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1

Introduction

Comprehension of discourse is a complex process. At the most basic level,
in oversimplified terms, a reader must understand the semantics of lex-
emes and constructions, the syntactic relationships between phrases and
clauses, and how these two components of language interact and thereby
result in the expression of meaningful information. But even then, such
units do not occur in isolation. They are a part of larger discourses. A
reader must not only comprehend words, phrases, and clauses in their
own right but also how they relate semantically to the surrounding context
and are relevant in the unfolding discourse.! In addition, while processing
and comprehending each new word, clause, sentence, or paragraph, the
reader is also evaluating the information. The reader makes assumptions
and inferences with regard to what is being communicated as they are pro-
cessing it. Further, they relate what they process and their evaluation of
it to their own knowledge of the world.? The complexity only intensifies
as the reader moves to a new unit of information. The reader does not
forget what they have read, but neither do they keep an exact replica of
the discourse in their mind. Instead, some of the most salient elements
and relations may be replicated mentally, but much of what was processed
will be combined with the reader’s own understanding, evaluations, and

1. Throughout this study, the word context and its derivatives, unless stated oth-
erwise, refer to cotext, i.e., the linguistic context.

2. One’s own knowledge of the world is particularly crucial in text comprehension.
Ludo Verhoeven and Charles Perfetti state, “Major models of text comprehension ...
have shown that text comprehension cannot be done with only the information pres-
ent in the text, but that individuals also use their prior knowledge to construct new
knowledge that is relevant to their individual experiences and situations” (“Advances
in Text Comprehension: Model, Process and Development,” Applied Cognitive Psy-
chology 22 [2008]: 95).

-1-



2 Discourse Markers in Early Koine Greek

reflections and incorporated into a synergistic, ever-growing mental rep-
resentation of the discourse. Walter Kintsch summarizes the process well
when he writes:

We comprehend a text, understand something, by building a mental model.
To do so, we must form connections between things that were previously
disparate: the ideas expressed in the text and relevant prior knowledge.
Comprehension implies forming coherent wholes with Gestalt-like quali-
ties out of elementary perceptual and conceptual features.?

Successful comprehension of discourse is reliant on a complex web of
interrelated and interdependent issues. It is, as Kintsch goes on to reflect,
“a marvelous and wondrous achievement™*

However, this is not to say that the reader is left without any help in
the comprehension task. There is a plethora of linguistic devices available
that serve to aid the reader in their processing of a text by indicating the
structure of the discourse, specifying the relations between propositions,
correcting the presumed assumptions of the reader, and even demonstrating
the attitude of the author (to name a few). When we use such devices, we are
seeking to facilitate successful comprehension because we want to ensure
successful communication. This study is concerned with one category of
these devices, discourse markers (henceforth, DM). Discourse markers
will be discussed in detail below, but broadly and briefly, DMs indicate the
structure of the discourse and instruct the reader on how to process new
linguistic material in relation to the wider context. In English, words such
as but, therefore, however, okay, well, and anyway and constructions such as
you know, I mean, and so to speak function or can function as DMs. As DM,
they serve as explicit linguistic cues to the reader on how to understand and
fit the following material into the developing discourse. Discourse markers
assist and guide the reader in their processing, clarifying discourse relations
and structure, thereby easing the comprehension task.

The focus of this study is on a selection of DMs in early Koine Greek
(third through first centuries BCE), namely, 0¢, ei/éav un, aMd, @\’ 4,
and pév. This, of course, is not an exhaustive list of DMs in Koine Greek,
but these were chosen for their occurrences in the LXX and because their

3. Walter Kintsch, Comprehension: A Paradigm for Cognition (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1998), 93.
4. Kintsch, Comprehension, 93.
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functions in particular are often not fully understood.> My purpose in this
study is twofold: first, to investigate the use of these DMs in documentary
papyri and the LXX in order to provide cognitive-functional descriptions
of them and, second, to investigate the contribution of such an under-
standing to the study of LXX translation technique in, though not limited
to, the Book of the Twelve.

With regard to the first purpose, there are two reasons a linguistic inves-
tigation of these DMs in the papyri and LXX is needed. First, DMs in this
period have largely been neglected. There is some excellent scholarship to
be found on the use of DMs both in Classical Greek and in Early Roman
Greek (primarily as witnessed in the New Testament), but the use of DMs in
the intervening period has rarely been investigated.® Second, in most Greek
grammars and lexica, DMs are not described functionally, that is, according to
how they aid the reader in processing and structuring the discourse. Instead,
multiple meanings are attributed to them that primarily reflect the semantics
of the contexts in which they may be found or that equate them, without
any qualification, with various translational glosses.” Such misrepresentations
thus result in misunderstandings of what the DMs actually accomplish.®

5. Regarding the term LXX, see §1.4 below.

6. These studies will be discussed in relevant chapters.

7. This will be observed in chs. 2-6. For a consideration of how DMs are typically
handled in lexica, see the discussion in Christopher J. Fresch, “Discourse Markers in
Lexica and the Benefit of Functional Descriptions: A Case Study of ¢, in Koine Greek
and the Evidence of Documentary Sources, ed. Trevor Evans and Genevieve Young-
Evans (forthcoming). Stephanie L. Black illustrates the problem well with her hammer
analogy: “A hammer can be used for a number of things besides hammering a nail: as
a doorstop, as a paperweight, or as a gavel. Should we then speak of a ‘door-opening
hammer; a ‘paper-weighting hammer, or a ‘table-banging hammer’ as distinct enti-
ties? And more importantly, do any of these provide an adequate description of what
a hammer is? Securing doors, weighting paper, and banging on tables may be atypi-
cal functions of a hammer used to make a point, but the principle is valid: a single
object would not normally be construed as several distinct entities according to its
different uses, and describing its uses is not tantamount to describing the object” (Sen-
tence Conjunctions in the Gospel of Matthew: xal, 0¢, Téte, ydp, oUv and Asyndeton in
Narrative, JSNTSup 216 [London: Sheflield Academic, 2002], 145). Of course, BlacK’s
analogy is overstated, as it does not provide space for polysemy or even extended uses
from a prototypical core—all analogies break down at some point—but it is a helpful
illustration nonetheless.

8. Despite there being good Greek scholarship that has investigated these DMs
from linguistically informed perspectives, the impact of such studies has hardly been
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Concerning my second purpose, DMs are often used in the LXX even
when not lexically motivated by a translator’s Vorlage. Even when the DM
can be argued as representing a feature of the underlying Hebrew, it is
often the case that it is but one of multiple viable options. This is signifi-
cant. Such uses evince contextually motivated decisions on the part of the
translators and provide insight into how they themselves conceived of the
flow and structure of the discourse.” In other words, in the LXX, DMs are
often motivated by reasons other than lexemic representation and thus
witness to the translators’ own conception of the discourse and their desire
to explicitly represent that conception. Because of this, I find DMs to be
crucial in the study of translation technique.

1.1. Discourse Markers Defined

The category discourse marker is a functional one. It does not describe a
formal part of speech.!? Instead, as Maj-Britt Mosegaard Hansen explains,
the category of DM comprises any linguistic item that is used to provide
“instructions to the hearer on how to integrate their host utterance into a
developing mental model of the discourse in such a way as to make that

felt. Most Greek grammars and lexica, the controlling authorities in the field, either
lag far behind or simply do not pay attention to these investigations and thus do not
benefit from the insights they provide.

9. Karin Aijmer writes, “The speaker’s cognitive processes are hidden to observa-
tion. However, pragmatic markers (and other devices) can emerge as overt indicators
of (or windows on) ongoing metalinguistic activity in the speaker’s mind” (Under-
standing Pragmatic Markers: A Variational Pragmatic Approach [Edinburgh: Edin-
burgh University Press, 2013], 4).

10. See Maj-Britt Mosegaard Hansen, “A Dynamic Polysemy Approach to the
Lexical Semantics of Discourse Markers (with an Exemplary Analysis of French tou-
jours),” in Approaches to Discourse Particles, ed. Kerstin Fischer, SiP 1 (Amsterdam:
Elsevier, 2006), 27-28; Hansen, The Function of Discourse Particles: A Study with Spe-
cial Reference to Spoken Standard French, Pragmatics and Beyond NS 53 (Amster-
dam: Benjamins, 1998), 357-58; Salvador Pons Borderia, “A Functional Approach to
the Study of Discourse Markers,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 80, 82;
Laurel J. Brinton, “Discourse Markers,” in Historical Pragmatics, ed. Andreas Jucker
and Irma Taavitsainen, Handbooks of Pragmatics 8 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 286;
Carla Bazzanella, “Discourse Markers in Italian: Towards a ‘Compositional’ Mean-
ing,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 451; Richard Waltereit, “The Rise
of Discourse Markers in Italian: A Specific Type of Language Change,” in Fischer,
Approaches to Discourse Particles, 64.
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utterance appear optimally coherent”!! Discourse markers can include
everything from particles and conjunctions to idiomatic phrases and even
prosodic contours.

Thus, DMs are primarily pragmatic devices. As Richard Waltereit
states, “DMs are nonpropositional. Their function lies outside the ideational
realm of language. They belong to both the textual and the interpersonal
language function”!? Diane Blakemore labels this “procedural encoding,
as opposed to conceptual encoding, explaining that DMs “do not encode
a constituent of a conceptual representation (or even indicate a concept),
but guide the comprehension process so that the hearer ends up with a
conceptual representation”!® In other words, DMs instruct hearers and
readers on how to process the unfolding discourse, how to fit it together,
as they go about the task of comprehension. This is needed in commu-
nication because, as mentioned earlier, comprehension of discourse is a
complex process with a plethora of inputs. Furthermore, a discourse is
not simply a collection of discrete utterances. The utterances of a dis-
course connect together to form larger segments. They interact with their
contexts. They also may interact with nontextual material. Thus, DMs
are incredibly useful devices because they clarify how the discourse fits
together, thereby easing the comprehension task for the hearer or reader.
They may be thought of as linguistic road signs—they aid the reader in
navigating the discourse, informing them of the structure of the text, alert-
ing them to what is coming, and providing them with instructions on how
to proceed.!* A simple example may suffice for now. Consider the use of
sentence-initial “anyway” in English, as demonstrated in this excerpt from
Brandon Sanderson’s novel Dawnshard:

She held out her hand—which glowed suddenly with a fierce light. The
ardent wore gemstones on it, connected with silver chains.

11. Hansen, “Dynamic Polysemy Approach,” 25. See also Waltereit, “Rise of Dis-
course Markers,” 64; Aijmer, Understanding Pragmatic Markers, 4-8. Ajjmer describes
DMs (or “pragmatic markers”) as “indicators of metapragmatic awareness.” So also Jef
Verschueren, Understanding Pragmatics, Understanding Language (London: Arnold,
1999), 189.

12. Waltereit, “Rise of Discourse Markers,” 64.

13. Diane Blakemore, Relevance and Linguistic Meaning: The Semantics and Prag-
matics of Discourse Markers, CSL 99 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002),
90-91.

14. For seeing them as road signs, see Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles, 199.
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“Storms!” he said, “A Soulcaster?”

“Yes,” she said. “Let me see if I can remember how to use one of these....”
“You know how?”

“Of course,” she said. “The Soulcasting ardents use them all the time. I went
through a phase when I was very keen on joining them, until I discovered
how boring their work was. Anyway, plug your ears and hold your breath”
“Why—"

He cut oft as smoke filled the stairwell, making his ears scream with
sudden pressure, as if he’d dived deep beneath the ocean.!®

Sentence-initial “anyway” is not strictly necessary. It does not add a new
concept to the discourse. If it were taken away, the meaning would not
change. However, it guides the listener/reader in the processing task.
It is a DM that indicates a return to the main idea after a digression. It
tells the listener/reader that the former digression is now being cut off,
as it is beside the point of the current discourse, and that the discourse
is returning to its main point. In the case above, the speaker digressed
into a background narrative, explaining how she gained familiarity with
the device. Ultimately, though, that is not the point of the dialogue or the
situation the characters find themselves in, which the speaker recognizes
when she says “anyway” and returns to the issue at hand.

Lastly, it is important to note that DMs may operate in one or more of
three macrofunctional domains: Interactional, metatextual, and cognitive.'®

15. Brandon Sanderson, Dawnshard (New York: Tor, 2021), 209, emphasis origi-
nal. I have also copied the typography of the text, which itself is a DM. Line breaks at
the switch of speaker are not necessary, but they are eminently helpful.

16. As Pons Borderia notes, a DM may perform several functions simultaneously
at different discourse levels. Pons Borderia, “Functional Approach,” 93. I am adopting
Bazzanella’s general taxonomy for DMs, which she developed in her study of Italian
DMs. See Bazzanella, “Discourse Markers in Italian,” 456-57. A similar taxonomy that
posits two macrofunctions, interpersonal and textual, is proposed by Brinton, “Dis-
course Markers,” 286; Waltereit, “Rise of Discourse Markers,” 64; Karin Aijmer, Ad
Foolen, and Anne-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen, “Pragmatic Markers in Translation:
A Methodological Proposal,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 104; and
Alexandra Georgakopoulou and Dionysis Goutsos, Discourse Analysis: An Introduc-
tion (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1997), 94. Interpersonal corresponds
to Bazzanellas interactional, and textual corresponds to both Bazzanella’s metatex-
tual and cognitive. Four macrofunctions—cognitive, expressive, social, and textual—
are posited by Yael Maschler and Deborah Schiffrin, “Discourse Markers: Language,
Meaning, and Context,” in The Handbook of Discourse Analysis, ed. Deborah Tannen,
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The interactional domain is concerned mostly with conversation manage-
ment and the relation between speaker and addressee.!” The metatextual
domain includes structuring markers (introduction/frame device, transition,
list, digression, ending), direct and indirect speech markers, focusing devices,
and reformulation markers.!® The cognitive domain includes procedural
markers (“related to cognitive processes, e.g., inference”), epistemic markers,
and modulation devices (“related to propositional content and illocutionary
force”).! Given that the data in this study occur in text rather than spoken
discourse, the focus will be on the metatextual and cognitive domains. Thus,
functioning within these domains, the Greek DMs investigated, generally
speaking, may be used to signal the structure of the discourse (metatextual)
and/or to guide the reader in their interpretation of it (cognitive).20

1.2. Linguistic Frameworks and Considerations
1.2.1. Functional Grammar, Cognitive Linguistics, and Discourse Grammar

Given the nature of DMs, they are best investigated from a perspective
informed by multiple linguistic subdisciplines.?! They are functional

Heidi E. Hamilton, and Deborah Schiffrin, 2nd ed., BHL (Chichester: Wiley Blackwell,
2015), 189. The expressive and social are comparable to Bazzanella’s interactional. For
a more detailed hierarchy of functions, see the proposal in Pons Borderia, “Functional
Approach,” 86. Despite the difference of the number of macrofunctions posited, there
is agreement concerning what DMs accomplish. The difference simply lies in how the
functions are grouped and categorized. I prefer Bazzanella’s taxonomy because I find
the distinction between the metatextual and cognitive macrofunctions (also reflected
in Maschler and Schiffrin) to be a helpful one. Though they are both concerned with
the textual domain (which is why they are often grouped together), they represent
notably different types of interaction with the discourse.

17. Bazzanella, “Discourse Markers in Italian,” 457.

18. Bazzanella, “Discourse Markers in Italian,” 457.

19. Bazzanella, “Discourse Markers in Italian,” 456.

20. Brinton, describing the textual macrofunction, which corresponds to the
metatextual and cognitive macrofunctions (see n. 16), writes, “Discourse markers assist
in structuring discourse as text, by, for example, initiating or closing discourse; mark-
ing topic shifts, episodic boundaries, or turns; constraining the relevance of adjoining
clauses; or introducing repairs or reformulations” (Brinton, “Discourse Markers,” 286).

21. See Hansen, “Dynamic Polysemy Approach,” 21. See also her discussion of
previous studies and concluding remarks in Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles,
9-36.
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devices that primarily exist to facilitate successful communication, so the
framework of functional grammar is adopted here. In addition, cognitive
linguistics informs my presuppositions and analyses. Its focus on language
use as the basis of language meaning dovetails well with the foundational
claims of functional grammar. Moreover, its recognition of the perspec-
tival, encyclopedic, and flexible natures of linguistic meaning make it
well-suited to examining linguistic devices that reflect the author’s con-
ception of the discourse, interact with linguistic context and the assumed
knowledge and experience of the recipient, and evince core and peripheral
usages.?? Lastly, the reach and effect of DMs often goes beyond the sen-
tences in which they appear, influencing the way the discourse is built and
subsequently processed. Given this, a discourse-grammatical approach is
taken throughout this study.?> While there are other subdisciplines that
inform my thinking and analysis, these three provide the overall frame-
work. A brief description of each will now be provided.

Functional grammar is concerned with how language users succeed in
communicating with each other.?* As Simon Dik explains, whereas tradi-
tional perspectives prioritize syntax in the conceptualization of grammar,
functional grammar prioritizes pragmatics, the study of language in use by
its users, “as the all-encompassing framework within which semantics and
syntax must be studied.”?> In this way, functional grammar considers lan-
guage first “as an instrument of social interaction among human beings,
used with the intention of establishing communicative relationships”?° In
other words, functional grammar, while not ignoring syntax, is less inter-
ested in the formal roles linguistic items play and is more interested in
asking how humans use language to successfully communicate.?” There-

22. The notion of core and peripheral usages will be discussed in more detail
below in §1.2.2.3. “Prototypical Categorization.”

23. Granted, discourse grammar is essentially a cognitive-functional approach,
but it still merits specific mention.

24. TFG 1, 1.

25. TFG 1, 8. On pragmatics, George Yule offers the concise definition, “Pragmat-
ics is the study of the relationships between linguistic forms and the users of those
forms” (Pragmatics, Oxford Introductions to Language Study [Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1996], 4).

26. TFG 1, 2-3.

27. It is clear, then, when the linguists cited above claim that the category of DM
is not defined by part of speech or syntactic role but rather function, they are assessing
those linguistic items from a perspective informed by functionalism.
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fore, in functional grammar, it is not enough to simply describe the
grammatical system of a language. It is important to investigate the system
in terms of functional motivations, to describe grammatical phenomena
with respect to how they are used to achieve successful communication.?
Dik writes:

Since a natural language is an instrument used for communicative pur-
poses, there is little point in considering its properties in abstraction
from the functional uses to which it is put. The system underlying the
construction of linguistic expressions is a functional system. From the
very start, it must be studied within the framework of the rules, princi-
ples, and strategies which govern its natural communicative use. In other
words, the question of how a language is organized cannot be profitably
studied in abstraction from the question of why it is organized the way it
is, given the communicative functions which it fulfills.?’

As Christopher Butler explains, “One of the fundamental tenets of
functional linguistics is that languages are primarily means of human
communication. We might expect, then, that one of the factors which has
shaped the forms which languages take is the need for the efficient transfer,
from speaker/writer to hearer/reader, of information of various kinds.”3
Thus, given the role of DMs to facilitate successful communication and
their primarily pragmatic nature, functional grammar provides a neces-
sary foundation for their analysis. In order to analyze them well, one must
consider the communicative task and the expectations and assumptions
between text-producer and text-recipient. These are key considerations of
functional grammar.

Cognitive linguistics shares significant overlap with functional gram-
mar but also has unique and different priorities and emphases.?! Dirk

28.TFG 1, 4.

29.TFG 1, 6.

30. Christopher Butler, Approaches to the Simplex Clause, vol. 1 of Structure and
Function: A Guide to Three Major Structural-Functional Theories, SLCS 63 (Amster-
dam: Benjamins, 2003), 12.

31.Iam not differentiating here between cognitive linguistics and cognitive gram-
mar. Though the latter may have some unique features, it is a subdomain of cognitive
linguistics. See Ronald W. Langacker, “Cognitive Grammar,” in The Oxford Handbook
of Linguistic Analysis, ed. Bernd Heine and Heiko Narrog (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2010), 89-90; Butler, Approaches to the Simplex Clause, 54; Dirk Geeraerts,
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Geeraerts summarizes the discipline with the foundational principle that
“language is all about meaning,” explaining that language is not only some-
thing we know about but, given that it packages and transfers information,
is itself a form of knowledge.?? He then provides four tenets that elucidate
this basic principle:*

1. Linguistic meaning is perspectival: Meaning cannot be reduced to
objective description and classification. The use of language is necessarily
embodied and contextual. It is based on the experience and perspective
of the user.

2. Linguistic meaning is dynamic and flexible: Meaning changes as the
world around us changes. “For a theory of language, this means that we
cannot just think of language as a more or less rigid and stable struc-
ture.... If meaning is the hallmark of linguistic structure, then we should
think of those structures as flexible”

3. Linguistic meaning is encyclopedic and nonautonomous: Related to
the first tenet, humans are embodied beings and therefore our knowl-
edge and use of language is also embodied. Because of this, linguistic
meaning is not separate from other forms of knowledge but rather inter-
acts with and is informed by our knowledge, experience, and context.

4. Linguistic meaning is based on usage and experience: Meaning cannot
be separated from use. In fact, linguistic meaning is the use of language.
“Cognitive linguistics is a usage-based model of grammar: if we take the
experiential nature of grammar seriously, we will have to take the actual
experience of language seriously, and that is experience of actual lan-
guage use.”

Thus, while cognitive linguistics largely assumes a functional perspec-
tive of language like functional grammar, it also has distinct features
that are relevant to the study of DMs. The focus on encyclopedic knowl-
edge and on meaning as perspectival and flexible, in particular, provide
helpful groundwork for the study of DMs. Further, in addition to the
above, Butler notes some assumptions cognitive linguistics makes when
considering “the task of finding appropriate linguistic expression for a
conceptualisation.”3* These include, but are not limited to, “the wish to

»
>

“Introduction: A Rough Guide to Cognitive Linguistics,” in Cognitive Linguistics: Basic
Readings, ed. Dirk Geeraerts, CLR 34 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2006), 7-8.

32. Geeraerts, “Introduction,” 3.

33. The following is drawn from Geeraerts, “Introduction,” 4-6.

34. Butler, Approaches to the Simplex Clause, 54.
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emphasise particular aspects of the conceptualization ... assessment of
the addressee’s state of knowledge about what is to be communicated, the
relationship of what is to be communicated with what has already gone
on in the discourse, the intended effect on the addressee”3> These, as will
be seen in this chapter and throughout this study, are critical consider-
ations for the study of DMs.3¢

Lastly, discourse grammar focuses on how grammatical phenomena
function in the context of a discourse to convey meaning that has discourse
implications. As I have explained elsewhere, “Discourse considerations
motivate grammatical choices.... It is these choices, made on account of
their function within a discourse, and the meanings they convey that are
the object of discourse-grammatical study.’?” Grammatical phenomena do
not exist in a vacuum. They can and often do have an effect on the interpre-
tation, comprehension, and communication of the discourse beyond their
host utterances. Such is not an accidental effect of grammatical choices but
a motivation behind them. As Ronald Langacker writes:

There is no exaggeration in saying that all of grammar is shaped by dis-
course and only exists to make it possible. It is atypical for the structures
examined in grammar—such as phrases, clauses, and even sentences—
to be used in isolation. Normally they occur as integral parts of longer
discourse sequences that provide the reason for their being assembled
and assuming the form they do. Fundamental grammatical notions can
be characterized in terms of their discourse function.

Discourse and grammar inform and work off of one another.?* There is
a circular relationship between the two. Mira Ariel summarizes it well:

35. Butler, Approaches to the Simplex Clause, 54. The whole list is not reproduced
above but only the more salient considerations given the present study.

36. There are other insights from cognitive linguistics that are particularly useful
when considering DMs, notably prototype theory and mental space theory, but these
will be discussed in more detail below in §1.2.2. “Additional Linguistic Consider-
ations.”

37. Christopher J. Fresch, “The Septuagint and Discourse Grammar;” in T&T
Clark Handbook of Septuagint Research, ed. William A. Ross and W. Edward Glenny
(London: T&T Clark, 2021), 83.

38. Ronald Langacker, Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 492.

39. This is described well by Robert E. Longacre and Shin Ja J. Hwang, who write,
“The discourse as a whole, and the parts, greater and smaller, of which it is composed
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“Discourse cannot but reflect grammar ... discourse makes selective use
of grammar, choosing just those grammatical forms which suit the specific
discourse goals of the speaker. Grammar too reflects discourse.... It also
makes a selective use of discourse, ‘choosing’ some but not other discourse
patterns for grammaticization”¥® Discourse grammar, then, investigates
the discourse considerations that motivate grammatical choices and also
what grammatical choices reveal about discourse considerations.

A particularly important aspect to the study of discourse grammar is
the notion of choice. With respect to the grammar of a phrase or clause,
speakers and authors often have multiple options available to communi-
cate the same idea. When the same basic content can be conveyed through
a variety of grammatical phenomena, then the choices between those
grammatical options concern meaning that operates on a different level
than the semantics of the phrase or clause. Recall the example above from
Sanderson’s Dawnshard. The meaning of the sentence hosting “anyway”
would not be affected if the DM were removed. The choice to use “anyway”
where it is not semantically necessary is a choice to explicitly convey mean-
ing about the structure of the discourse and how its parts relate. Choices
such as this are critical objects of study for discourse grammar. Rebecca
Hughes and Michael McCarthy explain, “A discourse grammar ... fore-
grounds the kinds of choices that speakers and writers routinely deal with
in production—that is, how can one best formulate a message to make
it clear, coherent, relevant, appropriately organized, and so on?”#! This is
why Steven Runge writes, “One of the key presuppositions of discourse
grammar is that choice implies meaning”? Such choices are not arbitrary.

are in living interplay with each other. The thrust or outline of the whole, as the hearer/
reader begins to grasp it, affects his understanding of the parts. But, just as surely, it
is information gleaned from each successive part of the discourse that facilitates the
understanding of the whole” (Holistic Discourse Analysis, 2nd ed. [Dallas: SIL Interna-
tional, 2012], 15-16).

40. Mira Ariel, “Discourse, Grammar, Discourse,” Discourse Studies 11 (2009): 6.
So also Michael Hoey, who writes, “Discourse decisions have grammatical implica-
tions, and of course conversely every grammatical decision has potential discourse
implications.... Patterns of text organisation are grounded in the details of the text”
(Textual Interaction: An Introduction to Written Discourse Analysis [London: Rout-
ledge, 2001], 61).

41. Rebecca Hughes and Michael McCarthy, “From Sentence to Discourse: Dis-
course Grammar and English Language Teaching,” TESOL Quarterly 32 (1998): 271.

42. DGGNT, 5 (emphasis original).
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They are produced by a speaker or author in and for a specific commu-
nicative context and with respect to their linguistic context. Discourse
considerations motivate grammatical choices, and it is incumbent on us
that we seek to understand what is conveyed by those choices.

1.2.2. Additional Linguistic Considerations

Further to the linguistic framework provided above, there are a few lin-
guistic issues that are particularly pertinent to the study of DMs and
merit discussion. The first, monosemy and polysemy, concerns a debate
within linguistic scholarship as to whether DMs should be investigated
and described from the assumption of monosemy or polysemy. The
second issue, scope, deals with the nature of DMs as devices that evince
scope assignments over the discourse ranging from phrasal units to
large sections of discourses. A DM that can be used with different scope
assignments often has distinct (albeit related) usages at those different
scopes. This, then, must be considered whatever position one takes with
regard to monosemy and polysemy. Third, prototypical categorization
must also be considered when investigating and describing DMs. As
will be discussed below, humans tend to categorize different members
of a category (e.g., different usages of a DM) as related to a prototypical
member to greater and lesser extents. Determining the prototype, then,
is important to understanding the category. This, too, has repercussions
for how one understands the “meaning” or “meanings” of DMs in both
monosemous and polysemous frameworks.** The final issue concerns
how humans build mental representations of discourse. This is critical
for the study of DMs because DMs primarily interact with those mental
representations.

1.2.2.1. Monosemy and Polysemy

There is no denying that DMs are polyfunctional devices.** However,
how one describes the polyfunctionality of a DM differs based on their

43.In this way, the second and third issues, scope and prototypical categorization,
expand on and further nuance the first issue of monosemy and polysemy.

44. See, e.g., Kerstin Fischer, “Towards an Understanding of the Spectrum of
Approaches to Discourse Particles: Introduction to the Volume,” in Fischer, Approaches
to Discourse Particles, 12-14.
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methodological presuppositions. Within current linguistic scholarship,
the two primary positions are the monosemy approach and the polysemy
approach.*> The monosemy approach posits that DMs have one core func-
tion that is observable in all instances of use. The various interpretations
that may arise in certain instances are not attributed to the DM itself but
rather to other factors such as pragmatic processes, context, and prosody.*®
In this approach, then, it is always the invariant core function of a DM that
motivates its use. Any additional meanings or interpretations associated
with the DM are the result of how it interacts with a given context. The
polysemy approach, on the other hand, posits that DMs have multiple func-
tions that are related in some way but that do not all necessarily share one
and the same core meaning.?” Instead, DMs have one or more core mean-
ings “from which new functions can be created in the interaction [with
context].”4® Except in their most extreme forms, monosemy and polysemy
are not completely opposed; there is a methodological spectrum that exists
between them.*” For example, one may take a monosemous approach but
regard the multiple senses that arise as individually lexicalized and as
containing both the core meaning and additional specifications.>® On the
other hand, one may take a polysemous approach yet attempt to maintain
the assumption of a core meaning as far as it is possible.>!

45. For an overview of the positions and more detailed descriptions of the spectra
of models employed, see Fischer, “Towards an Understanding,” 12-20.

46. See Fischer, “Towards an Understanding,” 13-14. See also Ler Soon Lay
Vivien, “A Relevance-Theoretic Approach to Discourse Particles in Singapore Eng-
lish,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 154, 158.

47. See Fischer, “Towards an Understanding,” 13. This should not be confused
with how DMs are described in Classical and Postclassical Greek lexica. The descrip-
tions of DMs in these lexica tend to be based off of different translational glosses and,
often, a confusion between the semantics of context and the pragmatics of a DM,
resulting in lists of a plethora of senses for a given DM in the target language. At best,
lexica tend toward extreme versions of polysemy in their descriptions of DMs that
lacks the rigor and nuance of current scholarship on DMs. (Granted, this may, in part,
be due to the inherent constraints of producing a lexicon!) For some examples and
discussion of this (beyond the chapters of this book), see Fresch, “Discourse Markers
in Lexica”

48. Aijmer, Understanding Pragmatic Markers, 12.

49. The overview of scholarship in Fischer, “Towards an Understanding,” 12-20,
is particularly illuminating on this point.

50. Fischer, “Towards an Understanding,” 14.

51. So Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles, esp. 87-89.
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Generally, I find the polysemy approach to be the most satisfying in
the study of DMs, and I assume that all of the DMs investigated in the
following chapters are polysemous. However, one difficulty in applying
polysemy in this particular study is the fact that, given the textual nature
of this study, the interactional domain—conversation management and
the relation between speaker and recipient—cannot be observed.”? Most
modern investigations of DMs are based on both text and spoken con-
versations. This allows one to observe all three macrofunctional domains,
which makes polysemy a more likely reality, as there tends to be more
variation in how DMs are used in the interactional domain. Without the
interactional domain, there is far less variation in use.>?

However, the issue of monosemy versus polysemy is perhaps not as
critical as it first appears given my utilization of prototype theory. Pro-
totype theory is a usage- and cognitive-based theory that posits category
membership is a matter of degree, not of necessary and sufficient condi-
tions, relative to the prototypical category member, the member that best
characterizes the category.>* In other words, if a DM evinces various uses,
they can be explained as extensions from the prototype, sharing some but
not all of its features. In this way, prototype theory allows one to sidestep
the issue of monosemy versus polysemy, at least to some extent. It is fully

52. The interactional domain, as well as the other two macrofunctional domains,
was introduced in §1.1 above. While it is, in theory, possible that the interactional
domain could be observed in direct speech within a text, consider how direct speech
is recorded in modern texts. It often does not share the same features of actual speech
(e.g., space-building “well,” “umm,” and “you know” in modern English rarely occur
in text except occasionally in news articles that reproduce speech) because it is com-
posed for its place in a written text. Thus, even though direct speech may be recorded
in Koine Greek or a letter may directly address its recipient(s), it likely does not pro-
vide insight into a DM’s interactional function(s). See also n. 53 below.

53. Regarding the difference between spoken and written language and the func-
tions of DMs in both, Hansen explains, “The norms of written language are typically
more conservative than those of speech. Innovative structures and expressions that
are common in speech will take some time to make their way into formal writing ...
assuming that they are at all appropriate to the goals of this mode of communication.
Linked to this is the fact that ... a certain standardization is indispensable to the estab-
lishment of a written norm, and some of the variation found in speech will therefore
be naturally absent from writing” (Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles, 100).

54. Prototype theory is the psychological and linguistic outworking of the human
tendency for categorization. This, and how it informs my research, is discussed in
more detail below in §1.2.2.3. “Prototypical Categorization.”
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compatible with either approach. The extensions from the prototype can be
viewed as distinct senses (polysemy) or as sense extensions (monosemy),
but given the prototypical analysis, the labels are largely immaterial.

Therefore, in this study, I attempt to provide descriptions that posit
a core prototypical function while recognizing that there may be uses in
certain contexts that share core features with the prototype and are exten-
sions from it but may not overlap with it completely. This approach allows
me to err on the side of minimalism while not being constrained by it. If a
single core function can be discerned and other uses can be understood as
extensions from the prototype, this provides a succinct but also sufficiently
broad analysis that does not result in a plethora of seemingly disparate
senses being posited. In this way, my method shares some similarities to
that of Hansen’s, who follows Ad Foolen’s methodological minimalism.
Hansen writes, “As Foolen says, this is really a variant of Occam’s razor
which tells us, as it were, not to ‘multiply senses beyond necessity, or in
other words to try as far as possible to maintain the minimalist assump-
tion of a common core meaning, while aiming for relative precision of
description.”>® By starting with a minimalist assumption, one first attempts
an analysis that determines a core function and any nonconventionalized
“side effects” that arise from the interaction of the DM and its context.”®
If, however, that cannot be satisfactorily accomplished, one is then able to
move to a more explicit polysemous approach.>”

1.2.2.2. Scope

One factor that plays a significant role in the understanding and interpreta-
tion of a DM is that of scope, which refers to the level of discourse at which
the DM occurs. For the sake of convenience, one may think of the levels of
discourse as comprising sections, paragraphs, sentences, dependent clauses,
adpositional phrases, and nominal phrases. Discourse markers vary with
regard to the scope(s) with which they occur. Some will only ever exhibit one
scope. Others, however, may be used at various levels of the discourse. With

55. Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles, 88. So also Hansen, “Dynamic Poly-
semy Approach,” 24.

56. Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles, 88; Hansen, “Dynamic Polysemy
Approach,” 24.

57. Thus, I do not regard polysemy and monosemy as presuppositions to which
one must rigidly hold. One should attempt to describe DMs on a case-by-case basis.
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regard to these, it is often the case that different scopes bring about slight dif-
ferences in the interpretation of the DM. As Regina Blass states, “Different
scope assignments yield different interpretations.”*® This is even the case if the
DM has one core function.> Its core function is observable in each instance
of use, but its interaction at different levels of the discourse results in various
additional senses arising. Thus, recognizing a DM’s scope is crucial to inter-
preting it and understanding how its core function, if it has one, motivates its
use at different levels of discourse and interacts with those contexts.

There are two important points to note. First, levels such as paragraphs
and sentences are modern notions. They are convenient labels that are
imposed on the Greek texts investigated and will not always be the best
descriptions of the structure of the discourse. Moreover, with regard to
DM s in general, not only in Greek, scope is relative to the discourse rather
than to the syntactic structure. As Waltereit states, “The scope of DMs
makes reference to discourse, not to grammar.... Given that the scope
of a DM is highly variable and subject to discourse considerations, the
syntagmatic sequence that can be considered their host unit cannot be
determined in grammatical terms”® Second, the levels of sections, para-
graphs, and sentences are gradient. Each level blends into its neighbors.
Thus, owing to these issues, while it is sometimes sufficient and even help-
ful to use terminology such as “sentence-level scope” or “word-level scope,”
it is not necessarily best practice. Thus, I will tend to use the descriptors
broad scope (section-sentence), moderate scope (sentence—adpositional
phrases), and narrow scope (adpositional phrases—nominal phrases).

1.2.2.3. Prototypical Categorization

When humans categorize, they often structure their categories around
conceptual prototypes.®! That is to say, humans conceive of a prototypical

58. Regina Blass, Relevance Relations in Discourse: A Study with Special Reference
to Sissala, CSL 55 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 24. So also Pons
Borderia, who splits Spanish connectives into three distinct subfunctions according to
their scope. Pons Borderia, “Functional Approach,” 90-93.

59. Blass, Relevance Relations in Discourse, 24.

60. Waltereit, “Rise of Discourse Markers,” 65. See also the discussion in Hansen,
Function of Discourse Particles, 113-28.

61. See John R. Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 3rd ed., Oxford Textbooks
in Linguistics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 41-83; Taylor, The Mental
Corpus: How Language Is Represented in the Mind (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
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member that stands at the center of a category and that contains certain
features and attributes that are central to the category.®? The nonprototypi-
cal members are still a part of the category, but they differ in some way
from the prototype. They share certain features with it, but it cannot be
said that they exemplify the prototype. Some will be quite similar to the
prototype, thus having a more central place, conceptually, within the cat-
egory, and some will be less similar, therefore existing on the periphery of
the category.®

Often, this is how DMs are conceived. A certain use of a DM exem-
plifies the prototype. Most likely, this use is regarded as the prototype
owing to high frequency, high productivity, and the presence of a clus-
ter of features that are considered representative of the category.5* Other
instances of the DM will resemble the prototype, sharing various fea-
tures with it, but they will differ in various ways (e.g., a particular context
of use, an unusual collocation, a use that is an extension of the proto-
type’s function, or exhibiting some but not all features of the prototype).
Whether the DM is regarded as polysemous or monosemous, it is often
the case that all uses can be traced to a prototypical center.®> Though this
may seem antithetical to the assumptions of polysemy, Karin Aijmer, Ad
Foolen, and Anne-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen, in their work on DMs
and polysemy networks, state, “We simply want to stress that within
the polysemy network, one of the nodes often has a prototypical or core

2012), 186-87; Barbara Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, “Polysemy, Prototypes, and
Radial Categories,” in The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics, ed. Dirk Geer-
aerts and Hubert Cuyckens (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 144-46, 149-51.

62. Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 64. See also Taylor, “Prototype Effects in
Grammar,” in Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics, ed. Ewa Dabrowska and Dagmar
Divjak, Handbooks of Linguistics and Communication Science 39 (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2015), §3; Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, “Polysemy, Prototypes, and Radial Categories,”
145-46.

63. Taylor refers to this difference of similarity between category members as
“degrees of representativity” (Taylor, “Prototype Effects in Grammar,” 563-64, 569).

64. Productive in the sense that it is the least restricted in what kinds of syntactic
and semantic contexts in which it may occur. See Taylor, Mental Corpus, 173-75.

65. Contra Hansen (Function of Discourse Particles, 87), who seems to suggest
that prototypical categorization entails polysemy. It does not. A prototypical center
actually lends itself more to a monosemous approach than a polysemous one given
that the central features of the prototype are typically shared by the nonprototypi-
cal members. Taylor, in fact, hesitates to use prototype terminology when describing
polysemous lexemes (Taylor, Linguistic Categorization, 119-22).
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status, or, alternatively, that an abstraction over the different nodes is
possible, resulting in a core meaning.”¢

Thus, when investigating a DM and attempting to describe its
function(s), one should bear in mind this feature of human cognition.®” If
multiple distinct uses are observed, it may be the case that they are related
and are extensions from a core prototype. In this case, it would be inac-
curate to posit multiple unrelated functions. Rather, the prototypical use
should be recognized and then it should be determined to what degree
the other uses resemble the prototype and how and why they differ. This
will then provide an accurate portrayal of the core features of the DM and
demonstrate how less prototypical uses still maintain enough of a resem-
blance to the prototype to remain category members.

1.2.2.4. Mental Representations and Discourse Markers

A reader encountering a text is not able to cognitively store every piece
of information, linguistic or otherwise. Despite this, while processing the
text, the reader is able to maintain an awareness of the flow and structure
of the discourse as well as comprehend the arguments being made or the
story being told and their meaning. This is possible due to the ability to
construct a mental representation of the discourse. Mental representations
are not direct copies of the discourse; rather, they are “cognitive represen-

66. Aijmer, Foolen, and Simon-Vandenbergen, “Pragmatic Markers in Transla-
tion,” 105. See also Francois Nemo, “Discourse Particles as Morphemes and as Con-
structions,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 381; Foolen, “Polysemy Pat-
terns in Contrast: The Case of Dutch Toch and German Doch,” in Pragmatic Markers
in Contrast, ed. Karin Aijmer and Anne-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen, SiP 2 (Amster-
dam: Elsevier, 2006), 60.

67. 1 am working with the assumption that the language faculty is not autono-
mous but is rather a part of human cognition and experience like any other human
faculty. Thus, if prototypical categorization is a normal part of cognition and how
humans experience the world, it likely affects and interacts with how humans under-
stand, use, and categorize language. This assumption is based in cognitive linguis-
tics, which can be perceived as the methodological umbrella under which all of my
linguistic inquiry resides. Regarding the language faculty as a nonautonomous part
of human cognition, see William Croft and D. Alan Cruse, Cognitive Linguistics,
CTL (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 2-3; Geeraerts, “Introduc-
tion,” 4-5, 19.



20 Discourse Markers in Early Koine Greek

tations that interpret the linguistic input”®® Instead of directly encoding
the linguistic form of the text (though elements of the formal structure
may certainly be incorporated and stored), mental representations store
packages of information representing relevant individuals, events, and rela-
tions from the discourse.®® In other words, a mental representation is an
efficient packaging of information that conveys the meaning and structure
of the discourse according to the reader’s understanding of it. Along with
the information in the discourse, the reader brings to the representation of
it their knowledge of the world, expectations of what the author means to
say and what the text will say, and assumptions about the author’s own state
of mind.”® Because of this, a mental representation contains more than the
information processed from the text; it also contains the reader’s assump-
tions, inferences, evaluations, and reflections. As Kintsch writes:

The mental representation of a text a reader constructs includes the textbase
(not necessarily complete or veridical) plus varying amounts of knowl-
edge elaborations and knowledge-based interpretations of the text—the
situation model.... The reader must add nodes and establish links between
nodes from his or her own knowledge and experience to make the struc-
ture coherent, to complete it, to interpret it in terms of the reader’s prior
knowledge, and last but not least to integrate it with prior knowledge.”!

Mental representations are not completely built in one instance, nor are
they static. Rather, they are constructed incrementally as the reader relates

68. Arthur C. Graesser, Morton A. Gernsbacher, and Susan R. Goldman, “Cogni-
tion,” in Discourse as Structure and Process, ed. Teun A. van Dijk, Discourse Studies 1
(London: Sage, 1997), 292. See also Teun A. van Dijk, “The Study of Discourse,” in Van
Dijk, Discourse as Structure and Process, 18.

69. P. N. Johnson-Laird, “Mental Models in Cognitive Science,” Cognitive Science
4 (1980): 106.

70. See Robert A. Dooley and Stephen Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse: A Manual
of Basic Concepts (Dallas: SIL International, 2001), 21, 52; Johnson-Laird, “Mental
Models in Cognitive Science,” 106; Kintsch, Comprehension, 96, 103, 107; Hoey,
Textual Interaction, 18-26, 52-54; Catherine Emmott, Narrative Comprehension: A
Discourse Perspective (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), v-vi, 26-35; Susanna
Cumming and Ono Tsuyoshi, “Discourse and Grammar;” in Van Dijk, Discourse as
Structure and Process, 116; Van Dijk, “Study of Discourse,” 18, 31.

71. Kintsch, Comprehension, 50, 103. See also Verhoeven and Perfetti, “Advances
in Text Comprehension,” 296-97; Emmott, Narrative Comprehension, 26-35; van
Dijk, “Study of Discourse,” 18.
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what has already been constructed with what is currently being processed.
Thus, as a reader processes a discourse, they are able to build upon the
mental representation, integrating new information with the old.”? Gilles
Fauconnier, who developed mental spaces theory, a significant theory in
cognitive linguistics from which the notion of mental representations of
discourse is derived, writes concerning the construction of mental spaces:

The linguistic form will constrain the dynamic construction of the
spaces, but that construction itself is highly dependent on previous
constructions already effected at that point in discourse: available cross-
space mappings; available frames and cognitive models; local features of
the social framing in which the construction takes places; and, of course,
real properties of the surrounding world.”3

In the processing of a discourse, then, there is a constant retrieving, updat-
ing, building, and comprehending of the mental representation taking
place.” In all of this, the linguistic form of the text, as Fauconnier points
out, is essential. It not only provides the text, but it constrains the mental
construction. However, the extent to which it provides explicit boundaries
and signals to the reader will differ between texts and authors depending
on the devices employed.

This brings us back to DMs. Discourse markers play a crucial role in
the construction of mental representations. They guide the reader in their
processing of the text, instructing them how to build the mental representa-
tion of the discourse by signaling how the new textual material fits into and
is relevant to it.”> In this way, DMs facilitate the recipient’s understanding
and comprehension by easing the processing effort it takes to arrive at the
intended interpretation.”® Sometimes, the relation signaled by a DM could

72. See Kintsch, Comprehension, 101-2; Talmy Givon, “The Grammar of Referen-
tial Coherence as Mental Processing Instructions,” Linguistics 30 (1992): 9.

73. Gilles Faucconnier, Mental Spaces: Aspects of Meaning Construction in Natu-
ral Language (Cambridge: MIT, 1985; repr., Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994), xxxvii, XXXiX.

74. See Kintsch, Comprehension, 101-3; van Dijk, “Study of Discourse,” 18.

75. See Hansen, “Dynamic Polysemy Approach,” 25; Hansen, Function of Dis-
course Particles, 358; Waltereit, “Rise of Discourse Markers,” 64.

76. Vivien, “Relevance-Theoretic Approach,” 151. See also Thanh Nyan, “From
Procedural Meaning to Processing Requirement,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse
Particles, 176; Brinton, “Discourse Markers,” 286.
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be inferred by the reader even if it were absent, but by using a DM, the author
ensures (insofar as it can be ensured) that the reader arrives at the correct
interpretation. As Henk Zeevat states, “It is in the speaker’s interest to mark
these relations: without marking, he or she may well be misunderstood.”””
This is especially the case for contexts in which multiple interpretations
would be possible and equally feasible if the DM were absent.

It is important to note the significance of the fact that DMs connect the
material they introduce to the mental representation. Hansen writes, “Dis-
course markers actually never mark a direct connection between their host
utterance and the linguistic cotext, but always a connection between the
utterance and the mental discourse model under construction”’8 Granted,
often the piece of information in the reader’s mental representation to
which the DM’s host utterance relates will be drawn from and mirror the
information explicitly conveyed in the utterance or discourse preceding
the DM. However, since a mental representation also includes elements
such as assumptions, inferences, and evaluations, DMs may relate the tex-
tual material to those as well. Consider Eddy Roulet’s remarks concerning
the relations signaled by DMs:

It is not appropriate to restrict TR [Textual Relations] to relations between
text segments.... We define a TR as a relation between a constituent of
the hierarchical structure of text—act, move or exchange—and a piece of
information stored in discourse memory (this information may have its
origin in the preceding constituent, in the immediate cognitive environ-
ment, or in our world knowledge). Thus a TRM [Textual Relation Marker
= DM] can be defined as a linguistic form (lexical or syntactic) which
indicates an illocutionary or interactive relation between a text constituent
and a piece of information stored in discourse memory and which gives
instructions in order to facilitate the access to the relevant information.”®

Similarly, Kerstin Fischer writes, “Discourse particles/markers connect
discourse contents rather than segments, including contents not explicitly

77. Henk Zeevat, “A Dynamic Approach to Discourse Particles,” in Fischer,
Approaches to Discourse Particles, 140.

78. Hansen, “Dynamic Polysemy Approach,” 26 (emphasis added). See also Wal-
tereit, “Rise of Discourse Markers,” 64.

79. Eddy Roulet, “The Description of Text Relation Markers in the Geneva Model
of Discourse Organization,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 120. See also
Pons Borderia, “Functional Approach,” 89.
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mentioned. That is, they could create or mark relationships between actual,
virtual (attributed), or presupposed utterances, as well as aspects of discourse
memory. ¥ In order to indicate a relation between the text and the information
stored in the reader’s mental representation, an author must make assump-
tions concerning the reader’s mental state.8! Authors are able to do this based
on their own knowledge of the world and their expectations of what the reader
will and will not know or assume as they process the discourse. For example,
the English conjunction “but,” as Blakemore demonstrates, activates “an infer-
ence which results in the contradiction and elimination of an assumption,”
even if the author is only presuming the intended recipient holds that assump-
tion.8? Thus, in a sentence such as, “I enjoy books by Brandon Sanderson, but
I am not a Mormon,” the author presumes that the reader may assume, based
on knowledge that Sanderson is a Mormon, that the author is also a Mormon.
By using “but,” the author alerts the reader to contradict and eliminate that
assumption. If the reader does not know that Sanderson is a Mormon, “but”
will likely alert them to this, thereby effectively creating the assumption. In
such a case, it would not be odd for the reader to think (or the recipient in a
conversation to respond), “Oh, is Sanderson a Mormon?”—thereby deducing
the assumption that “but” instructs them to eliminate. Thus, when investigat-
ing the use and function of any given DM, it is crucial to consider not only
the linguistic context but also what the author may be presuming about the
reader’s mental representation, as that is the site of interaction for the DM.
Blakemore argues, “The object of study is not discourse, but the cognitive pro-
cesses underlying successful linguistic communication, and the expressions
which have been labelled as discourse markers must be analysed in terms of
their input to those processes.”®* Granted, Blakemore claims too much, as dis-
course, cognition, and the interaction between the two all must be considered
in order to discern the function of a DM and the motivation of its use in a
given context, but her point stands. Discourse markers interact with and guide

80. Fischer, “Towards an Understanding,” 6, emphasis original. See also Nyan,
“From Procedural Meaning,” 176; Gisela Redeker, “Discourse Markers as Attentional
Cues at Discourse Transitions,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 341;
Aijmer, Understanding Pragmatic Markers, 13.

81. Regarding a speaker’s assumptions about their addressee’s mental state (and
vice versa), see TFG 1, 10-11; Cumming and Tsuyoshi, “Discourse and Grammar,”
116-17.

82. Blakemore, Relevance and Linguistic Meaning, 100, but see Blakemore’s entire
discussion in pp. 89-115.

83. Blakemore, Relevance and Linguistic Meaning, 5.
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readers’ cognitive processes, relating the material they introduce to the read-
ers’ mental representations of the discourse. This, then, is key to the successful
analysis of them.

1.3. LXX Translation Technique and Discourse Markers in LXX Research
1.3.1. Translation Technique

The study of LXX translation technique is a descriptive exercise that inves-
tigates the relationship between a translated text and its assumed Vorlage.3*
Despite the terminology, such a study is not aimed at discerning a meth-
odology that preceded the work of translation. As Jennifer Dines argues:

“Technique” suggests something consciously chosen and systematic. It is
unlikely that the early translators worked like this; their method is likely
to have been ad hoc, experimental, not always consistent (Aejmelaeus
1991), as they grappled with the challenges and difficulties of a task for
which there were at first no models.

Thus, as Anneli Aejmelaeus writes, “Study of translation technique aims
at describing the end-product of a translator’s work”®¢ The study of LXX
translation technique is simply an investigation into what a translator did:
It seeks to describe how a translator engaged with their source text and ren-
dered it into the target language.®” In doing this, one is given a sense of the

84. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about When We Talk about Translation
Technique,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays, rev. ed.
(Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 205.

85. Jennifer Dines, The Septuagint, Understanding the Bible and Its World
(London: T&T Clark, 2004), 118. See also Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Translation Tech-
nique and the Intention of the Translator,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Transla-
tors, 60-62; Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk about,” 206; Staffan Olofsson, The LXX Ver-
sion: A Guide to the Translation Technique of the Septuagint, ConBOT 30 (Stockholm:
Almqvist & Wiksell, 1990), 19; R. Timothy McLay, The Use of the Septuagint in New
Testament Research (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 57; Joshua L. Harper, Respond-
ing to a Puzzled Scribe: The Barberini Version of Habakkuk 3 Analysed in the Light of
the Other Greek Versions, LHBOTS 608 (London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2015), 21.

86. Aejmelaeus, “Translation Technique,” 63.

87. So also Olofsson, LXX Version, 65; and Harper, who defines translation tech-
nique as “a neutral description of how the translator has worked, used in order better
to understand him and his work” (Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 21).
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translator’s tendencies, abilities, and preferences as well as insight into how
they read and understood the source text. By having an accurate and holis-
tic understanding of a translator’s translation technique, one is presented
with a clearer picture of the translator and how they went about their work.
One is also then able to explore and speak to issues such as the translator’s
theological motivations and the text-critical value of the translation.

Traditionally in LXX scholarship, a translator’s free renderings
(so called) have been viewed as especially significant for the study of
translation technique. It is argued that LXX translators, on the whole,
followed their Vorlagen rather closely and tended toward literal trans-
lation. Thus, when they demonstrate freedom in their translation, it is
notable and provides rich evidence of how they read their source texts
and went about the work of translation.®® As Aejmelaeus writes, “Free
renderings are like fingerprints that the translators have left behind
them. By these fingerprints it is possible to get to know them and to
describe their working habits, their actual relationship with the original,
and their talent as translators”® The choice to use a free rendering is a
conscious one, in that the translator made a decision to produce a text
that exhibits a movement beyond the minimal requirements of the Vor-
lage. The translator forewent literal representation for a translation that,
even if faithful to the source, was not necessarily required nor formally
motivated by it.%

There are useful insights to gain from how LXX scholarship has tra-
ditionally approached issues of literal versus free translation. Indeed, such

88. With respect to the study of translation technique, Dines defines literal as
“a close approximation to the (supposed) source-text, word for word, or phrase for
phrase, and including grammatical and syntactical idioms and word order; this is
called ‘formal equivalence’” She defines free as “a style which is more paraphrastic
and idiomatic, and which apparently aims to give the translator’s understanding of
the original rather than to reproduce it quantitatively; this is called ‘dynamic equiva-
lence’” (Dines, Septuagint, 119-20).

89. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “The Significance of Clause Connectors in the Syntactical
and Translation-Technical Study of the Septuagint,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint
Translators, 43-44.

90. I appreciate Aejmelaeus’s remarks on literalness and faithfulness. She writes,
“A distinction should be made between literalness and faithfulness. A good free ren-
dering is a faithful rendering” (Aejmelaeus, “Significance of Clause Connectors,” 56).
Though this remark and the sentence to which this footnote is connected illuminate
that these terms are not as helpful or descriptive as they may first appear.
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insights inform parts of the present study. However, these categories can
be reductionistic. The literal versus free dichotomy is a false one and, as
such, it is not a helpful or even descriptive means of categorizing.”! Trans-
lational decisions, and translations as a whole, do not exist on a binary
spectrum. Languages and their users are too complex for such simplistic
categorization. This becomes clear in the following survey of a few issues
that defy categorization as literal or free.”

(1) When a translator uses a middle-voice verb for a Hebrew verb in
the gal stem, such as AovoacBat for pr7 as in Exod 2:5, is the translation
literal because of the semantic overlap between the two or is it free because
of the choice to use a (contextually appropriate) middle-voice form for an
active-voice form? The labels do not helpfully describe what the translator
has done or why they did it.

(2) When a translator uses a present-tense verb in narrative as a his-
toric present for a wayyiqtol, where does that fall on the literal/free divide?
A historic present would be “literal” with regard to lexical semantics (in
most cases), “literal” with regard to verbal semantics (if one understands
the historic present effectively as a past perfective), “free” with regard to
verbal form, and “free” with regard to pragmatics!

(3) Discourse features, as I have argued elsewhere, defy literal versus
free categorization altogether. For example, a given Hebrew narrative may
indicate a new discourse unit with a break in a wayyigtol chain (a distinc-
tive Hebrew feature) and an explicit preposed topic switch. If a translator
represents this with a similar preposed topic switch and the use of a DM
such as 0¢ (a distinctive Greek device), trying to categorize according to
literal versus free is a fruitless endeavor. As I have written elsewhere, “A
Greek translation that represents a movement to a new scene [by utilizing
a feature not available to Hebrew] cannot be satisfactorily described as
literal or as free simply construed. It is ‘free’ in the sense that the transla-
tor did not feel restricted by his Vorlage. Yet it is ‘literal” in the sense that
the translator is attempting to represent formal features of his Vorlage, but

91. Though this is recognized by some (e.g., Dines, Septuagint, 120), the problem-
atic language persists.

92. The first two examples are taken from the discussion of John A. L. Lee, The
Greek of the Pentateuch: Grinfield Lectures on the Septuagint 2011-2012 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2018) in Christopher J. Fresch, “Illuminating the Path Ahead
for Septuagint Studies: A Consideration of John A. L. Lee’s The Greek of the Penta-
teuch?” JSCS 54 (2021): 25-42.
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these features are pragmatic in nature, rather than semantic or syntactic.”
The literal and free categories are tied to issues of syntax and semantics.”*
Any usefulness they may have in those linguistic domains is lost when
applied to pragmatics.

Marieke Dhont also critiques the tendency to categorize according to
a literal versus free dichotomy and argues, “The fact that translation is an
intricate sociocultural activity implies that it cannot be described along a
single binary axis, and that a translator’s decisions during the translation
process are governed by a multidimensional interplay of various factors
that are determined by the translator’s context”> Dhont is correct, and she
rightly highlights the inherent complexity of the factors underlying trans-
lation. Thus, in this study, for this reason and those stated above, the work
of translators is not described in reductionistic and misleading terms such
as “literal” or “free” Nevertheless, the freedom of the translator is impor-
tant for the study of translation technique. However, rather than appealing
to a false dichotomy of literal or free translation, it is much more interest-
ing and illuminating to focus on a translator’s freedom of choice in any
given instance. That is, when a translator has multiple viable options in the
target language from which to choose, insights may be drawn by analyzing
the source text, the translation, and what different options were available
to the translator.”® The question of the translator’s freedom of choice is
central to this study, as will be evinced in the following chapters.

Related to this discussion are the notions of quantitative and quali-
tative representation. Generally speaking, the LXX translators tended
to render their source text both quantitatively (one word in Hebrew =
one word in Greek) and qualitatively (the Greek gloss is lexically moti-
vated by its counterpart in the Hebrew), for example, causal 67t for causal
2. However, sometimes, a translator may render quantitatively but not
qualitatively, For example, @&\ for R, or qualitatively but not quantita-
tively, for example, aMa for oR="2. Other times, there may be a plus in the

93. Fresch, “Septuagint and Discourse Grammar,” 85.

94. On the privileged place of syntactic and semantic investigation in LXX schol-
arship, see the discussion in Fresch, “Septuagint and Discourse Grammar,” 79-83.
Syntax and semantics are critical, but LXX scholarship has tended to treat them as the
only domains of linguistic investigation.

95. Marieke Dhont, “Septuagint Translation Technique and Jewish Hellenistic
Exegesis,” in Ross and Glenny, Te+T Clark Handbook of Septuagint Research, 24.

96. Lee does this to great effect in Greek of the Pentateuch, ch. 6.
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translation, for example, uév without any corresponding lexeme in the
Hebrew text, which defies these categories altogether. As this last example
demonstrates, these categories are not sufficient in themselves to describe
the work of a translator and the choices they made; they merely offer
a helpful starting point. Given that translators generally tended toward
both quantitative and qualitative representation, it is notable when they
depart from this. It raises the question as to what motivated the transla-
tion beyond lexemic representation. It is often the case in these situations
that a larger contextual awareness, a desire to render into Greek idiom,
and/or discourse-level concerns were at least some of the motivating fac-
tors. Again, this concerns the translator’s freedom of choice. In the above
paragraph, it was the freedom of the translator to choose from multiple
viable options in Greek to render the source text. Here, it is the freedom
to make decisions in their rendering that are informed by more than lex-
emic representation and lexical consideration. Thus, in the present study;,
attention will be paid to issues of quantitative and qualitative representa-
tion, not as sufficient descriptors of the translator’s work but as necessary
points from which to begin. The goal of considering quantitative and
qualitative representation is to investigate the choices made by the trans-
lator and the motivations behind them.”

97. To be sure, quantitative and, more so, qualitative representation can be
unhelpful categories similar to “literal” and “free” Qualitative representation, in
particular, can be an imprecise and subjective label. Furthermore, as LXX scholar-
ship has tended to prioritize syntactic and semantic issues (see Fresch, “Septuagint
and Discourse Grammar,” 79-83), the pragmatic domain of language is typically
not considered when making claims pertaining to qualitative aspects of translation.
This is an unfortunate lacuna. Moreover, in some LXX scholarship, categorizing a
translator’s work according to quantitative and qualitative aspects (on these aspects,
see Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Characterizing Criteria for the Characterization of the Sep-
tuagint Translators: Experimenting on the Greek Psalter;” in The Old Greek Psal-
ter: Studies in Honour of Albert Pietersma, ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert, Claude E. Cox,
and Peter J. Gentry, JSOTSup 332 [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001], 58) is done
precisely in order to inform discussions of literalness and freedom. Hans Ausloos
writes, “Several criteria have been developed which can be helpful in determining
different types of literalness or freedom. They can thus contribute to the character-
ization of the translation techniques of the different Septuagint translators. In gen-
eral, these criteria can be divided into two main categories. The first three criteria
below are mainly quantitative, which means that they can be expressed statistically,
whereas the other criteria are more qualitative, taking into consideration mainly the
manner in which the translator deals with the content of the Vorlage” (“Translation
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In the end, the study of translation technique has traditionally been an
endeavor that narrows its focus to issues of grammatical, semantic, and/
or syntactic relationships between a linguistic phenomenon in a transla-
tion and its counterpart in the Vorlage. While there is value to be found
there, there is much more that needs to be investigated with respect to a
translator and their translation. Moreover, the study of LXX translation
technique frames its discussions by assuming an end goal of describing the
product in terms of literalness or freedom, thereby guiding those discus-
sions down certain avenues and unhelpfully closing off others. Translators
and translations are complex. Though there have been exciting develop-
ments in LXX research in recent years that recognize this and have moved
beyond the traditional paradigm, there is more work to be done.”® One
of the goals of this study is to contribute to this by demonstrating how
translation technique research stands to benefit from a broader and more
defined linguistic framework that leads us to consider more of the com-
plexities of language, comprehension, and discourse, and how such factors
and considerations motivate the choices of translators.

Discourse markers, in particular, demonstrate the significance of
a translator’s freedom of choice and the complexities at play in transla-
tion. No DM in one language is completely coextensive in function with
a DM in another language. One need look no further, for example, than
"3 and 6ti. The two DMs share extensive overlap but also exhibit distinct
differences. The same could be said even of 1 and xai. They share more
similarities but there is not a complete overlap in function. Moreover,
what one language accomplishes with a DM, another may accomplish
by other means. For instance, as will be observed in chapter 2, 0¢ with
a broad scope achieves what Hebrew can accomplish with marked word
order in certain contexts. Because of this, using DMs in a translation is
rarely a simple case of lexically representing the source text. A DM may be
used to represent nonlexical features of the source text, or a DM may be
used owing to linguistic requirements of the target language. Even when

Technique,” in The Oxford Handbook of the Septuagint, ed. Alison G. Salvesen and
Timothy Michael Law [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2021], 168). Such is not my
purpose here. Translation technique is too interesting a topic to begin all linguis-
tic analyses with an a priori commitment that they will help define a translation in
terms of literalness and freedom.

98. See, e.g., Marieke Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job, JSJSup 183
(Leiden: Brill, 2018); and Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch.
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a DM is used to render one in the source text, there may have been two
or more viable options in the target language from which the translator
had to choose. This is all the more pronounced in the LXX. Koine Greek
had a rich repository of DMs. This stands in stark contrast to the handful
of DMs in Biblical Hebrew. It is often the case that Greek DMs are used
even when not lexically motivated by the translator’s Vorlage or when the
DM chosen is one of multiple viable options given the underlying Hebrew.
Thus, frequently when DMs are used in the LXX, they indicate some level
of choice on the part of the translator that evinces a consideration of fac-
tors beyond lexemic representation and that also reveals a translator who
was keen to render their source text into idiomatic Greek.

The question, then, is what motivates the choice to use a DM in any
instance given the many factors at play and complexities to consider. Dis-
course markers are intrinsically tied to context, the flow and structure of
the discourse, and crucially, the mental representation under construc-
tion.”” Thus, in order to use a DM, a translator must necessarily make a
decision based on contextual factors, their understanding of how the text
was structured and ought to be put together, and how to facilitate success-
ful communication, that is, how to aid the reader in their building of their
mental representation of the text. Therefore, these are the considerations
that are most salient for us in order to answer the question of what moti-
vates the use of a DM. As such, they are foundational to this study.

Because DMs rarely have one-to-one correspondences across languages
and since they are functional, context-based devices that interact with the
mental representation, they offer unique insights into a translator and their
work. Traditional categories of literal and free are not relevant descriptors,
and assessing them in terms of quantitative and qualitative representation
is only helpful insofar as it leads us to ask further questions of the text, the
translator, and their motivations. By the end of this study, it will be clear
that DMs are a crucial part of the study of translation technique that pro-
vide more complex and nuanced pictures of translators and their work.

1.3.2. Discourse Markers in LXX Research

Discourse Markers have not been investigated in LXX research as such.
However, there has been a good deal of interest in conjunctions, a type of

99. See §1.2, “Linguistic Frameworks and Considerations” above.
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DM, though not as DMs. There is a justified sense that attention to con-
junctions will provide insights into translation technique and, perhaps,
even the translator. At the same time, these studies do not typically incor-
porate broader linguistic research into conjunctions/DMs, and they are
not interested in providing a linguistic analysis of the Greek DMs under
investigation. As a result, their insights only go so far before, not having
the necessary linguistic resources to go further, veering prematurely into
descriptions of translation technique or issues of textual criticism, and/or
settling on statistical data that merely reports certain aspects but does not
offer explanations. Nevertheless, the interest in at least a subset of DMs is
encouraging, and there have been fruitful insights and findings as a result.

Philippe Le Moigne investigated the use of particles in Greek Isaiah in
his dissertation “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante: ecdotique, stylistique,
linguistique.”1% Of the particles considered, 0¢, aAd, and pév are particu-
larly relevant as they feature in this study as well. Le Moigne rightly sees
significance in the use of particles for providing insight into a translator,
particularly given the lack of direct correspondences for many Greek par-
ticles.!%! The overall investigation is insightful. However, Le Moigne does
not establish functions for the particles investigated but rather relies on
lexica, good but outdated studies, and translational glosses. As a result,
there is a plethora of uses attributed to the particles that could be consoli-
dated and better explained. His work is interacted with in relevant chapters
of this study, but because of the lack of a functional framework and of an
understanding of scope, prototypical categorization, and mental represen-
tations, it is often the case that our approaches are simply incongruous.
Moreover, he often uses his investigations as jumping off points into text-
critical discussions, which is beyond the interest or purview of this study.

Frank Polak has provided helpful insights into connections between
clauses that is informed by discourse analysis. In his article “Context
Sensitive Translation and Parataxis in Biblical Narrative,” he argues that

100. Philippe Le Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante: Ecdotique, stylistique,
linguistique” (PhD diss., LEcole pratique des hautes études, 2001).

101. Le Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante,” part 2: “Uemploi des parti-
cules dans Esaje-LXX See also his concluding remarks in “Conclusion de la deux-
iéme partie” Unfortunately, the dissertation has not been published, and the version I
received from Le Moigne lacks page numbers. So, when making specific references, I
have done my best to indicate where they may be found. Usually, this is done by refer-
ence to chapter and section headings, e.g., “ch. 4 SA”
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connections between clauses need to be considered within the framework
of discourse.!%? After a study into clausal connections in LXX Genesis and
Exodus, he concludes with the claim, “Discourse structure conditions the
way in which the LXX uses xai, 0¢ and the various participle construc-
tions in order to render the clauses which in the MT are opened by waw,
or which are asyndetically connected to the previous clause”!% This is
similar to claims that I made in §1.2.1 above. Polak’s study, though brief,
evinces the necessity of an interdisciplinary approach that utilizes linguis-
tic theory as well as the need to investigate and describe discourse-related
phenomena with reference to their function within the discourse.

