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Preface

Linguistics has been touted by some in New Testament studies as the solution to a host of
problems left unaddressed by traditional approaches to grammar. Unfortunately,
linguistic practitioners often do little more than reshape the problem using complex
jargon. Although there have been some breakthroughs, many feel as though linguistics
and discourse studies have over-promised and under-delivered. Wallace’s statement is
representative of this sentiment.

Contrary to the current trend, this work has no chapter on discourse analysis (DA).
The rationale for this lacuna is fourfold: (1) DA is still in its infant stages of
development, in which the methods, terminology, and results tend to be unstable and
overly subjective. (2) DA’s methods, as shifting as they are, tend not to start from the
ground up (i.e., they do not begin with the word, nor even with the sentence). This by
no means invalidates DA; but it does make its approach quite different from that of
syntactical investigation. (3) Along these lines, since this is explicitly a work on
syntax, DA by definition only plays at the perimeter of that topic and hence is not to
be included.’

The goal of this project is to break this trend, providing practical solutions to grammatical
problems with minimal jargon. I do not seek to reinvent Greek grammar, nor to supplant
previous work. I intentionally begin each chapter by reviewing how the particular issue
has been treated by NT grammarians. It quickly becomes apparent that there have been
many contradictory claims made over the years, without much effort to reconcile them.
My approach is to provide a unified description of each of the discourse features treated.
The general result is to affirm most of the divergent claims, helping the reader synthesize
a holistic understanding of the feature rather than just seeing the discrete parts.

Much of the grammatical discussion can be compared to trying to use one adjective to
describe a plastic drinking straw. Some might argue it is long, others might say it is
round, while still others might insist it is hollow. Each viewpoint looks at only one
aspect, but fails to capture an accurate representation of the whole. In similar ways, this
grammar seeks to unify what look like contradictory or divergent claims about a
discourse feature.

The linguistic approach used here is cross-linguistic, meaning it looks at how languages
tend to operate rather than just focusing on Greek. Failure to look more broadly at
language has lead to implausible claims being made about Greek. Languages tend to
operate in certain ways, following cross-linguistic patterns. Knowing this can greatly
simplify the analytical process, leading to a more accurate description. It also allows for
easier reference to other languages such as English or Hebrew.

The approach is also function-based, meaning that primary attention will be given to

describing the task that is accomplished by each discourse feature. This function-based
approach helps one to conceptualize what is happening in Greek by understanding how
the comparable task is accomplished in another language, like English. There are many

! Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics - Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1999), xv.

vi
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mismatches between Greek and English, where the two languages use different devices to
accomplish the same discourse task. Traditional approaches typically do not lend
themselves to adequate explanations of such mismatches.

I will not ask you to throw out all that you have known to be true about Koine Greek in
favor of a brand new linguistic analysis. On the contrary, I endeavored to clear a pathway
from the traditional field of NT studies to the field of functional linguistics for each of the
features discussed. The goal is to bridge the chasm that has too long existed between
traditional and linguistic approaches.

This work has benefited from the research and interaction with countless individuals over
the years, most notably Stephen Levinsohn, Christo Van der Merwe, Randall Buth, Stan
Porter, Carl Conrad, Rick Brannan, and many others. It will not be the final word on the
matter. It is my hope that students and colleagues will develop an interest in these
discourse features, and in turn provide more thorough and complete descriptions than are
possible here. This is the intention for including the “for further reading” sections at the
end of each chapter. I want to get you interested and then get out of your way. I have
painted in very broad strokes, likely too broad at some points. It is my hope that more
detail-oriented people would come behind and tidy the messes that I have inevitably left
behind. I alone bear responsibility for the shortcomings of this volume.

Vil
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this book is to introduce a function-based approach to language using
discourse grammar.” I describe grammatical conventions based upon the discourse
functions they accomplish, not based on their translation. Traditional approaches to
grammar have focused primarily on word-level or sentence-level phenomenon. This has
left a large body of usage ill-explained. Some attribute the remaining usage to ‘stylistic
variation’ or simply ‘optional usage’ that has little significance. Although there are
stylistic differences among writers, “to cite ‘stylistic variation’ as an explanation for the

presence versus the absence of features in texts by a single storyteller is a cop-out”.?

The difficulty that formal, structural approaches have experienced describing the
discourse phenomenon has lead to the widespread belief that “discourse is too complex,
too messy, too ill defined to be treated in a rigorous manner.”* Although discourse is
indeed messy and complex, one need not give up hope. The problems have more to do
with the inadequacies of the descriptive framework used than they do with the
incomprehensibility of language. After all, languages form a system, and meaning is tied
to the operations within this system. The existence of a system implies that there are
indeed describable patterns of usage.

Researchers have found that there is far greater consistency and intentionality in language
usage than formal approaches would lead you to believe. What is needed is a descriptive
framework functional and adaptable enough to “roll with the punches” of discourse,
robust enough to handle the “mess”. The framework also needs to be cross-linguistic in
nature, informed by the kinds of tasks that every language needs to accomplish and how
languages tend to operate.

Many of the devices described below involve the use of some grammatical feature in a
context where it does not formally belong, one that essentially “breaks” the grammatical
rules. Using devices in the “wrong” place to accomplish a discourse task contributes to
the apparent messiness of the discourse devices: they do not play by the rules. Consider
the kinds of descriptions one finds in NT Greek grammars. We traditionally label a
present verb used in a context where a past-tense verb is expected in English as an
“historical present”. We label an adverbial participle used in a context where we would
expect an imperative in English as an “imperatival participle”. Although this does

? Dooley, cited by Levinsohn, describes it as “an attempt to discover and describe what linguistic
structures are used for: the functions they serve, the factors that condition their use” (Stephen H.
Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information Structure of
New Testament Greek. 2™ edition [Dallas: SIL International], vii.). Levinsohn elsewhere states:

Text-linguistics (discourse analysis) does not draw its explanations from within the sentence or
word (in other words, the factors involved are not syntactic or morphological). Rather, its explanations are
extra-sentential (from the linguistic and wider context of the utterance). A significant part of text-
linguistics involves the study of information structure, which concerns 'the interaction of sentences and
their contexts' (Lambrecht 1994:9).

(Stephen H. Levinsohn, Self-instruction Materials on Narrative Discourse Analysis [Self-
published, 2006], 1).

3 Levinsohn, Self-instruction Materials on Narrative, p. 3.

* Livia Polyani. The Linguistic Structure of Discourse. Technical Report CSLI-96-200, (CSLI:
Stanford University, 1996), 2.
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describe the usage to some extent, it tells us little about why the Greek writer would use
such a form, or about the specific effects it achieves. Traditional descriptive frameworks
often tell us more about how Greek and English differ than they do about Greek as
Greek. Discourse grammar provides principles for understanding why a writer would use
an historical present (see Chapter 6) or an imperatival participle (see Chapter 12). It
provides a descriptive framework that is flexible and robust enough to elegantly capture
the complexity of discourse phenomenon in a concise and practical description.

As compelling as the insights from discourse grammar might be, Levinsohn outlines two
pitfalls that are to be avoided when analyzing texts. The first is “that we can become so
enamoured with text-linguistic explanations that we fail to realise that a perfectly good
syntactic rule or semantic definition accounts for the feature being analysed.” If there are
semantic or grammatical constraints that require a certain usage in a certain context, there
is little to be learned from discourse grammar. Although “some linguistic features can
only be explained with reference to extra-sentential factors,” others are constrained “from
a syntactic rule or semantic definition.”

The second pitfall is “not relating text-linguistic observations to a valid syntactic rule or
semantic definition”.” For example, it is common in Greek to see demonstrative pronouns
discussed under several different sections of a grammar, leading to disparate comments
that lack unity. Chapter 18 describes how Greek writers utilize demonstratives to signal
or create near/far distinctions. This principle informs the function of demonstratives
regardless of whether they function as personal pronouns, as demonstrative pronouns or
as modifiers. Discourse grammar can offer a unified explanation.

Discourse grammar does not replace formal approaches: it complements them. The
description of optional usage is primarily where discourse grammar can make the greatest
contribution. Remembering this avoids pitfall 1. Discourse grammar often provides more
of a unified description of usage than is typically found in traditional approaches, and can
help to avoid pitfall 2.

There are several core principles that my approach presupposes:
¢ Choice implies meaning (Section 1.1)
¢ Differentiating semantic or inherent meaning from pragmatic effect (Section 1.2)
¢ Distinguishing default patterns of usage from marked ones (Section 1.3).

These principles provide a framework for understanding and interpreting the decisions
made regarding language usage. They have less to do with the specifics of a particular
language and more to do with how humans are wired to process language. They are part
of a cross-linguistic approach to language that applies just as much to Greek or English as
to other languages of the world. You will see this claim substantiated as the effects
achieved by the discourse features are described. Examples are provided from both
English and Greek, but there is no shortage of comparable examples that could be
documented from other unrelated languages.

5 Levinsohn, Self-instruction Materials on Narrative, 2.
® Ibid.
" bid.
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1.1 Choice Implies Meaning

One of the key presuppositions of discourse grammar is that choice implies meaning. All
of us make choices as we communicate: what to include, how to prioritize and order
events, how to represent what we want to say. The choices we make are directed by our
goals and objectives of the communication. The implication is that if a choice is made,
then there is meaning associated with the choice. Let’s unpack this idea a bit.

If I choose to do X when Y and Z are also available options, this means that I have at the
same time chosen not to do Y or Z. Most of these decisions are made without conscious
thought. As speakers of the language, we just do what fits best in the context based on
what we want to communicate. Although we may not think consciously about these
decisions, we are nonetheless making them.®

The same principle holds true for the writers of the NT. If a writer chose to use a
participle to describe an action, he has at the same time chosen not to use an indicative or
other finite verb form. This implies that there is some meaning associated with this
decision. Representing the action using a participle communicates something that using a
different mood would not have communicated. Defining the meaning associated with the
choice is different than assigning a syntactic force, or determining an appropriate
translation. It requires understanding what discourse task is performed by the participle
that would not have been accomplished by another verb form.

Although there is tremendous diversity among languages, every language has to
accomplish certain basic tasks. For instance, if [ want to tell you a story about the first
time I went rock climbing, I need to accomplish several tasks, like:

e introducing the people that are involved in the story,

e setting the time, place and situation,

e providing background information that I think you might need (e.g. that I have a
fear of heights).

Once the scene is set and the story is underway, I need to do other things, like:

e helping you track who is doing what to whom,
e clearly communicating changes in time, place or participants,
e providing some indication of how the events relate to one another,

e deciding what information I want to group together in a single sentence, and what
I want to break into separate sentences,

e deciding which part of the story is the climax, and using the appropriate signals to
communicate this to you.

¢ choosing when to attract extra attention to significant details along the way.

Regardless of whether I am speaking or writing, I still need some means of
accomplishing these tasks, along with many others. Since there is a common set of tasks
that need to be accomplished across languages, the task list can inform our description of
what the different grammatical choices accomplish. The tasks provide an organizational

¥ This holds true whether we are skilled speakers of the language or not. Even illiterate speakers
will vary their usage based on their communication objectives. It is not an issue of competency, but choice.
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framework to help us understand the meaningful difference between choosing X versus
Y or Z.

This book is organized by task, not by morphology or syntax. Part 1 describes forward-
pointing devices, Part 2 covers information structuring devices (emphasis and framing),
and Part 3 covers thematic highlighting devices. Though there are several forward-
pointing devices, each one accomplishes a slightly different task than other grammatical
devices, or they are differentiated by their use in narrative versus non-narrative genres.
Some devices use particles, others use pronouns. However, they all accomplish the same
basic function. The objective is to provide a unified description of these devices that
complements traditional grammatical approaches.

There are a number of ways that Greek and English differ, making it difficult to
understand Greek using English as your framework. At times, it can be like putting the
proverbial square peg in a round hole. Using a task-based, cross-linguistic framework
allows us to make apples-to-apples comparisons between Greek and English, even where
they differ significantly. This is accomplished by talking about how the comparable task
is accomplished in English, German, Hebrew, etc. It enables us to understand Greek on
its own terms as Greek, as well as to understand what the same task looks like in another
language.

1.2  Semantic Meaning versus Pragmatic Effect

It is very important to distinguish between the inherent meaning of something (i.e. its
semantic meaning), and the effect achieved by using it in a particular context (i.e. its
pragmatic effect). For instance, the phrase “your children” is straightforward in its
inherent meaning; and is typically used to refer to kids that are not mine, but yours. If
used in the right context however, a very different pragmatic effect can be achieved, one
that is not part of its inherent meaning.

Imagine that my wife asked me how our kids behaved while she was out. If I began my
answer with “Your children...” it would a have a specific pragmatic effect, based on the
context. This effect is not some hidden semantic meaning underlying the phrase, just an
effect of using it in the right way in the right context. The pragmatic effect is achieved by
using a more-distant relational expression (your) in a context where a less-distant one
holds true (my). The expected norm is that I would use the closest relational expression
possible. After all, they are my kids too! Calling them my kids or the kids is the expected
norm. When I depart from this norm, a specific pragmatic effect of “distancing” is
achieved, even though what I said was completely truthful.

Levinsohn offers another example:

The progressive construction has a semantic meaning of incompleteness, as in
‘It’s raining.” However, in certain contexts it carries an overtone of insincerity, as
in ‘John is being polite,” in contrast to ‘John is polite’ (see Zegarac 1989).
Insincerity is not part of the semantic meaning of the progressive; it is a pragmatic
effect that is achieved by the use of the progressive in certain specific contexts.”

? Levinsohn, Discourse Features, ix.
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The unstated expectation is that qualities a person possesses should be expressed as a
state (i.e. ‘he is polite’), not a as a progressive action (‘he is being polite’). The effect of
using the progressive is to imply that the current state of affairs does not always hold
true, but is a passing thing.

Many jokes employ this principle of semantic meaning versus pragmatic effect to achieve
humor. Often times the joke establishes a state of affairs in preparation for the punch line,
whose semantic meaning has a specific pragmatic effect in the context.

This distinction between semantic meaning and pragmatic effect applies to ancient
languages as well, like Koine Greek. Present tense'’ verbs are typically used to convey
ongoing, continuous action that is occurring. We could call this its semantic meaning.
However, present tense verbs are often used in the Gospels of Mark and John to encode
past action in the narrative. This usage is traditionally called the ‘historical present,” but
this description provides little insight into why a Greek writer would use it. So what is the
pragmatic effect of using a historical present in the gospels?

The historical present (see Chapter 6) ‘stands out’ in the context because the expected
pattern of usage is broken. Rather than changing the basic semantic meaning of the verb
form or considering it to be incorrect usage, the historical present is a good example of
taking an established pattern of usage and breaking it in order to achieve a specific
pragmatic effect. Describing the effect of the historical present in Mark and John, Callow
states it “does not draw attention to the event which the HP verb itself refers to, as those
events, in themselves, are not particularly important—to go, to say, to gather together, to
see, etc. ... [I]t has a cataphoric function; that is, it points on beyond itself into the
narrative, it draws attention to what is following.”11 The pragmatic effect of the historical
present is to attract extra attention to the speech or event that follows, not the historical
present itself. The present tense does not have the inherent semantic meaning of
“highlighting.” The “historical” usage has the pragmatic effect of drawing extra attention
to what follows, since it breaks the expected pattern of usage.

Most languages do not have specialized devices that are singularly devoted to
prominence marking. It is far more common to find a non-standard usage achieving
specific pragmatic effects. Greek is no exception. The use of the historical present for
forward-pointing highlighting exemplifies this. Using a grammatical construction in an
ostensibly wrong or unexpected way has the effect of making something stand out. The
pragmatic effect achieved is dependent upon the discourse context in which it occurs.
The devices described in the chapters that follow exploit some departure from an
expected norm to achieve a specific pragmatic effect. Distinguishing semantic meaning
from pragmatic effect is critical to providing a coherent and accurate description of the

' There is ongoing debate in Greek whether verbs convey tense, aspect or both. Setting the debate
aside, the imperfective aspect (imperfect and present) is the most likely candidate for grammaticalizing
some kind of tense information, since there are two options for conveying the same aspect. My interest here
is not to settle the tense vs. aspect debate, but to illustrate a text-linguistic principle with a well-attested
usage.

