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ol ZAFsh= ARSI Al E shue] 9302 FojxA ek

A M 7o) loje] o] ST Ju 2 A2 AIH 7| YN E 2
#o ol t)gahe 78 Aol Fol AT HA o E M= e
74 WA E W A A7} AL A5 (communication)©] §F Fe o] F5

slof @t Aol AAE TAtE F8E aaw nelsof sha, Aojeta g
Tol Ane gEsof Ak TREECY oo Re] FE AL BT AE §lo]
Aol it e] S Sol 4 QL BEul A Aol w 830 Beh i Aol
28 Solg Bgol i A AR AP ol Mol FYBS #
Adhe o A8k A CEEERE
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=2 o] o Ao} T,

* Zre aAl st sl a4, ekt
D 997, FBlrgojo A 2T Ry (AHE: EAET FEx, 1996), 203-206.
2) 259 A Y9 2F te YHEL U O 2 /IAZ FlEn. gy 715H H2

(functionalist approach), A< 2 7 (descriptive approach), W ol Aol HEAoJsrz HT
(text-linguistic approach), &3l= AFHS € A7t g7 o] & = A=F TS 3= P& A
A Ak T3t 14 8] Gl BAE F78k= W S W4 (relevance theory approach), H & o] g
£ 3 At ATFE3He ol ola BAE FRA17]7] A A shvhete B W
& (post-colonial approach), MFA o2 A Mo dA7 Zolx F2 U9 WY
(literalist approach) 5] ZZZ ]t} Allo O. Mojola and Ernst Wendland, “Scripture Translation in
the Era of Translation Studies”, Timothy Wilt, ed., Bible Translation: Frames of Reference
(Manchester, UK: St. Jerome, 2003), 13-25.
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3) o] g ¥3l o]= LE(R. Alter)°|t}. R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic
Books, 1981); Alter, The Art of Biblical Poetry (New York: Basic Books, 1985); H]x, A. Berlin,
Poetics and the Interpretation of Biblical Narrative (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1994).

4) sl B A9 P S A W &8ss Aol dalAe 245, “slHE Ao FAHA A
73 M FA- AT o] &3 712>, 7B AEAT 19 (2006'd 109), 7-28S H e}
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27] Sd¢ay, ¥ %75, 4% 5ot o7]9) A= Emst Wendland, Translating the

Literature of Scripture: A therary -Rhetorical Approach to Bible Translation (Dallas: SIL
International, 2004), ch. 1S 2.2}
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9) P. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism: Context, Method, and the Book of Jonah (Minneapolis, MN:
Fortress, 1994).

10) Ernst Wendland, “A Literary Approach to Biblical Text Analysis and Translation”, 179-235.

11) Ibid., 181.
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12) Ernst Wendland, “A Literary Approach to Bible Translation”, 182.
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Socio-Rhetorical Interpretation (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International, 1996), 40.



dM 1Y MEZ2 27 -20H HAY 25t J|s 359/

oo

e 5

MO
olr
~

1:2a%} 32291 4 TL7 of<, o=, oL E W E = A WPt o] WP E
< Y WS RSN (1998)F T(EE)N W A ) 12001 T
2ol &71aL vt
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s1Ae. 159 Hopol W SelkA o=tk

TR TRCIPATON TOR NOPY A9ima vwn Moy 7% o BHS Jon 3:2
TS 737 oy
AN, & 32 Dojut A F AF YEAR 7 W A 8@ ukE 1
SolA Axstet stalAt
AR, £ 32 “Ue oM A Z AE YRR HA, oA WrE vel Al &
de I AFel oAk

1:2a9} 3207} A3HE 2ubel A 3 shige) By e 2% dojue, rhe}, 1
AL (=SS Fal) AA(roNTr 81 T2 o) R ol Fo1A itk 1:2b9]
A5 2t ol U=SE Fal Aok st=AE Astacieh ooy mnbror),
3269 AS aurh FQe Ak A W HA Aol UAw
(% 737 "o oy e oY), LU7F Fafok sk Bl dd U= E <A 2 A
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(32, “AA T Empnelth As F BH2 FrvtA FAS
W FFHOZ ARHE TEY] WA olth) o] F e 3H o] Al A
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SEE W slHEo] &9 o] A AL S AR AEA] Xt
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14) vl 0L, LA} 17:9; 21:18; 43} 1:3; & 13:4-6; 49:28; A 3:22; P. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism, 125.
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HRAM AZA 3= WA (discourse disjunction) 2.2 A Z}2] Q& & TX] &= FE|

mT CEtn MYwan Mm% M op BHS Jon 1:3a

AR, 13 aHy eyt oz ke dEe dstea doju g sE
=ste stef FutE e zieY

A, 13 a3y ave FEY e dste AdRles =k, A

<= qy Frk2 Wz

mT 1272 merhs 79 M opn BHS Jon 3:3a
RANA, 3:3 AUt Aseke] TEUE dojupA Y= ZhzE
AW, 33 ave FEAAM B dE, 2 2E Wy Y=HE st

