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52) Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 102-103.



260 Canon&Culture H|3& 15 | 20094 =

2R AFAH B AEL thelole] o] AAE HShe b T2
% ATS Bk 2 Aol LY T 0 YU 46 4
7] S TR GOlEIE AAZE Aesihe o)2e BAIY o3
0] el folehs 2 MolFE B LAl ek ol
& 3 g o] Aol 13 B2 Mol g oulahs AUS HolF
ok mebd gak Ael A AEe § 2ue Sl velo] vl gl
el 5% ] AHg olafel APAA AL Bk o F B
“school” ©Je= Jo] @ake] vl shar, Sfap, Ea] WP i

= g QAL o]F2 2 “school”- Al 7HA] TR S5 wlFoE 1319
OuEE olalisithz 21 Seshthso Alof A9 o) vhdsto] et
o] FAF “xodpett “yaipere”?] 755 TA] A RAL 299} theo]tk].
P. Louw and E. A. Nida)i= AleF A Yo+= “yalpw’=
“rejoice(25.125)” 9} “greetings(33.22)"0| 2= F 7]¢] th ou] of oAzt
Z} 25 Attitudes and Emotions@} 33 Communication)S 71K Ao 7 =
shc}sn o] =10 IS 4 SollA thelo] yalpw el F 71e] 2]
71l = W Tt QAP AlojollA XA, 314, ALE]
2 AP o= vkEoixl w7 A2 xR0 & EWel wet 2d g Aol

ol®] o] R0l =] HolFErh nlElE-g 26:499] oE KAl 11 FLofA]
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<Abstract>

An Application of Cognitive Linguistics to a
Study of Context of New Testament Text

Prof. Yoon Man Park
(Taeshin Christian University)

Context is one of the linguistic concepts most frequently
referred to by biblical scholars in relation to exegetic studies
of the New Testament text, which has been remarkably ad-
vanced over th last decades. In contrast to such a increasing
concern about context, any attempt to define what is context
in linguistic terms has not been made yet by the scholars. It
is undeniable that there is arbitrary features with information
which exegetes assume in the name of context to interpret text.
The approach of this study to the context of the New Testament
text is twofold: We survey, first, cognitive linguistics’ under-
standing of context, relating it to the concept of ‘frame’(or frame
semantics); and next, we attempt to read contextually the New
Testament text in light of insights from cognitive linguistics,
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particularly frame semantics. Structural linguists have understood
context as some kind of linguistic situation or co-text of previous
words, sentences, propositions, utterances. But cognitive lin-
guists' claim is that contexts are not just objective linguistic sit-
uation, but rather subjective mental or conceptual situation
which language users construct on the basis of background(or
world) knowledge evoked by linguistic or grammatical items.
With frame-based understanding of context(frame context),
thus, this study demonstrates how it may contribute to compre-
hending the New Testament Greek grammars, words and narra-
tive flow. The achievement of the present study, as a result,
may be concluded as follows:

a. Since various grammatical items, such as predicative par-
ticiple, conjunction(kel, 8€) agentless construction, rhetorical
question, presuppose the use of frame, in order to for communi-
cation between audience and the text by way of such grammat-
ical items it is necessary to be familiar with frame context on
the part of the audience.

b. The semantics(meaning) of nouns or nominal con-
structions, polysemy, metaphorical mapping can be understood
only when language users are able to evoke frame context that
forms social, cultural(encyclopedic) knowledge going beyond
dictionary knowledge.

c. Frame context is some kind of knowledge structure that
makes it possible to explain how people find certain story inter-
esting and suspenseful.