In his article “Tying It All Together: The Use of Particles in Old Greek
Job,” Claude Cox considers the significance of conjunctions as function
words that affect the structure of the text.!%* However, Cox’s purpose is not
to provide functional analyses of the particles in question but to describe
the nature of the text of OG Job according to whether the translator short-
ened the text or added to it. While this may sound promising for the
present study, the result is a collection of lists and statistics stating what the
translator did, with little consideration as to why they did it. Ambiguous
reference is made to “style,” and though reference is made to particles that
connect the text together, there is no consideration of what the choices of
the translator reveal about the translator, how they read and understood
their text, or what may have motivated such choices.!% The data are help-
ful, but there is much more to be considered from a linguistic perspective
and as it pertains to translation technique.

James Aitken provides a unique perspective on particles in “The
Characterisation of Speech in the Septuagint Pentateuch.”1% He considers
particle usage in direct speech in light of register and as evidence for the

102. Frank Polak, “Context Sensitive Translation and Parataxis in Biblical Narra-
tive,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of
Emanuel Tov, ed. Shalom M. Paul, VTSup 94 (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 526.

103. Polak, “Context Sensitive Translation and Parataxis,” 539.

104. Claude Cox, “Tying It All Together: The Use of Particles in Old Greek Job,”
BIOSCS 38 (2005): 41-54.

105. For style, see Cox, “Tying It All Together,” 50, 54; for references to particles,
46-47, 53-54.

106. James Aitken, “Characterisation of Speech in the Septuagint Pentateuch,” in
The Reception of the Hebrew Bible in the Septuagint and the New Testament: Essays in
Memory of Aileen Guilding, ed. David ]. A. Clines and J. Cheryl Exum (Sheffield: Shef-
field Phoenix, 2013), 9-31.
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idiomatic Greek of the LXX translators. Given the focus on register, Ait-
ken’s claims are outside the purview of the present study (though they are
interacted with at points). Nevertheless, Aitken helpfully points us to yet
other factors that add to the complex nature of translators and their work.

In his book The Greek of the Pentateuch, John Lee devotes a section to
particles in his chapter on educated language.'%” I have questioned Lee’s
association of particle usage with education elsewhere.!% Apart from this
point of disagreement, Lee offers clear and insightful investigations that
consider koine idiom, the use of the particles in context, and what may
have motivated the translators to utilize them beyond lexemic equiva-
lence. In addition, though not the topic of the chapter in which they
appear, Lee frequently demonstrates the translators’ freedom of choice
and draws insights from it. As Lee’s interest is not in determining linguis-
tic function or in the application of his claims to the study of translation
technique, the present study stands to complement the kind of work Lee
has produced.

I have investigated the use of DMs in the LXX in my article “The
Peculiar Occurrences of 00v” and briefly in my paper “The Septuagint and
Discourse Grammar.’'% In the former, I demonstrate how a discourse-
grammatical framework has explanatory power for analyzing the use of
oBv in LXX Genesis and Exodus and how such provides a more nuanced
picture of the translators’ translation technique. I also draw from Ait-
ken’s work on particles, register, and the use of particles in speech to offer
further considerations that may have motivated the decisions of the trans-
lators. In the latter paper, I illustrate the usefulness of discourse grammar
to the study of the Greek of the LXX and of translation technique, as it
can complement traditional approaches by speaking to issues of pragmat-
ics and discourse, linguistic domains typically not considered in the study
of translation technique. To that end, DMs are discussed and illustrated
as grammatical phenomena with discourse implications that thus require
discourse explanations.

107. Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 92-110.

108. Christopher J. Fresch, “Illuminating the Path Ahead,” 38-40.

109. Christopher J. Fresch, “The Peculiar Occurrences of otv in the Septuagint
of Genesis and Exodus,” in XV Congress of the International Organization for Sep-
tuagint and Cognate Studies, Munich, 2013, ed. Wolfgang Kraus, Michaél van der
Meer, and Martin Meiser, SCS 64 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2016); Fresch, “Septuagint and
Discourse Grammar.”
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The most significant contributions to the study of conjunctions in
the LXX and their relevance to the study of translation technique have
been produced by Aejmelaeus, particularly her 1982 monograph Parataxis
in the Septuagint, but also in a number of articles published in the years
since.!'% In Parataxis in the Septuagint, Aejmelaeus investigates how the
translators of the Greek Pentateuch rendered Hebrew clauses coordinated
by 1. She successfully demonstrates the importance of connectives in
translation-technical work and how the translators of the Pentateuch each
exercised various degrees of freedom and creativity in how they rendered
the Hebrew conjunction. While recognizing the importance of her work
and following her in many respects, my study differs from Aejmelaeus’s
in four ways.!!! First, whereas Aejmelaeus begins with 1 and investigates
how it was translated into Greek, I start with a selection of Greek DMs
and investigate how they are used and how they relate to their Vorlagen.
Second, because of her focus on how 1is translated, Aejmelaeus is mostly
concerned with providing an overall analysis, including statistical fre-
quencies and comparisons. I, however, investigate the effects of the DMs
used, that is, resultant meaning and discourse structure of the translation
versus the meaning and discourse structure of the Vorlage, and what may
have motivated the use of the DM on the part of the translator. Third, my
study is interdisciplinary, in that I draw from and use insights from lin-
guistics, particularly functional grammar, cognitive linguistics, discourse
grammar, and research on DMs cross-linguistically and typologically.'!?
This also is, at least in part, a result of my focus on the functions of DMs
rather than on how a single lexeme in Hebrew is translated throughout
a selection of books. Last, Aejmelaeus focused on the translators of the
Pentateuch, in order to provide constructive insight into the descriptions

110. Anneli Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint: A Study of the Renderings of
the Hebrew Coordinate Clauses in the Greek Pentateuch, Dissertationes Humanarum
Litterarum 31 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982). For follow-up articles
see, e.g., Aejmelaeus, “The Function and Interpretation of *2 in Biblical Hebrew;” JBL
105 (1986): 193-209; Aejmelaeus, “Significance of Clause Connectors.” Particles are a
topic of discussion in many of her other articles as well.

111. My purpose here is not to critique Aejmelaeus but rather to note how and
why our studies differ. Both methodologies are beneficial and contribute to the study
of translation technique.

112. It should be noted that many of the linguistic advances and research from
which I benefit did not exist or were in their infancy stages when Aejmelaeus wrote
Parataxis in the Septuagint.
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of their translation techniques. I focus on the Book of the Twelve (hence-
forth the Twelve) for similar purposes; however, whereas Aejmelaeus’s
study was a translation-technical one, mine is not. My aim is not to posit
a translation technique for any one translator of the LXX, save for some
reference to the translator of the Twelve. Rather, my study is concerned,
in addition to providing descriptions of a selection of DMs in early Koine
Greek within a linguistic framework, with how a proper linguistic under-
standing of DMs may contribute to a study of translation technique. In
this way, my investigation represents one piece of the linguistic inquiry
that informs such a study.

However, in her work after Parataxis, Aejmelaeus claims that the
Septuagint translators did not pay attention to even the most immediate
context while translating. She states:

The translator ... had to concentrate on the few words he was translating.
It has been discovered that the translators were often blind even to the
most immediate context, so that they could leave in it structural inconse-
quences, which they did not later return to correct, either.... The range
of vision of the translator at work was very limited.!!3

This position should be challenged as the default assumption. To claim
that the translators were blind to even the most immediate context is to
disregard the necessity of contextual awareness to the translation process.
Likewise, James Barr writes:

Generally speaking, it is not possible in any text, in any language, to
make even basic identifications of words without some attention to their
context, which is the sole resource available to select between the mul-
tiple possible values of the signs.... The [LXX] translator was commonly
not able to make his basic diagnosis word for word. Even the literalist
had to work by the context, as the freer translator did. But—and this is
the difference—having made his judgements, with the context taken into
account at least to some degree, he then proceeded to express the results

»

113. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage?,” in
On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators, 84, emphasis added. So also Ilmari Soisalon-
Soininen, “Beobachtungen zur Arbeitsweise: Der Septuaginta-Ubersetzer,” in Isac Leo
Seeligmann Volume: Essays on the Bible and the Ancient World, ed. Alexander Rofé
and Yair Zakovitch (Jerusalem: Rubinstein, 1983), 320; McLay, Use of the Septuagint,
46 n. 18.
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in a manner that as far as possible gave representation to each word or
element as a separate unit of meaning for the purpose of translation.!*

With respect to the object of the present study, the use of nonlexically
motivated DMs necessarily demonstrates an awareness on the part of the
translators of the immediate context at the very least. Often, it evinces an
even broader awareness. In order to choose a DM, particularly when there
is no corresponding lexeme in the Hebrew or when not qualitatively rep-
resenting something in the source text, the translator had to have some
conception of what was coming and how it fit within the structure and
flow of the discourse. Interestingly, this is noted by Aejmelaeus as well, at
least with regard to conjunctions. She writes:

The choice between xaf and these alternative free renderings [3¢, odv,
aMa, yap, a, €i, 611, the relative pronoun, and others] is not indiffer-
ent. These free renderings demonstrate the translator’s ability to handle
larger units of text and his inclination to relieve excessive parataxis by
use of more natural Greek expressions.!1”

In addition, she notes that context is a necessary consideration when
translating a multipurpose conjunction (such as *3).!1¢ Thus, I am not
certain how to reconcile the two positions that Aejmelaeus takes. If one
can observe contextual awareness on the part of a translator by their use
of DMs, then claiming that the LXX translators were “often blind to even
the most immediate context” is inconsistent. By looking to the wider con-
text as they use a DM, they are reminded of what they have translated
and become aware of what follows (if not already aware). It may be that
Aejmelaeus considers “larger units of text” to be equivalent to one or
two clauses, as that is what she elsewhere claims the translator may have
checked when encountering a conjunction.!’” Again, this counters her
more generalized statement concerning the translators’ awareness of con-
text. However, even granting one or two clauses is often not enough for
a translator to use some DMs, and this is to say nothing about how DMs

114. James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations, MSU
15 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 22-23.

115. Aejmelaeus, “Significance of Clause Connectors,” 50. See also her discussion
on p. 46.

116. Aejmelaeus, “Significance of Clause Connectors,” 52.

117. Aejmelaeus, “Characterizing Criteria,” 58.
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connect with mental representations and thus may interact with assump-
tions, inferences, evaluations, and considerations of discourse structure.
Discourse marker usage requires comprehension and a complex aware-
ness. Moreover, even if the free renderings mentioned by Aejmelaeus
were in the minority, they demonstrate a contextual awareness that one
may reasonably postulate was perpetually, or at least frequently, main-
tained. In addition, the literal representation of Hebrew DMs does not
necessarily indicate a lack of contextual awareness. Rather, it could be the
case that a literal translation was judged to be the best translation and the
translator made that decision by maintaining an awareness of the wider
context. This is, arguably, often the case with xal. It is the stereotypical
equivalent to 1 for good reason. In addition, even when a different Greek
connective would have been more idiomatic, xal is, in many cases, still
acceptable and has the advantage of representing the underlying Hebrew
given its stereotyped status.!'® The end product may not evince a con-
textual awareness but neither does it witness against it. If the translator
demonstrates throughout their work that they are cognizant of the wider
context—an awareness which, according to Barr, is necessary in the task
of translation—then the better default position is to assume at least some
level of contextual awareness.

Throughout this study, I will argue that the use of DMs in the LXX
evinces contextually motivated decisions on the part of the translators
and provides insight into how they themselves understood the flow and
structure of the discourse.!'® In other words, DMs are often motivated by
more than simple qualitative or quantitative representation and witness
to the translators’ own awareness of the context, mental representation of
the discourse and its structure, and their desire to explicitly represent that
conception. A necessary part of this is to provide an analysis of DMs that
is informed by a linguistic framework. An interdisciplinary investigation
that combines LXX scholarship with modern linguistic theory is a rarity
and, as the above survey demonstrates, has been practically nonexistent
on the specific topic of DMs. This study aims to change that.

118. Such instances of xai are the result of “easy technique” (Aejmelaeus, “Trans-
lation Technique,” 69).

119. Aijmer writes, “The speaker’s cognitive processes are hidden to observation.
However, pragmatic markers (and other devices) can emerge as overt indicators of (or
windows on) ongoing metalinguistic activity in the speaker’s mind” (Aijmer, Under-
standing Pragmatic Markers, 4).
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1.4. The Corpora

The corpora investigated in this study are documentary papyri dated
between the third and first centuries BCE and the translated books of the
LXX, particularly the Twelve.!20

The documentary papyri were chosen on account of their witness to
natural Greek idiom of the period and owing to the fact that they have not
featured prominently in Greek linguistic studies (particularly in biblical
scholarship). Regarding their witness to natural Koine Greek, the papyri
comprise a wealth of ample linguistic data. They provide insight into the
features of the Greek language, evincing how proficient Greek speakers
used the language on a day-to-day basis. On this, Geoftrey Horrocks writes:

Ancient papyri from Egypt provide us with a wide cross-section of text-
types reflecting both formal and informal styles of composition by both
Greeks/Macedonians and native Egyptians. While some are clearly the
work of barely literate authors of non-Greek origin, the majority of the
informal documents composed by and for Egyptians in Greek ... in fact
display a surprisingly competent knowledge of the language.... Thus
even those who have difficulties with the orthography ... almost always
control morphology, syntax and lexicon with some facility, and the dif-
ferences between official and more informal private documents do not
generally stem from imperfect knowledge, but simply reflect differences
of stylistic level that are paralleled in other areas, and so provide us with
valuable insights into the evolution of popular forms of Greek in the
period.!2!

Similarly, Patrick James states, “The non-literary papyri differ significantly
in character from the other evidence available for the late 4th century BCE
to the 8th century CE and are invaluable for the study of the history of the
phonology, morphology, syntax, personal names, and lexicon of Greek”!?2
Thus, by investigating the papyri, one stands to gain a greater understand-
ing and appreciation of Koine Greek idiom. With regard to the second

120. I used papyri.info and trismegistos.org to access the papyri consulted for this
study. All translations that appear in this study are my own unless stated otherwise.

121. Geoffrey Horrocks, Greek: A History of the Language and Its Speakers, 2nd
ed. (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 89.

122. Patrick James, “Papyri, Language of;” in Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek Lan-
guage and Linguistics, ed. Georgios K. Giannakis, 3 vols. (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 3:11.
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point, that the papyri have not featured prominently in Greek linguistic
studies, most grammars and lexica are based on literary texts. In addition,
linguistic studies of the papyri themselves are few in number. What Trevor
Evans wrote in 2010 is still true years later:

The linguistic significance of the Greek non-literary papyri has been
recognized since the late nineteenth century. Nevertheless, although
valuable work has been done over the last hundred years, it has to be
acknowledged that language specialists have still barely begun to exploit
the richness of the resource.!?3

This wealth of data has not been mined near its full potential, and there
is still much light it can shed on Greek idiom, particularly in, for the pur-
poses of this study, the early koine period.

The papyri examples provided in this study are a representative sample
of what I observed in the papyri of the third to first centuries BCE more
generally. They are selected based on how well they represent the data,
their chronology (I attempt to provide examples from all three centuries
in each chapter), and their preservation (well-preserved papyri with fewer
lacunae and indistinguishable letters are preferred).

By the terminology LXX and Septuagint, I am referring to the Old
Greek (that is, the earliest stage of a book that can be reconstructed) trans-
lations, produced between the third century BCE and first century CE,
of the canonical Hebrew Bible and deuterocanon.!?* While it is common
practice to refer also to the original Greek compositions of the deutero-
canon, I have not included them in my investigation and therefore do not

123. Trevor Evans, “Standard Koine Greek in Third Century BC Papyri,” in Pro-
ceedings of the Twenty-Fifth International Congress of Papyrology Ann Arbor, July 29-
August 4, 2007, ed. Traianos Gagos (Ann Arbor: Scholarly Publishing Office, 2010),
197. See also T. V. Evans and Dirk D. Obbink, “Introduction,” in The Language of
the Papyri, ed. T. V. Evans and Dirk D. Obbink (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2010), 2.

124. See Dines, Septuagint, 3; McLay, Use of the Septuagint, 6; James K. Aitken,
“Introduction,” in The T&T Clark Companion to the Septuagint, ed. James K. Aitken
(London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2015), 1-4. LXX and Septuagint are potentially
misleading terms, as they denote one book. However, it should be recognized that
the terms are widely used for the sake of convenience and that there is no monolithic
Septuagint. Rather, on the whole, each book was translated independently and later
collected in manuscripts and codices.
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refer to them when using the above terms.!?> The LXX examples provided
in the following chapters are taken from the Géttingen Septuagint or, for
those books not available in the Géttingen collection at the time of this
study, from Rahlfs-Hanhart.

Like the documentary papyri, the LXX is an important witness to
koine idiom of the day. Horrocks writes:

[The Septuagint] constitutes one of our most important examples of
surviving “vernacular” literature of the period.... Given the nature of
the material, the translation in general reflects neither the Greek literary
tradition nor the preoccupations of the rhetoricians, and to that extent
is a valuable source of information about the ordinary written Greek of
the period.!2°

Though it is a translation and certainly evinces interference from the
Hebrew of its sources, it is still genuine Koine Greek of the period. That
this is the case is made clear by investigation of and comparison with con-
temporaneous papyri. As Horrocks goes on to state:

While it is undeniable that, as a close translation of a sacred text, it
embodies Hebraisms (especially where the obscurity or formulaic lan-
guage of the original led to literalness), the analysis of the ordinary
language of contemporary private papyrus documents from Egypt has
now demonstrated conclusively that the Septuagint’s general grammati-
cal and lexical make-up is that of the ordinary, everyday written Greek of
the times, and that it therefore constitutes an important source of infor-
mation for the development of the language in the Hellenistic period.!?”

Thus, the LXX is investigated here not only for the purposes of translation-
technical study but also for its inherent linguistic value as a Greek text.
However, lest any doubt remain regarding the idiomatic use of the DMs
in the LXX, the papyri serve as a control group against which the LXX is
compared.

I survey portions of the LXX apart from the Twelve in every chapter
except for chapter 2. The reason for this is the nature of the data. Chapter 2
covers the use 0¢ in the papyri and the Twelve. Given the sufficiency of the

125. See Aitken, “Introduction,” 1.
126. Horrocks, Greek, 106.
127. Horrocks, Greek, 106.
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data in the two corpora, there was no need to investigate further. Chap-
ters 4 and 5 include data from the Pentateuch, in addition to the papyri
and the Twelve, since the Twelve does not provide enough evidence on
its own. Chapters 3 and 6 incorporate data from the entirety of the LXX,
given the sparsity of the DMs investigated. The LXX examples provided
throughout this study are representative of what I observed across the
corpora referenced here.

When comparing the LXX examples to the underlying Hebrew, I com-
pare against the MT as represented in BHS. This should not be taken as
any indication of my presuppositions regarding the Vorlage underlying
any LXX book. Rather, this is done for the sake of convenience. However,
even if the text to which BHS witnesses does not match the Vorlage of
every occurrence of each DM under investigation, those instances are sta-
tistically immaterial.!?

Throughout this study, special reference is made to the Twelve. This
is done in order to provide a consistent discussion of the contribution of
DMs to the study of translation technique. The Twelve, though compris-
ing twelve separate books, is regarded as a collection, since the earliest
manuscript evidence indicates that they were always grouped together
and, crucial to this study, since the consensus in LXX scholarship is that
all twelve books were translated by one translator or collaboratively by a
group of translators.!? Either way, throughout the Twelve, one may hear
one translatorial voice.13? Because of this, I will refer to the “translator” of
the Twelve.

128. I am referring here not only to the representative examples provided in this
study but also all of the other instances investigated from which I selected the repre-
sentative examples.

129. For the grouping together of the Twelve, see Jennifer M. Dines, “The Minor
Prophets,” in Aitken, T&+T Clark Companion to the Septuagint, 439. For the current con-
sensus, see Cécile Dogniez, “The Twelve Minor Prophets,” in Salveson and Law, Oxford
Handbook of the Septuagint, 310; Dines, “Minor Prophets,” 439; Myrto Theocharous,
Lexical Dependence and Intertextual Allusion in the Septuagint of the Twelve Proph-
ets: Studies in Hosea, Amos and Micah, LHBOTS 570 (New York: Bloomsbury, 2012),
8-9; Takamitsu Muraoka, “In Defence of the Unity of the Septuagint Minor Prophets,”
Annual of the Japanese Biblical Institute 15 (1989): passim; W. Edward Glenny, Finding
Meaning in the Text: Translation Technique and Theology in the Septuagint of Amos,
VTSup 126 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 261-62; Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 11.

130. Credit for the phrase “one translatorial voice” is due to Jennifer Dines, who
used it in a personal conversation with me in July 2012.
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Based on internal evidence, it is usually assumed that the Vorlage of
the Twelve was very similar to the MT.!3! Scholarly consensus has dated its
translation to the middle of the second century BCE and placed the prov-
enance of the translation in Egypt.!*? The Twelve is generally described
as a faithful translation that typically demonstrates a literal translation
technique.'®* Thus, the Twelve offer a unique opportunity for the study of
DMs. While the translator does attempt to render his Vorlage closely, they
are concerned with creating a faithful representation of the meaning of the
original and are willing to move beyond quantitative and qualitative rep-
resentation to achieve this goal. By this characterization, the translator’s
use of DMs should not always lexically match the underlying Hebrew but
should, nevertheless, be used to render the text, or at least the translator’s
conception of it, faithfully.

1.5. The Layout of This Study

Each of the chapters investigating DMs are, on the whole, structured
in the same manner. I first present the evidence from the documentary
papyri. The examples are organized in chronological order, except in
circumstances wherein examining a later text first is judged to be help-
ful to the reader. Sometimes, when relevant or helpful, the whole text of
a papyrus is provided. Other times, if there is no need to reproduce the
entire text, only the relevant portion is given. In the papyrus examples,
the line breaks of the original text are not followed, as this would often
result in unwieldy examples that take up more than one page length-
wise. In order to accommodate the reader who wants to look at the
original layout of the text, I provide approximate line numbers in paren-
theses for each example. After investigating the representative sample
from the papyri, there is a summative discussion. I then present the

131. Theocharous, Lexical Dependence, 9-11; Glenny, Finding Meaning, 14;
Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 11.

132. For the dating, see Dines, “Minor Prophets,” 441; Dines, “The Septuagint of
Amos: A Study in Interpretation” (PhD diss., University of London, 1992), 311-13;
Theocharous, Lexical Dependence, 18; Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 10;
Glenny, Finding Meaning, 262-63. For the location, see Dines, “Minor Prophets,” 441;
Dines, “Septuagint of Amos,” 313; Theocharous, Lexical Dependence, 18; Glenny, Find-
ing Meaning, 264; Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 11.

133. Dines, “Minor Prophets,” 440; Glenny, Finding Meaning, 14; Harper,
Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 11-12.
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representative sample from the LXX. Except for chapter 2, which only
investigates the Twelve, this sample will contain examples representa-
tive of the Pentateuch (chs. 4 and 5) or of the entire LXX (chs. 3 and 6),
which are typically given in order of their sequence in Rahlfs-Hanhart,
unless, as with the papyri, a reordering is judged to be helpful to the
reader. The LXX examples are then followed by a summative discussion
that compares what was observed in the LXX with what was observed
in the papyri, that provides a cognitive-functional description of the
DM, and that engages other relevant linguistic studies. This is then fol-
lowed by a discussion of the significance of the DM under investigation
to the study of LXX translation technique. In every chapter except for
chapter 2, I proceed to investigate examples from the Twelve and then
discuss the developing translation-technical picture of the translator. I
then end the chapter with a few concluding remarks. The chapters are
laid out as follows:

Chapter 2 investigates 0¢. This connective is typically overlooked,
being regarded as a lesser equivalent, with respect to xai, of 1. However, 0¢
is not an equivalent to 3, and as my findings demonstrate, it is used in the
LXX for the same pragmatic purposes as in the papyri.

Chapters 3 and 4 both deal with corrective DMs, and so are placed
one after the other. Chapter 3 is concerned with the collocations i un and
éav un, and chapter 4 investigates aMa. Given that these Greek DMs share
some overlap when it comes to the Hebrew DMs they typically render,
chapters 3 and 4 provide insight into the contextual choices that transla-
tors had to make when translating their Vorlagen.

Chapter 5 follows closely from chapter 4, in that its object of study
is the collocation @M’ 4. It is separated from chapter 4, though, in order
to facilitate a discussion of &\’ % as a DM in its own right. The colloca-
tion has received little attention, despite the fact that it occurs relatively
frequently in the LXX and the papyri. My investigation posits a discourse
function for the collocation that has not, to my knowledge, been advanced
before but that finds support throughout the corpora investigated.

Chapter 6 investigates uév, which is unique compared to the other
chapters in that there is no linguistic element in Biblical Hebrew that cor-
responds even in the least to it. This chapter, perhaps more than the others
owing to the unique status of uév, demonstrates an awareness of the sur-
rounding discourse on the part of the translators.

Chapter 7 concludes the study. I summarize my findings and provide
abbreviated summaries of the cognitive-functional descriptions of the
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DMs investigated. I also revisit, with the findings of the study in mind, the
significance of DM to the study of translation technique.



Generally, 0¢ has been regarded as an adversative particle that signals weak
contrast. For example, Robert Funk writes, “0¢ is a mildly adversative con-
nector: it indicates the general contrast of a clause or sentence with one
preceding”’! Similarly, Maximilian Zerwick states, “The particle 0¢ nearly
always implies some sort of contrast”? Samuel Green likewise comments
that 0¢ is “most properly adversative”3 Overall, this is the framework
applied for understanding the uses of 0¢.# Despite this consensus, however,
the description of 0¢ as an adversative particle is insufficient, as there is a
plethora of instances in which there is no adversative element or contrast
that arises when processing the material d¢ introduces. For instance, con-
sider Jonah 3:3:

1. Robert Funk, A Beginning-Intermediate Grammar of Hellenistic Greek, 3rd ed.
(Salem, OR: Polebridge, 2013), §632.

2. Maximilian Zerwick, Biblical Greek: Illustrated by Examples, trans. Joseph
Smith (Rome: Pontifical Institute Press, 1963), §467.

3. Samuel Green, Handbook to the Grammar of the Greek Testament, rev. and
improved ed. (London: Religious Tract Society, 1886), 344.

4. See also H. E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New
Testament (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1957), §214(1); Stanley E. Porter,
Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 2nd ed., Biblical Languages: Greek 2 (London:
Continuum, 2005), 208; J. H. Moulton and Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament
Greek, Vol. 3: Syntax (London: T&T Clark, 1963), 331; BDF §447; William Douglas
Chamberlain, An Exegetical Grammar of the Greek New Testament (New York: Mac-
millan, 1941), 151; G. B. Winer, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek,
trans. W. E. Moulton, 9th ed. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1882), 551; Richard A Young,
Intermediate New Testament Greek: A Linguistic and Exegetical Approach (Nashville:
Broadman & Holman, 1994), 183; K-G 2.2:261-62; Félix Marie Abel, Grammaire du
Grec Biblique suivie d’un choix de papyrus, 2nd ed. (Paris: Gabalda et Fils, 1927), 345.

-45-
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xal qvéoty Twvag xatl emopedy eig Nivevy, xabwg EddAnoe xlpiog- % 0&
Nuwevy %v méhig ueyddn 6 Hed woel mopelag 6008 Nuepv TpLév.

And Jonah stood up and went to Nineveh, just as the Lord had said.
Nineveh de was a great city to God about a journey of three days by road.”

This occurrence of 0¢ cannot be regarded as indicating contrast. There is
nothing to contrast between the preceding sentence and the DM’s host
utterance.® The grammars and lexica are aware of instances such as this,
and it becomes evident that there is a struggle to offer a concise explanation
for how the particle is used. Multiple functions for the particle are posited,
attempting to account for various nonadversative uses. Some grammar-
ians, for example, will posit an additional copulative function in addition
to the adversative one.” Zerwick, positing more functions, writes, “The
particle 0¢ nearly always implies some sort of contrast, but is sometimes
also used with ‘progressive’ or ‘explanatory’ force, meaning ‘and moreover;
‘and at that’ (where the contrast is still there, namely with an existing or
possible false estimate).”® This tension to account for the various uses of
0¢ may be most clearly seen in Daniel Wallace’s grammar, wherein 0¢ is
described as having six different functions: ascensive, connective, contras-
tive, correlative, explanatory, and transitional.” Similarly, BDAG contains
three entries that correspond closely with Wallace’s categories of connec-
tive, transitional, and contrastive, and two additional entries that can be
classified as additive and emphatic.!? It is more likely that this multiplicity
of unrelated functions for 0¢, including the frequent appeal to a contrastive

5. This instance of 3¢ will be revisited below in §2.2.1.

6. Even if one were to regard 0¢ as similar to “however” here, this would indicate
a correction to a presumed assumption, not contrast.

7. See Chamberlain, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 150; Smyth, §2836;
Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der Griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit, 2.3: Syn-
thetischer Teil (Leipzig: Teubner, 1934), §164.6.3. Robertson does as well (A. T. Rob-
ertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research
[Nashville: Broadman, 1934], 1183-85, 1186), though he does note that 0¢ is not truly
contrastive. This is discussed below.

8. Zerwick, Biblical Greek, §467. See also J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles,
2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1959), 162, 169-84; Abel, Grammaire du Grec Biblique,
345-46; BDE, §447.

9. Wallace, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996),
670-74. This tension can be observed in other Greek grammars as well, e.g., Dana and
Mantey, Manual Grammar, $214; Porter, Idioms, 208.

10. BDAG, s.v. “0¢ See also LS], s.v. “0¢”; L-N, §§89.87, 89.94, 89.124, 89.136.
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force that is frequently not observed, is better explained as deriving from
the context in which the particle appears, rather than from d¢ itself.

Given that DMs will either have a core function that may be observed
in every instance of use or multiple functions that are related in some way,
it is reasonable to expect the same to be true for 0¢.!! In what follows, I
investigate the use of 0¢ in a representative sample from the documentary
papyri of the third to first centuries BCE in order to determine how it
functions in early Koine Greek. The determined function(s) will then be
compared to the particle’s use in the Twelve.

2.1. The Use of ¢ in the Papyri
2.1.1. BGU 14.2417 (258/257 BCE)

In this letter, Philotas writes to Epistrotos. Most of the letter is concerned
with well wishes and requests to be remembered by Epistrotos. The real
request comes at the end of the letter, pertaining to Philotas’s son.

Ddwtag Emotpdtat xalpew- xaléc motel, &l Eppwoat- éppwpeda 08 xal
Nuele: (5) Uyalver 08 xal TTAelotapyos, xal Noéws mpogedééato adTdv 6
Bacirels: xapiloto §” &v (10) Huiv émperdpevos aautod, Smwg &v tyaivnig:
xal pnudveue 08 U domep xal Nuels oo év mavtl xaipdt, xal Talite ToAd
xaptel Nuiv- xal mepl ol v viod, éav (15) Tig TGV Tap’ NuEv xaTamlel,
émioTetdov NUiv- Eppwao.

Philotas to Epistrotos. Greetings. You are well, if you are in good health.
We de are in good health also. Pleistarchos de is also healthy, and the (5)
king pleasantly received him. You de would do us a favor by taking care
of (10) yourself, so that you are in good health. Also, remember de us
just as we also remember you at every opportunity, and these things will
be a great (15) kindness to us. And concerning our son, if anyone of our
people sails back, send a message to us. Farewell.

None of these instances of 0¢ can be regarded as adversative. The first
occurrence is preceded by a wish for Epistrotos’s good health and is then
followed by a switch of reference to the letter writer, Philotas, and those
with him, confirming that they too are enjoying good health. A contras-
tive relation here would result in incoherence. The second use is similar.
It introduces a referent switch to a certain Pleistarchos, who is also doing

11. See §1.2.2.
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well. The third instance differs in some respects. There is still no element
of contrast between that which precedes and follows 0¢, and the DM does
occur with a referent switch (now Epistrotos is addressed directly). The
difference is that the DM’s host utterance does not continue the greetings
and well-wishes. Instead, Philotas advances his letter to make a request
of his recipient, requesting that he take care of himself in order to stay
healthy. Directly following this is the final use of 0¢. In this instance, the
material following the DM makes another request of Epistrotos, namely
that he remember Philotas and those with him as they remember Epi-
strotos. This then leads to the final request (and presumably the point of
sending the letter): if anyone of Philotas’s people who were with his son
sails back, he requests a message be sent. In every case, note that 3¢ occurs
at seams within the discourse, where there is some element of discontinu-
ity, whether it be referent switches (first, second, and third occurrences) or
new topics (third and fourth occurrences) and where the author is moving
the letter forward to a new point. Given this, it would seem that the final
part of the letter (the request concerning Philotas’s son) would be ripe for
0¢ as well. At the very least, one can observe that the final portion differs
from the rest in that it is headed by a clear point of departure marking
the shift in topic (xal mepl ToU Nuiv viol), whereas the other seams of the
discourse have no such clear thematic discontinuities. Perhaps it is due to
this that 0¢ was not used in the last instance.

2.1.2. P.Cair.Zen. 1.59036 (257 BCE)

Apollodotos writes to Xanthippos concerning a sum of money that he sent
to the latter for a ship. It seems there was an agreement that Xanthippos
would refund this sum to Apollodotos but he had yet to do so. So, Apol-
lodotos writes to remind Xanthippos of this need.!?

(10) AmoMéd0Tog Eavbimmewt yalpew. i 6t Te cwpatt Eppwoat xal T& EMa
oot xatd yvaun[v] éotiv, ein v ag Nuels BENopey- éppapeba 08 xal avtol.
gypdapéy ool mpdTepov O16TL dedcxayey Ot Tlepryévous eig THv vadv v
TP papxEis AVTITATPwL TG EmmAgovTt éml THis vedss (dpaypas) B. Smwg oty
ToBTé e xal Td Gobev Exatwvipw elcmv (dvwipy) (Spaxpeds) vEe (SiBolov)
x(adxolc) B, dv Te daivyTal got, diaypdimic Mndeiwt gig Ta iaTpixd, &dv Te

12. For more context to this papyrus, see Roger S. Bagnall and Peter Derow, The Hel-
lenistic Period: Historical Sources in Translation (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2004), 199-200.
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Bovdn[1], ypdymtc Ixeaiwt dtopbwoachar Huiv amd T@v évypoaiwy, ovbév o¢
ool émeatatxdr[og] Bértiov (15) merdBopey elvar mdAw ypdar got mepl
ToUTWY. XahGs &Y 0y Toroals EmaTeidas Huiv ws \BovAel/ [3el] yevéaha,
v xal Npels oUTw xataywplowpey. éav 0¢ paivyral oot Xapuidet tét map’
NUEY TEL TV EMTTOAMY got dmodedwxdTt Siarypdal, ddypaov. Eppwoo.
(10) Apollodotos to Xanthippos. Greetings. If you are well in body and
other things are in accordance with your will, it would be as we wish. We
de ourselves are also well. We wrote to you before that we have given,
through Perigenes, for the ship that you command, 2000 drachmae to
Antipatros, who is sailing the ship. In any way whatever, if it pleases you,
you may pay this sum and what was given to Hekatonymos for the nine-
oar ship (465 drachmae, 2 obol, and 2 copper coins) to Medeios for the
medical tax. If you wish, you may write to Hikesios to pay us out of the
(15) ship’s equipment account.!® (As de you have sent no word, we sup-
posed it to be better to write to you again concerning these things.) So,
please send us what you wish to happen, in order that we also may record
it accordingly. If de it pleases you to pay Charmides, who has delivered
the letter from us to you, do so. Farewell.

The first instance of 0¢ occurs at the end of the letter’s greeting. After wish-
ing for Xanthippos’s health, there is a topic switch from Xanthippos to
“we,” and this occurs alongside 0¢: “If you are well in body and other things
are in accordance with your will, it would be as we wish. We de ourselves
are also well” From there, Apollodotos moves straight into the body of the
letter (“We wrote to you before that we have given”). This first 0¢ certainly
cannot be regarded as adversative. There is no contrast between the sen-
tences but rather a movement from one topic to the next.

The second use of 0¢ also cannot be regarded as adversative. In the
material prior to this sentence, Apollodotos reminds Xanthippos of the
content of his previous letter (that the money was sent for the ship) and
asks that he repay what is owed. The material following 3¢ does not con-
tinue this but rather explains why this current letter has been sent: Since
Xanthippos has not sent word yet, Apolloditos thought it wise to write
again. This is not contrastive material (there is nothing with which it
can stand in contrast), but rather a new part of the letter that is distinct
from what preceded. In fact, the material introduced by 8¢ is background
information, hence the parentheses in the translation above. The purpose

13. “Ship’s equipment account” is the translation provided for the enigmatic
évnpoaiwv by A. S. Hunt and C. C. Edgar, Select Papyri, Vol. 2: Non-Literary Papryi;
Public Documents, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1934), 555.
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of the letter is to procure repayment from Xanthippos. The foreground of
such a discourse that aims to effect a certain behavior in its recipient will
typically and primarily be comprised of requests and imperatives, such as
what can be observed in the previous sentences (“you may pay this sum”
and “you may write to Hikesios to pay us”) and in the following sentences
(“Please send us what you wish to happen” and “If it pleases you to pay
Charmides, do s0”).!* The sentence with 0¢ does not make a request or
include an imperative. Moreover, the sentence topic is not Xanthippos
but has switched to Apollodotos (“we”). As such, it is parenthetical; it
does not move the discourse forward but is a distinct information unit
that provides background content about the current letter.

The final instance of ¢, introducing the request to pay Charmides, is
also clearly not adversative. There is no contrast being made. At the same
time, it is more difficult to observe a shift in the discourse like what was
seen with the previous two uses of the DM. This last sentence and the
previous both address Xanthippos and make requests of him. However,
the request to pay Charmides may still represent a shift in the discourse
in two ways. First, it is the final request of the letter, and, in fact, the final
sentence, of the letter. Such may have something to do with the appear-
ance of 0¢ here. Second, the request that Xanthippos pay Charmides is a
distinct event from the immediately preceding “send us what you wish to
happen”!> In the end, whatever the case, we can observe uses of 0¢ similar
to those in example 1 above. The DM, rather than signaling adversative
relations, seems instead to segment sections of the discourse.

2.1.3. P.Cair.Zen. 2.59148 (256 BCE)

The author of this letter, Hierokles, writes to Zenon to inform him of a ser-
vant named Onesimos who is coming to Herakleopolis selling garments.

14. On foreground, discourse types, and verb forms, see Longacre and Hwang,
Holistic Discourse Analysis, 35-36, 169-72. Note that the sentence immediately fol-
lowing “Please send us what you wish to happen” is introduced by otv. This DM often
occurs after background information and signals a return to the foreground. See
DGGNT, 44-46.1 observed this as well in LXX Genesis and Exodus. See Fresch, “Pecu-
liar Occurrences of 0dv,” 463, 467.

15. As is made clear earlier in the letter (not reproduced here), Apollodotos is
here suggesting that Xanthippos pay the money to Charmides who can then take it to
Medeios (mentioned in the excerpt above).
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Apparently, these garments are well-priced, and so Heirokles asks Zenon
to purchase two and send them back.

‘Tepoxijc Znvwvt xaipew. ei Eppwaat xal év Tols Aoimois amalaooels xata
volv, €U dv &or- Oylaivw 0% xal adtds xal Eddppootos. dméotalxey
KaXuxév maida el ‘Hpaxréovs méhv dote xatayayelv 1 adtél, o
Svopa 'Ovrapos. néiwaey odv xal TItohepaios mapeAdelv adTdv mpds \o/é.
ob oBv xahds &v mowjoaig Wptdysvog tuatiov xal \@Ao Gspwbv/ [xttéva]
Iroepaiwt xat dovg Tét matdl 6mewg dv xa’rayaym (5) EWELB}') av yaxpo*rep\
o/v motels, [Trodepaiwt 08 Tuyxdver ypéa odoa- dxodwy yap dvw edwva elva
olx Mydpaxev évfévie. éppwao.

Hierokles to Zenon. Greetings. If you are healthy and you are getting
along in the rest according to your wishes, it would be good. I de myself
am healthy also and so is Epharmostos. Kallikon has sent a servant,
whose name is Onesimos, to Herakleopolis to bring something down to
him. So, Ptolemaios also requested that he go to you. So, please buy an
outer garment and another one for summer for Ptolemaois and then give
them to the servant so that he may bring them down, since you take too
long. (5) Ptolemaios de happens to be in need, for hearing earlier there is
a fair price, he has not bought here. Farewell.

Similar to both examples 1 and 2, the first instance of 3¢ is found at the end
of the greeting where the author switches from wishing the recipient well
to stating that he and those with him are well. Furthermore, like example
2, the author then moves straight into the body of the letter. There is no
notion of an adversative relation here. The sentence topic has switched
from Zenon to Hierokles and the contents of the sentences do not give
rise to a contrastive reading. Note that the next two developments in this
letter are signaled by 00v.'6 In both cases, the discourse moves forward to
distinct, new information units while maintaining an explicit continu-
ative connection with what preceded. The second instance of 0¢ occurs
in the last sentence, following the unit introduced by the second odv.
Whereas the preceding content concerns Hierokles’s request to Zenon to
purchase garments for Ptolemaios and give them to Onesimos, the DM’s
host utterance conveys a new idea that does not continue prior material.
Rather, it is a description of Ptolemaios’s need that explains the basis for
the request. In addition, it serves to close the body of the letter. Like the

16. Regarding the function of otv, see DGGNT, 43-48; Fresch, “Peculiar Occur-
rences of 00v.”
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second instance of 0¢ in example 2, the informational value of the host
utterance could be regarded as parenthetical. While it is a distinct shift
within the discourse, it is, in some respects, independent offline material,
a sidenote from the author to his recipient.!” Thus in both cases in this
letter, 0¢ occurs with distinct units of discourse, though the kind of infor-
mation introduced is different. In neither instance does the particle occur
with contrastive material.

2.1.4. P.Athen. 60 (323 BCE-30 BCE)

In this letter, Apollonia and Eupous write to their sisters, Rasis and Demar-
ion. They demonstrate a concern that their siblings behave well, attending
to their responsibilities, and also inform them of their mother’s health.

AmoMwvia xal Edmous Paciew xal Anuapie Tais ddeddals yaipew. el
ppwabe €[T- (5) ép-]popeda 3¢ xal adraf. xa[Ads] 0& mowjaels Tolg iepois
Ayvov dmrouca xal éxtivdooouoa T Tpooxeddiata. dbopdBel 08 xal un
Aol mepl T wnTpde- %07 (10) yap xoubds Exel. mpoadéyeohe 3¢ Nuds.
Eppwabe. xal w) maile év T adM, dM& Eow edTdxTel émuédou 0& Titdag
xal Zdalpov.

Apollonia and Eupous to Rasis and Demarion, their sisters. Greetings. If
(5) you are well, good. We de ourselves are also well. You de should light
a lamp and shake out the pillows in the sanctuaries. Be de devoted to
learning and do not be distressed about mother. For already she is well.
(10) Wait de for us. Farewell. P.S. Do not play games in the courtyard, but
behave well inside. Take de care of Titoa and Sphairos.

As with the previous examples, 0¢ is not adversative in any of its five occur-
rences in this letter. The first instance is similar to what was observed in
examples 2 and 3—it occurs within the second half of a formulaic greet-
ing where the reference is switched to the authors and they state that they
are well. The second use of 0¢ directly follows the first and is found not
only at a topic switch (from “we” to “you”) but also at the shift from the

17. In addition to this example and that of the previous papyrus, consider also the
second occurrence of 0¢ (interestingly, in fifth position!) in this excerpt from P.Bad.
2.15: Qiagddnoov 0¢ pot xal 7 pepiocbwxas 6@ Oe0déTé xabdmep eyeypadixny oot xal
mepl Tol Eevewetou 9 xMjpov, 7} pepioBuxas dpoiws. “Now, also make clear to me
whether you have hired Theodotos as I had written to you (also concerning Xeneine-
tos’s de allotment) or whether you have hired someone similar”
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introduction of the letter to its body. The third instance of the DM occurs
in the next sentence, which is a movement within the behavioral dis-
course to the next exhortation to Rasis and Demarion. After instructing
them to attend to their duties in the sanctuaries, Apollonia and Eupous
encourage them to be devoted to learning and not to be concerned about
their mother.!8 After a brief background clause explaining that the sisters’
mother is in good health, a fourth d¢ is used, appearing in the next and
final exhortation of the letter’s body: “Wait 0¢ for us.” The last 0¢ is found
in the postscript. The postscript begins with the imperative “Do not play
games in the courtyard, but behave well inside.” It then moves to a sepa-
rate command to take care of Titoa and Sphairos (presumably younger
children in the family), and this is where the final ¢ is used, introducing
this distinct utterance.!?

In each instance, similar to the previous examples, 3¢ occurs where a
block of new, distinct information is given, where a natural seam can be
(but does not have to be) observed in the discourse. It also often occurs
where there is some element of thematic discontinuity, that is, changes
of time, place, kind of action, or participants.?’ This is important to note,
as seams in a discourse that are explicitly signaled as such (e.g., a para-
graph break) occur most naturally where there is thematic discontinuity.?!
Given this, 0¢ seems to be explicitly segmenting portions of the discourse,
informing the reader explicitly of the seams, of where to create distinct
sections within their mental representation. The presence of the DM not
only seems to represent how the authors conceived of the discourse struc-

18. The care of household shrines was a responsibility given to children in
Greco-Roman Egypt. See Youssri Abdelwahed, “The Illumination of Lamps (Lychno-
kaia) for Neith in Sais/Esna in Greco-Roman Egypt,” Abgadiyat 10 (2015): 35. Interest-
ingly, the next exhortation (w3 Avmol) is connected to this one by xai, not 3¢. This indi-
cates a close connection between the first command “be devoted to learning” and the
second “do not be distressed about mother.” It would seem Apollonia and Eupous were
concerned that their sisters’ worry about their mother’s health would have a negative
impact on their studies.

19. For Titoa and Sphairos, see Roger S. Bagnall and Raffaella Cribiore, Wom-
en’s Letters from Ancient Egypt, 300 BC-AD 800 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 2006), §B9.1.

20. On thematic continuity and discontinuity, see Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyz-
ing Discourse, 37.

21. Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 36-41.
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turally but also appears to indicate a desire to guide their recipients in
correctly structuring the discourse and in how to process it.

2.1.5. PTebt. 1.19 (114 BCE)

Menches, Polemon’s brother, had sent him letters concerning various mat-
ters of business. In this letter, Polemon responds and provides advice on
issues pertaining to farmers, the need to make haste in their work, reports,
and the collection of taxes.

Todépwy Meyyel @t a0edddt yaipew. éxowtodueda T mapa ool ulv
ypadévta xal (5) vmép v éofuaves mépbal yewpydy dmpoadéntol éapev.
Tol 0t Aokdnmiadov EMITETaX6TOS TA TPAYHATE XAl TPOTAYELOXOTOS
éxtdg Tév Umoxe[]évwy dMag (Tupol) (dptafag) A. ywpls dpyupiou
BePouljueba omedoar. Omép O @v onuaivers (10) xwpoypappatéwy
ROALS Ewg THg xe xwptobnaovtal. ob 0t dpbiis mooelg TO TpoTdyyeApa W)
gElaTTwoag mapl O TpETOV ETwg eVTpoTwTEUEY, xal &v Tois 08 (15) dMolg
xaptijl xatatayyoas T i sloaywydic. émueldpevos 08 xal ocautod [’ 0]
yralbvns, éppwao.

Polemon to Menches his brother. Greetings. We received the letters you
wrote to us, and concerning those farmers whom you were suggesting
you (5) would send, we are not in need of them. As de Asklepiades has
commanded the matters and added another one thousand artaba of
grain beyond what was established, beside money, we have wanted to
make haste. Concerning de the village clerks whom you mention, they
will hardly depart (10) until the twenty-fifth. You de will do rightly by
not reducing the report in comparison with the first, in order that we
may make a good show. Also in the de other things, you would oblige me
by speeding up the tax collection. (15) Take de care of yourself also so
that you may be healthy, farewell.

Unlike the other letters observed thus far, this one does not contain a
full formulaic introduction. Instead, after greeting his brother, Polemon
begins the body of the letter by recalling previous letters from Menches
and responding to an issue in them. Polemon then advances to the next
item of business—a certain Asklepiades has pressured Polemon to provide
more grain and he is wanting to make quick progress. At the start of this
section, which is fronted by a genitive absolute that signals a shift in cir-
cumstance and frames the main clause, the first 0¢ occurs. The second 0¢
follows in the next sentence, which begins with a prepositional phrase—
Omep Ot Gv onpalvels xwpoypappatéwv—that introduces the new topic of
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the village clerks. The DM fits well here, given its tendency to occur with
semantic discontinuities (i.e., changes of time, setting, topic, or event).
Like the occurrence of 0¢ before, it appears to be segmenting out a new
section in the discourse, even if it is only a sentence. The third instance of
d¢ is found in the sentence that follows. Not only does this sentence move
on to yet the next item of business—an exhortation to Menches not to
diminish the report—but it also contains a preposed topic switch: gU d¢
bpbisc mooets. The sentence topic has been placed in a position marked
for thematic prominence, which results in drawing attention to the switch
being made.?? The DM is found a fourth time in the sentence that follows.
Here again, one may observe a preposed prepositional phrase (év 7ols ...
&Moig) that serves as the point of departure for what follows, changing to
a new discussion topic (speeding up the tax collection). The final use of 0¢
occurs in the closing of the letter. Polemon exhorts Menches to take care
of himself and then bids him farewell. Not only can this be understood
as another new, distinct movement within the discourse, but structurally,
this sentence serves to formally end the letter.

As discussed in the previous example, thematic discontinuities such
as shifts in time, place, action, and/or participants are typical features of
communication. Thematic discontinuities naturally occur as a discourse
progresses. For example, the situation time of a text may change, a nar-
rative may move its characters to a new location, a hortatory text may
shift from exhortations to narrative background, new participants may be
added or addressed, or old characters may be left behind. When a commu-
nicator desires to explicitly segment a discourse or create a seam between
what they feel are distinct units of a discourse, the most natural place to
do this will be in contexts of moderate to high discontinuity, since moving
on to a new point or changing topic necessarily involves some amount of
felt discontinuity.?? Note that such segmentation is usually not necessary

22. On preposed topics and thematic prominence, see DFNTG, 7-13, 22-28;
DGGNT, §§9.2.5,9.2.7, 10.1.

23. See Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 36-41. Consider the typo-
graphic features of paragraphing and chapter division in English. Paragraphs are often
used when there is a moderate amount of discontinuity, such as a new topic/subtopic,
a new argument, a new scene, a new participant, a new event (and usually a combina-
tion of two or more of these), but where there is still enough continuity between para-
graphs to regard them as a part of the same chapter. Chapter divisions are used when
the discontinuities are felt to be even greater (though, note that there is still enough
continuity for the chapter to have a place in a book with other related chapters).
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for understanding the basic content of the discourse. The words, phrases,
clauses, and sentences convey the same meanings regardless.?* However,
by explicitly creating seams between units of discourse where there is
discontinuity, a break is made that is regarded as natural and is there-
fore helpful when building the mental representation of the discourse. It
allows one to mentally consolidate information and treat distinct units of
the discourse separately, thereby easing the processing task. It provides a
structural order and hierarchy to the mental representation. In this way,
the presence of 0¢ in these contexts would seem to be pragmatically moti-
vated, indicating segmentation within the discourse. Each occurrence of
0¢ in this letter stands at a potential seam, often where there is at least
some element of thematic discontinuity. In every case, the particle divides
the discourse into smaller meaningful parts, as the author conceived of it.

2.1.6. P.Tebt. 3.1.804 (1122 BCE)

This fragmentary letter tells the harrowing tale of a home invasion. The
author is the man whose home was broken into.2> He writes to Poseidonios,
the governor of Tebtynis, and informs him of the events that transpired.

pot oixtay xal (15) dmopdéavres 6 oTabpdy eigiilbov el THy mpoatdda. Euod
9t dieyepbévros xal Booavtos avlpwmous [.Jvada

To Poseidonios, governor of Tebtynis. From Pa[ ... ], son of Pasis, farmer
(5) of the same village. In the night leading to the fifth of Phamenoth of
the fifth (10) year, some men forced their way into my house, and after
they undermined (15) the doorpost, they entered into the antechamber.
When de I woke up and shouted out for men.

After introducing himself, the author recounts the story of how his home
was invaded. He begins by setting the scene and then telling of the first
event—men broke into his house and entered the antechamber. Most of
the rest of the letter is lost, but one ought to observe how the author starts
his next sentence. It begins with a genitive absolute, providing a frame of

24. Of course, their interaction with the surrounding context, including struc-
tural features, can affect their interpretation within the discourse.
25. The author’s name is mostly lost.
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reference for the following content. There is no doubt that this next sen-
tence tells the next event in the story, taking place after the events of the
prior sentence. This is an advancement of the story. The first sentence of
the letter sets the scene and narrates the first event. The second sentence
begins with a new setting that conveys moderate thematic discontinu-
ity (change in participants, progression of time, change in location) and
would certainly relate the next event to take place. It is at this seam, where
one could naturally segment the discourse into smaller meaningful parts,
that one finds 0¢.

2.1.7. BGU 4.1147 (13 BCE)

This is a contract drawn up between a certain Dionysios and Eirene. Eirene
has received a loan of six hundred silver drachmae from Dionysios, and
the contract details the agreement made with regard to repayment, inter-
est, and what will happen should Eirene not pay back what is owed.

IMpwtdpywt T@L €t ToU xprTnplov mapa Atovuaiov Tol Atovuaiou xal mapa
Eipvns tiic TTatpéxdov Iepaivng peta xupiov Tol aderdol Tol Iatpdxov
Tol Appwviov. (5) mept Tév dieaTauévwy cuvywpel ) Eipivy éxev mapa Tod
Awovuaiouv ddvetov i xetpds €€ oixou dpyupliou] TITodepaixod dpaypis
€gaxooiag Téxwy évewBdlwy [THs] (10) wyég éxdotng Tol unvos éxdaTov,
6 xal amodwael v unoiv EE and Meyeip ol éveotéitos émTaxade-][x]
atou gtoug Kaloapog didolion Tov wév Ttéxov xatd uijve edtdxtwg T6 08
xe[palhatov év @t éoydTwt pwyi Gvev [m]a[on]s OmepBioe[w]s, 7 (15)
elvat [admiv] [mapay ]piiue dywyluny xal cuvéyea]Balt uéypt Tob éxteloal
TO uév davelov oLV Nutodia, Tobg 08 Téxous amolis, Tol 08 UmepmeadvTOg
xpdvou Tolg xatd (20) 70 didypappa Téxous didpdyumovs, [Thc mpd§]ews
ywouévns Tit Atovuaiwt [€x Te adtis] Eipvys xal éx v vmapyov[Twy
adtf] malvtwy xafamep éx oben(s), [Emi] 08 xal éx Tiig Umapyolons T
Tprvy GoVAns "Epwtiou, xa® fomep xal dvadédwxev adtét (25) Alw]
wolwt év dmaaypatt

To Protarchos, who is over the court of judgment, from Dionysios, son
of Dionysios, and from Eirene, daughter of Patroklos the Persian, with
the brother of Patroklos, son of Ammonios, as guardian.?® Concerning

26. For a similar use of x0ptov, see Hunt and Edgar, Select Papyri, $299. Though
the letter translated by Hunt and Edgar is dated to 186/187 CE, it reflects the same
legal requirement as there was in 13 BCE in Greco-Roman Egypt for a woman to
have a male guardian to engage in certain legal matters. See Uri Yiftach-Firanko,
“Law in Graeco-Roman Egypt: Hellenization, Fusion, Romanization,” in The Oxford
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the (5) various issues, Eirene agrees to receive a loan of six hundred silver
Ptolemaic drachmae from Dionysios by the hand of the bank, with an
interest rate of nine obols per mina?’ each month, which she is to pay in
six (10) months from Mecheir of the present seventeenth year of Caesar,
by giving the interest every month regularly the de sum in the last month
without any (15) delay, or she will be immediately liable to seizure and
detainment until she pays the loan in full with half as much again, the
de simple interest, the de two-drachmae interest for the time exceeded,
according to regulation, the (20) right of exaction belonging to Diony-
sious from both Eirene herself and all her possessions just as is right,
further de also from Eirene’s possession, the slave girl Erotion, concern-
ing whom she has also delivered to (25) Dionysios himself in exchange.

The DM is first used in a pév ... 0¢ construction (~line 10). The preceding
content, in which pév occurs, states that Eirene is to pay the interest regu-
larly each month. Immediately following this is the utterance in which 6¢
is found, anticipated by the pév. The particle’s host utterance informs the
reader of a different payment that must be paid, namely, the total sum in
the last month. The DM has a narrower scope here than has been observed
in the letters above. It occurs at the phrasal level, marking a relationship
between its host utterance and the preceding uév clause. Given that there
are elements of discontinuity between the preceding information and the
information conveyed in the ¢ clause (interest payment monthly; sum
payment in the final month) and given the anticipatory pév, it would seem
that 0¢ segments the discourse at a localized level, providing the “other
side of the coin” to the uév clause.?® The DM’s host utterance provides the
second of two points to be made within the larger uév ... 0¢ structure.
While the connective xal could have been used, the effect of segmenting
into smaller units by 0¢ seems to be to unambiguously treat its host utter-
ance as a distinct point within the larger thematic yév ... 0¢ unit. There is
a cognitive purpose in this. By marking both points within the pév ... 0¢
construction as distinct segments, it draws equal attention to them both.
In the reader’s mental representation, they are closely connected (owing to
wév) but separate information units. The issue under discussion is remu-

Handbook of Papyrology, ed. Roger S. Bagnall (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2009), 555; Bernhard Palme, “The Range of Documentary Texts: Types and Catego-
ries,” in Bagnall, Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, 366.

27. That is, nine obols per one hundred drachmae.

28. See the discussion on pév in ch. 6.
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neration, so it is understandable that the author would want to be as clear
as possible about what needed to be paid when.

The second and third instances of 0¢ are similar to the first. They are
contained in the second and third parts of a pév ... 0¢ ... 0¢ construction
(between lines 15 and 20). Should Eirene not honor the agreement, she is
liable to seizure and detainment until she pays the loan with half as much
again, plus (0¢) the simple interest, plus (0¢) the two-drachmae interest for
the time exceeded. Again, each distinct part of the remuneration is sepa-
rated out by the use of d¢.

The fourth use of 3¢ occurs in the following participial clause. Dio-
nysios has the right of exaction from Eirene and her possessions. This is
then followed by an additional possession of Eirene’s to which Dionysios
has the right of exaction, the slave girl Erotion. Granted, this could have
been joined to the rest of the list by means of xal, as happens between the
first two members. However, the rest of what is extant from this letter con-
tinues to be about Erotion. She ought not have any debt, and should she
run away or die, Eirene must still fulfill her part of the agreement. Given
that there is some significance to Erotion as collateral, it would seem the
author used 0¢ to indicate a certain level of distinction (which, given the
context of a list where xal was used previously, may thereby make this final
member stand out as more prominent). Note too the use of étt “further”
before 0¢ as a means of marking out this final list member as distinct from
the previous two.

In sum, though these instances of 0¢ are narrower in scope than what
has previously been examined, they work well in the context of the con-
tract. They have the effect of marking each new item they introduce as
a distinct information unit. In the last instance, this may even result in
drawing special attention to its host utterance. All of this together would
seem to have the purpose of creating a clear, well-ordered contract.

2.1.8. The Function of 0¢ as Evinced in the Papyri

Consistently, 0¢ appears to be used for structural purposes, explicitly
marking out distinct segments within the discourse. As is natural, this
typically occurs in contexts of semantic discontinuity, that is, changes of
time, setting, topic, event, and so on. By using 0¢ in these contexts, rather
than xal or asyndeton, the reader is explicitly instructed to “chunk” the
discourse, understanding 0¢, along with its interaction with any present
discontinuities, to be signaling a distinct information unit. In the reader’s
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mental representation, then, 0¢ functions to close off or begin new sections
(relative to its scope), encouraging the reader to process smaller, more
manageable pieces of the discourse at a time.

The DM is used at different levels of the discourse. In some cases,
such as those observed in examples 1-4, 3¢ contributes to the overall
structure of the letter. In each of these cases, unlike the other examples,
one may observe a formulaic introduction (e.g., in example 2: &i Té&t Te
copatt Eppwaal xal Ta dMa got xata yvaoun[v] éotiy, €l av g Nuels
Bédopev- éppapeba 0t xal adtol). Formulaic introductions such as these
always end with a topic switch to the author(s) + ¢ + the conveying of
the information “I am also well” The use of 0% is a part of the formula.
This is understandable. Given its function to segment discourse, the use
of the DM in this context simultaneously accomplishes two structuring
effects. The first, as a result of interacting with the information in the
surrounding context, is that 0¢ segments two portions of the introduc-
tion at the point where discontinuity is most strongly felt (at the topic
switch). By using 0¢, these related pieces are portrayed as two distinct
parts of the introduction, which has the effect of focusing the reader’s
attention on each of them as discrete entities. The second effect, as a
result of interacting with the letter’s metastructure, is that 0¢ signals the
end of the letter’s introduction and, by extension, that the body of the
letter will follow. The DM is thus used to provide an overall structure
to the document. Sometimes, though, an additional ¢ will be used at
the start of the body, such as in examples 1 and 4. While there is cer-
tainly nothing wrong with this use of 0%, it is irregular.?® Evans writes,
“It becomes clear that it is regular to have no particle linking the body
of the text to the greeting formula. And this is precisely what we should
expect. Greeting and letter-body are discrete elements of the text”3°
Where I disagree with Evans is that, typically, because greeting and
letter-body are discrete elements of the text, one would expect 0¢. How-
ever, since the 0¢ signaling the close of the greeting would sufficiently

29. Examples such as 1 and 4 seem to be the rare exceptions to what is otherwise
a consistent phenomenon. When a letter begins with a formulaic introduction, it is
expected that one will find 0¢ at the end of the pleasantries and that the body of the
letter will then begin (usually asyndetically). The DM rarely ever also occurs at the
beginning of the body. Perhaps such occurrences are due to a rhetorical motivation to
make the letter sound more official or educated.

30. Evans, “Standard Koine Greek,” 201.
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signal the separate sections to the reader, a 0¢ between the two sections
is unnecessary, as it would overencode the discourse.?!

In one case, the final 0¢ in example 1, the DM occurs with a broad
scope within the letter body, signaling a segmentation between two larger
discourse structures. The effect of d¢ with this scope interacting with its
context appears to be to signal a movement to a distinct unit of discourse
in the development of the communication, similar to a new paragraph in
English typography. The DM also has a moderate scope, typically corre-
sponding to the sentential level. The effect of 0¢ segmenting at this level of
discourse is to signal a movement to the next step or a new distinct point.
In many respects, 0¢ occurring with this scope does not differ in func-
tion from its use above the sentence. Presumably, had the author desired
it, the smaller (typically sentence-level) segments could have been more
explicitly set apart, extended, and discussed in more depth. The high fre-
quency of d¢ with a sentence-level scope would seem to be due mostly
to the nature of the documentary letter. These letters are not long and
tend to move forward on a point-by-point basis. They spend little time
on extended details unless further information is necessary. Each new
point can understandably and naturally be regarded as the next step in the
development of the letter.

On two occasions, once in example 2 and once in example 3, the parti-
cle segments what appears to be parenthetical material. While not the most
frequent context of use for 0%, it is an understandable phenomenon. If ¢ is
a text-structuring device, used to segment discourse into smaller distinct
parts, it is a clear choice for parenthetical material. Such information is
naturally distinct from the surrounding context, and d¢ would effectively
signal to the reader to regard it as a discrete information unit.3? This is
not to say that 0¢ signals parenthetical information, but rather simply seg-
ments the material. It would then be up to the reader to understand how
the information unit relates to its surrounding context.

In sum, based on the evidence in the papyri, 0¢ operates within
the metatextual domain and functions to segment the discourse into

31. In the examples Evans investigates, however, there are none of the typical
pleasantries. After yaipew, the body of the letter begins, as seen in example 5 above. In
this case, one would typically still expect 0¢, but yaipew is a clear enough signal of the
closing of the greeting when pleasantries do not directly follow.

32. Another option would be to use ydp, but this is only acceptable if the paren-
thetical information has a supportive relation to preceding material.
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smaller, discrete information units. This is a more satisfying description
of the particle than “adversative,” especially given that none of the exam-
ples above are adversative, and it is a more useful functional description
than “correlative”3* The scope of the DM and the kind of information
it introduces will result in different contextual effects. It can segment
above the sentence level to signal the structure of a letter proper or to
segment thematic units that contribute to the development of the over-
all communication. With a moderate scope, it can segment to indicate
shifts to distinct parts of a larger structure, typically the next step or
a new point in the discourse. Lastly, it can segment out parenthetical
material. It is important to note that in none of these cases is 0¢ strictly
required (except, perhaps, in the formulaic material). As a metatextual
device, 0¢ is used according to the author’s own conception of the flow
of the discourse and where, in his mind and according to his commu-
nicative purposes, he feels a segmentation needs or ought to occur. In
written Postclassical Greek, this would be a very helpful device. Greek
at this time was written in capital letters and without spaces between
words. Consider this image (see the next page) of the portion of P.Cair.
Zen. 1.59036 discussed above in example 2.3* This throws the useful-
ness and need for a segmenting device into even sharper relief. Not only
are such devices useful for successful communication and the building of
mental representations, but they also provide clear and practically neces-
sary structuring cues in written text.>

33. This is not to say that 3¢ does not occur in adversative contexts within the
papyri. It does. Some examples may be found in P.Cair.Zen. 1.59001 (“Isidorus
should repay the loan.... If ¢ he does not repay”), P.Cair.Zen. 2.59155 (“When you
reap the grain, immediately water the land by hand. If 3¢ it is not possible”), and
P.Grenf. 2.29 and SB.5.7532 (similar to P.Cair.Zen. 1.59001). However, given the
many examples that are not adversative, an “adversative” label is unhelpful, espe-
cially given the fact that the so-called adversative uses of 0¢ can be better described
as marking distinct segments. Moreover, as will be discussed in §2.2.2. “Cognitive
Chunking and Metatextual Discourse Markers,” below, contrastive and adversative
relations arise from the semantics of the surrounding context, not from the choice
of particle.

34. Images of this papyrus can be found at https://tinyurl.com/2568y9kt.

35. See the discussion below in §2.2.2. “Cognitive Chunking and Metatextual
Discourse Markers.” Typographic features work similarly in English. Consider how
much more difficult and burdensome this book would be to read without paragraph
and section breaks!



Fig. 2.1. P.Cair.Zen. 1.59036. Photograph by Adam Biilow-Jacobsen. I am grate-
ful to the Centre for the Study of Ancient Documents in Oxford for granting me
permission to use this photograph. The papyrus is held in the Cairo Museum, and
the photograph of it has been made available by the Cairo Photographic Archive,
which was sponsored by the Association Internationale de Papyrologues.

2.2. The Use of ¢ in the Twelve

There are fifty-eight occurrences of 0¢ in the Twelve. In what follows, a
representative sample is discussed.

2.2.1. Examples from the Twelve

The first use of 3¢ in the Twelve is found in Hos 1:7. In verses 6-7, the Lord
instructs Hosea to name his daughter “Not Pitied” and then explains the
meaning of the name.

(1:6) And Gomer became pregnant again and bore a daughter. And the
Lord said to Hosea, “Name her ‘Not Pitied, for I will not again show
mercy to the house of Israel, but rather I will align myself, an opposer,
against them.

(1:7) Tobg 8¢ viols Touda Eherjow xal cwow adTols &V xupiw B2 adTdv xal
00 cwow adTovs év TéEw oUdE &v popudala 0dE év moAEuw 000E v dppaaty
000 v {mmotc 000¢ &v imedot.

I de will show mercy on the sons of Judah and I will save them by the
Lord their God. But I will not save them by bow nor by sword nor by
battle nor by chariots nor by horses nor by horsemen.”

29031 Nwpa DY UIR R DPNOR M DIYWIT DROR AT AR
aial i Rakiollolalialalailalny
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But, I will have compassion on the house of Judah, and I will deliver
them by YHWH their God. But I will not deliver them by bow nor by
sword nor by war nor by horses nor by horsemen.

