busy in the latter division. They
are the high priest, Aaron and his sons, Moses, a priest, and a person. The
activity of priests becomes less busy, while the activity of Israel becomes busier
than in the former division. While the former division describes mainly the
works of Aaron, the latter division emphasized the duty of Israel not to follow
the evil customs in the land of Canaan. Moses is busy executing the ordination
of Aaron and his sons in the former division, while he is static and delivers the
laws of YHWH to Israel. The different activities of priests, Moses, and different

discourse functions indicate the separability between both divisions.

5.5.4. Unique agent roles and their percentage

Figure 19. The unique agent roles that occur only in the former division

Moses and Aaron 44 0 22
person (of sacrifice of peace offering) 29 0 2459
diseased person 19 0 4752
sons of Aaron (the priest) 17 0 13
someone (presents an offering to YHWH) 15 0 1847
whoever (owns the house of land of land property) 14 0 654
person (who swears an oath) 13 0 2397
one person (ordinary, one, sin, unintentional) 12 0 2588
man (head of himis bare) 9 0 3072
woman (with menstruation) 8 0 332

The table above displays 10 of the 93 unique agent roles that occur only in the
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latter division relative to the former division. They are Moses and Aaron, a

person, the sons of Aaron, a diseased person, someone, a man, and a woman.

They offer sacrifices, and are relevant to the laws of purification.

Figure 20. The unique agent roles that occur only in the latter division

agent pi Lv.1.1_15:33 Lv.16.1 _24.23 agent role ID

man and sojourner of Israel 0 16 5099
man (who sent the goat away to Azazel) 0 12 2960
man (has sexual intercourse with his sister) 0 6 3074
descendants (of Aaron) 0 6 4781
man (of sons of Israle) 0 6 3035
whole soul (who eats corpse died naturally, torn by beasts) 0 5 425
man (who curses his father and mother) 0 5 2998
man (of house of Israel) or sojourner 0 5 3055
land (of Canaan) 0 5 1480
sojourner (Israel) 0 3 1866

The table above displays 10 of the 60 unique agent roles that occur only in the
latter division relative to the former division. They are a man, a sojourner, and
the descendants of Aaron, who are relevant to the laws preventing sexual
customs in the land of Canaan.

While the unique agent roles in the former division are relevant to various
sacrifices, and to the laws of purification, those in the latter division are relevant
to atonement, holy offering, feasts, and the laws preventing sexual customs in
the land of Canaan. The different discourse functions between both divisions

indicate strong separability.

5.6. Leviticus 25:1-27:34 and Numbers 1:1-3:13

5.6.1. Types of agent roles and their frequency

Here we compare Leviticus 25:1-27:34 with Numbers 1:1-3:13. The two right
columns in both the upper level and lower level of the table below indicate a
very strong separability and a weak connectivity between the divisions. We
check the Jaccard distance between both divisions to see whether it also supports
the hypothesis.
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Figure 21. The number of types of agent roles

and their frequency and percentage

agent.role.type Lv.25.1 27.34 Nu.l.l 3.13  Lv.25.1 27.34 Nu.l.l 3.13
shared 2 2 0.05 0.20
unique 39 8 0.95 0.80
total 41 10

agent.role.frequency Lv.25.1 27.34 Nu.l.1 3.13 Lv.25.1 27.34 Nu.l.1 3.13
shared 35 2 0.20 0.08
unique 138 24 0.80 0.92
total 173 26

5.6.2. Jaccard distance

Figure 22. The Jaccard distance between two divisions

Jaccard agent Lv.25.1 27.34 Nu.l.l 3.13

Lv.25.1 27.34 0.00 0.89

The Jaccard distance between both divisions is 0.89, which indicates a very
strong separability and a very weak connectivity between both divisions.
Likewise, the Jaccard distance advocates strong separability and weak
connectivity.

5.6.3. Change in percentage of shared agent roles

Figure 23. The shared agent roles whose percentage increases

agent pi Lv.25.1 2734 Nul.l 3.13 Lv25.1 27.34 Nul.l 3.13 Lv.25.1 27.34-Null 3.13 agent role ID

Moses 0.01 0.22 1 9 -0.21 4

0.25
0.20
0.15
0.10

0.05

0.00
Moses

OLv.25.1 2734 mNul.l 3.13
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The table above displays 1 shared agent role whose percentage increases in
the latter division. While Moses stands a poor person in a direct speech domain,
Moses in the latter division executes a census, presents the Levites to Aaron and
his sons, and becomes active in a narrative domain. The different activities of

Moses and the discourse functions between both divisions indicate separability.

Figure 24. The shared agent roles whose percentage decreases

agent pi Lv.25.1 2734 Nul.l 3.13 Lv25.1 27.34 Nul.l 3.13 Lv.25.1 27.34-Null 3.13 agent role 1D

Elohim 0.28 0.20 55 8 0.09 1

0.30

0.25
0.20
0.15
0.10
0.05

0.00
Elohim

OLv.25.1 2734 ®ENul.l 3.13

The table above displays 1 shared agent role whose percentage decreases in
the latter division. While Elohim commands many commandments to settle in
the land of Canaan and works actively as an agent in the first person in the
former division, Elohim in the latter division is static and commands the census
to Moses in a narrative domain. The different activities of YHWH and the

discourse functions between both divisions indicate separability.
5.6.4. Unique agent roles and their percentage

Figure 25. The unique agent roles that occur only in the former division

people of sons of Israel 63 0 7
priest (stead Aaron) 8 0 5200
man (consecrates land property to YHWH) 7 0 3088
land (of Canaan) 6 0 1480
people (who remain among Israel) 4 0 2487
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agentpi | |Lv2512734 Null3.3 agent role ID|

man (consecrates his house to YHWH) 4 0 3091
wild animal (of open field) 3 0 380
enemies (of sons of Israel) 2 0 4625
ten (women) 2 0 1635
sound (of leaf) 2 0 1780

The table above displays 10 of the 39 unique agent roles that occur only in the
former division relative to the latter division. They are the sons of Israel, a
priest, a man, the land of Canaan, the people who remain, and wild animal, who

occur in the exemplifications explaining the laws to settle in the land of Canaan.

Figure 26. The unique agent roles that occur only in the latter division

whole sons of Levi 0 13 51
Moses and Aaron 0 4 22
Moses, Aaron and chiefs of gathering 0 2 5069
Aaron 0 1 10
Aaron and his sons 0 1 30
Nadab and Abihu 0 1 5048
men (going out war) 0 1 2892
male (going out war) 0 1 3110

The table above displays 8 unique agent roles that occur only in the latter
division relative to the former division. They are all sons of Levi, Moses, and
Aaron, the heads of tribes of Israel, and men going out to war, who are relevant
to a census.

While the unique agent roles in the former division describe the laws not to be
expelled from the land of Canaan, those in the latter division describe the census
to prepare a war and marching. The different discourse functions indicate strong
separability between both divisions.

In section 5 so far, I compared the last division of Exodus with the first
division of Leviticus, the two major divisions in Leviticus, and the last division
of Leviticus and the first division in Numbers, and two sub-divisions in the first
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division of Leviticus. In all the comparisons, Jaccard distances supported that
both divisions showed strong separability and weak connectivity in terms of
agent roles. The outcome validates the demarcations by the EDSF [divine speech
formula + locative phrase or time phrase].

6. Discussion with the demarcations of scholars

Here I introduce the demarcations of scholars who proposed their outlines of
Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers, compare them with my demarcations in
Exodus 12:1, Leviticus 1:1, 16:1, and 25:1, and explain the possible

disadvantages, although I acknowledge the value of their demarcations.!8)

6.1. Exodus 12:1-40:38

6.1.1. Exodus 12:1 as a beginning of a division

Samuel R. Driver considers Exodus 12:1-18:27 as the second division in
Exodus.!9) He demarcates Exodus into 3 divisions, “Events leading to the
deliverance of the Israelites from Egypt” (1:1-11:10), “The departure of the
Israelites from Egypt, and their journey as far as Rephidim” (12:1-13:22), and
“Israel at Sinai” (19:1-40:38). I agree with his demarcation in 12:1 but I do not
agree when he reckons Exodus 4:19 as a part of the first division 1:1-11:10.
Rather I argue that 4:19 opens the second major division. He reckons that 19:1
opens the third major division, while I argue that it opens an embedded division
under 12:1.

Cornelis Houtman considers Exodus 12:1-13:16 as the ninth division,
“Pharaoh gives in the people leave”, in Exodus.20) In my view, giving more
focus to the work of YHWH who allows Israel to go out of Egypt would be
better rather than giving more focus to the work of pharaoh.

Brevard S. Childs also considers Exodus 12:1-13:16 as one textual unit, the

18) I described the discussion on Num 3:14 in the paper. See G. Jin, “Analysis of Participants in
the First Major Division of Numbers”, 42-44.

19) S. R. Driver, The Book of Exodus (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1911), 9.

20) C. Houtman, Historical Commentary on the Old Testament, Exodus (Kampen: Kok Publishing
house, 1993), 137. He demarcates Exo into 19 divisions.
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eighth division, ‘“Passover and Exodus”, in Exodus.2D) He did not use a
macro-structure in Exodus, rather enumerated linearly 24 divisions. Ronald E.
Clements considers that Exodus 12:1-36 as the 22th division, ““The institution of
the Passover”, among the enumerated 69 divisions.22) Joseph T. Lienhard
considers Exodus 12:1-20 as the 28th division, “The Passover ritual prescribed”,
among the enumerated 94 divisions.23) George A. Ghadwick and P. J. Clyde
Randall use for Exodus 12:1-51 as one textual unit.24) They simply followed the
divisions by chapter. In response to them, I argue for 12:1 as the start of the third

major division.

6.1.2. Exodus 12:1 in the middle of a division

Umberto Cassuto considers Exodus 1:1-17:16 as the first part, “Bondage and
Liberation”, in Exodus.25) Carol Meyers considers Exodus 1:1-15:21 as the first
major division, “Israel in Egypt”, in Exodus. I agree generally with their
thematic demarcations, but I propose demarcation by the EDSF.

There are also thematic demarcations which I cannot agree with. First, James
G. Murphy considers Exodus 11:1-12:51 as the fourth section, “The Moral Law,
The Civil Law”, in Exodus.26) I do not think Exodus 11:1-10 describes a moral
law, rather it describes the preparation of Israel before going out of Egypt.
Exodus 12:1-51 describes the Passover, rather than a civil law.

Richard G. Moulton considers Exodus 8:1-19:25 as the fourth division,
“Ordinance: The Passover and the First-born”, in Exodus.2”) However, his

21) B. S. Childs, The Book of Exodus (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1976), 178. He
demarcates Exo into 24 divisions.

22) R. E. Clements, Exodus (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 66-73.

23) J. T. Lienhard, ed., Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture III, Exodus, Leviticus,
Numbers, Deuteronomy (Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 2001), 79.

24) G. A. Chadwick, The Book of Exodus (New York: A. C. Amstrong and Son, 1899); P. J. C.
Randall, The Exodus (Pittsburgh: Peoples Printing Company, 1919).

25) U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus (Jerusalem: The Hebrew University Magnes
Press, 1997), 7, 136, 211, 319. He demarcates Exo into three parts, “Bondage and Liberation”
(1:1-17:16), “The torah and its precepts” (18:1-24:18), “The tabernacle and its service”
(25:1-40:38).

26) J. G. Murphy, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary (New York: L.LK.Funk&Co., Publishers,
1881), 13. He demarcates Exo into five sections, “Bondage in Egypt” (1:1-4:31), “The Ten
Plagues” (5:1-8:32), “The Exodus” (9:1-10:29), “The Lawgiving” (11:1-12:51), and “The
Tabernacle” (13:1-40:38).

27) R. G. Moulton, The Exodus (London: Macmillan, 1896), 307. He splits Exo into 9 divisions,



Analysis of Participants’ Agent Role in the Two Major Divisions of Leviticus
/ Gyusang Jin 127

thematic definition is too general to cover the contents in the section, which
includes the attacks of YHWH against pharaoh, the Passover, going out of
Egypt, the story of manna, the marching in the desert of Sinai and reaching the
mount of Sinai.

John Peter Lange considers Exodus 1:1-18:27 as the first division, “Moses
and Pharaoh”, in Exodus.28) His thematic demarcations seem reasonable, but
they emphasize the participants Moses and Pharaoh more than YHWH. Rather I
argue that 12:1 opens the third major division and gives more focus to the
Passover which emphasizes that YHWH brings Israel out of Egypt Himself by
His sacrifice and power, not by Israel’s power. I think the demarcations by the
EDSF lead readers to concentrate on the authority, power, and love of YHWH to
His people.

6.2. Leviticus 1:1-24:23 (Lev 1:1-15:33 and 16:1-24:23)

6.2.1. The beginning of the second major division before Leviticus 25:1

Gary A. Rendsburg considers Leviticus 1:1-17:16 as the first major division
“The outer court”.2%) He demarcates the divisions in Leviticus depending on the
change of places. However, his distinguishment seems too general to cover the
contents in the division. The impurified food in Leviticus 11 and the laws
relevant to leprous disease in 13-14 do not fit his definition. I also think
demarcating 1:1-15:33 and 16:1-24:23 as two sub-divisions of the first major
division helps to see the transition from the sacrifices by priests to the atonement
by Aaron, the holiness of Israel.

John H. Walton considers the first major division as “Divine Equilibrium”

“Census: The sons of Israel that came into Egypt” (1:1-4:31), “Genealogy” (5:1-6:30),
“Ordinance of the Passover” (7:1-25), “Ordinance: The Passover and the First-born”
(8:1-19:25), “Law of the Ten Commandments from Sinai” (20:1-26), “The Book of the
Covenant”(21:1-24:18), “Specification of the Tabernacle and its Service” (25:1-31:18),
“Covenant of the Second Table” (32:1-34:35), “Specification of the Building of the
Tabernacle” (35:1-40:38).

28) J. P. Lange, The Second Book of Moses (New York: Scribner, Armstrong & Co, 1876), 1, 67,
129, 148. He uses the divisions in Exo as “Moses and Pharaoh” (1:1-18:28), “Moses and Sinai”
(19:1-31:18), “The legislation” (32:1-34:35), and “The building of the tabernacle”(35:1-40:38).

29) G. A. Rensburg, “The Inclusion in Leviticus XI”, Vetus Testamentum 43 (1993): 418-421. He
demarcates Lev into three major divisions, “The outer court” (1:1-17:16), “Sanctuary”
(18:1-24:23), “The Holy of holies” (25:1-27:34).
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(1:1-23:44), the second major division as “Human Equilibrium” (24:1-27:34).30)
He splits the first major division into three sub-divisions, “Equilibrium of Sacred
Space” (1:1-17:16), “Equilibrium of Sacred Statues” (18:1-22:33), and
“Equilibrium of Sacred Times” (23:1-44). 1 agree generally with his thematic
demarcation, however, | argue to demarcate two major divisions by the EDSF.
Gordon J. Wenham defends the first three major divisions, “Laws on
Sacrifice” (1:1-7:38), “Institution of the Priesthood” (8:1-10:20), and
“Uncleanness and its Treatment” (11:1-16:34).3D T agree generally with his
thematic demarcations. On the other hand, seeing Leviticus 1:1-24:23,
25:1-27:34 as two major divisions helps a reader to see the transition from the

laws that priests must keep from now on to the laws that Israel must keep in the

30) J. H. Walton, “Equilibrium and the Sacred Compass: The Structure of Leviticus”, BBR 11:2
(2001), 293-304.

31) G. J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979), 4. He demarcates Lev
into four major divisions, “Laws on Sacrifice” (1:1-7:38), “Institution of the Priesthood”
(8:1-10:20), “Uncleanness and its Treatment” (11:1-16:34), and “Prescriptions for Practical
Holiness” (17:1-27:34). A. T. Chapman, The Book of Leviticus (Cambridge: The University
Press, 1914), 10. A. T. Chapman uses the first three major divisions, “The Laws of sacrifice”
(1:1-7:38), “The inauguration of the worship” (8:1-10:20), and “Rules of purification”
(11:1-16:34). N. Micklem, Leviticus, The Interpreter’s Bible (Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1953), 3. N. Micklem demarcates Lev into five divisions, 1-7, 8-10, 11-15, 16, 17-26. R. G.
Moulton, The Literary Study of the Bible (Charleston: Nabu Press, 2011), 309. R. G. Moulton
uses the first three major divisions, “Laws and Ritual of Oblations” (1:1-7:38), “Law of the
Consecration of Priests” (8:1-10:20), “Law of Purification and Atonement” (11:1-16:34). G.
Bush, Notes, Critical and Practical, on the Book of Leviticus (New York: Ivison & Phinney,
1857), 4-5. G. Bush uses the first five divisions, “Laws concerning sacrifices” (1:1-7:38),
“Institution of the Priesthood” (8:1-10:20), “Distinction of clean and unclean animals”
(11:1-47), “Laws concerning purification” (12:1-15:33), and “Various regulations”
(16:1-22:33). J. E. Hartley, Leviticus, WBC (Texas: Word Books, Publisher, 1992), 29-30. He
demarcates the first five divisions, “Regulations for sacrifices” (1:1-7:38), “Ordination of
Aaron as high priest and his sons as priests” (8:1-10:20), “Laws on ritual purity” (11:1-15:33),
and “Regulations and calendar for the day of atonement” (16:1-34). C. C. Roach, “XII. The
Book of Leviticus”, Interpretation. A Journal of Bible and Theology (1950), 458-466. He
demarcates the first five divisions, “The Laws of Sacrifice” (1:1-7:38), “The consecration of
Aaron and his sons” (8:1-10:20), “Laws of clean and unclean” (11:1-15:33), and “The day of
atonement” (16:1-34). M. F. Rooker, Leviticus, The New American Commentary (Nashville:
Broadman & Holman Publishers, 2000), 27. He demarcates the first five divisions, “Laws
concerning offerings and sacrifices” (1:1-7:38), “The institution of the priesthood” (8:1-10:20),
“Laws of purity” (11:1-15:33), and “Day of atonement” (16:1-34). J. Milgrom, The Anchor
Bible, Leviticus 17-22 (New York: Doubleday, 2000), 1267-1295. He demarcates the first three
divisions, “The Sacrificial System” (1:1-7:38), “The inauguration of the Cult” (8:1-10:20),
“The Impurity System” (11:1-16:34).
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land of Canaan.

Peter R. Schlicht demarcates the first six divisions, “Juridical with embedded
Procedural” (1:1-7:38), “Narrative” (8:1-10:20), “Juridical with embedded
Procedural” (11:1-15:33), “Narrative / Procedural” (16:1-34), “Juridical
(Generally)” (17:1-24:9), and “Narrative with embedded Juridical” (24:10-23).32)
It is interesting to see he demarcates the textual units based on the two genres.
On the other hand, I propose considering the linguistic system in Leviticus first,
and give the second weight to the difference of genres.

Moshe Kline demarcates the first seven divisions: “The sacrificial system — all
periscope rows triads” (1:1-7:38), “all pericope rows dyads” (9:1-12:8),
“Impurities and purification” (13:1-15:33), “all pericope rows triads”
(16:1-18:30), “Focal Unit: Holiness” (19:1-37), “all pericope rows triads”
(20:1-22:25), and “all pericope rows dyads” (22:26-24:23).33) He considers that
mechanically a group of three chapters composes a division. However, the three
chapters in a division do not seem to have a thematic relevance, nor gives he a
title to cover the contents of the three chapters.

