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Discourse Analysis and the Study of Biblical Greek


Part I


by Simon Crisp


Much writing on biblical Greek—and especially the use of language material in making exegetical judgments—remains linguistically naive. Many authors of commentaries are operating with ideas about language that are more than a century old. In recent years, however, serious linguistic work has been done on biblical Greek. Jeffrey Reed (1995a) lists the main settings in which such work is going on: the Society of Biblical Literature Section for Greek Language and Linguistics (see Porter and Carson, eds., 1993, 1995), the “international forums and publications overseen by the Summer Institute of Linguistics and the United Bible Societies” (more on this below), and work done in Sweden (see, for example, Olsson 1985 for a survey) and South Africa (notably articles in Neotestamentica). To this should be added the one journal specifically devoted to the linguistic study of New Testament Greek—Filología Neotestamentaria (FN), appearing since 1988 out of the University of Cordoba.


Reed isolates four areas of modern linguistics which he finds particularly suggestive for students of biblical Greek: semantics, pragmatics (language acts in the context of their use), sociolinguistics and discourse analysis. He gives good surveys of all four areas, but devotes the most space to the last—not surprisingly, given his particular interest in discourse study (see Reed 1992, 1993ab, 1995b and 1997).


Discourse analysis may in some senses be considered to be at the forefront of the contemporary study of language, in that it attempts to go beyond the level of individual words, clauses and sentences to look at how the larger units of language are organized. One trend in modern linguistics has been to look at the role played by the constituents of language (from particles to complex syntactic structures) in the wider discourse above the sentence level, and to examine mechanisms for marking things like episode boundaries, cohesion, participant focus, theme line and background information. Much of the initial impetus for the application of such study to biblical material came from the Bible translation community, but the approach is being increasingly taken up by biblical scholars as a valuable tool in the interpretation of the texts.


General accounts for the biblical scholar of the linguistic background to discourse analysis, in addition to Reed’s (1995a:247-252; see also Reed 1996), may be found in Louw (1973; see also 1982, chapter 10), Silva (1990:118-128) and Cotterell & Turner (1989, chapters 7-8), and I will not recapitulate that information here. It would be useful, however, to devote some attention to a recent survey article on the use of discourse analysis in New Testament studies (Porter 1995). This article is rich in documentation and suggestive in its approach, but is not as neutral as its title would indicate, representing instead a personal response to and evaluation of the different methods of discourse analysis currently in use. Porter gives an excellent account of the main concerns of discourse analysis (pp. 18f.). Given that its emphasis is on language as it is used (rather than as an abstract system), it 


has attempted to integrate into a coherent model of interpretation the three traditional areas of linguistic analysis: semantics, …syntax…and pragmatics… Thus the smallest meaningful units in the language…and their composition into increasingly larger units…must be seen in terms of both their individual parts and their formation into the whole.


In other words, discourse analysis looks at a stretch of actual language and attempts “to provide as comprehensive a description as possible of the various components of…meaning and structure, and the means by which these are created and conveyed.” (See also the useful summary in Porter and Reed 1991:157-159.)


Such concerns were not entirely absent from earlier biblical scholarship; to some extent the difference is one of terminology. The fourth volume of Moulton’s monumental Grammar of New Testament Greek (Turner 1976), for example, is devoted to questions of literary style, and covers some of the same issues now dealt with by discourse analysis. The volume by Nida, et al. (1983), with its emphasis on the function of rhetorical devices, is clearly transitional (from literary studies to linguistics), while a textbook like Levinsohn 1992 is firmly within the linguistic camp.


Levinsohn is, in fact, given somewhat short shrift by Porter (1995:26), in the course of a discussion of the contribution to discourse studies made by the Summer Institute of Linguistics (SIL). On the whole Porter is rather negative about that contribution: after applauding SIL’s work in Bible translation he then says, first, that the promise of their early work in discourse analysis has not been fulfilled; second, that their scholars (and Levinsohn foremost among them) have basically retreated to sentence-level grammar; and third, that there has been little or no development of a true theory of discourse structure (as opposed to analysis of actual texts). He is of the opinion that SIL’s scholars show little acquaintance with “recent discussions of Greek verb structure” (having in mind presumably his own 1989 monograph).


