Conjunctions and Other Connectives®

“Conjunctions are often neglected in discussions of structure, but they provide some of the best formal
indications of how the author intended the discourse to be processed”.” Two weeks ago, | argued that Turner
was wrong to assert that 8¢ is “usually... indistinguishable from koi”,® and that Winer was basically right
when he wrote that “A¢ is often used when the writer subjoins something new, different and distinct from
what precedes™.* I suggested that, if we understand kol to be the default way of linking the events of a
narrative in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts, then &¢ instructs us to begin a new, different and distinct

package of information!
This led me to conclude that Luke packaged his 17:11-19 pericope as follows:”

\ 11a xai 11b kai 12 koi 13 ki 14ab kai 14cd \
O
\ 15 ki 16ab kai 16¢ \
O
\ 17-18 kai 19 \

In other words, Luke grouped all the events that culminated in the healing of the lepers into a single
‘development unit’, then presented the response of the Samaritan (15-16) and what Jesus says in response
(17-19) as distinct developments.

The above analysis presupposed that the conjunctions of a language are not to be defined in terms of lists of
multiple “senses” such as “Adversative or Connective or Emphatic”,6 as these reflect the content of the
propositions that are being linked, rather than the function of the conjunction. Rather, each conjunction is to
be defined in terms of the unique cognitive “constraint” on interpretation that its presence conveys.’

To illustrate this, I invited you to think of the propositions, ‘John came to Tyndale House this morning” and
‘(he) went home again’. To link these propositions, I can use at least three different conjunctions in English:
‘John came to Tyndale House this morning and went home again’.
‘John came to Tyndale House this morning, but went home again’.

‘John came to Tyndale House this morning, then went home again’.8

When ‘John came to Tyndale House this morning’ is followed by ‘and’, the hearer is instructed to link what
follows to the context in a particular way (associative), which is different from the way he or she is to link
what follows to the context if ‘John came to Tyndale House this morning’ is followed by ‘but’ (adversative),
which is different again from the way he or she is to link what follows to the context if ‘John came to
Tyndale House this morning’ is followed by ‘then’ (temporal sequence), etc.

The same argument applies to NT Greek. The command sapokolelte GAAGAOVS €V TOTg AOYOLS TOVTOLS
(1 Th 4:18) is introduced with “Qote, which instructs the reader to link it to the context in a particular way.
A similar command (topokaiette dAAhovg kol otkodouelte elg TOV #va—1 Th 5:11) is introduced with
A0, which instructs the reader to link it to the context in a different way.

A good foundation for this approach to conjunctions is provided by Reboul and Moeschler’s definition of a
connective. The following is my translation of what they wrote in French:®
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(Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2009), 84.
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A connective is a linguistic marker, drawn from a number of grammatical categories
(co-ordinating conjunctions [e.g., ‘but’], subordinating conjunctions [e.g., ‘since’], adverbs [e.g.,
‘thus’], adverbial expressions [e.g., ‘after all’]), which:
a) links a linguistic or discourse unit of any size to its context;
b) gives instructions as to how to relate this unit to its context;
c) constrains conclusions to be drawn on the basis of this discourse connection that might not have
been drawn had it been absent.

Point a of the above definition asserts that one cannot tell the size of the unit being linked from the
connective itself. For example, in 1 Tim. 4:8, yap indicates that what follows supports or strengthens the
command of 7b, but does not indicate how far this strengthening material will extend. In fact, it extends over
two propositions, but this is not indicated by ydp. Rather, one has to work out the extent of the supportive
material by analysing the contents of the propositions.

Point b of Reboul and Moeschler’s definition asserts that the presence of a connective guides or constrains
the reader as to how to relate what follows to the context. Each connective places a different constraint on
the way the material it introduces is to be related to the context.

English versions such as the NIV translate at least ten inferential connectives with “therefore”.* Such is
the case with “Qorte inl Th 4:18 and Ao in 5:11, for instance. Although both are translated ‘therefore’,
Reboul and Moeschler’s definition implies that each will place a different constraint on interpretation.

The same is true for the other connectives found in the Pauline Epistles that are sometimes translated
‘Therefore’: ovv—Rom 15:17, 1 Th 4:1, §pa—Rom 8:1, &po. obv—1 Th 5:6 (RV), Sud todto—1 Th 3:7
(NIV) and tovyapodv—1 Th 4:8 (NIV); as well as d1omtep—1 Cor 8:13, toivuv—1 Cor 9:26 and 61—1
Cor 6:20b). A different constraint on interpretation is associated with each one.

