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Preface

This book was first drafted in Afrikaans in 1973 as a hand-out to
students in order to provide a practical handbook to the various
modern linguistic theories—trying to make these insights useful as a
semantic explication of the grammar and style of New Testament
Greek.

Eventually, in 1976, a first edition was published in Afrikaans in
which the basic theory behind this approach to New Testament Greek
involved the conviction that semantics is concerned with much more
than merely the “meaning’” of words and phrases, as has been the case
in most traditional approaches to the Greek of the New Testament,
especially in New Testament grammars and commentaries. This
conviction impelled me towards a theory in which the paragraph was
considered to be the basic unit of semantic analysis. Word and
sentence analyses are by no means discarded, but their significance is
restricted by their being part of the paragraph which is understood as
the basic unit of communication. Therefore, semantic analysis of New
Testament Greek is, in fact, an analysis of discourse since the
paragraph is the fundamental unit for the explication of discourse.
Sentences are the basic units for linguistic analysis of paragraphs while
words are seen as the elements by which sentences are constructed.
This implies a procedure diametrically opposite to the ‘‘word-bound”
methods of earlier studies in semantics of New Testament Greek. This
point of view naturally has many implications for biblical scholarship.

In contrast to the “word-bound” methods, however, the order in
which the material in this book is presented moves from word to
sentence to paragraph for pedagogical reasons, since by this order the
motivation for a paragraph approach towards discourse seemed to be
best accomplished. In this way the fallacies of traditional approaches
to New Testament Greek, progressing from the form of a word to its
“meaning,” often by means of etymology, can be exposed.

Semantics, as treated in this book accounts for the contention that
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viii Preface

meaning operates on different levels: that of words, sentences,
paragraphs, even that of the total discourse. A proper understanding
of the Greek text of the New Testament, essential to all exegetical
studies in biblical scholarship, cannot be achieved unless the
information deduced from all these levels are integrated in the reading
and explication of the text.

The present English edition of this book, written during the
1977-1978 academic year and sent to the publisher in its final form in
1980, is a completely revised version of the original edition. A book
comes off the press inevitably at a stage when one would want to treat
various points somewhat differently, enlarge on numerous implica-
tions, etc. It is hoped, however, that the material here presented may
be of some help to New Testament scholars at a time when general
linguistics has advanced considerably while New Testament Greek
scholarship is just beginning to “‘catch up” with these developments.

It is extremely important that the reader not view this book as
presenting a text theory or a theory of discourse analysis. This is
perhaps only a small part of such a venture, in fact, a starting point
devised to analyse the semantic content of a language segment into its
constituent units in order to read the Greek New Testament in a more
rewarding way—with attention to important semantic features of
language.

Writing a book involves a debt to one’s teachers, colleagues and
students as well as to the authors of numerous publications one has
read through the years. To these scholars this book is gratefully
dedicated.

J. P. Louw
November, 1981
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Chapter 1

Semantics—A New Field
of Study

Semantics is concerned with meaning, and meaning must be one of
the basic interests when dealing with any linguistic utterance.
However, the study of the structure of meaning is a relatively new
field. It is true that the ancient Greeks already speculated about the
meanings of words. For example, Plato’s Cratylus dealt with the
question: does the sound pattern of an utterance inherently convey
meaning or is it merely a matter of convention? Yet, for centuries
afterwards little more than this was considered. A popular field of
study which resulted from such an approach concerned the nature of
the history of words—in particular the question of where words came
from. The ‘“‘real” or “‘true’ meaning of a word was usually established
by means of an examination into its history within the language. This
was done in such a way that the oldest meaning was considered to be
the “true” meaning. This method (discussed in chapter 4 below) was so
popular that for ages afterwards it lived on unquestioned. Semantics,
until recently, was never systematically examined within the study of
language. This was certainly true in the case of ancient Greek, but even
more so in the case of NT Greek. As yet there is no book on NT Greek
that considers semantics, and the subject is not even incorporated into
a section of any one grammar. This also holds true, to a large extent, in
all the other fields of Greek language study. Although the large
standard grammar of Schwyzer and Debrunner includes a section on
stylistics, which has itself only been considered by a few other writers,
not a word is found on the matter of semantics (1939, 1950).

The reason for this attitude lies in the once popular view that
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2 Semantics of New Testament Greek

semantics should be restricted to the compiling of dictionaries.
Consequently semantics has been concerned only with the meanings of
words rather than with the structure of meaning. Dictionaries only
treated the meanings of isolated single words with perhaps sporadic
reference to idiomatic expressions or, in large dictionaries, examples
of usage. This approach tended to present the most popular translation
equivalents with no specification as to how far they cover the same
range of meaning as the original word. For example, if we look up
kOwv and find that the dictionary mentions ‘dog’, then we have not
found the meaning, but only a term that translates KOwv. In Rev 22:15
KUveg does not indicate a quadruped domestic animal, but is used
figuratively to signify bad people. In our culture such a description is
not uncommon; consequently we probably would not notice anything
strange when dogs are mentioned in Rev 22:15 along with magicians,
immoral people, murderers, and the like. However, in a culture where
the term ‘dog’ is never used figuratively it will be difficult to
understand why the poor dog was classified with wicked people. On
the other hand, there are languages which do employ a figurative
extension of ‘dog’ in which it is admirable to call someone a dog. In
such a language ‘dog’ would indicate that a person is loyal and of noble
character. If someone from this language group should look up kOwv,
and find that it “means” ‘dog’, he would not understand Rev 22:15 at
all. Furthermore, many dictionaries quote the ‘“meanings’ ‘judge-
ment” and ‘punishment’ for kpipa. Yet, kplua never means
punishment in Greek. It signifies an intellectual decision (i.e.,
judgement) and not an action of interpersonal requittal (i.e.,
punishment). But kpipa is often correctly translated as punishment, as
in Gal 5:10 “the man who is upsetting you . . . will be punished by
God” (TEY). In this context the punishment is the implication of the
judgement. This is indeed what the author meant by kpipa. What is
involved may be clarified by the following example: ‘the police
arrested the man who shot the farmer’. In this context the word ‘shot’
may imply that the man killed the farmer, since from the wider context
this may be a logical conclusion. Yet, the term ‘shot’ does not in itself
mean “‘shot dead” (or “killed”’). The term ‘shoot’ essentially means “to
cause a weapon to discharge a missile.”” Likewise in Gal 5:10 the kpija
(i.e., ‘judgment’) of God implies that God’s judgment in such cases
will naturally involve a decision to punish people who do the things
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dealt with in the context of Gal 5:10. To render Kpiua by ‘punishment’
is an implication restricted to the context of Gal 5:10, and is not a new
meaning of kpipa, since Greek usage offers no example of Kpipa used
absolutely in the sense of punishment. If ‘punishment’ is a possible
translation the contexts always involve bad behavior which, if judged,
naturally implies punishment.

Though the semantics of grammatical forms such as the cases,
moods, genders, and so on are touched upon in the syntactic
discussions of different grammars, little progress has been made
beyond a treatment of each item individually. The result has been that
semantic structure as such has received little attention. Weinreich
claimed (1968:143) that even in recent years the bulk of work done on
semantics was strongly inclined towards, as he puts it, *‘the semiotic
process of naming in isolation.” Semantics in fact, is concerned with
far more than merely the meanings of words; this will be seen in
chapter 10 of this study. Indeed, semantics extends over sentence
boundaries and in this way it is something very new indeed.

It is striking that books concerned with the history of the study of
language have treated the study of semantics only lightly. The main
concerns have been a few remarks about the ancient Greeks, the
Middle Ages, and an assortment of modern psychological and
sociological studies dealing (mainly from a historical point of view)
with the change in the meanings of words. The first complete book
specifically concerned with semantics was published in 1897, and was
the work of M. Bréal. Called Essai de Semantique, this book stood
firmly in the tradition of the study of the historical evolution of words.
It paid special attention to finding out why the meanings of words
change during the course of time. Prior to Bréal semantics had been
rarely mentioned, and since Bréal little more was achieved during the
first half of the twentieth century.

Until about twenty-five years ago it would have been unusual to find
any study concerning semantics in a linguistic publication. However,
roughly a quarter of such publications today are concerned with the
subject of semantics in one way or another. Moreover, at present
semantics is developing into one of the basic components of linguistic
study. S6rensen (1970: 67) put it as follows: ““If there is such a thing as
THE basic notion in linguistics, it is the notion of meaning.” Chafe
(1970: 73) has said that “‘semantic structure is the crucial component of
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language.” This point of view has recently been confirmed more and
more. Nida (1975a: 9) states: “‘the most intriguing aspect of language is
meaning, but we have only begun to explore the intricacies of its
structures and its relations to communication.” Semantics is indeed a
new field to be exploited, and by it we are brought to the very heart of
the nature of language.



Chapter 2

Semantics—Not Only a
Linguistic Concern

In 1971 the volume Semantics: An Interdisciplinary Reader in
Philosophy, Linguistics and Psychology by Danny D. Steinberg and
Leon A. Jakobovits was published. The three fields of study
mentioned in the title are certainly among the most important fields
concerned with semantics; however, semantics is also of particular
importance in anthropology. Let us begin then with the last of these.

ANTHROPOLOGY AND SEMANTICS

In the field of cognitive anthropology, where the comparison of the
organization and recognition of material phenomena for a people of
some culture is central-—and so by implication the relation between
language and thought in human customs and practices—it is often
claimed that semantic structure can be correlated to the contents of
culture. Language is such a part of culture that one reflects the other.
The importance of this is seen in the fact that a technical periodical
concerned with this field of study has the specific title Anthropological
Linguistics. Hoijer (1953: 554-573) reviewed the work that had been
done. An example of what is important in studies of this kind is the
question why French, for instance, employs tu and vous in contrast to
English that uses only ‘you’. That is to say, why is a distinction made in
one culture between intimate and polite forms of address, and notso in
another? These problems are considered to be culturally important—
and rightly so. However, it should not be concluded that the English
are less polite than the French. Color terms are particularly interesting
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6 Semantics of New Testament Greek

in this respect: ‘grey’ and ‘brown’ are represented by one word in
Navaho; the same is true of ‘blue’ and ‘green’. This does not mean that
the Navaho cannot make a distinction between these colors. Eskimo
has many words for different types of snow surfaces, yet no word for
‘snow’ in general. In English we distinguish between ‘dew’, ‘fog’, ‘ice’
and ‘snow’, but the Koyas of South India do not. Numerous examples
of this kind can be found.

Nida (1954) has described how the meaning of an action in different
cultures can vary to such an extent that the same expression can have
opposite meanings. The utterance ‘there is a knock on the door’
indicates for us that someone, usually of good intention, wants to
converse with the occupants. For the Zanaki of Tanzania only thieves
knock on the door to find out if anyone is at home. The words of Jesus
in Rev 3:20 “Listen, I stand at the door and knock’’ will, for them, have
to be expressed in a different way. The Kpelle of Liberia find it strange
that branches were spread on the road (Matt 21:8) when Jesus entered
Jerusalem. For them to put anything in another’s way is an insult. They
would rather sweep the road as a token of honor. Facts such as these
make translating difficult, but they should not be taken to suggest that
there are some deficiencies within these cultures. It is merely a case of
different meanings. It is, therefore, of the utmost importance in
semantic studies, to have a knowledge of such differences and to
observe them thoroughly.

Quite another matter is the following: Whorf (1941, 1956) advanced
the idea that the pattern of a language must influence behavior. He
contended that a person’s conception of items like time, space, matter,
and so forth is bound to the structure of his language. A problem
confronting this theory is that closely related languages can belong to
divergent cultures, that is, Afrikaans and Dutch, or Hebrew and
Arabic. Another objection is that modes of expression in languages do
not necessarily illustrate characteristics of the different cultures.
Indeed, the relationship can be very slight, if at all relevant. For
example: Siertsema (1969) pointed out the fallacy of asserting that
because an Englishman speaks of the ‘foot of the mountain’ he sees the
mountain as a living creature in an upright stance, and therefore
implies that the European is zealous, hard-working, and ‘‘always on
his feet.” In contrast, the Yoruba of Nigeria call the lower part of a
mountain the ‘seat of the mountain’, and are therefore a people who
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are lazy and like to sit and slumber. This kind of totally indefensible
reasoning is elaborated in Boman (1954). He typifies the Greek as
static because he likes to contemplate, whereas the Hebrew is dynamic
because he is a man of action. This contention is based on the fact that
the Greek language has many abstract nouns while Hebrew has but a
few. Knight (1953:8) held that ‘“the Hebrew, almost invariably,
thought in terms of the concrete. There are few abstract nouns in the
Hebrew language. Even the adjective is at a rudimentary stage of
development in classical Hebrew.” The same reasoning was given by
Friedrich (1959). These scholars, and their followers, extracted
various attitudes of mind—such as those mentioned above—from
phenomena which they assumed were basic to the languages involved,
and then used these “habits of mind”™ as principles by which documents
might be interpreted. Thus, as a further example, Robinson (1952)
observed that Greek has two words, 04pE and o®ua, that can be
translated for the Hebrew word 732, Robinson then concluded that
the Hebrew mind does not have the same capacity for making
distinctions as the Greek, and consequently the Hebrew could not
think in terms of ‘body’ and at the same time ‘flesh’. Robinson finally
maintained that the Pauline use of 0ap€ and o@ua is to be understood
only in the light of these assumptions.

The error in this reasoning is that languages generally have one word
that can be used to speak of different things while speakers are well
aware of the differences. For example, ‘tongue’ in English can be
translated as tong or raal in Afrikaans, yet English-speaking people
have no difficulty in distinguishing between ‘tongue’ (= rong) as a
body part and ‘tongue’ (= taal) as a code of communication through
speech (= language). It would be absolutely absurd to conclude that
the English regard language as a capacity of the tongue ( = body part)
only, and not of the total vocal system. What is more: the matter of
“one or more words” between languages can go either way. This s the
case with Afrikaans bekeer and the English ‘repent’ and ‘convert’, or
the Afrikaans broer and broeder and the English ‘brother’. What
matters is not the number of words, but how they are used. In the past
this was overlooked so that words and thoughts were correlated with
each other. James Barr (1961:8-20) showed how this false correlation
originated with Herder (1833), who was criticized for this by the
linguist Edward Sapir (1907:109-42). Yet, it has lived on in popular
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form. Barr also refers to Knight’s book (1953), where this incorrect
idea was used to argue that Hebrew has few abstract nouns;
consequently the concept of the Trinity was a very difficult one to grasp
by the people of the OT since they could only ‘“‘think concretely.”
Siertsema (1969) has shown how this idea of “concrete thinking”
caused one theologian to assert that Hebrew had no word for the
Dutch ecuwigheid ( = ‘eternity’) because, according to him, they were
a people of action who could not think abstractly. For him, the Hebrew
word Q71 was proof, for it literally, he said, means only ‘a long time’.
Siertsema then observed that if the Dutch word eeuwigheid was
analyzed by him in the same way as the Hebrew, then he would find to
his bewilderment that eeuwigheid { = eeuw-ig-heid) means nothing
more than ‘a hundred years’ (eeuw, ‘century’). The Dutch, therefore,
would be even less able to think abstractly! Though it may be said that
071V does mean ‘a long time’ this is not the full picture. It is a generic
word for a long time of variable length, and in some contexts the length
is unlimited, that is, uninterruptedly continuing, everlasting. It may,
therefore, very well be used to signify eternity since ‘uninterrupted
time’ is a basic component of B21Y in OT usage and is no more, or no
less, abstract than our term ‘eternity’.

Another example of incorrect semantics based on anthropological
considerations can be taken from the article “Faithfulness and Faith”
in which A. G. Herbert asserted (1955:373-9) that there is a basic
difference between faithfulness in Hebrew and in the European
languages (including Greek). The European languages see it as an
action of man; the Hebrew as a firm quality of God. This, for Herbert,
is part of the Hebrew concept of the world. The reader will observe
that this is the opposite of what Boman and his supporters claimed.
Greek is now taken to be the language of action while Boman
attributed this characteristic to Hebrew. This is the risk we run when
we take up meaning on a nonlinguistic basis: every example is
explained to suit the situation.

In the case of “‘remote” languages, such as Biblical Greek or
Hebrew, we are more easily led astray in our conclusions, most of
which would never be admitted in the case of modern languages. Take
the English expression ‘pay a visit’. Is it ever explained in terms of a
monetary payment? Is it part of the English culture to see a visit to a
friend as something people pay? Could one maintain that such an
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idiomatic expression has ontological significance? How do you ‘run’ a
risk? Asked differently: does any English-speaking person think of
running if he hears the utterance ‘you run a risk in doing that’? Yet, this
is done to the languages of antiquity.

Siertsema (1969) pertinently shows that an expression such as ‘the
seed of Abraham’ is often explained, quite unjustifiably, with the
rejection of the meaning ‘the descendent of Abraham’. Here, it is
claimed, the original word ostensibly meant ‘seed’ and one would be
disregarding the cultural concept in translating it as ‘descendents’. In
John 8:33 (onépua "ABpady) such reasoning would only be valid if
onépua in Greek never meant ‘descendent’ but only ‘seed’, and that
the author purposefully used it in a unique metaphorical sense.

Though the previous paragraphs illustrated certain pitfalls in relating
linguistic items to anthropological phenomena, a knowledge of
anthropology is of the utmost importance for semantics, and vice
versa. At the beginning of this section on semantics and anthropology
a few remarks were made to this effect. It remains to enlarge on the
proper relationship between anthropology and semantics. However,
the question of how far cultural metaphors are relevant to semantic
interpretation is a difficult feature in the process of explication. As yet
little has been done apart from showing what is wrong. On the positive
side, an open field of research lies ahead in determining reliable
methods and procedures. In Eastern cultures the dragon is not a
threatening beast, symbolic of evil powers. In the East it is a symbol of
good luck and prosperity. What then, of the translation of dpékwv in
Revelation? Or, what of the ‘white garment’ of a holy person in the
Korean language, since to them white is a symbol of mourning and
sorrow, not of purity. In some cultures it is a strange thing that the
publican “‘beat his breast” when he prayed. To ‘beat your breast’ is a
Biblical idiom of regret, a confession that the person acted wrongly. In
other cultures it is a token of pride and self-satisfaction. Take the
difficult case of aiua in the NT with reference to the redeeming death
of Christ on the cross. T. H. Brown (1968:8), in a review of the TEV
translation said that the TEV translation of Acts 20:28 negated the
cultural coherence of the OT’s “shedding of blood” as a vehicle of
reconciliation by translating “‘which God made his own through the
death of his own Son.” Brown insisted that one must translate **with his
own blood” and not “through his death.” However, the TEV
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translation is a precise rendering of the meaning because 81& 100
ainatog does not merely mean ‘blood’ as a liquid of the body. If that
were the case, then it would have been unnecessary for Christ to die on
a cross. He could, with respect, have cut a vein to let some blood.
Clearly, blood was a symbol of death! As a matter of fact, the OT usage
of blood as a symbol of reconciliation was not simply concerned with
blood, but blood was the token of the death that paid for sin. The
victim had to die. Indeed, the punishment for sin was death. The
reader, not having the symbolism of the OT beforehand, will not
deduce this fact from “‘blood.” That is why the TEV translation is a
good one because it is concerned with meaning. The cultural context
should rather be indicated in a footnote. Yet the anthropological
significance of blood is semantically well represented by rendering
aiua as ‘death’. In such a way ‘death’ is a figurative extension of the
meaning of aipa.

An important criterion concerning this matter is that adjustments
can be made on the basis of anthropological significance, exceptin the
case when the cultural picture would be completely distorted. If, for
example, we alter the person *‘possessed by an evil spirit” to one who
has “*a nervous problem,” we totally depart from the Bible’s doctrine
of the existence of evil spirits. The message of the original text would
then be totally misinterpreted. This has a parallel in one of the modern
trends among some European theologians to replace the word ‘God’ in
the Bible with ‘Reality’; and this is done with an appeal to
semantics—an appeal that is misplaced because modern semantics not
only considers single words, but also the meaning of the entire context.
This means that we must never make cultural adjustments without
acknowledging the total communication. Adjustments should only be
made if they aid the communication of this totality. An example is the
NEB, which is perfectly correct in translating yUval in John 2:4 as
‘mother’, and not *‘woman’. Itis a cultural adjustment which makes the
meaning more explicit. However, an adjustment such as ‘I just got a
brain wave’ for the literal ‘thus says the Lord’ is totally misplaced,
because the original is quite clear in its literal form. The adjustment
would not transfer the meaning because it brings a new meaning in
conflict with the message of the original. To find the efficient cultural
equivalent is difficult. Therefore, it is necessary not to start with the
single word or expression, but rather to consider these at the end since
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semantics goes beyond word boundaries. This is a basic principle of
semantics which will be discussed in chapter 10.

A final example of a proper cultural adjustment may suffice. D. J.
Clark showed (1976: 214) how a translator in Bangladesh empioyed
anthropological data to find a suitable semantic equivalent in his
language for the Greek of Eph 2:20 &noikodounBévreq &mi 10
Beuehip TV ArootdAwv kal rpoPnTdv BvTog AKPOywVIaioy
auTo0 Xpiotol 'Incol. The problem was how to translate Beuehin
(‘foundation’) and axkpovywviaiou (‘cornerstone’). In Bangladesh
people have bamboo and thatch buildings. They do not dig
foundations or use stones. For ‘cornerstone’ Clark and his friend
considered ‘corner poles’. This cultural adjustment was then tested
against its significance in the wider context of Eph 2:20, aswellasin NT
times. The cornerstone carried the diagnostic component of ‘the most
important stone’ in the NT world, yet the corner poles in Bangladesh
were not the most important ones in a building. Finally they decided
that ‘foundation’ in Eph 2:20 was equivalent in cultural significance to
‘roof ridgepoles’ in Bangladesh, while ‘cornerstone’ was equivalent to
the ‘central upright pole’. This made the meaning of Eph 2:20 perfectly
clear to the readers in Bangladesh in the same kind of picture as Paul
used for his original readers.

PSYCHOLOGY AND SEMANTICS

Steinberg (1971), in reviewing the latest contributions of psychology
to semantics, showed that it is only recently that growing interest in the
interrelationship of these two fields has focused attention on the role of
meaning in the function of the process of learning. Steinberg (1975)
emphasized the fact that psychologists have contributed relatively
little to the understanding of semantics. Yet, the problem of how a
speaker is able to communicate information through the use of
sentences is a fundamental psychological and semantic problem. The
stimulus and response functions that words and their associations have
in relation to human behavior have gradually become an important
concern in psychology.

On the other hand, linguists have become interested in an
amalgamation of the concerns of linguistics and psychology within an
area labeled “psychosemantics.” Chafe (1973) showed how people
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generally would understand an utterance such as ‘Mr Wilson broke his
arm’ as referring to the immediate past, though the utterance itself
contained no specific reference to the immediate past. Nida (1975d)
pointed out some serious mistakes made by translators as a result of
inadequate understanding of the relations between language and
psychological processes. A proper understanding of these relations
will help to appreciate how essentially the same information can be
communicated in a variety of ways. Nida showed, for example, how
one language may have a preference for passive constructions, and
another for active ones. What is important in such cases is not the
formal structure, but the meaning which is carried by such forms. This
contention implies that passives in one language need not necessarily
be rendered by passives in another language. Nida also indicated how
some have insisted that the Gospel of John must make a distinction
between two kinds of love, since in John 21:15~17 two different verbs,
PNéw and dyandw, are employed. Yet, a careful investigation in
terms of the total discourse of the Johannine writing reveals a marked
preference on the part of John to substitute closely related terms.
Though dyandaw and ¢piAéw can differ in meaning in other contexts, it
is apparent in John that the two terms are used in conjunction merely
for stylistic effect.

In the area of semantics, psychology largely combines language and
behavior, especially with reference to how humans react to certain
language utterances. This is very important in translation. A literal
translation very often arouses incorrect reactions, and consequently an
incorrect understanding of the original utterance. The importance of
this fact cannot be overestimated in exegesis. For example, in the RSV
the words of Jesus in John 2:4 i £poi kai ooi, yUvati are rendered “O
woman, what have you to do with me?” The “O” gives an
[unnecessarily?] solemn tone to the reply, while the rest arouses
amazement because it sounds ill-mannered to address one’s mother in
such a way. The New Berkeley Version is little different: “Woman,
what right do you have to tell Me?”” The American Standard Bible is
downright harsh and impolite: ‘“‘Woman, what do I have to do with
you?” The psychological impact of the ASB suggests a stronger
rejection than the other two translations—at least to the present
writer! The intention of the Greek, which is very different, is only seen
when taken in the broader context, and when realizing that a highly
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idiomatic phrase—in fact, a Semitic idiom—is employed. At the
wedding there is a shortage of wine, and Jesus’ mother tells him:
“Their wine is finished.” Jesus’ answer consists of two conjoined
idioms: Ti &pol kai gof and olnw fikel 1y dpa pou. The first idiom
indicates a reaction of amazement by the hearer, that is: ‘why do you
tell me?’ or ‘what has it got to do with me?’ Jesus is not the Master of
Ceremonies, so why should the supply of wine be discussed with him?
The second idiom means that there is no reason for haste: the speaker
will give attention to the matter in a short while. Jesus’ psychological
reaction to his mother’s statement about the wine is fully motivated.
Yet, his further remark showing that he is not offended since he is,
nevertheless, willing to pay attention to it, evoked Mary’s reaction to
the servants: “‘Do whatever he tells you to do!” The total context
shows that both Jesus and Mary understand each other in a benign
way. The psychological impact of 1i £uol kal oot could not have been
harsh. The New International Version translates it as ‘“‘why do you
involve me?” This is much better. Perhaps we could render it more
appropriately as ‘Mother, vou really want to involve me, don’t you!

Several of the psychological approaches to meaning have no direct
value for linguistics. One example of this is the theory of the image of
thought referred to by R. Brown (1958: chap. 3). Here the **basic”
meaning of a word is connected to the thought image associated with
the word-symbol. This has value for psychology, but seems to be of
little concern for linguistics. However, some linguists have used the
fact that it is an impossible task to measure all images and all stimuli to
prove (7) that semantic research cannot be done systematically. This is
an overstatement based on irrelevant presuppositions. For some time
this point of view has hampered semantic research.

On the other hand, psychology does propose some suggestions that
could be used by linguists, as was seen above in the reactions of the
speaker and hearer in the process of communication. A very important
insight which came from the study of meaning in psychology caused
linguists to recognize certain psychological factors involved in the
process of language learning and use. As a result, linguists realized the
fallacy of the popular belief that people store ideas in the brain in some
sort of verbal form, and that language is, therefore, basically a matter
of words. Early studies in semantics were, to a large extent,
“word-bound.” Once it was realized that a word’s meaning is
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inevitably connected to other words, and that meaning goes far beyond
word boundaries, semantics made considerable advances. This will be
dealt with more fully in chapters 9 and 10.

PHILOSOPHY AND SEMANTICS

The most penetrating studies in semantics have been done in
linguistics and philosophy, but since they overlap in so many areas, it is
important to make a clear distinction between the approach to
semantics in these two fields. In linguistics an utterance is analyzed
merely to determine the semantic content of the utterance, without
being concerned primarily with its meaningfulness. The latter is the
concern of philosophy, especially logic. Therefore, from a linguistic
viewpoint, there is nothing peculiar in the statement ‘the man is a
woman’. This sentence is correctly structured by the syntactic rules of
English, while the semantic content of this sentence is that two persons
are to be classified as identical: the first person is a male, and he is said
to be a female. Semantically, from a linguistic viewpoint, it is a case of
experiencer (‘man’) and condition (*is a woman’). It is of no concern for
linguistics whether the facts are true or not, or whether they agree with
the sentence statement or not. However, according to the principles of
logic, the meaning of this sentence is unacceptable (or at least highly
improbable) because the two components are contradictory. In formal
logic, sentences such as these are usually considered out of context, or
at least in a minimum-context situation. What counts is the truth value
of the proposition. In linguistics, the context in which such an
utterance is used is of primary importance if one has to press for the
meaningfulness of the utterance. For example, suppose a situation
where someone hears the name Jo Kaspers, and accepts it simply as the
name of a man while the conversation partner knows that Jo Kaspers is
a woman. The wrong supposition could be corrected by saying ‘the
man is a woman’, meaning the person whom you keep on referring to
as a man is indeed a woman.

This introduces a consideration of the utmost importance in
language usage: a linguistic utterance is semantically determined by
the situation in which it is uttered. It is also important to realize that
“situation” means any background information, or the lack of it. This
was shown by Ziff (1964). Without any situational information one has
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to depend entirely on the syntactic and morphemic structure of an
utterance. In this case a statement such as ‘the man is a woman’ could
be meaningless. In certain contexts, however, it could be properly
meaningful, even logically acceptable, because the implicit informa-
tion from the context allows us to understand more than merely the
word content of the utterance. And this “more” is certainly a part of
semantics.

Jerrold J. Katz (1964) has described the sentence ‘the man bit the
dog’ as a semi-sentence. Linguistically it is a well-formed sentence, but
logically poses a somewhat unusual situation—yet, one that is not
impossible. Therefore, to designate such sentences as semi-sentences
means to impress logical judgements on language. A sentence such as
‘scientists truth the universe’ is also called by Katz a senii-sentence,
because ‘truth’ is a noun used strangely within the word string
‘scientists . . . the universe’. A verb is demanded to complete the
sentence. This judgment is, again, a logical one based on the
presumption that the language symbol ‘truth’ can only be a noun. Yet,
it Is part of the flexibility of language that the term ‘truth’ can be used
by means of a linguistic transformation as ‘make true, show to be true’.
Compare a similar example, ‘to bible a hotel’ meaning ‘to place bibles
in a hotel’. McCawley (1968) rightfully rejected this kind of idea as
proposed by Katz. He quoted sentences such as ‘he says that he smells
itchy’, ‘he says that he poured his mother into an inkwell’, ‘John said
that the rock had diabetes’, and claimed that “there is nothing
anomalous about reporting that someone has said something
anomalous.” Katz finally conceded (1965:160-161).

It is important to distinguish logical judgments from linguistic ones,
and for this reason Saumjan (1970) used the terms “linguistic
semantics’’ and *‘logical semantics.” Cosertu and Geckeler (1974: 103)
used similar terms, ‘linguistic semantics” and ‘‘semantics of
logicians.” The term ‘semantics’ is, therefore, used differently in
philosophy and linguistics respectively. One must pay attention to this
fact when reading the literature, and one has to judge contributions
accordingly. For example, Carnap’s “Foundations of Logic and
Mathematics—A Logical Analysis of Language’ (1964) can be clearly
seen from the title to be concerned with logic. The same applies to
Evans and McDowell, who edited a collection of essays under the title
Truth and Meaning: Essays in Semantics (1976). However, Wells’s
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article “Meaning and Use” (1954) does not state (in its title) whether
linguistics or logic is the concern. These few examples, taken at
random, show clearly that care must be taken when working with the
literature on semantics, and one must not assume without question
that a work has a linguistic purpose simply because “meaning” or
“semantics” is used in the title.

However, it is important not to separate logical semantics from
linguistic semantics. J. M. E. Moravcsik (1974:3-35) has shown the
interdependence of these two fields in the study of meaning. The study
of meaning by anthropologists and psychologists has made valuable
contributions to linguistics—and the same is true for philosophers.
Logic is important when dealing in a given context with little
background information in distinguishing between the different fields
of meaning of a word. The so-called incompatibility of utterances is
also of importance here. McCawley (1968) says that ‘my aunt is a
bachelor’ can only mean that my aunt is a graduate, if treated logically
in a minimum context. The sentence ‘her red hat is blue’ might be
“correct” if her red hat had fallen into blue paint.

The relationship between semantics and logic is treated clearly by
J. W. Oller (1972). He showed how the famous sentence of
Chomsky: ‘colorless green ideas sleep furiously’ was not an example
of the claim that grammar is independent of meaning. This claim was
made on logical considerations based on the literal meaning of the
terms. Oller says that this sentence could well be understood in
English as ‘insipid immature ideas lie dormant in a state of potential
explosiveness’. Only when the syntax is disturbed as in ‘furiously
sleep ideas green colorless’ does it become meaningless. Oller
argues rightly that syntax, semantics, and situation (his ‘“‘pragmat-
ics’’) are related to each other.

The material discussed in this chapter should indicate how semantics
is a field of study having several dimensions: linguistic, logical,
psychological, anthropological. This may be the reason why it is such a
complicated and controversial field of study. All these dimensions
must be distinguished from one another without separating them. This
fact will be taken into account in the following chapters. Finally,
linguistics must be the dominating dimension with the others
supporting it, since language is a linguistic entity in the first place.



Chapter 3

Semantics—An Area of
Contention

The impossibility of measuring every thought image and stimulus
was mentioned in chapter 2. This fact strengthened the belief, held by
many linguists some decades ago, that semantics could not be studied
in a systematic fashion. It was especially noted by some philosophers
that it was doubtful if one could understand meaning without a
nonlinguistic experience of the subject matter. Jakobson (1959)
referred to Bertrand Russell, who said that a person can never
understand the word ‘cheese’ if he does not make contact with the real
thing (cheese) in a nonlinguistic situation. Jakobson correctly revealed
this reasoning to be false. How would it be possible to understand
abstract ideas, or study ancient languages, if Russell were correct?
This kind of reasoning by Russell negates the phenomenon of
association. Nyiri (1971) claimed that this view of meaning is based on
an incorrect conception of what meaning really is, namely that the
meaning of something is thought of either as an aspect of experience,
or as a thought image—thus objectivizing meaning. Wells (1954) also
claimed that Russell’s definition has a persuasive basis that is,
however, false, since meaning would then have to be the relation
between object and token. Such a view, claimed Wells, returns to the
problem of Plato’s Cratylus (see the beginning of chapter 1).