' John Callow, The Historic Present in Mark. (Seminar Handout, 1996), 2, cited in Levinsohn,
Discourse Features, 202.
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device and its function within the discourse. Neglecting this distinction leaves you with
“messy discourse”!

1.3  Default versus Marked Framework

We have already noted several ways that speakers’ choices inform grammatical usage.
Another aspect of discourse grammar is organizing the available choices for a given task
into an organized system. It is useful to consider the various options available for a given
task as comprising an asymmetrical'* set. Each member of the set possesses some unique
quality that makes it distinct from the other members. This kind of organization is based

upon ‘markedness theory’."

Markedness theory presupposes that one member of this asymmetrical set is the most
basic or simple member, called the default. All of the other members of the set signal or
“mark” the presence of some unique feature, one which would not have been marked if
the default option were used. The marked options are described based on how they
uniquely differ both from the default, and from one another.

Consider the example above using “my” children compared to “your” children. I could
organize the various options for referring to my kids into an asymmetrical set. When |
have no special task to accomplish, I most typically use “the kids” as a referring
expression. Taking this expression as the default, using expressions like “your kids,” “my
kids” or “Ruth and her sister” would be expected to signal the presence of some discourse
feature that “the kids” would not have signaled. Using “the kids” does not explicitly
signal whether I am distancing myself from them or not, whereas “your kids” does.

The default option is considered to be “unmarked” for the features found in the other
members of the set. The feature may or may not be present. The choice to use a marked
form represents the choice to explicitly signal the presence of a feature that would only
have been implicit if the default were used.

Since the default or unmarked option is the most basic, it is often the one that occurs most
frequently. Caution is called for when appealing to statistics, since the objective of
markedness is to find the most basic option, the one that carries the least freight with it. It
is not simply the most frequently occurring one.'* The more complex a set of items
becomes (i.e. beyond a binary opposition), the more misleading and unrepresentative the

12 An asymmetrical approach to markedness views members of a given set as each uniquely
marking the presence of some discrete feature. In other words, there is not symmetry among the members,
each differs in some way from the other.

In contrast, a symmetrical approach to markedness views the members of the set as being
differentiated on the basis of frequency of occurrence and distribution. Cf. Stanley Porter and Matthew
Brook O'Donnell, “The Greek Verbal Network Viewed from a Probabilistic Standpoint: An Exercise in
Hallidayan Linguistics”, Filologia Neotestamentaria 14 (2001): 3-41.

13 Cf. Edna Andrews, Markedness Theory: The Union of Asymmetry and Semiosis in Language
(Durham: Duke University Press, 1990).

' Andrews devotes a chapter to the “Myths about Markedness,” debunking some commonly held
notions regarding the use of statistics in distinguishing default and marked forms. She states, "The purpose
of markedness theory is to explain properties of meaning that are invariant, not to justify a system based
upon statistical frequency, which, by definition, is a context-specific phenomenon" (Markedness Theory,
137).
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insights from statistics become.'® Factors such as genre and content can skew frequency,
so care must be taken in selecting the default.'® Once the default is selected, the marked
forms are then described based on the unique feature that each one signals is present.
Think of the default as the foil against which the marked forms are contrasted and
described."’

Chapter 2 describes the unique discourse constraints communicated by each of the most
frequently occurring connectives found in the Greek NT. Theoretically, one of them is
the most basic or default conjunction, the one the writer uses when there is no particular
discourse feature to be signaled. This implies that each of the other connectives brings
some specific constraint to bear in the context that the other members do not. Compare
this approach to a more traditional description provided by Wallace, summarized below:

= Ascensive (even): kai, 6¢, and unoé
= Connective (and, also): kai and 6¢
» Contrastive (but, rather, however): &AAd, TAfv, sometimes kai and 8¢

= Correlative: pév...8¢ (on the one hand...on the other hand); kai...«xai
(both...and)
* Disjunctive (0r): 1
= Emphatic (certainly, indeed): &AL, o0 i, o0V; ye, 81, pevodvye, pévrot, vai, and
1.
» Explanatory (for, you see, or that is, namely): yap, 8¢, €i, kai.
= Inferential (therefore): &pa, yép, 516, S1611, 00V, TV, Toryapodv, Towvdy, and
WOTE.
= Transitional (now, then): o0v and especially 8¢."
Of the various logical functions that Wallace recognizes, note how many times kai and 6¢
are co-listed. There are only two logical functions that 6¢ does not possess. Although
these logical relations may work well for differentiating English conjunctions, the amount
of cross-listing suggests that these relations are not well-suited for differentiating Greek
connectives. Mapping the connectives to an English counterpart highlights the

mismatches in function between the English and Greek conjunctions, but offers little help
for differentiating the distinctive functions of kai and 8¢."

" Ibid., 138-39.

' Certain discourse contexts may make the occurrence of marked forms inordinately high. Paul’s
heated defenses exhibit a very different distribution of discourse devices compared to a narrative.
Discontinuity of time, place, action or participants will result in the use of different forms compared to a
context of relative continuity.

7 For an overview of the default-marked approach to language description, cf. Robert A. Dooley
and Stephen H. Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse: A Manual of Basic Concepts (Dallas, Tex: SIL
International, 2001), 64-68; Steven E. Runge, “A Discourse-Functional Description of Participant
Reference in Biblical Hebrew Narrative” (D.Litt. diss., University of Stellenbosch, 2007), 20-25.

18 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 761.

' Wallace is not the only one wrestling with this issue. Dana and Mantey seem to regard English
as something of an anomaly in that its conjunctions only have one meaning, whereas this is not the case in
other languages. They state "...in Greek, as in Hebrew and Latin, but unlike the English use, a conjunction
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Languages tend to be very efficient, dropping elements that do not serve some unique
purpose. Wallace’s description leaves the impression that xai and 8¢ share significant
semantic overlap. Chapter 2 demonstrates that 6¢ marks a discourse feature that is most
often signaled in English using adverbs, not conjunctions. Furthermore, some English
conjunctions distinguish semantic continuity versus semantic discontinuity, e.g. ‘and’
versus ‘but’. The conjunctions kai and 8¢ do not grammaticalize this semantic constraint,
leading them to be listed under both connective and contrastive relations. The messiness
of this overlap is caused by the mismatch of the feature to the framework used, not by the
overlapping features that are marked. Kai and 8¢ are unmarked for the feature of
semantic continuity or discontinuity.

1.4  Prominence and Contrast

It is now time to synthesize the implications of pragmatic choices and their effects. This
is where the notion of prominence comes in. The primary objective of using the various
discourse devices is to attract extra attention to certain parts or aspects of the discourse,
i.e. to mark them as prominent. Callow introduces prominence by stating:

A story in which every character was equally important and every event equally
significant can hardly be imagined. Even the simplest story has at least a central
character and a plot, and this means one character is more important than the
others, and certain events likewise. Human beings cannot observe events simply
as happenings; they observe them as related and significant happenings, and they
report them as such.”

She later defines prominence as “any device whatsoever which gives certain events,
participants, or objects more significance than others in the same context.”*' Regardless
of whether we are looking at a scenic view, a piece of visual art, or even listening to
music, we are constantly making judgments about what is ‘normal’ and what is
‘prominent’ based on the devices used to signal prominence.

So what exactly are the signals? What is it that makes some things blend into the scenery,
and other things jump out? In visual art, there are all kinds of choices available regarding
how to portray a subject.

Mt. Shuksan is one of the most photographed landmarks around the city I live in. A
favorite shot is to frame the mountain with tall evergreens on either side, with a small
mountain lake in the lower foreground, as in A) and B) below.

may have several meanings, each requiring separate and careful study." H. E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, A
Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament (New York: Macmillan, 1968), 240.

20 Kathleen Callow, Discourse Considerations in Translating the Word of God (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Zondervan, 1974), 49.

*! bid., 50.
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The effect of this framing is to provide a sharp contrast of color between the evergreens
and the snow and glaciers on the mountain. The artist can manipulate the proportions of
the figures to make one appear ‘nearer’ than another in the foreground, as in C) below.
Though the pictures are only two-dimensional, changing the proportions can create a
sense of depth in the work, as in A) and B).

Notice what a difference that the time of day makes, with B) taken at sunrise/sunset
versus midday as in A). Having the lake in the foreground provides a color contrast, but
also provides the added bonus of reflecting the object of interest. Finally, the mountain
itself is centered in the middle of the frame, adding further evidence that this is the
photographer’s primary interest, and not the lake or the trees. In contrast, C) lacks much
in the way of framing devices other than the sky. It also lacks the stark color contrasts of
the lake and the trees seen in the first two images. In terms of scale, A) seems to be the
standard view, the one used most frequently by visitors. Option B) is more specialized,
using a wide-angle and choosing a specific time of day to create a contrast. Option C)
looks like it was taken with a zoom lens, and represents choices about how to portray the
mountain that differ from the norm. The subject is the same, but the decisions about
prominence, framing, point of view and contrast make a huge difference in the
presentation.

Contrast

The writers of the New Testament used different devices to communicate prominence
and to create contrast. Longacre observes that “Discourse without prominence would be
like pointing to a piece of black cardboard and insisting that it was a picture of black
camels crossing black sands at midnight”.*> Using the analogy of the picture above, a
writer can make something stand out by “pulling” it to the foreground, comparable to
taking a close-up photo. The same task can also be accomplished by pushing everything
else into the background in order to leave just a few prominent elements by themselves in
the foreground. This would be like taking a photo of two people that are fairly close to
the camera against the backdrop of distant mountains. The things that appear to be close
will attract our attention more than the things in the background. Although both of these
methods accomplish the task of directing our attention, each choice brings about a

different effect.

Another way of making something stand out exploits patterns and expectations. Humans
are wired to recognize patterns. When patterns are broken or expectations are unmet, the
standard response is to associate some kind of meaning with the change. Let’s take a look
at how breaking an established pattern can make something stand out.

Imagine a co-worker or friend that regularly dresses in jeans and t-shirts, who one day
arrives dressed in a suit. The break in the pattern attracts attention, perhaps prompting
questions about what it meant. Did he have an interview or a presentation? Was he going
out somewhere special after work? What motivated him to wear the suit, what did it
mean?

22 Robert E. Longacre, “Discourse Peak as Zone of Turbulence,” in Beyond the Sentence:
Discourse and Sentential Form (ed. Jessica R. Wirth; Ann Arbor, Mich.: Karoma, 1985) 83.

9
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Similarly, musicians and songwriters employ patterns to do all kinds of things. Devices
such as refrains or repetition of a theme often function to segment the piece of music into
movements or verses, i.e. smaller chunks. The repetition of the same notes (e.g. a refrain,
or a theme) can let us know where these transitions are. Increasing or decreasing the
volume can also function as an indicator of prominence, such as building to a loud
crescendo for a climax.

Since prominence is fundamentally about making something stand out in its context,
prominence-marking typically involves creating contrast with other things in the context.
Contrast, in turn, presupposes that a person recognizes the underlying pattern. Even if we
cannot verbalize the pattern, we can still perceive contrast. I do not need a music theory
class to pick out a refrain; I do not need an art class to pick out the center of interest in
most paintings.

We constantly make choices about how and what to communicate. Although languages
have their differences, they all have a common set of tasks to be accomplished. The
choices we make have meaning associated with them. The choice to break the expected
pattern implies that there was some reason not to follow the pattern. The choice implies
meaning. These same devices also allow us to make some things more prominent, and
others less prominent.

1.5  Suggested Reading
Callow, Kathleen, Discourse Considerations in Translating the Word of God, pp. 9-18;

49-53.

Levinsohn, Stephen H., Self-instruction Materials on Narrative Discourse Analysis, pp.
1-7.
,“The relevance of Greek discourse studies to exegesis.” Journal of Translation
2(2): 11-21.
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2. Connecting Propositions

This chapter provides a very basic overview of the different sorts of relations that can be
communicated by the most commonly used NT Greek connectives.” Understanding the
discourse function of connectives is foundational for properly understanding the devices
that follow.>* Greek has a much more diverse set of connectives than we have in English,
resulting in some significant mismatches between the languages. In English, most of our
clauses are joined without using an explicit connector, i.e. asyndeton. In contrast, Greek
has a much more sophisticated system, which Robertson describes,

The Greeks, especially in the literary style, felt the propriety of indicating the
inner relation of the various independent sentences that composed a paragraph.
This was not merely an artistic device, but a logical expression of coherence of
thought. Particles like kad, 8¢, dAAd, ydp, o0v, 81, etc., were very common in this
connection. Demonstrative pronouns, adverbs, and even relative pronouns were
also used for this purpose. *

The Greek connectives play a functional role by indicating how the writers intended one
clause to relate to another, based on the connective used.

Although the diversity of connectives provides valuable exegetical information about the
writer’s intentions, it has often caused a good deal of confusion regarding exactly how
each one differs from the other. Conjunctions have traditionally been defined based upon
their translation, mapping them to an English counterpart. Consider the following
summary from Wallace, with particular attention to how many times kai and 8¢ are listed
together, and how many different ways they can be translated into English.

Logical Functions:

A. Ascensive: even... Kai, ¢, and undé
B. Connective (continuative, coordinate): and, also... kai and 8¢
C. Contrastive (adversative): but, rather, however... dGAAG, TAfv, sometimes kai

and &¢
D. Correlative: e.g., uév ... d€ (on the one hand ... on the other hand); kai ... kai
(both ... and)

b 24

E. Disjunctive (Alternative): or... n

2 The term 'connective' is used here in place of the more specific 'conjunction' since languages
commonly use forms other than conjunctions to perform the task of connecting clause elements. Adverbs
often serve as connectives.

I would encourage you to read this chapter closely, and then to reread it after you have finished
the rest of the book along with the introduction. When you assemble a bicycle or lawnmower, the
instructions advocate using it for a bit after the initial assembly, but then to go back and retighten what may
have loosened up. I expect that some items will not be completely secure after a first read through this
chapter, as is to be expected. Much of what follows will be brand new to some readers. Do your best to
assimilate it with what you have previously learned, but would strongly urge you to read this chapter and
the introduction after completing the rest of the book.

2 A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research,
(Bellingham, Wash.: Logos, 1919; 2006), 443.

11
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F. Emphatic: certainly, indeed... &A\A& (certainly), o0 un (certainly not or by no
means), ovv (certainly); true emphatic conjunctions include ye, 81, uevotvye,
uévtot, vai, and v

G. Explanatory: for, you see, or that is, namely... ydp, 8, €l (after verbs of
emotion), and kai

H. Inferential: therefore... &pa, ydp, 818, 81611, 00V, TAAV, Totyapodv, Torviv,
and Wote

L. Transitional: now, then... odv and especially §¢*°

Wallace’s approach helps us understand how each Greek conjunctions maps to an
English counterpart, but there are some drawbacks.

Listing kai and 8¢ together as ascensive, connective, contrastive and correlative raises a
couple questions. What exactly do these conjunctions do in Greek? Does each do a bunch
of different things, or is there one unifying function that it performs? What is the
meaningful difference between them if they can be translated by the same English
conjunctions in so many instances? Problems like these illustrate the need for finding a
different way of understanding Greek that is not so dependent upon English.

Each of the most common Greek connectives will be described based on the discourse
task that it accomplishes. Each connective brings to bear a unique constraint upon the
connected elements. This is true even where there is a series of connectives in a row, as
in Philippians 3:8 (dAAa pevodvye kai). Each connective plays a specific role, bringing
its unique constraint to bear in the context.

The objective is not to know how to translate the connective, but to understand how each
one uniquely differs from another based on the function that it accomplishes in Greek.
Exegesis and exposition are all about understanding the original and drawing out the
meaning. Translation is often an ill-suited medium for this, even though it is the one most
commonly used. One may have a very clear understanding of something and still find it
troublesome to capture all of the information in a translation. Don’t worry, exposition
gives you the opportunity to elaborate on aspects of a passage that cannot be well-
captured in translation.

Dooley and Levinsohn provide a key principle that forms a basis for the following
discussion.