Lienhard considers Leviticus 23:26-24:23 as the 42nd section, “The day of
atonement, the feast of booths, the sanctuary light and the showbread:
punishment of blasphemy”, among 47 enumerated sections.34) He does not seem
to find the development of discourse functions between the sections; apparently
he tried only to define a theme in each section, and thinks each section is
enumerated.

Mary Douglas considers Leviticus 10:1-20, “the Holy Place defiled”,

corresponds to 24:1-23, “the Name defiled”.35) Her general composition of

32) P. R. Schlicht, The Cambridge Bible Commenatry on the New English Bible Leviticus (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 167.

33) M. Kline, “The Literary Structure of Leviticus”, The Biblical Historian 2:1 (2006), 11-28.

34) J. T. Lienhard, ed., Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture III, Exodus, Leviticus,
Numbers, Deuteronomy, 209.

35) M. Douglas, “The Forbidden Animals in Leviticus”, JSOT 59 (1993), 3-23. She proposes a ring
composition of Lev, in which two divisions correspond to each other as follows: Lev 1:1-9:24
“things and persons consecrated to the Lord” with 25:1-55 “things and persons belonging to
the Lord”, 11:1-15:33 “blemish, leprosy” with 21:1-22:25 “blemish, leprosy”, 16:1-34
“atonement for Tabernacle” with 23:1-44 “holy times, Day of Atonement”, 18:1-30 “regulation
of sex; Molech” with 20:1-27 “regulation of sex; Molech”, 19:1-37 “mid-turn: equity between
the people” with 26:1-46 “ending: equity between God and people”. Two divisions do not have
a match: 17:1-16 “bridge: summary”, 27:1-34 “latch: redeeming things and persons
consecrated or belonging to the Lord”.
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Leviticus is creative but she does not match Leviticus 17:1-16 or 27:1-34 with a
textual unit. These weaken the validity of her ring structure.

Wilfried Warning considers Leviticus 1:1-3:17 as the first unit in Leviticus.36)
He studied the possibility of a Hebrew word that can demarcate a textual unit.
He proposes interesting structures in Leviticus but they do not integrate one
macro-structure, rather each of them exists as a fragmented proposal.

6.3. Leviticus 25:1-27:34

6.3.1. Leviticus 25:1 as a beginning of a division

Rendsburg considers Leviticus 25:1-27:34 as the third major division “The
Holy of Holies”.3)) His demarcation in the third division corresponds to my
division. On the other hand, his thematic definition does not cover the contents
of the feasts, the Sabbath, and the practical laws relevant to settle in the land of
Canaan in the division.

Schlicht demarcates the last division, “Juridical Generally” (25:1-27:34).38) I
agree with his thematic definition, while I do not agree as he demarcates the
textual units in Leviticus according to two different genres.

Kline demarcates the last division, “Redemption” (25:1-27:34).39) I do not
agree with his thematic definition in the division, because the laws of vow,
practical laws to settle in the land of Canaan, and the laws of assessment do not
fit the definition.

Lienhard considers Leviticus 25:1-7 as the 43rd section, “The sabbatical year”,
25:8-24 as the 44th section, “The jubilee year”, among 47 enumerated sections.40)
I propose to find the development of discourse functions between the 47 sections.

Douglas considers that Leviticus 1:1-9:24, “things and persons consecrated

to the Lord”, corresponds to 25:1-55, “things and persons belonging to the

36) W. Warning, “The Contribution of Terminological Patterns to the Literary Structure of
Leviticus”, Ph.D. Dissertation (Andrews University, 1997), 230. He demarcates the textual
units based on the number seven as 1:1-3:17, 8:1-10:7, 14:1-57, 27:1-34, 6:1-7:38, 8:1-10:7,
10:8-20, 14:1-57, 13:1-14:57, 19:1-37, 20:1-27, 22:1-33, and 23:1-44.

37) G. A. Rensburg, “The Inclusion in Leviticus XI”, 418-421.

38) P.R. Schlicht, The Cambridge Bible Commentary on the New English Bible Leviticus, 167.

39) M. Kline, “The Literary Structure of Leviticus”, 11-28.

40) J. T. Lienhard, Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture III, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers,
Deuteronomy, 185-219.
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Lord”.41) Her thematic definition between two sections apparently more or less
correspond but it does not include the laws that priest would take parts of the
sacrifices that a person of Isracl would offer before YHWH in Leviticus 7:10,
14, 34-36.

Samuel H. Kellogg and Ibn Ezra demarcate Leviticus by a chapter’s division.
I propose to detect a linguistic sign that indicates a demarcation rather than
following chapter’s division first.

Warning considers Leviticus 25:1-26:46 as the tenth unit in Leviticus.42) He
considers a macrostructure of Leviticus in which many textual units are omitted.

It is hard to follow the incomplete form of his structure.

6.3.2. Leviticus 25:1 as a part of a preceding division

Wenham considers Leviticus 17:1-27:34 as the fourth major division
“Prescriptions for Practical Holiness”.43) T think his thematic definition is too
general to cover the contents in the division, in which the laws of the feasts and
the Sabbath do not fit.

Arthur Thomas Chapman considers the last two major divisions, “The Laws
of Holiness” (17:1-26:46), “A supplementary chapter dealing with vows and
their redemption” (27:1-34).44) 1 think his thematic definition is too general to
cover “the laws of vows” in 22:1-33, “the feasts” in 23:1-44, “The lamp and the
breads of the sanctuary” in 24:1-23, “Sabbath” in 25:1-55, “blessing and
warning” in 26:1-46. I also do not think Leviticus 27:1-34 is a supplementary

41) M. Douglas, “The Forbidden Animals in Leviticus”, 3-23.

42) W. Warning, “The Contribution of Terminological Patterns to the Literary Structure of
Leviticus”, 231-232. He demarcates the textual units as a chiastic structure as well: 4:1-5:19,
6:1-7:38, 14:1-57, 16:1-34, 23:1-44, 24:1-23, 27:1-34, 25:1-26:46, and 26:1-46.

43) G.J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus, 4.

44) A. T. Chapman, The Book of Leviticus, 10. C. R. Smith, “The Literary Structure of Leviticus”,
JSOT 70 (1996), 17-32. C. R. Smith uses Lev 17:1-26:46 as one textual unit “Holiness code”.
R. G. Moulton, The Literary Study of the Bible, 309. R. G. Moulton uses the last two major
divisions, “The Covenant of Holiness” (17:1-26:46), “Law of Vows and Tithes” (27:1-34). J.
E. Hartley, Leviticus, 29-30. He demarcates the last two divisions in Lev into “Laws on holy
living” (17:1-26:46), “Laws on Tithes and offerings” (27:1-34). C. C. Roach, “XII. The Book
of Leviticus”, 458-466. He demarcates the last two divisions, “Holiness legislation”
(17:1-26:46), “Appendix” (27:1-34). M. F. Rooker, The New American Commentary, Leviticus,
Volume 34, 27. He demarcates the last two divisions, “Laws of Holiness” (17:1-26:46), “Vows
and Tithes” (27:1-34). J. Milgrom, The Anchor Bible, Leviticus 17-22, 1295. He uses
17:1-27:34 as “The Holiness Source”.
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chapter. Rather, it also describes the laws that Israel must keep in the land of
Canaan to settle there. I recommend to see the participants the sons of Israel as
main players in Leviticus 25:1-27:34, while the participant Aaron is the main
player in 16:1-24:23.

George Bush considers as the last division, “Laws concerning the festivals,
vows, and tithes” (23:1-27:34).45) He thinks the three laws are enumerated but I
argue the laws in 16:1-24:23 describe the laws that Israel must keep not to be
expelled from the land of Canaan, while the laws in 25:1-27:34 describe the laws
that Israel must keep to settle in the land of Canaan.

Walton considers the second major division as ‘“Human Equilibrium”
(24:1-27:34).46) He demarcates Leviticus 24:1-27:34 into five sub-divisions,
“Human Equilibrium in sacred space” (the first half of chapter 24), “Human
Equilibrium in status in the camp” (the second half of chapter 24), “Human
Equilibrium in setting times outside the camp” (25:1-55), “Establishing or
disrupting equilibrium across the zones” (26:1-46), and “Sacred objects vowed
to the Lord (movement through zones)” (27:1-34). I think his definitions of the
five sections are reasonable. On the other hand, I argue to separate Leviticus
24:1-23 from 25:1-27:34.

6.3.3. Leviticus 25:1 as the end of a preceding division

Leigh M. Trevaskis considers Leviticus 23:1-25:55 as one textual unit.47) He
considers the symbolic dimension in 24:1-9, the cultic ideal of holiness to the
Israelite community which dwells within the camp in 24:10-23 are the clues to tie
24:1-23 with its adjacent 23:1-44 and 25:1-55.4%) 1 think his argument is
reasonable. On the other hand, I recommend seeing the function of Leviticus
24:1-23 not only in its adjacent sections but also in the whole outline of Leviticus.

As seen so far, most scholars demarcated the textual units based on thematic
differences or development. The demarcations of the scholars are unique and
provide diverse opinions explaining how the thematic flow develops from the
preceding section to its following section. However, some of their thematic

45) G. Bush, Notes, Critical and Practical, on the Book of Leviticus, 4-5.

46) J. H. Walton, “Equilibrium and the Sacred Compass: The Structure of Leviticus”, 304.

47) L. M. Trevaskis, “The Purpose of Leviticus 24 within its Literary Context”, Vetus
Testamentum 59 (2009), 295-312.

48) L. M. Trevaskis, “The Purpose of Leviticus 24 within its Literary Context”, 300, 311.
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definitions are too broad to cover a division, inaccurate, and contradict the
linguistic clues of participants’ roles. On the other hand, this paper demarcates
first textual divisions by syntax and the EDSF, avoids subjective demarcations
by relying only on a thematic criterion, and explains second how discourse
function develops between sections.

7. Conclusion

I summarize my work in this paper and how the work contributes to
understanding the book of Leviticus.

In sections 1 and 2, I explained how I demarcated the text of Leviticus into
two major divisions and two sub-divisions in the first major division. Even if |
omitted the detail of the process of how I discovered the syntactic-hierarchical
structure of Leviticus, I explained how the EDSF [Elaborate Divine Speech
Formula + locative phrase] demarcates the divisions. This structure prepared the
foundation on which I would examine the relationship between the divisions and
begin the analysis of participants’ roles.

In section 3, I elaborated on the analysis of the participants’ roles and used it
to support the demarcations, explain their effects, and define their discourse
functions. I focused on the agent roles of participants who occur at a transitive
verb and affect the other participants who occur in a direct object and the events
that occur in a division.

In section 4, I explained how I will develop the analysis of participants’ roles
and use it to prove the hypothesis in which each division would indicate strong
separability and weak connectivity to its adjacent division. I calculated the
Jaccard distance between the two compared divisions. The Jaccard distances
between them was always close to 1, so it validated the strong separability of
each division to its neighboring division.

In section 5, I compared the two major divisions and the two sub-divisions in
the first major division in Leviticus using the relative frequencies of shared
agent roles and those of unique agent roles. I visualized the change of percentage
of shared agent roles between divisions and defined the discourse functions of

the divisions. I also displayed the unique agent roles and their frequencies and
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explained how they strengthen the separability of each division and defined the
discourse function of each division.

In section 6, I listed the demarcations of scholars and compared them with my
demarcations. I agreed with some opinions if they fit the linguistic clues that I
listed, otherwise I explained why I disagreed and proposed my demarcations and
discourse functions.

I argue for five contributions of this study as follows.

First, the analysis of agent roles advocates the validity of the demarcations by
the EDSF [basic divine speech formula + locative phrase].

Second, the analysis of agent roles explains well the theme of each division,
and how the discourse function of each section develops from the preceding
section to the following section.

Third, the analysis clarifies the main players who work strong and affect the
other participants and events that occur in a division, and how the relationship
between players changes and the events develop between divisions. It also
shows which new agent roles appear, and which new events begin and develop.

Fourth, the analysis finds participants and their agent roles based on accurate
quantitative research rather than based on subjective intuition without
quantitative research; thus, it leads to a sound judgment on the agent roles of
participants and on the discourse function of the divisions.

Fifth, Leviticus 1:1-24:23 describes the agent roles of priests, Aaron, and his
sons, while 25:1-27:34 describes the practical laws that Israel is to obey to enter
the land of Canaan, and not to be expelled from there.

Conclusively, | argue that demarcating Leviticus in two major divisions,
1:1-24:23 and 25:1-27:34, and demarcating two sub-divisions for the first major
division, 1:1-15:33 and 16:1-24:23, propose a valid textual structure.

<Keywords>
syntactic hierarchical structure, computational query, text-linguistics, discourse
analysis, the analysis of participants roles, the book of Leviticus.
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<Abstract>
Analysis of Participants’ Agent Role
in the Two Major Divisions of Leviticus

Gyusang Jin
(Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam)

This paper progresses the research on Leviticus, giving the first priority to
syntax and results in a text-hierarchical structure, and the second priority to the
analysis of participants’ roles and results in the discourse functions between the
syntactic divisions. This study considers the ETCBC linguistic inventory that
includes the annotated linguistic database of the Hebrew Bible at all linguistic
levels such as grapheme, morpheme, phrase, and clause,*9) together with the
text-hierarchical structure constructed on the basis of the annotation of all clause
relationships that occur in a text, using the text-linguistics of Eep Talstra. This
methodology stems from the linguistics of Wolfgang Schneider, who adopted
the linguistic model of Weinrich who had defined syntax as a means of
communication.>0) Schneider viewed that syntax is a description of the linguistic
forms that conduct the process of communication, and that word order is a form
that has its own function.5D In the same line, Talstra observes the verb form and
its placement in the clause as well as the adjunct phrases in the clause, and
describes the function of the word order. I call this an Elaborate Divine Speech
Formula [divine speech formula + locative or time phrase].52) In my conjecture,
the EDSFs in the four books of the Pentateuch except Genesis demarcate the
major divisions as follows: Exod 1:1-4:18, 4:19-11:10, 12:1-40:38; Lev
1:1-24:23 (subdivided into 1:1-15:33 and 16:1-24:23), 25:1-27:23; Num
1:1-8:26 (subdivided into 1:1-3:13 and 3:14-8:26), 9:1-36:13 (subdivided into
9:1-20:22, 20:23-33:49, 33:50-34:29 and 35:1-36:13); Deut 1:1-32:46 and

49) W. van Peursen, “A Computational Approach to Syntactic Diversity in the Hebrew Bible”,
JBTR 44 (2019): 237-238.

50) H. Weinrich, Tempus, Besprochene und erzihlte Welt (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1964), 29.

51) W. Schneider, Grammatik des Biblischen Hebriiisch, 5th ed. (Munich: Claudius Verlag,
1982). E. Talstra, “Text grammar and Hebrew Bible I: Elements of a Theory”, BO XXXV
(1978), 169.

52) https://shebang.ancient-data.org/hebrew/text?1id=2862&page=1&mr=r&qw=q
https://shebang.ancient-data.org/hebrew/text?iid=2832&page=1&mr=r&qw=q
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32:47-34:12.

This paper focuses on the demarcations in Leviticus, which might be different
from the demarcations of scholars who made thematic divisions. For example,
most scholars propose Lev 17:1-26:46 as one literary unit with a holiness code.
This paper does not seek to present syntactic division in competition with
semantic divisions, but rather as an alternative way of looking at the text that
puts Leviticus in the context of the Pentateuch in a different light and of the

discourse functions between the syntactic divisions.
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Water (and Blood) in
Ezekiel 16 and 36-37

Hannah S. An*

1. Introduction

In Ezekiel 16, Ezekiel, an exiled priest and prophet, delivers a lengthy
prophetic tirade (Eze 16:1-63) against Jerusalem, which is represented as the
unfaithful wife of YHWH. The mention of Jerusalem’s birthplace as having
belonged to the Canaanites and of her ancestry as going back to the Amorites
and Hittites (Eze 16:3, 45)—these being three of the seven peoples of the
Promised Land that YHWH commanded the Israelites to eradicate, along with

their idols (Deu 7:1-6)D—emphasizes the licentiousness of the personified

* Ph.D. in Old Testament at Princeton Theological Seminary, US. Associate Professor of Old
Testament Studies at Torch Trinity Graduate University, Seoul. hannah.an@ttgu.ac kr.

** An earlier draft of this paper was presented at an online academic conference hosted by the
Center for Interdisciplinary Study of Monotheistic Religions (CISMOR) at Doshisha University
in Japan and the Institute of Korean Theological Information Network Service (IKTINOS) in
South Korea on January 14, 2023.

1) For further discussion on the rhetorical function of these ethnic groups, see T. Ishida, “The
Structure and Historical Implications of the Lists of Pre-Israelite Nations”, Biblica 60 (1979),
461-490; D. Rom-Shiloni, Exclusive Inclusivity: Identity Conflicts between the Exiles and the
People who Remained (6th-5th Centuries BCE), LHBOTS 543 (New York: Bloomsbury T&T
Clark, 2013), 166 (esp. n. 89); B. Oded, “‘Your Father Is an Amorite and Your Mother a Hittite’
(Ezekiel 16:3)”, S. Yona, et al., eds., Marbeh Hokmah: Studies in the Bible and the Ancient
Near East in Loving Memory of Victor Avigdor Hurowitz (University Park, PA: Penn State
University Press, 2015), 389-400.
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Jerusalem. According to Ezekiel, the abominable deeds of Jerusalem dwarf those
of her neighbors, including Samaria to the north and Sodom and her daughters to
the south (Eze 16:46-47; cf. Lev 20:23). Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 23 are regarded
as instances of “inner-biblical exegesis” or “resumptive exposition” (Prinzip der
Wiederaufnahme)?) because they share metaphors of adulterous women, with the
later chapter intensifying the graphic imagery of the earlier one.3) However, in
the wider framework of the book of Ezekiel, Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 23 both
belong to the literary unit that features indictment of Israel, and the promise of
restoration in Ezekiel 16 is, as expected, difficult to find in Ezekiel 23.4 This
paper proposes that further evidence for a literary affinity with Ezekiel 16 may
be located in the literary unit of Ezekiel 34-39 (“Oracles of Restoration” B’),
which is parallel to that of Ezekiel 12-23 (“Oracles of Judgment” B).5) The
metaphor of using water to cleanse Israel of her defilement is especially
prominent in Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 36. Although exegetes have occasionally
observed the relationships between these chapters, further exploration is required

to properly assess the correspondences between Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 36:1—

2) See discussion and examples of the concept in M. A. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in
Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985); W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel 1-24, 2nd ed., BKAT 13/1
(Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1979; org. ed. 1969), 215-216; C. Kuhl, “Die
,,Wiederaufnahme“—ein literarkritisches Prinzip?”’, ZAW 64 (1952), 1-11; D. 1. Block, The
Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24, NICOT (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1997), 24-25, 45,
286.

3) D. L. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24, 24-25, 729. For those who affirm strong literary
interdependence between the two chapters, see W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1: A Commentary on the
Book of the Prophet Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24, R. E. Clements, trans., Hermeneia (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1979), 480; M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, AB 22 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1983), 488-493; S. Moughtin-Mumby,
Sexual and Marital Metaphors in Hosea, Jeremiah, Isaiah, and Ezekiel (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 156-200.

