


AT T

- Nl 55 & -

2024. 10.
Ch & Ad a4 2§\



AEdTdT

(A55%)
HEY A A 24 (/‘17]) ARENTA TP v g & oG] o] &5
ol &7 F71d 34 & 34 Jorg Frey, Julie Faith Parker, Willem van Peursen,

Jean-Frangois Racine, Kristin Weingart
AMZZe{odo A AKL o]_‘f_;]

HY 248 Avd fref D= W33 A A8 27138] o

S E WA Lisa Pak EX| 749

LEol Aod ghaiol 2024d 10 30

ELCLPS thﬂH/H—LQ WAL A

06734  A2A Az 4& 2569 @ 02)2103-8783, 8784 Fax: 02)2103-8897
SEELY 1962 7@ 204 =235 A1-78

ISSN : 1226-5926 (print) / ISSN : 2586-2480 (online)
Q1K HED

Journal of Biblical Text Research, Vol. 55.
Published Semiannually by
the Institute for Bible Translation Research of the Korean Bible Society

Editorial Board

Editors: Young Sam Chae (Baekseok Univ.), Eun-Geol Lyu (Hoseo Univ.), Jong-Hoon
Kim (Busan Presbyterian Univ.), Chung-Yeon Kim (Methodist Theological
Univ.), Hyung Dae Park (Chongshin Univ.), Hee Sook Bae (Presbyterian Univ. &
Theological Seminary), Yeongmee Lee (Hanshin Univ.), Young Ho Lee (Seoul
Theological Univ.), Yoon-Kyung Lee (Ewha Womans Univ.), Ki Cheol Joo
(Kosin Global Univ.), Chul Heum Han (Korea Baptist Theological Univ.),
Sun-Woo Hwang (Chongshin Univ.), Jorg Frey (Univ. of Ziirich), Julie Faith
Parker (The General Theological Seminary), Willem van Peursen (Vrije Univ.,
Amsterdam), Jean-Frangois Racine (Graduate Theological Union), Kristin
Weingart (Ludwig Maximilians Uni., Miinchen).

Dean of the Institute for Bible Translation Research: Doo-Hee Lee

Editorial Staff of the KBS: Ji-Youn Cho, Mi-Hyun Jung, On-Yoo Yoo, Do-Hyun Kim,
Kwang-Hee Back, Hye In Jung, Hyoungseock Cheong, Ga-Hee Jo, Yu-Rim Lee.

English Proofreader: Lisa Pak

Cover Designer: So Young Kim

President of the KBS: Eui Hyun Kwon

The JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL TEXT RESEARCH is published semi-annually by the

Institute for Bible Translation Research of the Korean Bible Society, 2569, Nambusunhwan-ro,
Seocho-gu, Seoul, Korea. Phone: 82-(0)2-2103-8783, 2103-8784. Fax: 82-(0)2-2103-8897.
© Korean Bible Society, 2024



T R T ettt bbb e s 5
.L.I_;_E_.
2HFLE 3:89] O] B2} Q) A Qb v, o]Fd / 7
ohE E5 1:7-89] Acdpoll thgk 3] <F S AQE o A9 /27
ol o] A7 MY, 1885~19021d — A& MY v EF =9, 7<F
B O] MR — o SHE /48
2 eF TFHAR] 22 E71H AWFQ2) — TAGMNAG 2] NG FAH —
...................................................................................................... H_]l-xal_z,: / 80

An Analysis of the Debt-Slave Law in the Book of the Covenant
.............................................................................................. InChOl Yang / 105
A Text-Hierarchical Structure of Deuteronomy =-:««---«+-- Gyusang Jin /126
A Text-Critical Analysis of John 7:53-8:11 with a Focus on Its Stylistic
DISCONLNUILY +++++rreeessserrssssssesssssssssissss i Yan Ma /163
Accounting for 616: Thinking with Irenaeus, Craig Koester, and Interpreters

from Late Anthulty ..................................... Jonathon Lookadoo / 197

o) 4 — AR At Tl Bote] —
................................ ]:H] %E 0}:13—__}2“/_\_?] (Bemd Janowski)’ Z:}%OE:] H,Ij_g_l:] /218
. A—I% .

Migration Bible (Haarlem/Antwerpen: Nederlands-Vlaams Bijbelgenootschap,
2023) ................................................................................. HH/?jET/257



Fxé%%%od?] =7 _1?_3;_ :ﬁL;g] .............................................................. /273
TAAQDEAT) Bl T AAF TFA o /301
I'/Ké}‘é%%?ﬂi,ﬂ o‘j':rL%g] _ﬁl—;%] .............................................................. /316

KEX 2B STFE 18] 20] AR A: Sharo] A& vle]E-3-1:7-8

X MAdEAT B4 24 M8AAA(1911d) 9 87 /1 5(1938')
S AAWEE) S TAIT A,

XS EX| O <32 A WY AR >
7= ¢lo) & T37AAM(1911), T84 THH (1938
MAF2 2 (1961'd), TR AA AANHE R (1998d), 71 9
FEely AA:(19779)3% f% A TN (1999), T84
A AN (1993'3) 3 T4 73 2 A H o1,(2001d, T3 ARAA E2AH
Wy 20043 5H FoA H5)2 U AAE el & 5 5



ANt (AL EAT HHALAD)

ol THZUEAT 55% = 8W] =& 1Y WY =&, 119 4%

2 A9,
o128 WAt “2uhk 389 o]ss M Aol A, Zuht 3:80]
A AR FEI} QIS P shbde) Aol e WAIAR opiet 5

AL “ube] B3 1:7-89] Acteol thet Fal e} e AQbrol| A, wf
B8-S 1:1-179] ‘a4 SR E X EH- TS S0 7 fo B3I
H g T3l B3k, vlel &5 1:7-89] Acde AHS-T AlE 7839 AdAAS
AfR7 o b2 A Hlgivke] A 789 ARSI HlaL Ao 24 T
A7NA 8] ofAb M Ao <&, oy ZFE HESAY B oMP o g vt
T3 ZEo)| cofALE gk & B AS AME YT

S5 wge oY o] A7 MY, 1885~1902d — A& ¥1Y, HsE B
T 5, TG Aol A, oA 2] o o] A o AP 222 H T
A Aol el AT AEo] FAHMYG L] G2 HS Aol A vjE B
8ol ggt opilA Y] FHES =FTTOEHN, vHE BES A HY =
g A Ao E, AY S5, 2T W E T fEo] FeF Y] BEUjE vl
A Aj3g 7 = of oF & A A FU T
A e “AloF LRHAR] A2 F719 Ak2) — TGN 2 A
goll 72 —ellA, THZLEATY 515(2022.10)°0 AAH AR “AleF 1k
HAR A28 F71 A — TGN A=) 1A A S FAHL
B2 —7of o]o] 2459 5 £7]1¢} fJEfjo] U AHE B8 HF &
AE o =24 TN9MA, 9 &9 7] i AR dijke A
A 327 S FHE AS AU

A&1E W= “An Analysis of the Debt-Slave Law in the Book of the
Covenant”ol| X, Zoll357] 21:2-112] 2], APl 2 U X, A=, vl 7,

==

=

RN

o
H

—

-

ks
pul



FERETAES EHFOEH, o] G| Foll BRE W o] 3]H e F(ay Taw)
I o=le 2L, o] ARl e} FagE SHA o= WY oE il &

AE A}z o 58 R Frhy =23 )

off
0
Lo
o

# HE2 WAE SHFOEA, A7) 418k Su]et ¢ 4
HollA A7) o] g2 grela A rle] 284 Al 72 E40] A7
< Wolghar 49T

Yan Ma 15~ “A Text-Critical Analysis of John 7:53-8:11 with a Focus on
Its Stylistic Discontinuity” |4, 83+5-5 7:53-8:11°]] i+ 2 ¥ 2 4
7} FF B (co-text) ] HAH AL EAT O N o] Tete] v A A
< Wolar, Tef2o] Ao A g E Y Qe HEolA Q3HES
7:53-8:11& AHAsIAY ZA+2 ¥ 23 28 Y-S 58 AL Aty

Jonathon Lookadoo 15~ “Accounting for 616: Thinking with Irenaeus,
Craig Koester, and Interpreters from Late Antiquity” 4], S 3AA = 13:189]
‘Ao A E 61622 oldfist= AHgEC] Attal FA8kE ol -4
B 1o siMAE} A 2E7F B4 o] JAE LB F o=, 27 HH
UM 6663} 6162 WE S F2]3kal P AE| GAE =AY Th

AEsE HA= HIEE oFxZ27|(Bernd Janowski)e] “Ein Tempel aus
Worten: Zur theologischen Architektur des Psalters”S HY3FA A, AlH A
o F2F wepe] Yarolehs <2 o) Yo ANT AR Izie,
S8, o) Alst So] FA7E ol sghd Ao HDe AE AT 2L A
g4 725 R Fral A7 g th

A& alre U =X 337 A A S8 A s o | E she 183t
“Migration Bible (Haarlem/Antwerpen: Nederlands-Vlaams Bijbelgenootschap,
2023)°2] A3 ol X, Migration Bible©] /373 ol| A o]F=<} o] F=xl/n]o] =Tl o] T}
2SI A ES BHFAL AL ) o] FRlel i’ o]ofr] et A7 ¢17] A
S 408kl Akal A, Hlo]F R RS 0] o]FE FAR A4 THE
< off o]F=¢} o] F RIS thsl| AT 713 & Frhal BrHgH T

o] AT =FEc°l shtd el Tee ¥ AsH, ¢ on A olsst= Hl
AL o= 9u AE =Y

R

oK



@ r4EeaEa+ 55 (2024. 10.), 7-26

ISSN 1226-5926 (print), ISSN 2586-2480 (online) ]B I R

A A 23] DOI: https://doi.org/10.28977/jbtr.2024.10.55.7 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL
SO https://dbpiaone.com/bskorea/index.do TEXTRESEARCH

xuhk 3:89] olsfet W] A

o
N
e

*

so7t= &

2eapuk 3:89] WY BAlE oW AL RS Afolol A w='ho] Hol ¢
ok o] A& s sta Mg shs FA ol o 2] A B3R 2 g0 =
gEo] At ol BE AA o] e T 2 F A e W&
ot

o] AL« ER YilE UE Zite e (o phe HE R A
Ao 2y o] FACA geeb s BH Y ] | edAd, 5
F)7F T AA et A gk =3 o] WY Fo St Ads 1Y,
stude] Bt BE g S fol @iy Eetal sk o
714 2g 0] FPUAE BEEH A Gk BH T AL TR ES AR O

e

* University of the Holy Landol| A FeFg o 2 HhALSLQ| & wh3- d 4| E-d gt 4l &)t
ZF A}, 2ullaonab@gmail.com.

1) A. Berlin, Zephaniah: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 25a (New
York: Doubleday, 1994), 133; J. J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, OTL
(Louisville, Ky.: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1991), 215-216; M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A
Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003), 178-182; E. B. Zvi, 4
Historical-Critical Study of the Book of Zephaniah, BZAW 198 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1991), 219-224; J. Gértner, “Jerusalem—City of God for Israel and for the Nations in Zeph 3:8,
9-10, 11-13”, R. Albertz, J. D. Nogalski, and J. Wohrle, eds., Perspectives on the Formation of
the Book of the Twelve: Methodological Foundations—Redactional Processes—Historical
Insights (Berlin; Boston: Walter de Gruyter, 2012), 270-282; B. Caldwell, ““Wait for Me”:
Appreciating the Curious Juxtaposition of Zephaniah 3:8 and 9”, Ph.D. Dissertation (Concordia
Seminary-Saint Louis, 2010), 1.



22ER WS BB Adeci - gl deks B O
Aell@rby) ot %71 A3l Wk MH5E Row §5ES 2532
AASA - (F 3:8, A %)

gt o mEd Tty = S 29l ar e

EEC U 3UA, Boll dEd LT HdsS AR s &+ A

=2

U o zelrt debiee} 2 BE Wyt doju EE E7kA Hile u

£ 7Ivelet 7k 52 Asha ve] 2ot BE g Eo8al o

Uete £38H 4558 2odd & o] Y] AR £ &~Ey
22t (5 38, THGANA)

3
A
kr

Ty TG ARA e el A= TItE = T o}
0= T-E5HA eol, 5AkE0] o] F S TY 3t
Edod &tk o] e W] FEskA oW, o
g B2t A A RE3XIT F, o] & o I UHE Al #e)
Ao g ol & Fx Y, A WFOE oY 7tE B RO
TEZ olaf e = ot

Tl E0o] 2uluk 3:8a0l A ‘gl of=(w5) ol &3t S| = ohFstth. | A o]
E QES w} ‘gotE(la‘ad) 2 Yol A3 (forever) 2 3 A 8= 75,
nphgl BES wel AEE (prey) 22 st 4, 18 7009
(LXX)S me}t <52 (witness) 2. & 34 3t= A 9-7F Aot <A & (prey) >
2 M A, A5y A B om Ayt AsE AN F
21’ (witness) O & 3| A& A5, o S o}o] FA T A AT HAH o] Rz+H
}.

ol gk thFet s A Mo EAE Qlal, 2~nhit 3:89] SHIE W
ZBbA A o] AsHA WA X F ol st H] Fastth o] A o
oto] Agta} sl Eolgl= FAE G Ao, o] & Y3 styE S 7gE
© W FtUE Y B9 I E £ dd =0l F7UA, © Yobrt
ZHREA A o A o] o] ZEAI AL e Y]sol A E A E Ao
=3

™
or it
N1 ﬂ.llﬂl

X

e

>

ol

ol

o A [

o |

Al
N

N
b mo &4 ik

lg e e r|r

rr

fot rlo



2BHLF 3:89] Ofsfieb #1 et / O

AN
o
O

2. =

MO

21, AHLE 3:80M L3 o EA|

Al 3:82 I ER(09) 2 A Z3T BE o dAEo] Ag-Ehe g}
gl 5 8 ol A TA Z2 ol FE A FHoll shvbd e Al
HAAAHNE T2 HHE AT o AFEEHT) *HPUH 8o A, st &
7

|elebs Beo) 549 sl e AN, 02 B 1} o 3o}
wolieel 1H R b oju} B AR WalE uE sldeen W
SELK

AT 22y vkt BES AEdd Al A sid R U
3= UE Zittele U A5t Tolgt He]FS A7) s vt dojd
w) 7EA] (g5 map oh mmosy “omen 1ph)0lth 971 A sl S T thel =
Y E = A7 o] & He A WA 2uh 3188 A E Favt T

2.2. AHELE 3:1-8

HAE 2k 3:1-88 3 dEto g Rt} Ak 318 ‘ZFol(in) 2
A ZFsE7) o] 2uhu 2:13-159] Y=9loll th3k Aaade FEEH X =
2Hbuf 3:1-82 o FAE of] 3 Al ol th3) Eol 3 -2 o] Tl A *H}
L 3:1-5+ shudo] 3913 082 e, 2uk 3:6-82 dhud o] 191F
2 Yyt Yotk 1efA 2u2~J. M. P. Smith)y= 623} 748 o A3
BAGE ojA gA oz 7+F3th 4 12y 28 2(J. J. M. Roberts)= 6
AE ol Y2 o A(F 3:1-59] gFo = B O o 4P O F4
Soll gk Aol Ald AEE7] df ol 6-782 1-589 A& 2 34T

2) BDB, 486.

3) % 3:1004 AFe] Al TA12] o] 28 1} %] gkt 70U (LXX) S 5 2:1155 5 3112
713k ok E=3 #) Al ER(Peshitta) ol & <5 2:15 Eoll <18 717} 2 0}71 >(and he shall
say)°] F7FE o] k. ol S 2o F 310 e s A= L]:"lli a3
a3 ‘:@Ol(m) 2 AFSE dldolrlel 5 2:13-1590) Yo 4 dEtgs E}
B o915 % 2 SIch, B A o mAIE AR A5 ol do), 1S =42 o] -
(oA ghou} 7 o] Bho & 3-50] 2A5te] of BAZ} 6l £AH0E ek Aol
o #dsity. o] EAE shbd e Alzlslof ste] shid el i, A% o2 5 ok dh)
(3 32). AW PN, ABAE, AAAE, ANFED £ 7H2H AN E o) E st
I Oiz2H L JohF 3:3-5). AME U8 M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary,
158-59; J. J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 211-2 B2},

4) J. M. P. Smith, 4 critical and exegetical commentary on Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum, Habakkuk,
Obadiah and Joel, ICC, (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1911), 241.



T Aot FAZIT T3 gH L 6-7H S VW R F Ao g Bl o
FAE ) shud el =& 749%&—5— s RFAE AAREL] HF

kst ar(1-54), shvbd o Al o] W &-o] e th(6-83). ol AR 2~
vl 3:1-88 S vt o g B £ 9t}

of| TS gt Tol(i et T Eo] Al Ao A o] AME-EH T
(F 3:1). Al WY BAE & A 74 FHE & RdsiET AR, &
2oy o] Fel= A4 Znkk 310wk AR EH AT 2H == o]
o] o] B 7} ‘mlgkmny A & Z, A, TERANA & A0 E RE st
3L°(to rebel)©] Zh= &P &2 o] T & o]l 3} al U th.6) o] Alok= Bhtd o] A
ol BEEg frhe} o FAHA S It 1 A8 ALE T o o]
o] & AHE-SFATHAL 3:8; 30:9). EAE, ‘U1 Ekronn) & 7L Hra) <]
Uz, oA, SEREAE AFEEAT o] wolo ouE ‘HER I (to
defiled) 2.2 o]aH o] A THA} 59:3; of 4:14).7) AAE, <Jgst= A
+(mra vyl Al @bty = ok () el 2, A4, sE At &
AYM. A. Sweeney)= Al 718 BAFE ] 228k 3:1-209] 2 Wk Qb A
o]F A<l u|E Aot AtatAth &, 2uhuk 3:19] Al 7o #ALE
5, A FARE R stE 3, U & 2, st AR BAFEA|RE o] 3
E 2 A Fote} o A 3] 8-& W= o] v X (F 3:19-200949] AF
How AgHATE Aoltt. Z2nkr) oldl "ol & MEd A2 £33<l
AAFHO = o T4 WE S A St 202 A FFTES)

vl o Fa o] T, AR & A R] S Y RV e
sta ik stk AL st 3o Al HEE AT 2
O o 32 Ao 2 Ql Ao A FA S ot oJqtolgh A& o] 23] #
A A A vl F-2] Z5& A A sk= A o) 7] W&ol th9

675_01] SAskE shuE Y AS2 U7 oY Ura‘r% BolHzlon

@i oM E A AT 2 2= ok Aol of| £ o] Al gkol] Bebe

”Loh A=t ol g ES Bt A 22 et A4
stol, ‘o8 Y@ E ‘159 Wb (their nation)2 31 21 A bskd
ot a2y 2z AalE mEW A3 tiido] AF7HA 390, 94,

e}

=

5) 1. J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 210-211.

6) Ibid., 211-212.

7) “I 583", HALOT 1, 169.

8) M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, 159-160.

9) M. E. Széles, Wrath and Mercy: A commentary on the books of Habakkuk and Zephaniah,
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1987), 100-101.



A8iLE 3:89] O[3 TS ot / OIFE 1

FRAEE A7) 304, G4, Bt He Aol s drskA xRt
ot 2g7]e] dAks vpaet 28-S wet oy vebenE 2e Aol o
BbgatrhaL ot

TE T o2 e @m)ol ok A o 317 58k A7 o

il o

o Jote g8 Awe o2 Aus .

2 Geboll that ABe o 2AW e Sol7)7] 9a 75e @rhio 2up

3:6-8 SA ] UEhd <o 2941 B8 Y3k gt shhd S e

Wi Zlolth. 1370 2uh 3680 b @ dgke s &

GOl 2 A4 & GEHISE B $FH 0.2 o Aol 4 o)
F HBoze mge dejn shidel 2 19e BelEthi ol o

o A Zuhik 2:4-150 vpebt Gk Ao 2l 3:6-7b3 AR EHH o 2
Ao 15A 7)5E skl e Aolth12) 2mhut 3:600 UERG AAH 3
A A E o ehE 20 4 themom). e A 398 8 T em), Aol
ALEN52), AT S ATE (ATEYr o= e HEAoR A2t O
ok 74 A Bty UE AQsty Yo nE s wogta o FAYS
Rl “‘éﬁﬂ’(*mrzx)aﬁ HAR ZFzet Tk W Wb HEE
O] AXHE BA E%S AoIth sy "mppws b3 miive moorxb)ekal @
oA ThI4) o 714 vk 1ol A NE Al ' AFS-E(SF 138, 9, 12) ‘W7 i

10) J. Gértner, “Jerusalem—City of God for Israel and for the Nations in Zeph 3:8, 9—10, 11-13”,
270.

11) M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, 175.

12) J. Gértner, “Jerusalem—City of God for Israel and for the Nations in Zeph 3:8, 9-10, 11-13”,
271.

13) & 3.7 Y=, o
W7 el A 3]

HE BojAA e

g, ) 23 s 7494’357- nES Togty Yk By 1
1%, A4, &) HEAY BE 3, (39U, 04”“ @) AAZ
Zloltp & =of glojA] shbdo] weeatal e thide] 2914, oA,

52F3°‘17é> AN, Gt EFE O U EF5& Yot vhie 8 ]- <Y o3

A9t wES Fo g (om mpn nis wrars) A UE 39U, A 22 upto]
A Ej7]g AZtHem mpn Nk RTAR). BHS Apparatus, 7, 1058.

14) 700Gl A& <2 A (mrivn)E <1149 =2 ZHE](From her eyes, 7= ¢
ok 2 (. I. M. Roberts)= 7019 -& ok} < 28] W7F 1ol A Wgld 2E o] 1
He| Fo2RE ZAAA &e A o|th’(And there will not be cut off from her eyes all the
punishment that I brought upon her) 2 Mgt} 22+ o A o] A o] el 23] 9}
= ZAe] oz} o FAa o 23 o] Q7] Wil o]ZA| A F T J. J. M. Roberts, Nahum,
Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 215. 13U W EH(A. Berlin)®] XXX H ‘T2 HEH 2=
™ (cut off from the eyes)Bh= Tdo] A7 & 3 HE 2221 o] gla, <TI129] A
A (i) E AT AT ARERE Bohd 7019 & W2 ARG viag B
< IE 2& Zo] o AA=Hr} 3 29U (Sweeney) = 7019 B} nps gt B

2 1 70998 neprirld 9B FA7E FEsitha #dstgith A Berlin,
Zephaniah: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, 132; M. A. Sweeney,

1%,



@ Hlolth(npe)ehs BAZE AL E 2 F 5 wHith 5, Subd A
o) UehE ABeH AL B BEL Lo 4

Uglol BE BUF AA & 20|t 37b).

A ohah Al BHbE(% 3:5)9) ABE ol FAR e 7312 gl Hlolth

o
é
o H
fru
—o
>
M
o
T

8ol stE ¥R U= UE ZvhE b Chemel A sk
THERI7E B4 A0 71T =ER17E
A9l ojm Rt B Al oW & 7HA

w
%0

o
i

i)
ol m}‘u

o =
e
S
lo
oM
o
rlr

N r_g‘ |

oy
et
Fd
fr o2 ox

s B (PN
ke
ol

o o

s

_—

=
x
12
=
Si
lo
8
il
b
&
n@
i
N
By
<
ob
rlr
v
I

=

> O
EE
&
HTS

olm| A& Ft. 2H Y St = sl B A
o] FAHIo M= ATRT TA AR AR S 7]
THAF 30:18; 64:3; §F 2:3; Al 33:20; 106:13).16)
< FAHORE HIsH e AETF oJH &
= A= 8ad ol A= A=l A o] g
]

2
.

o
>
ofo
0
30

% ol

1

01.4\[.'.1(;1:

4
2t

=)
2
o m =

o
il

o
:\0
fru
N

|

bt

AN
1o
-
rlr
<
i
=2
ojft

52
P
K

o}, 7cd 9|
HAoh 1
714 9

A

EN
g

[
o
% &

A

[e

Buy

‘BAglel BE FHE UHA & A2 32UAA,
gy gad ol Ithd e thadb 2 290, H(zm)ol
A

e It 75 AS A o, shud S VivEls O

IF(F 2:1-3)s @70 7 A=A Adyjutof dohar =43

2 2vh 38914 2914, HA, B FHE $AskE shu
gl tide] 2nhk 2:39 o=

Zephaniah: A Commentary, 176.

15) Eet29 A BZH(J. Vlaardingerbroek) 5 3:7 Th-2] “mhelA7eh= ol «“n| S A
Aol od & gl AL & gtta F43kt J. Viaardingerbroek, Zephaniah, J. Vriend,
trans., HCOT (Leuven, Belgium: Peeters, 1999), 184. €}°] E(P. Wright)= ©] & “3lv}d o]
oA g JHATE W& rigE e el o9 sit). P. Wright, Jonah, Micah, Nahum,
Habakkuk and Zephaniah, SN (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1999), 89.

16) C. Barth, “mon”, TDOT, 4, 362; B. Caldwell, ““Wait for Me”: Appreciating the Curious
Juxtaposition of Zephaniah 3:8 and 9”, Ph.D. Dissertation (Concordia Seminary-Saint Louis,
2010), 166. TH| 22 AL F 3:8200 2% U3 &= Y& 7|thg]2toom e Q7 o)A telrt
ZA] B2 Al S0E Bl A Fol o A AL AT Shhdel ofe
7192 =0non) TE(AF 8:17)0] R3] frAFSHE A olth M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A
Commentary, 180.



T FHE SAstE ‘5ot FEHE A= A BE HES AE,
‘dEetE e AE, FYe AES Fike AE ol FASATD
2 =9} vl7EA| 2 SHE(M. A. Hahlen)¥} 34(C. A. Ham)& o] 7+d9o] &
WA AFAIRG S FEAT S, 2k 3:8914 EA4 %—’F 3 % & (1om)°]
SRSt FAES b 2013004 FARE W B EF Q] R E(wip), T
steb (wpz)7t M= FEIT = A oth1s) HEOJ Hl 2 H|(E. B. Zvi)

© 2ubuk 220 FPE o F ok M (mmay i), ‘&S Bixo
L (mmas oP) 2ol vk 230 2FH o 5oke] B @iz
mmaw)o] 2uhg 3:80 = 1o Bt BE X er(ay 1 53 wwn)
o} AZE T HYrh19) £ 1 AF o] F Zubg 3:12-1390 shE A A
Zaskal 7hdt A S FAFAGA ST D52 REwE Zolga
“L%%MA Eﬂ OJ AL zuht 2:300 “FA - FE Ao EP(nen o)
5} A 5 oh 31 Z=2 8k 20)

éﬂ}‘# 3:129] ka7 A S FAF Y e FAHN)E F
& Z=nkiE3:130 4 o] E2 o] 2Ttd o] E2 A 2 ST F, Zukuk

I
30_1
o,
_I}i
Lo
kK
gk
o >

17) J.J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 215.

18) M. A. Hahlen and C. A. Ham, Minor Prophets Volume 2: Nahum-Malachi (CPNC; Joplin,
Mo.: College Press, 2006), 233.

19) E. B. Zvi, 4 Historical-Critical Study of the Book of Zephaniah, 297.

20) ©] £ 7HsAd0] gle B HEtE 38 4% 7He4, &7 AE-S Z|tiste &
Aolrt. “Iow”, HALOT 1, 21; =& o] AL A& 43S H3r] 9 Aol {14l
5ol A& = Ao= 7}““ S UehdATHe.g., S 5:15). AAE HE-2 E. B. Zvi, 4
Historical-Critical Study of the Book of Zephaniah, 1475 E.2}.

21) B2 AELE 2uhbA Aol F-e AP o} AASE {ThE&0 Ee XP’(¢27) ‘LH e
o] Ee AE(F29) 22 ﬁ‘;’i% FABA T o] 2t o e A gk L F3:13
of ZuhitAol T Hloll A Fom, cojagtd olgtE RS EEAV|9 EE T
Az A A& AREEEH DM E 24 foF B To] T FFA S TAAYE v
87) W Eoll(2= 2:70) ol =gt d o] Fe A et BE S 2 o] 2=etd o 3 Ko g TLE
A golZ2H Sl H7r=E Ak AFS}. AL Berlin, Zephaniah: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary, 136-7; 12]1} 29U o] xgtdo] G A& X257 &

o] 2 B Azl sl vithabe, o] Asf= g oke] 3| & Ad S tste Aol 4
ket AFA| S W82 M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, 191-192% B2}, 3] o] Z(C.
B. Hays) ‘o] =2tle] e Ak Edlo] Bg5e] 4ZAEIE Ansof 5437
o Zoll(|] 2:12; 9 6:9) 291U 9 A& A A AT A ZE -E-2 C. B. Hays, “Isa 24-27
and Zephaniah Amid the Terrors and Hopes of the Seventh Century: An Intertextual
Analysis”, R. J. Bautch, J. Eck, and B. M. Zapff, eds., Isaiah and the Twelve: Parallels,
Similarities and Differences, Vol. 527 (Berlin, Boston: Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co KG,
2020), 1442 Hg} 2H2E col2agtd o) e A (5 3:13)E HS4IE 7E7E A0
ofvel Bl xBF 0= b e RE AEE S 7T = HA LR o3& Skl <o
2] @2 ApE 257 H7HE Zlo] opet Btk AAE W& ) 1 M
Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 2225 X 2}, &) Wl ZB|(E. B. Zvi)= ‘©] 2



ANA e A7 E g e 21 L Farskal g WAt ) 5

sl 23004 AFE AET Aol B9 AE S T ol BokE

2= 2 E o)t} 23)

whel Al 2ul 3:89] Y-S | thel =
o) A= AL A, T
AE AEstd AA, }\B]'UF 3:
Lk 2:300 4 2904, B, Bret Addn A4, HM: 2:1- 3J+ AHM 3.8
ol & A W E o] 5= A

ol A o G FHAA §EE AUTHe ZolT
24. B|OL=(p5)y 9| CHFEH Wit JhsAt 1 o]

2mkLk 3:8¢ 5 HE shud o] A {1%% “HEES A7 A8
7F dold WA (s wp oph)olth o] BE2 shudE S rittE e o
1 AE3 Ao 1‘:%?4 of &t 7]3tol 04 714 <@ o =(ap5) = Al 7HA
2 3|4 o] 7hastth AA, BACIE HEA T ‘2lol=(la‘ad) & ¢lo] ‘B
3] (forever) 2 a4 et 9otk B4, 709198 wht ‘g ol E(ls‘ed) =,
‘S Q0 (as a witness) & & 8} 4 3= -5t ©] - st o] Folvt Ha T
Adol Aok AlA, viag BELS It 2 WolEy] ‘gol=(lgad) &, ‘A
F,Holgte o g B A9t g stEL 70909 wEt
‘ol =(8ed) &, ‘5% (as a witness) &2 2] FA-& FrolEQ1t}25) 15 o

ghlo] e ek B L #3129 2SI e Aok Avke 7] wRo] o] ekl
& Tk stoige) Al Hol et Fhel 7 Ao e 21, B Adew
AHEE R YtaL =33} E. B. Zvi, 4 Historical-Critical Study of the Book of Zephaniah, 234.
ol Hal S0l 83 ol fr= B B col2gtd Y FE A= shd e AE ol %
@2 2ol 7igel7] wiZelth ol WEto A ulbe S8 ‘o]zt d e Ee Aeke

HHE A F oo AT fﬂra}/‘i s ozt 2 A Ees RS IR

o] %9 gol2 BI|RY, 2ulgr) o £43 A3 o] F 35S Z|deta vt R E vheS
G2 &olE FIT. kel g Aok Althe] BA ol thef A= vl Bl<s, “2=nhte} 84
ok MY —aA ok Mol gt (A FAH—>, TAADEAT 49 (2021. 10), 75-93& L
sk,

22) &%, “1241AX W zuhke] FAA 919 1 o), TA LA 51 (2022. 10),
112.

23) J. J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 218-19; A. Berlin, Zephaniah: A New
Translation with Introduction and Commentary, 136; M. E. Széles, Wrath and Mercy: A
commentary on the books of Habakkuk and Zephaniah, 109; E. B. Zvi, A Historical-Critical
Study of the Book of Zephaniah, 149.

24) A. Berlin, Zephaniah: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, 133.

25) =, D. H. Ryou, Zephaniah’s Oracles against the Nations: A Synchronic and Diachronic

hil)d

J-[]I.



ABiLE 3:80] Of3fer 1% et / OIFE 15

T 29U g Wl 2ujE ol (wh)E viiE BES

A F (prey) &= A Th20) A F og AT A1,
< WElaL oflES AR 22 AsolA el
7} st T} o= Znbu 3e] A H ]l FAQ] oz ote

o 2o

oo N R

o
N
> ol &

Lo
oz
g
-

il
i
=
[>
=)
L
s
P
=
2
>
2
fofs
1o
N
g,
I
il
ftlo
ol
o
9&
ot to r
>
N

E—Qﬁ

ol
o :
(e

HHH, SR 02 A A9, A5 7t Al iAol xp FRlo 24
= Fdsh= AHol RAEH, ol q5 9k AT AH
e o] A2 o TR Frhe] Fujjol thgk A aret AAEH
v 3:1-70 A o FAE o] FHofo] AA|s] BHARE F Zulng 3
o}7} F1 0 2 A o] FH k& Aldst T2 89
g AR el HE AxS
I B4-S, <520 (as a witness) 3l 4
o|th2n o] Wefo| A Zulit 3:
g 53 7)es VA AS 1Y
olE Tl AW IS HWAIAE H Ely
(18‘ed)’ =, ‘5<% ’(as a witness) 2.2 |4 sl= Z o] ¥ obar JHE T
Eo] A= #ol=(w5)E S (for a testimony)Z % 3 A o] 7Fs3tth
st} 28) o 7|4 D3k= <5 (for a testimony) = AMEE T AR (3
ot AH)E Ymgth S E AN &S FH o o T4 A
1 oFEES A 7)A 7] Wi, I ATt o9 A o] Fo] A =]
=
A

o¢]
2
>

of
rr
k
|
[o

o
2
-1m
s

=)
fo

( _lE
=)
N
N

o5

N
o
AC)
oy M
s

G

=<

Az
rlo
£
fol
o
o
ofd
ol
ofl mx & o
X
4 o o

B
o

i
lo
ol > o &

S
OO0 Bl o W ol fof |y fo

£
to
rr

2

2

_0|L

id

oC 1R
(o]
L

b

4 lo o

o
BN
30

7] A A Lok A S @A Yol Y3k Adshel 4

Study of Zephaniah 2:1—3:8, Biblical Interpretation Series 13 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 67-68; M.
H. Floyd, Minor Prophets, part 2, FOTL XXII (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2000),
233; J. J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 209-210; R. L. Smith,
Micah-Malachi, WBC 32 (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1984), 139; J. M. P. Smith, 4 critical and
exegetical commentary on Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Obadiah and Joel, 247, 253.

26) M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, 181; E. B. Zvi, A Historical-Critical Study of the
Book of Zephaniah, 220-223.

27) B. Caldwell, ““Wait for Me”: Appreciating the Curious Juxtaposition of Zephaniah 3:8 and 9”,

163-164, 177-179.

5 21:12-1360 A ¥l =9k S8 & 248 5 ok 1286 H3 A Eo] 13- A FA7 Tk

= Aotk 5 21:1390 4= & 3:890 7|58 ‘oo =~ TE] 2l &(eig uaptoplov)’ I A2 B

S AFg3ka Tk “paptiplov”, BDAG, 619.

28

=



16 THZAEHTL 55 (2024. 10.), 7-26

whE}A] <20 (as a witness) =2 ‘57 (for a testimony)’ 2 HH T 4= Sl
25. StLiEel Eet Flco| chat

84 shtFol= & 7IgE oF sk olf+E WA F e 7
('3) Aol TR

A WA ‘7](-:)’7,é RN e A EE YTt =

ot BE S oA o8 yetE a8 &=
oltt. I} vhae} —°—ZUHE sty Wt RS<=
Uehs= 2ok, =] EE U o] B E IS5A £t 7 1§§
A3k Tk (ax Tnn 52wyt on '7:: 7o mishen 3325 o merb twoun D)
ot} TN & B sk A g wohsE oAl <15 i Welol
““}24 A H50] gad ol ZIvhy o] v 2 2914, E<(zm) ol A 1k 8bH o]
Bhbde] o IxE e B2 304, BFerinE A E
S 71" g 2503 e g OsS vEn 280 O
2T TRAIR F, s o] ATk EokA = fH*J i
o] Aol TLE flell @riyEte Tl o AL B A o= H s}
A @7] Wil It EEstt

AR A HASL 3, dA, B g Au A @@n)ye 294, ¢
3, B, tB AR AR AL A @) &2 A sl o drhal 329 st
A gtell U2 71T g 9 tiido] 291, B(ehemE 5457 WEelth
gy ol H @ FAL WetEq A7) J= o] B2 84 shikRel 2=
ol ot A a3t dFH 7] w230

MEEU(I. Girtner)= ‘152 AT F A= 7FsA S 717 25 S A
M AFOZ AGAT3D A AFEH AFUEelth EAE oY
Uehs, e He otk A= 3 o F4Y RFE B Zlo
o},

H Y 2](C. T. Taylor)oll &J3ld 7|the] &= tig-e o Fa#l o] F A3 A s
oM, 15 °4§9‘r«l A7) o F4d5 o] opd BE RE3 Akl Eof
2 EaAel Ao G Znte St ¥R UG o S AT F,

m{n_n__

il
flilo

rl

rl
N

29) W. Rudolph, Micha-Nahum-Habakuk-Zephanja, KAT XI11/3, (Giitersloh: Mohn, 1975), 287,
290.

30) M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, 181.

31) J. Gértner, “Jerusalem—City of God for Israel and for the Nations in Zeph 3:8, 9-10, 11-13”,
271-272.



AHILE 3:89] Ofafiet 1 A2t / OlFH 17

e FFABOE o & T Aotk Ly HA ot

o= A S F A=A i = «l“*%ﬁ} =
ot A E &7 a3 ES AFsteE AR 3
AT FYPH 02 hsatth ey caE @moll Al shud o] e}
= 2 fAste AE HA0E 7P
JE99 I8 @S TN 5L 26k 3:1-700] 545 Kis
o F4HEY O A% % SAE AT o= Zuht 3:700 30111 E—’Fi
ofof &h= < T1E’0] U7] wjZoltt. HheF %1
AT v 3:1-700] A58 Fd o R AR O A=
&Il F 3:90]8HH vpE It of £ 0 ﬂ
e 7MY &, 28y 389 sA&s= <1s A
w2t} 545%’ o2 He AR 2k 3:79
Ffj g o AT O AEFOE BE Z 0]
HES Eod a2 A3 tide]l 2 ¢l
3 A=Folgbd e 2 o F
B2l RoE Aot o] S =7
F2 dAdASel oA FF AHEH
o} A THA} 10:5-6; 2 25:8-9; A 21:19-23; T 1:5-6).

8ol &= F BWH TNy AE BH <« go] 1] AR Eof| &
%‘Qﬂﬂ}”(rjw"v; boxn mNipp wnz 3)7b SAYTH EHEE o] REE
UH FLA ARLE WIS Fufjg A FART T AEFTOE FAHA
ok B yolrt I Zuh 3:90] Y= 3 Eo] #ejAx 11 3 5o
o] gH}lo| oz} o FaH o 2 SAIT I AAET o F2aEH o Z A

sk Zloll Ao ol E & AASHAR, T ol = 2nkug 3%l A Griell o
gk 2o} ol & @3lA| 7] w ol A ALty Ty 9- ol T3
st “A@nr)S 3l B o] A A = UgtE ndths) F, 2
zol A& a7 o] Hot

2=HpE 3.0l TSk Al B Al St o] ok o] thA
gt o 47 O AR, 283 @ o R A o]d sk g

UTH3O) 2=nkk 3:1-79] AA @8-S EHEY FHAAH o FAAE F oo

:l:‘

Cfe
b

ol
-

e olr e 2

s
N
do
o
e
%
filo
B
i)
ok

Ir
pu
o

Oll
o0
S

=

z
H ru
ftlo
%

oq' l‘m
rlj

> [
ol

r
rlo
Sy
ol
ol
N

ot ek
1

o
kv
i
Mo o}

K 0).1
o r:'

o2
ol
o
rr
Y
o

3

s
>
i

i)
NO%—&
e B

(98]

o/

o

o

N

N

o

o T o
o o
N

N

k]

AN

ek -

z oot 2 gz oo |o Olﬂ
o
d
N
D
Ot
o
d
o
u
H
ot
2
—1ru
>
=)
:4_

>~

>

oo o

S o ©

£

o N
Ol
ol
N
]
=
e
oL
tilo

[
S m
1
rll[o
né
re
&
o
rlr
>
t
rlo

32) C.T. Taylor, “The Book of Zephaniah”, IB 6 (New York: Abingdon Press, 1956), 1030.

33) J.J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 215-216.

34) Ibid., 216-217.

35) B. Caldwell, ““Wait for Me”: Appreciating the Curious Juxtaposition of Zephaniah 3:8 and 9”,
204.



18 THZRAEHTL 55 (2024. 10.), 7-26

2 EEW] WEClE A RAFTI T o] B d 45 A
Fesk glou 84 % Sleay el e AR o FRE AL
ol t] & AT =, R WA 7](2)dolA

EolA = S Fujdt o 24 O A%
(2y ol A shibd o] Aol YAk Aoltt,

1:
a
A

26. £HILE 3:80] 7IX|= 7|s: AlEn 3|5

bt 3.8 o TR o FEI} AS (5 2:3)0lA shbEAA SR
ZIhd el ¥R veo] Bl o 24 O A 235 a3 Al o
g AZE YE L Aok oY el A 2wkt 380 29l OB
225 @s] skl BNt AdE = Zlo] ofyet 2uhg 2:3-3:7 &
Ak A E o ek ~uht 2:39] A, B, BE 9 Ak 389 “uE
ZigElgeoemel B, B, BE S Atk 2uhg 23E AE A
EolA A zotE gtow ezt WSt 2uhk 2437744 & %‘ﬂwr
o FAFE F g e Aol SRR Luhu 2400 SR8 Y]
(2)= 28k 3:8 2RRl25) S AR 4TS P WA= W H ] H ol
of -5 a7l FA= o] el Fo1 o] f-E st F WA BHE
AT o & 2t 2nhg 3:80] s e (%) e 42 2nhg
Aol Gehd A3} 3] Folghs et s & ol Yt

of AN d2 BO7] 93] AbgE FARRL E otk (o) et <43 5
B(rap) T 54 542 98 AR EE AFshe dubA <l on e A
SHT3 shud o] A, AF, B E s TF AHEEE FASClAIRL

36) tHEAR] A2 = 3l EY(Heflin), HF7(Barker), ¥l 2](Bailey)”} $ATh J. N. B. Heflin,
Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Bible Study Commentary (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Lamplighter Books, 1985), 148; K. Barker and W. Bailey, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk,
Zephaniah, NAC 20 (Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 1999), 484.

37) B. Caldwell, ““Wait for Me”: Appreciating the Curious Juxtaposition of Zephaniah 3:8 and 97,
164-165.

