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ABSTRACT

A Corpus-Linguistic Verb Analysis of the Pauline Letters:
The Contribution of Verb Patterns to Pauline Letter Structure

Philip D. Burggraff
McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton, Ontario
Doctor of Philosophy, 2011

This dissertation addresses the question of whether the empirical data gathered
from an analysis of verb categories within the primary clauses of the Pauline corpus
reveals letter structure. It begins with a discussion of the classification and structuring of
the ancient Greek letter, with focus on the New Testament letter tradition. It shows that
no real consensus has been reached concerning the classification and structure of ancient
letters, especially the New Testament letters. This lack of consensus serves as the impetus
for attempting a different approach for the description of Pauline letter structure. After
providing a brief description and history of corpus linguistics and its application to New
Testament studies, a corpus linguistic application similar to one presented by Douglas
Biber is suggested to analyze the verb patterns within the Pauline letter corpus. This is
accomplished by analyzing and describing the patterns revealed in each of the letters of
the Pauline corpus and then comparing them with attempts made within Greek texts,
Bible translations, and commentaries at structuring the letters. This analysis not only

reveals verbal patterns but also discovers other key features found within the primary

clauses that seem to contribute to the structure of the letters, such as conjunctions,

iv



formulaic verbs, and vocatives/nominatives of address. The combination of the verb
patterns and the occurrence of these features leads to the presentation of structural
outlines for each of the letters within the Pauline corpus according to a five-part (letter
opening; thanksgiving; body; parenesis; and letter closing) letter structure. With these
structural parts established, the verb occurrences within each part are counted to test
whether the verbal categories of mood, person-number, and aspect contribute to the
structuring of the Pauline letter. The tracking of these occurrences reveals a statistically
significant shift between the body and parenetic section of the letters. This further

validates the assumption that verb patterns contribute to the structuring of Paul’s letters.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO GREEK LETTERS

The impetus for the ancient letter is somewhat unparalleiled in our modern world
where cellular phones, text-messaging, and e-mail make it all too convenient to enter into
conversation with someone else. In the ancient world, when one person needed to tell
something to another person, but could not immediately do so face to face, the letter
served as an appropriate medium to relay information. In fact, this is how John White
defines the ancient letter: “The letter arises because of the inability of two or more parties
to communicate face to face. Thus, the letter becomes the written means of keeping oral
conversation in motion.”' In combining the contextual and formal characteristics that
make a text a letter, Michael Trapp writes,

A letter is a written message from one person (or set of people) to another,

requiring to be set down in a tangible medium, which itself is to be physically

conveyed from sender(s) to recipient(s), by the use at beginning and end of one of

a limited set of conventional formulae of salutation (or some allusive variation on

them) which specify both parties to the transaction. One might also add, by way

of further explanation, that the need for a letter as a medium of communication

normally arises because the two parties are physically distant (separated) from

each other, and so unable to communicate by unmediated voice or gesture; and

that a letter is normally expected to be of relatively limited length.
From these definitions, it is apparent that ancient letters served a practical function as

well as being differentiated by formal characteristics. Koskenniemi similarly points out

that the essence of ancient letter writing was the maintenance of friendship

" White, “New Testament Epistolary Literature,” 1731.
* Trapp. Greek and Latin Letters, 1.



(philophronesis); whereby two individuals that had previously shared life experiences
could once again be present with each other through the device of letter writing
(parusia).’ The letter, then, serves a conversational purpose (homilia) between the writer
and addressee as this friendship is maintained.” Letter writing was usually a solitary
endeavor, either written by the author him/herself or using a secretary.’ It was an
important part of life in the Greco-Roman world because, by the use of letters,
correspondence was kept between families, military officials, and government leaders.’
This chapter discusses the classification and structure of both Greco-Roman and
New Testament letters. It will become obvious that no real consensus has been reached
in these matters, especially in relation to the structure of New Testament letters. This
frustrating position will lead to the positing of the thesis of this dissertation concerning a
proposed model for empirically describing the structure and classification of Paul’s

letters.

Pertinent Issues concerning First Century Greek Letters

Background to the Ancient Letter

Because of the archaeological findings of the past century, scholars have

recognized the letter as a popular form of communication within the ancient world at the

3 Koskenniemi, Studien, 35.

4 Koskenniemi, Studien, 38.

3 Koskenniemi, Studien, 42.

¢ Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 1.

7 White (Light) provides a succinct collection of ancient non-literary letters that reveals individuals from
different levels of society engaged in the process of producing letters. Examples of letters between
government officials include PHib 1 40, PHib I 41, PHib 1 43, PYale 33 (letters 1< in White, Light). The
Zenon correspondence represents a sample of business letters between a finance minister and his personal
agent (letters 5-26 in Light), including some lengthier letters such as PCairZen I 59015 (letter 6 in Light),
PSI V 502 (letter 18 in Light), and PCol IV 66 (letter 22 in Light). Family letters include correspondence
between siblings (PAmh II 135 and PMich VI 481, letters 108 and 112 in Light) and soldiers with family
members (PMich VIII 464; POxy XII 1481; SelPap I 112; BGU 11 632; PMich VIII 490-1; PMich VIII
466: these represent letters 101-105 in Light).



time both the Old and New Testaments were written. The impetus for the emergence of
letter writing in ancient times was the need for communication for officials ruling in large
states and kingdoms.®* Most Old Testament correspondence fits into this diplomatic letter
type (1 Kgs 5:2-6; 5:8-9; 2 Chronicles 2:3-10 and 2:11-15). Individual states also
directed many of their affairs through the exchange of administrative letters back and
forth between superiors and subordinates at any level of government.” With the
emergence of papyrus as an inexpensive writing material on which to compose letters, the
“non-official” use of letters started to become prevalent within Greco-Roman society.'
While the letter allowed communication between two parties separated by
distance, the ancient epistolary theorists still recognized two problems with this mode of
communication. First, a reader could more easily misinterpret the letter than a
conversation; and second, the recipient could not ask for immediate clarification from the
writer.!! Thus, the theorists maintained that above all clarity was the most essential
aspect in writing a letter.'” In the first extensive discussion on letter writing, Pseudo-

Demetrius (third century B.C.E. to third century C. E.)"” said that epistolary style should

® White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 85.

® White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 86.

' White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 86

" White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 86.

2 At both the beginning and ending of his discussion on epistolary style, Demetrius (De Elocutione, §223
and §235) epitomizes literary style as clear or plain 1oyvdg): 'Emnel 8¢ ol 0 émotolxrig xaeartiQ
JeltaL loyvotnTog, ®ol meEL avTod AéEopev (223) and Kabohou 8¢ pepixbw 1) ¢motohd] atd thv
gounvelav éx duolv Yo RaxTHEOLY TOVTOLY, TOD TE Y 0QievTtog nai ToD ioyvoD (235). The discussion on
epistolary style is found within the lengthier unit concerning plain style (16} voc) that runs from §190—
§239. Pseudo-Libanius (Characteres Epistolici, §48) also highlights the need for clarity, which should be
present in all discourse, especially epistolary discourse: xoopglv 0¢ del TV EmoTOANY cagnvelq te
LAMOTO ROl CUVTOU(Q LEPETENUEVT) ROl AQYALOUD AEEEWY. cadivela YaQ GyadT) uév fyEUmV
TAVTOG AOYOU, HAAOTO O ETLOTOATC.

 White (Light. 189) suggests that the third century B.C.E. to third century C.E. dating for this work.
Stowers (Letter Writing, 34) narrows this dating down to a probable date of the first century B.C.E.
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be plain and written as if it were one of the two sides of a dialogue (De Eloc. 223)."* This
led theorists to advise against using affected styles common to oration and rhetoric and
against using the letter for a technical subject.”” Yet, as time passed, letter writers
incorporated treatises and essays into the letter-form to instruct their audience through a
variety of means. '®

Due to the archaeological findings of the past century within the confines of the
Greco-Roman world, especially within Egypt, there exist today a substantial number of
letters, mainly written on papyrus, to analyze and compare, ranging greatly in length.
Papyrus documents have been found primarily in three sources: rubbish heaps, ancient
collapsed buildings, and tombs and cemeteries (in the Fayum cemeteries of Egypt it was
customary to wrap mummies in old discarded papyri)."”” According to Richards’
numbers, there are approximately 14,000 extant private papyrus letters in Greco-Roman
antiquity. These range in size from the shortest at 18 words to the longest at 209 words.
The average length of a papyrus private letter is 87 words. Literary masters wrote longer

letters. For instance, the shortest letter by Cicero is 22 words in length, and the longest is

14 Referencing the comment made by Aristotle’s letter editor, Artemon, Demetrius (De Elocutione, §223)
writes, “AQTépmY piv 0DV O Tdg AQLoTOTELOVS Gvayedpag EmoTolds dnowv, d 8l &v Td avTd
T0OTY SLAAOYOV Te YAdewy ®al EmOToAGg: elval yag Ty EmMGTOM)v 0loV TO £TEQoV PEQOG TOD
owardyov.”

13 White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 86. Demetrius (De Elocutione, §225) chides one who would write a
letter in which he is conversing with a friend and would choose to use language similar to oratorial speech
like Aristotle. He concludes by saying, “6 yap oUtwg diakeydpevog émndemvupéve éounev pdhiov, ov
horotvt.” He also argues, §228, that letters that lengthen beyond their bounds are not in truth letters at all
but treatises: “To 8¢ puéyebog cuveotahbw g Emotoliig, Bomep xal 1) MELS. al 98 dyav paxgal xal
TQOOETL RATA THY EQUNVElOV OYRMOEOTEQOL OV pd THV aAOeLaV £TuoTOAAL YEVOLVTO GV, GAAG
OUYYOQRUOTO TO YOQELY EXOVTa MQOCYEYQUUUEVOV, n0OdneQ TV [TAdTwvog oAl ®ai 1)
Bovxrudidov.”

