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Abstract 

This study demonstrates how new theories concerning language and cognition can be 
applied to our understanding of specific languages, and to the task of translation. 

Section 1 documents the theory of scenarios, how people store, categorize, and 
access information in the brain, and demonstrates how these mental scenarios are 
reflected in the grammar and lexicon of texts. It shows how scenarios shared by speaker 
and audience allow effective communication without enormous verbal detail, and 
explains how miscommunication occurs, especially across cultural and linguistic divides. 

Section 2 applies scenario theory to the Greek New Testament, demonstrating how 
specific grammatical forms, such as Participles and the Article, are linked to scenarios. 
This affects discourse analysis and exegesis, by giving textual evidence that certain 
scenarios are open, and thus certain information is implicit and intended to be com-
municated. Scenario theory is also applied to lexical choice, providing a theoretical 
framework for determining the topic of a passage, and clarifying exegetical decisions. 

Section 3 applies scenario theory to texts in the Parkari language of Pakistan. This 
not only helps in textual analysis, explaining the choice and significance of certain 
grammatical forms, but also demonstrates that although Parkari, like New Testament 
Greek and English, uses different grammatical forms depending on whether a scenario is 
currently open or not, the specific forms used differ between languages. 

Section 4 shows how the mismatch of mental scenarios, between original speakers of 
New Testament Greek and modern Parkaris, highlights potential problem areas in trans-
lation. It also suggests possible solutions to such problems, by using scenario theory not 
only to determine the author’s intended meaning, but also to provide strategies for com-
municating that same meaning in translation, specifically addressing the issue of what 
information is implicit in the source text, and when and how to make it explicit in 
translation. 

Copious appendices provide further evidence in support of the claims made in this 
book regarding scenarios and their affect on the discourse of Greek and Parkari texts, as 
well as providing a transcription of the texts from which the Parkari data is extracted. 
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0. Introduction 

0.1. Motivation for research 
The motivation for this research is practical as well as theoretical. My wife and I 

have worked with the Parkari people in a language development, literacy, and Bible 
translation programme, under the auspices of the Language Project of the Church of 
Pakistan. Whilst translating the New Testament into the Parkari language, it was often 
necessary for the translation team to change wording, or to make implicit information 
explicit in order to convey accurately to the intended audience the message preserved for 
us in the Greek texts. 

At a translation consultant workshop in summer 1993, Kathleen Callow described a 
theory of cognition, being developed by both linguists and cognitive psychologists, that 
explains how people store information in the brain by linking it into experientially related 
networks, known as scenarios, which are used to structure people’s worldview and com-
munication. It was then that I realized the significance of scenario theory in giving a solid 
theoretical grounding for certain translation principles which have long been accepted in 
practice as necessary for meaningful and accurate cross-cultural communication. I hope 
this study will help to weld the insights of linguistic theorists and cognitive psychologists 
more tightly to the principles and practice of biblical exegesis and translation. 

0.2. Translation problems requiring a theory 
In translating Scripture certain problems arise which do not seem to be related to an 

individual issue of exegesis or lexical mismatch, but seem to be symptomatic of a deeper 
underlying issue, the way communication works. It is these problems which modern 
linguistic theory has begun to address. 

Sometimes the words of the original text do not seem to say everything they mean, 
e.g. Acts 12:19 “Herod … having examined the guards ordered that they be led away.” 
The RSV, like many other versions, translates: “Herod … examined the sentries and 
ordered that they should be put to death.” But on what theoretical basis does a translator 
add this “new” concept of execution into the text? 

Sometimes the words of the original text do not seem to fit the situation at all, e.g. 
Matthew 19:12 “there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs on account of the 
kingdom of heaven.” The New Living Translation says: “and some choose not to marry 
for the sake of the Kingdom of Heaven.” What theory justifies changing the text from 
“becoming a eunuch” to “choosing not to marry”? What does the word “eunuch” mean? 

Sometimes characters are introduced as though we already know who they are, when 
we do not, e.g. Luke 5:14, Jesus having healed a leper says “Go and show yourself to the 
priest ….” What priest? There is no priest in the immediately preceding text. How do we 
know which priest is being referred to? And if we knew, on what theoretical basis should 
we clarify that in a translation? 

Sometimes the facts are clear in the text, but the rationale is not clear. We cannot 
read between the lines, e.g. in Mark 5:33, about the woman who had an “issue of blood”, 
we read: “then the woman fearing and trembling, knowing what had happened to her, 
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came and fell before him and told him the whole truth.” Why was she afraid? What was 
the “whole truth”? Something is obviously going on here, but we are not told what it is. 
And if we do know what it is, on what theoretical basis should we add it to the text when 
we translate? 

Sometimes we are given clues to understand why characters act the way they do, but 
we do not spot them. Instead, we infer our own reasons, from our own viewpoint, e.g. in 
Luke 10:25–37, the parable of the Good Samaritan, why did the priest and the Levite pass 
by on the other side? Most English readers conclude they were uncaring people, who did 
not love their neighbour, unlike the Samaritan, who cared. But the text does not say! Is it 
important to know why characters act as they do? What clues are in the text? If we know 
why they acted in this way, should we “add” it to the text in a translation? Is there an 
applicable theory? 

I believe that the theory of scenarios gives a theoretical basis for understanding and 
resolving all these problems. 

0.3. Outline of study 
The first section of this study discusses scenario theory, and investigates the nature 

of scenarios and their significance for understanding discourse. 
• Chapter 1 surveys the development of scenario theory. 
• Chapter 2 describes the structure and content of scenarios. 
• Chapter 3 relates scenarios to the classification of information status, arguing for 

a connection between scenarios and Hearer-old information, and shows how 
scenarios are significant in affecting grammatical and lexical choice and guiding 
readers in their understanding of text. 

• Chapter 4 shows how scenarios provide structure and cohesion at discourse level 
and assist comprehension and memory. 

The second section of this study concerns New Testament Greek, and investigates 
how the author’s scenarios can be deduced by analysing grammatical and lexical patterns 
in the original texts. 

• Chapter 5 investigates the relationship between scenarios and Greek Verb Phrases 
and tests the hypothesis that Participles are used for Hearer-old information. 

• Chapter 6 investigates the relationship between scenarios and Greek Noun 
Phrases and tests the hypothesis that Hearer-new items are always anarthrous, and 
the Greek article marks Hearer-old information, with anarthrous exceptions 
indicating salience. 

• Chapter 7 identifies various other grammatical forms which refer to Hearer-old 
information. 

• Chapter 8 explores the link between scenarios and lexical cohesion. 
• Chapter 9 shows how scenario theory can be used in discourse analysis of the 

New Testament. 
The third section of this study concerns the Parkari language, and investigates how 

Parkari scenarios are reflected in the grammar and lexicon of Parkari texts. The chapters 
directly correspond to those in the Greek section. 
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• Chapter 10 investigates the relationship between scenarios and Parkari Verb 
Phrases and tests the hypothesis that Nonfinal Verb Forms are used for Hearer-old 
information. 

• Chapter 11 investigates the relationship between scenarios and Parkari Noun 
Phrases and tests the hypothesis that salient Hearer-new items are always 
identified by a specific salience marker along with the noun, whereas nouns 
without that salience marker refer to Hearer-old items or nonsalient Hearer-new 
items. 

• Chapter 12 identifies various other grammatical forms which refer to Hearer-old 
information. 

• Chapter 13 explores the link between scenarios and lexical cohesion. 
• Chapter 14 shows how scenario theory can be used in discourse analysis of 

Parkari texts. 
The final section of this study concerns translation, and shows how scenario theory 

can be used both to identify causes of miscommunication in translation and to provide 
possible solutions. 

• Chapter 15 shows how scenario theory helps provide a sound theoretical 
underpinning for widely accepted translation principles. 

• Chapter 16 investigates the mismatch between scenarios in New Testament Greek 
and modern Parkari, and gives examples of how this results in 
miscommunication. 

• Chapter 17 uses scenario theory to provide a theoretical basis for certain trans-
lation principles which can be used to counteract scenario mismatch, and gives 
examples of the use of these principles in the Parkari translation of the New 
Testament. 

• Chapter 18 provides a summary showing the significance of scenario theory for 
communication, discourse analysis, and translation. 

0.4. Conventions used for terminology, transcriptions, and glosses 
To distinguish technical terminology from ordinary uses of the same terms, this 

study uses various conventions. Double quotes are used for the four semantic classes 
“event”, “thing”, “attribute”, and “relation”. Initial capitalization is used for specific 
grammatical and linguistic terms (e.g. Present Indicative, Prenuclear Aorist Participle, 
Hearer-old, Perfective and Imperfective Aspect, Event, and Process). Full capitalization 
is used for certain semantic categories such as information status (e.g. NEW, GIVEN), 
discourse levels (e.g. PARAGRAPH, EPISODE) and interclausal relationships (e.g. 
MEANS, RESULT). 

This study uses texts and examples from both New Testament Greek and Parkari. 
Where only the broad sense is required, I quote in English rather than the original 
language. The Parkari translation is always my own; the Greek translation is my own 
unless acknowledged. Where the focus is on a given lexical item, I quote the original 
language together with an English gloss for the benefit of those unfamiliar with the 
source language. Where the grammatical form of the original text is in focus, I give the 
original text, a word-level gloss, and a translation, each on separate lines. 
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For Greek, the word-level gloss uses hyphens between multiple words which trans-
late a single Greek word (e.g. he-cut), and uses ( ) to gloss δέ and μέν which have no 
obvious equivalent. In order to clearly indicate the Greek verbal form, Aorist Participles 
are glossed “having-verbed” and Present Participles are glossed “verbing”, which does 
not match the original Aspectual distinction of Perfective and Imperfective, but reflects 
their most common pragmatic meaning. The gloss translates case by the pragmatic 
meaning in context rather than reflecting the form of the Greek and omits case where it 
obscures the phrase or clause structure in English. 

Parkari texts and examples are given in the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) 
rather than in the Parkari orthography, which uses a modification of the Arabic-based 
Sindhi script. Hyphens are used to divide Parkari words into morphemes, and the word 
level-gloss also uses hyphens between the glosses of each morpheme. Where two English 
words gloss a single Parkari morpheme they are joined by a full stop, e.g. “just.as”. The 
glosses use -P for suffixes marking Person, and -G for suffixes marking Gender, enabling 
the reader to identify verb forms without focussing on distinctions which are not relevant 
to this study. The Parkari texts referred to, together with a list of grammatical morphemes 
including -P and -G suffixes, are given in full with glosses and translations in appendix 
O. 
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1. Scenario Theory: An Overview 
This chapter provides a brief overview of the development of the theory of scenarios, 

which are mental networks of information, formed by categorizing our experiences into 
related concepts, and used for understanding the world and communicating with others. 
In this chapter I also list and compare various terms used to describe scenarios, and 
suggest how scenario theory is relevant for exegesis and translation. 

1.1. The development of scenario theory 
Scenario theory is being developed and applied in a wide range of disciplines. Lin-

guists, artificial intelligence researchers, educationalists, and cognitive psychologists 
have made observations which have contributed toward the theory of scenarios, and to 
the potential of this theory in helping us understand the nature of learning, 
communicating, and understanding. I list some important theorists, in broad 
chronological order, noting their key points and how these relate to translation. 

1.1.1. Bartlett 

Bartlett, a social psychologist conducting experiments on memory, was apparently 
the first to describe scenarios, using the term “schema”. In his book, Remembering: A 
study in experimental and social psychology (1932), he argued from experimental 
evidence, testing English speakers’ recall of a North American Indian story, that memory 
is a “construction” rather than a “copy” of the information presented, and that our 
previous knowledge stored as large chunks of organized information in the brain, affects, 
and indeed may distort, what we remember. 

Although his experimental procedures can be faulted, his basic findings have been 
confirmed by further research (Eysenck 1993:88–89). The way scenario mismatch 
distorts the understanding and recall of a text is of great significance for Bible translation. 

1.1.2. Rumelhart 

Rumelhart (1975, 1980, et al.), a cognitive psychologist developing the theory of 
cognition and comprehension, proposed a more developed concept of the scenario, which 
he terms “schema”. Information is organized in the brain in schemas. Each schema con-
sists of a number of nodes, each of which corresponds to a conceptual category. Within 
each schema the nodes are interlinked, being related to each other in a variety of ways. 
Each schema is also interlinked with other schemas, and these are also interrelated in a 
variety of ways. This means that words do not relate to dictionary-type entries in the 
brain, but to much more complex interlinked schemas. 

Rumelhart (1980) sees these schemas as not simply a means of storing facts, but 
together constituting the individual’s view of the world, enabling the individual to 
meaningfully interpret events, objects, and situations. 

Since the interlinking of nodes and schemas is conceptually based, according to our 
individual experiences of the world, people of different languages and cultures have 
different interlinking conceptual networks. Consequently translators must know what 
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conceptual links are implicit between items in the original text, and make them explicit if 
necessary. 

1.1.3. Minsky 

Minsky (1975), calling scenarios “frames”, defines them as mental structures repre-
senting stereotyped situations, by which we understand new situations, and which we 
constantly update in the light of experience. Stereotypical elements function as “defaults” 
within these frames unless contradicted. 

Since understanding and interpretation is based on comparison between the “remem-
bered framework” and the actual situation, it is vital in communication that the audience 
access the appropriate “frame”. However, as we shall see below, experience, and thus 
“remembered frameworks” are affected by culture. So translations, which normally 
involve transfer of meaning not just across language but also across culture, will be 
interpreted in the light of different frames from those of the original author and audience. 
This means that a translation must do more than duplicate words, it must duplicate the 
situational frames those words originally referred to. 

Minsky acknowledges that people’s mental frames can be modified in the light of 
new experience. This means that translated Scriptures can modify people’s scenarios, e.g. 
connecting God with love and forgiveness. 

1.1.4. Fillmore 

Fillmore, a linguist, had already recognized how event words presuppose the exist-
ence of wider frames. Verbs have a frame which includes certain participant roles, and 
this affects both grammar and semantics. The grammatical marking of participants (e.g. 
case, prepositions, word order) identifies the participants’ underlying semantic role. Each 
language has its own rules as to which role slots must be made explicit in the grammar. 
So the “case frame” for any given lexical item contains both semantic roles (“deep 
structure”) and grammatical markers (“surface structure”). Fillmore (1968:31–32) 
explains: 

the deep structure of (the propositional component of) every simple sentence is an array 
consisting of a V plus a number of NP’s holding special labeled relations (cases) to the sentence. 
These relations, which are provided for categorially, include such concepts as Agentive, 
Instrumental, Objective, Factitive, Locative, Benefactive … 
A surface case system may be related to the set of underlying cases in a variety of ways. 

Fillmore’s “case frame” was similar to the core participant roles of an “event” scenario, 
but without any encyclopaedic information, such as who would prototypically fill these 
roles. 

Later Fillmore (1982a) showed how words relate not to simple dictionary definitions 
in the brain, but to complex scenarios based on cultural norms and expectations. He gives 
the example of “bachelor”, which does not simply mean “unmarried man” but pre-
supposes a society with specific expectations that males of a certain age should marry. 
Consequently it is odd to call the Pope a bachelor. Though we cannot say the Pope is not 
a bachelor, we can say he is not a prototypical bachelor, since a bachelor prototypically 
has the option of marriage available, but the Pope does not. 
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Fillmore’s concept of case frames has been applied to New Testament Greek by 
Danove (1993a) in his analysis of the choice between genitive and accusative cases with 
the verb ἀκούω ‘hear’, and in arguing for the reading in 1 John 2:20 as πάντες (mas-
culine plural nominative) since the case frame for οἶδα ‘know’ need not grammaticalize 
the contents of the complement slot where it is recoverable from the immediate context. 
Danove (1993b) also uses case frames in the analysis of the discourse structure of Mark’s 
Gospel, showing how the roles of participants help identify pericopes, and how the ex-
plicit surface representation of optional elements of the case frame, such as “gladly” in 
“hear gladly” is used to set up specific linguistic frames thematic to the book. 

As regards translation, Fillmore, by identifying that scenarios are culture-specific, 
and that the grammatical markers of the case-frame are language-specific, gives a theo-
retical basis for understanding common translation problems of lexical and grammatical 
mismatch. Case frame mismatch, including the mismatch of which participants must be 
grammatically marked, can result in instances where what is implicit in the source lan-
guage must grammatically be made explicit in the target language. In such instances 
exegetical decisions must be made based on context rather than the text itself. For 
example, in languages which must grammatically show the agent, all source language 
passive constructions must be given explicit agents (e.g. God, people, or someone 
specific) depending on the wider context. Part of this context is, of course, the case frame 
(i.e. core participants of the event scenario) of the source language. 

1.1.5. Schank and Abelson 

Schank, working in artificial intelligence, and Abelson, a social psychologist, in their 
book, Scripts, Plans, Goals, and Understanding (1977), develop scenario theory by using 
the computer as a metaphor for expressing and evaluating a possible model of cognition. 
They see their work as relevant to artificial intelligence, psychology, and linguistics and 
argue that what works on a computer is probably close to the way the mind works 
(1977:175–176): 

we have presented the theories outlined in this book as theories of human natural language 
processing. One possible test of the adequacies of those theories is their viability as the basis of 
computer programs… if understanding programs can be written we have a viable theory… the 
fact that a theory works for the basis of a computer program means that it effectively 
characterizes the process that it is modelling. 

They stress that understanding any section of text depends on identifying a scenario 
into which the elements of that text fit. Thus comprehension depends on previous experi-
ence, which allows accurate communication without making everything explicit. They 
argue that memory is organized on the basis of experience, putting similar experiences 
into the one grouping. They emphasize the need to correctly understand the intention of 
characters in order to predict their likely actions, and so follow the plot of a narrative. 

Since explicit language in a text is like shorthand referring to preexisting scripts in 
the audience’s mind, in translation, if the target audience has no such script, the “short-
hand” will need to be made “longhand”, i.e. implicit facts and relationships must be made 
explicit. They note that intention is often implicit, since it is part of known scripts. There-
fore, in translation, the purpose of certain actions may need to be made explicit if it is not 
clear from the target language scripts. 
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Schank (1981) also proposes that memory is arranged hierarchically in Memory 
Organization Packets (MOPs) with higher levels being generalized scenarios and lower 
levels storing specific details of particular events. This low-level memory is normally 
only short term, being absorbed in generalized form into the higher level scenarios. Only 
if an event is peculiar or untypical are the details retained in low-level memory. This 
accounts for both “semantic” memory with generalized information stored in high-level 
structures, i.e. scenarios, and “episodic” memory with significant details of events stored 
in low-level memory. 

1.1.6. Sanford and Garrod 

Sanford and Garrod (1981:5), as discourse analysts, demonstrate conclusively the 
essential role of scenarios in correctly understanding a text: 

the message conveyed goes far beyond the individual sentences which make up a text …  
(1) Jill came bouncing down the stairs. 
(1') Harry rushed off to get the doctor. 
Most readers would interpret this in terms of Jill falling on the stairs injuring herself, and as a 
result of this Harry calling a doctor. Notice how different the interpretation is when (1) is 
followed by a slightly different sentence. 
(1) Jill came bouncing down the stairs. 
(1'') Harry rushed over to kiss her. 
What this suggests is that far from being tied to the literal content of the component sentences, 
the message in a text is dependent on the reader bringing in additional knowledge in an attempt 
to come up with a coherent interpretation of the passage as a whole. 

This “additional knowledge” used to interpret the text is stored in scenarios. The 
relevant scenario is called from long-term memory by a particular linguistic input. Each 
scenario consists of a framework with labelled “slots” for different elements which are 
expected to occur. When reading or listening to a message, once we recognize which 
scenario is being referred to by the writer or speaker, the framework of that scenario 
provides us with the background information necessary for correctly interpreting the 
message (Sanford and Garrod 1981:115): 

we use a linguistic input to call up representations of situations or events from long-term 
memory as soon as we have enough information to do so. In other words a scenario is invoked. 
Implicit background information would be incorporated within the structure of the initial 
scenario as part of its definition, while new information from the text would be used to fill 
partially defined slots available in the skeleton structure, or to otherwise modify it. 

They note that mental scenarios are used for making all types of inferences: 
• Lexical inferences (e.g. for solving problems of lexical ambiguity or nominal 

reference) 
• Inferences of space and time 
• Extrapolative inferences (such as Jill hurting herself in the first example above) 
• Evaluative inferences (about the significance of a given statement) 
Sanford and Garrod (1981:8) also stress the contractual nature of communication: 
The basis on which discourse is produced is essentially contractual. A writer wishes to convey 
an idea to his readers. In essence, this means that he must establish in the mind of his reader a 
situational model which is the same (or closely similar to) the one in his own mind. He can then 
refer to this model as his discourse unfolds and be reasonably certain that what he says will be 
intelligible. 
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Their work is important for translation, because they show not only that texts are 
understood by the reader’s interlinking the text with existing mental scenarios, but also 
that the writer has the responsibility to make the appropriate scenario clear to the reader. 
The implicit/explicit issue then, concerns not simply translation, but communication. 
Translators, as communicators to a new target audience, must reevaluate the level of 
implicit information in accordance with their new audience’s mental scenarios, so that 
essential links missing in the hearers’ scenarios are supplied explicitly in the text. 

1.1.7. Sperber and Wilson 

Sperber and Wilson, the proponents of Relevance Theory, in their book Relevance: 
Communication and Cognition (1986) emphasize that successful communication is not 
achieved through language alone, but by the combination of language and a “mutual 
cognitive environment”, in the light of which that language is structured by the speaker, 
and understood and interpreted by the hearer. Sperber and Wilson (1986:39) state: 

(40) A cognitive environment of an individual is a set of facts that are manifest to him. 
To be manifest, then, is to be perceptible or inferable. An individual’s total cognitive 
environment is the set of all the facts that he can perceive or infer: all the facts that are manifest 
to him. An individual’s total cognitive environment is a function of his physical environment 
and his cognitive abilities. It consists of not only all the facts that he is aware of, but also all the 
facts that he is capable of becoming aware of, in his physical environment. The individual’s 
actual awareness of facts, i.e., the knowledge that he has acquired, of course contributes to his 
ability to become aware of further facts. Memorized information is a component of cognitive 
abilities. 

Although they speak of “cognitive environment”, which also includes the real life 
situation at the time of communication, the “memorized information”, which makes up 
the bulk of an individual’s “cognitive environment” and which facilitates perception and 
inference, is of course the organized body of information categorized and stored in the 
individual’s mental scenarios. 

For Sperber and Wilson, the communicator’s role is to express the message in the 
most “relevant” way, in the light of assumptions about the audience’s cognitive environ-
ment. This includes communicating in the most efficient way, omitting what can be 
easily inferred, but making explicit anything whose omission would make the text harder 
to process. 

If translation is to be “relevant” it must communicate in this same manner, saying 
neither too much nor too little to efficiently communicate the author’s intended message. 
Thus in translation, the decision whether to make part of the message explicit should not 
be decided simply by what was explicit in the source language text, but rather be based 
on whether the target audience, in the light of their preexisting mental scenarios, will 
understand the original message easily and accurately. 

1.1.8. Howard 

Howard (1987) writes as an educationalist to help teachers develop in pupils the 
concepts they need for comprehension. Howard’s summaries give an excellent overview 
of the structure and role of scenarios. 
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Howard (1987:31), using the term “schema” for scenario, emphasizes that one’s 
mental scenarios are based on one’s experience, and are used in categorization and 
making inferences: 

A schema can be defined as an organized body of knowledge, a mental structure that represents 
some part of some stimulus domain (Rumelhart and Ortony 1977; Rumelhart 1980). Like a 
concept, a schema is a representation abstracted from experience, which is used to understand 
the world and deal with it. It consists of a set of expectations about how part of the world is 
organized; these expectations are applied to categorize various stimuli. 

He stresses that in education it is vital to teach new information by systematically 
connecting it to what is already known, i.e. to relate new concepts to the scenarios they 
belong in. This is a conscious attempt to facilitate what cognitive theorists posit happens 
naturally over time through multiple experiences. 

Translators, like teachers, must ensure that they accurately communicate a new 
concept, by enabling their audience to identify the scenario the new concept belongs in, 
and also how that concept relates to other elements of the same scenario. 

1.1.9. Wierzbicka 

Anna Wierzbicka, a semanticist, in her books The Semantics of Grammar (1988) and 
Semantics, Culture, and Cognition (1992), argues forcibly that there are indeed some 
universal concepts, but vocabulary tends to refer to culturally relevant clusters of con-
cepts (i.e. scenarios). Thus the lexicon of a given language reflects the culture of the 
people who speak it. Although the real world may be common to people, nevertheless it 
is people themselves who classify whatever exists in the real world, and different peoples 
classify the world differently. She also emphasizes the meaning of words in relation to 
real life human experiences, rather than the Saussurean idea of contrastive definitions. 

Wierzbicka also gives an enormous amount of detail in her dictionary entries, re-
flecting the encyclopaedic nature of scenarios. This is totally in contrast to a Saussurean 
approach which would give the minimum amount of information necessary to distinguish 
one word from another. 

As regards translation, her work reinforces the need for the translator to be aware of 
the full range of semantic associations of words in both source and target language, and 
not to assume that any word in one language means exactly the same as a word in another 
language. 

1.1.10. Lakoff 

Lakoff, a linguist, also reacted against the Saussurean “objectivist” view of 
language, characterizing it as the “CONDUIT theory” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980:231): 

When it really counts, meaning is almost never communicated according to the CONDUIT 
metaphor, that is where one person transmits a fixed, clear proposition to another by means of 
expressions in a common language, where both parties have all the relevant common 
knowledge, assumptions, values etc. When the chips are down, meaning is negotiated… 

He stresses that the speaker must communicate in the light of what he assumes to be 
the knowledge, assumptions, and values of the audience (i.e. their mental scenarios). The 
speaker’s role is to present his message in such a way that the audience understands it 
accurately. Meaning is “negotiated” inasmuch as the speaker tries to guess what the 
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audience will understand, and the audience draws their own conclusion as to the meaning 
(Lakoff and Johnson 1980:179): 

We understand a statement as true in a given situation when our understanding of the statement 
fits our understanding of the situation closely enough for our purposes. 

Lakoff (1987:21) also reacted against the “objectivist” view of categories, where 
groups are defined by sharing a common property. He argues that categorization can be 
related to “holistically structured activities”, i.e. categories that are related experientially: 

A modifier like cricket in cricket bat, cricket ball, cricket umpire, and so on does not pick out 
any common property or similarity shared by bats, balls, and umpires. It refers to the structured 
activity as a whole. And the nouns that cricket can modify form a category, but not a category 
based on shared properties… Cognitive psychologists have recently begun to study categories 
based on such holistically structured activities… Such categories, among their other properties, 
do not show family resemblances among their members. 

Lakoff’s main thesis in his book, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things (1987:68), is 
that “we organize our knowledge by means of structures called Idealized Cognitive Mod-
els, or ICMs, and that category structures and prototype effects are byproducts of that 
organization”. In other words our experience is understood and organized according to 
our own culturally-specific idealized model of reality, not reality itself. Lakoff’s defini-
tions of ICMs provide a detailed account of scenario structure. 

Lakoff (1987:68) explicitly traces his ideas to four sources within cognitive 
linguistics: 

• Fillmore’s frame semantics (Fillmore 1982b), which he compares to 
 schema theory (Rumelhart 1975) 
 scripts (Schank and Abelson 1977), and 
 frames with defaults (Minsky 1975) 

• Lakoff and Johnson’s theory of metaphor and metonymy (Lakoff and Johnson 
1980) 

• Langacker’s cognitive grammar (Langacker 1986) 
• Fauconnier’s theory of mental spaces (Fauconnier 1985) 

Since Langacker and Fauconnier’s work is largely outside the scope of this study, and 
Lakoff incorporates their specific observations concerning image-schematic structure 
(Langacker 1986:38–40) and metonymy (Fauconnier 1985:3–34), they are not included 
in this overview. 
Lakoff (1987:68) defines these Idealized Cognitive Models as follows: 

Each ICM is a complex structured whole, a gestalt, which uses four kinds of structuring 
principles: 
- propositional structure, as in Fillmore’s frames 
- image-schematic structure, as in Langacker’s cognitive grammar 
- metaphoric mappings, as described by Lakoff and Johnson 
- metonymic mappings, as described by Lakoff and Johnson 

Lakoff argues that certain basic concepts are associated metaphorically with our 
bodily experiences as human beings, and these Idealized Cognitive Models, or meta-
phorical ways of categorizing our human experience, affect the structuring of our mental 
structures and our language. These different types of ICMs affect the way scenarios are 
structured and interlinked. 
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Translation may seem impossible, given Lakoff’s stress on the experiential and 
holistic nature of mental categorization. However, his definition of “true” as what “fits 
our understanding of the situation closely enough for our purposes” allows for translation 
between languages as a possibility. Translation, then, is not transferring identical 
thoughts, but enabling the new audience to fit what the original author said into their own 
conceptual viewpoint well enough to achieve the author’s purpose. 

1.1.11. Summary 

Although in 1932 the psychologist Bartlett recognized that memory was a con-
struction based on input rather than a copy of the input, and documented how cultural 
differences between writer and audience skewed recall, these ideas were left undevel-
oped. Much later, in 1968, the linguist Fillmore proposed the concept of “case frames” 
for verbs, where the participants had both conceptualized semantic roles, and 
grammatical surface marking. However, the real expansion of research into the theory of 
scenarios has taken place from the mid-1970s onward, and has involved a fusing of these 
separate disciplines of psychology and linguistics, together with new input from 
computer science particularly in the field of artificial intelligence. Currently, not only is 
the theory being developed and refined, but being applied to other disciplines, for 
example 

• by Howard (1987) to education 
• by Danove (1993a, 1993b) to exegesis and textual criticism, and 
• in this study to discourse analysis and translation. 

1.2. Terminology 
As shown above, the theory of scenarios has been developed in a variety of dis-

ciplines, and different theorists use different terminology for scenarios, even when 
referring to essentially the same concepts. The concept of scenarios relates closely to 
what are called 

• frames (Minsky 1975; Fillmore 1982b) 
• schemata or schemas (Rumelhart and Ortony 1977) 
• scripts (Schank and Abelson 1977; Riesbeck and Schank 1978) 
• Idealized Cognitive Models (Lakoff 1987), and 
• relational frameworks (Callow 1998). 
I compare and contrast the use of terminology below. 

1.2.1. Scenario 

This study uses the term “scenario”, as do Sanford and Garrod (1981), to refer to the 
cognitive structures in our minds, which we form by categorizing our experiences, and 
we use to organize information and to retrieve information from memory. 

1.2.2. Schema 

Schema is the term for scenario used by both Bartlett and Rumelhart. Mandler 
(1984) lists scenes, scripts, and stories as types of schemata, to which Howard (1987) 
adds persons and actions. 
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Scenes and persons are subtypes of “thing” scenarios. Actions are “event” scenarios. 
Scripts are complex “event” scenarios which contain prototypically co-occurring 
sequences of events. 

The story schema is a prototypical framework for a narrative story, and is an ab-
straction or generalization of a macro-script, i.e. a series of prototypically co-occurring 
“event” scenarios. These include participants, purpose, and events to achieve that 
purpose, and problems which interrupt the successful completion of the script thus 
initiating subscripts. 

1.2.3. Frame, Relational Framework, and Case Frame 

Frame is Minsky’s term for scenario. Callow (1998) uses the term “relational 
framework”. Both terms tend to focus on “event” scenarios. 

Fillmore’s term “case frame” refers only to the core relationships of an “event” 
scenario, i.e. the event and its prototypical participants related semantically (“deep 
structure”), together with the ways those relationships are represented in surface 
structure. Fillmore’s case frames, at the level of “deep structure”, are posited as language 
universal. As such they exclude the culture-specific elements of the scenario, such as 
what type of person prototypically fills what case slot, where, when, why such activity 
takes place, etc. 

1.2.4. Script 

Script is the term used by Schank and Abelson for a complex type of “event” 
scenario which includes a prototypical sequence of events. This study also uses the terms 
“script” and “script-type scenario” for this subtype. 

1.2.5. Idealized Cognitive Model 

Lakoff uses the term “Idealized Cognitive Models” (ICMs). These ICMs describe the 
way that scenarios are structured and interlinked. 

Lakoff lists five kinds of ICM: 
• Image-schematic 
• Propositional 
• Metaphoric 
• Metonymic 
• Symbolic 

The “propositional idealized cognitive model” describes the basic structures of typical 
“event” and “thing” scenarios. The other ICMs are used in structuring the overall 
structure of scenarios. 
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Chart of terminology 

Underline = term used for scenario and author 
Normal = term used for scenario subtype, or link, and author 

This study Minsky 1975 
Fillmore 1982 
(Callow 1998) 

Schank and 
Abelson 1977 

Rumelhart 1977
Mandler 1984 
(Howard 1987) 

Sanford 
and Garrod 
1981 

Lakoff 1987 

Scenario 
“Event” 

Frame 
Case frame 
(relational 
framework) 

 Schema 
(Action) 

Scenario Propositional ICM 
a) Proposition 

Script  Script Script  b) Scenario/script 
Joined scripts   Story   

“Thing”   Scene (person)   

“Attribute”      

“Relation”/Relational link     

Thing-event-attribute link 
Part-whole link 
Generic-specific link 
Prototypical core 
Metaphorical link 
Metonymic link 
Scenario structure (nodes, links, hierarchy, etc.) 
Language to concept link 

  c) Feature bundle 
d) Taxonomy 
d) Taxonomy 
e) Radial 
Metaphoric ICM 
Metonymic ICM 
Image-schematic ICM
Symbolic ICM 

1.3. Relevance of scenario theory to exegesis and translation 
The above writers give overwhelming evidence that communication relies on the 

communicator and audience having similar mental scenarios. These shared scenarios are 
the “given” in communication, on the basis of which the communicator chooses how 
explicit or implicit to be, so that the audience is able to accurately guess the fuller picture 
of what the communicator is trying to say, by “filling in” what is left unsaid from their 
existing knowledge stored in their mental scenarios. 

However, these scenarios are not universally the same, but are culture- and 
language-specific. So to understand any text, we must not rely on our own mental 
scenarios, but identify the mental scenarios in the mind of the original author. Thus 
knowledge of New Testament Greek scenarios is vital for exegesis of the New Testament 
texts. Similarly, to translate, we must also know the mental scenarios of the new target 
audience, since our message must be framed in such a way that they can accurately fill in 
what the author intended as implicit information, rather than make incorrect assumptions 
on the basis of their own cultural presuppositions. 

But how can we possibly know what other people’s scenarios are? Fortunately, there 
are lexical and grammatical clues. Because concepts are grouped mentally in scenarios, 
the grouping of vocabulary in a text indicates which concepts were grouped in the 
writer’s mind. Also, as Schank and Abelson (1977:41) point out with respect to scripts, 
the presence of scenarios may be linked to certain grammatical markers such as the 
definite article: 
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Scripts allow for new references to objects within them just as if these objects had been 
previously mentioned; objects within a script may take ‘the’ without explicit introduction 
because the script itself has already implicitly introduced them. 

Since New Testament Greek survives only in texts, without the original writers and 
audiences being available to explain the content of their mental scenarios, analysis of 
scenarios in the source text must be based on a correlation between grammar and lexis on 
the one hand, and probable conceptual associations on the other hand. Where scenarios 
relate to physical aspects of our existence, such as our bodies, or our mortality, we are on 
fairly sure ground that certain items are conceptually linked by all humans everywhere. 
For example, Acts 9:40: θεὶς δὲ τὰ γόνατα ‘having-placed ( ) the knees’. Here “the 
knees” refers to the knees of the person performing this action, i.e. Peter. This suggests 
that the Greek article marks a noun as being part of another scenario already open in the 
text. Similarly, Acts 9:37: ἐγένετο … ἀσθενήσασαν αὐτὴν ἀποθανεῖν ‘it-happened … 
having-become-ill her to-die’. Here “becoming ill” refers to an event which commonly 
precedes dying. This suggests that the Greek Aorist Participle before the Main Verb 
marks an event which is part of the expected script of the Main Verb. 

Where grammatical structures correlate with lexical items in relation to such 
“universal” scenarios, they suggest a hypothesis which can be used to investigate other 
possible scenarios in the source text. It will be shown in this study that where gram-
matical structures indicate the presence of scenarios, the existence of these scenarios can 
often be readily confirmed by biblical or extrabiblical texts, or by archaeological and 
historical evidence. For example, Acts 14:13b: ἐπὶ τοὺς πυλῶνας ‘to the gates’. The 
article shows that “the gates” belong in an open scenario, here the scenario of the city 
(14:13a). This suggests it was quite normal for such a city to have a surrounding wall, 
and hence gates, which history confirms. Similarly, Acts 9:40: θεὶς δὲ τὰ γόνατα 
προσηύξατο ‘having-placed ( ) the knees he-prayed’. Here the Greek Aorist Participle 
before the Main Verb marks “kneeling” as an event which belongs in the script of the 
Main Verb “praying”. This is confirmed by Acts 7:60, and 20:36, the only other 
occurrences of θεὶς in Acts. 

It is this link between scenarios and both lexicon and grammar which I will investi-
gate in New Testament Greek and in Parkari, to discover what explicit markings there 
may be in a given text to indicate the presence and nature of open scenarios. Once we can 
identify source language scenarios we can determine on the basis of this what 
information is implicit, i.e. not written in the text but expected to be inferred by the 
readers from their own mental scenarios. By comparing the scenarios of the original 
author and the current target audience, we can determine what of this implicit 
information is lacking in the scenarios of the target audience, and must, therefore, be 
made explicit in translation, in order to communicate the original message fully and 
accurately. 

1.4. Chapter summary 
Scenarios are networks of information stored in the brain. We form scenarios by 

categorizing our experiences and organizing them into related concepts. Scenarios are 
experientially based, so may differ from culture to culture. We use scenarios to interpret 
new experiences and to understand and structure communication. Scenarios are highly 
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structured, and the information contained in specific “slots” is used as a “default” in 
comprehension and communication. 

Despite variations in terminology, there is clear cross-discipline consensus about the 
existence and nature of scenarios. 

Accurate communication depends on shared scenarios. Since scenarios affect not 
only mental conceptualization, but also the grammar and lexicon used in communication, 
scenarios influence the structure of discourse. This means that the original scenarios can 
be identified from the grammar and lexicon of the source text, and must be used in exege-
sis to discover any implied information. Where scenarios differ between source and target 
languages, implied information may need to be made explicit in translation to enable the 
new audience to access the original concepts. 
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2. The Structure of Scenarios 
Since scenarios are clusters of information, which have significance for both 

exegesis and translation, it is important to understand how they are structured. This 
chapter investigates the structure of scenarios in detail. I summarize Lakoff’s principles 
for structuring scenarios, and combine data from various sources to propose typical 
contents of scenarios for different semantic categories. I also document how, given this 
structure, the title of a scenario can be used to refer to the whole scenario, and I give 
examples from New Testament Greek to show how scenario structure links vocabulary as 
well as concepts. 

2.1. Scenarios are organized chunks of information 
Scenarios can be envisaged as groups of linked information stored in chunks in the 

brain. The chunking of information into “units” plays an essential part in cognition, 
memory, communication, and comprehension (van Dijk 1977a:159): 

[A frame i.e., scenario] denotes a conceptual structure in semantic memory and represents a part 
of our knowledge of the world. In this respect a frame is an ORGANIZATIONAL PRINCIPLE, 
relating a number of concepts which by CONVENTION and EXPERIENCE somehow form a 
‘unit’ which may be actualized in various cognitive tasks, such as language production and 
comprehension, perception, action, and problem solving. 

2.1.1. The principles by which scenarios are structured 

Lakoff (1987:284) details the principles underlying scenario structure, calling them 
Idealized Cognitive Models (ICMs). He lists five basic types: 

(a) image-schematic; (b) propositional; (c) metaphoric; (d) metonymic; (e) symbolic 

I will list and comment on Lakoff’s observations. 

2.1.1.1. Image-schematic ICMs 

Lakoff (1987:271), commenting on Johnson (1987), states that our concepts and 
conceptual structures are based on our bodily experiences: 

One of Mark Johnson’s basic insights is that experience is structured in a significant way prior 
to, and independent of, any concepts … [Johnson] makes an overwhelming case for the 
embodiment of certain kinesthetic image schemas. Take, for example, a container schema—a 
schema consisting of a boundary distinguishing an interior from an exterior. The CONTAINER 
schema defines the most basic distinction between IN and OUT. We understand our own bodies 
as containers—perhaps the most basic things we do are ingest and excrete, take air into our 
lungs and breathe it out. But our understanding of our own bodies as containers seems small 
compared with all the daily experiences we understand in CONTAINER terms …. 

Lakoff (1987:272–275) lists several types of image-schematic ICMs, each based on 
our bodily experience, together with their structural elements: 

The CONTAINER schema 
Bodily experience: We experience our bodies as containers and as things in containers (e.g. 
rooms) 
Structural elements: INTERIOR, BOUNDARY, EXTERIOR 
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The PART-WHOLE schema 
Bodily experience: We experience our bodies as WHOLES with PARTS in a set relationship 
Structural elements: WHOLE, PARTS, CONFIGURATION 

The LINK schema 
Bodily experience: We are first linked to mother by the umbilical cord, as children we hold on 
to parents and things. 
Structural elements: Two entities, A and B, and LINK 

The CENTER-PERIPHERY schema 
Bodily experience: We experience our bodies as having centers (the trunk and internal organs) 
and peripheries (fingers, toes, hair) 
Structural elements: ENTITY, CENTER, PERIPHERY 

The SOURCE-PATH-GOAL schema 
Bodily experience: Going somewhere 
Structural elements: SOURCE, DESTINATION, PATH, DIRECTION 

Also UP-DOWN, FRONT-BACK, LINEAR ORDER schemas etc. 

I accept Lakoff’s Spatialization of Form hypothesis, that our mental conceptual 
structures are based on our physical experiences. As Lakoff (1987:283) argues, these 
image-schematic ICMs are essential for structuring scenarios: 

- Categories (in general) are understood in terms of CONTAINER schemas. 
- Hierarchical structure is understood in terms of PART-WHOLE schemas and UP-DOWN 

schemas. 
- Relational structure is understood in terms of LINK schemas. 
- Radial structure in categories is understood in terms of CENTER-PERIPHERY schemas. 
- Foreground-background structure is understood in terms of FRONT-BACK schemas. 
- Linear quantity scales are understood in terms of UP-DOWN schemas and LINEAR ORDER 

schemas. 

By linking mental structuring to man’s physical body, Lakoff’s theory provides a 
basis for believing that all humans use the same structures in conceptualizing. In other 
words, although the contents of individual scenarios are language- and culture-specific, 
the structural patterns of scenarios and the way they are linked are universal. 

2.1.1.2. Propositional ICMs 

Lakoff (1987:284) cites five common types: 
(a) the proposition; (b) the scenario (sometimes called a “script”); (c) the feature bundle; (d) the 
taxonomy; (e) the radial category. 

Lakoff (1987:285) defines subsection (a) the proposition as follows: 
A simple proposition consists of an ontology of elements (the “arguments”) and a basic 
predicate that holds of those arguments … In addition, certain semantic relations may hold 
among the arguments: there may be an agent, a patient, an experiencer, an instrument, a 
location, etc. Semantic relations are represented structurally by link schema, and the kinds of 
schemas are represented by assignments of links to categories of relations (e.g., the agent 
category). 

Lakoff’s proposition schema underlies the structure of an “event” scenario. 

Lakoff (1987:285–286) defines subsection (b) the scenario or script as follows: 
A scenario consists fundamentally of the following ontology: an initial state; a sequence of 
events, and a final state. In other words, the scenario is structured by a SOURCE-PATH-GOAL 
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schema in the time domain, where 
- the initial state = the source 
- the final state = the destination 
- the events = locations in the path 
and the path stretches through time. The scenario is a WHOLE and each of these elements is a 
PART. 

Lakoff (1987:286) also states: 
The scenario ontology also consists typically of people, things, properties, relations and propo-
sitions. In addition there are typically relations of certain kinds holding among the elements of 
the ontology: causal relations, identity relations, etc. These are represented structurally by link 
schemas, each of which is characterized as to the kind of relation it represents. Scenarios also 
have a purpose structure, which specifies the purposes of people in the scenario. 

This ICM provides the structure of the script-type scenario, as a series of “event” 
scenarios, including not only participants, but also causal and purpose relations. 

Lakoff (1987:286) defines subsection (c) the feature bundle as follows: 
A feature bundle is a collection of properties … Structurally, the bundle is characterized by a 
CONTAINER schema, where the properties are inside the container. Classical categories can be 
represented by feature bundles. 

The feature bundle structure is typical of “thing” scenarios. It refers to the patterning 
where a group of different features (such as attributes, part-whole relationships, associ-
ated events) are strongly linked together. This linking could be classical, defined by 
necessary and sufficient features as in a scientific “expert” definition, or it could be 
experiential, and fuzzy, formed by natural experiences. 

Lakoff (1987:287) defines subsection (d) the taxonomy as follows: 
The elements in the ontology of the taxonomic model are all categories. Each category is 
represented structurally by a CONTAINER schema. The hierarchy is represented structurally by 
PART-WHOLE and UP-DOWN schemas. Each higher-order category is a whole, with the 
immediately lower categories being its parts. 

This kind of propositional ICM models a way in which scenarios can be linked, i.e. 
specific-generic and part-whole links of this study. 

Taxonomy does not presume “scientific” definitions such as “a fruit is a fleshy part 
of a plant containing seeds” by which tomatoes are fruits. In everyday life, most British 
people categorize tomatoes with vegetables because they generally share the same 
attributes, function the same way, and are connected with the same activities and 
locations, e.g. eaten in sandwiches, kept in the fridge. These experiential categories have 
“fuzzy boundaries” as Lakoff (1987:287–288) explains: 

In classical categories, the boundary is sharp and does not have any internal structure. But in 
graded categories, the boundary is fuzzy; it is given a “width,” defined by a linear scale of 
values between 0 and 1, with 1 at the interior and 0 at the exterior. Elements are not merely in 
the interior or exterior, but may be located in the fuzzy boundary area, at some point along the 
scale between 0 and 1. That point defines the degree of membership of the given element. 

In categories with fuzzy boundaries one can qualify membership, e.g. “A chaise longue is 
like a cross between a chair and a sofa.” 

Lakoff (1987:287) defines subsection (e) the radial category as follows: 
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Like other categories, a radial category is represented structurally as a container, and its 
subcategories are containers inside it. What distinguishes it is that it is structured by the 
CENTRE-PERIPHERY schema. One subcategory is the center; the other subcategories are linked 
to the center by various types of links. Noncentral categories may be “subcenters,” that is, they 
may have further center-periphery structures imposed on them. 

This radial category shows that some categories or concepts are not simple but are 
like wheels with one complex hub and numerous spokes attached. Lakoff (1987:91) gives 
“mother” as an example of a radial category, stating: 

The central case, where all the models converge, includes a mother who is and has always been 
a female, and who gave birth to the child, supplied her half of the child’s genes, nurtured the 
child, is married to the father, is one generation older than the child, and is the child’s legal 
guardian. 

He then lists stepmother, adoptive mother, surrogate mother, etc. and says: “These 
subcategories of mother are all understood as deviations from the central case.” The 
central case has a feature bundle connected to it, but each other case is linked to only part 
of that feature bundle. 

Lakoff’s ICMs are not so much types of scenario as ways of structuring information 
within scenarios. For example “cat” is the title of a scenario, which links 

• to propositions (e.g. “Cats purr”) 
• to scripts (e.g. “When you stroke cats, they purr”) 
• to attributes (e.g. “furry”) 
• to feature bundles (e.g. all the attributes which together make cats “feline”, 

including body shape, whiskers, tail, face shape, grace of movement), and 
• to categories and hierarchies (e.g. “Tigers and leopards are types of cat,” “Cats 

are animals”). 

2.1.1.3. Metaphoric ICMs 

Lakoff (1987:288) defines the mental processes involved in the use of metaphorical 
language: 

A metaphoric mapping involves a source domain and a target domain. The source domain is 
assumed to be structured by a propositional or image-schematic model. The mapping is typically 
partial; it maps the structure of the ICM in the source domain onto a corresponding structure in 
the target domain. As we mentioned above, the source and target domains are represented 
structurally by CONTAINER schemas, and the mapping is represented by a SOURCE-PATH-
GOAL schema. 

This metaphorical ICM allows scenarios in one domain to be linked to scenarios in 
another domain. This mapping is typically partial, so not every element of the one sce-
nario corresponds metaphorically to an element in the other scenario. Also mapping is 
done at the level of a structure not an individual isolated concept, so metaphors usually 
occur in groups (see Lakoff and Johnson 1980). 

Metaphorical linking between scenarios allows for a whole series of related meta-
phorical expressions, and for the natural expansion of known metaphors. A biblical 
example is the metaphorical link between the shepherd and spiritual leader scenarios. 
Since each of these scenarios is linked to events and other participants, many metaphors 
operate along the same link, e.g. sheep/flock means people/disciples, feed/pasture means 
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care for/teach. These standard metaphors can also be expanded by the linked scenarios to 
include 

• fold means fellowship/community of believers 
• thieves/robbers means false teachers, and 
• wolves means people who harm the believers, etc. 

2.1.1.4. Metonymic ICMs 

Lakoff (1987:288) defines metonymic ICMs as follows: 
A metonymic mapping occurs within a single conceptual domain which is structured by an ICM. 
Given two elements, A and B, in the ICM, A may “stand-for” B. The “stands-for” relation is 
represented structurally by a SOURCE-PATH-GOAL schema. 

Lakoff (1987:511) points out that metonyms, like metaphors, are usually not isolated 
phenomena, but group according to a generic organizational principle. For example: 

THE THING PERCEIVED STANDS FOR THE PERCEPT 
Among the percepts are sounds, smells, pains, etc., while the things perceived are entities that 
give rise to the percepts like alarm clocks, chemical factories, injured knees, etc. This metonymy 
shows up in the synonymy of sentences like 
- There goes the beep. 
- There goes the alarm clock. 

Similarly, Matthew 13:16 “Blessed are your eyes because they see, and your ears 
because they hear” contains the metonymic ICM: “THE ORGAN OF PERCEPTION 
STANDS FOR THE PERCEIVER IN RELATION TO THAT ACT OF PERCEPTION.” 
“Organs of perception” includes eyes, ears, noses, etc., and “acts of perception” includes 
events such as see, hear, smell. This metonymy shows up in the synonymy of sentences 
like: 

Blessed are you because you see. 
Blessed are your eyes because they see. 

2.1.1.5. Symbolic ICMs 

Lakoff (1987:289) defines symbolic ICMs as follows: 
Purely conceptual ICMs can be characterized independently of the words and morphemes of 
particular languages. When linguistic elements are associated with conceptual elements in ICMs, 
the result is what we shall call a symbolic ICM. 

So symbolic ICMs relate lexical items, grammatical categories, and grammatical con-
structions to concepts, semantic categories, and propositions. In this way scenarios 
structure not only our mental processes, but also the language by which we express 
ourselves. 

Lakoff (1987:289) further states: 
As Fillmore has established in his papers on frame semantics (Fillmore 1975a, 1976a, 1978, 
1982a, 1982b, and 1985) the meanings of lexical items - words and morphemes - are character-
ized in terms of cognitive models. The meaning of each lexical item is represented as an element 
in an ICM. The ICM as a whole is taken as the background against which the word is defined. 

So a concept gets its meaning by its relationship to a scenario, and words are associated 
with concepts by means of symbolic ICMs. Thus a lexical item in a given language, by 
association with one element of a scenario, is connected to the whole network of struc-
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tural links within that scenario, and to links between that scenario and other scenarios. In 
this way the scenario is “the background against which that word is defined”. 

Grammatical categories are also structured by ICMs (Lakoff 1987:289–290): 
The traditional definition of the grammatical category noun as the name of a person, place, or 
thing is not that far off. The best examples of nouns are words for basic-level physical objects. 
Noun is a radial category. Its central subcategory consists of names for physical entities - people, 
places, things. Those are the prototypical nouns. There are of course noncentral nouns: abstract 
nouns (like strength), and strange nouns that occur only in idioms (like umbrage in take 
umbrage at). Verb is also a radial category with basic-level physical actions as central members 
(e.g. run, hit, give, etc.). Thus, although grammatical categories as a whole cannot be given strict 
classical definitions in semantic terms, their central subcategories can be defined in just that 
way. The remaining members of each grammatical category can then be motivated by their 
relationships to the central members. 

This explains why grammatical categories frequently match semantic categories (i.e. 
nouns for “things”, verbs for “events”, adjectives and adverbs for “attributes”, and 
prepositions and conjunctions for “relations”), and yet there is skewing both within a 
given language, and between languages. 

This fact is extremely significant for translation. Since translation is about commu-
nicating meaning (semantically based) then the mismatch of semantic categories and 
grammatical categories, both within languages and between languages, will mean that the 
grammatical category will sometimes need to be changed. In some cases the source 
language will be skewed in a way that is unnatural for the target language, e.g. the use of 
an abstract noun μετάνοια (‘repentance’) in New Testament Greek for an “event” 
concept such as “repent”. In other cases the target language will be skewed in a way that 
is different from the source language, e.g. the use of an abstract noun “beginning” in the 
Parkari language for an “event” concept “begin”. To communicate clearly and naturally, 
a translation needs to observe the language-specific relationship between grammar and 
semantics in the target language, rather than try to preserve the specific grammatical form 
of the source text. 

Syntactic structure is also characterized in terms of ICMs (Lakoff 1987:290): 
- Hierarchical syntactic structure (i.e., constituent structure) is characterized by PART-WHOLE 

schemas; 
 The mother node is the whole and the daughters are the parts. 
- Head-and-modifier structures are characterized by CENTER-PERIPHERY schemas. 
- Grammatical relations and co-reference relations are represented structurally by LINK schemas. 
- Syntactic “distance” is characterized by LINEAR SCALE schemas. 
- Syntactic categories, like other categories, are characterized by CONTAINER schemas. 

The general principle of a relationship between grammatical constructions and ICMs is 
significant for the topic of this study. The fact that “Grammatical relations and co-
reference relations are represented structurally by LINK schemas” is vital for explaining 
how the relationships within and between scenarios are mirrored by certain grammatical 
constructions in Greek and Parkari, specifically a correlation between certain 
constructions and whether the scenarios they relate to are open or closed. 
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2.1.1.6. The Central ICM: An experiential Gestalt 

Lakoff (1987:490–491) makes a further point about ICMs which is significant for 
this study: 

It is one of the principal findings of prototype theory that certain clusters of conditions are more 
basic to human experience than other clusters and also more basic than individual conditions in 
the cluster. Lakoff and Johnson (1980) refer to such a cluster as an experiential gestalt. Such a 
gestalt is often representable by an ICM. It should be borne in mind that in such cases the entire 
ICM is understood as being psychologically simpler than its parts - hence the term gestalt. 

Lakoff’s example (1987:490–491) of an experiential gestalt is the ICM for “pointing out” 
which consists of some 20 interrelated elements. Although all humans (we presume) 
point things out, the contents of this ICM are culture-specific, e.g. Westerners tend to 
point with the index finger of their right hand, but in Parkari culture you point by raising 
your chin in the relevant direction. 

Lakoff’s key point is that gestalts are experiential, and although human experiences 
are very similar when they relate to the physical nature of our bodies and environment, 
our experiences may differ greatly when they relate to our specific environment and 
culture. So as we look at the typical contents of scenarios, let us not forget that scenarios 
are language- and culture-specific, and what in one language and culture is a gestalt may 
not even exist in another culture as a gestalt at all, since it may have no experiential 
significance. 

2.1.2. The content of scenarios 

Scenarios contain all the information related to a given concept. Sperber and Wilson 
(1986:86) list three types of information—logical, encyclopaedic, and lexical—which are 
linked to any given concept and stored in the brain at a “conceptual address”: 

The information that may be stored in memory at a certain conceptual address falls into three 
distinct types: logical, encyclopaedic and lexical. The logical entry for a concept consists of a set 
of deductive rules which apply to logical forms of which that concept is a constituent. The ency-
clopaedic entry contains information about the extension and/or denotation of the concept: that 
is about the objects, events and/or properties which instantiate it. The lexical entry contains 
information about the natural-language counterpart of the concept or phrase of natural language 
which expresses it. On this approach a conceptual address is thus a point of access to the logical, 
encyclopaedic and linguistic information which may be needed in the processing of logical 
forms containing this address. 

The lexical entry includes what I refer to as the “title” of a scenario, i.e. the word or 
phrase in a given language related to the concept in focus. According to Sperber and 
Wilson (1986:90) it also contains “information about its syntactic category membership 
and co-occurrence possibilities, phonological structure and so on”. 

The encyclopaedic entry forms the main bulk of the scenario’s contents, as Sperber 
and Wilson (1986:87) note: 

… various models have been proposed to describe what we are calling encyclopaedic entries. 
These models are intended to answer questions about the structure of the entries, the relations 
between the various kinds of assumption contained in them, and the relations among the entries 
themselves. Many of the models that have been proposed incorporate such notions as schema, 
frame, prototype or script. 
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The logical entry I do not regard as a separate category per se, but rather as part of 
the encyclopaedic entry, consisting not of “real” logical connections, but rather a 
cataloguing of experiences which are perceived as related. For example, “If I break a 
mirror then I will have seven years bad luck” would be in the same “logical” form as “If I 
walk off a cliff, then I will fall”. 

Sperber and Wilson (1986:94–95) regard the logical entry as essential for deducing 
implicatures, by being linked to a “deductive device”: 

The device we envisage is an automaton with a memory and the ability to read, write and erase 
logical forms, compare their formal properties, store them in memory, and access the deductive 
rules contained in the logical entries for concepts. Deductions proceed as follows. A set of as-
sumptions which will constitute the axioms, or initial theses, of the deduction are placed in the 
memory of the device. It reads each of these assumptions, accesses the logical entries of each of 
its constituent concepts, applies any rule whose structural description is satisfied by that as-
sumption, and writes the resulting assumption down in its memory as a derived thesis. Where a 
rule provides descriptions of two input assumptions, the device checks to see whether it has in 
memory an appropriate pair of assumptions; if so, it writes the output assumption down in its 
memory as a derived thesis. The process applies to all initial and derived theses until no further 
deductions are possible. 

I propose that these theses, which Sperber and Wilson see as logically formulated by 
the deductive device are, in fact, formulated as a consequence of real life (first or second 
hand) experience, and are not necessarily logical, but simply perceived personally as such 
(perhaps under the influence of cultural norms). So at the time of making implicatures, 
the brain is not normally formulating logical theses, or even accessing preformulated 
logical theses, but rather accessing existing theses which consist of concepts already 
linked in mental scenarios by our structuring of previous experience. 

How then is our experience structured? A newborn baby instinctively cries when 
hungry. Normally his mother will then come and put him to the breast. His innate 
suckling reflex means he will suck at the nipple and normally he will get milk. The 
child’s crying and sucking are instinctive, but through repeated experiences he learns a 
connection between his 

• crying and his mother’s arrival 
• sucking and his getting milk, and 
• drinking milk and his feeling comfortable. 

These mental connections are the beginning of the experiential links which form complex 
scenarios in the mind. The closer these events cluster together in time, the more they will 
seem to be connected as cause and effect. The more frequently they co-occur, the more 
prototypical the relationship between them will become. 

This same chain of cause and effect, learned as a baby, enables adults to make sense 
of a mother saying “The baby’s crying. Heat up some milk, will you?” The hearer does 
not connect these two sentences by a series of logical deductions or inferences, such as 
“The baby’s crying, therefore, it is probably hungry. If it is hungry, it needs feeding. Milk 
is an appropriate food for a baby. The baby’s mother is not breastfeeding, otherwise she 
would give the child breast milk. The baby must, therefore, be given bottled milk. The 
milk is kept in the fridge and will be cold. Cold milk is not good for a baby. The milk 
should, therefore, be heated.” Rather, the two sentences fit experientially into a single 
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scenario, where the heating of milk for a baby’s bottle is a prototypical occurrence in the 
context of a baby crying. 

2.1.3. Scenario contents for things, events, attributes, and relations 

One way of classifying concepts is by their conceptual nature. In this fourfold 
classification, every concept is either a “thing”, an “event”, an “attribute”, or a “relation”. 

In this section, the content of a scenario refers to the organized array of interlinked 
slots, labelled according to conceptual roles and relationships, which would 
prototypically occur in the scenario of a particular type of concept. The individual items 
which fill those slots, however, are language- and culture-specific. The scenario contents 
listed below are mainly extrapolations from Wierzbicka and Beekman, with some 
elements from Lakoff and Johnson (1980). Wierzbicka (1988), contributing to theoretical 
linguistics, catalogues the kind of semantic information which is in real life connected 
with a given word. Beekman (1966), as a practical aid to language learning, lists 
questions for investigating the meaning of a concept. His methodology enables a 
foreigner to build a second language scenario system, as opposed to simply learning 
second language vocabulary in isolation. 

2.1.3.1. “Thing” scenario 

A scenario for a “thing” would typically include: 

TITLE: the “thing” 
GENERIC CATEGORY 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
LOCATION 
ORIGIN 
SIZE 
APPEARANCE 
BEHAVIOUR if animate 
RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT (e.g. how used) 

One subtype of “thing” scenario is a “scene” scenario, focusing on prototypical 
spatial orientation between “things”. Howard (1987:45) quotes Mandler (1984): 

Scene schemata pertain to the arrangement of objects in space. They encapsulate our knowledge 
that objects should be arranged in certain ways. Examples are the face and body schemata … 
We expect their parts to be in certain places. We expect parts of the landscape schemata, such as 
rivers, mountains, lakes and the sky to be arranged in a certain way. 

Another subtype of “thing” scenario is a “person” scenario, which includes social 
stereotypes and is used as a basis for predicting likely action (Howard 1987:47): 

We use schemata to understand and predict the behaviour of others (Anderson 1980; Hastie 
1981). Probably we all develop a general person schema, which includes slots for motivations, 
interests, personality traits, etc. … There are also many more specific person schemas … The 
third type is for various social, ethnic and occupational groups. There might be a schema for 
librarians and one for bricklayers. The features of the librarian schema might be: female, quiet, 
orderly, etc.; those for the bricklayer might include features such as male, strong, a beer drinker, 
etc. 
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2.1.3.2. “Event” scenario 

A scenario for an “event” would typically include: 
TITLE: the “event” 

PARTICIPANTS 
 Agent 

Goal 
Benefactive 
Instrument 

(typically grammatical subject) 
(typically grammatical direct object) 
(typically grammatical indirect object) 
 

GENERIC CATEGORY: 
CIRCUMSTANCES (adjuncts or circumstantial complements) 
 (including: means, manner, occasion: related to attributes such as temporal, spatial, intensity, 

appraisive or evaluative, manner) 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS: 
PARTS: discrete elements of the “event” 
STAGES (arranged in linear time order) 
 Precondition 

Beginning 
Middle 
End 
Final state 

CAUSATION 
 Beginning and middle enable end 

Middle and end cause final state 
PURPOSE 
 Goal: final state 
  (include: purpose, motive, intention, reason, occasion, grounds, cause or 

condition) 
 Plan: meet precondition, perform beginning and middle 

The participants in an event scenario are labelled in terms of their semantic role, not 
the way they are grammaticalized. Although semantic roles are intended to be language 
independent, Palmer (1994:5) points out that “they cannot be defined in any precise way” 
and “there is, in principle, no limit to the number of possible roles”. This is because the 
semantic roles are conceptual categorizations of the multiplicity of real life relationships 
between participants in events. Palmer also argues that semantic roles are “often partly 
based on the grammatical distinctions noted in languages” and thus not “truly notional”. 
However, according to scenario theory, grammatical distinctions reflect notional and 
conceptual distinctions, and since real life relationships are not discrete and clear cut, 
semantic roles similarly have “fuzzy borders” and are, as with all scenario contents, 
based on a culturally conditioned categorization of experiences. 

Different theorists not only identify different numbers of semantic roles, but also use 
different terminology, for example: 

• Fillmore (1971:376) 
• Andrews (1985:69–71) 
• Radford (1988:373) 
• Halliday (1994:109, 144) 
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This study uses the terms Agent, Goal, Instrument, Experiencer, and Benefactive to refer 
to the core semantic roles listed below. The terminology used by others is shown for 
comparison: 

Semantic role Agent Goal Instrument Experiencer Benefactive 
Prototypically: Animate doer Affected by doer Used by doer Affected, no doer Benefits from event
Example: She sang. He was hanged. Eat with a fork. I am hungry. Presented to mum. 

Fillmore (1971) Agent Object Instrument Experiencer  
Andrews (1985) Agent Patient Instrumental Experiencer Recipient 
Radford (1998) Agent (Actor) Theme (Patient) Instrument Experiencer Benefactive 
Halliday (1994) Actor Goal  Senser Beneficiary 

Prototypical sequences of “event” scenarios are linked together as scripts. Story 
schemata are generalized macro-scripts, which include such slots as setting, main 
characters, and episodes. Howard (1987:48) elaborates: 

One hypothesized schema was proposed by Mandler (1984). It has slots that relate to each other 
in certain ways. First of all there is a setting, which may introduce the time and place and the 
main character/s. Secondly, the story has one or more distinct episodes, each of which has a 
beginning, a development, and an ending. Each episode is usually organized around a goal. The 
hero has an aim which he tries to achieve, and the ending describes his success or failure. 

The story schema provides a generic framework on which people hang the specific 
events of a given story. This hypothesis is supported by experimental evidence (Howard 
1987:49): 

Thorndyke and Yekovich (1980) summarize some lines of evidence. Firstly people tend to recall 
only part of a given story, but it is the same part. Secondly, people tend to reconstruct very poor-
ly written stories, distort them to bring them into line with their schema. Thus people who read a 
scrambled story tend to recall it in a form that fits the schema. Thirdly, the more explicit the 
temporal, causal and intentional relations between events in the story, the more comprehensible 
people find it. 

The story schema usually includes all types of scenario, and is operative at the high-
est level. As Howard (1987:50) points out, other types of text have their own schemas 
and their own structures, which affect the interpretation of texts, since they form the basis 
of the expected contents and their order within the text. 

2.1.3.3. “Attribute” scenario 

A scenario for an “attribute” would typically consist of multiple links to “things” and 
“events” where the attribute is prototypically significant, and to other attributes which 
share components of meaning, are on the same scale (including homonyms and 
antonyms), or prototypically co-occur. 

2.1.3.4. “Relation” scenario 

A “relation” concept is not so much the core of a scenario, but refers rather to the 
type of link between “things”, “events”, or “attributes”. As such “relations” may be 
encoded linguistically not only by lexical items (such as prepositions), but also by gram-
matical marking (such as case, person, tense, aspect, voice) and by syntactical marking 
(such as word order). 
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See also 
• Appendix A. The Content of Scenarios for Different Types of Concept 
• Appendix B. Greek “Relation” Words and Other Relationship Markers 

2.1.4. Links between items in scenarios and between scenarios 

Representations of scenarios usually involve concepts being conceived of as nodes, 
and relationships being conceived of as labelled links, such as 

• “is a” (linking specific “thing” to generic “thing”) 
• “has a” (linking whole “thing” to part “thing”) 
• “is” (linking “thing” to “attribute”), and 
• “can” (linking “thing” to “event”). 

Likewise, whole scenarios can be linked to other scenarios, by such links as cause and 
effect, or literal-metaphorical. 

If nodes represent concepts for “things”, “events”, and “attributes”, and links repre-
sent “relations”, then many relational links can be formed “implicitly”. For example, all 
concepts which link to the same node by a specific-generic link are implicitly linked to 
one another by a specific-specific link. Similarly, all concepts which link to the same 
node by a part-whole link are implicitly linked to one another by a part-part link. The 
general principle is that all concepts which link to the same node by the same type of link 
are implicitly linked to one another by a similarity link. 

One argument for postulating links between concepts and between scenarios is that 
storage space in the brain can be minimized, since information can be stored at the high-
est node to which it applies, and be accessible to all levels below that node. For example, 
“breathes oxygen” can be attached to the node “animate” rather than being a separate 
entry at the node for every single animate being. The corollary of this is that retrieval 
time is greater, since it involves searching for information at higher levels. This 
postulation has been confirmed as a general principle by experimental results involving 
reaction times (Collins and Quillian 1969). 

Assuming, then, that there are indeed mental links between concepts, I postulate the 
following types of links based on the contents of the different types of scenario proposed 
above, giving examples of related grammar or vocabulary, and with explanations in 
brackets. 

• Relational links between items in “thing” scenarios 
Linking “thing” to “thing” 
Specific-generic link e.g. “of”, “sort of”, “kind of” 
Specific-specific link e.g. “both are kinds of” 
Similarity link e.g. “like”, “similar” 
Part-whole link e.g. “part of” 
Part-part link e.g. “together with” 
Locative link e.g. “in”, “on”, “under”, etc. 
Origin link e.g. “from” 
Reciprocity link (links “thing” to “thing” via participant links), e.g. “buyer” links to “seller” 
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Linking “thing” to “attribute” 
Attribute link e.g. “fire” links to “hot” 

Linking “thing” to “event” 
Participant-event links 
 Agent link e.g. subject, English preverbal position (cf., Greek nominative case) 
 Goal link e.g. direct object, English postverbal position (cf., Greek accusative case) 
 Benefactive link e.g. “to” or “for” (cf., Greek dative case) 
 Instrument link e.g. “with” (cf., Greek dative case, ἐν) 

• Relational links between items in “event” scenarios 
Linking “event” to “event” 
Reciprocity link (links “event” to “event” via the participant links), e.g. “buy” links to “sell”) 
Specific-generic link e.g. “of”, “sort of”, “kind of” 
Specific-specific link e.g. “both are kinds of” 
Similarity link e.g. “like”, “similar” 
Means link e.g. “by”, “through” 
Manner link e.g. “talk” links to “whisper” 
Occasion link (event 1 is the occasion for event 2) 
Part-whole link (event 1 is a part of event 2) 
Part-part link (events 1 and 2 are parts of event 3) 

e.g. “aim” links to “load” as parts of “shoot” 
Sequence link e.g. “first”, “next”, “finally” (events 1 and 2 are sequential)  

e.g. “load”, “aim” 
Stage link e.g. “first”, “next”, “finally” (part-part link plus sequence link)  

e.g. “load”, “aim” 
Next-stage link e.g. “next” (part-part link plus adjoining in sequence link) 
Causal link e.g. “because” (special kind of sequence link, tagged for cause) 
Purpose link e.g. “in order to”, “so that” (special kind of sequence link, tagged for 

purpose) 

Linking “event” to “thing” 
Event-participant links: 
 Agent link e.g. subject, English preverbal position (cf., Greek nominative case) 
 Goal link e.g. direct object, English postverbal position (cf., Greek accusative case) 
 Benefactive link e.g. “to” or “for” (cf., Greek dative case) 
 Instrument link e.g. “with” (cf., Greek dative case, ἐν) 
Locative link e.g. “at”, “beside” 
Temporal link e.g. “at”, “in” 

Linking “event” to “attribute” 
Attribute links e.g. “burn” links to “brightly” 

• Relational links between items in “attribute” scenarios 
Linking “attribute” to “attribute” 
Gradation link e.g. “cold”, “cool”, “lukewarm”, “warm”, “hot” 
Contradictory link e.g. “big”, “small” 
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• Relational links between items in “relation” scenarios 
Linking “relation” to “relation” 
Contradictory link e.g. “up”, “down” 

• The co-occurrence link 

 The co-occurrence link typically occurs between “things”, but also may occur 
between “events”, “attributes”, and “relations”. It links items that prototypically co-
occur without there being a specific semantic relationship between them. 

• The metaphorical link 

 The metaphorical link typically links complete scenarios, including both the core and 
its prototypical links, and thus includes all the things, events, attributes, and relations 
contained therein. It is the basis for similes, metaphors, and idioms. 

• The metonymic link 

 The metonymic link can apply to all types of scenario, thing, event, attribute, and 
relation, whenever part of the scenario stands for the whole. 

• The synonymy link 

 The synonymy link also applies to all types of scenario, thing, event, attribute, and 
relation. It occurs where more than one word can be applied to the same concept. 

See also: Appendix C. English and Greek Examples of Relational Links 

2.1.5. Proposed nature of information storage and linking 

This study proposes that scenarios are mental structures involving multiple nodes 
and complex interlinking, where links can be 

• strong or weak (prototypicality) 
• formed and modified by experience (cultural and experiential), and 
• hierarchically arranged (specific-generic and part-whole links). 
Neurological research concerning memory gives supportive evidence for interlinked 

mental structures. Penfield’s neurological research (1975:21–27) is described by Verny 
and Kelly (1982, 1991:55): 

By applying a special electrical prober to the surface of the brain, Dr. Penfield was actually able 
to make a patient emotionally re-experience a situation or event he or she had long forgotten. 
Each patient, Dr. Penfield wrote in his report on the experiments, ‘does not just remember exact 
photographic or phonographic reproductions of past scenes and events … he feels again the 
emotions which the situation actually produced in him … what [he] saw and heard and felt and 
understood.’ 

This neurological experiment into the processes of memory shows that not only are sights 
and sounds stored in the brain, but also feelings and understandings. Moreover, they are 
stored in (or linked to) the same place in the brain, since they can be accessed by stimula-
tion of a particular physical part of the brain. 
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Schank and Abelson (1977:17) argue that we categorize experiences into some sort 
of stereotypes in memory: 

The form of memory organization upon which our arguments are based is the notion of episodic 
memory. An episodic view of memory claims that memory is organized around personal expe-
riences or episodes, rather than around abstract semantic categories. If memory is organized 
around personal experiences then one of the principle components of memory must be a pro-
cedure for recognizing repeated or similar sequences. When a standard repeated sequence is 
recognized it is helpful in ‘filling in the blanks’ in understanding. Furthermore much of the 
language generation of people can be explained in this stereotyped way. 

Schank and Abelson (1977:19) believe that memory is primarily organized along a 
time line: 

The overall organization of memory is a sequence of episodes organized roughly along the time 
line of one’s life. 

However, Schank and Abelson (1977:227) also argue that information is also structured 
by connecting patterns of similar events: 

To summarize; the pattern of learning would seem to be that first, definitions of objects are 
learned as episodes. Then scripts are learned to connect events. Finally, scripts are organized by 
goal structures that are used to make sense of the need for them. 

This implies, firstly, that the content of any given scenario is immense, and secondly, 
that the physical nature of storing the information in a scenario as a chunk must be pri-
marily by linking information, rather than by copying the same information numerous 
times and storing it in many different places. Consequently, when the content of any 
scenario is updated by adding new information, then that new information is readily 
available in other scenarios which include that item, via existing links between the 
scenarios. 

Similarly, this implies that a scenario may be updated without adding new infor-
mation, but by simply adding new linkages. Since both scenarios and their links are 
formed experientially, when a person experiences something (whether personally or by 
hearing or reading) then they attempt to equate it with an existing scenario. If there is no 
such scenario already stored in the brain, then they create a new scenario, and link it to 
existing scenarios in whatever ways are applicable. Likewise, when a person first experi-
ences concepts as linked, then they link the relevant scenarios in the brain. If there is 
already a linkage, then they strengthen that linkage. 

Experimental evidence using a PET (positron emission tomography) scan shows that 
repeated linking results in more efficient processing. Richard Haier of the Brain Imaging 
Center, University of California, argues that mental efficiency in performing tasks is 
achieved by “neural pruning”, which appears to be the establishment of meaningful 
linkages between neurons in the brain (Begley 1992:47): 

At birth a baby’s brain is a rat’s nest of jumbled neurons. It uses up more and more glucose 
until the child is about five, when the brain is roughly twice as active as an adult’s. Then glucose 
use and the number of circuits plummet until the early teens. 
This is called neural pruning, and Haier speculates it’s the key to neural efficiency. More intel-
ligent people become like that by more pruning, which leaves remaining circuits much more 
efficient. 

These theories raise the question of brain capacity. How can all this information not 
only be stored in the brain, but organized in chunks, and cross-referenced in such a way 
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that the same information can be accessed in a vast range of different ways, some seman-
tic, some lexical, some phonetic? Begley (1992:44) remarks that the human brain is 
admirably designed for such a complex task: 

With 100 billion cells or neurons, each sprouting about 1,000 sylph-like fingers to reach out and 
touch another, “the brain is the last and grandest biological frontier”, says geneticist James 
Watson, co-discoverer of the double helix in DNA. In a new book, Discovering the Brain, 
Watson calls this organ “the most complex thing we have yet discovered in our universe”. 

Regarding specific-generic hierarchy, Howard (1987:79) quotes experimental 
evidence suggesting that information is stored at the highest relevant level of the 
hierarchy: 

It should take longer to verify questions that require traversing several links. Verifying ‘A robin 
is a bird’ or ‘A bird has feathers’ should be a quick process, because only one link needs to be 
traversed. But, to verify ‘A robin is an animal’ or ‘A canary has skin’ should take longer, 
because more than one link must be traversed. Collins and Quillian [1969] tested this hypothesis 
in a reaction time study with people and it was indeed verified. The more links traversed, the 
longer the sentence took to confirm. 

However, this experimental evidence can be interpreted in other ways, as Howard 
(1987:79), referring to Conrad (1972), points out: 

the experiment that found an effect of the number of links traversed on reaction time taken to 
verify the statements was criticized for confounding link number with associative frequency. 
When associative strength differences are eliminated, the link number effect vanishes. 

“Associative frequency” means that concepts which are associated experientially are 
linked in the brain, and the more frequent the experiential co-occurrence, the stronger the 
mental link. 

Thus, the level where information is stored may not be the highest level possible, 
indeed information may not even be stored at only one level. Rather, information may be 
stored, or most “strongly” stored, at the level where it is most commonly encountered 
and, therefore, most useful. Howard (1987:80) points out: 

the assumption of complete cognitive economy was questioned. While a computer with limited 
storage space might need such a feature, people do not need complete economy. We often need 
to store information at particular levels of abstraction to make speedy decisions … It is likely 
then that we store features where they are convenient or used often (Lachman and Lachman, 
1979). Further, Rosch (1978) argues that such property values are often stored at the basic-level 
rather than at more abstract ones. 

Sanford and Garrod (1981:25), on the basis of controlled experiments recording the time 
taken to verify certain propositions, come to the same conclusion: 

The picture which emerges, therefore, is one in which properties are stored directly at a node 
referring to the object (or some general set of that object) if the object and those properties are 
often encountered together, but in which novel combinations can only be verified by inference. 

Although models of mental systems generally use nodes and links to diagram the 
system, linguistic theorists usually make no specific claims as to how information is 
physically stored and retrieved, but merely state that models based on scenario structures 
illustrate diagrammatically aspects of memory and language which can be experimentally 
proven. Howard (1987:79) states: 
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it should be noted that the networks [of scenario structures diagrammed] are just representations 
of semantic memory parts. It cannot be said that there are actually neural systems that 
correspond to nodes and pointers. 

However, Professor Gerald Edelman, Director of the Neurosciences Institute, 
California, and Nobel Prize winner for Medicine and Physiology in 1972, explicitly links 
co-occurring cognition in real life experience to the building of neural networks. On 
“Melvyn Bragg-In Our Time” (Radio 4, 29/6/2000) he summarized it thus: “Neurons that 
fire together, wire together.” 

2.2. Scenario titles are linked to the whole scenario 
The title of a scenario is linked to the whole scenario. Consequently, a scenario title 

can be used as a shorthand way to refer to all the items within that scenario. 

An example of the relationship between the title of a scenario and its discrete 
elements comes from van Dijk (1977a:151): 

[32] A man in a fast car stopped before the bank. He quickly got out and ran into the bank. He 
drew a pistol and shouted to the cashier to hand him the money in her desk… The hold-up did 
not last longer than three minutes. 
The definite article in the last sentence can only be explained if we assume that the previous 
passage contains an argument or predicate which is co-referential with respect to the same event 
as the word hold-up. 

Here a selection of the key stages of the hold-up scenario are referred to anaphorically by 
the scenario title. 

It is these scenario titles which we remember when we hear a story, rather than every 
single specific detail, and the title acts as a reminder for the whole event (Schank and 
Abelson 1977:167): 

For the purposes of what is remembered, we are claiming the following: The macro-events are 
remembered primarily; the micro-events are remembered (after enough time) equally poorly 
whether they were inferred and filled into the causal chain, or explicitly stated. This is because 
when an event is script-based, the actual event can be forgotten. What needs to be remembered 
is a pointer to the script that defined that event. This pointer is the macro-event itself. 

As Schank and Abelson point out, the title is often the main event of a script, e.g. 
“playing golf” is the title of a scenario whose script includes going to the golf course, 
carrying balls and clubs, etc. but playing golf is also the main event within that scenario. 
In contrast, sometimes the title refers to the sum of the script events not to any individual 
most important event within it, e.g. for British people “make tea” opens a scenario 
including boiling water, putting tea leaves in a teapot, adding water, leaving it to brew, 
etc. but no one event can be singled out as “making tea”. 

For “thing” words, the scenario title will be the name of the object, and likewise for 
“attribute” words the scenario title will be the name of that attribute. The title of a “thing” 
scenario may also refer not simply to the “thing” itself but also to the event or script of 
events associated with it, as noted by Schank and Abelson (1977:47): 

12 John took a bus to New York. 
 In New York he went to a museum. 
 Then he took a train home. 
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In this example the names of scripts are mentioned and it is presumed that each script proceeded 
normally … Here we have the three explicitly stated scripts, BUS, MUSEUM-GOING, and 
TRAIN. 

Schank and Abelson call such a scenario title a “script name” and use the $ sign to mark 
it. This allows a distinction between BUS as the title of a “thing” scenario (including size, 
shape, purpose, number of wheels, etc.), and $BUS as the title of a script-type scenario 
(including wait at bus stop, get on, buy ticket, sit down, etc.). 

Whether a word refers to a single concept or to the scenario related to that concept 
depends on the function of that word in the discourse. A single concept within one 
scenario may also be the title of its own scenario. Howard (1987:33), referring to 
Markman (1983), comments: 

Schemata are often organized into partonomies, each schema being part of one and itself 
composed of schemata … Consider the human body schema. It consists of such parts as face, 
arms, legs, and trunk. Each can be considered a schema, as described before with face. These 
each bear a part-whole relation to a more inclusive schema. They are part of it, just as a given 
tree is part of a forest. 

Thus “face” can refer both to a single concept in the “human body” scenario, and to the 
whole “face” scenario of which it is a title, including all its discrete elements such as 
nose, eyes, ears, etc. 

2.3. Scenarios link vocabulary as well as concepts 
Since concepts are linked within scenarios, vocabulary referring to those concepts is 

also linked. The relationship between lexicon and scenarios is addressed by van Dijk 
(1977a:160): 

For a linguist it might be tempting to ask how such frames differ from the conceptual knowledge 
of a LEXICON of the language, a question which for the psychologist is less relevant since there 
seems no cognitive/behavioural difference between knowledge of the language and knowledge 
of the world. It might be proposed, though, that the top-level, essential information of frames, is 
the conceptual information associated with the lexically expressed concepts of a language. 

Howard (1987:17) defines the relationship between words and concepts as follows: 
Words are labels for concepts and a word’s meaning is the attached concept. Thus a word is 
distinct from a concept. 

2.3.1. Types of lexical links within scenarios 

Scenario structure produces these common types of lexical link, shown here with 
New Testament Greek examples. 

2.3.1.1. Same set links, i.e. specific-specific links 

The specific-generic link in scenario structure, by connecting hyponyms (e.g. roses 
and daffodils) to a single superordinate node (e.g. flower), automatically produces co-
hyponyms which belong to the same set. These are at the same level of hierarchy, of the 
same grammatical class, and in the same generic class. Thus same set links are formed 
automatically between items which have specific-generic links to the same node, e.g. 
Luke 6:13–14: 
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Cohyponyms Σίμων Simon 
 Ἀνδρέας Andrew 

These both link to the same generic node: 
Superordinate ἀπόστολος apostle 

2.3.1.2. Generic-specific links 

Generic-specific links in the scenario create hierarchical lexical links, e.g. Luke 
6:13–15: 

Generic  Person 
Specific type of “person”: μαθητής disciple (6:13) 
Specific type of “disciple”: ἀπόστολος apostle (6:13) 
Specific type of “apostle”: Ἰάκωβος James (6:14) 
Specific type of “James”: Ἰάκωβος Ἁλφαίου James (son) of Alphaeus (6:15) 

All words in generic-specific relation belong to the same lexical class. 

Lexical items related by generic-specific links are often used in reiteration to achieve 
coreference. Kinds of reiteration include: repetition, synonym, superordinate, and general 
word (Baker 1992:203), acronyms and naming (Jordan 1992:188). For example, 
reiteration of “apostles” (Luke 6:13): 

Repetition: ἀπόστολος apostle (9:10) 
Synonym: οἱ δώδεκα the twelve (8:1) same scenario, difference lexical item 
Superordinate: μαθητής disciple (6:13) superordinate 
General word: πτωχός poor (6:20) attribute 
Proper name: Σίμων Simon (6:14) hyponym 

2.3.1.3. Part-whole links 

Part-whole semantic links within one scenario produce lexically linked vocabulary 
of the same lexical class, for example: 

 Whole Parts 
Thing: δένδρον ‘tree’ ῥίζα ‘root’, καρπός ‘fruit’ (Luke 3:9) 
Event: ἅπτομαι ‘touch’ ἐκτείνω ‘stretch (hand)’ (Luke 5:13) 
Attribute: χρηστός ‘kind’ εὔσπλαγχνος ‘tender hearted’, 

χαριζόμενος ‘forgiving’ 
(Eph. 4:32) 

2.3.1.4. Participant-event links 

Vocabulary for participants and events belong in the same scenario, and produce 
lexical collocations, e.g. Luke 11:13: 

Event: δίδωμι give 
Agent: πατήρ Father (God) 
Goal/patient: πνεῦμα ἅγιον Holy Spirit 
Benefactive: οἱ αἰτοῦντες people asking 
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2.3.1.5. Location-event links 

Vocabulary for certain locations links with the events that occur there, producing 
lexical collocations, e.g. Luke 4:16: 

Location: συναγωγή synagogue  
Event: ἀναγινώσκω read  
Agent: Ἰησοῦς Jesus  (4:14) 
Goal/patient: βιβλίον scroll (Scripture)  
Benefactive: πάντες everyone (4:20) 

2.3.1.6. Conjoined scenario links 

Vocabulary may belong in the same scenario, even where that vocabulary does not 
belong to the same domain. For example, for first-century Palestinian Jews, leper, clean, 
far off, touch, priest, and laws of Moses belong to one scenario “leprosy”. This is because 
leprosy is part of a script-type scenario which reads something like: 

Cause: leprosy 
Effect: ritual impurity, untouchability 
Cure: divine intervention 
Verification: examination by priest in Jerusalem 
Result: make offering to God 

Thus, all the vocabulary of Luke 5:12–14 can be linked to this one leprosy scenario, even 
though most of it is directly linked to ritual impurity not to disease. 

2.3.1.7. Metaphorical links 

The metaphorical link of scenario structure explains lexical links between meta-
phorical and nonmetaphorical language. Metaphorical links are often different from 
culture to culture. For example, the Urdu word for owl (ʊl:u) is used as an insult meaning 
‘stupid person’. In English, owl can be linked either with stupidity or with wisdom (e.g. 
The Wordsworth Concise English Dictionary (Davidson, Seaton, and Simpson 1994) 
definition of owl includes “a dullard”, whereas the Concise Oxford Dictionary (Soanes 
and Stevenson 2006) definition includes “a person compared to an owl, esp. in looking 
solemn or wise”). However, in first-century Greek culture the owl was only seen as wise. 
So calling Billy Bunter “a fat owl”, if translated literally into New Testament Greek, 
would have probably been understood metaphorically, but misunderstood as meaning 
wise. 

Similarly, in line with Old Testament usage, sheep is linked in New Testament 
Greek with religious follower, and shepherd with religious leader and protector, as in 
John 21:15, where Jesus says to Peter “Feed my lambs.” In cultures where sheep and 
shepherd are not used metaphorically in a religious context, and where most people keep 
sheep for milk, this would be understood literally. 

2.3.1.8. Other collocational links 

The above list of links which connect vocabulary within scenarios is representative, 
not exhaustive. All vocabulary which refers to linked concepts within the same scenario, 
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whatever the type of semantic link, is lexically linked. As such it will collocate naturally 
in text, since episodes or stretches of text usually have a single scenario as their 
backdrop. 

The complexity of scenario structure is inevitable since scenarios are constructed 
mental representations of reality. Hence the lexical networks organised by scenario 
structure are also extremely complex and research into this area is ongoing, as noted by 
Pike (1992:235): 

Longacre (1983:174) has at least forty-eight different classes listed in his scheme of case frames 
for verbs. Semantic inventories in Grimes (1986) are especially relevant to referential classes 
and an interlocking network of lexical systems. The lexical decomposition of Dowty (1979), 
also adopted by Foley and Van Valin (1984), would be another fruitful entry to the 
understanding of this very intricate area of study. 

See also: Appendix D. Greek Evidence that Words are Linked by Scenarios 

2.3.2. Scenarios, lexical fields, and sense relations 

Scenario theory explains a broader set of lexical relationships than other theories, 
including those relationships as a part of scenario structure. 

2.3.2.1. Lexical fields 

Some early lexicologists, such as Trier (1934), looked at “semantic fields” 
paradigmatically in terms of interrelated but contrastive words (Lyons 1977:252): 

Trier looks upon the vocabulary of a language as an integrated system of lexemes interrelated in 
sense. The system is in constant flux … Any broadening in the sense of one lexeme involves a 
corresponding narrowing in the sense of one or more of its neighbours. 

This vocabulary would typically be linked in scenarios by specific-generic or part-whole-
links to the same superordinate node. 

Others, such as Porzig (1950:68), viewed “semantic fields” syntagmatically, 
focussing on the “essential meaning relationship” between certain pairs of words, as 
quoted by Lyons (1977:261): 

What does one bite with? With the teeth, of course. What does one lick with? With the tongue, 
obviously. What is it that barks? A dog. What does one fell? Trees. What is it that is blond? 
Human hair. The fact that is here illustrated by means of a few examples is so banal that we are 
inclined to overlook it and above all to underestimate its importance. 

This vocabulary would be linked in scenarios by participant-event links, although 
scenarios would include prototypical participants as well as “essential” ones. 

Lyons (1977:268) incorporates both ideas: 
Lexemes and other units that are semantically related, whether paradigmatically or syntagmat-
ically, within a given language-system can be said to belong to, or be members of, the same 
(semantic) field; and a field whose members are lexemes is a lexical field. A lexical field is 
therefore a paradigmatically and syntagmatically structured subset of the vocabulary. 

This definition of lexical field still only includes vocabulary from a limited part of 
the semantic range of a scenario. It lacks vocabulary for elements such as prototypical 
locations, time sequence, intention, and cause-effect relationships which are included in 
script-type scenarios. 
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2.3.2.2. Scenarios and sense relations 

Similarly, the various types of semantic relationship between words, known as sense 
relations (Lyons 1977:270–335), are included within the structure of scenarios, being 
defined as links. 

Opposition and contrast, known commonly as antonymy, is based on “dichotomy” 
(Lyons 1977:271): 

… dictionaries will classify as antonyms pairs of lexemes which, as we shall see, are related in a 
variety of ways (‘high’:‘low’, ‘buy’:‘sell’, ‘male’:‘female’, ‘arrive’:‘depart’, ‘left’:‘right’, 
‘front’:‘back’ etc.). What all these examples have in common, it should be noticed, is their 
dependence upon dichotomization … binary opposition is one of the most important principles 
governing the structure of languages; and the most evident manifestation of this principle, as far 
as the vocabulary is concerned, is antonymy. 

Since dichotomy causes divergence, antonyms play a major role within scenarios, 
predicting different results, belonging in different stages, or even relating to different 
subscenarios. For example, the high/low dichotomy (contradiction link) may well affect 
the outcome of a participant’s action, e.g. a person may die falling from a high place, but 
not from a low place. “Arriving” would be at the beginning of a “visit” scenario, 
“departing” would be at the end. “Buy” and “sell” belong to the same event scenario, 
with the same participants, but lexicalize the viewpoint of a different participant with 
different agendas, sellers being typically professionals, whereas buyers are typically 
ordinary people with specific needs. Whether a participant is “male” or “female” 
(different attribute links, and part-whole links, but same specific-generic link to human) 
may well affect expectations of their actions, e.g. if someone attacks, a stereotypical male 
would fight back, and a stereotypical woman would scream or run. 

Hyponomy is marked by the specific-generic link. Note that co-hyponyms have the 
same specific-generic links, but different metaphorical links. For example, in the 
sentence “I saw some … at the farm” cows, pigs, or animals could fill the same slot. But 
usually in metaphors, neither different hyponyms, nor superordinates, can fill the same 
slot, for example: 

• “She is so spiteful, she is an absolute cow.” 
• “She is so greedy, she is an absolute pig.” 
• “She is so vicious, she is an absolute animal.” 
Part-whole relations reflect the part-whole link between scenarios. Lyons 

(1977:312–313) notes that the principles involved in making cut-off points in part-whole 
chaining are unclear. He gives examples such as “the handle of the door”, “the door of 
the house”, but not “the handle of the house”, contrasted with “the cuff of the sleeve”, 
“the sleeve of the jacket”, and “the cuff of the jacket”. In terms of scenario structure, 
“handle” has a part-whole link to the “door” scenario, but only links to the “house” 
scenario via the node of “door”, whereas “cuff” is linked directly by a part-whole link to 
both the “sleeve” and “jacket” scenarios. These links are formed by experiencing the 
entities as related. 

Scenarios also include the information identified by componential analysis, which 
defines the sense of words by the combination of one or more “sense-components”, e.g. 
“man” combines the sense-components “male”, “adult”, and “human”. In this example, 
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scenario structure would encode the data by a combination of generic-specific and 
attribute links. Componential analysis fails to account for certain aspects of language use, 
e.g. in English “X is now a woman” does not imply “X is no longer a girl” (Lyons 
1997:334). Scenario theory, however, allows for “components of meaning” as proto-
typical rather than necessarily making a discrete cut-off point between lexical items. 

2.4. Chapter summary 
Scenarios are structured by concepts which are themselves metaphorical, based on 

bodily experience, such as “container” and “link”. Scenarios 
• store information in chunks 
• have metonymic and hierarchical networks 
• link related concepts 
• have prototypical categories with fuzzy boundaries, and 
• encode directionality of space, time, and intention. 

Concepts within scenarios are also linked to lexicon and grammar. Scenarios for different 
types of semantic class are structured differently, but all involve linking concepts 
according to experiential frequency and relevance. Scenario theory is supported by 
psychological and neurological research. 

Scenario structure means that the “title” of a scenario, i.e. the lexical item connected 
to a given concept, can be used to refer to the whole cluster of semantically interrelated 
concepts which are linked to that conceptual node. 

Since the lexicon of a given language is linked to concepts which are themselves 
interlinked with other concepts in scenarios, scenarios link lexical items as well as 
concepts. 
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3. The Significance of Scenarios 
Since scenarios are complex mental structures storing information and vocabulary in 

interlinked networks, it is important to understand their significance in communication. 
This chapter explores how scenarios affect both the surface structure of language and 
how it is comprehended. I link scenario theory to the categorization of information status, 
noting that information status has been shown to correlate with English grammatical 
structure. I show how scenarios determine the contextual meaning of lexical items, and 
how scenarios affect comprehension by setting up patterns of expectation and by 
allowing the retrieval of implied information. Finally, I show the different ways scenarios 
are opened by a speaker or writer and how they can be identified by the audience using 
lexical and grammatical clues. 

3.1. Scenarios affect information status and reference 
Information status concerns whether information is “new”, “old”, or “given”. Much 

research (mostly in English) shows that the semantic status of information affects the 
grammatical structures used to refer to such information, e.g. Schiffrin (1994:317–319), 
van Dijk (1977a:159), Baker (1992:148), and Brown and Yule (1983:185–186). 

I argue that information status is best understood in terms of scenario theory, and 
that the link between scenarios and patterns of reference is cognitively based, and so will 
be reflected in the grammatical patterns of all languages. 

3.1.1. Information status 

Brown and Yule (1983:184) propose an “information status taxonomy”: 
1. NEW ENTITIES 
a. brand new 
b. unused 
2. INFERRABLE ENTITIES 
3. EVOKED ENTITIES 
a. situational 
b. textual - current 
c. textual - displaced 

Brown and Yule (1983:181–182) define these categories as follows: 
1. NEW 
1.a. Brand new entities are assumed by the speaker not to be in any way known to the hearer  
(e.g. “a man I know”). 
1.b. Unused entities are assumed by the speaker to be known to the hearer, in his background 
knowledge, but not in his consciousness at the time of utterance (e.g. “your father” (as in ‘I saw 
your father yesterday’), “Chomsky”). 

“Unused” also includes items with only one real-world referent, e.g. “the sun”, and 
items restricted to a single referent by the time and location of the communication, e.g. 
“the Prime Minister”. These may be regarded as belonging in the always open “whole 
world” scenario. 

2. INFERRABLE 
2. Inferrable entities are assumed by the speaker to be inferred by the hearer from a discourse 
entity which has already been introduced (e.g., “the driver,” when a car has already been 
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mentioned. This is inferrable as long as you have the background knowledge that “cars have 
drivers”) 

This includes the scenario-based entities which Sanford and Garrod (1981:114) 
classify as “given” (e.g. a courtroom scenario includes the presence of “lawyer” as 
“given”). 

3. EVOKED 
3.a. Situationally evoked entities are salient in the discourse context (e.g. ‘I’ and ‘you’). 

Situationally evoked entities are assumed by the speaker to be sensorily perceived 
(seen, heard, felt, etc.) by the hearer at the time the discourse is framed, for example: 

• The smell is terrible! 
• I wish someone would stop that noise. 
• Pass the pencil. 
3. b and c Textually evoked entities are entities which have already been introduced into the 
discourse 
3. b. Current textually evoked entities are those which were introduced immediately before the 
current new entity was introduced (e.g., He, after the introduction of a man). 
3. c. Displaced textually evoked entities are those which were not introduced immediately 
before the current new entity was introduced, but prior to that (e.g. the triangle, after the 
introduction of a triangle, followed by the introduction of a circle). 

Brown and Yule’s individual categories (1992:309) are well supported by other 
theorists, e.g. Prince charts the three entity types Brand-new, Unused, and Evoked in 
terms of the categories Hearer-old/Hearer-new and Discourse-old/Discourse-new: 

 Discourse-new Discourse-old 
Hearer-new Brand-new [not applicable] 
Hearer-old Unused Evoked 

He also comments on inferrables, pointing out their dependence on both Discourse-old 
triggers and Hearer-old knowledge (Prince 1992:309). 

Chafe (1976:30) also distinguishes evoked entities, calling them “given” and defin-
ing them as “that knowledge which the speaker assumes to be in the consciousness of the 
addressee at the time of the utterance”. “Given” entities must be currently salient “in the 
forefront of the mind” and “spotlighted in the hearer’s attention” (Chafe 1970: 211). 
Chafe (1992:270, 1976:31–32)includes not only textually evoked categories, but also 
situationally evoked categories: 

The fact that the speaker and addressee themselves are regularly treated as given (and pronom-
inalized as I and you respectively) stems from the same consideration. The speaker is conscious 
of the addressee, and the addressee is conscious of the speaker. 

Similarly, Halliday (1967: 211) says “given” information is that treated by the 
speaker as “recoverable either anaphorically or situationally”. 

3.1.2. Scenarios and information status 

I directly link the categories of Brown and Yule’s information status taxonomy to 
whether scenarios are currently open or not, as shown in the chart below. 



3. The Significance of Scenarios 43 

 

The first line of comment refers to the entity using Prince’s terms (Prince 1992:302–
303) Hearer-old/Hearer-new (referring to what the speaker expects the hearer to know or 
not know), and Discourse-old/Discourse-new (referring to what has already been 
mentioned in the preceding stretch of discourse). 

The second line refers to the entities’ role or function as related to scenarios. 

1. NEW ENTITIES 
a. Brand new 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-new 
  Open specific new scenarios 

b. Unused 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities in the “whole world” scenario 

2. INFERRABLE ENTITIES 

  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities from an open co-text scenario 

3. EVOKED ENTITIES 

a. Situational 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old  
  Refer to new entities in the open “here and now” scenario 
b. Textual-current 
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
  Refer again to the last opened scenario 
c. Textual-displaced 
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
  Refer again to a previously opened scenario 

Information status categories cannot be distinguished simply in terms of Discourse-
old/Discourse-new and Hearer-old/Hearer-new, since three categories (1b, 2, and 3a) are 
Discourse-new and Hearer-old, and two categories (3b and 3c) are Discourse-old and 
Hearer-old. However, they can be clearly distinguished in relationship to scenarios. 

Moreover, only one category is both Discourse-new and Hearer-new, the category 1a 
“brand new” which opens a brand new scenario. This suggests the category 1b “unused” 
may be misclassified as NEW since it has the same Discourse-new and Hearer-old status 
as the INFERRABLE category. 

3.1.3. Revised Information Status Taxonomy 

There are theoretical reasons for revising Brown and Yule’s Information Status 
Taxonomy. Only “brand new” entities are Hearer-new, and open new scenarios. This 
suggests a distinctive information status. All other entities, without exception, are 
Hearer-old, i.e. already stored in memory. This provides a cognitive rationale for a basic 
Hearer-new/Hearer-old division. The categories which Brown and Yule call “evoked” are 
more normally termed “given”, e.g. Halliday (1967: 211), and Chafe (1976:30). The term 
“evoked” is also open to misunderstanding, since “inferrable” entities might be regarded 
as “evoked” by the context. 
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Accordingly I suggest the following revision: 

NEW = Hearer-new 
1. NEW ENTITIES 

a. Brand new 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-new 
  Open specific new scenarios 
   

KNOWN = Hearer-old but not previously in focus. Long-term memory 
2. KNOWN ENTITIES 

a. Unused (Brown and Yule’s 1b New entities—unused) 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities in “whole world” scenario 

b. Inferrable (Brown and Yule’s 2 Inferrable Entities) 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities from an open co-text scenario 
   

GIVEN = Hearer-old and already in focus 
3. GIVEN ENTITIES (Brown and Yule’s 3 Evoked Entities) 

Current perceptual experience 
a. Situational 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities in open “here and now” scenario 
   

Short-term memory (with reference to long-term memory) 
b. Textual-current 
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
  Refer again to the last opened scenario 
c. Textual-displaced 
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
  Refer again to a previously opened scenario 

In brief: 

1. NEW ENTITIES (Hearer-new) 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-new 
  Open specific new scenarios 

2. KNOWN ENTITIES (Hearer-old but not previously in focus) 
a. Unused  
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities in “whole world” scenario 
b. Inferrable  
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities from an open co-text scenario 
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3. GIVEN ENTITIES (Hearer-old and already in focus) 
a. Situational  
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
  Refer to new entities in open “here and now” scenario 
b. Textual-current  
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
  Refer again to the last opened scenario 
c. Textual-displaced  
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
  Refer again to a previously opened scenario 

The terms used above avoid the ambiguity of New/Old terminology. Chafe 
(1976:30) states: 

The terminology has been and continues to be misleading to linguists and psychologists who use 
it. Calling something ‘old information’ suggests it is ‘what the listener is expected to know 
already.’ 

Chafe’s comment suggests “old information” is most naturally understood as Hearer-old. 
Some linguists contrast New with Given, where New means not in the listener’s focal 
consciousness, i.e. Focus-new, e.g. Chafe (1992:270) and Halliday (1967:204, 211). 
Accordingly, this study distinguishes between Discourse-old and Hearer-old, and uses the 
terms NEW, KNOWN, and GIVEN as defined in my revised taxonomy. This study uses the 
term “in focus” or “focal” in Chafe’s sense of being in “focal consciousness” (1992:270), 
i.e. currently salient “in the forefront of the mind” and “spotlighted in the hearer’s 
attention” (1970:211). 

This study uses the revised taxonomy above which links information status directly 
to scenarios. NEW entities require the hearer to create new scenarios. KNOWN entities 
refer to Discourse-new items which belong in the always-open “whole world” scenario 
(KNOWN unused) or in scenarios already open in the co-text (KNOWN inferrable). 
GIVEN entities refer to open scenarios which are already focal, whether Discourse-old 
(GIVEN textual-current, and GIVEN textual-displaced), or Discourse-new (GIVEN 
situational). 

3.1.4. Scenarios, information status, and reference 

The relationship between information status and patterns of reference in English 
supports this revised scenario-based taxonomy as a genuine cognitive reality affecting 
both thought and language. 

The Hearer-new/Hearer-old division suggested above is mirrored by the grammatical 
distribution of Indefinite Article for Hearer-new versus Definite Article for Hearer-old 
(e.g. Schiffrin 1994:317–319). The use of the definite article for KNOWN inferrable 
entities is explicitly linked to scenario theory by van Dijk (1977a:159). 

The Hearer-new/Hearer-old division is also grammatically marked for “events”, 
independent Main Verbs for Hearer-new, noun phrases and subordinate clauses for 
Hearer-old (Baker 1992:148). 
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The “given” category and subcategories are supported by the use of pronouns for 
GIVEN situational, and GIVEN textual-current, but not other categories (Brown and Yule 
1983:185–186). The “given” distinction is also supported by phonological evidence 
(Brown and Yule 1983:185–186), NEW and KNOWN inferrable information being 
pronounced with intonational peak, GIVEN information without intonational peak. 
(Intonational peak might function to alert the hearer of the need for extra mental 
processing, i.e. opening a new scenario or accessing Discourse-new information from an 
open one, as opposed to simply reaccessing an already focal entity.) 

In sections 2 and 3 of this study, I will show that New Testament Greek and modern 
Parkari also use specific grammatical marking to distinguish Hearer-new entities from 
Hearer-old entities, whether Discourse-new or Discourse-old. This not only supports the 
theory that referential choice has a genuine cognitive basis, but also enables the exegete 
to identify open scenarios by the use of Hearer-old forms for Discourse-new entities. 

See also: Appendix E. Greek Examples of Scenarios, Information Status, and Reference 

3.2. Scenarios determine the focal components of meaning 

3.2.1. Scenarios determine the sense of a word 

Scenarios, by linking concepts tagged to vocabulary, create lexical networks which 
determine the sense of a word in a given context (Baker 1992:206): 

Lexical networks do not only provide cohesion, they also determine collectively the sense in 
which each individual item is used in a given context. As Hoey (1991:8) points out, ‘the text 
provides the context for the creation and interpretation of lexical relations, just as the lexical 
relations help create the texture of the text’. 

At the most basic level, the participant structure of an “event” scenario can 
determine the sense of the verb, for example: 

1. Walk out = exit on foot 
  Participants: Agent 
   location “of” 
   e.g. He is walking out of the house. 

2. Walk out = go on a date, court 
  Participants: Agent 
   companion (of opposite sex) “with” 
   e.g. He is walking out with Jane. 

3. Walk out = abandon 
  Participants: Agent 
   affectee (wife, family etc.) “on” 
   e.g. He is walking out on his wife. 

The sense of “He’s just walking out” is primarily determined by the explicit or 
implicit presence of other participants. In the context of location, e.g. a phone call “Is 
John there?” it would refer to exiting on foot. In the context of a relationship, e.g. “Is 
John engaged?” it would refer to courting. In the context of a marriage, e.g. “Is John 
going for marriage counselling?” it would refer to his abandoning his wife. 
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3.2.2. Interlocking scenarios determine which elements of meaning are focal 

A word accesses a whole scenario. Since scenarios contain huge amounts of 
information, effective communication depends on highlighting certain elements of that 
scenario and ignoring others. The interlocking of scenarios is the factor which determines 
which components of a word or scenario are in focus. Take “millet” below (Callow and 
Callow 1996; quoting a review of The Barefoot Revolution, WORLD, May 1988:91): 

1 THE BAREFOOT REVOLUTION 
2 In Bolivia, 43 per cent of under-fives suffer serious malnutrition; 
3 in parts of Brazil only half the children survive to the end of their first year at school; 
4 in some areas of Nigeria, land under millet has fallen by 30-40 per cent in the last ten years 
5 (the population has risen by 25 per cent); 
6 in Cameroon … And so the numbers pile up. 
7 Over one-third of humanity has insufficient resources, is underfed, badly cared for and 

without education. 

Using the concept of lexical networks, i.e. interlocking scenarios, we see that the 
“staple foods” scenario has been opened in line 2 by “malnutrition”, and instantiated 
again in line 3 by “survive”. This is reinforced in line 7 by “underfed”. The word “millet” 
links to “staple foods” via a specific-generic link. Thus the component of millet which is 
focal in line 4 is its value as a staple food, rather than its colour, smell, size, or any other 
one of the numerous details stored in its scenario. 

Conversely, if there seems to be a lack of “lexical networks”, a seemingly random 
jumble of vocabulary, then we cannot determine what aspect of meaning is focal. This is 
frequently due to a linking of scenarios which the writer assumed, but which we the 
audience do not share, e.g. Luke 5:12–14 where “illness” vocabulary is “randomly” 
collocated with “cleansing” and “religious” vocabulary. Here the meaning of καθαρίζω 
‘cleanse, purify’ must be determined as “make ritually pure” as part of the “ritual-
impurity” scenario, which is itself opened implicitly by the “leprosy” scenario, through a 
causal link “leprosy causes ritual impurity”. 

3.2.3. Interlocking of literal and metaphorical scenarios 

A “seemingly random jumble of vocabulary” may be particularly apparent when 
metaphorical and nonmetaphorical scenarios overlap. For example, Proverbs 5:15–18, in 
a chapter warning against seductive women (NIV): 

Drink water from your own cistern, 
running water from your own well. 
Should your springs overflow in the streets, 
your streams of water in the public squares? 
Let them be yours alone, 
never to be shared with strangers. 
May your fountain be blessed, 
and may you rejoice in the wife of your youth. 

For most English readers there is no lexical coherence between wife and water, 
cistern, springs, stream, and fountain. Drinking water as a euphemism for sexual relations 
is not in normal English usage. This “randomness” of vocabulary is a sign that there is a 
“missing link”, here a metaphorical link between the “cistern” scenario and the “wife” 
scenario, so that “drink from your own cistern” means “make love to your own wife”. 
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Accordingly, the New Living Translation makes this metaphorical link explicit (here 
bolded): 

Drink water from your own well 
- share your love only with your wife. 
Why spill the water of your springs in public, 
having sex with just anyone? 
You should reserve it for yourselves. 
Don’t share it with strangers. 
Let your wife be a fountain of blessing for you. 
Rejoice in the wife of your youth. 

3.3. Scenarios determine expectations 

3.3.1. Scenarios and expectation 

Once we recognize a scenario, we have expectations as to its contents. Although 
scenarios do not contain totally fixed elements, they do contain prototypical conceptual 
categories or “slots” (e.g. agent, location), together with the memory of specific elements 
which have filled them in the past, and this provides parameters for a limited range of 
expectations. As van Dijk (1977a:160) states: 

Due to their general conceptual nature, frames may have VARIABLE INSTANTIATIONS, which 
allows the application or use of frames in concrete cognitive contexts; there are many ways to 
‘execute’ the action of going to and eating in a restaurant, but they will all belong to, or be 
subsumed by, the same RESTAURANT-frame. 

Scenarios enable us to memorize whole sequences in “shorthand” (Schank and 
Abelson 1977:19): 

rather than list the details of what happened in a restaurant for each visit to a restaurant, memory 
simply lists a pointer (link) to what we call the restaurant script and stores the items in that 
particular episode that were significantly different from the standard script as the only items 
specifically in the description of that episode. 

Similarly, scenarios enable us to evaluate whether new information in a text fits the 
expected pattern or not (Schank and Abelson 1977:45): 

In a text new information is interpreted in terms of its place in one of the paths within the script. 

Schank and Abelson (1977:61–66) identify three types of script: 
• Situational scripts (e.g. restaurant, bus) 
• Personal scripts (e.g. flatterer, jealous spouse) 
• Instrumental scripts (e.g. lighting a cigarette, frying an egg) 

These all set up expectations as to what is likely to happen. 

Situational scripts set up broad parameters of expectation. 

Recognizing a personal script enables the understander to “expect certain inter-
ferences during the progress of the situational script” (Schank and Abelson 1977:64). 
Personal scripts, like Lakoff’s social stereotypes (1990:85–86), help the audience predict 
and evaluate the actions of a participant, e.g. in the New Testament the personal script for 
Pharisee includes scrupulous attention to the minutiae of religious observance (e.g. Luke 
6:1–2, 6–7, 11:37–42). Such personal scripts can be used in parables to set up patterns of 
expected behaviour, e.g. the Pharisee in Luke 18:10–12. Similarly, “a saintly rabbi” 



3. The Significance of Scenarios 49 

 

occurs as the main character in a modern joke about overscrupulous observance of 
dietary laws (Blue 1986:83). 

Instrumental scripts, though highly predictable, are still culture-specific, e.g. frying 
an egg, in Parkari culture, includes the stage of mixing together the yoke and the white. 
Similarly, there are culture-specific restraints on which stages can be left implicit, 
without suggesting the script did not occur prototypically. For example, in Mark 4:8 
Greek mentions three stages of crop growth, “It came up, grew, and produced a crop”, 
whereas Parkari must make explicit the stage of the ears of grain developing. 

Whenever script-type scenarios are opened, whether by the participants, location, or 
event, there is a strong expectation for the script to proceed according to the norm. 

Schank and Abelson (1977:48) call this “instantiating” the script: 
the rules for dealing with instantiated scripts are directly related to how many steps are left out. 
Essentially, instantiated scripts are those that make explicit one or more specific steps in the 
script itself. It is then our job to fill in the surrounding steps that ought to be inferred and treat 
them as if they were said. 

Luke 4:16–21 is a classic example of a script being instantiated, thus implying that 
all the steps of the script took place. Every element of the “Scripture reading” scenario is 
explicit except the actual reading. “Reading” is implicit, i.e. not stated but intended to be 
understood. 

Compare Luke 7:11–15, the widow’s son at Nain, where a dead person, a healer, a 
command, and a physical response are intended to instantiate the “healing” scenario and 
imply that he came to life. But the text says “The dead man sat up and began to talk.” In 
cultures with a strong belief in ghosts and evil spirits, this may be seen as decidedly 
spooky! The translation may need to be explicit: “The dead man came back to life, sat up, 
and began to talk.” 

Similarly, where events do not proceed according to the expected script, there is a 
strong contraexpectation involved, e.g. in Luke 4:27, there are the sick (“lepers”), the 
healer (“Elisha”), and the opportunity (“in Israel”) “yet not one of them was cleansed—
only Naaman the Syrian”. This contraexpectation, set up by the failure of the healing 
script to follow its expected course, is marked explicitly in the Greek by καὶ οὐδεὶς … εἰ 
μὴ ‘and nobody … except’. 

3.3.2. Script-type scenarios, goals, and the purposive chain 

As Schank and Abelson (1977) argue, by bundling together specific script-type 
scenarios and making generalizations from them, we can form plans in order to achieve 
goals. Beekman (1996:2) notes that to understand the meaning of an event word one must 
also understand the “purpose, motive, intention, reason, occasion, grounds, cause or 
condition” motivating that event. Similarly, Lakoff and Johnson (1980:167) list the 
purpose, including both the goal and the plan for achieving it, as an essential part of the 
scenario of an event word. 

In my analysis also, event scenarios contain purpose links to goals, i.e. intended 
results, and causal links to both intended and unintended results. Thus causal links show 
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both success and failure in achieving goals. Due to these links, the kind of implicature 
which Callow and Callow call the purposive chain can be explained by the same process 
as other aspects of text comprehension, that the hearer “runs ahead” of the text “reading” 
it in advance from the existing scripts in their mental scenarios. 

Callow and Callow (1992:9) say of the purposive chain: 
Human beings communicate in order to: 
 (i) exchange knowledge about the world around them; 
 (ii) relate mutually with their fellows, especially by sharing emotions, attitudes, and 

evaluations; 
 (iii) bring about changes in the course of events. 
We are calling these three imports the informative, the expressive, and the conative 
respectively… 
We are calling this informative-expressive-conative progression the purposive chain. Once more 
a cognitive reality lies behind the technical term: there is an inherent directionality in human 
thinking. Our thought-processes are not static, but in constant directional flow. We constantly 
assume purposiveness, and our minds very readily move forward from one purpose to the next. 

The purposive chain means we can state a fact, intending to communicate an 
intention (Callow and Callow 1992:9): 

… the familiar utterance Dinner’s ready! is not purely informative; the speaker really means 
come and eat! The hearer is intended to move on from the given information to the required 
action. If any family member treats the utterance as purely informative, and responds with 
Thank you for telling me, then the utterance has failed of its purpose, and the speaker may well 
be annoyed: information exchange is inappropriate while the dinner is cooling on the table. 

This type of implicature, though quite complex if seen as a deductive process, is 
straightforward from a cognitive linguistics viewpoint. The fact of dinner being ready is a 
necessary precondition to eating, and is in the eating scenario. Telling people that dinner 
is ready is part of the (home-location) “making dinner” scenario, as a stage in the script 
leading up to the purpose, i.e. “eating dinner”. The intermediary stage, omitted in the text 
“Dinner’s ready!” but present in the scenario script, is coming to the table. Callow and 
Callow say we take the relevant meaning which is furthest along the purposive chain, 
informative-expressive-conative. Thus relevant conative meaning takes precedence over 
expressive meaning, and relevant expressive meaning takes precedence over purely 
informative meaning. Sperber and Wilson (1986) say we first look for “relevance”. 
However, such relevance must be understood in terms of following the purposive chain 
within the open scenario. 

3.3.3. Deviations from scripts and subscripts 

Schank and Abelson (1977:55) also show how a script may include deviations from 
the norm: 

Every act in the restaurant (or any other) script is potentially subject to obstacles and errors, 
each of which suggests its own appropriate prescriptions or loops. A few of these will occur 
with sufficient frequency that a person repeatedly exposed to the script situation will learn them 
along with the script. 

Schank and Abelson (1977:60–61) also point out that the occurrence of a new script 
may signal either an interruption in the previous script, thus preventing the rest of the 
previous script happening at that point, or may signal the opening of a subsequent script, 
thus implying that the rest of the previous script occurred as expected. For example: 
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27 Yesterday John was in New York. 
 He went to a restaurant. 
 He ate a large lobster. 
 Then he bought a watch. 
… In the example … (‘Then he bought a watch’) we have something that can normally be 
handled by a script, but that takes place in watch stores and not restaurants. We have to assume 
that the restaurant script has ended and infer ‘He left the restaurant’. This would cause all the 
normal MAINCONs of the restaurant script to be inferred. The watch-buying event thus serves 
double-duty; it activates a new script at the same time it terminates an instantial old one. We call 
this a ‘script-ending script.’ 

Of course it is conceivable that one could buy a watch in a restaurant. Because of this 
possibility, we keep the requests active from the original script. Thus if we next encounter ‘Then 
he paid the check’, if we have marked our previous inference with a lack of certainty, we can 
undo what we have inferred and place the ‘watch’ event inside the restaurant script as a 
Distraction. 

Recognizing whether a new script is an interruption (Schank and Abelson’s 
“Distraction”) or a “script-ending script” is obviously significant for exegesis, and for 
translation. In translation, if the target audience’s scripts do not match the source 
language scripts, they cannot accurately evaluate whether the script is completed or 
interrupted, and this would need to be made explicit, e.g. “Whilst in the restaurant” or 
“After leaving the restaurant”. 

For example, Luke 9:18 reads: 

Καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ εἶναι αὐτὸν προσευχόμενον κατὰ μόνας 
and it-happened in the to-be him praying in private 

 

συνῆσαν αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταί, 
were-with him the disciples 

 

καὶ ἐπηρώτησεν αὐτοὺς λέγων, Τίνα με λέγουσιν οἱ ὄχλοι εἶναι; 
and he-asked them saying whom me say the crowds to-be 

Grammatically, the events “the disciples were with him” and “he asked them” are 
presented as “within” the event of “him praying privately” (ἐν plus Present Infinitive 
with Present Participle, both Imperfective Aspect). This suggests “praying” here refers 
not to a single event scenario “pray”, but to a script-type scenario of “prayer” involving 
multiple times of praying, and “asking questions” is an interruption not a “script-ending 
script”. 

NIV translates “Once when Jesus was praying in private and his disciples were with 
him, he asked them ….” The English verb form “was praying” suggests a single event 
with “ask” as an interruption, i.e. Jesus interrupted his prayer. Yet the co-text gives no 
indication that Jesus resumed praying, suggesting “ask” might be a script-ending script, 
i.e. Jesus first finished his prayer. The translation is unclear. 

The Berkeley Version translates “When in his season of private prayer the disciples 
joined Him, He asked them ….” Here, “season of private prayer” clarifies that “pray” is 
the title of a complex script-type scenario, in which “ask” can function as an interruption 
to the main “pray” script, without meaning either 
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• “He interrupted his individual prayer to ask” (semantically unlikely in the original 
context), or 

• “He finished praying and then asked” (grammatically impossible in the original 
Greek). 

Greek often uses specific devices, as in the “Jairus’s daughter” incident, to explicitly 
mark the difference between 

• interruptions (e.g. “in” plus Present Infinitive in Luke 8:42b, and “behold” in 
Matthew 9:20), and 

• script-ending scripts (e.g. Aorist Participles in Luke 8:51 and Matthew 9:23). 
Thus the translator must analyse whether a new scenario is an interruption within the 

open scenario, or signals the prototypical closure of one scenario and the opening of a 
new one. Then the translator must ensure that the translation does not miscue the reader 
as to which scenarios are open by ambiguous or contradictory signals. 

3.3.4. Violating expectations 

If our scenario-based expectations are violated, we are surprised. If they are violated 
in ways which we believe too ridiculous to make any sense, we interpret this as humour. 
Howard (1987:34) comments: 

Much humour is based on violating schemata. The epitome of this practice is the material from 
the Monty Python troupe. They often take some existing schema and then violate it severely by 
filling in one or two slots with very unusual stimuli. 

Howard cites the Monty Python sketch teaching self-defence against attackers wielding 
items of fruit. The interpretation of violated expectations as humour was noted by 
Bergson (1911:69) and linked to scenarios by Goffman (1975:38–39). 

As translators we must be very aware of the seemingly “unguided”, ridiculous, and 
pointless things that biblical characters do (as viewed from the standpoint of other 
cultures, whose scenarios do not match theirs): 

• They lie down to eat (Matthew 9:10). 
• They deliberately tear their clothes (Matthew 26:65). 
• They smash jars instead of taking the lid off (Mark 14:3). 
• They make music at funerals (Matthew 9:23). 
• They even kill “holy” cows at feasts (Luke 15:23). 

If we do not wish our translations to be Pythonesque, we will need to make explicit the 
reason for such actions, and/or make it explicit that for those people, in that era, these 
actions were normal. The source culture may still seem weird, but at least the characters 
themselves are seen to be acting normally not eccentrically within their own culture. 

We must also beware of assuming that people can automatically evaluate what is 
normal. For example, Borges (1966) presented an imaginary classification system 
(Howard 1987:13): 

(a) those that belong to the emperor, (b) embalmed ones, (c) those that are trained, (d) suckling 
pigs, (e) mermaids, (f) fabulous ones, (g) stray dogs, (h) those that are included in this classifi-
cation, (i) those that tremble as if they were mad, (j) innumerable ones, (k) those drawn with a 
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very fine camel’s hair brush, (l) others, (m) those that have just broken a flower vase, (n) those 
that resemble flies at a distance. 

Lakoff (1987:92) referring to this passage says: 
Borges of course deals with the fantastic. These not only are not natural human categories - they 
could not be natural human categories. But part of what makes this passage art, rather than mere 
fantasy, is that it comes close to the impression a Western reader gets when reading descriptions 
of nonwestern languages and cultures. 

Lakoff then lists the classifiers for noun classes in Dyirbal, an aboriginal language of 
Australia, as recorded by Dixon (1982): 

I. Bayi: men, kangaroos, possums, bats, most snakes, most fishes, some birds, most insects, the 
moon, storms, rainbows, boomerangs, some spears, etc. 
II. Balan: women, bandicoots, dogs, platypus, echidna, some snakes, some fishes, most birds, 
fireflies, scorpions, crickets, the hairy mary grub, anything connected with fire or water, sun and 
stars, shields, some spears, some trees, etc. 
III. Balam: all edible fruit and the plants that bear them, tubers, ferns, honey, cigarettes, wine, 
cake 
IV. Bala: parts of the body, meat, bees, wind, yamsticks, some spears, most trees, grass, mud, 
stones, noises, and language, etc. 

My point is that both classifications appear incongruous, yet Dyirbal groupings are 
not arbitrary, but are grouped logically according to both physical and mythical 
relationships (for details see Lakoff 1987:92–103). What is logical and expected in one 
person’s worldview, may be totally unexpected in another’s. 

Translators must be aware that the difference in worldview and scenario contents 
between source and target languages skews patterns of expectation and prevents accurate 
understanding of a text. 

3.4. Scenarios are the basis for implicature 
Since scenarios contain semantically linked information, the explicit mention of only 

certain items from the scenario enables the hearer to fill in missing implicit information 
and make the text coherent. 

This study uses a narrow definition of “implicit” to include information not in the 
text but necessary for correctly understanding the author’s intended meaning. This 
excludes mere “background information”, as van Dijk (1977a:112) states: 

The set of conceptual and factual implications of each sentence of a discourse may be very large 
and, from a cognitive point of view, most of these implications are irrelevant for the 
comprehension of the discourse. 

3.4.1. Scenarios and implicature 

Communication is rarely totally explicit (Schank and Abelson 1977:22): 
People, in speaking and writing, consistently leave out information that they feel can easily be 
inferred by the listener or reader. They try to be concise and therein begins the root of the 
problem. 

Implicit information may be referential, identifying exactly what a particular item 
refers to. It may be relational, indicating the semantic relationship between parts of the 
discourse. It may be one or more implicit propositions which must be understood in order 
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to follow a chain of logic, cause and effect, or intentionality. Or indeed it may be 
emotive, indicating the attitude of the speaker or characters to some thing or event. 

Understanding natural language requires having the relevant scenario already stored 
in memory with all parts of the proposition explicit, and then correctly identifying that 
scenario, thus adding previous knowledge to the explicit information in the text (Schank 
1975; Schank and Abelson 1977:11–12). 

Where scenarios are shared between author and reader, the reader is able to correctly 
interpret implicit events and semantic relationships. For example (Baker 1992:222): 

I went to the cinema. The beer was good. 
… anyone who hears or reads it will reach the following interpretation: the speaker says that 
s/he went to the cinema, that s/he drank beer at the cinema, and that the beer in question was 
good. Note that we naturally provide the necessary links to render the discourse coherent. 

Applying Grice’s maxim “be relevant” (Grice 1975) often gives a clue to identifying 
an implicature, as shown below (Sperber and Wilson 1986:34): 

(32) Peter: Do you want some coffee? 
 Mary: Coffee would keep me awake. 
Suppose that Peter is aware of (33). Then from the assumption explicitly expressed by Mary’s 
answer, together with assumption (33), he could infer conclusion (34): 
(33) Mary does not want to stay awake. 
(34) Mary does not want any coffee. 

But identifying this implicature depends not just on knowledge and relevance, but also on 
identifying an appropriate semantic slot to link them. Here, the knowledge is identified as 
grounds for the relevant implicit conclusion (Coffee would keep her awake. She does not 
want to stay awake. Therefore, she does not want coffee). 

This inference does not require the hearer to consciously use ordered principles of 
formal logic. Links between cause and effect, grounds and conclusion, together with 
prototypical slot-fillers, are already stored in our Western “coffee” scenario. We already 
know that coffee keeps you awake, so you do not drink coffee late if you want to sleep. 
We understand most implicatures, not by conscious reasoning, but by assuming that 
existing links in our mental scenarios apply in this situation (Schank and Abelson 
1977:67–68): 

Understanding then, is a process by which people match what they see and hear to pre-stored 
groupings of actions that they have already experienced. New information is understood in 
terms of old information …we view human understanding as heavily script-based. A human 
understander comes equipped with thousands of scripts. He uses these scripts almost without 
thinking. 

However, our inferential abilities are affected by culture and language (Sperber and 
Wilson 1986:38): 

People speak different languages, they have mastered different concepts; as a result, they can 
construct different representations and make different inferences. 

In cross-cultural communication, facts or relationships essential for understanding are 
often left implicit in the source language, but the implicatures cannot be correctly 
inferred as the relevant information is not part of the target language scenario, for 
example: 
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Abdul:  Do you want some water? 
Tariq:  Why do you ask? I have just eaten lentils. 

The hearer cannot infer whether Tariq wants water or not, without knowledge from 
Tariq’s culturally-based scenario “Lentils make you thirsty”. 

Similarly, Luke 23:6: “Pilate asked if the man was a Galilean. When he learned that 
Jesus was under Herod’s jurisdiction ….” The reader cannot infer that Jesus was indeed 
Galilean, and Galilee was under Herod’s jurisdiction, without scenario-based knowledge. 
A translation may need to be explicit, e.g. in Parkari “When he learned that Jesus is of 
Galilee, and is of the jurisdiction of the ruler Herod ….” 

3.4.2. Implicatures—plausible not logical 

Many scholars agree that the recovery of implicatures is not conscious application of 
logical deduction. Sperber and Wilson (1986:69) summarize: 

The recovery of implicatures, for example, is a paradigm case of non-demonstrative inference, 
and it is becoming a commonplace of the pragmatic literature that deduction plays little if any 
role in the process. Leech (1983:30–31) claims that the process by which implicatures are 
recovered ‘is not a formalised deductive logic, but an informal rational problem-solving 
strategy’, and that ‘all implicatures are probabilistic’. Levinson (1983:115–116) suggests that in 
certain respects implicatures ‘appear to be quite unlike logical inferences, and cannot be directly 
modelled in terms of some semantic relation like entailment’. Bach and Harnish (1979:92–93) 
argue that the form of inference by which implicatures are recovered ‘is not deductive but what 
might be called an inference to a plausible explanation’. 

Inference being based on probabilities, and plausible explanations, is consistent with 
the theory that we interpret explicit information in the context of appropriate scenarios 
which contain prototypical elements and relationships. As Brown and Yule (1983:33) 
state: 

It may be the case that we are capable of drawing a specific conclusion … from specific 
premises … via deductive inference, but we are rarely asked to do so in the everyday discourse 
we encounter. … We are more likely to operate with a rather loose form of inferencing. 

So Sperber and Wilson’s idea (1986:86) of a “logical entry”, which I reject as part of 
scenario content, is redundant even here, since the “encyclopaedic” entry already handles 
inference. Schank and Abelson (1977:3) state: 

Procedures for applying past knowledge to new experience often seem to require common sense 
and practical rules of thumb, in addition to, or instead of, formal analysis (Abelson 1975). 

I argue that these “common sense” procedures and “practical rules of thumb” are 
based on the semantically related information stored in our mental scenarios. Scenario 
theory also explains how false “logical relationships”, such as superstitions, are stored 
mentally, and expressed grammatically in a logical form, e.g. “If a black cat crosses your 
path, then you will have bad luck.” 

3.4.3. Scenarios and semantic relationships between clauses 

The scenario a reader chooses to account for explicit data in a text also determines 
which semantic relationship the reader assumes to exist between the explicit events in a 
text. 
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Semantic relationships between clauses, sentences and larger text units, are often left 
implicit (Meyer 1992:81): 

Even in well-written text, the underlying structure may be implicitly rather than explicitly 
signalled. In these cases, it is necessary for the text analyst to make inferences about the 
organization in the text. 

Readers and hearers make inferences about implicit semantic relations in the text accord-
ing to their own preconceptions of likely semantic relations, as perceived through the grid 
of their mental scenarios, which embody their lifetime’s experience (Pike 1992:229): 

the relation that exists between the features of each tagmeme [unit of meaning] and between 
tagmemes are not always overt, but are deduced by decoders relative to their real world 
knowledge and interests. 

Rumelhart (1976) states “The process of understanding a passage consists in finding 
a schema which will account for it” (quoted in Schank and Abelson 1977:10). 

For example: 

1 Young Michael suffered terrible pain in his leg. 
2 His father burned him on the ankle with a lighted rag. 
3 He’s fine now. 

As Westerners, we probably choose a child abuse scenario to account for these data: 
1 Young Michael suffered terrible pain in his leg. 
2 BECAUSE his father burned him on the ankle with a lighted rag. 
3 HOWEVER, he’s fine now. 

A Parkari would choose a traditional medicine scenario, and interpret the text as 
follows: 

1 Young Michael suffered terrible pain in his leg. 
2 THEREFORE, his father burned him on the ankle with a lighted rag. 
3 AS A RESULT, he’s fine now. 

To translate this text from one cultural milieu to the other, one must analyse the 
semantic relationship between clauses by comparing the text with scenarios in the source 
culture, and then lexicalize those semantic relationships to ensure correct understanding 
by members of the target culture. 

Even an explicit conjunction often marks multiple semantic relationships, e.g. van 
Dijk (1977a:58): 

Typical in this respect is the conjunctive connective and e.g. in the following examples: 
[18] John smoked a cigar and Peter smoked a pipe. 
[19] John went to the library and checked his references. 
[20] Please go to the store and buy me some beer. 
[21] John smoked a cigar and Mary left the room. 
[22] I took a sleeping pill and fell asleep. 
[23] Give me some more time, and I’ll show you how it can be done. 
[24] Laugh and the world laughs with you, love and you love alone (Thurber). 
Intuitively, the uses of and in these sentences may be paraphrased by e.g.: (and) at the same time 
[18], (and) there [19, 20], (and) therefore [21], (and) then or (and) so [22], if … then [23,24]. 
Apparently, therefore, and may be used to express not only a conjunction but also conditionals, 
causals, temporal and local connectives. 
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What van Dijk calls “intuitively” is, in fact, achieved by matching explicit events in the 
text with the framework of likely events, as stored in mental scenarios. 

3.4.4. Scenarios and the causal chain 

Many scenarios include scripts containing a “causal chain” where one event causes 
another event or results in a new situation being established. 

Such scenarios are used to interpret cause and effect relationships. For example 
(Schank and Abelson 1977:23): 

2 John came over yesterday. When Mary saw John she almost died laughing. Boy, was he mad. 
… the third sentence is implicitly the result of the second part of the second sentence. 

Events may even be omitted (Schank and Abelson 1977:23): 
3 John cried because Mary said she loved Bill. 
Sentence (3) is a meaningful, well constructed English sentence. Yet, it is literally quite silly. 
Certainly John didn’t cry because of the event of Mary speaking. What ‘speaking’ does is cause 
‘thinking’, which can cause ‘sadness’ which can be a reason for ‘crying’. 

Schank and Abelson (1977:25–26) argue a general principle that speakers can omit 
certain stages, and audiences infer these missing stages by searching for specific items 
which correspond to generic rules of Causal Syntax (CS), defined as follows: 

CS1 Actions can result in state changes. 
CS2 States can enable actions. 
CS3 States can disable actions. 
CS4 States (or acts) can initiate mental states. 
CS5 Mental states can be reasons for actions. 

Such examples, which are theoretically complex, do not normally cause comprehen-
sion problems; we simply consult our mental scenarios and assume a plausible chain of 
causality. 

What we judge as plausible depends heavily on our assessment of the participants 
involved (Schank and Abelson 1977:33): 

Concepts of causal propensity come from whatever knowledge is available about the attitudes 
and capabilities of actors, and this knowledge can be manipulated by shadings in the verbal 
descriptions of actors. 

For example, in Luke 7:5b we read concerning a centurion: 

τὴν συναγωγὴν αὐτὸς ᾠκοδόμησεν ἡμῖν. 
the synagogue he built for-us 

To the original target audience, whose “centurion” scenario included his status and 
relative wealth, it was obvious that a centurion would not put the stones into position 
himself. They would automatically infer the missing link in the causal chain, that “He has 
built the synagogue for us” means “He has paid money for materials and workers. Those 
workers have built our synagogue from those materials.” For those whose “centurion” 
scenario lacked such information, this inference would be less apparent. 

Greek and English use the same verb for both building and causing to build. Other 
languages, such as Parkari, mark a causal chain grammatically using a causative form of 
the verb, so the translator must identify implicit causal chains before attempting to 
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translate. Again, understanding, and hence translation, relies on using scenarios to 
disambiguate the form of the original text and reveal the causal chain in its entirety. 

3.4.5. Scenarios and stereotypes 

Certain scenarios contain stereotypes, and this explains the implicit communication 
of value judgments. Lakoff (1987:80) gives “mother” as an example: 

The category working mother is defined in contrast to the stereotypical housewife-mother. The 
housewife-mother stereotype arises from a stereotypical view of nurturance, which is associated 
with the nurturance model. According to the stereotypical view, mothers who do not stay at 
home all day with their children cannot properly nurture them. 

Lakoff (1987:85) emphasizes that social stereotypes are culturally determined, and 
can be challenged and altered: 

social stereotypes can be used to stand for a category as a whole. Social stereotypes are usually 
conscious and are often the subject of public discussion. They are subject to change over time, 
and they may become public issues. Since they define cultural expectations they are used in 
reasoning and especially in what is called “jumping to conclusions.” However they are usually 
recognized as not being accurate, and their use in reasoning may be overtly challenged. 

Since social stereotypes “define social expectations” and “their use in reasoning may 
be overtly challenged”, it is not surprising that John the Baptist and Jesus frequently do 
just this. John challenges people’s stereotypes of Jews as automatically saved (e.g. 
Matthew 3:9), and Jesus challenges stereotypes of tax collectors and prostitutes as 
permanently excluded from God’s kingdom (e.g. Matthew 21:31) and stereotypes of 
Samaritans as beyond the pale (e.g. Luke 10:33). 

Similarly, when Jesus chose characters for his parables, he capitalized on the value 
judgments implicit in social stereotypes. For example: 

• The stereotypical Pharisee is strictly religious, and self satisfied, for example: 
Matthew 5:20 “unless your righteousness surpasses that of the Pharisees …” 
 23:23 “you give a tenth of your spices—mint, dill and cummin.” 
 12:2 the Pharisees criticize the disciples plucking corn for working on the Sabbath. 

• The stereotypical tax-collector is irreligious, corrupt, and avaricious, for example: 
Matthew 9:10 “tax collectors and sinners” 
Luke 3:12–13 “tax collectors … Don’t collect any more than you are required to” 

Luke tells us that Jesus’s parable in Luke 18:9–14 was addressed “To some who were 
confident of their own righteousness and looked down on everybody else”, so Jesus 
chooses appropriate stereotypical characters to explore this theme. The Pharisee follows 
his stereotype perfectly, but the tax-collector’s stereotype is challenged. Yes, he is a 
sinner, on that all agree, but he seeks God’s mercy, and contrary to all stereotypical 
expectation, it is he who goes home “justified”. 

The cultural value judgments which are being challenged, and the flow of expecta-
tion and contraexpectation in the development of a discourse, are implicatures derived 
from stereotypical scenarios. As Schank and Abelson (1977:174) state: 

you can attribute specific motivations to certain stereotyped characters in a story, sight unseen, 
unless specific information overrides the stereotype. 
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3.5. Scenarios can be opened by their title or their contents 
Scenarios can be opened in two basic ways, either from the top down, or bottom up 

(Howard 1987:30). The top-down method uses the “title” of a scenario, the bottom-up 
method uses one or more of the individual elements from within the scenario, which 
enables the target audience to correctly identify the scenario in question. 

3.5.1. Opening scenarios by their title 

Since scenarios have a title, that word or phrase opens the whole scenario. For 
example, συναγωγή  ‘synagogue’ is the title of a scenario whose contents can be 
identified from lexical collocations with “synagogue”. In Matthew, where “synagogue” 
occurs 

• three passages refer to διδάσκω ‘teach’ (4:23, 9:35, 13:54) 
• two refer to μαστιγόω ‘scourge’ (10:17, 23:34), and 
• others refer to Pharisees who 

 proudly give ἐλεημοσύνη ‘alms’ (6:2) 
 προσεύχομαι ‘pray’ (6:5), and 
 love the πρωτοκαθεδρία ‘place of honour’ (23:6). 

The mere mention of synagogue, then, opens up a scenario which includes participants, 
e.g. teacher (such as Jesus), Pharisees, and others being taught; and events, e.g. teaching, 
punishing, almsgiving, praying, and seeking status. 

So in Matthew 12:9, when Jesus is in the synagogue, it is expected from the contents 
of the synagogue scenario that the Pharisees should also be there, and should ask Jesus, a 
religious teacher, a religious question. This explains why, in 12:14, despite Pharisees 
being Discourse-new participants in that pericope, “the Pharisees” takes the article 
(marking Hearer-old information) and means “the Pharisees who were in the synagogue”, 
and “went out” means “went out of the synagogue”, even though the text had not stated 
explicitly where the Pharisees were. 

3.5.2. Opening scenarios by metonymy 

Scenario structure means that any single highly prototypical element within a 
scenario can be used to open the whole scenario. Lakoff (1987:77) gives an example of 
metonymy dependent on a locative link: 

English has a general principle by which a place may stand for an institution located at that 
place: 
- The White house isn’t saying anything. 

A parallel example occurs in Acts 17:19: ἐπὶ τὸν Ἄρειον πάγον ἤγαγον ‘they took 
him to the Areopagus’. Young (1879:48), in his concordance, comments under Areopa-
gus “This institution …”, and Arndt and Gingrich (1979) remark that Areopagus should 
“be understood here less as a place … than as the council”. Hence NIV translates this as 
“the Council of Philosophers”, making explicit the contextually focal element of the 
Areopagus scenario. 
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Lakoff (1987:78) also refers to data collected and analysed by Rhodes (1977) where 
one stage of an “event” scenario stands for the whole: 

… he asked speakers of Ojibwa who had come to a party how they got there. He got answers 
like the following (translated into English): 
- I started to come. 
- I stepped into a canoe. 
- I got into a car. 
… in Ojibwa it is conventional to use the embarcation point of an ICM of this sort [script] to 
evoke the whole ICM. 

A parallel example occurs in Acts 12:19: 

Ἡρῴδης δὲ … ἀνακρίνας τοὺς φύλακας ἐκέλευσαν ἀποχθῆναι 
Herod … having examined the guards ordered that they be led away 

The RSV translates: “Herod … ordered that they should be put to death.” In scenario 
theory terms, “leading out”, as the initial stage of the “execution” scenario, opens that 
scenario, which includes “put to death” as the next event. 

The specific links which can be used by metonymy to evoke the whole scenario are 
culture- and language-specific, e.g. English, unlike Ojibwa above, can only use embarka-
tion to stand for the whole journey when no further effort is involved (Lakoff 1987:79): 

- I hopped on a bus. 
- I just stuck out my thumb. 

3.5.3. Opening scenarios by a “header” 

Schank and Abelson (1977:49–50) describe four types of “header” which are used to 
open script-type scenarios, and which also indicate the likelihood of the whole script 
being fulfilled. I summarize and add Greek examples. 

Precondition Header, e.g. “hunger” is a Precondition Header for the restaurant script 
“because it is the goal condition for the MAINCON (INGEST food), which is normally 
assumed to be true when the script is instantiated”. 

Compare Matthew 25:35–36 where there is a series of precondition headers opening 
scripts, starting with the word ἐπείνασα ‘I hungered’ opening the “eat” scenario (headers 
underlined, scenario title bolded): 

ἐπείνασα γὰρ καὶ ἐδώκατέ μοι φαγεῖν, ἐδίψησα καὶ ἐποτίσατέ με, 
I-hungered for and you-gave to-me to-eat I-thirsted and you-caused-to-drink me 

 

ξένος ἤμην καὶ συνηγάγετέ με, γυμνὸς καὶ περιεβάλετέ με, 
stranger I-was and you-received-as-guest me naked and you-clothed me 

 

ἠσθένησα καὶ ἐπεσκέψασθέ με, ἐν φυλακῇ ἤμην καὶ ἤλθατε πρός με. 
I-sickened and you-looked-after me in-prison I-was and you-came to me 

The Instrumental Header mainly occurs where two scripts are linked in an 
instrumental relationship. Schank and Abelson (1977:49–50) give this example: “in ‘John 
took the subway to the restaurant’, both the subway and restaurant contexts would be 
predicted, since subsequent inputs about either make perfectly good sense.” 
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Compare Acts 3:1, where Peter and John are going into the Temple, but the sub-
sequent input (healing a lame man, Acts 3:2–8a) takes place within the instrumental 
scenario “going into”, and only in Acts 3:8 do they finally enter: 

Πέτρος δὲ καὶ Ἰωάννης ἀνέβαινον εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν … 
Peter ( ) and John were-going-up into the temple … 

The Greek imperfect tense indicates that the action is viewed as Imperfective Aspect 
(Porter 1993) and thus may be interrupted. Here it provides a Setting for the miracle. 

Contrast Matthew 21:12, where the subsequent input is about the resulting scenario, 
here the temple. Note the verb of entering is Aorist (Perfective Aspect) (Porter 1993): 

Καὶ εἰσῆλθεν Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὸ ἱερόν 
and entered Jesus into the temple 

 

καὶ ἐξέβαλεν πάντας τοὺς πωλοῦντας καὶ ἀγοράζοντας ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ 
and he-threw-out all the sellers and buyers in the temple 

The Locale Header is the most strongly predictive. It relates time-place to scripts, 
e.g. time “on December 25th”, place “the soccer field”, or “the Museum of Modern Art”. 

An example of the Locale Header is Luke 4:16 where the words σαββάτων 
‘sabbaths’ and συναγωγή ‘synagogue’ together open the “service” scenario, thus 
indicating what it was Jesus stood to read, the Scriptures: 

καὶ εἰσῆλθεν κατὰ τὸ εἰωθὸς αὐτῷ ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν σαββάτων 
and he-entered according-to the custom to-him on the day of-the sabbaths 

 

εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν καὶ ἀνέστη ἀναγνῶναι. 
into the synagogue and he-stood to-read 

Schank and Abelson note that where different scripts intersect, either script may 
follow, e.g. a delivery man going to a restaurant might be followed by the delivery man 
script with restaurant as a place he delivers to, or the restaurant script with him as a 
customer. 

Compare John 4:6–7 where the “drink” scenario is opened by “headers” 
(precondition “being wearied”, locale “the well”) plus other elements such as 

• time “midday” (the hottest time) 
• goal “water” 
• agent “woman”, and 
• the event “draw water”. 

These set up a strong expectation that “drink” will occur: 

ὁ οὖν Ἰησοῦς κεκοπιακὼς ἐκ τῆς ὁδοιπορίας 
the therefore Jesus being-wearied from the journey 

 

ἐκαθέζετο οὕτως ἐπὶ τῇ πηγῇ· … 
sat thus at the well … 
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ὥρα ἦν ὡς ἕκτη. 
hour it-was about the-sixth 

 

Ἔρχεται γυνὴ ἐκ τῆς Σαμαρείας ἀντλῆσαι ὕδωρ. 
comes woman from the Samaria to-draw water 

 

λέγει αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Δός μοι πεῖν· 
says to-her the Jesus give to-me to-drink 

However, the first-century Palestinian scenarios for Jew and Samaritan, man and 
woman, include strong cultural contraexpectations such as Jews should not drink from 
Samaritan vessels (John 4:9), and lone men should not speak to lone women (John 4:27). 
Scenario theory shows Jesus’s dilemma, whether to satisfy his needs or conform to 
cultural norms. We do not even know whether Jesus got his drink, but he did break 
cultural norms to meet the woman’s needs. 

Where the target language and culture do not share focal script details with the 
source language and culture, a literal translation may open the scenario but will not 
access its focal elements. The translator will then need to make such details explicit. 

The Internal Conceptualization Header refers to any conceptualization or role from a 
script. In combination these open scenarios, as described next. 

3.5.4. Opening scenarios by a combination of items 

A scenario is often opened by making explicit several prototypical elements within 
it. For example, “Sitting in the balmy warmth of a summer afternoon, listening to the soft 
thwack of willow on leather” opens up the “cricket” scenario for an English person, 
though probably not for an American. 

Likewise in Matthew 3:4 the detailed description of John the Baptist’s clothing is 
intended to open the “prophet” scenario, possibly even the “Elijah” scenario. Compare 
“John’s clothes were made of camel’s hair and he had a leather belt round his waist” with 
2 Kings 1:8 “He was a man with a garment of hair and with a leather belt round his 
waist.” The king said, “It is Elijah the Tishbite.” Note the NIV translation of Zechariah 
13:4 “On that day every prophet will be ashamed of his prophetic vision. He will not put 
on a prophet’s garment of hair in order to deceive,” where “prophet’s” is implicit in 
Hebrew. 

Similarly, in Acts 9:36–41, Dorcas’s coming alive is not stated explicitly, but in 
verse 40b two verbs which belong in the result category of the “come alive again” 
scenario, are used together to open that scenario: 

ἡ δὲ ἤνοιξεν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτῆς, καὶ ἰδοῦσα τὸν Πέτρον ἀνεκάθισεν. 
she ( ) opened the eyes of-her and having-seen the Peter sat-up 

In cultures where these explicit elements do not open the correct scenario, the scenario 
title may need to be made explicit, e.g. Acts 9:40b “She came back to life, opened her 
eyes, and seeing Peter she sat up.” 
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3.6. Identifying scenarios 
It is crucial that scenarios are correctly identified by the audience so they can 

correctly understand a text and remember it (Howard 1987:39): 
To understand something is to select a schema that provides a plausible account of it, and thus 
allows us to assimilate it to something we know (Anderson 1977; Rumelhart 1980 and 1984). 

Translators must not only identify the source text scenarios for accurate exegesis, but 
also produce a translation which enables the target audience to identify the appropriate 
scenarios. 

What ways do we have then to correctly identify scenarios? 

3.6.1. Identifying scenarios from the grammar 

We have seen that scenarios determine information status and so affect grammatical 
patterns of reference (Schank and Abelson 1977:41): 

Scripts allow for new references to objects within them just as if these objects had been 
previously mentioned; objects within a script may take ‘the’ without explicit introduction 
because the script itself has already implicitly introduced them. 

Thus the use of Hearer-old grammatical markers for Discourse-new elements is a 
signal that a scenario is open. The element so marked must belong to a scenario which 
has been explicitly mentioned in the text, is situationally focal, or is a unique element of 
the “whole world” scenario, which is regarded as always open (e.g. the sun). The specific 
Hearer-old markers in Greek include Participles and the article, as will be argued in 
section 2 of this study. 

3.6.2. Identifying scenarios from the lexicon 

Lexical items are used to open scenarios. Consequently, we can identify a scenario 
from the explicit use of its “title”, so long as that “title” opens the same conceptual 
framework in our mind as the author intended. For example, in Matthew 4:2 we 
recognize the “fast” scenario from the Participle “having fasted”. For a Muslim, however, 
the “fast” scenario has very different prototypical contents, including abstaining from 
both food and drink, during daylight only, for the month of Ramadan. 

Similarly, we can identify a scenario from a combination of explicit lexical items 
belonging to that scenario. However, if the contents of our own scenario do not match the 
contents of the source text’s scenario, we may identify a scenario that the original author 
did not intend, or fail to identify any relevant scenario. For example, in Luke 8:5–8 we 
are expected to identify the “wheat” scenario from “sower”, “sow”, “seed”, “soil”, 
“fruit”, and “hundredfold”. Different cultural groups might identify different crops. 

3.6.3. Identifying scenarios using analogy and local interpretation 

Brown and Yule (1983:59) identify two key “principles of interpretation available 
for the hearer which enable him to determine … a relevant and reasonable interpretation 
of an expression … on a particular occasion of utterance”, the principles of analogy and 
of local interpretation. 
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The principle of analogy (Brown and Yule 1983:65): 
is one of the fundamental heuristics which hearers and analysts adopt in determining interpre-
tations in context. They assume that everything will be as it was before unless they are given 
specific notice that some aspect has changed. Dahl (1976:46) formulates a principle for 
speakers: ‘Indicate only things which have changed and omit those which are as they were 
before.’ To repeat what is known to be shared knowledge, ‘things as they were before’, flouts 
Grice’s maxim of quantity. 

In terms of scenario theory, the principle of analogy means the audience should assume 
that the currently open scenario remains open and its prototypical contents remain valid, 
unless told otherwise. This principle parallels Grice’s maxims of quantity, “Make your 
contribution as informative as is required” and “Do not make your contribution more 
informative than is required” (Sperber and Wilson 1986:33–34). In terms of scenario 
theory, these maxims predict that a certain amount of explicit information is necessary to 
open a new scenario, but once a scenario is opened, prototypical information within that 
scenario can be assumed and need not be made explicit. 

The principle of local interpretation (Brown and Yule 1983:59): 
instructs the hearer not to construct a context any larger than he needs to arrive at an 
interpretation. Thus if he hears someone say ‘Shut the door’ he will look towards the nearest 
door available for being shut. 

This principle, rephrased in terms of scenario theory, states that explicit things and events 
should be presumed to belong to currently open scenarios, unless otherwise stated. The 
context in which to identify a referent, then, is the prototypical contents of the currently 
open scenario (Sperber and Wilson 1986:137–138): 

The organisation of the individual’s encyclopaedic memory, and the mental activity in which he 
is engaged, limit the class of potential contexts from which an actual context can be chosen at 
any given time. 

Hearer-old grammar, combined with the principle of local interpretation, signals that 
the item in question should first be sought in a currently open scenario, whether textual or 
situational (Lyons 1977:181): 

In many cases the use of a common noun preceded by the definite article will suffice without 
further description, even though the referent has not been previously mentioned, because the 
speaker can fairly assume, in the given situation or universe of discourse, that the hearer will 
know which of the potential referents satisfying the description he is referring to. For example, 
if I say to my wife or children, The cat has not been in all day, in a context in which there has 
been no previous mention of cat, I can be sure that the reference will be successful. 

The Greek article, which I regard as a Hearer-old marker, signals that the referent 
belongs to a currently open scenario, e.g. Acts 7:60a: 

θεὶς δὲ τὰ γόνατα ἔκραξεν φωνῇ μεγάλῃ 
having-placed ( ) the knees he-shouted in-voice loud 

Here “the knees” refers to the knees of the person in the currently open scenario, the 
agent of the verbs, i.e. Stephen. 

The identity of the speaker often determines which referent is most “local”, as Lyons 
(1977:181) points out: 

If an Englishman uses referentially the expression ‘the queen’ and an American the expression 
‘the president’, in a context in which no queen or president has already been referred to, they 
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will normally expect to be understood as referring to the queen of England and to the president 
of the United States respectively. 

Similarly, the use of ὁ θεός ‘the God’ by Jewish (and also gentile Christian) writers 
means Yahweh, the true God, for example: 

 John 1:1 

καὶ ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς πρὸς θεόν 
and the Word was with the God 

However, the co-text or situational context can change the referent of ὁ θεός from 
Yahweh to a pagan deity, for example: 

 Acts 7:43a 

καὶ ἀνελάβετε τὴν σκηνὴν τοῦ Μολὸχ 
and you-took-up the tent of-the Moloch 

 

καὶ τὸ ἄστρον τοῦ θεοῦ [ὑμῶν] Ῥαιφάν, 
and the star of-the god [of-you] Rephan 

3.6.4. Identifying scenarios using relevance 

According to Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986), the dictum “be 
relevant” explains why the audience will search for implied information in order to make 
sense of the text itself. Audiences expect the text not only to mean something, but to 
mean something relevant to the context. 

Relevance Theory also makes explicit the role of shared extratextual information, the 
“mutual cognitive environment” of speaker and audience, for correctly understanding 
communication. I argue that scenarios are the storehouse of such extratextual 
information, and enable the audience to identify relevant implicatures by simply 
“reading” them from the prototypical contents in the open scenario, even though they are 
not in the text. 

However, the search for relevance also guides the audience in determining which 
scenario is open. Items are assumed to belong in the same scenario where possible, since 
their collocation is thus more relevant. For example, “She bought a set of knives and a set 
of forks” could refer to throwing knives and garden forks, but unless there is some 
special context their collocation is more relevant if both are cutlery. Similarly, new 
scenarios that link to currently open scenarios are more relevant than unconnected 
scenarios. For example, “The detective had no leads” could refer to dog’s leads, or 
electrical leads, but investigative leads are more relevant as they are prototypically linked 
to the detective scenario. 

3.7. Chapter summary 
Scenario theory provides a cognitive framework for understanding categories of 

information status. Grammatical patterns of reference in English, such as the use of 
indefinite and definite articles and pronouns, reflect cognitive distinctions between 
Hearer-new and Hearer-old information, and between items which are currently in mental 
focus and those which are not. 
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Scenarios enable an audience to determine the contextual sense of a word by 
identifying the conceptual areas where the scenario of that word interlocks with other 
scenarios in the text. Encyclopaedic scenario contents enable an audience to predict the 
likely actions of characters and the likely sequence and result of events. Similarly, the 
prototypical elements and interrelationships stored in scenarios allow the audience to 
correctly understand implicatures. 

Scenarios can be opened top-down, by the explicit use of the scenario’s title, or 
bottom-up by the collocation of prototypical elements from a single scenario. Scenarios 
can be identified by the audience using both lexical and grammatical clues, whilst 
observing the principles of analogy, local interpretation, and relevance. 
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4. Scenarios and Discourse 
Since scenarios not only affect the writer’s choice of grammar and the audience’s 

interpretation of vocabulary, but also provide the information base for the audience to 
predict likely events and fill in implicatures, it is crucial to look at their role in discourse. 
In this chapter I consider the role of scenarios in dividing text into discourse units and I 
make the hypothesis that New Testament Greek uses a combination of Main Verbs and 
Participles to show such chunking, demonstrating this within a single pericope. I also 
show, using New Testament Greek examples, how scenarios are the basis for both lexical 
cohesion and semantic coherence in discourse, and review the theory and research which 
suggests how scenarios guide an audience in predicting, comprehending, and 
remembering discourse. 

4.1. Scenarios break discourse into chunks 
Because scenarios are information chunks, whole clusters of information can be 

communicated simply by referring to the scenario. The opened scenario guides the 
audience’s expectations, and enables them to correctly infer implicatures. Scenarios also 
provide the cognitive basis by which the audience divides a discourse into chunks, since 
a scenario not only communicates clusters of related information, but also integrates 
clusters of related information into a single conceptual unit. 

4.1.1. Chunking information and text processing 

Scenarios, by clustering information in chunks, make the processing of texts simpler. 
Scenarios enable the hearer to correctly identify elements of the text and to cluster them 
appropriately, either linking them within an open scenario, or opening a new scenario 
where they belong. In this way, scenarios enable the audience to analyse the discourse 
into distinct conceptual units. 

Once the hearer has chunked the text into scenarios, he does not need to store in 
memory the masses of minor details which are specific to particular scenarios, but can 
simply store the scenario “titles”, and these will enable him to recall the scenarios and 
retrieve the scenario contents, as and when required. So a scenario, regardless of its 
internal complexity, is not only a unit in memory, but can also function as a unit in 
discourse structure and memory recall. Schank and Abelson (1977:151), in the context of 
making theoretical representations of stories, make this same point: 

it is clear that we do not want to represent every event in a script explicitly every time the story 
invokes it. The level of detail would be overwhelming. Furthermore, psychologically such a 
representation would seem to indicate that people always actually think of all the detail in the 
particular script they are using. This seems quite wrong. 

Similarly, Pike (1992:232), terming scenarios “vectors”, notes they fill a single slot in the 
macrostructure of a text: 

The macro structure of the referential hierarchy is made up of vectors … Vectors of more than 
one event are sequences of happenings which are more closely related to each other than they 
are to events in other vectors and fill a single higher-level slot role. 

For example, Mark 1:4 states that “John came baptizing in the desert region”. Only 
in verse 5 does he mention “in the Jordan river”, and only in verse 10 “coming up out of 
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the water”. Yet every instance of baptism involved going into the river, being baptized, 
and coming out of the river. The word βαπτίζω ‘baptize, wash’, when people are the 
goal of the event, is the title of a scenario which includes these details, but can function 
in discourse as a single information chunk. 

4.1.2. Role of Greek Participles and Main Verbs in chunking text 

Since scenarios affect information status and consequently grammatical forms, the 
grammar of a text often gives clear indications as to which information should be clus-
tered within a single scenario. This works alongside lexical clues, enabling the audience 
to correctly assign concepts into distinct scenario chunks. 

I posit that Greek uses a Main Verb to mark the core event in a scenario, and uses 
Participles, or verbs in subordinate clauses, to refer to other events which are concep-
tually part of the Main Verb’s scenario. Thus the cluster of Main Verb plus related 
Participles represents one mental scenario and fills one memory slot in the macro 
structure of the text. 

For example, Mark 1:31 (chunked according to Main Verbs, bolded, Participles 
underlined): 

καὶ προσελθὼν ἤγειρεν αὐτὴν κρατήσας τῆς χειρός· 
and having-come-toward he-raised her having-seized the hand 

 

καὶ ἀφῆκεν αὐτὴν ὁ πυρετός, 
and it-left her the fever 

 

καὶ διηκόνει αὐτοῖς. 
and she-was-serving them 

Note that the first line has two event ideas in participial form, which both belong to the 
“raise” scenario, “come” being a preceding stage, and “seize” being the means used to 
“raise”. Thus this story segment, although it has five verbal forms, has only three 
information “chunks”: Jesus raised her, the fever left her, she served them. 

Similarly, in Acts 9:36–41, chunking and numbering the text according to Main 
Verbs clearly identifies scenario units (Main Verbs bolded, subordinate clauses indented, 
Participles underlined). The section headings are from a “story grammar” analysis by 
Callow and Callow (1996): 

SETTING 

1 Ἐν Ἰόππῃ δέ τις ἦν μαθήτρια ὀνόματι Ταβιθά, 
 in Joppa ( ) certain was female-disciple by-name Tabitha 

 

 ἣ διερμηνευομένη λέγεται Δορκάς· 
 which being-interpreted is-called Dorcas 
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2 αὕτη ἦν πλήρης ἔργων ἀγαθῶν καὶ ἐλεημοσυνῶν 
 she was full of-works good and almsgiving 

 

 ὧν ἐποίει. 
 which she-was-doing 

 

PROBLEM 

3 ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις ἀσθενήσασαν αὐτὴν ἀποθανεῖν· 
 it-happened ( ) in the days those having-sickened she to-die 

 

HOLDING INCIDENT (would be PARTIAL RESOLUTION in normal storyline) 

4 λούσαντες δὲ ἔθηκαν [αὐτὴν] ἐν ὑπερῴῳ. 
 having-washed ( ) they-placed [her] in upper-room 

 

PARTIAL RESOLUTION (1) 

5 ἐγγὺς δὲ οὔσης Λύδδας τῇ Ἰόππῃ 
 near ( ) being Lydda to-the Joppa 

 

 οἱ μαθηταὶ ἀκούσαντες 
 the disciples having-heard 

 

 ὅτι Πέτρος ἐστὶν ἐν αὐτῇ 
 that Peter is in it 

 

 ἀπέστειλαν δύο ἄνδρας πρὸς αὐτὸν παρακαλοῦντες, 
 sent two men toward him requesting 

 

 Μὴ ὀκνήσῃς διελθεῖν ἕως ἡμῶν. 
 do-not hesitate to-come to us 

 

PARTIAL RESOLUTION (2) 

6 ἀναστὰς δὲ Πέτρος συνῆλθεν αὐτοῖς· 
 having-risen ( ) Peter went-with them 

 

 ὃν παραγενόμενον ἀνήγαγον εἰς τὸ ὑπερῷον 
 whom having-arrived they-led-up into the upper-room 
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HOLDING INCIDENT 

7 καὶ παρέστησαν αὐτῷ πᾶσαι αἱ χῆραι κλαίουσαι 
 and they-stood-beside him all the widows weeping 

 

 καὶ ἐπιδεικνύμεναι χιτῶνας καὶ ἱμάτια 
 and showing under-garments and over-garments 

 

 ὅσα ἐποίει μετ᾽ αὐτῶν οὖσα ἡ Δορκάς. 
 which she-was-making with them being the Dorcas 

 

PARTIAL RESOLUTION  (3) (a) 

8 ἐκβαλὼν δὲ ἔξω πάντας ὁ Πέτρος 
 having-ejected ( ) outside all the Peter 

 

 καὶ θεὶς τὰ γόνατα προσηύξατο 
 and having-placed the knees prayed 

 

 (3) (b) 

9 καὶ ἐπιστρέψας πρὸς τὸ σῶμα εἶπεν, 
 and having-turned toward the body said 

 

 Ταβιθά, ἀνάστηθι. 
 Tabitha rise/be-raised 

 

RESOLUTION: PART (i) 

10 ἡ δὲ ἤνοιξεν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτῆς, 
 she ( ) opened the eyes of-her 

 

11 καὶ ἰδοῦσα τὸν Πέτρον ἀνεκάθισεν. 
 and having-seen the Peter sat-up 

 

RESOLUTION: PART (ii) (a) 

12 δοὺς δὲ αὐτῇ χεῖρα ἀνέστησεν αὐτήν· 
 having-given ( ) to-her hand he-raised her 

 

 (ii) (b) 

13 φωνήσας δὲ τοὺς ἁγίους καὶ τὰς χήρας παρέστησεν αὐτὴν ζῶσαν. 
 having-called ( ) the saints and the widows he-presented her living. 

In section 3, ἐγένετο ‘it happened’ acts as a dummy Main Verb, the semantic Main Verb 
being the Infinitive ἀποθανεῖν ‘die’. 

It should be noted that there is generally one Main Verb (i.e. excluding subordinate 
clauses) per structural section. Exceptions are in the setting, and in the resolution, both 
part (i) and part (ii), each of which contains two Main Verbs. 
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The setting, then, contains two chunks: 
• Line 1 identifying the new participant 
• Line 2 giving information about her character 
Resolution part (i) (lines 10 and 11) also contains two chunks. It has two Main 

Verbs, conjoined by καί ‘and’, both with the same subject. This co-occurrence marking 
(occurring only here and in lines 8 and 9) shows that the two verbs “open” (eyes) and “sit 
up” both belong in the same scenario. Here Luke opens the “come alive again” scenario 
by stating two of the elements within it. They both belong in the “result” section of that 
scenario, thus implying that the cause “coming alive again” has taken place. 

Schank and Abelson (1977:47) argue that if only the title of a script is used, the 
script is presumed to be a “fleeting script” and understood and remembered as a single 
chunk which occurs according to the expected pattern in the script. If, however, a script is 
referred to not only by a header but by some other element from the same script, then the 
script is “nonfleeting” and details from the script are accessed. Here the “instantiation” of 
the “coming alive again” scenario, by both “open” (eyes) and “sit up”, marks it out 
formally as a “nonfleeting script” whose details are to be remembered. 

Resolution part (ii) (lines 12 and 13) also contains two chunks, each marked by the 
developmental particle δέ (Levinsohn 1992:32–40). This Callow and Callow divide into 
two subsections, noting that, in line with Longacre’s observations (1996:36), line 13 
would be the climax of this story, since: 

In Longacre’s theory of narrative analysis, the ‘peak’ or ‘climax’ of the narrative is 
characteristically indicated by the presence ‘on stage’ of all or most of the participants in the 
story. At this point, Peter, Dorcas, the saints and the widows are all referred to…. 

Further evidence in support of the accuracy of this “chunking” is that the develop-
mental particle δέ normally occurs here with each “Main Verb plus Participles” chunk. 
Exceptions occur where the Main Verb is not developmental to the plot (i.e. the holding 
incident, line 7), and where two Main Verbs belong in the same section (i.e. the setting, 
lines 1 and 2, where the second line, the character of Dorcas, is linked to the first by an 
anaphoric pronoun; the partial resolution (3), lines 8 and 9, where parts (a) and (b) are 
joined by καί ‘and’; and the resolution part (i) where lines 10 and 11 are conjoined by 
καί ‘and’). Thus the holding incident is the only section in the Callows’s analysis which 
does not have δέ in second position, which supports this hypothesis for chunking. 

Note that the developmental particle δέ marks out the “Main Verb plus Participles” 
chunk (or “Main Verb and Main Verb” chunk) as developmental, i.e. it operates at 
“chunk” level in the hierarchy, not “event” level, marking out whole scenario blocks as 
developmental. For example in section 6: 

6 ἀναστὰς δὲ Πέτρος συνῆλθεν αὐτοῖς· 
 having-risen ( ) Peter went-with them 

 

 ὃν παραγενόμενον ἀνήγαγον εἰς τὸ ὑπερῷον 
 whom having-arrived they-led-up into the upper-room 

It is not Peter’s rising which is marked by δέ as developmental, but the whole script-type 
scenario of Peter “rising, accompanying them, and being led into the upper-room”. This 
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whole scenario, as indicated by the Main Verb, can be given the title “accompany”. I 
posit then that all of section 6 can be stored in the brain as the chunk “Peter accompanied 
them”, and only this need be remembered as the “prompt” for successful recovery of the 
story from memory. 

The “chunks” of text marked by nonsubordinated Main Verbs, i.e. the distinct 
scenarios which form the story framework, and which the hearers need to consciously 
remember, are as follows (with Main Verb in bold as the scenario title, followed by all 
the verbal forms listed in that scenario): 

1 was disciple—was a disciple, whose name being translated is called … 
2 was good—was full of good works and almsgiving, which she did 
3 died—sickened, died 
4 placed body—washed body, placed in upper room 
5 sent for Peter—towns were near, heard Peter is near, 
 sent requesting he come quick 
6 Peter went along—Peter got up, went along, arrived, they led him up 
7 widows stood beside—stood, weeping and showing clothes which 
 Dorcas had made when she was with them 
8 Peter prayed—ejected, knelt, prayed 
9 and said—turned, said “rise” 

10 she opened eyes 
11 and sat up—saw Peter, sat up 
12 he raised her—gave her his hand, raised her 
13 presented her—called people, presented her alive 

A caveat to this process, which does not affect the chunking per se, but rather the 
way the hearer “titles” the chunks, is that when a chunk consists of a verb of speech (or 
thought, etc.) followed by what is spoken, the title of the chunk is the sum of these two, 
i.e. not just “X said” but “X said Y”. Within the speech itself, the same kind of grammat-
ical analysis can be used to chunk the content of the speech and find the scenarios. In line 
9 above the best summary is clearly: 

9 and said rise—turned, said “rise” 

Using this grammatical approach to “chunking” the text, we can see that not only is 
the story line presented in its briefest form by the sequence of Main Verbs, but also the 
strings of verbs which are grammatically related to each Main Verb can be seen to be 
semantically related also. This tends to support the analysis that independent Main Verbs 
are used in Greek narrative to chunk the text into scenarios, or semantic clusters, which 
form the building blocks of the story. In contrast, events which are grammatically encod-
ed in subordinate clauses or as Participles are part of the same scenario as the Main Verb. 

This does not mean that nonmain-verb events are inherently less important than 
Main Verb events, but rather that, once you have heard the whole story, you need only to 
recall the flow of Main Verbs, and the rest of the events can be assigned their place in the 
story automatically, since they belong in the “normal place” of the relevant scenarios. 

Thus the Greek grammatical structure of main clause and subordinated clauses 
reflects the semantic structure of the discourse in terms of nuclear concepts and related or 
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“satellite” concepts. In Mann and Thompson’s words, “Nuclearity in text structure is a 
plausible communicative basis for the grammar of hypotactic clause combining” 
(1987:35). This concept of nuclearity explains why the Main Verbs, referring to the 
nuclei of scenarios, constitute the main storyline in narrative. As Mann and Thompson 
(1987:32) predict (underlining theirs), “If units that only function as satellites and never 
as nuclei are deleted, we should still have a coherent text with a message resembling that 
of the original; it should be something like a synopsis of the original text. If, however, we 
delete all units that function as nuclei anywhere in the text, the result should be incoher-
ent and the central message difficult or impossible to understand”. 

Discourse structure, however, is not only based on nucleus-satellite relationships 
between units, but on hierarchical relationships. The number of levels in the hierarchy is 
theoretically limitless, since any text parts which are related functionally constitute one 
level of the hierarchical structure (Mann and Thompson 1987:2, 25). Practically, how-
ever, it is useful to limit the number of levels when describing texts generically, rather 
than describing a specific text, whilst recognizing that there may be several levels of 
structural relationship within a single broad hierarchical level. 

This study recognizes the following hierarchical levels of discourse as useful in 
discussing New Testament texts: 

Terms used here Equivalent terms Examples 
TEXT Discourse (includes oral texts) Matthew’s Gospel, Paul’s letter to Philemon 
THEME UNIT Pericope cluster with same theme Matthew 1:1–25 (Jesus’s birth) 
EPISODE Pericope Matthew 1:1–17, 1:18–25 
PARAGRAPH  Matthew 1:1–6a, 1:6b–11 
SENTENCE  Matthew 1:21 
CLAUSE Proposition Matthew 1:21a 

These discourse levels, apart from EPISODE and THEME UNIT, are defined 
functionally by Reed (1997:46): 

Each level [of semantic hierarchy] … adds a function to the hierarchy resulting in the following scheme. 
WORD = sound +sense 
PHRASE = sound +sense +attribution 
(CLAUSE = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity [+relation]) 
SENTENCE = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity 
(PARAGRAPH = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity +social task [+relation]) 
DISCOURSE = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity +social task 

An EPISODE is made up of PARAGRAPHS and is potentially a TEXT in its own 
right, but it also functions to fulfil a specific social task in the context of the whole book 
or letter. Translations of the Bible which use section headings typically divide the text at 
the level of EPISODE. Similarly, a THEME UNIT is made up of distinct EPISODES which 
are grouped together, in the context of the whole book or letter, because of a common 
theme or “topic”, defined by Callow (1998:218) as “conceptual material which is of 
central importance throughout a unit - what a unitary stretch of text is primarily about”. 

Using this terminology, Acts 9:36–41 above, the story of Tabitha, is an EPISODE 
within the TEXT of Acts 1:1–28:31. The elements of “story grammar” such as Setting, 
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Problem, Holding incident, Resolution, each constitute a PARAGRAPH, which is made up 
of one or more SENTENCES (e.g. the Setting is made up of two sentences, the Problem of 
one). Acts 9:32–11:18 could be understood as a THEME UNIT about Peter’s ministry. 
Since scenarios are also structured hierarchically, they relate to all levels of this structure, 
for example: 

• The “sitting up” scenario relates to the SENTENCE (unit 11 above). 
• The “prayer” scenario relates to the PARAGRAPH (units 8 and 9 above). 
• The “healing” scenario relates to the EPISODE. 
• The “Peter” scenario relates to the THEME UNIT. 
• The “apostles” scenario relates to the whole TEXT. 

4.2. Scenarios provide cohesion and coherence in discourse 

4.2.1. Scenarios and lexical cohesion 

Lexical cohesion “refers to the role played by the selection of vocabulary in organ-
izing relations within a text” (Baker 1992:203). Lexical cohesion relies on the fact that 
vocabulary is tagged to concepts which are already stored in prototypical relationships 
within a scenario. Baker (1992:203) gives two categories of lexical cohesion, reiteration 
and collocation. These have distinct discourse functions. 

4.2.1.1. Reiteration 

The primary use of reiteration in discourse is to keep track of participants over an 
extended span of discourse, thus providing “basic continuity”. Jordan (1992:188) lists 
various reiteration devices: 

Basic continuity involves the use of repetition (full and partial), substitution, clausal ellipsis 
(deletion), acronyms, synonyms, naming and generic nouns. 

For example, Mark 5:1–20: 
First mention: ἄνθρωπος ἐν πνεύματι ἀκαθάρτῳ person in unclean spirit 5:2 
Full repetition –   
Partial repetition: τοῦ ἀνθρώπου the person 5:8 
Pronoun: αὐτὸν him 5:3 
Null pronoun:   5:5, 5:6, 5:7, … 
Synonym: τὸν δαιμονιζόμενον the demon-possessed 5:15 
Superordinate: ἄνθρωπος person 5:2 
General word: –   
Name: Λεγιὼν Legion 5:9 

Another reiteration device in the New Testament is the use of titles, e.g. Matthew 
9:27–31: 
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First mention: τῷ Ἰησοῦ Jesus 9:27 
Full repetition: ὁ Ἰησοῦς Jesus 9:28 
Partial repetition: –   
Pronoun: αὐτῷ him 9:28 
Null pronoun:   9:29 
Synonym: –   
Superordinate: –   
General word: κύριε sir 9:28 (possibly a title “Lord”) 
Name: τῷ Ἰησοῦ Jesus 9:27 
Title: υἱὸς Δαυίδ Son of David 9:27 

Although many reiteration devices are grammatical, e.g. use of pronoun (and null 
pronoun), superordinates, and titles are only understood as coreferential if the 
relationship is already part of the hearer’s scenario. 

For example, the superordinate “bread” in John 6:31: 

οἱ πατέρες ἡμῶν τὸ μάννα ἔφαγον ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, ἐστιν καθώς εγραμμένον, 
the fathers of-us the manna ate in the wilderness as it-is written 

 

Ἄρτον ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς φαγεῖν. 
bread from the heaven he-gave to-them to-eat 

Here coreferentiality depends on a specific-generic link between “manna” and “bread” in 
the source culture scenario. In English, “bread” is not a natural superordinate, since 
manna was uncooked. The Greek term, being also a generic term for food, provided 
better lexical cohesion throughout this discourse section, John 6:25–59. 

Similarly, in Matthew 27:11–18, the same character is referred to by his title ὁ 
ἡγεμών ‘the governor’ (verses 11 and 15), and by his name ὁ Πιλᾶτος ‘Pilate’ (verses 
13 and 17). This caused no problem for the original target audience, since Pilate was 
linked with governor in their existing mental scenario. In the Parkari translation, 
however, title and name are explicitly linked in verse 13, “Then the ruler Pilate said”. 
Without such explicit linking, the target audience, who are not familiar with the name 
Pilate and who he was, would understand Pilate and the governor to be two different 
individuals. Note that there is no ambiguity at sentence level, only at higher discourse 
levels. 

Compare Matthew 17:12b, where “Son of Man” refers to Jesus (Matthew 16:21 
shows this is not intentionally obscure), and John 18:13–24, where “the high priest” is 
used both of Caiaphas (18:13, 24) and also (apparently) of Annas (18:15, 19, 22). The 
latter requires complex exegetical decisions, and both require careful translation to 
achieve appropriate coreference. 

4.2.1.2. Collocation 

Collocation “covers any instance which involves a pair of lexical items that are 
associated with each other in the language in some way” (Baker 1992:203). Collocation 
also depends on the word-concept link within scenarios. The major discourse function of 
collocation is to provide lexical cohesion within paragraphs and episodes, thus helping 
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the audience understand paragraph and episode boundaries by changes in collocational 
sets. 

Jordan (1992:173) regards lexical continuity as one of three essential strands in text 
analysis: 

[There is] the need for a system of analysis which goes beyond just the relations between 
clauses. Lexical continuity and problem-solution aspects are also … essential parts of the 
system, and this analysis seeks to show the inter-dependence of these three methods in a full 
analysis of connections within the text. 

For example, in Luke 5:12–14, the source culture “leprosy” scenario provided lexical 
continuity and problem-solution continuity, due to a causal link between leprosy and 
ritual impurity. The string of lexical items—leprosy, cleanse, touched, be cleansed, 
leprosy, priest, cleansing, Moses—marked this as a distinct episode or pericope. 

However, where source and target culture scenarios do not match, collocations are 
not apparent, and lexical cohesion is lost. The average English audience expects a leper 
to ask for healing, and to go to a doctor. Moreover, since no ritual-impurity scenario is 
opened, “touched” is not perceived as contraexpectation. Again semantic relationships 
within and between sentences are clear. What is unclear is the logic of the discourse. 

Lexical cohesion is also promoted by “associated nominals”, i.e. KNOWN inferrable 
referents, which are marked by the definite article in English (Jordan 1992:189): 

The key to understanding many of the lexical connections in the ZPG letter [letter on Zero 
Population Growth being analysed] lies in recognizing nominal groups which are “associated” 
in some way with one or more of the topics. These were named “associated nominals” … [e.g.] 
once a particular book has been established as a topic in a text, it is quite reasonable to write 
“The author is unknown.” 

Similarly, Greek uses the article with KNOWN inferrable referents, for example: 
 Matthew 4:18, 20 

ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλιεῖς … 
they-were for fishermen … 

 

οἱ δὲ εὐθέως ἀφέντες τὰ δίκτυα ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 
they ( ) straightway having-left the fishing-nets followed him 

The use of the article with τὰ δίκτυα ‘the fishing-nets’ marks them as Hearer-old, indi-
cating that these Discourse-new items are linked to an open Discourse-old scenario, here 
“fishermen”. This clarifies the meaning of “the nets” as “their nets”, and shows verse 20 
is part of the same episode as verse 18. 

4.2.2. Scenarios and discourse disambiguation 

Scenarios can be opened by co-text, or real life context. This causes potential 
ambiguity in identifying scenarios, and thus in disambiguating a text, for example: 

 Matthew 16:6 

Ὁρᾶτε καὶ προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων. 
look-out and beware of the leaven of-the Pharisees and Sadducees 
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As presented by the Gospel writer, Jesus expects the preceding “co-text” to provide the 
scenario, i.e. his calling the Pharisees and Sadducees wicked (16:4). But the disciples 
take their current real life context as the scenario, i.e. forgetting bread (16:5). Both 
scenarios are potentially open to Jesus’s disciples, and both are explicit in the co-text for 
the Gospel readers. 

When the disciples understand “leaven” as part of the “bread” scenario (16:7), Jesus 
first shows the “bread” scenario is not focal (verses 8–10), then states categorically that 
“bread” is the wrong scenario (verse 11): “How is it you don’t understand that I was not 
talking to you about bread? But be on your guard against the yeast of the Pharisees and 
Sadducees.” 

Simply by dismissing “bread” as the appropriate scenario, Jesus enables the disciples 
to find the correct scenario for interpreting “leaven” (16:12): “Then they understood that 
he was not telling them to guard against the yeast used in bread, but against the teaching 
of the Pharisees and Sadducees.” 

Scenario theory explains why “leaven” is ambiguous, and how the “leaven” scenario 
is thematic to the whole section 16:5–12, through its part-whole link with “bread” and its 
metaphorical link with “evil”. 

Scenario theory also suggests a reevaluation of Matthew’s intended section bound-
ary. Since the “evil” scenario Jesus intended was opened in 16:4, TEV’s and NIV’s 
section 16:5–12 should not be separated from 16:1–4. Both belong in a single section 
“The wickedness of the Pharisees and Sadducees”. 

4.2.3. Scenarios, metaphorical language, and discourse 

Scenario theory provides a cognitive framework for understanding the nature of 
idioms, where a fixed collocation of lexical items is linked by a metaphorical link to a 
single concept. Chafe (1992:276) comments: 

… several content words often combine to form a single lexicalized unit, and thus to express a 
single idea 
… The clearest cases are idioms, where the meaning of the lexicalized sequence is unpredictable 
from the meanings of the individual words. An example … is blow the whistle. 

Chafe (1992:276) used the cloze test (a comprehension test requiring the reader to 
supply single words that have been omitted) to prove that collocations within idioms are 
predictable, and Baker (1992:67) confirms that collocational patterns indicate that a 
phrase is used idiomatically: 

Idiomatic and fixed expressions … enter into collocational sets which are different from those of 
their individual words. Take, for instance, the idiom to have cold feet. Cold as a separate item 
may collocate with words like weather, winter, feel, or country. Feet on its own will perhaps 
collocate with socks, chilblain, smelly, etc. However, having cold feet, in its idiomatic use has 
nothing necessarily to do with winter, feet or chilblains and will therefore generally be used with 
a different set of collocates. 

In other words, idioms belong to different scenarios from their individual lexical 
items, for example: 
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 2 Corinthians 6:11 

Τὸ στόμα ἡμῶν ἀνέῳγεν πρὸς ὑμᾶς, Κορίνθιοι, 
the mouth of-us has-opened toward you Corinthians 

 

ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν πεπλάτυνται· 
the heart of-us is-widened 

“Mouth” and “heart” belong in the “body” scenario, and “open” and “widen” are both 
physical acts. However, lexical collocations in the co-text concern attitudes and emotions 
(“I speak to you as my children,” 6:13). Thus these two clauses are idioms, and should be 
translated as such, e.g. TEV: “We have spoken frankly to you; we have opened our hearts 
wide.” 

Thus collocations within a higher level discourse unit, often paragraph, determine 
the open scenario in which idioms belong. Any idiomatic language used in a translation 
must also collocate naturally with the open scenarios at discourse level. 

This same criterion is valid for identifying metaphorical uses of language, where two 
scenarios, each quite distinct at the literal level, are joined by a metaphorical link. 

For example, the Bible has two separate literal scenarios of religious leadership and 
shepherds. The one includes “rabbi, disciple, teach, obey”, the other “shepherd, sheep, 
pasture, follow”. Yet in many instances (Matthew 26:31; John 10:1–16, 21:15–17, etc.) 
vocabulary from the shepherd scenario (bold) occurs in contexts of religious leadership 
(underlined), for example: 

 Matthew 26:31 

Τότε λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, 
then says to-them [the disciples] the Jesus [religious teacher] 

 

Πάντες ὑμεῖς σκανδαλισθήσεσθε ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ, γέγραπται γάρ, 
all you will-be-caused-to-sin through me in the night this it-is-written for 

 

Πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης. 
I-will-strike the shepherd and will-be-scattered the sheep of-the fold 

This collocation of vocabulary from different literal scenarios indicates a metaphorical 
link between scenarios. 

Lakoff and Johnson (1980:105) demonstrate that metaphorical links operate at 
scenario level, e.g. “the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR” underlies many 
metaphors: 

What may at first appear to be random, isolated metaphorical expressions - for example, cover 
those points, buttress your argument, get to the core, dig deeper, attack a position, and shoot 
down - turn out not to be random at all. Rather they are part of whole metaphorical systems that 
together serve the complex purpose of characterizing the concept of an argument in all of its 
aspects, as we conceive them. 

Such scenario-level metaphorical links often provide lexical cohesion at higher 
discourse levels. For example, in John’s preaching, Matthew 3, the metaphorical link 
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between “people” and “trees” runs throughout paragraph 3:7–10, and the metaphorical 
link between “people” and “wheat” runs throughout paragraph 3:11–12. 

Since metaphorical links are culture- and language-specific, translating metaphors 
literally may both miscommunicate and destroy lexical cohesion in discourse. 

4.2.4. Scenarios and semantic coherence within discourse 

Whereas lexical cohesion “refers to the role played by the selection of vocabulary in 
organizing relations within a text” (Baker 1992:203), semantic coherence refers to the 
“underlying functional or logical connectedness” of a text (Crystal 1995:449). Scenarios 
not only produce lexical cohesion between items which belong in the same scenario, but 
also provide the framework for semantic coherence, through the prototypical semantic 
links already stored within scenarios, such as generic-specific and cause and effect. In 
discourse, such semantic links may be lexically and grammatically explicit, or may be 
implicit, recoverable only from the appropriate scenario. 

Meyer (1992:84–85) describes five “top-level structures to organize discourse”, 
summarized below: 

Description, e.g. newspaper article describing who, where, when and how. 
Causation, e.g. directions, explanations 
Response: Problem/solution, e.g. scientific articles 
Comparison, e.g. political speeches 
Collection, including Sequence, e.g. recipe procedures, history of Civil War battles, growth 
from birth to 12 

Certain lexical items function as “Signals that Cue Readers to these Structures” (Meyer 
1992:84), for example. 

Description is signalled by: 
for example, which was one, this particular, for instance, specifically, such as, attributes of, that 
is, namely, properties of, characteristics are, qualities are, marks of, in describing 

Causation by: 
as a result, because, since, for the purpose of, caused, led to, consequence, thus, in order to, that 
is why, if/then, the reason, so, in explanation, therefore. 

Winter (1992:140) also notes that semantic relations in discourse are not only 
marked by subordinators (e.g. when, before, even though), and conjunctions (e.g. at first, 
now), but also by specific nouns such as (Winter 1992:150): 

achievement, addition, affirmation, antonymy, basis, cause, comparison, concession, contra-
diction, correction, denial, difference, distinction, error, exception, explanation, fact, feature, 
form, general, grounds, hypothesis, instance, justification, kind, manner, match, means, object, 
opposite, particulars, point, reason, reality, repetition, requirement, resemblance, result, reversal, 
sameness, similarity, specification, statement, synonymy, truth, uniqueness, way etc. 

Such nouns in Greek include certain metaphors, such as “wages” and “fruit” as 
markers of “cause and result” relationships, for example: 
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 Romans 6:23 

τὰ γὰρ ὀψώνια τῆς ἁμαρτίας θάνατος. 
the for wages of-the sin death 
i.e. Sin causes death. Death is the result of sin. 

 

 Galatians 5:22 

Ὁ δὲ καρπὸς τοῦ πνεύματός ἐστιν ἀγάπη χαρά εἰρήνη … 
the ( ) fruit of-the spirit is love joy peace … 
i.e. The Spirit causes love, joy, peace … Love, joy, peace are the results of the Spirit. 

See also Ephesians 5:9; Philippians 1:11; and James 3:18. Similarly, many of Jesus’s 
parables use trees or seed for people, and “fruit” for resulting actions. Such vocabulary is 
not only referential, but also signals the discourse function of that particular clause, 
sentence, or paragraph. 

4.2.5. The cultural basis of scenarios and semantic coherence 

What makes a text coherent and comprehensible is our ability to interpret it as 
normal in the light of a particular scenario or frame, as van Dijk (1977a:99) points out: 

An important COGNITIVE condition of semantic coherence is the ASSUMED NORMALITY of 
the worlds involved. … The set of propositions characterizing our conventional knowledge of 
some more or less autonomous situation (activity, course of events, state) is called a FRAME. 

Even the purely physical nature of the world which individuals have experienced 
varies. In England, sunshine is seen as positive and rain as negative. For Parkaris, living 
in arid desert areas, the reverse is true. Scenarios also differ due to cultural differences. 
Shared scenarios provide semantic coherence in discourse, whereas scenario differences 
destroy it. 

For example: 
She had been covered with a paste of flour and oil. Now she was clothed all in red. Her face was 
hidden behind her headcloth, and a triangular headdress had been fixed around her forehead. 
Today she would walk four times around the fire. 

Despite simple vocabulary and grammar, this probably seems disjointed. Who is she? 
Why is her face hidden? Why will she walk around a fire? Compare: 

Her hair and her make-up were perfect. She put on her long white dress and her veil. The one 
and only time she would wear them. She glanced at the single ring on her left hand. Today there 
would be two! 

This text is clearly about a bride on her wedding day, as shown by the wedding dress, the 
engagement ring, and the wedding ring. Yet neither wedding nor bride is explicit. 

The first text is also about a bride, a Parkari bride. The lexicon of each text clearly 
opens the “wedding” scenario, for its appropriate cultural audience. The “wedding” sce-
nario not only identifies “she” as a bride, but determines the specific stage reached in the 
wedding script, i.e. the preparation of the bride. This also provides semantic coherence 
with the next section of discourse, which will refer to the next script stage, the wedding 
itself, or to some interruption (or Distraction) in that script. 
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Thus semantic coherence in discourse depends not only on lexically marked 
semantic relations, nor even on the co-occurrence of lexical items per se, but on cultural 
and experiential linking of things and events in one’s mental scenarios. It is the ability to 
correctly identify the author’s intended scenario which produces semantic coherence and 
makes comprehension possible. 

4.3. Scenarios help comprehension and memory 
We cannot follow or easily remember what we do not understand. And our under-

standing comes not by decoding unambiguous words and grammar, but rather by fitting 
explicit linguistic information into a conceptual pattern already established in memory 
(Schank and Abelson 1977:67): 

The actions of others make sense only insofar as they are part of a stored pattern of actions that 
have been previously experienced. Deviations from the standard pattern are handled with some 
difficulty. 

So when communicator and audience share mental scenarios, communication can be 
maximally effective, since the communicator can decide both what he says and what he 
leaves implicit in accordance with this “mutual cognitive environment”. Howard 
(1987:176), similarly, states the significance of scenarios for comprehension. Summa-
rizing Skemp (1979), he notes that “Material that cannot be readily assimilated will be 
poorly understood and poorly retained”, and thus concludes: 

The most general point to keep in mind is to relate information taught to students’ existing 
schemata, or to teach them schemata that they can use to assimilate new material. 

4.3.1. Scenarios provide a structure for storylines 

When speaker and audience share the same cultural scenarios, the communication 
situation is ideal. Because scenarios contain prototypical characters (social stereotypes), 
and prototypical scripts of what will happen, the story can be easily processed and 
remembered—it is a prototype with twists. The chains of cause and effect, of intention 
and action, are clear, even when they are not explicitly stated, because they are part of the 
common stock of cultural assumptions about the way the world works, embedded in the 
mental scenarios of both speaker and audience. 

Howard (1987:30) lists five types of scenario, “scenes, events, actions, persons, and 
stories”, all of which, as we have seen above, are culturally-based, and so their contents 
will vary from language to language. It can be readily seen that these types of scenario 
form the background of any narrative, and guide the expectations of how a narrative will 
develop and be resolved. 

Moreover, storylines themselves follow prototypical patterns (Bruner 1986:16): 
Narrative deals with the vicissitudes of human intentions. And since there are myriad intentions 
and endless ways for them to run into trouble - or so it would seem - there should be endless 
kinds of stories. But, surprisingly, this seems not to be the case. One view has it that lifelike 
narratives start with a canonical or “legitimate” steady state, which is breached, resulting in a 
crisis, which is terminated by a redress, with recurrence of the cycle as an open possibility. 

This implies that narrator and audience typically share common concepts concerning 
what is normal and expected (i.e. the canonical or “legitimate” steady state), what is 
unexpected (i.e. what breaches the norm), what is significant (i.e. what constitutes a 
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crisis, or signifies an intention), and what is the relationship between situations, actions, 
and motives (in order to appreciate the intentions of participants and cause and effect 
relationships between events within the narrative). Such information, however, is not 
universal, but is part of each individual’s culturally conditioned scenario bank. 

If a storyline appears totally unprototypical, it is categorized as a bad story, unreal-
istic, far-fetched, stupid, and arbitrary, e.g. “A frog met a witch. They went to the moon, 
and got eaten by an angel.” Moreover, it is hard to comprehend (since the purpose of 
actions is not clear), and hard to remember (since the story cannot be grouped with 
similar, already memorized, and organized experiences). This so-called story violates the 
basic principles we expect of behaviour, i.e. that it has motive, and conforms to the 
physical constraints of the natural world. As Goffman (1975:23) states: 

The assumption is … that although natural events occur without intelligent intervention, 
intelligent doings cannot be accomplished without entrance into the natural order. Thus any 
segment of a socially guided doing can be partly analyzed within a natural schema. 

A good story takes place against the background of a prototypical script, but adds 
detail and unexpectedness. The scenario provides as it were a row of pegs to hang the 
story on. Thus the new can be interpreted against the background of the old. This enables 
the audience to cope with the information flow at a manageable rate, since much of it is 
predictable. It alerts the audience to important facts, since they are in contraexpectation 
to the prerecorded script in the scenario which is being played back, as it were, 
fractionally ahead of the unfolding story. It enables the audience to supply implicit 
events, and implicit reasons, intentions, etc. by interpreting the explicit information in the 
text through the cultural grid of shared mental scenarios. 

Because a story includes many sets of familiar scripts, every detail need not be held 
in memory but the story line can be remembered as a series of familiar “chunks” (the 
scenario-based scripts) with a few key variations. 

4.3.2. Scenarios cue characters’ intentions and expected action 

Storylines especially focus on the characters’ intentions and their actions to achieve 
their goals. Goffman (1975:21–22), a social psychologist, acknowledges the role of 
“social frameworks” or scenarios in evaluating intentions and actions: 

Social frameworks … provide background understanding for events that incorporate the will, 
aim, and controlling effort of an intelligence, a live agency, the chief one being the human being 
… motive and intent are involved, and their imputation helps select which of the various social 
frameworks of understanding is to be applied. 

Correctly identifying appropriate scenarios for each character helps the audience 
determine their intentions, understand the motivation behind their actions, and predict 
what is likely to happen in a discourse, e.g. Acts 12:19 “Herod, having sought him [Peter] 
and not having found [him], having interrogated the guards ordered [them] to be led 
away.” Knowing Herod is a callous ruler, and Peter an escaped prisoner, helps identify 
Herod’s likely actions, and hence his purpose in having the guards “led away” viz., for 
execution. 

Unless we understand characters’ motivations using appropriate scenarios, the 
discourse seems arbitrary, so is hard to comprehend and recall. 
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Although I focus here on the expected actions of narrative characters, the same 
principle applies to other genres. For example, the Galatians’ assessment of Paul’s 
character would affect their assessment of his intentions, and on the basis of their 
expectations, they would interpret “O foolish Galatians” (Galatians 3:1) as expressing 
either disdain or concern. 

4.3.3. Scenarios contain social stereotypes and cue contraexpectation 

We have already seen that scenarios of classes of people frequently contain social 
stereotypes. When such people are characters in a narrative, there is the expectation that 
they will behave according to their stereotypical character. Lakoff (1987:85) says that 
“social stereotypes are commonly used to characterize cultural expectations”. But, 
because this is only a “stereotype” the character is free to conform or not conform to the 
stereotype. Acceptance of the stereotype is expected, and deviance from the stereotype is 
the basis of contraexpectation. 

The use of explicit contraexpectation markers (such as “but” in English) is a signal 
that stereotypical expectations are being broken, e.g. in the parable of the Pharisee and 
the tax collector, Luke 18:14: 

κατέβη οὗτος δεδικαιωμένος εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ παρ᾽ ἐκεῖνον· 
went-away this[one] being-made-right to the house of-him rather-than that[one] 

Here παρά is a contraexpectation marking, stressing “the tax-collector was justified, 
rather than the Pharisee, whom you would have expected”. 

Stereotypical expectations are particularly important in parables. For example, in the 
Good Samaritan, Luke 10:25–37, the Priest and Levite’s motive for avoiding the half-
dead victim is to avoid possible ritual pollution (Caird 1963:148–149; Karris 1994, in the 
place cited). 

Note the parable’s characters are social stereotypes: 
• Priest: the kind of Jew most concerned with ritual purity 
 not allowed to touch a corpse except of a close relative (Leviticus 21:1–3). 

• Levite: the kind of Jew next most concerned with ritual purity 
 impure for a week if he touches a corpse (Numbers 19:11). 

• Half-dead man: potentially the most ritually impure Jew, a corpse. 
• Samaritan: one of the most ritually impure ethnic groups. 
Although some major commentaries do not even mention this theme of ritual impu-

rity (e.g. Geldenhuys 1977), the ritual-purity exegesis is confirmed by its direct relevance 
to all the parable’s characters. Moreover, ritual purity was of immense cultural signifi-
cance for first-century Palestinian Jews, as amply demonstrated by the New Testament 
texts themselves, thus providing the social context in which this parable should be 
understood (Neyrey 1991a:274–289, specifically 287). 

Understanding this motive is vital for understanding the original thrust of the 
parable, and its link not simply with the question “Who is my neighbour?” (i.e. fellow 
Jew, or ritually impure gentiles too?), but also with the command “Love your neighbour 
as yourself”. The command to love overrides the ritual-purity laws. 
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As Schank and Abelson (1977:154) say: 
If a reader doesn’t know or can’t figure out why a character is doing what he is doing, he will 
have a hard time understanding what he is reading. 

4.3.4. Scenarios affect both predictability and perception 

Scenarios affect perception. People often perceive what corresponds to their mental 
model, i.e. their existing scenarios, rather than reality itself. Bruner (1986:47) cites a card 
recognition experiment, where perception was “regularized” to fit expectation: 

The displays consisted of both normal playing cards, and ones in which colour and suit were 
reversed - a red six of clubs, for example. The reversed cards as one would expect, took much 
longer to recognize. But more interestingly, our subjects went to extraordinary length to 
“regularize” the reversed cards to make them conform to their canonical pattern. I recall one 
reporting that red six of clubs was indeed a six of clubs, but that the illumination inside the 
tachistoscope was rather pinkish! In fact, what human perceivers do is to take whatever scraps 
they can extract from the stimulus input, and if these conform to expectancy, to read the rest 
from the model in their head. 

A personal experience of this tendency to “regularize” input, occurred in testing the 
Parkari translation of the Golden Rule: “Do unto others as you would have them do to 
you” (Luke 6:31). The translation team read this saying of Jesus to ordinary Parkaris, 
then asked them how, according to Jesus’s teaching, they should treat someone who 
mistreated them. They invariably replied “Mistreat them back”. Although the text said 
“Do unto others as you would have them do to you”, the hearers’ preexisting mental 
scenarios had the strong expectation of “Do unto others as they do to you”. What was 
actually heard was “corrected” to fit in with what was expected to be heard. As Bruner 
(1986:47) says: 

perception is to some unspecifiable degree an instrument of the world as we have structured it 
by our expectancies. Moreover, it is characteristic of complex perceptual processes that they 
tend where possible to assimilate whatever is seen and heard to what is expected. 

Thus, Luke 6:31 begins in Parkari: “My meaning is this, do not treat people badly as they 
treat you badly”, explicitly denying the audience’s expectation, before introducing the 
Golden Rule. 

It is vital, then, that translations clearly establish appropriate scenarios to avoid 
initial misperceptions, since once misunderstanding has occurred, it is hard to alter it. 
Experiments by Bruner and Potter (1964) confirm this (Howard 1987:39): 

Subjects were shown slides of some object that was greatly out of focus. The slides were slowly 
focused, and at various points each subject had to guess what object was depicted. Those who 
had to guess, still inaccurately identified the object long after subjects who began with clearer 
slides had got it right. Evidently, they had, at the early stage, become committed to one schema 
and were loath to give it up. 

4.3.5. Scenarios guide expectation and flag the unexpected as significant 

We have seen above that scenarios, by providing prototypical patterns, participants, 
events, and relationships, enable the audience not only to interpret what is explicit in a 
text and fill in what is implicit, but also to recognize what in the text is expected, and 
what is contrary to expectation. 
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The pattern of expectation and contraexpectation crucially affects our ability to 
follow a discourse successfully. Our very neurological system is made to be extra-
ordinarily responsive to contraexpectation, i.e. surprise. Bruner (1986:46) states: 

Our central nervous system seems to have evolved in a way that specializes our senses to deal 
differently with expected and with unexpected versions of the world. Unexpected versions 
(unexpected in the sense that such versions violate the neural “models of the world” stored in 
the brain) most often alert the cerebral cortex through discharge of impulses in the so-called 
ascending reticular system, a tangled skein of fibers that runs in parallel with orderly sensory 
nerves, both working their way upstream to the upper brain. 

This presupposes that we as it were “look ahead” in the scenarios stored in our brains 
before we actually perceive new information through our senses, otherwise contraexpec-
tation could not occur. Bruner (1986:46) describes the process as follows: 

Better to say that the nervous system stores models of the world that, so to speak, spin a little 
faster than the world goes. If what impinges on us conforms to expectancy, to the predicted state 
of the model, we may let our attention flag a little, look elsewhere, even go to sleep. Let input 
violate expectancy, and the system is put on alert. Any input, then must be conceived of as made 
up not only of environmentally produced stimulation but also of accompanying markings of its 
conformity with or discrepance from what the nervous system is expecting. 

What we perceive, then, is always compared with what is expected, i.e. what is 
already stored in our mental scenarios, and the mind marks conformity and discrepance 
between the new (current input) and the old (existing scenarios). This is enormously 
significant when it comes to our ability to process information. The more predictable the 
information, the quicker we can process it. Too much unpredictable information means 
we lose the thread. Unexpected information must be consciously remembered. 

4.3.6. Scenarios determine relevance and guide memory 

Scenarios also determine what information we assess as significant, and what as 
insignificant and not worth remembering. Howard (1987:37) cites experimental evidence 
showing that we choose which facts to remember (and which to forget, or not actively 
remember) depending on their relevance within the scenario we have in mind: 

Schemata filter out data. We can only absorb a limited amount of information and need some 
way to extract what is most important for our purposes. Pichert and Anderson (1977) 
demonstrated this effect of a schema. Students read a single passage describing a house from 
either the perspective of a burglar, or of a housebuyer. The perspective taken affected what was 
recalled from the passage, evidently because it directed attention to different data. A burglar is 
likely to notice such things as the number of locks there are … A buyer may be more concerned 
with the number of rooms …. 

The scenario selected by the audience or reader affects not only which facts they 
remember, but also what interpretation they put on those facts, which may even skew the 
facts remembered. Howard (1987:44) gives evidence of this: 

Schemata affect recall of meaningful material in two major ways (Rumelhart 1980). Firstly a 
schema can affect the form of what we acquire. We tend to remember our instantiated schema of 
some event rather than the event itself. We take in data relevant to our schema, recall that data 
and forget the extraneous matter. … Secondly schemata are used to reconstruct the original 
interpretation of an event from fragments in memory. … Carmichael et al. (1932) showed 
subjects a variety of figures. One, for example, was a pair of circles connected with a line. One 
group was told that it was a pair of eyeglasses and another that it was a dumb-bell. Later they 
drew the figures from memory. Those given the eyeglass label tended to draw eyeglasses and 
those given the dumb-bell label drew dumb-bells. 
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Again, the importance of this fact for translation is that the correct (i.e. author’s 
intended) scenario must be clear early in the episode, and if necessary made explicit, 
otherwise the explicit information will be sifted and evaluated according to the wrong 
scenario. This will mean that the audience misinterpret what is significant and what 
insignificant. 

4.3.7. Scenarios facilitate memory by providing expectations 

There is a limit to the amount of unexpected information we can actually process at 
any one time (Bruner 1986:46–47): 

Thresholds, the amount of time and input necessary for seeing or recognizing an object or event, 
are closely governed by expectancy. The more expected an event, the more easily it is seen or 
heard. There is a limit on the amount the system can take in - its channel capacity, said to be 7 + 
2 slots, the Magic Number. You can get a lot of expected information into seven slots, but much 
less unexpected information. The more unexpected the information, the more processing space it 
takes up. 

The significance of this to discourse is immense. If a discourse contains material 
which is unexpected, i.e. different to our own culturally determined mental scenarios, that 
material will take longer to process. If there are too many such elements, i.e. if the infor-
mational load exceeds 7 + 2 distinct elements at any one time, then we get information 
overload, causing inability to follow the text. 

When the audience shares the mental scenarios of the speaker, then the speaker’s 
information can be communicated in chunks, i.e. a whole scenario, including precon-
ditions, stages, purpose, participants, etc., can be communicated as one unit. Similarly, 
the following events, if they are in line with the chain of expectation that scenario has 
established, take very little processing effort. Even if they are not in line with expecta-
tions, they are frequently not random, but a specific instance within a pattern of possible 
deviations (e.g. Luke 8:43, “she had spent all she had on doctors, but no one had been 
able to cure her”). 

Random details are harder to remember than details which can be understood in term 
of existing scenarios, as experiments confirm (Howard 1987:45): 

Having well-developed schemata for a domain allows one to take in and recall much more 
information. A good example is chess. … De Groot (1965) showed novices and experts various 
chess positions for a few seconds and asked them to reproduce each position from memory, 
experts were better at recalling them, usually making few errors. Then random piece placements 
were tried - positions that would never occur in a real game and that the experts’ schemata 
would be of no use in recalling. The expert/novice difference disappeared. 

Take a literal translation of Scripture. If the current audience does not share the 
mental scenarios of the original author and audience, they lack the relevant framework on 
which to peg the text. Literal translations, by leaving implicit what the source text left 
implicit, omit information which was available from the source scenario and which is 
necessary for understanding the following events. This means that a chain of expectation 
is not established, so keeping track of what occurs takes huge processing effort. Nothing 
is in line with expectations, so appears random. Information overload, caused by too 
many unpredictable items at once (7 + 2), may lead to lack of comprehension. 

So, in translation, when the audience does not share the mental scenarios of the 
original author, specific elements of the scenario, including preconditions, stages, pur-
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pose, participants, etc., may need to be communicated explicitly. Although this naturally 
increases the number of discrete elements to process, it has the benefit of slowing down 
the information rate, since each new element requires time to say (or read), allowing time 
to process. Moreover, by explicitly linking elements they can be remembered as single 
chunks. Such clearly identified scenarios give high predictability, allowing efficient 
processing and better memorization. 

4.4. Chapter summary 
Scenarios, as cognitive units in memory, also function as semantic units allowing the 

audience to divide a discourse into scenario chunks, thus facilitating comprehension, 
memory storage, and recall. Since scenarios affect both grammar and lexicon, these 
semantic chunks are marked by lexical and grammatical patterning, such as the cluster of 
a Main Verb and Participles in New Testament Greek belonging together in a single 
scenario. 

Scenarios provide the cognitive framework for tracking participants, identifying 
lexical cohesion, disambiguating reference, and interpreting idioms and metaphors. 
Scenarios also enable the audience to perceive semantic coherence in the text, even when 
semantic relations are not explicitly marked, by assuming the prototypical relationships 
from the relevant scenario. Consequently, scenario mismatch between author and 
audience reduces the semantic coherence of a discourse. 

Scenarios also act as a backdrop to a text, providing information as to what is 
expected in the development of the discourse. Predictability means the audience does not 
have to forge new connections between events in the story as it develops, but simply has 
to hang this information as expected onto the prelabelled pegs of the scenario, occasion-
ally noting an item which is unexpected. Since the story unfolds in the light of expected 
norms, it is easy to spot unexpected and thus significant events, and to memorize the 
story in scenario chunks, also related prototypically, plus significant deviations. 
Translations need to cue scenarios effectively in order to give the new target audience the 
same ability to process and memorize events as the original audience had. 
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5. Greek Verb Phrases and Scenarios 
Since scenarios affect both the structure of a discourse and the way an audience 

understands it, it is essential for exegesis to discover the grammatical clues which 
indicate that certain elements are related together in a single scenario. In this chapter I 
test the hypothesis that New Testament Greek uses certain grammatical forms, such as 
Participles and the article, to mark Hearer-old information, which is either Discourse-old, 
or Discourse-new and part of an open scenario. Specifically I give evidence for the 
hypothesis that Greek Main Verbs encode Discourse-new events, whereas Participles 
encode either Discourse-old events, or Discourse-new events which belong as Hearer-old 
items in the scenario of the Main Verb. 

5.1. Evidence for scenarios in New Testament Greek 
With a living language, scenarios can be investigated using Mother Tongue speakers 

(Howard 1987:17): 
Concept structure and concept learning can be studied by various methods, ranging from 
intuitions about language, to various experimental procedures. 

However, neither speaker intuition nor experiment can be used to discover the scenarios 
underlying biblical texts. Nevertheless all is not lost (Porter 1989:8): 

Although within an epigraphic language the corpus is limited, the use of the concepts of system 
and network bind evaluation to actual instances in opposition to other possible selections within 
the language, primarily in terms of the language itself before formulation of translational 
equivalents. 

I hope to show that the New Testament texts themselves can be used to reveal 
scenario structures, since not only lexical collocations but the choice of grammatical 
forms is directly related to open scenarios. 

I make the hypothesis that Greek uses the same grammatical marking for Discourse-
old information and for Discourse-new information which is contained in an open (or 
about to be opened) scenario. Both these types of information are Hearer-old, i.e. stored 
in the hearer’s mind as part of a scenario. In particular I make the hypothesis that the use 
of Aorist Participles for verbs, and the article with nouns can only be explained satisfac-
torily by scenario theory, and is a clear indication of when a given scenario is open. I 
present evidence for this below. 

Terminology and glosses 

Greek verb stems mark Aspect (McKay 1974; Porter 1989; Fanning 1990). This 
study uses Porter’s terms Perfective Aspect, Imperfective Aspect, and Stative Aspect to 
refer to the Aspects per se, and Event, Process, and State to refer to the different concep-
tualizations involved in Greek Aspectual choice, that is: 
Verb Stem: Aorist Present Perfect 
Aspect: Perfective Imperfective Stative 
Conceptualization:  Event Process State 
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Traditionally Greek was analysed as having three Tenses: Past, Present, and Future. 
Some modern scholars dispute Tense as a category altogether (e.g. Porter 1989). This 
study recognizes two Greek tenses, Past and Future, marked morphologically (i.e. Past by 
the prefix ἐ- with Aorist, Imperfect, and Pluperfect indicatives, and Future by the infix 
-σ- with Future indicatives). Present and Perfect indicatives are unmarked for tense, and 
Participles, except the rare Future Participle, are marked only for Aspect. 

Whilst accepting an Aspectual analysis of Participles (as in Porter 1989), this study 
glosses Greek Aorist Participles as “having-verbed” and Present Participles as “verbing”. 
This reflects their most common pragmatic meaning, and enables the reader to easily tell 
the form of the Greek. 

This study specifies the term “marked” either as morphologically marked where the 
marked form necessarily includes a specific semantic meaning, or statistically marked 
where the rarer form implies extra pragmatic meaning. 

5.2. Discourse-new and Discourse-old events 
Greek indicative, imperative, subjunctive, and optative verb forms all take a suffix 

marking person and number. Such verb forms with person suffixes are called “Main 
Verbs” in this study. In contrast, Greek Participles are morphologically distinctive, since 
they do not mark person. 

My preliminary hypothesis is that Main Verbs are used to mark Discourse-new 
events, whereas Participles are used to refer back to Discourse-old events. 

5.2.1. Discourse-new events are encoded by Main Verbs 

A discourse naturally contains much new information (else it would not be worth 
telling). The normal way to mark such “event” information as Discourse-new is to use a 
Main Verb. 

In narrative, Aorist indicatives (past tense, Perfective Aspect) typically present the 
Discourse-new events which form the backbone of the narrative (Porter 1989:106): 

When the chronological thread or background events of an account are selected for simple 
narration, the Greek speaker readily uses the aspect most compatible with this conception: 
perfective. The perfective aspect is used to characterize the process in its entirety and as a 
whole, with no specific reference to its internal consistency and with no regard for its internal 
movement … Thus in sections of the Gospels, and other Greek narrative literature, the basis of 
the narrative is carried by a string of Aorist verbs … 

Contrastingly, nonindicative verb forms and Imperfect indicatives are regularly used 
for the setting, or to present subordinate verbal concepts. For example, Acts 2:1–4 (Aorist 
indicatives bold, other verbal forms underlined, subordinate clauses indented): 

SETTING 

 Καὶ ἐν τῷ συμπληροῦσθαι τὴν ἡμέραν τῆς πεντηκοστῆς 
 and in the being-completed the day of-the Pentecost 

 

 ἦσαν πάντες ὁμοῦ ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό. 
 they-were all together in the same-place 
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DEVELOPMENT 

καὶ ἐγένετο ἄφνω ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἦχος 
and occurred suddenly from the heaven sound 

 

 ὥσπερ φερομένης πνοῆς βιαίας 
 as of-rushing wind violent 

 

καὶ ἐπλήρωσεν ὅλον τὸν οἶκον 
and filled whole the house 

 

 οὗ ἦσαν καθήμενοι· 
 of-which[where] they-were sitting 

 

καὶ ὤφθησαν αὐτοῖς διαμεριζόμεναι γλῶσσαι ὡσεὶ πυρός καὶ ἐκάθισεν ἐφ᾽ ἕνα ἕκαστον αὐτῶν, 
and were-seen by-them being-distributed tongues as fire and sat on one each of-them 

 

καὶ ἐπλήσθησαν πάντες πνεύματος ἁγίου καὶ ἤρξαντο λαλεῖν ἑτέραις γλώσσαις 
and they-were-filled all with-Spirit Holy and began to-speak in-other tongues 

 

 καθὼς τὸ πνεῦμα ἐδίδου ἀποφθέγγεσθαι αὐτοῖς. 
 as the Spirit was-giving to-speak-out to-them 

Note that in the Verb Phrase ἤρξαντο λαλεῖν ‘began to speak’ the main conceptual 
idea is speaking, and “began” functions as a kind of aspectual modifier. I posit that the 
précis form of this passage would have ‘speak’ as the core element, and ‘begin’ as 
peripheral. 

Every Main Verb in Acts 2:1–4 is conjoined by καί ‘and’, which suggests that the 
author is presenting these as events belonging to a single script-type scenario. Why then 
does he not use the pattern of several Aorist Participles with one Main Verb to chunk 
events into a single scenario? The events occurring here are surprising new events, not 
the same old predictable events that regularly co-occur in some well-known scenario. I 
propose that the author, by using Main Verbs conjoined with “and”, is signalling that 
every one of these items needs to be committed to long-term memory to create a new 
script-type scenario “the coming of the Holy Spirit”. 

The whole issue of parataxis (conjoining clauses) versus hypotaxis (subordinating 
clauses) is complex. Whereas classical Greek favours hypotaxis with more subordinated 
verbs than Main Verbs, post-classical nonliterary Greek favours parataxis (Turner 
1963:50–51). The New Testament texts are generally closer to the latter, no doubt 
influenced by their target audience. Certainly parataxis, as in Acts 2:1–4 above, was 
common in Koine Greek. As Turner (1963:334) states “the papyri provide ample 
evidence that popular speech favours parataxis”. As regards the evangelists Turner 
(1976) says: 

• “Mark studiously avoids subordinate clauses, in the way of vernacular Greek” 
(page 19). 

• “There is no doubt about Luke’s paratactic style, although it is much modified in 
Acts, especially in the We sections” (page 50). 
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• “Biblical Greek will often disguise the parataxis by making one of the verbs a 
Participle, e.g. answering said, but John prefers the coordination (answered and 
said)” (page71). 

• Only Matthew is seen as possibly less extreme in this regard (page 34). 
Data from GRAMCORD shows remarkable consistency throughout the New Testa-

ment in the percentage of Participles used, with only John showing markedly low use and 
Acts markedly high use: 
Ratio of Participles to all verbs 

 Whole NT Matt. Mark Luke John Acts Epistles Rev. 
All verb forms 28,114 4,001 2,638 4,449 3,609 3,952 7,901 1,564 
Participles 6,658 936 562 1,069 486 1,283 1,927 395 
Participles/verbs 24% 23% 21% 24% 13% 32% 24% 25% 

This might suggest that John is highly paratactic and Acts highly hypotactic. How-
ever, GRAMCORD searches for evidence of paratactic coordination show Mark and 
especially Revelation as highly paratactic, each showing a high use of καί, a low use of 
δέ, and a high percentage of καί followed immediately by an Indicative verb. In contrast, 
the Epistles show low parataxis: 
 Whole NT Matt. Mark Luke John Acts Epistles Rev. 
All verb forms 28,114 4,001 2,638 4,449 3,609 3,952 7,901 1,564 
καί 9,161 1,194 1,100 1,483 868 1,131 2,257 1,128 
καί/verbs 33% 30% 42% 33% 24% 29% 29% 72% 
 

δέ 2,792 494 163 542 213 554 819 7 
δέ/verbs 10% 12% 6% 12% 6% 14% 10% <1% 
 

 Whole NT Matt. Mark Luke John Acts Epistles Rev. 
καί Indicative 4,570 612 828 862 612 478 530 648 
καί Indic./verbs 16% 15% 31% 19% 17% 12% 7% 41% 

These data suggest that the choice of hypotaxis or parataxis is affected by both the 
genre (e.g. Epistles and Revelation) and by the author’s style (e.g. Mark). However, each 
author has the choice of using Main Verbs (with asyndeton, δέ, or καί), subordinate 
clauses, or Participles, and by this choice the author shows which events he is clustering 
together. Whereas “the grammar of hypotactic clause combining” makes explicit the 
“nuclearity in text structure” (Mann and Thompson 1987:35), paratactic clause 
combining with καί reflects the clustering of concepts without assigning to them any 
relative status of nuclear or satellite. 

5.2.2. Discourse-old events are encoded by Participles 

In contrast, Discourse-old events are regularly encoded in the Aorist Participle form. 
Such Aorist Participles are anaphoric, referring back to events already presented as a 
Main Verb (relevant Main Verbs are bold, anaphoric Aorist Participles underlined), for 
example. 
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• With repetition of the lexical item 
 Matthew 20:10–11 

καὶ ἔλαβον [τὸ] ἀνὰ δηνάριον καὶ αὐτοί. λαβόντες δὲ … 
and took [the] each denarius also themselves having-taken ( ) … 

 

 Mark 6:14, 16 

Καὶ ἤκουσεν ὁ βασιλεὺς Ἡρῴδης … ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ Ἡρῴδης … 
and heard the king Herod … having-heard ( ) the Herod … 

Compare: Luke 8:24 (διήγειραν … διεγερθεὶς) 
 Acts 4:21, 23 (ἀπέλυσαν … Ἀπολυθέντες) 
 Acts 5:26–27 (ἦγεν … Ἀγαγόντες) 

• With same lexical root but variation of word class 
 Acts 16:23b–24 

ἔβαλον εἰς φυλακὴν παραγγείλαντες τῷ δεσμοφύλακι ἀσφαλῶς τηρεῖν αὐτούς. 
they-threw into jail having-commanded to-the jailer safely to-keep them 

 

ὃς παραγγελίαν τοιαύτην λαβὼν ἔβαλεν αὐτοὺς εἰς τὴν ἐσωτέραν φυλακὴν … 
who charge such having-taken threw them into the inner jail … 

Note that the initial reference to commanding is also in an Aorist Participle, which, I 
argue later in this chapter, marks it as a prototypical element of the Main Verb “throw 
into jail”. 

• With lexical variation 
 Luke 9:30–31 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἄνδρες δύο συνελάλουν αὐτῷ, οἵτινες ἦσαν Μωϋσῆς καὶ Ἠλίας, 
and behold men two were-talking-with him who were Moses and Elijah 

 

οἳ ὀφθέντες ἐν δόξῃ ἔλεγον τὴν ἔξοδον αὐτου … 
who having-been-seen[appeared] in glory were-talking-about the departure of-him … 

 

 Acts 13:2–4 

εἶπεν τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, 
said the spirit the holy 

 

Ἀφορίσατε δή μοι τὸν Βαρναβᾶν καὶ Σαῦλον εἰς τὸ ἔργον ὃ προσκέκλημαι αὐτούς … 
separate then for-me the Barnabas and Saul for the work [for]which I-have-called them … 

 

τότε … ἀπέλυσαν. 
then … they-dismissed 

 

Αὐτοὶ μὲν οὖν ἐκπεμφθέντες ὑπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος κατῆλθον … 
they ( ) therefore having-been-sent by the Holy Spirit went-off … 
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Compare: Matthew 26:7, 12 (κατεχέεν … βαλοῦσα) where the Aorist Participle refers 
to information which was not Discourse-old, but old in terms of the real-life 
context, i.e. they had just seen it happen. 

• With logical corollary 
a. Where an action is referred back to from the point of view of a different participant, 

for example: 
 Matthew 14:15 

ἀπόλυσον τοὺς ὄχλους, ἵνα ἀπελθόντες 
send-away the crowds so-that having-gone 

 

 Mark 1:43, 45 

ἐξέβαλεν αὐτόν … ὁ δὲ ἐξελθὼν … 
threw-out him … he ( ) having-gone-out … 

b. Where something which occurs is assumed to be perceived by those present, for 
example: 

 Matthew 2:9–10 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ὁ ἀστὴρ … προῆγεν αὐτοὺς … ἰδόντες δὲ τὸν ἀστέρα … 
and behold the star … went-before them … having-seen ( ) the star … 

 

 Matthew 2:8–9 

καὶ πέμψας αὐτοὺς εἰς Βηθλέεμ εἶπεν, Πορευθέντες ἐξετάσατε … 
and having-sent them to Bethlehem he-said having-gone ask … 

 

οἱ δὲ ἀκούσαντες τοῦ βασιλέως ἐπορεύθησαν … 
they ( ) having-heard the king went … 

Compare: Matthew 4:25–5:1 (ἠκολούθησαν … Ἰδὼν) 
 Luke 2:46, 48 (εὗρον … ἰδόντες) 
 Acts 5:19–21 (εἶπεν … ἀκούσαντες) 

 Note that the most common example of a logical corollary being regarded as 
Discourse-old is the use of the Aorist Participle “having-heard”, agreeing with the 
addressee, after direct speech. O’Donnell (1997: Appendix) shows that out of 430 
occurrences of the verb ἀκούω in the New Testament, 92 are in Aorist Participle 
form. Of these I calculate that 

• 85 occur in the nominative 
• 10 are part of a noun phrase 
• 2 occur after the Main Verb, and 
• 73 occur before the Main Verb. 
Of these 73 preverbal Aorist Participles, I calculate that 48 (66 percent) occur after an 
explicit or implicit speech act in the co-text, and mark a change to a different subject 
from the speaker. 
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That is, after an explicit verb of hearing (1 x): Mark 6:16 (see 6:14) 
 After an explicit verb of speech where the subject was addressed (4 x): 

Matthew 14:13; Mark 16:11; Acts 4:24, 18:26 
 After an explicit speech act where the subject was addressed (31 x): 

Matthew 2:3, 2:9, 8:10, 15:12, 17:6, 19:22, 19:25, 21:45, 22:22 
Luke 7:9, 8:15, 18:22, 18:23, 20:16, 23:6 
John 6:60, 7:40, 8:9, 11:4, 19:13, 21:7 
Acts 2:37, 5:21, 5:33, 11:18, 17:32, 19:5, 19:28, 21:20, 22:2, 22:26 

 After an implicit speech act where the subject was addressed (1 x): Mark 14:11 
 After an explicit speech act where the subject was not addressed but was present (i.e. the 

subject overhears) (11 x): 
Matthew 9:12, 12:24, 20:24 (presumably present), 22:33, 27:47 
Mark 2:17, 10:41 (presumably present), 12:28, 15:35 
Luke 8:50, 14:15 

 In contrast the Aorist Participle of “hear” occurs in the genitive only three times 
(John 1:40; Acts 4:4; and Hebrews 2:3), always as part of a noun phrase, i.e. it never 
occurs in a Genitive Absolute. This is easily explained by a combination of grammar, 
semantics, lexis, and human behaviour. The Aorist Participle nominative is used to 
refer to one of a list of events belonging to a single script, where the same participant 
does a series of related acts. In contrast the Genitive Absolute is used to refer to an 
action of one participant, at the time of which or in the light of which a new 
participant acts. Since humans often act in reaction to what they hear, but rarely in 
reaction to what someone else has heard, the semantics of the lexical item “hear” 
make it likely to occur first in a series of sequential and related actions, such as 
constitute a script in scenario theory. As such it will normally be grammaticalized by 
an Aorist Participle nominative. 

c. Where an action suggested, commanded or begun is assumed to be completed or 
successful 

 As stated above, scripts are assumed to develop normally, unless the text states 
the contrary. Thus, it is assumed that what is begun will be completed, and that 
commands will be obeyed. So what the text says has merely been begun or 
commanded can be referred to when completed as Discourse-old. Note that the back-
reference may or may not use the same lexical item, for example. 

• Action suggested 

 Matthew 14:22–23 

ἕως οὗ ἀπολύσῃ τοὺς ὄχλους. καὶ ἀπολύσας τοὺς ὄχλους. 
until which he-should-dismiss the crowds and having-dismissed the crowds 

 

 Matthew 20:8–9  

λέγει ὁ κύριος … Κάλεσον τοὺς ἐργάτας … καὶ ἐλθόντες … 
says the Master … call the labourers … and having-come … 
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• Action begun 
 Mark 6:7a, 12 

καὶ προσκαλεῖται τοὺς δώδεκα καὶ ἤρξατο αὐτοὺς ἀποστέλλειν δύο δύο … 
and he-calls the twelve and began them to-send two two … 

 

Καὶ ἐξελθόντες ἐκήρυξαν ἵνα μετανοῶσιν, 
and having-gone-away they-announced so-that they-should-repent 

• Action successful 
 Luke 23:6b–7a 

ἐπηρώτησεν εἰ ὁ ἄνθρωπος Γαλιλαῖός ἐστιν, 
he-questioned if the person Galilean is 

 

καὶ ἐπιγνοὺς ὅτι ἐκ τῆς ἐξουσίας Ἡρῴδου ἐστὶν 
and having-discovered that from the authority of-Herod he-is 

• Action commanded 

 Mark 6:27 

ὁ βασιλεὺς σπεκουλάτορα ἐπέταξεν ἐνέγκαι τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ. καὶ ἀπελθὼν … 
the king executioner ordered to bring the head of-him and having-gone … 

 

 Mark 6:38 

ὁ δὲ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Πόσους ἄρτους ἔχετε; ὑπάγετε ἴδετε. 
he ( ) says to-them how-many loaves have-you go see 

 

καὶ γνόντες λέγουσιν … 
and having-known[ascertained] they-say … 

Compare:  

John 9:11b (εἶπέν μοι … Ὕπαγε … καὶ νίψαι … ἀπελθὼν … καὶ νιψάμενος …) 

Acts 16:22b–23 (ἐκέλευον ῥαβδίζειν … ἐπιθέντες … πληγὰς …) 
 Note that with all the examples of logical corollary above, the verbal ideas 
expressed in the Aorist Participles are totally predictable from the preceding Main 
Verbs. Naturally, it is possible that things begun are never completed, things 
commanded are not done, and things said are not heard, but prototypically when one 
happens the other follows, and scenario theory states that what is prototypical is 
assumed to be true, unless stated otherwise. 

5.3. Participles are used for all Hearer-old events 
As shown above, Main Verbs are used to introduce Discourse-new events, and 

Participles are used anaphorically to refer back to Discourse-old events. This might 
suggest a major grammatical and conceptual division in Greek between Discourse-old 
and Discourse-new. However, Participles are frequently used to refer to Discourse-new 
events which belong to Hearer-old information categories, i.e. of the information status 
KNOWN (see chapter 3.1.3). 



5. Greek Verb Phrases and Scenarios 97 

 

KNOWN unused—prototypical event in the “whole world” scenario, e.g. Time passes 
 Matthew 14:15 

ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης 
evening ( ) having-occurred 

 

 Acts 7:30 

Καὶ πληρωθέντων ἐτῶν τεσσεράκοντα 
and having-been-completed years forty 

KNOWN inferrable—prototypical event in open co-text scenario 
 Mark 14:45 

καὶ ἐλθὼν εὐθὺς προσελθὼν αὐτῷ λέγει … 
and having-come immediately having-come-near to-him he-says … 
Coming and drawing close are prototypical prerequisites in the script for speaking to someone. 

 

 Luke 2:16 

καὶ ἦλθαν σπεύσαντες 
and they-came having-hastened 
Hastening is the manner of coming. 

 

 Acts 15:8 

καὶ ὁ καρδιογνώστης θεὸς ἐμαρτύρησεν αὐτοῖς 
and the heart-having-known God bore-witness to-them 

 

δοὺς τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον καθὼς καὶ ἡμῖν 
having-given the spirit the holy as also to-us 
Giving the Holy Spirit is the means of God’s testifying to his acceptance of the gentiles. 

This grammatical patterning suggests a parallel conceptual patterning, which can 
only be explained by scenario theory. Discourse-new events from open scenarios are 
treated grammatically the same way as Discourse-old events, since the speaker/writer 
believes they are already known to the audience, that is Hearer-old. 

I, therefore, make the hypothesis that the major grammatical and conceptual division 
in Greek is not between Discourse-old and Discourse-new, but between Hearer-old and 
Hearer-new. Consequently, when Participles are used for Discourse-new events, they 
mark grammatically that these events are prototypical Hearer-old elements of an open 
scenario, i.e. the scenario of the Main Verb. 

5.3.1. Defining a Participial Clause 

It is commonly accepted that Participles in Greek may fill noun, adjective, or verb 
slots. 
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Following the article, the Participle may function like a noun, identifying the refer-
ent. This Noun Phrase may refer either to a Hearer-old generic class (as title of a generic 
scenario), or to a specific Hearer-old entity (from an open scenario), for example. 

Generic class 

 Luke 6:49 

ὁ δὲ ἀκούσας καὶ μὴ ποιήσας 
the ( ) having-heard and not having-done 
NIV: The one who hears my words and does not put them into practice 

Specific entity 
 Mark 5:14 

καὶ οἱ βόσκοντες αὐτοὺς ἔφυγον. 
and the grazing them fled 
NIV: Those tending the pigs ran off 

Following a noun, the Participle may function like an adjective, describing that noun. 
This functions like a descriptive relative clause in English, for example: 

 Luke 6:49 

ὅμοιός ἐστιν ἀνθρώπῳ οἰκοδομήσαντι οἰκίαν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν χωρὶς θεμελίου 
like is to-man having-built house on the earth without foundation 
NIV: is like a man who built … 

The Participle may also function like a verb, describing what the subject does, for 
example: 

 Luke 6:48 

πλημμύρης δὲ γενομένης 
flood ( ) having-happened 
NIV: When the flood came 

 

 Luke 7:14 

καὶ προσελθὼν ἥψατο τῆς σορου 
and having-approached he-touched the bier 
NIV: Then he went up and touched the coffin. 

Such Participles which function as verbs, i.e. predicate information about a 
participant’s actions, constitute the Verb Phrase within a Participial Clause. 

5.3.2. What is the meaning of Participial Clauses? 

It is generally acknowledged that Participial clauses can be related to their Main 
Verb in a bewildering variety of semantic relationships. Burton (1898, 1987:169), under 
the cover term “Adverbial Participle”, states: 

The Adverbial Participle logically modifies some other verb of the sentence in which it stands, 
being equivalent to an adverbial phrase or clause denoting time, condition, concession, cause, 
purpose, means, manner, or attendant circumstance. 
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The various uses of the Participle, including adjectival and substantival uses as well as 
verbal and adverbial uses, have been well documented (e.g. Porter 1989:365–388 and 
1994:181–193). These uses, as listed and labelled by Greek grammarians, can be charted 
thus: 

Burton Porter Turner Blass/Debrunner 
(1898, 1987:169) (1989:365–388, 1994) (1963:15–162) (1961:212–217) 
 ADJECTIVAL/ 

ATTRIBUTIVE 
 ATTRIBUTIVE 

 Modifier 
as Headterm 

ATTRIBUTIVE 
SUBSTANTIVAL 

Attributive 
Substantival 

ADVERBIAL ADVERBIAL/ 
CIRCUMSTANTIAL 

ADVERBIAL ADVERBIAL/ 
CIRCUMSTANTIAL 

Time Temporal Modal-temporal Temporal 
Condition Conditional Conditional Conditional 
Concession Concessive Concessive Concessive 
Cause Causal Causal Causal 
Purpose Purpose/Final/Resultive Final Final 
Means Instrumental (Means)   
Manner Instrumental (Manner) Modal-temporal Modal 
Circumstance    
 Commanding   
 Independent  Idiomatic 
   Cognate with verb 
 Supplementary/ 

Complementary 
PREDICATIVE 
=Periphrastic 

SUPPLEMENTARY 

 PREDICATE   
 Genitive Absolute   
 Independent   
 Commanding   

In the light of the many uses of Participles, it is generally acknowledged that 
Participial Clauses do not of themselves signify specific semantic relationships 
(Levinsohn 1992:179): 

Greek grammarians point out that, when a circumstantial participial clause is employed, no 
specific semantic relationship to the nuclear clause is specified. 

Consequently, the semantic relationship between a Participle and Main Verb depends not 
on grammar or syntax but on pragmatics, as Porter (1989:381) states: 

pragmatically a range of relations, such as causal, concessive, conditional, commanding etc., 
may be possible. 

The appropriate pragmatic interpretation of a Participle must be inferred from the 
“context”, e.g. Funk (1973:669): 

The circumstantial participle as the equivalent of an adverbial clause may be taken (i.e., inferred 
from the context) to denote time, cause, means, manner, purpose, condition, concession, or 
attendant circumstances. 

So the single grammatical form of Participle can be used to express pragmatically a 
variety of semantic relationships. What, then, is the essential semantic meaning of the 
Participle? And what “context” can we use to infer the author’s intended pragmatic 
meaning? Scenario structure, I believe, provides the answer. 
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5.3.3. Participial Clauses belong in the scenario of the Main Verb 

I made the hypothesis in chapter 4 that, in Greek, a cluster of Participles and Main 
Verb belong in a single scenario chunk, whose “title” is the Main Verb. A Greek author 
uses a Main Verb to indicate that this event is the title or main event of the scenario, and 
uses a Participle to indicate that this event is part of the same scenario as the Main Verb. 

Porter (1989:374) stresses that the Participle must have a single semantic meaning 
which applies in all of its uses: 

A distinction must be made between the Participle as grammaticalizing an essential semantic 
feature and its pragmatic usage. The participle is always a Participle by form, with its 
concomitant semantic meaning. 

According to Porter (1989:368), the essential semantic meaning of a Participle in the 
Adverbial or Cicumstantial construction is as modifier of a headterm in the Noun Phrase: 

the Participle always appears to be a modifier of a stated or implied (if even within the 
monolectic verb) head. 

The term “modifier” seems to imply that the Participle, by grammatically agreeing 
with a head, is semantically a part of the Noun Phrase. However, I argue that a Participle 
which is neither substantival nor adjectival is part of the Verb Phrase; it does not describe 
the head of the Noun Phrase, but by grammatical agreement in number, case, and gender, 
it marks the head of the Noun Phrase as grammatical subject of the Participle’s event, i.e. 
the semantic agent if the Participle is Active, and the semantic goal if the Participle is 
Passive. This is true of both Genitive and Nominative Participles. 