As a preview to what | will say later in this seminar, the following are the constraints that | proposed for
these inferential connectives in my ‘Therefore’ or ‘Wherefore’ article:™

ooV +Inferential +Distinctive

dpa +Inferential +Consequence

doa odv +Inferential +Consequence +Distinctive
oua tobto  +Inferential +Specific Thematic

dL0 +Inferential +Continuative

dLoTEP +Inferential +Continuative +Intensive
toryopolv  +Inferential +Emphatic +Distinctive
TOLVUV +Current Situation +Emphatic

MOTE +Inferential +Result

Before | consider these individual connectives, though, let me address Point ¢ of Reboul and Moeschler’s
definition: “constrains conclusions to be drawn on the basis of this discourse connection that might not have
been drawn had it been absent”. This constraint takes care of senses of connectives that are not consistent
with the constraint on interpretation that their presence conveys. For example, although there is general
agreement that olv is an inferential connective, Porter follows many other grammarians in listing
‘adversative’ as another of its senses.'? We shall see, when we consider relevant examples, that, in line with
point ¢ of Reboul and Moeschler’s definition, ovv is present to STOP the relation with the context being
taken as adversative.

The following passage from the LXX (Gen 4:3-4) illustrates this same point.
% kol éyéveto ued’ Muépag fiveykev Kowv mod 1oV kopmdv thc yic Ovolay 1@ kvplo
4 kol APel Tiveykev Kol avTdg td TOV TPMTOTOk®Y TV TEORATWV adTod kol 4Td TOV 0TedTWV
AVTOV. ..

“pragmatic”, which is omitted here as any distinction between ‘pragmatic’ and other sorts of connectives is not relevant to this
presentation.

19 According to the OED, inferential connectives introduce a THESIS, CONCLUSION or RESULT which is “reached on the basis of
evidence and reasoning” (Levinsohn, Non-Narrative, §3.5.3). They contrast with strengthening connectives such as yap, which
“support a THESIS by introducing a reason, ground or explanation” (ibid.).

1) evinsohn, ‘Therefore’ or “Wherefore’, 340.

12 Porter, Idioms, 215.
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The relationship between these propositions is readily interpreted as adversative, as the offering that Cain
beings contrasts with the one that Abel brings. Consequently, some translations into English begin v 4 with
‘But’ (e.g., NIV). However, the presence of additive gam-4:’ in Hebrew and of corresponding kot avtog in
the LXX “cancel[s] the contrastive connotations™.*® Thus, the presence of gam-/z’ or kol 00TOC “constrains
conclusions to be drawn on the basis of this discourse connection that might not have been drawn had it
been absent”.

| return now to the inferential connectives, starting with oDv, as it is the most common.

1. Ovvand Apa ovv

| have argued elsewhere'* that ovv constrains what follows to be interpreted as a distinct point that advances
an argument in an inferential way. That is why it is characterised as +Inferential +Distinctive.

Ovv is used most commonly in the epistles to introduce a distinct point that advances an earlier theme,
following intervening material (the English equivalent being postpositive ‘then’, as in ‘I desire, then’—1
Tim 2:8). So, in 1 Tim 2:8, ovv marks the resumption of the theme that was introduced in vv 1-2, then
supported in 3-7. The flow of the argument is reflected in the following diagram.

2:1-2 «—T0VTO, Yap - 2:3-7
EXHORTATION strengthening
material
I
ovv
!
2:8

EXHORTATION

I now look at ovv in 1 Th 4:1. While it is true that the verb meplooeVw is repeated from 3:12, the exhorta-
tion probably corresponds more to Paul’s expressed desire in 3:10 to ‘supply what is lacking in your faith’.
So, following the prayer of 3:11-13, o0v in 4:1 introduces a distinct point that advances the theme line that
Paul has been developing from at least 2:17 and, possibly, since the beginning of the letter (3:9-10 may well
form inclusios with 1:2 and 2:17). This is reflected in the following diagram, which treats 1:2-3:10 as a
single unit.