A general principle in human language is Behaghel’s Law, which states that “items
that belong together mentally are grouped together syntactically” (MacWhinney
1991:276). One application of Behaghel’s Law is that, when two sentences are
adjacent, or two clauses are adjacent within a sentence, then, other things being
equal, the propositions they embody should be interpreted as being in a close
conceptual relation.”’

This principle helps us understand the default expectation of a reader when he or she sees
adjacent elements, viz. that they share a conceptual relationship of some kind. Blakemore

26 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 761.
" Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 15.

12
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describes the role of a connective saying “it encodes information about the inferential
process that the hearer should use” in connecting what follows the connective to what
precedes.” Connectives play the role of specifying what kind of relationship the writer
intended. Each provides a unique constraint on how to process the discourse that follows.

2.1  Asyndeton (@)

Asyndeton refers to the linking of clauses or clause components without the use of a
conjunction. This concept will be abbreviated using the @ symbol. If you look at what I
have written, you will note that most of the main clauses are not linked with any
conjunction. Asyndeton is the default connective in English, the option that one chooses
when there is no specific relationship that the writer wants to explicitly signal. It is the
option used when the writer judges that the implicit relation between the clauses is
sufficiently clear.

Example 1 Asyndeton in English
a) “I went to the store. @ I bought some milk.”

b) “I went to the store and bought some milk.”
c) “I went to the store, but only bought some milk.”
d) “I went to the store in order to buy some milk.”

Each of these options constrains the two clauses to be related to one another in different
ways. In a), the use of asyndeton does not bring any particular constraint upon how these
clauses are to be related to one another. Since each clause describes an action, the default
expectation is that one action followed the other. There may be other specific relations,
but they are not made explicit.

In b), the two actions are explicitly connected using and. It makes explicit a closer
connection between the actions that may or may not be present using @. The use of but
only in option c) implies that there was an unmet expectation of some kind, as though
something more than ‘just milk’ was to be purchased. Finally, option d) specifies a cause-
effect relationship between the two actions. This same purpose of buying milk may have
been the cause of going to the store in a), but the use of @ leaves this unspecified.

To summarize, the use of asyndeton indicates that the writer did not feel the need to
specify any kind of relationship between the clauses. The relation might be ‘causative’, it
might be ‘contrary to expectation’, it might simply be ‘continuity’. Asyndeton means that
the writer did not feel compelled to specify a relation. If they had wanted to constrain a
specific relation, there are plenty of conjunctions to make the intended relation explicit.
The choice to use asyndeton represents the choice not to specify a relation.

In Koine Greek, asyndeton is the default means of connecting clauses in the Epistles and
in speeches reported within narrative. It is also used in the narrative of the gospel of John.
Recall that default does not mean that it is the most commonly occurring option, but that
it is the most basic (i.e. unmarked) option. It is the option chosen when there is no
particular reason to signal that some feature is present. Here are some examples.

% Diane Blakemore, Relevance and Linguistic Meaning: The Semantics and Pragmatics of
Discourse Markers (CSL 99; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 90.
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Example 2 John 1:1-8

@ 'Ev dpxfi v 6 A6yog,

Kol 6 Adyog A mpdg TOV By,

ko Bed¢ v 6 Adyoc.

@ 00toG NV &v &pxf Tpdg TOV Odv.

@ mavta dt” avtod €yévero,

Kol Xwpig adtod €yéveto ovde €v. O yéyovev

@ v a0t Lo 1V,

ko 1) {wt) AV TO &G TGOV &vOpDTWV:

Kal T0 QQG €V Tf] oKoTig Qaivel,

Kal 1] okoTio a0TO 00 KatéAafev.

@ Eyéveto avOpwmog, AmecTaAUEVOG Topa
Bc00,

@ dvopa avT® TWwAvVVNG:

@ o0tog NABeV eig paptupiav fva paptuprion
Tepl T00 PWTAC, TVa TAVTEG TOTEVOWOLV O
avtoD.

@ ok NV ¢KETVOC TO PAC, AN Tva
paptupron Tepl To0 QWTOG.

@ In the beginning was the Word,

and the Word was with God,

and the Word was God.

? @ He was in the beginning with God.
3 @ All things were made through him,
and without him was not any thing
made that was made.

4 @ In him was life,

and the life was the light of men.

> @ The light shines in the darkness,
and the darkness has not overcome it.
% @ There was a man sent from God,

@ whose name was John.

"@He came as a witness, to bear witness
about the light, that all might believe
through him.

8 @ He was not the light, but came to
bear witness about the light (ESV).

Most of the conjunctions from this passage translate quite naturally in the ESV.
Asyndeton is used at the beginning of a new thought, or simply where the relation
between clauses is clear. And is used to create a tighter connection between clauses that
only would have been implicit using @. There is only one change in the translation at v.

5, indicated by the underlining. The Greek version links 6 @&G €V Tfj 0KOTIQ @aivel more
closely to what precedes using kai, whereas the ESV translates it as though it were a new
or less-connected thought than those linked using .

There 1s a similar use of @ in the speeches reported within narratives, as in the gospel of

Matthew.

Example 3 Matthew 6:24-26

@ 00deig dUvatat dual kupiolg dovAevery:
1 YXp TOV €va U1o10EL Kol TOV ETEPOV
QyamnoeL,

@ 1| £vOg avOEEeTan kal ToD ETépov
KOTOQPOVNOEL.

@ 00 dUvacbe Be® dovAevely Kal HapwVd.
A1x to0to” Aéyw Oy,

@ un yepiuvarte T Puxfi Vu®V Tl aynte
[A tf winte),

unde Td owpatt VUGV Ti EvdDoNcbE.

@ oUX1 N Yuxn TAEIOV €0TLV THG TPOPTG Kal

24 <@ No one can serve two masters,

for either he will hate the one and love the
other,

or he will be devoted to the one and
despise the other.

O You cannot serve God and money.

3 «Therefore I tell you,

O do not be anxious about your life, what
you will eat or what you will drink,

nor about your body, what you will put on.
O Is not life more than food, and the body

¥ Cf. Section 2.6 for a description of the discourse function of 81& todro.
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70 o@WUa TOD £vOVUATOG; more than clothing?
@ dupAéparte ic T metervd Tod o0pavol | 2* @ Look at the birds of the air: they
0t1 0V ometpovoty ovde Bepilovotv ovdE neither sow nor reap nor gather into barns,

GLVAYOULGLV £1¢ amodnKag,
Kal O mathp OUGOV O oVpaviog Tpépel avTd: | and yet your heavenly Father feeds

@ o0y Uueic uaAAov Sragépete abT®OV; them. @ Are you not of more value than
they?

Many of the clauses above are joined using @. Those using conjunctions provide an
explicit relation. The use of asyndeton indicates that the writer chose not to make a
relation explicit. The relation must be gleaned from the context. Note that @ is used at the
beginning of a new thought (e.g. ‘no one can serve two masters’, ‘Look at the birds of the
air’).

Asyndeton can be used at points of discontinuity, as at the beginning of a new thought or
topic. Levinsohn summarizes the use of asyndeton in non-narrative by stating that since
explicit connectives are used to indicate clause relationships like strengthening,
developmental, associative or inferential, “the use of asyndeton tends to imply ‘not
strengthening, not developmental, not associative, not inferential, etc’.”*° It is not only
used in contexts where there is a change in topic (e.g. at the beginning of a new
paragraph). Levinsohn notes it may also be used in contexts of close connection, such as
moving from generic to specific.

22 Kol

One of the significant mismatches between English and Greek conjunctions is clearly
seen in the different senses that are ascribed to kai. The primary senses are ‘connective’
and ‘adversative’, matching with the connective and and the adversative but. These two
English conjunctions, however, mark an inherent semantic quality that is not marked by
either xat or 8¢. This quality is captured in the labels connective and adversative, and can
be described more generally as ‘semantic continuity’ versus ‘semantic discontinuity’.
This semantic quality that distinguishes and from but is not marked by kafi. It may or may
not be present. The same is true with 8¢. To ascribe this semantic quality to these Greek
connectives is to force them into the descriptive box of English, whether it fits well or
not. The labels ‘adversative’ and ‘connective’ may be helpful in determining an English
translation, but they cause confusion when it comes to understanding the function of kai
in Greek.

Kai is a coordinating conjunction that may join individual words, phrases, clauses or
paragraphs.

Example 4 James 1:21-24

21 810 amobéyuevor mdoav punapiav Kai *! Therefore put away all filthiness and
nepirooelav kakiog év mpatntt, @ 0é€acbe | rampant wickedness and receive
oV €ugutov Adyov tov duvdpevov o®oatl | with meekness the implanted word, which

3% Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 119.
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TaG Puxag LUGOV. is able to save your souls.

22 T'iveobe d¢ mowntal Adyou 22 But be doers of the word,

Kai pr| povov dxpoatai mapaloyilduevor | and not hearers only, deceiving yourselves.
£aVTOUG.

23 811 €1 16 dxpoathg Adyou £otiv kai o0 | ** For if anyone is_a hearer of the word and
ToNTr|G, 00ToG #otkev &vdpi katavoodvtt | not a doer, he is like a man who looks

TO TPOOWTIOV THG YEVECEWG A0TOD €V intently at his natural face in a mirror.
E0OTTPW"
24 KaTevoNoeV yap £qutdv kai dneAfAvOev | 2 For he looks at himself and goes away
Kol €00¢wc éneAdOeto dmoiog 1v. and at once forgets what he was like.

In verse 21 above two noun phrases are linked, describing the two things that are to be
put away. In vv. 22 and 23, two more objects are linked using kai even though they are
opposites. The conjunction does not mark the presence or absence of semantic continuity;
it simply “is used to link items of equal status.” ' Verse 24 illustrates the joining of three
main clauses closely together instead of using asyndeton. Adding one to another to
another creates the impression that these actions take place in close succession, or that
one leads to the next. This close connection is expressed in the ESV through the omission
of the subject ‘he’ in the second and third clauses, making the latter two dependent on the
first for a subject.

Kai does not mark a distinction of semantic continuity or discontinuity, it merely
indicates that the connected elements are to be closely related to one another. Stated
another way, kai links two items of equal status. Consider the ‘adversative’ usage in 1
Thessalonians 2:18.

Example 5 1 Thessalonians 2:18

d1611 nBeAoapev ENBETV TTPOG LPAG, EYW because we wanted to come to you—I,
pév MadAog kai dnag kal dic, kai évékoev | Paul, again and again—but Satan hindered
NUAG 0 CaTaVAag. us.

The use of kati here simply links two items of equal status, without any judgment
regarding semantic continuity or discontinuity. This semantic distinction is not marked by
kai. Even though the associated clauses are clearly contrastive, kai simply signals that
they are to be added together. Contrast is a quality that is dependent upon the semantics
of the context. It is either there or it is not, depending upon the discourse content.”
Connectives and various syntactic devices can make the contrast more pronounced.

In contexts where asyndeton is the default means of coordination, Levinsohn claims that
Kai “constrains the material it introduces to be processed as being added to and associated
with previous material”.*® In comparison to asyndeton, coordination with kaf signals to

*!Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1999), 211.
32 Cf. Revelation 3:1: 018& cov t& £pya 81 Svoua €xeig 8t {fic, kai vekpdq €l.

33 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 125.
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the reader to more closely associate the connected elements. The use of the connective
represents the writer’s choice to ‘add’ the one element to the other.** Let’s revisit
Example 2, repeated below for convenience.

Example 6 John 1:1-8

@ Ev &pxii nv 6 Aéyoc, @ In the beginning was the Word,

ko 6 Adyog v mpdc TOV Bdv, and the Word was with God,

Ko 006 v 6 Adyog. and the Word was God.

@ oUtog NV &V &pxf TpOG TOV Bebv. @ He was in the beginning with God.

@ mdvta 3t avtod £yéverto, @ All things were made through him,

Kal Xwpig avTod €yéveto oLJE €v. O and without him was not any thing made
Yéyovev that was made.

@ &v adté) {on Ny, @ In him was life,

ko 1} {wh) AV 10 &G TOV dvOpdTWV: and the life was the light of men.

Kal 10 @QC €V Tf] okoTia Qaivel, @ The light shines in the darkness,

Kal 1] okotio a0To 00 KaTéAaPev. and the darkness has not overcome it.

@ Eyéveto AvOpwmog, &reoTaApévog @ There was a man sent from God... (ESV).
napd Ogo0...

Look at the clauses that are joined by kai, compared to those joined by @. The use of kai
constrains these elements to be more closely related to one another than those joined by
@. Beginning new thoughts with @ makes good sense, in that using kai would constrain
the elements to be processed as though they were part of the same thought or topic. Using
Kati to associate clauses within the same main thought also makes sense, since it helps the
reader to understand the flow of the discourse.

In most narrative contexts, kai functions as the default means of coordination. Levinsohn
describes the situation like this:

It is possible to relate a whole episode of a narrative in New Testament Greek
using a single sentence conjunction, viz., kai. Such passages are comparable to
narratives in Hebrew in which the single conjunction waw is used. You can think
of such passages as “straight narrative.*’

Based on the definition that kati links items of equal status, the implication is that the
narrative events that are added one to another are judged by the writer to be of equal
status. This means that narrative events are linked using kati unless there is some break or
discontinuity in the discourse. The most common reasons for switching from the default
Kal in narrative are to mark a new development or to mark the transition to or from
background information (cf. Section 2.3).

To summarize, the use of kai constrains the connected element to be closely associated
with what comes before, regardless of whether there is semantic continuity or not. The

3 Cf. Chapter 16 on thematic addition, where clausal elements are 'added' to one another. In many
cases the added elements are from different clauses, i.e. not simple coordination. Though the proximity of
the added elements is different in thematic addition compared to simple coordination, kaf still brings to
bear the same constraint on the elements, i.e. constraining "the material it introduces to be processed as
being added to and associated with previous material" (Ibid.)

* Ibid., 71.
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implication is that the elements joined by kai are of equal status. In contexts where
asyndeton is the default means of coordination, as in most epistles and reported speeches,
the use of kai signals a closer connection of the elements than using @. In most narrative
contexts (except John’s gospel), the narrative events that are connected by kai are judged
by the writer to be of equal status, and portrayed as ‘straight narrative.” Consider the use

of kat in the healing of the Geresene demoniac in Mark 5:14-19.

Example 7 Mark 5:14-19

Kal ot BéokovTteg avTOVG EPUuYoV

Kal dryyethav €ig Thv oA Kai €i¢ Tovg
&ypovg

kad AOov 18etv ti oty TO yeyovog

Kal €pyovtal mpog tov Incodv

Kl Oswpovory TOv datpovilduevov
KAONUEVOV 1UATIOUEVOV Kal
owEPOVODVTA, TOV E0XNKOTA TOV AgyldVva,
Kal £poPridnoav.

Kal dinyrnoavto avtoig ol iddvteg mdg
£YEVETO TQ datpovifopévey Kal mepl TV
Xolpwv.

Kal fipEavto mapakadeiv adTtov aneADeiv
Ao TV OplwV aLTOV.

Kal éufaivovtog avtod €i¢ To TAoiov
TapeKAAEL aOTOV O datpovieBeig tva pet’
adTod 1.

Kal 0UK AQPiKeV avTOV, GAAG Aéyel a0 T,
“Ynaye gic TOV 0ikdv cov...

O The herdsmen fled
and told it in the city and in the country.

And people came to see what it was that
had happened.

And they came to Jesus

and saw the demon-possessed man, the one
who had had the legion, sitting

there, clothed and in his right mind,

and they were afraid.

And those who had seen it described to
them what had happened to the demon-
possessed man and to the pigs.

And they began to beg Jesus to depart from
their region.

O As he was getting into the boat, the man
who had been possessed with demons
begged him that he might be with him. *°
And he did not permit him but said to him,
“Go home...”