In Nominative Participial Clauses, the Participle agrees in gender, number, and case 
with the head of a Noun Phrase which is also the grammatical subject of the Main Verb. 
The Nominative case indicates that the subject of both Participle and Main Verb are the 
same, and I argue that the Participial form indicates that this event is Hearer-old and 
belongs as a prototypical element in the scenario of the Main Verb. In Genitive 
Participial Clauses, so-called Genitive Absolutes, the Participle agrees with the head of a 
Noun Phrase which is different from the subject of the Main Verb. Although the Genitive 
case indicates that this event has a different subject from that of the Main Verb, I argue 
that the Participial form still indicates that this event belongs in the Main Verb’s scenario 
and has a prototypical relationship with the Main Verb. 

I make the hypothesis, therefore, that the semantic meaning of a Participle is “a 
Hearer-old event, belonging in the scenario of the head of its Phrase, and related to that 
head in a prototypical way”. In Participial Clauses which are Adverbial rather than 
Adjectival, the Participle belongs in a Verb Phrase, and the prototypical relationship of 
the Participle is with the Main Verb in the sentence, which is the “title” of a complex 
event scenario and the head or nucleus, as it were, of the whole complex of Verb Phrases 
within that sentence. Consequently, the “context” for inferring the pragmatic relationship 
between a Participle and a Main Verb is the scenario of that Main Verb. The pragmatic 
relationship intended is the prototypical relationship between those events within the 
scenario. 
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5.3.4. Evidence that Greek Participial Clauses belong in the Main Verb’s 
scenario 

I suggest that there is strong evidence to support this hypothesis that the clusters of 
Participles and Main Verbs in Greek represent single scenarios or semantic chunks. This 
evidence is summarized below. 

Semantic evidence is that the string of Main Verbs summarizes the story line, indi-
vidual clusters of Participles and Main Verb seem to refer to culturally related concepts, 
and chunking the text into units of Main Verb with Participles produces results corre-
sponding to analysis by other methods of discourse analysis. 

Grammatically, the high frequency of conjunctions at the beginning of each Parti-
ciple and Main Verb cluster, together with the low frequency and restricted choice of 
conjunctions within the cluster, suggests that the scenarios are the building blocks of 
stories between which relationships may be overtly marked, but within which marking is 
largely unnecessary. Similarly, certain semantic elements, such as grammatical subject, 
tense and mood, conjunctions and negation, may operate at the level of the scenario, and 
have as their scope the whole cluster of Participles and Main Verb, even though they are 
explicit only once. 

All this supports my theory that the use of Participles in Greek for Discourse-old and 
Discourse-new information, and with a wide range of different pragmatic meanings, can 
only be satisfactorily explained in terms of scenario theory and the clear marking of 
Hearer-old information in Greek grammar. 

See also: Appendix F. Evidence That Greek Participial Clauses Belong in the Main 
Verb’s Scenario 

5.3.5. Exceptions that prove the rule: Conjoined Main Verbs in a single 
scenario 

I have argued that the cluster of Participles and Main Verb formally marks that the 
events all belong in a single scenario, the title of which is the Main Verb. I have argued 
that if only the Main Verbs, i.e. the titles of the scenarios, are remembered, then the plot 
of the story is given in outline, and the other details, represented in the text as Participles, 
can be remembered passively, by fitting them into the slots already existing within the 
scenarios. In other words, regardless of genre, information presented in Participles is 
marked “prototypical in the scenario”, and information presented in Main Verbs is 
marked “REMEMBER THIS”. In narrative, this accounts for the common pattern of 
“Aorist Participle, Aorist Participle, Aorist Indicative”, which indicates a sequence of 
“Event, Event, PAST-EVENT” and functions to chunk together prototypical elements 
which belong in the script of the Main Verb’s scenario. 

However, script-type events from a single scenario are sometimes encoded as a 
series of conjoined Main Verbs. In narrative, such verbs are typically Aorist, but may be 
Present in form. These forms, being statistically unusual, are thus “marked” and indicate 
extra semantic information. I argue that these forms are used to “highlight” the scenario 
in which they belong, i.e. give it extra significance or prominence at discourse level. 
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For example, in Mark 5:33 three conjoined Aorist Indicatives (“came”, “fell before”, 
and “said”) are used to highlight the discourse significance of the single scenario “telling 
the whole truth”, i.e. that she was ritually-polluted and had polluted many of the crowd 
and Jesus in seeking healing. Similarly, in Mark 15:46 three conjoined Aorist Indicatives 
(“wrapped”, “placed”, and “rolled forward”) are used to highlight the discourse signifi-
cance of the single scenario “burying Jesus”. 

Present Indicatives in past time narrative, being rarer than Aorist Indicatives and thus 
statistically “marked”, indicate an even greater degree of highlighting. Not only do they 
highlight the discourse significance of the scenario in which they belong, but they also 
highlight the discourse significance of the whole episode. For example, as noted by Black 
(1999), 12 of the 13 “Historic Presents” in Matthew occur in only four highly significant 
episodes: Jesus’s 

• baptism (3:13, 15) 
• temptation (4:5, 8 (2 x), 11) 
• transfiguration (17:1 (2 x), and 
• prayer in Gethsemane (26:36, 40 (2 x), 45). 

This hypothesis that the function of “Historic Presents” is “highlighting”, i.e. marking 
discourse prominence, is also supported by other evidence. “Historic Presents” occur in 
the “backbone” of narrative but not in explanations (e.g. John 12:4, 6, 13:10, 11), they 
introduce significant sayings (e.g. “Follow me!” Matthew 8:22, 9:9; Mark 2:14; John 
1:43, 21:19, 21:22), they occur with restricted lexical items especially verbs of speech 
(Johnson 1984:iii), and they show patterns of collocation with anarthrous nouns which 
mark “salience” (see chapter 6) (e.g. John 1:43–48). 

In summary then, in narrative we have three major ways to refer to what is in real 
life a series of stages from a script-type scenario (Main Verbs capitalized): 

Normal  
 Grammatical form: Aorist Participle, Aorist Indicative 
 Semantic meaning: Event, PAST-EVENT 
 Pragmatic function: panning past the first event to the main event 

Indicates that the audience need memorise only the Main Verb’s event 
since the participial events are prototypical in the script of that scenario. 

 

Marked as important  
 Grammatical form: Aorist Indicative and Aorist Indicative 
 Semantic meaning: PAST-EVENT and PAST-EVENT 
 Pragmatic function: focussing separately on each event 

Indicates that the audience should memorise each Main Verb’s event 
although the events are prototypical in the script of the last verb, thus 
highlighting this unit at episode level. 
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Marked as very important  
 Grammatical form: Present Indicative and Present Indicative 
 Semantic meaning: PROCESS and PROCESS 
 Pragmatic function: focussing on each event, as if in slow motion 

Indicates that the audience should carefully note each Main Verb’s event 
although the events are prototypical in the script of the last verb, thus 
highlighting this complete episode at the level of the whole text. 

See also: Appendix G. Exceptions That Prove the Rule: Conjoined Main Verbs in a 
Single Scenario 

5.4. Grammatical and syntactic parameters of Participial Clauses 
Participial clauses can be divided up in several ways. Taking grammar and syntax as 

a basis, I propose there are at least three parameters to consider: 

a. Position relative to the Main Verb: Prenuclear or Postnuclear 

The terminology Prenuclear and Postnuclear, referring to Participles occurring before and after 
the Main Verb respectively, reflects the hypothesis that the Main Verb encodes the “title” or nuclear 
element of a scenario. 

b. Verb form: Aorist or Present 
Only Aorist and Present Participles are analysed here since they are much more numerous than 

Perfect and Future Participles, especially in the Nominative case (data from ACCORDANCE): 

Whole NT Total Present Aorist Perfect Future 
Participles  6,658 3,687 = 55% 2,285 = 34% 673 = 10%  13  = <1% 
Nominative 4,616 2,370 = 51% 1,895 = 41% 342 = 7%  9  = <1% 

c. Case: Nominative or Genitive 
Only Nominative and Genitive cases are discussed here, because it is the Nominative and 

Genitive Participles which typically encode an event related to the scenario of the Main Verb, 
rather than having an adjectival function within a Noun Phrase. Nominative and Genitive 
Participles together account for the great majority of occurrences (data from ACCORDANCE): 

Whole NT Total Nominative Genitive Accusative Dative 
Participles  6,658 4,616 = 69% 741 = 11% 949 = 14% 354 = 5% 

From these three parameters, eight possibilities occur: 
Prenuclear Aorist Participle Nominative Prenuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 
Prenuclear Present Participle Nominative Prenuclear Present Participle Genitive 
Postnuclear Aorist Participle Nominative Postnuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 
Postnuclear Present Participle Nominative Postnuclear Present Participle Genitive 

The ordering of these eight possibilities above is not significant. I argue that each 
parameter has its own effect on the semantics of the Participial Clause, and hence its 
pragmatics, i.e. the relationship of the written form to the real-life event it is referring to, 
and the way the author chooses to present that relationship. This being the case, there is 
no best order for examining these eight forms, since they can only be diagrammed 
satisfactorily in a three-dimensional grid with the parameters interlinked. 
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I have already given evidence that using a Participle to encode a Discourse-new 
event marks that event as Hearer-old, i.e. part of an open scenario. On the basis of this 
connection between Participle and scenario, I make the general hypothesis that the form 
and function of Participles is integrally related to the scenario structure of the Main Verb. 

I will briefly look at the parameters above and make hypotheses about how they 
relate to scenario structure. I will then give examples of the different types of Participial 
Clause as evidence for these hypotheses. 

5.4.1. Position relative to the Main Verb: Prenuclear or Postnuclear 

Some Greek grammarians, in discussing Participles with respect to tense and aspect, 
make no comment on their position relative to the Main Verb, e.g. Moule (1953:99): 

broadly speaking, following the ‘linear’ - ‘punctiliar’ terms already adopted Present Participle 
represents ‘linear’ action and the Aorist represents ‘punctiliar’. But the time of these actions will 
be determined by the Main Verb. 

Several authors, however, distinguish Prenuclear from Postnuclear Participles, but there 
is little agreement as to the significance of this choice. 

Porter (1989:381) suggests that the position of the Aorist Participle is frequently 
related to its temporal reference: 

when the Participle is placed before the main verb, there is a tendency for the action to be 
depicted as antecedent, and when the Participle is placed after the main verb, there is a tendency 
for the action to be seen as concurrent or subsequent. 

Porter points out, however, that this is merely a tendency, resulting from the aspectual 
nature of Participles, and quotes Blass and Debrunner (1989:381), section 339: 

Participles originally had no temporal function, but denoted only the Aktionsart [i.e., real life 
nature of the event]; their temporal relation to the finite verb was derived from the context. 
Since, however, a participle expressing the notion of completion often preceded the finite verb 
… so that the sequence was: the completion of the action denoted by the participle, then the 
action of the finite verb, the idea of relative past time became associated to a certain degree with 
the aorist participle …. 

Healey and Healey (1990:224) (including “when” clauses in their data) analyse the 
distinction in terms of both temporal and logical relations: 

(1) Those clauses expressing temporal relations and those expressing most logical relations 
occurred before the main clauses in 652/757 (86 percent) of instances. 
(2) Those clauses expressing elaboration relations and those expressing two logical relations 
(result-means and reason-result) occurred following their main clause in 55/70 (79 percent) 
instances. 

According to Levinsohn (1992:179), the issue is one of importance. Prenuclear 
Participles are of “secondary importance” in relationship to the Main Verb: 

According to Greenlee (1963:66–67) and Healey and Healey (1990:247), a circumstantial 
participial clause that precedes the verb typically describes an event different from and of 
secondary importance with respect to the information conveyed by the nuclear clause. I 
therefore consider that prenuclear participial clauses which refer to an event distinct from that of 
the nuclear clause are so encoded to indicate, not a specific semantic relationship, but rather that 
the information concerned is of secondary importance, with reference to the nuclear event. 
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Levinsohn (1992:179 note) adds the rider: 
This claim excludes prenuclear participial clauses that refer to the same event as that of the 
nuclear clause, e.g., ἀποκριθείς … εἶπεν “answering said”. 

In contrast, Levinsohn (1992:179) says that Postnuclear Participles: 
may be concerned with some aspect of the nuclear event or else describe “a circumstance as 
merely accompanying the leading verb” (Greenlee 1986:57). 

Levinsohn (1992:179) summarizes: 
whereas prenuclear participial clauses usually present information of secondary importance, the 
information presented in a postnuclear participial clause is downgraded in importance only if it 
describes a different action from that of the nuclear clause. 

By discovering which verbs frequently occur as nominative Participles, both Aorist 
and Present, in Prenuclear and Postnuclear position, one can note statistical patterns and 
select examples which are representative of significant groupings, and thus make rea-
sonable hypotheses. Using GRAMCORD searches of the whole New Testament corpus 
provides numerical data and some objectivity. However, such searches are limited by the 
search string and may include false “hits” which meet the criteria but are not, in fact, 
examples of the category being searched for. To reduce the number of false hits, I have 
limited the searches below to Participles within four words of an indicative Main Verb 
within the same clause (as analysed by GRAMCORD). 

Searching for Prenuclear Aorist Participles, then analyzing which verbs frequently 
occur, shows that of 994 occurrences found several verbs occur more than 10 times (1 
percent of total), and most of these verbs cluster into a few specific semantic domains, as 
follows: 

GRAMCORD search string: 
[VERB aorist participle nominative] <FOLLOWED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB aorist participle nominative] (994 total words) 
Number of different forms = 266 

Perception =124 
 ἀκούω to hear, to heed, to obey = 56 
 εἶδον to see = 56 
 εὑρίσκω to find = 12 

Orientation = 32 
 ἀνίστημι to raise up, set up, resist, restore, arise = 22 
 καθίζω to sit, set, place = 10 

Movement = 159 
 ἀπἐρχομαι to go away, depart = 16 
 ἀφίημι to leave = 13 
 εἰσέρχομαι to enter = 17 
 ἐξέρχομαι to come out, go out = 30 
 ἔρχομαι to come, go = 40 
 πορεύομαι to go = 10 
 προσέρχομαι to come to = 33 
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Speech = 109 
 ἀποκρίνομαι to answer, reply = 91 
 εἶπον to say = 18 

Control = 50 
 λαμβάνω to take, receive, choose = 36 
 προσκαλέομαι to summon = 14 

Miscellaneous = 16 
 γίνομαι to become, be, be born, be created = 16 

Thus typical examples of Prenuclear Aorist Participles include: 
 Matthew 8:10 

ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐθαύμασεν καὶ εἶπεν … 
having-heard ( ) the Jesus he-became-amazed and said … 

 

 Matthew 2:11 

καὶ ἐλθόντες εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν εἶδον τὸ παιδίον … 
and having-come to the house they-saw the child … 

 

 Matthew 3:15 

ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν … 
having-responded ( ) the Jesus said … 

 

 Matthew 13:31 

ὃν λαβὼν ἄνθρωπος ἔσπειρεν … 
which [seed] having-taken person sowed … 

In these examples the Prenuclear Aorist Participle refers to an event which precedes the 
Main Verb, either temporally, or logically, or both. 

In contrast, the search for Postnuclear Aorist Participles shows only 190 occurrences 
(compared to 994 Prenuclear Aorist Participles), of which only one verb εἶπον ‘say’ 
occurs more than 10 times. Verbs occurring three times or more are listed and analyzed 
below: 

GRAMCORD search string: 
[VERB aorist participle nominative] <PRECEDED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB aorist participle nominative] (190 total words) 
Number of different forms = 112 

Perception = 15 
 ἀκούω to hear, to heed, to obey =  7 
 εἶδον to see =  8 

Orientation = 3 
 ἀνίστημι to raise up, set up, resist, restore, arise =  3 
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Movement = 13 
 ἀπἐρχομαι to go away, depart =  3  
 εἰσέρχομαι to enter =  3  
 ἔρχομαι to come, go =  7 (mostly false hits after καί) 

Speech = 15 
 εἶπον to say = 15 

Control = 19 
 λαμβάνω to take, receive, choose =  5 
 παραγγέλλω to command =  4 
 παραδίδωμι to deliver, deliver over =  3 
 πέμπω to send =  3 
 ποιέω to do, make =  4 

Miscellaneous = 13 
 βαπτίζω to baptize, wash, dip =  3  
 γίνομαι to become, be, be born, be created =  7 (mostly false hits, substantives) 
 δίδωμι to give =  3  

Seven of the occurrences of εἶπον found are not Postnuclear Aorist Participles but 
substantive or adjectival, for example: 

 Matthew 27:9 

τότε ἐπληρώθη τὸ ῥηθὲν 
then was-fulfilled the having-been-said 

Thus typical Postnuclear Aorist Participles include: 

 Luke 1:12 

καὶ ἐταράχθη Ζαχαρίας ἰδὼν καὶ φόβος ἐπέπεσεν ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν. 
and became-frightened Zachariah having-seen and fear fell upon him 

 

 Luke 22:8 

καὶ ἀπέστειλεν Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην εἰπών·πορευθέντες ἑτοιμάσατε … 
and he-sent Peter and John having-said having-gone make-ready … 

 

 Philippians 2:7 

ἀλλὰ ἑαυτὸν ἐκένωσεν μορφὴν δούλου λαβών 
but himself he-emptied form of-slave having-taken 

In neither of these examples does the Participle seem to relate to the Main Verb in a pri-
marily temporal way. “Having seen” refers to the reason for being afraid, “having said” 
refers to the commands which are inextricably related to the act of sending, and “having 
taken” seems to refer to the manner in which Jesus emptied himself. 
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Charting Prenuclear Present Participles shows only 486 occurrences (compared to 
994 Prenuclear Aorist Participles) of which several verbs occur more than 10 times. 
Verbs occurring five times (1 percent of total) or more are listed and analyzed below: 

GRAMCORD search string: 
[VERB present participle nominative] <FOLLOWED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB present participle nominative] (486 total words) 
Number of different forms = 213 

Perception = 21 
 ἀκούω to hear, to heed, to obey = 11 
 βλέπω to see = 10 

Orientation = 5 
 κάθημαι to sit =  5 

Movement = 11 
 ἔρχομαι to come, go  = 11 

Speech = 37 
 λαλέω to speak  =  5  
 λέγω to say, speak, tell = 32 (mostly false hits) 

Control = 19 
 λαμβάνω to take, receive, choose =  7 
 ποιέω to do, make = 12 

Exist = 42 
 εἰμί to be, exist = 26 
 ζάω to live =  7 
 ὑπάρχω to be, exist, possess =  9 

Miscellaneous = 26 
 ἀγαπάω to love =  6 
 ἔχω to have = 15 
 ζητέω to seek, inquire =  5 

Note that 23 of the occurrences of λέγω are false hits where the Participle is followed by 
ὅτι plus quoted speech, for example: 

 Matthew 10:7 

κηρύσσετε λέγοντες ὅτι ἤγγικεν 
announce saying that is-drawn-near 

Thus typical Prenuclear Present Participles include: 

 Matthew 13:13 

βλέποντες οὐ βλέπουσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες οὐκ ἀκούουσιν οὐδὲ συνίουσιν, 
seeing not they-see and hearing not they-hear nor understand 
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 John 4:9 

πῶς σὺ Ἰουδαῖος ὢν παρ᾽ ἐμοῦ πεῖν αἰτεῖς 
how you Jew being from me to-drink ask 

In both these examples the Participles refer to an event which is in process at the time of 
the Main Verb, i.e. simultaneous or overlapping in time. 

Charting Postnuclear Present Participles shows 720 occurrences (compared to only 
486 Prenuclear Present Participles) of which several verbs occur more than 10 times, 
especially those in the semantic domain of speech. Verbs occurring seven times (1 
percent of total) or more are listed and analyzed below: 

GRAMCORD search string: 
[VERB present participle nominative] <PRECEDED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB present participle nominative] (720 total words) 
Number of different forms = 255 

Perception = 7 
 ἀκούω to hear, to heed, to obey  =   7 

Movement = 8 
 ἔρχομαι to come, go  =   8 

Speech = 272 
 διδάσκω to teach =  17 
 λαλέω to speak =  12 
 λέγω to say, speak, tell = 228 
 μαρτυρέω to bear testimony =   8 
 προσεύχομαι to pray =   7 

Control = 24 
 ἔχω to have  =  24 

Exist = 13 
 εἰμί to be, exist  =  13 

Miscellaneous = 20 
 βαπτίζω to baptize, wash, dip =   7 
 ζητέω to seek, inquire =  13 

Note that 228 of the 720 hits (32 percent) are from λέγω alone, and 272 (38 percent) are 
verbs of speech. 

Thus typical Postnuclear Present Participles include: 

 Matthew 5:2 

ἐδίδασκεν αὐτοὺς λέγων … 
he-taught them saying … 
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 Matthew 8:25 

ἤγειραν αὐτὸν λέγοντες· κύριε, σῶσον, ἀπολλύμεθ. 
they-roused him saying Lord save we-perish 

In the first example the Participle λέγων, together with the following speech, specifies 
the exact contents of the generic Main Verb “teach”. In the second example the Participle 
introduces a speech which gives the explanation for the action of the Main Verb. In both 
cases the relationship seems to be primarily a logical one, clarifying a generic speech 
verb or the purpose of an action by introducing direct speech. 

In the light of the above data, given that scenarios contain a network of concepts all 
linked to the scenario’s nuclear concept (i.e. “title”), and given that Greek Participles are 
marked for Aspect, I make the following hypotheses: 

Prenuclear Participles are used to mark a temporal relationship with the Main Verb, 
whereas Postnuclear Participles are used to mark a nontemporal semantic relationship. 
The nature of the nontemporal semantic relationships is determined by the prototypical 
relationship in the Main Verb’s scenario between the two events referred to. 

A Prenuclear Aorist Participle refers to a preceding item from the script of the Main 
Verb, i.e. it marks time sequence, showing that the participial event occurred previous in 
time relative to the Main Verb. (This does not mean that no other relationship is implicit, 
e.g. “When he heard about it, he was furious” implies a causal relationship, but it is the 
temporal relationship that is grammaticalized). Using the Participle marks this verbal idea 
as part of the Main Verb’s scenario. Since the Participle is Aorist, the event is 
conceptualized simply as an Event (Perfective Aspect). Prenuclear word order follows 
what is probably a universal linguistic phenomenon in narrative, that events are normally 
recounted in the same sequential order as they occurred in real life. So an Aorist 
Participle followed by an Aorist or Future Main Verb can be conceptualized as Event 
EVENT. 

This definition uses the terms “time sequence” and “previous in time”. However, 
even in the seemingly objective categories of Tense and Time (as opposed to the sub-
jective “speaker’s conceptualization” of Aspect) the categorization of reality into time 
divisions of Past, Present, and Future is still a conceptualization, and depends to some 
extent on the speaker’s choice, no doubt modified by linguo-cultural conventions. For 
example, Comrie (1985:37) says of the present tense: 

it is relatively rare for a situation to coincide exactly with the present moment, i.e. to occupy, 
literally or in terms of our conception of the situation, a single point in time which is exactly 
commensurate with the present moment. [italics mine] 

Thus, there seem to be certain uses of the Prenuclear Aorist Participle which encode not 
so much real-time sequence, but conceptualized time sequence, for example: 

Matthew 5:2 ἀνοίξας τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ ἐδίδασκεν  having opened his mouth taught 
Matthew 3:15 ἀποκριθεὶς … εἶπεν  having replied said 

A Prenuclear Present Participle denotes an event occurring at the same time as the 
Main Verb. Use of the Participle shows that the event is part of the Main Verb’s scenario. 
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The Present Participle conceptualizes the event as a Process, being Imperfective Aspect. 
The combination of Participle and Imperfective Aspect (an event viewed from within) 
conceptualizes the event as part of the Main Verb’s scenario, with the Main Verb’s event 
related “within” the Present Participle’s event. If the Main Verb is also a Process (Imper-
fective Aspect), then the events are typically contemporaneous (Process PROCESS). If the 
Main Verb is Event (Perfective Aspect), then the Main Verb’s event occurs whilst the 
Participle’s event is in Process (Process EVENT). 

Postnuclear Participles denote a nontemporal semantic relationship, e.g. means, man-
ner, restatement, reason, cause, and, I believe, also a compound relationship “purpose and 
result” or “successful purpose”. It should be noted that purposes and results are often the 
same, and in a scenario all the concepts in a purpose slot would also be in a result slot. 
However, the result slot will also contain other concepts, i.e. the undesired results of an 
action. Note that a purpose clause does not say whether that purpose was achieved, and a 
result clause does not say whether that result was the desired one. (This semantic link 
between purpose and result explains why ἵνα, which in Classical Greek only marks 
purpose, is occasionally used in New Testament Greek to mark result (Wallace 1996:473; 
Porter 1994:235–236), e.g. John 9:2; Romans 11:11.) 

Postnuclear position is a natural position syntactically for such nontemporally related 
events to be placed. For example, subordinate clauses of 

• purpose (with Infinitive, εἰς ‘to’ plus noun or Infinitive, ἵνα ‘so that’) 
• result (with ὥστε ‘so that as a result’), and 
• reason or explanation (with γάρ ‘for’) regularly occur after the Main Verb of the 

independent clause. 
Consequently, Postnuclear Present and Aorist Participles may both be used for REASON 
clauses and for PURPOSE AND RESULT clauses. Postnuclear Aorist Participles, con-
ceptualizing Event (Perfective Aspect), are also typically used for MEANS clauses. 
Contrastively Postnuclear Present Participles, conceptualizing Process (Imperfective 
Aspect), are typically used for MANNER clauses. 

In summary, I make the hypothesis that in Participial Clauses: 
Prenuclear = marks temporal relationship to Main Verb 

Postnuclear = marks nontemporal relationship to Main Verb 

See also: Appendix H. Examples of Prenuclear Aorist Participles in Discourse 

5.4.2. Verb form: Aorist or Present 

Traditionally the difference between Aorist and Present Participles was seen as 
temporal. Porter (1989:365–388) argues strongly and convincingly against a temporal 
meaning, and in favour of Aorist being Perfective Aspect and Present being Imperfective 
Aspect. It is clear that Aorist and Present stems do not of themselves mark tense, other-
wise, for example, an Aorist Imperative would have to command a past action. It should 
be noted, however, that Aorist and Present Participles often refer to actions which are 
conceptualized as occurring, respectively, before or concurrent with the Main Verb. 
Whatever the semantics behind the choice of Aorist or Present Participles, we need to 
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know the range of real-time relationships they can refer to, not least because we cannot 
understand the text until we can visualize a real-life situation it refers to. Also, since 
many languages do grammaticalize tense and may or may not grammaticalize aspect, we 
cannot translate until we have made a decision about the real-life event the Greek verbal 
form refers to. The Aspect of the Participle provides a clue, but the scenario it belongs in 
provides the framework for reaching conclusions. 

Since scenarios may contain a script which lists conceptually related sequences of 
events, I make the hypothesis that Prenuclear Aorist Participles, being Perfective Aspect, 
refer to events in a script, which are conceptualized as beginning (and frequently ending) 
before the beginning of the Main Verb. In contrast, Prenuclear Present Participles, being 
Imperfective Aspect, refer to events conceptualized as occurring at the same time as the 
Main Verb, for example: 

 Matthew 8:7 

καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ· ἐγὼ ἐλθὼν θεραπεύσω αὐτόν. 
and he-says to-him I having-come will-heal him 

 

 Luke 15:25 

καὶ ὡς ἐρχόμενος ἤγγισεν τῇ οἰκίᾳ 
and when coming he-drew-near to-the house 

Here the Prenuclear Aorist Participle ἐλθών refers to an event “coming” which occurred 
previous to the Main Verb “healing”, whereas the Present Participle ἐρχόμενος refers to 
an event “coming” which was concurrent with the Main Verb of “drawing near”. 

This distinction applies equally to Genitive Absolutes, for example: 
 Matthew 26:6–7 

Τοῦ δὲ Ἰησοῦ γενομένου ἐν Βηθανίᾳ ἐν οἰκίᾳ Σίμωνος τοῦ λεπροῦ, προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ γυνὴ 
the ( ) Jesus having-occurred in Bethany in house of-Simon the leper approached him woman 

 

 Mark 14:3 

Καὶ ὄντος αὐτοῦ ἐν Βηθανίᾳ ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ Σίμωνος τοῦ λεπροῦ … ἦλθεν γυνὴ 
and being him in Bethany in the house of-Simon the leper … came woman 

Here the Prenuclear Aorist Participle γενομένου refers to an event “arriving” (cf., Acts 
21:17; Mark 1:4) which occurred before the woman’s arrival whereas the Present 
Participle ὄντος refers to an event “being” which was concurrent with the woman’s 
arrival. Similarly: 

 Acts 28:9 

τούτου δὲ γενομένου 
this ( ) having-occurred 
This must mean “After this had happened” not “while this was happening” since in the previous verse 
Paul has healed the governor’s father, and in this verse people start bringing their own sick for healing. 
Up till 28:8 nobody on Cyprus has any idea that Paul can heal. 
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 Mark 14:43 

Καὶ εὐθὺς ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος 
and immediately yet him speaking 
This must mean “while he was still speaking” not “when he had still spoken” since ἔτι seems to be used 
only with an action still in process. 

In the Gospels, by my count, ἔτι occurs 
• 13 times in a Genitive Absolute construction 
• 8 times are with λαλέω (Matthew 12:46, 17:5, 26:47; Mark 5:35, 14:43; 

Luke 8:49, 22:47, 22:60), and 
• 5 times with other verbs (Luke 9:42, 14:32, 15:20, 24:41; John 20:1). 

In each occurrence the verb form is Present, i.e. there is 100 percent co-occurrence of 
Present stem with ἔτι in Genitive Absolutes. Similarly, there are 10 occurrences of 
λαλέω as a Genitive Absolute Present, all are Prenuclear, and all but two (Matthew 9:18 
and John 8:30) also have ἔτι, i.e. there is 80 percent co-occurrence of ἔτι with λαλέω in 
a Present Genitive Absolute. This tends to confirm that Prenuclear Present Participles 
(Process, Imperfective Aspect) naturally refer to events which are still in Process when 
the Main Verb takes place, thus indicating concurrent time. 

In the whole New Testament, of 63 occurrences of ἔτι, 23 occur with Participles, of 
which 22 are Present. There are 

• 17 Prenuclear Genitive Absolutes, all Present (as above, plus Luke 9:42, 14:32, 
15:20, 24:41; John 20:1; Acts 10:44; Romans 5:6, 5:8; Hebrews 9:8) 

• 3 Postnuclear Present Participles Nominative (Matthew 27:63; Luke 24:6, 24:44) 
• 3 Prenuclear Participles Nominative 
• 2 Present (Acts 9:1; 2 Thessalonians 2:5), and 
• 1 Aorist (Acts 18:18), where ἔτι is part of the noun phrase “having remained 

many more days”. 
The co-occurrence of this adverb with Imperfective Aspect is natural, but also strongly 
suggests the pragmatic meaning of Prenuclear Present Participles as concurrent time with 
the Main Verb. 

Another example with Aorist and Present Participles contrasted is Acts 27:30–31: 

τῶν δὲ ναυτῶν ζητούντων φυγεῖν ἐκ τοῦ πλοίου 
the ( ) sailors seeking to-flee from the ship 

 

καὶ χαλασάντων τὴν σκάφην εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν 
and having-lowered the rowing-boat into the sea  

 

προφάσει ὡς ἐκ πρῴρης ἀγκύρας μελλόντων ἐκτείνειν, 
in-pretence as-if from the-prow anchors intending to-cast-out 

 

εἶπεν ὁ Παῦλος … 
said the Paul … 
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It is clear that the sailors’ intention to flee was still in process when Paul spoke, whereas 
the lowering of the rowing boat had already taken place, so the soldiers instead of 
stopping it being lowered, cut it loose (verse 32). 

So, whereas the immutable semantic meaning of the Participle is Aspect related, with 
Prenuclear Participles the choice of Aspect regularly corresponds to relative time, giving 
a pragmatic meaning which is time related. 

Porter (1989:381) agrees that “when the [Aorist] Participle is placed before the Main 
Verb, there is a tendency for the action to be depicted as antecedent”, but argues strongly 
against temporal reference being the main pragmatic contrast between Prenuclear Aorist 
and Present Participles. He cites Luke 2:42–43 as evidence (Porter 1992:184) since the 
text has both a Present Participle (here bold), and an Aorist Participle (underlined) which, 
in Porter’s view, are both referring to the same time: 

 Luke 2:42–43 

καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἐτῶν δώδεκα, 
and when he-became of-years twelve 

 

ἀναβαινόντων αὐτῶν κατὰ τὸ ἔθος τῆς ἑορτῆς 
going-up them according-to the custom of-the feast 

 

καὶ τελειωςάντων τὰς ἡμέρας, 
and having-completed the days 

 

ἐν τῷ ὑποστρέφειν αὐτοὺς 
in the to-return them 

 

ὑπέμεινεν Ἰησοῦς ὁ παῖς ἐν Ἰερουσαλήμ. 
remained Jesus the boy in Jerusalem 

However, in the light of scenario theory, there is no problem with interpreting the 
Participles in this text as having temporal reference. As we have seen above, scenarios 
have titles which refer not just to the single event lexically encoded but to the whole 
cluster of associated events. The lexical item “going up” seems to be almost a technical 
term, the title of the scenario for making a pilgrimage to Jerusalem. For example, in Acts 
18:22 Jerusalem is not even mentioned, and in Acts 21:12 it is clear that the fear is not of 
Paul’s actual going up to Jerusalem, but what might happen after he arrives there: 
 Acts 18:22 

καὶ κατελθὼν εἰς Καισάρειαν, 
and having-gone-down to Caesarea 

 

ἀναβὰς καὶ ἀσπαςάμενος τὴν ἐκκληςίαν, 
having-gone-up and having-greeted the church 

 

κατέβη εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν, 
he-went-down to Antioch 
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 Acts 21:12 

ὡς δὲ ἠκούσαμεν ταῦτα, παρεκαλοῦμεν ἡμεῖς τε καὶ οἱ ἐντόπιοι, 
when ( ) we-heard those[things] besought we and also the people-there 

 

τοῦ μὴ ἀναβαίνειν αὐτὸν εἰς Ἰερουσαλήμ. 
of-the not to-go-up him to Jerusalem 

As a scenario title then, “going up” can quite normally refer to the whole cluster of 
events associated with a pilgrimage to Jerusalem, including the time there. Thus I suggest 
that Luke 2:42–43 can mean: “When Jesus was twelve, whilst he and his parents were on 
pilgrimage to Jerusalem as was the custom for the Passover Festival, after they had 
completed their time there, when they set off back home, the lad Jesus stayed behind in 
Jerusalem.” The choice of Aorist and Present makes perfect sense. When Jesus stayed 
behind, it was during the time they were on pilgrimage to Jerusalem, after they had 
completed the customary days of the feast. 

Even though Porter (1989:370) says regarding Luke 2:42–43 “traditional temporal 
determinations on the basis of tense form make nonsense of the passage” his own ex-
planation seems fully compatible with a temporal analysis, “The difference is that the 
Present is used of the entire trip as one in progress, while the Aorist is used as a transition 
to summarize the event as complete.” My only disagreement is that whereas “going up” 
refers to “the entire trip as one in progress” the “event that is complete” is specifically 
“the days” set for celebration in Jerusalem, the central part of the “going up” scenario, 
excluding the “going up” itself, and the “returning”. 

I am not arguing that the fundamental meaning of these Participles is time related, 
but that in this context, the choice of aspect, Event (Perfective) or Process (Imperfective), 
matches the real-life distinction of previous time and current time, and pragmatically it is 
the real-life temporal distinction which is marked by the choice of Aspect. I posit that the 
reason the Greek author chose to conceptualize “going up” as a Process (Imperfective) 
was that it was a current event and so “felt like a process”, and the reason he chose to 
conceptualize “completing the days” as an Event (Perfective) is because it was an event 
which had already been completed and so “felt like a straightforward undifferentiated 
Event”. In other words I believe that the real-life situation envisaged, and the possible 
contrasts of temporal relationships within it, are factors which influence the author’s 
choice of Aspect. 

In summary, I make the hypothesis that in Participial Clauses: 
Prenuclear = marks temporal relationship to Main Verb 
Prenuclear Aorist Participle = Perfective Aspect 
 = event begun previous to Main Verb 
Prenuclear Present Participle = Imperfective Aspect 
 = event concurrent with Main Verb 
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Postnuclear = marks nontemporal relationship to Main Verb 
Postnuclear Aorist Participle = Perfective Aspect 
 = event related nontemporally to Main Verb 

e.g. means, reason, concurrent event, purpose+result, 
If purpose+result the result occurs at the time of the Main Verb 

Postnuclear Present Participle = Imperfective Aspect 
 = event related nontemporally to Main Verb 

e.g. manner, reason, specific, purpose+result, 
If purpose+result the result begins at the time of the Main Verb and continues 

5.4.3. Case: Nominative or Genitive 

Participial clauses in the Genitive case are traditionally known as Genitive 
Absolutes. Out of 6,258 Participles in the New Testament (O’Donnell 1997:13), 268 are 
in Genitive Absolute constructions (Argyle 1957–1958). Thus they make up less than 5 
percent of participial usage (4.28 percent). According to Argyle (ibid.) 

• 192 occurrences are in narrative sections of the Gospels and Acts 
• 32 occurrences are in “discourse” sections of the same books, and 
• 44 occurrences are in the Epistles. 

He comments, “the genitive absolute is more suited to the Greek of narrative or rhetoric 
than to the Greek of real letters. There is a notable contrast in the rhetorical Greek of 
Hebrews, which contains more than half as many instances as all the Pauline Epistles put 
together” (13 as against 21). 

A distinction has long been made between Participial Phrases in the Nominative and 
Genitive cases. Whereas the subject of a Nominative Participial Phrase is normally the 
same as that of the Main Verb, the Genitive Absolute is grammatically independent of the 
Main Verb, e.g. Burton (1987:174): 

THE GENITIVE ABSOLUTE. An Adverbial Participle may stand in agreement with a noun or 
pronoun in the genitive without grammatical dependence upon any other part of the sentence, 
the two constituting a genitive absolute phrase and expressing any of the adverbial relations 
enumerated in 435–449. [viz. Time, Condition, Concession, Cause, Purpose, Means, Manner, 
Attendant Circumstance.] 

Traditionally, it has been regarded that the subject of the Genitive Absolute ought 
not to be coreferential to a participant in the rest of the sentence, e.g. Burton (1987:175): 

The noun or pronoun of the Genitive absolute phrase regularly refers to a person or thing not 
otherwise mentioned in the sentence. 

Burton notes exceptions (ibid.): 
Occasionally, however, this principle is violated, and the genitive phrase may even refer to the 
subject of the sentence. This irregularity is somewhat more frequent in the New Testament than 
in classical Greek. 

Similarly, Porter (1989:370): 
On the basis of there being significant instances in earlier Greek where the subject is in some 
form repeated in the main clause, a significant difference in use of the Genitive absolute from 
earlier to Hellenistic Greek cannot be posited. 
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Indeed, it is quite common in the New Testament for the logical subject of a Genitive 
Absolute to be a nonsubject participant in the rest of the sentence, for example: 
 Luke 3:15–16 

… καὶ διαλογιζομένων πάντων ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις αὐτῶν περὶ τοῦ Ἰωάννου … 
… and debating all in the hearts of-them concerning the John … 

 

ἀπεκρίνατο λέγων πᾶσιν ὁ Ἰωάννης 
answered saying to-all the John 

 

 Luke 3:21–22 

καὶ Ἰησοῦ βαπτισθέντος καὶ προσευχομένου … 
and Jesus having-been-baptized and praying … 

 

καταβῆναι τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον σωματικῷ εἴδει ὡς περιστερὰν ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν, 
to-descend the Spirit the Holy in-bodily form as dove on him 

Healey and Healey (1990:184–187) consider four possible rules concerning the 
subject of “Genitive Absolutes”: 

The subject of a circumstantial participial clause is genitive when 
Rule A: it ‘refers to a person or thing not otherwise mentioned in the sentence’ (Burton 
1973:175) 
Rule B: ‘its referent does not appear in the main clause’ (Funk 1973:674) 
Rule C: it ‘does not denote the same person or thing as the subject or object of the sentence [i.e., 
main clause]’ (Nunn 1930:77) 
Rule D: it ‘refers to some other person or thing than the subject of the principal sentence [i.e., 
clause]’ (Vine 1947:182) 

By testing these rules using New Testament data and noting the number of exceptions to 
each rule, they show that rule D best explains the data, thus providing good evidence that 
“Genitive Absolutes” are a switch-reference device: 

Rule A: 130/313 exceptions (35%) 
Rule B: 92/313 exceptions (29%) 
Rule C: 36/313 exceptions (12%) 
Rule D: 4/313 exceptions (1%) 

The function of the “Genitive Absolute” in classical Greek as switch-reference is 
recognized by Givón (1983b:70–71) as noted by Healey and Healey (1990:187 note). 

Levinsohn (1992:178) comments on how the Genitive Absolute switch-reference 
system is used in discourse: 

A construction that indicates switch reference provides a natural way of introducing to an 
existing scene participants who perform key actions, change the direction of the story, etc. This 
is because, when the GA has the same subject as the previous clause, the scene is set for a 
different participant to be the subject of the nuclear clause. The employment of the GA with the 
same subject as the previous clause this gives natural prominence to the event described in the 
following nuclear clause. 

Levinsohn gives an example of how a GA is used immediately before the introduction of 
new participants: 
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 Acts 4:1 

Λαλούντων δὲ αὐτῶν πρὸς τὸν λαὸν 
speaking ( ) they to the people 

 

ἐπέστησαν αὐτοῖς οἱ ἱερεῖς καὶ ὁ στρατηγὸς τοῦ ἱεροῦ καὶ οἱ Σαδδουκαῖοι, 
came.upon them the priests and the commander of-the temple and the Sadducees 

Here the pronoun “they” refers back to Peter and John (Acts 3:11–12), whereas the 
subjects of the Main Verb are all new characters coming onto the scene. This use of 
Genitive Absolutes as a switch-reference system, marking the setting for some other 
action, may be what Porter (1989:370) means when he talks of “transition”: 

As in extra-biblical Greek, the Genitive absolute is often used transitionally, as well as in the 
midst of narrative: Acts 1:8 ἐπελθόντος τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς (when the Holy Spirit 
comes upon you); Acts 4:37 ὑπάρχοντος αὐτῷ ἀγροῦ (a field belonged to him). 

Levinsohn (1992:178) not only accepts that NPCs (Nominative Participial Clauses) 
are distinguished from GAs (Genitives Absolutes) on the basis of switch-reference, but 
also argues that apparent exceptions can be explained in terms of semantic roles: 

Healey and Healey (1990:187) found that the subject of the GA typically “is not identical 
with the subject of the leading verb” … Out of the 313 New Testament occurrences of the GA 
that they identified, only three or four did not strictly obey this rule. Even the apparent 
exceptions show changes consistent with the behaviour of switch-reference markers in other 
languages. 

Thus, in Acts 21:34b, although the surface subject of the GA and the nuclear clause is the 
same, the role of the subject changes from patient to agent … 

Conversely, NPCs almost always have the same subject as their nuclear clause, as in Acts 
5:17. Apparent exceptions typically involve the same underlying subject. 

This means that Nominative Participles, whose agent is the same as the agent of the 
Main Verb, typically encode foreground or main line events in a discourse. In contrast, 
Genitive Participles, whose agent is different from the agent of the Main Verb, typically 
encode background or off-line events. The term “foreground” here refers to the “actual 
story line” or “skeletal structure of the discourse”, whereas “background” refers to 
“supportive material which does not itself relate the main events” (Hopper 1979:213). 

The use of Genitive Participles for backgrounded events, which are not part of the 
main story line of the discourse, explains why they are relatively rare, accounting for 
only 11 percent of Participles compared to 69 percent for Nominatives: 

Participles in the New Testament 

 All cases Nominative Genitive Accusative Dative 
Present 3,687 2,370 = 64% 464 = 13% 601 = 16% 255 = 7% 
Aorist 2,285 1,895 = 83% 215 = 9% 123 = 5% 52 = 2% 
Perfect 673 342 = 51% 61 = 9% 222 = 33% 47 = 7% 
Future 13 9 = 69% 1 = 8% 3 = 23% 0 = 0% 
All Participles 6,658 4,616 = 69% 741 = 11% 949 = 14% 354 = 5% 

See also: Appendix I. Further Evidence for Genitive Absolutes as Switch-Reference 
Markers 



5. Greek Verb Phrases and Scenarios 119 

 

Charting Prenuclear Aorist Participles Genitive using GRAMCORD shows that of the 
59 occurrences found only two verbs occur three or more times, in the following 
semantic domains: 

GRAMCORD search string: 
[VERB aorist participle genitive] <FOLLOWED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB aorist participle genitive] (59 total words) 
Number of different forms = 33 

Happening = 22 
 γίνομαι to become, be, be born, be created = 22 

Movement =  3 
 ἐξέρχομαι to come out, go out  =  3 

Almost all occurrences of γίνομαι are with time words such as evening, morning, day, 
hour. A few are with abstract nouns, e.g. Acts 15:7 “discussion”, 21:40 “silence”. 

Thus typical examples of Prenuclear Aorist Participles Genitive include: 

 Matthew 8:16 

Ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης προσήνεγκαν … 
evening ( ) having-arrived they-brought … 

 

 Matthew 27:1 

Πρωΐας δὲ γενομένης συμβούλιον ἔλαβον … 
morning ( ) having-arrived decision they-took … 

 

 Luke 11:14 

ἐγένετο δὲ τοῦ δαιμονίου ἐξελθόντος ἐλάλησεν ὁ κωφὸς καὶ ἐθαύμασαν οἱ ὄχλοι. 
it-happened ( ) the demon having-come-out spoke the dumb[man] and became-amazed the crowds 

These refer to events that occurred before the action of the Main Verb, and provide a 
temporal setting. 

Charting Prenuclear Present Participles Genitive shows that of the 87 occurrences 
found several verbs occur three or more times, mainly clustering in the semantic domains 
of speech and existence: 
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GRAMCORD search string: 
[VERB present participle genitive] <FOLLOWED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB present participle genitive] (87 total words) 
Number of different forms = 58 

Speech = 12 
 λαλέω to speak = 8 
 λέγω to say, speak, tell = 4 

Control = 4 
 ἔχω to have = 4 

Exist = 10 
 εἰμί to be, exist = 6 
 ὑπάρχω to be, exist, possess = 4 

Thus typical examples of Prenuclear Present Participles Genitive include: 
 Mark 5:35 

Ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος ἔρχονται … 
yet him speaking they-come … 

 

 Luke 7:42 

μὴ ἐχόντων αὐτῶν ἀποδοῦναι ἀμφοτέροις ἐχαρίσατο. 
not having them to-repay to-both he-cancelled-debt 

 

 John 21:11b 

καὶ τοσούτων ὄντων οὐκ ἐσχίσθη τὸ δίκτυον. 
and so-many being not was-torn the net 

These refer to situations in existence at the time of the Main Verb. 

Charting Postnuclear Aorist Participles Genitive shows only 18 occurrences, of 
which only one verb occurs more than once: 

GRAMCORD search string:  
[VERB aorist participle genitive] <PRECEDED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB aorist participle genitive] (18 total words) 
Number of different forms  = 16 
 πέμπω to send = 3 

Several of these occurrences, including those with πέμπω, are substantival, for 
example: 
 John 6:39 

τοῦτο δέ ἐστιν τὸ θέλημα τοῦ πέμψαντός με … 
this ( ) is the will of-the [one]having-sent me … 
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The few examples of Postnuclear Aorist Participles Genitive include: 
 Matthew 26:59b–60 

ἐζήτουν ψευδομαρτυρίαν… καὶ οὐχ εὗρον πολλῶν προσελθόντων ψευδομαρτύρων. 
they-were-seeking false-witness … and not they-found many having-approached false-witnesses 

 

 Acts 1:8 

ἀλλὰ λήμψεσθε δύναμιν ἐπελθόντος τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς … 
but you-will-receive power having-come-upon the Holy Spirit upon you … 

These seem to describe precise events which are logically related to the main event, and 
create a situation after which, or at which time, the Main Verb occurs. 

Charting Postnuclear Present Participles Genitive in the New Testament using 
GRAMCORD shows 64 occurrences, of which several verbs occur more than three times, 
but apart from εἰμί all are false hits: 

GRAMCORD search string: 
[VERB present participle genitive] <PRECEDED BY> <WITHIN 4 Words> [VERB indicative] 

[VERB present participle genitive] (64 total words) 
Number of different forms = 32 

Orientation = 4 
 ἀνάκειμαι to sit at table, recline at table = 4 (all false hits) 

Existence = 11 
 εἰμί to be, exist = 5  
 ζάω to live = 6 (all false hits) 

Speech = 14 
 λαλέω to speak = 7 (all false hits) 
 λέγω to say, speak, tell = 7 (all false hits) 

Miscellaneous = 7 
 μέλλω to be about to; to linger = 4 (all false hits) 
 ἀσθενέω to be weak = 3 (all false hits) 

Most of these false hits are substantival or adjectival, including 3/4 with ἀνάκειμαι 
(the fourth Matthew 9:10 is also a false hit), and all examples with ζάω, λαλέω, λέγω, 
μέλλω, and ἀσθενέω, for example: 

 Matthew 22:10b 

καὶ ἐπλήσθη ὁ γάμος ἀνακειμένων. 
and was-filled the wedding with-reclining[guests] 

 

 Mark 12:27 

οὐκ ἔστιν θεὸς νεκρῶν ἀλλὰ ζώντων· 
not is God of-dead[people] but of-living[people] 
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 Acts 2:11b 

ἀκούομεν λαλούντων αὐτῶν ταῖς ἡμετέραις γλώσσαις τὰ μεγαλεῖα τοῦ θεοῦ. 
we-hear speaking them in-the our languages the mighty[acts] of-the God 

Thus typical examples of Postnuclear Present Participles Genitive are with εἰμί: 

 John 5:13b 

ὁ γὰρ Ἰησοῦς ἐξένευσεν ὄχλου ὄντος ἐν τῷ τόπῳ. 
the for Jesus slipped-away crowd being in the place 

 

 Romans 5:13b 

ἁμαρτία δὲ οὐκ ἐλλογεῖται μὴ ὄντος νόμου, 
sin ( ) not is-reckoned not being law 

These seem to describe ongoing situations logically related to the Main Verb and during 
which the Main Verb occurs. 

In the light of these data, given that Genitive Absolutes mark switch-reference, and 
given that the grammatical Main Verb of the sentence refers to the scenario “title”, i.e. 
the nuclear concept of the scenario to which both Nominative Participles and Genitive 
Absolute constructions are prototypically related, I make the following hypotheses: 

The difference between Nominative Participial Clauses and Genitive Absolutes as regards switch-
reference affects the pragmatic range of semantic relationships between this clause and the Main Verb. 
This fundamental difference is due to Nominative Participial Clauses having the same subject as the Main 
Verb and, therefore, belonging to a script sequence, whereas Genitive Absolutes have a different subject 
and refer to events not controlled by the Main Verb’s subject. 

Genitive Absolutes do not refer to events in a sequence of stages from the script of the Main Verb, 
since they have a different agent from that of the Main Verb. They may be unrelated to the Main Verb’s 
scenario at all (i.e. purely temporal and incidental), or may fit into the Main Verb’s scenario as a 
prototypical temporal setting, precondition, or attendant circumstance. 

Prenuclear Genitive Absolutes are used as a temporal or perceptual setting for the following Main 
Verb. This often implies a causal relationship, inasmuch as the passing of time and the actions of other 
people affect the perceptual environment and actions of the different agent of the Main Verb. Sometimes 
the event in a Prenuclear Genitive Absolute is a precondition for the following scenario to unfold. 

Postnuclear Genitive Absolutes are used for attendant circumstances to the preceding Main Verb, 
which do not function simply as a setting for the actions of the different agent of the Main Verb, but are 
logically related to the main event and describe a restricted situation or condition within which the main 
event takes place. 

5.4.4. Summary of Participial Clauses and Parameters 

Semantically, Participles in Participial Clauses refer to events which belong in the 
same scenario as the Main Verb. 

Pragmatically, they signify whatever semantic relationship is prototypical between 
the Participle’s event and the Main Verb’s event. 
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The three sets of parameters affecting Participial Clauses are listed below with their 
semantic meaning (=) and their pragmatic use (>): 

a. Position relative to the Main Verb 

 Prenuclear = temporal relationship to the Main Verb 
   > used for temporal sequencing and settings 
 Postnuclear = nontemporal relationship to Main Verb 
   > used for nontemporal relationships, and circumstances 

b. Verb form 

 Aorist = Perfective Aspect, Event 
 Prenuclear = Perfective + temporal 
   > used for preceding Event 
 Postnuclear = Perfective + nontemporal 
   > used for various semantic relationships 
 Present = Imperfective Aspect, Process 
 Prenuclear = Imperfective + temporal 
   > used for concurrent Process 
 Postnuclear = Imperfective + nontemporal 
   > used for various semantic relationships 

c. Case 
 Nominative Participial Clause 
  = same subject as Main Verb 
   > used for foreground or main story line events, 

i.e. main narrative development, main points 

 Genitive Absolute 
  = different subject from Main Verb 
   > used for background or off-line events, 

i.e. situations and actions of other characters 
 

Semantic meaning of syntactic and grammatical elements 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Prenuclear = temporal relationship to the Main Verb 
Postnuclear = nontemporal relationship to Main Verb 
Aorist = Perfective Aspect, Event 
Present = Imperfective Aspect, Process 
Nominative = same subject as subject of the Main Verb 
Genitive = different subject from subject of the Main Verb 

5.5. Types of Participial Clause with examples 
The eight types of Participial Clauses listed below are distinguished formally in 

terms of 
• position (Prenuclear or Postnuclear) 
• verbal form (Aorist or Present), and 
• case (Nominative or Genitive). 
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Each type is given a semantic definition with a summary chart of its form, meaning, and 
use, followed by any discussion of theoretical issues and then examples. 

The pragmatic meaning of a Participle is derived from its prototypical semantic 
relationship within the Main Verb’s scenario. The pragmatic uses given below are 
examples of common uses, not exhaustive lists. (Main verbs are bolded, and relevant 
Participles underlined.) 

5.5.1. Prenuclear Aorist Participle Nominative 

= preceding EVENT with same subject as Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Aorist Participle Nominative … Subject 1 Nuclear Verb 

Semantic meaning 
Prenuclear = temporal relationship to the Main Verb 
Aorist = Perfective Aspect, Event 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Nominative = same subject as subject of the Main Verb 
Prenuclear Aorist Participle Nominative 
 = preceding Event with same subject as Main Verb, in the Main Verb’s scenario 

Pragmatic use 
 > preceding time setting 
  (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 
 > preceding event, implicit reason 
  (usually Participle is verb of perception) 
 > previous event in sequential stages of a script 

Prenuclear Aorist Participles refer to events which are stages of the script in the 
scenario of the Main Verb. As such they are main events on the storyline of a narrative, 
preceding the event of the Main Verb. However, they need not be remembered separately 
by the hearer, since they can be retrieved from filling in the preexisting slots in the 
scenario of the Main Verb. 

Levinsohn (1992:183) is perhaps reacting to the retrievability of such prototypical 
script events when he says that prenuclear participial clauses are of “secondary 
importance”: 

When a circumstantial participial clause precedes a nuclear clause, the information it conveys is 
of secondary importance with respect to that conveyed in the nuclear clause. No specific 
semantic relationship with the nuclear clause is indicated; rather, it is deduced from the context. 

However, Healey and Healey (1990:225) confirm that events in participial clauses can be 
main line events: 

From the way grammarians talk it is easy to get the impression that main finite clauses express 
events that are on the spine (i.e., they are on the main event line in narrative or on the main 
theme line) and that all the various kinds of subordinate clauses express background (i.e., events 
that are off the main event line or theme line). But this is far from the case. In fact, in this study 
more than half (457/827 or 55 percent) of the subordinate clauses turned out to be expressing 
events on the spine. 
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As regards the temporal reference of Prenuclear Aorist Participles, Porter 
(1989:381), whilst arguing that their semantic meaning is simply Perfective Aspect, 
agrees that pragmatically they tend to refer to time antecedent to the Main Verb: 

the syntactical pattern [of Participle and main verb] appears to be used to make relative 
statements about when the process is seen to have occurred (This recognizes the artificiality of 
imposing temporal criteria upon Participle usage, since pragmatically a range of relations, such 
as causal, concessive, conditional, commanding etc., may be possible). Thus when the Participle 
is placed before the main verb, there is a tendency for the action to be depicted as antecedent. 

This is in line with two general tendencies observed by Healey and Healey (1990:217): 
If an instance [of a participial or “when” clause] is early in the sentence in narrative, it has a 
412/507 (81 percent) likelihood of being temporal in meaning. 

And Healey and Healey (1990:215): 
Where a temporal relationship is involved, an aorist (or punctiliar) aspect on the dependent verb 
usually indicates that the relationship between the dependent clause and its associated main 
clause is chronological sequence. 

The frequent correlation between real time sequence and linear narration was also noted 
by the ancient Greeks (Reed 1997:117, note 185) (bolding mine): 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Comp. 5) sets out to demonstrate the ‘natural’ word order of Greek: 
… things prior in time before subsequent temporal things … He abandons this theory after 
discovering exceptions to the rules … His remarks on word order, then, would suggest that there 
were patterns of natural arrangement but that he himself could not theoretically explain all of the 
reasons underlying marked patterns. 

My hypothesis is that Prenuclear Aorist Participles grammaticalize events in the 
same linear order as the real-time events they refer to. It seems to be a language universal 
that narratives are normally retold in the same order as the events actually occurred 
(although languages also have devices for “flashbacks”). Thus it is psychologically and 
linguistically plausible that the “real-life order” pattern, observable in narrative as strings 
of finite verbs, is also being followed when there are strings of Aorist Participles 
preceding a Main Verb. 

Perfective Aspect verb strings in narrative naturally have the implicature of 
sequential time, as explained by Comrie (1985:28): 

Since a perfective verb form, by definition, encodes an event globally, it is representable as a 
point on the time line. Although it is possible for a number of events to occur absolutely simul-
taneously, it is relatively unlikely for such a coincidence to occur, therefore the more natural 
interpretation is that the events did not occur simultaneously. If the events did not occur simul-
taneously, then the most orderly presentation, i.e. the one adhering to Grice’s maxim of manner 
(‘be orderly’), is for the chronological order of events to be reflected directly in the order of 
presentation … It is thus the interaction of the meaning of perfective aspect, the context, and 
conversational principles that gives rise, in neutral contexts, to the interpretation of sequentiality 
for a succession of perfective verbs. Sequentiality (and more generally, time reference) is thus 
not part of the meaning of the perfective. 

It should be noted that a prenuclear Aorist Participle and Main Verb are never linked 
by conjunctions. The relationship between the events is not expressed in the surface 
structure by explicit conjunctions marking temporal relationships, since these 
relationships are already Hearer-old, stored as part of the speaker’s and hearer’s scenario 
for this type of event. The semantic relationship encoded is simply that of sequential 
events within the same script. The order of sequence is marked syntactically by word 
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order, and the relationship to the Main Verb is marked grammatically, by Participle form 
agreeing with the subject of the Main Verb in number, gender, and case. The fact that the 
event is to be conceptualized as an undifferentiated whole, rather than as a Process, is 
indicated by Aorist form, marking Event Aspect (Perfective). 

> Preceding time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 

 Matthew 20:10–11 

καὶ ἔλαβον [τὸ] ἀνὰ δηνάριον καὶ αὐτοί. λαβόντες δὲ ἐγόγγυζον κατὰ τοῦ οἰκοδεσπότου … 
and took [the] each denarius and they having-taken ( ) they-were-grumbling against the householder … 
NIV: But each one of them also received a denarius. When they received it, they began to grumble. 
The second occurrence of receiving is Discourse-old. It thus provides a time setting for its Main Verb, 
grumbling. 

> Preceding event, implicit reason (usually Participle is verb of perception) 

 Mark 6:29 

καὶ ἀκούσαντες οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ 
and having-heard the disciples of-him 

 

ἦλθον καὶ ἦραν τὸ πτῶμα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἔθηκαν αὐτὸ ἐν μνημείῳ. 
they-came and took the body of-him and placed it in tomb 
NIV: On hearing of this, John’s disciples came and took his body and laid it in a tomb. 
It is clear that their hearing provides both a time setting and a motivation for their actions. 

> Preceding event in sequential stages of a script 

 Matthew 22:25 

καὶ ὁ πρῶτος γήμας ἐτελεύτησεν … 
and the first having-married died … 
NIV: The first one married and died 

5.5.2. Prenuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 

= Preceding EVENT with different subject to Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Aorist Participle Genitive … Subject 2 Nuclear Verb 

Semantic meaning 
Prenuclear = temporal relationship to the Main Verb  
Aorist = Perfective Aspect, Event  
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb  
Genitive = different subject from subject of the Main Verb  
Prenuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 
 = preceding Event with different subject to Main Verb, in the Main Verb’s scenario 
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Pragmatic use 
 > preceding time setting  
  (where event is Discourse-old or predictable, frequently related to day, night, time 

passing) 
 > preceding event, implicit reason  
  (usually implying 2’s perception of 1’s action) 
 > preceding event, precondition to sequential stages of a script 

Semantically, a prenuclear Genitive Absolute in the Aorist form marks an Event 
(Perfective Aspect), occurring before the Main Verb’s event (syntactic order following 
real-time order), with the subject being different from the subject of the Main Verb 
(Genitive construction, as opposed to Nominative). It must also be 

• Hearer-old information (Participle as opposed to Main Verb) and thus be 
Discourse-old (part of an open scenario) 

• real-world predictable (such as passing of time), or 
• part of the about-to-be-opened scenario of the Main Verb. 

Also it must be significant or relevant to the action of the Main Verb, in accordance with 
relevance theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986), and Grice’s maxims “be relevant” “be 
brief” (Grice 1975). 

In real life, anything relevant that someone else does before a different subject does 
something, is likely to be either a time setting for the following action (when?), or a 
reason for the following action (why?). Hence Prenuclear Genitive Absolutes in the 
Aorist often provide information which is the time setting or reason for the following 
action. 

> Preceding time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 

 Matthew 18:23b–24 

ὃς ἠθέλησεν συνᾶραι λόγον μετὰ τῶν δούλων αὐτοῦ. 
who wished to-take reckoning with the slaves of-him 

 

ἀρξαμένου δὲ αὐτοῦ συναίρειν προσηνέχθη αὐτῷ εἷς ὀφειλέτης μυρίων ταλάντων. 
having-begun ( ) he to-take was-brought-forward to-him one debtor of-ten-thousand talents 
NIV: As he began the settlement 
I would translate “When he had started taking the reckoning …” since the Greek, by using Aorist, 
marks Perfective rather than Imperfective Aspect. He began to take accounts before this debtor was 
brought. His beginning to take accounts is predictable as he wanted to do this (Matthew 18:23). 

> Preceding event, implicit reason (usually implying subject 2’s perception of subject 1’s 
action) 

 Acts 20:3b 

γενομένης ἐπιβουλῆς αὐτῷ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἰουδαίων μέλλοντι ἀνάγεσθαι εἰς τὴν Συρίαν, 
having-occurred plot to-him by the Jews intending to-sail to the Syria 
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ἐγένετο γνώμης τοῦ ὑποστρέφειν διὰ Μακεδονίας. 
he-became of-intention of-the to-return through Macedonia 
NIV: Because the Jews made a plot … he decided … 
Although what is marked semantically and explicitly is that the plot occurred before the decision, it is 
clear that pragmatically the plot was the REASON for the decision. This is because the concepts plot and 
change of decision belong in the same scenario in that one prototypical relationship. 

> Preceding event, precondition to sequential stages of a script 

 Mark 16:1 

Καὶ διαγενομένου τοῦ σαββάτου … ἠγόρασαν ἀρώματα … 
and having-passed the Sabbath … they-bought spices … 
NIV: When the Sabbath day was over … bought spices … 
It is especially clear here that the Aorist means the Sabbath is not passing but has passed, since 
Jews would not have worked on the Sabbath. The passing of the Sabbath is a precondition to 
working. 

5.5.3. Prenuclear Present Participle Nominative 

= Concurrent PROCESS with same subject as Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Present Participle Nominative … Subject 1 Nuclear Verb 

Semantic meaning 
Prenuclear = temporal relationship to the Main Verb 
Present = Imperfective Aspect, Process 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Nominative = same subject as subject of the Main Verb 
Prenuclear Present Participle Nominative 
 = concurrent Process with same subject as Main Verb, in Main Verb’s scenario 

Pragmatic use 
 > concurrent time setting 
  (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 
 > concurrent time setting, implicit reason 
  (usually Participle is verb of perception) 
 > concurrent situation, implicit reason 
  (usually Participle is verb of being) 
 > concurrent event in nonsequential scenario 
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> Concurrent time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 

 Mark 6:2b 

ἤρξατο διδάσκειν ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ, καὶ πολλοὶ ἀκούοντες … ἐξεπλήσσοντο … 
he-began to-teach in the synagogue and many hearing … were-being-astonished … 
NIV: … and many who heard him were amazed 
Perhaps “… and many people, as they heard him speak, were becoming astonished …”. 
Here the verb “began” and the Imperfective Aspect of both Present Participle and Imperfect Indicative 
suggest a progressive sense for the Participle and distributive and iterative Aktionsart for the Imperfect 
Indicative, with many different individuals each becoming astonished, one after the other, as they were 
listening. There is also the implication that what they heard is the reason for their astonishment. 

> Concurrent time setting, implicit reason (usually Participle is verb of perception) 

 Acts 5:5 

ἀκούων δὲ ὁ Ἁνανίας τοὺς λόγους τούτους πεσὼν ἐξέψυξεν. 
hearing ( ) the Ananias the words these having-fallen he-died 
NIV: When Ananias heard this … 
TEV: As soon as Ananias heard this … 
Since the Present Participle indicates PROCESS, this might be translated “as he heard 
these words, he fell down and died”, not “when he had heard these words …”. 

> Concurrent situation, implicit reason (usually Participle is verb of being) 

 Matthew 1:19 

Ἰωσὴφ δὲ ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς, δίκαιος ὢν καὶ μὴ θέλων αὐτὴν δειγματίσαι, 
Joseph ( ) the husband of-her righteous being and not wishing her to-disgrace 

 

ἐβουλήθη λάθρᾳ ἀπολῦσαι αὐτήν. 
decided secretly to-divorce her 
NIV: Because Joseph her husband was a righteous man … 
Such Participles are typically Hearer-old or Discourse-old. Joseph being righteous 
may have been common knowledge among Christians, and is implied by God’s 
choice of him as husband of the Christ’s mother 1:16. 

> Concurrent event in nonsequential scenario 

 Luke 11:45 

Διδάσκαλε, ταῦτα λέγων καὶ ἡμᾶς ὑβρίζεις. 
teacher these[things] saying also us you-insult 
NIV: Teacher, when you say these things, you insult us also 
The Prenuclear Present Participle refers to the same event as the Main Verb, but 
from another angle. Here “saying” is the implicit MEANS of insulting. 
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5.5.4. Prenuclear Present Participle Genitive 

= Concurrent PROCESS with different subject to Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Present Participle Genitive … Subject 2 Nuclear Verb 

Semantic meaning 
Prenuclear = temporal relationship to the Main Verb 
Present = Imperfective Aspect, Process 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Genitive = different subject from subject of the Main Verb 
Prenuclear Present Participle Genitive 
 = concurrent Process with different subject to Main Verb, in Main Verb’s 

scenario 

Pragmatic use 
 > concurrent time setting 
  (where event is Discourse-old or predictable, frequently related to day, night, 

time passing) 
 > concurrent event, implicit reason 
  (usually implying 2’s perception of 1’s action) 
 > concurrent event, precondition to sequential stages of a script 

Present Participles denote a Process (Imperfective Aspect). In Prenuclear Genitive 
Absolutes the Present Participle represents a Process begun before the commencement of 
the Main Verb and continuing up to, and possibly beyond, the action of the Main Verb. 
In such instances Imperfective Aspect is used since the event was in process and 
incomplete when the Main Verb occurred. There is a subject switch between the GA and 
the Main Verb. 

> Concurrent time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 

 Luke 19:11 

Ἀκουόντων δὲ αὐτῶν ταῦτα προσθεὶς εἶπεν παραβολὴν … 
hearing ( ) them these[things] having-added he-said parable … 
NIV: While they were listening to this he went on to tell them a parable … 
Here the Genitive Absolute shows concurrent time setting. This interpretation is supported 
by the statement that Jesus “having-added said”, i.e. continued to speak (cf., v. 9–10). 

> Concurrent event, implicit reason (usually implying subject 2’s perception of subject 
1’s action) 

 Matthew 18:25 

μὴ ἔχοντος δὲ αὐτοῦ ἀποδοῦναι ἐκέλευσεν αὐτὸν ὁ κύριος πραθῆναι … 
not having ( ) he to-pay-back ordered him the master to-be-sold … 
NIV: Since he was not able to pay … 
His situation is predictable as his debt was so large (Matthew 18:24). 
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> Concurrent event, precondition to sequential stages of a script 

 Acts 27:21–22 

Πολλῆς τε ἀσιτίας ὑπαρχούσης τότε σταθεὶς ὁ Παῦλος ἐν μέσῳ αὐτῶν εἶπεν·… 
much and lack-of-appetite being then having-stood the Paul in the middle of-them said … 

 

παραινῶ ὑμᾶς εὐθυμεῖν 
I-beseech you to-be-of-good-cheer 
NIV: After the men had gone a long time without food, Paul stood up among them and said … I 
urge you to keep up your courage. 
The men’s despondency is the precondition for Paul making a speech of encouragement. 

5.5.5. Postnuclear Aorist Participle Nominative 

= EVENT with same subject as Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Nuclear Verb … Subject 1 Aorist Participle Nominative 

Semantic meaning 
Postnuclear = nontemporal relationship to Main Verb 
Aorist = Perfective Aspect, Event 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Nominative = same subject as subject of the Main Verb 
Postnuclear Aorist Participle Nominative 
 = Event with same subject as Main Verb related nontemporally to Main Verb 

Pragmatic use 
 NOT sequential relationship  
  > MANNER 
  > MEANS 
  > PURPOSE AND RESULT, but not random subsequent event 
  (The result occurs at the completion of the Main Verb.) 
  > REASON, especially with verbs of perception 
  > CONCESSIVE, i.e. REASON plus contraexpectation 
  > CONDITION, i.e. REASON or MEANS without factuality 
  > CONCOMITANT ACT, i.e. related Event (Perfective Aspect) 
  > CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE, i.e. subject is goal or patient 
  > RESTATEMENT 
  > RESTRICTIVE SETTING, locational, temporal, or circumstantial 
  > AMPLIFICATION/SPECIFIC 

Postnuclear Aorist Participles are less common than prenuclear, and the change in lexical 
order seems to indicate a change in the temporal relationship between the Participle and 
the Main Verb. Thus Porter (1989:383–384), analysing data from a GRAMCORD study 
by Taylor (1984) of the Aorist Participle in Paul’s epistles, states: 

of approximately 120 Aorist Participles found in relation to a main verb, approximately 78 
precede and 42 follow the main verb, with those preceding showing a definite tendency toward 
antecedent action and those following showing a definite tendency toward coincidental action. 
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Porter (1989:381) further states that Postnuclear Aorist Participles may refer to action 
occurring after the Main Verb: 

the syntactical pattern [of Participle and main verb] appears to be used to make relative state-
ments about when the process is seen to have occurred … This when the Participle is placed 
before the main verb, there is a tendency for the action to be depicted as antecedent, and when 
the Participle is placed after the main verb, there is a tendency for the action to be seen as 
concurrent or subsequent. 

In other words, Porter argues, the grammatical and syntactic pattern of Aorist Participle 
followed by Main Verb seems to parallel the real-life order of sequential events, but 
when the Aorist Participle is placed after the Main Verb, then the time sequence is 
disrupted. I agree with this but go further. 

Whereas the Prenuclear Aorist Participle refers to a preceding event from the list of 
stages in the script of the Main Verb, the Postnuclear Aorist Participle does not. This 
distinction between Prenuclear and Postnuclear Aorist Participles is not a temporal 
distinction, between preceding and concurrent or subsequent. Rather it is a distinction 
between temporal and nontemporal. The possible nontemporal relationships marked by a 
Postnuclear Aorist Participle are those which may be found in the nontemporal relation-
ships part of the scenario of the Main Verb, such as MEANS, PURPOSE AND RESULT, 
REASON, and perhaps any type of CONCOMITANT ACT. These relationships are not 
grammaticalized separately in the text, since the particular concepts and related lexical 
items are already linked in the Main Verb scenario in specific prototypical relationships. 

Although the relationship of Postnuclear Aorist Participles to the Main Verb is 
nontemporal, this does not mean that there is no temporal relationship between them, but 
rather that the author has chosen to mark a nontemporal relationship (by postposing the 
Participle). Indeed, the temporal relationship between a Postnuclear Aorist Participle and 
its Main Verb is often implied by the nontemporal relationship which is marked, e.g. 
REASON frequently implies a preceding event, MANNER frequently implies a concurrent 
event, and PURPOSE+RESULT implies a subsequent event. 

The examples below support the following hypotheses: 
a. The grammatical choice of Participle indicates that the verbal concept belongs to the 

same scenario as the Main Verb. 
b. The grammatical choice of Aorist Participle indicates that the verbal concept is 

conceived of as a single undifferentiated Event (Perfective Aspect). 
c. The syntactic choice of Postnuclear Aorist Participle indicates that the verbal 

concept is conceived of as an event in a nontemporal relationship with the Main 
Verb. 

d. The pragmatic relationship between Postnuclear Aorist Participle and Main Verb is 
determined by the prototypical relationship of these particular verbs within the Main 
Verb’s scenario, i.e. it does not depend on the co-text or the specific context or the 
spoken or written text itself, but rather on the typical relationship between these 
events in the speaker’s and audience’s scenario. The lexical items, by referring to 
concepts already stored together in a single scenario, convey to the hearer not only 
the concepts themselves, but also the semantic relationship between them, by 
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accessing the prototypical semantic relationship from the preexisting mental scenario 
in speaker’s and hearer’s minds. 

In Greek, nontemporal subordinate clauses typically occur after the main clause. 
This means that the postnuclear position is a natural place to find an event which relates 
to the Main Verb by a nontemporal semantic relationship, for example: 

REASON 
 Acts 4:3 

ἔθεντο εἰς τήρησιν εἰς τὴν αὔριον·ἦν γὰρ ἑσπέρα ἤδη. 
they-put.in guard till the next-day it-was for evening already 

 

 Acts 5:38 

ἄφετε αὐτούς· ὅτι ἐὰν ᾖ ἐξ ἀνθρώπων ἡ βουλὴ αὕτη ἢ τὸ ἔργον τοῦτο, καταλυθήσεται, 
leave them because if be from people the intention this or the work this it-will-fail 

PURPOSE 

 Matthew 26:2 

παραδίδοται εἰς τὸ σταυρωθῆναι. 
will-be-handed-over for the to-be-crucified 

 

 Mark 4:3 

ἐξῆλθεν ὁ σπείρων σπεῖραι. 
went-out the sower to-sow 

 

 Acts 8:19 

Δότε κἀμοὶ τὴν ἐξουσίαν ταύτην 
give to-me-also the authority this 

 

ἵνα ᾧ ἐὰν ἐπιθῶ τὰς χεῖρας λαμβάνῃ πνεῦμα ἅγιον. 
so-that to-whom soever I-place hands may-receive Spirit Holy 

RESULT 

 Acts 14:1 

Ἐγένετο δὲ λαλῆσαι οὕτως 
it-happened ( ) to-speak thus 

 

ὥστε πιστεῦσαι Ἰουδαίων τε καὶ Ἑλλήνων πολὺ πλῆθος. 
as-a-result to-believe of-Jews and also of-Greeks much crowd 

According to my study, the list of different semantic relationships above does not 
delimit what the Postnuclear Aorist Participle may mean, rather it shows the wide range 
of meanings which can be established within the New Testament text corpus. The mean-
ing, I argue, is always “an event within the scenario of the Main Verb related to that verb 
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by a nontemporal relationship”. What that nontemporal relationship is in any given text is 
the prototypical semantic relationship between the two verbal concepts in the scenario of 
the original author and audience. 

In many cases, we share the original author and audience’s scenarios, so it is 
“obvious” to us what the relationship between the verbal concepts is. However, even 
when we know intuitively what the relationship is from our experiential knowledge of the 
world, we may be unable to define it clearly in terms of any one specific semantic 
relationship since there may be multiple and complex relationships between events. 
Indeed any real-life experiential relationship which prototypically occurs between two 
events may be encoded by a Participle, yet the exact nature of that relationship is not 
encoded grammatically, and only the temporal/nontemporal distinction is marked 
syntactically by word order. 

> MANNER 

 Matthew 20:8b (compare John 8:9 and [Septuagint] LXX Genesis 44:12) 

ἀπόδος αὐτοῖς τὸν μισθὸν ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τῶν ἐσχάτων ἕως τῶν πρώτων. 
pay to-them the wage having-begun from the last[ones] to the first[ones] 

> MEANS 

 James 2:21 

Ἀβραὰμ ὁ πατὴρ ἡμῶν οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων ἐδικαιώθη 
Abraham the father of-us not from works was-justified 

 

ἀνενέγκας Ἰσαὰκ τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τὸ θυσιαστήριον; 
having-offered Isaac the son of-him on the altar 

> PURPOSE AND RESULT (the result is conceptualized as a single one-off event) 

 Acts 25:13b 

Ἀγρίππας ὁ βασιλεὺς καὶ Βερνίκη κατήντησαν εἰς Καισάρειαν ἀσπασάμενοι τὸν Φῆστον. 
Agrippa the king and Bernice went-down to Caesarea having-greeted the Festus 
NIV: King Agrippa and Bernice arrived at Caesarea to pay their respects to Festus. 
English cannot mark both purpose and result in a single grammatical form. Here the NIV marks purpose. 

> REASON, especially with verbs of perception 

 Colossians 1:3–4 

Εὐχαριστοῦμεν … ἀκούσαντες τὴν πίστιν ὑμῶν ἐν Χριστῷ ᾽Ιησοῦ … 
we-give-thanks … having-heard the faith of-you in Christ Jesus … 
NIV: We always thank God … because we have heard of your faith … 

> CONCESSIVE, i.e. REASON plus contraexpectation 

 Hebrews 12:17 

μετανοίας γὰρ τόπον οὐχ εὗρεν καίπερ μετὰ δακρύων ἐκζητήσας αὐτήν. 
of-repentance for place not he-found although with tears having-sought it (blessing or repentance) 
NIV: He could bring about no change of mind, though he sought the blessing with tears. 
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> CONDITION, i.e. REASON or MEANS without factuality 

 3 John 6 

οὓς καλῶς ποιήσεις προπέμψας ἀξίως τοῦ θεοῦ· 
whom well you-will-do having-sent-on worthily of-the God 
NIV: You will do well to send them on their way in a manner worthy of God 
i.e. “You will do well IF you send them ….” This is related to the MEANS statement 
“You did well in sending them …”. 

> CONCOMITANT ACT, i.e. related Event, not concurrent 

 Galatians 2:1 

ἀνέβην εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα μετὰ Βαρναβᾶ συμπαραλαβὼν καὶ Τίτον· 
I-went-up to Jerusalem with Barnabas having-taken-along also Titus 
I analyse the Aorist Participle here as conceptualizing the initial act of taking Titus 
along, which naturally resulted in his accompanying them throughout the trip. 

> CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE, i.e. subject is not agent but experiencer 

 Mark 12:21 

καὶ ὁ δεύτερος … ἀπέθανεν μὴ καταλιπὼν σπέρμα· 
and the second … died not having-left seed 
i.e. ‘died childless’ (cf., Luke 20:29 ἀπέθανεν ἄτεκνος ‘died childless’) 

> RESTATEMENT 

 Acts 27:33b 

ἄσιτοι διατελεῖτε μηθὲν προσλαβόμενοι. 
foodless you-continued nothing having-taken 
NIV: have gone without food—you haven’t eaten anything 

> RESTRICTIVE SETTING, locational, temporal, or circumstantial 

 John 4:54 

Τοῦτο [δὲ] πάλιν δεύτερον σημεῖον ἐποίησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
this ( ) again second sign did the Jesus 

 

ἐλθὼν ἐκ τῆς Ἰουδαίας εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 
having-come from the Judea into the Galilee 
NIV: This was the second miraculous sign that Jesus performed, having come from Judea to Galilee. 

> AMPLIFICATION/SPECIFIC 

 Matthew 27:4 

Ἥμαρτον παραδοὺς αἷμα ἀθῷον. 
I-sinned having-betrayed blood innocent 
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5.5.6. Postnuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 

= EVENT with different subject from Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Nuclear Verb … Subject 2 Aorist Participle Genitive 

Semantic meaning 
Postnuclear = nontemporal relationship to Main Verb 
Aorist = Perfective Aspect, Event 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Genitive = different Subject from Subject of the Main Verb 
Postnuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 
 = Event with different subject from Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 

Pragmatic use 
  > MEANS 
  > REASON 
  > CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE, i.e. related circumstance 
 (NOT preceding action giving time-setting for Main Verb) 
  > RESTRICTIVE SETTING, locational, temporal, or circumstantial 

Prenuclear Genitive Absolutes are used when the events are predictable from the 
preceding context, and form the temporal setting for, and sometimes implicit reason for, 
the nuclear verb. Such Genitive Absolutes may have no special relationship with the 
Main Verb’s scenario other than giving explicit details for its temporal slot, i.e. when it 
occurred. 

In contrast, Postnuclear Genitive Absolutes are used when the events are a proto-
typical part of the Main Verb’s scenario, irrespective of whether they were predictable 
from the preceding text or not. 

> MEANS 

 Matthew 26:60 (MEANS plus contraexpectation) 

καὶ οὐχ εὗρον πολλῶν προσελθόντων ψευδομαρτύρων. 
and not they-found many having-come-forward false-witnesses 
NIV: But they did not find any, though many false witnesses came forward 
The CONCESSIVE sense is a result of contraexpectation in the normal MEANS relationship of 
finding false “evidence” by using false witnesses. 

> REASON 

 Luke 23:44–45 

… σκότος ἐγένετο ἐφ᾽ ὅλην τὴν γῆν … τοῦ ἡλίου ἐκλιπόντος, 
… darkness occurred on whole the land … the sun having-failed 
NIV: darkness came over the whole land … for the sun stopped shining. 

> CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE, i.e. related circumstance 

 1 Peter 3:22 

ὃς ἐστιν ἐν δεξιᾷ [τοῦ] θεοῦ πορευθεὶς εἰς οὐρανὸν 
who is at right [of-the] of-God having-gone into heaven 
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ὑποταγέντων αὐτῷ ἀγγέλων καὶ ἐξουσιῶν καὶ δυνάμεων. 
having-submitted to-him angels and authorities and powers 
NIV: with angels, authorities and powers in submission to him. 
I analyse the first Aorist Participle πορευθείς as MEANS. 

> RESTRICTIVE SETTING 

 John 6:23 

ἐγγὺς τοῦ τόπου ὅπου ἔφαγον τὸν ἄρτον εὐχαριστήσαντος τοῦ κυρίου. 
near the place where they-ate the bread having-thanked the Lord 
NIV: near the place where the people had eaten the bread after the Lord had given thanks 
This setting is “restricted” to refer to a specific occasion, because there is an underlying MEANS 
relationship between the Lord blessing the bread and people eating it. 

5.5.7. Postnuclear Present Participle Nominative 

= PROCESS with same subject as Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Nuclear Verb … Subject 1 Present Participle Nominative 

Semantic meaning 
Postnuclear = nontemporal relationship to the Main Verb 
Present = Imperfective Aspect, Process 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Nominative = same subject as subject of the Main Verb 
Postnuclear Present Participle Nominative 
 = Process with same subject as the Main Verb, related nontemporally to the Main Verb 

Pragmatic use 
  > MANNER 
  > MEANS 
  > PURPOSE 
  > PURPOSE AND RESULT, the result begins at the time of the Main Verb and continues 
  > REASON 
  > CONCESSIVE 
  > AMPLIFICATION/SPECIFIC 
  > CONCOMITANT ACT, simultaneous and related 
  > RESTRICTIVE SETTING, locational, temporal, or circumstantial 

Postnuclear Present Participles are especially common with the verb λέγω ‘say’. 
According to statistics by O’Donnell (1997:13) the Present Participle occurs 3,437 times 
in the New Testament out of a total 6,258 Participles, and 27,585 verbal forms, i.e. 55 
percent of Participles are Present. From these averages, O’Donnell (1997:15) calculates 
the degree to which individual lexical items differ from the norm, taking a z-score of 3 or 
more (positive or negative as significant. With the verb λέγω ‘say’, there are 451 
occurrences of the Present Participle compared to an expected 283, giving a z-score of 
14.89 for statistical significance (Meaning in Nunbers, O’Donnell 1997:20, Appendix). 
In other words, this is very significant. Examples with λέγω will be given in several 
categories. 
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> MANNER 

 Matthew 9:27 

ἠκολούθησαν [αὐτῷ] δύο τυφλοὶ κράζοντες καὶ λέγοντες … 
followed [him] two blind men shouting and saying … 

> MEANS 

 Acts 27:38 

ἐκούφιζον τὸ πλοῖον ἐκβαλλόμενοι τὸν σῖτον εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν. 
they-were-lightening the ship throwing-out the wheat into the sea 
NIV: they lightened the ship by throwing the grain into the sea. 

> PURPOSE 

 Luke 2:45 

καὶ μὴ εὑρόντες ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ ἀναζητοῦντες αὐτόν. 
and not having-found they-returned to Jerusalem seeking him 
NIV: When they did not find him, they went back to Jerusalem to look for him. 

> PURPOSE AND RESULT, the result begins at the time of the Main Verb and continues 

 Matthew 19:3 

Καὶ προσῆλθον αὐτῷ Φαρισαῖοι πειράζοντες αὐτὸν καὶ λέγοντες, … 
and approached him Pharisees testing him and saying … 
The next verse 19:4 begins ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν ‘He ( ) having-responded said’ which not 
only proves that these words were actually said (i.e. the RESULT is included), but uses the ὁ δέ 
formula, i.e. articular pronoun and developmental particle marking “tight-knit” conversation 
(Levinsohn 1992:127). 

> REASON 

 Acts 9:7 

οἱ δὲ ἄνδρες οἱ συνοδεύοντες αὐτῷ εἱστήκεισαν ἐνεοί, 
the ( ) men the travelling-with him stood speechless 

 

ἀκούοντες μὲν τῆς φωνῆς μηδένα δὲ θεωροῦντες. 
hearing ( ) the sound/voice nobody ( ) seeing 
NIV: The men travelling with Saul stood there speechless; they heard the sound but did not see anyone. 
They were speechless BECAUSE they could hear the sound but could see nobody. 

> CONCESSIVE 

 Acts 9:7 

οἱ δὲ ἄνδρες οἱ συνοδεύοντες αὐτῷ εἱστήκεισαν ἐνεοί, 
the ( ) men the travelling-with him stood speechless 

 

ἀκούοντες μὲν τῆς φωνῆς μηδένα δὲ θεωροῦντες. 
hearing ( ) the sound/voice nobody ( ) seeing 
NIV: … they heard the sound, but did not see anyone. 
Note the CONCESSIVE relationship is between Postnuclear Participles within a REASON clause. 
The men were speechless BECAUSE, ALTHOUGH they heard the sound, YET they saw nobody. 
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> AMPLIFICATION/SPECIFIC 

 Matthew 21:1–2 

τότε Ἰησοῦς ἀπέστειλεν δύο μαθητὰς λέγων αὐτοῖς … 
then Jesus sent two disciples saying to them … 
NIV: Jesus sent two disciples saying to them … 

> CONCOMITANT ACT, simultaneous and related 

 Mark 15:36b 

ἐπότιζεν αὐτὸν λέγων, Ἄφετε ἴδωμεν εἰ ἔρχεται Ἠλίας καθελεῖν αὐτόν. 
he-gave-to-drink him saying leave let-us-see if comes Elijah to-take-down him 
NIV: and offered it to Jesus to drink. “Now leave him alone. Let’s see if Elijah comes to take him down,” 
he said. 

> RESTRICTIVE SETTING, locational, temporal, or circumstantial 

 John 3:4b 

Πῶς δύναται ἄνθρωπος γεννηθῆναι γέρων ὤν; 
how can person to-be-born old being 
NIV: How can a man be born when he is old? 

5.5.8. Postnuclear Present Participle Genitive 

= PROCESS with different subject from Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 
Grammatical and syntactic form 
Subject 1 Nuclear Verb … Subject 2 Present Participle Genitive 

Semantic meaning 
Postnuclear = nontemporal relationship to the Main Verb 
Present = Imperfective Aspect, Process 
Participle = in the same scenario as the Main Verb 
Genitive = different subject from subject of the Main Verb 
Postnuclear Present Participle Genitive 
 = Process with different subject from Main Verb related nontemporally to the Main 

Verb 

Pragmatic use 
  > CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE, simultaneous and related 
 (NOT simultaneous circumstance simply as a time-setting) 

> CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE, simultaneous and related 

 Acts 27:2b 

ἀνήχθημεν ὄντος σὺν ἡμῖν Ἀριστάρχου Μακεδόνος Θεσσαλονικέως. 
we set-sail being with us Aristarchus Macedonian of-Thessalonica 
NIV: we put out to sea. Aristarchus, a Macedonian from Thessalonica, was with us. 

See also: Appendix J. Prenuclear and Postnuclear Participles—Form and Function 
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5.6. Chapter summary 
Scenarios affect Greek Grammar, so can be discovered by grammatical analysis of 

the text. In the Verb Phrase, the choice between Main Verb and Participle is related to 
scenario theory. 

Main verbs mark Discourse-new events, whereas Participles mark Hearer-old events. 
Where Participles refer to Discourse-new events, those events belong to the scenario of 
the Main Verb, and have a prototypical relationship with the Main Verb, which is the 
nuclear element of the complex event scenario. 

The semantic meaning of Participles is defined by 
• word order (Prenuclear marking temporal relationship to the Main Verb and 

Postnuclear marking nontemporal) 
• verb form (Aorist marking Perfective Aspect, and Present marking Imperfective 

Aspect), and 
• case (Nominative marking that the subject is the same as the Main Verb and 

Genitive marking that the subject is different). 
These parameters limit the possible pragmatic meanings of different types of 

Participles, but the specific pragmatic meaning is determined by the prototypical 
relationship between the event encoded by the Participle and the event encoded by the 
Main Verb within the Main Verb’s event scenario. New Testament examples provide 
support for these hypotheses. 
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6. Greek Noun Phrases and Scenarios 
Since scenarios affect the grammatical form of the Greek Verb Phrase, I investigate 

in this chapter whether scenarios also affect the grammatical form of the Greek Noun 
Phrase. I test two hypotheses, that 

• use of the article with a noun marks that the referent is Hearer-old (i.e. Discourse-
old, or Discourse-new and part of an open scenario), and 

• lack of the article with a noun which refers to a Hearer-old entity marks that 
entity as salient (i.e. having some special significance in the discourse, potentially 
at any level). 

I also give examples of grammatical patterns used in the Noun Phrase for all information 
status categories. 

6.1. The meaning of the article in Greek 
Greek nouns, including proper nouns and abstract nouns, may occur both with the 

article (arthrous or articular) and without (anarthrous). Various attempts have been made 
to describe the use of the Greek article, e.g. Carson’s chart (1984:83): 

 Use 1 Use 2 
Articular (a) definite (c) generic 
Anarthrous (b) indefinite, i.e. qualitative (d) non-generic (individual) 

Carson, however, comments: 
the articular usage under use 1 has certain conceptual affinities with the anarthrous usage under 
use 2; and the anarthrous usage under use 1 has certain conceptual affinities with the articular 
usage under use 2. 

Porter (1994:103–114), accepting Carson’s analysis, demonstrates various usages 
(and nonusages) of the article. Porter (1989:101) notes that, despite problems in analysis, 
nouns with the article are morphologically “marked” and fundamentally anaphoric: 

Use of the article in Greek is not an easy issue to resolve, especially in relation to anaphora, but 
the best concise description seems to be Carson’s (Fallacies, 83, cf. 82–84…)… The articular is 
the marked form in Greek on the basis of its additional morphological element and its anaphoric 
use in definite statements (Acts 10:4), as well as generic statements (Luke 10:7), where 
reference appears to be made to a known state of affairs. (It has long been recognized that the 
article is related to the demonstrative morphologically; see Robertson, 755; cf. Lyons, 
Semantics, 652–654). 

Use of the article for both anaphoric reference and generic reference, as well as its 
historical link to the demonstrative, fits my analysis in terms of scenario theory. I make 
the hypothesis that the article always refers back, either to a Hearer-old scenario (gener-
ic), or to a specific Hearer-old item within a Hearer-old scenario. This would result in the 
following scenario-based analysis of Carson’s chart: 
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 Use 1 Use 2 
Articular (a) definite (c) generic 
 Specific Hearer-old item from 

open scenario 
Specific Hearer-old scenario referred to by title, 
singular or plural (including singular abstract nouns 

Anarthrous (b) indefinite, i.e. qualitative (d) nongeneric (individual) 
 Nonspecific Hearer-old item 

from open or closed scenario 
Specific Hearer-new item from open or closed 
scenario 

However, neither Carson’s definition, nor the scenario-based restatement of it above, 
addresses the problem that an indisputably definite referent, i.e. a specific Hearer-old 
item, frequently occurs anarthrously (e.g. Jesus, in Matthew 1:1, 16). 

The traditional definition of the article in Greek is that it marks “known, particular” 
(Blass and Debrunner 1961: sec. 252). The most obvious understanding of “known par-
ticular” would be Discourse-old, and indeed I will show that the article is used regularly 
to mark Discourse-old items. 

However, there are two major problems associated with this traditional definition: 
1. The definition “known particular” is not clear. 

The meaning of the article needs to be defined precisely, and in terms of modern 
linguistic categories of information status, such as Discourse-new/old, Hearer-
new/old, given, inferrable, etc. I suggest that if the article refers not only to 
Discourse-old information, but also to Discourse-new inferrables, then it relates 
directly to scenario theory. The article’s link with scenarios has indeed been noted 
but not developed by Levinsohn (1992:97) (bolding mine): 
(The definite article may be used also to refer to particular referents that are associated by a 
“script” with a known entity. For example, once reference has been made to a father, an 
arthrous reference to his child is acceptable, even if previously unmentioned.) 

2. The definition “known particular” does not fit the facts. 

As Levinsohn (1992:97) notes (bolding mine): 
Throughout the New Testament, nouns whose referents are “known, particular” … are at times 
preceded by the definite article (i.e., “arthrous”) and at times appear without it (i.e., they are 
“anarthrous”). 

So, either the concept “known particular” must be defined in linguistic terms and the 
exceptions explained systematically, or a totally new definition must be found. 
Levinsohn has attempted to explain anarthrous nouns with “known particular” referents 
in terms of “salience” and “topic” (ibid.): 

Typically those of the latter type [anarthrous] are salient or highlighted. 

And again (ibid.) (bolding mine): 
Frequently, the propositional topic is information that the author considers to be “known” to 
the reader and the subject is most frequently the topic. The observed tendency for the subject to 
be arthrous in Greek naturally follows. 

In the light of the observations above, I make the following hypotheses concerning 
use of the Greek article: 
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• The use of the article in Greek can be defined in terms of two categories: 
information status and salience. 

• The basic use of the article in Greek is not to mark that an item is Discourse-old, 
but to mark that it is Hearer-old, in short-term or long-term memory. Naturally, 
whatever is Discourse-old will also be Hearer-old, but Hearer-old also includes 
the categories KNOWN unused, KNOWN inferrable, and GIVEN situational. 

• All nouns without the article are “salient” either because they are Hearer-new, or 
because the author chooses to mark Hearer-old items as salient. “Salient” means 
having some special significance in the discourse, potentially at any level, e.g. 
marking clause-level focus, marking theme at clause level or higher levels of 
discourse, or highlighting interpersonal relations, etc. 

6.2. Discourse-new and Discourse-old referents 
Greek regularly contrasts Discourse-new and Discourse-old information. 

6.2.1. Discourse-new nouns typically have no article 

Nouns for major participants, whether human, animate or inanimate, are typically 
introduced without the article. Typically they are also Hearer-new, i.e. the audience does 
not know, or know of, the individual participant being introduced, for example (relevant 
nouns bolded). 

Human 

 Matthew 21:33b 

Ἄνθρωπος ἦν οἰκοδεσπότης ὅστις … 
man was householder who … 

 

 Mark 5:25; cf., Acts 1:23, 4:36 

καὶ γυνὴ οὖσα ἐν ῥύσει αἵματος δώδεκα ἔτη … 
and woman being in flow of-blood twelve years … 

Inanimate 

 Acts 2:2a 

καὶ ἐγένετο ἄφνω ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἦχος ὥσπερ φερομένης πνοῆς βιαίας 
and occurred suddenly from the heaven sound as of-rushing wind violent 

 

 Acts 2:3a 

καὶ ὤφθησαν αὐτοῖς διαμεριζόμεναι γλῶσσαι ὡσεὶ πυρός 
and were-seen by-them being-distributed tongues as of-fire 

Nouns for major participants, especially in Luke and Acts, are introduced with τις ‘a 
certain’ (singular, specific member of a category) or τινες ‘certain/some’ (plural, specific 
members of a category or group), for example: 
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 Matthew 28:11 

καί τινες τῶν Φαρισαίων ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄχλου εἶπαν πρὸς αὐτόν … 
and certain of-the Pharisees from the crowd said to him … 

 

 Mark 14:51 

Καὶ νεανίσκος τις συνηκολούθει αὐτῷ … 
and youth certain was-following him … 

 

 Luke 1:5; cf., 19:39 

Ἐγένετο … ἱερεύς τις ὀνόματι Ζαχαρίας … 
occurred … priest certain by-name Zechariah … 

 

 Acts 3:2 (major character in Acts 3:1–4:22 episode); cf., 5:1 

καί τις ἀνὴρ χωλὸς ἐκ κοιλίας μητρὸς αὐτοῦ ὑπάρχων ἐβαστάζετο 
and certain man lame from womb of-mother of-him being was-being carried 

Sometimes τινες ‘certain/some’ occurs without a head noun but with the group the 
referents belong to made explicit, for example: 

 Acts 6:9 (major characters in Acts 6:9–7:60 episode) 

ἀνέστησαν δέ τινες τῶν ἐκ τῆς συναγωγῆς τῆς λεγομένης Λιβερτίνων … 
arose ( ) certain of the[ones] from the synagogue the being-called of-Freemen … 

 

συζητοῦντες τῷ Στεφάνω 
disputing-with the Stephen 

 

 Acts 12:1 (includes Peter, major character in Acts 12:1–19 episode) 

Κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνον δὲ τὸν καιρὸν 
at that ( ) the time 

 

ἐπέβαλεν Ἡρῴδης ὁ βασιλεὺς τὰς χεῖρας κακῶσαί τινας τῶν ἀπὸ τῆς ἐκκλησίας. 
laid Herod the king the hands to mistreat certain of the[ones] from the church 

Nouns for major participants (human or supernatural) whose presence is surprising 
are introduced with “behold”, for example: 
 Acts 1:10 (supernatural); cf., Matthew 1:20, 2:13, 2:19, 4:11; Acts 12:7 

καὶ ὡς ἀτενίζοντες ἦσαν εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν πορευομένου αὐτοῦ, 
and as gazing they-were to the heaven going him 

 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἄνδρες δύο παρειστήκεισαν αὐτοῖς ἐν ἐσθήσεσι λευκαῖς … 
and behold men two stood-by them in garments white … 
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 Acts 8:27b–28 (major characters in Acts 8:26–39 episode)  
 (surprising because on a desert/deserted road) 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἀνὴρ Αἰθίοψ … ἦν τε ὑποστρέφων καὶ καθήμενος … 
and behold man Ethiopian … was both returning and sitting … 

 

 Acts 10:30b (supernatural) 

ἤμην τὴν ἐνάτην προσευχόμενος ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ μου, 
I-was the ninth[hour] praying in the house of-me 

 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἀνὴρ ἔστη ἐνώπιόν μου ἐν ἐσθῆτι λαμπρᾷ 
and behold man stood before me in clothing bright 

Note that supernatural beings may only be present in the narrative for a short time, 
but their intervention is always very significant, hence they are regarded as major 
participants. 

Similarly, the voice of God may be introduced in this way, for example: 

 Matthew 3:17 (cf., Matthew 17:5; Mark 1:11 anarthrous noun alone) 

καὶ ἰδοὺ φωνὴ ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν λέγουσα, 
and behold voice from the heavens saying 

Anarthrous nouns may be used for first introductions (Discourse-new) even when the 
referent is Hearer-old. This marks that the participant so introduced is salient, which is 
typical of major characters, for example: 
 Matthew 17:3 (supernatural) 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ὤφθη αὐτοῖς Μωϋσῆς καὶ Ἠλίας συλλαλοῦντες μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. 
and behold were-seen by-them Moses and Elijah discussing with him 

6.2.2. Discourse-old nouns typically are marked with the article 

In contrast nouns which are Discourse-old are normally arthrous, i.e. take the article. 
Naturally all Discourse-old items are (by now) Hearer-old. This category seems to be 
what was primarily meant by the traditional definition (Levinsohn 1992:97): 

It is generally agreed that one reason for using the definite article is when the referent of the 
noun to which it is attributive is “known particular”. 

Examples here have the first mention in bold, anaphoric reference underlined, for 
example. 

With repetition of the same noun 

 Luke 9:30, 32 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἄνδρες δύο συνελάλουν αὐτῷ, … εἶδον τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ καὶ τοὺς δύο ἄνδρας … 
and behold men two were-talking-with him … they-saw the glory of-him and the two men … 
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 John 4:40b, 43 

καὶ ἔμεινεν ἐκεῖ δύο ἡμέρας … Μετὰ δὲ τὰς δύο ἡμέρας … 
and he-remained there two days … after ( ) the two days … 

Compare 

 Acts 9:37b, 39b 

ἐν ὑπερῴῳ … εἰς τὸ ὑπερῷον 
in upper-room … into the upper-room 

 

 Acts 12:7–10 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος … ὁ ἄγγελος … ὁ ἄγγελος 
and behold angel … the angel … the angel 

 

 Acts 13:6b, 8 

εὗρον ἄνδρα τινὰ μάγον … Ἐλύμας ὁ μάγος … 
they-found man certain sorcerer … Elymas the sorcerer … 

With coreferential noun 

 Luke 6:6b, 8b (generic-specific) 

καὶ ἦν ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖ … εἶπεν δὲ τῷ ἀνδρὶ … 
and was person there … he-said ( ) to-the man … 

 

 Luke 7:19–20 (specific-generic) 

καὶ προσκαλεσάμενος δύο τινὰς τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ … 
and having-called two certain of-the disciples of-him … 

 

παραγενόμενοι δὲ πρὸς αὐτὸν οἱ ἄνδρες … 
having-arrived ( ) to him the men … 

 

 Luke 8:27, 29 (specific-generic) 

ἀνήρ τις … ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. 
man certain … from the person 

 

 Luke 8:29b (specific-generic) 

ἁλύσεσιν καὶ πέδαις … τὰ δεσμὰ … 
with-chains and with-fetters … the bonds … 

 

 Luke 8:27b, 29 (synonyms) 

ὑπήντησεν ἀνήρ τις ἐκ τῆς πόλεως ἔχων δαιμόνια … 
met man certain from the town having demons … 
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παρήγγειλεν γὰρ τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἀκαθάρτῳ ἐξελθεῖν ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. 
he-commanded for the spirit the unclean to-come-out from the person 

 

 Acts 14:8a, 13a (name, class) 

Καί τις ἀνὴρ ἀδύνατος ἐν Λύστροις τοῖς ποσὶν ἐκάθητο … 
and certain man powerless in Lystra in-the feet sat … 

 

ὅ τε ἱερεὺς τοῦ Διὸς τοῦ ὄντος πρὸ τῆς πόλεως 
the and priest of-the Jupiter of-the being in-front-of the town 

With variation of word class 

 Mark 1:30–31 

ἡ δὲ πενθερὰ Σίμωνος κατέκειτο πυρέσσουσα, … 
the ( ) mother-in-law of-Simon was-lying-aside fevering … 

 

καὶ ἀφῆκεν αὐτὴν ὁ πυρετός, καὶ διηκόνει αὐτοῖς. 
and it-left her the fever and she-was-serving them 

 

 Mark 7:32, 35b 

καὶ φέρουσιν αὐτῷ κωφὸν καὶ μογιλάλον … 
and they-bring to-him dumb and poor-speaking … 

 

καὶ ἐλύθη ὁ δεσμὸς τῆς γλώσσης αὐτοῦ …. 
and was-loosed the bond of-the tongue of-him … 

6.2.3.Discourse-old entities may be referred to by pronouns or zero anaphora 

It is of course extremely common in the Greek of the New Testament for anaphoric 
reference to a known particular entity to use a pronoun, relative pronoun, or zero anaph-
ora. Zero anaphora is typically used for already focal subjects (also marked in the verb 
suffixes), whereas the pronoun may be used for already focal participants in any semantic 
role, such as agent, goal, instrument, benefactive, experiencer, etc. This is the normal pat-
tern when the entity concerned is in explicit focus, i.e. already mentioned and part of the 
current scenario, for example (all references to the “man” are bolded, asterisk = zero 
anaphora): 
 Acts 14:8–10 

Καί τις ἀνὴρ ἀδύνατος ἐν Λύστροις τοῖς ποσὶν ἐκάθητο, 
and certain man powerless in Lystra in-the feet sat 

 

χωλὸς ἐκ κοιλίας μητρὸς αὐτοῦ, ὃς οὐδέποτε περιεπάτησεν. 
lame from womb of-mother of-him who never walked 

 

οὗτος ἤκουσεν τοῦ Παύλου λαλοῦντος· ὃς ἀτενίσας αὐτῷ καὶ ἰδὼν 
this[one] heard the Paul speaking who having-looked at-him and having-seen 
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ὅτι * ἔχει πίστιν τοῦ σωθῆναι, εἶπεν * μεγάλῃ φωνῇ, 
that [he] has faith of-the to-be-saved/healed said [to-him] in-big voice 

 

* Ανάστηθι ἐπὶ τοὺς πόδας σου ὀρθός, καὶ * ἥλατο καὶ * περιεπάτει. 
[you] stand on the feet of-you upright and [he] leaped-up and [he] walked 

This shows that * zero anaphora is used in narrative for items of the information 
status 3b GIVEN textual-current (chapter 3, part 1) which are Discourse-old (and by 
definition Hearer-old) and refer again to the last opened scenario. 

I have also used * to mark the (intended) agent of an Imperative, although Impera-
tives normally would not have an explicit subject anyway. This is partly for consistency 
in showing that the agent is the same as in other places where there is no pronoun. It also 
emphasizes a general principle, which otherwise might go unnoticed, that the agent of a 
command in narrative is always Discourse-old and currently focal. As far as the narrative 
is concerned, the agent of the Imperative is the person addressed by the speaker, and so 
has the information status of 3b GIVEN textual-current (for the reader). 

As far as the original context of the speech exchange is concerned, the information 
status of the agent of the Imperative was 3a GIVEN situational and was Discourse-new, 
Hearer-old, referring to a new entity in the open “here and now” scenario, viz., the ad-
dressee. Thus the lack of a pronoun with Imperatives fits the general pattern of pronoun-
drop (zero anaphora) for Hearer-old currently focal entities. 

In summary then, the norm is: 
• Discourse-new item is marked by no article. 
• Discourse-old item is marked by the article. 
• Discourse-old item (currently focal) is marked by pronoun or zero 

6.2.4. Exceptions that prove the rule 

Exceptions to this pattern can be explained in terms of two factors: information 
status and “salience”. 

The article is used for Discourse-new items which are KNOWN, i.e. have the 
following information status: 

2. KNOWN ENTITIES (Hearer-old but not previously in focus) 
a. unused  
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 

Refer to new entities in “whole world” scenario 
b. inferrable  
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 

Refer to new entities from an open co-text scenario 

Lack of the article with Discourse-old referents, or other Hearer-old referents, is 
statistically unusual, and so marks those referents as “salient”. I use “salience” as a broad 
cover term for something the author wishes to draw the audience’s attention to, which 
includes focus (highlighting) at clause level, and theme at higher levels of discourse. 
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The following sections deal with each of these issues in turn. 

6.3. The article is used for all Hearer-old referents 
On the basis of scenario theory and Greek New Testament examples, I make the 

hypothesis that the Greek article is used with Discourse-new referents when those refer-
ents are Hearer-old, i.e. the article indicates Hearer-old, not Discourse-old. Evidence for 
this is given below. 

6.3.1. The article with abstract nouns referring to a class 

The use of the article with Discourse-new abstract nouns is well known. Levinsohn 
(1992:98) even says it is “obligatory” to use the article “when the referent is a class”. An 
example of this is in John 8:32, where the first reference is Discourse-new: 

καὶ γνώσεσθε τὴν ἀλήθειαν, καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια ἐλευθερώσει ὑμᾶς. 
and you-will-know the truth and the truth will-free you 

A class is naturally a category which already exists in the hearer’s mind, i.e. 2a 
KNOWN unused. In other words it is the title of a mental scenario. As such it may be 
referred to as Hearer-old (hence the term “known particular”), even though it may be 
Discourse-new. However, class words also occur without the article where emphasis is 
not on the specific identity as a Hearer-old class, but on the quality or characteristics 
associated with the noun. Black (1990:108) goes so far as to use this as the basic def-
inition of the contrast between articular and nonarticular nouns: 

In Greek, the presence of the article indicates specific identity, whereas the absence of the article 
indicates quality (characteristics). 

Carson (1984:83), in a more balanced summary, also notes the association between 
quality and anarthrousness: 

Articular = definite generic 
Anarthrous = indefinite, i.e. qualitative nongeneric (individual) 

This indefinite qualitative sense may explain the lack of an article with class nouns 
used in adverbial phrases, where the quality of the noun (attribute), rather than its identity 
(thing), is in focus. For example, in the phrase “by day and by night” exactly which 
day(s) or night(s) is not focal, but the quality of the day and night is focal, i.e. during the 
time when many people are moving around and can be seen easily, and during the time 
when few are moving but they are hard to see, for example: 

 Acts 9:24b 

παρετηροῦντο δὲ καὶ τὰς πύλας ἡμέρας τε καὶ νυκτὸς … 
they-were-watching ( ) also the gates by-day and also by-night … 

This “qualitative” sense should not be thought of as another factor affecting the use 
of the article. The anarthrous use of class nouns is simply an example of indefinite 
reference, i.e. not to a specific day or night, but to any day or night. However, to be 
categorized in the classes of day and night, the referents must show class similarity to the 
prototypical member of that class, i.e. be similar in quality. 
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This principle of “quality” may also explain the fact that abstract “class” nouns 
typically take the article when the Noun Phrase is in the role of “sphere”, but lack the 
article when in the role of “manner”, that is adverbial. For example (event concept 
underlined, abstract noun bolded): 
 Romans 12:6–8 

ἔχοντες δὲ χαρίσματα κατὰ τὴν χάριν τὴν δοθεῖσαν ἡμῖν διάφορα, 
having ( ) gifts according-to the grace the given to-us differing 

 

εἴτε προφητείαν κατὰ τὴν ἀναλογίαν τῆς πίστεως, 
if prophecy according-to the measure of-the faith 

 

εἴτε διακονίαν ἐν τῇ διακονίᾳ, 
if service in the service 

 

εἴτε ὁ διδάσκων ἐν τῇ διδασκαλίᾳ, 
if the teaching-one in the teaching 

 

εἴτε ὁ παρακαλῶν ἐν τῇ παρακλήσει· 
if the encouraging-one in the encouragement 

 

ὁ μεταδιδοὺς ἐν ἁπλότητι, 
the sharing-one in generosity 

 

ὁ προϊστάμενος ἐν σπουδῇ, 
the leading-one in diligence 

 

ὁ ἐλεῶν ἐν ἱλαρότητι. 
the showing-mercy-one in cheerfulness 

In the last three lines above, but not elsewhere, the abstract nouns can be 
paraphrased by adverbs, viz., generously, diligently, and cheerfully, i.e. the reference is 
to the quality of the abstract noun, not its specific identity. I argue that, in terms of 
scenario theory, the links in these clauses between the initial noun and the following 
abstract noun are of different types. In the first five clauses the abstract nouns are 
connected to the explicit or implicit event scenario by participant links of “sphere” (or 
“extent”). In the last three clauses the abstract nouns are related to the event by attribute 
links showing “manner”. I, therefore, suggest that the semantic slot a noun occupies in a 
given scenario affects the likelihood of its being semantically salient in discourse, and 
thus being encoded as anarthrous. 

6.3.2. The article with Discourse-new referents from Discourse-old scenarios 

Levinsohn (1992:97) notes in passing: 
(The definite article may be used also to refer to particular referents that are associated by a 
“script” with a known entity. For example, once reference has been made to a father, an arthrous 
reference to his child is acceptable, even if previously unmentioned.) 
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The information status of such referents is 2b KNOWN inferrable, for example: 
 John 17:1 

Πάτερ, ἐλήλυθεν ἡ ὥρα· δόξασόν σου τὸν υἱόν. 
Father it-has-come the hour glorify of-you the Son 

 

 John 2:14b (prototypical elements of the temple scenario opened in 2:14a by “the temple”) 

τοὺς πωλοῦντας … τοὺς κερματιστὰς 
the sellers … the coin-dealers 

Unfortunately, Levinsohn fails to capitalize on this insightful aside. He does not 
point out the common semantic element linking this usage of the article with its use for 
class reference (2a KNOWN unused) and for anaphoric reference (3 GIVEN), i.e. all are 
Hearer-old, and are part of an existing mental scenario, either in long-term memory or in 
short-term memory as created by the immediate text. 

I suggest that the use of the article for KNOWN inferrable information plays a vital 
role in exegesis and translation. The presence of “unexpected” articles marks “hidden” 
scenarios which we, as today’s audience, do not share with the original audience, such as 
the article in Luke 5:14 for “the priest” in a leprosy scenario, and in Matthew 9:23 for 
“the pipe-players” in a death scenario. The use of the article in these verses matches what 
we know historically of the social situation of first-century Jews, and hence the concepts 
associated in their mental scenarios, but these scenarios are different from those of a 
modern day westerner. 

6.3.3. The article with Discourse-new items from any Hearer-old scenario 

The information status of most referents not included in the above exceptions is 2a 
KNOWN unused. An example of this is in Luke 4:40 where the first mention of “sun” in 
the Gospel is with the article, since it is a known definite referent in the hearer’s “whole 
world” scenario, for example: 

Δύνοντος δὲ τοῦ ἡλίου … 
setting ( ) the sun … 
(All humans know the sun sets.) 

 

 Matthew 1:11 (all Jews would know of this famous historical event) 

ἐπὶ τῆς μετοικεσίας Βαβυλῶνος. 
at the deportation of-Babylon 

Other examples of Discourse-new items with the article belong to the category 3a 
GIVEN situational. An example of this is in John 8:38 where the same phrase “the father” 
first refers to the father of the agent of the Main Verb “I speak”, i.e. Jesus’s father, God, 
but then refers to the father of the agent of the Main Verb “you heard”, i.e. the Pharisee’s 
father/ancestor, as is clarified by the next verse. Hence the NIV translation “the Father … 
your father”. These uses of the article link the noun to open scenarios which are GIVEN 
in the situation, i.e. the people participating in the current speech act, who like all people 
have fathers/ancestors. 
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In summary then, all the Hearer-old information status categories below may be 
marked by the article: 

2. KNOWN ENTITIES (Hearer-old but not previously in focus) 
a. Unused 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 

Refer to new entities in “whole world” scenario 
b. Inferrable 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old 

Refer to new entities from an open co-text scenario 

3. GIVEN ENTITIES (Hearer-old and already in focus) 
a. Situational 
  Discourse-new, Hearer-old  

Refer to new entities in open “here and now” scenario 
b. Textual-current 
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 

Refer again to the last opened scenario 
c. Textual-displaced 
  Discourse-old, Hearer-old 

Refer again to a previously opened scenario 

In contrast the category 1 NEW (Brown and Yule’s brand-new), which is Discourse-
new and Hearer-new, never occurs with the article in Greek. 

So the article is used when the noun refers to specific nonsalient Hearer-old infor-
mation. This definition explains the use of the article in Greek with Discourse-new items 
from Discourse-old scenarios (such as “the Son” John 17:1 above), with Discourse-new 
items from the ever-present “world” scenario including classes (e.g. “the sun” Luke 4:40, 
“the truth” John 8:32 above), and also the “standard” anaphoric use with Discourse-old 
items. 

This theory is backed up by statistical evidence of the percentage of nouns with and 
without the article in the New Testament (c. 50/50), compared to the percentage of 
certain nouns which clearly belong in the “whole world” scenario, such as sun, moon, 
earth, or world. Such nouns, even when Discourse-new, refer to items which are KNOWN 
unused and thus Hearer-old. 

For example, ἥλιος ‘sun’ occurs 
• 32 times in the New Testament 
• 25 times with the article (78 percent), and only 
• 7 times without (Matthew 13:6; Luke 21:25; Acts 27:20; 1 Corinthians 15:41; 

Revelation 7:2, 16:2, and 22:5). 
In the first reference, “sun” though in a Genitive Absolute clearly is the logical agent of 
“scorched” so can be regarded as salient. Revelation 7:2 and 16:2 come in the phrase 
“from rising of sun” meaning “East” can reasonably be understood as salient being the 
only direction mentioned. The other four occurrences co-occur with another word or 
words of the same generic class in the same structure, where lack of the article probably 
indicates salience due to listing, or contrast (see below). Similarly 
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• οὐρανός ‘sky/heaven’ takes the article 210/273 occurrences (77 percent) 
• γῆ ‘earth’ takes the article 206/250 occurrences (82 percent) some anarthrous uses 

meaning “land/region”, e.g. Matthew 2:6, 20, 21, 4:15 
• κόσμος ‘world’ takes the article 156/186 (84 percent) 
• θάλασσα ‘sea/lake’ takes the article 77/91 (85 percent), and 
• οὐρανός ‘moon’ takes the article 7/9 (78 percent). 
Similarly, nouns for body parts, even when Discourse-new, refer to items which are 

almost always KNOWN inferrable (from the open scenario of the people concerned) and 
thus Hearer-old. As expected for Hearer-old items, body parts are normally arthrous, e.g. 
68 percent of those charted below are arthrous compared to the average of 49 percent 
(data from GRAMCORD): 

Body parts occurring over 20 times in the New Testament 

 Occurrences Arthrous Anarthrous % arthrous 
σῶμά body 142 104 38 73%
κεφαλή head 75 56 19 75%
πούς foot 93 87 6 94%
χείρ hand 177 123 54 69%
δεξιά right hand 25 16 9 64%
πρόσωπον face 76 32 44 42%
οὖς ear 36 17 19 47%
ὀφθαλμός eye 100 72 28 72%
στόμα mouth 78 54 24 69%
γλῶσσα tongue 50 15 35 30%
κοιλία belly/womb 22 16 6 73%
      
Sum of listed items 874 592 282 68%

All nouns in the New Testament 28,977 14,311 14,666 49%

Only three of these body parts do not show significantly high arthrousness. However, 
18 of the 44 anarthrous uses of πρόσωπον occur in idioms with πρό, ἐπί, and κατά, for 
example: 

Matthew 11:10: ἀποστέλλω τὸν ἄγγελόν μου πρὸ προσώπου σου 
 I send my messenger before your face (i.e. ahead of you) 

Matthew 26:39: ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ 
 fell on his face (i.e. bowed low) 

Luke 2:31: ὃ ἡτοίμασας κατὰ πρόσωπον πάντων τῶν λαῶν 
 which you have prepared before the face of all the people (i.e. in the presence of) 

Note that 16 of the 19 anarthrous uses of οὖς occur in variations of the idiom ὁ ἔχων 
ὦτα ἀκουέτω ‘He that has ears, let him hear!’ where anarthrousness might reasonably be 
explained as marking salience, here emphasizing the importance of the preceding or 
following statements. Also, 16 of the 35 anarthrous occurrences of γλῶσσα refer to 
language rather than the physical tongue, e.g. Mark 16:17. 



154 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

This theory that arthrous nouns mark items as Hearer-old could be disproved by the 
occurrence of a Discourse-new noun with the article, where that noun could not be 
reasonably regarded as Hearer-old. So far I have not found any instance of this in the 
Greek of the New Testament. 

See also: Appendix K. Texts Showing the Link Between the Article and Information 
Status 

6.4. Lack of the article with Hearer-old items marks salience 
As stated above, there are clear examples of Discourse-old and other Hearer-old 

items which are referred to anarthrously. Levinsohn (1992:97) notes this problem: 
Throughout the New Testament, nouns whose referents are “known, particular” (Blass, 
Debrunner, and Funk 1961, sec. 252) are at times preceded by the definite article (i.e. 
“arthrous”) and at times appear without it (i.e. they are “anarthrous”). 

Levinsohn (1992:99) interprets this as due to “salience”: 
anarthrous references to particular, known participants either mark the participant as locally 
salient or highlight the speech which he utters. 

I agree with Levinsohn’s basic conclusion, that the absence of the article for a 
“known, particular” referent (i.e. Hearer-old) shows salience or highlighting. However, I 
would like to draw a more broad-reaching conclusion, that all arthrous reference to 
“things” identifies them as Hearer-old, and all anarthrous reference to “things” identifies 
them as salient. 

The presence of the article marks Hearer-old and says “this is the same old known 
particular item, don’t pay special attention to it, as you already know what it is”. 

The absence of the article marks salience and says “hey, pay attention” or in 
technical terminology “use extra processing-effort”. 

A Discourse-new Hearer-new item is always salient and lacks the article at first men-
tion. This says “Pay attention. Make a new mental scenario for me.” This new scenario 
will definitely be linked with, and perhaps become a subsection of, the scenario for the 
“category” it belongs in. For example, “a man” opens a new scenario for this particular 
individual, but this new scenario is linked to the general scenario for “man” which is a 
cluster of, cum generalization from, all previous knowledge (experiential or learned) 
about men. Thus if the speaker says “his feet” the audience will not respond “But you 
never said he had feet!” They expect feet, not from the new scenario “a man”, but from 
its link to the generic scenario “men”. Only in very restricted cases, such as science 
fiction or brand new knowledge, is a brand-new scenario opened unrelated to anything 
else, e.g. “Along came a zorn”. Even here, the audience assumes from the action, that a 
zorn is probably animate. 

In contrast a Hearer-old item, whether Discourse-new or Discourse-old, typically has 
the article. So if the item is Discourse-old and Discourse-recent (assumed by the writer to 
be still in the audience’s short-term processing memory) the article is expected, marking 
Hearer-old, e.g. Acts 18:12, 14, 17 (from Levinsohn 1992:100), where Gallio is intro-
duced anarthrously, but referred back to arthrously. Similarly, Acts 12:1–17 where Herod 
and Peter are introduced anarthrously, but referred back to with the article. 
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However, if a Discourse-old and Discourse-recent item lacks the article it marks 
salience, and says “hey, pay special attention, even though I’m Hearer-old”. For example, 
Macedonia in Acts 16:10 (already mentioned in 16:9): 

Διαβὰς εἰς Μακεδονίαν βοήθησον ἡμῖν 
having-crossed into Macedonia help us 

 

εὐθέως ἐζητήσαμεν ἐξελθεῖν εἰς Μακεδονίαν 
immediately we-sought to-depart into Macedonia 

Macedonia is a destination of God’s specific choosing. The text is explicit that the 
Holy Spirit prevents them from going to Asia (16:6) and to Bithynia (16:7), and Paul has 
a vision which he and his companions interpret as a clear call from God (16:9–10). Also 
Macedonia is the location of the next stretch of discourse 16:11–17:15. I, therefore, argue 
that Macedonia is semantically salient, and the absence of the article for this Discourse-
old referent marks that salience grammatically. 

If the item is Discourse-old but not Discourse-recent (i.e. assumed by the writer to be 
no longer in the audience’s short-term processing memory), lack of the article marks sali-
ence and signals “use extra processing-effort” for the “reintroduction” of the item, e.g. in 
Acts 14:21b: 

ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς τὴν Λύστραν καὶ εἰς Ἰκόνιον καὶ εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν 
they-returned to the Lystra and to Iconium and to Antioch 

The article is used with Lystra, which is still regarded as focal in short-term memory, 
being the last place where Paul has been, mentioned by name in 14:8, and as “the town” 
in 14:19 (cf., Levinsohn 1992:100–102). In contrast, Iconium and Antioch are reintro-
duced anarthrously, since, despite being mentioned in 14:19 as towns some Jews came 
from, they were last focal in 14:1 and 13:14 respectively. 

As well as the use of anarthrous nouns for introduction and reintroduction of par-
ticipants, there are several other types of “salience” marked by lack of the article. These 
different types of anarthrous salience function at different levels of discourse. The cor-
relation between anarthrousness and salience can be shown statistically with regard to 
several factors related to semantic categories, participant roles and discourse function, as 
summarized below. 

a. Salience because of semantic category (proper nouns) 

Certain semantic categories are semantically salient, especially proper names of 
people who typically are participants in significant events, and to a lesser extent towns 
which are often locations of significant events, for example: 

• Saul is anarthrous 12/15 times (e.g. Acts 7:58, 8:1, 8:3, introduction, opposition, 
persecution; exceptions 9:1 referring back to persecution in 8:3, 9:24 nonagent, 
13:2 nonagent). 

• Jerusalem is anarthrous 58/62 times (exceptions John 2:23, 5:2, 10:22, 11:18). 
Anarthrous people and places are typically salient at EPISODE level. 
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b. Salience because of semantic category and participant role (naming) 

Where a new character is named in a naming formula, such as ὀνόματι Ἰάϊρος in 
Mark 5:22, such names are always anarthrous in the New Testament corpus (GRAM-
CORD shows 22/22 names are anarthrous in this formula). Such names are always 
semantically salient because they identify main participants in an EPISODE. 

c. Salience because of semantic category and participant role (addressee) 

Addressees are typically salient. GRAMCORD, which includes in its figures nom-
inatives used in a vocative sense, shows that 92 percent of New Testament vocatives 
(581/631) are anarthrous. All unambiguous vocative case nouns are anarthrous. 
Vocatives mark salience at SENTENCE level and frequently PARAGRAPH or higher 
levels also. In the Epistles they often occur with imperatives or mitigated commands and 
introduce themes which are salient at TEXT level, e.g. Hebrews 3:1. 

d. Salience because of semantic category and participant role (addresser) 

Paul in the nominative is anarthrous 23/23 times in his Epistles where he is the 
addresser, but only 12/55 times in Acts where he is a narrative character. This suggests 
Paul is salient at TEXT level in the Epistles, but at EPISODE level in specific sections of 
Acts. In Acts, 22/37 nominative references to “Peter” are anarthrous, and of these 13 are 
used for the role of addresser. 

e. Salience because of semantic category and participant role (proper nouns in letters) 

Note that 100 percent of personal names as addresser or addressee in the Epistles are 
anarthrous, suggesting salience at TEXT level, e.g. 1 Timothy 1:1–2. 

f. Salience because of semantic category and participant role (place names) 

Names of towns are frequently anarthrous, whereas names of provinces are less 
frequently so. Combining GRAMCORD figures for the towns of Jerusalem, Capernaum, 
Nazareth, Bethlehem, Bethsaida, and Rome, out of 113 occurrences 8 are arthrous (7 per-
cent) and 105 anarthrous (93 percent). In contrast, combining figures for the provinces of 
Macedonia, Asia, Syria, Galatia, and Cappadocia, out of 54 occurrences 34 are arthrous 
(63 percent) and 20 anarthrous (37 percent). The high salience of towns is due to their 
significance at EPISODE level. 

g. Salience because of participant role (agent in the nominative) 

Throughout the genealogy in Matthew 1:2–15) the first mention of all individuals is 
in the accusative case with the article, and the second mention is in the nominative case 
without. This can be explained as CLAUSE-level salience since agents are naturally more 
salient than other participants. 

h. Salience because of participant role (agent but not in the nominative) 

In the New Testament there are 225 occurrences of “Jesus” in the Genitive. In the 
Gospels only 12/41 (19 percent) are anarthrous, whereas in Acts to Revelation 172/183 
(94 percent) are anarthrous. This genitive case frequently refers to Jesus as the agent of 
an action represented by another noun, e.g. Acts 10:36 “peace through Jesus Christ”. 
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Whereas in the Gospels Jesus is “on stage” almost all the time (thus typically arthrous), 
in Acts and the Epistles Jesus is a salient agent who is not physically present. 

i. Salience because of participant role (being the predicate noun or subject complement) 

Predicate nouns are frequently anarthrous, even when the referent is definite, e.g. 
Hebrews 1:2 “whom he appointed as the heir over all” where κληρονόμος ‘heir’ is 
anarthrous. They are naturally salient, since they are the new comment, rather than the 
given propositional topic. 

j. Salience because of participant role (manner/means versus sphere) 

Abstract nouns in the semantic role of sphere typically take the article, and in the 
role of manner, i.e. adverbial usage, are typically anarthrous, e.g. Romans 12:7–8. This 
suggests that nouns in adverbial slots are salient at SENTENCE, PARAGRAPH, or even 
EPISODE level, since they affect predictability of outcomes. For example, “generously” 
in 2 Corinthians 9:6 is thematic throughout NIV’s section entitled “Sowing Generously” 
(2 Corinthians 9:6–15). 

k. Salience because of discourse role (named main participant in a TEXT) 

Jesus is anarthrous 23 percent in the Gospels (127/563 times), but 74 percent in Acts 
(51/69), and 97 percent in the Epistles (262/280). Jesus is regularly referred to without 
salience marking in the Gospels as the naturally salient main character. In Acts and the 
Epistles, where he is not physically present, he is frequently given salience marking 
suggesting salience at TEXT level. 

l. Salience because of being a paragraph-level theme 

In Luke’s genealogy, 3:23–38, only two names occur without the article, Jesus and 
Joseph (3:23). These are marked as salient, since they have no article even though both 
are Discourse-old (3:21, 1:27). Here Jesus and Joseph are salient at PARAGRAPH level, 
i.e. throughout the whole genealogy, strongly suggesting that this is Joseph’s lineage 
being listed. 

m. Salience because of being a higher Discourse-level theme 

In Matthew’s genealogy, 1:1–16, there are four names which first occur without the 
article, Jesus Christ, David, Abraham (1:1), and Mary (1:16), all first occurring in the 
genitive case. These anarthrous names are all salient at levels of discourse above the 
paragraph, since the issue addressed here is that Jesus, the son of Mary, is son (i.e. 
descendant) of Abraham and of David, thus fulfilling Messianic promises. Jesus as 
Messiah is a TEXT-level theme. 

n. Salience in the text initial paragraph marking theme at the level of TEXT 

The opening sentence of Matthew’s Gospel 1:1 consists only of eight anarthrous 
nouns, including “Jesus Christ son of-Abraham, son of-David”. Marked salience in the 
opening paragraph of a book, or letter, indicates a theme at the level of TEXT. So the 
text-level theme of Matthew is Jesus as the Messianic King promised in the Old 
Testament. 
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o. Salience marking co-occurring with fronting to mark discourse theme 

Anarthrous salience marking frequently co-occurs with fronting, e.g. “and the Word 
was God (anarthrous and fronted)” in John 1:1. Here, in the book’s opening lines, it 
marks “the divine Word” as the TEXT theme. Similarly, faith occurs 24 times in Hebrews 
11, frequently fronted. Of these 23/24 are anarthrous, suggesting thematic salience at 
EPISODE level. 

p. Salience because of contrast (marking a discourse theme) 

Where there is an explicit contrast, the contrasted elements are typically anarthrous, 
even when they are Discourse-old, and are thematic at the level of PARAGRAPH or EPI-
SODE, e.g. “perfume”, in Luke 7:37, 38, and 46, occurs first anarthrously, then 
arthrously, then again anarthrously, contrasted with “oil”. The contrast between the 
action of the woman and the Pharisee is thematic at EPISODE level, Luke 7:36–50. 

q. Salience because of listing specifics (marking a discourse theme) 

Lists are typically anarthrous and thus marked salient, whether lists of proper names 
or of specifics from a single generic category. Such lists occur when the generic category 
is thematic at the level of PARAGRAPH, EPISODE, or higher, e.g. the anarthrous list of 
sinners in 1 Corinthians 6:9–10, comes in TEV’s section (6:1–11) “Lawsuits against 
Fellow-Christians”, in the second PARAGRAPH (6:7–11) where the theme is the contrast 
between Christians’ old lifestyle and new. 

See also 
• Appendix L. Texts Showing the Link Between Article, Information Status, and 

Salience 
• Appendix M. Types of Salience in Greek Discourse 

6.5. The Greek article and Information Status Taxonomy 
My analysis of the Greek use of the article can be diagrammed in the form of a grid, 

with one axis related to salience, and the other related to information status. The box 
Hearer-new/nonsalient is blank, as Hearer-new information is by definition salient: 

 Salient Nonsalient 
Hearer-new −article  
Hearer-old −article +article 

So lack of the article in Greek marks salience, and must be used for Hearer-new 
entities of the category 1 NEW. In contrast, use of the article marks Hearer-old infor-
mation, and occurs with every category except 1 NEW, unless the Hearer-old entity is 
being explicitly marked as salient. These Hearer-old categories can be thought of as 
“known, particular” where “known” means “expected by the speaker to be in the hearer’s 
short or long-term memory”, and “particular” means that the speaker expects the hearer 
to be able to identity which referent out of the potentially enormous number of 
possibilities is being referred to. 

It should be noted that it is the speaker’s choice as to whether to present information 
as new or old. Baker (1992:155) says with respect to English: 
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Similarly, an element which has been mentioned before may be presented as new because it is 
unexpected or because the speaker wishes to present it in a contrastive light. 

This comment is tantalizing since I have shown above that in Greek Hearer-new 
marking (anarthrousness) is also used for Hearer-old items which are salient. Baker’s 
“unexpected” category in English may well parallel Greek salience marking for par-
ticipants reintroduced to the scene, and her “contrastive” category certainly parallels 
Greek “contrast salience”. Perhaps it is a language universal that what is unexpected or 
contrastive is conceptualized as salient and can be grammaticalized in the same way as 
new information. 

Below I give examples from each information status category showing both normal 
Hearer-old articular use, with examples of anarthrous salience marking as applicable. 

1. NEW ENTITIES 
Not yet stored in hearer’s memory 

Discourse-new, Hearer-new 
Open specific new scenarios 

Anarthrous noun for nonhuman and human participants 

Luke 1:63 πινακίδιον a writing-tablet 
Luke 2:1 δόγμα a decree 
Luke 1:27 παρθένον a virgin 
Luke 2:25 ἄνθρωπος a person 
Luke 1:11 ἀγγελος an angel 

τις + anarthrous noun for major participants 

Luke 7:2 Ἑκατοντάρξου … τινος of a certain centurion 
 Here the centurion, not the slave, is the major character. 

Luke 8:27 ἀνήρ τις certain man 

2. KNOWN ENTITIES (Hearer-old but not previously in focus) 

2a. KNOWN unused 
Long-term memory 

Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
Refer to new entities in “whole world” scenario 

In theory KNOWN unused entities could be from any scenario, all being 
encompassed in the “whole world” scenario of the long-term memory. In practice there 
would seem to be a search path, i.e. a preferred order for discovering the referent, even 
within these unopened scenarios. The search path would be determined by the principle 
of “spreading activation” (Collins and Loftus 1975) where the brain is primed to first 
identify referents which are most closely linked in the conceptual network of the open 
scenario. 
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Inalienable or prototypical possessions of people in general 

• Body parts 
James 3:5 ἡ γλῶσσα the tongue 

The tongue is part of the natural world scenario. As humans, we assume a human tongue unless 
told otherwise. Alternatively, the tongue is taken to be “known definite” and human, rather than a 
horse’s tongue, since the topical scenario is human beings “teaching by speech”, James 3:1–2. 
Alternatively, since Epistles have contextual participants, the writer and the addressees, “tongue” 
may belong in their scenario, i.e. 2b KNOWN inferrable. But in that case it would mean “your 
tongue” or “our tongue”. 

• Chronology 
Luke 1:5 ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις Ἡρῴδου βασιλέως in the days of King Herod 

Kings have reigns, which are used for keeping track of historical chronology. 

• Heredity 
Luke 1:5 ἐκ τῶν θυγατέρων Ἀαρών from the daughters of Aaron 

People have daughters/descendants, and this is used to keep track of descendants. 

• Family relationships 
Luke 12:53 τὴν νύμφην αὐτῆς … τὴν πενθεράν the daughter-in-law of her … the mother-in-law 

Girls marry. 

• Jewish history 
Acts 13:17 τῇ παροικίᾳ ἐν γῇ Αἰγύπτου the sojourn in land of Egypt 

Well-known history. Paul’s speech, 13:16–41, is by a Jew to Jews; cf., Matthew 1:11, 17. 
 

Acts 13:21 τὸν Σαοὺλ Saul 
Well-known historical character. 

 

Acts 13:22 τὸν Δαυὶδ David 
Well-known historical character. 

Marked salient 

Acts 7:45 Ἰησοῦ Joshua 
Unique reference. Not Jesus, in the context of Jewish history after Moses. 

• Christian religion 
Acts 1:1 ὁ Ἰησοῦς Jesus 

Unique reference to a known person in the opening of a Christian book. Contrast Matthew 1:1 
where Jesus is one of eight anarthrous nouns, each marked salient in the book’s opening heading, a 
verbless sentence. 

• Gentile religion 
Acts 7:43 τὴν σκηνὴν τοῦ Μόλοχ the tent of Moloch 

Pagans had a tent for worshipping Moloch. 
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• Gentile literature 
Acts 17:28 τινες τῶν καθ᾽  ὑμᾶς ποιητῶν some of your poets 

People groups have poets. 

• Gentile history 
Acts 18:18 τὸ διατεταχέναι Κλαύδιον Claudius’s commanding 

It was generally known that Claudius had banished Jews from Rome. I regard infinitives with 
articles as Hearer-old, like any other Noun Phrase. 

• Jewish religion 

The “Jewish religion” scenario is always “ready to be opened” in New Testament texts 
by virtue of the particular Gospel or letter being a religious text set in a largely Jewish 
context, and for the Gospels, the central character being a Jewish religious teacher. 

Luke 1:6 τοῦ θεοῦ God 
There is one God. 

 

Luke 1:6 ταῖς ἐντολαῖς καὶ δικαιώμασιν τοῦ κυρίου the commands and ordinances of the Lord 
God has given commands. 

 

Luke 6:4 τὸν οἶκον τοῦ θεου the House of God 
There is one Temple, in Jerusalem. 

 

Luke 16:29 τοὺς προφήτας the prophets 
Jewish prophets, not including Epimenides, Titus 1:12. 

 

John 1:17 ὁ νόμος the law 
Jews have a divine law. 

Marked salient 

Luke 16:29 Μωϋσέα καὶ τοὺς προφήτας Moses and the prophets 
Only Moses is marked salient, perhaps as the archetypal prophet. 

• Jewish Scripture 

The “Jewish Scripture” scenario is always “ready to be opened” in New Testament texts 
by virtue of the particular Gospel or letter being a religious text set in a largely Jewish 
context, and for the Gospels, the central character being a Jewish religious teacher. 

Matthew 24:15 τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως the abomination of desolation (from the 
“Scripture” scenario) 

This is immediately clarified as “the (one) spoken (about) through Daniel the prophet”, i.e. 
Daniel 9:27 and 11:31. The Scripture scenario, especially the prophets, is already linked to the “end 
of the world” scenario opened in v. 3. 

 

Mark 13:14 τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως the abomination of desolation (from the “Scripture” 
scenario) 

In Mark this is immediately followed by “let the reader understand”. If this is Jesus’s 
parenthetical comment, “reader” means “reader of Scripture” and is a request for the reader of Daniel 
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9:27, and 11:31, to correctly understand this in relationship to the pagan Roman army desecrating the 
Temple. If this is Mark’s parenthetical comment, “reader” may mean “reader of Scripture” and be a 
request for the reader of Daniel 9:27, and 11:31, to correctly understand this in relationship to the 
pagan Roman army desecrating the Temple, or may mean “reader of this Gospel” and be a request 
for the reader to correctly discern the “known particular” reference of “the abomination of 
desolation”. This process here involves not only correctly identifying “Scripture: Daniel” as the 
search path to discover the known particular referent, but also requires the addressees (disciples or 
readers) to interpret that in the light of the context of Jesus’s speech to the disciples, i.e. the Roman 
occupation of Judea. In such a context, does Jesus (or possibly Mark) identify which army in the 
current real-life context the army of Daniel 11:31 referred to? 

 

Luke 7:19 ὁ ἐρχόμενος the coming one (from the “Scripture” scenario) 
John’s disciples have reported to John that Jesus, main character of a religious book, has raised 

a dead man and given him back alive to his grieving mother (Luke 7:15, 18), and is being considered 
a prophet (Luke 7:16). John sends them to ask Jesus if he is “the one to come”. This means that “one 
to come”, in a religious context, is probably a prophet, and must be someone who can raise the dead. 
Where would one search for such a character? Naturally the “Scripture” scenario. Here one would 
find Deuteronomy 18:15 “The Lord your God will raise up for you a prophet like me”, and Isaiah 
61:1–3, the anointed one who “preaches good news to the poor, binds up the broken hearted, and 
comforts those who mourn” as in the immediate context of Luke 7:11–15. Jesus answers the question 
with a visual demonstration of Isaiah 35:5–6, making the blind see, the lame walk, and the deaf hear, 
and referring to Isaiah 61:1 “the gospel is preached to the poor”. Jesus’s answer, by relying on 
scriptural criteria to judge who he is, confirms that the scenario which includes “the one to come” is 
indeed Scripture and is indeed “God’s anointed” of Isaiah 61:1. 

It is also possible that John expected Jesus to know that he identified the “one to come” with 
the person who would baptize with the Holy Spirit and with fire (Luke 3:16), but it is not stated in 
the New Testament that John knew Jesus had heard this, nor does Jesus directly refer to this in his 
reply, although the Isaiah 61:1 allusion would open a scenario including “the Spirit of the Lord is 
upon me”. Hence it is safer to assume that John expected Jesus to interpret his statement based on the 
context (the real life situation), rather than the co-text (John’s previous words, which Jesus may or 
may not have heard). In either case John’s own understanding of the character to come is based on 
the scriptural references. 

 

John 1:1 ὁ λόγος the word (from the “Scripture” scenario) 
John’s Gospel is a religious text, which makes the “Scripture” scenario “ready to be opened”. 

The words Ἐν ἀρχῇ ‘In the beginning’ (LXX and John 1:1) as the opening words of a scriptural 
book would open the Creation story, Genesis 1:1ff., in the “Scripture” scenario. “Was” gives the 
expectation that the next Noun Phrase will be “the God”. “The word” would come as a shock, and 
would need to be closely identified with God as “the” says it is “known particular” belonging to an 
existing scenario, i.e. the word you would expect. “The word” should probably be, therefore, 
identified with God’s creative word—Genesis 1:3 “And God said”. “The Word was with the God” 
(John 1:1) confirms that we are indeed talking of the Creation time, God-related word. “The Word 
was God” emphasizes that this word is indeed God, i.e. shares the divine nature. (Emphasis is given 
by preposing “God”.) The identity of this word with the creative word is confirmed in John 1:3 “All 
things were created through him” (cf., Genesis 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26). 

• Natural world 

Levinson (1983:98) mentions that the use of the article is obligatory “when the referent is 
a class”. This would apply to “horses”, “ships”, and “grace” in the three categories of the 
natural, man-made and metaphysical world. 

Luke 12:49 τὴν γῆν the earth 
Unique referent. 
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James 3:3 τῶν ἵππων the horses 

Generic, i.e. all class members of horse scenario. 

Marked salient 

Matthew 13:6 ἡλίου δὲ ἀνατείλαντος 
ἐκαυματίσθη 

when the sun rose [the plants] were 
scorched 

Unique referent, since only one thing has this name. “Sun” marked as salient presumably 
because it is the implicit agent of “scorched”. 

• Man-made world 
James 3:4 τὰ πλοῖα ‘the ships’ 

Generic, i.e. all class members of ship scenario. 

Marked salient 

Matthew 2:13 εἰς εἰς into Egypt 
Unique referent. Only one geopolitical unit has this name. Thematically salient at paragraph 

level, occurring 2:13, 2:14, and 2:15; also 2:19. 

• Metaphysical world 
John 1:17 ἡ χάρις καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια the grace and the truth 

Generic, i.e. these abstract nouns are titles of class scenarios. 

2b. KNOWN inferrable 
Long-term memory 

Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
Refer to new entities from an open co-text scenario 

As shown above, scenarios may be opened by their titles, by groups of items from 
within a scenario, or by titles of other linked scenarios. 

• Co-text scenario already opened by its title 
Mark 2:14 τὸ τελώνιον the toll-booth 

From Capernaum scenario opened in v. 1. 
 

Luke 1:8 τῷ ἱερατεύειν the performing of priestly duties 
From priest scenario opened in v. 5. 

 

Luke 6:4 τοὺς ἄρτους τῆς προθέσεως the consecrated bread 
From House of God scenario opened in v. 4. 

 

Luke 10:35 τῷ πανδοχει the innkeeper 
From inn scenario opened in v. 34. 

 

John 2:5 τοῖς διακόνοις the servants 
From wedding scenario opened in v. 1 by wedding. 
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John 2:8 τῷ ἀρχιτρικλίνῳ the master of the feast 
From wedding scenario opened in v. 1 by wedding. 

 

John 2:9 τὸ ὕδωρ the water 
From waterpots scenario opened in v. 6 by waterpots. 

 

John 2:9 τὸν νυμφίον the bridegroom 
From wedding scenario opened in v. 1 by wedding. 

 

Acts 14:13 ὅ τε ἱερεὺς τοῦ Διὸς the priest of Zeus 
From Zeus scenario opened in v. 12 by Zeus. 

 

Acts 14:13 τοὺς πυλῶνας the gates 
From city scenario opened in v. 8 by Lystra, and referred to in v. 13 as the city. 

 

Acts 16:13 τῆς πύλης the gate 
From city scenario opened in v. 12 by Philippi, and referred to in v. 12 as the city. Contrast 

ποταμὸν ‘river’, not “the” river, as not all towns have rivers. 
 

James 3:3 τοὺς χαλινοὺς the bridles 
James 3:3 τὰ στόματα the mouths 
James 3:3 τὸ σῶμα the body 

All from horses’ scenario opened v. 3 by the horses. 
 

James 3:4 τοῦ εὐθύνοντος the steerer 
From ships’ scenario opened v. 4 by the ships. 

 

James 3:4 ἡ ὁρμὴ the impulse 
From steerer scenario opened v. 4 by the steerer. Probably steerers have impulses in their 

scenario as their role is to steer according to their “impulses”. It is possible that the “steerer” 
scenario links to the “human being” scenario which includes “impulse”. 

 A particular grouping in this category is inalienable or prototypical possessions of 
participants. Frequently these are “triggered”, i.e. grammatically linked to an item 
already mentioned in the text (the title of the scenario in which they belong), typically 
in the genitive case, for example: 

Luke 1:5 τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῆς the name of her 
People have names. 

 

Luke 1:7 ταῖς ἡμέραις αὐτῶν the days of them 
People have days, i.e. their life span. 

 

Acts 7:23 τὴν καρδίαν αὐτοῦ the heart of him 
People have hearts. 



6. Greek Noun Phrases and Scenarios 165 

 

 Often, however, there is no genitive Noun Phrase, but the relationship to the 
participant is implicit, for example: 

Luke 22:41 θεὶς τὰ γόνατα having placed the knees 

John 8:38 ἃ ἠκούσατε παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς ποιεῖτε you do what you heard from the father 
This means “your father”, not “God, the Father”; see 8:39. 

 This category “inalienable possessions of participants” is listed here as part of the 
specific scenario opened by mentioning specific participants. However, these 
“inalienable possessions” are accessed by a link from the particular current scenario 
of “this participant” to a generic scenario of “human beings”, so that the information 
of having names, life spans, and body parts is not stored separately for each 
individual. Rather a “distortion from the norm” would be stored in the “current 
participant” level such as “nameless”, “lame”, “blind”, etc. In all other matters not 
mentioned, the new participant would be assumed to be a prototypical human being. 
Thus characters are not normally introduced as “not blind”, “not lame”, etc. 

• Co-text scenario already opened by words linked to that scenario 
Luke 1:10 τὸ πλῆθος the crowd 

When the priest is burning incense in the temple v. 9, a scenario of “important worship time” 
is opened, which includes common people gathered outside the shrine. 

 

Luke 4:33 τῇ συναγωγῇ the synagogue 
Synagogue scenario is opened in v. 31 by town, teaching, sabbaths. The synagogue is the 

place in a town where one teaches on the Sabbath. All three nouns are linked to the synagogue 
scenario. 

• Scenario already opened by title of linked co-text scenario 
Luke 5:14 τῷ ἱερεῖ the priest 

(from ritual-impurity scenario opened in v. 12 by “leprosy”, a linked scenario) 

3. GIVEN ENTITIES (Hearer-old and already in focus) 

3a. GIVEN situational 
Current perceptual experience 

Discourse-new, Hearer-old 
Refer to new entities in open “here and now” scenario 

• Nonembedded, in the Gospels 
Luke 1:1 τῶν πεπληροφορημένων ἐν ἡμῖν πραγμάτων the things which have happened among us 

This refers to the events concerning the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, taken from the 
situation of a Christian leader writing to someone who has had some Christian teaching (1:4). 

• Nonembedded, in the Epistles 
Romans 16:22 τὴν ἐπιστολήν the letter 

This refers to the letter being written and later read, i.e. Paul’s letter to the Romans. 
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Colossians 4:16 ἡ ἐπιστολή the letter 
This refers to the letter being written and later read, i.e. Paul’s letter to the Colossians. 

• Embedded, within direct speech in narrative 
John 2:7 τὰς ὑδρίας the waterpots 

These waterpots were physically present, as stated in v. 6. The real life context of the original 
speaker and addressees is here included by the Gospel writer for the addressees of the Gospel in the 
narrative co-text. 

Marked salient 

Mark 9:41 Χριστοῦ Christ 
“Christ” refers to the speaker. The real life context, “Jesus said”, is included for the Gospel’s 

audience in the narrative co-text, Mark 9:39. 
 

Acts 12:11 Ἡρῴδου Herod 
The real life context is included for the Gospel’s audience in the narrative co-text, Acts 12:1, 6. 

3b. GIVEN textual-current 
Short-term memory 

Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
Refer again to the last opened scenario 

• Same noun, same referent 
John 1:1b ὁ λόγος the word 

The “word” scenario is opened in v. 1a by “the word”. 

Marked salient 

Hebrews 11:24 Μωϋσῆς Moses 
The noun “Moses” is also salient in the preceding verse. 

• Different noun, same referent 
(Generic/specific)  

Luke 8:29c τὰ δεσμά the bonds 
The “bonds” scenario is opened in v. 29b by “chains and fetters”. 

3c. GIVEN textual-displaced 
Short-term memory 

Discourse-old, Hearer-old 
Refer again to a previously opened scenario 

• Same noun, same referent 
John 2:2 τὸν γάμον the wedding 

The wedding scenario is opened in v. 1 by wedding. 
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Acts 16:16 τὴν προσευχὴν the place of prayer 
The place of prayer scenario is opened in v. 13 by place of prayer. 

Marked salient 

Luke 17:11 εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ … διὰ μέσον 
Σαμαρείας καὶ Γαλιλαίας 

to Jerusalem through border area of 
Samaria and Galilee 

Jerusalem is salient as TEXT theme, where Jesus will die; cf., 9:31, 51, 53; 13:22, 33, 34; 17:11; 
18:31; 19:11, 28. Samaria and Galilee are salient at PARAGRAPH level, see 17:16–17, the thankful 
leper is a Samaritan, the other nine lepers implicitly Galileans; cf., Samaritan in 9:52, 10:33, Galilee 
in 4:44. 

 

Acts 12:19 Ἡρῴδης Herod 
Herod is salient at EPISODE level; cf., 12:1, 6, 11, and Herod’s death in 12:20–23. 

• Different noun, same referent 
(Generic/specific) 

Luke 8:29 τοῦ ἀνθρώπου the person 

The “person” scenario is opened in v. 27 by a certain man. 
 

(Plural/singular, alternative) 
Luke 8:29 τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἀκαθάρτω ‘the unclean spirit’ 

The “unclean spirit” scenario is opened in v. 27 by demons. 
 

(Proper noun/noun) 
Acts 14:13 τῆς πόλεως the city 

The “city” scenario is opened in v. 8 by Lystra. 

Where a different noun is used to refer back to a GIVEN textual entity, the referent is 
only understood correctly as GIVEN textual if the audience knows that both nouns refer 
to the same element in the same scenario. For example, if the audience do not know 
Lystra is a city, they will search for “the city” in Acts 4:13 under “inferrable” and 
“unused” entities. 

6.5.1. Speaker choice 

Note that the speaker has a degree of choice as to how he presents information 
(Halliday 1994:298). Take for example Luke 12:53 referring to family members (nouns 
bolded, pronouns underlined): 

διαμερισθήσονται πατὴρ ἐπὶ υἱῷ NEW NEW 

καὶ υἱὸς ἐπὶ πατρί, NEW NEW 

μήτηρ ἐπὶ τὴν θυγατέρα NEW KNOWN inferrable 

καὶ θυγάτηρ ἐπὶ τὴν μητέρα, NEW KNOWN inferrable 

πενθερὰ ἐπὶ τὴν νύμφην αὐτῆς NEW KNOWN inferrable 

καὶ νύμφη ἐπὶ τὴν πενθεράν. NEW KNOWN inferrable 
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The anarthrous nouns are Hearer-new, 1 NEW, referring to any unknown member of 
the millions of possible referents fitting the known category father, son, mother, etc. The 
arthrous nouns are Hearer-old, and here are 2b KNOWN inferrable, since a mother proto-
typically has a daughter, etc. This is made explicit by the possessive pronoun in line 5 
“her mother-in-law”. 

Compare the parallel passage Matthew 10:35–36: 

ἄνθρωπον κατὰ τοῦ πατρος αὐτοῦ NEW KNOWN inferrable 

καὶ θυγατέρα κατὰ τῆς μητρὸς αὐτῆς NEW KNOWN inferrable 

καὶ νύμφην κατὰ τῆς πενθερᾶς αὐτῆς, NEW KNOWN inferrable 

καὶ ἐχθροὶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οἱ οἰκιακοὶ αὐτοῦ KNOWN unused KNOWN inferrable 

Here the second item in every line is Hearer-old information of the category 2b 
KNOWN inferrable, as shown by the possessive pronouns. The article in line 4 probably 
does not refer back to the indefinite person in line 1, but is a generic reference of the type 
2a KNOWN unused, and refers to the prototypical person, any one of the above, or 
anyone else, who will find opposition from their nearest and dearest. 

6.5.2. Search path for identifying items from existing scenarios 

Since arthrous nouns may mark any type of Hearer-old referent, and anarthrous 
nouns may mark either Hearer-new referents or salient Hearer-old referents, there is 
inherent ambiguity in the reference system. This suggests there might be a search path, 
i.e. a sequenced approach to searching in the brain, which enables the audience to find 
the most likely referent (Collins and Loftus 1975). 

Relevance theory states (and personal experience confirms) that the hearer does not 
search for all possible referents and then make a decision which is correct, but takes the 
first relevant one as correct, unless and until proved incorrect, e.g. Sperber and Wilson 
(1986:167): 

the principle of relevance does not generally warrant the selection of more than one 
interpretation for a single ostensive stimulus. We will show that the interpretation whose 
selection it warrants is the first one tested and found to be consistent with the principle. 

Nida and Louw (1992:12) emphasize that assigning meaning depends on both 
context and co-text, but give no indication as to how to prioritize them: 

The correct meaning of a word within any context is the meaning which fits that context best. 
That is to say, languages maximize the importance of context, since verbal signs are always 
defined by other signs, either within the linguistic context (i.e. by other words in the same verbal 
environment) or within the practical context of the setting of the communication. 

Sperber and Wilson (1986:141), however, argue that co-text, real life context, and 
also unopened scenarios provide the possibilities for a context, but it is the search for 
relevance which determines which context the audience chooses: 

We have so far suggested that the choice of a context for inferential processes in general, and for 
comprehension in particular, is partly determined at any given time by the contents of the mem-
ory of the deductive device, those of the general-purpose short-term memory store, and those of 
the encyclopaedia, and by the information that can be immediately picked up from the physical 
environment. These factors determine not a single context, but a range of possible contexts. 
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What determines the selection of a particular context out of that range? Our answer is that the 
selection of a particular context is determined by the search for relevance. 

In terms of scenario theory the most relevant context for determining meaning is 
typically the scenario which is currently open, since the prototypical contents of a sce-
nario are stored there precisely because they have been frequently relevant in similar 
circumstances in past experience. 

Schank and Abelson (1977:184), in their computer program APPLY, use the 
following search path: 

APPLY’s basic processing cycle is to call in these script contexts one at a time, and attempt to 
locate an input in the context invoked. The order in which scripts are called is as follows: first 
are those script contexts which were explicitly referred to by the input or which have concepts 
that are explicitly referred to; next are the currently active scripts; last are the scripts the system 
possesses but which have not been invoked. 

In terms of Information Status Taxonomy this is: 
1. Open scenarios (3b GIVEN textual-current), and new items from open scenarios 

(2b KNOWN inferrable) 
2. Previously opened scenarios (3c GIVEN textual-displaced) 
3. Real-world scenarios (2a KNOWN unused) 

Note that their search path does not include 3a GIVEN situational. 

Based on scenario theory, I make the hypothesis that the search path for a Hearer-old 
entity would begin with currently open scenarios, move to previously opened scenarios, 
and then to closed scenarios. Experimental evidence shows that the more levels a search 
has to pass through, i.e. the greater number of links between conceptual nodes, the longer 
it will take to establish the relationship between concepts (Collins and Quillian 1972). 
This supports the hypothesis that the mind begins its search with what is current and 
progressively searches further and further along neural networks until it identifies a 
relevant concept. The relationship between the search time and the number of conceptual 
links also supports my hypothesis that the category KNOWN inferrable is searched direct-
ly after the category GIVEN textual-current to which it is directly linked. 

Consequently, I suggest the following search path for an arthrous noun in Greek: 
• 3b GIVEN textual-current: short-term memory, title of last opened scenario 
• 2b KNOWN inferrable: long-term memory, in currently open scenario 
• 3a GIVEN situational: current perceptual experience 
• 3c GIVEN textual-displaced: short-term memory, recently opened scenario 
• 2a KNOWN unused: long-term memory, currently closed scenario 

The category GIVEN situational is a “wildcard” inasmuch as the act of communi-
cation is also current perceptual experience, whether visual (reading) or aural (hearing), 
and it is the intensity of the GIVEN situational input which would determine whether it 
becomes more in focal consciousness than the current communication input. 
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I also make the hypothesis that the search path for an anarthrous noun would follow 
the same path, and if it found a relevant item would mark it salient, otherwise it would 
open a new scenario. 

See also: Appendix N. Greek Evidence for the Order of the Search Path 

6.5.3. An etymological note 

I have argued above that use of the article in Greek indicates that the word so 
marked is linked to an existing scenario, whether that scenario is explicit in the text or 
not. The article, then, identifies a link between concepts, linking the concept marked with 
the article to another concept, or rather cluster of concepts, already in the mind of the 
hearer. As a marker of Hearer-old information, it indicates “you can identify this item, it 
is already linked in your memory to an open scenario”. 

In Greek the article is called ἄρθρον which also means a joint in the body (Liddell 
and Scott 1843): 

ἄρθρον … a joint … II. the article in grammar, Arist. Poët. 21,7, Rhet. Al. 26,4, Dion. H. de 
Thuc. 37, al. 

The relevant quotation is from Aristotle’s “Poetics”, Kassel’s numbering 1457a 5 
(Perseus Project, Internet): 

A joint is a sound without meaning which marks the beginning or end of a phrase or a division 
in it, and naturally stands at either end, or in the middle. 

Unfortunately “The text from 1456b38–1457a10 is highly uncertain” (Barnes 
1984:2331), so translations differ as to where the definition of “article” begins, and what 
examples are given. Bywater translates (Barnes 1984:2331): 

An article is a non-significant sound marking the beginning, end, or dividing point of a sentence, 
its natural place being either at the extremities, or in the middle. E.g. ἀμφί, περί etc. Or a 
non-significant sound which neither prevents nor makes a single significant sound out of 
several, and which is naturally placed both at the end and in the middle. 

Else (1976:54–55) translates: 
An article is a non-meaningful sound which marks the beginning or end or transition point of an 
utterance, being naturally suitable to put at either end or in the middle. 

And Twining translates (Moxon 1955:39): 
An article is a sound without signification which marks the beginning or end of a sentence; or 
distinguishes, as when we say the [word] φημί, the [word] περί etc. 

Since this “joint” occurs at “the end” of a sentence/utterance/phrase, it cannot refer 
only to the article, and seems to include pronouns also, which are common at the end of a 
noun phrase, and hence also sentence final, e.g. John 1:7 ἵνα πάντες πιστεύσωσιν δι᾽ 
αὐτοῦ. The use of ἄρθρον ‘joint’ for both article and pronoun makes good etymological 
sense, however, since both refer back to Hearer-old information, linking the current 
referent to a previous referent or scenario. 

Robins (1998:32) states that the article was part of Aristotle’s class of syndesmoi 
“links” together with conjunctions, pronouns, and probably prepositions. If this is true, it 
supports the view that the name ἄρθρον for the article is not arbitrary, but refers to its 
semantic role as a link or joint. 
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Whatever the ambiguity of the term ἄρθρον in Aristotle (fourth century BC), Dio-
nysius Thrax (c. 100 BC), in his Techne Grammatike (Bekker 1816), distinguishes the 
article clearly from conjunction, pronoun, and preposition, defining ἄρθρον as ‘a part of 
speech inflected for case and preposed or postposed to nouns’ which also included the 
relative pronoun as having similar morphology to the article but following the noun 
(Robins 1998:41). 

So then, early Greek grammarians referred to the Greek article as ἄρθρον ‘joint’. 
Although their definitions concern the form of the article, not the function, the term they 
chose suggests that they may have recognized its function as a link between the concept 
so marked and some other concept or cluster of concepts, i.e. to an open scenario, or to a 
concept within an open scenario. It is also worth noting that the article originally func-
tioned as a demonstrative pronoun (Robertson 1934:693–695) which correlates with this 
theory that its function is anaphoric. 

6.6. Chapter summary 
The Greek article with a noun marks that the referent is Hearer-old, which may be 

either Discourse-old, or Discourse-new and part of an open scenario. Lack of the article 
with a noun marks that the referent is salient, which may be either Discourse-new and 
Hearer-new (so naturally salient), or Hearer-old but marked as salient due to some higher 
discourse function, such as marking clause-level focus, marking theme at higher levels of 
discourse, or highlighting interpersonal relations. 
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7. Greek Hearer-Old Markers and Scenarios 
Since Greek marks Hearer-old information by Participles in the Verb Phrase and by 

the article in the Noun Phrase, this chapter investigates other grammatical structures 
which mark that information is Hearer-old, categorizing examples according to informa-
tion status. Where Hearer-old information is Discourse-new, belonging to the categories 
KNOWN unused and KNOWN inferrable, it would have been understood by the original 
audience by their referring to their mental scenarios. However, today’s audience does not 
share the original author’s culture, so may not have the relevant information in their own 
culturally determined scenario bank to enable them to correctly understand the meaning. 

7.1. “When” clauses and Hearer-old Event scenario 
Some time-related subordinating conjunctions are regularly used with Verb Phrases 

expressing Hearer-old-information, i.e. information already stated explicitly in the text 
(3b GIVEN textual-current), or inferrable from the previous text (2b KNOWN inferrable), 
for example: 

ὅτε ‘when’ 

The word ὅτε ‘when’ is frequently used to introduce information which, though not 
explicitly mentioned in the text previously, is completely predictable, since it follows 
logically from what is already explicit, or is a common result of what is already explicit 
(new information is bolded, old information predictable from this is underlined), for 
example: 
 Matthew 5:2, 7:28 (compare Matthew 10:5 and 11:1; 13:3 and 13:53; 18:3 and 19:1; 24:4 and 26:1) 

καὶ ἀνοίξας τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ ἐδίδασκεν αὐτοὺς λέγων … 
and having-opened the mouth of-him he-was-teaching them saying … 

 

Καὶ ἐγένετο ὅτε ἐτέλεσεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τοὺς λόγους τούτους … 
and it-happened when finished the Jesus the words these … 
Since Jesus began teaching, it is predictable that eventually he will stop. 

 

 Luke 2:7, 21–22 

καὶ ἔτεκεν τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς τὸν πρωτότοκον 
and she-bore the son of-her the firstborn 

 

Καὶ ὅτε ἐπλήσθησαν ἡμέραι ὀκτὼ τοῦ περιτεμεῖν αὐτόν … 
and when were-completed days eight of-the to-circumcise him … 

 

Καὶ ὅτε ἐπλήσθησαν αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ καθαρισμοῦ αὐτῶν … 
and when were-completed the days of-the purification of-them … 
After a child is born, it is predictable that time will pass until post-childbirth ceremonies are due. Note 
that the birth, on which the predictability is based, also provides the temporal reference point for the 
predictable events, i.e. eight days “after the birth”. 
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ὡς ‘when’, ‘while’ 

The word ὡς can have the sense ‘when’ with Aorist or ‘while’ with Present or 
Imperfect (Arndt and Gingrich 1979:898, IV a and b). This is due to the Perfective 
Aspect of the Aorist symbolizing an Event, and the Imperfective Aspect of the Present 
and Imperfect symbolizing a Process. In these senses ὡς is frequently used to introduce 
Discourse-old or predictable information (new information is bolded, old information 
predictable from this is underlined), for example. 

With Aorist 
 Luke 1:40b–41a 

καὶ ἠσπάσατο τὴν Ἐλισάβετ. 
and she-greeted the Elizabeth 

 

καὶ ἐγένετο ὡς ἤκουσεν τὸν ἀσπασμὸν τῆς Μαρίας ἡ Ἐλισάβετ. 
and it-happened when heard the greeting of-the Mary the Elizabeth 
Since Mary greeted Elizabeth it is predictable that Elizabeth heard. 

 

 Luke 2:15 

Καὶ ἐγένετο ὡς ἀπῆλθον ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν οἱ ἄγγελοι 
and it-happened when went-away from them to the heaven the angels 
Since the angels had appeared (v. 13) and made their announcement (v. 14) it is predictable they will leave. 

 

 Luke 2:39 

Καὶ ὡς ἐτέλεσαν πάντα τὰ κατὰ τὸν νόμον κυρίου 
and when they-completed all the[ceremonies] according-to the Law of-Lord 
It is predictable people will complete what they intend to do (Luke 2:22–24). 

Compare  

Luke 5:3b–4a ἐδίδασκεν … ὡς δὲ ἐπαύσατο λαλῶν. 
 he-was-teaching … when ( ) he-stopped talking 

Luke 7:11–12a ἐπορεύθη εἰς πόλιν … ὡς δὲ ἤγγισεν 
 he-journeyed to town … when ( ) he-neared 

Luke 23:25b–26a παρέδωκεν … ὡς ἀπήγαγον αὐτόν … 
 he-handed-over … when they-led-away him … 

Acts 26:32–27:1a ἐπεκέκλητο Καίσαρα … Ὡς δὲ ἐκρίθη τοῦ ἀποπλεῖν ἡμᾶς εἰς τὴν Ἰταλίαν 
 he-has-appealed to-Caesar … when ( ) it-was-decided of-the sailing us to the Italy 

With Imperfect 

 Luke 24:32 

Οὐχὶ ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν καιομένη ἦν [ἐν ἡμῖν] 
not the heart of-us burning was [in us] 

 

ὡς ἐλάλει ἡμῖν ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ, ὡς διήνοιγεν ἡμῖν τὰς γραφάς 
while he-was-speaking to-us in the way while he-was-opening to-us the Scriptures 
Jesus’s talking with them is already stated in 24:27. 
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 John 2:23 

Ὡς δὲ ἦν ἐν τοῖς Ἱεροσολύμοις ἐν τῷ πάσχα ἐν τῇ ἑορτη … 
while ( ) he-was in the Jerusalem in the Passover in the feast … 
Jesus’s going to the festival in Jerusalem is already stated in 2:13. 

 

 John 8:7 

ὡς δὲ ἐπέμενον ἐρωτῶντες αὐτόν 
while ( ) they-were-keeping questioning [him] 
They asked Jesus in 8:5 but He made no reply, so their continuing to ask is predictable. 

“When” clauses and information status taxonomy 

“When” clauses, those beginning with ὡς, ὅτε, ὅταν, or πότε in Greek, regularly 
mark Hearer-old information. A clause introduced with “when” often contains Discourse-
old information, and marks that this information is the time setting for the following 
clause containing Discourse-new information. If a clause introduced with “when” 
contains Discourse-new information, it marks that the Discourse-new information is 
regarded as Hearer-old, since it is expected within the open scenario. 

There is, however, a rare marked use of “when” clauses when they function as the 
Comment. This occurs when the following clause contains Hearer-old information and is 
the Topic, and where the question has already been raised as to “when” this Hearer-old 
event will occur. In such instances, the “when” clause may contain Hearer-old 
information (e.g. Matthew 24:15 below), or even Hearer-new information (e.g. Luke 
21:20 below). 

Examples of each category follow (“when” bolded): 

1. NEW 

Rarely, a “when” clause contains Hearer-new information. For example, the “when” 
clause in Luke 21:20 introduces Hearer-new information answering the “when?” question 
of 21:7. The desolation of Jerusalem in the second clause of 21:20 is Discourse-old, 
referring back to 21:6: 

 Luke 21:20 

Ὅταν δὲ ἴδητε κυκλουμένην ὑπὸ στρατοπέδων Ἰερουσαλήμ, 
when ( ) you-see surrounded by camps Jerusalem 

 

τότε γνῶτε ὅτι ἤγγικεν ἡ ἐρήμωσις αὐτῆς. 
then know that has-drawn-near the desolation of-it 

 

 Luke 21:6–7 

ἐλεύσονται ἡμέραι ἐν αἷς οὐκ ἀφεθήσεται λίθος ἐπὶ λίθῳ ὃς οὐ καταλυθήσεται. 
will-come days in which not will-be-left stone on stone which not will-be-overthrown 
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Ἐπηρώτησαν δὲ αὐτὸν λέγοντες, Διδάσκαλε, 
they-asked ( ) him saying Teacher 

 

πότε οὖν ταῦτα ἔσται καὶ τί τὸ σημεῖον ὅταν μέλλῃ ταῦτα γίνεσθαι; 
when therefore these[things] will-be and what the sign when is-going these[things] to-happen 

2a. KNOWN unused 

This information is taken from the always open “whole world” scenario in long-term 
memory. 

Expected actions of participants 

 Luke 2:15 

Καὶ ἐγένετο ὡς ἀπῆλθον ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν οἱ ἄγγελοι … 
and it-happened when went-away from them into the heaven the angels … 
Angels come, do their job, then go away; cf., Hebrews 1:7; Psalm 104:4. 

• Chronology 
 Luke 2:42 

καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἐτῶν δώδεκα, 
and when he-became of-years twelve 
People get older. 

 

 Acts 7:23 

Ὡς δὲ ἐπληροῦτο αὐτῷ τεσσερακονταετὴς χρόνος, 
when ( ) was-fulfilled to-him of-forty-years time 
People get older. (Also Acts 9:23, 19:21, 21:5, 21:27, 27:27) 

Salient 

 Mark 1:32 

Ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης, ὅτε ἔδυ ὁ ἥλιος 
evening ( ) having-occurred when set the sun 
This “when” clause is redundant as the preceding Genitive Absolute already makes the time explicit. 
I argue, therefore, that it marks the time as salient. The timing is culturally very significant, since 
nobody could travel far or carry the sick until sunset, as that would constitute “work” on the Sabbath.

• Christian history 
 Acts 22:20 

ὅτε ἐξεχύννετο τὸ αἷμα Στεφάνου τοῦ μάρτυρός σου 
when was-flowing-out the blood of-Stephen the witness of-you 
This is a fact already known to the addressee, God. 



176 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

• Christian religion 
 John 2:22 

ὅτε οὖν ἠγέρθη ἐκ νεκρῶν 
when therefore he-was-raised from dead 
This is presented as a fact known to the hearer, for time reference only. 

 

 Romans 2:16 

ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ὅτε κρίνει ὁ θεὸς τὰ κρυπτὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων … διὰ Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ. 
on day when judges the God the hidden[things] of-the people … through Christ Jesus 
This is a fact known to the Christian audience. 

• Jewish religion 
 Jude 1:9 

ὁ δὲ Μιχαὴλ ὁ ἀρχάγγελος, 
the ( ) Michael the archangel 

 

ὅτε τῷ διαβόλῳ διακρινόμενος διελέγετο περὶ τοῦ Μωϋσέως σώματος 
when with-the devil contending he-was-arguing about the of-Moses body 

• Jewish Scripture 
 Matthew 24:15 

Ὅταν οὖν ἴδητε τὸ βδέλυγμα τῆς ἐρημώσεως  
when therefore you-see the abomination of-the desolation 

 

τὸ ῥηθὲν διὰ Δανιὴλ τοῦ προφήτου ἑστὸς ἐν τόπῳ ἁγίῳ, 
the spoken through Daniel the prophet standing on-the place holy 
This is Hearer-old since Jesus’s audience, the disciples, know that this was predicted, i.e. in Daniel 
9:27, 11:31, 12:11. However, this is also a marked use of a “when” clause as comment, focussing 
on when the Discourse-old topic, the destruction of the Temple, will take place, see 24:2–3; cf., 
Mark 13:14, 13:4. 

2b. KNOWN inferrable: long-term memory (new item from currently open scenario) 

 Matthew 11:1 

Καὶ ἐγένετο ὅτε ἐτέλεσεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς διατάσσων 
and it-happened when finished the Jesus commanding 
Refers back to the commands in 10:5–42. 

 

 Luke 7:12 

ὡς δὲ ἤγγισεν τῇ πύλῃ τῆς πόλεως 
when ( ) he-drew-near to-the gate of-the city 
Refers back to 7:11 he went to Nain. 
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 Luke 23:42 

Ἰησοῦ, μνήσθητί μου ὅταν ἔλθῃς εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν σου. 
Jesus remember me when you-come in the kingdom of-you 
The “Christ” scenario is open, see 23:38–39. 

 
Compare 
Acts 8:36 (Acts 8:29, 8:31, commands) 
Acts 8:39 (8:38, they went into the water) 
Acts 10:17 (people who see strange visions; 10:11–16, wonder about the meaning) 
Acts 13:25 (13: 24, John announced baptism. What one does always has a finish) 
Acts 16:15 (16:14, The Lord opened her heart. When your heart is open you believe and are baptized) 
Acts 17:13 (people find out what happens nearby) 
Acts 18:5 (17:15, people obey orders) 
Acts 20:18 (20:17, they were summoned) 
Acts 21:1 (people who board ships; 20:38, set sail) 
Acts 27:1 (people who appeal to Caesar; 26:32, go to Caesar in Italy) 

3a. GIVEN situational: current perceptual experience 
 Romans 13:11 

νῦν γὰρ ἐγγύτερον ἡμῶν ἡ σωτηρία ἢ ὅτε ἐπιστεύσαμεν. 
now for nearer of-us the salvation than when we-believed 
This is an inference from the current situation, Paul is writing to Christians. 

 

 1 Corinthians 12:1 

ὅτε ἔθνη ἦτε … 
when gentiles/pagans you-were … 
This is an inference from the current situation, Paul is writing to first generation non-Jewish Christians. 

3b. GIVEN textual-current: short term memory (last opened scenario) 
 Luke 1:41 

καὶ ἐγένετο ὡς ἤκουσεν τὸν ἀσπασμὸν τῆς Μαρίας ἡ Ἐλισάβετ, 
and it-happened when heard the greeting of-the Mary the Elizabeth 
Refers back to 1:40, Mary greeted Elizabeth. 

 

 Acts 1:12–13 (also Acts 21:35; Romans 6:17, 20) 

Τότε ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ … καὶ ὅτε εἰσῆλθον … 
then they-returned into Jerusalem … and when they-entered … 

3c. GIVEN textual-displaced: short term memory (recently opened scenario) 
 Mark 3:11 

καὶ τὰ πνεύματα τὰ ἀκάθαρτα, ὅταν αὐτὸν ἐθεώρουν, 
and the spirits the impure when him they-were-seeing 
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προσέπιπτον αὐτῷ καὶ ἔκραζον λέγοντες ὅτι Σὺ εἶ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ. 
were-falling-before him and were-yelling saying that you are the Son of-the God 
The fact that demons would see Jesus may be expected from the original audience’s KNOWN unused 
category of real life. However, this is also explicit in the text, Mark 1:23–24. The Imperfect verb from 
(Past Tense Imperfective Aspect) is used here to refer to Aktionsart which is both Distributive (involving 
many people) and Iterative (repeated many times), i.e. this kind of thing was happening time and time 
again, but the demons concerned were different ones each time. 

 

 Acts 8:12 

ὅτε δὲ ἐπίστευσαν τῷ Φιλίππῳ 
when ( ) they-believed the Philip 
8:6, the people heeded what Philip said. 

 

 Romans 6:17, 7:5 

ὅτε γὰρ ἦμεν ἐν τῇ σαρκί, 
when for we-were in the flesh 
cf., Romans 3:23 “All have sinned”. 

The choice of “when”, rather than a Genitive Absolute or Prepositional Phrase, may 
be made for reasons of discourse connections. For example, Levinsohn (1992:184) says 
that the “when” clause in Acts 7:23 “When forty years had passed” is a temporal point of 
departure, i.e. the grammar marks a temporal relationship to the previous section. I agree 
that “when” means “at the time an event (which is known or predictable from the current 
scenario) happened” but does not imply that this event is related to the following event 
other than temporally, e.g. it does not imply a causal relationship. In contrast, the use of a 
Genitive Absolute in Acts 7:30 “when 40 years had passed” suggests that the time 
elapsed was relevant in the timing of the angel’s appearance. 

7.2. Verbal forms and nouns referring to Hearer-old Event scenarios 
In Greek an event may be referred to without making the agent explicit, by 
• a Passive verb form 
• an Active verb form with no explicit or anaphoric subject 
• an Infinitive, or 
• an abstract noun. 

I make the hypothesis that such agentless constructions are used when the implicit agent 
is Hearer-old, i.e. the agent is prototypically present in the open event scenario and so is 
expected to be correctly identified by the audience. 

7.2.1. Abstract nouns and Hearer-old event scenarios 

Abstract nouns are frequently used to refer to Discourse-old events, i.e. scenarios 
with acting or interacting participants. Louw (1982:80) points out that “the baptism of 
John” in Matthew 21:25 (τὸ βάπτισμα τὸ Ἰωάννου) is grammatically ambiguous, since 
John may be either the agent or the goal of “baptizing”. He argues “From the context of 
Matthew 21:25 it is clear that John is the implied agent …”. Whilst agreeing with his 
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conclusion, I disagree with his logic, unless “context” is taken to refer right back to the 
co-text of Matthew 3:6 where people are baptized by John. I argue that, in Greek, a noun 
in the genitive case linked to an abstract noun for an event marks the genitive noun as a 
participant belonging to that event scenario, but does not encode grammatically what 
semantic role the participant has. The audience has to refer back to their mental scenarios 
(here the Hearer-old scenario τό βάπτισμα as indicated by the neuter article τό) for 
participant roles. In this instance, for the author’s audience, the information is GIVEN 
textual-displaced (Matthew 3:6). For the original speaker’s audience (chief priests and 
elders) this information was KNOWN unused, since this is the first mention in the 
dialogue of John the Baptist, or baptism. 

Similarly, in ἐπὶ τῆς μετοικεσίας Βαβυλῶνος ‘at the exile of Babylon’ in Matthew 
1:11, the genitive of Babylon merely shows it is a participant in the event scenario for 
“exile”. The fact that it is in the role of Location comes from the original (Jewish) audi-
ence’s KNOWN unused scenario “exile in Babylon” (as indicated by the article τῆς in 
Greek). Today’s target audience, even if they know Babylon is a city, might reasonably 
take this to mean the time when the inhabitants of Babylon went into exile. 

7.2.2. Infinitives and Hearer-old event scenarios 

Similarly, infinitives are regularly used to encode Discourse-old information, for 
example (infinitives bolded): 

 Matthew 13:4 

καὶ ἐν τῷ σπείρειν αὐτόν 
and in the to-sow him 

Here the Infinitive is marked with the Hearer-old marker, the article, and is GIVEN 
textual-current, referring back to 13:3, ἐξῆλθεν ὁ σπείρων τοῦ σπείρειν ‘The sower 
went out to sow.’ The article in 13:3 τοῦ σπείρειν is best understood as referring to 
KNOWN inferrable information, from the “sower” scenario. The article with ὁ σπείρων 
may be KNOWN unused, a generic reference, or perhaps GIVEN situational, referring to 
Jesus himself (cf., Gerhardsson 1967–1968:175). 

However, sometimes the Infinitive encodes information which is Discourse-new but 
Hearer-old and totally predictable, for example: 
 Matthew 27:12 

ἐν τῷ κατηγορεῖσθαι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρχιερέων καὶ πρεσβυτέρων 
in the to-be-accused him by the chief-priests and elders 

Since the Jewish leaders wanted Jesus dead, and had taken him to the governor, 27:1–2, it 
is predictable that they will accuse him (KNOWN inferrable). 

 Matthew 13:25 

ἐν δὲ τῷ καθεύδειν τοὺς ἀνθρώπους 
in ( ) the to-sleep the people 

Prototypically people sleep at night, and since time always passes, people sleeping is 
predictable from the real life situation we live in (KNOWN unused). 
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7.2.3. Passives and Hearer-old event scenarios 

The use of a passive does not mean the agent is unknown or not topical. Sometimes 
the agent is so topical, that the very mention of the agent is unnecessary. This can be 
compared with zero anaphoric reference where the subject of a verb is the same as the 
subject of a preceding verb so already topical. For example: 
 Luke 11:9 

αἰτεῖτε καὶ δοθήσεται ὑμῖν 
ask and it-will-be-given to-you 

Here the “prayer” scenario has already been opened in 11:1, and in this scenario God is 
the prototypical giver in response to a request. This interpretation is confirmed in 11:13 
“How much more will your heavenly Father give …?” 

I propose that prototypicality of participants in the open scenario is a factor in the 
use of Passives where God is the agent. The Jewish desire to avoid saying the Holy Name 
in vain (Hagner 1993:47–48) may account for some of this passive usage, but the texts 
we have use “heaven”, “God”, and “Lord” frequently, so that alone cannot easily explain 
all Passive usage. For example, GRAMCORD data for occurrences in Matthew, Mark, 
Luke, and John respectively: 

• οὐρανός 82, 18, 35, 18 
• θεός 51, 49, 122, 83 
• κύριος 80, 18, 104, 52 

A general principle would be that, where a scenario is open, and the prototypical agent in 
that scenario is God, and where no other agent is specified, the passive refers to God. 

Similarly, where a scenario is open, and the prototypical agent in that scenario is 
people in general, and where no other agent is specified, the passive refers to a 
generalization about people. 

Also significant to the disambiguation of passive forms is what Schank and Abelson 
(1997:35) say about the way a hearer reconstructs an implicit causal chain: 

Inferential concepts like causal propensity are ‘quick-and-dirty’ and thus useful heuristics. They 
help the understander make rapid sense of causal ambiguities … The short-cut principle of 
causal propensity says that in cases of causal ambiguity, pick the causal chain originating from 
the generally most causally active actor. Principles such as this enable people to read and 
understand quickly. 

Since in the Jewish and Christian worldview God is by definition the “most causally 
active actor”, in cases where the causal chains are not determined by a current scenario, 
the most likely solutions to implicit causal chains are those involving God as actor. 

In many languages, translations will need to make explicit when God is the agent for 
reasons of clarity or naturalness. In some languages there is no passive, so the target 
language grammar demands that agents are made explicit. The translator must decide 
whether agents were left implicit in the source text because they were predictable, 
unknown, or being concealed, and translate accordingly, e.g. “God” or “someone”. 
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7.2.4. Subjectless verbal forms and information status 

The agents of subjectless verbal forms (whether events encoded as abstract nouns, 
infinitives, passives, or transitive verbs with no explicit subject) may belong in any 
information status category, for example (relevant “event” word bolded). 

1. NEW 

• Agent unknown to the speaker 
 John 20:2b (cf., 20:15, Mary asks if the “gardener” took it.) 

Ἦραν τὸν κύριον ἐκ τοῦ μνημείου, καὶ οὐκ οἴδαμεν ποῦ ἔθηκαν αὐτόν. 
they-took the Lord from the tomb and not we-know where they-put him 

• Agent deliberately hidden by the speaker 
 Matthew 26:2 (cf., 26:25, Jesus identifies Judas as the betrayer.) 

ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται 
the Son of the-Mankind is-being-betrayed 

2a. KNOWN unused: long-term memory (currently closed scenario) 

In this category are several “back-burner” scenarios, with a high degree of natural 
relevance, to be searched first, even though they may not be currently open. 

Expected actions of potential participants 

• God as agent 
 Luke 8:18 

ὃς ἂν γὰρ ἔχῃ, δοθήσεται αὐτῷ· 
who ever for has it-will-be-given [by God] to-him 
God is the archetypal giver, e.g. James 1:5: “God, who gives generously to all.” 

 

 Luke 9:22 

τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ ἐγερθῆναι. 
on-the third day to-be-raised [by God] 

 

 Acts 1:2 

ἀνελήμφθη 
he-was-taken-up [by God] 
God taking Jesus into heaven is not explicit in Luke 24:51, so this is not 3b GIVEN textual-displaced, 
even if Luke-Acts is regarded as a two-volume book. 

• People in general as agent 
 Matthew 6:10 

γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά σου 
may-occur the will of-you 
The clause “your will occurs” grammaticalizes an event “A does your will”, i.e. May people do your 
will. 
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 Luke 3:3 

βάπτισμα μετανοίας εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν 
baptism of-repentance for forgiveness of-sins 
The noun “baptism” grammaticalizes an event “A baptizes B” and the noun “repentance” grammati-
calizes an event “A repents”, i.e. John baptizes people (see 3:7, “crowds going out to be baptized by 
him [John]”). People repent. 

 

 John 1:38 

Ῥαββί, ὃ λέγεται μεθερμηνευόμενον Διδάσκαλε 
rabbi which is-said being-translated teacher 
People translate Rabbi as teacher. 

• Chronology 
 Matthew 14:6 

γενεσίοις δὲ γενομένοις τοῦ Ἡρῴδου 
birthday.celebrations ( ) having-occurred of-the Herod 
The hearer is expected to know that birthday celebrations are annual events, based on a cultural 
chronology splitting each year into months and days. 

• Heredity 
 John 9:2 

ἵνα τυφλὸς γεννηθῇ; 
so-that blind he-be-born 
Father begat him; cf., Matthew 1:2–16; mother bore him; cf., John 3:4. 

• Family relationships 
 Matthew 1:18 

μνηστευθείσης τῆς μητρὸς αὐτοῦ Μαρίας τῷ Ἰωσήφ 
having-been-betrothed the mother of-him Mary to-the Joseph 
Mary’s parents betrothed her to Joseph. 

• Christian history 
 Mark 1:14 

Μετὰ δὲ τὸ παραδοθῆναι τὸν Ἰωάννην 
after ( ) the to-be-handed-over the John 
Herod had John arrested. Mark expects his Christian audience to know about John’s imprisonment. 

• Jewish history 
 Matthew 1:12 

τὴν μετοικεσίαν Βαβυλῶνος 
the exile of-Babylon 
The noun “exile” or “deportation” grammaticalizes the event “A deported B to C”. 
The Jews were deported to Babylon, in various deportations c. 605, 597, and 586 BC. 
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• Jewish religion 
 James 5:17 

προσηύξατο τοῦ μὴ βρέξαι 
he-prayed of-the not to-rain 
The Infinitive “the to-rain” grammaticalizes the event “God causes rain to fall”. 
He prayed to God that God would not cause rain; cf., Matthew 5:45. 

• Jewish Scripture 
 Matthew 4:4 

Γέγραπται 
it-has-been-written 
People wrote it in Scripture by divine guidance. This refers to a very complex scenario: “God 
caused a human to speak God’s message by the power of the Holy Spirit and God caused a 
human to write this message in Holy Scripture.” Compare Matthew 1:22 where more of this 
complex scenario is explicit. 

• Natural world 
 Acts 27:27 

διαφερομένων ἡμῶν ἐν τῷ Ἀδρίᾳ 
being-driven-along us in the Adriatic 
Wind and waves drive ships along. 

• Man-made world 
 John 2:20 

Τεσσεράκοντα καὶ ἓξ ἔτεσιν οἰκοδομήθη ὁ ναὸς οὗτος 
in-forty and six years was-built the shrine this 
People build shrines. 

• Metaphysical world 
 Mark 6:2 

τίς ἡ σοφία ἡ δοθεῖσα τούτῳ 
what the wisdom the given to-this[man] 
God gives wisdom, e.g. Proverbs 2:6; cf., James 1:5. 

2b. KNOWN inferrable: long-term memory (currently open scenario) 

• God as agent 
 Luke 3:3 

βάπτισμα μετανοίας εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν 
baptism of-repentance for forgiveness of-sins 
The abstract noun “forgiveness” grammaticalizes an event “A forgives B”. 
God forgives. The “message from God” scenario is opened in v. 2 “the word of God came to John”, 
which gives a co-text for the readers of the Gospel to understand the agent of the message to be the 
agent of its contents. 
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 Luke 3:7 

φυγεῖν ἀπὸ τῆς μελλούσης ὀργῆς 
to-flee from the coming wrath 
The abstract noun “wrath” grammaticalizes an event “A is angry”. 
Wrath is God’s wrath. The “God’s wrath” scenario is part of the “repentance” scenario opened in 3:3 
by “baptism of repentance”. 

• People as agent 
 Luke 6:18 

οἳ ἦλθον ἀκοῦσαι αὐτοῦ καὶ ἰαθῆναι 
which came to-hear him and to-be-healed 
Jesus heals, “him” opens Jesus scenario. 

 

 Luke 18:32 

παραδοθήσεται γὰρ τοῖς ἔθνεσιν 
will-be-betrayed for to-the gentiles 

 

καὶ ἐμπαιχθήσεται καὶ ὑβρισθήσεται καὶ ἐμπτυσθήσεται 
and will-be-mocked and will-be-insulted and will-be-spat-on 
Gentiles mock etc., “gentiles” scenario opened in previous clause. 

Compare: Luke 23:26  ἀπήγαγον they-led-away = Roman soldiers 

 Luke 24:7  σταυρωθῆναι to-be-crucified = by Roman soldiers 

 Luke 24:47  κηρυχθῆναι to-be-proclaimed = by Christians 

• Other 
 Mark 4:5–6 

καὶ ἄλλο ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ τὸ πετρῶδες ὅπου οὐκ εἶχεν γῆν πολλήν, 
and other fell in the rocky where not was-having earth much 

 

… διὰ τὸ μὴ ἔχειν ῥίζαν … 
… due-to the not to-have root … 
Lack of deep roots is inferrable from the shallow soil. 

3a. GIVEN situational: current perceptual experience 
 Acts 8:36 

τί κωλύει με βαπτισθῆναι; 
what prevents me to-be-baptized 
Philip, the only Christian there, must be the Agent of baptizing. 

3b. GIVEN textual-current: short-term memory (last opened scenario) 
 Mark 4:5 

καὶ ἄλλο ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ τὸ πετρῶδες ὅπου οὐκ εἶχεν γῆν πολλήν … 
and other fell in the rocky where not was-having earth much … 
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διὰ τὸ μὴ ἔχειν βάθος γῆς … 
due-to the not to-have deep earth … 
Here “not having deep roots” refers directly back to “did not have much earth”. 

 

 Luke 18:14 

κατέβη οὗτος δεδικαιωμένος 
went-down this[one] being-justified 
God is the Agent of justifying, 18:13 “God be merciful to me a sinner”. 

Compare: Luke 23:55: ἐτέθη ‘was-placed’; cf., 23:53 “he [Joseph] placed him in a tomb” 

 Acts 2:20: μεταστραφήσεται ‘will-be-turned’; cf., 2:19 “I [God] will give wonders in 
the heaven above” 

3c. GIVEN textual-displaced: short-term memory, recently opened scenario 

 Luke 3:21 

ἐν τῷ βαπτισθῆναι ἅπαντα τὸν λαόν 
in the to-be-baptized all the people 
“John baptizes” scenario is opened in 3:7 “to be baptized by him”, and repeated in 3:16: “I 
baptize you with water.” After that 3:19–20 is Herod’s imprisonment of John. 

 

 Acts 11:19 

ἀπὸ τῆς θλίψεως τῆς γενομένης ἐπὶ Στεφάνῳ 
by the persecution the having-occurred over Stephen 
“Persecution occurred” grammaticalizes “A persecuted B”. This refers back to 8:1 “a great persecution 
occurred against the church in Jerusalem” where the Agents are KNOWN inferrable, the Sanhedrin 6:15, 
7:59 and like-minded Jews, e.g. Saul 8:1, 3. 

7.3. Quotations and Hearer-old Event scenarios 
Quotations from the Old Testament are often used in the New Testament without any 

explicit clarification of who originally spoke or wrote the quotation. 

As in the previous section, a general principle to determine the speaker or writer of a 
quotation would be: where no agent is specified, choose the prototypical agent of the 
open scenario. In the case of the scenarios “speak” or “write” within a religious context 
or a religious co-text (i.e. New Testament book or letter) the prototypical agent, i.e. the 
speaker of the quotation, is God, and the place that quotation may be found is in Scripture 
(i.e. Old Testament), for example: 
 Matthew 4:4 (quoting Deuteronomy 8:3) 

Γέγραπται, Οὐκ ἐπ᾽ ἄρτῳ μόνῳ ζήσεται ὁ ἄνθρωπος 
it-is-written not on bread only will-live the person 

God is to be understood as causal agent of the writing, some prophet or other human 
being as the actual writer, and Scripture as the place this is written. Hence a translation 
may say “Scripture says”, “It is written in God’s holy book”, or “God has caused this to 
be written”, etc. making explicit whatever elements of the “Scripture” scenario are neces-
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sary for the reader to be able to reconstruct the original scenario, of a message originating 
from God, written in a book, by a human. 

This complex scenario for Scripture is supported by the New Testament text itself, 
which occasionally clarifies that God is the causal agent of Scripture, especially 
prophecy, for example: 

• Matthew 1:22 “what the Lord had said through the prophet” (cf., Matthew 2:15) 
• Luke 1:70 “as he [the Lord] said through his holy prophets” (cf., Acts 3:18, 3:21) 
• Acts 4:25 “You [Lord] spoke by the Holy Spirit through the mouth of your 

servant, our father David” 
• Acts 1:16 “the Scripture had to be fulfilled which the Holy Spirit spoke long ago 

through the mouth of David” 
Similarly, a general principle to determine the first person agent inside a quotation 

would be: where no agent is specified, choose the prototypical agent of the open scenario. 
In the case of a scriptural quotation, unless the specific verb suggests otherwise, the 
prototypical agent is God, for example: 
 Matthew 13:14, 15 (quoting Isaiah 6:9–10) 

καὶ ἀναπληροῦται αὐτοῖς ἡ προφητεία Ἠσαΐου ἡ λέγουσα … 
and is-fulfilled for-them the prophecy of-Isaiah the saying … 

 

καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτούς. 
and I-will-heal them 

Here, there is a mismatch between the explicit speaker of the quotation, Isaiah, and 
the implicit agent of “I will heal”, God. Although the quotation is introduced as the 
prophecy of Isaiah, in the source culture the scenario of “prophecy” includes God, not the 
prophet, as the prime cause of whatever is spoken, so God is always a potential agent. 
Moreover, the source culture scenario of “heal” has “God” as the prototypical agent. 
Thus the referent of “I” would have been clear to the original audience. 

Since, normally, the speaker and first person pronoun in the quoted speech are coref-
erential, some clarification may need to be made in translation so that “I” does not refer 
to Isaiah but to God, e.g. “the prophecy of Isaiah where it is written: ‘The Lord says … I 
will heal them’”, or “the prophecy of Isaiah where the Lord says: ‘… I will heal them’”, 
or “the prophetic message God spoke through Isaiah: ‘… I will heal them’”. 

7.4. Rhetorical questions and Hearer-old scenarios 
Another grammatical structure where the explicit information is Hearer-old is the 

rhetorical question. 

Rhetorical questions make up some 70 percent of the 1,000 or so questions in the 
New Testament, and are used not to elicit information but rather “to convey or call 
attention to information and express the speaker’s attitudes, opinions, etc.” (Beekman and 
Callow 1974:229). 

The form and function of rhetorical questions in New Testament Greek, together 
with translation issues they raise, is well documented by Beekman and Callow 
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(1974:353–357). I will, therefore, contrast real and rhetorical questions, and focus on the 
role of the hearer’s mental scenarios in the interpretation of rhetorical questions. 

7.4.1. Real questions 

A speaker uses real questions to elicit information from others. Grammatically, real 
questions are typically followed by a change of speaker and a statement with ellipsis, 
where the missing elements can be understood from the original question, for example 
(question or question word bolded, RSV translation in place of gloss): 
 Matthew 15:34 

καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Πόσους ἄρτους ἔχετε; 
And Jesus said to them, “How many loaves have you?” 

 

οἱ δὲ εἶπαν, Ἑπτά καὶ ὀλίγα ἰχθύδια. 
They said, “Seven and a few small fish.” 
“Seven” = “We have seven loaves.” 

With real questions, either the speaker does not know the answer, or the speaker is 
testing the hearer, forcing them to state what they believe or to acknowledge a truth, for 
example: 
 Luke 20:24 

Δείξατέ μοι δηνάριον· τίνος ἔχει εἰκόνα καὶ ἐπιγραφήν; 
“Show me a coin. Whose likeness and inscription has it?” 

 

οἱ δὲ εἶπαν, Καίσαρος. 
They said, “Caesar’s.” 
“Caesar’s” = “The likeness and inscription is Caesar’s.” 

With real polar questions (“yes/no” questions) the speaker can indicate the answer he 
expects by his choice of the negative particles, using μή for ‘no’ and οὐ for ‘yes’, for 
example: 
 John 18:25b (expecting the answer no) 

εἶπον οὖν αὐτῷ, Μὴ καὶ σὺ ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ εἶ; 
They said to him, “Are not you also one of his disciples?” 
i.e. “You are not one of his disciples, are you?” 

 

ἠρνήσατο ἐκεῖνος καὶ εἶπεν, Οὐκ εἰμί. 
He denied it and said, “I am not.” 

 

 John 18:26b–27a (expecting the answer yes) 

Οὐκ ἐγώ σε εἶδον ἐν τῷ κήπῳ μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ; 
“Did I not see you in the garden with him?” 
i.e. “I did see you in the garden with him, didn’t I?” 

 

πάλιν οὖν ἠρνήσατο Πέτρος. 
Again Peter denied it. 
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It is the speaker who decides whether the question expects a positive or negative 
answer, “not the objective facts in and of themselves” (Porter 1994:277–278). So, with a 
real question, even though the speaker may express their opinion as to the correct answer, 
the audience is still free to contradict it. 

7.4.2. Rhetorical questions 

Whereas speakers use real questions to elicit information from others, they use 
rhetorical questions not to elicit new information, but to refer to information which the 
speaker and audience share. When using a rhetorical question, a speaker assumes three 
things: 
1. The audience knows the correct “answer” to the “question”. 
2. The audience knows that the speaker knows the answer. 
3. The audience knows that the speaker knows that the audience knows. 

In such situations, the audience knows the “question” is not eliciting information and, 
therefore, infers some other pragmatic meaning from the speaker’s utterance. 

Grammatically, whereas real questions are usually followed by a change of speaker 
and ellipsis, rhetorical questions are typically followed by continuation of the same 
speaker or switch to the narrator, and the following statement lacks ellipsis, for example: 

 Matthew 18:12 

ἐὰν γένηταί τινι ἀνθρώπῳ ἑκατὸν πρόβατα καὶ πλανηθῇ ἓν ἐξ αὐτῶν, 
If a man has a hundred sheep, and one of them has gone astray, 

 

οὐχὶ ἀφήσει τὰ ἐνενήκοντα ἐννέα ἐπὶ τὰ ὄρη 
does he not leave the ninety-nine on the mountains 

 

καὶ πορευθεὶς ζητεῖ τὸ πλανώμενον; 
and go in search of the one that went astray? 

 

καὶ ἐὰν γένηται εὑρεῖν αὐτό, ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι χαίρει ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ 
And if he finds it, truly, I say to you, he rejoices over it 

 

μᾶλλον ἢ ἐπὶ τοῖς ἐνενήκοντα ἐννέα τοῖς μὴ πεπλανημένοις. 
more than over the ninety-nine that never went astray. 

 

 John 18:38 

λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πιλᾶτος, Τί ἐστιν ἀλήθεια; 
Pilate said to him, “What is truth?” 

 

Καὶ τοῦτο εἰπὼν πάλιν ἐξῆλθεν … 
After he had said this, he went out … 

Pragmatically, rhetorical questions are not questions at all, but statements which 
reinforce or express attitudes about shared information. Why then is a grammatical ques-
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tion form used? Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986) predicts that the more 
processing effort required, the more “contextual effects” such as information, emotion, 
etc. are conveyed to the hearer. A rhetorical question requires more processing effort than 
a statement because the audience has to evaluate whether it is a real question or not. If the 
content is understood by the audience to be uncontroversial Hearer-old information, 
believed by both speaker and hearer, then it is evaluated as a rhetorical question. With 
Greek rhetorical questions, the extra “contextual effects” include strong assertion, strong 
negation, and strong emotive force, such as rebuke, or surprise (Beekman and Callow 
1974:238; Barnwell 1980:91). 

Just as Greek marks grammatically whether the speaker expects the answer “yes” or 
“no” with real polar questions, so with rhetorical polar questions the speaker can mark 
grammatically whether the statement is negation or assertion (Beekman and Callow 
(1974:357): 

In summary, it may be said that ou in a real question indicates that the speaker thinks a yes 
answer is in order, and in rhetorical questions it corresponds to either an affirmative statement or 
an evaluation; and that me in a real question indicates that the speaker thinks a no answer is in 
order, and in a rhetorical question it corresponds to either a negative statement or a statement of 
incertitude. 

So, since real and rhetorical questions have the same form but different functions, 
the hearer must decide whether it is a rhetorical or real question, and the speaker must 
evaluate whether the hearer will interpret the question as intended by the speaker. This 
relies on speaker and hearer evaluating the status of the information, specifically “Is this 
propositional information, attitude, or evaluation Hearer-old and speaker-old?” This 
might be obvious from the co-text or real life context of the communicative act, but more 
frequently must be evaluated from the contents of mental scenarios in long-term memory, 
e.g. (RSV translation in place of gloss). 

7.4.2.1. Strong negation 

 John 18:35 

ἀπεκρίθη ὁ Πιλᾶτος, Μήτι ἐγὼ Ἰουδαῖός εἰμι; 
Pilate answered, “Am I a Jew?” 
i.e. I am not a Jew, as you well know. 
Pilate’s socio-religious affiliation would be known to all. 

 

 John 8:53 

μὴ σὺ μείζων εἶ τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν Ἀβραάμ, ὅστις ἀπέθανεν; 
Are you greater than our father Abraham, who died? 
i.e. You are not greater than our ancestor Abraham, and he died. 
Jesus in fact disagreed with the speaker’s “correct” answer to this statement, and stated his superiority to 
Abraham. However, the Jews used a rhetorical question in the belief that nobody would dare claim superi-
ority to Abraham, and Jesus recognized that they would believe this, and so recognized that they were 
using a rhetorical question, not asking a real one. Since the Jews had already decided Jesus was demon-
possessed (8:52) they would not be in any doubt as to who was greater, Jesus or Abraham. 
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 James 3:11 

μήτι ἡ πηγὴ ἐκ τῆς αὐτῆς ὀπῆς βρύει τὸ γλυκὺ καὶ τὸ πικρόν; 
Can both fresh water and salt water flow from the same spring? 
i.e. Fresh water and salt water can not both flow from the same spring. 
This is an uncontroversial statement about nature, obvious to all. 

 

Of the 18 occurrences of μήτι in the New Testament, five are in rhetorical questions marking strong 
negation: Matthew 7:16; Mark 4:21; Luke 6:39; and John 18:38 and James 3:11 above. 

7.4.2.2. Strong assertion 

 John 7:19 

οὐ Μωϋσῆς δέδωκεν ὑμῖν τὸν νόμον; 
Did not Moses give you the law? 
i.e. Moses gave you the Law. 
All Jews would know this. 

 

 Hebrews 1:14 

οὐχὶ πάντες εἰσὶν λειτουργικὰ πνεύματα εἰς διακονίαν 
ἀποστελλόμενα διὰ τοὺς μέλλοντας κληρονομεῖν σωτηρίαν; 
Are not all angels ministering spirits sent to serve those who will inherit salvation? 
i.e. Angels are all ministering spirits … 
All Jews except the Sadducees (Acts 23:8) would acknowledge this. 

Similarly, with nonpolar or content questions, the same grammatical form is used for 
both real questions and for rhetorical questions which make strong statements of negation 
or assertion. Again the presumption of shared old-information, i.e. shared mental scenari-
os, allows the hearer to interpret a question as rhetorical, for example. 

7.4.2.3. Real questions 

 Luke 3:10 (crowds to John the Baptist) 

Τί οὖν ποιήσωμεν; 
“What then shall we do?” 
John assumes they do not know what to do. 

 

 Luke 8:30 (Jesus to “Legion”) 

Τί σοι ὄνομά ἐστιν; 
“What is your name?” 
“Legion” assumes Jesus does not know his name. 
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7.4.2.4. Rhetorical questions 

 Hebrews 1:5 

Τίνι γὰρ εἶπέν ποτε τῶν ἀγγέλων, Υἱός μου εἶ σύ … 
For to which of the angels did God ever say, “You are my Son …”? 
i.e. God never said to any angel … 
The implied negation relies on the Jewish audience knowing the answer “none”, from their Old Testament 
knowledge. 

 

 Hebrews 2:6 

Τί ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος ὅτι μιμνῄσκῃ αὐτοῦ, ἢ υἱὸς ἀνθρώπου ὅτι ἐπισκέπτῃ αὐτόν; 
“What is man that you are mindful of him, the Son of Man that you care for him?” 
i.e. Man is nothing of such great significance. 
The implied negation relies on the Jewish audience knowing the answer “nothing much”, based on a 
theology of God’s lordship over man. 

 

 Luke 1:66 (about John the Baptist) 

Τί ἄρα τὸ παιδίον τοῦτο ἔσται; καὶ γὰρ χεὶρ κυρίου ἦν μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. 
“What then will this child be?” For the hand of the Lord was with him. 
i.e. This child will become something very significant … 
The assertion relies on the audience knowing the answer “something great” on the basis of a theological 
understanding of the significance of the miracle which had just occurred. 

Correct understanding of a rhetorical question relies on more than grammatical en-
coding. The hearer must first be able to evaluate the contents of the speaker’s scenario 
including the degree of certainty they have about propositions in the scenario, in order to 
evaluate whether the speaker is asking a real question or a rhetorical question. If rhe-
torical, the hearer must then evaluate the contents of the speaker’s scenario in order to 
interpret the meaning of the rhetorical question in the specific context. Frequently the 
hearer must determine what value judgment the speaker is making concerning the open 
scenario. This requires the hearer to utilize the contents of the open scenario stored in 
their own long-term memory, including the kind of value judgments specific types of 
people prototypically make about it. 

If the audience thinks that the speaker is uncertain about the matter in question, they 
will assume it is a real question, for example: 
 John 1:19 (Jews to John) 
“Who are you?” 

If the audience thinks that the speaker is certain about the matter in question, and is 
not testing their knowledge about it, they will assume it is a rhetorical question. Beekman 
and Callow (1974:238) distinguish four principal functions of rhetorical questions in the 
New Testament: 
1. A statement of certitude 
2. A statement of incertitude 
3. A statement of evaluation or obligation 
4. To highlight and introduce a new subject or a new aspect of the same subject 
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The audience must use their existing mental scenarios to determine the function intended. 

If the audience thinks that the speaker is certain about the matter in question, and 
that the speaker believes that they share that view, they will assume it is a rhetorical 
question expressing strong negation or strong assertion, for example: 
 John 18:35 (Pilate to Jesus) 
“Am I a Jew?” 
Speaker’s assumption: Everyone knows I am not a Jew. 

 

 Hebrews 1:5 (author to Jewish readers) 
For to which of the angels did God ever say, “You are my Son …”? 
Speaker’s assumption: We all know God never said this to any angel. 

 

 John 7:19 (Jesus to Jews) 
“Did not Moses give you the law?” 
Speaker’s assumption: We all know he did. 

If the audience thinks that the speaker is certain about the matter in question, and is 
amazed by it, they will assume it is an evaluation or expression of amazement (a type of 
incertitude), for example: 

 Luke 8:25 (disciples to one another) 
“Who then is this, that he commands even wind and water, and they obey him?” 

If the audience thinks that the speaker expects the matter in question to apply in 
some, but not all, instances and that the speaker believes that they share that view, they 
will assume it is a rhetorical question specifying a condition (another type of incertitude), 
for example: 
 1 Corinthians 7:27 (Paul to Corinthians) 
“Are you married? Do not seek a divorce. Are you unmarried? Do not look for a wife.” 
i.e. If you are married, do not seek a divorce. 

 

 James 5:13 (James to hearers) 
“Is anyone among you suffering? Let him pray.” 
i.e. If anyone among you is suffering, let him pray. 

If the audience thinks that the speaker is certain about the matter in question, and has 
a negative evaluation of it, they will assume it is a negative evaluation or rebuke, for 
example: 

 Mark 4:40 (Jesus to disciples) 
Why are you afraid? Have you no faith?” 

If the audience thinks that the speaker intends to turn the conversation to a new 
matter in question, and thinks that the speaker believes that the audience would recognize 
this, they will assume it is a rhetorical question introducing a new topic of conversation, 
for example: 
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 Luke 13:20 (Jesus to Jewish listeners) 
“To what shall I compare the kingdom of God?” 

 

 Romans 4:1 (Paul to Jewish Christians in Rome) 
“What then shall we say that Abraham, our forefather, discovered in this matter?” 

So then, when a speaker uses rhetorical questions to make strong assertions or deni-
als, or for any other rhetorical function, he presumes that the propositional content is 
Hearer-old information. If that is not the case, rhetorical questions are not an effective 
form of communication, and may not communicate the speaker’s intended meaning. 

When the audience do not share the speaker’s viewpoint, they may interpret such a 
rhetorical question as a real question (i.e. the speaker, whatever their current opinion, is 
expressing some doubt about the matter and seeking their answer or opinion), they may 
“mishear” the rhetorical question, reinterpreting the speaker’s viewpoint as their own, or 
they may simply reject the speaker’s viewpoint as wrong. 

For example, many English people do not share Jesus’s shepherding scenario, and 
would disagree with Matthew 18:12: 

If a man has a hundred sheep, and one of them has gone astray, does he not leave the ninety-
nine on the mountains and go in search of the one that went astray? 

Who in their right mind would leave 99 sheep alone on the mountains to chase after just 
one sheep? However, Jesus is making a strong assertion that the owner would do this. 
The original scenario was of the owner of 100 sheep in Palestine, who would not have 
herded so many sheep alone, but have been accompanied by a relative or paid shepherd. 
The 99 would not have been left alone to wander off or be attacked, but left in the care of 
another (Bailey 1983:149). In translation, then, unless we want our audience to think 
Jesus was twisting facts to buttress a weak argument, we must ensure that our audience 
fully agrees with Jesus’s evaluation of what the sheep owner would do. Relevant 
information from the original scenario may need to made explicit, in order for the 
audience to agree with the speaker, and the rhetorical question may need to be replaced 
or reinforced by an emphatic statement. For example, the Parkari translation says: 

What do you think? If some person may have a hundred sheep, and from among them one sheep 
should get lost, then will the owner not search for it? He certainly will leave the other ninety 
nine sheep right there on the mountain with some shepherd and having gone will look for that 
lost sheep. 

So even though Greek has markers with polar questions to express the speaker’s 
opinion, the same grammatical forms are used for both real questions and rhetorical 
questions. Since the grammatical form of the Greek rhetorical question does not specify 
the speaker’s meaning, the audience must rely on Hearer-old information already stored 
in their mental scenarios in order to interpret the probable attitudes and beliefs of the 
speaker, and hence the speaker’s meaning. 

7.5. Comparative clauses and Hearer-old thing scenarios 
Another grammatical structure where information is Hearer-old is in comparisons. 

The topic is compared to a Hearer-old item, usually assuming that the hearer not only 
knows the item, but also knows which characteristic of the item is intended by the com-
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parison. This of course applies to all metaphors, which have no grammatical marking of 
comparison. However, similes and other comparisons are typically marked by a 
conjunction. 

The word ὡς occurs 19 times in Mark with comparative meaning, always in a clause 
with Hearer-old information (KNOWN or GIVEN), and paralleled by another clause 
containing Discourse-new information which occurs in accordance with the Hearer-old 
information (bolded below). The ὡς clause is normally second, but is fronted once 
(10:1). 
 Discourse-new ὡς Hearer-old  
  2a KNOWN unused Scenario 
1:10 εἶδεν … τὸ πνεῦμα ὡς περιστερὰν birds 
1:22 ἦν γὰρ διδάσκων αὐτοὺς ὡς ἐξουσίαν ἔχων religion 
  καὶ οὐχ ὡς οἱ γραμματεῖς. religion 
4:26 Οὕτως ἐστὶν ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ὡς ἄνθρωπος βάλῃ τὸν σπόρον farming 
4:27 ὁ σπόρος βλαστᾷ καὶ μηκύνηται ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν αὐτός. people 
4:30–31 Πῶς ὁμοιώσωμεν τὴν βασιλείαν … ὡς κόκκῳ σινάπεως farming 
6:15 προφήτης ὡς εἷς τῶν προφητῶν religion 
6:34 ἦσαν ὡς πρόβατα μὴ ἔχοντα ποιμένα herding 
7:6 Καλῶς ἐπροφήτευσεν Ἠσαΐας 

περὶ ὑμῶν τῶν ὑποκριτῶν, 
 
ὡς γέγραπται … 

Scripture 

 (Jesus assumes the Pharisees know this quotation from Isaiah 29:13)  
8:24 Βλέπω τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ὅτι ὡς δένδρα ὁρῶ περιπατοῦντας. plants 
10:15 ὃς ἂν μὴ δέξηται τὴν βασιλείαν … ὡς παιδίον people 
12:25 εἰσὶν ὡς ἄγγελοι ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς heaven 
12:31 Ἀγαπήσεις τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς σεαυτόν. people 
12:33 τὸ ἀγαπᾶν τὸν πλησίον ὡς ἑαυτὸν people 
13:32–34 Περὶ δὲ τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης … ὡς ἄνθρωπος ἀπόδημος … people 

  3a GIVEN situational Context 

9:21 Πόσος χρόνος ἐστὶν ὡς τοῦτο γέγονεν αὐτῷ; 9:20 

  3b GIVEN textual-current Co-text 

4:36 παραλαμβάνουσιν αὐτὸν ὡς ἦν 4:1–34 

  3c GIVEN textual-displaced  
14:72 ἀνεμνήσθη ὁ Πέτρος τὸ ῥῆμα ὡς εἶπεν αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς 14:30 

FRONTED    

 ὡς Hearer-old Discourse-new  
 3c GIVEN textual-displaced   
10:1 ὡς εἰώθει πάλιν ἐδίδασκεν αὐτούς 6:34 

(There are also two uses of ὡς before a round number where it is not comparative, 
but means “approximately”, 5:13, 8:9). 
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Καθώς occurs eight times in Mark, always in a clause with Hearer-old information, 
and paralleled by another clause containing Discourse-new information which occurs in 
accordance with the Hearer-old information. In all cases but 1:2, the καθώς clause is 
second. 
 Discourse-new καθώς Hearer-old Scenario 
  2a KNOWN unused Scripture 
9:13 καὶ ἐποίησαν αὐτῷ ὅσα ἤθελον, καθὼς γέγραπται ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν 1 Kings 19:1–10 
14:21 ὁ μὲν υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει καθὼς γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ Isaiah 53 

  2a KNOWN unused people 

4:33 τοιαύταις παραβολαῖς πολλαῖς ἐλάλει καθὼς ἠδύναντο ἀκούειν  

  3b GIVEN textual-current Co-text 

11:6 οἱ δὲ εἶπαν αὐτοῖς καθὼς εἶπεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς 11:3 
14:16 εὗρον καθὼς εἶπεν αὐτοῖς 14:13–15 
15:8 ὁ ὄχλος ἤρξατο αἰτεῖσθαι καθὼς ἐποίει αὐτοῖς 15:6 

  3c GIVEN textual-displaced  
16:7 ἐκεῖ αὐτὸν ὄψεσθε, καθὼς εἶπεν ὑμῖν. 14:28 

FRONTED    
 καθώς Hearer-old Ref. Ref. Discourse-new 
 2a KNOWN unused-Scripture    
1:2 Καθὼς γέγραπται ἐν τῷ Ἠσαΐᾳ τῷ 

προφήτη 
Isaiah 40:3 
Malachi 3:1 

1:4 ἐγένετο Ἰωάννης 

This comparison clause is fronted to stress the importance of prophecy in the interpretation of John’s 
ministry as preparing the way for Jesus as Lord. 

Thus, as one would expect logically, since a comparison must be with a known item 
to be beneficial, we see that the comparative conjunctions καθὼς and ὡς introduce 
Hearer-old information. If such information is not Hearer-old for the target audience of a 
translation, due to mismatch of scenario contents, then a literal translation of comparisons 
may not communicate accurately. 

7.6. Participial Noun Phrases and Hearer-old scenarios 
Greek Participles, both arthrous and anarthrous, occur not only in Verb Phrases but 

also in Noun Phrases, and function like the relative clause in English, by defining the 
referent or providing information about the referent. These Participles are also used in 
accordance with information status taxonomy marking the referent as Hearer-old, and 
their usage and definition is governed by the scenarios which are open, for example (head 
noun bolded, Participial Phrase underlined). 
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7.6.1. Nominal usage: Arthrous Participle 

• Descriptive (in apposition to a preceding noun) 
 Matthew 10:4 

Ἰούδας ὁ Ἰσκαριώτης ὁ καὶ παραδοὺς αὐτόν. 
Judas the Iscariot the[one] also having-betrayed him 
(2a KNOWN unused) 

 

 1 Peter 1:3 

Εὐλογητὸς ὁ θεὸς … ὁ κατὰ τὸ πολὺ αὐτοῦ ἔλεος ἀναγεννήσας ἡμᾶς … 
blessed the God … the[one] according-to the much of-him mercy having-regenerated us … 
(2a KNOWN unused) 

 

 Romans 5:5b 

διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου τοῦ δοθέντος ἡμῖν. 
through spirit holy the[one] having-been-given to-us 
(2a KNOWN unused) 

• Restrictive (specific) 
 Matthew 10:20 

οὐ γὰρ ὑμεῖς ἐστε οἱ λαλοῦντες 
not for you are the[one’s] speaking 
(3b GIVEN textual-current. Back reference to 10:19 μὴ μεριμνήσητε πῶς ἢ τί λαλήσητε) 

 

 Matthew 13:3 (cf., Mark 4:3, Luke 8:5) 

Ἰδοὺ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ σπείρων τοῦ σπείρειν 
behold went-out the[one] sowing for-the to-sow 
(2a KNOWN unused, and possibly 3a GIVEN situational (plus metaphor). According to my theory, the 
use of the article here indicates Hearer-old, yet there is no preceding reference. This, then, would be 
a GIVEN unused, a generic reference to a whole class “the prototypical sower”. Understanding it 
metaphorically, i.e. looking at the application of the parable, this may also be an example of GIVEN 
situational, Jesus giving a hint, by the grammar, that “the sower” has a unique referent, himself.) 

 

 Matthew 13:37 

Ὁ σπείρων τὸ καλὸν σπέρμα 
the[one] sowing the good seed 
(3c GIVEN textual-displaced. Back reference to 13:24 ἀνθρώπῳ σπείραντι καλὸν σπέρμα) 

 

 Luke 8:36 

ὁ δαιμονισθείς 
the[one] having-been-demonized 
(3b GIVEN textual-current. Back reference to 8:27 ἔχων δαιμόνια) 
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 2 Peter 1:3 

τοῦ καλέσαντος ἡμᾶς 
of-the[one] having-called us 
(2a KNOWN unused, meaning either God the Father or Jesus) 

• Restrictive (generic) 
 Matthew 10:28 

μὴ φοβεῖσθε ἀπὸ τῶν ἀποκτεννόντων τὸ σῶμα 

not fear from the[ones] having-killed the body 
(2a KNOWN unused. Refers to any agent of the Event “kill”) 

 

 Matthew 10:40 (cf., 10:42 “whosoever”) 

Ὁ δεχόμενος ὑμᾶς ἐμὲ δέχεται, 
the[one] accepting you me accepts 
(2a KNOWN unused. Refers to any agent of the Process “accept”) 

7.6.2. Adjectival usage: Anarthrous or Arthrous Participle modifying a noun 

• Descriptive 
 Matthew 7:11 

εἰ οὖν ὑμεῖς πονηροὶ ὄντες οἴδατε δόματα ἀγαθὰ διδόναι τοῖς τέκνοις ὑμῶν 
if therefore you evil being know gifts good to-give to-the children of-you 
(2a KNOWN unused) 
I would analyse “being evil” here as part of the Noun Phrase whose head is “you” (although 
grammatically it could be a Prenuclear Participial Clause) since it refers to permanent characteristics 
of those described, rather than a temporary Process with a temporal relationship to the Main Verb. 

 

 James 1:5 

παρὰ τοῦ διδόντος θεοῦ πᾶσιν ἁπλῶς 
from the giving God to-all generously 
(2a KNOWN unused) 
NIV: God, who gives generously to all 

 Sometimes, when a Participle is used adjectivally like a descriptive relative clause, 
the information may be Hearer-new, but it is not treated as new material in the 
development of the plot, but rather as part of the already open scenario, i.e. the 
scenario of the character just introduced. In other words it belongs in the Noun 
Phrase, not the Verb Phrase, for example: 

 Matthew 9:20 

Καὶ ἰδοὺ γυνὴ αἱμορροοῦσα δώδεκα ἔτη προσελθοῦσα ὄπισθεν ἥψατο … 
and behold woman blood-flowing twelve years having-advanced behind touched … 
(2a KNOWN unused, representing a specific category of person known to exist; cf., Leviticus 15:25–30)

 I analyse the first Participle as adjectival and part of the Noun Phrase, but I analyse 
the second Participle as part of the Verb Phrase, linked semantically to “touch” in a 
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prototypical script, since it is not conjoined grammatically to the first Participle by 
καί. Compare Mark 5:25–27, where the Participles which are linked by conjunctions 
fill the same semantic slot, i.e. describing the head noun, and are part of the Noun 
Phrase, but the unconjoined Participles are part of the script for “say” in verse 28 and 
are part of the Verb Phrase. 

• Restrictive (specific) 
 Jude 1:6 

ἀγγέλους τε τοὺς μὴ τηρήσαντας τὴν ἑαυτῶν ἀρχὴν 
angels and the not having-kept the of-themselves rule 
(2a KNOWN unused) 
NIV: the angels who did not keep their positions of authority 

 

 Revelation 17:1 

τῶν ἑπτὰ ἀγγέλων τῶν ἐχόντων τὰς ἑπτὰ φιάλας 
of-the seven angels the having the seven bowls 
(3c GIVEN textual-current, 15:7 onward) 

• Restrictive (generic) 
 Revelation 14:13 

Μακάριοι οἱ νεκροὶ οἱ ἐν κυρίῳ ἀποθνῄσκοντες ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι 
blessed the dead the in Lord dying from now 
(2a KNOWN unused) 

 Participial Noun Phrases are used for the same range of Information Status 
Taxonomy as Arthrous nouns. As noted above, some Participial Noun Phrases refer 
back to an open scenario in the preceding text. 

 Similarly, some Participial Noun Phrases are generic, referring to a whole class by 
its scenario title. This may be singular, the prototypical class member, or plural, the 
sum of the class members. Such a class is part of the open “whole world” scenario 
(2a KNOWN unused), for example: 

• Singular generic 
 Revelation 22:7 

μακάριος ὁ τηρῶν τοὺς λόγους τῆς προφητείας τοῦ βιβλίου τούτου. 
blessed the[one] keeping the words of-the prophecy of-the scroll this 

• Plural generic 
 Matthew 5:4 

μακάριοι οἱ πενθοῦντες 
blessed the[one’s] mourning 

Some Participial Noun Phrases refer to a specific item in the “whole world” scenario, 
for example: 
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 2 Thessalonians 2:6–7 

τὸ κατέχον … ὁ κατέχων 
the[thing] restraining … the[one] restraining 

In many cases the relevant subsection of the world scenario is “religious beliefs”, for 
example: 

 Matthew 10:28 

φοβεῖσθε δὲ μᾶλλον τὸν δυνάμενον καὶ ψυχὴν καὶ σῶμα ἀπολέσαι ἐν γεέννῃ. 
fear ( ) rather the[one] being-able both soul and body to-destroy in hell (i.e. God) 

 

 Luke 7:19 

Σὺ εἶ ὁ ἐρχόμενος 
you are the[one] coming (i.e. the prophesied Messiah, see 7:22; cf., 4:18–19) 

It is not surprising that there are many such referents, since most of the original real-
life context of the New Testament involves interaction between a religious teacher (e.g. 
Jesus in the Gospels, an apostle in Acts, or the letter writer in Epistles) and a contact, and 
the written text which provides the co-text is clearly identified by its introduction and 
subject matter as religious. 

Participles are not grammatically marked for tense but only for aspect: Imperfective 
Aspect (Present stem), Perfective Aspect (Aorist stem), or Stative Aspect (Perfect stem) 
(Porter 1989). However, the use of these different aspects corresponds frequently to a 
change in time reference, with Aorist stems regularly relating to past time. 

This is particularly noticeable in the use of Article plus Participle as head of a Noun 
Phrase referring to the agent or patient of some action. A test case of this is in Mark 5:15 
and 16 where the demon-possessed man is referred to using the Present Participle τὸν 
δαιμονιζόμενον, linking anaphorically with 5:2, ἄνθρωπος ἐν πνεύματι ἀκαθάρτῳ. 
Here, when the man is being identified by the newcomers and spoken about to others, he 
is referred to using a Present Participle (Imperfective Aspect) since he is the one they 
think of as “being demon-possessed”. The narrator appears to be using “echoic” language 
here, referring to the man in the terms the participants would have used, since the man is 
already healed. However, in verse 18, after his healing has been clearly established both 
to the narrator’s audience and to the participants present, he is referred to by the Aorist 
Participle ὁ δαιμονισθεὶς, grammatically encoding Perfective Aspect where the demon 
possession is seen simply as an undifferentiated Event, matching a real life past event 
“the one who had been demon-possessed”. 

Again in Acts 1:21 we find the phrase τῶν συνελθόντῶν referring to ‘those who 
were with us for the whole time the Lord Jesus went in and out among us’. Moule 
(1957:99) remarks that this is unusual and he would expect the “linear” Present Participle 
as in Acts 9:28. However, the Participle and Main Verbs in 1:21 are Aorist, and all refer 
to a bounded event in the past, no longer happening at the time of speaking. Thus it is 
appropriate for the Aorist Indicatives to mark past time and Perfective Aspect, and for the 
Participle to mark Perfective Aspect, all being used for a past time event. 



200 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

In Acts 9:28, the Present Participles marking Imperfective Aspect refer to events 
which did not precede but were concurrent with the events of 9:29 and thus actually 
occurred in Present time relative to the Main Verbs. The Imperfect Indicatives, similarly 
marking Imperfective Aspect, and also past tense, function as a setting to 9:30 where 
Paul is removed from the situation (Aorists). Thus here too the choice of Participle, 
though formally marking Perfective or Imperfective Aspect, is pragmatically related to 
real life relative time differences. 

Similarly, where Participles are used adjectivally, Present (Imperfective Aspect) is 
regularly used to refer to an action concurrent in time with the Main verb, and Aorist 
(Perfective Aspect) to an action preceding the Main Verb, e.g. Mark 5:25, οὖσα ἐν ῥύσει 
αἵματος (Present) ‘having a flow of blood’, and 5:26, παθοῦσα … δαπανήσασα … 
μηδὲν ὠφεληθεῖσα … εἰς τὸ χεῖρον ἐλθοῦσα (Aorists) ‘having suffered, having spent, 
not having improved, having got worse’. Since there is no choice between Present and 
Aorist Participles of εἰμί, one might argue that the Present Participle οὖσα does not 
encode Imperfective Aspect. However, I would interpret the lack of Aorist contrast as a 
reflection of the fact that “being” is regularly encoded as Imperfective Aspect due to its 
Aktionsart, since “being” is typically experienced by humans as durative and in process, 
i.e. the grammatical restriction in verbal forms relates to the semantics of the lexical item. 

So whilst Greek morphology only marks Aspect in Participles, it regularly uses Per-
fective Aspect pragmatically to refer to events preceding the Main Verb, and 
Imperfective Aspect to refer to events concurrent with the Main Verb. Temporal 
relationships, like Aktionsart (the way an event occurs in real-life), do not determine 
Aspectual choice, but do apparently influence it. 

7.7. Chapter summary 
There are many grammatical constructions in Greek which not only communicate 

information but also encode that such information is regarded as Hearer-old. Such 
grammatical constructions include 

• “when” clauses 
• infinitives 
• passives and subjectless verbs 
• quotations 
• rhetorical questions 
• comparative clauses, and 
• Participles used adjectivally. 

In many instances these forms underspecify the scenario they refer to, such as leaving 
implicit the participants of an event scenario, since the writer assumed that the audience 
would be able to identify such implicit information by referring to their own mental 
scenarios. 

The same constructions are used for all categories of Hearer-old information, 
whether it is Discourse-old or Discourse-new. Apart from the GIVEN situational 
category, all Hearer-old information which is Discourse-new is KNOWN unused or 
KNOWN inferrable and can only be correctly understood if the audience has such 
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information in their mental scenarios. Thus accurate exegesis depends on interpreting the 
text in the light of the original author and audience’s scenarios, and accurate translation 
depends on ensuring that implicit Hearer-old information in the source text is either 
retrievable by the target audience from their own scenarios, or is made explicit. 
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8. Greek Lexicon and Scenarios 
Scenario theory states that words are tagged to concepts, and each concept is stored 

in a structured mental network of interrelated concepts. This chapter explores the way 
that the semantic structure of scenarios provides the conceptual basis for understanding 
lexical cohesion and lexical reference in the Greek texts of the New Testament. I give 
evidence that the vocabulary found in a given pericope is better explained by lexical 
cohesion at scenario level, rather than the narrower category of Louw and Nida’s seman-
tic domains (1988). I also show how scenario theory explains several lexical patterns in 
Greek: the conjoining of lexical items with καί to form lexical doublets, the use and 
omission of lexical marking for contraexpectation, and the use or omission of lexical 
marking for verbs with causative meaning. 

8.1. Lexical cohesion and scenarios 
Lexical cohesion “refers to the role played by the selection of vocabulary in 

organizing relations within a text” (Baker 1992:203). The lexicon is a key means of 
maintaining cohesion and coherence in a discourse. Use of lexical items from a single 
scenario cues the audience to the open scenario, providing both lexical cohesion and 
semantic coherence. 

Lexical cohesion is typical of connected text (Callow 1974:31). For example, the 
word ἁλιεύς ‘fisherman’ occurs only five times in the New Testament, within three 
pericopes, and lexical co-occurrences with “fisherman” are charted below (glosses from 
Louw and Nida 1988): 

  Matthew 4:18–20 Mark 1:16–18 Luke 5:1–11 
ἁλιεύς fisherman 4:18–19 1:16–17 5:2 
θάλασσα lake 4:18 (2 x) 1:16 (2 x) – 
λίμνη lake – – 5:1–2 
ἀμφιβάλλω cast a fishnet – 1:16 – 
βάλλω throw 4:18 – – 
χαλάω let down – – 5:4–5 
πλύνω wash – – 5:2 
διαρήσσω rip – – 5:6 
ἀμφίβληστον casting-net 4:20 1:18 5:2, 4–6 
ἄγρα catch – – 5:4, 9 
ἰχθύς fish – – 5:6, 9 
νύξ night – – 5:5 
ἐπανάγω put out to sea – – 5:3–4 
πλοιάριον small boat – – 5:2 
πλοῖον boat – – 5:3 (2 x), 7 (2 x), 11 
μέτοχος companion – – 5:7 
κοινωνός partner – – 5:10 

Every time “fisherman” occurs in the New Testament there is the co-occurrence of 
“lake”, “net”, and at least one activity involving nets. 
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Sometimes the word “fisherman” does not occur, but other vocabulary from this 
scenario is present, e.g. δίκτυον ‘fishnet’ which occurs in three other New Testament 
pericopes: 

  Matthew 4:21–22 Mark 1:19–20 John 21:1–13 
ἁλιεύς fisherman – – – 
θάλασσα lake (4:18) (1:16) 21:1, 7 
λίμνη lake – – – 
ἀμφιβάλλω cast a fishnet – – – 
βάλλω throw (cast) – – 21:6 (2 x) 
χαλάω let down – – – 
σύρω pull – – 21:8 
πλύνω wash – – – 
διαρήσσω rip – – – 
σχίζω split – – 21:11 
καταρτίζω make adequate 4:21 1:19 – 
ἀμφίβληστον casting-net – – – 
δίκτυον fishnet 4:21 1:19 21:6, 8, 11 (2 x) 
ἄγρα catch – – – 
ἰχθύς fish – – 21:6, 8, 11 
προσφάγιον fish – – 21:5 
ὀψάριον fish – – 21:9–10, 13 
ἁλιεύω catch fish – – 21:3 
νύξ night – – 21:3 
ἐπανάγω put out to sea – – – 
πλοιάριον small boat – – 21:8 
πλοῖον boat 4:21–22 1:19–20 21:3, 6 
μέτοχος companion – – – 
κοινωνός partner – – – 
μισθωτός hired-worker – 1:20 – 

So even where the word “fisherman” is not present, wherever “net” occurs the par-
ticipants involved are indeed fishermen, and the vocabulary is clustered accordingly, 
including the place, activity, and equipment for fishing. 

In these pericopes, the time for fishing, night, is explicit 2/6 times, and elsewhere is 
implicit from the activities being pursued by day, viz., washing and mending the nets. In 
two cases colleagues are explicit lexically, and elsewhere are implicit by naming at least 
two people. Thus, from lexical co-occurrence, we can begin to reconstruct the New 
Testament scenario for “fishing”. 

However, these collocations, consistent in the New Testament corpus, are not 
mirrored by Louw and Nida’s semantic domains (1988), as shown by their categories for 
some of the key “fishing” vocabulary: 
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Moreover, the naturalness of the lexical groupings found in the Greek text is only 
apparent to those whose cultures are similar. If in someone’s culture all fishing is done by 
rod and line from the shore, then for that person nets and boats would not be part of the 
same semantic domain as fisherman. The relationship between concepts in a scenario is 
prototypical not essential, as Danove (1993b:81, note 21), quoting van Dijk (1977b:21), 
makes clear: 

van Dijk … clarifies that frames join concepts which are not essentially but typically related: 
Conceptually, there is no immediate or essential relationship between the concept ‘table’ and the 
concept ‘cereal,’ nor between ‘soap’ and ‘water,’ or between ‘waitress’ and ‘menu.’ They are 
distinct and do not presuppose each other. Yet they are organized by the frames of ‘breakfast,’ 
‘washing,’ and ‘restaurant’ respectively. 