Porter’s comments on SIL constitute an evaluation of the first of four “schools of thought” which he identifies in the present-day application of discourse analysis to New Testament studies. From SIL he turns to the “English and Australian model,” where Halliday’s linguistic theory has apparently been applied to discourse analysis by a “so-called Birmingham school” (1995:27). Porter finds this method more congenial (as the references he gives in the footnotes of 1995:28 show, it has informed his own contributions to the field) in that it breaks the link with sentence grammar. At the same time he recognizes that Halliday’s model has not been widely adopted in biblical studies, partly because of the need to adopt an entirely novel approach to the text and a corresponding new vocabulary, and partly owing to skepticism about whether the return is worth the effort. If extensive discourse analysis of 1 Timothy (Reed 1992, 1993ab) “concludes that the primary participants in 1 Timothy are Paul and Timothy, and that the discourse indicates focus upon Timothy as recipient, how much force will this have in discussion of the context of the letter?” (1995:29). This issue of return for effort is perhaps the most crucial question to be asked about the use of discourse analysis in biblical studies, and we shall return to it.


Next, Porter looks briefly at work in Continental Europe (1995:30-32). This approach is “by far the least cohesive, and the most far-ranging,” bringing together discourse analysis proper with insights from communication theory and rhetorical criticism. The results have been published mainly in Sweden and Germany under the rubric of text linguistics to show the narrower application of discourse analysis specifically to written texts. (See, once again, the convenient bibliography in Porter’s footnotes.) These studies represent a rather amorphous body of work, where “so much is included within this framework, that that may well become its largest single liability” (1995:31). Silva 1995:102 also expresses his disquiet at the fact that discourse analysis is apparently “about everything,” and wonders whether this reduces the value of the whole approach. It is clear from this brief account that the German and Swedish applications of discourse analysis to New Testament material still await a more thoroughgoing evaluation.


Lastly, Porter offers a brief—and initially enthusiastic—account of work in South Africa, a school which he considers “in many ways…has perhaps had the most far-reaching influence on both the theoretical and applicational developments of discourse analysis to the New Testament” (1995:32). In large measure this is due to the important contribution made by Johannes Louw, from his early foundational paper on theory (1973), through his significant contribution to the Style and Discourse volume (Nida et al. 1983), to the fully worked out application of his proposed analytical techniques to the Letter to the Romans (1987). Porter notes in passing the link between Louw’s technique of colon analysis (isolating the smallest meaningful elements in the text and then presenting the relations between them in diagram form) and Nida’s work in Bible translation theory, but he seriously understates the connection. There are in fact several comprehensive analyses of New Testament texts in the form of commented propositional displays based on a model very similar to Louw’s colon analysis. These have been prepared and published by SIL, and are commented on in more detail in Part II of this article.


Porter’s criticism of the South African school is rather substantive, and concerns primarily the status of the cola (or minimal meaningful units) whose identification represents the first stage of the analytical technique. Given that much is built on this first stage it is only right that searching questions be asked about the criteria for identifying the cola (on what basis is one analysis to be preferred above another?), and about the linguistic status of these cola (do they belong to deep or surface structure?). More objective and explicit criteria for analysis need to be developed, or there is a risk that “textual coherence will remain simply an imposed construct” (1995:34).


Porter’s survey article, although controversial in places, represents a rich and important introduction to work in progress and to the issues involved. Inevitably, however, in dealing briefly with a new and quite complex field with its own technical terminology, things remain on a rather abstract level. In the next issue of TIC Talk, we will look in more detail at a few of the primary sources, beginning with the textbook by Levinsohn (1992) of which Porter is so critical.
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Bible Translation


General


Roger L. Omanson. 1996. “Bible Translations: Baptist Contributions to Understanding God’s Word,” Baptist History and Heritage 31/1:12-22. O. surveys the work of prominent Baptist translators William Carey, Helen Barrett Montgomery, Charles Williams, Edgar Goodspeed, Clarence Jordan, Eugene Nida, Robert Bratcher, and Kenneth Taylor, concluding with a note on Baptist theology and Bible translation.


Dirk J. Smit. 1996. “‘Pidgin or Pentecost’? On Translation and Transformation,” Scriptura 58/3:305-328. S. discusses G. Steiner’s thesis in After Babel that all understanding is translation. Steiner explains translation as interpretation, understanding, hermeneutics, and argues for a fourfold hermeneutical process with ethical implications. S. suggests areas where Steiner’s ideas are relevant for the field of contextual hermeneutics.