38) ‘Rorth(on)e} ‘agstth (yap)7t Al 2220 A 29:22; & 3:16; 4:29; ¥ 11:16, 24;
21:16; 5= 2:18; A4 5:8, 11; &3} 23:1; £ 2:16; AF 11:12; & 2:5; A 11:17). o] FAEL &
gt sAtEe] 8, 3] s A FA ko] ARE(MoN, & 23:10, 16; 2 23:39; 25:3, 20; A
11:14; 16:13; 28:38; AL 17:5; & 40:10, 12; & 39:12; Al 39:7; pap, & 41:35,48) 2 71e} &4
o] 5, d& B0 MEE, & PN, F3}22:24; I3} 24:11; yap, Al 13:17; )3} 24:5; A
16:31). AEE {8l 233t 21& BAIE = Itheps, W 21:23; 5 11:20; 2 17:1; 4t
3} 10:17; 12:29; & 14:2; yap, At 12:4; A2 7:5; 28:1; 29:1; A3} 2:30; 974 20:1; 43} 6:24).
T3 T (on, A 15:6; A 34:29; W 8:13), T 5 oto] AKyap, A 22:20) 0.2 A}
S5}



AHILE 3:89] Ofofiet 1 A2F / OlFH 19

EAAY 22 Bt ol 28 dH fFHHE BS W= AHEETH(yap, T
2:12; 4:6; F 31:10; & 10:8; Al 54:7; 56:8; 4 30:3, 4; 7 23:3; 29:14; 31:8; 7ox
o} A 2w, v] 2:12; 4:6; A} 11:12). T} S-0] 2~Hlik 3:18-199 4] <E.O
P Eew) ek ‘2 st (pap) A A AR ol e d o] 35S A6
el S whebA 2uh 3:89 SASE cEoth(pw)et A s)
(rap)el 9&2 Ads sl 55 5 25kl ATk

TH 2 He vk 3:80) SRS F NS Flea)y A dFER
A= G ABANA ASE T 7E 2uhg 1233 26 10189 Toj s}
W&ol WHEE T 210 ThA0 ZupuE 1:2-30 M= “opARE (N ) 7} 27 o)
W, 380l @ A ARSIt < 919 E (e e Son 53)°]
Th ZHkuE 1018 Sk “ofmoke] i E(mm mogy oiv2)S AHk
L 3:800 TA3SHE “Uhe] Ex ot BE 0oy 1im B2 nenet o W7t f+
Abshal, R Zupbf 1180l <2 o] ofzete] HES] B AAA L
U (pow7on boxn ineip wn3)E MR 3:80 SRS <& ol o] A
ol Boll 2FH e (rawo2 Sawn mwip wz)oh 2 ol B ALEEHS]
o o] Wehe Zuhg 1ol Seld A4 RE| Q] ‘o] 5oke] o] 2m)
U 3:85 dA P TE A S BoFEuha) 53], 2ubLt 1:7-2:300 A o] 3.9}9)
o] @7, «olmoke] Ero] SR F, “ojmoke] 3] I(F 1:8),

39) M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, 181.

40) M. H. Floyd, Minor Prophets, part 2, 234.

41) Ao o] Eshe] B FAV} Bo] SARTE <o) Boto] W ohm el o)A 744
WA ALGHATHE 5:17-20). BhF-2-9] SAEL Fope] ole] HFOE Hof opm.2s o]
ol = o] she] ol thgt o]37F YATha Bk <o) o}e] W s19le) Wah W SAFo|
TR A 0. E T AT A E As glek. ol moke] @re] g Hol e
Wolu} ool Bl LI A8t Aol BRI 15L ol zohe] g o] e}
W) A5E AW T HE 0 Aol AH FHA o] el A Felot TA|
FSolAE AT dke] 20 B2 T} T} ok sk cof 3o}e] Wo] ATkl
go] AL MASHTHY 5:17-20). ot == shd ] A A5 ASE A A
& AT ol §3te] o] metol A /5 Ao BLE AT Ao|th o] Aok HH o]
o E9}e] W WG A7} Wb 3 EL& AL AW el BE BARTHA 2:12, 13-15,
17). olAfob= ohm A ol xohe] wrg Fo] ohd 4] Tolehz MEF o]tk
2P} HAAE of w20} o] AfopA F o] Eoke] eIl T ASE A AEL AT
2 o] §3to] ATe MASATE 2ulko] e <] Bojo] @& FHTHE ofu e} G
S BT XSt shude Ade] s AAF How FAITHE 2:4-15). M. UL
Udoekpo, Re-thinking the Day of YHWH and Restoration of Fortunes in the Prophet
Zephaniah: An Exegetical and Theological Study of 1:14-18; 3:14-20 (Bern: Peter Lang,
2010), 43-77; S. D. Snyman, “In search of tradition material in Zephaniah 1:7-13”, 4¢cT (2000),
113-14; Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 177; ©1 5=, “ok3] o] &: ZHl} 1:7-18
9 FA A BAIA A, TAl=g 17 (2001. 12), 25-29.



20 THZREEET 55 (2024. 10.), 7-26

“2do”(sF 1:9-10, 15), “TIwoll”(5 1:12), “odzoke] & (% 1:14), “H
S oko] o @7(F 1118)E UEITHA) o] E2 ARe] dolt}. FA 4
o] §-& 3529 do] Hr}y. 2nhf 385 V|H 02 WJTJr o 4k o] 3] 5
o] Y go] TAITHE 3:9-20). 22HE3:9-100] Y o= 799 thae 9w
ojth43) Zuhik 3:110]8tell = o FAH ] T, ﬂEOI AT 2nh
31112« @pa) & A AT o 7] A T SkE 1 g7 vk 3:89
AuE st AA dolualE <L Aol Atk

wheb Al 2ubuf 3:8-2 ZBlbA A A FadE Mo
o 5ot Al 3 Folgte= F VA FAE dAsE A4 A
< 3t7] W&ol

=1
=

3. L7t

rr

27 A A B AA G 28} 388 ulbA] AA o) WA A B w3
W A% g Bolgh ¥ /X FAIE AdsE 4T L Ak % ¥

42) O. P. Robertson, The Books of Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, NICOT, (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990), 269.
£3), 1040l WA FaHe WA S ol Bel A shAviTk o o] that). 27 T s v
A= A A Aslo] TEAQ St 2l Zolth, 2w o] ojshul shbdel Alge.
2 goldl totaz et fujelolghs Asjoltt. o] As|E AAshe BASL Anht P
o= o] o507t 7k frehelo] Bx 7] Mol 74 s86id A AT A F o] FhAE
& Sk 02 el o £3E Friilel o2 DL T UA AslSl oA
2= A (M. E. Széles)©|th. O& & €9 AR HREHE AES ZE 95Ue
ojulgitiar Aokttt A3 W8-S J. J. M. Roberts, Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah,
217-8; M. E. Széles, Wrath and Mercy: A commentary on the books of Habakkuk and
Zephaniah, 1082 Zra13}2}
F 31100 wkstar eRkgk o £4ES g5}ty 913 8 4F, o] EHW uwksto 2ee)
= A= (7 o), ‘AIAT Aotk (ron), ‘AT (ma) 9 & Tl &2 o] Akof M
o FARsITE A AAL Aotk (row) ke Fol= A AR st BT a4
E AASA Astslr] A7 =2 A 1:21-269] A EollA o] TojE ARESHHATHA
1:25). ‘¥t A3k XP (s rop)elEHE E@L A A o] Atokel zmhk B}
o LheA] GHEThA} 13:3; 45 3:11). A 13:300 “WLRshe] AFsHe A5 3} ok 7ol %
2 W AT AL 24800 SIWISHE A5 @rone shigel ool W W ol ~FAe
Ak Zolth E& A 32238 Shhd o] A%k o] F 5% e] 7| Mo] matelo] gt 19
Aol A AF32:139] <Bl2te] A{(mrby mop)old EHL 55 3:11S ofssh=t et
ARSI (723) & §0f = o] Aokl A WHFS THE Abgrolu} Aol Thal HALE w) AL§
ATHAF 2:11, 15, 17; 3:16; 5:15, 16; 7:11; 10:33; 30:25). A} 2:6-21-& 93} wko 2 <13
o 4k o] ABE W A TR S0l 2 RHSH YUtk AF2:6-210] YERG 122 F
3:11-139] 1, & ‘5 9}e] @ o|th. M. A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, 187-188.

43

~

44

=



AHiLE 3:89] O[3 B ot / OIFE 21

Total T AN S A EE A4S0 A Awolgte FAR FEZXA
Al e ok #ol AT

A, 2kt 3:800 TASEE U3 2%UA, %}\), Z shvds 7
o) ol ¥ahe] A B gkt 7-ef A A ofl A 0}‘/} <71t te AL 3
Z1Q1 o] H| A& A7}, o] Aol A Ig9g+= g 1
&3 AE(F 2:3), 2Lk 7hdE MA(F 3: 12)°]E1r a1s
thefof sh=7k? st EAA SRle 2 dojd Wi7hAIth o 7| A o}
(WHYE Z2U’(as a witness) &2 ‘=7 (for a testimony)Z 3f| 4]

6-780l Yoe @ Ado] o FARE F wFF TS 1Y
olH, o]+ shud o FATLE o A8k, AF 3o WAAE T

RN 2 5 Q7] WFel ok

rlo
re
X,
S
N

shbdel Riosh dlie, ARe] Be] Ol TR IELS Ru)F o
25} 1 AEFE 390 GYolth o FHOE WS ArhA 2
MR 388 of Sote) ol Awd W BRFUAE, 1 de Flthele
AET AE(E 2301 323 TR 2g Fh F, o FHL o] B9}
o AJBE A, R T ALAAA} T AEFE 10 DY BEE
Ho® shidel Aert 98 2 e ARk B, AL AEF 23)
a3 ZPEE WA (& 31200A Tl ek BFstel A o 91
8% 7L hekA @k o= W AU E LTS PR, St
ol AT MAFo) AT AZE A} FUL BE glolehs YL
WEsha gl bk 382 2uhpA o FR P WL ol Eshe] g
Z3akm, shubd o] 2ol ok AulE FAlo) nelEh nteba Zuhk 388

k2 WS R ZuhA] AAE ol s sk b
A7AA ] W g-g uhgko 2 2uhk 3:88 ofeoh
T,

.

O{N
fo
2 o
(e L X
18
ok
P
o
2

29 ER UsE U8 Ziee b S ol vzt 32102 o]
M GAA(FAE 9e GAA) Jtkeieh el Bebe BxE O 9
of 2o} 7] 98] U7t MSEL mon FREL 2SI A
dek & ol U AR Bol g 238 Zolth (& 38)



22 THZREEET 55 (2024. 10.), 7-26

<FA| o>(Keywords)

zuhk 38, o Botel o AW} 3%, Aed AE, Zusky b )
.

Zephaniah 3:8, The Day of the LORD, Judgment and Restoration, The
Humble, A poor and humble folk.

(B2l 24420243 79 309, AAF 221 20243 82 202, AlA 84 D} 20243 94 5Y)



AHILE 3:89] Ofafiet 1 A2F / OlFH 23

<%F31Ed>(References)

w547, «smlkol @ Aof 718 — g Alof A Slel Tl 214 B, (AR
T 49 (2021. 10), 75-93.

s, “12AdA W znkhge] AAA fiRIer T e, TAARYEEAT 5
(2022. 10), 99-124.

ol F, “okgl o] & Znht 1:7-189) FAIA FAIA AT, AT 17 (2001.
12), 10-29.

Barker, K. L. and Bailey, W., Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, NAC
20, Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 1999.

Berlin, A., Zephaniah: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary,
AB 25a, New York: Doubleday, 1994.

Caldwell, B., ““Wait for Me”: Appreciating the Curious Juxtaposition of

—_—

Zephaniah 3:8 and 97, Ph.D. Dissertation, Concordia Seminary-Saint
Louis, 2010.

Floyd, M. H., Minor Prophets, part 2, FOTL XXII, Grand Rapids: William
B. Eerdmans, 2000.

Girtner, J., “Jerusalem—City of God for Israel and for the Nations in Zeph 3:8, 9-
10, 11-13”, R. Albertz, J. D. Nogalski, and J. Wohrle, eds.,
Perspectives on the Formation of the Book of the Twelve:
Methodological Foundations-Redactional Processes-Historical Insights,
Berlin; Boston: Walter de Gruyter, 2012, 269-283.

Hahlen, M. A. and Ham, C. A., Minor Prophets Volume 2: Nahum-Malachi,
The College Press NIV Commentary, Joplin, Mo.: College Press,
2006.

Hays, C. B., “Isa 24-27 and Zephaniah Amid the Terrors and Hopes of the
Seventh Century: An Intertextual Analysis”, R. J. Bautch, J. Eck, and
B. M. Zapft, eds., Isaiah and the Twelve: Parallels, Similarities and
Differences, Vol. 527, Berlin; Boston: Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co
KG, 2020, 131-155.

Heflin, J. N. B., Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Bible Study
Commentary, Grand Rapids, Mich.: Lamplighter Books, 1985.

Roberts, J. J. M., Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, OTL, Louisville, Ky.:
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1991.

Robertson, O. P., The Books of Nahum, Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, NICOT,
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990.

Rudolph, W., Micha-Nahum-Habakuk-Zephanja, KAT XIII/3, Giitersloh: Mohn,



24 TEZREEET 55 (2024. 10.), 7-26

1975.

Ryou, D. H., Zephaniah’s Oracles Against the Nations: A Synchronic and
Diachronic Study of Zephaniah 2:1-3:8, Biblical Interpretation Series
13, Leiden: Brill, 1995.

Smith, J. M. P., 4 critical and exegetical commentary on Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum,
Habakkuk, Obadiah and Joel, ICC, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1911.

Smith, R. L., Micah-Malachi, WBC 32, Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1984.

Snyman, S. D., “In search of tradition material in Zephaniah 1:7-13”, AcT
(2000), 111-121.

Sweeney, M. A., Zephaniah: A Commentary, Hermeneia, Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 2003.

Széles, M. E., Wrath and Mercy: A commentary on the books of Habakkuk
and Zephaniah, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1987.

Taylor, C. T., “The Book of Zephaniah”, G. A. Butterick, et al., eds., IB 6, New
York: Abingdon Press, 1956, 1007-1034.

Udoekpo, M. U., Re-thinking the Day of YHWH and Restoration of Fortunes
in the Prophet Zephaniah: An Exegetical and Theological Study of
1:14-18; 3:14-20, Bern: Peter Lang, 2010.

Vlaardingerbroek, J., Zephaniah, J. Vriend, trans., HCOT, Leuven, Belgium:
Peeters, 1999.

Wright, P., Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk and Zephaniah, SN, Nashville:
Broadman & Holman, 1999.

Zvi, E. B., A Historical-Critical Study of the Book of Zephaniah, BZAW
198, Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1991.



AHILE 3:89] Ofafiet 1 AHleF / O]

HN
o
N
Ul

<Abstract>

Understanding and Translation Proposal for Zephaniah 3:8

Joon-Hyuk Lee
(Mokwon University)

This study examines the translation issues surrounding Zephaniah 3:8, a verse
that has been the topic of long-standing debate among scholars. The verse is
challenging to a complexity of elements and ambiguity of context. It begins with
the command, “Therefore wait for me,” but it is unclear who both the
second-person plural ‘you’ and the third-person plural ‘them’ refers to in the
phrase “pour out my wrath upon them.” If the distinction between the subjects of
the command to ‘wait’ (directed at the second-person plural) and the objects of
‘God’s wrath’ (third-person plural) is not clearly understood, it can lead to
confusion in interpretation. For example, without clear differentiation, it
becomes ambiguous whether the nations are being summoned for judgment or as
instruments of judgment. Additionally, the interpretation of the term ‘lé‘ad
(7w5)’ varies, with possibilities including ‘forever’, ‘prey’, or ‘witness’. These
differences in translation and interpretation are crucial for understanding the
overall theological message of Zephaniah, thereby making making an accurate
translation of this verse essential for clearly conveying the themes of judgment
and restoration.

This study argues that the command in Zephaniah 3:8 to “wait for me” reflects
a positive anticipation, identifying the subjects as the humble and poor people
mentioned in Zephaniah 2:3 and 3:12. These individuals are to wait until God
rises as a witness. Interpreting ‘l&‘ad (7p%)’ as ‘witness’ or ‘testimony’ takes
into account the educational function of the judgment on the nations toward
Jerusalem, emphasizing God’s justice and reinforcing the message of judgment
and repentance. The study also identifies the subjects of ‘God’s wrath and anger’
as the corrupt Jerusalem, its leaders, and the nations. In this context, Zephaniah
3:8 serves as a pivotal turning point in the book.

The verse emphasizes the judgmental aspect of the Day of the Lord while also
offering hope and salvation to those who wait for that day. Therefore, this study

proposes that Zephaniah 3:8 provides hope to those who humbly wait for God
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while warning Jerusalem’s corrupt leaders and the nations of impending
judgment. Within the broader context of Zephaniah, this verse plays a key role
in linking the dual themes of judgment and restoration centered on the Day of
the Lord.

In conclusion, the study suggests that the translation of Zephaniah 3:8 should
reflect these dual themes of judgment and restoration, demonstrating that a
correct understanding of this verse is vital for grasping the overall message of
the book of Zephaniah.
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ofe] ol & wi ot Azl ol th. mhEl = f-Elotd o] B A A S E 7| E35)
HA, B89 HHAE S ith(1:6b). 3HA T FH = oSl Y HAJdE EF
stal st EAA TSl AokS A48 A A 7HAE Ae B Foh &4,
‘o] Lk} 19] A E(1ov Tegoviav kai Tovg ddshpodg avtod)= F I Th 2}

Ry

o 2 oHr

> [

o

12) & 12:1-30 Y& ol B etst A%Fol & st A A ol B etshs B3l & 1155 o] FAZT
© ¢kgro] FA At &, AAA olBEES B, o] FEE AL A shud e W
& A9 7T ek&oltt vl 1:1-1700 4] ofBelg A oko] A HE A= 39U e
= o}l A + gyévwnoey + o5 F 2ol th(m} 1:2[3W], 3[3W], 4[3¥], 53], 6[2¥], 7[3®],
8[317], 9[3], 10[3%], 11, 12[2¥1], 13[3W], 14[3%], 15[3W], 16). &I 71 A éyévwnoeve H-
ARAY o2 FAF A2 S (Verbal Aspect)oll A & o, 1:1-17 EE2] Hub <l wjgd o] o
S-S Fok whebA] b 1:1-17 % 12:1-39] U&= olB a3 doko] o] 28kl A} 718t
&Aooz HHD A, FFEHOZ d oA A o] dofo]l AHENSS Ho] Fo}



OEf=S 1:7-89] AcapOf| Hiet 6t Y Aot/ LA

= EHOITH(L11). vhElE o ke 2] eb3, o kel o) &
Solahs BHL 2 AL o] 2 do] MAF O o] Tufe} B W4
Sol npalg ¥

2 ZHZAR shUEAA B8l A ekS A A A7) A4
Ao qake] AYE IEAA FAES BRA F7] fJsiA ookt
25:27-30). ©] 3] 5 oAk 7)1 Y 3 F o= k= Ao ofle, A= o]
2t FEA ] 3 HOE ojoj [Tt wetA wiElE cofaikel 19| FA|
Eolgtal 7)1 S8 A, shbd vrel WA o] | otoll = BF-etal sk E Al A
2171 WA ENA T AkS A EHA A 7]tk AME & x2S
S22 L12-16(HPEE X2HE o Ig2E7129 AR)E BHH,
HFEl & 1:12-16001A4] o] 2~gtd wiido] A& Ql F oty npdE X E o]F
o Al A% 7teHAE, Ax ofEedhthsl dofo] ‘o g
=5 B AHAHNSE Ax3r) o] dEholA ulElE 1:16914] cobH
A+ éyévwnoev + oFE F2AES 7Y WA, ofBHe}ghThgl ool o
£ Tl AHHASS B Foh
714 1:16& EHAHSZE £33 EA} éyevwione 1:16°] 181 Y21},
o 7| A mhElf= ObHA] + éyévwnoey + OFE T2 E IR FEE ol A
AL A Fo9 Aol A& T2 FaAAA FoIA =1, o7]
A= Inoodg7t ZAZF 1 QA Th13) 18] 39 U2 = O A + gyévvnoey +
olEolgteE A F2E oA A A, IncodcE A Zte £2 & F
AL7F? 2H L o5 22 2] 7o) AT HRoA &= Aol oy}, 414
71l A& AxshE Aol o714 o] A gk B A7t
Ue2 a1, IA wpglop Al A dgrt Bl uslas A EteE AL, 4
T 24 tig A A PRI} st o]l S %
B E Kol £
T2-EHA B8 AYshd, 1:1-17S oA A ofB ekt ohgl oA of
< AF3E Bol4l s BHol 3 QT
SO 1:1-179 Y& ‘L (yewho)Bte T E B4 5] B} vl
E yewbo=S 44H ARSI THR}E 1:2[3W], 3[3W], 4[3H], 5[3WH], 6[2H], 7[3
W], 8[3H], 9[3W], 10[3H], 11, 12[2¥], 13[3®], 14[3H], 15[3H], 16[2¥],
20; 2:1; 19:12; 26:24). © | A FA Al 7FA 2 Yo B 5= gtk A A, ot B
23t Osl& AA A FAAA o] A= FH QE A AREH 7 -g-olth
(7} 1:2[3¥], 3[3W], 4[3¥], 5[3WH], 6[2¥], 7[3W], 8[3®], 9[3¥], 10[3 ],

o o F

} =

A = AA ==

1 To

of

13) BHE, <Al oF g A Aeto] o] BAAE FAE”, AT 9(2010), 328-329.
14) 212 e A= oS A& Fusle) D. B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the
Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 437-438.
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11, 12[2tﬂ] 13[3], 14[3], 15[3%], 16%). EA, o] 2 THF
A8 A F-olTk(TH 11638}, 20; 2:1). A, ARbA Rl S-S S8k 7 -0

oH(m} 19:12; 26:24).

o] T AM =M =(T 4% Foll 4280l ) ol =k A oA FA WA
ofo gk ¢k 3 HAHAAT WA, vl B3 1:1-16°1 4 yewdo= ©FE.2}
SHOHSl A oFa} AFET 1:2-167 871 A] o] S A E(8yévvnoev)= G AL &
o Al ofB g oSl ddeko] AH = AL, 1:163HH A oo &
A (Gyevwiin)S T Ak TF2H AHE B F0h o E nhE RS
1:209] Z4Y(yevwn0iv)2 o] Abof 7:149] ek 3} A E T rhe] = 1:2000] 4] o
FAAM AHoE JejH AL WIHA, 1:22-239 4] o]Hl o] o] ALok 7:142]
of&zof thek A Y= BF3l k. wpx| et o 2 vhel 5 2:19] S48 (yevwnbéviog)

u) 7} 5:29] oF& 3 AAFE G vl 2:100 A oA A vl S ol A el
OMN S St A, 2:5-690 4 o] Zlo] w7} 5:29] ofdo] e AH U S
Ho] #o

A3k, vl & yewdoE AR EA 9] rE 21 AFE-3FA Th(u}
19:12; 26:24), 7] AAAE & A3t 124l A= W Alo}ol] thk oF<
o] Aot BEPA yewao S AFEITH B 4= QU Th

TE-EH-Tol A4S HEsHH, 1:1-178 oA A colBegy gl

].
AF A B H Aok ol 4l & B s B =

412. 7o 280l LtEett otEetetnt Chle Xf¢

T2 FA S-S ot B ebe TSl o] AkEg o9 A o] 33l V’
2|3l vhel = ol FAA of B ek gl o) Aberol et AW S BN,
gRAEAA ol® W&-S Atz g AL7E?

AA A FHHAE2] ofBetdke] AbEol thit o8| &, Sirach 44:18-23;
1 Maccabees 2:49-70; Psalms of Solomon 9:9-11; 18:3-5& &3] A XB A} 15)
Sirach 44:18-23°| = ofB.g}et3} o] 2bo] <2 A o] 2Holal FEo| T2
A= D3th o= ‘BE WISo] ol B egbghd O AES FalA HS0A 2
Zvolgh= ol B e A eke] W85 v § Aol (3 12:1-3; 18:18; 22:18).

15) ¥ 1= 97 BE2 35,8, 974 282 s A& F3doh J. H. Charlesworth, The
Old Testament Pveudengrapha Vol. 1 (New Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1983); J.
H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament: Expansions of
the ‘Old Testament~ and Legends, Wisdom, and Philosophical Literature, Prayers, Psalms
and Odes, Fragments of Lost Judeo-Hellenistic Works, vol. 2 (New Haven; London: Yale
University Press, 1985).
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©]o} A 1 Maccabees 2:49-700 4] Pl t]ol= A& F7|HA|, o] =2t
o] 245 T oEHFE A2 £NTFTH2:52). E vt rols WS
A7) Aol tis o2 M A5skAA(2:50, 53, 55, 58, 64, 67, 68), 5'E 3
obEEolA £ S A3 A AS HHITH2:50, 64, 68). =, o714 F
Hotragde A&z 1S A= AEUS & F U

Psalms of Solomon 9:9-11°)|+= o} E.g}§e] Af&Eo] BE W= 9o A9
W I1(9:9), 24EH I shhE 3 doks B2 AE01H(9:10), o] 27
Azt Aok FU3] A &HE AYE E3TH9:9, 11). X Psalms of Solomon
18:3-500+= ShEAA ol B E}ghe] Ak o] kAo AFRSEAI 31(18:3),
HAlol7} B o] shEAA o] etde 238 & HFA AS Tt
(18:5). A 2]3}H, Psalms of Solomon stUE A 8l k2 o} H 213} o] =}
Sl Al F_TE Adefrol AL, wAlop Tt ofHERghe] ARl o] 22k o
23 & HE RS L3

Sirach 44:18-23; 1 Maccabees 2:49-70; Psalms of Solomon 9:9-11; 18:3-5%
Aels B, AA, 5 FoidES olB st Aolete @9 9
of H& FAI= okB e AdekS AA A olsf g A 2 TH(Sir 44:18-23). =
A, dF FOES ot BHEt gy A& wA oS Ade| A oz A 2
TH(Pss 9:9-11; 18:3-5). A A, A7 IS ot B} ghe] A& S5 & A
71 A& A8 A olal & A 2 rhH(1Ma 2:49-70).

st vhele ol SAA ohBebghe] Aol ohH by Aok YA
shi Holehs MEE Fal, a5 ‘Dol B FATh e ojned
otB

AokS AFH ke EolAlaLe) F wAjofo] S 3t T T A
gh3te] ApEolgtal WoHAE §HE A71A &+
(7} 1:1-17; 3:7-12; 5:20; 6:2, 5; 7:1-5, 15-23; 8:12; 9:11, 34; 11:16-19, 20-24;
12:1-2, 9-14, 22-37, 38-45; 13:53-58; 15:1-20; 16:1-4; 19:3-12; 21:12-17, 23-32,
33-46; 22:15-22, 23-33, 34-40; 23:1-36), HI 2 574 &S A A 1L,
EHE 7FEA A= S0 Yo oAl 7HA] s} 3HE ol B etk
A& FZoh(U) 5:17-20; 7:24-27; 12:46-50; 13:51-52; 25:31-46; 28:20).
SO 2 TSl 9] Apsof tial AR AL ohsl o] AEolgte S
743k k3 0 31(4Qlsaa 8-10; 4Q252 v 3-4; 4Q285 5//11Q14 1 i;
, A 17:12; |} 1:1; 12:15-23; 8 1:49; & 1:2-4; Al 5:5; Pss 17:21-37; T.

16) PHEN S-S ol etge] A FU) WF AL A RE NES EFshe S0 B
ok ZUE, HhE S F4 (), 220-230; olrEkgel A ol Qhel Aol sty o)
A7 R % QTks M sk Baol gelslof itk A9, ohuekg hgle] A

o= gz AlA ols)”, 139-146.
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Levi 18:7),10 E-5A FolA vl B5olA 71 2251 e £dolth
(7} 1:20; 9:27; 12:23; 15:22; 20:30, 31; 21:9, 15; 22:42; 9} 10:48; 12:35; =
18:38, 39). & &t &3 oll sl o] AEolgte B o] Wol AN, & A
Mo w2 £do g W82 A3 A= A eFskal, Sirach 45:23-26;
47:1-11; 48:15-163} 1 Maccabees 2:57; Psalms of Solomon 1773l Y42 += T}
Slo] A& g &S FH AR A E ot

Sirach 45:23-26-2 A Eo}4ko] o}-5 H| =gl 20 T3] o] ok7] 3} A, 45:25
of “FEAA ot A5t o] A o] o} thSlFH B2 A fE oSS0l AN T
U= 48e A5 ST e o] et 4815168 o] 22kl el
A &A1 A E Vetoll A EAYVE ABE WA H AR, A&g9] WA glo]
oA ThSl 7HRe) BAASh WA AHA UL slns) 98S TR
T3 1 Maccabees 2:57- PR o} o] f-)lof] g W& Foll =, “Thl-& 1
o A 2g vhg W Zo LT FAS AA Ak g AFg o] W&
= A3y, ol2gtdo] A A et =, thsloAl Folzl L@l g oF
&2 Al&3A RS Tal

%) Sirach 47:1-112 ©h5l 9] Zp&of] g B} T4 4 < W & Ko
o} o] B oslo] 4o B MY = H8 S DalHA, thslo] o "%
Jdoz —r’“]E”‘ REe Fetal ok ohsle] =g ot A Y A5
7 EHAle EYAE B0l U2th47:4-7). S, 3 Aol A Tat= o8l
o] Ap&2 E‘r”ﬂ H o] 2t d & ASHE oY WIS FAH 2= Aot

52 = Psalms of Solomon 1775 AW B2} 17:4% ShE A A oSl =

8] Aol A AT LA S oFEEHA o] Y2t 17:5-62 o] =8t
o A= sl o vpete] ke whal, thslo) o] wiok ZA Y B
ol PAES LIHA, TSl A& F Folil WA oMAA THA] 2 A A
(17:21, 32), ©% lﬂi% ol 3 A Tk 11(22-25, 29, 36, 4374), o] e}
dEs oA 2 Tt 7)1 =3TH26-28, 30-35, 40, 41-467).

o] F 17:249] “to destroy the unlawful nations with the word of his mouth” ]
A 12| 2] &&(the word of his mouth)2 LXX ©] Aok 11:45 A S A S
B2 HATH LXXE <719 o] 24, slBelo] BE2 <19 Ao By =
U2 7] wjFo|t}.18) ] 3}HA, Psalms of Solomon 177 Y2= thsle] =}

° rie o M\

17) o¥l4t, “thsl o] zp<zo) #3k thafal o)3l): FoF, &2 & A, F&, vE S vnE F
Ho = TAsta} ALS), 38 (2024), 76; A&, <223 A 7] Froiae] W Alof A, Tl ek
T 14 (2015), 323; J. J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: Messianism in Light of the Dead
Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 52-78.

18) J. J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star, 58.
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= oJAbok 11:1-48F AaE o] JaL, I 4o BEo® oY UkES
ABE, S AAES SER o|IA& WA oL RG-S Hol Frh19)
Sirach 45:23-26; 47:1-11; 48:15-163} 1 Maccabees 2:57; Psalms of Solomon
178< A8 B, FUdES A= ‘o5l 9 A& g o] 2gkd & Al
st ol UgtES FA 2w, S AAS SEE o|ILA = WA oLE o] &)
3 Ao Z WY},

£

e whe el A Thele) Aol m Thsle] Qleke e B
olete HEE Fol, ol YE FAZE Osle) A£L /@ Fojal

SA oW &S Atz g AL7?

HHEf B 52 GA i 159 o] 3 24, tsle] A& o A A
Aot Fol T ASA, Aok B EAE HARREH(R) 9:27;
12:23; 15:22; 20:30-31; 7 34:4, 23-24; A} 61:1; 4Q251; Pss 17:38-40).20) 7 21
9:27), Axl B8 =HIL T Fahe Ag12:23), A Y 7t o9
ZH(15:22), W1 F AFH(20:30-31)= | f-3H4 uﬂ ‘ThSl o] Ap&olg = B
o] 2tk GA FHIIEE A= oY YIES Jo g FHEE 4l
A= 7P AN d e 15N E AEd F loPD% dEe Afrdte =
Ao B0 g 4T

A3k, kel 1104 T8l &

=X
CEERIEREE EE SR L

rr

22 A, A A vk g8l

ore Yol A0 B4 foie
S b5l Ao @ 93 E R ARIA § Zlolh vheh B3 12:230)
A 227} “Thsle] Aol ohubebal BE R O pinE 15

RAH )AL G e FHOE, F7} o] £5 TSl Ao H
317 @ ol Frh 283 122400 4 vHE RIS o527 A2l e
AT FWA, o527k A3 Th$1 9] AEo] o}
FETIQIE ) Azhe ol 57l A] o Ak o) 1A S o)
A& AW219)0] FAH wHAoLE ZHEHA #EF
o A 25 A7 A E0] AthE A w Al opr)
ofUL, AFE ARV FFL R EIIA At o] A Y vhEl = 554 S A
ZAste 1114 TSl A g 23O R, o7 FALE w Aoy} o}
Ut X frats A2 o] dofl 241 1912 u] g 9hA sk o tha

19) Ibid.

20) A&, Tl ES 24 (Ah,, 664-669

21) AQH L THIE) A o5 ehs Edo] o Pl YT BE WX A} I ol
A 32w AokE AT EHE SRR 41212, “obn et thele] A

a2z e] A o], 149-152.
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42. OIERE S 1.7-82] Acap AlST} AlH 78HQ| o2t 2AM
1:7-8-2 1:1-17 Qtoll E3H= o] At} webA 1:1-172] AA FA|+= 1:7-89]
T ¢S =0 239 1:7-89 Acapd} <A efo] HkYg = = lyt o ek
A3 ShE S 28-S B3, 35302 ofHEtsh sl AkS A3
SHA = d g 2= g "ﬂlh AGA FHA =] QLS
ol & etslr] fal, vhel B3 1:7-89] Acae AHE Al 78 2] AFAA
S AR SHol A Ma Aotk WA AHARN AA#Y SHO

2, vl 52 13:359] AJ¥H 78:2 2183} 1:7-82] AJH 78 AL-&-S H| w3 &
Aolth, 202 1A AN ZHOZ nlgE-S o) AloFAl A e} bl

1Y (Mishnah)2] Al 78 o] t)3F &3 o} FAFH S ZHol & Aot

421. DIEI=SS 13:359] A|H 78 elgmte| vl
1342 aﬂ“l‘”ﬂ/"] T oAl & B3l A= vdE 7FEAA = WS
olth. 18 F7HS] 13:3590 4 Alﬂ 7825 QALSIAA, dFA A HIFE
WES HHG W2l 2R AARE A5 AES =87 §
rolth. fFodES U}QOI ot A ALA AEA AR
13:13-15), o7+ A= HE S 2SA =W 7] 98l vl = 7FEX)4
QoA vl e TEE

1’4—(13]— 13:1-52). x| ofAlo] —"1%?:1' o] BeEdte
ASHEA (A 78:12)2) T 205 @ AH Y Lol th(A] 78:70-72). v

22) dlFAA HFE B3 stsuete] njd-g =3 FHARE GA TR
@2 Byt vl 13:13-15& ©1 59 %% ‘Holk BXA| Bl 5% £X
A ZYPopetal BARG o] 2g B2 v 13:3500 4] Q183 Al 78%H ol -
do] 253 FARSIT o) ~gtde shud el dkS A7) k1 &1 %3£~
(78:10), A5 2AIA P3tal A} 19 7]01% AS Qo FHT(78:11). 1L AL A 3
WA M3 (78:17), AA 0] ShE S tA FITK(78:19). ol &2 23 & Woko] = oA
3 A8t shude] 7lols dES “E‘X] 211(78:32), b o) AAekdl] A A slA] ekt
(78:37). oML o)A A& Ndst= MAHES ), ‘A ZEEH AFoHE AES
= ATH78:2y B EEHA, o] S0l A Az AA Fsal dEH SAS} HEE &
FI ATKT8:1-5). S, oMol BHGlol BeFshs WA TS g8 F= AXE, o

F I PN 5SS 7/H‘:‘*7<l E3l= FullEolA steEyEr vl % HHE 53 =2

AR Aot

s
x3i 7l
o0

S

K A
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19
=
©
~
oN
=

ol
o
w
e}

Bl = Al 783 9] $+otst o) gt A o FAA ST FA 9 sl o]
gde AAsIa, FA AlE 78HN A TS Mt ot A= v
S 7IEA A G5 A HA, EeSile A EdARE 248 S AX
shAlE stud o] 2380 & xS

nhEl B3 13:359] Al 78:2 A8 WA 3 AFSHA], 1:7-800 A BHE &
Acto=s 2HA AlE 787 |44 A=2E FalA vlEl &S 1:1-17S B2
T AT A 2ok AE 78-S A& A Aol BeFshe o8ty

o, AR AN TS Bl Ake HATRAE ol e
t}.23) nlx7EA 2 e B2 1:1-17
Sl = A Thsl kS o5

>
>

1 A ThEHE U go] Lheth2

ox
G\

23) WA ZT|(M. D. Goulder)= o}Fo] AlHE Qhell ZAWEA 0 & QIof Algh o] UgS 4%
o} AR olFe AokS 22 o7 AFIITHA| 50:5, 16; 74:20; 78:37). & o}ph-e of ]
oA AFE FAIBH = gk AoFA QI S ] 1A (mem) & LEFIL(A] 77:8)
Aok Tl Ful ol gk oM AE Fof shbaAAN A7) FuElE ERAIE AL L3
THA] 74:1; 77:20; 78:52, 70-71; 79:13; 80:1; 83:12). M. D. Goulder, “Asaph’s History of
Isreal”, Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 20 (1995), 74; Th2- 2.2 # ©|(D. Ray)+= ©F
Ao Al E FellA 53] A 18-S ATEEA, F UM A2 S AT A AR =
A, A1 783 0] A shubd 3t EwEske ol 28kl S tixdthe Holth Hole Al
789 0] ‘A3 shbd It BeEshE o)agtd S 2 st 21 E Al 7R 2 AlAI T
AR, A 783l 3| F FAE 48 U=t o] F 3371 FAFS] Foi7} shuiE ]l Aot
T o] T oF 177004 Fo] &R dojubet], dl & o, & 17:5-601 4 T < =AP
7h A1 78:15001 4 B 02| Z 34:10001 4 F0]Q) < RLE WA o] Al 78:1190A] B o
2, 7 20:11004 Fo ) <BAP 7L Al 78:2000 4 BlpE’ 08 Fo] Ut} o] 2|7k Fo] WM&
< s e Al & AxshE Aol e A Aok 24, A oA JAZEA Y &Y
AAE AstAl7) = A Btk Folth AA, 71 A oA Az e 4= A33 &5
9 EFE AdtE+e A4S HAte Holth D. Ray, “Who did What to Whom?:
Reassessing God’s Activity in Psalm 78”, Colloguium 52 (2020), 65-82; & WA 23L& A
78H o] Th9l& ZFE3ohE Aol th(78:70-72). Al 78:1-7L 1AL Fo 2, 78:8-69= A
olzgtde] YALE AHEIHA ShES 330 FOZ, 78:70-72F TS 30 FA=Z
AHERT F, 2L AA F3E Ad 52 a8l Zdisks o2 A 788 nhygd
t}. D. Ray, “Who did What to Whom?: Reassessing God’s Activity in Psalm 78”, 82-83.

24) A, T 1:1-17 QFell = o] bl M4 ] A% A2 F ¢fo] Eeftth. WA o FR9| FH
B3 A tsle) A9 WA See, e Seop el o] B AHHOE
AFsHE HolTk(1:6). THEOE MR o5 ARgE ek et £8L 20 AFshs 7
OJTH(1:11-12). WP E E2 = o] 22kdle] A9l Feto 2 W FA YLk olut ohy]
2 ZHo| ok ABES] 413 AA3| AR, o] So] A& H7h FpYA RRo| 54
ot EA, v} 1:1-17 el Al 78 oA B == AX Y, dFAA g5H ez sl d
kg A ke B olido] =ajdtt Al 783 nRx| o) thlo] 5%TH(78:70-72). TH-2
olzgtdg A7) vho @HFor V|23, 79 £ PR IES ALY
(78:72). EEFste o2tk BASAA shbEAA sl B8l Aok FE2d o= 4
Fsl FAT o] & HIS=E A HE 1:1-172 TS A o] A5 Fall A3 S =3k Al
78N A TS Bl FEH 02 Aol AHEHE e 2, v 1:1-17004 d+E F

FAAHE Aok AT BHE B Foh

"

i~ O
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T8 H AH 78 I v B 1:1-170 A ¢l ok Balag ) ¢
oFol] A A s’ Foll F-olo] B % Ax=E 71 vbE Aokl A3t
shubdolth A E e AlE 7899 AEFQI 78:65-7200 A e 5
o] o= A& FAIh F, 65- 72xq 2 “Olﬂa}%! HAP| A A& H o
A o] H A, T Al b o] 74
= Zlolt2s) o] ARRE B,
w5 & 7 Ak HstE AlH 78 9
g Ao w A7E Fur] wEo]th(A]
URE 55 1:1-17 Qboll =, A ool B4l A7k o] =

Aok AF Al o 59 o]okr]| 2 mp gl H

e [ rm 2

78:70—72). olsz} U}?ﬂ-ﬂ-xli
gd o] HAZF YA v A
oh(m} 1:16-17).

A2l stH, vl = 13:359) 1:7-80 A1 Al 78-S AFE3IHA], B&F 35}
= ol2zetd Aok A s Y &8 & thRetaL, T3 O E o
F5 53l Akl AAFHN TS Aoy E S 9

422 QBHEES 6:31; 7:382} O||LKMishnah)2| A|E 78 AlZ1fo| Hiw
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31) A. “And a reader reads: If you will not observe to do --- the Lord will have your stripes
pronounced, and the stripes of your seed (Dt. 28:58ff.) (and he goes back to the beginning of
the passage). And you will observe the words of this covenant (Dt. 29:9), and he finishes with,
But he is full of compassion and forgave their iniquity (Ps. 78:38), and he goes back to the
beginning of the passage.” Mishnah &2 T & WY& F1 ) J. Neusner, The
Mishnah: A new translation (New Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1988).
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<Abstract>
Exegesis and Translation Proposal of Acd
in Matthew 1:7-8

Se Hyun Kang
(Chongshin University)

The text of Matthew 1:7-8 in the NTG is viewed as having Acdg (Asaph)
instead of Acd (Asa). Then why did Matthew use Asaph? Scholarly thought is
generally divided into two categories. First, the use of Asaph in 1:7-8 is
understood in relation to the historical figure ‘Asaph’. Second, the use of Asaph
in 1:7-8 is understood in connection with Matthew 13:35, where a psalm of
Asaph, Psalm 78:2, is used. Among these, the second view seems more specific
and plausible, however, the second view also has its limitations, as it does not
provide a thorough exegesis of Matthew 1:7-8 through the Psalms of Asaph.

This paper will, therefore, comprehensively analyze the intent behind the
mention of Asaph in 1:7-8 through two methods. The first method is to identify
the central theme of the ‘Genealogy of Jesus’ (1:1-17), which includes Matthew
1:7-8. The text will be analyzed with a focus on its structure, grammar, and
vocabulary. Subsequently, the theme of the descendants of Abraham and David
will be examined by comparing how it appears in Jewish literature with Matthew
1:1-17. Through this, it will be revealed that the central theme of the genealogy
is ultimately Jesus Christ, who fulfills the Abrahamic and Davidic covenants, by
contrasting sinners who rebel against the covenant with the God who remains
faithful.

How then is Asaph in 1:7-8 related to the theme of 1:1-17? There is scant
information about Asaph, however, within the passage of 1:1-17, making it
difficult to determine the intent behind the use of Asaph in those verses. For this
reason, the second method is necessary, which involves analyzing the use of
Asaph in Matthew 1:7-8 both directly and indirectly in relation to Psalm 78. In
the first place, we can directly compare Matthew’s use of Asaph in 1:7-8 with
the quotation of Psalm 78 by Asaph in 13:35. Next, we can indirectly compare
the how Psalm 78 is used in both the New Testament and the Mishnah with how
it is used in the Gospel of Matthew.