4) Other examples of “resumptive exposition” that do not always occur in texts replete with
restoration elements may be found here. D. 1. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24, 24-25.

5) R. M. Davidson, “The Chiastic Literary Structure of the Book of Ezekiel”, D. Merling, ed., To
Understand the Scriptures: Essays in Honor of William H. Shea (Berrien Springs, MI: Institute
of Archaeology/Siegfried H. Horn Archaeological Museum, 1997), 71-93 (esp. 75). Other
notable discussions on Ezekiel’s literary structure can be found in U. Cassuto, Biblical and
Oriental Studies: Volume 1: Bible, 1. Abrahams, trans. (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1973),
227-240; S. Talmon and M. Fishbane, “The Structuring of Biblical Books: Studies in the Book
of Ezekiel”, B. Knutsson, ed., Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute - 1975-76 (Leiden:
Brill, 1976), 129-153; T. D. Mayfield, Literary Structures and Setting in Ezekiel (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2010).
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37:14.9)

In this article, I examine Ezekiel 16 (vv. 1-14) in relation to ancient Near
Eastern literature in order to trace the sociocultural norms that may have
influenced the rhetoric of the prophetic narrative. In Ezekiel 16, recurrent
flashbacks to YHWH’s rescue of Jerusalem as a foundling and transformation
of her into a royal consort contrast with his rejection of her after she
degenerates into a shameless prostitute.”) In the context of ancient Near Eastern
traditions about birth rituals, we can see that the foundling theme in Ezekiel 16
reinforces YHWH’s gracious character in reinstating Israel despite her
unfaithfulness. Then I compare Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 36:1-37:14 in order to
evaluate aspects that are reappropriated in the latter chapters, paying particular
attention to the imagery of water (and blood) that is underscored prior to the
account of the ushering of Israel’s revival. In biblical scholarship, the
connection between these chapters with respect to the concept of hopeful
repatriation has not been drawn with sufficient attentiveness.8) In seeking to fill
the gap, the present study concludes that Ezekiel’s rhetoric in Ezekiel
36:1-37:14 is indebted to the foundling motif in Ezekiel 16, especially by
alluding to the priestly purgation rituals (e.g., Num 19; Lev 16) for the sake of
stressing the contrast between Israel’s former state of defilement and her

eschatological recovery.

6) See, for example, in W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Ezekiel:
Chapters 25—48, J. D. Martin, trans., Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983), 238, 247-248,
265, 276; M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-37: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary,
AB 22A (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1997), 720, 729, 732; T. Héner, “Reading Ezekiel 36.16
—38 in Light of the Book: Observations on the Remembrance and Shame after Restoration
(36.31-32) in a Synchronic Perspective”, W. A. Tooman and P. Barter, eds., Ezekiel: Current
Debates and Future Directions, FAT 112 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017), 329-331.

7) Since the scope of the paper is limited, I will focus on a literary reading of the relevant chapters
rather than providing an ideological critique of the ways in which Jerusalem is subjected to
sexual violence by her male partners. See, for example, in H.-M. Lim, “A Reconsideration of the
Problematic Image of Yahweh and the Metaphor in Ezekiel 167, KJOTS 25:2 (2019), 91-117 (in
Korean).

8

=

Refer to Héner’s discussion of the lexical links between Eze 16 and Eze 36 along the verbs “to
be ashamed” (Dbb) and “to remember” (727). T. Héner, “Reading Ezekiel 36.16-38 in Light of
the Book”, 329-331.
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2. Deliverance of Jerusalem

2.1. Unwashed Infant (Eze 16:1-5)

And as for your birth, on the day you were born your cord was not cut,
nor were you washed with water) to cleanse you, nor rubbed with salt,
nor wrapped in swaddling cloths. (Eze 16:4 ESV)

As commentators have noted, washing, oiling, salting, and swaddling a
newborn after severing the umbilical cord is a common practice in ancient Near
Eastern and Mediterranean cultures.!0) The mythological rationale for the birth
ritual is given in Levantine folklore and likely reflects the socioeconomic factors
informing the text of Ezekiel 16:4. It is said that the midwife “bathes the baby
and anoints its body with oil in which fine powdered salt has been dissolved”
not only to fortify the skin but also to ward off evil influences, for “non-salted
children have a weak and silly character.”!D) Illegitimate children who are
labeled as ibn haram or bandiig (“bastard”) are deprived of the chance to be
salted after birth, and calling a person as “not salted” is considered as an insult.12)
Some scholars believe that in the ancient Near East, postnatal washing was a
way of formally acknowledging newborns. Those who did not receive this ritual

ablution would be put up for adoption.!13)

9) The difficulty of the hapax ’5712)?57 (“to cleanse you” NRS and ESV; “for cleansing” NAS; “to
make you clean” NIV; “to cleanse” NKJ) has been duly noted by many commentators and its
translation remains inconclusive. See W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, 323; M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20,
275; D. L. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24,473.

10) J. Morgenstern, Rites of Birth, Marriage, Death and Kindred Occasions among the Semites
(Cincinnati, OH: Hebrew Union College Press, 1966), 8, 196.

11) Ibid., 8.

12) Ibid.

13) M. Stol and F. A. M. Wiggermann, Birth in Babylonia and the Bible: Its Mediterranean
Setting, CM 14 (Groningen: STYX Publications, 2000), 178; C. Wilcke, “Noch einmal: Silip
rémim und die Adoption ina mé-su: Neue und alte einschldgige Texte”, Z4 71 (1981), 94; M.
Malul, “Adoption of Foundlings in the Bible and Mesopotamian Documents: A Study of Some
Legal Metaphors in Ezekiel 16.1-7”, JSOT 46 (1990), 109; Raymond Westbrook, Law from the
Tigris to the Tiber: The Writings of Raymond Westbrook, Volume 2: Cuneiform and Biblical
Sources, B. Wells and F. R. Magdalene, eds. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 139-141;
R. Yaron, “Varia on Adoption”, JJP 15 (1965), 171-173; R. Borger, Handbuch der
Keilschriftliteratur: Band 1: Repertorium der Sumerischen und Akkadischen Texte, vol. 1
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1967-1975), 30.
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Remarkably, the section of the Hammurabi Code on primary adoption (CH
185) refers to the foundling as “a child in his [or her] water [and blood]”: “If a
man adopted a child in its water (ina me-e-Su = ‘out of its water’) and has
brought him up, that one who has been raised shall not be reclaimed.”!4) R.
Westbrook and others maintain that the expression “its water” is a shortened
form of “its water and blood,” an ancient phrase for what we call amniotic fluid.!5)
The following line of the cuneiform text of Susa illustrates the point:
“Manniyatu the istaritu abandoned Mar-esre in his water and blood in order to
acquire her property.”16) Omitting a washing ritual for a newborn indicates that
the biological parents intend to dispose of the child. Legally, the action implies
that the natural parents are foregoing their parental rights.!?) Such measures
secure the primary parental rights of adoptive parents—who may be judicial
officials or temple functionaries who remain celibate—if the natural parents later
attempt to reclaim the child.1®) According to YHWH’s description of the infancy
of Jerusalem in Ezekiel 16:5, no one was willing perform the birth ritual for
Jerusalem. Instead, being abhorrent from the moment she was born, she was cast
out into an open field.

Ezekiel’s metaphorical narrative makes clear that the parents did not
accidentally lose the baby and were not forced to abandon her by circumstances;
rather, they simply cast the baby outside the city wall because she repulsed
them. That “no eyes pitied” her enough to perform the birth ritual (v. 5) implies
that not even adoptive parents were available, indicating the direness of her
adversity.!9 The use of the term “open field” (A7¥D °19, Eze 16:5) is

14) R. Westbrook, Law from the Tigris, 140. So R. Yaron, “Varia on Adoption”, 171. Driver and
Miles’ argument against interpreting the legal provision (CH 185) as pertaining to the case of a
foundling is convincingly refuted by Yaron.

15) R. Westbrook, Law from the Tigris, 140. See the discussion of its translation in C. Wilcke,
“Noch einmal”, 88 n. 3.

16) R. Westbrook, Law from the Tigris, 140 (MDP 23 288). Mémoires de la Mission
archéologiques de Perse, Mission de Susiane, vols. 16-28 (1921-1939).

17) R. Westbrook, Law fiom the Tigris, 140-141.

18) J. Morgenstern, Rites of Birth, 187.

19) Aside from the severance of the umbilical cord, water and oil are indispensable components of
the birth ritual, presumably for the purification of the mother and the infant from blood
contamination with water, and for the smearing of oil on the newborn’s breast. J. A. Scurlock,
“Baby-snatching Demons, Restless Souls and the Dangers of Childbirth: Medico-Medical
Means of Dealing with Some of the Perils of Motherhood in Ancient Mesopotamia”, Incognita
2 (1991), 135-183; J. Black, et al., eds, Gods, Demons, and Symbols of Ancient Mesopotamia:
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remarkable because the ritual texts of the Pentateuch occasionally employs the
phrase in the context of removing contamination involving water and blood as
an instrument of ritual mediation (cf. Lev 14:7, 53; Num 19:16). The text does
not make clear why the parents loathed their newborn. But the author’s use of
the term hints that their antipathy may be a response to the malevolent potency
of an intrinsic defilement. Whether the banishment was a response to
undesirable physical traits or innate abnormalities, the severity of the rejection
recalls the Babylonian practice of discarding a “hideous” child (or cattle) and the
accompanying riddance ritual.20) If a baby was born with defective features, the
Babylonians interpreted this as an omen of impending evil. A ritual was
performed to enable the parents to ward off this evil, a ritual that culminated in
abandoning of the baby in a river.2D) To deflect the looming evil forces, the
parents of the baby to be disposed of recited incantations to Samas (the sun go
d)?2 and Narum (the river god)23) three times each, ending with a sincere
petition to protect the parents from evil and for their own vitality:

-+ By the command of Ea and Asalluhi, remove that evil. May your
banks release it. Take it down to your depths. Extract that evil. You, (full
of) laughter, grant me life!24)

Along with purging flora believed to have purifying effects, the malformed
child would then be dropped into the river, a site of ceremonial catharsis of
defilement.25)

2.2. Unwashed Foundling (Eze 16:6-7)

In Ezekiel 16:6, we find a subtle point of reversal in the case of Jerusalem,

An Illustrated Dictionary, 2nd ed. (London: The British Museum Press, 1992, 1998; repr.
2003/4), 133.

20) J. Morgenstern, Rites of Birth, 165.

21) Ibid.

22) S. M. Maul, Zukunftsbewdltigung. eine Untersuchung altorientalischen Denkens anhand der
babylonisch-assyrischen Loserituale (Namburbi) (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1994), 338, Line
16 A Vs. 15 EN’ *“UTU DLKUD AN-e KI-tim EN kit-te [1] me-3d-ri

23) Ibid., 339, Line 25 A Rs. 1 [EN atti] %" ID DU-at k[a-la-ma

24) J. Morgenstern, Rites of Birth, 166; S. M. Maul, Zukunftsbewdltigung, 339, Lines 41-43.

25) J. Morgenstern, Rites of Birth, 166.
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which YHWH observes writhing in her own blood in an open field. The twofold
repetition of “in your blood” (7°272) is intertwined with the imperative, “Live!”
(>, Eze 16:6/2x) In Babylonia, the parent of a baby pleaded to the river deity
for his life26) before disposing of the unwanted baby in the river. But in the
oracular parable of Ezekiel, YHWH commands the rejected child to live. The
juxtaposition of the image of Jerusalem bathed in her own blood with YHWH’s
command to live engenders a portrait of regeneration analogous to that of the
creation account of Genesis. Just as the LORD God breathed life into Adam’s
nostrils so that he became a living being (Gen 2:7), YHWH’s word of life
infuses a miraculous transformation of the moribund foundling. The child, near
death, flourishes “like a plant of the field” (Eze 16:7), figuratively signifying a
divine deliverance equivalent to the birth ritual required for an infant’s survival.
The image of the baby girl being rejuvenated and growing into an adult lady
with flowering physical characteristics is reminiscent of the image of a
well-watered plant at the riverside. In the Babylonian context, the infant drowns
in the water. In Ezekiel, the water enables her to thrive. Like a source of living
water, YHWH’s creative proclamation nurtures the child and enables her to
reach womanhood as she grows tall and manifests exquisite “adornment of the
adornments” (2°7Y °7¥3, Eze 16:6-7).27)

2.3. Bathing and Washing of the Bride (Eze 16:8-9)

With the qualifier “yet you were naked and bare” (v. 7), the parabolic
narrative transitions to a metaphorical scene in which YHWH enters a marital
covenant with the mature Jerusalem. The act of spreading one’s garment over a
virgin represents a man’s readiness to take a woman as his wife (cf. Rut 3:9),
and this legal partnership is articulated in the formulaic statement “I pledged

myself to you -+ you became mine,’
YHWH (v. 8 NRS; cf. Exo 6:7; 19:5; 24:7, 8). Then YHWH bathes his new

as in Israel’s covenantal agreement with

26) S. M. Maul, Zukunftsbewdltigung, 341, Line 43 A Rs 12 and D Rs. 3 (TI.[LA 1+ qi]-°i-5i)

27) Commentators disagree on how to interpret the Hebrew phrase (2*7V >7¥2). E.g., “‘to the time
of (monthly) periods’” (G. A. Cooke, Ezekiel, 163; W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, 324; cf. the BHS
textual notes), “the loveliest of adornments” (M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, 276), “completely
nude” (D. 1. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24, 478). G. A. Cooke, 4 Critical and Exegetical

Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel, ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1936).
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bride with water to cleanse her stains of blood, anoints her with oil, dresses her
in splendid robes and precious jewels, and provides her with delectable food.
The emphatic words, “I passed by you ‘- and saw you” (v. 6a) and “I passed by
you again and looked on you ---” (v. 8a), distinguish the scene of YHWH’s
discovery of Jerusalem as a foundling from that of his marriage with Jerusalem
at her full maturity. However, the preceding literary unit, in which YHWH
nourishes the foundling (vv. 6-7), should not be read independently of the unit in
which YHWH takes Jerusalem as his bride (vv. 8-14).

In these two metaphorical accounts, YHWH explains his unwavering
commitment to Jerusalem as an adoptive father and spouse, accounts that flow
seamlessly as they repeat key terms (vv. 6a, 8a). This perspective has further
ramifications for understanding the water ritual that YHWH conducts for
Jerusalem in Ezekiel 16:9. Some commentators remark that the rescue of the
flailing baby in her own blood in the earlier section (v. 4) is deferred until
YHWH discovers her again in her prime (v. 9) and rinses the blood from her,28)
in which case YHWH is purifying a blood stain that has remained since infancy.29)
Others opine that it is illogical for a full-grown woman to receive divine
cleansing for blood from her childhood and that the stain is the result of
menstruation or coitus.30) Both of these interpretations pose difficulty. In the
priestly prescriptions of Leviticus (cf. Eze 36:17), menstrual blood is regarded as
one of the most abominable defilements, and it is inconceivable that YHWH
would be near such a contagion during the purgation process (cf. Lev 15:24;
18:19; 20:18). Moreover, although prenuptial bathing and anointing is attested in
ancient Near Eastern sources, these never mention a husband administering the
rite, which he would be even less likely to do after the marriage has been

consummated.3)) Nor is there any ancient record of the husband rinsing the

28) See the discussion of female blood in A. Mein, Ezekiel and the Ethics of Exile, OTM (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2001), 167-175 (esp. 167).

29) Greenberg, for instance, contends that the unit’s literary structure (i.e., “in the telescopic vision
of the allegory”) points to YHWH’s cleansing of Jerusalem’s birth blood. This is
understandable in light of the fact that he rejects the translation of 7Y >7¥2 (v. 7a) as “to the
time of (monthly) periods” (Cooke, Zimmerli, et al.). M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, 278.

30) G. A. Cooke, Ezekiel, 163; W. Eichrodt, Ezekiel, 199; W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, 324. W.
Eichrodt, Ezekiel, OTL, C. Quin, trans. (Philadelphia, PA: Westminster, 1970).

31) In the Sumerian marriage ode, Innana is depicted as being “bathed” on Iddin-Dagan’s lap,
although this does not suggest that her sexual partner performed the rite. S. N. Kramer, The
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blood from coitus with water; even though, in ancient marital customs, retaining
the blood from the conjugal union on a sheet of cloth was an essential legal
procedure.32) Tt is also hard to explain why a description of washing the
woman’s blood from coitus would be combined with phrases describing
prenuptial ablution and anointing.

None of these solutions can satisfactorily overcome the interpretive
incongruity of Ezekiel’s allegorical oracles, which are poetically evasive.
Through his distinct literary arrangements, Ezekiel apparently exploits the
ambiguity of his analogies in order to reinforce the impact of his prophetic
messages. The first notable expression is “naked and bare” (Eze 16:7), which
occurs in Ezekiel 16:22 and is repeated in Ezekiel 16:39 (cf. Eze 23:29). In the
first instance of this usage, in verse 7, YHWH describes Jerusalem at the height

b}

of her maturity yet “naked and bare,” recalling her former predicament as a
foundling as well as her current predicament of being unprotected by a husband.
The reference to YHWH’s rinsing Jerusalem’s blood stain is embedded in the
clause describing YHWH’s washing and anointing of Jerusalem with a double
focus. YHWH’s washing of Jerusalem’s blood stain with water is a unilaterally
gracious act of deliverance akin to his expunging of her defiled beginning, since
he had previously rescued Jerusalem when she was a foundling flailing in her
own blood, without having been washed with water for cleansing (v. 4). In other
words, the section about YHWH’s purification of Lady Jerusalem with water
fills in the gap in the section about YHWH’s discovery of the foundling
Jerusalem (vv. 2-7), when the cleansing with water as part of the birth ritual was
omitted despite the illustration of her proliferation. Whether the blood stain on
her body mentioned in verse 9 is caused by birth or coitus, the focus is the
completeness of YHWH’s deliverance in washing away her shameful past—
epitomized by the blood discharges of women, which in the priestly outlook, is

Sacred Marriage Rite: Aspects of Faith, Myth, and Ritual in Ancient Sumer (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1969), 65. Also see S. Greengus, “Old Babylonian Marriage
Ceremonies and Rites”, JCS 20:2 (1966), 61-62; W. Heffening, “Zur Geschichte der
Hochzeitsgebrauche im Islam: Ein Beitrag zur Volkskunde der islamischen Lénder”, R.
Hartmann and H. Scheel, eds., Beitrdge zur Arabistik, Semitistik und Islamwissenschaft
(Leipzig: O. Harrassowitz, 1944), 392-394.