Calvary Baptist Theological Journal 12/1-2 (1996) is a thematic issue on the topic “Text and Translation,” with essays from a fundamentalist perspective on translation theory and textual criticism. The articles define a communication model in translation and hold that divine preservation of the biblical text does not necessarily require a pro-TR/KJV only view. Titles include: C. McLain, “Toward a Theology of Language,” S. Horine, “Bible Translations: Do We Have the Right Models?” G. Lovik, “The Controversy Over Greek Texts,” C. McLain, “Variants: Villainous or Validating,” D. Burggraff, “Paradigm Shift: Translations in Transition—We’ve Been Here Before” (Jerome vs. Augustine), C. Banz, “A Seventeenth Century English Bible Controversy” (early criticism of KJV).


Ernst Wendland. 1996. “A Review of ‘Relevance Theory’ in Relation to Bible Translation in South-Central Africa,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 22/1:91-106. W. presents an overview of the main principles of Relevance Theory and offers his critique: While this approach makes important contributions to the field of Bible translation, e.g., in calling attention to the cognitive aspects of context, it is deficient particularly in its exclusivistic perspective and its idiosyncratic terminology. As an alternative to RT on its own, a more inclusive, discourse-oriented, structure-functional methodology is outlined. (from pub. abstr.)


Eric A. Hermanson. 1996. “Recognising Hebrew Metaphors: Conceptual Metaphor Theory and Bible Translation,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 22/2:67-78. One difficulty in translating Biblical Hebrew metaphors lies in determining what constitutes a metaphor and what does not. In the literature on the subject, it appears that although the writers have much to say about metaphor in the Bible, they have little to say about how Hebrew metaphor may be recognized. H. examines what has been said and offers some solutions based on the cognitive Conceptual Metaphor Theory (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).


Ancient Versions


A number of articles in the Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 10/2 (1996) are devoted to the LXX: R. Sollamo, “The Origins of LXX Studies in Finland,” S. Sipila, “The Tetrapla—Is It All Greek to Us?” A. Voitila, “What the Translation of Tenses Tells About the Septuagint Translators,” S. Olofsson, “The Septuagint and Earlier Jewish Interpretative Tradition—Especially as Reflected in the Targums” and “Studying the Word Order of the Septuagint. Questions and Possibilities,” and K. Jeppesen, “Biblia Hebraica—et Septuaginta. A Response to Mogens Müller” (his book The First Bible of the Church: A Plea for the Septuagint).


J. Cook. 1996. “Aspects of the Translation Technique Followed by the Translator of LXX Proverbs,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 22/1:143-153. A study of Proverbs 1,2,6,8,9, and 31 demonstrates that the translator was not primarily interested in the details of the subject matter, but in its intention. The translator applied lexical items in a unique way and had a different understanding of the coherence of passages, structuring certain passages in a syntactically different way. Some chapters toward the end of the book are even rearranged on the basis of religious and literary considerations. (from pub. abstr.) Also by Cook in JNSL 22/2:129-140): “The Hexaplaric Text, Double Translations and Other Textual Phenomena in the Septuagint (Proverbs).”


Jan Joosten. 1996. “La Peshitta de l’Ancien Testament dans la recherche récente,” Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses 76/4:385-395. Surveys recent progress in the areas of manuscript tradition, relation between Peshitta and Targums, date and milieu of the Syriac version, and influence of LXX.


Modern Versions


Gerald Hammond. 1995. “What Was the Influence of the Medieval English Bible upon the Renaissance Bible?” Bulletin John Rylands Library 77/3:87-95. H. considers the extent to which Tyndale may have been influenced by an existing English biblical tradition, comparing the Tyndale versions with the Wyclif Bible. Often the structure of an English biblical sentence in the Renaissance line of development running from Tyndale to the Authorized Version can be per�-ceived in the Wyclif translation. Some of Tyndale’s most famous inventions could be traced in earlier, probably Lollard writings.


Conrad Lindberg. 1995. “Literary Aspects of the Wyclif Bible,” Bulletin John Rylands Library 77/3:79-85. L. examines the development and use of the Wyclif Bible in Middle English. Wyclif and his followers erected a lasting monu-ment in the tradition of English literature generally and of English Bible translation in particular.