' White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 86. Refining Demetrius’ earlier assessment that letters could not be
lengthy (De Elocutione, §228), Pseudo-Libanius (Characteres Epistolici, §50) maintains that length must
be proportional to the subject being described: “t0 uév oUv_pnéyeBog Tig EMOTOMG (g OGS TAL
TRaypotTa, %ol OV TAVTIMG TO MANBog ®abdmep xaxiav atypdlery nardv, Ahhd del xai Tvog
EmMOTOAOG QUITOUNRUVELY £V xaUE® TTROG TNV drattodoay yoelov. . .

" White, Light, 4.
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2,530 words in length, with the average letter containing 295 words. Seneca’s shortest
letter is 149 words, and his longest is 4,134 words, with an average letter length of 995
words. Yet, none of the literary masters can even compare with the letters of the apostle
Paul. Paul’s shortest letter (Philemon) is 335 words in length, and his longest letter
(Romans) is 7,114 words in length, with an average of 2,495 words per letter.'® These
figures seem to suggest that while one may compare Paul’s letters to other ancient letters,
the length of his letters indicate that he was either going into greater detail or trying to
accomplish something with his letters that the vast majority of ancient letter writers never

attempted.

The Classification of Ancient Letters

The classification of Greek letters has proven a difficult task. On this difficulty,
Nils Dahl states, “Letters can be classified according to several criteria which often
overlap: writing materials; mode of preservation; private, official, or public character;
level of style; and what was most important to ancient letter theory — occasion, scope, and
mood.”" In his discussion of letters, Stirewalt orders his discussion along the lines of
personal letters versus official letters.” His discussion focuses on the societal level of the
writer and recipient as well as the different circumstances surrounding the delivery of the
letter. Richards speaks in terms of public and private letters.”’ He focuses on whether or
not the letter was intended to be received and read in and by the public, or whether the

letter was written for a family member or friend. These simple classifications are

'® Richards, Paul and First-Century Letter Writing, 163.

" Dahl, “Letters,” 539.

*® See especially Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 1-24.
*! Richards, Paul and First-Century Letter Writing, 122-7.
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delineated in greater detail in both ancient and modern approaches to the classification of

ancient letters.

Ancient Letter Classifications

Classification of ancient letters goes back to the Greco-Roman world. Possibly as
early as the first century B.C.E., rhetoricians were classifying letters according to the
functions they served. While epistolary theory belonged to the domain of the
rhetoricians, letter writing was not originally part of their rhetorical systems.* Thus,
letter writing drew the interest of rhetoricians but only gradually attached itself to the
rhetorical systems.” The extant handbooks of epistolary theory that have come down
through history give practical instruction in letter writing, but the type of letter writing
described was reserved for advanced students.** According to Pseudo-Demetrius, letters
could be written in a number of styles, but they should fit the particular circumstance to
which they are addressed.”> The author listed the following epistolary types which are
named after the style to which they belong: Grhndg (friendly), cvotartindg
(commendatory), pepmtinog (blaming), oveldrotindg (reproachful), mogapvdntirodg
(consoling), émuTiunTixdg (censorious), vouBetntixds (admonishing), dmelAntinog
(threatening), \extindg (vituperative), £rouvetindg (praising), CUPBOVAEVTIROG
(advisory), supplicatory (dEuwpatindc), éowtnuatirds (inquiring), responding
(dmopavtindg), AAAnyoowrds (allegorical), aittohoyinds (accounting), xotnyoQLrog

(accusing), doloynTirnodg (apologetic), ouyyaentindg (congratulatory), elpwvindg

22 Malherbe, Ancient Epistolary Theorists, 2.

> Malherbe, Ancient Epistolary Theorists, 3.

** Malherbe, Ancient Epistolary Theorists, 4.

% Pseudo-Demetrius, Tvnot Emotolixoi, proem line 1ff., “T@v émotohxdv tomwv, @ Hoaxhe(dn,
£xOvIwv TV Beweloy 100 cuvestdvat PEv amd TAELOVRV eldGOV, avafdiiecOol &t £x T@OV del TEOg
TO TOEOV APUOLOVTIWV,”
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(ironic), and dmevyaQLotnds (thankful) * Producing a later classification of letters,
Pseudo-Libanius identifies 41 unique letter types.”’

Another type of letter being produced at this time was the fictitious letter.
Because of the interest in the theory of letter writing and the impact of the sophists and
rhetors on their students, individuals wrote fictitious letters for two main reasons. Some
(Aelian, Alciphron and Philostratus) composed “imaginary” or “comic” letters to practice
their own skill and further develop their own argumentation and rhetoric. Others wrote
letters attributed to famous historical or philosophical characters in order to “show a clear
affinity with the historical declamation, in which a famous figure is made to speak ‘in
character’ in some defined situation.”® These fictitious letters have received little
attention in the description of Greco-Roman letter writing, but some have seen in them a

correlation with letters purported to be written by an individual like Paul *

26 The translations for these terms are taken from Malherbe, Ancient Epistolary Theorists, 30-31. These are
further explained and illustrated in Tv7wor Emorodixor §§1-21 found on pp. 32-41 in Malherbe; for
further introduction and discussion concerning these Ietter types, see Klauck, Ancient Letters, 194-205.
" Pseudo-Libanius (Characteres Epistolici, §4 line 2) lists the following (translations are Malherbe’s,
Ancient Epistolary Theorists, 66): moQowvetinf] (paraenetic); pepmmirt] (blaming); sagaxinmian
(requesting); ouatotixd (commending); elgwvinn (ironic); evyopLotiat} (thankful); prhwxd) (friendly);
gunnf] (praying); amethnminn (threatening); dmopvntx (denying); mogayyehpatixy (commanding);
petapueAnTixd (repenting); dvediotind (reproaching); cupnadnuxy (sympathetic); Oegameutixm
(conciliatory); ouyyagntry] (congratulatory); T@aAOYLOTLXY) (Contemptuous); AVTEYHANULOTLRT
(counter-accusing); avtemmotahtixnf (replying); maoSuvrind (provoking); rapapudnixd (consoling);
VPoLoTd (insulting); dmayyehtxt (reporting); oyethaotivg (angry); mpesfevtin (diplomatic);
gmoLveTird (praising); dudaonalwd] (didactic); eheyxrtix (reproving); daAntixy) (maligning);
grutipnmnt] (censorious); €QwTnuatikn (inquiring); mogabageuvtiri (encouraging); &vabetini
(consulting); dmopavtirs| (declaratory); orwsttixt} (mocking); HETELROTIXY (Submissive); aiviypatinn
(enigmatic); Dropvnonrn (suggestive): hummmxn (grieving); éowtind] (erotic); wuxti) (mixed). Pseudo-
Libanius goes on to briefly characterize each of these types in §§5—45. Of interest here is his last style,
pxt) {mixed), which he further defines in §45 as “fjv £x dtadgdowv yaQaxrtHomv cuviot®pev,” which
indicates that the ancients recognized that certain letters did not exhibit one particular style throughout but
could be composites of these other styles.

28 Costa, Greek Fictional Letters, Xii.

? Costa, Greek Fictional Letters, xv.
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Recent Classifications of Greco-Roman Letters

Over the last century, numerous scholars have provided their own classifications
of Greek letters. While the ancient classifications indicated by Pseudo-Demetrius and
Pseudo-Libanius consist of numerous letter types, the more recent classifications provide
considerably fewer letter forms. These recent smaller classifications are due to the
recognition that the ancient handbooks on letter writing were not trying to provide a
complete list of unique letter types but rather the various styles a letter writer could
employ in given situations and circumstances.* In what follows, various individuals will
be discussed concerning their understanding and contribution to the classification of
Greco-Roman Jetters. The discussion will begin with Deissmann’s controversial
differentiation between the letter and the epistle, followed by the classification schemes

proposed by numerous scholars within the past few decades.

Deissmann’s differentiation between letter and epistie

While addressing the classification of New Testament letters, Adolf Deissmann,
at the beginning of the twentieth century, initiated a significant change in how ancient
letters are understood. Responding to the position that the New Testament was composed
almost exclusively of small literary works, he attempted to swing the pendulum in the
complete opposite direction through his interpretation of the non-literary papyri. In the
everyday life depicted by the papyri, Deissmann found nothing in these scraps of paper
that led him to believe that the average person was writing literature; on the contrary,

these scraps simply depicted real life.

% Koskenniemi, Studien, 62; White, Light, 190.
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In response to these findings, Deissmann posited two distinct entities: the letter

and the epistle. Defining the letter, he wrote,
A letter is something non-literary, a means of communication between persons
who are separated from each other. Confidential and personal in its nature, it is
intended only for the person or persons to whom it is addressed, and not at all for
the public or any kind of publicity. . .. There is no essential difference between a
letter and an oral dialogue >

In contrast to the letter, Deissmann defined the epistle as follows:
An epistle is an artistic literary form, a species of literature, just like the dialogue,
the oration, or the drama. It has nothing in common with the letter except its
form; apart from that one might venture the paradox that the epistle is the opposite
of a real letter. The contents of an epistle are intended for publicity — they aim at
interesting “the public.”*

For Deissmann, the letter was a piece of life, while the epistle was merely a literary

t> Deissmann’s differentiation between the personal letter and the literary epistle

produc
serves as a starting point for most of the letter classifications that follow >

Deissmann’s polarizing approach to ancient letter classification opens itself up to
criticism. Positively, he brought the common non-literary letters into focus, which
enabled the New Testament letters to be compared with them instead of just in
comparison with the highly stylized literary letters of the Greco-Roman world. This has
proven to show a great deal of similarity between features found in the non-literary letters

and the New Testament letters.’> While he provided an important corrective through his

reliance on the non-literary papyri, he seems to have swung the pendulum too far and

*! Deissmann, Light, 218.