OEf=S 1:7-89] AcapOf| Hiet 6t Y Aot/ LA

Through this, the article will argue that the purpose of recording Asaph (Acdp)
in Matthew 1:7-8 is to emphasize Jesus Christ as the ultimate fulfillment of the
covenant, contrasting sinners who betray the covenant to God’s faithfulness to it,
as seen in Psalm 78.
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7) W. B. Scranton, “Historical Sketch of the Korea Mission of M. E. Church”, Korean Repository
(July 1898), 257.
8) S5, olwtd, T A F-3] AL 1, 187-189.
9) H. G. Appenzeller’s letter to Dr. E. W. Gilman, 1887. 8. 9.
10) H. Loomis’s letter to E. W. Gilman, 1886. 5. 14. “AT]-¢-=& A3t g0 = 2E AW
Abs =9l ALt 3 o] A4 Y-S AAE 5 A& 7R ZITke= Alo] Aol
LA )

11) Committee for the Translation of the Bible into the Korean Language, “Minutes”, February 7,



ol B nyESo HF NA FAYL oA Y I Tt 12) S
188713 2 Zof A9 vt} 18873 2€ AH =& 2 F3}ulo
ZE o QIHSHY] Y&l A vt e YaE E2 3T 5 #H oAk
FOUE B AL 7 A3 Al 33 A 2] S wa, Fu) 2o
A vt E S FAES A 3] AR o2 E3s) g8

843 19
U FH s o)A Ro] v A F3(ABS)S] EFHECIEE O FHEE
HjE}A 0 2 Zdafof kil AT AH == o T glo] &
AT 2 EWEALAHFTI(NBSS) & F72 Fd= Bop =

It Ao F=0] Fx 8L T2 I T (BFBS) TIAF F
(PF7h2.9) ZlFooF o] BEto|E)= ojn] R vprhE£-o] 99l
ool A H2s A AT 5ol Yiglth ABSE dHf-E-obiAdy o4&
AR O R HOkA, BFBSE ‘Al39] o= It ekl Alde A
T B E S SRS E dES FASE AET AYes
Hteh 1887 A 1489 A 2l Trhbol d E B5 M A% = NBSS
o= 834 ¥4 838kt FFRAMEEH) AN A Al A 2,0005-7}
CEEUAEE ABSTE EWshE dEols Aol A E <14
=, B, B =) AA7EA 1M A
AE-+-=7F AT 1887 & "t g RS A=
Ak AL M T F 7EA] 2] o] & AR AR, Mol
ARE7E ABF-=2] oStuATE | S8 oflAd 2 o] of
7 ol 2AR FAIY. 8L AFurt & AV 5
o AEE M dests oy Jge Ak =4, 5%
|4 Tl T 2293t 2 ofds A A= 2
AT Tl 2 FE &E Wol AHEshs 2 o] 1887
A op Sl M EE A EHE AT A, 1887 4 2 () Al
(L& AHEAT dus-=u ol s 2Rl 83 shid
(Gt ) F&3HA ok WA, Al A 53] dgte 913 =217} 1887
b S A AVIE AFE AT G = ARy A3 |
Ao FAE A goto, A= =AM = Al T8 A= FA
AL, 1919A7HA] &= AN 2 Al &3] A9 Aol H Ut 3k 1893
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1887.
12) H. G. Appenzeller’s Diary, 1887.2. 8.; S5, o] o+, Tt 3HA 4 F3 A}, 198.
13) “The Printing of the Scriptures”, Bible Society Record (New York: May 1916), 109.
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4 M7t A 8BS A38]; (34 3|3t 4, 1893)= 1887 Foll A

J
=T o] HAE U3 ST ABSTH A R0 2 Fste] WPy
22. 2~ 42 J|H, 1889-1890

ARG S E)S o A EFAHol A 7 18821 9] 77T,
Q3B HE 188709 A FARHA, 18] 1893 @7 A] w7 vl
7t v E S AAE A7 A] 9F o] e] th gt & e A A e H 29
AFHME AATT A 228 Gl AL 1893 o = 11,0007 &
= A T}15)

o] HEo| AR AL A=} ofdl A Yol o3| W3 A,
g A7 Yo FEHo] g 22 HA A2 GAHYAS R
Fol77] AlZslAl, 18891 BFBSE 9198l 228 /MAS 84T o
O9tcE 8200 MY 07 2 B o F AR, A
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3
A 22BNA =4 Fol opil et 2 veloldEe] As)E A

g A gl grio] WY 4537 88T T Bkt 22
AR, N, M EE ol MANE AN YTk 1 A 23AY, A2, &
A, AWE, SAUsr 2AG49 9807 AL, FES £A
ol oA BAT. 1 A%} olAARE R BLAQ T SRR
SHAM,E A3 1800 TS, S BB BIAA SHATH
bRl A= ZohAE kel 1800 TR RIIIH, S 21T of
2o 2aolo] BEolq AAYT AY HRUT, olF 9 B Tzl A
287} gl vl S 55291 Aol k10

e}

o

14) H. Loomis’s letter to E. W. Gilman, 1893. 3. 8; SA 5, “1887d 7| A Mu}r}o]d & BS54
A8, 1, T34 EAT 38 (2016), 119-139.

15) SAE, o|ntd, Mol et A 3] Al 14, 66-76.

16) Ibid., 211-221. A& B4 FAY, “2 2 UGBS $4 3 ol g 37185
o BH, &8, o9 840 A WA, T2 2 AT 36 (2014), 29-57= F=s}
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23. 9l2l3| o= ol 1891~19024A

1890d 59 20 AANYGLAYLI = Fr|29] GF &of 229 MAS
Gty Al MY S AFSHIZ o HYAEL] ool My Ago)
@z,wwa MA FA oA A o= 8o, o, 74|, & Tl &A
S 7 A HYe 284S 3] ot 28y Y-S e
IWE o] 7S &) 1891 29 kAl dS iz}, 15 T Al S of Al
7F A4S w3k, 4do e A9 S=7F Ao Yk kA E S muba AlY

1

l

NS 2k,

o] 15 Al oA = 23 WHH A =7t HYstd vhe| &5
ool ee AYe ALY 2 HESS NAHTE 1 A3 opua
2 o] Topeluedo) 1392 19o] AR NI HwA A FO2
FREAGEAT IR 22 FEo Bid A8 O E A IYoE, A
& 9198 Jre] TAT ol e] Wl Ee, e 1F Wehe
RS Bolx] Zd 5 474 "o 1 A3 BFS FolsAte=

Ao A stz A = st 7)1 %77 F Tk
18931 d A-&<& W& 3 BFBS WA 5 AFol o Ad =, FA A
ol YHEAOoF 3 o HAE WS =220 F u}
2171 3 9] ¥ 3] (Permanent Executive Bible Committee)E-
& 2}3](Board of Official Translators)ES ™ 3}aL
e WL AED AHL A Aok ABAA = 2 Hws st o
Zg‘f& 2% AR AT BRI ddvEd A, 5483 of
A e} ~Td80E], AFSs ESEZE QA AZFo2 Byt 18934
11% A A3 B]lolA JAH 27t 3 A, 23 -] AV R A=

A%k 1895 FAR I Aol B2 E AEAT, OF ok wele B
2AFEO] B AU ES AROE 292 @ 5, WA U Am
A7} 2 z0] BET G0} AR BTt Al S HET, WA A5

O EES AX BHARE BEFE &H3) o EATH ol Al 49
S lghste] 33z vt AEES ST 1 A7 19001 A
< vlo|H| 3| EHho A AP FE (kA & EHT A LollA i
ZHeE A Al kA A Aot

ol A2 7 Mk A2 vE]E-3(1895), "HHE-S(1895), LA = A
(1898), LU =T A(1898) %2 SHE o 2E 19001d AeFAA ko] 11 HE
o BEL FUYE EFoE SWEHJATHY ofgll A2 = 1897~1898d T

m
o

SAE, o|utd, I 34 A F3) AL 1, 232.
18) AU PEE FHES, WYRA, BEAM, JREAAFA, UM, 83 1,2, 34, A S
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FAP 2ERIFH oA vl ES S 2F

e E-Sol A 7EA gk o, 1900 YA Al ek A =1

o} e ES 28:128 o2 EW, AW £ 9o 1A «193)E =
=3

o
7 o
re
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)
rlr
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rlo
ol

18954, 18983, 1900 o}l A 2= YA n}

u)
1o
oo
o
2,

B
RN
o
o
T
L
O

obe] B2 28:1-2 v oL
18981 3| ®: ¢kl olEY Ao wehi}ol uhgebe} thE wiglo}
7F FEg By oy 34 ds ey v de A2k dtEelA ©
Hol FE S Y 193 dAEE
19001 A1eFdA: ohAlY SlE & Aol vty viglele} T2 vig
o7} FE& ®Heky stoly A bEer] 7o "HAL shselA v

o Y Bel B¢ FUL 1 F 93 Ak

(]

¢

u

obAl A 2= 1898~1902'd WA A3 3]0 A H] FRU7IA o] F AN
BRro

olA A 2 7} =AF 23t Al 1902 69 E oA A= AAHY
2k3] ®]loll ka7t Ak Ab g A JAbSEH A, Ao M2 & 2 E
gttt gh= A AE HEHA e e S mde 98, FE A
A3 s H o2 GARIE AT HolERE A& AFSIHA HY
off AE3IEE a1, FHAE3| = AduF= AlLAA Ao ddst==
i 3ot o] Al M9 ¥L 1902d 10€ H-E 19063 3€L71A] A &3} &

AES AT 19061 A FAE A kA A ()7 T7HE AT
1893~1902'd 7}& =Ao] H FA| = Godel 3= M2 HFL 5F
Holuke] gof =Aol . 3= Al 3= £ H ATt FHoA4 A
AP S A= Ao AAAR oY F A H5 07 1893 Al &S B
TH O E Wyt £25G. H. Jones)= YA E wet 1892~1893 W o] &3t
Sk Frefgi, ddd etdol dE APt 230 Ae =9 3
A G5 ARAAG =, 23 WE 2 Ay Al Al J7E A gs)oF 1 g
= gl v dH B F &7 AHES A 2 A E BodTh Hkd o}

AR E AFLY e A ABF=E ofe) foj AP

P, AYL 8FES, AEA A, Zdefr]otA, M iA, SFAAESS HGPa, »
& J BA, 3 BN, EEHAFTAME, 27 QAZUIHAEAE |

2 Al o] HY = &4+ H. Loomis’ letter to E. W. Gilman, 1899. 1. 18.

= 534 o] JA S Fgste b 719 Pk

19) “d¥ L F, I 2= =2, 1898. 3. 30.
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7} 1894]’ ‘ﬁ‘i 7]?/\1\1:]‘

18041 FYH ALY N AN E BT} Sd S B BAYT Dok
412 BFE AXSHE A7t Bk, sl g AX s A opuAe
EAGTG0 TR TN 7S ARk TG FY D%
gel Aut ARLAES FFUE P AL EAT AF R TR
sojof Arh =elzh ZW7) WEolth. 18944 7He F 9 ABE 23
B0 nhe B3 AEAA S FEAA, 27} 1,00058E 3l B

HOo 7 5005 B B o7 23

o] % 1904Lﬂ77}7<l sty "dado] g2tk 144, d=dE2 4
lﬂ S A9t A BF v EHS s,

xﬂsq 31 BE et dd o2 712t} 19043

= uﬁﬁ o= 18973 'F2AFYAERIIH, 9} NI ATAE,
HAFJAEEFHAEE, =84, $718 5)°l =245 &3l 1t =<l A
Ao} gh=re] St ES FUANSE A A oW, 18961 F-H d
HEA REANENDNEA Bt H S AFESEaL A A G A o] AT 1
A8 ol fr= ALY e FHAE FAGHS = 3= + 3+ 5HHEA],
s H 2 shsol A4l g F4 )3 dHES Tt Alste] A A A E A
A (FL B, A8 B8, T8Y S, WA ©a)ol olo] Y dH
FE7F Fb=r ) A= *132}011 UEhd FLAlC 24 st d & 83t A
a3t Al 8-(neologism) 3t H-S FE3 7] WfjZol ATt oAl
SHE AAI, 19 Aol A= FRET2) 91U
He 7] 7o) ol A el o} B e O E F AP HH B AHE AR
ToF HA Y Al Zo] T o] F FA= & =0 OFA Fhou=E,
Ao 2 o] B3| BAL

=

_—

1A
us)
)
é
ol
o

3. HIE ==1 otElEe, 1896~1902H
31. & 2AQ HE EE 8

RA7ERY, S0 1882139 T8 n 8RN B5, 2 I SESE S E

20) oA = A= =& T NF(1895), TARA] 9 ,(1895), T HEHEH4(1895) Tl
A e d g ARt 1212 2220 Al o)t

21) LA A &l stvde] FE AA L S5, "= V15 AL (K= AEd s s
2020), 137-185% F+aLatet.
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2 220] 2okAAE AR O T W Jof Ao}

1881)& WA Rt A3 7T 2l A4 Bl TAL Frhol A
S EEOR HI I8 B 28 Mool AT ou W 29 4
2o AU E A EIN ) A o] S T REL Y

ZAHo] Y HES AEo 7 Frps AR
Bl Q33U A 5% 7-8 7} o] B A A ),
T}22) 93U A 5 BREo] SAYGE FEE o YR T AES N

shw the e} 2t

rlo

tlo do
oL

ot

X

f
i
__)&l

<¥E 1> 83U A 5:7-8 vl
KIV(1616) For there are three that bear record in heaven, the
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three
are one. And there are three that bear witness in earth,
the Spirit, and the warter, and the blood: and thess

three agree in one.

2] (1854) TERVERE=, Xib, HEth, B, H=m—Fth.
fEfERE B =, Mih, ki, mi. =FIRER—1b.
RV(1881) And it is the Spirit that bearth witness, because the

Spirit is the truth. For there are three who bear
witness, the Spirit, and the warter, and the blood: and
thess three agree in one.
222 H(1887) HoltF g kol HAM YA ZIA S T o | =
T Y o] A 7HA] = 3}eke] T uto] E V]
79 YAIE(1900) FATE ols AHoly A8 Jdde AUz A
= AAAA SlAY AR 3 &3 918 o] AlA] AR
ok sy HA AAzE

ol 0l

A9 & 252 2E I FES F7HT $F £8E(Delegates’
Version, 1854)2 F789& IthE Wittt 8 £&2 849 4, =, ¥

22) 1690 o}olZt FEl(Isaac Newton, 1643-1727)2 =¥&(“An Historical Account of Two
Notable Corruptions of Scripture”)l| 4] ©] & T8 -& T3 BA o] FHEL 3 LA
E AR gE2 A ERolleng e A3 5L AsHa =& &9}
A& FUTH LY AR 1754\ ol EIEE AT, o] =wolA wHS F 7d8E 474 B2 B
o] EAR 2 APt 7] 8|20 AES FA Al nFgxEo] A9 YA
W E 3t o) @g At 1 2 H 0 2 AP, FHE o5 2rh w3 o] 4
718k A7)’ (pious frauds of the Roman Church) & “F gt HE 2 74 ).



o2 A el #HS T, 8- Fo
o}étﬂw’% F7 }0}04 ER=3 JJr %*oﬂﬂ AALAE

U Fo] NG ERV)S O ¥ AHES ZrobA| %‘% —‘?—%}% A AL “F
AstE ol Aoy, A8 & Moy jEoltpE Ao, 2
2 ol& et “Ho|tF T & ol H Y (ol THFEL o] = X
Hol )2 HAF T 79E(1900, 1906)S v 23] o] & 3= HA= 2T
Fo] MY L T AEXY vy BES o3l 8- B2 A, 9= 4]
A7t A S oJmlsiy, AE i g Eo], do A ] A2 Al # 9} vEA]
gl A A7 S5l T3 shudo] o] A S %‘—?if:f}ﬂt— %014

(

L

H 22hebA] il e AFE T = o)) 3]

U>'
j_

e
2
1o

zol 78 &+
7F E2dTha) gholl A Hgko] T o] a3k dA =

%ﬁm A= opiiAdY 5 WA AP A2 wF &
= A8k, 1881'd 12 0] 9f Gof Hsg & o=

l-‘.l

olm

Lo

Hn

3.2. H|E 2= iR} ofHI A

1896 opl A 2= Al okS MAstAA vl £E L& o] &3t 1= ¢4
W 57 o9l 1896 1€ & 24 2 ¥FAKDr. Rogers)7F 3 3 T & 1888
d (T2 1880 EW)S FE, ol 7HA L kA AT o o
HAE(T. K. Cheyney, S. R. Driver, R. L. Clarke, Alfred Goodwin, and W.
Sanday)©| W= The Variorum Bible: The Authorized Version edited with
Various Renderings and Readings from the Best Authorities (New York: E. & J.
B. Young & Co., 1888)°] AT} o] Hl#] Q& AFAA L FofF RELS 54
O 7 sy, Aof2 FA Al HE A g7 E Duet. Arigt FAE aofst
3, BE G AFE E 3, GetFE gl A v BiEo] S0 TE ¢V
EAANAY. 83dA 5785 HH FAY 22 p FE2 vlF- T
ARR 5 ROl FAskH, BE 154 7] o)A TLe] o] Aol AEFE o] 9]
AL, 54171 ofz el 7t w50 2ol A5 B EH, 2telo] E7FEF ol A
IAHANRTAL AT

23) §45, “2 225 0]H B4 1 YslTH(1882~1887d)”, &2 U+, 2022. 7. 11.
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<3E 2> The Variorum Bible(1881, 1888) &3+ 4] 5:7-8

bm.u,th w1tucsu because the qlmlt AT
DOMINI
is truth. 90.
7 For there are three that bear *re- =
| cord Bin heaven, the Kather, !the o L1
| Word, and the Holy Ghost: "and |, o 10,
| these three are one. |
l 8 And there are three that bear |
| witness in earth 8, the spirit, and
| the water, and the blood: and these
| three *agree in one.

VAR. READ.—Vs. 7, 8. B So two very late MSS. ;
omit, & A B, and all Greek MSS. written h::flru'e' the
fifteenth century, Edd. v ; the passage is first found
‘in African Fathers of the fifth centwry (but is possibly
also quoted by Cyprian) and in later copies of the
Vulgate.~——V. 9. B for the witness of God is this,

oAl Al 2 o] Y& M 3] o] JAFolnt. 1897 AAHHAZ] A7)
23WH BALE G184 F3] AR FF AFo ol A o] Hagh
a1 A5 o] AlFs 8 AHSFHA B A& HF(List of critical books)<
A&t I FFo= 1860 dto] Z¥o] 7t H 48 EF(Textus
Receptus)©ll 71 23 7} Fe]H F-oF T4 0] SAUAUA R GxE g
o] AFHA, S2AHE g0 AFAME HEH BES
2,701 BEE 3UE Qlo], HY A3 = 1880 At %7 B A v Hshe
832 AP

AW o] @A PE I AATI7 BE Ao AA S AFsHA =
ekt kA T ':H‘I‘XP% ] 19060 TAIFHA,; FRALES 23T wj71A,
agar 1910 FekRAAe] MY S sk, 1911 d A A HAAE
W7kA] o FA, A FastEA "t ofA Y st AR}
3] 9jdo= 1902Lﬂ77}Xl At HA
W AAE 2l FH A H*“Oﬂ Fogons =J}
o A FAE MFHAME A BEHH S o= AE vEE s Y o]

.

-

29| TAHEQ ;(1898)= 3| Ba]o] A&l A 25 AT 9] TAIH,
(1906)TJr ofl A e} o} AT -] FAA T ;(1906)= THE Tl 35| Hg
of BEES AESRE 3y, vig| & A4 Uy 1|E BES AF50=2

24) FY, SAE, oI, T A FI AL (A2, e A1 F3], 1994), 97.
25) Alex. A. Pieters, “First Translations”, Korea Mission Field 34:5 (May 1938), 91-93.
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H ol A A B () &)z} v BE EA
Fee] Aels) Bl oAl o} AR
AR MG A7H(1938)7HA TefL 3
oz Heagy, BE H|H ol
927 o] &= A uHEl sl A o] Ylth. Al
Ateo]l E7Hsd W AlH R EE «E
olye, HlEd =g wowA Hus A&
728 AFLo] FAUE A 22 TAHE K (1898) B o
A MEdnt) 28y FJEHZ2E GALEE FRA &2 dEHA L, o
A Bl BES YR = ot

TR FFFE M 5(1911)9] AL 1903 d o] ¥H3ke 71 =¥ TI(Christian
D. Ginsburg)®] =% 3S|E2|A EEF The Text of the Hebrew Bible in
Abbreviations©] 1 TF.30) 3] H.glo] A7 ¥ (Facsimiles of Manuscripts of
the Hebrew Bible)<> 1897~1898d ol &31= =], 7 &< SHEE 1903
| o] & Fof A 2}3] o} glolm 2Tt o] &3S Aot A7 = oA Y
7} 3472 =95ta, ol = Au=rt 299t AlEE Adu=rt
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26) 19063 2] AlF ol tha] 2Bk, H. Miller)= S'g “$-8& JE 2= A7 AH HY &
3k Aol i3] Wb nhSol syt . a8 3B 2 X7 HY S A1ZFslr] ol o
Z g g2 AJE Y S S UL AL S E HGES uE o Z 3 Ao
oMYA, & g = "7kA HE ZP o] =S o YR ZRE WS Ao
otk 2@k DFEIR, H Miller), <A1 37, F87] 3, a4 T2
(734 AAAL, 1934), 53-58. & AT S == 01E EES vt 18y FEES Ao
23] fshtheE A2 A o] ol

27) NG, «“T2A 5 (1906/1911'3)-A A A, AR £, HY EA, 4 Hej & FHo=2>
Canon & Culture; 7 (2010), 5-38. 1P Z12 1938 7L 712 FoF BEL 3
&g 2EMT)ONA A HA3E A 9= A o)A tiF-2 Joja) EgjiolA ¥
gty FA3 53] 1906'd FA N E B4 3 T <A 2 HGA-ESol A BER]H ol )
3 BAL ASHE ATk F A7) Aol BEHH LS opF] ATt ek a A3 A
717} 3| B o] EE oA A=A & U vt BF 0] IR ukd = Qi)

28) H. G. Underwood’s letter to A. J. Brown, 1905. 11. 15.

29) 5L, “THEY) T HEZER)NA Alex. A. Pieterse] 2|9} o] TFof=tt, 27
(2008), 159-182.

30) A, <SEH 27] A AQRE(TAHEQ,[1898], TAEAAA[1911])H Y,
(1938)] & Ao e 54 & O +& Ao tigh 7= A7, 34 LEAF 28
(2011), 7-34E Farstet.
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3l HE o] YEoA 1900 297FA] 295, 19061 HPOE Z7gP O
), o]o] A 19061 T FA7IE S Au 29 Al A7) 2
Fol Ao I ZE 1911'd FFA A 01] EZkth & d g of= AL e
HAP D AE =7 ndgon, delr|= Z(E. F. Ha11)°1 299t H

—_

AAB)E o] 2T 1 AESE 5HE AA A% 902 DEAYG. F
A715k AR 9]0l ol o, 4 ol A Nelwo] el

78] BEo 7 AT 99171 19093 5L Y= #9712 &
o= 7Hd 28F FA (P )= FastHA v

M (1938)2] 9-ol= 12712 ARE o] g3, II=2H 1 3|2 ¥
ol A MYty Y& 43 FAE =} #olE=, I o] A woj =(W.
M. Baird)32) 52 3]HE|o] Y& T A EstH ¢ ©of, & oA FE Xé;li
o JHZE 19259 9L 5 E FoF NG9 ol dHEo g & Tt
71, AARZ, F71, AR s, D7) 23EhE A el Bl BE] o %
Z A AEYT3

-2} A %1@1—“;—011% 7H°U‘—"i 5 g2 Aoy slBE o] dfo] A
Hollom, P EEZE FHE(41%F 1906, 7-¢F 1911)F-E ¥t gotar st
= OHJXAEH 735 902Lﬂ of BA g AAZ AleF Mo IA FHI
ANk, HA] BB EZS XA NS WrFEtE L Aok vek oS B
o A H5o] 1897 d FoF Mo A= v E EE-& W shA] et

O

4. Fof viodm} ofmIA |, 1897~1898A

rfot

©

3

o
rt

3] 7 = WY EAE YH2E AN AL S =2,

31) Alex. A. Pieters, “Notes on Old Testament Revision”, Korea Mission Field (May 1940), 78. 12
N A2 ‘5%01 FH o9& 7H°—C1%, 2{ Aot 785 H&23 N8, Fo FAHE, 7HS
. Moffat 93, Goodspeed &, Ginsburg G o] &, F /19| IHEE, 3}t dEo] g1
oI, o] HF Aol AFA A FHEFH F 71H slBglo] AL Fae & o7
7hageA e Eo] AR E TS A Adde vded FRE AT d 8 &
ol 27 20:399] “7bA 2z O 4 Ve @ AT A5 O 2 e
7 Te HEE ?4_7\] A E AL ER Fo| FEe AAY
32) Hlol=E ToF RS faf <A 7170l F8ollA Foied EulolA slBEo & -7
= o
33) Alex. A. Pieters, “Annual Report of Alex. A. Pieters for the year 1925~26”, Pieters Papers,
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, USA.
34) DFE, <A 2] Tob ol ATa) el BE 2, T3] sh A8} XII (1981), 29-42; 4}
A, TRz Ao Tk MelA GHAT IWE TE 2 B (AL B Ew
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O, 2309, ofsllAdg 7 A JHZ2E AA9d3e] e o=
1897 79 19 R AlH HA E017} 10€74A] AF AlAHS ALt
Au off =AY nLFE32FE) sHl ol A seHS A, o] 53l 6
HE FI718t] Al 1508 7hed 28-S B HYste] TAEEe S
1898 5¢ wjojn w3 &t o A SHUT G oz A= A FF W
HARIL, 7N AP Eo] A T3S

. o HHodo| SA|= EAQ| ok E (1892~1893)
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T AR AR AR, TAREQ, )BT 5~6d 44 Hom SAHI
o 1892 of] 3k T AL A7 FE ABTI7HA] BA 5B 22 1-26
= AU 18931 d o] F3HH SHAE A S ol E AT AR LA,
A, 27~39345 FEHT T3 FHEo|e g Anir FES
e DA, 2) BEE4U AE, ) AR 10 AR, 4) T4 % 2AS
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ii%cﬂw 18821 TSl A A A AHAGELRK)S] D82S
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35) &33tute] Hg A F3] YRAF F5F T s HEHZIF RS FE] AA A E Fol
AT A, v=mAAF3] Y A& AA v=m4X433E GEOE ERetA] F2 Hel Ext
< ZZh olo] B2 1898 6 W= A3 AA A AL F=AAEE 24
ARE A E A FFF4S CATHFHE, SAF, ol%g, ' A T3] AL, 97).
36) 19 &2+ 1892 WA (Margaret Bengel)»]- A&, B4 3 02 B A F e
9] o} 2] 7+t 8}l (American University) S 3har kAL &9 & Rk 1892~1893'd o}
HAAH7E bAE F7HE WU A= 9}*‘] A e wagA S Tk, 1893 89 A3
ol A ThAl I o2 kgt FefF e E27) Hi"ﬂ & o et 1893
FEoy 2298 0@, 18959 oA Y 9 nlEl E5S TH YT 1895 ofHl AT &
%9} Korean RepositoryE % 21'5]'_1’ RaRdpii= 1900@@]% Al H2L3] 9ol o, of
HAAe] ALFo Hols2, AU -5, AL A 2ofS WYt 12y AEE e} 73
A9 2] At o] F7FskAF 1905 “J"—ﬂ'-r]%"ﬂ/ﬂ A3kt
37) @A Tl U S B3 £ T0] glof, Y AEolu A7 5o MRS E < it
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B EED, Samuel), 7FHe] oH(HFIEE, Goliath) 5 2] o oA K %o]
A F7= A0 FF £SO dEE SH9E vk =3
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<3 3> TFofE i, 3K(1893)0 A ™ F-oF £&

273 < 6:1-21 283} 4 24:1-30 293} Ak 7:1-23
304 % 1% 313 A4 3% 323 At 7%
333 A4 8% 343 AR 10:17-27 353 AR 2%
367 A 167 373 A 177 383 A 19%

393 g 314

EA, 18943 AL HAOE A AlFo] FHEAS v Au$== AlH

<= W3 o] M2 SXhE A EUA T, 1906'd 1o HH o= 12 T4
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oﬂH 1,080 &, ool A iuﬂﬂ a4, = , H
= WYUTE3S o] A Z 2 ofvt= FAREO R sty Heju s F
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o] AFET. 20 A oy R F Ak 2T E 9 o] SAME WM E

of AA7Tl, e 3] = ol AlZdell Fofe dEFE = AT

UlA, 18973 24 Zof A Fo] FH= «“HA 9 T FollA ZA7] 178
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42. ofHide{o| TxMIE|AERlS|H, Sof 7+2F $19], 1897~1898A

O A, 1897 A FGERS) 21d(1897) 2€¥ 2 Atd = w3 o] A Al
EFAAN] 2RI A2EAS B (0] F B H))dl T FHRE AT A

38) Annual Report of the Missionary Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church in the USA
[hereafter ARMEC] (New York: MEC, 1895), 247.

39) Far, <#HR|E AP, Mg g 2503 1), 1898, 1. 12.0] A Y ofjul) sAjof «FoF & 745 ¢
7ol e, 1 AHe “urd AlHE YAE A shde] T olgke Aol o] e
o, TATE .(1898) o) Aol £229] 23} 2TES] SAHE Wl Eo] slgislol s aAeh

40) A.Kenmure’s letter to W. Wright, 1897. 2. 6.
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23N oA Y e} JAT¢-E+ 1897 1€ 49 FE 29 24U 717
H & 2} 3] (Board of Translators) 53] 2 v Y 3A]7HY 2o nleg 555 HY
Stal BES AT 29 T3 R, o] FofF EE YA ~2a0H S
oYUt 1+ 1895 A7) G A, Sollwr] AR A, AlE v He W
Aot tha o= 1o AR A o] mEH 1897 59 147HA] “A &
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of MEdA I ARbE o] &8l mlolrw3] o Z(Ritual)S 778
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Ao AN E MAE, AdAL3) 7 San ) Y J70] A
TRtk A 2T W2 A A A& st A 1893\ A HE] Ui & dE
w3 e}t FUE BEAAES Eol F3dx B At Bl Fele=
H 2~E] = (John B. Busteed) 2| A}7} 74748 9131 o ol 0|02 Folzto
e Hd dx ST 1893 @R E 23dl ™ SAE 22 s s = 4d

Fall A} ouido] o A=

Thad meka] 2 o] S 7hs A2 vkttt
E27F SR B M 7he A= Aok T 1896 1€ QH4
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41) o] MY talxe MFA, “TZATY =TI E, o AAE Fo, 7]
30:12 (1986. 12): 108-118= Z113}e},

42) W. B. Scranton’s letter to H. Loomis, 1887. 10. 8.

43) ARMEC, 1897, 238.

44) 1893'd A5 3] ¢} TUHEEEANZZFE 1 1088 @A oL B B A A&E 5
13)= 1897 B n1Qlo] 2507 0.2 S ATHW. B. Scranton’s letter to Dr. Leonard, 1897. 5. 20).

45) G. H. Jones’s letter to Dr. A. B. Leonard, 1896. 10. 28; G. H. Jones’s letter to N. T. Smith,

It
Bl
>
>
o



orHidz{ol 44 HH, 1885~19024 / =45 65

ol A2 Folshi 2
2 BT mebA 18974 2

AA gstel BL7d BT

Fobe WIS 245 Belsts o v A7

L— 1 —
U 27F 1896d &= F7HE 717 Al vlE] 7]E AT %E% WA oﬁ
Y7 E7NA Y A& F7FHYS & TSR, & %LZ}'EPE%% o}l Al 2 o

ARMAE AE 418 F
o)

AT 80,0 g3} FHE 98 W golof Bh. zaM IR
oA A F7re vhebam ve 2@ Aol 19 W Ao A Z AFe 5
of el W& A YL }om Atk Al of AP o] HE-L o} A}
T Agstel 167] B DY) g9 7] Aol T AEAL A F1E

77] el @7 2 AP o ® NS F Y-S Aotk o] FEL of#f 3E A+
31078 E4 Fal AsE Aol

A opAl Al 2 = 18951 QEAId A Eok2 3 1897 1€ 3 2 ell=
v A) &t -5 ¥ 7 (D. A. Bunker)o| Al &7 1, A 3] 34 L stHA, A
WA A T3 W, JAR I Korean Repository AR & &A1 AHG ol &F30TH4D
B8, W& 25 19 &5 A3 T3 = A48 7] o] v] &34 (Trilingual
Press)= 7 7F 207k Al = FA3F F(G. C. Cobb)o] &0 =2 x%ﬂ%ﬂu}

webd (306 MY FoF BELS ofmAdNs MANS HoE T
tha0) 227} 1893 0] M) F e AT AG] vl g Fastel Mg
S Zlolth. oW 19| 47 WA RAE ZAFHOBE, 2379 £5S
wol oAl A# 7L HE WAL 8, o] ATk ol @k o] A%

obal A otk 31, 9] 2AH= AW

EETCRETRURE
S

F71402 =49 02

1896. 12. 7.

46) “AEX w32, T2AT 2505 H,, 1897. 6. 2.

47) ARMEC, 1897, 245.

48) 1897d 7}-& wjAI gt 3o SHA 71 120 0= 27}6}7@ ol A H = 18973 9 2~ HH
e Aol Al (815, o) WRIQl Aol Beluha Arks £ EP ok, A Haa)
SloA B 9& A4 H. G. Appenzeller’s letter to W. B. Scranton, 1897. 9. 15., <o}l
A e} 7o Az D 5EA] 52 (1986. 6), 310.

49) 1986'd VY2 3| WA E] AGAE & F flvha $L o A= FAFUHR Y
Z, A Ag 25131, o AAE T, 116). 1w FA B2 3dA e 4 dd
AW Exe) ofl A 2] o] A HES FA AR AR g, AAE FH8HA|
sk,

50) “Report XIII—The Korean Christian Advocate”, Journal of the Fourteenth Annual Meeting of
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o] 3R, &= AT HE “HR|d 33 2SNt 47 B F
A3 2= S AAY v = Y3 3 3] (Sunday School Association) 7} &
HBE e 2O E T3 1,9 B3| & A A 7] W Zolthsh F3 FF-9
A2 o FE F 4 TH=AE, 21, T4, AEe e, 18934
=229 THofF R o vt #4339 dE(Ev 9)9 £A4E v AT

1897~1898 3] 1 o] A ¢l HE O 0}-8- 3} < 4>9} ¢t}

<F 4> "FHAMHI Y =ERAS] E o) A A 1Y S E
18973
249 293¢ 31Y(FH 1~9): AHFL7E 10, 15, 16, 17, 20, 23, 24, 26, 3173
49 74(FF 10): 77 243(FEA)
49 149~59 12¥Y(FFH 11~15): AF-L3} 2, 5, 6, 7, 9%
59 19Y(FH 16): A1 328l 29 371
59 269~7E 14Y(FF 1720, 22~24): AHF-A3} 15, 18, @471 1, 3, 4, 5, 8%
6 234 (T 21): #A 237 dFF)
7Y 219~12€¥ 8 (FF 25~45): vhE] 2~12%
129 15Y(F3 46): F7F 234 EHA)
1249 229~29U(F 3 47~48): vhe] 137+
18983
19 59649 8Y(F 49~71) v}l 14~28%
69 12¢~12¢ 28Y(FH 72~100) AA7] 1~267

FHE AFANEZRE A2F AL ool FA7HE o 5FAA
delmsiol 20 FAAITNE AP A e Aoy ol
o A4S ALz oz W3R

U3 T FRE ) e Fe HAHOE VAN AT 7 mI =
wF ste ool A 80,5 wob FUskw Fxo) A4k 1897H0
Tok B3} TR 29 29 %E 79 149744 AA AT 2 W efol & F47
TL ol Bt Fro| B4 FUTH FA BEL ool wAt

=
=T
2 2~9}d 2 (Louisa C. Rothweiler)7} 2 11,52 &+ & =2+(G. H. Jones) =

the Korea Mission of the MEC (1898), 50.

51) Ibid.

52) whekA Z2ohd 7t 220 o]0 ol A FoF F4g 2 T A A AL T g ol
o, 7o $A0] QA HZQ olWAe TR T ERe|E REQUSHY] nidE
Y, FolA 2Estlel An g avste FAdch s 47 AstE FRgor, @
o) 271 A TERC|E Wiglol F9 8t mAHTh AR E T 4L Eamth 2o
Q7 4 2 7o) AT,
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A7} 2 ST s whebA] obsl A el v} 18931 E2m0] FobEie] 1ho ks AL
R 4] Ao ARE 5 A, GelAE AZ M 1 ol

43. MFLY 10Z: THUS5F,(1893)2t '5|H,(1897)2] ¥ H{W

AT 2503 B (1897)dl= WA AHFLEA 10, 15, 16, 17, 20, 23, 24,
26, 317 & o} & o] Y= o “%Ftﬂ o] 7h&u| &£ T ofkF 5,9}
AXE BEL 10, 16, 17, 31 T 4 Aol 233t 3w, A3z
(1897.2.2.)° A9 AHFAY 17-277 M YsHE E29] TFopFH,
(1893)2} f?‘-’—kaﬂ/‘mwn)«l ﬂ—q TA v BAp oA BE X R
£ vtae EEMT)I o2 Heolo

<3 5> AP 10:17-27 T ebE iy, T8 H, T A, |9 vl

A TFFFE,(1893) 3] ¥, (1897) T-FAAM 5 (1911)
AdRo g EEUN | ARFdo] WAk A | AHFdo] Bl 2antE o5
17| A3l odsopxm | ofslsl Qtal] [AS & | o 8] Y-S B8 =
33 o) o)
ojxldzEoAd Y | FEoA duE e o) ~atel =arhe U o
2 0% AHosety | ojxgtd £& v o o]zt By o
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el gelgald | dgel vt uag ol | o 1 SIS
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18| YAl e 18 & | =5 oF JFol YA ool H N FALE o] &
FAGEANATY | T FAEHR I 9 3 omE goe] yss
TIUHEFATE | HUete] 8 wo]g %Lzﬂf; ol s
EEUete T | £ YU E HAYA AAH‘L - X
AT gy o
eAYE e s | Sy wxo TUE | UE RE Sdw 7w
S REHAAT | YF st Wt g 7%%'?1*% T4TAl
19| ol YA SAY | ¥FHs A A7) | SFvES U7t s
3 AhEveasry | 2 73Y oA Y7t | £Y ey B E S
BYEe 993 | %3] o Ugel | & Ag s tig

53) “Report XIII—The Korean Christian Advocate”, Journal of the Fourteenth Annual Meeting of
the Korea Mission of the MEC (1898), 50.
54) “ALe o] ~gtd A F| Y, (2RI 25013 R, 1897.2. 2.
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&5 138, Wo] npiet B0 SAT Aol
7b 2ol A SRl vl 2 ARREA 10:17-27914 T8 1
o] 16041 7 3| Bgjo] Ekel A, 3770 AHA|, 1871 A7k, th-g BYA
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188/2048: A& FLH0E T2 AIE ‘FHOF HY
182204: ‘BRE & AHIAY ‘o2 HY
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208214: ~2 To9F 9 FY A
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55) MG R, “<aftzf> AR E - T FRA: F2AF8 2% 31 o A3 AR Aste]
MT 9+ A= 91, 22 WA EEo] v, 2183 A, 14 (1987), 5-42.
56) Ibid., 15-26.
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& obg HH o] vtgH T2 81717} 913t The Variorum Bible(1881), 3)
Fo] NG ERYV, 1885), 4) Tt F 2] (1858) TolAth. L& wet 4l
" AbZ AH(Tetragramm) £ oF3}3H(EffEE) 2 7130 5) 1911d 0l 23y
TH(ER) "TFAAM,9 o] | U= s B o] 472 oA Uzt
ol o] &= A U

3R, o] Fof g Faf 7 Hx9 32 Y= Y7312 9y
29 TAAZ e B} 1d AaTs) 53] §5 47 HAALdA Ao =2
mojx7| & A EstaL, 2T W27 2 Q1 HollA & & /A= |
Ho] AT ofA] Fof o] FA 202 A=H A U Aol A Uitk
+ A, 283 aF Y ol A (HEEEEB) T 7IEol7te 24 4= E vkt
B ol ~gtd o] A I 5%l Ab=9] 553 Holo] ANE = ol gl &=
AL OO 2R Aol tit AA A AlZE T doke Ao, 31
o] TFeF Y2 o] HrlEojof & Aot

4.4. AEO| B|m: OfHAE| of HE(X of OIC{fE o

I3 R AR Y HH)E o] F v JE 29} AYFE9
(AT M At ggron, o] Mo ofH FFS FAS7H? vt
A TxEAAY 253, 1897 5€ 199 Aol ol 27} 3 Al H
3290] glom g 1898 M=o TAHEE R,k 1906 AH-5-=29] T4
Ay, 1911 o] A, 1938 i o] Al vt ov Qe Ay
EEET F A=A

AA, BB o] AES L] fElA, AE 3
(Variorum Bible, 1881; RV, 18859} 5Y 3, o+
Delegates’ Version, 1858), o3l A 2] 9 -& vl 3] B

0

32:1- 4 0101 +449
TR BREA
]_

<3 7> A ¥ 32:1-5 ¥ n, KJV, 8] &, ofsll Al g

I B _
&) KJV(1881), RV(1885) * (§;§)¥$ 811, %(1897)
Blessed is he whose | Af5#EB. M | AFS ol =3 HHE
1 | transgression is forgiven, whose | Z H W & . & | AFSiL Y= & o]
sin is covered. . i
2 | Blessed is the man unto whom the | A AHRFIEEAT | AL F o] ofslsle] 53X

57) FUlY, S5, oI, T A F 3 AL, 94.
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&) KJV(1881), RV(1885) * (fgjg)%$ 811, %(1897)
LORD imputeth not iniquity, and | 58 . H O & 5 | o} SoFrlR ] AXA
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<Abstract>
H. G. Appenzeller’s Bible Translation, 1885~1902:
Founder of the Seoul Version, Pioneer of the Critical Text and
Trailblazer of Old Testament Translation

Sung Deuk Oak
(University of California, Los Angeles)

This paper investigates three topics related to the translation of the Korean
Bible by Henry Gerhard Appenzeller (February 6, 1858~June 11, 1902). Chapter
2 provides a chronological summary of Appenzeller’s contributions during his
missionary service from 1885 to 1902, focusing on the specific parts of the Bible
he translated and his positions on some major controversies. This section
reorganizes and clarifies existing research. Chapter 3 examines Appenzeller’s
use of source texts and biblical criticism, thereby addressing issues related to
Old Testament translation sources and criticism texts up to 1938. Chapter 4
discusses Appenzeller’s translation and publication of the extracted chapters of
the Old Testament for the weekly Sunday Bible study in the Korean Christian
Advocate beginning in February 1897, proposing this as the second earliest
Korean Old Testament translation, after G. H. Jones’ 1893 tract, Study of the Old
Testament. While Chapter 2 primarily consolidates existing research and
addresses some misunderstandings, Chapters 3 and 4 introduce new arguments
that challenge existing understandings. Given the absence of comprehensive
studies on Appenzeller’s contributions to Bible translation, this paper aims to fill
that scholarly gap.