Thus, I argue, lexical cohesion of the Greek text must be evaluated in the light of the 
culture of the original author and audience, because lexical cohesion between words is 
not a fixed abstract relationship which holds true regardless of language or culture, but is 
culturally conditioned. Words show lexical cohesion inasmuch as they belong to the same 
scenario, and scenarios are formed in the brain through interaction within a particular 
culture. 

Even reference depends on a shared scenario. For example in John 5:17–28 Jesus 
says “My Father is always at his work to this very day” and the Jews accuse him of 
blasphemy “calling God his own Father” (NIV). This charge of blasphemy depends on 
understanding “my Father” as referring to God. For the original audience, a “father who 
is always at work” in the context of the Sabbath (5:16) presumably evoked the Creation 
scenario and God’s work in relation to the world. The Old Testament “God” scenario 
also has a metaphorical link to “father” (Psalm 103:13; Proverbs 3:12). Thus they 
(correctly) interpreted Jesus’s words “my Father” to mean God. 

Similarly, in John 12:34 the crowd says “We have heard from the Law that the Christ 
will remain for ever, so how can you say, ‘The Son of Man must be lifted up’? Who is 
this ‘Son of Man’?” (NIV). The logic depends on the expectation that Christ and Son of 
Man are coreferential. The crowd argues that, if one is going to live for ever, and the 
other is going to die, then Jesus must be using Son of Man to mean someone other than 

Greek Louw and Nida gloss and category 
ἁλιεύς fisherman 44:10 44 Animal Husbandry, Fishing 
ἁλιεύω catch fish 44:7  
ἀμφιβάλλω cast a fishnet 44:8  
θάλασσα lake 1:70 1 Geographical Objects and Features 
λίμνη lake 1:72 J Bodies of Water (1:69–78) 
ἀμφίβληστον casting-net 6:12 6 Artifacts 
δίκτυον fishnet 6:11 C Instruments Used in Fishing (6:10–13) 
πλοιάριον small boat 6:42 6 Artifacts 
πλοῖον boat 6:41 H Boats and Parts of Boats (6:41—51) 
ἰχθύς fish 4:59 4 Animals 
   E Fishes and Other Sea Creatures (4:58–61) 
προσφάγιον fish 5:17 5 Foods and Condiments 
ὀψάριον fish 5:16 A Food (5:1–22) 
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the Christ. If so, who? Jesus explains that they have not fully understood the prophecies 
of Scripture: Christ is the Son of Man, and He will indeed die. 

Scenario theory also highlights another aspect of lexical cohesion, the expected 
ordering of the lexicon in a narrative. Danove (1993b:234) defines the basic elements of 
a narrative as 

• Scene (establishing the “story world”) 
• Introduction 
• Movement 
• Climax (establishing possibilities, probabilities, and necessities respectively), and 
• Denouement (establishing consequences of necessities). 
Comparing this to a script for a healing scenario for example, we would expect: 

Scene story world location 
Introduction possibilities characters, illness 
Movement probabilities opportunity of healing 
Climax necessities healing 
Denouement Denouement results of healing, health, sight, etc. 

Charting a healing miracle shows how the lexicon fits into this “healing” script in a 
prototypical order (relevant vocabulary bolded): 

 Mark 1:29–31 
Scene—location 
 29b τὴν οἰκίαν Σίμωνος καὶ Ἀνδρέου 
  the house of-Simon and of-Andrew 

Introduction—characters, illness 
 30a ἡ δὲ πενθερὰ Σίμωνος κατέκειτο πυρέσσουσα 
  the ( ) mother-in-law of-Simon was-lying fevering 

Movement—opportunity of healing 
 30b καὶ εὐθὺς λέγουσιν αὐτῷ περὶ αὐτῆς 
  and straightway they-say to-him about her 

Climax—healing 
 31a καὶ προσελθὼν ἤγειρεν αὐτὴν κρατήσας τῆς χειρός· 
  and having-approached he-raised her having-seized the hand 

 

  καὶ ἀφῆκεν αὐτὴν ὁ πυρετός. 
  and left her the fever 

Denouement—results of healing 
 31b καὶ διηκόνει αὐτοῖς· 
  and she-was-serving them 

Here we see that disease vocabulary occurs in the Climax as well as the Introduction, but 
in the Climax the disease goes away. Similarly, healing vocabulary may occur in the 
Movement as well as in the Climax, but in the Movement it occurs with verb forms 
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expressing healing as a wish, possibility, or request. A request for healing is implicit in 
verse 30 as the reason for telling Jesus about Simon’s mother-in-law. 

I suggest that charting New Testament miracles shows a consistent patterning of 
lexical items into semantic domains in line with the script of the New Testament Greek 
“healing” scenario. Even the few examples below show clearly that the prototypical 
script elements of the Climax, viz., touching and commanding, do not match a 
prototypical modern English “healing” script of doctors, medicines, and operations, for 
example: 

Mark 1:29–31 1:40–45 2:1–12 3:1–6 
Scene—location 

− (Γαλιλαίαν) Καφαρναοὺμ − 
− (Galilee) Capernaum − 

 

οἰκίαν − οἴκῳ συναγωγήν 
house − house synagogue 

Introduction—characters, illness 

πενθερὰ λεπρὸς παραλυτικὸν ἄνθρωπος 
mother-in-law leper paralyzed-man person 

 

πυρέσσουσα − − ἐξηραμμένην χεῖρα 
fevering − − withered hand 

Movement—opportunity of healing 

− − χαλῶσι − 
− − let-down − 

 

λέγουσιν λέγων − παρετήρουν 
they-say saying − were-watching 

 

περὶ αὐτῆς καθαρίσαι − εἰ θεραπεύσει 
about her to-purify − if … he-will-heal 

Climax—healing 

healer: ἥψατο − − 
 he-touched − − 

 

− λέγει λέγει λέγει 
− he-says he-says he-says 

 

− καθαρίσθητι ἀφίενταί Ἔκτεινον 
− be-purified be-forgiven Stretch-out (hand) 

 

ἤγειρεν − ἔγειρε − 
he-raised − rise − 
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healed: − − ἐξέτεινεν 
 − − he-stretched-out 

 

ἀφῆκεν ἀπῆλθεν − ἀπεκατεστάθη 
left left − was-restored 

 

ὁ πυρετός ἡ λέπρα  − ἡ χεὶρ 
the fever the leprosy − the hand 

 

− ἐκαθαρίσθη ἠγέρθη − 
− was-purified he-rose − 

Denouement—results of healing 

healer: ἐμβριμησάμενος − − 
 having-warned − − 

 

 ἐξέβαλεν − − 
 sent-out − − 

healed:    

διηκόνει κηρύσσειν ἐξῆλθεν − 
she-was-serving to-announce he-went-out − 

onlookers: − ἐξίστασθαι ἀπολέσωσιν 

 − to-be-astonished they-might-kill 

The above chart is of the first four healing pericopes in Mark (excluding exorcism). 
Together they build up the core of a prototypical New Testament healing scenario. Note 
that the Scene for these pericopes has explicit or implicit location, either geographical 
(Galilee, Capernaum) or physical (house, synagogue). 

• The Introduction has either a generic noun (mother-in-law, person) with the 
disease referred to by a Participle agreeing with the noun (fevering, having 
withered hand) or a noun referring explicitly to disease (leper, paralyzed man). 

• The Movement has the sick person or others asking Jesus to heal, or the sick 
person being, or being brought, physically close to Jesus, creating an opportunity 
for healing. 

• The Climax has either physical contact (touch, raise) or a command by the healer, 
followed by a statement of the healing. 

• The Denouement may have the healer warning the healed not to spread the news, 
the healed person resuming normal life, or telling others about being healed, and 
the onlookers responding either favourably or unfavourably. 

Occasionally, however, we find that elements of this scenario are omitted in the text, 
for example: 
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 Luke 7:11–15 
Scene—location 
 11–12 εἰς πόλιν καλουμένην Ναΐν … τῇ πύλῃ τῆς πόλεως 
  in town being-called Nain … the gate of-the town 

Introduction—characters, illness 
 12b τεθνηκὼς μονογενὴς υἱὸς 
  dead only son 

Movement—opportunity of healing 
 13 ἰδὼν αὐτὴν ὁ κύριος ἐσπλαγχνίσθη 
  having-seen her[the mother] the Lord was-moved 

Climax—healing 
 14 ἥψατο τῆς σοροῦ, … καὶ εἶπεν, Νεανίσκε, … ἐγέρθητι. 
  he-touched the bier … and said youth … arise/be-raised 

Denouement—results of healing 
 15a καὶ ἀνεκάθισεν ὁ νεκρὸς καὶ ἤρξατο λαλεῖν, 
  and sat-up the dead and began to-speak 

 15b καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτὸν τῇ μητρὶ αὐτοῦ. 
  and gave him to-the mother of-him 

 16 ἔλαβεν δὲ φόβος πάντας καὶ ἐδόξαζον τὸν θεὸν … 
  took … ( ) fear/awe all and they-were-praising the God … 

 17 καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ λόγος οὗτος ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Ἰουδαίᾳ περὶ αὐτοῦ … 
  and went-out the word this in whole the Judea about him … 

Here the actual healing is not lexicalized. The New Testament “healing” scenario 
includes the expectation that healing follows the healer’s command, and that the healed 
person will then revert to normal behaviour, so we should regard the healing as implicit. 
For some cultures, however, dead being healed is not prototypical, but ghosts are, so a 
literal translation of ἀνεκάθισεν ὁ νεκρὸς as ‘the dead man sat up’ will access the ghost 
scenario and be understood not as the result of healing but of ghostly, demonic, or para-
normal activity where a corpse sits up and speaks. In such situations, I suggest that the 
healing may need to be explicit in translation, e.g. “The dead man came back to life. He 
sat up and began to speak.” 

Compare the script for the New Testament “exorcism” scenario: 
 Mark 1:21–28 
Scene—location 
 21 εἰς Καφαρναούμ· … εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν 
  in Capernaum … in the synagogue 

Introduction—characters, illness 
 23 ἄνθρωπος ἐν πνεύματι ἀκαθάρτῳ 
  person in spirit unclean 
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Movement—opportunity of healing 
 23–24 ἀνέκραξεν 
  he-yelled 

 

  λέγων, Τί ἡμῖν καὶ σοί … 
  saying what to-us and to-you … 

 

  οἶδά σε τίς εἶ, ὁ ἅγιος τοῦ θεοῦ. 
  I know you who you-are the Holy[One] of-the God 

Climax—healing 
 25 ἐπετίμησεν αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
  rebuked him the Jesus 

 

  λέγων, Φιμώθητι καὶ ἔξελθε ἐξ αὐτοῦ. 
  saying be-muzzled and come-out from him 

 

 26 καὶ σπαράξαν αὐτὸν τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἀκάθαρτον 
  and having-shaken him the spirit the unclean 

 

  καὶ φωνῆσαν φωνῇ μεγάλῃ 
  and having shouted with-shout big 

 

  ἐξῆλθεν ἐξ αὐτοῦ. 
  it-came-out from him 

Denouement—results of healing 
 27 καὶ ἐθαμβήθησαν ἅπαντες … 
  and became-amazed all … 

 

 28 καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ἡ ἀκοὴ αὐτοῦ εὐθὺς πανταχοῦ … 
  and went-out the fame of-him straightway everywhere … 

There are some clear differences between the New Testament scenarios for “exor-
cism” and “healing”. In the Movement stage of the exorcism scenario, the person yells 
and shows opposition to Jesus (rather than requesting healing). Also the demonized 
person clearly states they know Jesus’s divine authority. In the Climax, Jesus rebukes the 
demon, and commands that it be muzzled and come out (rather than the man be healed). 
In the second part of the Climax there is vocabulary showing the demon’s opposition, 
shaking, and shouting, before it leaves. The exorcist does not use touch (unlike the 
healer). 

Charting all three exorcisms in Mark we find a similar pattern: 
Mark 1:21–28 5:1–20 9:14–29 
Scene—location   

Καφαρναούμ· χώραν τῶν Γερασηνῶν − 
Capernaum land of-the Gerasenes − 
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συναγωγὴν − (implied by 9:9 
synagogue − base of mountain) 

Introduction—characters, illness 

ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος τὸν υἱόν μου 
person person the son of-me 

 

πνεύματι ἀκαθάρτῳ πνεύματι ἀκαθάρτῳ πνεῦμα ἄλαλον 
spirit unclean spirit unclean spirit dumb 

Movement—opportunity of healing 

ἀνέκραξεν κράξας συνεσπάραξεν αὐτόν, 
he-yelled having-yelled convulsed him 

 

− − πεσὼν 
− − having-fallen 

 

− − ἐκυλίετο ἀφρίζων. 
− − was-rolling foaming 

 

λέγων λέγει, − 
saying he-says − 

 

Τί ἡμῖν καὶ σοι Τί ἐμοὶ καὶ σοί − 
what to-us and to-you what to-me and to-you − 

 

οἶδά σε − − 
I know you − − 

 

ὁ ἅγιος τοῦ θεου υἱὲ τοῦ θεου − 
the Holy of-the God Son of-the God − 

Climax—healing 

healer:   

ἐπετίμησεν − ἐπετίμησεν 
rebuked − rebuked 

 

λέγων ἔλεγεν λέγων 
saying he-was-saying saying 

 

Φιμώθητι − − 
be-muzzled − − 

 

ἔξελθε Ἔξελθε ἔξελθε 
come-out come-out come-out 
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demon: παρεκάλει − 
 besought − 

 

σπαράξαν − σπαράξας 
having-shaken − having-shaken 

 

φωνῆσαν − κράξας 
having-shouted − having-yelled 

 

ἐξῆλθεν ἐξελθόντα ἐξῆλθεν 
it-came-out having-come-out it-came-out 

Denouement—results of healing 

healer: λέγει ἤγειρεν αὐτόν 
 says raised him 

 

 Ὕπαγε − 
 go (home) − 

 

 ἀπάγγειλον − 
 tell − 

demon: εἰσῆλθον − 

 entered (the pigs) − 

healed: − ἐγένετο ὡσεὶ νεκρός 
 − became as-if dead 

 

− − ἀνέστη 
− − stood-up 

 

− ἱματισμένον − 
− clothed − 

 

− σωφρονοῦντα − 
− sane − 

 

− παρεκάλει − 
− begs[to come] − 

onlookers:   

ἐθαμβήθησαν ἐφοβήθησαν έγειν ὅτι ἀπέθανεν 
became-amazed they-were-frightened to-say that he-died 

 

− ἔφυγον − 
− they-fled − 
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ἐξῆλθεν ἀπήγγειλαν − 
went-out (fame) they-told − 

 

− παρακαλεῖν ἀπελθεῖν − 
− begged[Jesus] to-leave − 

 

disciples: − ἐπηρώτων 
 − asked 

These Marcan exorcism pericopes show, in the Movement section, that the demons 
knew Jesus’s identity; cf., Mark 1:34 where Jesus stopped the demons speaking because 
they knew his identity. (In Mark, only the dumb spirit, 9:14–29, does not state who Jesus 
is.) They show, in the Climax section, that exorcism is prototypically performed by a 
command to the demon(s) to get out, the technical term being ἐπετίμησεν ‘rebuked’ (or 
ἐξέβαλεν ‘cast out’, 1:34). They also show, especially in the Movement and Climax sec-
tions, that exorcism was typically met by temporary resistance on the part of the demon. 
This matches Guelich’s observations (1989:55) that Mark 1:23–28 “reflects the classic 
exorcism form of encounter (1:23), defense (1:23b–24), command to depart (1:25), 
exorcism (1:23), and reaction of bystanders (1:27)”. 

In contrast, in “healing” pericopes those healed are open and receptive to healing, the 
healer often touches as well as commands, and prototypically healing is immediate. Thus 
lexical patterns suggest a marked difference between the New Testament scenarios for 
“exorcism” and “healing”. 

Louw and Nida’s semantic domain 53K Exorcism (1988) only has two entries, 
53.102 ἐκβάλλω (Mark 1:34) and 53.103 ἐξορκιστής (not in Mark’s exorcism perico-
pes), and omits ἐπιτιμάω and πνεῦμα. So the vocabulary specified by Louw and Nida 
as belonging to this semantic domain does not match the textual collocations. I suggest 
that using lexical collocation (together with Hearer-old marking) to determine scenarios, 
and then relating semantic domains to scenario theory, would prove a more useful tool in 
the analysis of New Testament semantics. 

The consistent patterning of lexical collocation in the above texts suggests that it is 
the use of vocabulary from a single scenario which produces lexical cohesion and pro-
vides semantic coherence. There are many types of relationship between such lexical 
items, corresponding to the types of links within scenarios described in chapter 2. Some 
of the lexical items so linked would be part of the same semantic domain as classified by 
Louw and Nida (1988). Others would not, since the semantic relationships within sce-
narios are more far reaching than simply semantic domain. Examples of the semantic 
relationships which are stored in scenarios, both those within the same semantic domain 
and those not, are given below. 

8.1.1. Semantic relationships within the same semantic domain 

Semantic relationships between items in the same semantic domain correspond 
closely to relationships identified in traditional lexical semantics, such as synonyms, 
antonyms, and hyponyms (Crystal 1997:105). For example, Cruse (1986:73) lists the 
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following “meaning-relations” within a single semantic field: opposites, part-whole, 
coordinate parts, and superordinate-hyponym. Similarly, Louw and Nida (1988) cluster 
items into semantic domains in terms of “the number and type of shared semantic fea-
tures” thus including generic-specific and part-whole relationships and also antonyms 
which “often share a number of semantic features and only differ in polar values of 
positive and negative associations” (Nida and Louw 1992:110). I suggest the following 
categories (glosses not word for word). 

Specific-specific: Specifics belonging to the same generic class 

 Luke 24:10 

ἡ Μαγδαληνὴ Μαρία καὶ Ἰωάννα καὶ Μαρία ἡ Ἰακώβου … 
Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Mary the (mother) of James, … 

 

 Matthew 15:19b (cf., Mark 7:21–22; 2 Corinthians 12:20; Galatians 5:19–21; 1 Timothy 6:4–5) 

διαλογισμοὶ πονηροί, φόνοι, μοιχεῖαι, πορνεῖαι, κλοπαί, ψευδομαρτυρίαι, βλασφημίαι. 
thoughts, evils, murders, adulteries, immoralities, thefts, false-testimonies, slanders 

Specific-generic: Specifics referred back to by a generic term 

 Luke 24:10 

ἡ Μαγδαληνὴ Μαρία καὶ Ἰωάννα καὶ Μαρία ἡ Ἰακώβου, καὶ αἱ λοιπαὶ σὺν αὐταῖς. 
Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Mary the (mother) of James and the others with them 

 

 Philemon 1:24 

Μᾶρκος, Ἀρίσταρχος, Δημᾶς, Λουκᾶς, οἱ συνεργοί μου 
Mark Aristarchus Demas Luke the fellow-workers of-me 

 

 Matthew 15:19–20a 

διαλογισμοὶ πονηροί, φόνοι, μοιχεῖαι, πορνεῖαι, κλοπαί, ψευδομαρτυρίαι, βλασφημίαι. 
thoughts, evils, murders, adulteries, immoralities, thefts, false-testimonies, slanders 

 

ταῦτά ἐστιν τὰ κοινοῦντα τὸν ἄνθρωπον 
These are the[things] corrupting the person 

Generic-specific: Generic followed by specifics of that class 

 Luke 24:9, 12 

τοῖς ἕνδεκα … Ὁ δὲ Πέτρος … 
the eleven … Peter … 

 

 Acts 13:1b 

προφῆται καὶ διδάσκαλοι ὅ τε Βαρναβᾶς καὶ Συμεὼν ὁ καλούμενος Νίγερ, καὶ Λούκιος … 
prophets and teachers, Barnabas, Simeon the Black, Lucius … 
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Part-whole: Parts belonging to the same whole 

 1 Corinthians 12:14–21 

τὸ σῶμα … ὁ πούς … χείρ … τὸ οὖς … ὀφθαλμός … ἡ ἀκοή … ἡ ὄσφρησις … ἡ κεφαλὴ 
the body (whole) … the foot … hand … the ear … eye … the hearing … the smelling … the head 
The items without the article occur in grammatical constructions indicating contrast. 

 

 Revelation 21:10b, 12, 19, 21 

τὴν πόλιν τὴν ἁγίαν … τεῖχος … πυλῶνας … οἱ θεμέλιοι τοῦ τείχους … ἡ πλατεῖα … 
the holy city (whole) … wall … gates … the wall’s foundations … the main street … 
The items without the article are qualified by “great and high” and “twelve” respectively, and since these 
attributes are not prototypical the items are not treated as Hearer-old, since that would imply that the 
audience already were aware of these attributes. 

Synonyms 

 Luke 5:2–3 

πλοιάριὰ … τῶν πλοίων … 
boats … 

 

 Luke 8:27, 29 

δαιμόνια … τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἀκαθάρτῳ 
demons … unclean spirit 

Coreferential nouns 

 Luke 8:27, 29 

ἀνήρ τις … τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
man … person 

Antonyms 

 Revelation 13:16 

τοὺς μικροὺς καὶ τοὺς μεγάλους, καὶ τοὺς πλουσίους καὶ τοὺς πτωχούς 
small and great rich and poor 

Corollaries 

 Revelation 13:17 

μή τις δύνηται ἀγοράσαι ἢ πωλῆσαι 
buy sell 

 

 Matthew 25:15–16 

ᾧ μὲν ἔδωκεν πέντε τάλαντα … ὁ τὰ πέντε τάλαντα λαβὼν 
give receive 
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8.1.2. Semantic relationships in the same scenario but not in the same 
semantic domain 

The following semantic relationships correspond to prototypically related concepts 
within scenarios. They are, therefore, crucial for lexical cohesion, but are not generally 
recognized in classical lexical semantics. 

Vocabulary belonging to the same time-space-activity frame (linking times, places, 
participants, and events) 

Times and related events 
 Mark 1:21 

τοῖς σάββασιν … ἐδίδασκε 
on the sabbaths … he-taught 

 

 1 Thessalonians 5:7 

οἱ γὰρ καθεύδοντες νυκτὸς καθεύδουσιν 
the for sleeping at-night sleep 

Places and related events 
 Mark 1:21 

εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν ἐδίδασκεν 
in the synagogue he-taught 

 

 Acts 8:27 

προσκυνήσων εἰς Ἰερουσαλήμ 
[for]worshipping to Jerusalem 

Places and related participants 
 Matthew 12:5 

οἱ ἱερεῖς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ 
the priests in the temple 

 

 Acts 16:19b 

εἰς τὴν ἀγορὰν ἐπὶ τοὺς ἄρχοντας 
in the market-place to the rulers 
(The law-courts were typically adjacent to the market-place.) 

Participants and related events 

 Acts 14:12–13 

ὅ τε ἱερεὺς τοῦ Διὸς … ταύρους … στέμματα … θύειν 
the priest of Zeus (agent) … bulls … wreathes (goal) … sacrifice (event) 
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 Acts 16:23–24 

τῷ δεσμοφύλακι … τηρεῖν … ἔβαλεν … τὴν φυλακὴν …τὸ ξύλον. 
the jailer(agent) … guard threw (events) … the cell … the stocks 

Vocabulary belonging to the sequential development of time-space-activity 

 John 19:31, 20:1 (time) 

παρασκευὴ … ἐν τῷ σαββάτῳ, …Τῇ δὲ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων … 
day of preparation … Sabbath … first day of the week … 

 

 Acts 1:8 (space) 

ἔν τε Ἰερουσαλὴμ καὶ [ἐν] πάσῃ τῇ Ἰουδαίᾳ καὶ Σαμαρείᾳ καὶ ἕως ἐσχάτου τῆς γῆς. 
Jerusalem Judea Samaria end of the earth 

 

 Luke 4:16–17, 20 (activity) 

ἀνέστη ἀναγνῶναι … ἐπεδόθη αὐτῷ βιβλίον … ἀναπτύξας τὸ βιβλίον εὗρεν τὸν τόπον … 
πτύξας τὸ βιβλίον ἀποδοὺς τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ ἐκάθισεν· … ἤρξατο δὲ λέγειν 
stand to read … receive scroll unroll … find (read) roll …hand back sit … speak (i.e. teach) 

Vocabulary belonging to sequential stages of a script 

 Matthew 27:59 

λαβὼν τὸ σῶμα … ἐνετύλιξεν αὐτὸ [ἐν] σινδόνι καθαρᾷ 
take a corpse … wrap it in a shroud 

 

 James 1:15 

ἐγερθεὶς παράλαβε τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν μητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ πορεύου 
get up take dependants and go 

Vocabulary belonging to the sequential development of cause and effect 

 Acts 1:18 

πρηνὴς γενόμενος ἐλάκησεν … ἐξεχύθη πάντα τὰ σπλάγχνα αὐτοῦ· 
swell burst open … bowels gush out 

 

 Acts 9:37 

ἀσθενήσασαν … ἀποθανεῖν 
sicken … die 

Vocabulary belonging to the sequential development of plot (i.e. problem and resolution) 

 Revelation 3:17–18 

τυφλὸς … ἵνα βλέπῃς 
blind … so-that see 
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 Revelation 3:17–18 

γυμνός … ἵνα περιβάλῃ 
naked … so-that be.clothed 

Vocabulary related metaphorically 

 John 11:11, 13–14 

κεκοίμηται … τοῦ θανάτου … τῆς κοιμήσεως τοῦ ὕπνου … ἀπέθανεν 
fall asleep … death … sleep … die 

 

 John 15:5, 8 

τὰ κλήματα … μαθηταί 
branches … disciples 
As branches depend on the vine for sustenance, so the disciples must depend on Jesus. 

I argue that scenario structure provides a framework which accounts for the lexical 
collocations found in New Testament pericopes, since scenarios are based on real-life co-
occurrence, not theoretical classification, and provide semantic links between a much 
broader range of vocabulary than do semantic domains as classified by Louw and Nida 
(1988). This can be demonstrated by vocabulary found in “fishing” pericopes: 

Louw and Nida classification 
ἁλιεύω catch fish 44.7 44 Animal Husbandry, Fishing 
ἁλιεύς fisherman 44.10 44 Animal Husbandry, Fishing 
θάλασσα lake 1.70 1 Geographical Objects and Features 
ἀμφίβληστον casting-net 6.12 6 Artifacts 
ἰχθύς fish 4.59 4 Animals 
προσφάγιον fish 5.17 5 Foods and Condiments 

 
SCENARIO FISHING Scenario roles 
ἁλιεύω catch fish event 
ἁλιεύς fisherman agent 
θάλασσα lake location 
ἀμφίβληστον casting-net instrument 
ἰχθύς fish goal 
προσφάγιον fish (as food) result of event (food to eat) 

Semantic domains are useful, so long as they are linked to scenario theory. For 
example, the “speak” scenario contains “hear”, “perceive”, and “respond” as preceding 
elements in the script, since speaking is prototypically a response to something heard or 
perceived. Similarly, the “speak” scenario has “location change” and “physical ori-
entation” as prerequisites in the script, since (unless using modern communication 
devices) speaking to someone normally requires going to where they are, and facing them 
directly. Evidence was given in chapter 5 that prototypical preceding events in a script-
type scenario are regularly encoded as Prenuclear Aorist Participles. This hypothesis is 
supported by ACCORDANCE data for occurrences of individual lexical items as 
Adverbial Participles with λέγω/εἶπον as the Main Verb, for example: 



218 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

Nominative Participles preceding λέγω/εἶπον as Indicative in the same clause 

Lexical item  Prenuclear 
Aorist 

Postnuclear 
Aorist 

Prenuclear 
Present 

Postnuclear 
Present 

ἀποκρίνομαι respond 98 0 0 0 
ἀκούω hear 20 0 (2*) 0 (1*) 0 (1*) 
γινώσκω know 5 0 0 0 
ἔρχομαι come 5 0 0 0 (1*) 
στρέφω turn 8 0 0 0 
* Starred items are Participles found in the search but in nominal constructions. 

The problem with such data is that the individual lexical items chosen for analysis may 
not be typical examples of the lexical items found in such a construction. 

However, by sorting verbs into Louw and Nida’s Semantic Domains (1988), we can 
determine not only which verbs, but which semantic domains, collocate with certain 
Greek verbs within a given scenario. For example, searching the Gospels and Acts (data 
from a search engine by M. B. O’Donnell): 

Semantic domains of Prenuclear Aorist Participles with λέγω as Main Verb. 
Frequency Percentage Domain 
126/292 43% (33) Communication 
55/292 19% (24) Sensory Events and States 
53/292 18% (15) Linear Movement 
10/292 3% (17) Stances and Events Related to Stance 
10/292 3% (16) Nonlinear Movement 
7/292 2% (28) Know 
6/292 2% (18) Attachment 
5/292 2% (85) Existence in Space 

Other domains <1% frequency.  

These data show that the specific lexical items listed above are indeed representative of 
the semantic domains found in this construction, since 

• Communication includes “respond” 
• Sensory Events and States includes “hear” 
• Linear Movement includes “location change” such as “come”, and 
• Stances and Nonlinear Movement include “physical orientation” such as “turn”. 

Thus by using semantic domains to group lexical data one can make statistical 
observations which uphold or invalidate hypotheses based on the study of individual 
words. 

8.1.3. Textual coherence and scenario mismatch 

Although the use of vocabulary from a single scenario gives coherence to a text, in a 
translation, when the target audience does not share the same scenarios as the original 
audience, coherence may be lost, for example: 

• John 19:31, 20:1 “preparation, Sabbath, first of the week” (The time sequence is 
unclear.) 
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• Acts 1:8 “Jerusalem, all Judea and Samaria” (The relative size and spatial 
position may be unclear.) 

• Luke 4:16–17, 20 “stood to read, found place, sat down” (The sequence and 
significance of activities may be unclear. Did Jesus read? Why did he sit down?) 

Consequently, English speakers experience problems in lexical cohesion and textual 
coherence when the Greek scenario is culturally or experientially distant. Vocabulary 
which for the original author was in one scenario or in linked scenarios seems to the 
reader of another culture to be unrelated or to refer to insignificant details. 

For example, let us chart lexical items in the pericope of the woman with the issue of 
blood: 

EPISODE  Matthew 9:20–22 Mark 5:25–34 Luke 8:43–48 
αἱμορροοῦσα bleeding 9:20 – – 
αἷμα blood – 5:25, 29 8:43–44 
μάστιγος plague – 5:29, 34 – 

ὄπισθεν behind 9:20 5:27 8:44 

ἅπτομαι touch 9:20–21 5:27–28, 30–31 8:44–47 

σώζω heal 9:21–22 (2 x) 5:28, 34 8:48 

ἰάομαι heal – 5:29 8:47 

θεραπεύω heal – 5:29 8:43 

ἰατρός doctor – 5:26 – 

φοβηθεῖσα fearing – 5:33 – 

τρέμουσα trembling – 5:33 8:47 

λανθάνω be hidden – – 8:47 
ἀλήθεια truth – 5:33 – 

Here, each Gospel relates several details which may seem irrelevant, or inconsistent with 
a healing story, since they do not belong to a Western healing scenario. 

Matthew’s account seems to have two irrelevant details, “coming behind” and 
“touching the fringe”. However, Mark and Luke also mention “coming behind”, and each 
includes vocabulary quite inconsistent with the healing scenario, for example: 

• Fear and trembling 
• Telling the whole truth 
• Not being hidden 
• Declaring before all for what reason she had touched him 

This vocabulary clearly belongs to a scenario which includes fear, trying to remain 
hidden, and trying to hide the reason for touching Jesus. 

Also there is unusually frequent repetition of vocabulary which is expected within 
the New Testament healing scenario, i.e. the word “touch”: 
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• Matthew uses it twice (9:20, 21). 
• Mark uses it four times (5:27, 28, 30, 31). 
• Luke uses it four times (8:44, 45, 46, 47). 

We know from the New Testament itself that healers regularly touched the sick at the 
time of healing, e.g. Matthew 

• 8:3 (a leper) 
• 8:15 (a woman with fever), and 
• 9:29 (two blind men). 

We also know there was a belief that if the sick merely touched the healer they would be 
healed, e.g. Matthew 14:36; Mark 3:10, 6:56; Luke 6:19. 

Since sick people touching the healer to be healed was a normal element in the New 
Testament healing scenario, why is there so much repetition of the word “touch”? Rele-
vance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986) predicts that the speaker should only say the 
minimum necessary to be relevant, so one would expect prototypical material in the 
scenario to be left implicit, or mentioned once, but not repeated several times. Such 
repetition means that there must be some special significance of touching in this 
particular pericope. 

When we look beyond mere lexical frequency we find that in Mark and Luke, Jesus 
actually asks who has touched him, which the disciples think is a bizarre question as 
everybody is touching him. So again the issue of touch is highlighted in this pericope. 
Nowhere else in the Gospels does Jesus ask who touches him. 

How does scenario theory apply here? We are now looking for a scenario, related to 
a woman who needs healing from an issue of blood, which includes fear, trying to remain 
hidden and hiding the truth, and where there is unusual stress on the fact of her touching 
Jesus. The answer, I suggest, is to be found in the link between the “woman’s issue of 
blood” scenario and the “ritual pollution” scenario. This link is explicit in Leviticus 
15:25–30, especially verse 25 (NIV): “When a woman has a discharge of blood for many 
days at a time other than her monthly period or has a discharge that continues beyond her 
period, she will be unclean as long as she has the discharge, just as in the days of her 
period.” 

In the New Testament Jewish context, the words “issue of blood” opened not only 
the “illness” scenario but also the “ritual-impurity” scenario. So the vocabulary such as 
“came behind”, “fear and trembling”, “hiding”, etc., which at first glance seems unrelated 
to illness and healing is, in fact, expected vocabulary in the “ritual-impurity” scenario, 
which was opened by the “issue of blood” scenario through a causal link. This also 
explains why the word “touch” is repeated. In this pericope “touch” is not an expected 
item in the “healing” scenario, but an unexpected item in the “ritual-impurity” scenario. 

Here is a woman who due to her illness is ritually-impure, so she approaches Jesus 
from behind so as to remain “hidden”, touches the edge of his cloak so that he would not 
even feel her touch, and hopes to get away before anyone knows the dreadful truth, that 
she, a ritually-impure woman, has just polluted not only large numbers of the crowd, but 
also the healer himself. When Jesus asks, “Who has touched me?” she fears the worst—
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Jesus knows. So she admits everything, in fear and trembling expecting the wrath of Jesus 
and of the crowd. But it’s OK. “Go in peace” says Jesus (Mark 5:34; Luke 8:48). 

Why is Matthew’s version so truncated compared to Mark’s and Luke’s? Probably 
because, as Relevance Theory predicts, you do not tell people what they know. If Mat-
thew was indeed written primarily for a Jewish readership (Davies and Allison 1988:33), 
they would not need to be told of the emotions coursing through this woman’s mind as 
she approaches Jesus from behind and touches the edge of his cloak. Those facts show 
her desire to stay unnoticed, and the reason is obvious given her condition. 

Mark and Luke’s audiences could be expected to be familiar with Jewish purity laws, 
just as non-Muslim English are familiar with Muslims fasting in Ramadan. However, this 
would be an impersonal knowledge, filed in an “other people’s world view” scenario 
rather than a “my own emotions” scenario. So Mark and Luke build up the emotions of 
the ritual-impurity scenario by using specific lexical items, whereas Matthew “said” all 
that merely by opening the “ritual-impurity” scenario by the words “woman with 
bloodflow”. 

Similarly, the lexical co-occurrences with “leprosy” show a link to ritual impurity 
which does not match the modern English scenario for leprosy as a disease. Charting the 
leprosy episodes in parallel texts shows religious rather than medical vocabulary: 

EPISODE  Matthew 8:1–4 Mark 1:40–45 Luke 5:12–16 
λεπρός leper 8:2 1:40 – 
λέπρα leprosy 8:3 1:42 5:12, 13 
ἁπτομαι touch 8:3 1:41 5:13 
ἰάομαι/σώζω heal – – – 
καθαρίζω purify 8:2–3 (2 x) 1:40–42 5:12–13 
καθαρισμός purification – 1:44 5:14 
ἱερεύς priest 8:4 1:44 5:14 
προσφέρω offer 8:4 1:44 5:14 

Note that the same elements occur in each passage. Note also that, excepting the 
initial noun opening the scenario (leper in Matthew 8:2 and Mark 1:40; leprosy in Luke 
5:12), all the nouns in the Greek text, i.e. leprosy, purification, priest, have the article, 
since they refer to a Hearer-old item in an open scenario, that of leper. 

However, Louw and Nida’s semantic domains (1988) do not account for this 
collocation, since the key lexical items are categorized in different domains, such that 
καθαρίζω may belong either in category 23 as a medical term, or in 53 as a religious 
term, but not both senses at once, and ἱερεύς is in a different semantic domain from 
λεπρός: 
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Greek  Louw and Nida category and gloss 
λεπρός leper 23.162 23 Physiological processes and States 
λέπρα leprosy 23.161  I Sickness, Disease, Weakness 
καθαρίζω a. make clean 79.49 79 Features of Objects 
    J Clean, Dirty 
 b. purify 53.28 53 Religious Activities 
    C Purify, Cleanse 
 c. heal 23.137 23 Physiological Processes and States 
    H Health, Vigor, Strength 
ἱερεύς priest 53.87 53 Religious Activities 
    I Roles and Functions 

It appears that Louw and Nida are trying to categorize semantic domains as if they were 
objective realities (hence classifiable according to modern Western categories), rather 
than based on scenarios (hence subjective, culture-dependent, and language-specific). 

Perhaps, one might argue, these collocation patterns do not indicate underlying 
scenarios but are simply due to Matthew and Luke using Mark as a source (Nolland 
1989:xxix–xxxi, 225–226). However, compare the other leper passages: 

  Matthew  Luke 
Episode  10:8 11:5 4:27 7:22 17:11–19 
λεπρός leper 10:8 11:5 4:27 7:22 17:12 
καθαρίζω purify 10:8 11:5 4:27 7:22 17:14, 17 
ἱερεύς priest – – – – 17:14 

Wherever a leper is healed in the New Testament, the verb purify is used, and in 
every pericope about lepers, priests are mentioned. This lexical collocation matches what 
is known historically about leprosy in the Jewish worldview, as detailed in Leviticus 
14:1–32. The fact that all references to priests are arthrous fits my theory that Discourse-
new items belonging in Discourse-old scenarios are normally referred to using the 
Hearer-old marking, the article. Thus the priest referred to is not any old priest, but the 
priest who belongs in the leprosy scenario, i.e. the priest on duty at the temple in Jeru-
salem. The fact that “purifying” included healing is shown by Luke 17:14, 17 where 
ordinary healing vocabulary is also used. (The only New Testament references to leper or 
leprosy where “purify” is not mentioned are Matthew 26:6 and Mark 14:3 in the name 
“Simon the leper”.) 

A third example of lexical collocation based on a specific source-culture scenario is 
between reclining and eating, for example: 
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Book  Matt. Matt. Mark Mark Luke Luke John John 
Chapter  14 26 6 14 5 14 12 13 

Lexical item and verse          
συνανάκειμαι recline with – – 22 – – 15 – – 
ἀνάκειμαι recline – 20 – 18 – – 2 – 
κατάκειμαι recline – – – – 29 – – – 
ἀνακλίνω recline 19 – – – – – – – 
ἀναπίπτω recline – – – – – – – 12 
δοχή feast – – – – 29 13 – – 
δεῖπνον supper – – 21 – – 12 2 2, 4 
βρώματα food 15 – – – – – – – 
ἄρτος bread 17, 19 26 – – – 1, 15 – 18 
φαγεῖν eat 16, 20 – – – – – – – 
ἐσθίω eat 21 21, 26 – 18 30 1, 15 – – 
τρώγω eat – – – – – – – 18 

For many cultures, however, reclining is not part of the eating scenario, but belongs 
in the scenario for resting. In contrast, sitting on chairs at tables or sitting cross-legged on 
the floor may be part of the “eating” scenario. 

In general, there is no focus in the New Testament text on the fact that people 
reclined for eating, rather than sat. So usually, one might simply translate “sat” rather 
than specify “reclined”. This avoids introducing a culturally peculiar element, which 
being unusual would seem to the hearers to be significant to the plot whereas, in fact, it 
has no bearing whatever on the story’s development. In such cases, it may be better to 
ignore the scenario mismatch rather than skew the focus of the passage. 

Occasionally, however, due to scenario mismatch, it is essential to make reclining 
explicit in translation to avoid misunderstandings and particularly sexual innuendo, e.g. 
John 12:1–3. If Jesus is visualized by the hearers as sitting on a chair at a table (cf., TEV 
“sitting at the table with Jesus”), then Mary must be on the floor under the table wiping 
his feet with her hair. If Jesus is visualized by the hearers as sitting cross-legged, then 
Mary’s head is right against his genitals. In such cases the mismatch of scenario must be 
made explicit and made “normal”, e.g. “reclined to eat according to the custom”. 
Otherwise the hearers will attribute some motivation which is culturally appropriate to 
themselves, e.g. the guests were ill or totally fatigued, or maybe already drunk, or just 
plain disrespectful. 

8.1.4. Textual coherence and metaphorically linked scenarios 

Lack of coherence in a translation is especially common where two Greek scenarios 
are related by a metaphorical link. Some Greek metaphorical links are not English meta-
phorical links. Like Lakoff and Johnson (1980), I maintain that metaphors are not usually 
isolated new imaginative linkings of different items, but clusters of metaphors linked by a 
central metaphorical link (e.g. English “time is money”). Thus two distinct scenarios may 
be linked metaphorically in a given language, and both scenarios are, therefore, open at 
the same time. Vocabulary from the metaphorical scenario is linked to a literal scenario 
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in the author’s mind, but to a reader from another culture this vocabulary may appear 
unrelated. 

For example, the vocabulary of John the Baptist’s teaching, Luke 3:7–9, fits the 
following English scenarios: 

Snakes: vipers 
Punishment: flee, wrath, repentance 
Heredity: Abraham, father, children 
Environment: stones 
Orchard: axe, root, tree, fruit, cut down, throw into, fire 

Using lexical analysis, we would expect John’s message to be about orchards, yet, 
according to Luke 3:3, he preached “a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins”. 
This seeming mismatch of vocabulary and scenarios is explained by a metaphorical link 
between two scenarios in New Testament Greek: 

 Literal Refs. Metaphorical Refs. 
Title “orchard owner” − “God” Luke 3:7 
Element orchard owner − God − 
 orchard − God’s people, the Jews, the world − 
 axe Luke 3:9 punishment − 
 chop down Luke 3:9 punish − 
 throw in fire Luke 3:9 cast into eternal torment cf., Matt. 5:22, 18:9, 25:41 
 fire Luke 3:9 eternal torment − 

Subsection     
 “trees and fruit” − “people and actions” − 
 tree Luke 3:9 person − 
 fruit Luke 3:8–9 deed − 
 good fruit Luke 3:9 good deed − 
 bad fruit − bad deed − 

Due to this metaphorical link between the “God” scenario and the “orchard owner” 
scenario, Luke 3:9, “every tree not producing good fruit is cut down and thrown into the 
fire” means “every person who does not do good deeds is punished by God and cast into 
eternal torment”. These two metaphorically linked scenarios explain many seeming 
inconsistencies between topic and vocabulary. However, where the audience does not 
share the same metaphorical link between scenarios, the result is a lack of coherence and 
possibly total failure to understand the text. 

Other passages using the metaphorical “orchard owner” = “God” scenario include 
Luke 6:43–45 “No good tree bears bad fruit …” (where the metaphor’s meaning is made 
explicit “The good man brings good things out of the good stored up in his heart …”), 
Luke 23:31 “For if men do these things when the tree is green, what will happen when it 
is dry?” (the green tree is the good person, the dry tree the bad person due for punish-
ment), and Matthew 15:13 “Every plant that my heavenly Father has not planted will be 
pulled up by the roots” (such a plant is a person who does not belong among God’s 
people, uprooting is punishment). 
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The significance of metaphorically linked scenarios is also evident in Luke 3:17, 
where John again talks about God’s wrath, but this time using the “farmer” metaphor. 
Note that the metaphorical meaning is nowhere explicit: 

 Literal Refs. Metaphorical Refs. 
Title “farmer”  − “God” − 
Element farmer − God − 
 field − God’s people, the Jews, the world − 
 fan Luke 3:17 judgment − 
 cleanse Luke 3:17 judge − 
 gather into barn Luke 3:17 keep in eternal bliss − 
 barn Luke 3:17 eternal bliss − 
 burn in fire Luke 3:17 cast into eternal torment − 
 fire Luke 3:17 eternal torment − 
 wheat Luke 3:17 good person − 
 chaff Luke 3:17 bad person − 

There are many other metaphors used which are part of larger metaphorical scenari-
os, e.g. Matthew 15:26 “it is not right to take the children’s bread and toss it to the dogs” 
is to be understood in terms of the metaphorical link between the scenarios for “father” 
and “God”, as follows: 

 Literal Refs. Metaphorical Refs. 
Title “Father” − “God” − 
Element father − God − 
 master Matthew 15:26 God − 
 bread Matthew 15:26 God’s blessings − 
 children Matthew 15:26 God’s people, the Jews − 
 dogs Matthew 15:26 gentiles − 
(Elsewhere “dogs” frequently refers not to gentiles per se, but to wicked people, who do not belong 
among God’s people, e.g. Matthew 7:6; Philippians 3:2; Revelation 22:15.) 

Where such metaphors give wrong meaning or no meaning in the target language, 
the translator will need to make the literal meaning clear, either by 

• using similes and clarifying the point of similarity 
• substituting a target language metaphor or simile with the same meaning, or 
• simply making the literal meaning explicit. 

Metaphors are only part of the form of the message (which is always changed in 
translation), not the meaning of the message (which should not be changed). 

Louw and Nida (1988) try to deal with metaphorical uses by assigning certain words 
to two semantic domains, for example: 

Greek  Louw and Nida category and gloss 
ποιμήν a. shepherd 44.4 44 Animal Husbandry, Fishing 
 b. minister 53.72 53 Religious Activities 
ποίμνη  a. flock 4.28 4 Animals 
 b. follower of Christ 11.31 11 Groups and Classes of Persons 
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This classification, however, treats these words as isolated one-off metaphors. Since 
Louw and Nida classify neither the literal uses (shepherd, flock) nor metaphorical uses 
(minister, follower of Christ) in the same semantic domain, they obscure the fact that 
these metaphors are due to a metaphorical link between the whole scenarios of 
“shepherd” and “religious leader”. Thus they effectively misclassify at least one item: 

ἀρχιποίμην chief shepherd 44.5 44 Animal Husbandry, Fishing 

Despite their own comment “in its only New Testament occurrence, a figurative 
reference to Christ”, in their semantic domain analysis they give no classification of 
ἀρχιποίμην other than agricultural! I suggest that scenario theory, with its metaphorical 
links between whole scenarios rather than just individual concepts, accounts for the use 
of such shepherd vocabulary in a religious context. 

A metaphorical link, linking many elements in parallel scenarios, may be very 
extensive. For example, in New Testament Greek the scenarios of religious leader and 
shepherd are joined by a complex metaphorical link as follows: 

 TOPIC IMAGE SIMILARITY Refs. 
SCENARIO religious leader shepherd carer − 

Agent 1  religious leader ποιμήν shepherd carer John 10:2 
attribute − good καλός good good carer John 10:11 
event 1 take authority εἰσέρχομαι enter gain access John 10:1 
location 1 body of believers αὐλή sheepfold protection John 10:1 
means 1 divine authority θύρα door, gate correct John 10:1 
event 2 speak to 

individually 
φωνέω call by name individual John 10:3 

event 3 guide spiritually ἐξάγω lead guide John 10:3 
event 4 look after βόσκω tend, feed supply needs John 21:15 
   ποιμαίνω tend  John 21:16 
goal 2–4 disciples προβάτα sheep dependent John 10:3 
   ἀρνία lambs  John 21:15 
   προβάτια sheep  John 21:16 
event 5 die ψυχὴν τίθημι die die John 10:11 
benefactive  disciples προβάτα sheep dependent John 10:11 
event 6 know γινώσκω know know John 10:14 
goal 6 disciples προβάτα sheep dependent John 10:14 
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 TOPIC IMAGE SIMILARITY Refs. 

Agent 2  false teacher κλέπτης thief destructive John 10:1 
   λῃστής robber destructive John 10:1 
   μισθωτός hireling uncaring John 10:12 
event 1 harm κλέπτω steal harm John 10:10 
event 2 harm θύω kill harm John 10:10 
event 3 harm ἀπόλλυμι destroy harm John 10:10 
goal 1–3 disciples προβάτα sheep dependent John 10:8 
event 4 abandon ἀφίημι abandon abandon John 10:12 
goal 4 disciples προβάτα sheep dependent John 10:12 
event 5 save oneself φεύγω flee save oneself John 10:12 
event 6 not caring φεύγω no matter does not care John 10:12 

 

 TOPIC IMAGE SIMILARITY Refs. 

Agent 3  destructive person λύκος wolf destructive John 10:12 
attribute − destructive βαρύς savage destructive Acts 20:29 
attribute − destructive ἅρπαξ savage destructive Matt. 7:15 
event 1 harm spiritually ἁρπάζω seize harm John 10:12 
event 2 disunite σκορπίζω scatter separate John 10:12 
goal 1–2 disciples προβάτα sheep dependent John 10:12 

 

 TOPIC IMAGE SIMILARITY Refs. 

Agent 4  disciples προβάτα sheep dependent John 10:12 
collectiv
e 

− group of disciples ποίμνη flock group John 10:16 

   ποίμνιον flock   
event 1 πιστεύω believe ἀκούω hear listen John 10:3, 26 
event 2 obey ἀκολουθέω follow obey John 10:4 
event 3 know γινώσκω know know John 10:14 
goal 1–3 religious leader ποιμήν shepherd carer John 10:11 
event 4 run away σκορπίζω scatter scatter Matthew 26:31 

 

 TOPIC IMAGE SIMILARITY Refs. 

Agent 5  people προβάτα sheep dependent Matthew 9:36 
attribute − leaderless no ποιμήν shepherd vulnerable Matthew 9:36 
attribute − vulnerable not ἅρπαξ savage vulnerable Matthew 7:15 
attribute − vulnerable as προβάτα 

λύκος 
sheep among 
wolf 

vulnerable Matthew 10:16 

event 2 be deceived πλανάω lead astray “led astray” 1 Peter 2:25 

Metaphors are difficult to interpret when the audience does not share the same 
metaphorical links between scenarios as the speaker. A possible New Testament example 
is the parable of the Sower where seed represents God’s Word (Matthew 13:3–9; Mark 
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4:3–9; Luke 8:5–8). Although Jesus apparently explained all the parables to his disciples 
(Mark 4:34), only this parable is recorded along with its explanation in all the synoptics 
(Matthew 13:18–23; Mark 4:14–20; Luke 8:11–15). Irrespective of arguments 
concerning authenticity, it is clear that the explanation as recorded in the synoptics 
should have communicated clearly to the audiences of the Gospel writers, since it uses 
religious vocabulary typical of the Epistles (see Nolland 1989:382–383). Perhaps the 
Gospel writers specifically included the explanation of this parable because the 
underlying metaphor was not familiar to their target audiences. The metaphor of seed 
representing God’s word is not a strong Old Testament theme. A possible example is 
Jeremiah 23:28: “‘Let the prophet who has a dream tell his dream, but let the one who 
has my word speak it faithfully. For what has straw to do with grain?’ declares the Lord.” 
Similarly, seed and God’s word both occur in Isaiah 55:10–11, but the explicit 
comparison is between rain and God’s word. Guelich (1989:222) also notes a parallel in 
4 Ezra 9:31 (where “the seed represents the Law that is sown in God’s people that will 
bring forth fruit”. 

Metaphors, then, clearly show that scenario links are culture-specific. Exegesis of 
metaphors must be done in the light of the original audience’s culture and scenarios, not 
one’s own. As with all text, the translator must be prepared to change the original form of 
the metaphor if necessary, to ensure that the original meaning is accurately conveyed. 

Even when a metaphor is part of the target audience’s scenario structure, there may 
be misunderstanding due to ambiguity in the context, causing the audience to search for 
the referent in the scenario appropriate for the literal sense, rather than the scenario 
appropriate for the metaphorical sense. In this case, it is not that the audience 
automatically searches for a nonmetaphorical referent first, but that the audience’s mind 
is already focussed on the scenario where the nonmetaphorical referent is to be found. 

An example is “leaven”: 
 Matthew 16:6; cf., Mark 8:15; Luke 12:1 

Ὁρᾶτε καὶ προςέχετε ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων. 
watch-out and beware from the leaven of-the Pharisees and Sadducees 

Jesus was referring to the “morality” scenario where leaven is a metaphor for “evil”. 
He expected that the context would be clear to the disciples, since he had just called the 
Pharisees and Sadducees “a wicked and adulterous generation” (Matthew 16:1, 4). 
However, the disciples searched for the referent in the “bread” scenario, since they had 
forgotten to bring any (Matthew 16:5). Since words which can have a metaphorical 
meaning can belong in two different scenarios, any context where both scenarios are 
open may result in the audience being confused by the apparent ambiguity or 
misinterpreting the text. 

This misunderstanding of metaphorical language is a feature in John’s Gospel. 
Again, the problem is not an inability to understand the metaphor per se, but a failure to 
identify the correct context, i.e. the open scenario focal in the speaker’s mind, for 
example: 
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Word Ref. Jesus’s meaning Context Ref. 
ἄνωθεν John 3:3 born from above teacher come from God John 3:2 
  Misunderstanding   
  born again world scenario John 3:4 

  Jesus’s meaning   
τὸ ὕδωρ τὸ ζῶν John 4:10b life giving spirit gift of God, speaker John 10a 
  Misunderstanding   
  fresh water water scenario John 3:7 

  Jesus’s meaning   
βρῶσιν John 4:32 source of strength evangelizing 

doing God’s will 
John 4:7–27 
John 4:34 

  Misunderstanding  John 4:8, 31 
  food food scenario  

In these examples, Jesus’s focal scenario was a religious one, but the scenario chosen 
by the audience was a secular, human, physical one. Since Jesus was acknowledged as a 
religious teacher, it was reasonable for him to expect his audience to assume he was 
speaking about religious matters. Had the correct scenario been identified, the meaning of 
the metaphor would have been clear, as shown by the following examples where the 
religious context was explicit and there was no misunderstanding: 
Word Ref. Meaning Context Ref. 
ἄνωθεν John 3:31 from heaven earth, heaven John 3:31 

ὕδατος ζῶντος John 7:38 Holy Spirit (7:39) Scripture (Isaiah 58:11) John 7:38 
   (spring = source of spiritual refreshment) 

βρῶσιν John 6:27 source of strength Son of Man, eternal life John 6:27 

Another type of link between scenarios is the link between the name of a person and 
the meaning of that name. I classify this as a metaphorical link, because it presupposes a 
relationship between the meaning of a name and the character, significance, or behaviour 
of the person so named. This link is common in the Old Testament (e.g. Genesis 3:20, 
4:1, 4:25), being made explicit in 1 Samuel 25:25 “as his name, so is he”, and also occurs 
in the New Testament. In many cases the New Testament makes the significance of the 
name explicit in the following co-text, for example: 
Name Ref. Meaning, Ref. Ref. (Link)Character/Significance/Behaviour 
Jesus Matthew 1:21 God saves 1:21 (for) he will save his people from their sins 
Peter Matthew 16:18 rock 16:18 (and) on this rock I will build my church 
Lazarus Luke 16:20 God helps 16:25 he is consoled here 
Barnabas Acts 4:36 encourager, 4:36 4:37 gave generously to the common fund 
Onesimus Philemon 1:10 useful 1:11 (the one) once useless … but now useful 
Melchizedek Hebrews 7:1 just King, 7:2 7:1–2 gave blessing, received honour 

In Matthew 1:21, the semantic link between the name Jesus and his role as Saviour is 
marked grammatically by γάρ (Hagner 1993:19). Since Jesus is the Greek form of the 
Hebrew Joshua “which by popular etymology was related to the Hebrew verb ‘to save’ 
… and to the Hebrew noun ‘salvation’ … the saving character of Jesus (cf., 8:25; 9:21–
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22; 14:30; 27:42) is aptly evoked by his name” (Davies and Allison 1988:209). The sig-
nificance of this verse is underlined by the first of Matthew’s “formula-quotations” in 
1:22–23 “The virgin will be with child … they will call him Immanuel”—which means 
“God with us”. Moule (1967–1968:297) argues that Matthew’s main use of such formula-
quotations is merely “prediction-verification” by which “it could be proved that Jesus 
was Messiah by his performance of some obscure detail deemed to be a prediction about 
the Messiah”. Nevertheless this prediction-verification only works if the meaning of both 
names is taken into account, since “God saves” and “God with us” can be seen as 
equivalent whereas Jesus and Immanuel as mere names cannot. 

In Matthew 16:18, the semantic link between the name Peter and his role is marked 
grammatically by coordination καί, and the anaphoric pronoun in ἐπὶ ταύτῃ τῇ πέτρᾳ 
‘on this rock’. This link relies on the similarity in form and meaning between Greek 
Πέτρος ‘Peter’ (cf., πέτρος ‘stone’), and πέτρα ‘rock’. The name Peter was probably 
thought of as the Greek equivalent of the Aramaic Kephas (Arndt and Gingrich 
1979:654; cf., John 1:42). Here the juxtaposition of Πέτρος and πέτρα seems to be 
deliberately used “to make a theological statement” (Davies and Allison 1991:625–628) 
that Peter is “the ‘rock’ upon which Jesus the Messiah will build his community” 
(Hagner 1993:470). The existence of word-play does not, unfortunately, clarify the 
referent of πέτρα, which may refer to Peter’s confession not Peter himself (Caragounis 
1990:57, 119). 

Lazarus in Luke 16:20 is the only character in a parable to be named. A possible 
connection with Lazarus in John 11:44 is speculative (Fitzmyer 1985:1129). However, 
since this name is a Greek form of the Hebrew or Aramaic Eleazar, meaning ‘God 
helps/has helped’ it is “a fitting name for the beggar in this parable, who was not helped 
by a fellow human being, but in his afterlife is consoled by God” (Fitzmyer 1985:1131; 
cf., Nolland 1993a:828), i.e. Lazarus represents the stereotypical helpless man, in need of 
God’s help. This interpretation makes sense, since in a parable one expects not named 
individuals but social stereotypes (English Fairy Stories also use meaningful names, e.g. 
Prince Charming, Cinderella, Snow White, Beauty and the Beast). 

The names Barnabas (Acts 4:36) and Melchizedek (Hebrews 7:1) are translated into 
Greek in the text, emphasizing that their meaning, not just their phonological form, is 
significant. And the name Onesimus (Philemon 1:10), meaning “useful” (Arndt and 
Gingrich 1979:570), is joined grammatically to its meaning by the article Ὀνήσιμον, 
τόν ποτέ σοι ἄχρηστον νυνὶ δὲ [καὶ] σοὶ καὶ ἐμοὶ εὔχρηστον ‘Onesimus, the[one] 
once useless to you, but now useful [both] to you and to me’. Here the word-play 
depends on the juxtaposition of words involving “synonymity and antonymity” 
(Caragounis 1990:56). 
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The following may also be implicit references to a name’s meaning: 
Name Ref. Meaning, Ref. Ref. Character/Behaviour 
Boanerges Mark 3:17 thundery, 3:17 Mark 9:38 we forbade him, Luke 9:54 destroy 
   (Cranfield 1977:131) 
John Luke 1:13 God’s grace Luke 1:13 

Luke 1:17 
your prayer has been answered 
make ready a people … for the Lord 

   (Fitzmyer 1981:325; Nolland 1989:29–30) 
Theophilus Luke 1:3 God-lover Luke 1:4  know … you have been taught 
   (Nolland 1989:10; contrast Fitzmyer 1981:299–300) 
Paul Acts 13:9 little Acts 22:4 

1 Corinthians15:9 
persecuted the Christian church 
least … because I persecuted 

   (so Augustine; see Barrett 1994:616) 
Syzygus Philippians 

4:3 
yoke-fellow Philippians 4:3 loyal … help 

   (O’Brien 1991:480; contrast Fee 1995:393) 

Buth (1981:29–33) argues convincingly that the very form of the name Boanerges has 
been adapted by folk etymology to suggest Greek roots βοᾶν-εργ-ες ‘shout-workers’ or 
‘loud-voiced’, which matches aspects of their character shown in the references above. 

Further evidence of the importance of the meaning of a name (as opposed to its 
sound) in New Testament Jewish culture is the fact that some Aramaic names are given 
in two forms, one transliterated according to Greek phonology, the other translated 
according to meaning, for example: 

Aramaic name Ref. Greek translation Ref. Meaning 
Tabitha Acts 9:36 Dorcas 9:36, 39 gazelle 
Cephas John 1:42 Petros Matthew 16:18 rock, stone 

In John’s Gospel, Jesus gives Simon the name Cephas at the beginning of his own 
ministry. Brown (1966:80) comments on this naming: “As is known from the Old 
Testament, the giving of a new name has a direct relation to the role the man so 
designated will play in salvation history” (Genesis xviii 5, xxxii 28). 

Where there is an explicit grammatical link between the name and its meaning, e.g. 
Matthew 1:21 and 16:18, a translation will need to make the meaning of the name 
explicit, otherwise the author’s intention of linking name to character, shown by the use 
of conjunctions to link the relevant clauses, will be lost. 

This metaphorical link between an individual and the meaning of their name, is not 
to be confused with the nonmetaphorical scenario for the individual item referred to by a 
name. A specific single referent of any name will of course have a scenario including 
information about that referent, but this is based on the referent per se, not the meaning of 
their name. For example, when Nathaniel says in John 1:46 “Can anything good come 
out of Nazareth?” it is clear that the Nazareth scenario includes people’s negative attitude 
to the place. But this attitude is directly related to the referent, not due to the meaning of 
the name. 
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8.2. Lexical doublets and scenarios 
As already stated, Greek regularly identifies a scenario by mentioning its title, or one 

or more items belonging within the same scenario. Greek also appears to mark a scenario 
by the use of lexical doublets. These doublets consist of normal lexical items which 
separately refer to distinct concepts belonging in the same scenario, but their occurrence 
in a set order conjoined by καί ‘and’, using the co-occurrence link, marks that together 
they refer not to distinct concepts, but to a single scenario. I suggest, therefore, that the 
co-occurrence link may be used as evidence of a single scenario. 

8.2.1. Lexical doublets with “thing” words 

In New Testament Greek the words ‘flesh’ and ‘blood’ σὰρξ καὶ αἷμα regularly co-
occur in that set order, conjoined by καί ‘and’. It is clear that the meaning in these 
passages is not the two physical elements of flesh and blood, but the whole “human” 
scenario of people, humanity, and embodied existence, for example (NIV translations of 
σὰρξ καὶ αἷμα bolded): 

Matthew 16:17  not revealed to you by man 
1 Corinthians 
15:50 

flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, nor does the perishable inherit 
the imperishable 

Galatians 1:16 I did not consult any man 
Ephesians 6:12 our struggle is not against flesh and blood … but  …spiritual forces of evil 
Hebrews 2:14 Since the children have flesh and blood, he too shared in their humanity 
(John 6:53–56 has the same words in close proximity and the same set order, but not linked by the co-
occurrence link.) 

A special instance of Greek lexical doublets is where two nouns occur in a set order, 
are conjoined by καί ‘and’, and take a single article. The Granville Sharp rule discusses a 
subsection of such doublets, where the nouns are singular, but not proper nouns (Porter 
1994:110): 

Granville Sharp’s rule states simply that if a single article links two or more singular 
substantives (excluding personal names) the second and subsequent substantives are related to 
or further describe the first. 

As Porter (ibid.) points out, this rule has been widely misquoted by ignoring the 
exclusion of plurals and proper names, and by adding a spurious corollary, e.g. Carson 
(1989:84) quoting Brooks and Winberry (1978:70): 

Sharp’s rule states: if two substantives are connected by καί and both have the article, they 
refer to different persons or things …; if the first has an article and the second does not, the 
second refers to the same person or thing as the first. [bolding mine] 

Carson (1989:84), noting that this rule (as misquoted) is patently false, states his own 
view: 

If one article governs two substantives joined by καί, it does not necessarily follow that the two 
substantives refer to the same thing, but only that the two substantives are grouped together to 
function in some respects as a single entity. [bolding mine] 

Carson (1989:85) gives the 1 Thessalonians 2:12 example, τὴν ἑαυτοῦ βασιλείαν καὶ 
δόξαν stating: 
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we are not to understand that kingdom and glory are identical, but that “kingdom and glory” 
must be taken together as a package, in this case a package referring to the eschatological 
blessing comprehensively summarized by the two nouns in tandem. 

I agree with Carson, and suggest that conjoined nouns with a single article always open 
up a single scenario which includes both concepts. 

For example, the Pharisees and Sadducees are mentioned together six times in the 
Gospels, all in Matthew. Only once do they have separate articles, where they are in 
different participant roles: 
 Matthew 22:34a 

Οἱ δὲ Φαρισαῖοι ἀκούσαντες ὅτι ἐφίμωσεν τοὺς Σαδδουκαίους 

In all other cases they are combined as a single group, members of the main religious 
sects of Judaism, functioning together in the same role as “opponents of Jesus”, for 
example (referents bolded, evidence for combined role underlined): 

 Matthew 3:7: generation of vipers 

Ιδὼν δὲ πολλοὺς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων ἐρχομένους ἐπὶ τὸ βάπτισμα αὐτοῦ 
εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, Γεννήματα ἐχιδνῶν 

 Matthew 16:1: testing, asking for a sign 

Καὶ προσελθόντες οἱ Φαρισαῖοι καὶ Σαδδουκαῖοι πειράζοντες ἐπηρώτησαν αὐτὸν 
σημεῖον ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἐπιδεῖξαι αὐτοῖς 

 Matthew 16:6: Beware the leaven 

Ὁρᾶτε καὶ προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων. 

 Matthew 16:11: Beware the leaven 

προσέχετε δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων. 

 Matthew 16:12: Beware the teaching 

ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ τῆς διδαχῆς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων. 

Carson (1984:85) cites Acts 23:7 as the only place this phrase τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ 
Σαδδουκαίων occurs outside Matthew. Here again, although the following text empha-
sizes the dissension between the groups, they are introduced together in the same 
scenario role as “council members”, referring back to 23:1 “the council”. This passage 
contains the only other New Testament occurrences of Pharisees and Sadducees in the 
same verse, i.e. 23:6 and 23:8, where the two groups are explicitly contrasted. 

Similarly, the scribes and the Pharisees are mentioned together 21 times in the Gos-
pels. They are distinct in nature, one being an occupation, the other a religious sect, yet 
on three occasions, where there is emphasis on these people as the super-religious and 
hyper-legalistic types, they are conjoined: 
 Matthew 5:20: unless your righteousness exceeds 

ἐὰν μὴ περισσεύσῃ ὑμῶν ἡ δικαιοσύνη πλεῖον τῶν γραμματέων καὶ Φαρισαίων 
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 Matthew 12:38: we want to see a sign 

Τότε ἀπεκρίθησαν αὐτῷ τινες τῶν γραμματέων καὶ Φαρισαίων λέγοντες, Διδάσκαλε, 
θέλομεν ἀπὸ σοῦ σημεῖον ἰδεῖν. 

 Luke 14:3: Is it lawful? 

καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν πρὸς τοὺς νομικοὺς καὶ Φαρισαίους λέγων, Ἔξεστιν τῷ 
σαββάτῳ θεραπεῦσαι ἢ οὔ; 

Matthew mentions scribes and Pharisees together in Matthew 23:2, 13, 15, 23, 25, 
27, 29, as two distinct but known groups “the scribes and the Pharisees”, for example: 
 Matthew 23:2 

Ἐπὶ τῆς Μωϋςέως καθέδρας ἐκάθισαν οἱ γραμματεῖς καὶ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι. 

 Matthew 23:13 

Οὐαὶ δὲ ὑμῖν, γραμματεῖς καὶ Φαρισαῖοι ὑποκριταί 

One might have expected the scribes and Pharisees to be conjoined as a doublet with a 
single article in 23:2, since they are accused of the same sins. However, in Matthew 23:6 
the Pharisees are accused separately, Φαρισαῖε τυφλέ ‘Blind Pharisee’, which suggests 
that the two groups are not being treated as an undifferentiated whole. 

All other references to scribes and Pharisees are as two groups, either both 
anarthrous Φαρισαῖοι καὶ γραμματεῖς, Φαρισαῖοι καὶ νομοδιδάσκαλοι (Matthew 
15:1; Luke 5:17) or both arthrous. Here there is no set order for the two groups, i.e. 
Pharisees and scribes (Matthew 15:1; Mark 7:1, 7:5; Luke 5:17, 5:30, 7:30, 15:2), scribes 
and Pharisees (Luke 5:21, 6:7, 11:53). 

The Pharisees are also mentioned with the Herodians (Mark 12:13, each noun with 
the article), and with the chief priests. In the latter case the order is always “the chief 
priests and the Pharisees” but both nouns have the article (Matthew 21:45; John 7:32, 
11:47, 11:57, and 18:3) except for John 7:45 which has the one article τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς 
καὶ Φαρισαίους. This, I propose, can be explained by the anaphoric reference to 7:32 
where the two distinct groups, in cooperation, send attendants to arrest Jesus, and here 
those attendants report back to their senders, now conceptualized as a single group since 
they function together as opponents of Jesus in this paragraph. 

Similarly, in Mark 2:16, there is the phrase μετὰ τῶν τελωνῶν καὶ ἁμαρτωλῶν 
ἐσθίει ‘he eats with tax collectors and sinners’. I propose that the conjoining of nouns 
with a single article means that the two nouns belong to one and the same scenario—here 
despised people who had broken Mosaic law and so were regarded as outside the cov-
enant people of God. Note that here “tax-collectors” are a specific class within the 
generic term “sinners”. This same phrase occurs again with a single article in Matthew 
9:11 and Luke 5:30, also with no article in Matthew 9:10, 11:19; Mark 2:15; Luke 7:34, 
and with each noun having the article in Luke 15:1 (where only the topic of “sinner” is 
developed in the following text). The only time the order is different is in Mark 2:16a, 
perhaps being a kind of chiasm with the order of the elements tax-collector, sinner, and 
recline/eat, reversed in the middle line: 
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 Mark 2:15–16 

καὶ πολλοὶ τελῶναι καὶ ἁμαρτωλοὶ συνανέκειντο τῷ Ἰησοῦ καὶ τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ· ἦσαν γὰρ 
πολλοὶ καὶ ἠκολούθουν αὐτῷ. 
καὶ οἱ γραμματεῖς τῶν Φαρισαίων ἰδόντες ὅτι ἐσθίει μετὰ τῶν ἁμαρτωλῶν καὶ τελωνῶν ἔλεγον 
τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ, Ὅτι μετὰ τῶν τελωνῶν καὶ ἁμαρτωλῶν ἐσθίει; 

I argue that, where this “article noun and noun” structure occurs, two distinct and 
separate entities or groups are conjoined, and thus they are presented by the author as 
filling the same role slot in the scenario. Typically this also implies that they fill the same 
role in the whole episode, e.g. John 7:45–53 where the chief priests and the Pharisees 
operate together as enemies of Jesus. 

Carson (1984:85) also notes as examples of one article governing two nouns “the 
defence and confirmation of the gospel” (Philippians 1:7) and “the Epicureans and 
Stoics” (Acts 17:18). Again, it is clear that these conjoined nouns fill a single role within 
a single scenario. 

As noted above, the specific semantic relationship between plural nouns conjoined in 
this way varies. Wallace (1983:59–84) notes the following categories: 

• Entirely distinct though united groups (e.g. Matthew 3:7, the Pharisees and 
Sadducees) 

• Overlapping groups (e.g. Luke 14:21, the poor and crippled and blind and lame) 
• First group contained within the second (e.g. Matthew 12:38, the scribes and 

Pharisees) 
• Second group contained within the first (e.g. 1 Corinthians 5:10 the greedy and 

swindlers) 
• Identical groups (e.g. John 1:40, those hearing John and following him) 

There are several examples cited where two conjoined arthrous nouns appear to be 
doublets. Carson (1984:84) notes Revelation 2:26, καὶ ὁ νικῶν καὶ ὁ τηρῶν as an 
example of a doublet, or in his words “a slightly cumbersome idiom to invest this 
obedient conqueror with a weighty label”: 

καὶ ὁ νικῶν καὶ ὁ τηρῶν ἄχρι τέλους τὰ ἔργα μου, 
and the[one] overcoming and the[one] keeping until end the works of-me 

 

δώσω αὐτῷ ἐξουςίαν ἐπὶ τῶν ἐθνῶν 
I-will-give to-him authority over the nations 

However, I do not analyse these as conjoined nouns, but as restatement, with the second 
καί in the sense of “that is to say” (cf., Matthew 21:5 “on a donkey, even on a colt”). The 
two noun phrases cannot refer to two individuals or classes, as shown by the singular 
pronoun αὐτῷ. If they referred to a single generic category of everyone who both over-
comes and does Jesus’s works to the end, on the basis of the above observations one 
would expect a single article. Moreover, the two events listed are coreferential “He who 
overcomes, i.e. he who keeps doing my will to the end”. 
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Another similar example is quoted by Moule (1953:116): 
In John XX.28 Ὁ κύριός μου καὶ ὁ θεός μου, it is to be noted that a substantive in the 
Nominative case used in a vocative sense and followed by a possessive could not be anarthrous 
… the article before θεός may, therefore, not be significant. 

Here, whether or not Moule’s rationale is sound, both terms clearly refer to the same 
individual, Jesus. The article before θεός argues against Thomas’s words being a simple 
doublet, as does the repetition of μου. Either, then, Thomas identifies Jesus with two 
separate concepts, my Lord (whom I obey) and my God (whom I worship), or this is, like 
Revelation 2:26, a restatement “My Lord, that is to say my God”. I argue that the repeti-
tion of the article shows that it cannot be a doublet, two words referring to the same 
scenario, “my (Lord and God)”. 

Although lexical doublets can be clearly identified by the use of a single article for 
both conjoined nouns, anarthrous conjoined nouns may also be doublets. In this case, as 
with “flesh and blood”, the key grammatical criterion is one of fixed order. For example, 
ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ καὶ πυρί ‘in Holy Spirit and fire’ (Matthew 3:11; Luke 3:16; cf., Acts 
2:3–4), if it should be exegeted as “the fire of the Holy Spirit”, would be a doublet, the 
two nouns together opening a single scenario. 

Similarly, “joy and crown” may be a Greek doublet, like the English “pride and joy”. 
Certainly, two of the four occurrences of στέφανος in Paul’s Epistles occur after χαρὰ, 
and in a similar context, that is: 

Philippians 4:1 χαρὰ καὶ στέφανός μου 
 joy and crown of-me 

 
1 Thessalonians 2:19 τίς γὰρ ἡμῶν ἐλπὶς ἢ χαρὰ ἢ στέφανος καυχήσεως 
 who for of-us hope or joy or crown of-boasting 

So Greek doublets, although clearly identifiable by the “article noun and noun” 
construction, may also be identified by the occurrence of nouns in a fixed order and 
conjoined by καί. The difficulty in applying the fixed order criterion for New Testament 
studies is the relatively small corpus, but even so some doublets do seem likely, for 
example: 

Rule and authority = scenario of (supernatural) powers 

1 Corinthians 15:24 πᾶσαν ἀρχὴν καὶ πᾶσαν ἐξουςίαν καὶ δύναμιν 
Ephesians 1:21 πάσης ἀρχῆς καὶ ἐξουςίας καὶ … 
Ephesians 3:10 ταῖς ἀρχαῖς καὶ ταῖς ἐξουςίαις 
Ephesians 6:12 πρὸς τὰς ἀρχάς, πρὸς τὰς ἐξουςίας, πρὸς … 
Colossians 1:16 … εἴτε ἀρχαὶ εἴτε ἐξουςίαι 
Colossians 2:10 πάσης ἀρχῆς καὶ ἐξουςίας 
Colossians 2:15 τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ τὰς ἐξουςίας 
Titus 3:1 ἀρχαῖς ἐξουςίαις ὑποτάσσεσθαι 

Variant textual reading (KLP 69 pl lat sy ς) ἀρχαῖς καὶ ἐξουςίαις ὑποτάσσεσθαι 

These nouns only co-occur in the same sentence 10 times in the New Testament, always 
in the same order. The other references are: 
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Luke 12:11 τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ τὰς ἐξουςίας (human authorities) 
Luke 20:20 τῇ ἀρχῇ καὶ τῇ ἐξουςίᾳ τοῦ ἡγεμόνος (authority of a human leader) 

The frequent occurrence of the single adjective “all” modifying the conjoined nouns 
(1 Corinthians 15:24; Ephesians 1:21; Colossians 2:10) also suggests an inclusiveness 
compatible with these conjoined nouns referring to a single scenario (cf., “many” 
modifying “tax-collectors and sinners” in Mark 2:15–16). 

The absence of καί in Titus 3:1 is intriguing, as it parallels absence of a conjoiner 
with doublets in languages such as Urdu and Parkari (see chapter 13), and could be 
another grammatical indication that a single scenario is being referred to, rather than two 
concepts which are linked together. 

Some doublets are conjoined by τε καὶ. There are 33 occurrences in the Gospels and 
Acts, 24 with nouns, six with verbs, and three with adjectives. The nouns are: 
Category  No. References 
Conjoined people:  17  
 men + women: 4 Acts 5:14, 8:12, 9:2, 22:4 
 Jews + proselytes: 1 Acts 2:11 
 Jews + Greeks: 4 Acts 14:1, 19:10, 19:18, 20:21 
 gentiles + Jews: 1 Acts 14:5 
 gentiles + kings: 1 Acts 9:5 
 chief priests + scribes: 1 Luke 22:66 
 personal names: 2 Acts 4:27, Acts 15:32 
 us + others: 2 Acts 15:9, Acts 21:12 
 ἔτι + oneself: 1 Luke 14:26 
 

Category  No. References 
Conjoined things:  4  
 terrors + signs: 1 Luke 21:11 
 day + night: 1 Acts 9:24 
 in all + everywhere: 1 Acts 24:3 
 customs + questions: 1 Acts 26:3 

Conjoined places  3 Acts 2:9, 2:10, 26:20 

Obviously, all these conjoined items belong to the same scenario, but only a few 
probably count as true doublets, i.e. two lexical items referring to one and the same 
scenario. Perhaps: 
 men + women: = all adults 
 Jews + proselytes: = all worshippers of Yahweh 
 Jews + Greeks: = all people 
 gentiles + Jews: = all people 
 chief priests + scribes: = all religious leaders 
 terrors + signs: = all omens and portents 
 in all + everywhere: = totally 
 customs + questions: = all issues 
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8.2.2. Lexical doublets with “event” words 

In New Testament Greek, eating and drinking regularly co-occur in that order linked 
by καί ‘and’, regardless of whether the verb for eat is ἐσθίω, φάγω, or τρώγω, for 
example: 

• Matthew 11:19; 24:38, 49 
• Luke 5:30; 7:34; 10:7; 12:45; 17:8 
• 1 Corinthians 9:4; 10:7; 11:22; 11:29; 15:32 

They also occur in the same order 
• without a conjoining word (e.g. Luke 17:27, 28) 
• linked by “or” (e.g. 1 Corinthians 10:31), and 
• linked by “nor” (e.g. Acts 9:9, 23:12, 21). 

Apart from consistent word order in all these Greek examples, there are other indications 
which substantiate the claim that eat and drink are joined by a co-occurrence link and 
belong to the same scenario. 

In Matthew 24:38, “eating” and “drinking” are conjoined by the co-occurrence 
marker “and”, likewise “marrying” and “giving in marriage” are conjoined by the co-
occurrence marker “and”, but the two pairs are not linked by “and” (τρώγοντες καὶ 
πίνοντες, γαμοῦντες καὶ γαμίζοντες). This shows a closer link between the paired 
items than between other items in the same list, i.e. that of co-occurrence. 

In Luke 12:45, the use of the particle τε in ἐσθίειν τε καὶ πίνειν καὶ μεθύσκεσθαι 
links eating and drinking more closely together than with getting drunk. 

In Mark 2:16b, an alternative reading, which is judged as not original, adds “and 
drinks” after “eats”. The immediately preceding co-text (2:16a) says “seeing that he eats 
with sinners and tax collectors” with no mention of drinking. Metzger (1974:67), in A 
Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament comments: 

The addition of καὶ πίνει is a natural accretion inserted by copyists, perhaps under the influence 
of the parallel passage in Lk 5.30. 

I suggest that the accretion is “natural” because eating and drinking prototypically fill the 
same central activity slot in the “meal” scenario, certainly for those in the cultural setting 
of the text itself and probably for the copyist also. 

In 1 Corinthians 11:22 the Greek εἰς τὸ ἐσθίειν καὶ πίνειν ‘for eating and drinking’ 
has only one article applying to both verbs. This links the two separate infinitives as one 
concept. 

Similarly, 1 Corinthians 11:29, ὁ γὰρ ἐσθίων καὶ πίνων ‘for the one eating and 
drinking’ has two present Participles “eating and drinking” both linked to the same 
article. This shows that both actions belong to one scenario, associated with that same 
person. (A parallel example of a single article conjoining Participles for prototypically 
co-occurring events is John 5:24, ὁ τὸν λόγον μου ἀκούων καὶ πιστεύων τῷ 
πέμψαντί με. Here again, this refers to a single category of person who both hears 
Jesus’s word and believes in God who sent him. 
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Events with semantic relationships other than co-occurrence may also be conjoined 
by “and” and marked as belonging to the same scenario, for example. 

Synonyms and near synonyms 

Matthew 5:12 χαίρετε καὶ ἀγαλλιᾶσθε  rejoice and be glad 
Luke 6:25 πενθήσετε καὶ κλαύσετε mourn and weep 
cf., Matthew 16:6, 23:3; Luke 12:15, 21:28; John 16:20 

Synonymous examples could be regarded as doublets where two or more separate lexical 
items refer to the same concept. 

Typically, however, the words clearly refer to different concepts within a single 
scenario. 

Specific-specific (from same generic type of event) 

Matthew 11:4 ἀκούετε καὶ βλέπετε hear and see (perception) 
Luke 5:30 ἐσθίετε καὶ πίνετε eat and drink (having meals) 
cf., Luke 7:22, 22:30 

Generic-specific 

Matthew 23:34 ἀποκτενεῖτε καὶ σταυρώσετε kill and crucify 
Luke 6:35 ἀγαπᾶτε … καὶ ἀγαθοποιεῖτε καὶ δανίζετε love and do good and lend 
cf., Matthew 10:5 

Precondition and action 
Matthew 26:41 γρηγορεῖτε καὶ προσεύχεσθε watch and pray 
cf., Mark 14:38 

Sequential actions 

Mark 1:15 μετανοεῖτε καὶ πιστεύετε repent and believe 
Acts 3:13 παρεδώκατε καὶ ἠρνήσασθε handed over and denied 
cf., Acts 13:41 

Problem and solution 

Matthew 25:35 ἐπείνασα γὰρ καὶ ἐδώκατέ μοι φαγεῖν hunger and feed 
Matthew 25:35 ἐδίψησα καὶ ἐποτίσατέ με thirst and give drink 
cf., Luke 7:22 

Cause and result 

Matthew 7:7 αἰτεῖτε καὶ δοθήσεται ὑμῖν ask and it will be given you 
Matthew 7:7 ζητεῖτε καὶ εὑρήσετε seek and you will find 
cf., Matthew 15:10; Luke 11:9; John 16:24 

Some doublets for “events” are realized by nouns. As with “things” the order appears 
fixed, they are conjoined by καί, but there may be separate articles for each item, for 
example. 



240 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

Weeping and gnashing of teeth = scenario of anguish and suffering 

Matthew 8:12 ἐκεῖ ἔσται ὁ κλαυθμὸς καὶ ὁ βρυγμὸς τῶν ὀδόντων. 
 there will-be the weeping and the gnashing of-the teeth 
cf., identical wording in Matthew 13:42, 13:50, 22:13, 24:51, 25:30; Luke 13:28 

Of the 33 occurrences of τε καί in the Gospels and Acts, six conjoin verbs and of 
these four mark doublets. 

Doublets referring to a single scenario 

Luke 12:45 ἐσθίειν τε καὶ πίνειν to-eat and also to-drink (i.e. “feast” scenario) 
Acts 1:1 ποιεῖν τε καὶ διδάσκειν to-do and also to-teach 
 (i.e. scenario of Jesus’s whole healing and teaching ministry) 
Acts 9:29 ἐλάλει τε καὶ συνεζήτει he-was-talking and also was-discussing 
Acts 19:27b εἰς οὐθὲν λογισθῆναι, μέλλειν τε καὶ καθαιρεῖσθαι … 
 to nothing to-be-reckoned to-begin and also to-be-diminished … 
 (i.e. scenario of loss of honour, influence and popularity) 

Conjoining sequential events in the same scenario 

Acts 9:18 ἀνέβλεψέν τε καὶ ἀναστὰς ἐβαπτίσθη 
 he-saw-again and also having-risen was-baptized 

Conjoining different events in the same scenario 

Acts 21:28 ὁ κατὰ τοῦ λαοῦ … πάντας πανταχῇ διδάσκων, 
 the[one] against the people … all[people] everywhere teaching 

 
 ἔτι τε καὶ Ἕλληνας εἰσήγαγεν εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν … 
 even and also Greeks he-led into the temple … 
ἔτι marks this as the worst event of many unnamed other events in the same scenario 

8.2.3. Lexical doublets with “attribute” word 

In New Testament Greek a few attributes are regularly conjoined as doublets. 

Common and unclean = ritually impure 

 Acts 10:14, also Acts 10:28, 11:8 

οὐδέποτε ἔφαγον πᾶν κοινὸν καὶ ἀκάθαρτον 
never I-ate all common and unclean 
The word κοινός occurs 14 times in the New Testament, three times conjoined with ἀκάθαρτος. 

Holy and without blemish = (ritually and) morally pure 

 Ephesians 1:4, also Ephesians 5:27; Colossians 1:22 

εἶναι ἡμᾶς ἁγίους καὶ ἀμώμους κατενώπιον αὐτοῦ 
to-be us holy and unblemished before him 
The word ἄμωμος occurs eight times in the New Testament, three times conjoined with ἅγιος. 

Attributes may also appear in the surface structure as abstract nouns, often in 
adverbial phrases. 
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With fear and trembling = respectfully, conscientiously 

 2 Corinthians 7:15, also Ephesians 6:5; Philippians 2:12; cf., 1 Corinthians 2:3 

μετὰ φόβου καὶ τρόμου ἐδέξασθε αὐτόν 
with fear and trembling you-received him 
The word τρόμος occurs five times in the New Testament, four times conjoined with φόβος. 

Attributes may also be conjoined as doublets by τε καί. Of 33 occurrences of τε καὶ 
in the Gospels and Acts, three conjoin attributes. 

Doublets, referring to a single scenario 

Matthew 22:10 πονηρούς τε καὶ ἀγαθούς wicked and also good 
Acts 24:15 ἀνάστασιν … δικαίων τε καὶ ἀδίκων resurrection of just and also unjust 
Acts 26:22 μικρῷ τε καὶ μεγάλῳ to-small and also to-great 

Although at first sight these appear to be just pairs of antonyms, I argue that they are 
doublets, since the class referred to includes the whole scenario of all people, not simply 
the extremes of evil and good, just and unjust, small and great, but normal average people 
too. Similarly, Hagner (1995:630) comments on Matthew 22:10 “the servants gathered all 
they found … both bad and good”, and Barrett (1998:1105) comments on Acts 24:15 “it 
is the general resurrection that is in mind”, and on Acts 26:22 “to all, of whatever rank” 
(Barrett 1998:1165). 

8.2.4. Lexical doublets with “relation” words 

Antonymous “relation” words are found conjoined, and may form a single scenario, 
for example: 
Before and behind = all over 

 Revelation 4:6; this phrase also includes at the sides; cf., 4:8 

γέμοντα ὀφθαλμῶν ἔμπροσθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν 
being-full of-eyes before and behind 

 

Around and inside = everywhere, inside and out 

 Revelation 4:8 

κυκλόθεν καὶ ἔσωθεν γέμουσιν ὀφθαλμῶν 
around and within they-are-full of-eyes 

 

Inside and on the reverse = all over 

 Revelation 5:1 

βιβλίον γεγραμμένον ἔσωθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν 
scroll having-been-written inside and on-reverse 

Similarly, there are instances where the contrastive element of conjoined verbs is the 
“relation” prefix, and the two verbs together seem to refer to a single concept, for 
example. 



242 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

ἀνα- καὶ κατα- ‘going up and down’ = inter-communicating 

 John 1:51 

τοὺς ἀγγέλους τοῦ θεοῦ ἀναβαίνοντας καὶ καταβαίνοντας ἐπὶ τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
the angels of-the God ascending and descending on the Son of-the Man 

 

εἰσ- καὶ ἐκ- ‘going in and out’ = being around, inter-relating 

 Acts 1:21 

ἐν παντὶ χρόνῳ ᾧ εἰσῆλθεν καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς ὁ κύριος Ἰησοῦς 
in all time in-which went-in and went-out among us the Lord Jesus 

 

 Acts 9:28 

καὶ ἦν μετ᾽ αὐτῶν εἰσπορευόμενος καὶ ἐκπορευόμενος εἰς Ἰερουσαλήμ 
and he-was with them going-in and going-out in Jerusalem 

Sometimes there is a nontypical co-occurrence of “relation” words due to their 
marking the different roles of a single participant, for example: 

ἐξ ‘from’ links to διά ‘through’ by a contradictory link  

 ἐξ ὕδατὀς καὶ δι᾽ ὕδατὀς 
 out of water and by water (2 Peter 3:5) 

ἐπί ‘above’ links to διά ‘through’ and ἐν ‘in’ by a contradictory link 

 ἐπι παντων καὶ διὰ παντων καὶ ἐν πᾶσιν 
 above all, and through all, and in all (Ephesians 4:6) 

This conjoining of “relation” words may be a particularly Greek phenomenon. The 
first example above requires the same “thing” to have two separate participant roles. 
Green (1977:130) suggests “created by the divine fiat out of water, and sustained by 
water”. The second example, by changing the role slots of the same participants, 
indicates that the verb “to be” is to be understood three times, with three distinct 
participant frames and the different participant frames determine three different senses. 
Foulkes (1978:113) suggests “God-controlled, God-sustained, God-filled”. If translated 
literally, these Greek phrases certainly make for unnatural and obtuse English, perhaps 
because we expect a single participant to fill a single role in the participant frame of the 
one “event” scenario. 

Occasionally the use of different “relation” words with the same verb and the same 
participant seems to indicate that the whole event scenario is inextricably connected with 
this participant, rather than the participant having several distinct roles, for example: 

ἐν - διὰ - καὶ εἰς ‘marking Agent - Agent/Intermediary - and Beneficiary’ 

 Colossians 1:16 

ὅτι ἐν αὐτῷ ἐκτίσθη τὰ πάντα … τὰ πάντα δι᾽ αὐτοῦ καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν ἔκτισται·… 
because in him was-created the all[things] … the all[things] through him and to him have-been-created … 
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Thus, Greek uses καί ‘and’ to conjoin lexical items of the same semantic class which 
belong in the same scenario. In this way it marks that the separate lexical items are to be 
understood to form a single scenario and function together in a single semantic role. 

8.3. Contraexpectation markers and scenarios 
Since scenarios contain prototypical items related in prototypical ways, the absence 

of an expected item, the presence of an unexpected item, or an unusual relationship 
between items, may be marked explicitly in the lexicon by a contraexpectation marker. 

English regularly marks expectation/contraexpectation in the choice between the 
conjunctions “and” (conjoining) and “but” (contrasting). Greek, however, is more sparing 
in the overt marking of contraexpectation, and δέ joins clauses irrespective of the degree 
of expectation. Young (1939:132) gives four examples of δέ translated ‘but’ in contra-
expectation circumstances (Matthew 1:20, 2:19, 2:22, 3:7), for example: 

 Matthew 1:20 

ταῦτα δὲ αὐτοῦ ἐνθυμηθέντος ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος κυρίου 
these[things] ( ) him having-considered behold angel of-Lord 
NIV: But after he had considered this … 

In English, “but” explicitly marks the contrast between Joseph’s proposed action in 
1:19 to divorce Mary, and the command of the angel in 1:20 to go ahead with the mar-
riage. Greek δέ, however, does not explicitly mark contraexpectation. For example, 
Porter (1994:208) notes not only adversative uses of δέ but also connective and emphatic 
uses, and Levinsohn (1992:32–40) argues that δέ marks development in the narrative (cf., 
Callow 1992:192–193). So here, since contraexpectation is not lexically explicit in the 
Greek, the audience understand contraexpectation by comparing what is stated in the text 
with the prototypical events in their mental scenario. 

Greek, however, does have certain lexical markers for contraexpectation, such as 
ἀλλά, which can be used as an emphatic although its “major usage is adversative” 
(Porter 1994:205), and πλήν which is ‘adversative’ (Porter 1994:215). These 
conjunctions are used in various constructions to mark contraexpectation, where English 
might use “but”, “nevertheless”, or “rather than”. 

Not A but B (A is expected; B unexpected) 

 Matthew 4:4 

Οὐκ ἐπ᾽ ἄρτῳ μόνῳ ζήσεται ὁ ἄνθρωπος 
not on bread alone will-live the person 

 

ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ παντὶ ῥήματι ἐκπορευομένῳ διὰ στόματος θεοῦ. 
but on every word proceeding through mouth of-God 

 

 Philippians 2:6–7 

ὃς ἐν μορφῇ θεοῦ ὑπάρχων οὐχ ἁρπαγμὸν ἡγήσατο τὸ εἶναι ἴσα θεῷ, 
who in form of-God being not thing-to-grasp deemed the to-be equal with-God 
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ἀλλὰ ἑαυτὸν ἐκένωσεν 
but himself emptied 

Although A nevertheless not B (B is expected in view of A) 

 Matthew 4:4 

Εἰ καὶ πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐγώ 
if even all will-be-caused-to-stumble but not I 

 

 1 Corinthians 4:4; also 2 Corinthians 4:8a, etc. 

οὐδὲν γὰρ ἐμαυτῷ σύνοιδα, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐν τούτῳ δεδικαίωμαι 
nothing for in-myself I-know but not in this I-am-justified 
NIV: My conscience is clear, but that does not make me innocent. 

Although A nevertheless B (B is unexpected in view of A) 

 1 Corinthians 14:19 

εὐχαριστῶ τῷ θεῷ, πάντων ὑμῶν μᾶλλον γλώσσαις λαλῶ· 
I-thank the God than-all you more in-tongues I-speak 

 

ἀλλὰ ἐν ἐκκλησίᾳ θέλω πέντε λόγους τῷ νοΐ μου λαλῆσαι, … ἢ μυρίους λόγους ἐν γλώσσῃ. 
but in church I-wish five words by-the mind of-me to-speak … than myriads words in tongue 

 

 Colossians 2:4 

εἰ γὰρ καὶ τῇ σαρκὶ ἄπειμι, ἀλλὰ τῷ πνεύματι σὺν ὑμῖν εἰμι 
if for even in-the flesh I-am-absent but in-the spirit with you I-am 

A rather than B (A is unexpected; B expected) 

 Luke 18:14 

κατέβη οὗτος δεδικαιωμένος εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ παρ᾽ ἐκεῖνον· 
returned this[one] being-justified to the house of-him rather-than that 
The expectation of the hearers is that “this” sinful tax-collector would not be justified, but “that” religious 
Pharisee would be. 

But A (A is unexpected) 

 Matthew 11:22; cf., 11:24; Luke 10:14 

πλὴν λέγω ὑμῖν, Τύρῳ καὶ Σιδῶνι ἀνεκτότερον ἔσται ἐν ἡμέρᾳ κρίσεως ἢ ὑμῖν· 
but I-say to-you for-Tyre and for-Sidon more-tolerable will-be on day of-judgment than for-you 
The expectation of the hearers is that the pagan towns Tyre and Sidon would be punished harsher than 
Jewish towns. 

 

 Matthew 18:7b; also Luke 6:24, 6:35, 23:28 

ἀνάγκη γὰρ ἐλθεῖν τὰ σκάνδαλα, 
necessary for to-come the stumbling-blocks 
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πλὴν οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ δι᾽ οὗ τὸ σκάνδαλον ἔρχεται. 
but woe to-the person through whom the stumbling-block comes 
The expectation of the hearers is that if some event is necessary, the agent of that event is not guilty; 
cf., Luke 22:22. 

The examples above are all conjunctions, but other lexical items also indicate 
contraexpectation. For example, words in the semantic domain of surprise mark the 
related events as contraexpectation: 
 Matthew 21:20 

καὶ ἰδόντες οἱ μαθηταὶ ἐθαύμασαν λέγοντες, Πῶς παραχρῆμα ἐξηράνθη ἡ συκῆ; 
and having-seen the disciples marvelled saying how immediately withered the fig-tree 

 

 Acts 2:6b–7a 

συνεχύθη, ὅτι ἤκουον εἷς ἕκαστος τῇ ἰδίᾳ διαλέκτῳ λαλούντων αὐτῶν. 
was-confused because they-were-hearing one each in-the own language speaking them [GA] 

 

ἐξίσταντο δὲ καὶ ἐθαύμαζον 
they-became-amazed ( ) and were-marvelling 

Similarly, the words διὰ τί ‘why?’ in direct speech show the speaker’s surprise and 
marks the situation referred to as one of contraexpectation, at least for the participant 
speaking, e.g. all seven occurrences in Matthew: 
 Matthew 9:11b 

Διὰ τί μετὰ τῶν τελωνῶν καὶ ἁμαρτωλῶν ἐσθίει ὁ διδάσκαλος ὑμῶν; 
why with the tax-collectors and sinners eats the teacher of-you 

 

 Matthew 9:14b; also Matthew 13:10b, 15:2a, 15:3b, 17:19b, 21:25b 

Διὰ τί ἡμεῖς καὶ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι νηστεύομεν [πολλά], οἱ δὲ μαθηταί σου οὐ νηστεύουσιν; 
why we and the Pharisees fast [much] the ( ) disciples of-you not fast 
Here it is the final statement which is contraexpectation. 

Similarly, πῶς ‘how?’ in direct speech shows the speaker’s surprise and marks the 
situation referred to as one of contraexpectation. Although the contraexpectation so 
marked is usually in the speaker’s mind, in Matthew 22:43 and 45 Jesus is aware of the 
resolution to this apparent contradiction in terms, but is presenting it to his audience as a 
paradox for them to think through. There are 11 occurrences in Matthew (excluding 6:28, 
10:19, and 12:4 where πῶς is not in direct speech): 

 Matthew 7:4 

ἢ πῶς ἐρεῖς τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου, Ἄφες ἐκβάλω τὸ κάρφος ἐκ τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ σου, καὶ ἰδοὺ ἡ δοκὸς ἐν 
τῷ ὀφθαλμῷ σοῦ; 
or how you-say to brother of-you allow I-take the speck from the eye of-you and behold the plank in the 
eye of-you 
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 Matthew 12:26; also Matthew 12:29, 12:34, 16:11, 21:20, 22:12, 22:43, 22:45, 23:33, 26:54 

καὶ εἰ ὁ Σατανᾶς τὸν Σατανᾶν ἐκβάλλει, ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν ἐμερίσθη· πῶς οὖν σταθήσεται ἡ βασιλεία 
αὐτοῦ; 
and if the Satan the Satan drives-out against himself he-is-divided how therefore will-stand the kingdom 
of-him 

Indeed, contraexpectation is so strongly marked by πῶς that many of the above are 
clearly rhetorical questions emphasizing that such a situation is totally impossible, e.g. 
12:26b means “If that were the case, his kingdom could not possibly stand.” 

Thus lexical items marking contraexpectation show what the prototypical expected 
items and relationships were in the mental scenarios of the original speaker and audience. 

8.4. Causatives and scenarios 
It has been stated in chapter 3, that Greek does not always lexicalize or grammatical-

ize a causal chain. Thus the subject of a transitive verb may be the agent of that action, or 
the initiator of that action with some other agent as intermediary. The scenario, especially 
the real-life status of the grammatical subject and hence the participant role 
prototypically assigned to the grammatical subject within that scenario, determines 
whether the subject is the agent or the initiator of the action. An initiator, or “Causer” 
(Andrews 1985:69–71), is typically someone with authority, who gets things done rather 
than does them personally. Sometimes, however, there is evidence in the grammar, the 
lexicon, or the co-text, to prove that the marked subject is initiator not agent. 

8.4.1. Causatives marked lexically and grammatically 

Causatives marked by ποιέω ‘to do’ plus purpose clause 

 Matthew 5:32 

ποιεῖ αὐτὴν μοιχευθῆναι 
makes her to-commit-adultery 

 

 Colossians 4:16b 

ποιήσατε ἵνα καὶ ἐν τῇ Λαοδικέων ἐκκλησίᾳ ἀναγνωσθῇ 
make so-that also in the of-Laodiceans church may-be-read 

 

 Revelation 13:16 

καὶ ποιεῖ πάντας…, ἵνα δῶσιν αὐτοῖς χάραγμα … 
and he-makes all so-that they-may-give to-them mark … 

Causatives marked with πέμπω, ἀποστέλλω ‘to send’ 

The use of the Aorist Participle of πέμπω or ἀποστέλλω preceding a Main Verb 
frequently denotes that the agent of the sending is the causer of the Main Verb, by the 
agency of those sent. Out of only four occurrences of πέμπω in Matthew, all four are 
Prenuclear Aorist Participles and all except Matthew 2:8 mark causation: 
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 Matthew 11:2–3 

πέμψας διὰ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, Σὺ εἶ … 
having-sent through the disciples of-him said to him are you … 
NIV: He sent his disciples to ask him, “Are you …” 
John caused his disciples to say … 

 

 Matthew 14:10; also Matthew 22:7 

καὶ πέμψας ἀπεκεφάλισεν [τὸν] Ἰωάννην ἐν τῇ φυλακῇ. 
and having-sent he-beheaded [the] John in the jail 
NIV: and had John beheaded in the prison. 
Herod caused someone to behead John. 

Similarly, with ἀποστέλλω: 

 Matthew 2:16 

καὶ ἀποστείλας ἀνεῖλεν πάντας τοὺς παῖδας τοὺς ἐν Βηθλέεμ. 
and having-sent he-destroyed all the boy-children the in Bethlehem 
NIV: he gave orders to kill all the boys in Bethlehem 

 

 Matthew 22:16 

καὶ ἀποστέλλουσιν αὐτῷ τοὺς μαθητὰς αὐτῶν μετὰ τῶν Ἡρῳδιανῶν λέγοντες, Διδάσκαλε, 
and they-send to him the disciples of-them with the Herodians saying Teacher 
NIV: They sent their disciples to him along with the Herodians. “Teacher” they said … 
The Participle in Greek agrees with the subject of send, so “saying” means “causing (the disciples) to say …”

8.4.2. Causatives marked lexically 

The suffix -ιζω is sometimes used to mark causation (Robertson 1934:149) and may 
indicate the presence of both an initiating agent, i.e. causer, and an active agent, for 
example. 

Causatives marked with -ιζω suffix 

 Matthew 22:30; cf., 24:38 

οὔτε γαμοῦσιν οὔτε γαμίζονται 
neither marry nor are-given-in-marriage (are caused to marry) 

 

 Matthew 27:48 

ἐπότιζεν αὐτόν 
he-gave-to-drink him (caused him to drink) 
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8.4.3. Causatives determined by the status of the grammatical subject 

Joseph, a rich man, has a tomb cut from the rock 

 Matthew 27:59–60 

καὶ λαβὼν τὸ σῶμα ὁ Ἰωσὴφ ἐνετύλιξεν αὐτὸ [ἐν] σινδόνι καθαρᾷ 
and having-taken the body the Joseph wrapped it [in] sheet clean 

 

καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὸ ἐν τῷ καινῷ αὐτοῦ μνημείῳ ὃ ἐλατόμησεν ἐν τῇ πέτρᾳ 
and placed it in the new of-him tomb which he-cut in the rock 

Pilate, the Roman governor, orders someone to write a charge sheet 

 John 19:19 

ἔγραψεν δὲ καὶ τίτλον ὁ Πιλᾶτος 
wrote ( ) also title the Pilate 

The centurion pays to have a synagogue built 

 Luke 7:5 

τὴν συναγωγὴν αὐτὸς ᾠκοδόμησεν ἡμῖν 
the synagogue he built for-us 

Paul asks a fellow Christian to write a letter while he dictates 

 Romans 15:15 

τολμηρότερον δὲ ἔγραψα ὑμῖν 
more-boldly ( ) I-wrote[Paul] to-you 
Here I = Paul, see 1:1, so “I wrote” is causative “I caused to be written/dictated” 

 

 Contrast Romans 16:22 

ἀσπάζομαι ὑμᾶς ἐγὼ Τέρτιος ὁ γράψας τὴν ἐπιστολὴν ἐν κυρίῳ. 
I-greet you I Tertius the having-written the letter in Lord 

Herod has an executioner behead John 

 Mark 6:16 

ὁ Ἡρῴδης ἔλεγεν, Ὃν ἐγὼ ἀπεκεφάλισα Ἰωάννην, 
the Herod was-saying whom I beheaded John 
Herod caused John to be beheaded. 

 

 Contrast Mark 6:27 

ἀποστείλας ὁ βασιλεὺς σπεκουλάτορα … 
having-sent the king executioner … 

 

καὶ ἀπελθὼν ἀπεκεφάλισεν αὐτὸν ἐν τῇ φυλακῇ 
and having-gone he-beheaded him in the prison 
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8.4.4. Causatives determined by explicit mention of other participants 
 John 4:1–2 

Ἰησοῦς πλείονας μαθητὰς ποιεῖ καὶ βαπτίζει ἢ Ἰωάννης 
Jesus more disciples makes and baptizes than John 

 

καίτοιγε Ἰησοῦς αὐτὸς οὐκ ἐβάπτιζεν ἀλλ᾽ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ 
though Jesus himself not was-baptizing but the disciples of-him 
In 4:1 “baptizes” is causative, unless we are to understand that this was a false rumour. 

8.5. Chapter summary 
Scenario structure provides the conceptual basis for understanding lexical cohesion. 

Greek lexical collocation within New Testament pericopes is better explained by lexical 
cohesion at scenario level, than by the narrower category of Louw and Nida’s semantic 
domains (1988). 

Scenario theory also explains the occurrence of Greek lexical doublets which refer 
not to separate concepts but to a single scenario or conceptual cluster in which the 
discrete referents belong. 

Scenario structure, by providing a mental framework where specific lexical items 
and concepts are stored in prototypically interrelated semantic slots, explains both the use 
of lexicalized contraexpectation markers and causative forms, and also how the original 
audience would understand contraexpectation and causation even where there is no 
lexical marking. 

Lexical collocation, lexical doublets, contraexpectation markers, and lexicalized 
causative verbs in the source text can, therefore, be used as criteria in reconstructing the 
specific content of source culture scenarios. However, the potential mismatch in the 
contents of specific scenarios between the source and target cultures means that 
translations may need to make certain concepts explicit which were left implicit in the 
source text. 
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9. Greek Discourse and Scenarios 
Since scenarios affect both grammatical structure and lexical co-occurrence in a text, 

the combination of grammar and lexis enables the audience to identify which scenarios 
the author is referring to and thus understand the discourse as semantically coherent. In 
this chapter I investigate the interrelation between grammatical forms and lexical items in 
Greek discourse, and show how this indicates the contents of scenarios in the source cul-
ture. I also give examples of the way scenarios are used to identify key elements essential 
for understanding discourse, and give an example of how scenario theory affects the 
principles and practice of discourse analysis. 

9.1. Scenarios and coherence in discourse 
I argue that semantic coherence, the “underlying functional or logical 

connectedness” of a text (Crystal 1995:449), is based on the scenario, and scenarios are 
identified by both lexical co-occurrence and Hearer-old grammatical marking. 
Consequently, discourse boundaries and semantic relationships can be deduced not only 
from explicit markers such as conjunctions, and from clusters of vocabulary from the 
same semantic domains, but also from the patterning of Hearer-old markers, and from 
lexical items which are not in the same semantic domain, but are in the same scenario. 

For example, in the four New Testament leprosy pericopes, not only is there a co-
occurrence of certain vocabulary, as previously noted, but there is also the use of the 
article to mark Discourse-new entities as Hearer-old: 

Episode  Matthew 8:1–4 Mark 1:40–45 Luke 5:12–16 Luke 17:12–19 
−article      
leper λεπρός 8:2 1:40 – – 
leprosy λέπρα – – 5:12 – 
leprous (man) λεπρός – – – 17:12 
+article      
leprosy ἡ λέπρα  8:3 1:42 5:13 – 
priest ὁ ἱερεύς 8:4 1:44 5:14 17:14 
purify καθαρίζω 8:2, 3 (2 x) 1:40, 41, 42 5:12, 13 17:14, 17 

The co-occurrence of vocabulary, “priest” and “purify”, together with the Hearer-old 
marker, the article, for the Discourse-new item “priest”, is strong textual evidence that 
these elements are part of the leprosy scenario (cf., Leviticus 14). Since “priest” is 
marked Hearer-old, it refers specifically to the priest that is prototypically present in the 
open “leprosy” scenario, i.e. the priest on duty at the Temple in Jerusalem. Moreover, the 
open “leprosy” scenario enables the audience to expect that the “priest” will be 
mentioned at the end of this pericope, since the priest’s role is to confirm healing from 
leprosy and offer appropriate sacrifices. Likewise, since καθαρίζω is in the “leprosy” 
scenario, it means purify ritually not clean physically. Moreover, the “leprosy” scenario 
enables the audience to expect that ritual purity is desired by the leper and is the solution 
to the leper’s most pressing problem. Since leprosy, purify, and priest are each linked to 
ritual impurity (ritual impurity is the topic of the leprosy pericopes), even though it is 
never explicit in the text. 
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Thus the “leprosy” scenario, through its causal link with the “ritual-impurity” 
scenario (Leviticus 13:2–3), not only provides lexical cohesion, but also gives semantic 
coherence and helps define the boundaries of the pericope. 

Analyzing the pericopes about Jairus’s daughter, we find similar patterns of 
vocabulary and articular use: 

Episode  Matthew 9:18–26 Mark 5:22–43 Luke 8:41–56 
−article     
ruler ἄρχων 9:18 – 8:41 
synagogue ruler ἀρχισυναγωγός – 5:22 – 
uproar θορύβον – 5:38 – 
daughter θυγάτηρ – – 8:42 
+article     
ruler ὁ ἄρχων 9:23 – – 
synagogue ruler ὁ ἀρχισυναγωγός  5:35, 36, 38 8:49 
daughter ἡ θυγάτηρ 9:18 5:35 8:49 
daughter τὸ θυγάτριον – 5:23 – 
girl τὸ κοράσιον 9:24, 25 5:42 – 
child ἡ παῖς – – 8:51, 54 
child τὸ παιδίον – 5:39, 40, 41 – 
crowd ὁ ὄχλος 9:23, 25 – – 
pipe-player ὁ αὐλητής 9:23 – – 
trouble θυρυβέω 9:23 5:39 – 
weep κλαίω – 5:38, 39 8:52 (2 x) 
mourn κόπτω – – 8:52 
wail ἀλαλάζω – 5:38 – 
die τελευτάω 9:18 – – 
die ἀποθνήσκω 9:24 5:35, 39 8:42, 49, 52, 53 
about to die ἐσχάτως ἔχω – 5:23 – 
sleep καθεύδω 9:24 5:39 8:52 
lay (hands) ἐπιτίθημι 9:18 5:23 – 
heal, save σώζω – 5:23 8:50 
live ζάω 9:18 5:23 – 
raise, rise ἐγείρω 9:25 5:41 8:54 

In the above data, despite the variety of lexical items, almost all the vocabulary 
clearly belongs in a limited number of semantic domains: child, death, mourning, and 
healing. We also see that, apart from the new participant, the (synagogue) ruler, most 
nouns are introduced with Hearer-old marking, the article. Exceptions are the “daughter”, 
introduced in Luke 8:42 as Hearer-new (whereas in the other accounts she is introduced 
as Hearer-old, since prototypically adult men have a daughter), and the “uproar”, 
introduced in Mark 5:38 as Hearer-new. 

Matthew, however, introduces the people wailing and weeping with two nouns 
marked Hearer-old, “the crowd and the pipe-players” (9:23). This, according to my 
theory, is evidence that this crowd and these pipe-players are prototypically part of a 
first-century Jewish death scenario. This is in accord with the Jewish custom of hiring 
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professional mourners, as evidenced in Jeremiah 9:17–18. If, as is commonly supposed, 
Matthew writes as a Jew to Jews, he can assume that professional mourners are part of 
his audience’s death scenario and accordingly mark these Discourse-new items as 
Hearer-old. In contrast, Mark and Luke, writing for gentiles, introduce the mourning as 
Hearer-new information. 

Thus, although pipe-players are not in the same semantic domain as death, they are 
in the same New Testament scenario. Textual evidence for this is from lexical co-
occurrence, and use of the article to mark Hearer-old information, thus marking pipe-
players as part of an open scenario. In a scenario approach to semantic domain 
classification, pipe-players would need to be explicitly linked to the semantic domain of 
death. In this way a classification of the lexicon into semantic domains would provide 
evidence of lexical cohesion (rather than confusion) in this text, and be a powerful tool 
for determining semantic coherence and chunking the discourse into episodes. 

Similarly, there is a correlation between co-occurrence of verbs and use of Partici-
ples. This corresponds to my theory that Participles refer to events in the same scenario 
as the Main Verb. The scenario of the Main Verb not only functions as a single chunk in 
discourse, but also determines the sense of the verb in participial form, and its semantic 
relationship to the Main Verb. 

For example, the computer program GRAMCORD finds 15 Aorist Participles 
nominative of πίπτω ‘fall’ in the New Testament, all Prenuclear, which cluster in a 
limited number of scenarios, as follows: 

Deliberate—respect (8/15 x = 53 percent) 
a. Worship/obeisance scenario (5/15 x) 
 Matthew 2:11, 4:9, 18:26; Acts 10:25; 1 Corinthians 14:25, all with προσκυνέω 
b. Beseeching scenario (3/15 x) 
 Matthew 18:29; Luke 8:41, with παρακαλέω, Luke 5:12, with δέομαι 
Uncontrolled (5/15 x =33 percent) 
c. Tripping scenario (2/15 x) 
 Matthew 21:44; Luke 20:18, with συνθλάω ‘crush’ 
d. Spirit possession scenario (1/15 x) 
 Mark 9:20, with κυλίω ‘roll’ 
e. Sudden death scenario (1/15 x) 
 Acts 5:5, with ἐκψύχω ‘die’ 
f. Dazzled scenario (1/15 x) 
 Acts 9:4, with ἀκούω ‘hear’ but predictable from “light from heaven” in 9:3 
Inanimate subject (2/15 x = 13 percent) 
g. Sowing scenario (2/15 x) 
 Luke 8:14 (part of a noun phrase) τὸ … πεσόν with τελεσφορέω ‘bear fruit to maturity’. 

John 12:24 with ἀποθνήσκω ‘die’; cf., e above. 

These collocations indicate at least three senses of πίπτω: 
• Deliberate obeisance 
• Nondeliberate falling 
• Being deliberately caused to fall 
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(In contrast, πίπτω only occurs once as Present Participle nominative, in a Periphrastic 
Future construction, Mark 13:25.) 

Similarly, according to GRAMCORD data, there are 18 Prenuclear Aorist Participles 
nominative of ἀφίημι, excluding Mark 13:34 where it functions adjectivally. In contrast, 
Prenuclear Present Participle Nominative never occurs. These belong to three distinct 
scenarios, indicating different senses: 

a) Physical departure (14/18 x = 78 percent) 
 Matthew 4:20, 4:22; Mark 1:18; Luke 5:11, 18:28, with ἀκολουθέω ‘follow’ (5 x) 
 Matthew 22:22, 26:44; Mark 1:20, 8:13, 12:12, with ἀπέρχομαι ‘depart’ (5 x) 
 Matthew 26:56; Mark 14:50, with φεύγω ‘flee’ (2 x) 
 Matthew 13:36, with ἔρχομαι ‘go’ (1 x) 
 Mark 4:36, with παραλαμβάνω ‘take’ (1 x) 
b) Abandon as a choice (3/18 x = 17 percent) 

 Mark 7:8, with κρατέω ‘keep’; Romans 1:27, with καίω ‘burn’ (with lust) 
Hebrews 6:1, with φέρω ‘bear’ 

c) Release (a cry) (1/18 x = 6 percent) 

 Mark 15:37, with ἐκπνέω ‘die’ 

Collocations of vocabulary and Participle also help identify the components of 
meaning of lexical items, allowing better exegesis and translation. For example, the New 
Testament has 101 Prenuclear Aorist Participles nominative of ἀποκρίνομαι ‘respond’ 
followed within six words by an Indicative Main Verb (45 in Matthew, 15 in Mark, 35 in 
Luke, 6 in Acts, and none in John or the Epistles). In every occurrence the Main Verb is a 
verb of speech (data from GRAMCORD): 

[VERB indicative] (102 total words) 
Number of different forms = 3: 
 εἶπον to say = 85
 λέγω to say, speak, tell = 14
 φημί to say = 3

There are no Present Participles nominative of ἀποκρίνομαι in the New Testament, 
Prenuclear or Postnuclear. Thus when this verb occurs as a Prenuclear Participle 
nominative, it is always Aorist and always in a “speaking” scenario. 

Although commonly glossed ‘answer’, ἀποκρίνομαι may be used when the address-
ee is not the preceding speaker, e.g. Luke 8:50 (where Jesus addresses the addressee of 
the preceding speech act), and when the preceding event is not a speech act, e.g. Acts 
3:12 (where Peter speaks in response to people gathering round) and Acts 5:8 (where 
Peter speaks in response to Sapphira’s arrival). 

Thus lexical and grammatical collocations show that ἀποκρίνομαι is part of the 
“speak” scenario, but is only used when the speech act is in response to a verbal or non-
verbal act. As a Participle, it only occurs as a Prenuclear Aorist with a speech verb. This 
correlates with my theory that Prenuclear Aorist Participles refer to events preceding, and 
in the same scenario as, the Main Verb. The gloss “respond” fits this contextual usage, 
and explains Prenuclear Aorist usage, as mental response will always precede the speech 
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act. When ἀποκρίνομαι is used as a Main Verb, the speech act is implicit, i.e. ‘respond 
(by saying)’. 

If, as I argue, Participles always refer to items in the same scenario as the Main 
Verb, then for every Main Verb there will be a specific patterning of Participles as 
regards both semantic domains and grammatical and syntactic forms. Participles from 
specific semantic domains will regularly co-occur with Main Verbs of a particular 
semantic domain, with the Participles showing distinctive Aorist or Present, Prenuclear 
or Postnuclear patterning. These patterns identify scenario units, and can be used to 
clarify the semantic relationship between Main Verb and Participle, for example (data 
from M. B. O’Donnell’s search program): 

Prenuclear Aorist Participles in the Gospels and Acts by semantic domain 
(only domains above 10 percent listed) 

With any Main Verbs 
Frequency Percentage Domain 
414/1175 35% (15) Linear Movement 
193/1175 16% (33) Communication 
161/1175 14% (24) Sensory Events and States 

 

With λέγω (including εἶπον) as Main Verb 
Frequency  Percentage Domain 
126/292 43% (33) Communication 
55/292 19% (24) Sensory Events and States 
53/292 18% (15) Linear Movement 

Thus, in the Gospels and Acts, Prenuclear Aorist Participles with λέγω as the Main 
Verb show a distribution into semantic domains which is significantly different from that 
of Prenuclear Aorist Participles irrespective of the Main Verb, for example: 

Domain With any Main Verb With λέγω as Main Verb Deviation 
(15) Linear Movement 414/1175 = 35% 53/292 = 18% –17% 
(33) Communication 193/1175 = 16% 126/292 = 43% +27% 
(24) Sensory Events and States 161/1175 = 14% 55/292 = 19% +5% 

In the Gospels and Acts, the exceptionally high percentage of Prenuclear Aorist 
Participles in the domain of (15) Linear Movement can be understood by reference to 
appendix H which charts the travelogue sections of Acts. 

Similarly, the exceptionally high percentage of Prenuclear Aorist Participles in the 
domain of (33) Communication with λέγω as the Main Verb can be understood by the 
frequent use of ἀποκρίνομαι ‘respond’ in narrative (though not in the Epistles). This one 
verb, in the domain of Communication, accounts for 36 percent of all Prenuclear Aorist 
Participles preceding λέγω/εἶπον (data from GRAMCORD): 

Prenuclear Aorist Participles with λέγω or εἶπον as Main Verb (i.e. Indicative within six words) 
 Gospels and Acts Whole New Testament 
All Prenuclear Aorist Participles 269 270 
Prenuclear Aorist Participles of ἀποκρίνομαι 98 (36%) 98 
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Similarly, λέγω as Postnuclear Present Participle shows a significant correlation 
with Domains of Main Verbs in the Gospels and Acts, that is (data from M. B. 
O’Donnell’s search program, only domains above 5 percent listed): 

Semantic domains of all verbs in the Gospels and Acts 
Frequency Percentage Domain 
4038/18649 22% (33) Communication 
3321/18649 18% (15) Linear Movement 
2198/18649 12% (13) Be, Become, Exist, Happen 
974/18649 5% (57) Possess, Transfer, Exchange 
945/18649 5% (24) Sensory Events and States 

 

Semantic domains of Main Verbs in the Gospels and Acts with λέγω as Postnuclear Present Participle 
Frequency Percentage Domain 
106/234 45% (33) Communication 
49/234 21% (15) Linear Movement 

In the Gospels and Acts, the Present Participle of λέγω follows a verb of Commu-
nication in 45 percent of occurrences, whereas Communication verbs constitute only 22 
percent of all verbs. After a verb of Communication, λέγω as Postnuclear Present Partici-
ple is pragmatically SPECIFIC, introducing the specific words referred to generically by 
the Main Verb, e.g. Luke 1:67. After a verb of Linear Movement, λέγω as Postnuclear 
Present Participle is pragmatically PURPOSE and RESULT, giving the message for which 
the movement was undertaken, e.g. Luke 7:19. 

This correlation between semantic domains and different participial forms is in line 
with my theory that Participles represent prototypical elements in the scenario of the 
Main Verb. These Main Verb and Participle clusters represent single scenarios, providing 
lexical cohesion and semantic coherence in discourse, and dividing the discourse into 
conceptual chunks. 

9.2. Scenarios and discourse analysis 
We saw in chapter 3 that writers communicate more than is explicit in the written 

text, by expecting their audience to interpret the explicit form of the text in the light of 
their mental scenarios. Thus, scenario theory not only explains certain elements of 
grammar, syntax, and lexicon, but it predicts that certain concepts, some central to the 
understanding of the message, including facts and relationships between facts, will be 
implicit, i.e. not written in the author’s text, but intended by the author to be part of the 
communicated message. 

In chapter 4, we saw how lexical collocation, and hence textual cohesion, depends 
on the author’s mental scenarios which he expects his audience to share. 

In chapter 5, we saw how Participles and Main Verbs cluster according to scenarios, 
and how this can be used for chunking the text into units. We have also seen how a single 
text chunk can be highlighted by conjoining Main Verbs belonging to a single scenario 
script by καί, or by using a statistically marked verb form (such as Present in past time 
narrative), or a combination of both. This marks out the text chunk as highlighted or 
significant at a higher discourse level than clause or sentence. 
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In chapter 6, we saw how the article is used to refer to Hearer-old entities in 
information status taxonomy, and how those categories also depend on scenario theory. 
We have also seen anarthrous nouns mark salience, either introducing a totally NEW 
item, or referring to a Hearer-old entity but marking it salient. Such salience may be only 
at clause level, but frequently identifies salience or theme at higher discourse levels. 

All these factors play a role in discourse analysis. There are many different 
approaches to discourse analysis (see Mann and Thompson 1992, which shows different 
approaches to the analysis of a single text). However, there are several factors which are 
fundamental in discourse analysis regardless of the specific model used, as listed below 
(Nida and Taber 1982:152): 

1. the marking of the beginning and end of a discourse 
2. the marking of major internal transitions 
3. the marking of temporal relations between events 
4. the marking of spatial relations between events and objects 
5. the marking of logical relations between events 
6. the identification of participants 
7. the highlighting, focus, emphasis, etc. 
8. author involvement 

Often there are grammatical, syntactical, or lexical markers in the text itself which help in 
determining these factors, but frequently such relationships are implicit and must be 
inferred by the audience in order to produce a coherent text (Mann and Thompson 
1987:3). Only reference to the prototypical scenario, which the original author assumed 
to be in the mind of the original audience, will clarify such matters, as the following 
examples show. 

9.2.1. The marking of the beginning and end of a discourse 

Romans 1:1: Παῦλος δοῦλος Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ … ‘Paul, a servant of Christ Jesus 
…’. The marking of the beginning of a letter with the sender’s name depends on a 
culturally dependent “letter” scenario (Reed 1997:181), which 
a) gives the author’s name letter-initial (as opposed to the English pattern for personal 

letters, of addressee’s name letter-initial, and sender’s name letter-final), and 
b) allows an unmodified third person noun to have a real life first person referent, so 

that ‘Paul’ Παῦλος in 1:1 = ‘I’ of εὐχαριστῶ, 1:8. 

Mark 16:8 ἐφοβοῦντο γὰρ ‘For they were afraid’ has been dismissed as the end of 
the Gospel as it appears to be an unfinished sentence. Afraid of what? Reed (1997) 
strongly argues that this is the original ending of Mark’s Gospel. That conclusion relies 
on the original audience having a scenario for “fear” which included prototypical 
REASONS for such fear, but allowed the reasons not to be grammaticalized, but left 
implicit. Thus, “For they were afraid” can be regarded as both grammatically and 
semantically complete, since the reason for their fear, though not stated in words, is 
adequately communicated to the audience by the author through the combination of the 
facts of the text and the prototypical expectations of the “fear” scenario. Mark’s audience 
is traditionally taken to be Christians in Rome during the second half of the first-century 
(e.g. Lane 1974:12–17). Such Christians, themselves under persecution or suspicion, 
would readily identify appropriate reasons for the women’s fear. 



9. Greek Discourse and Scenarios 257 

 

9.2.2. The marking of major internal transitions 

Luke 4:1 marks the beginning of a major internal transition between EPISODES, 
separating 4:1–13 “The Temptation of Jesus” from 3:21–38 “The Baptism and Genealogy 
of Jesus”. Although both sections focus on Jesus as Son of God who is anointed by the 
Holy Spirit there is a shift in scenarios from baptism and genealogy to temptation. This 
“temptation” scenario is 

• opened explicitly in 4:2 by both the event and the prototypical agent, 
πειραζόμενος ὑπὸ τοῦ διαβόλου ‘being tempted by the Devil’, and 

• explicitly closed in 4:13 by using an abstract noun for the event, Καὶ συντελέσας 
πάντα πειρασμὸν ὁ διάβολος … ‘And having completed the whole temptation, 
the Devil …’. 

The “temptation” scenario is also evoked by three specific temptations: 
• By the quotation of Scripture to rebut the temptations, and by the location “the 

desert” (4:1) as the prototypical location of temptation for the Israelites 
• In 4:4 by Jesus quoting Deuteronomy 8:3 where the context (8:2–3) is testing by 

God when hungry in the wilderness 
• Again in 4:8 quoting Deuteronomy 6:13 where the context (6:16) again mentions 

the wilderness temptations 
Luke 3:9 “The axe is already at the root of the trees” appears to be a major internal 

transition, marked by a change in vocabulary from that of wrath, repentance, and 
salvation in 3:3–8, to trees and axes, and by both a temporal marker and a development 
marker ἤδη δέ. This analysis is false, however, since the original audience had a 
metaphorical link between the scenarios for “God punishing people” and “man chopping 
down trees”. Thus the lexical items, although worlds apart in terms of Louw and Nida’s 
semantic domains (1988), belong to one and the same scenario for the original target 
audience. 

9.2.3. The marking of temporal relations between events 

Acts 25:13 κατήντησαν … ἀσπασάμενοι τὸν Φῆστον is translated by NIV as 
‘arrived … to pay their respects to Festus’. Here “paying respects”, encoded by a Post-
nuclear Aorist Participle, follows “arriving” in real time. Compare Colossians 1:3–4 
Εὐχαριστοῦμεν τῷ θεῷ … ἀκούσαντες ‘We … thank God … because we have heard’ 
(NIV), where “hearing”, which is also encoded by a Postnuclear Aorist Participle, 
precedes “thanking” in real time. The temporal relationship between the event marked by 
the Aorist Participle and that marked by the Indicative is not determined on the basis of 
grammatical, lexical, or syntactical markings alone, but depends on the prototypical 
relationship between those two events when they occur in the same scenario, that of the 
Main Verb. 

9.2.4. The marking of spatial relations between events and objects 

Acts 26:32b–27:1a “This man could have been set free if he had not appealed to 
Caesar … When it was decided that we would set sail for Italy ….” The text contains no 
explicit spatial connection between Caesar and Italy. The original audience’s scenario, of 
course, had Italy as “location” within the “Caesar” scenario, thus linking these verses 
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both spatially and logically. Without such extra-textual information from this scenario, 
there is no way for the audience to know whether going to Italy brings Paul closer to, or 
further from, his goal. 

9.2.5. The marking of logical relations between events 

Acts 16:38 “when they heard that Paul and Silas were Roman citizens they were 
alarmed.” The logical relationship between the officers finding out that they were Roman 
citizens and becoming alarmed only makes sense by supplying information from the 
original audience’s scenario that it was illegal to beat a Roman citizen, but legal to treat 
non-Romans this way (Barrett 1998:801). 

9.2.6. The identification of participants 

Revelation 17:9 “The seven heads are seven hills.” The link between seven hills and 
Rome was in the location section of the author and audience’s Rome scenario, and thus 
“seven hills” would be “instantly recognizable as a metaphor for Rome” (Aune 
1998b:944). 

Matthew 5:4 “Blessed are those who mourn for they will be comforted.” Comforted 
by whom? The scenario set up by μακάριοι ‘blessed’ is of being blessed by God (cf., 
LXX Psalm 1:1). Similarly, “kingdom of heaven” in (5:3) is coreferential with kingdom 
of God, since “heaven” is the prototypical location in the God scenario. Thus God, even 
though not lexicalized until 5:8 and 9, is the agent throughout the Beatitudes, and is the 
one who comforts in 5:4. 

9.2.7. The highlighting, focus, emphasis, … 

Hebrews 1:2: ἐλάλησεν ἡμῖν ἐν υἱῷ ‘[God] spoke to us by means of [his] Son’. Not 
only does the Hebrew Christian audience’s scenario of “God”, as agent, determine the 
referent of son as God’s Son, i.e. Jesus, but once the referent is established, through the 
scenario, as Hearer-old, the grammatical marking anarthrous, shows salience. 

9.2.8. Author involvement 

Romans 1:8: εὐχαριστῶ ‘I thank’. The involvement of the author in this text 
depends fundamentally on identifying “I” here as coreferential with Παῦλος ‘Paul’ (1:1), 
rather than being ambiguous and possibly referring to the scribe who wrote the letter. 
Given a “letter writing” scenario which allows for two “writers”, one who dictates and 
controls the content, and another who merely transcribes what is dictated, identifying 
which is which depends on the original audience’s “letter” scenario, which determined 
whether, where, and how each “writer” might introduce themselves. Reed (1997:181) 
comments on how prototypical participants in the “letter writing” scenario are 
grammaticalized in a Hellenistic Greek letter: 

The prescript - namely superscription (sender, ‘implied author’) and adscription (recipient, 
‘implied reader’) - was obligatory for the epistolary genre. To it was typically added a salutation 
… The prescript and salutation (and other opening elements such as the thanksgiving) set the 
social and interpersonal context for the entire discourse. They often take the form of ‘A 
(nominative) to B (dative), greetings …’ 
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Thus the initial proper noun in the letter clearly referred to the “sender” or “implied 
author” rather than to the scribe of the letter. Consequently, the introduction of a second 
“writer” in 16:22 (ἐγὼ Τέρτιος ὁ γράψας τὴν ἐπιστολήν ‘I, Tertius who wrote this 
letter’) would not have caused the original target audience to wonder who the sender of 
the letter was or whether the previous first person references were to Paul or Tertius. 

9.3. Examples of using scenario theory in discourse analysis 
Scenario theory is not only applicable to basic issues which are fundamental to all 

types of discourse analysis, but can also be used to complement and refine specific 
methodologies for analysing discourse. This is illustrated by applying scenario theory to 
the methodology used by Danove (1993b) for analysing Mark’s Gospel and then using 
the modified criteria to reevaluate parts of his analysis. 

Danove (1993b) takes Fillmore’s theory of semantic frames (1968), a seminal 
concept for the development of scenario theory, and applies it to Greek discourse in 
Mark. He gives certain factors for determining the boundaries of episodes (Danove 
1993b:101): 

Criteria for isolating constituent macro-events are the recognition of 
1. patterns of referents in the semantic functions associated with the subject and object 
complements of predicators 
2. place indicators, usually in prepositional phrases 
3. the repetition of vocabulary associated with a particular theme 
4. parallel narrative units with the passion prediction complex and its constituents, passion 
prediction, conflict, and teaching, a special case 
5. intercalations which employ a combination of the first, third and fourth criteria 

Danove’s criteria are similar to those used by many discourse analysts (see Mann 
and Thompson 1992, for several analyses of the same text). These criteria rely on 
scenario theory to determine such matters as 

• coreferential terms (1) 
• the relationship between place indicators (2) 
• determining whether vocabulary refers to the same theme (3), and 
• whether units are parallel (4). 
Danove limits the significance of referents to certain semantic roles, which fails to 

take into account that scenarios may be cued by less focal referents, and that focal 
referents such as subject or object may be implicit. Surprisingly, Danove also omits place 
indicators (2) as a criterion for intercalation, which I believe is a mistake, given that 
location is a prototypical element in scenarios and prototypically occurs in narrative as a 
significant element of the setting. 

Consequently, I propose a modification of Danove’s criteria which incorporates 
insights from scenario theory (modifications in bold): 
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The criterion for isolating constituent macro-events is identification of the scenario or scenarios which 
are open. Open scenarios can be identified by 

 1. patterns of referents in all semantic functions associated with predicators whether explicit or 
implicit 

 2. place indicators, usually in prepositional phrases, including implicit locations 

 3. the repetition of vocabulary associated with a particular theme, and explicit or implicit reference 
to any items from the same scenario 

 4. parallel narrative units with the passion prediction complex and its constituents, passion prediction, 
conflict, and teaching, a special case, noting that there may be parallel concepts without lexical 
parallels or repetition, and 

 5. intercalations which employ a combination of the first, second, third, and fourth criteria 

 6. In Greek open scenarios are also indicated by Hearer-old markers such as Participles and 
arthrous nouns. Clusters of Participles and Main Verbs always belong in a single scenario, so 
must always be in the same macro-event. Articular nouns of all categories, except 2a KNOWN 
unused and 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, must be in the same macro-event as the noun or 
concept they refer back to. 

9.3.1. Donahue’s intercalations 

Danove (1993b:100), quoting John Donahue (1983:58–59), defines intercalations as 
follows: 

a literary technique “whereby Mark breaks the flow of a narrative by inserting a new pericope 
after the beginning of an initial story.” Intercalations present occasions of inherently parallel 
constituents in that a given set of referents of the complements of predicators and a given 
vocabulary establish an inclusio around a central “interrupting” event. 

Danove accepts five of the seven intercalations which Donahue (1983:58–59) 
identified in Mark, namely (with interrupting event in square brackets): 

3:20–21 [22–30] 31–35, 
5:21–24a [24b–34] 35–43 
6:6b–13 [14–29] 30–32 
11:12–14 [15–19] 20–25 
14:1–2 [3–9] 10–11 

But he rejects two of Donahue’s intercalations on the grounds that the first and last 
section do not share a majority of the same referents, namely: 
14:10–11 [12–16] 17–21 Judas, high priests/Jesus, twelve disciples, Judas 
14:54 [55–65] 66–71 Peter/Peter, maid, cock, those present 

I will investigate these disputed intercalations in the light of scenario theory, taking 
into account all participants (not only those in subject and object slots), plus Hearer-old 
markers of Participles and article, and the significance of time and location in a scenario. 

Charting participants in Mark 14:10–11 and 14:17–21 we find (N.B. [ ] means 
implied): 
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14:10–11 Judas The twelve Jesus High priests 
[BE] [Judas] one of the twelve − − 
GO Judas − − to high priests 
BETRAY zero − him to them 
HEAR − − − they 
[BETRAY Judas − Jesus] − 
REJOICE [because Judas will betray − Jesus] zero 
PROMISE him − − zero 
SEEK zero − − − 
BETRAY zero − him − 

 
14:17–21 Judas The twelve Jesus High priests 
COME [Judas] with the twelve zero − 
RECLINE [Judas] zero zero − 
EAT [Judas] zero zero − 
SAY [to Judas] [to them] Jesus − 
SAY [to Judas] to you zero 1st person − 
BETRAY one of you me − 
EAT the − with me − 
GRIEVE [because Judas] zero [will betray Jesus] − 
SAY − zero to him − 
[BETRAY] − I [you] − 
SAY − to them he − 
[BETRAY] one of the twelve me − 
DIP the − with me − 
GO − − Son of Man − 
WRITTEN − − concerning him − 
WOE to that man − − − 
BETRAY through whom − Son of Man − 
GOOD if NOT BORN that man − − − 

Danove ignores Jesus as a participant in the first section (14:10–11), presumably 
because he is not physically present in the scene. Yet Jesus is the object of the verb 
“betray” twice explicitly (14:10 “in order to betray him” and 14:11 “how he might betray 
him”), and twice in an implicit clause (14:11 “having heard” [that Judas would betray 
Jesus] and “they rejoiced” [because Judas would betray Jesus]). Also, by restricting 
participants to those in subject and object slots (criterion 1), Danove omits “the twelve” 
as participants in the first section, although they are explicit in 14:10. Thus the partici-
pants in the scenarios evoked in these sections are not as Danove states (line 1 below), 
but as in lines 2 and 3: 
14:10–11 [12–16] 17–21 Judas, high priests/Jesus, twelve disciples, Judas 
14:10–11 Judas, twelve disciples, Jesus, high priests 
14:17–21 Judas, twelve disciples, Jesus 

Regarding Danove’s third criterion “the repetition of vocabulary associated with a 
particular theme”, it is hard to see how he disregards the repetition of Judas betraying 
Jesus as thematic. This occurs four times in each section, twice explicit and twice 
grammatically implicit. The references to betrayal in the first section (14:10–11) have 
been listed above; those in the final section (14:17–21) are 
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• 14:18 “one of you will betray me” 
• 14:19 “It is not me is it [who will betray you]?” 
• 14:20 “one of the twelve [will betray me]”, and 
• 14:21 “that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayed”. 

Although Judas is not named in 14:17–21, the narrative’s audience already knows, from 
14:10, that the betrayer is Judas. There is also a clear lexical and semantic link between 
“one of the twelve” (14:10), referring to Judas in the first section, and “one of you” 
(14:18) and “one of the twelve” (14:20), referring to Judas in the last section. In contrast, 
the interrupting section (14:12–16) has no reference, explicit or implicit, either to Judas 
or to betrayal. Thus I believe that by taking Danove’s own criteria for determining 
discourse boundaries, and expanding them to include implicit scenarios, not simply 
explicit surface forms and lexicon, the intercalation proposed by Donahue is justified. 

Regarding Danove’s fourth criterion about parallel narrative units, he fails to 
recognize several significant parallels in these sections: 

14:10–11   
a) 14:10 Judas is one of the twelve 
b) 14:10 Judas goes to the high priests 
c) [implicit] [Judas says “Judas will betray Jesus”] 
d) 14:11 high priests rejoice [because Judas will betray Jesus] 
e) 14:11a high priests respond by promising a reward [because …] 
f) 14:11b Judas responds by seeking an opportunity [to …] 

 

14:17–21   
a) 14:17 [Judas is one of] the twelve 
b) 14:17 Judas goes with Jesus and the twelve 
c) 14:18 Jesus says “one of you [Judas] will betray Jesus” 
d) 14:19a disciples grieve [because Judas will betray Jesus] 
e) 14:19b disciples respond by asking Jesus for information [about …] 
f) 14:20–21 Jesus responds by giving shrouded information [about …] 

Note that […] above always means the thematic clause “Judas will betray Jesus” 
which is implicit. Thus there is a strong parallel structure here, highlighting the contrast 
between the reaction of the high priests and the disciples to the same thematic news: 

a) WHO Judas is one of the twelve apostles 
b) WHERE Judas is with high priests/Jesus and disciples 
c) WHAT Judas/Jesus say Judas will betray Jesus 
d) RESPONSE high priests/disciples respond emotionally with joy/sadness 
e) RESPONSE high priests/disciples respond behaviourally promise/ask 
f) RESPONSE Judas/Jesus respond behaviourally seek opportunity/warn 

Note also the narrative device of letting the narrative audience know that “one of 
you” is Judas, whilst all the disciples but Judas, as the original audience of Jesus’s words, 
are unaware of the referent. This also highlights the significance of the betrayal in the 
narrative. 
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The second intercalation which Donahue proposed but Danove disputes is found in 
Mark 14:54, [55–65], 66–71. Danove again rejects this because the first and last sections 
show different patterns of referents (criterion 1): 

14:54 [55–65] 66–71  Peter/Peter, maid, cock, those present 

Danove, by limiting significant referents to subject and object slots (criterion 1), and by 
ignoring “place indicators” (criterion 2) as a factor in determining intercalations, also 
skews his analysis of this section. 

Charting participants, including nonhuman, in Mark 14:54 and 14:66–71 we find: 

14:54 Peter Jesus Servants Court High priest 
FOLLOW Peter him − in the court of the h.p. 
SIT [zero] − w. the attendants [there] [of the h.p] 
WARM [zero] − [w. the attendants] [there] [of the h.p] 

 

14:66–71 Peter Jesus Servants Court High priest 
BE Peter − [w. the attendants] in the court [of the h.p.] 
COME  − one of maids [there] of the h.p. 
SEE Peter − zero [there] − 
WARM [Peter] − zero [there] − 
LOOK AT him − zero [there] − 
SAY [to him] − zero − − 
BE you with Jesus − − − 
DENY he − − − − 
[BE Peter with Jesus] − − − 
SAY [zero] − [to maid] − − 
NOT KNOW I − − − − 
SAY − − you − − 
WENT OUT [zero] 

− 
− 
− 

− 
− 

[from there] 
[to forecourt] 

− 
[of the h.p.] 

SEE him − the maid − − 
SAY − − [zero] bystanders(?) − − 
BE this of them 

[Jesus’s  
− 
disciples] 

− − 

DENY he − − − − 
[BE Peter with Jesus] − − − 
SAY to Peter − bystanders(?) − − 
BE you 

− 
of them 
[Jesus’s  

− 
disciples] 

− 
− 

− 
− 

BE you− Galilean 
[like Jesus] 

− − − 

CURSE he − − − − 
SWEAR [zero] − − − − 
NOT KNOW I this man − − − 
SAY − whom you cockerel − 
CROW − − − − − 
REMEMBER Peter − − − − 
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14:66–71 Peter Jesus Servants Court High priest 
SAY − he − − − 
CROW − − − cockerel − 
DENY you me − − − 
BREAK DOWN [zero] − − − − 
WEEP [zero] − − − − 

By charting the participants, both explicit and implicit, regardless of their case role 
(see lines 2 and 3 below), we see that Danove’s analysis of participants (line 1) is 
misleading: 

14:54, [55–65], 66–71 Peter/Peter, maid, cock, those present 
14:54 Peter, Jesus, high priest, court, servants (attendants) 
14:66–71 Peter, Jesus, high priest, court, servants (maid, bystanders), cockerel 

In contrast, the participants in 14:55–65, although including Jesus and the high priest as 
in the other two sections, also include the chief priests, the whole council, and witnesses, 
but do not include Peter, servants, or the cockerel. 

If we look at Danove’s second criterion for analysis of episodes, i.e. place indicators, 
we see that each of these two sections begins in the same place, “the court of the high 
priest”. Moreover, Mark 14:66 presents the location with Hearer-old marking, the article, 
referring back to the first section, and so leaves “of the high priest” implicit (relevant 
item bolded): 

Καὶ ὄντος τοῦ Πέτρου κάτω ἐν τῇ αὐλῇ 
and being the Peter below in the court 
 cf., Mark 14:54 

 

εἰς τὴν αὐλὴν τοῦ ἀρχιερέως καὶ ἦν συγκαθήμενος … 
into the court of-the high-priest and was sitting-with … 

In fact, this opening clause of the third section of the intercalation has three Hearer-
old markers referring back to the first section: 

Section 1  Section 3  
14:54 ὁ Πέτρος ‘Peter’ 14:66 τοῦ Πέτρου ‘Peter’ 
 2b KNOWN inferrable, see 14:50 “all”  3c GIVEN textual-displaced 

14:54 ἦν ‘was’ 14:66 ὄντος ‘being’ (GA) 
 Hearer-new, Main Verb  3c GIVEN textual-displaced 

14:54 τὴν αὐλὴν τοῦ ἀρχιερέως ‘the h.p.’s 
court’ 

14:66 τῇ αὐλῇ ‘the [h.p.’s] court’ 

 2b KNOWN inferrable  3c GIVEN textual-displaced 

Similarly, the third clause of the third section of the intercalation uses the Hearer-old 
Participle to refer back to the first section: 

14:54 ἦν … θερμαινόμενος πρὸς τὸ φῶς. 14:67 ἰδοῦσα τὸν Πέτρον θερμαινόμενον 
 was warming himself by the fire  seeing Peter warming himself 
 Hearer-new, Main Verb  Hearer-old, Participle 
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Thus there are four items grammatically marked Hearer-old, linking the person, place, 
and circumstances of the third section to those of the first. 

Taking Danove’s third criterion, repetition of vocabulary associated with a particular 
theme, we see repetition of place “the court” (14:54, 66), and of setting “warm” (14:54, 
14:67), but these hardly seem thematic. However, if we move beyond vocabulary 
repetition to the opening of scenarios we see a marked theme emerging in both sections, a 
contrast between concepts which are prototypical elements in the “disciple” scenario and 
those which are not: 

 Disciple scenario Nondisciple scenario 
14:54 Peter [disciple of Jesus] high priest [opponent of Jesus] 
 follow [like a disciple] far off [unlike a disciple] 

court of the high priest 
attendants [of the high priest] 

14:66–71 Peter [disciple of Jesus] − 
14:66 − court [of the high priest] 

maid of the high priest 
14:67 be with Jesus [as a disciple] − 
14:68 − deny [being a disciple] 
14:69 one of them [Jesus’s disciples] − 
14:70 − deny [being a disciple] 
 one of them [Jesus’s disciples] 

Galilean [like Jesus and disciples] 
− 

14:71 − deny knowing Jesus 
14:72 − before cock crows twice 

you will deny me thrice 
 weep [for denying Jesus] − 

Taking Danove’s fourth criterion, that of parallel narrative units, we can see a 
parallelism also in the two sections here, Peter’s ambivalence as to whether he is or is not 
a true disciple of Jesus. This is heralded in the first section by the oxymoron (in terms of 
discipleship) “followed afar off”, and is repeated in the second section time after time by 
the accusation of Peter being Jesus’s disciple followed by his denial, and finally his 
repentance for his actions. 

There is, however, another significant marker of the discipleship/nondiscipleship 
theme, which Danove seems to miss. Danove (1993b:113–114) notes how in Mark 6:20 
Herod’s “listening gladly” to John sets up a specific new scenario link in Mark’s Gospel, 
linking “hearing gladly” to “turncoat”: 

The phrase “listen to X gladly,” has the potential to evoke the Passion Narrative frame. This 
explains the implied reader’s ambiguous emotional response to the only other occurrence of the 
phrase, “And (the) great crowd listened to [Jesus] gladly (12:37c).” … even in isolation this 
event engenders a negative emotional response and places the crowd in a potentially villainous 
perspective. This receives confirmation in 15:13–14. 

It is surprising then that Danove does not note how Mark uses “the cock crowing” here, 
not to refer to a new referent in this section, but to evoke the thematic “discipleship/non-
discipleship” scenarios, by referring back to the text-specific link already made by 
Jesus’s prediction of Peter’s betrayal in Mark 14:27–30. There also we find vocabulary 
which does not fit neatly into either disciple or nondisciple scenarios: 
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 Disciple scenario Nondisciple scenario 
14:27 you all [disciples of Jesus] 

− 
− 

will fall away [unlike a disciple] 
strike the shepherd [Jesus] 
sheep [disciples] will scatter 

14:29 Peter: “I will not fall away  even if all [disciples] fall away” 
14:30 − 

− 
before cock crows twice 
you will deny me thrice 

Thus I argue that Donahue’s suggested intercalations in Mark are justified in the 
light of scenario theory, which suggests a modification of Danove’s criteria. This 
modification takes into account not simply the obligatory case frames associated with 
lexical items in the text but also the mental scenarios evoked by those explicit lexical 
items, and accepts that parallel narrative units may be shown by associations of concepts 
and scenarios, regardless of whether they are implicit or are indicated by lexical 
repetition and explicit parallelism in the text. 

The need to note scenarios, rather than simple lexical repetition, is shown in Mark 
14:61b–62, where the hearer must understand that lexically distinct terms (underlined) 
are coreferential: 

πάλιν ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς … λέγει αὐτῷ, 
again the high-priest … says to-him 

 

Σὺ εἶ ὁ Χριστὸς ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ εὐλογητοῦ; 
you are the Christ the Son of-the Blessed[one] 

 

ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν, Ἐγώ εἰμι, 
the ( ) Jesus said I-am 

 

καὶ ὄψεσθε τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκ δεξιῶν καθήμενον τῆς δυνάμεως 
and you-will-see the Son of-the Man on right[side] sitting of-the Power 

 

καὶ ἐρχόμενον μετὰ τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 
and coming with the clouds of-the heaven 

Note that all three Noun Phrases underlined have Hearer-old marking, the article, 
referring to a Discourse-new item from the category 2a KNOWN unused, although the 
context of high priest and Sanhedrin meeting narrows the likely first search path to a 
religious one. The phrase τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ‘the Son of Man’ opens the Christ 
scenario due to the article, which suggests a unique reference, and the intertextual 
allusion to Daniel 7:13–14. Identifying “the Son of Man” within the “Christ” scenario is 
confirmed as correct by the phrases “coming with the clouds of heaven”, as in Daniel 
7:13, and “seated on the right of the Power”, which echoes “authority, honour, and 
power” in Daniel 7:14. The identification of Daniel’s “Son of Man” with the “Christ” is 
implicit here in Mark 14:61–62, as it is in John 12:34, since semantic cohesion depends 
on “Christ” and “Son of Man” being coreferential. Similarly, the one who sits at God’s 
right hand is identified as the Christ in Mark 12:35–36 and as the Son of Man in 14:62 
above. 
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If Mark 14:54, [55–65], 66–71 is indeed an intercalation, as I argue, then Peter’s 
discipleship/nondiscipleship forms an inclusio around the high priest’s trial of Jesus. This 
is especially poignant. Whilst the nondisciples (high priest and Sanhedrin) pursue their 
scenario’s script to its conclusion (death sentence for blasphemy) in the light of Jesus’s 
claim to be Messiah (stressed thrice—the Christ, the Son of God, the Son of Man), the 
disciple par excellence (Peter) pulls back from the “disciple” scenario’s script, which he 
himself has articulated (Mark 14:31 “Even if I have to die with you, I will never disown 
you”). 

9.3.2. Danove’s pericopes 

Danove (1993b:257) lists several places where his analysis of pericopes in Mark 
differs from that of UBS, e.g. UBS 1:1–8; Danove 1:1, 1:2–3, 1:4–8. Whilst agreeing with 
Danove that 1:1 is a title giving the theme of the whole book, I disagree with Danove’s 
division of 1:2–8 into two sections, given the common scenarios involved. I base my 
analysis on the six criteria above, as modified from Danove: 

 Mark 1:2–3  Mark 1:4–8  
Referents 1:2 [God] 1:4 [God] agent of “forgiveness” 
 1:2 [John] my messenger 1:4 John 
 1:2 [Jesus] before thy face 1:7 [Jesus] one stronger than me 
 1:3 [Jesus] Lord 1:8 [Jesus] he αὐτός 
Locations 1:3 in the wilderness 1:4 in the wilderness 
Repetition of theme (i.e. same scenario) 
 1:3 one shouting 1:4 proclaiming 
 1:2 prepare your way 1:4 preach baptism of repentance 
 1:3 prepare the Lord’s way 1:7 after me comes one more powerful 
 1:3 make his paths straight 1:4 for forgiveness of sins 
Implicit repetition of theme—Elijah 
 1:2 I will send my messenger 1:4 John came [sent by God] 
 Malachi  3:1 I will send my messenger 1:4 cf., 1:2 As has-been-written 
 Malachi  4:5 I will send … Elijah   
 2 Kings  1:8 garment of hair, leather 

belt, it is Elijah 
1:6 camel’s hair, leather belt 

Parallel narrative units (plus chiasm centred on verses 3 and 4) 
 1:2 As it is written Καθὼς … 1:4 John came 
 1:2 prepare your way 

before you 
1:8 I baptize with water 

he will baptize with Holy Spirit 
 1:3 crying in the wilderness 

prepare the way 
 in the wilderness proclaiming 

baptism of repentance 

Καθώς occurs eight times in Mark. Of these, three relate to Scripture: 1:2, 9:13, 14:21, and link an 
event in the narrative to an Old Testament prophecy. 

In the passage above the only lexical repetition is “in the wilderness” (1:3 and 1:4) 
and there is no formal repetition of structure, but there is constant repetition of scenarios, 
both explicit (proclamation in 1:3 and 1:4, preparation in 1:2–3 and 1:7–8, and 
repentance in 1:3 and 1:4) and implicit (Elijah in 1:2 and 1:6), plus an explicit 
comparison marker καθώς linking these sections, which points strongly to 1:2–8 being a 
single pericope. 
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The same can be said for Mark 9:2–13, which UBS analyzes as one pericope but 
Danove divides into 9:2–8, 9:9–13: 

 Mark 9:2–8  Mark 9:9–13  
Referents 9:2 Jesus 9:9 [Jesus] agent of διεστείλατο 
 9:2 Peter, James, John 9:9 [Peter, James, John] αὐτοῖς 
 9:4 Elijah (also 9:5) 9:11 Elijah (also 9:12, 9:13) 
 9:4 (with) Moses (also 9:5) − − 
Locations 9:2 up a high mountain 9:9 on the [high] mountain 
Repetition of theme (i.e. same scenario) 
 9:2 privately alone 9:9 ordered them tell nobody 
 9:2–3 transfiguration 9:9 what they saw 
 9:3 Elijah with Moses 9:9 what they saw 
Implicit repetition of theme—rising from the dead 
 9:3 Elijah and Moses 

[risen from the dead] 
9:9 Son of Man 

risen from the dead 
 9:6 they were terrified 

[at seeing dead alive] 
9:10 they were discussing 

what is rising from the dead? 
Parallel narrative units (opening and closure of the sections) 
 9:2 leads them up a high 

mountain privately alone 
9:9 As they were coming down 

ordered them tell nobody 
 9:7 This is my beloved Son 

Listen to him 
9:11 
9:12 

They questioned him 
He said to them 

 (The parallelism here 
emphasizes the importance 
of believing Jesus’s words.) 

 First Elijah comes 
Son of Man will suffer 
as written [in Scripture] 
Elijah has come [i.e. John] 
John suffered 
as written [in Scripture] 

Hearer-old marking (in second section) 
 − − 9:9 καταβαινόντων αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ ὄρους 
 9:2 takes them up a mountain 9:9 Participle “descending” cf., 9:2 
 9:2 Jesus, Peter, James, John 9:9 Pronoun “them” cf., 9:2 
 9:2 ‘high mountain’ ὄρος ὑψηλὸν 9:9 Article “the mountain” cf., 9:2 
 9:2–4 transfiguration, etc. 9:9 Relative pronoun ἃ εἶδον 

I argue that Mark 9:2–13 may reasonably be analyzed as a single pericope, as UBS 
suggests, because of the continuation of participants and themes, especially secrecy and 
the scenario of “rising from the dead”. These three disciples had been given a glimpse not 
so much of the glory Jesus had before with the Father, but of the glory Jesus was going to 
enter after death. Jesus was in effect saying: “Do not tell anyone you have seen me in 
glory, or you have seen Moses back from the dead, or Elijah returned to earth alive, until 
I myself have risen from the dead, and you see me back on earth alive.” Jesus is not, 
therefore, introducing a new topic in 9:9, but continuing the unspoken topic on the 
disciples’ minds: “How can we be seeing Moses and Elijah alive?” There are also many 
Hearer-old markers in 9:9 linking it to the preceding section. Mark also highlights Elijah 
in his first mention in 9:4 Ἠλίας σὺν Μωϋσεῖ ‘Elijah with Moses’ (contrast the word 
order “Moses and Elijah” in Matthew 17:3 and Luke 9:30), which prepares the 
narrative’s audience for the resumption of the Elijah theme in 9:11. Subsidiary support 
for this being a single pericope comes from the parallel passage in Matthew, where the 
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Elijah discussion (17:9–13) is directly linked to the Transfiguration (17:1–8) by Καὶ 
καταβαινόντων αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ ὄρους ‘And as they were coming down the mountain’ 
which contains two Hearer-old markers, the Participle in the Genitive Absolute 
construction and the article with “mountain”, suggesting a strong semantic link between 
the sections. 

9.3.3. Determining parallel narrative units 

As already demonstrated, scenario theory can help determine discourse units at the 
higher levels of discourse hierarchy. In large TEXTS, such as the Gospels and indeed 
almost every book of the New Testament corpus, it is essential to correctly identify the 
boundaries of macro-events, i.e. EPISODES and THEME UNITS. One criterion for 
determining such macro-events is the existence of parallel narrative units (Danove 
1993b:101). Although such units may sometimes be marked formally by grammatical or 
lexical parallelism, essentially they are identified by conceptual parallelism which 
depends on parallel scenario structures, for example (Main Verbs bolded, Participles 
underlined, units numbered according to Main Verbs): 

Mark 1:16–20 

1. Καὶ παράγων παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν τῆς Γαλιλαίας 
 and going-along beside the sea of-the Galilee 

 

 εἶδεν Σίμωνα καὶ Ἀνδρέαν τὸν ἀδελφὸν Σίμωνος ἀμφιβάλλοντας ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ· 
 he-saw Simon and Andrew the brother of Simon casting in the sea 

 

  ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλιεῖς. 
  they-were for fishermen 

 

2. καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, 
 and said to-them the Jesus 

 

  Δεῦτε ὀπίσω μου, καὶ ποιήσω ὑμᾶς γενέσθαι ἁλιεῖς ἀνθρώπων. 
  come after me and I-will-make you to-become fishers of-men 

 

3. καὶ εὐθὺς ἀφέντες τὰ δίκτυα ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 
 and immediately having-left the nets they-followed him 

 

4. Καὶ προβὰς ὀλίγον 
 and having-walked-on a-little 

 

 εἶδεν Ἰάκωβον τὸν τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου καὶ Ἰωάννην τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ 
 he-saw James the of-the Zebedee and John the brother of-him 

 

  καὶ αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ καταρτίζοντας τὰ δίκτυα, 
  and them in the boat mending the nets 

 

5. καὶ εὐθὺς ἐκάλεσεν αὐτούς. 
 and immediately he-called them 
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6. καὶ ἀφέντες τὸν πατέρα αὐτῶν Ζεβεδαῖον ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ μετὰ τῶν μισθωτῶν 
 and having-left the father of-them Zebedee in the boat with the hired-worker 

 

 ἀπῆλθον ὀπίσω αὐτοῦ. 
 they-went-off after him 

Lexically, there is repetition only of εἶδεν ‘he saw’ and ἀφέντες ‘having left’, but in 
terms of the scenarios evoked, 1–3 parallels 4–6 exactly: 

1. Jesus sees Simon and Andrew fishing. 4. Jesus sees James and John mending nets. 
2. Jesus said “Follow me”. 5. Jesus called them (to follow him). 
3. They left nets and followed him. 6. They left father and went after him. 

Thus scenario theory enables us to focus on underlying semantic similarities, rather 
than merely surface features such as repetition of lexicon or grammatical structures. 

9.3.4. Determining focus and main events 

Charting Participle and Main Verb clusters identifies scenarios and hence discourse 
chunks, and anarthrous marking of Hearer-old items, marking them as salient, helps 
identify the focus of a pericope, e.g. Mark 6:14–29 (Main Verbs and καί joining Main 
Verbs in the same scenario bold, units numbered according to Main Verb clusters, 
anarthrous nouns bold underlined, subordinating conjunctions and prepositions 
underlined, Participles underlined): 

1.  Καὶ ἤκουσεν ὁ βασιλεὺς Ἡρῴδης, 
1.1. φανερὸν γὰρ ἐγένετο τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, 

1.2.1. καὶ ἔλεγον 
  ὅτι Ἰωάννης ὁ βαπτίζων ἐγήγερται ἐκ νεκρῶν 

καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἐνεργοῦσιν αἱ δυνάμεις ἐν αὐτῷ. 

1.2.2. ἄλλοι δὲ ἔλεγον 
  ὅτι Ἠλίας ἐστίν· 
1.2.3. ἄλλοι δὲ ἔλεγον 
  ὅτι προφήτης ὡς εἷς τῶν προφητῶν. 
2. ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ Ἡρῴδης ἔλεγεν, 

  Ὃν ἐγὼ ἀπεκεφάλισα Ἰωάννην, οὗτος ἠγέρθη 

2.1. γὰρ ὁ Ἡρῴδης ἀποστείλας ἐκράτησεν τὸν Ἰωάννην καὶ ἔδησεν αὐτὸν ἐν φυλακῇ 
  διὰ Ἡρῳδιάδα τὴν γυναῖκα Φιλίππου τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐτοῦ, 

   ὅτι αὐτὴν ἐγάμησεν· 

  ἔλεγεν γὰρ ὁ Ἰωάννης τῷ Ἡρῴδῃ 

   ὅτι Οὐκ ἔξεστίν σοι ἔχειν τὴν γυναῖκα τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου. 
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2.2. ἡ δὲ Ἡρῳδιὰς ἐνεῖχεν αὐτῷ καὶ ἤθελεν αὐτὸν ἀποκτεῖναι, καὶ οὐκ ἠδύνατο· 
  ὁ γὰρ Ἡρῴδης ἐφοβεῖτο τὸν Ἰωάννην, 
   εἰδὼς αὐτὸν ἄνδρα δίκαιον καὶ ἅγιον, 

  καὶ συνετήρει αὐτόν, 
καὶ ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἠπόρει, 
καὶ ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν. 

2.3. Καὶ γενομένης ἡμέρας εὐκαίρου 

  ὅτε Ἡρῴδης τοῖς γενεσίοις αὐτοῦ δεῖπνον ἐποίησεν 
   τοῖς μεγιστᾶσιν αὐτοῦ καὶ τοῖς χιλιάρχοις 

καὶ τοῖς πρώτοις τῆς Γαλιλαίας, 
  καὶ εἰσελθούσης τῆς θυγατρὸς αὐτοῦ Ἡρῳδιάδος 

καὶ ὀρχησαμένης ἤρεσεν τῷ Ἡρῴδῃ καὶ τοῖς συνανακειμένοις 
 εἶπεν ὁ βασιλεὺς τῷ κορασίῳ, 

  Αἴτησόν με ὃ ἐὰν θέλῃς, καὶ δώσω σοι· 
 καὶ ὤμοσεν αὐτῇ [πολλά], 

  Ὅ τι ἐάν με αἰτήσῃς δώσω σοι ἕως ἡμίσους τῆς βασιλείας μου. 

2.4. καὶ ἐξελθοῦσα εἶπεν τῇ μητρὶ αὐτῆς, 
  Τί αἰτήσωμαι; 
2.5. ἡ δὲ εἶπεν, 
  Τὴν κεφαλὴν Ἰωάννου τοῦ βαπτίζοντος. 
2.6. καὶ εἰσελθοῦσα εὐθὺς μετὰ σπουδῆς πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα ᾐτήσατο λέγουσα, 

  Θέλω ἵνα ἐξαυτῆς δῷς μοι ἐπὶ πίνακι 
τὴν κεφαλὴν Ἰωάννου τοῦ βαπτιστοῦ. 

2.7. καὶ περίλυπος γενόμενος ὁ βασιλεὺς διὰ τοὺς ὅρκους καὶ τοὺς ἀνακειμένους 
οὐκ ἠθέλησεν ἀθετῆσαι αὐτήν· 
καὶ εὐθὺς ἀποστείλας ὁ βασιλεὺς σπεκουλάτορα ἐπέταξεν ἐνέγκαι 
τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ. 

2.8. καὶ ἀπελθὼν ἀπεκεφάλισεν αὐτὸν ἐν τῇ φυλακῇ 
καὶ ἤνεγκεν τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ πίνακι 
καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτὴν τῷ κορασίῳ, 

2.9. καὶ τὸ κοράσιον ἔδωκεν αὐτὴν τῇ μητρὶ αὐτῆς. 
2.10. καὶ ἀκούσαντες οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἦλθον 

καὶ ἦραν τὸ πτῶμα αὐτοῦ 
καὶ ἔθηκαν αὐτὸ ἐν μνημείῳ. 

Summarizing the story from verb forms, anarthrousness (bold, and underlined if 
human), coordination, and subordination markers: 

Herod heard (about Jesus) 
 People were saying it is John, Elijah, a prophet 
Herod was saying (about Jesus) 
 John, whom I beheaded, has risen. 
 For Herod had John arrested and bound in prison 
  due to Herodias, his brother Philip’s wife 
   because Herod married her. 
  For John was saying to Herod, it is wrong. 
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 Herodias hated John, wanted to kill him, but could not 
  because Herod feared John, 
   knowing John was a righteous and holy man 
  and protected him, was troubled, listened to him. 
 A suitable day came 
  when Herod had a feast. 
  and Herodias’s daughter pleased Herod. 
 Herod said he would grant her wish, and swore an oath. 
 She asked her mother what to request. 
 Mother said, the head of John. 
 Girl with haste requested the head of John on a platter. 
 Herod did not want to refuse 
 and ordered an executioner to bring John’s head. 
 He beheaded John and brought his head on a platter, 
 and gave it to the girl. 
 And she gave it to her mother. 
 John’s disciples came and took the corpse 
 and placed it in a tomb. 

All Discourse-new participants are marked anarthrous (1 NEW), but those which are 
Discourse-old and anarthrous (3b GIVEN textual-current), are salient at PARAGRAPH or 
EPISODE level. For example, on the “suitable day” (unit 2:3 in Greek above) the anar-
throus salient agent in this story switches from Herod (who initially restrains Herodias’s 
evil intentions) to Herodias (who tricks Herod into fulfilling them). John is marked as in 
overall focus (anarthrous four times by name and once by description “righteous and holy 
man”), and John’s shift of location, going from bad to worse, is marked by anarthrous 
nouns. First he is “in prison”, then his head is “on platter” (2 x), and finally his corpse is 
“in tomb”. The nonsubordinated clauses to the left (lines 1 and 3 above), show that this 
passage is primarily about Herod believing Jesus to be John come back to life. The 
subordination of the other clauses marks them as supportive material, with units 2.1–2.10 
being an explanatory flashback. 

There are no Present Indicatives in the narrative of this episode, Mark 6:14–29. This 
is in line with my study that Present Indicatives in narrative highlight the whole EPISODE 
at TEXT level (see chapter 5.3.5 and also appendix G). The events of John’s imprison-
ment, beheading, and burial (6:17–29), although important, are here presented not as a 
mainline event in the narrative “backbone” but as an explanation of Herod’s reaction to 
Jesus (6:16). As Johnson (1984:71) says: 

this story is backgrounded in Mark’s narrative, and this is reflected in the absence of HPs in 
these verses. 

Another example of anarthrous nouns from open scenarios marking discourse 
salience is in the EPISODE James 2:14–26, NIV’s “Faith and Deeds”. Charting the nouns 
for faith and works (with NIV translation): 

2:14 πίστιν … ἔργα claims to have faith but has no deeds 
2:14 ἡ πίστις can such faith save him 
2:17 ἡ πίστις … ἔργα faith by itself, if it is not accompanied by action 



9. Greek Discourse and Scenarios 273 

 

 

2:18 πίστιν … ἔργα someone will say, “you have faith; I have deeds” 
2:18 τὴν πίστιν … τῶν ἔργων show me your faith without deeds 
2:18 τῶν ἔργων … τὴν πίστιν I will show you my faith by what I do 
2:20 ἡ πίστις … τῶν ἔργων  faith without deeds is useless 

 

2:21 ἔργων Abraham considered righteous for what he did 
2:22 ἡ πίστις … τοῖς ἔργοις his faith and his actions were working together 
2:22 τῶν ἔργων ἡ πίστις his faith was made complete by what he did 
2:24 ἔργων … πίστεως justified by what he does and not by faith alone 

 

2:25 ἔργων Rahab … considered righteous for what she did 
2:26 ἡ πίστις … ἔργων faith without deeds is dead 

Faith and works are paired 10 times: 
• 5 arthrous pairs 
• 3 anarthrous pairs 
• 2 pairs where faith is arthrous and works anarthrous 

Faith occurs once alone, arthrously, whereas works occurs twice alone, both 
anarthrously. Thus both nouns are salient, but works occurs four more times anarthrously 
than does faith, identifying works as the theme of this EPISODE. This is in line with 
James’s focus on “works” proceeding from faith, not on some empty “faith” which does 
nothing, as shown in 2:16. 

The first section of this episode, 2:14–17, opens with both nouns anarthrous, marked 
salient to show contrast, and ends with ἔργα ‘deeds’ marked salient. The next section, 
2:18–26, introduces an imaginary debater. This section also begins, 2:18, with both nouns 
anarthrous, marked salient to show contrast. Then two examples are introduced, 2:21 and 
2:25, each with ἔργα ‘deeds’ marked salient. The first example finishes with both nouns 
anarthrous, again marked salient for contrast, and the second example finishes with ἔργα 
‘deeds’ marked salient, thus concluding this episode on the importance of “deeds”. 

9.4. Chapter summary 
Scenario structure, with concepts stored in prototypically interrelated semantic slots, 

accounts for the correlation found in New Testament Greek texts between lexical co-
occurrence and grammatical Hearer-old marking, such as Participles and arthrous nouns. 
Thus, grammar and lexis help the audience identify open scenarios within the discourse. 

Scenarios, once identified, provide the structure which produces semantic coherence 
within a discourse. Even where participants, events, or relationships are not explicit, the 
prototypical participants, events, and relationships stored within scenarios help the 
audience to correctly identify 

• discourse boundaries 
• temporal, spatial and logical relationships 
• participant reference 
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• marked highlighting, and 
• interpersonal relationships. 
Scenario theory, by taking account of implicit as well as explicit information, 

combined with Greek grammatical marking of Hearer-old entities which indicates open 
scenarios, can be used to provide theoretical criteria and practical procedures for the 
analysis of discourse structure in New Testament texts. 
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10. Parkari Verb Phrases and Scenarios 
In this chapter I make the hypothesis that Parkari, like New Testament Greek, uses 

specific grammatical forms to mark Hearer-old information, which is either Discourse-
old or Discourse-new and part of an open scenario. Specifically I give evidence for the 
hypothesis that Parkari Main Verbs encode Discourse-new events, whereas Parkari 
Nonfinal forms encode either Discourse-old events, or Discourse-new events which 
belong as Hearer-old items in the script sequence of the Main Verb’s scenario. Thus 
Parkari Nonfinal verb forms function like Greek Prenuclear Aorist Participles in the 
Nominative. 

10.1. Evidence for scenarios in Parkari 
If information is indeed stored in experientially related clusters in the brain, then it is 

reasonable to expect that the grammar and lexical collocations of all languages reflect 
this in some way. I argue that Parkari, like New Testament Greek, shows patterns of 
grammatical and lexical use which are fully consistent with the theory of mental 
scenarios, but are hard to explain by other theories. Since mental scenarios provide a 
cultural classification of experience into prototypical chunks, and since languages often 
mark in their grammar and vocabulary what is prototypical and what is 
contraexpectation, the grammar and lexicon of a language provide insights into the 
cultural world of the speakers. 

The norms for evaluating this theory are the transcultural scenarios which are part of 
all human experience. The test cases of the theory are those instances where the grammar 
or lexicon presents as prototypical what we as a “foreign” audience, regard as 
unexpected. This mismatch in expectations shows up areas where culture affects how we 
link, or fail to link, specific information in our minds. 

Parkari, like New Testament Greek, uses specific grammatical forms both for 
Discourse-old information and for Discourse-new information which belongs to an open 
or accessible scenario. In other words, the speaker’s criterion for grammatical choice is 
not whether the information is Discourse-old, but whether the speaker judges it to be 
Hearer-old. This grammatical usage is in line with scenario theory, since all Hearer-old 
information, whether Discourse-old or Discourse-new, is already stored in a mental 
scenario. 

The contrast between Hearer-new and Hearer-old information will be demonstrated 
from seven Parkari texts. These are given in full in appendix O, transcribed in IPA with a 
morpheme gloss and English translation. Lines are numbered for easy reference. The two 
short Parkari texts which are quoted most frequently are given in translation below: 
 “My farmwork”—by Arzan Bhadoni Sawan 

1  Having got up early in the morning 
I will go to take a walk round the land. 

2  After taking a walk round I come back home again. 
3  After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
4  The ox-team goes. 
5  After ploughing the land then I go and cut the sugarcane. 
6  After cutting the sugarcane then having chopped it into sections 
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7  then again, back on the land, having made trenches 
8  I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 
9  After planting the sugarcane 

10  then I fill it in, fill the trenches in. 
11  After filling them in then I let the water into it. 
12  After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 
13  After closing it then I er take another walk round the land. 
14  Then I close off the channel from the upper mouth. 
15  After closing the channel I come back 
16  and take a tour round the land. 
17  Then if there are field-walls I trim the walls. 
18  After trimming the walls I keep the walls straight. 
19  If there is a mound, then I dig away the mound and level it up. 
20  And I do fields in turn, trimming them well. 
21  I make all the fields level, 
22  in which the water may come really evenly 
23  and the water may lie in the field just the same amount all over. 
24  So in this way according to my own plan 
25  I do my work in a good manner. 

 
“Michael”—by John Hemoni Rathor 

1  Once there was a boy. 
2  His name was Michael. 
3  This boy used to go every day to study in school. 
4  But he used to go to school on the train. 
5  But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 
6  And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
7  then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 
8  One day the inspector caught hold of him. 
9  When he checked his pockets 

10  he found his Identity Card in his pocket 
11  and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 
12  Then the inspector said to Michael 
13  “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 
14  Christian people don’t behave like this. 
15  So why are you doing wrong like this?” 
16  Then this boy became very ashamed, 
17  and became very embarrassed. 
18  Then Michael became a good Christian. 
19  We should all 
20  give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 
21  just as this boy became a good Christian. 

See also: Appendix O. Parkari Texts and Glosses 

10.2. Discourse-new and Discourse-old events 
Parkari, like New Testament Greek, regularly uses different verbal forms depending 

on whether events are Discourse-new or Discourse-old. 
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10.2.1. Discourse-new events are encoded by Main Verbs 

Parkari regularly uses Main Verbs for Discourse-new events (information status 
category 1 NEW). Main verbs can be marked for 

• Tense (Past, Present, Future) 
• Aspect (Perfective, Imperfective, Progressive), and 
• Mood (Indicative, Imperative, Subjunctive). 

Past Tense Indicatives (Perfective, Imperfective, and Progressive) are marked for gender 
(masculine or feminine, singular or plural). Present Tense Indicatives (Imperfective and 
Progressive), Future Tense Indicatives, Imperatives and Subjunctives are marked for 
person (1st, 2nd, or 3rd, singular or plural), with the exception of Present Indicatives in 
the negative which are marked for gender. The Present Indicative Progressive has both 
person and gender suffixes. Thus, Main Verbs in Parkari are always marked for 

• person (glossed -P) 
• gender (glossed -G), or 
• both, for example (relevant verbs bold): 

“My farmwork” 

1 ɦũ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-o ʋel-o uʈʰ-en zɑ-iɦ ɓən-i mɑɦ̃ ɗe-ʋ-ɑ ʧ̑əkəɾ 
 I morning of-G early-G get up-nonf go-fut.P land-G on give-inf-G tour 
 Having got up early in the morning I will go to take a walk round the land. 

 

“Michael” 

1 ɦek sokɾ-o ɦət-o. 
 one child-G was-G 
 Once there was a boy. 

 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

8b məɖʰ-o ɾi-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o, k-ɛ-ɦ “õdʰ-ɑ, …” 
 lame-G topic-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G say-P-pres blind-G … 
 it’s the lame man talking, he says “Blind man, …” 

10.2.2. Discourse-old events are encoded by Nonfinal forms 

In contrast to the use of Main Verbs for Discourse-new events, Nonfinal verb forms 
are regularly used when referring to Discourse-old information (information status 
category 3b GIVEN textual-current). These Nonfinal forms mark neither person nor 
gender. This pattern occurs in all Parkari genres, but especially in procedural texts which 
are characterized by the repetition of a Discourse-old event as a time setting for the 
subsequent Discourse-new event. This grammatical pattern is known as tail-head linkage, 
where the “tail” from the previous sentence is repeated at the beginning or “head” of the 
new sentence (Levinsohn 1992:169). This use of Parkari Nonfinal forms corresponds to 
the Greek use of Prenuclear Participles (especially Aorist) to refer to Discourse-old 
information. 
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In the examples below, relevant Main Verbs, giving Discourse-new information, are 
bolded, whereas Nonfinal forms, repeating what is now Discourse-old information, are 
underlined. The Nonfinal forms in Parkari have either the final morpheme -e (glossed 
-NF) or -en (glossed -nonf) which is probably a combination of -e plus ǝn ‘and’. The 
nonfinal suffix -e is given a distinct gloss since it also occurs on lexical verbs when they 
occur with an auxiliary verb, for example: 
u ɾəm-e ɦek-e-ɦ. 
he dance-NF can-P-pres 
He can dance. 

From “My farmwork” (a procedural text of habitual behaviour using Future and 
Present tense forms): 

“My farmwork” 

1 ɦũ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-o ʋel-o uʈʰ-en zɑ-iɦ ɓən-i mɑɦ̃ ɗe-ʋ-ɑ ʧ̑əkəɾ 
 I morning of-G early-G get up-nonf go-fut.P land-G on give-inf-G tour 
 Having got up early in the morning I will go to take a walk round the land. 

 

2 ʧ̑əkəɾ ɗ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e pɑs-o ɑʋ-õ-ɦ ɡʰəɾ-e. 
 tour give-nonf then again back-G come-P-pres house-loc 
 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

 

3 ɡʰəɾ-e ɑʋ-en ʋəɭ-e ɖʰəɠ-ɑ ɦɑkəl-en zɑ-iɦ ɓõdʰ-ʋ-ɑ ʤ̑oɽ-o. 
 house-loc come-nonf again ox-G drive-nonf go-fut.P tie-inf-G ox-team-G 
 After coming home, I will drive the oxen to yoke the ox-team. 

And again: 

8 oɽ-õ moẽ ʋəɭ-e kʰəm õ dʰ ʋeɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 trench-G in again sugarcane plant-P-pres 
 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 

 

9 kʰəmõdʰ ʋeɾ-e pəɾ-e 
 sugarcane plant-NF result-G 
 After planting the sugarcane 

 

10 ən pəɦ u-ɑ nɛ ʋəɭ-e u-ɑ oɽ-õ ʋəɭ-e puɾ-õɦ. 
 and then that-G to again that-G trench-G again fill.in-P-pres 
 then I fill it in, fill the trenches in. 

 

11 puɾ-e pəɾ-e ən pəɦ u-ɑ m ʋəɭ-e sɑ-õ-ɦ poɳi. 
 fill.in-NF result-G and then that-G in again leave-P-pres water 
 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 

 

12 poɳi sɑɗ-en 
 water leave-nonf 
 After letting in the water, 
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 bʰəɾ-ɑ-en ʋəɭ-e ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ bʰəd̃ʰ kəɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 fill-pass-nonf again channel to closed do-P-pres 
 after it has filled, then I close the channel. 

 

13 bʰəd̃ʰ kəɾ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e ɑ ɓən-i mɑɦ̃ ʧ̑əkəɾ ɗj-õ-ɦ. 
 closed do-nonf then again er? land-G on tour give-P-pres 
 After closing it then I er take another walk round the land. 

It should be noted that it is the concept that is Discourse-old, not the lexical item, 
e.g. “Malo’s wedding” (a narrative text, in the Past tense): 
27 … ɖʰɑɾsən mẽ səɽ-e ɠ-i-ɑ. 
 … Datsun in climb-nonf went-pf-G 
 … we climbed into the Datsun. 

 

29 pəsɛ ɖʰɑɾsən l-en … 
 then Datsun take-nonf … 
 Then having taken the Datsun … 

Occasionally the Nonfinal Discourse-old form refers back to a verbless clause with 
an implied verb “to be”, for example “Michael”: 
11 ən kɑɾɖʰ mɑɦ̃ ləkʰ-əl ɦət-o mɑekəl ʋɪʃʋɑʃi. 
 and card on write-ppt was-G Michael Christian 
 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 

 

13 “tũ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ.” 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres 
 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong.” 

Thus Parkari regularly uses Main Verbs for Discourse-new events, but Nonfinal verb 
forms for Discourse-old events. These Nonfinal forms may refer 

• to habitual events as in “My farmwork” 
• to future events as in “Breadpan”, or 
• to past events as in “Malo’s wedding”. 

In all cases the Nonfinal form refers to an event which temporally precedes the event 
of the following Main Verb. 

Such events marked by tail-head linkage can be understood as the prototypical 
sequential events in a script-type scenario. Indeed all procedural texts simply relate the 
key events of a prototypical script, and arguably all narratives are simply variations on a 
theme based on one or more prototypical real-life scripts. 

10.3. Nonfinal forms are used for all Hearer-old events 
We have seen that Parkari regularly uses different grammatical forms for introducing 

Discourse-new events, and for referring back to Discourse-old events. However, the 
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grammatical forms marking Discourse-old events in Parkari can also be used for certain 
Discourse-new information not mentioned previously in the text. Such marking shows 
that the information, though Discourse-new, belongs in an open or accessible scenario. 

Since Discourse-new information from an open scenario is treated grammatically as 
old information, the grammatical distinction is not between Discourse-old and Discourse-
new, but between Hearer-old and Hearer-new. In other words, the speaker chooses 
grammatical forms according to whether he judges the information to be in the hearer’s 
mental scenario bank or not. 

Main verbs in main clauses introduce an event as Hearer-new. Such events are 
always Discourse-new. (Main verbs in subordinate clauses such as “when” clauses are 
usually Hearer-old.) 

Nonfinal forms introduce an event as Hearer-old. Such events may be either 
Discourse-old (3b GIVEN textual-current or 3c GIVEN textual-displaced) or Discourse-
new (2a KNOWN unused, 2b KNOWN inferrable, or 3a GIVEN situational) as shown 
below. 

10.3.1. Nonfinal verb forms for 2b KNOWN inferrable events 

We have seen above that Parkari regularly uses a Nonfinal verb form when repeating 
Discourse-old information (type 3b GIVEN textual-current). This Nonfinal verb form is 
also frequently used for Discourse-new events which belong in an open or accessible 
scenario (type 2b KNOWN inferrable). Such Discourse-new events are Hearer-old since 
they are already present in the hearer’s mental scenario for the Main Verb, for example: 
“My farmwork” 

1 ɦũ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-o ʋel-o uʈʰ-en 
 I morning of-G early-G get.up-nonf 
 Having got up early in the morning 

 

 zɑ-iɦ ɓən-i mɑɦ̃ ɗe-ʋ-ɑ ʧ̑əkəɾ 
 go-fut.P land-G on give-inf-G tour 
 I will go to take a walk round the land. 

Here “getting up” is Discourse-new, but is given the same Nonfinal grammatical form as 
Discourse-old information. I argue that this is because “getting up” is a prototypical 
element in the “taking a walk round the fields” script, being a precondition to the main 
event. As all Parkari farmers tour the land first thing in the morning, these events are 
closely linked culturally. 

“My farmwork” 

2 ʧ̑əkəɾ ɗ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e pɑs-o ɑʋ-õ-ɦ ɡʰəɾ-e. 
 tour give-nonf then again back-G come-P-pres house-loc 
 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

 

3 ɡʰəɾ-e ɑʋ-en ʋəɭ-e ɖʰəɠ-ɑ ɦɑkəl-en zɑ-iɦ ɓõdʰ-ʋ-ɑ ʤ̑oɽ-o. 
 house-loc come-nonf again ox-G drive-nonf go-fut.P tie-inf-G ox-team-G 
 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
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In 3 “driving oxen” is Discourse-new, yet is given the same Nonfinal verb form as 
“coming home” which is Discourse-old referring back to the Main Verb in 2. This is 
because “driving oxen” is a prototypical element in the “yoking the ox-team” script, 
being a precondition to the main event. The Hearer-old verb form indicates that this event 
is a prototypical part of the script in the scenario of the following Main Verb. 

It can be seen, then, that the use of the Parkari Nonfinal form parallels the use of 
Greek Prenuclear Aorist Participles in the nominative case. These constructions are both 
used to refer back to Discourse-old events as a setting for the following Main Verb, and 
also to refer to Discourse-new events in the script of the following Main Verb. 

The subject of a Parkari Nonfinal form is normally the same as the subject of the 
Main Verb. However, there are exceptions, for example: 

“My farmwork” 

11 puɾ-e pəɾ-e ən pəɦ u-ɑ m ʋəɭ-e sɑ-õ-ɦ poɳi. 
 fill.in-NF result-NF and then that-G in again leave-P-pres water 
 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 

 

12 poɳi sɑɗ-en bʰəɾ-ɑ-en ʋəɭ-e ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ bʰəd̃ʰ kəɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 water leave-nonf fill-pass-nonf again channel to closed do-P-pres 
 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 

Here the event “being filled” is Discourse-new, yet is given the same nonfinal verb form 
as the Discourse-old information “letting in the water”. This is because “being filled” is a 
prototypical element in the “closing the channel” script, being a precondition to the main 
event. The Hearer-old verb form indicates that this event is a prototypical part of the 
script in the scenario of the following Main Verb. 

The logical subject of “being filled” is not “I” but “the field”. Nevertheless the verb 
form simply indicates that this is a prototypical event in the “closing the channel” script. 
The subject “the field”, even though different from the subject of the preceding and 
following events, need not even be mentioned since it is understood by the audience from 
the scenario of the Main Verb. 

The same pattern occurs in narrative, for example:. 

“Michael” 

3 e sokɾ-o tɑɾik tɑɾik ɪskul moẽ bʰəɳ-ʋ-ɑ zɑ-t-o. 
 this child-G daily daily school in study-inf-G go-impf-G 
 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

4 pəɳ ɾel ɠɑ-i mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul zɑ-t-o. 
 but rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 
 But he used to go to school on the train. 

Here the Discourse-new information “climbing” on the train is presented as Hearer-old 
information, since climbing aboard various types of transport is a prototypical script 
event in the scenario “going somewhere”. 
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“Michael” 

19 əm-õ ɓədʰ-õ nɛ kʰəp-ɛ ke 
 us-G all-G to must-P that 
 We should all 

 

20 əmɑɾ-ɑ bʰũ-ɑ kom sɑ-en ʈʰɑuk-ɑ kom kəɾ-õ, 
 our-G bad-G work leave-nonf good-G work do-P 
 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 

Again the Discourse-new information “giving up bad deeds” is presented as Hearer-old 
information, since this is a prototypical script event in the scenario “doing good deeds”. 

As in Greek, scenario contents and hence grammatical links in Parkari are 
prototypical, for example: 

“Mongoose” 

6 ən u-ɛ ɦek noɭi-o zʰɑl-i-o 
 and that-erg one mongoose-G grasp-pf-G 
 and he caught a mongoose 

 

7 ən u noɭi-ɑ ɾ-o ɓəʃ-i-o l-en 
 and that mongoose-G of-G child-dim-G take-nonf 
 and he took the mongoose’s baby 

 

8 ɑpɾ-e ɡʰəɾ-e ɑ-i-o. 
 own- loc house-loc come-pf-G 
 and came home. 

The Discourse-new information “taking” is presented grammatically as Hearer-old 
information, since it is a prototypical event in the scenario “coming”. This does not mean 
that “taking” something always co-occurs with “coming” but simply that such a 
combination of events is common or uncontroversial. Here, however, “taking” is also part 
of a larger prototypical script of “seize, take, come home”, since the purpose of catching 
an animal is prototypically to take it home, dead or alive. By grammatically linking 
“taking” with “coming” the speaker shows that the two events are chunked together as a 
separate information chunk from “catching”. Indeed if someone catches an animal and 
then returns home, taking the animal along is presupposed in Parkari culture. 

In summary, then, the use of the same grammatical form, i.e. Nonfinal, for both 
information status categories 3b GIVEN textual-current and 2b KNOWN inferrable 
suggests that what the speaker is encoding by his grammatical choice is not the 
distinction between Discourse-new and Discourse-old information, but rather the hearer’s 
ability to process information, whether it be Discourse-old or Discourse-new. The ability 
to process information depends on the hearer’s previous knowledge and understanding. 
What the speaker regards as Hearer-new is presented by Main Verbs, showing some 
combination of Tense, Aspect, Mood, Person, and Gender, and indicates to the hearer 
that this needs to be explicitly remembered in the “current discourse” scenario being 
created. What the speaker regards as Hearer-old is presented grammatically in Nonfinal 
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form, and this indicates to the hearer that this information can be retrieved, without new 
memorization, by referring to the elements already stored in the related mental scenario. 
At most, the hearer will need to mentally tick an existing scenario entry as relevant, but 
will not need to create a new entry. 

10.3.2. Evidence that Nonfinal verbs are part of the Main Verb’s scenario 

Just as Greek has a restricted occurrence of conjunctions between Participles, and 
between Participle and Main Verb (see appendix F), so Parkari has a restricted 
occurrence of conjunctions between consecutive Nonfinal forms, and between Nonfinal 
forms and Main Verbs. This is added evidence that the semantic relationship between 
these forms is determined by the prototypical relationship within the Main Verb’s 
scenario, rather than needing to be specified by explicit conjunctions. 

In the Parkari texts cited we find the following conjunctions, all of which mark 
coordination of consecutive time. 

Between Nonfinal forms 

No conjunction 
“My farmwork” 

12 poɳi sɑɗ-en bʰəɾ-ɑ-en … 
 water leave-nonf fill-pass-nonf … 
 After letting in the water, after it has filled … 

Then 

“My farmwork” 

15 ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ ɓõdʰ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e ɑʋ-en 
 channel tie-nonf then again come-nonf 
 After closing the channel I come back 

Again (marking a consecutive event) 
“My farmwork” 

3 ɡʰəɾ-e ɑʋ-en ʋəɭ-e ɖʰəɠ-ɑ ɦɑkəl-en zɑ-iɦ ɓõdʰ-ʋ-ɑ ʤ̑oɽ-o. 
 house-loc come-nonf again ox-G drive-nonf go-fut.P tie-inf-G ox-team-G 
 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 

Between Nonfinal form and Main Verb 

No conjunction 

“My farmwork” 

1 ɦũ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-o ʋel-o uʈʰ-en zɑ-iɦ … 
 I morning of-G early-G get.up-nonf go-fut.P … 
 Having got up early in the morning I will go … 
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Then 
“My farmwork” 

2 ʧ̑əkəɾ ɗ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e pɑs-o ɑʋ-õ-ɦ ɡʰəɾ-e. 
 tour give-nonf then again back-G come-P-pres house-loc 
 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

 

“Breadpan” 

3 to ɑpʰ e u təm-õ nɛ ɦeʈʰ ɗeʋtɑ kəɾ-en 
 then selves indeed they you-G to below fire do-nonf 
 Then they will make the fire below[the breadpan] for you 

 

4 pəɦ u-ɑ moẽ ɑʈ-o dʰo-ʃ-e u-ɑ nɛ tɑʋɽ-ɑ nɛ. 
 then that-G in flour-G wash-fut-P that-G to breadpan-G to 
 then in it flour … they will wash the breadpan. 

Between nonfinite form and Main Verb 

And 
“Breadpan” 

8 ɑʈ-o pəɾ-o ʋeʋəɾ-e 
 flour-G result-G move-nonf 
 After swilling the flour around, 

 

9 ən u-ɑ moẽ zəeõ ɦeʈʰ ħũ ɑɠ lɑɠ-ʃ-e, 
 and that-G in when below from fire seem-fut-P 
 inside it, when the fire touches it from below, 

 

10 ʧ̑ɛŋ-i təɾõɦ təp-ʃ-e tɑʋɽ-o, 
 good-G way heat-fut-P breadpan-G 
 the breadpan will heat up really well, 

And then 

“Breadpan” 

5 tɑʋɽ-ɑ nɛ dʰo-en sɑpʰ pəɾ-o kəɾ-e 
 breadpan-G to wash-nonf clean result-G do-nonf 
 After washing the breadpan and making it clean, 

 

6 ən pəsɛ u-ɑ nɛ poɳi eɽ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o. 
 and then that-G to water spill-fut-P result-G 
 they will then pour away the water from it. 

 

“My farmwork” 

11 puɾ-e pəɾ-e ən pəɦ u-ɑ m ʋəɭ-e sɑ-õ-ɦ poɳi. 
 fill.in-NF result-NF and then that-G in again leave-P-pres water 
 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 
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There are no occurrences in the cited texts of any conjunctions within the Nonfinal 
and Main Verb cluster which do not match the semantic category of expected sequence, 
i.e. there are no conjunctions marking contraexpectation, temporal disjunction, or logical 
relationships. This supports my hypothesis that these Hearer-old verb forms in Parkari 
refer to prototypical sequential events belonging to the script of the Main Verb’s 
scenario. 

Further evidence that Nonfinals belong in the same scenario as the Main Verb is the 
fact that they are not marked for tense and mood, but pragmatically have the same tense 
and mood as the Main Verb, for example. 

Present Imperfective 
“My farmwork” 

7 pəɦ ʋəɭ-e ɓən-i mãɦ ʋəɭ-e kʰəmõdʰ u-ɑ oɽ-õ pəɾ-e kɑɖʰ-e 
 then again land-G on again sugarcane that-G trench-G result-G extract-NF 
 then again, back on the land, having made trenches 

 

8 oɽ-õ moẽ ʋəɭ-e kʰəmõdʰ ʋeɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 trench-G in again sugarcane plant-P-pres 
 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 

Past Imperfective 

“Michael” 

4 pəɳ ɾel ɠɑ-i mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul zɑ-t-o. 
 but rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 
 But he used to go to school having climbed on the train. 

Past Perfective 
“Mongoose” 

28 utʰ-ɛ ɑʋ-en ɑpɾ-əi pʰəɳ sɑɽ-əi. 
 there-loc come-nonf own-G hood raise-G 
 it[snake] came there and raised its hood. 

Future 
“Breadpan” 

15 ɓəɭ-en u kʰətəm tʰ-e zɑ-ʃ-e ɑʈ-o. 
 burn-nonf that finished become-nonf go-fut-P flour-G 
 it will burn up, and the flour will be totally consumed. 

Future Imperative 
“Breadpan” 

19 pʰəɠoɭ-e pəɾ-əi ɑn pəsɛ ɦek səɗ̃k-o ɡʰəɽ-iɑ ɾoʈ-i ɾ-oo 
 throw-nonf result-G and then one scone-G make-fut.impv bread-G of-G 
 throw it away, then make a scone out of bread. 
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Subjunctive 
“Michael” 

20 əmɑɾ-ɑ bʰũ-ɑ kom sɑ-en ʈʰɑuk-ɑ kom kəɾ-õ, 

 our-G bad-G work leave-nonf good-G work do-P 
 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 

10.4. Chapter summary 
Parkari, like Greek, uses different grammatical forms for encoding Hearer-new and 

Hearer-old events. Whereas Main Verbs in Parkari are used to encode Discourse-new 
events, Nonfinal forms are used to encode both Discourse-old events which function as 
the setting for the following Main Verb, and also Discourse-new events which are proto-
typical elements in the script of the following Main Verb. This parallels the function of 
Greek Prenuclear Aorist Participles in the Nominative, and further suggests that scenario 
structure, specifically the sequencing of prototypical events in a script, directly affects 
grammatical choice. 
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11. Parkari Noun Phrases and Scenarios 
Since scenarios affect the grammatical structure of the Noun Phrase in Greek, this 

chapter explores how scenarios affect the Noun Phrase in Parkari. I give evidence that 
Parkari uses a specific salience marker with nouns that encode major Discourse-new 
participants, whereas the noun alone is used for minor Discourse-new participants, 
Discourse-old participants, and Discourse-new participants which belong as Hearer-old 
items in an open scenario. Thus, as in Greek, the grammatical form used for reference is 
affected by both the distinction between Hearer-new and Hearer-old information, and the 
marking of salience. 

11.1. Discourse-new and Discourse-old referents 
In the Noun Phrase Parkari uses different grammatical encoding for referents 

depending on whether they are Discourse-new or Discourse-old. 

11.1.1. Discourse-new major participants are marked by “one” with the noun 

In Parkari, Discourse-new major participants (information status type 1 NEW) are 
introduced by a noun qualified by “one” (or “two”, etc.). Such participants are both 
Discourse-new and Hearer-new. My hypothesis is that this special marking signifies that 
those participants are “salient” within the discourse. Typically this salience marking of 
participants occurs at the start of a narrative, for example (relevant noun phrases bolded): 
“Michael” 

1 ɦek sokɾ-o ɦət-o. 
 one child-G was-G 
 Once there was a boy. 

 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

1 ɦek-ɑ ɠom mẽ ɦek məɖʰ-o ɦət-o ən ɦek ɦət-o õdʰ-o. 
 one-G town in one lame-G was-G and one was-G blind-G 
 In a certain town there lived a lame man and a blind man. 

A further example comes from the text “Mongoose”, where a pet mongoose saves a 
baby from a snake, but is killed when found with blood on its mouth, on the assumption 
that it has killed the baby. Note how all Discourse-new major participants are referred to 
by a noun with ɦek ‘one’. This device cues the audience to significant Discourse-new 
information, which must be stored in the new mental scenario of “this story”, for example 
(relevant noun phrases bolded, pronouns underlined): 
“Mongoose” 
1 Friends, it’s like this. 
2 In a certain town there was a house. 
3 And that house-holder’s name was Premo. 
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4 pɾem-ɑ ɾ-o sokɾ-o ɦek konʤ̑i ɦət-o. 
 Preem-G of-G child-G one Konji was-G 
 Premo’s son was one Konji. 

 
5 One day he went in order to graze his livestock 

 

6 ən u-ɛ ɦek noɭi-o zʰɑl-i-o 
 and that-erg one mongoose-G grasp-pf-G 
 and he caught a mongoose 

 
19 And several days later 

 

20 u-ɑ ɾ-o bɦɑi ɦek non-o zələm-i-o, 
 that-G of-G brother one small-G be.born-pf-G 
 his baby brother was born, 

 
25 After a little while 

 

26 ɦek kɑɭ-o ħɑp u-ɑ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɑ-i-o, 
 one black-G snake that-G house in come-pf-G 
 a cobra came into the house, 

A seemingly surprising example of this Hearer-new salient marking occurs at the end 
of the narrative of “Michael”, immediately before the moral: 
18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

One might argue that Michael is not Discourse-new since he is the main character of the 
story. However, it is not Michael, but the “good Christian”, which is new and significant. 
So far, Michael has been a “bad” Christian, not obeying the teaching he claims to follow. 

A parallel example comes in the “Mongoose” text, where the mother realizes that the 
mongoose she has just killed had not murdered her son: 
56 mẽ ɦek bedʰoɦi beɡʊnɑɦ nɛ mɑɾ-e nokʰ-i-o. 
 I.erg one innocent sinless to kill-nonf result-pf-G 
 I have killed an innocent sinless creature. 

Again, the referent, the mongoose, is Hearer-old for the mother, but until this point she 
has considered it “guilty sinful”. She has just realized that the mongoose is a “different 
character” from what she had thought. 

Perhaps it is overstretching the point to think of these referents as “Discourse-new”, 
but undoubtedly the word ɦek ‘one’ is being used here to mark salience, since these lines 
are each focal in the conclusion of the story. 
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11.1.2. Discourse-new significant places and times are marked by “one” with 
the noun 

In Parkari, just as Discourse-new major participants are marked salient, so 
Discourse-new significant places and times (information status type 1 NEW) are similarly 
marked salient by the use of ɦek ‘one’ with a noun, for example. 

11.1.2.1. Place 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

1 ɦek-ɑ ɠom mẽ ɦek məɖʰ-o ɦət-o ən ɦek ɦət-o õdʰ-o. 
 one-G town in one lame-G was-G and one was-G blind-G 
 In a certain town there lived a lame man and a blind man. 

In this text (see appendix O), this town is significant as it provides a place for the setting 
of the story. By opening up the “town” scenario with its prototypical contents, specific 
details of the story, such as the place of the robbery (implicit in lines 3 and 10 as “some-
where in town”), the police station (line 30), and policemen (line 32), become expected 
noncontroversial items and can thus be introduced into the text as Hearer-old. 

“Mongoose” 

2 ɦek ɠom mẽ ɦek ɡʰəɾ ɦət-o. 
 one town in one house was-G 
 In a certain town there was a house. 

This house is significant as the setting of the story. The boy who caught the mongoose 
lived here, and here the snake attacked his brother: 

26 ɦek kɑɭ-o ħɑp u-ɑ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɑ-i-o, 
 one black-G snake that-G house in come-pf-G 
 a cobra came into the house, 

This pattern of “one” with the noun is also used to mark significant places in the 
middle of the narrative, for example:. 
“Sparrow” 

45 məsɾ-õ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ, 
 mosquito-P to say-P-pres 
 He says to the mosquitoes, 

 

 ɦɑl-o ɦek-ɑ mɑɠ ɦɑtʰi ubʰ-o, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 come.along-G one-G place elephant stand-G say-P-pres 
 “Come along, there’s an elephant standing over there.” 

In this story, the sparrow loses a grain of rice down a crack in a log and then tries to get 
various characters to help him retrieve it, but to no avail. Here in line 45, this “one 
place”, where the elephant is, provides the starting point for the whole series of the 
sparrow’s problems to be solved, one by one. The place per se is not particularly 
significant, but the use of “one” marks this whole new event as crucially significant in the 
discourse. 
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Similarly: 
“The lame man and the blind man” 

16 “ɦek dʰən pəɽ-əi-ɦ” k-ɛ-ɦ “ok-õ ɾ-əi.” 
 one pile fall-G-pres say-P-pres stem-G of-G 
 There is a pile of stalks lying there. 

This place is significant, both in the direct speech and in the discourse, as the place where 
the main characters hide with their stolen loot. Compare line 44 “one tree” where “one 
snake” appears. 

11.1.2.2. Time 

The phrase “one day” signifies a major event will follow, for example: 

“Michael” 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 
 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

Here “one day” not only marks the beginning of a new paragraph, where the action starts, 
but is significant at discourse level, because the events which occurred then changed the 
course of Michael’s life, and that is what the story is about. 

“Mongoose” 

5 ɦek ɗi u ɠ-i-o ɑpɾ-ɑ mɑl sɑɾ-i-ɑ ħɑɾu 
 one day he went-pf-G own-G livestock graze-pf-G for 
 One day he went in order to graze his livestock 
6 and he caught a mongoose 

Again “one day” marks the time setting of a significant event at discourse level, the 
finding of the mongoose, the central character of the story. 

The adjective ɦek ‘one’ is never used for Hearer-old information, except to contrast 
or compare two or more items one with another (e.g. Parkari texts 3:22–23, 4:31–32, 
7:37, and 7:64; see appendix O). This supports the hypothesis that it is indeed a salience 
marker for significant Discourse-new and Hearer-new participants. 

11.1.3. Discourse-new props and minor characters are marked with noun 
alone 

Whereas salient Discourse-new items are introduced by “one” with a noun, as a 
NEW information marker, Discourse-new props (i.e. inanimate participants) are regularly 
introduced by noun alone, for example: 
“Sparrow” 

1 ɦek səkl-o ɦət-o. 
 one sparrow-G was-G 
 Once there was a sparrow. 
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2 u lɑ-i-o sokʰ-o, u-ɑ nɛ zəɽ-i-o. 
 he fetch-pf-G rice.grain-G he-G to find-pf-G 
 He fetched a grain of rice, he found it. 

 

3 pəɦ ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ ɓeʈʰ-o. 
 then log-G on sat-G 
 Then he sat on a log. 

Note that the sparrow, as main character, is introduced by “one”, whereas the grain of 
rice and the log are not. The grain of rice and the log are significant, reappearing in the 
conclusion, line 66: 

So the carpenter went having taken his axe … chopped up the log 
and gave the grain of rice to the sparrow. 

However, as props (inanimate participants), they are not given salient NEW marking. 
They might perhaps be regarded as prototypical items in the “sparrow” scenario 
(KNOWN inferrable), but they are clearly not KNOWN as specific individual referents, 
i.e. they refer to previously unidentified items (“a grain of rice” and “a log”) rather than 
specific identifiable items (“the grain of rice” and “the log”). 

Similarly, Discourse-new minor characters are regularly introduced by noun alone, 
without the salience marking “one”, for example: 
“Sparrow” 

11 to ɠ-i-o ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ kən. 
 so went-pf-G carpenter-G at 
 So he went to the carpenter. 

Possibly the minor characters in this story are introduced as KNOWN inferrable items in 
the “sparrow” scenario. Certainly “carpenter” here means “the local carpenter” not just “a 
carpenter”. Compare lines 16, 19, 21, 25, 28, 31, 35, 39, 41, and 44, where all but the last 
participants, “mosquitoes”, are introduced as vocatives in direct speech, suggesting they 
are assumed to be prototypically present. 

11.1.4. Discourse-old items are marked with noun, pronoun, or zero 

As we have already seen, significant Discourse-new items are introduced by “one” 
plus noun (shown bolded below). In contrast, Discourse-old participants (information 
status type 3b GIVEN textual-current, and 3c GIVEN textual-displaced) are never referred 
to in that way, but may be referred to using the noun alone, or deictic plus noun (under-
lined below). Discourse-old participants which are currently focal (i.e. 3b GIVEN textual-
current) may also be referred to by third person pronoun (underlined), or by zero 
anaphora (marked by *), for example: 

“Michael” 

1 ɦek sokɾ-o ɦət-o. 
 one child-G was-G 
 Once there was a boy. 
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2 u-ɑ ɾ-o nom ɦət-o mɑekəl. 
 that-G of-G name was-G Michael 
 His name was Michael. 

 

3 e sokɾ-o tɑɾik tɑɾik ɪskul moẽ bʰəɳ-ʋ-ɑ zɑ-t-o. 
 this child-G daily daily school in study-inf-G go-impf-G 
 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

4 pəɳ * ɾel ɠɑi mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul zɑ-t-o. 
 but * rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 
 But he used to go to school on the train. 

 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

1 ɦek-ɑ ɠom mẽ ɦek məɖʰ-o ɦət-o ən ɦek ɦət-o õdʰ-o. 
 one-G town in one lame-G was-G and one was-G blind-G 
 In a certain town there lived a lame man and a blind man. 

 

2 məɖʰ-o õdʰ-ɑ nɛ k-e-ɦ “ɑpe soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ ɦɑl-ʃ-õ”. 
 lame-G blind-G to say-P-pres we.incl theft-G do-inf-G go.along-fut-P 
 The lame man says to the blind man “Let’s go and steal something”. 

 

3 tõ “tũ nɛ ketʰ-ɛ ħuz-ɑ-ɛ-ɦ ki?” * k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 so(new subj) you(s) to where-loc know-pass-P-pres question * say-P-pres 
 So the blind man says “Do you know where something is then”? 

In line 3 the subject is different from line 2, yet expressed as zero anaphora. This is not 
ambiguous since tõ ‘so’ functions as a switch reference marker, showing a change in 
subject from the previous clause. 

11.2. Noun alone is used for all Hearer-old referents 
It has been shown above that Discourse-new major characters are typically intro-

duced with the formula “one” plus noun. In contrast Discourse-old nouns are referred to 
by a noun or deictic plus noun, or, where focal, by a pronoun or zero anaphora. However, 
Discourse-new items may be introduced by single nouns, using the same marking as for 
Discourse-old items, where they belong in a currently open or accessible scenario. This 
indicates that grammatical choice is based not on the distinction between Discourse-new 
and discourse old, but between Hearer-new and Hearer-old. 

11.2.1. Noun alone for Discourse-new KNOWN inferrable items 

Discourse-new items of the category KNOWN inferrable are introduced by a noun 
alone, as shown below. 
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11.2.1.1. Discourse-new major characters, If KNOWN inferrable, are marked by noun 
alone 

Sometimes Discourse-new major characters are introduced using the typical 
Discourse-old marking of noun alone. This indicates that this Discourse-new character is 
regarded as Hearer-old, since he or she belongs prototypically in an already open 
scenario, for example (relevant noun bolded): 
“Michael” 

4 But he used to go to school on the train. 
5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 

 

6 ən zəeõ ɓɑɓu ʈikeʈ zo-ʋ-ɑ ɑʋ-t-o 
 and when inspector ticket see-inf-G come-impf-G 
 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 

The “ticket inspector” is a major character in this story, being the one who challenges 
Michael to live up to the tenets of his faith. Yet he is introduced without the Discourse-
new marker “one”. This is because line 4 has already opened the “train” scenario, in 
which the ticket inspector is prototypically present (information status type 2b KNOWN 
inferrable), so he is treated as Hearer-old. His arrival does not need to be heralded by a 
Discourse-new important character marking, since the audience does not need to make a 
new scenario entry for him. This individual can be fitted into the existing “ticket 
inspector” slot of the open “train” scenario. 

The use of a noun alone to introduce a major character which is KNOWN inferrable 
is also shown in the “Mongoose” text (relevant noun bolded, pronouns underlined): 
“Mongoose” 

9 zəeõ u ɡʰəɾ-e ɑ-i-o, to u-ɑ ɾ-i mɑ̃ kidʰ-o ke 
 when that house-loc come-pf-G then that-G of-G mother said-G that 
 When he came home his mother said 

The “mother” is a major character in this story, being the one who kills the mongoose, 
believing it has harmed her child. Indeed, the final section of the story, lines 54–70, 
almost a quarter of the text, consists of her soliloquy reflecting on the benefits of thought 
before action. Nevertheless, although she is a major character and Discourse-new, she is 
introduced with Hearer-old marking, i.e. a noun without “one”. Moreover, she is linked 
grammatically, by the genitive postposition, to the scenario of which she is a part. “His 
mother” shows she belongs in the “he” scenario. Since “he” is a child, his mother is 
prototypically present in his scenario. So in information status terms, “mother” is type 2b 
KNOWN inferrable. 

Thus the use of “one” in Parkari marks not Discourse-new, but Hearer-new informa-
tion, and Hearer-old information is not determined solely by what has been mentioned in 
the text, but also by the speaker’s estimate of what is already stored in the hearer’s 
mental scenarios. 
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11.2.1.2. Discourse-new minor characters, If KNOWN inferrable, are marked by noun 
alone 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

21 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “(ɠɑ-i ɾ-o) ɠɑ-əi l-en ɑʋ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o 
 so say-P-pres (cart-G of-G) cart-G take-nonf come-P-pres stay-pf-G 

 

  dʰəɳi ɗok-õ ɾ-o” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
  owner stem-G of-G say-P-pres 
 So he says “The owner of the stalks is coming with his cart”. 

The only significance of this “owner” in the story is that he comes on a cart which 
the main characters then steal, and so he tells the police. He is grammatically linked to 
the scenario of “stalks” which are Discourse-old: 

17 “There is a pile of millet stalks lying there” he says, “Let us go and hide in that” he says. 

11.2.1.3. Discourse-new props, If KNOWN inferrable, are marked by noun alone 

Whereas Discourse-new major participants, and significant places and times are 
introduced with “one” plus noun, Discourse-new props (inanimate participants) are 
generally introduced by noun alone, for example: 
“Michael” 

3 e sokɾ-o tɑɾik tɑɾik ɪskul moẽ bʰəɳ-ʋ-ɑ zɑ-t-o. 
 this child-G daily daily school in study-inf-G go-impf-G 
 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

4 pəɳ ɾel ɠɑ-i mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul zɑ-t-o. 
 but rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 
 But he used to go to school on the train. 

Here “school” and “train”, although clearly Discourse-new when first mentioned, may 
well be being treated here as 2b KNOWN inferrable, since they are prototypical elements 
in the Parkari “environment” scenario, opened by the presence of Michael. For example 
“school” here does not mean “any school in the world”, but “the local school”. Similarly, 
“train” does not mean any train, but the train that travels between Michael’s home and 
the school. 

By not marking these props with “one”, they are being regarded as prototypically 
present, noncontroversial items, whose existence at this time and place is not sufficiently 
unusual to warrant the NEW information encoding. 

Compare: 
“Mongoose” 

47 u-ɑ ɾ-ɑ mɑtʰ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ məʈ ɦət-o 
 that-G of-G head-G on waterpot was-G 
 On her head was a waterpot, 
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48 ən u-ɛ zoɾ ħũ u məʈ u-ɑ noɭi-ɑ mɑɦ̃ pʰəɠoɭ-i-o 
 and that-erg force from that waterpot that-G mongoose-G on throw-pf-G 
 and she threw that pot hard onto the mongoose. 

Here the waterpot is certainly important in the story, since it is the item with which the 
mongoose is killed. Nevertheless, as an inanimate object it remains a mere prop. On the 
level of the predictability of the plot and the intention of the characters, it is the mother 
who killed the mongoose. The weapon used is relatively incidental. 

Again, the waterpot may be regarded as 2b KNOWN inferrable, since lines 22–23 
say: “And that boy’s mother went outside to fetch water.” Since Parkari women fetch 
water in waterpots on their head, “a waterpot” could equally be translated as “her 
waterpot”, i.e. the waterpot you would expect in this scenario. 

Once a scenario is explicitly opened, props and participants from that scenario are 
regularly introduced by noun alone, i.e. as prototypical Hearer-old elements of the open 
scenario, for example: 

“Michael” 
4 But he used to go to school on the train. 

 

5 pəɳ ɦəmeʃ ʋəɠəɾ bʰɑɽ-ɛ zɑ-t-o. 
 but always without fare-loc go-impf-G 
 But he always used to travel without paying his fare 

 

6 ən zəeõ ɓɑɓu ʈikeʈ zo-ʋ-ɑ ɑʋ-t-o 
 and when inspector ticket see-inf-G come-impf-G 
 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 

 

7 to e sokɾ-o kɑkus mẽ yɑ to siʈ ɦeʈʰ nɑɦ-e zɑ-t-o 
 then this child-G toilet in or indeed seat under hide-nonf go-impf-G 
 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

It is clear that the meaning of these nouns is determined by the “train” scenario: 
• “Fare” means the train fare, “inspector” the ticket inspector for the train. 
• “Tickets” means the train tickets. 
• “Toilet” means the toilet at the end of each railway carriage. 
• “Seat” means the long bench-like seat in the railway carriage where he was 

sitting. 

Similarly, Discourse-new items related to a farming life are introduced in the text 
“My farmwork” using the Hearer-old pattern of a noun alone, for example: 

3 ɡʰəɾ-e ɑʋ-en ʋəɭ-e ɖʰəɠ-ɑ ɦɑkəl-en zɑ-iɦ ɓõdʰ-ʋ-ɑ ʤ̑oɽ-o. 
 house-loc come-nonf again ox-G drive-nonf go-fut.P tie-inf-G ox-team-G 
 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
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In a Parkari context, ploughing is typically done by oxen. The speaker then refers to oxen 
as Hearer-old, being part of the “farmer” scenario opened up by the real life situation of 
this discourse, where I, knowing the speaker and his occupation, asked him about his 
daily work. Note “oxen” does not refer to any old oxen, but to the farmer’s own pair of 
oxen which he keeps for ploughing. Again such items are information status type 2b 
KNOWN inferrable. 

Compare: 
12 poɳi sɑɗ-en bʰəɾ-ɑ-en ʋəɭ-e ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ bʰəd̃ʰ kəɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 water leave-nonf fill-pass-nonf again channel to closed do-P-pres 
 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 

In a Parkari context, in the irrigated area where this discourse took place, all crops are 
irrigated by an elaborate system of huge canals feeding into smaller canals, feeding into 
irrigation channels alongside the fields. Thus, although “channel” is here Discourse-new 
it is grammaticalized as Hearer-old as part of the “irrigation” scenario. In context, this 
does not mean “a channel” but “the channel which is alongside my fields.” 

11.2.2. Noun alone for Discourse-new KNOWN unused items 

Similarly, a Discourse-new item of the category 2a KNOWN unused is treated as 
Hearer-old, since it is prototypically part of all human experience, regardless of time, 
place, and culture, for example: 
“My farmwork” 

1 ɦũ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-o ʋel-o uʈʰ-en 
 I morning of-G early-G get.up-nonf 
 Having got up early in the morning 

Here “morning” means the morning of the given day being spoken about. It is not defined 
with reference to any open textual or contextual scenario, other than the “real world” 
scenario, where mornings happen. 

Similarly: 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

9 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ ɦəʋɛ ɑpe ɾɑt pəɽ-əi, təeõ k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so say-P-pres now we.incl night fall-G then say-P-pres 
 So he says “Now, when night falls,  9b then we will go stealing”. 

 

11b ɗi uɠ-i-o pəɾ-o, ħəʋɑɾ tʰ-i-o pəɾ-o 
 day rise-pf-G result-G morning become-pf-G result-G 
 the sun rose, morning came 
N.B. The one Parkari word is used for both day and sun. 

11.2.3. Noun alone for Discourse-new GIVEN situational items 

Discourse-new items belonging to the 3a GIVEN situational category are also 
Hearer-old and may be referred to by a noun, for example: 
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“The lame man and the blind man” 

66 ʋɑɾtɑ kʰətəm tɦ-əi-ɦ 
 story finish become-G-pres 
 That’s the end of the story. 

Here “story” is coreferential with lines 1–65. However, the noun “story” does not refer 
back to any specific words in the text (3b GIVEN textual-current or 3c GIVEN textual-
displaced), but rather refers to “what I have just said and you have just heard” (3a GIVEN 
situational). 

Similarly, Discourse-new items belonging to the 3a GIVEN situational category may 
be referred to by a deictic with a noun, for example: 
“The lame man and the blind man” 

5 The blind man says “We won’t go stealing just like that. 
 

6 “õ melɑʋɽ-əi ɓol-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-əi, utʰ-ɛ zɑ-en” k-ɛ-ɦ 
 that bird.type-G sing-P-pres stay-G there-loc go-nonf say-P-pres 
 Go over there where that bird is singing”. 

Here the melavri bird is not in the narrative co-text, nor was it in the co-text of the 
supposed conversation between the lame man and the blind man, but the narrator presents 
the bird as being in the original situational context of the speaker and hearer, i.e. a bird 
that the speaker and hearer could hear at the time. 

As noted above, Discourse-old items may be referred to not only by noun phrases, 
but by pronouns and zero anaphora. However, Discourse-new items of types 2a KNOWN 
unused and 2b KNOWN inferrable are typically introduced by a noun. This is because 
pronouns and zero anaphora are used for items already focal in the hearer’s 
consciousness, and, by definition, a Discourse-new item is typically not already focal. 

11.2.4. Pronoun or zero marking for Discourse-new GIVEN situational items 

We have seen above that pronouns and zero anaphora may be used for items which 
are GIVEN, i.e. focal in the hearer’s consciousness. Items of types 3b GIVEN textual-
current and 3c GIVEN textual-current refer back to items in the text, so they are 
Discourse-old by definition. Hence, the only Discourse-new items which can normally be 
focal belong to the category 3a GIVEN situational. Someone or something in the real life 
situation becomes focal or GIVEN due to its presence, arrival, sound, or smell, etc. In 
such cases pronouns or zero anaphora can be used, e.g. “What’s that?” or “Fantastic!” 
with reference to a sound, sight, or scent, not previously mentioned but part of the 
perceptual environment of speaker and audience. 

First and second person pronouns are particularly common for 3a GIVEN situational 
information, often occurring at the beginning of a text referring to the characters present, 
or at the end, introducing a moral, for example (pronouns bold, * is zero anaphora): 
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“My farmwork” 

1 ɦu ̃ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-o ʋel-o uʈʰ-en 
 I morning of-G early-G get.up-nonf 
 Having got up early in the morning, I … 

 

“Michael” 

19 əm-õ ɓədʰ-õ nɛ kʰəp-ɛ ke 
 us-G all-G to must-P that 
 We should all 20 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 

 

 “Breadpan” 

1 zəeõ * ɦɑe tɑʋɽ-o sɑɽ-o 
 when * this breadpan-G raise-P 
 When you put this breadpan onto the fire, 

 

2 təeõ pəsɛ ʤ̑eʋõ nɛ zõ ʃomu nɛ ħɑɗ kəɾ-iɑ. 
 then then Jevon to or Shomu to call do-fut.impv
 then[you] give Jevon or Shomu a call. 

The second person plural reference in “Breadpan” lines 1 and 2 are marked by the person 
suffix on the verb, with no pronoun, since the I-you relationship in communication is 
always highly focal. However, the third person reference in line 2 is with proper nouns, 
otherwise the referents could not be identified. 

An example of a third person pronoun for 3a GIVEN situational information, comes 
at the very end of the “Mongoose” text where the pronoun refers to the whole story 
which has just been related (3a GIVEN situational), not to any item referred to in the text 
itself, for example: 
71 ɦɑe s-ɛ ɑz ɾ-əi ʋɑɾtɑ. 
 this(near) be-P today of-G story 
 This is today’s story. 

Thus, although Parkari has neither definite nor indefinite article, it marks referents 
differently according to information status, which depends on culturally influenced 
scenarios. Significant Discourse-new items, which are both Hearer-new and salient, it 
treats as NEW, and marks by “one” plus noun. KNOWN items, whether KNOWN 
inferrable or KNOWN unused, are referred to by a noun alone. GIVEN items can also be 
referred to by noun alone, but GIVEN items which are highly focal, i.e. textual-current or 
situational, are regularly referred to by pronoun or zero anaphora. 

11.3. Noun for GIVEN referents marks salience 
The choice of nouns as opposed to pronouns and zero anaphora for GIVEN items is 

also significant. Throughout the “Michael” text, the same character, Michael, is focal. 
Once introduced in line 1 by the Discourse-new major character formula, he remains 
GIVEN textual-current throughout. Yet he is referred to in different ways, for example 
(Discourse-new information is bolded, Discourse-old is underlined, * is zero anaphora): 
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“Michael” 

1 ɦek sokɾ-o ɦət-o. 
 one child-G was-G 
 Once there was a boy. 

 

2 u-ɑ ɾ-o nom ɦət-o mɑekəl. 
 that-G of-G name was-G Michael 
 His name was Michael. 

 

3 e sokɾ-o tɑɾik tɑɾik ɪskul moẽ bʰəɳ-ʋ-ɑ zɑ-t-o. 
 this child-G daily daily school in study-inf-G go—impf-G 
 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

4 pəɳ * ɾel ɠɑ-i mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul zɑ-t-o. 
 but * rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 
 But he used to go to school on the train. 

 

5 pəɳ * ɦəmeʃ ʋəɠəɾ bʰɑɽ-ɛ zɑ-t-o. 
 but * always without fare-loc go-impf-G 
 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 

 

6 ‘And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets,’ 
 

7 to e sokɾ-o kɑkus mẽ yɑ to siʈ ɦeʈʰ nɑɦ-e zɑ-t-o. 
 then this child-G toilet in or indeed seat under hide-nonf go-impf-G 
 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 
 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

 

9 zəeõ i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ zo-i-ɑ, 
 when this-G of-G pocket-G see-pf-G 
 When he checked his pockets 

 

10 to i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ mẽ sənɑkʰti kɑɾɖʰ zəɽ-i-o 
 then this-G of-G pocket-G in identity card find-pf-G 
 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 

 

11 ən kɑɾɖʰ mɑɦ̃ ləkʰ-əl ɦət-o mɑekəl ʋɪʃʋɑʃi. 
 and card on write-ppt was-G Michael Christian 
 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 

 

12 təeõ ɓɑɓu mɑekəl nɛ kidʰ-o 
 then inspector Michael to said-G 
 Then the inspector said to Michael 
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13 “tũ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ. 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres 
 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 14 Christian people don’t behave like this. 

 

15 to * kəm ɦeɽ-ɑ ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o.” 
 so(result) why like.this-G wrong work do-P-pres stay-pf-G 

 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 
 

16 təeõ i-ɑ sokɾ-ɑ nɛ ɡʰəɳ-əi ʃəɾəm ɑʋ-əi, 
 then this-G child-G to much-G shame come-G 
 Then this boy became very ashamed, 

 

17 ən * lɑɗ͡ʒ-e məɾ-i-o. 
 and * embarrassment-loc die-pf-G 
 and became very embarrassed. 

 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

 

19 We should all 20 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 
 

21 zəm ɦɑe sokɾ-o ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 just.as this(near) child-G good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 just as this boy became a good Christian. 

References to Michael by name are in line 2 (the introduction), lines 11 and 12 (the 
conflict), and line 18 (the resolution). In lines 11, 12–15, and 18 the name Michael is 
explicitly linked to being a Christian, and this is foreshadowed by his being named in 2, 
since this name, in the Pakistani context, clearly indicates his socioreligious background, 
upon which the plot turns. 

References to Michael as “boy” are in line 1 (“one boy” the introduction of the main 
character), lines 3 and 7 (“this boy” at the beginning and end of the setting giving his 
typical behaviour), line 16 (“this boy” showing his reaction to being challenged), and line 
21 (“this boy”—with a different anaphoric marker—in the last line of the text, as 
someone we should imitate). 

In other words, the use of a noun phrase, rather than a pronoun or zero anaphora, to 
refer to the main character of a story appears to be marked, indicating a discourse bound-
ary or significant event. Thus, as posited for New Testament Greek, Parkari appears to 
mark salient Discourse-old items differently from those which are merely Discourse-old 
and focal. 

Use of a noun phrase to mark Discourse-old items as salient is clearly seen in the 
story “Sparrow”. Here a sparrow finds a grain of rice, loses it in the crack of a log, and 
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then seeks the help of numerous characters in order to get it back. The sparrow is the 
central character throughout, but is only mentioned by a noun three times: 

• Line 1 (the introduction) 
• Line 44 (the turning point of the plot) 
• Line 66 (the resolution, and last line of the story proper) 

Elsewhere the sparrow is referred to by a pronoun (as in line 2), or more commonly zero 
anaphora (as in line 3), for example: 

1 ɦek səkl-o ɦət-o. 
 one sparrow-G was-G 
 Once there was a sparrow. 

 

2 u lɑ-i-o sokʰ-o, u-ɑ nɛ zəɽ-i-o. 
 he fetch-pf-G rice.grain-G he-G to find-pf-G 
 He fetched a grain of rice, he found it. 

 

3 pəɦ * ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ ɓeʈʰ-o 
 then * log-G on sat-G 
 Then he sat on a log 

 

44 ɦəʋɛ səkl-o utʰ-ɛ ubʰ-en ʋəɭ-e ɠ-i-o məsəɾ-õ nɛ teɽ-ʋ-ɑ 
 now sparrow-G there-P stand-nonf again went-pf-G mosquito-P to fetch-inf-G 
 Now the sparrow stood there, then went off to bring the mosquitoes. 

 

66 So the carpenter went having taken his axe, chopped up the log, 
 

 ən sokʰ-o u-ɑ nɛ səkl-ɑ nɛ ɗidʰ-o pəɾ-o. 
 and rice.grain-G he-G to sparrow-G to gave-G result-G 
 and gave the grain of rice to the sparrow.  67 And that’s the end of the story. 

Using nouns for Discourse-old main characters to mark salience is consistent with 
scenario theory. Only minimal marking is required to refer to Hearer-old items in an open 
scenario, hence the frequent use of pronouns and zero anaphora. Use of fuller encoding, 
such as a noun (or deictic plus noun) is, therefore, marked. 

Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986) holds the twin maxims “the greater the 
contextual effects, the greater the relevance” and “the smaller the processing effort, the 
greater the relevance”. Thus, by choosing any form of reference other than the normal or 
minimal form required, the speaker is deliberately increasing the “processing effort” and 
hence promising more “contextual effects”, i.e. some extra element of meaning with 
significance for the hearer. In Parkari, use of a noun phrase where a pronoun or zero 
anaphora would suffice for reference, gives the added “contextual effects” that this 
section of text is significant at higher levels of discourse, i.e. important to the plot in a 
narrative. 

This parallels the use of anarthrous nouns for Hearer-old items in New Testament 
Greek. The lack of the Greek article for Hearer-old referents is statistically unusual, so 
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promises extra “contextual effects” in terms of the significance of the particular referent 
or section of text at higher levels of discourse. 

11.4. Chapter summary 
The Noun Phrase in Parkari, as in Greek, is affected by two factors: whether the 

speaker judges the referent to be Hearer-old, and whether the speaker wishes to mark the 
referent as salient. Parkari uses the salience marker ɦek ‘one’ with nouns that encode 
major Discourse-new participants, places, or times, but uses the noun alone to refer to 
minor Discourse-new participants, Discourse-old participants, and Discourse-new 
participants which belong as Hearer-old items in an open scenario. 

Items which are already highly focal in the hearer’s consciousness, i.e. GIVEN 
textual-current or GIVEN situational, are regularly referred to by pronoun or zero 
anaphora. When these highly focal items are referred to by a noun (with or without an 
anaphoric demonstrative adjective) then they are being marked as salient, and this 
indicates the beginning of a significant event in the discourse. 
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12. Parkari Hearer-Old Markers and Scenarios 
Parkari, like Greek, uses a variety of grammatical structures which mark that 

information is Hearer-old. Accurate interpretation of the information encoded by these 
Hearer-old markers depends on the audience’s ability to correctly infer implicit infor-
mation by retrieving it from the contents of their own mental scenarios. This chapter 
explores some of these Hearer-old markers in Parkari, using parallel sections to those 
used for Greek in chapter 7, since despite the difference in form of Hearer-old markers in 
Greek and Parkari, their functions are remarkably similar. For translation, it is essential to 
recognize these forms in both source and target languages, since implicit information in 
the source text must be identified, and if it cannot be retrieved from the target audience’s 
mental scenarios it must be made explicit in the translation. 

12.1. “When” clauses and Hearer-old Event scenarios 
In Parkari, “when” clauses are frequently used to refer back to Discourse-old 

information. Whereas Nonfinal verb forms typically have the same subject as the 
following Main Verb, “when” clauses typically have a different subject from that of the 
Main Verb. Thus they function, like the so called “Genitive Absolute” construction in 
Greek, as switch reference markers, for example (relevant Discourse-new elements bold, 
Hearer-old elements underlined): 
“Mongoose” 
7 and he took the mongoose’s baby 

 

8 ɑpɾ-e ɡʰəɾ-e ɑ-i-o. 
 own-loc house-loc come-pf-G 
 and came home. 

 

9 zəeõ u ɡʰəɾ-e ɑ-i-o, to u-ɑ ɾ-i mɑ ̃kidʰ-o ke 
 when that house-loc come-pf-G then that-G of-G mother said-G that 
 When he came home his mother said 

Verb forms in 7, 8, and 9a have the boy as agent, but in 9b the mother is agent. 

In Parkari, a “when” clause may also be marked simply by the correlative “then” 
conjunction to, tõ, or te in the following clause. Again this typically is a switch reference 
marker with the second clause having a different subject from the first: 

“Malo’s wedding” 

2 ən pəsɛ əme kəɾ-i-o ʋiʋɑ mɑl-ɑ ɾ-o. 
 and then we do-pf-G wedding Malo-G of-G 
 and then we held Malo’s wedding. 

 

3 ʋiʋɑ kəɾ-i-o te pəiɦ-ɑ əm-õ kən kəẽ nəĩ. 
 wedding do-pf-G then money-G us-G with anything not 
 When we held the wedding we had no money at all. 
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In Parkari, the subject of clause 3b is “money”, so there is a switch of grammatical 
subject. 

“When” clauses are also used for Discourse-new information where the information 
is expected due to the open scenario. All such information is treated as Hearer-old, for 
example: 
“Michael” 
4 But he used to go to school on the train. 5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 

 

6 ən zəeõ ɓɑɓu ʈikeʈ zo-ʋ-ɑ ɑʋ-t-o 
 and when inspector ticket see-inf-G come-impf-G 
 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 

Line 6 introduces both a Discourse-new character (the ticket inspector) and a Discourse-
new event (checking the tickets), yet both have the same marking as is used for 
Discourse-old information—a noun without “one” for the character, and a “when” clause 
for the event. This indicates that these items are being presented as Hearer-old, since they 
are KNOWN inferrable. The open scenario is the train (line 4), and specifically travelling 
without buying a ticket (line 5). In the “train” scenario, in the section of the conceptual 
network entitled “ticketless travel”, there is a prototypical entry “ticket inspector arrives 
to check tickets”. 

Similarly: 
“Michael” 
8 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

 

9 zəeõ i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ zo-i-ɑ, 
 when this-G of-G pocket-G see-pf-G 
 When he checked his pockets 

Here line 9 introduces a Discourse-new event, looking through Michael’s pockets, but 
with the Hearer-old marking “when”. Again, this marks the frisking as 2b KNOWN 
inferrable, being a prototypical element of the scenario “catching a fare-dodger” opened 
in line 8. 

The scenario in which the Discourse-new item belongs need not be recently opened 
in the text, but may have been opened some time before, i.e. GIVEN textual-displaced, for 
example: 

“Mongoose” 
41 A little while later, the boy’s mother came. 42 And she came to the doorway and saw … 

 

50 mɑɾ-en pəsɛ zəeõ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɠ-əi 
 kill-nonf then when house in went-G 
 After she had killed it, when she went inside the house 

The mother’s going inside (line 50) is prototypical, given her arrival home in line 41. The 
intervening occurrences (seeing and killing the pet mongoose on suspicion it has harmed 
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her baby) do not weaken, but rather strengthen, the likelihood of her entering, as she is 
now desperate to see what has happened to her baby. 

The open scenario, within which the “when” clause information is prototypical, need 
not even be part of the spoken or written co-text, but may be part of the real life context, 
i.e. 3a GIVEN situational, for example: 
“Breadpan” 

1 zəeõ ɦɑe tɑʋɽ-o sɑɽ-o 
 when this breadpan-G raise-P 
 When you put this breadpan onto the fire, 2 then give Jevon or Shomu a call. 

Here, the speaker knew we had just bought a new clay breadpan for cooking chapattis, 
and so could speak of our first using it as Hearer-old, predictable information. If you buy 
a breadpan, then of course you will use it. Thus “when” clauses are used for all Hearer-
old categories, both Discourse-old and Discourse-new. 

12.2. Verbal forms referring to Hearer-old Event scenarios 

12.2.1. Verbal nouns 

In the Parkari language verbal nouns may be formed from any verb stem by adding 
either the Infinitive suffix, or the Perfective Aspect suffix before a Postposition, followed 
by the masculine singular Gender ending. This means that an event can be referred to by 
a Noun Phrase rather than a Verb Phrase. In such cases, the event is being referred to as 
Hearer-old. Such events are typically Discourse-old, and always Hearer-old. 

I have no examples from the recorded Parkari texts cited, but give examples from a 
letter written to me by my work colleague Malo dated 5/10/95 while I was in England 
(verbal nouns underlined): 
təmɑɾ-ɑ ɑ-i-ɑ moɾ moɾ ɪmtəɦon kʰətəm tʰ-e zɑ-e, to ʈʰik. 
your-G come-pf-G before before exam occur-nonf then fine 
It will be good if (my) exams are finished before your return. 

This is 3c GIVEN textual-displaced (Discourse-old and Hearer-old), since the conversa-
tion (oral text) about my return occurred before I left for England, and was repeated in 
my previous letter. Similarly: 

təmɑɾ-ɑ zɑ-i-ɑ keɽ mɛ ̃ɑpɾ-o meɖikəl ʈesʈ kəɾ-ɑ-i-o 
your-G go-pf-G after I.erg own-G medical test do-caus-pf-G 
After your departure I had my medical test done. 

This event is 3a GIVEN situational (Discourse-new, but Hearer-old) since I was 
physically absent at the time of writing. 