A shift can be observed as the Lord’s discourse moves from the topic of
Israel to the topic of Judah. In 1:6, the Lord commands Hosea to name
his daughter “Not Pitied” because he will not show mercy to Israel. In
the move to verse 7, a preposed topic switch occurs, switching from Tov
oixov Iopan) in verse 6 to Tobg viods Iouda in verse 7.36 Such a switch, and
the resulting discontinuity, makes segmentation natural here. Though one
may certainly feel a contrastive relation between verses 6-7, it does not
arise because of 0¢.37 Contrast arises here owing to the semantics of the
context, that is, because of the oppositely polarized predicates “will not
show mercy” versus “will show mercy” and the contrastive topics Israel
versus Judah. This contrast would be present without 0¢. The translator
could have employed xai or asyndeton and an adversative relation between
the sentences would still arise. This can be observed in the latter half of
the verse as well where the translator uses xal, translating vav, to link the
contrasting sentences. Contrast arises owing not to a contrastive use of
xal but to the semantics of the context. Thus, assigning an adversative
function to 0¢ (or xali, for that matter) does not accurately nor sufficiently
describe how the DM instructs the reader to fit the discourse together
and build a mental representation of the text. Granted, it may be the case
that by virtue of creating two distinct units here, at this switch, there is
more of a heightened focus on the contrast. Further, the pragmatics of ¢
naturally lend it to be used in adversative contexts. But the contrast is not
created by nor reliant upon 0¢. Similar to what was observed in the papyri,
0¢ segments the discourse into smaller chunks. Its scope and interaction
with the surrounding information results in portraying what follows as
advancing to the next point or subtopic in the Lord’s speech, moving from
the Lord and his merciless disposition toward Israel to his merciful dispo-
sition toward Judah.

36. Topics do not have to be grammatical subjects, and it is possible for a sen-
tence to have two topics, in this case the Lord “I” and the sons of Judah. See Knud
Lambrecht, Information Structure and Sentence Form: Topic, Focus, and the Mental
Representations of Discourse Referents, CSL 71 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998), 137-50.

37. Contra Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus, LXX.D 2:291.
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The fact that the translator chooses 0¢ rather than xai to render
the conjunctive vav at the beginning of verse 7 should cause one to
pause and consider why such a decision was made. The particle xai
would be the natural lexical choice and is the stereotypical equivalent
to conjunctive vav in the Twelve and across the Greek Old Testament.
Qualitatively, the translator had every reason to use xal but instead
employed 0¢. There must be a reason why 0¢ was preferred here rather
than the more lexically equivalent and much more typical xal. The
motivation for 0¢ would seem to be the translator’s judgment that
the content of 1:7 constituted the next point in the Lord’s speech and
that it merited being marked as a distinct segment. In order to use 0¢
here, then, in order to justify its use over the lexically preferred xaf,
the translator necessarily had to have an awareness of the surrounding
context and the ability to make an assessment of it that influenced the
choice of connective.

In Jonah 3 the prophet returns to dry land and is commanded by the
Lord again to go to Nineveh. In verse 3, the narrator describes Jonah set-
ting off on his journey.

(3:1-2) And the word of the Lord came to Jonah a second time, saying,
“Stand up, go to the great city of Nineveh and proclaim in it according to
the previous proclamation that I spoke to you”

(3:3) xal avéaty Lwvag xai émopetby eig Niveun, xabwg eEAanae xptog- % 08
Nuwevy %v méhig peyddn w6 Beéd woel mopelag 6908 Nuepv TpLév.

And Jonah stood up and went to Nineveh, just as the Lord had said.
Nineveh de was a great city to God about a journey of three days by road.

(3:4) And Jonah began to enter into the city about one day’s journey, and
he proclaimed and said, “Three more days and Nineveh will be destroyed.”

NWOW THnn onORY AT Ama men min 9272 MtOR 159 nar opn

o
And Jonah arose and went to Nineveh, according to the word of YHWH.
Now, Nineveh was a great city to God, a journey of three days.

With Jonah finally obeying the Lord and setting out for Nineveh, 3:3a
effectively ends a scene of the story. The second half of verse 3 introduces
a new setting with a preposed topic switch to Nineveh, thereby indicating
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and drawing the reader’s attention to a scene change.’® The story locale has
changed to Nineveh, and Jonah, in verse 4, begins proclaiming the Lord’s
judgment. The change in setting creates a thematic break in the middle of
verse 3, making a development in the theme-line natural. Thus, it should
be no surprise that one finds 0¢ at this transition. It is not used to signal an
adversative relation, but rather to structure the text, creating a break between
two parts of the story—the narrative is moving forward to the next scene
where the Lord’s command from the previous scene will be carried out. The
use of 0¢ instructs the reader to process the following content as a new seg-
ment. This encourages the reader to slow down and breathe, so to speak, in
that it breaks the story down into manageable comprehension units. This
then allows the reader to build their mental representation of the discourse
at a macrostructural level, thus regarding the content of verse 3a and the few
verses prior as a separate scene from the content of verse 3b and following.*

The advancement to a new scene is reflected in the Hebrew as well by
the author interrupting the consecutive verb forms with a nonconsecutive
qatal preceded by a nominal constituent.*° Instead of continuing the chain
of consecutives, the author marks the shift in the discourse by beginning
the sentence with m11'1, thereby switching the topic and motivating a scene
change.*! It is at least possible that the LXX translator was motivated to use

38. In stories, new scenes will frequently begin with background scene-setting
material, in order to provide a framework for and introduction to what follows. See
also Hoey, Textual Interaction, 59.

39. This example illustrates well Levinsohn’s insight that 6¢, when introducing
background material, will typically be in topic-comment articulation and begin with a
point of departure. See DFNTG, 90.

40. See Christo H. J. van der Merwe, “Discourse Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew
Grammar,” in Biblical Hebrew and Discourse Linguistics, ed. Robert D. Bergen, (Dallas:
Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1994), 29-34, 40; Geoftrey Khan, Studies in Semitic
Syntax, London Oriental Series 38 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), 86;
BHRG2, 507.

41. Uriel Simon notes, “The opening of a narrative unit with the circumstantial
vav is not unusual.... Even though here it comes in the middle of a verse, there is no
doubt that the circumstantial clause is anticipatory, since it serves as an exposition
that is essential for understanding the statement in the next verse about how far Jonah
penetrates into the city” (Jonah: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Transla-
tion, trans. Lenn J. Schramm, JPS Bible Commentary [Philadelphia: Jewish Publication
Society, 1999], 27). See also Douglas Stuart, Hosea-Jonah, WBC 31 (Waco, TX: Word,
1987), 484; Hans Walter Wolft, Obadiah and Jonah: A Commentary, trans. Margaret
Kohl, CC (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1986), 145, 147; W. Dennis Tucker Jr., Jonah: A
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0¢ not only due to awareness of the transition and thematic break within
the story, which would be a natural place to mark a new segment, but also
because the translator took note of the break in verb forms in the Hebrew
and the preposed change of setting.

The particle next occurs in Jonah 4:11. Here, the Lord is reprimanding
his prophet for caring more for a plant than for an entire people.

(4:10) And the Lord said, “You showed sympathy for the plant, for which
you did not suffer regarding it, and you did not nurture it, which came
into being overnight and perished overnight.

(4:11) éyw O¢ o0 deloopar Omep Nivevy Tijs méhews Tiig peydns, &v 7
xatotxolol mAeloug 7} dwdexa puptddes avlpwmwy, oiTves olx Eyvwoay
debiiy aVTAY %) dpioTepdy adT@Y, xal xTHVY) ToAd;

Handbook on the Hebrew Text, BHHB (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 67.
Jack M. Sasson also recognizes the material of MT 3:3b as background information,
but he regards it as background embedded within a narrative, not as background mate-
rial that begins a new scene (Jonah: A New Translation with Introduction and Com-
mentary, AB 24B [New York: Doubleday, 1990], 227-28). While there is certainly a
level of subjectivity to discerning the relation of background information to the larger
narrative structure, I am firmly in agreement with Simon, Stuart, and Wolff that 3:3b
begins a new scene. Sasson seemingly views 3:1-4 as a self-contained unit. The break
he observes between 2:11 and 3:1 is reasonable; as he notes, there is an empty space in
Mur 88 and a petuhah in other manuscripts between the two verses (225). Moreover,
3:1 begins with *i", which can signal a new scene when followed by a state of affairs
(BHRG, 332-33). Because of this and because of the parallel between 3:1-3a and 1:1-3
(see Simon, Jonah, 25), I do think Sasson is correct in his critique of Wolff, who runs
2:11 and 3:1 together (Sasson, Jonah, 225). However, the scene does not last long. Not
only does 3:3b begin with a preposed topic switch to Nineveh that interrupts the wayy-
igtol chain and provides scene-setting information for what follows, but 3:3a sums up
the content of 3:2 and ends by recalling the beginning of the scene. Compare 3:1a with
the end of 3:3a: M*~127 "M and M 7272 Jonah 3:3a ends by bookending the small
scene; 3:3b begins by providing a new setting for the next scene. This is similar to the
envelope figure used in Hebrew poetry, which Wilfred G. E. Watson describes as “the
repetition of the same phrase or sentence at the beginning and end of a stanza or poem”
(Classical Hebrew Poetry: A Guide to Its Techniques, JSOTSup 26 [Sheftield: JSOT Press,
1986], 282-83). Watson notes that envelope figures may repeat only a word or words of
a common root and that they are often used to delimit a poem (284). Granted, Jonah
3:1-3a is not a poem, but that does not preclude the use of such a device for structural
purposes within a narrative. See also Simon, who writes that the scene (3:1-3a) “ends,
as it began, with ‘the word of the LORD’ (3:3a), which exactly repeats the language of
the beginning, “The word of the LORD’” (Simon, Jonah, 25).
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Shall de I not have sympathy for Nineveh, the great city, in which dwell
more than one hundred twenty thousand men, who did not know their
right hand or their left, and many animals?

DT 127 AIWYTDNWA 13770 27w WK AT PR My 0Nk 8D IR
137 AN HRAYYS wPa YTRY TWR
Now, should I not show pity on the great city Nineveh, in which there
are more than one hundred twenty thousand men who do not know the
difference between their right from their left, and many animals?

Unlike Jonah 3:3, wherein 0¢ separates a new narrative-level informa-
tion unit, the DM is used in Jonah 4:11 to segment an advancement
within an argument, similar to what was frequently observed within
the bodies of the papyri above (in terms of scope). There is a clear rhe-
torical move in the Lord’s argument, moving from Jonah’s regard for
the plant to the Lord’s potential regard for Nineveh. The Lord builds
on what he has just said, that Jonah had sympathy toward something
for which he did not care and that did not last long, then turns the
argument around and finalizes it, defending his decision to relent
from wrath against a group that holds much greater significance than
Jonah’s plant. It is at this advancement of the argument in verse 11
that 0¢ is used, co-occurring with a preposed topic switch. The use of
0¢ segments the Lord’s speech into argument and conclusion, thus sig-
naling the next (and final) step in the Lord’s argument against Jonah.
This aids the reader in the processing of the text, providing an explicit
structure that facilitates comprehension and the building of the mental
representation. While a slight adversative relation may be felt, this is
not due to the presence of 0¢ but to the explicitly stated contrasts, that
is, the contrastive topic switch (“you” versus “I”’) and the contrasting
objects of the verb ¢eidopar (“the plant” versus “Nineveh”). This con-
trast would be present without d¢, since it arises from the semantics
of an adversative context and the explicit juxtaposition of contrastive
members.

As with the previous examples, a conjunctive vav is attested in the MT.
The fact that 0¢ was used rather than xal suggests a translator who con-
sidered more than just quantitative representation as they translated, one
who also had an awareness and understanding of the flow of the discourse.
Moreover, the fact that ¢ is used evinces a desire on the part of the transla-
tor to clearly indicate the structure of the discourse.
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In Hab 3, Habakkuk offers a prayer that imagines the Lord as the sov-
ereign creator and divine warrior who fights for his people. The particle 0¢
occurs near the end of the prayer.

(3:17) For a fig tree will not bear fruit,

and there will not be produce on the vines;
the work of the olive tree will deceive,

and the plains will not produce food;
sheep ran out of food,

and the cattle are not at the stalls.

(3:18) &yo 0t év TG xupiw dyalidoopat,
xaphoopat émt w6 0edd ¢ cwtiipl pov.

I de will exult in the Lord,

I will rejoice in God my savior.

AmbYR M IR
WYY TIORI IR
But I will rejoice because of YHWH
I will rejoice because of the God of my salvation.

In verse 18, the entire tone of the prayer shifts. Habakkuk has little reason
to rejoice in light of the desolation he sees in the prior verse, yet despite
this, he expresses his praise to God.*> By marking a new segment with 0¢
at the start of the verse, the following material, while certainly connected
to the preceding verses and following closely from them, is portrayed as
a discrete information unit. The DM’s host utterance is a potential seam,
exhibiting slight thematic discontinuities such as a preposed topic switch
consisting of the redundant pronoun éyw and a shift in tone. The interac-
tion of these thematic discontinuities with the DM results in the explicit
realization of a seam and thereby alerts us to a movement forward in the
development of the discourse. Such boundary marking also has the effect
of heightening the sharpness of the transition between the two verses. This
makes sense given that the content of verse 18 represents the next and final
portion of the prayer, Habakkuk’s response. Thus, the reader processes the
text by segmenting at the seam of verses 17-18, understanding a distinct
movement to be taking place on the theme-line.

42. In this way, the beginning of 3:18 may be best rendered in English by
“nevertheless.”
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This is reflected in the Hebrew as well with the pronominal constitu-
ent MR beginning the verbal clause, thus creating a stark thematic break
between the preceding "3-clause in verse 17 and Habakkuk’s response,
which in turn makes an advancement to the next distinct point all the
more natural for the reader to perceive. It is possible that it was an aware-
ness of the flow of the Hebrew discourse that motivated the translator’s use
of 0¢ here. Had the translator not been aware of the surrounding context,
both preceding and following, and paid attention only to the conjunctive
vav, xal would have been used instead of 0é—indeed, there would have
been no reason to use anything other than xal.

Zephaniah 3:1-4 describes the city, presumably Jerusalem, that did not
listen to correction and whose leaders sinned against the Lord.** In verse 5,
where the author shifts the primary topic from the city to the Lord, 0¢ occurs.

(3:4) Her prophets are moved by spirits, despising men; her prophets
profane the holy things and sin against the law.

(3:5) 6 & xUptog dixatog v uéow adTis xal ob Wy Mooy &oLxov- Tpwl Tpwt
dwaet xpipa attod xal odx eig vixog ddixiav.

The de Lord is just in her midst, and he will never do injustice; morning
after morning, he will give his judgment and no injustice for victory.

=851 Y3 RS R 1 W0aWN pa3 Ipaa W AWy K 3pa TR M

nwa 5y y1r
YHWH is righteous in her midst. He does no injustice. Every morning,
he gives from his justice. At dawn, he is not missing. But the unjust do
not know shame.

There is a clear transition from the first four verses to 3:5, which shifts
the entire discourse to the Lord and how he is just and punishes the
wicked. This topic switch creates a small thematic break that correlates
well with a shift in the discourse to the next, albeit related, issue to be
discussed. The verses that follow are concerned with the Lord, his righ-
teousness, and his actions. Thus, the use of 0¢ at this seam fits nicely. It
structures the text, segmenting the discourse into logical pieces for the
reader to process.

43. For the city being Jerusalem, see Ralph L. Smith, Micah-Malachi, WBC 32
(Waco, TX: Word, 1984), 137-38.



2. 0¢ 71

The relation of this instance of 0¢ to its source text is different from
those examined above. Assuming the MT represents the same reading as
the translator’s Vorlage, then the translator used a 0¢ even though there
was no conjunction in the Hebrew. This would thus be clear evidence for
a translator who considered the flow of the discourse as they translated
and who sought to represent that understanding. There is no qualita-
tive nor quantitative motivation for using 0¢. Rather, its use necessarily
arises from the translator’s assessment of the discourse. Indeed, given
the absence of a vav at the beginning of verse 5 and the explicit switch
to YHWH, one may observe explicit discontinuities in the Hebrew text
that naturally correlate with an advancement to something new. Simi-
larly, Sweeney writes:

Zephaniah 3:5-13 constitutes the second subunit of the prophet’s exhor-
tative speech in 3:1-20 in which he presents a scenario by which YHWH
will restore Jerusalem as the holy center of the nations.... There are a
number of reasons for the demarcation of this passage. First, v. 5 lacks an
introductory syntactical connector that would join it to vv. 1-4. Second,
the reference to YHWH as subject in v. 5 shifts the focus of attention
from Jerusalem, which is the subject of vv. 1-4.44

Thus the translation provided by the LXX translator is fitting. Though 0¢
does not qualitatively nor quantitatively represent any lexeme in the Vor-
lage, it provides a structure to the text in conventional Greek idiom that
mirrors, at least to some extent, the structure of the Hebrew.

The final example comes from Mal 1:3. The oracle begins in verse 2.

(1:2) “I loved you, says the Lord, and you said, ‘In what way did you
love us?” “Was Esau not Jacob’s brother?” says the Lord; and I loved Jacob,

(1:3) ov 0¢ Hoav éulonoa xal Erafa 1 8pn adtol eis ddavioudy xal mhv
xAnpovoplay avtod eig dbpata gpyuov.

Esau de I hated, and I made his mountain a destruction and his inheri-
tance gifts of the wilderness.”

44. Marvin A. Sweeney, Zephaniah: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2003), 169. See also Marvin A. Sweeney, The Twelve Prophets, vol. 2: Micah,
Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Berit Olam (Collegeville,
MN: Liturgical Press, 2000), 520-21.
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(1:4) Since Idoumaia will say, ‘It is destroyed, and we will return and
rebuild the desolate places’ The Lord Almighty says these things: “They
will build, and I will destroy; and they will be called borders of lawless-

3%

ness and a people against whom the Lord is set forever:

9277 MING INSMITARY ANRY PIATDR DWRYTIRIY WYTIN
but Esau I hated. I set his mountains as a desolation and gave his inheri-
tance to the jackals of the wilderness.

One one level, this is a simple occurrence of d¢. Esau is old information
that was already introduced in verse 2. As such, it is a topical constitu-
ent that is placed before the verb here for thematic prominence. This is a
typical contrastive topic switch. Discourse markers such as xal, 0¢, dMda,
or asyndeton would be acceptable here. However, given the thematic dis-
continuity that arises from switching to Esau and from the switch of the
Lord’s disposition, there is a fittingness to 0¢. It creates a small seam in the
argument being built.

However, given the flow of the discourse in verses 2-4, it may be that
something more is going on. As the discourse shifts from Jacob to Esau,
there is a clear transition that is more significant than just a narrow con-
trastive topic switch. It is not simply the case that a contrastive topic switch
happens at the beginning of verse 3. Rather, this switch is the beginning of
the next part of the argument. In verse 2, the Lord declares his love for Jacob.
In verses 3-4, he advances the discourse to a new subtopic, the next point
in the theme-line of the argument: His hatred toward Esau demonstrates
his love for Jacob. By using 0¢ in verse 3, the translator, seemingly aware
of that which follows in the text, marks verse 3 as the beginning of a new
segment in the Lord’s speech, wherein his love for Jacob is demonstrably
observed in his judgment against Esau. By segmenting here and interacting
with its context, the effect of the DM is to signal explicitly the next step in
the argument that the Lord is building. Moreover, not only does the shift
in verse 3a provide the topic for what continues in verse 4, but as Nogalski
demonstrates, it is also the center of a series of ABBA parallelisms:*°

45. James D. Nogalski, The Book of the Twelve: Micah-Malachi, SHBC 18b (Macon,
GA: Smyth & Helwys, 2011), 1011. So also Arndt Meinhold, Maleachi, BKAT 14.8
(Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2006), 30-32; Terry W. Eddinger, Malachi: A
Handbook on the Hebrew Text, BHHB (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2012), 9-10.



(A) “I'loved you”
(B) says the Lord
(B) You said
(A) “In what way did you love us?”
“Was Esau not Jacob’s brother?” says the Lord
(A) “Tloved
(B) Jacob
(B) Esau (3€)
(A) T hated?*®
“I made his mountain a destruction and his inheritance gifts
of the wilderness. Since Idoumaia will say,
(A) Tt is destroyed,
(B) we will return and rebuild the desolate places’
The Lord Almighty says these things:
(B) “They will build
(A) I will destroy’™”

I cannot claim whether the LXX translator was aware of this structure
since it automatically arises simply from following the underlying Hebrew.
However, 0¢ is fitting. Not only does it stand at a thematic break and signal
a distinct information unit that serves as the next step in the argument but
it also segments and structures the parallelism into its two thematic halves.
As is typical, 0¢ quantitatively but not qualitatively renders the underly-
ing Hebrew. The conjunctive vav does not find a lexical equivalent in 0¢, but
0¢ nonetheless is a faithful translation of the Hebrew overall, albeit providing
a more explicit discourse structure for the reader than the Hebrew Vorlage.

2.2.2. Cognitive Chunking and Metatextual Discourse Markers

When humans tell stories or form arguments, we structure the discourse
not only linearly but also hierarchically.#” That is, while we do move
from one unit of information to the next, the discourse is not simply pre-
sented as a single block of linearly structured information units. Rather,

46. It may be simpler here to regard 1:2c-3a as an A//A’ contrastive parallelism
rather than an ABBA parallelism (see also Eddinger, Malachi, 10). Either way, 3¢ is
found in the middle of the overall structure where the crucial shift occurs.

47. Hoey, Textual Interaction, 55-56; Talmy Givon, Syntax: An Introduction, vol.
2, rev. ed. (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2001), 329.
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we group units together that share strong thematic ties. We treat these
larger groupings as related but discrete information units that represent
the overall structure of the discourse, and we seek to convey that struc-
ture (in English) by using words and phrases such as now, so, then, alright,
okay, and anyway; by utilizing paragraphs, line breaks, section headings,
and chapter breaks; and by engaging in audible cues such as vocal inflec-
tions and pauses.*® This happens naturally and often subconsciously, and
it is done because it facilitates the mental processing of the discourse as a
whole. First, though grouping smaller units together creates larger pieces
of information to process, their thematic coherence makes such grouping
possible, comprehensible, and even desirable, as it aids us in understand-
ing how the smaller bits of information relate to the whole. Second, and
moreover, by conceiving of the discourse as groups of related but discrete
groupings of information units, we are segmenting the discourse, some-
thing that is too large to process effectively, into smaller meaningful units
that allow for efficient and productive processing. On this, Robert Dooley
and Stephen Levinsohn write:

Humans typically process large amounts of information in chunks,
somewhat like we eat a meal in bites. This helps us deal with com-
plexity.... In a longer discourse there will indeed be many items of
information; the speaker chunks material into parts which can be dealt
with separately. What thematic groupings of sentences reflect, then, is
conceptual chunking.*’

We mentally chunk texts because it makes something complex less complex,
and we signal such discrete groupings for our listeners and readers because it
reflects our hierarchical conception of the discourse and so that we may aid
their processing, thereby facilitating successful communication.

However, segmenting a discourse into hierarchically organized infor-
mation units is not a strictly objective practice. It is up to the text-producer
when to segment a text. It is important to ask, then, What motivates group-
ing and segmenting? As mentioned in the paragraph above, the grouping

48. Consider what it would be like attempting to comprehend a discourse, oral or
written, without any of these features. It is not impossible, but neither would it be an
easy process. It would be exhausting and would likely lead to some information being
lost as well as to some misunderstanding.

49. Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 36.
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of smaller information units into larger ones is done on the basis of the-
matic ties. Dooley and Levinsohn state:

If chunking in texts were no more than this, it would not matter where the
chunks were made, as long as the pieces were “bite-size” However, it turns out
that chunking is responsive to content as well as to size.... Even though the
mental representation for a coherent text is (by definition) a connected struc-
ture overall, its component parts have even tighter internal connections.*

Thus, there is an overall coherent and connected structure, but the com-
ponent parts, those sections representing thematic groupings that have
been chunked, share tighter internal thematic ties.>! It follows, then, that
while the different segments are a part of the same mental representation,
certain thematic discontinuities will tend to occur between them.>? It is
at these places of thematic discontinuity where a text-producer is most
likely to take advantage of the natural seam and segment the text. This was
realized by Wallace Chafe in his research on how information is packaged
in discourse. At the level of the paragraph in oral discourse, he noticed
verbal cues indicating breaks between units that coincided with “a signifi-
cant change in scene, time, character configuration, event structure, and
the like”>3 Such contexts of discontinuity provide a clear place for seg-
mentation. Granted, they do not require segmentation—such depends on
the text-producer and whether they feel it is necessary according to their
purposes within the discourse—but they are where segmentation, which
needs to happen, will most naturally occur.>* As Dooley and Levinsohn
conclude, “Chunking, then, is necessary so that people can handle large

50.Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 36.

51. Dooley and Levinsohn list ties such as time, place, action, and participants
(Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 37). Givon lists seven “well-marked”
elements of discourse coherence: “referents (‘participants’), location, temporality,
aspectuality, modality, perspective (‘narrative voice’), and action/events” (Givén,
Syntax, 329).

52. Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 36.

53. Wallace Chafe, “Cognitive Constraints on Information Flow;” in Coherence
and Grounding in Discourse: Outcome of a Symposium, Eugene, Oregon, June 1984, ed.
Russell S. Tomlin, TSL 11 (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1987), 42.

54. See also Hoey’s comments on the hierarchical organization of texts and the
natural chunking of narrative episodes in contexts of discontinuity (Hoey, Textual
Interaction, 55). This was observed in both the papyri and the LXX. There was a fairly
consistent pattern whereby d¢ would cooccur with contexts of thematic discontinu-
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amounts of information, but discontinuities in content provide well-moti-
vated occasions for it”>>

Segmenting discourse, then, is a subjective decision on the part of
the text-producer that is also responsive to the nature of the informa-
tion being communicated. Whether owing to size and/or to certain
elements of discontinuity that make chunking natural and useful
within the story or argument, they may choose to signal a new, distinct
segment. But it is also a necessary feature for cognition and for suc-
cessful communication. At some point, segmentation needs to happen
in order to aid the recipient in their processing of information and
in their building of their mental representation of the discourse. They
need to be able to group information units together as a means of con-
solidating the information and in order to understand how the various
parts of a discourse relate. If this is not done for the reader, then they
will likely either give up the task or they will create their own segments
of the discourse, risking potential misunderstanding of the structure
of the discourse.

Languages have various and different means of structuring discourse
and marking distinct segments. Discourse markers functioning within
the metatextual domain are one type of device often used. Regarding this,
Aijmer writes:

Pragmatic markers function as indicators of metapragmatic aware-
ness.... This property accounts, for example, for the ability of
pragmatic markers to reflect on and organise the discourse, for exam-
ple to make it more coherent on the local and global level.... Their
ability to project a new stage in the discourse (a new activity, speech
act, or text) is an important aspect of metalinguistic indicators. They
therefore have a crucial role in controlling and changing the progress
of the discourse.>®

ity, from a slight single discontinuity (switches of sentence topic) to more significant
clusters of discontinuities (movements to new scenes).

55. Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 37. See also the related discus-
sion of verbal paragraphing and changes in peripheral consciousness in Chafe, “Cog-
nitive Constraints,” 42-45; Chafe, “The Deployment of Consciousness in the Produc-
tion of Narrative,” in The Pear Stories: Cognitive, Cultural, and Linguistic Aspects of
Narrative Production, ed. Wallace L. Chafe, Advances in Discourse Processes 3 (Nor-
wood, NJ: Ablex, 1980), 40-47.

56. Aijmer, Understanding Pragmatic Markers, 5. See also Aijmer, Foolen, and
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Similarly, Salvador Pons Borderia notes that one function involved in
the treatment of DMs is a “metadiscoursive” function that has a struc-
turing dimension.>” He describes this dimension as “organizing the
linguistic constituents of the message” and further states, “Structuring
makes reference to the hierarchical, organizational aspects of con-
nection, in other words, to the way a speaker builds and structures a
message.”>® One example provided by Pons Borderia is the suprasenten-
tial use of y in Spanish to add a second sequence to a story.>® Another
example from Spanish is provided by Catherine Travis—a reorientation
use of bueno. She describes this use as marking a reorientation in topic,
which “includes introducing a new topic, closing a topic, prefacing a
digression from the main topic, returning to a prior topic following a
digression, and moving on to the key point of a topic”®® Anna-Brita
Stenstrom examines the various uses of pues and writes, “On [the dis-
cursive level], the connector pues serves to structure what the speaker
says and maintains the discourse coherence.... When used as a dis-
course organizer, pues has a demarcating effect by chunking units of
information, as well as a unifying effect by linking what is currently
being said to what preceded.”¢! She also demonstrates its use as a topic
transition marker.®? In English, Gisela Redeker notes the use of so to
transition into a new segment and the use of well to signal a transition
back to the mainline after parenthetical material.> Similarly, Aijmer
describes a turn-taking use of well, which draws attention to something

Simon-Vandenbergen, “Pragmatic Markers in Translation,” 105-6; Verschueren,
Understanding Pragmatics, 189.

57. Pons Borderia, “Functional Approach,” 86.

58. Pons Borderia, “Functional Approach,” 89-90. See also Kerstin Fischer,
“Frames, Constructions, and Invariant Meanings: The Functional Polysemy of Dis-
course Particles,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 430; Diana M. Lewis,
“Discourse Markers in English: A Discourse-Pragmatic View; in Fischer, Approaches
to Discourse Particles, 57; Bazzanella, “Discourse Markers in Italian,” 457.

59. Pons Borderia, “Functional Approach,” 90-91.

60. Travis, “The Natural Semantic Metalanguage Approach to Discourse Mark-
ers,” in Fischer, Approaches to Discourse Particles, 234.

61. Stenstrom, “The Spanish Discourse Markers O Sea and Pues and Their Eng-
lish Correspondences;” in Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, Pragmatic Markers in
Contrast, 164.

62. Anna-Brita Stenstrom, “Spanish Discourse Markers,” 165.

63. Redeker, “Discourse Markers,” 342-43.
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new in the discourse, “whether a new turn, topic, an elaborate answer
or clarification, etc.”®* She further notes the transitional use of the par-
ticle to signal “a change of topic or speech act according to an agenda
or an ‘interpretative frame’” or to signal a transition to a new stage of
discourse.® Fischer demonstrates that, when used at a thematic break,
okay may be used to mark a transition to a new phase in an interaction.®®
She also shows that it may be used to signal the conclusion of a conver-
sation.®” Diana Lewis examines the function of of course and, among
other uses, argues for a background in narrative function, a topic shift
function, and an end of list function.®® Barbara Johnstone has argued
that the DM so can be used to mark boundaries in discourse.®® Con-
cerning continuatives, M. A. K. Halliday writes, “A continuative is one
of a small set of discourse signalers, yes, no, well, oh, now, which signal
that a new move is beginning: a response, in dialogue, or a move to the
next point if the same speaker is continuing””° Nontemporal now, in
addition to the Norwegian nd, is also discussed by Hilde Hasselgard.
She states that both may be used as continuatives, marking a new move
or point.”! In French, Hansen describes a reperspectivization or reori-
entation function for alors. She claims, “Alors is not infrequently used
to mark shifts to new topics, particularly subtopics or digressions””?
She also states that it may signal a return to a topic, a shift of frame,
and frame-breaks.”® In an investigation of two pragmatic markers in
Supyiré, Robert Carlson concludes that the DM ka simultaneously

64. Aijmer, Understanding Pragmatic Markers, 34.

65. Aijmer, Understanding Pragmatic Markers, 35, 58-60.

66. Fischer, “Frames, Constructions, and Invariant Meanings,” 434.

67. Fischer, “Frames, Constructions, and Invariant Meanings,” 434. See also her
discussion on p. 440, wherein she discusses what “okay” signals at its core (jointly
agreed upon topic) and how that contributes to its “topic function”

68. Lewis, “Discourse Markers,” 54.

69. Johnstone, Discourse Analysis, 2nd ed., Introducing Linguistics 3 (Malden,
MA: Blackwell, 2008), 240-42.

70. Halliday and Christian Matthiessen, An Introduction to Functional Grammar,
2nd ed. (London: Arnold, 1994), 53.

71. Hasselgard, “Not Now” On Non-correspondence between the Cognate
Adverbs now and nd,” in Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, Pragmatic Markers in
Contrast, 95, 103-4, 109.

72. Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles, 335.

73. Hansen, Function of Discourse Particles, 338-42.
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fills continuity/development- and discontinuity-marking functions. It
begins a new section within the larger theme (continuity/development)
and also marks discontinuity, at a local level, with what precedes.”
Lastly, Dooley and Levinsohn mention the particle na in Suruwaha and
the particle ka in Inga, both of which signal a movement to the next
point in the discourse.””

Thus, the use of certain DMs to structure and segment discourse
is a phenomenon that occurs cross-linguistically. Much of what may
be observed in modern languages corresponds to the function of 0¢ in
Koine Greek.”®

2.2.3. A Cognitive-Functional Description of 0¢

The use of ¢ in the Twelve further confirms what was seen in the papyri.
Based, then, on what has been observed in those corpora and based on the
cross-linguistic evidence, the following description may be offered.

¢ The DM 0¢ functions within the metatextual domain and is used to
organize and structure the discourse. At its core, it signals a break
between segments, introducing a new, distinct information unit. By
using 0¢ to segment, the communicator both clearly indicates the
structure of the discourse and divides it into smaller meaningful units.
This aids the reader in the building of their mental representation of
the text, explicitly informing them of where to chunk information

74. Robert Carlson, “Narrative Connectives in Supyire,” in Tomlin, Coherence
and Grounding in Discourse, 15, passim.

75. Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 93-94.

76. Since many of the linguistic studies referenced here use recorded speech as
a part of their data set, many of the different uses of DMs may be differentiated pro-
sodically. Unfortunately, there are no native Koine speakers to whom we can listen. It
may be the case that some of the slight variations of function one may observe with
0¢ were differentiated prosodically as well. The limits of our investigation, due to the
nature of the data set, are something we must accept. This makes attentive study of
texts from the koine period all the more crucial in our understanding of how the
language functioned. In addition, this requires an even greater awareness of linguis-
tic research and cross-linguistic studies on the part of biblical scholars. By gaining
deeper understandings of how language functions and what typological trends there
are across languages, we place our analyses of features within the biblical languages on
firmer ground.
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units. The advantage of this is that it makes the processing of the dis-
course easier for the recipient. By indicating a new, distinct segment,
0¢ naturally directs the recipient’s current mental attention to this new
information unit and thus allows the recipient to reduce at least some
of their mental effort on actively holding onto prior information. Nat-
urally, 0¢ will tend to co-occur with thematic discontinuities, that is,
where it would be natural to create a seam in the discourse.

+ The interaction of the DM with different levels of discourse in vari-
ous contexts results in a few typical uses. First, with a broad scope
and high or stark discontinuity, the segment marked by 0¢ typically
corresponds with a new development within the discourse, such as
a new scene or a new topic to be discussed. Second, with a moderate
scope, typically occurring at the sentence-level, and moderate dis-
continuity, the segmenting corresponds with a new subtopic within a
larger unit or the next part of an argument being built. Third, similar
to the previous but typically occurring with offline information, ¢
can separate off parenthetical information. Lastly, ¢ may occur with
a narrow scope segmenting out small steps in a discourse that the
writer considered merited being separated out as distinct units.””

¢ It would seem that, given their frequency and productivity, the first
two uses best exemplify the prototypical center of 0¢, that is, segment-
ing at seams within the discourse and providing explicit organization

77. This last use may be observed in Hos 7:9 and twice in Obad 18. Hosea 7:9:
xatédayov aMéTpiot THY oy adTol, attds O olx Eyvw- xal molal évbnoay adtd,
xal adTdg odx Eyvw. “Foreigners devoured his strength; he de did not know. And gray
hair burst forth on him, and he did not know.” This instance of 3¢ segments at a very
localized level. It seems odd that the same construction is not used in the parallel
statement following. It would appear that the effect (and perhaps purpose?) of chunk-
ing the first a07dg 0dx &yvw would be to heighten the already present contrast between
it and the preceding statement, particularly given the switch from “foreigners” (some-
thing external) to “he” By indicating a small distinct unit here, the reader’s atten-
tion would inevitably be drawn to the sharp distinction being made. Obadiah 18: xai
gotar 6 oixog TaxwpP mip, 6 3¢ oixos Iwand dAE, 6 Ot oixos Hoau els xaddpyy, xal
éxxaubioovtal eig adTols xal xataddayovtat adTovs, xal odx érTal TUpddpos TG oixew
Hoav, diétt xlprog EldAnoe. “‘And the house of Jacob will be a fire; the de house of
Joseph will be a flame; the de house of Esau will become plant stubble, and they will be
kindled against them and they will devour them. And there will be no fire-bearer in
the house of Esau, for the Lord has spoken”” Similar to these uses are occurrences of
d¢ such as those in Jesus’s genealogy in Matt 1:2-16 or the listing of virtues Christians
are to add to their faith in 2 Pet 1:5-7.
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to its hierarchical structure. The other uses are less prototypical but
nonetheless retain the DM’s core segmenting function.

+ Given its function and its typical co-occurrence with thematic dis-
continuities, it is not surprising that 0¢ is often found in adversative
contexts. Adversative relations arise owing to the juxtaposition of con-
trastive options, which often correlates with some level of thematic
discontinuity. Thus, understanding the pragmatic function of 8¢ pro-
vides us with a satisfying explanation for so-called adversative 0¢.”8
The DM is well-suited to such contexts.

This description of 0¢ is not all that different from other recent linguistic
investigations. Within recent Classical and Postclassical Greek scholar-
ship, similar suggestions have been made.” Consider C. M. J. Sicking’s
comments on 0¢:

The difference between 8¢ and xai at the beginning of independent sen-
tences as it is found in Lysias I and XII can be accounted for as a difference
between (xal) including a further item within the context of that which
precedes, and (0¢) opening a new section of the text. The use of 0¢ there-
fore results in a certain discontinuity, unlike that of xa(, which establishes
a connection between what precedes and what follows: an instance of 0¢
placed after a constituent indicates the beginning of a new section, and
an instance of xal placed before a constituent is a mark of continuity....
A¢ marks the beginning of a portion of text which the speaker wishes to
subjoin to what precedes as a new unit. In the sequence “a. b 8¢ ...” there
is a discontinuity between a and b to the extent that the speaker does not
suggest that b forms part of the same context in a narrow sense as a, as
well as a continuity to the extent that both a and b, other things being the
same, form part of a larger argumentative or narrative whole which is
coherent at its own level.8°

78. Whereas starting with “adversative 0¢,” as is often done, does not adequately
describe the pragmatics of the DM, does not address the present cognitive issues of
mental processing and discourse segmentation, and does not provide a satisfying
explanation for how the DM is used elsewhere (i.e., how other uses relate to or are
derived from a supposedly more central adversative use).

79. As noted before, grammars and lexica still have not caught up with or paid
attention to such studies. See n. 8 in ch. 1.

80. Sicking, “Devices for Text Articulation in Lysias I and XII,” in Two Studies in
Attic Particle Usage: Lysias & Plato, Mnemosyne Supplements 129 (Leiden: Brill, 1993),
11-12, 47, emphasis original. When Sicking uses the term “discontinuity,” he is using
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This is essentially how I have described 0¢. What Sicking observes in Lysias
1 and 12 mirrors what was observed in the papyri and the Twelve. The DM
is used to segment the discourse, indicating the beginning of a new unit.

Similarly, Egbert Bakker argues that 0¢ is a boundary marker. Regard-
ing Homeric material, he claims that 0¢ separates (and simultaneously
links) clausal intonation units, marking a new step in the progression
of the narrative.! In Classical Greek, Bakker argues that 0¢ functions
as a boundary marker that has a range of uses depending on its scope:
Topic-switch/referential tracking (e.g., 6 0¢ ...), marking a new thematic
segment, marking a change of perspective, presenting pieces of informa-
tion as small-scale discourse units, and marking the movement from an
item to be identified to its identification in a new discourse unit.8> For
Bakker, each of these uses fall within the DM’s function as a boundary
marker. The slight differences between them are due to the scope of the
particle in a given instance and the nature of the information being com-
municated.®> However, I do prefer describing 0¢ in terms of segmentation
or chunking rather than as a boundary marker, since “segmentation” and
“chunking” more clearly present how the DM is functioning at every level
of discourse and how it instructs the reader to chunk information units
within their mental representation.?*

Other classicists have made similar claims. Rutger Allan comments
on the function of 0¢ and claims, “The particle ¢ is typically used to indi-
cate a slight boundary in the discourse.... In many cases, a new discourse
topic is introduced.... In other words, by means of the particle d¢, the nar-
rator divides the text into thematic units. These thematic units tend to

it differently than it has been used in this chapter. As is clear from his discussion, he
uses discontinuity to refer to the effect of 3¢ creating a structural break in the discourse.
81. Egbert J. Bakker, “Boundaries, Topics, and the Structure of Discourse: An
Investigation of the Ancient Greek Particle 0¢,” Studies in Language 17 (1993): 280.
82. For topic switch/referential tracking, see Bakker, “Boundaries, Topics, and the
Structure of Discourse;” 282-84. Without employing prototype terminology, Bakker
helpfully notes the peripheral nature of the use of 6 0¢ as a disambiguating device. He
writes, “Referential disambiguation is not so much a phenomenon in itself as the one
extreme of a continuum of discourse boundaries ranging from local to global” (284).
For marking a new thematic segment, see pp. 284-90; for a change in perspective,
290-92; for small-scale discourse units, 295-96; and for marking movement, 296-98.
83. Similar to the description of 6¢ provided at the beginning of this section.
84. “Boundary marker” is fitting when 0¢ occurs with a broad scope but is a less
helpful descriptor when the DM occurs with a moderate or narrow scope.
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have an internal temporal, causal and referential unity”®> Gerry Wakker
notes that, prototypically, the basic value of d¢ is to signal the next new
item within a discourse.® Frank Scheppers states, “0¢ typically marks the
transition to a ‘new step’ in a sequence ... whether a Plot sequence ... or
e.g. a Topic-Chain®” Annamieke Drummen claims, “[0¢] marks a new
step in the discourse ... it signals a transition to something new”®® With
respect to an example of 0¢ in a contrastive context, she argues, “The par-
ticle itself does not signal this contrast, but merely marks the new step in
the discourse”®® In his work on Homeric Greek, Mark de Kreij regards 0¢
as a boundary marker that helps the audience compartmentalize discrete
acts in a scene step by step.®® Anna Bonifazi remarks that the functions
of 0¢ “must exceed matters of contrast and continuation, as well as mat-
ters of coordination and subordination”! She goes on to state, “The only
consistent meaning of 3¢ is pragmatic, and it consists in marking separate
or new discourse acts”? Lastly, CGCG posits that the basic function of ¢
is to indicate “a shift to a new, distinct, text segment, often with a change
of topic”®® Thus, what classicists have recognized as the function of 3¢,

85. Rutger Allan, “Sense and Sentence Complexity: Sentence Structure, Sentence
Connection, and Tense-aspect as Indicators of Narrative Mode in Thucydides’ Histo-
ries;” in The Language of Literature: Linguistic Approaches to Classical Texts, ed. Rutger
J. Allan and Michel Buijs, ASCP 13 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 105.

86. Gerry Wakker, ““Well I Will Now Present My Arguments” Discourse Cohe-
sion Marked by o0v and Tofvuv in Lysias,” in Discourse Cohesion in Ancient Greek, ed.
Stéphanie Bakker and Gerry Wakker, ASCP 16 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 81.

87. Frank Scheppers, The Colon Hypothesis: Word Order, Discourse Segmentation
and Discourse Coherence in Ancient Greek (Brussels: VUBPress, 2011), 413.

88. Annamieke Drummen, “A Construction-Grammar Analysis of Ancient Greek
Particles,” in Toward a Cognitive Classical Linguistics: The Embodied Basis of Construic-
tions in Greek and Latin, ed. Egle Mocciaro and William Michael Short (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2019), 58-59. Drummen makes similar claims in Anna Bonifazi, Annemieke
Drummen, and Mark de Kreij, Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse: Exploring Particle
Use across Genres, Hellenic Studies 79 (Washington, DC: Center for Hellenic Studies,
2016), 854-58.

89. Drummen, “Construction-Grammar Analysis,” 59.

90. Bonifazi, Drummen, and de Kreij, Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse, 464-65.

91. Bonifazi, Drummen, and de Kreij, Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse, 1248.

92. Bonifazi, Drummen, and de Kreij, Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse, 1249.
Bonifazi, drawing from Bakker, uses the term “discretizing force” to describe the ele-
ment that underlies all uses of 9¢ (1254).

93. CGCG, 671.
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that it signals a new segment within the discourse, further confirms the
conclusions reached above based on the use of the DM in the papyri and
the Twelve.

In LXX scholarship, while there has been some interest in the usage of
0¢, it is usually in the context of studies of translation technique, where its
function(s) is assumed based on traditional scholarship. Thus, though 0¢
has received some attention in LXX studies, its function is rarely critically
considered.”* However, one study bears brief mention. Polak investigates
the use of 0¢ in LXX Genesis and Exodus. Like what has been discussed
above, Polak concludes that the particle is a marker of distinct units, typi-
cally introducing new stages of narrative.>

In New Testament Greek studies, similar descriptions may be found.
Levinsohn writes, “The basic function of d¢ is the same in narrative and
nonnarrative text. In both it is used to mark new developments, in the
sense that the information it introduces builds on what has gone before
and makes a distinct contribution to the argument”® In the same way,
Steven Runge observes:

94. E.g., Le Moigne discusses 0¢ in his study of LXX Isaiah (Le Moigne, “Le livre
d’Esaie dans la Septante,” ch. 6). However, he is simply interested in cataloguing the
occurrences of the particle and offers no argument with respect to its function. He
posits three primary uses—succession (whether chronological or logical), adversa-
tive, and the hinge between synonymous lines—and makes frequent reference to Den-
niston’s The Greek Particles. Le Moigne’s categories are sufficiently descriptive of the
contexts in which 0¢ is used in LXX Isaiah, but they do not provide a satisfactory
description of the pragmatics of the particle and why it is suitable to these contexts or
why it is chosen rather than other connectives.

95. Polak, “Context Sensitive Translation and Parataxis,” 528-39.

96. DENTG, 112. Levinsohn claims too much in some of his descriptions of the
DM, in that he ties its use to story and argument development (72). While this works
for prototypical usage, it does not quite explain peripheral instances. Though the units
that 0¢ segments will frequently correlate with developments in stories and arguments,
such developments arise from the interaction of the DM’s segmenting function within
a given context. Related to this is how Levinsohn almost seems to conflate the par-
ticle’s pragmatic function with literary analysis. For example, he writes, “Matthew’s
Gospel has a number of passages in which only the conclusion is introduced with 0¢.
This suggests that the author’s primary intent in relating the episode is to lead up to
that conclusion” (74, emphasis original). This claim, which he supports with Matt.
9:1-8, goes too far in extrapolating the significance of 8¢ to the purpose of the text.
The DM, in that instance, is simply segmenting a distinct unit within the scene as the
scene shifts from the event itself to the crowd’s reaction to it. Moreover, DMs operat-
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Aé is a coordinating conjunction like xai, but it includes the added con-
straint of signaling a new development.... The use of 0¢ 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 con-
ceived of it.’

I am hesitant to use the term “development marker,” as it could easily be
conflated with literary development. So long as development is simply
regarded as new, distinct information, the terminology is fine, though I
prefer the more neutral and more aptly descriptive “segmentation device”
or “chunking device”

Kathleen Callow posits multiple functions of ¢ that all share a
common basic meaning. Crucially, she first mentions the importance of
identifying the particle’s scope. She states:

Even a superficial reading of Corinthians reveals that d¢ occurs at a
variety of different discourse levels. It may occur with high-level signifi-
cance, initiating a new topic which will form a major discourse-block....
It may occur with low-level significance, being relevant only to the clause
or sentence in which it is located.... It therefore appears that the span
or domain of a 0¢ in any instance is a considerable clue to its function.”®

She then describes three uses: long-span, short-span, and intermediate-
span. The long-span use may either signal a switch to a new discourse
topic that will be discussed for some time or signal the termination of a
discussion.”® The short-span use signals either contrast or an aside.!?° With
respect to contrast, Callow does note the presence of obvious contrastive
lexical signals. Given this, one should question whether 0¢ is used to signal
the contrast itself. The examples she provides can simply be considered
segmentation at a very local level where there is a movement in the dis-

ing within the metatextual domain can often be used both to open a new segment or
to close a current segment (on this, see the cross-linguistic studies cited above), which
¢ was observed as accomplishing in some papyri, signaling the end of the letter’s
introduction. This appears to be a motivation behind the use of 0¢ at least in Matt 9:8.

97. DGGNT, 31.

98. Callow, “The Disappearing A¢ in 1 Corinthians,” in Linguistics and New Testa-
ment Interpretation: Essays on Discourse Analysis, ed. David Alan Black, Katharine G.
L. Barnwell, and Stephen H. Levinsohn (Nashville: Broadman, 1992), 184-85.

99. Callow, “Disappearing A¢ in 1 Corinthians,” 185.

100. Callow, “Disappearing Aé in 1 Corinthians,” 185-86.
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course to the next distinct point. Positing that the short-span use signals
contrast ignores how 0¢ as a segmentation device works with a narrow
scope and interacts with its context. Regarding ¢ as a marker of an aside,
Callow helpfully discusses how this use of 0¢ is accompanied by a certain
package of signals. She writes, “Some lexical item already mentioned is
taken up again in the ¢ clause, and something new is added, which is not
then further referred to”!%! The intermediate-span use is similar to the
long-span use. However, rather than introducing a new discourse topic, it
often introduces “a new aspect of an existing topic, and this new subtopic
does not terminate with the 0¢ clause”!?? Callow also notes that after a
topic or subtopic is introduced, major successive points tend to be marked
with 0¢.19 In her conclusion, Callow provides the following description of
the particle:

We may say, therefore, that 0¢ characteristically occurs where there is
linear development of thought, and that it marks new development in
the progression of the message.... The speaker uses ¢ as a signal, saying,
“This is the next step.” It may be a little step or a big one, it may be a step
forwards, or sideways, or even backward-looking, but it is always the
next step, and with it the speaker or writer is progressing one thought
at a time along a purposeful line of development.... We can say that 0¢
knits thoughts together into a chain, very reasonably and rationally, one
thought at a time.!04

A similar description is given by Jakob Heckert. Based on his examination
of 0¢ in the Pastoral Epistles, he concludes:

A¢ has a single function, neither contrastive nor copulative, nor, for that
matter, introducing only change, but marking development. If 3¢ func-
tions as a copula, it marks a proposition as a development of a previous
one. If it introduces a contrast, the proposition introduced by 6¢ builds

101. Callow, “Disappearing Aé in 1 Corinthians,” 185-86. In addition, she states,
“Asides frequently have an introductory formula signaling their removal from the
mainline” (187). She also mentions the short-span use of 3¢ in listing (186).

102. Callow, “Disappearing A¢ in 1 Corinthians,” 186.

103. Callow, “Disappearing A¢ in 1 Corinthians,” 186.

104. Callow, “Disappearing Aé in 1 Corinthians,” 192, 193. So also Young, New
Testament Greek, 183.



2. 0¢ 87

on the preceding conjunct as a foil. Even when 0¢ occurs in some set
construction, it does not lose its basic developmental function.!%

Thus, despite the differences in terminology, New Testament Greek schol-
arship also confirms the findings of the present study. Moreover, given that
similar metatextual descriptions of 0¢ are posited both for Classical Greek
and for the Greek exhibited in the New Testament, one would expect that
0¢ would function in the same way during the intervening period.!%

105. Heckert, Discourse Function of Conjoiners in the Pastoral Epistles (Dallas:
Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1996), 57.

106. One other New Testament study bears mentioning. Based on her analysis of
conjunctions in Matthew, Black regards 8¢ as a marker of discontinuity. She observes
that it frequently collocates with other signals of discontinuity, such as changes in
referent, time, and place, and concludes that they all, including 0¢, serve as mutu-
ally redundant cues for discourse processing (see Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 153,
173-74, 333-34). It seems to me that she is confusing the DM’s function with the
contextual features with which it naturally occurs. Discontinuity is a property of dis-
course that would be present with or without 0¢ (and often is present even when 0¢ is
absent). As segmentation will tend to occur at seams within discourse (since this is the
most natural and cognitively simplest place to chunk discourse), the issue is whether
to take advantage of a given context of discontinuity and signal a new segment. This
is a decision that will be dependent on the size of the current information unit, the
topic under discussion, the author’s purposes locally and globally, and the nature of
the forthcoming material.

In addition, in contradistinction to xal, Black regards 0¢ as a marked choice and
thus as a marker of potential prominence (66, 70, 334). Thus, when she states that the
choice to use 3¢ “can be an attempt to guide the audience to turn their attention ... toa
particular participant or action in the discourse” (334), this is not a claim that attention
is turned in such a way as to move to a new segment in the active building and struc-
turing of the mental representation (as I claim). Rather, it is a prominence claim, i.e.,
that attention may be drawn to material that is highlighted because it is introduced by
the marked connective. However, xai and 0¢ are not two binary options. They are used
to structure discourse in two different ways. They are chosen not based on marked-
ness but based on how the author wants to structure the discourse and instruct his
recipient in the construction of their mental representation. Lastly, and perhaps most
important, Black insists on a description of 0¢ that is applicable in every single case.
Critiquing Levinsohn, she writes, “Unless ‘development’ can be shown unequivocally
to be present in all uses of 3¢ in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts, Levinsohn’s claim that
‘development’ is what 0¢ itself adds to discourse cannot be sustained.” (147) While I do
not agree entirely with Levinsohn’s claims (see n. 96 above), it is BlacK’s line of reason-
ing here that cannot be sustained. Many studies on DMs find that they are polysemous
(see §1.2.2.1). Thus, by that alone, the argument that development must be present in
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Some of the traditional Greek grammarians did recognize the use of 0¢
as a segmentation device, though not in such terms. The traditional gram-
marians had intimate knowledge of Greek and often provided satisfying
and insightful descriptions of elements of the language, even though they
did not have the linguistic terminology or framework. Consider what A. T.
Robertson writes concerning the particle:

However we take it, there is in the word no essential notion of antithesis
or contrast. What is true is that the addition is something new and not so
closely associated in thought as is true of ¢ and xal. I prefer therefore to
begin with the narrative and transitional (copulative) use of 3¢.19”

Similarly, although he does list an adversative function for the particle, G.
B. Winer claims that ¢ introduces something new to the discourse. He
writes, “A¢ is often used when the writer merely subjoins something new,
different and distinct from what precedes, but on that account not sharply
opposed to it.... Sometimes 0¢ introduces a climax ... or marks the steps
in a regular progression of clauses”!% In like manner, William Chamber-
lain writes, “The earliest usage seems to have been a ‘continuative’ use in
narrative with the meaning ‘in the next place”'% Thus, there is a sense
among these grammarians that 0¢ signals a transition to something new or
introduces the next step in the discourse. As observed and argued above,
this is prototypically how 0¢, as a segmentation device, is used in context.
The observations of the grammarians were insightful and laid the ground-

all uses is not necessarily valid. Even if 0¢ is monosemous, DMs tend to interact differ-
ently with certain contexts (though still motivated by their core function). Moreover,
regardless of whether ¢ is polysemous or monosemous, it is likely that 8¢ is conceived
of prototypically (see §1.2.2.3). This is not to say that Black is necessarily incorrect
in her assessment of 3¢, but rather that her presuppositions are contrary to linguistic
scholarship on DMs and that her stated reasons for disagreeing with Levinsohn, on
the whole, are not valid.

107. Robertson, Grammar, 1184. Smyth, though not as clear as Robertson and
also committed to the notion that 0¢ is adversative to some extent, offered a similar
insight into the connective: “0¢ serves to mark that something is different from what
precedes, but only to offset it, not to exclude or contradict it; it denotes only a slight
contrast ... 0¢ is adversative and copulative; but the two uses are not always clearly to
be distinguished” (Smyth, §2834).

108. Winer, New Testament Greek, 552-53.

109. Chamberlain, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 150. See also Green,
Grammar of the Greek Testament, 344.
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work for what would be discerned with regard to the particle’s function in
years to come.

It was demonstrated above that, in many cases, 0¢ cannot be regarded
as a marker of adversative relations, as there is simply no contrast pres-
ent. Moreover, even when there was contrast, it was noted that it would
be present regardless of the connective used. Levinsohn discusses this as
well. He demonstrates that “true contrast” arises out of two opposed pairs
of lexical items, regardless of whether or not 0¢ is present. Thus, he con-
cludes, “In the context of ‘true’ contrast, 0¢ is either redundant or conveys
something other than contrast, viz., development.”!!? Levinsohn’s insight
illustrates well the fact that it is not conjunctions nor particles that create
a coherent text but rather it is the realization of the underlying semantic
relations between propositions.!!! Contrast is one such semantic relation.
By their nature, contrastive semantic relations contribute to discontinuity.
As noted throughout this chapter, discontinuity correlates well with 0¢,
since discontinuous contexts provide natural seams for discourse segmen-
tation. Thus, the suitability of 0¢ to contrastive contexts is understandable
and expected, but frequent co-occurrence and correlation should not be
conflated with the function of the particle, what it explicitly signals to the
recipient in their processing of the text.!12

2.2.4. Switches between €yo 0¢ and xal €y in LXX Hosea as
Stylistic Patterning

One of the advances in noting structural features in a translation has been
the recognition of rhetorical techniques (e.g., Dines). Insight into how a
certain translator utilizes these techniques often offers a clearer picture of
the translator and their own style. However, it is important to keep in mind
that rhetorical techniques do not supersede linguistic function. Style and
rhetoric exist on a plane dependent upon and secondary to a language’s

110. DENTG, 113 (emphasis original). See also DGGNT, 28; Blakemore, Rele-
vance and Linguistic Meaning, $4.2.1.

111. See M. A. K. Halliday and Ruqaiya Hasan, Cohesion in English, English Lan-
guage Series 9 (Harlow: Longman, 1976); Gillian Brown and George Yule, Discourse
Analysis, CSL (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 190-98; Dooley and
Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse, 31-32, 91-94.

112. See also Heckert, Discourse Function, 47-49; Black, Sentence Conjunctions,
174-77.
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syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. In other words, style and rhetoric can
only be determined after linguistic analysis. Because of this, I am uncon-
vinced by Dines’s argument that the translator of the Twelve alternated
between €yw ¢ and xal éyw as translations for both "8 and *2181 in Hos
5:2-13:4 for stylistic patterning purposes and, therefore, that the transla-
tions themselves did not have anything to do with their appropriateness
to the context.!!® There are several issues with this claim. First, one must
consider the function of ¢. If 0¢ is a text-structuring device that partitions
the discourse and the translator alternated between €y 0¢ and xai &y for
the purpose of style, then they were purposefully ignoring the function
of 0¢ in Koine. The readers could not have known this and would assume
that the translator is using 0¢ conventionally. Thus, the translator would be
allowing for the possibility that their translation would be misunderstood
by the readers and hearers. It seems unlikely that a translator would allow
for something like this. Second, one must ask why the translator limited
the alternating chain only to 5:2-13:4. There are two other occurrences
of 2187 in 1:9 and 2:4, but the translator renders both with xai éyw. Is
there really an unbroken chain present in 5:2-13:4, as Dines claims, with
these two nonalternated instances in Hosea 1 and 2?!!4 Third, the sup-
posed pattern consists of nine alternations spread across more than seven
chapters. Would any reader or hearer of the text have noticed this pattern?
It does not seem likely. Finally, one must also consider that there are other
instances of xal éyw in Hosea that do not translate either of the Hebrew
pronouns (2:2; 3:3; 5:14; 11:3; and 14:9). Given these other occurrences of
the collocation, there is no alternating pattern that arises in the Greek text.
In the end, there are eleven occurrences of xal éyw and five occurrences
of &y® 0¢, not in an alternating pattern and not all translating the Hebrew
pronouns. From the reader’s or listener’s perspective, particularly, a pat-
tern would not have been discernible nor would there have been any way
to know which occurrences were and were not translating X1 and "21R1.
Dines’s argument proceeds by observing two examples of xal éyw
and éyw 0¢ from Hos 5:12 and 13:4, respectively, and positing that the
opposite phrase would have been more contextually appropriate. This

113. Jennifer M. Dines, “Stylistic Invention and Rhetorical Purpose in the Book
of the Twelve,” in Et sapienter et eloquenter: Studies on Rhetorical and Stylistic Features
of the Septuagint, ed. Eberhard Bons and Thomas J. Kraus, FRLANT 241 (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 40; Dines, “Minor Prophets,” 444.

114. Dines offers no explanation as to why she ignores these two instances of xal éy®.
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is thus regarded as evidence that the translator’s choice was not based
on context but rather on style.!’> Concerning Hos 5:12, she states, “IX1
would have been more appropriately rendered by the adversative éyw 0¢.”
As I have argued throughout this chapter, however, there is no adver-
sative function inherent to d¢. The only reason that 0¢ will occur in an
adversative context is because the material it introduces is conceived of
as a distinct segment. Thus, when one reads Hos 5 and arrives at verse
12, since it begins with xal, it is processed as connected to and continu-
ing Hos 5:11, not as a new information unit.!'® The context concerns
the sinfulness of Ephraim and Judah and the Lord pouring his wrath on
them. Hosea 5:12 states, “And I [xal éyw] am like a cause of upheaval
for Ephraim and like a spiked stick for the house of Judah” Verse 13
then continues the discussion of Ephraim and Judah. Understandably,
the translator did not regard 5:12 and what followed as a new segment,
and therefore did not use 0¢. Regarding Hos 13:4, Dines states that the
verse would have made more sense with xal €y, since there is no con-
trast present.!'” First, 0¢ is frequently used in noncontrastive contexts,
as demonstrated above in the papyri and the Twelve. Thus, the lack of
contrast does not in itself make xal more suitable to this context. Second,
there is a discernible progression in the Lord’s argument at the seam of
verses 3—4. Hosea 13:1-3 speaks of Ephraim and his sin and what he will
become. Hosea 13:4 switches the topic to the Lord, expressing who he
is and what he has done: “Now, I [¢y& 0¢] am the Lord your God who
establishes heaven and creates earth, whose hands created all the host of
heaven, and I did not reveal them to you so that you would go after them.
And I led you up out of Egypt and you will not know a god but me, and
there is no one who saves besides me.” The theme of the discourse does
not shift again until 14:2. Thus, there is clear reason to use 0¢ at 13:4. It
segments the discourse at a seam where the Lord advances his argument
to its next major point. Chunking the discourse here is eminently reason-
able and provides a clear discourse structure.

The stylistic patterning claim does not hold up. It cannot account for
the other occurrences of the Hebrew pronouns in Hosea nor the other
instances of xal éyw. Furthermore, no Greek reader would have been able
to comprehend the pattern or its underlying Hebrew. Lastly, and most

115. Dines, “Stylistic Invention and Rhetorical Purpose,” 40.
116. I take xal as a simple marker of thematic continuity. See DGGNT, §2.2.
117. Dines, “Stylistic Invention and Rhetorical Purpose,” 40.
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importantly, the discourse function of ¢ is not taken into account, which,
once considered, reveals that the choice of 0¢ by the translator was due to
appropriateness to the context.!!8

2.2.5. 0¢ and Translation Technique in the Twelve

The DM 0¢ does not have a lexical equivalent in Hebrew.!'” When it is used,
the translator of the Twelve is making a decision that goes beyond qualita-
tive lexemic representation. In the cases where it quantitatively represents
conjunctive vav, the first question to ask is why the translator chose 0¢ over
the more qualitatively equivalent and stereotypical xai. By choosing 0,
the translator is explicitly segmenting the discourse, instructing his reader
to create a distinct component in their mental representation of the text.
In order to make this decision, the translator, at the very least, must have
been aware of the surrounding context and willing to encode their concep-
tion of the discourse structure in the translation.!?? The translator does
this even though it did not lexically match the Hebrew Vorlage and also
often changed the word order, given that 0¢ is a postpositive.!?! Without
this awareness of context and conception of the flow of the discourse, there

118. Though an argument from silence, one could also ask why such a pat-
tern does not occur anywhere else in the books of the Twelve (or across the books).
Granted, Hosea has more occurrences of 181 and 2181 than any of the other books,
but Jonah and Zechariah each contain three occurrences of "N1.

119. Just because it frequently appears where there is a vav in the Vorlage does
not therefore indicate that a translator regarded d¢ as equivalent to vav, as Aejmelaeus
seems to suggest (Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 42). The “relationship” is
one of necessity and statistical probability. If a translator were motivated to use ¢
to signal a new segment, it will be the conjunction within its host utterance. As vay
appears with incredible frequency in Biblical Hebrew, usually regardless of whether
or not the discourse is being chunked, it is to be expected that the two will almost
always coincide.

120. Likewise, in his study of LXX Genesis and Exodus, Polak concludes that
the discourse structure conditioned the way the translators used 0¢ (Polak, “Context
Sensitive Translation and Parataxis,” 538-39).

121. John A. L. Lee writes, “3¢ is used with great frequency in some of these books
[of the LXX], despite the availability of the more literal equivalent xai. I conclude that
the translators were not necessarily constrained by the original in their use of par-
ticles, just as in general they show readiness, especially in the Pentateuch, to employ
idiomatic Greek where appropriate” (“Some Features of the Speech of Jesus in Mark’s
Gospel,” NovT 27 [1985]: 2-3).
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is no other justification for the use of the DM in the Twelve. In addition,
the use of 0¢ may evince the translator’s awareness of discourse features in
the underlying Hebrew, such as breaks in verb-forms with preposed topic
switches or asyndetic topic switches that correlate with advancement of
the discourse.'?? It is not necessary to posit that the translator was always
conscious of these features in his Hebrew Vorlage or even of a decision-
making process regarding how various words, clauses, and paragraphs
were related to one another. Segmentation in discourse is a natural and
cognitively necessary feature of language. I think it likely that, intuitively,
the translator well-versed in Hebrew would translate accordingly—thus
using 0¢ rather than xai or inserting 0¢ when they, based on their under-
standing and knowledge of the movement and structure of the discourse,
sensed the need to partition a distinct information unit in the text.

When 0¢ is present, it indicates, at least to some extent, that the trans-
lator was concerned with more than literally translating the words in front
of them, but also with rendering the flow of the text and portraying how
the discourse fit together based on their consideration of the wider context.
In other words, the use of 0¢ evinces a desire on the part of the translator
not just to render the syntactic and semantic components of their Vor-
lage, but also to faithfully represent it and to create a structured text in
genuine Greek idiom (and perhaps even render certain structural features
of the Hebrew) that reflects their own conception of the discourse.!?* In
addition, because 0¢ cannot be said to be lexically motivated and cannot
be used without a certain level of contextual awareness, especially when
it has a broader scope, its use challenges the assumption that the Sep-
tuagint translators did not pay attention even to the immediate context
when translating. If this were a generally true statement, 0¢ would never
be used. Lastly, it should be noted that the explicit segmentation 0¢ signals
will often instruct the reader to create a mental representation of the text
that does not necessarily mirror the representation one would build of the
Hebrew text.

The presence of ¢ in the Twelve demonstrates that translation is a
complex and nuanced practice. It is a small word, but the implications of its
use are rather large. It signals the structure of the discourse, which is thus
often a more explicitly portrayed structure than what may be observed in

122. E.g., Jonah 3:3; Hab 3:18; and Zeph 3:5 in §2.2.1 above.
123. See also Polak, “Context Sensitive Translation and Parataxis,” 538—39.
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the Hebrew, and it cannot be reduced to a simple correspondence with its
source text. Of course, this is only one very small piece of a translator’s
work, but it is an important one nonetheless that deserves more attention
than it has received in translation-technical studies.

2.3. Conclusion

Based on its use in the documentary papyri and the Twelve, it has been
demonstrated that 0¢ is a metatextual DM. It structures the text by signal-
ing segmentation within the discourse, partitioning distinct information
units. Its use at different levels of the discourse and in different contexts
will result in various particular conventions, but prototypical usage is
exemplified by occurrences of 0¢ signaling a new segment that is the next
development in the discourse, whether the next part of a story, the next
topic, or next step in an argument. This discourse-pragmatic description
finds support in classical scholarship, linguistic investigations into the
Greek of the New Testament, and even in the work of some of the tradi-
tional Greek grammarians.