32) M. Stol, Women in Ancient Near East (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016), 97; C. Locher, Die Ehre
einer Frau in Israel (Freiburg: Universititsverlag, 1986), 189-190; M. Malul, “Susapinnu: The
Mesopotamian Paranymph and His Role”, JESHO 32 (1989), 264-266.
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the most detestable form of ritual defilement.33) This line of portrayal resurfaces
in verse 22, when the text conflates her infancy and adulthood into “the days of

your youth,” a time “when you were naked and bare, wallowing in your blood.”
2.4. Adulteress Wallowing in Water and Blood Again (Eze 16:36-39)

The tone of God’s prosecution of Lady Jerusalem (vv. 15-22) intensifies in the
subsequent divine accusations (vv. 23-34; vv. 35-42), which include graphic
descriptions of her prostitution and immorality. The imagery in Ezekiel 16 (vv.
15-22; vv. 23-34; vv. 35-42; vv. 43-52) leading up to the zenith of God’s wrath
is the antithesis of Jerusalem’s blissful moment as God’s beautiful bride. The
section (vv. 15-52) describing God’s conviction and sentence against his wife
Jerusalem is rich with violent imagery, as though she were now wallowing in
bodily discharges (vv. 15, 17, 27, 36) and the blood of her children in the
context of her harlotry (vv. 36, 38).

Commentators observe that Ezekiel’s use of euphemistic comparisons to the
pornographic spectacle of body parts and their secretions in Ezekiel 16
illustrates Jerusalem’s insatiable concupiscence (vv. 28-29). M. Greenberg, for
instance, proposes that “your lust was poured out” (N1 7OW, Eze 16:36)

b}

refers to “female genital ‘distillation,”” which indicates the arousal fluid
Jerusalem excretes in her whoredom.3¥ S. T. Kamionkowski identifies an
additional image of Jerusalem the whore venerating phallic idols (Eze 16:17,
“male images”; cf. Isa 57:8). In light of the gender reversals in Ezekiel 16, she
argues that the abundance of female discharges should be interpreted as a

reference to “female ejaculation.”35) She concludes:

At a subtle level within the text of Ezekiel 16, wife Israel’s crime is
that she is trying to pass for a male. Like a male, she is associated with
war and violence, she seeks multiple sexual partners, she symbolically
acquires male genitalia and ejaculates rather than receiving and containing
fluids-- And it is no accident that the word 72¥IN is used here.36)

33) A. Mein, Ezekiel and the Ethics of Exile, 167.

34) M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, 285.

35) S. T. Kamionkowski, “Gender Reversal in Ezekiel 16, Prophets and Daniel: A Feminist
Companion to the Bible, A. Brenner, ed. (London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 177.

36) Ibid., 182.
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In recompense for Jerusalem’s adultery and bloodshed, YHWH will pour “the
blood of wrath and jealousy” upon her (v. 38) and force her to bear her
debauchery and abominations (v. 58). The twofold description of Jerusalem’s
sin, adultery and pedocide, is reiterated in various forms throughout Ezekiel 16,
such as idolatry and murder (v. 38) and lewdness and abominations (vv. 43, 58).
As two sides of the same coin, adultery and pedocide reflect the offenses
committed by the people of Judah in the ritual context of their idolatry (i.e.,
worship of idols and child sacrifices; cf. Eze 23:37), and they interface moral
ramifications. As the following chapters will demonstrate, the carnage for which
the Judahites would be condemned will vary from extortion to murder (Eze 22—
24): in defiance of the Torah, they will violate the Sinaitic covenant in every
respect against God’s own people.37) Jerusalem, the unfaithful wife of YHWH,
perpetrated the heinous crime of despising her husband and his children (vv.
44-52), imitating her pagan parents: “Your mother was a Hittite and your father
was an Amorite” (v. 45b; cf. v. 3). With this summary of Jerusalem’s ancestry,
Ezekiel’s prophetic accusation comes full circle. Jerusalem, the adulterous wife,
deserves to bear her own dishonor (vv. 52, 54) since she failed to remember the
days of her youth (v. 43). Ezekiel’s dual characterization of Jerusalem’s sin is
consistent with the emphasis on YHWH’s redemptive initiative in both her
childhood and her adulthood (v. 22): though she was born as a foundling in
blood and an uncovered maiden, Jerusalem the chosen queen has transformed
into a brazen harlot who shamelessly rejected her own husband and slaughtered
his children. However, Ezekiel’s message concludes with a message of
unexpected optimism. When his fury is fully exhausted (v. 42), YHWH will
remember his covenant with Jerusalem in her youth (v. 60) and grant her even
greater sign of unmerited favor. To her shame, YHWH will enter into an

“everlasting covenant” with her (v. 60) and pardon all her vile transgressions (v.
64).

37) See related discussions in D. 1. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24,707-708, 714; L. E. Cooper, Sr.,
Ezekiel: An Exegetical and Theological Exposition of Holy Scripture, NAC 17 (Nashville, TN:
Broadman & Holman, 1994), 218; D. L. Thompson, Ezekiel, CBC 9 (Carol Stream, IL:
Tyndale House Publishers, 2010), 142.
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3. Jerusalem Restored (Eze 36-37)

3.1. The Promise of Israel’s Renewal (Eze 16:55//Eze 36:10, 11)

In Ezekiel 36 (vv. 1-38) and 37 (vv. 1-14), Ezekiel announces promises of
Israel’s renewal, restating and expounding strands of earlier oracular utterances.
Using the metaphor of a defiled menstruant (Eze 16:17), Ezekiel begins Chapter
36 by recapitulating the principal sins of Israel, which are allegedly the basis for
YHWH’s punishment of Jerusalem in Ezekiel 16. The literary reformulation in
Ezekiel 36 is attained by blending various strands of literary elements from
Ezekiel 16 to project the house of Israel as YHWH’s beautiful wife in her youth
(e.g., Eze 16:22, 43, 60). For example, Ezekiel 36 (v. 11) and Ezekiel 16 (v.
55/3x) both contain the word for “former state, time” (71727i?), which connects the

two chapters by underlining the idyllic past of YHWH’s covenantal partners38):

As for your sisters, Sodom and her daughters shall return to their
former state (]D?;?E?), and Samaria and her daughters shall return to their
former state (J07TR7), and you and your daughters shall return to your
former state (J2NATR?). (Eze 16:55 ESV)

And T will multiply (727) on you man and beast, and they shall
multiply (727) and be fruitful. And I will cause you to be inhabited
as in your former times (D°D¥M722), and will do more good to you than
ever before. Then you will know (¥7°) that I am the LORD. (Eze 36:11
ESV)

The emphatic repetition of “former state” in Ezekiel 16:55 occurs in the
context of YHWH’s pronouncement that Jerusalem will be restored along with
Sodom and Samaria (Eze 16:53-54). In Ezekiel 36:11, the promise of renewal is
amplified by the verbs “multiply” (727) and “know” (V7°), which occur
repeatedly in the description of YHWH’s gratuitous dealing with Israel in
Ezekiel 36. To bless Israel, YHWH declares that he will “multiply, increase, or
make [Israel] abundant,” referring to both agricultural plenty and population
growth (Eze 36:10, 11/2x, 29, 30, 37). This portrait of fertility and abundance

38) M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-37, 720; D. 1. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 25—48, NICOT
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998), 332.
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starkly contrasts with Jerusalem’s “multiplying” of her whoring in Ezekiel 16
(vv. 7, 25, 26, 29, 51) and harkens back to YHWH’s blessing of her increase
when he discovered Jerusalem as a foundling (Eze 16:7). The recognition
formula “You shall know that I am the LORD” that was addressed to Jerusalem
as an adulterous wife in Ezekiel 16 (v. 62) is used again in Ezekiel 36, pertaining
now not only to Israel but to all of the nations (vv. 23, 36; cf. vv. 11, 32, 38).

3.2. Judgment on the Adulterous Wife (Eze 36:16-21)

Ezekiel 36:17 compares Israel’s spiritual corruption to “the uncleanness of a
woman in her menstrual impurity” (ESV) (71730 NRHYI; cf. Lev 15:26; 18:19).39)
The phrase is not used explicitly in Ezekiel 16. But in describing Jerusalem’s
ritual defilement as a result of her adultery with “male images,” the chapter
alludes to profuse bodily discharges during her arousal.40) The image of
Jerusalem’s lust being “poured out” (vv. 15, 36) dovetails with the image of the
women of Jerusalem “pouring out” the blood of innocent children (v. 36) in
Ezekiel 16. In fact, in underscoring the wretched promiscuity and violence of
Jerusalem, Chapter 16 (vv. 15, 36, 38) repeats the verb “pour out” several times.
Exploiting the verbal cues, Ezekiel 36:18 succinctly recaptures the essence of
the longest discourse in the book of Ezekiel 16 (vv. 1-63): Jerusalem, the
adulterous wife, is punished for her idolatry and bloodshed; just as she “poured

out” the innocent blood, so YHWH will “pour out” his wrath upon the Israelites.

So I poured out (7BWXR)) my wrath (°NR1]) upon them for the blood that
they had shed (129Y=YX 0O73; lit: “poured”) in the land, for the idols
with which they had defiled it. (Eze 36:18 ESV)

The statement that YHWH “poured out” his rage (Qi1°2¥ N0 TOWR)) on the
Israelites in Ezekiel 36:18 corresponds to the expression, “I will bring upon you
the blood of wrath and jealousy” (X1j?] 770 07 T°AD]Y) in Ezekiel 16:38.
YHWH foretold of the days when “his wrath” and “his jealousy” would be

39) Cf. Eze 7:19, 20; 18:6, 22:10. See also Jacob Milgrom’s comments regarding the menstruant in
Leviticus 1-16: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 3 (New York:
Doubleday, 1991), 948-953.

40) M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, 285-286; D. 1. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24, 500.
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exhausted and withdrawn from Jerusalem in Ezekiel 16 (v. 42); accordingly, in
Ezekiel 36, Ezekiel speaks of the prophetic reversal: YHWH will be vindictive
in his “jealousy and wrath” on behalf of Israel after she suffers derision among
the nations (vv. 5-6). Ezekiel assures us that God will gather the people of Israel
back from the world, restore them to their homeland (Eze 36:24), and transform
them (Eze 36:24-32) and bless them abundantly (Eze 36:33-37). The first phase
of the restoration will entail purification from uncleanness caused by their
idolatry.41

3.3. Cleansing of the Adulterous Wife (Eze 36:22-32)

Over the generations, the image of water cleansing in Ezekiel 36:25 has
elicited a variety of interpretations, giving rise to various ablutionary and
baptismal rites in Judaism and Christianity.42)

I will sprinkle (°RP7I)) clean water (27779 0%2) on you, and you shall
be clean from all your uncleannesses (22°DIXRMY 997), and from all your
idols T will cleanse you. (Eze 36:25 ESV)

Given Ezekiel’s penchant for inner biblical allusion, it is significant that terms
evoking the priestly texts are interwoven in this particular verse. For instance,
the verb “to sprinkle” (P77 in conjunction with the preposition ?¥ (22°2¥ P71,
Eze 36:25) in the context of priestly ritual is chiefly used when referring to the
handling of blood or a sacred compound symbolic of blood.43) The purification
ritual rendered for the house of Israel in Ezekiel 36 (v. 25) probably alludes to

41) SoJ. Blenkinsopp, Ezekiel, Interpretation (Louisville, KY: John Knox, 1990), 167.

42) W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2, 248-249; D. 1. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 25—48, 354. Also, see A. Y.
Collins, Cosmology and Eschatology in Jewish and Christian Apocalypticism (Leiden: Brill,
2000), 228; O. Betz, “Die Proselytentaufe der Qumransekte und die Taufe im Neuen
Testament”, RevQ 1 (1958/59) 213-234.

43) E.g., “throw against, upon” (717 i?7) Exo 24:6, 8; 29:16, 20; Lev 1:5, 11; 3:2, 8, 13; 7:2; 8:19,
24;9:12, 18; 17:6; Num 18:17; 19:13, 20. Cf. “sprinkle against, upon” (717 111) Exo0 29:21; Lev
5:9; 8:30; 14:7; 16:14, 19; Num 8:7; 19:18, 19. Note Milgrom’s convincing argument (with
Gray, Ehrich, Rashi, et al.) that “water[s] of purification” ("RW7J 7, Num 8:7) and “waters of
lustration” (773 >R, Num 19:9, 21; 31:23) are synonymous (contra Levine). J. Milgrom, The
JPS Torah Commentary: Numbers (Philadelphia: JPS, 1990), 61; B. A. Levine, Numbers 1-20,
AB 4 (New Haven: Doubleday, 1993), 274-275.
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the red heifer ritual for the Israelites (Num 19:1-22) involving water(s) of
“impurity” or “lustration” (7173 >R, Num 19:20).44) If so, this implies that the
“clean water” (2°7370 Q) mentioned in Ezekiel 36:25 should not be correlated
with the unadulterated water used for ablution or baptism in later
Judeo-Christian religious practices, even if the practices were inspired by this
text. The Hebrew text has other terms that may be associated with the unmixed
water used in a ritual setting, such as “holy water” (2°@7 0%, Num 5:17) and
“fresh water” (0°°73 0%, Num 19:17).45)

Mixing water with the natural components that symbolize life in blood, albeit
only trace amounts of such components, produces a lustration effect. This aspect
more or less aligns with YHWH’s bathing of Jerusalem with water and rinsing
her blood stains (Eze 16:9) in the context of a marriage covenant. The accounts
of the purification rite in Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 36 are both presented at the
pivotal juncture of God’s intervention to deliver and renew his covenantal
partner. Both chapters demonstrate that God’s merciful regard for the unmerited
motivates his salvific undertaking. For instance, YHWH’s regard for Jerusalem
(Eze 16:5) and for his holy name (Eze 36:21) is accentuated by a verb that
means “to spare” or “to have compassion” (?717)46) followed by the preposition
9Y. In Ezekiel 16:5, the verbs “to pity” (0I7) and “to have compassion” (?:17) in
a hendiadys construction disclose YHWH’s profound benevolence for the

foundling Jerusalem that is abandoned in an open field.47) In Ezekiel 36:21,

44) See W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2, 249. However, Zimmerli fails to mention that the verb po1 is
utilized in the context of Num 19:9-22 (esp. v. 13).

45) Noting the specific employment of the verb 277, Block suggests that “clean water” (2°7170 07)
in Eze 36:25 figuratively fuses, along with the threefold accent on “be clean” (07U) in the
verse, the cultic executions of both types (i.e., “priestly cleansing rituals and blood sprinkling
ceremonies”). But this viewpoint does not account for the fact that the verb P77 (with 517) is
never used with ritual water for purification purposes in the priestly text, with the exception of
the “water(s) of lustration” mentioned in Num 19:13, 20. Indeed, the triple occurrences of
“clean” (O7V) in Eze 36:25 reveal an intriguing reversal of the corresponding triple
occurrences of “unclean” (X20) in Num 19:20. While acknowledging the expression’s literary
dependence on the text of Num 19 (vv. 13, 20), Greenberg rejects Ehrlich’s attempt to read
“clean water” (0°7770 0) as an euphemism for “water(s) of lustration” (7173 "%, Num 19:13,
20) and proposes that the terminology is merely the case of a “resultative adjective” for literary
emphasis (“water that effects purity”). But the two viewpoints (i.e., those of Greenberg and
Ehrlich) are not necessarily incompatible. D. 1. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 25-48, 354; M.
Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-37, 730.

46) M. Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-37,729; D. 1. Block, Ezekiel: Chapters 25—48, 348 n. 63.

47) In other instances, the verb occurs with 017 in hendiadys structure as “My eye will not spare,
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YHWH promises to act on account of his holy name, not on account of Israel
(36:22; cf. 36:32). His “compassion” (?7) for the sanctity of his name is
aroused when the Israelites, who are called “YHWH’s people” (7% 71770V, v.
20), end up desecrating the holy epithet of YHWH as the pagan nations ridicule
Israel’s exilic existence (Eze 36:20). The plight of the house of Israel described
in Ezekiel 36 here converges with that of the foundling Jerusalem in Ezekiel 16:
each is in dire need of salvation from a state of deprivation and alienation.

The word “impurity” (7171), which means either menstruation or menstruant
throughout the Bible4®) and is used in Numbers 19:20 (vv. 13, 20; Num 31:23),
also appears in Ezekiel 36:17, which encapsulates the nature of Israel’s
transgression as understood in the priestly conceptual framework (cf. Lev 12:2;
18:19; Eze 18:6):

Son of man, when the house of Israel lived in their own land, they
defiled it by their ways and their deeds. Their ways before me were
like the uncleanness of a woman in her menstrual impurity (7730 DRRYI).
(Eze 36:17 ESV)

In Ezekiel 36:17, the expression 71710, denoting a menstruant, is variously
translated in such phrases as “a woman in her menstrual impurity” (ESV), “a
woman in her impurity” (NAS), “a woman’s monthly uncleanness” (NIV), and
“a woman in her menstrual period” (NRS).49) Hence, when YHWH declares that
he will sprinkle “clean water” (273779 Q) to eliminate all her “uncleannesses”
in Ezekiel 36:25 (22°NiXNY 997), the lexical correspondence conjures the
priestly cleansing potion of the red heifer ritual mentioned in Numbers 19 (vv.
13, 20). In Numbers 19, the so-called “water of impurity” (771 %7, vv. 13, 20) is
the liquid mixture composed of ashes from the red heifer sacrifice, cedar wood,
hyssop branches, and crimson thread, with each component figuratively

representing blood or employed in the manipulation of blood for the sake of

and I will have no pity” (77§ X9 *IX™02) *PY 0INNR?), Eze 5:11) (Eze 5:11; 7:4; 7:9; 8:18;
9:5; 9:10). The reappearance of this pair in Eze 16:5, which presents the account of Jerusalem’s
infancy, ironically points to YHWH’s vindictive declaration (e.g., Eze 5:11 et al.) and thereby
spotlights Jerusalem/Israel’s changed lot due to her unfaithfulness.

48) BDB, 622.

49) In the context of Eze 36, Eze 36:25 is a conceptual reversal of Eze 36:17-18. M. Greenberg,
Ezekiel 21-37,730.
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atonement.50) As part of the riddance ritual, the mixture is to be sprinkled upon
the ritually defiled person in an open field (77%1 °3972¥), as shown in Leviticus
and Numbers.51) Through the imagery of sprinkling of ritual substance in
Numbers 19 (vv. 13, 20), YHWH’s initial discovery and purgation of the
foundling Jerusalem, who has been left unwashed ("¥¢n RYnIX% 0123, Eze
16:4) in an open field (77w 239798 *22WM), Eze 16:5), wallowing in her own
blood (7272 NORIANN, Eze 16:6), is thus juxtaposed with YHWH’s sprinkling
of the cleansing mixture (i.e., water and blood) on the menstruation-stained
house of Israel (Eze 16:17) after he gathers her from among the nations at the
outset of the eschatological renewal. The potency of the purgation is also
illustrated also by the ways in which “all” (?D) is reiterated in modifying “your
uncleannesses” (D2°NIRNY 997, Eze 36:25) and “your idols” (2217372213,
Eze 36:25), the rhetorical emphasis detected in Leviticus 16 (v. 16; cf. Lev 16:19).

Thus he shall make atonement for the Holy Place, because of the
uncleannesses of the people of Israel (7877 °32 NRMWYY) and because of
their transgressions, all their sins (2DXWA™237). And so he shall do for the
tent of meeting, which dwells with them in the midst of their
uncleannesses (ADRNY 7iN2). (Lev 16:16 ESV)

And Aaron shall lay both his hands on the head of the live goat, and
confess over it all the iniquities of the people of Israel (PXIW?°32N3Iy227NY),
and all their transgressions (QPYYW2227NRY), all their sins (QDXWVT™727)
- (Lev 16:21 ESV)

It is evident that Ezekiel has taken the term from Leviticus, for the term is
mostly attested in the book of Leviticus to connote sins in ethical and ritual
contexts. Ezekiel’s employment of the distinctive noun in describing the context
of the Day of Atonement in Ezekiel 36:25 is theologically meaningful. Just as
forgiveness of Israel, despite her utter failure as a covenant partner, is

50) See H. Maccoby’s contention that “water of impurity” (7771 °7) should be translated as “waters
of menstruation” since the red cow represents not only blood in general but also menstrual
blood, which in ancient times signified the power of creation, mortality, and reproduction. The
association is reasonable, but there is no biblical justification for it. H. Maccoby, Ritual and
Morality: The Ritual Purity System and Its Place in Judaism (New York: Cambridge
University Press,1999), 105-117.