Leonard Bloomfield provoked this kind of reasoning in one of the
most influential works in linguistics, Language (1933). Bloomfield’s
dominance in linguistics at that time was one of the main reasons why
there has long been an aloofness by linguists towards semantics. In
chapter 9 of Language, Bloomfield reasoned that one must have a
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thorough scientific knowledge of something to know its meaning, yet
because human knowledge is not comprehensive, meaning cannot
possibly be studied. He used ‘salt’ as an example and argued that the
scientific way to describe it is ‘sodium chloride’, but words like ‘love’,
‘hate’, and so forth have no such scientific terminology. The majority
of words cannot be explained in the same way as ‘salt’, and so
Bloomfield had to keep semantics out of linguistics. However,
Bloomfield’s contention is incorrect since the term ‘sodium chloride’
still does not give any palpable experience of what it refers to. It is only
another term which defines ‘salt’ within the confines of chemistry. And
if one gives a paraphrase of ‘love’, one has already begun an attempt to
define it. After all, one does not have to know everything about an item
in order to say something about it. If Bloomfield were correct, all
language usage between people would be senseless, yet it is known
from experience that people do understand each other—and it does
not matter that this understanding is not always complete. Oller (1972:
45) showed how Chomsky (1957) continued with the same idea as
Bloomfield, and how this was opposed by several writers who likewise
contended that the real use of language by people, as observed daily,
would be totally inexplicable if this view were maintained. Chomsky
later modified his view (1965).

One of the basic problems concerning the disputes about semantics
is the problem of the continual usage of the term meaning without
saying what is meant by it. This matter will be discussed in chapter 8,
but for the sake of a better perspective a few aspects of the problem will
be touched on here. C. C. Fries (1954) gave the following definitions:
(a) the meaning of a sentence is that which a speaker wants the listener
to understand. In other words, meaning is understanding. This seems
to be satisfactory, but—as will be shown later—meaning and
understanding appear to be different things; (b) meaning is everything
one can infer; {c) it is the relation between ideas; (d) it is the
expectation aroused, and so on. These kinds of definitions are vague
enough to be useless, yet they illustrate how ““easy” it was thought to
define meaning.

It is outside the scope of this study to explore the meaning of the
term ‘meaning’ in English, and yet one must give an account of the use
of the word 'meaning’ in this particular context. The contribution
made by Sorensen (1970) gives a valuable insight into this problem.
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Sorensen maintained that one finds oneself in a vicious circle when
defining ‘meaning’ as “‘meaning is the meaning of meaning.” To get
out of this dilemma one should first say what meaning is not:

(a) Meaning is not the denotatum of a thing. That is, it is not the thing
pointed to. S6rensen does not give an example, but one can illustrate it
as follows: ‘he is ill’, and ‘the man is my brother’ may have the same
denotation, say, Peter. Yet ‘he’ and ‘man’ in these two sentences do
not have the same meaning. Therefore meaning is not the same as
reference. This also implies that words are not things. We can speak of
a person’s will, reason, mind, soul, and the like without necessarily
referring to separate entities, as is the case in Matt 22:37 ayarmoeig
KUplov TOv Bedv oou év OAn T Kapdia oou Kai &v BAR T YuxhH
oou Kal &v 6An 17 Stavoiq cou. In this particular context the terms
kapdia, Yuxr), and davoia do not refer to separate identifiable
entities, They are employed as a unit to signify the total human being.
If not, man should be said to consist of only three aspects, or else the
command enjoins to love God only with specific parts of the
personality. Sorensen continued his argument in saying that one must
understand meaning and denotatum in the following way: identity of
meaning entails identity of denotatum; identity of denotatum does not
entail identity of meaning.

(b) Meaning is not the idea of something. When arguing that
‘square’ is the ‘idea’ of a square, or the ‘square-idea’, or the ‘idea of the
notion of a square’, one must first have the idea of the notion in order
to identify it with the square. Then we have the idea of the idea of a
square, but to have this, we must have the idea, of the idea, of the idea
of a square ad infinitum. By this argument Sorensen emphasized the
basic linguistic fact that we cannot attach meaning to words, but rather
only words to meaning. This feature of meaning will be returned to
later on.

(¢) Meaning is not the knowledge of denotata. One cannot say “child’
means everything man knows about children. (This is especially valid
with regard to the positions of Russell, Bloomfield, and the others
discussed at the beginning of this chapter.) The knowledge of children
is not a knowledge of the language term ‘children’.

What is meaning when stated positively? Sorensen said: ““a meaning
is that which makes a sound a linguistic sound, in general; that without
which nothing is a linguistic entity; and it is that which determines what
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is denoted by the sign of which it is the meaning.” To illustrate the
significance of this definition, Sérensen continued:
A statement like * ‘dad’ means male parent and is used by children and
has the effects resulting from this usage” is just nonsense, whereas
* ‘dad’ means ‘male parent’ and is used by children and has the effects
resulting from this usage’” is not. That is to say, the word ‘dad’ MEANS
‘male parent’ and IS (but does not MEAN) used by children, and HAS
the effects consequent upon this usage, but does not MEAN them.

What Sorensen’s contention means can be illustrated by the
following example. When someone says: “I will know what the graphic
sign U8wp means if I can define U8wp” he really has not given any
answer, because USwp still is a token for that definition. In other
words, the meaning of USwp is a token (in the form of a definition such
as H,O) with the same meaning as Udwp. What we have determined, in
reality, by this reasoning is that the two tokens have the same meaning.
If we argue: “I will know what the token 08wp means if I know the
conditions something must satisfy to be called 08wp,” then—accord-
ing to Sérensen—this is an explanation of what it is to know the
meaning of Udwp. This apparently ingenious reasoning allows one to
realize thatit is not a matter of the meaning of a word that is important,
but rather a matter of the word used for the meaning. That is to say, the
starting point is rneaning and not word because one wants to arrive at a
definition of meaning. Sorensen, therefore, maintains that meaning is
the condition something must satisfy in order to be indicated by a
word, or words. His account is logical, vet it contains the kernel of a
notion which is basic to linguistics: meaning is not so much something
associated with words, but rather words are tokens to be associated
with meanings. This means that a language does not first find a
particular word and then look for a meaning to be associated with that
word. On the contrary, words are only symbols or tokens to signify an
entity. Sorensen correctly concluded that *‘to introduce a new sign is
not to introduce a new meaning.” For example, the phonological
token represented graphically by the token ‘proton’ in English, does
not first exist, and is then given a meaning. Rather the thing which is ‘a
positively-charged unit in the composition of an atom’ first exists, and
then the term ‘proton’ is used to signify it as a “‘shorthand” graphic
token.

The fallacy of working from word to meaning was the reason for the
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incorrect idea that meaning in a language, that is semantics, cannot be
systematically examined. It also gave rise to the extremely dangerous
fallacy that meaning is found within a word, and to understand this
“inner”” meaning one, consequently, has to find the origin of the word
since the meaning of a word is derived from an assumed basic meaning
(the so-called Grundbedeutung). This gave rise to the etymological
method which will be discussed in chapter 4.

A further consequence of the above-mentioned belief is that a word
really has only one meaning, even if there are different usages of it. In
translation, therefore, a word has to be constantly rendered by one
particular gloss if the translation is to be really “faithful.” This
astonishing view has gained many followers, and will be discussed in
chapter 6.

Finally, the insight that it is incorrect to begin with words in a
semantic analysis, emphasized how semantics is concerned with more
than merely the ‘““meaning” of words. Meaning is what one intends to
convey, and words are but one item employed in this process as
symbols representing particular features (in fact, a set of relations) of
that meaning. This is the basis of all modern semantics and will be
discussed in chapters 9 and 10.






Chapter 4

Etymology

Investigations into semantics have often been limited to single topics
within the history of linguistics in which only certain aspects of
language were considered. One of the most popular views in this field
can be dated back to the ancient Greeks. It concerned the conviction
that 2 word has a meaning, and debated the question whether there
was any direct relation between a word and its meaning. This has since
become part of tradition. Nida (1975a:14) showed that:

The meaning of verbal symbols has traditionally been regarded as some
kind of attribute or inherent property belonging to words. In large
measure this opinion may be due to such expressions as “‘the word has
this meaning . . .” or “this word’s meaning is . . . .”” But meaning is
not a possession, it is a set of relations for which a verbal symbol is a
sigm.

Though linguists generally maintain that the traditional view
expressed above is misleading, and in fact erroneous, the legacy of
centuries seems to hold its ground, not only among people in general,
but also among scholars engaged in various hermeneutic activities.
Even today, we occasionally find opinions related to Plato’s Cratylus,
one of the oldest documents (380-70 B.c.) concerned with semantic
problems. In the Crarylus we have a discussion between Socrates and
two young men, Cratylus and Hermogenes, who defended their
viewpoints from opposite directions. The problem at issue was
whether the meaning of a word is found in its nature (QUOIg) or
whether it is a matter of convention (vOpog or 8£018). In practice this
is to ask why the Greek word for ‘run’ is TPEXw. Is it because of
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something in the sounds T + p + & + X -+ w which suggests running?
In the Cratylus it was attributed to the letter p because of its fast
movement or vehemence (the Greek 7 is not the same as the English,
but more like the Scottish). This is then applied to words such as
Tpbdu0og (‘tremble, shake’), ory (‘streaming, flow’), 8padw (‘break
into pieces’), and so on. It should be noted that the idea of fast
movement and vehemence lies in the meaning of words such as these
and was transferred from this to the letter p since there are many words
without a p that have this same aspect of meaning, that is, 604w
(‘run, move fast’), mréa (‘fear, trembling’), v@ua (‘streaming’),
dyvupi (‘break into pieces’), and the like. Moreover, there are many
words with p that do not have any feature associated with fast
movement or vehemence, for example, Tpdnela (‘table’), pddov
(‘rose’), and oTpdpa (‘mattress’). This dispute was senseless, but it
maintained its appeal through the centuries—probably stimulated by
Socrates’ decision to accept Cratylus’s viewpoint (QUOS) as the only
possible way to arrive at the (assumed) original process of naming
which took the characteristics of things into consideration. Socrates
accepted this starting point of Cratylus instead of the simpler approach
of looking first at the language as a whole rather than just a few
comfortable examples.

In the controversy whether words originated QuUgoet or vOH®, the
Stoics also chose the side of ¢Uoig. Through their powerful influence
on the thought of the time, the idea of &Tupov (or ‘real meaning’)
became deeply rooted in the understanding of language. When the
form of a word would not readily lead to its ‘meaning’, it was believed
that one should go back far enough in the word'’s history to find the
‘real meaning’. This pursuit was called £TupoAoyia, hence etymolo-
gy—a quest originally concerned with proper names, yet soon
extended towards finding the ‘deeper’ meaning of any word.

The ancient Greeks extended this approach by explaining
grammatically related words with one another: Zedq was declared
overlord because its accusative form Aia was said to indicate that
everything was made by (5td) him. Even names in other languages
were explained by Greek words, The name of the Egyptian god Osiris
was explained as 80tog iep6g, ‘holy consecrated’. If this method were
correct, then everyone would need to know Greek in order to
understand the true meanings of words.
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This conviction, that the key to a word’s meaning lies somewhere in
its form, was held through the centuries and was the most important
element in the belief that the true meaning of a word could be derived
from its etymology. In other words, if we know the origin of a word,
then we can understand and determine its true {(ETUNOG) meaning
(A6yog). In Plato’s Cratylus we encounter various examples such as
dvOpwnog meaning ‘man’ because it is derived from ava@pdv &
driwriev ‘look up to what he saw’. The Stoics explained 8aAaocoa
(‘sea’) in the same way as @avatou dooov oUoa ‘that which is nearer
to death’. The word KkvooeLv (‘sleep’) was explained as kevoOv 100
6ooelv ‘empty of looking’. In later times such phrases were readily
developed as, for example, the well-known explanation of the Latin
word for ‘window’, fenestra, as quae nos ferens extra ‘that which leads
us to the outside’. This kind of reasoning is certainly of the utmost
folly, yet illustrates the point arrived at from the idea that the meaning
of a word can be determined from its @U0O1g. On the other hand, this
kind of reasoning for centuries conditioned the way in which people
thought about the relation between a word and its meaning.

However, it is obvious that a word at the time of its origin can be
closely related to some occurrence or situation. Yet, in most cases it is
impossible to track it down; and even if one is fortunate to establish the
circumstances, it has generally been the case that as a word was rapidly
established, its original meaning was lost. Siertsema drew attention to
this point in a study of the Yoruba of Nigeria. These people were
inoculated for the first time in 1956, and they designated the process as
ko nomba because it appeared to them that a number was carved on the
people. At first the Yoruba connected this meaning with the process,
but soon ko nomba became the conventional term for inoculation.
Later the Yoruba were amused to learn of the word’s origin.

At present one of the basic principles of semantics is that the relation
between the form of a word and its meaning is an arbitrary one. The
Afrikaans word groente (‘vegetables’) does not make us think of groen
(‘green’). Beans are green and the leaves of vegetables are mostly
green, but the majority of vegetables are not green. Even if we would
stress the point that the word groente originated from an association
with ‘green’, this does not say anything today. Moreover, groente
probably originated from groei (‘grow’) etymologically. Yet groei is of
no help in understanding groente in Afrikaans. Etymology merely tells
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us where a word came from and how it developed. Etymology is
concerned with the history of a word, not its meaning in a specific
context.

A very interesting example of the attempt to derive meaning from
etymology in modern literature can be seen in Barclay’s commentary
on Paul’s letters to the Corinthians (1975). He explained the meaning
of urnpéng in 1 Cor 4:1 as basically designating ‘a rower’. This
‘meaning’ is based on etymology deriving Gninpéng from £épéoow ‘to
row'—a derivation which has become extremely popular in NT
writings. Probably R. C. Trench (1854) was one of the main agents in
promoting this kind of etymology. Trench wrote under the entry
Urnpéng that “he was originally the rower (from &pégow).”
However, the term UTmMpétng never had this meaning in classical
Greek. It was a term generally used for a servant, an attendant. The
etymology of Urmpé€tng was derived from its morphology, namely
undé + é€pétng. The term &€péIng occurs in Homer for a ‘rower’.
Therefore, J. B. Hofmann (1950) explained Unnpétng (for which he
gave the general meaning ‘servant’) as meaning basically ‘assistant
rower’ or ‘subordinate rower’. The same is found in Robertson
(1931:102) without even commenting on how UnMp&tng came to
mean ‘under-rower’, since in all other passages in the NT it merely
signifies a servant. It is noteworthy that Trench did not use the notion
of ‘assisting’ or ‘subordination’ as part of his fuller definition running
as follows: “Ominpétng was originally the rower, as distinguished from
the soldier, on a war-galley.” Barclay went a little further by
designating the UTMP&ING as ‘‘a rower on the lower bank of a
trireme.” Morris in the Tyndale Series (1958) designated the
urmpétng as “‘a servant of a lowly kind.” This shows how an
etymological explanation acquired additional features by association
with the rowers of a trireme, and Morris even adds a specific status
feature which, in the context of 1 Cor 4:1, would give a special turn to
the exegesis of the passage. C. K. Barrett is right (in Harper's NT
Commentaries) in remarking that Urmnpétng in 1 Cor 4:1 is little
different from 31Gkovoq since in NT usage hardly any distinction of
meaning can be made between these two terms when referring to
servants. Some scholars. however, refer to an inscription from the
island of Cos reading Ttoi Urmpétat tav pakpav vadv (‘the
attendants on the large vessels'), taken to refer to rowers, yet this
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inscription dates from the first century s.c., and the meaning ‘rowers’ is
probably taken from the assumed etymology. Therefore LSJ rightly
designated this meaning as dubious.

To determine the “‘original”” meaning of a word from its constituent
parts, that is, explaining Unnpétng as from Und + £péng, can lead
to serious misunderstandings. In word compounds the constituent
parts are often not related to the whole expression. In English a
‘butterfly’ cannot be associated with ‘butter’ + ‘fly’. If s0, one would
have to assume a totally different basic meaning for other language
groups; for example, Afrikaans for butterfly is skoenlapper which
would then have to be analyzed as skoen ‘shoe’, and lap ‘rag’. Barr
rightly calls such an analysis a “root fallacy,”” and Conklin (1967)
mentions the following examples for English: ““a poison oak is not an
oak tree that is poisonous; a pineapple is not an apple, nor even less is it
from a pine tree; a grandson is not an elegant boy. Likewise there is no
fountain in a fountainpen; an earring is very often not a ring;
strawberries are not made of straw, etc.” To determine the meaning of
a word from its form is extremely misleading. Even if one thinks that
the fountain of a fountainpen is a suitable association, it must be
remembered that when the word was first coined to indicate a kind of
pen, the focus was on the fact that such a pen did not need to be
frequently dipped into ink. People initially could have associated the
1dea of a fountain with this kind of pen, but soon it became a standard
form and people were only aware of this association after being told
about it.

Compounds in NT Greek can tempt us to fall into the same problem
when we seek an etymology based upon morphological elements. In
this way andéoToAog is usually explained directly from its morphology
as one who is sent out, from andé + oTéAAw. Though ‘send out’ could
be thought of as one aspect of AndoToAog, it is in no way the focal
point. The entire article on “Apostle” in Pop (1964) is based on the
notion that everything that can be said about AndécTtoAog centers on
the concept of ‘the one sent’. This is again based on the untenable
assumption that the form of a word must be directly related to its
meaning—and consequently the focus of a word is neglected! The
word GndoToAog is semantically nearer 10 Ayyehog ‘messenger’ than
to ArnooTtéAAw ‘send out’. Hastings’s Dictionary of the Bible puts it
correctly as ““the proper meaning of GndéoToAog is an ambassador,
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who not only carries a message like an dyyeAog, but also represents
the sender.” In other words ‘a special messenger, a representative’ is
closer to the meaning of drnéotoAog than ‘one sent out’. ‘Special
messenger’ provides the focal point while ‘one sent out’ acts as an
implicational element in the background. As such ‘one sent out’ may
have a role, but definitely not the dominant one. The basic principle
involved is that of the progression from meaning to form; not from
form to meaning. That is to say, from the meaning ‘special messenger’
we can progress to 4rnbéoToAog as the term used to signify this
meaning, but we cannot “analyze’ the constituent parts of Gnéoto-
Aog and think that the sum total of the data provides the meaning of
andéoTtolog.

On the other hand, one should not entertain the idea that
compounds cannot have the meanings of their different parts.
Sometimes this is true if the meaning coincides with the sum of the
meanings of the parts of the word, but one can only recognize that it is
so through the meaning which must be known beforehand. In this way
£rtiBnu means ‘add’ in Rev 22:18. One can then say that meaning
and form are correlated in this example, €ni + ti@nu = ‘place’ +
‘with’ = ‘add (t0)". In Acts 13:4 Exnépnw means ‘send out’, and €K +
néunw is justified as ‘being out” + ‘send’. But in the case of
napakaAéw it would be misleading to explain its meaning as napd +
KaAéw = ‘to yourside’ + ‘tocall’, and then to continue explaining the
“real meaning” as ‘to call to your side’. In NT usage mapakaAéw
belongs to three semantic domains which can be represented by (a)
‘request, beg’, (b) ‘encourage, urge’, (c) ‘comfort, cheerup’. To see ‘'to
call to your side’ in each is absurd. Furthermore, the noun that is
related to mapaxkaiéw morphologically, mapaGkAnTog, is not ‘one
called to another’s side’ in the NT. It should also not be linked up with
either (a), (b), or {(¢) above—and certainly not signifying the comforter
(that is [c] above), as is usually thought. In NT usage the focus of the
word is on ‘one who helps’. In translations such as Moffat, Goodspeed,
Williams, and the TEV it is rightly translated by ‘helper’. Though it
may be possible in certain contexts, to think of a helper as one who is
called to one’s side, the meaning ‘helper’ has a far broader range than
merely ‘call to one’s side’ which may, in itself, be one small facet of the
meaning ‘helper’. Therefore, ‘call to one’s side’ is not the point of
focus.
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It is a basic principle of modern semantic theory that we cannot
progress from the form of a word to its meaning. Form and meaning
are not directly correlated. Just as we cannot explain the English term
‘understand’ as meaning ‘under’ + ‘stand’, so we cannot explain
Staxeipifw in Acts 5:30 as ‘to lay hands upon vehemently’. The word
only means ‘to kill'. How it was done is a matter of context, not
lexicography. So also in Matt 24:51 dixotouéw should not be
explained as dixa (‘in two’) plus TEuvw (‘cut’) since the word simply
means ‘punish severely’.

A striking example of this is found in the article by Daube (1950),
where he challenged the translation of cuyxpdopatinJohn 4:9, “Jews
do not mingle with Samaritans.”” He pleaded for the meaning followed
by Hendriksen (1953) and Barrett (1978) in their commentaries on
John; a meaning also followed by the translators of the NEB, namely
‘the Jews do not use vessels together with the Samaritans’. Barrett
even said (p. 232): “it should rather be rendered according to its
etymology.” On this interpretation ouyxpdouat, taken as oOv +
Xpdouat, is said to reflect a Rabbinical regulation that labels the
Samaritan’s daughters as constantly impure ‘‘from the cradle
onwards.” Hall (1971) responded to Daube in an excellent article
showing how the Rabbinical regulation is surely an illustration of the
Jewish attitude towards the Samaritans, but it definitely is not
indicated by ouyxpdaouat. The word itself takes the dative object
apart from the oUv which was emphasized so much by Daube. Hall is
justified in concluding “that the natural meaning of cuyxpdopai is not
to use along with others’, but ‘to make use of’. . . .”" The word
appears with objects as ‘make use of’, or with persons as figuratively
meaning ‘to mingle with, associate with’. Daube and his associates
overlooked the fact that they want to force the meaning of
ouyxpaouat when used with objects onto John 4:9, while all the time
the context was clearly concerned with people. Moreover, in this
forcing they have to ‘import’ the word vessel to justify the meaning.
How vessel is derived from the etymology is never said.

The “real” meaning of dpraptévw (‘sin’) in the NT is often explained
in terms of its oldest usage as found in the epics of Homer, more than
eight centuries before the NT. In Homer Gpaptavw regularly occurs in
situations referring to the missing of a target, such as to discharge a
missile vainly, to miss one’s aim, to miss a person in throwing something
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to be caught, etc. This is then taken over as the ‘hidden meaning’ of
auaptavw in the NT, generally used for the meaning ‘to sin’. Sin,
therefore, ‘really’ means to miss the purpose (target) God put us on earth
for. This kind of etymological analysis had the consequence of making
plausible such an explanation, but in no way can ‘to miss the purpose’ be
considered the real meaning of Apaptévw in the NT. It cannot be used
as the yardstick to judge whether something should be regarded as a sin,
or not. In order to know what sin is we must consider the passages in the
NT (in fact in the whole Bible) that deal with sin, not a particular word
used to signify sin. The meaning of ‘sin’ is therefore extracted from the
sentences and paragraphs that deal with sin.

On the other hand it is important to study all the words and phrases
used for *sin’. This is done to determine first, whether there is a generic
term for sin; second, whether some terms bring into focus certain
specific aspects of sin (not the ‘hidden meaning’); third, whether
certain writers had a preference for particular terms; and fourth,
whether some terms had emotional overtones, and so on. In the case of
apaptdavw, this term will be discovered to be the most generic for
‘sin’. It may cover the whole semantic field, while a word such as
unepPalvw has its focus only on the breaking of a commandment as a
feature of sin. Likewise napaxoni focuses on disobedience, that is, to
refuse to listen to; mapaPaivw (often used along with véuov)
highlights the fact of acting contrary to established custom or law;
nraiw suggests figuratively that sin involves a stumbling; 6@eiAnua
emphasizes that sin involves guilt, and the like. That is to say, that
these terms make explicit what is already implicit in the Biblical
concept of ‘sin’ for which dpaptavw is the generic term.

A very important fact, always neglected when auaptavw is
explained etymologically as ‘to miss a target’, is that among the oldest
usages of Gpaptdvw contexts can be found in which dpaptéavw not
only meant ‘to miss a target’, but also ‘to make a mistake, to be
deprived of, to lose, to neglect’ (see LSJ). Why is 'to miss a target’
taken as the ‘‘hidden meaning,” but not one of the others?
Furthermore, if etymology is to be used, why go back only as far as
Homeric Greek? Why not even further to @ + paptog in which
pHapTog goes back to a stem Ouep from which uépog “part’ is derived.
This derivation is given by J. B, Hofmann (1950) as the origin of
aupaptavw. Thus, the basic meaning would be ‘not to have a part
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in"—a meaning which can be easily applied to ‘sin’. In fact, the concept
‘sin’ has so many facets that it takes little imagination to link any of the
above mentioned ‘“‘meanings’” in some way or another to a favored
explanation of the basic notion of sin.

From what has been presented in the previous pages it has been
shown how the etymological method does not account for one of the
most basic aspects of meaning. This is the fact that the meaning
conveyed by a particular word is continuously subjected to change.
There are many factors that play a part in this change. The users, for
example, of a language do not use words in an absolutely consistent
way. The nature of language allows them to extend the field of a word,
to reduce it, or to transfer it. The causes are quite difficult to ascertain
since they are concealed by many circumstances distributed over a long
period of time. The Greek word dpvig first meant ‘bird’, but later it
was increasingly used for the feminine bird, the ‘hen’. In the NT ‘hen’
is the common meaning. The word 1510¢ once was a strong word for
‘one’s very own’, but by NT times it was weakened and often occurs as
a synonum for autod. The reasons for this can no longer be
discovered. The fact, however, remains that it is decisive for any
semantic study to know whether the older meaning still exists at the
later stage.






Chapter 5

The “General” Meaning
of a Word

Etymology does not provide an original meaning that acts as the
basis for every other meaning of a word. So, how can it be explained
that one can very often ‘“‘feel” that there is something that binds
together the various meanings of a word? Is there no global idea that
joins together these meanings? Take for example YEvog. Dictionaries
have the following ‘‘meanings”: ‘race’, ‘descendent’, ‘family’, ‘nation’,
‘kind’, ‘species’. Can it not be argued that the idea of a relationship
binds them all together? In other words, are these meanings not all
specific, or specialized, applications of the idea of relationship?
Furthermore, can it not be argued that the most general meaning of
YEvog is in fact ‘relationship’? To answer these questions two
observations must be noted: (a) ‘Family’ could just as easily be the
most general, or global, meaning if we would replace ‘family’ by
‘relationship’ in the list above. So, how do we determine which is the
most general? (b) What is actually at stake is not a general meaning,
but a common component. That is to say, ‘relationship’ is not a general
meaning but a common component, and as such does not say anything
about the focal features of each of the separate meanings in the list
above. Therefore, what is often regarded, or sensed, as something
binding meanings together, is not a “general’ meaning, but a common
component. Real insight into the various meanings of Yévog comes
from the focal features represented by these components of meaning
that distinguish the meanings from one another,

However, “general” can be considered from another perspective.
Within all the possible meanings, is there not one that is used the most?
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This meaning can easily be called the most “general” meaning. So, if
the different meanings of a word are examined, and it is found that
meaning (a) is valid for 80 percent of the occurrences while (b), (c),
and (d) are valid for only 10 percent, 7 percent, and 3 percent,
respectively, then it can be argued that meaning (a) is the most general
as far as frequency of usage is concerned. The others would then be
secondary meanings. The idea of a secondary meaning is problematic
since it easily leads to the idea of a meaning that is subordinate. The
term ‘‘general” (occasionally also called *‘central,” or ‘‘normal,” or
even ‘‘natural’’)} is useful only as long as it is never raised to the status of
implying that it is the root or basis of meaning. This ‘““general’” meaning
must always be understood simply as the most common in frequency of
occurrence. And for that matter it may also be called the common
meaning.

This sense of “general,” or “‘common,” meaning is close to what
linguists would call the unmarked meaning. Unmarked is understood
as that meaning which would be readily applied in a minimum context
where there is little or nothing to help the receptor in determining the
meaning. Consider the example of the sentence ‘he does not want
pumpkins’. If it is heard without any other background information
available, then most English-speaking people will probably under-
stand that he does not want a certain kind of vegetable. That is to say,
their first reaction is to classify ‘pumpkin’ as a vegetable. It may very
well be so because pumpkin is commonly used to signify a type of
vegetable. This meaning is the unmarked meaning. Reading the
sentence as ‘he does not want stupid people’ will only arise where the
reference to people is known from the context, or if the sentence has a
reference to a person as in ‘he is a pumpkin’, since this figurative
meaning always applies to people. The general meaning of ‘pumpkin’
in English is a kind of vegetable and is the meaning most people will
think of first when the word is heard. It is important to note that this is
a matter of frequency, not meaning. Often the meaning that one first
hears, or encounters daily, will be the one that is most “‘natural,” or
“normal,” or “‘general” to that individual. Wonderly (1968:109) stated
that if the context is unclear, then different people will understand a
specific utterance differently, since this is seen to be determined by
their individual background and experience. A sentence such as ‘they
had a large amount of stock’ can be understood as referring to cattle by
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people with a farming background. To the stockbroker the term ‘stock’
normally signifies shares in a corporation, but to the merchant it will
indicate his inventory of goods. This does not mean that these people
will not be aware of all the meanings signified by the term ‘stock’. It is
merely a matter of which meaning is central to their experience. This
meaning will then be to them the unmarked meaning. As soon as there
1s some restrictive element, such as ‘die’ in the sentence ‘a lot of their
stock died’, the intended meaning is interpreted alike by people
whether they are farmers, stockbrokers, or merchants. Such
restrictions exclude other interpretations—either totally, or partially,
as in ‘he owns a lot of stock in that company’. This sentence will
exclude the possibility of reference to animals, though ‘inventory’ will
not be totally impossible. In doubtful cases the broader context usually
will settle the matter except in cases of real ambiguity. This is because
words signify only one meaning in each specific context in which they
are used, except for rare instances where a speaker purposely intends a
play on meanings. But even if rwo meanings are purposely intended in
a context, it merely shows that the author wants his receptors to
acknowledge rwo readings of a particular sentence. This is often the
case in poetry. Yet, in each reading the said term will signify only one
meaning. Therefore, to maintain a common kernel as the general
meaning among all the possible meanings that may serve as a factor
behind all the other meanings, and which serves as a type of ‘inner’
meaning, is absurd. In the case of ‘fox’ signifying a cunning, sly person,
ore may argue that this is a figurative extension of meaning related to
the animal, a fox. Thus ‘animal’ may be the common denominator!
Such an argument is missing the point that though ‘fox’ in a sentence
such as ‘he is a fox’ can be related to the meaning ‘a wild quadruped of
a particular kind’, it is a figurative extension involving a totally new
meaning. This relationship between ‘wild animal’ and ‘cunning person’
is secondary. It cannot serve as a general, or central, feature since the
focal features in ‘wild animal’ and ‘cunning person’ have nothing in
common. The meaning ‘cunning’ semantically links with “sly, subtle,
crafty, wily, stealthy, astute, artful, underhanded’, etc. That is to say,
there is a much more prominent relationship between ‘cunning’ and
these terms, than between ‘cunning’ and ‘fox’. This raises an important
linguistic point which can be illustrated by the following example on a
wider basis: the term TPAreda occurs in the NT in contexts such as (a)
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1ag tpantfag dvétpeyev “he overturned their tables” John 2:15,
(b) napédnkev tpdnelav “he served them a meal” Acts 16:34, (¢)
ESwkag 10 Apyuprov £mi Tpanedav “you put money in the bank”
Luke 19:23. To look for a unifying general meaning behind these three
occurrences such as taking ‘table’ to be ‘““central,” from which ‘meal’
can be derived by relating it to a table used to eat at, and to derive
‘bank’ from a table used by money changers to place money on, may be
interesting encyclopedic information concerning the history of the
term TPAneda and its usages. Yet, such a common feature does not
define the actual meanings involved; it rather shows how it came to
pass that the same word form acquired the possibility of being able to
serve as a term for the different meanings.

This type of approach has led L. Goppelt (in TDNT, Vol. VIII) to
discuss the term tpanela under the headings “General Use”
(including its etymology TeTpa + nefa = ‘four’ + ‘foot’), “Dining
Table,” “Moneychanger’s Table,”” and ““Table for the Show-Bread.”
The idiom Swakovelv tpanédaig (Acts 6:2) signifying commercial
activities related to the conduct and transaction of money matters, i.e.,
‘to handle finances’, is discussed under the ‘‘Theological Table
Sayings” as a feature of *“The Table of Table Fellowship™ and is thus
explained as referring to the “‘common sacral meals of the primitive
community in Jerusalem.”

However, the semantic significance of tpaneda in examples (a),
(b), and (c) above is not arrived at by looking for a common
denominator which can serve as a general meaning, but it is
determined by the distinctive semantic fields designated by the
features of meaning involved in each case. Thus, tpanefa in example
(a) relates to various kinds of artifacts, especially furniture. The
specific context of John 2:15 shows that the reference there is to the
tables used by money-changers. Whether these tables were used to eat
at, or to place money on, or to serve some other purpose, does not alter
the meaning of tpdneda. It still signifies ‘a table’. The context defines
its usage. Therefore, example (c) above, is not properly defined by
relating it to the tables used by money-changers, since in Luke 19:23
the focus is not on tables being involved, but on an establishment for
safeguarding money and related exchanging of monetary items. It thus
involves commercial activities, not an item of furniture. As such the
usage of tpanela in John 2:15 and Luke 19:23 relates to quite



The “General” Meaning of a Word 37

different semantic domains. Likewise, example (b) above belongs to
yet another semantic domain, namely that of physiological processes
involving eating, and as such signifies a unit of eating, that is ‘a meal’.
There is much more in common semantically between Tparneda in
Acts 16:34 and 501 (‘an elaborate meal’, Luke 14:13), or &ipioTov (‘a
noon meal’, Luke 14:12), or dyann (‘a fellowship meal’, Jude 12), or
Seinvov (‘the principle meal of the day’, John 13:2) than between
tpdaneda in John 2:15 and Luke 19:23 above. Likewise the idiom
Slakovelv Tpanéfalg ‘handle finances’ in Acts 6:2 has much more in
common with Tp&nela ‘bank’ in Luke 19:23 than with Tpanela ‘table’
in John 2:15.