In the Twelve, it was observed that the translator used ¢ despite the
lack of a lexical equivalent in the Hebrew Vorlage. Their use of 0¢ evinces
an awareness of the wider discourse as they went about their work as well
as an intention to represent their conception of the structure and flow of
the text. The translator’s end product demonstrates that their translation
was concerned with more than simply qualitative lexemic representation,
but also with producing a cohesive, structured text in koine idiom. Much
of the time, by using 0¢, the translator creates a text with a different struc-
ture or at least a more explicit structure than the Hebrew text. Sometimes,
however, the Greek text’s structure mirrors the Hebrew’s, such as in cases
like Jonah 3:3; Hab 3:18; and Zeph 3:5. In the end, the translator displays
an intuitive sense for discourse segmentation with 0¢, using it where
appropriate for the purposes of their translation.

With regard to the study of translation technique, understanding the
function of 0¢ is a crucial component to understanding how the translator
went about their work. It provides insight into a translator’s conception
of the flow and structure of the discourse. Its very use indicates a willing-
ness to use a particle that is not lexically motivated and also evinces a
motivation either to mirror the structure of the Vorlage or to partition the
translation for its own sake. The use of 3¢ is also relevant when consider-
ing a translator’s awareness of context as well as issues of interlinearity.
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Regarding the former, the presence of 0¢ necessarily evinces a translator
who was considering the wider discourse as they translated. Regarding
the latter, the use of 0¢ cannot be argued for in terms of linguistic depen-
dence and subservience. Despite it frequently standing in for vav, it is not
a transparent translation. It changes the word order of the text and, cru-
cially, it often explicitly structures the discourse in a way not mirrored in
the Hebrew. Moreover, in most cases, its use is dependent not upon the
Hebrew text but rather upon the needs and structure of the Greek text.






3
el uw and éav un

The function of the set phrase ei/éav uy as a marker of exception is not
disputed.! However, a more precise pragmatic description of the collo-
cation than is typically provided is necessary, as this facilitates a better
understanding of the nature of exceptive relations and how they direct the
hearer/reader to process the discourse. Moreover, such an understanding
is needed in order to differentiate ei/éav w) from other DMs that signal
similar relations. In what follows, then, examples of ei/éav u7 in the papyri
and LXX will be investigated, in order to determine how the DM func-
tions in early Koine Greek. I will focus here primarily on occurrences of
the collocation that follow the clause they modify. This has the benefit

In this chapter, I am not distinguishing between ei w7 and éav w, since, prag-
matically, they accomplish the same function. In Greek conditional clauses, as noted
by Tjen, the choice of conditional particle is related to the grammatical requirements
of the mood of the dependent verb, i.e., € for the indicative and optative and éav
for the subjunctive. Anwar Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek Pentateuch: A Study of
Translation Syntax, LHBOTS 515 (New York: T&T Clark, 2012), 35-36. My research
in the papyri and the translated books of the LXX confirms that this is the case (with
the possible exceptions of [1] Sib. Or. 3.6011: ei u7 + x[atafy] is a postulated editorial
restoration of the text and [2] Ps 18:14: the manuscript tradition attests both to €av un
+ indicative, which is preferred by Gottingen, and to éav uy + subjunctive).

1. See BDF, §376; K-G 2.2:487; Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, §$216-17;
Antonius N. Jannaris, An Historical Greek Grammar: Chiefly of the Attic Dialect (New
York: Macmillan, 1897; repr., Hildesheim: Olms, 1968), 407-8; Porter, Idioms, 209;
Smyth, §2346; Winer, New Testament Greek, 599-600; Zerwick, Biblical Greek, $468;
Gerry Wakker, Conditions and Conditionals: An Investigation of Ancient Greek, ASCP
3 (Amsterdam: Gieben, 1994), 283-84; Frederick William Danker, The Concise Greek-
English Lexicon of the New Testament (Chicago: University Of Chicago Press, 2009),
s.v. “éav, ei”; BDAG, s.v. “éav, €i”; LS], s.v. “el;” VIL3.a; L-N, s.v. “édv, el un”; GELS, s.v.
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of narrowing the discussion and of providing an implicit comparison to
aMa, which is the topic of the next chapter.

3.1. Exceptives and Negated Conditionals

Before investigating the use of ei/éav w in early Koine, one should observe
what appears to be the collocation’s spectrum of use. The discourse-mark-
ing exceptive function of the collocation is a natural extension of the
interaction between the semantics of its constituent parts, €i/éav and ),
and certain contexts.? What may be observed in third to first centuries
BCE Greek is a continuum that has negated conditional (non-DM) ei/éav
w9 at one end and exceptive (DM) ei/éav un, which is not concerned with
communicating a negated conditional, on the other end. Between these

2. Negated conditionals typically implicate exceptions to the statements they
modify. In English, e.g., in the sentence “You will not get dessert if you do not eat your
vegetables,” the negated conditional implicitly informs the recipient of the exception to
the otherwise set-in-stone “You will not get dessert” The terms “implicate” and “implic-
itly” are important. The communicative effect of a negated conditional differs from that
of an exceptive. In the example just given, the negated conditional confirms the preced-
ing claim; it does not counter it. The negated conditional provides the condition that
makes what precedes a true claim. Its content can be regarded as an exception, but it is
not communicated as such. An exceptive, on the other hand, explicitly counters the pre-
ceding claim and offers the exception, e.g., “You will not get dessert unless you eat your
vegetables” The exceptive explicitly counters the truth claim of the preceding. The focus
is now on the condition that reverses the polarity of the preceding. A similar example
is given by Barbara Dancygier and Eve Sweetser, “T'll be happy if you don’t fail” versus
“T'll be happy unless you fail” (Mental Spaces in Grammar: Conditional Constructions,
CSL 108 [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005], 188). They also note that, in
English, “unless” and “if not,” though sharing certain features, are not interchangeable.
It may sometimes be small, but there is a difference of communicative intent and what
is implicated and explicated between negated conditional clauses and exceptive clauses.
Consider the following: “Marking an essay is tedious if it is not well-formatted” versus
“Marking an essay is tedious unless it is well-formatted” Here, the negated conditional
and the exceptive effect rather different meanings. The example with the negated condi-
tional is true enough—it is tedious to mark a poorly formatted essay. It may be tedious
for other reasons as well, but such is not precluded by the negated conditional. The
exceptive, on the other hand, does preclude any other possible worlds. To claim that
marking an essay is tedious unless it is well-formatted is to say that marking a well-
formatted essay is not tedious (a claim that would be disputed by lecturers everywhere).
This is an altogether different claim from that of the nearly identical example with the
negated conditional. For more on this, see the discussion on Deut 11:28 below.
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two ends of the spectrum is where most occurrences of ei/éav ) reside,
that is, in a position that allows for the collocation to be interpreted as
either a negated conditional that carries an exceptive implication or an
exceptive that is concerned with communicating a condition.

1. Negated Conditional: Deuteronomy 11:28
(11:27) T)v ebAoylav, eav dxobonTe Tag evtoris xupiov Tod feol Opdv, Soag
éyw evTéMopat DIV afuepoy, (28) xal ™V xatapay, gav W) GxolonTe Tag
évtohag xupiov Tol Heol dudv
(11:27) The blessing, if you hear the commandments of the Lord your
God, as many as I command you today. (28) And the curse, if you do not
hear the commandments of the Lord your God.

2. Negated Conditional/Exceptive: P.Lond. 7.2007
00 wn Béoxw Tag U £dv wi pot ToV wioBdv &modéiis TeTpauvou.
I will not tend to the animals unless you pay/if you do not pay me four
months’ worth of wages!

3. Exceptive: Daniel 2:11
xal o0dels EoTw, 8¢ IMrwoel Tadta, el un Tig dyyelog
And there is no one who will make these things clear except some angel.

This spectrum of use should not be taken as evidence for three separate
yet related uses of the collocation of €i/éav and u». Rather, it represents
the two related functions of ei/éav w9 at the two ends of the spectrum—
negated conditional and exceptive DM—and a shared space comprising
contexts of use that are suitable to either. The shared space typically con-
tains occurrences of &i/éav u»n that occur with a scope over a clause or
adverbial phrase rather than a noun phrase.? This is due to the overlap
between a negated conditional clause, which can implicate an exceptive,
and a clausal exceptive, which assumes a condition.* Therefore, the con-
texts in which ei/éav uy introduces a clause-level exception are absolutely
exceptive, but one can clearly perceive by them the overlap and relation-
ship between the DM ei/éav w) and the simple negated conditional.® It

3. The distinction to be made here is between free and connected exceptives. See
the discussion in §3.4.2 below.

4. See the discussion and examples in n. 2 above.

5. This is why Tjen, in his work on conditionals in the LXX Pentateuch (On Con-
ditionals, 86-87, 98), always refers to postposed ei/éav i as a conditional with an
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should be noted that the position of the negative particle will sometimes
help in differentiating the two, as it will tend to stand before that which it is
negating when not a part of the DM.® Thus, the éav ) in PLond. 7.2007 is
likely an occurrence of the DM, as one would otherwise expect the negator
to occur directly before the verb. The positioning of éav v in Deut 11:28 is
ambiguous, however, and context must be the deciding factor.

Despite the close relationship between negated conditionals and
exceptive markers, they do present their content differently. Consider
Deut 11:28 in context:

(11:26) 'Iood éyw didwut évamiov Vuév ohjuepov edroylav xai xatdpay,
(27) Tv edroyiav, eav axodante Tas évtohds xuplov Tod Beol Dudv, doag
gyw evtéNopat UiV afuepov, (28) xal Thv xatdpay, £av wih dxoVoyTe TaS
évtohag xuplou Tod Beol Opdv, Soag éyw évréMopal UiV onjuepov, xai
mhavnBijte &md Tijc 6300, g Evetethdpyy dulv, mopeubévres Aatpedey Beois
ETépolg, oic oUx oidarte.

(11:26) Pay attention! I am giving before you today a blessing and a
curse! (27) The blessing, if you hear the commandments of the Lord your
God, as many as I command you today. (28) And the curse, ean me you
hear the commandments of the Lord your God, as many as I command
you today, and you are led astray from the way, which I commanded you,
going to serve other gods, which you do not know.

While one could translate 11:28 as “And the curse, unless you hear the
commandments of the Lord your God,” it is more probable given the con-
text that it is meant to be read not as an exceptive but rather as a negated
conditional statement without an exceptive nuance. The purpose of the
statement is not to communicate the exception to the curse but to detail
what actions will bring about the curse. This is made clear by the parallel
in verse 27, which details the actions that will bring about the blessing:
“The blessing, if you hear the commandments of the Lord your God”
Thus, verse 28 should be understood in the same way, explaining how the
curse may be brought about: “And the curse, if you do not hear the com-
mandments of the Lord your God.” The effect of the negative operator uy
(the only new element in 11:28a) is a much more salient relation, given the

exceptive nuance; he is simply viewing the collocation from the other side of the spec-
trum. However, as I discuss in n. 2 above and also below, it is important to note the
functional differences between its use as a DM and as a negated conditional.

6. BDE, §433.
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context, than an exception. Because the reader’s attention is drawn to the
polarity inversion in verse 28 (contrasting with v. 27), éav u is disallowed
its usual discourse-marking function. It is not signaling an exception;
instead, it is signaling the condition for receiving the curse.

Moreover, if éav un were regarded as an exceptive DM in Deut 11:28,
the communicative intent of the statement would change. It would no
longer focus on the actions that will bring about the curse but rather
on detailing the exception, that is, actions that will allow Israel to avoid
the curse. The negated conditional and the exceptive DM result in two
different mental representations of the discourse, as they present the infor-
mation and its relation to the preceding in slightly different ways. Negated
conditionals do not explicitly counter the truth-propositional content of
the preceding, rather they provide the condition that brings about the pre-
ceding proposition. Exceptives, on the other hand, as will be observed in
this chapter, explicitly signal a counter to the truth-propositional content
of the preceding and focus on the potential inversion of the situation.”

Therefore, it is important to distinguish between the two functions of ei/
éav wy. While they are certainly related and do exist on the same spectrum,
sharing a space of suitable contexts of use, they have distinct purposes and
guide the reader down two different mental processing routes.®

3.2. Oath Formulas and Affirmations

The use of €i/éav ) in oath formulas and affirmations merits a brief men-
tion. A few occurrences of the collocation are used not to mark exception
nor to indicate a negated conditional but rather to make an oath. This is
a Hebraism, imitating the Hebrew oath formula 85-0&, which by exten-
sion, is also found in nonoath affirmations.” Examples may be found in
3 Kgdms 21:23; 4 Kgdms 5:20; Ezek 17:16, 19; and Jer 15:11. Whether a
Greek reader would have understood what was being communicated is
difficult to know for certain, though Zerwick argues the formula was intel-
ligible Greek based on the use of i to signal an emphatic negation in the

7. See, e.g., the examples given in n. 2 above.

8. It is expected that they are related. DMs often arise in a language from non-
DMs repeatedly being used idiomatically in certain contexts. See Lewis, “Discourse
markers,” 52; Waltereit, “Rise of Discourse Markers,” 66.

9. BHRG, 296, 310; Jotion, §165c, e, g-h, j; GKC, §149.
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form of an oath in 3 Kgdms 1:52 despite the lack of b& in the MT.!° Even
more difficult to ascertain is whether the translators were consciously
using €i/éav wy in this way or whether they simply did not understand this
function of 85-D& and thus resorted to a literal representation of it.

3.3. The Use of €l un and éav uy) in the Papyri

In what follows, I investigate a representative sample of postposed ei/éav
w and also two examples of preposed €i/éav un. My purpose in examining
the latter is to demonstrate that the core function of i/éav w is consistent
regardless of position but also that positioning does pragmatically affect
the communicative act.

3.3.1. PLond. 7.2007 (248 BCE [postulated])

Horos writes to Pemenas, an associate of Zenon’s, about a salary dispute
with a swineherd. Horos describes the situation and then asks Pemenas to
appeal to Zenon to send the demanded funds.

(1) *Qpog Tepevijtt xaipew. ‘Eptevoldis \6 DodopBos/ dmexwpnoey €ml Tov
Bwwdv Tl (5) Pagidéws, Aéywy §Tt 00 uy Béoxw Tas Us Eav wh ot TOV
wiebdv dmodéig TeTpapvoy, Aéywy 8Tt vaitys elpl, odbeis pe wi) ddvytal
dagbar 000t dvayxdoar Béoxew g (10) Ouetépas Ug. xalids &v obv
momaatg Evtuxwy Zivwvt xal eimag adTit mepl Tol dPwviou dmwg dv Nuiv
amo[o]reidnt e &vBpwmog wi) dmeAdnt aMa Béoxnt.

(1) Horos to Pemenas. Greetings. Herianouphis, the swineherd, with-
drew to the altar of the king saying “I will never tend to the sows ean meé
you pay (5) me four months’ worth of wages,” and “I am a sailor! No one
would be able (10) to lay hands on me or force me to tend to your sows!”
So, please appeal to Zenon and talk to him about the salary so that he
may send it to us in order that the man would not leave but would tend.

Herianouphis, the swineherd whose demands were the impetus of this
letter, is rather clear on what he wants and the lengths he is willing to go
to get it. By stating “I will never tend to the swine,” Herianouphis makes

10. Zerwick, Biblical Greek, $400. On the Hebraism, also see Winer, New Testa-
ment Greek, 627; F. C. Conybeare and St. George Stock, A Grammar of Septuagint
Greek (New York: Ginn, 1905; repr., Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980), §§101-2; GELS,

wrroo»

S.V. eav.



3. el wq and éav un 103

an absolute claim—there is no possible future in which he will care for
the animals. It is interesting, then, that an exceptive clause follows, com-
pletely negating the claim: if he is paid four months’ worth of wages, then
he will do his job. By communicating the absolute statement first and then
following it with the exceptive, Herianouphis counters the truth-propo-
sitional content of the preceding. The claim that he will not tend to the
animals turns out to be not necessarily true; there is an exception that, if
realized, reverses the polarity of the claim. This exceptive relation requires
the recipient of the communication to fix their mental representation of
the discourse, since it significantly changes the nature of the information
being communicated. There is nothing ambiguous about “I will never tend
to the swine” Without explicit instructions to do so, the recipient will not
process the claim with an exceptive framework already in mind. Because
of this, the resulting mental representation of the discourse would not
leave any room for the possibility that Herianouphis will do his job. There-
fore, when the reader processes the exceptive clause following the claim,
it is not as simple as building on top of and relating the new information
of the exceptive clause to the already constructed mental representation.
This new information counters and thereby necessarily alters the recipi-
ent’s understanding of the communication; it changes the nature of the
established mental representation. The recipient must process the excep-
tive clause as a correction to what was previously processed and stored.
This results in a “fix” to the mental representation. The original processing
of the claim as absolute is countered, and the prior information is now, in
a sense, modalized—the reader recognizes that the original claim is con-
tingent on whether or not the action communicated by the éav uy clause is
realized. If it is, then the polarity of the preceding claim is reversed (i.e., “I
will tend to the swine”). In other words, the exceptive relation informs the
recipient that, in fact, Herianouphis may or may not tend to the animals,
despite the wording of the claim prior to the exceptive clause.

By requiring the hearer or reader to go back and “fix” their mental rep-
resentation of the discourse, the exceptive relation slows down the building
of it. This cognitive processing route naturally highlights the exception
itself, both its content and its bearing on the communicative act, as it is the
very cause of the delay. This would therefore appear to be the pragmatic
purpose in presenting the information in this way and is certainly the case
here. Herianouphis is most concerned with being paid. He thus uses an éav
wy clause and places it after the statement it modifies, drawing attention to
and highlighting its content and the correction it bears on the discourse.
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Herianouphis could have presented the same propositional content by
other means. He could have framed the statement “I will never tend to
the swine” with the éav un clause: “éav uy you pay me four months’ wages,
I will never tend to the swine” Or he could have foregone the exception
altogether: “I will tend to the swine if you pay me” However, presenting
the information in these ways does not achieve the same pragmatic effect
of drawing the attention to the content of the éav 1 clause or the rhetori-
cal effect of starting with the absolute claim. Framing the claim with the
exceptive clause presents the exceptive relation as background information
that provides a frame of reference for what follows and thus does not force
a correction to the hearer’s/reader’s mental representation. This also has
the effect of lessening the force of the following claim. Foregoing the excep-
tive altogether results in a straightforward communication that does not
require any significant amount of extra processing effort. It also lacks the
force that starting with the absolute claim “I will never tend to the swine”
brings to the communication. The claim is evocative and counterexpec-
tational. As such, it is intended to achieve a reaction in the hearer/reader.
Thus, Herianouphis’s choice to use a postposed exceptive clause is a rhetor-
ically and pragmatically motivated one. It allows him first to use a strong,
evocative absolute claim, which communicates the seriousness of the situ-
ation, and then draws the recipient’s attention to that which counters and
(in hindsight) mitigates the claim and to what Herianouphis conceived of
as the most salient information: being paid his wages.

3.3.2. P.Cair.Zen. 3.59509 (Mid-Third Century BCE)

The author, Somoelis, is a guard in Philadelphia. He writes to Zenon about
a couple of business matters as well as some pressing issues for which he
needs Zenon’s assistance. The penultimate issue Somoelis raises is the need
for another granary, as the year’s crop is too much for the current granary,
which Somoelis guards. This, then, leads into the final issue, which is, pre-
sumably, the most pressing to Somoelis: his lack of resources for feeding
his family.

(10) xal i duvat[év éoTt]y, mpooxatacxedagov Bnoavpbv-[6 yap O]mapywy
oly ixav[b éoTt] xwpelv TOV alTov TOV éviautév [Tol]Tov. duldoow 08 xal
T[ov] TYvel Byoaupdv AapBavwy ovbéy, [of 5]¢ éx Pidaderdelag did[ova]iv

~ 3 A E) ¢ 1 k4 ) 3 ™Y 1 1A 4
pot mu(pod) dpt(dfag) a 2. oy ixavédy odv [€aT]v 000E T Tarddpia [Otef3d]
gxew, el w) adtds Tt mpogepyalo[pat]. (15) edriyet.
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(10) And if it is possible, provide a granary. For, the present one is not
sufficient to hold this year’s grain. Now, I am also guarding the granary
there,!! taking nothing, but those from Philadelphia give me one and a
half artabs of grain. So, it is not enough, not even to feed the children, ei
mé I earn (15) something in addition. Farewell.

Somoelis reports that he receives one and a half artabs of grain for guarding
the granary. This, however, is not sufficient for his needs. Thus, at the end of
his letter, he writes that it is not enough, not even to feed the children! This
is an evocative statement that is sure to get Zenon’s attention (and hope-
tully his pity). However, Somoelis does not end the letter there. Instead,
he counters his claim: “ei @) I earn something in addition.” While Someo-
lis’s current earnings truly are not enough to provide for his family, the
exceptive clause forces the reader to modalize the absolute claim: It could
be enough, if the right circumstances come about—in this case, if Somoelis
earns something in addition. Thus, even though the claim that he is not
making enough money is a true one, the modalizing effect of the excep-
tive relation counters the truth-propositional content by communicating
a situation that, if realized, reverses the polarity of the original claim (i.e.,
“It is not enough” becomes “It is enough”). Moreover, this is where Somoe-
lis wants to direct Zenon’s attention. He needs to earn something more in
order to feed his children, and Zenon is able to provide a means for him to
do that. The sentence could have been written with the €i uy clause at the
beginning (“ei u” I earn something in addition, it is not enough, not even
to feed the children”), which would communicate the same propositional
content. However, by placing the i u»n clause after the claim it modifies,
Somoelis is able to use an unmitigated evocative claim, presumably with
the hope of effecting a reaction in his reader. The &i uy clause is then natu-
rally highlighted. By altering or “fixing” the reader’s mental representation
and providing the one exception—the answer—to the problem just stated,
the reader’s attention is drawn to it as especially salient information.

3.3.3. PCair.Zen. 3.59393 (Mid-Third Century BCE)

A potential buyer has approached Apollonios about purchasing Zenon’s
horse. Apollonios, however, does not know how much Zenon wants for

11. Presumably, this refers to a granary in Philadelphia, despite the distal adverb.
See the final comment in LS], s.v. “Tyvel”
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the horse. So, he writes to Zenon, informing him of the buyer and asking
that he respond and inform Apollonios of the price.

(1) AmoMaviog ZAvevt xaipew. mpoofidév pot ovytng mept Tol immou Tol
peyadov tol (5) mapa gol, éyw O0¢ ob dlvapar mepiepydoacbal mepl THs
TIpfc, v un mapd ood dxolow. b olv ypdlov pot méaou oot mpaTéog
éotl. b 0O ypdov o, el yap év (10) Kepafit, Smawg &v €ldé. Eppwoo.

(1) Apollonios to Zenon. Greetings. A buyer came to me concerning the
big (5) horse of yours. Now, I am not able to bargain concerning the price,
ean mé I hear from you. So, write to me how much it is to be sold for you.
So, write (10) to me, for I am in Kerke, in order that I may know. Farewell.

Zenon’s response is crucial for Apollonios to move forward, and thus Apol-
lonios wants to draw his intended reader’s attention to that fact. He does
this by using an éav uy clause that counters the truth-propositional con-
tent of the statement that precedes. Apollonios is, in fact, able to bargain;
he only needs information from Zenon to do so. Thus, the importance of
Zenon responding, in relation to Apollonios’s ability to bargain, is high-
lighted. Further evidence that Zenon’s response is the most important issue
at hand is corroborated by the content immediately following the excep-
tive clause. Apollonios moves to the next step in the argument, which is
explicitly linked to the preceding (signaled by o0v). He picks up on the pre-
ceding salient information and addresses Zenon with an imperative: “So,
write to me how much it is to be sold for you!” Not only does Apollonios
highlight the need of a response by using a postposed exceptive clause but
he also exploits where his reader’s attention has been drawn by immedi-
ately continuing the idea that was introduced in the exceptive clause.

3.3.4. SB 18.13171 (101 BCE)

The author, Philammon, writes to two military commanders, Pates and
Pachrates, with regard to the upcoming joining together of soldier compa-
nies. He provides instructions to them to be ready to travel.

(5) émel yéypadev 6 matnp cuvpioyew dywv Tols Kpoxodihomoditag xal
Opdis dpa, 6pBis moroeTe xal xexaplopévwg ETolnous yevéabar tg dpa Huiv
cuvebopunanTe, i (10) Ot w) ExnTe mholov, cuvepBroyte dua ulv elg T
piUaLY.

(5) Since the father has written to join forces by leading those from Kro-
kodilopolis and you all together, please also be ready so that you may set
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out together with us. Now, ean mé you have a boat, you should embark
(10) together with us in the reed boat.

This instance of éav un differs from the previous examples in that the éav
u" clause is positioned before the content it modifies. As mentioned earlier,
this chapter is concerned with postposed ei/éav uy rather than preposed.
However, in order to fully appreciate the use and effect of exceptives, it is
beneficial to consider briefly their preposed occurrences.

By using éav wy, the author signals to his readers that what follows
provides a counter to the main clause: The letter recipients should embark
together with the author and those with him in the reed boat; however, if
the conditions of the éav wy clause are satisfied, if the readers do, in fact,
have a boat, then the assertion of the main clause is canceled—they will
not embark together. This is in line with the basic function of the DM
observed thus far. Pragmatically, however, the information is processed
differently. By preposing the exceptive clause, the readers are led down a
straightforward mental processing route. When they first read the éav uy
clause, they understand it as a frame of reference into which the following
material will be integrated. Though the DM signals a counter to the main
clause, because it precedes that content, the readers necessarily process it
with the exception already in mind. Thus, they are never required to “fix”
their mental representation of the discourse. This, then, does not result
in any special attention being drawn to the exceptive clause; it is simply
regarded as offline material that provides a frame of reference for what fol-
lows. Also, it is worth noting that, unlike most of the above examples, the
primary assertion can in no way be considered evocative or counterexpec-
tational. “You should embark together with us in the reed boat” does not
grab the readers’ attention in the way that “I will not tend to the animals”
or “It is not enough, not even to feed the children” do. This nonevoca-
tive proposition correlates well with the use of the preposed exceptive; by
virtue of first framing the assertion with the exceptive, any claim made is
already necessarily mitigated. Because of this, the rhetorical force that can
be felt in the above examples is not felt here.!?

12. Regarding the difference here between how ei/éav u1 interacts with irrealis
versus realis, see the discussion in n. 58 below. Given the discussion there and the
content of this letter, it may be the case that this is not an example of the exceptive DM
but rather simply a negated conditional with an exceptive implication. It is, admit-
tedly, hard to tell (and likely depends on whether one takes cuveufrioyte as a mitigated
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3.3.5. PErasm. 1.16 (4 BCE)

In this letter, the author writes to a certain Athenodoros.!® The first matter
that needs to be brought to Athenodoros’s attention is how the author will
transport some wheat to Koma in order to sell it. All boats have been com-
mandeered by the army, so the author is in a bind.

(5) [ytyvwoxe 8t ta] mhola dmavta &yyeydpeutal OO THs Aeyedvog xal
oty ebploxw mws viv [Tov mupdv] petaydyw els Képa- el odv é[0éheic]
méubov pot mhoiov érepov 8w Tlopedwypat] eic Ty Képa- gav yap wy
uetaydi[t 6 mupds] dmpatog EoTat-

(5) Know that all the boats have been taken into service by the legion,
and now, I cannot find by what means I could take the wheat to Koma.
So, if you are willing, send another boat to me so that I may go to Koma.
For, ean mé the wheat is taken, it will be impossible to sell.

Similar to example 4, éav u1 is positioned before the proposition it modi-
fies. The DM signals to the reader that its host utterance provides a counter
to the following assertion. If the wheat is transported to Koma, then the
polarity of the claim “it will be impossible to sell” is reversed. Pragmati-
cally, by preposing the éav un clause, a frame of reference is given that
provides background information to the more salient assertion “it will be
impossible to sell” The reader is able to process this without having to cor-
rect the mental representation of the discourse.

Had the éav u” clause been postposed (“It will be impossible to sell,
éav uy the wheat is taken”), then the reader would have been led down a
different mental processing route. The reader would have taken the state-
ment at face value, without any exceptions being made. However, upon
encountering the éav u» clause, the construction of the mental represen-
tation would be slowed down, as the new information necessarily alters
the reader’s impression of what they already processed, forcing the reader
to understand the preceding claim as contingent rather than absolute. In
addition, the postposed éav uy clause would not be background informa-
tion but highlighted foreground material. More of the focus would be on
the information communicated in the exceptive clause and the effect it has

exhortation [“you should”] or a potential situation [“you may”]). If it is not the DM,
the above discussion is not without purpose. It still demonstrates, by contrast, the
unique effect of the postposed DM.

13. The name of the author is unknown.
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on the previously asserted information. This, then, may be the reason the
exceptive is preposed here.

This example would seem, at first glance, to be a good candidate
for postposed ei/éav un. Owing to its additional pragmatic and rhetori-
cal effects, it appears to be better suited to contexts in which the primary
assertion is evocative or counterexpectational, whereas preposed ei/éav un
may be better suited for the more mundane assertions, so to speak. A post-
posed exceptive could have made good sense here. However, the request
for a boat had already been made, making the exceptive clause weaker
rhetorically (as it does not lead into the imperative but follows it). Rather,
the most salient information in the sentence in question is the assertion
itself—it alerts Athenodoros to the seriousness of the situation—though
it is not particularly evocative, given the context of a letter concerning
business matters. The salience of the primary assertion may be further
confirmed by what follows in the letter, though it is fragmentary. The next
two sentences are yap clauses, referencing a farmer from Nea Agora (a vil-
lage in the region where the letter was written), the army, and the price (of
something).!* It seems plausible that the author is elaborating on why it is
impossible to sell in the region, thus building upon the primary assertion
from the sentence under investigation.

3.3.6. The Function of €i/éav u» as Evinced in the Papyri

In examples 1-3 above, ei/éav wy signals that the information communi-
cated by its host utterance is an exception to the preceding assertion. This,
in itself, is not surprising. What is significant, though, is how the exceptive
marker can achieve different pragmatic effects depending on its position
relative to the content it modifies. When an exceptive is preposed, as in
examples 4 and 5, it provides a frame of reference for what follows (e.g.,
“Unless you eat your vegetables, you will not get dessert”). The reader first
processes the exception and then processes what follows with that excep-
tion already in mind. This allows for a fairly straightforward construction
of the mental representation of the discourse. The reader first processes
the exceptive clause, which then prepares them to properly process the
following content by providing a framework into which the following

14. Lines 9-11 read: éxaotog yap . . [ -ca.?- ] [.Jou yewpyds amd Néag Ayopli<s>-
ol yap ENévtes THY véay 70 ol Theloves med | Ta[t] THY Tiwhy THt Aeyedyy
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information may be integrated. Because the exception is processed first,
it does not counter previously processed information but instead informs
the reader to regard what follows as a contingent claim. This, then, allows
them to build the mental representation of the discourse without encoun-
tering any processing hindrances. The preposed exceptive clause serves as
background information that provides a frame of reference for the more
salient part of the communication.

On the other hand, postposed exceptives affect the mental rep-
resentation differently. Since these exceptive clauses occur after the
utterances they modify, they cannot provide a frame of reference into
which the preceding assertion may be integrated. Thus, the effect of
a postposed exceptive is to signal to the reader that its host utterance
counters the truth-propositional content of what preceded. This was
observed in each of the above examples. The reader first processes the
assertion (e.g., example 1: “I will not tend to the sows”) and takes its
truth-propositional content at face value. In constructing the mental
representation of the discourse, the reader naturally assumes the
information they are incorporating is an absolute claim. When the
reader then encounters the exceptive clause (“unless you pay me four
months” worth of wages”), the constructed mental representation is
revealed to be inadequate, as there is new information that requires a
reassessment of the preceding claim and its truth-propositional con-
tent. Thus, when the exceptions signaled by ei/éav uy are integrated
into the mental representation, it results in the modalization of the
preceding absolute claim. The prior information is recognized as
being necessarily contingent on whether the action communicated
by the exceptive clause is realized. If the conditions of the exceptive
clause are met, then the polarity of the preceding claim is inverted
(thus, “I will tend to the sows”). Therefore, when the reader processes
the exceptive clause, the mental representation of the original claim
(“T will not tend to the sows”) is reevaluated and restructured. The
claim’s truth-propositional content has been countered, and the claim
is viewed not as absolute but as contingent. In other words, since the
mental representation of the discourse had previously understood the
claim to be absolute, the reader must now correct and reconstruct
the mental representation to incorporate the exception’s effect on the
communication as a whole.

Because of this, the building of the mental representation of the
discourse is slowed down. The reader cannot simply add the new infor-
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mation to the old but must process how the new information affects and
changes what was already processed. The natural effect of forcing the
reader through this mental processing route is to draw extra attention
to the excepted content, to that which required the reassessment and
restructuring of the mental representation, and its effect on the commu-
nication as a whole. Thus, whereas the pragmatic purpose of preposing an
exceptive clause is to provide a frame of reference for foreground content,
the pragmatic purpose of postposing an exceptive clause is to highlight
it because it contains what the communicator conceives of as the most
salient information, both in terms of content and in terms of how it affects
the communication as a whole.®

Lastly, it is worth noting what appear to be the typical contexts in
which postposed ei/éav un occur. It seems there is a correlation between
evocative or counterexpectational utterances and postposed ei/éav un. As
was observed in examples 1 and 2 there is a certain rhetorical force that is
achieved by first allowing the reader to process an evocative or counter-
expectational proposition and then countering that claim with ei/éav u».
The communicator is able to produce statements likely to elicit a reaction
in their recipient and that will convey the gravity of the situation; they
are then able to counter the statement, highlighting the desired conditions
that will produce the inverse reality than that which was priorly commu-
nicated. This is not a necessary contextual condition for postposed ei/éav
wy, as example 3 evinces, but it is understandable why it may be typical, as
strong, evocative claims naturally, and often necessarily, lend themselves
to being corrected.!®

15. Thus, by “most salient information,” I am not only referring to the propo-
sitional content of the exceptive utterance but also to the communicative value and
effect of the whole (i.e., the intended resultant effect on the reader’s mental representa-
tion of the interaction between the propositional content, the exceptive relation, and
the preceding context).

16. It is possible that the claim is counterexpectational. However, it is impos-
sible to know without more knowledge of the situation and what, if any, expectations
Zenon had regarding the horse, its sale, and Apollonios’s involvement. Preposed &i/
éav Wy, as mentioned above in the discussions of examples 4 and 5, does not benefit
from this rhetorical synergy, since it lessens the rhetorical force of whatever follows it
by framing the utterance for the reader up front.
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3.4. The Use of i w) and éav u7 in the LXX

There are eighteen occurrences of postposed DM el u1 and twenty-one of
postposed DM éav w1 in the LXX.!7 A representative sample of this corpus
is investigated here.

3.4.1. Examples from the LXX

The first example comes from Gen 32:26 (27 MT). Jacob has been wres-
tling with a man through the night, and the man is trying to get away.

xal elmey adTe AméoTeiddv pe- avéPn yap 6 8pbpos. 6 3¢ eimev O wyj oe
amooTellw, gav Wi ue eDAoyRoyS.

And he said to him, “Send me away, for the dawn rose” But he (Jacob)
said, “I will never send you away ean mé you bless me””

N272°0K *2 TRYWR RS R Anwn A 2 mHw 9nrn
And he said, “Let me go, for the dawn has risen” But he (Jacob) said, “I
will not let you go unless you bless me.”

The point of Jacob’s statement is to force a blessing out of the man with
whom he is wrestling. That is where the focus lies; that is what Jacob desires
and without which he will not leave. The man, the recipient of the commu-
nication, first hears and processes the absolute statement that Jacob will not
send him away. This is an evocative assertion, especially considering the
emphatic negation construction. Jacob then follows this with €av us, signal-
ing to the recipient that what follows will counter the truth-propositional
content of the preceding. This, in turn, will require the recipient to reassess
his understanding of the previously processed proposition. Jacob’s claim, as
it turns out, is not true, as Jacob will indeed send the man away if a certain
condition, giving a blessing, is met. Thus, the mental representation of the
discourse is restructured to account for the modalizing effect of the éav uy
clause on the communication. This mental process, requiring more cogni-

17. &l w): Gen 3:11; Deut 32:27, 30; Judg 11:10; 2 Kgdms 19:14; 3 Kgdms 17:1;
21:23; Neh 2:2, 12; Esth 6:6; Ps 105:23; Eccl 3:12, 22; 8:15; Job 22:20; Sir 16:2; Jer 15:11;
Dan 2:11. éav pn: Gen 32:26; 42:15, 37; 43:3, 5; Exod 3:19; Lev 22:6; 25:20; Josh 7:12;
1 Kgdms 27:1; 2 Kgdms 3:13; 2 Chr 23:6; Esth 2:14; 1 Macc 3:53; Ps 136:6 (twice); Prov
4:16; Amos 3:3, 4, 7; Mic 3:8. Thus, in this count, I have not included occurrences
where the two particles are acting independently.
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tive effort than simply constructing one’s mental representation, results in
drawing attention to the exception that required this mental route be taken.
There are simpler ways to communicate the same propositional content,
but by using éav u” and positioning it after the statement it modifies, Jacob
is able to first make an evocative claim and then draw his hearer’s attention
to the condition that can reverse the claim if fulfilled, namely, receiving the
blessing, which is what Jacob wants to ensure takes place.

The Hebrew requires the reader go through the same mental route. The
collocation oX "2 frequently communicates an exceptive relation between
pieces of information.!® Thus, in this instance, one can observe the LXX
translator representing the Hebrew in a fitting manner.!” The Greek DM
both quantitatively represents the Hebrew and guides the reader on a simi-
lar mental processing route as DX *2. However, in order to represent the
Hebrew in this way, the translator did have to make a decision. Depending
on what is being communicated in context, OX 2 can be appropriately
rendered by collocations such as éav uy, @Ma, &’ 4, or 6Tt i/édv—each
with its own particular constraint and nuance. In order to know how to
translate the Hebrew DM in this instance, the translator had to consider
its function within its context.

Another example may be found in Exod 3:19. Here, the Lord is
instructing Moses as to what he will say to the elders of Israel in order to
convince them to leave Egypt with him.

gy Ot oida 8Tt 00 mpoNioeTan Huds Papaw Bacirels AlylmTou mopeubiival,
Qv U UeTa XELPOS XpaTAIAS.

18. Barry Louis Bandstra, “The Syntax of Particle ‘KY’ in Biblical Hebrew and
Ugaritic” (PhD diss., Yale University, 1982), 154-56; Carl Martin Follingstad, Deic-
tic Viewpoint in Biblical Hebrew Text: A Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic Analysis
of the Particle "3 (Dallas: SIL International, 2001), 156-57, 290-92; 563-66; GKC,
§163¢c; HALOT, s.v. “D&™2”; BDB, s.v. “"b& '2”; Wilhem Gesenius, Hebrdisches und
Aramdisches Handwdrterbuch iiber das Alte Testament, s.v. “DR "2” Follingstad (156-
57,563-66) argues that “exceptive” is not the most accurate description of bR 3, but it
should rather be regarded as signaling “exhaustive-listing focus,” functionally similar
to, though not identical with, the English phrase “but only” This description has the
benefit of being able to account for most if not all uses of the collocation (when func-
tioning as a collocation, rather than two independent particles).

19. John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis, SCS 35 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1993), 542: “[ The Genesis translator] understood this rightly as éav un

3%

‘
except, unless.
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Now, I know that pharaoh, king of Egypt, will not give you up to go, ean
mé with a mighty hand.

PN 1A 89 oS oRn 7590 DanR TRY 0 NPT IR
And I know that the king of Egypt will not let you go—and not with a
strong hand.

Similar to Gen 32:26, éav py) is preceded by an evocative utterance (“pha-
raoh will not give you up to go”) that the recipient will process as an
absolute claim. The DM then signals a counter to the truth-propositional
content of the preceding: If a mighty hand is involved, then pharaoh will
give you up. The reader must reassess their mental representation of the
discourse and restructure it with the exceptive clause and its effect on
the utterance in mind. The reader comes away from the text with a sense
of how utterly committed the pharaoh will be to keeping the people of
Israel in Egypt, owing to the evocative claim that was first processed as an
absolute; moreover, the reader’s attention is drawn to the information con-
veyed by the exceptive clause, regarding it as the most salient part of the
utterance. This works well in the context. In the following verse, the theme
of “a mighty hand” is continued. The Lord reveals that he is the one who
will make the possible event, that which is contingent upon the realization
of the exception, a reality: “And when I stretch out my hand, I will strike
the Egyptians with all of my wonders that I will perform among them, and
after these things, he will send you out”

The MT’s fiptn T2 891 is unclear, but it seems to differ notably from
the Greek.?? The Hebrew text does not appear to convey an exceptive
relation.2! Rather, 7Pt T2 89 communicates the hopelessness of Moses
convincing the pharaoh to send the people away.?? Assuming the LXX
translator’s source was similar to MT Exod 3:19, this instance of éav un
evinces a translator who not only rendered the text into idiomatic Greek
despite the lack of any lexical motivation (in no way can éav be regarded
as an equivalent to conjunctive vav) but who also, it would seem, trans-
lated with an eye as to what was contextually appropriate. As Anwar Tjen

20. Consider just a few of the different ways this clause is translated: “not even
under force” (NET), “no, not by a mighty hand” (KJV), “unless compelled by a mighty
hand” (NRSV; see also HCSB, ESV, Nouvelle Edition de Genéve, Schlachter).

21. Though see the final discussion below for this possibility.

22. Le., “The king will not let you go—not (even) with a strong hand”
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writes concerning this issue, “Overall, the LXX rendering ... fits the con-
text very well here”?3 As a result, one may observe two different meanings
arising out of the two texts. In the LXX, the exception is given, providing
a counter to the previous claim and preparing the reader for 3:20. In the
MT, depending on one’s interpretation, verse 19 either speaks about the
hopelessness of the situation with regard to the strong hand of man, which
verse 20 answers with YHWH stretching out his hand, or verse 19 presents
the situation from pharaoh’s inner viewpoint.?* Granted, it is possible, as
Alain Le Boulluec and Pierre Sandevoir suggest, that the LXX translator
was influenced by other uses of P11 72 and 7° p1N3, where the collocation
clearly refers to divine power, and harmonized this occurrence.?” Even so,
if the Vorlage mirrored the text of the MT, the resultant translation and its
appropriateness to the context can only be explained by a translator who
was cognizant of the surrounding discourse and was willing to translate
according to his understanding and interpretation of it.

Two other possible explanations bear mentioning. First, in one manu-
script, 4Q13 (4QExodP), the Hebrew reads nptm 7'a DK *3 rather than 8
1P 772, Regarding this manuscript, Frank Moore Cross writes, “We must
conclude that 4QExod® is a collateral witness to the textual family which
provided the Vorlage of the Old Greek translation”?® Despite Cross’s con-
fidence, without any further textual evidence, it is difficult to make such
a firm claim. However, the possibility that the Greek translator’s Vorlage
mirrored 4Q13 rather than the MT must be considered. Second, there are
two occurrences in the MT, 2 Sam 13:26 and 2 Kgs 5:17, where the text
attests to X1 and seems to indicate at least a negated conditional if not an

23. Tjen, On Conditionals, 102. So also John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek
Text of Exodus, SCS 30 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 37.

24. John I. Durham, Exodus, WBC 3 (Waco, TX: Word, 1992), 40: “The Pharaoh
will have no thought of granting such a wish and could not even be forced to do so by
any power men could muster. Thus will Yahweh bring his power into action” Or, the
narrator is providing the reader insight into pharaoh’s perspective, making the reader
feel “the full impress of the storyteller’s ironic emphasis on Pharaoh’s blind obstinacy”
(Peter Addinall, “Exodus III 19B and the Interpretation of Biblical Narrative,” VT 49
[1999]: 297).

25. They provide the references 6:1; 13:3,9, 14, 16 in Alain Le Boulluec and Pierre
Sandevoir, UExode, BA’A 2 (Paris: Cerf, 1989), 94.

26. Cross, “4QExodb,” in Qumran Cave 4: VII, Genesis to Numbers, ed. Eugene
Ulrich and Frank Moore Cross, DJD XII (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 84.
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exceptive relation.?” It is at least possible, though unlikely, that the transla-
tor read 8"7] here as &'71, understood the rare &'71 as an exceptive marker,
and thus rendered the text accordingly.?8

In 1 Kgdms 27:1, David realizes that he will fall into Saul’s hands soon.
However, he does see a possible circumstance that would keep such an
event from happening.

Kai eimev Aaud év 7§ xapdie adtol Aéywv Niv mpootednoopar v
Nuépa Wil el xeipas Taoud, xal odx gty wot dyabév, gav wh cwdd eig
Yiv éModVAwy xal dvii Zaoul Tol {yreiv pe el mév Sprov Topand, xal
cwbnoopat éx xetpds adTol.

And David thought, “T will now be added into Saul’s hands in one day,
and there is nothing good for me, ean me I deliver myself into the land
of foreigners and Saul gives up seeking me inside every border of Israel,
and I will be saved from his hand?”

vhar vHRA A 2 HPR HIRWTTA TAKRTDY 70K NP 1397OR TIT KRN
TR NUOAN HRAY M1a3591 T wpah HIRW Unn wrin onwhs par-Hr
And David thought, “Now, I will be swept away one day by the hand of
Saul. There is no good for me, but I will escape to the land of the Philis-
tines. And Saul will cease searching for me any longer in all the territory
of Israel, and I will escape from his hand”

The DM signals to the reader that the content following provides the
exception, the answer, to the problem just posed. The exceptive counters
the truth-propositional content of the preceding and modalizes the mental
representation: David may or may not fall into Saul’s hands; it depends
on whether he escapes to a foreign land. The gravity of the situation is
expressed by the strong claim (“I will now be added into Saul’s hands ...
and there is nothing good for me”), which the reader first processes as
absolute. What David regards as the most salient information, the excep-
tion that he will find deliverance from Saul if he escapes to a foreign land,
is highlighted by nature of its placement after the claim it counters.

27. See HALOT, s.v. “R9” (§12); Gesenius, Hebrdisches und Aramdisches Hand-
worterbuch, s.v. “R9” (§4).

28. Gesenius wonders whether &%) may be able to convey an exceptive relation
and cites this verse. Gesenius, Hebrdisches und Aramdisches Handwdorterbuch, s.v. “R5”
This is argued by Jean Louis Ska, though not decisively (“Note sur la traduction de
weld’ en Exode III 19b,” VT 44 [1994]: 60-65).
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The underlying Hebrew, if matching the MT, contains a 2 where the
Greek translator used éav uy. This is not what one would normally expect.
The exceptive DM does not quantitatively represent *3, and crucially, it
does not qualitatively represent it either.?’ Thus, it cannot be said that éav
w9 was lexically motivated by *3. That is not to say that éav w1 is a bad
rendering, especially given the context, but for the translator to choose éav
w9 here required more than simply choosing something to represent ™.
The translation demonstrates an awareness of the broader context and an
interpretation of the relations between propositions.3° The translator did
not disregard ", as a subordinating collocation that draws attention to its
host utterance is used, but neither did the translator feel the need to use a
stereotyped or lexically equivalent rendering.3!

A slightly different example may be observed in Esth 6:6. Here, King
Artaxerxes asks Haman what to do for someone he wants to honor. The
reader is then given a glimpse into Haman’s thinking, who is convinced
that the king intends on honoring him.

elmev 8¢ 6 Pacihebs 16 Apdy Ti movjow 16 dvbpwmew, dv éyw Béhw dobdaat;
elmev O &v £autd) 6 Apdv Tiva Béel 6 Pacireds dokdoar el wi Eué;

29. Although it has been demonstrated that "2 following a negated clause can
signal a counterstatement or carry an adversative force (see Christian S. Locatell,
“Grammatical Polysemy in the Hebrew Bible: A Cognitive Linguistic Approach to *2”
[PhD diss., University of Stellenbosch, 2017], §9.1.2.4; Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint,
156-57, 280-81; Bandstra, “Syntax of Particle ‘KY,” 149-58; BHRG, 303; Tjen, On
Conditionals, 11; Aejmelaeus, “Function and Interpretation of *3,” 175-76), this func-
tion is by no means the most typical of *2 (Follingstad [412] observes that adversative
"2 accounts for only 6 percent of all occurrences of the DM in Joshua-2 Kings and Isa
1-39. Locatell [257] also cites a 6 percent statistic for adversative *2. Bandstra [149],
in his investigation of 2 in the Pentateuch and Psalms [1,480 occurrences of *2], states
that adversative "2 only occurs in 101 instances [6.8 percent]) nor is it equivalent to
signaling an exceptive relation. As Follingstad (156-57, 290-92; 563-66) and Bandstra
(154-56) both demonstrate, “exceptive *3” only occurs in the D& " construction.

30. Anneli Aejmelaeus recognizes this at least to a certain extent. She writes, “It is
quite obvious that the translator could distinguish the temporal and adversative cases
of "o>—the rendering €av p» in 1 Sam 27:1 also speaks for this” (“The Septuagint of 1
Samuel,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators, 132).

31. The highlighting effect of éav un does mirror well the cognitive effects of
Follingstad’s assertive polar focus category for "2 in contexts such as this. See Folling-
stad, Deictic Viewpoint, 156-57, 569-79. Also, Follingstad (631) places the "3 in
1 Kgdms 27:1 in this category.
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Now, the king said the Haman, “What should I do for the man whom I
want to honor?” But Haman thought to himself, “Whom does the king
wish to honor ei me me?!”

1AM AR 1P pan THn WK WRA mMwyYnn 7900 15 90K jnn K1

R AN R mwyh 1500 pan n5 1252
And Haman entered, and the king said to him, “What to do for the man
whom the king wishes to honor?” And Haman thought, “Whom does
the king wish to honor more than me?”

Two differences are immediately observable. First, a question precedes the
DM rather than an assertion. Second, there is no modalizing eftect on the
mental representation as a result of processing the exceptive clause (the
resulting mental representation does not envision the king as maybe hon-
oring a man). Both of these will be discussed in turn.

With regard to the first difference, the effect of the exceptive’s inter-
action with a preceding interrogative would appear to be to require the
reader to fill in “No one!” before “ei un éué” Note that, if the interrogative
were not joined to an exceptive, a simple question would be asked: Whom
does the king wish to honor? It is by virtue of the exceptive relation that
the interrogative is not a simple request for information. Rather, it is trans-
formed to imply that there is, in fact, no one (other than Haman) that the
king would want to honor. In this case, then, the DM does not counter the
truth-propositional content of a preceding assertion as in earlier examples
but rather of the implication that arises.>? Thus, though this example occurs
in a different kind of context, the core function is the same as what has
been observed in the previous examples: ei/éav w9 signals a counter to
truth-propositional content.

Concerning the second difference, the lack of a modalizing effect, this
may come down to an issue of scope. Whereas the other occurrences of
the DM have introduced dependent clauses that provide exceptions to
the event or action of the preceding claim, this use of &l un occurs with a
narrower scope, introducing a noun phrase that does not provide an excep-
tion to the verbal event but rather to the object of it. As was consistently

32. Recall the discussion in §1.2.2.4. Discourse markers effect a relation between
their host utterances and information within the recipient’s mental representation.
Thus, that information may originate in the explicit text or may come from other
sources, such as implications and assumptions.
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seen above, the natural effect of an exception applied to a verb phrase is to
create a condition, which in turn modalizes the verb. The natural effect of
an exception applied to a nominal element, even an implied one, will not
be the same.? With this scope, the effect of the exception is to provide a
counter to an established set. In this case, it is the implied all-encompass-
ing set “no one.” There is no person whom the king would want to honor.
Thus, Haman, believing that the king would, in fact, want to honor him,
must introduce himself as excepted from that set. By using ei uy éué, it is
communicated that the referent of éué, though a member of the previously
mentioned set, has been excepted. The effect on the reader’s mental repre-
sentation of the discourse is largely the same as the other instances of &i/
éav un, save for the modalizing effect. Upon encountering ei uy, the reader
understands that they must fill out the utterance with the implied “no one!”
and then, once the exception is processed, reassesses the mental representa-
tion, realizing that it is inadequate for the direction the communication has
taken. The reader thus restructures the mental representation to account
for the exceptive’s effect on the utterance as a whole. Additionally, as with
many of the previous examples, the claim preceding the exceptive clause is
evocative. In this context, it accurately portrays Haman’s high opinion of
himself. As with every other occurrence of ei/éav un examined thus far, the
pragmatic effect of the postposed exceptive DM is to highlight it, thereby
drawing the reader’s attention to what Haman considered to be the most
salient information and how it relates to the communication as a whole.>*
Assuming the translator’s Vorlage reflected the MT here, the Greek
makes a contextually appropriate, though lexically unmotivated, move
that is not mirrored in the Hebrew text. Haman’s thought, “Whom does

33. This may be observed in English by the different DMs used based on what is
being excepted. “Unless,” which signals an exceptive conditional clause (= “except if”),
is only used to counter verb phrases. Owing to this, it will never occur at the word
level. (In English, “unless” and “except if” are not entirely coextensive [though largely
so].) However, for our purposes here, the distinction is immaterial. For a discussion
on the two DMs, see Dancygier and Sweetser, Mental Spaces, 193-200. “Except,” on
the other hand, may occur at any level of the discourse, as long as there is not a condi-
tional element within the exception (if there is, “unless” will be used or “except if;” but
the latter is fairly rare). In English, then, the natural effects that arise from an excep-
tion’s interaction with its context are uniquely paired with different DMs.

34. Regarding how this occurrence of &i u» differs from a similar utterance in
Esth 5:12, see the discussion and description of @ % in ch. 5 and how it differs from
exceptives but also shares overlap with them.
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the king wish to honor more than me?” directs the reader down a different
mental processing route. There is no exception, no counter to the truth-
propositional content of the preceding. Instead, the utterance implies that
there are or may be others the king would like to honor, but Haman is the
one whom the king wishes to honor the most. The underlying Hebrew,
"IN NP, is a comparative construction, not an exceptive one, and the
translator could have rendered it into Greek as such. The fact that the
translator did not, barring a difference in the source text, evinces an inter-
pretive move that results in painting a slightly more arrogant picture of
Haman than is presented in the Hebrew text.

The last LXX example comes from Dan 2:11. Here, the Chaldeans are
responding to Nebuchadnezzar’s earlier statement in verse 9 that if they
are able to tell him what vision he saw during the night, then he will know
that they are able to disclose its meaning to him.

xal 6 Aéyos, 8v {yreis, Bacihel, Papls Eott xal émidobos, xal 0ddels Eotiv,
8s Imdroer TaliTe, el W Tic dyyehos, ol 0lx ETTL XATOXNTHPIOV UETE TATYS
oapxbs- 8ev olx evoéyetat yevéohar xabdmep oiet.

And the thing that you are seeking, O king, is heavy and glorious, and
there is no one who will make these things clear ei me some angel, whose
dwelling place is not with any flesh. Therefore, it is not possible that it
happen, as you suppose.

"7 PTOR A9 825D OTR AN T TR KD 7IARY R HRw 1abnT Rnbm

IR 8Y RIWADY AT
And the thing that the king is asking is difficult, and there is no one who
will declare it to the king except the gods, whose dwelling is not with flesh.

The Chaldeans are not able to accomplish what Nebuchadnezzar desires,
and they are convinced that there is no one who could meet the king’s
standard. After communicating this to the king, they introduce the
exceptive: “el w) some angel”*® Like the previous example, a set is first
negated (“there is no one”) and then a member of that set (“some angel”)
is introduced as an exception. The DM signals that the content it gov-
erns counters the truth-propositional content of the preceding evocative
claim. There is, in fact, someone who could do what the king is asking.
There is an argumentative purpose in the Chaldeans’ presentation. The

35. Regarding the difference in the Theodotionic text, which reads &\ # feoi

rather than el un Tig dyyehog, see the discussion on ¢\’ # in ch. 5.
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exceptive clause following the statement it modifies requires the king to
reassess and restructure his mental representation of the discourse. This,
in turn, draws his attention to the new information, which communi-
cates that only an other-worldly being could do what the king has asked.
By highlighting the information contained within the exceptive clause
over against its preceding context, a certain implicature is achieved. The
Chaldeans are not suggesting that the king go find an angel to answer his
query, rather they are using a pragmatically and rhetorically motivated
construction to imply that his request is absurd. This implicature would
have been achieved even if the exceptive clause preceded the statement
it modified (“Except for some angel, there is no one who will make these
things clear”), but the effect of the postposed exceptive clause to allow the
evocative “there is no one who will declare it!” be processed and to force
a correction to one’s mental representation is a much more rhetorically
charged method for communicating the idea that the king is preposter-
ously asking the impossible.3¢

3.4.2. A Cognitive-Functional Description of ei/éav un

Based on what has been observed in the LXX, the findings in the papyri
are confirmed but also built upon. First, €i/éav u» is not restricted to intro-
ducing clauses. Second, when €i/éav w occurs with a narrow scope, it does
not have the effect of modalizing the prior assertion, but rather introduces
an excepted member of a previously asserted set. Lastly, it is important to
note that the contextual effects are just that—contextual effects. Modal-
izing prior content and introducing an excepted member of an asserted
set are not necessary conditions for the use of ei/éav un, rather they are
effects that naturally arise out of the typical contexts in which the DM
occurs. The core pragmatic function of the DM is to introduce an utter-
ance that counters the truth-propositional content of an assertion. This is
why one can sometimes find instances of €i/éav Wy in which no modalizing
seems to take place in the mental representation nor is there an excepted
member of a set being introduced (e.g., Ps 105:23 [106:23 MT])*"—the
truth-propositional content of some piece of information within the

36. With regard to the underlying Aramaic, the translator qualitatively represents
.

37. nal eimev Toli eEorebpelioan adrols, el w) Mwvadis 6 &xdextds adtoll Eoty v
bpatael evarmiov adtod Tol dmooTpédal Ty pyy adTol Tob wi Eéoebpelioat. “He spoke
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mental representation is countered, but the interaction with the context
does not result in any of the typical effects. Thus, postposed ei/éav u” may
be described as follows.

The DM cei/éav uy functions within the cognitive domain and sig-
nals an exception, informing the reader that the DM’s host utterance is
relevant in that it counters the truth-propositional content of recently
acquired information in the reader’s mental representation (typically,
the utterance to which ei/éav w is subordinate). The natural effect of the
DM, as a result of its placement, is to instruct the reader to correct and
“fix”—to restructure—the mental representation of the discourse. When
the DM occurs with a moderate scope, the previously processed infor-
mation is typically modalized, resulting in its truth-propositional content
being viewed as contingent on whether the material introduced by ei/éav
w is realized. When the DM occurs with a narrow scope, it typically intro-
duces an excepted member of a previously asserted set, thus countering
the truth-propositional content of previously processed information. The
postposing of the DM results in an extra processing requirement that has
the natural effect of highlighting the exception and drawing the reader’s
attention to it and its relation to the communicative act. In addition, post-
posed ei/éav un is uniquely suited to providing exceptions to evocative or
counterexpectational claims. Owing to the interaction between the DM
and the evocative claim, there is a strong rhetorical force that arises from
such a construction and may be a further factor, in addition to the prag-
matics, in the choice to use it.

That ei/éav u” marks exception is not a new insight. However, the
pragmatics of exception are rarely discussed. Rarer still is a discussion on
the pragmatics of postposing the exceptive clause. Runge has made the
most significant contribution, providing a detailed discussion of ei/éav u».
Regarding the interaction between the exceptive and a negated set or an
interrogative, he writes:

The negation serves to remove all possible candidates from the data set,
essentially wiping the slate clean by negation (e.g., no one can do X =
X cannot be done by anyone). The interrogative asks a question that
expects a negative answer (e.g., “Who can do this?” “No one”). In both
cases, this protasis has the effect of predicating a set of items that will

in order to destroy them—except Moses, his chosen one, stood in the destruction
before him to turn his wrath away so as not to destroy.



3. el wq and éav un 123

be completely removed from consideration. This is where the exceptive/
restrictive apodosis comes in. One member from this negated set is pre-
sented as the exception. Only after reading the apodosis does the reader
realize that the totality of the initial protasis is not the complete story.
There is one item singled out for consideration.... The original set con-
tains all of the potential members that could fill in the blank. Negating
this entire set temporarily removes all of the members from consider-
ation. Finally we reach the exceptive element that adds back one member
... from the original set. This one item could have just as easily been
stated in a simple affirmative statement.... The effect of creating a set
removing all members of the set, and then adding one member back is to
attract additional attention to the excepted item, attention that it would
not otherwise have received.?8

Just as was observed above, a set is negated (e.g., Dan 2:11, “There is no one
who will make these things clear”), which completely removes everything
that comprises the set from consideration. Then, an element is introduced
(“el w9 some angel”) that would have been included in the original set
of “no one,” thus drawing the reader’s attention to its exclusion from the
negated set.*® Granted, Runge does not mention the frequent modalizing
contextual effect of €i/éav ) that has been observed in the LXX and papyri,
but he is concerned with the New Testament corpus, in which the DM
seems to signal exceptions to nonverbal elements (i.e., typical contexts of
set-membership type exception) more frequently. In addition, though he
does not speak of the DM’s core pragmatic function explicitly in terms of
countering truth-propositional content, it seems that is nonetheless what
he observes in the New Testament. Consider his remarks on Mark 6:4-5:
“The negated statements in v. 4 and v. 5 are not entirely true; exceptions
to each statement are added in the apodosis.... The statements are essen-
tially incomplete until one reads the apodoses; it is only then that they are
accurate”*? Further, his comments on 2 Tim 2:5: “The apodosis provides

38. DGGNT, 85-86.

39. There are examples in the LXX of an interrogative and an exceptive (as was
observed above in Esth 6:6), though they are much fewer than a negation and an excep-
tive. See Gen 3:11; Lev 25:20; Deut 32:30; 1 Macc 3:53; Amos 3:3, 4. There are a hand-
ful of examples in the LXX and papyri of a positive statement preceding an exceptive
(e.g., P.Cair.Zen.3.59304; PLond.7.1977; P.Mich.1.56; P.Erasm.1.1; Gen 42:37; Deut
32:27; Pss 105:23; 136:6). These are atypical in their construction, but there does not
seem to be any functional difference from the typical [NEG + ei/éav uy].

40. DGGNT, 87, emphasis added.
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the restriction that makes the counterpoint true”*! Finally, his discussion of
Rom 7:7: “The statement that Paul ‘did not know sin’ is not completely true.
He did indeed know sin, and he knew it through of the law.... Similarly, his
statement about not knowing covetousness is not entirely true apart from
the apodosis”*?

Outside of biblical studies, insightful cross-linguistic work on excep-
tives has been produced that further illuminates what we observe in Koine
Greek. Isabel Pérez-Jiménez and Norberto Moreno-Quibén, based on
their work on Spanish exceptives, discuss the exceptive DM’s relation to
the information it connects. They write:

[Connected exceptives] operate semantically at the subsentential level. 43
They operate on universal quantifier phrases, restricting their domain of
quantification. The complement of the exceptive marker denotes a set of
entities that must be subtracted from the domain of quantification of the
universal quantifier in order for the proposition denoted by the whole
sentence to be true.*

The scope is narrow (subsentential) and introduces an excepted member
of a set that counters the truth-propositional content of the previously
processed information. This matches the nonverbal exceptive DMs that
were observed in the LXX and also corresponds to Runge’s claims with
regard to ei/éav w9 in the New Testament. In addition, Pérez-Jiménez

41. DGGNT, 89, emphasis added.

42. DGGNT, 89, emphasis added.

43. Isabel Pérez-Jiménez and Norberto Moreno-Quibén, among others, differ-
entiate between “connected exceptives” and “free exceptives.” Free exceptives differ
from connected exceptives in that they “operate semantically at the clause level by
introducing exceptions to generality claims” (“On the Syntax of Exceptions: Evidence
from Spanish,” Lingua 122 [2012]: 585). In simple terms, if the DM’s host utterance is
a noun phrase, it is a connected exceptive; if the host utterance is adverbial in nature,
e.g., a prepositional phrase, it is a free exceptive. Apart from the slight difference in
scope and syntactic requirements, the use and function of the two types of exceptives
are identical, and thus the distinction between the two is immaterial. This seems to be
the opinion of Friederike Moltmann as well. She begins her investigation of exceptives
by stating, “In the following, I will assume that connected and free [exceptive phrases]
have essentially the same semantics, though they involve different syntactic structures
as the basis for their interpretation.” (“Exception Sentences and Polyadic Quantifica-
tion,” Linguistics and Philosophy 18 [1995]: 225).

44. Pérez-Jiménez and Moreno-Quibén, “On the Syntax of Exceptions,” 585, 590.
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and Moreno-Quibén observe that, prototypically, connected exceptives
signal relations between their host utterances and universal quantifier
phrases, such as “everyone” or “no one”** This tendency matches Runge’s
description of exceptives in the New Testament and was observed in both
examples of connected exceptives in the LXX data, Esth 6:6 and Dan 2:11.

Friederike Moltmann has also contributed to scholarship on excep-
tives that correct nominal and phrasal elements. First, she recognizes the
truth-propositional countering function of exceptives as their first basic
property. She states:

The first basic semantic property of exception constructions is that they
carry what I call the “negative condition”; that is, simply, the excep-
tions have to be exceptions. More precisely, applying the predicate to
the exceptions should yield the opposite truth value from applying the
predicate to nonexceptions.*®

She also discusses the issue of set inclusion and writes, “The second basic
semantic property of [exceptive phrases] is that the entities that are speci-
fied as the exceptions must fall under the restriction of the associated
quantifier” She further argues that the material corrected by the excep-
tive must denote a universal or negative universal quantifier such as “ever,
all, or no” and that the exceptive’s host utterance must be a unique set.*8
Again, this matches what was seen in Esther and Daniel.

With respect to clause-level exceptions, Moltmann treats “unless” and
“except if” clauses similarly to exceptions with a narrow scope, in that she
maintains an exception is being made to a universal quantifier set. A brief
summary of the argument will have to suffice, as she relies primarily on
symbolic logic to make her case, which is out of the linguistic purview of
this investigation. She posits an epistemic information state that comprises
“a set of facts which represent the current information shared by speaker
and addressee”* A given proposition will hold based on the information
available in that information state. Moltmann then asserts the property

45. Pérez-Jiménez and Moreno-Quibén, “On the Syntax of Exceptions,” 585-86.

46. Moltmann, “Exception Sentences,” 225, emphasis original.

47. Moltmann, “Exception Sentences,” 226. See also her discussion on 238-39.

48. Moltmann, “Exception Sentences,” 227, 234-35.

49. Moltmann, “Exception Sentences,” 257. This is essentially the same concept as
what was briefly mentioned in §1.2.2.4 regarding shared knowledge and assumptions
between communicator and recipient.
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of persistence: “A proposition p is persistent if and only if the following
holds: If p is true in an information state s, then p is true in every exten-
sion of s”°0 In a sense, a proposition that is persistent creates a universal
quantifier, in that the proposition holds and is true in any extension of the
information state. Thus, for Moltmann, “unless” (and “except if”) clauses
“act as [exceptive phrases] to this quantifier”>! When an “unless” clause
is applied to a persistent proposition, she argues that “it takes away the
extensions of [the information state] at which [the unless clause] holds.”>2
Whether set theory does equally apply to nonverbal and verbal exceptives
is ultimately not the most important point.>* What is crucial to understand
is that, by taking away the extensions of the information state, an excep-
tion to a whole sentence cancels the persistence of the proposition, thereby
rendering it not necessarily true or, in other words, modalizing it, as was
observed in the examples from the papyri and LXX.

The highlighting effect of a postposed exceptive has also been recog-
nized by others. For instance, Barbara Dancygier and Eve Sweetser write,
“Unless, like if, is useful in exploring trains of thought; in particular, it has
special utility in highlighting exceptional possibilities amid larger contrary
generalizations”>* As previously discussed, this highlighting effect is real-
ized owing to the extra processing requirement of postposed exceptives,

50. Moltmann, “Exception Sentences,” 257.

51. Moltmann, “Exception Sentences,” 257.

52. Moltmann, “Exception Sentences,” 257.

53. While I do find Moltmann’s argument convincing to a certain extent, the
inner logic of the concept of exception is not identical with the effect of an excep-
tive on a recipient’s processing of the discourse. It thus seems to me that it is more
productive to investigate and explain how humans process exceptions than the logical
theory behind them, which may not even be subconsciously realized by the recipient
processing the utterance.