The ESV translators rendered most of the connections established by kai using ‘and’ in
English. The two exceptions to this are the transitions where the herdsmen flee and where
Jesus is getting into the boat. These are translated using asyndeton. Markers other than
connectives are used to indicate a minor break in the development of the discourse.*

Development markers

BDAG say that 8¢ is “used to connect one clause to another, either to express contrast or
simple continuation. When it is felt that there is some contrast betw. clauses—though the
contrast is oft. scarcely discernible—the most common translation is ‘but’. When a
simple connective is desired, without contrast being clearly implied, ‘and’ will suffice,
and in certain occurrences the marker may be left untranslated”.’” Recall the discussion

3% Verse 14a uses a topical frame to signal the minor discontinuity as the story shifts from the
interaction between the demons and Jesus to the response of the herders (cf. Chapters 9-11). Inv. 18, a
genitive absolute may signal the same kind of low-level break in the discourse (cf. Levinsohn, Discourse
Features, 84 for its use with asyndeton at breaks in the discourse).

'BDAG, 213.
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above regarding English and and but marking the distinction of semantic continuity
versus discontinuity, respectively. On the other hand, kai does not encode this feature. It
may or may not be present. The presence of this feature in the English conjunctions has
lead to the assumption that it is present in their Greek counterparts.

As with xai, the connective 8¢ does not mark the presence of semantic discontinuity, as
BDAG claim. This is not to say that contrast is not present in many contexts where 6¢
occurs, I only claim that the presence of the connective is not what brings it about.
Contrast has everything to do with the semantics of the elements present in the context.
This explains why &¢ is sometimes said to be contrastive and sometimes not.
Grammarians have worked diligently to make kai correspond to and, and d¢ to but,
which has lead to great confusion regarding the unique grammatical role that each plays.

One very important discourse task that every language needs to accomplish is for
speakers or writers to mark where to break the discourse into smaller chunks. There is a
limit to how much information we can take in without breaking it down into smaller
pieces. Think about trying to listen to a run-on sentence, or trying to memorize a long list
of items. You would probably have difficulty taking it all in. But if the run-on were
properly formed into smaller clauses, and if the list of items were broken down into
several smaller lists of several items each, the task of processing and retaining the
information would become much easier.

Languages use various devices for this task of ‘chunking’ or segmenting the discourse
into smaller bits for easier processing. The most obvious one is thematic breaks or
discontinuities in the discourse. Typically such breaks entail a change of time, location,
participant/topic or kind of action. Such changes represent natural discontinuities based
on the discourse content. We are most likely to segment texts at junctures like these. But
what happens in contexts of relative continuity, where there are no natural breaks? How
are decisions made about chunking there?

The Concise Oxford English Dictionary defines continuity as “a connection or line of
development with no sharp breaks”.*® Think about what is meant by ‘line of
development’. If you are explaining a process to someone or formulating an argument of
some kind, there will most likely be steps or stages in that ‘line of development.” So too
in stories, which are made up of a series of events or scenes. The events themselves are
often composed of distinct actions or reactions. Linguists refer to these distinct stages or
steps as developments. Languages use various markers to signal new developments,
particularly in contexts of relative continuity. Development markers guide the reader in
breaking the discourse into meaningful chunks, based upon how the writer conceived of
the action or argument.

Returning to the other part of the BDAG definition, they note that 8¢ expresses “simple
continuation.” Some of the English glosses they provide for this sense are ‘now’, ‘then’,
and ‘so’. All three of these words are English adverbs, but at times they are used to
accomplish the same kinds of discourse tasks as Greek conjunctions, marking a new
development in the discourse. Here is how Dooley and Levinsohn describe it:

3 Catherine Soanes and Angus Stevenson, ed., Concise Oxford English Dictionary (electronic ed.;
11th ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), n.p.
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Whereas connectives like and and some additives instruct the hearer to associate
information together, some conjunctions convey the opposite and constrain the
reader to move on to the next point. We will call these connectives
“DEVELOPMENTAL MARKERS” because they indicate that the material so
marked represents a new development in the story or argument, as far as the
author’s purpose is concerned.”

We frequently use temporal expressions like then or now to mark developments in
English. Consider the following example, and the difference that development markers
can play in how you process and structure what you are reading.

Example 8 Marking Development in English

Text without Developments | Text with Developments-I | Text with Developments-11

I woke up early this I woke up early this I woke up early this

morning. morning and read for a morning, read for a while,

I read for a while. while. and ate breakfast. I

I ate breakfast. Then I ate breakfast, showered, got dressed, and

I showered and got dressed. | showered and got dressed. | went to the office.

I went to the office. After that, I went to the At the office, I checked

I checked email. office and checked email. email and began working on

I began working on the next | Then I began working on the next chapter of my

chapter of my project. the next chapter of my project.

I ate lunch with a friend. project. I ate lunch with a After that, I ate lunch with
friend. a friend.

Notice the difference that adding temporal (e.g. ‘then’ or ‘after that”) or spatial markers
(e.g. ‘at the office’) makes in how you process the discourse. The first column lacks any
specific markers about where to segment the text. It is left to the reader to make these
decisions based on the content. For instance, one might chose to break the text at the
change in location from home to the office. Dropping some of the ‘I’ subject pronouns
and joining the sentences with and would also give some indication, as seen in the
examples with kati in Section 2.2.

Look at the difference that the location of the development markers makes in the second
and third columns. The second column portrays the events as four distinct developments:
getting up, getting ready, getting settled at work, doing work. The third column uses two
developments to express the same information, but both of them are in different places
than in the second column.

This example illustrates the latitude available to writers in how they organize a discourse.
To be sure, there are natural places in a discourse for beginning new developments, such
as changes of time, place, participants, or kind of action. Even with these constraints,
there is still great flexibility available to the writer as to where to segment the discourse,
and how frequently to segment it. Dooley and Levinsohn capture the authorial decision
regarding where to mark developments in their definition above by stating “the material

% Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 93.
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so marked represents a new development in the story or argument, as far as the author’s
purpose is concerned.”*

So far we have talked about how English uses adverbials like then and now to mark
developments. Greek uses its rich set of connectives to mark development, resulting in a
mismatch between the function of some conjunctions in Greek compared to their English
counterparts. The most commonly used development markers in the Greek NT are 0¢ and
ovV.

Not only do these particles serve as conjunctions, they also serve as development markers
in the discourse in ways comparable to temporal adverbs in English. This raises the
question of how best to translate o0v? Should I translate it as ‘therefore’, or as ‘then’ or
‘now’? This quandary illustrates the problem of needing to express all grammatical
information in translation. There may not be an easy translation solution. But even if you
cannot capture everything in a single English word, you can still understand the function
of the Greek word, understanding what it signals in the discourse.

23 Aé

Now we can come back to our consideration of 6¢ and provide a more complete
description of its function in the Greek NT. A¢ is a coordinating conjunction like kai, but
includes the added constraint of signaling a new development (i.e., + development). Kai
on the other hand, is unmarked for development (i.c., - development). There may or may
not be one present with kai. The writer has chosen not to indicate one way or the other if
kai is used. In contrast, the use of 8¢ represents the writer’s choice to explicitly signal
that what follows is a new, distinct development in the story or argument, based on how
the writer conceived of it.*' If the exegete is seeking to understand the author’s intent,
devices such as development markers are worthy of our attention.

Below is a passage that illustrates the meaningful difference that attention to development
markers can make in understanding how the writer conceived of the discourse. The
reported speeches have been abbreviated.

Example 9 Matthew 2:1-10

2 ToD 8¢ 'Inool yevvnOévtog £v BnOAéey 2 Now after Jesus was born in Bethlehem

tfig Tovdatag v Nuépatg Hpwdov tod
PaciAéwg, 8oL udyot amod avatoAdv
Tapey£vovTo €ig TepoadAupa 2 AéyovTeg,
o0 £otiv 6 TeXOelg PactAeng...

3 dkovoag 8¢ O PactAevg Hpwdng

of Judea in the days of Herod the king,
behold, wise men from the east came to
Jerusalem, * saying, “Where is he who has
been born king...”

? When Herod the king heard this, he was

0 1bid., italics added.

*! When I talk about a writer’s “choice,” I am not conceiving of stopping and laboring over
whether to signal a development or not. Rather, I have in mind the kinds of intentional yet unconscious
decisions that speakers of a language are constantly making, choosing what “fits best” or is most
appropriate, based on their communication objectives. In English, we do not stop to consider the placement
of “then” to segment a story. We simply do it without conscious thought. The grammatical marker is
telltale evidence of how the writer or speaker conceived of the action, how it broke down in their mental

picture of it.




DISCOURSE GRAMMAR of the GREEK NEW TESTAMENT

ETapdyOn kal ndoa TepoodAvua uet’
a0TOD, 4 KAl CLVAYAYWV TAVTAG TOUG
apXLEPETG KAl ypaupateig Tod Aaod
enuvOaveto map’ ATV oD 6 XP1oTOG
YEVVATOL.

501 8¢ eimav a0T®, Ev BnOAéeyL...

7 Téte ‘Hpwdng Adbpa kaAéoag tovg
uayoug Nkpifwoev map’ adT&AV TOV Xpdvov
T00 PALVOUEVOL AOTEPOG, 8 Kal TEUPag
abTovg eic BnOAéey einev, TopevOévteg
g€etdoate akp1B®OG Tepl To0 maidiov: Enav
d¢ elpnre, drmayyelAaté pot, Smwg KAyw
EAOWV TTpOooKLVHOW AOTR.

9 o1 8¢ dkovoavTeg TO0 PactAéwg
¢mopelOnoav kai idov 6 dotrp, Ov eidov &v
Tfi AvatoAfi, Tpofiyev avTovg, Ewg EAOWV
61401 éndvw o0 v 6 Todiov.

10 1ddvteg 8¢ TOV dotépa Exdpnoav xapav
UEYAANY 0pddpa.

troubled, and all Jerusalem with him; * and
assembling all the chief priests and scribes
of the people, he inquired of them

where the Christ was to be born.

> They told him, “In Bethlehem...”

7 Then Herod summoned the wise men
secretly and ascertained from them what
time the star had appeared. ® And he sent
them to Bethlehem, saying, “Go and search
diligently for the child, and when you have
found him, bring me word, that I too may
come and worship him.”

? After listening to the king, they went on
their way. And behold, the star that they
had seen when it rose went before them
until it came to rest over the place where
the child was.

' When they saw the star, they rejoiced
exceedingly with great joy (ESV).

According to the use of development markers, this excerpt is organized into six
developments. The first development unit (vv. 1-2) sets the stage for the story that
follows, introducing the complicating incident around which the story unfolds: Herod

learning from the wise men that there is a newborn king. The next development recounts
Herod’s response to the situation (vv. 3-4). He becomes troubled and seeks to find where
the new king was born. The answer of vv. 5-6 is framed as the next development,
followed by Herod’s summoning of the wise men to search for the king. The response of
the wise men is segmented as the next development (v. 9), followed by their response to
seeing the star (v. 10 ff).

Notice that there are only two explicit development markers in the ESV, ‘now’ in v. 2
that has been supplied by the translators, and ‘then’ that translates the ‘narrative tote’ in
v. 7. In the original formatting of the ESV text, it would appear that they only recognize
the two developments in the story based on the paragraphing: at vv. 1 and 7. The
preferred length of development units seems to vary from language to language. Even
within Greek, it seems that Mark has a much higher threshold for what he considers to
warrant a development marker compared to Matthew or Luke. This is illustrated in the
next example. DM in the ESV represents the presence of a development marker in the
Greek text.

Example 10

Matthew 14:22-27 Mark 6:45-50

22 Kai €00£wg AVayKaoev ToLG Hadntig
euPfivat €ig O mAoiov kai Tpodyelv abTOV

45 Kal e00UG AVAYKAoEV TOUG pabntag
avtod EuPfvat €ig T6 TAoiov Kal TPOdyeLY
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eic 10 Mépav, £wc 00 dmoAvon Tolg SxAouc.
23 Kal droAvoag tovg SxAovg avePn eig to
8pog kat idlav mpooevéachat.

diag 8¢ yevouévng uévoc v éxel.

24 10 8¢ mhoiov 10N otadiovg ToAAoUG dmd
TG Yfig aneixev Pacavilduevov VIO TGOV
KUUATWV, NV Yap €vavtiog O AVEUOG.

25 TeTdptn 8¢ euAakii TG VukTOG AAOEY
TPOG abTOVG epIMAT®V £l THV BdAaccav.

26 01 0¢ pabntal id6vteg avTOV Ml Thig
BaAdoong meptmatobva Etapaxdnoav
Aéyovteg 6Tt davTacud 0Ty, Kol Gro To0
@oPov Ekpalav.

27 €00V¢ 8¢ EAGAnoev [6 Tnood¢] avtoic
Aéywv, Oapoeite, Eyw giur un @oPeiode.

€1¢ T0 Tépav mpog Bnoaiddav, £wg avtog
amoAveL TOV 8xAov. 46 Kai arotaduevog
avToiG GrAABev €i¢ O Spog mpooevEaabdart.

47 kol dPiag yevouévng v T mhoiov év
Uéow Thig BaAdoong, kKal avTOG UOVOG L
TG Y1iG. 48 Kal idwv avTovg
Bacavilouévoug év T¢) ENatverv, Av ydp 6
dvepog Evavtiog avToig, TEPL TETAPTNV
@UAAKNV TfiG VUKTOG €pXETal TPOG ADTOVG
nepat@V €mi )¢ Oaddoong kal r{0eAev
napeAOeiv avToug.

49 01 8¢ 1d6vteg abTOV €mi Thi¢ OaAdoong
nepinatotvta £dofav 6Tt @avTaoud £0tiy,
kol dvérpa&av: 50 TdvTeg ydp abTov £1dov
Kal étapaxOnoav.

0 3¢ 0OV ENdANCEV HeT’ aVTGV, Kal Aéyel
a0TOIG, Oapoeite, £YW el pr) @oPeiode.

** Immediately he made the disciples get
into the boat and go before him to the other
side, while he dismissed the crowds. 2 And
after he had dismissed the crowds, he went
up on the mountain by himself to pray.

DM When evening came, he was there
alone,

¥ DM but the boat by this time was a long
way from the land, beaten by the waves, for
the wind was against them.

23 DM And in the fourth watch of the night
he came to them, walking on the sea.

26 DM But when the disciples saw him
walking on the sea, they were terrified, and
said, “It is a ghost!” and they cried out in
fear.

7 DM But immediately Jesus spoke to
them, saying, “Take heart; it is . Do not be
afraid” (ESV).

* Immediately he made his disciples get
into the boat and go before him to the other
side, to Bethsaida, while he dismissed the
crowd. *® And after he had taken leave of
them, he went up on the mountain to pray.

47 And when evening came, the boat was
out on the sea,

and he was alone on the land. ** And he
saw that they were making headway
painfully, for the wind was against them.
And about the fourth watch of the night he
came to them, walking on the sea. He
meant to pass by them,

* DM but when they saw him walking on
the sea they thought it was a ghost, and
cried out, ** for they all saw him and were
terrified.

DM But immediately he spoke to them and
said, “Take heart; it is I. Do not be afraid”
(ESV).

The two accounts begin similarly regarding the grouping of the background information
in the first few verses. Matthew segments the statements about Jesus being alone, the boat
already being a long way from shore, and Jesus coming to the boat during the fourth
watch, as distinct developments. This has the effect of making each of these elements
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stand out more than in Mark’s version, since each is portrayed as a distinct development
or change.

For Mark, vv. 45-48 lead up to two significant events: the disciples seeing Jesus (v. 49)
and his encouragement to them to take heart (v. 50c). Both versions convey virtually the
same content. They differ in the amount of attention that they draw to various events. By
virtue of the fact that Mark signals fewer developments, those that he does signal are
likely to receive more attention than those in Matthew. On the other hand, segmenting the
text into more distinct developments can also have the effect of ‘picking up the pace’ of

the narrative. In Matthew’s account, the text is segmented into smaller and smaller
chunks the closer one gets to the climax of the story. This is true of Mark’s account as
well, in that he only marks developments near the climax. Shortening the length of the
developments has the effect of making them “pass by” more quickly, in a sense picking

up the pace of the story.

One final example of the difference between kat and &€ is taken from 1 Corinthians.