s HES AS XS W Sye dojuy shbd Y] ¥ I3 =93 A
RH(1:3a), F AR L3 st e BES S0 ol Que Loy shud
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e gupe) whe-E ojne 4L Tdstt vtE “aurt dojuttn (i opn)
= Aotk &, “aurt dojutth, FHY BS st gAxE =Wty
A7(1:3a)9k “QUp7E dojuM Y2 2t FHo] 2R E7(3:32)Y EE
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15) Ernst Wendland, “ A Literary Approach to Biblical Text Analysis and Translation”, 190.
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16) R. Sim, “Review of Comparative Rhetoric: A Historical and Cross-cultural Introduction (George A.
Kennedy)”, Notes on Translation 14:4 (2000), 57-60.

17) K. Vanhoozer, Is There a Meaning in This Text? The Bible, the Reader, and the Morality of
Literary Knowledge (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1998), 50; R. Alt, The Art of Biblical
Narrative, 46; J. Barr, The Bible in the Mordern World (London: SCM, 1963), 125.
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2, FAADA, B/ Rl A 58 ga| Hok sla 1 A9E HY 5140 24
of strh. Al Y A 23 0] MAAIRJIA], /=R, =g A A, ALIA, wF
Aol FAA], HHFLAR], FAJF Q] ZAAS WA Fsfof 3}, 7|zt 3
T OAR0] ZSAA, SARJAA], AARJIA], LW AR E F}eta o ghet. AlFo U
St 2o FE T F2lo digh o]a|7} Ao M Ao FE3] YERof g
t}.

o] W] T3 AL A EFo] oul F=o] FUAE 75t vl UA &
o WA A T3 AL YE9 FLo] =Y AF(FE)S 5§ A9
EE & 95802 AE3EF =)ol strhe Folth1®) B A 7
o £E9 2L A5 AR Aol ME EfEH e A9 BA ¥27)
AHE 22 Al(prosaic poetry)E 3L, Al 22 4HE(poetic prose) = UA| B-27F
a8y A Hgae A Bl #A% EHWAY FxREAY =X ol A
A= 29 AFE o] E(spotlight)7} FANA S £ 2do]2 @ HYF & 5F
FHEE 3R RO ot Htp B 22 U5, G E, dIAEE AL
oo T v AU A, A HkAL, FA9F &9, kA A 548
A 5 AV 2 AARE 704 AGA SN e AE W
o Ao AHYPEE =3}x] o ¢k "Hrh 29 et $gs QU
1:1; 3:19] 2| HAof| A4k Fo & 7] & o] 2

SRS PRNT MO8 mymtzT v BHS Jon 1:d
HARAY, £ 11 Azt Ego] ofslte] obs auelAl Atz o=
A5
A, & 11 FEAA obslte o gubel A wEshAY.

abwb Moy mmeiaT T BHS Jon 31
TRANGs £ 31 Eoke o] F WAR Qv Jsie
el & 30 FEAAN ETA 2ol A Bastan

SUA 10U 3:12 mphy Mzt smigke HE2 T2 A &S 1:19)
-olle auzt “obsld o] opgrolghes Aol “o] ZAH (iwb) ke F A

18) Ernst Wendland, “A Literary Approach to Biblical Text Analysis and Translation”, 200, 213, 215.
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<Abstract>

Advances in “Literary Functional Equivalence” Approach to

Bible Translation

Prof. Tai-il Wang
(Methodist Theological Seminary)

The purpose of this paper is to give an overview of what is called “literary
functional equivalence” approach to Bible translation. In comparison with the
previous perspective of dynamic equivalence, in which the informative function of
language has been fully considered, “literary functional equivalence” places its
emphasis on the various communicative functions of biblical texts on every level of
language. It is not to suggest that a more literal or formal correspondence translation
is to be preferred, but to represent in the process of “faithful” translation the stylistic
devices and rhetorical techniques that are embedded in biblical literature. Stylistic
features of Hebrew rhetoric are considered important factors which can help readers
or hearers to understand the message of the Scripture correctly. This entails the
point that aesthetic and interrelated artistic features of the source text are to be
recognized, analysed, and appreciated in translation. Without paying close attention
to the entire communicative conventions in the biblical language, the meaning of the
original text are not fully to be reproduced in translation. The unity, rhetoricity,
structure, patterning, imagery, dramatics and many other items pertaining to the
original text are no doubt parts of main components of the biblical text, which must
be translated. The texts from Jonah 1:1, 2, 3, 4, 15; 3:1, 3, 10; 4:4 are discussed for
illustration to describe how literary features can be handled in “meaningful”

translation.
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