32 Deissmann, Light, 220.

3 Deissmann, Light, 221.

3 Deissmann’s differentiation between epistle and letter will be further discussed later in this chapter
within the discussion of the relation of New Testament letters to ancient epistolary letters.

3> Murphy-O’Connor (Paul the Letter-Writer) recognizes this contribution when he writes. “The point of
the distinction, as far as Deissmann was concerned, was to force those among his contemporaries, who
thought of the new testament writings as something apart and therefore timeless and rootless, to recognize
that what Paul wrote were letters, a medium of genuine communication and part of real life in the mid-first
century A.D.”
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overemphasized their importance to the letter writing process. First, letter writing found
in provincial Egyptian towns should not be seen as representative of all Greco-Roman
letter writing, especially as it may have been practiced in Hellenistic cultural centers like
Corinth or Ephesus.36 Second, Deissmann’s distinction between the private letter and
public epistle for either Greco-Roman society or New Testament literature is highly
suspect, since Paul’s letters seem to represent both private and public correspondence .’
Today, most scholars reject Deissmann’s complete contrast between the letter and
the epistle as representative of two distinct types of literature. It would seem better to
view the literary and non-literary features of a letter as two poles on a single continuum,

which can be used to classify individual letters *®

Doty’s letter types

Before describing the use of the ancient Greek epistolary handbooks, Doty
provides the “range of epistolary types” that are found in the handbooks and other literary
remains from the Hellenistic world.* He lists and describes five letter types. The business
letter represents the first type in which everyday business communication was carried out
including the writing of contracts, surveys, and wills and testaments.* Second, official

letters consist of the correspondence directed by a ruler or leading official, including

3 Stowers, Letter Writing, 18-19.

¥ Stowers, Letter Writing, 19. Further Stowers notes that to these two could be added a third criticism
concerning Deissmann’s “romanticized” view of the letter writing process that he saw for private letters
versus the conventionality and artificiality he thought the literary letters possessed. As Porter and Pearson
(“Genres of the New Testament,” 150) point out, “Of course, this delineation really had more to do with the
perceived social make-up of society at the time of the New Testament writings, reflecting contemporary
German Romantic ideas of natural religion and the stagnancy of the church at the time, against which the
idealized New Testament Church was held up as an example. Had Paul been shown to be ‘literary’
(meaning ‘upper class’, ‘conventional’ or ‘hierarchical’), then the whole contention that there was an ideal
pattern of an early Church which could be emulated in modern times would have disappeared.”

¥ Pearson and Porter (“Genres of the New Testament,” 151) recommend such an approach.

* Doty, Letters, 5.

“ Doty, Letters, 5.
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juristic decisions and military communications. These letters convey the presence of the
ruler and could be used to direct or inform a large body of people in one
correspondence.* Third, public letters were composed by ancients in order to influence
public opinion, and these usually represent pleas, apologies, or attempts at persuasion. A
normal feature of these letters is the suggestion of intimacy with the addressee by which
the author tries to lend credence to his plea.42 Fourth, the non-real letter mainly consists
of pseudonymous letters which are written under the name of individual who is not
actually the author of the letter. Doty maintains that these letters were not thought of as
forgeries or falsifications by ancients as much as “legitimate extensions” of the original
writer used to express how the stated author may have written, in order to meet
“apologetic needs, or to supply biograghical or edifying information.”® Fifth, the
discursive letter, standing at the opposite end of the ancient letter spectrum from the
private letter, represents the group of letters commonly called letter essays, which include
various astrological and scientific communications as well as paraenetic didactic letters
used to provide advice on how one should live.* Recognizing the commercial and
political motivation of many of these letters, Doty maintains that in many cases these
letters are of little direct relevance for the study of the Christian letters.”

Doty’s approach narrows the number of letter types down to a reasonable size
compared to the ancient classifications, while at the same time avoiding Deissmann’s

over-simplistic approach of distinguishing only between the real/non-literary letter and

* Doty, Letters, 6. He further adds that these letters could make for interesting comparison with the letters
of early Christianity since in these letters an authoritative figure is directing a large body or community, a
similar situation to the earlier church communities.

“ Doty, Letters, 6.

* Doty, Letters, 6-7.

* Doty, Letters, 7-8.

* Doty, Letters, 5.
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the unreal/ literary epistie. Yet, his approach seems to alienate the New Testament letters,
and the subsequent letter tradition that it initiated, from categorization. They seem closest
to the public letter or the discursive letter. Yet, the New Testament tradition, especially
the Pauline letters, do not feel forced or contrived but seem to be describing real
situations.”® If they cannot be placed within one of these categories, how can features that
typify these categories be used to interpret the New Testament letters? Doty’s approach
seems to create categories, then, that dismiss a large representative group, the New

Testament letter tradition, from categorization.

John White’s four types of letters

Along more formalistic lines, White classifies the Greek letter according to fixed
patterns and stereotyped phrases. He lists four types of letters: letters of introduction and
recommendation, petitions, family letters, and royal letters of diplomacy.” The functions
of both the letter of recommendation and the petition are similar in that both are
requesting something from the recipient; they differ essentially in that the author of the
recommendation letter writes from a position of equality with the recipient, while the
author of the petition writes from a position of inferiority.® The family letter is
addressed to some member of the family and basically deals with the welfare of the
parties involved (both author and recipient).*” The royal letter was issued by the king and
was sent to either an individual or city in order to present the decree the king was making

in regards to the recipient. In general, in the Greco-Roman world, individuals wrote

* While Deissmann may have gone too far in highlighting this aspect of the Pauline letters, he shows that
these letters represent real life situations.

*7 White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 88. He provides a similar classification (Light, 193-97) but replaces the
royal letter with the classification of memoranda, which are not petitions but rather “are intended to be
reminders of future business” or “about business dealt with in the past” (197).

* White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 90-91.

¥ White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 93.
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letters to 1) convey information, 2) request or command/instruct something, and 3)
enhance or maintain personal contact.”

As will become evident from later discussion of and interaction with White, he
relies heavily on the impact that formal features play within the letters themselves. This
leads to his broad categorization of letters. Yet, reliance on such broad categories seems
to eliminate the differentiation between similar letters, at least according to formalistic
criteria.” Further, within such a scheme, the New Testament letter tradition seems to
avoid categorization, since it would prove difficult to locate a New Testament letter
completely within one of these four categories. White’s letter classification moves toward

formal criteria, but still does not seem to encompass the New Testament letter tradition.

Stirewalt’s classification of the official letter

Because of the variety within his broad categories of personal and official letters,
Stirewalt has further classified the official letter. The first class of official letter is that
which substitutes for a speech. This type stemmed from the context of the city-state in
which an orator was not able to present his speech before the assembly in person. It thus
became necessary to write the speech out, which could not escape the epistolary
context.” The second class evolved when kingdoms replaced city-states. The kings
needed to communicate with their officials throughout the empire in order to conduct the

affairs of state. Eventually, lesser officials used these administrative letters to conduct

% White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 95; White, Light from Ancient Letters, 218-9. These parallel
Koskenniemi’s description of what the ancient letter accomplished (Srudien, 34-47).

> White (Light, 202-03) recognizes this and maintains that many of the ancient letters can be further
described by what types of epistolary styles (following the classification of a theorist such as Pseudo-
Demetrius) the body of the letter conveys. He also argues that many of the papyri letters fall within
Libanius’ mixed category.

52 Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 30.
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daily business.” The third class came into existence through the need for citizens to
communicate with officials. Because of the formality of dealing with a person of power,
these letters were influenced by the conventions of official letter writing.™

Such a classification points out an important aspect in relation to New Testament
letters, namely that they were written within a context in which the writer was superior to
those to whom he was writing. Thus, one would theoretically expect to find parallels
within royal/official correspondence and the writings of the New Testament. At the same
time, many official letters deal with subject matter that finds little similarity with what is
found in the New Testament letters.> Stirewalt’s emphasis on the official letter, while

helpful, seems limited in its applicatory impact on the whole of New Testament letters.

Aune and Klauck’s three letter types

Aune and Klauck believe the Greco-Roman letter can be categorized within three
letter types: private/documentary letters (Aune) or nonliterary (Klauck), official letters,
and literary letters.® The private/documentary or nonliterary letters are those represented
by the thousands of personal correspondence found in the sands of Egypt relating the
day-to-day happenings of the average person living in the last centuries B.C.E. and first
centuries C.E. These letters are determined by their function and can be categorized as

(1) letters of request or petition, (2) letters of information, (3) letters of introduction, (4)

%3 Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 30.

3% Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 31.

% For instance, the four letters that could be considered diplomatic letters in White, Light, PHib I 40, PHib 1
41, PHib 143, PYale 33 (letters 1-4), share very little similarity in either content or length to New
Testament letters. CPJud 11 153 (letter 88 in Light), a letter from the emperor Claudius to the Alexandrians.
reflects a length that is consistent with New Testament letters, but the way in which Claudius speaks places
him in an elevated position that rarely comes across within the New Testament tradition. This is seen in the
almost exclusive use of first person singular reference with the Claudius’ letter versus Paul’s use of both
first person singular and plural reference by which he brings the audience into closer relationship with
himself.

* Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 161-9; Klauck, Ancient Letters, 67-71.
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letters of order and instruction, (5) family letters, and (6) business letters.”” Official
letters are those written by a government head to other officials, which were many times
published and displayed for public consumption.® Klauck differentiates within this
category of official letters, everyday official correspondence among lower level officials,
and diplomatic letters, royal or imperial letters that carry significant weight.”” The literary
letters are those that were written for literary means either as models or examples of
literary artistry. These have been mostly preserved as copies, rather than as actual
letters.®’ Within this category, Aune discusses letters of recommendation, letter-essays,
philosophical letters, novelistic letters, imaginative letters, and embedded letters.*

This approach seems to rely on formal features found within the letters as well as
the function the letter was trying to accomplish in order to classify a letter. However, it
still creates boundaries between the categories of letters that make it difficult to
categorize a particular letter that displays features found in more than one category. For
instance, how can features displayed in papyri letters be used to discuss letters that fall
more in line with a letter-essay? Creating boundaries between these categories would

again seem to make it difficult to adequately categorize New Testament letters.

Stowers’ functional typology

Stowers classifies the letters he discusses according to the following categories:

letters of friendship, family letters, letters of praise and blame, letters of exhortation and

> This list is from Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 162-3; Klauck (Ancient Letters,
68) produces a similar listing.

3 Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 164.

% Klauck, Ancient Letters, 69.

60 Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 165.

o Klauck, Ancient Letters, 69.

62 Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 166-9; Klauck (Ancient Letters, 69) produces a
similar list minus letters of recommendation.
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advice, letters of mediation, and accusing, apologetic, and accounting letters. He does so
based on the functional role letters played in Greco-Roman society and the classification
the ancient epistolary theorists gave to letters.”’ Further, he provides a number of
examples for each of these categories of letters including New Testament examples, non-
literary (documentary) letters, and literary letters.

Stowers approach seems to represent the clearest way in which to describe ancient
letters as well as New Testament letters. It allows for a particular letter to be analyzed
according to features found within either non-literary papyri or literary letters, such as
letter-essays. A possible problem, though, could arise if one tried to describe a lengthier
New Testament letter, which displays more than one of these functions, according to only
one category, thereby diminishing the role of the neglected function(s).

These various recent approaches embrace neither the tendency to list every
possible purpose accomplished through letter writing as a letter type (the ancient
epistolary handbooks) nor Deissmann’s overly simplistic distinction between the personal
letter and the literary epistle. At the same time, the differences in how they classify the
letters and the different emphases found within each approach reveals that ancient letter
classification is somewhat subjective * This leads further to disagreements over how to
apply these classifications to the understanding of New Testament letters, which will be

taken up after a discussion of the ancient letter structure.

8 Stowers, Letter Writing, 49-57.

* Klauck (Ancient Letters, 67) recognizes this when he states, “The multitude of letters that have come
down to us from antiquity presents us with considerable problems of classification that have not found a
single simple or widely accepted solution.”
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The Structure of the Ancient Letter

Many individuals have recognized the basic structure of the Greco-Roman letter
as displaying at minimum three parts: opening, body, and closing.* The essential feature
of the letter opening consists of the prescript (address/salutation) in which senders
identify themselves and greets the letter recipient. It also can include a health wish,”
which at times took on the form of a prayer (poox(vnpe).%’” In most letters of antiquity,
the letter closing typically stated “farewell” (either £00®00 or evTiye))®® to the
recipients and by the first century could also include a statement of “greetings”
(indicative or imperative, or both forms of the verb dondCeaBa).” The body of the
letter consists of the part of the letter in which the various styles or functions of the letter
would be displayed as the author accomplishes the purpose of the letter. Numerous
formulaic features have been identified within the letter body.”® Each of these parts has

received attention in its own right and needs to be discussed in more detail.

Exler’s Work on Letter Openings and Closings
In the early 20" century, Francis J. Exler wrote a dissertation that focused mainly
on the formulae found in the papyri from the third century B.C.E. to the third century

C.E. The main contribution of this work was in the areas of the opening and closing

% Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 162; Murphy-O’Connor, Paul the Letter-Writer,
45; Richards, Paul and First-Century Letter Writing, 45; Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, vii-viii;
White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 45; White, Form and Function, 7, White, “New Testament Epistolary
Literature,” 173 1.

% PMich VIII 476 (=White, Light 110), “mpd UEV TAVIOV EVYOUOL GE VYIAIVELY KL EDTUXELV pot,”
and PMich VIII 479 (=White, Light 111), “Tp0 MEV TAVIOV EVXOUOL O VYLHIVELY KO EVTVYELV.”

% PMich VIII 490 (=White, Light 104), “mp0 Taviog £ppocd pot HVYLEAvouso 10 TPOSKVVIIE GOV
OBV APl TEoL T0ig Oe0ig,” and SelPap 1 120 (=BGU 111 846, White, Light 114), “xol 810, TAVI®V
VYoMl GOl DYELOLVELY. TO TPOOKVHVINUD GOV.”

% For €ppwoo see PRyl IV 560 (=White, Light 21). Numerous other examples can be found in White,
Light; for edTUyL see PMich 1 29 (=White, Light 20).

% PMich VIII 476 (=White, Light 110), lines 23-30, include both greetings and requests to greet.

™ See note below on discussion of White's work in the letter body.
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formulae of papyri letters. Exler showed that the opening formulae of Greek letters
grouped according to the nature of the letter written. In familiar, business, and official
communications, the predominant opening formula is A—to B—yoipewv.” In petitions,
however, the formula used was “To B— yaipewv A—"" or “To B—from A— " In
those familiar letters with “A—to B— yaipewv,” the closing is marked by éppmco or
one of its modifications,” while the closing formula ebtvyel follows the opening

;7 and in petitions and similar documents, it or

formula “To B— yaipewv A—
Srevtvyel follows “To B—from A—.""® He also showed that, during the Roman period,
greetings at the end of letters were commonly added, sometimes accumulating to a rather
large size (e.g., Paul’s letters), and the final phrase in petitions was in many instances
very extensive through the use of a purpose clause or conditional clause with a genitive
absolute in the protasis.” While Exler moved the discussion of opening and closing

along, it was not until the latter part of the twentieth century that the structure of the

middle, or body, of the letter was analyzed.

White’s Three-part Letter Structure and Discussion of the Letter Body
John White’s dissertation focused on the body of the Greek letter, and in this

work he defined the body as “that part which comes immediately after opening

"V Exler, The Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, 133. Examples include PHib I 40 (= White, Light 1),
“TToAépmv “Apyuovdn xaipewy,” PHib 1 43 (=White, Light, 3), “KalAikriig * Apipovdn xaipewv,”
and SelPap 199 (=UPZ 1 66; PParis 43; White, Light, 40), “Zaparniov [Ttorepaion kol " ATollovie
TOIC GdeAQOig yuipev.”

> An Example is PMich 129 (=White 20), “Zvovi xaipev Zevyove,”

7 Exler, The Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, 133. Examples include PTebt 1 48 (=White, Light, 50),
“Meyyel xopoypaupatel Kepkeosipewg mapa “"Qpov kopdpyov” and CPJud 1T 151 (=BGU IV
1140; White, Light, 86), “T'aiwr Tvppaviol topd “Eiévou.”

7 So PHib 1 40 (= White, Light 1) and PHib 1 43 (=White, Light, 3), which both use £pp®c0.

7 So PMich 1 29 (=White 20), “edtivy1.”

76 Exler, The Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, 134.

" Exler, The Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, 136. In general, when a letter opening or closing is full of
content, this indicates that the sender and recipient were friends and maintenance of the friendship was
important to the writer (White, Light from Ancient Letters, 19).
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conventions and immediately before the closing formulas”; like the letter in general, the
body is made up of three parts: the body-opening, body-closing; and the body-middle.”
He characterizes the function of the body as follows:

The general function of the body is the imparting of information to someone at a
distance and the role that the respective body parts play in the execution of this
function may be stated as follows. The body-opening posits the basis of mutuality
(i.e., whither disclosing new information; recalling previous communication of
which both parties are cognizant; or reassuring the addressee about the present
status of a business matter; the body-opening introduces the most pressing matter
of mutual concern). The body-middle — once the basis of common concern has
been introduced — carries the message forward; either by developing its relevant
details, introducing new and equally important matters of mutual concern, or by
introducing new but less important matters. The role of the body-closing may be
grasped on the basis of the interaction of its two principal functions: (1) the means
whereby the principal motivation for writing is finalized (either by accentuating
or reiterating what was previously stated); (2) the means of establishing the basis
of future communication.”

To identify and differentiate the three parts of the body, White posits two criteria that
mark transition — stereotyped phraseology and position. The body-opening and closing
are major transitional sections of the body and are easily identified by their position
within the letter. The body-opening follows the completion of the letter opening
elements (salutation, greetings, health-wish, and proskynema formula) and introduces the
main motivation for writing the letter; the body-closing immediately precedes the closing
of the letter (health-wish, closing greetings, and the farewell proper) and in many
instances reemphasizes the principal motivation for the letter.** The body middle is

differentiated by numerous transitions through “phraseology.”®'

78 White, Form and Function of the Body, 8-9.

7 White, Form and Function of the Body, 64.

8 White, Form and Function of the Body, 65.

8! White (Light, 211) mentions a number transitional conventions within the letter body. These include
conjunctions such as 0¥V, 810, and 66¢ev, which typically transition from background to request. The
prepositional phrase mepi 8¢ plus the genitive is employed, according to White, to reply to some inquiry by
the recipient. Also, disclosure formulae such as yivwoke and yivédokewv oe 8€hw 611 can appear at the
beginning of new sections of text within the body. For the particular transitional phrases and wording that
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While the basic letter-form is a three-part structure, the various letter types have
their own letter form, based on the function of the letter. In relation to the letter of
petition, White posited a four-fold structure of opening, background, petition/request, and
closing.82 The opening contains such elements of salutation, lineage item, vocation item,
and residence item. The background is the most unstructured of the other four parts, but
it has at least one unit that delineates the occasion surrounding the writing of the petition.
The heart of the letter is the petition/request section, which is characterized as displaying
three key loci which have their own features peculiar to them. The first locus is the
address, which may consist of (1) a petition verb, (2) a conjunction connecting with the
background section, (3) and a pronominal object referencing the official being addressed.
The second locus is the request, which may contain (1) an infinitive clause, which
indirectly requests the official to act on behalf of the petitioner, (2) the desired action
anticipated in the request by means of an infinitive clause, a purpose clause, or the
combination of the two, and (3) the desired action qualified even further through the use
of an infinitive clause, purpose clause, or the combination of the two. The third locus is
the statement of the anticipated justice for the petitioner if the request is carried out by
means of a conditional construction, purpose clause, or a combination of the two.®¥ The
letter ends with the closing, which primarily is characterized by a word of farewell with
the possibility of attendant items such as a date formula or signature.