12.2.2. Passives and subjectless verbs 

In Parkari, the use of passives, or verbs with no subject specified, typically indicates 
that the agent is Hearer-old, since the hearer is expected to understand the referent even 
where it is not grammatically or lexically marked. (The only exceptions to this are when 
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the speaker does not know the agent or wishes to hide the agent’s identity.) Frequently, 
the agent will be found in an open scenario, belonging to the category 3b GIVEN textual-
current, for example (relevant verb bolded): 
“Farmwork” 
11 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 

 

12 poɳi sɑɗ-en bʰəɾ-ɑ-en ʋəɭ-e ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ bʰəd̃ʰ kəɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 water leave-nonf fill-pass-nonf again channel to closed do-P-pres 
 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 

In line 12, the Nonfinal verb form bʰəɾ-ɑ-en is passive. As argued above, the Nonfinal 
form marks that this event is prototypical in the open scenario “closing the irrigation 
channel”, occurring after irrigating the fields. The implicit agent of the event “fill” is “I” 
the narrator, inferrable from the open “irrigation” scenario, where he lets in the water 
(line 11) and closes the channel (line 12). However, the grammatical subject of the 
passive verb, ɓɑɾo the field, is also left implicit, and is not lexicalized until line 20. This 
subject is also inferrable from the open “irrigation” scenario. When Parkari farmers open 
and close channels it is always for irrigating fields. 

Past Participles of transitive verbs are semantically Passive in Parkari. Here the agent 
is inferrable from the open scenario (2b KNOWN inferrable), for example: 
“Michael” 
10 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 

 

11 ən kɑɾɖʰ mɑɦ̃ ləkʰ-əl ɦət-o mɑekəl ʋɪʃʋɑʃi. 
 and card on write-ppt was-G Michael Christian 
 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 

The open scenario is “Identity Card”, a compulsory legal document for all adults in 
Pakistan, so the audience, by referring to that scenario, know that the name has been 
written by a government official and is proof of Michael’s identity, rather than being any 
old name that someone has happened to write on it. 

Parkari frequently uses Main Verbs with no grammatically explicit subject. Again 
the subject is treated by the speaker as Hearer-old information, which may be GIVEN or 
KNOWN, and must be supplied by the hearer from their mental scenarios, for example 
(subjects marked by zero anaphora are starred): 

“Malo’s wedding” 

2 ən pəsɛ ɑme kəɾ-i-o ʋiʋɑ mɑl-ɑ ɾ-o 
 and then we do-pf-G wedding Malo-G of-G 
 and then we held Malo’s wedding. 

 

3 * ʋiʋɑ kəɾ-i-o te pəiɦ-ɑ əm-õ kən kẽ nəĩ. 
 * wedding do-pf-G then money-G us-G with anything not 
 When we held the wedding we had no money at all. 
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13 pəsɛ * kəɾ-i-o ʋiʋɑ 
 then * do-pf-G wedding 
 Then we held the wedding 18 whoever was a true relative of ours, they came. 

 

19 pəsɛ * ɑʋ-en * bʰət ɾõdʰ-i-o, * ʋiʋɑ kəɾ-i-o 
 then * come-nonf * rice cook-pf-G * wedding do-pf-G 
 Then when they had come we cooked the rice and * held the wedding. 

 

20 ħõz ɾ-o nimtəɾ suʈ-i-o, * ʈək-e ɾ-i-ɑ. 
 evening of-G wedding.money get.loose-pf-G * stay.night-nonf stay-pf-G 
 In the evening the wedding money was raised, they stayed the night. 

The lines above have an impressive number of implicit subjects all of which are thus 
treated by the speaker as Hearer-old, to be supplied by the hearer from appropriate 
scenarios. 

In line 3 the implicit subject is GIVEN textual-current, and must be supplied by the 
hearer from the scenario “holding the wedding”, opened in line 2 where the pronoun 
“we” makes the subject explicit. In line 13 “we” must be supplied from the same 
scenario, but now the referent is of the information type GIVEN textual-displaced. 

In line 19, the subject of the Nonfinal form “come” is “our relatives”, which is 
GIVEN textual-current, referring back to the previous line 18. 

The subject of “cooked the rice” in line 19, though glossed as “we” in English, is not 
the same “we” as in line 2, i.e. the groom’s parents. In the Parkari wedding scenario, the 
groom’s parents will buy food to feed their guests and call on a few neighbours or close 
friends to do the cooking. So the implicit subject is KNOWN inferrable, to be found in the 
“wedding” scenario (line 13), under the script event “cook rice” in the slot “participant: 
agent”. 

Finally in line 20, the implicit subject of “stayed the night” is “our relatives” intro-
duced in line 18, and implicit in line 19. Due to the intervention of different implicit 
subjects in line 19, this is categorized as GIVEN textual-displaced. 

It may seem strange that Parkari simply omits all these subjects, especially as they 
are not simply zero anaphora for a single agent of a consecutive string of verbs. Yet 
scenario theory provides a rationale for implicit participants being focal, and thus refer-
able to by zero anaphora, since they are focal within the scenario, whether mentioned 
previously in the text or prototypical participants in that scenario in long-term memory. 

Granted that these participants can be retrieved by the hearer from the hearer’s 
scenario bank, why should the speaker rely on the hearer to do this, rather than simply 
state the participants clearly? Grice’s Conversational Maxims, which Sperber and Wilson 
develop into the single over-riding principle of “Relevance”, provide the rationale 
(Sperber and Wilson 1986:33–34): 

1 Make your contribution as informative as is required. 
2 Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 
… 
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2 Avoid ambiguity. 
3 Be brief. 

The speaker’s role is to be as brief as possible without producing ambiguity. The proto-
typical nature of mental scenarios allows brevity without ambiguity, by enabling the 
hearer to accurately fill in the gaps the speaker has left. So long as the scenarios are 
culturally shared then communication is maximally efficient. Only when the speaker’s 
cultural scenario bank is not shared by the audience, as with us as Westerners trying to 
fill in the gaps in Parkari texts, does the speaker’s brevity cause ambiguity and a desire 
for more information to be made explicit. 

Sometimes the scenario in which a subjectless verb belongs is totally generic, i.e. 
relating to all people everywhere. In such instances, the subject to be supplied by the 
hearer is also generic, i.e. all humans. Such agents are not found in the co-text, but are of 
the information type 2a KNOWN unused. In English, the subjects of such verbs might be 
translated “you” or more formally “one”, for example: 

“Mongoose” 
65 But then she thought in her heart 

 

66 eɽ-o kom nə kəɾ-ʋ-o kʰəp-ɛ. 
 this sort-G work not do-inf-G must-P 
 One should not act like this. 

 

67 ɦəmeʃɑ ̃səbʰəɾ kəɾ-ʋ-o. 
 always patience do-inf-G 
 One should always be patient. 

 

69 peɾɦĩ soʧ̑-ʋ-o, ʋiʧ̑ɑɾ-ʋ-o, 
 first think-inf-G think-inf-G 
 First one should think, one should ponder 

 

70 u-ɑ keɽ ɓiz-o kom kəɾ-ʋ-o. 
 that-G after other-G work do-inf-G 
 and after that one should take other action. 

12.3. Quotations and Hearer-old Event scenarios 
In Parkari, as in Greek, the speakers are not necessarily made explicit where there 

are direct quotations in a text. I argue that a general principle to determine the speaker or 
writer of a quotation would be: where no agent is specified, choose the prototypical agent 
of the open scenario. 

Parkari stories involving dialogue typically change the speaker by using a switch-
reference conjunction tõ rather than naming the speaker. This of course requires the 
hearer to have available in their open mental scenario of “this discourse” the list of 
current participants, including who was the last subject, for example (speaker and speech 
verb bolded, switch-reference marker underlined): 
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“The lame man and the blind man” 

2 məɖʰ-o õdʰ-ɑ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɑpe soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ ɦɑl-ʃ-õ”. 
 lame-G blind-G to say-P-pres we.incl theft-G do-inf-G go.along-fut-P 
 The lame man says to the blind man “Let’s go and steal something”. 

 

3 tõ “tũ nɛ ketʰ-ɛ ħuz-ɑ-ɛ-ɦ ki?” k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so you(s) to where-loc know-pass-P-pres question say-P-pres 
 So [the blind man] says “Do you know where something is then”? 

 

4 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɦoɛ” 
 so say-P-pres yes 
 So [the lame man] says “Yes”. 

In line 2 the speaker and addressee are made explicit, but in lines 3 and 4 the speaker is 
indicated simply by the switch-reference conjunction, with no explicit subject. 

Similarly: 

“Sparrow” 
1 Once there was a sparrow. 
2 He fetched a grain of rice, he found it. 
3 Then he sat on a log 
4 so he says to the log, “give me the rice grain”. 
5 There was a crack in it, wasn’t there. 
6 In the log. 
7 “Give me the grain of rice.” 

 

8 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ sokʰ-o nəĩ ɗj-õ 
 so say-P-pres rice.grain-G not give-P 
 So he says, I will not give you the grain of rice. 

In line 8 the subject of “says” is the log. This is shown simply by the switch-reference 
marker tõ at the beginning of line 8. This is KNOWN inferrable information, from the 
current “this story” scenario, by comparison with the long-term memory “dialogue” 
scenario, where addressees prototypically respond. 

This pattern of marking subject switch by the switch-reference marker occurs 
throughout this story (the noun sparrow is only mentioned three times, lines 1, 44, and 
66), for example: 
“Sparrow” 
14 So he [the carpenter] says, “Go away! 
15 What wrong has he done me, that I should take the grain of rice from the log.” 

 

16 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, bʰɑtʃɑ, bʰɑtsɑ, tũ u-ɑ nɛ ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ nɛ ħəzəm-ɑʋ, k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so say-P-pres king king you(s) he-G to carpenter-G to understand-caus say-P-pres 
 So he says, “King, king, you explain to the carpenter 16c to get me the grain of rice from the log!” 
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17 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoʰ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So he says, “What wrong has he done, 17b that I should say so to the carpenter?” 

In line 16 the sparrow is speaking. This is marked by switch-reference tõ following the 
carpenter’s speech in line 14. In line 17, another switch-reference marker shows the 
subject of “says” must be different from the subject in 16, i.e. not the sparrow. In the 
current scenario opened in line 16, there are only two characters “on stage”, the sparrow 
and the king. So the king is the speaker in line 17. Again, identification of the speaker is 
achieved by cross-referencing the grammatical switch-reference marker with the 
currently open discourse scenario of which characters are “on stage”. 

Sometimes the switch-reference conjunction is absent, and the subject of the verb is 
to be deduced simply from the content of what is said, for example: 
“The lame man and the blind man” 

3 tõ “tũ nɛ ketʰ-ɛ ħuz-ɑ-ɛ-ɦ ki?” k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so you(s) to where-loc know?-pass-P-pres question say-P-pres 
 So [the blind man] says “Do you know where something is then?” 

 

4 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɦoɛ” 
 so say-P-pres yes 
 So [the lame man] says “Yes”. 

 

5 “əm nəĩ ɦɑl-õ ɑpe soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 thus not go.along-P we.incl theft-G do-inf-G say-P-pres 
 [The blind man] says “We won’t go stealing just like that”. 

There is no switch-reference marker in line 5, yet the strongly negative statement “we 
won’t go …” contrasts with the positive statement “yes”, indicating that the speaker must 
be different. Again, the hearer must cross-reference what is in the text with the currently 
open discourse scenario of which characters are “on stage”. 

The switch-reference marker is also used when one of two current participants 
becomes subject: 
“Merchant” 
2 Once there was a merchant and his wife. 
3 They had no children, none at all. 
4 Neither son nor grandson, nothing at all. 

 

5 to k-ɛ-ɦ ʋoɳi-ɑ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɦəʋe” k-ɛ-ɦ … 
 so say-P-pres merchant-G to say-P-pres now say-P-pres … 
 So she says to the merchant: “Now …” 

The Parkari verb form here only specifies third person, not number or gender. The 
addressee, however, is made explicit by the noun “merchant”. The speaker is left implicit, 
being KNOWN inferrable, the only other participant from the open “story participants” 
scenario, line 2. 
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12.4. Rhetorical questions and Hearer-old scenarios 
Another grammatical structure where the explicit information is Hearer-old is the 

rhetorical question. Whereas real questions are used to elicit information, rhetorical 
questions are used to refer to information known by both speaker and audience. In 
Parkari, rhetorical questions are used to convey Hearer-old information with strong 
emphasis or emotion. In Parkari, as in Greek, when a speaker uses a rhetorical question, 
he assumes three things: 
1. The audience knows the correct “answer” to the “question”. 
2. The audience knows that the speaker knows the answer. 
3. The audience knows that the speaker knows that the audience knows. 

In such situations, the audience know that the “question” is not eliciting information, 
so they infer some other pragmatic meaning from the speaker’s utterance. 

The grammatical form of rhetorical questions in Parkari is the same as for real 
questions. (As questions are rarer in monologue than dialogue, some examples are quoted 
from typical usage, rather than from the chosen texts), for example. 

12.4.1. Real questions 

kəm ‘why?’ 

kəm nətʰi ɑ-i-o? 
why not-pres come-pf-G 
Why hasn’t he come? 

kuɳ ‘who?’ 

təme kuɳ s-o? 
you(p) who be-P 
Who are you? 

ki ‘what?’ 

təme ɑz ki ɾõdɦ-i-o-ɦ? 
you(p) today what cook-pf-G-pres 
What have you cooked today? 

ki (sentence final) = question marker 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

3 tõ “tũ nɛ ketʰ-ɛ ħuz-ɑ-ɛ-ɦ ki?” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 so “you(s) to where-loc know-pass-P-pres question” say-P-pres 
 So the blind man says “Do you know where something is then?” 4 So the lame man says “Yes”. 
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nɑ ‘no’ (sentence final) = question tag, expecting an answer in agreement with the 
proposition in the question, for example: 

“The lame man and the blind man” 

22b “ɡʰõɡʰəɾɽ-ɑ ɦõɦɾ-əi melɑʋɽ-əi to nɪkəɾ-əi t-əi nɑ?” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 potsherd-G through-G bird.type-G indeed exit-G past-G no say-P-pres 
 “The bird did go through the pot rim, didn’t it?”  23 So the lame man says yes. 

12.4.2. Rhetorical questions 

kəm ‘why?’ (expressing criticism) = should not … 

“Mongoose” (woman speaking to herself) 

62 mɛ ̃kəm nə səbʰəɾ kəɾ-i-o? 
 I.erg why not patience do-pf-G 
 Why was I not patient? 

 

63 kəm nə mɛ ̃peɾɦĩ zɑ-en ɡʰəɾ mẽ zo-i-o? 
 why not I.erg first go-nonf house in see-pf-G 
 Why did I not first look inside the house? 

The speaker knows that there is no good reason for not being patient, compare: 

67 One should always be patient. 
 

“Michael” 
13 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 
14 Christian people don’t behave like this. 

 

15 to kəm ɦeɽ-ɑ ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o. 
 so(result) why like.this-G wrong work do-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 

 

16 Then this boy became very ashamed, 17 and became very embarrassed. 

The ticket collector had already stated that the boy, as a Christian, should not behave this 
way, and the boy obviously knew this too, hence his shame. Again, the “answer” to 
“why” is “no good reason”, so the rhetorical question functions as a rebuke. 

kuɳ ‘who?’ used for strong denial 

“Sparrow” (The log is speaking to the sparrow) 
8 So he says, “I will not give you the grain of rice. 9 Go away! 

 

10 tũ nɛ kuɳ k-ɛ-ɦ eɦ ɓeɦ? 
 you(s) to who say-P-pres here sit 
 Who says you can sit here?” 
 i.e. Nobody has given you permission to sit here. 
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The sparrow and the log both know that the “answer” to the rhetorical question “who” is 
“nobody”. 

ki ‘what?’ expressing negative evaluation 

“Mongoose” 

55 bʰəle bʰəɠʋon, mẽ e ki kəɾ-e nɑkʰ-i-o. 
 oh.my God I.erg this what do-nonf put.in-pf-G 
 Oh God! What have I gone and done? 
 i.e. I have done a very bad thing. 

 

64 ki, ki, keɽ-o kom s-ɛ? 
 what what what.sort-G work be-P 
 What, what, what sort of deed is this? 
 i.e. This is a very bad thing (I have done). 

The speaker knows that the “answer” to the rhetorical question “what” is “something 
bad”, witness the sentences following these examples: 

56 I have killed an innocent sinless creature. 66 One should not act like this. 

ki (sentence final) = question marker—expressing strong denial 

tũ mɑɾ-o sɑɓ s-e, ki? 
you(s) my-G boss be-P question 
Are you my boss? 
i.e. You should not boss me about. 

This type of rhetorical question is used when the addressee has no authority due to age, 
kinship, or status to be ordering the speaker about. Moreover, the addressee already 
knows this, and knows that the speaker knows. 

nɑ ‘no’ (sentence final) = question tag, expecting an answer in agreement with the 
proposition in the question-expressing irony 

ʋɑɦ ɽe ʋɑɦ! tẽ ɡʰəɳ-o ʈʰɑuk-o kom kəɾ-i-o-ɦ, nɑ? 
wow indeed wow you(s) very-G good-G work do-pf-G-pres no 
Bravo! You have done an excellent job haven’t you?  
i.e. You have made a terrible mess of this! 

This type of rhetorical question is used when the addressee is already aware that he has 
done something badly, and knows that the speaker will consider it as bad. Thus the 
addressee rejects the straightforward interpretation of a compliment, since this would not 
be relevant to the real-life situation. 

In all these examples of rhetorical questions, the hearer must recognize that the 
speaker is not eliciting information, but referring to information which both the speaker 
and hearer already know. The hearer must also recognize, from the current context and 
from previous knowledge stored in mental scenarios of prototypical reactions to such 
information, the specific strong attitude or opinion which the speaker is expressing by 
using the grammatical question form. 
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12.5. Comparative clauses and Hearer-old thing scenarios 
The use of comparative clauses indicates that the speaker regards the information in 

that clause as part of the hearer’s mental scenario bank. Otherwise it would not be 
reasonable to expect the hearer to derive any benefit from the comparison. Such 
information in comparative clauses, therefore, may belong to any information status type 
except NEW. 

Comparative clauses containing GIVEN textual information frequently occur in the 
closure of discourses, as part of the “moral of the story” or summary statement, for 
example (relevant NEW information bolded, comparison marker bolded and underlined, 
Hearer-old information underlined): 
“Michael” 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

 

19 We should all 20 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 
 

21 zəm ɦɑe sokɾ-o ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 just.as this(near) child-G good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 just.as this boy became a good Christian. 

Here the comparative clause in line 21 contains Hearer-old information of the type 
GIVEN textual-current, referring back specifically to line 18 where it is NEW 
information. 

Similarly: 

“My farmwork” 

24 so eʋ-ɑ nəmun-ɑ tʰi kom ɑpɾ-ɑ kʰjɑl tʰi 
 so thus-G manner-G by work own-G thought by 
 So in this way according to my own plan 25 I do my work in a good manner. 

The comparative clause in lines 24 and 25 also contains Hearer-old information of the 
type GIVEN textual-current (and also arguably GIVEN textual-displaced), since it refers 
back generically to all the specific activities mentioned in lines 1 to 23. 

Another example of a Discourse-final comparison comes from the mother’s 
soliloquy in “Mongoose”, lines 54–70, where, having killed the innocent mongoose in 
haste, she reflects on the wisdom of thinking first and acting later: 

“Mongoose” 

66 eɽ-o kom nə kəɾ-ʋ-o kʰəp-ɛ. 
 this.sort-G work not do-inf-G must-P 
 One should not act like this. 

Here the adjective “like this” makes a comparison between any sort of hasty action, and 
the specific hasty action mentioned in lines 41–49, where she kills the mongoose. As far 
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as the speaker is concerned, the action she is referring to is GIVEN situational. As far as 
the audience of the story is concerned, the information type is GIVEN textual-displaced. 

Comparative clauses may also occur in the initial stages of the plot, for example: 
“The lame man and the blind man” 
2 The lame man says to the blind man “Let’s go and steal something”. 
3 So the blind man says “Do you know where something is then”? 
4 So the lame man says “Yes”. 

 

5 “əm nəĩ ɦɑl-õ ɑpe soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ …. 
 thus not go.along-P we.incl theft-G do-inf-G say-P-pres … 
 The blind man says “We won’t go stealing just like that. 

 

6 Go over there where that bird is singing and put a broken pot rim there. 
7 just keep looking whether the bird goes through the broken pot rim or not.” 

The adverb “thus” in line 5 indicates that the event is Hearer-old. At first glance it 
appears that this information is simply GIVEN textual-current, referring back to the NEW 
information in line 2 “going stealing”. However, “thus” does not refer to going stealing 
per se, but to the real life situation in which the suggested theft was taking place, i.e. 
“without consulting omens”, which is information type GIVEN situational. 

The action suggested in line 7, seeing whether the bird will fly through the broken 
pot rim, is a way of checking whether their actions are auspicious. In fact, the bird does 
fly through the pot rim, and the blind man takes this as an auspicious omen. Later on in 
the story, in lines 22 and 34, when the situation seems hopeless, the blind man reminds 
the lame man of this auspicious omen, and they keep on going, finally escaping with the 
loot and being healed. 

One might object that GIVEN information is categorized as focal, and something not 
occurring in the context can hardly be focal. However, the absence of something proto-
typical is indeed focal. For example, in John 4:11 when Jesus offers the Samaritan 
woman living water, she responds “you have nothing to draw water with and the well is 
deep”. Getting water from deep wells prototypically requires a container. 

In the Parkari context, any new venture or journey prototypically requires consulting 
omens to check whether that venture will be successful or not, so “need to check omens” 
is KNOWN inferrable information from the open scenario “theft” and highly focal. Even 
though the Parkari text does not contain the word for “omen”, nor explain the signifi-
cance of the bird flying through the pot rim, the “omen” scenario is opened by the very 
situation of embarking on a new venture, and the explicit mention of a specific omen, the 
bird’s flight, confirms to the Parkari audience that this “omen” scenario is indeed focal to 
the story. 

A similar situation for a Western audience might be: “Let’s get in the car and drive 
round the world”, with the response “We’re not going just like that”, implying that first 
the car should be serviced, insurance arranged, visas and inoculations obtained, etc. The 
lack of suitable preparation for the task in hand is focal, not in the grammar, but because 
the hearer has cultural presuppositions as to what preparation is appropriate. 
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In translation, if the target audience cannot identify what prototypical expectations in 
the open scenario are being violated, then a generic comparison “just like that” will need 
to be made specific, e.g. “We are not going stealing without first checking the omens”, 
“We’re not going round the world without first making proper preparations”. Failure to 
make the comparison clear will cause the audience frustration. Relevance theory (Sperber 
and Wilson 1986) predicts that the more work involved in decoding an utterance, the 
more contextual effects the speaker is promising. When a comparison is left vague, even 
if the audience manages after careful thought to decode the intended meaning, they gain 
no extra contextual effects beyond what could have been stated directly. Only if the 
speaker intended to confuse his audience would a vague comparison offer extra 
contextual effects, i.e. that the author intended to be vague and confusing. 

Comparative clauses or phrases may also occur elsewhere in a narrative, but they 
always mark Hearer-old information, for example: 

“Michael” 
5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 

 

14 ʋɪʃʋɑʃi mənəkʰ to ɦeɽ-ɑ kom nətʰi kəɾ-t-ɑ. 
 Christian people indeed like.this-G work not do-impf-G 
 Christian people don’t behave like this. 

In the original speech interchange, the adjective “like this, such” in line 14, as spoken by 
the ticket inspector, refers to the real life situation of Michael’s travelling without a 
ticket, i.e. information status GIVEN situational. 

For the audience of the narrative, the adjective “like this, such” in line 14 refers back 
to the information in line 5, travelling without paying, which is GIVEN textual-displaced. 

12.6. Relative clauses and Hearer-old scenarios 
Parkari relative clauses, like Greek adjectival Participles, can be used to define a 

specific referent. In Parkari, as in Greek, the use of such restrictive relative clauses indi-
cates that the speaker regards the referent as part of the hearer’s mental scenario bank. 
Otherwise it would not be reasonable to expect the hearer to identify the correct referent. 
Such referents may belong to any information status type except 1 NEW, for example 
(relevant Hearer-new items bolded, relative pronoun bolded and underlined, Hearer-old 
items underlined): 

“Mongoose” 

2 ɦek ɠom mẽ ɦek ɡʰəɾ ɦət-o. 
 one town in one house was-G 
 In a certain town there was a house. 15 The mongoose kept gradually growing bigger 

 

16 ən u-ɑ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɾe-ʋ-ɑ lɑɠ-i-o. 
 and that-G house in dwell-inf-G begin-pf-G 
 and began to live in that house. 
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17 ən ʤ̑eke ɡʰəɾ ɾ-ɑ bʰɑti ɦət-ɑ 
 and whoever house of-G members was-G 
 And all the members of the family, 18 it became friendly with them all. 

Here “house” is first introduced as Hearer-new in line 2 (information status NEW). In line 
16 it is referred to as “that house” (GIVEN textual-displaced). In line 17 the restrictive 
relative clause “whoever were members of the house” is a Hearer-old form and refers to 
the people already prototypically present in the “house” scenario (KNOWN inferrable). 

Similarly: 
“Malo’s wedding” 
2 and then we held Malo’s wedding. 

 

18 ʤ̑eke əmɑɾ-ɑ əziz ħəɠ-ɑ ɦət-ɑ, u ɑ-i-ɑ 
 whoever our-G relative true-G was-G that come-pf-G 
 whoever was a true relative of ours, they came. 

In line 18 the restrictive relative clause “whoever were our true (i.e. close) relatives” is a 
Hearer-old form (KNOWN inferrable) referring to people prototypically present in the 
open “we” scenario (line 2), since humans prototypically have living relatives. 

12.7. Plural of respect and Hearer-old scenarios 
An aspect of Parkari grammar not found in either New Testament Greek or English 

is the use of plural forms for singular referents to mark respect. In Parkari, the plural of 
respect is especially common in second person reference, but also occurs in third person 
reference. Similar patterns of respect marking are found in other Indo-Aryan languages, 
such as Urdu (Barker 1967:Volume 1:20). This grammatical form interrelates with 
scenarios inasmuch as certain mental scenarios in Parkari must include the information 
“plus respect, use plural form of address”. 

Status may not be a prototypical element in a Westerner’s mental scenario, except 
for a limited number of categories, such as royalty, judges, etc. where the status requires 
special forms of address. However, the absence of grammatical marking does not mean 
that the information “plus respect” is not stored in the brain, since respect and disrespect 
can be shown lexically in English, e.g. “Do you want something, then?” as opposed to 
“Could I get you anything, sir?” 

In Parkari, the plural of respect is used when the addressee is singular in number, but 
the speaker wishes to show that person respect. This typically occurs when the speaker is 
of lower social status than the addressee, or when someone of roughly equal status to the 
addressee is asking for a favour, since showing respect encourages compliance. In 
requests, the plural of respect functions similarly to the way “please” is used in English, 
for example (verb bolded, plural morpheme underlined): 
“Sparrow” 

50 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ ɗeʋtɑ k-ɛ-ɦ mũ nɛ mɛ ozəm-iɑ 
 so say-P-pres fire say-P-pres me to don’t douse-fut.impv 
 So the fire says, Don’t put me out! 51 I will burn up the stick. 



12. Parkari Hearer-Old Markers and Scenarios 319 

 

 

52 dʰok-o k-ɛ-ɦ mũ nɛ mɛ ɓɑɭ-iɑ 
 stick-G say-P-pres me to don’t burn(tr)-fut.impv 
 The stick says, Don’t burn me! 53 I will go and beat the dog, he says. 

 

54 kutɾ-o k-ɛ-ɦ mũ nɛ mɛ mɑɾ-iɑ 
 dog-G say-P-pres me to don’t beat-fut.impv 
 The dog says, Don’t beat me! 

Line 50 is spoken to a river, line 52 to a fire, and line 54 to a stick, all singular. The 
plural forms show that the speaker is giving respect to the addressee, who is currently in 
a position of power and threatening the welfare of the speaker, in the hope that the 
addressee will be merciful. 

Because Parkari uses a plural of respect, the second person singular in Parkari 
conveys more information than the second person singular in English, viz., “not plus 
respect”, for example (singular forms bolded): 

“Michael” 
12 Then the inspector said to Michael 

 

13 “tu ̃ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ.” 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres 
 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong.” 

The use of the singular here is expected from the social situation, where the adult ticket 
inspector has a higher social status than a child who is a passenger. In certain situations, 
the relative status marked in Parkari would need to be made explicit in translation other-
wise the attitude of the speaker to the addressee might be lost. 

Similarly, parents would not use the plural form to one of their children, for 
example: 
“Mongoose” 
9 When he came home his mother said 10 Child, this baby mongoose 

 

11 tu ̃ ʋɑpəs sɑ-e ɑʋ (ɑpɾ-ɑ) ɑpɾ-i mɑ ̃kən 
 you(s) back leave-nonf come (own-G) own-G mother to 
 you take back to its own mother. 

Note that the use of the singular does not show disrespect unless the speaker is 
clearly inferior in status to the addressee. An example of this is found in the “Sparrow” 
story, where the sparrow manages by his craftiness to get everyone else, including the 
king, to do his bidding. The sparrow shows no respect to anyone, regardless of status, for 
example: 
16 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ bʰɑtʃɑ bʰɑtʃɑ tu ̃ u-ɑ nɛ ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ nɛ ħəzəm-ɑʋ k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so say-P-pres king king you(s) he-G to carpenter-G to understand-caus say-P-pres 
 So he says, “King, king, you explain to the carpenter” 
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Where the addressees are plural in number, the second person plural form is always 
used and shows neither respect nor disrespect, for example (second person plural 
morphemes bold and underlined): 
“Sparrow” 

19 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ ɾoɳ-iõ ɾoɳ-iõ təme bʰɑtʃɑ ħũ ɾĩɦɑ-e zɑ-o 
 so say-P-pres queen-G queen-G you king from sulk-nonf go-P 
 So he says, “Queens, queens, you get angry with the king!” 

 

“Breadpan” 

1 zəeõ ɦɑe tɑʋɽ-o sɑɽ-o 
 when this breadpan-G raise-P 
 When you put this breadpan onto the fire, 

 

2 təeõ pəsɛ ʤ̑eʋõ nɛ zõ ʃomu nɛ ħɑɗ kəɾ-iɑ. 
 then then Jevon to or Shomu to call do-fut.impv
 then give Jevon or Shomu a call. 

 

3 to ɑpʰ e u təm-õ nɛ ɦeʈʰ ɗeʋtɑ kəɾ-en 
 then selves indeed they you-G to below fire do-nonf 
 Then they will make the fire below [the breadpan] for you 

This “Breadpan” text was spoken by a middle-aged man, Arzan, to myself and my wife, 
hence the plural form. 

In contrast Arzan’s wife, addressing me alone, used the singular form, for example: 
“Malo’s wedding” 

1 ɾɪʧ̑əʈ ɠ-i-o pəɾ-o tũ tʰɑɾ-ɑ mələk mẽ 
 Richard went-pf-G result-G you(s) your(s)-G country in 
 Richard went, you went back to your home country 2 and then we held Malo’s wedding. 

As noted above, the singular form here shows no disrespect since the speaker, being a 
generation older than me, would not be expected to accord me higher status than herself. 

12.8. Chapter summary 
In Parkari, as in New Testament Greek, there are many grammatical constructions 

which not only communicate information but also encode that such information is 
regarded as Hearer-old. These include 

• “when” clauses 
• infinitives 
• passives and subjectless verbs 
• quotations 
• rhetorical questions 
• comparative clauses 
• relative clauses, and 
• plurals of respect. 
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These constructions regularly omit information necessary for accurate understanding, 
since the speaker assumes that the audience will be able to identify such information by 
referring to their own mental scenarios. 

The use of such grammatical constructions corresponds partly to Discourse-new and 
Discourse-old distinctions. However, the surface marking in Parkari can only be ex-
plained by Hearer-old categories including KNOWN inferrable and KNOWN unused, both 
of which refer to information in scenarios stored in long-term memory. These mental 
scenarios, due to culturally and experientially shared cognition, form part of the mutual 
cognitive environment of Relevance Theory, and provide the basis for efficient commu-
nication. Thus a speaker can treat all the contents of these mental scenarios, which he 
shares with his audience, as Hearer-old. Where speaker and audience do not share the 
same cultural scenarios, the speaker will need to make more information explicit in order 
to complement his audience’s existing knowledge. 
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13. Parkari Lexicon and Scenarios 
In Parkari, as in Greek, scenarios affect lexical collocations as well as grammar. This 

chapter shows how scenario structure provides the conceptual basis for understanding 
lexical cohesion and lexical reference in contemporary Parkari texts. I give evidence that 
the co-occurrence of vocabulary in Parkari reflects the scenarios open in the speaker’s 
mind, and hence indicates to the audience which scenarios are currently open in the dis-
course. I also show how scenario theory explains certain lexical patterns in Parkari: the 

• conjoining of lexical items to form lexical doublets 
• use and omission of lexical marking for contraexpectation, and 
• use of causative verbs without making all the participants explicit. 

13.1. Lexical cohesion and scenarios 
Lexical cohesion “refers to the role played by the selection of vocabulary in 

organizing relations within a text” and includes both reiteration and collocation (Baker 
1992:203). The cohesion which depends on reiteration is achieved by coreferential 
marking, whether noun, pronoun, or zero anaphora, whereas the cohesion which depends 
on collocation is achieved by the use of vocabulary which belongs together in organized 
relationships. On the face of it, one would assume that this would be vocabulary from a 
single semantic domain, but this is not true if we restrict semantic domain in the way 
Louw and Nida (1988) have for New Testament Greek. In order to have a role in “organ-
izing relations within a text”, vocabulary must belong within a single scenario, where the 
semantic relationships are already prototypically present. 

For ease of reference I give lexical examples from the English gloss. The Parkari text 
can be found in appendix O. 

Clear examples of lexical cohesion occur in the text “Michael”, where the use of 
vocabulary from a specific scenario helps the audience to recognise which scenario is 
open, thus allowing accurate identification of reference, and the switch to lexical items of 
a different scenario not only opens a new scenario but corresponds to a development of 
the narrative, usually marking the beginning of a new semantic paragraph, for example 
(reiteration underlined, collocation bolded): 

The “boy” scenario 
1 Once there was a boy. 
2 His name was Michael. 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

The “train” scenario 

4 But he used to go to school on the train. 
5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 
6 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 
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The “inspector” scenario 
6 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 
8 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 
9 When he checked his pockets 

10 he found [his] Identity Card in his pocket. 

The “identity” scenario 
10 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 
11 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 
13 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 
14 Christian people don’t behave like this.” 

The “morality” scenario 
5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

13 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 
14 Christian people don’t behave like this. 
15 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 
16 Then this boy became very ashamed, 
17 and became very embarrassed. 
18 Then Michael became a good Christian. 
19 We should all 
20 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 
21 just as this boy became a good Christian. 

It can be readily seen in the examples above that throughout the text lexical cohesion 
is achieved by reiteration of Michael as the main narrative character, using 

• his name 
• a noun with demonstrative adjective, or 
• a pronoun. 

In lines 4, 5, and 15, where the English gloss has a lexical pronoun, the Parkari text has a 
null pronoun (zero). It can also be seen that cohesion is achieved by the collocation of 
specific lexical items which belong in the same scenario and which have a prototypical 
semantic relationship one to the other, which may or may not be explicit in the text. 

Lexical cohesion in terms of organizing relations within sections of the text is 
achieved by the lexical items opening a specific scenario in which the prototypical 
semantic relationships between concepts help the audience interpret relationships left 
implicit in the text. For example, line 4 opens the “train” scenario, in which 

• “fare” (line 5) means “train fare” 
• “inspector” and “tickets” (line 6) mean “ticket inspector” and “train tickets”, and 
• “toilet” and “seat” (line 7) mean “toilet at the end of the railway carriage” and 

“seat in the railway carriage”. 



324 Section 3. Scenarios and Parkari  

 

Lexical cohesion in terms of organizing relations between different sections of the 
text is achieved by the interlinking or chaining of related scenarios. Typically one 
element of an open scenario becomes the core element of a new scenario in the text. 
Hence the 

• “boy” scenario in line 1 leads to “school” in line 3 
• “school” scenario leads, somewhat untypically (note “But”) to “train” in line 4 
• “train” scenario leads to “inspector” in line 6, and foreshadows the “morality” 

scenario by ticketless travel and hiding in lines 5 and 7 
• “inspector” scenario leads to “identity” in line 10 
• “identity” scenario leads to “Christian” in lines 11, 13, and 14, and 
• “Christian” opens the “morality” scenario which dominates the final part of the 

story. 
Interestingly, the “morality” scenario is foreshadowed way back in line 2 for the 

Parkari audience by the name “Michael”, which is postposed for emphasis: 
2 u-ɑ ɾ-o nom ɦət-o mɑekəl. 
 that-G of-G name was-G Michael 
 His name was Michael. 

Among Parkaris, “Michael” is a name used only by Christians, whereas the majority of 
Parkaris are Hindu/animist. So the boy’s name itself opens the “Christian” scenario 
which has “morality” as a central element. 

Another example of lexical cohesion, both between the lexical items within individ-
ual sections of the text, and between the different sections of the text, comes in the text 
“My farmwork”. In this procedural text, reiteration is shown by the frequent use of 
Nonfinal forms to refer back to the preceding Main Verb as the time setting for the next 
set of events, and by use of the first person throughout either as an independent pronoun 
or verbal suffix in the Parkari. To achieve lexical collocation, as in the text “Michael”, 
lexical items within each section are related to a single scenario, and successive sections 
of text are closed and opened by the interlinking or chaining of scenarios. However, in 
this procedural text, the change between scenarios is not plot driven, but time driven, for 
example (reiteration using Parkari Nonfinal forms underlined, collocation bolded). 

The “morning” scenario 
1a Having got up early in the morning 

The “field tour” scenario (also in lines 13 and 16) 
1b I will go to take a walk round the land. 
2 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

The “ploughing” scenario 

3 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
4 The ox-team goes. 
N.B. This is reiterated in 5a with explicit ploughing vocabulary “After ploughing the land”. 
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The “planting sugarcane” scenario 
5 After ploughing the land then I go and cut the sugarcane. 
6 After cutting the sugarcane then having chopped it into sections 
7 then again, back on the land, having made trenches 
8 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 
9 After planting the sugarcane 

10 then I fill it in, fill the trenches in. 

The “watering the crop” scenario 
11 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 
12 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 
13 After closing it then I er take another walk round the land. 
14 Then I close off the channel from the upper mouth. 
15 After closing the channel I come back 
16 and take a tour round the land. 

The “keeping the fields neat” scenario 
17 Then if there are field-walls I trim the walls. 
18 After trimming the walls I keep the walls straight. 
19 If there is a mound, then I dig away the mound and level it up. 
20 And I do fields in turn, trimming them well. 
21 I make all the fields level, 
22 in which the water may come really evenly 
23 and the water may lie in the field just the same amount all over. 

The “evaluative” scenario 
24 So in this way according to my own plan 
25 I do my work in a good manner. 

The use of vocabulary from a single scenario produces lexical cohesion, and such 
vocabulary, by opening a specific scenario allows the audience to interpret implicit 
semantic relationships between explicit items. For example, in 11–16 “let in the water”, 
“channel”, “open”, and “close” are lexically cohesive, as they all belong in the same 
“irrigation” scenario. These lexically cohesive vocabulary items show that the 
“irrigation” scenario is open, and this scenario allows the hearer to understand “it has 
filled” as “the field has been filled to a level of a few inches”, to understand “channel” as 
the “water channel for irrigating the fields” and to understand “upper mouth” as the 
“upper mouth of the irrigation channel where it joins to the irrigation canal”. 

Such lexically cohesive items do not necessarily belong in the same semantic 
domain. For example, “water”, “field”, and “field-wall” are not in the same semantic 
domain as “trimming”, “straight”, “level”, and “evenly”, but they all belong in the one 
scenario of “keeping the fields neat”. These scenarios are clearly experiential. The dif-
ference in agriculture between Parkaris and Westerners make the contents of several 
Parkari scenarios appear unusual. For example, “field-walls” are not stone boundary 
markers but earth banks around each field which allow irrigation water to flood the field 
evenly without flowing away. Thus lexical cohesion through collocation is achieved by 
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the juxtaposition of vocabulary items which refer to concepts stored in the same mental 
scenario, since they co-occur in real life as culturally related concepts. 

The lexical collocations in a text enable the audience to identify which scenarios are 
open, and this enables them to link the vocabulary to semantically interrelated concepts 
in their own mental scenarios. This conceptual relationship between lexical items is what 
produces lexical cohesion throughout a text. This is clearly shown in “Mongoose”, for 
example (collocations bolded): 

The “town” scenario 
2 In a certain town there was a house. 

The “household” scenario 
3 And that house-holder’s name was Premo. 
4 Premo’s son was one Konji. 
9 When he came home his mother said 

17 And all the members of the family, 
20 his baby brother was born, 

The “baby mongoose” scenario 
6 and he caught a mongoose 
7 and he took the baby mongoose 

10 Child, this baby mongoose 
11 you take back to its own mother. 
13 and kept that baby mongoose in his own home 
14 and looked after it. 
15 The mongoose kept gradually growing bigger 
16 and began to live in that house. 

Here again, in the “baby mongoose” scenario, the vocabulary items such as “mon-
goose”, “look after”, and “house” do not belong to the same semantic domains, but they 
do belong conceptually in a single scenario, that of a “pet”, and it is this scenario which 
provides lexical cohesion. In other words, lexical cohesion is simply the natural by-
product of conceptual coherence, and conceptual coherence is based on repeated 
reference to the same mental scenario, since that is where conceptually related concepts 
are stored in the brain. 

So the content of scenarios cannot be limited to a small number of items with fixed 
culturally independent relationships, since the scenario is an idealized conceptual repre-
sentation of real-life relationships. Nevertheless there are certain conceptual relationships 
typically found within scenarios, and these are reflected in the semantic relationships 
between words which regularly co-occur in discourse. This means that there are two 
categories of lexical collocation: lexical items which 

• belong in the same semantic domain and are related by a limited number of fixed 
semantic relationships, and 

• do not belong in the same semantic domain and are related by whatever semantic 
relationships occur in real life experiences. 
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These will be illustrated in turn with Parkari examples. 

13.1.1. Semantic relationships within the same semantic domain 

Relevant items are shown bolded. With specific-generic relations the generic is 
underlined, and with part-whole relations the whole is underlined. 

Specific-specific (specifics belonging to the same generic class) 

“Mongoose”—family members 
3 And that house-holder’s name was Premo. 
4 Premo’s son was one Konji. 
9 When he came home his mother said 

 

“Malo’s wedding”—foodstuffs 
10 Then we got rice. We got three maunds (120 kg.) of rice. 
11 We got some spices. 
12 However we didn’t get a buffalo, we got half a maund of potatoes. 

Specific-generic (specifics referred back to by a generic term) 

“Mongoose” 
3 And that house-holder’s name was Premo. 
4 Premo’s son was one Konji. 
9 When he came home his mother said 

17 And all the members of the family. 
 

“Malo’s wedding” 
10 Then we got rice. We got three maunds (120 kg.) of rice. 
11 We got some spices. 
12 However we didn’t get a buffalo, we got half a maund of potatoes. 
19 Then when they had come we cooked the rice and held the wedding. 
N.B. The Parkari word for “rice” in line 10 means ‘uncooked rice grains’. The different word in line 19 
means ‘cooked rice’ and is used in the sense of the whole meal, including the potatoes and spices, which 
are mixed in with it. 

 

“The lame man and the blind man” 
56 He had opened it, and having opened the pan and the pot he was looking in it. 
N.B. The word for “pan” in 56 means ‘a small pan for cooking curry or rice’ whereas the word 
glossed ‘pot’ is generic for any kind of vessel. 

Generic-specific (generic followed by specifics of that class) 

“Malo’s wedding” 
3 When we held the wedding we had no money at all. 
4 There was not even five rupees in the house. 
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“Malo’s wedding” 
20 In the evening the wedding money was raised, they stayed the night. 
22 and in Richard’s house here only the women stayed. 
23 The men stayed in the tent. 

Part-whole (parts belonging to the same whole) 

“Michael” 
4 But he used to go to school on the train. 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

 

“Mongoose” 
2 In a certain town there was a house. 

 

“Mongoose” 
26 a cobra came into the house, 
28 it came there and raised its hood. 

 

“Malo’s wedding” 
19 Then when they had come we cooked the rice and held the wedding. 
20 In the evening the wedding money was raised, they stayed the night. 
26 Then we gave the bridegroom the ritual showing. 
28 Then the drum went and got forgotten. 
29 Then having taken the Datsun we went anyway straight to the church. 
34 and then we held the wedding, read the marriage. 
N.B. In line 19 “wedding” is used in the generic sense of all the activities involved, i.e. the whole script 
from the “wedding” scenario. In line 34 “wedding” is clarified by the loan word nɪkɑ glossed ‘marriage’, 
i.e. the formal legal and religious ceremony as performed by the Church. 

Synonyms 

“Michael” 
16 Then this boy became very ashamed, 
17 and became very embarrassed. 

 

“My farmwork” 
1b I will go to take a walk round the land. 
16 and take a tour round the land. 

 

“My farmwork” 
20 And I do fields in turn, trimming them well. 
25 I do my work in a good manner. 

Coreferential nouns or noun phrases 

“Michael” 
1 Once there was a boy. 

12 Then the inspector said to Michael 
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“Mongoose” 
6 and he caught a mongoose 
7 and he took the baby mongoose 

 

“Mongoose” 
41 A little while later, the boy’s mother came. 
45 The lady thought in her heart that this mongoose 

 

“Mongoose” 
4 Premo’s son was one Konji. 

10 Child, this baby mongoose 

Note that the same noun used in line 10 for Konji is used again in line 53 to refer to 
his baby brother: 

“Mongoose” 
10 Child, this baby mongoose 
53 and the child is there playing. 

This shows that the assignment of reference must be made not at word level, but at 
scenario level. The same lexical item in the same text may have different referents, 
depending on the scenario currently open, which is determined from the events and items 
mentioned in the text. Since the audience relies on the scenario in order to identify 
reiteration, achieving lexical cohesion by reiteration also depends on the scenario. 

Antonyms 

“Michael” 
20 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 

 

“My farmwork” 
1b I will go to take a walk round the land. 
2 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

It is of interest that Parkari has several pairs of rhyming antonyms, where the 
“positive” one of the pair has the initial consonant /ħ/ (possibly related historically to the 
Sanskrit prefix su ‘good’), thus resulting in the lexical cohesion being paralleled by 
phonological similarity, for example: 

Negative  Positive  

ɗəkʰ grief ħəkʰ happiness 

ɗoɾo difficult ħoɾo easy 

ɑʋo left ħɑʋo right 

oɭo wrong way round ħoɭo right way round 

mõɡʰo expensive ħõɡʰo inexpensive, cheap 

kəputəɾ disobedient, naughty ħəputeɾ obedient, well behaved 
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Corollaries 

“Mongoose” 
36 Finally the mongoose killed the snake. 
52 there is a snake lying dead at the side of the cot. 

 

“Mongoose” 
10 Child, this baby mongoose 
11 you take back to its own mother. 

13.1.2. Semantic relationships in the same scenario but not in the same 
semantic domain 

Vocabulary belonging to the same time-space-activity frame 

Times and related events 
“Michael” 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

“My farmwork” 
1 Having got up early in the morning 

 

“Malo’s wedding” 
20 In the evening the wedding money was raised, they stayed the night. 
N.B. In Parkari culture, the bridegroom’s guests arrive at his village in the evening, and give wedding 
money to the groom’s father to help cover the wedding costs. 

Places and related events 
“Michael” 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

“Michael” 
4 But he used to go to school on the train. 
6 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 

Places and related participants 
“Michael” 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

“Michael” 
4 But he used to go to school on the train. 
6 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 

Participants and related events 

“Michael” 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 
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“Michael” 
6 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 

Vocabulary belonging to the sequential development of time-space-activity 

“Malo’s wedding” (time) 
20 In the evening the wedding money was raised, they stayed the night. 
25 Then early in the morning at eight o’clock the Datsun came. 

 

“Mongoose” (space) 
23 went outside to fetch water. [i.e. to a well] 
41 A little while later, the boy’s mother came. 
42 And she came to the doorway and saw … 
50 After she had killed it, when she went inside the house 

 

“My farmwork” (activity) 
12 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 

Vocabulary belonging to sequential stages of a script 

“My farmwork” 
6 After cutting the sugarcane then having chopped it into sections 

 

“Mongoose” 
13 and kept that baby mongoose in his own home 
14 and looked after it. 

Vocabulary belonging to the sequential development of cause and effect 

“Michael” 
6 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

 

“Michael” 
9 When he checked his pockets 

10 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 

Vocabulary belonging to the sequential development of plot, i.e. problem and resolution 

“Michael” 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 
8 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

 

“Michael” 
15 “So why are you doing wrong like this?” 
18 Then Michael became a good Christian. 
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Vocabulary related metaphorically 

“Mongoose” 
66 One should not act like this. [literally, do such work] 
67 One should always be patient. 
68 since the fruit of patience is always sweet. 

The word “fruit” is linked metaphorically with the word “work” in the “patience” 
scenario, as is shown by the Parkari saying “The fruit of patience is sweet”. Here, the 
“work” of killing the innocent mongoose is the “fruit”, i.e. result, of lack of patience. Had 
the woman first patiently checked the facts, she would not have done this evil deed, and 
the “fruit” of her patience would have been “sweet fruit”, i.e. a good response to the 
situation. 

13.1.3. Textual coherence and scenario mismatch 

Research into human cognition has shown that the time taken to verify the semantic 
relationship between two lexical items depends on the strength of the experiential link 
between the concepts those lexical items refer to, and this suggests that concepts are 
stored in semantically and hierarchically structured mental networks which consequently 
link the lexical items tagged to those concepts (Collins and Quillian 1972; Collins and 
Loftus 1975). This evidence suggests that the link between lexical cohesion and scenarios 
is part of all human cognition. 

However, the specific concepts which are related within a given scenario vary from 
culture to culture. Many scenarios include elements common to all humanity, e.g. the 
“childbirth” scenario must include a mother, a child, and an umbilical cord. Yet even this 
scenario has elements which are culturally determined, e.g. probable age of mother, place 
and mode of delivery, presence or absence of a professional medical person, etc. Conse-
quently, where the audience does not share the scenarios of the writer, for example non-
Parkaris hearing a Parkari text, the speaker’s lexical cohesion is not perceived by the 
audience, but rather they see the lexicon as random, and both lexical cohesion and 
semantic coherence is lost. 

A clear example of this is in the “wedding” scenario, which is very different for 
English and Parkari people, due to different cultural backgrounds (items in both Parkari 
and English “wedding” scenarios are underlined, items not in the English “wedding” 
scenario are bolded), for example: 
“Malo’s wedding” 
2 and then we held Malo’s wedding. 

10 Then we got rice. We got three maunds (120 kg.) of rice. 
11 We got some spices. 
12 However we didn’t get a buffalo, we got half a maund of potatoes. 
14 The feeding of the groom (at different houses) went on for eight days. 
20 In the evening the wedding money was raised, they stayed the night. 
21 The tent was pitched 
25 Then early in the morning at eight o’clock the Datsun came. 
26 Then we gave the bridegroom the ritual showing. 
28 Then the drum went and got forgotten. 
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29 Then having taken the Datsun we went anyway straight to the church. 
31 one bridegroom came there from Matli. 
32 My son Malo’s wedding party went. 
34 and then we held the wedding, read the marriage. 
35 The vicar came, Bashir Din from Hyderabad. 

The marriage, church, bridegroom, and vicar are part of the “wedding” scenario in 
both Parkari Christian culture and English culture (though the detailed scenario for each 
element is by no means identical). However, rice, spices, buffalo meat, or potatoes are 
not in the “wedding meal” section of an English “wedding” scenario. Nor does an 
English “wedding” scenario include 

• prewedding meals for the groom throughout the neighbourhood 
• wedding money 
• tents for the guests 
• open-backed Datsun vans to take the guests to the wedding, 
• ritual “showings” of the groom 
• drums for the dancing, or 
• groom’s wedding parties travelling to the wedding en masse. 

Yet all these items are prototypically present in the Parkari wedding scenario. Indeed, 
most of the similar elements, such as reading the marriage ceremony, churches, and 
vicars, are only part of the “wedding” scenario for the minority of Parkaris who are 
Christians. 

It is, of course, possible to change the audience’s scenarios by the lexical 
collocations within the text. No doubt, as you read this, your scenario for “weddings” is 
being altered by the addition of a Parkari subsection, containing new conceptual links and 
lexical collocations. However, when a speaker is trying to create a new scenario or alter 
an existing one, he cannot assume that the audience is able to correctly infer implicit 
information or implicit semantic links between explicit items. Consequently, he must be 
more explicit than when he and his audience share scenarios, e.g. instead of “The tent 
was pitched” he may say “The tent was pitched for accommodating the wedding guests 
overnight”. 

As with the “wedding” scenario, the Parkari “farming” scenario contains not only 
elements common to the English scenario (underlined) but also elements which are 
clearly different (bolded), for example: 
“My farmwork” 
1 Having got up early in the morning 

I will go to take a walk round the land. 
3 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
4 The ox-team goes. 
5 After ploughing the land then I go and cut the sugarcane. 
8 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 
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12 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 
17 Then if there are field-walls I trim the walls. 
19 If there is a mound, then I dig away the mound and level it up. 

Getting up early, looking round the fields, and ploughing belong in the “farming” 
scenario of both languages and cultures, but in the English scenario 

• oxen are not used for ploughing 
• sugarcane is not a crop planted, and 
• the whole planting method is different. 

The Parkari scenario for watering crops is by irrigation, so fields have earthen walls 
surrounding them, trenches are made in the fields, and after planting, water is run from 
irrigation channels into the fields to fill the bottom of the trenches. If the fields have 
humps and hollows, the water will not flow everywhere. Even the word for “plant” in line 
8 refers only to the transplanting of a crop, such as rice seedlings or sugarcane sections, 
into a field which is or will be flooded. 

Such scenario mismatch makes the flow of discourse unpredictable for a foreign 
reader. The unusual may seem normal, for example: 

“Michael” 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 
4 But he used to go to school on the train. 

Michael’s travelling to school by train is marked as contrary to expectation, but this is 
not an uncommon way to travel to school in the South of England. For Parkaris, however, 
this is very unusual, since almost all live in rural areas, away from roads and railways, 
and most children must walk to school if they go at all. 

And again the normal may seem unusual: 
“Michael” 
10 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 

Parkaris would expect a schoolchild of secondary age to carry an Identity Card, as legally 
required. But Identity Cards are not part of a UK schoolboy scenario, but belong to a 
police or military scenario. Someone may use a student card or driver’s licence to prove 
identity, but they would not carry an “identity card” in their pocket. 

Some Parkari texts seem to Westerners to lack lexical cohesion altogether, e.g. the 
opening of “The lame man and the blind man”: 

2 The lame man says to the blind man “Let’s go and steal something”. 
3 So the blind man says “Do you know where something is then?” 
4 So the lame man says “Yes”. 
5 The blind man says “We won’t go stealing just like that. 
6 Go over there where that bird is singing and put a broken pot rim there. 
7 Just keep looking whether the bird goes through the broken pot rim or not”. 
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8 So he says “Blind man”, its the lame man talking, 
 “Blind man, the bird did go through the pot rim.” 
9 So he says “Now, when night falls, then we will go stealing”. 

Here, the lame man suggests going to steal something, but the blind man refuses to 
go “just like that” and tells the lame man to see whether a bird flies through a broken pot 
rim. Once assured that the bird does, the blind man agrees that “now” they will go 
stealing. Parkari has two words for “now”, ɦəmɳɛ meaning ‘at this time’ and ɦəʋɛ 
meaning ‘in this situation’. The use of ɦəʋɛ ‘now’ in line 9 indicates that the situation has 
been changed by the bird’s action. 

These diverse elements do not belong together in any English scenario, so the text 
seems to lack lexical cohesion. However, Parkari Hindus do not start any activity without 
first consulting the omens, and the behaviour of birds is a typical omen. Thus these words 
all fit naturally into the Parkari “omen” scenario providing lexical cohesion. 

In this story, the bird’s flying through the pot rim is a good omen for the central 
characters, and thereafter, every time they meet an obstacle, the blind man reminds the 
lame man of this good omen, and they carry on undaunted. These opening lines, then, 
provide the setting of an auspicious omen which is a recurring theme throughout the 
story. Yet the word “omen” is never explicitly mentioned. Consequently, the story is hard 
for a Westerner to make sense of, since textual coherence relies heavily on lexical 
cohesion to indicate which scenarios are open. 

In translation, where there is scenario mismatch, it will often be necessary to make 
explicit the relationship between lexical items and the scenario they are part of, for 
example: 

“Malo’s wedding” 
28 Then the drum went and got forgotten. 

A meaning-based translation might well say: “Then we forgot the drum, which we 
needed for accompanying the traditional wedding dances.” 

Similarly: 
“The lame man and the blind man” 
5 The blind man says “We won’t go stealing just like that”. 

A meaning-based translation might well say “We won’t go stealing just like that, without 
checking the omens”. 

Such adjustments in the form of the text do not alter the meaning or cohesion of the 
original text. Rather they are compensating for the mismatch of scenarios between the 
original speaker and the new audience, by making explicit in the translation the same 
cohesion which was implicit in the original text. 

13.1.4. Textual coherence and metaphorically linked scenarios 

Parkari discourse containing metaphorical language may seem to lack lexical cohe-
sion to an English audience, since Parkari metaphorical links are not the same as English 
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metaphorical links. Metaphors are not usually individual creative linkings of different 
items, but whole scenarios are linked by a central metaphorical link, and this spawns 
whole clusters of related metaphors (Lakoff and Johnson 1980). So in a Parkari text, 
vocabulary from a metaphorical scenario would be automatically linked to a literal 
scenario for the author and for a Parkari audience, but to a Western reader this 
vocabulary may appear unrelated. 

For example, Parkari sayings frequently contain metaphors. Parkari has a common 
metaphorical link between people and their actions and trees and their fruit, for example: 

“Tree” scenario 
 a tree produces fruit 
 a good tree produces sweet fruit 
 a bad tree produces sour fruit 

 

“Person” scenario 
 a person produces actions 
 a good person produces good actions 
 a bad person produces bad actions 

This connection is shown in the common saying: 

ʤ̑eʋ-o ʋəɳ teʋ-o meʋ-o. 
as-G tree so-G fruit-G 
As the tree, so the fruit. 
= As the person, so the deed, i.e. a person’s actions reveal their nature. 

New Testament Greek also uses this “tree and fruit” metaphor, though typically it 
uses specific terms from a Palestinian setting, rather than generic terms. The Parkari 
saying can be used in translation to clarify the New Testament metaphor, ensuring that it 
is understood metaphorically not literally, for example: 
 James 3:12 

συκῆ ἐλαίας ποιῆσαι ἢ ἄμπελος σῦκα; 
fig-tree olives will-produce or grape-vine figs 
Parkari: As the tree, so the fruit. Can the fruits of olive occur on the tree of fig? Or can can the 
fruits of fig occur on the vine of grapes? 

As noted above, there is a similar saying which uses another word for fruit as a 
metaphor: 
səbʰəɾ ɾ-o pʰəl mɪʈʰ-o s-ɛ. 
patience of-G fruit sweet-G be-P 
The fruit of patience is sweet. 
= The result of patience is good, i.e. a patient person does good actions and receives good rewards. 
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This saying is the basis for the “fruit” metaphor in the “Mongoose” text: 
“Mongoose” 
56 I have killed an innocent sinless creature. 
62 Why was I not patient? 
63 Why did I not first look inside the house? 
64 What, what, what sort of deed is this? 
65 But then she thought in her heart 
66 One should not act like this. 
67 One should always be patient. 

 

68 tɑke səbʰəɾ ɾ-o pʰəl ɦəmeʃɑ ̃mɪʈʰ-o s-ɛ. 
 so.that patience of-G fruit always sweet-G be-P 
 since the fruit of patience is always sweet. 

Note that the act of killing the innocent mongoose is the result or “fruit” of lack of 
patience. Had the woman first patiently checked the facts, she would not have done this 
evil deed, and the result or “fruit” of her patience would have been “sweet fruit”, i.e. a 
good response to the situation. The two Parkari sayings above show that “patience” is 
metaphorically regarded as a “good tree”. These metaphorically related scenarios are 
charted below in parallel, with the explicit references bold: 
“Tree” scenario 
 a good tree produces sweet fruit (68) 
 a bad tree produces sour fruit 

 

“Patience” scenario 
 patience (62, 68) produces good actions 
 impatience produces (bad) actions (56, 64, 66) 

That is 
a good tree = patience produces sweet fruit = good actions 
a bad tree = impatience produces sour fruit = (bad) actions 

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) also point out that scenarios are linked metaphorically 
due to a perceived similarity, and some of these perceived similarities are rooted in phys-
iological realities, such as anger increasing the blood supply near the skin’s surface, so 
creating extra surface heat. This metaphorical connection of anger and heat also occurs in 
Parkari, though not in the texts quoted here: 

 “heat” scenario “anger” scenario 

ɓəɭʋo to burn to be angry 

ɠəɾəm hot angry 

ʈʰəɾʋo to cool down to calm down 



338 Section 3. Scenarios and Parkari  

 

The parallel scenarios may be charted as follows: 
“heat” scenario 
 burning makes things hot 
 time makes things cool down 

 

“anger” scenario 
 becoming angry makes people angry 
 time makes people calm down 

Similarly, there is a metaphorical connection in both English and Parkari between 
death and shame, based no doubt on physical feelings. The English phrase “die of 
embarrassment” is exactly paralleled in Parkari, for example: 
“Michael” 
16 Then this boy became very ashamed, 
  

 

17 ən lɑɗ͡ʒ-e məɾ-i-o. 
 and embarrassment-loc die-pf-G 
 and became very embarrassed (literally, ‘died in embarrassment’). 

This is just one example of a metaphorical connection between death and negative 
feelings, physical or emotional, in both English and Parkari, for example: 

 Literal Metaphorical 

məɾʋo to die to be strongly affected by a negative feeling 

lɑɗ͡ʒe məɾʋo to die in embarrassment to be very embarrassed and ashamed 

bʰuke məɾʋo to die in hunger to be very hungry 

təɾɦe məɾʋo to die in thirst to be very thirsty 

Although some metaphors are common to many languages, metaphorical links 
between scenarios are not universal. The same metaphorical form does not necessarily 
have the same meaning across languages, so metaphors must be recognized as such, and 
translated according to their meaning, for example: 

Parkari Literal translation Meaning 

u-ɑ ɾ-o ħɑɗ pəɽ-e ɠ-i-o. His voice dropped. He lost his voice. 

13.2. Lexical doublets and scenarios 
Parkari, like Greek, has lexical doublets. Indeed the use of doublets is a very 

noticeable characteristic of Parkari, along with Urdu and several other Indo-Iranian 
languages (see appendix P). These doublets consist of two words, at least one of which is 
an independent word, combined in a set order. I argue that such doublets, as in Greek, 
refer not simply to the referents of the individual words, but to the whole scenario to 
which those referents belong. 
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13.2.1. Urdu doublets 

Barker (1967:Volume 1:474) comments on the form and derivation of doublets in 
Urdu. He notes the fixed order of elements, and the irregular conjoining, where (instead 
of the regular Urdu copula /əʊɾ/ ‘and’) doublets derived from Persian have an explicit 
copula /o/ and Urdu doublets have no copula at all. Barker lists three types with examples 
(here transcribed in IPA). 

“Persian Copulative Compounds” 

Some are written as single words in Urdu, functioning “as a unitary word in the 
intonation pattern” (ibid.), for example: 
/ɑboɦəʋɑ/ F1 [np] climate. 
 [Two nouns: /ɑb/ ‘water’ (which does not occur independently in Urdu with this meaning) 
 + /ɦəʋɑ/ ‘air, wind’, which does occur as a separate Urdu word.] 

 

/ɑmədoɾəft/ F1 [np] communication, transportation. 
 [Two past stems: /ɑməd/ from the root /ɑmə/ ‘come’ and /ɾəft/ from /ɾəf/ ‘go’.] 

 

/bəndobəst/ M1 [np] arrangement, management. 
 [Present and past stem of the same verb root /bəs/ ‘tie, bind’ …] 

Others are written as separate words, for example: 
/dəɾd o ɣəm/ ‘pain and grief’ (/dəɾd/ M1 ‘pain’ and /ɣəm/ ‘grief, sorrow’) 

Urdu doublets 

These conjoin two nouns with no copula, for example: 
/ʧ̑ʰʊɾi kɑʈ̃ɑ/ ‘knife [and] fork’ 

/dɪn ɾɑt/ ‘day [and] night’ 

/kʰɑnɑ pinɑ/ ‘food [and] drink’ 

“Echo compounds” 

These “consist of a word preceded or followed by a jingling, rhyming repetition of 
itself. The repeated portion is always modified in some fashion: the first consonant may 
be replaced by another, the first vowel of the word may be substituted by another, or the 
whole stem may be altered in some manner” (ibid.), for example: 

/ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ ‘tea and things, tea and all that goes with it, tea, etc., etc.’ 

Barker comments briefly on the semantic aspects of these doublets. He notes that 
conjoined items “are almost synonymous” or “share some common semantic feature” and 
that “echo compounds” signify “vague inclusiveness”. I would go further, and say that 
the conjoined items in Urdu doublets always belong in a single scenario, and doublets 
always refer to that whole scenario. This is especially clear in Barker’s example 
/ɑboɦəʋɑ/ ‘climate’ which literally means ‘water and air’. 
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Reference of Indo-Iranian doublets to a single scenario is beautifully illustrated by 
the following example from Pashtu: 

/ɣɾe o ʋɾe/ ‘mountains and doors’ = variety of topics, no particular topic 

At first glance, this doublet seems to disprove my hypothesis, since there is no single 
prototypical scenario where mountains and doors belong. However, the meaning of the 
doublet reflects this fact, since it means ‘miscellaneous, anything at all’, i.e. it refers to a 
scenario in which anything at all may fit. 

Barker’s definition of the compound /ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ (from /ʧ̑ɑe/ ‘tea’) as “tea and things, 
tea and all that goes with it, tea, etc., etc.” comes close to my own definition of its mean-
ing as ‘the tea scenario’. He recognizes that /ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ means more than just ‘tea’, but 
assumes tea must be included. However, I am informed by mother tongue Urdu speakers, 
that /ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ need not include tea at all, since one can accept the offer of /ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ and 
then request a cold drink. This proves that the meaning is not “tea, etc.” but “anything 
which is prototypical within the tea scenario”. Similarly, the couplet /kʰɑnɑ ʋɑnɑ/ from 
/kʰɑnɑ/ ‘food’ can refer to snacks like samosas. Such snacks cannot be referred to as 
/kʰɑnɑ/ ‘food’ since they are not a proper meal. So /kʰɑnɑ ʋɑnɑ/ does not mean “food, 
etc.” but “whatever belongs in the food scenario”, including light snacks. 

13.2.2. Parkari doublets 

I argue that the function of doublets in Parkari, as in Urdu, is to lexicalize the 
scenarios in which the discrete items naturally belong, rather than to refer to the discrete 
items themselves. This parallels the use of lexical doublets in New Testament Greek. 

In Parkari, as in Urdu and Greek, doublets are formed from two independent words 
which belong in a single scenario (usually nouns, but also verbs, adjectives, and adverbs). 
These words occur in a fixed order with no copula, and the resulting doublet does not 
simply refer to those two words combined, but to the whole scenario they belong to, for 
example: 
/mɑl/ = ‘livestock, domestic animals’ 

/mɪlɠət/ = ‘wealth, money’ 

/mɑl mɪlɠət/ = ‘property, possessions, cash, clothes, houses, cars’ 
Clothes, houses and cars are not part of either /mɑl/ or /mɪlɠət/. 

 

/nom/ = ‘name’ 

/nɪʃon/ = ‘sign’ 

/nom nɪʃon/ = ‘any trace’ (e.g. re. a town, no memory or trace of it will remain) 
 

/ɑz/ = ‘today’ 

/kɑl/ = ‘yesterday’ 

/ɑz kɑl/ = ‘nowadays’ 
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However, in Parkari, as in Urdu, doublets may also be formed in which only the first 
word exists independently, and the second part is a nonsense element. Such doublets 
refer not to the first noun alone, but to the whole scenario of which the first noun is the 
title, or prototypical element. 

This nonsense element is characterized by either alliteration or rhyme, for example: 

Doublets with alliteration 

/pəiɦo/ = ‘paisa’ (a coin, now no longer in use) 

/pəiɦo pẽʤ̑əɾ/ = ‘money’ (including coins and notes) 
 

/bʰopo/ = ‘shaman’ 

/bʰopo bʰəɾɽo/ = ‘shaman, magician, etc.’ 

Doublets with rhyme 

In these doublets the independent word is repeated, with a different initial consonant 
substituted, to make a reduplicated nonsense word. This reduplication can occur with any 
noun, and also with verbs, though less frequently. In Parkari, the normal reduplicative 
consonant is an implosive b /ɓ/. Again, the effect of this kind of reduplication is to make 
clear lexically that the reference is not to an individual item, but to the scenario of which 
it could be considered a title, for example: 
/ʧo ̃̑ ɦ/ = ‘tea’ 

/ʧo ̃̑ ɦ ɓõɦ/ = the whole scenario of ‘drinking tea’, including whatever else prototypically is related to that 

This allows the following conversations: 

“Will you drink /ʧõ̑ ɦ/ (tea)?” “No, I’ll have a cold drink.” 

“Will you drink /ʧõ̑ ɦ ɓõɦ/ (tea reduplicated)?” “Yes, I’ll have a cold drink.” 

Other examples include: 
/luɡʰɽɑ/ = ‘clothes’ 

/luɡʰɽɑ ɓuɡʰɽɑ/ = ‘clothes and other items of apparel’, such as shoes, hats, etc. 
 

/ɠɑeɳ/ = ‘singing’ 

/ɠɑeɳ ɓɑeɳ/ = ‘singing and/or other entertainment’ 
 

/ʤ̑o/ = ‘Joe’ 

/ʤ̑o ɓo/ = ‘Joe and other like minded people’ 
 

/upɑɽiɑ mẽ/ = ‘in lifting’ 

/upɑɽiɑ ɓupɑɽiɑ mẽ/ = ‘in lifting or any similar physical activity’ 

A few common nouns have different fixed forms or reduplication, but the function is 
still to refer not to the independent noun, but to the wider scenario of which it is the 
prototypical element, for example: 
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/bʰimɑɾəi/ = ‘illness, disease’ 

/bʰimɑɾəi ʃimɑɾəi/ = ‘illness, disease, or similar catastrophe’ 
 

/zɑt/ = ‘caste, ethnic group’ 

/zɑt pɑt/ =’ the caste system, racial discrimination’ 

Examples of doublets from Parkari texts: 
“Mongoose” 

14 u-ɑ ɾ-əi pɑləɳ poʃ kəɾ-əi. 
 that-G of-G tending nourishing do-G 
 and looked after it. 

 

69 peɾɦĩ soʧ̑-ʋ-o ʋiʧ̑ɑɾ-ʋ-o, 
 first think-inf-G ponder-inf-G 
 First one should think carefully, 

Also (from texts not included in appendix O): 

“Devu’s TB” 

17 ən pɑɦ-ɑ ɓɑɦ-ɑ zo-i-ɑ, 
 and side-G (rhyme)-G look-pf-G 
 and looked at her sides and so forth, 
Here a doctor was checking a girl over for signs of TB, including listening to her rib cage with a stethoscope. 

 

“Devu’s TB” 

100 ɦəʋɛ sokɾ-əi mɑɾ-əi ħɑz-əi ħoɾ-əi s-ɛ. 
 now child-G my-G complete-G easy-G be-P 
 Now my daughter is fit and well. 

 

“Why I’m a Christian” 

69 əm-õ nɛ sokɾ-o to əm-õ nɛ ʈʰɑuk-o ʈʰik lɑɠ-ɛ-ɦ. 
 us-G to child-G emph us-G to good-G fine seem-P-pres 
 Our boy seems good and fine to us. 

There are some doublets which might appear to refer simply to the two discrete 
named items, rather than to a single scenario. These doublets consist of two meaningful 
words referring to items that prototypically belong together, for example: 
Urdu 

/tiɾ kəmɑn/ ‘arrow bow’ = ‘bow and arrow’ 

/ʃəlʋɑɾ qəmis/ ‘baggy-trousers long-shirt’ = ‘shalwaar qameez’, traditional Pakistani wear of baggy 
trousers and long shirt 
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Parkari 

/ħəɾ dʰənoɽ/ ‘arrow bow’ = ‘bow and arrow’ 

/ħutʰəɳ kʰəmis/ ‘baggy-trousers long-shirt’ = ‘shalwaar qameez’, 

There is, however, evidence that these are indeed couplets signifying a single 
scenario, rather than simply the conjoining of two items, that is: 

Grammatical form:  there is no copula between the nouns 
Syntactic order:  the word order of the two lexical items is fixed 
Semantic clues:  in some contexts more than the two individual items is indicate 

For example, in both Urdu and Parkari, using the above doublets, “He killed his 
enemies with bow and arrow” would not imply that only a single arrow was used. 
Similarly, although “He is wearing shalwar qameez” means he is wearing baggy trousers 
and a long loose shirt, “She is wearing shalwaar qameez” means she is wearing baggy 
trousers, a long loose shirt, and a “dupatta” or headcloth, i.e. traditional women’s 
clothing for the majority community in Pakistan. 

The appropriate use of doublets in translation not only makes the translation more 
natural, but can be used to alert the target audience to important scenarios in the text. 

See also: Appendix P. Types of Doublet Used to Lexicalize Scenarios 

13.3. Contraexpectation markers and scenarios 

Contraexpectation markers are clear pointers to mental scenarios, since the contra-
expectation clause is contrasted with the hearer’s expectation, i.e. the prototypical item in 
the hearer’s preexisting mental scenario, for example: 
“Michael” 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

4 pəɳ ɾel ɠɑ-i mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul zɑ-t-o. 
 but rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 
 But he used to go to school on the train. 

 

5 pəɳ ɦəmeʃ ʋəɠəɾ bʰɑɽ-ɛ zɑ-t-o. 
 but always without fare-loc go-impf-G 
 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 

As already noted, the “but” in line 4 shows that travelling by train is not prototypical 
in the Parkari scenario “going to school”. Travelling to school by train presupposes that 
both village and school are near a railway station, and that the parents have enough mon-
ey to pay the fares. Since most Parkari children live out in rural areas, far from roads and 
railway lines, those that go to school usually walk. Due to poverty, few could afford to 
use public transport to get to school, even if it were available. Clearly then, travelling by 
train is not a prototypical element of the “going to school” scenario in the Parkari 
context, hence the speaker marks the contraexpectation lexically. Similarly, the “but” in 
line 5 shows that “travel without paying” is contraexpectation to the scenario of line 4 
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“travel by train”. Again “but” marks lexically that this element is not prototypical in the 
open scenario. Often, as in this story, it is these nonprototypical elements of a narrative 
which give clues to the development of the plot. 

To an English audience, “but” in line 5 seems natural. However, “but” in line 4 
seems awkward, since the English “going to school” scenario includes travel by train as 
one of several options, and is not markedly unusual. 

So contraexpectation is in light of the speaker’s and audience’s mental scenarios, 
which are based on their cultural experiences. The following example concerns prep-
arations for a prewedding-feast for the speaker’s son: 
“Malo’s wedding” 

12 pɑ-o to nə lidʰ-o, ədʰ məɳ pəʈɑʈ-ɑ lidʰ-ɑ. 
 buffalo-G contraexp not took-G half maund potato-G took-G 
 However we didn’t get a buffalo, we got half a maund of potatoes. 

To understand the contraexpectation marker here, one needs to know that in Parkari 
culture, a young male water buffalo is the ideal food for a big feast such as this—if you 
can afford it. Unfortunately, the speaker could not. 

The word “to”, glossed as contraexpectation, and translated here as ‘however’, never 
occurs clause-initial since it marks that the preceding word is unexpected in relationship 
to the co-text or situational context. Line 12 could be overtranslated as ‘Although you 
would have expected us to get a buffalo, we didn’t. We got half a maund of potatoes 
instead’. In contrast, the word pəɳ ‘but’, as in “Michael” lines 4 and 5 above, always 
occurs clause initial and marks that the following clause is unexpected in relationship to 
the preceding clause or sentence. 

Another common marker of contraexpectation is the use of the question word kəm 
‘why?’ in rhetorical questions, showing the speaker’s surprise at the situation, and 
implying rebuke, for example: 
“Michael” 
14 Christian people don’t behave like this. 

 

15 to kəm ɦeɽ-ɑ ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o. 
 so(result) why like.this-G wrong work do-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 So why are you doing wrong like this? 

Here the contraexpectation marking shows that the speaker (the ticket-collector) expects 
Christians to live up to their beliefs. 

Compare: 

“Mongoose” 
61 She thought in her mind 
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62 mɛ ̃kəm nə səbʰəɾ kəɾ-i-o? 
 I.erg why not patience do-pf-G 
 Why was I not patient? 

 

63 kəm nə mɛ ̃peɾɦĩ zɑ-en ɡʰəɾ mẽ zo-i-o? 
 why not I.erg first go-nonf house in see-pf-G 
 Why did I not first look inside the house? 

Here the contraexpectation marking shows that the speaker expects people, including 
herself, to be patient and find out the facts before acting, rather than acting rashly. 

Although contraexpectation is often lexically marked, the phenomenon of 
contraexpectation can exist without formal markers, since contrast between the current 
event and the prototypical contents of the open scenario itself can provide the semantic 
element of contraexpectation, for example (Hearer-old open scenario underlined): 

“Michael” 
11 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 
12 Then the inspector said to Michael 

 

13 “tũ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ …”. 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres … 
 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 

 
14 Christian people don’t behave like this. 
15 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 

In line 13 Michael’s being a Christian is presented as Hearer-old, since the inspector 
discovered this in line 11, and Michael knew it all along. Why then is this Hearer-old 
information introduced in line 13 as part of the scenario “doing wrong”? Lines 14 and 15 
make it quite clear that Michael’s actions are wrong, and the kind of behaviour which 
Christians do not (prototypically) do. Clearly then, the collocation of “Christian” and 
“wrong” in line 13 is intended to show contraexpectation implicitly, due to the 
incompatibility between what is actually happening and the audience’s culturally 
conditioned scenario of a “Christian”. 

As argued above, Nonfinal forms in Parkari, like Participles in Greek, refer to 
Hearer-old information in the nuclear scenario. Where these devices are used to mark 
contraexpectation, the lexical items do belong in the nuclear scenario, but the 
prototypical relationship is marked as negative, i.e. “Christians do not do wrong”. (This 
parallels the Greek usage in John 9:25: “being blind, now I see” where the mere 
juxtaposition of contradictory elements provides implicit contraexpectation.) 

13.4. Causatives and scenarios 
Causative verb forms lexicalize the fact that the causal agent, or Causer, is distinct 

from the actual doer of the action. Although New Testament Greek and modern English 
regularly use the same verbal form for both direct action and causation, Parkari regularly 
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marks semantic causatives in the lexicon, by using a verb form with a causative 
morpheme. This shows up clearly in translation: 
Matthew 27:60b 

 μνημείῳ ὃ ἐλατόμησεν ἐν τῇ πέτρᾳ 
NIV tomb that he had cut out of the rock 

 

Parkari məkom … ʤ̑j-ɑ nɛ u-ɛ … ũɠəɾ mẽ kʰotəɾ-ɑ-i-o t-o. 
 tomb … which-G to he-erg … mountain in dig-caus-pf-G 
 tomb which he had caused to be dug in the mountain 

However, it is not sentence-level grammar which enables the translator to interpret 
whether a Greek verb form has causative meaning, rather it is the scenario in which the 
grammatically marked agent and the verb belong. In the above reference, it is the fact that 
Joseph of Arimathea is a rich man (Matthew 27:57) which enables the audience to disam-
biguate the meaning of dig. In a rich man’s scenario, unless there were other factors such 
as secrecy involved, dig prototypically means command (and pay) others to dig. Similar-
ly, it is by reference to the scenario that the Parkari audience must fill in the missing 
participants, the active agents of the digging. These will be correctly interpreted by 
Parkaris as the slaves, servants, or employees of the rich man, due to the similarity here 
between the source text scenario and their own. 

Causatives are frequently found in Parkari texts, lexicalizing the semantic relation-
ship appropriate to the open scenario. The active participants, however, are often not 
explicit in the text, but must be supplied from information stored in long-term memory in 
the open scenario, for example: 
“Malo’s wedding” 

39 ən pəsɛ əme zon ɑʋ-əi ɾ-əi ɡʰəɾ-e pəɾɳ-ɑʋ-enɛ. 
 and then we wedding.party come-G result-G house-loc wed-caus-nonf 

 and then we the wedding party came home after marrying them. 

In Parkari, the bride and groom ‘marry’ (pəɾɳ), the parents ‘cause (the bride and 
groom) to marry’ (pəɾɳ-ɑʋ), so the verb form makes explicit that there are two participant 
roles in this event. The subjects of the causative verb “marry” are referred to in the text 
by the exclusive first person plural pronoun əme, which means the speaker, plus one or 
more others, but not the addressee(s). The identity of the speaker, the groom’s mother 
Shomu, was obvious from the original real life communicative situation (GIVEN 
situational), but the identity of the other participant(s) included in “we”, here the groom’s 
father, must be retrieved from the hearer’s “wedding” scenario (KNOWN inferrable). The 
direct objects of the causative verb “marry”, the bride and groom, are also KNOWN 
inferrable. They are not lexicalized at all in this sentence. Indeed, the bride is not 
mentioned at all in the text, and the groom was last mentioned in line 32, inferrable from 
his relationship to “wedding-party”: 
32 mɑɾ-ɑ ɗikɾ-ɑ ɾ-əi zon mɑl-ɑ ɾ-əi ɠ-əi. 
 my-G son-G of-G wedding.party Malo-G of-G went-G 

 My son Malo’s wedding party went. 
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So here again, it is the hearer’s mental scenario for “wedding”, not the explicit references 
in the text, which allow the hearer to fill in the actual participants. 

Some Parkari causatives are formed from transitive verbs, so that there are three or 
more participant slots in the event. Examples are from “Dewu’s TB”, a text not included 
in the appendix: 
20 “But now” he said “go and get her treatment 

 

21 zɑ-e mɑʈl-i kəɾ-ɑʋ-o, zõ ɓizel teɽ-e zɑ-o. 
 go-nonf Matli-G do-caus-P or elsewhere bring-nonf go-G 

 go and get it done at Matli, or take her somewhere else.” 

Here the causative agents are explicit, viz., “you (plural)” as shown by the -P suffix 
which is 2nd person plural, “her” marks the beneficiary, and “treatment” is the explicit 
direct object, but the active agents, the people who will actually give the treatment, are 
implicit, and must be understood by the hearer referring to their mental scenario of 
“treatment”, especially as it links to their mental scenario for Matli. “Matli” is a small 
town with various small clinics, “treatment” is medical treatment, so the active agent, the 
one who actually “does the treatment”, will be a doctor. Again, it is the mental scenario 
not the text which provides information about the missing participants. 

Later in the same text, both the causative agent and the active agent of the verb 
“cause to drink” are left implicit, but again both are retrievable from the open “treatment” 
scenario, since prototypically it is the relatives who give the medicine, and the sick 
person who drinks it: 
32 ən u dʰəʋɑ ɗidʰ-əi, pi-ɑɾ-əi, 
 and that medicine gave-G drink-caus-G 

 and the medicine they gave, [we] had [her] drink [it], 

13.5. Chapter summary 
In Parkari texts, the co-occurrence of vocabulary reflects the culturally conditioned 

scenarios in the speaker’s mind, and hence indicates to a Parkari audience which sce-
narios are currently open in the discourse. Lexical cohesion is achieved by patterns of 
reiteration, using nouns, pronouns, zero anaphora, verbal suffixes, and Nonfinal forms. 
Lexical cohesion is also achieved by patterns of collocation. However, lexical cohesion 
relies on the audience correctly identifying referents and interpreting lexical collocations 
as semantically coherent, which itself is dependent on recognizing the prototypical 
contents and relationships within Parkari scenarios. Consequently, some Parkari texts 
may appear to Western readers to lack lexical cohesion, due to a mismatch of source 
culture and target culture scenarios, and this results in the loss of semantic coherence. 

Parkari can refer explicitly to scenarios, as opposed to concepts, by forming lexical 
doublets either from two independent words or by using a single word with reduplication. 
The Parkari lexicon also includes contraexpectation markers and causative verbs, but 
contraexpectation markers and participants in the causative chain are often left implicit in 
a text, since the relevant information can be retrieved from the prototypical contents of 
Parkari scenarios. 



 

348 

14. Parkari Discourse and Scenarios 
Since scenarios affect both grammatical structure and lexical co-occurrence in 

Parkari, grammar and lexis each play a part in identifying which scenarios are open. The 
scenarios thus identified provide semantic coherence in the discourse due to the proto-
typical semantic links already formed both between concepts within a single scenario and 
between scenarios. In this chapter I show the correlation between grammatical forms and 
lexical items in Parkari discourse, and demonstrate not only how this correlation 
indicates open scenarios but also how those scenarios function to “chunk” the discourse 
into coherent semantic units. I also give examples of how scenario theory can be used in 
the discourse analysis of Parkari texts. 

14.1. Scenarios and coherence in discourse 
As argued above, lexical co-occurrence and Hearer-old marking are both related to 

the scenario, so one would expect these lexical and grammatical elements to show 
patterns of correlation. The text “Michael” shows how lexicon and Hearer-old marking 
together indicate which scenario is open and in focus as the text proceeds. In Parkari, as 
in Greek, a single unit of discourse is characterized by a specific scenario being open 
throughout that unit. Thus grammatical and lexical clues for identifying single open 
scenarios are also clues for identifying the semantic units which together make up the 
discourse. Typically, scenarios are linked together as the text develops, so that at the 
switch between discourse units there is a link or overlap between scenarios, for example 
(lexical items from the same scenario bolded, Hearer-old marking underlined, zero 
anaphora marked by asterisk): 

The “boy” scenario 
1 ɦek sokɾ-o ɦət-o. 
 one child-G was-G 

 Once there was a boy. 
 

2 u-ɑ ɾ-o nom ɦət-o mɑekəl. 
 that-G of-G name was-G Michael 

 His name was Michael. 
 

3 e sokɾ-o tɑɾik tɑɾik ɪskul moẽ bʰəɳ-ʋ-ɑ zɑ-t-o. 
 this child-G daily daily school in study-inf-G go-impf-G 

 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

The story opens with ɦek ‘one’, marking “boy” as NEW, i.e. the focal scenario for the 
whole narrative. The Hearer-old information markers, the pronoun (line 2) and 
demonstrative adjective plus noun (line 3), both refer to this boy, showing how lexis and 
grammar combine to track the referent. In these lines, where the “boy” scenario is open, 
the main character of the discourse is introduced, suggesting a discourse function of 
setting or introduction to the narrative. 
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The “train” scenario 
3 e sokɾ-o tɑɾik tɑɾik ɪskul moẽ bʰəɳ-ʋ-ɑ zɑ-t-o. 
 this child-G daily daily school in study-inf-G go-impf-G 

 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 
 

4 pəɳ ɾel ɠɑ-i mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul * zɑ-t-o. 
 but rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 

 But he used to go to school having climbed on the train. 
 

5 pəɳ ɦəmeʃ ʋəɠəɾ bʰɑɽ-ɛ * zɑ-t-o. 
 but always without fare-loc go-impf-G 

 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 
 

6 ən zəeõ ɓɑɓu ʈikeʈ zo-ʋ-ɑ ɑʋ-t-o 
 and when inspector ticket see-inf-G come-impf-G 

 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
 

7 to e sokɾ-o kɑkus mẽ yɑ to siʈ ɦeʈʰ nɑɦ-e zɑ-t-o. 
 then this child-G toilet in or indeed seat under hide-nonf go-impf-G 

 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

The null pronoun (lines 4 and 5) and demonstrative adjective plus noun (line 7) both refer to the boy as 
the ongoing central character. 

Line 3 links the “boy” and “train” scenarios. School (line 4) is repeated from line 3, 
and provides the Hearer-old context for the contraexpectation (line 4) “but he used to go 
… on the train.” The “school” scenario functions as the link between the “boy” and 
“train” scenarios, though the link between “school” and “train” is weak, as shown by the 
contraexpectation marking. The Hearer-old verb form “having climbed” is used with 
“used to go” (line 4), even though boarding the train is Discourse-new. This is because 
boarding a vehicle is a prototypical element of the “travel” scenario. 

In lines 5 and 6, “fare” “inspector” and “ticket” clearly show the “train” scenario is 
focal. The contraexpectation marker “but”, and the Hearer-old marker “when”, must both 
be interpreted in the light of prototypical scripts in this “train” scenario. “But” indicates 
that travelling without paying is not prototypical, and “when” indicates that the 
inspector’s checking tickets is prototypical. 

In this section, where the “train” scenario is open, a problem is introduced into the 
narrative, suggesting this may be a discourse unit functioning to introduce a Problem. 

When the inspector is introduced as a new character, it is in the context of the “train” 
scenario, and there is no special new character marking ɦek ‘one’ as there was for the 
boy (line 1): 
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The “inspector” scenario 
6 ən zəeõ ɓɑɓu ʈikeʈ zo-ʋ-ɑ ɑʋ-t-o 
 and when inspector ticket see-inf-G come-impf-G 

 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
 

7 to e sokɾ-o kɑkus mẽ yɑ to siʈ ɦeʈʰ nɑɦ-e zɑ-t-o. 
 then this child-G toilet in or indeed seat under hide-nonf go-impf-G 

 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 
 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 

 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 
 

9 zəeõ * i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ zo-i-ɑ, 
 when this-G of-G pocket-G see-pf-G 

 When he checked his pockets 

 

10 to i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ mẽ sənɑkʰti kɑɾɖʰ zəɽ-i-o. 
 then this-G of-G pocket-G in identity card find-pf-G 

 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 

Although “inspector” is introduced in line 6 as part of the “train” scenario, in line 8 it 
becomes the focal scenario, focus zooming in, as it were, from “train” as a whole, to the 
section within the “train” scenario’s conceptual network which it entitled “inspector”. 
Thus the noun “inspector” (line 8) and the null pronoun (line 9) both refer back to the 
inspector of line 6, who is the main actor in this section of the story, whereas the 
demonstrative pronoun (lines 8, 9, 10) and demonstrative adjective plus noun (line 7) 
both refer to the boy as the ongoing central character of the story as a whole. 

The marker for salient Hearer-new information, ɦek ‘one’, in the phrase “one day” 
(line 8), marks that significant action in the story now takes place, with the inspector on 
centre stage. The Hearer-old “when” (line 9) refers to the prototypical action of an 
“inspector”. In lines 8–10, where the “inspector” scenario is focal, the problem of 
Michael’s ticketless travel is addressed, suggesting these lines may belong within a 
discourse unit functioning as Problem Resolution. 

The “identity” scenario 
10 to i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ mẽ sənɑkʰti kɑɾɖʰ zəɽ-i-o. 
 then this-G of-G pocket-G in identity card find-pf-G 

 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 
 

11 ən kɑɾɖʰ mɑɦ̃ ləkʰ-əl ɦət-o mɑekəl ʋɪʃʋɑʃi. 
 and card on write-ppt was-G Michael Christian 

 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 
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12 təeõ ɓɑɓu mɑekəl nɛ kidʰ-o 
 then inspector Michael to said-G 

 Then the inspector said to Michael 
 

13 “tũ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ. 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres 

 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 
 

14 ʋɪʃʋɑʃi mənəkʰ to ɦeɽ-ɑ kom nətʰi kəɾ-t-ɑ.” 
 Christian people indeed like.this-G work not do-impf-G 
 Christian people don’t behave like this.” 

Here “identity card” is introduced (line 10) as part of the “inspector” scenario and 
provides the link to the “identity” scenario. “Card” (line 11) refers back to “identity card” 
(line 10). 

“Michael” (line 11) refers back to line 2 where the boy is named, and the name 
“Michael” is repeated in line 12. In a Pakistani context, the name also implies his identity 
as a Christian. “Christian” (lines 13, 14) refers back to line 11. So there is much Hearer-
old lexical use here, mainly of information type 3b GIVEN textual-current, which puts 
heavy emphasis on this identity scenario. 

The words “wrong work” (line 13) refer back to travelling without a ticket (line 5), 
and “such work” (line 14) refers back to both line 13 and 6. These items belong in both 
the “identity” and “morality” scenarios and facilitate the switch to the new focal scenario 
of “morality” in lines 13 and following. 

These lines, where “identity card” is an open scenario, also seem to have a discourse 
function as Problem Resolution. 

The “morality” scenario 
13 “tũ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ. 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres 
 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 

 

14 ʋɪʃʋɑʃi mənəkʰ to ɦeɽ-ɑ kom nətʰi kəɾ-t-ɑ. 
 Christian people indeed like.this-G work not do-impf-G 
 Christian people don’t behave like this. 

 

15 to kəm ɦeɽ-ɑ ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o.” 
 so(result) why like.this-G wrong work do-P-pres stay-pf-G 

 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 
 

16 təeõ i-ɑ sokɾ-ɑ nɛ ɡʰəɳ-əi ʃəɾəm ɑʋ-əi, 
 then this-G child-G to much-G shame come-G 

 Then this boy became very ashamed, 
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17 ən lɑɗ͡ʒ-e məɾ-i-o. 
 and embarrassment-loc die-pf-G 

 and became very embarrassed. 
 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 

 Then Michael became a good Christian. 
 

19 əm-õ ɓədʰ-õ nɛ kʰəp-ɛ ke 
 us-G all-G to must-P that 

 We should all 
 

20 əmɑɾ-ɑ bʰũ-ɑ kom sɑ-en ʈʰɑuk-ɑ kom kəɾ-õ, 
 our-G bad-G work leave-nonf good-G work do-P 

 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 
 

21 zəm ɦɑe sokɾ-o ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 just.as this(near) child-G good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 

 just as this boy became a good Christian. 

Lines 13 and 14 mark the bridge between the “identity” scenario and the “morality” 
scenario. The words “Christian” and “wrong work” together open the “morality” scenario 
which dominates the final part of the story. 

This “morality” scenario was foreshadowed way back in line 2 for the Parkari 
audience by the name “Michael”, a specifically Christian name, and in lines 5 and 7 by 
his unethical behaviour. 

5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

The Hearer-old verb forms (lines 13, 20) both belong in the “morality” scenario. In 
“You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong” (line 13) the relationship between 
the two propositions is contraexpectation, but in “give up our bad deeds and do good 
deeds” (line 20) the relationship is prototypical. However, in both cases, the nature of the 
relationship as contraexpectation or prototypicality is not marked by the grammar, but 
must be retrieved from the hearer’s own “morality” scenario. 

In the last section, (lines 19–21) there is a shift to the “moral of the story” marked by 
the pronoun “we”, the shift away from Past Perfective verb forms, and the use of the verb 
“should”. Here the old-information marker “this boy” is used to refer back to the central 
character of lines 1–18. 

These lines, where the “morality” scenario is open, function as Problem resolution in 
the discourse, line 18 showing complete resolution, with lines 19–21 offering a moral to 
the story, based on the Problem Resolution. Throughout the discourse, scenarios 
interlink, with an element of one scenario becoming the focal scenario for a following 
section of discourse. 
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Another example of the sequential “chaining” of scenarios comes in the procedural 
text “My farmwork”. Again, within each section lexical items are related to a single 
scenario, but here the change between scenarios is according to time and activity, not plot 
driven as in narrative. This switching between scenarios also parallels what appear to be 
discourse units in the overall structure of the text. Throughout this procedural text there is 
a pattern of “chaining”, using a Main Verb for first mention of an activity, and a Hearer-
old Nonfinal verb form for its repetition. Such anaphoric Nonfinals mark that a new 
script is beginning within the open scenario of the total “procedure”, here “farmwork”. 
Typically each new script represents a new discourse unit. 

As in narrative, Hearer-old Nonfinal forms referring to Discourse-new events are 
part of a script leading up to the event of the Main Verb. Such scripts are characteristic of 
procedural texts, hence the large number of Nonfinal forms, for example (lexical 
cohesion bolded, Nonfinal verb forms and other Hearer-old markers underlined): 

The “field tour” scenario (1) 
1 Having got up early in the morning 
 I will go to take a walk round the land. 
2 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

The “ploughing” scenario 
3 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
4 The ox-team goes. 

The “planting sugarcane” scenario 
5 After ploughing the land then I go and cut the sugarcane. 
6 After cutting the sugarcane then having chopped it into sections 
7 then again, back on the land, having made trenches 
8 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 
9 After planting the sugarcane 

10 then I fill it in, fill the trenches in. 

The “watering the crop” scenario (a) 
11 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 
12 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 

The “field tour” scenario (2) 
13 After closing it then I er take another walk round the land. 

The “watering the crop” scenario (b) 
14 Then I close off the channel from the upper mouth. 

The “field tour” scenario (3) 
15 After closing the channel I come back 
16 and take a tour round the land. 

 
The motif of the “field tour” comes in lines 13 and 15–16, but the following event is introduced 
simply by ʋəɭ-e ‘then, again’ without “chaining” (lines 14, 17). This marks the field tour as an 
interlude rather than an event in the script of the open scenario. 
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The “keeping the fields neat” scenario 
17 Then if there are field-walls I trim the walls. 
18 After trimming the walls I keep the walls straight. 
19 If there is a mound, then I dig away the mound and level it up. 
20 And I do fields in turn, trimming them well. 
21 I make all the fields level, 
22 in which the water may come really evenly 
23 and the water may lie in the field just the same amount all over. 

The “evaluative” scenario 
24 So in this way according to my own plan 
25 I do my work in a good manner. 

Most of the Nonfinal forms in this text are “chaining”, restating the event of the 
previous Main Verb. The exceptions are: 

1 Having got up early in the morning I will go to take a walk round the land. 
 

3 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
 

5 and then I go and cut the sugarcane. 
 

6 After cutting the sugarcane then having chopped it into sections 
7 then again, back on the land, having made trenches 
8 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 

 

12 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 
 

15 After closing the channel I come back 
16 and take a tour round the land. 

 

19 If there is a mound, then I dig away the mound and level it up. 

Note that these Nonfinal forms, used for chaining, are always followed by a Main 
Verb. According to my theory, presenting these Discourse-new items in Hearer-old 
grammatical form marks that the events are prototypical elements in the following 
scenario, that is: 
getting up early prototypically precedes the morning walk round 
driving the oxen prototypically precedes yoking the ox-team 
going prototypically precedes cutting the sugarcane 

 
chopping cane prototypically precedes making trenches and 
making trenches prototypically precedes planting sugarcane 

 
filling with water prototypically precedes closing the channel 
coming back prototypically precedes taking a walk round 
digging away mounds prototypically precedes levelling up the ground 

Thus both lexical items and Hearer-old grammatical marking help identify which 
scenario is currently open, and these open scenarios, due to their prototypical contents 
and prototypical links with other scenarios, divide the discourse up into “chunks”, or 
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semantic units, which are already semantically connected, thus helping the audience to 
follow the flow of the text. 

14.2. Scenarios and discourse analysis 
As shown above, in a typical text, as the discourse progresses, a series of different 

scenarios are opened. These scenarios are interlinked, as shown by both lexicon and 
grammatical “chaining”, since certain elements belong in both the preceding and follow-
ing scenario. However, it is these major shifts from one scenario to the other which show 
discourse boundaries, i.e. boundaries between semantic paragraphs. 

By semantic paragraphs I mean high-level semantic units, functioning within a hier-
archy, which have a semantic relationship one to another in terms of the structure and 
purpose of the discourse as a whole (Reed 1997:46): 

Each level [of semantic hierarchy] … adds a function to the hierarchy resulting in the following 
scheme. 

WORD = sound +sense 
PHRASE = sound +sense +attribution 
(CLAUSE = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity [+relation]) 
SENTENCE = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity 
(PARAGRAPH = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity +social task [+relation]) 
DISCOURSE = sound +sense +attribution +transitivity +social task 

Despite the close correlation between open scenarios and semantic paragraphs, there is 
not a one-to-one correspondence. Within a given span of text lexical collocations may 
indicate that a single scenario is open, and yet that span of text may consist of more than 
one semantic paragraph, since the semantic paragraph is defined solely in terms of its 
discrete role in the overall structure of the discourse. Semantic paragraphs should be 
reflected in orthographical paragraph divisions, although orthographical paragraphs are 
often partially determined by visual factors, so that long semantic paragraphs may be 
split at minor semantic and grammatical boundaries within the semantic paragraph, and 
short semantic paragraphs may be combined into a single orthographical paragraph. 

The following semantic paragraphs are suggested for the two texts analysed above. 
The main factor considered in analysis is the scenario, as indicated by lexical cohesion on 
the one hand, and the chunking together of Nonfinals and Main Verbs on the other. 

Since “Michael” is a narrative text, the discourse role of each semantic paragraph is 
given according to the “schema roles”, i.e. categories of narrative schematic structure, 
used by Callow and Callow (1996), with HEAD roles labelled in upper case, and 
supporting roles in lower case (glosses of Parkari Main Verbs are bolded, Nonfinal forms 
underlined): 

“Michael” 
problem-resolution text 
Setting 
1 Once there was a boy. 
2 His name was Michael. 
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PROBLEM 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 
4 But he used to go to school having climbed on the train. 
5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 
6 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
7 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

 
Partial resolution 
8 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 
9 When he checked his pockets 

10 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 
11 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 

 
Partial resolution 
12 Then the inspector said to Michael 
13 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 
14 Christian people don’t behave like this. 
15 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 
16 Then this boy became very ashamed, 
17 and became very embarrassed. 

 
RESOLUTION 
18 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

 
Moral 
19 We should all 
20 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 
21 just as this boy became a good Christian. 

In this text the lexicon plays a major role in determining scenarios, and hence 
chunking the text into paragraphs. 

Lines 8–18 might be understood as a single semantic paragraph, with the schema 
role RESOLUTION, since the participants, time and location are identical throughout. 
However, the division at line 12 is based on the switch from “identity” to “morality” as 
the open scenario, although, as mentioned above, there is an overlap caused by one 
element, here “Christian”, being in both scenarios. The division at line 18 is due to the 
role of this paragraph in the whole text, i.e. the complete resolution of the problem. 

The three-fold resolution could be summarized as 
• caught and identified (8–11) 
• challenged and shamed (12–17), and 
• reformed (18). 

In each section these aspects are emphasized by marked prominence, as shown below 
(prominence markers bolded): 
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Caught and identified 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 

 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 
 

11 ən kɑɾɖʰ mɑɦ̃ ləkʰ-əl ɦət-o mɑekəl ʋɪʃʋɑʃ. 
 and card on write-ppt was-G Michael Christian 

 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 

Prominence markers 

The verb “take” (line 8) as an auxiliary verb is a salience marker which emphasizes the 
ongoing result of the action. Actions with ongoing results are naturally highly significant 
in a discourse. 
The postposing of the words “Michael Christian” after the verb also indicates salience, or 
special significance at a higher level of discourse, in this case his identity as a Christian, 
which is key to the plot. 

Challenged and shamed 

12 təeõ ɓɑɓu mɑekəl nɛ kidʰ-o 
 then inspector Michael to said-G 

 Then the inspector said to Michael 
 

13 “tũ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ. 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres 

 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 
 

14 ʋɪʃʋɑʃi mənəkʰ to ɦeɽ-ɑ kom nətʰi kəɾ-t-ɑ. 
 Christian people indeed like.this-G work not do-impf-G 

 Christian people don’t behave like this. 
 

15 to kəm ɦeɽ-ɑ ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o.” 
 so(result) why like.this-G wrong work do-P-pres stay-pf-G 

 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 
 

16 təeõ i-ɑ sokɾ-ɑ nɛ ɡʰəɳ-əi ʃəɾəm ɑʋ-əi, 
 then this-G child-G to much-G shame come-G 

 Then this boy became very ashamed, 

 

17 ən lɑɗ͡ʒ-e məɾ-i-o. 
 and embarrassment-loc die-pf-G 

 and became very embarrassed. 
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Prominence markers 

Full noun reference for both characters (line 12) indicates a significant event, since with 
only two characters on stage only one needs to be marked by a full noun phrase for 
reference. 
Repetition of the word Christian (2 x, lines 13, 14) lexically reinforces the significance of 
Michael’s religious identity, which is the basis for the challenge and the cause of his 
shame. 
Repetition of wrongdoing, wrong (2 x, lines 13, 15), like this (2 x, lines 14, 15), lexically 
reinforces the reason why he should feel ashamed. 
Rhetorical question “why” (line 15) expresses rebuke, and assumes that the person 
addressed is well aware of the incongruity of his behaviour, so should be ashamed. 

Repetition of shame (2 x, lines 16, 17), each with an intensifier, stresses the significance 
of shame as a social constraint on behaviour. 

Reformed 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 

 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

Prominence markers 

The verb “go/went” as an auxiliary verb (line 18) emphasizes the ongoing result of the 
action, suggesting high discourse significance. 
The number ɦek ‘one’ marks salience, and since here it does not introduce a new 
narrative character, it marks Michael’s change of behaviour as salient. 

It is this complete resolution “reformed” which is referred to again in the Moral, 
where the pronoun “we” shows the shift to a personal application of the narrative. 

Procedural texts do not have any characteristic schema roles, because temporal 
sequence and change of activity are the main factors in the discourse development of 
such texts. In procedural texts, as well as lexical cohesion, the patterning of Hearer-new 
and Hearer-old verb forms plays a significant role in determining scenario boundaries, 
and hence semantic paragraphs. Since both lexical cohesion and Hearer-old marking are 
linked to the scenario, they function together in marking discourse chunks and bound-
aries, for example (semantic paragraphs separated by blank lines, glosses of Parkari Main 
Verbs bold, Nonfinals underlined): 
“My farmwork” 
1 Having got up early in the morning I will go to take a walk round the land. 
2 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

 

3 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 
4 The ox-team goes. 

 

5 After ploughing the land then I go and cut the sugarcane. 
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6 After cutting the sugarcane then having chopped it into sections 
7 then again, back on the land, having made trenches 
8 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 

 

9 After planting the sugarcane 
10 then I fill it in, [fill] the trenches in. 
11 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 
12 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 
13 After closing it then I er take another walk round the land. 
14 Then I close off the channel from the upper mouth. 

 

15 After closing the channel I come back 
16 and take a tour round the land. 

 

17 Then if there are field-walls I trim the walls. 
18 After trimming the walls I keep the walls straight. 
19 If there is a mound, then I dig away the mound and level it up. 
20 And I do fields in turn, trimming them well. 
21 I make all the fields level, 
22 in which the water may come really evenly 
23 and the water may lie in the field just the same amount all over. 

 

24 So in this way according to my own plan 
25 I do my work in a good manner. 

The final verb of each paragraph is always a Main Verb, which typically refers to the 
last event in the procedural script of the open scenario, and also functions as the “title” of 
that scenario. In lines 17–23, the final Main Verb in a main clause is “make level” (line 
22), and this is the scenario’s title. The verbs in subordinate clauses (lines 22–23) belong 
within that scenario. It would also be possible to link lines 3–8 as a single paragraph, 
which would then contain the three core activities for planting sugarcane: ploughing the 
field, cutting the cane, and the actual planting. 

It can clearly be seen that Parkari frequently marks the overlap of scenarios by 
“chaining” verbs, especially in procedural texts, so the same event occurs as a Main Verb 
at the end of one paragraph and in Hearer-old form at the beginning of the next, e.g. lines 
2–3, 4–5, 5–6, 8–9, 14–15 above. 

According to my theory that Hearer-old verb forms link information to the scenario 
of the Main Verb, paragraph divisions cannot possibly occur after a Hearer-old verb form 
and before the Main Verb it relates to. This explains why paragraphs typically end in a 
Main Verb, though they may begin with a Hearer-old Nonfinal verb form. As is clear 
from the analysis of “My farmwork” above, lexical cohesion is produced by the colloca-
tion of vocabulary from a single scenario, and the clustering of such vocabulary typically 
correlates with the chunking of the text into “Nonfinal and Main Verb” units, since both 
the lexicon and the grammar are linked to the same conceptual scenario. 
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14.2.1. Marked salience 

Hearer-old Nonfinal verb forms normally precede the Main Verb, just as the events 
they refer to precede the final and main event in the script. Occasionally, however, 
Hearer-old verbs are postposed to occur after the Main Verb, even though they refer to a 
preceding event. This postposing is statistically marked, and indicates salience, which for 
Nonfinal forms suggests the special significance of what is normally just a prototypical 
event, for example (relevant Main Verbs bolded, and relevant Hearer-old Nonfinal forms 
underlined): 
“Sparrow” 
45 He says to the mosquitoes, 

 

 ɦɑl-o ɦek-ɑ mɑɠ ɦɑtʰi ubʰ-o, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 come.along-G one-G place elephant stand-G say-P-pres 

 “Come along, there’s an elephant standing over there 
 

46 ɦɑl-en u-ɑ ɾ-õ kon-õ moẽ peɦ-en, k-ɛ-ɦ, 
 come.along-nonf he-G of-G ear-G in enter-nonf say-P-pres 

 Come along, go inside his ears 
 

 loi pi-iɑ u-ɑ ɾ-o, ɦɑl-en, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 blood drink-fut.impv he-G of-G come.along-nonf say-P-pres

 and drink his blood, when you’ve come,” he says. 

The verb “come along” occurs three times, first as a command (line 45b) and then twice 
in Hearer-old Nonfinal form, once preceding the Main Verb “drink”, and once sentence 
final. Since “coming along” must precede “drinking”, the postposing is not time related. 
Here “coming along” has special significance at discourse level. The sparrow has asked a 
whole series of characters for help, but all have refused. If the mosquitoes will not come 
along now, when it is in their own interests, the sparrow has nowhere else to turn. 

Compare the following postposed Nonfinals “having gone”: 
52 The stick says, “Don’t burn me! 

 

53 ɦũ kutɾ-ɑ nɛ mɑɾ-õ zɑ-en, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 I dog-G to beat-P go-nonf say-P-pres 

 I will go and beat the dog,” he says. 
 

“Sparrow” 
64 So the king says, “Don’t be angry with us, and I 

 

 ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ nɛ ɓe-k zɑ-en mosəɽ mel-õ, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɑp zɑ-en. 
 carpenter-G to two-or.so go-nonf shoe slap place-P say-P-pres self go-nonf 

 will go to the carpenter myself,” he says, “and give him a couple of whacks on the head with my shoe.” 
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Again, “going” has special discourse significance here. These characters had previously 
refused to go and help the sparrow. Now, under pressure, they finally go. 

Similarly: 
“Sparrow” 

66 tõ ʋɑɖʰ-o ɠ-i-o koɑɽ-o l-en, sokʰ-o pəɾ-o, 
 so(new subj.) carpenter-G went-pf-G axe-G take-nonf rice.grain-G result-G 

 So the carpenter went having taken his axe (the grain of rice) 
 

66b chopped up the log, 66c and gave the grain of rice to the sparrow. 
Here “the grain of rice”, shown bracketed in 66a, occurs out of sequence with a resultative marker. It 
occurs again as grammatical object in the final clause. The whole story is about recovering this “grain of 
rice”, found in line 2, lost immediately, and recovered here. Its mention out of sequence is a Parkari 
device, used at the narrative Climax, highlighting its importance in the discourse. 

Here again, the Hearer-old Nonfinal form l-en ‘having taken’ refers to expected informa-
tion in the “go” scenario, since the whole purpose of the carpenter’s going was to chop 
open the log (lines 11–13). The postposing marks that “taking the axe” has special dis-
course significance, here the carpenter’s change from downright refusal (“Go away!” line 
14) to finally fulfilling the sparrow’s original request to cut open the log (lines 11–13). 

14.2.2. Discourse boundaries 

We have seen above how “chaining”, repeating the event of a Main Verb in Nonfinal 
form, marks a discourse boundary, the Nonfinal form marking the setting of the new 
script. We have also seen that use of lexical items from a single scenario produces lexical 
cohesion, which frequently marks the extent of a single semantic paragraph. Conversely, 
a switch to lexical items from a new scenario suggests the opening of a new semantic 
paragraph. As has been shown above, semantic paragraphs usually overlap in some way, 
i.e. there is a shift from one scenario to another by means of some referent present in 
both. In written text, the formatter must choose whether to make the new paragraph 
before or after the “switch”. 

There are also certain specific lexical items which are used to mark discourse 
boundaries, such as semantic paragraph breaks, since they refer to specific elements of a 
scenario or script. For example, the lexical item ɦek ‘one’ is used to mark a Discourse-
New and Hearer-new referent as salient. This type of salience marking indicates a new 
character, place, time, or situation of special significance in the narrative, and as such 
marks discourse boundaries. 

Frequently ɦek marks the beginning of a new narrative, introducing the main 
participant, for example: 

“Michael” 

1 ɦek sokɾ-o ɦət-o. 
 one child-G was-G 
 Once there was a boy. 



362 Section 3. Scenarios and Parkari 

 

 

“Sparrow” 

1 ɦek səkl-o ɦət-o 
 one sparrow-G was-G 

 Once there was a sparrow. 

The new character marked by “one” is established by the speaker as the title of a new 
scenario. All the rest of the narrative is to be linked to this character and stored in the 
brain as part of this scenario. This enables the hearer to recall information such as “What 
happened to X? What did X do?” 

Similarly, marking a location by “one” at the start of a narrative identifies that place 
as the setting for the main character(s) and the ensuing story, for example: 
“The lame man and the blind man” 

1 ɦek-ɑ ɠom mẽ ɦek məɖʰ-o ɦət-o ən ɦek ɦət-o õdʰ-o. 
 one-G town in one lame-G was-G and one was-G blind-G 
 In a certain town there lived a lame man and a blind man. 

 

“Mongoose” 

2 ɦek ɠom mẽ ɦek ɡʰəɾ ɦət-o. 
 one town in one house was-G 

 In a certain town there was a house. 
 

3 And that house-holder’s name was Premo. 
 

4 pɾem-ɑ ɾ-o sokɾ-o ɦek konʤ̑i ɦət-o. 
 Premo-G of-G child-G one Konji was-G 
 Premo’s son was one Konji. 

The new place marked by “one” is established by the speaker as the title of a new 
scenario, within which all events of the story are linked. This enables the hearer to recall 
information such as “What happened at/in X?” Often the location will be very generic, as 
in the examples above, “in a certain town”, “a house”. 

The use of “one” with a time word frequently marks a discourse boundary after the 
introductory setting of people and place, beginning a new semantic paragraph in which 
significant actions, the online “backbone” events of the plot, will occur, for example: 
“Michael” 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 
 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

 

“Mongoose” 

5 ɦek ɗi u ɠ-i-o ɑpɾ-ɑ mɑl sɑɾ-i-ɑ ħɑɾu 
 one day he went-pf-G own-G livestock graze-pf-G for 
 One day he went in order to graze his livestock 
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6 and he caught a mongoose 

The time frame marked by “one” is established by the speaker as the title of a new time 
frame scenario, which is linked to the larger scenarios of character(s) and/or place(s) 
already established in the narrative. All the following narrative, until the establishment of 
a new time frame, is to be linked to this temporal scenario. This enables the hearer to 
recall information such as “What happened on that day?” 

Occasionally the use of “one” comes later in the narrative, but still marks the 
beginning of a new significant narrative section, e.g. in the sparrow story “in one place” 
marks the beginning of the resolution section. 

“Sparrow” 
44 Now the sparrow stood there, then went off to bring the mosquitoes. 

 

45 məsɾ-õ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ ɦɑl-o ɦek-ɑ mɑɠ ɦɑtʰi ubʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ 
 mosquito-P to say-P-pres come.along-G one-G place elephant stand-G say-P-pres 
 He says to the mosquitoes, Come along, there’s an elephant standing over there. 

14.2.3. Scope of conjunctions 

Conjunctions are a closed class of lexical items (Quirk and Greenbaum 1979:18–19), 
whose scope or span is related to a whole scenario rather than necessarily to a single 
proposition or verb. Conjunctions typically link related sections of a scenario. Frequently 
they link sequential events in a script, either by time (e.g. “then”) or by causality (e.g. 
“so”). 

Mann, Matthiessen, and Thompson (1992:47), in their Rhetorical Structure Theory 
(RST), make the point that relationships in text are between chunks or units: 

The key elements of RST are relations and spans. Essentially, the relation definitions identify 
particular relationships that can hold between two text spans. 
A text span is any portion of text that has an RST structure (and thus has a functional integrity, 
from a text-organizational point of view), or that is realized by a unit. 

Similarly, Callow (1992:184–185)discusses the importance of knowing the span of a 
relation word with respect to Greek δέ, pointing out that “δέ occurs at a variety of 
different discourse levels” and “the span or domain of a δέ in any instance is a 
considerable clue to its function”. 

So the audience must be able to recognize not only the function or meaning of a 
conjunction, but also the text span over which it operates. This is usually straightforward 
if the conjunction joins two clauses which are closely related within a single scenario, for 
example: 

“Michael” 
3 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 
4 But he used to go to school on the train. 
5 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 
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Here line 4 contrasts with the expectations of the scenario in line 3, and line 5 contrasts 
with the expectations of the scenario in line 4. 

Where larger discourse units are joined, the audience must match grammatical clues 
with prototypical relationships in their mental scenarios to determine the span of units 
joined. 

For example, a Parkari draft of a simple English booklet based on Genesis 2:15–25, 
included these lines (Parkari Main Verbs bolded): 

1 But there was not any helper with Adam. 
2 Therefore God sent a very heavy sleep on Adam. 
3 Then he removed one of Adam’s ribs. 
4 God made one woman from Adam’s rib. 

Line 2 was understood as a non sequitur, “Why did God send Adam to sleep because 
there was no helper for him?” In this Parkari draft the span of “therefore” only extended 
as far as the first Main Verb in line 2. 

The solution was to link lines 2–4 into a single scenario, using Nonfinals in 2 and 3 
climaxing in a Main Verb for the making of woman, that is (Nonfinal verb forms 
underlined): 

1 But there was not any helper with Adam. 
 

2 tjɑm bʰəɠʋon ɑdəm mɑɦ̃ əlɑɦe ɡʰəɳ-əi ũɡʰ mel-en 
 therefore God Adam on very much-G sleep send-nonf 
 Therefore God having sent a very heavy sleep on Adam, 

 

3 ɑdəm ɾ-əi ɦek pɑɦɭ-əi kɑɖʰ-en 
 Adam of-G rib-G extract-nonf 
 having removed one of Adam’s ribs. 

 

4 ɑdəm ɾ-i pɑɦɭ-i tʰi ɦek oʃi ʈʰɑʋ-əi. 
 Adam of-G rib-G from one woman make-G 
 made one woman from Adam’s rib. 

This was understood correctly, since “therefore” now links line 1 to the whole 2–4 unit. 

14.2.4. Change of state markers 

Certain lexical items in Parkari are used only with verbs whose Aktionsart category 
is change of state. These verbs prototypically occur script-final in people’s mental sce-
narios, and occur in text as Main Verbs with explicit change of state marking. 

In narrative, Main Verbs with change of state marking typically occur at discourse 
boundaries. At the very beginning of a discourse unit, they indicate that a new situation 
has occurred which affects the plot, for example: 
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“Michael” 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 
 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

This marks the start of the mainline events, after the setting (lines 1–7). 

At the very end of a discourse unit, they indicate that the current script-type scenario 
has run its course, for example: 
“Michael” 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

This marks the end of the whole narrative, the culmination of the confrontation script 
(lines 12–17). 

The Parkari language has various lexical ways to mark final elements in a change of 
state script, i.e. the particles pəɾo, ɾo, and ʈʰo following a Main Verb (glossed ‘result’ 
since they emphasize the resulting change of state), as well as the verbs zɑʋo ‘to go’, leʋo 
‘to take’, and ɗeʋo ‘to give’, which can be used as auxiliary verbs following a content 
verb in nonfinite form. 

These change of state markers are frequently used in Past Perfective, Future and 
Subjunctive verb forms, where the result of an event is in focus, for example (content 
verb underlined, Main Verb bold): 
Past Perfective: “Michael” 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 
 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

 

Future: “Breadpan” 

15 ɓəɭ-en u kʰətəm tʰ-e zɑ-ʃ-e ɑʈ-o. 
 burn-nonf that finished become-nonf go-fut-P flour-G 
 it will burn up, and the flour will be totally consumed. 

 

Subjunctive: “Breadpan” 

22 ɦek pəɽ u-ɑ ɾ-o ɑɖʰ-o tʰ-e zɑ-ɛ 
 one surface that-G of-G hard-G become-nonf go-P 
 One of its surfaces will become hard, 
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The same content verb may be marked as change of state by both a particle and an 
auxiliary verb, for example (particle bold and underlined): 
“Breadpan” 

30 nɪkəɾ-e zɑ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o 
 exit-nonf go-fut-P result-G 
 It will come right out. 

 

31 u-ɑ nɛ ɾoʈ-i nɛ sõʈ-e zɑ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o ħoe 
 that-G to bread-G to stick-nonf go-fut-P result-G completely 
 It will completely stick to it, to the bread. 

Change of state particles can also occur with Nonfinal forms. Use of these particles 
with Hearer-old Nonfinal forms indicates that the change of state is merely part of a 
larger ongoing script, i.e. the event is itself a change of state, but is also part of a chain of 
events, and must be completed before the next event takes place. In such strings, the 
script-final verb will always be a Main Verb, for example: 
“Breadpan” 

5 tɑʋɽ-ɑ nɛ dʰo-en sɑpʰ pəɾ-o kəɾ-e 
 breadpan-G to wash-nonf clean result-G do-nonf 
 After washing the breadpan and making it clean, 

 

6 ən pəsɛ u-ɑ nɛ poɳi eɽ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o. 
 and then that-G to water spill-fut-P result-G 
 they will then pour away the water from it. 

When a change of state particle marks a script-final event, it occurs after the verb 
(line 6). However, when it marks a preceding event in the script, it occurs before the verb 
(line 5). Typically then, change of state particles come after Main Verbs, but before 
Nonfinal verb forms. 

Exceptions occur where the full script has several subscripts, as in the example 
below. In the subscript about cleaning out the ash, lines 18–19a, the marker pəɾ-əi 
(feminine to agree with ‘ash’) comes before the first Nonfinal, but after the second 
nonfinal at the end of that subscript. The Nonfinal form of the verb “throw” shows that 
the main “scone making” script is continuing, and this script is completed by the Main 
Verb “make”. 

 “Breadpan” 

18 u ʃel-əi ɾ-əi kʰəɾpi-ɑ tʰi ɦekəl pəɾ-əi kɑɖʰ-en 
 that ash-G topic-G scraper-G from aside result-G extract-nonf 
 Shift that ash with a potscraper 

 

19 pʰəɠoɭ-e pəɾ-əi ɑn pəsɛ ɦek səɗ̃k-o ɡʰəɽ-iɑ ɾoʈ-i ɾ-oo 
 throw-nonf result-G and then one scone-G make-fut.impv bread-G of-G 
 throw it away, then make a scone out of bread. 
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Change of state markers rarely occur in Imperfective or Progressive verbal forms 
(Imperfective Aspect), since conceptualization of an event as Imperfective is usually 
semantically incompatible with a change of state. These texts show one rare use of a 
change of state marker in the Past Imperfective verb form: 
“Michael” 

7 to e sokɾ-o kɑkus mẽ yɑ to siʈ ɦeʈʰ nɑɦ-e zɑ-t-o. 
 then this child-G toilet in or indeed seat under hide-nonf go-impf-G 
 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

Here the change of state, from being visible to being hidden, occurred only once per 
occasion. The Imperfective form here indicates iterative Aktionsart, i.e. this sequence 
occurred once on many different occasions, rather than frequently on a single occasion 
(for which Aktionsart these change of state markers are not used). 

Change of state markers never occur in the negative in Parkari, since negative forms, 
showing that something does not happen, are semantically incompatible with changes of 
state, for example: 
 ɑɗmi pəɽ-e ɠ-i-o pəɳ oʃi nə pəɽ-əi. 
 man fall-NF went-pf-G but woman not fall-G 
 The man fell over but the woman did not fall. 

The choice of appropriate change of state markers is determined by semantic 
elements in the scenario of the verb as follows: 
 Away from speaker Toward speaker Stationary 

Particle pəɾo ɾo ʈʰo 
 

 Benefit of agent Benefit of other Neutral 

Auxiliary leʋo ɗeʋo zɑʋo 

For example (change of state markers bolded): 

Particles 

 u ɠ-i-o pəɾ-o. 
 that go-pf-G result-G 
 He went away. 

 

 u ɑ-i-o ɾ-o. 
 that come-pf-G result-G 
 He came. 

 

 u ɓeʈʰ-o ʈʰ-o. 
 that sat-G result-G 
 He sat down. 
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Auxiliary verbs 

“Michael” 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 
 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 

 

 kʰət ləkʰ-e ɗj-o. 
 letter write-nonf give-P 
 Write a letter for me. 

 

“Michael” 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

The particle pəɾo also functions as a neutral particle, for example: 

“Breadpan” 

31 u-ɑ nɛ ɾoʈ-i nɛ sõʈ-e zɑ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o ħoe 
 that-G to bread-G to stick-nonf go-fut-P result-G completely 

 It will completely stick to it, to the bread. 

There is evidence that it is the scenario, not the specific verb form, which determines 
which particle is used, since the verb melʋo ‘put, place, send’ takes different change of 
state particles depending on the scenario being referred to, for example: 
 mɛ ̃kʰət mel-i-o pəɾ-o. 
 I.erg letter put-pf-G result-G 
 I sent the letter. 

 

 mɛ ̃kʰət mel-i-o ʈʰ-o. 
 I.erg letter put-pf-G result-G 
 I put the letter down. 

14.2.5. Switch marking 

Parkari has a particular conjunction, to or tõ, glossed ‘so’, which signals a 
grammatical switch of some type. 

Commonly it operates at sentence level and marks the beginning of the second 
clause, where two clauses are semantically related, for example: 

“Michael” 

6 ən zəeõ ɓɑɓu ʈikeʈ zo-ʋ-ɑ ɑʋ-t-o 
 and when inspector ticket see-inf-G come-impf-G 
 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 
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7 to e sokɾ-o kɑkus mẽ yɑ to siʈ ɦeʈʰ nɑɦ-e zɑ-t-o. 
 then this child-G toilet in or indeed seat under hide-nonf go-impf-G 
 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

 

“Sparrow” 

20 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, əmɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres our-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So they say, “What wrong has he done us, 

 

 to əme ɾĩɦɑ-õ bʰɑtʃɑ ħũ. 
 so we sulk-P king from 
 that we should get angry with the king?” 

This same conjunction, to or tõ, is also used to mark switches at higher discourse 
levels. For example, it may mark a new paragraph or development in the “story 
grammar”, such as a switch from the Setting to the Partial Resolution, for example: 
“Sparrow” 
1 Once there was a sparrow. 
2 He fetched a grain of rice, he found it. 
3 Then he sat on a log. 

 

4 tõ ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ sokʰ-o dɛ 
 so log-G to say-P-pres rice.grain-G give 
 So he says to the log, “Give me the rice grain”. 

Perhaps the most significant use, however, of this conjunction, to or tõ, is as a switch 
reference marker, signalling a switch of grammatical subject. This is particularly frequent 
in narratives where the development of the plot depends on interchange, especially 
speech, between two or more characters, such as in the text “Sparrow”, for example: 

4 So he [the sparrow] says to the log, “Give me the rice grain”. 
 

8 to k-ɛ-ɦ sokʰ-o nəĩ ɗj-õ. 
 so say-P-pres rice.grain-G not give-P 
 So he [the log] says, “I will not give you the grain of rice. 

 

9 Go away! 
10 Who says you can sit here?” 

 

11 to ɠ-i-o ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ kən. 
 so went-pf-G carpenter-G at 
 So he [the sparrow] went to the carpenter. 

 

12 He says, “Carpenter, get me that grain of rice! 
13 The log won’t give it me.” 
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14 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, bʰɑɠ-e zɑ. 
 so say-P-pres flee-nonf go 
 So he [the carpenter] says, “Go away!” 

It is quite apparent that use of the switch reference marker at discourse level, marks a 
section of text as the span during which a single character commands attention. However, 
the text itself frequently does not mark who that character is. This information must be 
retrieved from the potential candidates in the text, in the light of expectations stored in 
relevant scenarios, such as the “dialogue” scenario, where the person just addressed will 
prototypically be the next to speak or act. 

The “Sparrow” text regularly has the switch reference marker as the only sign of 
who is speaking throughout the first half of the narrative, e.g. in lines 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 
25, 26, etc. 

Occasionally, however, switch reference is not explicit, but must be determined by 
the content of the speech itself, for example: 
“Sparrow” 

21 ũɗɾ-õ, ũɗɾ-õ, təme, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɾoɳ-iõ ɾ-ɑ luɡʰɽ-ɑ kʰətɾ-o pəɾ-ɑ. 
 rat-G rat-G you say-P-pres queen-G of-G cloth-G cut-G result-G 
 Rats, rats, you gnaw up the queens’ clothes! 
N.B. “Queens” is plural. The Parkari “king” scenario includes more than one queen as prototypical. 

14.3. Chapter summary 
In Parkari, the combination of Hearer-old grammatical marking and lexical collo-

cation clearly indicates which scenarios are currently open in a text. The scenarios thus 
opened provide the audience with a framework for understanding the discourse. The 
openness of a single scenario often correlates with a single semantic paragraph. A dis-
course typically consists of a series of consecutive interlinked scenarios, and the shift 
from one scenario to another often indicates the discourse boundary between consecutive 
semantic paragraphs. Thus scenarios interrelate with discourse structure at both the micro 
and macro level. 

Scenario theory also provides a tool for formal discourse analysis of Parkari texts. 
Particularly, the recognition of prototypical relationships stored within specific Parkari 
scenarios allows the discourse analyst to identify semantic relationships which are left 
implicit in the text, and the analysis of how different semantic elements of the scenario 
are regularly encoded allows the discourse analyst to note deviations from normal 
encoding, which mark semantic highlighting showing significance at higher levels of 
discourse. 
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15. Scenario Theory and Translation Theory 
This study accepts the validity of certain translation principles which are widely held 

by professional translators of modern secular materials, and by Scripture translation 
organizations. Translating according to these principles is variously known as 

• dynamic translation 
• functional equivalence, or 
• meaning-based translation. 

In this chapter I briefly outline these translation principles and then demonstrate how the 
theory of scenarios both validates these principles of translation theory and helps the 
translator to meet their demands. 

15.1. Basic translation principles 

15.1.1. Translating meaning rather than words 

Translation is not the transfer of an original communicator’s words into another 
language. This can be clearly demonstrated with modern languages. The French J’ai soif 
is translated into English as ‘I am thirsty’. Translating the words individually would 
produce the sentence ‘I have thirst’, and this would be comprehensible. But ‘I have thirst’ 
is a bad translation, because it is not natural English. 

Translation, then, is the transfer of an original communicator’s meaning into another 
language. Translation does not communicate the original meaning by reproducing the 
form of the source language, but by expressing that meaning in the natural form of the 
target language. Nida and Taber(1969:12) put it thus: 

Translating must aim primarily at “reproducing the message.” … The translator must strive for 
equivalence rather than identity. In a sense this is just another way of emphasizing the 
reproduction of the message rather than the conservation of the form of the utterance, …. 

Meaning-based translation assumes that “author intent” is what determines the 
meaning of a text (Callow 1998) and that this meaning can normally be adequately 
recovered from the text itself and adequately communicated in any language and culture. 
Determining the author’s intended meaning necessarily requires interpretation of the text 
through careful exegesis. Such exegesis involves discourse analysis of the source text, 
based on studying the author’s use of grammar, syntax, and vocabulary, and making 
plausible judgments as to the author’s intended meaning in the light of what is known 
about the author, the original audience, and the context of the original communication 
(Mann and Thompson 1987:4–5). 

Meaning-based translation is sometimes referred to negatively as “free” translation 
or “paraphrase”. Each of these terms is accurate if used to refer to the way a meaning-
based translation is free to use a different “form” of grammar or lexicon from the Source 
Language, i.e. by paraphrasing, stating the same message in different words. However, 
the terms as popularly used imply that the translation has been free in changing the 
“meaning” of the text, by ill-advisedly “paraphrasing” rather than being “strictly 
accurate”. Undoubtedly, once a translator attempts to make a writer’s meaning clear, 
some people will disagree with the translator’s exegetical choice, or success in 
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phraseology, but this does not destroy the fundamental principle that the meaning of the 
Source Language should not be changed in translation, whereas the form can be. 

Catford (1965:26–27) gives a simple but telling example of this principle, SL 
standing for Source Language and TL for Target Language: 
 SL text It’s raining cats and dogs.  
 TL text 1 Il est pleuvant chats et chiens. (Word-for-word) 
 TL text 2 Il pleut des chats et des chiens. (Literal) 
 TL text 3 Il pleut à verse. (Free) 

No one who speaks French can doubt that only one of these three options can be regarded 
as “good” translation. Catford defines the different translation approaches in terms of the 
level at which equivalence of meaning is sought, where 

• word-for-word translation seeks equivalence at word level 
• literal translation seeks equivalence at group level (i.e. phrase level), and 
• free translation seeks equivalence up to the highest level (clause, sentence, right 

up to discourse). 
Developments in text linguistics and discourse analysis support the need for meaning-
based translation to seek equivalence right up to discourse level, changing form where 
necessary, to preserve equivalence of meaning. Catford (1965:27) defines a good trans-
lation as one which “is interchangeable with the SL [Source Language] text in 
situations”. Thus good translation is concerned with the transfer of the contextual 
meaning, not the form, of a source text, whether oral or written. 

This understanding of translation is not new. Sluiter (1997:216) notes that “Jerome 
(4th century CE), who translated the Bible into Latin … firmly places himself in the 
tradition of Horace, Cicero, and Seneca, rejecting a literalistic approach in favour of one 
aiming to convey the intention of the words.” Sluiter quotes: 

For not only do I admit, but I even freely proclaim that when I translate Greek texts, with the 
exception of Holy Scripture where even the word order is a mystery, I do not translate word-for-
word, but meaning for meaning (Letters 57:5). 

Somehow, as Jerome himself felt, Bible translation has often been regarded as an 
exception to the rule that translation transfers meaning not form. 

15.1.2. Translation and the culture barrier 

In simultaneous translation, this transfer of meaning is at the same time, usually in 
the same place, and sometimes to members of the same audience, as the original com-
municator’s message. The need for translation, however, implies a language barrier and, 
therefore, to some extent a culture barrier, between the original communicator and the 
audience. 

With written translation, this transfer of meaning is always at a different time, and 
almost always in a different place and to a different audience from that which the original 
communicator was addressing. Typically, this new audience not only differs in time, 
place, and language from the original audience, but also in culture. 
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In the case of Bible translation, this transfer of meaning is at the least almost 2,000 
years distant in time, almost always in a different place, and always to a different 
audience from that which the original communicator was addressing. The huge time 
difference and the different audience means that the knowledge, attitudes, and 
assumptions of the new audience are likely to be hugely different from those of the 
original audience. 

It is this huge cultural difference between the original author and audience on the 
one hand, and the new target audience on the other hand, which makes Bible translation 
such a complex task. If translation were simply a matter of transferring words, then the 
difference in cultures would be of minor significance, affecting only the lexicon and 
grammar. But translation is about transferring meaning, and the meaning of everything 
that is read or heard is interpreted through the cultural grid of one’s own personal 
experiences. Words are not culturally-accepted symbols equating one to one with 
universal concepts, but are culturally-accepted symbols related to culturally-defined 
concepts. As Tyzmoczko (1978:43) says: 

Knowing the semantic structure of a language, I have argued, depends upon knowing about the 
speakers, their environment, their society and their beliefs. 

Consequently, not only must the form of the source text be altered to match the grammar 
and lexicon of the target language, but also information implicit in the source text must 
be made explicit, so that members of the new target audience, whose knowledge and 
assumptions are different from those of the original audience, can correctly understand 
the original message. 

In normal communication, as Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986) makes 
clear, the speaker regularly encodes less than he means, on the assumption that the hearer 
possesses enough shared knowledge to accurately “read between the lines” and correctly 
understand the message. The more knowledge is shared by speaker and hearer, the more 
is left implicit. The less shared knowledge, the more explicit the text must be. This shared 
knowledge provides a “mutual cognitive environment” for speaker and audience, and 
consists of the real-life communication situation together with all the shared information 
stored in culturally-based mental scenarios. 

Thus communication is not achieved by a text alone, but also requires the 
communicator and audience to have a “mutual cognitive environment”, in the light of 
which the communicator adapts the mode of expression and degree of explicitness to the 
audience’s knowledge and the audience makes assumptions as to the communicator’s 
meaning (Sperber and Wilson 1986:137–138): 

We assume that a crucial step in the processing of new information, and in particular of verbally 
communicated information, is to combine it with an adequately selected set of background 
assumptions - which then constitutes the context - in the memory of the deductive device. 

The chief responsibility for ensuring accurate communication lies with the 
communicator, as Sperber and Wilson (1986:43) explicitly state: 

It is left to the communicator to make correct assumptions about the codes and contextual 
information that the audience will have accessible and be likely to use in the comprehension 
process. The responsibility for avoiding misunderstandings also lies with the speaker, so that all 
the hearer has to do is go ahead and use whatever code and contextual information come most 
easily to hand. 
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The original authors of Scripture had to “make correct assumptions about the codes 
and contextual information” that their audience would “have accessible and be likely to 
use in the comprehension process”, and they wrote their text accordingly. Similarly, 
translators, in trying to pass on those authors’ original messages to new audiences, must 
strive to make correct assumptions as to what their own audiences will understand, and 
adjust the text of their translations in order to communicate the original meaning 
accurately and avoid misunderstandings. This conforms to Grice’s first maxim of 
quantity (1975:45) “Make your contribution as informative as is required”. Since 
people’s understanding is based on information stored in their culturally-based mental 
scenarios, and since the target audience of a Bible translation never shares the same 
culture as the original authors and audiences, translations regularly must be more explicit 
than the original texts in order to successfully communicate the meaning of the original 
message. 

Using the appropriate level of explicitness in translation does not only affect whether 
the target audience can understand the translation but also affects whether they will try to 
understand it. Sperber and Wilson (1986:125), the proponents of Relevance Theory, 
make two fundamental observations about relevance: 

Extent condition 1: an assumption is relevant in a context to the extent that its contextual effects 
in this context are large. 
Extent condition 2: an assumption is relevant in a context to the extent that the effort required to 
process it in this context is small. 

In other words, when an audience hears a message, the degree of relevance they assign to 
it does not depend simply on the content of the message, “its contextual effects”, but also 
on how easy the message is to follow and understand. If the text seems unnecessarily 
obscure, the audience may simply give up trying to understand it. As Sperber and Wilson 
(1986:157) point out: 

An addressee who doubts that the communicator has chosen the most relevant stimulus compat-
ible with her communicative and informative intentions - a hearer, say, who believes that he is 
being addressed with deliberate and unnecessary obscurity - might doubt that genuine 
communication was intended, and might justifiably refuse to make the processing effort 
required. 

15.1.3. Accuracy, clarity, and naturalness 

As is evident from the discussion above, translation, as a specific type of commu-
nication, has three fundamental strands: accuracy, clarity, and naturalness (Barnwell 
1986:23). Accuracy means accurately communicating the original author’s intended 
meaning as evaluated through exegesis of the original text. Clarity means that ordinary 
members of the target audience can clearly understand that meaning. Naturalness means 
that the form of the translation is the natural form of the target language, including not 
only basic grammar and lexicon, but also word order, metaphor, idiom, language level 
and discourse features, etc. as appropriate for the specific genre being translated. These 
elements are weighted in order of importance, but a good translation should include all 
three. 

Unfortunately, translations based on this three-point ideology, such as the Good 
News (1986:vii–vii), which attempt to be clear and natural as well as accurate, are 
sometimes singled out for criticism. Some criticism concerns the style of translation, 
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lamenting its low literary merits. The appropriateness of language level and style, 
however, can only be evaluated by the intended audience which includes “all who use 
English as a means of communication” (1986:vii). Some criticism concerns a particular 
exegetical point which the critic believes has been oversimplified, ignored, or wrongly 
expressed. Yet often it is only because the translators have attempted to be clear and 
natural that this point has come to the critic’s attention. Other more literal translations 
may well be unclear and unnatural and even miscommunicate to the majority of ordinary 
readers, yet because they stick closely to the words of the original text they can be judged 
(in the eyes of the critic at least) to be accurate. However, if only a very few 
academically and theologically astute people correctly understand the “accurate” 
translation, then the translation fails in its role as a means of communication. 

For example, high-level vocabulary, such as “propitiation”, cannot accurately 
communicate if people do not understand it. Compare translations of 1 John 2:2: 

• “And he is the propitiation for our sins” (AV) 
• “He is the atoning sacrifice for our sins” (NIV) 
• “And Christ himself is the means by which our sins are forgiven” (TEV) 

Likewise Greek idioms do not accurately communicate if people understand them to 
mean something different from what the original text meant. Compare translations of 
Romans 12:20: 

• “thou shalt heap coals of fire on his head” (AV) 
• “you will heap burning coals on his head” (NIV) 
• “you will make him burn with shame” (TEV) 
Such technical vocabulary and foreign idioms rarely cause problems in 

comprehension for academics and theologians. However, by definition, such people are 
not typical members of the target audience of most Bible translations. This helps explain 
the paradox that those most able to evaluate the exegetical accuracy of a translation may 
at the same time be less aware of the need for clarity and naturalness. This, I suspect, 
comes in part from seeing a translation as primarily a kind of crib sheet to the original 
wording of the original text, and in part from being inured to unnatural expressions 
through long exposure to reading fairly literal translations of foreign literature, such as 
the Scriptures, and through a very literal approach to the practice of translation such as 
used to be the norm in Classics. I bear personal witness to the fact that an English 
classical education can desensitize one to normal good English style, since in translating 
say Caesar’s Gallic Wars, one could quite happily write “Caesar having thrown a bridge 
across the river …”. Such a translation proves that the translator has correctly identified 
the words and grammatical structures of the original text, but it is nevertheless unnatural 
English both grammatically and lexically. 

It has long been recognized by theorists on translation that the word-for-word 
approach to translation serves only a very limited academic purpose (Catford 1965:25): 

A word-rank-bound translation is useful for certain purposes, for instance, for illustrating in a 
crude way differences between the SL and the TL in the structure of higher-rank units - as in 
some kinds of interlinear translation of texts in ‘exotic’ languages. 

Yet, as Porter (1999:38) points out, in a paper concerning the Contemporary English 
Version, the tendency to equate “good” translation with literal translation is widespread: 
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The CE is a dynamic or functional equivalence translation, as noted above. This method of Bible 
translation runs contrary to the British tradition, inherited from the study of classical languages, 
with its emphasis upon translation as the sign of understanding. 

However, even some classical scholars were aware of the need for accuracy, clarity, 
and naturalness. Porter (1999:40) quotes Jowett in his preface to his translation of Plato’s 
dialogues (from Grant 1961:136): 

It [the translation] should be read as an original work, and should also be the most faithful 
transcript which can be made of the language from which the translation is taken, consistently 
with the first requirement of all, that it be English. Further the translation being English, it 
should also be perfectly intelligible in itself without reference to the Greek, the English being 
really the more lucid and exact of the two languages. 

Whilst few today would take the extreme ethnocentric (glossocentric?) view that 
English, or any other language, is “really the more lucid and exact”, Jowett’s point holds 
good, that a translation should be “perfectly intelligible in itself”. According to Paul (2 
Timothy 3:15) the holy Scriptures “are able to make you wise for salvation through faith 
in Christ Jesus” (NIV). Unless Paul’s comment applies only to the Scriptures in the 
original language, then any translation of the Scriptures must also be “perfectly 
intelligible in itself” so that those who read and hear it may themselves also become 
“wise for salvation”. 

15.1.4. Acceptability 

A further quality of a good translation, which relates as much to sociolinguistics as 
to linguistics proper, is acceptability. A translation may be exegetically accurate, clearly 
understood, and in natural language, but if it is not accepted by the people for whom it is 
intended, then it will not be used. 

Some of the factors involved may relate to the text itself. For example, in a trans-
lation of Christian scriptures, Christian terminology borrowed from the national language 
may be acceptable and desired by the literate Church hierarchy, but not understood by the 
majority of believers. Unless the translation team is in dialogue with Church leaders 
about who the translation is for, and how it might be used, then the use of vernacular 
terms instead of familiar “Christian” vocabulary may gain clarity at the expense of 
official opprobrium. Likewise, the use of terminology from traditional religions may 
make the translation clear to the wider community, but be unacceptable to churchgoers 
who already use the Christian jargon. Again there is the need for dialogue about the 
intended use of the translation. 

Some factors may relate to the actual production of the translation. 
• Is the type too small to read at night by kerosene lamp for village worship? 
• Is the paper quality too poor for a religious book? 
• Is the colour of the cover inauspicious? 
• Is the book too heavy to hold comfortably? 
• Does it cost too much? 
• In the case of Bible translation: 

 Are the verses shown the same way and in the same place as in national 
language Bibles? 
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 Are verse numbers combined (e.g. 1–3) so you cannot find a specific verse if 
asked? 

Other factors relate to social issues within and outside the community, in particular 
in the case of translation of scriptures. Is the vernacular perceived as a language “unfit” 
to convey a religious message? If traditional religions use “holy” languages in the 
domain of worship and religious teaching, then there may be a perception that religion is 
meant to be mystical and obscure, not revealed to ordinary people in their own language. 
Is a meaning-based vernacular translation likely to be criticized as “different therefore 
wrong” by Christians outside the group, who use a national-language literal translation? 
Are the Christian leaders who speak the vernacular prepared to face that criticism, and 
justify the vernacular translation? Unless such leaders have themselves been involved in 
the translation programme, advising and checking, then it is unlikely that they would take 
on such an onerous task. 

Whereas accuracy, clarity, and naturalness can be achieved by the translation team’s 
diligence in exegesis, linguistic research, and comprehension testing, acceptability can 
only be achieved by involving others, in discussion of the aims and objectives of the 
translation project, the style of translation, the members of the translation team, the 
people who will be involved in checking, and even printing details such as font size and 
verse numbering. 

15.1.5. Target audience and target use 

The first decision one must make as a translator is to define the target audience. This 
is obvious, inasmuch as it determines the language into which the translation will be 
made, e.g. French or Russian. However, the decision is much more far-reaching than that. 
Who is intended to understand this translation?: 

• Adults only, or also children? 
• If children, children of what age? 
• Men only or also women? 
• Town people only, or also rural people? 
• Educated only, or also illiterates? 
• In the case of Bible translation, Christians only, or also non-Christians? 
• Mother tongue speakers, or also those for whom it is a second language? 
Once this decision has been made, the translator can consider, and indeed check by 

comprehension testing, how far the translation meets the criteria of clarity and natural-
ness. Moreover, since the criterion of accuracy includes accurate comprehension as well 
as accurate exegesis, a translation can only be evaluated as to how well it communicates 
with a specific audience in its intended use. Thus a translation intended for private study 
by the educationally élite will be different from a translation intended for reading aloud 
in a nonliterate setting, and each must be evaluated in its own context. 

Pike (1992:233) points out that the relationship between the communicator and the 
audience is fundamental in communication: 

Underlying every text is the relation, actual or potential, of the encoder to the decoder. That 
relation is the I-Thou-Here-Now Axis in which I is the encoder, thou is the decoder, both in the 
same place and time. For communication to take place all four elements are required. The 
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significance of here and now for speaking and hearing is modified somewhat for writing/filming 
and reading/viewing. 

In translation, of course, there is a special problem, since the 
• translator is not the original I 
• target audience is not the original thou, and 
• original here and now have become a there and then. 
Pike (1992:233) points out the responsibilities of encoder and decoder in the normal 

communication situation: 
Encoders choose the topic appropriate to their interests and to those of their chosen audience 
(decoder). The audience can choose whether to continue the decoding process or not; hence the 
success of the communication is dependent on both parties. 
 How close the decoder’s understanding is to the encoder’s intent differs from person to 
person. As a decoder of the ZPG letter, I can state only what I understand the message to be. In 
order to understand some messages the study of many other texts is often required - that is what 
education is all about. 

This places a great responsibility on translators, who act as pseudo-authors (appropriating 
the original author’s “I”) and thus must take into account their own target audience. Yet 
they do not change the original author’s topic or message to match it to their own target 
audience’s interests. Rather they translate because they believe that the text written for a 
very different audience still meets the needs of their own audience. 

So how can translators take their own audience into account? First, by taking 
seriously Pike’s comment that “In order to understand some messages the study of many 
other texts is often required.” In the case of Bible translation, these other texts include 

• other biblical and extrabiblical texts in the original languages 
• grammars 
• lexicons 
• word studies 
• commentaries, and 
• books on the history, archaeology, daily life, and beliefs of the original author and 

audience. 
As translators, they have access to such books. But in many cases, their target audiences 
do not. Translators, then, should take advantage of all such materials to decode the text 
accurately. Scholarship is the touchstone of the accuracy of the translation. 

Secondly, by taking seriously Pike’s comment that “Underlying every text is the 
relation, actual or potential, of the encoder to the decoder. That relation is the I-Thou-
Here-Now Axis in which I is the encoder, thou is the decoder, both in the same place and 
time.” Translators are communicating with people whom they know in the I-thou-here-
now reality of life. They can test their audience’s understanding of the message, and they 
can ensure that the message is communicated in a way that is clearly understood. So it is 
the target audience’s understanding and perception that is the touchstone of the clarity 
and naturalness of the translation. 

Translation by its nature is not only transferring a message to a different language, 
but also to a different culture. And this fact greatly affects the clarity of the text. The 
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more different the culture of original author and current target audience, the more 
different their scenarios, and the more implicit information will need to be made explicit. 
Pike (1992:234) comments from personal cross-cultural experience: 

The notion of script is important here (Schank and Abelson, 1977). A larger event may be made 
up of smaller, predictable events which are expected by members of a cultural group. Hence the 
closer the referential structure of the decoder to that of the encoder, the fewer will be the details 
needing to be addressed overtly. In this regard, when I was working with a text in India, being 
ignorant of many such scripts, I had to address much more detail, in order to understand, than 
would a local person; in the process, my referential structure was greatly enlarged! 

The way that shared cultural knowledge affects the form of communication cannot 
be overstated. Without knowledge of the original author and audience’s cultural 
scenarios, accurate exegesis of a text is impossible. Similarly, without knowledge of the 
target audience’s cultural scenarios, effective communication is impossible. Typically the 
translation will need to be more explicit than the source text, precisely because the target 
audience does not share all of the original communicator’s mental scenarios. 

15.2. Scenario theory’s contribution to translation theory 
The strength of the meaning-based approach has been the fact that it has allowed 

ordinary people to read and understand Scripture, just as they would any other book. The 
weakness of the meaning-based approach has been a lack of theoretical underpinning 
from linguistic theory. 

For example, Nida’s approach to translation as “functional equivalence” (is widely 
acknowledged for its communicative power (Pearson 1999:82): 

Indeed, it can be very convincingly argued that this method of translation, along with many of 
the warnings that go with it concerning how to handle style and idiom that exist in the source 
language, is the best way to communicate the most meaning to the largest possible audience. 

Yet Pearson (1999:83) also says that there needs to be “serious re-examination of the 
theory”. There are four basic assumptions of Nida’s theory of functional equivalence 
which Pearson (1999:83–84) believes need evaluating as to whether and to what extent 
they are true: 

1. A translation cannot be said to be a good translation unless it communicates the meaning as 
understood by the original author to the receptor in his own language, and does it well. 
2. The original meaning as understood by the original author is apprehendable and 
communicable by the translator. 
3. ‘Anything that can be said in one language can be said in another, unless the form is an 
essential element of the language.’ 
4. ‘To preserve the content of the message the form [of the source language] must be changed.’ 

I believe that modern linguistic insights in discourse analysis, and particularly the 
application of scenario theory to discourse analysis, provide at least partial answers to 
theoretical problems such as these. 

15.2.1. Author intent 

As to point 1, that a translation should communicate the meaning of the original 
author, there is strong support for this both in everyday language use, and in linguistic 
writings. In an everyday situation the addressee assumes author intent whenever he or she 
questions the speaker “What do you mean by such and such?” Similarly, the speaker has 
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the right to refute the hearer’s interpretation, “That’s not what I mean”. In the linguistic 
world, authors emphasize the primacy of the author’s intended meaning, e.g. Callow and 
Callow (1992:5): 

It is the intended meaning of the speaker which controls the selection of specific verbal forms, 
and any analysis of the resultant discourse which does not give due weight to that intended 
meaning will be inherently incomplete and defective. 

Similarly, Sperber and Wilson (1986:34) state: 
Thus, to communicate efficiently, all the speaker has to do is to utter a sentence only one inter-
pretation of which is compatible with the assumption that she is obeying the co-operative 
principle and maxims. 

Also Chafe (1976:31–32), whilst discussing the use in speech of the first and second 
person pronouns as givens, stresses indirectly the interdependence of speaker and ad-
dressee, each being conscious of the other, which presupposes that the addressee will 
take speaker intent into account: 

The fact that the speaker and addressee themselves are regularly treated as given (and pronom-
inalized as I and you respectively) stems from the same consideration. The speaker is conscious 
of the addressee, and the addressee is conscious of the speaker. 

Baker (1992:155) again, in stressing that grammatical choices are the speaker’s 
prerogative, implies that these choices, and their intended effect, are part of the meaning 
of the message: 

Similarly, an element which has been mentioned before may be presented as new because it is 
unexpected or because the speaker wishes to present it in a contrastive light. 

Similarly, Mann, Matthiessen, and Thompson (1992:45) state that it is the author 
who is in charge of structuring his material to achieve his own purposes, implying that 
the translator should also strive to structure the material to fulfil the original author’s 
original purposes: 

Text structuring relations are functional; the character that they all share can be stated in terms 
of the categories of effects that they produce. They can be described in terms of the purposes of 
the writer, the writer’s assumptions about the reader, and certain propositional patterns in the 
subject matter of the text. The text structuring relations reflect the writer’s options of 
organization and presentation… 

Scenarios, as mental structures, affect the way that the speaker or author structures 
the text, including both grammatical and lexical choice, as shown above for both Greek 
and Parkari. Since the source text for translation is itself structured in accordance with 
the author’s mental scenarios, the meaning of the text must be the meaning in the 
author’s mind which that text reflects. 

15.2.2. Recoverability of author intent 

As to point 2, that one can know what the original author meant, this study demon-
strates that, in addition to other documented linguistic data for determining the author’s 
intended meaning (such as word order and boundary markers), there are both 
grammatical and lexical indications of the presence of certain scenarios, which give clear 
markers in the text as to the author’s intent. It is true that “uncertainty exists concerning 
the meaning (and, in the case of textual criticism, content) of the documents upon which 
Christian (and for the Hebrew Bible, Jewish) faith and practice are based” (Pearson 
1999:81). However, scenario theory provides a theoretical basis for believing that the 
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original author’s intent can be plausibly reconstructed from the text. Scenario theory 
helps identify Hearer-old and Hearer-new information, helps “fill in the gaps” of the 
explicit text, helps understand implicatures, and helps illuminate what was focal in a 
given scenario, and thus clarifies what the translator must make explicit in translation to 
preserve the original focus. 

Scenario theory, along with other theories used in discourse analysis, should defuse 
the argument that author intent cannot be known. Jordan (1992:200) states: 

In my view we cannot possibly know - or reliably guess - what was in the writer’s mind (even if 
we asked her) in composing each part of the text, and we must analyze instead what she did 
write. 

Even if we accept so radical a view, we do have biblical texts recording (substantially) 
not only what the original authors actually wrote, but the way they chose to write it. What 
we can deduce from their choice of semantic structure, grammar and lexicon is at least a 
sound basis, in the text itself, for determining author intent. I believe that scenario theory 
demonstrably links explicit grammatical and lexical markers with implicit scenarios, and 
thus provides a means of distinguishing what is implicit, that is deliberately 
communicated. 

Determining meaning (i.e. the author’s intended meaning) is not an issue restricted 
to Scripture translation. Even in ordinary conversation, or writing, as Sperber and Wilson 
(1986:34) point out, the text is frequently ambiguous, but the message is rarely so, since 
the speaker and audience share a basic assumption about what is relevant: 

 Recall for instance, our example (16–18): 
(16) Jones has bought the Times. 
(17) Jones has bought a copy of the Times. 
(18) Jones has bought the press enterprise which publishes the Times. 
Usually only one meaning will seem true or only one will be relevant. Hence the maxims and 
the inferences they give rise to make it possible to communicate an unambiguous thought by 
uttering an ambiguous sentence. 

Mann, Matthiessen, and Thompson (1992:50–51) point out a necessary caveat, in the 
context of analysing the rhetorical structure of the text, that we can never be “certain” of 
author intent: 

Since the analyst has access to the text, has knowledge of the context in which it was written, 
and shares the cultural conventions of the writer and the expected readers, but has no direct 
access to either the writer or other readers, judgments about the writer or readers must be 
plausibility judgments rather than judgments of certainty. 

It is true that, in exegeting biblical texts, we do not have all the background 
information about speaker, addressee, and situation to resolve all ambiguity, but we can 
resolve much of it, by applying our knowledge of grammar, historical background, and 
linguistics. But in the end we must realize that we are sometimes making “plausibility 
judgments rather than judgments of certainty”, just as we do in our interpretation of 
everyday communication. 

However, the fact that our understanding of author intent will be imperfect, does not 
argue against making our best efforts to determine it, and use it as the yardstick against 
which to evaluate the “accuracy” of our translation. As Mann, Matthiessen, and 
Thompson (1992:66) point out, to understand a text we must inevitably move beyond 
what is explicit and make judgments as to what the writer intended the text to mean: 
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The abundance of unsignalled relations highlights the importance of the differences between 
text understanding, which involves recognition of text structure and relations, and a symbol 
decoding task. Recognizing relations requires that the reader make judgments about the writer, 
including judgments about the plausibility of intentions. Symbolic decoding proceeds on the 
basis of the conventional import of symbols and their compositions, without judging such 
factors. 

If translators, who have access to the best theoretical and exegetical helps, do not 
make plausibility judgments as to what the original author meant, then their target 
audiences will make such judgments, and will make them both more hastily and on less 
evidence. Scenario theory provides a strong theoretical basis for evaluating what meaning 
may be plausibly deduced from the text. 

15.2.3. Translatability 

As to point 3, that any thought can be expressed in any language, there is no doubt 
that cultures and languages are very different from each other, and that there is not a one-
to-one correspondence between languages in either concepts, grammar, or lexicon. 
Nevertheless, scenario theory is based on the fact that although people categorize their 
experiences and perceptions in different ways, there is such an enormous overlap of 
human experience that within any one culture people’s categories are remarkably 
consistent (that is they have essentially the same scenarios in their minds), and across 
cultures their experiences are still so remarkably similar that they have stored in their 
minds enough world-knowledge that similar experiences to the author’s can be accessed. 
Callow and Callow (1992:6) say: 

The meaning expressed in verbal communication is a universal, i.e. it is capable of multiple 
realisation in words, but is independent of those realisations, which are specifics. … In 
analysing discourse we are analysing a specific realisation of an underlying meaning which is a 
universal; it is capable in principle of realisation in any language. 

Modern theories of communication do not try to say “My words mean this”, as if 
words had discrete, abstract, unchangeable definitions, but rather “My words are able to 
trigger similar thoughts in your brain to the thoughts in mine, because you share some of 
my life experience.” Callow and Callow (1992:6) say: 

The kind of meaning with which we are concerned here is the meaning the speaker intends to 
convey. As he communicates he is using verbal forms as signals of his inward thoughts, 
attitudes, emotions, purposes, etc. Words do not have meanings, they signal meanings. 

Thus communication is not about stating in unambiguous lexical and grammatical 
forms 100 percent exactly what the author intended but being “good enough for the job in 
hand”, i.e. good enough to signal to the hearers the inward thoughts, attitudes, emotions, 
and purposes, etc. of the speaker. This “good enough” is attainable in translation, and is, 
in fact, all that is attainable in any form of communication. As Lakoff and Johnson 
(1980:179) say about the audience’s role in communication: 

We understand a statement as true in a given situation when our understanding of the statement 
fits our understanding of the situation closely enough for our purposes. 

There is also experimental evidence, from Schank and Abelson (1977:11), in support 
of the claim that the same meaning can be communicated adequately in different lan-
guages. They use computers to analyse texts and reduce them to language independent 
concepts, relying on scenario theory, especially scripts, plans, and goals. Two axioms of 
Schank’s Conceptual Dependency Theory are especially relevant: 
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A For any two sentences that are identical in meaning, regardless of language, there should be 
only one representation. 
The above axiom has an important corollary that derives from it. 
B Any information in a sentence that is implicit must be made explicit in the representation of 
the meaning of that sentence. 

Based on this theory Schank and Abelson (1977:177) have analyzed texts, reduced them 
to their explicit conceptual format, and translated them back successfully into Chinese, 
Russian, Dutch, and Spanish, all using computer programs. 

Similar, but less documented or verifiable experimental evidence in favour of trans-
latability, is the fact that the New Testament has been translated into some thousand 
languages. I personally have been involved in one such translation, and the translation 
team never had a problem such as “Can this be said?” but rather “How can we best say 
this?” The barrier to translation in the remaining languages is largely due to lack of 
personnel, training, and resources. I have never heard of any project being abandoned due 
to the inherent untranslatability of the message into that particular language. 

Scenario theory, whilst acknowledging the differences in people’s mental concepts 
due to different cultural and individual experiences, also argues that people can under-
stand new concepts and make sense of new ideas by making generalizations and 
inferences based on previous experiences. Since scenarios are formed by experience, they 
can also be modified by experience. This means that new concepts can be communicated, 
so long as they are communicated within the framework of existing scenarios, thus 
allowing the audience to categorize the new concepts appropriately and modify their 
mental scenarios accordingly. 

15.2.4. Priority of meaning over form 

As to point 4, that “To preserve the content of the message the form [of the source 
language] must be changed”, nobody argues that the form must always be changed other-
wise meaning will not be preserved, but that sometimes, indeed frequently, the form must 
be changed in order to preserve the meaning. The only alternative approach is for the 
translator to preserve the form and ignore the meaning, thus leaving the reader to 
decipher the meaning. This form-based approach has two major flaws. 

First, the form cannot be preserved. The translator has to tamper with the form. At 
the very least, the language used must be changed, else it is not translation. Word orders 
may have to be changed where they are fixed, for example 

• SOV to SVO 
• adjective noun to noun adjective, or 
• preposition to postposition. 

Verbal forms may have to be changed, at least where there are fewer tense/aspect 
distinctions in the target language than in the source language. Gender of nouns and 
hence agreement of adjectives and pronominal references may have to be changed. 
Words may have to be changed to phrases, or verbs to nouns, where equivalent words are 
not available for the same concept, etc., etc. Having made these changes, some of the 
clues as to meaning which were encoded in the original text, such as juxtapositions, tense 
usage, disambiguation due to gender markings, etc. will not be preserved in the 
translation. 
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Secondly, the reader has far less chance than the translator of correctly deciphering 
the meaning. (I am presuming that readers do expect to get meaning from the text, which 
is why they are reading it, and that they expect to get the original author’s meaning, 
whether they take that as the human writer’s or the Holy Spirit’s meaning.) The reader no 
longer has access to all the linguistic clues encoded in the original text, since the use of 
word order, tense and aspect markings, gender and person markings, etc. to keep track of 
participants, show prominence, resolve ambiguity, and so on, will almost certainly be 
different between the source language and target language. Moreover, understanding a 
literal translation requires background knowledge. This is shown practically by the 
existence of commentaries and Bibles with notes, and theoretically by scenario theory 
and relevance theory. The reader and author need to have a “mutual cognitive 
environment”, i.e. the reader must share with the author similar mental scenarios 
encoding their understanding of the world, if they are to correctly understand the message 
of the text. The average readers who do not know about the author and his world, or 
share his linguistic and cultural presuppositions, cannot understand the author easily or 
accurately. 

The task of understanding and expressing the author’s meaning is indeed hard, and 
some may doubt it is possible. However, the problem is not solved by leaving the total 
burden of understanding (i.e. exegesis) to the readers, who have neither specialist 
knowledge nor time. It is better to see exegesis as the rightful preserve of the translator, 
who, fallible though he or she is, has the time to use not only their own knowledge but 
draw on the expertise of others, including linguists, translation theorists, and theologians, 
in order to make good justifiable exegetical decisions about the author’s meaning. 

Whilst we cannot ever completely know the original author’s total intended meaning, 
we can be sure, on the theoretical basis which scenario theory provides, that a meaning-
based translation can more accurately convey the author’s meaning than a form-based 
translation. This is because meaning is communicated not by the form of words alone, 
but through the grid of the author’s and audience’s scenarios, and where those scenarios 
are demonstrably different, the original form of the text will indeed need to be changed to 
compensate for the different grid through which the text will be interpreted. 

15.2.5. Meaning-based translation—a con or linguistically responsible? 

In response to the concern that meaning-based translations, since their stated aim is 
clear and accurate communication of the original message, may be wrongly perceived as 
being “the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth”, I heartily recommend a 
reminder in every translation, that it is a translation, i.e. an attempt to make the meaning 
of the original author’s message clear. Whilst acknowledging that any attempt at 
meaning-based translation will inevitably fail in places in terms of accuracy, clarity, and 
naturalness, I maintain the attempt is still worth making, and is the most linguistically 
responsible approach the translator can take. 

As I hope I have already demonstrated, it is the mismatching of scenarios between 
different languages and cultures which frequently causes either noncommunication, or 
miscommunication. This mismatch of scenarios, involving as it does the worldviews and 
presuppositions of differing cultures, is simply not addressed in the “modified literal” 
style of translation represented by such major Bible translations as the 
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• Authorized Version 
• Revised Standard Version, and 
• New International Version. 

Only a meaning-based approach to translation, seeing meaning as applying not merely at 
word, phrase, or clause level, but right up to discourse level, can accurately convey the 
message of the biblical texts to today’s audience. 

15.3. Chapter summary 
Translation is the transfer of meaning across languages, and so requires the translator 

to interpret the meaning of the original text based on plausible judgments as to what the 
original author of a text intended to communicate. With all translation, but especially 
with the translation of ancient documents, such as the Bible, the difference in culture 
between the original and new target audiences means that the form of the message may 
need to be adjusted to make explicit what was implicit in the source text, quite apart from 
changes of form due to using a different language, such as grammatical, syntactic, and 
lexical differences. A translation should be not only accurate but also clear and natural so 
that the target audience can understand the meaning. Acceptability of a translation 
depends on sociolinguistic as well as linguistic issues. Apart from exegetical decisions, 
every other aspect of a translation depends on the target audience. 

Scenario theory provides theoretical justification for meaning-based translation. 
Scenario theory emphasizes that thinking and communication is fundamentally con-
ceptual, so that the meaning to be translated is not the words of the original text but the 
thoughts of the original author, as indicated by the text he wrote. Scenario theory 
provides a conceptual framework for recognizing Hearer-old and Hearer-new marking 
and for identifying implicit participants, events, and relationships, which allows for better 
discourse analysis and thus a clearer evaluation of the author’s intended meaning. 
Scenario theory provides a theoretical basis for translatability, since scenarios as mental 
constructs are not only used to categorize new information but are also modified to 
include such information, making new conceptual categories and links as appropriate. 
Scenario theory recognizes that conceptual structure is mirrored by language structure, 
thus enabling the translator not only to analyse the conceptual meaning of the source text 
by studying its linguistic form, but also to choose the appropriate linguistic form for 
reexpressing those concepts in the target language. 
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16. Scenario Theory and Translation Problems 
Since scenarios are experientially and culturally based and affect the grammar, 

lexicon, and discourse structure of both New Testament Greek and modern Parkari, a 
translation must take into account not only the linguistic differences between the source 
and target languages but also the experiential and cultural differences between the author 
and audience of the source text and the target audience of the translation. In this chapter I 
demonstrate the problems caused by scenario mismatch in translation, especially as 
regards the target audience’s ability to follow the flow of the text and understand it 
accurately. 

16.1. Problems of scenario mismatch 
Since scenarios contain interrelated chunks of information, including probabilities of 

certain events co-occurring, a mismatch of scenarios between source and target languages 
causes a mismatch of information communicated and a reduced ability to evaluate what is 
normal and what is contraexpectation. Since the grammar and lexicon in both Parkari and 
Greek is influenced by scenarios, a mismatch of scenarios between those languages will 
affect the grammar and lexicon used in translation. 

The most radical, and obvious, problem of scenario mismatch is when the target 
language and culture completely lack a scenario found in the source language. This 
creates classic translation problems such as “How do you translate camel for an 
Eskimo?” There are several standard approaches for translating unknown items, as listed 
by Beekman and Callow (1974:191): 

EQUIVALENCE BY MODIFYING A GENERIC WORD 
 Modified with features of form / a statement of function / 
 both form and function/ a comparison 
EQUIVALENCE BY USING A LOAN WORD 
 Modified with a classifier / form or function or both 
EQUIVALENCE BY CULTURAL SUBSTITUTION 

Cultural substitution is “the use of a real world referent from the receptor culture for an 
unknown referent of the original, both of the referents having the same function” (ibid.). 
To these one might add the use of a generic alone, if specific aspects of the source 
language referent are not focal in the context. 

For example, if English had no equivalent for ἅρμα ‘chariot’, in Acts 8:28 and 
Revelation 9:9, one might translate by using the following: 

A generic word e.g. vehicle 
A modified generic word e.g. horse-drawn vehicle (form), war cart (function) 
 horse-drawn war cart (form and function) 
 vehicle like a tonga (comparison) 
A modified loan word e.g. vehicle called “harma” (generic) 
 horse-drawn “harma” (form), war “harma” (function) 
A cultural substitute e.g. carriage, cart 
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Note that ἅρμα belongs in two different source language scenarios—first class travel 
and war. Similarly, each word or phrase in the target language evokes its own scenario, 
which must be compared to the original source language scenario and co-text, to deter-
mine its appropriateness. For example, English “chariot” fits both scenarios, but the 
“cart” scenario does not include “high-class”, and the “carriage” scenario does not 
include “war”. Therefore, such translation requires sensitivity to context. 

In Acts 8:28, ἅρμα represents a concept unknown in Parkari and is translated ɡʰoɽɑ 
ɠɑəi ‘horse cart’ meaning horse-drawn vehicle, whereas ἅρμα ‘war-chariot’ in 
Revelation 9:9 is a known concept (through storytelling) and is translated ɾətʰ, which 
refers either to a war chariot or a ceremonial vehicle for transporting deities. A common 
Parkari word for a horse-drawn vehicle, ʈõɠo, was avoided in both cases, as its scenario 
includes “available cheaply for hire” which is clearly inappropriate. 

If the missing scenario is a recurring theme throughout the text, it will be harder to 
translate, especially if it occurs both in historical contexts and in metaphorical language. 
For example, how might one translate John 10:11: “I am the good shepherd. The good 
shepherd lays down his life for the sheep,” for a culture where sheep are unknown? 
Different approaches have different advantages and disadvantages: 
Generic term with simile 
 I am like a good herdsman, who lays down his life for his animals. 
This is fine here, but loses the clear connection with other “sheep” imagery since all would become 
generic. 

Different specific term with simile (cultural substitute) 
 I am like a goat herder, who lays down his life for his animals. 
This is fine here, but causes problems elsewhere. What about separating sheep from goats in Matthew 
25:32? Perhaps one could translate separating good goats from bad goats. What about historical references 
to sheep, e.g. in sacrifice, where “goat” is historically incorrect (unless it functions as a generic term in the 
target language)? Obviously, the issue needs addressing in terms of the whole Biblical corpus. 

Generic term plus loan word with simile (usually from the language of wider communication): 
 I am like a good herdsman of animals called “sheep”, who lays down his life for his animals. 
Although connection with other “sheep” passages can be maintained, the emphasis is skewed here. What is 
special about a herdsman of animals called “sheep” as opposed to other herdsmen? 

Direct statement 
 I am the good teacher. I am ready to die for those who follow me. 
The meaning is clear, but there is no thematic link to other “sheep” passages, whether historical or 
metaphorical. 

Direct statement with generic simile 
I am the good teacher. I am ready to die for those who follow me. I am like a good herdsman, who lays 
down his life for his animals. 

In all cases, not only the target language words but their whole scenarios must be 
compared with the scenarios evoked by the source language words. 

Simply using a loan word in a metaphor is rarely communicative, since neither the 
literal nor metaphorical meaning is clear, for example (treating Greek πρόβατον ‘sheep’ 
as a loan word): 
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Loan word as metaphor 
 I am the good herder of probatons, who lays down his life for his probatons. 

16.2. Scenario mismatch causes information loss 
As discussed earlier, scenarios are information chunks in the brain, and allow 

information to be communicated in chunks. So if the source language scenario is 
different from the target language scenario, the same chunk of information will not be 
communicated, e.g. the leprosy scenario: 
New Testament Greek  
 Leprosy is a very bad disease. 

Leprosy causes ritual impurity and untouchability. 
Healing must be validated by a priest at Jerusalem. 

Parkari: Leprosy is a very bad disease. 

The word “leprosy” in the Greek New Testament opened up the whole content of the 
leprosy scenario for the original audience, due to the author and audience’s “mutual cog-
nitive environment”. But for Parkaris the word leprosy merely communicates a serious 
disease. 

Consequently, certain focal information, which the author left implicit in the source 
text since the audience could supply it from their similar mental scenarios, must be made 
explicit in translation. Unless this is done 

• lexical items will appear unrelated to the open scenario and coherence will be lost 
• information marked grammatically as Hearer-old will appear surprising, and 
• facts needed to make inferences will be unavailable. 

Where scenario mismatch causes the loss of information needed for following the 
logic of the text, the translation will need to make this information explicit, for example: 
 Luke 5:12 in Parkari (information made explicit from the “leprosy” scenario is underlined) 
In that very place was a man who had the disease of leprosy. Therefore, that man was ceremonially-
unclean. When he saw Jesus, then having fallen at feet, having pleaded he said “Holyman, if it be your 
will, you(p) having made me fit and well can make me pure.” 

Similarly, in Luke 7:1–10 the word ἑκατοντάρχης ‘centurion’ might be defined as a 
military officer in charge of a hundred men. But the New Testament scenario for “cen-
turion” includes prototypical ethno-religious information such as non-Jew, normally 
polytheist. This information is vital for understanding Jesus’s punch line in 7:9: “I tell 
you, not even in Israel have I found such faith.” So again, if this essential information is 
missing from the target audience’s scenario, it must be made explicit in translation. 
Where implicit information is focal throughout a pericope, it may be made explicit in the 
title, for example: 
 The title of Luke 7:1–10 in Parkari (information made explicit from the “leprosy” scenario is 
underlined) 
An army officer of another race trusts on Jesus 
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16.2.1. Proper nouns 

Proper nouns often cause information loss in translation, since the source language 
speakers frequently have a detailed scenario for a name, but the target language speakers 
have a very reduced one. 

For example, the scenario of a specific name in the target language may not include 
whether it refers to a person or a place. Even if sentence-level semantics clarifies that it is 
a place, it may be unclear whether it is a town, province, river, or mountain. In such 
cases, making explicit the generic category of a name’s referent gives the audience the 
same level of information as was available to the original audience, for example 
(information made explicit from the open scenario is underlined): 

 1 Peter 1:1 
RSV:  To the exiles of the Dispersion in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia 
Parkari: … scattered in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia provinces, 

 

 Acts 11:19 
RSV: traveled as far as Phoenicia and Cyprus and Antioch … 
Parkari: some reached as far as Phoenicia area, some Cyprus island and some Antioch town. 

 

 Acts 21:1 
RSV: to Cos, and the next day to Rhodes, and from there to Patara. 
Parkari: to the island named Cos. On the next day from there came to the island named Rhodes, and 

from there again having gone to Patara town we descended. 

If the category of the name as used in the text is different from the commonly known 
category, failure to make it explicit will lead to misidentification, for example: 

 Luke 3:3a 
RSV: and he went into all the region about the Jordan… 
Parkari: Therefore, John having come to the surrounds of the Jordan River … 
 Jordan commonly refers to a country. 

These categories should be made explicit when, and only when, they are not part of 
the target audience’s scenario for the name. Too much information is as disruptive to 
communication as too little, as noted by Grice (Sperber and Wilson 1986:33): 
1 Make your contribution as informative as is required. 

2 Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 

16.2.2. Personal names 

The scenario for personal names includes not merely “human”, but frequently the 
gender and ethnic origin of the referent, and also, in the case of identifiable referents, 
their role or status. Such information, where focal, should be made explicit in translation 
so that the new audience can file the name in an appropriate scenario slot, predict what 
might happen, and recognize conceptual and lexical cohesion, for example. 
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16.2.2.1. Gender 

 Colossians 4:15 
RSV: and to Nympha and the church in her house. 
Parkari: and lady Nymphas, and the Christian circle which gathers at her house 

The name Nympha(s) indicates a female, as does the Greek pronoun. Since the name 
is unknown in Parkari, and Parkari pronouns show no gender, the gender is made explicit 
in the translation, otherwise the referent would be understood as male. 

16.2.2.2. Ethnic origin 

 Acts 10:1 
RSV: At Caesarea there was a man named Cornelius, a centurion … 
Parkari: In Caesarea town there was one person of another race named Cornelius. He was one officer of 

the army of Rome land, … 

The name Cornelius, together with his rank in the Roman Army, indicates that this 
man was a gentile. This name is unknown in Parkari, so the non-Jewishness is made 
explicit, since the fact that Cornelius in not a Jew is of key importance in understanding 
Acts 10:1–11:18, as shown by Acts 10:28. 

16.2.2.3. Role in society 

 Luke 3:1 
RSV: In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar 
Parkari: In the 15th year of the kingship of Tiberius Caesar king of Roman government 
Caesar’s status is significant here as the most important ruler of the time. His name is followed by a list of 
lesser local rulers. 

 

 Luke 18:38 
RSV: Jesus, Son of David 
Parkari: Jesus, descendant of King David 
David’s status is significant as “Son of David” is a title of honour. A literal translation would be 
understood as simply naming the father. 

In some cases, the person referred to is less well known than a different person of the 
same name, and this may lead to misidentification, and hence inability to see the lexical 
cohesion, e.g. Joshua/Jesus: 
 Acts 7:45 

 μετὰ Ἰησοῦ 
RSV: with Joshua 
Parkari: our ancestors … having taken that tent came here with Joshua 

Although the Greek form of the names Joshua and Jesus is identical, the original 
audience had the time frame of Jewish history to disambiguate the referent as Joshua. 
Fortunately, English and Parkari have different forms of the name for the different 
referents, so the translation is unambiguous. 
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16.2.2.4. John the Baptist/John the disciple 

Luke 3:2 John the son of Zechariah 

Luke 5:33 The disciples of John 

Acts 1:5 for John baptized with water 
 

Luke 5:10 James and John, the sons of Zebedee 

Luke 6:14 Peter, and Andrew his brother, and James and John 

Acts 1:13 Peter and John and James and Andrew 

Here, although John the Baptist and John the disciple overlap in time, they are still 
distinguished by the scenario they belong to: 

• John the Baptist’s scenario including son of Zechariah, teacher, and baptized 
• John the disciple’s scenario including son of Zebedee and disciple of Jesus 
For target audiences where scenarios for these referents do not include these basic 

details, the translation would need to make the referent explicit, e.g. Luke 5:33: “The 
disciples of John the Baptist”. 

Occasionally the source text includes nonfocal information with a personal name 
simply to disambiguate the referent. This may require even more explicit disambiguation 
in the target language than in the original language, for example: 
 Acts 13:14 

 Ἀντιόχειαν τὴν Πισιδίαν 
RSV: Antioch of Pisidia 

Parkari: Antioch town of Pisidia area 
 i.e. not Antioch in Syria 

 

 John 14:22 

 Ἰούδας, οὐχ ὁ Ἰσκαριώτης 
RSV: Judas (not Iscariot) 
Parkari: Judas, not Judas Iscariot but the other disciple named Judas 

This is the only mention in John’s Gospel of any Judas other than Judas Iscariot, so 
simply saying “not Iscariot” does not clarify the referent for the Parkari audience, even if 
they have read the Gospel throughout. Therefore, the translation makes explicit that this 
Judas was one of the disciples. 

Sometimes the source text includes contextually focal information with a personal 
name, which also disambiguates the referent. If the translation needs to be more explicit 
than the source text in order to disambiguate the referent, such explicit information 
should be contextually focal, for example: 
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 Acts 14:26 

 ἀπέπλευσαν εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν, ὅθεν ἦσαν παραδεδομένοι τῇ χάριτι τοῦ θεοῦ 
RSV: they sailed to Antioch, where they had been commended to the grace of God … 
Parkari: they set off back to their own Antioch town, where the Christians had given them into the 

care of God … (cf., 13:1–3) 

Occasionally the source text uses a personal name metaphorically. Here again the 
translation may need to be more explicit than the original in order to open the correct 
scenario, for example: 
 Matthew 17:12 

 λέγω δὲ ὑμῖν ὅτι Ἠλίας ἤδη ἦλθεν 
RSV: But I tell you that Elijah has already come 
Parkari: But I tell you with assurance that the one doing the preparation for my coming, whom (one) has 

called Elijah in Scripture, he indeed had come. 

Making John the Baptist explicit here would make nonsense of 17:13: “Then the 
disciples understood that he was speaking to them of John the Baptist.” Jesus was 
apparently leaving the audience to think out who he meant, so Parkari makes explicit the 
contextually focal elements of the Elijah scenario which the original audience knew from 
Malachi 4:5. 

16.3. Scenario mismatch reduces lexical cohesion 
Where the scenarios of source and target languages do not match, a literal translation 

may provide less lexical cohesion for its own target audience than the source text did for 
the original target audience. 

For example, in Luke 10:13 “sackcloth” and “ashes” belong in the New Testament 
Greek scenario of “repentance”. However, they are not in the Parkari scenario of “repent-
ance”, so the connection needs to be made explicit, otherwise textual cohesion is lost. In 
Parkari, sitting in dust or ash and wearing dark clothes are signs of grief, such as bereave-
ment, so the Parkari “grief” scenario can be used to fill out the Greek “repentance” 
scenario, for example: 
 Luke 10:13 
RSV: they would have repented long ago, sitting in sackcloth and ashes. 
Parkari: the people of there would early having abandoned their bad works have done repentance, and 

having put on clothes made from goats’ hair have sat in grief on ash, and have gone on God’s 
matter. 

The Parkari word glossed “repentance” expresses an emotion, not a radical change of 
behaviour, so the action of abandoning wrong and embracing right behaviour, included in 
the Greek scenario of μετενόησαν, must also be made explicit “having abandoned their 
bad works … have gone on God’s matter”. 

16.3.1. Metaphorical scenarios 

If a source language metaphor, which is not used in the target language, is translated 
literally, lexical cohesion and logical coherence are lost. The reader is left confused, 
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since the metaphorical link to the open scenario is severed, and the literal meaning does 
not fit the context. For example, John the Baptist’s teaching in Luke 3:9, 17: 
RSV  
 Even now the axe is laid to the root of the trees; every tree therefore that does not bear good fruit is 

cut down and thrown into the fire… His winnowing fork is in his hand, to clear his threshing floor, 
and to gather the wheat into his granary, but the chaff he will burn with unquenchable fire. 

Such language is never used metaphorically in Parkari, and the literal meaning has 
no relevance to the context of repentance. In translation, the meaning of such metaphors 
must be clarified, for example: 
Parkari  
 But now God is about to punish men, as if someone is standing with axe poised at the stump of the 

tree. And just as in whichever tree there is no fruit, a person chops it down and throws it into the fire, 
so God will punish those who do not walk on his matter… As someone stands with his winnowing-
fork on the threshing floor, and having cleaned his grain keeps it in his barn, but the chaff he burns in 
fire, so he [God] is about to judge people. He will keep those walking on God’s matter with him, but 
those not walking [on his matter] he will burn in such a fire as is never extinguished. 

(The Parkari phrase “walk on God’s matter” means “obey God”.) 

Sometimes, especially if the metaphor is not part of extended imagery, the best 
solution is to drop it altogether, for example: 
 Luke 3:7 
RSV: You brood of vipers! 
Parkari: O evil minded [people]! 

Occasionally, the source language metaphor is not used in the target language, but 
the literal meaning of the metaphor fits the open scenario. For example, in John 21:15–
18, Jesus asks Peter to “feed my sheep”. Since many Parkaris keep sheep, but “sheep” is 
not a Parkari metaphor for “followers”, the literal understanding of “feed my sheep” 
seems coherent. In translation, this miscommunication must be avoided, for example: 
 John 21:17 
Parkari: As a herdsman pastures the sheep, so you look after my people. 

Wherever lexical cohesion is achieved by mixing literal and metaphorical scenarios, 
there is always a potential translation problem. For example puns, where the same words 
have both literal and idiomatic meaning, cannot normally be translated (Catford 1965:94; 
Baker 1992:70). 

16.3.2. Name scenarios and wordplay 

Similar problems occur in the New Testament when trying to translate wordplay on 
names. Names are generally used referentially, without any “sense” meaning. Conse-
quently, names are usually transliterated, rather than translated according to meaning, so 
the scenario of the name in translation no longer contains the original meaning. 

Scripture, however, frequently connects the meaning of a name with the character or 
significance of the person so named, either based on the genuine etymology of the name, 
or by producing a new folk-etymology. Since the meaning of the name (or its phonologi-
cal connection to the folk-etymology) was part of its Source Language scenario but is not 
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in the Target Language scenario, where context shows that the meaning of a name is 
implicit, it should be made explicit in translation, for example: 
 Genesis 3:20 
Adam named his wife Eve, which means “living”, because she would become the mother of all the living. 

 

 Genesis 4:1 
she became pregnant and gave birth to Cain. In the Hebrew language Cain sounds like “brought forth”. 
She said, “With the help of the LORD I have brought forth a man.” 

 

 Matthew 1:21 
you are to give him the name Jesus, meaning “the LORD saves”, because he will save his people from 
their sins. 

 

 Philemon 10–11 
I appeal to you for my son Onesimus … Although his name means “useful”, formerly he was useless to 
you. But now he really has become useful both to you and to me. 

 

 Philippians 4:3 
Yes, and I ask you Syzygus, loyal coworker as your name suggests, help these women … 

16.4. Scenario mismatch skews expectations 
If the target language scenario does not contain the same elements as the source 

language scenario, then the audience will have different expectations as to what is likely 
to occur. This means that unexpected elements may appear normal, and normal elements 
may appear surprising or controversial. Since both Greek and Parkari grammatically 
mark Hearer-old expected information and Hearer-new unexpected information 
differently, failure to note scenario mismatch may result in information which is 
unexpected for the hearer being grammatically marked as expected. 

For example, a Prenuclear Aorist Participle in Greek is regularly translated by a 
Nonfinal verb form in Parkari, since both mark a prototypical event in the script of the 
Main Verb’s scenario. If, however, an event is part of the prototypical script in the source 
language, but not in the target language, use of a Hearer-old verb form miscues the 
audience, presenting what is strange to them as if they should have expected it. 
Somehow, the translation must show the target audience that this seemingly strange event 
was normal for the original audience. 

In Mark 14:63, the Prenuclear Aorist Participle marks that the high priest tearing his 
robe is a prototypical element of the scenario of declaring a blasphemy charge proven, for 
example: 

ὁ δὲ ἀρχιερεὺς διαρρήξας τοὺς χιτῶνας αὐτοῦ λέγει, Τί ἔτι χρείαν ἔχομεν μαρτύρων; 
The ( ) high-priest having.torn the clothes of.him says what yet need we.have of.witnesses 
And the high priest tore his garments, and said, “Why do we still need witnesses?” 

For Parkaris, tearing one’s clothes is not prototypical in any scenario except 
madness. The translation must, therefore, avoid presenting this as Hearer-old (because it 
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is not part of the open Parkari scenario), yet present it as natural in the circumstances, not 
a sign of madness. To do this, Parkari uses a Main Verb and makes the purpose of this act 
explicit, that is: 

Then the chief priest to show himself grieved tore the robe he wore and said: “Now what need do 
we(incl) have of other witness bearers?” 

The Parkari translation is based on the exegesis that the appropriate response to blasphe-
my is an expression of deep grief and horror that others have shown disrespect to God, 
yet the high priest is inwardly pleased at Jesus’s blasphemy as it seals Jesus’s fate. In 
support of this exegesis Cole (1989:307) states that the “symbolic tearing of garments, by 
now traditional on hearing blasphemy, was in origin a sign of grief … (e.g. Leviticus. 
10:6). Here it had been distorted into a sign of joy at a wicked purpose successfully 
accomplished” (cf., Hendriksen 1974:612–613). 

Old Testament evidence for the prototypicality of tearing clothes on hearing blas-
phemy is found in Numbers 14:6 where Joshua and Caleb tear their clothes because the 
people refuse to follow God’s leading, 2 Chronicles 34:19–21 where King Josiah tears 
his clothes because (unwittingly) his ancestors had not “kept the Word of the Lord”, and 
most significantly in Jeremiah 36:24 where King Jehoiakim systematically cuts up the 
scroll of Jeremiah’s prophecy and burns it, but “the king and all his attendants who heard 
all these words showed no fear, nor did they tear their clothes”. The author, by recording 
what people did not do, shows clearly that their actions were not prototypical. In all these 
cases people tore, or were expected to tear, their clothes on hearing that others had failed 
to show God proper respect. Compare also 2 Kings 18:37–19:1, again in response to 
blasphemy (Davies and Allison 1997:533). 

The charge of blasphemy against Jesus is presumably for “wrongly claiming for 
oneself divine prerogatives” as in John 10:36 (Davies and Allison 1997:533), here by 
implicitly claiming in Mark 14:62 to be “the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of the 
Mighty One”. 

Similarly, the Greek article marks nouns as Hearer-old, i.e. prototypical elements of 
the open scenario. Where the Parkari scenario differs, not only may the referent need to 
be clarified, but the expectedness of the information may need to be explicit, for 
example: 
 Luke 5:14 

 καὶ αὐτὸς παρήγγειλεν αὐτῷ … ἀπελθὼν δεῖξον σεαυτὸν τῷ ἱερεῖ 
RSV: And he charged him … go and show yourself to the priest 

The article shows that the priest is prototypical in the open “leprosy” scenario. In Parkari 
culture there is no priest in the leprosy scenario, so this is unexpected. Moreover, priests 
are found at every place of worship, not just at a single centre. The Parkari translation 
makes explicit the location and identity of the priest: 

Then Jesus said to him … having gone into God’s house, show (fut) your body to the priest who 
should be doing the work of ritual-worship there … 
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Similarly: 

 Matthew 9:23 

 Καὶ ἐλθὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν τοῦ ἄρχοντος καὶ ἰδὼν τοὺς αὐλητὰς 
RSV: And when Jesus came to the ruler’s house, and saw the pipe-players 

The Greek article shows that the pipe-players are prototypical in the open “death” 
scenario. In Parkari culture there is no music when a death has occurred, so this is 
unexpected, indeed shocking. The Parkari translation makes explicit the rationale for 
their presence: 

When Jesus reached the house of the leader, there he saw those people who according to own 
custom were playing pipes on the death of the girl … 

Even where Greek has no grammatical Hearer-old marking, it may be necessary to 
make prototypicality explicit in translation, for example: 

 Acts 16:3 

περιέτεμεν αὐτὸν διὰ τοὺς Ἰουδαίους τοὺς ὄντας ἐν τοῖς τόποις ἐκείνοις· 
he-circumcised him because-of the Jews the[ones] being in the places those 

 

ᾔδεισαν γὰρ ἅπαντες ὅτι Ἕλλην ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ ὑπῆρχεν. 
knew for all that Greek the father of-him was 

Since Parkaris know circumcision as an Islamic practice, the translation makes explicit 
that it is also a Jewish practice and was performed here, not under duress, but to avoid 
causing offence: 

Therefore, he got Timothy’s circumcision done according to the rites and customs of the Jews, so 
that it would not strike the Jews as bad, because all the Jews of that area knew that his father was 
of a different race. 

16.5. Scenario mismatch prevents correct inferences 
If the target language scenario does not contain the same elements as the source 

language scenario, then the specific facts needed for making correct inferences may be 
unavailable. Where the author intends the audience to infer information which is not 
explicit in the text, such information is called an implicature. These implicatures will 
need to be made explicit in translation, otherwise the target audience will either miss the 
inferences altogether, or make false inferences on the basis of the contents of their own 
scenarios. for example: 

Matthew 27:34 
 wine … mingled with gall; but when he tasted it, he would not drink it. 
Intended implicature: He would not drink because it was an anaesthetic and he needed to be 
conscious. 
Apparent implicature: He would not drink because it tasted foul. 
Parkari translation: the juice of grapes … in which bitter drug was mixed for reducing pain. But 
having tasted that he refused to drink in order to remain in consciousness. 
 (Wine is unknown in Parkari culture, hence the translation “juice of grapes”.) 
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Matthew 4:4 
 It is written, Man shall not live by bread alone … 
Intended implicature: It is written in Scripture and, therefore, is authoritative. 
Apparent implicature: This is someone’s opinion, written down. 
Parkari translation: It is written in Scripture … 

 

Luke 6:1–2 
 His disciples plucked and ate some heads of grain, rubbing them in their hands … 

“Why are you doing what it is not lawful to do on the Sabbath?” 
Intended implicature: The disciples are “working”, which is forbidden on the Sabbath. 
Apparent implicature: The disciples are stealing, which is forbidden on the Sabbath. 
Parkari translation: His disciples were plucking heads of grain, and rubbing them in their hands 
eating their grains … 
 “Why are you doing work like harvesting today? In our(incl) religion one should not do any 

work on the holy day.” 
 

John 12:34 
 We have heard from the law that the Christ remains for ever. How can you say that the Son of 

Man must be lifted up? Who is this Son of Man? 
Intended implicature: The “Son of Man” is not the “Christ”. 
Apparent implicature: The “Son of Man” is not Jesus. 
Parkari translation: We(excl) have heard from Scripture that God’s chosen saver Christ will remain 
alive for ever. And we indeed are understanding thus that the son of the human race and the saver 
Christ are one and the same. So then why are you saying, that I the son of the human race having 
been raised high will go from the world? If the meaning of the son of the human race is not Christ, 
then what is its meaning? 

16.6. Scenario mismatch means the source text may lack information 
required by the target language 

Since scenarios are culturally-based, both the real-life experiences they contain and 
the categorization of those experiences will differ from culture to culture and language to 
language. A particular problem for translation is the level of hierarchy at which lexical 
items are formed and used in text. If the source text uses a generic term where the target 
language only has a specific, or would naturally use a specific, then the translator needs 
more information than is in the text. 

For example, Greek has a generic term δακτύλιον ‘ring’. Parkari has no generic 
term, but three specific terms—one for 

• a plain band 
• a ring with a stone, and 
• a ring made of coiled wire. 

When a “ring” is put on the prodigal son’s finger, Parkari must specify what kind of ring 
it was. Exegesis, based on the apparent function of this ring within the parable as signify-
ing restored status as a son, together with extra-textual historical evidence about the form 
of rings, favours a ring with a stone, possibly used as a signet ring of authority. Hence: 
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 Luke 15:22 

 δότε δακτύλιον εἰς τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ 
RSV: put a ring on his hand 
Parkari: put him a signet-ring on hand 

The point is, one cannot just translate “ring” into Parkari. “Rings” exist in Parkari 
culture, but the different types are not categorized as one kind of thing, except at the 
higher hierarchical level of “jewelry”. There are actual rings, but there is no single mental 
scenario for “ring”, only three distinct scenarios, one for each type. 

Parkari kinship terms are also very specific. Whereas English “uncle” may mean the 
brother of one’s father or mother, or the husband of the sister of one’s father or mother, 
each of these four types of “uncle” has a distinct kinship term in Parkari, with no generic 
term “uncle”. Consequently, Greek kinship terms frequently give insufficient information 
to identify which Parkari term is correct, for example: 

 Colossians 4:10 

 Μᾶρκος ὁ ἀνεψιὸς Βαρναβᾶ 
RSV: Mark the cousin of Barnabas 
Parkari: Mark, who is Barnabus’s brother in relationship 

Parkari has no generic term “cousin”, but four distinct terms: “brother” (or “sister”) 
qualified by an adjective showing whether the relationship is through the father’s or 
mother’s brother or sister. Since the exact relationship is unknown here, Parkari uses a 
vague term indicating “not true brother”. 

Similarly, Greek υἱός refers to a descendant regardless of the number of 
intermediate generations. The Parkari word for son, however, only covers a single 
generation difference, so υἱός must be translated contextually, for example: 

 Matthew 26:37 

 υἱοὺς Ζεβεδαίου 
RSV: sons of Zebedee 
Parkari: sons of Zebedee 

 

 Matthew 1:1 

 υἱοῦ Ἀβραάμ 
RSV: son of Abraham 
Parkari: descendant of Abraham 

Greek ἐγέννησεν ‘begat’ also seems to include any number of generations. Thus, in 
the genealogies in Matthew 1:1–17 and in Luke 3:23–38, regardless of whether the 
relationship is lexicalized or not, it is not always certain how many generations separate 
consecutive names in the list (Hagner 1993:8; Davies and Allison 1988:166; Hendriksen 
1974:116, 119). Since the Parkari word for son only applies to one generation removed, 
the genealogies in Parkari are translated using the term “descendant”, which covers any 
number of generations, for example: 
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 Luke 3:23 

 ὢν υἱός, ὡς ἐνομίζετο, Ἰωσὴφ τοῦ Ἠλὶ 
RSV: being the son (as was supposed) of Joseph, the son of Heli, 
Parkari: According to people’s understanding Jesus was Joseph’s son. He was the descendant of Heli 

 

 Matthew 1:2 

 Ἀβραὰμ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἰσαάκ, … 
RSV: Abraham was the father of Isaac, … 
Parkari: Abraham’s descendant was Isaac. … 

Sometimes the Greek text uses a generic term where the equivalent generic term in 
Parkari is inappropriate. For example, the good Samaritan puts the injured man on his 
κτῆνος ‘beast’. Parkari has a generic word for “beast”, zənɑʋəɾ, but “humans ride them” 
is not a prototypical element of this scenario. Moreover, in Parkari a generic term would 
not be used to refer to a single specific animal. Extra-textual evidence suggests “donkey” 
as the likely referent. Hence: 

 Luke 10:34 

 ἐπιβιβάσας δὲ αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὸ ἴδιον κτῆνος 
RSV: he set him on his own beast 
Parkari: having lifted him onto his donkey 

Again, scenario mismatch means that the translator needs specific information which 
is not explicit in the text. 

Personal pronouns and affixes 

Scenarios relate not to reality, but to perceptions and categorizations of reality. This 
is apparent in the pronouns and affixes of a language. 

For example, the degree of respect due to certain people affects both lexicon and 
grammar in Parkari. When addressing a religious leader as “guru” it is obligatory, unless 
one intends disrespect, to add the honorific particle “ji”. Similarly, when addressing an 
individual who is due greater honour than oneself, a Parkari uses the second person 
plural pronoun and verb forms. In other words, the Parkari scenario linked to second 
person plural pronoun and suffixes includes both plural referents, and singular referent 
plus respect. 

The problem in translation is not just that singular and plural forms are mismatched 
where respect is a factor, but also that the source text may not mark whether respect is 
intended or not. As Catford (1965:91) comments: 

An English youth may easily address his father in casual style; an oriental youth on the other 
hand may have to use honorific forms in such a situation. Both respect and affection may be 
present in the situation, but respect may not be a stylistically relevant feature for the English son, 
while it is relevant for the Asian son. 

Thus, when translating into a language which marks respect, one must look for clues as to 
the relationship between the characters involved in dialogue. First one should establish 
the expected social relationship between the characters and then decide whether any 
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character deliberately shows disrespect or exaggerated respect. The choice of pronouns 
depends on these exegetical decisions. 

Often relative status can be deduced from the source text due to age, kinship rela-
tionship, or social role. The attitude of the speaker can usually be deduced from the 
immediate co-text of what is said, and the wider co-text of their character and other 
actions. The appropriate use of respectful forms in the translation depends on the natural 
usage in the target language. 

Here are some Parkari examples, where use of plural for a singular addressee shows 
respect (> means greater than, < less than, = equal to): 

Singular, with normal respect 
Mary to Jesus (mother > child) 
 Luke 2:48: Son, what is this you have done to us? … 

 

God to Jesus (using the father/son analogy, father > son) 
 Luke 3:22: You are My dear Son. I am very happy with You. 

 

Jesus to Peter (teacher > disciple) 
 Luke 5:10: Fear not! 

 

Philip to Nathaniel (friend = friend) 
 John 1:46: Come along and see for yourself! 

 

Singular, with disrespect 
Satan to Jesus (Satan < God’s Son) 
 Luke 4:3: If you are God’s Son … 

 

Demons to Jesus (demons < God’s holy one) 
 Luke 4:34: What relationship have you with us? 

 

Plural, with respect 
Disciples to Jesus (disciple < teacher) 
 Luke 22:9: What is your(pl) wish that we make preparation where? 

 

Jesus to Pilate (subject < ruler) 
 Luke 23:3: As you(pl) are saying I am. 

 

Jesus to Centurion (religious leader < secular leader in secular sphere) 
 Matthew 8:13: Go(pl) home. 

 

Centurion to Jesus (secular leader < religious leader in religious sphere) 
 Matthew 8:8: Holyman, I am not such that you(pl) should come into my low-caste home. 

It is too simplistic just to note the social relationship between speaker and addressee, 
or even the speaker’s feelings about the addressee. In some cases the speaker is 
deliberately disguising their real feelings, for example: 
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Plural, with pretended respect 
Spies to Jesus (ordinary people < religious leader) 
 Luke 20:21: we know indeed that whatever you(pl) say and teach … 

Similarly, there is mismatch between Greek and Parkari first person plural pronouns. 
Parkari has two first person plural pronouns, ɑpe ‘we inclusive’, i.e. speaker and 
addressee(s), and əme ‘we exclusive’, i.e. speaker and some other(s), but not the 
addressee(s). Thus the first person plural scenarios include different combinations of 
first, second, and third persons, that is: 

Greek scenario 
 we = 1st singular and any other(s) 

Parkari scenarios 
 we inclusive = 1st singular and 2nd singular/plural 
 we exclusive = 1st singular and 3rd singular/plural 

Before translating, therefore, the referents of Greek first person plural forms must be 
determined from the scenarios of potential referents, for example: 

We inclusive 
Crowd to each other 
 Luke 5:26: Today we(incl) have seen astounding works. 

 

Disciples to Jesus 
 Luke 8:24: Guru ji, o guru ji, ‘we(incl) are drowning’! 
 Jesus is also liable to drown. 

 

Father to prodigal son 
 Luke 15:23: We(incl) having eaten will make merry! 

 

We exclusive 
The crowd in their own minds 
 Luke 3:8: Do not reckon thus ‘We(excl) indeed are descendants of Abraham’ … 
 John is verbalizing the thoughts of the crowd. Thoughts have no second person addressee. 

 

Peter to Jesus 
 Luke 5:5: Guru ji, ‘the whole night we(excl) indeed cast nets’ 

 

John’s disciples to Jesus 
 Luke 7:19: Are you(pl) God’s chosen saver …, or should we(excl) wait for someone else? 

These exegetical decisions are often more complex in the Epistles, where even in one 
verse the first person plural may have different referents, for example: 
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Romans 3:8a 

Greek: καὶ μὴ καθὼς βλασφημούμεθα καὶ καθώς φασίν τινες ἡμᾶς λέγειν ὅτι 
Ποιήσωμεν τὰ κακὰ, ἵνα ἔλθῃ τὰ ἀγαθά; 

NIV: Why not say—as we are being slanderously reported as saying and as some claim that we 
say—“Let us do evil that good may result”? 

Parkari: If someone were to say thus, that would be just an excuse that “Let us(incl) by all means 
do evil works, so that good result may come out.” Some people criticizing us(excl) accuse 
us(excl) of this that we(excl) ourselves teach thus. But we(excl) indeed do not say thus. 

Here “we” who are criticised, must include Paul and may include “other apostles” (Moo 
1996:195), but does not include the addressees of Paul’s letter. The “we” in “let us do 
evil”, however, is inclusive, since this is an encouragement for the hearers to accept the 
speaker’s viewpoint and join in doing evil. 

Sometimes it is necessary in translation to clarify the referents even further, 
especially if the identification depends on extra-textual knowledge of the scenarios of 
speaker or audience, for example: 
 1 Corinthians 8:5b–6a 

Greek: ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι πολλοί, ἀλλ᾽ ἡμῖν … 
RSV: (as indeed there are many “gods” and many “lords”), yet for us … 
Parkari: and there are many such things which people call God and Lord, nevertheless for us(incl) 

Christians … 
 

 Romans 3:9a 

Greek: Τί οὖν; προεχόμεθα; οὐ πάντως· 
RSV: What shall we conclude then? Are we any better? Not at all! 
Parkari: So then what should we(incl) Jews understand? Are we(incl) Jews better than other race folk? 

No no, absolutely not. 

Exegesis here depends on both the co-text and the original interpersonal and cultural con-
text of the letter. On this basis, “we” is best understood as “we Jews”, rather than “we 
gentiles”, “we Christians”, “we apostles”, or “I” (Paul himself) (cf., Moo 1996:199; 
Morris 1988:164). 

Some argue that Greek first person plural can also refer to first person singular, e.g. 
in Romans 3:9b προῃτιασάμεθα, which RSV translates ‘for I have already charged’ (cf., 
Morris 1988:166). If so, this would be yet another mismatch between Greek and Parkari 
first person plural forms. 

Lack of a grammatical category does not mean unawareness of that category. For 
example, English speakers are well aware from contextual clues whether “we” includes 
or excludes the person addressed, and when in doubt, can ask for clarification. However, 
the presence of a grammatical category shows a clear awareness of it, and failure to use 
an appropriate category in translation results in miscommunication. 

16.7. Chapter summary 
Scenario mismatch between source and target cultures causes potential miscom-

munication in translation. This includes 
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• loss of information 
• reduction of lexical cohesion 
• skewing of expectations 
• inability to make correct inferences, and 
• insufficient textual evidence for exegetical choices required by the target 

language’s grammar or lexicon. 
Consequently, unless these issues of scenario mismatch are addressed, a translation 

will fail to be accurate, clear, and natural and will not be correctly understood by its 
intended target audience. 



 

405 

17. Scenario Theory and Translation Principles 
Although scenario mismatch between source and target cultures causes problems in 

translation, scenario theory can be used to provide principles for solving those problems. 
In this chapter, I suggest translation principles to address specific types of scenario 
mismatch, giving examples from the Parkari translation of the New Testament. Since 
scenarios are opened in the source text by either their title or their contents, I suggest 
ways 

• to translate source text scenario titles when there is mismatch between languages 
of scenario titles and their contents, and 

• to open the correct scenario when there is mismatch between languages in the 
contents of scenarios. 

Since scenarios provide a framework for the audience to understand a text, I also suggest 
ways to translate when there is mismatch between languages of predictability and 
expectation due to scenario mismatch. 

17.1. Handling mismatch in scenario titles and contents 
The title of a scenario can be used in discourse to open up the whole scenario. 

However, across languages, what is essentially the same scenario may have different 
titles. More commonly, the same title will open similar scenarios in both source and 
target language, but the contents or scope of those scenarios may be different. 
Sometimes, a single scenario with one title in one language corresponds to more than one 
scenario in another language. Whenever there is a mismatch between languages in the 
titles and the contents of the scenario, there will be problems in translation. 

17.1.1. Same scenario, different title 

Source and target language sometimes use different titles for the same scenario. It is 
the communicator’s task to use the means of communication most relevant for his target 
audience (Sperber and Wilson 1986:164): 

The ostensive stimulus is the most relevant one the communicator could have used to 
communicate. 

Therefore, in translation, when source and target language use different titles for the 
same scenario, it is the target language title which should be used to open that scenario. 

For example, what 
• New Testament Greek calls “looking at the face” 
• English calls “favouritism”, and 
• Parkari calls “taking someone’s side”. 

These are different titles for the same scenario of treating people differently according to 
external factors, such as race, dress, social status, etc., for example: 
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 Colossians 3:25b 

Greek: οὐκ ἔστιν προσωπολημψία there is no looking at face/appearance 

English: there is no favouritism (NIV) 

Parkari: kjɑ ɾo pɑɦo nətʰi leto  does not take anyone’s side 

Examples of the same scenario but a different title are common with euphemisms. 
New Testament Greek uses “sleep” as a euphemism for “die”, but Parkari does not, for 
example: 
 1 Corinthians 7:39 

Greek: ἐὰν δὲ κοιμηθῇ ὁ ἀνήρ if the man should sleep 

Parkari: ʤ̑e uɑ ɾo ɑɗmi məɾe zɑɛ if her man should die 

Similarly, New Testament Greek uses “know” as a euphemism for “sexual 
intercourse”, but Parkari uses other euphemisms, for example: 

 Luke 1:34 

Greek: ἐπεὶ ἄνδρα οὐ γινώσκω since I do not know a man 

Parkari: ɦũ to kũɑɾəi sõ I indeed am a virgin 

In all the above examples a literal translation of the Greek would communicate 
wrong meaning. 

17.1.2. Mismatch of titles and scope of a scenario 

Where the same title opens a given scenario but the contents differ across languages, 
the translation may need to make explicit the contextually focal elements of the scenario 
which are implicit in the source text. 

For example, the New Testament Greek “leprosy” scenario contains “ritual impuri-
ty”, including untouchability and purification rituals. However, the Parkari “leprosy” 
scenario only concerns disease, and these other elements belong in the “ritual-impurity” 
scenario. Cohesiveness can be kept in translation by making this second scenario explicit 
and linking it to the original scenario, thus matching the contents of the source language 
scenario, for example (implicit information made explicit is underlined): 
 Luke 5:12 
RSV: there came a man full of leprosy; and when he saw Jesus, he fell on his face and besought him, 

“Lord, if you will, you can make me clean.” 
Parkari: In that very place was a man who had the disease of leprosy. Therefore, that man was 

ceremonially-unclean. When he saw Jesus, then having fallen at feet, having pleaded he said 
“Holyman ji, if it be your will, you (p) having made me fit and well can make me holy.” 

17.1.3. Mismatch of form and referents 

Another area of mismatch between scenario titles and contents is in the forms and 
referents of personal pronouns and verbal suffixes. A personal pronoun functions as the 
“title” of a scenario with a limited number of semantically defined “slots”, but an almost 
infinite number of possible real life referents. These “titles” and “slots” differ from 
language to language. We have seen in the previous chapter that the Parkari plural of 
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respect and “we inclusive/exclusive” distinction results in the translator having to make 
exegetical decisions in order to choose the contextually appropriate pronouns and verbal 
suffixes. However, both Greek and Parkari have mismatch between form and referent, 
raising issues of exegesis and restructuring. 

17.1.3.1. First person forms 

Greek form Greek referent 
1st singular 1st singular 
1st plural 1st singular (“editorial” we?) 

1st singular + 2nd/3rd singular/plural 
 

Parkari form Parkari referent 
1st singular 1st singular 
1st plural inclusive 1st singular + 2nd singular/plural 
1st plural exclusive 1st singular + 3rd singular/plural 

Before translating into Parkari one must make an exegetical decision as to whether 
the referent(s) of the Greek first person plural form is singular, plural inclusive, or plural 
exclusive, for example: 

1 Corinthians 10:17b ἓν σῶμα οἱ πολλοί ἐσμεν 
Singular  
Plural inclusive Parkari: we(incl) Christians who are many are as one body 
Plural exclusive  

 

Romans 3:9b προῃτιασάμεθα 
Singular RSV: I have already charged 
Plural inclusive  
Plural exclusive Parkari: We(excl) indeed previously have said 

In Romans 3:9b, Moo (1996:201) by relating this to “the comprehensive indictment 
of humanity in 1:18–2:29” implies “we” has first person reference. Certainly it does not 
include the recipients of the letter so is not “we inclusive”. However, it is notoriously 
difficult to prove first person reference. Paul might be restating a basic truth taught to 
everyone by the apostles as a group and previously taught to the Roman Christians by 
other members of that group (“we apostles”). Paul might even be including some of his 
companions, listed in 16:1–23, as senders of this letter. Certainly Timothy (16:21) is 
listed as coauthor/cosender of six other Pauline Epistles: 

• 2 Corinthians 1:1 
• Philippians 1:1 
• Colossians 1:1 
• 1 Thessalonians 1:1 
• 2 Thessalonians 1:1 
• Philemon 1:1 

Compare “we” in 1:5, which Moo (1996:51) accepts as an “editorial” plural whilst noting 
other options. 
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17.1.3.2. Second person forms 

Greek form Greek referent 
2nd singular 2nd singular 

2nd plural (notional individual = everyman) 
2nd plural 2nd plural 

 

Parkari form Parkari referent 
2nd singular 2nd singular (treated as equal or lower in respect) 
2nd plural 2nd singular (treated with respect) 

2nd plural (irrespective of respect) 

Before translating into Parkari one must make an exegetical decision as to whether 
the referent of the Greek second person singular is singular without respect, singular plus 
respect, or plural, for example: 

Luke 1:13 ἡ δέησίς σου 
Singular Parkari: your(s) supplication (The angel is more important than Zechariah.) 
Singular + respect  
Plural  

 

Luke 1:3 σοι γράψαι 
Singular  
Singular + respect Parkari: write … for you(pl) (Luke addresses Theophilus with respect.) 
Plural  

 

Luke 6:41 Τί δὲ βλέπεις 
Singular  
Singular + respect  
Plural Parkari: Why do you(pl) … each look (This is addressed to all the listeners.) 

Where cultures use honorific forms, failure to mark respect appropriately in 
translation causes severe problems. For example, Urdu has an honorific plural ap ‘you 
(respectful)’ which is used for both singular and plural referents to show them respect. 
However, the standard Urdu translation simply follows the Greek form of second person 
singular, irrespective of respect. Jesus’s disciples, therefore, by addressing him using 
singular forms, appear to show Jesus no respect whatever. 

Second person forms rarely cause problems for translation into English, since “you” 
can be singular or plural, with or without respect. However, this ambiguity can cause 
misunderstanding, e.g. Luke 22:31–32 where 

• Greek switches from plural to singular 
• RSV makes no distinction, and 
• NIV clarifies the singular in the translation, but uses a footnote for the first “you” 

noting that the Greek is plural: 
Simon, Simon, Satan has asked to sift you as wheat. But I have prayed for you, Simon, … 

I would suggest clarifying both referents: 
Simon, Simon, Satan has asked to sift you all as wheat. But I have prayed for you, Simon, … 
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17.1.3.3. Third person forms 

Greek form Greek referent 
3rd singular 1st singular 

3rd singular 
3rd plural 1st singular + 3rd plural ? 

3rd plural 
 

Parkari form Parkari referent 
3rd singular 3rd singular 
3rd plural 3rd plural 

Before translating into Parkari, one must make an exegetical decision as to whether 
the referent of the Greek third person 

• singular is first person or third person, and 
• plural are first person plus third person, or third person plural alone, for example: 

1 Corinthians 3:5 τί δέ ἐστιν Παῦλος; 
1st singular Parkari: What am I Paul? 
3rd singular  

 

Luke 15:21 εἶπεν δὲ ὁ υἱὸς αὐτῷ 
1st singular  
3rd singular Parkari: Then the son said to him 

The name “Paul” occurs 30 times in the Epistles. Apart from 2 Peter 3:15, all are in 
the Pauline Epistles: 

• 13 are Epistle initial naming the sender of the letter 
• 2 are in quoted speech—1 Corinthians 1:12, 3:4 
• 10 occur in some kind of apposition to a first person form: 

 1 Corinthians 16:21 
 2 Corinthians 10:1 
 Galatians 5:2 
 Ephesians 3:1 
 Colossians 1:23, 4:18 
 1 Thessalonians 2:18 
 2 Thessalonians 3:17 
 Philemon 1:9 and 1:19, but 

• 3 occur with a third person verb—1 Corinthians 1:13, 3:5, and 3:22. 
In the Parkari translation, every time the name Paul occurs in the Pauline Epistles, apart 
from in quoted speech, first person forms are used with the name Paul in apposition. 

Similarly, in 2 Corinthians 12:2, Paul says: “I knew a man in Christ … caught up to 
the third heaven.” Parkari takes the exegesis that Paul is referring to himself, but with 
humility (Barrett 1973:307). Since Parkari third person forms cannot include first person 
reference in this genre, the translation uses first person reference: “I am a mere man who 
keeps relationship with Christ, but … I was taken up….” 
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The term “Son of Man” causes particular problems since it frequently occurs in a 
third person construction in the Gospels. This term has at least two senses in the New 
Testament, “human being” and “divinely appointed ruler”, and its historical development 
and usage has engendered much debate (Johnson 1962:413–420; Colpe 1972:400–477). 
However, irrespective of the sense of “Son of Man” in a given passage, the reference is 
first person, since, in the Gospel texts, Jesus uses this term to refer to himself. Although 
one may question whether the Greek text as we have it accurately reflects Jesus’s own 
use of this title, the translator’s task is to translate the meaning of the text as the Gospel 
writer presents it. In languages where third person forms never refer to the speaker, a 
literal translation using third person forms would not communicate the author’s intended 
meaning, but would communicate that the referent “the Son of Man” is not the speaker, 
for example: 

 Luke 9:58 

 ὁ δὲ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἔχει ποῦ τὴν κεφαλὴν κλίνῃ. 
RSV: but the Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head. 
Parkari: but for me the son of human race there is no such place where I may rest. 

 

 Luke 9:26 

 τοῦτον ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐπαισχυνθήσεται 
RSV: of him will the Son of Man be ashamed 
Parkari: I also the son of human race will be ashamed of him 

Even when the phrase “Son of Man” is clearly “echoic”, i.e. is used to refer 
specifically to the figure in Daniel 7:13 by echoing the wording used there, the decision 
as to whether the translation should use first or third person forms depends on patterns of 
reference in the target language, not the source language, for example: 
 Luke 21:27 

 καὶ τότε ὄψονται τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐρχόμενον ἐν νεφέλῃ μετὰ δυνάμεως καὶ 
δόξης πολλῆς. 

RSV: And then they will see the Son of Man coming in a cloud with power and great glory. 
Parkari: And then they will see me the son of human race coming in a cloud with great power and 

great glory. 

The authorship of Matthew’s Gospel and John’s Gospel also presents a particular 
problem. For example, if the author of Matthew’s Gospel is actually Matthew the apostle, 
as some scholars maintain (e.g. France 1989:50–80; Hendriksen 1974:95–97; cf., Davies 
and Allison 1988:129), then certain third person singular and plural forms have first 
person reference to the author, for example: 

Matthew 9:9 ἄνθρωπον … Μαθθαῖον λεγόμενον καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ 
1st singular Possibly “said to me” (if Matthew is the author) 
3rd singular Parkari: one person … Matthew. And Jesus said to him 

 

Matthew 26:27 ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς 
1st singular + 3rd plural Possibly “gave to us” (if Matthew is the author) 
3rd plural Parkari: gave it to them 
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Similarly, if John’s Gospel is written by John the apostle, “the other disciple” and “the 
disciple whom Jesus loved” have first person singular reference, and “the disciples” has 
first person plural reference. 

Although questions of authorship may seem to be a matter for scholarly research 
with little or no impact on the task of translation per se, where the translation of a Gospel 
is published in book form with a title, it is important that the title and text do not appear 
to contradict each other. In English, the title “Matthew” or “The Gospel according to 
Matthew” is understood by most people to mean that Matthew wrote it, yet the text also 
refers to a Matthew in third person. A natural assumption would be that this Matthew is 
not the same Matthew as the author. The translator of a published Gospel needs, 
therefore, to decide on authorship, and ensure that the title and text tell the same story. 

Few English translations address this apparent mismatch between the text and the 
title, but there is a problem. Although English can use third person forms with first 
person reference, this seems restricted to a few select genres, such as baby talk, technical 
writing, or echoic use, for example: 

• “Mummy loves you.” 
• “It is the opinion of this author.” 
• “Quiet now! Teacher’s back.” 

Typically English authors recording historical events refer to themselves using first 
person forms, e.g. Defoe in A Journal of the Plague Year and Churchill in The Second 
World War. In many languages third person forms never have first person reference, so if 
the book is entitled “Matthew’s Gospel” and the translation refers to Matthew in third 
person, the title will affirm Matthew’s authorship and the text will deny it. In such 
languages, a decision on authorship must be made and applied consistently, so that title 
and text are not in conflict. 

Where translations are made under the auspices of a particular church, the church’s 
view of authorship must also be taken into account. The Parkari translation, in its title to 
the Gospel, accepts the local church’s view that Matthew was the author. However, in the 
light of current theological debate, the foreword to Matthew’s Gospel notes that Mat-
thew’s authorship is traditional, not proven. In Parkari, proper names used with third 
person verb forms only have third person reference, except in the one genre of worship 
songs where the original author refers to himself in the third person. Nevertheless, third 
person forms are retained in Matthew 9:9, etc., in the Parkari translation, largely due to 
the sociolinguistic pressure of major language translations, which all retain the third 
person. The Parkari preface to Matthew’s Gospel also explains why the use of third 
person forms in Greek to refer to Matthew does not prove that he is not the author. It 
notes that the use of third person forms with first person reference is a feature of the 
Greek language, and Parkari worship songs are cited as a kind of parallel for this Greek 
usage. 

The works of Thucydides and Xenophon provide evidence that Greek authors did 
indeed use proper names with third person verb forms to refer to themselves as 
significant participants in historical events. Using a search in the Perseus Project data 
base (www.perseus.tufts.edu) shows that in The Peleponnesian War, Thucydides refers to 
himself by name using third person forms 20 times. Many of these refer to himself as the 
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historian (e.g. 1.1, 2.70, 2.103, etc.), but several refer to himself as a participant in the 
events (i.e. 1.117, 4.104, 4.105, 4.106, 4.107, and 8.98, with 4.104 explicitly linking the 
historian with the participant). Thucydides only seems to use first person forms when he 
is making a personal comment (e.g. 2.48). Thucydides is acknowledged as both author 
and participant in these events (Connor 1993:xiv). Similarly, in Xenophon’s Anabasis, 
the name Xenophon occurs 307 times (Perseus Project search). Some of these occur-
rences are in direct speech (e.g. 3.1.45, 3.2.9), but most simply name Xenophon as a 
participant in the events and refer to him using third person forms (e.g. 4.1.6, 4.1.15). So 
Xenophon also, as an author recording historical events in which he took part, refers to 
himself by name using third person forms. 

17.1.4. Using target language titles for scenarios 

As shown above, the same scenario may have different titles in different languages. 
In translation, the important thing is not keeping the source language title, but opening 
the correct scenario in the target language. 

17.1.4.1. Euphemistic title 

As noted above, in Greek “sleep” is the title of both the “sleep” and the “death” 
scenario. RSV wisely translates “sleep” as “die” in 1 Corinthians 7:39: “If the husband 
dies, she is free to be married to whom she wishes….” However, RSV keeps the Greek 
title in 1 Corinthians 15:6: “Then he appeared to more than five hundred brethren at one 
time, most of whom are still alive, though some have fallen asleep.” Although contrast 
with “alive” gives a clue to the meaning here, the natural target language title “died” 
would be preferable. Any unnaturalness in the translation works against the communi-
cation process, and may ultimately short-circuit it (Sperber and Wilson 1986:157): 

An addressee who doubts that the communicator has chosen the most relevant stimulus 
compatible with her communicative and informative intentions … might doubt that genuine 
communication was intended, and might justifiably refuse to make the processing effort 
required. 

In both these passages Greek “sleeping” is translated into Parkari as “dying” since 
Parkari does not use this euphemistic metaphor. 

17.1.4.2. Metaphorical title 

 Luke 1:64 

 ἀνεῴχθη δὲ τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ παραχρῆμα καὶ ἡ γλῶσσα αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἐλάλει 
RSV: And immediately his mouth was opened and his tongue loosed, and he spoke 
Parkari: Then Zechariah’s tongue immediately opened, and he began to speak 

Here, “his mouth was opened” is a metaphorical title for the scenario “regaining the 
ability to speak”. RSV adds the verb “loosed”, which collocates with “tongue” in this 
scenario, yet unnaturally retains “his mouth was opened”. Parkari uses its natural title for 
this scenario, i.e. “his tongue was opened”. 
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17.1.4.3. Title of a scenario with content mismatch 

 Galatians 6:4 

 καὶ τότε εἰς ἑαυτὸν μόνον τὸ καύχημα ἕξει καὶ οὐκ εἰς τὸν ἕτερον· 
RSV: and then his reason to boast will be in himself alone and not in his neighbor. 
Parkari: And then if he should have done good works, he can be pleased in his heart about his good 

works. But he should not boast having looked at others’ works that “I am better than others”. 

The Greek καύχημα scenario includes “bad” boasting (James 4:16) and “good” 
boasting, which is being happy about something genuinely good (James 1:9). RSV 
miscommunicates, since the source language scenario title “boast” is always negative in 
English. (TEV’s “pride” is a better translation since “pride” can be used both positively 
and negatively in English). Since Parkari has two distinct scenarios for good and bad 
“boasting”, it uses both titles. 

17.1.4.4. Compound title 

 Acts 23:16 

 ὁ υἱὸς τῆς ἀδελφῆς Παύλου 
RSV: the son of Paul’s sister 
Parkari: Paul’s sister’s-son [bʰoɳezo] 

Greek refers to this scenario by combining discrete elements of meaning. Parkari 
uses its normal one word title. 

17.1.4.5. Generic title 

Sometimes the source text refers to a specific scenario by a very generic term. If the 
target language has a specific title for that scenario, then that normal target language title 
should be used. If the target language does not have a specific title for that scenario, then 
the element of the scenario which is focal in the context should be made explicit, for 
example: 
 John 4:9 

 ου᾽ γὰρ συγχρῶνται Ἰουδαῖοι Σαμαρίταις. 
RSV: For Jews have no dealings with Samaritans. 
Parkari: For Jews do not associate with Samaritans. 

The RSV and NIV translations are misleading, since the disciples have just gone into 
a Samaritan town to buy food (4:8), and are presumably “having dealings with” and 
“associating with” Samaritan shopkeepers. In this context, συγχρῶνται refers to eating 
and drinking together and sharing vessels. Since English has no similar scenario, TEV 
wisely makes explicit the contextually focal element of the scenario: “Jews will not use 
the same cups and bowls that Samaritans use.” 

The source text uses a generic term, since specifying the contextually focal element 
was unnecessary for the original target audience, who were familiar with this cultural 
practice (Sperber and Wilson 1986:218): 

A speaker aiming at optimal relevance will leave implicit everything her hearer can be trusted to 
supply with less effort than would be needed to process an explicit prompt. 
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In Parkari, John 4:9 reads “Now the Jewish race does discrimination (ʃep) against the 
Samaritan race.” In Parkari, ʃep is the title of a scenario which includes not eating or 
drinking from the same vessels as lower-caste ethnic groups who do not observe the same 
religious rules, and not entering their homes in order to avoid ritual impurity. This is 
virtually identical to the contents of the source language scenario, so Parkari, like Greek, 
can use a generic, expecting the audience to understand what is contextually focal. 

Interestingly, this particular ʃep scenario, appears to have no standard title in New 
Testament Greek (see Luke 7:6; John 18:28; Acts 10:28; Galatians 2:12; Ephesians 2:14). 

17.1.4.6. Title with mismatched secondary senses 

Sometimes source and target language titles and scenarios match for the primary 
sense of the title, but there is mismatch for secondary senses. The appropriate target 
language title for each specific sense must be used, for example: 

Son 

Greek “son” scenario 
 male offspring (one generation removed) 
 male descendant (more than one generation removed) 
 someone having any close relationship with someone or something else 

 

Parkari “son” scenario 
 male offspring (one generation removed) 

 

Primary sense 
 Luke 3:2 
 Ἰωάννην τὸν Ζαχαρίου υἱὸν 
RSV: John the son of Zechariah 
Parkari: John son of Zechariah 

 

Secondary senses 
 Luke 18:38 
 Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ Δαυίδ 
RSV: Jesus, Son of David 
Parkari: descendant of King David 

 

 Acts 4:36 
 Βαρναβᾶς … ὅ ἐστιν μεθερμηνευόμενον υἱὸς παρακλήσεως 
RSV: Barnabas (which means, Son of encouragement) 
Parkari: Barnabas, the meaning of which is “encouragement giver”. 
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 Luke 3:38 (N.B. ellipsis of υἱός from 3:23) 
 τοῦ Ἀδὰμ τοῦ θεοῦ. 
RSV: Adam, the son of God. 
Parkari: and Adam God had made. 

 

 Luke 4:41 
 Σὺ εἶ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ. … τὸν Χριστὸν 
RSV: “You are the Son of God!” … the Christ. 
Parkari: “You(s) are God’s Son.” …. God’s chosen saver Christ. 

Despite the literal translation, the Parkari “Son of God” is intended as a metaphorical 
title, which the text equates with “the Christ”. It is important to realize that “son” here is 
not used in its primary sense, and any literal translation must be checked with the target 
audience to ensure that it is not misunderstood. 

17.1.4.7. Title with overlapping secondary senses 

Sometimes source and target language scenarios and titles match almost completely, 
with only a small area of mismatch. In such cases the source language title can be used in 
translation, except when the contextual focus is on that area of mismatch, for example: 

Woman 
Greek “woman” scenario 
 any adult female 
 with possessive = wife 
 vocative = an adult female 

 

Parkari “woman” scenario [oʃi] 
 any adult female 
 with possessive = wife 
 vocative plural = adult females as opposed to other humans 
 NOT vocative singular (Names, honorifics, kinship terms, etc. are used) 

 

Primary sense 
 Luke 7:37 (adult female) 

 καὶ ἰδοὺ γυνὴ ἥτις ἦν ἐν τῇ πόλει … 
RSV: And behold, a woman of the city … 
Parkari: In that very city lived a woman … 

 

Secondary sense 
 Luke 3:19 

 τῆς γυναικὸς τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐτοῦ 
RSV: his brother’s wife 
Parkari: his brother’s woman [i.e. wife] 
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Mismatch in vocative use 
 Luke 13:12 (vocative, to unknown adult female) 

 προσεφώνησεν καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῇ· γύναι 
RSV: he called her and said to her, “Woman” 
Parkari: having called her to him said: “Madam” 

 

John 2:4 (vocative, to mother) 

 τί ἐμοὶ καὶ σοί, γύναι; 
RSV: O woman, what have you to do with me? 
Parkari: Mother, why do you say that to me? 

17.1.4.8. Idiomatic titles 

If the title for a scenario is idiomatic the meaning must be clearly identified, and the 
target language title used, for example: 
 Matthew 12:40 
 οὕτως ἔσται ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ τῆς γῆς τρεῖς ἡμέρας καὶ τρεῖς νύκτας. 
RSV: so will the Son of Man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth. 
Parkari: in that way I the son of the human race will be three days in the grave/tomb. 

 

 Matthew 16:21 
 καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ ἐγερθῆναι. 
RSV: and on the third day be raised. 
Parkari: and on the third day God will raise me alive again. 

 

 Matthew 27:63–64a 
 ἐμνήσθημεν ὅτι ἐκεῖνος ὁ πλάνος εἶπεν ἔτι ζῶν· μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας ἐγείρομαι. 

κέλευσον οὖν ἀσφαλισθῆναι τὸν τάφον ἕως τῆς τρίτης ἡμέρας … 
RSV: we remember how that impostor said, while he was still alive, “After three days I will rise 

again.” Therefore, order the sepulchre to be made secure until the third day … 
Parkari: we remember that when that false person was alive, he said thus that God will raise me on the 

third day. Therefore, you have a watch put on his tomb until three days … 

Jesus’s prophecy in Matthew 16:21 refers to the same event as his prophecy in 
Matthew 12:40, so Jesus apparently uses “on the third day” to refer to the same time span 
as “three days and three nights”. Similarly, the statement of the chief priests and the 
Pharisees in Matthew 27:63–64a seems to refer back to Matthew 12:40, where Jesus 
made a public claim, with Pharisees and scribes present, that he would rise from the dead. 
If this is so, “after three days” and “until the third day” refer to the same time span as 
“three days and three nights”. The Pharisees would hardly forget Jesus’s words “three 
days and three nights” as they echoed the Jonah story, nor would they report a shorter 
time span to Pilate, since that would defeat their purpose of setting a watch on the tomb. 
So, in Matthew’s Gospel, these terms seem to be coreferential. One may argue, of course, 
that Jesus originally said “three days and three nights” and his words were “regularized” 
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by the Gospel writers to match the historical timing of Jesus’s burial and resurrection, but 
this would still suggest that the Gospel writers were intending these time references not 
to contradict each other. 

In English, however, Jesus’s time in the tomb, including parts of Friday evening and 
Sunday morning, was three days and two nights at most, so in English “three days and 
three nights” matches neither Jesus’s own predictions elsewhere, nor the Pharisees’ 
recollections, nor the recorded facts after the event. The RSV translation of Matthew 
12:40 is misleading. A natural English translation might be “two nights”. This one time 
span, however, it is referred to in the original texts, should be translated using a natural 
target language title, hence the Parkari “three days”. 

17.1.4.9. Lexicalizing scenario titles 

Since Parkari regularly uses doublets to refer to scenarios as distinct from concepts, 
whenever the source text, lexically or contextually, suggests that a whole scenario is 
being referred to, such doublets should be used in translation. This ensures both accuracy 
and naturalness, for example: 
 Revelation 18:17 
 πλοῦτος wealth  
 mɑl mɪlɠət livestock wealth = wealth (possessions and money) 

 

 Romans 8:35 
 θλῖψις ἢ στενοχωρία affliction or distress  
 ɗəkʰ təkliɓ pain trouble = all kinds of trouble and difficulty 

 

 Revelation 18:21 
 οὐ μὴ εὑρεθῇ ἔτι it will not be found at all  
 nom nɪʃon nəĩ ɾɛ. name mark not remain-P = not a trace of it will remain. 

 

 Matthew 4:8 
 δοξα glory  
 mɑl mɪlɠət ən mon ʃon livestock wealth and honour splendour = all their riches and splendour. 

17.1.5. Explicitly linking scenarios in the target language 

Sometimes the source language scenario title opens a complex scenario, the contents 
of which belong in two separate target language scenarios. In such instances, the trans-
lation will need to make both of the target language scenarios explicit, together with the 
semantic relationship between them. This can be done by explicit grammatical or lexical 
linking between the titles of the relevant scenarios, for example. 
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17.1.5.1. Linking cause and result 

 Luke 5:12 
RSV: a man full of leprosy 
Parkari: a man who had the disease of leprosy. Therefore, that man was ritually-polluted. 

 

 Luke 8:43 
RSV: a woman who had had a flow of blood for twelve years 
Parkari: one woman, to whom there was a female illness for twelve years and, therefore, she was 

ritually-polluted. 

Parkari translates “flow of blood” by a euphemism meaning “menstrual problem” 
since to mention menstrual blood explicitly is culturally unacceptable. The important 
thing is that this euphemism opens the appropriate scenario. 

17.1.5.2. Linking action and significance 

Mismatch of scenario contents is common for symbolic acts, such as wearing sack-
cloth, or tearing one’s robes. In such cases the translation needs to make explicit the 
motivation behind such an action, and/or what that action symbolizes, for example: 
 Luke 9:5 
RSV: shake off the dust from your feet as a testimony against them. 
Parkari: shake off even the dust from your feet, so that proof occurs that they did not listen to 

your matter. 
 

 Matthew 26:65 
 τότε ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς διέρρηξεν τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτοῦ λέγων, Ἐβλασφήμησεν· 
RSV: Then the high priest tore his robes, and said, “He has uttered blasphemy …”. 
Parkari: Then the chief priest to show himself grieved tore the robe he wore and said: “… he 

having called himself equal to God has done dishonour of God …”. 

The Greek Postnuclear Present Participle λέγων shows that the words spoken belong 
in the same scenario as the tearing of robes (cf., Mark 14:63 with Prenuclear Aorist 
Participle “having torn”, followed by Present Tense “says” διαρρήξας … λέγει). This 
connection, however, needs to be made explicit in Parkari. It is not necessary to make 
everything explicit, just enough for the target audience to connect the explicit text to the 
contents of their existing mental scenarios in a meaningful way. 