Appenzeller was one of the pioneers in Korean Bible translation, continually
translating and revising the Scriptures throughout his missionary service
(1885~1902). John Ross, H. G. Underwood, and H. G. Appenzeller can be
identified as the foundational figures in the early translation of the Korean New
Testament. As argued in Chapter 3, Appenzeller, alongside Ross and
Underwood, was a pioneer in incorporating critical texts into New Testament
translation. Furthermore, as newly revealed in Chapter 4, Appenzeller should be
regarded as the one of the trailblazers of the Korean Old Testament translation,

having translated and published various extracted Old Testament texts, including
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the First and Second Books of Samuel, the First Book of Kings, and the Psalms
in 1897, and Genesis in 1898, in the Korean Christian Advocate. Although
Alexander Pieters has traditionally been considered the pioneer of Old
Testament translation, this recognition should be corrected to acknowledge G.
H. Jones and Appenzeller as the first two translators to publish Old Testament
texts. The contributions of Jones, Appenzeller, Underwood, and Pieters in

establishing the foundation for Old Testament translation should be re-evaluated.
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<Abstract>
A Proposal of New Transcription for New Testament Proper Names (2):

In Accordance with the Revision of the New Korean Revised Version

Jeongsoo Park

(Sungkyul University)

The purpose of this paper is not to develop a new theory or method of Greek
transliteration but rather it is an attempt to establish a ‘policy’ for transcription
that will provide a realistic alternative to the New Korean Revised Version
(hereafter NKRV). The principle of revising the transcription of proper names in
the NKRV should be ‘minimal revision,” despite the purpose of improving
cultural disparity or difficulties in social communication.

There has never been a single clear set of transcription principles for the New
Korean Revised Version, so it may seem like the NKRV is an unprincipled
rendering of a Greek phonetic system or pronunciation of proper names, but
there is indeed a consistent transcription. The primary task of this paper is to
write a transcription principle by stating its consistency and concisely and listing
examples.

The Catholic Church published the Bible (2005), and to aid in understanding,
the Bible Committee of the Bishop’s Conference published a separate volume of
the annotated Bible titled “Principles of Transcription and List of Leniency and
Exceptions for Biblical Proper Nouns.” This document is a practical guide that
compiles necessary items for the Korean transcription of proper nouns from the
Old Testament Hebrew and New Testament Greek, including existing leniency
and exceptions. In my paper, the principles of transcription of proper names in
the NKRV are written in accordance with this article to allow for a comparison
of the Catholic and Protestant principles of transcription of proper names.

The categories of leniency are divided and explained, and they must be
synthesized and written systematically. This second task has been presented in
detail in my previous published papers, hence here I will summarize the key
points and write a more concise set of ‘detailed rules.” Finally, these principles
and detailed rules will be applied to all transcriptions of proper nouns in the New

Testament. This task involves transcribing approximately 700 proper nouns, but
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due to space limitations, this paper will only extract and present the proper

nouns that replace the NKRV’s transcription method.
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An Analysis of the Debt-Slave Law
in the Book of the Covenant

Inchol Yang*

1. Introduction

An important introductory section in the Book of the Covenant (Exo
20:22-23:33), the debt-slave law (Exo 21:2-11), presents something of a
challenge to biblical scholars who have struggled to explain the relationship
between the Hebrew male slave and female slave on the basis of ancient Near
Eastern parallels as well as intertextual approaches. The casuistic laws in the
debt-slave law (“if-then” forms) evidently reflect numerous characteristics of
ancient Near Eastern law codes, especially the Code of Hammurabi in the
second millennium B.C.E. For this reason, scholars have historically not only
insisted on the antiquity of the debt-slave law but focused on the compositional
history of Exodus. On the other hand, scholars have also noted the intertextual
relationships of three laws among the debt-slave laws (Exo 21:2-11; Deu
15:12-18; Lev 25:39-46). These three laws have mutually enabled scholars to
examine other aspects of the Hebrew slave laws: the manumission for the
Hebrew female slave (Deu 15:12) and the Jubilee year for slaves (Lev 25:40).1)

* Ph.D. in the Hebrew Bible at Claremont School of Theology, US. Assistant Professor of Old
Testament, United Graduate School of Theology at Yonsei, Seoul. tothebible@yonsei.ac.kr.

1) For discussion of ancient Near Eastern parallels studies in Exo 21:2-11, see esp. D. P. Wright,
Inventing God’s Law: How the Covenant Code of the Bible Used and Revised the Laws of
Hammurabi (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009); B. M. Levinson, “The Right
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Although such scholars’ endeavors to define characteristics of the debt-slave
law have shed light on understanding how law functions in ancient Israel, they
only apply their interpretative methodologies to other slave laws rather than
other intertextual narratives in the Hebrew Bible. More recently, scholars have
discerned relationships between the debt-slave laws and other intertextual
narratives. In his article, “The Three Laws on the Release of Slaves,” Calum
Carmichael argues that in the debt-slave law, Moses looks back to Jacob’s
problems when serving the Aramean Laban, as described in the Book of
Genesis.2) In light of the Jacob narrative, Carmichael interprets the female
servant as Leah, and thus interprets v. 8a of the debt-slave law as follows: “she
is a woman for whom he has no liking and she is not designated as his wife.”3) It
is noteworthy of a good model for understanding the text through the views of
other narratives.

In this paper, as I consider these intertextual allusions in debt-slave law, I
argue that the debt-slave law in Exodus 21:2-11, apparent in David Carr’s
“oral-written memorized forms”¥), denotes one particular narrative element
concerning the Hebrew slave’s strong feelings towards his family. It is
significant that the chiastic structure in Exodus 21:2-11 and “if-then”
stipulations reflect “oral-written memorized forms,” such as the Code of
Hammurabi in ancient Israel’s educated enculturation curriculum. However, the
debt-slave law does not simply preserve “oral-written memorize forms,” but

describes its setting by using the Hebrew slave’s own voice: “I loved my owner,

Chorale”: Studies in Biblical Law and Interpretation (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008); J. Van
Seters, A Law Book for the Diaspora (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003); S. M. Paul,
Studies in the Book of the Covenant in the light of Cuneiform and Biblical Law (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1970). Many commentaries note the intertextual relationships, e.g., B. S. Childs, The book
of Exodus: a critical, theological commentary (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1974); W. H.
Propp, Exodus 19-40: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, Anchor Bible 2
(New York: Doubleday, 2006). See the analyses of Exo 21:2-11 from the perspective of
Wisdom-Laws in B. S. Jackson, Wisdom-Laws: A Study of the Mishpatim of Exodus 21:1-22:16
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2006); C. Pressler, “Wives and Daughters, Bond and Free:
Views of Women in the Slave Laws of Exodus 21:2-11”, V. H. Matthews, B. M. Levinson, and
T. Frymer-Kensky, eds., Gender and Law in the Hebrew Bible and the Ancient Near East (New
York: T & T Clark, 2004).

2) C. Carmichael, “The Three Laws on the Release of Slaves (Ex 21,2-11; Dtn 15,12-18; Lev
25:39-46)”, ZAW 112 (2000), 509-525.

3) Ibid., 516.

4) D. M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005).
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my wife, and my children! I shall not go out free!” (Exo 21:5). This paper
proceeds in four stages; first, on the basis of critical notes, it translates the
debt-slave law, second, it examines the literary form and setting of Exodus
21:2-11 within the larger literary framework of the Book of the Covenant (Exo
20:22-23:33), third, it identifies and examines a number of intertextual
relationships between Exodus 21:2-11 and texts from the Hebrew slave laws in
Leviticus and Deuteronomy; finally, it not only draws conclusions concerning
how these intertextual interpretations complement each other, but also reveals

the role of narrative in the law.

2. Translation and Critical Notes of Exodus 21:1-11

1 And-these the-laws that you-shall-put before-themS)

2 When you (masculine sg.)-acquire a Hebrew male-servant, six
years he-shall-serve / but in-the-seventh he-shall-go-out as a free man
without-compensation

3 If he-alone will-come, he-alone will-go-out / if a-husband-of
a-woman is he and his woman shall-go-out with-him

4 If his-owner will-give-him a-wife and she-will-bear him sons or
daughters / the-wife and her-children, she-will-be belong-to her-owner
and-he-will-go-out he-alone

5 and-if the-servant will surely say, “I-loved, my-owner, my-wife,
and-my-children / I-shall-not-go-out free”

6 and his-owner shall-bring-him to the-God and-he-shall-bring-him
to the-door or to the-door-post and his-owner shall-pierce his-ear
with-awl and-he-shall-serve-him for-life (forever)

7 and-when a-man shall-sell his-daughter as a-slave to-say /
she-shall-not-go-out as the-male-servant go-out

8 If disagreeable in-eyes-of her-owner who he-did-not-designate-her

(concubine) and-he-shall-let-her-be-redeemed / to a foreign people

5) According to Phyllis Trible’s method, she uses hyphens to join the English words that convey
the one Hebrew word. P. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism: Context, Method, and the Book of Jonah
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994).
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he-shall-not-rule (no right) to-sell-her for-his-treacherous-act against-her

9 and-if for-his-son he-shall-designate-her / like-law-of daughters
he-shall-do to-her

10 If another-woman, he-will-take for him / her-food, her-clothing,
and her-oil he-shall-not-diminish

11 and-if these three he-will-not-do for-her / and-she-will-go-out

without-compensation without silver

21:1 The Samaritan Pentateuch, the Vulgate, and other English translations
omit the waw conjunctive, except the LXX (kal). Given the fact that the present
casuistic law 1is located between two apodictic laws (Exo 20:23-26;
22:18[17]-23:19), I translate verse la as “and these laws that you shall put
before them.”

21:2 Verses 2a and 2b have a peculiar syntactic structure: “in the X year he
shall / in the X year he shall.” By locating specific years before verbs, it helps
readers to easily memorize these verses. The LXX follows the structure of the
MT.

The Samaritan Pentateuch, the LXX, the Peshitta, the Vulgate add a suffix
second masculine singular suffix: “he shall serve you.” Thus, it seems to clarify
the identity of the object “you” as “master.” But this addition would be
redundant, since the verb in verse 2b also has no direct object.

I translate “*wan®,” as “as a free man.” As Bruce Waltke points out, the
“indirect object” lamed marks the so-called datival goal.®) The lamed mark can
be used when a person altered his or her status.

21:3 While the MT includes the third person masculine singular suffix of “f3,”
the Samaritan Pentateuch uses plural form of “ma.” Perhaps, the Samaritan
Pentateuch attempts to substitue plural “servants” rather than a single “servant”
by adding yodh and waw.

The LXX, the Syriac, and the Pseudo-Jonathan Targum insert the conjunction
“and” before “if” perhaps because the content of verse 2a is closely connected
with verse 2b.

21:4 In verse 4a, many manuscripts, the LXX, the Syriac, and the Vulgate

6) B. K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake,
Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 209.
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begin with the conjunction “and” rather than “if.”

The Samaritan Pentateuch, the LXX, the Syriac, and the Vulgata have “his
servant” rather than “her servant.” These translations might have done this to
maintain “his servant” of verse 4a.

I translate verse 4ba as “the-wife and her-children, she-will-be (third
imperfect feminine singular) belong-to her-owner.” Many translations and
commentaries render this as “the wife and her children shall belong to her
owner.” This ignores the singular form of the verb “be.” Evidently, according to
verse 4ba, the female servant belongs to her owner but does not know the
position of her children. If only their mother belongs to their owner, it might be
assumed that her children would leave without their mother.

21:5 The Syriac omits the waw conjunction before “if.”

21:6 In verse 6a, the LXX inserts “to the law court” before “to God.”
This translation clarifies the setting of the text.

21:7 The LXX translates verse 7 as “And if any one sells his daughter
as a domestic, she shall not depart as the maid-servants depart.” The
LXX not only specifies “a female servant (72X)” as “a domestic servant
(olkétiv),” but also changes “the male servants (2*72v7)” into “the female
servant («i  6oDAat).” According to Deuteronomy 15:2, the author
announces the freedom of Hebrew male servant and female servant after
their work for six years. The LXX might harmonize its translation with
the interpretation of Deuteronomy.

21:8 In the MT Kethib, verse 8af appears as 1w (he didn’t designate
her). By contrast, in 85 the LXX, the Targum, and the Vulgata, verse 8a
B appears as “11p° 1% (for himself he designated her).” From the context
of the debt-slave law, prior to the contract between the female slave’s
father and the owner, she becomes a maidservant for her owner (v. 7a).
In other words, without the owner’s designation, she cannot work. For
this reason, the translation of the LXX uses “for himself he designated
her.” 1 follow, however, the MT’s Kethib reading. Analyzing this verb
through intertextual narratives, especially Jacob’s narrative, the displeasing
female servant echoes Leah’s appearance before Jacob.

21:10 The Hebrew noun “MMY” is a hapax legomena, therefore its

original meaning is unclear. BDB defines the noun as “her marriage
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rights,” which refers to the female servant’s social status as a concubine.”)
In order to elucidate the role of the female servant, HALOT specifies
“marriage rights” as “sexual intercourse.”® On the basis of Shalom Paul’s
comparative analysis, [ translate “mmp” as “her oil.” When Shalom Paul
compares the debt-slave law with the Lipit-Ishtar Law Code, he notes the
essential items for the minimal support of a woman to be: grain, oil, and
clothing. Therefore, he assumes the Hebrew noun “mniy” as “her oil.”)
HALOT, in the Akkadian text, also introduces the three basic items for

supporting a woman: food, ointment, and a garment.l0)

3. Demarcation and Structure

Scholars argue that the literary form of the Book of the Covenant is comprised
of three major segments that guide the Israelite daily life under YHWH God’s
laws: 1) Exodus 20:22-26, which focuses on the first apodictic laws for the
Israelite religious practices at their altar; 2) Exodus 21:1-22:17[16], which
focuses on the casuistic law for the resolution of specific issues; and 3) Exodus
22:18[17]-23:33, which focuses on the second apodictic laws for the Israelite
religious festivals and humanitarian supports. In particular, Albrecht Alt
highlights this structure, since the coexistence of two different laws provides the
Sitz im Leben of Israelite laws. On the basis of this structure, he argues that the
casuistic laws reflect the Canaanite laws, but the two apodictic laws relate to the
original Israelite cultic setting.1D

However, a closer examination demonstrates how the two different laws are
closely synonymous. Of course, “mispatim, If-then” forms in casuistic laws are
unique when these laws are compared to apodictic laws. Nevertheless, the

book’s literary features reveal their close connection. For example, the deity

7) BDB, 773.

8) HALOT, 855.

9) S. M. Paul, Studies in the Book of the Covenant in the light of Cuneiform and Biblical Law,
56-57.

10) HALOT, 855.

11) A. Alt, Essays on Old Testament History and Religion (Garden City, NY: Doubleday and Co.,
1968), 173-222.
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God occurs in both laws (Exo 21:6; 22:28[27]). While the role of God is “an
arbitrator in the court” in Exodus 21:6, the role of God is a chiefdom for the
Israelite in Exodus 22:28[27]. Furthermore, the deity YHWH in the Prologue
(Exo0 20:22) reoccurs as YHWH God in the Epilogue (Exo 23:25). Regardless of
the redactionist’s additions, it is apparent that the deity God in these two

different laws extends to YHWH God in the Epilogue.
The literary form of the Book of the Covenant may be presented as follows:

Structure of Exodus 20:22-23:33

I. Prologue: YHWH’s Word from the Heaven Exo 20:22
II. Apodictic Laws I 20:23-26
A. Prohibition of Idolatry (second masculine 20:23
plural)
B. The Altar Law (second masculine singular) 20:24-26

III. Casuistic Laws (mispatim, “ki and ‘im” forms)

IV. Apodictic Laws II

21:1-22:17[16]

A. Introduction 21:1

B. Debt-Slavery Law: God as a lawgiver (v. 6) 21:2-11

C. Asylum Law 21:12-14

D. Child Rebellion Law 21:15-17

E. Bodily Injury Law (vv. 23b-27, Lex Talionis) 21:18-27

F. The Goring Ox Law 21:28-36

G. The Law of Animal Theft 22:1[21:37]-22:4[3]
H. The Law of Compensation for Damages 22:5[4]-15[14]

. The Law of Seduction 22:16[15]-17[16]

22:18[17]-23:19

A. Prohibition of Idolatry 22:18[17]-20[19]

B. Protection Law for the Weak: the stranger, 22:21[20]-27[26]
the widow, the orphan, and the poor

C. The Law for the lawyer: God as nasi’ 22:28[27]

D. Ritual Laws: the Holiness of offering, and 22:29[28]-31[30]
the Holiness of People
(v. 30 second masculine plural)

E. The Law of integrity in the court 23:1-3

F. Humanitarian Support for the Enemy 23:4-5

G. Prohibition of the injustice of the poor, the 23:6-9
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false witness, bribes, and the oppression of

the stranger
H. The Ritual Observances: the Sabbath year, 23:10-19

the Sabbath day, the Religious Calendar, and
the Holiness of Offering

V. Epilogue: Promises and Warnings from YHWH God 23:20-33
A. Promise I: The Protection of Messenger 23:20-23

against Enemies
(v. 21 Your transgression, suffix second
masculine plural to v. 22 second masculine
singular)
B. Warnings: Prohibition of Idolatry, Worship of 23:24-25

YHWH God
C. Promise II: Fertility, Terror, Plague (7v73) 23:26-31

against Enemies
D. Warning: Prohibition of Covenant with gods  23:32-33

Exodus 21:2-11 comprises the second major segment of the Book of
Covenant, which presents stipulations for debt-slave laws. The salient
literary features in debt-slave laws are “A7 and ‘im” forms. Two A7 clauses
not only function as the initial protasis which introduces two different
slave laws, but also functions as a demarcation which separates the
debt-slave laws (Exo 21:2a, 21:7a). One specific ki clause begins new
stipulations for the Hebrew male servant (Exo 21:2-6). Where another A7
clause provides stipulations for the female servant (Exo 21:7-11).
However, by adding the waw conjunctive before verse 7, two different ki
clauses are connected each other.

In the two different k7 clauses, ’‘im forms consist of subunits for
debt-slave laws. In the first k7 clause, im forms consist of four protasis
subunits. At the outset of the first ki clause, the first stipulation
emphasizes the manumission of the Hebrew slave in the seventh year. But
as we follow four ‘im forms, the debt-slave becomes “a permanent slave
for his owner and family.” On the other hand, at the outset of the second

ki clause, the first stipulation highlights the legal restrictions of the female
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servant. But as we follow another four ’im forms, the owner not only
supports his female servant economically, but also announces her
redemption. It is noteworthy that the combination section of the waw
conjunctive and the im form changes slaves’ social status (Exo 21:5, 11).

Finally, the debt-slave law employs two inclusios: the repetition of “mim
(without compensation)” and the contrast of three different properties.
First, the Hebrew adjective ‘i (without compensation)” found in the
first protasis for the Hebrew male servant, occurs again in the last
apodosis for the female servant (Exo 21:2, 11). Second, two different
slaves require three precious properties. In verse 5, the Hebrew male
slave chooses to become a permanent chattel for his owner because of
three precious properties: his owner, his wife, and his children. Third, as
found in verse 11, the owner should support his female servant with three
supports: her food, her clothing, and her oil.

The following diagram illustrates the formal structure of Exodus
21:2-11.

Structure of Exodus 21:2-11
I. Casuistic Law for the Hebrew Servant ("2 =2Y) 21:2-6
A. First Protasis for the Servant: The sabbatical year for the

Servant (*02r) and no compensation (23r7) 21:2
B. Stipulation I for the unmarried Servant 21:3a
C. Stipulation II for the married Servant(Husband, 5v3): The

manumission for the wife 21:3b

D. Stipulation III for the Servant: Properties belong to the Owner

— Wife, Children (Owner, "37R) 21:4
E. The Voice of the Servant (oX?) 21:5
F. Stipulation IV for the Servant: the Process of Permanent
Servant 21:6
II. Casuistic Law for the Female Servant (712N) 21:7-11
A. Second Protasis for the Female Servant: the Prohibition of
the sabbatical year 21:7

B. Stipulation I for the Female Servant: the concubine for the
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Owner (Owner, ")7IR) 21:8

C. Stipulation II for the Female Servant: the concubine for the
Owner’s son 21:9

D. Stipulation III for the Female Servant: Three Supports (BX?)
(Food, Garment, the conjugal rights or oil) 21:10

E. Stipulation IV for the Female Servant: The manumission and

no compensation (23r7) 21:11

Overall, the debt-slave laws have “k7 and ’‘im” forms, which facilitate
readers to memorize stipulations for the Hebrew servant and the female
servant. In this respect, these forms accurately explain David Carr’s
“oral-written memorized forms,” although stipulations for the debt-slave
laws have no numerical order.!2) The two ki clauses enable readers to
distinguish two main paragraphs and the four ‘im clauses functions as
four subunits in one large paragraph.

4. Genre and Language

Casuistic laws for debt-slave are the genre of this passage, classified in the
critical division of the mispatim (21:1-22:17[16]). In the passage, ten protases
and apodoses contain third person singular form, which reflects the basic
characteristics of ancient Near Eastern law codes, especially the Code of
Hammurabi in the second millennium B.C.E. For example, Hammurabi’s

casuistic laws prescribe the matter of fact enslavement of debtors as follows:

117: If an obligation came due against a seignior and he sold (the
services of) his wife, his son, or his daughter, or he has been bound over
to service, they shall work (in) the house of their purchaser or oblige for

three years, with their freedom reestablished in the fourth year.13)

Just as Hammurabi’s casuistic law 117 elucidates the end of the slaves’

12) D. M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 168.
13) J. B. Pritchard, ed., The Ancient Near East. Volume 1: An Anthology of Texts and Pictures, 3rd
ed. (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univ. Pr., 2011), 165.
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obligation, so the debt-slave laws stipulate the duty and the date of the Hebrew
slave.

However, based on the differences between the two kinds of laws, scholars
have made some assumptions. One of the differences between the two laws is
the use of second person singular form of Exodus 21:2. To resolve this stylistic
difference, Albrecht Alt proposes the use of the nip‘al form of the verb mkr
attested in the corresponding manumission laws of Deuteronomy and the
Holiness Code (Deu 15:12a; Lev 25:39a) as follows: "2y @R =5n° 2 “If a
Hebrew man is sold.”149) More recently, David Wright argues that the usage of
second person form is actually original to Exodus 21 rather than redactional
supplementation. He further insists that second singular form in Exodus 21:2
comes from the influence of the preceding altar laws, which use verbs in second
person (20:24-26).15) Thus, he stresses that scribes borrowed from Hammurabi’s
casuistic laws but revised creatively its forms to make connections to other
apodictic laws.

Although, these scholars missed the fact that the debt-slave laws in verse 5
belongs to a peculiar genre: personal confession before the public. Regardless of
redactional elements, the author of debt-slave laws seems to emphasize verse 5
through the combination of an infinitive absolute and a finite verb of the same
root: TMRY MR X1 “and if he surely says.”!6) Furthermore, verse 5 highlights
the Hebrew slave’s own voice by using the first person singular form: “I love my

12

owner, my wife, and my sons! I will not go out free!” This emotional sentence
reflects the Hebrew slave’s decision to become a permanent chattel beyond

stipulations for the debt-slave laws.

5. Setting

Scholars have long noted that stipulations of debt-slave laws were garnered in
the pre-exilic period rather than exilic period. Van Seters argues that the
historical setting of the Covenant Code reflects the Judean community after the

14) B. M. Levinson, “The “Effected Object” in Contractual Legal Language: The Semantics of “If
you purchase a Hebrew Slave” (Exod. XXI 2)”, V'T 56 (2006), 485-504.

15) D. P. Wright, Inventing God’s Law, 326.

16) R.J. Williams, Williams’ Hebrew Syntax, J. C. Beckman, rev., 3rd ed. (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2007), 85 §205.
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exilic period. From the historical setting of Nehemiah 5:1-13, Van Seters insists
that the Covenant Code was written later than the Hebrew legal tradition of
Deuteronomy (Deu 15:12-18).17) In contrast to Van Seters’ hypothesis, David
Wright and Bernard Levinson argue that the Covenant Code’s composition
would be 740 to around 640 B.C.E. since in the Neo-Assyrian period. Assyrian
culture and ideology influenced the formulation of laws in the Judean society.!8)
For instance, the cultural impact of the Neo-Assyrian period can be proved by
the evidence of the Black Obelisk. The Black Obelisk portrays Jehu prostrate at
the Assyrian king, Shalmaneser III (858-824)’s feet.19) As David Carr points out,
Hammurabi’s laws in Assyrian education enculturation curriculum influenced
the Hebrew Scripture.20)

However, some textual evidence reflects the historical setting of the
debt-slave laws further earlier. First, in Exodus 21:2 the Hebrew noun “72y
"2y (Hebrew slave)” provides us with clues to identify the antiquity of the text.
Brevard Childs insists that the term “Hebrew slave” does not designate an ethnic
group, and was intended to be a pejorative designation of a legal or social status
within the Ancient Near Eastern society of the second millennium.2D I agree
with his argument because after the announcement of debt-slave laws, the usage
of “2y (Hebrew)” mainly occurs in the period’s early foundation of the
Israelite kingdoms (1 Sam 4:6, 9; 13:3, 7, 19; 14:11, 21; 29:3).22) In these texts,
by using “*12y (Hebrew),” the Philistines call the Israelite pejoratively. It is
apparent that the term “Hebrew” was used for socially inferior groups. Second,
in Exodus 22:28[27], the Hebrew noun “X*23 (chieftain)” depicts the early tribal
social system. Nahum Sarna insists that the Hebrew noun “N'w)” can be
translated as “chieftain, not a king,” since the background of Exodus 21-22 is

rural and the way of life uncomplicated.23) And in the context of the Book of the

17) J. Van Seters, A Law Book for the Diaspora, 93-95.

18) See D. P. Wright, “Inventing God’s Law: How the Covenant Code of the Bible Used and
Revised the Laws of Hammurabi”, 98-99; B. M. Levinson, “The Right Chorale”: Studies in
Biblical Law and Interpretation, 330.

19) B. W. Anderson, The Living World of the Old Testament (Harlow, Essex: Longman, 1993),
284.

20) D. M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 137.

21) B. S. Childs, The book of Exodus, 468.

22) Jer 34:9, 14 reflects the memory of the debt-slave law for the post exilic community.

23) N. M. Sarna, Exploring Exodus: The Origins of Biblical Israel (New York: Schocken Books,
1996), 161.
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Covenant, the historical setting of the debt-slave laws would be rural rather than
urbanized situation. Alt also argues that the time of the adoption of Canaanite
law must lie in the generations between the entry and the foundation of the
Israelite kingdoms in Palestine, when the Israelite first came into close contact
with the Canaanites.24) Third, the debt slave laws were established in the process
of developing nations. The historical setting of slave laws depicts the earliest
stage of economic growth in a small chiefdom. Without economic stability, the
owner could not manage his domestic chattel in his house. The context of the
Book of Covenant gives us some vestiges of the early kingdom of Israel

although extra-biblical evidence is scanty.

6. Intertextual Analysis

Discussion may now turn to the intertextual aspects of Exodus 21:2-11,
Deuteronomy 15:12-18, and Leviticus 25:39-45.

The first major instance of an intertextual reading in these passages occurs in
Exodus 21:2, “when you buy a Hebrew male servant, six years he shall serve /
but in the seventh he shall go out free without compensation.” Within the
context of Exodus 21:2-11, the verse presents one of Yahweh’s instructions to
the Hebrew male servant concerning his freedom after six years. Specifically,
the verse does not depict any economic support from his owner. Furthermore,
there is no stipulation for the female servant’s freedom after six years.

On the other hand, the language of Deuteronomy elucidates several issues of

Exodus’ debt slave laws.

Deuteronomy 15:12-18

12 When your brother the Hebrew man or the Hebrew woman will be
sold to you, and he shall serve you six years and in the seventh year you
shall let him go free from you 13 and when you will let him go free from
you. You shall not let him go empty handed 14 You shall surely make
necklace for him from your flock and from your threshing floor and from
your wine vat that the LORD your God blessed you, you shall give to

him 15 and you shall remember that you were a servant in the land of

24) A. Alt, Essays on Old Testament History and Religion, 129.
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Egypt and YHWH your God redeemed you therefore I am commanding
you this word today. 16 and it will be happen when he shall say to you
I will not go out from you for he loved you and your house since it was
good to him with you 17 and you shall take an awl and you shall set in
his ear and in the door and he shall be belong to you a servant forever
and also to your female servant you shall do the same. 18 You shall not
be harden in your eyes when you send him your hired servant six years
and the LORD your God blessed you in all that you will do

First, the Deuteronomistic slave law adds stipulations for the Hebrew woman.
In Exodus 21:7, the debt-slave law prohibits the Hebrew woman from leaving
her owner. However, the Deuteronomistic slave law gives a chance to the
Hebrew woman to leave her enslavement after her six years work. Second, the
Deuteronomistic slave law allows the Hebrew male slave to be compensated
from the property of his owner. In Exodus 21:2, 11, the Hebrew male servant
and female servant leaves their home without compensation. But according to
the Deutronomistic slave law, they can receive economic support from their
owner. In this respect, the Deuteronomistic slave law not only interprets the
debt-slave law in the Book of the Covenant, but also inserts new interpretation
in their text in order to apply in their historical setting.

A similar concern for stipulations of the Hebrew servants occurs in Leviticus
25:39-45.

Leviticus 25:39-45

39 If your brother was impoverished under your authority, sold to you,
do not make him work as a slave. 40 He shall remain under you as a
resident hireling he shall work under you until the jubilee year 41 Then
he and his children with him shall be released from your authority. He
shall return to his kin group and return to his ancestral holding 42 For
they are my slaves, whom I freed from the land of Egypt, they shall not
be sold as slaves are sold 43 You shall not rule over him with harshness.
You shall fear your God 44 Male and female slaves as you may have from
the nations around about you, from them that you may buy male and female
slaves. 45 Also from among the children of residents who live under your
sway, from them you shall buy, or from their kin groups that are under your

sway, whom they begot in your land. These shall become your property.
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In Leviticus 25:39-45, the Leviticus slave law reveals different perspectives
from both the Exodus slave law and the Deuteronomistic slave law but
complements them. The Leviticus slave law protects an Israelite brother, who is
a father and has sons. The Leviticus slave law regards an Israelite slave as a
brother, who needs economic support from his other brothers. The Leviticus
slave enables the Israelite to buy their servants from their kin groups. By
avoiding to use the Hebrew noun ‘““72y +=2v(Hebrew slave),” the Leviticus
slave clarifies the kind of brother. The brother is a father and has sons but has to
dwell with his owner. In contrast to this, the Exodus slave law suggests different
cases. An unmarried slave should leave alone (Exo 21:3a). A slave who is
married before he becomes a slave, but without children, will be free after six
years together with his wife (Exo 21:3b). A slave married by his owner while he
is a slave, will be free after six years, but must leave his wife and children with
his owner (Exo 21:4). Comparing these stipulations to the Leviticus slave law,
the Leviticus slave law does consider the case where a debt-slave is bought and
sold together with his children. They no longer serve for six years, but can leave
until the Jubilee year. Therefore, it is assumed that the Leviticus slave law
functions as a supplement to the Exodus slave law.

Overall, three different laws (Exo 21:2-11; Deu 15:12-18; Lev 25:39-45)
reflect their different historical setting but complement each other. Apart from
the priority over other laws, each slave law mutually explains and completes

each stipulation.

7. Interpretation of Exodus 21:2-11

In this section, I will interpret the debt-slave law and explain the function of
the debt-slave law in Exodus 21:2-11. In Exodus 21:2-11, two slave laws
symmetrically contrasts each other. In Exodus 21:2, the Hebrew slave is to be
released at the end of six years. On the other hand, in Exodus 21:7, the female
slave who was sold by her father could not go free. Instead, the subunits of the
law in Exodus 21:7-11 open the opportunity for the enslaved daughter. Without

offering three properties (food, garment, and oil) for the owner’s concubine, the
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owner has to release her without her work for six years. My main focus of
interpretation on the debt-law is to answer why scribes use this symmetric
structure. Among this symmetric structure, the slave’s own voice in Exodus 21:5
is the key to understanding their intention.

First, scribes attempt to unify their identity by using the contrast between the
Hebrew male servant and a foreign people. As I discussed the concept of the
Hebrew noun ““m2y =2v (Hebrew slave)” in the historical setting, it refers to
economically marginalized Israelites. But the contrast between the economically
marginalized Hebrew servant and the Hebrew noun ‘““921 oy (a foreign
people)” (Exo 21:8) also reflects the ethnicity of “*72y =2v (Hebrew slave).” In
Exodus 21:8, although the owner’s concubine was displeasing to him, he
redeems his concubine and cannot be allowed to sell her to a foreign people.
This stipulation brings negative images to foreign people. In contrast to this, in
Exodus 21:4a, the owner gives his maidservant (or maybe concubine) to the
Hebrew slave except sending the Hebrew servant’s family with him after his
work for six years (Exo 21:4b). If so, why did scribes of the Book of the
Covenant compare the Hebrew servant with foreign people but not allow his
family to be sent with him? Since a foreign person has no relationship with the
owner, giving his concubine would contaminate the owner’s purity. For
example, Nehemiah’s social historical setting fit this situation. In Nehemiah
5:1-10, Nehemiah tried to stop the debt-slave among the Judean community. In
particular, in Nehemiah 5:8, Nehemiah has negative feelings toward foreigners
who bought the Jews. From this intertextual interpretation, scribes prohibit
owner’s female servants from giving a foreign people, insofar as the debt-slave
law infringes the identity of the Judean society.

Second, the Hebrew slave’s personal confession before the court highlights
the observance of God’s law. In light of casuistic laws of Exodus, it is rare to
find a phrase by the narrator with emotion except Exodus 21:5. After the
Hebrew slave speaks out his emotional confession before his owner, he was
brought to the door or doorpost, and his owner pierces his ear with an awl. Then,
he becomes a permanent chattel for his owner. This process echoes prophets’
announcement towards his people. For example, Zechariah describes the
Israelites behavior as follows: “Zechariah 7:12a and-their-hearts they-made flint

against-listening the-instruction and-the-words which YHWH of-hosts sent
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by-his-spirit in-the-hand-of the-earlier prophets.” The Israelite did not open their
heart before YHWH. They are not willing to listen to the instruction of YHWH.

8. Conclusion

In conclusion, as I have analyzed the form, structure, genre, setting, and
intertextual interpretation for the debt-law in Exodus 21:2-11, I found that the
slave’s own voice evidently reflects scribes’ intentionality for their community,
although personal confession is peculiar within the caustic laws (Exo
21:1-22:17[16]). In one sense, the slave’s own voice reflects Carol Newsom’s
concept, a polyphonic voice in the text.25) Perhaps, scribes’ historical setting has
had impact on his writing, but their independent voice for the Judean community
still remains in the Hebrew Scriptures. As the Israclite became God’s faithful
servants in Sinai narrative, the owner of the Hebrew servant is evidently related
to the image of God. The Israelite as God’s faithful servant must confess their

love through the process of a permanent chattel for God.

<Keywords>
Oral-Written memorized forms, The Debt-Slave Law, The Book of the
Covenant, Form critical approach, Intertextual Approach.
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25) C. A. Newsom, “The Book of Job as Polyphonic Text”, JSOT 97 (2002), 87-108.
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<Abstract>
An Analysis of the Debt-Slave Law in the Book of the Covenant

Inchol Yang

(Yonsei University)

An important introductory section in the Book of the Covenant (Exo
20:22-23:33), the debt-slave law (Exo 21:2-11), presents a challenge to
biblical scholars who have struggled to explain the relationship between
the Hebrew male slave and female slave based on ancient Near Eastern
parallels as well as intertextual approaches. The casuistic laws in the
debt-slave law (“if-then” forms) evidently reflect numerous characteristics
of ancient Near Eastern law codes, particularly the Code of Hammurabi
from the second millennium BCE. As a result, scholars have historically
not only insisted on the antiquity of the debt-slave law but have also
focused on the compositional history of Exodus. Additionally, scholars
have also noted the intertextual relationships of three laws among the
debt-slave laws (Exo 21:2-11; Deu 15:12-18; Lev 25:39-46). These laws
together have enabled scholars to examine other aspects of the Hebrew
slave laws: the manumission for the Hebrew female slave (Deu 15:12)
and the Jubilee year for all slaves (Lev 25:40). Although scholarly
endeavors to define characteristics of the debt-slave law have shed light
on understanding how law functions in ancient Israel, they only apply
their interpretative methodologies to other slave laws rather than other
intertextual narratives in the Hebrew Bible. In this paper, as 1 consider
these intertextual allusions in debt-slave law, 1 argue that the debt-slave
law in Exodus 21:2-11, apparent in David Carr’s “oral-written memorized
forms,” denotes one particular narrative element concerning the Hebrew
slave’s strong feelings towards his family. It is significant that the chiastic
structure in Exodus 21:2-11 and “if-then” stipulations reflect “oral-written
memorized forms,” as found in the Code of Hammurabi, in ancient
Israel’s educated enculturation curriculum. However, the debt-slave law
does mnot simply preserve “oral-written memorize forms,” but also

describes its setting by using the Hebrew slave’s own voice: “I loved my



An Analysis of the Debt-Slave Law in the Book of the Covenant / Inchol Yang 125

owner, my wife, and my children! I shall not go out free!” (Exo 21:5).
This paper proceeds in four stages; first, on the basis of critical notes, it
translates the debt-slave law; second, it examines the literary form and
setting of Exodus 21:2-11 within the larger literary framework of the
Book of the Covenant (Exo 20:22-23:33); third, it identifies and examines
a number of intertextual relationships between Exodus 21:2-11 and texts
from the Hebrew slave laws in Leviticus and Deuteronomy; finally, it not
only draws conclusions concerning how these intertextual interpretations

complement each other, but also reveals the role of narrative in the law.
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A Text-Hierarchical Structure of
Deuteronomy

Gyusang Jin*

1. Introduction

Section 1 introduces the organization and flow of this article. Section 2
introduces the research methodology and its origin. It then details the text
linguistics used to discover the syntactic hierarchical structure of Deuteronomy.
Section 2.1 introduces the rules for judging the relationship between clauses as
hierarchical or parallel to discover the text-hierarchical structure of Deuteronomy.
Section 2.2 explains why it is necessary to read the text as a text hierarchy. Section
3 displays the outline of the Pentateuch, where it checks the place of Deuteronomy.
Section 4 describes the process of discovering the syntactic structure of
Deuteronomy. Section 5 compares the divisions identified in the syntactic structure

with those of scholars and discusses their features and strengths.

2. Methodology and its origin

This study uses Eep Talstra’s text linguistics. This methodology is derived
from the linguistics of Herald Weinrich. Only after observing all the linguistic

features of a text, Weinrich formulated the principles of linguistic organization

* Ph.D. in Old Testament Theology at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. Adjunct Professor in Old
Testament Theology at Chongshin University Graduate School. jin.gyusang.numbers.80@gmail.com.
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into what he called text grammar.!) While Weinrich studied modern languages,
Wolfgang Schneider applied the same principle to the study of the Hebrew
Bible.2) In earnest, Talstra observed all linguistic features (grammatical
information such as verbal tense, verbal stem, person, gender, number, and part
of speech at the grapheme level, lexical spelling, repitition at the word level,
function at the phrase level, clause type at the clause level, narrative domain,
direct speech domain at the text level) in the text of the Hebrew Bible at all
linguistic levels.3) From the first clause to the last clause in the text of a chapter,
he determined whether the relationship between clauses is hierarchical or
parallel based on the linguistic similarities and differences between two adjacent
clauses.4) By observing and judging the relationship between all the clauses, he
finally discovered the syntactic hierarchical structure of the text. Whereas
Talstra’s study was a chapter-by-chapter study, this study goes beyond the scope
of a single chapter to discover the text hierarchy of the entire book of

Deuteronomy.
2.1. Rules for determining relationships between clauses

2.1.1. Hierarchical, parallel relationships

2.1.1.1. Hierarchical relationship between main clause and subordinate clause
The table below shows an example of the relationship between main

and subordinate clauses.5) The clause type in 1:34 (18052) is Wayyigtol-X,

and opens the paragraph (#) by introducing the group of participants,

YHWH (M) and the sound of your words (22727 5ﬁp). The clause

1) H. Weinrich, “Die Textpartiur als heuristische Methode”, W. Dressler, ed., Textlinguistik
(Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1978), 391-412.

2) W. Schneider, Grammatik des Biblischen Hebrdisch: Ein Lehrbuch (Munich: Claudius, 2001).

3) https://etcbe.github.io/bhsa/features/0_home/.

4) 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),
169.

5) The abbreviations listed above the table represent the linguistic information in each column.
Each abbreviation is paired with a term written above it. BO stands for book, Ch for chapter,
PNG for person, number, and gender, CLTP for clause type, CA for clause atom number, In for
indentation, and P for the presence or absence of a paragraph. We will often use CA to refer to a
specific clause.
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type of 1:34 (18053) is Wayyigtol-0, which differs from WayX in the
preceding clause (18052). The inflection of the predicate (q38p%) refers
back to (71) in the previous clause, stating that YHWH heard the
people and was angry. Thus, 1:34 Way0 (18053) is embedded under 1:34
WayX (18052).

Book Chapter Verse Person Number Gender Clause Type Clause Atom number Indent Paragraph
BO Ch Vs PNG CLTP CA In P
DEUTO1,34 3sgM WayX 18052 19.# [1 <Cj>] [SJ?_JW‘ <Pr>] [ﬂ]:‘l’: <Su>] [DD"12'1 5ﬁp'm§ <0b>]

DEUTO01,34 3sgM WayO 18053 20.. 1 <Cj>] [A8p? <Pr>]
DEUTO1, 34 3sgM Way0O 18054 20.. [1 <Cj>] [:J;fg'ﬁ <Pr>]
DEUTO01,34 ---- InfC 18055 21.. | [beﬁ <Pr>]

2.1.1.2. Parallelism between main clauses

The clause type in 1:34 (18054) is also Wayyiqtol-0. The inflection of
(v2wr) is the same as the inflection of the preceding (73p*) (18053):
YHWH was angry and swore an oath. Thus, 1:34 Way0 (18054) parallels
1:34 Way0 (18053).

2.1.1.3. Main and subordinate clauses

The clause type of 1:34 (18055) is an infinitive construct. The
preposition (%) of the infinitive (71X5) signals subordination to the
preceding clause. At the same time, it opens the subsequent direct speech
section. Thus, 1:34 InfC (18055) is embedded under 1:34 Way0 (18054).

2.1.2. Deciding the best mother clause

05,01 3sgM WayX 18584 9.# [1 <Cj>] [RIP? <Pr>] [mg’?: <Su>] [‘7&?‘2"‘7;'5& <Co>]

27,01 3sgM WayX 20829 10.%  [1 <Cj>] [18 <Pr>] [ORILY PN MUD <sus] [@YTIR <0bs]
27,09 3sgM WayX 20860 10.# [ <Cj>] 2T} <Pr>] D170 T2 MY <sus] [RTLT52 OX <o)
29,01 3sgM WayX 21204 9.# [1 <C3>] [NIP? <Pr>] [MUR <Su>] [5§j@’_'5;'5§ <Co>]

In the table above, all four clauses have the clause type Wayyigtol-X,
the 3™ person, singular, masculine, introducing (M) as the explicit
subject, and open a paragraph. There are three mother clause candidates
(5:1; 27:1, 9) that show connectivity to 29:1 WayX. To determine the
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most appropriate mother clause, we must further examine the linguistic
similarities between 29:1 WayX and the three preceding clauses.®) 27:9
and 29:1 have identical clause type (Wayyigtol-X), the 3™ person, singular,
masculine, explicit subject (7WR2), and complement (5&_;17277'5;'5&5). 27:9
and 27:1 have identical clause type, the 3™ person, singular, masculine,
explicit subject (7Wn), and the participant (2u7) is spelled differently than
(5?51};77), but they refer to the same object. 29:1 and 5:1 have identical
clause type, the 3™ person, singular, masculine, explicit subject (7wh), and
the complement (531";77"7;:'5&5). In addition, they have the same predicate
(X9p?). Therefore, the similarity between 29:1 and 5:1 is higher than
between 29:1 and 27:1 and 9. Therefore, 29:1 is connected to 5:1 as a
parallel relationship. The decision causes the embedding of 27:1 and 9,
which introduce an expanded set of participants ('7:;‘127'} upn uh), (@)
or (@m>1 DuISM k), (OXWSD) developing an embedded narrative line
under 5:1 and 29:1. The narrative line in 5:1 an 29:1 describes Moses
calling all of Israel. In contrast, the narrative line in 27:1 and 9 describes
Moses and the elders of Israel speaking to the people and Moses and the

Levitical priests speaking to all of Israel.
2.2. Reading a text as a syntactic hierarchical structure

In general, a text is a linear arrangement of words. A syntactic
hierarchical structure, on the other hand, refers to the discourse of a text
and is the result of the reader’s observation of linguistic features between
clauses and the reader’s judgment of the hierarchical or parallel
relationship between clauses based on their similarities.” Reading the text
as a text-hierarchy helps the reader in several ways. First, the syntactic
hierarchical structure can teach us what clause types (e.g., Wayyigtol-X,
W-X-Qatal, etc.) open paragraphs in all linguistic levels. Robert Longacre

6) Another name for a main clause is a mother clause. The mother clause usually serves as the
main clause for the subordinate clauses that follow, or it can be parallel to the clauses that
follow.