The focus of a word is highlighted by the semantic fields, and not by
the (historic) relations between usages employing the same word form.
If these relations are sought for, then polysemy, which is one of the
basic semantic notions found in all languages, cannot be appreciated.
Polysemy (discussed in chapter 6) states that a particular form of a
word can belong to different fields of meaning. There may be an
historic relationship, but this has hardly any semantic significance.

Therefore, if one has to search for a common or general meaning
that combines all the meanings for which a word is used, then the item
found will in no way be the basic kernel, but rather a secondary or
subordinate entity. In this way fipuépa will mean ‘day’ in most cases in
the NT, butin 1 Cor 4:3it means ‘law court’. This is a rare meaning, yet
it is unnecessary to recover the idea of ‘day’ in the meaning ‘law court’.
The possibility that this meaning developed from ‘day’ is of no
importance since ‘law court’ is a new and different meaning having its
own essential features.






Chapter 6

One Word, One Meaning?

The old view that a particular word must, as far as possible, be
translated by a particular gloss which is regarded as its proper meaning
is closely related to what was discussed in the previous chapter. One of
the most famous examples in the NT is dikatoodvn which is nearly
always translated as ‘righteousness’. Another is 0dp&, that is generally
translated as ‘flesh’, or mveOpa as ‘Spirit/spirit’. The essential idea is
that ‘righteousness’, ‘flesh’, ‘spirit’ are seen as the basic meanings. The
“secondary derivative” meanings are only used when the first does not
fit the context. If it does fit, even in the most unnatural way, then it 1s
still retained in most instances. Matt 24:22 reads “. . . no flesh be
saved” (i.e., ‘nobody be saved’), John 1:14 “the Word was made
flesh’ (for ‘the Word became a human being’), Rom 9:8 “children of
the flesh™ (instead of ‘children of natural birth’), Heb 5:7 *“days of his
flesh” (for ‘during his earthly life’), Rom 8:12 “to live according to the
flesh’ (instead of ‘to live according to human nature’), Jude 7 ““to go
after strange flesh” (i.e., ‘to practice sexual immorality’). In all these
divergent cases 0Qpg is translated by ‘flesh’, and this reveals the
conviction that ‘flesh’ is the central meaning of odp§. Even worse is
the assumption that ‘flesh’ adequately expresses these divergent
meanings in English—which, of course, is not the case. It is, therefore,
unwise to ask what the meaning of ‘flesh’ is in the NT, and by this
question to suppose that there is one word in Greek which always
means ‘flesh’. Furthermore, it is often assumed that there is something
‘mysterious’ behind this word, something to be known if the ‘real’
meaning of 04pkE ‘flesh’ is revealed. On the contrary, one can never say
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what 0ap¢& means, but only what it means in this or that context. From
all these contexts a picture of the different possibilities of meaning
signified by 0@p& can be built up. And even then one still does not have
the meaning, but only the possibilities of meaning. In a specific
context, however. one can justifiably say that 0dp€ means this or that.
To always award one meaning to one word is incorrect since it denies
the basic fact of polysemy. Polysemy is a matter of the economic
utilization of forms. A language would be quite unwieldy if it had a
separate word for everything in existence. To overcome this problem
different things are denoted by the same form. In Greek the form
HEPOC signifies a ‘part’ or ‘piece’ of something, or it denotes a region
as a ‘place’ or ‘district’. It is also used to reproduce the meaning of
‘trade’ or ‘business’, to name a ‘party’, or ‘sect’, to denote the ‘side’ or
‘edge’ of an object. The verb £E€pxoptal can signify to ‘go out’, or
‘come out, disappear, descend from’; gipi can be used for ‘is, exist,
happen, come, go, stay’, etc. The word AnoTtniq designates a ‘robber’,
but also a ‘rebel’; naiqg a ‘son’, or ‘daughter’, or ‘slave’. It requires no
skill to multiply similar examples, for dictionaries are full of them.
Linguistically, it is incorrect to say that naiq means ‘son’, rather we
should say ‘son’ is one of the items that could be designated by using
the word naig, i.e., that naiq can mean ‘son’.

Itis important to note that when a word is used outside a context, we
can say that the word (or rather, that the sound pattern or character) is
a language symbol by which different things could be indicated, and
then a list of such things could be given. More specifically this implies
that a word does not have a meaning without a context, it only has
possibilities of meaning. When used in a context, the situation and the
syntactic environment contribute to the choice between the several
possibilities of meaning. The word has a specific meaning in that
context. This implies that a word does not have many possible
meanings in a particular context. If contexts are identical then a word
can be consistently translated by the same word. Although a word has
only one meaning each time it is used, there are exceptions, to which
attention has been drawn in the previous chapter. This has been shown
to occur in the case of intentional ambiguities. At this stage, an
example may be supplied to illustrate the point: in John 1:5 Bible
translations and commentaries differ between the two meanings
‘overwhelm’ or ‘understand’. Both these meanings are possible for
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kataAaupdavw, and both fit the context of John 1:5. We have to say
either that the author had only one in mind, which one is hard to say; or
we have to conclude that the author intended both meanings by a play
on words. But even then the two meanings are not mixed, for if the
context is understood in a specific way the word signifies only one
specific meaning. “Overwhelm” renders a feeling of joy—the
darkness did not overwhelm the light; “‘understand” renders a
plaintive tone—the darkness did not understand the light. Such a play
on words often occurs in John. It is characteristic of his style. In the
context of John 1:5 he saw the confrontation between light and
darkness from two perspectives: triumph and melancholy. It does not
mean that ‘overwhelm” and ‘understand’ must be mixed, and so result
in a claim that the action of overwhelming includes a kind of
understanding, or vice versa. If this were done we would be
performing an “illegitimate totality transfer’ according to Barr (1961).

In Rom 15:27 the word Aeitoupyfioal appears in a context
concerned with financial help to the congregation in Jerusalem. In this
context the word only means ‘to help’. The NEB translates £v Tolg
gapkikoig Aeitoupyfjoar appropriately by “to contribute to their
material needs.” The JB reads “to help them with temporal
possessions”; the TEV “to serve the Jews with their material
blessings.” Another possible meaning for Aettoupyfioat in Koiné
Greek is ‘to serve religiously’, asin Acts 13:2 and Heb 10:11. The latter
context refers to priestly service. The noun A&eiToupydqg means an
‘official’, or a ‘servant’, or a ‘priest’ (Rom 13:6, 15:16). Each one is a
meaning of its own, and must not be mixed. Vincent (1887) made the
error of an *illegitimate totality transfer” in claiming the priestly idea
in Rom 15:27. He argued: *'by using the word for priestly service, Paul
puts the ministry of almsgiving on the footing of a sacrificial service. It
expresses the worship of giving.” Vincent assumed that ‘priestly
service’ is the central idea in the word in each context it is found. Why
this is so is never explained. A. T. Robinson (1951) is correct: “it has
no sacerdotal functions in 15:27.”

Such a totality transfer is often extended by putting Hebrew and
Greek words together. It is probably done unthinkingly under the
impression that because the OT and NT form one Bible, the Hebrew
and Greek languages can also be joined together. A good example is
given by Barr (1961:187-188) where he criticized T. F. Torrance
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(1956/7). Torrance argued that because the Hebrew NnN is translated
by A Bela, nioTiq, and Sikaioouvr in the LXX, it must be grasped
that “where in the New Testament we have AQAr8egia we must
understand that not simply as a Greek word, but in the light of the
Biblical inclusion of niioTig and dikatoouvn in the concept of truth.”
Torrance consequently maintained, on the ground of the OT Hebrew,
that dAf)Bela in the NT means *the reality of God in covenant
relationship, God’s being true to himself, truth as grounded upon
(God’s faithfulness.” But can this be true in Mark 5:33, where it is said
about the woman who touched Jesus’ garment that she told him the
whole truth upon being questioned who it was who touched him?

The erroneous consequence of a “totality transfer”” can also be
illustrated in modern languages. In the sentence ‘the hall was taxed to
capacity’, the term taxed means only ‘filled’ or ‘occupied’. Only this
meaning is relevant, The other meanings of ‘taxed’ such as ‘demand’,
‘accuse’, ‘assess’, not even to mention ‘taxation’, are not relevant at
all. There is no point in reasoning that the idea which covers and binds
these meanings together is ‘to burden’—and that the hall was then
burdened with people. This explanation is not what is thought of in
everyday English when the sentence is heard. What is understood is
merely that the hall was filled to the brim.



Chapter 7

Words Only Partially Overlap
Between Languages

The consistent translation of one word by a specific word in a
different language is at variance with another basic linguistic idea,
namely, that words only partially overlap between languages. If
correlative words in different languages were completely equivalent
semantically, translation would be a very simple mechanical process.
Complete equivalence is never the case between words in different
languages, and this also suggests that a word only has a meaning in a
specific context, since different languages would use different words in
different contexts to render the same meaning. Compare, for example,
the translations that were given for o@p§ in chapter 6 (cf. our
observations on pp. 39-40).

There is, however, a deeper level at which words in different
languages do not overlap in meaning—and this deeper level is not
always easily discerned. When the translation ‘house’ is given for aGAR
in a dictionary, one must not accept without question that everything
understood by the English term ‘house’ is also understood for aUAR. It
can be asked whether aUAf is a large or small house, or a private
house, or an official residence? Moreover, aUAT is never used to
indicate the household, that is the people, as in a sentence such as ‘my
house and I will serve the Lord’. When questions such as these are
considered, it is soon discovered that dictionaries are in the main
concerned with translation equivalents rather than meanings. In
semantics the concern should be with meaning rather than words, for
words only partially overlap between languages. Graphically this can
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be represented as:

N

‘h@

The same principle is also valid for the synonyms of a given language.
Synonyms are not words having the same meaning, but words that may
have the same meaning; that is to say, they overlap in certain contexts.
In Greek dyandw and piAéw are synonyms that could be graphically
compared as:

J

ayandw

This means that there are cases in which the words dyandw and @IAéw
are certainly equivalent to each other, and therefore interchangeable.
There are, on the other hand, cases when they differ from each other.
Synonymous words in the same language and translation equivalents
between different languages thus show areas of overlapping as well as
areas of difference. Words can be identical in meaning in some
contexts, or more accurately, they can be symbols for the same
meaning, and in other contexts they stand apart. Words such as these
are only partially interchangeable. In Scottish ‘this’ may be used with
singular or plural, while English distinguishes between ‘this’ and
‘these’. The English ‘this’ is therefore different from the Scottish ‘this’.
The English ‘that’ is distinguished from ‘this’, ‘these’, and ‘those’, but
‘that’ in Scottish can cover all four English words: ‘this, that, these,
those’.

The examples quoted above illustrate the fact that our starting point
must be meaning rather than words. A semantic analysis must,
therefore, begin with the related meanings of different words rather
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than with the ditferent meanings of the same word. This means that
linguistically it is important that we must analyze meanings and the
words signifying them rather than words and the meanings they have.
Though we generally, in everyday language, speak of ‘‘the meaning(s)
of aword” or of ““a word having a meaning,” we have already shown in
the beginning of this study that meaning is not a "*possession,” that is,
something which a word has, but that meaning is a set of relations for
which a verbal symbol is a sign, a point strongly advocated by Nida
(1975a:14). Therefore, when someone says “this word means this or
that” or “‘this word has the meaning. . . ,” what must be understood is
that “‘this word is a token or symbol for this or that meaning.” If
meaning (and not the word) is our starting point, the fact that words
between languages only partially overlap becomes a natural phenome-
non, since each language talks about a particular meaning in its own
way. Yet, all languages can talk about the same meaning, and for that
matter about all meanings.

The whole argument of this study has been the contention that there
is no one-to-one relationship between words and meanings; not
between languages, and not even within the same language. It has
been stated that one must start with meanings rather than words.
Therefore it must now be explained what meaning is, what “kinds” of
meaning there are, how they are to be presented, etc. It will be seen
from chapter 9 onwards that semantics embraces far more than merely
the so-called meaning of a word.






Chapter 8

What Is Meaning?

Definitions of ‘meaning’ in dictionaries describe the usage of the
term ‘meaning’ in the particular language dealt with by the dictionary.
Such definitions are therefore inadequate to define meaning as a
linguistic phenomenon in semantic studies. The well-known book by
Ogden and Richards (1923) is still one of the bravest attempts to define
‘meaning’. Yet, ‘meaning’ in philosophy, psychology, anthropology,
linguistics, and so on, cannot be defined in simple terms. It is a notion
that has too many facets. Ullmann (1951; 6) said: “it is a commonplace
since The Meaning of Meaning, and especially its formidable Chapter
VIII: “The Meaning of Philosophers,’ that logicians, psychologists and
others have so overworked that term that it has become scientifically
unusable.”” It is noteworthy that Pei in his Glossary of Linguistic
Terminology has omitted the term “meaning.”” Fodor (1977) stated in
her second chapter ‘*“What is Meaning?”’ that “this question has been
repeatedly asked, and variously answered, throughout the history of
philosophy and related disciplines. Along with problems about free
will, the nature of time, and so on, it has seemed one of the ultimate
metaphysical puzzles.”

Since meaning has too many facets to be adequately defined, it
seems rcasonable at this stage not to add any more unworkable
definitions, but rather to show how different features of meaning
illustrate basic principles, and from all these principles to try to
understand how meaning operates in linguistic semantics. And as far
as linguistic semantics is concerned Nida’s statement, quoted in the
previous chapter, that ““meaning is a set of relations for which a verbal
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symbol is a sign,” seems to be a workable principle if “verbal symbol™
is extended to include not only single words, but also discourses.

Meaning, therefore, has to do with a multiplicity of relations by
which people communicate. These relations can function on different
levels, and so we have to acknowledge a variety of meanings with
reference to a particular stretch of communication. Wittig (1977: 75)
stressed that “different readings . . . by different readers yield
different meanings,” and T. R. Hofmann (1976) claimed at least
eighteen different types of meaning. Though one may not accept all
the distinctions he made, they nevertheless point to the many-sided
nature of meaning.

What makes meaning even more difficult is that one cannot even
know exactly from a text what the meaning (or intent) of the author
was. Nida (1979:103) showed that:

Emphasis upon the author’s intent is generally stated in terms of what
the author must have been thinking when he wrote such-and-such a
word or phrase. If the author is still living, a translator may be able to
consult him and try to determine just what he had in mind. But many
authors are honest enough to admit that they themselves are not always
sure, especially when they review articles written some years before. In
fact, most highly creative persons are subject to many influences, some
of which they are usually unaware; hence it is frequently quite
impossible for an author to reconstruct what he had in mind or what
may have influenced his thinking. It is therefore even more hazardous
for the literary critic than for the translator to be dogmatic about what
an author must have meant, and why he used certain expressions.

One can only analyze the text at hand and try to establish what the
text says—and then hope that the text is a fair representation of the
author’s intent.

A. Reichling (1966) illustrated the complexity of the matter by
claiming that if anyone heard the sentence ‘I took the train’ he may
know the meaning of each word as well as the meaning of the sentence
as a whole without understanding what the encoder intended to
communicate. He could, for example, say that the meaning is ‘I
travelled by train’, but this could be an erroneous interpretation of the
sentence. The encoder could have used the sentence ‘I took the train’
to inform another how, when he was in doubt about which of two or
more gifts to buy his son, he decided to buy the toy train. Thus, the
meaning of the sentence on the word level may have different
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interpretations according to the reference of ‘train’, and so two
different events can be meant by the sentence. To ask ‘“‘what is the
meaning of ‘I took the train’?” is a different question from asking what
is understood by the utterance in a particular situation. Meaning and
understanding, or meaning and comprehension, have therefore to be
distinguished from each other. Or, if we prefer to use the term meaning
to designate that of the words, the sentence as such, and the sentence
with reference to a particular context, we have to acknowledge
different types of meaning. Similarly one can read the creation story in
Genesis, or Shakespeare’s Hamlet and understand all the words, and
phrases, and sentences, yet without catching the intention. This type of
meaning is a meaning that is not necessarily the sum of the meanings of
the words, and so on.

Idioms are noteworthy in this respect. An expression such as ‘to
burn one’s fingers’ does not mean according to the meanings of the
individual words. This idiom which means ‘to get into trouble from
meddling’ has nothing to do with the event of ‘burning’ or objects such
as ‘fingers’. Idioms may best be regarded as lexical units. Their
meaning has nothing to do with the meanings of the individual words
constituting the idiom. Similarly Luke 9:60 dgpeg toUq vekpolg
8ayar Toug £aut@v VEKpoug should be understood as ‘you
understand me wrongly; this is not what is at stake’. Mark 2:19 uloi
100 vupgpdvog definitely does not mean ‘the children of the bride
chamber’, yet this is the meaning of the separate words. The
expression as a whole means ‘the wedding guests’. Must it be
understood that Pilate really mixed the blood of the people with their
offerings in Luke 13:1 reading Gv 1& aiua MAGTOG EEEV HETH TRV
Buoidv aut®v? How could he have done it? Rather, it means that
Pilate killed them while they were busy offering sacrifices. Further-
more, what does Paul want to say in 1 Cor 3:2 ydAa Updg gndtioa?
From the context it is clear that he did not give the Corinthians milk to
drink. The words, on their own, cannot make us understand that Paul
had elementary teaching in mind. What is the meaning of mAnpwoate
TO HETPOV TOV NATépwv UMMV in Matt 23:32? If we render it as “you
completed what your fathers started’, or ‘you continue to do what they
did’, we have not translated the words. The meaning of the sentence is
quite different from the meaning of the separate words.

A further aspect illustrating this problem arises from an example
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such as ‘my bicycle broke and I do not know when I can repair it’. To
say that it means ‘bicycle’ would be incorrect. Thus, if ‘it’ is looked up
in a dictionary the meaning ‘bicycle’ will never be found. Yet one easily
understands ‘bicycle’ when ‘it’ is used in this sentence. Just as a
distinction is drawn between meaning and understanding, so must a
distinction be drawn between meaning and reference. The word ‘it’
does not mean bicycle; it refers to bicycle. The hearer understands that
‘it” intends ‘bicycle’. The intention, and for this matter the intended
meaning, is not understood from the meaning of the word, but from its
reference. Yet, the lexical meaning of ‘it’, namely, ‘object substitute’
should not be discarded. Referring to one’s bicycle as ‘it’ serves to
avoid repetitiousness. One could have phrased the sentence as ‘my
bicycle broke and I do not know when I can repair the thing’. The term
‘thing’ likewise refers to bicycle, but does not mean it. The meaning of
‘thing’, namely, ‘generic object’ serves to add a note of disgust to the
understanding of the intention. ‘Thing’ adds emotive meaning, not
because ‘thing’ is in itself emotive, but because its co-occurrence in this
sentence conveys disgust. Meaning as a set of relations involves a
multiplicity of features at a variety of levels.

The distinction between meaning and reference is a basic principle
of semantics. In the Book of Revelation 3pdxwv means a ‘dragon’, yet
refers to the devil. In 1 John 2:1 napékAntog means ‘helper’, yet
refers to Christ. In other contexts in the NT it refers to the Holy Spirit.
Nida (1975a:15) put it as follows:

One of the reasons for confusion as to the nature of meaning is the
tendency to confuse meaning (Bedeurung) and reference (Bezeich-
nung). The meaning of a word consists of the set of distinctive features
which makes possible certain types of reference, while reference itself is

the process of designating some entity, event, etc. by a particular
symbol.

Nida continued to show how two different utterances which do not
mean the same can refer to the same item. An example would be
‘morning star’ and ‘evening star’, both referring to the planet Venus.
In the same way ‘my uncle’, ‘an insurance salesman’, and *a resident of
Oklahoma City’ all may refer to the same person, though each
utterance is entirely different in meaning. However, although it is
necessary to clearly distinguish between meaning and reference, one
should not separate these altogether, since there always exists a
relation between them. Meaning makes reference possible, and the



What Is Meaning? 51

frame of reference assists us in determining meaning. The term
‘animal’, for example, can refer to pets, game, livestock, birds, fish,
dogs, elephants, etc.—and therefore can be called a generic term for a
large group of living organisms. In this case it is possible to refer to
many objects by the use of a single term ‘animal’ since all these
creatures share a common feature expressed by ‘animal’.

In Acts 27:17 the term PonBeiwa occurs, which is sometimes
translated as ‘rope’ or ‘cable’. It can certainly be translated this way in
Acts 27:17 and in similar contexts, but it must be remembered that
‘rope’ or ‘cable’ is not the meaning of BoYi8ewa. The term means ‘help’,
and in Acts 27:17 it refers to the kind of help(s) with which a ship was
reinforced in those times, probably ropes or cables. Thus in Matt 5:23
dGOpov means ‘gift’, but refers to a ‘sacrifice’; in Luke 12:36 &vBpwrnol
means ‘people’, but refers to ‘servants’; in John 8:32 GAiBeia means
‘truth’, but refers to ‘Christ’; in Acts 6:1 Siakovia means ‘service’, but
refers to the ‘distribution of funds’. The term oWfw means ‘torelease
someone from dangerous circumstances and to restore to safety’. In
Matt 8:25 the reference is to physical circumstances when during a
storm the disciples woke Jesus with the words ““Lord, save us, we are
sinking.” It may also refer to the metaphysical and religious concept of
being released from the power and guilt of sin in redemption. This is
the case in Matt 1:21 where it is said of Jesus that he will save his people
from sin. The question now arises why the same meaning is found in
Matt 1:21 and Matt 8:25 with two different fields of reference rather
than two different meanings. Would it not have been simpler to say
that o®fw means, (1) ‘to save from physical danger’, and (2) ‘1o save
from the power of sin’? On the face of it, this seems an attractive
explanation, yet it must be carefully noted that ogfw itself merely
means in both cases ‘to release someone from dangerous circum-
stances and to restore to safety’, a meaning which can easily be
rendered in both cases by ‘to save’ in English. The ‘physical dangers’
and ‘the power of sin” arise from the contexts. In other words, if 0@Zw
is taken on its own, then the kind of dangers and the nature of the
circumstances are not apparent. This is an important principle of
semantics, namely, that the meaning for which a word serves is only
that which the word itself, on its own, contributes to the context. That
is to say: what a word says of itself is the meaning for which the word is
used in a specific context.

What the above argument amounts to is the important insight that
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meaning operates on different levels: on the levels of the word, the
sentence, and the whole context. This is the reason why a distinction is
often drawn between meaning and translation. In Gal 4:16 GAn8cow
means ‘to speak the truth’, and belongs semantically to the field of
meaning generally called communication. The TEV translates
accordingly “have I now become your enemy by telling you the truth?”
The NEB, however, translates it as “have I now made myself your
enemy by being honest with you.” In English ‘to be honest’ belongs to
the semantic field of moral behavior, and this is not what AAn8evw
means. However, ‘to be honest’ and ‘to speak the truth’ both amount
to the same thing in this particular context—the former can be said to
be the implication of the latter in Gal 4:16. The TEV translated the
meaning of GANBeUw; the NEB conveyed the inferential meaning, the
implication of the context. Both versions are good with regard to the
task of translation, but with regard to exegesis it is clear that one has to
start, not with the translation equivalent, but with the meaning based
on what is implied by the context.

Meaning and implication are often confused with each other. J.
Kodell held (1974) that the expression 6 Adyoq nl§avev ‘the word
grew’ means ‘the numbers of the church increased’. This is the
implication of & Aéyog niEavev, but the meaning is only that ‘the
message spread’. That is why the author added kai énAnBuveto 6
ApiBOQ TV HaBNTOV in Acts 6:7. From this the idea can be derived
that the numbers increased. It is therefore wrong to speak of an
‘ecclesiastical tendency of Adyog’.

The features involved in such notions as meaning and understand-
ing, meaning and reference, meaning and implication, discussed
above, show quite clearly the difference between a word’s meaning
and its usage in a context. Yet another area illustrating the difference
between meaning and usage should be noted, namely the co-occur-
rence of words. Often features associated with words which are used in
conjunction with other words are transferred from one to the other. In
John 13:4 tiBnut is used with {patia. The phrase means ‘to take off
clothes’, but such a combination can easily lead to the assumption that
since TiBnut is used in John 13:4 of the taking off of clothes, TiOnut
itself means ‘to take off, undress’. This can then lead one to explain
TiOnuL in Matt 22:44 g v 8@ Toug £€xBpoUg oou UNOKATW TAOV
nod@v cou “until [ put your enemies under your feet” as actually
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meaning ‘until I have clothed out your enemies’, which may then be
figuratively understood as ‘until 1 have totally destroyed your
enemies’. It is true that in Matt 22:44 the total idiom TiBrjut UMtOKATW
TV Nod®v means ‘to conquer’, but it is not as strong in meaning as
‘totally destroy’. In both John 13:4 and Matt 22:44 tiBnut merely
signifies the event of causing something to be in a place, i.e., ‘to place’.
When used with lpatia the phrase indicates the taking off of clothes.
This usage cannot be transformed into a meaning of Ti@nut which can
then be applied to other usages.

Another example can be found in BAG under npéketpat. Three
meanings are given: (1) ‘be exposed to public view, be exhibited’, Jude
7 npoéxkewvtatl detypa “they are exhibited as an example™; (2) ‘lie
before, be present, be set before’, Heb 12:2 avti g KpOKEIHEVNG
auTt® xapdg “instead of the joy that was set before him,” i.e., ‘was
within his grasp’; (3) ‘of a goal or destination’ 1 Clem 63:1 6
NPokeinevog Tiv oKkomndg “the goal that is set before us.”
Semantically npdkeiuar is an abstract signifying a locative case
relation ‘be at hand’. Therefore only entry (2) in BAG applies to the
meaning of npdkeuat, while the explanation ‘was within his grasp’ is a
legitimate implication. In Jude 7, entry (1), the meaning is merely
‘they are (at hand as) an example’, but the usage of npdkeatl in
Aeschylus Seprem 965 of corpses lying in state induced BAG to
assume, on the basis of this usage, that ‘exhibit’ is a meaning of
npékepai. The corpses lying in state were naturally exposed to public
view, but this is an implication based on the nature of the occasion. The
term npokeipal in Septem 965 merely signifies that the corpses are
here. The same argument applies to entry (3), since OKomog carries the
idea of goal or destination, MPOKEiHEVOG means ‘is at hand’. If entry
(3) is not recognized as a usage, a person can easily take it to be a
meaning, and then apply it to Heb 12:2 as was done in BAG. It quotes
Heb 12:2 under entry (2), but also under entry (3) as a possibility, in
which case it offered the translation “the joy that was in prospect Tor
him.”" This shows that they did not regard entry (3) as a mere usage, but
as a true meaning. One may do the same in Heb 12:1 for TpéXwpev
TOV npoxeipevov Aulv Aydva “let us run the race that lies before
us.”” It may be understood as the race which has a destination in
prospect, or the race that is to be run, now and here. The possibility
chosen by the exegete will surely result in a quite diverse
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understanding of Heb 12:1. In the one case the race will be seen as a
particular kind of race, namely, the race which will bring us to the
desired destination, that is the Christian race. The other explanation
will want us to be engaged in the race at hand, here and now, the race of
daily life. That is, to live our daily life, to be engaged in the affairs of
daily life.

Meaning, and not usage, is imperative to exegesis. If usage were to
be our guide, which usage is to be followed? A word can be used in a
multiplicity of ways. In John 18:10 EAxw is used with pdxaipa ‘to draw
a sword’, in John 21:6 it occurs with 8iktuov ‘to pull (or haul) a net’,
and in James 2:6 with Kpttfipia ‘to drag before the court’. If usage
were to be a guide to the meaning of a word in exegesis, which of the
above are to be selected as representing the ‘meaning’? The one that
suits our purpose best, or a totality transfer incorporating all usages?
In either case one would fail to determine the meaning, since meaning
and usage are not the same.

Besides the fact that meaning operates on the levels of the word, the
sentence, and the context—and that these levels require a distinction
between understanding, reference, implication, and usage—several
kinds (or types) of meaning can further be distinguished. These types
of meaning are: cognitive, figurative, emotive, grammatical, encyclo-
pedic, logical, and linguistic. Some of these have been touched uponin
previous chapters of this study and will only be briefly commented on
here to complete the picture.

Cognitive meanings are those generally thought of as the objects or
events signified, that is, the referents in the practical world. Therefore
cognitive meanings are often called referential meanings. The
cognitive meaning of ‘bicycle’ signifies the referent, namely that
particular kind of vehicle. Thus, people often speak of the literal
meaning of a word. The term referential should not be confused with
reference, discussed above. In a sentence such as ‘my bicycle has
broken and I must fix the thing today’. the term ‘thing’ refers to
‘bicycle’, but does not mean it, while the referential meaning of
‘bicycle” is the particular vehicle concerned. To avoid confusion
“cognitive” is perhaps a better term than *‘referential,” though the
latter is widely used.

Occasionally people find the idea of a referent problematic. For
example, what is the referent involved in ‘unicorn’? Has anybody ever
seen a unicorn? One may also include other items in this list, namely,
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fairies, elves, angels, even God. Referent is not a particular visible
thing, but a reality which has a particular structure and as such may
also be said to be part of “‘our world.” And what is more: the meanings
of verbal symbols (say, words) are not really the referents, the entities,
in the practical world. They are concepts of distinctive features relating
to the entities. Thus, ‘bicycle’ is not the referent as such, but a term
signifying a set of distinctive features associated with an object. In the
case of ‘bicycle’, the object happens to be some particular thing in the
practical world; in the case of ‘fairy’ the object likewise is some
particular thing in the practical world. It happens that no one has ever
seen a fairy, or a unicorn, and so on—yet, these are as real as any other
thing in the world. We can even draw pictures of them. Cognitive
meaning is, therefore, essentially conceptual.

When Christ, in Luke 13:32, referred to Herod by saying einate 1
aawnekl TauTtn “tell that fox,” he did not mean to indicate that Herod
is a particular kind of wild quadruped. This would be the cognitive
meaning of AAOMNE. Only one feature, in fact, a supplementary
feature associated with the real animal, was held to be common with
Herod. This one supplementary feature now becomes the diagnostic
feature constituting essentially a new meaning—the metaphorical, or
figurative, extension of the cognitive meaning. A figurative meaning
builds upon a cognitive meaning, yet constitutes a separate meaning
usually belonging to a quite different semantic domain than that of the
cognitive meaning. If we were to call somebody ‘a fox’, the meaning no
longer belongs to the domain of (wild) animals, but to that of (bad)
people. To go back to the fox as an animal will not be of much help
because it depends on which characteristic of the fox was abstracted. In
English the focus is on the cunning characteristics of the fox, yet with
the ancients it referred to something broader. The fox was a symbol of
a base and wicked person—a rascal. At times his cunningness may be
emphasized, but in other instances some different feature of a rascal
was in mind. The catena on Luke 13:32 (Cremer 1967: 110) explained
Jesus’ description of Herod as a fox as yap 10 {@ov el navoipyov
kai duoTponov “for the animal is always unscrupulous (or, ready for
all crimes) and wayward.” Therefore the English ‘rogue, rascal’ will be
closer to the Greek than our figurative meaning, namely, cunning. The
German translation of Luke by Zink gives it as “dem Fuchs, dem
Verderber.”

Before moving on to emotive meaning, a distinction must be made
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between a figurative meaning and a figurative usage. Both are
figurative, but the first is conventionalized, while the latter is more
unique, personal, and a feature of imaginative style. For example, in
Jude 12 bad people are referred to as “‘waterless clouds.” This is clearly
a figurative expression. Clouds without water are useless though they
appear to be promising. This imaginative way that the writer describes
people is part of his personal style. It is not a stereotyped, general,
established expression of Koiné Greek. If, however, such an
expression is taken over into popular use, then it would become a
figurative meaning and may even change somewhat in significance. In
fact, figurative meanings generally develop from figurative usages.
Other examples of figurative usage are Matt 23:4 ““they make up heavy
packs and pile them on men’s shoulders,” Luke 1:79 ““to guide our feet
into the way of peace,” John 6:54 *he who eats my flesh and drinks my
blood,” Rom 10:15 “*how wonderful are the feet of those who bring
good news.” In the case of figurative usage, it is generally easy to
understand the meaning of the expression. But once an expression
becomes stereotyped, the figurative meaning often becomes more
difficult to understand. An example is Rev 22:15 where people are
called kUveg “dogs.” This is a figurative designation in Greek for ‘bad
people’. Yet this meaning cannot be derived as such from the animal,
dog, since, as was said earlier, there are cultures 1n which it is a
compliment to describe someone as a dog. In such a culture the
faithfulness of a dog is extended into a figurative meaning, while in
Rev 22:15 a feature of wickedness that is associated with the dog is the
basis of the figurative meaning. This shows that a figurative meaning is
a meaning in its own right to be known beforehand in the same way as
any cognitive meaning.

Emotive meaning is concerned with the emotional value attached to
words. While cognitive and figurative meanings are more or less
“fixed”” within a language community, emotive meanings apply to
“feelings” associated with words or phrases, and these may be highly
individual, or they may apply to particular circumstances only. Thus,
in a specific context a word may be strongly colored emotionally, yet
not so in another context. This may be illustrated by a situation of strife
between A (the favorite) and B, in which A threatens to give B away to
a grandparent, and so B replies: “O, granny! You may go and tell
granny if you like.”” Here ‘granny’ is said with scorn. The word has a
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strong emotive value for B. Note, however, that the term ‘granny’
itself has no such emotional value outside this context. Compare this
with the term ‘profit’ for the leaders of labor unions or the directors of
companies. In Matt 27:29 BaoctAe(q in the mocking by the soldiers
(xaipe, BaoiAeld thv ‘foudaiwv) has strong emotive value, yet the
term as such does not carry any emotive overtones. Though emotive
meanings are generally restricted to individuals and situations, some
words or phrases may acquire an emotive overtone for a considerable
period of time and be used as such by a majority of people. For
example, the word ‘apartheid’ which has become an international term
with a highly derogatory emotional value. Such words have moved on
towards the status of taboo words, similar to four-letter words that
have a constant emotional value. The emotive features are now part of
the conventional meaning of that word or phrase. Examples in the
Greek NT are yevvripata £xidv@v (Matt 3:7), uidv yeévvng (Matt
23:15), ein eig anwAeiav (Acts 8:20), dvaBepa Egtw (Gal 1:9), and
SO on.