“Papers from the 1994 Oxford International Tyndale Conference,” David Daniell, ed. Reformation 1 (1996). Reformation is a new annual published by the Tyndale Society. It will include essays on Bible studies, language, translation theory, and, of course, Tyndale. This issue is almost wholly devoted to Tyndale and his translations. Some titles: “How They Brought the Good News to Halifax: Tyndale’s Bibles and the Emergence of the English Nation State,” “Cain’s Face, and Other Problems: The Legacy of the Earliest English Bible Translations,” “The Poetics of Tyndale’s Translation,” “Tyndale and His Successors,” “On Some Words in Tyndale’s Old Testament but Missing from the Authorized Version,” “Erasmus and Tyndale on Bible-reading,” “On Translating the Old Testament: The Achievement of William Tyndale.”


The Orthodox Jewish Brit Chadasha. 1997. Phillip E. Goble, tr. AFI International Publishers (http://www.afii.org). This NT translation is described on the copyright page as “A rather bald, literal translation leaving verb tenses, etc., unvarnished from the original language....” The translation uses the everyday language of the Yeshiva student and the Messianic terminology of Modern Chasidism. A sample from Matthew 5:20-22— “For I say unto you that unless the Tzidkat (Righteousness) of you exceeds that of the Sofrim and Perushim, you will certainly not enter the Malchut HaShomayim. You have heard that it was said to the ancients, LO TIRTZACH (Do not murder, SHEMOT 20:13; DEVARIM 5:17), and every rotzeach (murderer) shall be liable to be [sic] the Bet Din (Court). But I say to you, that everyone who harbors kaas (anger) against his Ach [b’Moshiach], his chaver, shall be subject to mishpat (judgment); and whoever shall say to his Ach [b’Moshiach], Reyka! (Good for nothing!) will be subject to the Sanhedrin; and whoever shall say Shoteh! (Fool) shall be subject to Eish Gehinnom (Fire of Hell).”


James LaGrand. 1993. “‘Gentiles’ in the New Revised Standard Version,” Biblical Research 41:77-87. Noted in TT 28, this article was previously published in BR 38:44-54 with many errors. This is the corrected version. L. argues that the technical term “Gentile/s” should not be used in modern Bible translations.


David L. Bartlett. 1997. “Between Translation and Targum,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 65/1:141-160. A review essay that closely examines the validity and usefulness of The New Testament and Psalms: An Inclusive Version. B. asks: what is its literary value? (not so great) what is its value for scholarship? (none) and what is its value for the life of the worshiping communities that use it? (very valuable, with important qualifications).


David Kuske. 1996. “Four ‘Simplified’ Contemporary Translations,” Wisconsin Lutheran Quarterly 93/3:196-204. Evaluates God’s Word (GW), The New International Reader’s Version (NIRV), The Contemporary English Version (CEV), and The New Testament in Contemporary English. The New Living Translation (NLT) is added in “Addendum: Another Simplified Translation Appears,” by John Brug, WLQ 93/4:285-286 (1996). Another review of translations in simple English, “Comparing Five Easy-Reading Translations” by Phil Fields, can be found in Notes on Translation 11/2:1-14 (1997). Fields reviews NIRV, GW, the New Century Version, CEV, �and NLT.


Hans-Christoph Askani. 1996. Das Problem der Übersetzung—dargestellt an Franz Rosenzweig: Die Methoden und Prinzipien der Rosenzweigschen und Buber-Rosenzweigschen Übersetzung. Mohr Siebeck. A. probes Rosenzweig’s understanding of translation and how he carried it out, from his translation of Judah Halevi to his collaboration with Buber in their translation of the Bible into German.


Francka Premk. 1992. Korenine Slovenskih Psalmov. Trubarjevo drustvo. Compares Slovene translations of ten representative psalms with the MT. The method and results are summarized in an essay “The Roots of Slovene Psalms: Semantic and Stylistic Problems of Trubar’s and Dalmatin’s Translations of David’s Psalter in Light of [the] Hebrew Original.” The essay is in English, French, Italian and German.


Rauli Lehtonen. 1994. “Mission bland onådda folk i OSS: historia, framtidsutsikter,” Svensk Missionstidskrift 82/4:27-37. Surveys Bible translation and evangelization among the non-Russian peoples of the former Soviet Union from 1372 to the present, including Central Asia.