51) Cf. The mention of “open field” in other riddance rituals in the priestly texts (Lev 14:7; 17:5).
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definitively declared on the basis solely of YHWH’s grace and mercy on the
Day of Atonement (cf. Exo 32-33), so YHWH will ultimately cleanse the house
of Israel from all of her uncleannesses by sprinkling “clean water” on her.
YHWH?’s provision of cleansing derived from the sacrificial blood will thus
effectively undo even the repulsive form of human sins as figuratively expressed
in the woman’s bloody discharge.52)

The import of this overlapping of imagery lies in the fulfillment of God’s
commitment to “remember” the covenant with Jerusalem established in the days
of her youth by entering into “an everlasting covenant” (Eze 16:60; cf. 37:26)
with her. Its rhetorical impact is realized in the paradoxical turnaround of
Jerusalem’s lot: although Jerusalem failed to remember the days of her youth,
YHWH remains faithful by remembering the covenant of those days, leaving
Jerusalem dumbfounded as it recalled her disgrace and undeserving grace then
and now (Eze 16:62-63). Both chapters feature the verb “to remember (727)”
(Eze 16:22, 43, 60, 61, 63; cf. 36:31) in connection with the expression “to be
ashamed (DbD)” (Eze 16:27, 52, 54, 61, 63; cf. 36:6, 7, 15, 32) and “to be
confounded (¥12)” (Eze 16:63; cf. 36:32).

3.4. Extension of God’s Grace to Israel and Beyond (Eze 36:33-38)

God will be also mindful of Jerusalem’s “sisters,” Samaria and Sodom, and
Ezekiel 37 elaborates on the future unity of the entire house of Israel in his hand.
Before the section on the unification of Jerusalem and Israel begins, Ezekiel’s
oracle regarding the rehabilitation of Israel’s house (Eze 36:33-38) and the
visionary report of the bones in the valley (Eze 37:1-14) appear to have in the
background YHWH’s encounter with Jerusalem as a foundling in Chapter 16.
YHWH promises to reinstate the desolate and hopeless condition of the house of
Israel (Eze 16:31-33//Eze 37:14), just as he restored the infant foundling by
announcing life to her, and she flourished like a tall plant with luscious fruits
(Eze 16:7-8). The image of a foundling girl blossoming into a lady like a
thriving plant (Eze 16) is enlarged to the extent that the Edenic paradise is

52) In this sense, I depart from Klawans’ interpretation of Ezekiel’s rhetorical objective, which, in
Klawans’ view, is to highlight the ease with which God would cleanse his people of their sin,
just as a menstruant woman would purify herself of menstrual discharge. J. Klawans, Impurity
and Sin in Ancient Judaism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 31.
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projected onto the future restoration of the house of Israel. The section begins by
reaffirming that YHWH’s cleansing rite that will be accomplished on a single
day in an eschatological sense and that Israel’s deserted towns would be
repopulated and rebuilt like “the garden of Eden” (Ezek 36:33-35 NRS).53)

3.5. Mandate to “Live!” (Eze 37:1-14)

The revival of the hopeless condition of the foundling in Ezekiel 16 (v. 6/2x)
echoes throughout Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones in Ezekiel 37, with the verb
“to live” (;1°17) receiving particular emphasis through rhetorical repetition (37:6,
9, 10, 14).5) The regenerative act is delineated with gruesome details of
desiccated bones being covered with sinews and flesh (Eze 37) and evokes the
image of Jerusalem writhing helplessly in her own blood while naked (Eze 16).
In both accounts, YHWH’s word is responsible for rejuvenating the forsaken’s
mortal condition. As in Ezekiel’s vision of Jerusalem springing up like a tall
plant after YHWH’s creative command, YHWH, through Ezekiel, breathes—
similar to the creation account in Genesis where God’s breadth imparts life to
the first human (Gen 2:7)—the very life force from the four winds into the dry
bones, transforming them into a vast army (Eze 37:1-10). Accordingly, Ezekiel’s
vision of the valley of bones embodies YHWH’s early assurance to grant the
people of Israel “a new heart” and place “a new spirit” as part of his restoration
plans (Eze 11:19; 18:31) in establishing a new covenant relationship with them
(Eze 36:26-28). This scene of Israel’s regeneration, nonetheless, precedes
YHWH’s showering the house of Israel with “clean water” to generate
purification and save them from all their uncleannesses (Eze 36:25, 29).

4. Conclusion

A literary comparison of Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 36:1-37:14 reveals that these
chapters are interconnected, especially with respect to the theme of rehabilitation

53) See the contextualized reading of Eze 36 in J. R. Lee, “Exodus and Utopia: Focusing on
Ezekiel 36:16-38”, TS 12 (1998), 217-244 (in Korean).

54) Refer to Zimmerli’s brief remark, which is restricted to Eze 37:9-10. W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2,
339.
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and renewal. A close examination of Ezekiel 16 in relation to ancient Near
Eastern texts sheds light on the rhetorical strategy of the foundling narrative. A
phrase from the Mesopotamian legal texts on primary adoption is used to refer to
the foundling as “a child in his [or her] water [and blood],” which seems to
coincide with the portrayal of Jerusalem as an abandoned newborn of Canaanite
parents who is lying in her own blood in an open field (Eze 16:2-6). According
to R. Westbrook and others, the phrase “its water” in the ancient Near East is an
abbreviated form of “its water and blood,” an ancient term for what we now call
amniotic fluid.

In this way, the blood stain on Jerusalem personified as the naked foundling
and the exposed virgin in Ezekiel 16 (vv. 6-7; vv. 8-14) signifies her utter
vulnerability. The literary arrangement of the unit (e.g., repetition of “I passed
by you and saw/looked on you,” vv. 6a, 8a) indicates that the blood stain on the
uncovered lady in Ezekiel 16 figuratively reiterates the humble origin of
Jerusalem in relation to the preceding account (vv. 6-7). YHWH had saved
Jerusalem as a foundling when she was flailing in her own blood without having
been cleansed with water (Eze 16:4-6). His unconditional mercy of deliverance
manifested in washing Jerusalem’s blood stain with water (Eze 16:9) is thus
comparable to his eradication of her congenital defilement. The account of
YHWH’s washing Lady Jerusalem with water fills in the literary gap left by the
account of YHWH’s discovery of the foundling Jerusalem, an account that
apparently does not a refer to the purgation rite. Since YHWH’s saving grace
was emphasized in both the childhood and adulthood of Jerusalem, Ezekiel’s
dual description of Jerusalem’s sin is consistent with this emphasis (Eze 16:22):
Despite having been delivered as a foundling and an uncovered maiden,
Jerusalem the chosen queen has evolved into an impudent prostitute who
publicly rejected her own husband and sacrificed his children.

Employing the metaphor of a defiled menstruant (Eze 16:17), Ezekiel begins
the section (Eze 36:1-37:14) by recapitulating the main sins of Israel that are the
ostensible basis for YHWH’s judgment against Jerusalem in Ezekiel 16. The
literary reformulation in Ezekiel 36 is attained by distinctively weaving various
literary strands from Ezekiel 16 to portray the house of Israel as YHWH’s
beautiful wife in her youth (e.g., Eze 16:22, 43, 60). For instance, Ezekiel 36
(vv. 10, 11) and Ezekiel 16 (v. 55) both contain the word for “former state, time”
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(77%7@2), which connects the two chapters by emphasizing the glorious past of
YHWH’s covenantal partners. The verb “multiply” (f127), first used to delineate
YHWH’s merciful deliverance of Jerusalem (Eze 16:7), is reappropriated in the
description of Jerusalem’s wanton debauchery in Ezekiel 16 (vv. 25, 26, 29, 51);
and it is used, with a reverse effect, to underline the promise of renewal for
Israel in Ezekiel 36 (vv. 10, 11/2x, 29, 30, 37) in the blissful state of Edenic
paradise (vv. 33-35; cf. Eze 16:6). The verb for “know” (¥7°) used in the
self-recognition formula in Ezekiel 16 (v. 62) that is addressed to Jerusalem is
expanded in Ezekiel 36 (vv. 11, 23, 32, 36, 38) to include the surrounding
nations that were taunting Israel.

The predicament of the house of Israel in Ezekiel 36 after the outpouring of
YHWH’s “jealous wrath” (Eze 36:6; cf. Eze 16:42) upon it, parallels that of
Jerusalem, the foundling, in Ezekiel 16; both desperately need of deliverance
from a state of desolation and estrangement. YHWH’s purging of the foundling
Jerusalem, who is left unwashed (Eze 16:4) in an open field (Eze 16:5) and
wallowing in her own blood (Eze 16:6), is strikingly contrasted with YHWH’s
sprinkling of the purifying mixture (i.e., water and blood) on the house of Israel
(Eze 16:17), stained by menstruation (an account that alludes to the imagery of
the ritual potion that is sprinkled upon the defiled in Num 19:13, 20). In this
way, the most revolting pollutant in the priestly worldview is expunged from the
house of Israel by means of sacred liquid substance, emblematic of expiating
blood, so that God’s Spirit can dwell within their midst (Eze 36:25-27). The
rhetorical effect of the comparison is evident in the ironical outcome of
Jerusalem’s fate. Even though Jerusalem did not “remember” the days of her
youth (Eze 16:22, 43), in his compassion YHWH remained faithful by
“remembering” the covenant (Eze 16:60, 61; cf. Eze 37:26) out of his
compassion (7171, Eze 36:21; cf. Eze 16:5), leaving Jerusalem in consternation
as it evoked memories of her disgrace and undeserving grace then and now (Eze
36:6,7, 15, 31, 32; cf. Eze 16:27, 52, 54, 63).

Ezekiel 36:1-37:14 explains the realization of the unification of the entire
house of Israel under God’s control and how God will be mindful of Jerusalem’s
“sisters,” Samaria and Sodom. Ezekiel’s prophecy about the rehabilitation of the
house of Israel (Eze 36:33-38) and the visionary account of the bones in the
valley (Eze 37:1-14) is uttered in the context of the account in Chapter 16 of
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Jerusalem’s encounter, as a foundling, with YHWH by way of his divine
command, “Live!” (Eze 16:6/2x). This interaction is in stark contrast to the way
estranged parents beseech the river god for their lives when abandoning an
unwanted baby in the Mesopotamian riddance ritual, thereby dramatically
affirming YHWH’s enduring loving-kindness for his chosen people, whose
parents have forsaken them (Eze 16:2). The creative mandate reverberates
throughout Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones in Ezekiel 37:6, 9, 10, and 14,
distinctively punctuated by the verb “to live” (71°17).

<Keywords>
Ezekiel 16, Ezekiel 36-37, purification ritual, restoration, Numbers 19,

foundling.
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<Abstract>
Water (and Blood) in Ezekiel 16 and 36-37

Hannah S. An
(Torch Trinity Graduate University)

This article compares Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 36:1-37:14 as an example of
“resumptive exposition” (D. 1. Block) with particular attention to the ways that
the message of Israel’s restoration in the later chapters allude to the message of
Jerusalem’s judgment and rehabilitation in the earlier one. Although
commentators have occasionally noted various lexical and thematic links
between Ezekiel 16 and Ezekiel 36-37, none has yet provided an integrative
assessment of these chapters with respect to the foundling motif. The prophetic
indictment of the adulterous Jerusalem in Ezekiel 16 recurrently appeals to
YHWH’s merciful treatment of Jerusalem in her youthful years as an exposed
orphan and uncovered virgin (vv. 1-14). The author proposes that the ancient
Near Eastern texts on the birth ritual and the foundling inform the rhetoric of
Ezekiel 16. A careful examination of the chapters warrants the conclusion that
Ezekiel 36:1-37:14, in connection with Ezekiel 16, employ literary reversal and
amplification through skillful interlacing of lexical elements (e.g., to multiply, to
know, to remember, and to live) to augment the import of YHWH’s message for
the eschatological renewal of Israel. Moreover, in both chapters (Eze 16 and 36),
the water ritual intimated at the beginning of YHWH’s deliverance of the
covenantal partner is allusively linked to priestly texts on riddance rituals (e.g.,
Num 19; Lev 16), underscoring the irony of divine forgiveness of the house of
Israel—to her shame. Ezekiel’s prophecy of the restoration of the house of Israel
(Eze 36:33-38) and the vision of the bones in the valley (Eze 37:1-14) parallel
the depiction in Ezekiel 16 of Jerusalem’s encounter with YHWH as a foundling
in response to his divine command, “Live!” (Eze 16:6/2x). The creative
imperative reverberates throughout Ezekiel’s vision of the dry bones in Ezekiel
37 (vv. 6, 9, 10, and 14) with the word fo live (7°1) serving as a characteristic
leitmotif. This pronouncement powerfully affirms YHWH’s eternal
loving-kindness for his chosen people, whom their parents had abandoned (Eze

16:2), in contrast to the way these estranged parents entreat the river god for
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their lives while abandoning an unwanted child in the Mesopotamian riddance
ceremony. Ezekiel 16 is thus a significant dialectical partner in understanding

the prophetic discourse on the hopeful future of Israel in Ezekiel 36:1-37:14.



TNA/UEAT, 52 (2023. 4.), 167-181

@ ISSN 1226-5926 (print), ISSN 2586-2480 (online) JBTR

S _ DOLI: https//dmorg/lO28977/Jbtr2023452167 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL
A 3] 23]
G342 https://dbpiaone.com/bskorea/index.do TEXTRESEARCH

Inclusive and Exclusive Translations

of avBpwmoc in the Gospel of Mark

Peter-Ben Smit*

1. Introduction

The translation of a word like the Greek avbpwrog, occurring more than 40
times in the Gospel of Mark,D) offers an interesting challenge for
gender-sensitive ways of translation. The root meaning of the word is “human
being,” but it can clearly take on several different, more specific meanings,
including “man” (“male human being”) or even “someone.”? Deciding on the
appropriateness of these more specific renderings of avbpwrog, especially
translating the term as “man”, beyond its basic meaning of “human being”

depends, of course, on the context in which the word is used. Beyond these

* Th.D. in New Testament Studies at University of Bern, CH. Professor of Contextual Biblical
Interpretation at Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam; Professor (by special appointment) of Ancient
Catholic Church Structures, Utrecht University, NL; Research Associate, Faculty of Theology,
University of Pretoria, SA. p.b.a.smit@vu.nl. A draft version of this paper was discussed in a
class in “Bible Translation as Contextual Theology” at the Faculty of Religion and Theology in
the Fall of 2022; I am grateful to Lars Kramer, AnneMarie Smith, Eleni Christou and Mia
Aglieco for their input.

1) Thatis, in: 1:17, 23; 2:10, 27-28; 3:1, 3, 5, 28; 4:26; 5:2, 8; 7:7-8, 15, 18, 20-21, 23; 8:24, 27-31,
33,36-38; 8:38; 9:9, 12, 31; 10:7, 9, 27, 33, 45; 11:2, 30, 32; 12:1, 14; 13:26, 34; 14:13, 21, 41, 62,
72; 15:3.

2) For a survey of possible meanings, see, for instance: the entry in the Liddell-Scott-Jones
Greek-English Lexicon, ad loc., compare, for instance, the appertaining entry in Thayer’s

Lexicon, ad loc.
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kinds of meanings, the term can also be used to denote someone as a human
being and as different from non-humans in two ways, that is, as different from
animals (e.g., Mark 1:17) and from God (e.g., 7:8; 8:33; cf. 12:14); this,
however, is not the topic of this contribution. Rather, in this article, I argue that
when translating the Gospel of Mark, gains can be made when translating the
word more inclusively or gender-neutral in several places (i.e., as ‘human
being’, ‘person’, or ‘someone’) than is currently the case in many translations,
and that gains can also made by translating the word exclusively in other places,
that is, as “man” (“male human being”). These considerations have to do with
the analysis of the context in which this word occurs.

Thus, in this article, we will deal with some specific examples, without
touching upon all the occurrences of this word in the Gospel according to Mark,
which serves as a case study here, as this would go widely beyond the intended
scope of this contribution. The aim of this paper is to contribute to the discussion
about translating inclusively or exclusively, which features the question of the
translation of dBpwmoc. As Martin put it over 30 years ago, “Translators have
regularly rendered anthropos as ‘man’, concealing women or rendering them
invisible under a blanket of male linguistic hegemony.”3 To start, we will
consider a number of examples in which an inclusive translation would be
preferable from a gender-sensitive perspective before discussing some examples
where the reverse is the case, after which general conclusions will be
formulated.

Through this investigation, this paper contributes to the broader discourse on
gender and biblical interpretation, which, indebted as it is to emancipatory
movements in society, academia, and faith communities, has both an ethical and
a hermeneutical dimension. The ethical dimension concerns, for instance, doing
justice to the presence of persons of all genders in the New Testament texts
(rather than, e.g., hiding the possible presence of women in congregations, for
instance, behind an exclusive rendering in translation of the inclusive plural

adeAdol; other examples abound).#) The hermeneutical dimension concerns the

3) C. J. Martin, “Womanist Interpretations of the New Testament: The Quest for Holistic and
Inclusive Translation and Interpretation”, Journal of Feminist Studies in Religion 6 (1990),
41-61,43.

4) For a recent contribution by a male feminist scholar on ‘unhiding’ the presence of women, see:
Ch. D. Du Toit, “A ‘Realistic’ Reading as a Feminist Tool: The Prodigal Son as a Case Study”,
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observation that allowing the voices of emancipatory movements,
self-consciously positioned as they are, to play a part in the conversation about
Bible translation helps to unearth or rediscover dimensions of the text that have
become less visible. This is, of course, a well-known dynamic, yet it bears
emphasis.>) In the course of this contribution, reference will be made to a
number of translations; these have an illustrative purpose, and there is no
intention of being exhaustive. Naturally, the scope of these examples is limited
by the languages to which the author has access; the situation may well be
different in other languages, especially such languages in which (grammatical)
gender operates in a different manner than in, for instance, English, German, and
Dutch.

2. Translating Inclusively

Among the texts in which &vbpwmog can be generically translated with
gendered gain and hence in a gender-inclusive (or, at least, not in a
gender-specific manner with an androcentric bias, i.e., as “man”) manner as
“person” or “someone” are a number of narratives in which Jesus heals someone
or liberates them from an unclean spirit. A first example is Mark 1:23 (kal €08Ug
v év Th owaywy) adtdv alpwrmoc év mreduatt akabaptw); here it is not
compelling to make this &v6pwmog emphatically a “man” (as, for instance, the
new Dutch NBV21 translation of 2021 does). Neither the context nor the word
usage itself give the impression that the gender of the person in question matters
here (the only reason to think so would be a contrast story or combination story
with the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law in 1:29-31, with then one miracle in
the public domain with a man as the lucky one and one indoors with a woman as
the focus, but this is not a compelling reason for stressing the maleness of the
person in 1:23 more than the Greek dvpwmoc does). By the way, this way of
translating does not directly mean that the person “therefore” can also be a

woman; in fact, the gender of the person does not matter; it could just as well

HTS Teologiese Studies/Theological Studies 78:4 (2022), 1-7.