7) E. Talstra, “A Hierarchy of Clauses in Biblical Hebrew Narrative”, E. van Wolde, ed., Narrative
Syntax and the Hebrew Bible: Papers of the Tilburg Conference 1996 (Leiden: Brill, 1997),
85-105.
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understood a text as a linear arrangement of words and determined that a
particular clause type has a function. For example, Longacre thought that
Wayyiqtol develops the storyline of a narrative, and that W-X-Qatal gives
background information. Francis 1. Andersen said that Wayhi clauses
indicate the beginning of a new paragraph.8) However, a syntactic
hierarchical structure shows that a particular clause type performs multiple
functions depending on the textual levels where it occurs.”) Therefore, a
text hierarchy helps a reader to have a sharper definition of a clause
type.

To illustrate how this approach guides the reading of the text, we will
have a look at Deuteronomy 31. 31:1 WayX opens a paragraph by
introducing (7WR) as an explicit subject. The clause type Wayyqtol-0 in
the following 31:1 (21406) differs from the clause type Wayyigtol-X in
the preceding 31:1 (21405). The inflection of (727Y) in 31:1 (21406)
refers to the explicit subject (7w) of the preceding clause (21405).
Thus, 31:1 (21406) develops an embedded narrative line under 31:1
WayX. 31:1 Way0 and 7 WayX have different clause types. 31:1
WayX-Way0 (21405, 21406) introduces the set of participants, (7UR),
(Moxn oM7), (GRTSD). Meanwhile, 31:7  (21436)  introduces a
different set of participants, (7Wh), (UWiM). The difference is also the
basis for embedding 31:7 WayX under 31:1 (WayX-Way0). However, they
also have connectivity. The inflection of (R9p) in 31:7 refers back to the
inflection of (727), and describe the calling and speaking of Moses. The
(¥¥im) in 31:7 WayX (21436) is part of the ('7&511!';7‘_"773) in the preceding
31:1 Way0 (21406). Thus, 31:7 WayX opens an embedded paragraph
under 31:1 Way0. 31:9 (21452) and 31:7 have the same clause type,
Wayyigtol-X, the 3™ person, singular, masculine information, indicating
connectivity. However, 31:9 WayX-Way0-Ptcp (21452, 21453, 21454)
introduce the expanded set of participants, (7UR), (ARTT 7M7), (@727
"5 13), and (7M™ N2 1R). Moses called Joshua in 31:7 WayX, while

8) F. 1. Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1974).

9) R. E. Longacre, “Weqatal Forms in Biblical Hebrew Prose, a Discourse-Modular Approach”, R.
D. Bergen, ed., Biblical Hebrew and Discourse Linguistics (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
1994): 50-95. For a related discussion, see. Gyusang Jin, Investigating the Text-hierarchical
Structures and Composition of Numbers (New Jersey: Gorgias Press, 2023), 27.
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Moses wrote the Torah and gave it to the Levitical priests and all the
elders of Israel in 31:9 WayX. Thus, 31:9 WayX opens an embedded
paragraph under 31:7 WayX. The Levitical priests and all the elders in
31:9 are also part of all Israel in 31:1 (21406). So 31:9 WayX develops
an embedded narrative line wunder 31:1 WayX, describing Moses’

communication with the Levitical priests and all the elders.

31,01 3sgM WayX 21405 10.# [1 <Cj>] [‘[5‘ <Pr>] [MWM <sus]

31,01 3sgM Way0 21406 12..  [1 <C3>] [I27T) <pr>] [TTBNH D27 <ovs] [BNWW"%TBN <cos]
31,07 3sgM WayX 21436 13.% [ <ci>] [RIP? <Prs] (MY <sus] WYIMH <cos)

31,09 3sgM WayX 21452 14.# 0 <ci>] [ANDY <Pr>] [MUR <sus] [MRTT TININR <ob>]
31,09 3sgM Way0 21453 16.. [ 11 <Ci>] [N <PO>] [’7_5 k! D’JD:U'S{? <ap><Co>]
31,09 -plM Ptcp 21454 18.e | | [ <Re>] [D’?ﬁ@? <pC>] [T M2 1RTN <obs]
31,09 ---- Defc 21455 17d. | [587:@77 ’JPT'53'5&1 <pa><ci>]

31,14 3sgM WayX 21478 15.# 1 <Ci>] [MRY <Pr>] [T <sus] [712__7'?3'515 <Co>]

31,16 3sgM WayX 21488 15.# 1 <Ci>] [MRY <Pr>] [ <sus] [7'1‘_2__7?3"7?5 <Co>]

31,24 3sgM Way0 21541 14.# 1 <Ccj>1 [ <Pr>]

31,24 ---- InfC 21542 15.. [mb?? <Pr>] [MUM <su>]

31,24 ---- InfC 21543 16.. | [Zh;b <Pr>] [HNTD'HTDU 27NR <0b>] [1;@'53} <Cos]
31,24 ---- InfC 2154417.. | [@mnn T <ps>]

31,25 3sgM WayX 21545 15.

#*

1 <ci>] (M8<er>] [TWR<su>] [TITAM2 18 NI BMOT MR <o0-]

31:9, 14, and 16 have the identical clause type, Wayyigtol-X, the 3™
person, singular, masculine information. 31:14 and 16 introduce the set of
participants, (7M7), (W), which differ from the set of participants,
Moses, Joshua, the Torah, the Levitical priests, in 31:9. The WayX
clauses in 31:14 and 16 describe the speaking of YHWH to Moses.
YHWH tells Moses of his impending death and commands him to hand
over his leadership to Joshua. Thus, 31:14, 16 WayX develop an
embedded narrative line under 31:9 WayX.

The clause type Wayhi in 31:24 (21541) differs from the Wayyigtol-X
in 31:9 (21452). However, they also have connectivity. The clauses in
31:24  (Wayhi-InfC-InfC-InfC-InfC) re-introduce the set of participants,
(M), (WD M27) and (922), who also occur in 31:9. The
inflection of (ni®2) and (@mR) in 31:24 refers back to (MYR) in 31:9
WayX (21452), indicating connectivity. 31:24 Wayhi transits from the
communication between Moses, the Leviticus priests, and all elders of
Israel in 31:9 WayX to between Moses and the Levites in 31:24 and 25

at a parallel narrative line. At the same time, 31:24, Wayhi provides
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antecedent information to set the stage for the narrative in 31:25 WayX,
which follows. The clause type Wayyigtol-X in 31:25 (21545) differs from
the clause type Wayhi in the preceding 31:24. 31:25 WayX (21545)
introduces the set of participants, (7WR), (M2 TR ORW D?j?tr),
which differs from the set of participants in 31:24. Thus, 31:25 WayX
opens an embedded paragraph under 31:24 Wayhi.

In conclusion, 31:1, 7, 9, 14, 16, and 25 have the same clause type,
Wayyiqgtol-X, the 3™ person, singular, masculine information, and open a
paragraph by introducing explicit subject (7¢h). However, they have
different sets of participants and develop a narrative line at a different
textual level. 31:1 WayX opens a paragraph at a higher textual level,
while 31:7 WayX develops the narrative line under 31:1. 31:9 WayX
opens a paragraph under 31:7 WayX. 31:14, 16 WayX clauses continue
the narrative line under 31:9. 31:25 WayX opens a paragraph under 31:24
Wayhi, which indicates the transition from the preceding narrative line in
31:9 WayX to the following one in 31:25 WayX, and provides antecedent
information for the progression of 31:25 WayX. Likewise, the syntactic
hierarchical structure in 31:1-25 clearly defines the functions of a

particular clause type.
3. Syntactic Hierarchical Structure of Deuteronomy
3.1. The two major divisions in Deuteronomy
Syntax refers to the structure of clauses, the rules, principles, and
processes that govern the word order in a text.l9) Syntax is the

framework of the text. It deserves priority over other areas of linguistic

analysis, such as participants’ analysis and rhetorical analysis.!l) In the

10) K. L. McKay, “Syntax in Exegesis”, TynBul 23 (1972), 39-57 (39). “Syntax refers to the
arrangement of words in clauses, sentences, and paragraphs. The order in which the words are
arranged is a matter of relationship between them, and the function of a word cannot be
determined without considering its relationship.” See, e.g., Gyusang Jin, Investigating the
Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition of Numbers, 23.

11) W. van Peursen, “Participant Reference in Genesis 377, JNSL 39:1 (2003), 85-102 (101).
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Pentateuch, a particular arrangement of words, or syntactic patterns,
function as demarcation markers. The BDSF (Basic Divine Speech
Formula: YHWH spoke to Moses) appears 209 times and opens a
paragraph at a lower textual level.12) The EDSF (Elaborate Divine Speech
Formula: “The YHWH spoke to Moses” + locative or time phrase), on
the other hand, is an extended form of BDSF, functioning as a discourse
marker that opens a major division at higher textual levels.!3) The EDSFs
(BDSF + time phrase) appear in Leviticus 16:1 and Deuteronomy 32:48,
split the first major division of Leviticus into two divisions (1:1-15:33,
16:1-24:23), and split Deuteronomy into two major divisions (1:1-32:47,
32:48-34:12).149 This paper will elaborate on the process of discovering
the macro-syntactic structure of Deuteronomy.

3.2. The Macro Structure of Deuteronomy

3.2.1. Complete view (1:1-34:12)

This section briefly describes the macro-structure of Deuteronomy and
the function of clauses that open a paragraph at lower textual levels. The
elaboration on observing similarities between clauses and determining their
hierarchical or parallel relationships will be given in the following
sections. The first major division (1:1-32:47) consists of prologue, two
bodies, while the second major division (32:48-34:12) functions as
epilogue. The prologue (1:1-4:49) gives antecedent information for the
main body and epilogue of Deuteronomy. 1:1 NmCl opens Deuteronomy

and gives antecedent information for developing its following clauses. The

12) https://shebanqg.ancient-data.org/hebrew/text?1id=3801&page=1&mr=r&qw=q.

13) Gyusang Jin, Investigating the Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition of Numbers,
62-65. EDSF (BDSF + phrase of place) appears in Exo 4:19, 12:1, Lev 1:1, 25:1, and Num
3:14, dividing Exodus into three major divisions (1:1-4:18, 4:19-11:10, 12:1-40:38) and
Leviticus into two major divisions (1:1-24:23, 25:1-27:34). And the first major division of
Numbers is divided into two (1:1-3:13, 3:14-8:26). EDSF (BDSF + locative + time phrases)
appears in Num 1:1, 9:1, dividing the book of Numbers into two major divisions (1:1-8:26;
9:1-36:13). EDSF (BDSF + double locative phrase) appears in Num 20:23, 33:50, 35:1,
dividing the second major division into four divisions (9:1-20:22, 20:23-33:49, 33:50-34:29,
and 35:1-36:13).

14) We omit the description of the hierarchical relationship between all EDSFs. Gyusang Jin,
Investigating the Text-hierarchical Structures and Composition of Numbers, 65.
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Wayhi in 1:3 gives more specific antecedent information for its following

clauses.

01,01 Nmc1 17913 5.4 [TPR <Su>] [E™M2TT <BC>]

01,01 xQEX 17914 6. (R <Res] (12 7T<pr] (ML <ss] (PRTTO2 ™ <cos) (1T T2V 2 ctos) N2 TD2<os)

(12702 <c0s] B0 Do (31 11 AREM 1251 SO TINETR <os]
01,02 NmCl 17915 7.. @Y WY IR <C>] (2D <aj>] MYYTIT T <Adc] W2 WP MW <aAjs)
01,03 Way0 17916 6.. 1 <Cj>] [ <Pr>] (1:3a)
05,01 WayX 18584 9.# 1 <Cj>] INP? <Pr>] [TUR <sus] [SNTU’_S?J?R <Co>]

0 <ci>] DR <Prs) [ONTEY IPT MR <sus] [DYTAR <obs]
0 <Cj>] D27 <Brs] @MPT DIAZM MUD <sus] ORIWTOD S8 <cos]

27,01 WayX 20829 10.

i

27,09 WayX 20860 10.

=

29,01 WayX 21204 5.4 0 <Ci>] INIPY <Pr>] [0 <sus] ONIWT™O27OR <cos]

31,01 WayX 21405 10.# [ <Cj>] [']5‘ <Pr>] [ <sus]

31,30 WayX 21566 12.4 0 <cj>] 2T <brs] [FTLRD <sw] X7 OTP™D NI <cos] MNTT WA ™127PR <000
32,44 WayX 21741 10.# [l <Cj>] [N:: <Pr>] [MUR <su>]

32,45 WayX 21743 10.# [0 <Cj>] [b?f <Pr>] [ﬂ'@ﬂfﬁ <Su>]

32,48 Wayx 21756 3.4 [1 <Cj>] [D27T) <Pr>] [T <sus] [nw'm"'»__; <Co>] [M7 O DEYA <Tis)

33,01 NuCl 21773 12. [ <Cj>] ONT <sus] (12727 <pCs]

i

33,00 xgux 21774 13.. [N <Re>] (713 <Pr>] ETIONT PN TR sus) (X727 32T <0oo] (2 987 <2>)
34,01 WayX 21893 11.4 [ <Cj>] (DD <Prs] (MU <sus] (3N N2TWR <Cos] [IOBT WNT 123 775K <cos]
34,05 WayX 21905 11.# 0 <C3>] MY <Prs] Y <Los] [T 12Y M2 <sw] NI P7IND <ags] (MM 20D <ags)

The Wayyiqtol-X clauses in 5:1 and 29:1 split the body of Deuternomy
(5:1-32:47) into two bodies (5:1-28:69, 29:1-32:47). The Wayyigtol-X
clauses in 27:1 and 9 split body 1 (5:1-28:69) into three divisions
(5:1-26:19, 27:1-8, 27:9-28:69). The Wayyigtol-X clauses in 31:1, 32:44,
45 split body 2 (29:1-32:47) into four divisions (29:1-30:20, 31:1-32:43,
32:44, and 32:45-47). The Wayyiqtol-X clauses in 34:1 and 5 split the
epilogue (32:48-34:12) into three divisions (32:48-33:29, 34:1-4, and
34:5-12). In conclusion, the EDSF in 32:48 divides Deuteronomy into two
major divisions, and the Wayyigtol-X clauses, which introduce Moses as
an explicit subject, distinguish the body of Deuteronomy from its prologue
and epilogue, and split the body into two bodies, and seven divisions,

and the epilogue into three divisions.!5)

15) When the Wayyiqtol-X clause introduces Moses as the explicit subject and the predicates
(®p7), (08), and (727), this paper calls them as Moses’ Speaking Formulas (MSFs).
Otherwise, when the Wayyiqtol-X clause introduces Moses as an explicit subject, the predicates
express Moses’ movements and actions and develop the narrative line at a lower textual level,
this paper calls them as Moses’ Agent Formulas (MAFs).
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3.2.2. The first major division (1:1-32:47)
3.2.2.1. Prologue (1:1-4:49)

(1) Opening markers

The nominal clause (@277 n%)t_;) in 1:1 opens the book of
Deuteronomy, gives antecedent information for the following clauses, and
foreshadows what Moses will speak to all Israel. The five locative phrases
(‘In the wilderness of Arabah, across the Jordan, in the opposite of Sup,
between Paran and Tophel, Laban and Hazeroth, and Dizahab’) (727
TTRT T3P W), (0 Sw), GRRTPI TWETR), (EM 129). (27 )
in 1:1 refer to the locative phrases in Numbers 35:1 (‘by Jericho, in the
plains of Moab by the Jordan River’) (n™ ]‘»Jjj"?:_: M Pa7w). So 1:1
opens Deuteronomy under Numbers 35:1.

(2) Division 1 (1:1-5)

01,01 ---- NmCl 17913 5.# (M98 <Su>] (B2 <PC>]

01,01 3sgM xQtX 17914 8.. [ <Re>] 127 <Pr>] [T <Sus] BN 55oN <Cos] (1777 9202 <Los] M2TE <Los]
[M2w3 <Lo>] By 52 <Los] [ "1 n7sm 125 SaR sy 1Nea <Los)

01,02 ---- NmCl 17915 7..  [@ "QY TM8 <PC>] [3IM <aj>] [PPYT 777 <aj>] LN WP W <ajs]

01,03 3sgM Way0 17916 6.. [1 <Cj>] DM <Prs]

01,03 3sgM xQtX 17917 10.. Y Y22 <Tis) RN PUREDa <mis] RS NG <1is) D27 <Pro) R <Sw] R 20K <os] (553 <A

01,05 3sgM xQtX 17924 10.# (77 9392 <os] [NI PIND <Los] (NI <Prs] (YR <sus)

01,05 3sgM ZOt0 17925 11.. N2 <Pr>] [ORHT TYIRTNR <Obs]

01,05 ---- InfC 17926 12.. [BNS <pr>)

01,06 3sgM XQtl 17927 14.q PPN MM <aps<sus] [127 <Pr>] DIOR <Cos] (371D <Los]

01,19 1pl- Way0 17977 15.# [ <Ci>] B3 <Pr>] [37M <Co>]

01,20 1sg- Way0 17983 16.# 1 <Cj>] MR <prs] [@35R <Cos]

01,22 2pIM WayX 17993 16.# 0 <Cj>] PA9PR <Pr>] DO¥ <Cos] B33 <sus]

02,01 1pl- Way0 18117 15.# 0 <Cj>] 23 <Pr>]

02,01 1pl- Way0 18118 15.. 0 <Ci>] WO <Pr>] [TI2TMT <Cos] [0 T77 <Aj>]

02,01 1pl- Way0 18120 15.. 0 <Cj>] [303 <Pr>] [TWR™ITAR <Ob>] [© 037 O <Tis]

02,08 1pl- Way0 18144 15.# [0 <Ci>] [M2D3 <Pr>] DUY™I2 MM DND <ap><Co>]

02,08 1pl- Way0 18147 15.. 0 <Cj>] 0123 <Pr>]

02,08 1pl- Way0 18148 15.. [ <Ci>] [M23 <Pr>] [N 92 777 <aj>)

02,13 1pl- Way0 18165 15.. 0 <Ci>] [Map1 <Prs] [TT0 SMITN <0bs]

03,01 1pl- Way0 18267 15.# 0 <Ci>] 23 <Pr>]

03,29 1pl- Way0 18369 15.. 0 <Ci>] [3Y3 <Prs>] (B WD M3 DM NYD <sp><Cos]

04,01 ---- MSyn 18370 13m# [ <Cj>] [RY <Tis]

04,01 ---- Voct 18371 16v. 5RY <vo>)

04,41 3sgM xYgX 18559 14.# M <Ti>] [5™2) <Prs] (YR <Sus] (0¥ WOW <Obs] [WRY MMM 1T T2W2 <Los]

04,42 ---- InfC 18560 16.. | 3% <Prs] GMY <Mos] [T <Sus]

04,44 ---- NmCl 18568 15.# 0 <Cj>] [PNT <Su>] [TIMT <PC>]

The clause type of 1:2 is a nominal clause (NmCI), which is identical
to that of 1:1, indicating connectivity. 1:2 (‘It is an eleven-day’s journey
from Horeb by way of Mount Seir to Kadesh-barnea’) specifies the
antecedent information of 1:1. The clauses, Wayhi-xQtX-xQtX, in 1:3 (‘In
the 40™ year, on the first day of the 11™ month, Moses spoke to the
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sons of Israel, as YHWH had commanded Moses’) (M 2'waxa M
WIS MR WN YWpTMYyD) contrast with (@R TwY IMR) in 1:2 NmCl,
indicating that more time than necessary passed after going out of Egypt
before Israel reached the wilderness in the Arabah across the Jordan.
Moses explains the reason and begins to speak the Torah (TINI™NR X2
NN not to repeat the failure of Israel in 1:5 ZQt0.16)

1:5 xQtX (mui 5im) specifies its preceding clause. The clause type,
infinitive construct, in 1:5 (17926) differs from the preceding one ZQt0O in
1:5. The inflection of 1:5 InfC (9i85) refers back to the inflection (7832)
in 1:5 ZQt0, indicating connectivity. 1:5 InfC initiates a direct speech
section at a lower textual level.

(3) Division 2 (1:6-4:49)

1:6 XQtl (17927) has a different clause type from 1:5 InfC (17926).
Moses is the inflection of (7:a8%) (17926), and a part of “us” in the
suffixes of (W58) and (WJ‘U"?;S), indicating connectivity. Thus, 1:6 XQtl
gives specified antecedent information under 1:5 InfC.

The inflections of (¥®3), (182), (322), (M2v2), and (2W2) in 1:19; 2:1, 8§,
13; 3:1, and 29 point out the suffixes (1) of (ﬁJ‘Ij'?kﬁ), (r58) in 1:6
(17927), indicating a connectivity. The Wayyigtol-0 clauses develop a
parallel direct speech line, recounting the itinerary of Moses and Israel.
The clauses in 1:20, 22 Way0-WayX introduce participants, Moses and
Israel, and describe their communication. 4:1 is a macro-syntactic sign,
and 4:1 Voct calls Israel. 4:1 Msyn opens a direct speech section under
1:5 InfC (1R5) at a different textual level of 3:29 Way0.

The time phrase (8) in 4:41, 42 xYqX-InfC indicates the moment after
the (nY1) in 4:1 Msyn. The clauses in 4:41 and 42 introduce the set of
participants, (7UR), @ tu'5rg'), (n237), and open an embedded paragraph.
Moses separates the cities for refugees to which unintentional murderers
can flee. 4:41 xYgX and 44 NmCl have different clause types. (PR}
mIn7) in 4:44 refers back to (@ w’5!§7) in 4:41. Thus, 4:4-49 develops
an embedded direct speech line under 4:41 and closes 1:1-4:49.

1:1-4:49 narrates the itinerary of Moses and Israel, and explains why

16) ZQt0 marks clause types with no word before the qatal verb and no explicit subject afterward.
Notations and descriptions of other clause types can be found at the following link.
https://etcbe.github.io/bhsa/features/typ/.
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they reached the present place on the 1% day of the 11™ month of the
40™ year, even if they could have reached in 11 days.

(4) Discourse function

The prologue (1:1-4:49) remembers the wandering of Israel in the desert.

3.2.2.2. Body 1 (5:1-28:69)
(1) Opening marker

05,01 3sgM WayX 18584 9.# [1 <Cj>] [N <Pr>] [MUi <Su>] [ON0T527O8 <Co>]

05,01 3sgM Way0 18585 11.. [1 <Cj>] [MN® <Pr>] [BA5R <Co>)

27,01 3sgM WayX 20829 10.#  [1 <Cj>] [18' <Pr>] SN PN Muh <Su>] [UITNR <Ob>)

27,09 3sgM WayX 20860 10.# [1 <Cj>] [12T <Pr>] [an7 0wIsm muh <sus] [SRI0T™52 58 <Cos]

28,69 ---- NmCl 21199 12.# 798 <Su>] [MM27 ™27 <PC>]
29,01 3sgM WayX 21204 9.# [1 <Cj>] NP <Pr>] YR <Su>] [ON5358 <Co>]
29,01 3sgM Way0 21205 11.. [1 <Cj>] [MNY <Pr>] [nnb&g <Co>]

The Wayyigtol-X in 5:1 opens the 1% body (5:1-28:69) under 1:3 Wayhi,
describing the commandments for preventing failure in 5:1-28:69. 5:1 and
29:1 have the same clause type, Wayyigtol-X, the 3™ person, singular,
masculine information, and the phrases’ order (Conjunction — Predicate
— Subject — Complement). They also have the same predicate (X72?),
explicit subject (MH), complement (587W52), indicating very high
similarity. Furthermore, Way0 follows 5:1 and 29:1 WayX. The inflection
of (MMN*) and the suffix of (Df_bg) (18585, 21205) in 5:1 and 29:1 Way0
refer back to the explicit subject (7uf2) and the complement (S%7253)
(18584, 21204) in 5:1 and 29:1 WayX. Therefore, 29:1 is connected to
5:1 as a parallel relationship, overcoming a long distance between them,
and opens the 2™ body (29:1-32:47) and the 1 division (5:1-26:19).

(2) Division 1 (5:1-26:19)

The pattern to split division 1 into sub-divisions 1-4

The pattern, moving from the commandment, “hear”, to “keep”, occurs
four times in 5:1-26:19 and splits it into four sub-divisions(5:1-6:3,
6:4-8:20, 9:1-18:14, 18:15-26:19). The ‘“hear” gives a general
commandment. In contrast, the “keep” gives practical rules to achieve the
general commandment at a lower textual level. The clause type of a
following clause changes from the preceding one, and its textual level

changes and lists practical rules to execute and elaborates on them. The
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pattern, moving from the commandment, “hear”, to “keep”, first occurs in
() (18586) of 5:1, (@mmw) (18591, 18699) of 5:1, 32. The pattern
occurs the second in (ynw) (18729) of 6:4, (7mun) (18921) of 8:1. The
pattern occurs the third in (YY) (19010) of 9:1, (™MW1) (19299) of
11:16, (pmun) (19370) of 12:1, (W) (19479) of 12:28, (amaun) (19506)
of 13:1, (mY) (19789) of 16:1. The pattern occurs lastly in (JWwmnwn)
(20013) of 18:15 and (M7w) (20813) of 26:16.

Sub-Division 1 (5:1-6.3)

5:1 commands Israel hear the statutes and ordinances of YHWH. The
clause type, WQt0, of 5:1 and 32 differs from ZimO in 5:1. However, the
inflection of (@nMW) of 5:1 and 32 refers back to that of (VW) in 5:1,
indicates connectivity, and commands Israel to learn them and to keep to
do them.

Sub-Division 2 (6:4-8:20)

6:4 parallels 5:1. They have the same clause type, Z-Imperative-0,
predicate (vn2¥), PNG (the 2" person, singular, masculine), whose
inflection indicates Israel. 6:4 commands them to love Him. (Pmnun)
(18921) in 8:1 commands them to keep the commandments of YHWH
and remember what YHWH had done in Egypt, and motivates them to
get rewarded. The inflections of (Jrmun) (18921), (Mwwy) (18922), and the
suffix of (Jxn) (18919) in 8:1 refer back to the inflection of (¥mY) in
6:4 and indicate connectivity. However, the clause types, Ptcp-ZYqO-InfC,
in 8:1 differ from 6:4 ZimO and open an embedded paragraph under 6:4.

Sub-Division 3 (9:1-18:14)

9:1, 6:4 have the same (V2¥) ZimO and they are parallel. 9:1 (vnav)
commands Israel to cross the Jordan river and occupy the land. 9:7 (721)
(19047), 11:16 (™mwm) (19299), 12:28 (W) (19479) have identical clause
type, Zim0, and inflection indicating Israel. Thus, they develop a parallel
direct speech line, describing practical rules to achieve the land.

9:7, 11:16, 12:28, and 9:1 have identical claus type and inflection,
indicating connectivity. On the other hand, 18:15 (}wnun) (20013) xYq0
and 9:1 (¥mw) (19010) ZimO have different clause types, but identical
verb stem and inflection. Thus, 18:15 xYq0 is embedded under 9:1 ZimoO,

overcoming a long distance between them. The decision causes embedding
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the clauses in 9:7, 11:16, and 12:28, occurring between 9:1 and 18:15.
Therefore, the clauses develop a direct speech line under 9:1.

05,01
05,01
05,01
05,01
05,01
05,01
05,01
05,32
05,32
06,04
08,01
08,01
09,01
09,04
09,04
09,07
09,07
11,16
11,16
11,26
11,26
12,01
12,01
12,28
12,29
13,01
13,01
14,01
14,01
14,01
16,01
16,01
18,15
18,15
19,01
21,01
21,15
21,18
22,13
24,01
24,05
25,01
26,16
26,16
26,16
26,16
27,01
27,09
28,69

3sgM WayX 18584 9.#[1 <Cj>] NP <Pr>] [ <Sus] BNIW535R <cos]

3sgM Way0 18585
2sgM ZIm0 18586
---- Defc 18588
-sgM Ptcp 18589
2p1M WQt0 18590
2p1M WQt0 18591
2p1M WQt0 18699
3sgM xQtX 18701
2sgM ZIm0 18729
---- Ptcp 18919
2pIM ZYq0 18921
2sgM ZIm0 19010
2sgM xYqg0 19032
---- InfC 19033
2sgM ZIm0 19047
---- xQt0 19050
2plM ZImO 19299
3sgM xYgX 19300
2sgM ZImO 19341
-sgM Ptcp 19342
---- NmCl 19369
2p1M xYqO 19370
2sgM ZIm0 19479
3sgM xYgX 19486
---- Ptcp 19504
2pIM XYq0 19506
---- NmCl 19600
2plM xYqO 19601
2p1M WxYO 19602
---- InfA 19789
2sgM WQEO 19790
3sgM XYGX 20012
2p1M XYQ0 20013
3sgM xYgX 20050
3sgM XYGX 20252
3plF XYgX 20313
3sgM xYgX 20329
3sgM XYgX 20398
3sgM xYgX 20564
3sgM xYgX 20590
3sgM XYGX 20663
-sgM Ptcp 20811
---- InfC 20812
2sgM WQE0 20813
2sgM WQt0 20814
3sgM WayX 20829
3sgM WayX 20860
---- NmCl 21199

11..

12.

q

15d.

22..

S T

1 <Cj>] [N <Prs] [B5N <Cos]
WY <Pr>] [N <vos]
[D°BEYRT RN SPMITIN <Ob>]
[YX <Re>] PN <Su>] [12T <PC>] [R2MIN2 <Cos] @ <Tis]
D <Cj>] [BRT5 <Pr>] [BOR <Obs]
D <Cj>] [BRTY <Pr>] [Erivy5 <po>]
[ <Cj>] ERMY <Prs] (MiBYS <Prs]
[WND <Cj>] M3 <Prs] @2WIOR MM <Sus>] [@ONX <Ob>]

[wnY <Prs]
[R5 <Ob>] [N <Re>] [DIX <Sus] [T <po>] P <Tis]
YR <Prs] (MEYS <prs]

WY <Pr>)
o8 <Ng>] [N <Prs] [72252 <Cos]
F172 <Pr>] [958 MM <aps><Sus] AR <Ob>] [T85R <Cos]
[M31 <Pr>]

[mm'mb <Ti>] WX <Re>] [MNE) <Pr>] [@MER 7IND <Cos]
DY <Pr>] 239 <Co]
| 02 <Cj>] [I02Y <Prs] [0222% <Sus]
[MX7 <Pr>]
| D238 <Sus] M <PC>] [02M85 <Cos] B <Tis] [95P1 M272 <Obs]
[M9R <Su>] [EWBYHRT DM <PCs]
| W8 <Re>] (UM <Pr>]
iy <Pr>]
(D <Cj>] [MM37 <Pr>] [TH1o8 MM <ap><Sus] [EMIN <Ob>]
277750 PR <Fr>] WX <Re>] 238 <Su>] [MSR <PC>] (B3NN <Ob>]
| [iNR <Ob>] [MUN <Prs]
M3 <PC>] RN <Sus] 258 mh <ap><cos]
N5 <Ng>] [7IOR <Pr>)
0 <Cj>] XS ig>] B <Pr>] [P <Ob>] B2 12 <Co>] (M <ass]
[Ty <Pr>] [2°387 WA <Obs]
[ <Cj>] [P <Prs] [MOR <Ob>] [To8 MMS <ap><Co>]
[N'2) <Cb>] DID TTIND 7290 <Cos] ) <Prs] [72 <Aj>] [THON MM <sus]
o8 <Cos] WRYR <Pr>)
['2 <Cj>] M3 <Pr>] [T:‘l'?& MM <ap><Su>] [RMINR <Ob>]
PD <Cj>] REDY <Pr>] [590 <sus] [MIND <Co>]
P2 <Cj>] MmN <Pr>] [W‘R'? <PC>] [I:I‘W'; ‘th <Su>]
P2 <Cj>] [T <Prs] [PND <PC>] [ 7790 12 <Sus]
02 <Cj>] [MPY <Pr>] [N <Su>] [MWN <Ob>]
I3 <Cj>] [MP? <Pr>] [WR <Su>] [MWR <Cb>]
[ <Cj>] [P <Pr>] [WPR <Su>] [MYI0 7UR <Ob>]
P2 <Cj>] [N <Pr>] [3™ <Sus] [N T3 <PC>]
[T 0P <Ti>] [Po8 MM <ap><sus] [T18R <po>]
Mi2YS <Pr>] [2WBUDITN TONT OPMTIN <Obs]
0 <Cj>] [DW?;'{J <Pr>]
0 <Cj>] QY <Pr>] [ERWR <Ob>] [UBro33 72257522 <ajs)
[ <Cj>] D3 <Pr>] ['7&1}21‘ PN MR <Sus] EYRTN <Cbs]
0 <Cj>] 2T <Pr>] 750 oUREm ME <Sus] ONIETSD SN <cos)
98 <Su>] [AM27 ™37 <BCs]
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9:7 (751)(19047) commands Israel to remember the golden calf story
where YHWH was angry. 11:16 (™nw) (19299) commands them to keep
their heart. Otherwise they will get cursed. 11:26 Zim0O (7X7) (19341)
opens an embedded paragraph under 11:16 (19299). Moses commands
them to look at he blesses and curses them. The inflection of (7X7)
(19341), the suffix of (@232) (19342) in 11:26 refers back to the
inflection of (1MW) (19299) in 11:16, and indicates connectivity.

The decision causes embedding (Jwn) (19370) of 12:1, which opens
an embedded paragraph between 11:16 (19299) and 12:28 (19479) at a
lower textual level than them. (@weUnM PRI nbx) in 12:1 reminds
anaphorically the commandments of YHWH to Israel through Moses in
11:16-32, anticipates cataphorically the commandments in 12:1-27. The
imperative (O2W) in 12:28 commands Israel to keep the commandments of
YHWH through Moses. Then, YHWH will bless them and allow them to
possess nations.

The clause type xYq0 in 13:1 (™mun) (19506) differs from 12:28
Zim0. However, 13:1 and 12:28 have identical inflection and verb stem.
The object (DoNR I8N DR WK '1;3{1'5; nR) (19504) in 13:1 works for
the predicate (W) (19506) in 13:1, as well as for (MMY) in 12:28.
(758 M) (19600) in 14:1 under 13:1 corresponds to (Vo8 M)
(19486) in 12:29 under 12:28. Therefore, 13:1 and 12:28 indicate very
high connectivity. 13:1 opens a paragraph at a lower textual level, and
commands Israel not to add nor subtract the commandment of YHWH
through Moses.

14:1 NmCI-xYq0-WxY0 (19600, 19601, 19602) and 13:1 (Participle)
(19504) have different clause types. However, the inflections of (¥717ann)
(19601), (mwn) (19602) in 14:1 refer back to the inflection of (MWN)
(19506) in 13:1, indicating connectivity. Thus, 14:1 opens an embedded
paragraph under 13:1 Ptcp, and warns them not to cut out their hair
according to Canaanite’s custom. The clause type of 16:1 (7¥W) (19789)
is infinitive absolute, which differs from the clause type, Z-Imperative-0,
of 12:28 (7hw) (19479). However, they have identical inflection. (71
To%) (19790) in 16:1 corresponds to (o8 M) (19486) in 12:29, and
indicates connectivity. Therefore, 16:1 InfA (19789) opens an embedded
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paragraph under 12:28 Zim0O (19479) and commands Israel to keep the
month of Abib and to keep the Passover for YHWH.

Sub-Division 4 (18:15-26:19)

The clause type, xYq0, of (pwmwn) (20013) in 18:15 differs from that,
Z-Imperative-0, of (vnw) (19010) in 9:1. However, they have identical
verbal stem, and inflection. (?]‘{1'5:5 mm) occurs in 9:4 under 9:1 and
18:15 (19033, 20012), indicating connectivity. Therefore, 18:15
xYgX-xYq0 (20012, 20013) opens an embedded paragraph under 9:1
(19010), and commands Israel to hear the voice of the prophet whom
YHWH will stand for them. Otherwise, YHWH will punish them. 18:15
xYq0 (20013) and 19:1 xYgX (20050) have different clause types.
However, the subject (?[’rj5§ M) (20050) in 19:1 corresponds to (7T
T[‘f"}:ﬁ) (20012) in 18:15 and indicates connectivity. Thus, 19:1 develops
an embedded direct speech line under 18:15. The eight clauses in 19:1,
21:1, 15, 18, 22:13, 24:1, 5, and 25:1 have identical clause type, xYqX,
which initiates with the conjunction (*2). The participants (U'X), (TUN), a
man or woman, occur frequently to explain ordinances and indicate
connectivity. Therefore, they develop an embedded direct speech line
under 18:15 xYqX at a parallel textual level and describe the
commandment for them to build up cities for refugees after occupying
nations, the duty for elders and judges to do justice, for a husband to
protect the right of his first son, for a father to punish a rebellious son,
for a woman must keep her virginity, for a husband must write a letter
when he will divorce, for a man needs to respect a woman from captivity
when he marries her, for people must not mix seeds, nor make a cow
and a donkey plow a land, for a man must take responsibility for dead
brother’s wife, for people to execute herem against the Amalekite. Those
eight clauses teach Israel to live a life, keeping the ethics of YHWH,
finding ways to solve the struggles among family and neighbors, and
prohibiting them from following the Canaanite customs. They predict
Israel will enter the land, and command them to obey YHWH.

The clause types, Ptcp-InfC-WQt0-WQt0, of (niy) (20812), (Pnv)
(20813), (my) (20814) in 26:16 differ from 18:15 (pPwnun) xYqo.
However, they have an identical inflection, Israel. (T;r"?gg mT) in 26:16



142 THEAEATL 55 (2024. 10.), 126-162

refers back to (?[‘T___T5§ mm) in 18:15, and indicate connectivity. Therefore,
26:16 opens an embedded paragraph under 18:15. 26:16 commands Israel
to keep the commandments of YHWH, righteousness, heart, and soul.
They summarize the commandments of YHWH through Moses in
5:1-26:16 and close the 1™ body. (o'wounanyl 1987 opna) in 26:16
recalls (2wpunm DpPna n_-_b:;) in 12:1, and (@WRURI NN DPMITTR) in 5:1
(18588). (7225) (20814) in 26:16 recalls (2222%) (19300) in 11:16 and
(722%) (19032) in 9:4. (Miy) (20812) in 26:16 recalls (Miwy) (18922,
18699) in 5:32 and 8:1. (@%7) and (781) (20811) in 26:16 recall (@¥7)
and (7181) (18919) in 8:1, and (@¥7) in 5:1 (18589).

(3) Divisions 2-3 (27:1-8, 27:9-28:69)

27:1 WayX introduces an expanded set of participants, (7h), (397
53‘1@77), (@yn), opens the 2" division (27:1-8) under 5:1 WayX, and
describes that Moses and the elders of Israel command sons of Israel.
27:9 WayX introduces an expanded set of participants, (7Uh), (@727
D’_j'?tr), (5&_;1&;77‘5;), and opens the 3" division (27:9-28:69) at a parallel
narrative line, in which Moses and the priests spoke to all of Israel.
(M2an M7 ﬂ'?t_;) in 28:69 NmCI indicates the words of YHWH through
Moses in 5:1-28:68 and closes body 1.

3.2.2.3. Body 2 (29:1-32:47)

(1) Opening marker

As seen in 3.2.2.2., 29:1 WayX opens the body 2 (29:1-32:47), as 5:1
opens the body 1 (5:1-28:69).

(2) Division 1 (29:1-30:20)

29:1 XQl-xQtX (21206, 21207) and 29:1 Way0 (21205) have different
clause types. The 2™ person, masculine, plural suffixes of (BnR), (@n*R7)
(21206), (@>2y) (21207) refer back to the 3" person, masculine, plural
suffix of (Df_b&j) in 29:1 Way0, and develop a direct speech line. Moses
commands Israel to look at what YHWH had done against the pharaoh,
his servants, and Egypt before their eyes. Moses reminds the salvation of
YHWH and motivates them to hear and obey what Moses will command

onwards.
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29,01 3sgM WayX 21204 9.# [ <Cj>] [N’ <Pr>] [mh <Sus] [Sw7n555n <Cos]

29,01 3sgM Way0 21205 11.. [1 <Cj>] [mN <Pr>] [on58 <Cos]

29,01 2plM XQtl 21206 12.g [BN8 <Su>] [T <Pr>] [52 NN <Ob>]

29,01 3sgM xQtX 21207 13.e [TeR <Re>] [M2W <Pr>] [N <Su>] (22905 <Lo>] [E778H P82 <Lo>] (3555 m1ap-5551 mosb <cos]
31,01 3sgM WayX 21405 10.# [1 <Cj>] [12" <Pr>] [y <Sus]

31,01 3sgM WayO 21406 12.. [ <Cj>] [M2T) <Pr>] [M5R7 0™M377 PN <Ob>] [ON7253758 <Co>]

31,07 3sgM WayX 21436 14.# 1 <Cj>] [NP° <Pr>] [Mh <Sus] [W¥im5 <Cos]

31,09 3sgM WayX 21452 15.% 1 <Cj>] [an3® <Pr>] [Myh <Su>] [MNT 7IMI-PR <Ob>]

31,09 3sgM Way0 21453 17.. | 0 <Ci>] [ <PO>] [M5 M2 DWISTON <ap><Co>]

31,09 -plM Ptcp 21454 19.e | | [T <Re>] [o'3 <PC>] [M1M M2 [NAR <Ob>]

31,09 ---- Defc 21455 18d. | o8 prozoN <pas<ci>]

31,14 3sgM WayX 21478 16.# [1 <Cj>] [N <Pr>] [MM <Su>] [MEh™8 <Cos>]

31,16 3sgM WayX 21488 16.# 1 <Cj>] [Mm8* <Pr>] [MM <Su>] [Mui5% <Cos)

31,24 3sgM Way0O 21541 15.# [1 <Cj>] [m <Pr>]

31,24 ---- InfC 21542 17.. N2 <Pr>] [Moh <Sus]

31,24 ---- InfC 21543 18.. | [3hs5 <Pr>] [ANTTAYIRT M2TIR <Ob>] [120°5Y <Cos)

31,24 ---- InfC 21544 19.. | [EBn T <Ps>)

31,25 3sgM WayX 21545 16.# [1 <Cj>] D13 <Pr>] [Mgh <Su>] [MYTYA™I 18 RE) anPamy <Ob>]

31,30 3sgM WayX 21566 13.# [ <Cj>] [12T) <Pr>] [y <Su>] (SN2 5mp™52 N2 <Co>] [MNFT 77T ™127 PR <Ob>]
32,01 2plM ZIm0 21568 15.. | [T <Prs]

32,01 ---- Voct 21569 18v. [ | | ewwn <vos]

32,01 1sg- WYgO 21570 17.. | | | <Cj>] [M2 <Prs]

32,01 3sgF WYgX 21571 16.. [ ] [ <Cj>] [wm¥n <Pr>] [P0 <Su>] [27MN <Ob>]

32,44 3sgM WayX 21741 10.# [ <Cj>] N3 <Pr>] [muh <Sus]

32,44 3sgM WayX 21742 12.. [1 <Cj>] (2T <Pr>] (MNITATWR 3750 MR <Obs>] [BU7 M3 <Co>] [PI]2 MYiM NI <Sus)
32,45 3sgM WayX 21743 10.#  [1 <Cj>] [52° <Pr>] [ <Su>]

32,45 ---- InfC 21744 12.. [M275 <Pr>] [A5R7 027750 <Ob>] [DNHrby <cos)

(3) Division 2 (31:1-32:43)

31:1, 32:44, 45 (21405, 21741, 21743) have identical clause type,
Wayyigtol-X, the 3™ person, masculine, singular information, the explicit
subject (7). Their following clauses (21406, 21742, 21744) introduce an
expanded set of participants, (5X7052), (PR7T oM7), (2TOD
NRTITTIT), (A9RT £M277752). They also have the predicates (727T))
(21406) in 31:1 Way0, (727) (21742) in 32:44 WayX, (737) (21744) in
32:45 InfC, which have an identical verbal stem, and describe Moses,
who delivered the word of YHWH, indicating very high connectivity.
Therefore, the Wayyigtol-X clauses (21405, 21741, 21743) develop a
parallel narrative line under 29:1 WayX.