A word also has grammatical meaning. In Luke 2:7 00K v adToiq
T0mog, the dative indicates that the situation affected the auTol.
Though térnoq is the grammatical subject of the sentence, it is
semantically the range of the event in which the aUtoiis involved. This
type of grammatical construction highlights the lack of a T610¢. Nida
(1964:61) cites the following example to illustrate two possible
meanings depending on the grammatical grouping of the words. The
sentence ‘the fat major’s wife’ may be read as ‘the fat major has a wife’,
or ‘the major has a fat wife’ depending on the way in which the
constituents are related to one another, and whether ‘fat’ is taken as a
qualification of ‘major’, or of ‘wife’. Nida and Taber (1969: chap. 3)
cite several examples in which the same genitive construction is used
for different meanings depending on the kernel sentences underlying
these constructions in the sentences of which they are a part. In Eph
1:3 BEAnpa Beod “the will of God” means ‘God wills’ while Eph 1:13
A6yoq TG dAnBeiag “the word of truth” means ‘the word is true’,
and Mark 12:26 év A BiBAw MwUO£wg “in the book of Moses’ means
‘in the book that Moses wrote’. In Acts 12:2 'Hpwdnc &veilev
lakwPBov paxaipn, the grammatical functions involved show that
Herod is the one performing the act, James the one experiencing it,
and the sword is the instrument used.
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These examples indicate that grammatical meaning is essentially
threefold: the relationship between agents, instruments, locations,
affected, etc., and the event or state; the grouping of constituents
within a sentence; the qualifications added to entities. Kasher (1972:
317-18) is, therefore, correct when insisting that any semantic theory
must necessarily be presented against the background of a syntactic
theory, since in any verbal context the syntactic theory is prior to the
semantic theory simply because without any syntactic structure we can
hardly have an utterance to interpret semantically.

Another type of meaning is encyclopedic meaning, which refers to
anything that can be said about something. The word *bicycle’ signifies
a vehicle designed for one person, having two wheels in tandem, and
propelied physically by the rider himself. These features may be added
to in order to define the meaning more precisely, yet we will soon reach
a stage when additional information does not really contribute to
defining the meaning of the rerm bicycle, but rather describes features
of the object bicycle. Such features are not diagnostic to determine the
meaning, that is, to distinguish the word ‘bicycle’ from other words in
the language—and therefore these features (being highly supplemen-
tary) are, in fact, encyclopedic. For example, information concerning
the colors of bicycles; the size of wheels, tires, gears; the types of seats,
handlebars, frames, etc; and data concerning the history of bicycles. In
Matt 10:16 doves are referred to as *“gentle.” This feature is part of the
encyclopedic meaning of ‘dove’ in the ancient world. Encyclopedic
meaning may even differ among the general public and specialists. For
example, in English a woman of indiscriminate morails may be
figuratively called a ‘vixen’. This is based on a popular encyclopedic
meaning of ‘fox’, yet zoologists know that foxes are monogamous
animals. In the same way ‘doves’ are often referred to as symbols of
peace, yet ornithologists tell us that doves can be quite belligerent.

Finally we may distinguish logical and linguistic meaning. This
distinction has been discussed in chapter 2, therefore only one example
illustrating the point may suffice at this stage. Nida (1975a: 17) showed
that a sentence such as ‘a bachelor is an unmarried man’ is logically
true to its meaning since ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ both relate to
‘human, adult, male, not married’. Therefore the logical meaning of
‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ is the same in this context. However, it
would be wrong to conclude that ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ are
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linguistically identical in meaning since they may involve significant
differences in connotation. Logical meaning is primarily concerned
with the truth value of utterances, while linguistic meaning deals with
all the features involved in communication.

In the previous paragraphs the problem of meaning was considered
with reference to certain types of meaning. But meaning may also be
considered with reference to certain relations of meaning. These
relations constitute two different approaches to the problem of
meaning. The first approach involves considering the various meanings
of the same lexical unit. That is, how the meaning of a particular word
or phrase may be interpreted in relation to its syntactic and contextual
environment. The other approach to meaning involves considering the
related meanings of different lexical units. That is, how a particular
meaning may be presented by different lexical items each focusing ona
certain set of features of that particular meaning. These two
approaches are concerned with the two different types of relations
involved in the problem of meaning. The first deals primarily with the
meaning of, say, EUAOV in contexts such as £l &v 1@ Uypd EGAW ““if
they do these things to a green tree, what will happen in the case of adry
one?” Luke 23:31; ndv okelog &€k EVAoU TiiwTATOL ““all kinds of
objects made of valuable wood” Rev 18:12; xAog HETA paxaiphv
rai EUAwv “a crowd with swords and clubs’ Mark 14:43; Tolg nédag
nopalioato autdv eig 1O LUAOV “fastened their feet in stocks™ Acts
16:24; 'Incodv dv vueig diexeipicaoBe kpeudoavteg &ni EVAou
“Jesus, whom you had killed by nailing him to a cross” Acts 5:30.
Thus, EUAOV occurs in the NT to signify a ‘tree’ (*a large woody plant’),
‘wood’ (‘part of a plant as a substance’), ‘club’ (‘a weapon used in
fighting’), ‘stock’ (‘an instrument to detain a person’), ‘cross’ (‘an
instrument of execution’). Though one may think that there exists a
significant semantic relationship between these meanings (for
instance, that they are all woody by nature), this is essentially of
secondary importance. “Tree’ and ‘wood’ belong to the semantic field
of plants, while ‘club’, ‘stocks’, and ‘cross’ belong to the semantic field
of artifacts. This is a much more significant feature distinguishing these
terms from one another semantically than merely noting that all share
the feature of woodiness. Therefore ‘tree’ and ‘wood’ are closer in
semantic space to ¢ach other than to ‘club’, ‘stocks’, and ‘cross’.
Further: ‘stocks’ and ‘cross’ are again somewhat closer to each other in



60 Semantics of New Testament Greek

semantic space than to ‘club’, since both relate to instruments used for
dealing with criminals—stocks’ as an instrument of binding, ‘cross’ as
a means of execution. Yet these five meanings have much more in
common with other lexical items signifying the same meaning
respectively than with one another. When EUAov means ‘tree’ it shares
the same semantic field with 5€v8pov (‘any kind of large woody plant,
especially a tree’) and OAn when UAn means a ‘forest’ (i.e., ‘a dense
growth of trees covering a relatively large area’) or specific trees such
as oukfi ‘fig tree’, £Aaia ‘olive tree’, and the like. These terms all
belong to the semantic field of trees: 5évdpov being the most generic
term, UAn adding the feature of “collective’, oukf, £Aaiaq, etc. being
specific. This means that between 5&évdpov, UAn, EUAov, ouki,
¢éAala there are many more shared features of meaning than, for
example, between EUAov ‘tree’, and EUAov ‘club’. Likewise EUAov
‘wood’ has more in common with OAn when UAn means ‘a pile of
wood’, or with ¢puUyavov ‘dry wood’, especially ‘firewood’, or with
kdpwpoq ‘a small piece of wood, a splinter’, than even with EUAov
‘tree’. In the same way EUAov ‘club’ shares the same semantic space
with &mAov ‘weapon’, or pougala ‘sword’. When EUAov means
‘stocks’, it shares with {euxktnpia ‘bands’, oxotviov ‘a rope’, Héouog
‘a bond’, and so forth. The meaning ‘cross’, though a figurative
extension of ‘wood’ or perhaps ‘tree’, is nevertheless a separate
meaning belonging to the same semantic field as oTadpog ‘cross’, and
even gpayéAAiov ‘whip’, in John 2:15, signifying an instrument of
punishment. Therefore, the related meanings of different lexical units
are much closer in semantic space than the different meanings of the
same lexical unit.

Related meanings reflect four basic types which have been proposed
by Nida (1975a: chap. 3, 1975c: chap. 1), namely: included,
overlapping, complementary, and contiguous relations.

Included relations involve a hierarchical structure. In English the
words ‘dog’ and ‘poodle’ both indicate dogs. ‘Dog’ is the general term
while ‘poodle’ is more specific, signifying a particular kind of dog. We
may say that the term ‘dog’ contains ‘poodle’, and in the field of
meaning the terms appear to be hierarchically ordered. Considering
the semantic field of animals in the NT, a four-fold division is found:
generic, medial. specifiv, extraspecific. Examples are: {®ov ‘animal’
(generic), EprieTév ‘reptile’ (medial), d¢iq ‘snake’ (specific), Exidva
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‘viper’ (extraspecific). This provides the basic hierarchical structure
applicable to all kinds of animals. In Mark 1:13 8npiov is a generic
term: kai fv petd T@v Onpiwv “and he lived there among the
animals.” Though the reference is probably to wild animals, 8npiov as
such applies to wild and domesticated animals, any animal—in fact,
any living creature not including man. In this usage 6npiév overlaps
with {@ov in 2 Pet 2:1Z o0to1 8¢, 0G 4Aoya {@a *‘they are like brute
animals.” The term {@ov differs from 8npidv in focusing on the fact
that these are living creatures which can move around in contrast with
plants, while 6npibv specifies that man is excluded. Another meaning
(applying hierarchically to the medical group) of &nptdv is found in
James 3:7 noa yap ¢uoig Bnplwv . . . Sapddetat “man can tame
any animal.”” Here the meaning applies to quadrupeds, since in the
context of James 3:7 8np1év is distinguished from birds, reptiles, and
fishes. The term Sapdletar shows that the reference is to wild
quadrupeds. Thus, we have two meanings for 8nptdv in the NT:
animal, quadruped. In Heb 12:20 kv Bnpiov 8iyn tod 8poug “if an
animal touches the mountain,” the meaning is probably generic
though the reference would seem to be to domesticated animals that
might wander onto the holy mountain. In Acts 28:4, 5 the generic
meaning applies in a similar way, yet the reference is to a snake. It is of
the utmost importance to see clearly the structure of the semantic field
in which a word appears in order to distinguish between its meaning
and reference. This can only be done if a fairly large number of
contexts in which a word is found is studied with close attention paid to
these semantic principles.

In the NT Ktfivog refers to several kinds of animals. In Acts 23:24
KTivn napactfioat, the reference is to riding animals, in Rev 18:13
KTAvN Kai npoépata indicates cattle, while in Luke 10:34 10 iSiov
KTAVOS is a pack animal, probably a donkey or mule. The context
every time contributes in localizing the particular animal concerned.
However, a problem occurs in 1 Cor 15:39 &AANn pév (0dpf)
aveparnwy, GAAN 3¢ 0apE kTvwv. From the context we may argue
that ktfivwyv is simply a highly generic expression for all kinds of
animals. Yet if the hierarchical structure for terms signifying animals in
the NT is known, it will be discovered that Ktfivog, together with
Bpéupa, is a medial term for tame animals signifying large
domesticated animals, while 8péppa signifies all types of four-footed
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domesticated animals, whether large or small. Paul’s reference is
generic while in the contexts cited above the reference is more specific.

The second type of relation between meanings may be described as
overlapping. This involves what are usually called synonyms. In
everyday language the term synonym is used to mean *‘words with the
same meaning’. However, this is an incorrect linguistic understanding
of this semantic concept. Synonyms are not words that kave the same
meaning, but words that sometimes, or probably quite often, can be
used for the same meaning. This implies that there are instances where
“synonyms’ are not interchangeable. Since we can hardly, if ever,
quote synonymous terms that can be interchanged in each and every
context, Nida (1975b: 123) was therefore justified in stating that *it is
doubtful if there is ever an instance of complete synonymity.” The
meanings for which so-called synonymous terms are used do not
entirely overlap, for there is always an aspect of meaning that
distinguishes them from one another. For example, a ‘big house’ and a
‘large house’ may be regarded as synonymous in many contexts, yet
‘large’ may focus on the content of physical dimensions, while ‘big’
may suggest somewhat more the idea of volume or capacity. A ‘huge
house’ is indeed a big, or large, house, though ‘huge’ suggests a more
intense concept. A ‘huge house’ and a ‘gigantic house’ may still signify
a shade of difference in that ‘gigantic’ is even more intense than ‘huge’.
Sometimes the difference is geographical, as between the Afrikaans
terms wingerdrank and wingerdloot meaning ‘vine shoot'. Or, the
difference may be on the level of language, for example ‘dried prunes’
and ‘dessicated prunes’. The latter is more formal, technical—and, in
some contexts, pedantic. In other cases one term is used in certain
combinations more often than others, like ‘much’ and ‘many’ in ‘much
milk’ and ‘many apples’. This difference in usage is explained by the
fact that ‘much’ is used with quantities that cannot be easily counted,
while ‘many’ is used with countable items. Yet, semantically, both are
concerned with large quantities. Often the difference is a stylistic one:
in one situation it will sound better to say ‘they presented him with a
book’ rather than ‘they gave him a book’.

To appreciate the finer differences between synonyms, a very
intimate knowledge of the language is demanded; and even then, as in
the case of native speakers, there is, at times, no mutual agreement.
Some would insist that in a particular context only one of two
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synonyms mav be used, while others would regard both as acceptable
for that context. Therefore it is often difficult to pinpoint the
differences between synonyms in modern languages, and even more so
in ancient languages. For example, there is a problem in making a
distinction between BGOKw and notpaivw in John 21:15, 16—even if
they are translated ‘feed my lambs’ and ‘tend my sheep’. Some scholars
believe that in both cases these two words only indicate the activity of
‘taking care of animals’. The TEV translates these words ‘take care of’
in both cases. Other scholars assume that 60kw and noipaivw reflect
the same difference as in English between ‘feed’ and ‘tend’. The first is
limited to ‘eat’, or rather ‘let them eat’, while ‘tend’ refers to a more
embracing action.

A rather difficult case would be the following one, which is found in
the NT and concerns the interpersonal activity of welcoming a person
by receiving him with friendship and affection: déxopar (Matt 10:40),
avadéxopat (Acts 28:7), anodéxopat (2 Cor 6:17), unodéxopat
(Luke 10:38), érudéxopat (3 John 10), eiodéxopal (2 Cor 6:17),
npoodéxopal (Luke 15:2), and napadéxouar (Acts 15:4). There
may be subtle differences between these terms, and the ancient
speakers presumably would have sensed them, but it is not possible to
distinguish between them with our present knowledge.

In other instances, as for example kataBpaBetw in Col 2:18 and
oukogavtéw in Luke 19:8, a difference may be noted. Both are
concerned with the meaning ‘to take advantage of someone by iliegal
or quasi-illegal means’, though oukogpavtéw may focus somewhat
more on the misleading that accompanies the event. This distinction is
based om the fact that in classical Greek cukogavtéw is often
associated with blackmail. Probably this association continued in later
times to be part of the connotative meaning of cukogavtéw, but it is
difficult to determine precisely whether this feature is stronger in
oukogpavTéw than in katafpafelw.

When it happens that two words become more and more
interchangeable, and so move towards becoming complete synonyms,
experience has shown that one of the words will usually disappear from
use, or acquire a new meaning. In Afrikaans this is presently the case
with kar and motor when signifying a motor vehicle. Earlier kar
designated a carriage drawn by animals, while motor applied to an
automobile. Later both were used for an automobile, and eventually



64 Semantics of New Testament Greek

kar became the generally used term while moror acquired an emotive
overtone as a snobbish term when used of an automobile. At the
present time, however, motor is generally used for a source of power,
in particular an electric one.

Another kind of relation can be described as complementary. This is
of importance in cases of opposites {often called *‘polar opposites,” or
“antonyms”) such as ‘low/high’, ‘hot/cold’, ‘bad/good’, and the like.
The two words in each group share certain features of meaning, but
differ radically in one aspect, namely, that one is the negation of the
other—and so each may be explained by the other. Complementary
relations also include sets such as ‘buy/sell’, ‘lend/borrow’, and so on.
These are not strictly polar opposites. Nida {1975a: 32-34) called these
‘“conversives” or “‘reciprocals,” since they focus on the roles played by
the participants while the activity in itself involves many of the same
features. A third type of complementary relation involves sequences
where one is the reverse of the other, such as ‘bind/loose’,
‘estrange/reconcile’, ‘tie/unite’. These terms are “reversives.”

There is also a fourth type of relation which is certainly the most
important one, since it involves almost any word in its relation to other
words. Nida referred to this type of relationship as ‘“‘contiguous.” That
is to say, words do not exist in isolation, but are always related to other
words. Words such as ‘water’, ‘rain’, ‘moisture’, ‘ice’, ‘snow’, and ‘hail’
are related through each being a specific item that can be subsumed
under the label ‘natural substances’, with ‘water” as the generic term.
Words like ‘chair’, ‘table’, ‘bed’, and ‘wardrobe’, are related, since
they are items of furniture. ‘Bench’ and ‘stool’ are also items of
furniture, yet they link more closely with ‘chair’ (as items of furniture
on which people sit) than with the others. Terms like 3l1aBrikn
(‘covenant, pact’), Sikaiéw, dikaiwoig, dikalooUvn (‘to be put right
with, be in a right relation with), @o0OvBeTog (‘to not keep a promise’),
and the idiom Jekaig BidwML (‘to give right hands, i.e., to make a
covenant’) are all related to each other as interpersonal events of
association constituting a set of meanings, that is, a semantic field,
which may be defined as ‘to establish or confirm a relationship’. Words
such as rié@dAat, Ekntalal and the phrases Gn’ al@dvoq and @’ fjuepiv
apxaiwv, all meaning ‘long ago’, constitute a semantic field, or
domain, along with items such as the idiom Yeved dpxala (‘ancient
generations’, i.e., ‘very long ago’, as in Acts 15:21), npeopiuTtepog (‘a
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person of ancient times’, as in Heb 11:2) and the polar opposite
kawvdétepov (‘latest’, as in Acts 17:21). These terms are related
through each being an item of time signifying a time prior to the event
of the discourse. In like manner all the words used in a language can be
related with one another. These relations obviously become more and
more tenuous the further a word is from where one starts. Thus ‘father’
relates closely with ‘mother’, ‘daughter’, ‘son’, ‘cousin’, and so on, as
terms indicating familial relationships, but ‘father’ is also related in a
wider sense to ‘man’, since both belong to the domain of human beings
in contrast to animals or plants. Words, therefore, relate to some other
words in a close relationship which is in fact part of a wider relationship
in which many other words are included. The terms ‘humans’, ‘plants’,
‘animals’ can be subdivided into ‘men’, ‘women’, ‘children’ (which
may be further subdivided into smaller sets including items such as
‘baby’, ‘stepchild’, ‘orphan’, etc.}; ‘trees’, ‘bushes’, and ‘fruit’, (again
with a number of subdivisions); and ‘quadrupeds’, ‘fishes’, and ‘birds’
(along with subdivisions}. But ‘humans’, ‘plants’, and ‘animals’ may be
themselves subdivisions of a larger domain, namely, ‘living creatures’.
And ‘living creatures’ can combine with ‘artifacts’ (‘chair’, ‘table’,
‘knife’, ‘bowl’, etc.) and ‘constructions’ (*house’, ‘temple’, etc.) and
many more, to constitute a large overall domain of ‘objects’ in contrast
to ‘events’. Distinctions such as these always turn upon common
characteristics in opposition to distinctive characteristics. Finally, an
extensive survey of all the items in a language will lead to the
uncovering of three basic semantic categories: objects, events, and
abstracts. These represent the most comprehensive categories in
which meanings can be distributed. Therefore, they are called
semantic categories in contrast to grammatical categories, which
comprise the so-called parts of speech: nouns, verbs, adjectives,
adverbs, articles, and so on.

Some English and NT Greek examples can be used to illustrate the
notion of semantic categories. In a sentence such as ‘he eats many
apples’, ‘he’ is an object, ‘eats’ is an event, ‘many’ an abstract, and
‘apples’ is again an object. Objects are entities such as ‘apples’,
‘mountains’, ‘iron’, ‘moon’, ‘swamp’, ‘water’, ‘cup’, ‘sword’, ‘ship’,
‘tree’, ‘lion’, ‘flower’, ‘angel’, and so on. Events include all kinds of
activities such as ‘rain’, ‘sleep’, ‘smell’, ‘longing’, ‘memory’, ‘dia-

’

logue’, ‘command’, ‘visit’, ‘jump’, ‘hit’, ‘sacrifice’, ‘sin’, ‘forgiveness’,
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‘sorrow’, and ‘love’. Abstracts describe qualities or capacities of
objects and/or events, plus describing relations between objects and/or
events. Relations are a specific group of abstracts often considered for
practical purposes as a fourth group. This is a useful distinction since
relations constitute a large group among the abstracts and have a
peculiarity of their own, but they are actually only a particular subset
of the category of abstracts. Abstracts are terms such as ‘red’, ‘ugly’,
‘fast’, ‘rich’, ‘weak’, ‘old’, ‘many’, ‘three’, and ‘yesterday’. Relations
are abstracts that indicate position, such as ‘above’, ‘around’, ‘behind’,
and ‘in’; or deixis, such as ‘this’ or ‘that’; or they describe the logical
relations, such as ‘so that’, ‘but’, and ‘although’.

The following Greek terms represent sometime abstracts that
indicate duration of time: 3invekng (‘always’), aiwiog (‘eternal’), dei
(‘always’), 814 navtég (‘continuous’). By considering these terms in
such a grouping, their similarities and differences become clearer.
Among these terms aitwv10g is used in the NT as an absolute term for
uninterrupted duration. The other three may be used as synonyms for
each other. In this case the focus is also on the duration of time, yet
they allow for an interruption in the passage of time. Their individual
differences can be described as existing only on the stylistic level, while
BimvekAG occurs in NT usage only as part of the phrase €i§ 16
Binvekng (Heb 7:3). The phrase as such is merely a more elaborate
expression without any distinction of meaning when compared to
Sinvexng.

Among the event words are Xapt§, eUxapwoTéw, e0xapioria,
e0Aoyéw, £EopoAoyéoual, and avBopoAoyéouat. These words
constitute a semantic field when used for the meaning of ‘to express
thanks’. As such they operate within the field of communication. It is
noteworthy that several words within a single field can be used to
render the same meaning. If languages had only one word for each
meaning, semantic analysis would have been made much easier, but
this would have made language a very tedious and dull instrument.
Indeed, it is through there being so many different ways to
communicate a meaning that levels of style, subtleties of expression,
wordplay, and the like, make language such a plastic instrument.



Chapter 9

Semantics Is More Than the
Meaning of Words

J. C. Nyiri (1971) maintained that ‘‘a word has no meaning
independently from the way in which it is connected to other words.”
This statement underlines the fact that semantics crosses word
boundaries, as C. Rabin (1958) demonstrated by showing that ‘Jack
and Jill’ is not a threefold reference to ‘Jack’ + ‘sees’ + ‘Jill’, buta unit
in which the three elements are in a relationship to each other. As a
consequence of this the following transformations are justified: ‘Jill
is seen by Jack’, ‘Jill is visible to Jack’, ‘Jack’s view of Jill’. In each case
Jack is the experiencer, while Jill is the affected. The occasion relat-
ing the experiencer to the affected is the sensory event of seeing.
These relationships actually constitute our understanding of these
sentences.

Meaning is not merely a product of the additions of the supposed
individual meanings of the separate words constituting a sentence. We
may use exactly the same words as in ‘this woman is a judge’ and ‘this
judge is a woman' without necessarily conveying the same meaning.
On the other hand, in transformations such as ‘I hit the dog/the dog is
being hit by me’, the event is the same in both cases though we have
used different words. The fact that one sentence is active and the other
passive does not change the relations between the elements. The only
thing changed is the focus. In the active construction the focus is on the
agent, while in the passive construction it is on the experiencer. In the
NT a passive construction is often used to avoid directly mentioning
the name of God because of the speaker’s reverence for the word. Soin
cases when the context clearly points to God as the subject the passive

67
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is used. Examples of this are the passives found at the beginning of the
Beatitudes from the Sermon on the Mount, Matthew 5: aultol
napakAnBicovTal “they will be comforted” = ‘God will comfort
them’, alTol xoptTacOncovral “they will be satisfied” = ‘God will
satisfy them’, uiol Beol kKAnBfcovral “they will be called children of
God” = ‘God will call them his children’.

Meaning is very much a matter that depends on the relations among
words (or their combinations), and their grammatical structure. It is
also dependent on the situation of the utterance. Semantics is
therefore concerned with more than simply the meanings of words.
When semantics is discussed, all the things that contribute to meaning
must be explored and not just the semantics of words. All language
units that have meaning are of concern to semantics—words, phrases,
sentences, paragraphs, and so forth, even the total document or
narrative. From a practical point of view it seems rather impossible to
start immediately with the largest units, although this is the actual
starting point in language performance. A speaker or writer naturally
has something to say, that is, a theme which is worked out by using
paragraphs, sentences, words, and so on. In analyzing what a speaker
or document actually intended to convey it is merely practical to begin
with the smaller units because they are more manageable, but we must
work up to the structure as a whole.

In a sentence such as ‘he walks’ there are only two elements related
to each other with no other possible combinations in linking ‘he’ to
‘walks’, that is, he walks. When the sentence is extended, the words
are related in such a way that some are closer to others in that any
addition to a sentence such as ‘he walks’ will necesarily involve linking
this addition to either ‘he’ or ‘walks’. In the sentence ‘he walks away’,
the element ‘away’ is a restriction defining ‘walks’. There is a closer
relation between ‘walks’ and ‘away’ than between ‘he’ and *away’. This
may be represented as: he walks away.

L=

The question that immediately arises is why such differences in
relations between the words of the sentence exist. Could there not be a
close relation between ‘he’ and ‘walks’ with ‘away’ taken as just an
additional unit, that is, he walks away.

Psychologically this second description seems more acceptable, yet
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one of the basic rules of linguistics is that psychological judgments
must never be preferred over linguistic ones. This is simply because
such judgments are highly subjective, and may differ from person to
person. The grouping of elements is therefore not to be based on
subjective intuition, but upon linguistic criteria. This linguistic basis is
nothing more than the fact that the most fundamental division of a
sentence that can be determined from an analysis of a great number of
sentences is that into a nominal and a verbal part. Therefore,
utterances such as ‘up there’, or ‘in the basket’ (often occurring in
conversation) are by no means typical. A typical sentence consists of
combinations such as ‘he walks’, or ‘Nancy sleeps’. This combination
(often referred to as subject and predicate) is the major characteristic
of sentences found in languages all over the world. The sentence ‘he
walks' may, therefore, be analyzed as ‘he’ = nominal element, and
‘walks’ = verbal element. Schematically this can be shown as:

S
S S =sentence
N=nominal part of sen-
tence
V =verbal part of sentence
N v
he walks

If the sentence ‘John walks away’ is divided, the word ‘away’ belongs
to the verbal part because it extends the verbal element. It is not
defining ‘John’. In this way larger units can be analyzed as:

// /\
N \%
the children play in the garden

The group ‘play in the garden’ may be further analyzed as having ‘the’
+ ‘garden’ as a smaller unit which links with ‘in’ to constitute the



70 Semantics of New Testament Greek

phrase ‘in the garden’. This may be presented as:

the children play in the garden
I |

or it may be presented as:

S

/\\

-
N v

the children play in the garden

n the garden

/
the garden

This principle is the same as that used by Chomsky in his famous book
Syntactic Structures (1957), and since then in all transformational
grammars. The groupings of elements which belong together may also
be referred to as immediate constituents. Thus, ‘the garden’ is an
immediate constituent which combines with ‘in’ to form a larger
immediate constituent. In this way we may continue until the sentence
is built up into a whole unit.

In many languages a substitute for the nominal element (‘1, you, we,
she’, etc.) may be combined with the verbal element to constitute a
single conventional form (i.e., one word). Thus ‘we walk’ is normally
one word in Greek, Padilouev, and yet this one-word sentence
overtly displays the nominal (in the personal ending pev) and the
verbal (in the stem Badif) elements. Yet if we wish to analyze a term
such as Bas(Zel, the ending (-g1) is ambiguous since it does not state
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whether the nominal element is *he’ or *she’. A form such as Badile, if
analyzed according to our model, must be presented as:

S

T

N A%
odtog/aitn BadiZet

In most cases the nominal element will be completed by the context.
An example would be John 13:20 6 €ué Aaufdvwv Aaupavet tov
néuyautd ye. This sentence has seven words, yet the meaning of the
sentence is not a linear addition of the elements but is based on the
structural relationship between the elements. If we merely join the
meaning of each word together the following will result: ‘the me
receiving, receives the sending me’. R. Brown (1958) has shown how if
the sentence ‘he invites people to a feast’ is translated as the sum of the
total number of words into Nootka, a language of Vancouver Island,
something like ‘boiled eaters go for (he) does’ will resuit. The French
sentence comment allez-vous? gives "how are you going?’ but again the
meaning is not a question about how a person is going on a journey.
The expression is used to enquire after someone’s well-being. De
Mauro (1964: 40) quoted an example between English and Japanese.
The sentence ‘the spirit is willing but the flesh is weak’ was given to a
translation machine to be rendered into Japanese word by word. Once
this was done, the sentence was again given to the machine to be
translated back into English. The result was: ‘there is some good
whisky but the roast beef is mediocre’. The machine was only
programmed to translate words without considering their relations to
each other. This resulted in a choice of meanings assigned to each word
which did not account for the syntactic construction involved. It
treated the sentence as if the words were isolated units.

The Greek sentence from John 13:20, quoted earlier, can be divided
into three major groups:

? gue AaquvuJ)v AaupBdvet TPV néupavrda He.

To determine the immediate units of this sentence, the words that have
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the closest relationship to each other are first grouped together. Since
0 ép& AapPdavwv may be replaced by a single word like 00TOG or
oudeiq, without altering the overall syntactic structure, whereas & £ué
Aaupavwyv Aappavel cannot be so replaced, it can be said that 6 &ué
AapBavwy is an extended group, an immediate constituent. The same
is true for TOvV pépyavta pe. Therefore the whole sentence may be
replaced by substitution with o0deiq AappBavel to0tov. The nuclear
structure of the sentence being agent-action-affected is in no way
altered. The sentence oUdelg AapBdvet toltov is a simpler
constructional unit of the same type as 6 €éué AapBdavwv Aaupavet
Tov népavtd pe. The simpler sentence with its three words can be
analyzed as: o0l AapBdvet TodTov

This can also be represented as:

S

T

N \%
oUdEelg AauBavel TolTOV

AauBavet To0TOV

In the longer sentence O eué Aaupavwy is an extended structural
counterpart of o0d¢eig, and so Tov népPavta pe of todtov. Thus,
the immediate constituents of the longer sentence can be arranged as:

? Eut Aauﬁdejv Aaupavel va néuavta pﬁ:.
1 | T

The phrase 6 éu& Aappavwy is a participial construction that is in
itself a nominalization presenting the subject of the total sentence. As
a nominalization it is based on the sentence (0610G) AauBavet £l ‘he
accepts me’. The change from ‘he who accepts me’ to ‘he accepts me’,
or the reverse, is called a transformation. In this sense the term
transformation will be used in this study. Transformation, therefore,
refers to different structures related to the same meaning. The phrase
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6 £€uE AauBdavwv can now be structurally schematized as:

o] Ve Aaufavwv structurally related to
il _

/S\
N A"
oUtog (representing AapBavel Eué

the 0)

Of these two structures (00T0G) YauBAvel &ué is the closest in form
to the simple sentence pattern consisting of a subject and predicate.
The phrase 6 €u& AauBavwy involves nominalization of this simple
pattern and is thus a more sophisticated construction of which (o010g)
AapBavel Eué is the simplest form. On the basis of this point of view
we may say that & ué AauBavwv is based on (00T0G) AauBAveL Eué.
Therefore, if 6 €ué AauBavwy is found in a text, we may say that this
surface structure is based on a deep structure, namely, (oaroq)
AauBavet gug. Deep structure refers to the basic syntactic pattern in
which a meaning is expressed, while surface structure refers to the
particular form in which a meaning is expressed in a text. It stands to
reason that when a sentence such as ‘he accepts me’ occurs in this form
in a text, the surface structure is in the same form as the underlying
deep structure.

The above explanation also applies to Tov méppavia pe and
therefore the whole sentence may be analyzed as:

6 E&ug Aaquvav Aaupavet TOV  mEpYavta e,
L

l

Rulon Wells (1947) argued that a sentence such as ‘the King of
England opened Parliament’ is structurally identical to ‘John worked’
because ‘the King of England’ is structurally an extension of ‘John" and
‘opened Parliament’ an extension of ‘worked’. Consequently the basic
division is found between ‘England’ and ‘opened’, and not between

T
3
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‘opened’ and ‘Parliament’. It is clear that the meaning of the sentence
is not determined merely by the individual words, but by the grouping
of words. ‘The King of England’ can also be divided because ‘of
England’ can be viewed as an extension of ‘the King’. ‘King’ is
therefore a shortened form of ‘King of England’. Put another way, ‘of
England’ is merely an extension of ‘King’. The division of ‘the King of
England’ is therefore not the ‘King' + ‘of England’, but ‘the’ + ‘King
of England’. This structural relationship is comparable to the
participial constructions in the Greek sentence quoted above. In both
these constructions the nominalization implies an agent that can be
said to be the nominal element of a sentence having ¢ué Aappdaveiand
gEncpuE pe as verbal elements. The participial constructions represent
embedded sentences which may be illustrated by the following
diagram:

S1
N A%
S, Aaupaver S,
N A% N A%
o0Tog  &uE AapPavet ottog Enepugé e

By describing the relationships between the words of an expression
we may often discern ambiguous constructions. One of the famous
examples in modern linguistics is the sentence ‘they are flying planes’
which can be analyzed in two totally different ways:

(a) they are flying planes (b) they are flying planes

= ‘they are planes = ‘they are causing
that are flying’ planes to fly’
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Another example is Rom 1:17 & 5& &ikatog ék niorewq {AoceTal
which can be analyzed in two ways:

(a) 6 8¢ dikalog &Kk nmioTewqg {noetat
- 1 [ J

[

= ‘“he who through faith is righteous shall live™
(RSV)

= “he who is put right with God through faith shall
live” (GNB)

(b) 6 8¢ dlkaiog &K niotewg inoetat
[ i L i

= ‘‘the just shall live by faith” (KJV)

“the upright man finds life through faith” (JB)

These ambiguous constructions clearly show that a particular
surface structure such as 6 && &ikailog €k nmiorews Zrioetal, for
example, can be related to quite different deep structures. One of the
important achievements of modern linguistics is its demonstration of
the need to distinguish between these two levels in language. To
appreciate the value of this distinction for the study of semantics, a
more detailed discussion is necessary.