Frank Mihalic. 1996. “The Medium of the Message,” Verbum SVD 37/1-2:167-176. On the church’s use of the Melanesian Tok Pisin Bible.
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Bible


General


The series A Sheffield Reader, from Sheffield Academic Press, collects “best articles” on various topics from JSOT and JSNT. The most recent volumes are: The Poetical Books, New Testament Backgrounds, New Testament Interpretation and Methods, and New Testament Text and Language. Other published volumes include: The Pentateuch, The Historical Books, The Prophets, The Synoptic Gospels, The Historical Jesus, The Johannine Writings, and The Pauline Writings.


Articles in Vol. 4 of Currents in Research: Biblical Studies (1996) include: M. Sweeney, “Recent Studies in Isaiah 1-39,” A.A. Di Lella, “Sirach,” N.P. Lemche, “Early ‘Israel’ Revisited: Recent Studies on the History of Palestine from 1300 to 1000 BCE,” T. Pippin, “Ideological Criticism,” R.P. Carroll, “Jeremiah,” D. Lull, “The Contemporary State of Biblical Studies Programs.”


Good News Study Bible


This valuable resource is now available. The study Bible includes introductions to the Old and New Testaments as well as book-group, book, and section introductions. The extensive notes on the text are set in a column parallel to the text. Along with maps and diagrams, there is a chart of Bible history, a section on the names and order of the books of the Bible in different traditions, an essay on the Bible in English, an index and a word list. The main writers for the project were Robert Bratcher, Gerald Kendrick, and Roger Omanson. Other writers included Paul Ellingworth, who served as the general editor, Sarah Lind, and Ray Pritz. (BFBS/HarperCollins, 1997. ISBN: 0-005-12808-0)


Carolyn Osiek and David Balch. 1997. Families in the New Testament World: Households and House Churches. Westminster John Knox. Part I, “Material and Social Environment of the Greco-Roman Household,” includes chapters on archaeology, cultural anthropology, and social world. Part II, “Early Christian Families and House Churches,” has chapters on social location of early Christians; gender roles, marriage, and celibacy; education and learning; slaves; and family life, meals, and hospitality. In the same series is Families in Ancient Israel (1997), by Leo Perdue, J. Blenkinsopp, J.J. Collins, and C. Meyers.


Text and Experience: Towards a Cultural Exegesis of the Bible. 1997. Daniel Smith-Christopher, ed. Sheffield Academic Press. Papers from a 1992 conference on the issue of culture and biblical interpretation (see TT 18, p. 10) address the question whether the cultural backgrounds and experiences of the readers of the Bible can not only influence conclusions about contemporary theological issues but also influence the methods and results of historical and literary critical methodologies.


Afrocentric Interpretation


Ferdinand E. Deist. 1996. “Biblical Interpretation in Post-Colonial Africa,” Svensk Teologisk Kvartalskrift 72:110-118. D. gives a brief overview of the effects on African Christians of missionary biblical interpretation during colonial times. Reviewing reactions of post-colonial exegetes to that experience, he refers to attempts at contextualizing the biblical message in an African context and discusses more fully the drive to “Africanization,” advocating an affirmation of the particularity of Africanness. He concludes that the various forms of religious consciousness existing on the continent should not be harmonized but be allowed to interact and contends that African owned Bible translation projects are of paramount importance to assist this process. [Under Deist’s leadership, the Department of Ancient Near Eastern Studies at the University of Stellenbosch recently founded the Centre for Bible Translation in Africa. Sadly, we have just received word of Deist’s death.]


Gosnell L.O.R. Yorke. 1995. “Biblical Hermeneutics: An Afrocentric Perspective,” Journal of Religious Thought 52/1:1-13. Y. hails the rise of Afrocentric biblical interpretation and gives examples of its contributions to understanding the OT and NT.


Edwin Yamauchi. 1996. “Afrocentric Biblical Interpretation,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 39/3:397-409. Y. examines tenets and claims of Afrocentric Bible scholars, endorsing some and challenging others.


Charles B. Copher. 1995. “Blacks/Negroes: Participants in the Development of Civilization in the Ancient World and Their Presence in the Bible,” Journal of the Interdenominational Theological Center 23/1:3-47. C. describes the way his perspective on biblical studies has changed from a Euro-American to a Black one, which he describes as more universal. Blacks were participants in the development of civilization in the ancient world. They are present among many of the outstanding individual personalities in the biblical text. According to C., they were the authors of much of the content of the OT.