31:1-32:43 delivers the word of YHWH through Moses to all of Israel,
Joshua, the Levitical priests, and the elders of Israel by scroll, and calls
the skies and the land. In contrast, 32:44-47 delivers the word of YHWH
through the song (77"W7) (21566) of Moses to the people.
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29,01 3sgM WayX 21204 9.#[1 <Cj>] [NIP* <Pr>] [MUh <Sus] [ON72v5275% <cos)

29,01 3sgM Way0 21205 11.. [1 <Cj>] [MN* <Pr>] [Dﬂ'?kﬁ <Co>]

31,01 3sgM WayX 21405 10.# [1 <Cj>] ['['7* <Pr>] [MYR <Sus]

31,01 3sgM WayO 21406 12.. 0 <Cj>] 2T <Pr>] [IPNT O™M2TAIN <Obs] [PRIE52758 <Cos)

31,30 3sgM WayX 21566 13.# [ <Cj>] (2T <Pr>] [ <Su>] (SR Sp~5 WIND <Co>] [ARTT T 127 NR <0b>]

32,44 3sgM WayX 21741 10.# [ <Cj>] [N2} <Pr>] [MWR <Su>]

32,44 3sgM WayX 21742 12.. [1<Cj>] [127" <Pr>] [ARTT-TWR 12753 MK <Obs] [OUF "IN <Cos] [17]2 VWM X3 <Sus]
32,45 3sgM WayX 21743 10.# [ <Cj>] [52° <Pr>] [Th <Sus)

32,45 ---- InfC 21744 12.. (275 <Pr>] [MSRT OM2TTOD IR <Obs] OR7EHDON <Cos]

31:1 WayX-Way0 (21405, 21406) describes Moses, who went to all of
Israel and spoke the words to them. 31:7 WayX (21436) introduces the
set of participants, Moses and (¥¢i1"), who is the part of (587252) in
31:1 Way0O (21406). Therefore, 31:7 WayX develops an embedded
narrative line under 31:1 WayX. Moses called Joshua and the leader for
the 2™ generation rather than all of Israel. 31:7 and 9 have identical
clause type, Wayyigtol-X, the 3™ person, masculine, singular, explicit
subject (Wh), indicate connectivity. However, 31:9 describes Moses, who
wrote the Torah, while 31:7 describes Moses, who called Joshua.
Therefore, 31:9 opens an embedded paragraph under 31:7. 31:9 WayX
(21452) introduces an expanded set of participants, Moses, (MR¥1 17IA7),
(1% h2 ooomEm), (M P2 ), (ORI 3proD). Moses wrote this
Torah and gave it to the Levitical priests who bear the ark and to the
elders of Israel. 31:14 and 16 have identical clause type, Wayyigtol-X, the
31 person, singular, masculine, and introduce the set of participants,
(M), (wh). Therefore, they show high similarity and parallel. However,
the set of participants in 31:14 and 16 differs from that in 31:9. Moses
spoke in 31:9. In contrast, YHWH spoke to Moses in 31:14 and 16.
Thus, 31:14 and 16 WayX develop a narrative line under 31:9 WayX.
YHWH spoke about the impending death of Moses, commanded him to
hand over his leadership to Joshua in 31:14. YHWH said Israel will
betray YHWH in the future in 31:16. Moses spoke to Joshua, the priests,
and the elders in 31:7-13, while Moses commanded the Levites in 31:25.
31:24 (21541) Wayhi-InfC-InfC-InfC introduce the set of participants,
Moses, (MRITTIR *727), (2D), (MTTAM2 N RBY ©m57). Moses
commands the Levites to put the scroll of the Torah beside the ark.
Moses commands his audience by speaking in 31:1-23, while (nﬁ%;:;:)
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(21542) in 31:24 describes Moses, who completed writing the Torah on
the scroll. (MM™N™M2 1R N3 D’J'?U) in 31:25 (21545) recalls (2 2727
T N2 IRTIR DRI "15) in 31:9 (21453, 21454), and emphasizes the
role of the Levites who keep the Torah.

31:30 WayX (21566) and 31:1 Way0O (21406) have different clause
types. However, they have the same 3™ person, singular, masculine, the
set of participants, Moses and all of Israel, indicating connectivity. Thus,
31:30 WayX opens an embedded paragraph under 31:1 Way0. (727
PRI W) (21566) in 31:30 differs from (n’?ga £277) (21406) in
31:1, but there is overlap between them, also indicating a connection. The
suffix of (WIN7) (21568) in 32:1 and the inflection of (vmwn) (21571)
point to (o8 Sap~53) (21566) in 31:30, indicating connectivity. The
body 1 (5:1-28:69) describes Moses who commands Isracl to “listen”,
whereas Moses commands heaven and earth will hear him in 32:1.17)

(4) Divisions 3-4 (32:44, 32:45-47)

32:44 WayX (21741) has identical clause type, Wayyigtol-X, the 3
person, singular, masculine, the explicit subject (W) wth 31:1 WayX,
making them parallel relationship, and describes the movement of Moses.
32:44 WayX (21742) introduces the group of leaders, (MRII™7WR), (1N
oun), (M2 wwim), and develops an embedded paragraph under 32:44
WayX (21741). Joshua spoke the word of song to the ears of the people.
32:45 and 44 (21743, 21741) have identical clause type, Wayyigtol-X, the
3" person, singular, masculine, explicit subject (muh), describe the
movement of Moses, making them a parallel relationship. 32:45
WayX-InfC also introduces the set of participants, (T9N7T D“j;jrj"?;),
(5?511!';77"7;), and describes that Moses completed his words. (D’j;'»gtl'5;
n‘?sg) (21744) in 32:45 recalls the words of Moses in the body 1
(5:1-28:69) and the body 2 (29:1-32:47). (5;1) in 32:45 closes 29:1-32:47
and 5:1-32:47 at the same time.

(5) Discourse function of body2

The body 1 (5:1-28:69) describes Moses who delivers the word of
YHWH to all of Israel. In contrast, the body 2 (29:1-32:47) describes

17) The heavens (27%7) (21569) and the earth (;17278) (21570) in 32:1 compose an inclusio,
recalling the heavens and earth in Gen 1:1. Thus, they simultaneously signal the end of the
Pentateuch and the imminent end of Deuteronomy.
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Moses, who delivers the word of YHWH to supporting leaders, Joshua,
elders, priests, and the Levites, and instructs the whole congregation of

Israel through songs.

3.2.2.4. Major Division 2 (32:48-34:12)

(1) Opening marker

Deuteronomy 32:48 and Numbers 9:1 are EDSFs in which a time
phrase occurs. 32:48 WayX is EDSF in which BDSF is combined with a
time phrase (M7 097 0%¥Y). Numbers 9:1 WayX is also EDSF in which
BDSF is combined with a locative phrase and a time phrase. However,
the syntactic pattern in 32:48 is shorter than that in Numbers 9:1. Thus,
the structuring force of 32:48 is also weaker than Numbers 9:1.
Therefore, the EDSF in 32:48 is embedded under the EDSF in Numbers
9:1. Deuteronomy 32:48 opens an embedded division under Numbers 9:1,

It closes Deuteronomy and the Pentateuch at the same time.!8)

32,48 3sgM WayX 21756 3.4 [1 <Cj>] [12T <Pr>] [T <Sus] [MU"S® <Co>] [M7 o¥™n O3Y2 <Tis]
[R5 <Prs]
# [1 <Cj>] [PANT <Su>] [12737 <PC>]

WX <Re>] [T12 <Pr>] [DFONT WR MU <Su>] (SR 2NN <Ob>] (AW 05 <Aj>]

32,48 ---- InfC 21757
33,01 ---- NmCl 21773
33,01 3sgM xQtX 21774

3
7
6
7
5
34,01 3sgM WayX 21895 6.
7
5
6
8

34,01 3sgM WayX 21893 5.# [ <Cj>] 5y <prs] [P <Su>] [N PR <Co>] [MIDDT WNT 123 13'55 <Co>]
# [1 <Cy>] RT <PO>] [MM <Su>] (T WHmmR pPINT D2 PN <0b>]
34,04 3sgM WayX 21898 7.# [ <Cj>] [MN® <Pr>] [T <Su>] [TOX <Co>]
34,05 3sgM WayX 21905 5.4  [1<Cj>] [MR7<Pr>] [BW<Lo>] [MIM™20 MUR <Su>] (38X PIND <Aj>] [T 25D <Aj>]
34,10 3sgM WxQX 21918 0 <Ci>]1 XS <Ng>] [@p <Pr>] [N'2] <Su>] [T <Mo>] [SRIL'D <Co>] [MURD <Aj>]
34,10 3sgM XQtX 21919 8.e WX <Re>] [V <PO>] [T <Su>] [ME™5N OIB <sp><Mo>]
34,11 ---- Defc 21920 7d. N2 MR35 <Ajs]
34,11 3sgM xQtX 21921 10.. WX <Re>] [IM2Y <PO>] [T <Sus]
34,11 ---- InfC 21922 1l.e NRpS <Pr>] (B30 PINI <Lo>] (3505 1map-5sh myeb <cos]
34,12 ---- Defc 21923 8d. oy xyima 559 mpma 1 555 <pas<cis]
34,12 3sgM XQtX 21924 9.. WX <Re>] [P <Pr>] [Wh <su>] [PX52 wwh <aj>]

(2) Division 1 (32:48-33:29)

32:48 InfC opens a direct speech section, in which YHWH spoke that
Moses cannot enter the promised land where Israel will enter. The clause
type in 33:1 is a nominal clause. (72727 NNY) in 33:1 refers back to a
part of (12T in 32:48.19 The participants (27>N7T WR TwhR) in 33:1

18) The following paper discusses the syntactical structure of the Pentateuch as a whole and the
function of 32:48: see the following book. Gyusang Jin, Investigating the Text-hierarchical
Structures and Composition of Numbers, 57-78.
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xQtX (21774) refer back to (Mm), (MWL) in 32:48 WayX, and indicate
connectivity. Moses, as the 1* person speaker, directly calls 12 tribes of
Israel as the 2™ person addressee. The blessing of YHWH through Moses
in Deuteronomy 33 recalls the blessing of Jacob to his 12 sons in
Genesis 49. It closes Dueteronomy, the Pentateuch as Genesis 49 closes
Genesis.

(3) Divisions 2-3 (34:1-4, 5-12)

34:1 and 5 have identical clasue type, Wayyigtol-X, the 3™ person,
singular, masculine, the explicit subject (7Wh), the participant (2R¥2),
describe the movement of Moses, making them parallel relationship. 34:1
WayX describes Moses, who climbed up Mount Nebo from the plains of
Moab. 34:5 WayX describes Moses, the servant of YHWH, who died in
the plains of Moab according to the word of YHWH. 34:1 (21893,
21895) have the clause type, Wayyigtol-X, the 3™ person, singular,
masculine information. However, 34:1 (21895) WayX introduces a
different set of participants, (7M7), Moses, (7™ 't:;?ﬂ_a‘nt_f mg&a"?;), and
develops an embedded narrative line under 34:1 (21893). YHWH showed
the whole land of Gilead to Dan. 34:1 and 4 have the same clause type,
Wayyiqtol-X, the 3™ person, singular, masculine information. However, the
predicate (3X7?) in 34:1 has object suffix, unlike the predicate (772R%) in
34:4. Thus, 34:4 opens an embedded paragraph under 34:1, and YHWH
said that He would give the lands to the descendants of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob. The clause type, WxQX, in 34:10, differs from 34:5 WayX
and introduces the set of participants, (X*2), (7uh), (5?511!';77), and opens an
embedded paragraph under 34:5. The relative conjunction (TUX) in 34:10
xQtX (21919) indicates subordination, and specifies the commemoration
for Moses in 34:10 WxQX (21918). A prophet (X*21) who knew YHWH
face-to-face did not stand again. 34:11 Defc-xQtX-InfC-Defc specify the
commemoration for Moses in 34:10 WxQX. YHWH sent him to the
pharaoh and his servants in Egypt, for him to execute all the signs and
wonders. 34:12 Defc-xQtX specifies (2021 nﬁn&gﬁ;) in 34:11 Defc
(21920). Moses did great power with a mighty hand before the eyes of all of

19) This paper assumes that Moses might have delivered the blessing of YHWH as he has done so
far.
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Israel. YHWH will do it again through Joshua.

(4) Discourse function

The epilogue (32:48-34:12) describes YHWH, who blessed Israel through
Moses, climbed up Mount Nebo, died there, commemorates his special status,

and closes Deuteronomy.

4. Discussions with scholars’ compartments

This  section compares scholars’ thematic  demarcations  with

syntactic-demarcations, and explains this study’s characteristics and advantages.
4.1. Prologue (1:1-4:49)

In this study, the prologue is 1:1-4:49. It recounts the itinerary in the
desert after going out of Egypt. The prologue consists of the itinerary
(1:1-4), the reason why Moses speaks (1:5-18), and the wandering in the
desert (1:19- 4:49).

Michael A. Grisanti and many scholars consider 1:1-5 to be a general
introduction.20) This study, on the other hand, splits 1:1-5 into two parts:
1:1-2 as a comprehensive introduction necessary to begin the entire book
of Deuteronomy and 1:3-5 as a specified introduction to develop with
1:4-4:49.

Robert Polzin sees 1:6-4:40 as “the first address of Moses”.2D) This
study sees that 1:5 opens 1:5-4:49 and 4:41-49 closes it in a narrative
domain, and 1:6-4:40 is the body of the prologue in a direct speech
domain. This study agrees with Polzin.

Grisanti sees 1:6-4:49 as a “historical retrospect”.22) This article agrees

with him. Tigay sees 1:6-4:43 as a “prologue: the first discourse”.23)

20) M. A. Grisanti, Deuteronomy, The Expositor’s Bible Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2012), 76.

21) R. Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist: A Literary Study of the Deuteronomic History
(Bloomington; Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1993), 36.

22) M. A. Grisanti, Deuteronomy, 81.

23) J. H. Tigay, Deuteronomy, The JPS Torah Commentary (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
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However, 4:44 is a nominal clause and means “This is the Torah.” The
(PNt) in 4:44 refers cataphorically to the laws of cities for refugees that
will be described in 4:45-49. However, the content of the cities already
begins in 4:41-43. Thus, it does not make sense to separate 4:41-43 from
4:44-49 since 4:44 opens the paragraph under 4:41 xYq0 (7w '7‘7;2 ™
UnY Amam T 72va o td'?g?), and specifies the laws of the cities
for refugees. 1:1-4:49 closes a prologue, before (5&51};77'5;'5&5 i RIPM)
in 5:1 opening body 1. Therefore, it is reasonable to see 1:1-4:49 as a
prologue. (D',?rjn‘%_; oy 5&5?@7 1) in 4:1 follows 1:6-3:29 in a direct
speech domain and leads 4:1-49.

Arnold sees 1:6-3:29 as “historical discourse from Horeb to Beth-Peor”.24)
He describes the content here well. Thus, it is agreeable. Adamczewski
defines 1:6-2:1 as “Israel’s original sin, the forty-year-long exile of the
sinful Israelites in the wilderness”.25) However, the beginning of Israel’s
exile is signaled by (123) in 2:1, and the same verb appears in 2:8, 3:1,
and continues through 3:29. Therefore, Adamczewski’s definition is
lacking evidence.

Moshe Weinfeld sees 1:6-8 as “The order to depart”.26) He describes
the content there well. Thus, it is agreeable. Christopher J. H. Wright
sees 1:6-18 as a “Structure for Growth”, a positive interpretation that
outwardly Israel was being organized. However, the section describes
Moses’ complaint that he cannot handle the Israelites alone and the
appointment of leaders. However, they later become rebels who complain
to Moses and break down the hierarchy of the Israelite organization.
Thus, this paper views this negatively.

Dennis T. Olson sees chapters 1-4 as “A Story of Faithfulness and
Rebellion”.27) Tt is agreeable. Patrick D. Miller sees chapter 1 as “On the
Way with the Lord”, chapter 2 as “Peace and War on the Way”, chapter
3 as “Moses: A Suffering Servant”, and chapter 4 as “Call to

Society, 1996), 6-57.

24) B. T. Arnold, The Book of Deuteronomy Chapters 1-11 (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans,
2022), 167-335.

25) B. Adamczewski, Deuteronomy-Judges: A Hypertextual Commentary (Berlin: Peter Lang,
2020), 27.

26) M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11, The Anchor Bible (New York: Doubleday, 1991), 130-133.

27) D.T. Olson, Deuteronomy and the Death of Moses (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1994), 23.
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Obedience”.28) He demarcated 1-4 chapter by chapter and defined themes.
Regarding syntactic structure, 1:19-3:29 occurs in the direct speech
domain, describing Israel’s march, turnaround, and camping. However, the
predicates (¥®3) in 1:19 and 2:1 split the paragraph into two
sub-paragraphs (1:19-46, 2:1-3:29). Therefore, a syntactic division makes
more sense than a chapter-by-chapter division.

Christensen sees 1:1-3:22 as “The Exodus into the Promised Land under
Moses”.29) However, 1:6-4:49 occurs in a direct speech domain. Seeing
1:1-3:22 as one textual unit is not reasonable. Instead, seeing 1:1-3:29,
until before the macro-syntactic sign (7ny1) in 4:1, as one textual unit
would be better.

Stephan Cook sees 1:1-4:43 as “The first discourse of Moses”.30) This
study sees the law of cities for refugees in 4:44-49 continues the
commandments of YHWH and that Moses chose cities for refugees in 4:1-43.
Therefore, it is more appropriate to view 1:1-4:49 as one textual unit.

Arnold sees 4:1-43 as a “Sermonic Discourse: The Nature and Tragedy
of Idolatry”.31) The predicates (U2¥) in 4:1, (]ﬁ‘rp?j) in 4:10, and
(Gmmun) in 4:15 express the imperfect tense, conveying an imperative
meaning. They command Israel to keep the statutes and ordinances of
YHWH, and their souls from being led astray. Therefore, since the focus
is to avoid idolatry, it is appropriate to modify Arnold’s definition.

Walter Brueggemann defined 1:1-3:29 as “Memory as Context for
Interpretation”.32) This study views the prologue as 1:1-4:49. The
command to build a city of refuge in 4:41-49 recalls Numbers 35, and
since Moses’ recollections in the prologue extend to Numbers 36, the
command to build a city of refuge in 35 can also be seen as part of the

prologue.

28) P. D. Miller, Deuteronomy (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1990), 21-42.

29) D. L. Christensen, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, Word Biblical Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2001), 3.

30) S. L. Cook, Reading Deuteronomy (Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys Publishing, 2015), 34-62.

31) B. T. Arnold, The Book of Deuteronomy Chapters 1-11, 336.

32) W. Brueggemann, Deuteronomy (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2001), 25-49.
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4.2. Body 1 (5:1-28:69)

The first body is 5:1-28:69. Moses delivers YHWH’s commands to
Israel. The first body is divided into three divisions (5:1-26:19, 27:1-8,
27:9-69). Division 1 is split into four sub-divisions as follows. 5:1-6:3
describes Moses’ commands for Israel to listen, and keep the commands
of YHWH. 6:4-8:20 describes Moses’ commands for them to love YHWH
and keep their heart. 9:1-18:14 describes Moses’ commands to Israel to
know that YHWH will destroy the nations, to hear and keep His
commands, to remember the golden calf incident and rebellion, and to
keep the Passover. 18:15-26:19 describes Moses’ command for Israel to
hear the voice of the prophet whom YHWH will raise up. Divisions 2-3
(27:1-8 and 27:9-69) describes Moses and supporting leaders spoke to the
people.

Polzin views 5:1b-28:68 as “The Second Address of Moses”.33)
Syntactically, 5:1-26:19 conveys Moses’ second speech in a direct speech
domain. 27:1 WayX signals a shift from a direct speech domain to a
narrative domain, which describes a scene of Moses and the elders of
Israel commanding to the people, and then delivers the commands in a
direct speech domain. 27:9 WayX switches back to a narrative domain,
depicting Moses and the Levitical priests delivering a speech to all of
Israel, followed by Moses’ speech in direct speech domain. Thus, chapters
5-28 deliver three speeches by Moses. Therefore, Polzin’s definition needs
to be revised. Grisanti sees 5:1-26:19 as a “Exposition of the Covenantal
Stipulations”.34) Tt is largely agreeable.

Thompson defines 4:1-11:32 as the “Basic Stipulations”, 12:1-26:19 as
the “Detailed Stipulations”, 27:1-26 as the “Document clause”, 28:1-14 as
“Blessings”, and 28:15-68 as “Curses”.35 Syntactically, 1:1-3:29 describes
Israel’s wilderness wandering, and 4:1-49 concludes the prologue with
instructions to avoid repeating the failure of the first generation of Israel,
foreshadowing the content of the first body that follows. Specifically,

33) R. Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist: A Literary Study of the Deuteronomic History, 43.

34) M. A. Grisanti, Deuteronomy, 158.

35) D. A. Thompson, Deuteronomy, Belief: A Theological Commentary on the Bible (Louisville,
KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2014), 16.
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Moses commands to keep the commandments and statutes in 4:1-9, to
teach the Ten Commandments in 4:10-14, to guard the souls in 4:15-40,
and to build a city of refuge in 4:41-49. Then, 5:1 WayX opens the first
body by introducing Moses as an explicit subject. Thus, thematically,
Thompson’s definition of 4:1-11:32 is possible. Syntactically, however,
4:1-49 is separate from 5:1-11:32. Since Division 1 of the first body is
divided into four sub-divisions (5:1-6:3, 6:4-8:20, 9:1-18:14, and
18:15-28:69) with the pattern of “hear” to “keep” occurring four times, it
is reasonable to separate 5:1-8:20 from 9:1-11:32. Rather than moving
from the basic rules in 4:1-11:32 to the detailed rules in 12:1-26:19, it
makes more sense to think of it as moving four times within Dvision 1
from the general command to “hear” to the specific command to “keep”.

Hamilton defined 4:41-11:32 as “Be Careful in the Future”, 12-26 as
“The Laws of Deuteronomy”, and 27-30 as “Blessings and Curses”.36)

However, 4:41-11:32 contains the laws of cities of refugee, the
command to listen, learn, and keep the commandments of the YHWH, to
love Him, to cross the Jordan river and possess nations, to remember the
rebellion in the desert, and guard their hearts, and the blessings and
curses. “Be careful in the future” does not quite summarize this flow.
The entirety of chapters 5-26, not just chapters 12-26, is the law
delivered to Israel through Moses, so it doesn’t fit as a definition for a
limited section. Also, since the dividing line between the first and second
bodies is 29:1 WayX, viewing chapters 27-30 as one textual unit does
not make sense. The blessings and curses only fit in chapters 27-28.
Chapters 29-30 describe Moses’ commands for Israel to keep and do the
word of YHWH.

Amold sees 4:44-26:19 as “Torah Discourse: Covenant Instructions for
Israel”37) It is thematically agreeable. However, separating 4:44-49 from
5:1-26:19 is proper.

Tigay sees 4:44-28:68 as the “Second Discourse: The covenant made in
Moab”.38) 5:1, 27:1, and 9 WayX introduce Moses, the elders of Israel or

36) V. P. Hamilton, Handbook on the Pentateuch (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2005),
3-11, 405, 418, 462.

37) B. T. Arnold, The Book of Deuteronomy Chapters 1-11, 420.

38) J. H. Tigay, Deuteronomy, 58-273.
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Moses, the Levitical priests at an explicit subject, open three direct speech
domains. Thus, his definition is incorrect.

Olson defines chapter 5 as “The Blueprint of Deuteronomy’s Structure
and Themes”, 6-11 as “The Great Commandment for the present”, 12-18
as “Expansions of the Ten Commandments”, and 19-28 as “Expansion of
the Ten Commandments”.39) It is agreeable that 5-28 develop from the
Ten Commandments to its expansion. On the other hand, this paper sees
three divisions (5:1-26:19, 27:1-8, 27:9-28:69).

Sacks sees 5:1-11:32 as “Stipulations (a)”, 12:1-26:19 as “Stipulations
(b)?, 27:1-26, 31:1-30 as “Desposition and regular reading”, and 28:1-69
as “Sanctions: the blessings and the curses”.4?)) He sees the nominal
clause in 12:1 as a cue to open a paragraph. On the other hand, this
study sees the (@'pnn n?g) in 12:1 refers back to the commandment of
the mother clause (™Yn7) in 11:16, and concludes 11:16-12:27. In
general, his thematic definitions are agreeable.

Thompson defines 5:1-11:31 as “Moses’ Second Address: Reiterating the
Role of the Rules”, 12:1-26:19 as “A New Vision for a New Land:
Comprehensive Covenant Living”, and 27:1-28:68 as “The Conclusion of
Moses’ Second Address: What Will Israel Choose, Blessing or Curse?”4l)
This study views Moses’ three speeches in 5:1-28:69. Moses spoke to all
of Israel in 5:1-26:19. Moses and the elders spoke to them in 27:1.
Moses and the Levitical priests spoke to them in 27:9.

Schultz defines 5:1-11:32 as “The Love Relationship”, 12:1-26:19 as
“Instructions in Practical Living for a God-related People”, and 27:1-30:20
as “Alternatives for a God-related People”.42) This study views 29:1
WayX opens the 2" body. Therefore, it proposes to separate 27:1-28:69
from 29:1-30:20.

Christensen defines 3:23-7:11 as “The Essence of the Covenant-Moses
and the Ten Words™, 7:12-11:25 as “Life in the Promised Land-The Great

39) D.T. Olson, Deuteronomy and the Death of Moses, 40-88; P. D. Miller, Deuteronomy, 65-189.

40) J. Sacks, Covenant & Conversation: A weekly Reading of the Jewish Bible, Deuteronomy:
Renewal of the Sinai Covenant (New Milford, CT: Maggid Books & The Orthodox Union,
2019), 19-20.

41) D. A. Thompson, Deuteronomy, 58-195.

42) S. J. Schultz, Deuteronomy: The Gospel of Love, Everyman’s Bible Commentary (Chicago:
Moody Press, 1961), 18.
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Peroration”, 11:26-16:17 as “Laws on Human Affairs in Relation to God”,
16:18-21:9 as “Laws on Leadership and Authority in Ancient Israel”, and
21:10- 25:19 as “Laws on Human Affairs in Relation to Others”.43) It is
hard to agree with his divisions and definitions. For example, from
19:1-25:1, eight xYqX clauses led by a conjunction (°2) parallel in a
direct speech line, which explains various rules in the land, but he
includes only 19:1-21:9 in 16:18-21:9, while he considers 21:10-25:19 as
one textual unit.

Adamczewski sees 3:23-32:52 as a “Vision of Canaan, its temple, and
its Theocratic laws”.44) Tt is disagreeable. He lumps together the prologue,
the epilogue, and two bodies into one unit, and his definition does not
fit.

Gerhard von Rad defined 1:1-11:32 as “Historical presentation of the
events at Sinai and parenetic (advisory or hortatory material connected
with these events”, 12:1-26:15 as “The reading of the law”, 26:16-19 as
“The sealing of the covenant”, and 27:1-26 as “Blessings and curses”.45)
This study sees 1:1-4:49 as prologue, 5:1-28:69 as body 1, 29:1-32:47 as
body 2. The laws occur throughout the bodies, not from 12:1, which
belongs to the thrid sub-division of body 1.

Eckart Otto considers the legal setions of 12:1-26:19, 27:1-26 constitute
Moses’ interpretation of the Sinai-torah for a new generation in the land
of Moab.46) He thinks Deuteronomy 12 is a hermeneutical key.4?) He
argues the Covenant Code in Exodus 21:12-14 is revised in Deuteronomy
19:1-13.48) I think his argument is reasonable. On the other hand, this
paper argues 9:1-18:14 focuses on the commandments for Israel to hear

and keep His commands and the Passover. In the text-hierarchy 12:1-31

43) D. L. Christensen, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, 63, 158,217, 353.

44) B. Adamczewski, Deuteronomy-Judges: A Hypertextual Commentary, 28.

45) G. von Rad, Deuteronomy (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1966), 31-169.

46) E. Otto, “Deuteronomy as the Legal Completion and Prophetic Finale of the Pentateuch”, M.
Armgardt, B. Kilchor, and M. Zehnder, eds., Paradigm Change in Pentateuchal Research,
Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir Altorientalische und Biblische Rechtsgeschichte 22 (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 2019), 179-188.

47) Ibid., 181.

48) E. Otto, Deuteronomium 12,1-23,15, HThKAT (Freiburg; Basel; Wien: Herder, 2016),
1504-1550.
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opens an embedded paragraph under 11:16 (™1m¥n), and summarizes what
Israel must keep.

4.3. Body 2 (29:1-32:47)

The second body is 29:1-32:47. 29:1-30:20 describes Moses’ commands
for Israel to remember what YHWH had done in Egypt. 31:1-29 describes
his commands to Joshua, the priests; and the giving of the Torah scrolls
to the Levites. 31:30-32:43 describes Moses’ song for Israel, Moses’
words to the heavens and the earth. 32:44-47 describes The closing of
Moses’ words for Israel.

Polzin sees 29:1-31:6 as “The Third Address of Moses” and 31:7-33:29
as “The Collection of Moses’ Final Sayings”.49 In this study, 29:1 WayX
opens 29:1-32:47. The WayX clauses in 31:1, 44, 45 describe the
movement of Moses, are followed by clauses including (7277), and
separate the 2™ body into four divisions (29:1-30:30, 31:1-32:43, 32:44,
and 32:45). 31:30 WayX also includes (7277), and splits 29:1-32:43 into
two sub-divisions (29:1-31:29 and 31:30-32:43).

Polzin, on the other hand, considers two speeches in 29:1-31:29 as one,
so it is not agreeable. Grisanti sees 29:2-30:20 as “The Grounds and
Need for Covenantal Renewal”.50) Tt is agreeable.

Olson sees 29:1-32:52 as a “The New Covenant for the Future”.5D It is
generally agreeable. However, this study sees 32:48 opens the epilogue.
Klein sees 27:1-30:20 as “Sanctions: Covenant Ratification”.52) His
definitions are agreeable, except for his demarcations. 27:1-28:69 describes
the speaking of Moses, the elders, and the Levitical priests to Israel. On
the other hand, 29:1-32:47 describes the speaking of Moses to all of

Israel, the Levitical priests, and the elders of Israel.

49) R. Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist: A Literary Study of the Deuteronomic History, 69-72.

50) M. A. Grisanti, Deuteronomy, 465, 499; R. D. Nelson, Deuteronomy (Louisville; London:
Westminster John Knox Press, 2002), 333, 344.

51) D.T. Olson, Deuteronomy and the Death of Moses, 120.

52) M. G. Kline, Treaty of the Great King: the Covenant Structure of Deuteronomy (Grand Rapids,
MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1963), 48-49.
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4.4. Epilogue (32:48-34:12)

Deuteronomy concludes with  32:48-34:12.  32:48-33:29  describes
“YHWH’s blessing for the twelve tribes of Israel”. 34:1-4 describes
“Moses’ climbing up Mount Nebo”. 34:5-12 describes “The Death of
Moses and commemoration”.

Grisanti sees 31:1-34:12 as a “The Continuity of the Covenant from
Moses to Joshua”.53) This study proposes to separate 31:1-30 from
32:48-34:12. Moses spoke not only to Joshua, but to the elders of Israel
and all of Israel in 31:1-32:47. Olson called 33:1-34:12 as “God’s
Blessing, Moses’ Death”.54) It is agreeable. Wright sees 32:48-34:12 as
“The Last Mountain: The Blessing and Death of Moses”.5%) It is
agreeable.

Otto argues the first part of the song in 32:1-52 speaks of judgment on
Israel, the second part of it speaks of salvation, which alludes the
prophet, psalms and proverbs. He argues Deuteronomy completes the
Pentateuch, and alludes the rest of the emerging canon of the Hebrew
Bible.56) 1 agree with him. However, this paper argues to split the song
in 32:1-47 from the narrative in 32:48-52.

5. Conclusion

Chapter 1 of this paper presented an overview of the research. Chapter
2 explained the origin of the methodology and the rules for determining
the relationships between clauses. It explained the need to read a text as
a text-hierarchy. Chapter 3 introduced the macro-syntactic structure of
Deuteronomy, followed by the prologue in the 1% major division, the

opening markers of the two bodies and the epilogue (the 2™ major

53) M. A. Grisanti, Deuteronomy, 499.

54) D. T. Olson, Deuteronomy and the Death of Moses, 159.

55) C. J. H. Wright, Deuteronomy, Understanding the Bible Commentary Series (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Books, 1996), 323-329.

56) E. Otto, “Deuteronomy as the Legal Completion and Prophetic Finale of the Pentateuch”,
185-186.
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division), and the internal structure. Chapter 4 compared scholars’
divisions with syntactic divisions, proposed revisions in some scholarly
divisions, and argued for the advantages of syntactic divisions.

The contributions of this paper to studying Deuteronomy are as follows.

First, this study introduces the syntactic-hierarchical structure of
Deuteronomy for the first time. Rather than demarcating a text by themes
that readers intuitively grasped, the study observed both the syntax and
linguistic features of the text and then judged the relationships between
neighboring clauses as hierarchical or parallel, finding a structure
supported by linguistic signs.

Second, the study explained that MSFs (Moses’ speaking formulas)
compartmentalize the two bodies of Deuteronomy. The first body is
divided into four divisions by a pattern of switching from the verb “hear”
to the verb “keep” occurring four times. The second body was explained
to be divided into four divisions by MAFs (Moses agent formulas), which
describe Moses’ movement or behavior.

Third, this paper identified the structure of Deuteronomy in the context
of the structure of the Pentateuch by EDSFs, explaining that 32:48
divides Deuteronomy into two major divisions and that 32:48-34:12 closes
Deuteronomy and the Pentateuch at the same time.

Fourth, this paper extracts a theological meaning of Deuteronomy. The
flow from the prologue to the epilogue through two bodies instructs
readers not to repeat the failure of the first generation of Israel but to
hear, do, keep the words of YHWH, go to the promised land to occupy
the land. Moses’s death strongly motivates readers not to repeat his

failure again and closes Deuteronomy.57)

57) E. Otto, Deuteronomium 23,16-34,12, HThKAT (Freiburg; Basel; Wien: Herder, 2017),
2284-2285. He observes the linguistic correspondence between 34:10-12 and 29:1-2, which
shows the similarity between YHWH and Moses, which implies a positive evaluation of
Moses. He argues the premature death of Moses before entering the promised is not because of
his sin, but because of his three roles as a leader of Israel, the mediator of the divine revelation
of the Torah at Sinai, the interpreter of Torah in the land of Moab were given to Joshua, the
transcribed Torah, and the priests and elders, and his roles were complete. His argument is
very insightful. On the other hand, this paper argues the reason for the premature death of
Moses also could indicate a negative evaluation of the failure of Moses. YHWH even punished
him even if he was a great leader, prophet, and mediator, and encouraged the 2™ generation of
Israel and contemporary readers to be loyal to YHWH and obey Him better than Moses.
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In conclusion, this paper argues that the syntactic-hierarchical structure
of Deuteronomy is text-centered, and a sound alternative way to read

Deuteronomy.

<Keywords>
Deuteronomy, the Pentateuch, Syntax, Text Hierarchy, Text linguistics of Eep

Talstra.
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<Abstract>

A Text-Hierarchical Structure of Deuteronomy

Gyusang Jin
(Chongshin University Graduate School)

This paper uses the text linguistics of Eep Talstra, observes all the
linguistic features at the grapheme, morpheme, phrase, clause, and text at
all textual levels, judges the relationship between clauses whether it is
parallel or hierarchical, and goes through the same process from the first
clause to the last clause in a text, and discovers the syntactic-hierarchical
structure of Deuteronomy. While scholars, Robert Longacre and Francis. I.
Andersen, suggest that a text is an arrangement of lexemes, Talstra
considers a text as a text hierarchy, which defines the function of a
clause type depending on the context where it belongs. The same clause
type, Wayyiqgtol-X, could open a textual unit at a high textual level, or at
a lower textual level. A text hierarchy helps a reader to sharpen the
definition of a clause type. While previous scholars determined textual
structure according to a thematic criterion, this study focuses on syntax,
especially EDSFs (Elaborate Divine Speech Formulas) to demarcate major
divisions in Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy (1:1-32:47 and
32:48-34:12), while BDSFs (Basic Divine Speech Formulas) demarcate
micro-divisions under the EDSFs. The asyndetic toledot formulas compose
the macro-structure of Genesis, while the EDSFs function as a structuring
principle in the four books and compose the macro-structure of the
Pentateuch. The structuring principles in Deuteronomy are MSFs (Moses’
Speaking Formulas), in which Moses called, spoke, or commanded a
participant or a group of participants, and MAFs (Moses’ Agent
Formulas), in which Moses moved, behaved, came, went or wrote. MSFs
function as a macro-demarcation marker, while MAFs function as a
micro-demarcation marker under MSFs. To be specific, this paper
demarcates Deuteronomy into prologue (1:1-4:49), body 1 (5:1-28:69),
body 2 (29:1-32:47), and epilogue (32:48-34:12). A pattern moving from a
verb (hear) to (keep) splits the body 1 into four sub-divisions. In
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comparison, MAFs (WayX clauses describing the movement of Moses)
split body 2 into four sub-divisions. This paper explains each division’s
opening and closing markers and its inner structure and argues that the
syntactic-hierarchical structure is a convincing way to read Deuteronomy.
This paper also discusses scholarly demarcations, explains the effect of
reading Deuteronomy as a text hierarchy, and argues its advantages.
Lastly, this study summarizes its contribution to studying Deuteronomy.
This paper does not undermine the textual structures according to thematic
criterion but rather proposes that the text-hierarchy of Deuteronomy is a

sound alternative method of reading Deuteronomy.
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A Text-Critical Analysis of John 7:53-8:11
with a Focus on Its Stylistic Discontinuity

Yan Ma*

1. Introduction

John 7:53-8:11, the pericope of the woman caught in adultery, is a
well-known text-critical issue in the New Testament. The originality of this
pericope as part of John’s Gospel has long been investigated by biblical
scholars. As early as the fourth century, church fathers had already recognized
the absence of John 7:53-8:11 in some manuscripts of their time. Augustine
affirmed the originality of this pericope and believed that some manuscripts
intentionally omitted the passage. Augustine’s resolution temporarily settled this
text-critical issue for almost fifteen centuries but has been seriously challenged
in the modern era.l) B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort proposed that John 7:53—

8:11 had the origin from an extraneous independent source and was later

* Ph.D. in New Testament at McMaster Divinity College. Assistant Professor of New Testament
and Director of MTS Program at Canadian Chinese School of Theology, Tyndale University.
yma.ccst@tyndale.ca.

1) Augustine, Treatises on Marriage and Other Subjects, R. J. Deferrari, ed., C. T. Wilcox, et al.,
trans., Writings of Saint Augustine 15, The Fathers of the Church, A New Translation 27
(Washington: The Catholic University of America Press, 1955), 107-108; J. N. Cerone,
“Introduction”, D. A. Black and J. N. Cerone, eds., The Pericope of the Adulteress in
Contemporary Research, Library of New Testament Studies 551 (New York: Bloomsbury,
2016), 1-2; D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 343.



164 THZGAEZHT 55 (2024. 10.), 163-196

interpolated into John’s Gospel in Western manuscripts.2) Most contemporary
biblical scholars argue against the pericope of the woman caught in adultery as
an original composition of John’s Gospel. NTG**3) and GNT4 both identify
John 7:53-8:11 not only as a later addition to the original Greek text by placing
double square brackets around the passage but also as a nonsignificant variant
for textual reconstruction by providing a negative apparatus and assigning the A
rating in the apparatus respectively.5) Almost all translations indicate John 7:53—
8:11 to be a non-original text through various means, such as brackets or italic
s.6) Recent commentaries on John’s Gospel generally deny the possibility of

John 7:53-8:11 being an original part.”)

2) B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, eds., Introduction and Appendix, Vol. 1 of The New Testament
in the Original Greek, Cambridge Library Collection Religion (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2010), 82—88.

3) The apparatus of NTG?: Ad [ 7:53-8:11 | 53, f1*.

4) The apparatus of GNT’: omit 7:53-8:11 B, x, A", B, C"Y, L, N, T, W, A, ©, ¥, 0141, 33,
157, 565, 1241, 1333; include 7:53-8:11 D, 180, 205, 579, 597, 700, 892, 1006, 1010, 1071,
1243, 1292, 1342, 1505, Bzy [(F gap 7:28-8:10), G, H, M]; include 7:53-8:11 with asterisks or
obeli (E include so only 8:2-11), S, 28; include only 8:3—11 (A with asterisks); include 7:53—
8:11 after Lk 21:38 /%, after Jn 7:36 225, after Jn 21:25 (with critical note) 1; include 8:3—11
after Lk 24:53 1333°.

5) NTG* contains both positive and negative apparatuses. For the variant-unit with the variants
that are substantial for establishing the original text, a positive apparatus that lists readings for
and against the text is provided. For the variant-unit with the variants that are valuable for
understanding the history of the text instead of establishing the original text, a negative
apparatus that only lists readings against the text is provided. GNT® offers only the positive
apparatus for variant-units but indicates the committee’s level of certainty regarding which
variant is the original reading by assigning a rating to each variant-unit in the apparatus, namely
A rating (certain), B rating (almost certain), C rating (with difficulty), and D rating (uncertain).
See S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2015), 150, 165-166.

6) J. N. Cerone, “Introduction”, 2.