17.1.5.3. Linking metaphor and meaning 

Where the source language uses a metaphor which is not used in the target language, 
or has a different meaning, the appropriate nonmetaphorical scenario must be opened in 
the translation. The source text metaphor could be dropped completely, but if retaining it 
gives extra insight, or maintains intertextual links, meaning and metaphor can be linked, 
for example: 
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 Acts 26:14 
 σκληρόν σοι πρὸς κέντρα λακτίζειν. 
RSV: It hurts you to kick against the goads. 
Parkari: Why do you split your head? When the owner is driving the ox with a stick, then 

what advantage will happen to the ox by kicking? 

The Parkari idiom “Why do you split your head?” means why do you fruitlessly try 
to resist a stronger force. This opens the appropriate scenario, in which the original meta-
phor can be understood as an analogy, since it matches everyday Parkari life. 
 John 1:29 
 ὁ ἀμνὸς τοῦ θεοῦ 
RSV: the Lamb of God 
Parkari: God’s chosen person who will give his life on God’s name like a ram raised on God’s name 

(i.e. sacrificed) 

Since Greek uses “lamb” here as a metaphor for “sacrifice”, Parkari makes the 
sacrificial function explicit. Parkari uses the word “ram” rather than “lamb” since one 
year old lambs are categorized as “rams”. Rams are not sacrificed in Parkari culture, so 
using “ram” as a simile here makes new links between “ram” and “sacrifice” in the 
Parkari target audience’s scenarios, and preserves the intertextual relationship between 
this text and the Old Testament sacrificial system. 

17.1.6. Explicitly stating the discrete elements of an explicit scenario 

Often the source language scenario title opens a roughly equivalent target language 
scenario, with few mismatches. But if a mismatched element is contextually focal, it will 
need to be made explicit in the target language, for example: 
 Luke 23:53 
 καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὸν ἐν μνήματι λαξευτῷ 
RSV: and laid him in a rock-hewn tomb 
Parkari: and placed it in a cave-like tomb 

Since Parkaris either cremate their dead, or dig a grave, their prototypical 
“tomb/grave” is a hole in the earth. So the clause “where no one had ever yet been laid”, 
and the stone across the entrance, clash with the Parkari scenario. In translation, 
therefore, the type of tomb needs to be made explicit so that the text is semantically 
coherent. 

Elsewhere, where another element of the “tomb” scenario is contextually focal, viz., 
the splendid building above the tomb, Parkari translates with a different word altogether: 

 Luke 11:47 
 ὅτι οἰκοδομεῖτε τὰ μνημεῖα τῶν προφητῶν 
RSV: for you build the tombs of the prophets 
Parkari: because you get built mausoleums of God’s messengers 

Sometimes contextually focal participants must be made explicit in translation, even 
though they are so prototypical in the source language scenario that they are left implicit 
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in the text. If these participants are not prototypical in the target language scenario, they 
must be made explicit, for example: 
 Luke 11:9 
 αἰτεῖτε καὶ δοθήσεται 
RSV: Ask, and it will be given you 
Parkari: ask and God will give you 

In New Testament Greek the Passive often implies God as agent, since he is 
prototypical agent par excellence. Compare: 

 Luke 24:51 
 ἀνεφέρετο εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν. 
Parkari: and God lifted him up into heaven. 

If the source language title opens a scenario with a broad scope and many elements, 
but the target language has no single title to refer to all these different elements, the 
individual contextually focal elements will need to made explicit in translation, for 
example: 

 Matthew 26:65 
 Ἐβλασφήμησεν· 
RSV: He has uttered blasphemy. 
Parkari: He having called himself equal to God has done dishonour of God. 

 

 Matthew 26:64b 
 ὄψεσθε τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου … ἐρχόμενον ἐπὶ τῶν νεφελῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 
RSV: you will see the Son of Man … coming on the clouds of heaven. 
Parkari: you will see me the son of the human race … coming within the clouds of heaven, and the 

matter will be clear that I am the ruler from God’s side. (i.e. sent from God) 

Where contextually focal elements of the source language scenario are not included 
in a limited target language scenario with the same title, then as well as retaining the title 
those focal elements should be made explicit, for example: 

 Matthew 3:2 
 Μετανοεῖτε· 
RSV: Repent 
Parkari: Having abandoned your bad works do repentance and walk on God’s matter! 
 The focus here is on a complete change of lifestyle. This, however, is not part of the Parkari 
scenario for toɓõɦ ‘repentance’, which refers to repentance for a single wrong action. 
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 Hebrews 11:34 
 παρεμβολὰς ἔκλιναν ἀλλοτρίων 
RSV: put foreign armies to flight. 
Parkari: having defeated other-race enemies armies caused [them] to flee 
 The Parkari “cause to flee” scenario has animals, children, thieves, etc., as prototypical fleers. 
Foreign armies belong more prototypically in the “defeat” scenario, which is a possible element in the 
script of the “cause to flee” scenario. Thus Parkari connects armies with defeat, and then defeat with 
fleeing. The event “defeat” is implicit in the Greek text. 

Sometimes discrete elements of the source language scenario belong in different 
target language scenarios. In such cases, the target language title should be chosen 
according to the contextual focus, and other focal elements not in the target language 
scenario will need to be made explicit, e.g. “wine”: 
Greek “wine” scenario: Wine is good. Wine is fermented. 

Parkari “alcohol” scenario: Alcohol is bad. Alcohol is fermented. 

Parkari “grape juice” scenario: Grape juice is good. Grape juice is not normally fermented. 
 

 Matthew 9:17 
 οὐδὲ βάλλουσιν οἶνον νέον εἰς ἀσκοὺς παλαιούς· εἰ δὲ μή γε, ῥήγνυνται οἱ ἀσκοί … 
RSV: Neither is new wine put into old wineskins; if it is, the skins burst … 
Parkari: And people do not put new juice of grapes into old water-skins, otherwise the new juice 

having ripened [i.e. fermented] will burst the water-skins … 

Sometimes the source text has an explicit scenario title, but only one contextually 
focal element of that scenario is actually being referred to. In such cases only the focal 
element should be made explicit, for example: 
 Matthew 19:12 
 καὶ εἰσὶν εὐνοῦχοι οἵτινες εὐνούχισαν ἑαυτοὺς διὰ τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν. 
RSV: and there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of 

heaven. 
Parkari: and some people do not marry for this reason so that they may walk according to the Lord’s rule 

with full attention. 

This saying comes in response to the disciples’ comment: “If this is the situation 
between husband and wife, it is better not to marry,” which shows that “not marrying” is 
the contextually focal element of the “eunuch” scenario. 

Sometimes source language and target language scenarios are similar, but the target 
language has no one word title for that scenario. The normal target language title should 
be used, even if the one word title in the source language becomes a whole phrase or 
clause, for example: 
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 Hebrews 7:27 
 θυσίας ἀναφέρειν 
RSV: to offer sacrifices 
Parkari: should raise livestock on the name of God 

Since the normal title of the Parkari “sacrifice” scenario includes the prototypical 
participants “livestock”, the identical phrase cannot be used of Jesus’s sacrifice, for 
example: 

 Hebrews 9:26 
 διὰ τῆς θυσίας αὐτοῦ 
RSV: by the sacrifice of himself. 
Parkari: so that he may give his life on God’s name 

The focal element of the Parkari “sacrifice” scenario is its purpose, lexicalized as 
“on the name of God”. 

If the source language scenario is completely absent in the target language there will 
be no existing title to refer to it, so a new scenario must be created in the target language 
by making the contextually focal elements explicit in translation, for example: 

 Luke 13:21 
 ὁμοία ἐστὶν ζύμῃ … 
RSV: It is like leaven … 
Parkari: It is like sour kneaded flour … having taken a little for making double-bread 

Normal Parkari bread is unleavened. Leavened bread (“double-bread”) is only avail-
able in towns. Parkaris know that dough (“kneaded flour”) goes sour if left overnight, and 
causes the dough to puff up, but they do not use this for making bread. However, they do 
use sour milk for making yoghurt. Hence the “leaven” scenario must be created by stating 
its discrete elements and making its function explicit. 

17.1.6.1. Biblical key terms 

Biblical key terms are titles of very specific socio-religious scenarios and often lack 
an equivalent scenario in the target language, so translation will often involve linking one 
or more scenarios whose discrete elements best match those of the source language 
scenario, in order to make a new term. I list several New Testament key terms, each with 
their reconstructed source text scenario and the Parkari scenarios which partially overlap 
it, finally giving an example showing how that key term has been translated into Parkari 
by explicitly linking two existing scenarios to form a new term, for example: 
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Baptism 
Greek “baptism” scenario 
 Ritual washing gives ritual purity. 
  Mark 7:4: they do not eat unless they purify themselves 
 Ritual washing symbolizes moral purity. 
  Acts 22:16: be baptized, and wash away your sins; cf., John 13:9–10 
 Ritual washing as a symbol of purity typically involves total immersion. 
  John 3:23: John also was baptizing in Aenon, …  

because there was plenty of water in that place. Compare Acts 8:36. 
 

Parkari “baptism” scenario (some Christians only) 
 Baptism is a necessary rite of passage for Christian infants and new adult Christians. 
 Baptism for adults is a symbol of becoming a Christian. 
 Baptism involves being sprinkled with water. 

 

Parkari “bathe” scenario 
 Bathing involves total immersion in water. 
 Bathing gives physical purity. 
 Ritual bathing gives ritual purity. 
 Ritual bathing symbolizes moral purity. 

 

Parkari “holy/pure” scenario 
 God is morally holy. 
 Ritual bathing gives ritual purity. 
 Ritual bathing symbolizes moral purity/holiness. 
 Good actions produce moral purity/holiness. 

 

 Acts 2:38 
 βαπτισθήτω ἕκαστος ὑμῶν 
RSV: be baptized every one of you … 
Parkari: you all take a holy bath 

Apostle 

Greek “apostle” scenario 
 An apostle is sent by a higher authority. 
  Luke 9:2: and he sent them out 
 An apostle speaks according to the teaching of that higher authority. 
 An apostle acts according to the teaching of that higher authority. 
  Luke 9:6: So they set out … preaching the gospel and healing people everywhere 
 An apostle has delegated authority. 
  Luke 9:1: he called the twelve together and gave them power and authority… 
 An apostle is a specially chosen disciple (in the New Testament). 
  Luke 6:13: and chose from them twelve, whom he named apostles 

 

Parkari “send” scenario 
 Any person may be sent by a higher authority for any purpose. 
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Parkari “disciple” scenario 
 A disciple obeys a higher authority, his teacher. 
 A disciple speaks according to the teaching of his teacher. 
 A disciple acts according to the teaching of his teacher. 

 

Parkari “chief” scenario 
 A chief has authority. 

 

 Luke 6:13 
 οὓς καὶ ἀποστόλους ὠνόμασεν 
RSV: whom he named apostles. 
Parkari: And them he also called [his] own chief disciples. 

Angel 
Greek “angel” scenario (not including human messengers) 
 An angel is sent by a higher authority, God. 
  Luke 1:26: the angel Gabriel was sent from God 
 An angel speaks the message given by God. 
  Matthew 1:20: the angel of the Lord … saying 
 An angel acts according to God’s command. 
  Hebrews 1:14: ministering spirits sent forth to serve … 
 An angel is a spiritual being. 
  Hebrews 1:14: Are they not all ministering spirits … 
 An angel usually appears in human form. 
  Mark 16:5: they saw a young man … dressed in a white robe 
 An angel can appear and disappear suddenly. 
  Luke 2:13: And suddenly there was with the angel a multitude of the heavenly host … 

 

Parkari “messenger” scenario 
 A messenger may be sent by a higher authority to give a message. 

 

Parkari “death-messenger” scenario 
 A death-messenger is sent by a higher authority, God. 
 A death-messenger speaks the message given by God, that the addressee is about to die. 
 A death-messenger is a spiritual being. 
 A death-messenger appears in demonic form carrying a spike. 
 A death-messenger can appear and disappear suddenly. 

 

Parkari “ambassador/angel” scenario (not well known) 
 An ambassador is sent by a king or country to another country. 
 An ambassador represents that king or country in words and deeds. 
 God also has ambassadors who are spiritual beings sent to earth. 

 

Parkari “heaven” scenario 
 Heaven is outer space beyond the earth’s atmosphere. 
 Heaven is beyond human experience. 
 Heaven is where God lives. 
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 Luke 1:11 
 ὤφθη δὲ αὐτῷ ἄγγελος κυρίου 
RSV: And there appeared to him an angel of the Lord. 
Parkari: Then one heavenly ambassador/angel of the Lord gave an appearance to Zechariah 

Prophet 
Greek “prophet” scenario 
 A prophet is sent by a higher authority, God. 
  Acts 3:22: The Lord God will raise up for you a prophet… 
 A prophet speaks the message given by God. 
  Matthew 1:22: what the Lord had spoken by the prophet 
 A prophet may speak a message about the future. 
  Matthew 1:22: to fulfil what the Lord had spoken by the prophet 
 A prophet is a human being. 
  Matthew 2:17: the prophet Jeremiah 

 

Parkari “messenger” scenario 
 A messenger may be sent by a higher authority to give a message. 

 

Parkari “nabi/prophet” scenario 
 A nabi/prophet is sent by a higher authority, Allah. 
 A nabi/prophet speaks the message given by Allah. 
 A nabi/prophet is a prophet belonging to Islam. 

 

Parkari “soothsayer” scenario 
 A soothsayer speaks the message discerned by their own special powers. 
 A soothsayer speaks a message about the future. 

 

Parkari “God” scenario 
 God is the creator. 
 God wants humans to live according to his will. 
 Some people are specially close to God. 

 

 Luke 4:24 
 οὐδεὶς προφήτης δεκτός ἐστιν ἐν τῇ πατρίδι αὐτοῦ. 
RSV: no prophet is acceptable in his own country. 
Parkari: the honour of none of God’s messengers becomes in his own land. 

Historically, new scenarios have often been presented in translation by introducing a 
new word into the language, frequently a transliteration of the source language title (e.g. 
baptism, apostle, angel, prophet). However, the scenario of a new word is initially empty, 
so unless the target community has already adopted this foreign word or will be regularly 
exposed to it, it is usually preferable to create a new scenario and title by linking two or 
more existing scenarios which contain elements that are always, or typically, contextually 
focal. 
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As can be seen, there are often several target language scenarios which have partial 
overlap with the original source language scenario. Target language scenarios with 
strongly contrasting elements should be avoided, e.g. “death-messenger” for angel. 
Ideally, at least one of the target language scenarios chosen should contain several major 
elements in common with the source language scenario. The other linked scenario should 
either add key elements or counteract possible misunderstandings caused by scenario 
mismatch. 

17.1.6.2. Genitive constructions 

I argue that the genitive case in Greek, and in many languages including Parkari and 
English, does not mean possession but means that the associated items belong in the same 
scenario. Where two nouns are linked in a genitive construction, the semantic 
relationship between the nouns is determined by the prototypical relationship between 
them in the scenario of the “possessor”. Exegesis, then, depends on identifying the 
prototypical contents of the scenario whose “title” is in the genitive case. I suggest that 
the more prototypical scenario contents differ, the more likely it is that the specific 
semantic relationship between nouns in genitive constructions will need to be made 
explicit in translation, as shown below, for example: 
 Matthew 5:34 (possessive) 
 θρόνος … τοῦ θεοῦ 
RSV: the throne of God 
Parkari: the throne of God 

 

 Matthew 4:3 (kinship, here used as a metaphor) 
 υἱὸς … τοῦ θεοῦ 
RSV: the Son of God 
Parkari: the Son of God 

 

 Matthew 15:3 (agent) 
 τὴν ἐντολὴν … τοῦ θεοῦ 
RSV: the commandment of God 
Parkari: the commands of God 
 (Parkari uses the plural because the reference is to both Exodus 20:12 and 21:17) 

 

 Matthew 3:16 (source) 
 [τὸ] πνεῦμα [τοῦ] θεοῦ 
RSV: the Spirit of God 
Parkari: the Holy Spirit sent by God (In Parkari if the Spirit of God left God, God would be dead) 

 

 Luke 1:19 (spatial orientation) 
 ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ 
RSV: in the presence of God 
Parkari: near God 
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 Luke 3:2 (speaker) 
 ἐγένετο ῥῆμα θεοῦ 
RSV: the word of God came 
Parkari: God gave his message 

 

 Luke 2:40 (agent) 
 χάρις θεοῦ ἦν ἐπ᾽ αὐτό. 
RSV: the favour of God was upon him. 
Parkari: God kept doing grace on him. 

 

 1 John 1:1 (event of which other noun is agent) 
 τοῦ λόγου τῆς ζωῆς 
RSV: the Word of life 
Parkari: the life giving word of God 

Particularly confusing is the fact that a noun in the genitive construction may be 
either agent or goal of the event indicated by the other noun, for example: 
 1 John 2:15 (goal of other noun’s event, i.e. “objective genitive”) 
 οὐκ ἔστιν ἡ ἀγάπη τοῦ πατρὸς ἐν αὐτῷ· 
RSV: the love of the Father is not in him. 
Parkari: he does not love God the Father 

 

 1 John 4:9 (agent of other noun’s event, i.e. “subjective genitive”) 
 ἐν τούτῳ ἐφανερώθη ἡ ἀγάπη τοῦ θεοῦ ἐν ἡμῖν 
RSV: In this the love of God was made manifest among us 
Parkari: By this the matter has become clear that God loves us 

As shown above, the noun in the genitive may have a variety of semantic relation-
ships with the other noun. The relationship must be determined by evaluating what 
prototypical element of the shared scenario is contextually focal, for example: 

 Acts 1:22 (agent of other noun’s event) 
 ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τοῦ βαπτίσματος Ἰωάννου 
RSV: beginning from the baptism of John 
Parkari: taken from John’s giving the holy bath 

 

 Acts 13:24 (prerequisite/significance of other noun’s event) 
 βάπτισμα μετανοίας 
RSV: a baptism of repentance 
Parkari: they should having abandoned their bad works do repentance and they should walk 

on God’s matter, and take holy bath. 
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 Acts 5:30 (agent of implicit event) 
 ὁ θεὸς τῶν πατέρων ἡμῶν 
RSV: The God of our fathers … 
Parkari: God whom our ancestors used to honour 

 

 Acts 7:2  (attribute of other noun) 
 Ὁ θεὸς τῆς δόξης 
RSV: The God of glory … 
Parkari: God, who is like light 

 

 2 Corinthians 1:3  (event prototypically performed by other 
noun) 

 θεὸς πάσης παρακλήσεως 
RSV: God of all comfort, 
Parkari: God who gives encouragement in all trouble 

17.1.7. Using target language grammar for scenarios 

The “title” of a scenario refers to a culture-specific cluster of concepts linked to 
language-specific grammatical forms and lexical items. To communicate clearly a 
translation should not only use the target language “title” for a source text scenario but 
also use the normal target language grammar and lexicon associated with that scenario. 
Scenarios for events contain set “frames” linking prototypical categories of participants 
with each event, and formalizing the grammatical markers used for each of the proto-
typical participant slots in the scenario of the event. 

For example, the English frame for “die” has only one participant, the agent, which 
must be an animate “thing”. Since “die” does not have a participant as goal, there is no 
passive form, for example: 
The man died. 
The man died a painful death. 

But not 

* It was died by the man. 
* A painful death was died by the man. 

Where the “frames” of source language and target language do not match, there will 
be a need to alter the grammar or lexicon in translation, for example. 

17.1.7.1. Conceptual mismatch in number of participants 

“dying to sin” 

In many languages, including English, the frame for “die” has only one participant, 
yet literal translations include a “dative” participant in the frame, e.g. Romans 6:10 “he 
died to sin once for all” (RSV). Although the English idiom “dead to the world” includes 
a dative participant, this belongs in the scenario of sleep or unconsciousness. However, 
the Greek scenario “die” obviously has language- and culture-specific metaphorical links 
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with other scenarios such as “sin”. Simply keeping the form of the original can be 
misleading. The translator must return to exegesis, then express the source language 
meaning in the grammar and lexicon of the target language. Moo (1996:379) states that 
this means “a separation or freedom from the power of sin”, and Dunn (1988:323) argues 
that Jesus’s death breaks sin’s “grip on human life”; cf., Hendriksen (1980:200) who 
compares this verse with Hebrews 7:27. Parkari, therefore, translates “by dying once he 
destroyed control of sins over people”. 

Similarly, the concept of an individual Christian “dying to sin”, as in Romans 6:2, 
must be translated in the Kala Kawaw language of Papua New Guinea as becoming 
“blind to sin”, since “dead to sin” means morally lax (Rod Kennedy, “Idiom Skew”, 
Notes on Translation 11.1:37–39). In Parkari the phrase “dying to sin” is meaningless. In 
order to communicate a radical change of lifestyle, the Parkari translation of Romans 6:2 
says: “Our(incl) sin-doing life has indeed come to an end/been destroyed.” 

17.1.7.2. Conceptual mismatch in participant type 

“drinking the Spirit” 

In English, the “goal” of drink is typically inanimate, yet literal translations of 1 
Corinthians 12:13 say “we were all given the one Spirit to drink”. Although English can 
use “drink” metaphorically, this translation is obscure if not misleading. When read 
aloud, the audience may understand a more prototypical “goal”: “we were all given the 
one spirit to drink” (fortified Communion Wine, perhaps?!). 

This metaphor sounds ridiculous in languages where personal beings cannot fill the 
“goal” slot for “drink”. The Parkari translation reads “God has given us all the Holy 
Spirit”. The metaphor has been removed and the agent implicit in the Greek passive has 
been made explicit. It is true that the translation misses a nuance which is in the original 
Greek. However, simply retaining the Greek form in Parkari would not only miss that 
nuance but also fail to communicate the basic meaning. 

17.1.7.3. Grammatical mismatch in number of participants 

“it rained” 

The Greek frame for “to rain” has no grammatically marked agent, simply using 
third person singular suffixes. English uses a dummy agent “it”, so James 5:17 οὐκ 
ἔβρεξεν, is translated ‘it did not rain’. In Parkari, the frame for “to rain” has an overt 
agent “rain”, so Parkari translates me nə ʋəɾɦio ‘rain did not rain’. The event is the same, 
but the frames differ conceptually and grammatically. 

“he sent” 

In the Greek frame for “send” those sent need not be grammatically explicit, but in 
Parkari they must be explicit, for example: 
 Matthew 14:10 
 καὶ πέμψας ἀπεκεφάλισεν [τὸν] Ἰωάννην ἐν τῇ φυλακῇ. 
RSV: he sent and had John beheaded in the prison, 
Parkari: And having sent a person, he caused to cut off John’s head in the jail. 
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The Prenuclear Aorist Participle “having sent” in Greek is the overt marker that 
“beheaded” is semantically causative, as is made explicit in both RSV and Parkari. 

17.1.7.4. Grammatical mismatch in frame and marking of participants 

“kissed him” 

In Greek and English the event frame for “kiss” contains the same two participants, 
agent and goal, but the Parkari frame has different participants, that is: 
English and Greek frame “kiss” Parkari frame “kiss” 
verb to kiss verb to take 
agent kisser agent kisser 
goal kissee goal 

benefactive 
kiss 
kissee 

So in Luke 15:20, κατεφίλησεν αὐτόν is translated into English using the same 
grammatical slots, ‘kissed him’. In Parkari, however, this reads uɑ nɛ ɓuskɑ lidʰɑ ‘took 
kisses to him’. Not only is the grammar different, but since the goal, “kiss”, must show 
number, the translator must make an exegetical decision as to whether the father kissed 
his son once or more than once! 

Since commentaries normally deal with issues that relate directly to the source lan-
guage text or to its translation into the language of the commentary, mismatch between 
source and target language frames in minority languages may raise exegetical issues 
which are not addressed by commentaries in major languages. 

17.1.7.5. Using target language lexicon for scenarios 

Once a scenario is identified, the lexicon used in translation should match that sce-
nario. Since the scenario often identifies the precise sense of a source language word, the 
translation should use the normal target language word for that sense in that scenario. 

For example, Luke 24:18 reads “Are you the only visitor to Jerusalem who does not 
know the things that have happened there in these days?” The words “visitor”, “Jerusa-
lem”, and “these days” (i.e. Passover) belong in the “pilgrimage” scenario. So “visitor” 
(παροικεῖς) here means ‘pilgrim’. Parkari translates this specific contextual sense ‘are 
you the only pilgrim’, thus opening the “pilgrimage” scenario implicit in the source text. 

In contrast, the cognate word παροικία in Acts 13:17 is translated differently since 
it belongs in a different scenario, the long-term displacement of a whole people group: 
 

 Acts 13:17 
 ἐν τῇ παροικίᾳ ἐν γῇ Αἰγύπτου 
RSV:  during their stay in the land of Egypt 
Parkari: when our race was expatriate/foreigner in Egypt land 

The guiding factor in lexical choice is the appropriateness of a particular target 
language lexical item in the open source text scenario. 
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17.2. Handling mismatch in the content of scenarios 
In discourse, the collocation of lexical items belonging to the same scenario opens 

up that scenario. However, where target language scenarios do not include the same 
concepts and vocabulary as source language scenarios, it may not be clear to the target 
language audience which scenario those lexical items all belong in, and so the 
appropriate scenario will not be opened. Consequently, the vocabulary will appear to be 
random and thematically unrelated and both lexical cohesion and semantic coherence 
will be lost. Therefore, the translation must always ensure that the appropriate scenario is 
opened, so that the words in the text show lexical cohesion and the discourse has 
semantic coherence for the target audience. 

17.2.1. Explicitly stating the title of an implicit scenario 

Sometimes the original speaker opens a scenario not by its title but by stating some 
of its prototypical elements. However, if these are not prototypical elements of the corre-
sponding target language scenario, then the target language scenario title should be made 
explicit. 

For example, in John 4:20–21, the woman at the well says “Our fathers worshipped 
on this mountain; and you say that in Jerusalem is the place where men ought to worship” 
and Jesus replies: “Woman, believe me, the hour is coming when neither on this moun-
tain nor in Jerusalem will you worship the Father….” In the original context, “this 
mountain” (Mount Gerazim) and “Jerusalem” were the prototypical elements in the 
“places of pilgrimage” scenario. So Jesus is not saying that worship will cease in Jeru-
salem, as literal translations seem to suggest, but that the whole concept of having to 
worship at special places of pilgrimage will give way to the concept of a genuine spiritual 
relationship with God irrespective of location; cf., Brown (1966:180). “In vs. 23 the 
particular point in question shifts from the place of worship (20–21) to the manner of 
worship.” 

The Parkari “places of pilgrimage” scenario includes sacred rivers and water tanks 
for Hindus, and Mecca for Muslims, but not Jerusalem or any mountains. Consequently, 
references to “this mountain” and “Jerusalem” fail to open that scenario. So in Parkari the 
title of this focal scenario must be made explicit. The word “pilgrimage-place” is redupli-
cated to make a doublet, showing that it refers not to pilgrimage places per se, but to the 
whole scenario, i.e. the very concept that there are special holy places where worship has 
extra effect (material made explicit is underlined): 
 John 4:21 

ɓɑi, dʰom ɓom ɾ-əi ʋɑt sɑ 
lady pilgrimage.place (rhyme) of-G matter leave 
Madam, forget that whole issue of special places of pilgrimage! 
Believe my matter, that time is coming when you(pl) will worship God the Father neither having gone 
on that mountain nor having gone in Jerusalem town. 

Making the “pilgrimage-places” scenario explicit here, not only avoids miscommu-
nication in this passage, but also enables the audience to modify their existing scenario to 
include the new items, Jerusalem and “this mountain”. This will then improve their 
ability to understand and remember other Scripture passages. For example, in Luke 2:41–
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52, where Jesus’s family goes to Jerusalem annually for the Passover, lexical coherence 
will be improved, since Jerusalem now belongs in the “pilgrimage-places” scenario 
which already includes special visits for religious purposes. 

The need to be explicit here is not because the target audience lacks any reasoning 
power to move from specifics to generic. Had the text mentioned Mecca, or Ganges-
Jumna, then the Parkari “pilgrimage-places” scenario would have been opened success-
fully. The ability to make correct inferences about the author’s meaning depends on the 
correct scenarios being opened, and those scenarios containing the contextually relevant 
information. 

Similarly, the scenario of “leavened bread”, which is implicit in Greek, must be 
made explicit in Parkari: 
 Luke 13:21 
 ὁμοία ἐστὶν ζύμῃ, ἣν λαβοῦσα γυνὴ [ἐν]έκρυψεν εἰς ἀλεύρου σάτα τρία ἕως οὗ ἐζυμώθη 

ὅλον. 
RSV: It is like leaven which a woman took and hid in three measures of meal, till it was all leavened. 
Parkari: It is like sour kneaded flour, which one woman having taken a little for making double-bread 

put.in half a maund (20 kg.) of kneaded flour. Finally its effect spread in all the flour. 

Since Parkaris do not make leavened bread at home, and are only aware of it as 
something which can be bought in towns, this culturally unusual scenario must be opened 
explicitly. 

Another example where an implicit scenario must be made explicit is in the account 
of the widow of Nain’s son. The Greek only implies that he comes back to life, but 
Parkari must make it explicit: 
 Luke 7:15 
 καὶ ἀνεκάθισεν ὁ νεκρὸς 
RSV: And the dead man sat up, and began to speak. 
Parkari: At this the dead boy became alive, and having risen sat and began to speak. 

In Greek the combination of a healer, a dead person, and the command to “rise” 
would have opened the “raise from the dead” scenario. However, this verse only states 
explicitly “dead”, “sit up”, and “talk”, and these belong together in the Parkari “ghost” 
scenario, suggesting the corpse sits up and begins to speak. This misunderstanding is 
cued by the word “dead” which here is used not for sense, but only for reference, i.e. “the 
one who up till this moment had been dead”. So Parkari must explicitly state the title of 
the implicit scenario. 

17.2.2. Explicitly stating the discrete elements of an implicit scenario 

Sometimes the original speaker opens a new scenario by stating some of its proto-
typical elements, but those explicit elements are not prototypical of any target language 
scenario, and the contextually appropriate target language scenario has no title. In this 
case the source language scenario must be opened by making explicit the prototypical 
elements of the corresponding target language scenario. 
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For example, the scenario of “spiritual powers”, both good and evil, has no one word 
title in either Greek or Parkari. In both languages it is regularly opened by a list of proto-
typical elements, but these prototypical elements do not match up. So the Parkari trans-
lation must add Parkari prototypical elements to the Greek ones listed so that the 
audience is able to recognize which scenario is in focus, for example: 
 Colossians 1:16b 
 εἴτε θρόνοι εἴτε κυριότητες εἴτε ἀρχαὶ εἴτε ἐξουσίαι 
RSV: whether thrones or dominions or principalities or authorities 
Parkari: whoever has rule, power, leadership, or authority whether they be angels or demons or 

gods deities. 

Note that “gods deities” translates a Parkari doublet ɗeʋ ɗeʋtʰonɑ, which indicates the 
whole scenario in which those elements belong, i.e. “any kind of deity” (except God). 

However, the focal elements of the “spiritual beings” scenario differ according to 
context. Sometimes all spiritual beings are focal (Colossians 1:16b, 2:10b), sometimes 
only a subsection (Colossians 2:15; Ephesians 6:12b). The translation should make 
explicit only those elements of the scenario which are contextually focal, for example: 

 Ephesians 6:12 
 ἀλλὰ πρὸς τὰς ἀρχάς, πρὸς τὰς ἐξουσίας, πρὸς τοὺς κοσμοκράτορας τοῦ σκότους 

τούτου … 
RSV: against the principalities, against the powers, against the world rulers of this present darkness 

… 
Parkari: against Satan and the angels of his side who exercise leadership and authority against God, 

and rule over this darkness-type world … 

Here, as well as translating the Greek words, the contextually focal referents are 
explicitly mentioned using normal target language terms. 

It is clear from these examples that the greater the scenario mismatch, the more 
detail must be made explicit in translation about those elements of the source language 
scenario which are contextually focal. 

Another example where Parkari must state an explicit element of an implicit scenario 
is where Jesus reads from Isaiah at Nazareth in Luke 4:16–30. As discussed above, the 
Greek text here accesses the “Scripture reading” script by listing every detail except the 
actual reading (4:16b–17, 20), so we are to understand that the reading did take place in 
line with the prototypical script. But why does “read”, the normal “title” of this scenario, 
not occur as the Main Verb? I believe that Luke is placing special emphasis on the lexical 
item which is the Main Verb in Greek, i.e. εὗρεν ‘he found’. Luke is focussing his 
audience’s attention not on the reading per se, but on Jesus’s deliberate choice of this 
particular passage (Fitzmyer 1981:532). Luke has already revealed to his audience that 
Jesus is the Son of God (1:32, 35; 3:22), and that the roles of Saviour, Christ, and Lord 
all come together in this one person (2:11, σωτὴρ ὅς ἐστιν χριστὸς κύριος). Luke has 

• also again linked Jesus as the Christ with salvation (2:26, 30), and 
• linked Jesus with the Holy Spirit’s empowering in the context of the Christ (3:15–

16) and in the context of the Son of God (3:22, 4:1, and 4:14 as inclusio around 
the temptations). 
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So here Luke seems to be stressing the Messianic significance of this Isaiah passage, 
which refers to someone empowered by the Holy Spirit and chosen and anointed by God 
to bring salvation through his words and deeds. 

It is indeed possible that the passage Jesus read, Isaiah 61:1–2, was already regarded 
as Messianic by Jesus’s audience in Nazareth. A recently released Dead Sea Scroll text, 
4Q521 (Vermes 1997:391–92), seems to link this Isaiah passage to the role of the 
Messiah. Shanks (1998:65) quotes the translated text, adding in brackets the Old 
Testament passages which 4Q521 appears to be quoting: 

[The hea]vens and the earth will listen to His Messiah … Over the poor His spirit will hover and 
will renew the faithful with His power … He … liberates the captives, restores sight to the blind, 
straightens the b[ent]. (cf. Psalm 146:7–8) … The Lord will accomplish glorious things which 
have never been … He will heal the wounded, and revive the dead and bring good news to the 
poor. (cf. Isaiah 35:5–6; 61:1) 

However, irrespective of whether Jesus’s audience already understood Isaiah 61:1–2 as 
Messianic, Luke uses this passage as Messianic in his Gospel, since Jesus as “the Christ” 
is already Hearer-old information for Luke’s audience (GIVEN textual-displaced, 2:11) 
and Luke announces Jesus the Messiah’s mission by Jesus’s public reading of this Isaiah 
passage. Consequently, when John’s disciples ask Jesus whether he is the Messiah “the 
one who is to come” (cf., Luke 3:15–16), Luke simply records Jesus’s reply in terms of 
his work, as foreshadowed in this Isaiah text, giving sight to the blind, healing, and 
preaching good news to the poor (Luke 7:20–22). 

The Parkari translation, therefore, makes explicit the title of the “Christ” scenario, 
which is left implicit in the Greek being opened by discrete elements in the Isaiah text, 
especially “anointed” (cognate with “Christ”): 
 Luke 4:17b–18a 
 εὗρεν τὸν τόπον οὗ ἦν γεγραμμένον 

Πνεῦμα κυρίου ἐπ᾽ ἐμέ οὗ εἵνεκεν ἔχρισέν με … 
RSV: found the place where it was written, 

“The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me ….” 
Parkari: Having opened the Scripture Jesus searched out this matter about God’s chosen saver and read:

“I have received the Lord’s Holy Spirit because … the Lord has chosen me ….” 

Parkari cannot translate ἔχρισεν ‘anointed’ by a word cognate with Christ. Moreover, 
most Parkaris have no scenario for Christ at all, and the contents of the quotation are not 
prototypical of any scenario. This means that Parkari must create a title for the Christ 
scenario using elements which are normally contextually focal, hence “God’s chosen 
saver”. “God’s chosen” parallels “he has anointed me” (4:18) and “saver” parallels “set at 
liberty” (14:18b). 

Elsewhere, where the word “Christ” is explicit in Greek as a title or role, Parkari 
translates “God’s chosen saver Christ” (transliterated kʰɾist), and where Christ is used 
together with the name Jesus, Parkari transliterates, i.e. Jesus Christ becomes isu kʰɾist. 

Another example of a “script” element being left implicit in Greek comes from a 
“punishment” scenario: 
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 Acts 12:19 
 Ἡρῴδης δὲ ἐπιζητήσας αὐτὸν καὶ μὴ εὑρὼν, ἀνακρίνας τοὺς φύλακας ἐκέλευσεν 

ἀπαχθῆναι, 
RSV: And when Herod had sought for him and could not find him, he examined the sentries and 

ordered that they should be put to death. 
Parkari: When king Herod summoned Peter, then he was not found. Then he having questioned 

those keeping guard he ordered them to be taken to give the punishment of death. 

The semantic sense of the final Greek word is “to be led away” or “arrested”. How-
ever, the implicit scenario “condemn to death” was opened by the script elements of not 
finding a prisoner, interrogating the guards, and then ordering that they be led away. The 
original scenario (cf., Acts 16:27) includes the Roman practice of guards receiving the 
escaped prisoner’s punishment (Barrett 1994:588), as recorded in the Codex Justinianus 
9.4.4 (Blass 1895:142). In Parkari, as in English, this contextually focal element of the 
implicit scenario must be made explicit. 

Sometimes the original speaker not only opens a new scenario by stating some of its 
prototypical elements, but also expects the audience to use that scenario to determine 
what attributes of the explicit elements are contextually focal. For example, in Matthew 
27:34 “wine and gall” opens a source language “anaesthetics” scenario including items 
which are anaesthetic, their effect, and why one might avoid them. 

However, if the explicitly stated elements are not prototypical elements of the corre-
sponding target language scenario, then a literal translation will fail to open the correct 
scenario, and so fail to provide the context for understanding which attributes are focal. 
Moreover, if the contextually focal attributes are not prototypical elements of the target 
language scenario, the translation will need to make explicit both the target language 
scenario title and the focal attributes, for example: 
 Matthew 27:34 
RSV: they offered him wine to drink, mingled with gall; but when he tasted it, he would not drink it. 
Parkari: then they gave Jesus the juice of grapes to drink, in which bitter drug was mixed for reducing 

pain. But having tasted that he refused to drink in order to remain in consciousness. 

Even though Parkari makes the “drug” scenario explicit, it is a much broader scenar-
io than “anaesthetics” and its most prototypical elements are “recreational” drugs such as 
hashish, opium, and heroin, with medicinal drugs as fringe elements. Thus the anaesthetic 
attributes of drugs are not focal in the Parkari scenario and must be explicitly stated. 

Similarly: 
 Mark 2:15a 
RSV: And as he sat at table in his house, many tax collectors and sinners were sitting with Jesus and 

his disciples 
Parkari: And many octroi-collectors and other people were there, whom people reckoning sinners 

ostracized. [i.e. did not eat with them as they considered them ritually-polluted] 

The words “tax collectors” and “sinners” together opened the scenario of “people one 
should not mix with” for the original target audience. The contextually focal element of 
that scenario is “communal eating”, as shown by 2:16 “Why does he eat with tax collec-
tors and sinners?” However, in Parkari this scenario is not opened by those words, so the 
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contextually focal element must be made explicit. The Parkari word translated ‘ostra-
cized’ is ʃep whose scenario contains the elements of discrimination, not eating together, 
and ritual impurity. 

17.2.3. Leaving implicit the discrete elements of an explicit scenario 

Naturally, the source text is written assuming that the audience have source language 
scenarios in their brains, so much of the original message is left implicit, since the audi-
ence can access the implicit information, attitudes, or relationships from their mental 
scenarios. This study has stressed that scenario mismatch between source and target 
languages means information implicit in the source text must often be made explicit in 
the translation. However, where the target language and source language do have very 
similar scenarios, the target audience can correctly infer implicit information from these 
scenarios. 

Consequently, the level of explicitness appropriate in the translation is determined 
by the new target audience, and occasionally what is explicit in the original text may be 
omitted and left implicit in the translation, so long as there is no information loss or 
miscommunication, for example: 
 John 11:44 
 Λύσατε αὐτὸν καὶ ἄφετε αὐτὸν ὑπάγειν. 
RSV: Unbind him, and let him go. 
Parkari: Release him. 

Jesus is commanding that Lazarus be freed from his grave cloths. Greek has two 
clauses: “Release him and allow him to go”. In Parkari the scenario of “release” includes 
not only untying, but the fact that the person released is free to go. If “allow him to go” is 
made explicit, it implies that there is some other restriction as well as the bandages, e.g. 
he is being held back by someone. So the Parkari translation simply says: “Release him!” 
If the source language scenarios were similar, as seems likely, why does the Greek text, 
seemingly redundantly, use two Main Verbs? I argue that using two conjoined Aorist 
Main Verbs for a single scenario in Greek highlights that scenario at the episode level 
(see appendix G). Here, the resolution of the problem (Lazarus’s death) is clearly the 
climax of the whole episode, and the Greek may be marking this grammatically. Parkari 
also marks this climactic event as salient in the discourse by the use of the change of state 
particle pəro after the verb. 

It is not necessary to mention the grave cloths in either Greek, English, or Parkari, as 
they are already part of the currently open scenario. As Relevance Theory predicts, you 
do not tell people what they already know (Sperber and Wilson 1986). 

Similarly, with the scenario of “wheat”. Over 90 percent of Parkaris are agricultur-
alists and pastoralists, so their scenarios for crops and livestock are extremely complex 
and detailed. Thus explicit elements in the Greek source text sometimes are so proto-
typical in the open Parkari scenario that they are best left implicit, since mentioning them 
suggests they have some specific contextual significance, for example: 
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 Matthew 13:24, 26 
 σπείραντι καλὸν σπέρμα ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ αὐτοῦ … 

ὅτε δὲ ἐβλάστησεν ὁ χόρτος καὶ καρπὸν ἐποίησεν … 
RSV: who sowed good seed in his field … 

So when the plants came up and bore grain … 
Parkari: He sowed in his field good seed of wheat … 

When the heads occurred in the wheat … 

Here, the wheat “coming up” has no special contextual significance, being simply a 
natural stage of development before the ears appearing. By using conjoined Aorist Main 
Verbs, rather than Prenuclear Aorist Participle plus Main Verb, for a prototypical script, 
Matthew is highlighting the significance of this event in the episode, stressing that the 
weeds were only distinguishable once the heads of grain appeared, not before. To 
mention the wheat sprouting not only sounds unnatural here in Parkari, but also takes the 
emphasis away from the script final event, the heads of grain appearing, so the translation 
leaves it implicit. No information is lost, since sprouting is a precondition in the script of 
“bearing grain”. 

Contrast Mark 4:27–29, where each element of the “wheat” scenario is contextually 
focal as under God’s control, so each is explicit in the Parkari translation. 

Sometimes an element of a scenario is so prototypical in all cultures and languages, 
due to physically determined real-life co-occurrence, that its explicit use in the source 
language seems to have some other function, often at discourse level. For example “open 
one’s mouth” appears in Participle form as an element of the “teach” scenario: 
 Matthew 5:2 
 καὶ ἀνοίξας τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ ἐδίδασκεν αὐτοὺς λέγων 
RSV: And he opened his mouth and taught them, saying: 
Parkari: And Jesus began to teach them thus: 

Since one cannot teach without opening one’s mouth, this information is totally 
redundant. According to Relevance Theory, causing the audience extra processing effort 
promises them extra “contextual effects”. Since this formula occurs when Jesus begins 
the first of his major blocks of teaching 5:3–7:27 and is followed by a verb in Imper-
fective Aspect, the extra “contextual effects” seem to be that the following speech will be 
a very significant block of teaching, hence the Parkari translation makes explicit “began” 
and “thus” to emphasize the beginning of a major speech. 

This principle applies not only to “event” scenarios, but also to “thing” scenarios, for 
example: 
 Matthew 6:26 
 ἐμβλέψατε εἰς τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 
RSV: Look at the birds of the air. 
Parkari: Look at the birds! 

Since birds are normally “of the air”, i.e. they fly, this information is already 
prototypical in the “bird” scenario. If it were made explicit here in Parkari, it would cue 
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the audience to expect some special contextual significance, such as “but not ground 
dwelling birds, or water birds”. Since there is no such contextual focus, it is best left 
implicit. Obviously, the Greek “bird” scenario must have had “of the air” as a proto-
typical characteristic of birds, so the mismatch may be due not to conceptual mismatch 
but to mismatch of the lexical items linked to concepts. Since 9 of the 14 New Testament 
occurrences of “birds” is qualified by “of the air” (GRAMCORD data) the phrase was 
obviously natural in New Testament Greek. It rarely, if ever, is used in Parkari. 
 Matthew 3:4 
 μέλι ἄγριον 
RSV: wild honey 
Parkari: honey 

Parkaris are traditionally desert-dwellers. They themselves collect honey from wild 
bees, and know nothing of beehives. So “wild” is implicit, being prototypical in the 
Parkari “honey” scenario. Making “wild” explicit here would cue the audience to expect 
some extra contextual significance. However, the contextual focus, that John survived on 
basic desert foods, is already clear to a Parkari audience. 

 Luke 22:1 
 ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν ἀζύμων 
RSV: the feast of Unleavened Bread 
Parkari: the festival of breads of the Jewish race 

Since the normal Parkari word for bread refers to chapattis, i.e. flat unleavened 
bread, “unleavened” is prototypical and, therefore, left implicit. However, some implicit 
information is made explicit here, viz., that this is a Jewish festival, to avoid 
bewilderment—“What festival of chapattis?” 

Similarly, for groups with a strong belief that there is only one true and living God, 
literal translations such as “the one true God” or “the living God” seem to imply that 
there must be some other God who is not true, or not living. These attributes are so 
prototypical in the “God” scenario, that to make them explicit cues the audience to expect 
some extra contextual significance, such as contrast with some other kind of God. 
(Similarly, the sentences “Can I have some wet water?” or “Have you any cold ice?” 
sound unnatural in English, since “wet water” and “cold ice” suggest a potential contrast 
with “dry water” and “warm ice”.) Where these attributes are used simply to clarify the 
referent, then the best translation is simply “God”. Where these attributes are 
contextually focal, however, the translation should indicate this but avoid apparent 
tautology, perhaps by changing the adjective into a clause, such as “God, who alone is 
truly worthy of praise” or “God, who unlike false idols is alive”. 

17.2.4. Using a generic term to avoid false implicatures 

As has been stated above, all scenarios include a variety of discrete elements, and 
problems occur in translation when these do not match up across cultures. Often the more 
specific the scenario, the more it contains specific cultural elements, and the more 
generic the scenario, the more universal its contents. For example, everybody’s “food” 
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scenario includes “eat”, but the “pig” scenario for some people includes “eat”, and for 
others “do not eat.” 

If the scenario of a specific term contains prototypical elements which are 
contradictory between source and target language, then whenever those elements are 
contextually focal, the audience will misunderstand the text, because they will interpret it 
in the light of their own scenario. In such cases the specific term in the source text may 
be best translated by a generic term in the target language, to avoid creating false 
implicatures. 

For example, in the parable of the prodigal son: 
 Luke 15:23 
 καὶ φέρετε τὸν μόσχον τὸν σιτευτόν, θύσατε 
RSV: and bring the fatted calf and kill it. 
Parkari: And the livestock-animal which is specially-chosen, slaughter it. 

This verse is not about historical fact, i.e. which animals Jews did or did not kill. Here, 
the contextually focal element of the “calf” scenario is “ideal food for a feast”, so this is 
what must be communicated. The Parkari scenario for “calf”, however, due to their 
Hindu background, includes “killing cattle is sinful”. Simply translating “calf” would 
imply that the father, on his son’s return, committed a major sin. By translating with a 
generic term, which includes both cattle and buffalo, the focus is kept on the element 
“ideal food for a feast”, since Parkaris specially fatten buffalo for just that purpose. The 
specific term “buffalo”, although a good cultural substitute as regards function, was 
avoided as historically inaccurate. 

Similarly, at the Passover meal: 
 Matthew 26:23 
 ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ … 
RSV: in the dish … 
Parkari: in the eating vessel … 

The “dish” here is obviously a bowl containing “bitter herbs” into which the 
disciples and Jesus dipped their bread. Parkari has no word meaning just “bowl” but 
many more specific words whose scenarios include the size, use, and material of the 
bowl, and one more generic word “vessel”. Although Parkaris have a type of bowl which 
can be used for communal eating, it is thought of as particularly a Parkari vessel, and if 
used here would give the implicature that “The disciples long ago and in a different place 
amazingly had exactly the same kind of bowl that we have!” Consequently, the 
translation uses the very generic term “vessel” to avoid this false implicature. 

A further example comes from the closure of a Pauline letter: 

 Romans 16:16 
 Ἀσπάσασθε ἀλλήλους ἐν φιλήματι ἁγίῳ. 
RSV: Greet one another with a holy kiss. 
Parkari: Greet one another in a holy way with love. 
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In Parkari culture, the only public kissing is between parent and child, when the 
child is very young, or after some major trauma or separation. For other participants or 
on other occasions, the Parkari “kiss” scenario includes “sexually immoral behaviour” 
and a literal translation would give this implicature. The contextual focus of Paul’s 
comments was the appropriate demonstration of love within the Christian “family”, 
hence the generic translation in Parkari, which similarly conveys the demonstration of 
love within the limitation of holiness. 

17.3. Handling mismatch of predictability and expectation 
The theory of scenarios as prototypical conceptual clusters relies on the fact that 

human beings naturally categorize events into expected and unexpected, and mentally 
link together people, attitudes, actions, causes, and intentions. Callow (1998:132) states: 

human beings are purposive. Speech and all other human activity has some purpose behind it. 
Usually we know the purpose or can make a good guess. When we are puzzled as to the purpose 
behind an utterance or action, we feel uncomfortable and want to enquire further. 

One of the important functions of scenarios in discourse is to cue the audience as to 
what to expect. Consequently, where there is a mismatch of scenarios between source and 
target language, the audience’s ability to process the text is reduced, as they cannot accu-
rately predict what is likely to occur. 

For example, as we have seen above, the narrative of the woman with the issue of 
blood in Luke 8:43–48 contains some confusing elements: 

• Why does she come trembling? 
• What is so wrong with touching Jesus? 

Making the ritual-pollution scenario explicit in 8:43 enables the audience to recognize 
which facts are expected, and which are unexpected: 

 Luke 8:43 
RSV: a woman who had had a flow of blood for twelve years 
Parkari: one woman, to whom there was a female illness for twelve years and, therefore, she was 

ritually-polluted. 

Scenarios provide, as it were, a row of prototypical pegs on which to hang the story. 
The pegs of “fear” and “untouchability” were in the source language scenario of 
“menstruation”, but are in the target language scenario of “ritual pollution”. The explicit 
linking of these scenarios in the translation enables the new audience to access the 
original scenario and thus to predict the chain of expected events and spot whatever is 
unusual. 

We may be tempted to think that a text, particularly a historical narrative, merely 
lists facts and we do not need to understand purposes. But Callow (1998:133) directly 
contradicts this: 

Purposes interest us intensely, and if we hear information given, or opinions and values 
expressed, our minds instinctively move along the chain to the purposes to which they lead. 

So then, to preserve the chain of expectation in a text, and enable the audience to 
predict what is likely and evaluate what is usual or unusual, the translator may need to 
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make explicit the motivation for certain events, and whether events are to be understood 
as expected or unexpected. 

17.3.1. Making explicit the motivation behind events 

Problems of exegesis and, therefore, translation, frequently occur when the logic or 
reasonableness of some event depends on an element of the open scenario which is left 
implicit in the source text. Such elements typically concern a person’s purpose or 
motivation for performing a given action. 

For example, in Luke 9:52–53, where the Samaritans refuse to give Jesus lodging, 
the motivation for their action is left implicit in the Greek text. Compare translations: 
RSV: And he sent messengers ahead of him, who went and entered a village of the Samaritans, to make 

ready for him; but the people would not receive him, because his face was set toward Jerusalem. 
Parkari: And he sent people ahead of himself. They having set off in order to do preparation for Jesus’s 

lodging came into one village of other-race-people of the Samaritan nation. But the people of 
there did not allow Jesus to lodge, because he was travelling towards the pilgrimage-place of his 
own Jewish race Jerusalem. 

The Parkari translation, like RSV, leaves the motivation implicit. However, Parkari 
does make explicit the facts behind the motivation, that these people were of a different 
race and religion to Jesus. These two elements open up the Parkari scenario of “discrimi-
nation” (ʃep), which includes racial or religious difference, not entering others’ homes, 
and not eating with them. Once the appropriate scenario has been opened, the Parkari 
audience can easily infer the motivation as ethno-religious discrimination. 

Another example of motivation being left implicit in the source text is Luke 10:31. 
As previously discussed, it is nowhere stated why the priest and Levite avoid the half-
dead man. However, every speaker uses scenarios as the background for their narrative, 
and every scenario has its own consistent logic to it, so the speaker expected the original 
audience to correctly infer the purpose behind the actions from the open scenarios. For a 
Jew, the two elements “priest” and “(possible) corpse” belong together in the “ritual-
purity/impurity” scenario. In the light of that scenario, the priest and Levite avoid the 
half-dead man in order to avoid ritual pollution from touching a dead body (Leviticus 
21:1–3; Numbers 19:11). 

Moreover, the scenario of ritual pollution has already been opened by the question 
“Who is my neighbour?” since maintaining “purity” was one of the burning issues of the 
time (Neyrey 1991b:271–304) and the specific issue here was whether “neighbour” 
meant ritually-pure Jews only, or included the ritually-unclean such as Samaritans 
(Nolland 1993a:590; Fitzmyer 1985:886). Thus “neighbour” and “priest meets corpse” 
are both directly linked to the “ritual-impurity” scenario. A Jew could not have failed to 
draw the conclusion that ritual impurity was the issue in the priest’s mind. To drive home 
this point, Jesus introduces the archetypal “ritually-impure” person, the Samaritan, as the 
final character in the story. 

If this concept of ritual impurity is not made explicit in translation, the hearer will 
make their own judgment as to why the priest walks on by, based on their own 
conceptual framework and knowledge about the world. Thus most British people assume 
that the Jewish priest was proud and uncaring, but the Samaritan was compassionate. 
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However, Jesus’s point is that regarding ritual-purity laws as most important causes the 
highest guardians of religion to break the command to love, a command which even the 
ritually-impure can keep. 

But, one may object, ritual-impurity is never even mentioned in the story, so cannot 
be focal and should not be added to the text. We have seen before, however, that sce-
narios are frequently opened by elements that prototypically belong together in that 
scenario, without the need for the title to be explicit. Regardless of how the “ritual-
impurity” scenario is opened in the source text, the target language translation must be 
sure to open that same scenario. 

Hence the Parkari translation of Luke 10:27–33 (with implicit information made 
explicit underlined): 
27 … “one should love one’s brother as oneself.” 
29 But he embarrassed in order to escape from his disgrace again said to Jesus “I am asking this, that in 

this command are only we Jews brothers, or are other people of low-caste race our brothers also?” 
30 At this Jesus said “There was a man of the Jewish race….” 
31 After that by fate one priest of God’s house passed along that same way. When the priest saw him he 

reckoned thus that it is possible he is dead, and in this fear lest he having touched a corpse should be 
ritually-polluted and break the command of religion he passed by having avoided him. 

32 In such a manner one servant of God’s house came to that place, and having seen him, afraid of 
being-ritually-polluted by touching a corpse, he also passed by having avoided him. 

33 Then one other-race man of the Samaritan race… 

Such a translation puts this study to the test. If scenario theory can be applied to 
translation as proposed in this study, then this translation is appropriate, so long as it is 
exegetically justified and clearly understood. People may object, however, that such a 
translation is too explicit, or they may be happy with making information explicit if it 
requires few words, but not if it requires whole clauses or sentences. However, the only 
people who can judge whether a text is too explicit, too wordy and long-winded, or 
indeed too brief and not explicit enough, is the target audience themselves. They will 
evaluate this according to Grice’s maxims of quantity (Sperber and Wilson 1986:33): 

1 Make your contribution as informative as is required. 
2 Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 

Naturally the more there is scenario mismatch, the less information can be communicated 
implicitly from the open scenario, so the more information will need to be made explicit 
in the translation. For Parkaris, as for most English speakers, unless the motivation is 
made explicit here the assumption is that the priest and Levite simply do not care. The 
translation issues are these: 
1. Exegesis. Is the information really implicit in the source text? (i.e. part of the 

original scenario, contextually focal, but not explicitly stated) 
2. Restructuring. What is the most natural way to convey this information in the target 

language? 

17.3.2. Making explicit the prototypicality of belonging to a scenario 

Information is clustered together in mental scenarios precisely because those 
elements prototypically co-occur in the experience of members of a given culture. So the 
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very fact that certain elements occur in a source language scenario indicates that they are 
prototypical, i.e. they are 
a. normal or typical (not unusual) 
b. reasonable or logical (not unreasonable or illogical) 
c. expected or noncontroversial (not surprising), and 
d. unambiguous, clear, definite, known (not confusing or unclear). 

As shown in section 2, chapter 7 of this study, this prototypicality may be marked in 
Greek by the use of Hearer-old grammatical forms, or simply by the collocation of lexical 
items belonging to the same scenario. In either case, this prototypicality may need to be 
made explicit in translation. 

It has long been recognized that a difference in culture between Source and Target 
Language communities can cause translated material to appear odd and lacking in 
cohesion. Catford (1965:101), calling this “cultural untranslatability”, comments: 

In many cases, at least, what renders ‘culturally untranslatable’ items ‘untranslatable’ is the fact 
that the use in the TL text of any approximate translation equivalent produces an unusual 
collocation in the TL. To talk of ‘cultural untranslatability’ may be just another way of talking 
about collocational untranslatability; the impossibility of finding an equivalent collocation in the 
TL. And this would be a type of linguistic untranslatability. 

Lexical collocations which belong to a single scenario in one language, do not 
necessarily belong together in another. Given the close connection between the concep-
tually linked structure of scenarios and the collocations of the lexicon associated with 
such scenarios, it is hardly surprising that this phenomenon can be analysed as a concep-
tual issue “cultural untranslatability”, or a linguistic one “unusual collocation”. 

The translator should be aware of these unusual collocations and realize that they 
reflect an area of culture clash. It may be necessary, therefore, in translation to make 
explicit that such collocational clashes are not due to anything unusual about the situation 
but reflect the normal, expected prototypical situation in the source culture. 

I give examples of making these types of prototypicality explicit. 

17.3.2.1. Normal or typical 

Where some element is normal in the source language scenario, but abnormal in the 
same scenario of the target language, then the translation may need to state explicitly that 
it is a cultural norm, for example: 
 Matthew 9:23 
 ἰδὼν τοὺς αὐλητάς 
RSV: and saw the flute players 
Parkari: there he saw those people who according to own custom were playing pipes on the girl’s 

death 

The Greek verb is an Aorist Participle and the noun has the article, both of which 
mark this as normal Hearer-old information within the “death” scenario opened in 9:18. 
Parkari, however, uses a Main Verb to mark Hearer-new information, since this informa-
tion is not part of the Parkari “death” scenario. Thus the normality of this information, as 
far as the source culture is concerned, must be conveyed in the target language by an 
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explicit phrase. The reason for the pipe players’ activity is also made explicit, since that 
is contextually focal. 

17.3.2.2. Reasonable or logical 

Sometimes the problem for the target audience is not so much determining whether 
something is normal or not, but rather determining why it should be normal. In such cases 
the purpose or logic of the action needs to be made explicit, for example: 
 Luke 10:13 
 πάλαι ἂν ἐν σάκκῳ καὶ σποδῷ καθήμενοι μετενόησαν. 
RSV: they would have repented long ago, sitting in sackcloth and ashes. 
Parkari: the people of there would early having abandoned their bad works have done 

repentance, and having put on clothes made from goats’ hair have sat in grief on 
ash, and have gone on God’s matter. 

The Greek Present Participle marks that “sitting in sackcloth and ashes” is a proto-
typical element in the “repentance” scenario of the Main Verb. However, the Parkari 
“repentance” scenario does not include “sitting in sackcloth and ashes”. By making 
“grief” explicit, this strange behaviour is made to seem reasonable, since wearing dark 
clothes and sitting in dust are linked with grief in the Parkari “bereavement” scenario, 
and grief because of one’s sins is a prototypical element of the Parkari repentance 
scenario “going on God’s matter”. 

17.3.2.3. Expected or noncontroversial 

Evaluating the expectedness and unexpectedness of events depends on the audience 
being able to access the prototypical contents of the open scenarios. Where focal 
elements of the source language scenario are missing in the target language scenario, they 
need to be made explicit, for example: 

 Luke 17:12 
 ἀπήντησαν [αὐτῷ] δέκα λεπροὶ ἄνδρες, οἳ ἔστησαν πόρρωθεν 
RSV: he was met by ten lepers, who stood at a distance 
Parkari: then ten people met him, who were ritually-polluted due to the disease of leprosy. Therefore 

they having stood afar off 

Again, once the ritual pollution scenario is explicitly opened in Parkari and linked to 
leprosy, then their standing afar off is expected. Without this explicit element of the 
“leprosy” scenario made explicit, their action seems unusual, even rude. 

17.3.2.4. Unambiguous, clear, definite, known 

Sometimes the problem for the target audience is in identifying the intended referent, 
since there is no such referent in their open scenario, for example: 
 Luke 7:19 
 Σὺ εἶ ὁ ἐρχόμενος 
RSV: Are you he who is to come 
Parkari: Are you(p) God’s chosen saver about whose coming it is written in Scripture 
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The article with “he who is to come” marks this as Hearer-old, since it is a proto-
typical element of, and an alternative title for, the Greek “Christ” scenario. However, the 
Parkari audience do not know who this refers to, so the identity of this referent must be 
made explicit. 

17.4. Chapter summary 
Where the mismatch of scenarios between source and target languages causes infor-

mation loss, the information implicit in the source text will need to be made explicit in 
the target language translation in order to accurately communicate the original message. 
Where a scenario is opened in the source text by its title and there is a mismatch between 
scenario titles and contents in the source and target culture, the translation must use target 
language titles, if they exist, to open the relevant scenario, and any implicit information 
lost because of the mismatch of scenario contents must be made explicit. 

Similarly, where a scenario is opened in the source text by making explicit a number 
of discrete elements from that scenario, a mismatch between the contents of scenarios in 
the source and target culture may mean that those same elements fail to open the correct 
scenario in the target language. In such cases the translation should open the correct 
scenario by making the target language title explicit, and also make explicit any implicit 
elements from the source text scenario which are not inferrable from the contents of the 
target language’s scenario due to scenario mismatch. 

Since scenario mismatch causes a loss of predictability for the new target audience it 
may be necessary to make explicit in translation what motivates certain behaviour and 
which elements are expected and which are unexpected, in order to guide the audience 
toward an accurate interpretation of the text. 
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18. Conclusion 
Scenario theory has been developed in a variety of fields including linguistics, 

cognitive psychology, and artificial intelligence. Despite variations in terminology, there 
is strong consensus as to the existence and nature of scenarios. Scenario theory is 
supported by psychological and neurological research. 

Scenarios are networks of information in the brain, storing concepts in related 
clusters within an interlinked framework. We form scenarios by categorizing and 
organizing our experiences, grouping specific experiences together to form a general 
prototypical framework. Consequently, there is little variation between the scenarios of 
different individuals within a single culture, due to their shared experiences, 
environment, and worldview. In contrast, however, scenarios may differ significantly 
from culture to culture. 

Scenarios are structured by concepts which are themselves metaphorical, based on 
bodily experience, such as “container” and “link”. Scenarios function as “containers” 
storing information in chunks. Each chunk consists of a core concept, which functions as 
the “title” of that scenario, together with all the other concepts closely linked to it. These 
linked items include various things, events, attributes, and relations which are prototypi-
cally related to the core concept through repeated experiences, and the links encode the 
semantic relationship between the concepts including directionality of space, time, and 
intention. Each scenario is also linked to other concepts in metonymic and hierarchical 
networks. Since scenarios are experiential, they have prototypical categories with fuzzy 
boundaries. Scenarios for different types of semantic class are structured differently, but 
all involve linking concepts according to experiential frequency and relevance. 

We use scenarios to interpret new experiences and to understand and structure 
communication. Since scenarios are highly structured, the information contained in 
specific semantic “slots” within scenarios is used as a “default” in comprehension and 
communication. 

18.1. The significance of scenario theory for communication 
Successful communication relies on the communicator accurately assessing the 

degree of shared knowledge between himself and his audience, so he can speak in “short-
hand”, giving enough explicit information for his audience to correctly understand his 
meaning. The audience must cross-reference the explicit text with their own preexisting 
mental scenarios, not only to identify which scenarios are open but also to fill in implicit 
participants, events, and relationships according to what is prototypically expected within 
those open scenarios. 

Scenario theory provides a cognitive framework for understanding categories of 
information status, especially the distinction between Hearer-new and Hearer-old, and 
between KNOWN and GIVEN, which plays a major role in structuring communication. 
Grammatical patterns in English, Greek, and Parkari reflect the cognitive distinction 
between these information categories, thus giving clues to the audience as to where in 
their mental filing system to find the information referred to. 
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Scenarios enable an audience to determine the contextual sense of a word by 
identifying the conceptual areas where the scenario of that word interlocks with other 
scenarios in the text. Encyclopaedic scenario contents enable an audience to predict the 
likely actions of characters and the likely sequence and result of events. Similarly, the 
prototypical elements and interrelationships stored in scenarios allow the audience to 
correctly understand implicatures. 

Scenarios can be opened by the explicit use of the scenario’s title, or by the colloca-
tion of prototypical elements from a single scenario. Scenarios can be identified by the 
audience using both lexical and grammatical clues, whilst observing the principles of 
analogy, local interpretation, and relevance. 

18.2. The significance of scenario theory for discourse analysis 
Since scenarios are the database for all Hearer-old information they affect the 

communicator’s choice of grammar and lexicon. Scenarios enable the communicator to 
assess whether to use Hearer-old or Hearer-new marking in discourse, thus guiding the 
audience to understand what they should regard as prototypical and expected, and what 
they should regard as new and significant. Scenarios, by storing lexical items along with 
related concepts, provide the structure for determining which lexical items naturally 
collocate. 

Scenarios, as cognitive units in memory, also function as semantic units which allow 
the audience to divide a discourse into scenario chunks, thus facilitating comprehension, 
memory storage, and recall. They provide the cognitive framework for 

• tracking participants 
• identifying lexical cohesion 
• disambiguating reference, and 
• interpreting idioms and metaphors. 

Scenarios also enable the audience to perceive semantic coherence in the text, even when 
semantic relations are not explicitly marked, by assuming the prototypical relationships 
from the relevant scenario. 

Scenarios also act as a backdrop to a text, providing information as to what is 
expected in the development of the discourse. Predictability means the audience does not 
have to forge new connections between events in the story as it develops, but simply has 
to hang this information as expected onto the prelabelled pegs of the scenario, occasion-
ally noting an item which is unexpected. Since the story unfolds in the light of expected 
norms, it is easy to spot unexpected and thus significant events, and to memorize the 
story in scenario chunks, also related prototypically, plus significant deviations. 

Thus the scenario structures of the original author and audience not only affect the 
lexical and grammatical form of the text, but also determine which presuppositions and 
assumptions must be made to correctly analyse the author’s intended meaning. The sig-
nificance of scenarios in structuring both the explicit form and the implicit meaning of a 
text is vital for discourse analysis, enabling the analyst to understand the author’s choice 
of grammatical and lexical forms and to make plausible inferences regarding semantic 
relationships and discourse structures which are formally unmarked. 
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If the discourse analyst is a representative member of the text’s original target 
audience, then all these complex functions of scenarios, which facilitate accurate 
interpretation of the message, will take place automatically. If, however, the discourse 
analyst is from a different culture to that of the author and original audience, then it is 
essential that the analyst interprets the text in the context of the original author and 
audience’s scenarios, not his own. 

18.3. The significance of scenario theory for translation 
Since communicators must interface with their audience’s mental scenarios to 

achieve successful communication, and since scenarios are culturally conditioned, all 
communication across cultures is fraught with potential misunderstandings due to the 
difference between the scenarios of communicator and audience. In the cross-cultural 
context of Bible translation, scenario theory provides logical principles for 

• determining the information implicit in the source text 
• analysing both actual and potential miscommunication, and 
• restructuring the original message of the source text in the light of the target 

audience’s knowledge and worldview to ensure accurate comprehension. 
Translation involves two discrete activities: determining the meaning of the source 

text (exegesis), and presenting that same meaning clearly and naturally in the target 
language (restructuring). To these should be added comprehension testing, to ensure that 
the target audience’s understanding of the translated text matches the exegesis. Scenario 
theory is directly relevant to each of these activities. 

18.3.1. Scenario theory and exegesis 

Scenario theory, by stressing that communication is culturally conditioned and what 
is communicated is more than what is explicitly stated, reminds the exegete to study not 
merely the grammar and lexicon of the text, but also the encyclopaedic worldview of the 
original speaker/author and audience. Since the original author’s choice of grammar and 
lexicon reflected his own and his audience’s scenario bank, the source text itself, by its 
use of Hearer-old or Hearer-new forms and its lexical collocations, indicates whether 
scenarios are treated as currently open or closed, and shows what lexical items belong 
together in a single scenario. This in turn provides insights into the original author and 
audience’s worldview. 

The fact that certain grammatical forms signify which verbs or nouns belong to a 
single scenario (e.g. Greek Participles and Main Verbs, nouns in genitive constructions) 
gives the exegete insight into the scenarios of the original author/audience, helping deter-
mine which elements in a text are presented as prototypical, and which as unexpected. 
Moreover, Greek anarthrous nouns with Hearer-old referents (i.e. referents in open 
scenarios) mark those referents as salient, and so give clues as to what is focal at clause 
or sentence level, or thematic at higher levels of discourse. Similarly, statistically marked 
verbal use, such as Present forms in past time narrative, mark the scenario they occur in 
as salient at higher discourse levels. 

Understanding lexical collocations in terms of culturally-determined scenarios, 
rather than theory-neutral semantic domains (as in Louw and Nida 1988), helps 
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determine semantic paragraphs and pericopes. Recognition of the prototypical and 
culturally based nature of scenarios allows the exegete to interpret which participants, 
events, semantic relationships, etc. are to be understood, when the source text leaves 
them implicit, on the basis of what was prototypical in the source culture (historical 
evidence) and what relationships are explicitly marked elsewhere in the New Testament 
corpus (textual evidence). 

All these factors help the exegete to reconstruct the original author’s meaning from 
the text, so improving the accuracy of the translation. 

18.3.2. Scenario theory and restructuring 

Scenario theory, by emphasizing that scenarios are culturally conditioned, reminds 
the translator to restructure the form of the text, not simply according to the grammar and 
lexicon of the target language, but also in the light of the target audience’s worldview. 
Just as the choice of grammar and lexicon in the source text reflected the original author 
and audience’s scenarios, so the translation must use the appropriate Hearer-old or 
Hearer-new forms and lexical collocations of the target language, to indicate to the new 
audience which scenarios are to be understood as currently open or closed, and how 
lexical items which belonged in a single source-text scenario are semantically related. 
This will require careful discourse analysis of the target language. 

Since certain grammatical forms in the source text signify which verbs or nouns 
belong to a single scenario, the translator has a textually-based rationale for making 
explicit such elements of the original author and audience’s scenarios which are left 
implicit in the source text, but are nevertheless contextually focal. This may include 

• explicit reference to implicit participants or events 
• reasons or motives 
• semantic relationships between participants, events, clauses, or discourse units, 

and 
• whether elements in a text are to be understood as prototypical or unexpected. 

Since there is a normal patterning between source culture scenarios and source text 
grammatical forms (e.g. use of the Article and Prenuclear Aorist Participle in Greek), 
deviations from this (e.g. anarthrous nouns for known referents and Present forms in past 
time narrative) are marked forms. Recognition that these marked forms indicate salience 
of participants and event scenarios at higher discourse levels gives the translator a 
textually-based rationale for using corresponding high-level discourse markers in the 
target language. 

Since lexical collocations in the source text opened appropriate scenarios in the 
original audience’s mind, and thus provided textual cohesiveness due to the prototypical 
semantic relationships within those culturally-determined scenarios, there is a textually-
based rationale for ensuring that those same scenarios are opened in the target language 
translation, which may mean making 

• explicit the title of a scenario 
• implicit elements within a scenario, or 
• implicit links between scenarios, such as causal links or metaphorical links. 
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Understanding the prototypical and culturally based nature of scenarios, allows the 
translator to predict, in the light of the target audience’s worldview, which participants, 
events, semantic relationships, etc. must be made explicit in the translation for correct 
understanding, and which will be correctly and easily understood even when left implicit. 

All these factors help the translator to restructure the original message in an 
appropriate form of the target language, improving clarity and naturalness. 

18.3.3. Scenario theory and testing 

Since scenario theory shows how a text is intended to communicate far more than 
what is explicitly stated, comprehension testing must evaluate not simply the target 
audience’s ability to repeat back the explicit words of a text, but also their ability to 
understand what is implicit, such as the motives of participants, the significance of 
events, and the implications of what is said or done. Misunderstanding of such issues 
may well be due to scenario mismatch, where the encyclopaedic worldview of the new 
target audience differs significantly from that of the original speaker/author and audience, 
and so “reading between the lines” gives a different message from that the author 
intended. The mismatch between source scenarios and target scenarios must be identified, 
and the translation revised to address this problem. 

Misunderstanding of the text may also be caused by inappropriate use of grammar 
and lexicon. For example, use of Hearer-old grammatical forms, and lexical collocations, 
may suggest that certain scenarios should be regarded as currently open, or certain lexical 
items should be regarded as part of a single scenario, when for the new target audience 
the relevant scenarios have not been opened, or those lexical items are not connected. 
The translation must be revised to ensure that the correct scenarios are opened, that 
Hearer-new items are not presented in Hearer-old grammatical forms, and that where 
lexical collocations from a single source-text scenario appear random to the new target 
audience the semantic relationship is made explicit. 

Inability to correctly identify participants, events, reasons or motives, semantic 
relationships between participants or events, etc. may well be due to scenario mismatch. 
If such items were implicit in the source text and are left implicit in the translation, but 
are not prototypical elements in the scenarios of the new target audience, then the new 
audience cannot possibly cross-reference to their scenario banks to supply them, as the 
original audience would have done. Where such items are clearly implicit (i.e. not in the 
source text but contextually focal, and so intended by the original author to be understood 
by the original audience), then the translation will need to make them explicit. 

Inability to judge the significance of events is often caused by failure to identify 
whether those events are to be understood as prototypical or unexpected. The source text 
may have marked prototypicality (e.g. using a Participle or article) or left it implicit to be 
understood by the original audience by cross-referencing their scenario banks, but if it is 
not correctly understood by the new target audience, the translation may need to make it 
explicit. For example, Jesus reclining at a meal, though culturally normal in the source 
text, may appear culturally odd to a new target audience and thus be wrongly assumed to 
have some great significance in the discourse. 
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Failure to remember significant events, or to understand their significance, may be 
due to scenario mismatch, for example where the purpose of an event is implicit in the 
source text and so omitted in the translation, but cannot be recovered by the new target 
audience as it is not part of the open scenario. It may also be due to “flatness” in the 
translation. For example, Greek used anarthrous nouns and Present forms in past time 
narrative to mark salience at higher discourse levels, but the target language may lack 
such subtle devices, or the translators may have failed to recognize and use them. In such 
cases the source text, by using unusual grammatical forms for expected information, 
marked extra salience at discourse level, and the translation may need to use other 
devices to achieve the same results. For example, Matthew 4:10 “Then Jesus says to 
him…” might be translated “Then Jesus gave this crushing response …”. 

An audience’s inability to understand what a text is about, or to make a relevant 
summary of it, may be caused by a failure to identify the original scenarios. If the source 
text used lexical collocations to open scenarios, and there is scenario mismatch, then the 
same lexical items may not be understood as semantically linked and thus open no 
scenario at all, or a different scenario from the source text. This also makes it impossible 
for the target audience to determine semantic paragraphs and pericopes from lexical cues, 
and may lead to an inability to string the text together in a meaningful way. The transla-
tion may need to make scenario titles explicit, and perhaps make explicit the relationship 
between paragraphs. 

Understanding the prototypical and culturally-based nature of scenarios allows the 
translator to understand that misunderstandings do not necessarily indicate actual 
mistakes in the translation, but are often due to scenario mismatch between source and 
target cultures. This means that the source of the problem may be discovered by asking 
the questionnee to talk about his own culture, rather than by scrutinizing the text of the 
translation. Once the cultural presuppositions are understood, the translation can be 
revised to block misunderstandings and steer the target audience toward accurate 
comprehension. This often involves making explicit some contextually focal elements of 
the source scenario. 

All these factors help the checker understand the possible causes of misunderstand-
ings, and seek appropriate solutions, so that the translation may not only be clear and 
natural, but understood accurately in line with the exegesis underlying the translation. 

Thus scenario theory not only provides a conceptual model for explaining the 
storage and retrieval of data from memory, but also forms the basis for understanding the 
way communication works, by the audience interpreting the communicator’s text in the 
light of their own scenarios. Scenario theory is especially significant for understanding 
cross-cultural communication such as Bible translation. The insights of scenario theory 
can be applied in a formal structured way in both discourse analysis and translation, 
enabling interpretation of the source text in the light of the original author and audience’s 
scenarios, and restructuring of the original author’s message in the light of the target 
audience’s scenarios to ensure accurate comprehension. 
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A. The Content of Scenarios for Different Types of Concept 
This appendix provides the sources and the rationale upon which I base the 

categories and contents listed in chapter 2.1.3. 

One way of classifying concepts is by their conceptual nature. In this fourfold 
classification, every concept is either a “thing”, an “event”, an “attribute”, or a “relation”. 
Howard (1987:23) particularly notes the difference between concepts representing 
“things” (which he calls objects) and “events”, two categories of scenario into which a 
fair amount of research has already been done: 

Concepts can be divided into a number of types. However there is no universally recognized 
taxonomy … Object concepts represent some physical thing at some location in real or 
imaginary space … Event concepts pertain to time. They represent a particular class or sequence 
of events … Some event categories are represented by scripts, because they constitute a more or 
less fixed sequence of events. 

It is well established that grammatical parts of speech typically link with such 
different types of concept, for example: 

• Nouns link with objects 
• Verbs with events 
• Adjectives and adverbs with qualities or attributes 
• Prepositions and conjunctions with relationships between other types of concept 

(Carroll 1964). 
However, it should be noted that “skewing” of this relationship between grammatical 
category and semantic category is also common. Some languages for example use 
grammatical verbs to convey attribute concepts. Similarly, in any one language skewing 
is possible, e.g. English can use nouns to name “events”, such as “birth” or “arrival”. 

In the fourfold categorization used here the typical link between concept and part of 
speech is as follows: 

• “Thing”—noun (common, proper, or abstract) or pronoun 
• “Event”—verb 
• “Attribute”—adjective or adverb 
• “Relation”—preposition or conjunction 
As one would expect, the contents of scenarios vary significantly between “thing”, 

“event”, “attribute”, and “relation” concepts, so they are treated separately. 

A1. The content of scenarios for “thing” words 
Typical contents of a “thing” scenario are detailed by Wierzbicka (1988:495) in her 

cognitive approach to making dictionary entries. She as it were spells out the contents of 
the scenario evoked by a particular word, e.g. for the word “tiger”: 
 

 TIGER 
A KIND OF ANIMAL 
IMAGINING ANIMALS OF THIS KIND PEOPLE COULD SAY THESE THINGS ABOUT 
THEM: 
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 HABITAT 

they live in the jungle 
in places which are away from places where people live 
in parts of the Earth where they don’t live people can see them in a zoo 

 
 SIZE 

they are similar to cats in the way they look and in the way they move 
but they are much bigger than cats 
being more like people in size than cats 

 
 APPEARANCE 

they have black stripes on a yellowish body 
they have big sharp claws and big sharp teeth 

 
 BEHAVIOUR 

they attack other animals and people and kill and eat them 
they can move quickly and without noise like cats 
and they can move easily in places where other big animals can’t 
so that they can come close to people without people noticing them, 
 and attack people 

 

 RELATION TO PEOPLE 
[people also think of them as animals who know what they want and who know how to get it, 
and whom one can’t help admiring because of that] 

Note that Wierzbicka’s entry is not so much concerned with facts about tigers, but 
rather with people’s beliefs about tigers, e.g. “people could say these things about them”. 
As such it is both cognitive (i.e. based on people’s perceptions rather than absolute 
“scientific” facts) and prototypical (i.e. based on generalities). For example there are 
white tigers, and tame tigers. If the above entry were a strict definition of what tigers had 
to be, then these would not be tigers at all. With Wierzbicka’s scenario-type entry for 
tigers, these are tigers, because they fit the scenario in most ways, but they are not 
prototypical tigers, which are black and yellowish, and fierce. 

Contrast this to a typical dictionary definition of tiger, e.g. the Wordsworth Concise 
English Dictionary (Davidson, Seaton, and Simpson 1994) which attempts to give a 
definition in terms of minimal necessary conditions to qualify as a tiger: “a fierce striped 
Asiatic beast, one of the two largest cats (Felis tigris); a ferocious or bloodthirsty person; 
a formidable opponent or competitor (slang).” According to this kind of definition, it is 
impossible to have a tame tiger, because once it is tame it no longer meets the criterion of 
“fierce”. 

Wierzbicka’s entry, apart from being prototypical, not prescriptive, gives a wealth of 
other information, and includes people’s understanding of tigers as “animals who know 
what they want and who know how to get it, and whom one can’t help admiring because 
of that”. This information explains the connection between a tiger and its metaphorical 
usage as “a formidable opponent or competitor”. I propose that, for an English speaker, 
there are metaphorical links between the scenario of “tiger” and the scenario of “human”, 
specifically linking the concepts of a tiger’s ferociousness and ability to achieve its aims 
with similar attributes of humans, so that the tiger metaphor can refer to either a 
bloodthirsty person or a formidable opponent. 
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Thus in Wierzbicka’s dictionary entry for an animate object “tiger” we find several 
key concepts which would be found in the scenario. They are as follows: 
 TITLE, i.e. tiger 

GENERIC CATEGORY, i.e. a kind of animal 
HABITAT 
SIZE 
APPEARANCE 
BEHAVIOUR 
RELATION TO PEOPLE 

Similarly, in her dictionary entry for or an inanimate object, “radish” Wierzbicka 
(1988:495) includes the following key concepts which would be found in the scenario: 
 TITLE, i.e. radish 

GENERIC CATEGORY, i.e. a kind of thing that people eat 
ORIGIN 
SIZE 
APPEARANCE 
HOW EATEN 

By comparing these lists we can see that certain differences are due to the physical 
nature of the items being considered. Both lists include a title, generic category, size, and 
appearance. However, only the animate noun has the category of habitat, whereas the 
corresponding category for an inanimate object is origin. The animate object has the 
category behaviour, which is clearly inapplicable to an inanimate object. Similarly, the 
animate object has the category relation to people, corresponding to the inanimate 
object’s category how eaten, which is a specific realization of the way that people 
interact with that specific object. Thus, in these two dictionary entries, Wierzbicka gives 
a brief glimpse at some of the contents of a scenario for a physical object. I suggest 
LOCATION as a more general category than HABITAT, and suggest that the category 
ORIGIN could be relevant to animate as well as inanimate things. Thus a typical scenario 
for a physical object would include these categories: 
 TITLE 

GENERIC CATEGORY 
LOCATION 
ORIGIN 
SIZE 
APPEARANCE 
BEHAVIOUR if animate 
RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT (e.g. how used) 

These categories of information, which I propose are included in the scenarios of 
“things”, are very similar to lists of Michael Jordan and John Beekman, made in other 
contexts. 

Michael Jordan (1992:222), in the context of listing a “proposed system of clause 
relations in English”, lists under the heading “detail relations” types of relations which 
correspond closely to the categories suggested above for “thing” scenarios: 
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 1. BASIC RELATIONS 
1.1 Detail relations 
IDENTIFICATION 
CLASSIFICATION 
SPECIFICATION 
APPEARANCE 
CHARACTERISTICS 
FUNCTION 
MATERIAL 
PARTS 

Similarly, Beekman (in the context of learning a foreign language) lists questions to 
ask for eliciting vocabulary relating to “things”. (Note that Beekman uses the word 
“objects” in the same sense as I am using “things”, “abstracts” in the same sense as I am 
using “attributes”, and “relationals” in the same sense as I am using “relations”.) In 
language learning one must discover not only individual words but their relationship with 
other words, the contexts they are used in, and the cultural suppositions and presuppo-
sitions associated with them. In other words, one must learn not only the word and its 
meaning as a minimal definition, but also its wider meaning, i.e. the whole scenario it 
evokes, and the other scenarios to which it is related. Thus Beekman (1966:2) suggests: 
 2.1 To discover the meaning of object words 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 
  2.1.1.1 By kinship 

2.1.1.2 By role 
2.1.1.3 As a generic classifier or by class 
membership 
2.1.1.4 By part-whole relations 
2.1.1.5 By spatial relations 
2.1.1.6 By resemblance 
2.1.1.7 By opposition 
2.1.1.8 By causal agency 

 2.1.2 Ask for the event attributes of an object 
  2.1.2.1 Behavioural attributes 

2.1.2.1 Functional attributes 
 2.1.3 Ask for the abstract attributes of objects 
  2.1.3.1 Spatial attributes 

2.1.3.2 Temporal attributes 
2.1.3.3 Tactile attributes 
2.1.3.4 Visual attributes 
2.1.3.5 Audio attributes 
2.1.3.6 Olfactory attributes 
2.1.3.7 Gustatory attributes 
2.1.3.8 Quantitative attributes 
2.1.3.9 Qualitative or connotative attributes 
2.1.3.10 Sex attributes 
2.1.3.11 Substance attributes 

It can be readily seen that these categories, which Beekman lists as helpful to 
discover the meaning of words, are closely related to the categories which Wierzbicka’s 
dictionary entries imply. that is: 
TITLE: the object in question 
 2.1 To discover the meaning of object words 
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GENERIC CATEGORY 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 
  2.1.1.1 By kinship 

2.1.1.3 As a generic classifier or by class membership 
LOCATION 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 
  2.1.1.5 By spatial relations 

ORIGIN 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 
  2.1.1.8 By causal agency 

SIZE 
 2.1.3 Ask for the abstract attributes of objects 
  2.1.3.1 Spatial attributes 

APPEARANCE 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 
  2.1.1.6 By resemblance 
 2.1.3 Ask for the abstract attributes of objects 
  2.1.3.2 Temporal attributes 

2.1.3.3 Tactile attributes 
2.1.3.4 Visual attributes 
2.1.3.5 Audio attributes 
2.1.3.6 Olfactory attributes 
2.1.3.7 Gustatory attributes 
2.1.3.8 Quantitative attributes 
2.1.3.9 Qualitative or connotative attributes 
2.1.3.10 Sex attributes 
2.1.3.11 Substance attributes 

BEHAVIOUR if animate 
 2.1.2 Ask for the event attributes of an object 
  2.1.2.1 Behavioural attributes 

RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 
  2.1.1.2 By role 

PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT if inanimate (e.g. HOW EATEN, HOW USED) 
  2.1.2.1 Functional attributes 

This leaves only two of Beekman’s categories which are not included in 
Wierzbicka’s implicit or explicit categories, as below: 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 
  2.1.1.4 By part-whole relations 

2.1.1.7 By opposition 

Beekman’s category 2.1.1.7, “objects related to the object by opposition” would 
consist of other members of the same generic category, and these would be accessible 
automatically from the current scenario through the link to the generic category. The 
generic category would be a separate scenario linked by generic-specific linkages to the 
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scenarios for each of its members, of which the scenario for the object in question would 
be one. 

To include all of Beekman’s categories then I propose that the scenario for a “thing” 
should include at least the following categories: 
TITLE 
GENERIC CATEGORY 

PART-WHOLE RELATIONS (Beekman’s 2.1.1.4) 
LOCATION 
ORIGIN 
SIZE 
APPEARANCE 

BEHAVIOUR if animate 
RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT (e.g. how used) 

A similar range of information linked in one “thing” scenario is shown by Howard 
(1987:78–83). Howard (1987:78–79) comments on three theoretical models. First is the 
Teachable Language Comprehender (TLC): 

It was put forward by Collins and Quillian (1969) basically as an artificial intelligence program 
.… The model postulates that words and concepts exist in separate but connected systems … 
The concept system consists of nodes, each node representing one concept and linked to the 
word that labels it … The nodes in the concept system are connected to each other by lines 
called pointers … The concept node for robin connects to the node for bird with a pointer 
labelled ‘is a’ … There are several other types of relation - ‘has a’ (a robin has a beak) ‘can’ (a 
robin can sing) are two. 

The TLC includes categories such as 
• generic (is a) 
• part-whole relations (has a) 
• appearance (is), and 
• behaviour (can). 
The second model is a revised version of TLC by Collins and Loftus (1975), called 

the ‘spreading activation’ model (Howard 1987:80–81): 
Their ‘spreading activation’ model has some of the TLC’s features but includes others to 
account for typicality, lack of complete cognitive economy, and the criticism of sparseness of 
relations … Each concept is again represented by a node, and the nodes are connected by 
labelled pointers. Concepts are, however, not organized hierarchically. They are organized by 
overall semantic similarity. The more similar two concepts are, the closer they are placed 
together in the network and the shorter the pointer becomes. Thus most people would perceive 
that cat and mouse are closer than cobra and typewriter. 

This revised model allows for a wider range of relationships, such as location (lives on 
earth), and for semantic closeness to be marked by shortness of pointers, and “exemplar 
typicality” to be marked the same way, so robin is linked to bird by a shorter line than 
penguin is, since robin is closer to the prototypical bird that penguin is. 
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The third model, called “Elinor”, represents a mental network where the number of 
pointers is not limited (Howard 1987:83–84): 

This network model is quite a complex one that can represent large units of discourse (Norman 
and Rumelhart, 1975). [Figure] A gives a network for the object concept tree. Like the 
preceding two models, it represents concepts by nodes and their relations by labelled pointers … 
The concept is represented by the word ‘tree’, but it is analogous to the concept node in the 
above models. There are a number of labelled pointers from the concept to other nodes. Thus, a 
tree is a plant, has a trunk, has bark etc. Further labelled relations to other concepts can be 
specified and the network is again expansible in all directions. 

Howard (1987:80) argues for a wide range of categories which could be linked to 
“thing” scenarios: 

Concepts … can be related in many … ways. Two relations looked at so far in this book are part 
inclusion and spatial/temporal order. Others include synonyms, antonyms and contradictories 
(see Chaffin and Herrmann, 1984). Semantic memory thus has an enormous number of possible 
relations …. 

These latter categories of synonyms, antonyms, and contradictories can be defined in 
terms of links. Synonyms are words which are referentially linked to the same concept 
(e.g. iris, flag, fleur-de-lis). In practice most synonyms are words referentially linked to 
similar or largely overlapping scenarios (e.g. “woman” and “lady”, which share basic 
elements in terms of componential analysis, i.e. +human +adult −male, but differ in terms 
of social situations they may be used in and collocations they may occur in). Antonyms 
and contradictories are related to another word by being 

• linked to the same higher node but with one of their components of meaning 
being negative (e.g. “man” = +human +adult +male, “woman” = +human +adult 
−male), or 

• at different extremes on a linear scale linked to the same higher node (e.g. “hot” 
and “cold” are at different extremes of a linear scale linked to the higher node 
“temperature”). 

It should also be noticed that Beekman suggests the following procedures to 
determine the meaning of an “object” or “thing” word: 
 2.1.1 Ask for objects to which the object is related 

2.1.2 Ask for the event attributes of an object 
2.1.3 Ask for the abstract attributes of objects 

This implies that the scenario for the “object” in question will be linked to the scenarios 
of all the objects, events, and abstracts which are discovered in this process. 

A2. The content of scenarios for “event” words 
Halliday (1994:106–175) states that scenarios for verb-type events, which he calls 

“the semantic framework for the representation of processes”, consist of three essential 
elements: 

• The process itself (realized in texts by a verbal form) 
• The participants (realized by actors or subjects, and goals or direct objects, etc.) 
• Circumstances (realized by adjuncts or circumstantial complements) 

In other words, whenever something happens, there are also people or things involved, 
and it also happens in a particular time, place, and manner. 
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For certain events, there are very specific norms regarding the who, when, where, 
and how of a given action. In many cases these norms are cultural not universal. One 
might for example see it as universal that the process “sing” could have as its participants 
people and birds, since (presumably) people sing in all cultures, and birds sing in all 
places. This may be true, but still the word used for people singing is not always used for 
the sound that birds make. For example: 
English sing, participants = people, birds, (whales?) 

French chanter sing, participants = people, birds 

Parkari: ɠɑʋo sing, participants = people 
 

English speak, participants = people 

French parler speak, participants = people 

Parkari: ɓolʋo speak, participants = people, birds 

Thus even where the actual action is identical, i.e. birds singing, the classification of 
that action is culture-specific. Since the participants involved in “sing” and “talk” are 
different between English and French on the one hand and Parkari on the other, we 
cannot say that ‘sing’ = ɠɑʋo and ‘talk’ = ɓolʋo. At the very basic level of participants, 
the scenarios for “sing” and “talk” are different in English and Parkari. 

Let us look at some elements of the scenario for “obtaining drinking water”, 
comparing John 4 with Parkari and English scenarios. 
Location 

 NT Greek: 
Parkari: 
English 

well (e.g. John 4:11) 
well, canal (in irrigated areas only) 
tap, stand pipe (in emergencies) 

 

Participants: agent 

 NT Greek: 
Parkari: 
English 

NT Greek: women and girls (John 4:7; cf., Mark 14:13 and Luke 22:10 by implication) 
women and girls 
anyone (if tap), adults normally (if standpipe) 

 

Participants: instrument 

 NT Greek: 
Parkari: 
English 

waterpot (belonging to one’s own ethnic group) (John 4:28–29) 
waterpot (belonging to one’s own ethnic group) 
glass or jug (if tap), bucket (if standpipe) 

Because of the mismatch between New Testament Greek and English expectations 
concerning obtaining drinking water, we are not naturally surprised to find Jesus asking a 
Samaritan woman to give him water (John 4:7). But the Samaritan woman was surprised 
(John 4:9), because he expected to use the wrong instrument, a waterpot belonging to 
someone else’s ethnic group. And a Parkari would be surprised, for the same reason, 
because their scenario matches the New Testament Greek one quite closely. 

Similarly, because of the mismatch between New Testament Greek and English 
expectations about obtaining drinking water, we would not think there was enough 
information for the disciples to recognize the man Jesus sent them to, “a man carrying a 
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pot of water” (Mark 14:13). But the disciples did not ask for more information, because 
the wrong participant, a man instead of a woman carrying a waterpot, was pretty distinc-
tive. And a Parkari would think this description adequate, for the same reason, because 
their “semantic framework” matches the New Testament Greek one quite closely. 

Similarly, let us compare just some elements of the scenario of “have a bath” 
between cultures. 

Location  

 Parkari: 
English 

river, canal (in irrigated areas only), behind hut 
bathroom 

 

Participants: agent  

 Parkari: 
 
English 

men and boys (in river or canal) together
women and girls (behind the hut) alone 
anyone (normally alone 

When Parkari men are talking together in the village after work, someone may say 
“Let’s go and have a bath!” Then they will leave the village and set off to the canal. The 
sentence is perfectly natural in the context of social friendship. 

English men simply do not say “Let’s go and have a bath!” (unless they want to 
attract some odd looks), because bathing is normally done alone. Culturally, in England, 
only small children or lovers share a bath. Consequently the “same” sentence in English 
has homosexual overtones. Also, when English men go for a bath, they normally go 
indoors, not outside. 

So we can see that “the same sentence” spoken in different cultures does not, in fact, 
convey the same meaning, since it is inevitably spoken in the context of a whole inter-
related series of cultural assumptions, which affect the way it is understood. 

Because words evoke in our minds such scenarios, we do not understand what we 
hear or read in isolation. Take the sentence “John fired the gun at Harry.” Lakoff and 
Johnson (1980:167) say about this: 

We don’t understand sentences like these in vacuo. We understand them relative to certain 
larger categories of experience, for example, shooting someone, scaring someone, performing a 
circus act, or pretending to do any of these in a play or film or joke. Firing a gun can be an 
instance of any of these, and which is applicable will depend on the context. But there is only a 
small range of categories of experience that firing a gun fits into, the most typical of which is 
SHOOTING SOMEONE, since there are many typical ways to scare someone or perform a 
circus act but only one normal way to shoot someone. 

In other words phrases such as “fire the gun” fit into one or more possible scenarios, 
larger chunks of information stored as a grouping in the brain. Lakoff and Johnson 
(1980:167) call these “experiential gestalts”. This name emphasizes the fact that these 
scenarios are not limited culture-independent groupings, but ever-expanding experience-
dependent groupings, which include a vast array of information, including participants, 
parts, stages, causation, and purpose. They state: 
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We can thus view SHOOTING SOMEONE as an experiential gestalt with roughly the following 
dimensions, in this instance: 
Participants: Shooter, target, instrument (gun) missile 
Parts: Aiming, Firing, bullet hits target, target is wounded 
Stages: Precondition: loaded 

Beginning: aims 
Middle: fires 
End: bullet hits 
Final state: target wounded 

Causation: Beginning and middle enable end 
Middle and end cause final state 

Purpose: Goal: final state 
Plan: meet precondition, perform beginning and middle 

The sentence “John fired the gun at Harry” typically evokes a SHOOTING SOMEONE gestalt of this 
form. 

Halliday’s “semantic framework for the representation of processes” (1994:106–175) 
had three elements: 

• The process itself (realized in texts by a verbal form) 
• The participants (realized by actors or subjects, and goals or direct objects, etc.) 
• The circumstances (realized by adjuncts or circumstantial complements) 

However, the possible participants in an “event” scenario cannot be limited to just actors 
(agents) and goals. As Pike (1992:235) comments: 

Longacre (1983:174) has at least forty-eight different classes listed in his scheme of case frames 
for verbs. 

If we combine Halliday’s “semantic framework” with the “dimensions” of the 
“experiential gestalt” as listed by Lakoff and Johnson (1980:167) above we get a rough 
framework for the scenario of an “event” word, e.g. “shooting someone”, as follows: 
TITLE: the process itself, e.g. “shooting someone” 
PARTICIPANTS  

 actor or subject, e.g. “shooter” 
goal or direct object, e.g. “target” 
instrument, e.g. “gun” and “missile” 

CIRCUMSTANCES (adjuncts or circumstantial complements) 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
PARTS: aiming, firing, bullet hits target, target is wounded 
STAGES (arranged in linear time order 

 Precondition: loaded 
Beginning: aims 
Middle: fires 
End: bullet hits 
Final state: target wounded 

CAUSATION 

 Beginning and middle enable end 
Middle and end cause final state 

PURPOSE 

 Goal: final state 
Plan: meet precondition, perform beginning and middle 
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To this could be added a GENERIC CATEGORY, e.g. “shooting someone” belongs to 
the generic category of “killing someone”, “walking” to the generic category of 
“moving”. Thus a fuller prototypical scenario pattern for an event would be: 
TITLE 
GENERIC CATEGORY 
PARTICIPANTS 
CIRCUMSTANCES 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
 PARTS 

STAGES 
CAUSATION 
PURPOSE 

This can be compared with a prototypical scenario for a “thing” word as developed 
above: 
TITLE 
GENERIC CATEGORY 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
LOCATION 
ORIGIN 
SIZE 
APPEARANCE 
BEHAVIOUR if animate 
RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT if inanimate (e.g. HOW EATEN, HOW USED) 

The “participants” category for an “event” scenario would be linked to various 
“thing” scenarios. Likewise the “behaviour”, “relation to people”, and “people’s relation 
to it” categories for a “thing” scenario would be linked to various “event” scenarios. For 
example, in the participant category of the “event” scenario “shooting someone” the 
instrument slot is linked to the “thing” scenario for “gun”. Likewise in the “thing” 
scenario for “gun” the “people’s relation to it (how used)” is linked to the “event” 
scenario “shooting someone”. 

The participant category for event scenarios is developed by Fillmore (1982b) as 
frames. The network model “Elinor”, mentioned above, has the participant category as a 
core element (Howard 1987:84): 

This network model is quite a complex one that can represent large units of discourse (Norman 
and Rumelhart, 1975). [Figure] B gives a network for the event concept help. Again the concept 
is shown in the labelled node, and it has pointers to other concepts. These are labelled: location, 
agent, time, and recipient. Thus the simple network gives a schema that can be instantiated by a 
given case of help. The subject can fill in the slot for location, the time the event occurred, who 
actually did the helping, and who was helped. More complex event concepts can again be 
represented with more pointers. 

Jordan (1992:222) in his “proposed system of clause relations in English” lists 
several groupings which correspond closely to the above suggested contents of an 
“event” scenario: 
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 1.2. General Relations 
ACTIVE, PASSIVE, AGENT, SOURCE. 
1.3 Logical Relations 
ASSESSMENT, BASIS, CAUSE, EFFECT, EMOTIVE EFFECT, PURPOSE, MEANS, PROBLEM, 
SOLUTION. 
1.5 Time Relations 
TIME, BEFORE, AFTER, SIMULTANEOUS, INVERTED TIME. 
1.6 Other Substantive Relations 
ACCOMPANIMENT, CIRCUMSTANCE, INVERTED CIRCUMSTANCE, CONNECTION, 
ENABLEMENT, EXAMPLE, EXTENT, LOCATION, INVERTED LOCATION, MANNER, TRUE. 

Jordan’s General Relations and Other Substantive Relations correlate to participant roles, 
or frames relating to “event” scenarios. His Logical Relations correlate to suggested 
purpose and cause/effect type categories within script-type scenarios. The Time Relations 
correlate to sequential events within script-type scenarios. 

Similarly, just as Beekman (1966:2) made suggestions for discovering the meaning 
of object words, so he also made suggestions for discovering the meaning of event words, 
by eliciting information which belongs in the scenario for that event: 
 2.2 To discover the meaning of event words 
 2.2.1 Ask for object participants of an event 
  2.2.1.1 Events have agents or actors 

2.2.1.2 Events have goals (direct objects) 
2.2.1.3 Events have benefactives (indirect objects) 
2.2.1.4 Events have instruments by which the event is carried out 

 2.2.2 Ask for the events to which an event is related 
  2.2.2.1 As a classifier or by class membership 

2.2.2.2 Antecedent (purpose, motive, intention, reason, occasion, grounds, cause or 
condition) 
2.2.2.3 Simultaneous (means, manner, occasion) 
2.2.2.4 Subsequent (event, result, consequence) 
2.2.2.5 By synonymy 
2.2.2.6 By antonymy 

 2.2.3 Ask for the abstracts to which an event is related 
  2.2.3.1 Temporal 

2.2.3.2 Spatial 
2.2.3.3 Intensity 
2.2.3.4 Appraisive or evaluative 
2.2.3.5 Manner 

We can see that the information Beekman seeks to gain is closely related to the 
categories of Halliday’s “semantic framework” and Lakoff and Johnson’s “dimensions” 
of the “experiential gestalt” and, by adding a generic category as above, we can merge 
them as follows: 
TITLE: the event 
2.2 To discover the meaning of event words 
PARTICIPANTS 
2.2.1 Ask for object participants of an event 
 2.2.1.1 Events have agents or actors 

2.2.1.2 Events have goals (direct objects) 
2.2.1.3 Events have benefactives (indirect objects) 
2.2.1.4 Events have instruments by which the event is carried out 
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GENERIC CATEGORY 
2.2.2 Ask for the events to which an event is related 
 2.2.2.1 As a classifier or by class membership 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS—PARTS—STAGES 
 2.2.2.4 Subsequent (event, result, consequence) 
CIRCUMSTANCES 
2.2.2 Ask for the events to which an event is related 
 2.2.2.3 Simultaneous (means, manner, occasion) 
2.2.3 Ask for the abstracts to which an event is related 
 2.2.3.1 Temporal 

2.2.3.2 Spatial 
2.2.3.3 Intensity 
2.2.3.4 Appraisive or evaluative 
2.2.3.5 Manner 

CAUSATION 
PURPOSE 
 2.2.2.2 Antecedent (purpose, motive, intention, reason, occasion, 

grounds, cause or condition) 

Only two of Beekman’s categories are not accounted for in the scenario structure 
formed by combining Halliday’s categories with Lakoff and Johnson’s categories. They 
are: 
 2.2.2.5 By synonymy 

2.2.2.6 By antonymy 

These, however, are related to the scenario by the GENERIC CATEGORY link. Synonyms 
and antonyms will belong to the same generic category at some higher level, with the 
scenarios of synonyms being linked to each other with an “A=B” linkage, and the 
scenarios of antonyms being linked to each other with an “A is the opposite of B” 
linkage. 

Thus a full scenario for an “event” word would include the following types of 
category: 
TITLE: the “event” 
PARTICIPANTS 
 agent/actor 

goal/direct object 
benefactives/indirect object 
instrument 

GENERIC CATEGORY 
CIRCUMSTANCES (adjuncts or circumstantial complements) 
 (including: means, manner, occasion: related to attributes such as temporal, spatial, intensity, 

appraisive or evaluative, manner) 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
PARTS: discrete elements of the “event” 
STAGES (arranged in linear time order) 
 Precondition 

Beginning 
Middle 
End 
Final state 
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CAUSATION 
 Beginning and middle enable end 

Middle and end cause final state 
PURPOSE 
 Goal: final state 
  (including: purpose, motive, intention, reason, occasion, grounds, cause or condition) 
 Plan: meet precondition, perform beginning and middle 

A3. The content of scenarios for “attribute” words 
Beekman (1966:2) lists questions for discovering the meanings of “attributes”, which 

he calls “abstracts”, as follows: 
 2.3 To discover the meaning of abstracts 
 2.3.1 Ask for the objects to which an abstract is related 

2.3.1 Ask for the events to which an abstract is related 
2.3.1 Ask for the abstracts to which an abstract is related 

I propose that “attribute” words or “abstracts” have little information in their 
scenarios but multiple linkages to other scenarios, especially those of “things” or 
“events”. For example, the scenario of the attribute “loud” would be linked with: 

“event” scenarios such as “shout”, “bellow”, “thunder”, “clatter” 

“thing” scenarios such as “pop group”, “megaphone”, “amplifier” 

“attribute” scenarios such as “noisy” by a synonym link 

 “soft”, “quiet” by an antonym link 

 “raucous” by a co-occurrence link 

The actual content of a scenario for “loud” would probably contain physiological 
information such as “makes this kind of impression on the ear drum” together with 
propositional information such as “easy to hear”, “unpleasant to hear”. 

The physiological information would be sensations that the word “loud” was as it 
were “attached to” so that one could identify the loudness of something. The 
propositional information contains prototypical concepts about loudness which are 
necessary for certain statements to be meaningful, for example: 

“Speak louder, I can’t hear you.” (“loud” = “easy to hear”) 

“I can’t stand loud music.” (“loud” = “unpleasant to hear.”) 

A4. The content of scenarios for “relation” words 
Beekman (1996:10) lists no questions for discovering the meanings of “relation” 

words, which he calls “relationals”. However, he makes some significant comments as 
follows: 

2.4 To discover the meaning or function of relationals …. 
 Study relationals as found within sentences and native texts. The semantic class known as 
relationals is not amenable to elicitation through questions. It is always preferable to study 
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relationals in native text materials. After one has discovered explicit relationals from these 
sources, one may then ask the native to use the relational in various sentences. 

Beekman’s advice for discovering the meaning of “relation” words gives some clues 
as to their possible relationship to scenarios. He comments that they cannot be discovered 
readily by straight elicitation. In other words we cannot readily ask: “What does 
‘because’ mean?” or “What is the meaning of ‘from’?” This would seem to mean that the 
“relation” words do not have a scenario as such. 

Similarly, Beekman advises that their meaning be studied in “various sentences”. 
This is a clue that “relation” words operate in a wider field than a single scenario. 
Whereas “thing” and “event” words can be conceived as central to a scenario involving 
related concepts which experientially co-occur, it is hard to think of “relation” words as 
having a core. For example, we cannot answer the question “What concepts naturally 
cluster with ‘because’?” The question is totally open-ended, since almost everything 
happens “because” of something else. 

The very name of this semantic grouping gives us a clue. They are “relation” words, 
and as such their role is to link different concepts together according to the relationship 
between them. I propose, therefore, that the “relation” words are primarily attached to 
types of link, both between concepts in the same scenario, and between different 
scenarios. In other words “relation” words do not have scenarios attached to them, but 
name different types of internal links within scenarios, and external links between 
scenarios. How would this work? 

English “relation” words and other relation markers 

Taking a prototypical scenario for a “thing” word as developed above, the following 
“relation” words might function as markers of scenario categories, i.e. the internal links 
within scenarios: 
TITLE  
GENERIC CATEGORY “of”, “sort of”, “kind of”, “like”, “similar” 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS “of”, “part of”, “together with” 
LOCATION “in”, “at”, “on”, “under”, “near” 
ORIGIN “from” 
SIZE “like”, “more”, “less” 
APPEARANCE “like” 
BEHAVIOUR if animate “because”, “in order to”, “then” 
RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate “with”, “against”, “for” 
PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT (e.g. how used) 

The categories “BEHAVIOUR” and “PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT” are not typified in 
English by relation words, but by grammatical slot, i.e. BEHAVIOUR typically corre-
sponds to the “thing” being in the subject slot, and PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT typically 
corresponds to the “thing” being in the direct object slot. 

Taking a prototypical scenario for an “event” word as developed above, the 
following “relation” words might function as markers of internal links. (Some of these 
links may typically be marked by cases or varying word order in different languages): 
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TITLE  
PARTICIPANTS  
 agent/actor “who” (or case, or word order) 

“by” (with passive constructions) 
 goal/direct object “whom” (or case, or word order) 
 benefactives/indirect object “to”, “for” (or case, or word order) 
 instrument “with” 
GENERIC CATEGORY: “of”, “sort of”, “kind of”, “like”, “similar” 
CIRCUMSTANCES (adjuncts or circumstantial complements) 
 (related to simultaneous events including: means, manner, occasion, and to attributes such as 

temporal, spatial, intensity, appraisive or evaluative, manner) 
 “by” (adverb -ly), “through”, “as”, “whilst”, “when”, “because”, “on”, “in”, “up”, “down”, 

“near”, etc. 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS: “of”, “part of”, “together with” 
PARTS: discrete elements of the “event” “and” 
STAGES (arranged in linear time order) 
 Precondition “if”, “then” 
 Beginning “first” 
 Middle “then”, “next”, “afterward” 
 End “finally” 
 Final state “so”, “therefore” 
CAUSATION 
 Beginning and middle enable end “since”, “in order to” 
 Middle and end cause final state “therefore”, “consequently” 
PURPOSE 
 Goal: final state  
 (include: purpose, motive, intention, reason, occasion, grounds, cause or condition) 

“in order to”, “so that”, “since”, “when”, “because”, “if” 
 Plan: meet precondition, perform beginning and middle 
  “if”, “then”, “thus” 
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B. Greek “relation” Words and Other Relationship Markers 
This appendix gives examples of Greek “relation” words (such as prepositions) and 

other morphemes and syntactical devices which are used to mark semantic relationships 
within and between scenarios. The examples below are not meant to be exhaustive lists 
but are rather intended to show the way that Greek grammar and lexicon interlinks with 
the concept of semantically structured scenarios, described in chapter 2.1.3. 

Taking a prototypical scenario for a “thing” word as developed above, the following 
“relation” words, cases, or syntactic devices might function as markers of internal links 
within scenarios in New Testament Greek. Since we cannot use native intuition as 
guidance, we must rely on textual evidence. Here is a partial chart of “relation” words, 
taken mainly from 1 Corinthians 12:12–27 where the μέλος ‘bodily part’ scenario is 
open. Cases and syntactic devices are given in parenthesis, and only verse numbers are 
quoted, unless the reference is elsewhere in the New Testament: 

TITLE (repetition) μέλος ‘bodily part’ occurs 13 times 
 (12 (2 x), 14, 18, 19, 20, 22, 25, 26 (4 x), 27 
 περί ‘concerning’ Περὶ δὲ τῶν παρθένῶν ‘Now concerning virgins’ (1 Corinthians 7:25) 
GENERIC CATEGORY 
 (juxtaposition) μέλος, πούς, χείρ ‘bodily part … foot … hand’ (14, 15) 
 (juxtaposition) οὖς, ὀφθαλμός ‘ear … eye’ (16) 
 πάντα ‘all’ πάντα τὰ μέλη ‘all the parts’ (20) 
 ἕκαστος ‘each’ ἓν ἕκαστον αὐτῶν ‘each one of them’ (18) 
 ἀλλήλος ‘one another’ ὑπὲρ ἀλλήλῶν ‘for one another’ (25) 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
 (genitive) τὰ μέλη τοῦ σώματος ‘the parts of the body’ (12) 
 ἐκ ‘from’ ἐκ τοῦ σώματος ‘part of the body’ (15) 
 μέρος ‘part’ ἐκ μέρους ‘individually’ (27) 
 πολλά, ἕν ‘many, one’ πολλὰ μὲν μέλη, ἓν δὲ σῶμα ‘many parts, one body’ (20) 
 συν ‘together’ συνεκέρεσαν ‘blended together’ (24) 
LOCATION ἐν ‘in’ ἐν τῷ σώματι ‘in the body’ (18) 
ORIGIN (accusative with verb and God as nominative) 
 ὀ θεὸς ἔθετο τὰ μέλη ‘God placed the bodily parts’ (18) 
SIZE ὅσος ‘as much as’ 
 τὸ μῆκος αὐτῆς ὅσον τὸ πλάτος ‘its length as much as its breadth’ (Revelation 21:16) 
APPEARANCE 
 (negative morpheme) ἀσχήμων ‘unpresentable’ (23) 
 εὐσχήμων ‘presentable’ (23) (contrast of like/unlike) 
BEHAVIOUR if animate (nominative), i.e. agent participant of verb 
 τὸ οὖς ἀκούει ‘the ear hears’ (implied by 16, 17; cf., 1 Corinthians 2:9) 
RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
 (nominative) ἔχιδνα … καθῆψέ τῆς χειρὸς αὐτοῦ ‘a viper fastened onto his hand’ (Acts 28:3) 
PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT (e.g. how used) 
 τιμὴν … περιτίθεμεν ‘we honour’ (23) 
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Taking a prototypical scenario for an “event” word as developed above, the 
following “relation” words, cases or syntactical devices might function as markers of 
internal links: 

TITLE (abstract noun) ἀνάστασις ‘resurrection’ (1 Corinthians 15:12) 
PARTICIPANTS 
Agent/actor  
 τίς ‘who’ τίς γὰρ ἔγνω νοῦν κυρίου ‘For who knew the Lord’s mind?’ (Romans 11:34) 
 (nominative) ὁ πατὴρ … δώσει ‘The Father … will give’ (Luke 11:13) 
 (verbal suffix) Παρακαλῶ ‘I beseech’ (Romans 12:1) 
 ὑπό ‘by’ (with passive) παραδοθήσεσθε δὲ καὶ ὑπὸ γονέων … ‘You will be betrayed by parents 

…’ (Luke 21:16) 
Goal/direct object  
 τί ‘what’ τί οὖν ποιήσω ‘What therefore should I do?’ (Matthew 27:22) 
 (accusative) τίς γὰρ ἔγνω νοῦν κυρίου ‘For who knew the Lord’s mind?’ (Romans 11:34) 
Benefactive/indirect object  
 (dative) δώσει … τοίς αἰτοῦσιν αὐτόν ‘will give … to those asking him’ (Luke 11:13) 
Instrument  
 (dative) λόγχῃ … ἔνυξεν ‘pierced … with a spear’ (John 19:37) 
 ἐν ‘with’ εἰ πατάξομεν ἐν μαχαίρῃ; ‘shall we strike with the sword?’ (Luke 22:49) 
GENERIC CATEGORY 
 (verbal prefixes), e.g. specific verbs from the generic ἔρχομαι ‘come, go’ 
 εἰς ‘into’ εἰσέρχομαι ‘go into, enter’ (Matthew 8:5) 
 ἀπό ‘from’ ἀπέρχομαι ‘go away’ (Matthew 8:18) 
 ἐκ ‘out from’ ἔξέρχομαι ‘go out from’ (Matthew 28:8) 
 κατά ‘down’ κατέρχομαι ‘go down’ (Acts 13:4) 
 διά ‘through’ διέρχομαι ‘go through’ (Acts 13:14) 
CIRCUMSTANCES (adjuncts or circumstantial complements) 
Means (post-verbal aorist participle) 
 σῶσον σεαυτὸν καταβὰς ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ 

‘save yourself by coming down from the cross’ (Mark 15:30) 
Manner  
 (post-verbal aorist participle) 

προσευξάσθωσαν … ἀλείψαντὲς ἐλαίῷ ‘let them pray … anointing (him) with oil’ (James 5:14)
 (adverbials -ως) ἀπερισπάστως ‘undistractedly’ (1 Corinthians 7:35) 
 οὕτως ‘thus’ Οὕτως οὖν προσεύχεσθε ὑμεῖς ‘Therefore pray thus’ (Matthew 6:9) 
 ὡς ‘as’ ὡς μὴ κλαίοντες ‘as if not weeping …’ (1 Corinthians 7:30) 
 ἐν ‘in’ ἐν ἱλαρότητι ‘with cheerfulness, cheerfully’ (Romans 12:8) 
 μετά ‘with’ μετὰ φόβου καὶ τρόμου ‘with fear and trembling’ (Ephesians 6:5) 
Occasion  
 (dative) τῇ δὲ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτῶν ‘on the first day of the week’ (John 20:1) 
 ἐν ‘on’ ἐν τῳ σαββάτῳ ‘on the Sabbath’ (John 19:31) 
Temporal  
 ὅτε ‘when’ ὅτε … ἔλαβεν ‘When he … took’ (John 19:30) 
 ὡς ‘when’ ὡς εἶδον ‘When they saw …’ (John 19:33) 
 (genitive absolute) Δύνοντος δὲ τοῦ ἡλίοῦ ‘as the sun was setting’ (Luke 4:40) 
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Spatial ἐπί ‘on’ ἐπὶ τοῦ σταυροῦ ‘on the cross’ (John 19:31) 
Intensity σφόδρα ‘greatly’ ἐφοβήθησαν σφόδρα ‘they feared greatly’ (Matthew 27:54) 
Appraisive or evaluative καλῶς ‘well’ καλῶς εἷπες … ‘You do well in saying …’ (John 4:17) 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
PARTS: discrete elements of the “event” 
 (juxtaposition) ἀναπαύου, φάγε, πίε, εὐφραίνου ‘rest, eat, drink, be merry’ (Luke 12:19) 
 καί ‘and’ Φάγωμεν καὶ πίωμεν ‘Let us eat and drink’ (1 Corinthians 15:32) 
STAGES (arranged in linear time order 
 (lexical order) 
 (with καί ‘and’) ἐκκόπτεται καὶ εἰς πῦρ βάλλεται 

‘is chopped down and thrown into the fire’ (Matthew 3:10) 
 (with negative) οὐ σπείρουσιν οὐδὲ θερίζουσιν οὐδὲ συνάγουσιν εἰς ἀποθήκας

‘neither sow, nor reap, nor gather into barns’ (Matthew 6:26) 
 (aorist participle plus verb) ὁ δὲ ἐγερθεὶς παρέλαβεν τὸ παιδίον 

‘He got up and took the child’ (Matthew 2:21) 
Precondition  
 εἰ ‘if’ εἴ τι δύνῃ, βοήθησον ἡμῖν ‘if you can, help us’ (Mark 9:22) 
 (lexical order) ἄνθρωπος βάλῃ τὸν σπόρον ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 

‘someone broadcasts seed on the earth’ (Mark 4:28) 
Beginning πρῶτον ‘first’ 
 ἡ γῆ καρποφορεῖ, πρῶτον χόρτον ‘the earth produces corn, first the stalk …’ (Mark 4:28) 
Middle εἶτα ‘then’ εἶτα στάχυν ‘… then the ear …’ (Mark 4:28) 

End εἶτα ‘then’ εἶτα πλήρη[ς] σῖτον ἐν τῷ στάχυι ‘… then the full grain in the ear.’ (Mark 4:28) 
 ὕστερον ‘lastly’ ὕστερον δὲ ἀπέστειλεν πρὸς αὐτοὺς τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ 

‘lastly he sent his own son to them’ (Matthew 21:37) 
 (main verb after aorist participle) 

καθαρισμὸν τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν ποιησάμενος ἐκάθισεν ‘having made purification of sins he sat 
down.’ (Hebrews 1:3) 

Final state καί ‘and’ ἔπνευσαν οἱ ἄνεμοι καὶ προσέκοψαν τῇ οἰκίᾳ ἐκείνῃ, καὶ ἔπεσεν 
‘the winds blew and battered that house and it fell’ (Matthew 7:27) 

CAUSATION 
Mediated action  
 ἐν ‘via’ ἐλάλησεν ἡμῖν ἐν υἱῷ ‘he spoke to us by a son’ (Hebrews 1:2) 
 διά ‘via’ τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ κυρίου διὰ τοῦ προφήτου 

‘the word spoken by God through the prophet’ (Matthew 2:15) 
 (with verb of sending) Ἡρῴδης … ἀποστείλας ἀνεῖλεν πάντας τοὺς παῖδας 

(lit., having sent killed) ‘had all the boys killed.’ (Matthew 2:16) 
 (unmarked) Σολομὼν δὲ οἰκοδόμησεν αὐτῷ οἷκαν ‘But Solomon built a house for him’ 

(i.e. had it built) (Acts 7:47) 
Direct causation  
 (Imperative passive) καθαρίσθητι· ‘be made clean!’ (Matthew 8:3) 
 ποιέω ‘make, cause’ τοὺς κωφοὺς ποιεῖ ἀκούειν ‘he makes the deaf hear’ (Mark 7:37) 
Result: Beginning and middle enable end  
 ὥστε (plus Infinitive) 

‘so’ 
τὰ κύματα ἐπέβαλλεν εἰς τὸ πλοῖον, ὥστε ἤδη γεμίζεσθαι τὸ πλοῖον. 
‘the waves beat against the boat, so the boat was now filling’ (Mark 4:37) 

 καί ‘and’ καὶ ἥψατο τῆς χειρὸς αὐτῆς, καὶ ἀφῆκεν αὐτὴν ὁ πυρετός 
‘and he touched her hand and the fever left her’ (Matthew 8:15) 



B. Greek “relation” Words and Other Relationship Markers 473 

 

PURPOSE 
Goal: final state  
Plan: meet precondition, perform beginning and middle  
Purpose, motive, intention  
 (Infinitive) ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἀνήχθη εἰς τὴν ἔρημον … πειρασθῆναι 

‘Jesus was led into the desert … to be tempted’ (Matthew 4:1) 
 (Infinitive in genitive) μέλλει γὰρ Ἡρῴδης ζητεῖν τὸ παιδίον τοῦ ἀπολέσαι αὐτό. 

‘for Herod intends to seek the child to kill him’ (Matthew 2:13) 
 ὥστε (plus Infinitive) 

‘in order to’ 
ἤγαγον αὐτὸν … ὥστε κατακρημνίσαι αὐτόν 
‘they led him … in order to throw him down’ (Luke 4:29) 

 ἵνα ‘so that’ εἰπὲ ἵνα οἱ λίθοι οὗτοι ἄρτοι γένωνται. 
‘command that these stones become loaves’ (Matthew 4:3) 

 εἰς ‘for’ προσένεγκον τὸ δῶρον … εἰς μαρτύριον αὐτοῖς. 
‘offer the sacrifice … as a testimony to them’ (Matthew 8:4) 

Reason διὰ ‘because of, 
due to’ 

γενομένης δὲ θλίψεως … διὰ τὸν λόγον 
‘when trouble … arises because of the Word’ (Matthew 13:21) 

Occasion (present participle) οἱ ἐν σταδίῳ τρέχοντες πάντες μὲν τρέχουσιν 
‘those running in a race all run’ (1 Corinthians 9:24) 

Grounds  
 διά ‘because of, 

on account of’ 
διὰ δὲ τὰς πορνείας ‘(should be married) because of immorality’ 
(1 Corinthians 7:2) 

 ὅτι ‘because’ ἀποστέλλει τὸ δρέπανον, ὅτι παρέστηκεν ὁ θερισμός 
‘he puts in the sickle because the harvest is near’ (Mark 4:29) 

 γάρ ‘for’ Φάγωμεν καὶ πίωμεν, αὔριον γὰρ ἀποθνῄσκομεν. 
‘Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die’ (1 Corinthians 15:32) 

 οὖν ‘therefore’ Οὐκ ἐσμὲν νυκτὸς … ἄρα οὖν μὴ καθεύδωμεν 
‘We are not of the night … Therefore let us not sleep’ (1 Thessalonians 5:5–
6) 

Cause  (Infinitive in dative) ‘because’ 
 οὐκ ἔσχηκα ἄνεσιν … τῷ μὴ αὑρεῖν με Τιτόν ‘I had no peace … because I did not find Titus’ 

(2 Corinthians 2:13) 
Condition εἰ ‘if’ 
 Εἰ υἱὸς εἶ τοῦ θεοῦ, εἰπὲ … ‘If you are the Son of God, command …’ (Matthew 4:3) 

Just as there are labelled links within scenarios, so links between different scenarios 
would also have relational labels, e.g. “leprosy” is linked to “ritual-impurity” by a variety 
of labels such as conditional “if” … “then”, and reason-result “because” … “then”. 
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C. English and Greek Examples of Relational Links 
This appendix gives examples of the relational links proposed in chapter 2.1.4. I use 

English examples for argumentation, since these are readily open to evaluation. I also 
give examples from New Testament Greek, on the grounds that textual collocation 
provides evidence of semantic linking. 

There are the following sections: relational links between items in “thing” scenarios, 
“event” scenarios, “attribute” scenarios, and “relation” scenarios, plus the co-occurrence 
link, the metaphorical link, the metonymic link, and the synonymy link, each of which 
can apply to any type of scenario. 

C1. Relational links between items in “thing” scenarios 

C1.1. GENERIC CATEGORY (applies to “thing” and “event” scenarios) 

Specific-generic link “of”, “sort of”, “kind of” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to 
“event”) 

 “tiger” links with “animal” by a specific-generic link 
 πούς ‘foot’ links with μέλος ‘bodily part’ by a specific-generic link (1 Corinthians 12:14–15) 
 ἀστήρ ‘star’ links with σῶμα ἐπουράνιον ‘celestial body’ by a specific-generic link  

(1 Corinthians 15:40–41) 

This specific-generic link is directional, i.e. a generic-specific link is not a different 
kind of link, but the same link used in reverse, e.g. “animal” links with “tiger” by the 
same specific-generic link, but with “animal” at the generic end of the link. 

Specific-specific link “both are kinds of” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to “event”) 
 “tiger” links with “elephant” by a specific-specific link (both wild animals) 
 πούς ‘foot’ links with χείρ ‘hand’ by a specific-specific link (1 Corinthians 12:15) 
 ἀστήρ ‘star’ links with ἥλιος ‘sun’ by a specific-specific link (1 Corinthians 15:40–41) 

Possibly there is no separate specific-specific link as such, rather the items are 
simply joined to the same conceptual node by a specific-generic link, e.g. tiger, elephant, 
giraffe, zebra are all wild animals. This link is valid even if the shared generic node is 
several layers higher in the hierarchy, for example: 
 “tiger” links with “jellyfish” by a specific-specific link 
  (both animate, although not both wild animals) 

Similarity link “like”, “similar” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to “event”) 
 “cup” links with “mug” by a similarity link 
 κάλαμος ‘reed’ links with ῥάβδος ‘staff’ by a similarity link (Revelation 11:1) 
 λίθος ‘stone’ links with μύλος ‘millstone’ by a similarity link (Revelation 18:21) 

Typically “things” joined by a similarity link are in the same generic category and 
closely related in size, appearance, behaviour, or function, i.e. “people’s relation to it”, 
for example: 
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 “tiger” links with “leopard” by a similarity link 
  (both belong to the cat family) 
NOT “tiger” links with “elephant” by a similarity link 
  (though both belong to the generic group “wild animal”) 

Possibly then the above examples are not linked by a similarity link as such, but 
rather they are simply joined to the same node or “family group” within the larger 
generic hierarchy (e.g. tiger, leopard, lion, panther, cheetah, and cat are linked by a 
specific-generic link to “cat family” as the next scenario or node), and “cat family” 
(along with “dog family”, “pachyderms”, etc.) is linked by a specific-generic link to 
“wild animals”, and “wild-animals” is linked by a specific-generic link to “animals”. 

The specific-generic link is valid irrespective of the number of nodes, for example: 

 a tiger is a kind of cat 
 a tiger is a kind of wild animal 
 a tiger is a kind of animal 
AND a cup is a kind of drinking vessel 
 a cup is a kind of pot 
 a cup is a kind of man-made article 

However, the specific-generic hierarchy does not allow the similarity link as valid 
for more than one nodal group, for example: 
 a tiger is like a leopard (as both are a kind of cat) 
 BUT NOT (normally) 
 a tiger is like an elephant (though both are a kind of wild animal) 
 a tiger is like a cow (though both are a kind of animal) 
AND a cup is like a mug (as both are a kind of drinking vessel) 
 BUT NOT (normally) 
 a cup is like a plate (though both are pots) 
 a cup is like a spade (though both are man-made articles) 

The similarity link, whether direct, or implicit (by virtue of sharing the same node 
via specific-generic links) seems to presuppose a common form or function for the linked 
items, on the basis of which they are categorized in the same generic subset. One would 
expect the common form or function, if culturally relevant, to be formalized as a concep-
tual node in the generic scenario to which all the scenarios being regarded as similar are 
linked. Thus the categories of SIZE, APPEARANCE, and BEHAVIOUR, RELATION TO 
PEOPLE, and PEOPLE’S RELATION TO THEM will contain certain nodes which are 
shared by items in the same subset. 

I propose this rule for an implicit similarity link: Where any two concepts have the 
same type of link to a common node, this functions as a similarity link. This definition 
allows similarity links between items which are not of the same generic subset, so long as 
they share a node. (See the “similarity link” sections, C1.4.2 and C2.2.3.) 
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C1.2. PART-WHOLE RELATIONS (applies to “thing” and “event” scenarios) 

Part-whole link “part of” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to “event”) 
 “bumper” links with “car” by a part-whole link 
 ὀφθαλμός ‘eye’ links with σῶμα ‘body’ by a part-whole link (1 Corinthians 12:16) 
 στέγη ‘roof’ links with οἴκος ‘house’ by a part-whole link (Mark 2:4, 1) 

Part-part link “together with” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to “event”) 

 “tail” links with “leg” by a part-part link 
 οὖς ‘ear’ links with ὀφθαλμός ‘eye’ by a part-part link (1 Corinthians 12:16) 
 στέγη ‘roof’ links with θύρα ‘door’ by a part-part link (Mark 2:4, 2) 

Possibly there is no part-part link as such, rather the items are simply joined to the 
same node by a part-whole link, e.g. bumper, bonnet, engine, boot, and chassis are each 
linked by a part-whole link to “car” as the larger scenario or higher node. Likewise, tail, 
leg, eye, ear, hand, and foot are each linked by a part-whole link to “animal”. 

There is a question here as to what level of scenario these items are linked to. Sup-
pose it is a dog’s tail in question. Does the dog scenario contain the information “tail” 
filed in its “part-whole relations category”? Or is the information “tail” filed in the “part-
whole relations category” of the scenario “animal”? I propose that this information is 
stored at both the “dog” and “animal” level. The former by direct experience; the latter 
by making generalizations from developing experience. If this is so then the fact that 
dogs (prototypically) have tails is available in the “dog” scenario and is also retrievable 
via specific-generic links. The scenario “dog” is linked by a specific-generic link to “dog 
family”, which is linked by a specific-generic link to “wild animals”, which is linked by a 
specific-generic link to “animals”. 

I propose that information which prototypically belongs to many linked scenarios is 
eventually stored in the highest hierarchical level available. It will probably be also 
stored from direct experience in many scenarios at lower levels, but for scenarios with no 
such entry, the information is made available through linking. For example, I cannot 
mentally picture an African wild dog, but I assume it has a tail since it is an animal. 
Where a particular specific does not share a given prototypical characteristic of its 
generic grouping, then that information is stored as an exception at the appropriate level. 

For example, the nodal scenario with the title “ape” has a section which shows its 
generic category. The scenario “ape” is linked by a specific-generic link to “monkeys”, 
which is linked by a specific-generic link to “wild animals”, which is linked by a 
specific-generic link to “animals”. From this specific-generic link one would expect the 
prototypical ape to have a tail, like the prototypical animal, since everything in the higher 
generic category is assumed to apply to the lower specific categories. But no apes have 
tails, so the nodal scenario with the title “ape” has an entry in the category “part-whole” 
which simply states “no tail”. There is no need to store all the “part-whole” information 
in the scenario of each animal. All that information is available via the specific-generic 
links. What must be stored in the scenario are the exceptions, where the specific differs 
from the generic. Since this “no tail” information is stored at the generic level of “ape”, 
all scenarios linked to the “ape” scenario by specific-generic links (such as 
“chimpanzee”, “gorilla”, and “orang-utan”) do not necessarily have a “no tail” entry. If a 
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person has seen any of these apes, or been told that they have no tail, then there will 
probably be a “no tail” entry in that scenario, but otherwise this information is probably 
retrieved from a higher level if required. This information is available since the scenarios 
for specific types of ape are linked to the nodal generic scenario of “ape”. 

Similarly, although prototypically cats have tails, Manx cats do not. Since the 
scenario for Manx cat is linked by a specific-generic link to “cat family”, which is linked 
by a specific-generic link to “wild animals”, which is linked by a specific-generic link to 
“animals”, one would expect the Manx cat to have a tail. So the entry “no tail” must be 
stored in the “part-whole” category of the “Manx cat” scenario. 

There is linguistic evidence to support this kind of information storage at the highest 
relevant level combined with linkage to lower levels, and exceptions stored at the highest 
relevant level. For example people say “Apes are like monkeys with no tail,” but are not 
so likely to say “Monkeys are like apes with tails.” Monkeys are perceived as the norm, 
because they share the characteristic of tailed-ness with most animals. Apes are the 
exception. Similarly, people do not say, when asked to describe a thief, “He had hair and 
two legs.” That information is assumed, because a thief is prototypically human, and 
humans prototypically have hair and two legs. However, people may well say, “He was 
bald and had one leg.” This information deviates from the prototypical. It negates proto-
typical assumptions about the thief which come simply by virtue of his being linked by a 
specific-generic link to the scenario “human”. As exceptions to the norm, such facts 
constitute relevant information. 

C1.3. LOCATIVE (applies to “thing” scenarios) 

Locative link “in”, “on”, “under”, … (links “thing” to “thing”) 
 “submarine” links with “sea” by a locative link “under” 
 πλοιάριον ‘boat’ links with λίμνη ‘lake’ by a locative link παρά ‘by’ (Luke 5:2) 
 θηρίον ‘wild animal’ links with ἔρημος ‘desert’ by a locative link ἐν ‘in’ (Mark 1:13) 

C1.4. ORIGIN (applies to “thing” scenarios) 

Origin link “from” (links “thing” to “thing”) 

 “bird” links with “egg” by an origin link 
 σῖτος ‘grain’ links with σπόρος ‘seed’ by an origin link (Mark 4:28) 
 ἄνθρωπος ‘person’ links with κοιλία ‘womb’ by an origin link (John 3:4) 

SIZE, APPEARANCE, BEHAVIOUR, RELATION TO PEOPLE, and PEOPLE’S RELATION 
TO IT relate to several types of links. First I will list the types of scenarios that may be 
joined, and by what kind of link, then give examples of each kind of link. 

SIZE (applies to “thing” scenarios) 
• “things” may link with “things” by a similarity link 
• “things” may link with “attributes” by an attribute link 

APPEARANCE (applies to “thing” scenarios) 
• “things” may link with “things” by a similarity link 
• “things” may link with “attributes” by an attribute link 



478 Section 1. Scenarios 

 

BEHAVIOUR if animate (applies to “thing” scenarios) 
• “things” may link with “things” by a similarity link 
• “things” may link with “attributes” by an attribute link 
• “things” may link with “events” by an agent link 

Similarity link? (links “thing” to “thing”) 

 “jackal” links with “vulture” by a similarity link (both scavengers) 
 ἶρις ‘rainbow’ links with σμάραγδος ‘emerald’ by a similarity link 
  (Revelation 4:3) (similar appearance) 
 σάρξ ‘flesh, human body’ links with χόρτος ‘grass’ by a similarity link 
  (1 Peter 1:24) (similar short existence) 

The items in these examples do not belong to the same generic subset, and there is 
only one point of similarity in focus, e.g. for “jackal” and “vulture” the similarity link 
would connect only the information “scavenges” from the category “behaviour”. 

The existence of a distinct “similarity link”, however, needs investigating. Possibly, 
as suggested above, any items linked by the same relationship to a common node are 
automatically given an implicit “similarity link”. Compare the following analyses: 

• Explicit similarity link 
 “giraffe” links with “bus” by a similarity link 
  (connecting only the category “size: height”) 
 “lizard” links with “crocodile” by a similarity link 
  (connecting only the category “appearance: shape”) 
 “jackal” links with “vulture” by a similarity link 
  (connecting only the category “behaviour: eating”) 

• Implicit similarity link 
 The “size: height” category for both “bus” and “giraffe” are each linked to the 

“attribute” scenario “height”, and specifically linked to a point on a scale at a 
value of roughly “three times a man’s height”. These links of the same type to 
the same point in a common node function as a similarity link. 

 The “appearance: shape” category for both “lizard” and “crocodile” are each 
linked to the “attribute” scenario “shape”, specifically linked to a mental image 
of “prototypical reptile shape” via the specific-generic links to the node for the 
“reptile” scenario which includes the category APPEARANCE. These links of the 
same type to the same point in a common node function as a similarity link. 

 The “behaviour” category for both “jackal” and “vulture” contains an agent link 
to the “event” scenario “scavenge”. These links of the same type to the same 
point in a common node function as a similarity link. 
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Attribute link (applies to “thing” and “event” scenarios—links “thing” to “attribute” or 
“event” to “attribute”) 

 “giraffe” links with “tall” by an attribute link 
 κάμηλος ‘camel’ links with ‘very big’ by an attribute link (Matthew 19:24) 
 τρῆμα ῥαφίδος ‘eye of needle’ links with ‘very small’) 
  by an attribute link (Matthew 19:24 
 κάμηλος ‘camel’ links with ‘very big’ and ‘unclean’ 
  by attribute links (Matthew 23:24, see Leviticus 11:4) 
 κώνωψ ‘gnat’ links with ‘very small’ and ‘unclean’ 
  by attribute links (Matthew 23:24, see Leviticus 11:42) 

Note that attributes are implied in the above New Testament passages. If the attribute 
links were not there, the meaning would not be clear. 

• RELATION TO PEOPLE (applies to “thing” scenarios) 
 “things” may link with “things” by a reciprocity link 
 “things” may link with “events” by an agent link 

• PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT (applies to “thing” scenarios) 
 “things” may link with “events” by a goal link 
 “things” may link with “events” by a benefactive link 
 “things” may link with “events” by an instrument link 

Reciprocity link (links “thing” to “thing”) 

There are two types of reciprocity link between “things”. One relates to genealogical 
relationships, for example: 
 “grandfather” links with “grandchild” by a reciprocity link 
 πατήρ ‘father’ links with υἱός ‘son’ by a reciprocity link (John 17:1) 
 πενθερά ‘mother-in-law’ links with νύμφη ‘daughter-in-law’ 
  by a reciprocity link (Luke 12:53) 

The other relates to reciprocity due to reciprocal participant roles in events. 
Reciprocity links can be posited for pairs of “events” where participants are identical but 
their roles are swapped, and for single events, where the participants are defined by being 
agent or goal in the event, for example: 
 “lender” links with “borrower” by a verbal reciprocity link 
 οἱ πωλοῦντες ‘the sellers’ links with οἱ ἀγοράζοντες ‘the buyers’ 
  by a reciprocity link through πωλέω ‘sell’ and ἀγοράζω ‘buy’ (Mark 11:15) 
 οἱ κεκλημένοι ‘the guests’ links with ὁ κεκληκώς ‘the host’ 
  by a reciprocity link through καλέω ‘invite’ (Luke 14:7, 10) 
 μαθητής ‘disciple’ links with διδάσκαλος ‘teacher’ 
  by a reciprocity link through μανθάνω ‘learn’ and διδάσκω ‘teach’ (Matthew 10:24) 

Reciprocal “things” frequently co-occur in text. In Greek such nouns are often 
simply formed by article plus Participle. 
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Participant-event links (apply to “thing” scenarios—link “thing” to “event”) 

These are of several types corresponding to the different types of participant typical 
in an “event” scenario. Some of these links are statistically extremely strong, e.g. using 
GRAMCORD searches, out of 36 occurrences of the noun οὖς ‘ear’ in the New 
Testament, 25 are linked with the verb ἀκούω ‘hear’: 

• Matthew 10:27; 11:15; 13:9, 15 (2 x), 16, 43 
• Mark 4:9, 23; 7:16 (some manuscripts); 8:18 
• Luke 8:8; 14:35 
• Acts 28:27 (2 x) 
• Romans 11: 8 
• 1 Corinthians 2:9 
• Revelation 2:7, 11, 17, 29; 3:6, 13, 22; 13:9 

Agent link (typically subject, Greek nominative case—links “thing” to “event”) 
 “shopkeeper” links with “sell” by an agent link 
 Φαρισαῖος ‘Pharisee’ links with ἀποδεκατόω ‘tithe’ by an agent link (Matthew 23:23) 
 ἁλιεύς ‘fisherman’ links with πλύνω ‘wash’ (nets) by an agent link (Luke 5:2) 

Goal link (typically direct object, Greek accusative case—links “thing” to “event”) 

 “victim” links with “torture” by a goal link 
 ἡδυόσμον ‘mint’ links with ἀποδεκατόω ‘tithe’ by a goal link (Matthew 23:23) 
 δίκτυον ‘fishing-net’ links with πλύνω ‘wash’ (nets) by a goal link (Luke 5:2) 

Benefactive link (typically indirect object, Greek dative case—links “thing” to “event”) 
 “family” links with “cook” by a benefactive link 
 πτωχός ‘poor’ links with εὐαγγελίζω ‘preach the good news’ 
  by a benefactive link (Luke 4:18) 
 ὑπηρέτης ‘attendant’ links with ἀποδίδωμι ‘give back’ 
  by a benefactive link (Luke 4:20) 

Instrument link (typically “with” in English, Greek dative case—links “thing” to “event”) 
 “knife” links with “stab” by an instrument link 
 λόγχη ‘spear’ links with νύσσω ‘pierce’ by an instrument link (John 19:37) 
 ἅλυσις ‘chain’ links with δεσμεύω ‘bind’ by an instrument link (Luke 8:29) 

C2. Relational links between items in “event” scenarios 

C2.1. PARTICIPANTS 

Event-participant links (apply to “event” scenarios) 

These are of several types corresponding to the different types of participant typical 
in an “event” scenario. They are not distinct from the participant-event links listed above, 
but are the same links used in reverse. The directionality is due to the nature of the 
scenarios in question, one always being an “event”, the other a “thing”. By assuming 
directionality in this link, one avoids the need to posit a separate type of link, running in 
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parallel in the opposite direction. Examples can be seen above, at the end of the “thing” 
scenario. 
Agent link (links “event” to “thing”) 
Goal link (links “event” to “thing”) 
Benefactive link (links “event” to “thing”) 
Instrument link (links “event” to “thing”) 

Reciprocity link (links “event” to “event” via the participant links) 

Reciprocity links can be posited for pairs of “events” where participants are identical 
but their roles are swapped. Reciprocal verbs frequently co-occur in text, for example: 

 “lend” links with “borrow” by a reciprocity link 
 δίδωμι ‘give’ links with λαμβάνω ‘receive’ 
  by a reciprocity link (Acts 20:35) 
 πωλέω ‘sell’ links with ἀγοράζω ‘buy’ 
  by a reciprocity link (Mark 11:15) 

Reciprocity is sometimes thought of as a type of opposite, or “converse” (Black 
1990:127–128): 

A … type of opposite is when one word is the converse of the other. The choice of one converse 
over the other depends on the angle from which you view the situation being described, as in 
αἰτέω / λαμβάνω (“ask/receive”) and δανείζω / δανείζομαι (“lend/borrow”). 

Black’s description of “converse” words as referring to the same event but from a 
different angle accurately defines reciprocity, of which “lend” and “borrow” is a good 
example. However, the example of “ask” and “receive” as converse is inaccurate. Their 
prototypical relationship is cause and effect, e.g. Luke 11:10: “Ask and it will be given to 
you; seek and you will find….” 

(Passives are a grammatical, rather than a lexical, way to make pairs of reciprocal 
verbs, by encoding the semantic goal as the grammatical subject, and the semantic agent 
as the grammatical agent, marked with “by” in English and ὑπό in Greek, e.g. ‘He was 
tricked by the magi’ ἐνεπαίχθη ὑπὸ τῶν μάγων (Matthew 2:16). In English, passives 
can also encode the semantic benefactive as grammatical subject, e.g. “I was sold a watch 
by a friend”.) 

C2.2. GENERIC CATEGORY 

Specific-generic link “of”, “sort of”, and “kind of” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to 
“event”) 

 “amble” links with “walk” by a specific-generic link 
 εἰσέρχομαι ‘go into, enter’ links with ἔρχομαι ‘come, go’ 
  by a specific-generic link (Matthew 12:45, 44 
 δέησις ‘petition’ links with προσεύχομαι ‘pray’ 
  by a specific-generic link (Ephesians 6:18) 
  (N.B. “Petition” though a grammatical noun is a semantic “event”.) 

This specific-generic link, as Black (1990:126) points out, is the basis of the 
categorization of Roget’s Thesaurus, and applies also to New Testament Greek: 
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The Greek lexicon of the United Bible Society takes the same approach. It discusses, for 
example, the Greek terms for “ask” under the generic term αἰτέω, “I ask for.” This term 
includes several hyponyms: 
ἀπαιτέω “I ask for something back” (Luke 6:30) 
ζητέω “I ask for something to satisfy a need” (Mark 8:11) 
δέομαι “I ask for with a sense of urgency” (Luke 8:28) 

This specific-generic link is directional, i.e. a generic-specific link is not a different 
kind of link, but the same link used in reverse, for example: 
 “walk” links with “amble” by the same specific-generic link 
  but with “walk” at the generic end of the link 

Specific-specific link “both are kinds of” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to “event”) 
 “amble” links with “limp” by a specific-specific link 
 εἰσέρχομαι ‘go into, enter’ links with ἐξέρχομαι ‘go out from’ 
  by a specific-specific link (Matthew 12:45, 44) 
 δέησις ‘petition’ links with εὐχαριστία ‘thanksgiving’ 
  by a specific-specific link (1 Timothy 2:1) 
  (These, though grammatical nouns, are semantic “events”.) 

This specific-specific link is implicit between items which have specific-generic links to 
the same generic node. 

Similarity link “like” and “similar” (links “thing” to “thing” or “event” to “event”) 
 “amble” links with “saunter” by a similarity link 
  (both belong to the generic group “slow walking”) 
 ἀπέρχομαι ‘go away’ links with ἐξέρχομαι ‘go out from’ 
  by a similarity link (Mark 7:24, Matthew 15:21 parallel passages) 
 ἀνίημι ‘desert’ links with ἐγκαταλείπω ‘forsake’ 
  by a similarity link (Hebrews 13:5) 

A similarity link occurs between “events” in the same generic category which also 
share the same attribute or other semantic element, for example: 

 “amble” links with “saunter” by a similarity link 
  (both belong to the generic sub-group “slow walking”) 
NOT “amble” links with “run” by a similarity link 
  (though both belong to the generic group “move”) 

A similarity link between “events” can be regarded as implicitly formed due to two 
items having a specific-generic link with the same node, and also having some other 
semantic element in common, for example: 
 “amble” links with “walk” by a specific-generic link 
 “saunter” links with “walk” by a specific-generic link 
 “amble” links with “slow” by an attribute link 
 “saunter” links with “slow” by an attribute link 



C. English and Greek Examples of Relational Links 483 

 

C2.3. CIRCUMSTANCES: Adjuncts or circumstantial complements 

The scenario category of CIRCUMSTANCES relates to several kinds of link, between 
“events” and simultaneous “events”, between “events” and “attributes”, and between 
“events” and “things”. 

First let us look at links between “event” and “event”. 

Means link (links “event” to “event”) “by” and “through” 

 “climb” links to “arrive” by a means link 
 ἅπτομαι ‘touch’ links to σῴζω ‘heal’ by a means link (Matthew 14:36) 
 μαντεύομαι ‘tell fortunes’ links to ἐργασίαν παρέχω ‘bring gain’ 
  by a means link (Acts 16:16) 

The means link is directional, so that the means and result are encoded as distinct. You 
can arrive by means of climbing, but you cannot climb by means of arriving. 

Manner link (links “event” to “event”) 
 “climb” links to “ascend” by a manner link 
 “mumble” links to “talk” by a manner link 
 διαχλευάζω ‘mock’ links to λέγω ‘say’ by a manner link (Acts 2:13) 
 κράζω ‘shout’ links to ἀκολουθέω ‘follow’ by a manner link (Matthew 9:27) 

The direction of manner-event must be encoded in the brain. You can talk in a mumbling 
manner, but you cannot mumble in a talking manner. 

Often the manner link consists of a combination of a specific-generic link (which is 
already directional—manner being the specific element) and a means or attribute link 
attached to the specific element, for example: 
 “climb” links to “ascend” by a specific-generic link 
and “grip” links to “climb” by a means link 
so “climb” links to “ascend” as a manner link 

 

 “mumble” links to “talk” by a specific-generic link 
and “indistinct” links to “mumble” by an attribute link 
so “mumble” links to “talk” as a manner link 

One might, then, analyse the manner link as implicitly formed by such a combina-
tion. However, this cannot account for an example such as Luke 22:63 αὐτὸν ἐνέπαιζον 
αὐτῷ δέροντες ‘they were mocking him, beating him’, where beating appears to encode 
the manner of mocking, yet would not normally be considered as a specific type of mock-
ing. I propose, therefore, that manner is a distinct semantic link—which also better fits 
the theory that links are formed experimentally. The explanation then for the above data 
is that some verbs are a portmanteau of generic verb plus specific means or attribute, and 
these verbs often occur in the manner slot with the generic verb, for example: 
 climb (specific) = ascend (generic) + grip (means) 
 mumble (specific) = talk (generic) + indistinct (attribute) 
 mock (specific) = talk (generic) + scorn (attribute) 
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Occasion link (links “event” to “event”) “whilst”—(event 1 is the occasion for event 2) 
 “work” links to “whistle” by an occasion link 
 “sit” links to “sew” by an occasion link 
 σταυρόω ‘crucify’ links to λαμβάνω τὰ ἱμάτια ‘take the clothes’ 
  by an occasion link (John 19:23) 
 κάθημαι ‘sit’ links to προσφωνέω ‘call to’ by an occasion link (Luke 7:32) 

I am calling this an occasion link rather than a cotemporal link, because it seems to have 
a directionality to it, e.g. people whistle while working, rather than work while whistling. 
This assumes that prototypically the duration of event 1 is greater than that of event 2. 
The former event is more regular or typical, the latter more random. This explains the 
following examples: 

 Whistle while you work! 
  “work” links to “whistle” by an occasion link 
 Sew while you are sitting down! 
  “sit” links to “sew” by an occasion link 

The events of sewing and sitting can also be related by a different semantic link, 
when they belong to a different scenario, for example: 
 Agent: tired but conscientious housewife 
 Location: home 
 Prototypically “sit” links to “sew” by an occasion link 
 (event 1 “sit” is the occasion for event 2 “sew”) 
BUT Agent: professional tailor 
 Location: place of work 
 Prototypically “sit” links to “sew” by a purpose link 
 (event 1 “sit” is a necessary stage to achieve event 2 “sew”) 

This explains the following examples: 

 Sit down to sew! 
 “sit” links to “sew” by a purpose link 
 (event 2 “sew” is the purpose of event 1 “sit”) 
NOT Work to whistle! 
 “work” does NOT link to “whistle” by a purpose link 

Secondly, let us look at links between “event” and “attribute”. These are listed above 
in the contents of an “event” scenario as temporal, spatial, intensity, appraisive or evalu-
ative, and manner. 

Attribute links (links “event” to “attribute”) 
Temporal  
 “flicker” links to “quick” by an attribute link 
 ἐγείρω ‘arise’ links to ταχύ ‘quickly’ by an attribute link (John 11:29) 
 ἀπέρχομαι ‘go away’ links to εὐθύς ‘immediately’ by an attribute link (Mark 1:42) 
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Spatial  
 “lie” links to “horizontal” by an attribute link 
 πίπτω ‘fall’ links to χαμαί ‘on the ground’ by an attribute link (John 18:6) 
 ἀνίστημι ‘stand up’ links to ὀρθός ‘upright’ by an attribute link (Acts 14:10) 

 

Intensity  
 “yell” links to “loud” by an attribute link 
 κράζω ‘cry out’ links to μέγας ‘loud’ by an attribute link (Mark 5:7) 
 χαίρω ‘rejoice’ links to λίαν ‘greatly’ by an attribute link (2 John 4) 

 

Appraisive  
 “swear” links to “bad” by an attribute link 
 λαλέω ‘speak’ links to κακῶς ‘evilly’ by an attribute link (John 18:23) 
 λέγω ‘say’ links to καλῶς ‘well’ by an attribute link (John 4:17) 

 

Manner  
 “dissect” links to “neat” by an attribute link 
 ἐλεάω ‘be merciful’ links to ἱλαρότης ‘cheerfulness’ by an attribute link (Romans 12:8) 
  (N.B. abstract noun for semantic attribute) 
 προΐστημι ‘lead’ links to σπουδή ‘diligence’ by an attribute link (Romans 12:8) 
  (N.B. abstract noun for semantic attribute) 

Thirdly, let us look at links between “event” and “thing”. These are similar to those 
listed above linking events to attributes which are spatial or temporal. 

Locative link (links “event” to “thing”) 
 “swim” links to “swimming pool” by a locative link 
 ἁλιεύω ‘fish’ links to θάλασσα ‘sea, lake’ by a locative link (John 21:3) 
 διδάσκω ‘teach’ links to συναγωγή ‘synagogue’ by a locative link (Luke 13:10) 

Like all links, locative links can be either present or absent, for example: 

 “whisper” links to “library” by a locative link 
 “whistle” links to “park” by a locative link 
BUT “whistle” does NOT link to “library” by a locative link 

The presence or absence of links affects our interpretation of collocations. Compare 
the following questions: 

 Why were you whistling in the park? 
 Why were you whistling in the library? 

“Why were you whistling in the park?” is normally understood as a genuine question, 
requiring an answer: “I just felt happy.” Here the phrase “in the park” is not focal, since 
there is a collocation link already established in the mind of the hearer. In contrast, “Why 
were you whistling in the library?” is normally understood as a rhetorical question imply-
ing criticism, requiring an answer “I’m sorry. I just forgot where I was for a moment.” 
The phrase “in the library” is focal, since there is no collocation link. In speech the two 
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questions above might well have different intonation and stress patterns, marking 
different elements as focal, for example: 

 Why were you WHISTLING in the park? 
 Why were you whistling in the LIBRARY? 

The lack of a locative link between an “event” and a “thing”, such as “whistle” and 
“library” above, sets up a strong expectation that the collocation of the two is unexpected. 
In real life people do not normally whistle in the library, so these scenarios have never, or 
only rarely, been linked in the brain. Since people make mental links between mental 
scenarios as a result of perceiving links between those scenarios in their own experience, 
the sheer infrequency with which the two scenarios “whistle” and “library” co-occur in 
experience, means that their mental linking is nil or negligible. 

Suppose, by pure chance, someone has only ever been to a library once, and only 
ever heard whistling once, and that was when they were in the library, then that person 
would form a 100 percent locative link between “library” and “whistle”. However, as 
they lived a bit more, they would be in the library and not hear whistling, and they would 
hear whistling in places other than the library. Each occurrence would make a locative 
link, between “library” and the things which happened there, and between “whistle” and 
the places where it happened. Over time, the one co-occurrence of whistle and library 
would become such a small proportion of the total links that it would no longer be 
regarded as significant. 

Thus, every co-occurrence of scenarios makes a link, but it is only the links between 
elements which frequently co-occur, or which for some other reason, such as heightened 
emotion, are marked as significant, that become prototypical. 

For example, when I say “library”, my audience thinks of “read” because the 
“library” scenario has a prototypical locative link with “read”. If, however, someone 
happened to have been attacked in a library by a man who whistled as he came toward 
them, the heightened emotion attached to that single co-occurrence of whistle and library 
might be so burned into their memory that hearing the word “library” would make them 
think of the “whistle” of their attacker, and bring them out in a cold sweat. 

Again, the locative link may in some cases be implicit, automatically formed through 
other links, for example: 
 “swim” links to “water” by a locative link 
AND “water” links to “swimming pool” by a part-whole link 
SO “swim” links to “swimming pool” by a locative link 
 “wander” links to “open spaces” by a locative link 
AND “park” links to “open spaces” by a specific-generic link 
SO “wander” links to “park” by a locative link 
 “whisper” links to “quiet” by an attribute link 
AND “library” links to “quiet” by a locative link 
SO “whisper” links to “library” by a locative link 
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Temporal link (links “event” to “thing”) “at” and “in” 
 “wake” links to “morning” by a temporal link 
 καθεύδω ‘sleep’ links to νύξ ‘night’ by a temporal link (1 Thessalonians 5:7) 
 προσεύχομαι ‘pray’ links to ἡ ὥρα ἡ ἐνάτη ‘ninth hour, 3 p.m.’ 
  by a temporal link (Acts 3:1) 

Temporal links may also link “things” (if indeed abstract time related nouns are 
“things” as opposed to “events”), for example: 
 “sun” links to “day” by a temporal link 
 “lunch” links to “midday” by a temporal link 

However, it seems that these links always imply some “event”, for example: 

 “sun” links to “shine” by an agent link and 
  “sun shines” links to “day” by a temporal link 
 “lunch” links to “eat” by a goal link, and 
  “eat lunch” links to “midday” by a temporal link 

C2.4. PARTS, STAGES, CAUSATION, and PURPOSE 

As detailed above, Lakoff and Johnson (1980) give the following “experiential 
gestalt” for “shooting someone”: 
 Parts: Aiming, Firing, bullet hits target, target is wounded 
 Stages: Precondition: loaded 
  Beginning: aims 
  Middle: fires 
  End: bullet hits 
  Final state: target wounded 
 Causation: Beginning and middle enable end 
  Middle and end cause final state 
 Purpose: Goal: final state 
  Plan: meet precondition, perform beginning and middle 

In Lakoff and Johnson’s analysis, the categories Stages, Causation, and Purpose all 
involve the elements listed as Parts. This presents a problem in that the Final State “target 
wounded” is here listed as a Part of the gestalt “shooting someone”. I propose that, whilst 
the Final State “target wounded” is indeed part of the gestalt, it is in a different 
relationship from the other Parts. 

Whilst the other Parts “load, aim, shoot, hit” are necessary for the “event” of “shoot-
ing someone” to be prototypical, the Final State “target wounded” is only necessary for 
the success of the “event” (i.e. the fulfilment of its purpose, when Final State = Goal). 
Naturally it is prototypical that the “event” succeed in its purpose, but even when the 
“event” fails in its purpose, the “event” has occurred prototypically. 

Prototypically, the concept “shoot” has: 
Parts: load, aim, fire, hit 
Stages: load, aim, fire, hit (in this order) 
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Result: target wounded 
Goal: target wounded 

Prototypically, the experiential gestalt “shooting someone” has: 

Parts: load, aim, fire, hit, target wounded 
Stages: load, aim, fire, hit, target wounded (in this order) 
Chain of causation:  
 Cause: shoot 
 Result: target wounded 
Chain of purpose  
 Plan: shoot 
 Goal: target wounded 

In other words, the “experiential gestalt” of shooting someone is larger than the 
concept “shoot” since it includes not only the Parts of the core concept, but also the 
prototypical Goal and Result. The relationships can be diagrammed as follows: 
 load + aim + fire + hit = shoot 
 shoot > target wounded 

I propose that the part-whole link, as used above to link “thing” with “thing”, should 
be applied at the level of the core concept, not at the level of the whole gestalt, that is: 
 “load” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link 
BUT “wound” does NOT link to “shoot” by a part-whole link 
 (though it is a part of the “shooting someone” gestalt) 

C2.5. PART-WHOLE 

For “event” scenarios, this category includes both part-whole links (shown above 
linking “things” to “things”) and also stage links. The difference is that stage links 
necessarily involve a temporal sequence. Stage links can be seen as a particular type of 
part-whole link which may only occur with en “event” scenario, where each part-whole 
link is labelled for sequence. 

Part-whole link (links “event” to “event”) 
 “aim” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link 
 ἐσθίω ‘eat’ links to εὐφρανθῆναι ‘be merry’ by a part-whole link 
  (Luke 12:19, 15:23, 29; 1 Corinthians 15:32; cf., Isaiah 22:13) 
 ἀμφιάζω ‘clothe’ links to προστίθημι ‘give’ (provide for) 
  by a part-whole link (Luke 12:28, 31) 

Part-part link (links “event” to “event”) 

 “load” links to “aim” by a part-part link (each part of “shoot”) 
 ἐσθίω ‘eat’ links to πίω ‘drink’ by a part-part link 
  (each part of εὐφρανθῆναι ‘be merry’) (Luke 12:19) 
 ἀμφιάζω ‘clothe’ links to τρέφω ‘feed’ by a part-part link 
  (each part of προστίθημι ‘give’ (provide for)) (Luke 12:28, 24, 31) 
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Part-part links are formed automatically by the items being joined to the same node by 
the same type of link, e.g. “load” and “aim” are each linked to “shoot” by a part-whole 
link. 

Stage link (links “event” to “event”) “first”, “next”, and “finally” 

Stage links must somehow be marked for sequence, perhaps with a number, for 
example: 

 “load” links to “shoot” by a stage link 1 
 “aim” links to “shoot” by a stage link 2 
 “fire” links to “shoot” by a stage link 3 
 “hit” links to “shoot” by a stage link 4 
 ἐκκόπτω ‘chop down’ links to ‘destroy fruitless trees’ by a stage link 
 βάλλω ‘throw’ (into the fire) links to ‘destroy fruitless trees’ by a stage link 2 
  (Matthew 3:10, 7:19) 
 σπείρω ‘sow’ links to ‘provide food for oneself’ by a stage link 1 
 θερίζω ‘reap’ links to ‘provide food for oneself’ by a stage link 2 
 συνάγω ‘gather’ links to ‘provide food for oneself’ by a stage link 3 
  (Matthew 6:26) 

It is unusual for the generic verb to be explicit where the specific verbs are listed. Verbs 
linked by stage links are part of a process which is conceptually one, but is not 
necessarily covered by any single verb since the process is often very generic. 

However, stage links can be regarded as a portmanteau of part-whole links and 
sequence links, such that stage link 1 = part-whole link + sequence 1. For example: 

Sequence link (links “event” to “event”) “first”, “next”, and “finally” 

 “load” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link + sequence 1 
 “aim” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link + sequence 2 
 “fire” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link + sequence 3 
 “hit” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link + sequence 4 

An alternative analysis of stage links is that they are formed by a combination of 
part-whole links, and unnumbered sequence links. The part-whole links are with the core 
concept or higher node, but the sequence links are simply between the consecutive parts. 
Sequence links are labelled “+1” which numbers the following element 1 higher than the 
previous element, showing it follows the previous element in temporal sequence. This 
avoids the need for any sequence link to have a value other than plus one, for example: 
 “load” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link 
 “aim” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link 
 “fire” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link 
 “hit” links to “shoot” by a part-whole link 
AND “load” links to “aim” by a sequence link +1 
 “aim” links to “fire” by a sequence link +1 
 “fire” links to “hit” by a sequence link +1 

Stage links, whether discrete or a portmanteau of part-whole and sequence links, are 
prototypical and are all expected to occur in order. However, in English the same verb 
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can be used with different verb frames to mark whether the End stage is included or not. 
For example “John shot at Harry” contrasts with “John shot Harry”. The sentence “John 
shot at Harry” does not necessarily imply that he actually hit him. In this example, 
“Harry”, instead of being marked as the “goal” of “shoot” by being grammatically direct 
object (i.e. “John shot Harry”), has been marked as the “target” by being grammatically 
indirect object (i.e. “at Harry”). Thus stage 4 “hit”, which would involve the “goal” as a 
necessary participant, is not implied, and does not necessarily occur. However, the 
occurrence of stage 4 is still prototypical, allowing the use of the contraexpectation 
marker “but” for failure to complete that stage, for example: 
 John shot at Harry, and missed him. 
 John shot at Harry, but missed him. 
 John shot at Harry and hit him. 
NOT John shot at Harry but hit him. 

In contrast, in the sentence “John shot Harry”, “Harry” is explicitly marked in the 
grammar as “participant goal” (in the Direct Object slot), so “hitting” is implicitly 
included as a stage, and can neither be refuted nor made explicit, for example: 
NOT John shot Harry, and missed him. 
NOT John shot Harry, but missed him. 
NOT John shot Harry and hit him. 
NOT John shot Harry but hit him. 

“John shot Harry” necessarily includes “hit” due to the part-whole links included in 
“shoot”. 

Next-stage links (link “event” to “event”) “next” 

Next-stage links are implicit. They are formed automatically (like part-part, and 
specific-specific links) through being linked by the same type of link to the same node, 
for example: 
 “load” links to “aim” by a part-part link 
  (each linked to the node “shoot” by a part-whole link) 
AND “load” links to “aim” by a sequence link +1 
 ἐκκόπτω ‘chop down’ links to βάλλω ‘throw’ (into the fire) 
  by a part-part link (each linked to “destroy fruitless trees”) 
AND ἐκκόπτω ‘chop down’ links to βάλλω ‘throw’ (into the fire) 
  by a sequence link +1 (Matthew 3:10, 7:19) 
 σπείρω ‘sow’ links to θερίζω ‘reap’ by a part-part link 
 θερίζω ‘reap’ links to συνάγω ‘gather’ by a part-part link 
  (each linked to “provide food for oneself”) (Matthew 6:26) 
AND σπείρω ‘sow’ links to θερίζω ‘reap’ by a sequence link +1 
 θερίζω ‘reap’ links to συνάγω ‘gather’ by a sequence link +1 
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C2.6. CAUSATION 

Causal link (links “event” to “event”) “since” and “therefore” 

Causal links are a special kind of sequence link, tagged for cause, for example: 

 “shoot” links to “wound” by a sequence link + cause 
 ἐπιβάλλω ‘beat against’ links to γεμίζω ‘fill’ by a sequence link + cause (Mark 4:37) 
 ἅπτομαι ‘touch’ links to διασῴζω ‘heal’ by a sequence link + cause (Matthew 14:36) 

The first element is the cause of the second, the second is the result of the first. 

The causal link is prototypical. In the sentences “John shot at Harry” and “John shot 
Harry” the effect of “shoot” on Harry is part of the prototypical scenario. The use of 
“but”, together with the restrictions on its use, shows that “wound” is prototypically 
included in the “shoot” scenario, for example: 
 John shot at Harry and killed him. 
 John shot at Harry and wounded him. 
 John shot at Harry but did not wound him. 
 John shot at Harry but only wounded him. (partial failure) 
 John shot at Harry, but the bullet glanced harmlessly off his bulletproof body armour. 
NOT John shot at Harry but wounded him. 
NOT John shot at Harry but killed him. (unless no intent to kill) 
 John shot Harry and killed him. 
 John shot Harry and wounded him. 
 John shot Harry but did not wound him. 
 John shot Harry but only wounded him. (partial failure) 
 John shot Harry, but the bullet glanced harmlessly off his bulletproof body armour. 
NOT John shot Harry but wounded him. 
NOT John shot Harry but killed him. (unless no intent to kill) 

A clearer example of the prototypicality of the result in an “event” scenario might be 
(in the case of a failed assassination attempt due to the target wearing a bulletproof vest): 
“You can hardly say you shot him! He was not even wounded.” 

C2.7. PURPOSE 

Purpose link (links “event” to “event”) “in order to” and “so that” 

Purpose links are a special kind of sequence link, tagged for purpose, for example: 
 “shoot” links to “wound” by a sequence link + purpose 
 ζητέω ‘seek’ links to ἀπόλλυμι ‘destroy’ by a sequence link + purpose (Matthew 2:13) 
 ἄγω ‘lead’ links to κατακρημνίζω ‘throw down’ 
  by a sequence link + purpose (Luke 4:29) 

The first element is the plan for effecting the second, the second is the goal of the first. 

C3. Relational links between items in “attribute” scenarios 
The main links between items in attribute scenarios would appear to be of two types, 

both via a common link with the superordinate node. 
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Gradation link (links “attribute” to “attribute” via the superordinate node) 

Gradation links can be posited for “attributes” which belong on a graded linear scale, 
for example: 

 “very” links to “extremely” by a gradation link (degree node) 
 ζεστός ‘hot’ links to χλιαρός ‘lukewarm’ by a gradation link (temperature node) 
  (Revelation 3:16) 
 ὀλίγος ‘little, few’ links to πολύς ‘much, many’ by a gradation link (amount node) 
  (Matthew 25:23) 

Gradation links can be conceptualized as having length. Gradation links with 
minimal length are synonyms, and with maximal length are antonyms or contradictory. 

Synonyms referring to “attributes” are lexical items linked to the same place on a 
graded linear scale, for example: 
 “fat” links to “plump” by a gradation link of minimal length 
 πονηρός ‘evil’ links to ἄδικος ‘unjust’ by a gradation link of minimal length (Matthew 5:45) 
 ἀγαθός ‘good’ links to δίκαιος ‘righteous’ by a gradation link of minimal length 
  (Matthew 5:45) 

Antonyms referring to “attributes” are lexical items linked to opposite extremes of a 
graded linear scale, and as such are also implicitly marked by a contradictory link, for 
example: 
 “big” links to “small” by a gradation link of maximal length 
 ζεστός ‘hot’ links to ψυχρός ‘cold’ by a gradation link of maximal length (Revelation 3:16) 
 πονηρός ‘evil’ links to ἀγαθός ‘good’ by a gradation link of maximal length (Matthew 5:45) 

Contradictory link (links “attribute” to “attribute” via the superordinate node) 

Contradictory links can be posited for “attributes” which belong on a discretely 
segmented linear scale, or on a polarized linear scale. 
 “blue” links to “yellow” by a contradictory link 
 λευκός ‘white’ links to πυρρός ‘red’ by a contradictory link (Revelation 6:2, 4) 

An example of a polarized linear scale would be the generosity scale, where 
“greedy” and “generous” although on a linear scale are conceived as polar opposites on a 
scale, with the superordinate node “degree of generosity”, for example: 
 “greedy” links to “generous” by a contradictory link 
 πλούσιος ‘rich’ links to πενιχρός ‘poor’ by a contradictory link (Luke 21:1, 2) 
 πρεσβύτερος ‘elder’ links to νεώτερος ‘younger’ by a contradictory link (1 Timothy 5:2) 

Greek frequently uses the prefix ἀ ‘un-’ for polar opposites, for example: 

 ἄδικος ‘unjust’ links to δίκαιος ‘righteous’ by a contradictory link (Matthew 5:45) 
 ἄπιστος ‘faithless, unbelieving’ links to πιστός ‘faithful, believing’ by a contradictory link 
  (John 20:27) 

In certain cases, particularly on the fringes of colour boundaries, the contradictory 
link may also have a notional length, for example: 
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 “blue” links to “green” by a contradictory link of minimal length 
 “blue” links to “red” by a contradictory link of maximal length 
 πυρρός ‘red’ links to πύρινος ‘fiery red’ by a contradictory link of minimal length 
  (Revelation 6:4, 9:17) 
 λευκός ‘white’ links to πυρρός ‘red’ by a contradictory link of medium length  
  (Revelation 6:2, 4) 
 λευκός ‘white’ links to μέλας ‘black’ by a contradictory link of maximal length 
  (Revelation 6:2, 5, Matthew 5:36) 

Contradictory links may also be used to show total inclusion, by conjoining words 
which are perceived as polar opposites, for example: 
 “black” links to “white” by a contradictory link of maximal length, for example: 
  In England all citizens, black and white, have the same rights. 
 “rich” links to “poor” by a contradictory link of maximal length, for example: 
  In England rich and poor have the same rights. 

Such sentences imply that not only the explicit contradictory attributes, but all gradations 
in between, are included. 

Words conjoined by contradictory links frequently have a fixed order, for example: 
 “rich and poor” conjoined contradictory link 
 “great and small” conjoined contradictory link 
 δίκαιος καὶ ἄδικος ‘righteous and unrighteous’ conjoined contradictory link (Matthew 5:45) 
 ἄρσεν καὶ θῆλυ ‘male and female’ conjoined contradictory link 
  (Matthew 19:4; Mark 10:6; Galatians 3:28) 
 οἱ πλούσιοι καὶ οἱ πτωχοί ‘rich and poor’ conjoined contradictory link (Revelation 13:16) 

In Greek, where there is an article used, each attribute has a separate article. I posit 
that unusual word order in conjoined contradictory links is “marked”, i.e. if the first item 
is not in its normal position, then it is in focus, e.g. in Revelation 20:12 below the 
emphasis is “even the great were judged”. 
 οἱ μικροὶ καὶ οἱ μεγάλοι ‘small and great’ conjoined contradictory link 
  (Revelation 11:18, 13:16, 19:5; cf., Revelation 19:18 καί; Acts 26:22 τε καί) 
BUT οἱ μεγάλοι καὶ οἱ μικροί ‘great and small’ conjoined contradictory link (Revelation 20:12). 

Words with contradictory links may also be joined by either/or, neither/nor, or 
juxtaposition. I posit that here, too, unusual word order puts emphasis on the first word, 
e.g. in the second group of examples below the emphasis is on “slave”. These references 
concern Christian liberty and it is the slave who unexpectedly is included. 

 οἱ ἐλεύθεροι καὶ οἱ δοῦλοι ‘free and slave’ conjoined contradictory link 
  (Revelation 13:16; cf., Revelation 19:18 τε καί) 
BUT δοῦλοι εἴτε ἐλεύθεροι ‘slave or free’ nonconjoined contradictory link 
  (1 Corinthians 12:13; Ephesians 6:8; cf., Galatians 3:28 οὐδε; Colossians 3:11 (juxtaposed) 
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Similarly: 

 καλός τε καὶ κακός ‘good and bad’ (Hebrews 5:14) 
 ἀγαθὸς ἢ φαῦλος ‘good or bad’ (Romans 9:11) 
 εἴτε ἀγαθός εἴτε φαῦλός ‘either good or bad’ (2 Corinthians 5:10) 
BUT πονηροὶ καὶ ἀγαθοί ‘bad and good’ (Matthew 5:45) 
 πονηροί τε καὶ ἀγαθοί ‘bad and good’ (Matthew 22:10) 

In both the latter cases the emphasis is on “bad”, since it is surprising that the “bad” 
should be included with the “good”, either in receiving God’s blessings or being invited 
to a feast. Davies and Allison (1997:203) comment on Matthew 22:10 “The order, ‘evil’ 
before ‘good’, perhaps makes the former emphatic” and similarly Hagner (1995:630) 
says that the emphasis thus falls on “the bad”. 

In Parkari, conjoined contradictory links are marked by fixed order and may be 
marked by simple juxtaposition, or more commonly by ən ‘and’, for example: 

 nonɑ moʈɑ ‘little big’, i.e. ‘great and small’ 

 ʃɑukɑɾ ən ɠəɾiɓ ‘rich and poor’ 

Conjoined contradictory links should not be confused with co-occurrence links, 
which may be identical in form, but where both attributes refer to the same thing or 
event, for example: 
 “black” links to “white” by a co-occurrence link. 
 Penguins, zebras and pandas are black and white. 
NOT Penguins, zebras and pandas are white and black. 

C4. Relational links between items in “relation” scenarios 
Contradictory link (links “relation” to “relation” via the superordinate node) 

Contradictory links can be posited for “relations” which belong on a discretely 
segmented linear scale, or on a polarized linear scale. 

An example of a discretely segmented linear scale would be that of distance, where 
individual distances are linked to the superordinate “distance” node, for example: 
 “near” links to “at” by a contradictory link 
 ἐν ‘in’ links to ἐγγύς ‘near’ by a contradictory link (John 3:23) 
  (‘In Aenon near Salim’) 
 ἐγγύς ‘near’ links to πόρρω ‘far’ by a contradictory link 
  ἐγγὺς τοῦ πλοίου γινόμενον ‘drawing near to the boat’ (John 6:19) 
  ἔτι αὐτοῦ πόρρω ὄντος ‘while he was still far off’ (Luke 14:32) 

The cutoff point for determining “near” and “far” is arbitrary, and can be qualified, for 
example: 

 ἐγγύτερον ἡμῶν ἡ σωτηρία ἢ … ‘salvation is nearer to us than …’ 
  referring to distance in time (Rom. 13:11) 
 πορρώτερον πορεύεσθαι ‘to go on farther’ (Luke 24:28) 
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Similarly, a single lexical item may refer to more than one segment of the linear 
scale so the same lexical item may have a contradictory pragmatic meaning, for example: 

εἰς ‘(near) to’ links to εἰς ‘into’ by a contradictory link 
 ἤγγισαν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα ‘they drew near to Jerusalem’ (Matt. 21:1 
cf., εἰσελθόντος αὐτοῦ εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα ‘when he had entered Jerusalem’ (Matthew 21:10) 
AND ἔρχεται … εἰς πόλιν τῆς Σαμαρείας ‘he comes to a city of Samaria’ (John 4:5) 
cf., εἰσῆλθεν Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὸ ἱερόν ‘Jesus went into the temple’ (Matthew 21:12) 

Here the one Greek word εἰς has different referents, even in the single semantic domain 
of spatial relationships, depending on the real life scenario it is part of. 

Sometimes there is a logical contradiction in temporal relationships in literal English 
translations, which may or may not represent a contradiction in the original Greek. In the 
following examples the formal contradiction in Greek seems to be a means of indicating 
that something is absolutely just about to occur, for example: 

 “soon” (implied by ἔρχεται) links to νῦν ‘now’ by a contradictory link (John 4:23; 5:25) 
 AV: “The hour cometh, and now is” and “The hour is coming, and now is” 
 cf., John 16:32 where the contrast with ‘now’ is implied by ἐλήλυθεν. 

An example of a polarized linear scale would be the containment scale, where 
“inside” and “outside” although on a linear scale are conceived as polar opposites on a 
scale, with the superordinate node “degree of containment”, for example: 
 “to” links to “from” by a contradictory link 
 ἔξωθεν ‘outside’ links to ἔσωθεν ‘inside’ by a contradictory link (Matthew 23:25) 
 ἀνά ‘up’ links to κατά ‘down’ by a contradictory link (John 1:51) 
  (“ascending and descending”) 

In certain cases, particularly on the fringes of boundaries, this contradictory link may 
also have a notional length. 
 “nearly at” links to “at” by a contradictory link of minimal length 
 e.g. ἐγγύς ἐστιν ἐπὶ θύραις (NIV) ‘is near, right at the door’ (Matthew 24:33) 
 “right outside” links to “right inside” by a contradictory link of maximal length 
 e.g. ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τῶν οὐρανῶν … εἰς τὸ σκότος τὸ ἐξώτερον 
  ‘in the kingdom of heaven … into the outer/outmost darkness’ (Matthew 8:11–12) 

C5. Co-occurrence link 
The co-occurrence link is typically between “things” but also between “events”, 

“attributes”, and “relations”. 

Co-occurrence links are discussed here separately as a distinct type of link, since 
they do not relate directly to the internal structure of scenarios, but can occur within any 
given category in all types of scenario. The co-occurrence link shows particular 
syntactical and grammatical peculiarities. It is marked in English, Greek, and Parkari by 
fixed word order. It is also typically marked by the word “and” in English and καί in 
Greek. In Parkari, it is typically marked by juxtaposition and absence of the word for 
“and”. 
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As mentioned above, scenarios for “relation” words are distinct from other scenarios, 
applying, as they do, to a vast multitude of situations, and collocating with a vast number 
of events and things. Thus “and” as a relation marker is best thought of as the name of a 
kind of link, rather than a kind of scenario or information chunk. This is in line with 
Sperber and Wilson (1986:92), who see the concept “and” as having only a logical and a 
lexical entry: 

Occasionally an entry for a particular concept may be empty or lacking. For example, a concept 
such as and, which has no extension, may lack an encyclopaedic entry. 

Co-occurrence link between “things” 
 “bat” links with “ball” via a co-occurrence link “and” 
 πῦρ ‘fire’ links to θεῖον ‘brimstone’ via a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ 
  (Luke 17:29; Revelation 14:10, 20:10, 21:8; see also Revelation 9:17, 18, 19:20) 
 ἀνήρ ‘man’ links to γυνή ‘woman’ by a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ 
  (Acts 5:14, 8:3, 12, 9:2, 22:4) 
 Φαρισαῖος ‘Pharisee’ links to Σαδδουκαῖος ‘Sadducee’ 
  by a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ (Matthew 3:7) 

The existence of specific co-occurrence links can be established by patterns of 
lexical collocation in the New Testament corpus. The word for brimstone occurs seven 
times in the New Testament, each time in conjunction with fire, and four times conjoined 
by καί ‘and’. Similarly, the words for man and woman co-occur in the same semantic 
role five times in the New Testament, and in all cases both τε and καί are used to conjoin 
them. 

The word for Sadducee occurs 14 times in the New Testament: 
• Five times it occurs immediately after Pharisee, linked by “and” and with a single 

article τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων (Matthew 3:7; 16:1, 6, 11, 12) 
• Two times the Sadducees are mentioned in a new section after the Pharisees have 

been introduced (Matthew 22:23, see 22:15; Mark 12:18, see 12:13) 
• Four times the Sadducees are mentioned as in contrast with the Pharisees 

(Matthew 22:34; Acts 23:6, 7, 8) 
• Three times the Sadducees are mentioned separately from the Pharisees, in the 

context of the Temple (Luke 20:27, see 20:1; Acts 4:1, see 3:11; Acts 5:17, see 
5:12). 

Thus 11 out of 14 occurrences of the word Sadducee are in the context of Pharisees, and 
in five of these cases they are marked grammatically as having a co-occurrence link, i.e. 
conjoined by καί ‘and’ and with a single article, since they are major religious parties. 
(This contrasts with a conjoined contrastive link where each noun phrase has an article, 
e.g. Revelation 13:16 “the small and the great”, etc.). 

The co-occurrence link does not necessarily identify two items as identical (either in 
sense or in reference) but shows that together they refer to a single scenario. Such 
conjoined items typically share the same participant role in certain event scenarios. For 
example, sellers and buyers are patently not the same people (except in barter cultures), 
yet they are linked by a co-occurrence link, a single article plus “and”, in Matthew 21:12, 
because here they have the same role—people misusing God’s Temple: 
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Καὶ εἰσῆλθεν Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὸ ἱερόν 
And entered Jesus into the temple 

 

καὶ ἐξέβαλεν πάντας τοὺς πωλοῦντας καὶ ἀγοράζοντας ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ 
and threw-out all the buying-ones and selling-ones in the temple 

This Greek usage, of a single article with two distinct nouns conjoined by καί ‘and’ 
to mark a co-occurrence link, throws light on some of Moule’s examples (1957:107–
108). In Acts 15:22 we have τῷ Παύλῳ καὶ Βαρναβᾷ ‘Paul and Barnabas’ with a single 
article. The reason for the article at all is that there is anaphoric reference to Acts 15:2a 
where Paul and Barnabas as two separate known individuals dispute with the Judaizers. 
In Acts 15:2b, where they are chosen to go to Jerusalem as envoys, and 15:12, where they 
speak as envoys, there is no article, which marks grammatically that they are “locally 
salient”, i.e. they have special significance in this section of the discourse, viz., in the 
episode 15:1–21 “The Council of Jerusalem” (Levinsohn 1992:99 “anarthrous references 
to particular, known participants either mark the participant as locally salient or highlight 
the speech which he utters”). In 15:22 they are not “locally salient” being merely the 
people whom Judas and Silas will accompany, but they are marked as a co-occurring 
pair, since together they are the envoy team sent to Jerusalem. 

Similarly, in Mark 9:2, τὸν Ἰάκωβον καὶ Ἰωάννην ‘James and John’ occur with a 
single article, in a list (according to Alexandrinus and Vaticanus, though Sinaiticus reads 
τὸν Ἰάκωβον καὶ τὸν Ἰωάννην). Given that they are brothers, this is perfectly normal, 
since the single article indicates that they are being conceptualized collectively (cf., “the 
sons of Zebedee” in Matthew 20:20). Like Pharisees and Sadducees, or Paul and Barna-
bas, they can function as a single scenario and fill the same scenario slots. 

Thus Ephesians 2:20, τῶν ἀποστόλων καὶ προφητῶν ‘the apostles and prophets’ 
need not refer to the same individuals, or even a homogeneous group, but if it refers to 
two groups, they must be co-occurrent in the same scenario slot, i.e. have the same kind 
of role in some process. The context suggests that this role was the strengthening and 
establishment of the emerging church. Given the emphasis in the Gospels on Jesus 
explaining his death and resurrection from the prophets (e.g. Luke 24:25–27 and Luke 
24:44) and the Gospel writers’ use of prophecy to understand the significance of what 
they knew personally (e.g. Matthew 1:22–23, 2:15, 17, 23, etc.), the interpretation of 
these as Old Testament prophets is quite natural. Apostles and prophets are co-occurrent 
in the role of proclaiming Christ’s death and resurrection, the prophets before the events, 
and the apostles after. Paul specifically links his current role as “apostle” to the earlier 
role of “the prophets” in proclaiming the gospel (Romans 1:2). However, in Ephesians 
4:11 (cf., 1 Corinthians 12:28–29) prophets and apostles are listed together as different 
categories of contemporary Christians. Contemporary prophets also seem to be referred 
to in Ephesians 3:5, where “the mystery of Christ” has “now been revealed … to God’s 
holy apostles and prophets”. However, regardless of whether “prophets” in Ephesians 
2:20 refers to Old Testament or New Testament prophets, they are clearly not 
coreferential (e.g. Ephesians 4:11 contrasts the terms τοὺς μὲν ἀποστόλους, τοὺς δὲ 
προφήτας), but should be regarded as together referring to the one scenario of “God’s 
chosen agents in building the church”. 
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In the light of this, in the more theologically weighted verses, Titus 2:13 and 2 Peter 
1:1, where there is a single article for both “God” and “Saviour Jesus Christ”, we must 
apply the same principle that these conjoined items refer to a single scenario. Although 
such items need not be coreferential (e.g. fire and brimstone, Pharisees and Sadducees, 
Paul and Barnabas, which refer to distinct items, individuals, or groups) it is natural for 
them to be understood as coreferential where they can both apply to the same item in a 
single scenario. For example, ὁ θεὸς καὶ πατήρ ‘the God and Father’ occurs 13 times in 
the New Testament: 

• Alone (1 Corinthians 15:24; James 1:27) 
• With “of him [Jesus]” (Revelation 1:6) 
• With “of the Lord Jesus” (2 Corinthians 11:31) 
• With “of our Lord Jesus Christ” (Romans 15:6; 2 Corinthians 1:3; Ephesians 1:3, 

5:20; 1 Peter 1:3) 
• With “of us” (Galatians 1:4; 1 Thessalonians 1:3, 3:11, 3:13) 

In all these instances the two conjoined terms are undoubtedly coreferential, referring to a 
single scenario, here God. This conforms to the Granville Sharp rule (Porter 1994:110): 

Granville Sharp’s rule states simply that if a single article links two or more singular 
substantives (excluding personal names) the second and subsequent substantives are related to 
or further describe the first. 

Hence the parallel construction in 
• Titus 2:13 τοῦ μεγάλου θεοῦ καὶ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ‘of the great 

God and Saviour of us Jesus Christ’, and 
• 2 Peter 1:1 τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν καὶ σωτῆρος Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ‘of the God of us and 

Saviour Jesus Christ’ also refers to a single scenario, and the conjoined terms are 
most naturally understood as coreferential, Jesus Christ who is both God and 
Saviour. 

Such an interpretation is supported by the similar phrase 
• in 2 Peter 3:2 τοῦ κυρίου καὶ σωτῆρος ‘of the Lord and Saviour’ (i.e. Jesus), 

and 
• by John 20:28 ὁ κύριός μου καὶ ὁ θεός μου ‘the Lord of me and the God of me’, 

where the terms Lord and God are each applied separately to Jesus. 
Moule (1990:110) also states that “God and Saviour” is a fixed co-occurrence of titles for 
a single deity, which provides further evidence for this interpretation. 

In English also, the co-occurrence link is marked by a fixed order of lexical colloca-
tion and indicates that the two conjoined concepts belong together in a single scenario. 
Similarly, in English as in Greek, “things” which are joined by a co-occurrence link 
usually have only one article for both items, for example: 
 I bought him a bat and ball for Christmas. 
 Pass me a knife and fork. 
 The bride and groom left in a Rolls Royce. 

The use of a separate article for the second item suggests a sense of separation between 
the items, for example: 
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 I bought him a bat and a ball for Christmas. 
 (These two items are not specifically for use together. The ball could be a football) 

 

 Pass me a knife and a fork. 
 (These two items are not specifically for use together, e.g. the knife could be for carving, rather 

than eating with. The knife might be to complete one place setting and the fork another.) 
 

 The bride and the groom left in a Rolls Royce. 
 (These two items are not specifically a couple.) 

Compare: 

 “There was a double wedding but only one bride and groom turned up. It was chaos. The bride and 
groom were left waiting while the vicar decided what to do.” (They are a couple) 

 “There was a double wedding but only one bride and one groom turned up. It was chaos. The bride 
and the groom were left waiting while the vicar decided what to do.” (They are not a couple) 

Quirk and Greenbaum (1979:177) state that “A singular verb is used with 
conjoinings which represent a single entity”, giving the example “The hammer and sickle 
was flying from a tall flag pole”. This example, however, is not a straightforward doublet 
but an example of metonymy, where “the hammer and sickle” means “the flag bearing 
the image of a hammer and sickle”; cf., “the skull and crossbones” and “the stars and 
stripes”. Nonetheless, some English doublets can take singular verbs in circumstances 
where they are clearly conceptualized as a single entity, e.g. “Where is my knife and 
fork?” “Your knife and fork has fallen on the floor”, and possibly “Where is the bride and 
groom?” but not “The bride and groom is already in the church”. 

Although co-occurrence is marked by a fixed ordering of nouns, the ordering is not 
necessarily the same in different languages, for example: 
 English ‘bride and groom’ 
 Parkari ‘bridegroom and bride’ lɑo ən lɑəi 
 Greek ‘bridegroom and bride’ νυμφίος καὶ νύμφη (Revelation 18:23) 

In Parkari certain pairs of words which co-occur not only have a conventional order, 
but also the word for ‘and’, normally obligatory between nouns, is omitted, for example: 

• həɾ means ‘arrow’ 

• dʰənoɾəi means ‘bow’ 

• ɦəɾ dʰənoɾəi (literally, ‘arrow bow’) means ‘bow and arrow’ 

Such conjoined co-occurrence pairs form lexical doublets in Parkari, i.e. the two words 
together function grammatically as a single lexical item, and refer to a single scenario. 

Items linked by the co-occurrence link do not simply occur together in the same 
scenario, but are conceptualized as together forming a single scenario and function in the 
same participant role in “event” scenarios, for example: 
 A husband and wife are both responsible for the care of their children. (both agent) 
 I bought fish and chips. (both goal) 
 Eat with a knife and fork! (both instrument) 
 He shot the deer with a bow and arrow. (both instrument) 
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Co-occurrence link between “events” 
 “come” links with “go” via a co-occurrence link “and” 
 “eat” links with “drink” via a co-occurrence link “and” 
 φόβος ‘fear’ links to τρόμος ‘trembling’ (semantic events) via a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ 
  (2 Corinthians 7:15; Ephesians 6:5; Philippians 2:12; cf., 1 Corinthians 2:3) 
 γαμέω ‘marry’ links to γαμίζω/γαμίσκω ‘give (bride) in marriage’ via a co-occurrence link 
  καί ‘and’ (Matthew 22:30, 24:38; Luke 20:34; cf., Mark 12:25; Luke 17:27, 20:35) 
 τρώγω ‘eat’ links to πίνω ‘drink’ via a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ (Matthew 24:38) 

The order of these words is fixed. 

In New Testament Greek, fear and trembling co-occur four times, always in the set 
order φόβος καὶ τρόμος. Likewise, γαμέω ‘marry’ and γαμίζω ‘give in marriage’ co-
occur five times, always in that order. Similarly, eating and drinking co-occur 30 times, 
always in that order, regardless of whether the verb for eat is ἐσθίω, φαγεῖν, or τρώγω. 

In the Parkari language, the verb pairs “come” and “go” and “eat” and “drink” are 
used together in fixed order, but juxtaposed without any word for “and”, and with the 
same tense/aspect marking particle applying to both verbs, i.e. they are treated in many 
ways grammatically as a unit. 

 u ɑʋ zɑʋ kəɾɛɦ 
 He come go does 
 He comes and goes. He makes visits. 

 

 u kʰɑto pito ɾio. 
 He eating drinking remained 
 He kept on eating and drinking. 

It could be argued that in all the above examples there is a logical order between the 
events. In experience, people come first and then go, people eat first and then drink. I am 
indeed arguing that these words are grouped together in speech because they are grouped 
together in the mind, and they are grouped together in the mind precisely because they 
are grouped together experientially. So it is natural that the order of the words should 
reflect the real life order of the concepts. 

However, the ordering of words is not necessarily in direct relationship to real life. I 
propose that where concepts are grouped by a co-occurrence link they are usually marked 
by a fixed order in a given language, but that the order is not necessarily fixed the same 
way in different cultures, for example: 
 “read” links with “write” via a co-occurrence link “and” 
e.g. He can read and write. 
NOT He can write and read. 
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However, in Urdu the same two verbs co-occur in the opposite order: 
 lɪkʰnɑ pəɽʰnɑ ɑsɑn ɦəɪ. 
 Writing reading easy is 
 Reading and writing is easy. 

NOT pəɽʰnɑ lɪkʰnɑ ɑsɑn ɦəɪ. 
 Reading writing easy is 

Urdu reverses the order of the two verbs, showing that the order of words linked by 
co-occurrence is not universal but language-specific, and omits the word “and” (normally 
required grammatically between two verbs) showing that the two concepts co-occur in 
one scenario, i.e. together they form a single scenario. 

We have stated above that the existence of a co-occurrence link in some way marks 
the separate words as belonging to a single scenario. Corollary evidence that the two 
concepts of “read” and “write” are so linked comes from Parkari where bʰəɳəl ‘read’ 
means educated, literate, able to read and write, i.e. the one word refers to a scenario 
containing both concepts. 

Clearly, it is vital to observe the way co-occurrence links are marked, including word 
order and the presence or absence of a conjunction, both in the source text for accurate 
exegesis and in the target language for natural and accurate translation. 

If, in a given language, the word order for a pair of conjoined items is not fixed, then 
I posit that there is not a specific co-occurrence link, but some other relationship, such as 
reciprocity, due to sharing a scenario and set of participants, for example: 
 πωλέω ‘sell’ links to ἀγοράζω ‘buy’ (Matthew 21:12; Mark 11:15) 
 ἀγοράζω ‘buy’ links to πωλέω ‘sell’ (Luke 17:28; Revelation 13:17) 
verb seller buyer merchandise price 
sell agent benefactive goal amount 
buy source agent goal amount 

Co-occurrence link between “attributes” (links “attribute” to “attribute” via a single 
“thing” or “event” node) 

Co-occurrence links for “attributes” rely on prototypical real-life co-occurrence of 
different “attributes” of a “thing” or “event”, for example: 
 “big” links to “strong” by a co-occurrence link joined to the “thing” node “human” 
  e.g. “He’ll grow up big and strong” 
 “old” links to “grey” by a co-occurrence link joined to the “thing” node “human” 
  e.g. “When I’m old and grey” 
 “loud” links to “clear” by a co-occurrence link joined to the “event” node “hear” 
  e.g. “I can hear you loud and clear” 
 ἅγιος ‘holy’ links to ἄμωμος ‘faultless’ via a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ 
  (Ephesians 1:4, 5:27; Colossians 1:22) 
 πιστός ‘faithful’ links to ἀληθινός ‘true’ via a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ 
  (Revelation 3:14, 19:11, 21:5, 22:6) 

Co-occurrence links in English have a fixed collocational order and are linked by 
“and”, that is: 
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• “big and strong”; not “strong and big” 
• “loud and clear”; not “clear and loud” 

The co-occurrence link does not necessarily apply in all contexts, which indicates that the 
scenario referred to is distinct, for example: 

 “black” links with “blue” via a co-occurrence link “and” 
  (referring to bruising, but not say clothing) 
e.g. They beat him black and blue. 
NOT They beat him blue and black. 
BUT He wore a blue and black sweater. 
 He wore a black and blue sweater. 
 (I would avoid using “black and blue” in this latter sense) 

Co-occurrence links in Greek can be identified by the recurrence of the same 
attributes conjoined in the same order. Another possible grammatical indicator is the use 
of a single article with καί ‘and’, for example: 

 ἀγαθός ‘good’ links to εὐάρεστος ‘pleasing’ and τέλειος ‘perfect’ 
  via a co-occurrence link καί ‘and’ (Romans 12:2; re. God’s will) 

In Parkari, co-occurrence links between “attributes” are also marked by a fixed 
collocational order but with the attributes juxtaposed with no word for “and”, for 
example: 
 ħɑzo ħoɾo ‘whole (and) easy’, i.e. ‘fit and well’ 
 sidʰo sɑdʰo ‘straight (and) plain’, i.e. ‘straightforward, ordinary’ 

Co-occurrence link between “relations” (links “relation” to “relation” via a single “thing” 
or “event” node) 

Co-occurrence links for “relations” rely on prototypical real-life co-occurrence of 
different “relations” with a “thing” or “event”, for example: 
 “in” links to “around” by a co-occurrence link “and” 
 κατά ‘down’ links to εἰς ‘into, onto’ by a co-occurrence link 
  κατέβησαν … εἰς τὸ ὕδωρ ‘they went down into the water’ (Acts 8:38) 
  καταβαῖνον εἰς αὐτόν· ‘coming down onto him’ (Mark 1:10) 
 ἀνά ‘up’ links to ἐκ ‘out from’ by a co-occurrence link 
  ἀνέβησαν ἐκ τοῦ ὕδατος ‘they came up out from the water’ (Acts 8:39) 
  ἀναβαίνων ἐκ τοῦ ὕδατος ‘coming up out from the water’ (Mark 1:10) 

As with all co-occurrence there is a fixed collocational order, i.e. “down into” and “up 
out from”. 

In English the conjunction “and” is used to conjoin relation words in a fixed order. 
For example, we find “in and around” not “around and in”, as in “There was a huge 
crowd milling about in and around the stadium.” Compare “to and fro”, “hither and 
thither”, “near and far”, and “far and wide”. The order is conventional, for example: 
 “up” links with “down” via a co-occurrence link “and” 
e.g. She was throwing the ball up and down. 
NOT She was throwing the ball down and up. 
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One might argue that this order relates to real life order, but this is emphatically not the 
case. For example, bouncing a ball is usually initiated by a downward throw, yet the 
conventional co-occurrence of “up and down” is fixed: 

 She was bouncing the ball up and down. 
NOT She was bouncing the ball down and up. 

Compare “in and out” in the sentence “She kept running in and out of the house to see if 
the postman was coming down the road.” It is clear that she was primarily in the house 
so, in fact, she kept running out, and back in again. But “in and out” represents a single 
scenario containing both events irrespective of order. I propose that the conventional 
fixed ordering of words which is not related to real life ordering of two separate concepts, 
marks that those two concepts are regarded as forming a single scenario. 

C6. The metaphorical link 
The metaphorical link is treated separately because it is a link between scenarios, 

rather than within scenarios, and can apply to all types of scenario. Lakoff and Johnson 
(1980) argues that it is only a kind of metaphorical link (the metaphorical ICM) which 
allows us to categorize and communicate at all, since our mental structures are based on a 
metaphorical relationship between the physical world and the conceptual world. 

In this study, however, the term metaphorical link refers to the language-specific and 
culture-specific link between two distinct scenarios. One scenario contains a structured 
cluster of concepts used literally. The other scenario contains a structured cluster of con-
cepts, which may be used literally in one semantic area, and metaphorically to refer to the 
semantic area which is literally covered by the first scenario. It is this type of metaphori-
cal link which allows us to use similes and metaphors, and also allegories and riddles. 

There must be some prototypical conceptual element in common between two 
scenarios for them to be linked by a metaphorical link. This will sometimes be made 
explicit, as in comparisons, and sometimes be implicit, as in most similes and metaphors, 
for example: 

Comparisons (explicit attribute) 
 “pig” links with “fat” by an attribute link, e.g. “fat as a pig” 
 “hatter” links with “mad” by an attribute link, e.g. “mad as a hatter” 
 ὄφις ‘snake’ links with φρόνιμος ‘wise, shrewd’ by an attribute link 
  (Matthew 10:16) (“as shrewd as snakes”) 
 περιστερά ‘dove’ links with ἀκεραιος ‘innocent’ by an attribute link 
  (Matthew 10:16) (“as innocent as doves”) 

Note that these links are culturally conditioned. The link between “pig” and “fat” is 
perhaps prototypical for many countries and cultures. However, the link between “hatter” 
and “mad” is not even prototypical for this country, relying on the fact that hatters used 
to use mercury in their trade which caused brain damage, yet the link still exists in this 
comparison. 

It is important to realize that similes and metaphors will not “work” unless there is a 
conceptual link already existing between both the topic and the image with the point of 
similarity, for example: 



504 Section 1. Scenarios 

 

 Topic Image Point of similarity 
 fat person pig fat 
 shrewd person snake shrewd 

Such conceptual links are the relational links within scenarios. 

If the audience has no conceptual link already existing between both the topic and 
the image with the point of similarity, there will be a lack of comprehension. The 
statement may be taken as metaphorical, but still be meaningless since there is no 
existing connection between the two items. For example, in Urdu one can say “She is a 
taxi”. An English audience has a limited understanding, because the point of similarity is 
unclear, since there are no common conceptual elements in the scenarios for woman and 
taxi, that is: 

 Topic Image Point of similarity 
 she taxi ? 

The Urdu chart is as follows: 

 Topic Image Point of similarity 
 prostitute taxi operates for hire 

In translation, such metaphors will need to be dropped and the meaning expressed 
literally. 

It may even be unclear that the words are being used metaphorically. For example, 
Jesus’s words to Peter “Feed my lambs” (John 21:15) are naturally understood as literal 
by Parkaris, since these concepts have no metaphorical links to other more contextually 
relevant concepts. Compare the charts: 
 Topic Image Point of similarity 

Greek disciples lambs dependent 

Greek look after tend, feed supply needs 

Parkari  lambs – 
Parkari  tend, feed – 

In translation, such hidden metaphors might be dropped or expressed as a simile if the 
connection between topic and image is conceptually valid, e.g. “Look after my followers 
as a shepherd tends the lambs”. 
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Similes (with implicit or explicit attribute) 
 “elephant” links with “clumsy person” by a metaphorical link 
 “elephant” links with “clumsy” by an attribute link 
  e.g. “He’s like a clumsy great elephant” (explicit attribute) 
  “He’s like an elephant.” (implicit attribute) 
 χρυσίον ‘gold’ links with ὕαλος ‘glass, crystal’ by a metaphorical link 
 χρυσίον ‘gold’ links with καθαρός ‘pure’ by an attribute link 
 ὕαλος ‘glass, crystal’ links with καθαρός ‘pure’ by an attribute link 
  e.g. (Revelation 21:18) “pure gold like pure glass” (explicit attribute) 
 βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ‘rule of God’ links with ζύμη ‘yeast’ by a metaphorical link 
 βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ‘rule of God’ links with ‘spread’ by an agent link 
 ζύμη ‘yeast’ links with ‘spread’ by an agent link 
  e.g. (Luke 13:20, 21) “the kingdom of God … like leaven” (implicit attribute) 

Metaphors (with implicit or explicit attribute) 

 “pig” links with “greedy person” by a metaphorical link 
 “pig” links with “greedy” by an attribute link 
  e.g. “You greedy pig!” (explicit attribute); “You pig!” (implicit attribute) 
 “fox” links with “cunning person” by a metaphorical link 
 “fox” links with “cunning” by an attribute link 
  e.g. “You cunning fox!” (explicit attribute); “You fox!” (implicit attribute) 
 λύκος ‘wolf’ links with ‘savage person’ by a metaphorical link 
 λύκος ‘wolf’ links with βαρύς ‘savage’ by an attribute link 
  (Acts 20:29) “savage wolves … will not spare the flock” (explicit attribute) 
 ποίμνιον ‘flock’ links with ‘group of dependent people’ by a metaphorical link 
 ποίμνιον ‘flock’ links with ‘dependent’ by an attribute link 
  (Acts 20:29) “savage wolves … will not spare the flock” (implicit attribute) 

A specific metaphorical link in one language and culture should not be assumed to 
exist in another language and culture. For example, the English metaphorical link be-
tween “fox” and “cunning” should not be used to exegete the meaning of the Greek 
metaphor “Go tell that fox” (Luke 13:32). This may perhaps be the correct meaning, but 
the exegesis must be based on appropriate evidence such as the metaphor’s use in classi-
cal and Hellenistic Greek and in Old Testament and rabbinical literature (Fitzmyer 
1985:1031). 

The point of similarity is not fixed by the image, but is fixed by the common element 
between topic and image which is contextually appropriate. For example, “yeast” may be 
used not only as an image to denote “spreading” as above, but also “corrupting”, for 
example: 
 ζύμη ‘yeast’ links with διδαχή ‘teaching’ by a metaphorical link 
 διδαχή ‘teaching’ links with ‘corrupt’ by an agent link 
 ζύμη ‘yeast’ links with ‘corrupt’ by an agent link (e.g. Matthew 16:6) 
  “beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees” (implicit attribute) 
  (see Matthew 16:12, “leaven … teaching”) 

Typically, metaphorical links are not simply between two elements or concepts, but 
between two scenarios or concept clusters, as Lakoff and Johnson (1980:4) point out: 
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To give some idea of what it could mean for a concept to be metaphorical and for such a concept 
to structure an everyday activity, let us start with the concept ARGUMENT and the conceptual 
metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR. This metaphor is reflected in our everyday language by a wide 
variety of expressions: 
ARGUMENT IS WAR 
Your claims are indefensible. 
He attacked every weak point in my argument. 
His criticisms were right on target. 
I demolished his argument. 
I’ve never won an argument with him. 
You disagree? Okay, shoot! 
If you use that strategy, he’ll wipe you out. 
He shot down all my arguments. 

Although some similes and metaphors, especially in poetry and creative writing, are 
new and daring uses of language which the hearers must analyse for themselves, most 
metaphorical expressions are well-worn, time-honoured, and culture-based conceptual-
izations of certain scenarios as related to other scenarios. Often the conceptualization is 
so complete that the normal way to talk about something is by use of a metaphor, e.g. 
Ephesians 4:11, where the word ποιμήν ‘shepherd’ is used as a technical term in a list of 
types of church worker. 

The metaphorical link, since it depends on a cultural and lexical association between 
completely distinct scenarios, on the basis of a perceived similarity, perhaps causes more 
translation problems than any other. For example, the English phrase “He gets through 
money like water” implies a profligate waste of money, as if it were a readily renewable 
resource. Whilst this point of comparison, between wasting money and using water with 
careless abandon, may be valid in many Western countries, it makes no sense to those in 
the Third World, where water is a precious commodity to be used sparingly. For them, 
the phrase might imply “He is careful with his money”. 

Moreover, the concepts might not even link conceptually, e.g. “He spends money 
like he uses water”. I posit that a conceptual link in a culture is usually evidenced by a 
lexical term which covers both situations, either by being 

• very generic (e.g. “gets through money/water” above), or 
• used both literally and metaphorically (e.g. Genesis 49:4, regarding Reuben 

“turbulent as the waters” where “waters/people are turbulent”). 
Thus, a simile or metaphor can only be translated using the same image when the topic 
and image are perceived to have a common link. The common link will usually be 
apparent by the presence of generic words or metaphorical language applying to both 
topic and image. Specific conceptual links between the target audience’s mental 
scenarios are culturally determined, and cannot be assumed. 

C7. The metonymic link 
The metonymic link is also treated separately since it applies to all types of scenario. 

Elements of a scenario which may stand for the whole scenario are marked by this 
metonymic link between the single element and the scenario title. Metonymic links 
cannot be formed unless there is already some existing semantic link within the scenario, 
for example: 
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“Thing” scenario 
 “keel” stands for “ship” by a metonymic link and part-whole link 
 ἅλυσεις ‘chains’ stands for “handcuffs and chains” by a metonymic link 
  and part-whole link (Acts 12:7) 
 κοιλία ‘womb’ stands for “woman” by a metonymic link 
  and location-agent link with γεννάω ‘bear’ (Luke 23:29) 
 ὀφθαλμός ‘eye’ stands for “person” by a metonymic link 
  and instrument-agent link with βλέπω ‘see’ (Matthew 13:16) 

 “Event” scenario 
 “put the kettle on” stands for “make a hot drink” by a metonymic link and stage link 
 απάγω ‘lead away’ includes “execute” by a metonymic link 
  and purpose link (action implies purpose) (Acts 12:19) 
 ἀνακαθίζω ‘sit up’ includes “come alive” by a metonymic link 
  and cause-result link (result implies cause) (Luke 7:15) 
 πίνω ‘drink’ includes goal, here “wine” by a metonymic link 
  and event-participant link (Matthew 11:18–19) 

“Attribute” scenario 

 “Scottish” includes “mean” by a metonymic link 
  and (according to English prejudices) co-occurrence link 
 πλήρης λέπρας ‘leprous’ includes “ritually unclean” by a metonymic link 
  and reason-result link with “consider” (Luke 5:12) 
  (i.e. because he is leprous people consider him unclean) 
 πρεσβύτης ‘old’ includes “probably sterile” by a metonymic link 
  and co-occurrence link (Luke 1:18; cf., 1:13) 
  (i.e. old men do not often father children) 
 ἁμαρτωλός ‘sinful’ includes “sexually immoral” by a metonymic link 
  a co-occurrence link and generic-specific link (Luke 7:39) 
  (i.e. the prototypical sinful women is a prostitute) 
  cf., Parkari bʰũəi oʃi ‘bad woman’, i.e. ‘prostitute’ 

 “Relation” scenario 
 “or else” includes likely result by a metonymic link and result link, e.g. 
  “Come her now, or else!” 
  (Here the “relation” word marking the result link suggests likely slot fillers) 
 εἰ ‘if’ condition clause includes likely result by a metonymic link and result link 
  e.g. “if a sign will be given to this generation” (Mark 8:12) 
  “if they will enter into my rest” (Hebrews 3:11) 
  Perhaps the implicit result is “then my oath is worthless” or “then brand me a liar”. 
  (Burton 1987:110, calls this usage of εἰ ‘an emphatic negative assertion or oath’) 
 ἦλθεν ‘he came’ includes “I came” by a metonymic link and part-part link with the person system 
  e.g. “The Son of Man came eating and drinking” said by Jesus (Matthew 11:19) 
  (i.e. the third person in Greek is linked to the first person) 
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 ᾠκοδόμησεν ‘he built’ includes “he got built” by a metonymic link 
  and causal agent-agent link with οἰκοδομέω ‘build’ (Luke 7:5) 
  (i.e. the third person in Greek, marking agent, also links to the causal agent or initiator. 

Where it refers to a causal agent or initiator, an active agent or intermediary is implicit.) 
  cf., Luke 1:70, ἐλάλησεν διὰ στόματος τῶν … προφητῶν 
  ‘he spoke by the mouth of the prophets’ where both causal agent or initiator and active 

agent or intermediary are explicit in the text. 
 ἐπί ‘above’ stands for the “control” scenario (Ephesians 4:6) 
 διά ‘through’ stands for the “sustain” scenario (Ephesians 4:6) 
 ἐν ‘in’ stands for the “fill” scenario (Ephesians 4:6) 
  θεὸς … ὁ ἐπὶ πάντων καὶ διὰ πάντων καὶ ἐν πᾶσιν 
  God … above all, and through all, and in all 

In the last three examples, the “relation” word alone refers to the whole “event” 
scenario in which it typically occurs. This may explain what Moule (1990:111) calls “the 
extraordinary phrase” in 1 Corinthians 4:6, which he argues must be emended or taken as 
“the quotation of some ‘slogan’ … ‘Not beyond what is written’”. Perhaps the verb 
“learn” is followed by an abstract noun (cf., Hebrews 5:8) here consisting of a neuter 
article and Infinitive, but the Infinitive is implicit, since the “relation” word stands for the 
verb by metonymy. The use of μή ‘not’ itself indicates that a verb is implicit, for 
example: 

 ὑπέρ ‘beyond’ stands for the “go beyond” scenario (1 Corinthians 4:6) 
  μάθητε τὸ μὴ ὑπὲρ ἃ γέγραπται 
  you may learn not (going) beyond what is written 

All the words used as metonyms may refer to a single element in one context, but in 
another context include other elements from the scenario or refer to the whole scenario 
via a metonymic link. 

C8. The synonymy link 
The synonymy link also applies to all types of scenario. I suggest that the synonymy 

link is not a direct neural link between lexical items but an implicit link, being formed 
automatically whenever two or more lexical items are linked to the same concept. 

In a very few cases, such words are identical in sense, but even then have different 
patterns of use, e.g. “violin” and “fiddle” refer to exactly the same instrument, but 

• violin is used when referring to that instrument in the context of classical music 
and orchestras, and 

• fiddle is used is the context of folk music and dancing. 
Mostly synonyms are words which apply to slightly different conceptual scenarios, 

but the scenarios have a large degree of overlap within which either word is applicable. 
As Black (1990:125–126) comments: 

A biblical example of synonymy involves the Greek vocabulary for “love.” The relationship 
between the meanings of ἀγαπάω and φιλέω is such that the words may be used 
interchangeably in some contexts. We therefore need not be surprised that ἀγαπάω (popularly 
considered to refer to divine love) can describe Amnon’s incestuous relationship with his half-
sister Tamar (2 Sam 13:15, LXX) or that φιλέω (popularly taken to refer to a lower form of 
love) can refer to the Father’s love for the Son (John 5:20). In these contexts, both words have 
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components of affection, desire, attachment, and so on. Other New Testament examples of 
synonymy are: 
 λόγος / ῥῆμα  “word” 
 ὁράω / βλέπω  “I see” 
 οἶδα / γινώσκω “I know” 

Examples of synonyms due to overlapping scenarios: 

“Thing” scenario 
 λόγος ‘word’ links to ῥῆμα ‘word’ (John 15:20; Matthew 26:75) 
 διάνοια ‘mind’ links to καρδία ‘heart’ (Hebrews 8:10, 10:16, reversed) 
 νεανίας ‘young man’ links to νεανίσκος ‘young man’ (Acts 23:17, 18) 
  (this may be a true synonym) 

“Event” scenario 

 ὁράω ‘I see’ links to βλέπω ‘I see’ (Luke 13:28, 7:44) 
 οἶδα ‘I know’ links to γινώσκω ‘I know’ (Mark 1:24; Matthew 25:24) 
 ἀγαπάω ‘I love’ links to φιλέω ‘I love’ (John 3:35, 5:20) 

“Attribute” scenario 
 πονηρός ‘evil’ links to φαῦλος ‘bad’ (Matthew 5:45; Romans 9:11) 
  (both used as opposites to ἀγαθος ‘good’) 
 πονηρός ‘evil’ links to ἄδικος ‘unjust’ (Matthew 5:45) 
 ἀγαθός ‘good’ links to δίκαιος ‘righteous’ (Matthew 5:45) 

“Relation” scenario 
 εἰς ‘into’ links to ἐν ‘in’ (Mark 1:5, 1:9) 
 πρό ‘before’ links to πρίν ‘before’ (Matthew 6:8, 26:34) 
 περί ‘about, for’ links to ὑπέρ ‘on behalf of, for’ 
  (Matthew 26:28, 26:34 and 2 Thessalonians 3:1; Acts 8:24) 



 

510 

D. Greek Evidence That Words are Linked by Scenarios 
This appendix provides further evidence from the Greek text of the New Testament 

that lexical usage in discourse reflects the semantic links between concepts within 
scenarios, as described in chapter 2.3.1. 

I assume, as one must for all text analysis, that the New Testament text was 
originally composed to be lexically cohesive and semantically coherent for its original 
target audience, and that this cohesiveness and coherence enabled accurate compre-
hension (except where the text itself specifically indicates that the original audience 
misunderstood, e.g. Matthew 16:6, 12). 

D1. Evidence in New Testament Greek of linked lexicon throughout a 
text 

Let us also look at a short passage from the New Testament, Luke 4:16–21, to see 
how the lexicon is related to categories within scenarios, and so provides lexical 
cohesion. (The Old Testament quotation from Isaiah 61:1–2 is bolded.) 

4:16 

Καὶ ἦλθεν εἰς Ναζαρά, οὗ ἦν τεθραμμένος 
and he-came to Nazareth where he-was brought-up 

 

καὶ εἰσῆλθεν κατὰ τὸ εἰωθὸς αὐτῷ ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν σαββάτων εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν 
and he-came-in according-to the custom to-him in the day of the sabbaths into the synagogue 

 

καὶ ἀνέστη ἀναγνῶναι. 
and he-stood to-read 

 

4:17 

καὶ ἐπεδόθη αὐτῷ βιβλίον τοῦ προφήτου Ἠσαΐου 
and was-given to-him scroll of-the prophet Isaiah 

 

καὶ ἀναπτύξας τὸ βιβλίον εὗρεν τὸν τόπον οὗ ἦν γεγραμμένον, 
and having-opened the scroll he-found the place where was written 

 

4:18 

Πνεῦμα κυρίου ἐπ᾽ ἐμὲ 
Spirit of-Lord on me 

 

οὗ εἵνεκεν ἔχρισέν με εὐαγγελίσασθαι πτωχοῖς, 
because he-anointed me to-preach-good-news to-poor 

 

ἀπέσταλκέν με, κηρύξαι αἰχμαλώτοις ἄφεσιν καὶ τυφλοῖς ἀνάβλεψιν, 
he-has-sent me to-announce to-prisoners release and to-blind sight 
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ἀποστεῖλαι τεθραυσμένους ἐν ἀφέσει, 
to-send-away oppressed in release 

 

4:19 

κηρύξαι ἐνιαυτὸν κυρίου δεκτόν. 
to-announce year of-Lord favourable 

 

4:20 

καὶ πτύξας τὸ βιβλίον ἀποδοὺς τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ ἐκάθισεν· 
and having-rolled-up the scroll having-given-back to-the attendant he-sat 

 

καὶ πάντων οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ ἦσαν ἀτενίζοντες αὐτῷ. 
and of-all the eyes in the synagogue were gazing to-him 

 

4:21 

ἤρξατο δὲ λέγειν πρὸς αὐτοὺς ὅτι 
he-began ( ) to-say to them that 

 

Σήμερον πεπλήρωται ἡ γραφὴ αὕτη ἐν τοῖς ὠσὶν ὑμῶν. 
today has-been-fulfilled the Scripture this in the ears of-you 

Although Jesus is the semantic agent of the verbs in the narrative section above, 
there is no subject noun or pronoun, simply the third person singular ending on Main 
Verbs, and masculine singular nominative ending on Participles. The word αὐτῷ ‘to him’ 
in verses 16, 17, and 20 also refers to Jesus. This minimal anaphoric reference is possible 
because Jesus is the topical participant throughout. 

In narrative, lexical links typically show the scope of different interlocking 
scenarios, by forming clusters of related information. For example, in verse 16 Jesus 
comes into Nazareth, which opens up a “town” scenario. This town is the LOCATION for 
“the synagogue” which is introduced in the same verse. Along with the “event” of Jesus 
entering the synagogue the temporal CIRCUMSTANCE is given “on the Sabbath day”. 
The collocation of these two elements of time and place open up the scenario of the 
synagogue “service” or assembly, since it was the custom to attend the service in the 
synagogue on the Sabbath. Verse 16 makes it explicit that this was also “the custom” of 
Jesus. 

The synagogue service probably began with the singing of a Psalm and the recitation 
of the Shema (Deuteronomy 6:4–9) and the “Eighteen blessings”. Then came the Scrip-
ture reading, first from the Law then from the Prophets, and exposition of the Scripture, 
concluded by a blessing (Fitzmyer 1981:531). Luke, however, does not mention the first 
part of the service, choosing to focus on the reading from the Prophets and its exposition. 
The events listed in the text follow the prototypical “script” for this section of the 
“service” scenario, already opened in the text, i.e. one of the congregation stands to read 
the Scriptures, an attendant gives them the scroll to read, they read it, hand back the 
scroll, then sit to teach. This can be shown in sequential verb frames as follows: 
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Event 1 stand 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 purpose to read 

 

Event 2 give 
 agent attendant 
 goal scroll 
 recipient adult member of the congregation 

 

Event 3 unroll 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 goal scroll 

 

Event 4 find 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 goal passage from the scroll 

 

Event 5 read 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 goal passage from the scroll 
 audience congregation 

 

Event 6 roll up 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 goal scroll 

 

Event 7 give back 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 goal scroll 
 recipient attendant 

 

Event 8 sit 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 purpose to teach 

 

Event 9 teach 
 agent adult member of the congregation 
 goal message from the scroll 
 audience congregation 

It can be seen that the text follows the script extremely closely. 
• Event 1, καὶ ἀνέστη ἀναγνῶναι ‘and he-stood to-read’ (verse 16). Although the 

purpose of standing is made explicit as “to read”, “Scriptures” is left implicit, 
being inferred from the contents of the “service” scenario. 

• Event 2, καὶ ἐπεδόθη αὐτῷ βιβλίον τοῦ προφήτου Ἠσαΐου ‘and was-given 
to-him scroll of-the prophet Isaiah’ (verse 17). The passive construction leaves 
the agent implicit, but it is recoverable from the “service” scenario. 

• Event 3, καὶ ἀναπτύξας τὸ βιβλίον ‘and having-opened the scroll’ (verse 17). 
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• Event 4, εὗρεν τὸν τόπον οὗ ἦν γεγραμμένον ‘he-found the place where was 
written …’ (verse 17). It is implicit that he found this place actually in the scroll. 

• Event 5. The actual event of “reading”, the core event of this section of the script, 
is left implicit. By explicitly mentioning the preparation for this event (events 3 
and 4, “opening the scroll” and “finding the place”), and mentioning the goal (the 
passage quoted in verses 18–19), the writer expects the readers to understand that 
the reading took place and the audience (first mentioned later in verse 20) were 
present. This requires the readers to refer to their existing mental scenarios to fill 
in the implicit details. It may seem surprising that the key event of a script can be 
left implicit, as in this example. However, since the script is so clearly evoked by 
so many of its sequential events the main event is assumed, unless there is explicit 
evidence to the contrary. 

• Event 6, καὶ πτύξας τὸ βιβλίον ‘and having-rolled-up the scroll’ (verse 20). 
• Event 7, ἀποδοὺς τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ ‘having-given-back to-the attendant’ (verse 20). 

The goal of this event, the “scroll”, is implicit, being retrievable from the 
scenario. 

• Event 8, ἐκάθισεν ‘he-sat’ (verse 20). The purpose is left implicit, being recover-
able from the scenario. The expectation that Jesus was about to teach about this 
passage explains the comment in verse 20, καὶ πάντων οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ ἐν τῇ 
συναγωγῇ ἦσαν ἀτενίζοντες αὐτῷ ‘and of-all the eyes in the synagogue were 
gazing to-him’. 

• Event 9, ἤρξατο δὲ λέγειν πρὸς αὐτοὺς ὅτι ‘he-began ( ) to-say to them that’ 
(verse 21). The fact that Jesus is “teaching” about the passage he has read, rather 
than just holding a conversation, is implicit, and must be recovered from the 
script of this scenario. The content of Jesus’s teaching is made explicit in the next 
part of the verse, Σήμερον πεπλήρωται ἡ γραφὴ αὕτη ἐν τοῖς ὠσὶν ὑμῶν 
‘today has-been-fulfilled the Scripture this in the ears of-you’ where “the 
Scripture” refers to the goal of the implicit event 5 “read”, i.e. the passage just 
quoted. The audience are referred to in direct speech as “you”. 

The material within the Old Testament quotation shows lexical cohesion internally, 
but not externally with the surrounding narrative. The first obvious difference is that the 
third person singular marking of the verbs refers to “the Lord” since it takes its reference 
anaphorically from the noun phrase Πνεῦμα κυρίου ‘Spirit of-Lord’. 

Normally, of course, first person pronouns refer to the speaker. Here, however, Jesus 
is reading Scripture, so the first person pronouns ἐμέ and με would grammatically seem 
to refer back to the original speaker/author, the prophet Isaiah. However, given the fact 
that Old Testament prophets may speak words from someone else’s standpoint, the 
reference of the first person is not as clear as grammar would suggest. There are 
examples of Isaiah’s words where first person refers 

• to the speaker (e.g. Isaiah 6:5, 62:1) 
• to God (e.g. Isaiah 60:22, 61:8) 
• to the Jewish people (e.g. Isaiah 49:1–7), and 
• at least in later understanding, to the Messiah (e.g. this passage, Isaiah 61:1–4). 
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This passage was evidently understood by those present in Nazareth as Messianic. 
Whether or not this was already an accepted interpretation, the phrase ἔχρισέν με ‘he-
anointed me’ (4:18) suggests a reference to the scenario of the Messiah, God’s “Anointed 
One”. A Messianic interpretation of this Isaiah passage explains why the issue of proof of 
Jesus’s Messiahship is raised (verses 22–23). The audience comment (disparagingly) on 
Jesus’s humble birth, and Jesus himself expresses their unspoken challenge “If you really 
are the Messiah claiming to ‘proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord’ then show us the 
miracles to back up your claim!” (cf., John 7:31). A Messianic interpretation also 
explains why they try to kill him (verse 29), breaking God’s commandment not to 
murder, and risking punishment under Roman civil law. The only reasonable inter-
pretation of their action is that they believed Jesus was committing blasphemy by 
claiming to be the Christ (cf., John 10:33). 

In verse 21, Jesus expounds the meaning of “me” in this passage as referring to 
himself as the speaker, Σήμερον πεπλήρωται ἡ γραφὴ αὕτη ἐν τοῖς ὠσὶν ὑμῶν ‘today 
has-been-fulfilled the Scripture this in the ears of-you’. Thus by identifying himself, the 
current speaker of these words, as the person this Messianic text referred to, he is stating, 
somewhat obliquely for modern day gentiles, “I am the Messiah”. The words 
πεπλήρωται ‘has-been-fulfilled’ and γραφή ‘Scripture’ belong in the same scenario as 
προφήτης ‘prophet’ (verse 17), since a prophet speaks a message which is written down 
as “Scripture” and will be “fulfilled”. 

Verses 18–19, have specific vocabulary referring to the Messiah’s mission. There is 
a cluster of vocabulary related to divine commission: 

• Πνεῦμα κυρίου ‘Spirit of-Lord’ 
• ἔχρισεν ‘he-anointed’ 
• ἀπέσταλκεν ‘he-has-sent’ 

There is another cluster of phrases relating to the Messianic mission, each of which 
consists of a positive event the Messiah will perform, and a downtrodden group who will 
benefit from this: 

• εὐαγγελίσασθαι πτωχοῖς ‘to-preach-good-news to-poor’ 
• κηρύξαι αἰχμαλώτοις ἄφεσιν καὶ τυφλοῖς ἀνάβλεψιν 

‘to-announce to-prisoners release and to-blind sight’ 
• ἀποστεῖλαι τεθραυσμένους ἐν ἀφέσει ‘to-send-away oppressed in release’ 

These may be considered as specific items which come under the generic heading 
κηρύξαι ἐνιαυτὸν κυρίου δεκτόν ‘to-announce year of-Lord favourable’. Alternatively, 
all these phrases are specific items which belong to the implicit generic term “the 
Messiah’s mission”. 

This short quotation also has several key lexical items occurring twice: 
• κύριος ‘Lord’ (verses 18 and 19, forming an inclusio, being in the genitive case 

both times, and occurring second and penultimately) 
• ἀποστέλλω ‘send’ (verse 18, twice) 
• κηρύσσω ‘announce’ (verses 18 and 19) 
• ἄφεσις ‘release’ (verse 18, twice) 
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This also provides lexical cohesion and helps identify the theme of this passage. 

All this vocabulary fits into the “Messiah” scenario, even though the word is not 
used. Only the two items in brackets, i.e. (Messiah) and (empower), are not explicitly 
referred to in the text. 
TITLE (Messiah) 
BEHAVIOUR various event scenarios  

goal event agent 
(Messiah) (empower) Spirit of the Lord 
(Messiah) anoint Lord 
(Messiah) send Lord 

 

agent event goal benefactive 
(Messiah) preach good news poor 
(Messiah) announce release prisoners 
 announce sight blind 
 announce year of the Lord’s favour  
(Messiah) release oppressed  

Several lexical items in this quotation reappear in Luke 7:22, where Jesus responds 
to John the Baptist’s question “Are you the one who is to come?” by listing items related 
to the Messiah’s mission: “The blind (τυφλοὶ) receive sight, the lame walk, those who 
have leprosy are cured, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, and the good news is preached 
to the poor (πτωχοὶ εὐαγγελίζονται)”. Here, the first and last events exactly match two 
of the five events listed above which have the Messiah as agent, and the other events here 
can be seen as specific examples of the generic events listed above “announcing release 
to the captives”, “releasing the oppressed”, and “announcing the year of the Lord’s 
favour”. 

Thus almost all the lexical items in this passage can be seen to belong to one or other 
of two distinct scenarios, either that of the “synagogue service” or that of the “Messiah”. 
This semantic relationship underlying the lexical items is what gives the passage lexical 
cohesion, and what enables us to understand that Jesus is here claiming to be the 
Messiah, even though the word never occurs in this text. 

D2. Evidence for the linked contents of a “thing” scenario 
A “thing” scenario was shown above to contain at least the following categories: 

TITLE 
GENERIC CATEGORY 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
LOCATION 
ORIGIN 
SIZE 
APPEARANCE 
BEHAVIOUR if animate 
RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT if inanimate (e.g. HOW EATEN, HOW USED) 
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I give examples showing each of these links. The text is from the NIV (as a fairly 
literal translation) with the Greek root of key words in brackets. 

D2.1. TITLE 
Matthew 16:6: “Be on your guard against the yeast (ζύμη) of the Pharisees and Sadducees.” 

The disciples’ misunderstanding of this statement relies on the same title “yeast” 
applying to two scenarios, one literal, that of making bread, and one metaphorically 
linked to that same scenario, being the scenario of wrong teaching, which, like yeast, has 
a pervasive influence. The two scenarios opened by this title are referred to explicitly in 
Matthew 16:12: “not … the yeast used in bread, but the teaching …”. 

D2.2. GENERIC CATEGORY 
Matthew 10:9: “Do not take along any gold (χρυσός) or silver (ἄργυρος) or copper (χαλκός) in 

your belts.” 
Mark 6:8: “Take … no money (χαλκόν copper) ….” 
Luke 9:3: “Take … no money (ἀργύριον silver) ….” 

Matthew uses the three specific metals used for making coins to refer to the generic 
category of money. The parallel passages in Mark and Luke each use a single specific 
metal to refer to the generic category of money. 

D2.3. PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
1 Corinthians 12:16: “And if the ear (οὖς) should say, ‘Because I am not an eye (ὀφθαλμός), I do 

not belong to the body (σῶμα),’ it would not for that reason cease to be part of the body.” 

Not only does this verse mention two body parts, ear and eye, in relationship to the 
body, but the whole passage, verses 12–27, shows that this relationship is part to whole. 

D2.4. LOCATION 
Luke 5:27: “After this, Jesus went out and saw a tax collector (τελώνης) by the name of Levi sitting 

at his tax booth (τελώνιον).” 
Matthew 9:9: “As Jesus went on from there he saw a man (ἄνθρωπος) named Matthew sitting at 

the tax collector’s booth (τελώνιον).” 

Whereas Luke explicitly states that the person in the tax collector’s booth was a tax 
collector, in Matthew the fact that this ‘person’ (ἄνθρωπος) is a tax collector is implicit 
from the place where he is sitting (cf., Mark 2:14). The coherence of Matthew 9:10 relies 
on identifying Matthew as a tax collector (rather than a taxpayer who just happened to be 
having a sit down at the tax booth when Jesus came along) thus explaining why many tax 
collectors were his guests. 

D2.5. ORIGIN 
Luke 13:19: “It is like a mustard seed (κόκκος), which a man took and planted in his garden. It 

grew and became a tree (δένδρον) ….” 
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The connection between seed and tree relies on the understanding that they are in the 
same scenario, the seed being the origin of the tree. Without such a semantic link, one 
would expect “It grew and became enormous” (i.e. became an enormous seed). 

D2.6. SIZE 
Matthew 19:24: “… it is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to 

enter the kingdom of God.” 

The disciples realized that this signified impossibility, as shown by their response in 
verse 25 “Who then can be saved?” This understanding, however, relies on knowledge of 
the comparative size of a camel (big) and the eye of a needle (tiny). 

D2.7. APPEARANCE 
James 2:2: “Suppose a man (ἀνὴρ) comes into your meeting wearing a gold ring 

(χρυσοδακτύλιος) and fine (λαμπρός) clothes, and a poor man (πτωχὸς) in shabby (ῥυπαρός) clothes 
also comes in.” 

James 2:6: “But you have insulted the poor (πτωχὸς). Is it not the rich (πλούσιος) who are 
exploiting you?” 

In verse 2 “man” is contrasted with “poor man”, but in verse 6 “rich man” is con-
trasted with “poor man”. The coherence depends on the fact that the “man” in verse two 
is implicitly identified as a rich man by his appearance, i.e. his gold ring and fine clothes, 
which only fits the scenario of “rich man”. 

D2.8. BEHAVIOUR if animate 
Matthew 4:18: “They were casting a net into the lake, for (γὰρ) they were fishermen (ἁλιεύς).” 

The conjunction γὰρ indicates that their being fisherman explains their behaviour, 
“casting a net”. This is because “fisherman” is the prototypical participant in the “agent 
slot” for the event scenario “cast a net”. 

D2.9. RELATION TO PEOPLE if animate 
Luke 11:12: “Or if he asks for an egg, will give him a scorpion (σκορπιός)?” 

The point here is not that a scorpion is not good to eat (though it probably is not), but 
that instead of being beneficial (providing nourishment), it is downright harmful (proto-
typically stinging a child). Verse 13 picks up the theme of “good gifts”, reinforcing the 
implication that a scorpion is a bad gift. This information is not explicit in the text, so 
must be in the scenario for scorpion. 

D2.10. PEOPLE’S RELATION TO IT if inanimate (e.g. HOW EATEN, HOW 
USED) 

Matthew 5:13: “You are the salt (ἅλάς) of the earth. But if the salt loses its saltiness, how can it be 
made salty again? It is no longer good for anything, except to be thrown out and trampled by men.” 

To understand this passage, one must not only realize that in the first statement salt 
is used metaphorically, but also one must know what salt is typically used for, i.e. 
preserving and flavouring food. Unless one knows the normal use of “salty” salt, one 
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cannot appreciate the contrast with the abnormal “use” of “nonsalty” salt, i.e. throwing it 
away, nor can one understand the point of the metaphor. 

The categories above do not exhaust the possible linkages, which may extend into 
categories of interlinked scenarios, for example: 

Matthew 10:8: “Heal (θεραπεύω) the sick (ἀσθενέω) … cleanse (καθαρίζω) those who have 
leprosy (λεπρός) ….” 

Here lepers are contrasted with the sick, rather than being seen as a subgroup of the 
sick. Moreover, they are to be cleansed, not healed. These anomalies are explained by a 
causal link between “leprosy” and “ritual impurity” which links those two scenarios. The 
scenario of “ritual impurity” is not explicit in the text, but is evident from the use of 
vocabulary from that scenario (cleanse), rather than from the sickness scenario (heal) 

D3. Evidence for the linked contents of an “event” scenario 
An “event” scenario was shown above to contain at least the following categories: 

TITLE 
GENERIC CATEGORY 
PARTICIPANTS 
CIRCUMSTANCES 
PART-WHOLE RELATIONS 
 PARTS 
 STAGES 
CAUSATION 
PURPOSE 

I give illustrations of each. 

D3.1. TITLE 
John 13:10: “A person who has had a bath (λούω) needs only to wash (νίπτω) his feet; his whole 

body is clean.” 