J. Daniel Hays. 1996. “The Cushites: A Black Nation in Ancient History,” Bibliotheca Sacra 153/611:270-280. Cush was a major player in the geopolitical world of the ancient Near East and should be given proper place in history alongside the Egyptians, the Assyrians, and other significant nations of the ancient world. This was a black, African civilization on African soil, urban, civilized, literate, artistic, and religious, known and respected throughout the ancient world.


Biblical Languages


Hebrew


The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew. 1997. D.J.A. Clines, ed. Sheffield Academic Press. Vol. 2 (Beth-Waw) and Vol. 3 (Zayin-Tet) of this dictionary are now available, in addition to Vol. 1. The dictionary covers all Hebrew literature and inscriptions up to 200 CE.


Lénart J. de Regt. 1997. “Multiple Meaning and Semantic Domains in Some Biblical Hebrew Lexicographical Projects: The Description of zerav,” Zeitschrift für Althebraistik 10/1:63-75. The classical approach to lexicography of Biblical Hebrew as reflected in standard bilingual dictionaries is compared with recent developments in the description of the meaning of Hebrew words. These show a separation of paradigmatic and syntagmatic semantics as well as a renewed interest in the treatment of near synonyms and in a lexicon set up like a thesaurus. This affects the presentation of multiple meaning or polysemy. Users such as Bible translators are likely to benefit from some of these developments. To illustrate the principles behind the different approaches, R. discusses how they deal with the lexicography of the Hebrew word zerav. (pub abstract)


Martin Ehrensvärd. 1997. “Once Again: The Problem of Dating Biblical Hebrew,” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 11/1:29-40. Against F. Cryer’s proposal that the bulk of texts in the Hebrew Bible were either thoroughly revised or composed in Persian and/or Hellenistic times, E. argues, on the basis of extra-biblical evidence, that texts written in Standard Biblical Hebrew most likely date to pre-exilic times. 


E. J. Revell. 1996. The Designation of the Individual: Expressive Usage in Biblical Narrative. Kok Pharos. R. describes and analyzes the way individual characters are referred to or addressed in the narratives of Judges, Samuel and Kings. “Designation” is understood as “any noun or nominal structure used to address or refer to an individual which could be replaced by a pronoun, and, of course, pronouns themselves.” The study looks at pragmatic and sociolinguistic factors—expressive choice, marked and unmarked usage, differences between speech and narration, degrees of politeness, status—that influence the choice of designation of rulers, priests and prophets, other individuals, and God.


“Veritas Hebraica: Alttestamentliche Studien Ernst Jenni gewidmet zum 70. Geburtstag,” Theologische Zeitschrift 53/1-2 (1997). This festschrift issue includes essays on OT philology and grammar. Some titles: R. Bartelmus, “Prima da Linqua, Poi le Parole: David Kimchi und die Frage der hebräischen Tempora,” W. Dietrich, “dawid, dod und bytdwd,” B. Kedar, “Sebastian Münsters lateinische Psalmenübersetzung,” H-P Mathys, “Philologia sacra: Das Beispiel der Chronikbücher,” and T. Willi, “Basel und die Kontroverse um die Veritas Hebraica.”


Aramaic


B. T. Arnold. 1996. “The Use of Aramaic in the Hebrew Bible: Another Look at Bilingualism in Ezra and Daniel,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 22/2:1-16.


Jean-Claude Loba Mkole. 1996. “Une synthèse d’opinions philologiques sur le Fils de l’homme,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 22/1:107-123. The phrase ‘son of man’ is generally understood as a messianic title. A philological approach demonstrates that the phrase is an idiomatic expression of Aramaic origin, and in Aramaic can have three different uses: generic, indefinite and circumlocutional. In all cases it refers to a human and does not automatically imply a messianic status. (from pub. abstr.)


Greek


Part 2 (kappa - omega) of A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint, which covers all the words in Rahlfs’ edition of the LXX, is now available (J. Lust, et al., eds, Deutsche Bibelgesell-schaft, 1996).


John A.L. Lee. 1997. “Hebrews 5:14 and eJvxi": A History of Misunderstanding,” Novum Testamentum 39/2:151-176. Lee’s lexical analysis of eJvxi" highlights certain tendencies of the NT lexicographical tradition: NT lexicons derive material uncritically from their predecessors; they draw on the standard translations for meanings; and they are unreliable in their control of material in commentaries and elsewhere.