1:2-2:16 | ----- 0¢ ----— 3:11-13
0¢ prayer
2:17-3:10
I
ooV

!
4:1ff
HORTATORY
section

Point ¢ of Reboul and Moeschler’s definition states that the presence of a particular connective may
constrain “conclusions to be drawn ... that might not have been drawn had it been absent”. MGM classify
oDv in Rom 10:14 as ‘adversative’, presumably on the grounds that a contrastive relationship can be
perceived between the contents of vv 13 and 14. However, the presence of oDv constrains what follows to be
interpreted as a distinct point that advances an argument in an inferential way, and it is indeed the case that v
14 resumes and advances “the main topic of chapters 9-11 (the unbelieving Jews), following ten verses
(10:2-13) that strengthen previous assertions”.'® The flow of the argument is reflected in the following
diagram.

10:1 «—yap - 10:2-13
THESIS strengthening
material

13 Blakemore, Diane, Semantic Constraints on Relevance (Blackwell, 1987), 99.

1 evinsohn, Stephen H., Discourse Features of New Testament Greek, 2™ edition (SIL Intl, 2000), §7.4 [126-28].

1> Levinsohn, Discourse Features, §7.4 . 129]. The same section discusses the other instances of oOv that MGM classify as
adversative.
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I
ovv

l
10:14
THESES

| argue in my ‘Therefore’ or ‘Wherefore’ article that the constraint associated with dpa is +Inferential
+Consequence.’® The combination &pa ovdv is found in 1 Th 5:6. BDAG gloss the combination “so then”
and observe, “here &. expresses the inference and oUv the transition™.!” This observation reflects the fact
that, as in many of the other examples, oOv introduces a distinct point that advances an earlier theme,
following intervening material introduced with y&p that was strengthening the previous point of the theme
line (v 5), while Gpa makes explicit that this new point is a logical consequence of the previous point (v 4),
together with the strengthening material.

That is why | characterise dpa oOv as +Inferential +Consequence +Distinctive.

The usual diagram reflects the flow of the argument.

5:4 «—Yap - 55
THESIS strengthening
material
|
doa odv
!
5:6

consequential
EXHORTATION

2. Qore, (épa) and o010

Whether ®ote introduces an infinitival clause or an independent clause or sentence, it constrains what
follows to be interpreted as the “result—actual, natural, conceived, intended”*® of what has previously been
stated, hence its characterisation as +Inferential +Result.

| point out in my ‘Therefore’ or ‘Wherefore’ article that, whereas there is a direct logical connection
between propositions linked by dpa, the logical relation with the context is less direct when (%ote introduces
an independent clause or sentence. Furthermore, the input for the result introduced by ®ote is often more
than one proposition.*®

Such is indeed the case in 1 Th 4:18. The exhortation to encourage each other with these words does not
relate directly to the propositions of 14-17. Rather, it corresponds primarily to the desire expressed in 13 that
the Thessalonians “not grieve as others do who have no hope”.

The usual diagram seeks to capture the general flow of the argument in 13-18:

4:13 «— yap, 011 - 4:14-17
indirect explanations
EXHORTATION

|
“Qote

!
4:18
concluding
EXHORTATION

18 |_evinsohn, ‘Therefore’ or ‘“Wherefore’, 331.
"BDAG, 127 §2b.

8 porter, Idioms, 234.

19 |_evinsohn, ‘Therefore’ or ‘Wherefore’, 334-35.
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BDAG consider 816 to be derived from 81’ 8,% so | treat it as a member of the set of connectives that are
made up of 1 plus the accusative and are used for “cause”.?* Although Porter is right to claim that it not
clear that 516 is used as a subordinator in the NT,?? material that it introduces still retains some of the
characteristics of a “continuative” relative clause® (hence the label +Continuative). It typically introduces
an expository or hortatory THESIS that is inferred from what has already been stated.

More to the point, the material introduced by d10 does not move the argument on to a new point
(contrast o0v) or, to quote what | said last time about 8¢, what follows is NOT to be understood as
“distinctive material that is relevant to the author’s story or argument”.24

Often, this is because the information introduced by 810 is not new to the readers.Such is the case in 1
Th 5:11. Paul has already called on the Thessalonians to “encourage each other with these words” (4:18).
So, although 5:11 is in an inferential relationship to its context, it does not move the argument on from the
point made in 4:18. This effect can be captured in English by a rendering such as ‘That is why you are to
encourage one another...’, which is how 816 has been translated in a number of other passages where it is
clear that the same point is being made as before (e.g., Rom 4:22 (9; ‘That is why...’—NIV), Rom 13:5 (1,
‘That is why...”—NEB), Rom 15:22 (1:13; “This is why...’—NIV) and 2 Cor 12:10 (11:23ff; ‘That is
why..."—NIV).%

In turn, this implies that NIV is correct not to separate 1 Th 5:1-11 from 4:13-18 (contrast GNB, which
divides the passage in two by inserting a title at 5:1).