5) For a recent plea for incorporating emphatically contextual perspectives into biblical
interpretation, see, for instance: Peter-Ben Smit, Klaas Spronk and Kirsten van der Ham,
“Contextual Biblical Interpretation: A Theological Necessity”, Concilium 2022:3 (2022), 15-24.
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have said 11¢ to say what the text says. That translation is therefore preferable:
.-+ there was someone with an unclean spirit.”)

A similar occurrence is the case at the end of Chapter 2 and the beginning of
Chapter 3. In 2:27, aBpwmog occurs in Jesus’ statement that the Sabbath was
made for the dvBpwmoc and not the other way around. It makes little sense to
translate &vBpwmoc with “man” here (and most newer translations do not do so
either). The continuation of the story at the beginning of Chapter 3 also uses
avBpwrog and does so to refer to a person with a shriveled hand. It is obvious
that the word should be translated here as “someone”, “human”, or “person”
(and so does the NBV21, using “someone” in 3:1). However, it is consistent to
keep this person gender-neutral by also translating similarly in 3:3 and 3:5 and
not referring to this person as “man” (which, for instance, the NBV21 does). It is
an unnecessary explication of the gender of the person in question, which the
text as such does not emphasize (despite the fact that the word dvBpwmog is
masculine, grammatically speaking). A more neutral and less androcentric
translation—for example, 3:3 “and he said to the one with the shriveled hand”
(or with the older Dutch NBG translation of 1951, in somewhat cumbersome
Dutch, “tot de mens”)—prevents this one-sided gender accent. Further, room is
created to imagine this person as other than as a man (for example, as a woman),
although the use of words in the text does not emphasize that either; yet, it does
create broader possibilities for identification (without wishing to suggest that
women can only identify with women in texts).

In both cases, one could also consider that the afflictions that these people
suffer from belong to the less (clearly) gendered conditions; thus, they are first
and foremost affected and impaired as human beings as such.®) This
consideration finds support in the observation that in 5:24-25 the person to be
healed suffers from an ailment that, with good grounds, can be considered a
gendered disorder and is therefore promptly described as “woman” (yuvr), even
though the answer to Jesus’ question of “who” (ti¢ - gender neutral)
emphatically presented as such (cf. again yovr in 5:33) and also addressed by
Jesus as such (Buyatnp in 5:34). Here, the text—and this is where the NBV21

6) An interpretation that is at least potentially problematic from the point of view of dis/abled
perspectives, which cannot be addressed here; moreover, it may well be that the Gospel
according to Mark has an anthropological ideal that does not harmonize with 21st century
sensibilities regarding “ableness” and “disability.”
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has been revised with respect to the NBV of 2004—would lose some of its
expressiveness if the element of gender were reduced by translating Buyatnp as,
for example, “my child”, or even by removing it altogether (as was the case in
the NBV).

Regardless of the situation of the gender-specific affliction referred to in the
last paragraph, it is clear that by translating in a more inclusive, or better
gender-neutral, way—that is, by not applying a gendered emphasis in the text in
the target language where there is none in the text in the source language—there
are gains to be made, at least as far as these examples are concerned.

A further and final example is the famous “man” (&v6pwmog) carrying a jar of
water in 14:13 (&v6pwmog kepapiov Vdetoc Protawr), who could just as well be
a “someone” with an unspecified gender. Oftentimes, this person turns out to be
a man in translations; in fact, this seems to be the standard, at least in the
translations to which I have access,” and this understanding has given rise to a
tradition in commentaries wrestling with the gender of the person involved,
noting the oddity of man doing the work of a woman.8) Linguistically, however,
there is little reason to specify the gender of this person (also, a0t at the end of
the verse does not specify gender but simply refers back to the grammatically

7) Exceptions exist, of course. Without providing an exhaustive list of them, both the Dutch
(Roman Catholic) Willibrord translation of 1995 translates “iemand” (“someone”), the
programmatically gender inclusive Bibel in gerechter Sprache (2006) translates “Person”, which
has, in German, the additional effect of substituting a grammatically feminine word designating
“someone” for the Greek and grammatically masculine equivalent.

8

=

How deeply ingrained the notion that the &v6pwmoc here is a “man” is indicated by even Taylor’s
remark, in the context of a study that looks for “hidden women” in the Gospel of Mark, that
“gender is strikingly skewed” here, given that a man occurs who is doing a woman’s work. See:
J. E. Taylor, “*Two by Two’: The Ark-etypal Language of Mark’s Apostolic Pairings”, The
Body in Biblical, Christian and Jewish Texts (London: Bloomsbury, 2014), 58-82, 73. Without
giving a full survey of available exegetical opinion, the oddity of a man carrying water is treated
variously by commentators, all on the assumption that one is dealing with a male here. For
instance, E. Boring, Mark: A Commentary (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2006), 385-387,
does not comment on the matter at all, which is probably the most minimalist solution. A more
maximalist interpretation is the one offered by P. Williamson and M. Healy, The Gospel of
Mark (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2008), 281: “Jesus’ instructions seem to indicate a prearranged
signal. Ordinarily, carrying water jugs was a woman’s task. Apparently Jesus has arranged for
this man to be waiting for the disciples, and when they see him they need not say anything but
simply follow him.” The same interpretative strategy is also pursued by, for instance, E. J.
Schnabel, Mark: An Introduction and Commentary (Westmont: InterVarsity, 2017), 352, and R.
T. France, The Gospel of Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 364-365.
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masculine &v8pwmoc). This lack of particular emphasis may also be indicated by
the rewriting of the verse in Mat 26:18, which has mpo¢ tov delva (“so-and-so0”),
thereby moving gender even further into the background (Luke 22:10 maintains
avBpwmog). The question as to how the disciples could have recognized the
person in question if a public transgression of gender roles is not its identifying
characteristic can be answered by pointing to the arrival of two disciplines of
Jesus in combination of place (on an entryway of the city), the water jar, and the
coming forward of the person with the water jar to meet them. The verb dmavtaw
that is used in Mark 14:13 means more often than not that someone comes
forward to meet someone else rather than that someone is met (passively) by
another person.?) In other words, Jesus does not so much instruct the disciples to
pick someone from the crowd, but rather tells them that the person who will
meet them will be carrying a water jar.

Returning to the focus of this contribution, in Mark 14:13, the inclusive
translation of avépwrog is very well possible, makes an interpretative riddle
disappear, and also opens up the narrative for the presence of a woman, or, at the
very least, avoids emphasizing the gender of a person in translation where this is
not stressed in the source text. This does not mean that the person carrying the
water jar could not have been a male, but it does mean that this is not stressed by
Mark and that it is not necessary to make a point of it in interpretations of this
verse. This last observation can be expanded in at least one way—that is, by
pointing to the role of ambiguity in biblical texts and their translations. Whereas
in some cases, explicating things that remain implicit in texts may be necessary,
for instance, because certain culturally specific information is needed to make
sense of an expression or scene (e.g., translating €6vog as “non-Jewish people”
rather than as simply “people”, and so on), in other cases, an explication might
be misleading or, at least, narrow the interpretative options that a text offers. Of
course, a desire for lucid and transparent translations, which offer clarity as to

what the text “really means”, exists, but, as Bauer has argued forcefully, this

9) See, for example, Luk 17:12 (lepers approaching Jesus: kol eloepyopévov adtod €lc Tive kouny
amrnoay [alt@] déka Aempol &vdpec), or also Sir. 31:22; 33:1, the use of the verb with a dative
in Mark 14:13 (i.e., amavtnoer Luiv &vBpwroc) agrees with these instances (in Luk 17:12 the
personal pronoun in the dative may have been omitted) and also indicates the flow of the
movement: the “someone” is the one meeting (and presumably identifying) the disciples, not the
other way around.
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hermeneutical desire is also colored by epistemological urges stemming from the
Enlightenment, whereas in other settings, ambiguity may be valued more
highly.19 This should make one at least hesitate when crafting translations that
are more explicit, for instance, concerning the gender of actors in the text, in the
target language than in the source language. Allowing the gender of a person to
remain unspecified in a translation might well be a good fit with what did or did
not matter to the authors of the source texts and avoid highlighting, usually,
male agency and presence at the expense of, most frequently, female presence

and agency.

3. Translating Exclusively

Somewhat less intuitively, gains can also be made in translations—and some
also make them—>by translating &v@pwmoc in an exclusive manner, that is, by
using the English equivalent “man” in the sense of a “male person.” In at least
two cases, this seems to be a profitable course of action, and both can serve as a
caution against “automatically” opting for an inclusive manner of translating,
both in general and concerning dvpwmoc in particular.

First, in Mark 10:9, Jesus’ pronouncement 6 o0v 6 8c0¢ ouvé(evter avbpwmog
un xwpLlétw occurs in the context of a discussion among men about the way in
which unilateral divorce ought (or ought not) be seen as permissible, a real point
of contestation in early Judaism.!1) However, Jesus’ statement is often translated
as referring to humans in general—this is even the case in the programmatically
gender-inclusive Bibel in gerechter Sprache (“Was Gott zum Paar verbunden
hat, soll ein Mensch nicht trennen”). Besides the setting being a discussion
among men (Pharisees and Jesus) in public (the public sphere being seen as a
“male space”), it also has its starting point in a question that refers explicitly to
what men are allowed to do (vis-a-vis of women): el €eotiv gvdpl yuveiko
amoidoot (10:2). Enhancing the atmosphere of male competitiveness is the note
that this question was asked in order to test Jesus (meipalovtec adtov, v. 2).

10) See: Th. Bauer, Die Kultur der Ambiguitdt, Berlin: Verlag der Weltreligionen, 2011, passim.
11) See for this and what follows: P.-B. Smit, “Man or Human? A Note on the Translation of
"AvBpwmoc”Ain Mark 10.1-9 and Masculinity Studies”, The Bible Translator 69 (2018), 19-39.
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When the exchange progresses, the word &v6pwnoc makes an appearance in
verse 7: évekev TOUTOL Kataellel Gvpwmog Tov metépe adTod Kol THy Pntépa.
The quotation, also in its present context (as stressed by a later part of the textual
tradition), clearly has a male human being in mind here, and an according
translation suggests itself. If this is the case, however, then verse 9 would also
require a translation of &vépwmoc as “man”, rather than as “human being.”
Otherwise, it does not follow logically from verse 7 and does not really provide
an answer to the question about male behavior in verse 2. A more exclusive
translation would be preferable here. The result, to be sure, can also be seen as
accentuating the text somewhat differently, as Jesus’ pronouncement now
focuses more on restraining the male exercise of power over women (c.q. of
husbands over their wives) than on divorce as such (which is not the point
anyway; the specific case of unilateral divorce is what is at stake here).!2)

The second case to be discussed here is a little more complex (and less clear).
It concerns the Roman centurion’s statement that aAn8@¢ o00tog 6 &rpwmog LLOG
Beod Mv (15:39).13) Some translations opt for a translation with the meaning
“human being” here, while others opt for specifying gender by translating “this
man” or “dieser Mensch” to use English and German examples. Although the

12) As it is well-known, the conversation about divorce (or the “sending away” of a partner)
continues in vv. 10-12, albeit in a different setting (a house) and among different conversations
partners (Jesus and his own disciples rather than Jesus and the Pharisees). What is striking is
that these verses seem to assume that divorce is also an option for women (¢éxv bty dmoAvowow
Tov Gvdpe abtfic yepunon &Alov pouxdtet, v. 12). Commonly, it is suggested that here a
different socio-cultural background is involved, that is, Greco-Roman, rather than Jewish, as
Roman law did provide for “bilateral” divorce, and that the two texts were combined
redactionally (with the first having a more likely background in Jesuanic bedrock tradition than
the second one). When reading the texts in sequence, however, it would seem that what is
prohibited to the &vbpwtoc qua “man” in v. 9 is now prohibited for both men and women. The
ambiguity of the meaning of the noun &vbpwmoc facilitates this development in the narrative.
Although it must still mean “man” in v. 9, what is prohibited to a man is taken to be forbidden
for humans at large in vv. 11-12.

13) This interpretation is, of course, based on an understanding of the centurion’s words in 15:39
that is not ironic or sarcastic; for a convincing argument regarding this, see, for example, H. K.
Bond, “A Fitting End? Self-Denial and a Slave’s Death in Mark’s Life of Jesus”, New
Testament Studies 65 (2019), 425-442, esp. 441-442. Different (and with a survey of the
history of interpretation): N. Eubank, “Dying with Power Mark 15,39 from Ancient to Modern
Interpretation”, Biblica 95 (2014), 247-268; Eubank understands the centurion’s statement as a
double entendre, which, of course, both allows for a sarcastic centurion and the “real” meaning
of what he says, which is an unintentional confession of Jesus’ identity.



Inclusive and Exclusive Translations of évepwmog in the Gospel of Mark
/ Peter-Ben Smit 175

first kind of translation can certainly be defended (and nicely brings together the
dimensions of being human and God’s son simultaneously), the second one
might be more attractive when translating with a sensitivity to gender that
includes an awareness of the role of constructions of masculinities. The reason
for stating the latter is that the scene at the foot of the cross is highly gendered
and has much to do with masculinity, even if women could also be (and were)
crucified.!4) The theatrical humiliation of Jesus as a male leader, the outcome of
a confrontation with other male leaders, which certainly involved his being
stripped of his clothing and may well have evoked associations with sexualized
forms of abuse, also meant that Jesus was being stripped publicly—particularly
in the “male” public sphere—of his identity as a credibly masculine figure, a
status that he had certainly achieved throughout the gospel narrative.

Further, the centurion who comments on Jesus’ demise is, in many ways, an
archetypically masculine figure, leading to a scene in which one person who is
emphatically gendered as masculine comments on another figure who has been
stripped of his masculinity. Furthermore, he, the centurion, does so by means of
an expression that is also highly masculine in character—that is, vioc 6eod, an
epithet that was used variously. In this context, although out of the mouth of a
Roman officer, the phrase evokes the moments during which Jesus is identified
as the son of the most high in the Markan narrative (besides the disputed
reference to the same in 1:1, which is, however, making a text critical comeback,
at least in the Miinster Editio Critica Maior of Mark).!5) The Roman officer’s
use of the term, however, also draws attention to the broader use of the term to
refer to sons of deified persons, such as Titus, the son of deified emperor
Vespasian, the duo having been responsible for the siege and sack of Jerusalem
in 70 CE.16) The term does not just connote divine status (or association with it),
but it is also quite emphatically a gendered masculine phrase. This political

contrast is, of course, of interest; yet, here, its gendered dimension is of primary

14) See for the gendered (and sexualized) dimension of crucifixions, especially that of Jesus, for
example, R. Figueroa and D. Tombs, “Recognising Jesus as a Victim of Sexual Abuse”,
Religion and Gender 10 (2020), 57-75.

15) See: Novum Testamentum Graecum Editio Critica Maior, Vol. 1/2.1., The Gospel of Mark, Text
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2021), ad loc.

16) For a survey of the history of religions background of the expression, see: A. Yarbro Collins,
“Mark and His Readers: The Son of God among Greeks and Romans”, Harvard Theological
Review 93 (2000), 85-100.
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importance, as it is the third component of 15:39 that turns it into a heavily
gendered affair, hinging on questions of masculinity. Taking all of this into
account, it may well be preferable to translate &vpwmo¢ in an exclusively
gendered manner, that is, by having the centurion say, “Truly, this man was son
of God.”

a

4. Excurs — 6 viog tod Grépumou

Of all the ways in which the noun &vBpwmoc occurs in the Gospel of Mark, the
most unusual one is the one in the expression 6 vidg tod arpwmov that occurs,
often as a clear (self-)designation of Jesus in 14 instances. Although there is
little doubt that avBpwmoc here does not refer to “man” as a “male human being”
but to “human being” as such, even though Jesus appears in many ways as a
masculine figure, it is still a question as to what the expression wants to indicate.
Clearly, the background of the expression is found in Jewish apocalypticism,
especially in the scenario described in Daniel 7, where a figure appears bearing
this designation. Both here and in other occurrences of the term in the tradition
of Israel (such as 93 times in the book of Ezekiel), there is little reason to opt for
a translation in terms of “male” rather than “human.” How (the historical) Jesus
used the expression exactly and even what Mark intended to express with it is a
matter of ongoing discussion;!7) yet, for the purposes of the present contribution,
it is clear that translations should point to the “son of humankind” or the like
(such as the German “Menschensohn” or the Dutch “Zoon des mensen” or
“Mensenzoon”), rather than to the, in English overly familiar, expression “Son

of man.”18)

17) In general, see: L. Bormann, “Der Menschensohn und die Entstehung der Christologie”, L.
Bormann, ed., Neues Testament: Zentrale Themen (Neukirchen-VIuyn: Neukirchener Verlag,
2014), 111-128; with regard to Mark see, for example, the recent and succinct discussion by
Reinhard von Bendemann, “Das Markusevangelium als Herausforderung fiir die Theologie”,
Zeitschrift fiir Neues Testament 24 (2021), 23-39.

18) See also the argument of J. E. Taylor, “Ho Huios Tou Anthropou, ‘The Son of Man’: Some
Remarks on an Androcentric Convention of Translation”, The Bible Translator 48 (1997),
101-109.
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5. Concluding Observations

The above considerations lead to a number of concluding observations, both
on the level of approach and method and on the level of content.

First, it has become clear that a gender-critical approach to the translation of a
polysemic noun, such as like avbpwroc can be very productive in as far as
working toward a more inclusive translation is concerned. When considering the
options for translating the word in a more or less gender-inclusive way—that is,
as “human being”, as “someone”, or as “man” (“male human being”)—it
appeared that, in a number of instances, there was reason to suggest a more
inclusive, or, more precisely, a less gender-specific translation, to avoid creating
a one-sided emphasis with regard to gender where none is needed. In other
words, in a number of texts, translations use terms such as “man” rather than
“someone” or the like, where this is not required. This can be seen as
contributing to both a fair representation of the source text in the translation and
as facilitating the reception of the source text in a manner that may well be
easier for a broader spectrum of genders. This speaks to concerns regarding
gender justice as well as to concerns related to making texts accessible (without
suggesting, of course, that one can only identify with a person of the same
gender in a text).

Second, it also became apparent that in other cases, somewhat counterintuitively,
precisely a non-inclusive translation, that is, one that translates dvBpwmog as
“man” in the sense of a “male human being”, is much to be preferred, precisely
for reasons having to do with gender sensitivity. For instance, in Mark 10, it
became clear that the criticism of male behavior that Jesus engages in by
restraining the male ability to (unilaterally) divorce wives comes out best when
translating &vpwmog as “man” in the famous dictum, indicating that what God
has brought together should not be rent apart by male agency. Further, the
centurion’s comment about Jesus’ death on the cross, this &vBpwmog was Son of
God, sheds more specifically gendered light on the death of the Son of God.
Considering such cases might lead to new perspectives on the meaning of these
texts and even substantially impact their interpretation.