54. Dancygier and Sweetser, Mental Spaces, 185, emphasis original. Dancygier
and Sweetser also claim that “unless” clauses set up marked space that contains abnor-
mal alternatives that are likely an afterthought (186). This, however, is based on the
context of the examples used and is not an inherent feature of “unless” (or, at least,
prosodically unmarked “unless”). That is to say, the value of exceptions differs based
on the surrounding information structure. Typically, the exception that follows the
assertion it corrects comprises the focal information, as observed in this chapter.
However, in certain contexts, at least in English, where the absolute claim contains the
focal information and the exception contains the old, given information, the exceptive
structure allows for a strong absolute claim that is subsequently “toned down” by the
reassertion of the given information in a postposed exceptive clause.
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as they require a restructuring of the recipient’s mental representation.
Dancygier and Sweetser even note that preposed “unless” clauses (though
this is applicable to any exceptive) are often used because “it is easier for
readers or listeners to process the negative stance and even to process it
counterfactually; an initial distanced unless-clause is a clear notice that
they no longer have to compare with the previous network for contradic-
tions in stance towards the same material”> This ease of processing that
naturally does not grab the recipient’s attention exists in stark contrast to
the high processing cost of postposed exceptives that naturally does grab
the recipient’s attention.>¢

With regard to the highlighting effect of postposed ei/éav w in par-
ticular, Runge provides the following analogy in his discussion on the
collocation in Matt. 12:24 (“He does not cast out demons &i 1 by Beelze-
bul, the ruler of demons”):

This rhetorical process is analogous to having a table full of items,
sweeping all of them onto the floor, and then placing the one item
you are interested in back onto the table all by itself. You could have
simply pointed to the item and said, “This is the one I am interested
in” But sweeping every item onto the floor has a dramatic effect, on
top of making a mess! Removing everything and then adding back
the important item that was already there attracts far more attention
to it than just pointing to it on the table. The same holds for nega-
tion + exception/restriction. The same propositional content could
have been more easily communicated using a positive statement:
“This one casts out demons by Beezebul, the ruler of demons.” Saying
that he does not cast out demons (which by itself is untrue) and then

55. Dancygier and Sweetser, Mental Spaces, 199.

56. This is an issue of iconic ordering and markedness. According to Dik, the
iconicity principal stipulates that “Clauses should preferably be ordered in accordance
with the conceptual or temporal relations which obtain between the facts or States of
Affairs which they designate” (TFG 2, 134). It would appear that postposed excep-
tions, like conditionals (see TFG 1, 400; TFG 2, 133-34), are conceptually prior to
the information they modify. This seems evident given that preposed exceptives do
not force a restructuring of the mental representation but postposed exceptives do
by countering the truth-propositional content of previously processed information.
Therefore, because exceptives should come before the content they modify, according
to the iconicity principle, when they do not, it results in a marked ordering that neces-
sarily draws the recipient’s attention.
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adding the means by which he does do it effectively highlights the
excepted element.”’

His observations in the New Testament further confirm what was observed
in the examples above. The function of &i/éav un to signal a counter to
truth-propositional content and the highlighting effect that naturally arises
from postposing an exceptive clause are clearly demonstrated in both early
Koine and the New Testament literature.”®

In this section, I have provided a description of €i/éav u»n in early
Koine that finds support in wider linguistic research. Overall, my research
confirms the traditional treatment of the collocation, though it does offer a
more precise linguistic understanding of its core pragmatic function than
is normally found. In addition, I have demonstrated that there are typical
and predictable contextual effects that arise as the reader processes the
whole utterance, namely modalizing the verbal event prior to the DM or
signaling an exception to a prior set, depending on the scope of the DM.

3.4.3. €i/éav w) and LXX Translation Technique
In the majority of occurrences, ei/éav uy in the LXX qualitatively repre-

sents an element of the underlying Hebrew; o& "2 and 85-D& alone account
for twenty-five of the thirty-nine occurrences of postposed ei/éav w in the

57. DGGNT, 84.

58. One may ask how ei/éav w, if it signals a counter to truth-propositional con-
tent, can interact with information that is counterfactual or in which the mood of the
countered proposition is irrealis (and thus not making a truth claim). Examples of
this are rare, but P.Mich. 1.56 (251-248 BCE) contains an example of a counterfactual
followed by €i w), and PLond. 7.1977 (253 BCE) contains an example of an irrealis
proposition followed by the collocation. Based on Wakker’s work on Greek condi-
tionals (see Wakker, Conditions and Conditionals, 212-14, for a discussion of negated
conditionals that follow counterfactuals), these are not occurrences of the exceptive
DM but rather of the individual conditional and negative particles. However, if one
wanted to maintain that these are instances of the DM, then I would suggest that
whereas truth-propositional content is countered in [realis + €i/éav ynl, in [irrealis/
counterfactual + €i/éav(?) unl, the DM signals that its host utterance cancels out the
countered information entirely. Either way, Wakker’s comment on one of the purposes
of using ei w1 in this way mirrors well the effect of the DM observed throughout this
chapter: “As events that do not take place have significance only in comparison to what
does happen, it makes what actually happens [the content of the &i @ clause] stand
out in sharper relief” (214).
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translated books of the LXX.>® However, if one were to stop there in their
description, that the majority of ei/éav uy simply mirrors functionally syn-
onymous constructions in the Hebrew (and, in the case of 85D, lexically
represents), the more interesting and important point would be missed.
Despite the functional equivalence with and the translational fittingness of
the Greek DM, to say that €i/éav @ is only a qualitative representation of
the Hebrew markers is reductionistic. One may observe this most clearly
with regard to DR 2. As discussed with regard to Gen 32:26, the colloca-
tion is not completely coextensive with any one Greek DM.®0 Additionally,
its interactions with various types of contexts allows for the realization
of different (though related) relations between the linked pieces of infor-
mation, such as emphatic, corrective, exceptive, restrictive, or if the two
particles are acting independently of each other, the whole range of func-
tions of "3 and 0R.°! The translator thus had a plethora of options available
to them for functionally and formally representing the Hebrew such as
wAv/on, aMAa, ei/éav un, G ¥, 6tu/dloTt €i/édv, and ei/éav yap. However, in
order to employ any one of these options, aside from literal representation
of the individual lexemes, it would have been necessary that the transla-
tor determine the Hebrew collocation’s function in its context, which of
course required an awareness of the surrounding context on the part of
the translator and an assessment of the communicative intent of the dis-
course. Therefore, it is not enough to say that a translator who uses €i/éav
u" to render exceptive DR "3 is appropriately qualitatively representing the
underlying Hebrew. While that is certainly true, there is much more to it
that ought to be recognized. Even when the Hebrew could not reasonably
be interpreted any other way than as an exceptive marker, the translator
who renders it as such evinces, at the very least, the ability and under-
standing to look to the immediate context in order to determine how to
translate DR "2 (if they did not, then each member of the collocation would
be rendered literally, e.g., 6Tt €i/éav).

Though comprising only a handful of occurrences, the instances in
which postposed ei/éav un is used despite lexical motivation, such as was

59. Thirteen and twelve, respectively.

60. See also n. 32 in ch. 5.

61. See HALOT, s.v. “O8™2”; BDB, s.v. ““D& '2”; Gesenius, Hebrdiisches und
Aramdisches Handwdorterbuch, s.v. “OR *2”. Traditionally, these have been considered
separate functions of DX "2 but see n. 18 for a brief discussion and reference to Folling-
stad’s work on the DM, which posits a core pragmatic function for the collocation.
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observed in Exod 3:19 and Esth 6:6, may provide glimpses into translators
who were willing to translate according to their own interpretation of the
relations between propositions, with an eye to the broader context, when it
suited them to do s0.%% Even in a case such as 1 Sam 27:1, though " occur-
ring after negated content may signal a counter to the preceding claim, it
is not enough to simply state that the translator was able to distinguish this
function of *2.% The translator had a choice before them and had to make
a decision. Thus, even small pieces of data such as this evince translation
work informed and motivated by an awareness of the wider context.

In the end, the occurrences of ei/éav wy) require one not only to
describe what the end product looks like but to also seriously consider
how the translation came to be. Whether motivated by a collocation such
as OR "2, a particle such as "3, or not lexically motivated at all, the translator
had choices available to them based on their understanding of the flow of
the discourse.® Because of this, the Septuagintalist ought to be encour-
aged when describing the ad-hoc “method” of the translators to also keep
in mind that the translators were not necessarily ignorant of the broader
discourse and were willing and able to translate according to their under-
standing and interpretation of it.

3.5. €i/éav w1 in the Twelve

There are only four postposed instances of éav uy in the Twelve (there are
no postposed i p1). They occur in Amos 3:3, 4, 7; and Mic 3:8. Amos
3:3 and 4 qualitatively represent the underlying Hebrew *n%a. Amos 3:7
renders DR 2. Micah 3:8, however, is the most interesting occurrence. In
the preceding verses, the Lord is pronouncing judgment on false prophets
who lead his people astray.

62. Other occurrences of nonlexically motivated ei/éav un may be found in Gen
3:11 and Mic 3:8. Mic 3:8 will be discussed in §3.5.

63. Such is as much as Aejmelaeus says on the matter: “It is quite obvious that the
translator could distinguish the temporal and adversative cases of ">—the rendering
éav ur in 1 Sam 27:1 also speaks for this” (Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 132).

64. This is not to say, of course, that there is not occasional interference from the
source text or that the translators did not experience difficulty in understanding and
rendering their source text. This certainly does happen and may be clearly seen in
instances such as Job 22:20 and Eccl 8:15. Instances such as these are to be expected,
but they are the rare exceptions to what has been observed throughout the LXX.

65. Mal 3:10 is not included here as the éav u7 is introducing an oath.
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(3:7) And the ones who see dreams will be disgraced, and the diviners
will be ridiculed, and they all will speak against them, for there will be
no one who listens to them.

(3:8) gav un €y éumiow loyby év mvedpatt xuplov xal xpipatos xal
duvacrtelag ol dmayyeidar 16 laxwf doefelag avtol xal 6 Iopani
apaptias adTod.

ean mé 1 fill strength® in the spirit of the Lord and of judgment and of
lordship to proclaim to Jacob his impious acts and to Israel his sins.

SR WWa Ay TN AMAN VAWM M MR 12 MR IR DN

nNKRLN
However, I am filled with strength, namely, with the spirit of YHWH,
with judgment, and with might, in order to declare to Jacob his trans-
gression and to Israel his sin.

The underlying Hebrew o9& only occurs here in the Twelve, so it is dif-
ficult to know with certainty how the translator understood the particle.
Granting that they likely did not regard it as an exceptive, it is odd that
they render 091 with €&v ), as the two signal rather different relations.
In attempting to understand the resultant Greek text, then, there are three
possible functions of éav w1 in this instance: Oath formula/affirmation,
negated conditional “if not,” or postposed exceptive.®” These will each be
addressed in turn.

66.Itisdifficult to understand exactly what is being communicated by &y éumirow
{oyVv. Some have rendered it similar to the Hebrew “I am filled with strength” or “I
will strengthen myself” (Brenton; W. Edward Glenny, Micah: A Commentary Based
on Micah in Codex Vaticanus, Septuagint Commentary Series [Leiden: Brill, 2015],
83), but this meaning is alien to the active form of éumiminut and would also require
{oyYv to be in the genitive rather than the accusative (I can find no construction in the
LXX or New Testament in which “to be filled with X” is communicated by [éumimAnut
+ acc.] instead of [éumimAnwt + gen.]). The accusative that follows éummAnut is always
the thing being filled. Thus, the resultant meaning of this construction would seem
to be that {o0v is being filled up, which is sufficiently nebulous. (Muraoka’s entry “to
have/take one’s fill” for émimAyut seems more motivated by this occurrence, to try to
make sense of it, than by the semantics of the word itself. The other few examples he
provides are perfectly normal usages of the verb. GELS, s.v. “éumiuminut”)

67. For oath formula, see GELS, s.v. “éav”; see also Brenton, which renders the
collocation as “surely” For negated conditional, see NETS and LES, which render
the collocation as “Otherwise” (either this or the translations were influenced by the
underlying Hebrew). This seems to also be where Glenny falls, though his rendering of
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The first option, oath formula/affirmation, would most likely result
in one regarding 3:8 as the prophet Micah’s own speech rather than as a
continuation of the Lord’s pronouncement of judgment. Thus:

(3:7) And the ones who see dreams will be disgraced, and the diviners
will be ridiculed, and they all will speak against them, for there will be no
one who listens to them. (8) Surely I will fill strength in the spirit of the
Lord and of judgment and of lordship to proclaim to Jacob his impious
acts and to Israel his sins.

One immediately wonders, though, how this is an oath. First, the exclama-
tory formula {fj x0ptog or {& éyw preceding the oath, as in 4 Kgdms 5:20
and Ezek 17:16, 19, is missing. Granted, the exclamatory formula is likely
not necessary, but its absence does not help the argument that éav u»n be
regarded as signaling an oath.®® Second, and more importantly, nothing is
being sworn. Verse 8 is not an oath. If anything, whether understood as
signaling an oath or affirmation, one would expect a particle of affirma-
tion here such as unv or 09 (wjv does appear in the Lucianic recension, in
fact), but there is nothing inherent to the verse that suggests an oath or an
affirmation is being made. Thus, the suggestion that éav w is functioning
in such a way here seems unlikely.®

It could be the case that the collocation is simply a negated conditional
with an elided phrase (e.g., “Otherwise ...” or “If not ...”). This happens
fairly frequently with ei/éav w9. However, when this occurs, the typical
constructions are &i 08 u”, xal &l wi, and xal éav uyn, not &i/éav yi alone.””
Thus, at its onset, this interpretation seems unlikely. Moreover, one must

the collocation as “however” goes beyond what éav u1 signals. See W. Edward Glenny,
Micah: A Commentary Based on Micah in Codex Vaticanus, Septuagint Commentary
Series (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 83. For a postposed exceptive, see LXX.D, which regards
3:7-8 as one sentence and renders éav un with “es sei denn” (“unless”).

68. E.g., Mal 3:10b, wherein it is clear that an oath is being made: émoxéyacde o
&v ToUTw, Aéyel xlplog mavtoxpdTwp, kv Wi dvolfw v Tobg xatappdxtas Tob oVpavod
xal éxxeld Vpiv ™ eddoylav pou Ewg Tol ixavwbijvar- ““Indeed, carefully observe in
this, says the Lord Almighty, ‘I will surely open the floodgates of heaven for you and
pour out my blessing on you until you are satisfied.”

69. Glenny writes, “That understanding fits well with the introduction of Micah’s
resolution to prophesy in the verse, but it does not communicate the contrast between
the false prophets and Micah” (Glenny, Micah, 83).

70. ei 8¢ wh): Gen 18:21; 24:49; Exod 32:32; 1 Kgdms 19:17; 2 Kgdms 17:6; 1 Macc
15:31; Sir 5:125 29:6; Jer 47:5; Dan 3:15. xal & wn: Judg 9:15, 20 (twice); 1 Kgdms
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ask what potential event is being negated by éav wy. Contextually, reading
éav W) as a negated conditional with an elided phrase is not coherent, as
it would convey the idea that if the false prophets are not disgraced and
ridiculed or if the people do not speak against the prophets and do listen to
them, then the events of 3:8 will occur. Even given the ambiguous seman-
tics of verse 8, this does not seem to be the purpose of the communication
or what makes verse 8 relevant to the discourse.”! Based, then, on both the
lack of a typical construction and the contextual difficulty of making sense
of such a reading, éav u is likely not meant to be understood here as a
negated conditional with an elided phrase.

Lastly, éav wn may be functioning here as an exceptive marker, sig-
naling a counter to the preceding content. Reading éav u» in this way
significantly alters the communicative intent of LXX Mic 3:8 from its
Hebrew source:

(3:7) And the ones who see dreams will be disgraced, and the diviners
will be ridiculed, and they all will speak against them, for there will be
no one who listens to them (8) unless I fill strength in the spirit of the
Lord and of judgment and of lordship to proclaim to Jacob his impious
acts and to Israel his sins.

In this reading, Micah is not the speaker of 3:8; rather, the Lord is continu-
ing his speech from verse 7. LXX.D understands the text in the same way;,
stating, “In our rendering of the LXX, it is not, as in the MT, the prophet
who is speaking, but rather God””? Thus, the resulting communication,
though the meaning of “I fill strength” is unclear, focuses on the Lord as
the force behind true prophets. All of the events of verse 7 will take place;
the only exception to this is if the Lord were to act in such a way as to
effect a change in the false prophets. The overall rhetorical force of verses
7-8, then, seems to be to convey the idea not that the Lord may effect
such a change in the false prophets, but rather that the Lord himself is
the one who legitimizes prophets and that he has never been the energiz-
ing force behind these prophets, thus disenfranchising them completely. I

20:15; 2 Kgdms 13:26; 4 Kgdms 5:17; Sir 12:2; Jer 31:27. xal éav w): 1 Kgdms 6:9; 20:9;
4 Kgdms 2:10.

71. For the ambiguous semantics, see n. 66 above.

72. German original: “In unserer Wiedergabe der LXX ist nicht, wie im MT, der
Prophet der Ich-Sprecher, sondern Gott” (LXX.D 2:2372).
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admit that 3:8 is unclear, but the reading suggested here is stronger than
the other two interpretations.”? In fact, the largest hindrance to this read-
ing is the punctuation in the Gottingen LXX and in R-H, which place a
full stop at the end of 3:7. Given that the punctuation is not original to the
Greek text, I suggest, based on the above discussion, that the most likely
and defensible function of éav ) in LXX Mic 3:8 is as an exceptive DM.74

The uses of éav un do not tell us much, but they may provide some
small insights into the translator of the Twelve. First, 'nb3a, which is ren-
dered by éav wj in Amos 3:3, 4, also appears in Hos 13:4. In this instance,
it is translated by the rather rare preposition mape&. While one may wish
to see this as evidence for a different translator, it is possible that mdpe§
was simply preferred by the translator for exceptions of set members (Hos
13:4: “there is no one who saves except me”) and éav un was preferred for
moderate-scope exceptions. Without more data, it is impossible to have
any more certainty. However, the translation of bR "2 with éav w in Amos
3:7 does tell us a bit more. First, it informs us that the translator was aware
of context. As previously discussed, DX "3 can be properly rendered into
Greek by different means depending on how the Hebrew collocation is
interacting with a given context.” In order to translate oK "> with éav u,
it required at least enough awareness of the movement of the discourse to
understand that it was signaling an exception. Second, this is all the more
informative as postposed DX "3 is also rendered in the Twelve by aMa
(Amos 8:11), &AW\’ ¥ (Mic 6:8; Zech 4:6), and 01é7t (Hos 9:12; Amos 5:22).76
The translator was seemingly aware of how the Hebrew DM can allow for
the realization of different (though related) relations and was able to trans-
late according to their interpretation of the DM within its context. Even
though small, the data do contribute to a developing picture of the transla-
tor of the Twelve as one who was aware of more than the most immediate

73. Renaud’s description of the oddities in LXX Mic 3:8 is introduced by the rel-
evant admission and lament, “But the whole sentence is very difficult in Greek”” See B.
Renaud, La Formation du Livre de Michée: Tradition et Actualisation, Etudes bibliques
(Pendé: Gabalda et Cie, 1977), 131-32: “Mais toute la phrase est trés difficile en grec”

74. One may do well to consider whether the explanation I have put forth here
would even be necessary if the Greek texts had been punctuated differently. Indeed, if
one ignores the punctuation, it seems to me that the reading LXX.D and I suggest is
the most natural way to read Mic 3:7-8.

75. See p. 113 (particularly n. 18) and p. 129.

76.4Md and &M 7] are discussed in more detail below in chs. 4 and 5, respectively.
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context and made decisions in their translation based on that awareness in
order to faithfully convey their interpretation of the Vorlage.””

3.6. Conclusion

When ei/éav py functions as a DM, it signals to the reader that the fol-
lowing information is an exception, a counter, to the truth-propositional
content of the recently processed information in the reader’s mental rep-
resentation. This is a necessary pragmatic feature for a language to have,
given that asyndeton would be too underencoded for a reader to provide
the exceptive relation on their own. Thus, €i/éav w) not only aids readers
in the processing task but wholly directs them in their processing effort
as to how they should integrate what follows the DM into their mental
representation. When the exceptive clause is postposed, it requires the
reader to slow down the construction of their mental representation of
the discourse and to fix what had previously been processed to reflect its
relation to the newly processed exception. The effect of forcing the reader
through this mental route is to draw attention to the correcting element,
thus highlighting it and its relation to the communicative act as a whole.
In this way, the information that tends to occur in postposed exceptive
clauses is that which is considered by the speaker or author as most salient
in relation to the entire communication.”® Lastly, the DM interacts with
different contexts in a predictable manner. When occurring with a mod-
erate scope, a contextual effect arises by which the previous claim, which
would have been processed as an absolute, is modalized. When occurring
with a narrow scope, the effect is to introduce an excepted member of a
previously established set.

The use of ei/éav w1 in the LXX, even when lexically motivated (in
most cases), attests to translators who translated according to their

77. One may ask why postposed exceptive éav wj occurs only in Amos and
Micah. It should be remembered, however, that there are only thirty-nine occurrences
of postposed DM ei/¢av w in the entirety of the translated books of the LXX. Four
out of thirty-nine is more than 10 percent of all occurrences. What we have here is, in
fact, an abundance!

78. Granted, without audio recordings, this must be a tentative claim to a cer-
tain extent. Even in English there are prosodic cues that signal when a postposed
exceptive is not introducing the most salient information. On the whole, however,
the claim holds.
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interpretation and understanding of the wider context and the relevant
relations between propositions. When not lexically motivated, this attes-
tation is magnified, revealing translators who, whether because they
preferred their own interpretations, because they did not understand their
source text and sought other means of making sense of it, or because they
were making explicit what was implicit in their Vorlagen, were willing to
create texts that guided their readers on mental routes that reflected their
own contextual understandings. It is also important to note that, even
when lexically motivated, postposed ei/éav un does not reliably guide one
back to the underlying Hebrew.” According to the data investigated, the
DM could be rendering *na ,ox *n5a 85 171,109 "% .85 DR, or DR ™. In
most cases, when postposed ei/éav 1 is lexically motivated more than
once in a book (as in Genesis, Leviticus, Deuteronomy, 3 Kingdoms, and
the Twelve), it renders more than one of these Hebrew DMs, rather than
consistently rendering only one lexeme or collocation.?’ This is not to say
that the Hebrew is at times misrepresented. On the contrary, in each of
these cases the translators are using a DM that signals a similar processing
route to the reader as the DM used in the Hebrew. However, it should be
noted that, though the Hebrew often witnesses to different exceptive DMs,
these translators decided to use one rather than matching each Hebrew
DM with its own dedicated translation in Greek.

With regard to the work of the translator of the Twelve, there is not
enough data to inform much of an opinion. However, their ability to
appropriately render oX "2 in Amos 3:7 and their flexibility in rendering
0981 in Mic 3:8 may attest at least to some contextual awareness. Specifi-
cally with regard to 0718, the Greek and Hebrew do not match lexically
nor pragmatically. As there is no linguistic reason to render o7& with
éav Wy, it would seem that the translator understood the Lord to be the
speaker, asserting himself as the energizing force behind valid prophets,
and that this reading of the text influenced the translator’s choice of DM.

79. Except when used as a Hebraistic oath formula (in most cases), which seems
to consistently render 8% Dx.

80. The exceptions to this are Nehemiah (two &l u» for bR *3) and Ecclesiastes
(three ei ) for oR ).
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There is a general consensus among grammarians and lexicographers on
the core function of dMa: it is primarily regarded as a marker of adversa-
tive relations or opposition. For example, J. D. Denniston writes, “General
use, as an adversative connecting particle. The adversative force of aMa
is usually strong (eliminative or objecting): less frequently, the particle is
employed as a weaker (balancing) adversative”! Likewise, BDAG states,
“Generally adversative particle ... indicating a difference with or con-
trast to what precedes, in the case of individual clauses as well as whole
sentences.”?> The consensus ends, though, in those instances where aA\a
does not appear to be functioning as an adversative. This is especially
problematic as nonadversative M4 is inexplicable and far more preva-
lent than one would expect if the core function of the DM is to mark
adversative relations. Thus, multiple and various explanations are given
for its nonadversative uses. Frequently, aMa is described as a marker of
emphasis.’> Sometimes, it is regarded as signaling an exception, like i/éav
un.* Some instances of nonadversative aGMa are even taken to be mark-

1. Denniston, Particles, 1. See also Smyth, §2775; Winer, New Testament Greek,
551-52; Moulton and Turner, Grammar, 329-30; Abel, Grammaire du Grec Biblique,
346; Green, Grammar of the Greek Testament, $404; Dana and Mantey, Manual Gram-
mar, $211; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 671; Young, New Testament Greek, 180.

2. BDAG, s.v. “@éMda” See also LSJ, s.v. “@éMd”; L-N, §89.125; GELS, s.v. “GM\d”;
Danker, Greek-English Lexicon, s.v. “aMd.”

3. E.g., Young, New Testament Greek, 181; Smyth, §2782; Moulton and Turner,
Grammar, 330; Porter, Idioms, 205-6; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 673; Dana and Mantey,
Manual Grammar, 240; Danker, Greek-English Lexicon, s.v. “6¢Ma”; L-N, §91.11.

4. E.g., Smyth, §2777; Margaret E. Thrall, Greek Particles in the New Testament:
Linguistic and Exegetical Studies, NTTS 3 (Leiden: Brill, 1962), 18-19; Dana and
Mantey, Manual Grammar, 240; Moulton and Turner, Grammar, 330; Young, New
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ers of continuity.> Similar to these are occurrences that are regarded as
markers of transition from one topic to another or to a new aspect of the
current topic.®

In what follows, I examine a representative sample of the DM’s occur-
rences in the papyri and LXX to discern whether @M truly does exhibit
a plethora of unrelated functions, at least in this period of the language,
or if, perhaps, a core function or polysemic network of functions can be
posited that tie its uses together. This will then allow for a discussion of the
significance of @M\ to the study of translation technique in LXX.

4.1. The Use of @AAd in the Papyri
4.1.1. PTebt. 3.1.786 (138 BCE)

A group of farmers in Oxyrhyncha who worked for the crown were
apparently having trouble with unjust taxes and intruders on their thresh-
ing-floor. In this letter to Phanias, an official and the overseer of the
revenues, they request his help in putting a stop to these problems.

(20) ¢&oBpév oe, 2dv dalvytal, dvridafduevoy Hudv xal Té@v Pacihixéy
cuvtdéar ypdbar Anuntplwr xal Steddvwr Tols émotdtals xalTa]
xohouBnoavta\g/ Tols (25) mpoyeypau[uévois] unbevi xab’ ovrwod[v]
tpé[m]ov \émrpémew/ mapatoyetew Huds (30) und’ [elioBidleabar els Tag
dAwg aMa Tols ToloUToUS éxTéuTEl Emi 0t xate wnbev cuvameveyBevas,
8mws StaddfBns mepl adTEY xaTd TO davepdy.

(20) We ask you, if it seems good, to come to our aid and that of the
crown revenues by ordering a letter to be written to Demetrios and
Stephanos, (25) the magistrates that, complying with the above, they
should not allow anyone in any way to extort us nor to force their way
onto the threshing (30) floors alla that they should send away such ones
to you, not being eliminated in any way, so that you may pass judgment
on them publicly.

Testament Greek, 181; Mayser, Grammatik, 118-19; Danker, Greek-English Lexicon,
s.v. “6Md” Denniston mentions this possible usage, but his discussion of it reveals a
reticence to accept it as a function of the particle. Denniston, Particles, 3-4.

5. Chamberlain, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 150-51; L-N, §89.96.

6. Green, Grammar of the Greek Testament, §404; Denniston, Particles, 21-22;

Moulton and Turner, Grammar, 330; Young, New Testament Greek, 181; L-N, §91.2.
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The farmers first state what they want Demetrios and Stephanos not to
do: allow anyone to extort them or force their way onto the threshing
floors. This is then followed by a proposition detailing what Demetrios
and Stephanos should do: send these people to Phanias so he may pass
judgment on them publicly. The particle aMa occurs between these two
statements: not do X @Ma do Y.” This is a clear instance of a typical use and
context of use of aAa—what one may consider an example of so-called
adversative aMa. However, it may be asked whether “adversative” is the
best descriptor. The notion of opposition is more properly related to the
overall construction [NEG > POS] wherein a positive clause is connected
to a preceding negated clause and the two are addressing the same over-
arching issue. Presumably xal, 0¢, or even asyndeton could have been used
here, bringing their own pragmatic constraints to the text, and an adversa-
tive relation would still be felt. This is similar to the discussions in chapter
2 on 0¢ and contrast. Opposition would be present with or without ¢\
because it arises from the semantics of the particular context. Opposition
is inherent to the utterance itself when a negated clause and a positive
clause that provide alternate courses of action are juxtaposed. Thus, aMa
likely signals a more specific pragmatic constraint that uniquely sets it
apart from other viable options (xal, 0¢, @). The relation that &2\ signals
may be better described as corrective. The reader is instructed to build
their mental representation by regarding what follows the DM as a correc-
tion to previously processed information: “not to allow anyone to extort
us nor to force his way but/rather/instead to send away such ones.” Thus,
unlike €i/éav ), which is also a corrective, @\d does not have the require-
ment that its host utterance counter truth-propositional content. Instead,
aMa signals a broader corrective that serves to realign the reader’s mental
representation according to the author’s purposes. The material preceding
@Ma is still both relevant and salient—the authors do not want Demetrios
and Stephanos to allow officials to do those actions—but by using aMa
to signal a correction, the preceding negated act is understood to be sup-
planted by the act to send such people away. The result of this is that the
authors have led their reader down a particular mental path that regards
the two requests as intrinsically tied together by being mutually exclusive
options (“do not do X instead do Y”). While the reader may have been able
to travel this mental path without an explicit corrective marker, such is not

7. The DM is occurring with a low moderate scope, connecting the two clauses
headed by the infinitives émitpémew and éxméumery.
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a foregone reading of the text without &\d. The authors ensure the mental
route is taken by guiding the reader with &Ma.

4.1.2. PCair.Zen. 1.59041 (257 BCE)

The beginning of this letter is fragmentary and so some of the context is
lost, but it concerns a tax collector who had been arrested (presumably
wrongly). The author writes to Zenon to explain the situation.?

(5) dxovoag 0t [m]ap’ Ap[&v 6Tt] odx EoTv [Aliogxovpidov vmnpéTyg, dMa
Nuérepos %y (10) Aoyeutng, viiv 0 Abyvodwpou Tol éyhafdvtos Méudu,
Gua 0t xal pawdbuevos 8t odx HBovAeTo aitoduev[og] dpylptov dodvar \
mpoavyyelev adtov/ [amnyayev [a]dTév] Nixdvopt \xat amiyyaye[v]./
(5) Now; after hearing from us that the man is not a servant of Dioskouri-
dos (alla he was my tax collector and now [he works] for Athenodoros
who (10) receives taxes in Memphis)® and also at the same time being
enraged because the one who was asked did not want to provide the
silver, he denounced the man to Nikanor and arrested him.

Similar to the previous example, @\d occurs here in a [NEG X aMa Y]
construction, where @Ma introduces a correction to a preceding state-
ment: “the man is not a servant of Dioskouridos, but/rather he was my
tax-collector and now works for Athenodoros” As discussed previously,
though opposition is present, an adversative relation would be felt regard-
less, whether the DM was aA\a, xal, or 0¢, owing to what is explicitly
communicated in context. The DM could have even been left out, and an
adversative relationship would have still been retrievable: “The man is not
a servant of Diskouridos; he was my tax collector” Of course, if left to
asyndeton, the reader must be able to supply any relevant relation beyond
that of contextual opposition, and this risks miscommunication. Thus,
@Ma must narrow the reader’s processing options in some way if it is to
be of communicative use. The utterance as a whole makes the most sense

8. For a little more on the context, see Edgar, P.Cair.Zen, 66.

9. It is unclear what is meant by to8 éyAaf3évtoc Méud. My translation assumes
that the intended meaning of the participle is to describe Athenodoros as a tax-collector
for whom other tax-collectors work. Regarding the confusion of y for » (éxAaBévtog),
see Francis Thomas Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byz-
antine Periods, Vol. 1: Phonology (Milan: Istituto Editoriale Cisalpino—La Goliardica,
1976), 63.
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if aMa is corrective, signaling that what follows corrects the preceding by
replacing the incorrect employment with an accurate employment history.
Inherently, there is an element of opposition to correction, which is likely
why @Ma is so frequently found in adversative contexts, but the focus of
a corrective relation is on the explicit pragmatic constraint to regard what
follows as a correction to previously processed information.!?

However, this instance of dAa is more complicated than it first
appears and does differ from the previous example. The &M in example
1 links two infinitive clauses together that operate on the same plane of
discourse. There, the DM corrects material as it is explicitly stated in the
text. In the present example, though, dMa corrects information arising
from the textual material but not quite as it is stated in the text. The mate-
rial that precedes the DM is an object clause (“that the man is not a servant
of Dioskouridos), but aMa introduces two independent sentences. What's
more, these sentences function in the discourse as an aside, as background
information. The DM’s host utterance—&M& Huétepos Ny Aoyeutys, viv o&
AbByvodwpou Tob eyraBévrog Méudiv—is not a part of the narrative of the
letter. It could be removed and the letter would flow just as well, narrating
the events that took place. In other words, the purpose of the @M clause is
not to convey what the man heard instead—such is immaterial to the sen-
tence as a whole within the context of the narrative—but to provide this
information to Zenon, who is reading the letter. Thus, the ¢A\a here does
not correct the explicitly stated object clause, that is, “hearing that the man
is not a servant of Dioskouridos but rather hearing that he was my tax col-
lector” Instead, its use assumes that the information “He is not a servant
of Dioskouridos” is present in Zenon’s mental representation as discrete
information that can be corrected outside of the grammatical context of
the letter as an independent statement.

4.1.3. PMich. 1.23 (257 BCE)

Aristeides writes to Zenon about his nomination by his fellow citizens as
the commissary of grain. This is not a job that he wants or for which he
feels qualified.

10. Consider the difference in English between “but” and “instead” or “rather”
While “but” can be used in practically any context suitable to “instead” and “rather,”
owing to its more general pragmatic constraints (see the discussion of example 4
below), “instead” and “rather” are used to explicitly indicate correction or replacement.
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(1) Apioeions Zhvewvt yaipew. {xaiés &v &ot} el Eppwoatl xal T& AoiTd
ool E0TL TAVTA XaTA YVOWNY, oLt &v Tols Beols moA ydptv- Eppupfat]
0t xal adTés. cuBEPnréy wot Umd T@v moMTéY TpoPeBAijodal pe aitou
gydoxéall olmw Byt por @V Etév 000t ywopévng pot THe Aertovpylag
TalTYS, aM& Oie dBovepiav TIvég [pe mpogPatiov].

(1) Aristeides to Zenon. Greetings. If you are well and everything else is
in accordance with your wishes, I would give much thanks to the gods.
I am also well. It has fallen to my lot to be proposed by the citizens as
receiver of grain, not yet being of age nor due for this public service, alla
certain persons proposed me because of envy.

In this instance, none of the options provided by grammars and lexica
(adversative, exceptive, transitional, continuative, and emphatic) are able
to pinpoint what is communicated by the DM. This is due in part to the lack
of an obvious connection between the propositions connected by aAa.
However, recall the discussion from §1.2.2.4. A DM guides the reader in
how to process its host utterance in relation to the mental representation
under construction. The explicit linguistic components of a discourse are
not the only elements that are stored in the reader’s mental representation.
Elements such as the movement of the discourse, implications, implica-
tures, assumptions, and the reader’s encyclopedic knowledge are a part of
the mental representation that the reader is in the process of constructing.
Thus, in this case, it appears that &A\a is connecting its host utterance to
information drawn from an implication that arises from processing the
previous material. By stating that he is not of age nor due for the public
service, Aristeides implies that he should have never been proposed for
this office in the first place. The DM’s host utterance corrects the implica-
tion, communicating that, despite his unsuitability, he was proposed for
the office by certain persons with something against him. To introduce
this correction to the natural implication of his lack of qualifications, he
uses aA\d, signaling that what follows offers a corrective to the preceding
implication. Unlike example 1, where the reader could have inferred the
corrective relation even without 4\, the context here does not lend itself
to a corrective interpretation. The DM is necessary.

This instance of @Md would likely fall under the traditional “adver-
sative” label, but such nomenclature leaves something to be desired.

11. eydoxéa is a spelling variation of éxdoxéa. On the interchange of y and x, see
n. 9 above.
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The information following @Ma is relevant not because of opposition
between it and the implication but because it informs the reader of how
the current events have come about despite the implication that Aris-
teides should not have been put forward for the position to begin with.
Thus, by using dA\d, the author sets up his reader to incorporate the
DM’s host utterance into their mental representation of the discourse as
a corrective to this information.

4.1.4. P.Col. 4.66 (256/255 BCE)

The author of this letter writes to Zenon about his mistreatment at the
hands of some of Zenon’s associates.!> The content of the letter clearly
indicates that the author was not a Greek and that this is a factor in the
current trouble he faces.!* He requests that Zenon instruct his associates
to treat him fairly.

gy ¢ xal Bépog xal xeiudva &v Té1 mévwt ylvopat. 6 8¢ pot cuvtdooet 8gog
Aapfavew eig dPwviov. G xateyvoxadiv pov 6Tt eipl BapPBapos. déopat
otv oou (20) \el got doxel/ ouvtdar adTols Smws Té ddetddueva xoplowpa
xal ol Aotmol edtdxTwaly pot va wi) Tét Audt Tapaméiwpal 6Tt oUx
émloTapal ENnilem.

Now, I am also in difficulty both summer and winter. And he orders me
to accept poor wine for salary. Alla, they have treated me with scorn
because I am a “barbarian.” I beg you therefore, if it seems good to you,
to give (20) them orders that I am to obtain what is owed and that in
the future they pay me in full, in order that I may not perish of hunger
because I do not know how to act the Hellene.

As an attempt is made to discern what @A\a signals and what its core func-
tion is, it is important to note that this occurrence of aAa differs from
the above examples in that (1) it is not preceded by a negated clause (or a
negated implication) and (2) no adversative element may be felt.

The salient relation between the mental representation and the utter-
ance introduced by @A\a is not immediately clear. This may be an instance
in which one is tempted to regard &M as an emphatic particle, since the

12. The author is unknown.

13. John L. White takes the mention of camels earlier in the letter to suggest
that the author “was an Arab” (Light from Ancient Letters [Philadelphia: Fortress,
1986], 47).
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traditional adversative understanding does not fit. This would result in the
host utterance being read as a confirmation of the preceding content: “And
he orders me to accept poor wine for a salary. Indeed, they have treated
me with scorn because I am a ‘barbarian.” It is not clear how an emphatic
reading is relevant or coherent. Even if such a reading could be argued as
coherent, it does leave one wondering why clear emphatic particles, such
as wiv or 0%, were not used. More importantly, before such a reading could
be accepted, this postulated function for aAa would need to be demon-
strated in some other occurrences of it and, crucially, would need to be
somehow related to its more frequent and productive uses (i.e., uses that
exemplify a prototypical core) that are clearly not emphatic.

I suggest that A is signaling a corrective relation, as it has done in
the above three examples. In this case, however, rather than signaling a
correction to explicit content within the preceding proposition or to an
implication that arises from what preceded, it appears to be signaling that
what follows is a correction to any other possible assumption Zenon may
have as to why the author is being treated with scorn. The author wants
Zenon to know that he is being treated poorly because of his ethnicity and
not for any other reason. In order to communicate this, he could simply
place the two propositions side by side, but this would leave the relation
implicit. By using aMd, he explicitly guides his reader to understand what
follows as a corrective. Since there is nothing textual nor an implication for
the proposition to correct, though, the corrected element must be some-
thing else in the reader’s mental representation—in this case, a presumed
incorrect assumption regarding the situation that could have arisen from
his reading of the text and his knowledge of the people involved. It may
even be the case that by using @Ma the recipient is invited to realize or
manifest the assumption. That is, rather than presuming the recipient has,
in fact, made an assumption, the use of @&\ forces the assumption to be
realized in order to accommodate the rhetorical purpose.

This is similar to how the DM “but” is used in English. As discussed
in chapter 1, Blakemore has argued that “but” encodes a procedural con-
straint that activates “an inference that results in the contradiction and
elimination of an assumption,” even if the speaker is only presuming the
intended recipient holds that assumption.!* This was demonstrated by the

14. See ch. 1. Blakemore, Relevance and Linguistic Meaning, 100, but see Blake-
more’s entire discussion in 89-115.
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sentence, “I enjoy books by Brandon Sanderson, but I am not a Mormon.”
Moreover, the assumption does not even have to be derivable from the
linguistic context but can simply be presumed by the speaker to be held
by the recipient. Blakemore demonstrates this with the example of Person
A giving Person B a glass of whiskey and Person B saying, “But I don’t
drink”!> From a cognitive perspective, then, there is no reason that aMa
cannot signal a corrective to an assumption that the author presumes the
reader may hold. Since it is to the reader’s mental representation that &M
signals a correction, it should not matter whether the stored information
was an assumption, an implication, or derived from explicit material.

This explanation is more satisfying than positing any of the plethora
of meanings often attributed to ¢Md in nonadversative contexts. Posit-
ing a corrective function has the strength of being more in line with what
has been observed thus far with ¢A\a than any other possible function. In
addition, one should expect the DM’s core function, signaling a corrective,
to be applicable in various contexts of use.

4.1.5. PMich. 18.774 (194/193 BCE)

In this letter, a goldsmith named Menches writes to Protarchos, an offi-
cial. Two men, a tax collector and police officer, recently attacked Menches
and took a lump of silver that he had under contract. Menches now finds
himself in a precarious position and requests help in reclaiming the silver.

(25) éyw o0t meplomwpevos OO Tol xuplov Tol dpyvpiov o dlvauat
exdnuiioar && (30) xataddeipopar dpydv. Smwg odv ddvwpar Té els T
Baoihixdv TéXy dvamhnpoly, 816 oe dedpevos petameupduevoy adTolg
émavayxdoar amodolval wot T dpylptov. (35) ToOTOU Yyap yevouevou @
OmoTelg ox &dxnBroopat M Tevgopat Ponbelag. edTiyeL.

(25) Now, since I am being overburdened by the owner of the silver, I
am not able to leave town alla I am being destroyed from being idle.
Therefore, in (30) order that I be able to pay the taxes owed to the royal
bank in full, I ask and beseech you to send for them and to force them
to give back the silver to me. For, when this happens, I being one who is

15. Blakemore, Relevance and Linguistic Meaning, 105. Granted, the assumption
is presumed to be held based on the situational context, but the point remains that
DMs relate information to the mental representation being constructed by the recipi-
ent and this allows assumptions to be that to which a DM relates.
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subject to taxes, [ will (35) not be done injustice alla I will have received
help. Farewell.

Similar to example 4, the first occurrence of éMa (“I am not able to leave
town @Ma I am being destroyed from being idle”) seems to signal a correc-
tion to a presumed assumption. Upon reading “I am not able to leave town,”
the recipient may assume that, despite the unfortunate circumstances, at
least Menches (the author) is still able to work and make a living. How-
ever, there is another issue at hand. The silver Menches had under contract
was taken from him, and he cannot go about his work without it. Thus, to
remind his reader of this, the author uses a4, signaling that a correc-
tion is being made to the mental representation: “I am not able to leave
town, but (that does not mean I am able to work) I am being destroyed
from being idle!” The salient relation between the mental representa-
tion and the correction is not so much one of opposition or contrast (in
this case, semantically, it would be difficult even to pin down any explicit
opposition or contrast); rather, the issue is that the material following ¢Ma
offers a correction to a possible assumption the reader may make. Note,
too, that the DM’s interaction with this kind of context, that is, correcting
an assumption, brings to bear a slightly different “feel” to the corrective
relation than what is normally expected with dMa. In what is a typical
kind of occurrence of @Ma, the DM is preceded by a negated clause, fol-
lowed by a positive assertion (the construction [NEG aMa POS]), and the
particle’s host utterance corrects and replaces information in the mental
representation that originates from the explicit textual material preced-
ing the particle.!® This is why glosses like “rather” and “instead” are so
fitting for aMd, since interclausal “rather” and “instead” typically occur
in [NEG particle POS] constructions and signal a correction that replaces
information originating in the preceding textual material, for example, “I
do not want to go to school, rather/instead I want to go to the movies.” In
this example, what the speaker wants to do (go to the movies) replaces
what they do not want to do (go to school). In the instance of ¢Ma under
discussion, however, glosses such as “rather” and “instead” are unsuitable
translations. It would not be clear what is being communicated by “Now,
since I am being overburdened by the master of the silver, I am not able
to leave town, rather/instead 1 am being destroyed from being idle” The

16. This usage may be observed in examples 1 and 2 above.
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unsuitability of “rather” and “instead” is due to the fact that the DM’s host
utterance, while it is a correction, does not replace anything in the reader’s
mental representation. This is not to say that aMa is exhibiting a different
function. As discussed in §1.2.2, the slightly different meanings that one
may observe in a DM are not necessarily evidence of divergent semantics;
instead, they may simply be the result of how the DM’s core function inter-
acts with different types of contexts. Thus, in this example, @\a can still be
seen to signal its core corrective constraint; its interaction with the context
results in the correction not being one of replacement, though, but one
that counters the reader’s incorrect assumption by realigning the reader to
the issue at hand. Note that, had éM\¢ not occurred, the overall contribu-
tion of the clauses to the letter’s discourse may have remained the same,
but the reader would not have been led to correct a presumed assumption
nor would the relation between the two sentences be immediately clear
and retrievable.

The second instance of aMa (“I ... will not be done injustice aMa I
will have received help”), is more typical of what one normally encounters
with the DM. It is occurring in a [NEG d@Ma POS] construction, in which
the particle introduces a correction to information that is explicitly com-
municated in the preceding clause. The interaction of the DM’s corrective
constraint with this type of context results in the reader understanding the
host utterance to be the positive corollary to what was previously negated.
In other words, the information communicated in the DM’s host utterance
provides a positive replacement for the canceled event—Menches will not
be done injustice, instead he will have received help. Interestingly, a dif-
ferent DM could have been used here, such as xal: To0Tou yap yevouévou
@v Omotedns olx &duenByoopat xal tedfopar Bonbeiac— For, when this is
happens, I, being one who is subject to taxes, will not be done injustice,
and I will have received help.” The overall meaning is the same, but the
pragmatic relation between propositions has changed, which alters how
the reader processes the discourse and affects the nature of the rhetoric.
By using aMa, the reader is led to regard the two clauses as binary options.
Receiving help is understood as a correction to being done injustice and,
in this way, as that which ought to happen instead. On the other hand,
xal signals a simple continuative, additive relation that does not explicitly
lead the reader to view its host utterance as the proper resulting action
that happens in place of being done injustice. Thus, there is pragmatic and
rhetorical purpose in using @éMa here. By using the connective, the author
constrains the reader to view events as a binary, the second as a correction
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to the first, detailing what should happen instead of, or in place of, the
potential first event. The DM’s host utterance is portrayed as communi-
cating the positive event that corrects and takes the place of the negated
event—receiving help happens in place of being done injustice. Note that
the negated clause is still true, Menches will not be done injustice. It is the
potential event of being done injustice to which aA\a signals a correction.
Note also that the traditional label “adversative ¢Ma” leaves something to
be desired here, as it does not fully explain what the particle is signaling
and how the information in its host utterance relates to the information in
the reader’s mental representation of the text.

4.1.6. PTebt. 1.105 (103 BCE)

This is a contract between Ptolemaios and Horion concerning the lease of
land from Horion to Ptolemaios. It details for the parties involved what is
expected during the contracted period.

Bepaiwtw 3t ‘Qpiwv Trodepaint xal Tois map” adtod ™y picbwoy xali]
e ex THig (30) [yfis] [yevIquata éxxapmicacbal eml Tolg Suyyopeupévols Tov
cuyyeypapuévov xpdvov xal 8v &v dént émt tou[Twt,] [xal uln é[&éoTw ad]
i1 éTépotg petapabolv und® éyBaiew tov Ttodepaiov mpd ol xpdvou
undt xwAd[ew] [un]oe tods [map’ alotol xatepyallo]uévous Thv yiiv
undt motilovtag xat’ &Tog TOV omdpov el dUMov, dM\g xai &[mo-][ddT]w
Ttolepaint év Tét Siwplopévmt xpdvwt Té gig TV xepooxoTiay Aotma xaAxod
TaravTe 000 xaboTL Tp[ bxettal. ]

Horion must guarantee to Ptolemaios and those from him the lease and
(30) the produce of the land upon the terms for the contracted time and
for whatever may be necessary upon this, and he is not permitted to
lease the land to others or expel Ptolemaios before this time or hinder
him or those from him from tilling the ground or watering the crop
each year, alla he must also pay Ptolemaios within the declared time the
remaining two talents of bronze for the breaking up of the dry land, as
is mentioned above.

The contract first states what Horion is not permitted to do, namely, lease
the land to others, expel Ptolemaios, or hinder his work, and then what
Horion must do: Give Ptolemaios the remaining two bronze talents within
the appointed time. These two complementary parts of the contract are
joined together by aMd. Similar to some of the examples above (1, 2, and
5 [second occurrence]), @& occurs in a [NEG é@Md POS] construction,
and to a certain extent, a similar corrective/replacement force can be felt:
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The host utterance provides the positive action that Horion is meant to
undertake—remuneration—in place of the canceled actions he is not to
undertake—leasing the land, expelling Ptolemaios, and hindering Ptol-
emaios. However, the adverbial xai after @\a works against reading the
host utterance as a replacement or at least renders it an atypical kind of
replacement. The adverbial xai would seem to guide the reader to under-
stand the utterance introduced by @A\a to be an addition to the preceding.
In this way, @Ma xal together would signal a correction not to preceding
textual material but to an assumption that all of the requirements have
been given—similar to English’s “what’s more.” That this is the case is
ostensibly confirmed by what immediately follows in the letter:

[éav 0]t adTovg wi PePatol xaba yéypamtar 7 dMo Tt mapacuyypadi
T@v (35) mpoyeypapuuévay arotetoatw ‘Qpiw[v] TIt[ole]ualw émiTinov
xaAxol Tadavta Tpidxovta xal Tob wy dmododvar TOV eis THY xepooxomiay
xeAxdv AufoAtov] \xal T BAdBos/

Now, if he should not guarantee them as it is written or breaks contract (35)
with respect to anything mentioned above, Horion must pay Ptolemaios a
penalty of thirty bronze talents and, for not paying the copper money for
the breaking up of the land, one and a half times (the cost) plus the damage.

The consequences for Horion are divided into two: first, the consequence
for not fulfilling what was guaranteed and, second, the consequence for
failing to pay Ptolemaios for breaking up the land. The two are treated
separately, following from the instructions for Horion where they are pre-
sented separately. Since the payment for Ptolemaios’s work on the land is
a distinct part of the agreement that incurs its own consequences if not
fulfilled, it makes sense to separate it from the other instructions.!” By
using @Ma (+ xal) to introduce it, the reader is encouraged to correct an
assumption (or to manifest an assumption and then correct it) that the
preceding are the only instructions for Horion. The reader is then pre-
pared to process correctly another distinct instruction that has its own
consequences should it not be carried out.'3

17. Presumably, ¢ is not used here as it would indicate too strong a break. Note
that ¢ is used at the beginning of the details of Horion’s commitments (Befaiotw 0&
‘Qplwv) and then again to introduce the consequences should Horion not fulfill his
commitments ([éav 0] adtovg wi) Befatol).

18. This, then, is similar to the fairly common construction [0d pévov X aMa
xal Y].
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4.1.7. The Function of dAAa as Evinced in the Papyri

In light of the representative sample examined above, a corrective func-
tion can be posited for aMa that suitably covers each instance of use. The
DM signals a corrective to a presumed piece of information in the recipi-
ent’s mental representation of the text, which, once processed, realigns
the recipient’s mental representation according to the author’s purposes.
The corrected information may originate in the explicit textual commu-
nication, in an assumption the author presumes the reader may have, or
in an implication that arises from the material preceding the particle. In
no instance was there a need to find an alternative explanation for the
DM’s use. One can observe in each occurrence of ¢A\a above a core func-
tion of instructing the reader to regard its host utterance as a corrective
to prior information. When occurring in the construction [NEG éMa
POS] and correcting information that originates in the explicit textual
material (as opposed to an implication or assumption), opposition arises
owing to the negation of one item of a set and the positive assertion of an
item from an alternative set. As a result in such contexts, the correcting
set signaled by aMa is felt to replace the negated (canceled) set. This is a
natural outworking of the semantics of the surrounding context and the
DM’s corrective function.

4.2. The Use of @¢A\Ad in the LXX

In this section, I investigate a representative sample of @¢A\a taken from the
LXX Pentateuch. There are sixty occurrences of the DM in the Pentateuch.’

4.2.1. Examples from the LXX

In Gen 19:2, two angels visit Sodom and encounter Lot at the city gate. He
invites them to his home for the night, but they decline.

\ s H ’ ’ > 7 H ) 3, ~ 1 <~ \
xal eimev 1000, xiplot, éxxAivate eig TOV oixov Tol maudds VuEY xal
xataboate xal vivashe Tobg médag Opbiv, xal dpbpicavtes dmedevoeabe eig

\ ¢ ¢ ~ 5 4 L) y 2 ~ r A
Y 680V Dpév. eimay 3¢ Ovxi, G év Tff mAateiq xataAdoouey.

19. Genesis: twenty-two times; Exodus: nine times; Leviticus: six times; Num-

bers: ten times; Deuteronomy: thirteen times. The collocation @A\’ 4 is not included.
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And he said, “Listen, sirs! Turn aside into the house of your servant, rest,
and wash your feet. When you rise early in the morning, you will depart
on your way.” But they said, “No, alla we will rest in the street”

DNAIWM 09X AT D 027 MPAOR R TN ITRTRI I KRN

151 21172 0 KY IARM 0237TH onabm
And he said, “Please listen, sirs! Turn aside to your servant’s house,
stay overnight, and wash your feet. You may rise early in the morning
and go on your way.” But they said, “No, rather we will stay overnight
in the street”

The angels’ answer to Lot, Ovx(, A\’ év T mAatela xataiboopey, exhibits
what is mostly typical of what one would expect with aMa. It appears
in a [NEG @Ma POS] construction—the only atypical feature being that
the negated clause is assumed—and the host utterance serves as a correc-
tive replacement to information that originated in the assumed counter
Lot’s request (“No, [we will not stay in your house])” Instead of resting
at Lot’s house, they will rest in the street. The DM signals that this cor-
rection to prior content is being made, and the interaction between it
and the context results in a sense of replacement—the angels’ resting in
the street will happen in place of their resting at Lot’s. An example such
as this may be the most fitting of the label “adversative &¢Md,” owing to
how the DM’s host utterance counters and replaces the prior information.
However, such opposition arises naturally by means of negating the prior
information and then asserting a positive statement that contrasts with
it. Moreover, replacement is felt by virtue of the vacuum that is created
when an event is negated and then followed by @¢A\d. In such contexts, it
is typically the case that the DM’s host utterance fills the spot left by the
prior negation. The particle does not always occur in such contexts, but
insofar as has been observed up to this point, it always carries a general
corrective constraint. Thus, though this may be a fitting example of so-
called adversative dMd, we ought to understand such not as a defining
function of dAAa but rather as a particular usage of the corrective marker
in specific types of contexts.

The translation of the underlying Hebrew is both fitting and informa-
tive. Here, @Ma represents the particle 2. Certainly, @4 is not normally
regarded as a qualitative equivalent to " (particles such as 67t and 06Tt
would typically be more appropriate), but in this case, it ought to be
regarded as such. The Hebrew DM "3 is polysemous, and its functions can
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be difficult to describe and relate to one another.2? However, there is reason
and consensus enough to regard "3 in certain contexts as a marker of con-
tent that counters and replaces prior information. When *3 follows &%, as
it does here, Carl Follingstad argues that it marks counterassertive polar
focus. He writes, “In this case, the addressee has denied or challenged an
original assertion by the speaker in some way, so the speaker first denies
(with &%), then positively asserts (with 1) a proposition relative to the
contradiction”?! This use of "3, in this type of context, is confirmed by
Barry Bandstra as well, who even cites Gen 19:2 as an example.?? What
one may observe in LXX Gen 19:2, then, is a translator rendering "> with

20. Three works in recent years have noted the difficulties in understanding the
function of "2 and have attempted linguistic descriptions of it. First, Bandstra con-
cludes that it is a syntactic relator particle that joins two clauses in a dependency rela-
tion and details various semantic functions that arise based on the *2-clause’s position
in its sentence and on its interaction with the context. In noting the difficulties of
"3, he writes, “Particle ky has a remarkable breadth of usage in Biblical Hebrew.... It
is as common as it is elusive and enigmatic” (Bandstra, “Syntax of Particle ‘KY;” 1).
Second, Follingstad, approaches "2 from the perspective of mental space theory and
regards the DM as a discourse deictic particle that may be used as a complementizer,
a focus particle, or an epistemic modal particle. He also notes the difficulty of the
particle: “*2 is without doubt the key problem in the BH [Biblical Hebrew] particle
system, a system itself not without importance. Occasionally, the particle is seemingly
so difficult to interpret that it inspires excision” (Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint, 2).
Lastly, Locatell takes a cognitive linguistic approach and incorporates insights from
mental space theory, grammaticalization, linguistic typology, and prototype theory.
He posits that causal 2 is its most prototypical use (which itself is internally complex)
and then eight further uses: “in order of prototypicality:... complementizer, condi-
tional, temporal, adversative, discourse marker of continuation/elaboration, conces-
sive, purpose/result, exceptive/restrictive/negative conditional, and apodosis marker
of a conditional clause” (Locatell, “Grammatical Polysemy in the Hebrew Bible,” 287).

21. Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint, 157. So also Aejmelaeus, “Function and Inter-
pretation of *2,” 175-76; Jotion, §172c.

22. Bandstra, “Syntax of Particle KY;” 152. Bandstra labels this use of the particle
as “adversative "2 However, consider Follingstad’s comment on such a label: “From
the point of view of the traditional BH grammatical analysis of *3, [the occurrence of
"2 in 1Sam 15:35] is a typical ‘adversative’ clause.... However, a more schematic and
insightful analysis of " is as a marker of ‘(assertive) polar focus. This type of focus
asserts a positive polar value relative to an explicitly stated or contextually implied
counter-presupposition which the speaker/narrator assumes the hearer/reader has in
mind in that context. Polar focus is more involved than any ‘adversative’ ‘but’ mean-
ing, which in any case can be marked without *2 by -1 ‘and’ and a preposed noun, for
example” (Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint, 157 [emphasis original]).
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a contextually sensitive qualitative translation. Under normal circum-
stances, there would be no reason to render "2 with ¢Ma. However, in this
particular context, @\« is, in actuality, a better translation than any of the
Greek particles that typically render *2. Such a translation is only possible,
at the least, by attention to context and, possibly, also by an awareness
of the corrective function of "3 in a [NEG "2 POS] construction.?? It is
also worth noting that in order to use d¢Ad, the translator had to have
some idea of what was about to be communicated. Moreover, they had to
make the decision, based on their reading of the text, of how the DM’s host
utterance ought to be related to the discourse.

The next example of &4 is found in Gen 20:12. In this verse, Abra-
ham is speaking with Abimelech, who has just been informed that Sarah
is Abraham’s wife. Abimelech confronted Abraham, asking him why he
would deceive him. Abraham responds:

(20:11) And Abraham said, “For, I said “There is, then, no piety in this
place, and they will kill me because of my wife’

(20:12) xal y&p dAnbas 4OeAd) ol éotiv éx matpds, &N oUx éx unTpds:
gyevndy 0¢ pot el yuvaixa.

For, she also is truly my sister by father, alla not by mother. And she
became my wife”

AWRY AN MRTNA KD TR R AR AR IAKRTDN
And, truly, she is also my sister; she is the daughter of my father—only
not the daughter of my mother. And she became my wife.

Similar to the occurrences of aMa in papyri examples 4 and 5 above, the
particle in 20:12 signals a correction to an assumption, namely, that Sarah
is Abraham’s full-blooded sister. Such would be the natural assumption
for the hearer or reader to make upon processing the statement xal yap

23. So also Wevers, who writes on this instance, “In their reply ox! is followed by
a "3 clause in the Hebrew. [The translator] interpreted this contextually as an adver-
sative particle, aA\"” (Wevers, Genesis, 266). This is not surprising for the translator
of Genesis. As Mark W. Scarlata writes, “Although the translator of Genesis closely
adhered to the Hebrew text, his linguistic skills are demonstrated through his semantic
differentiation and his ability to use a variety of Greek terms or expressions depending
on contextual demands” (“Genesis,” in Aitken, Te>T Clark Companion to the Septua-
gint, 16-17).
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aAnbéic aoeAdn wol éoTv éx matpds. By using aMa, Abraham alerts his
recipient that a correction is forthcoming, and once the particle’s host
utterance has been processed with this procedural instruction in mind,
it is clear that the corrected information is the potential assumption that
Sarah is a full-blooded sibling to Abraham. It is important to note how
the same core corrective function may be observed here as in Gen 19:2
despite the fact that there is no sense of replacement. The host utterance
oUx éx unTpos does not replace the corrected information, rather it simply
offers a corrective to it.24 The two occurrences of @Ma both signal correc-
tion, but that constraint interacts with their respective contexts in slightly
different ways.

This is the only instance in LXX Genesis in which éda is used in
place of R. The two are certainly not qualitatively equivalent, and in this
context, an adverb such as uévov could have been used to represent both
the text and the meaning of the underlying Hebrew.?> Assuming, then,
that the translator’s Vorlage did contain the adverb R, it would seem that
they were not concerned with guiding their reader back to the Hebrew,
since aMa in no way can be said to do so in this instance.?® Rather, the
translator appears to have been concerned with providing a contextually
appropriate rendering of their source text. Thus, this evinces a contextual
awareness on the part of the Genesis translator, as @A\ would not have
been motivated otherwise.

The DM also occurs in Exod 10:25. Here, the pharaoh has agreed to
let the Hebrews go in order to worship the Lord in the wilderness. His one

24. This is why the English translation “instead” works well in Gen 19:2 but not in
Gen 20:12, as it explicitly signals replacement.

25. Though Hebrew lexica include subentries (normally final or near-final) for the
few occurrences of supposedly adversative T8 (HALOT, s.v. “T®”; BDB, s.v. “I8”; Gese-
nius, Hebrdisches und Aramdisches Handworterbuch, s.v. “IX”), Hebrew grammarians
make no mention of such a function (see BHRG; Ronald J. Williams, Williams’ Hebrew
Syntax, rev. and exp. John C. Beckman, 3rd ed. [Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
2007]; IBHS [though Waltke and O’Connor use the gloss “but” occasionally, they are
clear that the particle is a restricting adverb, not an adversative; see §39.3.5d.]; Jotion;
GKG; Bill T. Arnold and John H. Choi, A Guide to Biblical Hebrew Syntax [ Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008]). The Hebrew lexica, it would seem, are attempting
to account for those few instances in which a disjunction or adversative sense is overt
contextually, though the limitative force of X is sufficient explanation for its use.

26. According to Dines, the Genesis translator was using a text “very similar to
(though not always identical with) the later MT” (Dines, Septuagint, 14).
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stipulation is that their sheep and cattle be left behind. Moses, however,
debates this.

(10:24) And pharaoh called Moses and Aaron saying, “Go! Serve the
Lord your God. Only leave the sheep and cattle. And let your women
and children depart with you?”

(10:25) xal eimev Mwvafisc AN xal ob dwoels Ny dhoxavTtwpate xal
Bucoiag, & morjoopey xuplw T6 Bed Nudv,

And Moses said, “Alla you will also give us burnt offerings and sacrifices,
which we will make to the Lord our God;

(10:26) our animals will also go with us, and we will not not leave behind
a hoof. For, we will take from them to serve the Lord our God. We do
not know how we might serve the Lord our God until we arrive there”

IPAOR MY WY MY o'Nar uTa D0 ANKRT0X AWwN NKN
And Moses said, “You will also give sacrifices and burnt offerings into
our hand so that we might present them to YHWH our God?”

This occurrence of aA\a differs significantly from the others examined in
that it is speech-initial. The information to which it signals a correction
must either originate in preceding textual material outside of its dis-
course context (Moses’s speech) or in implied or assumed information
presumed to be cognitively active in the mind of the interlocutor. The
latter is the case here. There is an implicit assumption made by the pha-
raoh that the Hebrews will be able to perform their cultic duties without
their animals. By using @Ma, the host utterance is portrayed as a cor-
rective to that assumption: The Hebrews cannot sacrifice without their
animals, so the pharaoh must be willing to supply them.?” This occur-
rence is all the more interesting given the rhetoric in play. Moses does not
actually believe that the pharaoh will provide offerings for the Hebrews;
this is made clear in 10:26, where he drops the pretense. Thus, it appears
in verse 25 that Moses is portrayed as being impudent; he signals his
utterance as a corrective to pharaoh’s incorrect assumption and then

27. Wevers comments, “The sense of Exod lies in the understanding of dcoelg as
‘but also you must grant us, i.e. a cultic journey without the accoutrements of sacrifice
is meaningless” (Wevers, Exodus, 158).
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positively asserts that, since they cannot sacrifice without their animals,
pharaoh must be providing them.?8

Regarding the particle’s relationship to the underlying Hebrew, it
would seem that &Md was used despite the lack of an equivalent in the
Vorlage.?® Instead, @¢Ma was apparently motivated by the communica-
tive desire to explicitly guide the reader to process Moses’s response as a
corrective. If the translator had no conception of the wider context, aAa
would not have been used here, as its appearance is necessarily motivated
by an awareness of the discourse and a contextually based decision of how
the pieces of information ought to be related. In addition, if the transla-
tor were concerned with guiding the reader back to the Hebrew text, then
there would have been every reason not to use @¢Ma. The text would still
make sense without it. In the end, what one may observe here is the work
of a diligent translator who was willing to render his Vorlage into good
Greek style, even when his choices were not lexically motivated. This fits
with the character of the Exodus translator as described by Aejmelaeus.
She writes:

He was free enough to add and omit words and grammatical items,
but he obviously did not do so out of indifference or negligence.... The
translator of Exodus may thus be characterized as a competent transla-
tor, mindful of genuine Greek expressions, free in his relationship to the
original, but still exact in reproducing his original relatively faithfully.>®

In Lev 27:16-21, the laws regarding a field that has been consecrated are
detailed. Verses 20-21 specifically deal with what may happen if a man
does not redeem the field and decides to sell it.

(27:20) “Now, if he does not redeem the field and sells it to another man,
he may no longer redeem it,

(27:21) & Eotar & dypds Egednlubuiag Tic ddéoews dytos TG xuplw
tomep 9 Yij ) ddwptopévy- T6 iepel EoTar xaTaoETIS.

28. In colloquial English, this may be represented by something like, “Well then, I
guess you are giving us burnt offerings and sacrifices!”

29. Larry J. Perkins (“Exodus: To the Reader;” NETS, 43) states that the Exodus
translator followed a text quite similar to the MT.

30. Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know?,” 92.
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alla the field will be, when the release has expired, holy to the Lord just
as the land set aside; it will be a possession for the priest”

INMK AN ]ﬂ:b onn ATw MY wIp b2 InRRa TWR
And the field will be, when it reverts in Jubilee, consecrated to YHWH,
as a devoted field; his possession will belong to the priest.

By using @Md, the author guides the reader down a mental pathway that
results in a specific mental representation. Verse 20 is not the last word on
the subject. The man may no longer redeem the land, but there is more to say
about what will happen to it. Instead of the land being redeemable, it will be
given to the priest. The DM explicitly signals this corrective relation, instruct-
ing the reader to regard the information communicated in 27:21 as the
positive correction, or in this context, corrective replacement, to the negated
prior information. Thus, @M connects the pieces of information detailing
what will not and what will happen to land that is not redeemed, signaling a
corrective relation between the negated assertion and positive claim.

The Hebrew text of verse 21 begins with 7", which could have been
qualitatively rendered into Greek by xai €otat. That the translator did not
render vav with xaf is notable, especially given that they do so with most
occurrences of i1 (or they choose asyndeton, which is more typical in
Lev 27). What is more notable, though, is that they chose to use aMa, a
particle that is certainly not lexically motivated by vav. The motivation
to use aMa seems to have come from the translator’s own understanding
of how the text fit together and should be processed. This understanding
and the subsequent decision to use aAAa would not be possible unless the
translator knew what was about to be communicated as well as how it
related to the preceding information.