1 Th 3:1 also begins with 10 and, once again, the relation to the context is inferential (see 2:17-20). This
time, the reason 810 is appropriate is because Paul’s readers already know that he had sent Timothy to them,
which resulted in him being left alone in Athens (see below on dud Totto used with the same effect in
3:5).%

(The continuative nature of 510 is reflected in the consistent way in which modern translations into
English keep 3:1-5 in the same section as 2:17-20.)

The same is true when d10 introduces an OT quote, as in Eph 5:14. Paul is not moving on to the next point
in his argument, but citing Scripture in support of his current point. NIV is among the many English versions

that capture this by translating ‘That is why... 2

Ph 2:9 also contains 610. I write, “Because 510 does not move the argument on to a new point, it may be
used to indicate an inferential relationship within material that supports a THESIS. ... I follow Hendriksen
and Banker in understanding vv. 6-11 to be supportive of the exhortations of vv.1-5. AL kat in v.9 ... then
provides an inferential link between the two parts of this supportive material.”?® Furthermore, the material
introduced by 810 is probably already known to the readers—something that would be captured by a
translation such as, ‘That is why God exalted him to the highest place...’.

Application to translations into English. ‘Therefore’ suggests that what follows is a new point in the
argument, so is often an inappropriate rendering of 510, which does NOT move the argument on to a new

point. ‘That is why...” will often capture the constraint on interpretation conveyed by the presence of 810.%°

0 BDAG, 250.

2! Wallace, Daniel B., Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament (Zondervan, 1995), 369.
22 porter, Idioms, 209.

2 Winer, Treatise, 680.

% |evinsohn, Discourse Features, §5.1 . 72].

% See also Lk 1:35 (see 32), Ac 20:31 (28), Ac 27:25 (22), Ac 27:34 (33), 2 Co 2:8 (7), Ga 4:31 (28), 2 Pe 1:10 (5-7), 2 Pe 3:14
(11-12).

% See also Mt 27:8 (known place name; ‘That is why...”—NIV et al), Lk 7:7 (‘That is why..."—NIV), Ac 10:29 (‘That is why...’
—NEB) and Ac 25:26 (known by observation).

%" See also Ep 4:8 (‘This is why..."—NIV, NLT) and Ja 4:6 (‘That is why’—NIV).

2 evinsohn, ‘Therefore’ or “Wherefore’, 330.

% See 2 Cor 1:20, 2 Cor 4:16 and Philemon 8 in the NLT.
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3. Awa toiiro

Like 810, dud toDto consists of d1¢ and the accusative. | have argued elsewhere that, when used
anaphorically, the referent of the proximal demonstrative ottog is thematic and salient.*

In 1 Th 3:7, for instance, the referent of 610 ToDT0 is Timothy’s report of his visit to the Thessalonians (6),
which is Paul’s current concern in the epistle.

Because tolito is singular, it is to be expected that its referent will also be specific (hence the
characterisation +Inferential +Specific Thematic). In the case of 3:7, Paul “uses the singular, so that he is
gatherin391 up the faith and the love and the good remembrance and the eager desire to see him into one
whole”.

Like 610, d1d ToDT0 is continuative when anaphoric in the Pauline epistles; i.e., it does NOT introduce a
new point in the argument. So, in 3:5, it introduces material that Paul has already stated in 2 (koi
¢réupapev Tuud0eov. . ). %

Prior to 5, obtog has already been used twice to refer to the theme of these afflictions (3), so the referent

probably remains the same in 5. “Paul was saying that, because he knew that the Thessalonians were being persecuted,

he was anxious about them”.*]

In 2:13, in contrast, dui TodTo is cataphoric, pointing forward to and giving focal prominence to the
material introduced by &tu in the rest of the verse.

4. Totyapoiv

Touvyapolv (+Inferential +Emphatic +Distinctive) is used twice in the NT (1 Th 4:8, Heb 12:1) and
Westfall’s gloss “for that very reason then”** brings out the three elements that make up this complex
connective: emphatic Tol (“marker of emphasis on the reliability of a statement™*°), treatment of what has
just been stated as strengthening the THESIS that it introduces (yép), and oOv to constrain what follows to be
interpreted as a distinct point that advances Paul’s argument in an inferential way.