Example 11 1 Corinthians 12:4-7

Kal ovdeic duvatal einelv, Kopiog Incodg,
€l un €v mvedpatt ayiw.
4 Mapéoelg O xapiopdtwy eiotyv,

0 8¢ a0Td mveduar
5 kol d1atp€oelg SrakovidV oLy, Kal 0
a0TOG KVPLOG
6 kai draipéoelg Evepynudtwy eiotv,

0 8¢ avTog Be0G 6 EvepyDV TG TIAVTA €V
AoV,
7 €kdotw 8¢ didotal 1 pavépwaolg Tov
TIVEDHATOG TIPOG TO CUUPEPOV.

and no one can say “Jesus is Lord” except
in the Holy Spirit.
* Now there are varieties of gifts,

but the same Spirit;

S and there are varieties of service, but the
same Lord;

6 and there are varieties of activities,
but it is the same God who empowers
them all in everyone.

7 DM To each is given the manifestation of
the Spirit for the common good.

In the same way that kai can join words, phrases, clauses or paragraphs, the same holds
true for ¢. The first 8¢ in v. 4 (translated as ‘now’) signals that the clause that follows
represents the next distinct step in the argument. Paul returns to the initial proposition
from verse 1 regarding spiritual gifts following his comment in v. 3 about evidence of the

Spirit’s work in a believer’s life.

Within v. 4 itself, there is a development from v. 4a to 4b, signaled by the second d¢. His
goal is not simply to lay out two things side by side (e.g. ‘there are varieties of gifts and
the same Spirit’). This would have indicated that there is one, two-part thought. The use
of the development marker signals that one thing builds on top of another, constraining
the reader to process the two things as distinct elements that move toward the same goal.
Since they are semantically different (many-one) and yet related (gifts of the Spirit-the
Spirit himself), the natural contrast that was already present in the context is drawn out by

the ‘development’ constraint of 3¢.

Note that verse 5 is added to v. 4 using kai. This indicates that it is part of the same step
of Paul’s argument. He establishes a similar contrast to the one found in v. 4 (variety-
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same), but the two elements are linked here using kai instead of 6¢. There is not a
different spirit behind each of the gifts, but the same one.

The development in v. 6 reiterates what we probably expected to be a development in v.
5. By simply joining the elements in v. 5 using kai and moving on to the next comparison
Paul is able to build suspense about the primary point he is making. He is not just arguing
for a unified view of the Spirit or God, but for a unified understanding of the diverse
manifestations of the Spirit. Regardless of appearances, God is using the varied elements
to accomplish a single, unified result for the common good. The development of v. 7
builds on this idea of singularity, switching to the individual who receives one of the
diverse gifts.

Development is a very difficult concept to wrap our heads around as English-speakers. It
is natural to conceive of temporal development as in a sequence of events, but
challenging to conceptualize logical development when it does not involve sequence. It
can sometimes be helpful to think about what was not used when trying to understand the
significance of a development marker in a particular context.

24  Narrative Tdre

In the introduction to development markers, I made the point that temporal adverbs are
often used in English to mark new developments, segmenting the text into smaller chunks
in contexts of relative continuity. Temporal adverbs are used as development markers in
the Greek NT as well,** particularly in Matthew and Acts. The adverb tote “then” can
fulfill the same role as a connective in contexts where none are present. This usage has
been referred to as ‘narrative tote’ based on its distribution.*

It is important to keep in mind some qualities of narrative. First, Longacre has observed
that it possesses two significant parameters: + contingent temporal succession and +
agent orientation.** In other words, narratives are typically composed of sequentially
ordered events, and focus primarily upon the agents performing the action. This means
that the default expectation of the reader is that:

= one event or action follows the next sequentially, and that
= there is a consistent passage of time as these events unfold.

These are the expectations unless the writer indicates otherwise (e.g. «“...before these
things...” or ““...three years later...”). Consider the use of then in the following example.

Example 12 1 got up, then I got dressed, then I ate breakfast.

2 Similarly, one finds 7iny) “and now” frequently used in biblical Hebrew reported speeches or
exhortations to signal the transition from some state of affairs to what it to be done in response. It serves as
a development marker.

43 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 95, states "It is often used, especially in Matthew and Acts, as
‘a connective particle’ (BDF §459(2)), perhaps because of Semitic influence (Turner 1963:341)”. BDF's
description is consistent with the definition of ‘development’ I use above.

* Robert E. Longacre, The Grammar of Discourse, (Topics in language and linguistics; New
York: Plenum, 1996), 8-9.
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Based on the assumption of sequential ordering of events, using then tells me nothing
specific about how much time passed. I could have used asyndeton to link these clauses,
and relied upon the assumption that one thing followed the next.

The use of then in this context is unnecessary, yet it still serves a discourse function,
segmenting the text into developments. The same holds true in the Greek NT. Tote
conveys the same sequential constraint as then. Since it is assumed that one event follows
the next in a sequence, the pragmatic effect of using it in a context of relative continuity
is to instruct the reader to segment the text into a new chunk. Tote indicates that the
primary basis for relating what follows to what precedes is as the next discrete step or
development in the discourse, based on how the writer conceived of the action.

Since both 0¢ and t6te mark new developments, the question arises of how they differ
from one another. Based on the idea of default versus marked, 6¢ should be viewed as the
default development marker, that one that is used when there is no desire to specify the
exact nature of the development. Due to the semantic nature of t6te, it makes explicit that
the development that follows is temporal in nature. At times this may end up being a
generic transition in time, but it is still temporal in nature.

Narrative tote is often found at the margins of paragraphs created in the critical Greek
texts by modern editors. In Matthew 18, Jesus provides instruction about what to do if
someone sins against you in vv. 15-20. Peter then asks a question that is related to Jesus’
teaching. The use of 101¢ here has the effect of segmenting Peter’s question off as a
distinct yet related part of the discourse.

Example 13 Matthew 18:21

Téte TpoceNOav 6 TTéTpog eimev adT, Then Peter came up and said to him,
KUple, TOGAKIG GUAPTOEL E1G EUE O “Lord, how often will my brother sin
&OeA@OG LoV Kol APNow aVTR; EWC against me, and I forgive him? As many as
ENTAKLG; seven times?” (ESV)

Then simply signals a low-level break in the text, yet not so great as to make the reader
think that a whole new topic follows. Both NA*” and UBS* make v. 21 the beginning of a
new paragraph. Other paragraph-initial instances of tote are Matthew 2:7, 16; 4:1, 5;
15:12; and 16:24.

There are also a number of instances where tote is not paragraph-initial, but is found in
the middle of a paragraph. In all but two of these instances (Mat 13:43; 24:40), 101¢ is
found at natural transition points, just before a speech, in response to a speech, or both.
Here too tote indicates that what follows is the next development of the discourse. It can
operate at various levels of the discourse.

In the following example tote occurs twice in the middle of what NA?” and UBS*
consider to be a single paragraph. Each occurrence is found at a potential transition in the
story.

Example 14  Matthew 12:43-45

43 “Otav 8¢ 16 dkdBaptov mvedua é€6A0n | ¥ “When the unclean spirit has gone out of
anod tod avBpwmov, diépxetat O’ avOdpwv | a person, it passes through waterless places
oMWV {Ntodv dvdanavotv Kal ovy Upiokel. | seeking rest, but finds none.
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44 té61e Aéyet, Eig TOV 01KV pov EmcTpéPw
60ev €E€fABOV: Kal EAOOV evpiokel
oXoAdlovTa GECapWUEVOV Kal
KEKOOUNUEVOV.

45 toTE MopeLeTAL Kal tapalapfdver ped’
£UTOD EMTA ETEPA TIVEVUATA TOVNPATEPQ
€aqUTOD Kal EI0EABOVTA KATOIKET EKET Kl
yivetal ta €oxata tol avOpwmov €kelvou
XElpova TV TpWTwV. 0UTwG €oTal Kal Tf]
Yeved tavty tf] movnpd.

* Then it says, ‘I will return to my house
from which I came.” And when it comes, it
finds the house empty, swept, and put in
order.

* Then it goes and brings with it seven

other spirits more evil than itself, and they
enter and dwell there, and the last state of
that person is worse than the first. So also
will it be with this evil generation” (ESV).

One could have potentially made what happens upon the spirit’s return into a distinct
development; so too with the different clauses of v. 45. The use of tote gives insight into
how the writer/speaker construed the structure of the discourse, based on the connectives

used.

There are two instances of 0¢ in the next example. The first introduces Jesus’ speech, the
second marks the development from the affirmation that Elijah will come first to the
declaration that he already has come. Tote is used to mark the development that resulted

from Jesus’ speech.

Example 15  Matthew 17:13

10 Kol EMNpwTNnoav adTtov ol padntal
Aéyovteg, T1 00V Ol ypappateig Aéyovotv
Ot 'HAlav 3l éNBeTv mp@Tov;

11 6 8¢ dmokpiBeig eimev, 'HAlag pev
EPXETAL KAl ATTOKATAGTHOEL TAV T

12 Méyw 8¢ vuiv 8t 'HAag 180 ABev, kai
oUK €méyvwoav abTov GAAG €moinoav v
a0T® Goa NOEANcaV: 0UTWC KAl O LIOG TOD
avOpOTOL UEAAEL TTAGXELY UTT AVTQV.

13 tdte cuvikav ol padnral 6t mept
Twdvvou tol Pantiotod ginev avToiC.

% And the disciples asked him, “Then why
do the scribes say that first Elijah must
come?”

' DM He answered, “Elijah does come,
and he will restore all things.

2 But I tell you that Elijah has already
come, and they did not recognize him,

but did to him whatever they pleased. So
also the Son of Man will certainly suffer at
their hands.”

3 Then the disciples understood that he
was speaking to them of John the Baptist
(ESV).

Whereas the disciples did not understand whom Jesus was talking about in the beginning,
they understood as a result of the speech that he was talking about John the Baptist.

Generally speaking, segmenting something

off as a distinct development has the effect of

attracting more attention to it than if it were just another part of the preceding unit. Using
t61¢ here has the effect of making v. 13 a distinct step, thereby making it stand out.
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This last example is not found at the transition to or from a speech. It simply marks the
result that follows from a preceding action as the next development in the story. In this
case, t0te introduces the conclusion of the parable.*’

Example 16  Matthew 4:10

? And he said to him, “All these I will give
you, if you will fall down and worship

2

me.

9 kai ginev aUT®, TadTd oot Tdvta dwow,
€00V TIEGWV TIPOOKLVIONG HOL.

1 Then Jesus said to him, “Be gone, Satan!
For it is written...” ™

Then the devil left him, and behold, angels
came and were ministering to him. (ESV)

10 téte Aéyel avT® 6 'Incodg, “Ymaye,
Tatava: yeypamntat yap...

11 Téte d@inotv avtov 6 ddPolog, kai
1800 dyyehot mpooiiABov kai dinkévouv
a0TQ.

In this example, téte in v. 10 is used at the transition in a speech where Jesus responds to
a statement from the devil. It is used again at v. 11 to introduce the devil’s response to
Jesus’ statement. Sequentiality would have been assumed even without the use of 1d1¢.
The use of the development marker tote indicates that they were viewed by the writer as
distinct steps. The use of then in translation captures this segmentation very naturally in
English. NA%, UBS* and the ESV all render v. 11 as a new paragraph despite its
connection to what precedes.

In this final example, t6te segments the part of the discourse that returns to describe what
happens to the righteous, those signified by the ‘good seed’ in the parable. This
development also represents the goal that is sought in the parable.

Example 17  Matthew 13:43

41 @ GrooTeAET 0 V1O¢ TOT GvBPWTOL TOG
ayyéhoug avtod, kai cUAAEEOVOLY €K TTiG
PactAeiag adTod mavta ta okavOaAa Kal
TOUG TOL00VTAG TNV avopioy 42 Kal
ParoDorv avtovg €ig TV KAULVOV TOD
TUPOG @ €KeT €oTan O KAaLOUOG Kal O
BpuyuoC TGOV 0d6VTWYV.

43 Tdte ol dikatot EKAGUPOVOTY WG O HAL0G
v T Baotlelq To0 TATPOG AOTOV. 0 EXWV
OTA GKOVETW.

*I The Son of Man will send his angels, and
they will gather out of his kingdom

all causes of sin and all law-breakers,

*2 and throw them into the fiery furnace. In
that place there will be weeping and
gnashing of teeth.

* Then the righteous will shine like the
sun in the kingdom of their Father. He who
has ears, let him hear (ESV).

The enemy is seeking to prevent the good seed from being safely harvested. Segmenting
v. 43 off has the effect of attracting more attention to this conclusion, compared to simply
linking it to the preceding one using kaf.

Tote serves the same basic function as 6¢€ in that both signal that what follows is the next
development in the story or discourse. Tote is used as a connective primarily in Matthew
and Acts in contexts where there is no switch in time from some other point to then. Such

* Levinsohn states, "Typically, conclusions introduced with téte attain the goal sought or
predicted in earlier events" (Discourse Features, 98).
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a switch would be a construed as a temporal frame of reference.*® The primary basis for
relating it to what precedes is as a passage of time. However, since the default
expectation in narrative is that the events are sequentially ordered and temporally related,
t61¢ indicates that the writer chose to mark what follows as a distinct development that is
temporal in nature.

Summary Chart

The chart below summarizes what has been claimed so far about Greek connectives,
focusing on how they differ from one another rather than how they should be translated.
Development markers serve to attract attention to a transition or discontinuity in the
context for the sake of breaking it into smaller chunks for easier processing.
Developments reflect the writer’s conception of the action or argument, so there are no
hard and fast rules about when and where these markers must be used. I have shown how
they are found at thematic transitions, such as changes in time, location,
participants/action and kind of action. I have also shown that different writers can have
different conceptions of the same action, based on their use of development markers.

Whereas kai signals a close continuity, development markers highlight some level of
discontinuity, in particular the segmentation of discourse in contexts of relative
continuity. Narrative t6te is the first connective covered that carries a specific semantic
constraint, based on its temporal meaning. It indicates that the change or development is
portrayed as temporal in nature. In contrast, 3¢ is the default development marker and
unmarked for such semantic constraints.
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So far we have looked at two kinds of connective relationships: indicating the continuity
of two joined elements (i.e. @ vs. kat), and signaling whether what follows represents the
next step or development of what precedes (e.g. 8¢ and t6te). Section 2.4 introduced the
idea of a connective conveying a semantic constraint besides continuity and development,
with narrative 16te marking an explicitly temporal development, something that is
unmarked by 6¢. The connectives that follow all carry some additional semantic

4 Cf. Section 10.2.
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constraint that differentiates them from the connectives already discussed, beginning with
ovV.

25  Obv

OOV is attributed with two primary functions by BDAG. The first function is as an
inferential connective, which they describe as, “denoting that what it introduces is the
result of or an inference fr. what precedes.”*’ In this sense, o0V is backward-pointing like
kai and 8¢, but it carries additional constraints. Viewing o0v as simply a logical,
inferential particle fails to capture its broader function outside the epistles. This is where
the second sense from BDAG comes in.

BDAG also claim that it is a “marker of continuation in a narrative,” to be glossed using
s0, now, or then.*”® They cite Robertson, who says, “a transitional particle relating clauses
or sentences loosely together by way of confirmation.” As with 3¢ and 61, it seems
clear that the traditional grammarians recognized the function of o0v as a development
marker, based on the attribution of “continuation” and the English adverbial glosses.

O0v differs from the other development markers by adding the constraint of close
continuity with what precedes. In this sense it is like kai by closely linking discourse
elements together, but with the added constraint of a new development. In the epistles, it
is regularly translated as therefore to indicate that what follows the particle is either
inferentially drawn or concluded from what precedes, hence + continuity. One often finds
obv at high-level boundaries in the discourse, where the next major topic is drawn from
and builds upon what precedes. In this way, it signals + development. This is illustrated
from Romans 5:1, where Paul transitions from the means of justification to a discussion
of the results that it brings about.