7) C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John: An Introduction with Commentary and Notes
on the Greek Text, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1978), 589—591; G. R. Beasley-Murray,
John, 2nd ed., Word Biblical Commentary 36 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1999), 143—144; R.
E. Brown, The Gospel according to John: Introduction, Translation, and Notes, 3 vols., Anchor
Bible (New York: Doubleday, 1966), 1:332-336; D. A. Carson, The Gospel according to John,
Pillar New Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991), 333-334; C. S. Keener,
The Gospel of John: A Commentary, 2 vols. (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2003), 735-736; A. T.
Lincoln, The Gospel according to St. John, Black’s New Testament Commentary (Peabody:
Hendrickson, 2005), 524-528; J. R. Michaels, The Gospel of John, The New International
Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 493-495; F. J. Moloney,
The Gospel of John, Sacra Pagina (Collegeville: Liturgical, 1998), 259; L. Morris, The Gospel
according to John, Rev. ed., The New International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand



A Text-Critical Analysis of John 7:53-8:11 with a Focus on
Its Stylistic Discontinuity / Yan Ma 165

Although the committees of NTG* and GNT’, the translators of the New
Testament, and the commentators seem to treat it as a scholarly consensus that
the pericope of the woman caught in adultery is not an original part of John’s
Gospel, some textual critics still dispute over this complicated text-critical issue.
Both those who hold to the Johannine originality of John 7:53-8:11 and those
who regard John 7:53-8:11 as a later interpolation accordingly offer various
textual evidence. In order to assess which view is more convincing, a thorough
and rigorous study on the text-critical issue in John 7:53-8:11 is necessary. In
addition, the extant studies of both views only focus on whether John 7:53-8:11
can fit into the broader context of John’s Gospel but fail to examine whether the
pericope demonstrates the stylistic continuity with its co-text. However,
according to the principle of modern linguistics, it is the co-text of John 7:53—
8:11, as its immediate linguistic context, that serves as the primary determinant
for the Johannine originality of the pericope.®) This paper will first survey the
current scholarship of the text-critical issue in John 7:53-8:11 in terms of the
two views and their respective text-critical evidence. By adopting reasoned
eclecticism to evaluate both external and internal evidence, the paper will then
conduct a text-critical analysis of John 7:53—8:11.9 Based on this analysis, this
study argues that John 7:53-8:11 should be removed from the text of John’s
Gospel in the Greek New Testament and modern translations due to the

non-Johannine originality of this pericope.

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 778-779.

According to the theory of SFL, co-text is the linguistic units, involving words, clauses, and
clause complexes, within a specific discourse that surround a particular point in the discourse. It
is the co-text of a phrase, being its immediate linguistic environment in the discourse, that serves

8

Z

as the primary constraint on its meaning. See C. M. I. M. Matthiessen et al., Key Terms in
Systemic Functional Linguistics, Key Terms Series (London: Continuum, 2010), 74; S. E.
Porter, “Dialect and Register in the Greek of the New Testament: Theory”, M. D. Carroll R, ed.,
Rethinking Contexts, Rereading Texts: Contributions from the Social Sciences to Biblical
Interpretation, Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, Supplement Series 299 (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 2000), 198; J. T. Reed, 4 Discourse Analysis of Philippians: Method and
Rhetoric in the Debate over Literary Integrity, Journal for the Study of the New Testament,
Supplement Series 136 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1997), 42.

Whether the story of the woman caught in adultery is the original text of John’s Gospel and
whether the story itself is authentic are two separate issues. This paper aims to examine the

9

~

originality of John 7:53-8:11 rather than the authenticity of the pericope itself.
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2. A Survey of Scholarship

Only a minority of textual critics argue for the originality of John 7:53-8:11.
Those with this minority view, such as Z. C. Hodges, J. P. Heil, M. Robinson,
and J. D. Punch, all acknowledge that the pericope of the woman caught in
adultery is absent from the earlier and better manuscript traditions. Appealing to
the external evidence, Hodges claims that John 7:53-8:11 must have been
omitted in some manuscript traditions at a date earlier than all the surviving
manuscripts. Consequently, Hodges employs later Greek manuscripts, early
versions, and patristic citations as the witness to the pericope.l?) With the
presupposition that the pericope is an original part of John’s Gospel, Hodges
offers an exposition of the passage within the Johannine context as the internal
evidence.!l) Turning to the internal evidence, Heil attempts to attest to the
linguistic and literary linkages between John 7:53-8:11 and the Johannine
narrative. On the basis of this analysis, Heil suggests reconsidering the external
evidence of the pericope.12) Considering both the external and internal evidence,
Robinson affirms the Johannine originality of John 7:53-8:11. Robinson’s
conclusion is reached based on his observation that a large number of
manuscripts and lectionaries contain the pericope and his perception that the
linguistic features of the pericope demonstrate Johannine nature.!3) Examining
both the internal and external evidence, Punch proposes the theory of
ecclesiastical suppression which asserts that John 7:53—8:11 was omitted to

avoid the misinterpretation and/or misapplication of the passage.!4 Internally,

10) Z. C. Hodges, “The Woman Taken in Adultery (John 7:53-8:11): The Text”, Bibliotheca Sacra
136 (1979), 318-332.

11) Z. C. Hodges, “The Woman Taken in Adultery (John 7:53-8:11): Exposition”, Bibliotheca
Sacra 137 (1980), 41-53.

12) J. P. Heil, “A Rejoinder to ‘Reconsidering “The Story of Jesus and the Adulteress
Reconsidered™”, EgiTheol 25 (1994), 361-366; J. P. Heil, “The Story of Jesus and the
Adulteress (John 7,53-8,11) Reconsidered”, Biblica 72 (1991), 182—191.

13) M. A. Robinson, “Preliminary Observations regarding the Pericope Adulterac based upon
Fresh Collations of nearly All Continuous-Text Manuscripts and All Lectionary Manuscripts
Containing the Passage”, Filologia Neotestamentaria 13 (2000), 35-59; M. A. Robinson, “The
Pericope Adulterae: A Johannine Tapestry with Double Interlock”, D. A. Black and J. N.
Cerone, eds., The Pericope of the Adulteress in Contemporary Research, Library of New
Testament Studies 551 (New York: Bloomsbury, 2016), 115-145.

14) In his published dissertation, The Pericope Adulterae: Theories of Insertion & Omission,
Punch evaluates five theories that deal with the text-critical issue in John 7:53-8:11 based on
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Punch seeks to verify the contextual compatibility as well as the grammatical
and syntactical congruity of the pericope with the broader Johannine context.
Externally, Punch relies on Codex Bezae, lectionary texts, early versions, and
patristic citations.!5)

The majority of textual critics argue against the originality of John 7:53-8:11.
Those with this majority view, such as B. D. Ehrman, D. C. Parker, J. Knust, T.
Wasserman, and C. Keith, offer diverse textual evidence to testify that the
pericope of the woman caught in adultery is not an original part of John’s
Gospel. Ehrman concentrates on the story of Jesus’ intervention in an execution
proceeding recorded by Didymus, a fourth-century Alexandrian theologian, in
his Ecclesiastes commentary, which is similar to the one in John 7:53-8:11 and
has been used to support the Johannine originality of the pericope. Because
Didymus did not identify the story as the Johannine origin nor the original text,
Ehrman rejects the reliability of this patristic evidence.!®) By tracing the
reception history of John 7:53-8:11 in terms of both its location and text form,
Parker concludes that the pericope was received into different places of John’s
Gospel at a later date instead of the original text.!?) Knust reviews patristic
writings but finds no suspicion from church fathers regarding the
misinterpretation and/or misapplication of John 7:53-8:11. Moreover, the scribal
practice requires preservation rather than deletion, especially for such an

extensive passage. Knust thus contends that the suppression theory is invalid and

both internal and external evidence. The five theorise are redactional insertion, contending that
the pericope was inserted by a later Johannine redactor or community; ecclesiastical
interpolation, claiming that the pericope was inserted by a later scribe other than the Johannine
redactor or community; liturgical omission, stating that the pericope was omitted due to
lectionary practice; accidental omission, suggesting that the pericope was accidentally omitted,
ecclesiastical suppression, asserting that the pericope was omitted to avoid the
misinterpretation and/or misapplication of the passage. According to this evaluation, Punch
proposes ecclesiastical suppression since this theory accounts for the internal and external
evidence in a less complex way than the other four theories. See J. D. Punch, The Pericope
Adulterae: Theories of Insertion & Omission (S. 1.: LAP Lambert, 2012).

15) J. D. Punch, “The Piously Offensive Pericope Adulterae”, D. A. Black and J. N. Cerone, eds.,
The Pericope of the Adulteress in Contemporary Research, Library of New Testament Studies
551 (New York: Bloomsbury, 2016), 7-31.

16) B. D. Ehrman, “Jesus and the Adulteress”, Studies in the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament, New Testament Tools and Studies 33 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 196-220.

17) D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts, 342-343; D.
C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels, 95-102.
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the pericope cannot be an intentional omission.!®) Since the extant manuscripts
without John 7:53-8:11 reflect scribes’ great concern for the fidelity of the text,
Wasserman asserts that the pericope is unlikely to be an unintentional or
intentional omission but rather the later addition of an existing Jesus tradition to
John’s Gospel in the second or third century.!®) Keith emphasizes the value of
socio-historical context in determining whether John 7:53-8:11 is an original
part of John’s Gospel. In light of Keith’s estimation, it is more plausible that the
pericope is a later composition due to the need of the early church to prove

Jesus’ literacy.20)

3. Methodology

In contemporary New Testament scholarship, there are two distinct views of
textual criticism. Traditionally, biblical scholars regard textual criticism as
textual reconstruction, the aim of which is to establish the original New
Testament text. Recently, some biblical scholars have treated textual criticism as
tracking textual transmission, the goal of which is to understand the reception
history of the New Testament text and the social context of early Christianity.2!)
This paper holds a traditional view and thus the study in the paper is undertaken

for the purpose of reconstructing the original Greek text of the New Testament.

18) J. Knust, “Early Christian Re-Writing and the History of the Pericope Adulterae”, Journal of
Early Christian Studies 14 (2006), 485-536; J. Knust, “‘Taking away from’: Patristic Evidence
and the Omission of the Pericope Adulterae from John’s Gospel”, D. A. Black and J. N.
Cerone, eds., The Pericope of the Adulteress in Contemporary Research, Library of New
Testament Studies 551 (New York: Bloomsbury, 2016), 65-88; J. Knust and T. Wasserman,
To Cast the First Stone: The Transmission of a Gospel Story (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2018).

19) T. Wasserman, “The Strange Case of the Missing Adulteress”, D. A. Black and J. N. Cerone,
eds., The Pericope of the Adulteress in Contemporary Research, Library of New Testament
Studies 551 (New York: Bloomsbury, 2016), 33—63; J. Knust and T. Wasserman, 7o Cast the
First Stone: The Transmission of a Gospel Story.

20) C. Keith, “The Pericope Adulterae: A Theory of Attentive Insertion”, D. A. Black and J. N.
Cerone, eds., The Pericope of the Adulteress in Contemporary Research, Library of New
Testament Studies 551 (New York: Bloomsbury, 2016), 89-113; C. Keith, The Pericope
Adulterae, the Gospel of John, and the Literacy of Jesus, New Testament Tools, Studies and
Documents 38 (Leiden: Brill, 2009).

21) S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 1.



A Text-Critical Analysis of John 7:53-8:11 with a Focus on
Its Stylistic Discontinuity / Yan Ma 169

In the process of textual reconstruction, it is important to take into account all
available evidence of different textual variants in order to ascertain which
variant represents the original reading. This paper adopts reasoned eclecticism,
which is generally acknowledged as the most appropriate method for New
Testament textual criticism. Evaluating both external and internal evidence, this
method will provide adequate objectivity for textual reconstruction.22)

External textural evidence concentrates on the manuscripts that testify to a
particular textual variant, such as Greek manuscripts, lectionary texts, early
versions, and church father citations. Because it acts as the most objective witness
for the textual history of the New Testament, external evidence usually takes
priority over internal evidence in establishing the original text. When external
evidence is not decisive, internal evidence will have more value in making
text-critical decisions. In the contemporary study of textual criticism, three
external criteria, date and text-type, geographical distribution, and genealogical
relationship, are employed to compare individual manuscripts for their reliability
and weight in assessing different variants.23) The strongest variants will be those
readings that are supported by high-quality manuscripts of an early date from
diverse geographical locations without apparent genealogical relationships.24) In
practice, earlier manuscripts from the fourth century and before are generally
considered to have greater weight than later manuscripts, while later manuscripts
until the tenth century may also have some measure of importance.2>)
Furthermore, manuscripts of the Alexandrian text-type are commonly regarded as
the superior witness to the original Greek text of the New Testament and are
widely recognized to have greater weight than manuscripts of other text-types.26)

Internal evidence focuses on the features of the New Testament text itself,
such as language, style, and context, so as to estimate the probability of a

particular textual variant reflecting the original Greek text. Due to its subjective

22) M. W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism”, B. D. Ehrman
and M. W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research, 2nd ed.,
New Testament Tools, Studies, and Documents 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 771; S. E. Porter and
A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 92.

23) M. W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism”, 771; S. E. Porter
and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 100-102.

24) S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 107-108.

25) Ibid., 104.

26) Ibid., 75-76.
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nature, internal evidence normally cannot overrule external evidence in making
text-critical judgments. In the contemporary study of textual criticism, two sets
of internal criteria, transcriptional probabilities, and intrinsic probabilities, are
utilized to select the variant that is closest to the original text.27) Transcriptional
probabilities are concerned with inspecting whether the variation of a
variant-unit results from particular scribal tendencies during the transmission of
the New Testament text.28) Intrinsic probabilities are related to analyzing which
variant of a variant-unit most conforms to the author’s style when writing the
New Testament text.29) Since the probability is inferred from predictions about
how the text would have been transmitted or written on the basis of scribal
tendencies or the author’s style, it is almost impossible to weigh internal
evidence with absolute certainty.3?) The strongest variants will be those readings
that are least likely to have been altered because of scribal tendencies in
transmitting the text and have the most continuity with the author’s style in
writing the text.3D)

4. Text-Critical Analysis

Before progressing to the text-critical analysis, it is necessary to first define
and categorize the text-critical issue in John 7:53-8:11 based on the grammatical
structure of the Greek language. According to the theory of Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL), the rank scale is used to divide the grammatical structure of a
language into a hierarchy of distinct constituents, namely morpheme, word,
word group, clause, clause complex, and paragraph. The variant-unit thus can be

defined by the rank scale in light of variations at different levels. Variations at

27) M. W. Holmes, “Reasoned Eclecticism in New Testament Textual Criticism”, 771; S. E. Porter
and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 110.

28) On the one hand, scribes can introduce errors into the text for various reasons. One the other
hand, they may sometimes correct what they perceived to be errors in the text. See S. E. Porter
and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 110, 112.

29) The author’s style refers to the variation in language while addressing different social
situations. The stylistic continuity includes contextual cohesion, theological coherence,
linguistic conformity, and source consistency. See Ibid., 110, 130.

30) Ibid., 110.

31) Ibid., 112, 129.
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the word level, the word group level, the clause level, the clause complex level,
and the paragraph level respectively refer to variety among the elements of the
word, the elements of the word group, the elements of the clause, the elements
of the clause complex, and the elements of the paragraph. Therefore, the
variant-unit consisting of variations at the word level, the word group level, the
clause level, the clause complex level, and the paragraph level respectively can
be defined as the word level variant-unit, the word group level variant-unit, the
clause level variant-unit, the clause complex level variant-unit, and the
paragraph level variant-unit.32)

Given the complicated nature of the text-critical issue in John 7:53-8:11
which involves many variant-units with different readings,33) variations can be
found at the word level, the word group level, the clause level, the clause
complex level, and the paragraph level as presented in the apparatuses of NTG>
and GNT’.34) This paper will only investigate the variation at the paragraph
level, namely whether the pericope of the woman caught in adultery as the
paragraph level variant-unit was original to or interpolated in John’s Gospel.
From the perspective of textual criticism as textual reconstruction, this section
will conduct a text-critical analysis of John 7:53-8:11 to determine the
Johannine originality of this pericope by adopting reasoned eclecticism. To
establish the original New Testament text, both external and internal evidence

will be evaluated according to the criteria and principles mentioned above.
4.1. External Evidence

The external evidence of the text-critical issue in John 7:53-8:11 can be

classified into three groups, manuscripts that do not include the pericope,

32) Ibid., 84; C. S. Stevens, History of the Pauline Corpus in Texts, Transmissions and
Trajectories: A Textual Analysis of Manuscripts from the Second to the Fifth Century, Texts
and Editions for New Testament Study 14 (Leiden: Brill, 2020), 54-57.

33) In the study of New Testament textual criticism, it is necessary to distinguish between a
variant-unit and a reading. A variant-unit is a section of the Greek New Testament that has
different forms of Greek text in different manuscripts, whereas a reading is an individual
variant form of Greek text that constitutes a variant-unit. See S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts,
Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 81.

34) For details about the textual variants involved in John 7:53-8:11, see the apparatuses of NTG*
and GNT”.
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manuscripts that include the pericope with suspicion, and manuscripts that
include the pericope without suspicion. For the textual reconstruction of the New
Testament, it is generally acknowledged that only the manuscripts before the
tenth century should be considered as the significant witness that contributes to
the determination of the original reading. As a result, this section will
concentrate on the manuscripts with continuous Greek text before the tenth
century, which will suffice for the analysis of the paper.

Most manuscripts with continuous Greek text before the tenth century do not
have John 7:53-8:11. Papyrus 66 (third century/Alexandrian text-type),35)
papyrus 75 (third century/Alexandrian text-type),36) Codex Sinaiticus (fourth
century/Alexandrian text-type),37) Codex Vaticanus (fourth century/Alexandrian
text-type),3®) Codex Regius (eighth century/Alexandrian text-type),39) Codex
Petropolitanus  Purpureus (sixth century/Byzantine text-type),40) Codex

35) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions
and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, E. F. Rhodes, trans., 2nd ed.
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 100; J. Chapa, “The Early Text of John”, C. E. Hill and M. J.
Kruger, eds. The Early Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012),
147; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration, 4th ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 56-57.

36) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 101; J. Chapa, “The
Early Text of John”, 145; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament:
Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 58-59.

37) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 107; J. Chapa, “The
Early Text of John”, 155; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament:
Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 58—67.

38) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 101; J. Chapa, “The
Early Text of John”, 155; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament:
Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 67-69.

39) The Greek text of Codex Regius, a manuscript of the Gospels (nearly complete), represents the
Alexandrian text-type. The text of this manuscript frequently agrees with Codex Vadcanus
although it badly written by a scribe with many ignorant errors. See K. Aland and B. Aland,
The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and
Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 113; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the
New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 77.

40) The Greek text of Codex Petropolitanus Purpureus predominantly belongs to the Byzantine
text-type but contains a number of readings with earlier text-types. See K. Aland and B. Aland,
The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and
Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 113; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the
New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 77, 79.
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Borgianus (fifth century/Alexandrian text-type),4l) Codex Freerianus (fifth

century/Alexandrian text-type),42) Codex Sangallensis (ninth century/Byzantine

text-type),43) Codex Koridethi (ninth century/Byzantine text-type),4¥) Codex

Athous Laurae (eighth or ninth century/Byzantine text-type),45) Majuscule 0141

(tenth century/eclectic text-type),40) Minuscule 33 (ninth century/Alexandrian

text-type),47) Minuscule 565 (ninth century/Byzantine text-type),48) and

41)

42)

43)

44)

45)

46

~

47)

K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions
and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 113; B. M. Metzger and B. D.
Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 80.
The Greek text of Codex Freerianus has mixed text-types. The text of John represents the
Alexandrian text-type. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An
Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual
Criticism, 113; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its
Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, §0.

The Greek text of Codex Sangallensis, a manuscript of the Gospels (complete with the
exception of John 19:17-35), has mixed text-types. The text of Mark represents the
Alexandrian text-type, which is similar to that of Codex Regius. The text of Matthew, Luke,
and John represents the Byzantine text-type. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New
Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern
Textual Criticism, 109; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its
Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 82-83.

The Greek text of Codex Koridethi, a manuscript of the Gospels, belongs to the Byzantine
text-type. Codex Koridethi is roughly and inelegantly written by a scribe who was unfamiliar
with Greek, which might reduce the reliability of this manuscript. See K. Aland and B. Aland,
The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and
Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 109; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the
New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 83.

The Greek text of Codex Athous Laurae, a manuscript of most New Testament books, has
mixed text-types. The text of Mark mainly represents the Alexandrian text-type but have some
readings with the Western text-type. The text of other Gospels represents the Byzantine
text-type. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the
Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 118; B. M.
Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and
Restoration, 84-85.

According to Aland’s categories of New Testament manuscripts, the Greek text of Majuscule
0141 is classified into Category III as the eclectic text-type. Most textual critics do not regard
Majuscule 0141 as a significant manuscript. It can be inferred that the text-type of this
manuscript is inferior to the Alexandrian text-type. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the
New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of
Modern Textual Criticism, 122.

The Greek text of Minuscule 33 excellently represents the Alexandrian text-type but shows the
influence of the Byzantine text-type in Acts and the Pauline Epistles. See K. Aland and B.
Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the
Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 109; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The
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Minuscule 1424 (ninth or tenth century/Byzantine text-type)49) do not bear the

pericope. Although the part that might bear the pericope is defective in Codices

Alexandrinus and Ephraemi, the missing leaves of both codices are highly

unlikely to possess the pericope because of the limited space.>?) Thus Codex

Alexandrinus (fifth century/Byzantine text-type)>!) and Codex Ephraemi (fifth

century/Alexandrian text-type)>2) can also be counted as manuscripts that do not
have John 7:53-8:11.

Some manuscripts with continuous Greek text before the tenth century have

John 7:53-8:11 but indicate the pericope as the suspicious text with asterisks or

obeli. Codex Vaticanus 354 (tenth century/Byzantine text-type)33) records the

48)

49)

50)

s1)

52)

53)

Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 87-88.

K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 133; B. M. Metzger and
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
89.

K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 135; B. M. Metzger and
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
90-91.

B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to
the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, 4th Rev. ed., 2nd ed. (London: United Bible
Societies, 1994), 187.

The Greek text of Codex Alexandrinus has mixed text-types. The text of the Gospels represents
the oldest examples of the Byzantine text-type, but the text of the other New Testament books
represents the Alexandrian text-type, ranking along with Codex Sinaiticus and Codex
Vaticanus as the superior witness to the original New Testament text. See K. Aland and B.
Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the
Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 109; C. E. Hill and M. J. Kruger,
“Introduction: In Search of the Earliest Text of the New Testament”, C. E. Hill and M. J.
Kruger, eds., The Early Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 7;
B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration, 67.

The Greek text of Codex Ephraemi, which has been erased during the twelfth century and
many sheets has been rewritten, frequently agrees with the secondary Alexandrian text-type but
also has the features of all the major text-types. Despite its relatively earlier date, the value of
Codex Ephraemi is much less than expected. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New
Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern
Textual Criticism, 109; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its
Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 69-70.

K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 113; B. M. Metzger and
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,

80.
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complete John 7:53-8:11, while Codex Basilensis (eighth century/Byzantine
text-type)>4 records only John 8:2-11 and Codex Tischendorfianus III (ninth
century/Byzantine text-type)>>) records only John 8:3—11. In spite of having the
pericope, these manuscripts explicitly indicate its dubious originality.

Several manuscripts with continuous Greek text before the tenth century have
John 7:53-8:11 as the authentic text. Codex Bezae (fifth century/Western
text-type),>6) Codex Boreelianus (ninth century/Byzantine text-type),57) Codex
Seidelianus I (ninth century/Byzantine text-type),>8) Codex Seidelianus II (ninth
century/Byzantine text-type),’®) Codex Campianus (ninth century/Byzantine
text-type),00) and Minuscule 892 (ninth century/Alexandrian text-type)6l)

54) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 110; B. M. Metzgerand
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
74.

55) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 118; B. M. Metzgerand
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
83.

56) The Greek text of Codex Bezae represents the Western text-type. The textual feature of Codex
Bezae is characterized by the additions, omissions, and alterations of the text, especially in
Luke and Acts, which leads to many variations from the text of other manuscripts. Thus the
reliability of Codex Bezae has to be questioned. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the
New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of
Modern Textual Criticism, 109—-110; C. E. Hill and M. J. Kruger, “Introduction: In Search of
the Earliest Text of the New Testament”, 7; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the
New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 70-71.

57) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 110; B. M. Metzgerand
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
74.

58) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 110; B. M. Metzgerand
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
74-175.

59) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 110; B. M. Metzger and
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
76.

60) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 113; B. M. Metzger and
B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration,
77.

61) The Greek text of Minuscule 892, a manuscript of the four Gospels, represents the Alexandrian
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contain the pericope.

As the external evidence demonstrates, John 7:53-8:11 lacks support from
high-quality manuscripts of an early date from diverse geographical locations
without apparent genealogical relationships. In general, earlier manuscripts from
the fourth century and before as well as manuscripts of the Alexandrian text-type
are considered as the superior witness to the original Greek text of the New
Testament and are widely recognized to have greater weight than other
manuscripts. However, John 7:53-8:11 is absent from almost all these
manuscripts except for Minuscule 892, a manuscript of the Alexandrian
text-type from the ninth century. It is worth noting that all four manuscripts
which are commonly regarded as the best manuscripts of the above list in New
Testament textual criticism, Papyrus 66, papyrus 75, Codex Sinaiticus, and
Codex Vaticanus, do not include John 7:53-8:11. It is true that most earlier
manuscripts represent the Alexandrian text-type, but the two earlier manuscripts
of the Byzantine text-type, Codex Alexandrinus from the fifth century62) and
Codex Petropolitanus Purpureus from the sixth century,®3) do not include John
7:53-8:11 either. Furthermore, the text without the pericope is testified by
several manuscripts of the Alexandrian, Byzantine, and eclectic text-types
respectively, while the text with the pericope is primarily testified by the
manuscripts of Byzantine text-type with one manuscript each of the Alexandrian
and Western text-types. That is to say, the witness against John 7:53-8:11 is
more geographically and genetically diverse.

As for the manuscripts that have John 7:53-8:11 as the authentic text, the

text-type and preserves many remarkable early readings. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text
of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice
of Modern Textual Criticism, 134; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New
Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 90.

62) The Greek text of Codex Alexandrinus has mixed text-types. The text of the Gospels represents
the oldest examples of the Byzantine text-type. See K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the
New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of
Modern Textual Criticism, 109; C. E. Hill and M. J. Kruger, “Introduction: In Search of the
Earliest Text of the New Testament”, 7; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New
Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 67.

63) The Greek text of Codex Petropolitanus Purpureus predominantly belongs to the Byzantine
text-type but contains a number of readings with earlier text-types. See K. Aland and B. Aland,
The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and
Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 113; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the
New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, 77, 79.
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earliest one is Codex Bezae from the fifth century. Codex Bezae represents the
Western text-type, a text-type probably aiming at revising and standardizing the
text of available manuscripts.64) In addition, the textual feature of Codex Bezae
is characterized by the additions, omissions, and alterations of the text, which
leads to many variations from the text of other manuscripts.65) Apart from
Minuscule 892, a manuscript of the Alexandrian text-type from the ninth
century, all the other manuscripts containing John 7:53-8:11 represent the
Byzantine text-type from the ninth century or after. The Byzantine text-type most
likely results from revising and standardizing the text of available manuscripts
and tends to include everything. Despite the large quantity of manuscripts, the
Byzantine text-type may not be counted as a reliable witness to the original New
Testament text.66) A further indication of its non-original character is that there is
no unified narrative and position for John 7:53-8:11 since the pericope involves
many variant-units with different readings and has been inserted in various places
of the New Testament. From these observations, it can be perceived that John
7:53-8:11 does not belong to the original text of John’s Gospel.

The external evidence proposed by the textual critics for the originality of
John 7:53-8:11 is not reliable. Hodges tends to verify the originality of John
7:53-8:11 based on the authenticity of the story itself.67) Even though the story
of the woman caught in adultery is authentic, this fact cannot confirm the
Johannine originality of the pericope since these are two separate issues.
Actually, John 20:30 explicitly declares that not all the stories of Jesus are
written in the Gospel. Moreover, as Hodges admits himself, his hypothesis that
John 7:53-8:11 must have been omitted in some manuscript traditions at a date

earlier than all the surviving manuscripts cannot be decisively proved.68)

64) S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 76.

65) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 109—110; C. E. Hill and
M. J. Kruger, “Introduction: In Search of the Earliest Text of the New Testament”, 7; B. M.
Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and
Restoration, 70-71.

66) D. C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels, 100; S. E. Porter, How We Got the New
Testament: Text, Transmission, Translation, Acadia Studies in Bible and Theology (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2013), 31; S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament
Textual Criticism, 78.

67) Z.C. Hodges, “The Woman Taken in Adultery (John 7:53-8:11): The Text”, 319-320.

68) Ibid., 331-332.
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Robinson, as a proponent of both the Byzantine text-type and the Majority text
approach,®) relies heavily on manuscripts of the Byzantine text-type and
establishes the original New Testament text simply based on the majority
reading.”0) Consequently, Robinson’s conclusion concerning the originality of
John 7:53-8:11 is reached according to his observation that a large quantity of
manuscripts and lectionaries representing the Byzantine text-type contain the
pericope.’l) However, the quality of the Byzantine text-type is greatly inferior to
the other text-types and the Majority text approach has been criticized by most
biblical scholars due to its inadequate theoretical foundation.”2) Punch appeals to
Codex Bezae as the major witness to the Johannine originality of John
7:53-8:11,73) whereas the text-type and textual features of this manuscript are

questionable.”4)

69) Hodges is also a proponent of the Majority text approach but suggests that the manuscript
tradition of each reading should be considered, whereas Robinson insists the validity of the
majority reading regardless of other factors. See S. E. Porter, “Textual Criticism”, C. A. Evans
and S. E. Porter, eds., Dictionary of New Testament Background (Downers Grove:
InterVarsity, 2000), 1212; S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament
Textual Criticism, 91.

70) Robinson argues for the priority of the Byzantine text-type and the credibility of the Majority
text approach in many of his works. In the Greek New Testament with the Byzantine textform
edited by Robinson and Pierpont, John 7:53-8:11 is included as the original text without any
textual note. See M. A. Robinson, “‘It’s All about Variants’ — Unless ‘No Longer Written’”, D.
L. Akin and T. W. Hudgins, eds., Getting into the Text: New Testament Essays in Honor of
David Alan Black (Eugene: Pickwick, 2017), 116-153; M. A. Robinson, “The Case for
Byzantine Priority”, D. A. Black, ed., Rethinking New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2002), 125-139; M. A. Robinson, “The Case for the Byzantine Textform: A
New Approach to ‘Majority Text” Theory” (Toccoa Falls, GA: Southeastern Regional Meeting
of the Evangelical Theological Society, March 8-9, 1991), 1-15; M. A. Robinson, “The
Credibility of the Majority Text Theory and its Value for Apologetics” (Nashville, TN:
Southeastern Regional Meeting of the Evangelical Theological Society, March 21, 1986.), 1—
18; M. A. Robinson and W. G. Pierpont, eds., The New Testament in the Original Greek:
Byzantine Textform (Southborough: Chilton, 2005).

71) M. A. Robinson, “Preliminary Observations regarding the Pericope Adulterae based upon
Fresh Collations of nearly All Continuous-Text Manuscripts and All Lectionary Manuscripts
Containing the Passage”, 35-59; M. A. Robinson, “The Pericope Adulterae: A Johannine
Tapestry with Double Interlock”, 115-145.

72) S. E. Porter, “Textual Criticism”, 1212; S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New
Testament Textual Criticism, 78, 96; C. S. Stevens, History of the Pauline Corpus in Texts,
Transmissions and Trajectories: A Textual Analysis of Manuscripts from the Second to the
Fifth Century, 31-32.

73) J. D. Punch, “The Piously Offensive Pericope Adulterae”, 23-25.

74) K. Aland and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
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Because John 7:53-8:11 cannot be found in the earliest and best manuscripts,
the textual critics have to rely on the later Greek manuscripts, lectionary texts,
early versions, and patristic citations. Most manuscripts containing the pericope
are from or after the ninth century and represent the Byzantine text-type, a
text-type that has almost been dismissed as a reliable witness to the original New
Testament text.7>) Moreover, John 7:53-8:11 is also absent from the early
lectionaries, the oldest and best forms of the Syriac and Coptic versions, the
Sahidic version, the sub-Achmimic version, the older Bohairic version, the
Gothic version, and some manuscripts of the Old Latin, Old Georgian, and
Armenian versions. No Greek church fathers before the twelfth century mention
the pericope of the woman caught in adultery in their commentaries on John’s
Gospel.70) Although Didymus, a fourth-century Alexandrian theologian, records
a similar story in his Ecclesiastes commentary, Ehrman has proved the
unreliability of this patristic witness.””) Therefore, the attempts of the textual
critics to argue for the originality of John 7:53-8:11 are unsuccessful and the
external evidence against the Johannine originality of the pericope appears to be
overwhelming.

4.2. Internal Evidence

The internal evidence of the text-critical issue in John 7:53-8:11 involves
transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities. For the textual reconstruction of the
New Testament, the reading that is least likely to have been altered due to

scribal tendencies and has the most continuity with the author’s style usually

Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 109-110; C. E. Hill and
M. J. Kruger, “Introduction: In Search of the Earliest Text of the New Testament”, 7; B. M.
Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and
Restoration, 70-71; S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual
Criticism, 76.

75) D. C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels, 100; S. E. Porter, How We Got the New
Testament: Text, Transmission, Translation, 31; S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of
New Testament Textual Criticism, 78.

76) B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to
the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, 187-188; D. C. Parker, The Living Text of
the Gospels, 96.

77) B. D. Ehrman, “Jesus and the Adulteress”, 196-220; D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New
Testament Manuscripts and their Texts, 343.
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reflects the original Greek text. This section will estimate both the
transcriptional probabilities of whether the pericope is an omission from or an
addition to the text of John’s Gospel and the intrinsic probabilities of whether
the pericope conforms to the style of John’s language with particular attention to
its co-text in the discourse unit of John 7:37-8:59.

Regarding transcriptional probabilities, John 7:53-8:11 may be either an
omission from or an addition to the text of John’s Gospel. As Wasserman
verifies, the extant manuscripts without the pericope of the woman caught in
adultery reflect scribes’ great concern for the fidelity of the text. Given the high
quality of these early manuscripts and the nature of the pericope, John 7:53-8:11
is almost impossible to be an unintentional or intentional omission.”®) According
to the common scribal practice, the editorial deletion is sternly warned and is
regarded as unacceptable. For such an extensive passage like John 7:53-8:11, the
scribes are more likely to preserve than to delete the pericope.” Closely
reviewing patristic witnesses, Knust finds no suspicion from church fathers
regarding the misinterpretation and/or misapplication of John 7:53-8:11, which
further testifies that the intentional deletion of the pericope is almost
impossible.80) Based on the text-type of the pericope, largely the Byzantine
tradition, John 7:53-8:11 might be an early oral tradition of Jesus which was
later added to John’s Gospel in the second or third century.8D) In line with
transcriptional probabilities, John 7:53-8:11 does not belong to the original text
of John’s Gospel since the pericope is most likely to have been added during the
transmission of the New Testament text.

Concerning intrinsic probabilities, the co-text of John 7:53-8:11 must be
analyzed to discern whether the pericope conforms to the style of John’s
language in the immediate context of the text. According to the theory of SFL,

co-text is the linguistic units, involving words, clauses, and clause complexes,

78) B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to
the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, 189; D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the
New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts, 342; T. Wasserman, “The Strange Case of the
Missing Adulteress”, 33-63.

79) J. Knust, “‘Taking away from’: Patristic Evidence and the Omission of the Pericope Adulterae
from John’s Gospel”, 88.

80) Ibid., 87-88.

81) D. C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels, 100; S. E. Porter, How We Got the New
Testament: Text, Transmission, Translation, 31.
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within a specific discourse that surround a particular point in the discourse.82)
Previous studies, no matter the minority or majority view, normally concentrate
on whether the style of John 7:53-8:11 in terms of its theme, syntactical
features, and vocabulary accord with the rest of John’s Gospel. However, it is
the co-text of the pericope, being its immediate linguistic environment, that
serves as the primary determinant for the originality of John 7:53-8:11. Even
though the pericope of the woman caught in adultery can fit into the broader
context of John’s Gospel, John 7:53-8:11 cannot be counted as the original
composition without demonstrating the stylistic continuity with its co-text,
which comprises contextual cohesion, theological coherence, linguistic
conformity, and source consistency.83)

In light of S. E. Porter’s boundary markers of discourse and Robert E.
Longacre’s transition markers of episode, namely shift in grammatical person,
shift in verb tense-forms, connective word, temporal expression, locative
expression, circumstances change, and participant switch, John 7:37-8:59
constitutes a discourse unit, in which John 7:53-8:11 is embedded.8¥ In the
primary clause of John 7:37, the conjunction 8¢ is a connective word, which
frequently connects a sequence of related events.85) The nominal group Ttij
goyatn Muépe T pneydAn tiig €optiig is a temporal expression that suggests a
different time. These markers indicate that John 7:37 introduces a discourse unit.

In the primary clause of John 8:59, the prepositional group €k Tod igpod is a

82) C. M. I. M. Matthiessen et al., Key Terms in Systemic Functional Linguistics, 74; S. E. Porter,
“Dialect and Register in the Greek of the New Testament: Theory”, 198; J. T. Reed, 4
Discourse Analysis of Philippians: Method and Rhetoric in the Debate over Literary Integrity,
42.

83) S. E. Porter and A. W. Pitts, Fundamentals of New Testament Textual Criticism, 130.

84) Porter identifies shift in grammatical person, shift in verb tense-forms, connective word (e.g.
MG, Yap, 8%, kai, obv, and tote), and time word (e.g. petd, vov, vovi, &te, mpiv, mpo, and
mpotePoG) as boundary markers of discourse. Longacre identifies temporal expression, locative
expression, circumstances change, and participant switch as transition markers of episode. See
R. E. Longacre, “A Top-Down, Template-Driven Narrative Analysis, Illustrated by
Application to Mark’s Gospel”, S. E. Porter and J. T. Reed, eds., Discourse Analysis and the
New Testament: Approaches and Results, Journal for the Study of the New Testament,
Supplement Series 170 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1999), 145; S. E. Porter, Idioms of the
Greek New Testament, 2nd ed., Biblical Languages, Greek 2 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic,
1994), 301.

85) J. P. Louw and E. A. Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic
Domains, 2 vols., 2nd ed. (New York: United Bible, 1989), 788; S. E. Porter, Idioms of the
Greek New Testament, 208.
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locative expression that implies a different locale for John 9:1. The conjunction
koi in John 9:1 is a connective word, which is widely used to conjoin
grammatical units with equal status and most likely signifies the start of a new
episode in this verse.86) The nominal groups dvOpwmov TVPAOV €K yevetii¢ in
John 9:1 and oi pofntai in John 9:2, introducing new participants into the scene,
suggest a participant switch from the Jews who tried to stone Jesus in John 8:59.
These markers indicate that John 8:59 closes a discourse unit.

Examining the co-text of John 7:53-8:11 in the discourse unit of John
7:37-8:59, the pericope demonstrates stylistic discontinuity at three levels,
contextual cohesion, theological coherence, and linguistic conformity. First, it
can be perceived from the temporal expression i} éoydtn NUEPY TH HEYAAN THC
¢optilg in John 7:37 as well as the narrative in John 7:37-7:52 and John
8:12—8:59 that both these two passages take place on the last day of the festival.
Nevertheless, the temporal expression 8pBpov in John 8:2 signifies that John
8:2-8:11 happens on a different day from the previous narrative. Second, the
reduced form avtoic in John 8:12 does not specify to whom Jesus spoke again,
which means that Jesus’ interlocutors have been stated in the preceding passage.
However, the antecedent of avtoic with the plural form can only be found in
John 7:37-7:52 but not in John 7:53—-8:11 since the woman caught in adultery is
Jesus’ only interlocutor in the final scene of the pericope. That is to say, John
8:12-8:59 is connected with John 7:37-7:52, rather than John 7:53-8:11, to
compose the complete narrative of Jesus’ last-day teaching at the Feast of
Tabernacles. Third, the theological theme of both John 7:37-7:52 and John
8:12-8:59 is concerned with Jesus’ identity, whereas that of John 7:53-8:11 is
related to Jesus’ forgiveness. Fourth, the semantic domains in John 7:53-8:11
are distinct from those in its co-text.87) Domain 3 “Plants” is used in John
7:53-8:11 but does not occur in John 7:37-7:52 nor John 8:12—8:59. Domain 17
“Stances and Events Related to Stances” is frequently used in John 7:53-8:11
but only seldom appears in John 7:37-7:52 and is not adopted in John
8:12-8:59. Domain 10 “Kinship Terms,” domain 12 “Supernatural Beings and

86) J. P. Louw and E. A. Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic
Domains, 810; S. E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 211.

87) The semantic domains in John 7:53-8:11, John 7:37-7:52, and John 8:12-8:59 are analyzed
according to Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains by J.
P. Louw and E. A. Nida.
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Powers,” domain 14 “Physical Events and States,” domain 23 “Physiological
Processes and States,” domain 25 “Attitudes and Emotions,” domain 28
“Know,” domain “31 Hold a View, Believe, Trust,” domain 57 ‘“Possess,
Transfer, Exchange,” domain 63 “Whole, Unite, Part, Divide,” domain 64
“Comparison,” and domain 70 “Real, Unreal” never occur in John 7:53-8:11 but
are adopted in both John 7:37-7:52 and John 8:12-8:59. Domain 13 “Be,
Become, Exist, Happen,” domain 69 “Affirmation, Negation,” and domain 90
“Case” appear only once in John 7:53-8:11 but are frequently adopted in both
John 7:37-7:52 and John 8:12-8:59.8%) Fifth, as many textual critics have
affirmed, the vocabulary of John 7:53-8:11 apparently differs from not only that
of its co-text but also that of John’s Gospel.89) Sixth, John 7:53-8:11 presents
some unique syntactical features that are nonexistent in either its co-text or the
rest of John’s Gospel. For example, the pericope uses the conjunction 3¢ at a
much higher frequency.?9) In accordance with intrinsic probabilities, John
7:53-8:11 does not belong to the original text of John’s Gospel since the
pericope has no continuity with John’s narrative in its co-text.

The internal evidence proposed by the textual critics for the originality of
John 7:53-8:11 is not convincing. Hodges’ exposition of the passage is done
based on the presupposition that the pericope is an original part of John’s
Gospel,%D) hence the exposition cannot be counted as valid internal evidence.
Heil fails to inspect the linguistic and literary linkages between John 7:53-8:11
and its co-text in the discourse unit of John 7:37-8:59,92) which are essential for
assessing the Johannine originality of the pericope. Furthermore, Daniel B.
Wallace provides cogent proof that the four linguistic and five literary linkages
between John 7:53-8:11 and the rest of John’s Gospel identified by Heil in fact

further attest to the non-Johannine nature of the pericope.?3) Both Robinson and

88) For details of semantic domains in John 7:53-8:11, John 7:37-7:52, and John 8:12-8:59, see
Appendix 1, Appendix 2, and Appendix 3.

89) B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament: A Companion Volume to
the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, 188; D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the
New Testament Manuscripts and their Texts; D. B. Wallace, “Reconsidering ‘The Story of
Jesus and the Adulteress Reconsidered’”, New Testament Studies 39 (1993), 291-292.

90) D. B. Wallace, “Reconsidering ‘The Story of Jesus and the Adulteress Reconsidered’”, 291.

91) Z. C. Hodges, “The Woman Taken in Adultery (John 7:53-8:11): Exposition”, 41-53.

92) J. P. Heil, “A Rejoinder to ‘Reconsidering “The Story of Jesus and the Adulteress
Reconsidered™’”, 361-366; J. P. Heil, “The Story of Jesus and the Adulteress (John 7,53-8,11)
Reconsidered”, 182-191.
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Punch seek to verify the stylistic continuity of John 7:53—8:11 with the broader
context of John’s Gospel,94) whereas it is the stylistic continuity of the pericope
with its co-text that serves as the primary determinant for the originality of the
pericope. Therefore, the endeavors of the textual critics to argue for the
originality of John 7:53-8:11 are unsuccessful and the internal evidence against

the Johannine originality of the pericope appears to be more substantial.