In Eph 1:7 &v @ Exouev v dnoAutpwowv 8ia toU aipatrog
altol, we have a syntactic structure in which a preposition &v
combines with the relative pronoun  as the instrument of the verb
gxopev having v GrioAUtpwotv as its object. This is followed by
another prepositional phrase 81a to0 aipatog, also an instrument
linked to Exopuev, while attol is a genitive of possession qualifying
afatog. What has now been described is the surface structure of the
sentence, and from these grammatical relations Eph 1:7 is taken to
mean ‘‘by whom we have redemption through his blood.” However, if
the sentence is analyzed according to its deep structure relationships
we understand the sentence as ‘God sets us free because Christ died for
us’. How do we arrive at this point? The surface structure shows the
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grammatical relations which are important to the meaning of the
sentence, yet only a part of the meaning meets the eye, so to speak. A
deep structure analysis will show even more clearly that semantics
involves relationships rather than merely words and their meanings.
That is to say, the real meaning of an utterance lies hidden in its deep
structure to a large extent.

Initially this approach has led to the assumption that the deep
structure is the only level of meaning, and this led to the surface
structure being ignored because it was considered only an external
manifestation of the deep structure. Consequently the thought was
entertained that the surface structure contributed nothing to the
meaning of an utterance but was only a mere bearer of the real
expression lying hidden in the deep structure. To understand a
sentence it was therefore necessary only to examine the deep
structure. In recent times it has been realized that although the
semantic information is derived from the deep structure, it must not be
interpreted apart from the surface structure. This conviction rests
upon the fact that when something is said, every language presents a
number of ways in which to say it. The choice of surface structures is in
itself a semantic one. The chosen surface structure is essentially the
one that renders the deep structure in the best way. The manner in
which something is said, is indeed part of the semantic analysis. This
has already been illustrated above in our discussion of active and
passive constructions. Each passage has to be thoroughly investigated
so0 as to determine whether the chosen surface structure is purposeful
or not. If there is no obvious focus to be distinguished then this could
mean that the author did not want certain nuances to be attached to his
words. When nuances are attached, as is often the case, they are
certainly important to the semnantic analysis. In other words, meaning
is determined by (a) the grouping of words and their semantic relations
to each other, and (b) the choice of structure when there is more than
onc possible form available in the language.

The expression ‘died for us’ given as the deep structure for 314 o0
afpatog adtol (Eph 1:7), can have other surface structures, such as
Urep Opdv anéBave, ™Mv Jwhv uuplv dnédwke, Gnép Opdv
£0TQUP®BN, and so on. The reason why Paul chose 314 100 aiparog
was to express the death of Christ as a sacrifice. The meaning lies
primarily in the notion of Christ's death contained in the deep
structure, since aipa is here used in its figurative sense. However, the
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surface structure by which this was expressed contains associations
that his death is a fulfillment of the OT sacrificial atonement. On the
other hand this should not be stressed since the essential meaning of
aipa in Eph 1:7 is not ‘blood’, but ‘death’. 1 John 1:7 16 aiua 'Incod
KaBapifeil udg and ndong Guaptiag does not mean that the blood
as a liquid reconciles our sins. It refers to the death of Christ—the
whole deed of atonement of which the blood is a symbol. This specific
surface structure was probably chosen because others, such as
dnéBave, do not render as well the total intention of the author. In
such cases it must be discovered whether the surface structure really
does point to the focus because it could easily be a stereotype that does
not have its original nuance. The manner in which the surface structure
appears is determined by the entire paragraph in which it occurs rather
than the individual words. The purpose of the arrangement of
sentences and paragraphs is to bring out the meaning of the whole text,
and to attain this purpose the surface structure does play a role. This
role will be discussed in the next chapter. At present the concern is
with the way in which the deep structure is relevant to the
understanding of words and phrases.

With regard to the surface structure it is not merely the structure that
is important, but the choice of a specific structure. This means that if
the author wishes to say something (deep structure) he will choose a
specific form (surface structure) in which to say it. There is no need to
see an opposition between the surface and deep structures. They are
part of one process. If the deep structure is investigated then the
meaning is uncovered, and the outer form of the language, the surface
structure, will help us to better understand this meaning. In Eph 1:7
the choice of words forms part of this process. The beginning words &v
@ indicate that Christ is in focus. If it is translated “God sets us free
because Christ died for us” then Christ would have to be accentuated.

Leaving behind the matter of focus for a while, the role of the deep
structure in semantic analysis will now be considered in detail to
illustrate further that semantics is concerned with more than merely
the meaning of words. In Eph 1:13 the words 10 ebayyéAiov 1g
owtnpiag GHOV “the gospel of your salvation” immediately raises the
question what the meaning of the group g owtnpiag Opdv would
be. This is the same as asking, what is the deep structure of which this
word group is the surface form? The word cwmpiag is a noun in
surface structure, but semantically it is concerned with an event,
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namely ‘save’. This event is closely related to Uu®v since the genitive
form Updv links grammatically to owtnpiag. The phrase ‘your
salvation’ (i.e., ‘your saving’) can be grammatically analyzed in two
ways, (a) subjective as ‘you save (something or someone)’, or (b)
objective as ‘(something or someone) saves you’. The connection of
this group with 10 ebayyéAlov results in making (b) more probable
than (a) since (a) does not make sense in the context in which Eph 1:13
appears. The something or someone of (b) can now be identified as 10
gbayygAlov which means ‘good news’. This will now give us the deep
structure: ‘the good news saves you’. However, ‘good news’ is itself an
event. The agent behind the event of saving can therefore not be the
good news as such. Paul brings the good news, but it is God that saves.
The expression TO evayy£Alov g cwInpiag sudv actually means:
‘the good news that I bring proclaims that God saves you’. This is the
deep structure behind Eph 1:13. Or perhaps this should be called an
intermediate stage of the deep structure, since the true deep structure,
as indicated below, is simply subject-verb (-object).

An expression such as ‘the good news saves you’ is another way of
saying ‘the good news of your salvation’. The two expressions have the
same meaning, or rather, render the same thought. They can be
described as transformations of each other. The closer a transforma-
tion is to the basic sentence pattern the easier it is to comprehend the
meaning. Thus the expression 6 Adyog Tfig AAnBeiag belongs to a
more complicated level of construction than does its transformation 6
Abyoqg €0Tiv AANONG.

The cxpression 10 glayyéAlov TAQ cwtnpiag UMAV can be
schematized as:

16 euayyéAlov Eﬁq ownpiag vudv

= gwlel Upag

10 eUayyéAlov owlel uuédq



Semantics Is More Than the Meaning of Words 79

Therefore the surface structure 10 gbayyéAiov TAg cwtnpiag Vudyv
has as its deep structure a pattern which coincides structurally with a
sentence such as ‘I see him’, in other words, a subject plus predicate
with object: T® ebayyéAlov owlet Guag.

In the same way John 15:15 can be analyzed:

navra & fikouoa napa 1ol narpdg pou £yvwpioa Ouiv.
I

The part navra . .. pou is the object of &yvwpioa Guiv with
& ... Jou as an extension of ndvra. We may rewrite the construction
as:

£yvwploa UMiv navra
4 fikouoa napd ol narpdg pou.

The basic part of the sentence is navra €yvwpioa Uuiv and can be
schematized as:

S
/,, /\
EY®

gyvwploa Uulv ndvra

navrta is extended in §; ———» S,

2

A

Eyw fikouoa & napd tol natpdg pou
= navra
= 6 matip navra pot einev

In other words, the deep structure of John 15:15 contains two kernel
sentences: ‘my father told me everything’/‘I told you it’. Although the
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distinction between surface and deep structure belongs to modern
linguistics, it is not so ‘“‘new’” as it may appear. Chomsky (1965:199)
admitted this by referring to von Humboldt’s ‘outer form" and ‘inner
form’ of language. Inrecent philosophy terms such as ‘depth grammar’
and ‘surface grammar’ are familiar as, for example, in Wittgenstein
(1953:168) where the terms ‘Tiefengrammatik’ and ‘Oberflichen-
grammatik’ are found. Postal (1964) used similar terminology, as can
also be seen in the title of his article “Underlying and Superficial
Linguistic structures.” Chomsky (1965: 199, 1966) even reasoned that
the basic idea of these two levels of language can be traced as far back
as the Grammaire générale et raisonnée of Port-Royal, since it
distinguished between “what man thinks” and “what man says.”
Dinneen (1967: 382) illustrated this with the following example: ‘The
invisible God created the visible world’. This is the form in which this
stretch of communication is uttered, but it is understoed because in it
we think of, (1) ‘God created the world’, (2) ‘God is invisible’, (3) ‘the
world is visible’. The surface structure is then nothing else but a
transformation of the deep structure.

The two levels of language are not only restricted to sentence and
word groups. Individual words also have a surface and deep structure.
This was partially touched on in our discussion of elayyeAia and
owtnpia above. Grammatically they are nouns and can appear in
surface structure as the subject, object, complement, etc. Yet in their
deep structure they belong to the semantic domain of events. The
semantic word classes have been discussed in chapter 8 and need not be
repeated here. In the sentence quoted above the term ‘invisible’ in the
phrase ‘the invisible God’ is in its deep structure an event to which the
features of negation plus potentiality are added: ‘that which cannot be
seen’. Though it describes a quality of God in surface structure, it is in
an adjectival form qualifying God, and vet in deep structure it conveys
the meaning: ‘no one can see God’.

To illustrate these categories the following examples are cited to
demonstrate the deep structure relationships and to make explicit all
the implicit information contained in them through a reconstruction of
the basic underlying kernel sentences:

(a) 10 Bammopa 1O 'lwdvvou  ‘‘the baptism of John” (Matt
1 ] | | 21:25).
A E A O
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The articles (1d) are abstracts, being deictic elements making
Bartioua specitic. The term BAnTioUa indicates an event, and
therefore points to the action of baptizing; "lwdvvou is an object
that can either be the agent of or the one affected by the action
‘to baptize’. The surface structure, formulated as ‘the baptism
of John’, can therefore be said to have two deep structures:
‘John baptizes (people)’, or ‘(someone) baptizes John'. From
the context of Matt 21:25 it is clear that John is the implied
agent, and so the text can be restated as 'lwéavvng BartriCet
‘John baptizes’. Constructions such as Barnmiopa "lwavvou in
which two nouns appear in the surface structure where one is in
the genitive case (while these nouns belong to the object and
event class respectively as far as their deep structure is
concerned), can be better understood if the semantic parts of
speech are reduced to transformations which make their kernel
structure explicit. For example:

8€Anua 6e00 “the will of God” (Eph 1:1) = ‘God wills’, i
&vToAn 1ol 6ol “the command of God” (Mark 7:8) = ‘God
commands’, Td nvedpa tAg énayyeAiag 16 dyov “the Holy
Spirit of promise” (Eph 1:13) = ‘the Holy Spirit which God
promised’ = ‘God promised the Holy Spirit’. All these
examples contain an object with an event. In the case of the first
two *‘God’ is the agent of the event, while in Eph 1:13 ‘Holy
Spirit’ is the affected. When an object word is found with an
event word, as above, it must be determined from the context
whether the object is the agent of the event, or is affected by the
gevent, or is the experiencer of the event as in Bdantiopa
lwavvou above.

(b) pantiopa petavoiag “‘baptism of repentance” (Mark 1:4).

| I
E E

In this example we likewise have nouns in a genitive
construction as in (a) above, but now both are event words in
deep structure. The agent, affected, or experiencer of the
events must be determined only from the context. In the case of
Barrioua the context of Mark 1:4 shows that people experience
baptism, that is, have themselves baptized. In the case of
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petavola the context points to people being the agents, that is,
people repent. A very important decision involved in a
construction like pantiopa petavoiag is which of the two
events occurs first; or do they occur simultaneously? Often in
such constructions the term in the genitive occurred first. In
other words, BanTtiopa petavoiag means ‘people repent and
have themselves baptized’. This is also the case in Unaxkon
niotewq ““‘obedience of faith” (Rom 1:5) = ‘people believe and
(then) obey’. In Acts 20:24 t0 euayyéAiov Tfig xapitog “‘the
good news of grace” two subjects are involved: Paul is the one
who brings good news, while God shows kindness. The
relationship between these two events is different from that
expressed in Bantiopya pyetavoiag and Unakon niotewq. In
the case of 10 eUayy£Aiov TAQ Xapitog the kindness that God
shows is the content of the good news. Therefore it means ‘I
bring you good news that God shows kindness’. In2 Cor 1:12 10
paptuptov TG ouveldrioews “the testimony of conscience’
applies to one subject, and yet the relationship between the
events is quite different from the above. Here the two events are
perhaps coterminous: we know and this knowledge assures
us—unless we insist that the assurance is based on the
knowledge, and therefore the event in the genitive comes first.

(¢) 16 otepéwpa TAQ MiOTEWS UNQV  “‘the steadfastness of

f [ ] l } your faith” (Col 2:5).
A A A E O

In this example an abstract (oTepéwpa) occurs with an event
word (mioTewg) in a genitive construction. The abstract
qualifies the event, that is, your faith is steadfast, you believe
with a steadfast faith. In other words, you believe with a belief
not qualified by change or doubt. Similarly elg Enawvov §6Encg
TAG XAp1Tog alTtod “to the praise of the glory of his grace”
involves 86EnG as an abstract with TAg Xapttogq as accompany-
ing genitive, meaning ‘his grace is glorious’, that is, ‘wonderful’.
And since XGp1T0q is an event word having God as agent, we
may render the phrase as ‘God shows us his wonderful
kindness’. The term &naivov is an event word having people as
agents along with €ig, an abstract indicating a relation of
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purpose. The whole phrase therefore means essentially ‘so that
we may praise the wonderful kindness God bestows on us’.

16 nvedpa TAg GAnBeiag *‘the Spirit of truth” (John 14:17).

[ R
A O A A

In this example we have an object word combined with an
abstract in the genitive case indicating that GAn8eiaq is a quality
of nveOpa, that is, ‘the Spirit is true’. A comparable case would
be b uldg pou b ayartyTodg Jou “my beloved son” (2 Pet 1:17).
In surface structure Qyanntog is a qualification of utdg, in fact,
an adjective. Yet, in deep structure dyarmt6g is an event word
plus the features of person and state of being, that is, ‘he who is
loved’. The feature “‘state of being” is in itself an abstract
semantic aspect which allows us to define dyarmtég as an
abstract event (usually designated EA since the event is
dominant). “State of being” is essentially equivalent to a
passive construction in surface structure. This may be presented
as ‘the one who is loved’. The word pou refers to an object (it is,
in fact, an object substitute), which is linked to dyarnntég in a
genitive construction which, in this case, is the agent of the
event of loving, ‘the one loved by me’, that is, ‘the one whom I
love’. From the context we know that pou refers to God. The
total phrase, therefore, means ‘this is my son whom I love’,

Eyw iyl ) avaotaog kai 1) Lw1 “I am the resurrection and
o | | | | the life” (John 11:25).
O A A E A A E

Here we have again two event words as in (b) above, but now
linked by an abstract of conjunction joining these events
together. The term eipiis an abstract of state signifying what the
object (¢yw) is. This ‘what’ is stated in the two event words. The
£y refers to Christ, and therefore Christ is the Gv@otacig and
the Zwn. The event GvagTaaig is a causative denoting the event
of causing (people) to rise (from death). Similarly {wr involves
the claim that Christ is the one who ‘eventuates’ life, that is, who
causes people to live. The relationship between the two events
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shows that {wrj is the content which results from dvaoraoiq.
The whole sentence can therefore be transformed into ‘I am the
one who revives people and gives them life’. Resurrection thus
means to receive life! Another example of this type of
construction is Rom 1:5 éAdBouev xaptiv kai 4rnootoArv “I
received grace and apostleship.”” The event word Xapiv (which
means ‘privilege’ in this context) has God as the agent, that is,
‘God gives a privilege’. In the case of ArooToAnv the event
involves working or acting as an apostle (that is, a special
messenger). The one who does it is Paul, the experiencer of
£AGBopey. The apostleship is the content resulting from the
privilege. Rom 1:5 can then be presented as ‘God gave me the
privilege to be his special messenger’.

The example of dyarmtég in (d) above was analyzed as a complex,
that is an abstract and an event, or as it was put, an abstract built upon
an event (EA). The term dnéotoAog in (e) above is in reality also a
semantic complex since it refers to a person (O) and at the same time
an event (E). We may designate GnéotoAog as EO, but since the
event is dominant it can be considered, like dyanmnt6¢ to be primarily
an event. In the same way S®@pov ‘gift’ may be said to be an
event-object, i.e., ‘that which is given’. However, the event ‘to give’ is
primary, while the something (O) given is secondary. Sometimes
words can be very complex in deep structure, for example,
anokataA\aoow ‘to cause (A) reconciliation (E) between (R)’, yet
the focus is onthe event. In the case of dyl@Zwyv, ‘he (O) who makes (A
= cause) pure (A)’, the focus is on the moral quality. Usually only the
focal aspect is designated when classifying terms.

In order to distinguish between the surface and deep structure of a
continuous stretch of language, the following example may be used:

eUXaptotT® T® Be® Mou éni nmaon Tt pveig Updv (Philem

[ A N E A A N N 0L
E A O OR A A E O

— |
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This may be rewritten as:

eUXapioT®

, I:TQ) 8e® JHou

enl naon 1 pveig Gudv

“I thank my God in all my remembrance of you’ contains two event
words eUxaptoT® and uveiq. The second is related to the first by éni
signifying a time relationship. The term pvel@ has the same subject as
eUXapiot®, meaning essentially ‘I thank when I remember’. The
abstract 11aom points to the ‘totality’ of the event, this is, ‘I always
remember’, with Up@v as the object affected: ‘I always remember
you’, that is, ‘I think of you at all times’. The time relation involves that
the meaning is: ‘every time 1 think of you, 1 thank my God’. The
construction following e0XapioTd continues by linking a time abstract
(rnavtote) to eXaplot® amplifying £ni ndon T uveiq Uu@v. The
time designation points to a relationship with two events:

navrote PeTd xapdg ™V d€nolv MoloUuevog

| 1 N . I

A R E A E A
L l 1L | l

‘1 always thank when I pray (‘make my prayer’, noloUueveoq being an
abstract of cause), and (I do it) with joy’. That is, ‘I pray, and 1 am
delighted’—an event of communication and an event of psychological
experience. The term rtavrore itself is amplified by a phrase €v ndon
SenOEL Hou UTIEP NAVTWY UN®V in which &v is a relational localizing,
so to speak, the n@vrote phrase. Therefore €v takes up the time
designation:

¢v nbon Beficer pou UnEp mavriwv Uudv

[ Y R R
R A  E O R , A O

L=
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‘Every time 1 pray for all of you’ is therefore a longer phrase
substituting for navrote. This involves that the meaning of the whole
sentence up to this point may be rendered as: ‘every time I think of
you, I thank my God, and then always, every time as I pray for all of
you, I pray with joy’. That is to say, the thinking and the praying
accompanies his expression of thanks. Logically reconstructed this
would mean: ‘every time I think of you, I pray for all of you thanking
my God with great joy’.
But the construction following eUxaplotd still continues with:

gmi TR kowwvig Oudv.

L |
R A E 0

The €ni now introduces an event as the content of eUxapiot®: ‘I
thank God for your partnership’, that is, ‘I thank God that you are
participating, that you are sharing in my work’. The term Kowvwvia is
now linked to three things by three relational abstracts elg, and, and
&xp1, of which the first signifies the goal, while the latter two are time
restrictions specified by the abstracts Ti§ npwTNG Ruépag and To0
viv. The term xowvwvia is an event word linked to ebayy£Alov by elg
to indicate that the good news (itself an event) is the goal of their
partnership, and that their participating (i.e., their help in spreading
the good news) started right from the beginning and is continuing into
the present. This may be schematized as:

Emi TH Kowvwvig Uudv
{

‘ -gig 10 evayyéAlov

ano A mpwng Huépag

axpt 100 viv

We may now join all the parts of the sentence together restructuring
the semantic content based on the deep structure notions as
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represented in the surface structure. This may now be rendered as:
‘every time I think of you, I pray for all of you. And when I pray 1
especially thank my God with joy for the fact that you shared with me
in spreading the good news from the first day until now’. This
reconstruction of the meaning of Philem 1:3-5 rendered the
nominalized events by verbs in order to make the participants more
explicit, and also to account for the emphasis eUXapLOT® carries as the
matrix of the sentence by emphasizing the expression of thanks.

To appreciate the difference between a surface structure and a deep
structure presentation of a text the above rendering may be compared
with the translation of Philem 1:3-5 in the RSV, which is a literal
translation representing the surface structure. The rendering given
above is a dynamic translation of the text based on the deep structure
relationships with an eye to the surface structure style in emphasizing
particulars:

I thank my God in all my remem-
brance of vou, always in every
prayer of mine for you all making
my prayer with joy, . . . thankful
for your partnership in the gospel
from the first day until now.

Every time I think of you, I pray
tfor all of you. And when I pray I
especially thank my God with joy
for the fact that you shared with
me in spreading the good news
from the first day until now.

This passage did not require too many transformations, and so the
translation which kept to the surface structure (RSV) is fairly
comprehensible, despite certain obscurities. However, it is clear that
when the surface structure makes it difficult to understand the
utterance, only the deep structure can help. The more complex
the passage, the more the need to analyze it in terms of its deep struc-
ture. For example, in Eph 1:5-7 the surface structure reads:
. . . having predestined us unto the adoption of children by Jesus
Christ to himself, according to the good pleasure of his will, to the
praise of the glory of his grace, wherein he hath made us accepted in
the beloved in whom we have redemption through his blood, the
forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his grace” (KJV). A
translation made according to the deep structure will be as follows:
‘. . . because God had already decided to make us his children through
Jesus Christ. He did this because he wanted to and it gave him pleasure
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to doso. Let us praise the wonderful favor he gave us. This favor is that

he gave us his Son, whom he loved. Yes, it is because Jesus died for us

that God set us free. With this I mean that God forgives our sins. How
abundant is the favor he showed us’.
Here are some of the transformations used in this translation:

(a) uvloBeoia—'adoption’: E = ‘God makes us his children’.

{(b) eudokla—‘'good pleasure’: E = ‘God is glad about it’.

(c) eudokiaTol BeAjpatog—good pleasureof hiswill': E + E =
‘God wants to do it and therefore he is glad about it’, i.e., ‘it gives
him pleasure to do so’.

(d) eig Enatvov—-to the praise> R + E = ‘it serves as praise’ =
‘that is why we must praise’ = ‘let us praise’.

(e) BOEa tfig xaptrtog—glory of his grace’> A + E = ‘the favor he
gives is wonderful’ = ‘the wonderful favor he gives’.

(f) anoAUtpwoig—'-redemption’: E = ‘God redeems us’ = ‘God
sets us free’.

(g) & 100 alpatrog autod— through his blood: R + E =
‘because Christ died for us’.

(h) &epeog tdv napantwpdtwv—"forgiveness of sins’: E + E =
‘God forgives us our sins/the sins we commit’.

(i) mAo0T0g TG Xé&pttog alto0—'riches of his grace™> A + E =
‘he gives an abundant favor’.

The longer the units that are analyzed, the more complex the
relations are between the different elements. The structure of these
relations demonstrates how semantic information can stretch across
word and even sentence boundaries. Therefore the analyses given
above have not yet gone far enough. The moment a sentence boundary
is crossed, it is absolutely necessary to consider the relations between
sentences in a paragraph. These relations are important to determine
the semantic groupings of sentences. In other words, just as a variety of
relations exists within a sentence, so certain relations exist between
sentences which provide the condition for the unity of the text
argument. To determine the meaning of a passage we must consider
the course of the argument. The entire discourse is an interwoven unit
where the smallest group of sentences to be analyzed is the paragraph
after which the relations between the paragraphs demonstrate the total
argument. Semantics is concerned not only with words or even
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sentences, but also with the relations that permeate an entire
argument. The analysis of this is at present called ““discourse analysis’’
or ‘“text analysis.” The term ‘‘text analysis,” though more compact
than “discourse analysis,” is usually avoided since it has certain
associations with the text criticism in Greek studies and so could lead
to confusion. The theory and practice of discourse analysis will be
discussed in the next chapter.






Chapter 10

Semantics Is More Than
the Meaning of Sentences

Anyone who wants to say something is immediately confronted with
a variety of possibilities that language otfers him. This means that the
same thing can be said in various ways. If a person is annoyed he can
say, ‘I don’t appreciate it’ or ‘don’t do that again’ or ‘stop it’. The
selection made from the material of language is of cardinal
importance, since every choice leads to different nuances. Moreover,
if a large amount of material has to be communicated the arrangement
assumes greater importance. Indeed, everyone who uses language in
some way arranges what must be said. The so-called semantic
performance of a person has been described in the following way by
Hutchins (1971:204):

From the precepts, concepts, etc. of the “cognitive experience’ he
wishes to communicate, a speaker selects those characteristics which
are sufficient to specify his intended reference and which have
counterparts in the semons of his language. Simultaneously these
semons are organized as a semon network and those sememes are
selected which can contain the semons and their specified interrela-
tionships in an appropriate sememic formula.

Hutchins applies his idea to the structure of sentences, vet it is
equally valid for larger sections of language. In written language it is of
the utmost importance to arrange the material neatly. If the
arrangement is too transparent then the communication becomes
rigid, even monotonous. This is the reason why the structure of a
well-written piece is not transparent. On the other hand, it is
absolutely necessary that any communication should have structure,
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otherwise the piece would become incoherent. Abraham and Kiefer
(1966) presented the following example to illustrate this point with
reference to the arrangement of sentences: *Yesterday Peter saw a film
he had never seen before. The film was about a famous actress’. In this
order the two sentences form one discourse. The second sentence
enlarges upon the term “film’ in the first sentence by stating something
about its content. If the sentences are reversed in order then no unity
can be found between them—and therefore they would not constitute
a discourse.

Different languages and different cultures have their own ways of
communicating, and so the order in which the elements appear will
differ. In Matt 2:1 the Greek order reads: “Jesus was born in
Bethlehem in Judea during the reign of Herod. After his birth men
who studied the stars from the East arrived in Jerusalem and
inquired. . . .”’ The order in which the events are narrated follows the
pattern of ancient Greek: the place is mentioned first and then the
time. In a discourse such as this a language like Afrikaans would
generally favor the reverse sequence: time, place. This would show the
connection between the two sentences. If the Greek order is
maintained an Afrikaans-speaking reader may feel that the first
sentence is almost a preliminary announcement loosely attached to the
discourse. The Greek order must be restructured to give: ‘during the
reign of Herod, Jesus was born in Bethlehem in Judea. At that time
men who. . . .7

The narration of the death of John the Baptist in Mark 6 has an order
in the Greek text that is heavily loaded with motivations. This means
that the elements of the narrative are not produced merely in
chronological order, but in terms of kernel issues which are continually
motivated. Verse 17 is a typical example: “Herod himself sent for
John, arrested him, had him chained and put in jail because of
Herodias his brother Philip’s wife whom he married.’” The motivation
for putting John in jail is given as background information to highlight
the issue that Herod put him in jail. The logical order of the events is:
Herodias was the wife of Philip, Philip was the brother of Herod,
Herod took his brother’s wife, John criticized Herod, Herod had John
arrested and put in jail. P. C. Stein (1974) discussed how the Greek
order sounded very unnatural to a group of translation consultants in
Nigeria. The connection between Herod’s marriage to Herodias and
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the arrest of John the Baptist remained a mystery to them until the
order of events was adjusted to fit the narrative style of Nigerians.
Similarly, Deibler (1968) showed how Mark 6:17-20 consisted of
twenty-four kernel statements whose chronological order was quite
different from the order of the Greek text. In the Greek we find the
event which chronologically occurred right at the beginning only
mentioned when nearly halfway through the text.

A good illustration of the importance of discourse patterns can be
found in Grimes and Glock (1970). They analyzed some of the typical
orders of narrative in Saramacca, a language of the people of Surinam.
One feature observed was that a repetitious phrase was always added
between sentences when indicating the connection. For example:
‘... then he arrived at Mama Dam. With reference to his arrival at
Mama Dam they loaded the boat until they were finished’. The final
phrase is also of importance. If the sentence had ended with ‘loaded
the boat’ a Saramaccan would wonder why the loading of the boat was
never finished. Paduéeva (1974) examined several construction
patterns and claimed that the repetition of semantic elements is of
great importance for most languages. He stated that *‘the coherence of
a text within a paragraph is founded to a significant degree upon the
repetition in adjacent phrases of the same semantic elements.”

In the NT, Acts 1:1-5 can be used as an example. The Greek
narrative must be transformed into the receptor language’s narrative
mode if the connection between events is to be comprehended. An
English narrative would arrange the text as follows: verse 1, 2¢, 3b, 3a,
4a,2b, 4b, 5. To illustrate the difference the following two columns can
be compared. The A column shows the Greek order, the B column the
English.

A

In my first book, Theophilus, 1
wrote about all the things Jesus
did and taught until the day he
was taken up to heaven after he
had given instructions through
the Holy Spirit to his disciples
whom he had chosen. After his
death he showed himself to them

B

In my first book, Theophilus, I
wrote about all the things Jesus
did and taught until the day he
was taken up to heaven. I wrote
about his appearance to his disci-
ples during forty days and his
discussions with them about the
Kingdom of God and also the



94 Semantics of New Testament Greek

alive with many signs and ap-
peared to them for forty days and
talked about the Kingdom of
God. When he was still with them
he ordered them not to leave
Jerusalem but to wait for the
promise of the Father he told
them about when he said: John
baptized you with water, but soon
you will be baptized by the Holy
Spirit.

many signs he showed to prove
that he was alive. Before he was
taken up to heaven during one of
the gatherings with his disciples
he gave them orders through the
Holy Spirit and said: Do not leave
Jerusalem but wait for the gift of
the Father I told you about when |
said: John baptized you with
water but you will soon be bap-
tized with the Holy Spirit.

To understand any text it is necessary to know how the text was
structured. From this analysis the contents can be rearranged, and
then transformed into the narrative pattern of the receptor language.
The analysis of any tex* unavoidably begins with the surface structure
simply because this is the material the author (or speaker) offers to us.
However, the author did not himself begin with the surface structure.
The surface structure is rather the result of a process. The restructuring
of the narrative is only one small part of the process since layers of deep
structures exist. In this connection it is also helpful to bear in mind the
actual process of communication. This process has been elaborated
upon in Nida (1972).

In the present discussion the relations between deep and surface
structures in the process of communication can be described as
follows:

deep structure surface structure

realization of
the theme
through the
use of a
language and
its rules

.

—»| written text

what we have of
what was in the
author’s mind

what the author
has in mind
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This diagram shows only how the author rendered his thoughts in
the written text, but not what they were. From an analysis of the
written text the theme must be recovered. A finer analysis than merely
rearranging the narrative order must be done. The bent arrow of the
diagram indicates that the recovering is not merely an elaboration of
the surface structure in order to expose the deep structure. It is also a
tracing of the path the author took in order to present his theme in a
textual form. The text, therefore, has form as well as meaning. Since
we are here concerned with written documents, this means that any
text by nature has a particular form which may be called its overt or
surface structure. The surface structure is, in the main, represented by
the syntactic relationship between its constituents. This overt structure
is, therefore, the form in which the semantic content which the author
had in mind is expressed. The author, as it were, “moved’ from the
semantic content to the syntactic form. Our analysis must then, of
necessity, move from the syntactic form to the semantic content.

The ultimate purpose of the type of analysis presented in this study is
primarily semantic, and yet it is based upon so-called colon
structure, which is generally regarded as essentially syntactic. In this
analysis the term colon is used in a sense entirely different from what it
normally means in English, for here colon parallels essentially what
the ancient Greek grammarians spoke of as a kind of thought unit.
However, in this analysis the colon is defined, not in terms of its
semantic unity, but in terms of certain specific grammatical structures
which in many ways parallel what would be regarded as sentences in
English. But as will be made clearer in later sections, a colon is defined
quite specifically in terms of syntactic structure.

The fact that the ultimate purpose of this analysis is semantic (that s,
to determine the meaning of a passage or discourse) may create certain
problems for some persons, unless they bear constantly in mind the
fact that syntax and semantics cannot be neatly separated, for syntactic
structures always carry meaning and meaning is not found apart from
formal structures. But though syntax and semantics cannot be neatly
isolated one from the other, their distinctive features must be clearly
distinguished if one is to have a sound basis for determining the
meaning of any text.

Discourse analysis based upon the use of colons is nothing more than
a technique for mapping the form of a text in such a way that the
syntactic relationships of the constituent parts can be most readily
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recognized. The syntactic relationships are crucial since they point
most clearly to the semantic content. Thus by recognizing the colons as
the first step in procedure, one can advance systematically to
uncovering the meaningful units which may be said to “flow out of”’ or
“emerge from” these syntactic structures. By analyzing not only the
internal structure of individual colons, but also the relationships
between colons, one can determine in a significant way the manner in
which meaningful units cluster together and thus provide a satisfactory
basis for a semantic interpretation of a text. But this means that one
must always take into consideration both the surface structure of the
syntax as well as the underlying deep structure with its crucial semantic
clements.