Numbers 14 recounts Israel's complaints against the Lord upon
hearing the terrifying report of the ten spies sent into Canaan. The Lord
responds to Moses and threatens to destroy the people. Moses then pleads
with the Lord to forgive them. In 14:20, the Lord relents, but there are still
consequences for the people who did not believe him.

(14:20) And the Lord said to Moses, “I am merciful to them according
to your word,

(14:21) W& {8 éyw xal (& T Bvoud pov, xal éumhjcel % 86 xupiov
méoav TV yij,
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alla 1 live and my name is living, and the glory of the Lord will fill all
the earth.

(14:22-23a) Since all the people who saw my glory and the signs that I
did in Egypt and in this wilderness and tested me this tenth time and
did not listen to my voice, they will surely not see the land that I swore
to their fathers”

PAIRAOITIR T2 RO IRTT ONINY
However, as I live, the glory of YHWH will fill all the earth.

Upon reading verse 20, one may think that there is nothing more to be
said on the matter, that the Lord’s mercy precludes any sort of act against
the people. This would be a natural assumption, and it is because of this
that dMa works so well in 14:21. It signals a corrective to the assumption,
a counter stating that, even in his mercy, the Lord will punish those who
did not trust him. Note that the corrected information is not derived from
explicit textual material. It cannot be said that the corrective signaled by
@Ma counters the previous content “I am merciful to them according to
your word.” Instead, it corrects the presumed assumption that one will
likely make upon processing that prior content. Since this is the context
in which @Ma occurs here, the core corrective constraint is clearly felt but
there is no sense of replacement. This is because the correcting informa-
tion does not relate to the corrected information in that way.

This is one occurrence in which @M\a qualitatively represents the
underlying Hebrew. The Hebrew text witnesses to 091, which is suitably
rendered by aMa.3! It lacks quantitative equivalence, as vav is not repre-
sented in the Greek, however this is likely due to having to choose between
xal and aMd, as xal @Ma would be incoherent.??

31. Contra Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the Septuagint, 62, who writes, “This transla-
tion may be considered to spring from the context rather than from a correct under-
standing of the rare word D98 1 agree that the translation springs from the context
but I see no reason to doubt lexical motivation as well.

32. xal d&Ma would require xal to function as a conjunction (unlike ¢Ma xal,
wherein it functions as an adverb), and while a meaningful collocation of two con-
junctions is not unheard of, xal &M is not one. John William Wevers (Notes on the
Greek Text of Numbers, SCS 46 [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998], 222) puts forth a dif-
ferent explanation, suggesting that the translator of Numbers did not recognize the
initial 1.
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One final example may be found in Deut 7:5. Moses is giving instruc-
tions to the people of Israel regarding how they are to interact with the
inhabitants of the land.

(7:2-4) And the Lord your God will deliver them into your hands, and
you will strike them. You will destroy them with destruction. You will
not make a covenant with them nor will you have mercy on them nor
will you intermarry with them. You will not give your daughter to his
son, and you will not take his daughter for your son. For, she will mislead
your son from you, and he will serve other gods. The Lord will be angered
with wrath toward you, and he will completely and swiftly destroy you.

(7:5) & oltws moaete adTois: Tovs Buwpols adTdy xabeAeite xal Tag
oTNAag adTEY cuvTpPeTe xal Ta GAoy adTEY éxxdpeTe xal Ta YAUTT TGV
Bedv adTdv xataxadoete Tupi-

Alla, you will act in this way to them: You will destroy their altars, and
you will break their monuments. You will cut down their sacred groves,
and you will burn their carved idols with fire.

VTN DOTWRY 1N3AWN DNARM RNN 0 nnam onb Wwyn 7270OKR™2

WR1 N19wWN om0
Instead, thus will you do to them: You will tear down their altars, and you
will break their pillars. You will cut their Asherah poles to pieces, and
you will burn their idols with fire.

The information that is corrected originates from preceding explicit textual
material; however, unlike previous examples, the textual material does not
directly precede aMa, rather it is found a couple of lines earlier. The DM’s
host utterance instructs the Israelites as to what they will do (destroy altars,
break monuments, cut down sacred groves, and burn idols). Owing to
aMd, this is portrayed as a corrective to the instructions in 7:2-3 that detail
what they will not do (make a covenant, have mercy, and intermarry). The
intervening material of 7:4 is an explanatory digression, signaled by yap,
that underpins the instruction to not intermarry. As this is an instance of
[NEG ... aMa POS] in which the corrected information originates in the
textual material, there is a felt effect of replacement, that is, the resulting
communication is: You will not make a covenant with, have mercy on, or
intermarry with them, instead of/in place of these things you will destroy,
break, cut down, and burn. It is important to note that the corrected infor-
mation is not any less relevant or salient than what corrects (and replaces)
it; the instructions of what not to do are equally important to the instruc-
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tions of what to do. Note also that it is not the actual instructions that are
replaced. They remain in full-force and are not canceled out—the Israel-
ites are not to make any covenants, have mercy, or intermarry. However,
by using dM4 to instruct the hearer/reader to process a positive assertion
as a corrective to information derived from negated assertions, the cor-
rected information is retroactively portrayed as having created a vacuum
that needed to be filled. That is to say, upon processing @dMa and its host
utterance, the hearer/reader regards the realization of the negated instruc-
tions, not doing something, as having left a hole that needed to be filled
by the realization of a subsequent positive instruction to do something
else instead. It is the filling of that void with the positive illocutionary cor-
rection that results in the replacement effect. By using @Ma, the explicit
relation is created and the recipient is led down a specific mental pathway.

The MT witnesses to DR™2 for the underlying motivating marker. On
the one hand, @Ma works well as a rendering of DR™, as a corrective rela-
tion may be realized in certain contexts in which o&®="3 is used.>* On the
other hand, though, @¢Md does not quantitatively represent the underly-
ing Hebrew. In addition, this is the only instance in which the translator
of Deuteronomy translates DR™2 with ¢Ma.3* Thus, it cannot be said that
aMa guides the reader back to the underlying Hebrew. There would no
way for a reader or hearer to know whether the underlying Hebrew had
conjunctive vav, OR™2, asyndeton, or *3. Moreover, because OR™2 can
signal a corrective relation, an exceptive relation, or a causal-conditional,
the translator had to make a decision as to how they would render it into
Greek. This would require an awareness of what was being communicated
within the context. In order to use ¢Mda, the translator must have had
an awareness not only of what they had translated but also of what was
coming up in the text and how it ought to be related to the previously com-
municated information.

4.2.2. A Cognitive-Functional Description of aAAd

The function of éMa observed in the LXX Pentateuch matches and
confirms the earlier description of the DM’s use in the papyri. The DM

33. Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint, 156-57, 290-92; 563-66; HALOT, s.v. “*3
oR”; BDB, s.v. “D& "2”; Gesenius, Hebridisches und Aramdisches Handwarterbuch, s.v.
“ox 77

34. Elsewhere &M\’ 7 (10:12; 12:5, 14, 18; 16:6) and xat £€otat (11:22) are used.
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consistently exhibits one core function: It signals a corrective, a realign-
ment, to a presumed piece of active information in the recipient’s mental
representation. Sometimes the information being corrected will originate
in the textual material, sometimes it is an implication of the proposition
preceding aA\a, and sometimes it is an assumption that the communicator
presumes the recipient has made or, possibly, invites the recipient to make.
Discerning what is being corrected is a matter of context and relevance.®
The recipient will subconsciously look for the most obvious element that
takes the least processing effort to view as being corrected.?® Just as in the
papyri, because this single constraint was consistently observed, there was
no reason to posit multiple unrelated functions for the particle. In every
case, one is able to observe the core function of aA\d.

The DM occurs with a moderate scope. It seems to prefer the sentence
as its host utterance, though it does occur with phrases as well. However,
instances in which the DM occurs with a phrase could be categorized as
sentence-level, given that the old information, that which would normally

35. Examples of this have been seen throughout this chapter, but the A text of
Judg 19:28 so clearly demonstrates this that it deserves mention here. In 19:26, a man’s
concubine falls down at her master’s door after being raped by a group of men. In
the morning, the master wakes up and finds her at his door. The first half of Judg
19:28 then says: xal elmey mpds adTry AvdoTydi xal dmélbwpey- xal 0dx dmexpifn adTd,
aMa teBvixet. ‘He said to her, “Get up! Let’s go!” But she did not answer him, éa
she had died’ Note that this is a plus in the Greek text. It may have been motivated
by an underlying Hebrew text that differs from that of the M T, but we cannot know
with certainty. However, given that the B text has &7t v vexpd “because she was dead”
instead, it is not unreasonable to posit the possibility of an underlying "3 here (so
BHK), given that "3 could motivate both étt and &M and given that the B text typi-
cally stuck closer to the MT (Philip E. Satterthwaite, “Judges,” in Aitken, Te+T Clark
Companion to the Septuagint, 103-5). Semantically, the DM’s host utterance relates to
the preceding by providing an explanation for why the woman did not answer, hence
the B text’s straightforward &7t This semantic relation is not lost in the A text, but it
is processed differently. The aAka signals a correction, but to what? It is not to infor-
mation originating in the explicit textual material—the pluperfect teviixet is not an
action that the woman performed instead of answering. Rather, it is an action that was
done prior to the opportunity to answer and explains why she did not answer. Thus,
the dMa signals a correction to a potential assumption in the reader’s mental repre-
sentation of the story thus far: that the woman is still alive and thus able to answer. In
this way, @Ma signals something to the effect of: “She did not answer; but she could not
as she had died”

36. This is an insight drawn from relevance theory. See Blass, Relevance Relations
in Discourse, 43-64; Blakemore, Relevance and Linguistic Meaning, 61-71.
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be repeated, has been elided.’” In any case, there does not seem to be a
meaningful difference between the two other than the fact that occur-
rences with a phrasal host utterance are naturally suited to the [NEG
aMa POS] construction wherein information originating from the textual
material is corrected.

Historically, &M\a has been regarded primarily as an adversative
particle.® However, one of the repeated observations throughout this
chapter has been that @\\a frequently cannot be categorized as an adver-
sative but that it always maintains its corrective-marking function. If the
historical position is reconsidered and @M« is regarded as a corrective
marker rather than an adversative, these observations fall into place.
Owing to the DM’s corrective-marking pragmatics, @\a naturally and
frequently connects propositions between which an adversative reading
arises, but this is due to the semantics of the context rather than the con-
straints of the particle. These types of contexts, which are typically [NEG
aMa POS] constructions in which @Ma tends to signal a correction to
information originating in the explicit textual material, are typical and
frequent for the particle. It would seem that the historical adversative
category was derived from these occurrences but focused on the adversa-
tive semantics of the context rather than the corrective pragmatics of the
DM that can be observed not only in these kinds of contexts but others
as well (and thus has more explanatory power than the adversative label).
In fact, if this is how @Ma was regarded historically, it is likely that this
understanding is what gave rise to a multiplicity of functions being pos-
ited for the particle. That is to say, the adversative constraint works well
enough in many contexts, but once aMa occurs in a different context,
such as signaling a correction to an element of the mental representation
not explicitly derived from the textual material or in a [POS dMa POS]
construction, the particle often cannot be viewed as adversative. Thus,
the traditional Greek grammarians and lexica had to seek other avenues
of explanation. Rather than having one particle with one core constraint
that accounted for most if not all of its occurrences, a plethora of hom-
onyms, effectively, was postulated. If, on the other hand, the corrective

37. E.g., Gen 20:12: xal yap alnd&s ddeddn pol ot éx matpds, aM olx éx
untpds. “For, she also is truly my sister by father, but (she is) not (my sister) by mother”
Also, PSI 4.356: 0tfeis odv &v ol Témots mwAel mpds oiTov, &XA& mpds &pyUlptov. “So, no
one in the places is selling for wheat but (they are selling) for silver”

38. See the grammars and lexica cited in nn. 1 and 2, respectively.
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function is viewed as the core pragmatic constraint of aA\a, there is no
need to posit multiple unrelated meanings. Instead, regarding the DM
as marking a corrective clarifies its use in different contexts by allowing
one to see its core constraint as the consistent motivation behind its use.
Thus, @&Ma is not adversative, it is not transitional, it is not continuative,
it is not emphatic, and it is not exceptive. Granted, one could reason-
ably posit polysemy for the adversative sense, arguing that adversative
aMa is a use that is so prevalent because of its frequency in [NEG aAa
POS] contexts that it became conventionalized and should be regarded
as a distinct function. Even then, a straight line can still be drawn from
the DM’s corrective function to adversative. Given this, it seems best
to understand that the DM simply instructs the recipient to regard its
host utterance as a correction to an active element presumed to be in the
recipient’s mental representation.

This core pragmatic function of @Ma to signal a correction has been
observed by others as well. Runge, focusing primarily on [NEG ¢Ma POS]
constructions in which the corrected information mirrors the preceding
textual material, writes, “If we take the traditional idea of ‘adversative, this
particle does more than just indicate contrast. This holds true even if the
preceding element is positive rather than negative. It provides a correc-
tive to whatever it stands in contrast with.”* Runge also uses replacement
language to describe what @Ma signals. For example, he states, “The clause
element introduced by @Ma either replaces or corrects some aspect of what
precedes”*? However, as has been observed above, signaling a replacement
is not a function of @Ma but is rather a side effect of the corrective’s interac-
tion with a [NEG &\\& POS] context in which explicit textual material is
corrected.*! Rick Brannan, who focuses primarily on nonnegative contexts,
also regards the particle as a corrective marker (though, like Runge, he does

39. DGGNT, 93. Runge seemingly maintains the “adversative” label, but his dis-
cussion clearly indicates that he regards the particle as a corrective marker. Whether
correction is a type of adversative relation is up for discussion, but it will largely
depend on how one defines adversative relations.

40. DGGNT, 93. In the following pages, Runge works through examples of éMd
from the New Testament, describing it with both correction and replacement lan-
guage. See also Runge, “Teaching Them What Not to Do: The Nuances of Nega-
tion in the Greek New Testament,” paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Evangelical Theological Society, San Francisco, November 2007, https://tinyurl.com/
SBL0414a, 9-11.

41. The replacement side effect arises in examples 1, 2, 5, 6, and Gen 19:2 above.
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use replacement language).*? Concerning the plethora of functions normally
attributed to the DM, he rightly states, “One must understand the function
of @Ma, not simply substitute sense-derived glosses, in order to understand
what a particular passage communicates.”** Regarding its function, Bran-
nan writes, “@¢Ma involves correction or replacement. The second item either
corrects or replaces the first. ‘Correction’ is when the second item sharp-
ens, redirects or clarifies the first item. ‘Replacement’ is when the second
item wipes the first item off of the table and replaces it completely.** He also
explicitly argues against the traditional idea that @&\\a is an adversative:

Upon an examination of every instance of ¢Ma in the New Testament
and the Apostolic Fathers, one learns that the vast majority of instances

42. The one New Testament example that Brannan describes with replacement
language, Mark 11:31-32 (Kai diedoyilovto mpds éautols Aéyovtes: éav elmwpyev-
€& odpavol, épel- B Tl oy odx émoteloate adTd; &M elmwpey- €& avBpimwy;—
gdofolivro TOV Sxhov- dmavteg yap elyov Tov Twdvwny Svtwgs 8L mpodTyg %v), is prob-
lematic. Based on what I have observed in the papyri and LXX, this use of aAa is
unusual, as one would normally expect to find éav ¢ instead. This is confirmed by
Matthew’s and Luke’s accounts of the scene, both of which use éav 0¢ (Matt 21:26;
Luke 20:6). The DM’s appearance in Mark 11:32 may be due to an author who was
a second-language speaker (see the brief discussion in M. Eugene Boring, Mark: A
Commentary, NTL [Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2006], 23-24). This is not to
say that @Ma does not signal a corrective relation. It does (correcting the presumed
assumption that the other option provided must therefore be the answer they choose).
It is simply an unidiomatic use in an atypical context. However, the relation, or even
felt effect, between the two utterances cannot be one of replacement. AM’ eimwpev- ¢
avBpdimwy does not replace £ eimwpev- €5 obpavol, épei- did i 0l odx émoTeloate
avT@. It is the other option provided, and the religious leaders are considering both.
The reason replacement language works well for many occurrences of ¢A\a is because
of the vacuum that is created by canceling out a proposition and by immediately intro-
ducing a positive assertion. E.g., John 3:16¢: fva még 6 moTebwy €l adTOV Wi AmoAnTAL
G Exn Lwny alwviov. The first clause cancels out a potential event, and when dM\é is
used to introduce the positive corrective, the felt effect is that a vacuum was created by
canceling out the first event and the positive assertion fills in or replaces the canceled
event. These contextual effects are not present in Mark 11:31-32.

43. Rick Brannan, “The Discourse Function of @ in Non-Negative Contexts,”
in Discourse Studies and Biblical Interpretation: A Festschrift in Honor of Stephen H.
Levinsohn, ed. Steven E. Runge (Bellingham WA: Logos Bible Software, 2011), 265.

44. Brannan, “Discourse Function of ¢Md,” 265. Though, regarding replacement,
it is not the second item that wipes the first item off the table. Rather, it is the negative
operator that occurs in the first half of the [NEG d&M.¢ POS] construction.
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of @M\a in these corpora (approximately 80%) involve the comparison of
two items (phrases, clauses or otherwise), one of which uses a negator. It
is this larger context that is “adversative”; aMd itself does not create the
adversity or contrast. It is more proper in such instances to speak of &\
as being used in adversative contexts. But @Md is used in other contexts
as well, as the standard lexicons and grammars readily display.*®

Brannan’s point is well made and further confirms what was observed in
the papyri and LXX. Thus, based on the work of Runge and Brannan, it
appears that the core discourse-pragmatic function of aMa evinced in
early Koine, signaling a correction, is also its function in the Koine of the
first century CE.

Jakob Heckert investigated the use of ¢ in the Pastoral Epistles
and concludes:

The basic function of éAa is contrast although in each of its occurrences
the context determines the specific use of the conjunction. Thus, when
a negative marker precedes ¢A\d, the second conjunct replaces a rejected
proposition; when a negative marker follows ¢A\a the expectations raised
by the preceding conjunct are denied; and when a negative marker is
absent, the second proposition corrects the expectations initiated by the
first one.*6

Though he uses the language of “contrast,” Heckert does see a core function
that is present in each of the DM’s uses. As I have discussed throughout
this chapter, I do not find “contrast” or “adversative” to be the most helpful
descriptor for the core pragmatic function of @M, as they are semantic
categories that are dependent upon the semantics of the surrounding
context.*” That said, if Heckert’s language was changed from “contrast”
to “corrective” or “realignment marker” then our descriptions of the par-
ticle would share extensive overlap. This is due, first, to his understanding
that @\a may correct expectations (and assumptions) and, second, to his

45. Brannan, “Discourse Function of &\a,” 264-65.

46. Heckert, Discourse Function, §2.6.

47. So also Robertson, who states, “Like ¢ the thing introduced by &M is some-
thing new, but not essentially in contrast” (Robertson, Grammar, 1185). Regarding
“adversative particles,” he even writes, “It should be stated again that not all of these
conjunctions mean contrast (antithesis) or opposition, but the context makes the
matter clear” (1186).
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regard for the particle’s interaction with different contexts as a determina-
tive factor in how its core function is realized.*8

Several classicists have also described the function of aAa in dis-
course-pragmatic terms. Drummen examined discourse-initial aMa in a
selection of comedies and tragedies. Even given that the instances Drum-
men investigated occurred at the beginnings of speeches and responses
in dialogues, she also ascribes a corrective-marking function to the DM.#
In addition, she observes the use of dMa to correct nontextual material.
She states, “In all cases investigated, the function of turn-initial &M\d can
be interpreted as marking a correction of the preceding words or actions.
The corrected (substituted) element is either an explicitly stated element,
a presupposed element, an implication, or the discourse topic.”>® Drum-
men also helpfully discusses how the particle has one core function,
rather than a plethora of unrelated meanings, that can interact with vari-
ous contexts differently:

Now it is hard to believe that the very same particle could express dis-
agreement as well as agreement, and a strong break-off as well as a
gentle transition, unless these opposite interpretations are not inher-
ent in the meaning of é\\a, but rather arise from the different contexts
with which @Ma is compatible. Still if ¢Aa has some meaning of its
own at all, I believe this compatibility has to exist because of some
similarity between these contexts.... In other words, I believe the par-
ticle has only one basic function, viz. the marking of corrections. This
function may lead to several possible interpretations, depending on
the context.!

To a certain extent, Drummen builds on the claims of Louis Basset, as
he advocates for discerning a core function (which he views as corrective

48. Heckert, Discourse Function, 18.

49. In a more recent publication, Drummen investigates a wider variety of occur-
rences of &M« and arrives at the same conclusions (Bonifazi, Drummen, and de Kreij,
Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse, SI11.2.2.6).

50. Annemieke Drummen, “Discourse Cohesion in Dialogue: Turn-Initial
AAAA in Greek Drama,” in Bakker and Wakker, Discourse Cohesion in Ancient Greek,
152. Regarding a correction to a discourse topic, there are no clear examples of this in
the Pentateuch and the Twelve, though I do think it is possible that the instances of
@M in Gen 34:31 and Num 14:9 are functioning in this way.

51. Drummen, “Discourse Cohesion in Dialogue,” 140.
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rather than adversative) for the DM over against attributing the typical,
numerous semantic senses to it.>> He writes:

The search for a unitary description must, however, also allow one to
give an account for the diversity of uses.... A single meaning, which must
be defined, is at the base of all the uses. The differences between them
come from the different linguistic objects that the conjunction &M can
coordinate. It is therefore not about differences of sense, as the suggested
distinctions of use eliminatives, adversatives, progressives. It is about, in
fact, differences of syntactic or pragmatic significance.

I have claimed the same throughout this section. Basset also provides four
categories, from which Drummen developed her four, for how éA\a inter-
acts with its context: to change the theme of a discourse, to invalidate a
presupposition, to invalidate what was posed, or to invalidate an implica-
tion.>* This further confirms what was observed and claimed with regard
to the DM’s use in the papyri and LXX.

In his study of particle usage in Herodotus, S. R. Slings regards
aMa as “a replacing adversative particle”>> This is in keeping with the
occurrences of ¢Ma in the LXX and papyri, as its use does frequently
result in a sense of replacement and contrast. However, even though he
uses “replacement” language, Slings does note that the DM’s use is not
restricted to replacing and can function to signal a denial of an expec-
tation.>® Like Drummen and Basset, he also observes its use with a

52. Basset, “AM’ ¢£6ho1a8’ adtw xoaf: Réexamen des emplois de ¢W\d & la lumiere
deI'énonciation dans Les Grenouilles d’Aristophane,” in New Approaches to Greek Par-
ticles: Proceedings of the Colloquium Held in Amsterdam, January 4-6, 1996, to Honour
C. J. Ruijgh on the Occasion of His Retirement, ed. Albert Rijksbaron, ASCP 7 (Amster-
dam: Gieben, 1997), 97.

53. Basset, “AM ¢£6h o108’ adtw xoaf” 77: “La recherche d’'une description uni-
taire doit cependant permettre de rendre compte aussi de la diversité des emplois....
Une signification unique, qu’il faut définir, est a la base de tous les emplois. Les dif-
férences entre ceux-ci viennent des différents objets linguistiques que peut coordon-
ner la conjonction X. Il ne sagit donc pas de différences de sens, comme le suggérent
les distinctions d'emplois éliminatifs, adversatifs, progressifs. I sagit en fait de dif-
férences de portée syntaxique ou pragmatique.”

54. Basset, “AXN\’ €é£6Mo1af’ adTe xoak,” 82.

55. Slings, “Adversative Relators between PUSH and POP. in Rijksbaron, New
Approaches to Greek Particles, 107.

56. Slings, “Adversative Relators between PUSH and POP;” 107, 111-12.
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discourse-level scope in order to, in his words, “replace one Discourse
Topic with another”>” While I would advocate for the language of “cor-
rective,” since it better subsumes the various uses of @¢Ma within different
contexts, it is evident that what Slings observed in Herodotus corre-
sponds to how @A\d is used in early Koine.

Lastly, Sicking investigated occurrences of @M in Lysias 1 and 12.
He was also dissatisfied with how @Md tended to be categorized and thus
sought to provide a unified description for the DM.>® Sicking observed
that @a could occur in contexts of a correct predication replacing an
incorrect one, of an elimination of a suggestion that could be raised by the
material preceding &M, and of a conversational move from one topic to
another.> Despite the variety of contextual features, he found that aMa
could always be seen to exhibit one core function. He concludes:

For ¢Md we find, besides a use often characterized as adversative, one
of breaking off [i.e., changes of discourse topic]. The common factor
between the two can be identified if it is accepted that in “a ¢¥\a b” the
hearer is invited to replace a with b. In “odx a aMa b” (or “a ¢\’ o0
b”) there is envisaged a complete substitution of b for 4, in “a aMd b”
a partial substitution is intended, for instance of b for a connotation,

» «

implication or suggestion contained in g, as in “short but stout,” “slight

but valiant,” “brief but intense” or “poor but honest.”*

Thus, Sicking understands @Ma to have core one function, substitution,
that interacts with various constructions in slightly different yet similar
ways. In addition, it is not only the textual material preceding aA\a that

57. Slings, “Adversative Relators between PUSH and POP;” 109.

58. See Sicking, “Devices for Text Articulation,” 36.

59. Sicking, “Devices for Text Articulation,” 36-39.

60. Sicking, “Devices for Text Articulation,” 49. Sicking also argues against the
traditional adversative understanding of ¢4, stating that “GAAd is primarily a matter
of presentation rather than of oppositions existing in fact” (50). He goes on to show
that in [POS &M POS], even where there is semantic opposition, xal could easily be
substituted for ¢GAa. Regarding [NEG @Ma POS], though xai cannot be substituted,
he states that the opposition arises from the semantic context (“a relation of contra-
diction in fact obtains; not, however, between the two complete statements linked by
@Ma, but between b and the denial of a or, what amounts to the same thing, between
b and a divorced of the negation which in this context goes with it” [50]) and that
the contextual mutual exclusion is what hinders xai from being able to be substituted
for ama.
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he sees as being substituted, but connotations, implications, suggestions,
and discourse topics as well. This is exactly what one can see @Ma sig-
naling—and in these same types of constructions and contexts—in early
Koine. Note, too, how Sicking pairs the construction “o0x a @Ma b” with
“complete substitution,” which is precisely what was observed in the LXX
and papyri (what I categorized as [NEG aMa POS]).6! Nevertheless, I do
believe Sicking’s description would be improved by using the language
of correction rather than substitution, which is more-or-less in keeping
with the “replacement” language of some of the other scholars mentioned
above. Understanding aMa as a marker of correction, rather than replace-
ment or substitution, allows for the most unified description of the DM’s
function. The problematic aspect of “substitution” is the same as that of
“replacement,” in that as soon as one attempts to describe the nonsubsti-
tuting occurrences of @dMda, the terminology is found wanting. Sicking is
forced to use modifiers such as “complete” and “partial” in order to keep
the description of @Ma limited to one term. Moreover, how exactly the
nonsubstituting occurrences do exhibit even partial substitution is diffi-
cult to discern. Often, there is no element of replacement or substitution
communicated or felt. However, this is not a problem if one regards aMa
as a corrective marker rather than as substitutive.

It should be noted that while my description of @M is largely equiva-
lent to those provided by the scholars above, there are two differences.
First, as has already been discussed, is the issue of replacement language.
“Replacement” and “substitution” are labels that describe the side effect
of the correction dA\a signals in a specific (albeit frequently occurring)
context.5? However, because replacement/substitution is a felt effect of
contextual features and cannot be used to categorize occurrences of aMa

61. Regarding “a @M\’ o0 b” or [POS @Ma NEG], there is too little data to cor-
roborate Sicking’s claim. In the LXX Pentateuch and the Twelve, I found only four
instances of [POS é¢Md NEG]. Two of them, Gen 20:12 and Exod 8:28, would seem
to fall into Sicking’s “complete substitution” category, but the other two, Num 14:9
and Deut 28:65, definitely do not (the former signaling a correction to an implication
or the discourse topic, the latter seemingly signaling a correction to an assumption).
With respect to the papyri, I have not yet observed an instance of [POS éa NEG].

62. This kind of effect was encountered by Hansen as well in her study on French
discourse particles. She describes some senses “as ‘side effects’ or implicatures of the
interaction between the particles in question and the contexts in which they occur,
rather than as coded features of the particles themselves” (Hansen, Function of Dis-
course Particles, 88). See also the discussion in §1.2.2.
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outside of one specific context, it is not a helpful label when attempting
to describe a core function of the particle that can account for all of its
occurrences.% Second, in addition to the primary claim concerning the
function of &¢M\d, some of the scholars also assert that the DM focuses
the recipient’s attention on the correction. Runge and Brannan argue that
aMa highlights the information it introduces, placing more attention on
the correction than it would have received in a less complex formulation.®*
Similarly, Sicking states that @&Ma replaces the preceding material with
material that is “nearer to the heart of the speaker’s concerns”®> While
there are many examples that would seemingly corroborate these claims,
there are too many occurrences wherein this cannot be the case. For exam-
ple, consider Gen 40:23; Exod 16:19-20a; and Lev 11:20-21:

Genesis 40:23

ox euvnady 0t 6 dpytowoxdos Tol Twand, AN emedabeto adTol.

But the chief cupbearer did not remember Joseph, rather (all’) he forgot
him.

Exodus 16:19-20a

(16:19) elmev 0¢ Mwvuaijs mpos adTols Mydels xatadimétw eig T mpwl &’
adtod, (20) xat odx eionxovoay Mwuofj, @& xatéméy Tves an’ adTol
gl T Tpwi-

Now, Moses said to them, “Let no one leave any of it for the morning”
But they did not listen to Moses, rather (alla) they left some of it for the
morning.

Leviticus 11:20-21

(11:20) xal mavTe TQ EPTETA TWY METEWEY, & TMOpeVETAl €Ml TETOAPWY,
BoeAbypata éotv Opiv. (21) AMa talita ddyeobe dmd Tév EpmeTdv TV
METEWRY, & mopeVeTal Ml TEoTdpwY- & EXEl TXEAY QVWTEPOY TV TOdGY
adTol Tndéy év adtols eml THig Yig.

63. Granted, it is possible that @A\ is polysemous, i.e., that it has two related but
distinct functions: correcting and replacing (see the discussion in §1.2.2.1). However,
given that the corrective function can easily be viewed as the single constraint in all
instances of use, with replacement a felt effect from interaction with a certain kind of
context, it seems best to me to regard ¢Md as monosemous, though I remain open to
the real possibility that the replacement side effect had become conventionalized and
thus its own distinct function.

64. DGGNT, 93-94, 96-97; Brannan, “Discourse Function of @M\, 265.

65. Sicking, “Devices for Text Articulation,” 50.
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And all the creeping things that are able to fly, the things that walk on all
fours, they are an abomination to you. But (Alla) you will eat these from
the creeping things that are able to fly, the things that walk on all fours: the
things that have legs above their feet with which [they jump?] on the ground.

In Gen 40:23, the reader is, for all intents and purposes, faced with a tau-
tology. The material that @\ introduces adds nothing of informational
value other than being portrayed as a corrective that positively asserts an
action (forgetting) that occurs in place of the negated opposite (remem-
bering). There is nothing about the information introduced by ¢M¢ that
draws the reader’s attention or is nearer to the heart of the speaker’s con-
cerns any more than what precedes @¢Ma. The same can be said of Exod
16:20. In addition, one could argue that the material directly preceding
aMa (“But they did not listen to Moses”) would draw the reader’s atten-
tion more than the correction, as it is entirely new information and the
correction is nothing more than a positive restatement of Moses’s words.
At the very least, the material preceding &Md maintains its relevance and
cannot be said to be less at the heart of the speaker’s concerns than the
correction.®® In Lev 11:21, again the information being corrected is just
as relevant and just as salient as the correction itself. The material of verse
21 is not highlighted relative to verse 20; both provide information that
is central to what the speaker is communicating. In the end, a correction
is not necessarily highlighted relative to the information it is correcting.
A correction is simply a particular way of portraying the relationship
between two pieces of information. Granted, the claim that dMa high-
lights its host utterance or introduces information that is nearer to the
heart of the speaker’s concerns is an understandable one. In fact, it is likely
the case that in the vast majority of occurrences, the DM’s host utterance
does convey more salient information than the material being corrected.
However, I would argue that this is due to the nature of how information
naturally tends to be conveyed, with the communicator typically either
starting with given information and then proceeding to new, salient infor-
mation or ordering the communication iconically.®” Thus, whether given

66. Regarding material preceding a4, at least in [NEG aMa POS] construc-
tions, Levinsohn states, “When &M« links a negative characteristic or proposition with
a positive one, the negative part usually retains its relevance” (DFNTG, 115).

67. On moving from given to new information, see TFG 1, 11; DGGNT, 187-
88; Chafe, “Cognitive Constraints,” 36-37; Heidi Wind Cowles, “The Psychology
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information is reasserted or negated and lays the groundwork for the dA\a
clause or the communication is ordered iconically, ¢Aa is not highlighting
its host utterance; rather, the information contained within the host utter-
ance, generally speaking, will naturally be the most salient.®

In LXX scholarship, Le Moigne has investigated the use of a¢Ma in
Isaiah. Le Moigne posits a number of different usages of the DM, separating
them into two groups: Minority uses—aM\a with a volitive (either before
or in the host utterance), @\\a introducing an objection, @Ma meaning
“at least”—and majority uses—aMd after negation, and aA\d expressing a

of Information Structure,” in The Expression of Information Structure, ed. Manfred
Krifka and Renate Musan, Expression of Cognitive Categories 5 (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2012), 289-90. (Chafe and Cowles relate their comments primarily to subject-predi-
cate/topic-comment ordering, but the principles discussed are applicable and may be
extended to larger discourse units.) On the iconicity principle and iconic sequencing,
see n. 57 in ch. 3; and TFG 2, 132-35, 435-36; Willy van Langendonck, “Iconicity;’
in Geeraerts and Cuyckens, Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics, 407-13; Lan-
gacker, Cognitive Grammar, 490 (“natural path”); Brown and Yule, Discourse Analysis,
§4.3.5 (“natural order”).

68. Though a negated clause does assert a new relation, the content is typically
derived entirely from given or known information, e.g., A: “Did you go to the store?”
B: “No, I did not go to the store” The negated relation is new, but the content has been
repeated. Negated clauses tend to be given to such an extent that, usually, a negative
operator (“No”) can be provided and the actual clause left unstated. Similarly, Talmy
Givon writes, “Negative sentences must be more presuppositional than their corre-
sponding affirmatives, since subject and object nouns tend to be more definite in them.
In other words, when a speaker utters a negative sentence in discourse, he assumes
more about what the hearer knows than when he utters an affirmative” (On Under-
standing Grammar, Perspectives in Neurolinguistics and Psycholinguistics [New York:
Academic Press, 1979], 103, emphasis original). Thus, a negated clause will assert
some element of new information, but it is a method of communicating that, by its
nature, is more presuppositional. Because of this, it is likely that an ¢Ma preceded by
a negated clause will naturally introduce more salient information than the negated
clause, simply owing to the types of information typically contained in negated clauses
and aMa clauses. This is even more evident with the textual material correcting [NEG
aMa POS] construction and its replacement side effect. Since replacement is a type
of focus relation (see TFG 1, 332-33), one would expect it to follow the information
it is correcting. Examples of reasserted or negated given information are Gen 19:2;
20:12; Deut 7:8; examples of iconic ordering are Gen 32:28, 40:14, 15; Lev 27:21. This
highlighting is also due to the content of the correction. It is not only connected to the
mental representation via a newly asserted relation (correction), but also tends to be
comprised of much newer information relative to the preceding assertion.
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synonymy.® While there may be exegetical value to such categorization,
it is a system of categorization that is based entirely on different types of
context in which the particle appears rather than the particle’s function.
The DM is thus presented as having multiple discrete meanings that are
disconnected and highly contextual; it does not consider the pragmatics
of the particle itself and how it may guide the reader in their processing
of information. At the same time, Le Moigne does provide helpful insight
into the translator and how they engaged with their Vorlage. This will be
returned to below.

In the end, the observations the above scholars make on the use of
aMa in Classical Greek, the New Testament, and the Apostolic Fathers
corroborate the claims I have made in this chapter. Namely, I have argued
that “adversative” does not adequately describe the core function of aA\a,
that the plethora of functions attributed to the DM are motivated by a lack
of clarity about how d@Ma pragmatically instructs the reader to process
information, and that ¢\\¢ is best described as a corrective marker, that
is, it is used to instruct the recipient to regard the DM’s host utterance as
a correction to some element within his or her mental representation for
the purpose of realigning the mental representation. In addition, the fact
that one may observe this same function in Classical Greek and the Koine
of the New Testament and Apostolic Fathers more-or-less necessitates that
it also be the function of the DM in the period intervening and therefore
also indicates that aMa was communicatively stable during this rather
long period. Thus, aAa may be described as follows.

The DM @Ma functions within the cognitive domain and instructs the
recipient to process a corrective relation holding between two pieces of
information. That is, the recipient is instructed to regard the information
introduced by the particle as a corrective to some element within their mental
representation of the discourse for the purpose of realigning it according to
the communicator’s concerns. The information being corrected may be tex-
tually based, an assumption, an implication, or a discourse topic—whatever
is most manifest and relevant to the recipient upon processing the correction
and integrating it into the mental representation (i.e., takes the least amount

69. Le Moigne, “Le livre d'Esaie dans la Septante,” ch. 7 §A (minority uses); ch. 7
§B.1 (majority uses). Le Moigne considers aAa expressing a synonymy as “a pivot for
lexical repetitions” (Le Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante, ch. 7 §B.2.a), double
expressions (the positive statement of what something is after a statement of what it is
not; ch. 7 §B.2.b), and 4¢M4 at the center of a chiasm (ch. 7 §B.2.¢c).
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of processing effort). Frequently, @ occurs in [NEG aMa POS] construc-
tions wherein its host utterance corrects information that originated in the
explicit textual material preceding the particle. In so doing, the correct-
ing material fills the void left by the negated assertion, thereby acting as a
replacement to the preceding information. In the data investigated here, the
particle appears to occur primarily with a moderate scope.”

4.2.3. @Al and LXX Translation Technique

In the corpora examined thus far, aMa almost always provides evidence
of translators who were making contextually aware decisions of how to
render their Hebrew Vorlagen into Greek. Out of all of the occurrences
of @M in the LXX Pentateuch, only in two could one argue for lexical
motivation without any need for an awareness of the flow of the discourse,
Gen 48:19 and Num 14:21, where the MT reads o9 Elsewhere, even

70. One further point bears mentioning. The idea that dXd can signal an excep-
tive relation is a prolific one (see n. 4 above). The only instance of the DM I have
found for which one could mount a convincing argument for an exceptive reading
is in P.Cair.Zen. 3.59494 (mid third century BCE): o0 yap &ouev odféva xUptov aMa
o€, “For we have no master aAa you.” It is worth noting that there have been gram-
marians opposed to this idea. Denniston, e.g., posits the category but his discussion
reveals hesitation to fully accept it (note, too, his important point that many grammar-
ians seem to miss: “Passages in which some form of &Mog precedes have been cited
as parallel [to exceptive ¢GA\a], but are really not so: &Xog makes the ¢GAd normal,
‘no one else, but’”’; Denniston, Particles, 3-4). Winer (New Testament Greek, 566) is
strongly against the notion. He states that @&Md never stands for ei @) and, with regard
to whether there was an interchange of meaning between aMd and ei u», he writes,
“There is no sufficient reason for believing that this interchange exists in the N.T”
Lastly, Jannaris allows an exceptive function for ¢AAd, but only in Attic and only occa-
sionally; he states that during the Hellenistic period there was interchange and rivalry
between particles and that “¢GMa was ultimately forced to retreat and leave a consider-
able part of its adversative functions to its exceptive rivals” (Jannaris, Greek Grammar,
407). I am inclined to follow Winer and Jannaris and not regard aA\a as able to mark
exception in Koine, save, perhaps, for the odd archaism. However, I think it is most
likely that there are a few occurrences wherein dMa looks exceptive because it can
technically stand in such a context owing to its corrective constraint. Exceptives are, it
seems to me, a subcategory of correctives. They signal a correction to prior informa-
tion in very specific contexts. Thus, in order to be used, an exceptive marker requires
certain contextual constraints. A member of the superordinate category “corrective,”
however, could arguably stand in a context in which an exceptive would be acceptable
(and perhaps preferable!).
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though dMa does render DR™2 seven times and may be pragmatically
synonymous with the collocation, o®™2 can effect a corrective relation,
an exceptive relation, or a causal/strengthening relation that begins with
a conditional frame.”! Thus, the translator had to decide, based on his
understanding of what was being communicated in context and how the
pieces of information were related, how to best render the meaning of
the Hebrew. This is especially significant in light of the instances of oxX="2
investigated and noted in §3.1. It was observed that these same translators
would often render the Hebrew collocation with ei/éav @ when an excep-
tive constraint was the most natural reading of the Hebrew. In just these
occurrences of OR™2, then, an approach to translation technique is needed
that focuses not only on representation of the underlying lexeme but also
takes into consideration how the translators built their own mental repre-
sentations of the discourse and translated accordingly. This is also true for
those occurrences where the underlying Hebrew witnesses to a corrective
. The fittingness of M4 in these contexts despite the lack of clear lexical
motivation should not be overlooked. The translators had to make a deci-
sion as to how they would render 2. When they chose aA\a, it was due to
contextual features of which they must have been aware. Also interesting
are those occurrences where there is not only lexical mismatch but also
pragmatic mismatch, where @Aa renders conjunctive 1 or ORI or IR or
TR or P7 or asyndeton.”? These would also seem to point to translators
who were interpreting their source texts and trying to determine the best
way to relate information and piece the discourse together. Lee makes this
point when discussing the use of dMa in Gen 34:31, which renders, of
all things, the Hebrew interrogative particle. Lee writes, “The choice of
aMa where the original has -1 may seem strange; but in fact the translator
has chosen an idiomatic use of ¢Ma introducing a question ‘following a
rejected suggestion or supposition.””3

71. Gen 15:4; 32:28; 35:10; 40:14; Num 10:30; 35:33; Deut 7:5. See the discussion
on DR™ on pp. 113 and 129.

72.1sixteen times: Gen 17:5; 40:23; 45:1; 47:30; 48:19; Exod 3:22; 9:2; 16:20; 21:13;
Lev 26:23, 27; 27:21; Num 13:34; Deut 1:28; 9:4; 28:65. D& once: Lev 26:15. & thrice:
Gen 20:12; Num 14:9; Lev 11:21. &1 once: Num 22:20. p1 thrice: Exod 8:28 (24 MT);
Num 20:19; Deut 20:20. Asyndeton eleven times: Gen 21:23; 34:31; 38:23; 42:34; 44:26;
Exod 10:25; 23:5; 32:18; Lev 27:29; Num 13:31; 14:14.

73. Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 153-54. Lee offers the very appropriate gloss
“Well, if not that” for this instance of ¢M\d.
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Le Moigne provides similar insights when investigating the trans-
lator of LXX Isaiah, who makes good use of aMa. For example, he
rightly notes the use of aMd in Isa 49:15 in place of the MT’s vav
(introducing an apodosis) as idiomatic Greek that also represents the
translator’s desire to preserve the force of the passage, even though
it requires that they do not qualitatively represent the underlying
Hebrew.”* In another example, Le Moigne demonstrates that the trans-
lator regarded a [NEG X POS] construction in Isa 50:7 as containing
synonymous propositions and so used @¢Aa in order to focus on that
relation rather than the causal relation conveyed by the underlying
19-59.75 The overall meaning is similar, and the synonymy between the
propositions is not necessarily absent in the Hebrew. But the reader is
led down an alternate mental pathway resulting in a slightly different
mental representation of the text. Thus, just as was observed above
in the Pentateuch, the translator of LXX Isaiah made decisions based
not on how to formally represent the underlying Hebrew but on how
to represent how they read the text. These decisions were necessarily
contextual and provide insight into the translator’s own interpretation
of these passages.

In the end, it is enough to say that describing the motivation behind
@Ma is not a simple matter of whether or not it was lexically motivated.
Almost always, its use required both an awareness of the flow of the dis-
course and a decision by the translator as to how they would relate the
information. Often, this results in a faithful rendering of the Hebrew, even
if not exhibiting pure lexical equivalence. Sometimes, it results in guiding
the reader down a different mental pathway than the Hebrew. In either
case, the translators could not have used &Ma without contextual motiva-
tion, as the underlying Hebrew lexeme or collocation alone would rarely
require it as a rendering.

74. €l 0t xal émAdforto Tadita yuvn, &M éyd olx émMoopal gou, elmey xUpuog,
Even if a woman could forget these, nevertheless/regardless [aMa] I will not forget
you!” says the Lord” The dMd effectively cuts off the implication of the preceding (Le
Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante;” ch. 7 §A.3).

75. xal xOplog Bondds pou éyeviby, o tolito olx évetpdmyy, dA& Ebnxa TO
TPOTWTOV LoV (G TTEPERY TETpay xal Eyvwy 6Tt 00 ui aioyuvbd, “The Lord became my
helper. Because of this, I was not put to shame. Rather [aMa], I set my face as a solid
rock, and I realized that I will never be dishonored” (Le Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans
la Septante,” ch. 7 §B.1).

«e
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4.3. @AAa in the Twelve

There are only three occurrences of aMa in the Twelve.”® Each one will
be discussed in turn. The first occurs in Amos 8:11. In this chapter, the
Lord is pronouncing his judgment on the people of Israel because of their
oppression of the poor.

i000 Nuépar Epyovtal, Aéyet xlplog, xal E§amooTeAd hudy éml Ty iy,
ol Atudv &ptou 000 diay Udatog, GG Atpdv Tob dxolicar Adyov xupiov-

“Pay attention! Days are coming,” says the Lord, “and I will send a famine
on the land! Not a famine of bread nor a thirst of water, alla a famine of
hearing the word of the Lord!”

RNYTRYT ON5H 2PTRY PRI 2P NNOWM M TR DRI DRI D0 737

MY M2aT DR UDW‘?'DN »onb
“Pay attention! Days are coming,” says the Lord YHWH, “when I will
send a famine into the land! Not a hunger for bread nor a thirst for water,
but rather for hearing the word of YHWH!”

The DM stands in a [NEG éMd POS] construction and corrects informa-
tion that originated in the preceding textual material. As such, there is a
sense of replacement, in that the Lord will not send a famine of bread or
water but rather/instead a famine of hearing the word of the Lord. The
famine of hearing occurs in place of, or instead of, the kind of famine one
would normally expect. The negated information is true and maintains its
relevance; the corrective simply counters the effect of the negated infor-
mation, communicating what kind of famine it will not be, and provides
the positive other side of the coin, communicating what kind of a famine
it will be.

The attested underlying Hebrew here is DR "2. As previously discussed,
aMa is often qualitatively equivalent to DR *3, but that does not therefore
point to a translator who read the Hebrew collocation and used aA\a with-
out a second thought.”” When faced with a particular occurrence of oX "3,
a translator had to determine its function within its context before they
could decide how to best translate it. Indeed, elsewhere in the Twelve, the
translator renders the collocation with éav @) (Amos 3:7), &M\’ % (Mic 6:8;

76. Not including occurrences of @\’ #.
77. See p. 160.
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Zech 4:6), and 016t (Hos 9:12; Amos 5:22). Moreover, DR *3 could arguably
also be rendered, depending on its context of use, by various other parti-
cles, such as unv/0%, éti/dloTt ei/édv, and ei/éav yap. Thus, at the least, this
instance evinces a translator who was not only aware of the most immedi-
ate context but who considered and determined how the connected pieces
of information related to each other.

The second instance of @Ma is in Mal 2:9. The Lord is speaking to his
priests, condemning them for turning away from his ways.

xal gyw 0édwwa Uuds égoudevwuévous xal Tapelpévous el mavta Ta Ebvy,
&b wv dueis odx éduidEacde Tag 6300s wov, dM& ElauPdvete mpdowma
év vouw.
And I have given you, scorned and weakened, into all the nations,
because you did not keep my ways, alla you were showing partiality in
the law.

"DIT IR DAY DINR WK '3 opa-HaY ohawt oAl nanR NN aR-oa

17N 015 D'RYN
And I have even given you, despised and devalued, to all peoples inas-
much as you were not keeping my ways but were showing partiality in
instruction.

The DM instructs the recipient to regard “you were showing partiality in
the law” as a corrective to some previously processed material. Given the
context and the [NEG éMd POS] construction, it is clear that the infor-
mation being corrected is drawn straight from the preceding text. Thus,
the correction, showing partiality, is viewed as the positive counterpart or
converse that did occur instead of the negated preceding action, keeping
the Lord’s ways.”

Regarding the underlying Hebrew, aMd has rendered conjunctive
vav. Normally, xal would be expected. However, [NEG xal POS] is not
a construction that is used in Greek for contrastive contexts. Thus, as far

78. So also Vianes, who writes, “The Greek, by translating the coordinator we-
with @&Ma (‘but’), understands this as an act of favoritism that is opposed to keep-
ing the paths of the Lord” French original: “Le grec en traduisant par alld (‘mais’) la
coordination we- comprend cela comme un acte de favoritisme qu’il oppose au fait
de garder les chemins du Seigneur” Laurence Vianes, Les Douze Prophétes: Malachie,
Bd’A 23.12 (Paris: Cerf, 2011), 124.
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as Greek idiom is concerned, ¢M\¢ is the most natural choice.” In order
to appropriately render vav with @&Ma, though, the translator did have to
know that the second half of a contrastive pair was coming up in their text.
Thus, this occurrence does, to at least a small extent, point to a translator
who was aware of more than the most immediate context and more than
the information unit in front of them. Rather, at the least, they had to con-
sider the communicative act as a whole.

The final @M\d occurs a few verses later in Mal 2:16. The Lord is now
speaking against Judah, warning them against their unfaithfulness.

(2:15b) “And you all said, “‘What else does God want apart from oft-
spring?” And be guarded in your spirit, and do not forsake the wife of
your youth.

(16) dM\& éav wonoas éamoateilyg, Aéyel xOptog 6 Bedg Tob Iopand, xal
xad0el aoéfeta eml Ta évdlpata adTol, Aéyel xUplog TavToxpdTwp. xal
durdEache &v 16 mvedpatt Hudv xal od w) éyxatalinyTe.

Alla if you hate her and send her away;” says the Lord God of Israel, “then
impiety will cover over his garments,” says the Lord Almighty. “And be
guarded in your spirit and do not ever forsake her”

MRIL M INR W12575Y oAN 1021 HRIW TR M DR NHW RIWTD

17320 8Y1 DoMNa DNNRY
“For, he hates to send,” says YHWH God of Israel, “And violence covers
over his clothes,” says YHWH of Hosts, “So, you will be on guard in your
spirit, and do not act unfaithfully”

It would seem that the Lord’s concern is to make certain that the people
of Judah understand the gravity of the situation. After charging them not
to forsake the wife of their youth, he provides a corrective that counters
the presumed assumption that forsaking the wife of one’s youth would not
result in suffering consequences. Without @M, such a relation between
verse 16 and the information within the mental representation would not
be impossible, but it would not be the only way to process the information
and perhaps not even the most natural. The DM dMa explicitly instructs
and constrains the recipient in his or her processing of the information to
view the host utterance as a corrective.

79. See Stephen H. Levinsohn, “Self-Instruction Materials on Non-narrative Dis-
course Analysis,” 29-30.
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The issue of what the translator was rendering is a complicated one.
Not only is the text of the MT difficult to understand, if not corrupt, but
there is also a divergent textual tradition witnessed at Qumran.® First,
regarding the MT, it witnesses to *2. Since aMa does signal a similar con-
straint as "3 when the Hebrew DM occurs in particular contexts, it is at
least possible that the translator understood the discourse in this way
and used d@Ma accordingly. Of course, @Mda is not the first choice that
comes to mind when "2 is encountered, so this would evince a translator
who was considering the context and making a decision based on their
interpretation of the whole communication. In 4Q76 (4QXII?), however,
2:16 begins now AnIw oK 3. This, it would seem, is more likely to reflect
the text that the translator of the Twelve was reading. Not only does it
contain o0&, which would motivate the use of éav, but it also has the sec-
ond-person singular verb nniw, which, though rendered by a participle in
the Greek, does correspond in person and number to the indicative verb
é%awoofrsi)\ng. If the translator was reading a text similar to 4Q76, then,
his translation reveals an understanding of "3 as a corrective, thus fitting
with one of Follingstad’s categories for *3, and bR as a conditional particle.®!
This provides an important insight into the capability of the translator.
The collocation X '3, depending on the context in which it is found,
may produce an exceptive relation, a corrective relation, or may not be
functioning as a set phrase at all.3? Thus, if a translator were to encounter
an occurrence of OR ", they would have to decide, based on the broader
context, how to render it. Granted, one may argue that the translation in
Mal 2:16 evinces a translator who was translating word for word with-
out any awareness of the context. However, elsewhere, one sees evidence
that the translator of the Twelve did, in fact, appreciate the polysemy of 2
DR. As mentioned in §3.5, the collocation is rendered, fittingly, by éav u».
In Amos 8:11, discussed above, DR "3 is represented, quite rightly, with
aMa. In the few other occurrences of the collocation, it is also rendered by
ottt xal édv (Hos 9:12), 16Tt édv (Amos 5:22), and aA\’ % (Mic 6:8; Zech
4:6). Therefore, assuming that 4Q76 does indeed represent a similar text

80. Regarding the textual difficulties of the MT here, see Andrew E. Hill, Malachi:
A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 25D (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2008), 249-54.

81. Follingstad describes this type of 3 as a marker of “(assertive) polar focus”
(see Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint, 157).

82. See the discussions on oX®™2 on pp. 113 and 129.
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to the Vorlage of the Twelve, it is reasonable, based on the translations of
DR " elsewhere in the Twelve that attest to an understanding of its various
functions, to posit that the translator made a context-based decision to
translate the collocation here with dAa édv.

In sum, though the occurrences of ¢A\d are few in the Twelve, they
do help to provide a clearer picture of how the translator approached their
Vorlage. In order to use a DM that is not clearly lexically motivated by the
underlying Hebrew or, at the least, is one possible but certainly not the ste-
reotypical option, it is necessary for the translator to have some awareness
of the flow of the discourse and to be able to assess the relations between
pieces of information. The occurrences of @éMa further build upon, even
if only a little, the emerging picture of the translator. They are aware of
more than just the most immediate context and are willing to forego ste-
reotyped equivalents in favor of representing their understanding of how
the discourse fits together. This is not to say that “their understanding” is
necessarily different than the meaning conveyed by the Hebrew. On the
contrary, their renderings are often fitting translations of their source.
However, as discussed in §1.3, Hebrew is much less explicit with regard
to relations between propositions, having fewer DMs that do more jobs
or having different constructions altogether to accomplish what some
Greek DMs accomplish. Thus, when translating the Hebrew, the translator
was often faced with more than one possible and viable option for ren-
dering their source text, not just because some of the Hebrew DMs are
polysemous but also because the context would allow for more than one
interpretation, for example, Mal 2:16—the corrective reading works, but
understanding " as marking a causal clause also fits very well in the con-
text. Without an awareness of context, the translator could not have found
reason to use @¢Ma where they do.

4.4. Conclusion

Throughout this section, I have argued that ¢Ma has one core pragmatic
function: it instructs the recipient to process its host utterance as a correc-
tive to information within his or her mental representation of the discourse.
In §$4.1 and 4.2, I examined a representative sample of &M from third to
first century BCE papyri and from the LXX Pentateuch, respectively. These
investigations led to the conclusion, discussed in full in §4.2.2, that the
DM’s core pragmatic function is signaling a corrective relation. Despite a
couple minor differences, it was also shown that this claim finds support
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in other recent Greek linguistic studies, both in Classical Greek and later
Koine. In §4.2.3, I discussed the significance of aMd with regard to the
study of LXX translation technique. Only on rare occasion can one sug-
gest that @\a may have been used for no other reason than pure lexemic
representation. In most occurrences, the DM is not lexically motivated by
the underlying Hebrew. Granted, it often accomplishes a similar pragmatic
effect as what it is rendering, but even then, a translator chose @Md rather
than a lexical or stereotyped equivalent. Moreover, the element(s) ren-
dered by @M« are typically functionally polysemous, exhibiting related but
different functions in various contexts and constructions. Assuming they
were aware of these various functions, then, a translator had to decide how
the Hebrew was functioning, which would be based on their understand-
ing of the discourse and how the pieces of information fit together. Thus,
the use of @M\, in most instances, evinces translators who were aware of
more than the immediate context and translated accordingly. Lastly, in
§4.3, I investigated the few occurrences of @M in the Twelve. These also
revealed a translator who was not concerned with precise lexical or stereo-
typical representation, but sought to convey the relations they saw in their
source text idiomatically in the Greek. This further builds on the devel-
oping picture of the translation technique of the Twelve from previous
chapters as striving for a faithful rendering of the Vorlage, which included
maintaining an awareness of the flow of the discourse and an assessment
of the context.
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In the Twelve, of the ten occurrences of dA\d, seven are collocated with
the disjunctive 7.! In the rest of the LXX, while ¢Ma does occur more
frequently than @M’ %, there is a relatively high percentage of the col-
location. Of the 557 instances of @M\ in the Greek Old Testament, 138
of them are collocated with 7.2 That is roughly 25 percent of the occur-
rences of aAa. When compared to the New Testament, this percentage
is put in stark relief. Of the 603 instances of A\ in the New Testament,
only two are collocated with the disjunctive particle (Luke 12:51 and
2 Cor 1:13). That is a percentage of 0.33. This is a notable difference
of use that may suggest @\’ 7 was a feature of early Koine Greek that
was disappearing from the language. According to the data provided
below in §5.2, such a decline may also be represented in the papyri of the
third to first centuries BCE.? Despite the frequency of this collocation in
the early koine period and especially in the LXX, it receives practically
no attention in Greek lexica and grammars nor in scholarship on LXX
translation technique. At worst, the collocation is ignored altogether;
at best, it is assumed to be functionally equivalent to ¢Ma without any
reason given. The intent of this chapter is to investigate a representa-
tive sample of occurrences of @A\’ ¥ in the papyri and LXX in order
to determine, first, its pragmatic function and, second, what such an
understanding of the collocation contributes to the study of LXX trans-
lation technique.

1. I am assuming that it is @\a and not &Mo in @M’ 7. See n. 4 below.
2. This is based on a search of R-H.
3. However, see my comments at the beginning of §5.2.

-183-
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5.1. @A\’ 7} in Greek Scholarship

The treatment of @M’ % in Greek scholarship typically comes in one of
three categories: it is regarded as an exceptive, as functionally equivalent
to aA\a, or as a corrective like &Ma but with an added emphatic nuance.*
Each one of these will be discussed in turn.”

The idea that &M\’ ¥ is an exceptive, and thus comparable to ei @) and
éav un, is found in Denniston’s Greek Particles. When @M\’ 7 precedes
only one word or a single phrase, he renders it as “except”; when the col-
location introduces the second of two coordinated phrases, he renders
it as “except that” or “but merely”® It is interesting that he suggests the
gloss “but merely” While it may be used in exceptive contexts, the focus of
such a construction is not on the exception being made but rather on the
corrective and exclusive nature of what follows. This may seem slightly
pedantic, but it is important to note the difference between exceptive and
corrective relations. I regard exception as a subset of correction, being a
narrower type of it. This is because exceptives, as demonstrated in chapter
3, portray an event or excluded set member as a corrective that coun-
ters previously processed truth-propositional content. Correctives, on
the other hand, as exemplified by &Ma in chapter 4, correct and realign
a presumed piece of information in the reader’s mental representation
but do not interact with truth-propositional content. In this way, excep-
tives have a more specific contextual requirement for use. The collocation
“but merely” belongs to the corrective superset, as it does not have the
contextual requirement that it counter truth-propositional content. How-
ever, because it has the added constraint of exclusivity, that is, focusing
on the singularity or exclusive nature of what follows, it may be used in
what would otherwise be an exceptive context, since exclusion is typically

> o

4. In Greek scholarship, there is no consensus as to whether the &\’ of aW’ 7
represents the particle @Ma or the adjective &Mo, though the typical accentuation
used reveals a preference for ¢A\é (see Philomen Probert, A New Short Guide to the
Accentuation of Ancient Greek, Advanced Language Series [London: Bristol Classical
Press, 2003], §§78, 275, 277). As will be seen in the examples below, the data indicate
that &4 is the more reasonable assumption given the closer functional conformity
between aMd and ¢\ #.

5. Le Moigne has investigated instances of @’ % in LXX Isaiah, but this will be
discussed in §5.3 below.

6. Denniston, Particles, 24.
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inherent to exceptions.” Because of this, an implicitly exceptive relation
between two propositions would provide an excellent context for high-
lighting the inherent exclusion to the excepted content. The decision to
use an exclusive corrective construction rather than an exceptive would
then depend on the communicative intent of the speaker. Do they want
to focus on the material’s status as an exception, countering truth-propo-
sitional content, or on it being the exclusive corrective to what preceded?
Thus, an exclusive corrective construction such as “but merely” can occur
in an exceptive context, owing to its exclusivity constraint, but it can also
be used in contexts inappropriate to an exceptive marker such as “except
that,” owing to its membership in the corrective superset. On this latter
type of context, to use one of Denniston’s examples, consider Xenophon,
Oec. 2.13:

Otite yap adtos pyava ypruate exextiuny, bote pavbavew, olte &Xog
MWTOTE (Lol Tapéoye T éauTol dlotxely M % o vuvt e8éleis mapéyew.
For, I myself had neither procured the necessary instruments, so as to
learn, nor did another ever supply me his own instruments to administer
a household all’ ¢ you now want to supply.

Denniston translates the last clause as “It is only you now that are willing”®
This is an instance of Denniston’s “but merely” use, represented by the
cleft construction “It is only” It is unlikely that &M’ 7 is functioning as
an exceptive. An exceptive relation between the two propositions would
be forced and would result in semantic incoherence given the lack of a
clear exception being made (hence why Denniston does not translate the
collocation as “except” or “except that”). Moreover, given the context,
Denniston’s translation makes sense in its own right, but accepting the
translation as a proper and valid rendering requires one to posit a different
function for @M’ #. It is not exceptive here but rather an exclusive correc-
tive construction.

Some other grammarians have also posited an exceptive function for
@M’ %, such as Friedrich Blass, Albert Debrunner, and Robert Funk, and
also Herbert Smyth.® James Moulton and Nigel Turner, similarly, regard

7. Le., [not X except X;] assumes an exclusive correction, though its focus is on
the exceptive relation between the utterances.

8. Denniston, Particles, 24.

9. BDEF, §448(8); Smyth, §2777.



186 Discourse Markers in Early Koine Greek

the two instances of @’ 7 in the New Testament as communicating the
same exceptive force as el un.!° E C. Conybeare and St. George Stock,
based on their work in the LXX, consider some occurrences of ¢’ 7
to be exceptive, though they do not regard this as the collocation’s pri-
mary function.!! Similarly, Edwin Mayser views @M\’ % as exceptive but
only when following a negation.!? With regard to lexica, LS] provides the
glosses “except, but” for the collocation, BDAG translates it as “except,’
and Takamitsu Muraoka posits an exceptive function for some of the col-
location’s occurrences.!?

Others have argued that the collocation functions exactly like aMa.
Margaret Thrall states that while &M\’ 7 can signal exception in Koine,
many occurrences of the collocation in the New Testament, LXX, and
papyri are clearly not exceptive and instead witness to a functional equiva-
lence to aMa.'* In addition, Mayser notes that &\’ 7, when not following a
negation, is no different from dMa.!> Muraoka, though positing an excep-
tive use for some occurrences of @M’ #, also regards the phrase as being
able to function just like aA\a.1¢

Lastly, there is the claim that the collocation has the same pragmatic
function as &Ma but expresses a more emphatic nuance. Conybeare and
Stock, for example, write, “In most of these passages [i.e., the occurrences
of @M’ % in Swete’s LXX] @M\’ 7] is simply a strengthened form of ¢Ma. If
it differs at all from it, it is in the same way as ‘but only’ in English differs
from the simple ‘but’”!” It is interesting that Conybeare and Stock pro-
vide the gloss “but only;” as such is an exclusive corrective construction,
similar to glosses used by both Denniston and Smyth. Johannes Louw
and Eugene Nida also regard ¢\’ # as a stronger form of @M, stating
that the collocation is a more emphatic phrase marking contrast.!® Simi-
larly, MGS glosses the collocation as “but how!” and adds the comment
“of indignant surprise”!®

10. Moulton and Turner, Grammar, 330.

11. Conybeare and Stock, Grammar, $108.

12. Mayser, Grammatik, $164.35.

13. LSJ, s.v. “@M’ %7 BDAG, s.v. “6A\d”; GELS, s.v. “éM\a”
14. Thrall, Greek Particles, 16-20.

15. Mayser, Grammatik, $164.18.

16. GELS, s.v. “aMa”

17. Conybeare and Stock, Grammar, §108.

18. L-N, §89.125.

19. MGS, s.v. “a@a”
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The history reveals that Greek scholarship is divided. While there is
more of a consensus that &AW\’ % is an exceptive marker, there are nota-
ble voices who understand the collocation as resembling @éMda, whether
equivalent to it or also adding an emphatic nuance. Moreover, though
the terminology is never used, some in fact seem to view &M’ % as an
exclusive corrective construction, based on their renderings of it when
translated in context or on glosses provided. In what follows, in order to
move beyond this standstill, a representative sample of occurrences of &M’
7 in the papyri and LXX will be investigated, and an attempt will be made
to discern and describe the collocation’s discourse-pragmatic function and
how it guides the reader in processing the text and building the mental
representation of it.

5.2. The Use of &AM’ % in the Papyri

In the papyri of the third century, @\’ % occurs twenty-nine times. In the
second century, there are twelve instances of aA\’ 7, most of them being
used formulaically in a set of related papyri.?® In the first century, there are
none. As I mentioned in §5.1 above, the decline of the use of & %, as wit-
nessed to between the LXX and New Testament, may also be represented in
the papyri. However, there is a significant decline in extant papyri between
the third and first centuries BCE, which may skew our results.?!

5.2.1. P.Lond. 7.2006 (248 BCE)

In this letter to Zenon, a certain Jason (presumably an employee of Zenon’s)
has run into financial issues. He needs to pay six months” worth of wages
to some shepherds but, as he writes in his letter, is unsure from where to
take the money. He explains to Zenon that the typical sources of funding
are either not available or sufficient. Moreover, funds are short for other
transactions, such as for some cheese Zenon instructed Jason to purchase.

57

Here we find an instance of A\’ 7.

(15) xal TOV TUupdY BV ypddels Nuiv malplarapBdvev éx 1 (Spayudv) To
TaAavtov oUy evpioxet \T0 Td(Aavtov)/ &N 3 (dpaypds) .

20. UPZ 1.52, 1.53, 1.54, 1.55.
21. See T. V. Evans, “The Potential of Linguistic Criteria for Dating Septuagint
Books,” BIOSCS 43 (2010): 10-11.
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(15) And the cheese about which you wrote to us to receive for a sum of
ten drachmae, he cannot find the sum all’ € six drachmae.

It may be the case that the relation between the statement “he cannot find
the sum” and the following “six drachmae” is exceptive, as the context
does allow for it (“he cannot find the sum except six drachmae”). However,
the more conventional €i/éav uy would be the natural choice if such were
the case. Moreover, exception, though arguably possible, does not quite
fit the context. A sum of ten drachmae is not a set, or at least not a typi-
cal set, from which members may be excepted. A sum, by definition, is a
totality and therefore cannot be modified by an exception. It is like using
the qualifier “all” If I were to say, “I cannot find all of my students except
these two,” though my interlocutor may understand me, the sentence is
not well formed because an exception is not made. It remains true that I
cannot find all of my students and thus the truth-propositional content
of the utterance is not countered, which it should be if an exception were
being made.?? Instead, I would need to either say, “I cannot find all of my
students but only these two” or “I cannot find any of my students except
these two.” The former retains “all” but corrects the potential assumption
that no students were found. The latter is exceptive but required “all” to be
changed to “any.” In the same way, the truth-propositional content of “he
cannot find the sum” is not countered by “six drachmae.” It remains true
that the sum cannot be found.

If @M\¢ underlies @’ 7 and one were to regard the particle as exhibit-
ing its normal pragmatic function, informing the reader of an upcoming
correction to preceding material or to an assumption arising from what
preceded, then they could understand it to be signaling a corrective to the
preceding proposition: “He cannot find the sum but rather six drachmae.”
This may be possible, but if this were the intended relation between propo-
sitions, @Md would be the obvious and more simple choice, not A\’ #.