5. Conclusion

According to the text-critical analysis above, it can be concluded that both the
external and internal evidence testify against the originality of John 7:53-8:11,
the pericope of the woman caught in adultery. Since this text-critical analysis is
conducted for the purpose of reconstructing the original Greek text of the New
Testament, this paper proposes that John 7:53—8:11 should be removed from the
text of John’s Gospel in the Greek New Testament and modern translations. As
the non-original text, the pericope remaining in its usual place interrupts the
Tabernacles discourse in John’s Gospel and will mislead contemporary readers.
Given the fact that John 7:53-8:11 has been included in the New Testament for
such a long history, the pericope can be placed in a footnote at the end of the

Gospel with the textual note indicating its non-Johannine originality.

<Keywords>
textual criticism, the Gospel of John, Greek text, biblical manuscripts,
linguistic method.
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93) D. B. Wallace, “Reconsidering ‘The Story of Jesus and the Adulteress Reconsidered’”, 290—
296.

94) J. D. Punch, “The Piously Offensive Pericope Adulterae”, 7-31; M. A. Robinson, “The
Pericope Adulterae: A Johannine Tapestry with Double Interlock”, 115-145.
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Appendix 1: Semantic Domains in John 7:53-8:11

Semantic Domains Instances

92 Discourse Referentials 45
89 Relations 25
33 Communication 16

67 Time

—_
S

84 Spacial Extensions

15 Linear Movement

83 Spacial Positions

17 Stances and Events Related to Stances
93 Names of Persons and Places

9 People

88 Moral and Ethical Qualities and Related Behavior
85 Existence in Space

2 Natural Substances

60 Number

59 Quantity

N DWW W s, BB N 0

7 Constructions

11 Groups and Classes of Persons and Members of Such Groups
and Classes

37 Control, Rule

56 Courts and Legal Procedures

3 Plants

69 Affirmation, Negation

90 Case

53 Religious Activities

13 Be, Become, Exist, Happen

42 Perform, Do

87 Status

68 Aspect

20 Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill

1 Geographical Objects and Features
27 Learn

8 Body, Body Parts, and Body Products

= = = = = = = = = = e = NN N
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Semantic Domains

Instances

58 Nature, Class, Example
24 Sensory Events and States

1
1

Appendix 2: Semantic Domains in John 7:37-52

Semantic Domains

Instances

92 Discourse Referentials

89 Relations

33 Communication

93 Names of Persons and Places
69 Affirmation, Negation

67 Time

90 Case

84 Spacial Extensions

15 Linear Movement

53 Religious Activities

13 Be, Become, Exist, Happen

11 Groups and Classes of Persons and Members of Such Groups
and Classes

31 Hold a View, Believe, Trust

63 Whole, Unite, Part, Divide

87 Status

85 Existence in Space

23 Physiological Processes and States
68 Aspect

61 Sequence

83 Spacial Positions

1 Geographical Objects and Features
12 Supernatural Beings and Powers
28 Know

9 People

37 Control, Rule

35 Help, Care For

27 Learn

70
34

[\
—_

L O O 9 9 0o o o

NN NN N DN DN W W W w b K~ W
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Semantic Domains Instances
17 Stances and Events Related to Stances 2
56 Courts and Legal Procedures 2
51 Festivals 1
58 Nature, Class, Example 1
26 Psychological Faculties 1
14 Physical Events and States 1
2 Natural Substances 1
57 Possess, Transfer, Exchange 1
60 Number 1
10 Kinship Terms 1
24 Sensory Events and States 1
70 Real, Unreal 1
39 Hostility, Strife 1
64 Comparison 1
25 Attitudes and Emotions 1

Appendix 3: Semantic Domains in John 8:12-59

Semantic Domains Instances
92 Discourse Referentials 298
89 Relations 111
33 Communication 79
90 Case 40
69 Affirmation, Negation 37
13 Be, Become, Exist, Happen 36
93 Names of Persons and Places 30
67 Time 26
15 Linear Movement 23
83 Spacial Positions 19
72 True, False 19
12 Supernatural Beings and Powers 18
10 Kinship Terms 16
28 Know 13
36 Guide, Discipline, Follow 8
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Semantic Domains

Instances

88 Moral and Ethical Qualities and Related Behavior
24 Sensory Events and States

85 Existence in Space

58 Nature, Class, Example

74 Able, Capable

87 Status

9 People

30 Think

31 Hold a View, Believe, Trust
57 Possess, Transfer, Exchange
23 Physiological Processes and States
37 Control, Rule

25 Attitudes and Emotions

91 Discourse Markers

84 Spacial Extensions

20 Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill
59 Quantity

42 Perform, Do

60 Number

7 Constructions

14 Physical Events and States

41 Behavior and Related States
71 Mode

27 Learn

32 Understand

64 Comparison

68 Aspect

70 Real, Unreal

53 Religious Activities

6 Artifacts

11 Groups and Classes of Persons and Members of Such Groups
and Classes

8 Body, Body Parts, and Body Products

81 Spacial Dimensions

— NN DN NN DN DN DNDW W W W R AU OSSN DN NN NN 0

[




A Text-Critical Analysis of John 7:53-8:11 with a Focus on
lts Stylistic Discontinuity / Yan Ma 189

Semantic Domains Instances
78 Degree 1
63 Whole, Unite, Part, Divide 1

2 Natural Substances 1
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<Abstract>
A Text-Critical Analysis of John 7:53-8:11
with a Focus on Its Stylistic Discontinuity

Yan Ma
(Canadian Chinese School of Theology, Tyndale University)

John 7:53-8:11, the pericope of the woman caught in adultery, is a
well-known text-critical issue in the New Testament. The originality of this
pericope as part of John’s Gospel has long been investigated by biblical
scholars. Most contemporary biblical scholars argue that the pericope of
the woman caught in adultery was not an original composition of John’s
Gospel. NTG™ and GNT® both identify John 7:53-8:11 not only as a later
addition to the original Greek text by placing double square brackets around the
passage but also as a nonsignificant variant for textual reconstruction by
providing a negative apparatus and assigning the A rating in the apparatus.
Almost all translations indicate John 7:53—8:11 to be a non-original text through
various means. Recent commentaries on John’s Gospel generally deny the
possibility of John 7:53-8:11 being part of the original part. On the other
hand, some textual critics still hold to the Johannine originality of John
7:53-8:11 and offer various textual evidence.

However, the extant studies of both views only focus on whether John 7:53—
8:11 can fit into the broader context of John’s Gospel but fail to examine the
stylistic continuity of the pericope with its co-text. According to the principle of
modern linguistics, it is the co-text of John 7:53-8:11, as its immediate linguistic
context, that serves as the primary determinant for the Johannine authenticity of
the pericope. This paper conducts a text-critical analysis on John 7:53-8:11,
adopting reasoned eclecticism to evaluate both external and internal evidence
and paying particular attention to whether the pericope demonstrates the stylistic
continuity with its co-text. Based on this analysis, the paper argues that John
7:53-8:11 has no canonical authority. Since this text-critical analysis is
conducted for the purpose of reconstructing the original Greek text of the New
Testament, this paper proposes that John 7:53-8:11 should be removed from the
text of John’s Gospel in the Greek New Testament and modern translations. As
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the non-canonical text, the pericope remaining in its usual place interrupts the
Tabernacles discourse in John’s Gospel and will mislead contemporary readers.
Given the fact that John 7:53—8:11 has been included in the New Testament for
such a long history, the pericope can be placed in a footnote at the end of the

Gospel with the textual note indicating its non-Johannine originality.
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Accounting for 616:
Thinking with Irenaeus, Craig Koester, and

Interpreters from Late Antiquity

Jonathon Lookadoo*

1. Introduction

Although the existence of variant readings for the number in Revelation 13:18
has long roots in the transmission history of Revelation, the publication of P.
Oxy. 4499 in 1999 has revivified debate about both the earliest recoverable
reading of the number and led to new proposals for how the two earliest attested
numbers, 616 and 666, might be accounted for.) Both D. C. Parker and J.
Neville Birdsall have suggested that 616 should be adopted as the earliest
reading.2) Others have defended 666 as the earliest text, including Craig R.
Koester, Keith Bodner, and Brent Strawn.3) Over the last decade, Koester has

* Ph.D. in Theology at the University of Otago. Associate Professor at the Presbyterian University
and Theological Seminary. jonathon.lookadoo@puts.ac.kr. This article has been generously
supported by the Research Fund of the Presbyterian University and Theological Seminary, 2024.

1) N. Gonis, et al., The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. 66 (London: Egyptian Exploration Society,
1999), 10-37.

2) D. C. Parker, “A New Oxyrhynchus Papyrus of Revelation: P'"® (P. Oxy. 4499)”, NTS 46
(2000), 159-174; J. N. Birdsall, “Irenacus and the Number of the Beast: Revelation 13:18”, A.
Denaux, ed., New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis: Festschrift J. Delobel, BETL 161
(Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 349-359.

3) C. R. Koester, Revelation: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AYB 38A
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014), 596-599; C. R. Koester, “The Number of the Beast
in Revelation 13 in Light of Papyri, Graffiti, and Inscriptions”, Journal of Early Christian
History 6:3 (2016), 1-21; K. Bodner and B. A. Strawn, “Solomon and 666 (Revelation 13.18)”,
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followed Irenacus’s suggestion for how the variant may have come into
existence, namely, because some in the second century found it easier to
interpret 616 than to interpret 666.4) This article engages with Koester, Irenaeus,
and other late antique interpreters of the number to consider how 616 might have
entered the textual tradition.

The article follows Koester in positing that 666 is the earliest recoverable
reading. While Koester argues the point at some length, this article accepts 666
as a tentative starting point for the purpose of testing another element in
Koester’s discussion. Despite the ongoing text-critical debate over whether 666
or 616 might be earlier, the purpose of this article is to consider Koester’s
arguments about Irenaeus’s treatment of the number, not to establish the earliest
reading outright.5) After introducing both Irenaeus and Koester’s recent work on
the number in Revelation 13:18, the article gives more extensive consideration
to how 616 may have been incorporated into some manuscripts. Although
Irenaeus suggests that a scribal error may account for the entry of 616 into the
manuscript tradition, he accuses some of his opponents of knowingly
maintaining the wrong number in the text of Revelation 13:18 in order to suit
their interpretive agenda. Koester argues that this provides evidence that at least
some in the second century found 616 an easier text to exegete when interpreting
the text by means of gematria. The article examines other interpretations of 616
in the Roman imperial period as a way to test Koester’s hypothesis. While
intriguing, this article argues instead that another Irenaean suggestion, namely,
scribal error, is more likely to account for how two numbers already entered into

the textual tradition of Revelation 13:18 in the second century.

NTS 66 (2020), 299-312. I am aware of the recent publication of the new ECM volumes on
Revelation and am grateful to one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing out its importance
for this article. The ECM prefers 666 as its reading. The text and apparatus can be found here:
https://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/ecm (accessed August 28, 2024). Unfortunately, I did not have
access to the printed volumes during the writing of this article and thus have not been able to
consult the editors’ notes to consider their rationale.

4) C. R. Koester, “The Number of the Beast in Revelation 13 in Light of Papyri, Graffiti, and
Inscriptions”, 3-4, 19.

5) Irenaeus knew both 666 and 616 in the textual tradition at the end of the second century (Haer.
5.30.1). 616 is found in P'"® and C, while 666 is found (with variant spellings) in P, X, A, P,
and 046. For further manuscript evidence and additional variant readings, readers are urged to
consult, M. Lembke, et al., Die Apokalypse: Teststellenkollation und Auswertungen, Text und
Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments 6, ANTF 49 (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2017), 130-133.
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2. Craig Koester and Irenaeus: 616 as an Easier Reading?

As part of his argument that the number in Revelation 13:18 should be
understood as Nero, Craig Koester has appealed to Irenaeus of Lyons to
show that the uncertainty about which number is earliest has roots that go
back to the second century. Irenacus was a second-century Christian writer
who is best remembered for his collection of anti-heretical writings
opposing Valentinus and others who might now be classified as “gnostics.”®)
Book 5 of Irenaeus’s Adversus Haereses contains the earliest reference to
the number in Revelation 13:18 (Haer. 5.30.1-4).7) Irenaeus cites the
number as part of a discussion of the antichrist that fits within his larger
section on the end of all things.®) Already in the last quarter of the
second century, Irenaecus is aware of alternative versions of the number.
He insists that 666 is the best reading because it is found “in all the
approved and oldest copies” (év mdol Toig omovdaiolg Kol Gpyoiolg AvTypdpols;
in omnibus antiquis et probatissimis et ueteribus scripturis) of the
Apocalypse (Haer. 5.30.1).9 Although Irenaeus does not know (ovk oida;
ignoro), how 616 entered some manuscripts of Revelation, he indicates
that some teachers were interpreting the name of the antichrist according
to a text that included 616 instead of 666. Irenacus warns that those who
interpret 616 “in accordance with their vanity” (kotd kevodo&iov; secundum
inanem gloriam) open themselves to judgment due to their error. They are

at fault due to the false nature of their interpretations, the wrong biblical

6) For concise biographical accounts of Irenaeus, see D. Minns, Irenaeus: An Introduction
(London: T&T Clark International, 2010), 1-13; R. A. Norris, “Irenaeus of Lyons”, F. Young, L.
Ayres, and A. Louth, eds., The Cambridge History of Early Christian Literature (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 45-52; E. Osborn, Ilrenaeus of Lyons (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2001), 1-7.

7) P. C. Almond, The Antichrist: A New Biography (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2020), 44-46.

8) Irenaeus, Haer. 5.25.1-5.30.4. See also B. McGinn, Antichrist: Two Thousand Years of the
Human Fascination with Evil New York: Columbia University Press, 2000), 58-59.

9) For the text of Irenaeus’s Adversus Haereses, see A. Rousseau, L. Doutreleau, and C. Mercier,
Irénée de Lyon: Contres des Hérésies, Livre V, SC 153 (Paris: Cerf, 1969). Most of Irenaeus,
Haer. 5.30.1 is preserved in a fragment from the Sacra Parallela attributed to John of
Damascus. For details, see A. Rousseau, L. Doutreleau, and C. Mercier, Irénée de Lyon, 364.
However, the Greek text cited in this article is the critical reconstruction by the editors in A.
Rousseau, L. Doutreleau, and C. Mercier, Irénée de Lyon, 365.
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texts that the have used, and because they are more prone to be led
astray by the antichrist due to their ignorance (Haer. 5.30.1).

Koester reasons from Irenaeus’s account that one possible explanation
for why 616 gained popularity within the textual tradition was due to the
fact that some teachers found it easier to build interpretations around 616
than around 666.10) After all, despite Irenaeus’s suggestion of three
interpretive options for 666, he remains circumspect about which option
might be most likely to describe the antichrist (Haer. 5.30.3). Koester
thinks that Irenaeus regards his opponents as using an easier interpretation
because of Irenaeus’s reference to their vanity (Haer. 5.30.1). “Irenaeus
considered 666 to be authentic and indicates that for him it was the more
difficult reading, since he was not certain what name the number
signified. In his context, 616 seems to have become popular because
some found it easier to equate with a theory about the name of the
Antichrist.”’!) In other words, 616 may have provided early Christian
readers with a riddle that was easier to solve than 666.

Koester’s hypothesis is briefly mentioned as part of a larger discussion
about the nature of the numerical riddle in 13:18 and the Roman imperial
social context in which twenty-first-century interpreters should place it.
The remark about Irenaeus is not elaborated and is not central to his
argument. Yet it is an important idea to explore further due to Irenaecus’s
early date and Koester’s well-deserved prominence as a commentator on
Revelation. The Irenacan suggestion that 616 was easier for some teachers
to interpret is thus worthy of consideration as a possible reason for why
it entered into the textual tradition.!?) What interpretation might Irenaeus’s

opponents have employed to explain the meaning of the number? How

10) C. R. Koester, “The Number of the Beast in Revelation 13 in Light of Papyri, Graffiti, and
Inscriptions”, 3-4. Koester writes, for example, “In the categories of textual criticism, Irenaeus
wrote in a social context where 666 was the more difficult reading, because he was not sure
what name would yield that total. The variant 616 was apparently the easier reading because
some people had definite theories about its meaning.” C. R. Koester, “The Number of the Beast
in Revelation 13 in Light of Papyri, Graffiti, and Inscriptions”, 4.

11) Ibid., 19.

12) Naturally, the previous sentence presumes that 666 is the earliest recoverable reading, a point
that not everyone will concede. See again D. C. Parker, “A New Oxyrhynchus Papyrus of
Revelation: P'"® (P. Oxy. 4499)”, 159-174; J. N. Birdsall, “Irenaecus and the Number of the
Beast: Revelation 13:18”, 349-359, both of whom have argued that 616 is earlier than 666.
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would these interpretations have been easier than Irenaeus’s suggestion?
To answer questions like these, an investigation into how other early
Christian readers interpreted the number 616 would aid Koester’s proposed

acceptance of Irenaeus’s explanation.

3. The Interpretation of 616 in Late Antiquity

Unfortunately for twenty-first-century scholars, no second-century
interpretations of 616 remain. Irenaeus provides the only extant discussion
of the number from the second century. In the third-century, Hippolytus
(Antichr. 50) and Victorinus of Poetovio (Comm. Apoc. 13.4) both accept
666 as the text of Revelation 13:18. It is thus difficult to know for
certain how Irenaeus’s opponents may have identified the antichrist based
on 616. Yet there are early Christian interpretations of 616 that are in
circulation from the fourth century. Since interpreters during the Roman
imperial and late antiquity made use of interpretations that preceded them,
later interpretations of 616 can be explored to determine, if possible,
whether these later interpretations utilized earlier material that may have
been known to Irenacus. For example, Hippolytus knows Irenaeus’s
interpretation of Revelation 13:18 and utilizes the same names in his
third-century discussion of the number (Antichr. 50).13) Accordingly, this
section examines the interpretations of Tyconius of Carthage and the Liber
geneologus — both of which accept 616 in their texts of Revelation
13:18 — to explore how they make sense of the number along with

possible precedents to each interpretation.
3.1. Tyconius
Little is known for certain about Tyconius of Carthage. What is known

comes from the fifth-century author Genadius of Marseilles, who wrote in

his De wiris illustribus that Tyconius was from Africa and obtained

13) The text of Hippolytus’s De Christo et Antichristo is found in G. N. Bonwetsch and H.
Achelis, Hippolytus Werke I, 2 vols., GCS 1 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1897), 2.1-47.
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sufficient learning in the scriptures (Gennadius, Vir ill. 18).14) Gennadius
lists four books composed by Tyconius.!S) However, only one of these
books, the Book of Rules (Liber regularum) has survived fully intact.16)
While Tyconius’s Book of Rules was an important text which was cited
by Augustine (Doc. Chr. 3.30.42),17) arguably his most influential work
was his commentary on the Apocalypse.l®)

Tyconius’s Commentary is no longer extant in a complete form, but it
was quoted by Latin commentators on the Apocalypse including, among
others, Caesarius of Arles, Primasius, and Bede.!9) Johannes Haussleiter
first proposed that Tyconius’s commentary might be reconstructed on the
basis of later sources.2®) Much twentieth-century scholarship on Tyconius
was dedicated to reconstructing his commentary.2l) As late as 1997, Roger

Gryson asked whether it was possible to reconstruct Tyconius’s

14) References to Gennadius’s De viris illustribus come from J. -P. Migne, Patrologia Latina, vol.
58 (Paris: Ateliers catholiques, 1862).

15) These are On Internal War (De bello intestino), Expositions of Various Causes (Expositiones
diversarum causarum), the Book of Rules (Liber regularum), and On the Apocalypse (In
Apocalypsin). The last two books have proven most influential, while the first two are no
longer extant.

16) For critical edition and translation, see J. -M. Vercruysse, Le livre des Régles, SC 488 (Paris:
Cerf, 2005).

17) Citations of Augustine’s De doctrina christiana, come from R. P. H. Green, Augustine: De
doctrina christiana, OECT (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995). Tyconius may also have
influenced Augustine’s doctrine of the two cities, although the degree and manner of this
influence is disputed among recent scholars. For a recent account that contextualizes the debate
and considers recent scholarship on Tyconius, see J. v. Oort, “Tyconius’ Apocalypse
Commentary, Its Reconstruction, and Its Significance for Augustine’s Doctrine of the Two
Cities”, VC 72 (2018), 513-532.

18) J. Hoover, “The Apocalyptic Number 616 and the Donatist Church”, JEH 72 (2021), 711-715,
who traces well the impact of Tyconius’s interpretation of the number in Rev 13:18 through
late antiquity and into the early medieval period. See further K. Poole, “The Western
Apocalypse Commentary Tradition of the Early Middle Ages”, M. A. Ryan, ed., 4 Companion
to the Premodern Apocalypse (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 106-107.

19) On the Latin commentary tradition on the Apocalypse, see R. Gryson, “Les commentaires
patristiques latin de 1’Apocalypse”, Revue théologique de Louvain 28 (1997), 305-337,
484-502.

20) J. Haussleiter, “Die Kommentare des Victorinus, Tichonius und Hieronymus zur Apokalypse”,
Zeitschrift fiir kirchliche Wissenschaft und kirchliches Leben 7 (1886), 239-257.

21) For reviews of the history of scholarship, see R. Gryson, Tyconii Afri Expositio Apocalypseos,
CCSL 107A (Turnhout: Brepols, 2011), 13-19; F. S. Gumerlock and D. C. Robinson,
Tyconius: Exposition of the Apocalypse, Fathers of the Church 134 (Washington DC: Catholic
University of America Press, 2017), 5-6.
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commentary, answering, “Ce n’est pas sir.”22) Nevertheless, scholarship on
Tyconius reached a turning point 2011 when Gryson published a critical
reconstruction of Tyconius’s commentary.23) A few years later Francis
Gumerlock and David Robinson published an English translation,
expanding the potential readership of this important fourth-century
commentary.24)

Turning to Revelation 13:18, Tyconius’s text of Revelation is notable
for its inclusion of 616. Unlike Irenaeus, Tyconius offers no comment to
indicate awareness of alternative readings. However, he agrees with his
Lyonese predecessor in believing that the number must be calculated
according to Greek, since Greek was the language in which Revelation
was composed and John the Seer wrote his work to believers in Asia
(Tyconius, In apoc. 4.46). Tyconius appeals to presentations of the divine
in terms of the Alpha and the Omega (Rev 1:8; 21:6; 22:13) as further
evidence that the number must be understood with reference to a Greek
way of counting. Tyconius thus writes the number with Greek letters as
XIC, that is, Chi-lota-Digamma.25) Tyconius either misreads the digamma
(c) as a final sigma (g) or treats it as such for the sake of convenience.
On this basis, he treats the x as the first letter of Christ (Xpiotog), and
the ¢ is interpreted as the last letter. The 1 takes its place in the middle.
Tyconius concludes that the beast in Revelation 13:18 is portrayed in
terms of Jesus. “Christ is understood, and a likeness is shown of him
whom the church worships in truth, and to whom Adversity makes
himself similar” (Tyconius, In apoc. 4.46).26)

Tyconius incorporates another noteworthy element into his interpretation

22) R. Gryson, “Les commentaires patristiques latin de 1’Apocalypse”, 316.

23) R. Gryson, Tyconii Afii Expositio Apocalypseos. All citations of the Latin text of Tyconius’s
work come from Gryson’s edition. Gryson’s Latin edition was accompanied by the publication
of a French translation: R. Gryson, Tyconius:. Commentaire de [’Apocalypse, Corpus
Christianorum in Translation 10 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2011).

24) F. S. Gumerlock and D. C. Robinson, Tyconius. All English translations of Tyconius’s work
come from Gumerlock and Robinson’s edition.

25) Chi (X) can be used to represent the number 600. Iota (I) is used in Greek as a shorthand
representation for the number 10. Finally, digamma (C) stands for the number 6.

26) See similarly the suggestion of P. J. Williams, “P'"> and the Number of the Beast”, TynBul 58
(2007), 151-153, who notes “the visual resemblance” of yi5 to nomina sacra such as ypc, xg, mg,
and 1¢.
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of the number in Revelation 13:18. He does not interpret the riddle of
the number in terms of gematria, as Irenacus did at the end of the
second century. Instead, Tyconius understands the number as a visual
puzzle to be understood as a monogram.2”) For those who have the
wisdom which the author of Revelation sets out as a prerequisite in
Revelation 13:18, the number and name can be interpreted as a visual
mark by which the people of the antichrist would be identified.28) This
way of understanding of Revelation 13:18 was important for later Latin
interpreters of the Apocalypse. In the early sixth century, for example,
Caesarius of Arles refers to the numerical letters XIC and notes that
“when they are rendered as a monogram, they are a symbol and a name
and a number.”2%)

One may think, prima facie, that there is good reason to suspect that
Tyconius was drawing on earlier traditions by interpreting the number
visually. If so, this would constitute potential evidence for Koester’s
hypothesis, following Irenaeus, that the variant 616 entered the tradition
due to interpreters who found the number easier to exegete. While such a
proposal cannot be definitively ruled out, Tyconius’s visual interpretation
of the number is unlikely to have been the occasion for Irenaeus’s
suggestion that some interpreters found it easier to interpret 616 (Haer.
5.30.1). Irenaeus consistently assumes that gematria is the means by
which the riddle in Revelation 13:18 is to be solved. He makes no
allowance for another method and is thus unlikely to have known the sort
of wvisual exegesis to which Tyconius appeals, even among his
second-century opponents.

Since the solution proposed by Tyconius is unlikely to have given rise
to the appearance of 616 in the manuscript tradition, Koester’s desire to

follow Irenaeus in thinking that interpretive ease accounts for the spread

27) For attempts to envision what this monogram might have looked like, see R. Gryson, Tyconius,
167; F. S. Gumerlock and D. C. Robinson, Tyconius, 139; M. Kusio, The Antichrist Tradition
in Antiquity: Antimessianism in Second Temple and Early Christian Literature, WUNT 2.532
(Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020), 207.

28) See further R. Gryson, Tyconii Afri Expositio Apocalypseos, 310-311.

29) Caesarius of Arles, Latin Commentaries on Revelation, Ancient Christian Texts, W. C.
Weinrich, trans. (Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2011), 89; Caesarius of Arles, Homilies on
the Apocalypse 11.
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of 616 must be further tested.

3.2. Liber genealogus

Another witness to how the number 616 was interpreted by some
readers of Revelation can be found in the fifth-century Liber genealogus.
The composition history of Liber is complex, but it may be concisely
summarized in terms of three recensions.30) The earliest recension of Liber
was written in 427 CE. The work expresses a Donatist view of history
and stands opposite to earlier Catholic attempts to sketch a complete
history.31) The Donatists, for example, are identified with Abel in the
retelling of biblical history, while the Catholics are the descendants of
Cain, the first murderer.32) In 438 CE, another editor took up Liber and
rewrote it for a new audience.33 The final recension had a more
complicated period of gestation, with an initial update being completed in
455 and the final update finished only in 463. Liber genealogus may thus
be understood as part of a larger Catholic-Donatist struggle over how
Christians interpreted sacred history in a post-Constantinian world.34

As the narration progresses through God’s actions with God’s people

and the divine self-revelation in Jesus Christ, the story describes the

30) For further discussion of Liber genealogus, see J. Hoover, The Donatist Church in an
Apocalyptic Age (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 197-208; P. Monceaux, Historire
littéraire de 1I'Afrique chrétienne depuis les origines jusqu’a [’invasion arabe, vol. 6 (Paris:
Ernest Leroux, 1922), 249-258; R. Rouse and C. McNelis, “North African Literary Activity: A
Cyprian Fragment, the Stichometric Lists and a Donatist Compendium”, Revue d’histoire des
textes 30 (2000), 219-224.

31) See, for example, Eusebius of Caesarea, Chronicon, the text of which can be found in J. Karst,
Eusebius’ Werke: Die Chronik, GCS 20 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1911). On the open nature of early
Christian attempts to trace their origins, see M. Vinzent, Resetting the Origins of Christianity: A
New Theory of Sources and Beginnings (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2023), 1-9.

32) R. Rouse and C. McNelis, “North African Literary Activity”, 212. The relevant passage is
Liber 18-23.

33) On the manuscripts of this and all recensions of Liber, see T. Mommsen, Chronica Minora
Saec. 1V. V. VI. VII, MGH 9 (Berlin: Weidmann, 1892), 154-159. The recension of 438 is
unique in identifying the Vandal king Gaiseric as the antichrist (Liber 616). Further discussion
may be found below.

34) A. Dearn, “Persecution and Donatist Identity in the Liber genealogus”, H. Amir and B. t. H.
Romeny, eds., From Rome to Constantinople: Studies in Honor of Averil Cameron, Late
Antique History and Religion (Leuven: Peeters, 2007).
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deaths of Peter and Paul under Nero.35) The reference to Nero leads to
the claim that Nero will ‘“again” (iterum) be involved in a future
persecution (Liber 614).36) Liber geneologus thus attests a renewed interest
in a Nero redivivus legend during the late fourth and early fifth centuries.3?)
The narrator diverges from the story at this point to offer readers
additional information about Nero as well as validation for the claim that
Nero will come again. The author identifies Nero as the one whom John
the Seer called 616 (DCXVI). The author of Liber then writes, “Here
wisdom is overturned” (hic sapientia uertitur; Liber 615). The author
thereby alludes to the connection between the number and wisdom in the
Apocalypse: “This is wisdom” (®de co@io. éotiv; Rev 13:18).38) Although
the author has identified Nero as the antichrist by appealing to the
number in Revelation 13:18, this association is little more than a bald
assertion. What is required is some form of exegesis that confirms the
author’s interpretation of the riddle in Revelation. For Liber, the mode by
which the riddle is to be solved is gematria. Whereas Tyconius appealed
to a visual form of exegesis, Liber takes the letters in antichristus and
adds them up according to their numeric values.3¥) The resulting sum
comes to 154 (CLIII). The author then multiplies 154 “by the four
letters of Nero’s name” (secundum litteras IIIl nominis Neronis, Liber
615). When 154 is multiplied by 4, the product is 616, that is, the
number of the beast in the text of Revelation known to the author of
Liber.

The multiple recensions of Liber mean that there are small differences
in the precise wording of some manuscripts. Nevertheless, the

identification with Nero and the solution to the number of 616 by means

35) On the various narrative portrayals of the deaths of Peter and Paul in early Christianity, see D. L.
Eastman, The Many Deaths of Peter and Paul, OECS (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019).

36) All citations from the text of Liber come from T. Mommsen, Chronica Minora Saec. IV. V. VI
V11, 160-196.

37) E.g. Commodian, Instructiones 41. See further J. Hoover, “The Apocalyptic Number 616 and
the Donatist Church”, 717.

38) The Vulgate of the relevant clause in Rev 13:18 reads hic sapientia est.

39) A(ODNA3)TANIO) CB)R (A7) H@B)I(9) S (18) T (19) U (20) S (18). See Liber 615.
The manuscript St. Gall Stiftsbibliothek 133 (G) inverts the letters » and 4. This reading is
accepted by T. Mommsen, Chronica Minora Saec. IV. V. VI. VII, 194 and has been followed in
this footnote. The resulting sum is not, of course, dependent on any transposition of the letters.
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of a gematria involving the multiplication of 154 (antichristus) by the
four letters in Nero’s name hold steady across the recensions. Yet the
recension of 438 CE, known as the Florentine recension (F), contains four
additional paragraphs not found in any other recensions. The editor of F
is aware of an alternative number in the interpretive tradition, namely,
666. F notes that in Victorinus of Poetovio’s Commentary on the
Apocalypse the number of the antichrist is 666 (Liber 616). The editor of
F then adds a series of names that can be added via gematria to come to
the sum of 666. These include Procopius Anthemius, Teitan, Diclux, and
Gaiseric (Liber 616-618). Recent scholarship on Victorinus of Poetovio,
however, suggests that these names come not from Victorinus’s
third-century commentary but instead from later recensions.4®) Although it
remains uncertain precisely how or in what form the editor of F may
have known Victorinus’s Commentary, he records names found in the later
recensions of Victorinus’s work that are at odds with the text of
Revelation utilized in Liber. Such a development is remarkable in the
textual and interpretive history of Revelation and may indicate, as Hoover
suggests, the editor suspected “that something is wrong with the simple
616 calculation proposed by his predecessor.”41)

The interpretation of the number in Liber is remarkable because it
offers insight into another way in which the number 616 could be
understood by readers of the New Testament Apocalypse. It is also
important because it provides patristic support for identifying Nero as the
answer to the riddle posed by Revelation 13:18.42) Although the author of
Liber may be indebted to an earlier source and the Florentine editor

explicitly names his additional source as some version of Victorinus’s

40) The text comes from Victorinus of Poetovio, Comm. apoc. 13.3. On this Victorinian text, see
M. Dulaey, Victorin de Poetovio: Sur [’Apocalypse et autres écrits, SC 423 (Paris: Cerf, 1997),
108; R. Gryson, “Les commentaires patristiques latin de I’ Apocalypse”, 308.

41) J. Hoover, “The Apocalyptic Number 616 and the Donatist Church”, 717.

42) F. X. Gumerlock, “Nero Antichrist: Patristic Evidence for the Use of Nero’s Naming in
Calculating the Number of the Beast”, Westminster Theological Journal 68 (2006), 347-360.
This point has not always been recognized by recent New Testament scholars. For example, R.
H. Mounce, The Book of Revelation, rev. ed., NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 262:
“the name of Nero was apparently never suggested by the ancient commentators even though
his persecution zeal made him a model of the Antichrist.”
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commentary, it is unclear whether this interpretation of 616 as Nero can
be traced back to the second century. On the whole, it is unlikely that
anything like the fifth-century interpretation of 616 was known to
Irenaeus. His mode of gematria differs from the calculation in Liber, the
latter of which includes multiplication. Irenaeus knows no such means of

calculation.43)

4. Another Irenaean Suggestion

After examining the earliest extant interpretations of 616, this study has
found it unlikely that the specific interpretations of Tyconius and Liber
genealogus have roots that extend back to the second century. Neither the
visual mode of exegeting the number suggested by Tyconius nor the
additional step of multiplying the value of one name by another are
hinted at in Irenaeus’s Adversus Haereses. Although it cannot be
definitively ruled out that Irenaeus may have known a mode of
interpreting 616 along the lines of those suggested by Tyconius or Liber,
the current state of the evidence suggests it was unlikely. While Tyconius
and Liber genealogus made use of earlier interpretive traditions, interact
with preceding interpretations of the New Testament Apocalypse, and thus
offer vital insight into how Revelation 13:18 was understood by believers
in the fourth and fifth century, there is no sign that these interpretations
can substantially enhance our understanding of Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.1.

What, then, is to be made of the Irenaean suggestion that Koester
makes so much of, namely, that the popularity of 616 came from the
comparative ease that some teachers found in interpreting the smaller
number? Two matters are important to note in response.

First, Koester’s belief that 616 was popular because it was easier to
interpret fails to account adequately for the polemical nature of Ireaneus’s

Adversus Haereses. To be sure, the main point of Koester’s discussions of

43) Additional support in second-century literature may be found in Irenaeus, Haer. 1.15.2; Sib.
Or. 1.324-331. The authors utilize gematria without multiplication. For further discussion of
the theological significance of numerical symbolism, see F. Bovon, “Names and Numbers in
Early Christianity”, N7.S 47 (2001), 267-288.
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666 lies on how twenty-first-century interpreters should understand
Revelation 13:18, not on how Irenaecus understood the text.44 Irenaeus is
merely a dialogue partner and an early witness to the state of the text in
the second century. Yet to understand Irenaeus fully demands that readers
take seriously the polemical tone of the work in which he wrote. Irenaeus
is at pains throughout Adversus Haereses to put forward a vision of the
rule of faith (regula fidei) that guides his readers into right understanding
over and against the erroneous beliefs proffered by figures like Valentinus.
Irenaeus is unlikely to allow that the teachers to whom he is opposed
have any positive motives for interpreting 616. He instead insists that the
teachers act “in accordance with their vanity” (kota kevodo&iav; secundum
inanem  gloriam; Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.1). Such an assertion fits
second-century polemic well but need not be accepted as a wholly
accurate account of Irenaecus’s opponents. These teachers may have
accepted 616 because they thought that it was the better reading on
text-critical grounds or because they believed, like Irenaeus about 666,
that 616 could be found “in all the approved and oldest copies” (év mdot
T0i¢  omovdoiolg koi dapyaiolg avtiypdogols;, in  omnibus antiquis et
probatissimis et ueteribus scripturis). To read Irenaeus’s polemic in Haer.
5.30.1 does not demand that his opponents regard 616 as an easier
number to interpret. Rather, Irenaeus objects to both his opponents’
attempts to define the term with certainty and their dissemination of the
erroneous number and interpretations through their teachings. Although
Irenacus attributes these mistaken attempts to his opponents’ desire for
self-promotion, such psychologizing interpretations of the Irenaean
opponents must be understood within the confines of Second Sophistic
rhetoric.45)

Second, Irenacus suggests an alternative reason for why 616 entered the

textual tradition. Irenaeus is inclined to think that this happened through

44) C. R. Koester, Revelation, 534-538, 596-599, 605-606; C. R. Koester, “The Number of the
Beast in Revelation 13 in Light of Papyri, Graffiti, and Inscriptions”, 1-21. See also C. R.
Koester, “The Antichrist Theme in the Johannine Epistles and Its Role in Christian Tradition”,
R. A. Culpepper and P. N. Anderson, eds., Communities in Dispute: Current Scholarship on
the Johannine Epistles (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2014), 189.

45) See further K. Eshelman, The Social World of Intellectuals in the Roman Empire: Sophists,
Philosophers, and Christians (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 104.
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scribal error as the middle term in 666 (x&s), & (60), was “unfolded”
(8&amhovpévov; expansa) into 1 (10) as in yc (616; Haer. 5.30.1). In
other words, the root cause of the term’s entry into the textual tradition
was due to a scribal error caused by a confusion in the middle term.
Irenaeus recognizes that a majuscule = may be easily confused with a
capital I when written quickly by hand, particularly in light of the need
sometimes to write concisely to fit material within the confines of a
particular manuscript. Although Koester acknowledges this explanation for
why 616 may have entered the textual tradition, he attributes its
preservation and dissemination to the comparative ease that Irenaeus’s
opponents had in interpreting 616.46) In light of recent scholarship on
scribal habits in general and scribes’ activity on Revelation in particular,
Irenaeus’s suggestion about confusion deserves more attention.4?) By
appealing to the possibility of a scribal error (ypoewdv apapTnpe;
scriptorum peccatum; Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.1), Irenaeus offers a stronger
possibility for how the numerical variant in Revelation 13:18 entered the
textual tradition. After two numbers were in the textual tradition, it would
be difficult to eradicate the variation. Both readings would continue to
spread as scribes copied manuscripts in response to their patrons. If
Irenaeus is correct that 666 is earlier than 616, the dissemination of 616
may be due in part to the continued use of teachers, but there is no

evidence that indicates 616 was easier to interpret than 666.

5. Conclusion

This article has taken up the way in which Irenaeus’s treatment of the

variant in Revelation 13:18 has been utilized by Craig Koester in his

46) C. R. Koester, “The Number of the Beast in Revelation 13 in Light of Papyri, Graffiti, and
Inscriptions”, 3.

47) On scribal tendencies in the Apocalypse, see J. Hernandez, Scribal Habits and Theological
Influences in the Apocalypse: The Singular Readings of Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, and
Ephraemi, WUNT 2.218 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006); E. Hixson, Scribal Habits in
Sixth-Century Greek Purple Codices, NTTSD 61 (Leiden: Brill, 2019); P. Malik, P. Beaty 111
(P*): The Codex, Its Scribe, and Its Text, NTTSD 52 (Leiden: Brill, 2017); J. R. Royse,
Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri, NTTSD 36 (Leiden: Brill, 2008).
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recent scholarship on the number. Koester’s commitment to engaging the
interpretive history of Revelation 13:18 is to be applauded as is his
knowledge of numerical symbolism in the ancient world. Yet his
suggestion that Irenaeus’s opponents interpreted 616 instead of 666
because they found the former to be easier to interpret does not have a
great deal of evidence in its favor. The reception history reveals two
examples of how 616 was interpreted. Tyconius interprets 616 visually
with reference to how the numerical letters appear to be an abbreviation
of the name of Christ. Liber genealogus adds the isophephic value of the
Latin word, antichristus, before multiplying it by four for the number of
letters in Nero’s name. Both texts draw on earlier sources from within the
history of interpretation of Revelation and thereby offer fascinating
insights into how Revelation was understood from the Roman imperial
period into late antiquity. Yet there is little to suggest that anything like
these interpretations are known to Irenaeus at the end of the second
century. Irenaeus’s mode of calculation is an act of simple addition by
gematria. While Irenaeus asserts that some of his opponents preferred 616
because it allowed them to come to an interpretation that they liked, such
an assertion psychologizes his opponents and is better understood with
reference to ancient polemic instead of textual criticism.

Rather than appealing to the possibility that 616 may have been easier
to interpret, contemporary scholars of the text of Revelation would be
better served by acknowledging the polemical nature of Irenaeus’s work
and his concomitant depictions of his opponents. They should instead
value the suggestion in Haer. 5.30.1 that a scribal error provides a likely
reason for the early appearance of the variants 666 and 616, since Z and
I might be visually confused by scribes quickly reading manuscripts that
contained no spacing between letters. Alongside Irenaeus’s well-earned
reputation as a biblical theologian and scriptural synthesizer, his grounding
in the realities of the textual world of his day reveals knowledge that
contemporary scholars of Revelation 13:18 should take seriously. In so
doing, textual critics of the New Testament may find that the history of
interpretation can shed light on the history of the text as it was known

during the Roman imperial and late antique periods.
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<Abstract>
Accounting for 616:
Thinking with Irenaeus, Craig Koester, and
Interpreters from Late Antiquity

Jonathon Lookadoo

(Presbyterian University and Theological Seminary)

This article explores one element of the history of interpretation for the
number of the beast in Revelation 13:18. Although most manuscripts have
accepted 666 as the number written by John the Seer, the number 616
was in circulation as a variant by at least the late second century.
Irenacus of Lyons knew the variant and insisted that 666 was the reading
accepted by the best manuscripts of the day. In the last decade, Craig
Koester has utilized Irenaeus’s comments in his analysis of the history of
interpretation, consideration of what the earliest number might be, and
reflection on how the number came into existence. This article engages
with the last point, namely, Koester’s use of Irenaeus as a way to think
about how 616 entered into the textual tradition of Revelation.

Koester understands Ireneaus’s claim that some of his second-century
opponents wrongly interpreted the number as 616 to provide evidence that
at least some in the second century found 616 to be the easier of the
two readings. 666 would thus be the lectio difficilior. By engaging other
interpretations of 616 evident in late antiquity, this article casts doubt on
such an interpretation. Tyconius of Carthage employs visual exegesis to
interpret a numerical abbreviation of 616 as a pictogram for the antichrist.
The fifth-century Liber genealogus utilizes gematria, but the calculations
in the Liber involve a step of multiplication that is unlikely to have been
known to Irenacus. While these two readings do not rule out the
possibility that some second-century interpreters found 616 to be easier to
interpret, they cast doubt on the likelihood that Irenacus knew the
methodologies found therein.

A better interpretation of Irenacus’s words recognizes the polemical

nature of Irenaeus’s Adversus Haereses. The requirements of polemic in
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the Second Sophistic do not necessitate a positive evaluation of one’s
opponents’ motives. In addition, Irenaeus makes another claim for how
616 may have entered the textual tradition that is too often overlooked by
interpreters, namely, that a scribal error in the middle term of the
numerical abbreviation may be to blame for the discrepancy between 666
and 616. While Irenacus asserts that 666 is earlier reading — something
that remains disputed — this exploration of the history of interpretation
maintains the plausibility of Irenaeus’s text-critical suggestion while also
demonstrating the value of careful attention to the interpretive history of a

text when considering how variants came into existence.
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