Third, on the level of method, this also means that in attempting to translate in

a gender-sensitive manner, automatism ought to be avoided, such as always
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translating dvfpwtoc as “someone”, “person”, or “human being.” Lack of
attention to the literary context of the use of the term might, in fact, backfire on
the attempt to translate gender sensitively, as texts dealing with specifically male
behavior could be extended to deal with human behavior, such as divorce, in
general, even if there is no good reason for assuming that it does. To this, it may
be added that translations ought to exercise restraint in explicating the gender of
persons in one way or another if it is ambiguous in the text itself, which is often
the case whenever a word like avbpwmoc is being used. Allowing space for
ambiguity may be somewhat counterintuitive for (at least some) Bible
translators, yet it may suit aspects of the texts they are dealing with.

Lastly, all of this makes a modest contribution to understanding Mark’s use of
the term avBpwmoc, which, as it became clear, covers a range of meanings, from
“someone” in general, by way of “human being” as different from animals
(fishes in the case discussed here), “human being” as different from God, and
the very specific use of the term in the expression “Son of Man”, to, indeed,

“man” in the sense of “male human being.”
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<Abstract>
Inclusive and Exclusive Translations of &v8pwmoc
in the Gospel of Mark

Peter-Ben Smit

(Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam)

This paper discusses the question of a more or less inclusive translation of the
noun dvpwmog in the Gospel of Mark. An analysis of a selected number of
occurrences of this noun in this gospel shows that it would be desirable to
translate it (more) inclusively in many cases, while in some other cases, the
desired gender justice that (often) drives the quest for more inclusive translations
is, in fact, better served by means of an exclusive translation, regardless of how
counterintuitive this may seem. Thus, it is argued that an overarching gender
sensitivity when translating this term is even more necessary than a more or less
automated, inclusive translation of the term. Beyond discussing the selected
texts in which &vBpwmog occurs, the paper also makes a modest contribution to

researching this word’s meaning in the Second Gospel.



NA/UEAT, 52 (2023. 4.), 182-201

@ ISSN 1226-5926 (print), ISSN 2586-2480 (online) ]BTR
— -

- _ DOLI: https://doi.org/10.28977/btr.2023.4.52.182 OURNAL OF BIBLICAL
CERYREE ’

https://dbpiaone.com/bskorea/index.do TEXT RESEARCH

<HY =E>

ZWHE H|2F(Robert Bascom)®
HEE g™

1. M2

—

“TrolEo] YuEE Zhe A o] ofygt u|Eo] ©o]E& 21 U
TF A2E stk ey o YolrbA oum ] 712 TejEolgta Yyt
Aoz At = G5 S0 AAZE WS (contexts) AN A &
S (usages)= 2t JohaL B Zo] ot o8 Mg =2 I AR A
A SA Y FEEH TAHAES SEANIE L5 84S0, whebA ¢
vlef sl o2 sl b ¢ vk 2 BE i« A5
oL A FE AFS-e] Mg EE Auj X stH L A= Aot

2= ol g AR Mg e SEF HHE WEE THEY X
S HEC A 22 A AH 815 98, a8 28 7P EsAE
(AEA o2 «“oln] oY E"[semantic domains]Z A A= T) ]3] A FJHE
I WS o) 53‘5]17} ZrFozith, ko 2 Am BRI, o2 A T
g EH Fx I8 WS HE Y& FE3M W vt E 11 9o

¢

>J}r

* United Bible Societies Global Translation Advisor. rbascom@biblesocieties.org. Robert
Bascom, “Terms or Phrase Usage and Contextual Meaning: A Reexamination of Semantic
Issues in Translation”, The Bible Translator 72:2 (2021), 175-188.

** Westminster Theological Seminaryoll A 4373348t o 2 vlALSLQ] & W3- A FH54lg)
St & -9F418 2 <. pbddad@gmail.com.



THO| L= 2+ AFEL W9l o] /| ZHE HIAZ 183

Stk Bie Ao Wele Aase F=
o1}, o AslEe] A7|H fESTL WK E U ®
of oF & Aol T},

2. o|0|2t Roielz}?

o
N
©
(s

A AoIgASol &f3tH, ou|= FAlA Al Qloj Al o
“H(representation) = ©] 1] A], A EE= npg-o] A
oh2) I EE oju| = doju ol A

o
rot o\
i

ot [
o

¥ 2
ok

£ ot

U] fr
N
N
=
kU
I
Q
=
o
=3
o
3
rlr
Jo
od,
ol
X
b
K
N

oo
i
S
)
ol
A

> AR

Lo A [ ¥

£ q
O_{N

2
N

>

pas
fr =
N
N o ne

Qlth, wl= EU (M. Turner)= 17} E3H(blending)o] et F-=
A& o] tH A FA| o] v eFk3} gk o v] ®-E(semantic networks) {HE]
Z3H( 1= <7+ v 7] fail bait]2HE oS =&, ol& AW YA
oA B mAdd A ES A Aol tisl #4A3] 7tk
AF7HA & ol g & AR vh-3 3A;9] vpSoll f AR A AIA
o] FHE & HAZT JAUELS HEAEFEY BAA =T LA
Ak — kA A, d 9 9] 2 El(cooperative principle) — &

St FA7F JATES IFEA T vhgo] AEHE2 oW Tt THef vt

w4

5o
£9) ¥

1o

-

e
ut

1) & &°1, G. Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1987); G. Fauconnier and M. Turner, The Way We Think (New York: Basic Books, 2002).

2) G. Fauconnier and M. Turner, The Way We Think, 353-355.

3) G. Lakoff, Don’t Think of an Elephant! Know Your Values and Frame the Debate (White River
Junction, VT: Chelsea Green Publishing, 2004).

4) G. Fauconnier and M. Turner, The Way We Think.

5) M. Tomasello, The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 2000); 38 72 7 & (mirror neurons)®l] 3] A]+= V. S. Ramachandran, The Tell-Tale
Brain: A Neuroscientist’s Quest for What Makes Us Human (New York: W. W. Norton &
Company, 2011).



3o, 2%k AFE S vhell Nk -4

= AFEY mhEol X9 287 &
I 53712 Aotk 28y B2 vlE o] E(theory of mind) &
Pz

£ 35S AN oL ABE o] 1FS F
Aol % zbel, 1 FUFA e hee] JulE

3. o1& 2|O|=(lexical semantics)} EXMEHS

31. HF 2|OjE2 X|LIX|[AH 0O{FA0|CHLexical semantics is too
lexical)

o]3] o]9 9] dojd FHE(ES] 3H&EZ SHS)o W=E on] &4
ZEE o] AL TR ouE2 A o3 m|Eolgtal A4 F )
o} o] Z g Ity A3 o] o L= AlAL} A(aspect)d] =29 THEE A A
(deixis)®] BLZN A WHAHAT o & o] “&o] I o7 st} +
Wol| 7F2HJAAE A U= HES 7193 H(As John drove to his
friend’s house, he remembered he had left the stove on in his kitchen)l }A}.
siate] BN B, AF5H 3 = A2 Al F (drove -+ remembered)©]
AT T3 71 o] 2] A]F (had left the stove on)©] &4 gk}, o] HHeof A
ZIA S A E2 “o]” = “AehE o Y AE-ol FAUNA &1, =0
AN ZHe YEr = (F3A/ A o) THA AAE A A = o] AdET

obgj o] A 2t B A A 9k, WAL (radial) ©13] F2E T % TE on
ZE® oly g o2 Ao F WS (linguistic networks) & A ™ & o] of 3}=H,
OJAEL T AATEH &1, AT o2& AojdtA /7] 583/ A%
& Q AEol TASE WS (networks) S E 3T 1222 ou] 22 A

A
9174 Qo] WSl AH BulEo] Qi 2R HolopA, of 3] s

rlo o

=

m o

6) A& E9°1,C. A. Hynes, A. A. Baird, and S. T. Grafton, “Differential Role of the Orbital Frontal
Lobe in Emotional Versus Cognitive Perspective-Taking”, Neuropsychologia 44:3 (2006), 374—
383.
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At gt T Teju ofol B FadlAlE o &4 84 L therg 2o} @
4 59) Weh(contex)ol A ATk Botok, BFE AA ol glrk
wRl gk AT}

3.2. 013 oO|E2E X|LIX|H 2AtE Z2Eo|CHLexical semantics is
too radial)

o NN
N

—

o
R

b

o) 0] o) 3 ojm| 2o AR A WALY FFEol =4
AT FAAT) FF o] 21 MFSL o B H(prototypical)

HAZEZE oS 2 B, o)A dPF o 4

of: 9] ol U)& Ag sk tloll A AlZFSHAI R, 2= S
R [foster mother]) 0.2 3= 1 O Yo/l 274 &8 &
[the mother lode], "%~ 58§+ % AY[the mother of all battles])
g 1HBE, TAH, B A AL 5718 (P 4
%ixl T SHAES DA, ol AEe] TAFY dFER

o
fu- e o
T oo

o o 2
Al
5 P

1174‘/} ALY e 01-4 ou| &l w3ttt gt LT o)1 F-27} of
Ut g Z3zo oJsti, o2 tA 2 71 F-AHd (family resemblances)©|
o ¥E 7} 4 & S AR o] Al & JAADAGAZ N AA H
AL =), :LE_Q v} AL S :[LZ,E_' Zk2] A uk A oA g FEEo| gle 41X
(center) === T4 F(hub)2} ZF AZH v WE(Y S E[domains] | 2=
folHt 1jr—r7} Adzdhe ?ﬂTQL%H $koh. “=A1(centroid) ol 2h= Ad & AHS

she o] RS ALY Fxe} 2, A3E o3 E Wolgle T4l Fol §4
o] 37} gltt.

2F|Qlojo A o] ol & Fe=thd oA “UF(wood)etil FE&
A #AHE dJEY Aolth ZA= “SHE7(firewood), “HA”(lumber,
unfinished for building), “#| & (timber, felled trees in a forest) &< Al &3l 4
A 7 JAAARE, 25 ol T2 vhef 2 H|Qlojol A dxkE, 5
AA A&l maderaZ A AT o] F-ofl §-2Fsl=, o]+ W3k
o] ofe}H O} = maderas H-F-A 7] wEolth. 3o 3 dste o
& leial T, A& EAH HGE Y okFA RgEAA HE F Ae
A3t T/ ‘4—‘?’*(‘:Eh Lol thgk 8o AR yEta 2 = ok 2Eyv
2F1o] AGAES A A 3] maderas Vol thiE T4 &ogkal A7

7) G. Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things, 83-85.
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ok YA 28 F QST Madera7t AHEAEONA = “FA” oA H
AAA B =, 1 AHE 8-S BA leia?t ©<=3] madera WALE A+
(Fofoll A “firewood”7} “wood”ll Al U2 A H)o] oflgt =4 F=
(centroid structure) S 2¥ 3l T3+ o] U] " (semantic network) ol 4] = 2] o] A 7k
AZH WA (node)ll I AISHE A& & U F & leiiat madera

I[‘

B

-

«l A= IH wASoleta & & Atk — A S A2 H] A
T o= Ax AR el TAl Jota & 5 glrk ol e 1H2 u
P‘*Ei TAE ougEolgts N E& AASH = A=, dof &9

So 3 ALY FxE FHZo 181 2F9lo] folEd] U A T
x50 A AT U5l D2 S Fol O Be B4 7RSS 2
% 9lg Aol
Firewood Lefia
Firewood
Wood ?
Timber Lumber Arboles del monte Tablas

3.3. 013| QDIER &F S E= o H/EZ0| e|&50] X[LEX[A|
BEZIF9o|X0|CHLexical semantics is often too essentialist either
by statistics or by etymology/essence)

HAARES TF A7 £2&89 @] == 71 1Yy EVieta RS
o 1S58 g dojollA = o] oo s get= Hol glubar Eakt g
o ol¥ WA 0 2 BAE FHHE AL olH Aol m AT Holth  Z,
of & I @] e FEC] WAt dojolls SAEHA oA B2
© o 2R2AR] £S5 Zr AU “d 22 (natural) Mol L3l
Th 2o} o ou e e AUAA WAt BUL Bl AANES Wl
AT JVET Bo157 TREE BE B S0 2AT ALee 1)
e} S (contexts of usage)<= Z+al a1, o] AME HEHEL A HAE FA|H O
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Fl

Z A3 mapping) & 4 AT ©] “ARE A =E7(usage maps) — & THE
Z2 S0 ZAT AFE-o WEgE — QoA -2l A ou 9 A
of thall ¥dshch.

o3 Yu|EL Hojx F /o & A-oA & uf EAFHo|th A
AR, Wetol 2l gojuf E7-ol that AFAQ Yu| =Y HAA7F SA &
Ao ol AR ETh 7HoF g &oju 77 AlgkE Mg o g Hole I
Al AW AT, el olgd WS A I o7t BT o E

|

Atk oA e ST} AG AT Eolm FEt 23
GoAl o e 2 A (core) BT S| cha H-B 4 218 Aol
t}. o] A9 shite] go B TR UlF shtel sﬂM(Eb wejol)
o|m|7h WALE ST G EABTHE A AE, olo] a2 71 A
2 ofm = A4bol U B £4& B3] ol neks o S A F S o}

A Zrohiitt.,

aEu o] F A9 BT 80159 S(senses) P 2] H|(meanings)oll THal 2
sk Zlo] AYUAIAl &ol/7E AFA ot (ZaLollA ThFo| A= Tt
o= WZoll) = S(contexts)©] 2|2 s|A S Fstal oS3 T2
S0l (LEAL & B2 dolF 2450]) A o3 WA s ol 4
5ot AHE ARES Ztenal Eoke Aol ¥ W A5e AEA A
E A=A, &oj50] & Zhethe A= o v 7F AL W =S (contexts of
usage) Fol A Dot Ao Bt 8314 . &l TEE°] =
282 7|22 g ztete daldA axES A 7I= A Lil
HAAES WA A gr|E4 EAEC 3 A S 2] 98 &=
TEE AAE oA HYsts(Es FAAe]) Aol Adslof &
TSR FoEF mokE

flo o
o
rsﬂ

o : Y ¥ 4 (nefesh) 2} 3| A E.(hesed)

Y | 5 (nefesh)eh= &= TF “FE7(sou) 0.2 Y E =0, 559 7
T EE GA (B2 AARES AT o 20Tk & 12:5). TAZHCE
AArsA, durz o 2 «ako] ] (life principle) 2 A O E olsfHm g,
“FErol HEA "ot} Tt 11 o] 2] o] o] “F(neck)©] L} “&
TR (throat) W= 71|71 22 A-5-50°] i, A7]oA =& HAo
(53] 713 A5 EA]) “A S (appetite)©| T}, ©] M o] A& = NRS9
A 69:19] Ao A BAHT: “EE5°] W F7HA E2Fshyo| o (waters
have come up to my neck). SAZ &H] AL o|FA FAFH AAE
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AL dol 2 Aol Le} B4
U2 Hsta Aol A «“are] de)”
ot} — Algho] B o T £ Hu
1w G £2 9 18y WeEs)
1250 oft}, LRTGE o] BE «9

(references)= 1 809 &
Fol ou B L BTG L
sheabghrolehs ol ES =

= "ol A golels o)
Sof|A oA=L S Ao T =A)

> |o
4

PN Y JN HU

s}
=

Fl

N

u En(E %a1€>~ fFI el AR A A Sl el A, S
£ AAGEA) A2 BAGAA B BT ofu]) 15 F ofn
22 AT B A BT,

AN E(hesed)2he &0l & stHe] FARE dlE RoEt. A% =
Aol 28, o] &ol= M AF <Al A (faithfulness) F= “F
A (loyalty)& o] she Ao 2FHT. o] AL o MRT HYAE
zk=d), o] &ol7F Aol oA L3 AL A 291 & Zhe Al Al A
%El% Z o= os| 57| wfEoltt webA sH =] ARl FA = st

1&‘ ArEES AA B FeAEeIt. 7P Al B97F Al
tﬂ NRSE MEE “HEG = AL (steadfast love) 2= H A
gy BEFo)F o|n A5 o] AkoF 40:600 4 W H = & ol —Zr
1S 2EH 9714 NRSE “EE AHFE2 F0l8; 159 A&HA
17‘; 2P (All people are grass; their constancy is like the flower of the

71]?'% 9 1 }% o) A} 40:60] &7} AFEE T 9o, LfEL
%_— <13H % g AET He 7] w ol “Al 7ol AL A Sro] 2
3T HEAZEHA Gttt F4E Aotk A Fe

d

;&
2 My

o 1i o

E
rlr

AA uE Edst= A o] ¢ sttt S5
A, 1 &o7F 1A A n Rt A o] BA £3hHe] WebSol A ARE-
2 o= /‘]'35151 SH(ANA Ao FAE FTHE T & Aot
g5 A BEAVE HA et F4E A0, g thE
AHE RS Wt o3 AAH rEo] S ¥ 8o AA| o T E 9
HS(EE K)o UA Gt & Zlolth o] AL st T 79 YrH=
et ALR A ZEolA Zobd & gloks ol ofYth Iy IS
AutA o 8 Fof] A2xZ oA “HAl TH A (just so)2tal & o]ofr]E0|
o} OhAl DA, P2z o5t IAEL 9= 715 3R (predictable) &
2, 5713} (motivated) I HES =2l )

ro o
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&) o] o|v| A& W& Aot} o] = Y& (prototype) &7
< Sl A T Ao AHRAEY mhE
of 71 cojol thgk «H 7o) E%]’O] A= A mEolthS Ty B

]2 [N, AFE AR, AR A
TAE[FE 715 AL Tk G
(domain)= AHd3H(mapping)3}te AL
b, 7ﬁl(alccess) — O]'U]": 22 AN FEE & Ao 2 — of #3t of
| AQzto] oS Aot PP 0 & Eolria ek, ] dal= 2A|
Z Aol & 7hsshA sk, A A 1% 3, b A5 vhzkrA o
o},

JE o] @& 2 E A4 AVt oL g skAiviat 2
7ol wRth oy A=A ol thet 4= 2FAARE llaveo] T, 2L
llavew 3 TR 82| 9] £5o] = AAE Yn|gth. T A llaved] “F
S AU 2o B AAY 1YL Fot E8l+ Folo]
A OS5 HSHAE, 7| R =9 AB-E/A8=( 3FH, T o}

= 7O FEAY A SE O RYY AEES 9
teclass A&t 2F|Q1o ol A H 2 AHE FHo] JYANE A

Zahe= @Ol = claveolth9) o 714 WAL S vk “Y 9 (domain)©]
g go7t AR dAE BEoliA FF TASE M EEdH e €5,
FEE EVFEE, A2 AoA F AR HE S0t = E MYshe
T o BAEFH FERES BASHE Hlol] AdskA] ol Bilth+ A

o 28 3 AR R0l O HES TEShe Al WS AFEol A,
I RHf7} ol thE & 3 FSEHE, BES ] F2EY o TS

o it

8) G. Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things, 58-60.
9) GAA O =2 Jlavest TA O] YA X FL =HZA ot} R. Bascom, “The Role of Culture in
Translation”, 8-9.
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i ke 27 <l
Wrench(Z X]) Llave
Faucet(5 =2 A] £=30]) Llave } £=0 2 EY=ETF
Key(€4)) Llave
(physical)
{ Piano key (] o} = 711h) Tecla del piano } £078 3=
Computer key(ZA3FE] A3)  Tecla de la computadoral =75