This passage relies on the two titles λούω and νίπτω activating two contrasting 
scenarios in the hearers’ minds, each of which includes details of participants which are 
not explicit in the word itself, but are recoverable from the scenario. Both scenarios 
include a person (agent) using water (instrument) for cleaning off dirt (purpose), but the 
parts of the body washed (goal, or object) are contrasted. The verb λούω prototypically 
involves washing the whole body, as shown by the other four occurrences in the New 
Testament: 

• Acts 9:37 “a corpse” 
• Acts 16:33 “wounds” probably on most of the torso and legs (cf., 16:23 “severely 

flogged)” 
• Hebrews 10:22 “bodies” 
• 2 Peter 2:22 “a pig” 

Contrastingly νίπτω involves washing only a part of the body, as shown by the other 16 
occurrences in the New Testament, that is: 
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• “face” (Matthew 6:17) 
• “hands” (Matthew 15:2; Mark 7:3) 
• “eyes” (implied in John 9:7 (2 x), 11 (2 x), 15) 
• “feet” (John 13:5, 6, 8 (2 x), 12, 14 (2 x); 1 Timothy 5:10) (data from 

GRAMCORD) 
Hence after having a bath “his whole body is clean” but the feet, which then get dirty 

through walking, may need to be washed. These verbs, then, are titles of complete 
scenarios which differ as to the possible fillers of the goal slot. This is shown very clearly 
in the text of Sinaiticus which omits the words “the feet” altogether, reading “A person 
who has had a bath (λούω) needs only to wash (νίπτω); his whole body is clean.” The 
contrast here is thus between elements which are not explicit in the text, but retrieved 
from the “event” scenarios whose titles are in the text. 

D3.2. GENERIC CATEGORY 
Acts 22:4: “I persecuted (διώκω) the followers of this Way to their death, arresting (δεσμεύω) both 

men and women and throwing (παραδίδωμι) them into prison.” 

The Main Verb “persecute” is generic, and the two verbs in present Participle form 
are specific exemplars of the category “persecute” which is at a conceptually higher 
node. 

D3.3. PARTICIPANTS 
Mark 1:4: “… a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness (ἄφεσις) of sins.” 
James 5:15: “If he has sinned he will be forgiven (ἀφίημι).” 

The examples above, using the abstract noun “forgiveness” and the passive form 
“forgiven”, refer to the “event” scenario “forgive” without making the participant as 
“agent” explicit. However, in both the above examples, God is implicitly the one who 
forgives, because the New Testament scenario for “forgive” has God as the prototypical 
agent, unless the context makes it clear that an individual is forgiving someone else for 
the wrongs he has done to him personally. The fact that God is the prototypical agent in 
the “forgive” scenario is shown by Mark 2:7 “Who can forgive (ἀφίημι) sins but God 
alone?” 

D3.4. CIRCUMSTANCES 
John 21:7b: “he wrapped his outer garment around him (for he had taken it off) (ἦν γὰρ γυμνός) 

and jumped into the water.” 

The context is that Peter is fishing. The author clarifies why Peter had cause to put 
on his outer garment (he was naked/wearing only an undergarment), but does not bother 
to explain why Peter had taken it off in the first place. This indicates that such an 
explanation was unnecessary, and provides evidence that “stripping down to a loin-cloth 
or tunic” was appropriate for night fishing, and belongs in the circumstance slot of the 
fishing scenario. 
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D3.5. PART-WHOLE RELATIONS: PARTS 
1 Corinthians 3:6: “I planted the seed (φυτεύω), Apollos watered it (ποτίζω), but God made it 

grow (αὐξάνω).” 

A part-whole relationship between “events” is unusual, as often events which belong 
together have a fixed sequence, and thus are better conceived of as stages (see below). In 
this example, however, the planting takes place once initially, the watering takes place on 
many separate occasions, and the growth happens continuously from beginning to end, so 
these events are better analysed as parts of the scenario “growing a crop”, rather than 
discrete stages in that process. 

D3.6. PART-WHOLE RELATIONS: STAGES 
Mark 4:28: “All by itself the soil produces corn—first the stalk (χόρτος), then the ear (σταχύς), 

then the full grain (σῖτος) in the ear.” 

Here the stages from an “event” scenario are listed sequentially. Note that although 
the words are nouns, the stages referred to are events. 

D3.7. CAUSATION 
Matthew 7:27: “The rain came down, (καὶ) the streams rose, and the winds blew and beat 

against that house, and (καὶ) it fell with a great crash.” 
Acts 7:47: “But it was Solomon who built (οἰκοδομέω) the house for him.” 

Contrast Matthew 7:24b: “a wise man who built (οἰκοδομέω) his house upon a rock. 

In the first example, there are two implicit causal links. The rising of the streams is 
caused by the rainfall, and the falling of the house is caused by the streams and the wind, 
but the explicit grammatical marking for each is merely καί ‘and’. An implicit causal link 
is one which is, therefore, recoverable from the mental scenario evoked, rather than 
marked in the text. We ourselves probably do not even notice that the text fails to mark 
the causal link, since we automatically supply it from our own scenario. 

In the second example, causality is implicit in the Greek verb “build”. Although the 
wise man who builds the house may be understood as building it with his own hands (and 
this certainly fits the metaphorical meaning best), Solomon most certainly did not build 
the temple with his own hands, but rather caused the temple to be built. Again it is the 
scenario, rather than the grammar or the lexicon, which determines the chain of causality 
and establishes whether the grammatical subject of a verb is semantically the agent or the 
causal agent. “King” and “build” only show lexical cohesiveness and semantic coherence 
if “king” is understood as a causal agent or initiator, rather than a hands-on builder. 

D3.8. PURPOSE 
John 15:2: “… every branch that does bear fruit he prunes (καθαίρω), so that it will be even more 

fruitful (καρπός, φέρω).” 
Matthew 10:14: “If anyone will not welcome you or listen to your words, shake (ἐκτινάσσω) the 

dust off your feet when you leave that home or town.” 
Luke 9:5: “If people do not welcome you, shake (ἀποτινάσσω) the dust off your feet when you 

leave that town, as a testimony (μαρτύριον) against them.” 
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The first example makes the purpose of pruning explicit in the grammar. The second 
example shows that the reader is expected to understand the purpose of “shaking the dust 
off your feet” by referring to their own mental scenario. The purpose is made explicit in 
Luke, perhaps because his readership, being gentiles, would not all be familiar with this 
Jewish custom. 
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E. Greek Examples of Scenarios, Information Status, and 
Reference 

This appendix provides evidence from the Greek text of the New Testament of the 
relationship between scenarios and grammar, as described in chapter 3.1. 

Acts 9:36–41 shows how grammatical features in Greek, such as the choice of Main 
Verb or Participle, and the use of the article, are directly linked to the information status 
of referents, specifically the opening of new scenarios, or reference to open scenarios and 
their contents. Each line is numbered consecutively for ease of reference: 

1 Ἐν Ἰόππῃ δέ τις ἦν μαθήτρια ὀνόματι Ταβιθά, 
 in Joppa ( ) certain was female-disciple by-name Tabitha 

 

2  ἣ διερμηνευομένη λέγεται Δορκάς· 
  which being-interpreted is-called Dorcas 

 

3 αὕτη ἦν πλήρης ἔργων ἀγαθῶν καὶ ἐλεημοσυνῶν 
 she was full of-works good and almsgiving 

 

4  ὧν ἐποίει. 
  which she-was-doing 

 

5 ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις ἀσθενήσασαν αὐτὴν ἀποθανεῖν· 
 it-happened ( ) in the days those having-sickened she to-die 

 

6 λούσαντες δὲ ἔθηκαν [αὐτὴν] ἐν ὑπερῴῳ. 
 having-washed ( ) they-placed [her] in upper-room 

 

7 ἐγγὺς δὲ οὔσης Λύδδας τῇ Ἰόππῃ 
 near ( ) being Lydda to-the Joppa 

 

8 οἱ μαθηταὶ ἀκούσαντες ὅτι Πέτρος ἐστὶν ἐν αὐτῇ 
 the disciples having-heard that Peter is in it 

 

9 ἀπέστειλαν δύο ἄνδρας πρὸς αὐτὸν παρακαλοῦντες, 
 sent two men toward him requesting 

 

10  Μὴ ὀκνήσῃς διελθεῖν ἕως ἡμῶν. 
  don’t hesitate to-come to us 

 

11 ἀναστὰς δὲ Πέτρος συνῆλθεν αὐτοῖς· 
 having-risen ( ) Peter went-with them 

 

12  ὃν παραγενόμενον ἀνήγαγον εἰς τὸ ὑπερῷον 
  whom having-arrived they-led-up into the upper-room 



E. Greek Examples of Scenarios, Information Status, and Reference 523 

 

 

13 καὶ παρέστησαν αὐτῷ πᾶσαι αἱ χῆραι κλαίουσαι 
 and they-stood-beside him all the widows weeping 

 

14 καὶ ἐπιδεικνύμεναι χιτῶνας καὶ ἱμάτια 
 and showing under-garments and over-garments 

 

15  ὅσα ἐποίει μετ᾽ αὐτῶν οὖσα ἡ Δορκάς. 
  which she was making with them being the Dorcas 

 

16 ἐκβαλὼν δὲ ἔξω πάντας ὁ Πέτρος 
 having-ejected ( ) outside all the Peter 

 

17 καὶ θεὶς τὰ γόνατα προσηύξατο 
 and having-placed the knees he-prayed 

 

18 καὶ ἐπιστρέψας πρὸς τὸ σῶμα εἶπεν, 
 and having-turned toward the body he-said 

 

19  Ταβιθά, ἀνάστηθι. 
  Tabitha rise 

 

20 ἡ δὲ ἤνοιξεν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτῆς, 
 she ( ) opened the eyes of-her 

 

21 καὶ ἰδοῦσα τὸν Πέτρον ἀνεκάθισεν. 
 and having-seen the Peter sat-up 

 

22 δοὺς δὲ αὐτῇ χεῖρα ἀνέστησεν αὐτήν· 
 having-given ( ) to-her hand he-raised her 

 

23 φωνήσας δὲ τοὺς ἁγίους καὶ τὰς χήρας παρέστησεν αὐτὴν ζῶσαν. 
 having-called ( ) the saints and the widows he-presented her living 

This text provides evidence for the following links between grammar and scenarios: 

a. Absence of the article with a noun opens a new scenario, whereas use of the article is 
a sign that the noun so labelled refers back to an open scenario, i.e. GIVEN informa-
tion, or to a Discourse-new element belonging to an already open scenario, i.e. 
KNOWN information, for example: 

Opening a new scenario (anarthrous noun) 
 ‘good works and almsgiving’ ἔργων ἀγαθῶν καὶ ἐλεημοσυνῶν, line 3 
 ‘undergarments and overgarments’ χιτῶνας καὶ ἱμάτια, line 14 
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Opening a new scenario (anarthrous noun) and referring back to it when open (arthrous noun) 
 ‘Joppa’ Ἐν Ἰόππῃ, line 1; ‘the Joppa’ τῇ Ἰόππη, line 7 
 ‘Dorcas’ Δορκάς, line 1; ‘the Dorcas’ ἡ Δορκάς, line 15 
 ‘upper room’ ὑπερῴῳ, line 6; ‘the upper room’ τὸ ὑπερῷον, line 12 
 ‘Peter’ Πέτρος, line 8; ‘the Peter’ ὁ Πέτρος, lines 16 and 21 
 (In line 11, ‘Peter’ Πέτρος occurs without the article. This is the point where Peter 

becomes active in the story, and I argue later that this anarthrousness indicates “salience”. 
See chapter 6.) 

 

Referring to a Discourse-new item in an open scenario (arthrous noun) 
 ‘those days’ ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις, line 5, refers to a Discourse-new time 
  in the open scenario for the events of Acts 9:32–35. 
 ‘the widows’ αἱ χῆραι, line 13, refers to a Discourse-new group 
  in the open scenario for ‘the disciples’ οἱ μαθηταί, line 8. 
 ‘the knees’ τὰ γόνατα, line 17, refers to a Discourse-new body part 
  in the open scenario ‘Peter’ ὁ Πέτρος, line 16. 
 ‘the body’ τὸ σῶμα, line 18, refers to a Discourse-new item 
  in the open scenario ‘Tabitha’ Ταβιθά, line 1 and following. 

b. A third person pronoun refers to an open scenario which is currently in short-term 
processing memory, i.e. GIVEN, for example: 
 ‘she’ αὕτη, line 3 refers to the open scenario ‘disciple’ μαθήτριᾳ, line 1. 
 ‘it’ αὐτῇ, line 8 refers to the open scenario ‘Lydda’ Λύδδας, line 7. 
  Line 7 has two feminine town names, Lydda and Joppa 
  Lydda is “salient” due to having no article, so αὐτῇ refers to Lydda. 
 ‘him’ αὐτόν, line 9 refers to the open scenario ‘Peter’ Πέτρος, line 8. 
 ‘them’ αὐτοῖς, line 11 refers to the open scenario ‘men’ ἄνδρας, line 9. 

c. A first or second person pronoun refers to an open scenario which is currently in 
short-term processing memory, i.e. GIVEN textual, or to a participant in the current 
real-life situation, i.e. GIVEN situational, for example: 
 ‘us’ ἡμῶν, line 10 refers to the open scenario ‘two men’ δύο ἄνδρας, line 9. 

d. A null pronoun, first, second, or third person, refers to an open scenario which is 
currently in short-term processing memory, i.e. GIVEN textual, or to a participant in 
the current real-life situation, i.e. GIVEN situational, for example: 

GIVEN textual 
 null pronoun (they) with ‘sent’ ἀπέστειλαν, line 9 
  refers to the open scenario ‘disciples’ μαθηταί, line 8. 
 null pronoun (you singular) with ‘hesitate’ ὀκνήσῃς, line 10 
  refers to the open scenario ‘Peter’ Πέτρος, line 8; αὐτόν, line 9. 
 null pronoun (you singular) with ‘rise’ ἀνάστηθι, line 19 
  refers to the open scenario ‘Tabitha’ Ταβιθά, line 19. 
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GIVEN situational 
 null pronoun (they) with ‘having washed’ λούσαντες and ‘placed’ ἔθηκαν 
 line 6, refers to people expected to be in the current real-life situation, e.g. fellow disciples, 
  see ‘female disciple’ μαθήτρια, line 1. 

e. Possessive pronouns frequently open new scenarios (for the thing possessed) which 
are already part of an open scenario (the possessor), for example: 
 ‘her eyes’ τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτῆς, line 20 opens a new scenario eyes 
  which is part of the open scenario ‘Tabitha’ Ταβιθά, line 19 

f. Participles belong to an open, or about-to-be-opened scenario. They may refer 
• to an open scenario 
• to Discourse-new elements of an open scenario, or 
• to Discourse-new elements which belong in the scenario of the next Main Verb, 

for example: 
Participle referring to open scenario 
 Example from John 9:11b where “go” and “wash” occur first as Main Verbs, then as 

Participles: 
  εἶπέν μοι ὅτι Ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν Σιλωὰμ καὶ νίψαι· 
  he-said to-me that go to the Siloam and wash 

 
  ἀπελθὼν οὖν καὶ νιψάμενος ἀνέβλεψα. 
  having-gone therefore and having-washed I saw 

 

Participle referring to a Discourse-new element of an open scenario 
 ‘requesting’ παρακαλοῦντες, line 9 refers to a new element in the 
  open scenario ‘send’ ἀπέστειλαν, line 9 
 ‘weeping’ κλαίουσαι, line 13 and ‘showing’ ἐπιδεικνύμεναι, line 14 refer to new 
  elements in the open scenario ‘stand beside’ παρέστησαν, line 13 
 ‘alive’ ζῶσαν, line 23 refers to a new element in the open scenario 
  come alive which has been accessed by ‘opened’ ἤνοιξεν, line 20 and ‘sat up’ 

ἀνεκάθισεν, line 21 
 

Participle referring to a Discourse-new element which is part of the scenario of the following Main 
Verb 
 ‘having sickened’ ἀσθενήσασαν, line 3 is part of the die scenario, ἀποθανεῖν 
 ‘having washed’ λούσαντες, line 6 is part of the place scenario, ἔθηκαν 
  (which is the result of the open scenario ‘die’ ἀποθανεῖν, line 5) 
 ‘having heard’ ἀκούσαντες, line 8 is part of the send scenario, ἀπέστειλαν, line 9 
 ‘having risen’ ἀναστάς, line 11 is part of the go scenario, συνῆλθεν 
 ‘having placed the knees’ θεὶς τὰ γόνατα, line 17 is part of the pray scenario, προσηύξατο 
 ‘having turned’ ἐπιστρέψας, line 18 is part of the say scenario, εἶπεν 
 In all these cases of Aorist Participles preceding the Main Verb, the verbs are in the same 

sequential order as in real time. 
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g. Main verbs usually open new scenarios, except in subordinate clauses where they 
frequently refer to open scenarios, for example: 
Main verb opening a new scenario 
 ‘was’ ἦν, line 1, opens a new scenario introducing a new character 
 ‘it happened … die’ ἐγένετο … ἀποθανεῖν, line 5, opens a new scenario 
  (of which ‘having sickened’ ἀσθενήσασαν is a part) 
 ‘placed’ ἔθηκαν, line 6, opens a new scenario 
 ‘sent’ ἀπέστειλαν, line 9, opens a new scenario 

 

Main verb in subordinate clause referring to open scenario 
 ‘is called’ λέγεται, line 2 refers to the open scenario ‘name’ ὀνόματι·, line 1 
 ‘she-was-doing’ ἐποίει, line 4 refers to the open scenario 
  ‘good works and almsgiving’ ἔργων ἀγαθῶν καὶ ἐλεημοσυνῶν, line 3 
 ‘led-up’ ἀνήγαγον, line 12 refers to the open scenario ‘went with’ συνῆλθεν, line 11 
 ‘she-was-making’ ἐποίει, line 15 refers to the open scenario 
  ‘under-garments and over-garments’ χιτῶνας καὶ ἱμάτια, line 14 
 In all the above instances the verb in the subordinate clause is linked to a noun in the open 

scenario by a relative pronoun. 

Further evidence for the use of Participle and article in relationship to scenarios is 
given in chapters 5 and 6 respectively. 
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F. Evidence That Greek Participial Clauses Belong in the Main 
Verb’s Scenario 

This appendix provides textual evidence to support the hypothesis that Greek 
prenuclear and postnuclear Participles are part of the Main Verb’s scenario, as 
summarized in chapter 5.3.4. 

F1. Semantic feasibility 
In chapter 4, I divided Acts 9:36–41 into chunks according to the Participle and 

Main Verb clusters, and noted the following: 

a. The string of Main Verbs, which represent the scenario titles, gave a plausible 
summary of the storyline. This conforms to my hypothesis that a sequence of 
scenarios makes up the storyline. 

b. The individual clusters of Participles and Main Verb seemed to refer to concepts 
which would naturally belong together in the mental scenarios of the original author 
and audience. 

c. The chunking of the text produced by this grammatico-conceptual approach fitted 
exactly with an analysis done independently by discourse analysts Callow and Callow 
(1996). 

These factors suggest that it is semantically feasible that Participles belong to the 
scenario of the Main Verb. Mark 1:16–20 provides further evidence to support this 
conclusion (chunked according to Main Verbs in nonsubordinate clauses): 
1 Καὶ παράγων παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν τῆς Γαλιλαίας 

 and going-along beside the sea of-the Galilee 
 

 εἶδεν Σίμωνα καὶ Ἀνδρέαν τὸν ἀδελφὸν Σίμωνος ἀμφιβάλλοντας ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ· 
 he-saw Simon and Andrew the brother of Simon casting in the sea 

 

  ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλιεῖς. 
  they-were for fishermen 

 

2 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, 
 and said to-them the Jesus 

 

  Δεῦτε ὀπίσω μου, καὶ ποιήσω ὑμᾶς γενέσθαι ἁλιεῖς ἀνθρώπων. 
  come after me and I-will-make you to-become fishers of-men 

 

3 καὶ εὐθὺς ἀφέντες τὰ δίκτυα ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 
 and immediately having-left the nets they-followed him 

 

4 Καὶ προβὰς ὀλίγον 
 and having-walked-on a-little 
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 εἶδεν Ἰάκωβον τὸν τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου καὶ Ἰωάννην τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ 
 he-saw James the of-the Zebedee and John the brother of-him 

 

  καὶ αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ καταρτίζοντας τὰ δίκτυα, 
  and them in the boat mending the nets 

 

5 καὶ εὐθὺς ἐκάλεσεν αὐτούς. 
 and immediately he-called them 

 

6 καὶ ἀφέντες τὸν πατέρα αὐτῶν Ζεβεδαῖον ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ μετὰ τῶν μισθωτῶν 
 and having-left the father of-them Zebedee in the boat with the hired 

 

 ἀπῆλθον ὀπίσω αὐτοῦ. 
 they-went-off after him 

Using the criteria above we see: 

a.  The Main Verbs give a plausible summary of the story: 

Jesus saw Simon and Andrew, he said “follow me”, they followed him. 
He saw James and John, he called, they went off after him. 

b. The scenario clusters are plausible, i.e. they relate to clusters of concepts which 
prototypically, in the author’s cultural setting, might occur together: 

going along, he saw, casting (nets), were fishermen 
he said [follow, I will make] 
having left …, they followed 
having walked on, he saw, mending 
he called: 
having left …, they went off after. 

c. Chunking the text by this grammatico-conceptual approach gives two sets of three 
consecutive scenarios, each parallel with each other: 
he saw Simon and Andrew, he said, they followed. 
he saw James and John, he called, they went off after. 

Although the words are different for the second and third scenarios in each set, they 
are clearly coreferential titles for the same scenario. Lane (1974:69) says “The terms in 
which they [James and John] were called is not explicitly stated, but the intimate relation-
ship of these two incidents indicates that they were also summoned to be fishers of men.” 

What is this “intimate relationship”? The text says Simon and Andrew were fisher-
men casting in the sea, were told to come, so left their nets and followed Jesus. In 
contrast James and John were mending nets in the boat, were called, so left their father 
and went after Jesus. The only common vocabulary is 

• εἶδεν ‘saw’ 
• ἀδελφὸν ‘brother’ 
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• δίκτυα ‘nets’, and 
• ἀφέντες ‘having left’. 

But using scenario theory, we see that despite different vocabulary, the scenarios opened 
are the same, and this links the two incidents closely. 

F2. Grammatical indications 
As we saw in chapter 4, there are certain other grammatical patterns, apart from 

Participle and Main Verb clustering, which are found in these grammaticalized scenario 
clusters. 

F2.1. Subject 

The implicit subject of Nominative Participial Clauses is always the same as that of 
the Main Verb. The subject may be explicit (i.e. noun or pronoun) or null. In any case, 
the subject never occurs explicitly more than once per scenario, for example: 

 Mark 1:16 

Καὶ παράγων … εἶδεν 
and [Jesus] going-along … he-saw 

 

 Mark 1:18 

καὶ εὐθὺς ἀφέντες τὰ δίκτυα ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 
and immediately [they] having-left the nets they-followed him 

F2.2. Scenario blocks 

Typically only one conjunction occurs per scenario, at the beginning of each 
scenario block. This was shown in Acts 9:36–41 (analysed in chapter 4) where the 
conjunction δέ occurred at the beginning of each section of narrative development, in line 
with its analysis as a developmental particle (Levinsohn 1992:32–40). Such conjunctions 
operate at the level of the whole scenario, not the particular adjacent verb form. This 
supports the theory that scenarios are the chunks which the author joins together to make 
the story. 

Similarly, in Mark 1:16–20 above, all six scenario blocks begin with the conjunction 
καί ‘and’. The only other conjunctions are in subordinated clauses, one introducing a 
REASON clause, the other within direct speech: 
1 ἦσαν γὰρ ἁλιεῖς. 
 they-were for fishermen 

 

2 Δεῦτε ὀπίσω μου, καὶ ποιήσω ὑμᾶς γενέσθαι ἁλιεῖς ἀνθρώπων. 
 come after me and I-will-make you to-become fishers of-men 

Since conjunctions operate at “chunk” level, they refer equally to the whole string of 
sequential events in a script-type scenario, e.g. δέ marks development, and the scope of 
development is shown underlined: 
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 Acts 19:22 

ἀποστείλας δὲ εἰς τὴν Μακεδονίαν δύο τῶν διακονούντων αὐτῷ, Τιμόθεον καὶ Ἔραστον, 
having-sent ( ) to the Macedonia two of-the servers to-him T. and E. 

 

αὐτὸς ἐπέσχεν χρόνον εἰς τὴν Ἀσίαν. 
himself delayed time in the Asia 

 

δὲ He sent T. and E. to Macedonia but he himself stayed in Asia. 
NOT He sent T. and E. to Macedonia but he himself stayed in Asia. 

 

 Romans 6:18 

ἐλευθερωθέντες δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς ἁμαρτίας 
having-been-freed ( ) from the sin 

 

ἐδουλώθητε τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ. 
you-have-been-enslaved to-the righteousness 

 

δὲ You have been freed from sin and enslaved to righteousness 
NOT You have been freed from sin and enslaved to righteousness 

Similarly: 
 Matthew 28:19–20 

πορευθέντες οὖν μαθητεύσατε πάντα τὰ ἔθνη … 
having-gone therefore disciple all the nations … 

 

βαπτίζοντες αὐτοὺς … διδάσκοντες αὐτοὺς … 
baptizing them … teaching them … 

 

οὖν Therefore go and make disciples … baptizing … and teaching … 
NOT Having therefore gone make disciples … baptizing … and teaching … 

Where the event of the Participle is Discourse-old or predictable from an already 
open scenario, or when the event of the Participle is in a nontemporal relationship with 
the Main Verb, the conjunction still applies to the whole scenario, but may directly apply 
only to the event of the Main Verb of the scenario, and not to the event of the Participle, 
for example: 

 Acts 15:30 

Οἱ μὲν οὖν ἀπολυθέντες κατῆλθον εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
they ( ) therefore having-been-dismissed went-down to Antioch … 

 

οὖν When they were dismissed, they therefore went to Antioch 
OR Therefore when they were dismissed, they went to Antioch 
NOT When they were therefore dismissed they went to Antioch 
NOT Therefore they were dismissed and went to Antioch 
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 John 20:20 

ἐχάρησαν οὖν οἱ μαθηταὶ ἰδόντες τὸν κύριον. 
rejoiced therefore the disciples having-seen the Lord 

 

οὖν Therefore the disciples rejoiced because they had seen the Lord. 
OR Therefore the disciples rejoiced, because they had seen the Lord. 
NOT Therefore the disciples rejoiced and saw the Lord. 

The pattern of one conjunction per scenario can be seen clearly by comparing 
parallel passages. Each conjunction relates to one Main Verb’s scenario. Luke thus 
emphasizes the evening coming as a development in narrative plot: 
 Matthew 14:15 

ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης 
evening ( ) having-occurred 

 

προσῆλθον αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ λέγοντες … 
approached him the disciples saying … 

 

 Mark 6:35 

Καὶ ἤδη ὥρας πολλῆς γενομένης 
and already hour much having-occurred 

 

προσελθόντες αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγον ὅτι … 
having approached him the disciples of him were-saying that … 

 

 Luke 9:12 

Ἡ δὲ ἡμέρα ἤρξατο κλίνειν· 
the ( ) day began to-decline 

 

προσελθόντες δὲ οἱ δώδεκα εἶπαν αὐτῷ, 
having-approached ( ) the twelve said to-him … 

F2.3. Conjoining conjunctions 

Typically there are no conjunctions between Participles and Main Verb, neither 
linking Participles to each other, nor linking Participles to the Main Verb. This is in line 
with the theory that the semantic relationships between events in a scenario are proto-
typically fixed, by common experience. The writer then has no need to specify semantic 
relationships explicitly, since the audience can retrieve them from the prototypical 
relationships in the scenario. (Note that postpositive conjunctions which occur second 
place in the clause, like γάρ ‘for’, although they may occur after a Participle and before 
another Participle or Main Verb, do not link those elements to each other, but link them 
to what precedes). 
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Conjunctions between Participles are rare, the most common being the conjoining 
conjunctions καί, τε, or both τε and καί. In Matthew, Participles are conjoined by “and” 
words only eight times, as below (references from Stephanie Black, personal 
correspondence 4/12/97): 
 Matthew 1:19 

Ἰωσὴφ δὲ ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς, δίκαιος ὢν καὶ μὴ θέλων αὐτὴν δειγματίσαι, ἐβουλήθη λάθρᾳ ἀπολῦσαι 
αὐτήν. 

 

 Matthew 21:6 

πορευθέντες δὲ οἱ μαθηταὶ καὶ ποιήσαντες καθὼς συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
 

 Matthew 26:26 

Ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον καὶ εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ δοὺς τοῖς μαθηταῖς εἶπεν, 
Λάβετε φάγετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 

 

 Matthew 26:27 

καὶ λαβὼν ποτήριον καὶ εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων, Πίετε ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες, 
 

 Matthew 27:48 

καὶ εὐθέως δραμὼν εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν καὶ λαβὼν σπόγγον πλήσας τε ὄξους καὶ περιθεὶς καλάμῳ 
ἐπότιζεν αὐτόν. 

 

 Matthew 28:12 

καὶ συναχθέντες μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων συμβούλιόν τε λαβόντες ἀργύρια ἱκανὰ ἔδωκαν τοῖς 
στρατιώταις 

Statistically, of the 4,001 verbal forms in Matthew, 936 (23.39 percent) are Partici-
ples (data from Kwong, Verbal Forms, 1997b:3). Even though almost a quarter of verbal 
forms in Matthew are Participles, conjunctions joining Participles are almost nonexistent. 

In the 2,303 sentences in Matthew, there are 700 occurrences of καί as an intersen-
tential conjunction (30 percent), but only six occurrences of καὶ conjoining Participles. 
Similarly, there are 471 occurrences of δέ as an intersentential conjunction in Matthew 
(20 percent), but no occurrences of δέ joining Participles. (Data from Stephanie Black, 
personal correspondence 4/12/97.) 

Similarly, Reed (1997:354) gives data correlating asyndeton with verb forms in his 
discourse analysis of Philippians: 

approximately 123 clauses do not employ particles or conventionalized grammar to indicate 
clause relations; most of these are embedded (or rank-shifted) clauses and thus hardly unusual, 
though some other types are also asyndetic: participles (46), infinitives (10), verbless (26), 
indicatives (27), imperatives (13) and 1 subjunctive used as an exhortation. 

Comparing the distribution of asyndeton in Philippians (97 omitting verbless clauses), 
with the distribution of the 27,585 verb forms in the New Testament (O’Donnell 
1997:13): 
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 Participle  Infinitive  Indicative  Imperative  Subjunctive  
Asyndeton 46  47% 10 10% 27  28% 13 13%  1  1% 
Total in NT 6,258  23% 2,198 8% 15,597  57% 1,614 6%  1,850  7% 
(There are also 68 optatives included in the New Testament total 

We see that Participles, though constituting less than a quarter of all New Testament 
verbal forms, account for almost half the asyndeton in Philippians. Conversely, 
Indicatives constitute over half the New Testament verbal forms, but account for little 
more than a quarter of asyndeton in Philippians. Comparing Reed’s data with the 
distribution of verb forms in Philippians (from GRAMCORD) also shows that Participles 
have by far the highest percentage of asyndeton as compared to other verbal forms in 
Philippians. 

Philippians Participle  Infinitive  Indicative  Imperative  Subjunctive  
Total 56 39 117  25 195 % 
With asyndeton 46 = 82% 10 = 26% 27  = 23% 13 = 52% 1  = 5% 

Similarly, Healey and Healey (1990:198–199) state, concerning their large sample of 
participial clauses and ὅτε and ὡς clauses: 

It is very uncommon indeed (7/674, 1 percent) to find a conjunction separating a preceding 
subordinate clause from its main clause. 
Similarly, it is very uncommon (6/153, 4 percent) for a following subordinate clause to be 
separated from its main clause by a conjunction. 

These statistics are in line with my study that the Participle is normally asyndetic. Its 
relationship with other Participles or the Main Verb need not be marked, since it is 
prototypical, derived from the writer’s and intended audience’s shared mental scenarios. 
Reed (1997:354) comments: 

It is not that these clauses may not have a functional relationship with the surrounding discourse 
(e.g. participles with a causal function) but that they are unmarked as to that relationship. 

Indeed one would expect such prototypical relationships to be unmarked given Grice’s 
principle (1975:45): 

Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the 
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged. 

Since, as will be shown below, conjoined Participles belong in the same scenario 
slot, strings of unconjoined Participles fill different slots. This is clearly seen with 
Prenuclear Aorist Participles, which indicate distinct sequential events belonging in the 
script of the following Main Verb, for example: 

 Matthew 14:19 

καὶ κελεύσας τοὺς ὄχλους ἀνακλιθῆναι ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου, 
and having-ordered the crowds to-recline on the grass 

 

λαβὼν τοὺς πέντε ἄρτους καὶ τοὺς δύο ἰχθύας, ἀναβλέψας εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν εὐλόγησεν 
having-taken the five loaves and the two fish having-looked to the heaven blessed 

 

καὶ κλάσας ἔδωκεν τοῖς μαθηταῖς τοὺς ἄρτους … 
and having-broken gave to-the disciples the loaves … 
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Such strings of Prenuclear Aorist Participles frequently include events changing the 
location or physical position of participants, for example: 

 Matthew 26:44 

καὶ ἀφεὶς αὐτοὺς πάλιν ἀπελθὼν προσηύξατο … 
and having-left them again having-gone-away he-prayed … 

 

 Mark 8:13; cf., Mark 14:45, 15:43 

καὶ ἀφεὶς αὐτοὺς πάλιν ἐμβὰς ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸ πέραν. 
and having-left them again having-embarked he-went-away to the other-side 

Similarly, there are frequently strings of Prenuclear Aorist Participles where the first 
is a verb of perception, which is predictable from the preceding discourse and influences 
the subsequent behaviour of the perceiver, and the second is a Discourse-new event 
belonging to the scenario of the following Main Verb, for example: 
 Acts 14:14; cf., Acts 22:26, 23:16 

Ακούσαντες δὲ οἱ ἀπόστολοι Βαρναβᾶς καὶ Παῦλος 
having-heard ( ) the apostles Barnabas and Paul 

 

διαρρήξαντες τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτῶν ἐξεπήδησαν εἰς τὸν ὄχλον κράζοντες … 
having-torn the clothes of-them they-rushed into the crowd shouting … 
When the apostles Barnabas and Paul heard this, they tore their clothes and rushed into the crowd yelling … 

 

 Acts 28:15 

κακεῖθεν οἱ ἀδελφοὶ ἀκούσαντες τὰ περὶ ἡμῶν ἦλθαν … 
from-there the brothers having-heard the[things] about us came … 

 

οὓς ἰδὼν ὁ Παῦλος εὐχαριστήσας τῷ θεῷ ἔλαβε θάρσος. 
whom having-seen the Paul having-thanked the God took courage 
When Paul saw them, he thanked God and was encouraged. 

Whereas Greek simply marks that these events belong sequentially in the script of 
the Main Verb, English uses different verb forms depending on how predictable the 
events are from the preceding discourse. Prenuclear Aorist Participles which refer to 
predictable events from a previous scenario are usually translated by “when” clauses or 
subordination, whereas those which simply refer to Discourse-new events in the script of 
the following verb are normally expressed as finite verbs, for example: 

 Mark 12:28 

Καὶ προσελθὼν εἷς τῶν γραμματέων ἀκούσας αὐτῶν συζητούντων, 
and having-come-near one of-the scribes having-heard them debating 

 

ἰδὼν ὅτι καλῶς ἀπεκρίθη αὐτοῖς ἐπηρώτησεν αὐτόν·… 
having-seen that well he-answered them asked him … 
NIV: One of the teachers of the law came and heard them debating. Noticing that Jesus had given them a 
good answer, he asked him … 
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It can be seen from the above examples that verbs of perception are often highly 
predictable, namely: 

• “When the apostles … heard” 
• “When Paul saw them” 
• “Noticing …” 

F2.4. Contraexpectation 

When conjunctions occur between Participial Clauses and Main Verbs they do not 
mark the semantic relationship between the events but the degree of prototypicality or 
expectedness of those events co-occurring. 

Conjunctions between Participial Clauses and Main Verbs are very rare, so they 
must be very significant when they do occur, as they are statistically “marked”. 
According to Healey and Healey (1990:199): 

Although the use of a conjunction between a participle and its main clause … is rare, it should 
not be regarded as ungrammatical. This usage is found in both classical and Hellenistic Greek. 
Such conjunctions were added, it is said (Blass and Debrunner 1961:215, 219–220), to clarify 
the semantic relationship of the participial clause to the main clause. 

But if, as I argue, the relationship between Participial Clauses and Main Verbs is proto-
typical, what semantic relationship is clarified? I argue that such conjunctions are not 
used to mark the semantic relationship between clauses, but to mark the degree of 
expectedness or predictability of that relationship, especially CONTRAEXPECTATION, 
for example: 

 Hebrews 12:17 

ἴστε γὰρ ὅτι καὶ μετέπειτα θέλων κληρονομῆσαι τὴν εὐλογίαν ἀπεδοκιμάσθη, 
you-know for that and afterward wanting to-inherit the blessing he-was-rejected 

 

μετανοίας γὰρ τόπον οὐχ εὗρεν 
of-repentance for place not he-found 

 

καίπερ μετὰ δακρύων ἐκζητήσας αὐτήν. 
although with tears having-sought it (blessing or repentance) 

Note that the concessive relationship is a combination of REASON and CONTRA-
EXPECTATION. Although there is exegetical uncertainty as to whether αὐτήν refers to 
εὐλογία or μετανοία, and whether μετανοία here is Esau’s repentance, or his father’s 
change of mind, it is clear that the prototypical relationship between seeking and 
obtaining is that of REASON and RESULT, i.e. normally you find something because you 
seek for it. I posit that unmarked relationships between elements in a text are understood 
in the light of the prototoypical relationships of those elements within the open scenario. 
It is clear that contraexpectation relationships are not prototypical, hence the fact that 
contraexpectation is frequently marked in Participle clusters, whereas almost all other 
semantic relationships are grammatically and lexically unmarked. 

Healey and Healey (1990:198) cite the following examples of conjunctions after 
participial or “when” clauses, before Main Verbs: 
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Lk 18:8 (ἄρα pertains to sentence boundary?); in 2 Pt 1:17 (no head/main clause, καί begins 
something new and unrelated grammatically); Lk 2:21; Mt 9:10; Lk 7:12, and Acts 1:10 (the last 
three have καὶ ιδού). 

Luke 2:21 and 7:12 concern “when” clauses. In the rest, the conjunction marks the 
degree of expectation. 

In Luke 18:8 ἄρα does not clarify the relationship between clauses, but shows the 
degree of expectation of the second clause coming true in the event of the first, viz., 
unlikely. 

In Matthew 9:10 καὶ ἰδού is statistically marked as unusual after a participial phrase 
in narrative. The word ἰδού occurs elsewhere 44 times in Matthew. 

• 27/44 are καὶ ἰδού, all following a Main Verb in the previous clause. 
• 16/44 are ιδού alone, of which 10 follow Genitive Participial Clauses, and six 

follow Main Verbs, but in nonnarrative text. 
• 1/44 (23:34) is διὰ τοῦτὸ ἰδού after a Main Verb in nonnarrative. 

In all cases ἰδού marks the following clause as contraexpectation, and in no way clarifies 
the semantic relationship between clauses. So in 9:10 both ἰδού (semantically) and καί 
(statistically) draw attention to the fact that what follows is unexpected, viz., the presence 
of tax collectors and sinners at a feast for a rabbi. Such extra coding for unexpected 
material is predicted by Givón’s iconicity principle (1983a:18): 

The more disruptive, surprising, discontinuous or hard to process a topic is, the more coding 
material must be assigned to it. 

The Aorist Participle ἐλθόντες before συνανέκειντο marks that “coming” is a proto-
typical preceding event in the “reclining to eat” script. This sequence of events is still 
marked as prototypical, even though the participants (tax collectors and sinners) are 
unexpected. 

In Acts 1:10, the first clause is a ὡς clause, and the second a Genitive Participial 
Clause. Again καὶ ἰδού marks the unexpectedness of the following clause, the sudden 
appearance of two men, apparently angels. 

Healey and Healey (1990:199 note) also cite examples of conjunctions after Main 
Verbs and before participial clauses: 

In 2 Cor 5:20 and 1 Pt 4:12 the conjunction is ὡς ‘as though’; in Heb 4:3 it is καίτοι ‘though’. 
In 2 Cor 9:14 there seems to be no main clause, so are the NCP and GCP both hanging participles 
linked by καί, or is the GCP clause ‘dependent upon’ the NCP clause? In Heb 11:12 the 
conjunction is part of an awkward conjunctive phrase καὶ ταῦτα ‘and at that, although’ (Arndt 
and Gingrich οὗτος, 1957:601). In 2 Pt 2:1a and b are the two NCP clauses linked by καί to the 
preceding relative clause and so made attributive, or is this καί adverbial? 

Again the relationship marked by these conjunctions concerns, not the underlying 
semantic relationship between clauses, but the degree of predictability of the clauses 
being so related. 

In 2 Corinthians 5:20 (We are therefore Christ’s ambassadors, as though God were 
making his appeal through us.) and 1 Peter 4:12 (Do not be surprised at the painful trial 
you are suffering, as though something strange were happening to you.) ὡς ‘as though’ 
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indicates that the relationship between clauses (REASON) would be prototypical if the 
participial phrase were literally true, but it is not. There is contraexpectation here: God is 
not appealing (literally) through the apostles, yet Paul acts as ambassador. Trials are not 
unexpected, yet believers are surprised at them. 

In Hebrews 4:3 (God has said, “So I declared on oath in my anger ‘They shall never 
enter my rest’.” And yet (καίτοι) his work has been finished since the creation of the 
world.) the conjunction clearly marks contraexpectation, since the prototypical REASON 
relationship “they shall not enter my rest because it is not ready yet” is contravened. 
Perhaps “despite the fact that …” would be a clearer translation, linking this clause more 
closely to the preceding text. 

Similarly, in Hebrews 11:12 (And so from this one man, and he (καὶ ταῦτα) as good 
as dead, came descendants …) the conjunction shows CONTRAEXPECTATION since the 
prototypical REASON relationship “from one man, as good as dead, came no descend-
ants” is contravened. 

Healey and Healey’s other references, 2 Corinthians 9:14 and 2 Peter 2:1, are not 
clear examples, as they themselves note. 

Since conjunctions (apart from contraexpectation markers) do not seem to occur 
between Participle and Main Verb, conjunctions can determine the parsing of the text, 
e.g. Luke 2:43b–44a must be parsed as follows, since δέ never links Main Verb and 
Participle: 

καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν οἱ γονεῖς αὐτοῦ. 
and not knew the parents of-him 

 

νομίσαντες δὲ αὐτὸν εἶναι ἐν τῇ συνοδίᾳ ἦλθον ἡμέρας ὁδὸν … 
having-reckoned ( ) him to-be in the party they-went of-day journey … 

NOT 

καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν οἱ γονεῖς αὐτοῦ νομίσαντες δὲ αὐτὸν εἶναι ἐν τῇ συνοδίᾳ. 
and not knew the parents of-him having-reckoned ( ) him to-be in the party 

 

ἦλθον ἡμέρας ὁδὸν … 
they-went of-day journey … 

Similarly, a possible example of conjunction between Main Verb and participial 
phrase is in Acts 20:2–3: 

διελθὼν δὲ τὰ μέρη ἐκεῖνα καὶ παρακαλέσας αὐτοὺς … 
having-crossed ( ) the parts those and having-encouraged them … 

 

ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν Ἑλλάδα ποιήσας τε μῆνας τρεῖς· 
he-went to the Greece having-done also months three [REASON] 
he went to Greece and spent three months there. 

However, a far more likely analysis is that “having done” is a Prenuclear Aorist 
Participle before “he became minded”, that is: 
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διελθὼν δὲ τὰ μέρη ἐκεῖνα καὶ παρακαλέσας αὐτοὺς … 
having-crossed ( ) the parts those and having-encouraged them … 

 

ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν Ἑλλάδα. 
he-went to the Greece 

 

ποιήσας τε μῆνας τρεῖς 
having-done also months three 

 

γενομένης ἐπιβουλῆς αὐτῷ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἰουδαίων μέλλοντι ἀνάγεσθαι εἰς τὴν Συρίαν, 
having-occurred plot to-him by the Jews intending to-sail to the Syria 

 

ἐγένετο γνώμης τοῦ ὑποστρέφειν διὰ Μακεδονίας. 
he-became minded of to-return via Macedonia 
And when he had been there for three months, since a plot had been hatched against him by the Jews, 
as he was about to sail for Syria, he decided to return via Macedonia. 

F2.5. Participle scenarios 

Where conjunctions occur between Participles they show that the two Participles 
belong in the same semantic slot within the scenario. Most commonly such Participles 
are conjoined by καί ‘and’, for example: 

 Acts 20:2 

διελθὼν δὲ τὰ μέρη ἐκεῖνα καὶ παρακαλέσας αὐτοὺς … 
having-crossed ( ) the parts those and having-encouraged them … 

 

ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν Ἑλλάδα. 
he-went to the Greece 
e.g. Travelling through Macedonia and encouraging the believers are grouped together into one slot 
as preconditions for moving on to Greece. Without the “and” they would appear to be sequential. 

 

 Acts 9:39 

καὶ παρέστησαν αὐτῷ πᾶσαι αἱ χῆραι 
and stood-around him all the widows 

 

κλαίουσαι καὶ ἐπιδεικνύμεναι χιτῶνας καὶ ἱμάτια … 
weeping and showing under-garments and over-garments … 
e.g. Weeping and showing both belong in the MANNER slot, describing the actions of the widows as they 
stood. 

 

 Acts 9:40 

ἐκβαλὼν δὲ ἔξω πάντας ὁ Πέτρος καὶ θεὶς τὰ γόνατα προσηύξατο. 
having-put-out ( ) outside all the Peter and having-placed the knees he-prayed 
e.g. Putting people outside and kneeling both belong in the event slot “preparation for prayer” 
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 Acts 13:3 

τότε νηστεύσαντες καὶ προσευξάμενοι καὶ ἐπιθέντες τὰς χεῖρας αὐτοῖς ἀπέλυσαν. 
then having-fasted and having-prayed and having-laid-on the hands to-them they-dismissed 
e.g. Fasting, praying, and laying on of hands are all preconditions to sending Christians off on a special 
mission. 

 

cf., Matthew 9:22; Luke 10:32; John 1:38, 11:45; Acts 14:27, 18:22, 22:13, 23:16; Ephesians 1:20; 
Philippians 1:27; Hebrews 6:10 

Participles may also be conjoined with τε, or both τε and καί, similarly marking 
they belong in a single scenario slot: 
 Acts 5:19 

Ἄγγελος δὲ κυρίου διὰ νυκτὸς ἀνοίξας τὰς θύρας τῆς φυλακῆς 
angel ( ) of-Lord at night having-opened the doors of-the prison 

 

ἐξαγαγών τε αὐτοὺς εἶπεν· … 
having-led-out also them said … 
e.g. Opening the prison doors and letting them out are both marked as part of the same event slot “freeing 
them”. 

 

 Matthew 28:12 

καὶ συναχθέντες μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων συμβούλιόν τε λαβόντες 
and having-gathered with the elders council also having-taken 

 

ἀργύρια ἱκανὰ ἔδωκαν τοῖς στρατιώταις 
silver some they-gave to-the soldiers 
e.g. Gathering and taking council are both preconditions to the bribing. 

 

 Matthew 27:48 

καὶ εὐθέως δραμὼν εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν καὶ λαβὼν σπόγγον 
and straightway having-run one from-among them and having-taken sponge 

 

πλήσας τε ὄξους καὶ περιθεὶς καλάμῳ 
having-filled also of-vinegar and having-put-round reed 

 

ἐπότιζεν αὐτόν. 
he-gave-to-drink him 
e.g. All the actions of the Participles fill the “getting a drink” slot. 

Note that the author often has a choice whether to assign Participles to the same slot 
or to different slots. Compare these parallel passages: 

 Matthew 26:26 

λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον καὶ εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν 
having-taken the Jesus bread and having-blessed he-broke 
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καὶ δοὺς τοῖς μαθηταῖς εἶπεν 
and having-given to-the disciples he-said 
e.g. Here, taking and blessing are treated as filling a single slot, i.e. preconditions of breaking. 

 

 Mark 14:22 

λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς καὶ εἶπεν 
having-taken bread having-blessed he-broke and he-gave to-them and he-said 
e.g. Here, taking and blessing are treated as sequential events in the breaking script, filling distinct slots. 

Sometimes there will be several prenuclear or postnuclear Participles, some 
conjoined and others not. Conjoined Participles always fill the same semantic slot and 
have the same semantic relationship to the Main Verb, for example: 
 Mark 5:33 

ἡ δὲ γυνὴ φοβηθεῖσα καὶ τρέμουσα, 
the ( ) woman having-feared and trembling 

 

εἰδυῖα ὃ γέγονεν αὐτῇ, 
having-known (Perfect) what has-happened to-her 

 

ἦλθεν καὶ προσέπεσεν αὐτῷ καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ πᾶσαν τὴν ἀλήθειαν. 
came and fell-before him and said to-him all the truth 
e.g. Afraid and trembling both belong in the same MANNER slot, telling how the woman came to Jesus 
and admitted what had happened. Knowing however is a Prenuclear Participle of perception, which 
implicitly marks the REASON for her coming and telling all, so it is not conjoined to the other 
Prenuclear Participles since it fills a different relational slot. 

 

 Acts 12:19 

Ἡρῴδης δὲ ἐπιζητήσας αὐτὸν καὶ μὴ εὑρὼν, 
Herod ( ) having-searched-for him and not having-found 

 

ἀνακρίνας τοὺς φύλακας ἐκέλευσεν ἀπαχθῆναι, 
having-interrogated the guards ordered to-be-led-away … 
e.g. Searching and not finding both belong in event slot one, interrogating belongs in the next slot. 

 

 Acts 21:11 

καὶ ἐλθὼν πρὸς ἡμᾶς καὶ ἄρας τὴν ζώνην τοῦ Παύλου, 
and having-come to us and having-seized the belt of-the Paul 

 

δήσας ἑαυτοῦ τοὺς πόδας καὶ τὰς χεῖρας εἶπεν … 
having-tied of-himself the feet and the hands said … 
e.g. Coming and taking the belt both fill the precondition slot, being necessary before he can tie anything in 
their presence. 

A dramatic example of this occurs in Mark 5:25–27, where the conjoined Participles 
all belong to the setting (cf., Luke 8:43 with a relative clause), describing the new 
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participant, and the absence of a conjunction with the Participle marks the development 
of the narrative action: 
SETTING 

 καὶ γυνὴ οὖσα ἐν ῥύσει αἵματος δώδεκα ἔτη 
 and woman being in flow of-blood twelve years 

 

 καὶ πολλὰ παθοῦσα ὑπὸ πολλῶν ἰατρῶν 
 and many[things] having-suffered from many doctors 

 

 καὶ δαπανήσασα τὰ παρ᾽ αὐτῆς πάντα 
 and having-spent the with her all 

 

 καὶ μηδὲν ὠφεληθεῖσα ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον εἰς τὸ χεῖρον ἐλθοῦσα, 
 and nothing having-benefited but rather to the worse having-come 

ACTION 

 ἀκούσασα περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ, 
 having-heard about the Jesus 

 

 ἐλθοῦσα ἐν τῷ ὄχλῳ ὄπισθεν 
 having-come in the crowd behind 

 

 ἥψατο τοῦ ἱματίου αὐτοῦ·. 
 touched the robe of-him 

The close relationship between the relative clause and the Participle as alternative 
ways of describing a participant is also shown in Matthew 7:24, 26: 

Πᾶς οὖν ὅστις ἀκούει μου τοὺς λόγους τούτους καὶ ποιεῖ αὐτοὺς … 
everyone therefore who hears of-me the words these and does them … 

 

ὁμοιωθήσεται ἀνδρὶ φρονίμῳ, … 
will-be-likened to-man wise … 

 

καὶ πᾶς ὁ ἀκούων μου τοὺς λόγους τούτους καὶ μὴ ποιῶν αὐτοὺς 
and everyone the hearing of-me the words these and not doing them 

 

ὁμοιωθήσεται ἀνδρὶ μωρῷ, … 
will-be-likened to-man foolish … 

This pattern of conjoining Participles which belong in the same slot, and using 
asyndeton (no conjunction) with Participles filling different slots, helps us analyse some 
complex examples (each Participle or Main Verb has a separate letter), for example: 
 Hebrews 11:24–26 

A Πίστει Μωϋσῆς μέγας γενόμενος 
 by-faith Moses big having-become 

B ἠρνήσατο λέγεσθαι υἱὸς θυγατρὸς Φαραώ, 
 refused to-be-called son of-daughter of-Pharaoh 
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C μᾶλλον ἑλόμενος συγκακουχεῖσθαι τῷ λαῷ τοῦ θεου 
 rather having-preferred to-be-ill-treated-with the people of-the God 

  ἢ πρόσκαιρον ἔχειν ἁμαρτίας ἀπόλαυσιν, 
  than temporarily to-have of-sin enjoyment 

D μείζονα πλοῦτον ἡγησάμενος τῶν Αἰγύπτου θησαυρῶν 
 greater wealth having-deemed than-the of-Egypt treasures 

  τὸν ὀνειδισμὸν τοῦ Χριστοῦ· 
  the reproach of-the Christ 

E ἀπέβλεπεν γὰρ εἰς τὴν μισθαποδοσίαν. 
 he-was-looking-away for to the recompense 
AP A = time setting for Verb B By faith, when Moses grew up 
Verb B  he refused to be called … 
AP C = reason for previous Verb B because he preferred to suffer … 
AP D = reason for previous AP C since he reckoned … 
Verb E = reason for previous AP D for he was looking for the reward. 

Although C and D are both REASON (in my analysis) they are each the reason for a 
different event. Had C and D each been reasons for the same event B, then, according to 
my theory, they would have been conjoined by “and”. 

 Colossians 2:13–14 

A καὶ ὑμᾶς νεκροὺς ὄντας 
 and you dead being 

 [ἐν] τοῖς παραπτώμασιν καὶ τῇ ἀκροβυστίᾳ τῆς σαρκὸς ὑμῶν, 
 [in] the trespasses and the the uncircumcision of-the flesh of-you 

B συνεζωοποίησεν ὑμᾶς σὺν αὐτῷ, 
 co-made-alive you with him 

C χαρισάμενος ἡμῖν πάντα τὰ παραπτώματα. 
 having-forgiven to-us all the trespasses 

D ἐξαλείψας τὸ καθ᾽ ἡμῶν χειρόγραφον τοῖς δόγμασιν 
 having-wiped-out the against us writing in-the ordinances 

E  ὃ ἦν ὑπεναντίον ἡμῖν, 
  which was opposed to-us 

F καὶ αὐτὸ ἦρκεν ἐκ τοῦ μέσου. 
 and it he-has-taken from the midst 

G προσηλώσας αὐτὸ τῷ σταυρῷ· 
 having-nailed it to-the cross 
PP A = description of you You being dead 
Verb B  he made alive together with him 
AP C = means for previous Verb B by forgiving us all our sins 
AP D = means for previous AP C by wiping out the charge against us … 
Verb E = description of writing which condemned us 
Verb F  and he has got rid of it … 
AP G = means for previous Verb F by nailing it on the cross. 
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The “and” at the beginning of line F marks the boundary between Participle and Verb 
clusters, so A–E are one cluster, and F–G another. Note too that although C, D, and G are 
all MEANS (in my analysis) they are each the means for a different event. Had C and D 
each been means for the same event B, then, according to my theory, they would have 
been conjoined by “and”. 

A restriction on conjoining items with the same surface form but different semantic 
roles occurs in English also, e.g. Fillmore (1968:22): 

in 18 the subject is in an Agent relationship to the verb; in 19 the subject is an Instrument; and in 
20 both Agent and Instrument appear in the same sentence, but in this case it is the Agent which 
appears as the subject, not the instrument. 
 18. John broke the window. 
 19. A hammer broke the window. 
 20. John broke the window with a hammer. 
 That the subjects of 18 and 19 are grammatically different explains the fact that the combined 

meaning of the two sentences is not produced by conjoining their subjects. Thus 21 is 
unacceptable. 

 21. * John and a hammer broke the window. 

Conjunctions between Participles are not only relatively rare (though not as rare as 
between Participles and Main Verbs), but also the semantic range of such conjunctions is 
very limited. Almost all are coordinating conjunctions (like καί or τε ‘and’, μηδέ ‘nor’) 
or contraexpectation conjunctions. Again, this is in line with the theory that relationships 
within scenarios are prototypically fixed, and thus need not be grammaticalized. 

Healey and Healey (1990:198) give no statistics, but state: 
Conjunctions often coordinate two GCP, two NCP, or two H [when] clauses with the same deep 
subject. 

They give 15 examples of such conjunctions between Participles preceding the Main 
Verb, of which 

• 13/15 are καί or τε or a combination 
• 1/15 (Romans 9:11) is μηδέ ‘nor’, and 
• 1/15 (1 Peter 1:8b–c (μή … δέ) is contraexpectation. 

They also give 12 examples of such conjunctions between Participles following the Main 
Verb, of which 

• 11/12 are καί or τε, and 
• 1/12 (Hebrews 11:13, μή … ἀλλά) is contraexpectation. 

Contraexpectation relationships may be grammaticalized in a number of ways. 

F2.5.1. Simple conjoining καί ‘and’ 

 Luke 24:22–23 

γενόμεναι ὀρθριναὶ ἐπὶ τὸ μνημεῖον καὶ μὴ εὑροῦσαι τὸ σῶμα αὐτοῦ ἦλθον λέγουσαι … 
having-occurred early at the tomb and not having-found the body of-him they-came saying … 
arriving early at the tomb but not finding his body, they came and said … 
e.g. Prototypically arriving at a tomb is followed by finding a body. The two events are here presented in 
the same semantic slot, i.e. the precondition to the women returning with their surprising news. 
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 John 20:29b 

μακάριοι οἱ μὴ ἰδόντες καὶ πιστεύσαντες. 
blessed the not having-seen and having-believed 
Blessed are those who do not see, and yet believe. 

 

 Acts 28:6 

ἐπὶ πολὺ δὲ αὐτῶν προσδοκώντων 
for much[time] ( ) them expecting 

 

καὶ θεωρούντων μηδὲν ἄτοπον εἰς αὐτὸν γινόμενον 
and seeing nothing amiss to him occurring 

 

μεταβαλόμενοι ἔλεγον αὐτὸν εἶναι θεόν. 
having-changed-mind were-saying him to-be god 
e.g. Although they waited expectantly, yet they saw nothing happen. Both events together are the 
REASON for their conclusion that Paul was a god. 

With καί ‘and’, the sense of contraexpectation comes not from the conjunction, but 
from the prototypical relationship between these events in the scenario they open. The 
same construction may be used where there is no contrastive relationship, for example: 
 Matthew 1:19 

Ἰωσὴφ δὲ ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς, δίκαιος ὢν καὶ μὴ θέλων αὐτὴν δειγματίσαι, 
Joseph ( ) the husband of-her righteous being and not wishing her to-disgrace 

F2.5.2. Contrastive conjunctions 

 Luke 24:22–23 

τί γὰρ ὠφελεῖται ἄνθρωπος κερδήσας τὸν κόσμον ὅλον 
what for is-profited person having-gained the world whole 

 

ἑαυτὸν δὲ ἀπολέσας ἢ ζημιωθείς; 
himself ( ) having-lost or having-damaged 
What does it profit someone, if they gain the whole world, but lose or damage their very self? 

cf., Luke 12:48 ὁ δὲ μὴ γνούς, ποιήσας δὲ ἄξια πληγῶν … 
 The one who did not know (his Master’s will), yet still did things worthy of a beating 

… 
 

 Acts 9:7 

οἱ δὲ ἄνδρες οἱ συνοδεύοντες αὐτῷ εἱστήκεισαν ἐνεοί, 
the ( ) men the travelling-with him stood speechless 

 

ἀκούοντες μὲν τῆς φωνῆς μηδένα δὲ θεωροῦντες. 
having-heard ( ) the sound/voice nothing ( ) seeing 
The men who were travelling with him stood there speechless, because they had heard the sound, but did 
not see anyone. 
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 Mark 5:26 

καὶ μηδὲν ὠφεληθεῖσα ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον εἰς τὸ χεῖρον ἐλθοῦσα, 
and nothing having-benefitted but rather to the worse having-come 
having got no better, but rather got worse 

F2.5.3. Other conjunctions 

Correlative relationships between Participles, such as “either/or”, may also be 
overtly marked: 

 Luke 24:22–23 

τί γὰρ ὠφελεῖται ἄνθρωπος κερδήσας τὸν κόσμον ὅλον 
what for is-profited person having-gained the world whole 

 

ἑαυτὸν δὲ ἀπολέσας ἢ ζημιωθείς; 
himself ( ) having-lost or having-damaged 

Clarification or restatement, may also be overtly marked: 
 Galatians 4:9 

νῦν δὲ γνόντες θεόν, μᾶλλον δὲ γνωσθέντες ὑπὸ θεοῦ, 
now ( ) having-known God rather ( ) having-been-known by God 

 

πῶς ἐπιστρέφετε πάλιν … 
how do-you-turn again … 

F2.6. Tense and Mood 

Tense and Mood operate at the level of scenario chunk, not individual event 
(excluding those prenuclear Participles which refer to Discourse-old events or highly 
predictable events from an “open” Discourse-old scenario). This suggests that the 
Participles must belong to the same scenario as the Main Verb. Thus, in terms of 
pragmatic meaning, Participles usually take on the same tense (i.e. time frame) and mood 
as the Main Verb, for example. 

Irrealis—result of unfulfilled condition (ἂν with Aorist) 

 Luke 10:13 

Οὐαί σοι, … ὅτι εἰ … 
woe to-you … because if … 

 

πάλαι ἂν ἐν σάκκῳ καὶ σποδῷ καθήμενοι μετενόησαν. 
long-ago would in sackcloth and ash sitting they-repented 
i.e. If …, they would have sat … 
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Infinitive 

 Luke 14:18b 

ἔχω ἀνάγκην ἐξελθὼν ἰδεῖν αὐτόν· 
I-have need having-gone-out to-see it 
NIV: I must go and see it. 
e.g. The “going out”, though grammaticalized as Aorist Participle, is also an event which “I need to do”. 

Subjunctive 

 Matthew 2:8 

ἐπὰν δὲ εὕρητε, ἀπαγγείλατέ μοι, ὅπως κἀγὼ ἐλθὼν προσκυνήσω αὐτῷ. 
when ( ) you-find report to-me so-that I-too having-come may-worship him 
NIV: so that I too may go and worship him. 

 

 Acts 16:37; cf., Hebrews 10:36 

οὐ γάρ, ἀλλὰ ἐλθόντες αὐτοὶ ἡμᾶς ἐξαγαγέτωσαν. 
no indeed rather having-come themselves us may-they-lead-out 
NIV: No! Let them come themselves and escort us out. 

Imperative 

 Matthew 2:8 

καὶ πέμψας αὐτοὺς εἰς Βηθλέεμ εἶπεν, Πορευθέντες ἐξετάσατε ἀκριβῶς … 
and having-sent them to Bethlehem said having-gone seek diligently … 
NIV: Go and make a careful search 

 

 Matthew 2:13; cf., Matthew 21:2b, 28:19–20; Luke 16:6b 

Ἐγερθεὶς παράλαβε τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν μητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ φεῦγε … 
having-risen take the child and the mother of-him and flee … 
NIV: Get up … take the child … 

Interrogative 

 Luke 10:25b 

τί ποιήσας ζωὴν αἰώνιον κληρονομήσω; 
what having-done life eternal I-may-inherit 
NIV: what must I do to inherit eternal life? 

Future time: With Future Indicative Main Verb 

 Matthew 24:46 

μακάριος ὁ δοῦλος ἐκεῖνος ὃν ἐλθὼν ὁ κύριος αὐτοῦ εὑρήσει οὕτως ποιοῦντα· 
blessed the slave that whom having-come the Lord of-him will-find thus doing 
The Master will come and will find him. 
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 Matthew 25:40; cf., Matthew 25:44; Luke 15:18a 

καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ βασιλεὺς ἐρεῖ αὐτοῖς … 
and having-answered the King will-say to-them … 
NIV: The King will reply … 

Past time: With Aorist Indicative Main Verb 

 Luke 15:20a 

καὶ ἀναστὰς ἦλθεν πρὸς τὸν πατέρα ἑαυτοῦ. 
and having-risen he-went to the father of-him 
NIV: So he got up and went to his father. 

Past time: With Imperfect Indicative Main Verb 

 Acts 1:6 

Οἱ μὲν οὖν συνελθόντες ἠρώτων αὐτὸν … 
they ( ) therefore having-gathered were-asking him … 
NIV: So when they met together, they asked him … 

Whereas the whole scenario takes its mood and tense from the Main Verb, the 
internal relationships between Participle and Main Verb, i.e. those within the prototypical 
scenario, remain unchanged. For example, in Luke 10:13 the sitting (Prenuclear Present 
Participle) is conceptualized as concurrent with the repentance, being grammaticalized by 
Process Aspect. In both Luke 15:18a and 20a, the rising (Prenuclear Aorist Participle) is 
conceptualized as prior to the going, whether that is in future time or past time. Similarly, 
in Matthew 18:19–20, the going (Prenuclear Aorist Participle) is conceptualized as prior 
to the discipling, being grammaticalized as Event Aspect. Likewise the baptizing and 
teaching (Postnuclear Present Participles) are conceptualized as concurrent with the 
discipling (Main Verb), but, being postnuclear, also have a nontemporal semantic 
relationship, i.e. MEANS. 

F2.7. Negation 

Negation can operate at the level of the scenario chunk, rather than at the level of the 
event. This again suggests an underlying conceptual unity between Participle and Main 
Verb, for example. 

Single negative marker negating both Participle and Main Verb 

 Luke 8:12 

οἱ δὲ παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν εἰσιν οἱ ἀκούσαντες, 
the ( ) by the path are the having-heard 

 

εἶτα ἔρχεται ὁ διάβολος καὶ αἴρει τὸν λόγον ἀπὸ τῆς καρδίας αὐτῶν, 
then comes the devil and takes the word from the heart of-them 



F. Evidence That Greek Participial Clauses Belong in the Main Verb’s Scenario 549 

 

 

ἵνα μὴ πιστεύσαντες σωθῶσιν. 
so-that not having-believed may-be-saved 
NIV: so that they may not believe and be saved 
i.e., not (believe and be saved) = (not believe) and (not be saved) 

 

 Luke 18:5 

ἵνα μὴ εἰς τέλος ἐρχομένη ὑπωπιάζῇ με. 
so-that not to end coming may-weary me 
NIV: so that she won’t eventually wear me out with her coming! 
i.e. not (come and weary) = (not come) and (not weary) 

In contrast, where two Participles are conjoined, and the first is marked negative, the 
second is affirmative, and contraexpectation. This contraexpectation comes from the 
prototypical relationships between these events in the scenario, and may be lexically 
unmarked, i.e. conjoined by καὶ, or marked by δέ, for example: 

 John 20:29b 

μακάριοι οἱ μὴ ἰδόντες καὶ πιστεύσαντες. 
blessed the not having-seen and having-believed 
i.e. the ((not having seen) AND (having believed)) 
NIV: blessed are those who have not seen and yet have believed 
The one article and the conjoining marker καί here mark two contrasting Participles as belonging to a 
single scenario. NIV translates the contraexpectation which comes not from the grammar of the text, but 
the prototypical relationship within the believe scenario, that seeing often is the cause of belief. 

 

 1 Peter 1:8 

εἰς ὃν ἄρτι μὴ ὁρῶντες πιστεύοντες δὲ ἀγαλλιᾶσθε … 
in whom yet not seeing believing ( ) you-rejoice … 
i.e. ((not seeing) BUT (believing)) 
NIV: even though you do not see him now, you believe in him and are filled with … joy 

As one would expect, if the second Participle is marked negative, the first remains 
positive. The contraexpectation relationship may come simply from the prototypical 
relationships within the scenario, or be explicitly marked, for example: 
 Matthew 7:26 

καὶ πᾶς ὁ ἀκούων μου τοὺς λόγους τούτους καὶ μὴ ποιῶν αὐτοὺς 
and every the hearing of-me the words these and not doing them 
i.e. everyone ((hearing) AND (not doing)) 

 cf., Luke 6:49 

ὁ δὲ ἀκούσας καὶ μὴ ποιήσας 
the ( ) having-heard and not having-done 
i.e. anyone who ((hears) AND (does not do)) 
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 Luke 24:22–23 

γενόμεναι ὀρθριναὶ ἐπὶ τὸ μνημεῖον καὶ μὴ εὑροῦσαι τὸ σῶμα αὐτοῦ 
having-occurred early at the tomb and not having-found the body of-him 
NIV: They went to the tomb early this morning, but did not find his body 

 

 2 Corinthians 4:8a; cf., 4:8b–9 

ἐν παντὶ θλιβόμενοι ἀλλ᾽ οὐ στενοχωρούμενοι, 
in all being-afflicted but not being-constricted 
NIV: We are hard pressed on every side but not crushed 
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G. Exceptions That Prove the Rule: Conjoined Main Verbs in a 
Single Scenario 

This appendix provides evidence to support the hypothesis that grammaticalizing a 
“script” by conjoined Main Verbs, rather than a cluster of Aorist Participle(s) and Main 
Verb, is a “marked” usage which highlights that script as especially significant at higher 
levels of discourse. In narrative such conjoined Main Verbs are typically Aorist Indica-
tives with Present Indicatives being even more strongly “marked”, as summarized in 
chapter 5.3.5. 

G1. Conjoined Aorist Indicatives 
If script type events are typically encoded by Aorist Participle(s) plus Main Verb, 

what is the significance of them being presented as a string of Main Verbs in the Aorist 
Indicative conjoined by “and”? Such script-type events are events which occur in a 
prototypical order, share the same subject, and can be conceptualized as part of a single 
event. Louw (1982:109–110) recognizes that these different constructions have the same 
reference to a single activity: 

ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν refers to a single activity even as ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν would refer to a single 
activity … a coordinate series. 

In terms of the New Testament corpus, we can theoretically specify certain lexical 
items which typically (i.e. to a statistically significant deviation from the average) appear 
in Aorist Participle form. I would suggest concepts such as “come”, “go”, “arrive”, 
“take”, “hear”, “respond”, and “fall down before” as typical events occurring as stages of 
a New Testament script. 

O’Donnell (1997), using Bibleworks, gives data for particular verb forms of certain 
verbs and compares it with the expected number of occurrences of that form, based on 
average occurrences for all New Testament verbs, together with a z-score, showing 
statistical significance (where plus or minus 3 is significant). He lists Aorist Participles: 
Verb Gloss Occurrences Expected z-score 
λαμβάνω take 65 28 8.69 
ἀκούω hear 92 48 7.84 

According to my theory, when Main Verbs sharing the same subject are conjoined 
by “and”, the conjoining would mark that the events belong in a single scenario, and the 
use of Main Verbs would mean “REMEMBER THIS”. In other words, the author would be 
drawing the reader’s attention to a particular scenario, marking it as unusually significant 
to the discourse. This could be visualized as “PAST-EVENT and PAST-EVENT and PAST-
EVENT” as opposed to the normal pattern “Event, Event, PAST-EVENT”. 

For example, Mark 5:25–34 tells the story of the woman with the issue of blood. 
Chunking it by Participles and independent Main Verbs we get: 
1 καὶ γυνὴ οὖσα ἐν ῥύσει αἵματος δώδεκα ἔτη 
 and woman being in flow of-blood twelve years 
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 καὶ πολλὰ παθοῦσα ὑπὸ πολλῶν ἰατρῶν 
 and many[things] having-suffered from many doctors 

 

 καὶ δαπανήσασα τὰ παρ᾽ αὐτῆς πάντα 
 and having-spent the with her all 

 

 καὶ μηδὲν ὠφεληθεῖσα ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον εἰς τὸ χεῖρον ἐλθοῦσα, 
 and nothing having-benefited but rather to the worse having-gone 

 

 ἀκούσασα περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ, ἐλθοῦσα ἐν τῷ ὄχλῳ ὄπισθεν 
 having-heard about the Jesus having-come in the crowd behind 

 

 ἥψατο τοῦ ἱματίου αὐτοῦ· 
 touched the robe of-him 

 

  ἔλεγεν γὰρ ὅτι 
  she-was-saying for that 

 

   Ἐὰν ἅψωμαι κἂν τῶν ἱματίων αὐτοῦ σωθήσομαι. 
   if I-should-touch even the clothes of-him I-will-be-saved 

 

2 καὶ εὐθὺς ἐξηράνθη ἡ πηγὴ τοῦ αἵματος αὐτῆς 
 and immediately was-dried-up the fountain of-the blood of-her 

 

3 καὶ ἔγνω τῷ σώματι ὅτι 
 and she-knew in-the body 

 

  ἴαται ἀπὸ τῆς μάστιγος. 
  that she-is-healed from the plague 

 

4 καὶ εὐθὺς ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐπιγνοὺς ἐν ἑαυτῷ 
 and immediately the Jesus having-known in himself 

 

  τὴν ἐξ αὐτοῦ δύναμιν ἐξελθοῦσαν 
  the from him power having-gone-out 

 

 ἐπιστραφεὶς ἐν τῷ ὄχλῳ 
 having-turned in the crowd 

 

 ἔλεγεν, 
 said 

 

  Τίς μου ἥψατο τῶν ἱματίων; 
  who me touched the clothes 

 

5 καὶ ἔλεγον αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ, 
 and said to-him the disciples of-him 
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  Βλέπεις τὸν ὄχλον συνθλίβοντά σε, καὶ λέγεις, Τίς μου ἥψατο; 
  you-see the crowd pressing you and you-say who me touched 

 

6 καὶ περιεβλέπετο ἰδεῖν τὴν τοῦτο ποιήσασαν 
 and he-looked-around to-see the[female] this having-done 

 

7 ἡ δὲ γυνὴ φοβηθεῖσα καὶ τρέμουσα, 
 the ( ) woman having-feared and trembling 

 

 εἰδυῖα ὃ γέγονεν αὐτῇ, 
 having-known what has-happened to her 

 

 ἦλθεν καὶ προσέπεσεν αὐτῷ καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ πᾶσαν τὴν ἀλήθειαν. 
 came and fell-before him and said to-him all the truth 

 

8 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῇ, 
 he ( ) said to-her 

 

  Θυγάτηρ, ἡ πίστις σου σέσωκέν σε· 
  daughter the faith of-you has-saved you 

 

  ὕπαγε εἰς εἰρήνην καὶ ἴσθι ὑγιὴς ἀπὸ τῆς μάστιγός σου. 
  go in peace and be well from the plague of-you 

Note that, apart from 7, every numbered chunk above has one Main Verb, i.e. inde-
pendent finite verb, not in a subordinate clause or direct speech “bubble”. Each chunk has 
a different subject: 

• 1 the woman 
• 2 the bloodflow 
• 3 the woman 
• 4 Jesus 
• 5 the disciples 
• 6 Jesus 
• 7 the woman, and 
• 8 Jesus. 

But chunk 7 has three Main Verbs conjoined by “and”. 

What is the significance of this? I believe that Mark is saying “REMEMBER THIS” 
three times in one scenario. What does this scenario lead up to? “She told him all the 
truth.” What “truth”? The truth is that she, a ritually polluted woman who should touch 
nobody (Leviticus 15:25), has just ritually polluted all the people she has squeezed past 
in the crowd, and to crown it all has ritually polluted the visiting miracle-worker. Note 
that the verb “touch” occurs four times: once as an independent Main Verb (section 1) 
and three times as a Main Verb in a subordinate clause (sections 1, 4, and 5). She had 
behaved appallingly. This is why Mark draws attention to her action in section 7 as 
significant by conjoining three Main Verbs: she comes, shows her respect, and admits 
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publicly that she has wilfully broken the Old Testament laws of ritual purity. Yet Jesus 
does not scold her as she expects (hence her fearing and trembling, 5:33). Rather he 
praises her faith. Mark has carefully emphasized, by repetition of “touch” and using three 
Main Verbs in a single scenario, the significance of the woman’s actions. 

Some other examples of conjoined Aorist Indicatives within a single scenario are 
related to burial (scenarios are numbered separately). 

G1.1. The burial of John the Baptist 
Matthew 14:12 

1 καὶ προσελθόντες οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ 
 and having-come the disciples of-him 

 

 ἦραν τὸ πτῶμα καὶ ἔθαψαν αὐτό[ν] 
 took the body and buried it[him] 

 

2 καὶ ἐλθόντες ἀπήγγειλαν τῷ Ἰησοῦ. 
 and having-gone reported to-the Jesus 

 

Mark 6:29 

1 καὶ ἀκούσαντες οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ 
 and having-heard the disciples of-him 

 

 ἦλθον καὶ ἦραν τὸ πτῶμα αὐτοῦ καὶ ἔθηκαν αὐτὸ ἐν μνημείῳ. 
 came and took the body of-him and placed it in tomb 

G1.2. The burial of Jesus 
Matthew 27:59–60 

1 καὶ λαβὼν τὸ σῶμα ὁ Ἰωσὴφ 
 and having-taken the body the Joseph 

 

 ἐνετύλιξεν αὐτὸ [ἐν] σινδόνι καθαρᾷ 
 wrapped it [in] sheet clean 

 

 καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὸ ἐν τῷ καινῷ αὐτοῦ μνημείῳ ὃ ἐλατόμησεν ἐν τῇ πέτρᾳ 
 and placed it in the new of-him tomb which he-cut in the rock 

 

2 καὶ προσκυλίσας λίθον μέγαν τῇ θύρᾳ τοῦ μνημείου ἀπῆλθεν. 
 and having-rolled-forward stone big to-the doorway of-the tomb left 

 

Mark 15:46 

1 καὶ ἀγοράσας σινδόνα καθελὼν αὐτὸν 
 and having-bought sheet having-taken-down him 

 

 ἐνείλησεν τῇ σινδόνι 
 wrapped in-the sheet 
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 καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὸν ἐν μνημείῳ ὃ ἦν λελατομημένον ἐκ πέτρας 
 and placed him in tomb which was cut from rock 

 

 καὶ προσεκύλισεν λίθον ἐπὶ τὴν θύραν τοῦ μνημείου. 
 and rolled-forward stone at the doorway of-the tomb 

 

Luke 23:52–53 

1 οὗτος προσελθὼν τῷ Πιλάτῳ ᾐτήσατο τὸ σῶμα τοῦ Ἰησοῦ 
 he having-approached the Pilate asked-for the body of-the Jesus 

 

2 καὶ καθελὼν ἐνετύλιξεν αὐτὸ σινδόνι 
 and having-taken-down wrapped it in-sheet 

 

 καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὸν ἐν μνήματι λαξευτῷ οὗ οὐκ ἦν οὐδεὶς οὔπω κείμενος. 
 and placed it in tomb hewn where not was anyone yet laid 

 

John 19:38b–42 

1 ἦλθεν οὖν καὶ ἦρεν τὸ σῶμα αὐτοῦ. 
 he-came therefore and took the body of-him 

 

2 ἦλθεν δὲ καὶ Νικόδημος, ὁ ἐλθὼν πρὸς αὐτὸν νυκτὸς τὸ πρῶτον, 
 came ( ) also Nicodemus the having-come to him at-night the before 

 

 φέρων μίγμα σμύρνης καὶ ἀλόης ὡς λίτρας ἑκατόν. 
 bringing mixture of-myrrh and aloe about pounds hundred 

 

3 ἔλαβον οὖν τὸ σῶμα τοῦ Ἰησοῦ 
 they-took therefore the body of-the Jesus 

 

 καὶ ἔδησαν αὐτὸ ὀθονίοις μετὰ τῶν ἀρωμάτων, 
 and bound it in-wrappings with the spices 

 

 καθὼς ἔθος ἐστὶν τοῖς Ἰουδαίοις ἐνταφιάζειν. 
 as custom is for-the Jews to-bury 

 

4 ἦν δὲ ἐν τῷ τόπῳ ὅπου ἐσταυρώθη κῆπος, 
 was ( ) in the place where he-was-crucified garden 

 

 καὶ ἐν τῷ κήπῳ μνημεῖον καινὸν ἐν ᾧ οὐδέπω οὐδεὶς ἦν τεθειμένος· 
 and in the garden tomb new in which never nobody was put 

 

5 ἐκεῖ οὖν διὰ τὴν παρασκευὴν τῶν Ἰουδαίων, 
 there therefore because-of the preparation[day] of-the Jews 
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  ὅτι ἐγγὺς ἦν τὸ μνημεῖον, 
  because near was the tomb 

 

 ἔθηκαν τὸν Ἰησοῦν. 
 they-placed the Jesus 

G1.3. The burial of Stephen 
Acts 8:2 

1 συνεκόμισαν δὲ τὸν Στέφανον ἄνδρες εὐλαβεῖς 
 they-collected (together buried) ( ) the Stephen men devout 

 

 καὶ ἐποίησαν κοπετὸν μέγαν ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ. 
 and made lamentation great over him 

In the above accounts of burying important people we see that the “Aorist Indicative 
and Aorist Indicative” construction is used at least once in every case. This is consistent 
with the theory that such a structure emphasizes the importance of the scenario in which 
it occurs. 

Contrast, the burials of Ananias and Sapphira, who are presented as evil people, 
where this construction is not used: 
Acts 5:6 

1 ἀναστάντες δὲ οἱ νεώτεροι συνέστειλαν αὐτὸν 
 having-risen ( ) the young-men wrapped him 

 

2 καὶ ἐξενέγκαντες ἔθαψαν. 
 and having-carried-out buried 

 

Acts 5:10 

1 εἰσελθόντες δὲ οἱ νεανίσκοι εὗρον αὐτὴν νεκράν 
 having-come-in ( ) the young-men found her dead 

 

2 καὶ ἐξενέγκαντες ἔθαψαν πρὸς τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς 
 and having-carried-out buried near the man of-her 

Note that we are not supposed to infer that Sapphira was not wrapped up in a shroud 
whereas her husband was. Simply, as with all scenarios, we are supposed to assume the 
prototypical events happened, unless we are told otherwise, or given indications to the 
contrary. 

Talking of the burial of an anonymous father, Matthew uses a conjoined Infinitive 
construction (EVENT and EVENT), and Luke uses a Participle and Infinitive construction 
(Event EVENT). Matthew’s version then shows the speaker stressing the importance of 
burying his father: 
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 Matthew 8:21 

 Κύριε, ἐπίτρεψόν μοι πρῶτον ἀπελθεῖν καὶ θάψαι τὸν πατέρα μου. 
 Lord permit me first to-go-away and to-bury the father of-me 

  

 Luke 9:59 

 [Κύριε] ἐπίτρεψόν μοι ἀπελθόντι πρῶτον θάψαι τὸν πατέρα μου. 
 [Lord] permit me having-gone-away first to-bury the father of-me 

We have a similar usage of this structure, in the parable of Lazarus, Luke 16:22: 

 ἐγένετο δὲ ἀποθανεῖν τὸν πτωχὸν 
 it-happened ( ) to-die the poor[man] 

 

 καὶ ἀπενεχθῆναι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τῶν ἀγγέλων εἰς τὸν κόλπον Ἀβραάμ· 
 and to-be-taken him by the angels to the bosom of-Abraham 

 

 ἀπέθανεν δὲ καὶ ὁ πλούσιος καὶ ἐτάφη 
 died ( ) also the rich[man] and was-buried 

Here it seems the author presents two scenarios about the poor man: his death and 
his being taken to “heaven”. I use “heaven” here as the normal English equivalent for the 
“place or state of bliss in the afterlife” which “Abraham’s bosom” refers to, whilst recog-
nising that the contents of a modern English scenario for “heaven”, whether Christian or 
otherwise, will differ in details from the scenario here. Indeed, it appears that Jewish 
concepts about the afterlife were in flux at the time Jesus spoke this parable, which may 
be reflected in the variety of terms used in the New Testament to refer to such a state of 
bliss in the afterlife, for example: 

• “paradise”, Luke 23:43 
• “eternal life”, Matthew 19:16 
• “the kingdom of heaven”, Matthew 19:23 
• “the kingdom of God”, Matthew 19:24 
• “being saved”, Matthew 19:25 
The main evidence that Lazarus’s death and going to “heaven” are being treated as 

separate scenarios is that each has a separate subject marked (τὸν πτωχόν and αὐτόν). 
Also ἀποθανεῖν is Active Voice, whereas ἀπενεχθῆναι is Passive Voice, and seman-
tically dying and being taken to heaven are not consecutive events in a script performed 
by the same agent. (However, certain scripts may include a prototypical switch between 
Active and Passive voice, since there is a real life change to passivity, e.g. dying, being 
prepared for burial and being buried.) We also have evidence that, for a Jewish audience 
of Jesus’s day, it was not a prototypical part of the going to “heaven” scenario that a poor 
man would be a participant (see Matthew 19:24–25). 

If the name Lazarus is a Greek form of Eliezer “God helps” (Fitzmyer 1985:1131), 
then this name cues the audience to expect a specific twist in this tale. This is the only 
parable where a character is named. Given the strong significance in both the Old and 
New Testament on the relationship between name and character, Jesus’s use of this name 
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in a made-up story should be taken as “symbolic” (cf., Young 1939:593), since it is 
patently not referring to a historical person. 

In the case of the rich man, Luke has chosen to use the conjoined Aorist Indicative 
construction making a single significant scenario. Now the Pharisees whom Jesus was 
addressing had “rich Pharisees” as the prototypical participants in their “going to heaven” 
scenario (Luke 16:13–15). They had already heard the amazing statement that even this 
poor destitute man went to heaven. The PAST-EVENT and PAST-EVENT scenario they 
now expect is “The rich man also died and was carried into Abraham’s bosom”. But 
Jesus presents them with a completely different single significant scenario: “The rich 
man also died and was buried.” No eternal bliss for him. 

Another example of a conjoined Main Verb cluster to mark a single significant 
scenario is in Acts 2:1–4, the coming of the Holy Spirit, where verses 2–4 have six 
conjoined Aorist Indicatives. Here, however, the subjects are all different, although the 
causal agent, God, is implicit in all cases. 

G2. Present Indicatives in a string of Conjoined Indicatives 
A more radical departure from the norm of “Aorist Participle, Aorist Indicative” 

chunking, is the use of one or more Present Indicatives in a string of Indicatives 
conjoined by “and”. Present Indicatives in past time narrative (the so-called “historic 
present”) are a common feature in Matthew, Mark, and John, and it is widely regarded 
that they occur in contexts where we suspect the author intends a heightened dramatic 
effect. 

Such Present Indicatives are most frequent with speech verbs. Black (1999:121) 
states: 

By my count, present tense-forms occur 79 times as the main verbs in past-referring narrative 
sentences in Matthew, 66 of these (84%) in sentences which introduce quoted speech. 

More significantly Black (1999:127–128) points out that in Matthew’s Gospel the 13 
nonspeech Present Indicatives are clustered around theologically significant events: 

12 of them are found in clusters at important points in the narrative: Jesus’ baptism (3.13, 15); 
Jesus’ temptation (4.5, 8 [two occurrences], 11); Jesus’ transfiguration (17.1 [two occurrences], 
and Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane (26.36, 40 [two occurrences], 45). There is one other occur-
rence in narrative, when two thieves are crucified alongside Jesus (27.38) 

Black (1999:139) concludes: 
In 4:1–11 and 26:36–46 Matthew uses the historic present in a manner best explained by an 
aspectual approach to verbal tense-forms. He intentionally juxtaposes present and aorist or 
imperfect tense-forms within these passages for dramatic effect. This helps create the narrative’s 
structure and makes his storytelling more engaging to his readers: in one passage, to indicate 
development to a climax (4.1–11), and in the other, to distinguish between two interwoven story 
lines (26.36–46). 

I propose that Matthew can use the Present Indicative both to “indicate development 
to a climax” and to “distinguish between two interwoven story lines” because in past time 
narrative Present Indicative always signifies “PAY ATTENTION”, and thus highlights the 
scenario in which it occurs. It is this highlighting of a particular scenario which creates 
what Black calls “dramatic effect”. 
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I posit that this is achieved by the combination of three factors: 
1. A finite verb in a non subordinate clause indicates a main event to be explicitly 

remembered, i.e. “REMEMBER THIS”. 
2. Imperfective Aspect indicates that mental “time” should be given to conceptualizing 

this as a Process rather than an undifferentiated Event, i.e. “SLOW DOWN”. 
3. Absence of Past Tense marking of the finite verb in past time narrative indicates 

“statistically unusual”, i.e. “PAY EXTRA ATTENTION”. This, as Black (1999:126) 
points out, agrees with Lyons’s dictum (1968:415) that “The ‘meaningfulness’ of 
utterances (and parts thereof) varies in inverse proportion to their degree of 
‘expectancy’ in context.” 

Matthew 4:1–11 shows the patterning of Present Indicatives in Narrative. I have 
chunked the text below, keeping strings of Main Verbs with the same subject conjoined 
by “and” in the same chunk. The sections are my own analysis, but uncontroversial. 
(Aorist Participles are underlined, Indicatives bolded, Present Indicatives underlined and 
bolded, direct speech summarized): 
SETTING 

1 Τότε ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἀνήχθη εἰς τὴν ἔρημον ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος 
 then the Jesus was-led into the wilderness by the spirit 

 

  πειρασθῆναι ὑπὸ τοῦ διαβόλου. 
  to-be-tested by the devil 

 

2 καὶ νηστεύσας ἡμέρας τεσσεράκοντα καὶ νύκτας τεσσεράκοντα, 
 and having-fasted days forty and nights forty 

 

 ὕστερον ἐπείνασεν. 
 finally he-hungered 

 

PROBLEM + RESOLUTION 1 

3 Καὶ προσελθὼν ὁ πειράζων εἶπεν αὐτῷ, … 
 and having-come-near the tempter said to him … 
  [If you are the Son of Man turn these stones to bread] 

 

4 ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν, … 
 he ( ) having-responded said … 
  [Man shall not live by bread alone, but by God’s every word] 

 

PROBLEM + RESOLUTION 2 

5 Τότε παραλαμβάνει αὐτὸν ὁ διάβολος εἰς τὴν ἁγίαν πόλιν 
 then takes him the devil to the Holy City 

 

 καὶ ἔστησεν αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὸ πτερύγιον τοῦ ἱεροῦ, 
 and set him on the pinnacle of-the temple 
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 καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ, … 
 and says to-him [if you are the Son of God jump off for it is written …] 

 

6 ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, … 
 said to-him the Jesus [do not tempt God] … 

 

PROBLEM + RESOLUTION 3 

7 Πάλιν παραλαμβάνει αὐτὸν ὁ διάβολος εἰς ὄρος ὑψηλὸν λίαν 
 again takes him the devil to mountain high very 

 

 καὶ δείκνυσιν αὐτῷ πάσας τὰς βασιλείας τοῦ κόσμου καὶ τὴν δόξαν αὐτῶν 
 and shows him all the kingdoms of-the world and the glory of-them 

 

 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, … 
 and said to-him [I will give you all this if you worship me] … 

 

6 τότε λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, … 
 then says to-him the Jesus [it is written, worship God alone] … 

 

OUTCOME 

7 Τότε ἀφίησιν αὐτὸν ὁ διάβολος, 
 then leaves him the devil 

 

8 καὶ ἰδοὺ ἄγγελοι προσῆλθον 
 and behold angels came-near 

 

 καὶ διηκόνουν αὐτῷ. 
 and were-ministering to-him 

It is apparent that the first two sections, Setting and Problem+Resolution 1, follow 
the unmarked narrative pattern of Aorist Participle and Aorist Indicative. Subject switch 
is marked in chunk 4, by δέ. Sections 3 and 4 have a marked pattern, with no Aorist 
Participles at all, but strings of finite Main Verbs, with events belonging in the same 
script, (same subject, temporal sequence), conjoined by καί ‘and’. The use of Present 
Indicative, as opposed to Aorist Indicative, presents the event as a Process rather than an 
Event, and so, as it were, slows the action down, cuing the listener to focus on this event. 

The story could be summarized as follows, with the Present Indicatives marking the 
most significant events in the narrative (here underlined): 

Then Jesus was led to be tested J: PAST-EVENT for-Event 
And he fasted, he hungered J: Event PAST-EVENT 
And Satan came, he said [magic up bread] S: Event PAST-EVENT 
Jesus replied, he said [I obey God]  J: Event PAST-EVENT 
Then Satan takes & set & says [jump] S: PROCESS + PAST-EVENT + PROCESS 
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Jesus said [should not tempt God] J: PAST-EVENT 
Again Satan takes & shows & said [yours] S: PROCESS + PROCESS + PAST-EVENT 
Then Jesus says [worship God alone] J: PROCESS 
Then Satan leaves S: PROCESS 
And angels came & were ministering A: PAST-EVENT + PAST-PROCESS 

As shown above, Present Indicatives are used for what seem to be merely locations 
and circumstantial settings for key events, as well as for significant events themselves, 
such as arrival or departure of characters, and key speeches. They seem not only to 
highlight the event itself, but the whole scenario of which that event is a part. 

This use of Present Indicatives in past time narrative to highlight the importance of 
following events has been noted in Mark by others. Porter (1989:189–198) quotes Buth 
(1977:13), who regards uses of λέγω in the Present Indicative as haphazard, but with 
other verbs states: 

The historic present in Mark has a regular discourse function. It is used in the beginning 
sentence of a paragraph and describes a change in the geographical setting of participants 
already on stage, or introduces participants who were off-stage …. 

Similarly Porter (ibid.) notes Levinsohn’s observations (1977:14): 
[1] It is used only in connection with the interaction of two participants or groups of participants 
… [2] Its use is always cataphoric, anticipatory, pointing to another action concerned with it. … 
Levinsohn claims that “the historic present establishes the location in which an important 
interaction will occur”. 

I fully agree with the above observations that historic present can be used to change 
the settings for following events, to introduce new participants who will act, and to mark 
the significance of the following events. I argue that this is due to the very nature of the 
scenario. If preliminary events from a script-type scenario are highlighted (by Present 
Indicative) then the whole script must be highlighted, and specifically the “end” of the 
script is highlighted, since the end is prototypically more important than the events lead-
ing up to it. This is clear in Matthew 4:7–8 above, where the Present Indicatives of “take” 
and “show” precede the even more important speech act, where the Aorist is used. This 
passage is quoted by Levinsohn (1992:143) where he refers to the Presents as 
Preliminary Events, and the Aorist as Foreground Event. 

However, I disagree with Levinsohn (1977:14, above) that the historic present is 
“always anticipatory”. Indeed, Levinsohn himself later abandons that view. In Discourse 
Features of New Testament Greek (1992:141–146) he analyses the meaning of the 
“historic present” as “detachment” and divides its uses into “preliminary”, which put 
emphasis on the foreground events which follow, and “concluding”, which sometimes 
highlights an event and sometimes does not. 

Thus Levinsohn (1992:144–145) cites λέγει in Matthew 4:10 (section 6 above) as an 
example of a highlighted “Concluding Event”, but regards ἀφίησιν in 4:11 (section 7 
above) as not highlighted, but marking a transition, before the highlighted foreground 
events of 11b–12. Although I accept that a form can have a meaning such as 
“detachment”. I fail to see how the reader is supposed to know when the detached item is 
significant in itself, and when it is simply a foil to the following events. Analytically, I 
find it hard to understand why Jesus’s statement in verse 10 is seen as concluding and 
highlighted, but the result of that statement in verse 11, Satan’s departure, is seen as 
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transitional, and not highlighted. Exegetically also, why does Levinsohn say the angels’ 
ministry to Jesus is more significant than Satan’s departure? 

I also disagree with Levinsohn’s analysis (1992:144–145) of ἀφίησιν in Matthew 
3:15b as not highlighted: 

 Matthew 3:13–16  
Jesus arrives (for baptism) Present 
John refused saying Aorist, Present Participle 
Jesus having answered said Aorist Participle, Aorist 
John permits Present 
Jesus having-been-baptised came up Aorist Participle, Aorist 
skies were opened Aorist 
Jesus saw Aorist 
voice behold saying highlighted intro, Present Participle 

Surely John’s acceding to Jesus’s request to baptize him, is highlighted. Had this not 
happened, and it was “touch and go” whether it would, the rest of the script could not 
have followed. I agree with Levinsohn that “the event concerned acts as a transition 
between two sections. On the one hand it concludes the incident of vv. 13–15; on the 
other, it forms the background to the incident of vv. 16–17”. Indeed, I believe that 
scenario theory explains this usage. John’s agreeing to baptize Jesus is the final event of 
an argument script, and as such is highlighted. But this agreement to baptize is also the 
prerequisite initial event of the “baptize” script. Thus the rest of the “baptism” script is 
highlighted as significant, since the prerequisite has been highlighted. Moreover, the 
following “baptism” script is simply assumed to take place, and indeed is referred to as 
Hearer-old information using the Aorist Participle. This explanation assigns a single 
value, highlighting, to the use of Present Indicative, and explains the way highlighting is 
distributed by prototypical relationships between events in people’s mental scenarios, 
rather than the bewildering variety of special circumstances Levinsohn suggests. 

If we see Present Indicative as highlighting a significant event, we need only look at 
the scenario to see whether it is a highlighted preliminary event, such as “going”, “see-
ing”, “showing”, etc. or whether it is an end event, such as “saying”, “leaving”, or 
changing one’s mind (e.g. “allowing” Matthew 3:15 above). If the highlighted event is 
preliminary, the whole of the following script is also highlighted. If the event is the end 
of a script, then that event alone is highlighted. 

This can be shown visually as follows: 
Aorist Participles (predictable part of script) are marked lowercase, 
Main Verbs (backbone of narrative) are marked UPPERCASE, 
final verbs in each string (end of script, script title) are bolded, 
Present Indicatives (highlighted events) are S-T-R-E-T-C-H-E-D, 
from Present Indicative to the end of a script is underlined. 
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For example: 
 Matthew 4:1–11  
Jesus WAS LED Aorist 
 having-fasted HUNGERED Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Satan having-come SAID Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Jesus having-replied SAID Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Satan T-A-K-E-S & SET & S-A-Y-S Present & Aorist & Present 
Jesus SAID Aorist 
Satan T-A-K-E-S  &  S-H-O-W-S & SAID Present & Present & Aorist 
Jesus S-A-Y-S Present 
Satan L-E-A-V-E-S Present 
Angels CAME & WERE MINISTERING Aorist & Imperfect 

This charting makes it visually clear that end events of a script in a scenario (always 
Main Verbs grammatically) are always the most prominent at discourse level, that the use 
of conjoined Main Verbs rather that Aorist Participles puts more emphasis on the scenar-
io, and that Present Indicative has two functions, both emphasizing the action of the verb 
itself by, as it were, slowing it down to a Process (Imperfective Aspect), and highlighting 
the whole scenario (by statistical rarity in past time narrative). 

Thus a Present Indicative for preliminary script events, highlights the rest of the 
script of which the end event (script title) is naturally most prominent (which explains its 
usage to highlight following significant events). In contrast a Present Indicative for script 
final events highlights the event itself, both as an individual verb (Process aspect), and as 
a scenario (statistical markedness). 

Using this visual charting we can see more clearly the patterning of the temptations 
as Matthew presents them, where each section shows absence of highlighting or different 
highlighting patterns: 
 Matthew 4:1–11  
Setting   
Jesus WAS LED Aorist 
 having-fasted HUNGERED Aorist Participle, Aorist 

 

Round 1   
Satan having-come SAID Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Jesus having-replied SAID Aorist Participle, Aorist 

 

Round 2 (highlighted—Satan attacks with Scripture)  
Satan T-A-K-E-S & SET & S-A-Y-S Present & Aorist & Present 
Jesus SAID Aorist 

 

Round 3 (highlighted—Jesus wins the contest)  
Satan T-A-K-E-S & S-H-O-W-S & SAID Present & Present & Aorist 
Jesus S-A-Y-S Present 
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Outcome (highlighted—Satan departs)  
Satan L-E-A-V-E-S Present 
Angels CAME & WERE MINISTERING Aorist & Imperfect 

The two present forms in Jesus’s final speech and Satan’s departure are appropriate 
for a climactic finale which includes Jesus’s “direct and unwavering” response: “Get 
away from me, Satan.” Hagner (1993:68–69) notes “Only here at the end of the three 
testings does Jesus respond with a command … Satan has tested Jesus and has failed. 
Jesus sends him away with a command that calls attention simultaneously to his victory 
and to his authority.” 

Charting Present Indicatives and Scripts in Past Time Narratives 

Let us use the above marking to chart the use of Present Indicatives in other texts. 
First parallel passages to Matthew 4:1–11, the Temptation of Jesus (* marks differences 
from Matthew): 

 Mark 1:12–13  
Setting   
Spirit E-X-P-E-L-S (into desert)  *Present Indicative 

Situation   
Jesus WAS (in desert) being-tempted *Imperfect, Present Participle 
Jesus WAS with wild beasts *Imperfect 

* No specific temptations  

Outcome (or Situation ?)  
* omitted Satan’s departure (which Matthew highlighted)  
Angels WERE MINISTERING *(omitted came) Imperfect 

It can readily be seen that Mark’s account is very abbreviated and contains only one 
Present Indicative, emphasizing the work of the Holy Spirit. This also seems to highlight 
the whole scenario or pericope, even though it is not a preliminary event in a script with a 
single agent. The arguments for this as one scenario are grammatical, i.e. all the verbs, 
despite having separate agents, are conjoined by “and”, and semantic, i.e. each event 
follows naturally from the one before in a single scenario linked either by cause or 
logical relationship, that is: 
The Holy Spirit sent Jesus into the desert 
Because he was sent, Jesus was in the desert being tempted 
Because he was in the desert, Jesus was among wild animals 
Because he was being tempted and among wild animals, angels ministered to him. 

There is no mention of fasting or of specific temptations. Imperfects (Imperfective 
Aspect, Process) are chosen presumably to emphasise duration. It is unclear from the text 
whether the ministry of angels is for the duration of the temptation, or after the tempta-
tion. The Exodus scenario might suggest a guiding ministry of angels throughout the 
time. However, the scenario given in Matthew suggests a ministry of emotional and 
perhaps physical support after the temptations. In any case, Mark’s emphasis is on God’s 
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leading and support in temptation, not on details of exactly what, and when. Cranfield 
(1977:56) comments “He goes not by chance, nor by his own fancy, but by the leading of 
that Spirit … in obedience to God …” and is given “a special assurance of the divine 
presence”. 
 Luke 4:1–13  
Setting   
Jesus RETURNED *Aorist (extra information) 
Jesus WAS BEING LED *Imperfect (not Aorist) 
Jesus NOT ATE & HUNGERED *Aorist & Aorist 

 

Round 1   
Satan SAID *(omit coming) Aorist 
Jesus ANSWERED *Aorist (-Aorist Pt., Aorist) 

 

Round 2 (Matthew’s 3) (lightly highlighted—Satan attacks with Scripture) 
Satan having-led SHOWED & SAID *Aorist Part, Aorist & Aorist 
Jesus having-replied SAID *Aorist Participle, Aorist 

 

Round 3 (Matthew’s 2) (lightly highlighted—Jesus wins the contest) 
Satan LED & SET & SAID *Aorist & Aorist & Aorist 
Jesus having-replied SAID *Aorist Participle, Aorist 

 

Outcome (not highlighted—Satan departs)  
Satan having finished LEFT *Aorist Participle, Aorist 
*(no mention of angels ministry)  

It can be seen from the above chart that Luke does not use Present Indicative here, so 
there is no strong highlighting. However, he does use the Aorist & Aorist pattern as a 
mild highlighting device in exactly the same places as Matthew uses the strong high-
lighting, i.e. Satan’s second and third temptations. He also uses it to emphasize Jesus’s 
hunger. If we accept the view that a scenario title alone is a “fleeting” script, whereas 
more than one mention “instantiates” the script and makes the hearer aware of the script’s 
contents (Schank and Abelson 1977:47), then even the “Aorist Participle, Aorist” 
structure has more “weight” than an Aorist alone. Whether this is so or not, it is clear that 
Luke’s pattern of emphasis is similar to Matthew’s even though he is more restrained in 
his use of the strong highlighting device of “historic present”. 

Luke also reverses the order of Matthew’s second and third temptations, possibly to 
achieve a “Jerusalem climax” where the “central motif … is the facing of death in 
Jerusalem” (Nolland 1989:179, 181). The conjoining of three Aorist Indicatives in Luke 
4:9 supports the suggestion that this particular temptation is being deliberately high-
lighted. The Jerusalem temptation is also highlighted in Matthew’s account, not by order, 
since it appears second, but by the use of the Present Indicative “says” to introduce 
Satan’s words (4:6). Similarly, whereas Luke emphasizes Jesus’s final response by its 
order, i.e. coming after the climactic temptation, Matthew emphasizes Jesus’s final 
response by again using the Present Indicative “says”, this time to introduce Jesus’s 
words (4:10). 
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Now let us chart the synoptic accounts of Jesus’s prayers in Gethsemane: 
 Matthew 26:36–46  
Setting   
Jesus C-O-M-E-S  &  S-A-Y-S Present & Present 

 

request for support  
Jesus having-taken BEGAN-GRIEVE Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Jesus S-A-Y-S Present 

 

prayer 1 
Jesus having-advanced FELL praying Aorist Participle, Aorist, Present 

Participle 
Jesus C-O-M-E-S  &  F-I-N-D-S  &  S-A-Y-S Present & Present & Present 

 

prayer 2 
Jesus having-gone PRAYED Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Jesus having-come FOUND Aorist Participle, Aorist 
 (for eyes WERE heavy) Imperfect in subordinate clause 

 

prayer 3  
Jesus having-left having-gone PRAYED Aorist Participle, Aorist Participle, 

Aorist 
Jesus C-O-M-E-S  &  S-A-Y-S Present & Present 
 “my betrayer is here”  

Black (1999:138–139), whose research concentrates on the patterning of different 
conjunctions and asyndeton, comments on her own very similar analysis of this passage: 

Analysis of the narrative framework of Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane (Mt. 26.36–46) suggests 
that the passage is one unit with two intertwining narrative threads. The first storyline, 
containing historic present verb forms, follows Jesus’ interactions with his disciples … The 
other storyline, recounted in aorist verb forms, focuses on Jesus in isolation - in his grief, in 
prayer to his Father, and as he walks away from his sleeping disciples. 

Black points out that this analysis not only divides the two story lines, but marks the 
conflict between Jesus and his disciples as in focus at discourse level, referring to 
Matthew 26:30–35 in support of this. 

Not only does the above chart support the theory that these interactive passages are 
strongly highlighted, but also the fact that the verb “say” is in the Present in both 26:31 
(when Jesus predicts the disciples’ flight), and in 26:35 (when Peter categorically denies 
he will flee) supports the view that this conflict is a discourse theme. 

Levinsohn (1977:14) observes that “historic present” is used only in connection with 
the interaction of two participants or groups of participants, which fits the above passage. 
If this is true, does it mean that a narrative must have interaction to be worthy of high-
lighting? It certainly seems intuitively reasonable. However, if one accepted Levinsohn’s 
concept of “historic present” marking “detachment” either highlighting or downgrading, 
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it is harder to see why it should be restricted to interactions, and not used to separate of 
an individual’s actions from the rest of the narrative. 

Mark’s version is very similar (* marks differences): 

 Mark 14:32–42  
Setting   
Jesus (+ disciples) C-O-M-E  &  (he) S-A-Y-S *Present & Present 

 

request for support  
Jesus T-A-K-E-S & BEGAN-STRESS & S-A-Y-S *Present & Aorist &*Present 

 

prayer 1 
Jesus having-advanced FELL Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Jesus WAS PRAYING & WAS SAYING *Imperfect & Imperfect 
Jesus C-O-M-E-S  &  F-I-N-D-S  &  S-A-Y-S Present & Present & Present 

 

prayer 2   
Jesus having-gone PRAYED Aorist Participle, Aorist 
Jesus having-come FOUND Aorist Participle, Aorist 
 (for eyes WERE heavy) Imperfect in subordinate clause 

 

prayer 3 * Third prayer is missing 
Jesus C-O-M-E-S  &  S-A-Y-S Present & Present 
 “my betrayer is here”  

There are several differences in the verb forms used. In the setting Mark conjoins 
two Present Indicatives “they come” and “he says” which highlights the whole following 
episode as especially significant. These verbs have no explicit subject, the first being 3rd 
plural (for Jesus and the disciples), the second 3rd singular (for Jesus). The referents are 
implicit due to the continuation of participants from 14:26–31, and the fact that disciples 
and teacher are prototypical participants with set roles in a given scenario. 

Mark also highlights Jesus’s request for support by using two Present Indicatives 
“takes” and “says” to refer to this single interactive scenario. 

Mark uses Imperfects to introduce the prayer. These are used to give details of the 
prayer scenario already opened by “fell on his knees”. Imperfective Aspect marking 
Process is probably chosen here to emphasize duration (cf., v. 37 “one hour”). 

Finally, Mark completely omits reference to Jesus’s third leaving and praying. This 
is not because it did not happen, but because, to Mark and his audience, it was totally 
predictable from their existing scenario of prayer, combined with the details of this 
particular prayer session in the preceding text and, therefore, totally redundant. 

However, it is clear that Mark, like Matthew, uses Present Indicatives to highlight 
the interrelational parts of the story. 
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Luke, however, uses different techniques to emphasize the separation between Jesus 
and his disciples: 
 Luke 22:39–46  
Setting   
Jesus having-exited WENT *Aorist Participle, Aorist 
disciples FOLLOWED *Aorist 
Jesus having arrived SAID Aorist Participle, Aorist 

* (omitted request for support)  
 

prayer 1+2+3 
Jesus WITHDREW *Aorist 
Jesus having knelt WAS PRAYING Aorist Participle, *Imperfect 
angel APPEARED *Aorist 
Jesus having-become WAS PRAYING *Aorist Participle, Imperfect 
sweat OCCURRED *Aorist 
Jesus having-risen having-come Aorist Pt., Aorist Pt., 
 FOUND & SAID *Aorist & Aorist (contrast Present & Present) 

Once again Luke never uses Present Indicatives here. He does, however, use the 
highlighted Aorist & Aorist for Jesus’s last speech, which in Matthew was given the 
strong highlighting Present & Present. We saw that Matthew and Mark used highlighting 
(with Present) whenever there was interaction between Jesus and the disciples. Luke does 
the same, but in his narrative, there is only one such case, the last speech verb. Every-
where else the actions of Jesus and the disciples have been separated, e.g. Jesus went, the 
disciples followed (as it were separately), Jesus withdrew (as a Main Verb), contrasting 
with Matthew and Mark which both mention his taking three disciples with him, and talk 
of his withdrawal using Aorist Participles. Similarly, there is no mention during the time 
of prayer of Jesus going back to the disciples. 

Thus Luke also, by different means, i.e. making withdraw a Main Verb, and not 
mentioning contact with the disciples, emphasizes the distance between Jesus, praying 
alone, and the disciples. Indeed, Luke states that it fell to an angel to give Jesus the 
support he needed. And Luke also highlights (albeit less strongly) Jesus’s interaction 
with the disciples, as in Matthew and Mark. So although the verbal forms are markedly 
different, the emphasis of the synoptics is the same, Jesus, lonely, struggling with his 
disciples’ intransigence. If indeed Luke has used a common source here with Matthew or 
Mark, he has not followed it slavishly for form, but used different devices to mark the 
same discourse emphases. 

G3. Evidence for Present Indicatives in Past Narrative as highlighted 
The above analysis of the Temptation and Gethsemane passages supports the 

hypothesis that Present Indicative forms in past-time narrative mark prominence at higher 
levels of discourse. 

The role of the “Historic Present” as a marker of discourse prominence, emphasizing 
what follows, was argued by Levinsohn (1977:27): 
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It is inaccurate to say that the historic present is used in Mark’s Gospel to give heightened 
vividness to the narrative. Rather it is employed as a device to give prominence to the events 
that lead from and build upon the speech or event so introduced. 

Johnson (1984:95), in his analysis of Mark 6:6b–8:26, confirms Levinsohn’s conclusions, 
but discriminates between historic Presents in Introductions and elsewhere, so adds a 
rider: 

the use of speech HPs may also draw attention to the content of the speech itself as being 
significant. 

Levinsohn (1977:17) also noted that “Historic Presents” did not simply highlight 
events within an EPISODE, but highlighted certain EPISODES within the whole TEXT: 

the incidents of the episodes in which the present tense occurs are being given prominence over 
against other episodes of the Gospel, thus reflecting Mark’s purpose in relating his narrative. 

Johnson (1984:96) confirms this: 
the discourse function of the HP is to give prominence to certain themes, episodes, participants, 
speeches, etc. within Marks’s narrative, and therefore it is an important factor that needs to be 
taken into account if one is to properly understand the issues of discourse structure and 
prominence in the Gospel of Mark. 

Similarly, Black (1999) shows that in Matthew also the “Historic Present” marks certain 
episodes as prominent at the level of TEXT, i.e. functions as a high-level marker of 
discourse prominence. 

I argue that the statistical markedness of Present Indicative in past time narrative 
makes it a natural marker of prominence, and that where the prominence occurs depends 
on the role of the verb so marked in the scenario, including both the script for an event, 
and the script for a story. 

• Present verb forms for preliminary stages of scripts highlight the following stages 
of the script. 

• Present verb forms in Introductions of a story highlight the following stages of the 
story. 

• Present verb forms in the end stages of scripts, or the Conclusions of stories, 
emphasize that stage itself. 

• Present verb forms in any EPISODE highlight that episode in the whole TEXT. 
This hypothesis that Present Indicatives in past time narrative mark highlighting or 

prominence is supported by patterns of usage. They occur only in the “backbone” of 
narrative, they introduce significant sayings, they occur with restricted lexical items, and 
they show patterns of collocation with anarthrous nouns. These factors are considered 
below. 

G3.1. Present Indicatives only occur in the “backbone” of Past Narrative 

If the Present Indicative in past narrative does not simply mark the Aspect of the 
verb as such (which Imperfect would), but rather marks that the event (and hence also the 
scenario it belongs to) is highly significant at discourse level, then we would expect it not 
to be used in explanatory clauses, or in subordinate clauses in narrative with past time 
reference, since such clauses are by their nature removed from the backbone of the 
narrative. This explains why, in the following examples, even when the narrative verb is 
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in the Present, the explanation which refers back to it is not in the Present. I have tried to 
include all the examples in John where a Present Indicative of λέγω in narrative is 
referred back to: 
Unmarked narrative (both Aorist) 
 John 11:49, 51 (cf., 7:37, 39) 

Narrative εἷς δέ τις ἐξ αὐτῶν Καϊάφας … εἶπεν αὐτοῖς … 
 one ( ) certain from them Caiaphas … said to-them … 

 

Explanation τοῦτο δὲ ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ οὐκ εἶπεν, 
 this ( ) from himself not he-said 

 

 ἀλλὰ ἀρχιερεὺς ὢν τοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ ἐκείνου ἐπροφήτευσεν … 
 but high-priest being of-the year that he-prophesied … 

 

Marked narrative (Present Indicative) 
with Aorist Indicative for explanation 
 John 12:4, 6 

Narrative λέγει δὲ Ἰούδας ὁ Ἰσκαριώτης εἷς [ἐκ] τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ, … 
 says ( ) Judas the Iscariot one [from] of-the disciples of-him … 

 

Explanation εἶπεν δὲ τοῦτο οὐχ ὅτι … ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι … 
 he-said ( ) this not because … but because … 

 

 John 13:10–11 

Narrative λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, … 
 says to-him the Jesus … 

 

Explanation ᾔδει γὰρ τὸν παραδιδόντα αὐτόν· 
 he-knew[Pluperfect] for the one-betraying him 

 

 διὰ τοῦτο εἶπεν ὅτι Οὐχὶ πάντες καθαροί ἐστε. 
 because-of this he-said that not all clean are 

 

 John 13:27–28 

Narrative λέγει οὖν αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, … 
 says therefore to-him the Jesus … 

 

Explanation τοῦτο [δὲ] οὐδεὶς ἔγνω τῶν ἀνακειμένων πρὸς τί εἶπεν αὐτῷ· 
 this ( ) nobody knew of-the recliners for what he-said to-him 

 

 John 21:17, 19 

Narrative λέγει αὐτῷ [ὁ Ἰησοῦς], … 
 says to-him [the Jesus] … 
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Explanation τοῦτο δὲ εἶπεν σημαίνων ποίῳ θανάτῳ δοξάσει τὸν θεόν. 
 this ( ) he-said signifying by-what death he-will-glorify the God 

 

 John 21:22–23 

Narrative λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, … 
 says to-him the Jesus … 

 

Explanation οὐκ εἶπεν δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι οὐκ ἀποθνῄσκει ἀλλ᾽, … 
 not he-said ( ) to-him the Jesus that not dies but … 

G3.1.1. With Imperfect Indicative for explanation 

 John 8:4, 6 

Narrative λέγουσιν αὐτῷ, … 
 they-say to-him … 

 

Explanation τοῦτο δὲ ἔλεγον πειράζοντες αὐτόν, … 
 this ( ) they-were-saying tempting him … 

G3.1.2. With Pluperfect Indicative for explanation (after intervening speech) 

 John 11:11–13 

Narrative καὶ μετὰ τοῦτο λέγει αὐτοῖς, … 
 and after that he-says to-them … 

 

 εἶπαν οὖν οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτῷ, … 
 said therefore the disciples to-him … 

 

Explanation εἰρήκει δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς περὶ τοῦ θανάτου αὐτοῦ, 
 had-spoken [Pluperfect] ( ) the Jesus about the death of-him 

Does the use of Aorist for explanation as opposed to new highlighted actions explain 
the contraintuitive example in John 11:21–27 where Jesus’s great “I am” saying is not 
highlighted? 

Narrative 1 εἶπεν οὖν ἡ Μάρθα πρὸς τὸν Ἰησοῦν, … 
 said therefore the Martha to the Jesus … 

 

Narrative 2 λέγει αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἀναστήσεται ὁ ἀδελφός σου. 
 says to-her the Jesus will rise the brother of-you 

 

Narrative 3 λέγει αὐτῷ ἡ Μάρθα, 
 says to-him the Martha 

 

  Οἶδα ὅτι ἀναστήσεται ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει ἐν τῇ ἐσχάτῃ ἡμέρᾳ. 
  I-know that he-will-rise in the resurrection in the last day 
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Explanation of 2  

 εἶπεν αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, 
 said to-her the Jesus 

 

  Ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ ἀνάστασις καὶ ἡ ζωή· … 
  I am the resurrection and the life … 

 

Narrative 4 λέγει αὐτῷ, Ναί κύριε, ἐγὼ πεπίστευκα ὅτι σὺ εἶ ὁ Χριστὸς 
 she-says to-him yes Lord I-have-believed that you are the Christ 

 

  ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ εἰς τὸν κόσμον ἐρχόμενος. 
  the Son of-the God the into the world coming 

This perhaps is matched by John 11:14–15 as an explanation of John 11:11. Note the 
close parallels between the contents of the speeches and the word παρρησίᾳ ‘plainly’ at 
the start of the explanation: 

 John 11:11, 14–15 

Narrative καὶ μετὰ τοῦτο λέγει αὐτοῖς, 
 and after that he-says to-them 

 

  Λάζαρος ὁ φίλος ἡμῶν κεκοίμηται· 
  Lazarus the friend of-us has-fallen-asleep 

 

  ἀλλὰ πορεύομαι ἵνα ἐξυπνίσω αὐτόν. 
  but I-go so-that I-may-waken him … 

 

Explanation τότε οὖν εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς παρρησίᾳ, 
 then therefore said to-them the Jesus plainly 

 

  Λάζαρος ἀπέθανεν, 
  Lazarus died 

 

  καὶ χαίρω δι᾽ ὑμᾶς ἵνα πιστεύσητε, ὅτι οὐκ ἤμην ἐκεῖ· 
  and I-rejoice for you so-that you-may-believe that we were not there 

 

  ἀλλὰ ἄγωμεν πρὸς αὐτόν. 
  but let-us-go to him 

If Present Indicative in past time is marked as discourse significant, we would expect 
narrative to show an unusually high occurrence of λέγω in the Present Indicative, as 
compared to the Aorist, but explanations to show an unusually low occurrence of Present 
Indicatives. 

Looking at all the instances in John where Jesus says Ἐγώ εἰμι ‘I am’ we find the 
Present tense of λέγω introducing Discourse-new statements, and Aorist introducing 
explanatory statements: 
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Present Indicative (new information) 
 John 4:26 

λέγει αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἐγώ εἰμι, ὁ λαλῶν σοι. 
(I am the Christ; cf., 4:25.) 

 

 John 6:20 

ὁ δὲ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Ἐγώ εἰμι, 
(I am Jesus, not a ghost; cf., Matthew 14:26,) 

 

 John 14:6 

λέγει αὐτῷ [ὁ] Ἰησοῦς, Ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ ὁδὸς καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια καὶ ἡ ζωή· 
(Although the way has been mentioned in 14:5, truth and life are Discourse-new, and this is the first 
time Jesus identifies himself as the way.) 

 

 John 14:6, 15:1, 15:5 

λέγει αὐτῷ [ὁ] Ἰησοῦς … Ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ ἄμπελος ἡ ἀληθινη … ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ ἄμπελος, 
(Part of the same highlighted speech.) 

 

 John 18:5b 

λέγει αὐτοῖς, Ἐγώ εἰμι. 
(I am Jesus of Nazareth, whom you are looking for, 18:4b–5a.) 

 

Aorist Indicative (explanatory) 
 John 6:35 

εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ἄρτος τῆς ζωῆς· 
(I am the bread of life. Explaining 6:32, the true bread from heaven.) 

 

 John 6:41 

Ἐγόγγυζον οὖν οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι περὶ αὐτοῦ ὅτι εἶπεν, Ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ἄρτος ὁ καταβὰς ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανου 
(Explanation: They were grumbling because he said “I am the bread from heaven”.) 

 

 John 6:43, 6:48, 6:51 

ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς … ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ἄρτος τῆς ζωῆς. 

… ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ἄρτος ὁ ζῶν ὁ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καταβάς· 
(Explanation: I am the bread of life … the living bread come down from heaven. 
Jesus “responded” to their query about his origin 6:42.) 
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 John 8:12 

Πάλιν οὖν αὐτοῖς ἐλάλησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς λέγων, Ἐγώ εἰμι τὸ φῶς τοῦ κόσμου· 
(Explanation: I am the light of the world. 
The conjunction Πάλιν ‘again’ links this to a previous occasion of public speaking, 7:37–44, which raised 
the issue of whether Jesus was the Messiah, 7:41–52. The conjunction οὖν ‘therefore’ marks this as 
explanatory. Thus it should be understood as an explanation of how Jesus can claim to give “living water”, 
i.e. the Holy Spirit 7:39; cf., 1:4 Jesus, the Word, gives both life and light.) 

 

 John 8:14. 18 

ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, … ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ μαρτυρῶν περὶ ἐμαυτοῦ 
(Explanation: I am the one witnessing about myself. 
Jesus “responded” to the Pharisees’ statement in 8:13 that witness about oneself did not validate the truth, 
adding that God also witnessed about him.) 

 

 John 8:28 

εἶπεν οὖν [αὐτοῖς] ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ὅταν ὑψώσητε τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, τότε γνώσεσθε ὅτι ἐγώ εἰμι, 
(Explanation, as indicated by the conjunction οὖν ‘therefore’. As in 8:24 (below), the “I am” statement is 
not new information, but embedded, “when …, then you will know that I am”, meaning “I am the Christ” 
7:41–52, or “I am God” if “I am” = YHWH.) 

 

 John 8:58 

εἶπεν αὐτοῖς Ἰησοῦς, Ἀμὴν ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν, πρὶν Ἀβραὰμ γενέσθαι ἐγὼ εἰμὶ. 
(Explanation of how he could speak authoritatively about Abraham 8:56, queried in 8:57. “I am” here 
means “I existed (because I am YHWH)”.) 

 

 John 10:7, 9, 11, 14 

Εἶπεν οὖν πάλιν ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἀμὴν ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ θύρα τῶν προβάτων … 

ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ θύρα … Ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ποιμὴν ὁ καλός … Ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ποιμὴν ὁ καλός· 
(Explanation of 10:1–5, which was not understood, see 10:6b. The conjunction Πάλιν ‘again’ links this to 
a previous occasion of speaking, 10:1–5, which raised the issue of the door and the shepherd, 10:1–2. The 
conjunction οὖν ‘therefore’ marks this as explanatory.) 

 

 John 11:25 

εἶπεν αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ ἀνάστασις καὶ ἡ ζωή· 
(Explanation of why he could say Lazarus would rise again 11:23; misunderstood in 11:24.) 

 

 John 18:6 

ὡς οὖν εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, Ἐγώ εἰμι … 
(Explanation referring back to Jesus’s words in 18:5. The conjunctions ὡς οὖν ‘when therefore’ provide 
the time setting and reason for the mob to fall back 18:6b.) 
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 John 18:8 

ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς, Εἶπον ὑμῖν ὅτι ἐγώ εἰμι· 
(Explanation referring back to Jesus’s words in 18:5 and 18:6. The word ἀπεκρίθη ‘responded’ also marks 
this as a response; here explanatory.) 

 

Imperfect Indicative (setting) plus Aorist Indicative (explanatory) 

 John 8:23–24 

καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς, … εἶπον οὖν ὑμῖν ὅτι ἀποθανεῖσθε ἐν ταῖς ἁμαρτίαις ὑμῶν· ἐὰν γὰρ μὴ 
πιστεύσητε ὅτι ἐγώ εἰμι 
(Explanation: “he-was-saying to-them …” functions as a setting for 8:25b Jesus’s statement of frustration, 
that he cannot get through to them. Within that we have an Aorist, functioning as an explanation, with οὖν 
‘therefore’. The “I am” statement (meaning “I am the Christ” 7:41–52, or “I am God” if “I am” = YHWH) 
is not new, but embedded, “unless you believe that I am …”.) 

Does this seeming restriction, that Present Indicative in past time narrative does not 
occur in explanatory clauses, also apply to responses, since a response is a type of expla-
nation? If so, then we would expect no instances of Present Indicative with ἀποκρίνομαι 
‘to answer’, either as a Main Verb, or as an Aorist Participle followed by Present Indica-
tive of “say”. A passage where this seems significant is John 4:7–26 (Indicatives bold, 
Present underlined): 
4:7 Ἔρχεται γυνὴ ἐκ τῆς Σαμαρείας ἀντλῆσαι ὕδωρ. 

 λέγει αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Δός μοι πεῖν· 

4:8  οἱ γὰρ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἀπεληλύθεισαν … 

4:9 λέγει οὖν αὐτῷ ἡ γυνὴ ἡ Σαμαρῖτις, … 

  οὐ γὰρ συγχρῶνται Ἰουδαῖοι Σαμαρίταις. (Present time for the original author.) 

4:10 ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῇ, … 

4:11 λέγει αὐτῷ [ἡ γυνή], … 

4:13 ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῇ, … 

4:15 λέγει πρὸς αὐτὸν ἡ γυνή, … 

4:16 Λέγει αὐτῇ, … 

4:17 ἀπεκρίθη ἡ γυνὴ καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, … 

 λέγει αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, … 

4:19 λέγει αὐτῷ ἡ γυνή, … 

4:21 λέγει αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, … 

4:25 λέγει αὐτῷ ἡ γυνή, … 

4:26 λέγει αὐτῇ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἐγώ εἰμι, ὁ λαλῶν σοι. … 

Here all the occurrences of λέγω are in the Present Indicative except when conjoined 
with ἀποκρίνομαι, when both verbs are Aorist. The distinction between verbal forms 
here is not related to the identity of the speaker, but to the presence or absence of “an-
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swer”. This perhaps indicates that verbs representing a new initiative (rather than an 
explanation or response) are more likely to be highlighted at discourse level. 

Similarly, John 7:45–50 shows a collocation of “answering” and Aorist verb form, 
whether or not ἀποκρίνομαι occurs alone or together with λέγω: 

7:45 Ἦλθον οὖν οἱ ὑπηρέται πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ Φαρισαίους, 
καὶ εἶπον αὐτοῖς ἐκεῖνοι, … 

7:46 ἀπεκρίθησαν οἱ ὑπηρέται, … 

7:47 ἀπεκρίθησαν οὖν αὐτοῖς οἱ Φαρισαῖοι, … 

7:50 λέγει Νικόδημος πρὸς αὐτούς, … 

7:52 ἀπεκρίθησαν καὶ εἶπαν αὐτῷ, … 

In the whole New Testament corpus the figures for verb forms of λέγω and 
ἀποκρίνομαι in 3rd Person Indicatives are as follows: 

λέγω Matthew Mark Luke John Acts Epistles TOTAL 

Aorist (εἰπεν) 146  68 261  157 96 17 745 
Present 78  78 18  135 14 83 406 

 

ἀποκρίνομαι Matthew Mark Luke John Acts Epistles TOTAL 
Aorist 5 9 7 74  12 1 108  
Present – – – 3  – – 3  

In the Gospels there are only three occurrences of “answer” in the Present Indicative, 
all in John, and all where Jesus makes significant statements, relating to his death, 
betrayal, and denial. Only John 13:26 directly follows a question: 

 John 12:23 

ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς ἀποκρίνεται αὐτοῖς λέγων, 
the ( ) Jesus answers to-them saying, 

 

Ἐλήλυθεν ἡ ὥρα ἵνα δοξασθῇ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. 
has-come the hour so-that will-be-glorified the Son of-the Man 

 

 John 13:26 

ἀποκρίνεται [ὁ] Ἰησοῦς, Ἐκεῖνός ἐστιν ᾧ ἐγὼ βάψω τὸ ψωμίον καὶ δώσω αὐτῷ. 
answers [the] Jesus that-one it-is to-whom I will dip the sop and will-give to-him 

 

 John 13:38 

ἀποκρίνεται Ἰησοῦς, Τὴν ψυχήν σου ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ θήσεις; … ἀρνήσῃ με τρίς. 
answers Jesus the life of-you for me will-you-lay-down … will-deny me thrice 

Occurrences of “having answered say” (Aorist Participle followed by Present 
Indicative) are also rare. Here the Prenuclear Aorist Participle ἀποκριθείς is better 
understood as meaning ‘in response’: 
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 Mark 9:19 

ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς αὐτοῖς λέγει, Ὦ γενεὰ ἄπιστος, … 
he ( ) having-answered to-them says, o generation faithless … 
The previous speech is by one person, and states that the disciples could not heal his son. No question is 
asked. Jesus then “responds” to the people, rather than “answers” the man. 

 

 Mark 11:22 

καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ Ἰησοῦς λέγει αὐτοῖς, Ἔχετε πίστιν θεοῦ. 
and having-answered the Jesus says to-them have faith in-God 
The previous speech is by one person, Peter, and states that the fig-tree Jesus cursed has withered. No 
question is asked. Jesus then “responds” to the disciples, rather than “answers” Peter. 

 

 Mark 11:33 

καὶ ἀποκριθέντες τῷ Ἰησοῦ λέγουσιν, Οὐκ οἴδαμεν. 
and having-answered to-the Jesus they-say not we-know 
The previous speech is by the Jewish leaders debating among themselves how to respond. The original 
question is in v. 29–30 and contains the command “answer me” twice. In the light of the above examples, 
this may be understood as meaning “in response to Jesus’s question they say …”. 

As shown above, ἀποκρίνομαι need not refer to the answer of a question. Rather it 
seems to refer to a response, either to a question, a statement, or even a situation, for 
example: 

 Mark 10:51 

καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν, … 
And having-answered to-him the Jesus said, … 
Here the blind man starts calling for Jesus to have mercy on him in 47, Jesus calls him in 49, and he comes 
to Jesus in 50, so Jesus’s “response” is to the blind man’s action as much as to his words. 

The Passive form of ἀποκρίνομαι might even indicate grammatically that the 
grammatical subject is semantically a “patient”, affected by something else, rather than 
operating independently. 

Again, this corresponds to a theory that Present Indicative in past narrative marks 
something out as especially significant. Responses, and especially replies to questions, 
are by their nature, expected, and their absence is explicitly stated and emphasized as 
unusual, for example: 

• Matthew 27:14 “not one word”, “amazed” 
• Mark 14:61 use of “developmental particle” δέ marking a nonevent as significant 

in plot development, conjoined scenario “was silent and answered nothing” 
• Mark 15:4–5 “amazed” 
• Luke 23:9 use of “developmental particle” δέ 

Expected actions, such as responses, are not as significant, in terms of following a story 
line, as new independent actions, and so are less likely to be marked by Present 
Indicative. 
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G3.2. Present Indicatives with significant sayings 

It is widely recognized that most New Testament “Historic Presents” are with speech 
verbs, as shown by data from Johnson (1984:iii): 
 Total Historic Presents Speech Verbs Nonspeech Verbs 
Matthew 93  68  73% 25  27% 
Mark 151  72  48% 79  52% 
Luke 9  6  67% 3  33% 
Acts 13  11  85% 2  15% 

Since Present Indicative with speech verbs in past time narrative is so common, 
Lyon’s dictum (1968:415) that “The ‘meaningfulness’ of utterances (and parts thereof) 
varies in inverse proportion to their degree of ‘expectancy’ in context”, has led some to 
ignore their significance. However, it is the use of Aorist Indicative for Past narrative 
which is most expected, and Present Indicative which is most unexpected, and thus most 
meaningful. Present Indicative speech verbs are thus highly significant, especially since 
the speech verb per se is so predictable that it is sometimes omitted entirely in the New 
Testament, for example (Imperfect italicized, Aorist underlined, Present bold, Implicit 
asterisked): 
 Mark 8:16b–20 

καὶ διελογίζοντο πρὸς ἀλλήλους ὅτι Ἄρτους οὐκ ἔχουσιν. 
καὶ γνοὺς λέγει αὐτοῖς, Τί διαλογίζεσθε ὅτι ἄρτους οὐκ ἔχετε; … ὅτε τοὺς πέντε ἄρτους ἔκλασα 
εἰς τοὺς πεντακισχιλίους, πόσους κοφίνους κλασμάτων πλήρεις ἤρατε; 
λέγουσιν αὐτῷ, Δώδεκα. 
* [Jesus said to them] Ὅτε τοὺς ἑπτὰ εἰς τοὺς τετρακισχιλίους, πόσων σπυρίδων πληρώματα 
κλασμάτων ἤρατε; 
καὶ λέγουσιν [αὐτῷ], Ἑπτά. 
καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς, Οὔπω συνίετε; 

 

 Luke 7:40–41 

7:40 καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτόν, Σίμων, ἔχω σοί τι εἰπεῖν. 
ὁ δέ, Διδάσκαλε, εἰπέ, φησίν. 

7:41 * [Jesus said to Simon] δύο χρεοφειλέται ἦσαν δανιστῇ τινι· … 
 

 Luke 19:25–27 

19:25 καὶ εἶπαν αὐτῷ, Κύριε, ἔχει δέκα μνᾶς - 

19:26 * [Jesus said to the people/the Master said to the bystanders] λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι παντὶ τῷ ἔχοντι 
δοθήσεται, ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ μὴ ἔχοντος καὶ ὃ ἔχει ἀρθήσεται. 

19:27 * [the Master said to the bystanders] πλὴν τοὺς ἐχθρούς μου τούτους τοὺς μὴ θελήσαντάς 
με βασιλεῦσαι ἐπ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἀγάγετε ὧδε καὶ κατασφάξατε αὐτοὺς ἔμπροσθέν μου. 

The verse 19:25 is not found in DW 69 pc it sysc bo(1). Such a text requires no implicit speech verbs. If 
19:25 is included, and 19:27 is the Master in the parable speaking, there is an implicit speech margin, 
either before verse 26 or 27, depending on whether 19:26 is within the parable, or Jesus directly 
addressing his audience. 

If Present Indicative in past time narrative is marked as discourse significant, we 
would expect there to be an unusually high co-occurrence of the Present Indicative of 
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λέγω with the statements of Jesus. Luz (1989:52) (quoted by Black 1999:125) suggests 
that this is so: 

Since Matthew in his narratives likes to tighten the narrative and thus lets the dialogue become 
prominent, perhaps the historical present also is a means of directing the attention of the readers 
to the most important element in the narratives, namely the sayings of Jesus. 

In some passages this seems to be the pattern, for example: 

 Matthew 8:19–22 

καὶ προσελθὼν εἷς γραμματεὺς εἶπεν αὐτῷ, 
and having-approached one scribe said to-him 

 
 Διδάσκαλε, ἀκολουθήσω σοι ὅπου ἐὰν ἀπέρχῃ. 
 Teacher I-will-follow you where soever you-go 
 
καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, 
and says to-him the Jesus 

 
 Αἱ ἀλώπεκες φωλεοὺς ἔχουσιν καὶ τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κατασκηνώσεις, 
 the foxes dens have and the birds of the heaven nests 
 
 ὁ δὲ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἔχει ποῦ τὴν κεφαλὴν κλίνῃ. 
 the () Son of-the Man not has where the head he-may-lay 
 
ἕτερος δὲ τῶν μαθητῶν [αὐτοῦ] εἶπεν αὐτῷ, 
other ( ) of-the disciples [of-him] said to-him 

 

 Κύριε, ἐπίτρεψόν μοι πρῶτον ἀπελθεῖν καὶ θάψαι τὸν πατέρα μου. 
 Lord allow me first to-go and to-bury the father of-me 
 
ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς λέγει αὐτῷ, 
the ( ) Jesus says to-him 

 

 Ἀκολούθει μοι καὶ ἄφες τοὺς νεκροὺς θάψαι τοὺς ἑαυτῶν νεκρούς. 
 follow me and let the dead to-bury the of-themselves dead 

In other passages, however, such as John 4:9–26, both Jesus and the woman seem to 
share the Present Indicatives of λέγω equally, though this might still be understood as 
highlighting the whole conversation, with Jesus’s words naturally more prominent due to 
his role as religious teacher. 

Similarly, if Present Indicative in past time narrative is marked as discourse sig-
nificant, we would expect there to be an unusually high co-occurrence of the Present 
Indicative of λέγω introducing especially significant statements, such as “follow me”. 
This phrase comes 11 times in the Gospels (Indicative bold and Present underlined): 
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re unnamed person 

 Matthew 8:22 

ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς λέγει αὐτῷ, Ἀκολούθει μοι … 
the ( ) Jesus says to-him follow me … 

 

 Luke 9:59 

Εἶπεν δὲ πρὸς ἕτερον, Ἀκολούθει μοι. 
he said ( ) to another follow me 

 

re Matthew 

 Matthew 9:9 

καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ, Ἀκολούθει μοι. 
and says to-him follow me 

 

 Mark 2:14 

καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ, Ἀκολούθει μοι. 
and says to-him follow me 

 

 Luke 5:27 

καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, Ἀκολούθει μοι. 
and said to-him follow me 

 

re Philip 

 John 1:43 

καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἀκολούθει μοι. 
and says to-him the Jesus follow me 

 

re Peter 

 John 21:19 

καὶ τοῦτο εἰπὼν λέγει αὐτῷ, Ἀκολούθει μοι. 
and this having-said says to-him follow me 

 

 John 21:22 

λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἐὰν αὐτὸν θέλω μένειν ἕως ἔρχομαι, τί πρὸς σέ; 
says to-him the Jesus if him I-want to-stay till I-come what to you 

 

σύ μοι ἀκολούθει. 
you follow me 
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re rich man 

 Matthew 19:21 

ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, 
Εἰ θέλεις τέλειος εἶναι, 
ὕπαγε πώλησόν σου τὰ ὑπάρχοντα καὶ δὸς [τοῖς] πτωχοῖς, 
καὶ ἕξεις θησαυρὸν ἐν οὐρανοῖς, 
καὶ δεῦρο ἀκολούθει μοι. 

 

 Mark 10:21 

καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, 
Ἕν σε ὑστερεῖ· ὕπαγε, ὅσα ἔχεις πώλησον καὶ δὸς [τοῖς] πτωχοῖς, 
καὶ ἕξεις θησαυρὸν ἐν οὐρανῷ, 
καὶ δεῦρο ἀκολούθει μοι. 

 

 Luke 18:22 

ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν αὐτῷ, 
Ἔτι ἕν σοι λείπει· πάντα ὅσα ἔχεις πώλησον καὶ διάδος πτωχοῖς, 
καὶ ἕξεις θησαυρὸν ἐν [τοῖς] οὐρανοῖς, 
καὶ δεῦρο ἀκολούθει μοι. 

Matthew, Mark, and John always have λέγω in the Present when the command 
“follow me” is speech initial (Matthew 8:22, 9:9; Mark 2:14; John 1:43, 21:19, and 
21:22, when it follows a short initial sentence). 

All Gospels have Aorist where there is other lengthy speech material preceding the 
command (Matthew 19:21; Mark 10:21; Luke 18:22). 

Luke always has Aorist (Luke 5:27, 9:59, 18:22). 

Excluding Luke, this 100 percent usage (6/6) of Present Indicatives of λέγω 
immediately before “follow me”, compares with a 76 percent usage (59/78) of λέγω in 
“Historic Present” in Matthew, and a 48 percent usage (72/151) in Mark (figures from 
Hawkins 1909:148). This is in line with my study that Present verb form for past time, 
being statistically marked, highlights the significance of the scenario (here including the 
contents of the speech). 

Even though the number of examples is very small, this usage cannot be held to 
depend simply on sources. For example, in the last set of examples the speech margin and 
content is conceptually similar, but verbally very different. Also Hawkins (1909:148–
149) notes that Matthew parallels only 21 of Mark’s 150 “Historic Presents”, and 
Fanning (1990:238) notes that Matthew uses the “Historic Present” an additional 72 
times independently of Mark. (However, the total figure of 93 “Historic Presents” in 
Matthew, 72+21, does not match Black’s total of 79). So use of the Present Indicative is 
obviously author choice, rather than simply dependent on the same source text. 
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G3.3. Present Indicatives followed by conjoined Aorist Indicatives for 
significant sayings 

The Present Indicative occurs together with conjoined Aorist Indicatives in the 
formula “A says … B responded and said …”. This structure is not used for straight-
forward questions and answers. Rather it seems to highlight significant interchanges in 
the discussion, for example (with the gist of the speech added below): 
 John 4:9–10 

λέγει οὖν αὐτῷ ἡ γυνὴ ἡ Σαμαρῖτις, … ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῇ, … 
How can you ask me for a drink …? If you knew who asks you … 

 

 John 4:11, 13 

λέγει αὐτῷ [ἡ γυνή], … ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῇ, … 
You have nothing to draw with … The water I give … 

 

 John 4:16–17 

Λέγει αὐτῇ, … ἀπεκρίθη ἡ γυνὴ καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, … 
Go call your husband … I have no husband … 

 

 John 7:50, 52 

λέγει Νικόδημος πρὸς αὐτούς, … ἀπεκρίθησαν καὶ εἶπαν αὐτῷ, … 
Does our law condemn a man …? Are you from Galilee too …? 

The first three occurrences are all in the pericope of the woman at the well, which 
also has a constant stream of Present Indicatives of “say”. This highlighting seems 
appropriate since this conversation between Jesus and the woman, especially Jesus’s 
awareness of her life, led to the successful mission to the Samaritans (John 4:39). 
Similarly, Nicodemus’ conversation with the Sanhedrin shows the audience that the 
Sanhedrin’s opposition to Jesus will continue to its logical conclusion. 

This patterning occurs elsewhere in John, again confirming the interpretation that 
this speech interchange is particularly significant: 

 John 14:22–23 (introducing the whole speech 14:23–16:16) 

Λέγει αὐτῷ Ἰούδας, … ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ … 
Why … show yourself to us? If anyone loves me, he will obey … 

 

 John 18:29–30 (introducing the trial before Pilate) 

ἐξῆλθεν οὖν ὁ Πιλᾶτος ἔξω … καὶ φησίν, ἀπεκρίθησαν καὶ εἶπαν αὐτῷ, … 
What charges are you bringing? If he were not a criminal … 

 

 John 20:27–28 (introducing Thomas’s confession of faith) 

εἶτα λέγει τῷ Θωμᾷ, ἀπεκρίθη Θωμᾶς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτω 
Put your finger here; see my hands My Lord and my God. 
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According to my hypothesis the Present Indicative verb form, being statistically marked 
in Past time narrative, highlights the scenario of that speech act, and the conjoined Aorist 
Indicatives mark the “answer” scenario as extra significant, by using two Main Verbs for 
the one scenario. 

As mentioned above, there are three instances in John (none in the other Gospels) 
where “answer” is in the Present, each time after “say” in the Present. These might be 
seen as super-highlighted. They are Jesus’s statement about his impending death, 
identification of his betrayer, and announcement that Peter will deny him: 
 John 12:22b–23 

ἔρχεται Ἀνδρέας καὶ Φίλιππος καὶ λέγουσιν τῷ Ἰησοῦ. 
ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς ἀποκρίνεται αὐτοῖς λέγων, 
Ἐλήλυθεν ἡ ὥρα ἵνα δοξασθῇ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. 
has-come the hour so-that will-be-glorified the Son of-the Man 

 

 John 13:26 

λέγει αὐτῷ, Κύριε, τίς ἐστιν; 
ἀποκρίνεται [ὁ] Ἰησοῦς, 
Ἐκεῖνός ἐστιν ᾧ ἐγὼ βάψω τὸ ψωμίον καὶ δώσω αὐτῷ. 
that-one it-is to-whom I-will-dip the sop and will-give to-him 

 

 John 13:36–38 

Λέγει αὐτῷ Σίμων Πέτρος, Κύριε, ποῦ ὑπάγεις; 
ἀπεκρίθη [αὐτῷ] Ἰησοῦς, 
Ὅπου ὑπάγω οὐ δύνασαί μοι νῦν ἀκολουθῆσαι, ἀκολουθήσεις δὲ ὕστερον. 
λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος, 
Κύριε, διὰ τί οὐ δύναμαί σοι ἀκολουθῆσαι ἄρτι; τὴν ψυχήν μου ὑπὲρ σοῦ θήσω. 
ἀποκρίνεται Ἰησοῦς, 
Τὴν ψυχήν σου ὑπὲρ ἐμοῦ θήσεις; … 
the life of-you for me will-you-lay-down … 

G3.4. Present Indicatives with restricted lexical items 

The specific range of lexical items which occur in the “Historic Present” also 
supports the hypothesis that its function is one of “highlighting”. Black (1999:124) 
(quoting Turner 1963:61) notes that the Present Indicative in past time narrative is 
particularly associated with lexical items in a restricted number of semantic domains: 

Turner notes that in post-classical Greek there is an increasing tendency to find the historic 
present with λέγει and other verbs of speaking, as well as with verbs of seeing and verbs of 
motion. 

Johnson (1984:19) also notes this tendency in Mark’s Gospel, dividing “Historic 
Presents” into speech and nonspeech usage, and commenting: 

Most of the non-speech HPs in Mark’s Gospel are verbs of motion (arrival and departure), but 
the HP is occasionally found with verbs of perception and some active transitive verbs. 

Black (1999:125) similarly notes the high frequency of λέγω as “Historic Present” in 
Matthew’s Gospel: 
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In narrative … 22% of the sentences functioning as speech margins have main verbs with 
present tense forms (66 of 299 clauses), while less than 4% of sentences in narrative that are not 
speech margins have present tense forms (15 of 417) sentences. 

Black’s figure for speech margin Presents includes six occurrences of other verbs 
with the Present Participle “saying”, i.e. Matthew 

• 2:13 “appears … saying” 
• 2:19–20 “appears … saying” 
• 3:1–2 “arrives … proclaiming … saying” 
• 9:14 “approach … saying” 
• 15:1 “approach … saying”, and 
• 22:16 “send … saying”. 
However, I argue that several other Present Indicatives of nonspeech verbs belong to 

a complex speech margin scenario: Matthew 
• 4:5 “takes … and stood … and says” 
• 4:8–9 “takes … and shows … and said” 
• 26:36 “comes … and says” 
• 26:40 “comes … and finds … and says”, and 
• 26:45 “comes … and says” (a total of eight). 

Thus, depending on exactly how Black’s figures are calculated, by including complex 
speech margins, up to 74 (66+8) of 299 speech margin sentences (25 percent) have 
Present Indicatives, and perhaps as few as seven (15−8) of 417 Present Indicatives (less 
than 2 percent) occur outside speech margin sentences. 

Similarly, for Mark’s Gospel, Hawkins (1909:12f.) comments that 24 of the 151 
“Historic Presents” are from ἔρχομαι. However, 11 of these 24 (46 percent) are part of a 
complex speech margin, that is: 

3 are followed by the Present Participle of λέγω (Mark 1:40, 5:22, 5:35). 
8 are followed by καί with the Indicative of λέγω, normally Present (2:18, 5:38–39 (with plural 
to singular switch), 11:27 (with Imperfect), 12:18 (with Imperfect “ask” plus “saying”), 14:32 
(with plural to singular switch), 14:37, 14:41, 14:66). 
13 are not followed by “say” in any form (2:3, 3:20, 3:31, 5:15, 6:1, 6:48, 8:22, 10:1, 10:46, 
11:15, 11:27, 14:17, 16:2). 

This correlates with scenario theory. We have seen above that a single event scenario 
contains not simply actions but the prototypical sequences, participants, and motivations 
for those actions. We have also seen how correctly interpreting the intentions and motiva-
tions of participants is crucial to following the plot. What participants say is the clearest 
indicator of their intentions, feelings, and motivations. What participants see is a major 
motivation affecting their actions. And where participants go is a major clue as to 
whether they have decided to act and what they have decided to do. So it is quite natural 
that such significant concepts should be regularly highlighted by the use of Present 
Indicatives in past time narrative. 

Similarly, throughout the Gospels (omitting direct speech), the Main Verbs 
conjoined by καί to the Present Indicative of “say” come from a limited number of 
semantic domains, and can be grouped into the following scenario clusters (Present 
underlined): 
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Ref. Verb and Verb and says 
Matthew 4:5   stood and says 
Luke 24:36 (variant)   stood and says 
John 20:19 came and stood and says 
Mark 3:32   sat and says 

 
Matthew 9:9   saw and says 
Matthew 22:11–12   saw and says 
Matthew 26:71   saw and says 
Mark 2:14   saw and says 
John 1:29   sees and says 
John 1:47   saw and says 

 
Mark 11:1–2   sends and says 
Mark 14:13   sends and says 

 
Matthew 20:6   found and says 
John 1:41   finds and says 
(John 1:43 (2 sentences ?)   finds and says) 
John 1:45   finds and says 
Matthew 21:19 went and found and says 
Matthew 26:40 comes and finds and says 
Mark 14:37 comes and finds and says 
Mark 1:36 hunted and found and says 

 
Matthew 26:36   comes and says 
Matthew 26:45   comes and says 
Mark 2:18   comes and says 
Mark 14:41   comes and says 
John 12:22   comes and says 
John 12:22   come and say 
John 20:2 runs and comes and says 

 
John 19:9 feared and entered and says 

 
John 4:28 left and went and says 
John 18:4   went out and says 
John 18:38   went out and says 
John 19:4   went out and says 

 
Matthew 14:31    and says 
Mark 1:41   touched and says 
Matthew 21:12–13   threw out and says 
Mark 1:43   dismissed and says 

 

Ref. Verb and Verb and says 
Mark 4:38   roused and says 
Mark 9:35   called and says 
John 2:9–10   calls and says 
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Mark 6:50   talked and says 
Mark 7:28   answered and says 
Mark 8:33   rebuked and says 
Mark 14:61   questioned and says 

 
Mark 7:43   sighed and says 
Mark 14:34 takes and began to  

be distressed 
and says 

 
John 21:17   was grieved and says 

 
John 20:22   breathed and says 

G3.5. Present Indicatives with anarthrous nouns 

If Present Indicatives mark “highlighting”, and anarthrous nouns mark “salience” 
(see chapter 6), we would expect a high co-occurrence of these two features, i.e. 
anarthrous nouns with known particular referents as subject of Present Indicatives in past 
time narrative. Certainly they can co-occur and the combination seems to mark a very 
significant event. 

For example Philip occurs in four episodes in John, and each time there is interplay 
between Present Indicative verbs and anarthrous subjects (Main Verbs bold, highlighted 
Present underlined, nouns as subject underlined, anarthrous nouns bold): 
 John 1:43–48 

… εὑρίσκει Φίλιππον … salient goal highlighted verb 
[Jesus] finds Philip …   

 

καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Ἀκολούθει μοι.  highlighted verb 
and says to-him the Jesus follow me   

 

ἦν δὲ ὁ Φίλιππος ἀπὸ Βηθσαϊδά … (explanation) 
was ( ) the Philip from Bethsaida …  

 

εὑρίσκει Φίλιππος τὸν Ναθαναὴλ καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ … salient subject highlighted verbs 
finds Philip the Nathaniel and says to-him …   
 (We have found the Messiah; it’s Jesus)   

 

καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Ναθαναήλ, ? salient subject highlighted verb 
and said to-him Nathaniel   

 

 Ἐκ Ναζαρὲτ δύναταί τι ἀγαθὸν εἶναι; 
 from Nazareth can anything good be 

 

λέγει αὐτῷ [ὁ] Φίλιππος, Ἔρχου καὶ ἴδε. … ? salient subject highlighted verb 
says to-him [the] Philip come and see …   

 

ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, salient subject 
answered Jesus and said to-him  
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 Πρὸ τοῦ σε Φίλιππον φωνῆσαι … 
 before the you Philip to-call … 

The anarthrous nouns show the movement of participant focus 
• from Philip, being called as a disciple and then telling Nathaniel 
• to Nathaniel, responding with doubt, and finally 
• to Jesus, convincing him. 

Present Indicative verbs highlight Jesus finding and calling Philip, then Philip finding 
and telling Nathaniel, and finally inviting Nathaniel to see for himself. The explanation 
has nothing salient or highlighted. The salient subject and highlighted verb construction 
is used to introduce the focal statement, that Jesus is the Messiah. 

 John 6:5–8 

… λέγει πρὸς Φίλιππον, salient goal highlighted verb 
[Jesus] says to Philip   
 (Where can we buy bread so these can eat?) 

 

 τοῦτο δὲ ἔλεγεν πειράζων αὐτόν·… (explanation) 
 this ( ) he-was-saying testing him …  

 

ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ [ὁ] Φίλιππος, ? salient subject highlighted verb 
answered him [the] Philip   
 (Two hundred denarii of bread is not enough …) 

 

λέγει αὐτῷ εἷς ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ, Ἀνδρέας … salient subject highlighted verb 
says to-him one from the disciples of-him Andrew …   
 (There is a lad here …) 

The anarthrous nouns show the movement of participant focus 
• from Philip, being tested by Jesus, and failing 
• to Andrew, who sees, albeit dimly, the possibility that Jesus might sort everything 

out, despite the meagre resources. 
The Present Indicative verbs highlight Jesus testing Philip, but Andrew responding. The 
explanation has nothing salient or highlighted. The salient subject and highlighted verb 
construction is used to introduce the focal speech, that there are some resources but 
“what are these among so many?” This speech is the starting-off point for Jesus’s 
miracle, which answers the question raised here. 

 John 12:20–23 

οὗτοι οὖν προσῆλθον Φιλίππῳ … salient goal 
these therefore came to-Philip …  

 

ἔρχεται ὁ Φίλιππος καὶ λέγει τῷ Ἀνδρέᾳ,  highlighted verb 
comes the Philip and says to-the Andrew   
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ἔρχεται Ἀνδρέας καὶ Φίλιππος καὶ λέγουσιν τῷ Ἰησοῦ. salient subjects highlighted verbs 
comes Andrew and Philip and say to-the Jesus   

 

ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς ἀποκρίνεται αὐτοῖς λέγων …   
the ( ) Jesus answers them saying …  highlighted verb 

Here Andrew and Philip are marked salient (anarthrous) since they together effect 
the meeting between the Greeks and Jesus. The string of Present Indicatives highlights 
the whole sequence as significant, each being totally dependent on the previous one, and 
culminates in a rare occurrence of ἀποκρίνομαι in the Present, introducing a very 
significant statement, Jesus’s public declaration to Jews and gentiles of his imminent 
death on the cross. 

 John 14:8–9 

λέγει αὐτῷ Φίλιππος, salient subject highlighted verb 
says to-him Philip   
 (Lord, show us the Father, and we will be satisfied) 

 

λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς,  highlighted verb 
says to-him the Jesus   

 

 Τοσούτῳ χρόνῳ μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν εἰμι καὶ οὐκ ἔγνωκάς με, Φίλιππε; … 
 so-much time with you I and not you-have-known me Philip … 

 

 ὁ ἑωρακὼς ἐμὲ ἑώρακεν τὸν πατέρα· … 
 the[one] having-seen me has-seen the Father … 

Here the combination of anarthrous noun and Present Indicative verb is used for 
Philip’s interaction with Jesus during the Last Supper. This is one of a whole series of 
similar interchanges of one disciple with Jesus, from John 13:31 onward, until 16:17 
where the disciples start to talk among themselves: 
13:31 Ὅτε οὖν ἐξῆλθεν, λέγει Ἰησοῦς 

13:36a Λέγει αὐτῷ Σίμων Πέτρος 

13:36b ἀπεκρίθη [αὐτῷ] Ἰησοῦς 

13:37 λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος 

13:38 ἀποκρίνεται Ἰησοῦς 

14:5 Λέγει αὐτῷ Θωμᾶς 

14:6 λέγει αὐτῷ [ὁ] Ἰησοῦς 

14:8 λέγει αὐτῷ Φίλιππος 

14:9 λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς 

14:22 Λέγει αὐτῷ Ἰούδας, οὐχ ὁ Ἰσκαριώτης 

14:23 ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ 

16:17 εἶπαν οὖν ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ πρὸς ἀλλήλους 
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Note that Peter in 13:37 is not marked salient, since he is continuing his interchange 
with Jesus. The rare Present of ἀποκρίνεται in 13:38 introduces the key statement, 
which the writer expects the audience to recall in 18:27, that Peter will deny Jesus thrice. 
The article with Jesus from 14:6 or 14:9, and the change from ἀποκρίνεται to λέγω is 
presumably because the pattern of disciple being answered by Jesus has been established 
by 13:36a/13:36b, and 13:37/13:38. The highlighted “Aorist and Aorist” structure in 
14:23, together with Jesus salient again, introduces the major speech of this section 
14:23–16:16. The simple Aorist of λέγω with no explicit subject (16:17) marks a change 
to a section explaining and clarifying what has already been said. 

The co-occurrence of anarthrous subjects and Present Indicatives, in situations where 
it is semantically feasible that the participant is focal and the event is especially 
significant, supports the analysis that these forms mark salience and highlighting 
respectively. 

G4. Highlighted Verb Phrases with salient anarthrous nouns 
If, as I argue in this study, conjoined Aorists, like Present Indicatives, also mark 

“highlighting” of a Verb Phrase, and anarthrousness marks “salience” of a noun, we 
would expect a high co-occurrence of these two. 

The double name Simon Peter is particularly associated with anarthrous salience. 
Not infrequently it occurs first in a section, followed by Peter alone, e.g. John 

• 13:6, 8 
• 13:36, 37 
• 18:10, 11 
• 18:15, 16–18 
• 18:25, 26–27, and 
• 20:2, 3–4. 

It also occurs at the end of a section where Peter’s action is particularly significant, e.g. 
John 13:9: “Not only my feet …”, or John 20:6: “comes … and sees the gravecloths”. It 
occurs 18 times in the New Testament; 17 times anarthrous (compared to approximately 
50 percent average for all nouns). 

In John’s Gospel the name Simon Peter occurs 16 times. All 12/12 nominatives are 
anarthrous and 3/4 nonnominatives are anarthrous (1:40, 6:8, and 13:6). The only 
arthrous occurrence of Simon Peter in the whole New Testament is the dative in John 
21:15, where Jesus challenges Simon Peter about the genuineness of his love, after Simon 
Peter has been four times anarthrous agent in the one episode (21:2, 3, 7, and 11). Thus 
grammatical marking parallels Simon Peter’s role as, for once, not a salient agent, but a 
humble listener. 

In John, where Simon Peter is nominative: 
• Three co-occur with Imperfect (all functioning as Setting) 

18:15 Ἠκολούθει δὲ τῷ Ἰησοῦ Σίμων Πέτρος was following Jesus 

18:25 Ἦν δὲ Σίμων Πέτρος ἑστὼς καὶ θερμαινόμενος. was standing warming himself 

21:2 ἦσαν ὁμοῦ Σίμων Πέτρος …  There were together Simon Peter and … 
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• Five co-occur with Present 
13:9 λέγει αὐτῷ Σίμων Πέτρος asking Jesus to wash him thoroughly 

13:24 νεύει οὖν τούτῳ Σίμων Πέτρος asking John to ask Jesus re. the traitor 

13:36 Λέγει αὐτῷ Σίμων Πέτρος asking Jesus where he is going 

20:6 ἔρχεται οὖν καὶ Σίμων Πέτρος ἀκολουθῶν αὐτῷ καὶ εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸ μνημεῖον, 
καὶ θεωρεῖ τὰ ὀθόνια κείμενα, entering the tomb 

21:3 λέγει αὐτοῖς Σίμων Πέτρος announcing he is going fishing 
• Four co-occur with Aorist in a complex scenario 

“responded” = respond + say (the one lexeme includes two semantic concepts) 

6:68 ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ Σίμων Πέτρος acknowledging Jesus as Christ 
 

Aorist and Aorist string 

18:10 Σίμων οὖν Πέτρος ἔχων μάχαιραν εἵλκυσεν αὐτὴν καὶ ἔπαισεν τὸν τοῦ ἀρχιερέως 
δοῦλον καὶ ἀπέκοψεν αὐτοῦ τὸ ὠτάριον τὸ δεξιόν· cutting off ear 

21:7 Σίμων οὖν Πέτρος ἀκούσας ὅτι ὁ κύριός ἐστιν τὸν ἐπενδύτην διεζώσατο, ἦν γὰρ 
γυμνός, καὶ ἔβαλεν ἑαυτὸν εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν jumping into the sea 

21:11 ἀνέβη οὖν Σίμων Πέτρος καὶ εἵλκυσεν τὸ δίκτυον εἰς τὴν γῆν pulling in the fish 

Thus in John, all the narrative events where Simon Peter is named as agent are 
highlighted (except perhaps 6:68), either by Present Indicative or Aorist strings. 

Simon Peter occurs only twice in the synoptics, both nominative, both anarthrous, 
and both where, in different circumstances, he declares Jesus’s lordship: 

 Matthew 16:16 

ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ Σίμων Πέτρος εἶπεν, Σὺ εἶ ὁ Χριστὸς ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ζῶντος. 
 

 Luke 5:8 

ἰδὼν δὲ Σίμων Πέτρος προσέπεσεν τοῖς γόνασιν Ἰησοῦ λέγων, Ἔξελθε ἀπ᾽ ἐμοῦ, ὅτι ἀνὴρ 
ἁμαρτωλός εἰμι, κύριε. 

Although neither of the speech verbs are Present, both use complex scenarios “having-
responded said” and “fell at Jesus’s knees saying”, thus highlighting the significance of 
the speech act. 

In summary: 

Simon Peter Total Nominative +Present +Complex +Other form Other case 
−article 17  14  5 6 3 3 
+article 1  0  0 0 0 1 

This shows a high correlation, 11/14 (79 percent), between anarthrous noun as agent and 
highlighted Verb Phrase. 
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H. Examples of Prenuclear Aorist Participles in Discourse 
This appendix provides evidence to support the hypothesis that the sequence of 

Aorist Participle(s) followed by a Main Verb, is the normal way to encode a “script” 
belonging to the Main Verb’s scenario, as described in chapter 5.4.1. 

Very frequently Prenuclear Aorist Participles encode events of motion, since the 
main actions of many scenarios cannot take place until the agent of such action is in the 
right place and position. Many such events of motion are predictable and form part of a 
prototypical “script” associated with the Main Verb. This can be seen clearly in the 
sections from Acts which show Paul’s travels on his missionary journeys (Main Verbs 
bold, Aorist Participles underlined): 

H1. First missionary journey 
13:3 τότε … ἀπέλυσαν. 
 then … they-dismissed [Paul and Barnabas] 

 

13:4 Αὐτοὶ μὲν οὖν ἐκπεμφθέντες ὑπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος 
 them ( ) therefore having-been-sent-out by the Holy Spirit 

 

 κατῆλθον εἰς Σελεύκειαν, ἐκεῖθέν τε ἀπέπλευσαν εἰς Κύπρον, 
 went-down to Seleucia thence and sailed-off to Cyprus 

 

13:5 καὶ γενόμενοι ἐν Σαλαμῖνι κατήγγελλον … 
 and having-arrived in Salamis they announced … 

 

13:6 διελθόντες δὲ ὅλην τὴν νῆσον ἄχρι Πάφου εὗρον ἄνδρα τινὰ … 
 having-crossed ( ) all the island up-to Paphos they-found man certain … 

 

13:13 Ἀναχθέντες δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς Πάφου 
 having-sailed ( ) from the Paphos 

 

 οἱ περὶ Παῦλον ἦλθον εἰς Πέργην τῆς Παμφυλίας· 
 the around Paul went to Perga of-the Pamphylia 

 

 Ἰωάννης δὲ ἀποχωρήσας ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν ὑπέστρεψεν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα. 
 John ( ) having-departed from them returned to Jerusalem 

 

13:14 αὐτοὶ δὲ διελθόντες ἀπὸ τῆς Πέργης παρεγένοντο εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν τὴν Πισιδίαν … 
 they ( ) having-crossed from the Perga arrived to Antioch the Pisidian … 

 

13:50 … ἐξέβαλον αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρίων αὐτῶν. 
 … they-expelled them from the borders of-them 

 

13:51 οἱ δὲ ἐκτιναξάμενοι τὸν κονιορτὸν τῶν ποδῶν ἐπ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἦλθον εἰς Ἰκόνιον, …. 
 they ( ) having-shaken the dust of-the feet on them went to Iconium … 
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14:5 ὡς δὲ ἐγένετο ὁρμὴ τῶν ἐθνῶν τε καὶ Ἰουδαίων … 
 when ( ) occurred plot of-the nations also and Jews … 

 

14:6 συνιδόντες κατέφυγον εἰς τὰς πόλεις τῆς Λυκαονίας 
 having-found-out they-fled to the towns of-the Lycaonia 

 

 Λύστραν καὶ Δέρβην καὶ τὴν περίχωρον, … 
 Lystra and Derbe and the surrounds … 

 

14:8 Καί τις ἀνὴρ ἀδύνατος ἐν Λύστροις … 
 and certain man impotent in Lystra … 

 

14:20 … καὶ τῇ ἐπαύριον ἐξῆλθεν σὺν τῷ Βαρναβᾷ εἰς Δέρβην. … 
 … and the next-day he-left with the Barnabas to Derbe … 

 

14:21 Εὐαγγελισάμενοί τε τὴν πόλιν ἐκείνην καὶ μαθητεύσαντες ἱκανοὺς 
 having-evangelized also the town that and having discipled several 

 

 ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς τὴν Λύστραν καὶ εἰς Ἰκόνιον καὶ εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 they-returned to the Lystra and to Iconium and to Antioch … 

 

14:24 καὶ διελθόντες τὴν Πισιδίαν ἦλθον εἰς τὴν Παμφυλίαν 
 and having-crossed the Pisidia went to the Pamphylia 

 

14:25 καὶ λαλήσαντες ἐν Πέργῃ τὸν λόγον κατέβησαν εἰς Ἀττάλειαν 
 and having-told in Perga the word they-went-down to Attalia 

 

14:26 κἀκεῖθεν ἀπέπλευσαν εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 and-thence they sailed-off to Antioch … 

 

14:27 παραγενόμενοι δὲ καὶ συναγαγόντες τὴν ἐκκλησίαν ἀνήγγελλον … 
 having-arrived ( ) and having-gathered the church they-reported … 

Summary 

The 14 Prenuclear Aorist Participles can be divided into certain distinct semantic 
fields (related Main Verbs are verbs of motion unless bracketed): 
1. Motivation for travel (2) 

13:4 ἐκπεμφθέντες having-been-sent-out 

14:6 συνιδόντες having-found-out (a plot) 
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2. Travelling (7) 
13:5 γενόμενοι having-arrived (κατήγγελλον they announced) 

13:6 διελθόντες having-crossed (εὗρον they-found) 

13:13 Ἀναχθέντες having-sailed 

 ἀποχωρήσας having-departed 

13:14 διελθόντες having-crossed 

14:24 διελθόντες having-crossed 

14:27 παραγενόμενοι having-arrived (ἀνήγγελλον they-reported) 

3. Actions before leaving (4) 
a. abandoning (1) 

13:51 ἐκτιναξάμενοι having-shaken (the dust from one’s feet) 
b. preaching (3) 

14:21 Εὐαγγελισάμενοί having-evangelized 

 μαθητεύσαντες having discipled 

14:25 λαλήσαντες having-told 

4. Action before reporting success (1) 
14:27 συναγαγόντες having-gathered (ἀνήγγελλον they-reported) 

Half of these 14 Aorist Participles are directly concerned with the travel sequence. All 
are prenuclear. 

As regards the textual variants in Acts 14:21, if one reads the Aorist Participle of 
“evangelize” (as in Sinaiticus and Vaticanus) then I would analyse it as prenuclear 
conjoined with the next Aorist Participle, with τε linking this whole sentence to the 
previous sentence: 
14:20 … καὶ τῇ ἐπαύριον ἐξῆλθεν σὺν τῷ Βαρναβᾷ εἰς Δέρβην. 
 … and the next-day he-left with the Barnabas to Derbe 

 

14:21 Εὐαγγελισάμενοί τε τὴν πόλιν ἐκείνην καὶ μαθητεύσαντες ἱκανοὺς 
 having-evangelized and the town that and having discipled several 

 

 ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς τὴν Λύστραν καὶ εἰς Ἰκόνιον καὶ εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 they-returned to the Lystra and to Iconium and to Antioch … 

If however the Present Participle of “evangelize” (as in the manuscripts ADEH) were 
original, then the most obvious analysis, based on prototypical semantic relationships 
within a “missionary journey” scenario, would be that it is postnuclear to the previous 
verb “left” indicating the PURPOSE + RESULT of going to Derbe: 
14:20 … καὶ τῇ ἐπαύριον ἐξῆλθεν σὺν τῷ Βαρναβᾷ εἰς Δέρβην 
 … and the next-day he-left with the Barnabas to Derbe 
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14:21 εὐαγγελιζομενοί τε τὴν πόλιν ἐκείνην. 
 evangelizing also the town that (i.e. in order to evangelize that town also (which they did)) 

 

 Καὶ μαθητεύσαντες ἱκανοὺς 
 and having discipled several 

 

 ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς τὴν Λύστραν καὶ εἰς Ἰκόνιον καὶ εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 they-returned to the Lystra and to Iconium and to Antioch … 

However, the position of τε makes this analysis unlikely. When τε occurs second in the 
clause it operates at clause level and links that clause to the previous one, for example: 

Acts 1:15 ἦν τε ὄχλος ὀνομάτων ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ ὡσεὶ ἑκατὸν εἴκοσι· 

Acts 2:33 τήν τε ἐπαγγελίαν τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ ἁγίου λαβὼν παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς 

Acts 15:4 ἀνήγγειλάν τε ὅσα ὁ θεὸς ἐποίησεν μετ᾽ αὐτῶν. 

When τε occurs second in the phrase (underlined) it operates at phrase level, and 
typically co-occurs with καί to link the first item to the following item, for example: 

Acts 1:1 ὧν ἤρξατο ὁ Ἰησοῦς ποιεῖν τε καὶ διδάσκειν 

Acts 1:8 ἔσεσθέ μου μάρτυρες ἔν τε Ἰερουσαλὴμ καὶ [ἐν] πάσῃ τῇ Ἰουδαίᾳ 

Acts 1:13 οὗ ἦσαν καταμένοντες, ὅ τε Πέτρος καὶ Ἰωάννης καὶ … 

Acts 19:10 Ἰουδαίους τε καὶ Ἕλληνας. 

This pattern is clearly shown below: 

Acts 17:14b ὑπέμεινάν τε ὅ τε Σιλᾶς καὶ ὁ Τιμόθεος ἐκεῖ. 
 remained and the and Silas and the Timothy there and both Silas and Timothy remained 

there 

If εὐαγγελιζομενοί in Acts 14:21 were postnuclear, then τε would be a coordinating 
conjunction between Main Verb and Participle, which is problematic grammatically, and 
the meaning would be “and in order to evangelize that town”, which is problematic 
semantically. Thus the position of τε suggests that the Aorist Participle is the correct 
reading and should be analysed as prenuclear. (See also Acts 20:3 below, where these 
same arguments apply.) 

H2. Council of Jerusalem 
15:2 … ἔταξαν ἀναβαίνειν Παῦλον καὶ Βαρναβᾶν … εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ … 
 … they-appointed to-go-up Paul and Barnabas … to Jerusalem … 

 

15:3 Οἱ μὲν οὖν προπεμφθέντες ὑπὸ τῆς ἐκκλησίας 
 they ( ) therefore having-been-sent by the church 

 

 διήρχοντο τήν τε Φοινίκην καὶ Σαμάρειαν ἐκδιηγούμενοι … 
 were-going-through the both Phoenicia and Samaria describing … 
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15:4 παραγενόμενοι δὲ εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ παρεδέχθησαν … ἀνήγγειλάν … 
 having-arrived ( ) to Jerusalem they-were-received … they-reported … 

 

15:22 Τότε ἔδοξε … πέμψαι εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν σὺν τῷ Παύλῳ καὶ Βαρναβᾷ, … 
 then seemed-good … to-send to Antioch with the Paul and Barnabas … 

 

15:30 Οἱ μὲν οὖν ἀπολυθέντες κατῆλθον εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 they ( ) therefore having-been-dismissed went-down to Antioch … 

Summary 

The three Prenuclear Aorist Participles can be divided into two distinct semantic 
fields: 

Motivation for travel (2) 

15:3 προπεμφθέντες having-been-sent (by the church) 

15:30 ἀπολυθέντες having-been-dismissed 

Travelling (1) 
15:4 παραγενόμενοι having-arrived (παρεδέχθησαν … ἀνήγγειλάν 

   they-were-received … they-reported) 

Here two of the Aorist Participles (15:3 and 15:30) emphasize the role of Paul and 
Barnabas as representatives, and only one is concerned with travel sequence. This fits the 
different scenario for this particular journey. All are prenuclear. 

H3. Second missionary journey 
15:39 ἐγένετο δὲ παροξυσμὸς 
 occurred ( ) sharp-contention 

 

  ὥστε ἀποχωρισθῆναι αὐτοὺς ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων, 
  so-that to-be-separated them from one-another 

 

  τόν τε Βαρναβᾶν παραλαβόντα τὸν Μᾶρκον ἐκπλεῦσαι εἰς Κύπρον, 
  the and Barnabas having-taken the Mark to-sail-out to Cyprus 

 

15:40 Παῦλος δὲ ἐπιλεξάμενος Σιλᾶν ἐξῆλθεν 
 Paul ( ) having-chosen Silas left 

 

 παραδοθεὶς τῇ χάριτι τοῦ κυρίου ὑπὸ τῶν ἀδελφῶν. 
 having-been-commended in-the grace of-the Lord by the brothers 

 

15:41 διήρχετο δὲ τὴν Συρίαν καὶ [τὴν] Κιλικίαν ἐπιστηρίζων τὰς ἐκκλησίας. 
 he-was-crossing ( ) the Syria and [the] Cilicia strengthening the churches 

 

16:1 Κατήντησεν δὲ [καὶ] εἰς Δέρβην καὶ εἰς Λύστραν. … 
 he-came-down ( ) [also] to Derbe and to Lystra … 
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16:6 Διῆλθον δὲ τὴν Φρυγίαν καὶ Γαλατικὴν χώραν 
 they-crossed ( ) the Phrygia and Galatian country 

 

 κωλυθέντες ὑπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος λαλῆσαι τὸν λόγον ἐν τῇ Ἀσίᾳ· 
 having-been-blocked by the Holy Spirit to-speak the word in the Asia 

 

16:7 ἐλθόντες δὲ κατὰ τὴν Μυσίαν ἐπείραζον εἰς τὴν Βιθυνίαν πορευθῆναι, 
 having-come ( ) near the Mysia they-were-trying in the Bithynia to-go 

 

 καὶ οὐκ εἴασεν αὐτοὺς τὸ πνεῦμα Ἰησοῦ· 
 and not allowed them the spirit of-Jesus 

 

16:8 παρελθόντες δὲ τὴν Μυσίαν κατέβησαν εἰς Τρῳάδα. … 
 having-bypassed ( ) the Mysia they-went-down to Troas … 

 

16:9 … Διαβὰς εἰς Μακεδονίαν βοήθησον ἡμῖν. 
 … having-crossed to Macedonia help us 

 

16:10 … εὐθέως ἐζητήσαμεν ἐξελθεῖν εἰς Μακεδονίαν 
 … straightway we-sought to-leave to Macedonia 

 

 συμβιβάζοντες ὅτι προσκέκληται ἡμᾶς ὁ θεὸς εὐαγγελίσασθαι αὐτούς. 
 concluding that has-called us the God to-evangelize them 

 

16:11 Ἀναχθέντες δὲ ἀπὸ Τρῳάδος εὐθυδρομήσαμεν εἰς Σαμοθρᾴκην, 
 having-sailed ( ) from Troas we-went-straight to Samothrace 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἐπιούσῃ εἰς Νέαν Πόλιν 
 on-the ( ) next-day to Neapolis 

 

16:12 κἀκεῖθεν εἰς Φιλίππους, … 
 and-thence to Philippi … 

 

16:40 ἐξελθόντες δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς φυλακῆς εἰσῆλθον πρὸς τὴν Λυδίαν 
 having-gone-out ( ) from the jail they-entered to the Lydia 

 

 καὶ ἰδόντες παρεκάλεσαν τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς καὶ ἐξῆλθαν. 
 and having-seen they-exhorted the brothers and left 

 

17:1 Διοδεύσαντες δὲ τὴν Ἀμφίπολιν καὶ τὴν Ἀπολλωνίαν 
 having-gone-through ( ) the Amphipolis and the Apollonia 

 

 ἦλθον εἰς Θεσσαλονίκην … 
 they-came to Thessalonika … 

 

17:10 Οἱ δὲ ἀδελφοὶ … ἐξέπεμψαν τόν τε Παῦλον καὶ τὸν Σιλᾶν εἰς Βέροιαν, 
 the ( ) brothers … sent-out the both Paul and the Silas to Berea 
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 οἵτινες παραγενόμενοι εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν τῶν Ἰουδαίων ἀπῄεσαν. … 
 who having-arrived into the synagogue of-the Jews went … 

 

17:14 εὐθέως δὲ τότε τὸν Παῦλον ἐξαπέστειλαν οἱ ἀδελφοὶ 
 immediately ( ) then the Paul[object] sent-away the brothers 

 

  πορεύεσθαι ἕως ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν, 
  to-travel as-far-as to the sea 

 

 ὑπέμεινάν τε ὅ τε Σιλᾶς καὶ ὁ Τιμόθεος ἐκεῖ. 
 and remained also the both Silas and the Timothy there 

 

17:15 οἱ δὲ καθιστάνοντες τὸν Παῦλον ἤγαγον ἕως Ἀθηνῶν, … 
 the ( ) conducting the Paul led as-far-as Athens … 

 

18:1 Μετὰ ταῦτα χωρισθεὶς ἐκ τῶν Ἀθηνῶν ἦλθεν εἰς Κόρινθον. … 
 after those[things] having-left from the Athens he-went to Corinth … 

 

18:18 Ὁ δὲ Παῦλος ἔτι προσμείνας ἡμέρας ἱκανὰς τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς 
 the ( ) Paul more having-remained days several with-the brothers 

 

 ἀποταξάμενος ἐξέπλει εἰς τὴν Συρίαν, … 
 having-bid-farewell sailed-off to the Syria … 

 

 κειράμενος ἐν Κεγχρεαῖς τὴν κεφαλήν, 
 having-shorn in Cenchrea the head 

 

  εἶχεν γὰρ εὐχήν. 
  he-had for vow 

 

18:19 κατήντησαν δὲ εἰς Ἔφεσον … 
 they-came-down ( ) to Ephesus … 

 

18:21 ἀλλὰ ἀποταξάμενος καὶ εἰπών … ἀνήχθη ἀπὸ τῆς Ἐφέσου, 
 but having-bade-farewell and having-said … he-sailed from the Ephesus 

 

18:22 καὶ κατελθὼν εἰς Καισάρειαν, 
 and having-gone-down to Caesarea 

 

 ἀναβὰς καὶ ἀσπασάμενος τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, 
 having-gone-up and having-greeted the church 

 

 κατέβη εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν, … 
 he-went-down to Antioch … 
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Summary 

The 17 Prenuclear Aorist Participles can be divided into certain distinct semantic 
fields: 
2. Travelling (10) 

16:7 ἐλθόντες having-come 

16:8 παρελθόντες having-bypassed 

16:9 Διαβὰς having-crossed (βοήθησον help) 

16:11 Ἀναχθέντες having-sailed 

16:40 ἐξελθόντες having-gone-out 

17:1 Διοδεύσαντες having-gone-through 

17:10 παραγενόμενοι having-arrived 

18:1 χωρισθεὶς having-left 

18:22 κατελθὼν having-gone-down 

18:22 ἀναβὰς having-gone-up 

3. Actions before leaving (7) 
c. Choosing companions (2) 

15:39 παραλαβόντα having-taken (Mark) 

15:40 ἐπιλεξάμενος having-chosen (Silas) 
d. Staying a while (1) 

18:18 προσμείνας having-remained (many days) 
e. Proper leave taking (4) 

18:18 ἀποταξάμενος having-bid-farewell 

18:21 ἀποταξάμενος having-bade-farewell 

18:22 ἀσπασάμενος having-greeted (the church) 

16:40 ἰδόντες having-seen (παρεκάλεσαν they-exhorted) 

The majority of prenuclear Aorist Participles (9 out of 16) are related to the travel 
sequence and are predictable from the preceding or following Main Verb scenarios. 
Indeed, in 16:11b and 16:12 the verbal form for travelling is so redundant that it is 
omitted. In contrast, none of the three Postnuclear Aorist Participles are of a verb of 
motion, but they relate to the Main Verb nontemporally, as shown below. 
15:40 ἐξῆλθεν παραδοθεὶς left … having-been-commended 

Here the commendation by the church is postnuclear. According to my theory, this means 
it is not presented as merely a previous event in the prototypical script. Perhaps this 
marks that this was not simply part of the departure script, but rather indicates MANNER, 
i.e. “with the affirmation of the church”. Certainly, whereas the church sent Paul and 
Barnabas on the first journey (Acts 13:3), this second journey was a result of Paul and 
Barnabas’ own desire to revisit their converts (Acts 15:36). Although in 15:39 Barnabas 
and Mark’s departure is presented in a subordinate Accusative and Infinitive 
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construction, Paul and Silas’ departure in 15:40 is given as a main line event. This alerts 
the audience to the fact that Paul’s journey is focal and will be given in detail. 

16:6 Διῆλθον κωλυθέντες they-crossed … having-been-blocked 

Here the postnuclear Aorist Participle most likely gives the REASON for the decision to 
travel through Phrygia and Galatia (Barrett 1998:768–769), i.e. “because the Holy Spirit 
prevented them from preaching in Asia” (cf., TEV, New Living Translation), since going 
straight to Asia from Derbe and Lystra would have been a straight journey west through 
Phrygia, rather than a turn northward. It should be noted that in 18:23 where Paul is 
travelling from east to west (rather than southeast to northwest) the order is reversed, 
Galatia and Phrygia, suggesting that the individual geographical areas are in focus. 

18:18 ἐξέπλει … κειράμενος he-sailed-off … having-shorn (his head) 

Here the postnuclear Aorist Participle most probably gives the REASON for the Main 
Verb. Paul was going to Syria en route to Jerusalem, because he had cut his hair at the 
termination of a vow he had made, and needed to make the proper sacrifices in Jerusalem 
(see Numbers 6:1–21; Acts 21:21–26; also Marshall 1980:300). Paul goes to Jerusalem, 
and presumably completes his vow, in Acts 18:22. 

There is also one postnuclear Present Participle of REASON: 
16:10 ἐζητήσαμεν ἐξελθεῖν … συμβιβάζοντες 
 we-sought to-leave … concluding that … (i.e. because we concluded) 

H4. Third missionary journey 
18:23 καὶ ποιήσας χρόνον τινὰ ἐξῆλθεν, 
 and having-spent time certain he-left 

 

 διερχόμενος καθεξῆς τὴν Γαλατικὴν χώραν καὶ Φρυγίαν, 
 going-through in-order the Galatian region and Phrygia 

 

 ἐπιστηρίζων πάντας τοὺς μαθητάς. … 
 strengthening all the disciples … 

 

19:1 Ἐγένετο … Παῦλον διελθόντα τὰ ἀνωτερικὰ μέρη [κατ]ελθεῖν εἰς Ἔφεσον … 
 it-happened … Paul having-crossed the upper parts to-come to Ephesus … 

 

20:1 … μεταπεμψάμενος ὁ Παῦλος τοὺς μαθητὰς καὶ παρακαλέσας, 
 … having-summoned the Paul the disciples and having-exhorted 

 

 ἀσπασάμενος ἐξῆλθεν πορεύεσθαι εἰς Μακεδονίαν. 
 having-bade-farewell he-left to-travel to Macedonia 

 

20:2 διελθὼν δὲ τὰ μέρη ἐκεῖνα καὶ παρακαλέσας αὐτοὺς … 
 having-crossed ( ) the parts those and having-encouraged them … 

 

 ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν Ἑλλάδα 
 he-went to the Greece 
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20:3 ποιήσας τε μῆνας τρεῖς· 
 having-spent also months three 

 

 γενομένης ἐπιβουλῆς αὐτῷ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἰουδαίων μέλλοντι ἀνάγεσθαι εἰς τὴν Συρίαν, 
 having-occurred plot to-him by the Jews intending to-sail to the Syria 

 

 ἐγένετο γνώμης τοῦ ὑποστρέφειν διὰ Μακεδονίας. … 
 he-became of-mind of-the to-return via Macedonia … 

 

20:5 οὗτοι δὲ προελθόντες ἔμενον ἡμᾶς ἐν Τρῳάδι, 
 these ( ) having-gone-ahead were-waiting for-us in Troas 

 

20:6 ἡμεῖς δὲ ἐξεπλεύσαμεν … ἀπὸ Φιλίππων, 
 we ( ) sailed-off … from Philippi 

 

 καὶ ἤλθομεν πρὸς αὐτοὺς εἰς τὴν Τρῳάδα … 
 and we-came to them in the Troas … 

 

20:13 Ἡμεῖς δὲ προελθόντες ἐπὶ τὸ πλοῖον ἀνήχθημεν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἆσσον 
 we ( ) having-gone-ahead on the ship sailed to the Assos 

 

 ἐκεῖθεν μέλλοντες ἀναλαμβάνειν τὸν Παῦλον· … 
 thence intending to-take-on-board the Paul … 

 

20:14 ὡς δὲ συνέβαλλεν ἡμῖν εἰς τὴν Ἆσσον, 
 when ( ) he-was-meeting us in the Assos 

 

 ἀναλαβόντες αὐτὸν ἤλθομεν εἰς Μιτυλήνην, 
 having-taken-on-board him we-came to Mitylene 

 

20:15 κἀκεῖθεν ἀποπλεύσαντες τῇ ἐπιούσῃ κατηντήσαμεν ἄντικρυς Χίου, 
 and-thence having-sailed the next-day we-arrived off Chios 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἑτέρᾳ παρεβάλομεν εἰς Σάμον, 
 on-the ( ) next-day we-crossed to Samos 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἐχομένῃ ἤλθομεν εἰς Μίλητον. 
 on-the ( ) next-day we-came to Miletus 

 

20:38 … προέπεμπον δὲ αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ πλοῖον. 
 … they-escorted ( ) him to the ship 

 

21:1 Ὡς δὲ ἐγένετο ἀναχθῆναι ἡμᾶς ἀποσπασθέντας ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν, 
 when ( ) it-happened to-sail us having-been-torn-away from them 

 

 εὐθυδρομήσαντες ἤλθομεν εἰς τὴν Κῶ, 
 having-gone-straight we-came to the Cos 
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 τῇ δὲ ἑξῆς εἰς τὴν Ῥόδον κἀκεῖθεν εἰς Πάταρα· 
 on-the ( ) next-day to the Rhodes and-thence to Patara 

 

21:2 καὶ εὑρόντες πλοῖον διαπερῶν εἰς Φοινίκην 
 and having-found ship crossing to Phoenicia 

 

 ἐπιβάντες ἀνήχθημεν. 
 having-boarded we-sailed 

 

21:3 ἀναφάναντες δὲ τὴν Κύπρον καὶ καταλιπόντες αὐτὴν εὐώνυμον 
 having-sighted ( ) the Cyprus and having-left it on-the-left 

 

 ἐπλέομεν εἰς Συρίαν καὶ κατήλθομεν εἰς Τύρον· … 
 we-sailed to Syria and went-down to Tyre … 

 

21:6 ἀπησπασάμεθα ἀλλήλους καὶ ἀνέβημεν εἰς τὸ πλοῖον, 
 we-bade-farewell to-each-other and boarded to the ship 

 

 ἐκεῖνοι δὲ ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς τὰ ἴδια. 
 they ( ) returned to the own 

 

21:7 Ἡμεῖς δὲ τὸν πλοῦν διανύσαντες ἀπὸ Τύρου κατηντήσαμεν εἰς Πτολεμαΐδα 
 we ( ) the voyage having-continued from Tyre arrived at Ptolemais 

 

 καὶ ἀσπασάμενοι τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς ἐμείναμεν ἡμέραν μίαν παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς. 
 and having-greeted the brothers remained day one with them 

 

21:8 τῇ δὲ ἐπαύριον ἐξελθόντες ἤλθομεν εἰς Καισάρειαν … 
 the ( ) next-day having-left we-came to Caesarea … 

 

21:15 … ἐπισκευασάμενοι ἀνεβαίνομεν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα· 
 … having-got-ready we-were-going-up to Jerusalem 

 

21:16 συνῆλθον δὲ καὶ τῶν μαθητῶν ἀπὸ Καισαρείας σὺν ἡμῖν, 
 went-along ( ) also of-the disciples from Caesarea with us 

 

 ἄγοντες παρ᾽ ᾧ ξενισθῶμεν Μνάσωνί … 
 bringing with whom we-may-lodge Mnason … 

 

21:17 Γενομένων δὲ ἡμῶν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα ἀσμένως ἀπεδέξαντο ἡμᾶς οἱ ἀδελφοί. … 
 having-arrived ( ) us to Jerusalem joyfully greeted us the brothers … 

Summary 

The 21 Prenuclear Aorist Participles can be divided into certain distinct semantic 
fields: 



602 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

1. Motivation for taking specific route (1) 
21:3 ἀναφάναντες having-sighted (Cyprus) 

2. Travelling (10) 
19:1 διελθόντα having-crossed 

20:2 διελθὼν having-crossed 

20:5 προελθόντες having-gone-ahead 

20:13 προελθόντες having-gone-ahead 

20:14 ἀναλαβόντες having-taken-on-board 

20:15 ἀποπλεύσαντες having-sailed 

21:1 εὐθυδρομήσαντες having-gone-straight 

21:3 καταλιπόντες having-left 

21:7 διανύσαντες having-continued (the voyage) 

21:8 ἐξελθόντες having-left 

3. Actions before leaving (10) 
d. Staying a while (2) 

18:23 ποιήσας having-spent time 

20:3 ποιήσας having-spent (three months) 
e. Proper leave taking (5) 

20:1 μεταπεμψάμενος having-summoned (the disciples) 

20:1 παρακαλέσας having-exhorted 

20:1 ἀσπασάμενος having-bade-farewell 

20:2 παρακαλέσας having-encouraged 

21:7 ἀσπασάμενοι having-greeted 
f. Preparation (3) 

21:2 εὑρόντες having-found (a ship) 

21:2 ἐπιβάντες having-boarded 

21:15 ἐπισκευασάμενοι having-got-ready 

Acts 20:3 ποιήσας τε μῆνας τρεῖς ‘having-spent also months three’ might be 
analyzed as postnuclear, and hence PURPOSE+RESULT, i.e. “he went to Greece and (as a 
result) spent three months there”. However, in that analysis the particle τε ‘also/and’ 
would be problematic, since I argue that the only conjunctions linking Participle and 
Main Verb mark contraexpectation (e.g. Hebrews 12:17). A better solution is that it is 
prenuclear to the next Main Verb, and followed by a Genitive Absolute, i.e. “And when 
he had been there for three months, since a plot had been hatched against him by the 
Jews, as he was about to sail for Syria, he decided to return via Macedonia”. This would 
parallel Acts 18:23 lexically and semantically καὶ ποιήσας χρόνον τινὰ ἐξῆλθεν ‘And 
having spent some time [there] he left’, and parallel Acts 20:9 and 2 Corinthians 2:12 
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syntactically, with Prenuclear Nominative Participle followed by a Prenuclear Genitive 
Absolute. 

H5. Overall summary of the Acts travelogue 
There are 55 prenuclear Aorist Participles in the travel section of Paul’s Missionary 

journeys and the Council of Jerusalem. They fall into the following distinct semantic 
fields: 
1. Motivation for travel/for taking specific route (5/55) 
2. Travelling (28/55) 
3. Actions before leaving (21/55) 

a. Abandoning (1) 
b. Preaching (3) 
c. Choosing companions (2) 
d. Staying a while (3) 
e. Proper leave taking (9) 
f. Preparation (3) 

4. Action before reporting success (1/55) (on arrival back at sending church) 

There are only three Postnuclear Aorist Participles in this selection, compared to 55 
Prenuclear Aorist Participles. None are of a verb of motion, but they relate to the Main 
Verb nontemporally: 
MANNER 

 15:40 ἐξῆλθεν παραδοθεὶς left … having-been-commended 

REASON 

 16:6 Διῆλθον κωλυθέντες They-crossed … having-been-blocked 

 18:18 ἐξέπλει … κειράμενος he-sailed-off … having-shorn (his head) 

There is also one postnuclear Present Participle in this selection, (compared to 55 
prenuclear Aorist Participles, and three postnuclear). This also is nontemporal and shows 
the REASON for the Main Verb: 
REASON 

 16:10 ἐζητήσαμεν ἐξελθεῖν συμβιβάζοντες … we-sought to-leave … concluding … 

These data support my theory that preceding events from the script of the Main 
Verb’s scenario are grammaticalized as Prenuclear Aorist Participles, since such 
Participles related to Main Verbs in the selection of “missionary travel” belong to a 
limited set of semantic domains, which all fit the category of preceding script events. 
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From the above we can, therefore, reconstruct a tentative “missionary travel” 
scenario: 
Motivation for travel 
 Being sent by the church 

Travel 
 Preparation for travel 
  Choose companions 
  Find ship (for sea voyage) 
 Modes of travel 
  On foot 
  By ship 
 Motivation for specific time or route of travel 
  Escaping danger 
  Divine guidance (Acts 16:6) 
  Vision (Acts 16:10) 
  (at sea) Sighting land 
 Result: Arrive 
 Purpose: Teach about Jesus 

Work on arrival 
 Preach and teach 
 Strengthen existing believers 

Time scale for work 
 Stay for days, months, years 

Result of work 
 Success: believers 
 Failure: rejection, expulsion 

Actions before leaving 
 If teaching accepted, 
  encourage believers 
  bid farewell 
 If teaching not accepted, 
  shake dust from feet 

Leave: Go elsewhere, and start script again 

End: Return to sending church 

 Report back on success of the mission 
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I. Further Evidence for Genitive Absolutes as Switch-Reference 
Markers 

This appendix explains apparent exceptions to the hypothesis that Greek Genitive 
Absolutes are switch-reference markers, as argued in chapter 5.4.3. 

If Genitive Absolutes are switch-reference markers, indicating that there will be a 
different subject for the following Main Verb, one would expect that the Genitive 
Absolute and the Main Verb would always have a different grammatical subject. 
Occasionally, however, the Genitive Absolute and the Main Verb have the same 
grammatical subject, e.g. Matthew 1:18 and Acts 22:17, which Burton (1987:175) calls 
the worst examples of “irregularity”. Such apparent inconsistencies can be explained by 
considering the underlying semantic role of the subject (Levinsohn 1992:178), for 
example: 
 Matthew 1:18 

μνηστευθείσης τῆς μητρὸς αὐτοῦ Μαρίας τῷ Ἰωσήφ, 
having-been-betrothed the mother of-him Mary to-the Joseph 

 

πρὶν ἢ συνελθεῖν αὐτοὺς 
before or to-come-together them 

 

εὑρέθη ἐν γαστρὶ ἔχουσα ἐκ πνεύματος ἁγίου. 
she-was-found in belly having from Spirit Holy 

Here although Mary is the grammatical subject of clause 1 and clause 3, she is not the 
agent in the underlying semantic roles, since she is not controlling either event. 
Moreover, each event has a different underlying agent: 

Event 1: betroth 
 agent Mary’s father 
 goal Mary 
 beneficiary Joseph 

Event 2: come together 
 agent Mary and Joseph 

Event 3: be found 
 agent Joseph 
 goal Mary 

Event 4: be pregnant 
 agent (atypical) Holy Spirit 
 patient Mary 

Similarly, in Acts 22:17, although the grammatical subject of clauses 2 and 3 are 
identical, the underlying semantic roles are distinct, since in clause 3 Paul is not 
controlling the event: 
 Acts 22:17 

Ἐγένετο δέ μοι ὑποστρέψαντι εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ 
it-happened ( ) to-me having-returned to Jerusalem 
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καὶ προσευχομένου μου ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ 
and praying me in the temple 

 

γενέσθαι με ἐν ἐκστάσει 
to-become me in ecstasy 

 

Event 1: return 
 agent I 

Event 2: pray 
 agent I 

Event 3: be in ecstasy 
 agent God 
 patient I 

Healey and Healey’s 4/313 exceptions (1990:211–214) also include Acts 21:34, and 
28:6, but exclude Mark 6:22 where ἤρεσεν may be analysed ‘it pleased’ rather than ‘she 
pleased’. These may perhaps be categorized in Greek as switch-reference because of the 
different underlying participant roles of the grammatical subjects: 
 Acts 21:34 

Event 1: be able to know 
 experiencer he 

Event 2: command 
 agent he 

 

 Acts 28:6 

Event 1: expect 
 experiencer they 

Event 2: behold 
 experiencer they 

Event 3: change mind 
 agent they 

Event 4: say 
 agent they 

 

 Mark 6:22 

Event 1: enter 
 agent Herodias’ daughter 

Event 2: dance 
 agent Herodias’ daughter 

Event 3: please 
 stimulus Herodias’ daughter OR the dancing 
 experiencer Herod 
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The restriction on conjoining items with the same surface form but different 
semantic roles has already been noted in Greek with regard to strings of Participles, 
which are only conjoined when they fit in the same semantic slot. 

Similarly, the “Genitive Absolute” switch-reference system is found in Greek where 
the subjects of consecutive clauses are partially, but not completely, identical. Healey and 
Healey (1990:207) call this the part-whole case: 

where the deep subject of one verb (first or second) semantically includes the deep subject of the 
other verb (as in the words for “Jesus and his disciples … he …”) … Some languages treat these 
two deep subjects as same, whereas others, including New Testament Greek, treat them as 
different. Such part-whole instances observed are: Mt 17:9, 17:22. 26:21, 26:26; Mk 11:12, 
14:18, 14:22; Acts 26:14, 27:18. 

Although Genitive Absolutes as a switch-reference device always have a different 
subject (in the sense of underlying semantic role) from the Main Verb, they need not 
have the same subject as one another, as Healey and Healey (1990:198, text and note) 
show: 

There are also instances where conjunctions occur between two subordinate clauses of the same 
kind with different subjects, although this is less common….Lk 3:1, 3:15, 8:4; Acts 27:9. In 
Acts 25:23 and Jn 2:9, it is only the subject of the last clause which is different. Rom 2:15a and 
b follow rather than precede their main clause, and the first subject is different. 

Of these seven examples, John 2:9 is a “when” clause, and the others are genitive par-
ticipial clauses. In Luke 3:15 and 8:4, although the surface subjects are different, they 
may well be coreferential. However, the other conjoined clauses have distinctly different 
subjects. This is no problem for Genitive Participial clauses, since they may or may not 
have the same subject as each other, the only restriction being that they have a different 
subject from the Main Verb. In contrast all nominative participial clauses, conjoined or 
otherwise, must have the same subject as the Main Verb, so they can never occur with 
different subjects. 

The use of the Genitive Absolute within a switch-reference system also explains why 
the Participle sometimes stands alone without an explicit subject. Where the subject of a 
Genitive Absolute is not explicit, the implicit subject must be inferred from the scenario 
which is currently open in the discourse. Since the Genitive Absolute explicitly marks 
that the subject of the Main Verb will be switched, i.e. different from the current subject, 
it implies that the current subject is not switched. So the most likely candidate for 
implicit subject is the “topical agent” (my term), i.e. the agent currently most prominent 
in the discourse and hence already focal in the audience’s mind, usually the explicit 
subject of the previous Main Verb. This “topical agent” remains topical as the implicit 
subject of the Genitive Participial Clause, but then the “switch-reference” occurs and the 
subject of the Main Verb is different (Indicatives and grammatical subjects (also 
semantic agents) bolded, Participles underlined), for example: 
 Matthew 17:11–14 

ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν, … τότε συνῆκαν οἱ μαθηταὶ ὅτι … 
he ( ) having-answered said … then understood the disciples that … 
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Καὶ ἐλθόντων πρὸς τὸν ὄχλον 
and having-come toward the crowd 

 

προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ ἄνθρωπος … 
approached him man … 

The subject of the verb “come” in the Genitive Absolute construction is best understood 
as including all the topical agents from the previous text, i.e. Jesus and the disciples, not 
the disciples alone. This is not so much determined by grammar, since disciples are mas-
culine plural and immediately precede the Participial Phrase, but more by the scenario of 
disciples, which includes their prototypically accompanying their teacher. 

Similarly: 

 Acts 21:30–31 

ἐκινήθη τε ἡ πόλις ὅλη καὶ ἐγένετο συνδρομὴ τοῦ λαοῦ, 
was-moved and the city whole and occurred rush-together of-the people 

 

καὶ ἐπιλαβόμενοι τοῦ Παύλου εἷλκον αὐτὸν ἔξω τοῦ ἱεροῦ 
and having-seized the Paul they-were-dragging him outside the temple 

 

καὶ εὐθέως ἐκλείσθησαν αἱ θύραι. 
and straightaway were-closed the doors 

 

ζητούντων τε αὐτὸν ἀποκτεῖναι, 
Seeking and him to-kill 

 

ἀνέβη φάσις τῷ χιλιάρχῳ … 
came report to-the commander … 

The indefinite “they” as subject of the verb “dragged” (marked only by 3rd person plural 
verb endings) takes precedence as topical agent over “doors”, the subject of the imme-
diately preceding clause. This is probably due not only to the gender marking of the 
Participle “seeking” as masculine, but also to the fact that doors are inanimate and are the 
subject of a passive verb, i.e. the semantic goal, not agent of the action. Scenario theory 
allows for prototypical “fillers” for its participant slots, and a prototypical agent is 
animate. Thus real life expectations, not grammar alone, affect disambiguation. 

One might argue that the criterion for disambiguation above is purely grammatical: 
the grammatical subject of ζητούντων, which is masculine plural, cannot possibly be 
coreferential with ‘doors’ αἱ θύραι, which are feminine plural. It should be noted, 
however, that the grammatical subject of ἐπιλαβόμενοι, which is also masculine plural, 
is coreferential with ‘the city’ ἡ πόλις (feminine singular) and/or ‘the people’ τοῦ λαου 
(masculine singular), so the crucial determining factor is semantics not simply grammar. 

Using zero marking for a Noun Phrase in the subject slot is of course quite normal 
with Indicatives which have the same subject as previous verbs, and though subject 
deletion with Genitive Absolutes is infrequent in the New Testament, it is quite common 
in the papyri (Argyle 1957:285, note 1). 
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J. Prenuclear and Postnuclear Participles—Form and Function 
This appendix provides fuller explanation and further examples to illustrate the form 

and function of Prenuclear and Postnuclear Participles, as described in chapter 5.5. It also 
includes an analysis of so-called Independent Participial Clauses. 

J.1. Prenuclear Aorist Participle Nominative 
= preceding EVENT with same subject as Main Verb 

J1.1. > Preceding time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 

Since a Discourse-old or predictable event is not, for the hearers, a new element on 
the event line of the narrative, there must be some other reason for the author to mention 
it. The most frequent reason is to provide a time setting for the subsequent action, for 
example: 

 Acts 13:4b–5a; also Acts 27:36, 38 

ἐκεῖθέν τε ἀπέπλευσαν εἰς Κύπρον, 
thence and they-sailed-off to Cyprus 

 

καὶ γενόμενοι ἐν Σαλαμῖνι κατήγγελλον τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεου … 
and having-come in Salamis announced the word of-the God … 
NIV: and sailed from there to Cyprus. When they arrived at Salamis ….  
Note that Salamis is the first major port in Cyprus approaching from the East, so arriving at Salamis is 
highly predictable. 

There are two interesting examples from the Epistles, with the Main Verb in a 
different Tense/Aspect/Mood, showing that Prenuclear Aorist Participles mark the 
temporal relationship relative to the time of the Main Verb, not absolute tense, i.e. the 
temporal relationship relative to the time of speaking or writing: 
 1 Corinthians 2:1 

Κἀγὼ ἐλθὼν πρὸς ὑμᾶς, ἀδελφοί, 
and-I having-come to you brothers 

 

ἦλθον οὐ καθ᾽ ὑπεροχὴν λόγου ἢ σοφίας 
came not according-to excellence of-word or of-wisdom 

 

καταγγέλλων ὑμῖν τὸ μυστήριον τοῦ θεοῦ. 
announcing to-you the mystery of-the God 
NIV: When I came to you, brothers I did not come with eloquence … 
This previous visit is alluded to in 1:14: “I did not baptise any of you except Crispus.” 
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 2 Corinthians 2:3b 

ἵνα μὴ ἐλθὼν λύπην σχῶ ἀφ᾽ ὧν ἔδει με χαίρειν 
so-that not having-come grief I-might-have from whom it-was-right me to-rejoice 
NIV: so that when I come I should not be distressed …. 
This intended visit is implied in 2:1 

The verb ἔρχομαι seems to be ambiguous, referring to either the actual motion of 
travel, or the time during which a visitor is present. In these examples the Prenuclear 
Aorist Participle appears to refer to the travel, but the Main Verbs, including ἔρχομαι, to 
the time when present. 

J1.2. > Preceding event, implicit reason (usually Participle is verb of 
perception) 

Things which one perceives are likely to affect one’s actions, hence prenuclear 
Aorist Participles of perception usually imply motivation as well as temporal setting, for 
example: 
 Matthew 2:10 

ἰδόντες δὲ τὸν ἀστέρα ἐχάρησαν χαρὰν μεγάλην σφόδρα. 
having-seen ( ) the star they-rejoiced joy great exceedingly 
NIV: When they saw the star they were overjoyed. 
The star has already appeared in 2:9. It is clear that their seeing the star provides both a time setting and a 
motivation for their rejoicing. NIV makes the time setting explicit “when”, leaving the reason relationship 
implicit, as is common in English. Nevertheless, the reader understands a reason relationship from the 
prototypical relationships within the scenario. 

 

 Acts 14:14 

Ἀκούσαντες δὲ οἱ ἀπόστολοι Βαρναβᾶς καὶ Παῦλος 
having-heard ( ) the apostles Barnabas and Paul 

 

διαρρήξαντες τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτῶν ἐξεπήδησαν εἰς τὸν ὄχλον κράζοντες … 
having-torn the clothes of-them they-rushed into the crowd shouting … 
NIV: But when the apostles Barnabas and Paul heard of this, they tore their clothes and rushed out into the 
crowd, shouting … 
It is clear that they would not have been upset had they not heard that the people were regarding them as 
gods. What they perceive clearly affects what they do. 

Events of perception are also highly predictable since things which occur are likely 
to be perceived by those present, and things which are unusual or important are likely to 
be heard about by everyone. As noted above, there are 73 prenuclear Aorist Participles of 
ἀκούω ‘hear’ in the New Testament. I calculate that 48 (66 percent) occur after an 
explicit or implicit speech act in the co-text, and mark a change to a different subject 
from the speaker. The others, like the examples above involve overhearing or hearing 
rumours. In contrast there are only two postnuclear Aorist Participles of ἀκούω ‘hear’ 
(Acts 16:38; Colossians 1:4) each stressing that what was heard was the direct REASON 
for the hearer’s action. 
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The use of such Participles in discourse, conditioned by their prototypical role in 
scenarios, explains some data noted by O’Donnell (1997:15) which cannot be explained 
in terms of a direct correlation between Aspect and Aktionsart. Using Fanning’s classifi-
cation of Greek verbs (1990) by Aktionsart into States, Activities, Accomplishments, and 
Climaxes, O’Donnell charts how each category patterns with Aspectual choice. He lists 
10 States together with their z-scores (deviation from the norm of New Testament usage):  

States Aorist Present Perfect 

ἀκούω 8.57 −4.66 −2.76

γινώσκω −0.65 0.32 2.33

δοκέω −2.70 4.87 −1.92

ἐλπίζω −4.02 2.38 3.48

ἔχω −21.19 25.55 −5.37

θέλω −8.66 10.62 −3.42

θεωρέω −5.82 7.18 −1.90

ὁράω 16.27 −15.60 1.95

πιστεύω −0.06 1.81 1.24

θρονέω −4.35 5.00 −1.21

A z-score of over +/− 3 (bolded above) is statistically significant, so there is a clear 
trend for States to be −Aorist +Present, i.e. to occur in Imperfective Aspect verb forms, 
which supports a correspondence between Aspect and Aktionsart. Verbs with no bolded 
numbers are statistically insignificant here, but two “States” show high numbers for 
+Aorist −Present, i.e. Perfective Aspect. These are both verbs of Perception, frequently 
found in the Prenuclear Aorist Participle slot, referring to events predictable from the 
previous scenario, and fitting the initial event slot of the script of the following Main 
Verb. Thus the Perfective Aspect is not conditioned by the Aktionsart of the event per se, 
but by the role of this particular event in a narrative account. 

This analysis is supported by the Tense/Aspect charting for ἀκούω (O’Donnell 
1997: Appendix), where Participial use shows the highest deviation from the average: 

ακούω AORIST PRESENT IMPERFECT 
 occ expc z occ expc z occ expc z 
Indicative 116 74 6.14 47 70 −3.36 11 21 −2.24
Subjunctive 24 21 1.57 3 6 −1.52  
Imperative 20 16 1.26 13 17 −1.23  
Participle 92 48 7.84 43 75 −5.46  
Infinitive 17 21 −1.23 20 15 1.53  

J1.3. > Preceding event in sequential stages of a script 

Other events in prenuclear Aorist Participle form (i.e. not Discourse-old or 
predictable, nor verbs of perception) simply encode that this Discourse-new information 
belongs to the Hearer-old scenario of the following Main Verb and is in linear sequence, 
for example: 
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 Mark 8:13 

καὶ ἀφεὶς αὐτοὺς πάλιν ἐμβὰς ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸ πέραν. 
and having-left them again having-embarked he-went-away to the other-side 
NIV: Then he left them, got back into the boat and crossed to the other side. 

Note that the grammatical and syntactical choice depends on the way the author 
wishes to present the events not any fixed Aktionsart of the events themselves. Compare 
parallel passages: 
 Mark 14:63 

ὁ δὲ ἀρχιερεὺς διαρρήξας τοὺς χιτῶνας αὐτοῦ λέγει, 
the ( ) chief-priest having-torn the clothes of-him says … 
NIV: The high priest tore his clothes. “…” he said 

 

 Matthew 26:65 

τότε ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς διέρρηξεν τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτοῦ λέγων, 
then the chief-priest tore the clothes of-him saying … 
NIV: Then the high priest tore his clothes and said 

In both these passages the Participle shows that the two events of tearing one’s clothes 
and convicting of blasphemy are related in the one scenario. Mark chooses to entitle this 
scenario as “say (someone has blasphemed)” and makes explicit a preceding action in the 
script, viz. tearing clothes. Matthew chooses to entitle this same scenario as “tear 
clothes” and makes explicit a specific cotemporaneous concomitant action, viz., stating 
the blasphemy aloud. 

Sometimes the action of the Participle is a logical prerequisite of the Main Verb, for 
example: 
 Matthew 8:3a 

καὶ ἐκτείνας τὴν χεῖρα ἥψατο αὐτου …. 
and having-stretched the hand he-touched him … 

 

 Matthew 5:2 

καὶ ἀνοίξας τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ ἐδίδασκεν αὐτοὺς λέγων … 
and having-opened the mouth of-him he-taught them saying … 

In such situations, mention of another item from the Main Verb’s scenario may have a 
discourse function of highlighting the event, i.e. the significance of Jesus’s healing touch 
to an untouchable leper, and the significance of Jesus’s next words, the beatitudes. 

Another verb which has statistically significant bias toward the Aorist Participle is 
ἀφίημι (data from O’Donnell 1997: Appendix): 
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ἀφίημι AORIST PRESENT 
 occ expc z occ expc z 
Indicative 29 29 0.00 20 27 −1.71
Subjunctive 12 9 1.95 0 3 −1.92
Imperative 26 14 4.31 3 15 −4.92
Participle 20 7 6.03 0 11 −4.94
Infinitive 1 4 −2.22 6 3 2.36

This can be explained by the use of ἀφίημι as part of a sequential script. Of the 19 Aorist 
Participles I have identified using GRAMCORD, one is part of a Noun Phrase (Mark 
13:34). The others are all Prenuclear and have varying senses according to the following 
scenarios: 

a. Leave behind—physical departure scenario (14/18 x) 
b. Reject—choice scenario (3/18 x) 
c. Emit a sound—death scenario (1/18 x) 

 

a. Physical departure + follow/depart/flee/go/take (14 x) 

 +follow (5 x) 
Matthew 4:20 οἱ δὲ εὐθέως ἀφέντες τὰ δίκτυα ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 

Matthew 4:22 οἱ δὲ εὐθέως ἀφέντες τὸ πλοῖον καὶ τὸν πατέρα αὐτῶν ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 

Mark 1:18 καὶ εὐθὺς ἀφέντες τὰ δίκτυα ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 

Luke 5:11 καὶ καταγαγόντες τὰ πλοῖα ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν ἀφέντες πάντα ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ. 

Luke 18:28 Εἶπεν δὲ ὁ Πέτρος· ἰδοὺ ἡμεῖς ἀφέντες τὰ ἴδια ἠκολουθήσαμέν σοι. 

 +depart (5 x) 
Matthew 22:22 καὶ ἀκούσαντες ἐθαύμασαν, καὶ ἀφέντες αὐτὸν ἀπῆλθαν. 

Matthew 26:44 καὶ ἀφεὶς αὐτοὺς πάλιν ἀπελθὼν προσηύξατο … 

Mark 1:20 καὶ εὐθὺς ἐκάλεσεν αὐτούς. καὶ ἀφέντες τὸν πατέρα αὐτῶν Ζεβεδαῖον ἐν τῷ 
πλοίῷ μετὰ τῶν μισθωτῶν ἀπῆλθον ὀπίσω αὐτοῦ. 

Mark 8:13 καὶ ἀφεὶς αὐτοὺς πάλιν ἐμβὰς ἀπῆλθεν εἰς τὸ πέραν. 

Mark 12:12b καὶ ἀφέντες αὐτὸν ἀπῆλθον. 

 +flee (2 x) 
Matthew 26:56b Τότε οἱ μαθηταὶ πάντες ἀφέντες αὐτὸν ἔφυγον. 

Mark 14:50  Καὶ ἀφέντες αὐτὸν ἔφυγον πάντες. 

 +go (1 x) 
Matthew13:36 Τότε ἀφεὶς τοὺς ὄχλους ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν. … 

 +take (1 x) 
Mark 4:36 καὶ ἀφέντες τὸν ὄχλον παραλαμβάνουσιν αὐτὸν ὡς ἦν ἐν τῷ πλοίῷ … 
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b. Choice (3 x) 
Mark 7:8 ἀφέντες τὴν ἐντολὴν τοῦ θεοῦ κρατεῖτε τὴν παράδοσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων. 

Romans 1:27 ὁμοίως τε καὶ οἱ ἄρσενες ἀφέντες τὴν φυσικὴν χρῆσιν τῆς θηλείας 
ἐξεκαύθησαν ἐν τῇ ὀρέξει αὐτῶν εἰς ἀλλήλους, … 

Hebrews 6:1 Διὸ ἀφέντες τὸν τῆς ἀρχῆς τοῦ Χριστοῦ λόγον ἐπὶ τὴν τελειότητα 
φερώμεθα … 

c. Death (1 x) 
Mark 15:37 ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς ἀφεὶς φωνὴν μεγάλην ἐξέπνευσεν. 

Similarly, Prenuclear Participles Nominative of the verb ἔρχομαι have a clear bias 
toward Perfective Aspect, i.e. 72 Aorist, but only 6 Present (GRAMCORD). The New 
Testament figures for Participles are Aorist 2,225 (35 percent) and Present 3,437 (55 
percent) (O’Donnell 1997:13). This bias, I argue, is again due to the role of this event in 
the scenarios of narrative text. Of the 72 Prenuclear Aorist Participles, 64 occur in the 
crude division of narrative, that is (Matthew 28; Mark 13; Luke 12; John 4; Acts 7, 
compared to Epistles 8). These belong in various scenarios, as initial events, preceding 
and prerequisite for the Main Verb: 

a. Perception (25/72 x) 

That is, find (13 x), see (3 x +8 with see as Participle or subordinated verb), realize 
(1 x), for example: 
 Matthew 12:44b 

καὶ ἐλθὸν εὑρίσκει σχολάζοντα σεσαρωμένον καὶ κεκοσμημένον. 
and having-come finds … 

 

 Matthew 9:23 

Καὶ ἐλθὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν τοῦ ἄρχοντος καὶ ἰδὼν τοὺς αὐλητὰς καὶ τὸν ὄχλον 
θορυβούμενον … 
and having-come … and having-seen … 

b. Speech (17/72 x) 
 Mark 12:14 

καὶ ἐλθόντες λέγουσιν αὐτῷ· διδάσκαλε, … 
and having-come they-say … 

c. Various (30/72 x) 

Including 
• no motion (4 x) 
• worship (3 x) 
• fall at feet (1 x) 
• heal (2 x) 
• touch for healing (3 x) 
• recline/eat x 2) 
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• have (2 x), and 
• steal (2 x), etc. 
 Matthew 2:9b 

ἕως ἐλθὼν ἐστάθη ἐπάνω οὗ ἦν τὸ παιδίον. 
until having-come they-stopped … 

If Prenuclear Aorist Participles of ἔρχομαι mark preceding events of a script, why 
are there six Prenuclear Present Participles? These can be explained by Imperfective 
Aspect marking specific Aspectual categories. 

Distributive and iterative 
 Luke 13:14b 

ἓξ ἡμέραι εἰσὶν ἐν αἷς δεῖ ἐργάζεσθαι· 
six days are on which it-is-right to-work 

 

ἐν αὐταῖς οὖν ἐρχόμενοι θεραπεύεσθε καὶ μὴ τῇ ἡμέρᾷ τοῦ σαββάτου. 
on those therefore coming be-healed and not on-the day of-the Sabbath 

 

 Luke 16:21b 

ἀλλὰ καὶ οἱ κύνες ἐρχόμενοι ἐπέλειχον τὰ ἕλκη αὐτοῦ. 
but also the dogs coming were-licking the sores of-him 

Iterative 

 Luke 18:5b 

ἐκδικήσω αὐτήν, ἵνα μὴ εἰς τέλος ἐρχομένη ὑπωπιάζῇ με. 
I-will-vindicate her so-that not to end coming may-exhaust me 

Progressive (i.e. still in process) 
 Luke 15:25b 

καὶ ὡς ἐρχόμενος ἤγγισεν τῇ οἰκίᾷ, ἤκουσεν συμφωνίας καὶ χορῶν, 
and when coming he-neared the house he-heard music and dances 

 

 2 Timothy 4:13 

τὸν φαιλόνην ὃν ἀπέλιπον ἐν Τρῷάδι παρὰ Κάρπῷ ἐρχόμενος φέρε … 
the cloak which I-left in Troas with Carpos coming bring … 
NIV: When you come, bring the cloak … 

 

 Romans 15:29 

οἶδα δὲ ὅτι ἐρχόμενος πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἐν πληρώματι εὐλογίας Χριστοῦ ἐλεύσομαι. 
I-know ( ) that coming to you in fullness of-blessing of-Christ I-will-come 
NIV: When I come to you, I will come in the full measure of the blessing of Christ 

As stated above, ἔρχομαι seems to be ambiguous, referring to either the actual 
motion of travel, or the time during which a visitor is present. In Romans 15:29 above the 
second sense seems to be used. Contrast Romans 15:32; 1 Corinthians 2:1; and 2 Corin-
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thians 2:3, where the Prenuclear Aorist Participle appears to refer to the travel, but the 
Main Verbs, including ἔρχομαι, to the time when present. 

Omnitemporal event? 

There is one passage, Hebrews 2:10, which does not seem to fit the “previous event” 
definition: 
 Hebrews 2:10 

Ἔπρεπεν γὰρ αὐτῷ, δι᾽ ὃν τὰ πάντα καὶ δι᾽ οὗ τὰ πάντα, 
it-was-fitting for to-him because-of whom the all and through whom the all 

 

πολλοὺς υἱοὺς εἰς δόξαν ἀγαγόντα 
many sons to glory having-led 

 

τὸν ἀρχηγὸν τῆς σωτηρίας αὐτῶν διὰ παθημάτων τελειῶσαι. 
the author of-the salvation of-them through sufferings to-perfect 
(Note that in this construction, where the agent of the verb in the Infinitive is normally grammaticalized 
as Accusative, then the prenuclear Aorist Participle is in the Accusative) 

Ballantine (1884:791) translates “For it became him … in bringing many sons to 
glory, to make the author of their salvation perfect through sufferings”, and states: “The 
Aorist Participle here indicates … that the writer views the ‘bringing’ and the ‘making 
perfect through sufferings’ as numerically one act; Christ on the cross reconciled us to 
God.” His rule is that the author, when using the Aorist Participle with a Main Verb 
normally refers to “another action which, even by the shortest interval, preceded it”, but 
may also refer to “the same act; having asserted the effect or nature of the action he 
wishes to add its outward form, or the converse”. I am arguing, however, that 
Ballantine’s rule, whilst correct in as far as it goes, applies only to Postnuclear Aorist 
Participles. Indeed of the 12 references which Ballantine cites as examples of this usage, 
all but Hebrews 2:10 are Postnuclear. 

Certainly, the Prenuclear Aorist Participle here does seem to refer to a preceding 
event but rather as some kind of “coincident action” (Ellingworth 1993:160), which 
expresses “God’s fixed purpose” (Lane 1991a:55). I, therefore, suggest that “having led” 
may be a rare use of a Prenuclear Aorist Participle where the “time” reference is “omni-
temporal”, i.e. it functions as the equivalent of a gnomic Aorist, meaning “God has led, 
does lead, and will lead”. The Perfective Aspect shows this is conceptualized as a whole 
Event, not a Process, and prenuclear word order shows that this Event began (though did 
not finish) before the event of the Main Verb, (similar to the function of the augment with 
the Aorist Indicative). If my thesis is correct, one might translate this Aorist Participle as 
a statement about God’s eternal nature (like the preceding two clauses): “For it became 
him, by whom are all things and through whom are all things, and who brings many sons 
to glory, to make the author of their salvation perfect through sufferings.” 

Alternatively, the Prenuclear Aorist Participle in Hebrews 2:10 might be analysed as 
“timeless” rather than “omnitemporal”, where “timeless” indicates that the event 
described “is seen to be outside of temporal considerations”, as is “particularly frequent 
in the kinds of statements which occur in theology and mathematical propositions” 
(Porter 1994:33, referring to Lyons 1977:680). This would then contrast with “omni-
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temporal”, which describes an event which “regularly recurs, especially in nature” 
(Porter 1994:33). 

Similarly, the Prenuclear Aorist Participle in John 13:1, whilst it may not be strictly 
omnitemporal, is certainly multitemporal, referring to an event which begins before the 
action of the Main Verb but does not stop before it, and (theologically at least, e.g. 
Romans 8:35–39) continues after it: 

ἀγαπήσας τοὺς ἰδίους τοὺς ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ εἰς τέλος ἠγάπησεν αὐτούς. 
having-loved the own the in the world to end he-loved them 

Here again, as with verbs of perception, although grammatically what is marked is 
that this is in the same scenario as the Main Verb, and syntactically what is marked is that 
it begins prior to it, the lexical item itself, here “love”, shows that there is also an implicit 
relationship of motivation between the Aorist Participle and the Main Verb. 

J2. Prenuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 
= preceding EVENT with different subject to Main Verb 

J2.1. > Preceding time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 

Sometimes there are several events in the same time setting, conjoined by καί, for 
example: 
 Acts 25:23 

Τῇ οὖν ἐπαύριον ἐλθόντος τοῦ Ἀγρίππα καὶ τῆς Βερνίκης … 
on-the therefore next-day having-come the Agrippa and the Bernice … 

 

καὶ εἰσελθόντων εἰς τὸ ἀκροατήριον … 
and having-entered into the audience-hall … 

 

καὶ κελεύσαντος τοῦ Φήστου 
and having commanded the Festus 

 

ἤχθη ὁ Παῦλος. 
was-led the Paul 
This whole string functions as single setting: Therefore, the next day when A and B had come … and 
had entered the audience hall … and Festus had given command, Paul was led in. As regards 
predictability, 25:22 states “Tomorrow you shall hear him”. 

Predictable time settings are often related to the passing of time, especially the 
natural cycle of night and day. Normally, the noun is pericope-new, anarthrous (because 
salient), and typically comes before the Participle, for example: 

 Matthew 14:15 

ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης 
evening ( ) having-occurred 
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προσῆλθον αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ λέγοντες … 
approached him the disciples saying … 
NIV: “As evening approached” but I reckon “When evening came”. 
With this phrase, noun before Participle word order seems fixed; 
cf., Matthew 8:16, 14:23, (16:2), 20:8, 26:20, 27:57. 
Also Mark 1:32, 6:43, 14:17, 15:42, (and 4:35 Postnuclear). 
No occurrences in Luke, or John, but John 20:19 has Οὔσης οὖν ὀψίας. 

J2.2. > Preceding event, implicit reason 

(usually implying subject 2’s perception of subject 1’s action) 
 Matthew 13:6 

ἡλίου δὲ ἀνατείλαντος ἐκαυματίσθη 
sun ( ) having-risen it-was-scorched 
NIV: But when the sun came up, the plants were scorched 
The sun rose before the scorching and also caused the scorching. 

J2.3. > Preceding event, precondition to sequential stages of a script 
 Mark 6:21 

Καὶ γενομένης ἡμέρας εὐκαίρου ὅτε Ἡρῴδης τοῖς γενεσίοις αὐτοῦ δεῖπνον ἐποίησεν … 
and having-occurred day suitable when Herod on-the birthday of-him feast made … 

 

καὶ εἰσελθούσης τῆς θυγατρὸς αὐτῆς τῆς Ἡρῳδιάδος καὶ ὀρχησαμένης 
and having-entered the daughter of-her the Herodias and having-danced 

 

ἤρεσεν τῷ Ἡρῴδῃ … 
she-pleased/it-pleased the Herod … 
Here the first Genitive Absolute is not merely a sequential time setting but also a precondition for all the 
following events. Similarly, the second Genitive Absolute “having entered” is a precondition for dancing. 

J3. Prenuclear Present Participle Nominative 
= concurrent PROCESS with same subject as Main Verb 

J3.1. > Concurrent time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable 

Where there is a speech event, it is predictable that those present will hear what is 
said. Thus “hearing” occurs as a Participle, predicted from the previous speech, and 
providing a temporal and often an implicit causal setting for the following Main Verb: 

 Acts 7:54 

Ἀκούοντες δὲ ταῦτα … 
hearing ( ) these[things] … 
In Acts 7:2–53 Stephen is addressing the Jewish council. 

The council’s “hearing” is predictable since they are being addressed in the preceding 
speech. Compare also: 
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 Acts 13:48 

Ἀκούοντα δὲ τὰ ἔθνη … 
hearing ( ) the nations … 
In Acts 13:46–47 Paul and Barnabas are addressing the gentiles. 

Where the Prenuclear Present Participle is other than “hearing”, the relationship may 
be simply concurrent time, for example: 
 Luke 8:8b 

ταῦτα λέγων ἐφώνει, Ὁ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκούειν ἀκουέτω. 
these[things] saying he-was-calling the having ears to-hear let-him-hear 
In Luke 8:4b–8a Jesus is telling a parable. 

In the above example, the use of a Present Participle, Imperfective Aspect, refers to a 
Discourse-old event which is in Process right up to the time of the Main Verb. 

J3.2. > Concurrent time setting, implicit reason (usually Participle is verb of 
perception) 

In contrast to the 73 Prenuclear Aorist Participles of ἀκούω in the New Testament, 
there are only nine with the Present stem. This I believe reflects the real life situation that 
usually people respond after they have heard someone else finish what they have to say 
(Aorist, Perfective Aspect), but sometimes they respond whilst the other person is still 
speaking (Present, Imperfective Aspect). 

In several cases it is clear from the context that the hearing was in process when the 
following event occurred, i.e. Progressiveness is indicated by Imperfective Aspect, for 
example: 
 Mark 6:2 

ἤρξατο διδάσκειν ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ, καὶ πολλοὶ ἀκούοντες ἐξεπλήσσοντο λέγοντες … 
he-began to-teach in the synagogue and many hearing were-being-amazed saying … 
After Jesus “began” to teach, the people’s amazement is encoded using the Imperfect Indicative in Greek. 
This reinforces what we would expect from the Present Participle alone, that the hearing was in process 
when people were amazed. Clearly too, their amazement is due to what they were hearing, not simply 
happening at the same time. Compare Acts 7:54, 13:48 where the Present Participle “hearing” is followed 
by Imperfect Main Verbs. 

As has been mentioned elsewhere, the reason relationship includes the concessive 
relationship, being reason + contraexpectation. The following are examples of verbs of 
perception in a concessive relationship, although the use of the same verb with slightly 
different meanings obscures the fact that the Present Participle refers to a perception in 
process, and the Main Verb refers to a deeper cognition of the meaning of what is 
perceived. 

 Matthew 13:13 

ὅτι βλέποντες οὐ βλέπουσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες οὐκ ἀκούουσιν οὐδὲ συνίουσιν, 
because seeing not they-see and hearing not they-hear nor understand 
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 Luke 8:10 

ἵνα βλέποντες μὴ βλέπωσιν καὶ ἀκούοντες μὴ συνιῶσιν. 
so-that seeing not they-might-see and hearing not they-might-understand 

The different version in Mark 4:12 (although the Participles are still cotemporaneous 
with the Main Verb) may reflect Hebrew use of the “Infinitive Absolute” as an intensifier 
(Moulton and Turner 1976:15; Weingreen 1959:79), since the Participle and following 
Main Verb have the same root used with the same meaning: 

ἵνα βλέποντες βλέπωσιν καὶ μὴ ἴδωσιν, 
so-that seeing they-might-see and not they-might-perceive 

 

καὶ ἀκούοντες ἀκούωσιν καὶ μὴ συνιῶσιν … 
and hearing they-might hear and not they-might-understand … 

The two other examples of Prenuclear Participle Present of ἀκούω also refer to con-
current time with the Main Verb, but Imperfective Aspect is used not for Progressiveness 
but iterativity and distributiveness, for example: 
 Mark 3:8 

καὶ ἀπὸ Ἱεροσολύμων καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς Ἰδουμαίας καὶ πέραν τοῦ Ἰορδάνου καὶ περὶ Τύρον καὶ Σιδῶνα 
and from Jerusalem and from the Idumea and beyond the Jordan and around Tyre and Sidon 

 

πλῆθος πολὺ ἀκούοντες ὅσα ἐποίει ἦλθον πρὸς αὐτόν. 
crowd great hearing whatsoever he-was-doing came to him 

Although each individual presumably first heard and then afterward came, this crowd did 
not come as one single group, since it came from various directions. The picture is of 
individuals hearing and then coming, perhaps forming groups en route, and gathering into 
a single big crowd where Jesus was. The various acts of hearing then took place over a 
long time as did the separate acts of coming. A real-life time line would be as follows 
with each person first hearing and then coming: 

hear  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

come   - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

The author has chosen to represent the coming as a single undifferentiated Event, whilst 
marking the hearing as an ongoing Process during which the coming occurred. 

Similarly, in Acts 18:8 we see iterativity and distributiveness marked by Progressive 
Aspect: 

Κρίσπος δὲ ὁ ἀρχισυνάγωγος ἐπίστευσεν τῷ κυρίῷ σὺν ὅλῷ τῷ οἴκῷ αὐτοῦ, 
Crispus ( ) the synagogue-leader believed in-the Lord with all the household of-him 

 

καὶ πολλοὶ τῶν Κορινθίων ἀκούοντες ἐπίστευον καὶ ἐβαπτίζοντο. 
and many of-the Corinthians hearing were-believing and were being baptized 

Here there is no reason to believe that the difference between Aorist and Imperfect in the 
Main Verbs shows Aktionsart, i.e. Crispus’s act of faith was punctiliar, but others took 
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longer or their faith was not so sure. Nor does it seem to mean that Crispus believed there 
and then and others were in the process of believing when … (Progressivity). Rather the 
use of the Imperfective Aspect (Process) seems to indicate that many different 
individuals were over a period of time hearing and subsequently believing and being 
baptized, but the activities largely overlapped in time so that individual acts of belief and 
then baptism occurred in the midst of a Process of people hearing the gospel. A real-life 
timeline would be as follows, with hearing taking longer than believing (coming to faith 
in Christ), and being baptized: 

 Crispus Others 

hear - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

believe   .   . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

be baptized    .    . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Here both the hearing (Participle) and believing (Main Verb) are Imperfective showing 
both as an ongoing Process, not for the individuals concerned, but for the inhabitants of 
Corinth as a whole. 

J3.3. > Concurrent situation, implicit reason (usually Participle is verb of 
being) 

Verbs which refer to ongoing states (usually verbs of being) often occur in this 
construction, where REASON is clearly implicit, for example: 
 Acts 2:30–31 

προφήτης οὖν ὑπάρχων … ἐλάλησεν περὶ τῆς ἀναστάσεως τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
prophet therefore being … he-spoke about the resurrection of-the Christ 
Peter presents David’s prophethood as Hearer-old. 

 

 John 9:25b 

τυφλὸς ὢν ἄρτι βλέπω. 
blind being now I-see 
John 9:1 says he was blind. 

Being blind, above, is CONCESSIVE with seeing, i.e. “Even though I was blind, yet 
now I can see”. This concessive is not marked lexically or grammatically, but is derived 
from the scenario, which contains the prototypical statements: “Ordinary people can see.” 
“Blind people cannot see.” Why, however, is the Present Participle used, as the man is 
already healed? This may be due to “aspectual vagueness” of the verb “to be” (Porter 
1993:442–443) which has no Aorist Participle (cf., 9:24 “the man who was blind” 
(Imperfect) meaning presumably the man who had been blind). Or perhaps the man is 
using the Present Participle to emphasize that this Process of being blind existed right up 
to the present time (i.e. up to the last hour or so), a fact his interrogators did not believe 
(9:18). Or perhaps τυφλός is here nominal, and the man still thinks of himself socially as 
a blindman, and says: “I AM a blindman (which you deny), but nevertheless I can now 
see.” Possibly, even, the Prenuclear Present Participle does not have the pragmatic 
meaning of concurrent time here, but only the semantic meaning of a Process (Imperfec-
tive Aspect), although I prefer the referential explanation, especially since his identity as 
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a blindman is being questioned. Another example of referring to people as blind even 
after they have been healed is in Luke 7:22: 

τυφλοὶ ἀναβλέπουσιν, χωλοὶ περιπατοῦσιν, λεπροὶ καθαρίζονται καὶ κωφοὶ ἀκούουσιν … 
blind see lame walk lepers are cleansed and deaf hear … 

A Prenuclear Present Participle, referring to a known existing situation, may also be 
explicitly marked CONCESSIVE, for example: 
 Hebrews 5:8 

καίπερ ὢν υἱὸς, ἔμαθεν ἀφ᾽ ὧν ἔπαθεν τὴν ὑπακοήν 
although being Son he-learned from what he-suffered the obedience 

J3.4. > Concurrent event in nonsequential scenario 
 Matthew 16:1 

Καὶ προσελθόντες οἱ Φαρισαῖοι καὶ Σαδδουκαῖοι 
and having-approached the Pharisees and Sadducees 

 

πειράζοντες ἐπηρώτησαν αὐτὸν σημεῖον ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἐπιδεῖξαι αὐτοῖς. 
testing asked him sign from the heaven to-show to-them 

It is clear that whereas their approaching preceded their request for a sign, their testing 
was being done concurrently (cf., Luke 11:16). In the Gospels πειράζω occurs nine 
times as a Present Participle (excluding the substantive). Of these only the above two are 
Prenuclear, the rest are Postnuclear and mark purpose. 