One would do well to ask what is relevant about the “six drachmae”
The purpose for adding “six drachmae” after “he cannot find the sum” is to
communicate that this is all the person has; he can find only six drachmae
and it is not enough. A restrictive or exclusive relation between propo-
sitions would not be obtained through asyndeton, so it would need a
dedicated DM in order to be communicated. Thus, it would seem that ¢\’

22. See the discussion on exceptives in ch. 3.
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7} is signaling an exclusive correction (“He cannot find the sum but only six
drachmae”), correcting the potential assumption that the person has no
money at all and at the same time focusing on the fact that this is the only
portion of the sum that he has.?* This would make sense given the context
and also has the advantage of regarding both particles as contributing to
the function of the collocation (if the first member of the collocation is
aMa). The particle @M\ retains its corrective function (“but”) and the dis-
junctive 7 takes on a more idiomatic role (“only”). However, it is possible
that % taking on the role of an exclusive marker could be construed as an
extension of its use as a marker of an alternative, in that, in a context in
which the first option is eliminated and corrected, the disjunctive is no
longer concerned with presenting an alternative (in fact, it is no longer
possible!) and must present the only remaining option. In other words, the
interaction with the context and with the procedural constraint that ¢Ma
signals leaves # without a first option and so it then must narrow its focus
to the only “option” left.

5.2.2. P.Cair.Zen. 2.59270 (251 BCE)

In this letter, Spondates corresponds with Zenon concerning deliveries of
wood in response to a prior request from Zenon. An instance of @A\’ % can
be found when Spondates clarifies whether acacia wood is needed.

(5) yéypada got va eidfig 01éTt Ebdwv dxavbivwy ody dotepolat, & 3
gxouat ixavd, cuxauvivay 8¢ ypela Eotal

(5) T have written to you in order that you know they are not lacking
acacia wood, all’ ¢ they have enough. Now, there is a need for sycamore
wood.

The collocation cannot be exceptive, as the context would not allow it.
However, the relation between the propositions could very well be one
of correction: “They are not lacking acacia wood, but/rather they have
enough” The relevance of the proposition “they have enough” is that it
provides the corrective for the preceding proposition. Thus, @& would be
the most natural DM to use between these two propositions. This would

> o

23. Claude Orrieux takes the @\’ % here in the same way, translating it with the
French restrictive construction ne ... que (Les Papyrus de Zenon: Lhorizon d’un grec en
Egypte au Ille siécle avant ].C., Deucalion [Paris: Macula, 1983], 143).
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be similar to the instances of @¢Md& in Gen 40:23 and Exod 16:19-20a,
observed in chapter 4, where the DM introduces material that is essen-
tially tautologous.?* The preceding negated information is, for all intents
and purposes, restated as a positive corrective. Instead, though, the author
uses @M’ 7). It may be the case that the collocation is functionally equiva-
lent to dMa. As with example 1, though, an exclusive corrective reading is
possible here. In this way, @\’ 7§ would accomplish an exclusive-marking
function in addition to what @Ma alone accomplishes, thereby allowing
the two DMs to be regarded as related functionally but not as completely
equivalent. Thus, the Greek would be rendered: “They are not lacking
acacia wood, but they only have what is sufficient” The choice to use &M’
7} instead of @¢A\d, then, is motivated by the desire to express the restricted
nature of what is being communicated. While there is no lack of acacia
wood, neither, it would seem, is there an abundance. “@¢Md they have what
is sufficient” does not inform Zenon whether it is enough wood for just
the time being or enough for the next year; “@4A\’ 7 they have what is suf-
ficient” assures him that there is not a pressing need for acacia wood but
also informs him that there could be one soon.

5.2.3. P.Cair.Zen. 3.59492 (third century BCE)

Zenon had previously instructed Paosis to tell him if anyone treats him
unjustly. Paosis now writes to Zenon because of the unjust predicament in
which he finds himself.

(5) ylvwoxe otv HpaxAidyy Tov éml Tév puplwyv dmayaydv pe elg To
deopwthplov TeTipwpnTal pe elompdoowy (Opayxpas) p. éuol 08 Umdpyet
oUBev G 3 o pot "Qpog xaTéMTeY

(5) So, know that Herakleides, the leader of the ten thousand, after taking
me to prison, has avenged himself upon me by exacting one hundred
drachmae. Now there is nothing to me all’ € as much as Horos left to me.

This instance of &M\’ 7 occurs in what could be taken as an exceptive
context.2> However, the salience and relevance of the information follow-

24. See pp. 170-71.

25. Note Orrieux’s translation: “Or je ne possede rien sinon ce que nra laissé
Horos” (“But I do not possess anything except what Horos left me”). Orrieux, Les
Papyrus de Zenon, 129.
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ing @M\’ 7 is in its exclusive nature more-so than it being an exception.
Thus, @M’ 7 is both fitting and natural in the context. It alerts the reader
to process what follows as a corrective to the preceding “nothing to me”
and to focus on the limitation: “There is nothing to me but only as much
as Horos left to me”

5.2.4. PHamb. 1.27 (250 BCE)

The author writes to Zenon with regard to a number of business matters
in Philadelphia.?® One such matter concerns a lack of fodder, owing to a
certain Onnophris’s inability or lack of desire to provide what was previ-
ously arranged.

(15) €i 0¢ got daivetat, xaAds movjoelg amooTeidag (Opaxuas) 1, 6mwg
dw[ow UT(ep) yewplydv- elaiv yap eic 1 dp(o)i(pag) Tév & (Spayudv) \
6t pi[o]Biwt/. xoprov <yap> [Auiv] odx Edwxey Nuiv ‘Owwddpis AN 3
[t]ec[oepdxovra dp(TdBag)] T6v v v Fypabas alTdl, doTe AvaiTeAel
uiobwoacbat 3 yoptdopata {yreiv.

(15) Now, if it seems fitting to you, please send eight drachmae, so that
I may give it on behalf of the farmers. For they are in twelve fields for
four drachmae for the tenant.?” For Onnophris did not give pasturage to
us all’ e forty artaba of the four hundred about which you wrote to him,
with the result that it is better to hire or to request fodder.

The author could have used aMa to express the corrective relation
between the propositions, but instead chooses @M’ . Like aM\a, it signals
a corrective replacement to the preceding, but its exclusive constraint
explicitly communicates the degree to which Onnophris did not meet
Zenon's wishes. He did not give them pasturage but only forty of the four
hundred artaba (presumably of fodder)!?8 The use of @éMa would have

26. The author’s name is unknown.

27. Earlier in the letter, the author notes that there are only three farmers!

28. Presumably, the pasturage is needed for animals to feed but Zenon also spe-
cifically requested four hundred artaba of fodder in addition. Another way to read this
would be to understand the xéptov that Onnophris did not provide as fodder, which
leads to a different meaning, namely, “Onnophris did not give fodder to us but only
forty artaba of the four hundred.” In this case, i/éav wy could have been used, given
the counter to the truth-propositional content of the preceding. The fact that &M %
is used instead would seem to be due to its limiting constraint being more relevant
given the situation than an explicit exceptive constraint. The difficulty with this latter
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been sufficient to relate the two propositions and highlight the corrective,
owing to the increased processing effort required by the construction.
However, by using @\’ #, the author provides a limitative frame of refer-
ence through which the reader will process the corrective. In addition,
in this context, the exclusive serves to communicate a more explicitly
emphatic utterance than would have been achieved by aAa.

5.2.5. The Function of ¢A)Ad as Evinced in the Papyri

Given the small amount of data in the papyri, a tentative suggestion is pro-
vided here. It appears that &A\’ 7 has a very specific pragmatic function:
marking an exclusive corrective relation. The DM informs the reader that
what follows is relevant in that it is a correction to the preceding informa-
tion and also narrows the reader’s focus to the salient exclusive or limited
element of the correction.

5.3. The Use of ¢AA’ % in the LXX

Of the thirty-five occurrences of @M’ 7] in the Pentateuch and the Twelve,
it is used to render DR "2 the most with thirteen occurrences, followed by
nine instances in which the Hebrew text simply reads 3. On the whole,
then, while the translators understandably use aA\’ 7} in contexts in which
DR "3 occurs in the Hebrew Vorlagen, there is a wider spectrum of use that
goes beyond quantitative representation of the Hebrew and, perhaps in
a few instances at least, beyond qualitative representation as well. A full
count of the occurrences of the phrase in the Twelve and Pentateuch is
provided below in the table below.

Underlying Hebrew: Number of Instances
[} Jum] 13
] 9
(%] 2
DAR 2
™ 2

option, though, is discerning why the author used xéptov for “fodder” when he uses a
more specific term (xoptaouata) at the end. Hence why I have taken ydptov as pastur-
age above.
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5.3.1. Examples from the LXX

In Gen 24:38, Abraham’s servant recounts how he was instructed not
to take a wife for Isaac from the Canaanites but rather from Abraham’s
extended family.

(24:37) xal Gpwraev pe 6 x0ptdg (Lou Asywv (O] My.upn yuvaixa T@ vié wov
amo Tév GuyaTepwv 6y Xavavalwy, &v ols &yw oixé &v 'rn yij adTév, (38)
&N 3 elg TV oixov Tod matpds wouv mopeloyn xal els TV duljy pou xal
My yuvaixae 6 vig pov éxeibev.

(24:37) And my lord made me swear saying, “You will not take a wife for
my son from the daughters of the Canaanites, among whom I am living
in their land. (38) AIl’ ¢ you will go to the house of my father and to my
tribe and you will take a wife for my son from there.”

135 AWK NAPY NnawnHR1 To0 "arR-TratOR RHYDN
“But you will go to the house of my father, to my family. And you will
take a wife for my son.”

As Abraham’s family are not Canaanites themselves, &\’ 7 cannot be sig-
naling an exception. What is relevant about the information following ¢A\’
7} is that it serves as a correction to an element of the preceding. Instead of
a Canaanite wife, Abraham’s servant is to find a wife from within the non-
Canaanite family. Thus, it would seem that @M\’ 4 is functioning at least
in a very similar manner to the particle aMa. In fact, in Gen 24:4, when
Abraham gives this command to his servant, the translator renders the
underlying "2 with &\\d:

uy )\aﬁng yuvama 76 Vi@ pov Toadax amo T@v Guyafepwv T6v Xavavaiwy,
ys@ Wy v gy olxd avTol &M eig TV yfiv pov, o0 &yevéuny, mopeloy) xal
elg TV GUANY wov xal AMun yuvaixa 76 vig pov Toadx éxelbev.
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You will not take a wife for my son Isaac from the daughters of the
Canaanites, among whom I am living. Rather, you will go to my land,
where I was born, and to my tribe, and you will take a wife for my son
Isaac from there.

Thus, it would appear that one could posit some extent of functional
equivalence between aMa and ¢\’ .2

One may also be able to make a case for &A\’ 7 expressing a more
emphatic nuance. Given the "2 in 24:4 that is represented by ¢Aa and the
N9"DR in 24:38 that is represented by A\’ #, it is plausible that the LXX
translator decided to use a more emphatic form of aMa to match the
emphatic affirmative that X5-D& expresses, particularly after an oath.3
It could be argued that the decision to use @M\’ 7] was based solely on a
need to quantifiably represent both lexemes in the underlying Hebrew.
However, while I do not deny that quantitative representation was likely
a consideration, the translator of LXX Genesis does feel free elsewhere
to render single lexemes with @M\’ 7 (Gen 21:26; 45:8) and two lexemes
with é¢Md (Gen 15:4; 32:28 [29 MT]; 35:10; 40:14). Thus, this occur-
rence of @A\’ 7 may evince a pragmatic function like @Ma but with an
added emphatic force.

Another option is to regard @M\’ 7} as an exclusive corrective marker,
which suits the context well and still has the potential rhetorical effect
of expressing emphasis. By signaling a correction and focusing on
the exclusivity of something, emphasis may naturally arise. The dif-
tference between “You will not take a daughter from the Canaanites,
but you will go to my land” and “You will not take a daughter from
the Canaanites, but you will only go to my land” is first the exclusivity
signaled by “only” and second the emphasis that arises owing to the
use of “only”

By rendering 85-D& with ¢2\’ 7, the translator goes beyond lexical
representation (e.g., €l w9, which would have resulted in incoherence).
Instead, it would seem that owing to his understanding of the text and the
flow of the discourse, the translator decided to convey the relation with a
pragmatically similar device in koine idiom.

29. It should be noted that there are manuscripts that add 7 in Gen 24:4 as well as
manuscripts that omit the 7 in Gen 24:38.

30. BDB, s.v. “0X”; DCH, s.v. “DX”; Gesenius, Hebrdisches und Aramdisches Hand-
worterbuch, s.v. “OR”
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Another example may be found in Deut 4:12. Here, Moses is speak-
ing to Israel and reminding them of the theophany at Mt. Horeb and the
declaration of the covenant.

xal gE\dAnaey xUplog Tpds Dl ex wéoou Tol mupds dwyny pruatwy Hels
Nxoloate, xal dpolwua odx eldete, &GN 7 dwvAv-

And the Lord spoke to you from the midst of the fire; you hear the sound
of words, but you did not see a form, all’ é a voice.

TN O'RT DIPR ANAM DYAY DNR BMaT 51P WRA TI0N D2HR MY 92T

P
And YHWH spoke to you from the midst of the fire. You heard the
sound of words, but you did not see an image—only a voice.

The relevant relation between propositions here is one of correction. As
no truth-propositional content is being countered, an exceptive relation
would be incoherent. Rather, optimal relevance is achieved in the com-
municative act by the hearer understanding that ¢wviv was the thing
experienced instead of or in place of seeing a opoiwypa. Thus, again, &G’ ¥
appears to guide the reader in the building of his mental representation of
the text by signaling that what follows should be processed as a corrective
to what preceded. However, if this was the intended mental route, why
not use aAa? It was more prevalent in the language, at least by what one
can observe in the papyri, LXX, and New Testament. Moreover, ¢\’ ¥ is
only representing one lexeme in the Hebrew, *n. If the collocation has
the same function as aMa and the underlying Hebrew being rendered is
one word and not two, aMa would seem to be the much more reasonable
choice. Thus, it is likely that @\’ ¥ is accomplishing something more than
@Ma. Similar to the above examples from Gen 24 and the papyri, &M’ 7
may be functioning as an exclusive corrective—"“you did not see a form
but (you heard) only a voice” In context, an exclusive constraint is under-
standable and adds to the communication. It serves to drive home the
point that they saw no form and heard only a voice out of the midst of the
fire. In addition, if @A\’ 7§ does have an exclusive-signaling function, it is a
fitting rendering of "1 here, which can signal exclusivity and is regularly
translated as such in this instance.?! Granted, @M\’ % adds the corrective

31. So also John William Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Deuteronomy, SCS
39 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 73. Consider some modern translations of the
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element of aMa to the utterance, but given the tendency toward explicit
interclausal relations in Greek, this should not be too surprising. More-
over, it is a fitting rendering given the context and given that a corrective
relation can be implicitly perceived in the Hebrew. Lastly, it is interesting
to note that both NETS and the LES translate &M’ 7 as “only” here. Simi-
larly, LXX.D translates it with “nur;” and Bd’A renders it as “seulement.”

In Exod 16, the people of Israel start complaining to Moses and Aaron.
They are tired of walking in the wilderness and they are famished. They
find this new way of life so terrible that they go so far as to wish they had
died in Egypt. Moses and Aaron address the congregation to inform them
that God will provide meat and bread for them. In addition, they remind
Israel against whom the people are truly complaining.

(16:8) xal elmev Mwvuadjs 'Ev 16 idéval xlprov dulv éomépag xpéa daryeiv
xal &pToug TO mpwl eig TANTUOVAY, O1& TO elgaxoloat xUplov TOV Yoyyuoudy
Op@v, v Ouels Siayoyydlete xab Hudv- Nuels & i éouev; o yip xab’
NUEV 6 yoyyvauds Oy éotwy, a7 xata Tod Beol.

(16:8) And Moses said, “When the Lord gives you meat to eat at eve-
ning and bread at morning to sate you, because the Lord heard your
grumbling that you are grumbling against us, and what are we? For your
grumbling is not against us, all’ € against God”

IR 7N YRWA Paw paa onH KRS wa 27wa 03b M nna Awn InKn

M5y "2 02NI5N 1HYRY A0 BN PHY DrON DNR-IWR 03NN
And Moses said, “When YHWH gives you meat to eat in the evening
and bread in the morning to fill you, because YHWH heard your mur-
murings that you are murmuring against us, and what are we? Your
murmurings are not against us, but against YHWH.”

Similar to what has been observed thus far, this occurrence of &M\’ #
cannot be construed as an exceptive marker, as no exception is being
made. Rather, as is typical for the particle @Mda, the proposition preced-
ing @M’ 7 negates a set (“us”) and the proposition following &M\’ % affirms
an element of an entirely different set (“God”). Given this, the collocation
appears to function in a similar capacity to aMa. It is alerting the reader
that what follows is a corrective (in this case, a replacement) to what pre-

Hebrew: “only;” NET, NRSV, NIV, K]V, ESV; “ne ... que,” Nouvelle Edition de Geneéve,
BDS, LSG; “non ... che” NR; “soltanto,” CEI; “nur;” Schlachter; “s6lo,” LBLA, NBD,
NBLH, NTV, NVI.
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ceded. In this sense, @Ma could have been used rather than ¢\’ 4. In fact,
it would have been the simpler choice—one particle to signal correction
instead of two particles to signal the same. Thus, in addition to the correc-
tive constraint, the collocation may be construed as also communicating
an exclusive relation. Pragmatically, this signals to the reader to restrict
his focus from Moses and Aaron not just to God but to God alone, which
then entails a rhetorical effect of more emphatically and more forcefully
singling out the recipient of the people’s complaining.

It is significant that the underlying Hebrew is "3, since it would be
better represented quantitatively by aMa as well as qualitatively (the
Exodus translator even renders "3 with &\\d once elsewhere; Exod 23:24).
The fact that they do not demonstrates an engagement with and inter-
pretation of the text. Their translation instructs the reader to process the
text so that what was implicit in the Hebrew is now explicit in the Greek.
It seems likely that this was done in order to bring about the rhetorical
emphatic effect.

Leviticus 21 details rules for living for the priests of Israel. In verse 14,
the Lord provides instructions regarding whom the high priest may marry.

xhpav Ot xal éxPePfAnuévny xal Befnrwpévny xal mépvyy, TadTas od
Muetat, @G 7 mapbévov éx Tol yévoug adTol Mudetar yuvaixa-

Now, a widow, a woman who has been cast out, a woman who has been
defiled, or a prostitute, these he will not take, all’ ¢ he will take a virgin
from his kin as a wife.

AWR IR PRYA AYIN370K "2 NPT 8 AHR-IR 1T A5 nwna manbr
A widow, a woman who has been cast out, or a defiled harlot, these he
will not take. Instead, he will take a virgin from his people as a wife.

The high priest is limited to only one kind of woman for marriage, a virgin
from his own kin. The virgin is not a member of the previously negated
set (widow, divorcee, defiled woman, prostitute). This is made all the more
clear by what immediately follows in verse 15: “And he will not profane
his children among his people” It is because the virgin is construed as a
member of an entirely different set that she is acceptable as a wife, in that,
unlike the other women, she will bear nondefiled children. Thus, &M’ #
cannot be an exceptive marker here, as it would not signal a counter to
truth-propositional content. Thus, instead of aMA’ 7 marking an excep-
tive relation, the collocation signals, similar to what has been observed
in the above examples, a correction to preceding content and restricts the
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reader’s focus to the sole acceptable alternative, thus: “rather, he will only
take a virgin from his kin as a wife”

The translator could have translated the underlying oX *2 with the
often pragmatically equivalent ei u” or éav u»n. The fact that he did not
evinces his knowledge that O& "2 can function either as an exceptive or as
a broader corrective, since he does suitably translate the Hebrew colloca-
tion with éav u» elsewhere (Lev 22:6).32 Moreover, this demonstrates the
translator’s awareness of what is being communicated in context, since he
allows the surrounding context to influence his choice of DM.

Another example of ¢\’ 7 may be found in Num 13:29. Here, the
spies that were sent into Canaan have returned to the people of Israel and
are detailing what they saw.

(13:28) xal dupyfoavto adTéd xal eimav "HMbapev el vy yijy, e fjy
améoTehag Nuds, yiv péovoay ydda xal pélt, xal oitog 6 xapmds adtis:
(29) &\ % 871 Bpaab T Ebvog TO xaToixoly ém” alTHig, xal ai méAelg dyvpal
TeTelylopéval xal peydial adddpa, xal v yeveav Evay éwpdxapey éxel,
(13:28) And they explained to him and said, “We came into the land,
into which you sent us, a land flowing with milk and honey, and this is
its fruit. (29) AIl’ é that the people living in it are bold, and the cities are
fortified, having been walled and very large, and we have seen the race
of Anak there”

- ORI wam 250 nar on unmHw WK PAaRaTOR 1IR3 IAKRY 1H-mo0M
PIVN TYTON TRA NPT MRA 0P PIRA 2WN 0PN 19T DAR 1Ma

DW 1R
(13:27) And they told him and said, “We went into the land to which
you sent us. And, indeed, it is flowing with milk and honey, and this is

32. In fact, Follingstad regards X "2 as marking “contrastive exhaustive-listing
focus” (Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint, 156). He writes, “It not only excludes, but
replaces and corrects a presupposition that goes against the exclusion. It does this
‘exhaustively’ —i.e., not X only Y” (156-57, emphasis original). Follingstad regards
“exceptive DR "3” as a type of use that falls within (or is a subset of) the broader con-
trastive exhaustive-listing focus category (see his discussion in §E3.2.1.2). Locatell
also notes the exceptive and restrictive uses of DR "3 and comments on the conceptu-
ally fluidity between the two (Locatell, “Grammatical Polysemy in the Hebrew Bible,”
260-61). Thus, it makes sense why one may observe &i/éav un, &M, and &M’ % are
all used to translate o& "2 in the LXX. None of them cover the exact same territory of
R " (@A’ 7§ comes very close, but is not as productive and contextually neutral as *2
OR), but they all functionally overlap with the Hebrew collocation.
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its fruit. (28) Nevertheless (“only that”), the people living in the land are
strong, and the cities are unassailable and very large. And we also saw the
descendants of Anak there”

The translator could have used the restrictive mAnv to render paR, which
can function as a restrictive.* The Greek particle would work in the context
and suitably represent the Hebrew. The use of @A\’ 7] instead demonstrates
the translator’s desire to explicitly signal a correction to the assumption
that arises from 13:28, that because the land is so good, the people should
settle there. By using @M’ #, the translator makes explicit the correction
in the spies’ words, that one should not assume based on what has been
said that the people should settle in the land, rather they have reasons
for staying out of the land! The additional exclusivity function of &M’ #
makes it more suitable than &M, first because it matches the function of
the underlying ©aR and second because its pragmatic function naturally
entails, given the context, an emphatic rhetorical nuance. Thus, this may
be an example of an extension of the DM’s use, in that it may have been
chosen for the occasionally associated rhetorical effect of marking empha-
sis rather than for the pragmatic function of marking exclusivity itself.3*

In Lev 21:2, there is an occurrence of @M’ % that one could argue
marks an exceptive relation.

(21:1) Kai eimev x0ptog mpds Muwuaijy Aéywv Eimdv Tols iepelioy Tols viols
Aapwv xal gpels mpdg adTols Ev tals Yuyais ob waviyoovtar év w6 ébvel
adT@v, (2) AW 9 év 76 oixelw TG Eyylota adTdy, éml matpl xal uytpl, xal
viofs xal Buyatpdow, ém’ &0eddd (3) xal ddeddfi mapbéve T Eyyilovoy
a0TE T ) éxdedopévy) avdpl, émi TovTolg piavlyoeTal.

(21:1) And the Lord said to Moses, “Speak to the priests, the sons of
Aaron and you will say to them: They will not be defiled by the dead
among their people, (2) all’ & by their nearest kin, for father and mother
and sons and daughters, for a brother (3) and a virgin sister who was
close to him and did not have a husband. For these he may be defiled”

33. See HALOT, s.v. “0aR”; BDB, s.v. “0ax”; Wilhem Gesenius, Hebrdisches und
Aramdisches Handworterbuch, s.v. “0aR”

34. This less prototypical use would still bear sufficient resemblance to the pro-
totypical &AW\’ 4, given both the corrective element and the frequent potential for an
emphatic nuance in many of the DM’s contexts of use. As is frequently the case with
fuzzy boundary uses of language elements, the interaction between the DM and the
surrounding context would clarify for the recipient the communicative intent behind
the DM.
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RAV™RY WAIY DRHR NOARY IR 12 DUAI07HR AR AWATOR M RN
AR AR 10251 125 ParD nRY YOR 2pn IRYH DR D raya

RNV 7Y WRH NaRH WK POR Napn A9Inan
(21:1) And YHWH said to Moses, “Speak to the priests, the sons of
Aaron, and you will say to them: He will not defile himself for a dead
person among his people. (2) Except for his close relative, for his mother
and for his father and for his son and for his daughter and for his brother
(3) and for his virgin sister who is close to him who did not have a hus-
band; for her, he may defile himself”

The exceptive relation between propositions is evident. A set is negated—
“they will not be defiled by the dead among their people’—and then
members from that set are reintroduced as exceptions—“their nearest
kin” There is a clear exception being communicated. The question, then,
is whether &M’ ] may be used to signal exception or if the translator is
using it as an exclusive corrective as in the above examples. First, as previ-
ously discussed, the Leviticus translator is aware that oX "3 can function
as either a corrective or an exceptive. In Lev 22:6, a clearly exceptive con-
text, the translator renders DR "2 with éav w7, and in Lev 21:14, a clearly
corrective context in which an exceptive reading would be incoherent, he
renders it with &M’ 7. If he had wanted to focus on the exceptive relation,
there is no reason why the translator could not have used &i u” or éav py.
Thus, already, there is reason to think that the translator may be using
@M’ 9 to focus on a different relation. Moreover, everything that has been
observed up to this point suggests that @A\’ 7 is a marker of an exclusive
corrective relation. Second, recalling the discussion in §5.1, exceptives and
exclusive-markers share some overlap when it comes to suitable contexts
of use. All exceptions inherently assume some element of exclusion; not all
exclusive-markers, however, assume exception, as the above examples all
illustrate. Because of this, two deductions may be made: First, it is possible
for an exclusive to replace an exceptive when the communicator wants to
focus on the exclusion more-so than the exception. Second, the converse
of this, that an exceptive can replace an exclusive, is of course not neces-
sarily true; an exceptive marker will often not be able to be substituted for
the exclusive marker.

Based on this, the most reasonable approach to this occurrence of
aM’ 7, and others like it, is to regard it as maintaining its exclusive cor-
rective function. This does not eliminate the inherent exception in the
context, instead it simply guides the reader to focus on the exclusivity or
restriction of the excepted element, rather than on the exception itself.
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Thus: “They will not be defiled by the dead among their people, but only
by their nearest kin.”

5.3.2. A Cognitive-Functional Description of @A\ 7

Based on what has been observed in the LXX, the description of &\’ #
provided in §5.2.5 may be confirmed. It seems evident that the DM has a
very specific pragmatic function: marking an exclusive corrective relation.
Thus, in an example such as Exod 16:8, 00 yap a8’ nuév 6 yoyyuouods Huidv
éoTv, @M % xata Tod Oeol, the reader’s mental route is to first process
the negated proposition that the people’s grumbling is not against Moses
and Aaron. Second, &M’ 7 informs the reader that they should continue
building the mental representation of the text by regarding what follows as
offering new information that is a correction to what preceded. Not only
that, but the correction has an exclusive force. It is only this thing, nothing
else. Third, the reader processes “against God” as the exclusive correction,
understanding the proposition’s relevance as informing them of where
the grumblings of the previous proposition are actually directed if not to
Moses and Aaron. In addition, there is rhetorical purpose in using ¢\’ 7,
in that it seems that the exclusive-signaling force of @A\’ 7 may entail, at
least in some contexts, a certain level of emphasis.

With regard to how @M’ 7 has been described in Greek scholar-
ship, the description offered here finds many suggestions with which to
agree, some with which to disagree, and offers a slightly different way
of conceiving of the collocation. I find the suggestion that the colloca-
tion is a marker of exception to be unconvincing. In many contexts, such
simply does not work as an analysis of the DM. Granted, @A\’ %] can and
does occur in exceptive contexts, but that does not necessarily indicate
an exceptive-marking function, especially when ei/éav u»n are available
and typical. Rather, the exclusive-signaling element of ¢\’ 7 naturally
lends the collocation to exceptive contexts. This is to be expected, as

35. This understanding of the collocation has also been indirectly suggested by
Drummen, based on her research on &¢M.¢. While she notes the common acceptance of
the collocation as an exceptive, she translates an occurrence of it from Aristophanes’s
Frogs with “but only;” noting the incompatibility of exception to the context, and then
remarks, “Even if we are dealing with the idiomatic expression [“except that”] here, I
believe the correcting function of the particle can certainly be felt” (Drummen, “Dis-
course Cohesion in Dialogue,” 147).
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there is a relationship between restriction and exception evinced cross-
linguistically.® They are distinct functions, but they share functional
overlap. Nevertheless, the function of A\’ % as I have described it can
be maintained even in contexts in which an exceptive marker would be
acceptable. Some in Greek scholarship even saw this themselves, it would
seem, by glosses given for @M’ 7] like “but merely” The use of &A\’ % in an
exceptive context, then, is a meaningful choice to focus on the inherent
exclusivity more-so than the exception.’” I am in agreement with those
scholars who suggest that @\’ 7 has the same function as @M. I would
only add that it has an additional exclusive-signaling function as well,
which makes the choice to use @M’ % in a context wherein dAa would
suffice a meaningful one. Lastly, the suggestion that &A\’  is an emphatic
form of aA\a is both correct and incorrect. Its exclusive-signaling func-
tion does give the collocation a stronger force than @4, but to call that
“emphatic” runs the risk of missing the restriction that is being com-
municated. However, as was observed in some of the examples above,
the exclusive relation, in certain contexts, can entail an emphatic nuance
being added to the correction.

Thus, the following summary description may be offered. The DM &\’
7 functions within the cognitive domain and signals an exclusive correc-
tive relation. Like @M, it signals that what follows is a corrective to some
element within the recipient’s mental representation of the discourse.
Unlike @M\, it has the added constraint of narrowing the recipient’s focus
to the salient exclusive or limited element of the corrective. This exclusive-
marking constraint naturally lends @M\’ % to be used in exceptive contexts,
though the use of @A\’ 7 rather than a clear exceptive marker likely points
to the desire to narrow focus on the exclusive correction being made. In
some contexts, there appears to be an added emphatic nuance that arises
from using @M’ 7. This may be an additional motivation in using the col-
location at times.

36. Bernd Kortmann, Adverbial Subordination: A Typology and History of Adver-
bial Subordinators Based on European Languages, EALT 18 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997),
87,199.

37. At the same time, we must be open to the possibility of a polysemic analysis in
which the function of éA\’ 9 allowed for the development of a strictly exceptive sense.
However, given the sparsity of data, the fact that the DM was falling out of use, and
the fittingness of exclusive correction in the exceptive contexts in which it appears, I
am hesitant to posit this.
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5 o

5.3.3. @AM’ % and LXX Translation Technique

This understanding of @M’ 7 has certain implications for the study of LXX
translation technique and for how one understands the translator’s moti-
vations. First, it can be said that the translators examined here did not
necessarily feel constrained to render any one lexeme or any collocation
in the Hebrew Bible with @M’ #. Thus, text-critically, one must be care-
ful of postulating a certain Hebrew lexeme or collocation in a translator’s
Vorlage solely on the basis of @M\’ 7. Second, the fact that the collocation
can be used when the underlying Hebrew reads oX "2 or "2 or asyndeton
or DAR or R or any of the other lexemes listed at the beginning of §5.3
demonstrates that the translators, at least those examined above, felt free
to translate according to their own understanding of how the propositions
were related to one another, which also required a certain level of con-
textual awareness on their part. Lastly, related to the previous point, the
choices made by the translators provide insight into their interpretation
of the source texts. For example, when &M\’ % is used and the underlying
Hebrew appears to have had "3, an interpretative move has been made on
the part of the translator. Even if some of those occurrences of 3 could
be regarded as signaling a corrective, many of them cannot be, or at the
least, they could equally be regarded as explanatory/causal markers, which
would have been more suitably translated by yap, 01671, or étt. When the
relation between clauses in Hebrew is asyndetic, one should immediately
question why the translator used A\’ # rather than mirroring the asyn-
deton in Greek. The translator’s decision to use @\’ 7, in most instances,
witnesses to their interpretation of the context as well as a desire to explic-
itly mark the relations between propositions as they conceived of them.
Even rendering DR "2 with ¢\’ 7 witnesses to more than a simply quan-
titative and more-or-less qualitative representation. The collocation oR "3
can be corrective or exceptive. To translate this into Greek, the translator
was required to look to the surrounding context to understand what was
being communicated.

This can also be seen in Le Moigne’s work on particle use in LXX Isa-
iah.38 In his brief discussion of @A\’ %, which occurs four times in the book,
he demonstrates that the translator did not use the DM as a stereotypical
rendering of any one lexeme or collocation in his Vorlage. Assuming a

38. Le Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante,” ch. 7 §A.4.
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similar Vorlage to the MT, in the DM’s four occurrences in LXX Isaiah, it
renders something different each time. In Isa 42:19, it stands in once for "2
DR and once for the preposition 2. In Isa 62:9, the MT attests to *2. In Isa
66:2, @M’ 7 is a plus. With respect to this last use, Le Moigne writes, “With-
out a doubt, the translator wanted to make the function of the last noun
phrases more explicit.”* But this can be extended to the other instances as
well. In each case, the translator did not have to use &M’ #. The fact that he
did attests to his understanding of the context and a de51re to convey that
understanding.*°

39. Le Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante;” ch. 7 §A.4.a: “Le traducteur a
sans doute voulu rendre plus explicite la fonction des derniers syntagmes nominaux.”

40. It is worth discussing the data in LXX Isaiah and Le Moigne’s analysis. In
three of its four occurrences in the book, Le Moigne regards the DM as exceptive,
translating it as “sinon” in Isa 42:19 (twice) and “si ce nest” in Isa 66:2. He regards
its use in Isa 62:9 as equivalent to @&Md, though he entertains the idea that it may be
exceptive there as well (Le Moigne, “Le livre d’Esaie dans la Septante,” ch. 7 §A.4.b).
In the three examples that Le Moigne regards as exceptive, @A\’ ¥ is preceded by a
rhetorical question (Isa 42:19a-b) xai Tic Tqukbg GM\ 4 ol maidés pov xal xwdot GAN
7} o xuptevovteg avT@y; “And who is blind all’ ¢ my servants and deaf all’ & the ones
who lord it over them?”; (Isa 66:2b) xai émt Tiva émiPAéyw G 7 7} éml TOV Tamewdy xal
Navxtov xal Tpépovta Tobg Adyous pov; “On whom will I look all’ é on the humble and
quiet and the one who trembles at my words?” These examples illustrate the discus-
sion above with respect to the pragmatics of @\’ 7, its suitable contexts of use, and the
shared functional space between restrictives and exceptives. In these three examples,
el/éav i could have easily been used. Whether ¢\ 7 itself focuses on the exception
is dependent entirely on what happens in the mind of the recipient when the rhetori-
cal question, @\’ #, and its host utterance are processed together. With ei/éav uy after
an interrogative, such as Esth 6:6 examined in ch. 3, it seems clear that the reader
would assume a negated set out of which to extract an excepted member. Perhaps
that is also the case with &AW’ #. Though, even then, it would seem likely that W’ %
would be used specifically to focus the reader’s attention on the limitative relation. At
the same time, given what has been observed in this chapter, it may be the case that
@M\’ 7 stays closer to aMa. In this case, it counters the assumption that there are many
who are blind and deaf and points the reader to the exclusive corrective. This could be
rendered in English by something along the lines of: “Who is blind? Just my servants.
Who is deaf? Just the ones who lord it over them” and “On whom will Ilook? Only on
the humble and quiet and who trembles at my words” The fourth instance of the DM
is in Isa 62:8b-9: Ei €11 dwow Tov 0TTév oou xal Ta Bpwuam gov TOlg exepotg aov, xal &l
étt mlovtat viol aMOTpLOL oV olvéy gov, éd & syoxey)mg aM ol quvayovteg dayovtal
adTa xal aivéoouaty xlplov, xal ol guvdyovtes Tlovtal adta &v Tals énavAeaty Tals dylaig
pov. “I will not again give your grain and your food to your enemies, and foreign sons
will not again drink your wine, for which you labored. all’ ¢ the ones who gather will
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5.4. GAMA’ 9] in the Twelve

In the Twelve, there are seven occurrences of @M\’ 9. Aside from one textu-
ally difficult occurrence (Mal 2:15), they all render either "2 (Hos 1:6, 7:14;
Amos 7:14; Zech 8:12) or o& "2 (Mic 6:8; Zech 4:6). In each case, the DM
can be observed as functioning as a marker of an exclusive corrective rela-
tion. A few will be surveyed here.

In Hos 1:6, the Lord declares that he will no longer show mercy to
Israel. He will now align himself against them. To connect these two utter-

> o

ances, the translator has the Lord using the collocation ¢\’ 7.

xal cuvédaPev €T xal Erexe Buyatépa. xal eimev adté Kdheoov 0 dvopa
adtiic Olx NAenuévn, idtt o0 wi) mpoahnow &tt éAefioat Tov olxov Iopani,
AW 1) dvtitacodpevos dvtitaéopat adTols.

And Gomer became pregnant again and bore a daughter. And the Lord
said to him, “Name her ‘Not Pitied, for I will no longer show mercy to
the house of Israel, all’ ¢ opposing, I will align myself against them.”

TIR DAIR T 0IR KD 72 DM KD AAW RIP 12 0KRM N2 oM Ty 0m
0% RWR RWI3 HRIW N1
And Gomer conceived again and gave birth to a daughter. And the Lord
said to me, “Name her ‘Not Pitied, for I will not again have compassion
on the house of Israel that I would in any way forgive them?”
The proposition following &M’ 7, “opposing, I will align myself against
them,” is cast as an exclusive corrective to the preceding: “I will not show
mercy to the house of Israel, instead, only opposing, I will align myself
against them.” It is not just that the Lord will not show mercy and will
instead oppose Israel. He will instead only oppose Israel. The Lord is por-
trayed by the translator as communicating that this is his only course of

eat them and praise the Lord, and the ones who gather will drink them in my holy resi-
dences”” Given the narrow dataset of LXX Isaiah, Le Moigne tries to force this instance
to behave like the others, suggesting, “We could thus paraphrase the whole as ‘T will
not give your goods to anyone (except you), no one (except you) will eat them” (ch. 7
§A.4.b: “On pourrait ainsi paraphraser I'ensemble ‘je ne donnerai tes biens & personne
[si ce mest toi], personne [si ce mest toi] les mangera’™”). If one considers the proto-
typical usage of the DM attested by a wider dataset, its use in Isa 62:9 looks perfectly
normal. The truth-propositional content of the preceding is not countered and the
DM introduces the exclusive correction: “but only the ones who gather will eat them.”
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action with reference to Israel. This, then, may also have the added rhetori-
cal effect of emphasizing the Lord’s proclamation.

Assuming that the reading attested in the MT mirrors the Vorlage of
the Twelve, then one can observe the translator taking something that was
implicit in their source text and making it explicit in their translation.
The exclusive constraint of A\’ 7} takes the reader down a more specific
mental pathway than the underlying Hebrew does. The translator could
have mirrored their Vorlage with @Ma. The fact that they did not demon-
strates a translator who was willing to go beyond lexemic and quantitative
representation and translate instead according to their interpretation of
the text.*!

In Zech 4, the prophet is speaking with an angel, who is explaining the
visions that Zechariah is witnessing. In verse 6, the angel relates a vision to
Zerubbabel’s task of rebuilding the temple.

al Gmexpify xal eime mpds e Aéywv OUTog 6 Adyos xuplou mpds ZopoPafer
Aéywv Olx év duvayet peydy o0oE év ioylt, AW 7 év mveduati wov, Aéyet
xUPLOg TAVTOXPATWP.

And he answered and said to me, “This is the word of the Lord to Zerub-
babel: ‘Not by great power nor by strength, all’ € by my spirit, says the
Lord Almighty”

-OR "2 122 891 912 &Y RY Ha2rOR M2 A RS HR nNT

MINRAR M7 9K "MN2
And he answered and said to me, “This is the word of YHWH to Zerub-
babel: ‘Not by strength and not by power, but instead by my spirit, says
YHWH of Hosts.”

The collocation works very well in this context. It instructs the reader to
process the text and build their mental representation of it by regarding the
following information as a corrective to what they have already processed
and as an exclusion that narrows their focus on the one salient thing being
communicated: only by the Lord’s spirit will Zerubbabel accomplish his
task. Understandably, given the context, an emphatic force naturally arises
out of the pragmatics of the collocation. By using aA\a, the translator could

41. Quantitative representation does not seem to be a primary consideration for
the translator of the Twelve, as they use ¢A\d in place of DX *2in Amos 8:11 and &M’ %
in place of the single lexeme "2 in four of the collocation’s seven occurrences (Hos 1:6;
7:14; Amos 7:14; Zech 8:12).
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have instructed the reader, more or less, in the same mental processing
route, but by using &M’ %), the explicit exclusion heightens the strength of
the communication. Moreover, in the Hebrew, this is an instance of o& "
that exemplifies Follingstad’s suggestion that it, at its core, focuses on an
exclusion that corrects a presupposition.*? Though the overlap between "2
oK and @A\’ 7] is not perfect, they are remarkably similar in their core func-
tions. While the translator of the Twelve could have used &M\’ 7 owing only
to their exegesis of the text, it is possible that they chose the DM because
of its fittingness to render the Hebrew collocation. Even then as has been
discussed, in order to translate OXR "2 into Greek, because of the overlap
it shares with various Greek DMs, the translator had to allow contextual
factors play into their translation. In any case, this occurrence of @M\’ %
again demonstrates a translator who was aware of context and was able to
encode their conception of the flow of the discourse into their translation.

In Amos 7:14, the prophet is answering Amaziah, who has told him
to prophesy elsewhere. Defending his prophetic ministry in Israel, Amos
begins by noting his humble beginnings as a shepherd and gardener and,
in the following verses, that the Lord took him from his way of life and set
him on his prophetic path.

xal dmexpify Apws xal eime mpos Apactav Otx funy mpodnTys Eyd 00t
vids mpodriTou, &M 7 aimbrog Huny xal xilwy cuxdpva.

And Amos answered and said to Amaziah, “I was not a prophet nor a son
of a prophet, all’ é I was a goat herder and a mulberry ripener.

D131 721K P17 MIIR K237 KDY IR RAIRY DRORDIR RN 0MY 1P

onpYw
And Amos answered and said to Amaziah, “I was not a prophet, and I
was not a son of a prophet. For, I was a herdsmen and a ripener of syca-
more figs.

By using @M’ 4, the translator signals an exclusive corrective relation
between the propositions. The relevance of the statement “I was a goat
herder and a mulberry ripener” to the communication is fully realized in
light of the constraint that &M\’ 7 bears on the reader’s processing and sub-
sequent interpretation. The statement is a corrective to what preceded and

restricts and narrows the reader’s focus to Amos’s humble role as nothing

42. See Follingstad, Deictic Viewpoint, 156-57.
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more than a laborer. Amos had no claim to the prophetic office. Instead,
he was only a goat herder and mulberry ripener. The underlying "2 in the
translator’s source text could have been suitably rendered with yap, dwért,
or even @Ma. The translator’s choice to use @M’ % appears to be a moti-
vated one to make explicit what they considered to be the salient relation
between the propositions.

The instances of @\’ % in the Twelve all indicate a translator who was
more involved in theirs work than simply finding matching lexemes in
their target language. By using the DM, the translator demonstrates their
understanding of the discourse and instructs the reader down the same
mental pathway. In most cases, the DM appropriately renders a similar
pragmatic device in the underlying Hebrew, "2 or o& "3, but even then, the
translator had many options available to them. They had to decide, based
on their reading of the text, what relation was relevant to what was being
expressed. When translating "3, in particular, they also made the decision
to signal an exclusive relation, even though it was not signaled in their
Vorlage. In the end, the use of @\’ % in the Twelve contributes to the pic-
ture of a translator who engaged with the text and did not always shy away
from employing natural Greek idiom when their interpretation called for
it, even though it frequently did not precisely mirror the Hebrew.

5.5. Conclusion

In sum, &AW\’ ¥ is a collocation that provides a unique contribution to
the discourse but has often been overlooked. Though closely related to
@M, it provides an additional constraint that has communicative value
and should therefore be appreciated. In LXX scholarship, its use provides
insight into the translators and the choices they made when rendering
their Vorlagen into Greek. With the occasional exception of R "3, other
DMs would better replicate the structure of the underlying Hebrew. By
using @M\’ %, the LXX translators reveal their interpretation of the text,
demonstrate their willingness to move beyond simple replication of their
Vorlagen, and evince an ability to indicate textual relations by means of
natural koine idiom.



UEV

The particle uév appears twice in the Twelve: Hag 1:4 and Zech 1:15. That
uév appears at all is highly significant, as, unlike the DMs investigated in
the preceding chapters, there is nothing remotely close to a lexical equiva-
lent to pév in Biblical Hebrew. For a translator to choose to employ the
particle even though it does not represent a lexeme in their Vorlage sug-
gests that they were not only willing to go beyond lexical representation of
their source text but also intent on facilitating the reader’s construction of
a specific mental representation of the text.

The situation is the same with regard to most occurrences of uév
throughout the LXX, in that, one does not have the option of positing
qualitative (or, often, even quantitative) representation as the motivation
behind its use. Owing to this, one must ask what could have motivated the
translators to use uév at all? In order to answer this question, it is crucial to
determine what uév accomplishes in the early koine period.

In traditional grammars and lexica, a few functions are typically attrib-
uted to pév. Most often, it is understood as marking a correlation between
its host utterance and a following corresponding utterance introduced by
another particle, normally 0¢.! When not followed by a particle that intro-
duces a corresponding utterance (traditionally labeled “név solitarium?),
uév is either understood as marking a correlation with material that is
implied and must therefore be supplied by the reader or as an affirmative

1. E.g., Denniston, Particles, 359, 369-84; BDF, §447; Wallace, Greek Gram-
mar, 672; Porter, Idioms, 212; Winer, New Testament Greek, 551; Robertson, Gram-
mar, 1151; Smyth, §§2903-15; Abel, Grammaire du Grec Biblique, $78k; K-G 2.2:264;
Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, $232; Young, New Testament Greek, 200; Green,
Grammar of the Greek Testament, 344-45; Danker, Greek-English Lexicon, s.v. “uév’;
BDAG, s.v. “uév”; L-N, §§89.104, 89.136, 91.3; GELS, s.v. “uév”

-209-
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or emphatic particle.? The former use, marking a correlation with implied
material, is, in fact, how Denniston exclusively describes wév solitarium.
He writes:

The explanation of pév solitarium, in general, is either that the speaker
originally intends to supply an answering clause, but subsequently forgets
his intention ... or, far more frequently, that he uses pév, like ye, in con-
trast with something which he does not, even in the first instance, intend
to express in words, or even (sometimes) define precisely in thought.?

Thus, apart from a few that posit an emphatic or affirmative function,
grammars and lexica have primarily understood puév to signal a correlation
between its host utterance and forthcoming content, whether an explicit
utterance or implied material. Some of the grammarians (e.g., Smyth and
Robertson) frame the correlative relationship in terms of contrast, espe-
cially when discussing the pév ... 3¢ construction.

6.1. The Use of név in the Papyri

Extant papyri between 300 BCE and 1 CE witness to approximately seven
hundred occurrences of uév. Many of these instances appear formulaic, where
uév is used in very similar legal contexts, sometimes even with the exact same
wording, only applied to a different situation. Very frequently, the particle
is soon followed by a connective (usually 0¢) that occurs in a corresponding
sentence or clause. Thus, in many of the examples below, the discussion will
focus not only on pév but also its relation to the following connective.

2. As a marker of correlation, see, e.g., Robertson, Grammar, 1152; Green, Gram-
mar of the Greek Testament, 345; Smyth, §2896; BDAG, s.v. “uév” 2; LS], s.v. “uév” 2;
DFENTG, 170; Stephen H. Levinsohn, Textual Connections in Acts, SBLMS 31 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1987), 143. As an affirmative or emphatic particle, see, e.g., Porter,
Idioms, 212; Chamberlain, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 161; L-N, §91.6;
Danker, Greek-English Lexicon, s.v. “yév”

3. Denniston, Particles, 380.

4. A search on papyri.info on 9 July 2014 for the lemma “pev” resulted in 831 hits.
Of those hits, 117 were not the particle uév but were rather part of another word (e.g.,
a first-person plural active verb). This brought the count down to 714. However, of
those 714, there were 143 instances in which pév is postulated as having been written
where there is a now a lacuna in the papyrus and 41 instances in which two or three of
the letters of the particle are illegible.
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6.1.1. PCair.Zen. 1.59019 (260-258 BCE)

The author of this letter is an associate of Zenon’s and is writing to update
him on business matters.” In line 5, the author informs Zenon of the price
he will try to negotiate for (as indicated elsewhere in the letter) the curing
of dice from gazelle bones. In line 11, the author promises to write more
to Zenon soon.

(5) [mept 0] Tijc Bepameiag meipacdueba wév yadwwaiovs, € 08 win Ye,
dixadxiaiovg: ... (11) T 0t Aotmd oot ypdw axpiféatepov, viv uév yap
pot odx égemoinae. metpdd O wot 8Tt Thxog ypddew [mept] [mdvrw]v.

(5) With regard to the services rendered, we will try men to make it cost
one chalkous, but (de) if we really cannot, a double chalkous. ... (11) I will
write the rest to you much more precisely, for men, it is not possible for me
now, but (de) I am attempting to write very soon concerning everything.

Immediately observable are the 0¢ that quickly follow each instance of
1év, each one having the same moderate scope as the preceding pév. In
both cases, the corresponding sentences are concerned with presenting
two different options with regard to one overarching topic that was intro-
duced prior to uév. The first uév follows a statement of the overarching
topic—services rendered—and introduces the author’s statement that he
will try to negotiate the cost to be one chalkous. This is quickly followed
by the corresponding ¢ and its host utterance. The author states that, if
one chalkous cannot be negotiated, the cost will be a double chalkous. The
two sentences are intrinsically linked. Together, they provide the relevant
information with respect to the topic at hand. The negotiations for the
cost to cure dice will result in an agreement to pay either one chalkous or
two chalkoi.

The second pév is collocated with yap and is thus part of offline mate-
rial that provides explanatory information in relation to the preceding
proposition, “I will write the rest”® The pév introduces a statement that
explains why further writing will take place in the future: the author does
not currently have the time available to him. However, this is not all he
has to say on the matter. The corresponding sentence, connected by 0¢,

5. The author’s name is unknown.
6. On the function of yap, see DGGNT, 51-54. See also Sicking, “Devices for Text
Articulation,” 20-25.
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serves to reassure Zenon that, despite the lack of time, the author is trying
to write as soon as possible concerning every matter. Thus, here as well,
the pév ... 0¢ construction provides the reader with two pieces of related
information that together form an utterance that is highly relevant with
regard to the overarching topic expressed in the preceding statement (“I
will write the rest”).

6.1.2. P.Cair.Zen. 1.59107 (257 BCE)

In this letter, Apollonios writes to Panakestor about a boat that the latter
requested. Apollonios explains why the boat has not been sent and sug-
gests a path forward.

(1) AmoMawvios Tlavaxéotopt xalpewv. 0 [m]Aolov €t mpdTepov
ameaTdAxeluey Gy got, A opldpey pé[ya avliwypa éabuevov eig Todg
vatTag. el uv odv dbvaoar T6v év Kepwdit Tioly dodvat, oftives épydvtat
xal die[6]péPovgt Tods v[adlt[als, dtav 8¢ oot (5) xpela i o mholov
amoyprigouat, ypaov Nuiv- dmooteholipey ydp ool. gl 08 wr, oby 6p@ még
duvaueba xabyuévos Tois valtalg ToV mAeloTov Ypbvov Tobg wiabols dii
TavToS OLddvat.

(1) Apollonios to Panakestor. Greetings. We would have already sent the
boat to you earlier, but we see a great expense in the future for the sail-
ors. So, if men you are able to give (it?) to some (boatmen?) in Kerke,”
whoever will work and will support the sailors, then whenever you have
enough (5) need for the boat, write to us. We will send to you. But (de)
if not, I cannot see how we are able to continually offer wages to sailors
who are sitting around most of the time.

Owing to the cost of maintaining sailors, Apollonios has reservations
about sending a boat to Panakestor. Apollonios thus presents two options
concerning the situation. First, introduced by uév, he states that should
Panakestor be able to make arrangements for the sailors to be supported,
then when the boat is needed, he should write to Apollonios again.® The

7. This line is difficult. Apollonios seems to be suggesting that Panakestor find
some associates (boatmen in Kerke?) who would have use of the boat and would thus
maintain the sailors. Presumably, in this arrangement, Panakestor would then have
the right to use the boat whenever he needed it. See Edgar, P.Cair.Zen, 124.

8. It may be tempting to view the apodosis, dtav ¢ got xpele N To¥ mAolov
amoxpoovat, ypapov nuiv- dmoateroliwey yap got, as a part of the pév ... 3¢ construc-
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corresponding option, introduced by ¢, is then presented: If Panakestor
cannot pay and maintain sailors, then Apollonios does not see how the
costs for sailors who are sitting around most of the time can be covered.
The obvious implication here is: “If you cannot figure out how to maintain
the sailors, you are not getting the boat” Thus, the uév ... 3¢ construction
is used with two related sentences that together convey a whole utterance
that is crucially relevant to the discourse topic stated at the beginning of
the letter (intention to send the boat but reluctance to do so owing to the
cost of the sailors). Note, too, that the particles also correspond in their
moderate scope over the conditional clauses.

Also significant here is the i pév ... ei 0¢ construction. In the papyri,
this construction is not infrequently used when there are two contrasting
options for a given situation.” It seems to have been a set phrase. This is not
to say its use was purely formulaic, but that there was a fittingness to its use
in certain contexts in conjunction with the discourse-pragmatic functions
of the DMs involved.

6.1.3. PMich. 3.190 (172 BCE)

This is a portion of a contract between Theokles and Aristokles. Theokles
agrees to lend Aristokles money, and the contract stipulates the time
period, interest rate, and matters concerning repayment. These lines in
particular detail when repayment should happen and what will happen
should Aristokles fail to do so.

(20) dmodétw ¢ ApioToxAiic OeoxAel O mpoyeypalpuévo) 0d(vetov) T&
y (tadavta) xal tag Y ol ya(Axol) xal Tov yevouevov adT@v Téxov év
i Amedaiot, Aiyv(ntiov) 0¢ TTadvt, Tol 1 (EToug). éav 08 un amoddt,
gmotelodtw TO uv da(velov) (25) NutdAt[o]v Tov 0t Toxov amrolv xal
mpé&is Eotw Ocoxel mpdoa[o]v[Tt] AptoTox My 5 Ty Eyyuov adt[o]d xal
map’ évds a[0]tév ol dv aipfitar xal map’ dudotépwy xabdmep éx dberg.

(20) Now, let Aristokles repay to Theokles the aforementioned loan: 3
talents, 780 in bronze money, and the interest, in the month of Apellaios
(or Pauni in the Egyptian calendar) in the tenth year. But, if he does
not repay, let him pay as penalty the men loan plus 50 percent and (de)

tion. However, as one can observe in this example and in others below, &l pév cor-
responds to a forthcoming ei 0¢. The two work together to provide two contrasting
options to one situation.

9. This construction will be observed again in the LXX data below.
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simple interest. (25) Theokles will have the right to exact payment from
Aristokles or his surety, whichever of them he may choose, or upon both,
exactly as is right.

Rather than offering two corresponding, contrasting options for one situ-
ation as in the above examples, this pév ... 0¢ construction presents two
corresponding, noncontrasting pieces of one situation, in which the latter
piece builds on the former. After providing the terms for the repayment of
Theokles’s loan to Aristokles, the author lays out the penalty if Aristokles
does not pay Theokles back. The penalty is divided into two parts. The
first, occurring with pév, is that Aristokles will have to pay the loan plus
another 50 percent. The second, signaled by 0%, is that Aristokles will still
have to pay the interest on top of the 150 percent remittance. Thus, the two
distinct pieces of information relevant to the topic of penalties are intro-
duced by pév ... 0¢, and together, they form the whole picture. Though the
1év ... O¢ construction presents two pieces of one situation rather than two
options with regard to one situation, as the instances above do, one may
observe in this example two similar contextual features: (1) One utterance
is followed by another that adds distinct but corresponding information to
the former, and (2) both together provide the relevant details to a preced-
ing established topic. It should be noted that the scope of the particles is
different here than in the other letters examined so far. In examples 1 and
2, uév and 0¢ occurred with a moderate scope. Here, however, they both
have a narrow scope, introducing noun phrases that serve as the direct
objects of dmoteloaTw.

6.1.4. P.Oxy.12.1465 (100-1 BCE)

This letter concerns the theft of wheat from two threshing floors near
the village Isieion Pekysios. After describing the situation, the author
ends the letter with a request that the thieves be sought out and the
goods retrieved.!!

10. This narrow scope may be determinative in the position of uév after 6 rather
than after dmotetodtw. For what appears to be a clearer example of this, see example
5 below.

11. The names of the author and recipient are lost as is any explicit indication of
their relationship or their vocations.
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(10) &éi& cruv*r[o't]gqtg g[x]{ymioavras Tobs alitio]us xataotijoal émt of,
dmwg €yt v Ta eidnupéva xoplowyuat, of 08 davnodpevol aitiol Tixw[ o]t
wv mpoarxet mpds (15) émtotacy dNwv, W’ & dvrenuuévos.

(10) T think we ought to arrange a group to seek out the guilty to bring
them to you, so that I men may recover the things that have been taken,
and (de) the guilty who will be revealed may get that which is fitting, as a
(15) deterrent to others—so that I may provide help.

The author wants the thieves to be sought out and then follows with the
reason why he desires this. The reason consists of two separate outcomes.
First, opening with pév and the fronted topic éyw, it is so that he can reclaim
what has been stolen. Second, continuing with 0¢ and the preposed topic
switch to of pavyaopevor altioy, it is so that the guilty may be punished
and be a deterrent to others. The two statements, if isolated, would have
nothing to do with the other. However, the pév ... 0¢ construction ties
them together, informing the reader that the connection between the two
is relevant to the request that precedes them. They form an argument as to
why the suggestion ought to be followed.

Note that, as with the previous example from the papyri, the two utter-
ances introduced by pév and 0¢ do not contrast with one another. They
provide two distinct but complementary parts of a whole. It is also worth
highlighting the fronting of topics in both sentences. Though such front-
ing explicitly indicates a topic switch, these sentences are nevertheless tied
together and meant to be read as integrally linked.

6.1.5. UPZ 1.125 (89 BCE)

This papyrus is similar to example 3 above, being a contract for a loan
between two parties, Peteimouthes and Konouphis, and detailing the pen-
alties should Peteimouthes not pay it back.

(20) éav 8t wy dmoddt wxabé(Ti) yéypamtal, dmoteicdtw IleTetpolbyg
Kovoldel To v ddvetov Auuibhiov mapaxpiiua xal ol Omepmeadvtos xpévou
ToUg Téxoug ws Tol oTatiip[ols xaAxol dpayudv é&nxovra xata u[filva xal
70 BAcfos xat ol (25) mapacuyypadely gig o Bactixdy émiTinov dpyupiou
Spaxpas Téooapags xal 1 mpafic Eotw Kovolder xal Tols map’ aldTol &x e
adTol IetetpotBou xai éx Tév Omapy[6vt]wy adtédt mdvtw[v m]p[d]ooovTt
[%]abdmep éx Oixng. % 0F cuyypady #ide xupia Eotw mavtayod.

Now, if he does not pay as it is written, Peteimouthes must pay as pen-
alty (20) to Konouphis the men loan plus 50 percent immediately and
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(kai) the overtime interest (about sixty bronze drachmae monthly to the
stater), (25) and (kai) the damage, and (kai), for breaking contract, a pen-
alty of four silver drachmae for the treasury. And Konouphis and those
from him shall have the right of exaction both from him, Peteimouthes,
and from all those present with him when he did it. Now, let this contract
be authoritative everywhere.

While in content this occurrence of pév is similar to example 3 above, it
differs significantly from the previous examples, in that, instead of a pév ...
0¢ construction, one can observe here puév followed by the connective xal.
Moreover, rather than there being one particle that corresponds with the
uév, there are three—each particle introduces a different direct object for
amotelodtw. Apart from that, it is as one would expect. The phrase host-
ing pév is the beginning of a series of utterances that detail the main idea.
Each phrase that follows provides further information that is distinct and
yet linked thematically to the rest. The phrase hosting uév indicates the
loan plus 50 percent extra as the first penalty to be paid, and the follow-
ing three phrases introduced by xai indicate that overtime interest, the
damage, and the fee for breaking contract, respectively, must also be paid.!?
The utterances are relevant to the same overarching topic, the penalty to
Peteimouthes, but each one covers a distinct piece of that topic. Together,
they provide the whole picture.

This example may raise several questions. One may ask whether uév
... xal is a legitimate construction, why the author used xal rather than
0¢, and why I do not consider the sentence containing 0¢ at the end of
the quotation to correspond to the material in which pév is found. To the
first question, pév ... xal can be observed in many papyri as well as in the

12. It is possible that the next xai clause is also linked to the pév, but given
other examples, such as example 3 above, in which one will normally observe a
wév ... 0¢ construction introducing the objects of dmotelodTw, I am inclined to
think that the thematic relation between pév and the first three xal encourages
the link whereas the switch of topic, verb mood, and change of scope in the fol-
lowing xal clause allows the reader to move away from the pév ... xai construc-
tion. The same can be said of example 3 above (though the xai follows pév ... 3¢
there, rather than pév ... xaf). Further, as has been observed up to this point, pév
and the corresponding utterance(s) that follow it provide pieces of information
that together form a relevant utterance to the preceding topic, which in this case
is monetary repayment.
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LXX.!3 Although it is typical to find 0¢ following uév, such is not neces-
sary in order for pév to function.'* To the second question, this is best
answered by appealing to the author’s conception of the discourse. Where
one author wants to mark a new segment, another may feel that simple
connection suffices. As was observed in chapter 2, while there are cer-
tain contexts in which segmenting the discourse would be more natural
and certain contexts in which it would be less natural, marking a distinct
information unit is rarely ever a black-and-white decision. It depends
on how the author conceives of the movement of the discourse and their
assumptions about the reader. In this case, the author did not consider
the successive utterances to be distinct segments within the discourse that
built on each other, but rather simply as connected utterances of equal
status. Regarding the third question, as has been observed thus far, pév is
typically followed by material that corresponds with it in two ways: First,
the utterances share thematic coherence. The DM will present one piece or
side of a situation, the related material will present the next corresponding
or contrasting piece(s), and together they provide a connected, relevant
communication to an overarching topic. Second, when pév is coordinated
with a following DM(s), the scope of uév will determine the scope of that
particle. For instance, in examples 1, 2, and 4, uév occurs with a moderate
scope, and the following ¢ do as well. When pév occurs with a narrow
scope, as it does here in example 5 and also in example 3, the following xai
and 0¢, respectively, also occur with a narrow scope. In these two papyri,
uév occurs within the noun phrase, between the definite article and the

13. See the example below in Isa 6:2. See also Denniston, Particles, 374-77; F.
A. Paley, A Short Treatise on The Greek Particles and Their Combinations according to
Attic Usage (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, 1881), 35; GELS, s.v. “uév.

14. It makes sense that 0¢ frequently follows pév, given the functions of the two
particles (the function of pév will be discussed in §6.1.7 below), but frequency and
suitability do not therefore disallow uév from being coordinated with another particle
or no particle at all. While pév ... 6¢ is the prototypical construction, 8¢ is not a neces-
sary piece of it—uév is sufficient itself. (I am thankful to Kris Lyle for a conversation
in which he talked about pév and its combinations with other particles in terms of
sufficient conditions rather than necessary. It was very helpful to my thinking on the
matter. See also the discussion on prototypical categorization in §1.2.2.3) Moreover,
as Aitken has shown, it was easy for a scribe to use pév and to not include a corre-
sponding particle (Aitken, “Characterization of Speech,” 28). See also the discussion
regarding variables to the use of uév on p. 235 as well as the remarks on men solitarium
in §6.2.1.
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noun, and introduces the object of the verb amoteioatw; the subsequent
xai (example 5) and 0¢ (example 3) build on that, adding related material
that details what else must be paid and maintaining a narrow scope within
the same verb phrase. To sum up, then: (1) the 0¢ at the end of this exam-
ple occurs in material that is not closely related to the material of the uév
clause, (2) example 3 contains a pév ... 0¢ construction that is parallel to
the pév ... xal observed here, and (3) the 0¢ at the end of this example has
a broader scope than pév. Owing to these considerations, I am convinced
that the pév in example 5 is indeed correlated with the following xal.

6.1.6. PSI 4.322 (266/5 BCE)

In this brief letter, Apollonios writes to Zenon and instructs him to wait
for a boat that is on its way.

AToMwvios Znvwvt xalpew. 6T’ Eypa[ag wot,] EmMoToMY AmecTaAXEUEY
&8 Adea[vipelag] xal Avdpovixwt Téit &v TTnhouaiwt oixovduw(t 0] Aoty
oot (5) wobwoaabar. dmépevov otv Ew[s &v] mapayévntar. Edel wtv ydp o€
diépbuwlotv] éx Talng Hulv mpoemioTeilal. Eppuoo.

Apollonios to Zenon. Greetings. Because you wrote to me, we had sent
a letter from Alexandria and to Andronicus the house-steward in Pelou-
sion to (5) hire the boat for you. So, remain there until it arrives. For,
men it was necessary that you send the payment to us in advance from
Gaza. Farewell.

Based on this correspondence, we know that Zenon wrote to Apollonios
earlier, requesting that he hire the boat and, it would seem, informing
him that the money would be sent or had already been sent. Apollonios
responds, stating that a letter has been sent to hire the boat and, in his last
sentence, informing Zenon that it was necessary the payment be sent in
advance. Curiously, uév is used in this final sentence. It cannot be signaling
a link to forthcoming material as there is none. Thus, it may be the case
that this pév instead signals a corresponding implication that the reader
is expected to supply, namely that the money took some time to arrive,
which presumably caused Apollonios to delay in sending the letter to hire
the boat.!>

15. See pp. 209-10 for traditional grammars and lexica that posit that the
reader must supply the implication. I think something similar is happening in
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6.1.7. The Function of név as Evinced in the Papyri

Based on what has been observed in the papyri, the following may be posited.
In every case:

1. Meév introduces an utterance that corresponds with one or more
following thematically linked utterances.

2. These utterances are usually introduced with a corresponding par-
ticle, typically 0¢, and the scope of the particle mirrors the scope of
the preceding uév.

3. When the corresponding utterances are processed together, they
may be viewed as a whole, that is, a coherent discourse unit pro-
viding information relevant to a particular accessible (typically
previously activated) overarching topic.