Such an analysis is consistent with its use in 1 Th 4:8. | have elsewhere stated that it “raws an inference
specifically from the supportive proposition of 7 that was introduced with ydp... “So then in verse 8 ... is a
strong and unusual expression which leads the reader to expect (rightly) that Paul is about to say his last
word on the present subject”.®® It is an implied consequence of not heeding commands.®

The argumentation of 1-8 is shown in the usual diagram.

4:1 «—yébp - 4:2-7
EXHORTATION strengthening
material
I
ToLya.pobV
|
| 4:8 |

5. Strengthening conjunctions: ydp, 61t and oot
The following definitions distinguish inferential from strengthening connectives.
['Gp is a generic strengthening connective that “support[s] a THESIS by introducing a reason, ground or

explanation... It does NOT indicate a specific logical relation.”® Consequently, it is characterised simply as
+Strengthening.

% evinsohn, Stephen H., ‘Towards a Unified Linguistic Description of ovtoc and ékelvog’. In The Linguist as Pedagogue:
Trends in the Teaching and Linguistic Analysis of the Greek New Testament, edited by Stanley E. Porter and Matthew Brook
O’Donnell (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2009), 212.

%1 Morris, Leon, The First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians (revised edition). (Grand Rapids MI: Eerdmans, 1991), 102.
%2 “That is why’—NLT.

%% Gray, Sharon (ed.), Translator’s Notes on 1 Thessalonians (Dallas: SIL International, 2002), **.

% Westfall, Prominence, 85.

% BDAG, 1009.

3 Ellingworth, Paul, and Eugene A. Nida, 4 Translator’s Handbook on Paul’s Letters to the Thessalonians (New York: United
Bible Societies, 1976), 83.

%" Levinsohn, Stephen H., Some Notes on the Information Structure and Discourse Features of 1 Thessalonians (Online at
www.sil.org/~levinsohns, 2009), 19.

% Levinsohn, Non-Narrative, §3.5.3.
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6t is generally NOT used inter-sententially (but see 2 Jn 7). However, | include it here for completeness. It
IS an interpretive use marker, showing that what follows relates back to and ‘interprets’ something that has
already been said or implied.*® When used as a logical connective, it introduces a reason or evidence for the
last assertion (THESIS).
In 1 Th 4:16, for instance, it ‘interprets’ 15 by introducing the reason why ‘we who are still alive, who
are left till the coming of the Lord, will certainly not precede those who have fallen asleep’ (15, NIV).
Contrast 4:15, where it ‘interprets’ cataphoric Totto by introducing what it was pointing forward to, and
is translated ‘that’.

dLotu is a combination of d1a (as in dud Todto) and Hu.

In 1 Th 2:8 “[A]n emphasis on the direct cause of the action is often conveyed” by the preposition S10
with an accusative.*® “Direct cause” perhaps also describes the function of d6tu here as a subordinator (also
in 18)... but doesn’t fit well in 4:6 (q.v.). Due to the fact that captures the relation well. “In the context of a
past event, a following aorist in a clause subordinated by 1ot should often be translated into English with

a pluperfect ... ‘due to the fact that (816tt) you had become so dear to us™.**

6. Other conjunctions used in 1 Th: kxai, 8¢ and diid

Cross-linguistically, the default way of connecting sentences in texts that are not organised chronologicall
is juxtaposition*? (asyndeton, if understood to mean not the omission, but the absence of a conjunction).”
This means that the presence of any conjunction in an epistle like 1 Th is significant and imposes a specific
constraint on interpretation.

Kai in non-chronological material is +associative/additive.**
Aé is +distinctive.*

AM\G is +adversative. Go through discussion of 1 Tim 6:17 (&AL&) and 1:9 (8¢) (Levinsohn, Discourse
Features, 87.1 p. 114f]).

Application
Eph 6:11-14 (g.v.). Explain the significance of using di& tofto in 13, but ovv in 14.

% evinsohn, Stephen H., Is &tu an interpretive use marker? In The Linguist as Pedagogue: Trends in the Teaching and Linguistic
Analysis of the Greek New Testament, edited by Stanley E. Porter and Matthew Brook O’Donnell, (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix
Press, 2009), 163-82; Levinsohn, Narrative, §7.10.

“Porter, Idioms, 150.

“! Levinsohn, 1 Thessalonians, 9.

“2 Levinsohn, Non-Narrative, §3.1.

*® Levinsohn, Discourse Analysis, §7.2 [118].

* Levinsohn, Discourse Features, §7.3 [124-26].

** Levinsohn, Discourse Features, §7.1 [112-14].