It would, of course, be possible to begin an analysis with any one of
the recognized language units such as morphemes, words, phrases,
sentences, paragraphs, and so on. One may start with the smallest
possible units which carry meaning and build up to the larger units, or
one may do exactly the opposite, namely, begin with the larger units
and analyze all the succeedingly more embedded or included units. Itis
also possible to begin with full sentences and work down into the
internal structure of the sentence and work up to the paragraphs,
sections, and even the entire discourse.

To analyze the thematic development of any utterance or discourse,
it is, however, unwise to start with the smallest units, since the
resulting segmentations or “cuts” in the discourse result in too many
fragmentary items, and it is extremely difficult to put all of these
together in an efficient and convincing manner. On the other hand,
starting with the paragraph or even a larger section almost inevitably
entails too big a chunk for effective analysis. Accordingly, from a
practical point of view the colon (as here defined) seems to be in many
respects the most feasible unit. The justification for this lies in the fact
that it is the most closely linked complete construction. This means
that syntactically the colon is the most easily identified unit and from
the semantic standpoint it becomes one of the most useful units since it
is essentially equivalent to a so-called proposition. Because the
colon is the most closely linked complete construction, one can most
readily determine its internal structure, and since the colon also
consists of what may be regarded as a kind of proposition, it can be
most readily and usefully linked to other colons to form important
semantic groupings.
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Though, as already mentioned, a colon as defined in this analysis is
similar in many ways to a sentence, it is important not to confuse a
colon with a sentence as a unit that begins with a capital letter and ends
with a period or full stop. While the colon is defined clearly in terms of
structural patterns in Greek, it may be useful at this point to illustrate
some of the distinctive features of colons by means of corresponding
English sentences. First of all, a colon consists normally of a subject
and a predicate (though in Greek a subject may be included as a suffix
ona verb). Any elements in the structure are directly dependent on or
subordinate to either the head word of the subject or the head word of
the predicate. This means, for example, that a sentence like ‘my good
friend almost always arrives late’ would be regarded as a single colon
consisting of a subject expression ‘my good friend’ and a predicate
expression ‘almost always arrives late’. The subject expression could,
of course, be amplified by a relative clause, for example, ‘my good
friend who lives in France’, and the predicate element could likewise
be amplified by a dependent temporal clause such as ‘when he has an
appointment’. The element may consist of more than one part, for
example, ‘my good friend and his wife always arrive late’. Similarly,
the predicate may consist of more than one element arranged in a
coordinate manner, for example, ‘my good friend came and gave me a
book’. But when coordinate predications are combined by such
so-called conjunctions as ‘and’, ‘but’, ‘or’, and ‘for’ (and similarly in
Greek by &€, kai, AAAG, and olv), one is no longer dealing with a
single colon, but more than one colon. For cxample, the expression
‘John sings and Mary writes’ is regarded as a compound sentence in
English, but in terms of colon analysis there would be two colons, one
consisting of ‘John sings’ and the other of ‘Mary writes'. One may
argue that there is some kind of semantic connection between these
two subject-predicate constructions, for no one would utter such a
sentence without presuming some kind of link, however tenuous. But
from the standpoint of the syntactic analysis, neither part is integrally
or dependently related to the other. On the other hand, the sentence
‘John sings while Mary writes’ would be regarded as a single colon,
since ‘while Mary writes’ is a temporal restriction imposed on ‘sings’
and is both syntactically and semantically dependent. A colon,
therefore, is a unit of grammatical structure with clearly marked
internal dependencies.
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Though colons constitute the basic units employed in the analysis of a
text, the semantic content of a total discourse cannot be determined by
merely adding up the semantic content of each colon. The reason for
this is that colons themselves cluster together in larger units, which in
turn have their own distinctive semantic content and unity. The total
discourse always entails a hierarchy of units in which, for example,
there may be a number of major sections or chapters which consist of a
series of paragraphs. These paragraphs may be regarded as colon
clusters containing a series of individual colons, and these in turn are
made up of clauses, phrases, and words. These units or divisions are
the structural sections by which the total information is organized into
recognizable groupings. In a sense continuous discourse, whether a
speech act of a written document, is essentially a synthetic process, a
kind of ““putting together of units” which can only to a certain extent be
considered separately, since these units actually communicate by
means of a highly integrated and complex set of dependency relations.

Though the colon is the basic unit employed in discourse analysis,
the most relevant unit for the explication of the semantic content of a
discourse is the paragraph, since it is the largest unit possessing a single
unitary semantic scope. The colon, however, is the most convenient
starting point for the analysis of a text, since paragraphs are generally
too large to handle from the outset. Though the colon is the most
tightly structured syntactic unit, the paragraph is rhetorically more
significantly structured than the colon, and since any text must be
analyzed both from the standpoint of its syntactic as well as its
rhetorical form, both the colons and the paragraphs are of
fundamental importance.

It would be a mistake, however, to regard a paragraph as being
necessarily that section of a discourse which in printed communication
is marked by indentation or a similar convention. There is, of course,
usually some relationship between indentation and the structural form
of a paragraph, but the paragraph, in contrast to the colon, is
essentially a cohesive unit in terms of its particular scope and topic. In
fact, the paragraph is defined primarily in terms of its thematic unity,
since it normally deals with only one concept (or aspect of an extended
concept) or one aspect of an episode or object. This means that in
general any total discourse that is longer than one paragraph must
obviously be analyzed primarily in terms of the relationships between
the constituent paragraphs.
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The colon, as a basic unit of analysis, may consist of only a single
word or, in some instances, of even a single sound which functions
essentially like such a word. But such one-word colons function
basically in the same way as colons consisting of two or more words,
since one-word colons normally entail an ellipsis which can be supplied
from the context. One-word colons (often spoken of as minor
sentences in English, for example, ‘please’, ‘ouch’, ‘yes') are not only
relatively less frequent in occurrence, but obviously their analysis
requires some kind of supplementation from other elements in the
context. The structural relations within a colon become obvious as
soon as one considers colons consisting of at least two words, but not
merely two words chosen at random. The typical colon is a
construction consisting of a nominal element (henceforth referred to
as N) and a verbal element (henceforth noted as V). This means that
utterances such as ‘up there’ or ‘in the basket’, though often occurring
in conversation as isolated elements and therefore constituting minor
sentence types (which depend upon contextual ellipsis), are by no
means typical. A typical colon would be a combination such as ‘John
walks’ or ‘Nancy sleeps’. Such a combination of a subject and a
predicate is the major characteristic of colons {and of sentences) in
languages all over the world. The type of discourse analysis considered
in this volume is based on the fact that the major colon types of a
language can be derived from this simple structure of N + V.

C (colon)
N A"
John walks
Betty eats
people work
birds fly

In a number of languages (including Greek, of course) a substitute for
the nominal element (for example, pronouns such as ‘T, ‘you’, ‘we’,
‘he’, ‘she’, ‘they’, ‘it’) may be combined with the verbal element to
constitute a single word, but one which is semantically complex in the
sense that it contains two elements which are not semantically
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dependent one upon the other. In Greek ‘we walk’ would be
represented as Badifopev, a single word but at the same time a colon
which overtly displays the nominal element in the personal ending
-pev and the verbal element in the stem Badil-.

We have already mentioned one important reason for speaking of
colons in Greek rather than using the term “‘sentences.” Since the
word sentence would suggest to many readers any combination of
clauses combined by means of so-called coordinate conjunctions such
as ‘and’, ‘or’, ‘but’, ‘for’, and since Greek writers tended to combine
almost all colons by means of some type of conjunction, it would mean
that from a purely formal standpoint (based on analogies in
present-day European languages) a sentence would be enormously
long and involved. But there is still an additional reason for speaking of
colons rather than sentences, for in certain linguistic analyses the term
sentence (with the abbreviation S) has been employed in speaking of
any syntactic string which may be less or even more than a colon. For
example, some linguists would insist on analyzing the string ‘the horse
and the bull are grazing’ as consisting of three S’s:

/S\
/S\ /S\
N A\’ N A\’
the horse grazes the bull grazes

This type of diagram is rather confusing since it suggests that there are
three sentence structures. In reality, of course, the expression ‘the
horse and the bull are grazing’ seems to be far more satisfactorily
analyzed as a single S:

S

T

N A\’

the horse and the bull are grazing
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The reason for adopting this second analysis is essentially the fact that
without further information about the expression ‘the horse and the
bull are grazing’, one would assume that there is some kind of joint
activity or relationship involved in the horse and the bull, that is to say,
they would likely be grazing at the same time and possibly even in the
same field. From the standpoint of colon analysis, the expression ‘the
horse and the bull are grazing’ would be regarded as a single colon.
Some linguists, however, insist that every subject-predicate relation-
ship is essentially an S, and therefore in a sentence such as ‘Peter said
that his dog is clever’ the relationships would be diagrammed as
follows:

/ S
N A%
Peter
said that his dog is clever
S
/\
N A%
that his dog is clever

The string ‘that his dog is clever’ is a noun phrase complement
containing the clause ‘his dog is clever’, but such a clause should
not be regarded as a colon, for it is only a dependent part of a colon,
that is to say, it is dependent upon the verb ‘said’ in the sense
that it is the content of what is said. In the above diagram of ‘Peter
said that hisdog is clever’ the initial S would be equivalent to a colon,
but the second S would only be a dependent subject-predicate
structure.

Based upon the definition of a colon as used in this volume, in the
sentence ‘the man went to Boston and the boy played in his room’
there would be two colons, since there is no direct dependency
relationship between ‘the man went to Boston’ and ‘the boy played in
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his room’. This English sentence is diagrammed by a number of
linguists as:

S
S S
/\\ and / /\
N v N v
the man went 1o Boston the boy  played in his room

In this instance we would analyze ‘the man went to Boston’ as being
one colon and ‘the boy played in his room’ as being the second colon.
The conjunction ‘and’ would only be a transitional element between
colons. All of this means that so-called simple sentences and complex
sentences (those with dependent clauses) are regarded as colons, while
so-called coordinate sentences (those in which potentially indepen-
dent clauses are combined by coordinate conjunctions) are regarded as
consisting of two or more colons.

In its shortest form a colon may consist of a single word, but as
already noted, it will always have a nominal and a verbal element
(unless, as in a few instances, it consists of a highly elliptical
expression). Note, for example, how Badilel, vooel, and 5idwyl all
consist of a nominal element as indicated in the suffix and a predicate
element in the verb stem. The nominal element may be made more
explicit by the use of an independent pronoun, as in the sentences
oUtog Padiel, altn vooel, and &yw Sidwyl, in which case the
nominal element is rhetorically emphatic. But the nominal element
may also be a noun, noun phrase, or nominal clause as in ol irtrot
Boéokovral or oi ralta notfjoavteg Epuyov, but the same principle
of a colon consisting of nominal and verbal elements still applies:

//S\
N A%
(ob) irrol Bookovtat
(the) horses feed
ol talTta nomoavreg Epuyov

the people who did this fled
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The nominal element may be extended as in 6 inrog kal ¢ Talpog
Boéoxovtal. This should generally, following our previous argumen-
tation, not be analyzed as two separate sentences ¢ innog BéokeTal
and 6 talpog BoéokeTai—and thus posed as two colons. A colon,
being a construction unit conveying a coherent piece of information,
will generally require 6 irtog kal 6 Tadpog Béokovtalto be a single
unit, that is, one colon. Yet, it stands to reason that a speaker may use
the above mentioned string in such a way that by the particular
intonation pattern employed to vocalize the string, one may tell that
special emphasis is placed on the two participants of the action in order
to communicate the information as ‘the horse and the bull are grazing’.
Such a vocalization of this string may be interpreted as ‘the horse is
grazing and besides this event, the bull is also grazing’. In this case the
surface structure representation is not merely ‘the horse and the bull
are grazing’ (that is to say one colon), but the ‘and’ shows that the
surface structure representation is equivalent to ‘the horse is grazing
and the bull is grazing’ (that is to say, two colons). In written
communication one may employ punctuation, italics, capitalization, or
some other device to highlight this fact. Since in ancient literature such
procedures were never used, examples as 0 Inmnog kal ¢ talpog
Béorovrtal may occasionally be regarded as ambiguous, since it is
possible (though perhaps generally not probable) that a reader may
understand such a string as ‘the horse is grazing and the bull is also
grazing'. We have to resort to the structure of the whole paragraph in
which such a string appears, or to the word order—say chiasm or
unusual position—to help us decide how to analyze the string. In Luke
21:10 (éyepBnrioeTal £8vog £ €8vog Kal Baoteia éni BaolAelav)
one may argue that the initial position of &yepBrioetal involves
emphasis, and that this string actually represents ¢yep8nioetal £8vog
Er’ €Bvog kai £yepBrioetal BaotAeia £ni BaoiAeiav. This may be
further endorsed by the following colon (Luke 21:11) celouoi 1€
peyahol kai katd témoug Aol kal Aotpol Eoovtal, presenting the
N + V elements in a chiastic arrangement £yep8rjoetal + nominals :
nominals + £covtat. In this latter colon oglouoi may be taken as a
first unit, with Aigol kal Aowuoi as a second unit, thus giving two
colons. This may be based on the judgement that Alyol kal Aotuol is
separated from oelopol by katd TOMOUG, and also on the basis of the
chiastic pattern having two items contrasied on cach side, that is,
£8vog + Baoiheia : oelopoi + Aol kal Aowuol. The Aol kat
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Aotpoi may then be justified as a lexical unit coming at the end of the
pattern and doubled in itself for stylistic emphasis. Therefore, if
emphasis is taken into account as a vital feature in the structure of the
discourse, Luke 21:10-11 may be analyzed as four colons. On the other
hand a reader of the paragraph Luke 21:7-19 may regard the feature of
emphasis as not being structurally dominant. In such a case he would
analyze Luke 21:10-11 into only two colons.

In Rom 4:10 the statement n®¢ oUv £AoyioBn; &v nepttouf] HvTIH
£v GkpoPuoTiq; oUk &v nepitouf] GAN’ &v GkpoBuotia offers an
interesting case. Should this, for example, be analyzed as consisting of
five colons, in which case £Aoy{o8n would need to be understood with
each contrastive element, or is it more probable that there is essentially
a three-fold division in which éAoy{o81 must be understood with each
alternative set?

(a) n@g olv &hoyiodn

(b) &Aoyigbn &v neptrousy bHvti
b—————> L§ &v axpoBuotia

(c) éhoyigbn oUK &V TEPLTOMT
e ———»

GAN" &v akpopuoTig

It is essential to realize that in continuous discourse the multiple
relationships are often highly complex and must often be stated
in terms of multiple dimensions. It is therefore impossible to treat
such structures as amenable to fixed sets of rules. Different alter-
natives must be considered on the basis of degrees of probability,
and this is particularly true of stylistic features in which the subtle
and often multidimensional factors make any rigid analysis quite
impossible.

Since colon analysis is primarily a procedure dealing with
continuous discourse, 1t must take into account all possible formal
features, not only those involving syntax, but all stylistic features
which may be regarded as being on a rhetorical level. One must begin
with syntactic features, which in a sense have priority since they
constitute ways in which basic relationships between fundamental
units are most clearly marked. But the rhetorical features of style must
also be considered when one is attempting to analyze the semantic
content of any colon or paragraph or even larger unit.
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In general, syntactic structures point to a single semantic solution,
that is to say, most syntactic structures are not fundamentally
ambiguous, but there are a number of syntactic features which permit
of two or more possible analyses, and one must then try to determine
which of the underlying alternative semantic structures is being
reflected in the syntactic forms.

It would be wrong to think that one uses merely syntactic analysis up
to a point when ambiguity occurs after which one must employ
semantic analysis. In fact, all syntactic constructions have semantic
implications, that is to say, they have syntactic meaning. But when a
syntactic construction is ambiguous in meaning, then one must employ
an analysis of the meaning which depends upon a wider framework
than the specific syntax of an individual colon or sentence.

In Rom. 1:17 the expression 6 8& dikalog £k niotewd {foetal may
be analyzed in terms of two different sets of syntactic relations:

(1) ‘the righteous shall live by faith’ or
(2) ‘he who is righteous by means of faith shall live’.

The purely syntactic arguments cannot resolve the ambiguity, and one
can readily see why &k nioTewq has been traditionally treated as in a
dependent relationship to {joetal rather than to dikalog, since a
phrase such as €k TioTew( expressing means would normally be
related to a verb such as {rfjgetat rather than to an adjective such as
dikalog. Unfortunately a reference to Hab 2:4 in the LXX or even to
the Hebrew OT does not provide a satisfactory basis for analyzing this
guotation, since it is a rather free quotation. But despite the tradition
which tends to relate £k nicTewg to the verb {Roetal, there seems
every reason to believe that in terms of the total discourse &K rioTewg
should be related to &ikaiog. This interpretation of 6 8¢ dikalog &k
niotewqg Zfjoetal on the basis of the wider context of the Epistle to the
Romans is further confirmed by the implication that dikaiog involves
not some abstract characteristic of a person, but a state of being
resulting from an activity. If, for example, dlkatoq is understood as
referring to a person who has been put right with God, then quite
clearly ¢k niotewq seems to be a fully justified attributive.
Actual ambiguities do not have a high frequency of occurrence, but
it is true that within the narrow scope of an individual phrase, clause,
or even colon, there may be frequent instances of potential
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ambiguities, most of which, however, are resolved by the wider
context.

As already noted, the Greek word k@Aov was used by ancient
Greek grammarians and stylists to designate a stretch of language
having an interrelated grammatical construction and expressing a
coherent thought. It is not used here in precisely the same way as
the ancient grammarians used k@Aov (see, for example, Demetrius
neplt epueveiag), for they based their divisions into colons on
logical units entailing numerous variations which would allow
readers to analyze the structure of any paragraph in quite different
ways. In contrast, therefore, to colon analysis as practiced by the
Greeks and others in terms of so-called thought units, the term
colon is used in this analysis in a rather precise way and refers to a
unit of syntactic cohesion.

Though a colon is essentially a formal unit, nevertheless one may
look upon it from a semantic point of view as consisting of a relatively
coherent piece of information, that is to say, it is essentially a kind of
proposition. Both semantically and syntactically, therefore, the colon
is a single integrated structure. It always has either overtly or covertly a
central matrix consisting of a subject and predicate, each having the
possibility of extended features. This matrix consists of verbal forms
and each syntactic relationship of these forms has a meaning.
Furthermore, the unit as a whole has a meaning in the sense that it
consists of a proposition. A colon, therefore, may be defined as a
structural unit having a particular syntactic form and a related semantic
content. Inevitably the semantic interpretation of a colon depends in
considerable degree upon the syntactic relationships of the units within
the colon. This does not rule out the fact that the semantic
interpretation of a colon also depends upon the wider context in which
the colon itself is embedded.

Since the meaning of any colon depends not only upon its internal
relations, but also upon its external relations, one might want to
develop a methodology in which one would attempt to look at both sets
of relations at the same time. But such a procedure becomes
exceedingly complex. From the standpoint of a more satisfactory
methodology, it seems better to begin with the internal structure and
its related meanings and then to move on to the analysis of the external
relations and their meanings. This order of procedure seems to be
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justified in view of the fact that a high percentage of the meanings of a
colon can be determined on the basis of the internal structure, and only
in relatively fewer cases must one look to the external relations for the
analysis of the meaning.

To summarize, one may say that the colon is the basic structural unit
of a discourse having both form and meaning. Its form consists
essentially in its syntactic patterning, while its meaning, consisting of
the meanings of its lexical units and the structural relationships
between the constituent parts, provides the fundamental data by which
eventually the total semantic content of a discourse may be
determined.

As already noted, a colon is a structural unit consisting of 2 nominal
element and a verbal element, both of which may be expanded by
coordinate series or by attributives which are syntactically dependent
upon the so-called head words:

/C\
N A%
‘Inoolg HABe
Jesus came
avdpeg apikvoivrat
men arrive

The nominal element can be expanded by coordinate additions:

C
o
/// \
-
N v
avdpeg kal yuvalkeg apikvolvrai
men and women arrive

The nominal element may also be expanded by adding attributives,
for example, deictic, quantitative, qualitative, etc.:
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C
N A%

6 avnp Epxetat

the man comes
6éka &vdpeg napeTUyxavov

ten men happened to be present
ayaBog avnp tykpateUeTal
(a) good man exercises self-control

Although attributives which are added to a nominal element supply
additional information, they do in fact restrict the range of reference of
the head word. The more that is added to the head word, the more the
potential range of the head word is restricted. For example ol 5éka
dayadoi dvdpeg ‘the ten good men’ involves a severe restriction of
Gvdpeqg which could refer to any and all men, but ol specifies
particular men, those who have been presumably mentioned
previously in the context; €ka restricts the meaning of &vdpeg to ten
such men, and dyaBoi further restricts qualitatively to a certain class
of men. The expression ol 6éka dyaBol Gvdpeg dpikovto ‘the ten
good men arrived’ consists of a single colon in which the restrictions
are semantically very important for a continuous discourse, since the
attributives ot, 8éka, and dyaBoi all increase considerably what might
be regarded as the specificity of avdpeq.

Attributives themselves may also be expanded by adding coordinate
elements or by employing modifying clauses:

C\
N v
(1) 6 &yaBog kai elppuwv
avnp gyxpateletal
the good and gracious exercises self-control

man
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(2) 6 4vip 6¢ talra
énoinoe rnapatuyxavetat
the man who did this happens to be present

The phrase 6g talta £noinoe (or a corresponding participial phrase
such as ra0ra noifjoag) has essentially the same function as AyaBog
has in the expression 6 Aya8og avnip. Similarly e0ppwv adds an
additional qualifying feature and in colon analysis one would normally
rewrite 6 ayabo6g kai elppwv AvAp as:

o avrip

L [dyaeéq

Kai elgpwv

This type of graphic representation is merely a heuristic device to
highlight the constituent elements of a phrase, but one may also
rewrite 0 AyaBog¢ kai eUPpwv Aviip as:

avnp

L 5
ayagog

kai edppwv

Both of the above notations clearly show that @vip in the expression
6 AyaBog kal elppwyv Avrp has three attributives which restrict its
range of reference, but the second diagram shows the relation of the
three attributives in a more explicit manner. Nevertheless, the former
method of diagramming is more generally employed, since it saves
space, a factor which is particularly important in mapping a whole
paragraph on a single page.

In the above examples a singular verbal element has been used
throughout, but one can, of course, enlarge the verbal element by
adding restrictions or by producing a coordinate series. As long as all
additions can be linked to a basic nominal element and a basic verbal
element, the resulting structure consists of one colon.

The coordinate series of a verbal element may at times seem to pose
a problem of ambiguity. For instance, in the statement & avrp
anekpidn kai eine . . . , some persons might want to assume that
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there are two colons because there are two verbs, but in reality
anexpidn kal eine refers to a single activity even as Grokp1Beig eine
would refer to a single activity. One can best diagram these
relationships as:

/C\
N \'%
6 avip anekpidn kal eine . . .

arokpifeiq eine . . .

One may justify combining &rekpi@n and eine as being a
coordinate series in the predicate of a single colon by pointing out that
their meanings are very close together in semantic space and thus can
be regarded as being merely two verbal means of referring to
essentially the same activity. Justification for this analysis can also be
based upon the fact that this doubling of expressions for saying reflects
a Semitic usage. In Rom 1:25 the two verbal expressions £ceBdoon-
oav kai EAdtpeuocay ‘‘they worshiped and served’” may be regarded
as complementary ways of speaking about religious devotion, and
therefore may be interpreted as being means by which one may refer to
closely related phases of essentially a single act.

The predicate element of any colon may involve a number of
so-called expansions of the verbal element. These may consist of
so-called direct objects, indirect objects, expressions of time, place,
circumstances, purpose, result, and so forth. The following constitute
three of the more frequently occurring structural types:

C
///\
N \"

o avip Sidwol BifAiov

the man gives a book
Bidwol avuT®
gives to him
Bidwol ael

gives always
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In the example SiSwol1 BLPAlov, the term BifAiov qualifies 5idwot
by identifying the object involved in the process of giving, In a sense
BiBAiov restricts the giving to a particular type of object. It would be
possible to expand this type of so-called direct object by a coordinate
series, for example, 5i5woi Bi1fAiov kal kdAapov ‘he gives a book and
a pen’. One may also substitute a clause having essentially the same
syntactic function, for example, dwoouowv 6 £av aitionTtal ‘they will
give whatever he may ask’.

In the expression 6 avip 5idwol autd the event 5idwot is qualified
by indicating who is indirectly involved in or affected by the event of
giving, One may likewise have in this structural position a coordinate
series, for example, 8idwol aut® kai Taig yuvaigi ‘he gives to him
and to the women’. One may also substitute a dependent subject-pred-
icate structure, for example §i56ao1 10ig oUv aUT® olOV ‘they give
to those who are with him’,

In the expression 5idwot dei the qualifying element A&l character-
izes the event in terms of a temporal feature, but one may also employ
a statement such as 8i8wol iAap®g ‘he gives cheerfully’, in which case
iAap@®g qualifies the manner of giving. Many other types of
qualifications may be employed, for example, setting, reason, result,
purpose, condition, concession, and the like. Nevertheless, as
qualifications of the verb they function in a way basically similar to el
and ihap®g. Furthermore, these qualifying elements may be added
one to another, for example, didwol Aei iAap®g ‘he always gives
cheerfully’.

As in the case of elements added to the nominal part of a colon,
those expressions which are added to the verbal element also restrict
the range of reference even as they supply further information. In
other words, they add to the information, but they restrict the range of
the head word or phrase. That means that the more that is added, the
more the range of the head word or expression is restricted. Note, for
example, the series of restrictions occurring in ¢ aya86g avip &g
tadta énoinoe aei moAl didwol iva owdAte which may be
diagrammed as follows.
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6 avnp Sidwol
ael
oAU
iva owente
~ ayafog
L»

6¢ taltra énoinoe

In the expression 6 aya8odg aviip 8¢ talta énoinoe Gl oAU
5idwol tva owbfjte, there is, however, a potential ambiguity, for
certainly Gei may be related to énoinoe as well as to 3idwot, though
one would expect that if Gei were to qualify éroinoe, it would
immediately precede £€noinoe rather than follow.

The evidence that this sentence consists of a single colon is based
upon the fact that each one of the elements is linked in one way or

another to either the subject or the predicate elements.
One may also state the principal semantic relations involved in the

graphic representation of the above sentence:

6 avnp didwat

(relating ael (time of giving)

avnp to . .

the dis- TIOAU (manner of giving)
course) iva owdnte (purpose for giving)

aya®o¢ (qualification)
=L

6¢ taldta énoinoe (identification)

As may be clearly seen, the colon is a structure consisting of a
nominal element and a verbal element which constitute the matrix of
the colon, and both of these elements may be expanded by certain
semantic restrictions, as long as these restrictions are linked directly to
the basic elements of the matrix. There is no theoretical limit to the
length of a colon. What is important is the structural relations involved
in the constituent parts,
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Finally, there is an additional type of expansion whereby a colon
may be extended by means of an emotive element which may have a
double function. In the first place, it may prompt attention, but it may
also serve to characterize the colon as a whole rather than to qualify
either the subject or the predicate elements. The addition of €0 ‘alas’
to a statement provides a kind of modal qualification for the statement
itself, and the particle vai ‘yes, indeed’ is likewise essentially modal in
its semantic bearing on the colon with which it is combined. On the
other hand, the addition of vocative expressions such as AdeA®oi
‘brothers’ and Av8peq ‘foudalol ‘fellow Jews’ are perhaps better
analyzed as being so-called minor sentence types, and thus in a sense
consisting of a kind of colon with implied elliptical elements. For
example, Gvdpeqg ‘loudalot may be interpreted as simply ‘you are
fellow Jews'. On the other hand, in a statement such as AdeAgol, Eywm
Atyw talva Upiv ‘brothers, I say these things to you’, one could
analyze adeA@ol as being a qualification of or in apposition to Opiv in
a sense of ‘vou brothers’ or ‘you who are brothers’.

In summary, one may therefore list the following colons as
representing the typical structures:

(1) o avnp didwot

(2) 6 ayaBocg avip dldwal
(3) o avip didwaot BiBAiov
(4) 6 avnp didwor auTd
(5) 0 avhp didwaor aei

(6) el & avnp Sidwol

A colon, then, may be regarded as syntactically an expression having a
matrix consisting of a nominal element and a verbal element along with
such additions as are linked directly to either of the two elements of the
matrix or additions which are in turn linked to other additions.

As long as a series of words is directly or indirectly related to a single
matrix consisting of a nominal and verbal element, such an expression
consists of a single colon. In the case of 6 viip didwol Toig Ayada
aitololv ‘the man gives to those asking good things’, Toig§ dyaBd
altoOouv is an indirect object of 5idwol, while Aya4 is at the same
time the direct object of altofolv. Similarly, in Rom 6:4,
ouvetagnuev olv altd &1 To0 Banriouatog eig ToOv Bavarov,
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va @ormep fyEpdn XpLotdg ek vekpav 1a TAg 86Eng Tol natpédg,
oUTwG Kal NUELg £v kKalvoTNTL LW NEPMATOWUEY constitutes a
single colon with cuveTAgnueyv as its matrix consisting of both a verb
and nominal element (the nominal element is in the suffix -yev), butin
Rom 6:13, und¢ naplotavete 1a PEAN Upbv OmAa adikiag th
aupapTiq, GAAd napactiicate ¢autolg TO Bed woel €K vEKPPY
{vTag kai T HEAN U@V OrAa Sikaloolvng T Be@, there are two
colons, since there are two matrices, nmaplotavete and napaotr-
cate. Clearly, mapaotrjcate cannot be analyzed as merely an
addition to any one of the elements already dependent or added to
napiotavete. Accordingly, napacticate becomes the head word of
the second colon.

When one is in doubt as to whether a particular element or
expression is part of a colon or constitutes a colon in and of itself, one
should immediately determine whether such an expression is
syntactically linked to one and only one of the two elements in the
subject-predicate matrix, that is to say, the nominal element or the
verbal element or to any one of the additions which is already linked to
the matrix. That is to say, the linking may be either direct or indirect.

In view of the structural linking of elements which constitute a
colon, one may regard the colon as essentially a ‘thought unit’, but it
would be wrong to regard any and every ‘thought unit’ as being a
colon. Accordingly, one cannot use mere semantic features for
marking off colons, since colons are basically syntactic structures by
which a speaker or writer expresses propositions. For example, in
Rom 1:11, érurto8d yap ideiv UUAG, iva TIL HETAS® XApLoMa UMV
nveupaTikdv, the phrase iva ... nveupatikdv is syntactically
linked to érurto®® . . . UUAQ as an expression of purpose. The author
could have certainly conveyed his thought as Eruno0® yap ideiv Guag
aitia 8¢ £otiv iva peTtad® xaplopa Lulv nveupatikév. In the latter

case Qitia . . . MveUHATIKOV is also an expression of purpose linked
sermnantically with érunoB® . . . UMAG, but it is not linked syntactically
to &ruroB® . . . GHAQ except by means of the conjunctive particle 3¢,

which marks coordinate relationships between colons rather than
dependent relationships within a colon. In the first structure consisting
of one colon, the purpose is expressed in a syntactically dependent
manner. In the second structure, a relatively similar meaning is
communicated, but the purpose is not syntactically dependent upon
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the expression £€runo6® . . . Updg, and for that reason the second
structure constitutes two colons.

In a continuous discourse it is important to maintain a clear
distinction between the syntactic structure and the semantic relation-
ships; and in order to establish a firm basis for semantic analysis, it is
important to begin with the overt syntactic structure. Otherwise, one
may engage in all types of fanciful intuitive judgments. Since the
surface structure shows clearly how an author chose to present his
message, it is this surface representation which is fundamental to a
valid semantic interpretation.

In Rom 1:11 the conjunction Yap in £runoB®® yap . . . nveupatl-
KOV is a typical syntactic marker which relates &ruro6® . . . nveuv-
patikdv to the previous statement in Rom 1:9-10. Though
Errob® . . . mveupatikdy is syntactically linked to the previous
statement, it is not a dependent restriction upon any particular
structure in the previous statement. It is rather a reason for the
statement as a whole, and therefore not embedded within a part of it.
As such, it stands as a separate colon in relationship to Rom 1:9-10
which is itself also a single colon. The fact that the clause in which yap
occurs does not qualify any particular structure in the previous colon
but rather semantically qualifies the entire content of the colon also
means that ydp is not a conjunction introducing a dependent clause,
but rather a kind of transitional particle introducing a new colon.

A similar situation occurs in Matt 8:14-17 in which the clause
6nwg . . . EB4otacev begins a new colon, since the sentence
introduced by d1wg is a conclusion to several preceding colons and is
not directly dependent upon the immediately preceding expression
navrag . . . é0epdanevoev. Accordingly, énwg serves not as a
conjunction to mark the embedding of a dependent clause, but as a
transitional particle marking the beginning of a separate colon.

In Matt 8:20 the statement A€yet aUT® & 'Inoolq, Al AAdnekeg
PwAe0UGg Exouaiv kal & netelvd To0 0Upavol KaTaokNvwoeLlg, &
6& vidg 100 GvBpwrou ouk Exel Mol THv KePAANV KAIvn “*Jesus
said to him, The foxes have holes and the birds of the sky have nests,
but the Son of Man does not have a place where he may lay his head”
must be analyzed from two different perspectives. If one considers the
entire statement AEYEL . . . KAivn], then obviously there is only one
colon, since the quoted statement ai GAWNEKES . . . kKAivy is the
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so-calied direct object of content of the verb Aéye:. At the same time,
the direct discourse, al GADNEKES . . . KAivr consists of three colons,
each with a separate subject and predicate expression. In all cases of
embedded direct discourse it is essential to analyze the structures from
two quite distinct viewpoints:

(1) the total expression introduced by some verb of speaking or
writing; and
(2) the embedded elements which constitute a direct discourse.

All direct discourse constitutes in itself a discourse unit which is
subject to the same principles of analysis as those employed in
analyzing any type of discourse.

It is, of course, possible to treat the three embedded colons in Matt
8:20 as being subcolons, in other words, consisting of structures which
function in 2 manner similar to colons as far as their interrelations are
concerned, but are part of a larger colon in terms of the frame in which
they occur.