Example 18 Romans 5:1

23 OUK €ypdopn d¢ 61’ avTov pdvov OtL %3 But the words “it was counted to him”
ENoyiodn et 24 &AM kal 81 fudg, oig were not written for his sake alone, ** but
uéAel Aoyileabat, toig motevovoLy €mi for ours also. It will be counted to us who
TOV €yeipavta Tnoodv Tov kUplov UGV €k | believe in him who raised from the dead
VEKPQV, 25 0G Tapeddon dia ta Jesus our Lord, ** who was delivered up for
TOPATTWUATA NUAV Kol NyEpOn dia tnv our trespasses and raised for our
dikalwaotv NUGOV. justification.
5 Akaiwbévrec o0V éx mioTewc lprivv 5 Therefore, since we have been justified
€xopev PO TOV BedV d1a ToD Kupiov UGV | by faith, we have peace with God through
'Incod Xpiotod our Lord Jesus Christ (ESV)

“BDAG, 736.

* Tbid.

* Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 1191.
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The circumstantial participial clause of v. 1 reiterates the conclusion reached in the
preceding context. The particle oUv constrains what follows to be understood as building
closely upon what precedes, yet as a distinct new development in the argument.

OO0V can be used to mark lower-level developments in the discourse as well. This usage is
often found in the reported speeches of the gospels. Consider the use in John the Baptist’s
speech to the Pharisees and Sadducees that come to him as people are being baptized and
confessing their sins.

Example 19  Matthew 3:7-8

7 18wV 8¢ ToAAOUG TV Paploaiwv Kal " But when he saw many of the Pharisees
Taddovkaiwv épxouévoug émt to Bantiopa | and Sadducees coming to his baptism, he
abToD einev adTOlg yevvuata éx1dvay, said to them, “You brood of vipers! Who
Tig Unéder€ev DUV QUYELV 4o Thig warned you to flee from the wrath to come?
peAlovong 6pyfig;

8 o1foate oUV Kapmdv &0V TAC DM Bear fruit in keeping with repentance
Uetavoliag (ESV).

Based on addressing them as a brood of vipers, it would seem that John views them as in
need of repentance. This is confirmed by him attributing their journey to fleeing the
coming wrath. Fleeing itself is not sufficient to deliver them, something more is needed.
Verse 8 introduces a command to produce fruit worthy of repentance, with o0v
constraining the statement to be read as a closely related next step. NIV, ESV and NRSV
do not provide any indication of oOv. John’s exhortation does not come out of thin air,
but is directly related to the preceding context. The use of o0v makes this explicit in
Greek, whereas the nature of the relationship is left implicit or unmarked in these
translations through the use of asyndeton. It may or may not be present. Regardless of
whether one translates it or not, it is crucial to recognize the function it plays in the
exegesis of this discourse.

Another sense that is attributed to oDv is “resuming a discourse that has been
interrupted.” In other words, it signals the resumption of the main discourse following
a digression, whether in narrative proper’' or in the epistles.’* Levinsohn notes that this
usage highlights a distinction between oUv and 8¢: “Whether the amount of intervening
material is short or long, the presence of o0v only constrains what follows to be
interpreted as further development of the topic that has been resumed.” In contrast to
continuing or resuming the same main topic, 8¢ “permits a change of topic.”>* In other
words, if the event line of a narrative is interrupted by background material, it is common
to find the resumption of the mainline marked by o0v. The + development signals the

Y BDAG, 213.

31 Cf. Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 85, 128-29.

32 Jacob K. Heckert, Discourse Function of Conjoiners in the Pastoral Epistles (Dallas, Tex.: SIL
International, 1996), 98.

53 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 129.

* Ibid., 85.
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transition from background to mainline, and the + continuity indicates that the same event
line will be resumed, as opposed to a new one.

In Matthew’s account of Jesus’ trial, there is background information provided using
imperfect and pluperfect verbs, which are typically used in narrative to describe
introductory states of affairs rather than main events.”

Example 20  Matthew 27:17°°

14 Kol 0UK Grekpibn adt® mpog ovde Ev
pripa, wote Bavudlery Tov Nyeudva AMav.

15 Katd O¢ €optnv elwber 6 Myepmv
amoAvewv €va T® SxAw déopiov ov BeAov.
16 ixov 8¢ téte” Séoputov émionuov
Aeybuevov ['Incov] BapaPPav. 17
GUVNYUEV@Y 0DV adT®V ginev aUToig O
MAdto¢ tiva OéAete aroAvow Oy,
['InooGv tov] BapaPPav 1 'Tncodv tov
Aeyduevov xp1otov;

' But he gave him no answer, not even to a
single charge, so that the governor was
greatly amazed.

13 Now at the feast the governor was
accustomed to release for the crowd any
one prisoner whom they wanted. '® And
DM they had then a notorious prisoner
called Barabbas. '” So when they had
gathered, Pilate said to them, “Whom do
you want me to release for you: Barabbas,
or Jesus who is called Christ?”

The verbs €1w0e1, f{OsAov, and eixov are all imperfective aspect, associated with offline
background material. This does not mean the material of vv. 15-17 is unimportant. On the
contrary, it is crucial to understanding Pilate’s motivation in v. 17. Background material
does not advance the narrative plot, but fleshes out some aspect of it before moving
forward. The o0v in v. 17 simply signals a resumption of the event line suspended in v.
14. The + development marks the transition from offline back to the mainline, whereas
the + continuity signals the resumption of the same event line that was suspended in v.

14. Using 6¢ here would have left the door open for moving on to a new development of

some kind, as in Matthew 14:25 below.

In this case, Jesus has sent away the crowds and gone off to pray after sending the
disciples to cross the lake without him. Verses 23b-24 use imperfective verbs to describe
the offline-information regarding the situation of the disciples, without reference to Jesus.

> Levinsohn cites Foley and Van Valin regarding, “an inherent correlation between perfective
versus imperfective aspect and foreground versus background:

[T]he perfective aspect is the primary aspectual category found in the temporal structure of
narrative discourse in a number of languages and imperfective aspect is primary in durational/descriptive

structure. (op. cit. 373)

This finding [the statement on p. 373] is not surprising, since perfective aspect codes completed
actions and events and imperfective incomplete events and actions and the former fit more naturally into
the temporal structure of narrative, the latter into durational/descriptive structure. (op. cit. 397)

Thus, it is natural in a narrative in Greek for a clause with the verb in the imperfect (which has
imperfective aspect) to be conveying information of less importance than one with the verb in the aorist
(perfective aspect); this is due to the nature of the respective aspects” (Ibid., 174).

%6 Cf. Stephanie Black’s (Sentence Conjunctions in the Gospel of Matthew [JSNTSup 216;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002], 275-76) discussion of this passage, which does not make a

distinction between continuity and development.

*7 Téte functions here as a simple adverb, based on the presence of the connective &¢.
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The arrival of Jesus is not directly related to some preceding line that was interrupted, but
is a new development that builds on what precedes. It lacks the close connection
observed with ovv.

Example 21  Matthew 14:23-25

23 kal &moAvoac Toug SxAovc &véPn eic T | 2 And after he had dismissed the

8pog kat’ idlav mpooevEaobat. dPiag d¢ crowds, he went up on the mountain by
YeEVouévng uévog v éxel. 24 6 8& mhofov | himself to pray. When DM evening came,
1181 otadiovg moANovG &md TH Vi dmeixev | he was there alone, ** but DM the boat by
Bacavil{éuevov OO TGV KUUETwWV, v y&p | this time was a long way from the land,
Evavtiog 0 &vepog. 25 tetdptn 8¢ @uAaki] | beaten by the waves, for the wind was
Tfi¢ VUKTOG AABeV TG adToVC MepimaT®V | against them. *> And DM in the fourth

émi trv OdAacoav. watch of the night he came to them,
walking on the sea.

Verses 23b-24 use imperfective verbs to describe the offline-information regarding the
situation of the disciples. The arrival of Jesus is not directly related to some preceding
line that was interrupted, but is a new development that builds on what precedes. It lacks
the close connection observed with o0v.

A comment is in order concerning the use of o0v in John’s gospel. In many respects,
John uses o0v to mark new developments in the same way that Matthew and Luke use 8¢,
though there are some distinctions. Levinsohn states, “O0v may be thought of as a marked
developmental conjunction, employed in specific contexts in which 8¢ would have been used in
the Synoptics. It is used in John’s Gospel in two specific contexts (see also sec. 7.4):

1. in connection with a return to the storyline (i.e., as a resumptive), provided the event concerned
represents a new development, as far as the author’s purpose is concerned

2. when an inferential (logical) relation with the preceding event is to the fore.™

In other words, o0V bears the same constraints in John as it does in the epistles and some
reported speeches of narrative.

O0v marks development in the same way as the other development markers we have
considered, but with the added constraint of + continuity to differentiate it. It had
traditionally been described as inferential or continuative/resumptive. These “senses” are
consistent with the linguistic constraints of continuity and development. The English
gloss therefore most closely matches the inferential sense of o0v, whereas thus often
captures the resumptive sense well. However, these English glosses fail to represent the
semantic constraints that o0v brings about in Greek. Understanding what each connective
uniquely signals is the key to overcoming the mismatches between English and Greek.
Each connective constrains a slightly different relation than the others, regardless of the
English glosses that we might represent it with in translation. Attempting to understand
the constraints that a connective signals based upon one or two English glosses will only
obscure the issue.

38 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 85.
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2.6 Ak todro

A ToUto is not a conjunction from the standpoint of morphology, yet as a set expression
has come to function as a connective in Koine Greek. In Robertson’s description of
“connection between separate sentences,” he cites the use of 81 todto in Matthew 24:44
where it “answers as a link of union” comparable to 8¢, ydp, and &pa.”” Similarly,
Wallace refers to this idiom as a “formulaic phrase” that refers back to the previous
argument, though he does not treat it as a connective.”’ In a later section describing the
classification of independent clauses, he notes that certain prepositional phrases may
determine the function of independent clauses, ostensibly in lieu of a coordinating
conjunction. Aix toUto is one of the seven listed, and one of four he lists using some form
of tott0.”! Kermit Titrud also lists it alongside the conjunctions 816, &pa, and &pa 0OV
that may introduce a paragraph.®

The specific context that I will focus on here is the use of d1& toUto in the absence of any
other coordinating conjunction (i.e. asyndeton).” To Wallace’s point, in the absence of a
full morphological conjunction, d1& toOto plays the same functional role of indicating
how the independent clause that follows is to be related to what precedes. The preposition
d1a contributes a causal sense in most cases, “the reason why someth. happens, results,
exists: because of, for the sake of.”** The demonstrative pronoun todTo reiterates a
proposition from the preceding context.”” Thus, the clause introduced by 1 todto is
constrained to have a causal relation with the preceding discourse. It is similar to o0v in
that both indicate + development and + continuity, but dia tooto offers a narrower
semantic constraint than o0v.* In this way, there is significant overlap in semantic
meaning between the two, with the meaningful distinction being the narrower causal
constraint in the case of 1 todro. This overlap is analogous to that between 6¢ and tote,
with the latter having the narrower temporal constraint.

Ad toUto is often used in the gospels within reported speeches to introduce a key
proposition, co-occurring with highlighting various devices.”” The first example
illustrates this. A& todto comes in the midst of a speech at the conclusion of the parable
of the rich fool, and serves as the introduction to the teaching on anxiety. It serves as a
hinge between the two pericopes, closely linking them yet indicating a distinct new step

% Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 443.

8 Wwallace, Greek Grammar, 1:331.

*! bid., 1:658.

62 Kermit Titrud, “The Function of kai in the Greek New Testament and an Application to 2
Peter,” in David Alan Black et al., Linguistics and New Testament Interpretation: Essays on Discourse
Analysis (Nashville, Tenn.: Broadman Press, 1992), 251.

5 T include those instances where kai is functioning adverbially and not as a connective, e.g. Luke
11:49. In such cases, kai will not occur at the beginning of the clause.

*BDAG, 225.

% There are a few instances where 81X To0to0 is forward-pointing (e.g. John 8:47), but there are
coordinating conjunctions present, indicating that it is not functioning as a connective.

5 BDAG (Ibid.) provide the gloss therefore for 81& Todto in section B.2.b of their entry.

%7 In some instances it co-occurs with forward-pointing devices like meta-comments (e.g. Matthew
6:25;12:31; 21:43; Mark 11:24; Luke 12:22; cf. Chapter 5) or attention getters (e.g. Matthew 23:34; cf.
Section 5.4.2.
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in the discourse.®® The reintroduction of Jesus mid-speech at the beginning of v. 22
provides further segmentation of the speech.”

Example 22  Luke 12:22

20 But God said to him, ‘Fool! This night your soul is required of you, and the
things you have prepared, whose will they be?’ *! So is the one who lays up
treasure for himself and is not rich toward God” (ESV).

22 Einev 8¢ mpd¢ tovg padntac [avtod] Sk | * And he said to his disciples, “Therefore
T00T0 Aéyw VUiV un pepruvdre tf] Yuxi ti | Ltell you, do not be anxious about your
Qaynte, unde t@ ouatt ti évdvonode. life, what you will eat, nor about your
body, what you will put on.

A4 toUto indicates that what follows is closely related to what precedes. It constrains
what follows to be viewed as a response to some situation in the preceding context. In
this case, v. 22 introduces how one ought to handle anxiety associated with wealth (or its
lack). It also signals that what follows is a new development or step in the argument. In
this case, it comes at the transition between the story of the rich fool and the teaching
about avoiding anxiety. It is distinct from what precedes (i.e. a new pericope or teaching),
yet closely related. There is also a meta-comment (underlined), a forward-pointing device
that attracts attention to the proposition that it introduces.”

A1d to0To here serves to signal a distinct new development in the discourse, yet to closely
link it with what precedes. It also provides a narrower constraint on the relationship of the
two parts than o0v. The story of the rich fool taught what not to do, 81 todto introduces
what is to be done instead, in response to the preceding story.

In the synoptic parallel of this story in Matthew 6:25, 81& to0to plays a similar “hinge”
role, connecting two discrete sections that are closely related.”! However, in Matthew’
account the preceding teaching concerns serving two masters instead of the parable of the
rich fool. The response to the situation is the same in both cases: do not worry. Matthew
also uses a meta-comment to highlight the main proposition.

This next example illustrates d1x todto in a context of relative continuity in a series of
commands.

Example 23  Ephesians 5:17

15 BAénete ovv dxp1p@g nidg mepinateite | ° Look carefully then how you walk, not
Un wg doogot GAN” wg coot, 16 as unwise but as wise, '® making the best
¢€ayopalSuevorl OV kapdv, 8tiai fluépat | use of the time, because the days are evil. '’
novnpai eiov. 17 S Todto un yiveobe Therefore do not be foolish, but

&ppoveg, aAAa ouviete ti to OEANUa Tol understand what the will of the Lord is.
Kupiov.

8 NASB is the only translation that does not begin a new paragraph at v. 22.

5 Cf. Section 7.2.2 on the mid-speech use of quotative frames.

0 Cf. Chapter 5.

"'NKIJV is the only English version that does not begin a new paragraph at v. 25.
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Verse 15 begins with o0v to indicate that it provides a summary or conclusion drawn
from the preceding context, and is thus closely connected. This verse is elaborated upon
in v. 16 by an adverbial clause. Verse 17 introduces the next command in the series, one
that is related to what precedes using 81 to0to. This indicates that what follows
represents a distinct development that is closely related to v. 15. It also provides a
causative constraint, indicating that the command not to be foolish bears a causal relation
to what precedes (vv. 15-16). The days being evil and the need for walking wisely are
cast as the reason why we ought not be foolish. 00v would have implicitly allowed for
this semantic relation, but 1 tooto makes it explicit.

Not every instance of &1 todto functions as a connective. In the absence of any
coordinating conjunction, this phrase provides guidance in how to relate what follows to
the preceding context. When it functions as a connective, it signals + continuity, +
devel%pment, as well as adding a causal constraint to the relationship between the two
parts.

Summary Chart
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Other common connectives

The rest of the connectives covered in this chapter are related only in that none of them
mark development. They each bring to bear a different semantic constraint to the
relationship of the clause that follows with some other portion of the discourse.