Jenny Heimerdinger. 1996. “Word Order in Koine Greek: Using a Text-Critical Approach to Study Word Order Patterns in the Greek Text of Acts,” Filología Neotestamentaria 9:139-180. Part 1 examines the text of three Greek mss of Acts to ascertain the many variant readings which have to do with word order. Part 2 considers the word order variation within the noun phrase, studying: pairs of words, words and apposition, ojnovmati, general adjectives and noun/noun phrase, cardinal numbers, ordinal numbers, pa'", ti;", demonstratives, and the possessive or partitive genitive. Concludes that differences in word order in the noun phrase which exist in the mss can be accounted for either in the immediate context by other differences in the way in which the story is being told, or in the wider context of Acts by a difference in the overall perspective of the editor.


Daniel B. Wallace. 1996. Greek Grammar beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament. Zondervan. This textbook emphasizes the relevance of syntax for exegesis, taking care to provide exegetically significant examples and exegetical discussions of select passages.


OT


The Archaeology of Israel: Constructing the Past, Interpreting the Present. 1997. Neil Asher Silberman and David Small, eds. Sheffield Academic Press. Overview of the current state of archaeology in Israel, with essays focusing on current problems and issues, ranging from reviews of ongoing excavations to new analytical approaches. Topics include archaeology and social history, ethnicity, and issues relating to combining texts and archaeology in the reconstruction of ancient Israel.


Ernst Wendland. 1997. “Recursion and Variation in the ‘Prophecy’ of Jonah: On the Rhetorical Impact of Stylistic Technique in Hebrew Narrative Discourse, with Special Reference to Irony and Enigma. Part One,” Andrews University Seminary Studies 35/1:67-98. Surveys formal and functional features that distinguish the text of Jonah. Recursion and variation pertain largely to narrative style and are considered in Part One. Part Two will take up the wider functional dimension of the discourse and in Part Three irony and enigma are described and illustrated from the text.


Pancratius C. Beentjes. 1997. The Book of Ben Sira in Hebrew: A Text Edition of All Extant Hebrew Manuscripts and a Synopsis of All Parallel Hebrew Ben Sira Texts. Brill. Deals with the Hebrew texts of all nine manuscripts of Ben Sira discovered between 1896 and 1982. Includes precise transcriptions of the mss in addition to a synopsis of all texts available in more than one ms.


John William Wevers. 1997. Notes on the Greek Text of Leviticus. Scholars. As with his volumes on Genesis, Exodus, and Deuteronomy, W. presents a detailed textual commentary on the LXX and MT.


NT


Martin Hengel. 1996. “Tasks of New Testament Scholarship,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 6:67-86. Scholars of the NT have become too narrow in their focus. What is needed is a solid grounding in history, primary source materials, archaeology, and competence in the pertinent languages. This also entails familiarity with early Judaism, the Greco-Roman world, and early patristics. The exemplary contributions of major biblical scholars of the last century are reviewed. (A somewhat expanded German version is in NTS 40, 1994, 321-357.)


Walter F. Taylor, Jr. 1997. “Cultural Anthropology as a Tool for Studying the New Testament: Part II,” Trinity Seminary Review 18/2:69-82. Part II looks at three aspects of circum-Mediterranean anthropological studies—honor and shame, patron-client relationships, and the evil eye—and seeks to evaluate cultural anthropology as a tool for interpretation.


J.A. Fitzmyer. 1997. The Semitic Background of the New Testament. Eerdmans. Brings together Fitzmyer’s Essays on the Semitic Background of the NT and A Wandering Aramean, with a new introduction, additional notes, and updated bibliography.


Larry J. Kreitzer. 1997. Striking New Images: Roman Imperial Coinage and the New Testament World. Sheffield Academic Press. Explores the contribution of numismatics to an understanding of the NT world, focusing on themes connected with the reign of the Julio-Claudian emperors, aspects of Pauline letters that may be illuminated by specific issues of Roman coinage, and coinage of the reign of the Emperor Hadrian.


Edgar Krentz. 1995. “Epideiktik and Hymnody: The New Testament and Its World,” Biblical Research 40:50-97. Discusses the rise of hymnody in classical Greece and the hymn in ancient Greek rhetoric, analyzes selected Greek hymns, summarizes the history of scholarship on prose hymns in the NT, and argues that there are prose hymns in the NT if one uses the criteria of ancient rhetoricians.