GRAMCORD data for Prenuclear Participles nominative of ἔρχομαι ‘come/go’, 
shows that 72 are Aorist, but only six are Present. This reflects the fact that typically the 
arrival precedes the action of the Main Verb (Aorist). These Present Participles relate to a 
variety of scenarios. In some instances Imperfect Aspect represents simultaneous events, 
in others Iterative Aktionsart, for example. 

Simultaneous events (approach, bring, come scenarios): 
 Luke 15:25 

ὡς ἐρχόμενος ἤγγισεν τῇ οἰκίᾷ … 
as coming he-neared the house … 

 

 2 Timothy 4:13 

τὸν φαιλόνην … ἐρχόμενος φέρε … 
the cloak … coming bring … 

 

 Romans 15:29 

οἶδα δὲ ὅτι ἐρχόμενος πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἐν πληρώματι εὐλογίας Χριστοῦ ἐλεύσομαι. 
I-know ( ) that coming to you in fullness of-blessing of-Christ I-will-come 
NIV: I know that when I come to you, I will come … 
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Iterative Aktionsart 
 Luke 18:5 

ἵνα μὴ εἰς τέλος ἐρχομένη ὑπωπιάζῇ με. 
so-that not to end coming may-weary me 

The widow’s repeated coming is what wearies the judge. Perfective Aspect to indicate 
Iterative Aktionsart is particularly appropriate here in the light of 18:1: “a parable to 
show them that they should always pray and not give up”. 

Distributive plus Iterative Aktionsart 

Here the Present Participle shows that the event is regarded as a Process, which 
happens time and time again since many different individuals each perform it once: 

 Mark 3:8 

πλῆθος πολύ, ἀκούοντες ὅσα ποιει, ἦλθον πρὸς αὐτόν. 
crowd great hearing what he-does came to him 
The crowd, though singular, refers to many individuals; cf., Acts 18:8 

 

 Luke 13:14 

ἓξ ἡμέραι εἰσὶν ἐν αἷς δεῖ ἐργάζεσθαι· 
six days there-are on which ought to-be-healed 

 

ἐν αὐταῖς οὖν ἐρχόμενοι θεραπεύεσθε … 
on those therefore coming be-healed … 

 

 Luke 16:21 

καὶ οἱ κύνες ἐρχόμενοι ἐπέλειχον τὰ ἕλκη αὐτοῦ. 
and the dogs coming were-licking the sores of-him 

Diagrammatically one can see the contemporaneous nature of the events one to the 
other, even though individual actions are sequential: 
 crowd 

hear - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

come  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

 you 

come - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

be healed  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

 dogs 

come - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

lick  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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J4. Prenuclear Present Participle Genitive 
= concurrent PROCESS with different subject to Main Verb 

J4.1. > Concurrent time setting (where event is Discourse-old or predictable) 
 Mark 14:43 

Καὶ εὐθὺς ἔτι αὐτοῦ λαλοῦντος παραγίνεται [ὁ] Ἰουδας 
and immediately yet him speaking arrives [the] Judas 

Jesus’s speaking is here Discourse-old (14:41). In the Gospels, by my count, λαλέω 
occurs 10 times in a Prenuclear Genitive Absolute Present construction (Matthew 9:18, 
12:46, 17:5, 26:47; Mark 5:35, 14:43; Luke 8:49, 22:47, 22:60; John 8:30). All have the 
agent as a pronoun, rather than a noun. This emphasizes the predictability of the event. 
Since it has already been stated that someone spoke, old-information marking can be 
used for back-reference, i.e. the agent can be referred back to by a pronoun, and the event 
referred back to by a Participle. 

 Acts 13:2 

λειτουργούντων δὲ αὐτῶν τῷ κυρίῳ καὶ νηστευόντων 
worshipping ( ) they to-the Lord and fasting 

 

εἶπεν τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, 
said the Spirit the Holy … 
NIV: While they were worshipping … 
Their action is predictable as they are church leaders (Acts 13:1). 

Often the event is predictable due to the natural passing of time, for example: 
 Luke 4:40 

Δύνοντος δὲ τοῦ ἡλίου 
setting ( ) the sun 

 

ἅπαντες ὅσοι εἶχον ἀσθενοῦντας νόσοις ποικίλαις ἤγαγον αὐτοὺς πρὸς αὐτόν· 
all whoever had sick with-diseases various led them to him 
NIV: When the sun was setting … 

 

 John 20:19 

Οὔσης οὖν ὀψίας τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ τῇ μιᾷ σαββάτων … 
being therefore evening on-the day that the first of-the-week … 

 

ἦλθεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς … 
came the Jesus … 
NIV: On the evening of that first day of the week … 
It is clearly predictable that the evening will come, and that the sun will set. 
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J4.2. > Concurrent event, implicit reason 

(usually implying 2’s perception of 1’s action) 

 Acts 22:23–24 

κραυγαζόντων τε αὐτῶν καὶ ῥιπτούντων τὰ ἱμάτια καὶ κονιορτὸν βαλλόντων εἰς τὸν ἀέρα, 
shouting and them and tearing the clothes and dust throwing in the air 

 

ἐκέλευσεν ὁ χιλίαρχος εἰσάγεσθαι αὐτὸν εἰς τὴν παρεμβολήν 
ordered the commander to-bring-in him into the fort 
NIV: As they were shouting and throwing off their cloaks and flinging dust into the air, the 
commander ordered Paul to be taken into the barracks. 
The three Genitive Absolutes are conjoined by καί, all together providing a setting during which, 
and due to which, the Main Verb occurred. 

J4.3. > Concurrent event, precondition to sequential stages of a script 
 Acts 4:37 

ὑπάρχοντος αὐτῷ ἀγροῦ 
being to-him field 

 

πωλήσας ἤνεγκεν τὸ χρῆμα καὶ ἔθηκεν πρὸς τοὺς πόδας τῶν ἀποστόλων. 
having-sold he-brought the proceeds and placed at the feet of-the apostles 
Unless he had a field, he could not sell it and give away the proceeds. Note that, due to the semantic 
meaning of the verbs, the state of ownership (Present Participle) is brought to conclusion by the 
following event of “selling” (Aorist Participle), so the events are not strictly concurrent but are 
temporally contiguous inasmuch as the possession lasts right up to the event of selling. In contrast, an 
Aorist Participle would have implied a preceding action. 

J5. Postnuclear Aorist Participle Nominative 
= EVENT with same subject as Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 

J5.1. > MANNER 

Sometimes the semantic relationship between items in a scenario is that of 
MANNER-ACTION. In these cases the MANNER used to perform the Main Verb can be 
shown by a Postnuclear Aorist Participle, for example: 
 Luke 2:16 

καὶ ἦλθαν σπεύσαντες 
and they-came having-hastened [MANNER] 

 

 Hebrews 12:2 

ὑπέμεινεν σταυρὸν αἰσχύνης καταφρονήσας 
he-endured cross shame having-despised [MANNER] 
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Other examples of Postnuclear Aorist Participles indicating MANNER include: 
Luke 4:35 [the demon] came out without injuring him 
Acts 7:36 led them, performing miracles 
1 Corinthians 12:24 God put the body together, having given more honour … 
Ephesians 1:11 were chosen, having been predestined (possibly MEANS or REASON?) 
Hebrews 11:9 he lived like a foreigner, dwelling in tents 
2 Peter 2:15 they erred, having followed the way of Balaam 

J5.2. > MEANS 

Sometimes the semantic relationship between items in a scenario is that of MEANS-
RESULT. In these cases the MEANS used to achieve the Main Verb can be shown by a 
Postnuclear Aorist Participle, for example: 
 Matthew 27:66 

οἱ δὲ πορευθέντες 
they ( ) having gone [PRECEDING EVENT] 

 

ἠσφαλίσαντο τὸν τάφον 
made-fast the tomb 

 

σφραγίσαντες τὸν λίθον μετὰ τῆς κουστωδίας. 
having-sealed the stone with the guard [MEANS] 
There is a clear distinction here between Prenuclear and Postnuclear Aorist Participles. 

 

 Acts 11:29–30 

ὥρισαν ἕκαστος αὐτῶν εἰς διακονίαν πέμψαι … ὃ καὶ ἐποίησαν 
determined each of them to aid send … which also they-did 

 

ἀποστείλαντες … διὰ χειρὸς Βαρναβᾶ καὶ Σαύλου. 
having-sent … by hand of-Barnabas and of-Saul [MEANS] 

Other examples of Postnuclear Aorist Participles indicating MEANS include: 
Luke 7:29 justified God, by being baptized 
Acts 10:33 done well by coming 
Acts 10:39 killed by hanging on a tree 
Acts 13:27 fulfilled (the Scriptures) by condemning (Jesus) 
Acts 15:8 showed he accepted them by giving the Holy Spirit 
Acts 15:9 made no distinction by purifying their hearts 
Ephesians 1:4–5 chose by foreordaining (or “chose, inasmuch as he foreordained”) 
Ephesians 1:8–9 caused to abound by making known 
Ephesians 5:26 might sanctify by purifying 
Philippians 2:7 emptied himself by taking the form of a servant 
Colossians 2:11–12 were circumcised by being buried with him in baptism 
1 Timothy 1:12 counted me faithful, by appointing me (or “inasmuch as he appointed me”) 
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Further examples include 
• John 17:4 
• Acts 5:30, 7:24, 9:25, 10:39, 13:33, 15:8, 22:16 
• 2 Corinthians 11:8 
• Galatians 3:13, 19 
• Ephesians 1:20, 2:16 
• Philippians 2:7, 8 
• Colossians 1:20, 2:2, 13–14 
• Hebrews 2:18, 6:10, 7:27, 10:32–33 
• 3 John 6 (perhaps conditional), and 
• Revelation 1:1. 
Several examples are more debatable, for example: 

 Acts 7:26 

συνήλλασσεν αὐτοὺς εἰς εἰρήνην 
he-was-reconciling them to peace 

 

εἰπών, Ἄνδρες, ἀδελφοί ἐστε· ἱνατί ἀδικεῖτε ἀλλήλους; 
having-said men brothers you-are why do-you-wrong one-another 

I analyse the Aorist Participle εἰπών as the MEANS of reconciling, rather than as 
AMPLIFICATION/SPECIFIC, i.e. clarifying the specific content of the Main Verb. 
Certainly, Postnuclear Aorist Participles are frequently used for MEANS, and whereas 
εἰπών rarely occurs in postnuclear position, the Present Participle λέγων is extremely 
common in postnuclear position with SPECIFIC meaning. 

A second possible example is more theologically charged: 
 Acts 22:16 

ἀναστὰς βάπτισαι καὶ ἀπόλουσαι τὰς ἁμαρτίας σου 
having-risen be-baptised and wash-away the sins of-you 

 

ἐπικαλεσάμενος τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ. 
having-called-on the name of-him 

Here Wilkins (1996), dismissing “attendant circumstance” and “cause” as unlikely, 
states: “If used for means, the participial phrase is establishing that the cleansing of sin 
actually takes place by means of the confession, rather than by the ritual of baptism.” I 
have argued throughout that the specific semantic relationship intended is found in the 
author and audience’s mental scenario, not our own theological preconceptions. The best 
clue we have to the original scenario is in the preaching of John the Baptist, e.g. Mark 1:4 
and Luke 3:3: “baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins”. In this phrase we have 
repentance grammatically linked with baptism, and forgiveness as the purpose of the two, 
so whatever else we say about the Aorist Participle, we should not exegete it as necessar-
ily applying solely to forgiveness, excluding baptism. It is clear that calling on the Lord’s 
name is a necessary precondition for both baptism and forgiveness. 
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Luke 1:9 is an unusual example which should probably be understood as MEANS: 

ἔλαχε τοῦ θυμιᾶσαι εἰσελθὼν εἰς τὸν ναὸν τοῦ κυρίου 
it-fell-by-lot of-the to-burn-incense having-entered in the temple of-the Lord 
i.e. he was chosen by lot to burn incense, by entering the temple of the Lord 

This rare postposing of an Aorist Participle of motion, probably marking MEANS rather 
than simply time sequence, has the advantage of stressing that Zechariah must enter the 
temple, in this context meaning the sanctuary rather than the whole temple complex. He 
is obviously inside the sanctuary in Luke 1:11 and this is the venue for his meeting with 
Gabriel. 

Acts 17:31 is another example of MEANS, and also corroborates my theory that Par-
ticiples, unless conjoined by καί, do not fill the same scenario slot, i.e. do not have the 
same semantic relationship to the Main Verb: 
1 ἐν ἀνδρὶ ᾧ ὥρισεν, 
 in man whom he-designated 

 

2 πίστιν παρασχὼν πᾶσιν 
 guarantee having-offered to-all [CONCOMITANT ACT with 1] 

 

3 ἀναστήσας αὐτὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν. 
 having-raised him from dead [MEANS for 2] 

Line 2 appears to be a concomitant act with line 1 “whom he designated, giving proof”, 
whereas line 3 is clearly the means for line 2 “giving proof by raising him from the 
dead”. 

J5.3. > PURPOSE AND RESULT 

O’Rourke (1967) gave evidence that Postnuclear Present Participles can be used to 
mark Purpose. I argue that in narrative with an Aorist Main Verb, this construction can 
mark both Purpose and (incipient) Result. The Postnuclear Present Participle shows that 
the Participle represents a Process (Imperfective Aspect) which was the purpose of the 
Main Verb and was actually begun on the completion of the Main Verb. 

I argue that a parallel construction can be used with the Aorist Participle, meaning 
that the Participial event was both the purpose and (completed) result of the Main Verb. 
The Postnuclear Aorist Participle shows that the Participle represents an Event which was 
the purpose of the Main Verb and was actually accomplished on the completion of the 
Main Verb (Perfective Aspect). This is rare, the classic example being Acts 25:13b, as 
already noted: 

Ἀγρίππας ὁ βασιλεὺς καὶ Βερνίκη κατήντησαν εἰς Καισάρειαν ἀσπασάμενοι τὸν Φῆστον. 
Agrippa the king and Bernice went to Caesarea having-greeted the Festus 
NIV: King Agrippa and Bernice arrived at Caesarea to pay their respects to Festus. 

Although the NIV makes PURPOSE explicit, the Greek I believe includes the information 
that this purpose was successful. 
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The purpose and result sections of a scenario contain the same prototypical items, 
since purposes are often fulfilled. In real life, however, some purposes are not fulfilled, 
and some results are not intended. Greek, I argue, uses a Postnuclear Participle to mark 
BOTH purpose and result, i.e. this was the purpose and this was the result. Alternatively 
it can be seen as successful purpose. 

J5.4. > REASON 

Many Postnuclear Aorist Participles which encode the reason for doing the Main 
Verb are of verbs of perception. This is quite natural, since what one perceives usually 
affects what one does, for example: 
 Acts 16:38 

ἀπήγγειλαν δὲ τοῖς στρατηγοῖς οἱ ῥαβδοῦχοι τὰ ῥήματα ταῦτα. 
reported ( ) to-the magistrates the officials the words these 

 

ἐφοβήθησαν δὲ ἀκούσαντες ὅτι Ῥωμαῖοί εἰσιν 
they-feared ( ) having-heard that Romans they-are [REASON] 
NIV: and when they heard that Paul and Silas were Roman citizens, they were alarmed. 

In the New Testament the Aorist Participle of ἀκούω ‘hear’ occurs 75 times in the 
nominative case in a Verb Phrase slot. Note that 73 of these occurrences are in prenuclear 
position, indicating one of a sequence of events belonging to the same script as the nucle-
ar verb. Only two occurrences are in postnuclear position (Acts 16:38 and Colossians 1:4 
above). In both these instances the postnuclear position of the Aorist Participle indicates 
that “hearing” is not treated as simply a preceding event in the script, but rather has a 
nontemporal semantic relationship to the Main Verb. Such Postnuclear Aorist Participles 
of verbs of perception are typically used to mark the REASON for doing the nuclear verb. 

Both times the Postnuclear Aorist Participle of “hear” occurs in the New Testament, 
it is followed by a phrase making explicit the content of what was heard. Of the 48 
occurrences of Prenuclear Aorist Participle of “hear” in the context of a speech act, 33 
have no reference whatever to the content of what was heard, and only four make the 
content explicit, as follows: 
 Generic content 
those (things) Luke 7:9, 14:15, 18:23; Acts 11:18 
those words John 7:40, 19:13 
the word Matthew 15:12, 19:22; Luke 8:15 
his parables Matthew 21:45 
them debating Mark 12:28 

 

 Explicit content 
the resurrection of the dead Acts 17:32 
that it is the Lord John 21:7 
that he lives and was seen by her Mark 16:11 
that he spoke in the Hebrew language Acts 22:2 

Naturally, if a postnuclear Aorist Participle is emphasizing the REASON for an 
action, one would expect the content to be explicit. In contrast, if a Prenuclear Aorist 
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Participle is merely listing an expected event in a script, the content is likely to be 
predictable and not in focus. This explains why the content of the above Prenuclear 
Aorist Participles is often omitted or referred to in extremely generic terms. 

I am not saying that when postnuclear word order in Greek suggests REASON, the 
translation must be “because”, or that when a Participle is Prenuclear, one should not 
translate “because”. The decision of how to translate naturally depends on the target 
language. I am merely clarifying what the author is choosing to mark in the source 
language, i.e. a Prenuclear Aorist Participle marks a preceding event in the script of the 
Main Verb, whereas a Postnuclear Aorist Participle marks an event with a nontemporal 
semantic relationship to the Main Verb, indicating that the audience must choose the 
prototypical semantic relationship between these two concepts in this open scenario. 

Support for postnuclear Participles of perception verbs meaning REASON is found in 
parallel passages in the Gospels. For example the reason for Peter’s outburst about 
building tabernacles at the Transfiguration is related once with γάρ ‘for’ and once with a 
Postnuclear Participle: 

 Mark 9:6 

οὐ γὰρ ᾔδει τί ἀποκριθῇ ἔκφοβοι γὰρ ἐγένοντο. 
not for he-knew what he-might-answer scared for they-became 

 

 Luke 9:33 

εἶπεν ὁ Πέτρος πρὸς τὸν Ἰησοῦν, … μὴ εἰδὼς ὃ λέγει. 
said the Peter to the Jesus … not having-known what he-says 
Although εἰδώς is glossed ‘having-known’, it is a Perfect Participle in form, literally, ‘having seen’. 

Similarly, we can see parallel structures in the same passage between Postnuclear 
Participles of verbs of cognition and explicit REASON clauses, for example in the 
Haustafel passage Colossians 3:18–4:1 (Commands bolded, reasons underlined, indented, 
and glossed): 

Αἱ γυναῖκες, ὑποτάσσεσθε τοῖς ἀνδράσιν ὡς ἀνῆκεν ἐν κυρίῳ. 
Οἱ ἄνδρες, ἀγαπᾶτε τὰς γυναῖκας καὶ μὴ πικραίνεσθε πρὸς αὐτάς. 
Τὰ τέκνα, ὑπακούετε τοῖς γονεῦσιν κατὰ πάντα, 

 

 τοῦτο γὰρ εὐάρεστόν ἐστιν ἐν κυρίῳ. 
 this for pleasing is to Lord 

 

Οἱ πατέρες, μὴ ἐρεθίζετε τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν, 
 

 ἵνα μὴ ἀθυμῶσιν. 
 so-that not they-lose-heart 

 

Οἱ δοῦλοι, ὑπακούετε κατὰ πάντα τοῖς κατὰ σάρκα κυρίοις, μὴ ἐν ὀφθαλμοδουλίᾳ ὡς 
ἀνθρωπάρεσκοι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἁπλότητι καρδίας φοβούμενοι τὸν κύριον. ὃ ἐὰν ποιῆτε, ἐκ 
ψυχῆς ἐργάζεσθε ὡς τῷ κυρίῳ καὶ οὐκ ἀνθρώποις 
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 εἰδότες ὅτι ἀπὸ κυρίου ἀπολήμψεσθε τὴν ἀνταπόδοσιν τῆς κληρονομίας. 
 having-known that from Lord you-will-receive the reward of-the inheritance 

 

τῷ κυρίῳ Χριστῷ δουλεύετε· 
 

 ὁ γὰρ ἀδικῶν κομίσεται ὃ ἠδίκησεν, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν προσωπολημψία. 
 the for wrongdoer will-receive what did-wrong and not is favouritism 

 

Οἱ κύριοι, τὸ δίκαιον καὶ τὴν ἰσότητα τοῖς δούλοις παρέχεσθε, 
 

 εἰδότες ὅτι καὶ ὑμεῖς ἔχετε κύριον ἐν οὐρανῷ. 
 having-known that you also have Master/Lord in heaven 

And again we can see parallels between Postnuclear Participles of verbs of cognition 
and explicit REASON clauses, in the Haustafel passage Ephesians 5:22–6:8 (Commands 
bolded, reasons underlined, indented, and glossed): 
5:22 Αἱ γυναῖκες τοῖς ἰδίοις ἀνδράσιν ὡς τῷ κυρίῳ, 

 

5:23  ὅτι ἀνήρ ἐστιν κεφαλὴ τῆς γυναικὸς … 
 because man/husband is head of-the woman/wife … 

 

5:25 Οἱ ἄνδρες, ἀγαπᾶτε τὰς γυναῖκας, 

 καθὼς καὶ ὁ Χριστὸς ἠγάπησεν τὴν ἐκκληςίαν … 
 

5:29  οὐδεὶς γάρ ποτε τὴν ἑαυτοῦ σάρκα ἐμίσησεν 
 nobody for ever the of-himself flesh hated 

 

  ἀλλὰ ἐκτρέφει καὶ θάλπει αὐτήν, καθὼς καὶ ὁ Χριστὸς τὴν ἐκκλησίαν … 
 

6:1 Τὰ τέκνα, ὑπακούετε τοῖς γονεῦσιν ὑμῶν [ἐν κυρίῳ]· 
 

  τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν δίκαιον … 
 this for is right … 

 

6:5 Οἱ δοῦλοι, ὑπακούετε τοῖς κατὰ σάρκα κυρίοις μετὰ φόβου καὶ τρόμου … 
 

6:8  εἰδότες ὅτι ἕκαστος ἐάν τι ποιήσῃ ἀγαθόν, 
 having-known that each-one soever what he-may-do good 

 

  τοῦτο κομίσεται παρὰ κυρίου … 
 this he-will receive from Lord … 

 

6:9 Καὶ οἱ κύριοι, τὰ αὐτὰ ποιεῖτε πρὸς αὐτούς, ἀνιέντες τὴν ἀπειλήν, 
 

  εἰδότες ὅτι καὶ αὐτῶν καὶ ὑμῶν ὁ κύριός ἐστιν ἐν οὐρανοῖς 
 having-known that both of-them and of-us the Lord is in heavens 
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  καὶ προσωπολημψία οὐκ ἔστιν παρ᾽ αὐτῷ. 
 and favouritism not is with him 

Let us use the above observations to help us exegete the Postnuclear Aorist Participle 
in Acts 23:27. Note that of 11 occurrences of the word Ῥωμαῖος ‘Roman’ in the New 
Testament, eight are related to two incidents in Acts: Paul and Silas’s imprisonment in 
Ephesus (Acts 16:21, 37, 38) and Paul’s arrest in Jerusalem (Acts 22:25, 26, 27, 29, 
23:27). Thus we can see that the concept of Roman-ness is highly focal in these two 
passages. In these verses the word Roman occurs twice in a Noun Phrase with a Main 
Verb in an independent clause (22:25 and 22:27). Otherwise it occurs in a dependent 
clause or with a Participle, and always follows the Main Verb (or verb form it relates to). 
I argue that all such instances are related to REASON. Note especially the explicit 
conjunction γάρ ‘for’ in 22:26: 

 Acts 16:21 

καὶ καταγγέλλουσιν ἔθη ἃ οὐκ ἔξεστιν ἡμῖν παραδέχεσθαι οὐδὲ ποιεῖν Ῥωμαίοις οὖσιν. 
and they-announce customs which not is-lawful for-us to-accept nor to-do Romans being 
(“since we are Roman citizens” in contrast to Jews, 16:20)) 

 

 Acts 16:37 

Δείραντες ἡμᾶς δημοσίᾳ ἀκατακρίτους, ἀνθρώπους Ῥωμαίους ὑπάρχοντας, 
having-beaten us publicly uncondemned people Roman being 
(“despite our being Roman citizens”, i.e. REASON but contraexpectation) 

 

 Acts 16:38 

ἐφοβήθησαν δὲ ἀκούσαντες ὅτι Ῥωμαῖοί εἰσιν, 
they-feared ( ) having-heard that Romans they-are 
(because they heard that they were Roman citizens) 

 

 Acts 22:25 

Εἰ ἄνθρωπον Ῥωμαῖον καὶ ἀκατάκριτον ἔξεστιν ὑμῖν μαστίζειν; 
whether person Roman and uncondemned is-lawful for-you to-flog 

 

 Acts 22:26 

Τί μέλλεις ποιεῖν; ὁ γὰρ ἄνθρωπος οὗτος Ῥωμαῖός ἐστιν. 
what do-you-intend to-do the for person this Roman is 

 

 Acts 22:27 

Λέγε μοι, σὺ Ῥωμαῖος εἶ; 
tell me you Roman are 
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 Acts 22:29 

καὶ ὁ χιλίαρχος δὲ ἐφοβήθη 
and the commander ( ) feared 

 

ἐπιγνοὺς ὅτι Ῥωμαῖός ἐστιν καὶ ὅτι αὐτὸν ἦν δεδεκώς. 
having-discovered that Roman he-is and that him he-was having-bound 
(because he had discovered that he was a Roman citizen and that he had had him chained up.) 

 

 Acts 23:27 

Τὸν ἄνδρα τοῦτον … ἐξειλάμην μαθὼν ὅτι Ῥωμαῖός ἐστιν. 
the man this … I-rescued having-learned that Roman he-is 
(because I had learned that he was a Roman citizen) 

Three examples listed above (16:38, 22:29, 23:27) have a postnuclear Aorist Partici-
ple of a verb of perception introducing the “Roman” clause. Since all three have a lexical 
item from the same semantic area of perception, used in the same grammatical and syn-
tactical form, with the same content of what was perceived, one would expect that all 
three encode the same semantic relationship. Based on the eight examples listed above, I 
argue that “knowing someone is Roman” prototypically functions as a REASON in the 
scenario of the Main Verb. 

This contradicts Porter’s analysis (1989:386) of Acts 23:27 as an Aorist Participle of 
subsequent action. I agree with Porter that a postnuclear Aorist Participle may refer to 
subsequent action, but only where that subsequent action fits the PURPOSE+RESULT slot 
of the scenario. In the Acts 16:38 example, it has already been reported that Paul is a 
Roman (Acts 16:38a) so here the real life event encoded by the Postnuclear Aorist Parti-
ciple cannot possibly have occurred after the Main Verb, and logically must precede it, 
even if only by a split second’s reaction time. Similarly, in Acts 22:29 Paul has already 
stated he is Roman in the previous verse, so the Postnuclear Aorist Participle must refer 
to a realization which, at least momentarily, preceded the reaction of fear. Similarly, the 
readers of Acts know the real-life sequence of events from Acts 21:32–33 and 22:27, first 
the arrest, then the discovery of Paul’s Roman citizenship, so there is no reason for them 
to assume that the same construction means anything different in Felix’s letter. 

However, there is another issue. What did Claudius Lysias intend Felix to 
understand from the Postnuclear Aorist Participle in Acts 23:27? Claudius Lysias does 
not have to relate the true sequence of events, since Felix only has the letter to go on, so 
might he be trying to put a better spin on things? According to my thesis, the pragmatic 
meaning of a Participle is determined by its prototypical role in the scenario of the Main 
Verb, and the Postnuclear Aorist Participle simply restricts the range of possible 
pragmatic meanings to nontemporal (because Postnuclear) and Perfective (because 
Aorist). Given that Felix had no wider context than the letter itself, he would have had to 
interpret this in terms of prototypical relationships in the general scenario of “rescuing” 
someone, in the light of certain known facts about participants, i.e. the rescuer is a 
Roman officer and the people from whom this someone was rescued were Jews intent on 
murder. The examples given above suggest that knowing about someone’s Roman 
citizenship prototypically functions as a REASON for treating such a person well. So, 
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without giving specific indications to the contrary, Claudius Lysias could only reasonably 
expect Felix to take a prototypical interpretation of the Postnuclear Aorist Participle, and 
understand it as indicating REASON. 

Similarly, Postnuclear Aorist Participles of verbs of seeing are used to show 
REASON: 
 John 20:20 

ἐχάρησαν οὖν οἱ μαθηταὶ ἰδόντες τὸν κύριον. 
rejoiced therefore the disciples having-seen the Lord 

Similarly, Postnuclear Aorist Participles of verbs of thought are regularly used for 
REASON, since thought, like perception, affects one’s actions, for example: 

 John 11:31 

ἰδόντες τὴν Μαριὰμ ὅτι ταχέως ἀνέστη καὶ ἐξῆλθεν, 
having-seen the Mary that quickly she-rose and went-out [PRECEDING EVENT] 

 

ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῇ 
they-followed her 

 

δόξαντες ὅτι ὑπάγει εἰς τὸ μνημεῖον ἵνα κλαύσῃ ἐκεῖ. 
having-reckoned that she-goes to the tomb so-that she-may-weep there [REASON] 
NIV: They followed her, supposing … 

 

 2 Timothy 1:4–5 

ἵνα χαρᾶς πληρωθῶ, 
so-that of-joy I-may-be-filled 

 

ὑπόμνησιν λαβὼν τῆς ἐν σοὶ ἀνυποκρίτου πίστεως, 
recollection having-taken of-the in you unfeigned faith [REASON] 
i.e. so I may be filled with joy, since I recall your genuine faith 

 

 2 Peter 1:9 

ᾧ γὰρ μὴ πάρεστιν ταῦτα, τυφλός ἐστιν μυωπάζων, 
in-whom for not is-present these[things] blind is being-short-sighted 

 

λήθην λαβὼν τοῦ καθαρισμοῦ τῶν πάλαι αὐτοῦ ἁμαρτιῶν. 
forgetfulness having-taken of-the cleansing of-the in-past of-him sins [REASON] 
i.e. is blind and cannot see clearly, because he has forgotten … 

 

 Hebrews 11:17–19 

Πίστει προσενήνοχεν Ἀβραὰμ τὸν Ἰσαὰκ πειραζόμενος 
by-faith offered Abraham the Isaac being-tested 
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καὶ τὸν μονογενῆ προσέφερεν, … 
even the only-begotten he-was-offering … 

 

λογισάμενος ὅτι καὶ ἐκ νεκρῶν ἐγείρειν δυνατὸς ὁ θεός, 
having-reasoned that even from dead to-raise able the God [REASON] 
i.e. because he reasoned … 

 

 Hebrews 11:24–25 

1 Πίστει Μωϋσῆς … ἠρνήσατο λέγεσθαι υἱὸς θυγατρὸς Φαραώ, 
 by-faith Moses … refused to-be-called son of-daughter of-Pharaoh 

 

2 μᾶλλον ἑλόμενος συγκακουχεῖσθαι τῷ λαῷ τοῦ θεοῦ … 
 rather having-chosen to-be-mistreated-with the people of-the God … 

 

3 μείζονα πλοῦτον ἡγησάμενος τῶν Αἰγύπτου θησαυρῶν τὸν ὀνειδισμὸν τοῦ Χριστοῦ· 
 greater riches having-deemed than-the of-Egypt treasures the reproach 
  of-the Christ [REASON] 
Line 2 is the REASON for line 1, line 3 is the REASON for line 2. Had lines 2 and 3 both been reasons for 
line 1, they would have been conjoined by καὶ. 

Finally there are a small number of instances where the Postnuclear Aorist Participle 
is not related to perception or thought, yet refers to cause or REASON. For example, I 
would categorize the Postnuclear Aorist Participle δούς in Romans 4:20 as REASON, 
partly because it is conjoined to the following Aorist Participle πληροφορηθείς in verse 
21 indicating that both Participles are related to the Main Verb in the same way: 
 Romans 4:20–21 

εἰς δὲ τὴν ἐπαγγελίαν τοῦ θεοῦ οὐ διεκρίθη τῇ ἀπιστίᾳ 
to ( ) the promise of-the God not he-hesitated in-the unbelief 

 

ἀλλ᾽ ἐνεδυναμώθη τῇ πίστει, 
rather he-was-empowered in-the faith 

 

δοὺς δόξαν τῷ θεῷ 
having-given glory to-the God 

 

καὶ πληροφορηθεὶς ὅτι ὃ ἐπήγγελται δυνατός ἐστιν καὶ ποιῆσαι. 
and having-been-convinced that what has-been-promised able he-is also to-do 
NIV: Yet he did not waver through unbelief but was strengthened in his faith and gave glory to God, 
being fully persuaded that God had power to do what he had promised. 

The NIV seems to ignore the conjoining καί which I believe links both Participles as 
filling the same semantic “slot”. I suggest “Yet he did not waver through unbelief but 
was strengthened in his faith, because he gave glory to God and was fully persuaded that 
God had power to do what he had promised.” 
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The following Postnuclear Aorist Participles, outside the semantic domains of 
perception and thought, also indicate REASON: 
 Ephesians 2:19–20 

ἐστὲ … οἰκεῖοι τοῦ θεοῦ, 
you-are … family-members of-the God 

 

ἐποικοδομηθέντες ἐπὶ τῷ θεμελίῳ τῶν ἀποστόλων καὶ προφητῶν. 
having-been-built on the foundation of-the apostles and prophets 

 

 Colossians 3:9–10 

μὴ ψεύδεσθε εἰς ἀλλήλους, 
don’t lie to one-another 

 

ἀπεκδυσάμενοι τὸν παλαιὸν ἄνθρωπον … καὶ ἐνδυσάμενοι τὸν νέον … 
having-taken-off the old man … and having-put-on the new … 
NIV: Do not lie to each other since … 
The Participles are conjoined by καί indicating that both are in the same slot, as reasons for not lying. 

 

 2 Timothy 4:10 

Δημᾶς γάρ με ἐγκατέλιπεν ἀγαπήσας τὸν νῦν αἰῶνα 
Demas for me forsook having-loved the now world 
NIV: for Demas, having loved this world, has deserted me… 

 

 Hebrews 11:24–25 

Πίστει Μωϋσῆς … ἠρνήσατο λέγεσθαι υἱὸς θυγατρὸς Φαραώ, 
by-faith Moses … refused to-be-called son of-daughter of-Pharaoh 

 

μᾶλλον ἑλόμενος συγκακουχεῖσθαι τῷ λαῷ τοῦ θεοῦ … 
better having-chosen to-be-mistreated-with the people of-the God … 

In the light of the above examples, the controversial Acts 16:6 may be reasonably 
interpreted as REASON (rather than subsequent action, since Postnuclear Aorist 
Participles have a nontemporal semantic relationship): 
 Acts 16:6 

Διῆλθον δὲ τὴν Φρυγίαν καὶ Γαλατικὴν χώραν 
they-passed-through ( ) the Phrygia and Galatian region 

 

κωλυθέντες ὑπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος λαλῆσαι τὸν λόγον ἐν τῇ Ἀσίᾳ· 
having-been-prevented by the Holy Spirit to-speak the word in the Asia 

J5.5. > CONCESSIVE 

A CONCESSIVE clause can be regarded as a REASON clause which is contraexpec-
tation. Contraexpectation, although it may be grammaticalized by a Participle alone, 
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indicating it is part of an existing scenario, is often lexically marked in some way, for 
example: 
 Hebrews 12:17 

μετανοίας γὰρ τόπον οὐχ εὗρεν 
of-repentance for place not he-found 

 

καίπερ μετὰ δακρύων ἐκζητήσας αὐτήν. 
although with tears having-sought it (blessing or repentance) 

One would expect the scenario of repentance to include the REASON “he found a place 
for repentance, because he sought if with tears”. The contraexpectation then is marked 
explicitly here by καίπερ ‘although’. 

Similarly: 
 1 Peter 1:6 

ἐν ᾧ ἀγαλλιᾶσθε, 
in which you-rejoice 

 

ὀλίγον ἄρτι εἰ δέον [ἐστὶν] λυπηθέντες ἐν ποικίλοις πειρασμοῖς 
a-little yet if necessary [is] having-grieved in many tests 

Here the contraexpectation is lexicalized by ἄρτι ‘yet, even now’ and by the riders “a 
little” and “if necessary”. 

J5.6. > CONDITION 

A CONDITION can be regarded as a particular type of REASON or MEANS clause 
where the protasis expresses the potential reason or means as a condition rather than a 
fact, for example: 
 Hebrews 2:3 

πῶς ἡμεῖς ἐκφευξόμεθα τηλικαύτης ἀμελήσαντες σωτηρίας; 
how we will-escape such having-neglected salvation 
NIV: how shall we escape if we ignore such a great salvation? 

This is related to the REASON statement “We will not escape, because we have neglected 
such a salvation”, which in Greek could use exactly the same structure of Postnuclear 
Aorist Participle, that is: 

οὐκ ἐκφευξόμεθα τηλικαύτης ἀμελήσαντες σωτηρίας. 
not we will-escape such having-neglected salvation 

Similarly: 
 Luke 9:25 

τί γὰρ ὠφελεῖται ἄνθρωπος 
what for is-profited person 
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κερδήσας τὸν κόσμον ὅλον ἑαυτὸν δὲ ἀπολέσας ἢ ζημιωθείς; 
having-gained the world whole self but having-lost or damaged 
i.e. What advantage is it IF one gains the whole world but loses or forfeits one’s very self? 

This is related to the MEANS statement “A person benefits by gaining the whole world” 
which in Greek could be ὠφελεῖται ἄνθρωπος κερδήσας τὸν κόσμον ὅλον. 

J5.7. > CONCOMITANT ACT 

Items in this category are often termed “attendant circumstance” but that name 
downplays the essential semantic relationship between this and the Main Verb, hence my 
term CONCOMITANT ACT. There is no doubt that occasionally the time reference of a 
Postnuclear Aorist Participle is apparently the same as that of the Main Verb. In these 
cases the two verbal events are not merely cotemporaneous, but either refer to the same 
event from a different point of view, i.e. a restatement, or refer to a specific event proto-
typically related to the main event, but not in a fixed sequential order. This differs from a 
Prenuclear Present Participle which simply states that the Participial event occurred at the 
same time as the Main Verb’s event, i.e. cotemporaneous, without any necessary 
semantic relationship. For example: 

 Acts 12:25 

Βαρναβᾶς δὲ καὶ Σαῦλος ὑπέστρεψαν ἐξ Ἰερουσαλὴμ 
Barnabas ( ) and Saul returned from Jerusalem [SCENARIO TITLE] 

 

πληρώσαντες τὴν διακονίαν, 
having-completed the ministry [REASON] 

 

συμπαραλαβόντες Ἰωάννην τὸν ἐπικληθέντα Μᾶρκον. 
having-taken-along John the surnamed Mark [CONCOMITANT ACT] 

This might be translated, “So Barnabas and Saul returned from Jerusalem, since they had 
completed their aid mission, and they took John Mark back with them.” Alternatively, 
this might be viewed as MANNER, i.e. “So Barnabas and Saul returned from Jerusalem, 
since they had completed their aid mission, with John Mark as their companion on the 
journey.” This, however, seems to limit Mark’s role to the journey per se, rather than the 
purpose for which he was taken along. 

A specific type of CONCOMITANT ACT is where two events are 
COMPLEMENTARY to each other, for example: 

 Acts 21:1 

Ὡς δὲ ἐγένετο ἀναχθῆναι ἡμᾶς ἀποσπασθέντας ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν 
when ( ) it-occurred to-set-sail us having-separated from them 
i.e. When we had set sail and torn ourselves away from them 
Here going away necessarily involves leaving those who remain. 

Another type of CONCOMITANT ACT is where events regularly occur in FIXED 
COLLOCATIONS IN COMPLEX SCENARIOS. In Greek, lexical items related to complex 
event scenarios, such as “sending”, frequently co-occur in the same grammatical and 
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syntactic patterns. The scenario for “sending” includes a command to go somewhere, the 
giving of instructions to the travellers, and the travellers going. There is, however, no one 
set sequence of events. In real life, although the giving of instructions must precede the 
actual going, and often occurs after the command to go, the order of commanding and 
instructing is flexible, e.g. “Go and give this to Peter!” or “Give this to Peter. Off you 
go!” 

Such complex scenarios contain prototypically co-occurring events, but these do not 
fit the normal pattern of a script since there is no prototypical sequence of these events. 
Consequently the Aorist Participles used to encode events from these scenarios are not 
prenuclear (as for encoding script events) but postnuclear. Examples of such complex 
scenarios are given below. 

J5.7.1. Sending scenario 

Mark uses conjoined Main Verbs to show the elements in a “sending” scenario, viz., 
summoning, sending, giving authority, commanding, and giving specific instructions. 

 Mark 6:7–10 

καὶ προσκαλεῖται τοὺς δώδεκα 
and he-summons the twelve 

 

καὶ ἤρξατο αὐτοὺς ἀποστέλλειν δύο δύο 
and he-began them to-send two two 

 

καὶ ἐδίδου αὐτοῖς ἐξουσίαν τῶν πνευμάτων τῶν ἀκαθάρτων, 
and he-gave to-them authority of-the spirits the unclean 

 

καὶ παρήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα μηδὲν αἴρωσιν εἰς ὁδὸν … 
and he-commanded them so-that not they-should-take for road … 

 

καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς, 
and he-was-saying to-them … 

Such complex scenarios as “sending” seem often to have the “instruction” element 
grammaticalized as a postnuclear Aorist Participle: 
 Matthew 10:5 

Τούτους τοὺς δώδεκα ἀπέστειλεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς παραγγείλας αὐτοῖς λέγων … 
these the twelve sent the Jesus having-commanded them saying … 
NIV: These twelve Jesus sent out with the following instructions: 
Compare Acts 23:30, where the command is to people other than those sent. 

 

 Contrast where the temporal order is marked, for example: 

 Mark 6:27 

καὶ εὐθὺς ἀποστείλας ὁ βασιλεὺς σπεκουλάτορα ἐπέταξεν ἐνέγκαι τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ. 
and immediately having-sent the king executioner ordered to-bring the head of-him 
NIV: So he immediately sent an executioner with orders to bring John’s head 
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This usage of Postnuclear Aorist Participles for instructions within the complex 
scenario “send” is also found in LXX as noted by Wilkins (1996), who quotes 2 Mac-
cabees 14:12–13, ἐξαπέστειλεν δοὺς ἐντολάς and 2 Maccabees 5:24, ἔπεμψεν … 
προστάξας. 

When a written message is involved in the “sending” scenario, the “writing” also 
occurs as a postnuclear Aorist Participle: 

 Acts 15:22–23 

Τότε ἔδοξε … πέμψαι … Ἰούδαν τὸν καλούμενον Βαρσαββᾶν καὶ Σιλᾶν, … 
then it-seemed-good … to-send … Judas the being-called Barsabbas and Silas … 

 

γράψαντες διὰ χειρὸς αὐτῶν, … 
having-written through hand of-them … 
NIV: decided to … send … Judas (called Barsabbas) and Silas … With them they sent the following letter … 

 

 Acts 23:23–25 

Καὶ προσκαλεσάμενος δύο [τινὰς] τῶν ἑκατονταρχῶν εἶπεν … 
and having-summoned two [certain] of-the centurions he-said … 

 

γράψας ἐπιστολὴν ἔχουσαν τὸν τύπον τοῦτον·… 
having-written letter having the form this … 
NIV: Then he called two of his centurions and ordered them … He wrote a letter as follows … 
This is a “sending” scenario, although there is no lexical item for send or for order. The scenario is opened 
by the lexical items call, say and write, as well as the content of what is said. This analysis is confirmed by 
κατὰ τὸ διατεταγμένον ‘according to instructions’ in verse 32. 

There are other examples which seem to belong to a category of CONCOMITANT 
ACT. Concomitant acts do not have any specific temporal relationship to the Main Verb 
(indeed they may precede, follow, or be concurrent), but they are “viewed by the speaker 
as happening on the same occasion” since the events are part of a complex scenario, 
where the clustering of events, rather than the order of events is significant, for example. 

J5.7.2. Imprisoning scenario 

 Acts 12:4 

ὃν καὶ πιάσας ἔθετο εἰς φυλακήν, 
whom also having-beaten he-placed in prison 

 

παραδοὺς τέσσαρσιν τετραδίοις στρατιωτῶν φυλάσσειν αὐτόν, 
having-handed-over to-four foursomes of-soldiers to-guard him [CONCOMITANT ACT] 

 

βουλόμενος μετὰ τὸ πάσχα ἀναγαγεῖν αὐτὸν τῷ λαῷ. 
intending after the Passover to-present him to-the people [REASON] 

 

 Acts 16:23 

πολλάς τε ἐπιθέντες αὐτοῖς πληγὰς ἔβαλον εἰς φυλακήν 
many and having-laid-on to-them blows he-threw into prison 
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παραγγείλαντες τῷ δεσμοφύλακι ἀσφαλῶς τηρεῖν αὐτούς. 
having-commanded to-the jailer securely to-keep them [CONCOMITANT ACT] 

Note that it is totally irrelevant here whether handing over the prisoner or 
commanding the jailer occurred before or after the imprisonment. What is significant is 
that these actions are related and occurred conceptually “at the same time”, i.e. on the 
same occasion. In contrast, the beating in the examples above is clearly marked by 
Prenuclear Aorist Participles as occurring before the imprisonment. 

J5.7.3. Punishment scenario 

 John 18:22 

ἔδωκεν ῥάπισμα τῷ Ἰησοῦ εἰπών, Οὕτως ἀποκρίνῃ τῷ ἀρχιερεῖ; 
gave slap to-the Jesus having-said thus you-answer the high-priest 

This example is extremely important when contrasted with uses of the Postnuclear 
Present Participle in similar situations. Ignoring the substantive uses of the Participle 
(John 5:12 Aorist, 4:10 Present), the only other occurrences in John of Masculine Singu-
lar Nominative Participles from λέγω are in the Present λέγων which occurs seven times, 
each time after a verb of speech in the Indicative, that is: 

• κράζω ‘shout’ 1:15, 7:28, 7:37 
• ἀποκρίνομαι ‘answer’ 1:26, 12:23 
• μαρτυρέω ‘witness’ 1:32, and 
• λαλέω ‘speak’ 8:12. 
It is significant that here the Postnuclear Aorist Participle of “say” occurs with a 

nonspeech Main Verb, which is seemingly unrelated. However, it is clear that the reason 
for the slap is contained in the speech, i.e. “I am slapping you because you spoke disre-
spectfully to the high priest.” So again CONCOMITANT ACT is not a “happenstance” 
coincidental action, but prototypically part of the Main Verb’s scenario, since people 
often verbalise the reasons for their actions (cf., Acts 7:39–40). 

J5.7.4. Decision and Command scenarios 

Other complex clusters, related to scenarios of making decisions and issuing 
commands, are also grammaticalized as Main Verbs plus Postnuclear Aorist Participles 
showing CONCOMITANT ACTS, for example: 

 Acts 22:24 

ἐκέλευσεν ὁ χιλίαρχος εἰσάγεσθαι αὐτὸν εἰς τὴν παρεμβολήν, 
ordered the commander to-be-led him into the fort 

 

εἴπας μάστιξιν ἀνετάζεσθαι αὐτὸν … 
having-said with-scourges to-be-examined him … 

 

 Acts 23:30 

ἔπεμψα πρὸς σέ 
I-sent[him] to you 
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παραγγείλας καὶ τοῖς κατηγόροις λέγειν [τὰ] πρὸς αὐτὸν ἐπὶ σοῦ. 
having-commanded also the accusers to-say [the] to-him before you 

 

 Acts 23:35 

Διακούσομαί σου, ἔφη, ὅταν καὶ οἱ κατήγοροί σου παραγένωνται· 
I-will-hear you he-said when also the accusers of-you arrive 

 

κελεύσας ἐν τῷ πραιτωρίῳ τοῦ Ἡρῴδου φυλάσσεσθαι αὐτόν. 
having-ordered in the praetorium of-the Herod to-be-guarded him 

 

 Acts 24:22–23 

Ἀνεβάλετο δὲ αὐτοὺς ὁ Φῆλιξ, 
postponed ( ) them the Felix 

 

ἀκριβέστερον εἰδὼς τὰ περὶ τῆς ὁδοῦ 
better having-known the[matters] concerning the way [REASON] 

 

εἴπας, Ὅταν … διαγνώσομαι τὰ καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς· 
having-said when … I-will-determine the as-to you 

 

διαταξάμενος τῷ ἑκατοντάρχῃ … 
having-commanded to-the centurion … 

In all these instances Postnuclear Aorist Participles are used to express statements or 
commands which accompany, and are inherently related to, the Main Verb, of 
commanding, saying, sending, or postponing. 

It is interesting that all the above examples of CONCOMITANT ACTS have as the 
subject someone with authority and include explicit or implicit commands. This may not 
be coincidental but relates to the fact that such people are able to perform multiple 
actions virtually simultaneously by commanding that things be done, without the need to 
actually perform the deeds themselves. Other scenarios where the agent has authority to 
command or establish events according to his will have the same Postnuclear Aorist 
Participle structure for CONCOMITANT ACT: 

 Acts 10:24 

ὁ δὲ Κορνήλιος ἦν προσδοκῶν αὐτούς 
the ( ) Cornelius was awaiting them 

 

συγκαλεσάμενος τοὺς συγγενεῖς αὐτοῦ καὶ τοὺς ἀναγκαίους φίλους. 
having-summoned-together the relatives of-him and the intimate friends 

 

 Acts 17:31 

ἐν ἀνδρὶ ᾧ ὥρισεν, πίστιν παρασχὼν πᾶσιν … 
in man whom he-designated guarantee having-offered to-all … 
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J5.8. > CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE 

I use this term, rather than concomitant act, when the subject of the Participle is not 
the semantic agent of both Participle and Main Verb. In most cases this is because the 
Participle is in Genitive Absolute construction with a different agent from the Main Verb. 
Occasionally, it is because the subject of the Participial event is not semantically agent, 
but goal or patient. By “concomitant” I mean that such circumstances are not random 
“happenstance” but represent prototypical relationships between the two events, due to 
frequent co-occurrence, or special cultural significance, for example: 
 Mark 12:21 

καὶ ὁ δεύτερος … ἀπέθανεν μὴ καταλιπὼν σπέρμα· 
and the second … died not having-left seed 

The action of leaving or not leaving a child is hardly a deliberate act on the part of the 
person dying, so this cannot really be classed as a concomitant act. Rather, as translations 
and parallel passages indicate, this Participle grammaticalizes the undesired circumstance 
of a semantic patient, hence the analysis as concomitant circumstance. The significance 
for Jews of having children, as shown by the Levirate system, explains why having 
descendants, and hence childlessness, can be prototypical elements in the “die” scenario. 

In my theory, CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE, along with CONCOMITANT ACT, 
is a natural category for Postnuclear Aorist Participles since prototypical elements of a 
scenario are based on experiential co-occurrence, and the only elements excluded from 
being represented this way are those whose relationship to the scenario title (i.e. Main 
Verb) is temporal sequence. This category includes many instances which are difficult to 
classify otherwise, but as I say elsewhere, we should not expect all the prototypical co-
occurrences of real-life events to be reducible to a few fixed semantic relationships. 

J5.9. > RESTATEMENT 

Restatement is not a common function of Postnuclear Aorist Participles. However, 
Acts 27:33b, as already noted, is a clear example: 

ἄσιτοι διατελεῖτε μηθὲν προσλαβόμενοι. 
foodless you-continued nothing having-taken 
NIV: have gone without food—you haven’t eaten anything 

A possible example is in Mark 15:30, comparing it with Matthew 27:40 where the 
second Main Verb seems to restate the first: 
 Mark 15:30 

σῶσον σεαυτὸν καταβὰς ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ. 
save yourself having-descended from the cross 

 

 Matthew 27:40 

σῶσον σεαυτόν … [καὶ] κατάβηθι ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ. 
save yourself … [and] descend from the cross 

However, Mark 15:30 may be better understood as MEANS “Save yourself by descend-
ing”, and Matthew 27:40 as perhaps Generic-Specific “Save yourself! Come down!” 
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Another possible example of restatement is found in Mark 9:22: 

βοήθησον ἡμῖν σπλαγχνισθεὶς ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς. 
help us having-had-compassion on us 

Here again, this might be better understood as REASON (“For pity’s sake help us”) or 
CONDITION (“Help us, if you have compassion on us”), rather that restatement. Having 
compassion is more a prerequisite for helping rather than an identical action. 

J5.10. > RESTRICTIVE SETTING 

There are only a few examples of Postnuclear Aorist Participles which seem to 
belong to a category of RESTRICTIVE SETTING, inasmuch as they are not concerned 
with time sequence of events in the narrative, but rather with defining the particular 
setting within which events took place, or restricting the reference to a single specific 
occasion. The setting or occasion referred to is always Hearer-old, either Discourse-old 
or in the world knowledge of the audience, for example. 

J5.10.1. RESTRICTIVE LOCATIONAL SETTING 

 John 4:54 

Τοῦτο [δὲ] πάλιν δεύτερον σημεῖον ἐποίησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
this ( ) again second sign did the Jesus 

 

ἐλθὼν ἐκ τῆς Ἰουδαίας εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 
having-come from the Judea into the Galilee 
This then is the second sign Jesus did, when he had come from Judea into Galilee. 

Here the stress seems to be on the place where the sign took place, not the fact that Jesus 
travelled before doing the miracle. This is shown by mention of the place in John 2:11 
(the first miracle “in Cana of Galilee”), and then in John 

• 4:43, 45, 47 (“Galilee”) 
• 4:44 (“own native place”), and 
• 4:46 (“Cana of Galilee”). 

J5.10.2. RESTRICTIVE TEMPORAL SETTING 

 2 Peter 2:5 

καὶ ἀρχαίου κόσμου οὐκ ἐφείσατο 
and ancient world not he-spared 

 

ἀλλὰ ὄγδοον Νῶε δικαιοσύνης κήρυκα ἐφύλαξεν 
but eighth Noah of-righteousness herald he-kept-safe 

 

κατακλυσμὸν κόσμῳ ἀσεβῶν ἐπάξας, 
flood to-world of-impious having-brought 
NIV: if he did not spare the ungodly world, when he brought the flood on its ungodly people, but 
protected Noah, a preacher of righteousness and seven others 

A Prenuclear Aorist Participle would mark a preceding item of a script, i.e. “he sent a 
flood and did not spare the ancient world …”. 
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 John 21:14 

τοῦτο ἤδη τρίτον ἐφανερώθη Ἰησοῦς τοῖς μαθηταῖς 
this now third[time] was-manifested Jesus to-the disciples 

 

ἐγερθεὶς ἐκ νεκρῶν. 
having-been-raised from dead 
NIV: This was now the third time Jesus appeared to his disciples after he was raised from the dead. 

If the Aorist Participle were prenuclear, i.e. τοῦτο ἤδη τρίτον ἐγερθεὶς ἐκ νεκρῶν 
ἐφανερώθη Ἰησοῦς τοῖς μαθηταῖς, it would mean ‘This was the third time that Jesus 
rose from the dead and appeared to the disciples’ since it would link the two events into a 
single script sequence. Here the setting is an event that occurred ONCE, but in that con-
text, the Main Verb occurred several times. 

Compare Matthew 26:42 which indicates that the whole script, including the events 
of both Prenuclear Aorist Participle and Main Verb, occurred a second time: 

πάλιν ἐκ δευτέρου ἀπελθὼν προσηύξατο λέγων … 
again from second[time] having-gone-away he-prayed saying … 
NIV: He went away a second time and prayed … 

This repeats the events recorded in 26:39: 

καὶ προελθὼν μικρὸν ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ προσευχόμενος καὶ λέγων … 
and having-gone-ahead little he-fell on face of-him praying and saying … 
NIV: Going a little farther, he fell with his face to the ground and prayed … 

J5.10.3. RESTRICTIVE CIRCUMSTANTIAL SETTING 

 Acts 19:2 

Εἰ πνεῦμα ἅγιον ἐλάβετε πιστεύσαντες; 
if Spirit Holy you-received having-believed 
Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you came to faith? 

The context of Acts 19:1–7 shows that the issue in question is whether these disciples 
have received the Holy Spirit or not. This supports the analysis of the Postnuclear Aorist 
Participle as circumstantial, questioning whether, in the specific circumstance of 
becoming believers, they received the Holy Spirit. In contrast, the Prenuclear Aorist 
Participle in Ephesians 1:13 marks a preceding event in a script of the Main Verb: ἐν ᾧ 
καὶ πιστεύσαντες ἐσφραγίσθητε τῷ πνεύματι τῆς ἐπαγγελίας τῷ ἁγίῳ, ‘in whom 
you also believed and were sealed with the promised Holy Spirit’. 

 Acts 10:29 

διὸ καὶ ἀναντιρρήτως ἦλθον μεταπεμφθείς. 
therefore also unquestioningly I-came having-been-summoned 
That is why I came without hesitation when I was summoned 

Here there is a complex contraexpectation set up. ἦλθον μεταπεμφθείς would naturally 
be REASON, ‘I came because I was summoned’. The fact that Peter was a Jew summoned 
by gentiles sets up the expectation οὐκ ἦλθον μεταπεμφθείς ‘I did not come, even 
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though I was summoned’ (i.e. CONCESSIVE). To this is added a special reason for Peter 
to come, which seems to make the meaning RESTRICTIVE SETTING. 

Use of Postnuclear Aorist Participles for RESTRICTIVE SETTING is not surprising if 
we accept that they can refer to any semantic relationship in a single scenario between 
this event and the event of the Main Verb, with the exception of simple linear sequence 
(shown by prenuclear position). 

J5.11. > AMPLIFICATION/SPECIFIC 

Some Postnuclear Aorist Participles are hard to categorize, although the meaning is 
clear, since they have more than one prototypical semantic relationship to the Main Verb, 
for example: 
 Matthew 27:4 

Ἥμαρτον παραδοὺς αἷμα ἀθῷον. 
I-sinned having-betrayed blood innocent 

Here “betraying innocent blood” is a SPECIFIC type of sinning, but could also be seen as 
the MEANS by which the sin was accomplished. Hence NIV translates “I have sinned … 
for I have betrayed innocent blood”, and TEV “I have sinned by betraying an innocent 
man to death”. 

J5.12. > PARATACTIC? 

I include this category simply to dispute its existence. Wilkins (1996) labels certain 
Participles “paratactic” because they are frequently translated paratactically in English, 
and states: “The criteria for this category are that the Participle assumes the mood of its 
governing verb, and, if the Participle is Aorist, it precedes its governing verb in time.” 
Similarly, Wallace (1996:641) uses the criterion of mood fluctuation to categorize the 
Participles in Matthew 2:13–14 below as “Attendant Circumstance”. I believe, however, 
they have failed to notice a generalization that Participles, unless they are predictable 
from the previous scenario and act as a time setting, ALWAYS assume the mood of the 
governing verb, whether they are Prenuclear or Postnuclear, Present or Aorist. 

For example, Wilkins gives Mark 15:30 as an example of a “paratactic” Participle 
where the mood of the Participle is affected by the mood of the Main Verb, translating it 
paratactically as “Save yourself and come down from the cross”. However, the mood of 
the Participle varies according to the mood of the Main Verb simply because the 
semantic relationship between the events remains constant, for example: 
 Mark 15:30 (Imperative) 

σῶσον σεαυτὸν καταβὰς ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ. 
save yourself having-descended from the cross [MEANS] 
Save yourself by coming down from the cross! 
Both events are Imperative: Save yourself! Come down! 
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 cf. (Indicative) 

ἔσωσας σεαυτὸν καταβὰς ἀπὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ. 
you saved yourself having-descended from the cross [MEANS] 
You saved yourself by coming down from the cross 
Both events are past time: You saved yourself. You came down. 

Regardless of whether Participles are Prenuclear or Postnuclear, Aorist or Present, 
the mood of the Participle varies according to the mood of the Main Verb, since the 
prototypical relationship between them is unchanged, for example: 
 Matthew 2:13 (Imperative) 

ἐγερθεὶς παράλαβε τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν μητέρα αὐτοῦ καὶ φεῦγε … 
having-risen take the child and the mother of-him and flee … [PRECEDING EVENT] 
Get up, take the child and his mother and flee! 
All events are Imperative: Rise! Take! Flee! 

 

 cf., Matthew 2:14 (Indicative) 

ὁ δὲ ἐγερθεὶς παρέλαβεν τὸ παιδίον καὶ τὴν μητέρα αὐτοῦ … καὶ ἀνεχώρησεν … 
he ( ) having-risen took the child and the mother of-him … and went-off … [PRECEDING EVENT] 
He got up, took the child and his mother and went off! 
All events are past time: He rose. He took. He fled. 

 

 Matthew 10:7 (Imperative) 

πορευόμενοι δὲ κηρύσσετε λέγοντες ὅτι ἤγγικεν ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν. 
travelling ( ) announce saying that is-drawn-near the kingdom of-the heavens 
As you travel announce saying that the the kingdom of Heaven is near. [SPECIFIC] 
Both events are Imperative: Announce! Say! 

 

 cf., Matthew 8:29 (Indicative) 

καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔκραξαν λέγοντες· τί ἡμῖν καὶ σοί … 
and behold they-shouted saying what to-us and to-you … 
and behold they shouted saying: ‘What have you to do with us …’ [SPECIFIC] 
Both events are past time: They shouted. They said. 

All the examples Wilkins gives of “paratactic” Participles taking the mood of the 
Main Verb can be explained simply by the prototypical semantic relationship between 
Participle and Main Verb remaining the same, whatever the mood or tense of the Main 
Verb, for example: 
MANNER  
 James 5:14  pray, anointing … [after Imperative] 
 Luke 20:10 sent him away with a beating [after Aorist Indicative] 
 Acts 19:29 they rushed … with Gaius and Aristarchus held firmly in tow [after Aorist 

Indicative] 
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MEANS  
 Mark 1:31 he raised her by (grasping) the hand [after Aorist Indicative] 
 Mark 15:17 put on him a crown of thorns, by means of plaiting it [after Present Indicative] 
  (otherwise there would have been no crown available) 
 Acts 7:45 brought in the ark, by means of receiving it from our ancestors [after Aorist 

Indicative] 
REASON  
 Philippians 2:19 I may be happy because I know [after Subjunctive] 
 Luke 11:8 he will not give it him because he got up due to friendship [after Future 

Indicative 
PRECEDING EVENT  
 Mark 1:7 I am not worthy to stoop and untie the thong of his sandals [before Infinitive] 
 cf., Mark 3:27; Luke 11:7, 14:18, 17:18; Acts 19:21, 23:10, 24:8, 25:9, 27:12 

J5.13. > OTHER? 

By listing pragmatic meanings above I am not trying to delimit the usage of Post-
nuclear Aorist Participles, but rather to show their wide range of meanings. They can 
refer to any nonsequential semantic relationship within a single scenario, where the 
Participial referent is viewed as an Event (Perfective Aspect) rather than a Process. 

J6. Postnuclear Aorist Participle Genitive 
= EVENT with different subject from Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 

J6.1. > MEANS 
 Luke 23:44–45 

… σκότος ἐγένετο ἐφ᾽ ὅλην τὴν γῆν … τοῦ ἡλίου ἐκλιπόντος, 
… darkness occurred on all the land … the sun having-failed 
NIV: darkness came over the whole land … for the sun stopped shining 

Here the Postnuclear GA is clearly the cause for the darkness. It may be analyzed as 
MEANS or possibly REASON. 

J6.2. > REASON 
 Mark 4:35 

Καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ 
and he-says to-them on that the day 

 

ὀψίας γενομένης, Διέλθωμεν εἰς τὸ πέραν. 
evening having-become let-us-cross to the other-side 
NIV: That day when evening came … 

Had this GA been prenuclear, it would have indicated that the link between this and the 
previous text was the passing of time, i.e. “when evening had come”. Here the Postnucle-
ar GA does not refer simply to time setting, which is already given by “on that day”, but 
includes a REASON relationship “since it was evening”. 



J. Prenuclear and Postnuclear Participles—Form and Function 649 

 

 Mark 16:2 

καὶ λίαν πρωῒ τῇ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων ἔρχονται ἐπὶ τὸ μνημεῖον 
and very early on-the first[day] of-the week they-come to the tomb 

 

ἀνατείλαντος τοῦ ἡλίου. 
having-risen the sun 
NIV: Very early on the first day of the week, just after sunrise. 

Had this GA been prenuclear, it would have indicated that the link between this and the 
previous text was the passing of time. Here the temporal link is made by “early in the 
morning”. Note that this GA does not refer only to time setting, but includes a REASON 
relationship. They could not travel far on the Sabbath, so because the sun had risen on the 
Sunday morning, they set out for the tomb. Hence NIV’s “just after sunrise”. Perhaps 
better “once the sun had risen”. 

J6.3. > CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE 
 1 Peter 3:22 

ὅς ἐστιν ἐν δεξιᾷ [τοῦ] θεοῦ πορευθεὶς εἰς οὐρανόν 
who is at right [of-the] God having-gone into heaven [MEANS] 

 

ὑποταγέντων αὐτῷ ἀγγέλων καὶ ἐξουσιῶν καὶ δυνάμεων. 
having-submitted to-him angels and authorities and powers 
NIV: with angels authorities and powers in submission to him. 

Had this been prenuclear, it would have meant “When the angels … had submitted to him 
…”. This is similar to the category of CONCOMITANT ACT, although here, the agents of 
the concomitant act are different from the agent of the Main Verb. 

J6.4. > RESTRICTIVE SETTING 
 Acts 1:8 

ἀλλὰ λήμψεσθε δύναμιν ἐπελθόντος τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς 
but you will receive power having-come-upon the Holy Spirit on you 
NIV: But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit comes on you 

If the Aorist Participle were prenuclear it would indicate a preceding event in the script, 
and mean “(first) the Holy Spirit will come on you and (after that) you will receive 
power”. Here, by being postnuclear, the Genitive Absolute marks a nontemporal relation-
ship. In the context of Acts 1:5, where the coming of the Holy Spirit is given a time 
frame “not many days hence”, and of Acts 1:6–7, where the issue of timing is again 
raised, the relationship appears to be a RESTRICTIVE SETTING. What is being 
emphasized here, however, is not a relative temporal relationship between the two events 
(“first the Holy Spirit will come and after that you will receive power”), but the fact that 
power will only be received in a particular setting, on a specific occasion. The setting is 
“restricted” because of the underlying relationship of MEANS between Participle and 
Main Verb, Power cannot be received until the Holy Spirit comes because the Holy 
Spirit’s coming is the MEANS by which that power is received. 
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 Acts 24:10 

Ἀπεκρίθη τε ὁ Παῦλος νεύσαντος αὐτῷ τοῦ ἡγεμόνος λέγειν … 
answered and the Paul having-motioned to-him the governor to-speak … 
NIV: When the governor motioned for him to speak, Paul replied 

I analyse this as restrictive setting because what is in focus is not the time of Paul’s 
speaking as such but rather the occasion. There is a strong REASON relationship between 
the governor giving permission and Paul speaking, and this provides the “restrictive 
setting” in which Paul may begin his speech. Although NIV’s “when” makes the time 
explicit, as readers we understand that in this context the lexically marked temporal 
relationship implies that permission has now been given. 

See also Acts 24:20, 28:25, and Hebrews 8:9, where the Postnuclear Aorist Participle 
Genitive also marks the specific occasion when the Main Verb took place. 

J7. Postnuclear Present Participle Nominative 
= PROCESS with same subject as Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 

J7.1. > MANNER 
 Matthew 27:39–40 

Οἱ δὲ παραπορευόμενοι ἐβλασφήμουν αὐτὸν κινοῦντες τὰς κεφαλὰς αὐτῶν καὶ λέγοντες … 
the ( ) passers-by were-insulting him shaking the heads of-them and saying … 

 

 Matthew 9:27 

ἠκολούθησαν [αὐτῷ] δύο τυφλοὶ κράζοντες καὶ λέγοντες … 
followed [him] two blindmen shouting and saying … 

 

 Matthew 9:29 

τότε ἥψατο τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν αὐτῶν 
then touched the eyes of-them 

 

λέγων, Κατὰ τὴν πίστιν ὑμῶν γενηθήτω ὑμῖν. 
saying according-to the faith of-you may-it-happen to-you 

At first glance the verbs touch and say seem unrelated, but the content of the speech act 
shows that they both belong in the “heal” scenario. The content of the speech act also 
shows the purpose of Jesus’s touching. 

 Matthew 11:18 

ἦλθεν γὰρ Ἰωάννης μήτε ἐσθίων μήτε πίνων … 
came for John neither eating nor drinking … 

Note that “came” here is the title of the scenario for John’s ministry, not simply the event 
of coming. Thus the Participles refer to the manner of his ministry, i.e. his lifestyle. 
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J7.2. > MEANS 
 Acts 27:38 

ἐκούφιζον τὸ πλοῖον ἐκβαλλόμενοι τὸν σῖτον εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν. 
they-were-lightening the ship throwing-out the wheat into the sea 
NIV: they lightened the ship by throwing the grain into the sea. 

After an Aorist Main Verb, it is common to have a Postnuclear Aorist Participle showing 
MEANS. The Present Participle is used here keeping the same Imperfective Aspect as the 
Imperfect Main Verb. The author’s choice of Imperfective Aspect for both Participle and 
Main Verb suggests that the internal Process of the events is in focus. Within the open 
scenario of throwing grain into the sea, this choice of Imperfective Aspect suggests that 
this was not a single action but a Process involving reiteration of an action by many 
people, i.e. “they started the long drawn-out process of lightening the boat by throwing 
the grain overboard”. 

 Luke 10:25 

Καὶ ἰδοὺ νομικός τις ἀνέστη ἐκπειράζων αὐτὸν λέγων 
and behold lawyer certain stood testing him saying 

Here “saying” is best understood as the MEANS of “testing”, and it is grammaticalized as 
a Process, matching the Process of testing. The absence of καί between the Participles 
“testing” and “saying” shows they do not both belong in the same scenario slot, that is: 

stood  
testing PURPOSE AND RESULT of stood 
saying MEANS of testing 

Contrast Matthew 19:3 where the Participles are conjoined by καί: 

Καὶ προσῆλθον αὐτῷ Φαρισαῖοι πειράζοντες αὐτὸν καὶ λέγοντες, … 
and approached him Pharisees testing him and saying … 

Here both Participles are in the same scenario slot, that is: 

approached  
testing PURPOSE AND RESULT of approached 
and saying PURPOSE AND RESULT of approached 

J7.3. > PURPOSE 

The use of Postnuclear Present Participles to express purpose with a verb of motion 
was argued by O’Rourke (1967) on the analogy of similar uses with the rare Future 
Participle (i.e. Acts 8:27, 22:5, 24:11, and Mark 27:49 as typical Postnuclear Future 
Participles, with Acts 24:17 where the Participle is prenuclear, and Hebrews 13:17 where 
the meaning is less certain). He cited as examples Matthew 20:20, 22:16; Luke 2:45, 
10:25; Acts 14:21f., 15:27, 17:13, 18:23, 19:18, 21:16, pointing out that “In all of them 
the Participle follows the verb”, for example: 
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 Matthew 20:20 

Τότε προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ ἡ μήτηρ … προσκυνοῦσα καὶ αἰτοῦσά τι ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ. 
then approached to-him the mother … doing obeisance and beseeching something from him 
NIV: Then the mother … came to Jesus … and, kneeling down, asked a favour of him. 

On the basis of this, O’Rourke argues that the Present Participle in Romans 15:25 
has the meaning of purpose, since the service, giving over aid money, could not begin 
until he arrived: 

νυνὶ δὲ πορεύομαι εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ διακονῶν τοῖς ἁγίοις. 
now ( ) I -travel to Jerusalem serving the saints 
NIV: Now, however, I am on my way to Jerusalem in the service of the saints there. 

I agree with O’Rourke’s analysis, but wish to point out how this structure differs from a 
straightforward purpose clause. Regular purpose clauses with εἰς plus Infinitive or ἵνα 
plus Subjunctive do not necessarily imply that the purpose was fulfilled (e.g. 1 Thes-
salonians 3:5 “I sent to find out about your faith” where the actual finding out is reported 
separately in 3:6; Mark 14:55; and Matthew 12:10 where the purpose is thwarted). 
However, in narrative, when the Main Verb is a verb of motion in the Aorist (Perfective 
Aspect), the Postnuclear Present Participle construction means that the event encoded as 
a Participle was not only the PURPOSE, but also the incipient RESULT (see below). Thus 
Luke 2:45 (above) means “they set out in order to seek him, and they actually began 
seeking him”. This is often expressed in English as a purpose clause, with its (expected) 
fulfilment left implicit, e.g. “they set out to look for him”. 
In the Gospels πειράζω occurs nine times as a Present Participle (excluding the substan-
tive). Seven of these are postnuclear and these all mark purpose, or purpose and result. 
Two are off the narrative storyline, being used as explanations showing purpose: 
 John 6:6 

τοῦτο δὲ ἔλεγεν πειράζων αὐτόν· αὐτὸς γὰρ ᾔδει τί ἔμελλεν ποιεῖν. 
this ( ) he-was-saying testing him he for knew what he-intended to do 

 

 John 8:6 

τοῦτο δὲ ἔλεγον πειράζοντες αὐτόν, ἵνα ἔχωσιν κατηγορεῖν αὐτοῦ. 
this ( ) they-were-saying testing him so-that they-might-have to-accuse him 

Another three occur in the narrative backbone after a verb of speech, and these also show 
purpose: 

 Matthew 22:35 

καὶ ἐπηρώτησεν εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν [νομικὸς] πειράζων αὐτόν 
and asked one from them [scribe] testing him 

 

 Mark 8:11 

… ἤρξαντο συζητεῖν αὐτῷ, 
… they-began to-debate with-him 
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ζητοῦντες παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ σημεῖον ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, πειράζοντες αὐτόν. 
seeking from him sign from the heaven testing him 
Here seeking a sign is the purpose of debating, testing is the purpose of seeking a sign. 

 

 Mark 10:3 

καὶ προσελθόντες Φαρισαῖοι ἐπηρώτων αὐτὸν … πειράζοντες αὐτόν. 
and having-approached Pharisees asked him … testing him 

The last two occur after a verb of motion, and these two show purpose and result (see 
below). 

J7.4. > PURPOSE AND RESULT 

Postnuclear Present Participles after a verb of motion are used to indicate not merely 
Purpose but Purpose and Result, for example: 
 Luke 10:25 

Καὶ ἰδοὺ νομικός τις ἀνέστη ἐκπειράζων αὐτὸν λέγων, … 
and behold scribe certain stood-up testing him saying … 

Here I analyse “testing” as PURPOSE AND RESULT, with “saying” as SPECIFIC, indicat-
ing the exact nature of the testing. The next verse begins ὁ δὲ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτόν ‘He 
said to him’ showing that the testing, made explicit in the speech, is understood not as 
merely a PURPOSE, but as actually occurring, i.e. a result. 

If it is true that Present Participle after Aorist Indicative verb of motion in narrative 
means not simply Purpose, but Purpose and incipient Result, then Matthew 20:20 for 
example means not simply that Zebedee’s wife came to Jesus in order to ask something, 
but that she actually began bowing and asking a favour before Jesus spoke to her, for 
example: 
 Matthew 20:20–21 

Τότε προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ ἡ μήτηρ … 
then approached him the mother … 

 

προσκυνοῦσα καὶ αἰτοῦσά τι ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ. 
bowing and asking-for something from him 

 

ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῇ, Τί θέλεις; 
he ( ) said to-her what do-you-want 

Both the grammar and content of Jesus’s response support this view. Firstly, Jesus’s 
speech is introduced by the “change of speaker” device of “articular pronoun … together 
with the developmental conjunction δέ” about which Levinsohn (1992:127) states: “This 
combination reflects the tight-knit nature of the exchange; the participants in the conver-
sation remain the same, with the previous addressee becoming the new speaker, and 
vice versa” (bolding mine). Secondly, Jesus asks “What do you wish?” which seems to 
imply that she has already stated that she wants something (cf., Matthew 20:32 after 31; 
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Mark 10:51 after 48; and Luke 18:41 after 39 “have mercy”). Note also the repetition of 
τι. First she says she has a favour to ask, then Jesus asks “What is it you want?” 

Acts 21:26–27 is another example of a Postnuclear Present Participle of a speech 
verb indicating the Purpose and Result of a verb of motion. The following “when” clause 
shows that the “announcing” is assumed to have occurred: 

τότε ὁ Παῦλος … εἰσῄει εἰς τὸ ἱερόν 
then the Paul … entered into the temple 

 

διαγγέλλων τὴν ἐκπλήρωσιν τῶν ἡμερῶν τοῦ ἁγνισμου … 
announcing the completion-time of-the days of-the purification … 

 

Ὡς δὲ ἔμελλον αἱ ἑπτὰ ἡμέραι συντελεῖσθαι … 
when ( ) were-about the seven days to-be-completed … 
NIV: Then he went into the temple to give notice of the date when the days of purification would end … 

The Present Participle of a speech verb marking purpose and result may also occur 
after a verb indicating absence of motion, showing the reason for staying put, for 
example: 
 Acts 18:11 

Ἐκάθισεν δὲ ἐνιαυτὸν καὶ μῆνας ἓξ διδάσκων … 
he-sat ( ) one-year and months six teaching … 

The Present Participle of “say” marking purpose and result occurs after verbs of 
sending, being a stereotypical way to grammaticalize a complex scenario, for example: 
 Matthew 22:16 

καὶ ἀποστέλλουσιν αὐτῷ τοὺς μαθητὰς αὐτῶν μετὰ τῶν Ἡρῳδιανῶν λέγοντες, Διδάσκαλε, 
and they-send to-him the disciples of-him with the Herodians saying Teacher 
NIV: They sent their disciples to him … they said 
Note that here, the addressee of “saying” is Jesus, not the people sent. 

The Present Participle of “say” marking purpose and result, or successful purpose, is 
especially common after verbs of going, for example: 
 Mark 1:40 

Καὶ ἔρχεται πρὸς αὐτὸν λεπρὸς παρακαλῶν αὐτὸν [καὶ γονυπετῶν] καὶ λέγων αὐτῷ 
and comes to him leper beseeching him [and kneeling] and saying to-him 
NIV: A man with leprosy came to him and begged him on his knees … 

This pattern of Present Indicative plus Present Participle of “say” is frequently used to 
introduce a new major participant into the story, as above. Note that “leper” is 
anarthrous, as expected for the introduction of Discourse-new participants. 

Black (1999:121) points out that Present Tense occurs 79 times in the past time 
narrative sections of Matthew’s Gospel, of which 59 (75 percent) are forms of λέγω, one 
of φημί (14:8), and six are nonspeech verbs which occur in the Present Tense with the 
Present Participle of λέγω (8 percent of occurrences). Of these six occurrences, one 
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(22:16 above) occurs with ἀποστέλλω as part of the complex scenario with “send”. The 
others all introduce new participants to the story: 
 Matthew 2:13b 

Αναχωρησάντων δὲ αὐτῶν 
having-gone ( ) them 

 

ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος κυρίου φαίνεται κατ᾽ ὄναρ τῷ Ἰωσὴφ λέγων 
behold angel of-Lord appears in dream to-the Joseph saying 

 

 Matthew 2:19–20a 

Τελευτήσαντος δὲ τοῦ Ἡρῴδου 
having-died ( ) the Herod 

 

ἰδοὺ ἄγγελος κυρίου φαίνεται κατ᾽ ὄναρ τῷ Ἰωσὴφ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ λέγων 
behold angel of-Lord appears in dream to-the Joseph in Egypt saying 

 

 Matthew 3:1–2 

Ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις 
in ( ) the days those 

 

παραγίνεται Ἰωάννης ὁ βαπτιστὴς κηρύσσων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ τῆς Ἰουδαίας [καὶ] λέγων 
arrives John the baptizer announcing in the desert of-the Judea [and] saying 

 

 Matthew 9:14 

Τότε προσέρχονται αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ Ἰωάννου λέγοντες 
then come-to him the disciples of John saying 
John is Discourse-old, but this is the first mention of his disciples 

 

 Matthew 15:1 

Τότε προσέρχονται τῷ Ἰησοῦ ἀπὸ Ἱεροσολύμων Φαρισαῖοι καὶ γραμματεῖς λέγοντες 
then come-to the Jesus from Jerusalem Pharisees and scribes saying 
This is the first mention of Pharisees and scribes from Jerusalem 

As shown above, when the Main Verb is one of motion the Postnuclear Present 
Participle of λέγω ‘say’ indicates PURPOSE AND RESULT. This reflects the prototypical 
relationship between movement and speech within such a scenario, i.e. the purpose of the 
speaker’s movement is to orientate himself appropriately for the act of speaking. This 
prototypicality is reflected in both grammar and lexicon, since Main Verbs in the 
semantic domain of movement frequently collocate with Postnuclear Present Participles 
in the semantic domain of speech, for example (Present Participles underlined): 
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Ref. Main verb X-ing and saying 
Matthew 19:3 approached testing and saying 

Matthew 8:5–6 approached beseeching and saying 
Matthew 17:14–15 approached kneeling and saying 
Matthew 8:3, 9:18 knelt   saying 
Luke 5:8  fell at knees   saying 

Matthew 26:39 fell praying and saying 

Matthew 1:20 appeared   saying 
Matthew 2:13, 19 appears   saying 

Matthew 2:1–2 arrived   saying 
Matthew 28:9 met   saying 
Matthew 3:1 arrives announcing and saying 
Mark 1:15 came announcing and saying 
   (textual variant) 

Matthew 9:27 followed yelling and saying 
Luke 4:41 came out screaming and saying 

This use of Postnuclear Present Participles for purpose and result with verbs of going or 
sending is totally in line with what I argue from scenario theory, since the scenarios for 
sending and going include prototypical purposes and results. 

This use of the Postnuclear Present Participle of λέγω for PURPOSE AND RESULT 
helps explain otherwise confusing data from O’Donnell (1997: Appendix), comparing the 
actual occurrences of specific verbs in each verbal form with the expected occurrences 
based on New Testament averages: 

λέγω AORIST   PRESENT   
 occ expc z  occ expc z 
Indicative 786 630 7.85  666 590 3.86
Subjunctive 61 54 1.96  10 17 −1.87
Imperative 42 25 4.67  9 26 −4.64
Participle 59 183 −11.39  451 283 14.89
Infinitive 16 34 −4.69  44 25 4.82

If, as O’Donnell was investigating, Aspect correlates with Aktionsart, then why is there a 
strong bias to Perfective Aspect with Indicatives, but an even stronger bias to 
Imperfective Aspect with Participles? I argue that Aktionsart is one of the factors 
affecting Aspectual choice. More significant is the role of the event in the scenario 
structures of the narrative or discourse. Most of the Indicatives of λέγω are in narrative, 
where the unmarked form for recounting backbone events is Aorist, being Past Tense and 
Perfective Aspect. However, the Present Participle is frequently used, as shown above, as 
part of a complex scenario with a verb of motion representing PURPOSE AND RESULT, 
where Imperfective Aspect perhaps marks the Durative nature of the intention. Also it is 
frequently used (see SPECIFIC below) with other verbs of speech such as besought, 
replied, begged, criticized, where the Imperfective Aspect of λέγω marks simultaneous-
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ness with the Main Verb. Such uses explain the extremely high frequency of the Present 
Participle. 

The textual variation with καί in Matthew 3:1–2 results in two different analyses: 

1 παραγίνεται Ἰωάννης ὁ βαπτιστὴς 

2 κηρύσσων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ τῆς Ἰουδαίας 

3 λέγων 

Here announcing (2) is the purpose and result of arriving (1), and saying (3) is the manner (or specific) of 
announcing. 

1 παραγίνεται Ἰωάννης ὁ βαπτιστὴς 

2 κηρύσσων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ τῆς Ἰουδαίας καὶ λέγων 

Here announcing and saying (2) both fill the purpose and result slot of arriving (1). 

Note that after a verb of motion the Present Participle, being Imperfective Aspect, 
may mark the incipience of a Process with a long duration, e.g. Matthew 3:2 above “John 
came and started announcing”. Compare Acts 15:41 “He went through Syria and Cilicia 
strengthening the churches” (cf., Acts 18:23). In contrast, where the Aorist Participle is 
used (e.g. Acts 25:13) the action of the Participle is achieved on the completion of the act 
of motion. 

J7.5. > REASON 

A Postnuclear Participle of a verb of perception may be used to express REASON. 
We have seen above that only 2/75 nominative occurrences of the Aorist Participle of 
ἀκούω ‘hear’ occur in postnuclear position, Acts 16:38 and Colossians 1:4, both 
expressing REASON. Similarly, of 26 Present Participles of ἀκούω ‘hear’ in the 
nominative, 14 are part of the noun phrase, 10 are Prenuclear, and only two are 
Postnuclear, both expressing REASON, that is: 

 Acts 9:7 

οἱ δὲ ἄνδρες οἱ συνοδεύοντες αὐτῷ εἱστήκεισαν ἐνεοί, 
the ( ) men the travelling-with him stood speechless 

 

ἀκούοντες μὲν τῆς φωνῆς μηδένα δὲ θεωροῦντες. 
hearing ( ) the sound/voice nobody ( ) seeing 
They were speechless BECAUSE they could hear the sound but could see nobody. 

 

 Philemon 1:4–5 

Εὐχαριστῶ … ἀκούων σου τὴν ἀγάπην καὶ τὴν πίστιν, … 
I-give-thanks … hearing of-you the love and the faith … 
Paul thanks God BECAUSE he hears of Philemon’s love and faith (Similarly, Louw 1982:122; re. 
Philemon 4–7: “Then the reason”, analyzed above, follows: ‘because I hear’) 

The Present Participle denotes a Process (Imperfective Aspect). It appears that the 
writer chose to refer to these events as Processes, because the first clearly refers to action 
cotemporaneous with the Main Verb, and the second suggests action which was repeated, 
i.e. iterative Aktionsart. 
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J7.6. > CONCESSIVE 

I have found no clear instances where a Postnuclear Present Participle has a conces-
sive force with respect to the Main Verb. However, there are some such Participles which 
have concessive sense in relationship to other Participles. These are marked by a 
concessive or contraexpectation particle, for example: 
 Acts 9:7 

οἱ δὲ ἄνδρες οἱ συνοδεύοντες αὐτῷ εἱστήκεισαν ἐνεοί, 
the ( ) men the travelling-with him stood speechless 

 

ἀκούοντες μὲν τῆς φωνῆς μηδένα δὲ θεωροῦντες. 
hearing ( ) the sound/voice nobody ( ) seeing 
NIV: … they heard the sound, but did not see anyone. 
The explicit contraexpectation is marked between the two Participles. 

Compare the following Present Participles, apparently modifying the implicit Noun 
Phrase “we”, where the last is marked concessive and refers to “I”. 
 Philippians 3:4 

ἡμεῖς γάρ ἐσμεν ἡ περιτομή, 
we for are the circumcision 

 

οἱ πνεύματι θεοῦ λατρεύοντες καὶ καυχώμενοι ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ 
the[ones] by-spirit of-God serving and boasting in Christ Jesus 

 

καὶ οὐκ ἐν σαρκὶ πεποιθότες, 
and not in flesh having-trusted 

 

καίπερ ἐγὼ ἔχων πεποίθησιν καὶ ἐν σαρκί. 
although I having confidence also in flesh 

Compare also Postnuclear Present Participle Accusative in apposition to “God” 
(Acts 17:27), and Postnuclear Perfect Participle Accusative in apposition to “their 
brothers” (Hebrews 7:5). 

J7.7. > AMPLIFICATION/SPECIFIC 

There are several instances where a Postnuclear Present Participle is used to amplify 
the meaning of the Main Verb, by making one or more cotemporaneous actions explicit. 

Often we find the verb ἀποστέλλω ‘send’ followed by the Present Participle of 
λέγω ‘say’ and the specific content of what was said by the sender to the sent, for 
example: 
 Matthew 10:5 

Τούτους τοὺς δώδεκα ἀπέστειλεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς παραγγείλας αὐτοῖς λέγων … 
these the twelve sent the Jesus having-commanded them saying … 
NIV: These twelve Jesus sent out with the following instructions: 
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 Matthew 21:1–2 

τότε Ἰησοῦς ἀπέστειλεν δύο μαθητὰς λέγων αὐτοῖς … 
then Jesus sent two disciples saying to them 
NIV: Jesus sent two disciples saying to them, 

Contrast where the temporal order is marked, for example: 

 Matthew 2:8 

καὶ πέμψας αὐτοὺς εἰς Βηθλέεμ εἶπεν … 
and having-sent them to Bethlehem he-said … 
NIV: He sent them to Bethlehem and said, 

Very frequently this SPECIFIC use involves a Main Verb denoting a particular type 
of speech act, or mental activity, followed by the Present Participle of λέγω ‘say’ and the 
specific content of what was said, or thought. The Participle and content of the 
speech/thought clearly refer to a specific item from the prototypical scenario of the Main 
Verb, for example (Present Participles underlined): 

Ref. Verb X-ing and saying 
Matthew 3:14 forbad   saying 
Matthew 5:2 taught   saying 
Matthew 9:30 admonished   saying 
Matthew 13:3 spoke   saying 
Matthew 13:24 put forward (parable)   saying 
Matthew 14:30 yelled   saying 
Matthew 16:13 questioned   saying 
Matthew 17:9 instructed   saying 
Matthew 17:25 spoke first   saying 
Matthew 22:43 call   saying 
Matthew 26:42 prayed   saying 
Matthew 26:70 denied   saying 
Matthew 27:46 cried out   saying 
Mark 1:7 announced   saying 
Mark 5:23 besought   saying 
Mark 15:29 insulted nodding and saying 
Luke 1:63 wrote   saying 
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Ref. Verb X-ing and saying 
Luke 1:67 prophesied   saying 
Luke 3:16 answered   saying 
Luke 4:35 rebuked   saying 
Luke 4:36 conversed   saying 
Luke 5:12 begged   saying 
Luke 5:30 grumbled   saying 
Luke 8:38 dismissed   saying 
John 1:32 witnessed   saying 

Luke 5:21 to reason   saying 
Luke 12:17 reasoned in himself   saying 
Luke 5:26 filled with awe   saying 
Luke 7:39 said in himself (thought)   saying 

This generic-specific pattern is found with other verbs also, for example: 
 1 Peter 5:12b 

ἔγραψα παρακαλῶν καὶ ἐπιμαρτυρῶν ταύτην εἶναι ἀληθῆ χάριν τοῦ θεοῦ εἰς ἣν στῆτε. 
I-wrote encouraging and witnessing this to-be true grace of-the God in which you-stand 

J7.8. > CONCOMITANT ACT 

A Postnuclear Present Participle can be used for a simultaneous CONCOMITANT 
ACT, i.e. an act that is related to the Main Verb and performed simultaneously. (In 
contrast, a Postnuclear Aorist Participle for a CONCOMITANT ACT indicates that the 
actions are not simultaneous, but are performed on the same occasion and the order is not 
significant.) Due to the practical difficulty of doing two things simultaneously, it is 
hardly surprising that typically the Main Verb is a physical action, and the Participle a 
speech act, both expressing the same attitude, intention, or emotion, for example: 

 Matthew 18:28 

καὶ κρατήσας αὐτὸν ἔπνιγεν λέγων, Ἀπόδος εἴ τι ὀφείλεις. 
and having-seized him throttled saying repay if anything you-owe 

 

 Mark 15:36b 

ἐπότιζεν αὐτόν λέγων, Ἄφετε ἴδωμεν εἰ ἔρχεται Ἠλίας καθελεῖν αὐτόν. 
gave-to-drink him saying leave let-us-see if comes Elijah to-take-down him 

 

 Luke 5:13 

ἥψατο αὐτοῦ λέγων, Θέλω, καθαρίσθητι· 
he-touched him saying I-will be-cleansed 
Touching is a prototypical means of healing. 

This usage differs from MANNER, since speaking is not strictly a manner of performing 
the action of throttling, giving drink, or touching. 

Symbolic actions often occur as Main Verbs in this CONCOMITANT ACTION 
structure, for example: 
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 Matthew 26:65 

τότε ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς διέρρηξεν τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτοῦ λέγων, Ἐβλασφήμησεν· 
then the high-priest tore the clothes of-him saying he-blasphemed 
Here tearing robes indicates grief not accident, or madness. (Contrast Mark 14:63 where only 
linear order is marked by Prenuclear Aorist Participle and Aorist Indicative.) 

 

 Matthew 27:24 

ἀπενίψατο τὰς χεῖρας ἀπέναντι τοῦ ὄχλου λέγων, Ἀθῷός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ αἵματος τούτου· 
washed the hands before the crowd saying guiltless I-am from the blood of-this 
Here washing the hands symbolizes innocence, rather than effects cleansing. 

With symbolic actions in this structure, the Postnuclear Present Participle in Greek 
indicates that the speech act belongs in the same scenario as the action, and has a non-
temporal semantic relationship to the Main Verb (marked by Postnuclear position), as 
well as typically being simultaneous (hence Imperfective Aspect). However, the specific 
relationship between Main Verb and Participle depends on the cultural significance of the 
symbolic act. Since scenarios are culture-specific, the symbolic significance may need to 
be made explicit in translation, e.g. “Pilate washed his hands in front of the crowd, as a 
symbol of his innocence in the matter, and said …”. 

J7.9. > RESTRICTIVE SETTING 

The Postnuclear Present Participle may express a situation restricting the time, place, 
or circumstance of the Main Verb, for example: 
 John 3:4b 

Πῶς δύναται ἄνθρωπος γεννηθῆναι γέρων ὤν; 
how can person be-born old being 
i.e. How can someone be born when they are old? 
This seems to imply a remote possibility that if it were a baby there might be a chance of pushing it back 
into the womb (cf., 3:4c). 

J8. Postnuclear Present Participle Genitive 
= PROCESS with different subject from Main Verb, related nontemporally to Main Verb 

> CONCOMITANT CIRCUMSTANCE 

This is sometimes known as attendant circumstance. However, the circumstance 
expressed by a Postnuclear Present Participle in the Genitive Absolute must be proto-
typically related to the Main Verb, not simply a circumstance which happens to exist. 
Concomitant circumstance is not a reason for the action of the Main Verb, for example: 

 Acts 27:2 

ἐπιβάντες δὲ πλοίῳ Ἀδραμυττηνῷ μέλλοντι πλεῖν εἰς τοὺς κατὰ τὴν Ἀσίαν τόπους 
having-boarded ( ) ship Andramyttian going to-sail to the along the Asia places 

 

ἀνήχθημεν ὄντος σὺν ἡμῖν Ἀριστάρχου Μακεδόνος Θεσσαλονικέως. 
we set-sail being with us Aristarchus Macedonian of-Thessalonica 
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The implicit reason for sailing is the destination of the boat, not the presence or absence 
of Aristarchus. The Present Participle, being Imperfective Aspect, presents Aristarchus’ 
presence as a Process not an Event, since he was with them all the time they were sailing, 
not simply at the time of their departure. In contrast, the far more frequent Prenuclear 
Genitive Absolute, being placed before the Main Verb, implies that the Participle’s Event 
is either a time setting for the Main Verb, or has some significance as regards the 
behaviour of the Main Verb’s subject, i.e. implicit reason. 

Compare the Postnuclear Perfect Participle in Genitive Absolute construction, which 
also implies neither time setting nor reason: 
 Acts 5:2 

καὶ ἐνοσφίσατο ἀπὸ τῆς τιμῆς, συνειδυίης καὶ τῆς γυναικός 
and appropriated from the price having-realized also the wife 
NIV: With his wife’s full knowledge he kept back part of the money for himself. 

Independent Participial Clauses 

If prenuclear and postnuclear Participles are part of the Main Verb’s scenario, what 
of seemingly independent Participles used with imperatival meaning? Do they exist in the 
New Testament, and do they have their background in Hellenistic Greek or in Hebrew? 

Barrett argues that so-called examples in Hellenistic writings are frequently either 
dependent on Main Verbs, or due to anacoluthon, or depend on an implicit Imperative 
verb (e.g. Polycarp Ep. ad Phil., 4–6). In summary Barrett (1947–1948:166) states: 

The construction in question can be produced at best in a few Greek papyrus letters, which are 
certainly exceptional; but in the Mishnah it is regular. 

We have seen above that nominative Participles which are part of the scenario of a 
Main Verb in the Imperative are to be understood as imperatives. (This would exclude 
Participles which encode Discourse-old material and refer back to a previous Main 
Verb.) Is it possible that so-called “independent Participles” agree in mood with an 
implicit Imperative verb, in the same way that they agree in case, number, and gender 
with a subject which is frequently left implicit? My hypothesis is that such Participles are 
explained by an implicit Imperative “you be!” 

The most extended list of so-called independent Participles is in Romans 12:9–19. 
However, there is an implicit “let it be” in 12:9 Ἡ ἀγάπη ἀνυπόκριτος ‘(Let) love (be) 
unfeigned’ which heads this list of imperatives. Moreover, there is an implicit “let it be 
performed” or “let him perform it” in all the clauses from 12:6–12:8. Even in the list of 
Participles following there are some adjectives, which surely presuppose an implicit 
Imperative “you be!” This I believe supports the hypothesis that such “Imperatival 
Participles” are either Postnuclear to an explicit Main Verb (in a SPECIFIC relationship), 
or presuppose an implicit Imperative of the verb to be, e.g. 12:10b–13 (Present 
Participles underlined, adjectives bold italic): 

ἀποστυγοῦντες τὸ πονηρόν, κολλώμενοι τῷ ἀγαθῷ, 
τῇ φιλαδελφίᾳ εἰς ἀλλήλους φιλόστοργοι, τῇ τιμῇ ἀλλήλους προηγούμενοι, 
τῇ σπουδῇ μὴ ὀκνηροί, τῷ πνεύματι ζέοντες, τῷ κυρίῳ δουλεύοντες, τῇ ἐλπίδι χαίροντες, τῇ 
θλίψει ὑπομένοντες, τῇ προσευχῇ προσκαρτεροῦντες, ταῖς χρείαις τῶν ἁγίων κοινωνοῦντες, τὴν 
φιλοξενίαν διώκοντες. 
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It can be seen above that not only does an adjective parallel a Participle in clauses 3 
and 4 (both with “one another”), but clause 5 has an adjective with the negative μή 
(rather than οὐ) clearly indicating an implicit verb (cf., 1 Timothy 3:6, 8 and 11 where μή 
precedes accusative adjectives after the explicit “should be” in 3:2, and similarly Titus 
1:7). 

Compare the lists in Philippians 1:27b–28: 

Μόνον ἀξίως τοῦ εὐαγγελίου τοῦ Χριστοῦ πολιτεύεσθε, ἵνα … ἀκούω τὰ περὶ ὑμῶν, ὅτι στήκετε 
ἐν ἑνὶ πνεύματι, μιᾷ ψυχῇ συναθλοῦντες τῇ πίστει τοῦ εὐαγγελίου καὶ μὴ πτυρόμενοι ἐν μηδενὶ 
ὑπὸ τῶν ἀντικειμένων, … 

and 2:2–4: 

πληρώσατέ μου τὴν χαρὰν ἵνα τὸ αὐτὸ φρονῆτε, τὴν αὐτὴν ἀγάπην ἔχοντες, σύμψυχοι, τὸ ἓν 
φρονοῦντες, μηδὲν κατ᾽ ἐριθείαν μηδὲ κατὰ κενοδοξίαν ἀλλὰ τῇ ταπεινοφροσύνῃ ἀλλήλους 
ἡγούμενοι ὑπερέχοντας ἑαυτῶν, μὴ τὰ ἑαυτῶν ἕκαστος σκοποῦντες ἀλλὰ [καὶ] τὰ ἑτέρων ἕκαστοι. 

Reed (1997:350) says of these: 
the series of participles (2.2c, e, 3b, 4a), verbless clauses (2.2d, 3a, 4b) and subjunctive (2.2b) 
which are all initiated with the particle ἵνα and all arise from the imperative πληρώσατε in 2.2a, 
are also probably best treated functionally as commands, albeit made in a circuitous manner. So 
also the participles in 1.27g, 28 after the imperative στήκετε similarly function as commands. 

I analyse these as Postnuclear Participles. In both cases, there is some doubt as to 
whether the Participles relate to the first or second Main Verb. If the first, they refer to 
the MANNER of achieving the Main Verb, and take their Imperatival force from the 
mood of the preceding Main Verb, since the Main Verb marks the tense/mood of the 
whole scenario. If the second, they are probably best regarded as referring to SPECIFIC 
items from the scenario of the generic Main Verb. 



 

664 

K. Texts Showing the Link Between the Article and Information 
Status 

This appendix provides textual evidence that the Greek article is used for referring to 
Hearer-old information, as described in chapter 6.3. 

A short text which shows the link between the article and Hearer-old status is Luke 
8:26–39 (first mention bold, arthrous underlined): 

8.26 Καὶ κατέπλευσαν εἰς τὴν χώραν τῶν Γερασηνῶν, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἀντιπέρα τῆς Γαλιλαίας. 
8.27 ἐξελθόντι δὲ αὐτῷ ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν ὑπήντησεν ἀνήρ τις ἐκ τῆς πόλεως ἔχων δαιμόνια καὶ χρόνῳ 
ἱκανῷ οὐκ ἐνεδύσατο ἱμάτιον καὶ ἐν οἰκίᾳ οὐκ ἔμενεν ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τοῖς μνήμασιν. 8.28 ἰδὼν δὲ τὸν 
Ἰησοῦν ἀνακράξας προσέπεσεν αὐτῷ καὶ φωνῇ μεγάλῃ εἶπεν, Τί ἐμοὶ καὶ σοί, Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ 
τοῦ ὑψίστου; δέομαί σου, μή με βασανίσῃς 8.29 παρήγγειλεν γὰρ τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἀκαθάρτῳ 
ἐξελθεῖν ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. πολλοῖς γὰρ χρόνοις συνηρπάκει αὐτόν καὶ ἐδεσμεύετο ἁλύσεσιν καὶ 
πέδαις φυλασσόμενος καὶ διαρρήσσων τὰ δεσμὰ ἠλαύνετο ὑπὸ τοῦ δαιμονίου εἰς τὰς ἐρήμους. 
8.30 ἐπηρώτησεν δὲ αὐτὸν ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Τί σοι ὄνομά ἐστιν; ὁ δὲ εἶπεν, Λεγιών, ὅτι εἰσῆλθεν 
δαιμόνια πολλὰ εἰς αὐτόν. 8.31 καὶ παρεκάλουν αὐτὸν ἵνα μὴ ἐπιτάξῃ αὐτοῖς εἰς τὴν ἄβυσσον 
ἀπελθεῖν. 

 8.32 Ἦν δὲ ἐκεῖ ἀγέλη χοίρων ἱκανῶν βοσκομένη ἐν τῷ ὄρει· καὶ παρεκάλεσαν αὐτὸν ἵνα 
ἐπιτρέψῃ αὐτοῖς εἰς ἐκείνους εἰσελθεῖν· καὶ ἐπέτρεψεν αὐτοῖς. 8.33 ἐξελθόντα δὲ τὰ δαιμόνια ἀπὸ 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου εἰσῆλθον εἰς τοὺς χοίρους, καὶ ὥρμησεν ἡ ἀγέλη κατὰ τοῦ κρημνοῦ εἰς τὴν λίμνην 
καὶ ἀπεπνίγη. 8.34 ἰδόντες δὲ οἱ βόσκοντες τὸ γεγονὸς ἔφυγον καὶ ἀπήγγειλαν εἰς τὴν πόλιν καὶ 
εἰς τοὺς ἀγρούς. 8.35 ἐξῆλθον δὲ ἰδεῖν τὸ γεγονὸς καὶ ἦλθον πρὸς τὸν Ἰησοῦν καὶ εὗρον 
καθήμενον τὸν ἄνθρωπον ἀφ᾽ οὗ τὰ δαιμόνια ἐξῆλθεν ἱματισμένον καὶ σωφρονοῦντα παρὰ τοὺς 
πόδας τοῦ Ἰησοῦ, καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν. 8.36 ἀπήγγειλαν δὲ αὐτοῖς οἱ ἰδόντες πῶς ἐσώθη ὁ 
δαιμονισθείς. 8.37 καὶ ἠρώτησεν αὐτὸν ἅπαν τὸ πλῆθος τῆς περιχώρου τῶν Γερασηνῶν ἀπελθεῖν 
ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν, ὅτι φόβῳ μεγάλῳ συνείχοντο· αὐτὸς δὲ ἐμβὰς εἰς πλοῖον ὑπέστρεψεν. 8.38 ἐδεῖτο δὲ 
αὐτοῦ ὁ ἀνὴρ ἀφ᾽ οὗ ἐξεληλύθει τὰ δαιμόνια εἶναι σὺν αὐτῷ· ἀπέλυσεν δὲ αὐτὸν λέγων, 8.39 
Ὑπόστρεφε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου καὶ διηγοῦ ὅσα σοι ἐποίησεν ὁ θεός. καὶ ἀπῆλθεν καθ᾽ ὅλην τὴν 
πόλιν κηρύσσων ὅσα ἐποίησεν αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς. 

An analysis of the information status of the nouns and noun phrases is as follows: 
Ref. Noun phrase Information status 

8:26 τὴν χώραν 2b KNOWN inferrable (Gerasenes 8:26) 

 τῶν Γερασηνῶν 2b KNOWN unused (whole world scenario) 

 τῆς Γαλιλαίας. 3c GIVEN textual-displaced (Galilee 5:17) 

8:27 τὴν γῆν 2b KNOWN inferrable (lake 8:22, get out 8:27) 

 ἀνήρ 1 NEW 

 τῆς πόλεως 2b KNOWN inferrable (region 8:26) 

 δαιμόνια 1 NEW 

 ἱμάτιον 1 NEW 

 οἰκίᾳ 1 NEW 

 τοῖς μνήμασιν. 2b KNOWN inferrable (region 8:26, town 8:27) 

8:28 τὸν Ἰησοῦν 3b GIVEN textual-current (him 8:27) 
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Ref. Noun phrase Information status 

8:29 τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἀκαθάρτῳ 3b GIVEN textual-current (demons 8:27) 

 τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 8:27) 

 ἁλύσεσιν καὶ πέδαις 1 NEW 

 τὰ δεσμὰ 3b GIVEN textual-current (chains, etc. 8:29) 

 τοῦ δαιμονίου 3b GIVEN textual-current (demons 8:27, 29) 

 τὰς ἐρήμους 2b KNOWN inferrable (region 8:26) 

8:30 ὁ Ἰησοῦς 3b GIVEN textual-current (Jesus 8:28) 

 ὄνομά 1 NEW 
  (or 2b KNOWN inferrable (man 8:27) +salient) 

 Λεγιών, 1 NEW 

 δαιμόνια πολλὰ 1 NEW (not simply the demons 8:27) 

8:31 τὴν ἄβυσσον 2b KNOWN unused (whole world scenario) 

8:32 ἀγέλη χοίρων 1 NEW 

 τῷ ὄρει 2b KNOWN inferrable (region 8:26, lake 8:22) 

8:33 τὰ δαιμόνια 3b GIVEN textual-current (demons 8:27, 30) 

 τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 8:27, 29) 

 τοὺς χοίρους, 3b GIVEN textual-current (pigs 8:32) 

 ἡ ἀγέλη 3b GIVEN textual-current (herd 8:32) 

 τοῦ κρημνοῦ 2b KNOWN inferrable (mountain 8:23) 

 τὴν λίμνην 3c GIVEN textual-displaced (lake 8:22) 

8:34 οἱ βόσκοντες 2b KNOWN inferrable (herd 8:32) 

 τὸ γεγονὸς 3b GIVEN textual-current (8:28–33) 

 τὴν πόλιν 3b GIVEN textual-current (town 8:27) 

 τοὺς ἀγρούς 2b KNOWN inferrable (region 8:26, town 8:34) 

8:35 τὸ γεγονὸς 3b GIVEN textual-current (8:34) 

 τὸν Ἰησοῦν 3b GIVEN textual-current (Jesus 8:28, 30) 

 τὸν ἄνθρωπον 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 8:27, 29, 32) 

 τὰ δαιμόνια 3b GIVEN textual-current (demons 8:27, 30, 32) 

 τοὺς πόδας 2b KNOWN inferrable (Jesus 8:35) 

 τοῦ Ἰησου 3b GIVEN textual-current (Jesus 8:28, 30, 35) 

8:36 οἱ ἰδόντες 2b KNOWN inferrable (region 8:26, town 8:34) 

 ὁ δαιμονισθείς 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 8:27, 29, 32, 35) 
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Ref. Noun phrase Information status 

8:37 τὸ πλῆθος 2b KNOWN inferrable (neighbourhood 8:37) 

 τῆς περιχώρου 2b KNOWN inferrable (region 8:26, town 8:34) 

 τῶν Γερασηνῶν 3b GIVEN textual-current (Gerasenes 8:26) 

 φόβῳ μεγάλω 1 NEW 

 πλοῖον 1 NEW 

8:38 ὁ ἀνὴρ 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 8:27, 29, 32, 35, 
  demonized 36) 

 τὰ δαιμόνια 3b GIVEN textual-current (demons 8:27, 30, 32, 35) 

8:39 τὸν οἶκόν σου 2b KNOWN inferrable (you 8:39) 

 ὁ θεός 2b KNOWN unused (whole world scenario) 

 τὴν πόλιν 3b GIVEN textual-current (town 8:34) 

 ὁ Ἰησοῦς. 3b GIVEN textual-current (Jesus 8:28, 30, 35 (2 x)) 

Note the correlation between Discourse-new items (bolded), use of the article 
(underlined), and information status: 

a. NEW information is bolded but not underlined, being Discourse-new, but anarthrous. 
Lack of the article marks NEW information as salient, since it is Hearer-new. 

b. KNOWN information is bolded and underlined, being Discourse-new and arthrous. 
Use of the article means KNOWN information is not marked salient, since it is 
predictable from open scenarios. 

c. GIVEN information is not bolded, but is underlined, being Discourse-old and 
arthrous. Use of the article means GIVEN information is not marked salient. (3a 
GIVEN situational is not strictly Discourse-old as it is not part of the discourse’s co-
text. However, it is part of the discourse’s real life context, and so treated as in the 
hearer’s consciousness). 

Note also that the author has the choice of presenting information as NEW, KNOWN, 
or GIVEN. Thus, assuming that πλοῖον in 8:37 refers to the same boat as in 8:22, which 
seems likely, the author could have chosen the articular form to mark 3c GIVEN textual-
displaced. Presumably the author was not focussing on the identity of this particular boat, 
and thus chose to present it as NEW. 

Note also that KNOWN and GIVEN information may be marked salient by the 
omission of the article. This will be discussed below. 
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Similarly, Luke 14:16–24 (first mention bold, arthrous underlined): 

14.16 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, Ἄνθρωπός τις ἐποίει δεῖπνον μέγα, καὶ ἐκάλεσεν πολλούς 14.17 καὶ 
ἀπέστειλεν τὸν δοῦλον αὐτοῦ τῇ ὥρᾳ τοῦ δείπνου εἰπεῖν τοῖς κεκλημένοις, Ἔρχεσθε, ὅτι ἤδη 
ἕτοιμά ἐστιν. 14.18 καὶ ἤρξαντο ἀπὸ μιᾶς πάντες παραιτεῖσθαι. ὁ πρῶτος εἶπεν αὐτῷ, Ἀγρὸν 
ἠγόρασα καὶ ἔχω ἀνάγκην ἐξελθὼν ἰδεῖν αὐτόν· ἐρωτῶ σε, ἔχε με παρῃτημένον. 14.19 καὶ ἕτερος 
εἶπεν, Ζεύγη βοῶν ἠγόρασα πέντε καὶ πορεύομαι δοκιμάσαι αὐτά· ἐρωτῶ σε, ἔχε με παρῃτημένον. 
14.20 καὶ ἕτερος εἶπεν, Γυναῖκα ἔγημα καὶ διὰ τοῦτο οὐ δύναμαι ἐλθεῖν. 14.21 καὶ παραγενόμενος 
ὁ δοῦλος ἀπήγγειλεν τῷ κυρίῳ αὐτοῦ ταῦτα. τότε ὀργισθεὶς ὁ οἰκοδεσπότης εἶπεν τῷ δούλῳ 
αὐτοῦ, Ἔξελθε ταχέως εἰς τὰς πλατείας καὶ ῥύμας τῆς πόλεως καὶ τοὺς πτωχοὺς καὶ ἀναπείρους 
καὶ τυφλοὺς καὶ χωλοὺς εἰσάγαγε ὧδε. 14.22 καὶ εἶπεν ὁ δοῦλος, Κύριε, γέγονεν ὃ ἐπέταξας, καὶ 
ἔτι τόπος ἐστίν. 14.23 καὶ εἶπεν ὁ κύριος πρὸς τὸν δοῦλον, Ἔξελθε εἰς τὰς ὁδοὺς καὶ φραγμοὺς 
καὶ ἀνάγκασον εἰσελθεῖν, ἵνα γεμισθῇ μου ὁ οἶκος· 14.24 λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐδεὶς τῶν ἀνδρῶν 
ἐκείνων τῶν κεκλημένων γεύσεταί μου τοῦ δείπνου. 

An analysis of the information status of the nouns and noun phrases is as follows: 
Ref. Noun phrase Information status 

14:16 Ἄνθρωπός 1 NEW 

 δεῖπνον μέγα 1 NEW 

 πολλούς 1 NEW 

14:17 τὸν δοῦλον αὐτοῦ 2b KNOWN inferrable (him 14:17) 

 τῇ ὥρᾳ 2b KNOWN inferrable (feast 14:16) 

 τοῦ δείπνου 3b GIVEN textual-current (feast 14:16) 

 τοῖς κεκλημένοις 3b GIVEN textual-current (many 14:16) 

14:18 ὁ πρῶτος 2b KNOWN inferrable (invitees 14:17) 

 Ἀγρὸν 1 NEW 

 ἀνάγκην 1 NEW 

14:19 ἕτερος 1 NEW 

 Ζεύγη βοῶν 1 NEW 

14:20 ἕτερος 1 NEW 

 Γυναῖκα 1 NEW 

14:21 ὁ δοῦλος 3b GIVEN textual-current (slave 14:17) 

 τῷ κυρίῳ 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 14:16) 

 ὁ οἰκοδεσπότης 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 14:16, Lord 14:21) 

 τῷ δούλῳ 3b GIVEN textual-current (slave 14:17, 21) 

 τὰς πλατείας καὶ ῥύμας 2b KNOWN inferrable (town 14:21) 

 τῆς πόλεως 2b KNOWN inferrable (man, big feast 14:16) 

 τοὺς πτωχοὺς καὶ ἀναπείρους καὶ τυφλοὺς καὶ χωλοὺς 
  2b KNOWN inferrable (town 14:21) 
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Ref. Noun phrase Information status 

14:22 ὁ δοῦλος 3b GIVEN textual-current (slave 14:17, 21 (2 x)) 

 Κύριε 3a GIVEN situational (Lord 14:21) +salient 

 τόπος 1 NEW 

14:23 ὁ κύριος 3b GIVEN textual-current (man 14:16, 21) 

 τὸν δοῦλον 3b GIVEN textual-current (slave 14:17, 21 (2 x), 22) 

 τὰς ὁδοὺς καὶ φραγμοὺς 2b KNOWN inferrable (town 14:21) 

 ὁ οἶκος 2b KNOWN inferrable (man 14:16, 21, 
  houseowner 14:21) 

14:24 τῶν ἀνδρῶν 3b GIVEN textual-current (invitees 14:17) 

 τοῦ δείπνου 3b GIVEN textual-current (feast 14:16, 17) 

Note the vocative in 14:22 is salient, as are nearly all vocatives, referring to GIVEN 
entities which are highly focal for interpersonal reasons. 

The above examples show the normal usage of the article, that is marking what the 
writer supposes to be Hearer-old information, i.e. information either in the text itself or 
recoverable from scenarios shared by the writer and his audience. 



 

669 

L. Texts Showing the Link between Article, Information Status, 
and Salience 

This appendix provides textual evidence that anarthrous nouns are used in Greek to 
mark Hearer-old items as salient, as described in chapter 6.4. 

The tendency for initial references (Discourse-new) to be anarthrous and subsequent 
references (Discourse-old) to be arthrous can be seen clearly in the sections from Acts 
which show Paul’s travels on his missionary journeys and name places. Exceptions to 
this rule will be discussed in terms of Hearer-old information status, and salience 
(prepositions and place names are underlined, names of regions and provinces are bolded, 
and the article is bolded): 

L1. First missionary journey 
13:4 Αὐτοὶ μὲν οὖν ἐκπεμφθέντες ὑπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος 
 them ( ) therefore having-been-sent-out by the Holy Spirit 

 

 κατῆλθον εἰς Σελεύκειαν, ἐκεῖθέν τε ἀπέπλευσαν εἰς Κύπρον, 
 went-down to Seleucia thence and sailed-off to Cyprus 

 

13:5 καὶ γενόμενοι ἐν Σαλαμῖνι κατήγγελλον … 
 and having-arrived in Salamis they announced … 

 

13:6 διελθόντες δὲ ὅλην τὴν νῆσον ἄχρι Πάφου εὗρον ἄνδρα τινὰ … 
 having-crossed ( ) all the island up-to Paphos they-found man certain … 

 

13:13 Ἀναχθέντες δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς Πάφου 
 having-sailed ( ) from the Paphos 

 

 οἱ περὶ Παῦλον ἦλθον εἰς Πέργην τῆς Παμφυλίας· 
 the around Paul went to Perga of-the Pamphylia 

 

 Ἰωάννης δὲ ἀποχωρήσας ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν ὑπέστρεψεν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα. 
 John ( ) having-departed from them returned to Jerusalem 

 

13:14 αὐτοὶ δὲ διελθόντες ἀπὸ τῆς Πέργης παρεγένοντο εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν τὴν Πισιδίαν. 
 they ( ) having-crossed from the Perga arrived to Antioch the Pisidian 

 

13:50 … ἐξέβαλον αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρίων αὐτῶν. 
 … they-expelled them from the borders of-them 

 

13:51 οἱ δὲ ἐκτιναξάμενοι τὸν κονιορτὸν τῶν ποδῶν ἐπ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἦλθον εἰς Ἰκόνιον, … 
 they ( ) having-shaken the dust of-the feet on them went to Iconium … 

 

14:5 ὡς δὲ ἐγένετο ὁρμὴ τῶν ἐθνῶν τε καὶ Ἰουδαίων … 
 when ( ) occurred plot of-the nations also and Jews … 
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14:6 συνιδόντες κατέφυγον εἰς τὰς πόλεις τῆς Λυκαονίας 
 having-found-out they-fled to the towns of-the Lycaonia 

 

 Λύστραν καὶ Δέρβην καὶ τὴν περίχωρον, … 
 Lystra and Derbe and the surrounds … 

 

14:8 Καί τις ἀνὴρ ἀδύνατος ἐν Λύστροις … 
 and certain man impotent in Lystra … 

 

14:20 … καὶ τῇ ἐπαύριον ἐξῆλθεν σὺν τῷ Βαρναβᾷ εἰς Δέρβην. … 
 … and the next-day he-left with the Barnabas to Derbe … 

 

14:21 Εὐαγγελισάμενοί τε τὴν πόλιν ἐκείνην καὶ μαθητεύσαντες ἱκανοὺς 
 having-evangelized also the town that and having discipled several 

 

 ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς τὴν Λύστραν καὶ εἰς Ἰκόνιον καὶ εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 they-returned to the Lystra and to Iconium and to Antioch … 

 

14:24 καὶ διελθόντες τὴν Πισιδίαν ἦλθον εἰς τὴν Παμφυλίαν 
 and having-crossed the Pisidia went to the Pamphylia 

 

14:25 καὶ λαλήσαντες ἐν Πέργῃ τὸν λόγον κατέβησαν εἰς Ἀττάλειαν 
 and having-told in Perga the word they-went-down to Attalia 

 

14:26 κἀκεῖθεν ἀπέπλευσαν εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 and-thence they sailed-off to Antioch … 

Summary 

There are 24 references to places; 22 being proper nouns. If the place has been 
previously mentioned in the immediate discourse, that reference is in brackets. 
Occurrences are sorted according to prepositions and case: 

To, in, and accusative 

13:4 εἰς Σελεύκειαν 

13:4 εἰς Κύπρον, 

13:5 ἐν Σαλαμῖνι 

13:6 ἄχρι Πάφου 

13:13 εἰς Πέργην τῆς Παμφυλίας· 

13:13 εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα. 

13:14 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν τὴν Πισιδίαν … 

13:51 εἰς Ἰκόνιον, … 

14:6 εἰς τὰς πόλεις τῆς Λυκαονίας 

14:6 Λύστραν 
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14:6 Δέρβην 

14:8 ἐν Λύστροις (14:6) 

14:20 εἰς Δέρβην (14:6) 

14:21 τὴν πόλιν ἐκείνην (14:20) (evangelizing that town) 

14:21 εἰς τὴν Λύστραν (14:8) 

14:21 εἰς Ἰκόνιον (13:51) 

14:21 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν (13:14) 

14:24 τὴν Πισιδίαν (13:14) 

14:24 εἰς τὴν Παμφυλίαν (13:13) 

14:25 ἐν Πέργῃ (13:13) 

14:25 εἰς Ἀττάλειαν 

14:26 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν (13:1 ἐν Ἀντιοχείᾳ) 

From 

13:13 ἀπὸ τῆς Πάφου (13:6) 

13:14 ἀπὸ τῆς Πέργης (13:13) 

There are only two occurrences of ἀπό. Both are followed by a proper noun with the 
article, and both occur when the proper noun has already been introduced (without the 
article). Thus these places are regarded as Hearer-old and nonsalient. 
13:13 ἀπὸ τῆς Πάφου (13:6) 

13:14 ἀπὸ τῆς Πέργης (13:13) 

There are only three other occurrences of reference to a town with the article: 
14:6 εἰς τὰς πόλεις τῆς Λυκαονίας 

14:21 τὴν πόλιν ἐκείνην (Δέρβην 14:20) 

14:21 εἰς τὴν Λύστραν (14:8) 

The first occurrence (Acts 14:6) refers to unnamed towns, which are Discourse-new but 
presented as Hearer-old. These are the towns of Lycaonia, which are Hearer-old because 
everyone knows that regions have towns in them, i.e. the scenario for Lycaonia, by virtue 
of being known as a region, has slots in it for “towns”. Two specific towns falling into 
this category, Lystra and Derbe, are introduced immediately after this generic phrase as 
Discourse-new (no article). The other two occurrences, refer back to a Discourse-old 
proper noun, which has been recently mentioned. 

There are four occurrences of a proper noun, which is Discourse-old, but without an 
article. Two occurrences (Acts 14:8, 20) are used when the narrative action moves to 
towns which have already been mentioned (Acts 14:6). These towns then are “salient” as 
the place where current narrative occurs. 

14:8 ἐν Λύστροις (14:6) 

14:20 εἰς Δέρβην (14:6) 
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Two other occurrences (Acts 14:21) come in a list of three towns, all of which have 
already been mentioned, as below. Since all three towns have been previously visited and 
are all being revisited on the return journey, why should the first be arthrous, and the 
latter two not? 

14:21 εἰς τὴν Λύστραν (14:8) (14:19 the town) 

14:21 εἰς Ἰκόνιον (13:51, 14:19 Jews came from …) 

14:21 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν (13:14, 14:19 Jews came from …) 

The answer seems to be that Lystra, being the last town visited before the current town 
Derbe, is still as it were “in the wings” of the stage, being Discourse-recent and 
presumably in short-term memory, so can be referred back to by the Hearer-old marker. 
In contrast, Iconium and Antioch although Discourse-old are not Discourse-recent as 
places where Paul has been. To reintroduce them to the discourse, they are marked 
“salient” as if this were a first reference. 

There are five proper nouns referring to regions or provinces, as opposed to towns or 
islands. All five occurrences of these take the article, regardless of whether they are 
direct object, after εἰς or part of the Noun Phrase. 

13:13 εἰς Πέργην τῆς Παμφυλίας· 

13:14 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν τὴν Πισιδίαν … 

14:6 εἰς τὰς πόλεις τῆς Λυκαονίας 

14:24 τὴν Πισιδίαν 

14:24 εἰς τὴν Παμφυλίαν 

These data support the hypotheses that arthrous nouns refer to Hearer-old items and 
anarthrous nouns for Hearer-old items mark them as salient. 

Regions or provinces are typically arthrous, whether or not they are Discourse-new 
or Discourse-old, since they are assumed to be Hearer-old, i.e. places the audience has 
heard of before, and are not being regarded as “salient” (e.g. Pamphylia, Acts 14:24). 

In contrast towns and islands, although Hearer-old, are typically anarthrous when 
they are being approached or something happens in them, marking them as salient or 
significant in that section of text (e.g. Perga, Acts 13:13). However, when they are being 
left they typically have the article, since they are now Discourse-old and are no longer 
regarded as salient (e.g. Perga, Acts 13:14). When Discourse-old towns have gone out of 
narrative focus and are reintroduced, then the Discourse-new “salience” marking is used 
(e.g. Iconium, Acts14:21) 

L2. Council of Jerusalem 
15:2 … ἔταξαν ἀναβαίνειν Παῦλον καὶ Βαρναβᾶν … εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ … 
 … they-appointed to-go-up Paul and Barnabas … to Jerusalem … 
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15:3 Οἱ μὲν οὖν προπεμφθέντες ὑπὸ τῆς ἐκκληςίας 
 they ( ) therefore having-been-sent by the church 

 διήρχοντο τήν τε Φοινίκην καὶ Σαμάρειαν ἐκδιηγούμενοι … 
 were-going-through the both Phoenicia and Samaria describing … 

 

15:4 παραγενόμενοι δὲ εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ παρεδέχθησαν … ἀνήγγειλάν … 
 having-arrived ( ) to Jerusalem they-were-received … they-reported … 

 

15:22 Τότε ἔδοξε … πέμψαι εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν σὺν τῷ Παύλῳ καὶ Βαρναβᾷ, … 
 then seemed-good … to-send to Antioch with the Paul and Barnabas … 

 

15:30 Οἱ μὲν οὖν ἀπολυθέντες κατῆλθον εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν … 
 they ( ) therefore having-been-dismissed went-down to Antioch … 

Summary 

Towns 
15:2 εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ (13:13) 

15:4 εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ (15:2) 

15:22 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν (14:26) 

15:30 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν (15:22) 

Regions and provinces 
15:3 τήν τε Φοινίκην καὶ Σαμάρειαν (Phoenicia 11.19; Samaria 1.8, 8.1, 9.31) 

Again in this section we have four occurrences of εἰς with town names. They are 
Discourse-old, but pericope-new (3c GIVEN textual-displaced) in 15:2 and 15:22, and 
Discourse-old and pericope-old (3b GIVEN textual-current) in 15:4 and 15:30. In all 
cases these are anarthrous, being “salient” either as pericope-new items, or locations of 
significant narrative events. 

Again we have Discourse-old but pericope-new reference (3c GIVEN textual-
displaced) to regions, Phoenicia and Samaria, which are conjoined with a single article. 
They are thus presented as a single geographical region, which is Hearer-old (part of 
long-term memory, i.e. general world knowledge and long-term discourse memory). 
They are not presented as “salient”. 

L3. Second missionary journey 
15:39 ἐγένετο δὲ παροξυσμὸς 
 occurred ( ) sharp-contention 

 

  ὥστε ἀποχωρισθῆναι αὐτοὺς ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων, 
  so-that to-be-separated them from one-another 

 

  τόν τε Βαρναβᾶν παραλαβόντα τὸν Μᾶρκον ἐκπλεῦσαι εἰς Κύπρον, 
  the and Barnabas having-taken the Mark to-sail-out to Cyprus 
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15:40 Παῦλος δὲ ἐπιλεξάμενος Σιλᾶν ἐξῆλθεν 
 Paul ( ) having-chosen Silas left 

 

 παραδοθεὶς τῇ χάριτι τοῦ κυρίου ὑπὸ τῶν ἀδελφῶν. 
 having-been-commended in-the grace of-the Lord by the brothers 

 

15:41 διήρχετο δὲ τὴν Συρίαν καὶ [τὴν] Κιλικίαν ἐπιστηρίζων τὰς ἐκκλησίας. 
 he-was-crossing ( ) the Syria and [the] Cilicia strengthening the churches 

 

16:1 Κατήντησεν δὲ [καὶ] εἰς Δέρβην καὶ εἰς Λύστραν. … 
 he-came-down ( ) [also] to Derbe and to Lystra … 

 

16:6 Διῆλθον δὲ τὴν Φρυγίαν καὶ Γαλατικὴν χώραν 
 they-crossed ( ) the Phrygia and Galatian country 

 

 κωλυθέντες ὑπὸ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος λαλῆσαι τὸν λόγον ἐν τῇ Ἀσίᾳ· 
 having-been-blocked by the Holy Spirit to-speak the word in the Asia 

 

16:7 ἐλθόντες δὲ κατὰ τὴν Μυσίαν ἐπείραζον εἰς τὴν Βιθυνίαν πορευθῆναι, 
 having-come ( ) near the Mysia they-were-trying in the Bithynia to-go 

 

 καὶ οὐκ εἴασεν αὐτοὺς τὸ πνεῦμα Ἰησοῦ· 
 and not allowed them the spirit of-Jesus 

 

16:8 παρελθόντες δὲ τὴν Μυσίαν κατέβησαν εἰς Τρῳάδα. … 
 having-bypassed ( ) the Mysia they-went-down to Troas … 

 

16:9 καὶ ὅραμα διὰ [τῆς] νυκτὸς τῷ Παύλῳ ὤφθη, 
 and vision through [the] night to-the Paul appeared 

 

 ἀνὴρ Μακεδών τις ἦν ἑστὼς καὶ παρακαλῶν αὐτὸν καὶ λέγων, 
 man Macedonian certain was standing and beseeching him and saying 

 

 Διαβὰς εἰς Μακεδονίαν βοήθησον ἡμῖν. 
 having-crossed to Macedonia help us 

 

16:10 ὡς δὲ τὸ ὅραμα εἶδεν, εὐθέως ἐζητήσαμεν ἐξελθεῖν εἰς Μακεδονίαν 
 when ( ) the vision he-saw straightway we-sought to-leave to Macedonia 

 

 συμβιβάζοντες ὅτι προσκέκληται ἡμᾶς ὁ θεὸς εὐαγγελίσασθαι αὐτούς. 
 concluding that has-called us the God to-evangelize them 

 

16:11 Ἀναχθέντες δὲ ἀπὸ Τρῳάδος εὐθυδρομήσαμεν εἰς Σαμοθρᾴκην, 
 having-sailed ( ) from Troas we-went-straight to Samothrace 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἐπιούσῃ εἰς Νέαν Πόλιν 
 on-the ( ) next-day to Neapolis 
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16:12 κἀκεῖθεν εἰς Φιλίππους, … 
 and-thence to Philippi … 

 

16:40 ἐξελθόντες δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς φυλακῆς εἰσῆλθον πρὸς τὴν Λυδίαν 
 having-gone-out ( ) from the jail they-entered to the Lydia 

 

 καὶ ἰδόντες παρεκάλεσαν τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς καὶ ἐξῆλθαν. 
 and having-seen they-exhorted the brothers and left 

 

17:1 Διοδεύσαντες δὲ τὴν Ἀμφίπολιν καὶ τὴν Ἀπολλωνίαν 
 having-gone-through ( ) the Amphipolis and the Apollonia 

 

 ἦλθον εἰς Θεσσαλονίκην … 
 they-came to Thessalonika … 

 

17:10 Οἱ δὲ ἀδελφοὶ … ἐξέπεμψαν τόν τε Παῦλον καὶ τὸν Σιλᾶν εἰς Βέροιαν, 
 the ( ) brothers … sent-out the both Paul and the Silas to Berea 

 

 οἵτινες παραγενόμενοι εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν τῶν Ἰουδαίων ἀπῄεσαν. … 
 who having-arrived into the synagogue of-the Jews went … 

 

17:14 εὐθέως δὲ τότε τὸν Παῦλον ἐξαπέστειλαν οἱ ἀδελφοὶ 
 immediately ( ) then the Paul[object] sent-away the brothers

 

  πορεύεσθαι ἕως ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν, 
  to-travel as-far-as to the sea 

 

 ὑπέμεινάν τε ὅ τε Σιλᾶς καὶ ὁ Τιμόθεος ἐκεῖ. 
 and remained also the both Silas and the Timothy there 

 

17:15 οἱ δὲ καθιστάνοντες τὸν Παῦλον ἤγαγον ἕως Ἀθηνῶν, … 
 the ( ) conducting the Paul led as-far-as Athens … 

 

18:1 Μετὰ ταῦτα χωρισθεὶς ἐκ τῶν Ἀθηνῶν ἦλθεν εἰς Κόρινθον. … 
 after those[things] having-left from the Athens he-went to Corinth … 

 

18:18 Ὁ δὲ Παῦλος ἔτι προσμείνας ἡμέρας ἱκανὰς τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς 
 the ( ) Paul more having-remained days several with-the brothers 

 

 ἀποταξάμενος ἐξέπλει εἰς τὴν Συρίαν, … 
 having-bid-farewell sailed-off to the Syria … 

 

 κειράμενος ἐν Κεγχρεαῖς τὴν κεφαλήν, 
 having-shorn in Cenchrea the head 

 

  εἶχεν γὰρ εὐχήν. 
  he-had for vow 
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18:19 κατήντησαν δὲ εἰς Ἔφεσον … 
 they-came-down ( ) to Ephesus … 

 

18:21 ἀλλὰ ἀποταξάμενος καὶ εἰπών … ἀνήχθη ἀπὸ τῆς Ἐφέσου, 
 but having-bade-farewell and having-said … he-sailed from the Ephesus 

 

18:22 καὶ κατελθὼν εἰς Καισάρειαν, 
 and having-gone-down to Caesarea 

 

 ἀναβὰς καὶ ἀσπασάμενος τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, 
 having-gone-up and having-greeted the church 

 

 κατέβη εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν, … 
 he-went-down to Antioch … 

Summary 

The occurrences have been divided according to semantic domains (towns and 
islands, versus regions and provinces), and grammar: 

Towns and Islands: To, in, and accusative 
15:39 εἰς Κύπρον, 

16:1 εἰς Δέρβην 

16:1 εἰς Λύστραν 

16:8 εἰς Τρῳάδα. 

16:11 εἰς Σαμοθρᾴκην, 

16:11 εἰς Νέαν Πόλιν 

16:12 εἰς Φιλίππους 

17:1 τὴν Ἀμφίπολιν 

17:1 τὴν Ἀπολλωνίαν 

17:1 εἰς Θεσσαλονίκην 

17:10 εἰς Βέροιαν, 

17:15 ἕως Ἀθηνῶν 

18:1 εἰς Κόρινθον 

18:18 ἐν Κεγχρεαῖς 

18:19 εἰς Ἔφεσον 

18:22 εἰς Καισάρειαν 

18:22 εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν (15:35) 
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From 
16:11 ἀπὸ Τρῳάδος (16:8) 

18:1 ἐκ τῶν Ἀθηνῶν (17:15) 

18:21 ἀπὸ τῆς Ἐφέσου (18:19) 

Regions and provinces: To, in, and accusative 
 

15:41 τὴν Συρίαν καὶ [τὴν] Κιλικίαν 

16:6 τὴν Φρυγίαν καὶ Γαλατικὴν χώραν 

16:6 ἐν τῇ Ἀσίᾳ· 

16:7 κατὰ τὴν Μυσίαν 

16:7 εἰς τὴν Βιθυνίαν 

16:8 τὴν Μυσίαν 

16:9 εἰς Μακεδονίαν 

16:10 εἰς Μακεδονίαν 

16:18 εἰς τὴν Συρίαν 
 

17:14 ἕως ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν 

There are 17 occurrences of town or island names in the accusative or after “to” or 
“in”. Note that 15 of these are without the article, presenting them as “salient”. They are 
all Discourse-new, certainly as far as this particular pericope, Paul’s second missionary 
journey, is concerned. Why then are two Discourse-new towns, only appearing here in 
Acts, marked with the article as Hearer-old? That is: 

17:1 Διοδεύσαντες δὲ τὴν Ἀμφίπολιν καὶ τὴν Ἀπολλωνίαν 

 having-gone-through ( ) the Amphipolis and the Apollonia 

I believe they are marked Hearer-old because the author assumes that the audience will 
have heard of these towns (2a KNOWN unused). This is supported by their being used in 
a Prenuclear Aorist Participle construction, which, according to my theory, indicates that 
Luke expected his audience (Theophilus at least) to know that Amphipolis and Apollonia 
are on the way between Philippi and Thessalonica. I believe they are not marked as 
“salient” since nothing happens there, they are just “passed through”. 

There are three town names after ἀπό or ἐκ ‘from’. All three are Discourse-old and 
as expected two of these take the article, marking Hearer-old. They are also, of course, 
nonsalient, since they are being left. 

18:1 ἐκ τῶν Ἀθηνῶν (17:15) 

18:21 ἀπὸ τῆς Ἐφέσου (18:19) 

Note, however, the irregularity of ἀπό with a Discourse-old town name and no 
article: 

16:11 ἀπὸ Τρῳάδος (16:8) 
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Even though they are leaving Troas, Troas is marked as salient. Perhaps Troas is marked 
salient as one would have expected Paul to evangelize there, but instead he leaves 
immediately. A more convincing explanation, however, is the strong focus on going to 
Macedonia so that even the town they sail from is marked salient. Perhaps also there is a 
kind of inclusio going on to emphasize the call to Macedonia. In any case, the lack of an 
article with Troas here seems to be statistically unusual, and hence marked as “salient”. 

16:8 εἰς Τρῳάδα. 

16:9 εἰς Μακεδονίαν 

16:10 εἰς Μακεδονίαν 

16:11 ἀπὸ Τρῳάδος 

This salience marking corresponds with “the stress which the narrative lays on this move-
ment into Greece” where, in 16:6–10, “Luke emphasizes at every stage the travellers 
receive supernatural guidance” (Barrett 1998:765). 

The references to the province of Macedonia above are also statistically marked. Out 
of nine references to provinces listed above only these two references lack the article. 
The first reference could be regarded as Discourse-new, but we have seen above that 
provinces, even when Discourse-new, are regularly introduced by the Hearer-old marker, 
the article. Here then, we can say that the lack of an article is statistically marked. This 
seems to conform to the concept of the lack of an article marking salience, since at 
discourse level Macedonia seems to be salient, since there is a very specific divine call to 
Macedonia, by means of a vision (Acts 16:9), and Acts 16:6 and 7 each contain 
references to the Holy Spirit blocking their moves in other directions. 

Another very intriguing factor comes into play here. Acts 16:10 is the first of the 
“we” passages. The sudden appearance of “we” late on in the book of Acts has led some 
scholars to believe that the “we” passages have been taken from some other travel 
narrative (e.g. Barrett 1998:xxv–xxx, summarizing this debate). However, the establish-
ment of the interpersonal “I/you” relationship in Acts 1:1, where “I” is the author of the 
book and “you” is Theophilus, makes it a reasonable interpretation (both for Theophilus 
and today’s exegete) that “we” refers to “I”, the author of the book of Acts, plus other 
unnamed individuals who are to be determined by the context (here the co-text suggests 
the “they” of Acts 16:8, i.e. Paul and his travelling companions). Whether the “we” 
passages were incorporated from some other source or were based on the personal notes 
or reminiscences of the author of Acts, the text as we have it suggests that the author of 
Acts joins the party at Troas for the mission to Macedonia (Alexander 1963:106–107; 
Marshall 1980:263–264; cf., more cautiously Barrett 1998:776). If this is so, the highly 
marked anarthrous nouns in 16:9, 10, and 11, for Macedonia and Troas, not only have 
theological significance in the text as shown above, but have deep personal significance 
for the author himself. The author’s own first-hand involvement in the story from now on 
may be another factor explaining the “salience” marking of certain place names. 

The one reference to “the sea”, Acts 17:14, is again Discourse-new but Hearer-old, 
part of the audience’s world knowledge. 
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L4. Third missionary journey 
18:23 καὶ ποιήσας χρόνον τινὰ ἐξῆλθεν, 
 and having-spent time certain he-left 

 

 διερχόμενος καθεξῆς τὴν Γαλατικὴν χώραν καὶ Φρυγίαν, 
 going-through in-order the Galatian region and Phrygia 

 

 ἐπιστηρίζων πάντας τοὺς μαθητάς. … 
 strengthening all the disciples … 

 

19:1 Ἐγένετο … Παῦλον διελθόντα τὰ ἀνωτερικὰ μέρη [κατ]ελθεῖν εἰς Ἔφεσον … 
 it-happened … Paul having-crossed the upper parts to-come to Ephesus … 

 

20:1 … μεταπεμψάμενος ὁ Παῦλος τοὺς μαθητὰς καὶ παρακαλέσας, 
 … having-summoned the Paul the disciples and having-exhorted 

 

 ἀσπασάμενος ἐξῆλθεν πορεύεσθαι εἰς Μακεδονίαν. 
 having-bade-farewell he-left to-travel to Macedonia 

 

20:2 διελθὼν δὲ τὰ μέρη ἐκεῖνα καὶ παρακαλέσας αὐτοὺς … 
 having-crossed ( ) the parts those and having-encouraged them … 

 

 ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν Ἑλλάδα 
 he-went to the Greece 

 

20:3 ποιήσας τε μῆνας τρεῖς· 
 having-spent also months three 

 

 γενομένης ἐπιβουλῆς αὐτῷ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἰουδαίων μέλλοντι ἀνάγεσθαι εἰς τὴν Συρίαν, 
 having-occurred plot to-him by the Jews intending to-sail to the Syria 

 

 ἐγένετο γνώμης τοῦ ὑποστρέφειν διὰ Μακεδονίας. … 
 he-became minded of to-return via Macedonia … 

 

20:5 οὗτοι δὲ προελθόντες ἔμενον ἡμᾶς ἐν Τρῳάδι, 
 these ( ) having-gone-ahead were-waiting for-us in Troas 

 

20:6 ἡμεῖς δὲ ἐξεπλεύσαμεν … ἀπὸ Φιλίππων, 
 we ( ) sailed-off … from Philippi 

 

 καὶ ἤλθομεν πρὸς αὐτοὺς εἰς τὴν Τρῳάδα … 
 and we-came to them in the Troas 

 

20:13 Ἡμεῖς δὲ προελθόντες ἐπὶ τὸ πλοῖον ἀνήχθημεν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἆσσον 
 we ( ) having-gone-ahead on the ship sailed to the Assos 
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 ἐκεῖθεν μέλλοντες ἀναλαμβάνειν τὸν Παῦλον· … 
 thence intending to-take-on-board the Paul … 

 

20:14 ὡς δὲ συνέβαλλεν ἡμῖν εἰς τὴν Ἆσσον, 
 when ( ) he-was-meeting us in the Assos 

 

 ἀναλαβόντες αὐτὸν ἤλθομεν εἰς Μιτυλήνην, 
 having-taken-on-board him we-came to Mitylene 

 

20:15 κἀκεῖθεν ἀποπλεύσαντες τῇ ἐπιούσῃ κατηντήσαμεν ἄντικρυς Χίου, 
 and-thence having-sailed the next-day we-arrived off Chios 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἑτέρᾳ παρεβάλομεν εἰς Σάμον, 
 on-the ( ) next-day we-crossed to Samos 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἐχομένῃ ἤλθομεν εἰς Μίλητον. 
 on-the ( ) next-day we-came to Miletus 

 

20:38 … προέπεμπον δὲ αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ πλοῖον. 
 … they-escorted ( ) him to the ship 

 

21:1 Ὡς δὲ ἐγένετο ἀναχθῆναι ἡμᾶς ἀποσπασθέντας ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν, 
 when ( ) it-happened to-sail us having-been-torn-away from them 

 

 εὐθυδρομήσαντες ἤλθομεν εἰς τὴν Κῶ, 
 having-gone-straight we-came to the Cos 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἑξῆς εἰς τὴν Ῥόδον κἀκεῖθεν εἰς Πάταρα· 
 on-the ( ) next-day to the Rhodes and-thence to Patara 

 

21:2 καὶ εὑρόντες πλοῖον διαπερῶν εἰς Φοινίκην 
 and having-found ship crossing to Phoenicia 

 

 ἐπιβάντες ἀνήχθημεν. 
 having-boarded we-sailed 

 

21:3 ἀναφάναντες δὲ τὴν Κύπρον καὶ καταλιπόντες αὐτὴν εὐώνυμον 
 having-sighted ( ) the Cyprus and having-left it on-the-left 

 

 ἐπλέομεν εἰς Συρίαν καὶ κατήλθομεν εἰς Τύρον· … 
 we-sailed to Syria and went-down to Tyre … 

 

21:6 ἀπησπασάμεθα ἀλλήλους καὶ ἀνέβημεν εἰς τὸ πλοῖον, 
 we-bade-farewell to-each-other and boarded to the ship 

 

 ἐκεῖνοι δὲ ὑπέστρεψαν εἰς τὰ ἴδια. 
 they ( ) returned to the own 
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21:7 Ἡμεῖς δὲ τὸν πλοῦν διανύσαντες ἀπὸ Τύρου κατηντήσαμεν εἰς Πτολεμαΐδα 
 we ( ) the voyage having-continued from Tyre arrived at Ptolemais 

 

 καὶ ἀσπασάμενοι τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς ἐμείναμεν ἡμέραν μίαν παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς. 
 and having-greeted the brothers remained day one with them 

 

21:8 τῇ δὲ ἐπαύριον ἐξελθόντες ἤλθομεν εἰς Καισάρειαν … 
 the ( ) next-day having-left we-came to Caesarea … 

 

21:15 … ἐπισκευασάμενοι ἀνεβαίνομεν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα· 
 … having-got-ready we-were-going-up to Jerusalem 

 

21:16 συνῆλθον δὲ καὶ τῶν μαθητῶν ἀπὸ Καισαρείας σὺν ἡμῖν, 
 went-along ( ) also of-the disciples from Caesarea with us 

 

 ἄγοντες παρ᾽ ᾧ ξενισθῶμεν Μνάσωνί … 
 bringing with whom we-may-lodge Mnason … 

 

21:17 Γενομένων δὲ ἡμῶν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα ἀσμένως ἀπεδέξαντο ἡμᾶς οἱ ἀδελφοί. … 
 having-arrived ( ) us to Jerusalem joyfully greeted us the brothers … 

L4.1. Summary 

The Paul only section here (Acts 18:23–20:4) shows typical patterning as seen 
above, except for two occurrences of Macedonia as salient. 

Towns 

19:1 εἰς Ἔφεσον 

Regions and provinces 
18:23 τὴν Γαλατικὴν χώραν καὶ Φρυγίαν, 

19:1 τὰ ἀνωτερικὰ μέρη (of Galatia and Phrygia 18:23) 

20:1 εἰς Μακεδονίαν. 

20:2 τὰ μέρη ἐκεῖνα (20:1 Macedonia) 

20:2 εἰς τὴν Ἑλλάδα 

20:3 εἰς τὴν Συρίαν, 

20:3 διὰ Μακεδονίας 

Discourse-new towns lack the article (19:1) i.e. are “salient”, but Discourse-new 
regions and provinces take the article (18:23, 20:2, 20:3) being marked Hearer-old 
nonsalient, except for Macedonia (20:1 and 20:3) which lacks the article and is thus 
salient. Also anaphoric reference with a common noun takes the article, being Discourse-
old and Hearer-old (20:2). Similarly, a Discourse-new element “the upper part” of a 
Discourse-old scenario “Galatia and Phrygia” (2b KNOWN inferrable) takes the article, 
i.e. is marked as Hearer-old, since everyone knows that provinces have various “parts”. 
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However, when we move into the “we” section of the journey (Acts 20:5–21:7) there 
seem to be certain irregularities: 

Towns and islands: To, in, accusative 
20:5 ἐν Τρῳάδι (they waited for us) 

20:6 εἰς τὴν Τρῳάδα (we met them) (20:5) 

20:13 ἐπὶ τὴν Ἆσσον (we sailed) 

20:14 εἰς τὴν Ἆσσον (Paul was meeting us) (20:13) 

20:14 εἰς Μιτυλήνην (we came) 

20:15 ἄντικρυς Χίου (we arrived) 

20:15 εἰς Σάμον (we crossed) 

20:15 εἰς Μίλητον (we came) 

21:1 εἰς τὴν Κῶ (we came) 

21:1 εἰς τὴν Ῥόδον (we came) 

21:1 εἰς Πάταρα (we came) 

21:3 τὴν Κύπρον (we sighted) 

21:3 εἰς Τύρον· (we went down) 

21:7 εἰς Πτολεμαΐδα (we arrived) 

21:8 εἰς Καισάρειαν (we came) 

21:15 εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα (we were going) 

21:17 εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα (we arrived) 

From 
20:6 ἀπὸ Φιλίππων (we sailed) 

21:6 ἀπὸ Τύρου (we continued) (21:7) 

21:16 ἀπὸ Καισαρείας (disciples from) (21:8) 

Regions and provinces: To, in, accusative 

21:2 εἰς Φοινίκην (ship which was crossing) 

21:3 εἰς Συρίαν (we sailed) 

In the “we” section, there are 17 occurrences of proper nouns for towns or islands 
with to, in or accusative. As expected most, i.e. 11, are without the article, being marked 
salient since they are Discourse-new. 

Of the six which have the article, two are anaphoric reference, and are marked 
Hearer-old, without salience: 

20:6 εἰς τὴν Τρῳάδα (we met them) (20:5) 

20:14 εἰς τὴν Ἆσσον (Paul was meeting us) (20:13) 

Note that the relevance of these places is simply as a place for meeting, thus not salient in 
the development of the journey. 
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The reference to Assos in 20:13 is Discourse-new but has the article: 
20:13 ἐπὶ τὴν Ἆσσον (we sailed) 

Of course it can take the article because it is presumably a town people have heard of, 
and thus is Hearer-old. But since towns are normally salient in this account of a 
missionary journey (naturally enough), why is Assos not marked as salient? The answer 
seems to be that the purpose of going there is stated simply as “because we intended to 
pick up Paul there.” In other words, like the two examples above, these places are 
nonfocal meeting places, not salient places on the route. 

Two other proper nouns with the article come in Acts 21:1. This seems extremely 
odd as the same verse has two names with an article, and one without. 
21:1 εἰς τὴν Κῶ (we came) 

21:1 εἰς τὴν Ῥόδον (we came) 

21:1 εἰς Πάταρα (we came) 

On the face of it, one might say the first two are islands, and the third a town, and the 
islands are here being treated as less salient, like regions. However, we have seen above 
in the earlier journeys that islands are normally marked salient. A clue comes from the 
grammatical structure of the sentence (verb in bold): 

21:1 … εὐθυδρομήσαντες ἤλθομεν εἰς τὴν Κῶ, 
 … having-gone-straight we-came to the Cos 

 

 τῇ δὲ ἑξῆς εἰς τὴν Ῥόδον κἀκεῖθεν εἰς Πάταρα· 
 on-the ( ) next-day to the Rhodes and-thence to Patara 

Here it can be seen that there is one verb covering the whole journey from Miletus 
(20:17) to Patara. Cos and Rhodes are simply predictable places on the route. They can 
be seen simply as stages in the script of the “travel from Miletus to Patara” scenario. If 
one remembers the start and finish, the middle bits can be filled in from the scenario. 
Thus Hearer-old nonsalient marking makes sense. In contrast Patara, the end of that 
section of the journey, is marked salient (no article). 

This leaves another unexplained use of the article: 
21:3 τὴν Κύπρον (we sighted) 

Again we see that Cyprus here is not the destination of a journey but simply a place on 
route that was sighted. As such it is not marked salient, but simply Hearer-old (from 
general knowledge). 

The remaining examples are where we expect an article, but find none, thus marking 
the noun as salient. 

In this section there are three town names with “from”, but they are all marked 
salient (whereas above in the non- “we” sections the pattern was nonsalience marking): 
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20:6 ἀπὸ Φιλίππων (we sailed) 

21:6 ἀπὸ Τύρου (we continued) (21:7) 

21:16 ἀπὸ Καισαρείας (disciples from) (21:8) 

The most reasonable explanation seems to be that these places are significant places on 
the main route, and to Luke, who visited them personally, they are salient, whether 
arriving or leaving. 

Similarly, in the “we” section of Paul’s third journey, there are two regions or 
provinces named, and both times they are marked salient, clearly breaking the pattern 
seen in accounts of the previous missionary journeys. 
21:2 εἰς Φοινίκην (ship which was crossing) 

21:3 εἰς Συρίαν (we sailed) 

To summarize, normally, in the travelogue sections of the missionary journeys, 
regions, and provinces (whether Discourse-new or Discourse-old) are marked Hearer-old, 
having the article. Towns and islands (whether Discourse-new or Discourse-old) are 
normally marked as “salient”, having no article, except after “from”, when they are being 
left and are thus Discourse-old, and no longer salient, and thus take the article. But in the 
“we” section of the travelogue of Paul’s missionary journeys (and trip to Jerusalem) what 
is elsewhere nonsalient is marked salient. The following chart shows the number of 
occurrences of normally nonsalient structures, in both Paul and “we” sections: 

 From town/island  Region/province  
Journey article no article article no article 
1 2 − 5 − 
Jerusalem − − 1 − 
2 Paul 2 − 7 − 
2 “we” − 1 − 2 
3 Paul − − 3 2 
3 “we” − 3 − 2 
Totals 4 4 16 6 

The numbers are small, but the asymmetry is remarkable. Apart from two occur-
rences of Macedonia in a non-we section (Acts 20:1 and 20:3), both of which are salient, 
these structures are always salient in the we passages, and always nonsalient in the non-
we passages. 

Without calling this proof, it is certainly evidence in support of the “we” passages 
being genuine first-hand recollection, since it seems beyond the scope of conscious 
textual editing to insert “salience” marking on places where the author was supposed to 
have been present, and omit it where he was supposed not to be. The salience marking 
could, of course, have been copied without change, along with “we” references, from 
someone else’s “first-hand” source, although this begs the question as to why the author 
of Acts would write a third person narrative yet incorporate some source material, 
without any adaptation, using first person forms. However, if the “we” passages indicate 
“where I, the author of Acts, travelled with Paul” (perhaps even visited for the first time), 
it is hardly surprising that the author should quite subconsciously mark these places as 
salient, whether arriving or leaving, whether town or province. 
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Whether the salience Luke gives to Macedonia in Paul’s section is simply part of his 
theological emphasis on that being God’s choice of itinerary, or whether it comes from 
the particular interest Luke himself has in the place he himself worked, or a combination 
of these, I leave to the reader to determine. I simply point out that Luke has marked 
Macedonia, and the itinerary of the “we” passages as unusually “salient”. 

L5. Journey to Rome 
Acts 27:1–28:16 is another “we” passage. The following clauses contain proper 

place names: 
27:1 Ὡς δὲ ἐκρίθη τοῦ ἀποπλεῖν ἡμᾶς εἰς τὴν ᾽Ιταλίαν … 
 when ( ) it-was-decided of-the to-sail us to the Italy … 

 

27:2 … πλοίῳ Ἀδραμυττηνῷ μέλλοντι πλεῖν εἰς τοὺς κατὰ τὴν Ἀσίαν τόπους. 
 … ship Adramyttian about-to sail to the along the Asia places 

 

27:2 … ὄντος σὺν ἡμῖν Ἀριστάρχου Μακεδόνος Θεσσαλονικέως. 
 … being with us Aristarchus Macedonian of Thessalonica 

 

27:3 τῇ τε ἑτέρᾳ κατήχθημεν εἰς Σιδῶνα … 
 on-the and next-day we-landed to Sidon … 

 

27:4 κἀκεῖθεν ἀναχθέντες ὑπεπλεύσαμεν τὴν Κύπρον … 
 thence having-sailed-off we-sailed-near the Cyprus … 

 

27:5 τό τε πέλαγος τὸ κατὰ τὴν Κιλικίαν καὶ Παμφυλίαν διαπλεύσαντες 
 the and sea the by the Cilicia and Pamphylia having-crossed 

 

 κατήλθομεν εἰς Μύρα τῆς Λυκίας. 
 we-came-down to Myra of-the Lycia 

 

27:6 … πλοῖον Ἀλεξανδρῖνον πλέον εἰς τὴν Ἰταλίαν … 
 … ship Alexandrian sailing to the Italy … 

 

27:7 … μόλις γενόμενοι κατὰ τὴν Κνίδον, 
 … hardly coming by the Cnidus 

 

 … ὑπεπλεύσαμεν τὴν Κρήτην κατὰ Σαλμώνην, 
 … we-sailed-under the Crete by Salmone 

 

27:8 … ἤλθομεν εἰς τόπον τινὰ καλούμενον Καλοὺς Λιμένας 
 … we-came to place certain being-called Fair Havens 

 

 ᾧ ἐγγὺς πόλις ἦν Λασαία. 
 to-which near city was Lasaea 

 

27:12 … εἴ πως δύναιντο καταντήσαντες εἰς Φοίνικα παραχειμάσαι 
 … if somehow they-might having arrived at Phoenix to-winter 
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 λιμένα τῆς Κρήτης … 
 port of-the Crete … 

 

27:13 … παρελέγοντο τὴν Κρήτην. 
 … they-coasted-past the Crete 

 

27:16 νησίον δέ τι ὑποδραμόντες καλούμενον Καῦδα … 
 isle ( ) certain running-below being-called Cauda … 

 

27:17 … φοβούμενοί τε μὴ εἰς τὴν Σύρτιν ἐκπέσωσιν … 
 … fearing and lest to the Syrtis they-might-fall-off … 

 

27:21 … μὴ ἀνάγεσθαι ἀπὸ τῆς Κρήτης … 
 … not to-set-sail from the Crete … 

 

27:27 … διαφερομένων ἡμῶν ἐν τῷ Ἀδρίᾳ … 
 … being-carried-about us in the Adriatic … 

 

28:1 … ἐπέγνωμεν ὅτι Μελίτη ἡ νῆσος καλεῖται. 
 … we-discovered that Malta the island is-called 

 

28:12 καὶ καταχθέντες εἰς Συρακούσας … 
 and having-been-brought-to-land at Syracuse … 

 

28:13 ὅθεν περιελόντες κατηντήσαμεν εἰς Ῥήγιον. 
 whence tacking we-arrived at Rhegium 

 

 καὶ … ἤλθομεν εἰς Ποτιόλους 
 and … we-came to Puteoli 

 

28:14 … καὶ οὕτως εἰς τὴν Ῥώμην ἤλθαμεν. 
 … and in-this-way to the Rome we-came/went 

 

28:15 … ἦλθαν εἰς ἀπάντησιν ἡμῖν ἄχρι Ἀππίου Φόρου καὶ Τριῶν Ταβερνῶν, … 
 … they-came for meeting us as-far-as Appian Forum and Three Taverns … 

 

28:16 Ὅτε δὲ εἰσήλθομεν εἰς Ῥώμην, … 
 when ( ) we-entered into Rome … 
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L5.1. Summary 

Towns and islands: To, in, Accusative and Nominative 
27:2 Θεσσαλονικέως. 

27:3 εἰς Σιδῶνα … 

27:5 εἰς Μύρα 

27:7 κατὰ Σαλμώνην 

27:8 Καλοὺς Λιμένας 

27:8 Λασαία. 

27:12 εἰς Φοίνικα 

27:16 Καῦδα … 

27:17 εἰς τὴν Σύρτιν (afraid lest they fall into) 

27:27 ἐν τῷ Ἀδρίᾳ … 

28:1 Μελίτη 

28:12 εἰς Συρακούσας … 

28:13 εἰς Ῥήγιον. 

28:13 εἰς Ποτιόλους 

28:14 εἰς τὴν Ῥώμην 

28:15 ἄχρι Ἀππίου Φόρου καὶ Τριῶν Ταβερνῶν, … 

28:16 εἰς Ῥώμην 

After verbs with ὑπο ‘from’, παρα ‘by’, etc. 

27:4 τὴν Κύπρον (ὑπεπλεύσαμεν we-sailed-near) 

27:7 τὴν Κρήτην (ὑπεπλεύσαμεν we-sailed-near) 

27:13 τὴν Κρήτην (παρελέγοντο they-coasted-by) 

From, by, Genitive 
27:7 κατὰ τὴν Κνίδον, 

27:12 τῆς Κρήτης 

27:21 ἀπὸ τῆς Κρήτης 

Regions, provinces, countries 

27:1 εἰς τὴν ᾽Ιταλίαν. 

27:2 κατὰ τὴν Ἀσίαν 

27:5 κατὰ τὴν Κιλικίαν καὶ Παμφυλίαν 

27:5 (εἰς Μύρα) τῆς Λυκίας. 

27:6 εἰς τὴν Ἰταλίαν 

Here we see the normal pattern of town and island names being “salient”, i.e. lacking 
the article, with words denoting direction toward or in, nominative and accusative cases. 
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There are two instances which are hard to categorize since they refer to a sandbank 
and a sea respectively, and there is not enough data to determine unmarked usage, i.e. 
whether the article is statistically most common. 

There are two instances which are hard to categorize since they refer to a sandbank 
and a sea respectively, and there is not enough data to determine unmarked usage, i.e. 
whether the article is statistically most common. 

27:17 εἰς τὴν Σύρτιν (afraid lest they fall into the Syrtis sandbanks) 

27:27 ἐν τῷ Ἀδρίᾳ (in the Adriatic Sea) 

Again we see that towns and islands which are nonfocal to the story are marked with 
the article as Hearer-old. Grammatically they may have a preposition by, from, etc., or be 
genitive in case, or they may be accusative governed by a verb with a prefix by or from, 
etc. Semantically, the latter are clearly nonfocal to the story, being places bypassed, 
rather than destinations. 

The oddest example in the town names concerns Rome, which occurs first with the 
article then without. Why should Rome, the destiny of this journey, be marked in 28:14 
with the article, i.e. nonsalient? Perhaps the answer lies in 28:16. The travellers have not 
yet reached Rome. Some translations suggest that 28:14 means “And so we went to 
Rome”, but perhaps the verse is a summary of the past journey (Marshall 1980:419; 
Barrett 1998:1230) meaning “And that is how (battered by storm, but escaping death) we 
(finally) came to Rome (which was where the Roman powers that be decided to send us)” 
(Acts 27:1). At this point Rome is not a place Luke or Paul have arrived at, nor is it they 
who have controlled the choice of Rome as destination. They actually reach Rome in 
28:16, and begin their task of evangelism there. And at this point, Rome is marked as 
“salient”. 
28:14 … καὶ οὕτως εἰς τὴν Ῥώμην ἤλθαμεν. 
 … and in-this-way to the Rome we-came/went 

 

28:16 Ὅτε δὲ εἰσήλθομεν εἰς Ῥώμην, … 
 when ( ) we-entered into Rome … 

Again, we see a return to the old pattern of provinces marked with the article as 
Hearer-old, but without “salience” as we saw in the “we” passages of the Third Mis-
sionary Journey. I posit that this is because the provinces are not salient in terms of the 
purposes of the key participants, Paul and Luke. The action is being overtly controlled by 
the Roman powers that be and the weather, not by Paul’s missionary strategy. 

Is it possible that marking of salience is related to author and main character intent, 
and thus in Acts determined in part by theological issues? If this is so, it should be 
apparent in the marking of Rome, arguably the deliberate climax of the book of Acts. 
(e.g. Marshall 1980:421 “the missionary programme of Acts 1:8 is now brought to a 
decisive point: the gospel has come to the capital city, and it is proclaimed without 
hindrance to the gentiles …”). There are only five occurrences of the word Ῥώμη 
‘Rome’ in Acts: 

18:2 διὰ τὸ διατεταχέναι Κλαύδιον χωρίζεσθαι πάντας τοὺς Ἰουδαίους ἀπὸ τῆς Ῥώμης 
 due-to the to-order Claudius to-move all the Jews from the Rome 
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19:21 … Μετὰ τὸ γενέσθαι με ἐκεῖ δεῖ με καὶ Ῥώμην ἰδεῖν. 
 … after the to-become me there it-behoves me also Rome to-see 

 

23:11 … ὁ κύριος εἶπεν, … ὡς γὰρ διεμαρτύρω τὰ περὶ ἐμοῦ εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ, 
 … the Lord said … as for you-witnessed the about me in Jerusalem 

 

 οὕτω σε δεῖ καὶ εἰς Ῥώμην μαρτυρῆσαι. 
 thus you it-behoves also in Rome to-witness 

 

28:14 … καὶ οὕτως εἰς τὴν Ῥώμην ἤλθαμεν. 
 … and in-this-way to the Rome we-came/went 

 

28:16 Ὅτε δὲ εἰσήλθομεν εἰς Ῥώμην, … 
 when ( ) we-entered into Rome … 

The two occurrences with the article are marked Hearer-old nonsalient. Both refer to 
Rome in the context of the action of Roman rulers, one an edict to leave Rome, the other 
the fulfilment of a command to go to Rome. The command to go to Rome has previously 
been hidden (probably for dramatic effect) under the terms “appealed to Caesar” (Acts 
26:32) and ‘it was decided we should sail to Italy’ εἰς τὴν Ἰταλίαν (Acts 27:1). This 
Roman judicial decision to send Paul to Rome was completed in Acts 28:14, where Rome 
takes the article. 

The three salient usages, without the article, are Paul’s statement that “it behoves 
him” to go to Rome, God’s confirmation of this, and its fulfilment. God’s plan for Paul to 
evangelize in Rome is thus marked “salient” in all cases. Certainly, in Acts 28:16 “there 
is no reference to the Roman authorities” (though they are implied in “was permitted”) 
and it seems “Luke is allowing the legal proceedings against Paul to drop out of the 
narrative” so that the final focus of the book (28:31) can be on the fact that “even in 
Rome the proclamation of the word was established” (Barrett 1998:1232, 1253). 

This may seem too clever, to use the article to make a theological point. I am certain-
ly not saying that Luke sat down and edited his writing thinking “Now where should I put 
the article”. Rather I suggest that natural Greek usage of the article for known definite 
items, i.e. Hearer-old, and its omission to mark salience, was one of the means Luke had 
available to mark the thread of what was important amidst the sheer mass of place names 
in his narrative. 

If this analysis of the use of the article is correct, it is possible to explain both the 
normal patterns and deviations from those patterns which we see in the Travelogues of 
Acts as part of Luke’s deliberate theological and personal angle on the events, even 
though, no doubt, the way this was grammaticalized was subconscious, i.e. automatic as 
opposed to mechanically applied. The alternative is to say that articular usage is random, 
or that the salience theory as proposed works but is incorrect. It should be easy to 
disprove if it is incorrect. There is obviously scope for further study of all place names 
from the “we” and “non-we” passages, not just those in the actual travel sections, to see 
whether the patterns of usage seen above still hold true. 
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M. Types of Salience in Greek Discourse 
This appendix provides more detailed discussion, examples and statistical evidence 

of various types of salience which are marked in Greek by the use of anarthrous nouns, as 
summarized in chapter 6.4. 

I list below some of the factors which seem to affect the author’s choice of 
“salience” marking in Greek, showing the various levels of discourse at which 
grammatically marked “salience” applies, and giving evidence from statistics, references, 
and co-occurrence with other features in support of the thesis that anarthrous nouns 
always mark salience—either salience due to being Hearer-new, or salience due to being 
Hearer-old and especially significant in the discourse. 

M1. Salience because of semantic category, proper nouns 
Proper nouns are frequently salient at EPISODE level, since they typically refer to the 

location and major participants of that episode. This salience is marked by anarthrousness 
of the name. 

Data from GRAMCORD shows that names of major characters such as Jesus, Peter, 
and Paul show no clear difference in arthrousness from nouns in general, but less 
common characters show a tendency toward anarthrousness: 

 NT nouns Jesus Paul Peter Moses Abraham 
Total 28,956 917 158 156 80 73 
+article 14,291 (49%) 407 (44%) 92 (58%) 70 (45%) 11 (14%) 15 (21%) 
−article 14,665 (51%) 510 (56%) 66 (42%) 86 (55%) 69 (86%) 58 (79%) 
 In these charts from GRAMCORD, only the totals are strictly accurate. The arthrous figures are for 
Article Noun with no intervening element, whereas for common nouns there may be an adjective, adjectival 
phrase, or conjunction (such as δέ) between article and noun, and for names a conjunction. The anarthrous 
figures are derived by subtracting the arthrous from the total. Thus the true figures for arthrous are probably 
slightly higher than stated here, and for anarthrous slightly lower. 

With personal names, however, one would expect nominative case to be more 
“salient” (since it frequently refers to the agent of an action, or in passives the marked 
theme of the clause), and thus to occur more frequently without the article. This is borne 
out by GRAMCORD data, with the notable exception of Jesus: 
Nom. NT nouns Jesus Paul Peter Moses Abraham 
Total 7,455 462 79 100 43 18 
+article 3,637 (49%) 280 (61%) 37 (47%) 39 (39%) 1   (2%) 0 (0%) 
−article 3,818 (51%) 182 (39%) 42 (53%) 61 (61%) 42 (98%) 18 (100%) 
(GRAMCORD data are not totally accurate, as noted above.) 

Since, for the total of nouns in the corpus, the percentages of arthrous and anarthrous 
are identical, regardless of case, case per se is not a significant factor in articular use. 
However, with personal names there is a positive correlation between the nominative 
case and anarthrousness. With the exception of Jesus, names have a higher percentage of 
anarthrousness in the nominative case than in all cases combined: 
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 NT nouns Jesus Paul Peter Moses Abraham 
−article All cases 51% 56% 42% 55% 86%  79% 
−article Nominative 51% 39% 53% 61% 98% 100% 

This conforms to the theory that named individuals in the nominative are prototypi-
cally salient, since they are typically the agent of significant actions. The tendency for the 
least frequent names to be most frequently anarthrous agrees with the theory that a new 
character being introduced into an EPISODE would typically be marked salient. 

For example, in the New Testament Abraham in the nominative is always marked 
salient. Since Abraham is not physically present as a participant in any pericope of the 
New Testament, he cannot become Discourse-old in the way that Jesus or the disciples 
become. Abraham is only introduced into the text to illustrate some significant point the 
speaker or author wants to make, and as such he is frequently being reintroduced as 
salient. 

Similarly, Saul is anarthrous 12/15 times (e.g. Acts 7:58, 8:1, 8:3, introduction, 
opposition, persecution). Saul is only arthrous in 9:1 referring back to persecution in 8:3, 
9:24 nonagent, 13:2 nonagent). Anarthrous people and places are typically salient at 
EPISODE level. 

Why is Jesus an exception? Jesus is clearly the main participant of the Gospels, 
rarely moving off centre stage, and is a major participant in other books, though less 
frequently as a grammatical subject. Thus he rarely needs reintroducing as a participant, 
and presumably all his actions, as main participant, are significant. So anarthrousness of 
the main character may mark super-salience, with significance at higher levels of 
discourse such as THEME UNIT. 

The name Jerusalem occurs 62 times in the New Testament, of which only four are 
arthrous (John 2:23, 5:2, 10:22, 11:18). In the first three, Jerusalem is not a new location 
setting, but simple anaphoric reference to the place where action already is. In 11:18 
nothing happens in Jerusalem at all, but it is mentioned to locate Bethany. This conforms 
to my theory that anarthrous reference to Hearer-old entities marks salience, since 
Jerusalem is typically mentioned as the location of significant actions. 

Names of towns are typically anarthrous. I suggest that this is due to their most 
common semantic role, the location of significant events. From GRAMCORD: 
Towns Jerusalem Capernaum Nazareth Bethlehem Bethsaida Rome 

All NT 62  16  12  8 7 8 

+article 4  1  1  − − 2 

−article 58  15  11  8 7 6 

Combining figures for these six town names, out of 113 occurrences, eight are arthrous (7 
percent) and 105 anarthrous (93 percent). 

Names of provinces, however, are typically arthrous. I suggest that this is because a 
whole province is seldom the location of significant events. From GRAMCORD: 
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Provinces Macedonia Asia Syria Galatia Cappadocia 

All NT 22  18  8 4 2 

+article 8  16  6 2 2 

−article 14  2  2 2 0 

Combining figures for these five province names, out of 54 occurrences, 34 are arthrous 
(63 percent) and 20 anarthrous (37 percent). 

The above observations are in line with observations by Reed (1995:83–84), based 
on Wallace (1982:211–218), on what is naturally thematic or “salient”: 

(1) People are more interested in other human beings (or at least in animate entities); (2) people 
tend to place themselves at the centre of attention; (3) individuated - especially concrete, 
definite, singular, countable - entities are more apt to attract interest than their opposites; (4) the 
real, the certain, the positive, the immediate, the bounded, the completed, and the dynamic are 
more effective in moving a discourse forward (i.e. to constitute the thematic portion of a text) 
than their respective contrasting properties, which form the supportive background. 

Thus certain semantic categories tend to be “salient” in a discourse (Reed 1997:112): 
Some research in both linguistics and psychology … suggests that certain semantic categories 
tend to appear in background and thematic material. These are typically discussed in terms of 
figure (theme) and ground (background), or ‘more salient’ and ‘less salient’ terms. 

According to Reed’s listing (1997:113) “localized” items are naturally more salient than 
“unlocalized”. This explains why towns, being more localized than provinces, are more 
naturally salient, and thus more frequently given anarthrous salience marking. 

M2. Salience because of semantic category and participant role, naming 
Naming a participant indicates their salience at EPISODE level, and is marked by 

anarthrousness of the name. 

Proper names are a distinct semantic category. Grammatically, however, names are 
like common nouns in Greek and frequently take the article in narrative when referring to 
the agent of a verb. Nevertheless names, especially people’s names, because of their 
semantic category occur in specific situations. 

For example, at the introduction of a Discourse-new participant the name may be 
introduced by a special formula, for example: 
 Mark 5:22 

εἷς τῶν ἀρχισυναγώγων, ὀνόματι Ἰάϊρος 
one of-the synagogue-leaders by-name Jairus 

Such names are always semantically salient because they identify main participants 
in an EPISODE. In the New Testament corpus, names in this formula are always anar-
throus. Analysing a GRAMCORD search for ὄνομα showed 22 examples of this structure, 
all anarthrous (one in Mark (5:22), the rest in Luke (6 x—1:5, 10:38, 16:20, 19:2, 23:50, 
24:18) and Acts (15 x—5:34, 8:9, 9:10, 9:36, 10:1, 11:28, 12:13, 16:1, 16:14, 17:34, 
20:9, 21:10, and with the name fronted 5:1, 18:24, 19:24). 
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The same formula can also be used with a nonsubject, for example: 
 Matthew 27:32 

εὗρον ἄνθρωπον Κυρηναῖον ὀνόματι Σίμωνα 
they-found person Cyrenian by-name Simon 

Analysis of a GRAMCORD search shows this occurs nine times, all anarthrously (Mat-
thew 27:32; Luke 5:27; Acts 9:33, 18:2, 18:7, 27:1, 28:7, and with the name fronted in 
Acts 9:11, 9:12) 

Similarly, when a person is being given a new name, that name is semantically 
salient at CLAUSE level (being comment/rheme as opposed to propositional topic/theme). 
The new name is also significant at whole TEXT level, since it will be used in the rest of 
the text for participant reference. There are eight such occurrences linking ὄνομα with a 
new name in the New Testament. All names are anarthrous, and one is fronted: 
 Matthew 1:21 (cf., Matthew 1:23, 1:25; Luke 1:59, 2:21) 

καὶ καλέσεις τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ ᾽Ιησοῦν· 
and you-will-call the name of-him Jesus 

 

 Mark 3:16 (cf., Mark 3:17) 

καὶ ἐπέθηκεν ὄνομα τῷ Σίμωνι Πέτρον. 
and added name to-the Simon Peter 

 

 Luke 1:63 

᾽Ιωάννης ἐστὶν ὄνομα αὐτοῦ. 
John is name of-him 

Often the name of a new participant is given in an equative formula, with or without 
the verb to be. The name is salient at EPISODE level, being used for participant reference 
and storing this episode uniquely in memory. This formula occurs 25 times in the New 
Testament corpus. The name is anarthrous 22 times, of which two are fronted (Matthew 
10:2, 27:57; Mark 5:9 (fronted), 14:32; Luke 1:5, 1:13, 1:26, 1:27 (2 x), 1:31, 1:63, 2:25, 
8:30, 8:41, 24:13; John 1:6, 3:1 (fronted), 18:10, 13:6; Revelation 9:11, 17:5, 19:16): 
 Matthew 27:57 

ἦλθεν ἄνθρωπος πλούσιος ἀπὸ Ἁριμαθαίας, τοὔνομα ᾽Ιωσήφ 
came person rich from Arimathea the-name Joseph 

 

 Mark 5:9 

Λεγιὼν ὄνομά μοι. 
legion name to-me 

 

 John 3:1 

Ἦν δὲ ἄνθρωπος ἐκ τῶν Φαρισαίων, Νικόδημος ὄνομα αὐτω 
was ( ) person from the Pharisees Nicodemus name to-him 
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Only three times in the New Testament is ὄνομα equated with an arthrous noun 
(only once if one accepts the variant readings of 6:8 and 8:11, found in Sinaiticus), all in 
Revelation: 
 Revelation 6:8 

καὶ ὁ καθήμενος ἐπάνω αὐτοῦ ὄνομα αὐτῷ [ὁ] Θάνατος. 
and the sitting on it name to-him [the] Death 

 

 Revelation 8:11 

καὶ τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ ἀστέρος λέγεται ὁ Ἄψινθος. 
and the name of-the star is-called the Wormwood 

 

 Revelation 19:13 

καὶ κέκληται τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ. 
and has-been-called the name of-him the Word of-the God 

Here ὄνομα does not refer to an ordinary human name of a new participant, but 
rather to an identification with a different common noun or title explaining the meaning 
or significance of the symbol. This new name is not used again for participant reference, 
but for logical cohesion. The second occurrence of “death” in Revelation 6:8 is not ana-
phoric or coreferential, but refers to the way Death behaves. Likewise in Revelation 8:11 
the star Wormwood turns water into wormwood. Again in Revelation 19:13 The Word of 
God is not used to name a new character but to identify who this known character is, by 
using one of his titles. (The word ὄνομα also occurs another 166 times in nonnaming 
contexts.) 

Similarly, a GRAMCORD search for λέγω in Present Participle Passive Nominative 
form “called …”, shows 14 occurrences followed by an anarthrous noun, and none 
followed by an arthrous noun. Of these 

• nine are personal names (Matthew 10:2, 26:14; Mark 15:7; Luke 22:47; John 
9:11, 11:16, 20:24, 21:2; Colossians 4:11) 

• two are nonpersonal proper names (Luke 22:1 “Passover”; Ephesians 2:11 “the 
Uncircumcision”) 

• two are titles (Matthew 1:16; John 4:25 “Christ”), and 
• one is a common noun (1 Corinthians 8:5 “gods”). 
If we chart these figures for naming, using data from GRAMCORD, we see a marked 

correlation between personal names and anarthrousness, together with a significant 
percentage of fronting: 

 By name New name Name Called All salient names 

Total 31  8  25   9 73  

+article −  −  3 (12%)  − 3 (4%)

−article 31 (100%)  8 (100%)  22 (88%)  9 (100%) 70 (96%)

−article 
+fronted 

5 (16%)  1 (13%)  2 (8%)  − 8 (11%)
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If we compare these figures with other GRAMCORD data for nouns and proper nouns 
(regardless of case or semantic role, i.e. including purely anaphoric uses), we see clearly 
that proper nouns in naming formulas, i.e. semantically salient, are more frequently 
anarthrous than either nouns, or proper nouns in general (figures from the charts in M1): 
 NT nouns People (−Jesus) Provinces Towns All salient names 
Total 28,956 240  54 113 73 
Arthrous 14,291 (49%) 77  (51%) 34 (63%) 8 (7%) 3 (4%) 
Anarthrous 14,665 (51%) 163  (49%) 20 (37%) 105 (93%) 70 (96%) 

These figures suggest that the names of major characters frequently on stage in a 
narrative are typically around 50 percent (+/− 10 percent) arthrous, similar to the per-
centage for all nouns. In contrast, names in structures where the specific name of an 
individual is new information, i.e. salient, are only 4 percent arthrous. Names of char-
acters such as Moses and Abraham, who do not dominate the narrative stage in any book 
but appear fairly frequently, are between 10 percent and 25 percent arthrous. This is in 
line with my argument that arthrous indicates Hearer-old, and anarthrous indicates 
salient, since each introduction of a new character in a new pericope would typically be 
salient and, therefore, anarthrous. 

It might be suggested that case skews the figures, since the salient names analysed 
are nearly all nominative. However, taking New Testament nouns as a whole, the 
percentage of anarthrous nouns in the nominative is identical to the percentage of all 
anarthrous nouns regardless of case: 
NT nouns All cases Nominative 
Total 28,956 7,455 
Arthrous 14,291 (49%) 3,637 (49%) 
Anarthrous 14,665 (51%) 3,818 (51%) 

Moreover, naming formulas which use accusative case also mark the “new” name as 
anarthrous and salient, for example: 

 Acts 14:12 

ἐκάλουν τε τὸν Βαρναβᾶν Δία, τὸν δὲ Παῦλον Ἑρμῆν. 
they-were-calling and the Barnabas Zeus the ( ) Paul Hermes 

Lists of names identifying members of a group, are also salient and anarthrous, 
whereas the qualifying phrases are typically arthrous, for example: 

 Matthew 10:2–4 

Τῶν δὲ δώδεκα ἀποστόλων τὰ ὀνόματά ἐστιν ταῦτα· 
of-the ( ) twelve apostles the names are these 

 

πρῶτος Σίμων ὁ λεγόμενος Πέτρος καὶ ᾽Ανδρέας ὁ ἀδελφὸς αὐτοῦ, 
καὶ Ἰάκωβος ὁ τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου καὶ Ἰωάννης ὁ ἀδελφὸς αὐτοῦ, 
Φίλιππος καὶ Βαρθολομαῖος, 
Θωμᾶς καὶ Μαθθαῖος ὁ τελώνης, 
Ἰάκωβος ὁ τοῦ Ἁλφαίου καὶ Θαδδαῖος, 
Σίμων ὁ Καναναῖος καὶ ᾽Ιούδας ὁ Ἰσκαριώτης ὁ καὶ παραδοὺς αὐτόν. 
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 Mark 3:14–19 

καὶ ἐποίησεν δώδεκα … καὶ ἐπέθηκεν ὄνομα τῷ Σίμωνι Πέτρον, 
καὶ ᾽Ιάκωβον τὸν τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου καὶ ᾽Ιωάννην τὸν ἀδελφὸν τοῦ Ἰακώβου 
καὶ ἐπέθηκεν αὐτοῖς ὀνόμα[τα] Βοανηργές ὅ ἐστιν Υἱοὶ Βροντῆς· 
καὶ Ἀνδρέαν καὶ Φίλιππον καὶ Βαρθολομαῖον καὶ Μαθθαῖον καὶ Θωμᾶν 
καὶ Ἰάκωβον τὸν τοῦ Ἁλφαίου καὶ Θαδδαῖον καὶ Σίμωνα τὸν Καναναῖον 
καὶ Ἰούδαν Ἰσκαριώθ, ὃς καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτόν. 

Similarly, in Matthew 13:55; Mark 13:3; Luke 6:14–16; Acts 1:13b, 4:6, 6:5, and 
20:4 all the names of the people listed are anarthrous. 

Likewise in Romans 16:3–16 and 21–24, all the names of people to greet and people 
sending greetings are anarthrous, but the qualifying phrases are arthrous. These names 
are marked as salient, since the farewell greetings of a letter play an important role in 
maintaining interpersonal relationships. 

A further example of the salience of a name in an explicit naming formula is the 
Mount of Olives, which occurs nine times as τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν with ‘of the olives’ 
arthrous (Matthew 21:1, 24:3, 26:30; Mark 11:1, 13:3, 14:26; Luke 19:37, 22:39; John 
8:1). But both times the mountain is explicitly named (rather than just referred to) it is 
anarthrous, τὸ ὄρος τὸ καλούμενον Ἐλαιῶν, even though the name “of olives” is in 
the genitive not the nominative (Luke 19:29, 21:37). 

Similarly, the titles of New Testament books are a kind of naming formula, and each 
title contains the proper name or title of Hearer-old known referents (unless Acts is “Acts 
of some apostles”). There are four patterns of New Testament book names: 
Books Frequency Grammatical form Example 

i)  Gospels x 4 Preposition Noun ΚΑΤΑ ΜΑΘΘΑΙΟΝ 

ii)  Acts and Revelation x 2 Noun Noun-gen. ΠΡΑΞΕΙΣ ΑΠΟΣΤΟΛΩΝ 

iii)  Romans–Hebrews x 14 Preposition Noun ΠΡΟΣ ΡΩΜΑΙΟΥΣ 

iv)  James–Jude x 7 Noun-gen. ΙΑΚΩΒΟΥ 

There are 29 nouns in these titles. All apart from “acts”, “apostles”, and “revelation” 
are proper nouns referring to people. All nouns, except possibly “acts”, and maybe 
“apostles” have definite known referents. All 29 nouns are anarthrous, since the referent 
is salient. 

M3. Salience because of semantic category and participant role, 
addressee 

Addressees are salient not only at CLAUSE level, but also at EPISODE level, and in 
the case of letters at TEXT level. The vocative case marks this by being anarthrous. 

Addressees are frequently implicit, e.g. imperatives normally do not have the 
pronoun “you”. This indicates that the addressees are treated as Hearer-old and can be 
identified from the co-text or context. Yet where the addressee is made explicit, the noun 
is typically anarthrous. An addressee is typically addressed using the vocative case, but 
the nominative case is also found (Porter 1994:86–86). Looking at GRAMCORD figures 
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for all nouns comparing case and arthrousness, we see the vocative as statistically 
marked, both in overall infrequency and in correlation with anarthrousness: 

 All Nom. Voc. Acc. Gen. Dat. 
 28,956 7,455 631 8,815 7,681 4,375 

+article 14,291 (49%) 3,637 (49%) 50  (8%) 4,294 (49%) 4,101 (53%) 2,188 (50%) 
−article 14,665 (51%) 3,818 (51%) 581 (92%) 4,521 (51%) 3,580 (47%) 2,187 (50%) 

These GRAMCORD figures include as vocatives all forms used in a vocative sense, 
including nominatives, e.g. Mark 15:34 (cf., Matthew 27:46), and ambiguous forms, such 
as plurals, which grammatically could be either nominative or vocative, e.g. Ephesians 
5:22. However, in the New Testament corpus, nouns which are unambiguously vocative 
in case never take the article. 

The relative rarity of vocative as a case can be explained by its normal restriction to 
human beings, and in cases of apostrophe towns. But why the high level of anarthrous-
ness for addressees? One might argue that the Greek article simply has no vocative case 
(Wallace 1996:66) so arthrous vocatives are grammatically impossible. But why should 
this be so, given that an addressee can be referred to with the article when the noun is in 
the nominative? 

The lack of a vocative case for the article is semantically motivated. It is not an 
anomaly in the system, but a direct result of the system. Addressees are typically ad-
dressed anarthrously because they are always conceptually salient, since they belong in 
the open “here and now” scenario of the communication act, and have the information 
status category 3a GIVEN situational, i.e. Hearer-old and already in mental focus. 
Typically addressees are humans, who are directly spoken to, or to whom letters are 
addressed. 

Moreover, when we examine the instances of article and noun which GRAMCORD 
categorizes as “vocative”, we see that they do not refer to prototypical addressees. Of the 
50 instances, not one is a personal name: 

• 21 address God, as Father, God, Lord, Almighty, Master, and King. (Of 13 
instances of God in a vocative sense, two are anarthrous vocatives, 11 are 
arthrous nominatives.) 

• 6 address people not present by apostrophe (Romans 15:11 (2 x); Revelation 
12:12, 18:4, 18:20, 19:5). 

• 4 address a town by apostrophe (Revelation 18:10 (2 x), 18:16, 18:19). 
• 12 address subsections of a letter’s addressees (wives, husbands, children, 

parents, slaves, masters—Ephesians 5:22, 25, 6:1, 4, 5, 9 and Colossians 3:18, 19, 
20, 21, 22, 4:1). 

• Only 7 arguably address people face to face, but of these 
 2 address a corpse (Mark 5:41 and Luke 8:54) 
 1 addresses the demon possessing a person (Mark 5:8) 
 1 addresses a potential subsection of the people present, though is a quotation 

which originally may have been an apostrophe (Acts 13:41), and 
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 3 address Jesus face to face, but by a title. In none of these three is the 
vocative to gain attention or forge an emotional bond, positive or negative. 
Rather it explicitly makes a statement about who the person is. 
• In John 19:3 “Hail, King of the Jews” the vocative is used in mockery of 

such a claim. 
• In John 20:28 “My Lord and my God” Thomas is making a statement 

about who Jesus is, and similarly in Hebrews 1:8 “Thy throne, O God, is 
for ever and ever”. 

None of these arthrous nouns is unambiguously vocative in case, and none is 
used simply to address a person present. 

Thus the natural salience of a vocative, caused by making explicit reference to a 
participant who is already implicitly focal, does not apply to any of the arthrous nouns 
used in a “vocative” sense, whether they are nominative or ambiguous in form. This 
suggests that the ambiguous forms above, mostly plurals, are best analysed as nominative 
case. These data support Louw’s observation (1966:80) that “The nominative, in contra-
distinction to the vocative, is less exclamative, less direct, more reserved and formal 
because it merely states the nominative idea”. 

Reed (1997:116) describes vocatives as salient at different levels: 
The vocative case is often a signal of thematic material at the level of discourse and focal 
material at the level of clause. 

Vocatives, then, are always salient, and refer anarthrously to Hearer-old entities, which 
are not only focal at CLAUSE level, but typically key participants at the level of EPISODE 
or TEXT. For example “brothers” in 2 Thessalonians 1:3, 2:1, 2:13, 2:15, 3:1, 3:6, 3:13 is 
coreferential with “the church of Thessalonians” (1:1) but is always anarthrous and 
salient, since the Thessalonian “brothers (and sisters)” are addressees of the whole TEXT. 

Vocatives occur within a clause which is salient at the level of EPISODE, typically 
following the personal pronoun “you” or occurring with an Imperative or mitigated 
command. Compare the clauses marked with the vocative in 2 Thessalonians, with the 
NIV section divisions, my EPISODES (omitting the Opening and Final Greetings): 

1:3–12 Thanksgiving and Prayer 
1:3 We ought always to thank God for you, brothers 
2:1–12 The man of lawlessness 
2:1 We beseech you brothers … not to become unsettled or alarmed … 
2:13–17 Stand firm 
2:13 But we ought always to thank God for you, brothers 
2:15 So then, brothers, stand firm 
3:1–6 Request for prayer 
3:1 Finally, brothers, pray for us 
3:6–15 Warning against idleness 
3:6 we command you, brothers, to keep away from … idle 
3:13 And as for you, brothers, never tire of doing what is right. 

Reed (1997:267) also points out that the use of vocatives with petitions is a common 
epistolary device (bolding mine): 
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Of the four verbs of epistolary petitions - ἀξιοῦν, δεῖσθαι, ἐρωτᾶν and παρακαλεῖν (all 
sharing a basic function of ‘to ask, request, beseech’) - the fourth type, when it is used in the 
context of petition, occurs 14 times in the first person singular in the Pauline letters (Rom. 12.1; 
15.30; 16.17; 1 Cor. 1.10; 4.16; 16.15; 2 Cor. 2.8; 10.1; Phil. 4.2 [2x]; Phlm. 9, 10; cf. Eph. 4.1; 
1 Tim. 2.1) and 5 times in the first person plural (2 Cor. 6.1; 1 Thess. 4.1, 10; 5.14; 2 Thess. 
3.12). These follow a basic structure: (i) person(s) addressed (e.g. ὑμᾶς) παρακαλῶ verb; (iii) 
vocative ἀδελφοί, and (iv) desired action. 

The form ἀδελφοί could be analysed as nominative. However, a GRAMCORD search for 
the lexeme ἀδελφος in the vocative (i.e. vocative use, not necessarily vocative case) 
produces 92 occurrences in the Epistles, all anarthrous, of which the two singular occur-
rences are clearly vocative, i.e. ἀδελφέ in Philemon 1:7 and 1:20. This suggests that the 
corresponding plural form, used in similar grammatical contexts and with the same 
semantic role of addressee, is also best analysed as vocative. 

In Hebrews, the writer also uses vocatives to mark clauses as salient at the level of 
the whole TEXT. Hebrews contains four vocatives, three of which occur in sections 
labelled as hortative by NIV, and all of which are in sentences containing a command, 
either direct or mitigated: 

3:1–6 Jesus Greater than Moses 
3:1 Therefore, holy brothers … fix your thoughts on Jesus … 
 (This is the first Imperative in the Epistle, excluding quotations) 
3:7–19 Warning against Unbelief 
3:12 See to it, brothers, that none of you has a sinful, unbelieving heart that turns away 

from the living God 
 (This is the second Imperative in the Epistle, excluding quotations) 
10:19–39 A Call to Persevere 
10:19 Therefore, brothers, … let us draw near to God … 
13:1–25 Concluding Exhortations 
13:22 Brothers, I urge you to bear with my word of exhortation … 
 (This is the final Imperative, apart from the greetings) 

It can be clearly seen that 3:1 is thematic at TEXT level; cf. 12:2, and the other instances 
are thematic at the level of both EPISODE and TEXT. The theme of Hebrews as revealed 
by the vocatives would be: “Fix your thoughts on Jesus, do not turn away from God, but 
draw near to God. Pay attention to this letter.” This seems to summarize the theme of 
Hebrews well. 

Compare Lane’s analysis (1991a:lxxxiii): 
• His Embedded Discourse 1 (1:1–4:13) “God Has spoken to us in his Son” ends 

with the section 1b (3:1–4:13) “Do not harden your hearts”. This section begins 
with the first vocative and command cluster “brothers, fix your thoughts on Jesus” 
and contains the second “brothers, do not turn away from God”. 

• His Embedded Discourse 2 (4:14–10:18) “[The Son] as Our High Priest Has 
Offered a Complete Sacrifice for Sins and by This Obtained Salvation for Us” 
contains no vocatives, and the only imperatives are rhetorical, i.e. “consider” 
(7:4), or in quoted speech (8:5, 11). This, then, functions as support material for 
the previous and following commands. 
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• His Embedded Discourse 3 (10:19–13:21) “Therefore Let Us Draw Near to God 
…” begins with the third vocative and (mitigated) command cluster “brothers, let 
us draw near to God”. 

• His Formalized Closing (13:22–25) begins with the final vocative and command 
cluster “brothers, bear with my word of exhortation”. 

Thus the vocatives occur at the boundaries of sections and summarize the themes of the 
sections they are in. (Compare Bruce 1965:lxiii–lxiv, whose sections I and II match 
Lane’s section 1; III–V match 2; VI and VII match 3; and VIII matches the closing.) 

Vocatives and imperatives frequently collocate. Within the Epistles, a GRAMCORD 
search shows 159 vocatives, and 568 imperatives. Note that 65 of these vocatives have 
one or more imperatives in the same sentence (a total of 89). So in the Epistles, treating 
collocation strictly at sentence level only, 34 percent of vocatives (65/159) collocate with 
imperatives (even though imperatives constitute only 7 percent of all verbs, i.e. 
568/7901), and 16 percent of imperatives (89/568) collocate with vocatives (even though 
vocatives constitute less than 2 percent of all nouns, i.e. 159/10381). 

Similarly, in Philemon we see the use of vocatives to mark clauses as salient at the 
level of the whole TEXT. Philemon contains two vocatives only: 
 Philemon 1:7 

χαρὰν γὰρ πολλὴν ἔσχον καὶ παράκλησιν ἐπὶ τῇ ἀγάπῃ σου, 
joy for much I-had and consolation over the love of-you 

 

ὅτι τὰ σπλάγχνα τῶν ἁγίων ἀναπέπαυται διὰ σοῦ, ἀδελφέ. 
because the bowels of-the saints have-been-refreshed through you brother 

 

 Philemon 1:20 

ναί, ἀδελφέ, ἐγώ σου ὀναίμην ἐν κυρίῳ· ἀνάπαυσόν μου τὰ σπλάγχνα ἐν Χριστῷ. 
yes brother I of-you may-have-help in Lord refresh of-me the bowels in Christ 

These two vocatives occurring with identical vocabulary “refresh the bowels”, one in a 
thanksgiving for Philemon’s past action, and the other in an appeal for his future action, 
emphasize Paul’s relationship with Philemon, and mark these clauses as salient at TEXT 
level, “as you have encouraged others in the past, so encourage me now”. In contrast, 
although other addressees are mentioned in verse 2, they are only referred to again by the 
use of the plural pronoun for “you” in the opening and closing blessings (vv. 3 and 25). 

Similarly, in 1 Corinthians 16, vocatives for main characters at paragraph level 
(16:12–16) are used to mark the clause they are in as salient at PARAGRAPH level, being 
the motivation for Paul’s teaching on divorce: 

 1 Corinthians 7:16 

τί γὰρ οἶδας, γύναι, εἰ τὸν ἄνδρα σώσεις; 
what for do-you-know woman if the man you-will-save 

 

ἢ τί οἶδας, ἄνερ, εἰ τὴν γυναῖκα σώσεις; 
or what do-you-know man if the woman you-will-save 
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Further evidence of the salience of addressees at TEXT level, even when there is no 
vocative Noun Phrase, can be found in John’s Gospel, where, I believe, there are only 
two verses in the narrative (omitting direct speech) containing second person verbs, John 
19:35 and 20:31. These state the book’s purpose (NIV) “He knows that he tells the truth, 
and he testifies so that you also may believe” and “But these things are written that you 
may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that by believing you may have 
life in his name.” The purpose of writing is typically so significant that it often occurs in 
the opening paragraph of a book, and the first nonintroduction paragraph of a letter (e.g. 
Luke 1:3–4 with vocative; 1 Timothy 1:3; 2 Timothy 1:6; 1 John 1:1–4 (highlighted 
2:12–14); Jude 1:3 with vocative). 

I deal below with vocatives and proper nouns referring to addressees in the opening 
paragraph of letters or books which mark the theme of the whole TEXT. Such proper 
nouns are ALWAYS anarthrous in the New Testament. 

M4. Salience because of semantic category and participant role, 
addresser 

Addressers (i.e. the authors of letters, or speeches) are by definition human, and 
hence have natural saliency. I posit that addressers are salient not only at CLAUSE level, 
but in the case of letters at TEXT level. 

The chart below shows that personal names of major characters in general show 
percentages of anarthrousness similar to all nouns. 

 NT nouns Jesus Paul Peter 
Total 28,956 917 158 156 
+article 14,291 (49%) 407 (44%)  92 (58%)  70 (45%) 
−article 14,665 (51%) 510 (56%)  66 (42%)  86 (55%) 

However, if we look at the distribution of nominative uses of the name Paul we find 
that of 55 occurrences in Acts only 12 are anarthrous, whereas in the Epistles all 24 
occurrences are anarthrous. 

Paul Total Acts Paul’s Epistles Other Epistles 
Nominatives 79 55 23 1 
+article 43 (54%) 43 (78%)  0  (0%) 0  (0%) 
−article 36 (46%) 12 (22%) 23 (100%) 1 (100%) 

This corresponds with the theory that anarthrousness marks saliency, and that the 
addresser of an Epistle as agent is more salient than the mere agent of a narrative event. 

Looking at the anarthrousness of Peter in the nominative we see (data from 
GRAMCORD): 

Peter NT total Analysed total Matthew Mark Luke John Acts Epistles 
Nominative 100 100 15 9 13 23 37 3 
+article  39 (39%)  53 (53%) 12 8 11  7 15 0 
−article  61 (61%)  47 (47%)  3 1  2 16 22 3 
(GRAMCORD data is not totally accurate, as noted above, hence total from GRAMCORD differs from the 
total as analysed). 
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In Matthew, 3/15 nominatives of “Peter” are anarthrous: 
• 10:2 the naming as narrative character 
• 16:16 Simon Peter (the double name) as addresser of the Confession at Caesarea 

Philippi speech 
• 16:18 Jesus naming Simon as Peter 
In Mark, 1/9 is anarthrous: 13:3 where Peter, James, John, and Andrew are specifi-

cally named and listed as asking Jesus about the destruction of Jerusalem. Here there is 
both the listing of names, and the role of addressers. 

In Luke, 2/13 are anarthrous: 5:8 the first and only occurrence of the double name 
Simon Peter and 9:20 Peter’s Confession. 

This gives us a remarkable fact that in the synoptic Gospels only 6/37 nominatives of 
Peter are anarthrous, and only 2/37 are not connected with naming or listing; viz., Mat-
thew 16:16 and Luke 9:20, both of which have Peter as addressee of the Confession that 
Jesus is the Christ. It seems reasonable to argue that this confession is salient at TEXT 
level. 

In John, 16/23 are anarthrous: 12 using the double name Simon Peter (none are 
arthrous) and four using Peter alone. Simon Peter occurs anarthrously 

• once as a listing (21:2) 
• once as introduction of a new participant (18:25) 
• five times as addresser: 

 6:68 acknowledging Jesus as Christ 
 13:9 asking Jesus to wash him thoroughly 
 13:24 asking John to ask Jesus regarding the traitor 
 13:36 asking Jesus where he is going, and 
 21:3 announcing he is going fishing, and 

• five times as agent of other significant actions: 
 18:10 cutting off ear 
 18:15 following Jesus 
 20:6 entering the tomb 
 21:7 jumping into the sea, and 
 21:11 pulling in the fish. 

Interestingly, four of these occur in the one incident (21:2, 3, 7, 11) where Jesus appears 
to the disciples at the lake. (The significance of Simon Peter in nominative case always 
being marked salient deserves further research). Peter is anarthrous in 

• 1:42 as a translation of the name Cephas 
• 13:8 where Peter objects to Jesus washing his feet 
• 18:26 where Peter had cut off someone’s ear, and 
• 18:27 where Peter denies Jesus the third time. 
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Apart from the use in naming, the other three uses underline Peter’s failure to understand 
and obey Jesus. Is John being deliberately ironic, here? Or is he reminding the audience 
“Do not worry. Jesus named Peter the Rock, and he will come right in the end”? 
Certainly this anarthrous usage seems motivated, i.e. marking salience at TEXT level. 

In Acts, 22/37 nominative references to “Peter” are anarthrous and of these, 13 are 
used for the role of addresser. They can be grouped as follows: 

• Listing (1:13) 
• Naming (10:5, 18, 32) 
• Introducing character to narrative “stage” (3:1, 9:38, 39, 10:9, 11:2) 
• Addresser of significant speech: 

 1:15 [16–22 new apostle] 
 2:38 [38–39 Pentecost call to repentance] 
 3:4, 6 [healing of lame man] 
 4:8  [8–12 defence to Sanhedrin] 
 5:8  [challenging of Sapphira] 
 5:29 [29–32 defence to Sanhedrin] 
 8:20 [20–23 condemnation of Simon Magus] 
 10:21 [greets gentiles] 
 10:34 [34–43 preaches to Cornelius] 
 10:46 [47 allows baptism of gentiles] 
 11:4 [5–17 recounts Cornelius episode to Jewish Christians] 
 15:7 [7–11 defends mission to gentiles] 

In the Epistles, 3/3 nominative references are anarthrous: 
• Galatians 2:7 (Peter’s ministry contrasted with Paul’s own) 
• 1 Peter 1:1, and 
• 2 Peter 1:1 (Peter as addresser, therefore, salient at TEXT level). 
This can be charted as follows (data from GRAMCORD): 

Peter NT total Analysed total Matthew Mark Luke John Acts Epistles 
Nominative 100 100 15 9 13 23 37 3 
+article  39 (39%)  53 (53%) 12 8 11  7 15 − 
−article  61 (61%)  47 (47%)  3 1  2 16 22 3 

−article Naming   7  2 −  1  1  3 − 
−article Listing   2 − − (1) −  1  1 − 
−article Addresser  23  1 1  1  5 13 2 
−article Agent other   9 − − −  8 − 1 
−article Introduction   6 − − −  1  5 − 

Thus we see that 23/47 (49 percent) anarthrous nominatives of “Peter” are when 
Peter is the addresser either of a letter or significant speech act. Whereas John refers to 
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Peter anarthrously as agent of all actions, in Acts by far the commonest role expressed by 
anarthrous nominatives of “Peter” is addresser. 

Similarly, in John’s Gospel, 39/79 anarthrous occurrences of “Jesus”, in all cases, 
are in speech formulas, most commonly “Jesus answered and said.” This suggests that for 
John one of Jesus’s most significant roles is addresser. 

I deal below with proper nouns referring to addressers in the opening paragraph of 
letters which mark the theme of the whole TEXT. Such proper nouns are always 
anarthrous in the New Testament. 

M5. Salience because of semantic category and participant role, proper 
nouns in letters 

I noted above that names of people are frequently anarthrous, and posited this is due 
to their significance at EPISODE level. I will show in M14 that proper nouns for 
addressee and addresser in the opening of the Epistles are 100 percent anarthrous. I 
further observe that individuals and places named in the closures of letters are almost 
always anarthrous, and posit that this is because they are typically mentioned for 
interpersonal reasons, rather than for the role they might have in the plot as is typical of 
narrative. 

I have pointed out above, under naming, that in Romans 16:3–16 and 21–24, at the 
letter closure, all the names of people to greet and people sending greetings are anar-
throus, i.e. salient, since the farewell greetings of a letter play an important role in 
maintaining interpersonal relationships. 

This is paralleled by the list of people and places mentioned in the letter closure in 2 
Timothy 4:10–14 (13 names), and 4:19–21 (11 names) all anarthrous. These lists include 
not only greeters and greeted, but associates of Paul and their whereabouts. It is true that 
they are typically Discourse-new references, but as Hearer-old (which certainly applies to 
the list of Paul and Timothy’s colleagues) they could be referred to using the article. It 
seems then that named people and places in the Epistles are part of the interpersonal 
theme, and as such are salient at EPISODE and TEXT level. 

In 1 Corinthians there is a similar closing section, 16:5–21, discussing travel 
arrangements, various people, and greeters. Of 14 proper names, only two are arthrous, 
both names of provinces in a genitival phrase “first-fruit of Achaia” and “churches of 
Asia”. All personal names, as well as towns and provinces as travel destinations, are 
anarthrous. 

Compare also the proper nouns, all anarthrous, in 
• Ephesians 6:21 
• Philippians 4:2–3, 4:15–18 
• Colossians 4:9–18 
• Titus 3:12–13 
• Philemon 1:23–24 
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• Hebrews 13:23 
• 1 Peter 5:12–13, and 
• 3 John 1:12. 

M6. Salience because of semantic category and participant role, place 
names 

I noted above that names of towns are frequently anarthrous, whereas names of 
provinces are less frequently so. This is due to their significance at EPISODE level. 

I suggest that town names are frequently anarthrous since they are the prototypical 
locations of significant events. From GRAMCORD: 

Towns Jerusalem Capernaum Nazareth Bethlehem Bethsaida Rome 

All NT 62 16 12 8 7 8 

+article  4  1  1 0 0 2 

−article 58 15 11 8 7 6 

Combining figures for these six town names, out of 113 occurrences, eight are arthrous (7 
percent) and 105 anarthrous (93 percent). 

I suggest that names of provinces, however, are typically arthrous, because a whole 
province is seldom the location of significant events. From GRAMCORD: 
 Macedonia Asia Syria Galatia Cappadocia Total 

All NT 22 18 8 4 2 54 

+article  8 (36%) 16 (89%) 6 (75%) 2 (50%) 2 (100%) 34 (63%) 

−article 14 (54%)  2 (11%) 2 (25%) 2 (50%) 0 (0%) 20 (37%) 

Combining figures for these 5 province names, out of 54 occurrences, 34 are arthrous (63 
percent) and 20 anarthrous (37 percent). 

Two provinces show an unusually high degree of anarthrous references, Galatia and 
Macedonia. The anarthrous references to Galatia are in 2 Timothy 4:10 as the destination 
of Crescens (salient as Discourse-new, and also in terms of interpersonal relationships), 
and 1 Peter 1:1 in the list of addressees (naturally salient). (It should be noted that every 
proper noun in the interpersonal closure of 2 Timothy 4:9–22, and every proper noun in 
the letter opening of 1 Peter 1:2 is anarthrous. This fits the theory that interpersonal 
relationships are especially significant in letters, and that anarthrousness marks salience.) 

The name Macedonia seems remarkable here for its high percentage of anarthrous 
references. These can be explained as follows: 4/8 references in Acts are anarthrous 
(16:9, 10, 20:1, 3). In all these Macedonia is salient as a destination for missionary 
activity. In contrast 

• 16:12 refers back to where they already are 
• 18:5 refers to a place already left 
• 19:21 to a place being travelled through, and 
• 19:22 a place where others are sent ahead, which in some texts is also anarthrous. 
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In the letters, 10/14 are anarthrous, as follows: 
• Romans 15:26—Macedonia and Achaia, anarthrous nominatives, standing for the 

Christians of those places as agent 
• 1 Corinthians 16:5—two occurrences as the route for Paul’s visit to them 
• 2 Corinthians 1:16—two occurrences as the route for Paul’s visit to them, 2:13 

and 7:5 where Paul visited, 11:9—origin of visitors to Paul (8:1 is arthrous, 
reference to the churches of Macedonia) 

• Philippians 4:15—place Paul visited and province of addressees 
• 1 Timothy 1:3—place Paul left for 

Contrast 3 arthrous references in 1 Thessalonians 1:7, 8, 4:10, which refer to the location 
of believers affected by the Thessalonians witness, not a place on Paul’s itinerary. Thus, 
Macedonia seems to be frequently anarthrous in the letters since it is frequently salient as 
a place on Paul’s missionary itinerary. This again underlines the salience of interpersonal 
factors in letters. 

M7. Salience because of participant role, agent in the nominative 
An agent in the nominative is salient at CLAUSE level, since the grammatical subject 

(nominative case) and semantically salient agent role coincide. 

Reed (1997:85), who bases his discourse analysis on the systemic-functional theories 
of Halliday (1994), points out the relationship between grammatical slot, participant role 
and theme: 

in unmarked clauses the subject, theme and agent are the same. 

Reed (1997:116) also links grammatical subject with “prominence” which I call salience: 
The grammatical relations between nouns are also indicators of prominence … The nominative 
case generally signals a thematic element in the clause. 

An example of this might be in the genealogy in Matthew 1:1–16. Throughout the 
genealogy (1:2–15) the first mention of all individuals is with the article (here bold), and 
the second mention without (here underlined), for example: 
 Matthew 2:2 

Ἀβραὰμ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἰσαάκ, Ἰσαὰκ δὲ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἰακώβ, 
Abram begat the Isaac Isaac ( ) begat the Jacob 

 

Ἰακὼβ δὲ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἰούδαν καὶ τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς αὐτου … 
Jacob ( ) begat the Judah and the brothers of-him … 

This usage directly contradicts the simple “rule” above that first mention lacks the 
article and subsequent mention takes the article. However, the presence of the article on 
first mention can be explained by these characters being “Hearer-old” from the “whole 
world” scenario of Jewish Christians. How do we then explain why the second references 
lack the article? In this genealogy the first references are to people as goals of γεννάω 
‘beget’ in the accusative, or partners of “beget” in the genitive (Rahab and Ruth 1:5, the 
(wife) of Uriah 1:6), the second reference to people is as the agent of “begat” in the 
nominative, which is more salient as the clause-level theme. 
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Compare Acts 7:8b: 

καὶ οὕτως ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἰσαὰκ καὶ περιέτεμεν αὐτὸν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ὀγδόῃ, 
and thus he-begat the Isaac and circumcised him on-the day the eighth 

 

καὶ ᾽Ισαὰκ τὸν Ἰακώβ, 
and Isaac the Jacob 

 

καὶ Ἰακὼβ τοὺς δώδεκα πατριάρχας. 
and Jacob the twelve patriarchs 

Note that in such genealogies there is a change of grammatical subject in every 
clause, each person occurring first as goal, then agent. Salience marking helps the 
audience keep track of this subject switching. This pattern can be explained since agents 
are naturally more salient than other participants, and typically are grammatically 
nominative case subjects, syntactically clause-initial, and semantically clause-level 
theme. 

Further evidence for agents being marked salient comes from the list of names in 
Hebrews 11:4–32. It can readily be seen that each new character who acted “by faith” is 
in the nominative and anarthrous. However, these are normally Discourse-new as well as 
agents. Occasionally though, there is anarthrous reference in the nominative to a 
Discourse-old name, e.g. Abraham in 11:17 (cf., 11:8), and Moses in 11:24 (cf., 11:23). 
Here their role as agent is being regarded as salient, and this is also indicated by 
repetition of the clause initial “by faith”. 

There are also several Discourse-new participants who are introduced using the 
Hearer-old nonsalient marking of the article. These are, however, patients in the 
accusative, not agents in the nominative, e.g. 11:17 Isaac and 11:20 Jacob and Esau. 
When they are referred to as Discourse-old agents, they are anarthrous and marked 
salient, e.g. 11:20 Isaac and 11:21 Jacob. 

Looking again at the distribution of nominative uses of the name Paul we find that of 
55 occurrences in Acts only 12 are anarthrous, whereas in the Epistles all 24 occurrences 
are anarthrous. 

Paul Total Acts Paul’s Epistles Other Epistles 
Nominatives 79 55 23 1 
Arthrous 43 (54%) 43 (78%)  0  (0%) 0  (0%) 
Anarthrous 36 (46%) 12 (22%) 23 (100%) 1 (100%) 

This split corresponds with the theory that anarthrousness marks saliency, and that 
the addresser of an Epistle as agent (“I”) is more salient at the level of TEXT than the 
mere agent of a narrative event (“he”), since it is part of the interpersonal context of the 
whole letter. As Reed (1997:181)states: 

The prescript - namely superscription (sender, ‘implied author’) and adscription (recipient, 
‘implied reader’) - was obligatory for the epistolary genre. … The prescript and salutation (and 
other opening elements such as the thanksgiving) set the social and interpersonal context for the 
entire discourse. 
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However, even in the Acts narrative the distribution of anarthrous nominatives 
suggests a link with salience. Note that 11 of the 12 anarthrous occurrences of “Paul” are 
in the first 20 mentions (13:9–19:13). During this early part of Acts, Barnabas occurs 24 
times (4:36–15:39) and Silas 13 times (15:22–18:5). Thus it is reasonable to assume that 
Paul is frequently anarthrous to highlight him as agent, rather than other major 
characters. 

In contrast, only one of the 12 anarthrous occurrences of “Paul” occurs in the last 35 
mentions (19:21–28:15). This exception is Acts 23:18 where Paul is spoken of in direct 
speech embedded in the narrative. During this last part of Acts, Paul is indisputably the 
main character. Thus it is reasonable to assume that as indisputable main character there 
is no need to mark him salient. 

This corresponds to Levinsohn’s conclusions (1992:100) that reintroductions of 
salient participants other than the main character are anarthrous (i.e. marked salient), 
whereas reintroductions of the main character are arthrous “apparently assumed to be in 
the wings … rather than truly being introduced”. 

The anarthrous nominative references to Paul in Acts are as follows: 
• 13:9 the first naming as Paul—αῦλος δέ, ὁ καὶ Παῦλος ‘Saul, the (one) also 

(called) Paul’ 
• 13:16 addresser of major speech (13:16–41) 
• 14:11 reference to Paul as agent of a miracle 
• 14:14 naming Barnabas and Paul after the generic referent “the apostles” 
• 15:35 summary of Paul and Barnabas’s time in Antioch 
• 15:36, 38, 40 Paul contrasted with Barnabas at the time of the split (Barnabas is 

dismissed from Acts in 15:39 by arthrous reference in the accusative case in a 
Postnuclear Aorist Participial clause, whereas Paul is marked as a continuing 
main character by an anarthrous nominative in a main clause) 

• 16:18 reference to Paul as agent of a miracle 
• 16:25 and 16:28 (textual variant) Paul as agent of righteous actions, prayer, and 

saving someone, in the same Philippian episode 
• 17:22 (textual variant) Paul as addresser of major speech (17:22–31) 
• 19:4 Paul as addresser of small but important speech linking John’s baptism to 

faith in Jesus 
• 19:13 and 23:18 Paul referred to in direct speech 
It is reasonable then to posit that the above instances are salient at a TEXT level, due 

to the particular importance of the actions Paul was performing in the narrative, that is: 
• Teaching (13:16, 17:22, 19:4) 
• Performing miracles (14:11, 16:18) 
• Planning missionary activity (15:35, 36, 38, 40) 
• Performing righteous acts leading to conversion (16:25, 28) 

Other uses are in naming (13:9, 14:14), and in embedded direct speech (19:13, 23:18). 
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Again this corresponds to Levinsohn’s conclusions (1992:99) that “anarthrous 
references to particular, known participants either mark the participant as locally salient 
or highlight the speech which he utters”. 

It would be reasonable to suppose that, in narrative, proper nouns occurring sentence 
initial, and with the developmental particle δέ as the second word, would be salient, since 
they refer to people as agents of action which develops the plot. Charting all such 
examples in Acts we find: 

Sentence initial Proper nouns in Acts with δέ as the second word. 

 
Proper Noun 

Anarthrous 
Nominative 

 
Genitive 

Articular 
Nominative 

 
Genitive 

Saul/Paul  5 1  6 1 
Joseph/Barnabas  3 − − − 
B and S/P and B  2 − − − 

Subtotal 10 1  6 1 

Peter  2 −  4 1 
Peter and John  1 −  1 − 

Subtotal  3 −  5 1 

Agrippa  3 −  1 − 
Philip  2 − − − 
Stephen  1 − − − 
Herod  1 − − − 
John  1 − − − 
Crispus  1 − − − 
Gallio − 1 − − 

Subtotal  9 1  1 − 

Simon − −  1 − 
Cornelius − −  1 − 
The Jews − −  1 − 
Alexander − −  1 − 
Festus − −  1 − 

Subtotal − −  5 − 

TOTAL 22 2 17 2 

I have not included the following instances in this analysis, since they are either part 
of direct speech, or arguably not proper nouns: 

Moses − − 1 − 
Solomon 1 − − − 
Lord − − 4 − 
God − − 2 − 
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Note that most examples (39/43) are in the nominative, and all but one (“the Jews”) 
refer to an individual person. The nonnominatives occur in so-called “Genitive Absolute” 
constructions. 

Of the nominative references, over half (22/39) are anarthrous, but this is not signifi-
cant, since on average half of all nominatives are anarthrous. What is significant is which 
people occur anarthrously in this construction, and in what circumstances. Almost half 
the references charted (18/43) are for Paul and/or Barnabas, who are unarguably major 
characters in Acts. Of these almost half (10/18) are anarthrous. Similarly, almost half the 
total anarthrous nominatives (10/22) refer to Paul and/or Barnabas, and five of these are 
for Paul alone. Saul is introduced anarthrously in 8:1 at the end of Stephen’s stoning, and 
occurs anarthrously in 8:3 at the end of the short section on persecution. Both these seem 
to foreshadow Saul as a future major participant. Saul reappears in 9:1 but only occurs 
again in this anarthrous construction in 9:22 where he successfully preaches Jesus as 
Christ. From here on Saul is regularly centre stage: 9:1–30, 11:25–26, 11:30, and 12:25–
28:21. 

Barnabas is introduced anarthrously as Joseph in 4:36 as someone who gives gen-
erously to the church. He reoccurs anarthrously in 9:27 where he introduces Saul to the 
church, which foreshadows his future importance in the discourse. In 12:25 Barnabas and 
Saul are anarthrous, returning from Jerusalem to Antioch, and from then on they are both 
indisputably centre stage till 15:35 where they appear anarthrously as Paul and Barnabas. 
The next section 15:36–41 “Disagreement between Paul and Barnabas” has the largest 
concentration of this anarthrous construction: 15:37 Barnabas, 15:38 Paul, and 15:40 
Paul. From this point to the end, Paul becomes the main character of Acts, and the only 
other anarthrous nominatives are Crispus and Agrippa, whose actions affect Paul’s 
ministry so significantly. 

These data are in line with the theory that anarthrous reference to known referents 
marks salience. Barnabas and Saul’s future significance is foreshadowed by anarthrous 
reference, even when they are Discourse-old and not prominent above the level of PARA-
GRAPH. When Paul and Barnabas are “struggling for centre stage” (as far as the narrative 
plot is concerned), they are each anarthrous, but the anarthrous construction ceases for 
Paul once he is indisputable main character. 

Almost a quarter of the references charted (9/43) are for Peter and/or John, who are 
similarly major characters in parts of Acts. One third of these (3/9) are anarthrous. 3/22 
of all anarthrous nominatives charted refer to Peter or Peter and John. These are 2:38 
when Discourse-old Peter makes a direct appeal for the crowds to repent, 3:1 when Peter 
and John take centre stage and heal the lame man (3:1–4:23 or 31), and 8:20 where Peter 
again challenges someone to repent, here Simon in the middle of the Philip section. All 
these referents are Discourse-old, and do not simply occur at the point of reintroducing 
the character. This is in line with the theory that anarthrous reference to known referents 
marks salience. 2:38 and 8:20 also support Levinsohn’s conclusion (1992:99) that 
“anarthrous references to particular, known participants” can “highlight the speech which 
he utters” since in both cases Peter’s call to repentance had significant results. 
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The next section contains others who are mentioned anarthrously: 
• Agrippa (3 x) 
• Philip (2 x) 
• Stephen, Herod, John, Crispus (1 x) 
• Gallio (1x genitive) 
Surprisingly (to me) Agrippa is marked salient three times: 
• 25:22 when he asks to hear Paul 
• 26:1 when he grants Paul permission to speak 
• 26:35 where he announces Paul’s innocence, yet confirms that he should go to 

Rome 
Agrippa’s final statement is salient at discourse level for Acts since it both vindicates the 
gospel, and provides the means for Paul to travel to Rome, thus fulfilling God’s promise 
(23:11). Agrippa’s request to hear Paul, and invitation for Paul to speak, are necessary 
prerequisites for this statement, and by being marked salient, highlight the concluding 
event even more. The salience of Agrippa may also explain the “unusual” postnuclear 
Aorist Participle in 25:13 κατήντησαν εἰς Καισάρειαν ἀσπασάμενοι τὸν Φῆστον 
where the unmarked construction would be Aorist Participle for “go down”, Main Verb 
for “greet”. However, whatever Agrippa’s motivation, Luke’s focus is not on his greeting 
Festus, but on his arriving at Caesarea where Paul is, hence the travel to Caesarea 
scenario is encoded as the Main Verb. 

Philip is the major character for Acts 8:5–40, and the two anarthrous references 
charted are in the first and last verses of this passage, with an anarthrous reference to 
Peter in the middle (8:20). Philip is already Discourse-old (6:5) and the anarthrous 
reference in 8:40 emphasizing his going to Caesarea foreshadows his reappearance on 
stage in Acts 21:8–9. 

Stephen is clearly a major character throughout Acts 6:8–8:1, and is reintroduced in 
6:8 anarthrously when he takes centre stage, although he is Discourse-old (6:5). 

Herod is clearly the major character for the section 12:19b–23 “Herod’s Death” 
(NIV), so he is reintroduced anarthrously in 12:19b even though he has been on stage 
from 12:1. 

John is marked salient when he leaves the mission (13:13). John is Discourse-old 
(12:25, 13:5) but of course he is to return as focal in the section 15:36–41 “Disagreement 
between Paul and Barnabas” (NIV) where the greatest concentration of initial anarthrous 
nominatives with δὲ occurs (Barnabas x 1, Paul x 2). 

Crispus is marked salient in 18:8, but only occurs here in Acts, and only reoccurs in 
1 Corinthians 1:14, as one of the few Corinthians Paul baptized. Perhaps Crispus’s 
conversion is being marked here as especially significant. Up till now, Jewish leaders had 
not been responsive to Paul’s mission, indeed they had blocked his ministry (13:8, 13:50, 
14:2, 5, 14:19, 17:5, 17:13, 18:6), so a prominent Jewish leader and his household 
becoming believers was clearly some kind of breakthrough, and was indeed followed by 
many Corinthian converts, resulting in Paul staying there a year. Crispus is also 
Discourse-new and may well be Hearer-new. 
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Gallio’s significant refusal to connive with the Jewish antagonists in Corinth (18:14–
17) may explain why he is introduced anarthrously in 18:12. Gallio is Discourse-new but 
may be Hearer-old. 

Thus all characters encoded by anarthrous nominatives above are salient at the level 
of PARAGRAPH, EPISODE, or even whole TEXT. 

There are still a number of names which occur once each on this chart, as articular 
nouns: Simon, Cornelius, the Jews, Alexander, and Festus. Simon is on stage 8:9–25, but 
he is upstaged by Philip whom he follows, and Peter, whose mercy he implores. 
Cornelius is indeed a significant character, on stage 10:1–48, but he seems to be a minor 
character compared to Peter, who is on stage 9:32–11:18, and whose action in baptizing 
gentiles into the Christian faith is focal at a higher discourse level than Cornelius’s 
action, being focal in 11:1–18, and again in 15:7–11. The Jews in 13:50 are significant in 
verses 50–51, but thereafter have no part in the discourse. Alexander (19:33) is clearly a 
minor character only focal in two verses, whose action has no effect. Festus would appear 
to be a major character, being on stage from 25:1–26:32, but as a “new boy” (25:1), he 
clearly feels the need to defer his judgment to Agrippa (25:26), and it is the trial before 
Agrippa which is given most coverage, and Agrippa who has the last word on the case 
(26:32). So the three anarthrous references charted for Agrippa seem to reflect his 
prominence above Festus. None of these characters are significant at levels of discourse 
above the episode. 

These data from Acts again seem to confirm the thesis that anarthrous reference to 
Hearer-old entities marks salience, often at the higher levels of discourse. 

M8. Salience because of participant role, agent but not in the 
nominative 

An agent is typically salient at CLAUSE level in a narrative, since the agent causes 
the narrative events. Where the agent is also the main character of several EPISODES one 
would expect to see anarthrousness marking salience. 

In the New Testament there are 30 occurrences of “Paul” in the Accusative, all in 
Acts. Of these only three are anarthrous. In each of these, Paul is, in fact, an agent, albeit 
marked accusative for other reasons, i.e. as a member of the nominative Noun Phrase, or 
as agent in an Accusative and Infinitive construction: 
 Acts 13:13 

… οἱ περὶ Παῦλον ἦλθον εἰς Πέργην … 
… those around/with Paul went to Perga … 

 

 Acts 15:2 

… ἔταξαν ἀναβαίνειν Παῦλον καὶ Βαρναβᾶν … 
… they-assigned to-go-up Paul and Barnabas … 
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 Acts 19:1 

Ἐγένετο δὲ … Παῦλον … [κατ]ελθεῖν εἰς Ἔφεσον 
it-happened ( ) … Paul … to-go to Ephesus 

In the New Testament there are 225 occurrences of “Jesus” in the Genitive, of which 
185 (82 percent) are anarthrous. This genitive case frequently refers to Jesus as the agent 
of an action represented by another noun, e.g. Acts 10:36 εἰρήνην διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
‘peace through Jesus Christ’, i.e. Jesus gives peace. This figure is extraordinarily high, 
being over 30 percent different from the average for all nouns: 

 All Nom. Voc. Acc. Gen. Dat. 
 28,956 7,455 631 8,815 7,681 4,375 
+article 14,291 (49%) 3,637 (49%)  50 (8%) 4,294 (49%) 4,101 (53%) 2,188 (50%) 
−article 14,665 (51%) 3,818 (51%) 581 (92%) 4,521 (51%) 3,580 (47%) 2,187 (50%) 
 

 Jesus Nom. Voc. Acc. Gen. Dat. 
 917 462 10 127 225 93 
+article 407 (44%) 280 (61%)  0  (0%)  59 (46%)  37 (16%) 30 (32%) 
−article 510 (56%) 182 (39%) 10 (100%)  68 (54%) 188 (84%) 63 (68%) 
Slight discrepancies exist between raw GRAMCORD data in this chart, and analysed data used for figures 
in the text. 

If we look at the figures for the Gospels and non-Gospels separately, we see that 
both show a marked divergence from the 50 percent average: 

Jesus Matthew Mark Luke John Gospels Acts Epistles Revelatio
n 

Non-Gospel 

Gen. 12 6 11 12 41 28 144 11 183 
+article  6 5  7 11 29 (71%)  6   5  0  11  (6%) 
−article  6 1  4  1 12 (19%) 22 139 11  172 (94%) 
Acts 7:45, included in raw GRAMCORD data, refers to Joshua. 

I have already stated that anarthrous references to Jesus are statistically low in the 
Gospels since Jesus is the main character and thus his actions are always salient. This is 
supported by the low percentage of anarthrous Genitives in the Gospels. However, if we 
look at the references in the New Testament non-Gospel writings, the situation is 
dramatically reversed, and with 183 occurrences, this seems unlikely to be a statistical 
blip. 

There are two reasons for this seeming anomaly. Firstly, there are a large number of 
references in the Epistles where Jesus is part of a fuller noun phrase including a descrip-
tive noun such as “His Son”, “the Lord”, “the Saviour”, and “Christ”. In these cases, 
Jesus might be regarded as primarily naming the individual, who is being referred to by 
the descriptive term. Secondly, and I believe more significantly, in Acts and the Epistles 
Jesus is not physically present as a character in the narrative, nor is Jesus addresser or 
addressee of the written communication, yet faith in Jesus is being presented as vital for 
people’s lives. In such cases, it is reasonable to suggest that Jesus is being given salience 
marking more frequently than in the Gospels, since he needs to be continually reintro-
duced onto the mental “stage”. 
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In the Gospels, the name Jesus typically occurs alone in the genitive and is arthrous. 
Elsewhere in the New Testament where the name Jesus occurs alone in the genitive it is 
frequently anarthrous, for example in 

• Acts 10/30 times, 4/10 anarthrous 
• Epistles 8/142 times, 3/8 anarthrous, and 
• Revelation 7/11 times, all anarthrous. 
It should be noted these arthrous references seem to refer to Jesus as a historical 

human figure, that is Acts 
• 1:14 Jesus’s mother 
• 4:18 and 5:40 not to teach in the name of Jesus 
• 9:27 Paul’s preaching in the name of Jesus 
• 18:25 facts about Jesus, and 
• 28:23 convince people about Jesus. 

Similarly, 2 Corinthians 4:10 (2 x), 4:11; Galatians 6:17; and 1 Thessalonians 4:14 are all 
references to Jesus in physical human form, either during his life on earth, or at the 
Second Coming. 

The anarthrous references to Jesus above refer primarily to Jesus’s power and work, 
that is: 

• Acts 16:7 the Spirit of Jesus, 25:19 and 26:9 Jesus focal as topic of a charge 
• Philemon 2:10 and Hebrews 10:19 referring to his name and his (sacrificial) 

blood 
• Revelation 1:9, 12:17, 17:6, 19:10 (2 x), 20:4 referring to Jesus’s witness, and 

14:12 to his faith 
Where Jesus in the genitive is part of a larger descriptive noun phrase, there is only 

one arthrous occurrence of Jesus in the whole New Testament, “the Jesus Christ”, 
Matthew 1:18. This reference proves that Jesus Christ can take the article, yet of 45 
occurrences of “Jesus Christ” alone in the genitive, only one has the article. Similarly, of 
25 occurrences of “Christ Jesus” alone in the genitive, only two (Galatians 5:24 and 
Ephesians 3:1) take the article. 

I suggest that the low occurrence of the article with Jesus, Jesus Christ, and Christ 
Jesus is due to the fact that Jesus in the Epistles is marked as salient, since he is thematic 
at the level of TEXT. This is reinforced by a seemingly anomalous lack of the article in 
the phrase “Lord Jesus (Christ)” where one would expect its use since Lord refers to a 
known definite individual. The New Testament has this phrase 31 times, and 11 are 
anarthrous, all in the Epistles. 

Seven out of these 11 anarthrous forms occur in the opening prayer formula, where 
the genitive marks the agent of the desired action, for example: 

 1 Corinthians 1:3 

χάρις ὑμῖν καὶ εἰρήνη ἀπὸ θεοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν καὶ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. 
grace to-you and peace from God Father of-us and Lord Jesus Christ 



M. Types of Salience in Greek Discourse 715 

 

This identical formula is used in 
• 2 Corinthians 1:2 
• Galatians 1:3 
• Ephesians 1:2 
• Philippians 1:2 
• 2 Thessalonians 1:2, and 
• Philemon 1:3. 
One occurrence comes from the identification of the addresser of the letter: 

 James 1:1 

Ἰάκωβος θεοῦ καὶ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ δοῦλος … 
James of-God and of-Lord Jesus Christ slave … 

One occurrence comes in the closing prayers: 

 Ephesians 6:23 

Εἰρήνη τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς καὶ ἀγάπη μετὰ πίστεως ἀπὸ θεοῦ πατρὸς καὶ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. 
peace to-the brothers and love with faith from God Father and Lord Jesus Christ 

Two occurrences occur within the body of the text: 
• 2 Thessalonians 1:12 “according to the grace of our God and (the) Lord Jesus 

Christ” in a summary statement of the opening thanksgiving section 3–12 
• Colossians 3:17 “in the name of (the) Lord Jesus” in a summary statement of the 

teaching in 3:1–17 as well as an introduction to 3:18–4:1 
Of the eight occurrences which are arthrous 
• four occur in the final prayer of blessing: 

 1 Corinthians 16:23 
 2 Corinthians 13:13 
 Philippians 4:23 
 Philemon 1:25 “the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ …”, and 

• four occur in the body of the text: 
 1 Corinthians 6:11 
 2 Corinthians 11:31 
 1 Thessalonians 4:2, and 
 2 Thessalonians 1:7. 

This seems to suggest that anarthrous usage marks salient, and that in the opening 
prayer of blessing of a letter, which establishes the interpersonal relationships of the 
whole TEXT, the agent is especially salient, even though marked by genitive case. In 
contrast, it appears the final blessing shows less marked salience, being primarily a 
repetition of the blessing invoked in the opening. 
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M9. Salience because of participant role, being the predicate noun, or 
subject complement 

A “predicate noun” or “subject complement” is used to predicate information about 
the subject, e.g. “king” in “Croesus was king”. The concepts of subject and predicate are 
also related to given/new and topic/comment distinctions, the subject being “given” or 
“topic”, the predicate being “new” or “comment” (Chalker and Weiner 1994:307). 
Predicate nouns are naturally salient, since they are the new comment, rather than the 
given propositional topic. 

Levinsohn (1992:97) relates this to articular use in Greek: 
Frequently, the propositional topic is information that the author considers to be “known” to the 
reader and the subject is most frequently the topic. The observed tendency for the subject to be 
arthrous in Greek naturally follows. 
Similarly, the comment usually contains “new” information “not in the sense that it cannot have 
been previously mentioned, although it is often the case that it has not been, but in the sense that 
the speaker presents it as not being recoverable from the preceding discourse” (Halliday, 
1967:204). As a result, the constituents of the comment show a tendency to be anarthrous. 

Examples of comments being anarthrous, even when the referent is definite, come 
from Hebrews. The topic of these statements is God’s Son, introduced in 1:2 (topic is 
underlined, comment bolded): 
 Hebrews 1:2 

ἐν υἱῷ, ὃν ἔθηκεν κληρονόμον πάντων, 
in Son whom he-appointed heir of-all 

 

 Hebrews 1:3 

ὃς ὢν ἀπαύγασμα τῆς δόξης καὶ χαρακτὴρ τῆς ὑποστάσεως αὐτου 
who being radiance of-the glory and representation of-the reality of-him 

Surely, given the whole focus of Hebrews on the uniqueness of Jesus, we are to under-
stand that Jesus is not simply an heir, a radiance, and a representation, but the heir, the 
radiance, and the representation. Anarthrousness here, I posit, is to mark the comment as 
salient, by presenting it as if it were NEW (even though, presumably, the recipients of 
Hebrews knew these facts). 