Access tools(J & =T5)

Key of map(A = 37 227) Clave del mapa
Key of code(& < 3l =A)) Clave del codigo
(abstract) { Key of musical composition  Clave musical
gok 2Eel 2)

Key — important(Z 2.3} Clave — importante

o ehd ma-9lol A oju] PAS S T3t go] ket

wrench(ZX]) (llave)
faucet(TE=H A £=3o)) (llave)
key(€4) = llave
(key)(ZAdH/ AL tecla
(key)(LFH A]) clave
42, ®o| SHX| = WAI-210{H 2424 =(Mismatched cross-linguistic

domains): A& s|E22|0{12| =(tson)z}t M|(seh)

47 slB g ofo|l A G Fie e AFd ol T F &7 HY
Z4e] w4 o IR Z(tson)T AMl(seh)ol . Eold H2 F o7}
Y HAE FEA FeThe Aolth E(tson)°] YA 0= 3 729
ASES A A= dlol vla), Al(seh)= =(tson) 52 /18 A2 XA s}
o, & o Yolu G&(EE & thE AA A o| A2 47 s|H g oo
A (Ee TE o' Aol A 5) 58] A 7F =R KA T HARL A=
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Z5% olgwe T ST 2 S A8 & e drtgsol &
AstA Fettd, T8 S/ glo)l Adstes Aaden. fAs
dHbF o7 «“ofrg At Iy o) 5o FEHE2 E(tson)oll thsl
A« 2PayEs d40 Hrets BFE, Alsen)oll thsi A= <3 mp
g ¢ EE it HFE sk, ol A A= Fof AHEAE
Foll JsebA] B Aro B33 &t fe7t AW He A
BlstA 47 8 Belololl A E(rson) T Al(seh)Bhs Tol 0] FojolA &

A 3l etA ASdte FE(lE B0l “As H)e SEAIG= F o
=

43. A0 FxS0| LAHEE= CIE AN, ASH FA=(Other

linguistic and communicative spheres where semantic structures
can be found)

431. S2=(phonology)zt %ﬁé@(phonaesthemes)m

o8 A F 53] WA HA(B. Bergen)2 w220l HIE S & A2
2 Holy IJIHEE 9n] F=x9 —Zr%z}ﬂ%fﬂ, HE 3444
(phonaesthemes) @] TF.1D) A & 52 T 22| o] 7] AMdE(mappings)3 37 o

=l
15

=

Aol AFE Aot T GA AT 7 U= AL gl-E A Zste
L o] fo]E 9| H_]j'q_ o] 9tt= Holt, H_]/] }:ﬂ-/\].é E=u3l= AE
I FAol A Bakets Bl JNE SR AES EFehe A2 olHo ol
Ab2 17Ee] = AA (ol “glower’[l=t] BTl Al Y203l o A F =T, o
GA Al A o] R AFEz-gst=A ol th ek ath o] B S WS
A sn-0. = A A= W2 8ol 52 A9 YA oI, F(EE EET F)
oF Aol Atk 28l B2 sl 8ol (WEE FHAS) F 719 9r
W 2 S (semantic nodes) = Z¥il JA=Hl, Shb= “slippery”(P] IL2] )] L
Um A= FAZQ Frloltt. &, o83 g8 vtEge & 9rl 7=
< B9 &g A ES AveA Gt gl-F sn- 52 W 2=
(phonaesthemes) 0.2 7] 538}aL, T2 wfj = T3] AHo| gl &
(l: gloat[ . THS E T}, snip[¥5 A2 T}, slake[3 23l T}]) 2] A2 H
i

—_

m
i

e 2 oo

2t B rle
ox
oX

f

10) [HF] S23AE A 22 AAsH7| = 3tk &3], “Production and Processing of
Phonaesthemes in L2 English”, "¥101; 43:4 (2018), 781-806.
11) B. Bergen, “The Psychological Reality of Phonaesthemes”, Language 80:2 (2004), 290-311.
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gl-

glitter[ 3F=o] T}, glisten[ o] T}, gleam[BFA] 2ut}], glint[§¥H2o]
o}, glimmer[3]V]3A] LU}, gloss[HHo] T} (reflection of light[3! 2]
HEAH)

glower[ =¥ 1.0}, glare[’=¥ .U}, glance[E X KT}, glimpse[2 X =
oH, glow[HYTH], glory[%33] (transmission of light['H¢] HAL))

glitter

glisten

glow glimmer glory

sn-
snarl[ S 2 P A TH, snout[EES F], snicker[ 25X, sniff[ &

FFAY, snort[FEH S ETH, snore[ZZTH (nose[F])

snicker

sniff snout

S5n-

snort snore snarl

sl-
slide[M]1 712 AT}, slick[&7] Yo, sled[&mEFTH, slip[w]112] AT}
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(slippery[ "] 1121 -&])

slack[ =%, slouch[Z EAXAT}H, sludge[AA71], slime[H A 2],
slosh[ 44| 7} 71}, slash[25F A2}, sloppy[ D73 EH, slug[T1E]],
sluggard[A| & E18©]], slattern[3] & o] L A2}, slut[ B o] Y =},
slang[H]4:01], sly[xL&3H, slither[7] 112 A t}], slow[=F], sloth[Al 2. &,
sleepy[E¥], sleet[FE701]], slipshod[Fd3H], slay[&3N3ITH, slant[7
AH, slovenly[®/83FAl], slough[EA]], slum[F1F17}, slump[FX1], slobber
(3 Zgd, slaver[d 2}, slur[F73], slog[FAA L3ITH (negative)

slide

slovenly

sled slack slime

4.3.2. 2%(Grammar)

a)l: “in the comer’(en el rincon)[T3)|A] vs. “on the comer’(en la
esquina)| 2.5-0] ol A]

qhof g Qlojol| A A &S, o] ] o m| &2 o] oo th3f] # {83}t
W] mAg ol A= rinconol 23k Thojo] A Hk, o] F-o] B A g
= esquinas AT T A BT AXAE T Y en(“in” == “on”)
oty Iy Fol = vtE wf SH| 2 do] ot Y He} o7 BA
g ol th gt 87} B “corner’gtH G| AHEAES F FE | “corner” ]
ztol & oA GA YERE 72 o] &0} A A&t HAALE Bl Al o)t
5o B Aol = “in the corner”(T-4 | A)7}F 221 T}, T2} &) 5] BA
2] = “on the corner’(E5 0]l AM)E TS AXALE A AL ATk
I FZAE G AR, WH e o7 BA Y on A& St A&

X ALe} WAL A Y (combination)©] T
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o: A7 dBE LE(EYFH ¥AH)Z? AIAE 38.11[12]94 &) vlE
(waw) A+&

NRS My friends and companions stand aloof from my affliction,
and my neighbors stand far off.
GNB My friends and neighbors will not come near me, because

of my sores; even my family keeps away from me.

ol dl&= A7 slBg oA Fol2 AT o P st= &
F 9] A (mapping) Y XA H A 4 9lar, Bl th
E, a3 €AE % S Aotk 28y Fo =2

E2 3t 7 “and’(28l3l) EE “even’(FAH)S HEYER
%—%EE—@ HHE (waw)e] 7FHA o7} ofyzl, Fof 3
(semantic parallelism)®] F+Z ZpA|o|th. o] ou| &2 wWeto A= HLE
(waw)7} S8 H & Aol A« S 1331 (and more SO)Q}‘ e Ll
HEEAT12) 3ol 4 Hayo] Qe A HAAY Fof I AT AH
A7 A Fo =gF AA D AT A8 A “friends”(XTE),
“neighbors”(©] X&), “companions”(& 5 E), “kinsmen” (X & E)e] HAE
S HAAEo] A7 B0 w2 TYA WA ZEA] AR (“A,
and what is more, B”)13)ol] W2} B} H (waw)2] W 9 -& Aol 4 243 A o F
= Ao g AT

—_

433. 3l22/XgtM 0|=(pragmatics/relevance) — &t2|/&tE(implication
fimplicature)

THA Qv 24]) g2 (implication) 2} 3+-82 2] 3= (implicature) 7Fe] =}
ol A 34 o] E(relevance theory) 2] A X Z}Eol ofal oJE A Aol 2t
St ol tE A=A AFEE o] g 53] T2 o vtEH &S
12500 A A AT

12) &2, J. Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and Its History (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1981); R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Poetry (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1985).

13) &2, J. Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and Its History, R. Alter, The Art of
Biblical Poetry.
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2] (Implication)
NRS but [he] had no marital relations with her until she had

borne a son.

3=+(Implicature)
GNB But he had no sexual relations with her before she gave
birth to her son.

g8 B4 f1-S(No necessary relation)

DHH Y sin haber tenido relaciones conyugales, ella dio a luz a
su hijo.
And without having had conjugal relations, she gave birth
to her son.

22 A Eol A “until”(---wl 7FA] ol A F-E] “before”(-+- Z o) Z, “without
having had”(“:- & ZtA] @) 29| 1tehst W52 T HZ-9n| &4 &9
(NRS)AA B =2 AAEs AFD) FF FHGNB)S AA viA g
2 Jgzo] S Alolo] B8 #AVE AE l5(DHH: ©] Y2 o
A o] % mig] ot Mo disf o= FEolE FAIME TeE
3lyste] AL o2 AR HRlthol o2& 9|9 j9IE BoFT 11
2ol o] Al BF 18] 220 gwgd] &5 7He g M S0, floll A k&g Al
7HA] 2] 0 2 theFetAl o8 H L M H Zlolth o] A& T 1] 220
of| 5] F-E] A& AR d(usage mapping)oll EY X7 dojt Ao 2 BY 4 3l
ANk R EAE o] e S TR (F)ANAFEH 2T/
e #A gl =2 dYrta lso] wd e

U S Ao HiEtH 0 & o] §] ¢hol] & A2 ddostAtE Abolol A=z
2 B A o) 2] F5-& FHof g} o & 5o, AFAE ol E7FE2 9
£ 4F FEo] 3EEF FFolA I Be Aol ot 7E
SIAEL ouES A% AA ot =, 150 F2%o] V|TE2 AA
QFoll AAAIZI T ThFRE QIAAATAE 214 o n| &S 453 QIS w

Febe o FH 2 HgE B 72E A Adsie o =g dih1s)

14) 53] G. Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things.
15) E. Goffman, Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience (New York: Harper
& Row, 1974).
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4.3.4. Al5|EH(sociology) — 2ts M (reciprocity)

ou] F2ES HAT F v obvtx 7HE BolstAY 4 B
= (oFF8] FEA Bolx) At A w4 ddojghol] &351A] gF2 #-ofo]
o el = B8kl A SH(EE E315hH 2 )17 ﬂvg} 2%
3, whebA TR Qbell ofm
Foh 28] AAE 28k

= =

re
o

Baotel BAX AL A5 reciprocity)o] 21 Aol o] AL
AATFELS FT-gol 3olA A5 AF(EE Hol= 7S 2F)
AN & 5 Q). o & Sol:

“Hey” <> “Hey” or “Hi”

“Hi” <> “Hi” or “Hello”

“Good morning/afternoon/ <> “Good morning/afternoon/evening” or
evening” perhaps “Hello”

o a5 e Aabol G W o= A= AL AT Yk o A
W0 A8 HoR SANTIL AR S0 EH AL ASATHE
e welzth AAEe 45o] el 53 Qre] Bty 2z
wHGoffman)& 4349 A4S Ae) AAehe] SolE2 RAD 1=
Q1Zte] W {2l WEE Qtol| A thF3l £ 7o %E(tokens) wFolet= A
2 A gt DEGe ofeol A Qs A 28

Y5 e ARKIE & FHA WAAES sWske ZIEmNEE
(s1gn-vehlcles) EE ARES sHe ARE T 5A0] tFstth Ailel
ZAHAlolu ThE Akl sl A Zko|ut vidke] WS BT Qdojet o=
g ) IAELS A (linguistic)¥ 5 A THGarvin and Riesenberg 1952).16)
MR1e] SA1A g2Yo] RS e opfdE G wl] w3l (gestura)¥ T U
a1, 7iQle] ThE ARERTE oA & SHsEAY 19 #HF thAl $-Sol
oS o FXH(spatia) ¥ 5 ATk JHle] 7)1A 0] AYE FE3kaL THE AL
e YoM H2eta Tt A FHE o 21223 (task-embedded) ©]H,
7Qle] T ARFERT O A W AY § B FE5S s b, &A%

TZ9] F-E(part of the communication structure)d <= JUTh17)

l

16) P. L. Garvin and S. H. Riesenberg, “Respect Behavior on Ponape: An Ethnolinguistic Study”,
American Anthropologist 54 (1952),201-220.

17) E. Goffman, “The Nature of Deference and Demeanor”, American Anthropologist 58 (1956), 477.
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8o AAE 1= A
A1 8] migke] & Qtof &
gho] & Qhol] EX) 3}

o: S Y9 bitte

TAARJ] B7F FLo oA bitteo] A-g-olth. o] &ojof thet th F-ZEe
Yu] A2 HoE F & 7T Aot “A| i (please) T “A & A
TF(excuse me)o.2 7 Z ZTHEHA 8%, Talar «“Huko 8 (you're
welcome)2h= ¢ T2 ov|(EE 57t 2A oY Iy Thef vl
(Goffman)2] AF3] & Z 3 ©] Z(theory of social tokens)= 2 &St} H, o] &
olef &l ojn Fx2E ¢ & ol & A= Aolth 7] F o] ATk
3 GESHA EekeE AL dojd 349 s
A A I AREel tiEl Eelke AXRT @ 9 {85t (ta 551
Al WA, oW F7] ARS A 1l {Fo] Weto A =17} “Bitte!” & WA
T FA 5 “Bitte!”E E8 WA "}

o

F-i=

51. BH2lX o|n|Eo|2t= JjHe H&h=tio| 3t of|el7}?(s the

Idea of contextual semantics an example of circular reasoning?)

B0l =20 th3 shtel vl WekA on o] (thakdk xS
OEo]) ARES AHelr] 98] oA gom HEZF ou o] nE
AES 2 OE & Juhe= Aolth a3y Wy T BE Uokd d4
Eol disl o 113 e AFIAME FA o ou 2ol AR =
Aol doiA AF7tA 2PE AR o 2 g S 5 &3t

O AZbgE k22 Wetz on|2o] =3HoZ HRlt= Aolth & |

L 82EHAE, TEE 5)E o) FoAX L, A o] 2425 7H7t
g2 ASA HFES A FITh T EE o So] “Zo] 73hA 1yt
()< W At (John forcefully struck the key[s])= 52 Fo7F dole s
A3 Ytk oA E FEsth BE AFE ATE(keys)= HEIXA

(strike) 2L, A =2] 47 AH (key)ol U &5 9 all 5% (key) 5= HE T
I DshE A2 o] B oItk weEkA] FAF “strike”(H 21 X THE “key(s)" &
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A WEhs A Feoh 2 “key(s)’E VAR “strike” ol WS
A|-&3ke), o] “strike”= “strike a match”(“‘* of E& Eolthu “workers
going out on strike”(:=FAHE ] Yt A) 52 2 o SLEH= FFHY
“strike””7} oFH T}, o] Zl o] Fo} A H]'*‘Oﬂ EH 3l o] Fo X] £33 9l
A, O “strike”d] AFEES AEolv = A 22 A Oﬂ 71 g2
oml e A& Fi

.]

I IH = U]—zl—7}x] oty 1H EZ AA 9 6&/\]-0] gg] 2} 5 280
AolA A Doluhsd), g Fio] WAH o R ThE REENT O 28
HolZL} Fa3kA] otk 25 WSS AT, WS R 25L

Aot 18 11 8AES 2
ZR/AA = @A T A A A 1L
ZRIA Adeatr] o 2 Ut

52. oofstd 2|1 AtE[A ZSSAHE oM 0] el =gt
£9i2I7HWhat is the architecture of meaning negotiation within
linguistic and social communities)?

r
K
rr

o =3 ES o Futh

1. oml= owA|, A, /Id Ee vk FHzar S A
(prompting)©] 21, o] FW2 I FAHAT

2. 99| 5“"4 & W 2F2(contextual)©] 3L, FF G-oju} ol HAJA
%t

3. ML olfEY WSEe] FAHA YA, SEEANMTE B
W, B2 23 G o Bl o2 Aojete] Ae] BE AT <

A FHE wes =9 5 A
4. =22 o] ‘H4«1 E
&% 223 AZE wF(:

AR A FolE o RS BAA, A€ b2
&

o X 92
ol

2

oL

>

el
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el

2
il

EILANE FF AZT LAY o) F 7o) Aol, P E& FY

ko] Aho| = A Bgktht A sHe AGE AL ol 2] B

gl 757 ARaTh We e o £ Ageld T

<2 A 37] 913 vHE el TEL Hofof Pk, w8 5
Asle] FASL AAT lolth ojr o) wetd 842 98] mE

59 ARES ASIES AT, A4S

A B =AW AHe AAYES

=

offl N

rlr Mo 2w

o=}
X

1

[e)
Lk

O o X R A Q2 o
o

<A o]>(Keywords)
W}t olm &, WE, ou| sl

contexts, semantics, networks, meaning, prompt.

(F2 €A 20239 1€ 309, AAF G A 20231 2€ 24, AlA 78 LA} 20239 2 289Y)

>
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£ 2 “F8E PAIHHE 01 A st R cwl WA et 2
shAl Aol gtk I AAE-S dEd W=} S w2 =207}
ol A A& a1g] Ahol o] oS A Vet E AdHS &8
g Aol ol o] WA AF & o] @] E wFg wjnjir} whof
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A& 7]20] A7 W 7HE Hed H7) & 2 o' WA 8.
NOV- E 0ol 8.19)

k-2 AARERE EEEoly FEkeE dAA o st . k=%
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<Abstract>
Book Review — Let’s Play with Greek Vocabulary
(Chang-Nack Kim, Seoul: Benedict Press, 2022)

Hye-Jin Jeong
(Ewha Womans University)

This paper briefly reviews the Greek-Korean lexicon, Let’s Play with Greek
Vocabulary (GEURISEOYA NOLJA in Korean) in the context of the author’s
career and introduces its strengths and weaknesses.

This book not only has 744 pages but is also bigger in size than regular
books, giving the impression that it would be difficult to study Greek with it.
However, it is the work of an English teacher-turned-New Testament professor,
carefully designed for use by beginner-level Greek students.

It aims to help students who want to learn Koine Greek acquire their Greek
vocabulary as quickly and easily as possible. To achieve this goal, the author
includes almost all the Greek words in the New Testament, and introduces them
in the 24 chapters ordered according to letters of the Greek alphabet.
Furthermore, he uses three creative methods to help students, that is, association,
analysis, and illustrations.

First, association method utilizes the similarity of pronunciation or meaning
between a foreign word and a native word to memorize the word. Second,
analysis method analyzes the components of foreign words by etymology to
memorize them together. Third, illustrations vividly bring up the image the
author presents.

Despite its many strengths, it lacks the Greek word index. It is not so difficult
to find words because chapters are arranged in alphabetical order. But within
each chapter, it can be a little inconvenient to find them as they are not arranged
in alphabetical order and some words are repeated here and there. It will be more
helpful for students if there is an index at the end of the book.

In conclusion, this book will be useful and helpful for Koine Greek learners.