4. The utterances that follow and correspond with pév are neces-
sary, in that, the discourse would be incomplete without them
as they provide necessary corresponding information. In rela-
tion to the pév utterance, the following utterance(s) will often
provide distinct but linked information or “the other side of
the coin”

Thus, it would seem that uév functions within both the cognitive and metatex-
tual domains. Cognitively, uév is anticipatory, in that it alerts the reader to
forthcoming material that needs to be processed together with the host
utterance in which pév occurs. Metatextually, the DM signals the beginning

papyri such as UPZ 2.181; BGU 3.993dupl; PSI 9.1018; and PSI 9.1022. In these,
what appears to be a formulaic shorthand is being used: é¢’ iepéwv ITtoAepaiov uev
Zwtijpog TéY vTwy xal odowv, “In the presence of the current priests and priestesses
of Ptolemy men Savior” Cf. this with other papyri that are more elaborative, such
as PLond. 3.879: é¢’ iepet@v ITtolepaiov puév Swtijpos xal Baciiéws Iltodepaiov
feol Edepyétou xat Zwtiipos éavtdv Edyapiotou, “In the presence of the priests of
Ptolemy men Savior and King, Ptolemy God, be praised, and Savior himself, be
thanked.” See also P.AdlL. G1; PDryton. 1.2; and P.Dryton. 1.11. In these papyri, the
other titles of the Ptolemaic king follow directly after Zwtfjpog. It would seem that
the papyri that contain puév Zwtfjpog and then move on (typically to the location of
the priests or to a statement informing the reader of who the public notary was) are
implying the corresponding materials, suggesting that the reader should supply the
rest of the king’s titles.
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of a distinct kind of discourse unit that comprises two or more thematically
linked utterances that provide relevant information to a preceding topic.!¢

It is readily apparent that the pév in examples 3 and 5 are narrow in
scope. The following related utterances, which pév anticipates, are cor-
responding noun phrases, and the feeling with which one is left after
reading them is that a small list has progressively been built. Contrast
this with the pév with a moderate scope in the other examples from
the papyri. In those, the DM is functioning at the sentence level, and
so the reader is often given the next related piece of information or,
sometimes, “the other side of the coin” in the corresponding sentences.
In all of these cases, the function of pév is the same, but the scope is a
factor that affects the resultant meaning and how the discourse comes
together.!”

As a final remark, it should be noted that there is a continued aware-
ness of uév in this period and some of its set phrases, such as ei/éav pév
and pév yap, even in documents such as these. That is to say, since pév is,
as Lee states, associated with “good” style, its use in the papyri, particularly
private letters, is not necessarily expected.!® Granted, one can observe a
certain penchant for literary style in the work of many of the scribes whose
letters and legal documents are available to us, but much of it is simply
everyday Greek. It is important, then, to note that uév was being used even
in these documents during this time. Its proper use provides a picture of
both the scribes’ ability with the language as well as their rhetorical prow-
ess, and the use of set phrases reveals that these idioms were still in use in
the early koine period.

16. In cases in which there is no prior material, and thus no established topic,
such as in Acts 1:1, I would still argue that, prototypically, uév will introduce and
anticipate material relevant to a preceding topic. In the few cases where that pattern is
not followed, the reader is expected to be able to pragmatically presuppose the over-
arching topic. In the case of Acts 1:1, the topic would seem to be the author’s writings
to Theophilus. The wév clause details the first, the Gospel of Luke, and the current
document is his second, continuing where the first left off.

17. uév with a broad scope will be discussed below in §6.2.

18. Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 98. Willy Clarysse notes that the pév ... 3¢ con-
struction is not uncommon in legal documents but that its use in private letters “show
a conscious effort to enhance the style” (“Linguistic Diversity in the Archive of the
Engineers Kleon and Theodoros,” in The Language of the Papyri, ed. T. V. Evans and
Dirk D. Obbink [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010], 38).
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6.2. The Use of uév in the LXX

In the LXX, there are, at most, fifty-six occurrences of yév.'> Approxi-
mately 75 percent of these are paired with a following 0¢. Other than five
instances, uév always appears, in the case of narrative, inside of speech,
or in the case of nonnarrative, in contexts in which the author/speaker
is addressing the reader (e.g., Proverbs). The DM never qualitatively
represents a Hebrew lexeme and it is doubtful that it ever quantitatively
represents a Hebrew lexeme.??

Since there are only two occurrences of pév in the Twelve, a repre-
sentative sample from the rest of the LXX will first be examined. After
determining how the particle is used in relation to its function in contem-
poraneous papyri and with regard to the translational nature of the LXX,
then the two instances in Haggai and Zechariah can be investigated.

6.2.1. Examples from the LXX

The first instance of pév in the LXX can be found in Gen 18:12. This well-
known passage tells the story of how a son was prophesied to be born to
Abraham and Sarah, despite their old age.

(18:10-12) And he said, “When I return, I will come to you during this
season at this time, and Sarah your wife will have a son” And Sarah lis-
tened at the door of the tent behind them. (Now, Abraham and Sarah were
old, having advanced in days, and Sarah’s periods stopped happening.)

(18:12) éyéhacey 0t Sappa &v tautfi Aéyousa Olmw wév pot yéyovey wg
o0 viiv, 6 0& xVp1dg pov mpeaBiTepos.

Now, Sarah laughed to herself saying, “Not yet men has it happened to
me up to this point, and (de) my lord is old!”

T OTTRY ATV *97nnR nha MINR ANRY 12p2 1w pRvm
And Sarah laughed to herself saying, “After I am worn out, I will have
pleasure? And when my lord is old?!”

19. The exact number is likely somewhere between fifty-four to fifty-six occur-
rences. A couple instances of pév are textually suspect.

20. Even if some instances of wév do quantitatively represent an underlying
Hebrew lexeme, they would account only for a very small percentage of its occur-
rences in the LXX.
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This is an example of the type of context in which pév (and particularly
1év ... 0¢ constructions) is typically used in the LXX, in that, (1) it usu-
ally occurs at the sentence level with the correlated utterance immediately
following and (2) there is an explicit shift of referent from the DM’s host
utterance to the related utterance. Often, the shift of referent will be an
explicit topic switch and will also cooccur with a new frame of reference
for the following sentence. This is the case here. The primary referent
and topic of the uév clause is pot, whereas the utterance introduced by 0¢
switches to 6 xUptdg pov. In addition, the frame of reference shifts from
oUmw to no explicit frame (logically, the temporal setting of the 0¢ clause
switches to the present).?! The frequent referent, topic, and/or framing
shift is not all that surprising as a typical feature of contexts in which pév
is found. Since the particle anticipates related material that completes the
information given in the pév utterance, it is reasonable to expect that the
following material will thus add another dimension to the information
under discussion, whether by focusing on an alternate participant or by
providing a different frame of reference. From a cognitive perspective,
it may also be the case that pév makes the processing task easier for the
reader. Instead of having to infer the connection between utterances, the
presence of pév signals to the reader that, despite the fact that there may
be a participant shift or a new frame of reference (or a new, distinct infor-
mation unit when 8¢ is involved), these utterances are closely related and
need to be read together. Thus, in contexts with elements of discontinuity
between utterances, yév can be a simple and elegant solution that ensures
how the reader processes and understands.

Returning to the example from Genesis, Sarah has two connected
points to make in response to the proclamation in verse 10: (1) that she has
not had a child up to this point and (2) that Abraham is old (the implica-
tion being foo old to father children). By using uév at the beginning of her
speech, the translator alerts the reader that the present statement (OUmew
uév pot yéyovev €wg toll viv) and a corresponding, upcoming utterance
(6 08 xUp1ds pov mpeaPuTepog) are to be taken together as a unit that pro-
vides further relevant information to a preceding topic (in this case, the
proclamation in 18:10). Further, not only are there elements of discon-
tinuity between the two sentences, but semantically, both utterances are

21. The explicit shift of referent, topic, and/or framing was a typical feature in the
papyri as well.
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necessary to the argument that Sarah is making. Either utterance alone
would leave open the possibility for the implicature “but maybe it could
happen;” together, though, they effectively communicate the intended
meaning of Sarah’s words: There is no way she will bear a son for Abra-
ham.

It would seem, then, that even though 0¢ alone would have been suf-
ficient, the translator felt the correspondence between the sentences and
their relation to the overarching topic to be strong enough to merit the use
of pév. This required an awareness of the forthcoming content on the part
of the translator as well as a conscious decision to use a lexeme that does
not have an equivalent in their Vorlage.??

In Gen 43:14, Jacob finally agrees to let his sons take Benjamin to
Egypt. His final sentence to them contains a pév solitarium:

6 0% Oedg pov dehn VIV xapw évavtiov Tod dvBpwmov, xal dmooTeilat TOV
adehdov Opbv Tov Eva xal Tov Beviaplv- éyd udv ydp, xabd nréxvapal,
ATERVWUAL.

Now, may my God give you grace before the man, and may he send your
brother, the one (Simeon) and Benjamin. For I men, just as I am child-
less, I am childless.

1RT PANATARY IR DINARNR DI MHOWI WRA 1Y ovann 0ab i T 8

2w "N7aW WK
And may God Almighty give you mercy before the man, and may he let
your other brother and Benjamin go free with you. And I, just as I am
childless, I am childless.

While this may appear problematic, it may be the case that the transla-
tor understood Jacob to be intentionally leaving the corresponding clause
implied. This, then, would be an instance of uév anticipating implied mate-
rial that the reader is expected to supply, as was observed in example 6.
By using uév here in Gen 43:14, then, a certain weight is added to Jacob’s
words. He is pictured as cutting himself off, too distressed, dejected, and

22. While one may attempt to argue that pév quantitatively represents *Ing, it
matters little. First, nowhere else in Genesis, or the rest of the LXX insofar as I am
aware, does pév stand in place of *INR, so it certainly was not a conventional quantita-
tive representation. Further, even if the presence of *n& did motivate the translator to
place something in their translation, why uév? It is not coincidence that the context is
a perfect fit for the DM.
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angry to continue talking. This is all the more possible since Jacob has
made it clear that he blames his sons for this situation. In Gen 42:36, Jacob
says to them: 'Eu¢ Rrexvwoarte: Twand odx Eotv, Zupewyv odx €oTwy, xal
Tov Beviapiv Mqueche, “You made me childless! Joseph is not, Simeon is
not, and you will take Benjamin!” While it is difficult to know for certain,
the fact that pév functions prospectively throughout the LXX and papyri
and that other grammarians have observed uév implying a corresponding
clause influences me to regard this instance in a similar way.2* Given that
uév occurs inside of a ydp clause that is supporting what Jacob wants God
to do, the implied material could offer the contrasting circumstance should
God give them success (all the more reason not to say it, as it would foster
a hope that may well be dashed) or could simply be an affirmation that
Jacob does not wish to lose any more children, which can be left unsaid as
it is easily assumed.?*

Another example of an implied corresponding clause can be found in
Exod 4:23. In the verses prior, the Lord is speaking with Moses, instructing
him as to what will happen when he returns to Egypt. He then begins to
tell Moses what he should say to the pharaoh:

elma 0¢ go1 'Eaméorehov tov Aadv pov, fva ot Aatpeloy- el wév olv
un Bodler égamooteldar aldTols, Spa olv éyd dmoxTevél Tov vidy gou TOV
TPWTETOXOV.

And I said to you, “Send my people out, in order that they might serve
me. If men then, you do not want to send them out, see, then, I will kill
your firstborn son!”

7122 T3ATNR 377 23R 730 INHWH IRANT TP 12TNR THW THR AR
And I said to you, “Let my son go so that he may serve me.” But you
refused to let him go. Behold! I am going to kill your son, your firstborn!

The first difference one will notice after reading the Greek and the Hebrew
is that the Greek version of Exod 4:23 is mitigated in comparison. As Le

23. For the prospective use of uév, see pp. 209-10. Contra Lee (Greek of the Pen-
tateuch, 99), I do not regard this (or any) pév as emphatic. Lee does acknowledge the
use of pév to imply corresponding material but nevertheless regards this instance as
emphatic. Regarding so-called emphatic uév, see n. 59 below.

24. Thus, the entire unit would either be something to the effect of “For, I men just
as I have been made childless, I have been made childless. But (3¢) if God gives you
grace and sends your brother, then” or “For, I men just as I have been made childless, I
have been made childless. But (§¢) I do not wish to lose any more children.”
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Boulluec and Sandevoir state, “By introducing a conditional, the transla-
tor makes explicit the possibility that remains open: A change of pharaoh’s
attitude”?® The pév appears to have been motivated in like manner. By its
presence, it signals a cohesive unit relevant to the preceding topic, thus
implying the corresponding i 0¢ clause: “But if you do want to send them
out, I will not kill your firstborn son” The Exodus translator, then, who
demonstrates a high competence in translation and ability with the Greek
language, is able to both use idiomatic, literary Greek and mitigate the
Lord’s speech by using the set phrase €i uév.2

The DM is also found in Exod 32:32. Here Moses is pleading with the
Lord to forgive Israel for their sin of idolatry. After acknowledging the
people’s sin (32:31), he offers the Lord two contrasting options hoping that
he will choose one.

(32:31) And Moses turned to the Lord and said, “I am asking, Lord, these
people have sinned a great sin, and they made for themselves golden
gods.

(32:32) xal viv el uv ddels adtoic T apaptiav, ddeg: el 08 ), EEdhenpiéy
ue éx tijs BiPov cov, s Eypaas.

But now, if men you will forgive them the sin, forgive. But (de) if not,
wipe me out from your book that you wrote”

NAND AWK 775010 KRN PRTOKT DAKLM RWN~OK A0
“But now, if you will carry away their sin, but if not, please wipe me out
from your book that you wrote”

Similar to example 2, this passage contains two conditional clauses, each
hosting one member of a uév ... 3¢ construction. The effect of the con-
struction is to tie the two clauses together and relate them to the topic of
Israel’s sin, giving the feeling, in this context, of an argument being built.
After Moses presents his first plea—if you will forgive, then do it—the

25. Le Boulluec and Sandevoir, Exode, 102: “En introduisant une conditionnelle,
le traducteur explicite la possibilité qui demeure ouverte : un changement d’attitude
chez Pharaon” (See also LXX.D 1:284).

26. For the competence of the LXX translator, see Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the
Septuagint, 180. Note also the repetition of odv, an odd feature that may indicate
the translator’s desire for literary embellishment (see Aitken, “Characterization of
Speech,” 31).
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corresponding option is given: if you will not, then punish me for their
sin. The relation between these two conditionals is an important one; they
necessarily travel together. As there is no lexical element in the Hebrew
text that would have motivated the use of pév here, not even quantita-
tively; it appears that the inherent semantic connection between the two
conditionals, as two contrasting options that complete each other and are
together relevant to Moses’s plea to the Lord, was the motivating factor for
the translator. The effect of placing pév ... 0¢ in Moses’s plea to the Lord is
that it presents Moses as making a two-part statement to the Lord that he
wants to be processed together. This is not to say that uév is required for
the Lord to understand the relation between Moses’s sentences and their
relevance to a preceding topic, it is not; however, by creating the expecta-
tion for a related utterance, the particle strengthens the relation, thereby
highlighting the whole plea that Moses is making to the Lord and ensures
that it is not missed.?” Consider the traditional gloss for the pév ... 3¢ con-
struction: “On the one hand ... on the other” In English, this construction
is never semantically necessary, but native speakers still use it often in
everyday speech. It instructs the recipient that, with regard to the topic
under discussion, there are two utterances—one given now and one antici-
pated—that together will provide a relevant communication. The recipient
thus expects another necessary, related utterance, and the connection
between the two and their relation to the preceding is ensured to not be
missed, just like pév. In this case, Moses is described as effectively saying
to the Lord, “On the one hand (this is not everything I have to say on the
matter of Israel’s sin—there is more!), if you will forgive their sin, then do
it, but on the other hand, if you will not forgive, then wipe me from your
book (just whatever you do, please don't punish them!)!” As Aitken has
argued, “In the few instances of the uév/d¢ contrast the translators would
have had to have made a conscious effort to include the relevant particles”?3
Owing to this, that the translator uses uév here at all demonstrates the
desire to encode the text based on their conception of it, to help guide the
reader in their interpretation of it, and to do so in idiomatic Greek. This

27. As Runge writes, “The presence of uév only serves to highlight and strengthen
what was already present, ensuring that the reader or hearer does not miss the speak-
er’s intended connection” (DGGNT, 77). I would only add: and understands that the
forthcoming connected material needs to be read together with the present material
to achieve optimal relevance with regard to an overarching topic.

28. Aitken, “Characterization of Speech,” 28-29.
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last point should not be missed. By using the set phrase &i pév ... &i 0¢, one
is perhaps left with an impression of the translator’s sense for a slightly
higher register of Greek. This both attests to the translator’s proficiency
and is a further consideration for why pév occurs here. As with example 2
above, there is a fittingness of the set phrase to the context. The translator
may have been motivated to use név not only because of the suitability of
its discourse-pragmatic function to the context but also because of a sense
for the idiom and a reflex to place pév ... ¢ after the two ei that open up
contrasting conditionals.

The DM may also occur with a broad scope. In Lev 4:3, uév is used
to explicitly relate verses 3-12 to subsequent developments, all of which
further detail what the Lord says in verse 2.%°

(4:2) “Speak to the sons of Israel saying, ‘If a person unintentionally sins
against the Lord from the commands of the Lord, which one should not
do but does any one of them:

(4:3) éav pév 6 dpytepes 6 xexplopévos audpty Tol TOV Aady apapTeiy, xal
mpocaéel mept TH quaptias adTod, ¢ Huaptey, wdoyov éx Podv duwuov
76 wuplw mept TH dpaptias adtod- (4) xal mpooder TOV pdoyov mapd THY
Bopav THig oanvijc Tol waptupiov Evavtt xuplov, xal émibnoer T yelpa
adtod éml Ty xedaly Tob wéayov Evavti xuplou xal obdfer ToV wéayov
évamiov xuplov.... (13)’Eav 8¢ méoa cuvaywyy) Topanh dyvoyoy, xal Addy
piina €€ ddbBadudv s cuvaywyfis, xal monjowaw wlav T Tackv Tév
EVTOAGY xuplou, % od momBnoetal, xal TAnupeMjowoly, (14) xal yvwobdf
adols 9 duaptia, v fuaptov &v adTf, xal mpoader ¥ cuvaywyy) wéayov
éx Bodv &Gpwpov mept THs quaptiag, xal mpogdfel abTdv mapl Tas Hlpag
THig oxnvijs Tol paptupiov.

(4:3) If men the anointed high priest sins so that the people sin, and he
will bring for his sin that he committed a calf without blemish from the
herd to the Lord for his sin. (4) And he will bring the calf near the door
of the tent of witness before the Lord, and he will place his hand on the
head of the calf before the Lord, and he will slay the calf in front of the
Lord.... (13) But (de) if all the congregation of Israel is ignorant, and the
matter escapes the notice of the eyes of the congregation, and they do
one thing from all the commandments of the Lord that is not to be done,
and they err, (14) and the sin in which they sinned becomes known to
them, and the congregation will bring a calf without blemish from the
herd for the sin, and they will bring it near the door of the tent of witness.

29. So also Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 98-99.
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9P271A 98 ROM AWK INKRLN oy 2Mpm oyn NRWKRY ROM MW 1127 DR
5P YR 93T 0HYN B SR nTY-Ha or (13) ... nRomY MY oan

NWRI APWYNTRY TWR M Mrntan nnr wm
(4:3) If the anointed priest sins so that the people are guilty, then he will
offer for the sin that he committed a bull of the herd without blemish to
YHWH as a sin offering.... (13) And if the whole congregation of Israel
errs and the matter is hidden from the eyes of the assembly, and they do
one thing from all the commandments of YHWH that are not to be done
and are guilty.

This continues even beyond the issue of the congregation’s sin. In 4:22,
27, and 5:1, the sacrifice instructions for the ruler who sins, the person
who sins, and the person who does not act as a witness though he is
able, respectively, are given—each one with a corresponding ¢av 0¢ and
preposed topic switch. Thus, this occurrence of pév is particularly sig-
nificant as the scope of the particle is rather broad and it is connected
not to one corresponding utterance but four. More than previous exam-
ples, this instance of the particle raises the question: What could have
motivated the translator to insert uév though it represents nothing in
his Vorlage and given that its host utterance is not immediately followed
by a corresponding one? By using uév, the translator explicitly connects
the portions of the speech together and effectively subsumes the entire
rest of the speech under the topic given in verse 2, unintentional sins.?°
The presence of the particle creates an expectation in the reader of cor-
responding material, and because of this, the reader must cognitively
“hold on to” what they have read. Thus, when the reader reaches the
corresponding materials, they know to process them together with the
utterance in which pév appeared. The reader is then acutely aware of the
connections between the sections, and it is ensured that, in the build-
ing of their mental representation of the text, they will relate them all
together and understand the cohesive unit to be relevant to the preced-
ing topic. What is especially important is that this kind of macrolevel
use of uév requires a translator who knows the content of his Vorlage. A
translator who is only aware of the most immediate context would be

30. Contra John William Wevers, who misses the connection to later content,
instead claiming that the uév here expresses “certainty” (Notes on the Greek Text of
Leviticus, SCS 44 [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997], 35). On whether such a function is
appropriate, see n. 49 below.



6. uév 229

unable to utilize pév in this way.3! Also of note, similar to example 2 and
Exod 32:32 above, is the use of the set phrase éav pév ... éav 0¢ (... éav
0¢..., etc.) here. As with the Exodus translator, the Leviticus translator
evinces the ability and desire to render the Hebrew with idiomatic Greek
and indicates what may have been another contributing factor to the
decision to use pév here: the sense for the idiom and its fittingness as a
set phrase to the context. Note too that the use of pév results in structur-
ing a mental representation in a way that is not explicitly achieved by the
underlying Hebrew.?

There are also a few examples in the LXX of pév ... xal (... xaf), similar
to what was observed in example 5.3 One of these appears is Isaiah’s vision
of the Lord in Isa 6:2. In verse 1, Isaiah sees the Lord sitting on his throne.
His eyes then examine the space around the throne, wherein he sees two
seraphim standing at either side of the Lord.

xal gepady elotixeloay kixkw adtol, £ mTépuyes T4 Evi xal £ mTépuyes
6 €vi, xal Talg utv Oual XaTEXAAUTITOV TO Tpbowmov xal Tals duol
KATEXAAVTITOV ToUS TE00S xal Talc Oualy EméTavTo.

And seraphim were standing around him, one had six wings and the
other had six wings. And with men two wings, they were covering their

31. The Leviticus translator, in particular, enjoyed using pév at this level of dis-
course. Compare this example with Lev 3:1 and 7:2. In all of these examples, sacrifice
instructions are being given for various scenarios with éav uév opening and preparing
the reader for forthcoming content—contexts that certainly lend themselves to éav
wév. Another pév with a broad scope, though not as large as the Leviticus examples,
may be observed in Job 12:3, with the corresponding material in Job 12:7.

32. Also interesting is the way in which the translator approaches conjunctive
vav. As can be observed in this passage and also throughout Leviticus, this translator
prefers to use xaf for vav even when leaving it untranslated would be preferred (such
as in the apodosis of a conditional). Despite this proclivity for quantitative represen-
tation of the connections between propositions in their Vorlage, the translator still
uses 0¢ here. This is significant for the study of translation technique. Just because a
translator may tend to translate one way or another, one can only make general com-
ments about that tendency. The OG translators were not bound by any one method-
ology. This is why the Helsinki School is right to insist that the study of translation
technique describe the end product of a translator’s work rather than ascribe to them
a particular methodology.

33. Similar in that pév ... xal ... xal may be observed. The scope of uév, however,
is narrower in example 5 than it is here.
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faces; and (kai) with two wings, they were covering their feet; and (kai)
with two wings, they were flying.

D IWAY 11D 102 ONWA TARY 0010 ww oa1a ww 1h Synn ony oanw

a2 o'Nwal elnlony
Seraphim are standing above him. Each one has six wings. With two
wings, they are covering their faces; and with two wings, they are cover-
ing their feet; and with two wings, they are flying.

As with example 5, instead of viewing each successive corresponding sen-
tence as a development on the theme-line, the translator simply connects
them with xai.3* Similar to Lev 4:3, uév is used in a context wherein all
of the corresponding utterances are detailing a preceding statement of a
larger category. In Lev 4:3, it was the overarching category of uninten-
tional sins; here, it is “six wings” In order to highlight this connection
between sentences and explicitly convey that they are a tightly bound unit
relevant to the preceding, the translator employs puév. As with the previous
examples, there is no lexical motivation from the Hebrew source to use pév
nor is the particle semantically necessary to the discourse. The use of pév,
then, must have been a contextually motivated pragmatic decision on the
part of the translator. The three sentences all work together to paint one
picture of the seraphim beside the Lord, and pév ensures that the picture is
processed as one cohesive unit.*

6.2.2. A Cognitive-Functional Description of yév

The examples that have been examined thus far are representative of what
one can observe throughout the LXX. There is nothing in the LXX that is
categorically different from what was observed in the papyri. Thus, the fol-
lowing description may be offered for puév.

The DM pév functions within the cognitive and metatextual domains. Its
discourse-pragmatic function is (1) to alert readers to forthcoming necessary,
corresponding, and semantically related material that needs to be processed

34. Of course, as with any occurrence of xai in the LXX when there is a vav in the
underlying Hebrew, interference from the source language should certainly be kept in
mind as a potential factor for the choice of xal.

35. Though he does not discuss pév in pragmatic terms, the connection to the
two following xai is noted in Le Moigne, “Le livre d'Esaie dans la Septante,” ch. 4 SA.1
®év en 6.2.
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together with the host utterance in which pév occurs and (2) to instruct
readers to build their mental representation of the discourse by regarding
the resultant grouping as a coherent unit that provides relevant information
about a preceding or presupposed topic. In addition, the material pév antici-
pates will occur at the same level of discourse as the DM’s host utterance.
By nature of the expectation pév effects, the information associated with the
DM should remain activated in a reader’s mental representation, at least up
to the point when the reader arrives at the related material.

This description of pév is similar to that of de Kreij’s, based on his
investigation of the particle’s use in early Classical Greek (Homer and
Pindar). He describes pév as having “specialized in cueing projection,”
demonstrating how it can function with a large scope, “projecting the pro-
gression of a discourse,” and how it can be used with a smaller scope to
prepare the reader for an upcoming correlated statement (such as in a pév
... 0¢ construction).3® He concludes:

Projection can account for a range of pragmatic functions that uév has in
Homer, Pindar, and beyond. First, the particle serves as metalanguage to
guide the hearer through the discourse, often foreshadowing transitions
to new moves within the discourse. In this function, its scope extends
over its entire host act, and there is no particular relation between pév
and the word that precedes it. Second, pév can have scope over the pre-
ceding word, with a range of possible effects. In Homer and Pindar not
every uév entails a 0¢: when pév has large scope, the projection can be
fulfilled with any particle that can continue the discourse, or no particle
at all. If p.év has small scope, it most typically forms part of a uév-0¢ con-
struction, which in later literature covers the majority of pév instances.”

Likewise, Drummen, commenting on the particle’s use in Aeschylus,
Sophocles, Euripides, and Aristophanes, writes:

wév is generally described as setting up an expectation for some part to
follow. That is, in pragmatic terms, it projects another discourse act....

36. Bonifazi, Drummen, and de Kreij, Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse, 477, 484.

37. Bonifazi, Drummen, and de Kreij, Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse, 489.
However, I would categorize many of de Kriej’s examples of pév with a small scope
as having a medium scope. This is because he is focusing on the word that precedes
wév, whereas I consider uév to be introducing its entire host utterance, which can be a
phrase, clause, or larger unit.
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Besides indicating that more narrative steps will follow in story-telling
monologues, speakers can also use pév, for example, to mark a juxtaposi-
tion of (parts of) conditions, arguments, or points of view.8

The suggestion that projection is the core pragmatic feature of wév matches
what was observed and described above in the papyri and LXX. However,
projection alone seems insufficient and too broad. At least in what can be
observed in early koine material, it is the projection of (1) semantically
related material that is (2) relevant to a preceding or implied topic that is
core to the particle’s usage. The suggestion that pév projects semantically
related material aligns with Bakker’s description of it based on his work in
Attic Greek. With regard to the pév ... 0¢ construction, he argues that it
“effects a coherence in the discourse that is semantic (content-oriented), in
that the information is felt to be incomplete when either member is lack-
ing,” and regarding pév, “The presence of mén ... does no more than signal
that the clause will acquire its intended meaning only in combination with
the following one, to which it anticipates”*® Similarly, CGCG writes that
uév “indicates incompleteness or open-endedness—yév signals that its
host segment in itself does not provide all the necessary information; it
raises the expectation that another text segment will follow to provide
an addition or contrast”4’ Based on their work in the New Testament,

38. Bonifazi, Drummen, and de Kreij, Particles in Ancient Greek Discourse, 896.

39. Bakker, “Boundaries, Topics, and the Structure of Discourse,” 300, 301. Bakker
posits an additional category for the pév ... ¢ construction. He argues it can be used
as a discourse structuring device by which pév signals that the current discourse seg-
ment is complete and coming to a close and 3¢ begins a new discourse topic (302-5).
(Sicking provides a similar argument with regard to some occurrences of ugv odv ...
d¢; “Devices for Text Articulation,” 27.) [ have not seen any pév in the papyri, the LXX,
or the New Testament that functions in this way. If it is a legitimate category, it would
seem to have phased out by the koine period. Unfortunately, what Bakker does not
provide is an explanation as to how the two functions of the pév ... 3¢ construction
that he sees are related, how one could have developed from the other, or how they are
distinguished from one another. As it stands, since I am focusing on the use of DMs
in Koine, an in-depth evaluation of Bakker’s second category would be outside of the
purview of this investigation. However, do note Levinsohn’s discussion of Acts 8:25,
which contains a uév (00v) ... 3¢ (8:26) similar to the examples Bakker gives. Levinsohn
argues that the uév (o0v) is transitional and its host-utterance backgrounded and that
the pév is prospective, anticipating the 8¢, which picks up the mainline of the narrative
(Levinsohn, Textual Connections, 146-47).

40. CGCG, §59.24, emphasis original.
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Levinsohn and Runge both argue along similar lines as Bakker. Levinsohn
uses the term “prospective” to describe pév, noting that the traditional
Greek grammarians considered it as always prospective, and Runge states
that “Mév signals the presence of one common constraint: anticipation of
a related sentence that follows 4!

The descriptions above are not an entirely new or different way of
describing pév. As noted earlier, the traditional grammars and lexica make
similar claims; they only lack the pragmatic perspective that is a more
recent development in linguistic scholarship.#> Denniston, for example,
recognizes that uév often corresponds with following related material and
thus devotes much of his chapter on the particle to a function he calls
“preparatory’*® Likewise, Smyth spends about half of his section on pév
discussing its correlation with following clauses.** Robertson also sees a
correlative function in pév, and Jannaris states that such was the function
of uév, as opposed to its emphatic sister unv.*> However, some of these view
the correlation primarily as one of contrast, especially in uév ... 0¢ con-
structions. As observed in the examples earlier and corroborated by the

41. Levinsohn quotation from DFNTG, 170; Runge quotation from DGGNT, 75.
In a personal communication with me on 31 October 2013, Levinsohn noted that the
credit for the term “prospective” when describing pév should go to T. E. Page, The
Acts of the Apostles (London: Macmillan, 1886), 94. It should be noted that Levinsohn
also argues the information introduced by uév, at least in narrative, will often be of
“secondary importance in comparison with that introduced with 8¢” (DFNTG, 170).
Based on the occurrences of uév I have examined in the papyri and LXX, I am con-
vinced that Runge is correct in his observation that “The downgrading effect that
Levinsohn asserts is better explained by the nature of the offline information that it
often introduces than by the particle itself” (DGGNT, 76 n. 7). Granted, Levinsohn’s
claim is made with regard to the particle’s use in narrative and most of what I have
examined is nonnarrative (whether legal documents or direct speech within a narra-
tive), but its use in nonnarrative as well as in examples from narrative like Exod 13:21
(6 0% Beds Wyeito adTAY, Nuépag uev &v oTUAw vededns deibar adTols TV 636V, TV O
vixTa &v aTOAW TUpds:, “Now, God was leading them, by day men, in a pillar of cloud
to show them the way, and (de) by night, in a pillar of fire”) have led me not to regard
prominence of the anticipated information as a function of pév itself. It should be
noted that Levinsohn does use the qualifiers “frequently” and “often,” thus indicating
that the downgrading is not viewed as central to the particle’s function.

42. See pp. 209-10.

43. Denniston, Particles, 369-84.

44. Smyth, §$2901c, 2903-2913.

45. Robertson, Grammar, 1151-53; Jannaris, Greek Grammar, §1744.
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more recent investigations into pnév in Classical Greek and the New Testa-
ment, uév simply anticipates related material, which may or may not be
contrastive. Though the particle may be particularly well suited to draw-
ing attention to a contrast, such is simply a natural result of its pragmatic
function. There are plenty of instances in which pév or pév ... 3¢ cannot
be construed as contrastive (such as every papyri example given above
besides the two from the Zenon corpus). As discussed in chapters 2 and 4
with regard to 0¢ and &Ma, contrast is a semantic element of the linguistic
context; signaling it is not a distinct function of pév, 0¢, or pév ... 0.4
However, in all of these descriptions, the relation between pév and its
corresponding utterances, on the one hand, and that which precedes them
is hardly discussed. Traditional scholarship says nothing about the moti-
vation to use puév within its wider context. Similarly, even though de Kreij,
Drummen, Bakker, Runge, and Levinsohn provide excellent descriptions
of what pév accomplishes from a discourse-pragmatic perspective, they do
not fully answer the question of why an author or translator would use it.*”
As was argued above based on the examples from the papyri and LXX, an
author or translator uses puév because the resulting unit that it signals—that
is, both the host utterance of uév and the anticipated material following—
provides further relevant information to a particular preceding topic.
This is the strength of describing uév not just from a discourse-pragmatic
perspective but also by drawing some insights from relevance theory.*
Normally, readers expect optimal relevance at each step as they progress
through a text, but pév signals to them that, with regard to a particular
preceding topic, optimal relevance is not achieved by simply reading on
to the present material but by reading and processing it together with the
anticipated material. By describing uév from these two angles, we obtain a

46. See also Runge’s discussion of contrast and pév ... 0¢ in Matt. 3:11 in DGGNT, 77.

47. This is not to say that de Kreij, Drummen, Bakker, Runge, and Levinsohn
do not discuss the preceding context at all, but rather that the discussions are very
minimal. Levinsohn, in fact, writes, “It is most common in the narrative sections of
Acts for men to occur in connection with an initial response to the last event recorded.
The presence of men anticipates a second response by the same subject ... or by the
addressee of the initial response.... Furthermore, if the event which led to the initial
response had a stated or implied goal, men anticipates the realization of that goal in
the later response” (Levinsohn, Textual Connections, 144).

48. See, e.g., the studies in Blass, Relevance Relations in Discourse; and Blakemore,
Relevance and Linguistic Meaning.
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fuller understanding of how it guides the reader in the construction of his
mental representation of the text.

Based on what has been observed in third to first century BCE Greek
and the descriptions of uév given by de Kreij, Drummen, and Bakker for
Attic Greek and Runge and Levinsohn for Biblical Greek, it would seem
that pév did not undergo any significant diachronic change.*® Its use as
an anticipatory marker, able to function at any level of the discourse, per-
sists through time and across genres. Regarding variables to its use, while
I would argue that pév is sufficient in itself, prototypical pév is exemplified
in the pév ... 3¢ construction.” Slightly less typical, though still quite fre-
quent, is uév with a corresponding connective that is not d¢. Following that
is wév with no corresponding connective.>!

6.2.3. uév and LXX Translation Technique

The fact that uév appears at all in the LXX is significant. The particle has no
lexical equivalent in Hebrew and rarely, if ever, quantitatively represents an
underlying Hebrew constituent; moreover, the translators were obviously
still hesitant to employ the particle.>? Thus, by its very use, it offers salient
insights into the translator who did employ it. First, it evinces a translator
who was aware of the wider linguistic context. In almost every case, the

49. There is evidence that uév at one point had an emphatic function, which some
posit as a use in the koine period (see nn. 2 and 23 above). However, as I have demon-
strated elsewhere, prospective uév developed from an old emphatic function, and that
function had already phased out in Classical Greek (being left to unv). It is an interest-
ing historical footnote about the development of the DM but nothing more. See the
discussion in Christopher J. Fresch, “Is There an Emphatic uév? A Consideration of
the Particle’s Development and Its Function in Koine,” NTS 63 (2017): 261-78.

50. One does wonder why the two particles are so well-suited to one another.
Perhaps it is because they both operate within the metatextual domain. It may also
be the case that it is the forthcoming segmentation signaled by 0¢ that motivates the
use of pév, to ensure in those particular contexts that the reader read the two or more
discourse chunks together.

51. See also the discussion in n. 14 above. The edge of the fuzzy boundary would
be puév that implies corresponding material.

52. This can be most readily seen when one considers the use of the particle in
the nontranslated material of the LXX, which is a smaller corpus than the translated
books of the Hebrew Bible. Compared to the ~55 occurrences of pév in the translated
material, there are 120 other instances of uév in the LXX. See also Le Moigne, “Le livre
d’Esaie dans la Septante,” ch. 4, A. Etude de pév; Conybeare and Stock, Grammar, §39.
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use of the particle could not be motivated if the translator was aware of
only the most immediate context. Second, it indicates how the translator
read and interpreted the material in their Vorlage. They regarded these
words, clauses, sentences, or paragraphs introduced by uév to be con-
nected to semantically corresponding, forthcoming, relevant material in
relation to an overarching topic. Third, the fact that the translator would
use the particle when faced with such material despite the lack of a corre-
sponding lexical equivalent evinces that they were willing to call attention
to the connection between those utterances and found the connection to
be important enough to merit employing a lexeme that did not correspond
to a lexeme in their Vorlage. Fourth, the use of uév by a translator demon-
strates the desire to render their source text into idiomatic Greek.>* Finally,
in addition to encoding their understanding of the Vorlage’s discourse into
their translation by using uév, the translator may also seek to elevate the
rhetoric by the particle’s use. The particle is not a necessary piece of the
translation; it is helpful in that it makes the communication clearer and
delimits possible interpretations, but it is not necessary, semantically or
syntactically. Neither does it lexically relate to anything in the underlying
Hebrew. Both of these are reason enough for a LXX translator to forego its
use, which they appear to have done most of the time. Understanding the
function of the particle provides much insight, but a rhetorical motivation
in combination with it may provide an even clearer picture. Willy Clarysse,
commenting on the use of uév in papyri notes, “Mév ... 0¢ is common
in rhetorical showcases, e.g. in legal texts, but rare in private letters. The
examples [in private letters] show a conscious effort to enhance the style
of these private letters”>* Lee also notes the association of uév with “good”
style.>> It may be that this provided a level of extra motivation for at least
some of the handful of instances where it appears in the translated books
of the LXX. Consider also that of those approximately fifty-five instances
of név, almost 30 percent and just over 12 percent occur in the set phrases
el/éav pév and peév yap, respectively. This may indicate a reflex to use the
idiom where it is felt especially appropriate rhetorically.

53. So also Lee, “Features of the Speech of Jesus,” 3, who remarks generally on the
LXX translators, following a discussion on pév, “The translators were not necessarily
constrained by the original in their use of particles, just as in general they show readi-
ness ... to employ idiomatic Greek where appropriate”

54. Clarysse, “Linguistic Diversity,” 38.

55. Lee, Greek of the Pentateuch, 98.
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It is also important to note that the use of pév affects the building of
the reader’s mental representation of the text in a way that is not achieved
in the underlying Hebrew texts. This is not to say that a significantly dif-
ferent interpretation or meaning will be obtained in every or even most
instances, but wév does instruct the reader in a way that the Hebrew does
not, in that it explicitly signals to the reader to anticipate related material
and that relevance to a preceding topic will be fully realized by relating it to
the connected utterances. In this way, too, uév eases the processing effort
on the part of the reader.

Therefore, a description of a translator’s translation technique must
account for the use of pév; it cannot simply be ignored. For each transla-
tor, deeper investigation may be done than is possible in this chapter as
to what further possible factors may have influenced them to use the par-
ticle.5® Nevertheless, the facts remain that its uses in the LXX are in line
with its discourse-pragmatic function observed elsewhere, that it shows
some ability on the part of the translator to translate idiomatically, that it is
never qualitatively motivated and hardly, if ever, quantitatively motivated,
and that in order to use it, the translator had to have some conception of
the wider context as they translated as well as the freedom to encode that
conception into the text.

6.3. wév in the Twelve

Now that the papyri and the LXX have been thoroughly investigated in their
use of pév, we can return to the two instances of the particle in the Twelve.

Haggai 1:4

(1:2-3) Thus says the Lord Almighty saying, “These people are saying,
“The time has not come to build the house of the Lord’” And a word of
the Lord came by the hand of Haggai the prophet saying,

(1:4) Ei xa1pds Opiv wév gott Tol oixely év oixolg Oy xothoatabporg, 6 0&
oixog oUTog énprnwral;

“Is it time for you men to live in your paneled houses, but (de) this house
to be left devastated?”

56. For an example of this, see my discussion regarding the two uév in the Twelve
in §6.3 below as well as Le Moigne’s investigation of wév in Isaiah (“Le livre d’Esaie
dans la Septante;” ch. 4 §A. Etude de pév).
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291 AT vam 0ad 02°naa navh ong 035 nyn
“Is it time for you to dwell in your covered houses, while this house is
desolate?”

Zechariah 1:15

xal Sy peydhny éyo dpyilopar éml & Evy T ouvemTiBépeva Gvb’ G
éyw pév wpylobyy dhiya, adTot 08 guveméhevto eig xaxd.

And I am extremely angry at the nations who joined together in an
attack—because I men was angry a little, but (de) they joined together
in an attack for evil.

AYa% Y AN VYN NALD R TWR DEIRYD DATOY 48D IR 91T qep
And I am extremely angry at the nations at ease, with whom I was angry
a little, but they have helped in wickedness.

The translator of the Twelve had no lexical motivation to use uév in either
of these verses. Neither instance of the particle represents any lexeme of
the Hebrew, qualitatively or quantitatively. This raises the question as to
why the translator would use the particle at all. One can observe in both
verses that pév occurs inside of material that, while important, is not the
end of the conversation. Rather, in both cases, there is a final point yet to
be made that correlates with the former material in which pév appears
but that serves as the last word on the topic under discussion (Haggai: the
unwillingness to rebuild the temple; Zechariah: the Lord’s anger with the
nations). In Hag 1:4, the Lord questions his people’s comfortable living and
then effectively condemns them for it as he reminds them that his temple
remains devastated. In Zech 1:15, the Lord states that he was already angry
against the attacking nations, but his great anger is the combination of
that prior anger with his response to their joining in an attack for evil, this
latter point seemingly being the proverbial “last straw.”

In light of what has been observed throughout the papyri and the rest
of the LXX, the uses of uév in Hag 1:4 and Zech 1:15 are very fitting. In both
verses, the particle anticipates related, forthcoming material, highlights
the connection between its host utterance and that material, and makes
explicit that the cohesive unit, as a whole, not just pév’s host utterance,
is relevant to a preceding topic. Thus, in both cases, the resultant effect is
that an argument is being built against Israel and the nations, respectively.
It would seem to be these connections and their relevance to the over-
arching topic that motivated the translator to insert pév. The particle thus
instructs the reader to build their mental representation with anticipation
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of related material in mind, that there is more yet to be said that completes
the meaning of the utterance as a whole and is thus relevant to the preced-
ing, and thereby ensures the reader does not miss the connection.

In comparing the Greek with the underlying Hebrew, it is important
to point out, as was observed with the other LXX examples, that by insert-
ing név into these verses, the translator creates an explicit connection and
expectation for the reader, influencing their mental representation of the
text in a way that is not achieved in the Hebrew. Moreover, the translator
who uses pév to alert the reader that the present material is incomplete
and the full meaning and its relevance is realized in connection with forth-
coming content is certainly communicating their own understanding of
the content. Also, with regard to the translator’s translation technique, as
with the other instances of the DM in the LXX, the presence of lexically
unmotivated pév evinces the ability and desire of the translator to go at
least occasionally beyond lexical constraints to render their source text
into idiomatic (and perhaps stylized) Greek.

It may be asked why the translator only uses yév in these two verses
but nowhere else in the Twelve. A satisfactory answer will likely never be
provided, but there are some considerations worth noting. First, it is worth
keeping in mind that pév was largely avoided by the LXX translators, as
it did not represent an underlying Hebrew lexeme. This is all the more
evident when one encounters the many more occurrences of pév in the
handful of nontranslated books.>” Second, if the Twelve was translated by
a group of translators, then it is possible that Hag 1 and Zech 1 in the LXX
are the work of one translator from that group.”® This is at least conceiv-
able, since the two chapters are close together in proximity and Haggai
and Zech 1-8 are thematically related and may have even constituted a
collected corpus prior to the formation of the Book of the Twelve.> Third,
there are key contextual and theological factors that bear mentioning.

57. See n. 52 above.

58. See §1.4.

59. See Nogalski, Micah-Malachi, 493-94, 765, 806-7; Carol L. Meyers and Eric
M. Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1-8: A New Translation with Introduction and Commen-
tary, AB 25B (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1987), xliv—xlviii; Martin Leuenberger,
“Time and Situational Reference in the Book of Haggai: On Religious- and Theolog-
ical-Historical Contextualizations of Redactional Processes,” in Perspectives on the
Formation of the Book of the Twelve: Methodological Foundations—Redactional Pro-
cesses—Historical Insights, ed. Rainer Albertz, James D. Nogalski, and Jakob Wohrle,
BZAW 433 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012), 157-58; Martin Hallaschka, “From Cores to
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With regard to Hag 1:4, it is on the correlated points, with an understand-
ing that the current status of the Lord’s temple is the primary issue, that
the following verses build. Haggai 1:5-11 begin a connected but new dis-
course unit, as signaled by the heavy pragmatic encoding in verse 5 with
a temporal shift (xal viv) and forward-pointing tade along with the for-
mulaic speech frame tade Aéyel xUptog mavtoxpdtwp. The content of these
verses reminds the people again of their laziness and sin (1:6) and then
commands them to go up to the mountain, cut trees, and build the Lord’s
house so that he can take pleasure in it and be honored (1:8), all the while
experiencing the Lord’s judgment (1:9-11). Similarly, the verses following
Zech 1:15 build oft of its correlated points. A connected but distinct shift
occurs in verse 16, as signaled by the DM di& Toito, the forward-pointing
tade, and the redundant quotative speech frame Aéyet xUptog.®’ The Lord
then declares that he will return to Jerusalem with compassion (1:16, pick-
ing up on 1:14), he will rebuild his temple, that good things will happen in
the cities (1:17), Jerusalem will be abundantly settled (2:4), the Lord will
be a wall of fire around and become glory in Jerusalem, and that those
who plundered the Lord’s people, those against whom 1:15 is directed,
will become spoil for their own slaves (2:8-9). Thus, in both cases, the
discourses that follow Hag 1:4 and Zech 1:15 owe their contents (or at least
much of them) to the correlated utterances in question. It is also interest-
ing to note that the rebuilding of the Lord’s temple is a primary, if not
the primary, point in both discourses. It is not difficult to imagine that,
given the manner in which the discourses build off of the respective cor-
related utterances and, perhaps, the importance of the assurance that the
temple will be rebuilt, the translator saw a need to make sure the starting
points of those discourses were not overlooked by the reader and was thus
motivated to use puév to highlight and strengthen the connection between
utterances. This would ensure the connection would not be missed and
would also draw more attention to the motivations behind the respective
following discourses.®!

Corpus: Considering the Formation of Haggai and Zechariah 1-8,” in Albertz, Nogal-
ski, and Wohrle, Perspectives on the Formation of the Book of the Twelve, 171-89.

60. On dt& ToUTo and redundant quotative speech frames in Koine, see DGGNT
§§2.6,7.2.2,7.3.2.

61. Michel Casevitz, Cécile Dogniez, and Marguerite Harl, Les Douze Prophétes:
Aggée, Zacharie, B’A 23.10-11 (Paris: Cerf, 2007), 74-75, 226-27, do not comment
on either of these instances of uév. This is an unfortunate oversight but is typical of
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More interesting, though, than why the particle only occurs twice in
the Twelve is that it occurs at all. The translator of the Twelve generally
tried to stick rather close to their Vorlage, and yet pév is still used twice
and used well. That pév appears at all in the Greek translation of the Twelve
indicates that it is alive and well in the language and being used.

As a final thought, related to this last point, it is interesting to note that
the wév ... 0¢ construction is generally regarded as having declined in use
in Postclassical Greek and is a feature of a more formal style of communi-
cation.®? If this is the case, then its occurrences in the Twelve (and the rest
of the LXX) are all the more extraordinary. This is not to say that the par-
ticles are merely inserted to mimic classical style; their placement in Hag
1:4 and Zech 1:15 are perfectly fitted to the context, both from a discourse-
pragmatic perspective, as just argued, and from a rhetorical one, given
the argumentative context of both passages. However, their presence does
evince the translator’s familiarity with a slightly higher register of Greek.

6.4. Conclusion

A few issues were not touched on that bear mentioning here. First, as I
have mentioned elsewhere with regard to o0v based on Aitken’s work,
direct speech seems to have invited more freedom from the translators to
engage in good, literary Greek.®* The fact that most of the occurrences of
uév occur inside of direct speech in the LXX may be further evidence of
this. Second, Aitken has helpfully demonstrated the rhetorical effect pév
may have in the LXX to convey a literary style, showing even that in Gen
18:12 (examined above), “it elevates Sarah’s speech to a more formal and
literary level”’®* Such effects are outside of the purview of this chapter, but
I include it here as a helpful reminder that literary style and rhetoric are

current work on the Greek text of the Septuagint, which tends to examine the text
solely from syntactic/semantic and qualitative/quantitative viewpoints, ignoring the
pragmatic features of the language.

62. See Lee, “Features of the Speech of Jesus,” 1-7; Clarysse, “Linguistic Diver-
sity;” 38; Aitken, “Characterization of Speech,, 28; Moulton and Turner, Grammar,
331. However, see also Thrall, Greek Particles, 2-3, who offers a necessary warning in
relying too much on the papyri to provide evidence for the decline of particle use in
Koine Greek.

63. Fresch, “Peculiar Occurrences of otv”; Aitken, “Characterization of Speech,”
30-31.

64. Aitken, “Characterization of Speech,” 28-29.
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further considerations when evaluating any text and should be featured
more in discussions regarding the LXX translators. This is not to say that
style and rhetoric override the function of a DM; they do not, but there is
no reason that the use of a DM in a certain context could not have more
than one motivation.®® Related to these points is the potential explanatory
power of sociolinguistics. Lee explains, “The way something is said varies
with the situation in which it is said. The main ingredients of situation are
who is speaking, to whom they are speaking, what kind of utterance it is,
and in what real-life context it is said. Vocabulary and other features of
language are adjusted, that is, choices are made from a range of variables,
to fit the situation”® As Lee goes on to demonstrate, social situation is an
important factor to consider when examining the language of the Greek
Old Testament that provides illuminating insights.®” While sociolinguistic
explanations of pév are not sufficient in themselves to explain its use, they
may provide further insight into the motivations of a translator.

65. Such is the feeling one gets when Clarysse, concerning the papyri, notes, “Méy
... 0¢ is common in rhetorical showcases, e.g. in legal texts, but rare in private letters.
The examples above show a conscious effort to enhance the style of these private let-
ters” (Clarysse, “Linguistic Diversity;” 38). Or Lee, who writes, based on the tendency
for pév (... 0€) to occur in educated, official letters rather than private letters, which
are more likely to mirror everyday speech, “It seems clear, then, that quite early in
the Koine pév (... 8¢) was no longer the living idiom that it undoubtedly had been in
Classical Greek but had become, on the whole, a sign of an attempt at more educated
Greek, a prestige feature consciously used” (Lee, “Features of the Speech of Jesus,” 2).
But of course uév (... 3¢) is used correctly and with good reason in the koine material,
whether private letters, the LXX, or the New Testament. When it is used, it is fitting to
the contexts in which it appears. Lee’s statement, in particular, would be tantamount
to someone two thousand years from now arguing: “Since ‘consequently; ‘to be cer-
tain, ‘whereas, and ‘tantamount’ were declining in use in twentieth to twenty-first
century English and, when they did occur, tended to be found in dissertations and
legal documents but not in private correspondences, it is clear that the words had
become a sign of an attempt at more educated English” The conclusion, obviously,
does not necessarily follow from the premise. Though a lexeme is rare in everyday
speech and private correspondences and may, in fact, reflect a higher register or a
more stylized idiom, it does not therefore indicate that every occurrence of that lin-
guistic unit must have been nothing more than a rhetorically motivated attempt at a
more educated-sounding correspondence. Issues of register, style, and social context
ought to be considered, but they alone cannot account for a DM’s use.

66. Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 46.

67. Lee, The Greek of the Pentateuch, 47-72.
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In the end, we are again provided with a picture of the LXX translators,
and the translator of the Twelve in particular, that evinces an awareness
of the wider linguistic context and a freedom to translate accordingly
into idiomatic Greek. More than most of the DMs examined throughout
this investigation, the fact that wév is used at all in the LXX is surprising,
given both its decline in Greek and its lack of a Hebrew equivalent. Paying
attention to the use of uév is important in the study of LXX translation
technique. It would appear that the LXX translators who utilized the par-
ticle were not always content to mirror their Vorlagen exactly but were
willing to insert the particle owing to their interpretation of the text before
them and with a view to communicate clearly to the reader.






7

Conclusion

Discourse markers are valuable components of language that serve to
instruct the recipient of a communication how to integrate new mate-
rial into one’s own mental representation of the discourse. The object
of this study has been to investigate a selection of DMs in early Koine
Greek—namely, 0¢, ei/éav W), aMa, ¢\’ 7, and pév—in order to discern
their unique functions and to demonstrate their significance to the study
of LXX translation technique.

Throughout this study, it has been observed how traditional descrip-
tions of DMs typically do not accurately portray what DMs accomplish.
This is due to the descriptions not being functional in nature and the
unique features of DMs (interaction with the mental representation,
scope assignments, function within macrofunctional domains) not
being recognized. However, this is not to say that the traditional gram-
mars and lexica never provide any insight into the DMs. On the contrary,
they frequently demonstrate a deep understanding of the Greek lan-
guage and an intuitive sense for what the DMs accomplish. On the other
hand, though, they lack the linguistic framework, especially one well
suited to DMs in particular, and the wealth of typological data available
today. In addition, even though there has been linguistically informed
scholarship on DMs in Classical and Postclassical Greek, grammars and
lexica, on the whole, either have not caught up with or have simply not
paid attention to such studies. Thus I have attempted in my interaction
with traditional Greek scholarship to confirm their descriptions where
possible, at other times to break new ground, and, only when necessary,
to provide a corrective.

-245-
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7.1. The Value of Functional Descriptions

In my investigations, following current trends in linguistic scholarship on
DMs, I sought to provide functional descriptions of the DMs based on their
uses in the documentary papyri and LXX. Thus, rather than attributing the
semantics of surrounding contexts to the DMs, I posited prototypical func-
tions and extensions from the prototype that could be observed across the
data sets. These descriptions focus on how each DM instructs the reader to
build their mental representation of the discourse and process the text. In
each chapter, I demonstrated that the posited functions had more explana-
tory power and described what each DM accomplishes more accurately. In
all of this, the value of modern linguistic theory was evident. The work that
has been done, and that informed my theoretical framework, on discourse
comprehension, mental representations, functional grammar, cognitive
linguistics, discourse grammar, discourse analysis, pragmatics, and lin-
guistic typology was demonstrated to be valuable and crucial to the study
of Koine Greek linguistics.

It was also observed that my findings found support as well as fur-
ther confirmed the work of other scholars who have engaged in similar
discourse-pragmatic investigations in Classical and later Koine Greek.
Additionally, in each case, I was able to offer further refined descriptions
of the DMs.

7.2. Insight into the Language of the LXX

In each investigation, the documentary papyri of the third to first cen-
turies BCE were analyzed first, owing to their witness to natural koine
idiom. In this way, the papyri served as a control group against which the
data in the LXX could then be compared. The LXX, as a translation, may
not always witness to genuine koine idiom, owing to interference from the
source language, so a control group is both valuable and necessary. One
insight that arose from this, though, was the comparable use of the DMs
in both corpora. In other words, in the LXX, there was essentially no dif-
ference in function for any of the DMs investigated. This is particularly
significant as discussions continue concerning the linguistic nature of the
Greek translations of the Old Testament. Though linguistic interference
certainly does occur and each translator must be analyzed individually,
one may observe in the use of these DMs consistent usage that reflects the
Greek idiom of the day. Thus, it is my hope that this study will encourage
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more scholarship that investigates the Greek of the LXX on its own terms
and in its own right.

7.3. Discourse Markers and LXX Translation Technique

One intention of this study was to demonstrate the value and significance
of DMs to the study of translation technique. As was repeatedly observed,
DMs, though quantitatively representing an element of the underlying
Hebrew in many instances, are often not lexically motivated by their Vor-
lagen. Because of this and because of the pragmatic contributions DMs
make to the discourse, attention to DMs can provide unique insight into
how a translator conceived of the structure and flow of the discourse and
intended for the reader to process the text. For example, it was demon-
strated that 0¢ signals an explicit discourse structure by indicating distinct
information units. This is not always explicitly (or even implicitly) mir-
rored in the Hebrew. Instead, it witnesses to the translator’s conception of
the discourse.

Significantly, it was demonstrated that DMs frequently evince an
awareness of a wide context on the part of the translator. By their very
nature as grammatical phenomena with discourse implications, DMs are
contextually motivated, discourse-driven devices. In addition, since they
connect to the mental representation under construction, they interact
with information beyond the linguistic context that is presumed to be
in the mind of the reader or that the author/translator wants to activate
in the mind of the reader, whether potential assumptions, inferences, or
evaluations. Therefore, a translator, in order to justify the choice to use
a DM, must have had reason to do so based on their own conception
of the discourse and how to facilitate its successful communication. This
was clear in every investigation. For instance, €i/¢av w9, @&Md, and @M\’
7, in order to be used, had to be motivated by a contextual awareness
and a consideration of the construction of the reader’s mental representa-
tion. A contextual awareness was especially critical for the use of these
DMs owing to the fact that all three of them would often render the same
Hebrew DMs (given the polysemy of the Hebrew DMs). Of course, the
requirement of contextual motivation and a consideration of the read-
er’s mental representation is nowhere more clearly seen than in pév. The
Greek DM does not even have a partial equivalent in Hebrew, and its
use continually evinces a contextual awareness on the part of the LXX
translators and a desire to encode the discourse idiomatically, according
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to their conception of it, and in such a way as to guide the reader in their
processing of it.

Moreover, as I argued in chapter 1, it is reasonable to assume that
the nonlexically motivated renderings of DMs are not the only instances
during the translation work in which a translator was aware of the wider
context and the flow of the discourse.! Rather, unless it is postulated that
the contextually fitting nonlexically motivated renderings are accidents,
they evince a contextual awareness that was likely maintained, more or less
and to greater or lesser extent, throughout the translation process. How a
translator uses DMs provides insight not only into how they conceived of
the discourse but also into their level of contextual awareness. Thus, DMs
have much to offer the study of translation technique. They uniquely con-
tribute to the discourse, do not always match the underlying Hebrew, and
explicitly demonstrate how a translator comprehended the text and pieced
it together. Attention to DMs also has the advantage of moving us beyond
the, in Joshua Harper’s words, “overly simplistic dichotomy between ‘lit-
eral’ and ‘free’”? This dichotomy is problematic in most of its applications,
but it is especially unhelpful with regard to DMs. Even a translator who
may be consistently characterized as producing a literal translation will
occasionally use a nonlexically motivated DM that pragmatically produces
the same effect as the underlying Hebrew by different means. A proper
understanding of and attention to DMs enables the Septuagintalist to
study how a translator engaged with their Vorlage at those critical hinges
between discourse contents and attempted to produce a text that conveyed
the Vorlage’s meaning, or their conception of it, in idiomatic Greek.

Lastly, this study reveals the need for deep engagement with the
translators themselves. Often, the study of translation technique provides
statistical data with little linguistic and contextual analysis. While it is
interesting to compile data on how a translator renders a Hebrew lexeme or
how a Greek lexeme is used throughout a corpus vis-a-vis the underlying
Hebrew, these data require rigorous interpretation. We must ask why the
translator makes the choices they do, considering the context, the structure
of the discourse, the facilitation of successful communication, and numer-
ous other factors as well. Statistical data can be helpful, but they are only a
starting point. Without interpretation of them and an examination of the

1. See pp. 36-37.
2. Harper, Responding to a Puzzled Scribe, 22.
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translator who produced them, they do not sufficiently describe the trans-
lation or the translator. There is much that we stand to gain by broadening
our framework to enable us to ask more questions of the translator so as
to gain a more robust and nuanced perspective of them and their work.

7.4. Insight into the Twelve

Throughout this study, the translator of the Twelve was specifically exam-
ined in order to provide a more in-depth look at how a translator engaged
with their Vorlage and used the DMs under investigation. In every chapter,
it was observed that the translator did not feel especially constrained to
lexically represent the underlying Hebrew in every instance. Instead, the
translator regularly evinces a contextual awareness, a consideration of the
flow of the discourse, and a concern for successful communication that
influences their use of DMs. The DMs never feel out of place nor rhetori-
cally motivated, but are rather used for the pragmatic and communicative
purpose of aiding readers in their comprehension of the text and in the
building of their mental representation of the discourse. Moreover, the
translator’s use of the DMs frequently demonstrates a desire to render the
meaning of their source text. Though they often do not “literally” repre-
sent the Hebrew, they nonetheless, in most cases, convey the meaning of it
(or a viable meaning if the Hebrew could be read in more than one way).
In addition, there are instances in which the pragmatics of the Hebrew
are exactly matched by the pragmatics of the Greek, though by different
means, possibly witnessing to an impressive linguistic intuition on the
part of the translator. By paying careful attention to the use of DMs in the
Twelve, then, one is presented with a picture of a translator who was con-
cerned both to create an idiomatic Greek text and to faithfully convey the
meaning of the original.

7.5. Suggestions for Further Research
7.5.1. Greek Linguistics

Greek linguistics stands to benefit greatly from modern linguistic theory
and from moving out of the typical corpora into less explored areas.
First, there are many DMs in Greek, particularly in Postclassical Greek,
yet to be investigated from a cognitive-functional perspective. It is my
hope that others will see the value in this study and go on to contribute
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to our understanding of the functions of these DMs. Second, I hope to
have demonstrated the value of both the documentary papyri and the LXX
to linguistic inquiry. Both of these corpora, particularly the papyri, have
much yet to offer to our knowledge of Greek, not only with regard to DMs.

7.5.2. LXX Studies

In connection with the above, there are other Greek DMs that occur in the
LXX that offer insight into how the translators conceived of the discourse
and understood their source texts. Having proper understandings of these
DMs will directly benefit the study of translation technique, will affect our
reading and interpretation of the texts, and will have implications for tex-
tual criticism. Moving beyond the realm of DMs, modern linguistic theory
in general has not been widely adopted and applied in LXX scholarship.
As T hope to have demonstrated here, there is much to be gained from
interdisciplinary studies that are informed by linguistic scholarship and
investigate how it may benefit the field of LXX studies.?

One topic not addressed in previous chapters is whether this study
speaks into the issue of how we conceptualize the nature of the Septuagint
as a translation. This is outside the purview of the present study, but a
note must be made given the insistence of LXX scholars to continue this
conversation. In brief, within LXX scholarship, there is disagreement as
to whether we should conceive of the LXX as the text-as-produced (the
text qua translation) or the text-as-received (the translation qua text).* In
other words, are the translations subservient to the Hebrew source and
intended to guide the reader back to it (text-as-produced) or are they to
be read as Greek texts in their own right (text-as-received)? Of course,
such a framing is inherently flawed. It assumes a polar opposition, begging
the question. As a part of this debate, different translation theories have
been argued for and applied, such as the interlinear paradigm, descriptive
translation studies, polysystem theory, and skopos theory.> No solution

3. On this, see also Fresch, “Septuagint and Discourse Grammar.”

4. Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “What Is the Septuagint?,” in Salvesen and Law, Oxford
Handbook of the Septuagint, 28.

5. For the interlinear paradigm, see, e.g., Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G.
Wright III, “To the Reader of NETS,” NETS, xii-xx; Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism:
Interlinearity Revisited,” in “Translation Is Required™: The Septuagint in Retrospect
and Prospect, ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert, SCS 56 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
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to these discussions will be provided here, but suffice it to say that DM
usage does not neatly fit with a dichotomous framing of text-as-produced
versus text-as-received, and thus it should nuance how we conceptualize
the nature of the translation. On the one hand, statistically, the use and
nonuse of DMs in the LXX is generally not what we would expect in koine
texts based on extant data. For example, xal occurs with more frequency
and 0¢ with less. This may be due to interference from the source text and
ought to be considered. However, more significantly, a proper understand-
ing of DMs poses problems for any conceptualization that simply assumes
the translations are subservient to their Hebrew sources and intended to
guide the reader back to them. As has been demonstrated throughout
this study, DMs are significant devices that can have a critical effect on
how one conceives of the structure and meaning of a text. As was seen in
the Twelve throughout this study (and also in the Pentateuch and other
translated books), DMs often do not guide the reader back to the Hebrew
source. Their uses are varied, they frequently do not represent the underly-
ing Hebrew quantitatively and/or qualitatively, they rarely are stereotyped
equivalents for any Hebrew lexeme, and they sometimes guide the reader
down distinctly different mental pathways vis-a-vis the Hebrew source.
Moreover, it was observed that the translators were motivated to use DMs
by their own conception of the flow and structure of the discourse. The
very fact that DMs are used in the LXX at all and used according to koine
idiom evinces a translation that is, at least in this respect, idiomatic in the
target language, produced in and for the receptor culture, and not con-
cerned with isomorphic or lexical transfer. Given this, as far as it concerns
DMs, one is hard-pressed to fit them within a paradigm that is committed
to conceptualizing the translation as subservient to the Hebrew source. In

2010); Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines: The Interlinear Paradigm for
Septuagint Studies, BTS 8 (Leuven: Peeters, 2011); Boyd-Taylor, “In a Mirror, Dimly—
Reading the Septuagint as a Document of Its Times,” in Septuagint Research: Issues
and Challenges in the Study of the Greek Jewish Scriptures, ed. Wolfgang Kraus and R.
Glenn Wooden, SCS 53 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006). For descriptive
translation studies, see, e.g., Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines; ]. Ross Wagner,
Reading the Sealed Book: Old Greek Isaiah and the Problem of Septuagint Hermeneu-
tics (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2013). For polysystem theory, see, e.g., Dries
De Crom, “A Polysystemic Perspective on Ancient Hebrew-Greek Translation,” JAJ 11
(2020): 163-99; Dhont, Style and Context of Old Greek Job. For skopos theory, see, e.g.,
Carsten Ziegert, “Kultur und Identitit: Wortliches Ubersetzen in der Septuaginta,” VT
67 (2017): 648-65.
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any case, the extent to which this study or others like it may impact these
discussions within LXX scholarship is something that deserves to be con-
sidered in further research.

7.6. Abbreviated Descriptions of the Discourse Markers

In closing, I provide here distilled descriptions of the DMs investigated in
this study. These descriptions are meant to be quick reference tools for the
benefit of the reader and are not meant to supplant their full descriptions
within their chapters.

Aé

A¢ organizes and structures discourse. At its core, it signals a break
between segments, introducing a new, distinct information unit. Depend-
ing on its scope assignment and the thematic discontinuities cooccurring
with it, 0¢ may correspond with a new development within the discourse
such as a new scene or a new topic to be discussed, a new subtopic within
a larger unit or the next part of an argument being built, parenthetical
information, or small steps that merit being separated out as distinct units.

Ei/éav uy

Ei/éav uy signals an exception, informing the reader that the DM’s
host utterance is relevant in that it counters the truth-propositional content
of recently acquired information. When the DM occurs with a moder-
ate scope, the previously processed information is typically modalized,
resulting in its truth-propositional content being viewed as contingent on
whether the material introduced by ¢€i/éav un is realized. When the DM
occurs with a narrow scope, it typically introduces an excepted member of
a previously asserted set, thus countering the truth-propositional content
of previously processed information.

Adra

AMa instructs the recipient to regard the information introduced by
the particle as a corrective to some element within their mental represen-
tation of the discourse for the purpose of realigning it according to the
communicator’s concerns. The information being corrected may be textu-
ally based, an assumption, an implication, or a discourse topic—whatever
is most manifest and relevant to the recipient upon processing the correc-
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tion and integrating it into the mental representation (i.e., takes the least
amount of processing effort).

AN

AN\’ 7 signals an exclusive corrective relation. Like &M\, it signals that
what follows is a corrective to some element within the recipient’s mental
representation of the discourse. Unlike &M\4, it has the added constraint of
narrowing the recipient’s focus to the salient exclusive or limited element
of the corrective.

Mév

Mév (1) alerts readers to forthcoming necessary, corresponding, and
semantically related material that needs to be processed together with the
host utterance in which pév occurs and (2) instructs readers to build their
mental representation of the discourse by regarding the resultant group-
ing as a coherent discourse unit that provides relevant information about
a preceding or presupposed topic.
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