While White distinguishs differences in structure according to letter function in

his earlier writings, he gravitates back to a three-part structure in his later writings. This

sets off the body-middle, refer to White, Form and Function of the Body, 51-62. Differences in
phraseology also characterize the body-opening and body-closing (32-50).

*2 White, Form and Structure of the Official Petition, 13—19.

8 White, Form and Function of the Body, 15—18.
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can be seen in his consistent use of a three-part structure to describe each of the four
letter types discussed in Light from Ancient Letters.® Further, he describes the various
epistolary functions and letter elements in relation to the three parts of ancient letters:

letter opening, body, and letter closing.*’

Kim’s Five-Part Structure of Recommendation Letters

In his study on the letter of recommendation, Chan-Hie Kim expounded a five
part structure for this particular letter type. First, the opening consists of a salutation
formula and formula valetudinis. This is followed by the background section in which
the person being recommended is identified, and background proper (consisting of
reasons, motives, circumstances, and necessities) for the recommendation is given. The
third section is the request period in which the writer indicates “the favor he is asking of
the recipient on behalf of the recommended.”® This request period is usually comprised
of a request clause, a circumstantial or conditional clause, and a purpose or causal
clause ® The fourth unit is that of the expression of appreciation for responding to the
request period, and this exclamation of appreciation is absent in many recommendation

letters. Finally, the letter ends with closing valetudinis and a closing salutation.®

Stirewalt’s Three-part Pattern for the Official Letter
In his discussion of the official letter, Stirewalt orders his discussion around a
three-part pattern of letters: salutation, body, and subscription.” According to Stirewalt,

the salutation marks off whether the letter is to be understood as an official letter in

¥ White, Light from Ancient Letters, 193-7.

¥ White, Light from Ancient Letters, 198-211.
8 Kim, Form and Structure, 61.

¥ Kim, Form and Structure, 64.

8 Kim, Form and Structure, 7.

% Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 34.
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contrast to a family or personal letter. In the salutation of an official letter, the writer
introduces himself as an authority figure and addresses the audience as a corporate body
for which the author is the authority.” Stirewalt points out that in many letters it was
hardly necessary to fully identify oneself because the circumstances surrounding the
situation of the letter would not require such an identification (family relation, business
transaction, and ruler whom everyone knew).” Yet, in three types of letters, the sender
was fully identified. The first type of letter was that sent by the Roman emperor who did
this to highlight his own prestige. The second type was sent by citizens specifically
petitioning for official action to be done. The third type, in which full address of the
sender was given, was written by those who held a high office yet were responsible to a
higher official for the jurisdiction of the addressees under their own authority. Such a full
address displayed by the sender gave credence to this being an official communication.”
The reference to co-senders was utilized for two different purposes. The first is when an
official refers to the superior body to which he belongs, and in this circumstance the
chain of authority and the writer’s position are mentioned. The second reference to co-
senders occurs when other individuals or colleagues are named in order to take part in the
authority and responsibility of the sender. In such a case, they serve as witnesses to the
letter-event.” While personal letters are typically addressed to one recipient with
possibly other family members named, a sender composing an official letter was

frequently addressed to multiple recipients being spoken to as a community.**

% Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 34.
! Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 35.
92 Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 35-7.
% Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 42.
 Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 45.
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In Stirewalt’s scheme the second structural unit to an official letter was that of the
body, which was broken up into two parts. The first part laid background to the letter and
could consist of a short notice, a reminder, or a lengthier recording of previous events or
transactions.” Stemming from the background, the second part of the body was the
message, consisting of an order, request, or announcement. To the message a writer
could add a basis or explanation of the decision and a promise/threat.”®

The official letter also distinguishes itself in the subscription at the end of the
letter. In many cases the simple word for farewell ends the correspondence. However, in
letters written by another hand, the subscription usually indicates that the letter was
written by someone else, and the sender signs off in his own hand. In personal
correspondence, this addition by the actual sender approves the message and identifies
the letter as a gift to the recipient.” Yet, in official correspondence, this subscription

confirms and authenticates the message in the letter.”®

Klauck’s Three-part Structure for Typical Letters

One of the most recent and detailed discussions of the basic structure of ancient
letters is found in Hans-Josef Klauck’s work on ancient letters and their importance for
understanding New Testament letters.” Similar to White’s presentation, Klauck details
the various components that can be found within the letter: the letter opening, the letter
body, and the letter closing. The letter opening consists of the prescript, containing the

sender, addressees, and greetings, and the proem, transitional expressions including

% Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 46.

% Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 46.

7 Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 48.

%8 Stirewalt, Paul, The Letter Writer, 49-50.
% Klauck, Ancient Letters, 17-41.
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thanksgiving and prayer wish.'® Similar to White, Klauck describes the letter body as
consisting of body opening, body middle, and body closing, which each possess certain
formulae and features.'”’ The body contains an epilogue of concluding exhortations and
plans for a possible visit as well as a postscript in which are found elements such as

102 Klauck details each of these in what he labels the

greetings and “farewell” statement.
model letter, displaying the three letter parts and identifying the various features found
within them. He clearly points out, however, that this model is not representative of
particular letters, but rather “each letter draws from the stock of formulas, adapts the
existing letter template for its own purposes, and also includes distinctive material
depending on the specific situation and the individuality of each author.”'®

The function of letters was tied closely to the structure of the letter. As stated
earlier, people wrote letters to (1) convey information, (2) request or command/instruct
something, and (3) enhance or maintain personal contact. Thus a letter writer would use
the opening and closing of his/her letter to convey sentiments for the purpose of

maintaining friendly relations with the recipients (3). In the body, the writer would

express the occasion the message was intended to convey (1 and 2).'*

The Relation of the Ancient Greco-Roman Letter to the New Testament Letter
The issues of classification and structure that concern the Greco-Roman letter also

pertain to the handling of New Testament letters. Both the classification of and the

% Klauck, Ancient Letters, 17-23.

™ Klauck, Ancient Letters,23-24.

2 Klauck, Ancient Letters, 24-25.

1% Klauck. Ancient Letters, 40.

'% White, “New Testament Epistolary Literature,” 1731.
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proposed structures that interpreters have given to New Testament letters will be

discussed in what follows.

Classification of New Testament Letters

Deissmann’s Distinction between Letter and Epistle

Deissmann’s bifurcation of the letter and the epistle worked its way out in how he
viewed and described the various “letters” of the New Testament. Comparing the New
Testament “letters” to the papyri findings, he viewed all of Paul’s letters as non-literary

letters in the mode of the papyri letters.'®

Alongside the letters of Paul, he placed 2 and 3
John as non-literary letters. In contrast to these letters, the writings attributed to James,
Peter, and Jude, along with 1 John, Hebrews, and even the Apocalypse of John were said
to be literary epistles.'

Deissmann’s views made a profound impact on the understanding of the New
Testament writings for over half a century. John White notes, “With regard to the
Pauline letters (and the New Testament letters in general), literary analysis has lagged
behind comparable advance in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts primarily because of the
influence of one man, Adolf Deissmann.”'” The last quarter of the twentieth century

witnessed the shift away from this strong dichotomy of letter and epistle back to a more

neutral stance.

Recent Classifications of New Testament Letters
Most scholars today describe the New Testatment letters as a mixed form, which

has affinities to both the more personal papyri letters and the more literary letters. Prior

105

Deissmann, Light, 225.
"% Deissmann, Light, 235-8.
"7 White, Form and Function of the Body, 2.
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maintains that Paul’s letters do not resemble either the letters from the papyri collections
or royal letters. Rather, they find themselves somewhere between the two poles of

"% Aune maintains that the best arrangement in trying to

private and official letters.
classify New Testament etters is to follow a two-part typology that labels each letter as
either a circumstantial/dialogical letter, which is closely linked to specific historical
situations, or a general/monological letter, which is not connected to specific historical
settings.'” Stowers states that the New Testament letters as a whole do not resemble the
common papyri letter nor the works produced by those with strong rhetorical training.
Rather, they fall somewhere in between these two poles.“0 In line with his classification
of letters, Stowers describes how sections of the New Testament letters, especially Paul’s
letters, display aspects of each of these letter categories.'"" For Stowers, the exhortation
found in paraenetic letters probably represents the category most commonly found within
New Testament letters.''? He even labels certain New Testament letters, such as 2
Timothy and 1 Peter, as examples of parenetic letters, and praises Malherbe’s

113

recognition'” of 1 Thessalonians as a parenetic letter.'”* Yet, in a recent work, Pitts has

108
109

Prior, Paul the Letter-Writer, 52.

Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 204. With in the first category of circumstantial
letters, he places most of Paul’s letters, Hebrews, and the Ignatian letters (204). In the second category of
general letters, he places Romans, Ephesians, the Pastorals (probably because he views both Ephesians and
the Pastorals as non-Pauline), 1 and 2 Peter, James, Jude, and 2 Clement (218).

10 Stowers, Letter Writing, 25.

" Stowers, Letter Writing, 58—173, cites New Testament examples for each of the letter types he
delineates. For instance, he notes that although the New Testament does not contain any examples of
friendship letters, there are examples of common features and language found in friendship letcers, such as
the “‘absent in body. but present in spirit” statements found in 2 Cor 5:3, Col 2:5,and 1 Thess 2:17, or the
theme of “longing 1o be with the loved one” found in 2 Cor 1:16, | Thess 3:6—10, Philemon 22, 2 John 12,
and 3 John 14.

2 Stowers, Letter Writing, 96-97. He notes that exhortation, as displayed in pareanetic letters, can be
found in all the letters of Paul and the Pauline school, with the exception of Philemon, as well as in
Hebrews, James, | Peter. and 1 and 2 John.

3 The two works that Stowers draws upon are Malherbe, Moral Exhortation, and “Exhortation in First
Thessalonians.” 238-256. Since Stowers’ work, Malherbe has also written Paul and the Thessalonians:
The Philosophic Tradition of Pastoral Care and The Letter to the Thessalonians.
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tried to show that Malherbe’s view that Paul drew upon the paraenetic letter tradition
found in Hellenistic philosophy is misguided, since such an approach fails to recognize
the differences between philosophical parenesis and epistolary parenesis.'”

From this discussion of letter types, it becomes apparent that little agreement
exists as to how letters, especially the New Testament letters, should be classified.
Further, the unique nature of the New Testament letters, as (1) non-literary letters (2)
written to communities, rather than individuals, (3) displaying abnormally long [ength,
further complicates a classification of these letters. While scholars have moved beyond
the simplistic approach of Deissmann’s classification of letter and epistle, a concensus on

letter typology seems like a remote possibility.

The Structure of New Testament Letters

While the letters of the New Testament have remained difficult to classify, their
structure has received a great deal of attention. Numerous schemes have been proposed
for understanding the letter structure in line with epistolary conventions. These normally

follow either a three-, four-, or five-part description of New Testament letter structure.

Three-part Scheme of New Testament Letters

Aune discusses his understanding of the structuring of New Testament letters
under two headings, “Framing Formulas” and “The Central Section.” It appears from
this that he basically follows a three-part structure to the composition of Paul’s letters.''
White has shown that the body has an opening, closing, and middle, but this still relays

little as to how the bulk of the letter progresses and what features are involved in this

" Stowers, Letter Writing. 25-26 and 96-97.
115 Pitts, “*Philosophical and Epistolary Contexts,” 269-306.
16 Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment, 183-91.
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movement. As is evident from the earlier discussion of the letter-form, this description of
letter structure is extremely simplistic. Attention has been paid to the beginning and
ending sections of the letter, yet the structure of the body of the letter is still relatively

unexplored.

Schnider and Stenger’s Discussion of Briefformular (Letter Formulae)

In relation to the New Testament, the most extensive discussion of the various
features found within a three-part [etter structure is the work done by Franze Schnider
and Werner Stenger. While it may not necessarily be an attempt to set out a particular
letter structure, their treatment of letter formulae (Briefformular) makes a number of
significant suggestions for understanding the ancient letter structure. While not overtly
stated, the way in which they segment the various formulae into three main sections —
the letter opening (der Briefanfang), the letter ending (der Briefschluss), and appendix,
focusing on letter-body formulae (annex) — seems to suggest that they adhere to a three-
part letter structure."” Within each of these sections, they discuss a number of formulaic
features and expressions found within the New Testament letters.

The letter opening (Briefanfang) consists of three elements, the prescript
(Praskript), the epistolary thanksgiving (Briefliche Danksgung), and the epistolary self-
recommendation (Briefliche Selbstempfehlung). Their discussion of the self-

recommendation as a distinct unit within the letter opening stands out as they see this

"7 Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular. vii-viii.
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element serving as the final element of the letter opening, separating the thanksgiving
from the body of the letter.'®

119

Under letter closing (Briefschluss), " they discuss a number of elements under

two distinct formulaic categories: final exhortation (Schlusspardnese) and postscript

1% section consists of request for

(Postskript). The final exhortation (Schlusspariinese)
intercession (Bitte um Fiirbitte), apostolic tradition and treatment of deviants

(Apostolische Uberlieferung und Behandlung von Abweichlern), church officers (Amt),

interceding blessing (Fiirbittender Segenwunsch), literary functions (Briefliche

121 122

Funktion), and travel plans (Apostolische Parusie).” The postscript (Postskript)
typically possesses greetings (Grufiteil), the command to greet (Gruflauftrag) and the
sending of greetings from others (Grufiausrichtung), and the closing statement
(Eschatokoll), under which they discuss the Christological closing greeting
(Christologischer Schlufigruf3), and the personal note and the author’s signature statement
(Eigenhdindigkeitsvermerk und Namensunterschrift).'”

The short appendix (Annex) highlights some formulaic expressions found in the

body of New Testament letters, including appeals formula (Rekursformel), announcment

formula (Kundgabeformel), request formula (Ersuchensformel), expression of surprise

"'"® Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 50-52. They argue that the purpose of this element is to move the
focus from the readers (the outcome of the thanksgiving section) back to the author (54) and his intended
subject (52-54).

'"” Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular,71-167.

1% Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 71-107.

12! Schnider and Stenger (Briefformular,92-107) place travel plans within their discussion of letter closing
elements, a possibly significant point since most treatments locate these as elements marking the closing of
the letter body (see White, Light from Ancient Letters, 219-20 and Klauck, Ancient Letters, 42, who
actually places them in both the letter body closing and the letter closing).

122 Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 108—67.

12 Schnider and Stenger (Briefformular, 135-67) cover the author’s signature in great detail and conclude
that the signature establishes a legal relation between the author and the recipient(s), in contrast to an
authenticity marker. ’
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(Ausdruck des Erstaunens), expression of joy (Ausdruck der Freude), oath formula
(Schwurformel), and eulogies and doxologies (Eulogien, Doxologien).'** While it
provides a compendium for the various letter features, Schnider and Stenger’s treatment
of the various letter features serves to highlight the great amount of attention and detail
pertaining to the opening and closing of the letter while also revealing the lack of

attention to features found in the letter body.

Four-Part Scheme of New Testament Letters
A few authors have described the New Testament Letters as consisting of four
parts.'?* Although he explicitly states that a letter consists of three parts (address, body,

28 Murphy-O’Connor describes the letter form, especially the Pauline letter

farewell),
form, under four categories: address, thanksgiving, body, and conclusion. That the
thanksgiving section is differentiated as a unique unit in Murphy-O’Connor’s scheme is
evident by the lengthy treatment it receives, as well as discussion of its recognition and
occurrence within other letters outside of the New Testament.'”’ After a brief discussion
of attempts to find an epistolary structure to the letter’s body, he dismisses such attempts

in favor of rhetorical approaches to explain the size and content of the body of Paul’s

letters.'®

'** Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 168-81.

12 Murphy-O’Connor, Paul the Letter-Writer, 45-113. See especially his organization of this section of the
book in his “Contents” (iv); also, Weima, Neglected Endings, 11.

126 Murphy-O’Connor. Paul the Letter-Writer,45.

' Murphy-O’Connor, Paul the Letter-Writer, 55—64.

'* Murphy-O’Connor, Paul the Letter-Writer, 65-86. He criticizes the forcing of the letters into particular
rhetorical schema when the content does not cooperate and argues that the propositio (the main point the
author wants to convey) should be the controlling factor in applying rhetorical techniques to the
interpretation of the Pauline letters (83-6).
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Five-Part Scheme of New Testament Letters

12 divisions to the structure of Paul’s letters.

Others have offered five-part
Roetzel’s approach is typical of a five-part scheme.”® He outlines the Pauline letters
accordingly: salutation, thanksgiving (prayer), body, closing commands, and conclusion.
The salutation is the most stable element in the ancient letter. While it was stereotyped
and stable in most correspondence, Paul felt free to manipulate it to serve his purposes.
The thanksgiving is a formal element within the Pauline letters, which ends the letter
opening. It also relates the basic intent of the letter and may possibly serve as an outline
for other topics to be discussed. The body is marked by a request or disclosure formula
with the end marked by announcement of Paul’s travel plans. The command section
(parenesis) can consist of three elements in Paul’s writings: (1) clusters of moral maxims
strung together, (2) vice and virtue lists, and (3) prolonged exhortations on a particular

topic. Like the letter opening, the conclusion is a rather stable element, which usually

contains a peace wish, greetings, and a benediction."’

Critique of the Approaches to New Testament Letter Structure

In relation to the number of letter parts, the New Testament letters, especially the
Pauline letters, represent an expansion of the three-part letter structure and should thus
probably be discussed in relation to five-parts. Each of these parts has received treatment

by scholars, and the following listing is just representative of the discussion of them:

' Doty, Letters in Primitive Christianity, 27-43; Porter, “Exegesis of the Pauline Letters,” 543--50. A five-
part letter is also defended in Porter and Adams, Paul and the Ancient Letter Form, as they include chapters
on each of the five sections of ancient letters.

1% Most four-part schemes contain the same divisions with one of the elements (either the thanksgiving or
the parenesis) subsumed into the body of the letter.

Y Roetzel, The Letters of Paul, 29-39.