2 Other examples include Matthew 12:27, 31; 13:13, 52; 18:23; 21:43; 23:34; 24:44; Mark 11:24;
Luke 11:19, 49; John 1:31; 6:65; 7:22; 8:47; 9:23; 10:17; 12:18, 39; 13:11; 15:19; 16:15; 19:11; Acts 2:26;
Romans 1:26; 4:16; 5:12; 15:9; 1 Cor 4:17; 11:10, 30; 2 Cor 4:1; 7:13; 13:10; Eph 1:15-16; 6:13; Col 1:9;
1 Thess 3:5, 7; 2 Tim 2:10; Heb 1:9; 2:1; 1 John 3:1; 4:5; 3 John 10; Rev 7:15; 12:12; 18:8. John 5:18 is
another possible instance, where many textual witnesses omit oUv.
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27 Tap

The diverse usage of ydp has resulted in a wide variety of claims being made about it.
Wallace and Young contend that it functions as both a coordinating and subordinating
conjunction.” BDAG describe it as expressing cause, clarification, or inference.”*
Robertson advocates that it is best viewed as explanatory in nature, before making an
appeal for other senses.””

Robertson’s “explanatory” assertion has largely been confirmed as the core constraint of
yap in modern linguistic treatments. Heckert concludes that it introduces material which
strengthens or confirms a previous proposition.’® Levinsohn states,

Background material introduced by ydap provides explanations or expositions of
the previous assertion (see Winer 1882:566—67, Robertson n.d. :1190, Harbeck
1970:12). The presence of ydp constrains the material that it introduces to be
interpreted as strengthening some aspect of the previous assertion, rather than as
distinctive information.”’

Black also correlates the use of ydp with background information, noting a tendency for it
to be used with forms of eiuf and imperfect tense forms.” She states, “I'ap is used to
direct the audience to strengthen a preceding proposition, confirming it as part of the
mental representation they construct of the discourse.”

In terms of the constraints assigned to the other connectives discussed thus far, y&p
signals close continuity with what precedes like kai, o0v, and 814 toto. However, it
differs from the latter two in that it does not mark development. It differs from kai by
adding the semantic constraint of strengthening/support. In other words, it does not
advance the mainline of the discourse, but introduces offline material that strengthens or
supports what precedes. I'Gp can introduce a single clause that strengthens, or it may
introduce an entire paragraph. Of the 1041 instances in the Greek NT, only 10% of them
are found in narrative proper, compared to within reported speeches and the epistles. The
books of Romans and Hebrews have the greatest concentration of usage, followed closely
by 1 and 2 Corinthians and Galatians.™

In each case, the proposition introduced by ydp fleshes out some aspect of what precedes.
It may be in the form of background information; it may introduce the reason or rationale
for some preceding action or state. For instance, six of the 33 occurrences in Mark
introduce verbs of speaking, describing what people were saying in response to or to
precipitate the preceding action.®' Twelve more instances introduce “being” verbs, while

3 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 1:669; Richard A.Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek: A
Linguistic and Exegetical Approach (Nashville: Broadman and Holman Publishers, 1994), 182.

" BDAG, 189.

75 Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 1190.

"® Heckert, Discourse Function of Conjoiners, 31, 36.

"7 Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek, 91.

"8 Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 280.

7 Ibid.

% This statement is based of the number of occurrences normalized per thousand words in the
book.

81 Cf. Mark 3:21; 5:8, 28; 6:18; 14:2, 56.
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eleven more introduce states of being or perception (e.g. knowing, fearing,
understanding, seeing). The remaining instances introduce states of affair (e.g. Mark
3:10, moAAovg yap €0epanevoev “for he had healed many™).

The first illustration comes from Matthew 10, where Jesus warns his disciples about a
day when they will be arrested and handed over to the authorities for following him.

Example 24  Matthew 10:19-20

19 8tav 3¢ mapad@otv LUAG, Un
Ueptuvrionte &G 1 Tl AaAnonte: doBnoetal
Yap Opiv év éketvn T Opa ti AaAnonte: 20
oV yap UpEL €ote ol AadoDvteg GAAX TO
nvedua tod Tatpog VUGV TO AaAodv €v

' When DM they deliver you over, do not
be anxious how you are to speak or what
you are to say, for what you are to say will
be given to you in that hour. 2 For it is not
you who speak, but the Spirit of your

ouiv. Father speaking through you.

In light of the circumstances Jesus describes, it makes little sense not to be anxious.
Verse 19b provides support for this assertion by stating that what they need to say will be
given to them, they will not be left on their own. This statement is in turn supported by v.
20, stating that it is not just a matter of being given the words, but who is speaking the
words. In this case, the Spirit of their Father will be the one speaking.

The information introduced by ydp is important to the discourse, but it does not advance
the mainline description of how they are to respond when arrested. Instead it introduces
propositions that strengthen and support what precedes. The main line of the discourse is
resumed in v. 21, introduced by 8¢ since it is a new point rather than the resumption of
one that was interrupted.

Galatians 5 opens with the statement that it was for freedom that Christ has set us free,
not to be re-enslaved to a keeping of the law. In v. 12 Paul expresses his wish that those
who had distracted the Galatians with the need for circumcision would mutilate
themselves. This verse is followed by what is considered to be a new section, introduced
in v. 13 with ydp.

Example 25  Galatians 5:13-14

Y For you were called to freedom,
brothers. Only do not use your freedom as
an opportunity for the flesh, but through
love serve one another. * For the whole
law is fulfilled in one word: “You shall
love your neighbor as yourself.”

13 “Yuelq yap € élevbepiq EkANONTe,
adeA@otl- uévov pr thv Elevdepiav eig
a@opunv tf oapkl, GAA d1a TAG Aydmng
dovAevete GAANA01G. 14 O yap TAG VOUOG €V
EVI MOy TEMANPWTAL, EV TG AYATHOELS
TOV TANGIOV 00U (0§ OEXVTOV.

The paragraph introduced in v. 13 strengthens the preceding section of vv. 1-12, rather
than advancing the argument with a new point. Rather than using their freedom as a
license for the fight among themselves and with Paul, they were to be using it as an
opportunity to serve. Verse 14 in turn strengthens the assertion of v. 13, adding support to
significance of serving one another through love. This section reiterates what the freedom
they received was intended to bring about. Verses 13-15 provide supporting material that
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is important, but that does not advance the argument. The next major step is introduced in
v. 16 by &¢.

I'ap introduces explanatory material that strengthens or supports what precedes. This may
consist of a single clause, or it may be a longer digression. Although the strengthening
material is important to the discourse, it does not advance the argument or story. Instead,
it supports what precedes by providing background or detail that is needed to understand
what follows. Plots or arguments that are resumed after the supporting material are
typically introduced using o0v, whereas new points are signaled by &é.

28 Mév

The connective pév is described in detail in Section 4.1 in the discussion of point-
counterpoint sets. The discussion here is limited to a basic overview. BDAG construe pév
primarily as a marker of correlation working in conjunction with other connectives,
“introducing a concessive clause, followed by another clause w. an adversative particle:
to be sure ... but, on the one hand ... on the other hand.”* It serves primarily to correlate
the clause that it introduces with some corresponding element that follows, typically
introduced by 8¢. In contrast to the other connectives considered so far, pév is forward-
pointing. Its sole function is to create the expectation that some related element will
follow.

In many cases, the element introduced by pév functions as a concession, just as the use of
although, inasmuch as, on the one hand, or more colloquially while in English.
Levinsohn states,

The presence of pév not only anticipates a corresponding sentence containing ¢
but frequently, in narrative, it also downgrades the importance of the sentence
containing pév. In particular, the information introduced with uév is often of a
secondary importance in comparison with that introduced with ¢.**

There are other instances where pév simply serves to explicitly correlate two elements
that otherwise would only have an implicit relation. In such cases, there is simply a
connection made between the two, rather than the downgrading described by Levinsohn.

The use of uév/d€ to create correlated sets in Koine Greek is found far more frequently
than is observed in English using corresponding particles. This difference in usage might
be related to the difference between the rather cumbersome inasmuch as and on the one
hand in comparison to the tiny particle pév. The mismatch in usage leads BDAG to state
that a direct equivalence translation of yév is often not possible.™ The fact that we do not
use forward-pointing correlatives nearly as frequently in English means that in many
cases Y€V is left untranslated in English versions.

2 BDAG, 628. Cf. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 1:671; Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New
Testament, 1151-152.

8 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 170.

% BDAG, 628.
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In terms of linguistic constraints, pév expresses + continuity. More specifically, it signals
a forward-pointing correlation with an element introduced by 8¢ in most cases. It does not
mark development.

29 Al

’AAAG is primarily used in the creation of point-counterpoint, and is therefore treated
more fully in Section 4.3. The purpose of the discussion here is to discuss the semantic
constraints that it brings to bear on the element that it introduces. BDAG describe it as an
adversative particle “indicating a difference with or contrast to what precedes, in the case
of individual clauses as well as whole sentences.”® Recall the comments made earlier
about contrast being context-dependent, and not a quality of the connective. 'AAAG is
often used following a negated clause to introduce a positive alternative. On this basis,
&AAG is nearly always used in the presence of contrast, serving to sharpen it.*®

Heckert is able to reach more specific conclusions than “adversative” in his description of
GAAG. He describes GAAG as a “global marker of contrast”, one that “introduces a
correction of the expectation created by the first conjunct; an incorrect expectation is
cancelled and a proper expectation is put in its place.”’ It provides a corrective to
whatever it stands in contrast with in the preceding context, even if it is positive rather
than negative.®® Levinsohn adds, “When &AA& links a negative characteristic or
proposition with a following positive one, the negative proposition usually retains its
relevance.””

In terms of the semantic constraints that we have discussed so far, GAA& is unmarked for
continuity (hence). It is also unmarked for development. It is a correlator of items of
equal status, like kot and pév, but differs from kai by being unmarked for continuity (—
continuity), and differs from pév by not being forward-pointing. The constraint that it
brings to bear is “correction” of some aspect in the preceding context. This is
summarized in the chart below.

Continuity
Development
Correlation
Forward-pointing
Semantic
constraint

é [\
=

4+
+

1 1

% Ibid., 44.

8 Cf. Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 1187; Porter, ldioms, 205; Wallace,
Greek Grammar, 1:671.

%7 Heckert, Discourse Function of Conjoiners, 23.

8 Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 115

% Ibid.
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d¢ -+ - -

T0te - 4+ - - Temporal
oV + o+ - -

didtolto + + - -  Causal

Yép + - - - Support
uév + - 4+ + Expectation
aAA - - 4+ - Correction

2,10 Suggested Reading
BDF §442-452, §459(2)

Black, Sentence Conjunctions in the Gospel of Matthew, 202-253.
Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 48-49.

Heckert, Discourse Function of Conjoiners in the Pastoral Epistles.
Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 71-91, 118-126, 170-173.

Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 205-217.

Robertson, A Greek Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 1177-1192.
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Part I: Forward-pointing Devices

This section describes a number of conventions that are used to attract attention to
something significant in the discourse, something that would not have garnered the same
attention had the prominence marking device not been used. There are two criteria that
qualify these various devices to be classified under one umbrella:

= none of the devices are required to understand the content that follows, they are
redundant,

= the same propositional content could have been conveyed more simply without
them.
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3. Forward-Pointing Reference and Target
Definition: The use of pronouns like ‘this’, ‘those’ or ‘it’ to point ahead to some ‘target
that has not yet been introduced. The forward-pointing pronoun is the reference,
indicated by —. The thing to which it points is the target, indicated by ®. The forward-
pointing reference has the effect of attracting extra attention to the target.

2

We typically use pronouns like ‘he’, ‘they’ or ‘this’ to refer to concepts that have
previously been mentioned in the discourse (e.g., ‘I have a sister. She lives in LA.”) The
default use of pronouns is to point backward to something that has already been
introduced. There is also a non-default use to point forward to things that have not yet
been introduced.

We use forward-pointing references a lot more than you might think. Here are some
examples taken from everyday English that illustrate how forward-pointing references are
used to attract extra attention to the target they introduce.

= Get this! * You know what?
= Listen to this! = Here’s the deal!
= Guess What! = This is my final offer...

Think about the context in which you would use these expressions. I might use ‘get this’
just before announcing some great news, or something shocking that just happened. If I
had been trying to negotiate with someone, I might preface my next offer by saying
‘Alright, here’s the deal’.

So why use a forward-pointing reference? Why not just go ahead and say whatever was
so important? Generally speaking, expressions like these are a way slowing down the
flow of the discourse before something surprising or important is about to be disclosed.
Forward-pointing references have the pragmatic effect attracting extra attention to the
target to which they point. It would be simpler just to skip the additional reference and
get on with whatever it is you have to say. The extra reference serves to pique curiosity
about the target, in the same way that a drum roll or other dramatic delay has the effect of
building suspense when an audience is expecting something to happen.

If the forward-pointing reference had not been used, the information that followed would
not have changed in its importance, it simply would not have been marked as important.
If it had not been marked, there is a greater chance that its importance might be
overlooked. I might not have assigned the same significance to it as the writer did.
Choosing to use a prominence-marking device increases the likelihood that I will assign
the same significance to the target as the writer. If we are trying to establish the author’s
intent, attention to prominence-marking devices can play a critical role in exegesis and
translation.

3.1 Conventional Explanation

Most grammarians provide some discussion about the forward-pointing use of pronouns,
but they say little about why a writer might use this device. BDF state, “o0tog (to100t0g
likewise) is seldom used to point to a following clause... only to0to is somewhat more
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frequently used as preparation for a subordinate clause with 6t1, Tva etc. or for an
infinitive or substantive”.”® Wallace likewise notes that although most pronouns refer
backward and thus have ‘antecedents,’ there are instances where the pronouns point
forward and have what he calls ‘postcedents’.”’ He notes that forward-pointing pronouns

can refer to a Ot clause:

This usage is normally in apposition to the demonstrative To0to in such
expressions as “I say this to you, namely, that ...” and the like. As such, the
pronoun is kataphoric or proleptic, in that its content is revealed by what follows
rather than by what precedes.”

He does not discuss why a writer would use a proleptic construction. Similar comments
may be made about Robertson and Porter. Robertson describes the forward-pointing use
of demonstratives as ‘in apposition’, and lists a number of examples to illustrate the
usage.” Porter notes that forward-pointing usage is common both in the Greek New
Testament and extra-biblical Greek,94 however neither describe the effect that is achieved
by this marked use of pronouns.

3.2 Discourse Explanation

There are several principles from the introduction that help us better understand the
discourse function of forward-pointing references and targets. First, since they represent a
non-typical or marked use of pronouns, there must be some meaning associated with the
choice to use this construction. As with most other forward-pointing devices, the
forward-pointing reference ends up creating a discontinuity just before the target to which
it points. This extra reference has the effect of slowing down the flow of the discourse.

The forward-pointing usage contrasts with the more frequent default use of pronouns to
point backward to something, and thus stands out in the context. It is far more common to
first introduce a concept and before referring to it using a pronoun than vice versa. To
point forward to something that has yet to be introduced risks creating confusion. The
same concept could have been introduced much more easily and unambiguously by
omitting the forward-pointing reference. The forward-pointing reference signals the
presence of some discourse feature. The choice to use a marked form also implies that
there is a meaning associated with the choice.”

** BDF, 151.

! Wallace, Greek Grammar, 318.

? Ibid., 459.

% Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 698-99.

% Porter, Idioms, 136.

% A more technical explanation of why forward-pointing references add prominence to their target
is provided by Smith based upon Mental Space Theory:

The cataphor's evocation of special emphasis in these situations is likely due to the fact that overt
designation of the mental space set up by the matrix verb draws more attention to the proposition contained
in and characterized specifically by the knowledge structures inherent in that space than if the pronoun
were absent. Also, by momentarily delaying mention of the subordinate clause by the use of the pronoun
the speaker creates an air of anticipation in the flow of the discourse about what is to follow which can
heighten the hearer's interest in the subsequent information (again evoking another kind of conceptual
distance). Related to this is that the use of the cataphor in effect results in a kind of double-mention in
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3.3  Application
There are three different ways of creating a forward-pointing reference:

= use of a forward-pointing interrogatives (i.e. question words like ‘what’, ‘where’)
to create rhetorical questions that are answered by the same speaker,

» use of demonstrative pronouns (e.g. ‘this’, ‘those’) to point forward to a person or
concept,

= use of adverbs as substitutes (i.e. “pro-adverbs’) to point forward to an action that
describes the manner in which something is done.