Similarly, in 1 Timothy (topic is underlined, comment bolded): 

 1 Timothy 3:15b 

ἐν οἴκῳ θεοῦ … ἥτις ἐστὶν ἐκκλησία θεοῦ ζῶντος, στῦλος καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῆς ἀληθείας. 
in house of-God … which is assembly of-God living pillar and bulwark of-the faith 

Again, in context the comment must be definite, i.e. “the assembly of the living God, the 
pillar, and the bulwark of the faith”. Hence, I argue anarthrousness here marks salience. 

This may account for so-called “anomalies” such as “class” words occurring without 
an article where they function as predicate nouns in the comment slot, for example: 
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 Galatians 5:19–21a 

φανερὰ δέ ἐστιν τὰ ἔργα τῆς σαρκός, ἅτινά ἐστιν πορνεία, ἀκαθαρσία … 
manifest ( ) are the works of-the flesh which are fornication uncleanness … 

 

 Galatians 5:22–23a 

Ὁ δὲ καρπὸς τοῦ πνεύματός ἐστιν ἀγάπη χαρά εἰρήνη, μακροθυμία χρηστότης … 
the ( ) fruit of-the Spirit is love joy peace long-suffering kindness … 

(As has been shown above, nouns in lists tend to be anarthrous, possibly due to 
highlighting the implicit contrasts between items filling the same semantic role, but more 
probably due to the thematic significance of such listed items at EPISODE level.) 

Comments may be anarthrous, even when the sentence is not equative, for example: 

 James 1:3–4 

τὸ δοκίμιον ὑμῶν τῆς πίστεως κατεργάζεται ὑπομονήν. 
the testing of-you of-the faith produces steadfastness 

 

ἡ δὲ ὑπομονὴ ἔργον τέλειον ἐχέτω … 
the ( ) steadfastness work perfect may-it-have … 

 

 James 1:15 

εἶτα ἡ ἐπιθυμία συλλαβοῦσα τίκτει ἁμαρτίαν, 
then the lust having-conceived bears sin 

 

ἡ δὲ ἁμαρτία ἀποτελεσθεῖσα ἀποκύει θάνατον. 
the ( ) sin having-matured brings death 

 

 Romans 5:3b–5a 

εἰδότες ὅτι ἡ θλῖψις ὑπομονὴν κατεργάζεται, ἡ δὲ ὑπομονὴ δοκιμήν, 
having-known that the affliction steadfastness produces the ( ) steadfastness character 

 

ἡ δὲ δοκιμὴ ἐλπίδα. ἡ δὲ ἐλπὶς οὐ καταισχύνει, 
the ( ) character hope the ( ) hope not disappoints 

These examples show a chaining of ideas in a predictable sequence, where the same noun 
is anarthrous as comment, and arthrous as topic. (This of course parallels the basic 
Discourse-new, Discourse-old pattern. Indeed Moule (1953, 1990:117) commented on 
the use of the article in Romans 5:3–5 for “renewed mention”.) 

However, even a Discourse-old or Hearer-old element may be anarthrous, i.e. salient, 
when it occur as a predicate noun, since it is NEW in Halliday’s sense of not predictable. 
It may have been previously mentioned in the text, but “the speaker presents it as not 
being recoverable from the preceding discourse” (Halliday 1967:204), for example: 
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 Revelation 1:20 

οἱ ἑπτὰ ἀστέρες ἄγγελοι τῶν ἑπτὰ ἐκκλησιῶν εἰσιν 
the seven stars angels/messengers of-the seven churches are 

 

καὶ αἱ λυχνίαι αἱ ἑπτὰ ἑπτὰ ἐκκλησίαι εἰσίν. 
and the lamps the seven seven churches are 

Here the “angels” in the first line are Discourse-new but probably Hearer-old. Certainly 
in 2:1, use of the article with the singular noun “the angel” seems to presuppose the 
hearers already knew each church had one. The anarthrous occurrence of “seven 
churches” in line two must clearly refer to Hearer-old churches, since they first occurred 
in 1:4 with the article and have just been mentioned in the previous clause. The following 
list of churches makes it clear that these are “the seven churches”, i.e. the seven churches 
of Asia. 

 Revelation 20:2 

ὅς ἐστιν Διάβολος καὶ ὁ Σατανᾶς 
who is Devil and (i.e.) the Satan 

Here the Devil is clearly meant to refer to a single identifiable Hearer-old entity, and is 
also Discourse-old (see 2:10, 12:9, 12:12). 

 Luke 2:11 

ὅς ἐστιν Χριστὸς κύριος 
who is Christ Lord 

Here Christ must refer to the Hearer-old Messiah who is to come, but is marked salient, 
because of semantic role. 

 Matthew 16:18 

σὺ εἶ Πέτρος 
you are Peter 

Here Peter is marked salient, because of semantic role. The next occurrence (16:22) is 
with the article. 

A similar pattern can be seen with the verb καλέω where the named is arthrous and 
the name, being salient, anarthrous: 
 Matthew 1:21 (cf., 1:23, 1:25) 

καὶ καλέσεις τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν· 
and you-will-call the name of-him Jesus 

 

 Matthew 10:25 

εἰ τὸν οἰκοδεσπότην Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐπεκάλεσαν 
if the householder Beelzebul they-called 

One may argue that names in Greek are frequently anarthrous. This is true, but why? 
Grammatically they are the same as common nouns, being able to take the article 
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(although not occurring in the plural). I argue that they frequently lack the article as they 
are frequently salient at clause or discourse level. 

M10. Salience because of participant role, manner/means versus sphere 
We have seen in Romans 12:7–8 that abstract nouns in the semantic role of sphere 

take the article, and in the role of manner, i.e. adverbial usage, are anarthrous. We have 
also seen that prototypical slot fillers may be referred to as Hearer-old, i.e. take the 
article. Sphere slots have a restricted range of possible fillers. Indeed, in the above 
passage the abstract nouns for sphere are all derived from the same root as the preceding 
noun or verb. Adverbial slots, however, not only have a wider range of possibilities, but 
where adverbial concepts are explicit, they are prototypically salient, since the manner of 
performing the verb is frequently new information, and determines whether the action of 
the verb will bring success or failure, for example: 

 2 Corinthians 9:6 

Τοῦτο δέ, ὁ σπείρων φειδομένως φειδομένως καὶ θερίσει, 
this ( ) the[one] sowing sparingly sparingly also will-reap 

 

καὶ ὁ σπείρων ἐπ᾽ εὐλογίαις ἐπ᾽ εὐλογίαις καὶ θερίσει. 
and the[one] sowing on blessings on blessings also will-reap 
NIV: whoever sows generously will also reap generously 

Here it is the manner of the action, expressed in the first clause by an adverb, and in the 
second by an abstract noun, which determines the result, and hence the abstract noun in 
the phrase indicating manner is anarthrous, i.e. marked salient. This suggests that nouns 
in adverbial slots are salient at SENTENCE, PARAGRAPH, or even EPISODE level, since 
they affect predictability of outcomes. For example, “generously” above occurs in the 
first sentence of the NIV’s section entitled “Sowing Generously” (2 Corinthians 9:6–15) 
which suggests salience at EPISODE level. 

 James 1:5–6 

αἰτείτω παρὰ τοῦ … θεοῦ … καὶ δοθήσεται αὐτῷ. 
let-him-ask from the … God … and it-will-be-given to-him 

 

αἰτείτω δὲ ἐν πίστει … 
let-him-ask ( ) in faith … 

Here again, the verb is simply repeated, but the manner, expressed by an adverbial noun 
phrase with anarthrous abstract noun, is the key to success of the verb, since James him-
self warns in 1:7: “That man [who wavers] should not think he will receive anything from 
the Lord.” Here “faith” is salient at PARAGRAPH level, throughout James 1:2–8. 

There are many examples of abstract nouns in adverbial phrases being anarthrous. 
Salience can be argued I believe, as the adverb is frequently the only new information, 
the verb being predictable, e.g. in the instructions to slaves, who are forced to obey and 
serve: 
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 Ephesians 6:5, 7 

Οἱ δοῦλοι, ὑπακούετε τοῖς κατὰ σάρκα κυρίοις 
the slaves obey the according-to flesh masters 

 

μετὰ φόβου καὶ τρόμου ἐν ἁπλότητι τῆς καρδίας ὑμῶν ὡς τῷ Χριστῷ, … 
with fear and trembling in singleness of-the heart of you as to-the Christ … 

 

μετ᾽ εὐνοίας δουλεύοντες … 
with goodwill serving … 

 

 Colossians 3:22–23 

Οἱ δοῦλοι, ὑπακούετε κατὰ πάντα τοῖς κατὰ σάρκα κυρίοις, 
the slaves obey in everything the according-to flesh masters 

 

μὴ ἐν ὀφθαλμοδουλίᾳ ὡς ἀνθρωπάρεσκοι, 
not in eye-service as men-pleasers 

 

ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἁπλότητι καρδίας φοβούμενοι τὸν κύριον. 
but in singleness of-heart fearing the Lord 

 

ὃ ἐὰν ποιῆτε, ἐκ ψυχῆς ἐργάζεσθε … 
what ever you-do from soul do … 

Sometimes the verb is not in the clause, but assumed from a previous clause, for 
example: 
 1 Peter 3:15–16 

κύριον δὲ τὸν Χριστὸν ἁγιάσατε … 
Lord ( ) the Christ reverence … 

 

ἀλλὰ μετὰ πραΰτητος καὶ φόβου, 
but with humility and fear 

Similarly, in the following examples, the adverbial noun phrases are semantically 
important, and the grammatical verb is virtually empty of semantic content: 

 1 Timothy 3:4b 

τέκνα ἔχοντα ἐν ὑποταγῇ, μετὰ πάσης σεμνότητος, 
children having in submission with all gravity 
i.e. control your children and make them behave well. 

 

 1 Timothy 4:12b 

ἀλλὰ τύπος γίνου τῶν πιστῶν 
but pattern become for-the faithful 
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ἐν λόγῳ, ἐν ἀναστροφῇ, ἐν ἀγάπῃ, ἐν πίστει, ἐν ἁγνεία, 
in word in behaviour in love in faith in purity 
i.e. speak, behave, love, believe, be pure, so well that you are a good example. 

Danove (1993b:112)also shows the significance of adverbial phrases of manner in 
Greek in predicting likely plot development, and argues, using Fillmore’s Construction 
Grammar, that they are especially significant because they are not required by the case 
frame: 

The generalized Valence Description of the predicator, to listen to, requires two complements, 
an experiencer and a “to” prepositional phrase (or, in Greek, an experiencer and a patient in the 
genitive case). In the sentence, “He listened to him gladly ([Mark] 6:20),” the adverb ἡδέως, 
offers particular information necessary for the meaning of this specific statement, though in 
general no adverb need be present for the verb to produce a meaningful sentence: 
sentence: ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἥκουεν. 

 V   
 ἀκούω   
1 C {Adv} Adv = adverbial phrase 
Exp Pat Man Man = manner 
 gen   
 N adv  
Permissible complement augmentation becomes a vehicle for very precise nuancing of meaning 
and constitutes an important tool for analysis. 

Danove argues (ibid.) that the Adverbial Phrase of manner, “gladly”, identifies 
Herod as “inconsistent” and is part of the “Passion Narrative frame” which “relates to a 
particular character who first defends the hero and later is responsible for the hero’s 
death”. (This same Passion Narrative frame is later cued by the same phrase, “And (the) 
great crowd listened to [Jesus] gladly (12:37c)” thus linking the crowd’s treatment of 
Jesus with Herod’s inconsistent treatment of John.) 

Evidence for the salience of certain semantic roles is also found in Pam Bendor-
Samuel’s study (1996:151–173) on the analysis of semantic roles in Greek prepositional 
phrases. She examines the semantic roles of certain abstract nouns with the preposition 
ἐν, commenting not only on their frequency and role, but also whether they are arthrous. 

Bendor-Samuel identifies 19 occurrences of ἐν (τῇ) ἀγάπῃ ‘in love’. She analyses 
• nine as sphere 
• six as arthrous (John 15:9, 15:10 (2 x); 1 John 4:16, 4:18b (2 x)), and 
• three as anarthrous (Ephesians 3:17; 1 Timothy 4:12; Jude 21). 

According to my analysis, the anarthrous occurrences for sphere are being marked as 
salient, since in Ephesians 3:17 and Jude 21 the phrase is also fronted for focus (cf., Reed 
(1997:118) “syntactic elements may be moved for the sake of markedness (e.g. compari-
son, contrast, focus)”), and the occurrence in 1 Timothy 4:12 is one of five elements in a 
list, which listing indicates thematic significance at EPISODE level. In contrast all the 10 
occurrences which she analyses as manner are anarthrous (1 Corinthians 4:21, 16:14; 2 
Corinthians 6:6; Ephesians 1:4, 4:2, 4:15, 4:16, 5:2; Colossians 2:2; 1 Thessalonians 
5:13). 
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Similarly, Bendor-Samuel identifies 13 occurrences of ἐν (τῇ) δυνάμει ‘in power’. 
She analyses four as sphere, and all are anarthrous (1 Corinthians 2:5, 4:20, 15:43; 2 
Corinthians 6:7). These anarthrous occurrences for sphere are marked as salient, the first 
three being in explicit contrast with other elements “not in wisdom”, “not in word”, “in 
weakness”, and the last being the final one of eight abstract nouns in a list (from v. 6 “in 
purity” on), which listing indicates thematic significance at EPISODE level. She analyses 
the other nine occurrences as manner or means, commenting “due to the semantics of the 
word … the line between the two is fine”. The four means are all anarthrous (Romans 
15:13, 15:19; 2 Thessalonians 1:11; 1 Peter 1:5). Romans 15:13 again seems to show a 
contrast between sphere “in the hope” and means/manner “in power”. Of the five manner, 
three are anarthrous (Mark 9:1; Romans 1:4; Colossians 1:29) and two are arthrous (Luke 
4:14; Revelation 1:16). In both these arthrous uses the noun is part of a genitive construc-
tion and does not refer simply to manner: “in the power of the Spirit” is not about the 
manner of Jesus’s return to Galilee, but about the Spirit’s indwelling presence at that 
time, and “in the power of it [the sun]” is a reference to time “as the sun shines when at 
its brightest”. These arthrous uses are not simply adverbial, meaning “powerfully”, and 
indeed might be reasonably analysed as sphere. 

Bendor-Samuel identifies 15 occurrences of ἐν (τῇ) πίστει ‘in faith’. She analyses 
• 12 as sphere 
• 4 are arthrous (1 Corinthians 16:13; 2 Corinthians 13:5; Titus 1:13; 2 Peter 1:5), 

and 
• 8 are anarthrous (1 Timothy 1:2, 1:4, 2:7, 2:15, 3:13, 4:12; Titus 3:15; James 2:5). 

All these anarthrous occurrences for sphere are salient. The six occurrences in 1 Timothy 
are themselves an indication that “the faith”, i.e. the true apostolic Christian faith, is 
thematic to the letter. 

• In 1:2 it occurs in the opening paragraph as an indication of the letters theme (see 
below). 

• 2:7 also seems to be salient due to theme as does 3:13 (cf., 3:9). 
• 1:4 is in implicit contrast with “tales and genealogies”. 
• 2:15 and 4:12 occur in lists, indicating comparison or contrast. 

The occurrence in Titus 3:15 comes in the letter closure, and is salient in terms of the 
interpersonal theme of the letter, (cf., “according to faith” in 1:1). The anarthrous occur-
rence in James 2:5 is salient due to contrast “rich in faith” contrasting with “poor in 
world”. The three analysed manner/means are all anarthrous (Galatians 2:20; 2 Timothy 
1:13; James 1:6). 

In summary then, accepting Bendor-Samuel’s categorization of semantic roles, 
abstract nouns with ἐν are typically anarthrous as manner/means, and arthrous as sphere, 
unless the sphere is salient: 
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Semantic role manner/means  sphere sphere +salience 

Grammatical form arthrous anarthrous arthrous anarthrous 
in love − 10  6  3 
in power  (2)*  7 −  4 
in faith −  3  4  8 
TOTAL (2)* 20 10 15 
* Arguably sphere, see discussion above. 

If the alternative analysis for “in the power” in Luke 4:14 and Revelation 1:16 be 
accepted, the pattern is even more marked: 

Semantic role manner/means  sphere sphere +salience 

Grammatical form arthrous anarthrous arthrous anarthrous 
in love − 10  6  3 
in power  −  7  2  4 
in faith −  3  4  8 
TOTAL − 20 12 15 

Bendor-Samuel also lists uses of “in (the) spirit/Spirit”. This naturally is more prob-
lematical due to the polysemy of the Greek word. However, she lists 43 occurrences, 
seven arthrous (six as Holy Spirit, Romans 1:9 as human spirit), and 36 anarthrous (13 of 
which are followed by “holy”, and most of which she analyses as referring to the Holy 
Spirit, mainly in the role of agent, e.g. Matthew 22:43; Romans 9:1; Ephesians 2:22, 
5:18, all anarthrous). Thus the vast majority of references to the Holy Spirit in agent role 
are anarthrous, i.e. by my analysis “salient”. It is not surprising that the Holy Spirit is fre-
quently marked grammatically as a salient agent, given the significance of the Holy 
Spirit’s role in the life of the believer (e.g. John 16:5–16). 

Similarly, Bendor-Samuel notes that “in the Lord” occurs 48 times, of which only 
one is arthrous (Ephesians 1:15), “in Christ (Jesus)” occurs 82 times of which only six 
are arthrous (1 Corinthians 15:22; 2 Corinthians 2:14; Ephesians 1:10, 1:12, 1:20, 2:6. 
She says regarding “in Christ” that “Sphere … is the major role of the phrase”. If, as I 
argue, a noun in the sphere role is anarthrous when it is marked salient, then the high 
percentage of anarthrous occurrences of Lord and Christ grammaticalizes the significance 
of the believer’s relationship to Christ (e.g. John 15:1–17). 

M11. Salience because of discourse role, named main participant in a 
TEXT 

We have seen above that agents referred to by proper nouns, whether in the nomina-
tive or not, are frequently anarthrous, especially where their role seems to be highlighted, 
either in contrast to that of others, or in contrast to other actions they perform. We have 
seen that for “Jesus” there is a marked imbalance in the genitive case between a low 
number of anarthrous occurrences in the Gospels, where Jesus is the main narrative 
character, and a high number of anarthrous occurrences in Acts and Epistles, where Jesus 
is thematic, but not “on stage”. 

We have also seen that in general the percentages of arthrousness for “Jesus” are not 
significantly different from those for all nouns: 
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 All Nom. Voc. Acc. Gen. Dat. 
 28,956 7,455 631 8,815 7,681 4,375 
+article 14,291 (49%) 3,637 (49%)  50 (8%) 4,294 (49%) 4,101 (53%) 2,188 (50%) 
−article 14,665 (51%) 3,818 (51%) 581 (92%) 4,521 (51%) 3,580 (47%) 2,187 (50%) 

 

 Jesus Nom. Voc. Acc. Gen. Dat. 
 917 462 10 127 225 93 
+article 407 (44%) 280 (61%)  0  (0%)  59 (46%)  37 (16%) 30 (32%) 
−article 510 (56%) 182 (39%) 10 (100%)  68 (54%) 188 (84%) 63 (68%) 

However, book by book analysis shows that “Jesus” is, in fact, normally arthrous in 
the Gospels, yet normally anarthrous in Acts, and almost always anarthrous in the 
Epistles: 

Jesus Matthew Mark Luke John Gospels Acts Epistles 
Total 150 82 87 244 563 69 270 
+article 131 74 66 165 436 (77%) 18 (26%)   8 (3%) 
−article  19  8 21  79 127 (23%) 51 (74%) 262 (97%) 

Since Jesus is the main narrative character in the Gospels, and thus always on stage 
and focal, anarthrous uses in the Gospels mark salience at TEXT level, and cluster around 
especially significant events. In contrast, in Acts and the Epistles, Jesus as a narrative 
character is no longer on stage, yet is still thematic at TEXT level, hence occurrences of 
Jesus are typically anarthrous, i.e. marked salient. 

For example, Matthew has 19/150 anarthrous uses, clustered as follows: 
a. Jesus’s birth 

1:1 Title 
1:16 Climax of genealogy 
1:21 Name prophecy 
1:26 Name given 

b. Jesus attracts opposition 
14:1 Herod heard fame of Jesus 

c. Transfiguration 
17:8 Jesus left alone 

d. Jesus enters Jerusalem 
20:30 Heard that “Jesus is coming” 
21:1 Jesus sent two disciples to get donkey 
21:11 Crowds said this is the prophet Jesus 
21:12 Jesus entered into the temple 

e. Peter deserts Jesus 
26:51 One of those with Jesus 
26:69, 71 Accusation of being with Jesus 
26:75 Remembered word of Jesus (three in a row) 

f. Crucifixion 
27:17, 22 Jesus (direct speech) 
27:37 Heading on cross 
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g. Resurrection 
28:5 You seek Jesus (direct speech) 
28:9 Behold Jesus met them 
(27:16, 17 Have a textual variant of Jesus, Barabbas) 

Note that there are no salient references to Jesus in Matthew from 1:26 until 14:1, where 
all Jesus does is “the norm” of teaching and healing. 

Mark has only 8/82 anarthrous references to Jesus. They also occur at focal points of 
the text as a whole: 
a. Title 

1:1 Title 
b. Jesus introduced to narrative 

1:9 Jesus comes on the scene 
c. Jesus addressed by those in need 

1:24, 
5:7 

Jesus addressed in direct speech, vocative, by demonized (Jesus’s mission, to destroy the 
works of Satan) 

10:47 
(2 x) 

Direct speech, blind man heard it is Jesus, and Vocative, have mercy 

d. Resurrection 
16:6 Direct speech, you seek Jesus of Nazareth 

e. Ascension 
16:19 Lord (Jesus) went to heaven 

Luke has 21/87 anarthrous references to Jesus, also clustered in significant sections: 
a. Childhood 

1:31, 2:21 Name announced and naming 
2:27 Taken into temple 
2:43 Jesus stayed in Jerusalem 
2:52 Summary of childhood 

b. Beginning his ministry 
3:21 Baptism 
3:23 Ministry 
4:1 Temptation 
 (These first eight references to Jesus are all anarthrous.) 

c. Ministry 
4:34 Vocative, demon-possessed man “come to destroy us?” 
5:8 Peter at Jesus’s knees “depart from me” 
8:28 Vocative, demon-possessed man “come to destroy us?” 
17:13 Vocative, lepers asking for mercy 
18:37 Direct speech, blind man hears Jesus is passing 
18:38 Vocative, blind man asks for mercy 

d. Transfiguration 
9:36 Jesus alone 

e. Betrayal and crucifixion 
22:48 Jesus said “Judas do you betray me with a kiss?” 
22:52 Jesus said “Do you come against me as a robber?” 
23:43 Vocative, Jesus remember me when come in your kingdom 
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f. Resurrection (Last three references in the book) 
24:3 Did not find the body of the Lord Jesus 
24:15 Jesus drew near (Emmaus) 
24:19 Direct speech “concerning Jesus of Nazareth” 

Note that the first eight references to Jesus in Luke, covering his birth and the beginning 
of his ministry, and the last three references, referring to the resurrection, are all 
anarthrous. 

In John 79/244 are anarthrous, a much higher proportion than in the other Gospels. 
Of these 39 are speech formulas, most commonly “Jesus answered and said”, which 
suggests that for John one of the most significant things Jesus does is speak. This 
parallels the commonly observed fact that John’s miracles do not stand alone, but are 
“signs” demonstrating the truth of Jesus’s teaching. John’s salient sections are as follows: 
a. Prologue 

1:17 First mention “grace and truth through Jesus” 
b. Calling of Philip and Nathaniel 

1:45 Direct speech “we have found the prophet, Jesus of Nazareth” 
1:48, 50 answered Jesus and said to him, Nathaniel 

c. Jesus in Jerusalem 
2:19 Answered Jesus and said to them, Jews seeking a sign 
2:24 Jesus did not entrust himself to them 

d. Jesus and Nicodemus 
3:3, 5, 10 answered Jesus (and said to him) Nicodemus 

e. Jesus and the Samaritan woman 
4:1, 2 Jesus baptizing, not baptizing (comparisons) 
4:10, 13 Answered Jesus and said to her, woman at well 

f. Jesus heals official’s son 
4:44 Jesus himself testified that a prophet not welcome in own country 
4:47 (direct speech) man heard that Jesus had come to Galilee 

g. Jesus heals lame man in Jerusalem 
5:1 Jesus went to Jerusalem 
5:15 (direct speech) Lame man, Jesus made me whole 

h. Jesus feeds 5,000 
6:3 Jesus goes into mountains, feeding of 5,000 
6:15 Jesus perceives they want to make him king and leaves 
6:24 (direct speech) Jesus is not there 
6:42 (direct speech) Is this not Jesus? 
6:43 Answered Jesus and said to them 

i. Jesus in Jerusalem, day one 
7:14 Jesus went up into the temple 
7:21 Answered Jesus and said to them 
7:39 Because Jesus was not yet glorified 



M. Types of Salience in Greek Discourse 727 

 

j. Jesus in Jerusalem, day two 
8:1 Jesus went to Mount of Olives 
8:14 Answered Jesus and said to them 
8:19, 49, 54 Answered Jesus 
8:58 Said to them Jesus 
8:59 Jesus hid and left 

k. Jesus heals man born blind 
9:3 Answered Jesus 
9:11 (direct speech) The one called Jesus 
9:35 Jesus heard that they threw him out 

l. Lazarus 
11:20 Martha heard that Jesus is coming 
11:32 She came where Jesus was 
11:33 Jesus therefore … groaned 
11:38 Jesus therefore again groaning inwardly comes to the tomb 
11:9 Answered Jesus 
11:46 Said to them what Jesus did 
11:51 Prophesied that Jesus was about to die 
12:1 Whom Jesus had raised from the dead 

m. Triumphal entry 
12:16 When Jesus was glorified 
12:30 Answered Jesus and said 
12:36 These things spoke Jesus 
12:44 Jesus cried out and said 

n. Last supper 
13:7 Answered Jesus and said to him, Peter 
13:8 Answered Jesus to him, Peter 
13:31 Says Jesus, now is the Son of Man glorified 
13:36 Answered Jesus, Peter 
13:38 Answers Jesus, to Peter re. denial 
14:23 Answered Jesus and said to him, Judas not Iscariot 

o. Prayer for disciples (next 9 are all in a row) 
16:31 Answered them Jesus, do you now believe 
17:1 These things spoke Jesus 
17:3 (direct speech) Whom he sent Jesus Christ 

p. Betrayal 
18:1 These things having said Jesus went out 
18:2 Because Jesus often gathered there 
18:4 Jesus therefore knowing … 
18:5 (direct speech) Jesus of Nazareth 
18:7 (direct speech) Jesus of Nazareth 
18:8 Answered Jesus, I told you that I am He 

q. Trial by high priest 
18:20 Answered him Jesus, high priest 
18:23 Answered him Jesus, high priest’s officer 
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r. Trial by Pilate 
18:34 Answered Jesus, Pilate 
18:36 Answered Jesus, Pilate 
19:11 Answered Jesus, Pilate 

s. Crucifixion 
19:19 Board “Jesus the Nazarene the King of the Jews” 
19:26 Jesus therefore seeing his mother says … 

t. Resurrection, Mary 
20:14 Knew not that it is Jesus 
20:15 Says to her Jesus, woman 
20:16 Says to her Jesus, Mary 
20:17 Says to her Jesus, do not touch 

u. Resurrection, apostles 
20:24 Thomas … when Jesus came 
20:31 Believe that Jesus is the Christ 

v. Resurrection, Galilee 
21:4 Stood Jesus on the shore 
21:4 Did not know it is Jesus 
21:13 Comes Jesus and takes the bread 
21:14 Appeared Jesus to the disciples 

John’s anarthrous nouns for Jesus are distributed fairly evenly throughout the text, 
but notable are 

• 8 related to the raising of Lazarus 
• 9 (all sequential) related to Jesus’s prayer for the disciples and Peter’s fleeing and 

denial, and 
• 10 related to the resurrection appearances, especially the cluster in the appearance 

to Mary where all four clauses are also highlighted by the Present verb form. 

M12. Salience because of being a paragraph-level theme 
In Luke’s genealogy, 3:23–38, only two names occur without the article (first 

mention is bolded, subsequent mention underlined), for example: 
 Luke 3:23–24a 

Καὶ αὐτὸς ἦν Ἰησοῦς ἀρχόμενος ὡσεὶ ἐτῶν τριάκοντα, 
and himself was Jesus beginning about years thirty 

 

ὢν υἱός, ὡς ἐνομίζετο, Ἰωσὴφ τοῦ Ἠλὶ τοῦ Μαθθὰτ τοῦ Λευὶ … 
being son as was-reckoned of-Joseph of-the Eli of-the Matthat of-the Levi … 

Here Jesus and Joseph (3:23) are marked as salient since they have no article, even 
though both are Discourse-old (3:21, 1:27). Although Jesus could be seen as salient due 
to participant role (being in the nominative case), Joseph is in the genitive. It is better 
then to see this as discourse salience at the PARAGRAPH level, marking Jesus and Joseph 
as the most salient in the whole genealogy. This might lend strength to Luke’s genealogy 
being through Joseph’s lineage, rather than Mary’s lineage as some suggest. 

In contrast everyone else in Luke’s list of names is marked simply as “Hearer-old” 
by the article. With Luke’s presumably gentile audience it seems unlikely that he would 
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regard these names as really Hearer-old, but perhaps the very nature and purpose of a 
genealogy, to preserve known names, standardizes the use of articles here. 

Similarly, in Revelation 7:4–8, both common and proper nouns in “the sons of 
Israel” and every mention of “the tribe of so-and-so” are all anarthrous, even though the 
referents are surely “Hearer-old”. This could be explained as thematic at the paragraph 
level. 

M13. Salience because of being a higher Discourse-level theme 
In Matthew’s genealogy, 1:1–16, the first occurrence of most names is with the 

article, marking these people as Hearer-old. However, there are four names which first 
occur without the article, even though they would be clearly “Hearer-old” for the 
probable target audience of primarily “Jewish-Christian readers” (Hagner 1993:lix; 
France 1985:17–18). These anarthrous names are Jesus Christ, David, Abraham (1:1), 
and Mary (1:16), all first occurring in the genitive case (first mention is bolded, 
subsequent mention underlined): 

 Matthew 1:1 

Βίβλος γενέσεως ᾽Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ υἱοῦ Δαυὶδ υἱοῦ Ἀβραάμ. 
book of-origin of-Jesus Christ son of-David son of-Abraham 

 

 Matthew 1:16 

Ιακὼβ δὲ ἐγέννησεν τὸν Ἰωσὴφ τὸν ἄνδρα Μαρίας, 
Jacob ( ) begat the Joseph the husband of-Mary 

 

ἐξ ἧς ἐγεννήθη ᾽Ιησοῦς ὁ λεγόμενος Χριστός. 
from whom was-born Jesus the being-called Christ 

These anarthrous names are all salient at levels of discourse above the paragraph, 
since the issue addressed here is that Jesus, the son of Mary, is son (i.e. descendant) of 
Abraham and of David, thus fulfilling Messianic promises (e.g. Isaiah 7:14 quoted in 
Matthew 1:22–23; Genesis 22:18; 2 Samuel 7:16 referred to in Matthew 21:9). 

Jesus as son of Mary seems thematic from Matthew 1:16–25, linking the genealogy 
(1:1–17) to the birth (1:18–25) including messianic prophecy (1:23). 

Jesus as the Messiah, descendant of Abraham and of King David, seems to be the-
matic for the whole TEXT. This is not surprising since Matthew 1:1, a verbless sentence, 
functions as the title of at least the book’s opening section, the genealogy (Hendriksen 
1974:107–108). It, therefore, sets the theme for the whole book—Jesus is the promised 
Christ. 

The second mention of Jesus (1:16) is also without the article, even though he too is 
the semantic goal of the same verb γεννάω ‘beget’. However, Jesus is topicalized, i.e. 
made clause-level theme, by making him the grammatical subject of a verb in the 
passive. 

Similarly, in 1:17 in the summary of the genealogy, Abraham and David are again 
marked as salient: 



730 Section 2. Scenarios and New Testament Greek 

 

Πᾶσαι οὖν αἱ γενεαὶ ἀπὸ ᾽Αβραὰμ ἕως Δαυὶδ γενεαὶ δεκατέσσαρες, 
καὶ ἀπὸ Δαυὶδ ἕως τῆς μετοικεσίας Βαβυλῶνος γενεαὶ δεκατέσσαρ 
καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς μετοικεσίας Βαβυλῶνος ἕως τοῦ Χριστοῦ γενεαὶ δεκατέσσαρες 

In Romans 1:17, the Discourse-old noun “faith” occurs anarthrously three times. 
Louw (1982:149), analyzing the structure of Romans by identifying and linking colons, 
states: 

The line of argument in Romans 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). 

Louw (1982:149) further states: 
Their faith is the motivation for εὐχαριστέω, and πίστις is the item continued in the discourse 
and in fact in section C it builds up to a climax. 

This climax is marked grammatically by anarthrousness. The arthrous noun ἡ πίστις 
occurs in section (A) 1:8, and again διὰ τῆς ἐν ἀλλήλοις πίστεως in section (B) 1:12, 
but at the climax, 1:17, we have ἐκ πίστεως εἰς πίστιν, καθὼς γέγραπται, Ὁ δὲ 
δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται. Faith is thus marked salient as the theme of this THEME 
UNIT, and indeed is thematic in the whole TEXT (e.g. “He is able to make you stand firm 
in your faith” 16:25). Indeed πίστις and δικαιοσύνη can be regarded as “the two key 
terms in the thematic statement of [Romans] 1:17” (Dunn 1988:163). 

Consequently, “righteousness” also has thematic salience in Romans. Louw 
(1987:127) states “the topic explaining that people are put right with God through faith 
… is the central theme of the letter”. By my count, δικαιοσύνη occurs 34 times in 
Romans of which only 12 are arthrous (3:25, 26, 4:11 (1 x, maybe 2 x), 5:17, 6:18, 19, 
20, 10:3 (2 x), 10:5, 6). Anarthrous salience marking is especially clear in the first four 
occurrences of δικαιοσύνη, all anarthrous references to the righteousness of God (1:17, 
3:5, 3:21, and 3:22), and in the section on Abraham’s righteousness, 4:1–35, where six, 
maybe seven, of the eight references are anarthrous (4:3, 5, 6, 9, 11b (?), 13, and 22, but 
not 11a). This supports the thesis that righteousness is indeed a major theme of Romans, 
and that anarthrous reference to a “known specific” is a way to mark “salience”, i.e. to 
say “pay special attention”. 

The following chart below shows all the nouns which occur 20 times or more in 
Romans, ordered in terms of the percentage of anarthrous occurrences: 



M. Types of Salience in Greek Discourse 731 

 

Nouns in Romans  Total arthrous anarthrous % anarthrous 

All nouns  1,700 700 1,000 58% 

Ἰησοῦς Jesus   36   1   35 97% 

Χριστός Christ   65   9   56 86% 

ἄνθρωπος person   27   5   22 81% 

δικαιοσύνη righteousness   34  10   24 71% 

πνεῦμα spirit   34  13   21 62% 

ἔθνος nation   29  11   18 62% 

νόμος law   74  29   45 61% 

πίστις faith   40  17   23 58% 

κύριος Lord   43  19   24 56% 

σάρξ flesh   26  12   14 54% 

χάρις grace   24  11   13 54% 

Θάνατος death   22  12   10 45% 

ἁμαρτία sin   48  30   18 38% 

Θεός God  153 105   48 31% 

All nouns in NT  28,956 14,291 14,665 51% 

This raw data from GRAMCORD does not include as arthrous instances where the article is separated 
from the noun. 

Of these 14 high-frequency nouns 11 show higher percentages of anarthrousness than the 
New Testament average of 51 percent. This combination of high frequency occurrence 
and high percentage salience marking is appropriate for TEXT-level themes. Of all the 
abstract nouns listed, “righteousness” shows the highest percentage of anarthrous 
salience marking. 

Where the article is used with “righteousness” it does not mean that the concept of 
righteousness is not thematic, simply that it has not been marked as such. The choice 
between anarthrous and arthrous is the choice between marking saliency, and not 
marking saliency. Anarthrous = marked SALIENT, and arthrous = unmarked for saliency. 
(Arthrous does NOT = marked NOT SALIENT.) 

M14. Salience in the text initial paragraph marking theme at the level of 
TEXT 

We have seen above that the opening sentence of Matthew’s Gospel 1:1 consists 
only of eight anarthrous nouns, including “Jesus Christ son of-Abraham, son of-David”. 
Marked salience in the opening paragraph of a book, or letter, indicates a theme at the 
level of TEXT. So the text-level theme of Matthew is Jesus as the Messianic King 
promised in the Old Testament. This interpretation is supported by Matthew’s frequent 
use of Old Testament quotations related to Jesus as Messiah. Son of David occurs 10 
times in Matthew and its Messianic significance is shown implicitly in Matthew 21:9 and 
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explicitly in Matthew 22:42 where the Son of David and the Christ are linked. Also there 
is an interesting Messianic inclusio at text level between Matthew 1:1 and Matthew 
28:18b: 

Ἐδόθη μοι πᾶσα ἐξουσία ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ [τῆς] γῆς. 
was-given to-me all authority in heaven and on [the] earth 

This “giving of authority” is connected with the other Messianic title “Son of Man”, as in 
Daniel 7:14; cf., Matthew 16:28; 24:30; 26:64 (Hagner 1995:886; Davies and Allison 
1997:683; France 1985:413). 

Mark’s Gospel also begins with a verbless sentence or title, either to the whole book 
or to 1:2–13 (Cranfield 1977:34–37) with an anarthrous reference to Jesus Christ. Who-
ever wrote “Son of God” (ibid. 38) also made it anarthrous. 

 Mark 1:1 

Ἀρχὴ τοῦ εὐαγγελίου ᾽Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ [υἱοῦ θεοῦ]. 
beginning of-the gospel of-Jesus Christ [Son of-God] 

Clearly Jesus and God are Hearer-old so lack of an article marks salience, and the 
position of this sentence as text first, indicates that this is thematic salience at whole 
TEXT level (cf., Cranfield 1977:38). 

Luke’s Gospel begins in a different manner, with the first paragraph combining 
“ideational” and “interpersonal” functions, i.e. not simply communicating certain ideas or 
concepts such as the book’s theme, but stressing the relationship between author and 
reader. Hence in Luke 1:1–4 we find first and second person pronouns as well as a 
vocative. Luke 1:3–4 reads: 

ἔδοξε κἀμοὶ παρηκολουθηκότι ἄνωθεν πᾶσιν ἀκριβῶς 
it-seemed to-me-too having-investigated from-source all accurately 

 

καθεξῆς σοι γράψαι, κράτιστε Θεόφιλε, 
order-wise to-you to-write most-excellent Theophilus 

 

ἵνα ἐπιγνῷς περὶ ὧν κατηχήθης λόγων τὴν ἀσφάλειαν. 
so-that you-may-know concerning which you-were-instructed of-words the reliability 

As mentioned above, vocatives often indicate what is thematic at the level of the 
whole discourse (Reed 1997:116). Here the vocative occurring between Infinitive and 
Purpose clause marks Luke’s purpose as thematic “so that you may know the certainty of 
the things you have been taught”. Since this is in the first paragraph, I argue it marks the 
TEXT-level theme, i.e. the theme of the whole book. 

Why is there a link between vocatives and TEXT-level theme? The referent of a 
vocative is ALWAYS salient, since it is always GIVEN information, i.e. Hearer-old and 
focal in consciousness. In face to face direct speech the addressee always belongs to the 
category 3a GIVEN situational. In letters and introductions to books, the addressee of a 
vocative is typically 3b GIVEN textual-current (e.g. Theophilus above, coreferential with 
σοι ‘you’ which precedes it in the same clause) or 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, being 
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coreferential with the addressee(s) of the letter (e.g. Galatians 3:1 “O foolish Galatians” 
after 2:17–21 referring only to “I”, the writer, Paul). The participant referred to by the 
vocative is typically part of the interpersonal relationship throughout the whole TEXT. 

So vocatives, like pronouns and Imperatives, always refer to participants who are 
GIVEN, and thus focal. Since GIVEN focal participants are frequently left implicit in 
Greek (e.g. verb forms with no pronoun or noun phrase as explicit subject), making them 
explicit gives some extra meaning, typically marking out the clause they belong in as 
significant at higher levels of discourse. In narrative, referring to the subject by a full 
noun phrase, rather than by a pronoun or zero anaphora, typically signifies the start of a 
new and significant paragraph or episode. Similarly, in interpersonal discourse, such as 
letters and introductions to books, a vocative noun phrase signifies that the clause in 
which it is embedded is significant at higher levels of discourse. 

John’s Gospel begins thus (Discourse-new bolded, Discourse-old underlined): 

Ἐν ἀρχῇ ἦν ὁ λόγος, 
in beginning was the Word 

 

καὶ ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς τὸν θεόν, 
and the Word was with the God 

 

καὶ θεὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος. 
and God was the Word 

The first occurrences of “the Word” in line 1, and “God” in line 2, have the article as 
they are “Hearer-old”, albeit Discourse-new (2a KNOWN unused, from the “whole 
world” scenario of Christians and Jews). The next two occurrences of “the Word” in lines 
2 and 3 have the article, as “the Word” is Hearer-old and now Discourse-old (3b GIVEN 
textual-current). However, the second occurrence of “God” (now Discourse-old) is 
anarthrous, and thus marked salient. 

Here salience patterns with marked word order, i.e. the comment (rheme) “God” is 
fronted so that it occurs before the topic (theme) “the Word”. The Word is marked as 
clause-level theme by being subject of the first three clauses, and as section-level theme 
(1:1–14) by arthrous repetition in 1:14, and by being reduced to a pronoun (1:3–4, 12), 
and zero anaphora (1:10–11). This theme of the Word is also linked with life and 
(spiritual) light (1:4–5, 7–9) and with testimony and belief (1:7–11). The collocation of 
anarthrous salience marking and fronting is to be expected, since fronting is also a device 
for marking what is salient or prominent at TEXT level, e.g. Reed (1997:118): 

The more to the left an item occurs, the more prominent topically it tends to be in the discourse. 

I argue that what is marked salient in the first paragraph of a book is thematic at 
book level. Representing salience (marked by anarthrous anaphora) as bolding, and 
Discourse-level theme (marked by fronting) as underlining, gives a visual impression of 
the theme of John’s Gospel “The Word was God”. The author’s stated purpose in writing 
reinforces this book-level theme and also links it to testimony, belief, and life, (John 
20:31) “these [things] are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
God, and that by believing you may have life in his name”. 
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The beginning of Acts (1:1–11) is similar to that of Luke, having a mixture of 
ideational and relational content. The section is marked by inclusio, with 1:11 “you have 
seen him go into heaven” matching 1:2 “was taken up”. Much of it is recap, since Acts 
1:12 “Then they returned to Jerusalem” takes us only as far temporally in the narrative as 
Luke 24:52. The presence of the anarthrous vocative “O Theophilus” in 1:1 emphasizes 
the relational aspect of this book, and marks that the sentence it is in is a discourse theme 
(see Reed above), viz., “In my former book I wrote about all that Jesus began to do and to 
teach until the day he was taken up into heaven”. So, by implication, the theme of this 
second book is what “Jesus continued to do and to teach after he was taken up into 
heaven”. 

This section also contains salient anarthrous reference to the Holy Spirit in 1:2 and 
1:5, and arthrous anaphoric reference to the Holy Spirit in 1:8. This section also links 
instructions to the disciples with the Holy Spirit, 1:2 and 1:8. This indicates that Jesus’s 
continued “doing and teaching” is through the disciples by the power of the Holy Spirit. 

The coming of the Holy Spirit on the disciples in Acts 2:1–4 and Peter’s explanation 
linking this explicitly with Jesus (2:33) confirms this analysis. As Martín-Asensio 
(1997:10) points out regarding Acts 2:22–36 “Luke has referred to Jesus 10 times over 14 
verses of text, but in only one single instance as an agent who performs an action extend-
ing beyond Himself”, i.e. Jesus pouring out the promised Holy Spirit. 

The Epistles generally show a different patterning. Reed (1997:181), comparing the 
Epistles with other Hellenistic letters, states (bolding mine): 

The prescript - namely superscription (sender, ‘implied author’) and adscription (recipient, 
‘implied reader’) - was obligatory for the epistolary genre. To it was typically added a salutation 
… The prescript and salutation (and other opening elements such as the thanksgiving) set the 
social and interpersonal context for the entire discourse. They often take the form of ‘A 
(nominative) to B (dative), greetings…’ 

If the initial paragraph of a letter sets the interpersonal context for the entire dis-
course, one might expect to see salience marking. Although in general names of people 
take the article in Greek if Hearer-old, in the opening of every Epistle, every personal 
name both of sender and recipient is anarthrous, i.e. marked salient, e.g. Philemon 1–2: 

Παῦλος δέσμιος Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ καὶ Τιμόθεος ὁ ἀδελφὸς Φιλήμονι τῷ ἀγαπητῷ καὶ συνεργῷ ἡμῶν 
καὶ Ἀπφίᾳ τῇ ἀδελφῇ καὶ Ἀρχίππῳ τῷ συστρατιώτῃ ἡμῶν καὶ τῇ κατ᾽ οἶκόν σου ἐκκλησίᾳ. 

However, where the sender is not named, but referred to by a common noun, that 
noun is arthrous, e.g. “the elder” (1 John 1:1 and 2 John 1:1) and “the brothers with me” 
(Galatians 1:2). 

Similarly, where recipients are not named, but referred to by a common noun or 
nominal phrase, they are often arthrous, for example: 

• “those having obtained faith” (2 Peter 1:1) 
• “those having been loved” (Jude 1:1) 
• “the church” in Corinth (1 Corinthians 1:2), and 
• “the saints” in Philippi (Philippians 1:1). 

However, recipients may also be anarthrous, e.g. “to chosen ones in …” (1 Peter 1:1) and 
“to chosen lady” (2 John 1:1), but arthrously “and the children of her”. 
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As regards place names, where the recipients of a letter are believers in a named 
town, the town name is always anarthrous, e.g. Romans 1:7: 

πᾶσιν τοῖς οὖσιν ἐν Ῥώμῃ ἀγαπητοῖς θεοῦ, κλητοῖς ἁγίοις 
to-all the[ones] being in Rome beloved of-God called saints 

(Also 1 Corinthians 1:2; 2 Corinthians 1:1; Ephesians 1:1 (where present); Philippians 
1:1; 1 Thessalonians 1:1; and 2 Thessalonians 1:1.) 

However, as noted above, provinces are frequently arthrous, being less “localized” 
than towns and, therefore, less “salient” (Reed 1997:112–113). Thus where the recipients 
are believers in a given province, the province name may be arthrous, e.g. Galatians 1:2, 
and Revelation 1:4 (a somewhat unusual “letter style” opening after the book style open-
ing in 1:1–3). However, in the opening of a letter even province names are sometimes 
anarthrous, i.e. all five province names in 1 Peter 1:1. 

Thus, in the opening paragraph of the Epistles, when proper nouns are used for 
addressers, addressees, or town of addressees, they are always anarthrous. This 100 
percent salience marking of proper nouns to establish the interpersonal context of letters 
compares with an average 50 percent for the article with New Testament nouns. 

Hebrews begins without a typical letter opening. The letter’s theme is marked by the 
anarthrous use of “son” in Hebrews 1:2: 

ἐπ᾽ ἐσχάτου τῶν ἡμερῶν τούτων ἐλάλησεν ἡμῖν ἐν υἱῷ … 
in last of-the days these He-spoke to-us in Son … 

Given the context of a letter to Jewish Christians, “son” here is clearly intended to have 
the “Hearer-old” reference to God’s Son, Jesus Christ, so in unmarked use the article 
would be expected. Lack of the article then is statistically unusual and hence salient. 

The word “son” at first sight appears to be contrasted with “the prophets” in 1:1, but 
whereas the prophets are not a key theme in Hebrews (hence have the article marking 
Hearer-old and appear in a Participial clause), the son is marked salient as a key theme of 
the whole letter. The thematic salience of “the Son” at the highest Discourse level, the 
whole letter, is clearly justified from the wider context, e.g. “son” occurs 21 times in 
Hebrews, of which 12 (13 including 2:6 as exegeted by the writer of Hebrews) refer to 
Jesus. (Only the Gospels and 1 John have more occurrences). Also the Son is contrasted 
explicitly with angels (1:2–2:18), with Moses (3:1–4:13, especially 3:6), and with high 
priests (3:14–10:39, especially 7:28 and 10:29). Moreover, Jesus, to whom the son in 1:1 
refers is also clearly thematic at TEXT level, e.g. 2:9, 3:1, 4:14, 6:20, 10:19, 13:20–21, 
etc. 

Note that 1 John, although it is clearly a letter, with personal pronouns I, we, you, 
and vocatives, begins more like a book (cf., Luke or Acts) with ideational and inter-
personal themes mixed. It opens with the topic or title “the word of the life” (1:1), which 
is further clarified in 1:3 by the anarthrous name “Jesus Christ”. Clearly Jesus Christ 
refers to a Hearer-old entity, so lack of the article marks salience, and, in this opening 
paragraph, marks the ideational theme of the letter, “Jesus Christ, the Word of Life”. 
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The interpersonal context of the letter is shown by the first person plural verb 
suffixes from 1:1–4, but more explicitly by personal pronouns “to you” and “to us” in 1:2 
“we announce to you the eternal life which … was manifested to us”, and again “you” 
and “us” in 1:3 “so that you also may have fellowship (anarthrous) with us”. Thus the 
interpersonal theme is that of sharing “Jesus Christ, the Word of Life”, leading to mutual 
“fellowship”. 

Jude shows the classic opening of a letter, with addresser, addressees, and opening 
blessing. In this opening formula, Jesus occurs twice, in the description of both addresser 
and addressees, both anarthrous: 

Ἰούδας ᾽Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ δοῦλος, ἀδελφὸς δὲ Ἰακώβου, 
τοῖς ἐν θεῷ πατρὶ ἠγαπημένοις καὶ ᾽Ιησοῦ Χριστῷ τετηρημένοις κλητοῖς· 

Jude has six references to Jesus, all anarthrous and all as Jesus Christ. 
• 1:4 categorizes the false teachers as rejecting Jesus Christ 
• 1:17 refers to the true teachers, the apostles of Jesus Christ 
• 1:21 refers to our hope in Jesus Christ 
• 1:25 includes Jesus Christ in the final prayer of praise to God 

This would seem to reinforce the theory that the opening paragraph sets the theme for the 
TEXT, and marks it by anarthrous nouns. 

Finally the opening of Revelation also shows salience marking. It also begins like a 
book, i.e. with an ideational theme rather than an interpersonal theme (which comes in 
1:4): 

Ἀποκάλυψις Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ … 
revelation of-Jesus Christ … 

The string of anarthrous nouns without a verb functions as a thematic title for the book, 
i.e. “This book contains the revelation of Jesus Christ …” (cf., Matthew 1:1 and Mark 
1:1). One might argue that the revelation is not Hearer-old and could be translated “a 
revelation”, but the strict warning against adding to this revelation (22:18) argues against 
that. Clearly, however, Jesus Christ is intended to refer to a Hearer-old identifiable 
individual, and as such the unmarked form in Greek would be arthrous. Here then, I 
argue, the lack of articles shows salience, and occurring book initial in a verbless clause 
marks the book’s theme. 

In Revelation the name Jesus occurs only 14 times, always anarthrously, Revelation 
• 1:1 (in the title, genitive) 
• 1:2, 1:5, 1:9 (2 x), 12:17, 14:12, 17:6, 19:10 (2 x), 20:4, 22:16 (as addresser, 

nominative) 
• 22:20 (as addressee, vocative), and 
• 22:21 (as agent of closing blessing, genitive). 

This reinforces the theory that anarthrousness marks salience, and that Jesus is thematic 
at TEXT level. 
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M15. Salience marking co-occurring with fronting to mark discourse 
theme 

We have seen above in John 1:1 the co-occurrence of the syntactical device of 
fronting with the grammatical device of anarthrousness: 

καὶ θεὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος. 
and God was the Word (i.e. and the Word was God) 

Reed (1997:103) describes the function of fronting the rheme as follows (bolding 
mine): 

According to Halliday, THEME is that element which states what is being talked about in the 
clause. The RHEME is that element which contributes what is being said about the theme. The 
theme appears first in a clause - it sets the stage for what follows. The remainder of the clause is 
the rheme. … Marked thematisation (i.e. sentences which do not follow this pattern) 
indicates focal material. 

Where a propositional comment is both fronted and anarthrous, it is being marked as 
focal in the proposition and salient at higher discourse levels. At the beginning of a 
discourse, such as John 1:1, it indicates a theme at the level of TEXT. 

Hebrews 11 provides an interesting example of salience marking with πίστις ‘faith’. 
This chapter contains 24 of the 31 occurrences of “faith” in Hebrews, and constitutes a 
distinct EPISODE in the discourse, to which NIV gives the heading “By Faith”. Although 
the topic of faith has been introduced in 10:38, so is Discourse-old, 23 of the 24 
occurrences in this section are anarthrous, for example: 

 Hebrews 11:1 

Ἔστιν δὲ πίστις ἐλπιζομένων ὑπόστασις, πραγμάτων ἔλεγχος οὐ βλεπομένων. 
is ( ) faith being-hoped-for[things] reality of-things proof not being-seen 

 

 Hebrews 11:3 

Πίστει νοοῦμεν κατηρτίσθαι τοὺς αἰῶνας ῥήματι θεοῦ, 
by-faith we-understand to-have-been-created the worlds by-Word of-God 

From here on, throughout verses 3–33, the word for “faith” is clause initial and 
anarthrous. 

The only arthrous occurrence is at the end of the chapter, that is: 

 Hebrews 11:39 

Καὶ οὗτοι πάντες μαρτυρηθέντες διὰ τῆς πίστεως οὐκ ἐκομίσαντο τὴν ἐπαγγελίαν, 
and these all having-been-approved through the faith not received the promise … 

Discourse analysis of New Testament Greek shows the use of fronting to mark 
theme, and Reed (1997:85) applies the principles of unmarked and marked word order to 
this very passage: 

in unmarked clauses the subject, theme and agent are the same. When they are distinct, the 
author is using more semantic resources (i.e. marking the discourse) to express interpersonal 
meanings. This distinction between subject, theme and agent is much easier to identify in Greek 
than, for example, in English, since Greek has more resources to distinguish the three functions: 
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(i) nominative case or verbal suffix (or word order in infinitive clauses) for subject; (ii) word 
order (element at the beginning of the clause) for theme; and (iii) prepositional phrase (e.g. ὑπό 
+ genitive) or, less frequently, oblique case for agent. The three for example are distinguished in 
Heb. 11.23 Πίστει (theme) Μωϋσῆς (subject) … ἐκρύβη τρίμηνον ὑπὸ τῶν πατέρων αὐτοῦ 
(agent) ‘By faith Moses … was hidden for three months by his parents.’ 

If, as Reed claims, the fronting of “faith” marks it as theme, then this thematic 
fronting is also highlighted as salient by the lack of the article in all 22 occurrences from 
verses 1–38. Note that “faith” is marked salient in 1:1 even before the fronting, and its 
repeated use in “semantic chains” (see Reed 1997) throughout the passage clarifies its 
status as thematic at the level of EPISODE. 

In 11:39 the emphasis moves on from the topic of faith, to the topic of receiving the 
promise. Note that here “faith” is arthrous, i.e. no longer marked salient, and occurs in a 
Participial clause, rather than a main clause. Thus, both “faith” and “being approved” are 
treated simply as Discourse-old, not salient, in contrast with 11:2, with which this verse 
forms an inclusio, that is: 

 Hebrews 11:2 

ἐν ταύτῃ γὰρ ἐμαρτυρήθησαν οἱ πρεσβύτεροι. 
in this (i.e. faith, Discourse-old, focal) for were-approved the ancients 

 

 Hebrews 11:39 

Καὶ οὗτοι πάντες μαρτυρηθέντες διὰ τῆς πίστεως οὐκ ἐκομίσαντο τὴν ἐπαγγελίαν, 
and these all having-been-approved through the faith not received the promise … 

Thus the lack of the article to mark salience clearly parallels other grammatical and 
syntactic devices in this passage marking theme and focus. 

In Luke 11:15–19, Beelzebul is both fronted and anarthrous, being marked salient as 
the theme of the whole EPISODE, 11:14–23, TEV’s “Jesus and Beelzebul”: 
 Luke 11:15, 18–19 

Ἐν Βεελζεβοὺλ τῷ ἄρχοντι τῶν δαιμονίων ἐκβάλλει τὰ δαιμόνια· … 
in Beelzebul the chief of-the demons he-casts-out the demons … 

 

λέγετε ἐν Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐκβάλλειν με τὰ δαιμόνια. … 
you-say in Beelzebul to-cast-out me the demons … 

 

εἰ δὲ ἐγὼ ἐν Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐκβάλλω τὰ δαιμόνια, … 
if ( ) I in Beelzebul I-cast-out the demons … 

Compare Luke 11:20: 

εἰ δὲ ἐν δακτύλῳ θεοῦ [ἐγὼ] ἐκβάλλω τὰ δαιμόνια, … 
if () in finger of-God [I] I-cast-out the demons … 

Compare also the parallel passage Matthew 12:27–28, where contrast, fronting, and 
anarthrousness co-occur. 

In Ephesians also, fronting and anarthrous salience co-occur. A list of nouns which is 
a semantic comment (“You should not name …”) is presented as if it were topic by pas-
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sivization (“ … should not be named”). The list, part of which is also fronted, consists of 
anarthrous abstract nouns for vices, followed by a second list of evildoers in the next 
sentence: 
 Ephesians 5:3–5 

πορνεία δὲ καὶ ἀκαθαρσία πᾶσα ἢ πλεονεξία μηδὲ ὀνομαζέσθω ἐν ὑμῖν, καθὼς πρέπει ἁγίοις, καὶ 
αἰσχρότης καὶ μωρολογία ἢ εὐτραπελία, ἃ οὐκ ἀνῆκεν, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον εὐχαριστία. τοῦτο γὰρ ἴστε 
γινώσκοντες, ὅτι πᾶς πόρνος ἢ ἀκάθαρτος ἢ πλεονέκτης, ὅ ἐστιν εἰδωλολάτρης, οὐκ ἔχει 
κληρονομίαν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ Χριστοῦ καὶ θεοῦ. 

This topic is clearly thematic at EPISODE level, occurring in TEV’s section 5:1–20 
“Living in the Light”. 

In 1 Corinthians 11:3–10, there is also correlation between fronting and anarthrous-
ness. In these verses the noun “head” occurs nine times: 11:3 (3 x), 4 (2 x), 5 (2 x), 7, 
10. Of these only three are anarthrous and only two are fronted to clause initial. All occur 
in the setting of this topic: 
 1 Corinthians 11:3–4 

θέλω δὲ ὑμᾶς εἰδέναι ὅτι παντὸς ἀνδρὸς ἡ κεφαλὴ ὁ Χριστός ἐστιν, 
I-wish ( ) you to-know that of-every man the head the Christ is 

 

κεφαλὴ δὲ γυναικὸς ὁ ἀνήρ, 
head ( ) of-woman the man 

 

κεφαλὴ δὲ τοῦ Χριστοῦ ὁ θεός. 
head ( ) of-the Christ the God 

 

πᾶς ἀνὴρ προσευχόμενος ἢ προφητεύων κατὰ κεφαλῆς ἔχων καταισχύνει τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ. 
every man praying or prophesying over head having shames the head of-him 

Fronting in clause two may be to present the new and controversial issue of man as 
head of woman, rather than the accepted one of Christ as head of every man. Perhaps 
Paul marks the relationship between Christ and God as salient in order to reestablish his 
authority as an apostle of Christ to lay down the law on this matter of church practice 
(cf., 1:1). But whatever the significance of fronting here, there is a correlation between 
fronting and anarthrousness. 

Note that the third anarthrous usage introduces a new sense of κεφαλή as ‘physical 
head’ as opposed to ‘authority/source’. Perhaps this is why it is also marked salient, since 
both senses are focal in this passage. 

M16. Salience because of contrast, marking a discourse theme 
Where there is an explicit contrast, the contrasted elements are typically anarthrous, 

even when they are Discourse-old. The contrasted elements are thematic at the level of 
PARAGRAPH or EPISODE (anarthrous is bolded, Discourse-old is underlined), for 
example: 
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 Luke 7:37–38, 46 

καὶ ἰδοὺ γυνὴ ἥτις ἦν ἐν τῇ πόλει ἁμαρτωλός, … κομίσασα ἀλάβαστρον μύρου … 
and behold woman certain was in the town sinful … having-brought alabaster-jar of-perfume … 

 

καὶ κατεφίλει τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ καὶ ἤλειφεν τῷ μύρῳ. … 
and was-kissing the feet of-him and was-anointing with-the perfume … 

 

ἐλαίῳ τὴν κεφαλήν μου οὐκ ἤλειψας· 
with-oil the head of-me not you-anointed 

 

αὕτη δὲ μύρῳ ἤλειψεν τοὺς πόδας μου. 
she but with-perfume anointed the feet of-me 
In the last line “perfume”, though Discourse-old, lacks the article and thus is marked salient, being 
contrasted with oil. 

The contrast between the action of the woman and the Pharisee is thematic in the whole 
EPISODE of Luke 7:36–50, TEV’s section “Jesus at the Home of Simon the Pharisee”, 
especially from 40–47 where Jesus tells a parable and draws parallels to it. 

 Luke 16:9, 11, 13 

ἐκ τοῦ μαμωνᾶ τῆς ἀδικίας … ἐν τῷ ἀδίκῳ μαμωνᾷ … 
from the mammon of-the unrighteousness … in the unrighteous mammon … 

 

οὐ δύνασθε θεῷ δουλεύειν καὶ μαμωνᾷ. 
not you-are-able God to-serve and mammon 

Mammon occurs three times in Luke: 
• The first time Discourse-new but Hearer-old (2a KNOWN unused) with the article 
• Next Discourse-old (3b GIVEN textual-current) with the article 
• Then Discourse-old again, but this time anarthrous and salient being contrasted 

with God (also marked salient). 
The contrast between God and mammon is thematic to this EPISODE, Luke 16:1–13, 
TEV’s “The Shrewd Manager” (cf., Matthew 6:24). 

 John 4:23 

προσκυνήσουσιν τῷ πατρὶ ἐν πνεύματι καὶ ἀληθείᾳ· 
they-will-worship the Father in spirit and truth 

Here spiritual and true worship is contrasted with ritual “holy-place” centred worship, 
4:21. This is thematic to the PARAGRAPH 4:19–24 and also to the EPISODE, TEV’s 
section 4:1–42 “Jesus and the Samaritan Woman” inasmuch as Jesus overthrows the 
taboos of ritualistic and ethnically restricted religion and talks of universal truth, 4:14, 
22–24, 42, etc. 

 1 Timothy 3:16b 

Ὃς ἐφανερώθη ἐν σαρκί, ἐδικαιώθη ἐν πνεύματι, 
who was-manifested in flesh was-justified in spirit/Spirit 
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ὤφθη ἀγγέλοις, ἐκηρύχθη ἐν ἔθνεσιν, 
was-seen by-angels was-announced among nations 

 

ἐπιστεύθη ἐν κόσμῳ, ἀνελήμφθη ἐν δόξῃ. 
was-believed in world was-taken-up in glory 

The nouns used here are all typically arthrous, as they refer to 
• abstract noun classes (flesh, spirit, glory) 
• class groups (angels, nations), or 
• unique referents (world, Spirit). 

Anarthrousness here marks salience, presumably due to the contrasting pairs. 

In Romans there is a series of contrasts between circumcision and uncircumcision, 
both Discourse-old (2:25–3:30). After the arthrous topic introduction, these elements are 
marked anarthrously (except for the one instance “in the uncircumcision” which is 
merely part of an appositional Noun Phrase qualifying the salient Noun Phrase “sign of 
circumcision”). Each section contains a salient circumcision/uncircumcision contrast: 
 Romans 4:9–12 

ὁ μακαρισμὸς οὖν οὗτος ἐπὶ τὴν περιτομὴν ἢ καὶ ἐπὶ τὴν ἀκροβυστίαν; λέγομεν γάρ, Ἐλογίσθη 
τῷ Ἀβραὰμ ἡ πίστις εἰς δικαιοσύνην. 
πῶς οὖν ἐλογίσθη; ἐν περιτομῇ ὄντι ἢ ἐν ἀκροβυστίᾳ 
οὐκ ἐν περιτομῇ ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἀκροβυστίᾳ 
καὶ σημεῖον ἔλαβεν περιτομῆς σφραγῖδα τῆς δικαιοσύνης τῆς πίστεως τῆς ἐν τῇ ἀκροβυστίᾳ, εἰς 
τὸ εἶναι αὐτὸν πατέρα πάντων τῶν πιστευόντων δι᾽ ἀκροβυστίας, εἰς τὸ λογισθῆναι [καὶ] αὐτοῖς 
[τὴν] δικαιοσύνην, 
καὶ πατέρα περιτομῆς τοῖς οὐκ ἐκ περιτομῆς μόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖς στοιχοῦσιν τοῖς ἴχνεσιν τῆς ἐν 
ἀκροβυστίᾳ πίστεως τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν Ἀβραάμ. 

In Galatians 3:1–6, where the vocative “O foolish Galatians” marks a high-level 
theme, there are contrasts between works of the law and the flesh on the one hand, and 
obedience of faith and the Spirit on the other. This contrast has already been established 
in 2:16 “a man is not justified by observing the law but by faith in Jesus Christ” (all 
anarthrous nouns in Greek), and the theme of faith and justification is continued in 3:6ff.: 
 Galatians 3:1–6 

Ὦ ἀνόητοι Γαλάται, 
τίς ὑμᾶς ἐβάσκανεν, οἷς κατ᾽ ὀφθαλμοὺς Ἰησοῦς Χριστὸς προεγράφη ἐσταυρωμένος 
τοῦτο μόνον θέλω μαθεῖν ἀφ᾽ ὑμῶν· ἐξ ἔργων νόμου τὸ πνεῦμα ἐλάβετε ἢ ἐξ ἀκοῆς πίστεως; 
οὕτως ἀνόητοί ἐστε; ἐναρξάμενοι πνεύματι νῦν σαρκὶ ἐπιτελεῖσθε; 
τοσαῦτα ἐπάθετε εἰκῇ, εἴ γε καὶ εἰκῇ. 
ὁ οὖν ἐπιχορηγῶν ὑμῖν τὸ πνεῦμα καὶ ἐνεργῶν δυνάμεις ἐν ὑμῖν, 
ἐξ ἔργων νόμου ἢ ἐξ ἀκοῆς πίστεως; 

Note the chiastic structure in 3:2–5, as well as the inclusio. 

3:2 works of law obedience of faith A B 
3:3 spirit flesh B A 
3:5 works of law obedience of faith A B 
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Similarly, there is a series of contrasts in Hebrews 3:1–6, between Jesus and Moses. 
All references are anarthrous, although Jesus has been just mentioned in 2:9. Note that 
the proper nouns form an inclusio: 
3:1 Jesus apostle and high priest Jesus 
3:2 (Jesus) faithful like Moses was faithful Moses 
3:3 (Jesus) more glorious than Moses Moses 
3:5 Moses faithful as slave Moses 
3:6 (Jesus) Christ faithful as a son Jesus 

M16.1. Not A but B 

Note the use of the construction οὐ/οὔτε … οὔτε …� ἀλλά to mark contrast, and its 
frequent co-occurrence with anarthrousness: 

 Romans 14:17 

οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ βρῶσις καὶ πόσις 
not for is the kingdom of-the God eating and drinking 

 

ἀλλὰ δικαιοσύνη καὶ εἰρήνη καὶ χαρὰ ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ· 
but righteousness and peace and joy in Spirit Holy 
All these nouns are abstract nouns and as such normally arthrous. Eating has been thematic from 14:2, and 
βρῶμα ‘food’ is mentioned in 14:15, so βρῶσις would normally be arthrous as 2b KNOWN inferrable. 

 

 1 Corinthians 11:8–9 

οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἀνὴρ ἐκ γυναικός ἀλλὰ γυνὴ ἐξ ἀνδρός· 
not for is man from woman but woman from man 

 

καὶ γὰρ οὐκ ἐκτίσθη ἀνὴρ διὰ τὴν γυναῖκα, ἀλλὰ γυνὴ διὰ τὸν ἄνδρα. 
and for not was-created man because-of the woman but woman because-of the man 
Man and woman are contrasted throughout this EPISODE, TEV’s section 11:2–16, “Covering the Head in 
Worship”. 

 

 2 Corinthians 3:6 

ὃς καὶ ἱκάνωσεν ἡμᾶς διακόνους καινῆς διαθήκης, οὐ γράμματος ἀλλὰ πνεύματος· 
who also made-competent us ministers of-new covenant not of-letter but of-Spirit 

 

τὸ γὰρ γράμμα ἀποκτέννει, τὸ δὲ πνεῦμα ζῳοποιεῖ. 
the for letter kills the ( ) Spirit gives-life 
Spirit is Discourse-old, 3:3, 3b GIVEN textual-current. γράμμα ‘letter’ is Hearer-old 2b KNOWN 
inferrable, from the ἐπιστολή ‘letter’ scenario 3:1 onward. In this verse, first both are anarthrous, then 
both arthrous. They cannot have different reference. The difference is marked salience due to contrast. 
Both are thematic at the level of EPISODE, TEV’s section 3:1–18, “Servants of the New Covenant”. 

 

 Galatians 1:12 

οὐδὲ γὰρ ἐγὼ παρὰ ἀνθρώπου παρέλαβον αὐτό οὔτε ἐδιδάχθην 
not for I from person received it nor was-taught 
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ἀλλὰ δι᾽ ἀποκαλύψεως Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. 
but by revelation of-Jesus Christ 
Jesus Christ is Discourse-old, 1:1. Paul’s apostolic authority is thematic at EPISODE level, TEV’s 
section 1:11–24, “How Paul became an apostle”, and even at the level of TEXT; cf., 1:1, 6:17. 

 

 Galatians 5:6 

ἐν γὰρ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ οὔτε περιτομή τι ἰσχύει οὔτε ἀκροβυστία 
in for Christ Jesus neither circumcision anything avails nor uncircumcision 

 

ἀλλὰ πίστις δι᾽ ἀγάπης ἐνεργουμένη. 
but faith through love working-within 
Circumcision is Discourse-old 5:2–3, also faith 1:23. The circumcision versus faith issue is not only 
thematic in this EPISODE, 5:1–15, TEV’s “Preserve your Freedom”, but is thematic at TEXT level; 
cf., 2:11–14, 3:1–15, etc. 

 

 Galatians 6:15 (cf., 5:6 and comments there.) 

οὔτε γὰρ περιτομή τί ἐστιν οὔτε ἀκροβυστία ἀλλὰ καινὴ κτίσις. 
neither for circumcision anything is nor uncircumcision but new creation 

 

 Ephesians 5:3–5 

πορνεία δὲ καὶ ἀκαθαρσία πᾶσα ἢ πλεονεξία μηδὲ ὀνομαζέσθω ἐν ὑμῖν, καθὼς πρέπει 
ἁγίοις, καὶ αἰσχρότης καὶ μωρολογία ἢ εὐτραπελία, ἃ οὐκ ἀνῆκεν, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον 
εὐχαριστία. 
Abstract nouns in Greek are typically arthrous, since they refer to the whole scenario as a single 
class. In a list, abstract nouns are typically anarthrous, since they contrast individually, and also 
mark the generic category they belong to as salient. Here, the final noun “thanksgiving” is 
contrasted with the list of vices, and thus is also marked salient. Thanksgiving, contrasted with 
vices, is thematic in this EPISODE, 5:1–20, TEV’s “Living in the Light”. 

 

 Colossians 3:11 

ὅπου οὐκ ἔνι Ἕλλην καὶ Ἰουδαῖος, περιτομὴ καὶ ἀκροβυστία, βάρβαρος, Σκύθης, δοῦλος, 
ἐλεύθερος, ἀλλὰ [τὰ] πάντα καὶ ἐν πᾶσιν Χριστός. 
Circumcision is Discourse-old in 2:11, Christ in 3:1. 
This issue of the universality of the gospel is not only thematic at the EPISODE level, 3:5–17, 
TEV’s “The Old Life and the New”, but also at TEXT level; cf., 1:20, 1:23, 1:28, 4:3–6, etc. 

 

 1 Thessalonians 2:4b 

οὕτως λαλοῦμεν, οὐχ ὡς ἀνθρώποις ἀρέσκοντες ἀλλὰ θεῷ …. 
thus we-speak not as to-men pleasing but to-God … 
God is just mentioned arthrously in 2:4a. 
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 1 Thessalonians 2:13b 

ἐδέξασθε οὐ λόγον ἀνθρώπων ἀλλὰ καθώς ἐστιν ἀληθῶς λόγον θεοῦ …. 
you received not word of-people but as it-is truly Word of-God … 
The Word of God is just mentioned in 2:4a with God arthrous, God clearly refers to a known definite 
referent. The issue of the Thessalonians’s heartfelt acceptance of the gospel is not only thematic at 
EPISODE level, TEV’s section 1–16 “Paul’s work in Thessalonica”, but also at the higher level of 
TEXT; cf., 1:2–10 TEV’s “The Life and Faith of the Thessalonians”, especially 1:6–7, also 4:1, 5:2, etc.

 

 2 Timothy 1:7 

οὐ γὰρ ἔδωκεν ἡμῖν ὁ θεὸς πνεῦμα δειλίας 
not for gave to-us the God spirit of-cowardice 

 

ἀλλὰ δυνάμεως καὶ ἀγάπης καὶ σωφρονισμοῦ. 
but of-power and of-love and of-self-control 
These again are all abstract nouns, contrasted here, and thematic at the level of EPISODE, 1:3–18, 
TEV’s “Thanksgiving and Encouragement”, and TEXT, e.g. 2:1 “be strong”, 2:14 “give them a solemn 
warning”, 3:14 “continue in the truths you were taught”. 

 

 Hebrews 2:16 

οὐ γὰρ δήπου ἀγγέλων ἐπιλαμβάνεται ἀλλὰ σπέρματος Ἀβραὰμ ἐπιλαμβάνεται. 
not for of-course of-angels he-helps but of-seed of-Abraham he-helps 
Both angels (1:4), and the seed of Abraham (1:11 brothers, 1:14 children) are Discourse-old. The 
contrast between angels and humans is thematic in the EPISODE 2:5–18, NIV’s “Jesus Made Like His 
Brothers”. 

Compare also Matthew 10:34; 1 Corinthians 14:32; Hebrews 10:39; 1 Peter 4:2. 

Note also Acts 10:41 with only the latter element “witnesses” marked salient: 

οὐ παντὶ τῷ λαῷ ἀλλὰ μάρτυσιν τοῖς προκεχειροτονημένοις ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ, ἡμῖν … 
not to-all the people but to-witnesses the pre-appointed by the God us … 

“Witnesses”, though Discourse-new, is treated as Hearer-old 2b KNOWN inferrable, and 
“post-triggered”, i.e. linked to an open scenario which follows in the text, as shown by 
the article with the Participial phrase “those preappointed by God”. One would normally 
expect τοῖς μάρτυσιν τοῖς προκεχειροτονημένοις ὑπὸ τοῦ θεου. Here, however, 
“witnesses” is not only contrasted with “all the people” but is also thematic in the PARA-
GRAPH 10:40–43, whereas “the people” is not. 

A GRAMCORD search for Noun ἀλλά Noun in a clause produces 16 hits, but for 
Article Noun ἀλλά Article Noun produces four hits. 

M16.2. Neither A nor B 
 Romans 8:38–39a 

πέπεισμαι γὰρ ὅτι οὔτε θάνατος οὔτε ζωὴ οὔτε ἄγγελοι οὔτε ἀρχαὶ 
I-am-convinced for that neither death nor life nor angels nor rulers 
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οὔτε ἐνεστῶτα οὔτε μέλλοντα οὔτε δυνάμεις οὔτε ὕψωμα οὔτε βάθος 
nor present[things] nor future[things] nor powers nor height nor depth 

 

οὔτε τις κτίσις ἑτέρα … 
nor any creature other … 
These abstract nouns would normally take the article (2a KNOWN unused) 

 

 1 Corinthians 11:11 

πλὴν οὔτε γυνὴ χωρὶς ἀνδρὸς οὔτε ἀνὴρ χωρὶς γυναικὸς ἐν κυρίῳ· 
nevertheless neither woman without man nor man without woman in Lord 
Man and woman are contrasted throughout this EPISODE, TEV’s section of 11:2–16, “Covering 
the Head in Worship”). 

A GRAMCORD search for Noun οὔτε Noun in a clause produces 14 hits (in Matthew 
6:20; Romans 8:38–39; 1 Corinthians 6:9–10, 11:11; Galatians 5:6; Revelation 21:4) but 
for Article Noun οὔτε Article Noun produces zero hits. 

M16.3. A or B 
 Romans 8:35 

τίς ἡμᾶς χωρίσει ἀπὸ τῆς ἀγάπης τοῦ Χριστοῦ; 
who us will-separate from the love of-the Christ 

 

θλῖψις ἢ στενοχωρία ἢ διωγμὸς ἢ λιμὸς ἢ γυμνότης ἢ κίνδυνος ἢ μάχαιρα; 
affliction or distress of persecution or famine or nakedness or danger or sword 

 

 Galatians 3:2:b (Levinsohn 1992:108) 

ἐξ ἔργων νόμου τὸ πνεῦμα ἐλάβετε ἢ ἐξ ἀκοῆς πίστεως; 
from works of-law the Spirit you-received or from obedience of-faith 
The works of the Law, and faith are Discourse-old, e.g. 2:16, and are contrasted and thematic in the 
PARAGRAPH 3:1–5, the EPISODE, TEV’s section of 3:1–14 “Law or Faith”, and indeed the TEXT (1:6 
“another gospel” 6:13–14 “the Law … the cross”). 

A GRAMCORD search for Noun ἢ Noun in a clause produces 69 hits, but for Article 
Noun ἢ Article Noun produces only 12 hits (Matthew 5:17, 10:14, 15:5, 23:17, 23:19; 
Mark 7:11, 7:12,;John 3:19; Acts 28:17; Romans 4:13; 1 Corinthians 7:15; Revelation 
17:13). Most of these are not actually contrastive, but the combination of specifics really 
refers to a generic category, for example: 
 Matthew 5:17 

Μὴ νομίσητε ὅτι ἦλθον καταλῦσαι τὸν νόμον ἢ τοὺς προφήτας· 
not reckon that I-came to-destroy the law or the prophets (i.e. the Scriptures) 

 

 Matthew 10:14 

… ἐξερχόμενοι ἔξω τῆς οἰκίας ἢ τῆς πόλεως ἐκείνης … 
… leaving from the house or the town that … (i.e. leaving that place) 
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 Matthew 15:5 

Ὃς ἂν εἴπῃ τῷ πατρὶ ἢ τῇ μητρί, 
whoever should-say to-the father or to-the mother (i.e. to one of their parents) 

John 3:19b appears to show contrast, but actually shows comparison: 

καὶ ἠγάπησαν οἱ ἄνθρωποι μᾶλλον τὸ σκότος ἢ τὸ φῶς 
and loved the people rather the darkness than the light 

Matthew 23:17b and 19b also appear to show contrast, but actually shows a 
comparison, which ultimately is an invalid one, as evidenced by 23:20: 

τίς γὰρ μείζων ἐστίν, ὁ χρυσὸς ἢ ὁ ναὸς ὁ ἁγιάσας τὸν χρυσόν; 
which for greater is the gold or the temple the having-purified the gold 

 

τί γὰρ μεῖζον, τὸ δῶρον ἢ τὸ θυσιαστήριον τὸ ἁγιάζον τὸ δῶρον; 
which for greater the offering or the altar the purifying the offering 

 

ὁ οὖν ὀμόσας ἐν τῷ θυσιαστηρίῳ ὀμνύει ἐν αὐτῷ καὶ ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς ἐπάνω αὐτοῦ· 
the[one] therefore having-sworn on the altar swears on it and on all the[things] on it 

M16.4. Then A now B 
 Galatians 3:3:b (Levinsohn 1992:108) 

ἐναρξάμενοι πνεύματι νῦν σαρκὶ ἐπιτελεῖσθε; 
having-begun by-Spirit now by-flesh do-you-complete 
The Holy Spirit, and the flesh are Discourse-old, e.g. 3:2b, 1:16, and are contrasted and 
thematic in the PARAGRAPH 3:1–5, and indeed the TEXT (cf., 5:16 both anarthrous, being 
contrasted again in the EPISODE 5:16–26, TEV’s “The Spirit and Human Nature”). 

M16.5. A does B, but X does Y 
 Matthew 3:11 (also Mark 1:8; Luke 3:16) 

ἐγὼ μὲν ὑμᾶς βαπτίζω ἐν ὕδατι εἰς μετάνοιαν, 
I on-the-one-hand you baptize in water unto repentance 

 

ὁ δὲ ὀπίσω μου ἐρχόμενος … 
the on-the-other-hand after me coming … 

 

αὐτὸς ὑμᾶς βαπτίσει ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ καὶ πυρί· 
he you will-baptize in Spirit Holy and fire 
In the last line “Holy Spirit”, though Hearer-old to John’s Jewish audience (and Discourse-old to 
Matthew’s readership, 1:18), lacks the article, and thus is marked salient, being contrasted with water. 

The contrast between John’s work and Jesus’s work is not only thematic at EPISODE 
level, TEV’s section 3:1–12 “The Preaching of John the Baptist” (especially 3:3, 3:11–
12), but also at TEXT level; cf., 3:14–16, and 4:12–17 regarding their different roles and 
changeover in public ministry. Also 

• 9:14–17 where John’s disciples ask why Jesus’s teaching differs 
• 14:1–2 where their roles are compared by Herod 
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• 17:10–13 where Jesus compares their roles, and 
• 21:23–32 where Jesus commends John’s baptism and teaching. 

In Matthew 
• 3:3 John and Lord are anarthrous 
• 3:16 the Holy Spirit is anarthrous 
• 4:12, 9:14, and 14:2 John is anarthrous 
• 17:10, 11, 12 Elijah is anarthrous 
• 17:13 John is anarthrous, and 
• 20:25 and 32 John is anarthrous. 

 Acts 23:8 

Σαδδουκαῖοι μὲν γὰρ λέγουσιν μὴ εἶναι ἀνάστασιν μήτε ἄγγελον μήτε πνεῦμα, 
Sadducees on-the-one-hand for say not to-be resurrection nor angels nor spirits 

 

Φαρισαῖοι δὲ ὁμολογοῦσιν τὰ ἀμφότερα. 
Pharisees on-the-other-hand confess the both 

Here the contrast between the beliefs of Sadducees and Pharisees is thematic at the 
level of EPISODE, since TEV’s section Acts 22:30–23:11 “Paul before the Council” 
concerns how Paul escaped conviction by capitalizing on the theological division within 
the Sanhedrin. 

M16.6. Some say X but A says Y 

Another type of contrast which is common in the New Testament corpus is using 
unnamed speakers and their opinion as a foil, contrasting with the subsequent highlighted 
comment of an individual, for example: 
 John 12:29–30 

ὁ οὖν ὄχλος ὁ ἑστὼς καὶ ἀκούσας ἔλεγεν βροντὴν γεγονέναι, 
the therefore crowd the standing and having-heard was-saying thunder to-happen 

 

ἄλλοι ἔλεγον, Ἄγγελος αὐτῷ λελάληκεν. 
others were-saying Angel to-him has-spoken 

 

ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν … 
answered Jesus and said … 

Here Jesus is anarthrous, even though he is Discourse-old (12:23) because he, and 
what he says, is contrasted with the crowd, and the others. This statement of Jesus is not 
only thematic at EPISODE level, TEV’s section 12:27–36 “Jesus Speaks about his 
Death”, but clearly thematic at TEXT level; cf., 3:14–17, 7:32–36, 8:14, 21–30, 18:1–
19:37, especially 18:14. 
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This same pattern is used to highlight Peter’s confession of faith: 
 Matthew 16:14–16 

οἱ δὲ εἶπαν, Οἱ μὲν Ἰωάννην τὸν βαπτιστήν, ἄλλοι δὲ Ἠλίαν, 
they ( ) said some ( ) John the Baptist others ( ) Elijah 

 

ἕτεροι δὲ Ἰερεμίαν ἢ ἕνα τῶν προφητῶν. 
others ( ) Jeremiah or one of-the prophets 

 

λέγει αὐτοῖς, Ὑμεῖς δὲ τίνα με λέγετε εἶναι; 
says to-them you ( ) whom me do-you-say to-be 

 

ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ Σίμων Πέτρος εἶπεν, Σὺ εἶ ὁ Χριστὸς ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ζῶντος. 
having-replied ( ) Simon Peter said you are the Christ the Son of-the God the living 

The parallel passages, Luke 9:19–20 and Mark 8:28–29, have the same pattern of the 
disciples’ first answer as a foil. Luke highlights Peter’s answer by fronting the anarthrous 
noun “Peter”, whereas in Mark, “Peter” has the article, but his speech is highlighted by 
use of the Present verb form. 

This “contrast salience” at EPISODE or TEXT level may explain the lack of the 
article at key points in Romans for the “known particular” concepts of “law” (the Law of 
Moses) and “faith” (faith in Jesus Christ). Louw (1987:55), in his semantic analysis, 
comments on Romans 3:19–31: 

to a Jew the keeping of the Law was in itself the way to be put right with God. In cluster A 
νόμος and πίστις are contrasted. In cluster D the same contrast occurs. … This can be 
diagrammed as: 
 A  1–2 [3:19–20] νόμος 
  3–4 [3:21–22] πίστις 
 D  15–18 [3:29–30] πίστις 
  19–21 [3:31]  νόμος 
The chiasm underlines the fact that faith, and not obeying the Law, is the basis for δικαιοσύνη. 

Below, the relevant noun phrases (righteousness, Law, and faith) are underlined if 
arthrous, and bolded if anarthrous: 

3.19 Οἴδαμεν δὲ ὅτι ὅσα ὁ νόμος λέγει τοῖς ἐν τῷ νόμῳ λαλεῖ, ἵνα πᾶν στόμα φραγῇ καὶ 
ὑπόδικος γένηται πᾶς ὁ κόσμος τῷ θεῷ· 3.20 διότι ἐξ ἔργων νόμου οὐ δικαιωθήσεται πᾶσα 
σὰρξ ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ, διὰ γὰρ νόμου ἐπίγνωσις ἁμαρτίας. 

3.21 Νυνὶ δὲ χωρὶς νόμου δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ πεφανέρωται μαρτυρουμένη ὑπὸ τοῦ νόμου καὶ 
τῶν προφητῶν, 3.22 δικαιοσύνη δὲ θεοῦ διὰ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ εἰς πάντας τοὺς 
πιστεύοντας. … 

3.29 ἢ Ἰουδαίων ὁ θεὸς μόνον; οὐχὶ καὶ ἐθνῶν; ναὶ καὶ ἐθνῶν, 3.30 εἴπερ εἷς ὁ θεός ὃς 
δικαιώσει περιτομὴν ἐκ πίστεως καὶ ἀκροβυστίαν διὰ τῆς πίστεως. 

3.31 νόμον οὖν καταργοῦμεν διὰ τῆς πίστεως; μὴ γένοιτο· ἀλλὰ νόμον ἱστάνομεν. 

Use of the article here agrees with Louw’s analysis. Righteousness occurs twice, 
both anarthrously, and is salient as a major theme at Discourse level, as shown by its 
thematic introduction in 1:17, and the occurrence of the root in verbal form in 3:20 and 
3:30. 
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Here, where in Louw’s analysis Law and faith are contrasted by both semantics and 
chiasm, the “salient” anarthrous nouns read Law, Law, Law, faith … faith, Law, Law. 
(Including arthrous nouns would give the “fuzzier” picture of Law, Law, Law, Law, Law, 
Law, faith … faith, faith, Law, faith, Law.) Law occurs eight times and is anarthrous five 
times, excepting twice in 3:19 where the contrast has not begun, and 3:21 where it refers 
to the Pentateuch rather than the Law of Moses. Faith occurs four times, twice 
anarthrously establishing the topic, and twice arthrously, once anaphoric to the previous 
phrase in the same clause, and once in the section where Law is focal. The nouns used to 
introduce the topic before a contrast, and at the point of topical switch from Law to faith 
and then faith to Law are always anarthrous. 

This confirms observations by Levinsohn (1992:107) that if “any noun whose 
referent is known and particular … is anarthrous, its referent is salient”. He gives various 
examples of contrastive salience with anarthrous nouns: Galatians 

• 2:19 (“to law”/“to God”), and 
• 3:2–3 (“works of law”/“hearing with faith” and “in (the) Spirit”/“in (the) flesh”). 
If this argument is true, that anarthrousness is related not simply to the referential 

category of a noun but also to its salience, then it destroys the argument that articular 
νόμος represents Mosaic law, whereas anarthrous νόμος represents the principle of law 
(Burton 1921:132–133; Lenski 1937). Indeed even Nida and Louw (1992:69–70) seem to 
equate arthrousness with specificity, at least with regard to νόμος ‘law’: 

In Paul’s letters to the Romans and to the Galatians there are an unusual number of instances in 
which νόμος occurs without an article. In fact, the absence of the article is more frequent than 
its occurrence. It would appear that in certain contexts Paul was intent upon explaining the 
principle of law in contrast with grace as something with a wider scope of application than 
simply the Mosaic code. 

They conclude: 
Accordingly it is a dangerous procedure to insist that in every instance in which Paul used 
νόμος, he had in the back of his mind the regulations announced on Sinai or that all later 
developments associated with νόμος have to be interpreted as part of that Sinaitic revelation. 

Whilst agreeing with Nida and Louw’s conclusion, that a single word may have 
different referents according to context, I reject their premise, and argue that 
anarthrousness is no reason to reject the referent of νόμος as Mosaic law. Whilst 
anarthrousness may introduce a new item or refer to an indefinite referent, where a 
potential referent is already focal, anarthrousness marks that GIVEN item as especially 
salient. Hence “law” in Romans 3:20 and in Galatians 2:19 and 3:2–3 is most naturally 
understood as Mosaic law (cf., Dunn 1992:105; Longenecker 1990:91, 102). 

M17. Salience because of listing specifics, marking a discourse them 
It has been seen above that lists of proper names are typically anarthrous and thus 

marked salient. Similarly, lists of specifics from a single generic category are typically 
anarthrous. (Although the specific abstract nouns listed are typically Discourse-new, as 
titles of classes they are Hearer-old and are frequently referred to with the article when 
occurring individually.) Lists of specifics occur when the generic category is thematic at 
the level of PARAGRAPH, EPISODE, or higher—hence the anarthrous salience marking. 
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The list of sinners in 1 Corinthians, comes in TEV’s section (6:1–11) “Lawsuits 
against Fellow-Christians”, in the second PARAGRAPH (6:7–11) where the theme is the 
contrast between Christians’ old lifestyle and new. 

 1 Corinthians 6:9–10 (the only occurrence of οὔτε more than twice) 

ἢ οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι ἄδικοι θεοῦ βασιλείαν οὐ κληρονομήσουσιν; μὴ πλανᾶσθε· 
οὔτε πόρνοι οὔτε εἰδωλολάτραι οὔτε μοιχοὶ οὔτε μαλακοὶ οὔτε ἀρσενοκοῖται οὔτε κλέπται οὔτε 
πλεονέκται, οὐ μέθυσοι, οὐ λοίδοροι, οὐχ ἅρπαγες βασιλείαν θεοῦ κληρονομήσουσιν. 
Here ἄδικοι ‘unrighteous’ is the generic term. 

Similarly, the list in Romans of things which cannot separate us from God’s love is 
thematic at PARAGRAPH level, coming at the climax of TEV’s section (8:31–39) “God’s 
Love in Christ Jesus”. 

 Romans 8:38–39 (only occurrence of οὔτε) 

πέπεισμαι γὰρ ὅτι οὔτε θάνατος οὔτε ζωὴ οὔτε ἄγγελοι οὔτε ἀρχαὶ οὔτε ἐνεστῶτα οὔτε 
μέλλοντα οὔτε δυνάμεις οὔτε ὕψωμα οὔτε βάθος οὔτε τις κτίσις ἑτέρα δυνήσεται ἡμᾶς χωρίσαι 
ἀπὸ τῆς ἀγάπης τοῦ θεοῦ τῆς ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν. 

The significance of anarthrous lists at EPISODE level can be seen in the list of vices 
in TEV’s section Matthew 15:10–20 “The Things That Make a Person Unclean”: 
 Matthew 15:19; cf., Mark 7:21–22 

ἐκ γὰρ τῆς καρδίας ἐξέρχονται διαλογισμοὶ πονηροί, φόνοι, μοιχεῖαι, πορνεῖαι, κλοπαί, 
ψευδομαρτυρίαι, βλασφημίαι. 

Compare 2 Corinthians 12:20 where an anarthrous list of interpersonal vices is the-
matic at EPISODE level, TEV’s section (12:11–21) “Paul’s Concern for the Corinthians”. 

Similarly, in 1 Thessalonians 1:5, the list of how the gospel came to them is thematic 
at EPISODE level, TEV’s section (1:2–10) “The Life and Faith of the Thessalonians”. 

 1 Thessalonians 1:5 

ὅτι τὸ εὐαγγέλιον ἡμῶν οὐκ ἐγενήθη εἰς ὑμᾶς ἐν λόγῳ μόνον 
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν δυνάμει καὶ ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ καὶ [ἐν] πληροφορίᾳ πολλῇ, … 
The Holy Spirit is clearly intended as a known particular referent, so anarthrousness must be marking 
something other than indefiniteness. 

The role of these anarthrous lists at EPISODE level is especially clear where lists 
occur in pairs, e.g. the lists of vices and virtues in Colossians 3:5–17, TEV’s section “The 
Old life and the New”: 

 Colossians 3:5 (list of vices) 

Νεκρώσατε οὖν τὰ μέλη τὰ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, 
πορνείαν ἀκαθαρσίαν πάθος ἐπιθυμίαν κακήν, 
καὶ τὴν πλεονεξίαν, ἥτις ἐστὶν εἰδωλολατρία, 
Covetousness seems to be singled out as nonsalient by the article, but is then identified as equal to 
idolatry, marked salient. 
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 Colossians 3:12 (list of virtues) 

Ἐνδύσασθε οὖν, ὡς ἐκλεκτοὶ τοῦ θεοῦ, ἅγιοι καὶ ἠγαπημένοι, 
σπλάγχνα οἰκτιρμοῦ χρηστότητα ταπεινοφροσύνην πραΰτητα μακροθυμίαν, 

Compare also Galatians 5:19–21, listing the works of the flesh, and 5:22–23, listing 
the fruit of the spirit, all anarthrous abstract nouns, which occur in TEV’s section 
Galatians 5:16–26 “The Spirit and Human Nature”. 

The listing of evildoers in 1 Timothy are salient not only at EPISODE level, TEV’s 
1:3–1 “Warnings against false teaching”, but also at TEXT level; cf., 6:3–5. 
 1 Timothy 1:9–10 

ὅτι δικαίῳ νόμος οὐ κεῖται, ἀνόμοις δὲ καὶ ἀνυποτάκτοις, ἀσεβέσι καὶ ἁμαρτωλοῖς, ἀνοσίοις 
καὶ βεβήλοις, πατρολῴαις καὶ μητρολῴαις, ἀνδροφόνοις πόρνοις ἀρσενοκοίταις 
ἀνδραποδισταῖς ψεύσταις ἐπιόρκοις, … 

It is clear that this warning refers to the whole class of such people, not simply some of 
them. Note also the list of anarthrous abstract nouns of vices in 1 Timothy 6:4b–5a, 
contrasted with the individual arthrous abstract nouns in 5b. 

Similarly, the listing of virtues in 1 Timothy are salient both at EPISODE level, 
TEV’s “Personal Instructions” (6:11–21), and also at TEXT level; cf., 4:12. 
 1 Timothy 6:11b 

δίωκε δὲ δικαιοσύνην εὐσέβειαν πίστιν, ἀγάπην ὑπομονήν πραϋπαθίαν. 

Moule (1953:114) also notes lists of anarthrous abstract nouns in 
• Romans 14:17 (two lists, each list in the grammatical role of comment, and the 

lists being contrasted οὐ γὰρ … ἀλλὰ …), and 
• Hebrews 12:18–24 (two lists, each list in the grammatical role of goal, and the 

lists being contrasted οὐ γὰρ … ἀλλὰ …). 
Both of these lists, I argue, are marked salient. Romans 14:17 (not food and drink, but 
righteousness, peace, and joy) is thematic in the 

• PARAGRAPH 14:13–18 
• EPISODE 14:13–23 TEV’s “Do not make your brother fall”, and 
• THEME UNIT, arguably 14:1–15:13 (14:2 “vegetables”, 15:13 “joy and peace”). 

Hebrews 12:18–24 (not the old covenant, but the new, climaxing in 12:24 καὶ διαθήκης 
νέας μεσίτῃ Ἰησοῦ καὶ αἵματι ῥαντισμοῦ ‘and the mediator of the new covenant, 
Jesus, and the blood of sprinkling’) is thematic not only in the EPISODE 12:12–28, 
TEV’s “Instructions and Warnings” but also in the whole TEXT of Hebrews (1:1–2 “In 
the past … through the prophets … in these last days … though his Son”, 13:21 “The 
God of peace who raised from the dead the great shepherd of the sheep by the blood of 
the eternal covenant, our Lord Jesus …”). 
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Moule also quotes Romans 12:10–13, as a series of nouns with the article, but this is 
not a straightforward list, but a series of parallel clauses, in many of which the role of the 
abstract noun is sphere (usually predictable and nonsalient). 

A GRAMCORD search for three consecutive occurrences of [NOUN Nominative] in a 
sentence produces 48 hits, but for three consecutive occurrences of [ARTICLE 
Nominative] [NOUN Nominative] produces zero hits. 

M18. Conclusion 
Thus anarthrous salience marking of nouns is only a crude tool. By itself it simply 

alerts the audience to PAY SPECIAL ATTENTION. The special significance of the noun 
so marked can only be understood in the light of the scenarios to which that noun 
belongs, including those scenarios related to the conceptual world, and those scenarios 
related to the expected development of events and plots in narratives, and to interpersonal 
relationships and the development of themes and arguments in the Epistles. 
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N. Greek Evidence for the Order of the Search Path 
This appendix gives examples from New Testament Greek as evidence for the order 

of the “search path” which the audience must use to identify items from existing 
scenarios, as described in chapter 6.5.5. 

N1. Basic grammatical factors affecting the search path 
Since the article signifies Hearer-old and τις signifies Hearer-new, the grammatical 

structure of the Greek noun phrase limits the possible information status categories of the 
referent, but without altering the basic order of the search path. The search path for 
different types of Greek noun phrase is shown below. 

N1.1. If article + noun 
Understand referent to be Hearer-old. 
Search existing scenarios in the following order until a relevant entity is found: 
1. 3b GIVEN textual-current: 

 short-term memory, title of last opened scenario 
2. 2b KNOWN inferrable: 

 long-term memory, in currently open scenario 
3. 3a GIVEN situational: 

 current perceptual experience 
4. 3c GIVEN textual-displaced: 

 short-term memory, recently opened scenario 
5. 2a KNOWN unused: 

 long-term memory, currently closed scenario 

N1.2. If τις + noun 
Understand referent to be 1 NEW, 

 open new specific scenario, 
 connect it to existing generic scenario. 

N1.3. If noun alone 
Understand referent to be Hearer-old salient, or Hearer-new. 
Search existing scenarios in order as above, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 
a. If the item is found under GIVEN or KNOWN categories, 
 mark it +SALIENT in memory. 
b. Otherwise: 
 Understand referent to be 1 NEW, 
 open new specific scenario, 
 connect it to existing generic scenario. 
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The proposed “search path” above shows a hierarchy, from first place to look, to last 
place to look. This order posits that priority is given to the last opened and thus currently 
open scenario, then to the current perceptual scenario, then any recently opened 
scenarios, finally as yet unopened scenarios. This search path follows a logical pattern in 
terms of scenario theory, but is a jumble when viewed simply in terms of GIVEN and 
KNOWN. 

The last category to be searched, 2a KNOWN unused, the “whole world” scenario, 
includes every scenario in the hearer’s long-term memory. Obviously a random search 
through every scenario in the brain would take a long time and be fairly inaccurate, as it 
would find and choose the first randomly found occurrence. I suggest, therefore, that 
even this “whole world” search is not random but starts at a particular point. 

As stated above, the first categories to be searched are GIVEN and KNOWN infer-
rable categories, whose scenarios are open in the co-text and context. Chafe (1970:211) 
says that GIVEN information must be “in the forefront of the mind”, and thus more 
readily accessible and more likely to be relevant. A speaker naturally assumes that his 
audience will first search for information in open scenarios, which are “in the forefront of 
the mind”. Similarly, a speaker also assumes that certain subcategories of KNOWN 
unused information are “on the back-burner” of the hearer’s mind, and not simply 
somewhere in long-term memory. 

The original New Testament target audience had at least the following “back-burner” 
scenarios, i.e. those with a high degree of natural relevance, which were to be searched 
first, even though they may not have been currently open. In terms of religion and 
history, the writer’s and audience’s own ethnic and religious background was also a 
major factor. Bracketed items apply especially to speeches spoken to non-Jews and texts 
written for a non-Jewish audience. The category “Christian religion” refers to those 
elements of religious belief and practice which were common to both Jews and gentiles 
who believed in Jesus, and applies to all texts written explicitly for a Christian audience, 
especially the Epistles. All these categories refer to the scenarios of the original authors 
and audiences, not to our own scenarios: 
Christian religion 
(Gentile religion) 
(Gentile literature) 
(Gentile history) 
Jewish religion 
Jewish Scripture 
Jewish history 

These scenario clusters would be searched before more generic categories, such as: 
Natural world 
Man-made world 
Metaphysical world 

For many first-century Jews, such as the participants in the Gospel narratives, the 
most pressing “back-burner” issues would concern fulfilment of prophecies, especially 
the coming of the Messiah (e.g. Matthew 2:4–6; Mark 1:7; Luke 2:25–26, 38, 3:15; John 
1:19–20). For them, any event spoken by a religious person, or in a religious context, and 
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any event recorded in a religious book, would immediately make “Jewish religion” the 
first unopened scenario to be searched. 

The original target audience then would prioritize their searches, even of KNOWN 
unused scenarios, to those scenarios which were related to the topic of conversation, the 
cultural identities and status of the participants, and their likely preoccupations, bearing 
in mind religious aspirations and events, and politically or personally significant current 
events. 

N2. Other grammatical factors affecting the search path 
Certain other grammatical forms in the Noun Phrase, apart from the article and τις, 

restrict the categories to be searched. 

Zero anaphora, personal pronouns, and deictic pronouns (“this”, “that”) cannot be 
used to refer to categories 1 NEW, 2a KNOWN unused, 2b KNOWN inferrable, or 3c 
GIVEN textual-displaced. They only refer to items currently in focus, that is identifiable 
items in currently open scenarios, i.e. 

3b GIVEN textual-current: 
 short-term memory, title of last opened scenario 

3a GIVEN situational: 
 current perceptual experience 

For example: 

3b GIVEN textual-current 
Zero anaphora 
 Matthew 4:2 ἐπεινάσεν ‘he hungered’ = Jesus hungered; cf., Jesus 4:1 

Pronoun 
 John 1:3 αὐτοῦ ‘his’ = the word’s, 1:1a (The last scenario opened is God,  

but the “word” scenario is topical, being grammatical subject in 1:1–2) 

Demonstrative pronoun 
 Matthew 1:20 ταῦτα ‘those [things]’ = Mary pregnant, etc. Co-text = 1:18–19 

3a GIVEN situational 
Zero anaphora 
 John 19:35 πιστευήτε ‘you might believe, you’ = you who read or hear this 

Pronoun 
 Romans 1:9 μού ‘of me’ = of Paul, the author of the letter, 

(cf., 1:1, where Paul is named as author) 

Demonstrative pronoun 
 Matthew 16:26 τοῦτό ‘this’ = this bread Jesus is giving 

(Co-text for us, but situational for the disciples) 

Deictic adjectives (“this”, “that”) with a noun cannot be used to refer to categories 1 
NEW, or 2a KNOWN unused. They can only be used for scenarios, or items from 
scenarios, which are already open, or have been recently opened, i.e. for the above 
categories 3b and 3a, plus: 
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2b KNOWN inferrable: 
 long-term memory, in currently open scenario 

3c GIVEN textual-displaced: 
 short-term memory, title of last opened scenario 

For example: 

3b GIVEN textual-current 
 Matthew 24:22 αἱ ἡμέραι ἐκεῖναι ‘those days’, refers to τότε ‘then’ 24:16 

3a GIVEN situational 
 Matthew 12:34 ἐν τούτῳ τῷ αἰῶνι ‘in this age’, currently happening 
 Matthew 12:41 μετὰ τῆς γενεᾶς ταύτης ‘with this generation’, currently present 

2b KNOWN inferrable 
 Matthew 8:13b ἐν τῇ ὥρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ‘in that hour’, refers to the time of Jesus’s statement, 8:13a.

Obviously, all events have a time at which they occur. 
 Luke 9:5b ἀπὸ τῆς πόλεως ἐκείνης ‘from that city’, refers to the city where those people 

live who do not accept the disciples, 9:5a. 

3c GIVEN textual-displaced 
 Luke 10:12 ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ‘in that day’; cf., ἐν τῇ κρίσει ‘in the judgment’ 10:13. 
 Although this appears to be 2a KNOWN unused, the reference seems to depend on a textual 

knowledge of the OT, especially LXX Zechariah 2:11, 3:10, etc. ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ which 
talk of the time of the future Messianic Kingdom. 

(These restrictions on the use of deictic adjectives refer specifically to New Testa-
ment Greek usage. Modern English can use “this” to introduce a NEW entity in the genre 
of joke telling, and narrative, in some social registers, e.g. “There was this bloke …”. 
Similarly, “this” can be used with entities from category 2a KNOWN unused, if the item 
is normally regarded as having only one possible referent, but in certain contexts can be a 
common noun, and these are being contrasted, e.g. “This earth of ours, is one of millions 
of planets”.) 

Direct Speech embedded in narrative is unique. Addressees of the ORIGINAL 
SPEECH ACT identify the referents from the CONTEXT of the original speech act, the 
original speaker’s and hearer’s real life situation, for example: 

3a GIVEN situational 
Zero anaphora 
 John 1:32 Τεθέαμαι ‘I have beheld’ = I, John the Baptist. 
  (Addressees can identify speaker) 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current: I, John the apostle 

Pronoun 
 John 1:32 αὐτον ‘him’ = Jesus. 
  (John has pointed Jesus out, see 1:29) 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current: John, 1:32 in speech margin 
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Demonstrative 
 Matthew 4:3 οἱ λίθοι οὗτοι ‘these stones’ = stones in the desert. 
  (Satan is pointing them out) 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current: stones not mentioned previously 

However, addressees of the WRITTEN DOCUMENT identify the referents in Direct 
Speech from the CO-TEXT OUTSIDE the Direct Speech, i.e. the text itself, excluding the 
speech bubble, for example: 

3b GIVEN textual-current 

Zero anaphora 
 John 1:32 Τεθέαμαι ‘I have beheld’ = I, John the Baptist. 
  Co-text = John witnessed, 1:32 
 NOT 3a GIVEN situational: I, John the apostle 
  (The last scenario opened is God, but the “word” scenario is 

topical, being grammatically subject in verses 1 and 2 

Pronoun 
 John 1:32 αὐτον ‘him’ = Jesus. Co-text = sees Jesus and says, 1:29 

2b KNOWN inferrable 
Demonstrative adjective with pronoun 
 Matthew 4:3 οἱ λίθοι οὗτοι ‘these stones’ = stones in the desert. 
  Co-text = desert, 4:1 

Zero anaphora, pronoun, or demonstrative without a noun, cannot refer to a new item 
from an open scenario, since they are either anaphoric or deictic. 

N3. Evidence for the order of the search path 
Apart from the experimental evidence from English text that computer programs 

using this basic search path allow “artificial intelligence” (Schank and Abelson 
1977:184), and the theoretical consideration that the proposed search path makes good 
sense in terms of scenario theory, there is also evidence within the New Testament texts 
of how the writer uses Hearer-old articular marking, expecting his audience to correctly 
identify the referent, and where that referent is found in terms of information status 
taxonomy. 

In the proposed search path below, specific nouns and their referents are listed under 
the relevant category together with the categories they are not found in. The search path 
predicts that the correct referent is to be found in the highest category possible. The 
search path is presumed by the speaker, and used by the audience to correctly identify the 
referents of the speaker’s nouns. Consequently, the search path and the listing below is 
arranged according to the textual form, article + noun, τις + noun, and noun alone, rather 
than simply the semantic categories of information status. 
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N3.1. Article + noun 
1. 3b GIVEN textual-current: 

 short-term memory, title of last opened scenario 

Luke 7:44 τῷ Σίμωνι ‘Simon’ = Simon the Pharisee, 7:43 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Simon Peter or Simon Zelotes, 6:14–15 

John 4:6 τῇ πηγῇ ‘the well’ = the well of Jacob at Sychar, 4:6 
 NOT 2a KNOWN unused, generic as in James 3:11 

Luke 7:15 ὁ νεκρὸς ‘the dead[man]’ = the widow’s son, 7:12, even though now alive 
 NOT 2a KNOWN unused, generic as in Matthew 8:22 

Acts 14:19 τῆς πόλεως ‘the city’ = Lystra, 14:8 
 NOT 3a GIVEN situational, where Luke was writing, or the audience reading 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Iconium, 14:1 
2. 2b KNOWN inferrable: 

 long-term memory, in currently open scenario 

Matthew 12:34 τὸ στόμα ‘the mouth’ = the mouth of a person, scenario = speak, 12:34 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Jesus’s mouth, 5:2 

Acts 12:7 τῶν χειρῶν ‘the hands’ = Peter’s hands, scenario = Peter chained, 12:6 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Herod’s hands, 12:1 

2 Corinthians 7:8 τῇ ἐπιστολῇ ‘the letter’ = Paul’s previous letter, 
 scenario = Titus’s return with news of their reaction, 7:6 
 NOT 3a GIVEN situational, Paul’s letter currently being read (as in Colossians 4:16) 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, the Corinthian Christians, 3:2 

Colossians 2:4b τῷ πνεύματι ‘the spirit’ = human spirit 
 scenario = human being, 2:4a, opened by I (1st person verb ending), the flesh 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Holy Spirit 1:8 
 NOT 2a KNOWN unused, Holy Spirit 
3. 3a GIVEN situational: 

 current perceptual experience 

Acts 7:4b τῆν γῆν ταύτην ‘this land’ = the land where Stephen was speaking 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-displaced, 7:4a the land of the Chaldeans 
 (The word “thence” 7:4b changes to a new locational scenario) 

Colossians 4:16 ἡ ἐπιστολή ‘the letter’ = Paul’s letter currently being read 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, no previous mention 
 NOT 2b KNOWN inferrable, no open scenario in co-text (as in 2 Corinthians 7:8) 

Revelation 22:7 τοῦ βιβλίου τούτου ‘this scroll’ = the letter currently being read 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-displaced, the Lamb’s book of life 21:27 
4. 3c GIVEN textual-displaced: 

 short-term memory, recently opened scenario 

Revelation 14:3 τῶν τεσσάρων ζῴων ‘the four beasts’, co-text 7:11 
 NOT 2b KNOWN unused, as in Jude 1:10, irrational beasts (plural generic) 

Acts 15:37 τὸν Ἰωάννην τὸν καλούμενον Μᾶρκον ‘John also called Mark’, co-text 12:25 
 NOT 2b KNOWN unused (as in Acts 12:12 anarthrous introduction as 1 NEW) 
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5. 2a KNOWN unused: 
long-term memory, currently closed scenario 

James 3:11 ἡ πηγὴ ‘a well, wells in general, singular generic’ (scenario title) 

Revelation 1:5 τῶν νεκρῶν ‘the dead’ = all dead people, plural generic 
 (all possible referents of the “dead people” scenario) 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, as in Luke 7:15, the dead man 

Revelation 1:5 τῆς γῆς ‘the earth’ (singular specific, unique reference) 
 NOT 3a GIVEN situational, as in Acts 7:4b, this land 

Revelation 7:1 τοὺς τέσσαρας ἀνέμους ‘the four winds’ (plural specific) 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, as in Revelation 14:3, the four beasts 

Mark 1:2 τῷ Ἠσαΐᾳ ‘Isaiah’ (singular specific, defined by the prophet. 
 No previous mention of Isaiah in this book.) 

N3.2. If τις + noun 
1. NEW: 

 not yet in memory, make new scenario 

Luke 1:5 ἱερεύς τις ‘a certain priest’ 

Acts 21:16 Μνάσωνί τινι ‘a certain (person called) Mnason’ 

N3.3. If noun alone 
1. 3b GIVEN textual-current: 

 short-term memory, title of last opened scenario 
 marked SALIENT 

Mark 1:29 Ἰωάννου ‘John’ = John son of Zebedee, Mark 1:19 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, John the Baptist, 1:14 
 NOT 1 NEW 

Luke 4:26 Ἠλίας ‘Elijah’, 4:25 
 NOT 1 NEW 

Acts 7:8b Ἰακὼβ ‘James/Jacob’ = Jacob, 7:8 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, James, 1:13 
 NOT 1 NEW 

Acts 14:21 Ἀντιόχειαν ‘Antioch’ = Pisidian Antioch, 14:19 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Syrian Antioch, 13:1 
 NOT 1 NEW 

Hebrews 11:3 Πίστει ‘faith’, 11:1 
 NOT 1 NEW 
2. 2b KNOWN inferrable: 

 long-term memory, in currently open scenario 
 marked SALIENT 

Acts 7:45 Ἰησοῦ ‘Jesus/Joshua’ = Joshua, scenario = forefathers, 7:45, desert, Moses, 7:44 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Jesus, 6:14 in accusation against Stephen 
 NOT 1 NEW 
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Acts 7:55 Ἰησοῦν ‘Jesus/Joshua’ = Jesus, scenario = ascension, heaven 7:55; cf., 1:10 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, 7:45 Joshua 
 NOT 1 NEW 

Acts 14:25 Ἀντιόχειαν ‘Antioch’ = Syrian Antioch, scenario = Pisidia to Attalia, 14:24–25 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, Pisidian Antioch, 14:21 
 NOT 1 NEW 
3. 3a GIVEN situational: 

 current perceptual experience 
 marked SALIENT 

Matthew 1:1 Βίβλος ‘The book’ = this book being read or heard (similarly, if = account) 
 (This title is like a presentational sentence, with no equative verb and no topic, but only the comment, 

i.e. “(This is) the book …”. Perhaps, strictly speaking the implicit Topic “this (book)” is what is 
GIVEN situational) 

 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, no previous text 
 NOT 1 NEW 

Mark 1:1 Ἀρχή ‘The beginning’ = these words being read or heard 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, no previous text 
 NOT 1 NEW 

1 Peter 5:13 Βαβυλῶνι ‘Babylon/Rome’ (metaphorically) = Rome, 
 the town where Peter was writing from 
 NOT 2a KNOWN unused, i.e. not historical Babylon, as in Matthew 1:11 
 NOT 1 NEW 
4. 3c GIVEN textual-displaced: 

 short-term memory, recently opened scenario 
 marked SALIENT 

Acts 15:40 Σιλᾶν ‘Silas’, 15:32 (15:34) 
 NOT 2a KNOWN unused (Probably hearers knew several people called Silas) 
 NOT 1 NEW 

Romans 9:30 πίστεως ‘faith’, 5:1 (5:2) 
 NOT 1 NEW 
5. 2a KNOWN unused: 

 long-term memory, currently closed scenario 
 marked SALIENT 

Luke 1:17 Ἠλίου ‘Elijah’ 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, no previous text 
 NOT 1 NEW (audience is expected to know about Elijah’s spirit and power) 

1 Corinthians 2:4 πνεύματος ‘spirit’ = Holy Spirit 
 NOT 1 NEW (audience is expected to know about the Holy Spirit) 

Hebrews 3:2 Μωϋσῆς ‘Moses’ 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, no previous text 
 NOT 1 NEW (audience is expected to know about Moses’s faithfulness) 
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6. 1 NEW: 
 not yet in memory, make new scenario 
 marked SALIENT as always for NEW items 

John 4:6 πηγὴ ‘a well’ = the well of Jacob at Sychar, presented as Hearer-new 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, no previous mention 

Mark 1:19 Ἰάκωβον ‘James’ = the son of Zebedee 
 (presented as Hearer-new by no article, and reference to lineage) 
 NOT 3c GIVEN textual-displaced, 1:4 John the Baptist 

Mark 7:32 κωφὸν ‘a deaf man’ 
 (presented as Hearer-new by no article) 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-current, no previous mention 
 NOT 2b KNOWN inferrable, no appropriate open scenario 
 NOT 2a KNOWN unused, no single identifiable referent 

Matthew 20:30 δύο τυφλοὶ ‘two blind men’ 
 (presented as Hearer-new by no article 
 NOT 3b GIVEN textual-removed, NOT the same as in 9:27 δύο τυφλοι 
  (3b, would normally need the article. Salience marking only possible 

for characters focal in more than a single far-removed pericope) 
 NOT 2b KNOWN inferrable, no appropriate open scenario 
 NOT 2a KNOWN unused, no single identifiable referent 

N4. The search path, scenarios, and misunderstanding 
We must bear in mind that, despite the grammatical clues, it is not strictly grammar 

but “relevance” that guides the search path. If the audience fail to recognize the speaker’s 
intended scenarios, and hence fail to grasp what the speaker regards as relevant, they will 
search in the wrong search path and/or misidentify referents. 

A “wild card” in this sequencing is the position of the current perceptual scenario (3a 
GIVEN situational), which on the one hand is current and open (inasmuch as one is 
hearing, seeing, smelling, etc.) and on the other hand is not normally in focus unless the 
speech act is referring to it. Note that this category may also include mental perception, 
i.e. thoughts, worries, and preoccupations, not simply perception by the five senses. It is 
clear from personal experience that a speaker, especially to a known audience, may refer 
to some preoccupation of theirs “out of the blue” and expect the audience to identify the 
referents correctly (e.g. “Oh, by the way, he’s had the operation”). 

Misunderstanding occurs whenever the audience chooses the wrong referent. They 
may look in the right category yet still choose the wrong referent within it. This is 
especially true for the mental perceptions in category 3a GIVEN situational, where the 
speaker’s thoughts and audience’s thoughts are not in harmony, e.g. Jesus’s statement to 
“beware of leaven”. This occurs in all the synoptics, in slightly different form, but with 
leaven always arthrous: 

 Matthew 16:6 

Ὁρᾶτε καὶ προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων. 
watch-out and beware from the leaven of-the Pharisees and Sadducees 
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 Mark 8:15 

Ὁρᾶτε, βλέπετε ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ τῆς ζύμης Ἡρῴδου. 
watch-out look-out from the leaven of-the Pharisees and the leaven of Herod 

 

 Luke 12:1 

Προσέχετε ἑαυτοῖς ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης, ἥτις ἐστὶν ὑπόκρισις, τῶν Φαρισαίων. 
beware to-yourselves from the leaven which is hypocrisy of-the Pharisees 

Luke 12:1 is not a parallel passage. It refers only to the Pharisees, the metaphor is 
explained, as “hypocrisy”, and Jesus said this to his disciples immediately after 
criticizing the Pharisees publicly at a meal (Luke 12:37–54). There is no hint of 
misunderstanding. 

However, in the Matthew and Mark occurrences, the disciples misunderstand Jesus 
completely. Why? In New Testament Greek ζυμή ‘leaven’ belongs in two scenarios, 
either literally in the bread-making scenario, or metaphorically in the evil scenario. In the 
parable of the leaven (Matthew 13:33; Luke 13:21), the scenario is one of making bread 
and the emphasis is only on the effect of leaven spreading, without any negative associa-
tions. However, the common saying “A little leaven leavens the whole lump”, is clearly 
used in a moral context and with a negative sense, e.g. “not with the leaven of malice and 
evil” (1 Corinthians 5:6–7), “Who … kept you from obeying the truth?” (Galatians 5:7–
9). Thus, in a negative moral context, leaven is a metaphor of evil which affects others. 
The Passover cleaning of the house of leaven, alluded to in the 1 Corinthians passage, 
reinforces this negative sense. In Luke 12:1 “leaven” is included in this negative moral 
scenario both by the immediate context of Jesus criticizing the Pharisees, and by the co-
text “which is hypocrisy”. 

So, in Matthew and Mark, the disciples misunderstand Jesus. Although they 
searched for the referent of “leaven” in the right category 3a GIVEN situational, they 
searched in the wrong scenario. The real life situation of the disciples at the time is 
preserved for us Gospel-readers in the co-text: 
Feeding of 4,000 Matthew 15:29–39 Mark 8:1–10 
Pharisees ask for a sign Matthew 16:1–4 Mark 8:11–13 
Sadducees ask for a sign Matthew 16:1–4 − 
Disciples forget bread Matthew 16:5–12 Mark 8:14a 
Yeast statement Matthew 16:5–12 Mark 8:15 

Thus there are two distinct elements in the GIVEN situation, the Pharisees asking for 
a sign, and the disciples forgetting bread. Jesus was thinking about the former “evil 
mindset”, but the disciples’ minds were focussed on the latter “bread”. So they failed to 
recognize the two clues Jesus had given them as to which scenario to search for “yeast” 
in—it involved the Pharisees, and it was a negative context “Beware!” Thus Jesus had 
given enough information as normally required for the disciples to understand. They were 
to search for something negative in a scenario involving Pharisees which was relevant for 
Jesus to discuss with them. Jesus has already pointed out the evil of the Pharisees, “a 
wicked and adulterous generation looks for a miraculous sign” (Matthew 16:4; cf., Mark 
8:12). 
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How then does Jesus clear up their misunderstanding? Does he tell them the referent 
of “leaven”? The texts show a similar pattern: 
Questions relevance of bread Matthew 16:8 Mark 8:17 
Don’t you understand yet? Matthew 16:9 − 
Reminds re. feeding 5,000 Matthew 16:9 Mark 8:19 
Reminds re. feeding 4,000 Matthew 16:10 Mark 8:20 
Don’t you understand yet? − Mark 8:20 
I was not talking about bread Matthew 16:11 − 
Repeats “Beware the leaven …” Matthew 16:12 − 
Disciples realize what he means Matthew 16:12 − 

Jesus does not tell them what the referent of leaven is at all. In Mark he simply 
questions the relevance of their concern about bread in the light of the miraculous 
feedings. Once he has dismissed the relevance of the “bread” scenario, he judges that the 
disciples will then search the next relevant scenario, this time including both Pharisees 
and negative attitudes. In Matthew, Jesus clarifies that he was not talking about bread, 
but rather than say what he was talking about, simply repeats the original warning. 
Again, by removing the “bread” scenario as the one to search first, he enables the 
disciples to search again, and this time they search a relevant scenario, the evil and 
hypocritical teaching of the Pharisees. 

Diagrammatically the potential search paths were: 
Information status Scenario Subsection Item 
3a GIVEN situational: bread: − leaven = yeast 
3a GIVEN situational: Pharisees: evil/negative: leaven = evil teaching 

By simply denying the relevance of the first scenario in the search path, Jesus directed 
the disciples to the second, where they found the intended referent. 

Many misunderstandings are due to metaphorical usage, where the audience selects a 
nonmetaphorical usage out of the context or co-text, rather than the speaker’s intended 
metaphorical use, e.g. the leaven example above. However, the reason for the original 
audience choosing a literal rather than a metaphorical meaning is that first they were 
looking in the wrong scenario. Had they searched the correct scenario they would only 
have found the metaphorical meaning, and there would have been no misunderstanding. 

(For today’s audiences, however, readers and hearers of a translation, the situation is 
more complex, since we neither share the same scenarios as the original speaker and 
audience, nor have the same metaphors. If “leaven” is never used metaphorically, even if 
the audience first search in the correct scenario “Pharisees” for an item with the correct 
attributes “evil/negative” they will find no suitable referent, so will then have to search 
the less suitable “bread” scenario. In this way they will identify a referent never intended 
by the original speaker. Jesus will then appear to be a very poor communicator, who 
deliberately tries to confuse his audience by using a misleading word, and not even 
clarifying what he means when it causes confusion to his disciples.) 

Sometimes, although there is no indication that the original hearer misunderstood, 
we as today’s audience are exegetically uncertain which particular search path or 
scenario was cued in the text. For example in John 3:5, where Jesus talks to Nicodemus, 
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πνεύματος presumably refers to the Holy Spirit, not the human spirit, as shown later by 
the contrast with flesh in 3:6. Thus NIV translates “Spirit”. However, both referents have 
the same information status, that is: 
Information status Scenario Reference Item 
2b KNOWN inferrable God’s rule 3:3, 3:5 the Holy Spirit 
2b KNOWN inferrable human 3:3, 3:5 τις the human spirit 

In John 4:23 when Jesus is talking to the Samaritan woman, similar scenarios are 
open in the text: 

Information status Scenario Reference Item 
2b KNOWN inferrable God 4:23 Father the Holy Spirit 
2b KNOWN inferrable human 4:23 worshippers the human spirit 

Here, however, NIV translates πνεῦμα as ‘spirit’. We cannot clearly determine what 
Jesus intended since a referent from either of the open scenarios makes sense semanti-
cally, and we do not know whether the particular idiom used here could refer to “Spirit,” 
or “spirit,” or both. 

The audience may choose a referent from the wrong category. For example there 
may be a conflict between co-text (3b GIVEN textual-current) and context (3a GIVEN 
situational) in determining meaning, i.e. the speaker and audience may put a different 
priority on these, and so the audience chooses from the wrong category, e.g. “my flesh”. 
 John 6:51 

ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ ἄρτος ὁ ζῶν ὁ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καταβάς· 
I am the bread the living the from the heaven descended 

 

ἐάν τις φάγῃ ἐκ τούτου τοῦ ἄρτου ζήσει εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, 
if anyone eat from this the bread he-will-live to the age/eternity 

 

καὶ ὁ ἄρτος δὲ ὃν ἐγὼ δώσω ἡ σάρξ μού ἐστιν ὑπὲρ τῆς τοῦ κόσμου ζωῆς. 
and the bread ( ) which I will-give the flesh of-me is for the of-the world life 

To this the Jews respond “How can this man give us his flesh to eat?” If, as is com-
monly supposed, they are not questioning Jesus’s ability to die a sacrificial death, but his 
ability to feed them on his own human flesh, then they are searching the wrong category 
of information. The choice of search paths for a referent for “flesh”: 
Information status Scenario Subsection Item 
3a GIVEN textual-current: belief: sacrifice: flesh = sacrificial death 
3a GIVEN situational: human: body: flesh = physical meat 

The Jews seem to have taken the situation as their search path, a human being, 
whose flesh is physical. According to the search path suggested above, the category 3b 
GIVEN textual-current should have priority. In the immediately preceding text Jesus has 
opened a scenario of religious belief using food and drink imagery, i.e. John 6:35 coming 
to Jesus and trusting in Jesus lead to no more hunger or thirst, i.e. are like eating and 
drinking, 6:47–48: “He that believes on me has eternal life. I am the bread of life.” In the 
context of belief and food metaphors, Jesus’s meaning should have been apparent: 
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 Literal Metaphor 
6:35 come to Jesus (eat food) 
6:35 (be spiritually satisfied) not hunger 
6:35 trust in Jesus (drink) 
6:35 (be spiritually satisfied) not thirst 
6:48 Jesus, one who gives life bread 
6:51 comes to Jesus eats this bread 
6:51 I will sacrifice myself I will give this bread (my flesh) 

Presumably, the Jews were so averse to coming to Jesus and believing in him (e.g. 
6:41–42), that they do not even evaluate his words within the context of discipleship and 
faith, but only from the human angle of the person visibly before them (cf., 6:42). 

Similarly, Nicodemus misunderstands Jesus by taking the situation rather than co-
text as the search path, and then understanding ἄνωθεν accordingly. Here the referent is 
not a nominal “thing” but an adverbial “relation”: 

 John 3:3b 

ἐὰν μή τις γεννηθῇ ἄνωθεν, οὐ δύναται ἰδεῖν τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ. 
if not anyone be-born again/from-above not can see the kingdom of-the God 

There are two possible search paths: 
Information status Scenario Subsection Item 
3a GIVEN textual-current: God’s rule: access: ἄνωθεν = from above 
3a GIVEN situational: human: birth: ἄνωθεν = again 

Nicodemus has himself established a context of God’s rule in 3:2 “a teacher come 
from God”, “God with him”, but when Jesus speaks, he looks for the referent of “be 
born” and then ἄνωθεν in the situational human scenario, as evidenced by 3:4 “being 
old”, “his mother’s womb”. Jesus, reasonably enough, expected him to search for 
referents in the co-textual “God’s rule” scenario. Indeed Nicodemus equates ἄνωθεν 
with δεύτερον (3:4), whereas Jesus equates ἄνωθεν with ἐκ τοῦ πνεύματος (3:7–8). 

For us, as a new audience, overhearing, as it were, the original communication to the 
original target audience, we have exegetical problems because we are not in the original 
context. For example, not knowing the original perceptual context of some New Testa-
ment speech events, we do not know whether the referent is to be found there or not. For 
example, in Luke 12:24 κατανοήσατε τοὺς κόρακας ‘Consider the ravens’, are these to 
be found in the information status category 3a GIVEN situational (i.e. the specific ravens 
you can see around you), or in 2a KNOWN unused (i.e. all members belonging to the 
class scenario “raven”). In some languages, the translation would be different depending 
on the referent. 

Similarly, in John 4:35: “open your eyes, and look at the fields. They are ripe for 
harvest.” Could they see fields ready for harvesting, which Jesus used as an analogy for 
people ready to believe? Or was Jesus asking them to look at the crowd of Samaritans 
approaching (4:30), and using metaphorical language? In either case the referent is to be 
found in 3a GIVEN situational, but which referent depends on the situational context. The 
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fact that the co-text mentions people, not fields, suggests the Samaritans are the original 
referent (at least the Gospel writer took it that way). 

Sometimes the text indicates the information status category where the referent is to 
be found, but we cannot identify the referent. For example in 2 Thessalonians 2:5–7 there 
is the referent τὸ κατέχον and ὁ κατέχων ‘the restrainer’ (neuter and masculine respec-
tively) along with the information that “when I was with you I used to tell you these 
things” and “you know what is holding him back”. Paul makes it clear that this referent is 
3c GIVEN textual-displaced, i.e. part of the text (in this case oral) that Paul 
communicated to the Thessalonians when he was there. Unfortunately, all we have of this 
text as today’s audience is the summary in Acts 17:3: “This Jesus I am proclaiming to 
you is the Christ.” So we know the original search path, but not the original referent, 
although it was clear to the original audience. 
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O. Parkari Texts and Glosses 
This appendix gives in full the seven Parkari texts referred to in chapters 10–14. 

These texts, all transcribed from tape, are written in the International Phonetic Alphabet 
(IPA) with a morpheme-by-morpheme gloss and a fairly literal translation, and with lines 
numbered for easy reference. Parkari grammatical morphemes are also listed, together 
with their glosses and explanations. 

The Parkari texts regularly referred to in this study belong to the following genres: 
narrative factual, narrative fictional, and procedural. They are listed below together with 
their genre: 
Text 1 “My farmwork” Procedural text—habitual 
Text 2 “Michael” Narrative text—story 
Text 3 “Breadpan” Procedural text—future 
Text 4 “Malo’s wedding” Narrative text—account 
Text 5 “Mongoose” Narrative text—story 
Text 6 “Sparrow” Narrative text—story 
Text 7 “The lame man and the blind man” Narrative text—story 

O1. Glosses 
For ease of reference, Parkari suffixes showing Person are glossed -P, and those 

showing Gender are glossed -G. The different Person and Gender morphemes are listed 
below, together with the meaning of other morpheme glosses used. 

O1.1. Gender suffixes -G 
Hyphen alone indicates a zero morpheme. 

 SINGULAR  PLURAL  

Masculine Type 1 Type 2 Type 1 Type 2 
Nominative -o − -ɑ − 
Vocative -ɑ − -õ -õ 
Oblique -ɑ − -õ  

Feminine Type 1 Type 2 Type 1 Type 2 
Nominative -əi − -e -õ 
Vocative -əi − -iõ -õ 
Oblique -i − -iõ -õ 

The Type 1 Nominative forms (bolded) are the only -G suffixes to occur with verbs. All forms occur 
on nouns. There are two classes of noun, Type 1 which always has a Gender suffix, and Type 2 which 
does not. Each type contains both masculine and feminine nouns. 
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O1.2. Person suffixes -P 
 SINGULAR PLURAL 

1st person -õ -õ 

2nd person -ɛ -o 

3rd person -ɛ -ɛ 

Future SINGULAR PLURAL 
1st person -iɦ -ʃ-õ 

2nd person -iɦ -ʃ-o 

3rd person -ʃ-e -ʃ-e 

O1.3. Other verbal suffixes 
Gloss Meaning Form 
-irr irregular form -i 

-nonf nonfinal form -en 

-NF nonfinite form -e 

-pf Perfective Aspect -i 

-impf Imperfective Aspect -t 

-pres Present or Current -ɦ 

-past Relative Past or Anterior -t 

-fut Future Tense -ʃ 

-inf Infinitive -ʋ 

O1.4. Other noun suffixes 
Gloss Meaning Form 
-loc locative case -ɛ/-e 

-erg ergative case -ɛ/-e/-i/-ie 

O2. Texts 
The Parkari texts are presented using three lines: first the transcription into IPA, 

second the morpheme by morpheme gloss, and third the translation. In the transcription 
and gloss, morphemes are separated by a hyphen. 

Text 1. “My farmwork” 
1 ɦũ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-o ʋel-o uʈʰ-en 
 I morning of-G early-G get.up-nonf 
 Having got up early in the morning 
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 zɑ-iɦ ɓən-i mɑɦ̃ ɗe-ʋ-ɑ ʧ̑əkəɾ 
 go-fut.P land-G on give-inf-G tour 
 I will go to take a walk round the land. 

 

2 ʧ̑əkəɾ ɗ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e pɑs-o ɑʋ-õ-ɦ ɡʰəɾ-e. 
 tour give-nonf then again back-G come-P-pres house-loc 
 After taking a walk round I come back home again. 

 

3 ɡʰəɾ-e ɑʋ-en ʋəɭ-e ɖʰəɠ-ɑ ɦɑkəl-en zɑ-iɦ ɓõdʰ-ʋ-ɑ ʤ̑oɽ-o. 
 house-loc come-nonf again ox-G drive-nonf go-fut.P tie-inf-G ox-team-G 
 After coming home, I will drive the oxen and go to yoke the ox-team. 

 

4 ʤ̑oɽ-o zɑ-ɛ-ɦ, 
 ox-team-G go-P-pres 
 The ox-team goes, 

 

5 ɓən-əi kʰeɽ-e pəɾ-əi ən pəɦ ʋəɭ-e zɑ-e ʋɑɖʰ-õ-ɦ kʰəmõdʰ. 
 land-G plough-NF result-G and then again go-NF cut-P-pres sugarcane 
 After ploughing the land then I go and cut the sugarcane. 

 

6 kʰəmõdʰ ʋɑɖʰ-en ʋəɭ-e u-ɑ nɛ tʊkɽ-e pəɾ-e kəɾ-e 
 sugarcane cut-nonf again that-G to section-G result-G do-NF 
 After cutting the sugarcane then having chopped it into sections 

 

7 pəɦ ʋəɭ-e ɓən-i mɑɦ̃ ʋəɭ-e kʰəmõdʰ u-ɑ oɽ-õ pəɾ-e kɑɖʰ-e 
 then again land-G on again sugarcane that-G trench-G result-G extract-NF 
 then again, back on the land, having made trenches 

 

8 oɽ-õ moẽ ʋəɭ-e kʰəmõdʰ ʋeɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 trench-G in again sugarcane plant-P-pres 
 I plant sugarcane in the trenches. 

 

9 kʰəmõdʰ ʋeɾ-e pəɾ-e 
 sugarcane plant-NF result-G 
 After planting the sugarcane 

 

10 ən pəɦ u-ɑ nɛ ʋəɭ-e u-ɑ oɽ-õ ʋəɭ-e puɾ-õɦ. 
 and then that-G to again that-G trench-G again fill.in-P-pres 
 then I fill it in, fill the trenches in. 

 

11 puɾ-e pəɾ-e ən pəɦ u-ɑ m ʋəɭ-e sɑ-õ-ɦ poɳi. 
 fill.in-NF result-NF and then that-G in again leave-P-pres water 
 After filling them in then I let the water into it. 
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12 poɳi sɑɗ-en bʰəɾ-ɑ-en ʋəɭ-e ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ bʰəd̃ʰ kəɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 water leave-nonf fill-pass-nonf again channel to closed do-P-pres 
 After letting in the water, after it has filled, then I close the channel. 

 

13 bʰəd̃ʰ kəɾ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e ɑ ɓən-i mɑɦ̃ ʧ̑əkəɾ ɗj-õ-ɦ. 
 closed do-nonf then again er? land-G on tour give-P-pres 
 After closing it then I er take another walk round the land. 

 

14 ʋəɭ-e poɳi mɑtʰ mõɖʰ-ɑ ħũ ʋəɭ-e ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ ɓõdʰ-iẽ. 
 again water upper mouth-G from again channel to tie-P.1p.Guj 
 Then I close off the channel from the upper mouth. 

 

15 ʋɑʈəɾ nɛ ɓõdʰ-en pəsɛ ʋəɭ-e ɑʋ-en 
 channel to tie-nonf then again come-nonf 
 After closing the channel I come back 

 

16 ɓən-i mẽ ɡʰʊmɾ-o ɗj-õ-ɦ. 
 land-G in tour-G give-P-pres 
 and take a tour round the land. 

 

17 ʋəle ɓən-ɑ ɦo-e ɓən-õ ɾ-əi kəʈɑ-i kəɾ-õ-ɦ 
 again field-wall-G be-P field-wall-G of-G trimming-G do-P-pres 
 Then if there are field-walls I trim the walls. 

 

18 ɓən-õ ɾ-əi kəʈɑ-i kəɾ-e pəɾ-əi 
 field-wall-G of-G trimming-G do-NF result-G 

  ən sɪdʰ-ɑ ɓən-ɑ ɾɑkʰ-õ-ɦ 
  and straight-G field-wall-G keep-P-pres 
 After trimming the walls I keep the walls straight. 

 

19 ʤ̑e dʰəɽ-o ɦo-e, dʰəɽ-ɑ mẽ ʧ̑ʰəɖ̃ʰ-en sɪdʰ-o kəɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 if mound-G be-P mound-G in dig.away-nonf straight-G do-P-pres 
 If there is a mound, then I dig away the mound and level it up. 

 

20 ən ɓɑɾ-o nəmbʰəɾdʰɑɾ dʰɾeʃ-i kəɾ-õ-ɦ ʈʰɑuk-əi. 
 and field-G in.turn trimming-G do-P-pres good-G 
 And I do fields in.turn, trimming them well. 

 

21 ħəɾik-ɑ ɓɑɾ-ɑ kəɾ-õ-ɦ ɓədʰɑ-e 
 level-G field-G do-P-pres all-G-incl 
 I make all the fields level, 

 

22 ʤ̑j-ɑ mẽ poɳi səɦi səɦi moẽ ʋ-e pəɽ-i-o 
 which-G in water correct correct in move-P fall-pf-G 
 in which the water may come really evenly 
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23 ɓədʰ-ɑ m ɦek ʤ̑eʋ-o ɓɑɾ-ɑ mẽ poɳi pəɽ-e ɑʋ-ɛ. 
 all-G in one like-G field-G in water fall-NF come-P 
 and the water may lie in the field just the same amount all over. 

 

24 so eʋ-ɑ nəmun-ɑ tʰi kom ɑpɾ-ɑ kʰjɑl tʰi 
 so thus-G manner-G by work own-G thought by 
 So in this way according to my own plan 

 

25 sʊʈʰ-ɑ nəmun-ɑ ħũ kəɾ-õ-ɦ. 
 good-G manner-G from do-P-pres 
 I do my work in a good manner. 

 Text 2. “Michael” 
1 ɦek sokɾ-o ɦət-o. 
 one child-G was-G 
 Once there was a boy. 

 

2 u-ɑ ɾ-o nom ɦət-o mɑekəl. 
 that-G of-G name was-G Michael 
 His name was Michael. 

 

3 e sokɾ-o tɑɾik tɑɾik ɪskul moẽ bʰəɳ-ʋ-ɑ zɑ-t-o. 
 this child-G daily daily school in study-inf-G go-impf-G 
 This boy used to go every day to study in school. 

 

4 pəɳ ɾel ɠɑ-i mẽ səɽ-en ɪskul zɑ-t-o. 
 but rail cart-G in climb-nonf school go-impf-G 
 But he used to go to school on the train. 

 

5 pəɳ ɦəmeʃ ʋəɠəɾ bʰɑɽ-ɛ zɑ-t-o. 
 but always without fare-loc go-impf-G 
 But he always used to travel without paying his fare. 

 

6 ən zəeõ ɓɑɓu ʈikeʈ zo-ʋ-ɑ ɑʋ-t-o 
 and when inspector ticket see-inf-G come-impf-G 
 And when the inspector used to come to check the tickets, 

 

7 to e sokɾ-o kɑkus mẽ yɑ to siʈ ɦeʈʰ nɑɦ-e zɑ-t-o. 
 then this child-G toilet in or indeed seat under hide-nonf go-impf-G 
 then this boy used to hide in the toilet or under the seat. 

 

8 ɦek ɗi ɓɑɓu i-ɑ nɛ zʰɑl-e lidʰ-o. 
 one day inspector this-G to grasp-nonf took-G 
 One day the inspector caught hold of him. 
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9 zəeõ i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ zo-i-ɑ, 
 when this-G of-G pocket-G see-pf-G 
 When he checked his pockets, 

 

10 to i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɠũz-ɑ mẽ sənɑkʰti kɑɾɖʰ zəɽ-i-o. 
 then this-G of-G pocket-G in identity card find-pf-G 
 he found his Identity Card in his pocket. 

 

11 ən kɑɾɖʰ mɑɦ̃ ləkʰ-əl ɦət-o mɑekəl ʋɪʃʋɑʃi. 
 and card on write-ppt was-G Michael Christian 
 and on the card was written “Michael Christian”. 

 

12 təeõ ɓɑɓu mɑekəl nɛ kidʰ-o 
 then inspector Michael to said-G 
 Then the inspector said to Michael 

 

13 “tũ ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-en ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ. 
 you(s) Christian become-nonf wrong work do-P-pres 
 “You have become a Christian, but do what’s wrong. 

 

14 ʋɪʃʋɑʃi mənəkʰ to ɦeɽ-ɑ kom nətʰi kəɾ-t-ɑ. 
 Christian people indeed like.this-G work not do-impf-G 
 Christian people don’t behave like this. 

 

15 to kəm ɦeɽ-ɑ ɠələt kom kəɾ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o.” 
 so(result) why like.this-G wrong work do-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 So why are you doing wrong like this?” 

 

16 təeõ i-ɑ sokɾ-ɑ nɛ ɡʰəɳ-əi ʃəɾəm ɑʋ-əi, 
 then this-G child-G to much-G shame come-G 
 Then this boy became very ashamed, 

 

17 ən lɑɗ͡ʒ-e məɾ-i-o. 
 and embarrassment-loc die-pf-G 
 and became very embarrassed. 

 

18 pəsɛ mɑekəl ɦek ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 then Michael one good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 Then Michael became a good Christian. 

 

19 əm-õ ɓədʰ-õ nɛ kʰəp-ɛ ke 
 us-G all-G to must-P that 
 We should all 
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20 əmɑɾ-ɑ bʰũ-ɑ kom sɑ-en ʈʰɑuk-ɑ kom kəɾ-õ, 
 our-G bad-G work leave-nonf good-G work do-P 
 give up our bad deeds and do good deeds, 

 

21 zəm ɦɑe sokɾ-o ʈʰɑuk-o ʋɪʃʋɑʃi tʰ-e ɠ-i-o. 
 just.as this(near) child-G good-G Christian become-nonf went-pf-G 
 just as this boy became a good Christian. 

 Text 3. “Breadpan” 
1 zəeõ ɦɑe tɑʋɽ-o sɑɽ-o 
 when this breadpan-G raise-P 
 When you put this breadpan onto the fire, 

 

2 təeõ pəsɛ ʤ̑eʋõ nɛ zõ ʃomu nɛ ħɑɗ kəɾ-iɑ. 
 then then Jevon to or Shomu to call do-fut.impv 
 then give Jevon or Shomu a call. 

 

3 to ɑpʰ e u təm-õ nɛ ɦeʈʰ ɗeʋtɑ kəɾ-en 
 then selves indeed they you-G to below fire do-nonf 
 Then they will make the fire below [the breadpan] for you 

 

4 pəɦ u-ɑ moẽ ɑʈ-o dʰo-ʃ-e u-ɑ nɛ tɑʋɽ-ɑ nɛ. 
 then that-G in flour-G wash-fut-P that-G to breadpan-G to 
 then in it flour … they will wash the breadpan. 

 

5 tɑʋɽ-ɑ nɛ dʰo-en sɑpʰ pəɾ-o kəɾ-e 
 breadpan-G to wash-nonf clean result-G do-nonf 
 After washing the breadpan and making it clean, 

 

6 ən pəsɛ u-ɑ nɛ poɳi eɽ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o. 
 and then that-G to water spill-fut-P result-G 
 they will then pour away the water from it. 

 

7 poɳi eɽ-en moẽ ʋeʋəɾ-ʃ-e ɑʈ-o. 
 water spill-nonf in move-fut-P flour-G 
 After pouring out the water, they will swill flour around in it. 

 

8 ɑʈ-o pəɾ-o ʋeʋəɾ-e 
 flour-G result-G move-nonf 
 After swilling the flour around, 

 

9 ən u-ɑ moẽ zəeõ ɦeʈʰ ħũ ɑɠ lɑɠ-ʃ-e, 
 and that-G in when below from fire seem-fut-P 
 inside it, when the fire touches it from below, 
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10 ʧ̑ɛŋ-i təɾõɦ təp-ʃ-e tɑʋɽ-o, 
 good-G way heat-fut-P breadpan-G 
 the breadpan will heat up really well, 

 

11 to u-ɑ moẽ u ɑʈ-o bʰɪlkʊl moẽ ɓəɭ-ʃ-e. 
 so that-G in that flour-G really inside burn-fut-P 
 so inside it, that flour will really burn up inside. 

 

12 ɓɑɾli-ɑ pɑɦ-ɛ moẽ ɓəɭ-ʃ-e ɑʈ-o, 
 outer-G side-loc inside burn-fut-P flour-G 
 On the outer edge the flour will burn up inside, 

 

13 ʋəɭ-e moẽ tʰoɽ-k-e-k til-əi ɦəɳ-iɑ, 
 again inside little-dim-loc-or.so match-G strike-fut.impv
 Then put a match inside for a little while, 

 

14 to ɓədʰ-əi u-ɑ nɛ zəɾɑɽ lɑɠ-en 
 so all-G that-G to flame strike-nonf 
 so that the flame will touch it completely, 

 

15 ɓəɭ-en u kʰətəm tʰ-e zɑ-ʃ-e ɑʈ-o. 
 burn-nonf that finished become-nonf go-fut-P flour-G 
 it will burn up, and the flour will be totally consumed. 

 

16 kʰətəm tʰ-e zɑ-ʃ-e ɑʈ-o, 
 finished become-nonf go-fut-nonf flour-G 
 The flour will be totally consumed, 

 

17 pəsɛ u-ɑ ɾ-əi ʃel-əi ɾe-ʃ-e moẽ. 
 then that-G of-G ash-G remain-fut-P inside 
 then its ash will remain inside. 

 

18 u ʃel-əi ɾ-əi kʰəɾpi-ɑ tʰi ɦekəl pəɾ-əi kɑɖʰ-en 
 that ash-G topic-G scraper-G from aside result-G extract-nonf 
 Shift that ash with a potscraper 

 

19 pʰəɠoɭ-e pəɾ-əi ɑn pəsɛ ɦek səɗ̃k-o ɡʰəɽ-iɑ ɾoʈ-i ɾ-oo 
 throw-nonf result-G and then one scone-G make-fut.impv bread-G of-G
 throw it away, then make a scone out of bread. 

 

20 non-o non-o səɗ̃k-o pəɾ-o ɡʰəɽ-e 
 small-G small-G scone-G result-G make-nonf 
 After making a really small scone 
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21 u-ɑ nɛ ʋɪʧ ̑ moẽ nokʰ-iɑ. 
 that-G to middle in put.in-fut.impv 
 put it in the middle. 

 

22 ɦek pəɽ u-ɑ ɾ-o ɑɖʰ-o tʰ-e zɑ-ɛ 
 one surface that-G of-G hard-G become-nonf go-P 
 One of its surfaces will become hard, 

 

23 ən ɓiz-o ɾe-ʃ-e nəɾəm. 
 and other-G remain-fut-P soft 
 and the other will remain soft. 

 

24 ɓiz-ɑ pɑɦ-ɛ utʰlɑʋ-e pəɾ-o 
 other-G side-loc turn-nonf result-G 
 Turn it over onto the other side 

 

25 ən pəsɛ jəkdʰəm u-ɑ nɛ ʋəɭ-e moẽ ɡʰʊmɑʋ-e pəɾ-o 
 and then immediately that-G to again inside turn.around-nonf result-G 
 and then immediately move it around inside 

 

26 ən ɓədʰel tɑʋɽ-ɑ moẽ ɡɦʊmɑʋ-e pəɾ-o 
 and everywhere breadpan-G inside turn.around-nonf result-G 
 and move it around everywhere inside the breadpan, 

 

27 ən ɓədʰ-o u-ɑ ɾ-o tʰ-ɛ-ɦ ɾo. 
 and all-G that-G of-G become-P-pres dross 
 and all of it becomes dross. 

 

28 moẽ ɾe-t-əi ɾo s-e 
 inside remain-rep-G dross be-P 
 The stuff that remains inside is dross. 

 

29 u ɓədʰ-o nɪkəɾ-en kʰətəm tʰ-e zɑ-ʃ-e. 
 that all-G exit-nonf finished become-nonf go-fut-P 
 That will all come out and be finished with. 

 

30 nɪkəɾ-e zɑ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o 
 exit-nonf go-fut-P result-G 
 It will come right out. 

 

31 u-ɑ nɛ ɾoʈ-i nɛ sõʈ-e zɑ-ʃ-e pəɾ-o ħoe 
 that-G to bread-G to stick-nonf go-fut-P result-G completely 
 It will completely stick to it, to the bread. 



O. Parkari Texts and Glosses 777 

 

 

32 pəsɛ u-ɑ nɛ u jəki bʰuk-ɑ moẽ ɾ-ɛ ɑn ɓəɭ-ɛ 
 then that-G to that all lump-G in remain-P and burn-P 
 Then all of it remains in a lump and burns up 

 

33 ən moẽ kʰɪʧ̑ɾ-o tɦe-ʃ-e. 
 and inside rubbish-G become-fut-P 
 and will become rubbish inside. 

 

34 u ʋəɭ-e kʰəɾpi-ɑ tʰi sɑpʰ kəɾ-en 
 that again scraper-G with clean do-nonf 
 Clean it out with a scraper, 

 

35 ʋəɭ-e luɡʰɽ-ɑ ɾ-o sɑpʰ-o pəɾ-o ɦəɳ-e, 
 again cloth-G of-G duster-G result-G strike-nonf 
 and give it a wipe with a duster made of cloth, 

 

36 pəɦ u-ɑ nɛ kʰeɾ-e pəɾ-o 
 then that-G to shake-nonf result-G 
 then shake it out, 

 

37 ən pəsɛ ɓiz-əi ɾoʈ-əi ɡɦəɽ-en kʰɑdʰ-ɑ ħɑɾu moẽ nokʰ-iɑ. 
 and then other-G bread-G make-nonf ate-G for in put.in-fut.impv
 and then make another chapatti for eating, and put it inside. 

 

38 to u təm-õ nɛ kʰɑdʰ-ɑ ħɑɾu ʈʰɑuk-əi ɾoʈ-əi tʰe-ʃ-e. 
 then that you-G to ate-G for good-G bread-G become-fut-P 
 Then that chapatti will be good for you to eat. 

Text 4. “Malo’s wedding” 
1 ɾɪʧ̑əʈ ɠ-i-o pəɾ-o tũ tʰɑɾ-ɑ mələk mẽ 
 Richard went-pf-G result-G you(s) your(s)-G country in 
 Richard went, you went back to your home country 

 

2 ən pəsɛ ɑme kəɾ-i-o ʋiʋɑ mɑl-ɑ ɾ-o 
 and then we do-pf-G wedding Malo-G of-G 
 and then we held Malo’s wedding. 

 

3 ʋiʋɑ kəɾ-i-o te pəiɦ-ɑ əm-õ kən kẽ nəĩ. 
 wedding do-pf-G then money-G us-G with anything not 
 When we held the wedding we had no money at all. 

 

4 põs ɾupi-ɑ-e ɡʰəɾ mẽ nəĩ. 
 five rupee-G-even house in not 
 There was not even five rupees in the house. 
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5 pəsɛ ko-e ul ħũ pəʈseʈ kəɾ-əi, 
 then some-even thither from borrowing do-G 
 Then we borrowed some from over there, 

 

6 ko-e ul udʰɑɾ-ɑ lidʰ-ɑ, 
 some-incl thither loan-G took-G 
 we got some loans from somewhere else, 

 

7 ko-e ul udʰɑɾ-ɑ lin-ɑ, 
 some-incl thither loan-G took-G 
 we got some loans from somewhere else again. 

 

8 zəm təm kəɾ-en (ɓe ħo) ɓe ɦəzɑɾ bʰeɭ-ɑ kəɾ-i-ɑ. 
 as so do-nonf (two hundred) two thousand together-G do-pf-G 
 And in this way and that we got (two hundred) two thousand collected. 

 

9 ɓe ɦəzɑɾ ɾupi-ɑ ʈʰɑ-i-ɑ. 
 two thousand rupee-G make-pf-G 
 We got together two thousand rupees. 

 

10 pəsɛ lin-ɑ sokʰ-ɑ, tɾəɳ məɳ sokʰ-ɑ lin-ɑ. 
 then took-G rice-grain-G three maund rice-grain-G took-G 
 Then we got rice. We got three maunds (120 kg.) of rice. 

 

11 ko-e ʋəkʰəɾʋon-o lin-o. 
 some-incl spices-G took-G 
 We got some spices. 

 

12 pɑ-o to nə lidʰ-o, ədʰ məɳ pəʈɑʈ-ɑ lidʰ-ɑ. 
 buffalo-G contraexp not took-G half maund potato-G took-G 
 However we didn’t get a buffalo, we got half a maund of potatoes. 

 

13 pəsɛ kəɾ-i-o ʋiʋɑ 
 then do-pf-G wedding 
 Then we held the wedding 

 

14 ɑʈʰ ɗi ʋonoɭ-e uɖʰ-o. 
 eight day feeding-loc went-G 
 The feeding of the groom (at different houses) went on for eight days. 

 

15 pəsɛ ət-õ ɗi-õ mẽ 
 then so.many-G day-G in 
 Then for this many days 
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16 ɓiz-ɑ moɳʰɛ ko-e nə ɑʋ-e ɦek-i-ɑ. 
 other-G person some-incl not come-nonf can-pf-G 
 nobody else was able to come. 

 

17 pəɦ ɑʈʰ-õ ɗi-õ mẽ 
 then eight-G day-G in 
 So for eight days 

 

18 ʤ̑eke əmɑɾ-ɑ əziz ħəɠ-ɑ ɦət-ɑ, u ɑ-i-ɑ 
 whoever our-G relative true-G was-G that come-pf-G 
 whoever was a true relative of ours, they came. 

 

19 pəsɛ ɑʋ-en bʰət ɾõdʰ-i-o, ʋiʋɑ kəɾ-i-o. 
 then come-nonf rice cook-pf-G wedding do-pf-G 
 Then when they had come we cooked the rice and * held the wedding. 

 

20 ħõz ɾ-o nimtəɾ suʈ-i-o, ʈək-e ɾ-i-ɑ. 
 evening of-G wedding.money get.loose-pf-G stay.night-nonf stay-pf-G 
 In the evening the wedding money was raised, they stayed the night. 

 

21 ʧ̑ən-o ə-i-o 
 tent-G be.pitched-pf-G 
 The tent was pitched 

 

22 ən i-ɑ ɾɪʧ̑əʈ ɾ-i ʤ̑ɑi mẽ ɾuɠ-e ɓɑɾɽ-e ɓeʈʰ-e ɾ-e. 
 and this-G Richard of-G house in only-G woman-G sat-G dwell-G 
 and in Richard’s house here only the women stayed. 

 

23 ʧ̑ən-ɑ mẽ ɑɗmi ɓeʈʰ-ɑ ɾ-i-ɑ. 
 tent-G in man sat-G dwell-pf-G 
 The men stayed in the tent. 

 

24 mɪɽe ʈʰik tʰ-e ɠ-i-o ʋiʋɑ. 
 fairly fine become-nonf went-pf-G wedding 
 The wedding went fairly well. 

 

25 pəsɛ ħəʋɑɾ ɾ-əi ʋel-əi ɑʈʰ-e ʋɑɠ-e ɖʰəɾsən ɑʋ-əi. 
 then morning of-G early-G eight-loc o’clock-loc Datsun come-G 
 Then early in the morning at eight o’clock the Datsun came. 

 

26 pəɦ ɑme ɗin-o lɑ-ɑ nɛ zoɑɾ. 
 then we gave-G bridegroom-G to showing 
 Then we gave the bridegroom the ritual showing. 
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27 zoɑɾ pəɾ-o ɗ-en ɖʰɑɾsən mẽ səɽ-e ɠ-i-ɑ. 
 showing result-G give-nonf Datsun in climb-nonf went-pf-G 
 After giving the ritual showing, we climbed into the Datsun. 

 

28 pəsɛ ɖʰol ɠ-i-o ʋiɦəɾ-e. 
 then drum went-pf-G be.forgotten-nonf 
 Then the drum went and got forgotten. 

 

29 pəsɛ ɖʰɑɾsən l-en əm ɾ-ɑ əm ɠ-i-ɑ ɠɪɾʤ̑-ɑ m sɪdʰ-ɑ. 
 then Datsun take-nonf so of-G so went-pf-G church-G in direct-G 
 Then having taken the Datsun we went anyway straight to the church. 

 

30 pəsɛ ɠɪɾʤ̑-ɑ m zɑ-en utʰ-e əme sɪdʰ-ɑ lɑ-ɑ. 
 then church-G in go-nonf there-loc we direct-G bridegroom-G 
 Then having gone to the church, there we straightway the grooms … 

 

31 utʰe mɑʈl-i ħũ ɦek lɑ-o ɑ-i-o. 
 there-loc Matli-G from one bridegroom-G come-pf-G 
 one bridegroom came there from Matli. 

 

32 mɑɾ-ɑ ɗikɾ-ɑ ɾ-əi zon mɑl-ɑ ɾ-əi ɠ-əi. 
 my-G son-G of-G wedding.party Malo-G of-G went-G 
 My son Malo’s wedding party went. 

 

33 utʰ-e zɑ-en əme tʰoɽ-i ʋɑɾ ɓeʈʰ-e. 
 there-loc go-nonf we little-G time sat-G 
 Having got there we sat for a little while. 

 

34 ən pəse ʋiʋɑ kəɾ-i-o, nɪkɑ pəɽ-i-o. 
 and then wedding do-pf-G marriage read-pf-G 
 and then we held the wedding, read the marriage. 

 

35 pɑdʰɾi ɑ-i-o, bʰəʃiɾ dʰin ɦeɗəɾɑʋɑɗ tʰi. 
 vicar come-pf-G Bashir Din Hyderabad from 
 The vicar came, Bashir Din from Hyderabad. 

 

36 ɾɑʋət pɑdʰɾi ɑ-i-o 
 Rawat vicar come-pf-G 
 Padri Rawat came. 

 

37 ən pəsɛ utʰ-ɛ nɪkɑ pəɾ-o kəɾ-en 
 and then there-loc marriage result-G do-nonf 
 And then after they had read the marriage there 
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38 ʋiʋɑ pəɾ-o kəɾ-en pəɾ-o, 
 wedding result-G do-nonf result-G 
 after the wedding had been held, 

 

39 ən pəsɛ əme zon ɑʋ-əi ɾ-əi ɡʰəɾ-e pəɾɳ-ɑʋ-enɛ. 
 and then we wedding.party come-G result-G house-loc wed-caus-nonf 
 and then we the wedding party came home after marrying them. 

 

40 ən lɑ-ɑ ɓe-e tʰ-i-ɑ ɾ-ɑ utʰ-ɛ, 
 and bridegroom-G two-incl become-pf-G of-G there-loc 
 And both bridegrooms were there, 

 

41 õ sokɾ-o tʰ-i-o ɾ-o, 
 that child-G become-pf-G result-G 
 That boy was, 

 

42 ən mɑɾ-o ɗikɾ-o tʰ-i-o ɾ-i-o. 
 and my-G son-G become-pf-G result-pf-G 
 and my son was. 

Text 5. “Mongoose” 
1 əziz-o, ʋɑt kʊʧ̑ʰ əm s-ɛ ke 
 friend-G matter somewhat thus be-P that 
 Friends, it’s like this. 

 

2 ɦek ɠom mẽ ɦek ɡʰəɾ ɦət-o. 
 one town in one house was-G 
 In a certain town there was a house. 

 

3 ən u-ɑ ɡʰəɾ-ʋɑɭ-ɑ ɾ-o nom pɾem-o ɦət-o. 
 and that-G house-holder-G of-G name Premo-G was-G 
 And that house-holder’s name was Premo. 

 

4 pɾem-ɑ ɾ-o sokɾ-o ɦek konʤ̑i ɦət-o. 
 Prem-G of-G child-G one Konji was-G 
 Premo’s son was one Konji. 

 

5 ɦek ɗi u ɠ-i-o ɑpɾ-ɑ mɑl sɑɾ-i-ɑ ħɑɾu 
 one day he went-pf-G own-G livestock graze-pf-G for 
 One day he went in order to graze his livestock 

 

6 ən u-ɛ ɦek noɭi-o zʰɑl-i-o 
 and that-erg one mongoose-G grasp-pf-G 
 and he caught a mongoose 
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7 ən u noɭi-ɑ ɾ-o ɓɑʃ-i-o l-en 
 and that mongoose-G of-G child-dim-G take-nonf 
 and he took the baby mongoose 

 

8 ɑpɾ-e ɡʰəɾ-e ɑ-i-o. 
 own-loc house-loc come-pf-G 
 and came home. 

 

9 zəeõ u ɡʰəɾ-e ɑ-i-o, to u-ɑ ɾ-i mɑ ̃kidʰ-o ke 
 when that house-loc come-pf-G then that-G of-G mother said-G that 
 When he came home his mother said 

 

10 ɓəʧ̑-ɑ, i-ɑ noɭi-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɓəʃ-i-ɑ nɛ 
 child-G this-G mongoose-G of-G child-dim-G to 
 Child, this baby mongoose 

 

11 tũ ʋɑpəs sɑ-e ɑʋ (ɑpɾ-ɑ) ɑpɾ-i mɑ ̃kən 
 you(s) back leave-nonf come (own-G) own-G mother to 
 you take back to its own mother. 

 

12 sokɾ-ɛ ɦəʈʰ lidʰ-o 
 child-erg tantrum took-G 
 The boy had a tantrum 

 

13 ən u-ɑ noɭi-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ɓəʃ-i-ɑ nɛ ɑpɾ-ɑ ɡʰəɾ moẽ ɾɑkʰ-en 
 and that-G mongoose-G of-G child-dim-G to own-G house in keep-nonf 
 and kept that baby mongoose in his own home 

 

14 u-ɑ ɾ-əi pɑləɳ poʃ kəɾ-əi. 
 that-G of-G tending nourishing do-G 
 and looked after it. 

 

15 noɭi-o ɑste ɑste moʈ-o tʰe-t-o ɠ-i-o 
 mongoose-G slowly slowly big-G become-impf-G went-pf-G 
 The mongoose kept gradually growing bigger 

 

16 ən u-ɑ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɾe-ʋ-ɑ lɑɠ-i-o. 
 and that-G house in dwell-inf-G begin-pf-G 
 and began to live in that house. 

 

17 ən ʤ̑eke ɡʰəɾ ɾ-ɑ bʰɑti ɦət-ɑ 
 and whoever house of-G members was-G 
 And all the members of the family, 
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18 u-õ ħũ u-ɑ ɾ-əi dʰost-əi tɦ-e ɠ-əi. 
 that-G from that-G of-G friendship-G become-nonf went-G 
 it became friendly with them all. 

 

19 ən kʊʧ̑ʰ ɗi-õ keɽ 
 and several day-G after 
 And several days later 

 

20 u-ɑ ɾ-o bɦɑi ɦek non-o zələm-i-o, 
 that-G of-G brother one small-G be.born-pf-G 
 his baby brother was born, 

 

21 ʤ̑-o u-ɑ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɦət-o. 
 who that-G house in was-G 
 who was in the same house. 

 

22 ən u-ɑ sokɾ-ɑ ɾ-əi mɑ ̃
 and that-G child-G of-G mother 
 And that boy’s mother 

 

23 poɳi bʰəɾ-ʋ-ɑ ɓɑɾ-əi ɠ-əi 
 water fill-inf-G outside-G went-G 
 went outside to fetch water. 

 

24 ən noɭi-o ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɦekl-o ɦət-o. 
 and mongoose-G house in alone-G was-G 
 And the mongoose was in the house alone. 

 

25 tʰoɽ-i-k dʰeɾ keɽ 
 little-G-or.so time after 
 After a little while 

 

26 ɦek kɑɭ-o ħɑp u-ɑ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɑ-i-o, 
 one black-G snake that-G house in come-pf-G 
 a cobra came into the house, 

 

27 ən u-ɑ nənk-ɑ sokɾ-ɑ nɛ əs-i-ɑ ħɑɾu kəɾ-en 
 and that-G little-G child-G to bite-pf-G for do-nonf 
 and in order to bite that little child 

 

28 utʰ-ɛ ɑʋ-en ɑpɾ-əi pʰəɳ sɑɽ-əi. 
 there-loc come-nonf own-G hood raise-G 
 it came there and raised its hood. 
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29 ħɑp ɾ-o mətləɓ i ɦət-o ke 
 snake of-G intention this was-G that 
 The snake’s intention was that 

 

30 ɦũ u-ɑ nɛ dʰək ɦəɳ-en 
 I that-G to wound hit-nonf 
 that it would strike him 

 

31 nənk-ɑ ɓɑɭ nɛ mɑɾ-e nokʰ-õ. 
 little-G child to kill-nonf put.in-P 
 and kill the little child. 

 

32 pəɳ noɭi-ɑ nɛ ɡʰəndʰ pəɽ-əi ən kʰəɓəɾ pəɽ-əi 
 but mongoose-G to scent fall-G and knowledge fall-G 
 But the mongoose scented it and found out 

 

33 ke mɑɾ-ɑ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ħɑp s-ɛ. 
 that my-G house in snake be-P 
 that a snake was in the house. 

 

34 u ɑ-i-o ən jəkdʰəm mẽ 
 that come-pf-G and moment in 
 It came and immediately 

 

35 u-ɑ ħɑp ħũ məkɑɓl-o kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ lɑɠ-i-o 
 that-G snake from contest-G do-inf-G begin-pf-G 
 began to struggle with the snake. 

 

36 ɑkʰəɾkɑɾ noɭi-e ħɑp nɛ mɑɾ-e nokʰ-i-o. 
 finally mongoose-erg snake to kill-nonf put.in-pf-G 
 Finally the mongoose killed the snake. 

 

37 ħɑp nɛ mɑɾ-en utʰ-ɛ pʰəɠoɭ-en 
 snake to kill-nonf there-loc throw-nonf 
 After killing the snake it threw it away there 

 

38 noɭi-o zɑ-en mõɠeɽ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ ɓeʈʰ-o. 
 mongoose-G go-nonf doorway-G on sat-G 
 and the mongoose went and sat in the doorway. 

 

39 u-ɑ ɾ-ɑ mõɖʰ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ ɡʰəɳ-o loi ɦət-o 
 that-G of-G mouth-G on much-G blood was-G 
 There was a lot of blood on its face 
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40 kəmke u-ɛ ħɑp nɛ mɑɾ-i-o t-o. 
 because that-erg snake to kill-pf-G past-G 
 because it had killed the snake. 

 

41 tʰoɽ-i-k dʰeɾ keɽ u-ɑ sokɾ-ɑ ɾ-əi mɑ ̃ɑʋ-əi. 
 little-G-or.so time after that-G child-G of-G mother come-G 
 A little while later, the boy’s mother came. 

 

42 ən mõɦk-ɑ mɑɦ̃ ɑʋ-en zo-i-o 
 and doorway-G on come-nonf see-pf-G 
 And she came to the doorway and saw … 

 

43 ke noɭi-o utʰ-ɛ ɓeʈʰ-əl s-ɛ 
 that mongoose-G there-loc sat-ppt be-P 
 that the mongoose was sitting there, 

 

44 ən u-ɑ ɾ-ɑ mõɖʰ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ ɡʰəɳ-o loi ɦət-o. 
 and that-G of-G mouth-G on much-G blood was-G 
 and that there was lots of blood on its face. 

 

45 mɑi dʰɪl mẽ i kʰjɑl kəɾ-i-o ke i-ɛ noɭi-ɛ 
 lady heart in this thought do-pf-G that this-erg mongoose-erg 
 The lady thought in her heart that this mongoose 

 

46 ʃɑedʰ mɑɾ-ɑ nənk-ɑ ɓɑɭ nɛ mɑɾ-e nokʰ-i-o. 
 perhaps my-G little-G child to kill-nonf put.in-pf-G 
 has perhaps killed my little child. 

 

47 u-ɑ ɾ-ɑ mɑtʰ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ məʈ ɦət-o 
 that-G of-G head-G on waterpot was-G 
 On her head was a waterpot, 

 

48 ən u-ɛ zoɾ ħũ u məʈ u-ɑ noɭi-ɑ mɑɦ̃ pʰəɠoɭ-i-o 
 and that-erg force from that waterpot that-G mongoose-G on throw-pf-G 
 and she threw that pot hard onto the mongoose. 

 

49 ən noɭi-ɑ nɛ mɑɾ-e nokʰ-i-o. 
 and mongoose-G to kill-nonf put.in-pf-G 
 and killed the mongoose. 

 

50 mɑɾ-en pəsɛ zəeõ ɡʰəɾ mẽ ɠ-əi 
 kill-nonf then when house in went-G 
 After she had killed it, when she went inside the house 
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51 təeõ zɑ-en zo-ɛ tõ 
 then go-nonf see-P then 
 then once inside she looks and 

 

52 pĩɡʰ-ɑ ɾ-ɑ pɑɦ-ɑ m ħɑp məɾ-əl pəɽ-i-o, 
 swing.bed-G of-G side-G in snake die-ppt fall-pf-G 
 there is a snake lying dead at the side of the cot, 

 

53 ən ɓəʧ̑-o utʰ-ɛ ɾəm-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o. 
 and child-G there-loc play-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 and the child is there playing. 

 

54 mɑi peɦ-en ʋiʧ̑ɑɾ kəɾ-i-o ke 
 lady enter-nonf thought do-pf-G that 
 When the lady had entered she thought that 

 

55 bʰəle bʰəɠʋon, mẽ e ki kəɾ-e nɑkʰ-i-o. 
 oh.my God I.erg this what do-nonf put.in-pf-G 
 Oh God! What have I gone and done? 

 

56 mẽ ɦek bedʰoɦi beɡʊnɑɦ nɛ mɑɾ-e nokʰ-i-o. 
 I.erg one innocent sinless to kill-nonf result-pf-G 
 I have killed an innocent sinless creature. 

 

57 u-ɛ mɑɾ-əi kət-əi nɑ, u-ɛ mũ ħɑɾu kom kəɾ-i-o. 
 that-erg my-G how.much-G not that-erg me for work do-pf-G 
 He did so much for me, didn’t he, he did so much for me. 

 

58 pəɳ mɛ ̃u-ɑ nɛ mɑɾ-e nokʰ-i-o. 
 but I.erg that-G to kill-nonf result-pf-G 
 But I killed him. 

 

59 ɑkʰəɾ mɑi ɡʰəɾ ħũ ɓɑɾ-əi nɪkəɾ-əi. 
 finally lady house from outside-G exit-G 
 Finally the lady went outside. 

 

60 noɭi-ɑ nɛ l-en ʋiʧ̑ɑɾ kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ lɑɠ-əi. 
 mongoose-G to take-nonf thought do-inf-G begin-G 
 She took the mongoose and began to think. 

 

61 u-ɛ ɑpɾ-ɑ mən mẽ soʧ̑-i-o ke 
 that-erg own-G mind in think-pf-G that 
 She thought in her mind 
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62 mɛ ̃kəm nə səbʰəɾ kəɾ-i-o? 
 I.erg why not patience do-pf-G 
 Why was I not patient? 

 

63 kəm nə mɛ ̃peɾɦĩ zɑ-en ɡʰəɾ mẽ zo-i-o? 
 why not I.erg first go-nonf house in see-pf-G 
 Why did I not first look inside the house? 

 

64 ki, ki, keɽ-o kom s-ɛ? 
 what what what.sort-G work be-P 
 What, what, what sort of deed is this? 

 

65 pəɳ pəsɛ u-ɛ ɑpɾ-ɑ dʰɪl mẽ kʰjɑl kəɾ-i-o ke 
 but then that-erg own-G heart in thought do-pf-G that 
 But then she thought in her heart 

 

66 eɽ-o kom nə kəɾ-ʋ-o kʰəp-ɛ. 
 this.sort-G work not do-inf-G must-P 
 One should not act like this. 

 

67 ɦəmeʃɑ ̃səbʰəɾ kəɾ-ʋ-o 
 always patience do-inf-G 
 One should always be patient. 

 

68 tɑke səbʰəɾ ɾ-o pʰəl ɦəmeʃɑ ̃mɪʈʰ-o s-ɛ. 
 so.that patience of-G fruit always sweet-G be-P 
 since the fruit of patience is always sweet. 

 

69 peɾɦĩ soʧ̑-ʋ-o ʋiʧ̑ɑɾ-ʋ-o, 
 first think-inf-G ponder-inf-G 
 First one should think carefully, 

 

70 u-ɑ keɽ ɓiz-o kom kəɾ-ʋ-o. 
 that-G after other-G work do-inf-G 
 and after that one should take other action. 

 

71 ɦɑe s-ɛ ɑz ɾ-əi ʋɑɾtɑ. 
 this(near) be-P today of-G story 
 This is today’s story. 

 Text 6. “Sparrow” 
1 ɦek səkl-o ɦət-o. 
 one sparrow-G was-G 
 Once there was a sparrow. 
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2 u lɑ-i-o sokʰ-o, u-ɑ nɛ zəɽ-i-o. 
 he fetch-pf-G rice.grain-G he-G to find-pf-G 
 He fetched a grain of rice, he found it. 

 

3 pəɦ ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ mɑɦ̃ ɓeʈʰ-o. 
 then log-G on sat-G 
 Then he sat on a log. 

 

4 tõ ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ sokʰ-o dɛ 
 so log-G to say-P-pres rice.grain-G give 
 So he says to the log, “Give me the rice grain.” 

 

5 u-ɑ m teɽ ɦət-ɑi, nɑ, 
 he-G in crack was-G no 
 There was a crack in it, wasn’t there, 

 

6 ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ moẽ. 
 log-G in 
 in the log. 

 

7 sokʰ-o dɛ 
 rice.grain-G give 
 “Give me the grain of rice.” 

 

8 to k-ɛ-ɦ sokʰ-o nəĩ ɗj-õ. 
 so say-P-pres rice.grain-G not give-P 
 So he says, “I will not give you the grain of rice. 

 

9 bʰɑɠ-e zɑ. 
 flee-nonf go 
 Go away! 

 

10 tũ nɛ kuɳ k-ɛ-ɦ eɦ ɓeɦ? 
 you(s) to who say-P-pres here sit 
 Who says you can sit here?” 

 

11 to ɠ-i-o ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ kən. 
 so went-pf-G carpenter-G at 
 So he went to the carpenter. 

 

12 k-e-ɦ, ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ, õ sokʰ-o mũ nɛ l-e ɗɛ. 
 say-P-pres carpenter-G that rice.grain-G me to take-nonf give 
 He says, “Carpenter, get me that grain of rice! 



O. Parkari Texts and Glosses 789 

 

 

13 ʈʰũʈʰ-o ɗe-t-o nə-ɦ. 
 log-G give-impf-G not-pres 
 The log won’t give it me.” 

 

14 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, bʰɑɠ-e zɑ. 
 so say-P-pres flee-nonf go 
 So he says, “Go away! 

 

15 mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, to, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɦũ ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ kən sokʰ-o lj-õ. 
 my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G that say-P-pres I log-G at rice.grain-G take-P 
 What wrong has he done me, that I should take the grain of rice from the log.” 

 

16 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, bʰɑtʃɑ, bʰɑtʃɑ, 
 so say-P-pres king king 
 So he says, “King, king, 

 

 tũ u-ɑ nɛ, ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ nɛ, ħəzm-ɑʋ, k-ɛ-ɦ 
 you(s) he-G to carpenter-G to understand-caus say-P-pres 
 you explain to the carpenter 

 

 mũ nɛ sokʰ-o l-e ɗɛ ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ kənɛ. 
 me to rice.grain-G take-NF give log-G at 
 to get me the grain of rice from the log!” 

 

17 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So he says, “What wrong has he done, 

 

 to, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɦũ ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ nɛ k-õ? 
 that say-P-pres I carpenter-G to say-P 
 that I should say so to the carpenter?” 

 

18 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 he says. 

 

19 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, ɾoɳ-iõ, ɾoɳ-iõ, təme bʰɑtʃɑ ħũ ɾĩɦɑ-e zɑ-o. 
 so say-P-pres queen-G queen-G you king from sulk-nonf go-G 
 So he says, “Queens, queens, you get angry with the king!” 

 

20 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, əmɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres our-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So they say, “What wrong has he done us”, 
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21 ũɗɾ-õ, ũɗɾ-õ, təme, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɾoɳ-iõ ɾ-ɑ luɡʰɽ-ɑ kʰətɾ-o pəɾ-ɑ. 
 rat-G rat-G you say-P-pres queen-G of-G cloth-G cut-G result-G 
 “Rats, rats, you gnaw up the queens’ clothes!” 

 

22 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 he says. 

 

23 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, əmɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres our-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 

  to əme luɡʰɽ-ɑ kʰətɾ-õ pəɾ-ɑ? 
  so(result) we cloth-G cut-P result-G 
 So they say, “What wrong have they done us, that we should gnaw up the queens’ clothes?” 

 

24 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 they say. 

 

25 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, minɽ-əi, minɽ-əi, tũ ũɗɾ-õ nɛ kɦɑ-e zɑ. 
 so say-P-pres cat-G cat-G you(s) rat-P to eat-nonf go 
 So he says, “Cat, cat, you eat the rats!” 

 

26 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So she says, “What wrong have they done me, 

 

 tõ əme ũɗɾ-õ nɛ kʰɑ-õ? 
 that(result) we rat-P to eat-P 
 that I should eat the rats?” 

 

27 k-ɛ-ɦ, nəĩ kʰɑ-õ. 
 say-P-pres not eat-P 
 she says, “I won’t eat them!” 

 

28 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, kutɾ-ɑ, kutɾ-ɑ, tũ minɽ-i nɛ mɑɾ pəɾ-əi. 
 so say-P-pres dog-G dog-G you(s) cat-G to kill result-G 
 So he says, “Dog, dog, you kill the cat!” 

 

29 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, minɽ-əi k-ɛ-ɦ, kutɾ-o k-ɛ-ɦ, 
 so say-P-pres cat-G say-P-pres dog-G say-P-pres 
 So (the cat says) the dog says, 

 

 minɽ-i nɛ nəĩ mɑɾ-õ. 
 cat-G to not kill-P 
 “I will not kill the cat! 
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30 mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, ɦũ mɑɾ-õ? 
 my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G I kill-P 
 What wrong has she done me, that I should kill her?” 

 

31 dʰok-ɑ, dʰok-ɑ, tũ kutɾ-ɑ nɛ mɑɾ. 
 stick-G stick-G you(s) dog-G to beat 
 “Stick, stick, you beat the dog!” 

 

32 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So he says, “What wrong has he done me, 

 

 tõ ɦũ kutɾ-ɑ nɛ mɑɾ-õ? 
 that(result) I dog-G to beat-P 
 that I should beat the dog? 

 

33 nəĩ mɑɾõ. 
 not beat-P 
 I will not beat him!” 

 

34 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 he says. 

 

35 ɗetʋɑ, ɗetʋɑ, tũ dʰok-ɑ nɛ ɓɑɭ pəɾ-o. 
 fire fire you(s) stick-G to burn(tr) result-G 
 “Fire, fire, you burn up the stick!” 

 

36 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 he says. 

 

37 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So he says, “What wrong has he done me, 

 

 te ɦũ dʰok-ɑ nɛ ɓɑɭ-õ pəɾ-o? 
 that(result) I stick-G to burn(tr)-P result-G 
 that I should burn up the stick?” 

 

38 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 he says. 
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39 poɳi, poɳi, tũ, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɗetʋɑ nɛ ozəm pəɾ-o. 
 water water you(s) say-P-pres fire to douse result-G 
 “Water, water, you put out the fire!” 

 

40 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So he says, “What wrong has he done me 

 

 ʤ̑e ɦũ ozəm-õ pəɾ-o ɗetʋɑ? 
 that(result) I douse-P result-G fire 
 that I should put out the fire?” 

 

41 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, ɦɑtʰi, ɦɑtʰi, poɳi səʤ̑-o ɗəɾjɑ p-e zɑ. 
 so say-P-pres elephant elephant water all-G river drink-nonf go 
 So he says, “Elephant, elephant, drink up the whole riverful of water!” 

 

42 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, mɑɾ-o keɽ-o ɗoɦ kəɾ-i-o, 
 so say-P-pres my-G what.sort-G wrong do-pf-G 
 So he says, “What wrong has he done me, 

 

 ʤ̑e ɦũ pi-õ poɳi? 
 that(result) I drink-P water 
 that I should drink the water?” 

 

43 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 he says. 

 

44 ɦəʋɛ səkl-o utʰ-ɛ ubʰ-en 
 now(circ) sparrow-G there-P stand-nonf 
 Now the sparrow stood there, 

 

 ʋəɭ-e ɠ-i-o məsɾ-õ nɛ teɽ-ʋɑ. 
 again went-pf-G mosquito-P to fetch-inf(obl) 
 then went off to bring the mosquitoes. 

 

45 məsɾ-õ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ, 
 mosquito-P to say-P-pres 
 He says to the mosquitoes, 

 

 ɦɑl-o ɦek-ɑ mɑɠ ɦɑtʰi ubʰ-o, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 come.along-G one-G place elephant stand-G say-P-pres 
 “Come along, there’s an elephant standing over there. 
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46 ɦɑl-en u-ɑ ɾ-õ kon-õ moẽ peɦ-en, k-ɛ-ɦ, 
 come.along-nonf he-G of-G ear-G in enter-nonf say-P-pres 
 Come along, go inside his ears 

 

 loi pi-iɑ u-ɑ ɾ-o, ɦɑl-en, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 blood drink-fut.impv he-G of-G come.along-nonf say-P-pres 
 and drink his blood, when you’ve come,” he says. 

 

47 ɦɑtʰi zo-i-o, to zoɳ-e-ɦ məsəɾ ɑʋ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-ɑ, 
 elephant see-pf-G so(result) know-P-pres mosquitoes caus-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 The elephant looked up, so he knows the mosquitoes are coming, 

 

 pəsɛ k-e-ɦ, o mɑɾ-əi mɑ,̃ 
 then say-P-pres G my-G mother 
 then he says, “Oh my goodness, 

 

 mũ nɛ mɛ kəɾəɽ-iɑ, k-ɛ-ɦ, təme, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 me to don’t bite-fut.impv say-P-pres you say-P-pres
 don’t you bite me,” he says. 

 

48 ɦũ, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɗəɾjɑ nɛ p-e zɑ-õ ħoe, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 I say-P-pres river to drink-nonf go-P completely say-P-pres 
 “I,” he says, “will drink the river right up,” he says. 

 

49 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, ɗəɾjɑ k-ɛ-ɦ, mũ nɛ mɛ p-e 
 so say-P-pres river say-P-pres me to don’t drink-NF 
 So the river says, “Don’t drink me 

 

 ən ɦũ ɗetʋɑ nɛ ozəm-õ pəɾ-o. 
 and I fire to douse-P result-G 
 and I will put out the fire.” 

 

50 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ, ɗətʋɑ k-ɛ-ɦ, mũ nɛ mɛ ozəm-iɑ. 
 so say-P-pres fire say-P-pres me to don’t douse-fut.impv 
 So the fire says, “Don’t put me out! 

 

51 ɦũ dʰok-ɑ nɛ ɓɑɭ-õ pəɾ-o. 
 I stick-G to burn(tr)-P result-G 
 I will burn up the stick.” 

 

52 dʰok-o k-ɛ-ɦ, mũ nɛ mɛ ɓɑɭ-iɑ. 
 stick-G say-P-pres me to don’t burn(tr)-fut.impv 
 The stick says, “Don’t burn me! 
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53 ɦũ kutɾ-ɑ nɛ mɑɾ-õ zɑ-en, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 I dog-G to beat-P go-nonf say-P-pres 
 I will go and beat the dog,” he says. 

 

54 kutɾ-o k-ɛ-ɦ, mũ nɛ mɛ mɑɾ-iɑ, 
 dog-G say-P-pres me to don’t beat-fut.impv 
 The dog says, “Don’t beat me!” 

 

55 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 he says. 

 

56 ɦũ tõ minɽ-i nɛ mɑɾ-õ pəɾ-əi, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 I contraexp cat-G to kill-P result-G say-P-pres 
 “I will kill the cat,” he says. 

 

57 minɽ-əi k-ɛ-ɦ, mũ nɛ mɛ mɑɾ-iɑ. 
 cat-G say-P-pres me to don’t kill-fut.impv 
 The cat says, “Don’t kill me! 

 

58 mɑɾ-ɑ ũɗɾ-ɑ əɠe kʰɑdʰ s-e. 
 my-G rat-G normally diet be-P 
 Rats are my normal diet. 

 

59 ũɗɾ-õ nɛ mɑɾ-en ɦũ kʰɑ-iɦ, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 rat-G to kill-nonf I eat-fut.P say-P-pres 
 I will kill the rats and eat them,” he says. 

 

60 tõ ũɗɾ-ɑ k-ɛ-ɦ, mũ nɛ mɛ mɑɾ-iɑ, 
 so rat-G say-P-pres me to don’t kill-fut.impv 
 So the rats say, “Don’t kill me!” 

 

61 k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 say-P-pres 
 they say. 

 

62 ɦũ, ̃ k-ɛ-ɦ, ɾoɳ-iõ ɾ-ɑ luɡʰɽ-ɑ kʰətəɾ-iɦ pəɾ-ɑ ħoe, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 I say-P-pres queen-G of-G cloth-G cut-fut.P result-G completely say-P-pres 
 “I,” they say, “will gnaw the queens’ clothes right up.” 
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63 tõ ɾoɳ-e k-ɛ-ɦ, əmɑɾ-ɑ luɡʰɽ-ɑ mɛ kʰətəɾ-iɑ 
 so queen-G say-P-pres our-G cloth-G don’t cut-fut.impv 
 So the queens say, “Don’t gnaw up our clothes, 

 

 ən əme bʰɑtʃɑ ħũ ɾĩɦɑ-e ɠ-e, k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 and we king from sulk-nonf went-G say-P-pres 
 and we will be angry with the king,” they say. 

 

64 tõ bʰɑtʃɑ k-ɛ-ɦ, əm-õ ħũ ɾĩɦɑ-iɑ mɛ, ən ɦũ, k-ɛ-ɦ, 
 so king say-P-pres us-G from to-sulk-fut.impv don’t and I say-P-pres 
 So the king says, “Don’t be angry with us, and I, 

 

 ʋɑɖʰ-ɑ nɛ ɓe-k zɑ-en mosəɽ mel-õ, k-ɛ-ɦ, ɑp zɑ-en. 
 carpenter-G to two-or.so go-nonf shoe.slap place-P say-P-pres self go-nonf 
 will go to the carpenter myself,” he says, “and give him a couple of whacks on the head with my shoe.

 

65 ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ ħũ sokʰ-o l-e ɗe-ʃ-e u-ɑ nɛ. 
 log-G from rice.grain-G take-nonf give-fut-fut.P he-G to 
 He will get the grain of rice from the log and give it to him.” 

 

66 tõ ʋɑɖʰ-o ɠ-i-o koɑɽ-o l-en, sokʰ-o pəɾ-o, 
 so carpenter-G went-pf-G axe-G take-nonf rice.grain-G result-G 
 So the carpenter went having taken his axe, (the grain of rice), 

 

 u-ɑ nɛ, ʈʰũʈʰ-ɑ nɛ, pəɾ-o ʋɑɖʰ-e 
 he-G to log-G to result-G cut-NF 
 chopped up the log, 

 

 ən sokʰ-o u-ɑ nɛ səkl-ɑ nɛ ɗidʰ-o pəɾ-o. 
 and rice.grain-G he-G to sparrow-G to gave-G result-G 
 and gave the grain of rice to the sparrow. 

 

67 ʋɑɾtɑ kʰətəm tʰ-əi-ɦ. 
 story finish become-G pres 
 And that’s the end of the story. 

Text 7. “The lame man and the blind man” 
1 ɦek-ɑ ɠom mẽ ɦek məɖʰ-o ɦət-o ən ɦek ɦət-o õdʰ-o. 
 one-G town in one lame-G was-G and one was-G blind-G 
 In a certain town there lived a lame man and a blind man. 

 

2 məɖʰ-o õdʰ-ɑ nɛ k-e-ɦ “ɑpe soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ ɦɑl-ʃ-õ.” 
 lame-G blind-G to say-P-pres we.incl theft-G do-inf-G go.along-fut-P 
 The lame man says to the blind man “Let’s go and steal something.” 
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3 tõ “tũ nɛ ketʰ-ɛ ħuz-ɑ-ɛ-ɦ ki?” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 so(new subj) you(s) to where-loc know-pass-P-pres question say-P-pres 
 So the blind man says “Do you know where something is then?” 

 

4 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɦoɛ” 
 so(new subj) say-P-pres yes 
 So the lame man says “Yes”. 

 

5 “əm nəĩ ɦɑl-õ ɑpe soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 thus not go.along-P we.incl theft-G do-inf-G say-P-pres 
 The blind man says “We won’t go stealing just like that.” 

 

6 “õ melɑʋɽ-əi ɓol-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-əi, utʰ-ɛ zɑ-en” k-ɛ-ɦ 
 that bird.type-G sing-P-pres stay-G there-loc go-nonf say-P-pres 
 “Go over there where that bird is singing 

 

 “ɡʰõɦʰəɾɽ-o mel-e ɑʋ” k-ɛ-ɦ 
 potsherd-G place-NF come say-P-pres 
 and put a broken pot rim there.” 

 

7 “bʰəlɑ, zo-t-o ɾ-e” k-ɛ-ɦ “melɑʋɽ-əi 
 just/mate see-impf-G stay-P say-P-pres bird.type-G 

  ɡʰõɡʰəɾɽ-ɑ ɦõɦɾ-əi nɪkəɾ-ɛ-ɦ kɑ nəɦ nɪkəɾ-t-əi.” 
  potsherd-G through-G exit-P-pres or is.not exit-impf-G 
 “just keep looking whether the bird goes through the broken pot rim or not.” 

 

8 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “õdʰ-ɑ”. 
 so say-P-pres blind-G 
 So he says “Blind man”, 

 

 məɖʰ-o ɾi-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o, k-ɛ-ɦ “õdʰ-ɑ,” 
 lame-G topic-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G say-P-pres blind-G 
 it’s the lame man talking, he says “Blind man,” 

 

9 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ ɦəʋɛ ɑpe ɾɑt pəɽ-əi, təeõ k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so say-P-pres now we.incl night fall-G then say-P-pres 
 So he says “Now, when night falls, 

 

 soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ ɦɑl-ʃ-õ k-ɛ-ɦ 
 theft-G do-inf-G go.along-fut-P say-P-pres 
 then we will go stealing.” 

 

10 ɾɑt pəɽ-əi ən soɾ-əi kəɾ-ʋ-ɑ uɖʰ-ɑ, tə pəsɛ 
 night fall-G and theft-G do-inf-G went-G so then 
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  soɾ-əi kəɾ-e pəɾ-əi ən bʰəɾ-əi pəɾ-əi ɓõdʰ-en, 
  theft-G do-NF result-G and bundle-G result-G tie-nonf 

 ɦəʋɛ õdʰ-ɛ upɑɽ-əi bʰəɾ-əi, 
 now(circ) blind-erg lift-G bundle-G 

  ən məɖʰ-o pɑɖʰ-en zɑ-e bʰɑɠ-i-o u-ɑ nɛ. 
  and lame-G lead.by.hand-nonf go-NF flee-pf-G he-G to 
 Night fell and they set off to steal. So then when they had stolen and tied up the bundle, then the 

blind man picked up the bundle and the lame man escaped leading him by the hand. 
 

11 tõ zɑ-t-õ m zɑ-t-õ m zɑ-t-õ m 
 so go-impf-G in go-impf-G in go-impf-G in 

  u-õ nɛ tə ɗi uɠ-i-o pəɾ-o, ħəʋɑɾ tʰ-i-o pəɾ-o, 
  he-G to so day rise-pf-G result-G morning become-pf-G result-G 

   ɠom ħũ nɪkəɾ-t-õ nɪkəɾ-t-õ m. 
   town from exit-impf-G exit-impf-G in 
 As they were going on and on and on, the sun rose, morning came as they were leaving the town. 

 

12 to k-ɛ-ɦ “õdʰ-ɑ, ɦəʋɛ ħəʋɑɾ tʰ-i-o pəɾ-o.” 
 so(new subj.) say-P-pres blind-G now(circ) morning become-pf-G result-G 
 So he says “Blind man, it is morning.” 

 

13 məɖʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o, k-ɛ-ɦ “õdʰ-ɑ, 
 lame-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G say-P-pres blind-G 

  ɦəʋɛ ħəʋɑɾ tʰ-i-o pəɾ-o, ɑpe kel zɑ-ʃ-õ?” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
  now morning become-pf-G result-G we.incl whither go-fut-P say-P-pres 
 The lame man is talking, he says “Blind man, now it is morning. Where shall we go?” 

 

14 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “ketʰ-ɛ tũ nɛ ʋəɳ ɗekʰ-i-ɑ m ɑʋ-ɛ-ɦ” k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so say-P-pres where-loc you(s) to tree see-pf-G in come-P-pres say-P-pres 

  “zʰɑɽkʰ-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
  tree-G say-P-pres 
 So he says “Can you see any trees anywhere?” 

 

15 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “nɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 so say-P-pres no say-P-pres 
 So the lame man says “No.” 

 

16 “ɦek dʰən pəɽ-əi-ɦ” k-ɛ-ɦ “ok-õ ɾ-əi.” 
 one pile fall-G-pres say-P-pres stem-G of-G 
 “There is a pile of stalks lying there. 

 

17 ɓɑzɾ-i ɾ-ɑ ok-õ ɾ-əi dʰən pəɽ-əi-ɦ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 millet-G of-G stem-G of-G pile fall-G-pres say-P-pres 
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  “u-ɑ m ɑpe peɦ-e ɦɑl-õ pəɾ-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
  that-G in we.incl enter-NF go.along-P result-G say-P-pres 
 There is a pile of millet stalks lying there” he says, “Let us go and hide in that” he says. 

 

18 õdʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ “ɦɑl-o tõ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 blind-G say-P-pres go.along-G so say-P-pres 
 The blind man says “Let’s go then.” 

 

19 õdʰ-o ən məɖʰ-o zɑ-e pəɾ-ɑ ən dʰən mẽ ɓeʈʰ-ɑ. 
 blind-G and lame-G go-NF result-G and pile in sat-G 
 The blind man and the lame man went and sat in the pile. 

 

20 tõ məɖʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o õdʰ-ɑ nɛ õdʰ-ɑ 
 so lame-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G blind-G to-blind-G 
 So the lame man is saying to the blind man “Blind man.” 

 

21 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “(ɠɑ-i ɾ-o) ɠɑ-əi l-en ɑʋ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o 
 so say-P-pres (cart-G of-G) cart-G take-nonf come-P-pres stay-pf-G 

  dʰəɳi ɗok-õ ɾ-o” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
  owner stem-G of-G say-P-pres 
 So he says “The owner of the stalks is coming with his cart.” 

 

22 õdʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o, k-ɛ-ɦ, məɖʰ-ɑ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ 
 blind-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G say-P-pres lame-G to say-P-pres 

  “ɡʰõɡʰəɾɽ-ɑ ɦõɦɾ-əi melɑʋɽ-əi to nɪkəɾ-əi t-əi nɑ?” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
  potsherd-G through-G bird.type-G indeed exit-G past-G no say-P-pres 
 “The bird did go through the pot rim, didn’t it?” 

 

23 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɦoɛ”. 
 so say-P-pres yes 
 So the lame man says “Yes”. 

 

24 “ʈʰik s-ɛ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 fine be-P say-P-pres 
 “Fine” he says. (blind man) 

 

25 teʃi ɠom mẽ lɑɠ-əi pəɾ-əi bʰɑɦe, 
 then(Sindhi) town in stick-G result-G fire 

  te ɠɑ-i ɾ-o dʰəɳi ɠ-i-o pəɾ-o ozəm-ʋ-ɑ bʰɑɦe nɛ. 
  so cart-G of-G owner went-pf-G result-G douse-inf-G fire to 
 Then the owner of the cart went to put out the fire. 

 

26 õ k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o õdʰ-ɑ nɛ “õdʰ-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ 
 that say-P-pres stay-pf-G blind-G to-blind-G say-P-pres 
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  “ɠɑ-əi etʰ-ɛ ubʰ-əi-ɦ. 
  cart-G here-loc stand-G-pres 
 He (lame man) says to the blind man “Blind man, there is a cart standing 

here. 
 

27 ɑpe, ɦɑl-o, ɦɑe-ɑ ɠɑ-i m səɽ-en bʰɑɠ-e ɦɑl-õ.” 
 we.incl go.along-P this(near)-G cart-G in climb-nonf flee-NF go.along-P 
 Let’s go, let’s climb into this cart and escape.” 

 

28 õdʰ-o ən məɖʰ-o ɠɑ-əi ɦɑkəl-en bʰɑɠ-e ɠ-i-ɑ. 
 blind-G and lame-G cart-G drive-nonf flee-NF went-pf-G 
 The blind man and the lame man drove away in the cart. 

 

29 dʰəɳi pɑs-o ɑ-i-o təeõ k-ɛ-ɦ 
 owner back-G come-pf-G then say-P-pres 

  “ɠɑ-əi etʰ-ɛ kel ɠ-əi, ubʰ-əi t-əi i?” 
  cart-G here-loc whither went-G stand-G past-G this 
 The owner came back and said “Where has the cart gone that was standing here?” 

 

30 ɠɑ-i ɾ-o dʰəɳi ɠ-i-o ʈʰoɳ-ɑ m ke-ʋ-ɑ. 
 cart-G of-G owner went-pf-G police.station-G in say-inf-G 
 The owner of the cart went to report it at the police station. 

 

31 k-ɛ-ɦ “mɑɾ-əi ɠɑ-əi ubʰ-əi t-əi, ko-e ɦɑkəl-e ɠ-i-ɑ.” 
 say-P-pres my-G cart-G stand-G past-G someone-incl drive-NF went-pf-G 
 He says “My cart was standing and some people have driven it off”. 

 

32 tõ ɓe sɪpɑi səɽ-i-ɑ, ɡʰoɽ-õ mɑɦ̃ səɽ-e pəɾ-ɑ, 
 so two police climb-pf-G horse-G on climb-NF result-G 

  ɓe ɓəɗuk-õ lidʰ-e ən zɑ-e bʰɑɠ-i-ɑ, 
  two rifle-G took-G and go-NF flee-pf-G 

   ɠɑ-i ɾ-ɑ ʧ̑il-ɑ ʧ̑il-ɑ l-en. 
   cart-G of-G track-G track-G take-nonf 
 So two policemen mounted horses, and when they had mounted they took two rifles and set off 

following the cart tracks. 
 

33 məɖʰ-o, sɪpɑi-õ ɓe-õ nɛ ɗekʰ-e ən õdʰ-ɑ nɛ kidʰ-o 
 lame-G police-G two-G to see-NF and blind-G to said-G 

  k-ɛ-ɦ “õdʰ-ɑ ɓe sɪpɑi ɑʋ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-ɑ.” 
  say-P-pres blind-G two police come-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 The lame man saw the two policemen and said to the blind man “Blind man, there are two 

police coming.” 
 

34 õdʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o, k-ɛ-ɦ 
 blind-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G say-P-pres 
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  “melɑʋɽ-əi to ɡʰõɡʰəɾɽ-ɑ ɦõɦɾ-əi nɪkəɾ-əi, nɑ?” k-ɛ-ɦ 
  bird.type-G indeed pot.rim-G through-G exit-G no say-P-pres 
 The blind man says “The bird did go through the pot rim, didn’t it?” 

 

35 “ɦoɛ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 yes say-P-pres 
 “Yes”, he says (lame man). 

 

36 “bʰəlɛ ɑʋ-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 by.all.means come-P-pres stay-pf-G say-P-pres 
 “Let them come” he says. (blind man) 

 

37 tõ ɑ-ɑ pʰəɾ-e ɑ-i-ɑ, 
 so sideways-G go.round-NF come-pf-G 

  tõ ɦek u-ɛ pɑɦ-ɛ ubʰ-o ɦət-o 
  that(result) one that-loc side-loc stand-G was-G 

   əñ ɦek i-ɛ pɑɦ-ɛ ubʰ-o ɦət-o. 
   and one this-loc side-loc stand-G was-G 
 So they came round on either side so that one was on that side and one on this side. 

 

38 to õ sɪpɑi ɾ-i-o ʤ̑e ɓəɗuk ɦəɳ-əi, te u-ɑ m lɑɠ-əi, 
 so(result) that police topic-pf-G when rifle hit-G then that-G in stick-G 

  ən u-ɛ ʤ̑e ɓəɗuk ɦəɳ-əi, te u-ɑ m lɑɠ-əi. 
  and that-erg when rifle hit-G then that-G in stick-G 
 So the one policeman when he shot the rifle hit the other, and the other when he fired the rifle, hit 

the first one. 
 

39 ɓe məɾ-e ɠ-i-ɑ sɪpɑi. 
 two die-NF went-pf-G police 
 Both the policemen died. 

 

40 tõ məɖʰ-o ɓeʈʰ-o ɓeʈʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o, k-ɛ-ɦ 
 so lame-G sat-G sat-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G say-P-pres 

  “õdʰ-ɑ, sɪpɑi ɓe məɾ-e ɠ-i-ɑ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
  blind-G police two die-NF went-pf-G say-P-pres 
 So the lame man sitting there says “Blind man, the two policemen are dead.” 

 

41 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɡʰoɽ-õ mɑɦ̃ səɽ-en ɑʋ-t-ɑ t-ɑ, 
 so say-P-pres horse-G on climb-nonf come-impf-G past-G 

  məɾ-e ɠ-i-ɑ. 
  die-NF went-pf-G 
 So he (blind man) says “They were coming on horses, and they died. 

 

42 ɠɑ-əi ɑpe sɑ-õ pəɾ-əi 
 cart-G we.incl leave-P result-G 
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  ən ɡʰoɽ-ɑ ɓe l-en bʰɑɠ-e ɦɑl-õ.” 
  and horse-G two take-nonf flee-NF go.along-P 
 Let us abandon the cart, take the two horses and escape.” 

 

43 ɡʰoɽ-ɑ l-en ʤ̑e bʰɑɠ-i-ɑ, te bʰɑɠ-en ʃeʈ-ɛ zɑ-en ɓeʈʰ-ɑ. 
 horse-G take-nonf when flee-pf-G then flee-nonf far-loc go-nonf sat-G 
 When they took the horses and escaped, they fled a long way away and sat down. 

 

44 ɦek ʋəɳ ɦət-o. 
 one tree was-G 
 There was a tree. 

 

45 sõi-o ɦət-o. 
 shade-G was-G 
 There was shade. 

 

46 utʰ-ɛ zɑ-en ɓeʈʰ-ɑ, tõ təɽk-o əlɦɑ-e təp-i-o t-o. 
 there-loc go-nonf sat-G since sunshine-G lots-incl heat-pf-G past-G 
 They went there and sat down, since the sunshine had made them very hot. 

 

47 ɡʰoɽ-ɑ ɓɑʋɽi-õ ɾ-e sõi-e ɓõdʰ-i-ɑ t pəɾ-ɑ. 
 horse-G acacia-G of-loc shade-loc tie-pf-G past result-G 
 They had tied the horses in the shade of acacia trees. 

 

48 ɓõdʰ-en pəɦ ħɑp ɦek zoɳ nɪkəɾ-i-o aʋ-ɛ-ɦ 
 tie-nonf then snake one **? exit-pf-G come-P-pres 
 When they had tied them, a snake suddenly**? came out. 

 

49 məɖʰ-o ɾ-i-o, u-ɑ ɾ-əi õdʰ-ɑ ɾ-əi õɠ pəɽ-əi t-əi, 
 lame-G topic-pf-G that-G of-G blind-G of-G cudgel fall-G past-G 

  u l-e pəɾ-əi ən ħɑp nɛ mɑɾ-i-o. 
  that take-NF result-G and snake to beat-pf-G 
 The lame man picked up the blind man’s cudgel which was lying there and struck the snake. 

 

50 mɑɾ-e pəɾ-o ħɑp nɛ ən õdʰ-ɑ kən lɑ-i-o. 
 kill-NF result-G snake to and blind-G to fetch-pf-G 
 When he had killed the snake he brought it to the blind man. 

 

51 õdʰ-ɑ nɛ k-ɛ-ɦ “ɦʊ̃ bʰuɳ mɑɾ-e ɑ-i-o. 
 blind-G to say-P-pres I eel kill-NF come-pf-G 
 He says to the blind man “I have killed and brought an eel. 

 

52 ɑpɳ-o ʃɑkʰ ɾõdʰ-ʃ-õ” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 our.incl-G curry cook-fut-P say-P-pres 
 We will cook ourselves some curry.” 
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53 u-ɛ ʋɑɖʰ-e pəɾ-o u-ɑ ħɑp nɛ, 
 that-erg cut-NF result-G that-G snake to 

  ən u-ɛ ʃɑkʰ pəɾ-o ɾõdʰ-en, 
  and that-erg curry result-G cook-nonf 

   u sɑɽ-en u-ɑ nɛ sul-ɑ mɑɦ̃, ɠ-i-o pəɾ-o poɳi bʰəɾ-ʋ-ɑ. 
   that raise-nonf that-G to fireplace-G on went-pf-G result-G water fill-inf-G 
 He cut up the snake and having cooked the curry, having put it on the fire, he went off to get water. 

 

54 u-ɑ nɛ k-e ɠ-i-o, əm k-ɛ-ɦ 
 that-G to say-NF went-pf-G thus say-P-pres 

  “tũ uɡʰeɽ-en zo-e mɛ.” 
  you(s) open-nonf see-NF don’t 
 He said before he went “Don’t open it and look.” 

 

55 təeõ ɾəɽ-t-o zɑ-ɛ-ɦ, ən zo-t-o zɑ-ɛ-ɦ, 
 then crawl-impf-G go-P-pres and see-impf-G go-P-pres 

  te u poɳi bʰəɾ-en ʋəɭ-i-o 
  that(result) that water fill-nonf return-pf-G 

   ən e pəɳ zo-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o. 
   and this also see-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 Then he crawls off and keeps looking, so when he comes back after getting water, the other one 

(blind man) is looking. 
 

56 kʰol-e pəɾ-o 
 open-NF result-G 

  ən u-ɑ nɛ dʰeɠɽ-i n ən ʈʰõɓɽ-ɑ nɛ kʰol-en zo-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o. 
  and that-G to pan-G to and pot-G to open-nonf see-P-pres stay-pf-G 
 He had opened it, and having opened the pan and the pot he was looking in it. 

 

57 te ʤ̑e u-ɑ ɾ-əi ʋəɾɑɽ õkʰ-i-õ m ɠ-əi, u-ɑ ɾ-ɑ ħɑp ɾ-əi, 
 so when that-G of-G steam eye-irr-G in went-G that-G of-G snake of-G 

  tõ ħɑz-e õkʰ-i-õ u-ɑ ɾ-e tʰ-e ɠ-e. 
  then whole-G eye-irr-G that-G of-G become-NF went-G 
 So when the steam from the snake went into his eyes, then his eyes were healed. 

 

58 tõ əm ɦɑtʰ ɑ-o ɗ-en ɓeʈʰ-o õkʰ-i-õ nɛ. 
 that(result) thus hand sideways-G give-nonf sat-G eye-irr-G to 
 So he sat with his hand over his eyes. 

 

59 tõ məɖʰ-o k-ɛ-ɦ ɾ-i-o õdʰ-ɑ nɛ 
 so lame-G say-P-pres stay-pf-G blind-G to 
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  “tɛ”̃ k-ɛ-ɦ “zo-i-o” k-ɛ-ɦ “ʃɑkʰ nɛ uɡʰɑɽ-e?” 
  you say-P-pres see-pf-G say-P-pres curry to open-nonf 
 So the lame man says to the blind man “Did you open the curry and look inside?” 

 

60 tõ k-ɛ-ɦ “mɛ ̃ʃɑkʰ nəɦ zo-i-o” k-ɛ-ɦ. 
 so say-P-pres I curry is.not see-pf-G say-P-pres 
 So he (blind man) says “I didn’t look at the curry.” 

 

61 məɖʰ-o ɾ-i-o ʤ̑e uʈʰ-i-o, 
 lame-G topic-pf-G when get.up-pf-G 

  te õdʰ-ɑ nɛ õɠ-õ ɓe-k mel-e, 
  then blind-G to cudgel-G two-or.so place-G 

 təeõ u-ɑ nɛ ʤ̑e ɾĩɦ lɑɠ-əi t-əi 
 then that-G to when anger stick-G past-G 

  te u-ɑ nɛ pəɠ-õ mɑɦ̃ lət-õ mel-e, nɑ? 
  then that-G to foot-G on kick-G place-G no 
 So the lame man when he got up, gave the blind man a few blows with his cudgel, then when 

he (blind man) got angry he kicked him on the legs. 
 

62 ɓe ħɑz-ɑ tʰ-e ɠ-i-ɑ. 
 two whole-G become-NF went-pf-G 
 They both were healed. 

 

63 ɓe ħɑz-ɑ tʰ-e ɠ-i-ɑ, 
 two whole-G become-NF went-pf-G 

  pəɦ ħɑp ɾ-o ʃɑkʰ ɦət-o, u pʰəɠoɭ-i-o pəɾ-o, 
  then snake of-G curry was-G that throw-pf-G result-G 

 pəɦ ədʰ mɪlɠət u-ɛ ʋəɾ-ɑʋ-en lidʰ-əi, 
 then half treasure that-erg share-caus-nonf took-G 

  ən ədʰ u-ɛ lidʰ-əi. 
  and half that-erg took-G 
 They both were healed, then the snake curry they threw away, then the one took half the 

treasure and the other took half. 
 

64 ɦek ɡʰoɽ-o u-ɛ lidʰ-o, ɦek u-ɛ lidʰ-o. 
 one horse-G that-erg took-G one that-erg took-G 
 One took one horse, the other took the other. 

 

65 “ɑpe ɓe bʰɑi s-õ” k-ɛ-ɦ o. 
 we.incl two brother be-P say-P pres emph 
 “We are two brothers” he says. 

 

66 ʋɑɾtɑ kʰətəm tɦ-əi-ɦ 
 story finish become-G-pres 
 That’s the end of the story. 
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P. Types of Doublet Used to Lexicalize Scenarios 
This appendix provides examples from various Indo-Iranian languages of the 

different types of doublet used to lexicalize scenarios, as described in chapter 13.2. 

The use of doublets to identify single scenarios is found in several Indo-Aryan and 
Iranian languages. These doublets are most frequently nouns, but verb, adjective, and 
adverb doublets are also found. 

The following forms of doublets are found in Parkari: 
1. Doublet of two independent words with 

a. alliteration 
b. rhyme, and 
c. neither rhyme nor alliteration 

2. Doublet of one independent word and one nonsense word with 
a. alliteration 
b. rhyme and word-specific reduplicating consonant, and 
c. rhyme and language-specific reduplicating consonant 

3. Doublet of one nonsense word and one independent word with 
a. rhyme, dropping the second word’s initial consonant 

Examples in Parkari and other Indo-Iranian languages follow. 

P1. Parkari 
The Ethnologue (2005:487) defines Koli, Parkari (Parkari) as “Indo-European, Indo-

Iranian, Indo-Aryan, Central zone, Gujarati”. Parkari has the following types of doublet. 

P1.1. Doublet of two independent words 

a. With alliteration 
Nouns 
/mɑl mɪlɠət/ ‘livestock treasure’ = material wealth of any sort 

/mɑjɑ mɪlɠət/ ‘illusion treasure’ = material wealth of this illusory world 

/dʰən dʰolət/ ‘livestock wealth’ = material wealth of any sort 

/moʤ ̑ məzo/ ‘enjoyment pleasure’ = pleasure, self-indulgence 

/nom nɪʃon/ ‘name mark’ = memory or trace 

/neɳ nɑk/ ‘eye nose’ = facial features 

 /neɳe nɑke ʈʰɑukəi/ ‘at eyes at nose good’ = fair of face (of female) 

/pɑləɳ poʃ/ ‘tending nourishing’ = looking after 
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Verbs 
/pɑɭɛɦ posɛɦ/ ‘tends nourishes’ = looks after and cherishes 

 
Adjectives 
/ħɑzo ħoɾo/ ‘complete easy’ = fit and well 

/ʈʰɑuko ʈʰik/ ‘good fine’ = excellent 

b. With rhyme 
Nouns 
/mon ʃon/ ‘honour splendour’ = pomp and show, splendour and majesty 

/piɾ pʰəkiɾ/ ‘saint mendicant’ = any specially religious person 

c. With neither alliteration nor rhyme 
Nouns 
/ɗəkʰ təkliɓ/ ‘grief trouble’ = all kinds of adversity 

/ʃeʋɑ sɑkɾəi/ ‘service devotion’ = all kinds of devoted service 

/ɾɑt ɗi/ ‘night day’ = perpetually, without ceasing 

/luʈ mɑɾ/ ‘looting beating’ = robbery, pillage, beating and murder 

/ũʧ ̑ niʧ̑/ ‘high-caste-ness low-caste-ness’ = caste discrimination 
 

Adverbs 
/ɑz kɑl/ ‘today yesterday’ = nowadays 

As noted in chapter 13, some Parkari doublets of this type do not clearly signify 
anything more than the sum of the two items mentioned. Nevertheless, I categorise them 
as part of this same phenomenon, since the couplet still refers to a single scenario, and 
there are restrictions on the form, i.e. the words occur in a set order without a copula. 
This occurs where the two elements named are the only two elements within that 
scenario. Sometimes there is a single word for this in English, for example: 

Nouns 
/ħəɾ dʰənoɾəi/ ‘arrow bow’ = bow and arrow 

/mɑ ̃ɓɑp/ ‘mother father’ = parents 

/bʰɑi ɓen/ ‘brother sister’ = siblings 

/potɾɑ ɗoetɾɑ/ ‘son’s children daughter’s children’ = grandchildren 

/ɓɑɭ ɓəsɑ/ ‘child children’ = wife and children (/ɓɑɭ/ ‘child’ is a common euphemism for wife) 

/ɦɑtʰ pəɠ/ ‘hand foot’ = hands and feet (limbs) 
 

Verbs 
/kʰɑɛɦ piɛɦ/ ‘eats drinks’ = eats and drinks 

/soʧ̑ɛɦ ʋiʧ̑ɑɾɛɦ/ ‘thinks ponders’ = thinks carefully 
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Adjectives/Adverbs 
/ũso niso/ ‘high low’ = up and down 

/kɑɭo dʰoɭo/ ‘black white’ = black and white (e.g. television) though technically this includes greyscale 
 

Adverbs 
/il ul/ ‘here there’ = hither and thither 

P1.2. Doublet of one independent word and one nonsense word 

a. With alliteration 
Nouns 
/luɡʰɽo ləto/ ‘cloth ?’ = clothing 

/bʰopo bʰəɾɽo/ ‘shaman ?’ = exorcist, shaman, magician, etc. 

/pəiɦo pəʤ̑̃əɾ/ ‘paisa ?’ = money (including coins and notes) 

b. With rhyme and word-specific reduplicating consonant 
Nouns 

/bʰimɑɾəi ʃimɑɾəi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness, disease, or similar catastrophe 

/zɑt pɑt/ ‘caste ?’ = the caste system, racial discrimination 

c. With rhyme and language-specific reduplicating consonant 

Different languages in Pakistan use different consonants for reduplication when 
making rhyming doublets. Parkari uses implosive “b” ɓ, for example: 

Nouns 
/ʧo ̃̑ ɦ ɓõɦ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, tea or drink in a social setting 

/bʰət ɓət/ ‘cooked rice ?’ = cooked rice and other food served at wedding 

/ɾoʈəi ɓoʈəi/ ‘chapatti ?’ = chapatties and such like, food 

/mɑl ɓɑl/ ‘livestock ?’ = livestock and other domestic animals 
 

Verbs 
/upɑɽiɑ ɓupɑɽiɑ mẽ/ ‘in lifting ?’ = in lifting or other physical activity 

P1.3. Doublet of one nonsense word and one independent word 

a. With rhyme, dropping the second word’s initial consonant 

Here it is the second element of the doublet which is meaningful. The first 
element always begins with a vowel. 

Postpositions/Adverbs 
/ɑɦɛ pɑɦɛ/ ‘? beside’ = “beside” scenario, round about, nearby 
 Here it is the second element of the doublet which is meaningful. 
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Perhaps also: 
Nouns 

/ĩpɭəi pĩpɭəi/ ‘? peepul tree(?)’ = name of a children’s game involving climbing a tree. 
 Here the meaning of both elements is uncertain. The normal word for a peepul tree is /pɪpəɭ/. 

P2. Urdu 
The Ethnologue (2005:489) defines Urdu as “Indo-European, Indo-Iranian, Indo-

Aryan, Central zone, Western Hindi, Hindustani”. Urdu has the following types of 
doublet. 

P2.1. Doublet of two independent words 

a. With alliteration 
Nouns 
/ʃɑn o ʃəʊkət/ ‘splendour and power’ (from Persian) = pomp and show 

/dʰən dəʊlət/ ‘wealth riches’ = riches, wealth, fortune 

/pək̃ʰ pəkʰeɾu/ ‘feather bird’ = winged creatures (plural) 

/səʊdɑ sʊlf/ ‘wares provisions’ = goods, provisions 
 The word sʊlf means ‘the provisions bought’ according to Sarhandi’s dictionary (1996). 

However, Qureshi (1982) lists sʊlf as an “adjunct for səʊdɑ” without giving any separate meaning, 
which would mean analysis as a nonsense doublet, type 2a: 
 /səʊdɑ sʊlf/ ‘wares ?’ = goods, provisions 
Certainly the second component is rare, except in this doublet. 

b. With rhyme 
Nouns 
/təxt bəxt/ ‘throne fate’ = wealth and fortune (as a blessing) 

/tən mən dʰən/ ‘body, soul, and wealth’ = all one’s resources 
 

Conjunctions as Nouns 
/əɡəɾ məɡəɾ/ ‘if but’ = hesitation, excuses, ifs and buts 

 
Adjectives 
/əʤ̑ib o ɣəɾib/ ‘strange and poor’ (from Persian) = strange, marvellous 

c. With neither rhyme nor alliteration 

Words of Indo Aryan origin are conjoined without a copula: 
Nouns 
/mɑ ̃bɑp/ ‘mother father’ = parents (i.e. mother and father as a unit) 

/kʰɑnɑ pinɑ/ ‘food drink’ = food and drink, including snacks, etc. 

/kiɽe məkəʊɽe/ ‘worms wood-ants’ = insects of any kind 

Words of Persian origin are conjoined with the Persian copula o, often becoming 
one Urdu word. 
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Nouns 
/dəɾd o ɣəm/ ‘pain and grief’ = physical and mental pain and distress 

/ɑmədoɾəft/ ‘coming and going’ = communication, transportation 

P2.2. Doublet of one independent word and one nonsense word 

a. With alliteration 
Nouns 
/ʧ̑oɾi ʧ̑əkɑɾi/ ‘theft ?’ = theft, including the reconnoitering beforehand 

 The element ʧ̑əkɑɾi may be derived from ʧ̑əkəɾ [ləɡɑnɑ] ‘to walk around’ 

b. With rhyme and word-specific reduplicating consonant 
Nouns 
/zɑt pɑt/ ‘caste ?’ = caste system 

/ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 

/bimɑɾi ʃimɑɾi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness, disease, or similar catastrophe 

/ɡəp ʃəp/ ‘gossip ?’ = chit chat, idle talk, false report 

And perhaps with pseudo rhyme: 
/bɑt ʧ̑it/ ‘matter ?’ = chat, conversation, negotiation 

 
Adjectives 
/ʊləʈ pʊləʈ/ ‘reverse ?’ = topsy-turvy, in a mess 

The element pʊləʈ has the same consonants as the word pəlʈɑ ‘reverse’, which may explain “p” as the 
reduplicating consonant here, but note that the vowels in the doublet are those of the first word. 

c. With rhyme and language-specific reduplicating consonant 
Nouns 
/ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, tea or drink in a social setting 

/kʰɑnɑ ʋɑnɑ/ ‘meal ?’ = meal scenario, meal or snack in a social setting 

/mez ʋez/ ‘table ?’ = table scenario, furniture 

P2.3. Doublet of one nonsense word and one independent word 

a. With rhyme, dropping the second word’s initial consonant 

Here it is the second element of the doublet which is meaningful. The first 
element always begins with a vowel. 

Postpositions/Adverbs 
/ɑs pɑs/ ‘? beside’= “beside” scenario, round about, nearby 

/ɪɾd ɡɪɾd/ ‘? about’ = “about” scenario, round about, surrounding 

P3. Saraiki 
The Ethnologue (2005:488) defines Seraiki (Saraiki) as “Indo-European, Indo-

Iranian, Indo-Aryan, Northwestern zone, Lahnda”. Saraiki has the following types of 
doublet. 
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P3.1. Doublet of two independent words 

a. With alliteration 
Nouns 
/dʰən dəʊlət/ ‘wealth riches’ = riches, wealth, fortune 

/dʰɪkɑ dʰoɽɑ/ ‘push stumble’ = pushing and shoving 

/ʃɑn ʃəʊkət/ ‘splendour and power’ = pomp and show 

 Saraiki, unlike Urdu, drops the Persian style copula here. 

b. With rhyme 
Nouns 
/tən mən dʰən/ ‘body, soul, and wealth’ = all one’s resources 

/təxt bəxt/ ‘throne fate’ = wealth and fortune (as a blessing) 
 

Adjectives 
/əʤ̑ib o ɣəɾib/ ‘strange and poor’ (from Persian) = strange, marvellous 

c. With neither rhyme nor alliteration 

Words of Indo Aryan origin are conjoined without a copula: 
Nouns 
/mɑ pɪu/ ‘mother father’ = parents (i.e. mother and father as a unit) 

/ʈʊkkʊɾ pɑɳɪ/ ‘food drink’ = food and drink, including snacks, etc. 

/kiɽe məkəʊɽe/ ‘worms wood-ants’ = insects of any kind 

/əɖ̃ɑ soʈɑ/ ‘stick club’ = any weapon to attack with 

Words of Persian origin may be conjoined with the Persian copula o, and may 
become one Saraiki word. 
/ɑmədoɾəft/ ‘coming and going’ = communication, transportation 

P3.2. Doublet of one independent word and one nonsense word 

a. With alliteration 
Nouns 
/ʧ̑oɾi ʧ̑əkɑɾi/ ‘theft ?’ = theft, including the reconnoitering beforehand 

b. With rhyme and word-specific reduplicating consonant 
Nouns 
/zɑt pɑt/ ‘caste ?’ = caste system 

/ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 

And perhaps with pseudo rhyme: 
/ɠɑlɦ mʊɦɑɽʰ/ ‘matter ?’ = chat, conversation, negotiation 

 
Conjunction forming noun doublet 
/əɡəɾ məɡəɾ/ ‘if ?’ = hesitation, excuses, ifs and buts 

 In Saraiki, unlike Urdu, məɡəɾ does not exist as an independent word. 
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c. With rhyme and language-specific reduplicating consonant 
Nouns 
/ʧ̑ɑɦ ʃɑɦ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, tea or drink in a social setting 

/kʰɑɳɑ ̃ʃɑɳɑ/̃ ‘meal ?’ = meal scenario, meal or snack in a social setting 

/mez ʃez/ ‘table ?’= table scenario, furniture 

/kɪtɑb ʃɪtɑb/ ‘book ?’ = anything to read 

/tʊɦfe ʃʊɦfe/ ‘presents ?’ = presents and gifts, etc. 

In Urdu the following doublets have word-specific reduplicative consonant, but 
in Saraiki they have the language-specific reduplicative consonant. Did they originate 
as doublets in Saraiki? 
/ɠəp ʃəp/ ‘gossip ?’ = chit chat, idle talk, false report 

/bimɑɾi ʃimɑɾi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness, disease, or similar catastrophe. 

P3.3. Doublet of one nonsense word and one independent word 

a. With rhyme, dropping the second word’s initial consonant 

Possibly: 
Adverbs/Postpositions 
/ɑs pɑs/ ‘? beside’ = “beside” scenario, round about, nearby 

/ɪɾd ɡɪɾd/ ‘? about’ = “about” scenario, round about, surrounding 

Perhaps also: 
Nouns 
/ɪʈkɪɳ mɪʈkɪɳ/ ‘? delete (?)’ = name of a children’s game similar to hide and seek. 
 Here the meaning of both elements is uncertain. 

P4. Pashtu 
The Ethnologue (2005:488) defines Northern and Southern Pashto (Pashtu) as “Indo-

European, Indo-Iranian, Iranian, Eastern, Southeastern, Pashto”. Pashtu has the following 
types of doublet. 

P4.1. Doublet of two independent words 

a. With alliteration 
Nouns 
/təxt o tɑʤ̑/ ‘throne and crown’ = royal authority and power 

/deɡ o deɡbɑɾ/ ‘cooking pot and cooking pot’ = any kind of cooking vessel 
 

Adjectives 
/stəɾe stomɑnə/ ‘tired weary’ = very tired 
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b. With rhyme 
Nouns 
/tɑɾ o nɑɾ/ ‘thread and flower-stem’ = extremely weak, thin and sickly 

/ɣɾe o ʋɾe/ ‘mountains and doors’ = variety of topics, no particular topic 
 There is no single prototypical scenario where mountains and doors belong, hence the 
meaning “miscellaneous, anything at all”, i.e. the “anything and everything” scenario. 

 
Adjectives 
/xəɾ pəɾ/ ‘tan-colour ashamed’ = very ashamed 

 /pəɾ/ here replaces /pʊɾ/ = ashamed, to make the rhyme 

c. With neither rhyme nor alliteration 
/moɾ o plɑɾ/ ‘mother and father’ = parents 

/ʤ̑oɽ ɾoɣ/ ‘healthy healthy’ = very healthy 

P4.2. Doublet of one independent word and one nonsense word 

a. With alliteration 
/nəʋe nəze/ ‘new ?’ = brand new 

b. With rhyme and word-specific reduplicating consonant 
/pəʂtənə ɡəɾʋeʐənə/ ‘asking ?’ = investigation 
 The form suggests the second element might have once been an independent word. 

c. With rhyme and language-specific reduplicating consonant 
/ɖeɡ meɡ/ ‘pot ?’ = pot, etc. 

/lɪps mɪps/ ‘lips ?’ = anything like lipstick, face lotion, etc. 

 /lips/ is an English loan word used only by those Pashtu people who know English. 
Nevertheless it is fitted into the Pashtu pattern for lexicalizing scenarios. 

P4.3. Doublet of one nonsense word and one independent word 

a. With rhyme, dropping the second word’s initial consonant 
No example found. 

P5. Significance of doublet formation 
It is the category 2c which is most interesting, as it enables the speaker to make new 

doublets productively by simply substituting the language’s preferred reduplicative 
consonant as the initial consonant of the rhyming doublet. When a speaker uses his 
language’s reduplicating consonant to make a new doublet, he lexicalizes a scenario. 

Although this pattern of reduplication is common in Indo-Iranian languages, the 
actual phoneme used as the reduplicative substitute differs from language to language. 

These reduplicative consonants are as follows: 

Language Consonant Example 

Parkari ɓ /ʧo ̃̑ ɦ ɓõɦ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
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  /ɾoʈəi ɓoʈəi/ ‘chapatti ?’ = chapatties and such like, food 
  /mɑl ɓɑl/ ‘livestock ?’ = livestock and other domestic animals 

 

Kachi ɓ /ʧ̑ɑe ɓɑe/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /pɑɳi ɓɑɳi/ ‘water ?’ = water scenario, a drink 
  /pen ɓen/ ‘pen ?’ = pen scenario, writing implement 

 

Dhatki ɓ /ʧɑ ̃̑ ɓɑ/̃ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /bʰət ɓət/ ‘cooked rice ?’ = cooked rice scenario, 
   cooked rice and all other food served at weddings 
  /kʊkəɾ ɓʊkəɾ/ ‘chicken ?’ = chicken scenario, 
   chicken and all the trimmings 

 

Sindhi  /ʧ̑ɑɾɦɪ ̃ɓɑɾɦɪ/̃ ‘tea ?’ = tea, bribe, tip, etc. 
  /mɑni ɓɑni/ ‘chapatti ?’ = chapatties and such like, food 
  /kələm ɓələm/ ‘pen ?’ = pen, pencil, ink, etc. 

 

Urdu ʋ /ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɾoʈəi ʋoʈəi/ ‘chapatti ?’ = chapatties and such like, food 
  /mez ʋez/ ‘table ?’ = table scenario, furniture 

 

Pashtu m /ʧ̑ɑi mɑi/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɖeɡ meɡ/ ‘pot ?’ = pot scenario, pot, etc. 
  /lɪps mɪps/ ‘lips ?’ = lips scenario, lipstick, face lotion, etc. 

 

Hazaragi m /ʧ̑ɔi mɔi/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 
  /nɔʤ̑oɾi mɔʤ̑oɾi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness scenario 

 

Balochi m /ʧ̑ɑ mɑ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 
  /bimɑɾi mimɑɾi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness scenario 

 

Saraiki ʃ /ʧ̑ɑɦ ʃɑɦ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /mez ʃez/ ‘table ?’ = table scenario, furniture 
  /bimɑɾi ʃimɑɾi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness, disease, etc. 

 

Panjabi ʃ /ʧ̑ɑ ʃɑ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɾoʈi ʃoʈi/ ‘bread ?’ = bread scenario, food 
  /bəndɑ ʃəndɑ/ ‘man ?’ = man scenario, manly person 

Since these Indo-Iranian languages use different phonemes as the normal 
reduplicative substitute in doublets, the various “irregular” forms of reduplicated 
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doublets in Parkari and other languages (type 2b) may originally have been borrowed 
from a related language as an existing regular doublet. Compare: 

Parkari irregular form /bʰimɑɾɑi ʃimɑɾɑi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness, disease, etc. 

Urdu irregular form /bimɑɾi ʃimɑɾi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness, disease, etc. 

Saraiki regular form /bimɑɾi ʃimɑɾi/ ‘illness ?’ = illness, disease, etc. 
 

Urdu irregular form /ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 

Balochi regular form /ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 

The question also arises as to how a doublet is formed when the base word already 
begins with the language-specific reduplicative consonant. Each of the languages 
investigated has not only a standard reduplicative consonant, but also a subsidiary 
reduplicative consonant or vowel, which is used in such cases, as follows: 

Language Substitution Examples 

Parkari ɓ /ʧo ̃̑ ɦ ɓõɦ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɾoʈəi ɓoʈəi/ ‘chapatti ?’ = chapatties and such like, food 
 ʋ /ɓɑkɾe ʋɑkɾe/ ‘goats ?’ = goats scenario 
  /ɓonəi ʋonəi/ ‘servant girl ?’ = servant girl scenario 

 

Kachi ɓ /ʧ̑ɑe ɓɑe/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /pɑɳi ɓɑɳi/ ‘water ?’ = water scenario, a drink 
 ʋ /ɓɑkɾi ʋɑkɾi/ ‘goat ?’ = goat scenario, goat, sheep, etc. 
  /ɓiɽi ʋiɽi/ ‘cigar ?’ = cigar scenario, something to smoke 

 

Dhatki ɓ /ʧɑ ̃̑ ɓɑ/̃ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /bʰət ɓət/ ‘cooked rice ?’ = cooked rice scenario, 
   cooked rice and all other food served at weddings 
 ʃ /ɓiɽi ʃiɽi/ ‘cigar ?’ = cigar scenario, something to smoke 

 

Sindhi ɓ /ʧ̑ɑɾɦɪ ̃ɓɑɾɦɪ/̃ ‘tea ?’ = tea, bribe, tip, etc. 
  /mɑni ɓɑni/ ‘chapatti ?’ = chapatties and such like, food 
 ʃ /ɓəkɾi ʃəkɾi/ ‘goat ?’ = goat, sheep, etc. 
  /ɓɑɾɦə ̃ʃɑɾɦə/̃ ‘arm ?’ = arm, any organ of the body 

 

Urdu ʋ /ʧ̑ɑe ʋɑe/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /pɑni ʋɑni/ ‘water ?’ = water scenario, a drink 
 -u /ʋɑz ʋuz/ ‘sermon ?’ = sermon, religious teaching, etc. 
  /ʋeɡən ʋuɡən/ ‘transit van ?’ = transit van or similar vehicle 
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Pashtu m /ʧ̑ɑi mɑi/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɖeɡ meɡ/ ‘pot ?’ = pot scenario, pot, etc. 
 m /moɾ moɾ/ ‘mother ?’ = mother scenario, mother 
   or someone taking mother’s role 
  /məɾɡ məɾɡ/ ‘killing ?’ = killing scenario, killing, murder, etc. 

 

Hazaragi m /ʧ̑ɔi mɔi/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 
 m/p /memo memo/ or /memo pemo/ ‘guest ?’ = guest scenario, any visitor 
  /mɔɾ mɔɾ/ or /mɔɾ pɔɾ/ ‘snake ?’ = snake scenario, any kind of snake 

 

Balochi m /ʧ̑ɑ mɑ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɡoʃt moʃt/ ‘meat ?’ = meat scenario, anything edible 
 ʃ /mɪzmɑn ʃɪzmɑn/ ‘guest ?’ = guest scenario, any visitor 
  /mɪs ʃɪs/ ‘urine ?’ = urine scenario, urination and defecation 

 

Saraiki ʃ /ʧ̑ɑɦ ʃɑɦ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /mez ʃez/ ‘table ?’ = table scenario, furniture 
 ʋ/m /ʃɑdi ʋɑdi/ or /ʃɑdi mɑdi/ ‘wedding ?’ = wedding scenario, 
   wedding and all arrangements and rituals 
  /ʃək ʋək/ or /ʃək mək/ ‘doubt ?’ = doubt scenario, 
   doubts and misgivings 

 

Panjabi ʃ /ʧ̑ɑ ʃɑ/ ‘tea ?’ = tea scenario, drink and chat 
  /ɾoʈi ʃoʈi/ ‘bread ?’ = bread scenario, food 
 -ʊ /ʃəɾʈ ʃʊɾʈ/ ‘shirt ?’ = shirt scenario, dress, costume 
  /ʃəɾm ʃʊɾm/ ‘shyness ?’ = shyness scenario, embarrassment, 
   hesitation, loss of face 
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