Though the emphasis in this analysis is first of all on single colons, it
would be wrong to think of discourses merely in terms of a series of
more or less isolated colons, for colons always cluster together to form
larger thematic units. These thematic units normally constitute a
paragraph, and a series of thematic units consisting of paragraphs
frequently combine to form a section or chapter of a discourse. But as
already noted, from the standpoint of the thematic development of a
discourse, the paragraph is a more fundamental unit than the colon
itself. This approach parallels the statement made by Jordan (1965:
121) that a paragraph is a readily perceptible whole by which an author
says ‘‘this much of my thought I wish you to consider separately from
the rest because it seems to me to have a particular unity and to
advance the idea in a peculiar way.”

Though a paragraph is often treated in terms of being essentially a
thematic or semantic unit, it nevertheless is often marked in a formal
way, for example, by transitional particles, repeated words, parallel or
chiastic structures, or introductory and/or terminal statements. The
paragraph, as a series of semantically related colons, may have several
different types of structures. For example, a paragraph may begin by a
so-called paragraph sentence which states the theme of the
paragraph, and what follows is simply an explication of that theme. On
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the other hand, it is possible to have a paragraph which develops
various aspects of a theme and then presents the theme as a summary
statement at the end of the paragraph. It is also possible for a
paragraph to begin and end with a type of summary statement; or the
middle of the paragraph may be the focal element, and the
development may be towards that central position and then move away
from it. The various patterns of structure may be illustrated graphically
by the following diagrams:

theme theme
f \ theme

theme theme

What is important is not so much the type of structural pattern of a
paragraph, but rather the extent of its internal semantic unity in
contrast with preceding and following thematic units or paragraphs.

A paragraph is then a type of formal-semantic structure consisting
normally of a series of colons employed by the author to build up a
larger semantic unit. The individual colons normally consist of
coherent pieces of information (that is to say, propositions) which
form semantic units in and of themselves, but which also contribute to
the larger semantic structure of the paragraph. But if one is to do full
justice to any discourse, it is essential to begin with the overt structures
of the colons and to work towards the larger units of the discourse.

The following series of examples will illustrate this theoretical
approach:

Example 1: Philemon 4-7

The first step when analyzing a segment of language is to mark out
the construction units. Philem 4-7 appears in the UBSGNT text as one
single sentence. The first aim of a discourse analysis is to divide the
sentence into colon units. As was said earlier, the colons are nothing
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other than the thought units of the total expression. If, for example,
five colons are found within a paragraph, then these five cooperate to
form the whole expression by stating five major units of thought in
relation to each other in a definite semantically determined pattern.

In the analysis of Philem 4-7 the following construction is found: the
sentence begins with eUyxapioT® t@ 8e® pou ndvrote followed by a
participial construction MvEiav cou MOIOUHEVOSG €mi TGOV mpo-
oeux®v Mou. Two adverbial constructions can be linked to
eUXapLoTO:

eUXaploT®

L[ndvrote

uveiav 0ol MoloUPEVOG £l TV MPOCEUXOV HOU

After this follows the section introduced by dkoUwv, which also
follows on from euxapiot®. This can be schematized as:
eUXapioT@® T® Be® Hou
— TMAVIOTE
. pveiav gou moloUuevog £rti

TOV NPOCEUXDV

v

pou

L @aroUwv oou thv ayannv

Kai v nioTiv

The relative sentence fiv EXE1G MPOG TOV KUPLOV ‘Incolv Kal eig
néavrtag Toug dyioug that follows acts as an extension of Aydnnv Kai
nioTwv. The part of the sentence beginning with 8nwg follows, but this
cannot, naturally, succeed fiv EXelg, eUXaplot®, Mveiav oou
noiloUpevVog or Gkouwv. Among these fiv £xelq and dkolwv are
excluded because it would not make any sense for the phrase to follow
on from either of them. The other two are also unlikely antecedents for
6nwg, since the meaning would then be rather forced. It seems best to
join dnwg and what follows to an assumed NMpooeUxoual based on a
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transformation of &ni t@v npooeux®v pou. The construction can
then be explained as follows. Because ndvrtorte is closely related to
uveiav . . . npooeux@v pou the relations between the parts may be
shown as: mAvroTe presents a fixing of the time of pveiav . . . npo-
geux®v pou, and together they fix the time of eUxapot®. The
following section of the sentence (dkoUwv . . . MOTIV) presents the
reason for eUXapioT®. All this results in one sentence that begins with
e0UXapLoTd up to TOUG Ayiouq at the end of verse 5. From énwg
onwards we have a new construction built upon npoogUyouat. This
construction introduces a new colon. The ydp at the beginning of verse
7 does not directly follow as an extension to any particular section of
the two colons but rather introduces what has traditionally been
described as a coordinate main clause. In more modern terminology
the ya@p introduces a new colon that combines additively with the
entire preceding colon. The yap, therefore, equals Yy’ dpa. It is a
transitional particle introducing a new colon, and not a conjunction
introducing a dependant clause (see p. 114 above). Philem 4-7 can
now be schematized on the basis of its colon structure (which is its
syntactic structure) into three thought units that cover the four verses
of the traditional text of Philemon:

1. eUxapioT® T® BEQ pou
L » when MAVTOTE
|::uvaiuv OOV TIOIOUHEVOG

£nl TV MPOCEUX®OV MOU

L > why —» GroUwV OOU THV
ayannv kai ™y
Moty ————
v Exeiq NMPodG TOV KUpLov

‘Inoouv Kkai €ig¢ navrag toug dyloug

2. npooeltxoual 6nwg . . . £i§ XpLordy

3. xapav yap £oxov . .. 4deApé
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Before colons 2 and 3 are examined, colon 1 needs to be analyzed in
further detail. The reason why Paul tells Philemon that he thanks God
every time he prays, is given in two parts: dy@nnv and nioTiv. The
relative clause which follows also consists of two parts: TOv KUplov
"Incolv and ndvrag ToUg dyiouq. It is understandable that Paul ties
in love and faith with Jesus, but only love fits with the &ylol—the
fellow believers. Faith in Jesus and faith in cobelievers do not exist on
the same level. However, this problem is solved when it is observed
that the four elements are put in a chiastic arrangement. The chiasmus
(with a basic pattern of a-b-b-a) is a popular form of style that is found
in the NT. This results in the following:

akolwv gou THv Gyammv kai v nmioTv §v EXelQ

T

npog OV KUplov 'Inoolv kai €ig ndvrag toU ayioug

The chiasmus demonstrates how the text cannot be translated as ‘1
hear of your love and faith you have for the Lord Jesus and all the
believers’, but rather must be ‘I hear of your faith in the Lord Jesus and
your love for your fellow believers’. In this chiastic construction of
colon 1 &@yann and niotiq are the key events. This is continued in
colons 2 and 3. Colon 2 has nioTI§ as an element, and colon 3 has
&yann. Incolon 2 nioT1g is related to the phrase £ig Xplotov, while in
colon 3 aydnn is related to Twv Ayiwv. This once more confirms the
chiasmus of colon 1. Note also the chiastic arrangement if all three
colons are discerned: dyanm-niong-niotig-Gyann.

The entire paragraph of Philem 4-7 can now be shown as in diagram
on page 121.

From this structure or pattern the paragraph can be seen to consist of
two parts: colons 2 and 3 are an extension of colon 1. The entire text is
concerned with Philemon'’s love for his fellow believers and their faith
in Christ. In colon 1 Paul mentioned that this was a reason for his
thankfulness to God. In colon 2 he continues with the fact that he prays
for Philemon’s faith to remain in action. The result of this faith is the
observance of blessings which leads to Philemon’s helpfulness to his
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1. eUXaploT@® T® Bed pou

navrote
———» when
pveiav cou noloUpevog &nt

_______ TV
MPOCEUXDV HOU

> why dkoUwv cou ThHV
Kai v

[nioTwv]fv Exeiq npdg ToOV

| kUptov “Incodv |

|
|
|

Kal gigq ndvrtag
TOUQ s

€ e ey

2. npooeUxopal 6nwg 1) kowvwvia Thg | nioTewmg| gou

Lévspvr‘]q yé:vr]rml

N &v EruyvOOoEL naviog dyaBol
i

L+T00 &v  fulv
Eem

3. xGpav yap noAAnv Eoxov kal napdkAnolv éni

™0 oou
611 TG onAdyxva T(bvdvanénauml

O18 000, 4deApé
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fellow believers (colon 3). Paul is glad about this, and he gives thanks
to God.

The centralidea of the entire argument is Philemon’s love and faith.
This is the pivot point of the paragraph. Each paragraph will have a
pivot point. Sometimes one colon can take such a central position with
respect to the other colons so that they all revolve, as it were, around
this one colon. An example of this will be given later. In Philem 4-7
the focus is situated in the chiasmus. However, there is no fixed rule for
determining the focus since it must be determined ad hoc every time
from the pattern or structure of the paragraph.

The next step is to analyze the elements of the colons in terms of
their kernel sentences. From this the following nuclear structures can
be derived: ‘I thank my God'—‘1 always pray’—‘I call your name’-—‘1
pray’. The relations between these kernel elements are as follows: ‘1
pray and mention vou' = ‘I pray for you; and every time I do this, I
thank my God’. Then the reason, analyzed above, follows: ‘because I
hear of your faith in the Lord Jesus and of your love for your fellow
believers’. Then foliows colon 2 containing a difficult formulation
which can be analyzed as:

" kowvwvia TAG nioTews oou
e L—
L ‘_—VJ
E E
= I share (with you) = you believe

In this structure we have two event words in a genitive construction
which can be transformed as: “You believe and I share in your faith’.
That is to say: ‘you and I share in the faith’. Paul then continues by
expressing the wish that this faith they share should be évepyng, that
is, that it should be active, diligent &v émyvioet navtdg Ayabol ‘in
the knowledge of every good deed’. The word éniyvwolg is an event
word: *we know’. So colun 2 means: ‘I pray that the faith we share will
bring us knowledge of all good things’. That is, that we know all the
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good things. These good things are ours (&v "u1v) and have Christ as
goal (eig Xp1otdv). These are the things related to our faith. The other
side of the coinrelates to our love towards one another. This is stated in
colon 3 which can be seen as:

xapdv kal napakAnoiv —

E E
—» £l TA dyann ocou
= | am glad = I amen- |
couraged

In other words, your love brings me a lot of joy and courage. The §T1
phrase gives the reason for this with the idiomatic expression t@
onAdyxva dvanénauta, literally, ‘inner feelings are relieved’. This
idiom can be transformed into ‘help someone so that he can be glad™.
That is, to gladden someone by helping him.

Using the above analysis and transformations, the entire text can be
reconstructed by the following dynamic translation: ‘Philemon, every
time [ pray I thank my God for you for I heard of your faith in the Lord
Jesus and your love for your fellow believers. And I pray that the faith
we share will make us to know the good things that are for us in view of
Christ. Your faith my brother, brought me great joy and encourage-
ment because you cheered up your fellow belicvers with the help you
gave them’.

Example 2: Colossians 3:1-4

To analyze this text one will begin by marking out the construction
units. The first is from &l oOv cuvnyépénte up to Tol BeoDd
kaBnfpevog. This section has a form analogous to a sentence such as ‘I
always give a book’ that has been extended to ‘I always give an
interesting book’. Instead of ‘I give’ there is in Col 3:1{ntette. Instead
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of ‘book’ T& &vw has been extended like ‘interesting book’ to o0 &
Xpiotéq oty év Bekid 100 Beol kaBnuevog. Instead of ‘always’
there is i 00v ouvnyépOnTe T@® Xp1ot@. In other words we find only
one construction and so only one colon. However, this colon consists
of smaller construction units that are tied to each other by the nuclear
units as follows:

el olv  ouvnyépnte 1@ Xpotd
L “ ] . _

L—» passive with God as 14 v Intelte
subject

= if God revived you together with Christ

The relation between the sections €l . . . Xplot® and 1ad Gvw
Intette is grammatically described as a conditional construction, but
semantically the first is the motivation for the second. Therefore, the
meaning can be formulated as: God revived you with Christ, so set
your hearts on the things above (= in heaven). The term &vw is
defined as oU 6 Xptot6g £oTwv which is further qualified by ¢v SeE1@
ToU Be00 Kabfevog.

The next colon (colon 2) is a repetition of the matrix of the preceding
colon: T@ Gvw ppovette. It is followed by yet another colon (colon 3)
that states the same thing, only negatively: pf td émi thig Yfiq
(ppoveite). Verse 3 begins with arte@avete ‘you have died’ that
cannot be taken literally in this context. So, the kal that follows is not
an indication of additional events, but is rather an explanation of what
is meant by aneBdavete., The kal is epexegetic, not copulative.
Therefore arneBdvete . . . Be® is one construction, and for that
matter one colon (colon 4).

The matrix of the last part of the passage is Upelq pavepwOriceaBe
which has three stipulations added, namely oUv aut®, &v 56En and
6tav . . . Dudv, of which the ending is itself an extension, that is, 1)
Twn UpOV is an extension of Xptotéq. All these elements are linked
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together to form one colon (colon 5) that can be schematized as:

Upelg pavepwBnoeoBe
dtav 6 Xpiotdg pavepwsn
7 Cwh) upbdv
guv auT®

gv 560N

The matrix element of colon 1, t& dvw Intelre, is repeated in
colons 2 and 3, and motivated in colon 4, of which colon 5 gives the

result. The close link between colons 4 and 5 is emphasized by the
chiastic structure of the elements:

angBdvete ydp , kal HIwh OMOV KEKpuTal  oUv
Al A2 A3

O XpoTtd &v 10 Bed. dtav & Xpiotdg
B4

pavepwdfl, N Lwh ULV, TOTE Kal
B3 B2

UMElG oUv alt® ¢avepwBioeoBe év  B6&n
B1

The four aspects that are underlined as Al, A2, A3, and A4 are
repeated in an inverse order as B1, B2, B3, and B4. So the correlate of
AlisB1, of A2 is B2, and so on. This chiastic arrangement represents
a style which ancient rhetoricians described as oxfijua Stavolag. The

double chiasmus can be represented as:
Al Ad
A2 A3
B3 B2
B4 B1
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Semantically the chiasmus highlights the following: the revelation in
glory with Christ (B1) is opposed to the death to the world (A1). This
occurs when one’s life (A2) is absorbed into Christ so that he becomes
one’s life (B2). The consequence of this is suggested in A3 and B3:
‘your hiddenness is transformed by Christ’s manifestation’. It should
be observed that the word Xpi1otdg of A4 and B4, at the end of the first
group and at the beginning of the second group, emphasizes Christ as
the vital factor with T® 8e® as the link.

Col 3:1-4 is an illustration of how the structure of separate colons
contributes to the construction of the colons in relation to each other.
It has shown in this passage that colons 4 and 5 form a cluster.

With the above analysis the text of Col 3:1-4 can now be
schematized as follows to indicate the relationships between the
colons. These relationships represent the line of argument:

1. €l olv ouvnyepbnte @ Xptotd® 1d Avw Inteite

L» ou & XpioTég EoTiv &v SeEid B0l kaBnuevog

2. Td dvw ppoveite

A

3. uni 1@ éni YAg (¢povelre)

4. 4rebdaveTe ydap, kai f {wn UpdV KéEkpuTtTtal oUV ——
1@ Xplotd év 10 Bed

5. 6tav & XpwoTdg pavepwdny, N Lt Uudy, T6TE
kail UuElq oUv aUlT® pavepwbrioeoBe v 5OEN

As was said above, the pivot point of the passage is the expression Ta
avw {nteite/@poveite which is to follow upon el olv ouvnyépénte
1@ Xpto1® and motivated in colon 4 of which colon 5 gives the result.
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On this basis we may restate the structure of the argument as:

—— 1
— 2. exhortation
— 3.
- reason
5. result

This analyzed section (Col 3:1-4) should be seen over against the
preceding section because the previous paragraph (Col 2:20-23)
begins with el drieBdvete T® XploTt®, which is contrasted in colon 1
above (Col 3:1). This highlights the reason—result given in colons 4
and 5, and so Ta &vw Intelre/ppoveire is fully motivated as the pivot
point of Col 3:1-4. Just as @yann and riioTig were taken to be the pivot
point of the first example (Philem 4-7), so 14 &vw {nTeite/ppoveite
appears as the focal element of Col 3:1-4. Part of the justification for a
discourse analysis based on colon structure is precisely this fact that the
basic thrust of a text can be determined through the use of linguistically
motivated methods. This type of discourse analysis aims at unfolding
an arrangement or schematization of thought in order to promote a
better understanding of the text.

Example 3: 1 Corinthians 12:4-11

In the previous examples the question arose as to how we can tell
which part of a complete text can be taken as a paragraph. This
problem will now be dealt with by using 1 Cor 12:4-11 as an example.
Editions of the NT are usually printed in paragraphs, as in the case of
the UBSGNT text which was used in the examples so far discussed.
This paragraphing of the text was, however, not based on any formal
linguistic criteria. As is done in most commentaries, the flow of the
contents of the text is followed and this generally forms the basis of the
paragraphing of the text. In many cases this is useful because through
the ages a large amount of knowledge has been gathered about the NT
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which has enabled editors to mark out the paragraphs fairly well. Yet
this method can hardly be called scientific. Elements such as
introductory particles may also be kept in mind in determining the
beginning of a paragraph, but even here it is not possible to be free of
personal prejudice. Traditional methods need not be completely
rejected for they can very often be the starting point, provided that
they are not seen as sufficient in themselves.

The marking out of the paragraph rests upon the structure. The
dilemma is that we can only find structure after an analysis. For
practical reasons it is necessary to begin with the traditional material
and after a section has been worked on, the structural relationship
between the colons should indicate whether the selected section can
still be considered a unity or not. When the pattern or structure of
closely related colons has come to an end, the break in the linking
between colons will be a sure indication of paragraphing. One of the
most common patterns is that of ring composition, which is found when
the text finishes with the same idea as it started with. When the ring is
completed a paragraph is found. This would lead one to analyze 1 Cor
12:1-11 as containing two pericopes although the UBSGNT shows it to
be one. Verses 4-11 form a typical structure of ring composition, while
the first three verses have their own structure in which each
proposition leads to the next without returning.

In order to analyze the semantic content of 1 Cor 12:4-11 the first
step would be to mark out the colons. Verse 4 contains two colons since
16 8& autd nveldpa is not a part of the construction of eioiv, but
represents a new sentence that contrasts with the first part of verse 4.
Inverse 6, & évepy@v TG NAGvTa £v Aoty is not a third colon since it is
only an extension of 8£6¢. So the construction begins with 6 5& aUT10g
B8ed¢ and finishes with &v mGoiv. Verse 7 is one colon that has a
structure analogous to a sentence such as ‘he always gives him’. (See
the construction of verse 7 at the top of the facing page.)

The sentence ‘he always gives him’ consists of a subject ‘he’ which
indicates the nominal (N) part of the sentence. The verbal (V) part
consists of the event ‘give’ plus the extension ‘always him’. The
extension fixes the time of the event and contains the benefited
(indirect object). The sentence is one construction since it contains one
closely knit structure. The Greek of verse 7 fits structurally into the
same pattern, and is therefore one colon. A tree diagram is an
adequate test to determine whether a section of the text has more than
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S

TN

N Vv
he

N pavépwolg To0 nveduaTog

gives
Sidotal

always him
npog 10 guupépov EKQAOTW

one colon. When all the elements can be attachedtoone S >N + V,
one colon is found. Verse 4, as said, consists of two colons since it has
to be analyzed as:

S 5¢ S

N N

N A" N v

Verses 8 and 9 likewise contain two colons each. Verse 10 has 5
colons, verse 11 has one. Presented as a tree diagram, the structure of
verse 11 can be schematized as:

S

/\

N v

16 QUTd nvedua Evepyel ndvra taldta

S,

TN

N A\

o nvelpa Salpel 15iq ExGoTw KaBhg BoUuAetal
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This diagram shows how verse 11 is one construction in which
Siatpolv . . . BouAetatis an extension of nveUua. This extension is
constructed in sentence form and so is called an embedded sentence.

If the colons are written under each other the following pattern is

found:

d

10.
1.

. Dlapéoeig 8¢ xapiopdtwy eloiv

. 16 && auTtd nveldua

. kal diapéoeig diakovidv elotv

. kKal & auTtdg Kuplog

. Kat Sialpéoelg évepynudtwy eioiv

3. O &€& auTdg Bedg, 6 Evepyhv TA ndvra év

naow

. &xaot® 8¢ &idotal 1§ pavépwoig 100 nvel-

HaTog NPOG TO CUUPEPOV

7.

. W yev yap &ua 1ol nvevpuarog didotat Adyoq

copiag

. QA 8& AOYOG YVWOEWG KAt TO auTd

nvedua
ETEPW nioTig év TQ AUTH nveuatt

M B¢ xaployata lapdtwv év Td évi
nveuuatl

. GA\w 8¢ évepynripata duvauewv
. GAw &¢& npownreia

. GAAW B¢ Biuakploelg NMVEUNATWY
. ETEPW YéVN YAWOO®V

. GAAw 82 épunveia yAwoomv

. navrta 8¢ tadta évepyel 10 Ev kai o auTd

nvedua Suatpoiv 16lg EkGoTw kabBwg BoUAe-
Tat



Semantics Is More Than the Meaning of Sentences 131

From this structure 1 Cor 12:4-11 appears to consist of two elements:
A presents the case, B provides particulars of the case. In A, which
consists of colons 1-6 plus 17, a ring composition is found. Colons 1, 3,
and 5 present the many (= a) in opposition to the one (= b) of colons
2, 4, and 6. In colon 17 this is again found in navia (= a) and aytd
(= b). Thus the ring composition provides a structure in which the one
as opposed to the many is emphasized. By stressing this point Paul
accentuates the fact that the Corinthians should not absolutize one gift
as they had done with the glossolalia (see 1 Corinthians 14). There is a
variety of gifts, yet there is one Spirit who distributes all the gifts. The
gifts should not be arranged hierarchically for they are all given by the
one Spirit. This contention is repeated in B: the one Spirit gives to
everyone. Colon 7 presents the broader proposition which serves as a
heading for 8-16. In fact, colons 8-16 provide the details for £KQoT® in
colon 7 together with an expansion on the opposition of one and many.
This forms the pivot point of the entire paragraph which was motivated
by npdg 1O cuppépov in colon 7. The purpose of the gifts is that
people should benefit from them. The benefit rather than the place in a
hierarchy is the guiding line.

It can be seen how the pivot point is touched upon in every colon. A
continuous change of style in the presentation highlights the concept of
one and many. In colons 1, 3, and 5 three event words are used,
xaplopdarwy, diakovidv, Evepynudtwy connected to three object
words niveua, kKOplog, 8edg. The first and the last (nvedua and
0e64) are the agents of the events with kKUplog the affected. Note also
the interchange of 8¢ and kal. Paul exploits this interaction of words
and constructions to emphasize the idea of one and many.

How is the agent/affected determined? This is done through an
analysis of the deep structure. In xap1ouarwv we have an event which
has nveGua as agent: the Spirit bestows gifts. The same is true of
gvepynuatwy and 8£6¢: God works. In the case of dtakovidv this
relationship does not apply. The Lord (kUptog) cannot be the agent
because it is not the Lord who serves us. Rather, it is we who serve the
Lord: there are many ways to serve (i.e., for us to serve), vet there is
only one Lord.

Colons 1-6 emphasize the opposition one/many in a way that can be
easily observed. At the end of the paragraph this is once more stated in
a shorter way since nve0ua now acts as a joint subject. In colons 1-6
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the three terms 6edg, KUplog, nvedpa were mentioned separately,
but now all three are combined within rive 0 pa who is indeed the actual
agent of the giving of spiritual gifts. Note that colon 17 reads ‘the Spirit
works (vepyel) everything’. This word has already been found in
colons 5 and 6 of God working everything. In colon 17 it is further
stated that ‘the Spirit distributes as he desires’. This has been hinted at
in colon 7 in the use of the words 3iSotat npdg 6 cuupépov. In
other words, the Spirit determines which are useful and which are not.
This decision is according to his desires.

Colons 8-16 in describing the specific gifts also have differ-
ent patterns of style: chiasmus (8-9), parallelism (10-11), and free
pattern (12-16). These changes are basically stylistic, yet they tone in
with the overall notion of the opposition one/many. These patterns
are clearest when the x6ppata or phrase units are written beneath
one another:

(i) — & pev yap didotal
8. & 100 nvevpartog : nvefpa — X
L_ Adyog copiag . Aoyogq Y
[ dAAw 8¢ BidoTan
9. AOYOG YVWOOEWG : Adyog Y
. kata 10 avTtd nvelua : nvedpa-—I= X

Within the chiasmus the word Adyogq in Adyog cogiag and Adyog
YVGHOEWG, contrasts with nvedpa and therefore plays a structurally
important role, but semantically these expressions are almost lexical
units (unitary complexes): Adyoq cogiag = copia in a specific
situation. The same applies to AOyoq YVWOEWG. The term AOyog only
contributes in keeping the focus on cogia and Yv@oLg as gifts to action
in a specific situation, and not merely as general activities. In other
words, it does not point to intellectual ability in general, but to the
particular gift in a specific situation.
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(i)  étépw O& Sidotal
10. niotig : rdotg — X
L &v T® aut® nvelpartl : nvelpa Y
[ aAAw 5% BidoTai
11. xaplopa lagdtwv : lapa X
L &v T® &vi nveuuartt . nvedpa Y

The fine use of style should be observed. In (i) there is a chiasmus plus
an interchange of prepositions with nve0pa. In (ii) there is
parallelism, but with no interchange of prepositons. In (i) both cogia
and Yvwolg are extended by AOyog, while in (ii) the parallelism is
slightly ‘‘distorted” by nioTig being in opposition to xapiopa
lapdrwv, which is also in the plural. This slight distortion within the
parallelism contributes stylistically to avoid overcharacterization. This
makes it clear that the interchange of forms, especially prepositions,
must not be used in this paragraph to try and determine distinctions of
meaning. They do not have any direct semantic function in relation to
each other, but only an aesthetic one. Indirectly, however, these
interchanges underline the opposition one/many.

(iii) 8AAw B¢ Sidotal Evepynuata duvApewy
npognteia
12.-16. duakploelc Nveupdtwy

YEVR YAWOOQV

epunveia YAwoodv

At first sight there does appear to be some linear pattern in colons
12-16, but actually this is only a free structure that closes the text. Ina
well-written paragraph we often find loosely structured parts.
However, it is still a part of the pattern—in fact, a loose pattern is still a
pattern—since it does serve to change the style by reducing its
intensity.
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Semantics in this paragraph is not restricted to what belongs within
the boundary of this paragraph. Semantic considerations reach beyond
these bounds. In 1 Cor 12:4-11 colon 7 appeared to be the title of part
B with ékaot® of colon 7 extended in 8-16. The npdg 16 cuppépov
of colon 7 was echoed in colon 17 ka8dg BoOAeTal, but it also seems to
be extended even further since it is repeated in the next paragraph
(verses 12-26). This means that éKaoT® is extended in colons 8-16,
and nipog 16 suppEpov (hinted at in colon 17) is extended into the
next paragraph. Moreover, when the paragraphs of chapters 12, 13,
and 14 are compared they seem to form a unit. Chapters 12 and 14 are
closely related to 13, which acts as an explanatory text between them.
To determine this, we have to continue our analysis by movingonto 1
Cor 12:12--26.

Example 4: 1 Corinthians 12:12-26

The opening verse of this paragraph consists of a series of
interlocking structures in which three constructions are woven
together, These constructions are formed into one stretch of language
that is embraced by ka8arep and Xp1ot64. The final part, o0twg kal
6 XpioTdg, serves as an ending for all three constructions introduced
by ka@danep:

KaBdnep yap 16 ohua Ev oty

Kal MEAT} TMOARG ExelL —

- navradg ta péAn tol — L—3> olTwg kal 6 XpioTtog
‘» owpaTog NMoAAd Ovra

gv EoTiv odua

This structure can be rewritten by three colons. Before this is done,
the verse which follows, also containing intertwined constructions,
must be explained. The grammatical subject navrteq is extended in
gite 'loudalot €ite "EAAnveQ €ite oMot eite ¢AelBepoi. With
MAvTeq they are all congruent with éBanticOnuev. In the same way
all three are congruent with énmotioBnuev. Verse 13 consequently has
two colons. The remaining part of the paragraph is grammatically less
complicated. We can now continue on with the rewriting of the colons.
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12

21,
22,

1.
Jz.
3. (kaBanep) navra 14 HEAN TOU CWHATOG MOAAG

;—4.

-

—L(6.
7.

—
11

. VUVIBE 0 Oedg EBeTo TA MEAN EV EkQOTOV QUTAY £V

13,
14,

{15,
rle.

17.
18,

19,
20.

kafanep yap 10 odpa Ev éomv (olTwg kai 6
XptoT164)
(kaBanep) HEAN MOANd Exet (oUTwg Kai 6 XploTog)

bvta &v EoTiv obpa oltwg kai O XpLotdq

kal yap év évi nvevpatt fiuelg mavreq éBantiodn-
Hev elg &v odua gite loudalol eite "EAAnveQ elte
doJAot eite €AevBepot

eite ’'loudaiol eite "“EAAnveqg eite Bo0Aol eite
EAeUBepot mavrteg Ev nivejua énoticdnuev

kal yap 1o coua oUk E0Tiv Ev HEAOG AAAQ MOAAQ
£av glmm 6 noug, 611 0UK Eiui Xeip, oUK eijt £k TOO
owpatog ou napd To0To OUK 0TIV £K TOU CWUATOG
kal &av £inn 16 olg 871 0UK Eipl 6POAAUGG OUK elpl
£K To0 owpaTtog oU napd ToUTO OUK 0TIV £K TOU
OWHATOG

el 6Aov 10 cpa S6pBaludg ol Ny adkon

ei 6Aov akor noo 1) Soppnoig

0 owuatl kKabwg nOéAnoev

el 52 Av T& ndvta &v pérog Mol ud odua

vOv 3& MOAAG pev PEAN Ev B¢ owua

ov duvatal && 6 6@BaAudg eineiv 1A Xepl, Xpelav
000 OUK Exw

A NAALv 1} KE@AAT TOIQ nooiv, xpeiav UV OUK EXW
AAAG Th dokoOvta pEAN To0 cwuatog aobevéo-
TeEpa UnApxelv MOAA® pdAAov avaykaid £oTiv
kai & SokoJpev atpdtepa elval To0 oOMATOQ
TOUTOIG TIMAV MeplocoTépayv NMEPITIBEUEY

Kal Ta aoxnuova Hu®vV eUoxnHooUvVNV MERICCO-
Tépav EXEL

Ta 8¢ eloxnuova UGV ol xpeiav Exel

AAAG O BedG ouveképaoey TO oOUA TG UGTEPOU-
UV MEPIOCOTEPAY BoUg TIUNV iva piy ) oxiopa év
TG owuaTt AGAAG TO auTd UnEp AANAAWY PEPIUV®-
olv Ta HéAN

Kal eite NAgyel £v HEAOG CUUMATXEL MAVTA TA HEAN
elte dotaletal Ev uEAog cuyxaipel mavra Té HéEAN



136 Semantics of New Testament Greek

Itis striking to see that this paragraph contains two pivot points. This
does not usually occur, since two pivot points will involve two
paragraphs, but when it does occur as in this passage the two are
intertwined. There is such a close relation between them that they are,
in fact, two sides of the same coin. In this paragraph the first is found
between colons 1 and 13. The theme is “‘the one in opposition to the
many.” Actually this is a repetition of the theme of the previous
pericope. This thought is so basic that Paul wants to express it time and
again in as many forms as possible. In this pericope it is presented in
colons 1-3, again in colon 6, and finally in colon 13. The remaining
parts between colons 1 and 13 form pairs. Consider the structure:

— 13

Colon 12 is the exact parallel of colons 9 + 10 but does not follow
directly on colons 9 + 10. Colon 12 interrupts this unity, and stands on
its own within the structure. In the discussion on the previous
paragraph (example 3), it was noted that the words npdg 10
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oun@Eépov (colon 7 of example 3) were echoed in kaBweg BolAetat
(colon 17 of example 3). In the section now examined (example 4),
colon 11 is obviously parallel to kaBw¢ BoUAeTat, and links with colon
20 to form the second pivot point. In colon 20 nipdg t6 is extended
because it accentuates the fact that God gives to every member that
which is necessary for each to serve the other without division. Here
ouu@pEpov reappears, and in colons 21 and 22 the thought of colon 20
is again repeated but in a different way, This has the result that the
central and all-embracing thought of both paragraphs (examples 3 and
4) can be summarized as follows: God wants all the gifts to work
together so as to be of mutual benefit for all the believers.

The fact that example 4 has two pivot points is illustrated by this
surnmary. The themes of both are united or intertwined together due
to the fact that colon 11 acts within colons 1-13.

When a paragraph has been analyzed in this way it may give the
appearance of being the result of an artificial method. On the surface
this may be the case since all the elements are placed next to one
another. However, when an author constructs a paragraph he arranges
the text so as to reproduce his thoughts in as clear a way as possible,
The author has a view of what he wants to say in his mind, and as he
unfolds it a repetition of ideas is found to occur. In this way a pattern
will naturally appear. In a musical composition this is certainly true,
and good literature should not be very different from this. When the
works of the Greek rhetoricians are read, for example, Gorgias of
Leontini or Demetrius, it is quite clear that they attached great
importance to structure.

In returning to example 4, we may now pay more attention to certain
aspects of the individual colons, especially the longer ones. The first
three colons represent the basic theme of the one/many opposition.
Note how this is displayed in the structural arrangement.