Not every pronoun or pro-adverb is forward pointing, most will be anaphoric. The claims
that follow only apply to those forms which do not have an antecedent.

33.1  Forward-pointing Interrogatives

I will begin with some examples of interrogative pronouns that are used to make
forward-pointing references. In Matt 11:7-9, Jesus asks a series of rhetorical questions.
These are construed as intentional forward-pointing references because he proceeds to
answer his own questions. Since these are rhetorical rather than interrogative questions,
they serve to pique the hearers’ (or readers’) interest.

Example 26  Matthew 11:7-9

SENTENCE “ > Ti» g&RAbate eig v Epnuov Oedoacbot
what did you go out into the wilderness to see
SENTENCE (@ ™ kGAapov ™ VO AVEHOL GAAELOUEVOV @)
areed by the wind shaken
SENTENCE SaAAG = Tl =) éEABate 1d€iv
but what did you go out to see
SENTENCE (@ ™ gvBpwmov ™ €V UAAAKOIG NUPLECUEVOV @)
a man in  soft clothing dressed
SENTENCE A idou b ol T HXAAKA QOpoUVTEG™ &V TOIG OTKOLG
behold those — soft clothing who wear in the  houses

v PaciMéwv elolv

of kings are
SENTENCE GANX = Tl éEYl])\eO(‘EE 1delv
but what did you go out to see

which the space designated by the pronoun metonymically relates to the proposition located conceptually
within that space by prefiguring the space grammatically.

Michael B. Smith, “Cataphoric Pronouns as Mental Space Designators: Their Conceptual Import
and Discourse Function,” in Cognitive and Communicative Approaches to Linguistic Analysis (ed. R. S.
Kirsner, E. Contini-Morava, and B. Rodriquez-Bachiller; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2004), 81.
Forward-pointing references which target subordinate clauses are also referred to as 'hypotactic apposition'
by Brenier and Michaelis, “Optimization via Syntactic Amalgam: Syntax-Prosody Mismatch and Copula
Doubling,” CLLT 1(2005): 45-88.

45



DISCOURSE GRAMMAR of the GREEK NEW TESTAMENT

SENTENCE ©® T[pO(PY,]U]V ©
a prophet
SENTENCE val K Aéyw Opiv ED <@ Kal mepLocOTEPOV TPOPHTOL ©)
yes I tell you and even more than a prophet

In each case, it would have been simpler to ask, “Did you go out to the wilderness to see
X7’ (e.g. ‘areed shaken by the wind’). The repetition of the rhetorical question “What
did you go out to see” has the effect of increasing the suspense regarding why it is that
the people came to see John the Baptist. The arrow symbols (=) delineates the forward-
pointing references, whereas the target symbol (®) delimits the targets to which the
references point. The extra reference causes the reader to try and find the target in order
to resolve the reference. In this case, we only learn what the target is after Jesus answers
his own questions in v. 9b. The forward-pointing references function here to highlight
Jesus’ claim about John the Baptist, the key idea of the section. Omitting the forward-
pointing references would have dramatically reduced the poignancy of Jesus’ message.

Another example of an interrogative pronoun used rhetorically for a forward-pointing
reference is found in Romans 3:1, where Paul introduces his next topic of discussion.

Example 27 Romans 3:1
PRINCIPLE Y= TL =) obv [T 10 mepocov ol Tovdalov T
what [iz] therefore the advantage ofthe  Jew

[s]

H (= tig =T 1] Oeélala Tfg mepitoufic =
or what [1s] the  use of circumcision

m
e
m
=
(]
m

Lo

m
=
m
=
[l
m

2{® moAU KaTa mAVTA Tpomov @}
much i every  way

At the end of Romans 2 Paul makes the claim that it is only the Jew who is circumcised
in the heart that is the true Jew, not just those who are outwardly circumcised. This raises
the question of whether there is any advantage to being a Jew. In order to highlight the
introduction of this new topic, Paul asks two rhetorical questions which he then answers
in the balance of chapter 3. Verse 2 provides a generic answer (‘much in every way’) that
he elaborates on in v. 2b (i.e., the Jews were entrusted with the oracles of God). Omitting
the forward-pointing references would not have attracted nearly the same attention to this
new topic. The choice to use the forward-pointing references telegraphs Paul’s desire to
attract attention to it. He uses it here to highlight the introduction of the next big idea in
the book. Forward-pointing interrogative pronouns are a very effective rhetorical means
of introducing a new topic and drawing attention to it at the same time.

Paul uses another pair of forward-pointing interrogatives later in Romans 3 to strengthen
a point he makes.

Example 28  Romans 3:27
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PRINCIPLE 7+ TIloDd - obhv 1] kalynolg
where [is] therefore [-] boasting
SENTENCE (@ Eexheladn @
it has been excluded
SENTENCE d1a (= moiov - vouov
bwv what kind of law
BULLET (@ (X TGOV Epywv X @)
of works
BULLET oyl GA\& (@ v d1d vopov mioTEWG V) @)
ne  but by alaw  of faith

Paul could have made the same point more plainly by stating, “Therefore boasting is
excluded by the law of faith”, but this would significantly reduce the rhetorical impact
compared to using the forward-pointing references. Unpacking this principle in two parts
allows each one to sink in. Allowing the reader to think about the questions adds
significantly to the power of these statements. It also allows Paul to draw extra attention
to exactly what kind of law it is that excludes boasting. He uses a point-counterpoint set
(cf. Chapter 4) to further reinforce the answer. The counterpoint (%) provides a possible
answer, which is rejected. The point (v) stands out in much greater relief since there is a
counterpoint providing a basis of comparison.

332  Forward-pointing Demonstratives

In the same way that interrogatives can be used for forward-pointing references,
demonstrative pronouns can accomplish the same task of attracting extra attention to a
target. It is not some special semantic meaning of the part of speech that has the effect of
highlighting; it is the fact that it is pointing forward to a yet-to-be-introduced target.
Forw9a6rd-pointing references are most often associated with the writings of John and
Paul.

There are six instances in John’s first epistle there he uses the phrase €v toUtw ‘in this’ as
a forward-pointing reference to highlight an important concept.

Example 29 1 John 4:9-10

% Cf. Steven E. Runge (“The Exegetical Significance of Prospective Demonstrative Pronouns in
Luke’s Gospel.” Paper presented at the ETS Pacific Northwest Regional Meeting, Salem, OR., Feb. 24,
2007) for a description of forward-pointing references in Luke's gospel.
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SENTENCE 2= £v TOUTE =) Epavepwln 1 dydmn tol 8o év Nuiv
by this isrevedled the love of God mn us
L4 - L] B * P L] e . F r
SUB-PGINT 0Tl (@ TOV viov auToD (& TOV HOVOYEVH] &) ameoTahKey

that [-] Sen  his [-] one and only sent
0 Be0¢ £1¢ TOV KOOUOV @)
[-] God into the world

SUB-POINT tva (@ [fowpsv 60 oadrob @)

in order that we may ive through  him

- b r L, 5 ) I
SENTENCE 10{— £V TOUTW —} ECTLV 1] AYUNN
in  this iz [-] love
SUB-POINT (@ (X oly OT1 ™ AUEIg ™ AyannKkapev tov Oeov x)
not that we have loved [[1] God
SUB-POINT GAN (v 6T P @lTog ™ yannoev Nuag v
but that he loved us
SUB-POINT kol (v ANECTEIAEY TOV VIOV aUTOD iAaouov
and sent [-] s=on hiz  [to be the] propitiation

NEPL TGV Auaptidv qudv v @)
for [-] sins our

Inv. 9, John introduces the means by which the love of God was revealed to us, namely
in God sending his one and only Son into the world. The phrase év toUtw highlights the
target, the subordinate clause introduced by 6tt. In verse 10 he points forward to a
definition of love that consists of a point-counterpoint set. The effect is to doubly
highlight the point that is eventually introduced at the end of the verse: that he loved us
and that he sent his Son to be the propitiation for our sins. The counterpoint functions as a
foil for the two-part point that follows, contrasting what love is not with what it is.

Keep in mind that the same information could have been communicated without using
the forward-pointing references (e.g. “The love of God is revealed because He sent his
one and only Son...”). Removing the prominence-marking devices would significantly
weaken the effect achieved, making it much more likely that the reader would not have
assigned the same significance to the highlighted concepts as the writer intended. The
combination of prominence markers provide exegetical evidence of the writer’s intention
to highlight the information.

Another forward-pointing reference is found later in the same chapter. In this case, a
generic noun phrase is used to point forward instead of only using a pronoun.

Example 30 1 John 4:21
1 We love because he first loved us. 2* If anyone says, “I love God,” and hates his
brother, he is a liar; for he who does not love his brother whom he has seen cannot love
God whom he has not seen (ESV).
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SUB-POINT tva(@re ¢  ayanév tov Beov ™ dyand (+ xal OV
that the one who loves [-] God  should love alzo  [-]
adeApov avtod +) @
brother his

Remember, it is the fact that it is forward-pointing that achieves the effect of adding
prominence, not the part of speech used. The context before v. 21 states that the one that
says he loves God and yet hates his brother is a liar. The forward-pointing reference in
verse 21 highlights the introduction of the command that applies to this context, which is
introduced as a sub-point in the va-clause. The reference and target attract attention to
a proposition that is key to John’s argument.

333  Forward-pointing Adverbs

Another grammatical device that may be used for forward-pointing references are
adverbs.”’ There are a handful of adverbs in Greek that can be used as substitute words
just like pronouns. I will refer to them as pro-adverbs. Adverbs function as modifiers of
verbal action, describing either the manner in which an action was done (i.e. in what way)
or the degree to which the action was done (i.e. how much). Pro-adverbs stand in the
place of the action, and can either be backward-pointing (i.e. ‘anaphoric’) or forward-
pointing.

The Lord’s prayer is introduced in Matthew’s gospel using a forward-pointing reference,
highlighting the manner in which the disciples are to pray. The prayer that follows is the
target of the forward-pointing reference.

Example 31  Matthew 6:9

PRINCIPLE %> Obrwg - obv mpocelyeche DUELg
in this way therefore pray Vou
SENTENCE (@ (A TIdtep UGV 0 &v Toig opavoig =

Father our who[is] m [-] heaven

Jesus has discussed how not to pray in the preceding context, but he has not provided the
positive alternative. The entire prayer is the target of the pro-adverb oUtwg, describing
the manner in which they should pray. The pragmatic effect of the forward-pointing
reference is to attract extra attention to this significant part of the discourse, making it
stand out much more using the extra reference.

°7 Gundry and Howell make the point that most uses of utwc are backward-pointing rather than
forward-pointing, though they do leave the door open for the latter. Cf. Robert H. Gundry and Russell W.
Howell, “The Sense and Syntax of John 3:14-17 with Special Reference to the Use of Sutwc... dote in
John 3:16,” NovT 41 (1999) 24-39. BDAG, 742, also note the forward-pointing use in the second part of
their definition for Gutwg.
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The next example shows the use of adverbial elements as interrogatives to create
rhetorical questions. The same kind of rhetorical effect is achieved because they are
pointing forward to something that has yet to be introduced.

Example 32  Mark 4:30

CENTE

SENTENCE s II®G =) duowwowuev TV Pacthelav Tol Beol
with what can we compare the lkingdom of God

SENTENCE f (= &v Tivi =) a0V mapafolfi Bduev
or by what it parable  can we present
. # r r

SEMTEMCE MO W HOKKG CIVATIEW]

[itis] ke seed 2 mustard

Jesus is telling parables in Mark 4 describing the kingdom of God. In v. 30 he uses two
adverbs as though they were interrogative pronouns. These adverbs stand in the place of a
single target that follows in vv. 31-32. State that ‘the kingdom of God is like a mustard
seed’, skipping the forward-pointing references, would have been more direct, yet would
have destroyed the rhetorical effect of the canonical version. Using the two-fold reference
helps to pique interest, attracting extra attention to the target that follows. The device is
used to introduce the next major component of the discourse, not just to highlight a
significant proposition.

The same forward-pointing technique is also used to introduce the first parable of the
kingdom from v. 26, the parable of the seed. It also uses an adverb for the forward
reference, but not phrased in the form of a question.

Example 33  Mark 4:26

SENTENCE “ (= Obtwg =) éotiv 1) Pacileta tol Beol
like this 1z the kingdom of God
SUB-POINT (@ ¢ ™ dvBpwmog ™ Pdaln tov omopov Emi THC g
like a fman scatters [-] seed on the ground
@

The adverb functions like a pronoun by standing in the place of an entire action: a man
scattering seed in the ground. A more idiomatic translation that highlights the forward-
pointing reference would be, “This is what the kingdom of God is like: it is like a man
who scatters seed on the ground”. Even this is awkward, which is perhaps what lead
English translators to smooth over the forward-pointing reference by omitting the extra
reference.”® Regardless of the translation, remember that the discourse function of
forward-pointing references is to attract extra attention to the target. In these examples
from Mark, the highlighted targets introduce the next major theme of the discourse.

Summary
This chapter demonstrated that pronouns and other pro-forms can be used to refer ahead

to something that has yet to be introduced. The expected norm is that pro-forms would

% NASB translates "The kingdom of God is like a man who casts seed upon the soil"; the ESV
translates "The kingdom of God is as if a man should scatter seed on the ground". In both cases, the
forward-pointing reference is eliminated.
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point backward to something that has already been introduced. Referring to some yet-to-
be introduced entity runs the risk of creating confusion for the reader. Because this
forward-pointing usage breaks from the expected norm, the target to which it points ends
up receiving additional prominence that it would not otherwise have received. Forward-
pointing references are used to attract attention to significant propositions, such as
conclusions or key ideas of a pericope. They are also used to highlight the introduction of
a new pericope, and illustrated by the parables from Mark.

Example 34  Luke 12:16-18

Jesus tells the parable of the rich fool in response to a man that asked Jesus to mediate a
dispute over a family inheritance. Jesus makes use of prominence-marking features in
order to highlight significant points he wants to make. Verses16b-17a set the stage by
establishing a state of affairs for the rich man.
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possessions my
He asks a question in v. 17b, ‘What shall I do?” However, we do not learn why there is a
problem until after we read the question, i.e. that he has more crops than he can currently
store in his barns. The question is actually rhetorical, in that he answers it himself. It
serves to attract extra attention to the solution to which it points.

The reader is left to ponder what the rich man might do with his excess. Will he give
some or all of it to the poor? Will he tithe a portion? If the rhetorical question had not
been asked, the reader would not have had as much time to think about these matters.
More time is given by the insertion of a redundant quotative frame (indicated by «”, cf.
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Chapter 7) at the beginning of v. 18. Since there has been no change in speaker from the
rich man to someone else, there is no need to reintroduce who is speaking. The effect of
the redundant frame is to build suspense for what follows by delaying learning what his
solution will be.

The suspense continues to be built through the use of another forward-pointing reference
to0to ‘this’ following the quotative frame. This reference points to the same target as the
rhetorical question: the rich man’s proposed solution. More attention is focused on the
target by emphasizing to0to using word order (cf. Chapter 13).

It would have been much simpler to skip both forward-pointing references and just to
proceed to the solution of building bigger barns. The use of this combination of
prominence-marking devices has the effect of attracting extra attention to the man’s
solution. It is this solution that leads Jesus to recharacterize the man as a fool using
thematic address (cf. Chapter 17) in v. 20a. Instead of being able to enjoy his excess, the
rich fool ends up forfeiting his soul ‘this very night’. The pro-adverb oUtw¢ ‘so’ in v. 21
stands in the place of the action described in the parable, pointing backward
anaphorically as we would normally expect.

The choice to use these devices to add prominence to the same part of the parable clearly
indicates the importance of the fool’s solution to the discourse. Being rich was not the
problem, but hording excess that is far beyond what one needs is.

3.4  Suggested Reading
Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 698-99.
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in Luke’s Gospel.” Paper presented at the Pacific Northwest Regional Meeting of
the Evangelical Theological Society, Salem, Oreg., 24 Feb. 2007. Available
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