Third, as a result of the frustration of describing the larger body and parenesis
from the perspective of epistolary categories, numerous individuals today have moved
away from epistolary descriptions of the letter body and have embraced rhetorical
approaches instead. Even individuals who have made significant contributions to
understanding the epistolary nature of ancient letters have embraced rhetorical
approaches. In more recent work, White has shifted his focus in relation to the body
material. He writes,

My earlier analyses of Paul’s letters were overly formalistic and the choice of

comparative materials too narrow. I tried to understand the entirety of Paul’s

letters in terms of conventions found in nonliterary papyrus letters. It is still
feasible to delineate the beginning and the end of Paul’s letters by such means
but, for the large intermediate part of the letter’s body, we need to look to the

literary letter tradition for our model.'”

What then is the proper tool by which to better understand the structure of the letter

35

body? White’s answer is to look to rhetorical analysis, specifically chiastic patterns and

classical argumentation.'”

While certainly not wanting to abandon the importance of epistolography as the

main tool for understanding ancient letters, including the New Testament letters, Klauck

also embraces rhetorical descriptions of most of the New Testament letters he analyzes.

After pointing out the lack of any description of the use of rhetoric in letters within the
epistolary and rhetorical handbooks before the fourth century C.E.'” and strongly
cautioning against the abuse of applying rhetorical categories to ancient letters,'™

especially New Testament letters, Klauck, nevertheless, accepts the use of rhetorical

' White, “Apostolic Mission,” 148-9.
"1 White, “Apostolic Mission,” 153-9.
I Klauck, Ancient Letters, 206-8.
17" Klauck, Ancient Letters.208-9.
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Letter opening: Exler,"”? Koskenniemi,"”” Schnider and Stenger,"”* Adams,"” and
Tite'®

Thanksgiving:
Thanksgiving section proper: Schubert,”” O’Brien,"*® Schnider and
Stenger,* Arzt-Grabner," Reed,'""' Pao,"” and Collins'”
Transition from thanksgiving to letter body: Sanders'* and Schnider and
g g y
Stenger'®

Letter body:
Letter body as a whole: White,'* Klauck,'”” Martin,'*® and Westfall'*
Unique body sections and Formulaic Expressions: Mullins,"®
Bjerkelund,” Funks,' Jewett," White,'”™ Olson,” Roberts,'*
Reed"”’

Parenesis:'® Schnider and Stenger," Starr and Engberg-Pedersen,'® Pitts,' and
Whang'®

132 Exler, Form of the Ancient Letter.

133 Koskenniemi, Studien Zur Idee und Phraseologie, 155-67.

134 Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 3-41.

135 Adams, “Paul’s Letter Opening and Greek Epistolography,” 33-55.

13 Tite, “How to Begin and Why?” 57-99.

137 Schubert, Form and Function.

138 O’Brien, Introductory Thanksgivings.

13 Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 42—49.

140 Arzt-Grabner, “The ‘Epistolary Introductory Thanksgiving,” 129-58; “Paul’s Letter Thanksgiving,”
129-58.

' Reed, “Are Paul’s Thanksgivings ‘Epistolary’?” 87-99.

12 Pao, “Gospel within the Constraints of an Epistolary Form,” 101-27.

3 Collins, “A Significant Decade,” 159-84

1% Sanders, “Transition,” 348-62.

45 Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 50—67.

146 White, Form and Function and Light from Ancient Letters, 202—13.

47 Klauck, Ancient Letters, 299-434.

148 Martin, “Investigating the Pauline Letter Body,” 185-212.

199 Westfall, “A Moral Dilemma,” 213-52.

130 Mullins, “Petition,” 46-54; “Disclosure,” 44-50; “Formulas,” 380-90; “Benediction,” 59-64.
3! Bjerklund, Parakalo.

'3 Funk, “Apostolic Parousia,” 249-68.

133 Jewett, “Form and Function,” 18-34.

'3 White, “Introductory Formulae,” 91-97; “Epistolary Formulas,” 289-319.

%5 QOlson, “Epistolary Uses,” 585-97; “Pauline Expressions,” 282-95.

136 Roberts, “Pauline Transitions,” 93-99.

'>" Reed. “Philippians 3:1 and the Epistolary Hesitation Formulas,” 63-90.

'*® Helpful introductions to the definition and understanding of parenesis can be found in Semeia 50:
Paraenesis: Act and Form, Starr and Engberg-Pederen, Early Christian Paraenesis in Context.
'% Schnider and Stenger, Briefformular, 76-107.

' For applications to the New Testament letters, see especially Starr and Engberg-Pederson, Early
Christian Paraenesis, 235-430.

'*! Pitts, “Philosophical and Epistolary Contexts.” 269-306.

2 Whang. “Paul’s Letter Paraenesis,” 253-68.
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Letter closing: Exler,'®® Koskenniemi,'® Gamble,'” Wiema'®

Even with these added categories, the discussion of ancient epistolography and
New Testament letters remains open to at least three criticisms. First, Stowers points out
that while modern research on epistolary form has focused a great deal of attention on the
opening and closing formulas, the ancients showed little interest concerning them in their
reflection on letter writing. He notes, “Discussion of openings and closings is virtually
absent from extant ancient epistolary theory, and in collections of letters, the opening and
closing formulas are often abbreviated or omitted.”'®” He further criticizes formal
attempts at describing the literary parts of letters on the grounds that the ancients did not
approach the letters in the same way that many formal approaches have today. Greco-
Roman writers who reflected on letter writing described the process through the function
of the “body” or the letter as a whole. Modern research on letters has focused on what
makes letters unique, their openings and closings, but has had little to say about the
“body” of the letter.'®® Stowers also argues that to try to divide the “body” of the letter
from the “paraenetic” section of the letter is wrong, and such an attempt is based on a
wrong view of parenesis.'® Correcting the understanding of parenesis, Stowers writes,

“Paraenesis includes not only precepts but also such things as advice, supporting

'3 Exler, Form of the Ancient Letter.

1% Koskenniemi, Studien Zur Idee und Phraseologie, 148-54.

15 Gamble, Textual History, 56-83.

1% Weima, Neglected Endings; “Sincerely, Paul: The Significance of the Pauline Letter Closings,” 307-45.
17 Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity, 20.

"% Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity, 22.

¥ The subsequent analysis developed here will test to see whether or not the verb forms clearly mark a
parenetic section within the Pauline letters. No doubt, Stowers is right to emphasize the fact that parenesis
cannot be separated from the letter body, since parenesis flows out of the expositional sections of letters as
well as is supported by expositional elements. That being conceded, the verb pattern may still reveal that
certain sections are more “parenetic” than others within the letter and could be called the “parenetic”
section of the letter.
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argumentation, various modes of encouragement and dissuasion, the use of examples,
models of conduct, and so on.”"” Obviously, there is dissatisfaction among New
Testament scholars over the interpretive results from the formal analysis of the letter-
form.

Second, even though a number of individuals have described aspects of it and
formulaic expressions found in it, these studies have still said very little concerning the
structuring of the letter body and parenetic sections from an epistolography perspective.
While the letter opening and closing sections are important for understanding aspects of
the communicative process of ancient letters, the body and parenesis contains and fills
out the content and purpose of what is being communicated by the letter. On the fact that
these formulaic elements do not help much in the characterization of letters, Ellis writes,

As some have noted, the letter contained an opening, a body and a closing

characterized by certain formulas which may, however, be varied or missing. But

this only states the obvious and hardly amounts to a definition. Even when letters
such as Paul’s are observed to have, in addition, a thanksgiving and paraenesis as
recognized elements, they are not defined as letters by these elements, and

conclusions about a ‘letter form” based on such features are little more than a

description of the letter examined and not the identification of components of a

literary genre.'”’

Similarly, on the difficulties of comparison of formal features between ancient letters and
New Testament letters, Aune writes,

The formulaic features of ancient letters (particularly documentary papyrus

letters) have been extensively analyzed in comparison with New Testament

letters. Considerable progress has been made, not only with regard to opening
and closing formulas, but also on the matter of epistolary forms, which tend to be
found at the beginning and end of the body or central section of ancient letters.

Yet there are limitations in this approach, since the analysis of the central section
of early Christian letters remains problematical.'”

' Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity, 23.
'V Ellis, Making of the New Testament Documents, 51.
"> Aune, The New Testament in lts Literary Environment, 183.
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descriptions of ancient letters. Following his numerous cautions of connecting ancient
letter writing and rhetoric, he writes,
Nevertheless, one common thread remains intact despite this analysis: public
speaking and letter writing are both forms of human communication through
language, and as such they are bound to bear some similarities. Some
rapproachment has also been fostered by the fact that over the centuries rhetoric
developed into a primary force in education and permeated all aspects of culture,
resulting in an increasing rhetorization of diverse literary genres.'”’
After pointing out the lack of education in rhetorical training for most of the New
Testament letter writers, including Paul, Klauck writes,
Y et this does not make recourse to classical rhetoric useless. The New Testament
letter writers could have taken over some of the rhetorical features of their letters
more subconsciously by imitation, through their confronting texts and a cluture
bearing a rhetorical stamp, and with the purpose of arguing persuasively in their
own rhetorical situation.'™
In his description of the New Testament letters, Klauck purposefully separates epistolary
discussions from rhetorical descriptions of each New Testament letter. In many cases,
however, this produces confusion over the best way to understand the structure of the
letter — whether from an epistolary or rhetorical perspective. Would the rhetorical
categories and schemes presented for each of these letters depict such rhetorical precision
and perfectly align with the epistolary structure, when the writers of these letters had very
little if any rhetorical training and were only intuitively applying rhetoric as they wrote?
Klauck’s approach also runs into problems because the categories of rhetoric and
the writing of letters do not equally coincide in ancient times. While acknowledging the
influence of rhetoric on the formation and classification of letters, Stowers notes that

categorizing letters according to the three forms of rhetoric only partially works because

many letter types correspond to kinds of exhortation which were only “tangentially”

"7 Klauck, Ancient Letters, 209-10.
' Klauck, Ancient Letters. 226.
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connected to rhetorical theory."” In a more thorough critique, Jeffrey Reed notes that
there were functional parallels between the epistolary types and the sub-genres of rhetoric
(judicial, deliberative, and epideictic) in ancient times, but these functional parallels do
not mean that letter writers patterned their entire letters according to the rules of rhetoric
found in the rhetorical handbooks. Rather, such parallels display universally accepted
norms for argumentation whether in written or oral form.”™ He adds,

A fundamental distinction between the epistolary and rhetorical genera (sub-

genres) is that the former were relegated to spatially-separated communication,

limiting the extent to which they could parallel the typical oral, face-to-face

context of judicial, deliberative, and epideictic speech.'
The most important argument against seeing any formal tie between epistolography and
oral rhetoric is that the epistolary theorists and letter writers did not explicitly say
anything about structuring letters according to rhetorical categories.'™ Also of
importance is the fact that the letters that display rhetorical influence lack many of the
epistolary formulas and conventions found in personal letters.'™ Thus, it is difficult in
applying such a rhetorical approach to Paul when his letters contain the standard and
added formulas. While it would be a mistake to completely keep any and all rhetorical
analysis away from the interpretation of New Testament letters, the wholesale equation of
the two disciplines seems faulty and could lead to wrong interpretation.