Colon 1. o@®ua Ev

2. HEAN MOAAG
:\ parallelism chiasmus
3a. HEAT} MOAAG

3b. €v gdua
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The next group, colons 4 and 5, display the same features:

Colon 4a. evi nveduati— A ™
4b. navteg B
4c. &v copa chiasmus
S5a. nAvreqg B
5b. &v nvedua A

A chiasmus between certain value judgments is discovered in the
series that extends ndvreg, namely, €ite loubalol gite "EAANVEG
elre So0Aol gite £AeUBepoL:

"loudalot "EAANVECQ
-

¢EAelBepol dolAot

This chiasmus does not suggest that the "loudaiot are £AelBepol,
but that in the series 'loudalioi—"EAAnveg the order ‘chosen
people—heathens’ describes a descending scale, while do0Aot—
¢Ael8epol presents an ascending scale.

In colons 7 + 8,9 + 10, and 12 a parallelism is found and is
repeatedin 14 + 15. Colons 16-19 have a looser structure which eases
the intensity of the style (as in the previous example).

Colons 1-3 are clearly a summary of the contents of the two previous
paragraphs. These three colons can therefore just as well serve as an
ending to the previous paragraphs. But they also serve as an
introduction to the present paragraph. It now also becomes clear how
the main line of thought of example 4 was structurally motivated: God
gives many things, but in him everything is one. The last part of 1
Corinthians 12 will now be analyzed to enable us to place the three
paragraphs in relation to one another.
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Example 5: 1 Corinthians 12:27-31

1.
2.
3.

10.
11.
12.

4. ufy mavteg anéoTtoAol
5. pfy ndvteg npogfitat
6. uni navreg S15aockalol
7.

8. un mavreg xapiopara Exouotv lapdtwy
9

. MR TMavieqg YAwooalg Aahodowv

Uueig 6¢ ¢ote odua Xplotol : ONE

kal MEAN €K uépoug (EoTe) : MANY_—-]}

kai o0g piv £8eto ¢ Bedq év T EkxAnoia : GOD

(£8e710) NMpdTOV ANOoTOAOUG
delTepov MpodPHTag

TpiTov BIBaoKAAOUS

Eneira Suvapelg

éneita xaplopara iapdrtwy
AvTIA UYELQ

KuBepvrioelg

Yévn YAWOOQV

uh mavreg Suvdpelq —

uf avreg SleppnveEUOUCLY

{nAolte 62 1d Xapiopara ta peifova
kal 1t kaB'uUnepBoifv 68OV Huiv 6€iKVU|Jl:I

A phenomenon typical of discourses is that as soon as a colon is
extended, a pattern appears between the elements of the colon. The
pattern of colon 3 displays a structure similar to that of colons 4-10.
The two patterns state almost the same thing, one positively, the other
negatively. However, they do not have an exact “one to one”
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relationship with each other, but differ slightly so as to accentuate the
basic emphasis of Paul’s reasoning. By this he attempts to show how
one gift cannot be elevated in importance above another. Speaking in
tongues, which was of great importance to the Corinthians, is placed
by Paul at the end of the series in verses 28 and 30, as in the case of
verse 10. Not, on the other hand, to degrade it, but to counter the
Corinthian overemphasis.

Verse 31 contains two colons (11 and 12) that are divided in the
UBSGNTtext. The first colon is seen to complete the last paragraph of
chapter 12, while the second colon begins chapter 13. This was done
due to the influence of the traditional translation of ZnAo0TE as an
imperative. According to this view chapter 12 closes with a list of gifts
(colons 3-10) followed by an instruction to strive for the higher gifts. In
the outline above colons 1-10 are related to one another. Colons
11-12, however, can only be related if {nAoGte is taken as an
imperative, but then colon 11 is in direct opposition to the entire
previous argument. Paul would then be contradicting himself. In the
analysis of example 3 the Corinthians were urged not to see the gifts
hierarchically as they indeed persisted in doing. Every gift is of benefit
in contributing to the whole. To give an instruction now with {nAo0te
as an imperative would be absurd. The last paragraph of chapter 12
ends with colon 10. As was seen earlier, the completion of a structured
group is the norm for distinguishing paragraphs. Verse 31 should,
therefore, not be added to chapter 12. The two colons of verse 31
belong to the next paragraph as an introduction to chapter 13. If this is
taken to be correct, the three paragraphs of chapter 12 explain how
many gifts exist. The Corinthians emphasized glossolalia (as is clearly
seen in chapter 14), but Paul rejected this emphasis. There are many
gifts, he maintained, and it is God who gives them all by the working of
his Spirit. He does this because all the gifts—not some in
particular—contribute to the well-being of the whole body of the
beiievers. Therefore, he can say in verse 31: “you are striving for
(TnAoUTe as indicative) those gifts you consider to be better or higher,
but I want to show you a more excellent way.” If you really want to
have something within the Christian community you can single out as
the thing, then make it aryann, love, which also comes from the Spirit,
in fact, it is a “fruit of the Spirit” (Gal 5:22). The next chapter extends
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this idea. And then in chapter 14 Paul returns to the gifts. The re-
lation of chapters 12-14 of 1 Corinthians can be illustrated as:

12 13 14

Example 6: Romans 1:1-7

In most editions of the Greek NT Rom 1:1-7 is printed as one
sentence. It begins with MalAog which is followed by a series of
extensions up to the end of verse 6. Verse 7 begins with a predicate
which follows on from an implicit verb of which Ma0OAoq is the subject:
NadAog (ypaeel) naciv Toig oUotv év ‘Poun. The document is a
letter, and the style of this passage is typically that of an ancient letter.
Therefore the implicit verb in the construction above can be taken
to be ypd®el. Verse 7b consists of a greeting in the nominative case
that begins with Xdapig Ouly kai e€iprfivn. This is logically a part
of the previous statement since Paul extends this greeting, and
therefore editions of the Greek NT print it as part of one large sen-
tence. Yet, verse 7b actually forms a different colon, for it is a con-
struction on its own having its own subject, namely 8ed6¢ and
Kupiog.

The extensions from MaGAog onwards are as follows: First, three
extensions of MaOAog, namely 300A0g Xpiotol ‘Incol, KANTOHG
anooToAog, and Gpwplouévoqg eig elayyéAlov Beold. The term
evayyéhov is then extended by 6 npoenmyyeidato which is itself
extended by propositions introduced by 8té, &v, and nepl. The phrase
nepi to0 ulo0 auTol once again has extensions added to vioG. This
pattern continues up to the end of the sentence. Paul’s style shows a
marked preference for this type of extension known as climactic.
Graphically it can be represented as:

S
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Because Xapig UMty kal eiprivn . . . of verse 7b is logically related
to what precedes, it can be presented as part of the same paragraph. It
is joined more closely to the preceding sentence than to the one
following which begins with thec np@dtov of verse 8. Therefore, Rom
1:1—7 is one paragraph with two colons. The first colon is greatly
extended and the extensions themselves betray a pattern between their
elements. The relationship between the two colons can be illustrated
as follows:

N Vi V2
| |
S S
/\ /\ //\
Madlog . . . Xpiotold 1maaol . . . dyiolg  xapig . . . XpioTod
(verses 1-6) (verse 7a) (verse 7b)

In other words, Paul writes to everyone, and Paul prays that God
would give his grace and peace to them. This describes the basic line of
thought which Paul wants to convey, namely, that he first wants to
present himself and then to send his regards to his readers. In the first
part in which he presents himself, the climactic style results in the
theme of “Paul and who he is”" being quickly abandoned, and
exchanged for the theme of ““Jesus and who he is.”” The colon structure
of Rom 1:1-7 can now be presented as shown in illustration on facing
page.

The arrow connections indicate the relations between the nuclear
units of the colon: NadAog (Ypael) naow has Tolg oo &v ‘Piun
(.2) as an extension defining ndoiv while dyannroiq Beod (.3) and
kAnrolg dyiolg (.4) are additional characterizations of ‘the people in
Rome’. Then follow three characterizations defining the man Paul,
and so on.

The nuclear relations of the extensions 1.5, 1.6, and 1.7 can be
explained as follows: In 1.5 it is possession + possessor, in 1.6 it is
action + purpose (for KANTOg, a so-called passive verbal adjective, is
semantically an event word with God as agent and anéotoAoq as the



Semantics Is More Than the Meaning of Sentences 143

1.1 NadAog (ypagel) ndav .2 toiq olow év "Popn
- .3 dyannrolg 8eol
.4 KAnTtoig dyiolg

.6 KANTOG dndéoTtoAog
.7 apwpiopévog £ig evayyéAiov Beol
L.».8 & npoennyyeirato

.9 &4 TV npopnTv autol
10 év ypagaig aylag ——M—— 4____|
.11 nmepl Tol ulol altol —
—12 100 YEVOuEvVOU
[.13 €k onépuatog Aauid——— a| A

.14 katd odpka — i b
F-.13 1ol dploBévTog uiod Beold ‘ g

L .16 &v duvapuer J |
El? Kard nveliua daywouvng b
.18 &€E AvaoTaoews VEKPOV a
L—.19 ‘Inood XptoTol tol Kupiou Hudv
.20 &1 oU EAAPOUEY XAPIWV Kal ANOOTOARV «!
.21 €elc Unakonyv. nioTewg |
- .22 &v ndgw toig EBveav «
.23 Ungp 100 Hvéparog autold
.24 £v olg ¢oTe Kai UHETQ
L ».25 kAnToi 'Inood Xpiotod
2.1 Xapig kai eiprivn %

| 2 Opiv
- E..% and

ES So0Aog Xplotod 'Inood

— .4 8£00 MaTpdg NV
.5 kal kupiou 'ingold Xpiwotol |
purpose or goal of the event, i.e., ‘called tobe . . .”) and in 1.7 it is
again action -+ purpose {explicitly indicated by the preposition ig).
These can be restated as:
(a) Paul belongs to Jesus Christ as his servant,
(b) God called Paul to be his messenger,
(¢) God separated Paul in order that he may bring God's Good News,
The subject, or agent, of 1.8 (extending eayyéAlovin 1.7) is 8e6¢
(already mentioned in 1.7): God promised his Good News long ago.
He promised it 814, év, and nepi. These three prepositions render the
relations as means, location, content. That is to say, God promised this
(a) by causing the prophets to speak about it, (b) in the Holy
Scriptures, (¢) about his Son. In other words, God’s Good News was
proclaimed long ago by the prophets, preserved in the Holy Scriptures

L
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and was concerned with his Son. Or: The Good News which God
promised is concerned with his Son. It is found in the Holy Scriptures,
and his prophets were the instruments he used to announce it. In
1.1-1.11 there is a progression of ideas moving from Paul to the Good
News (the Gospel) to the Son. The remainder of the extensions to the
end of the colon (1,25) deal with the Son. The Son is not only dealt with
in the larger section of the colon but is also the culminating point of the
colon. This shows that Paul is not the focal point of the argument, but
the Son is. Paul is merely his bond servant. Even though Paul begins
his introduction with his own name, he immediately turns to his
relationship to Jesus Christ making Jesus the main feature of the
argument. This is achieved by three extensions of Ui6g in 1.11. These
three involve a description or definition of ut6q referring to his human
and divine nature and to his title (1.19) as Jesus our Lord. In 1.12-1.14
his human nature is described: according to the flesh (= human
nature) he was born as a descendant of David. Note that the
prepositions introducing 1.13 and 1. 14 are chiastically repeatedin 1.17
and 1.18, contrasting his human and divine nature: as far as his human
nature is concerned he was born of David’s stock, but as far as his holy
being (rmvedua dytwouvng) is concerned his resurrection from death
(1.18) showed him powerfully (1.16, that is, without a doubt) to be the
Son of God (1.15). The chiastic arrangement is a stylistic device which
highlights the semantic content of the statement. The term rivedua
means ‘personality, inner being, real self’ while dywwodvn refers to the
uniqueness of his holy nature. The phrase nvelua aywolvng,
therefore, means ‘his holy being, his real being which is divine’. This is
followed by "Inool0 Xpioto0 100 Kupiou Aludv (1.9), which in itself
forms a ring with To00 uioG attod (1.11): the Son is Jesus Christ our
Lord. Thus Jesus is emphasized as the focal element of the discourse.

In 1.20 the emphasis on Jesus is continued in 51G denoting the agent
who gave Paul his commission, that is, his privilege to be an apostle.
Three prepositional phrases define the nature of Paul's apostieship:
eig (1.21) signifies the purpose, &v (1.22) the location, Uriép (1.23) the
benefaction. The &v ndowv of 1.22 is taken up again in 1.24 to
emphasize that the addressees are especially included in the area of
Paul’s ministry. And once again (see 1.4) the addressees are defined as
people being called to belong to Jesus Christ.

The structure of the discourse clearly shows how Jesus Christ is the
main theme: in 1.5 Paulis immediately linked to Jesus Christ who is the
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theme of 1.11-1.23, and to whom the believers in Rome are likewise
Jinked (1.25). The discourse pattern clearly displays the basis of Paul’s
message and authority, namely, Jesus the risen Lord. Though Rom
1:1-7 is a salutatiocn introducing Paul’s letter, it is essentially a
statement about Paul’s authority.

Example 7: Romans 1:8-17

Many editions of the NT as well as many commentaries take Rom
1:8-15 as a paragraph, with Rom 1:16-17 as a following paragraph.
This is based on the judgments that Rom 1:16~17 states the main
theme of the letter. A colon analysis shows that Rom 1:14-15 has more
formal structural links with Rom 1:16-17 than with Rom 1:8-13.
[Determining the length of a paragraph is a decision based on the total
structure of a larger stretch of discourse. Therefore, it cannot be
properly done until the basic colon analysis is completed. As long as
colons or colon clusters link together, one paragraph should be
acknowledged. It is only when a clear break in the linking of colons or
colon clusters can be determined, that one is justified in acknowledg-
ing a new paragraph. In modern writing an author usually indicates
paragraphs by indentation or spacing in the printed text, but in ancient
writing this was never done. Paragraph division can only be done on
semantic considerations based on the total structure of a text. For NT
Greek one can readily employ the traditional paragraphing as a
starting point. Thus we can take Rom 1:8-15 as a hypothetical
paragraph. The first step towards a semantic discourse analysis will
now be to mark the colons. Verse divisions in the printed text should
not be paid attention to. They merely serve the purposes of reference
and have nothing to do with syntactic structuring.]

The first matrix to be observed is eUXapioT® with NPOTOV as an
enlargement along with @ 8e®) pou, 5id ‘Inocod Xpiwotod, nepl
naviwv Opdv and Ot 1 nioTig U@V KatayyEretal év O AW TH
kéouy. These five enlargements may be tabulated under etxapioT®,
or presented as in the textual arrangement, given below, writing
np@tov on the same line as €0xapiot®. The portraying of the
syntactic enlargements is merely a heuristic matter to help the reader
see the constituent units at a glance. The reason why np@Ttov is written
on the same line as eUXApPOT® is because NMPOTOV serves as an
introductory formula to the whole passage while the other enlarge-
ments are specific complements or descriptions having more relevant
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semantic content than np®tov. The colon structure of Rom 1:8-17
can be schematized as:

verse 8 1.1 NpdTov piv eUxapIoTd
E 2 1§ 8 pou ‘
L 3 &b 'Inood Xpwotoed A
-4 nepl MAvTWY Upov ]

-5 8T f oIS Updv xaTavvEAeTal kv BAw 16 KOOPE ——)

9 —2.1 pydprug vap pou €ativ O BESS

29 Aqrpsﬂw
[.3 tv T nvetuati pou
b d s I - - . -
.4 &v TQ gvayyeAiy 100 vied avrol

S 06 adwAeinTwsg uvelav Opdv Nowduar
H

i
10 %L € nAvieTe £nl thv NPOOEUXQV Hou
L. 7 Bedpevog
L 8 &i nwg f8n noté evodwlncopa:

© EABEIV mpdc OpaS —-ﬁ*—}_}
10 &v 1 BeAfpart 100 8ol
11 3.1 énro8® vap iBeiv Upag

.2 tva Tt geTad® xdpioua GUiv nveupatikdv
Lo 3 gig 10 ompix@hvar Guds B

12 4.1 taoto 8¢ doniv ouurapakingdval

.2 &v gpiv

L —.3 84 TAG &v GAMAC nioTEWS

EA U@V TE
.5 xat &pod

13 5.1 oU BéAw B¢ Updg z‘xyvoeiv, adergol
.2 mOAMIKIG NpoeBEuny
.3 EABEIV NPAG OpaG
[—-.4 iva Tl kapmdv oxw
5 Kai v ipiv —
L 6 kadexk xat &v 1ol Aotnoig EBvcaw,,J
-7 kal ExwAsgny dxpr 100 Selpo

671 |

P
-

6.1 OQeRéTng elui
E‘Z "EAANGiv Te xai BapRapeaig
.3 cogoig T kal AvonTow
18 7.1 odTwg TO xat™ ¢ué npdBupov cbayyeAicaoBai Kal Upiv
) Toig £v ‘Pwoun

-+ .2 dovapg vap Beod totv
L 3 sic owmplav
i 4 mavTl 19 meteiov «— c
L{.S loudale 1e npdrov
6 xal "EAAnwt
9.1 Bikaloguvn yap 6col drokaAunyeTat
L‘EZ tv ai1e
.3 £x nigTewg elg riomw
—~10.1 naix yéyparma
i

L .2 'O B¢ Slxatog {NoeTar
L, 3 ¢k nioTewg

16 | —8.1 o0 ylp Enawoxivopa: 16 edayyEAov
i
!
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Colon 1 is an expression of thanks introduced by gUxapioT® upon
which follows: 1.2 to whom directed, 1.3 the mediator, 1.4 the
beneficiary, 1.5 the content. The first three enlargements upon
eUxapiot® (1.2, 1.3, 1.4) concern the personages involved, the last
(1.5) states the matter or topic, namely their faith in Jesus Christ.
Throughout the world people are hearing about their faith. This is
Paul’s reason for expressing his thanks. The theme of colon 1 is an
expression of thanks.

The yép introducing colon 2 does not add a reason to eUXapioT@® or
to any other item in colon 1 but applies to the whole. It is therefore a
connective, an attention marker adding emphasis to the statement of
colon 2. The same applies to the y&p in colons 3, 8, 9 and the oUtwg in
colon 7. Note that the ydp in 8.2 applies to ebayy£Alov, being the
Suvaug 8eo0 justifying the statement oUk éraioxlvopat. In8.2 a
feature of ebayyéAlov is given and therefore closely linked to 8.1.

Having determined the different colons on the basis of syntactic
arguments, the semantic content of each colon should then be taken
into account. This involves the content of the enlargements and
particularly the relative importance of each enlargement to the whole
in order to determine the focal element in the statement. Thus in colon
1 the content of Paul’s thanksgiving is the peak of the statement. He is
thankful because of their faith. Their faith is the motivation for
eUXaploT®, and riotiq is the item continued in the discourse-—in fact
in section C it builds up to a climax. In colon 2 the string 2.5 is the
content of paptug with 2.8 (elaborated in 2.9 and 2.10) being the
content of 2.6 and 2.7 (semantically equivalent) which, in turn, give
the circumstances of 2.5. The other items in colon 2 linked to 8e6¢g are
stylistic embellishments, typical of Paul’s associative style. The main
semantic line runs through the additions to ydprug. Therefore, as was
said, the content of 2.1isstatedin2.5: *God knows that I always pray to
be able to visit you’.

The basic semantic content of colons 1 and 2 can now be formulated
as:

1. giving thanks for their faith
2. wanting to visit them.

Colon 3 gives the purpose for his longing to visit them, namely to
share spiritual blessings. Colon 4 elaborates on this statement of
purpose. Therefore colons 3 and 4 can be combined. They have a
closer semantic relationship to each other than to either colons 2 or 5.
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Colon 5 repeats the content of colons 3 and 4 with the addition of a
statement to the effect that his planning to see them did not as yet
become effective (5.7). Colon 5 stands in a closer relationship to colons
3 and 4 than to colon 2, since 5 is a summary statement of colons 3 and
4. Therefore colons 3, 4, and 5 are elaborations on colon 2 as indicated
by the diagonal lines (in the outline above) linking colons 2-5. Colons
3-5 add to colon 2 forming one cluster with colon 2. That is to say:
colon 2 states Paul’s longing to see them, while colons 3, 4, and 5
specify the content and purpose of his longing to see them. It is to share
in what God gives by means of his Spirit in order (3.3) to be
strengthened. The context shows that the reference is to spiritual (not
physical) strength, as is explained in colon 4 referring to a
strengthening which comes through their mutual faith. The flow of the
argument can be restated as: ‘I very much want to come and see you so
that our mutual faith might help us as we share in the good things that
God gives by means of his Spirit’. On the basis of the relationships
between the items of thought expressed in colons 25, the theme of
section B (constituted by colon cluster 2-5) can be summarized as: ‘I
want to come and see you to share our faith’.

Colon 6 starts a new statement; 6.2 and 6.3 are semantically similar
(implying all mankind), being a complement to d@peIAETNG elpl.
Colon 6 states Paul’s obligation to mankind. The term oiUtwg
introducing colon 7 states a result following colon 6, the total sum of
which implies that Paul must preach the gospel to all people. Colon 7,
therefore, continues the statement by showing that the believers in
Rome naturaily are part of mankind, and that Paul’s obligation
concerns the bringing of the gospel. The term ebayyeAlcao8ai is
taken up in colon 8, which is a motivation for colons 6-7. Therefore
verse 16 of Romans 1 links closely to verse 15 (colon 7). In colons 8, 9,
and 10 the nature of the gospel is specified: the gospel is God’s
powerful method to save the believer {colon 8). Colon 8 defines
eUayyéAlov (8.2) along with its effect (8.3) and its range of
applicability (8.4). Item 8.4 is specified in 8.5 and 8.6. Colon 9 justifies
the statement made in colon 8, focusing on 8.1 by 9.2, and on 8.4 by
9.3. Colon 9, therefore, motivates colon 8: it is faith from beginning to
end (9.3) by which God puts man right with himself. Colon 10 gives
authoritative sanction to the statement made in colon 9, namely,
Scriptural proof: ‘he who is put right with God through faith shall live’.
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This shows that colons 6-10 form a cluster, with mioTiq as the peak of
the argument. The whole paragraph (Rom 1:8-17) builds up towards
the final statement 6 8¢ dikalog ék niotewg {Roetal. The line of
argument in Rom 1:8-17 can now be summarized as:

(A) giving thanks for their faith

(B) wanting to visit them to share their mutual faith

(C) This (=B) entails the gospel which is based on faith.

Faith is the link between sections (A), (B), and (C). It is the pivot
point of the paragraph which, along with paragraph 1, forms the
introduction to Paul’s letter to the believers in Rome.

The exposition given above has shown that one of the most
important features of semantic discourse analysis is the proper
notation of the case relationships between items, such as content,
result, purpose, source, range, and so on. It is these relationships
which contribute to a large extent to the semantic information deduced
from the colons and to determining the main line of thought.

Example 8: Romans 2:1-16

In the previous section (Rom 1:18-32) Paul has shown how corrupt
man is. He now turns to his reader (or audience); “Do you find it
shocking to hear about man’s depravity? Don’t judge mankind to be
wicked without looking at yourself, you @ &v8pwre nag é kpivwv.
You have no excuse, for you are guilty of the same.”

At first it appears as if a break exists between 6 kpivwv and &v @ in
colon 1. If so, colon 1 would have to be analyzed as two colons. A tree
diagram, illustrating the syntactic structure, shows that there is only
one construction, and thus one colon. The construction divides the
verbal part into a verb-group (vg) and an adverbial group (adv-g), the



150 Semantics of New Testament Greek

latter consisting of two embedded sentences. So we have:

>m

N v

vg adv-g

>

S, S

or more fully

® &dvepwne Nag 6 Kpivwv

>ﬁ>~=

dvanoAdyntog &i vap
]

S, S,
N v N v
o0 oeauTdVv KATAKpIVELG Skpivwv  altad npdooelq

&V (
S,
N v

ou Kkpivelg Erepov
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The arrangement of the colons is:
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The part marked out as colon 6 in this outline may be taken
syntactically with colon 5 as an extension to 8€6¢ in colon 5. This
would be the case if 8¢ is taken as a mere relative pronoun. However,
the structure of the whole paragraph shows that colon 6 forms a ring
with colon 11, and colons 6-11 constitute a cluster (B) which is the
pivot point of the paragraph. This shows that colon 6, though linking
with 5, actually contrasts with colon 11. The 6¢ introducing colon 6
should therefore rather be taken as a substitute for kal oUTog, since
the 6¢ carries emphasis. It is not a relative pronoun but a connective
particle. This is one of the possible meanings for which 8¢ may be used
in NT Greek. Deciding whether 8¢ = ‘who’ or ‘and he’ is a matter of
the analysis of the whole pericope. Even if, at the outset, we had
assumed that 6g is a mere relative pronoun, colons 7-11 would still
have shown that ‘God’s judgment is based on deeds’ is the pivot point
of the argument. Therefore it is not 8¢ being taken as ‘and he” which
determines the meaning of the paragraph, but vice versa. The
structure of the argument shows that drodwoel ékdoTy katd TG
g€pya auto0 is a prominent feature of the argument and not an aside
added to embellish 800 at the end of colon 5. Problems like these will
occasionally occur when two meanings of a particular term can be both
applied to the context purely on syntactic arguments. Which meaning
really applies is a semantic consideration to be based on the meaning of
the total paragraph.

The ring composition resulting from colons 6 and 11 in relation to
each other, with a neat chiasmus in colons 7-10 (explaining the
statement made in colons 6 and 11), clearly marks colons 6~11 as a
cluster. Therefore Rom 2:1-16 can be divided into three major
clusters: A, B, C.

Once the different colons have been determined on the basis of their
syntactic construction, the next step is to establish the semantic
relationship between the different colons. To determine this
relationship, the content of each colon is restated in a form as short as
possible. This is done with proper attention to the relationship
between the matrix and enlargements of each colon.
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12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

. God will judge deeds
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. you have no excuse because you who judge others are —

guilty of the same

. God will judge people who do like you
. do you think you will escape God’s judgment
. don’t despise God’s kindness wanting you to repent

. your attitude will bring greater punishment upon you

. to those doing good he will do good things
. to those doing bad he will do bad things

. bad things will be done to those doing bad

good things will be done for those doing good

God has no prejudice

Gentiles sin and are lost apart from the Law
Jews having the Law will be judged by it
hearing the Law is not enough

doing the Law is required

Gentiles obeying the Law show that the Law
is in their hearts

153

According to our theory, the different colons represent the
statement units. For Rom 2:1-16 we have sixteen colons of which some
have the same semantic content or are contrastive with respect to each
other. The next step is to define these contrasts and similari-
ties. Colons 7 and 10 are semantically the same, as are colons 8 and
9, but colons 7 and 10 contrast with colons 8 and 9. They are pre-
ceded by colon 6 and followed by colon 11 expressing the same idea,
namely, that God has no favorites: only a person’s deeds will
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count before him. These can now be represented as:
—— 6. God will judge deeds

—— 7. good
8. bad chiastic arrangemer
l: 9. bad for emphasis
L——10. good /

11. God has no favorites = will judge deeds

The section (colons 1-5) preceding this clearly contrastive set
(colons 6-11) deals mainly with God’s judgment which is, in fact,
spelied out in colons 6-11. Colons 2 and 5 are more or less similar in
content: what you are doing will evoke judgment. Colons 3 and 4
contrast (positive/negative) with respect to God’s punishment: God
will punish (= you will not escape), yet God wants to pardon. These
four colons constitute a chiasmus (punishment + not escape : will
escape [be pardoned] + punishment) emphasizing God’s judgment.
As such it elaborates on colon 1. Therefore the first 5 colons can be
related as:

1. statement

— 2.
3. elaboration stating the consequences
[4 of katakpiveig, essentially chiastic
5.

Colons 1-5 constitute cluster A, colons 6-11 cluster B, while colons
1216 give us cluster C. Colons 12-16 relate to each other as follows:
colons 12 and 13 contrast Jew and Gentile. Colons 14 and 15 contrast
hearers and doers of the Law. Colon 16 summarizes the implications:
the Gentiles are doers, therefore (by implication) the Jews having the
Law must be careful not to be hearers only. Cluster C amplifies B: it is
deeds that count—doing the Law, not just hearing it, is the point.
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The above shows that cluster A is spelled out in B, while C amplifies
B. Cluster B is the pivot point of the paragraph. The main argument of
Rom 2:1-16 can now be formulated as: God’s judgment is
righteous—man will be judged according to his deeds!

The chiasmus in cluster B can be analyzed even further to indicate
finer points of structure. Colon 7, for that matter, has as matrix 101G
InTolowv dnodwoet. Though Tolg {nTolalv elaborates on £xkAoTY
in colon 6, it should not be embedded along with ékdoTtw, since the
chiastic arrangement of the items in colons 7-10 gives it sufficient
emphasis to interpret the construction as elliptic. There anodwoel
should be supplied with 101G {nTololv. The same applies logically to
colons 8, 9, and 10, although in colons 8, 9, and 10 a switch in syntactic
construction results in the complements with drnoSwoet now being the
subjects of the construction. This switch in construction also points to
the fact that Tol§ {nTo00Lv in colon 7 should be understood as a
statement on its own, and therefore not embedded with ékGotw in
colon 6. Therefore colon 7 can be analyzed as:

Anodwoet

Zwnv aloviov (= complement involving what will be
[ given)

tolg {ntololv (= complement involving to whom

will be given)
[ kaB’' etc. (= manner of seeking)

86&av etc. (= complement involving
what is sought)

Note that in the structural outline {w?v aldviov (7.6) is linked to Tolg
by a broken line indicating that a verbal element (Griodwoet) is to be
supplied.

Colon 7 can now be restated as: God will give a reward (= eternal
life) to those seeking glory, honor, immortal life (= their deeds) by
keeping on to do what is good (= their manner of behavior involving
an attitude, namely persistence).

Colon 7, therefore, has three basic semantic features: reward, deed,
attitude.
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In colon 8 the phrases 8.1-3 occupy the same syntactic position as
7.1-5 in colon 7, that is, they give the complement stating to whom will
be given, while 8.4 states what will be given. 8.4 is the reward, 8.2 and
8.3 give the deed (stated negatively and positively) while £§ £€pi8eiag
in 8.1 specifies the attitude. Colons 7 and 8 comprise the first half of the
chiasmus announcing what will happen at God’s judgment to those
doing good (colon 7) and those doing bad (colon 8). In each case the
reward for a deed done, with a particular attitude accompanying the
deed, is explicitly stated.

Colons 9 and 10 give the second half of the chiasmus. Note that the
switch in construction goes even further than in colon 8, forincolon 8 a
passive ellipse of anodwoet (to be supplied from colon 6) msy be
added to complete the construction (therefore the broken line linking
T01q in 8.1 with 8.4}, while in colon 9 some “synonym” such as ‘will
come upon’ should be supplied to link 9.1 with 9.2. In colon 10,
however, a passive ellipse of Grod®OEL can again be assumed. These
variations in construction serve to embellish the style while they also
add to the contrastive features of the chiastic arrangement of
statement units by emphasizing the dichotomy.

Colon 9 can be analyzed as:
9.1 reward
9.2 person(s) affected
9.3 deed
9.4 person(s) affected

The same applies to colon 10, which indicates that the second half of
the chiasmus also shows a repetition of items as in the first half of the
chiasmus: the reward and deed of all people (whether bad [colon 9] or
good [colon 10]) are set in a resultant relationship to each other, that is,
the reward will result from the deed. In other words: deeds determine
the reward—and this applies to everybody, a fact emphasized by 9.2
and 10.2, repeated in 9.4 and 10.4. In both 9.4 and 10.4 the word order
Te npdTOV Kai should be noted. Regularly when np@tov designates a
preference or advancement, the word order would be np@tov TE Kai:
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first the one, and then the other. The meaning would then be that the
matter actually applies to the first item, but that the second one can
also be added. The order in 9.4 and 10.4 softens this contrast,
suggesting that what applies to the first item also applies to the latter.
This means that though np®dtov 1€ kai does not deny a certain priority
(referring to God’s revelation to mankind), the chronological aspect is
not in focus. Therefore 9.4 and 10.4 may be interpreted as ‘this applies
to Jews and to Gentiles alike’—a fact already mentioned in 9.2 in the
rather elaborate phrase £rii ndgav Yuxnv avBponou, repeated by
way of reduction in navti (10.2).

The internal parts of colons 7-10, often called commata (after the
term kKOuua in Demetrius nepl épueveiag) relate to each other in the
following outline of the discussion above:

colon 7  attitude

deed

good
reward
colon 8 attitude
deed bad —

reward

colon 9 reward

person
deed bad —

person
colon 10 reward

person

deed

good

person
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Note also that in colon 8 the double formulation of the deed (8.2 and
8.3) shows a chiastic pattern with regard to the positive/negative
features of the items:

aneiBolol i GAndeig

neg pos
>
pos neg

neBouévolg Th Adikiq

Another feature of emphasis is the item reward which occurs in all
four parts of the chiasmus: in the first half at the end of the list; in the
second half at the beginning. This arrangement contributes stylistically
to the focus of cluster B in which reward, along with deed (which also
occurs in all four parts of the chiasmus), forms the basis of colons 7-10
which are enlargements upon ariodwoet (reward) and kata Epya
(deed) in colon 6. The item ‘person’ (£xkGotw) in colon 6 likewise
occurs in all four parts of the chiasmus, though in the first half it
functions in a way supplementary to the attitudes expressed. This is
balanced by its doubling in each part of the second half of the
chiasmus. Colon 11 echoes colon 6, completing a neatly structured
cluster, the pivot point of the argument: man will be judged according
to his deeds.

The examples analyzed present some of the different aspects of a
discourse analysis, yet the most important semantic principle that they
illustrate is that every separate element receives ““real”” meaning only
within the whotle text. This means that the entire text is instrumental in
choosing between the different possible meanings of the sentences and
words.

When the pivot point of a paragraph has been determined it may
then be seen how the author has built his sentences, phrases, and
words around it. In determining the meaning of units such as words,
one must not follow the popular traditional approach which uses
etymology and a restricted sentence context, but rather the meanings
must be derived from a study of the whole paragraph.
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