“Which Jesus?” Sharyn Dowd, ed. Lexington Theological Quarterly 31/2 (1996). The issue is devoted to an examination of some of the current developments in the study of the historical Jesus, with a focus on the work of the Jesus Seminar. Includes: S. Dowd, “Which Jesus? A Survey of the Controversy over ‘The Historical Jesus’,” R. Miller, “The Jesus Seminar and the Search for the Words of Jesus,” B. Witherington, “The Promise of History: Jesus and his Cultured Admirers,” B. Herrin, “The Contribution of Kähler’s The So-Called Historical Jesus and the Historic Biblical Christ,” R. Rintamaa, “The Implications of Historical Jesus Research for the Contemporary Preacher,” and five review articles (J. Austin on Borg’s Spirit, Culture, and the Life of Discipleship, T. Satterfield on Crossan’s The Historical Jesus, A. Adams on Mack’s The Lost Gospel, J. Boswell on Meier’s A Marginal Jew, and S. Dowd on Johnson’s The Real Jesus).


Craig L. Blomberg. 1996. “Poetic Fiction, Subversive Speech, and Proportional Analogy in the Parables: Are We Making Any Progress in Parable Research?” Horizons in Biblical Theology 18/2:115-132. In an update to his several surveys of parable research, B. reviews and critiques three recent contributions: C. Hedrick’s Parables as Poetic Fictions: The Creative Voice of Jesus (1994), W. Herzog’s Parables as Subversive Speech: Jesus as Pedagogue of the Oppressed (1994), and J. Sider’s Interpreting the Parables: A Hermeneutical Guide to Their Meaning (1995).


Samuel Byrskog. 1996. “Co-Senders, Co-Authors and Paul’s Use of the First Person Plural,” Zeitschrift für die Neutestament-liche Wissenschaft 87:230-250. After surveying epistolographic practice with regard to the first person plural, B. attempts to distinguish among Paul’s uses of that form: there is not much evidence of the “literary plural,” i.e., referring only to Paul. Only two instances were found to refer to Paul and his co-senders (who were probably not co-authors). Instead, the form is used as a means of the author to associate himself with the recipients of the letter, or to identify with a particular group that may or may not include the recipients.


Samuel Byrskog. 1997. “Epistolography, Rhetoric, and Letter Prescript: Romans 1.1-7 as a Test Case,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament 65:27-46. A culturally sensitive hearing should experiment with theoretical conceptions rooted in the socio-cultural situation of the ancient hearers themselves. The epistolary and rhetorical perspectives are two such conceptions, adequate together for the hearing of Rom. 1.1-7. The ancient hearers/readers did not automatically impose a rhetorical strategy on the epistolary opening. The interpretative framework emerged during the process of hearing the text. The epistolary perspective provided the hearers with a partial understanding of the prescript, but also alerted them to its epistolary strangeness. The function of these items could be determined as the rhetorical perspective supplemented the epistolary one during the act of hearing. They served rhetorically to establish the author’s ethos and make the audience well-disposed. The connection between 1.1-7 and 15.7-13,14-33—parts of the exordium and the peroratio—confirm the rhetorical function of these features. (pub. abstract)


The Book of Ephesians: An Annotated Bibliography. 1996. William Klein, ed. Garland. In Garland’s bibliographic Books of the Bible series. Also Revelation (1996), Robert Muse, ed. 


Shawn Carruth and Albrecht Garsky. 1996. Q 11:2b-4. Peeters. The first volume (edited by Stanley Anderson) in the series Documenta Q: Reconstructions of Q Through Two Centuries of Gospel Research Excerpted, Sorted, and Evaluated. As its title suggests, this series, undertaken by the International Q Project, attempts to evaluate the vast body of literature on Q written since the time its existence was hypothesized in 1838. For each problem raised in the reconstruction, the authors present the statements of scholars pro and con, ending with evaluations of the arguments. This volume presents the Lord’s Prayer as a sample. Future volumes are to appear in their Q sequence.


Kent D. Clarke. 1997. Textual Optimism: A Critique of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament. Sheffield Academic Press. Compares each edition of the UBS GNT, focusing on the textual apparatus and the rating of variants. Concludes that 1) the UBS GNT4 Editorial Committee was too extreme in their ascribing of ratings to variant passages, and 2) they were inconsistent in their standards of variant ratings from one edition to the next.


End of TIC TALK 37, 1997. 
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