Although criticism has been leveled at both the classification and structuring of

the New Testament letters, the study of ancient letters and their relevance to New

Testament studies is still important. While the formal structural analysis of the papyri

19 Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-Roman Antiquity, 52.
'8 Reed, A Discourse Analysis of Philippians, 444.
181 Reed, A Discourse Analysis of Philippians, 446.
'82 Reed, 4 Discourse Analysis of Philippians, 450.
'® Reed, 4 Discourse Analysis of Philippians, 454.
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may not ultimately help one understand the development of Paul’s message in a letter like
Romans, it still allows major divisions to be seen. The papyri are also relevant to New
Testament study especially in the field of social studies of the world at that time.'

With the plethora of criticisms and literary approaches available today for text
analysis, new approaches have and will emerge to explain New Testament letter
structure. Attempting to describe structure utilizing grammatical and syntactical features
below the level of the sentence (the strategy of traditional grammars) has resulted in the
discovery of key features at the beginning and end of letters; yet, such analysis has not
been able to significantly contribute to the structuring of the much larger body, where the
message is located. Thus strategies that analyze discourse levels beyond the sentence
may make a stronger contribution to both the classification and understanding of the

structure of New Testament letters.

Thesis of this Dissertation
Due to the lack of consensus concerning the structural pattern of the New
Testament letters, this dissertation will test the theory that a corpus linguistics model of
tracing verb patterns in a group of letters, in this case Paul’s letters, helps reveal the
structure of the letters. This analysis of the verb patterns in Paul’s letters shows that (1)
the co-occurrence of verbs according to certain verbal categories such as mood, person-
number, and aspect serves as a cohesive device within certain segments'® of text; (2) at

times, shifts in the occurrence of verbal categories, in combination with other features

'8 White, Light from Ancient Letters, 18.

185 Throughout this dissertation, I typically use the word segment to describe what most would normally
think of as a paragraph. The word section may be used to describe either my or another author’s
combination of segments into a larger stretch of text. Letter part refers to one of the five major movements
within the Pauline letter as discussed above: letter opening, thanksgiving, letter body, parenesis, and letter
closing.
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(conjunctions, formulaic verbs, and markers of address), help delineate breaks between
segments of text; and (3) the number of occurrences of certain verbal categories
(including the differences in their distribution) help distinguish certain letter parts.
Drawing from what has already been discussed concerning the structure of
ancient and New Testament letters, this dissertation maintains a five-part structure to the
Pauline letters. (1) The letter opening is the beginning segment of text in which the
author typically identifies himself along with any co-senders, addresses the audience, and
extends an opening greeting, which contains a xdpig and €lprjvn statement. In certain
letters, any of these features can be expanded. (2) The thanksgiving represents a segment
of text typically initiated by the use of the formulaic verb edyapiotém, by which Paul
expresses thanks to God on behalf of the recipients. It normally is found between the
letter opening and the body of the letter. (3) The letter body denotes the part of the letter
that typically deals with matters of Christian belief/doctrine and personal matters
concerning the situation of Paul or the recipients.”™ As will become evident from this
study, the Pauline letter body is distinguished by the consistent appearance of the
indicative mood in its primary clause verbs. (4) The parenesis designates the part of the
Pauline letter that overtly deals with the conduct of the recipients through exhortation.
Within the Pauline corpus, this part distinguishes itself from the letter body by a shift in
verb forms, especially seen by the emergence of the imperative mood within its primary
clauses. (5) The lerter closing brings the letter to an end and is distinguished in the
Pauline letters by formulaic features, which typically include the sending of greetings and

the commands to greet (forms of domdfopat) and the closing x&pig statement, as well

% Porter, “Exegesis of the Pauline Letters.” 546.
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as other features. These parts receive further elaboration throughout the dissertation as

they are discussed in the descriptions and analyses of the Pauline letters.

Plan for Succeeding Chapters

Chapter two will provide a description of the model that will be used to analyze
the verbs in Paul’s letters. It will begin with definitions and descriptions of terminology
pertinent to corpus linguistics. The next movement will be to briefly trace the history of
corpora use that led to the arrival of corpus linguistics. Various aspects of corpus
linguistics will be described, including a discussion of the use of corpora studies in
relation to the New Testament. The chapter will conclude with a presentation of Douglas
Biber’s application of corpus linguistics to verb patterning within a corpus of texts. This
approach will serve as the basis for the model used in this dissertation to analyze Paul’s
letter structure.

Chapters three through five present the verb analysis of the Pauline corpus.
Chapter three will handle Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians; chapter 4
will examine Ephesians through 2 Thessalonians; and chapter 5 will analyze the Pastoral
Epistles and Philemon. These divisions were chosen according to the length of the first
three and the personal addressees of the Pastorals and Philemon. The second group
shares the commonality of being shorter letters written to churches. The structure of each
of these three chapters will be as follows: (1) a discussion of how various Greek texts,
translations, and commentators have segmented the text, (2) a description/discussion of
the primary clause verbs found in the particular letters, (3) a brief comparison and

contrast with other outlines of the letter, and (4) conclusions that can be drawn
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concerning verb patterns, verbal categories, and other syntactical features that contribute
to the letters segmentation.

Chapter six will deal with a byproduct of this analysis — certain features beyond
just the verbal categories that appear in relation to the primary clauses of the Pauline
corpus. These features include conjunctions, formulaic verbs, and vocatives and
nominatives of address. First, each feature will be briefly introduced by discussing how
scholars have utilized them to segment sections of the New Testament. The letters will
then be analyzed to see if these features occur at the major structural breaks of the letter
structure proposed for these letters. Finally, the letters will be analyzed to see where these
features occur at segment/paragraph breaks. The chapter will conclude with proposed
outlines for each of the letters in the Pauline corpus, according to the verbal pattern
analysis and the occurrence of these key features.

Chapter seven will discuss how the verbal categories of mood, person-number,
and aspect contribute to the segmentation of the various letters. This differs from the
previous chapters in that it compares and contrasts the findings of the individual letters
with each other. Utilizing a five-part letter structure, this chapter shows which categories
of the verb contribute to the location and differentiation between the various letter parts.
The categories of mood, person-number, and aspect will be discussed in turn with a brief
introduction concerning the importance of the category, the contribution of the category
to the location of letter structure, and the contribution of individual members within each

category to letter structure.
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An appendix is added to this study in which the same verbal analysis is applied to
the letters of Ignatius. This serves to further test the significance of verb patterns for the

identification of letter structure within another recogized corpus.

Chapter Summary

This chapter begins with a definition and description of the ancient Greek letter.
It provides background information into the classification and structure of this letter-form
by both ancient and recent interpreters. Like their secular counterparts, the New
Testament letters prove to be just as difficult to describe in a consistent and agreed-upon
manner. Scholars describe the structure of the New Testament letters according to a
number of patterns (3,4, or 5 parts). Even with the greater number of segments, little is
said concerning the structure of the body of the letter.

Recognition of the lack of consensus concerning the letter body leads to the
statement of the thesis. This dissertation will test the theory that a corpus linguistics
model of tracing verb patterns in a group of letters, in this case Paul’s letters, helps reveal
the structure of the letters. This analysis of the verb patterns in Paul’s letters shows that
(1) the co-occurrence of verbs according to certain verbal categories such as mood,
person-number, and aspect serves as a cohesive device within certain segments of text;
(2) at times, shifts in the occurrence of verbal categories, in combination with other
features (conjunctions, formulaic verbs, and markers of address), help delineate breaks
between segments of text; and (3) the number of occurrences of certain verbal categories
(including the differences in their distribution) help distinguish letter parts. The chapter

concludes with the plan for the rest of the dissertation.



CHAPTER 2
PROPOSED MODEL FOR TRACKING VERB PATTERNS TO INVESTIGATE

THE CLASSIFICATION AND STRUCTURE OF NEW TESTAMENT LETTERS

Introduction to Corpus Linguistics
Because of its recent emergence on the scene, many respond with confusion to the
mention of corpus linguistics. This field of study, though, is rather easy to define and
simple to understand. Two key concepts, corpus and corpus annotation, need to be

defined and explained in order to better grasp this area of linguistics.

Definitions and Characteristics of Key Terms concerning Corpus Linguistics

Defining and Characterizing “Corpus”
An explanation of “corpus” is critical to understanding the discipline. According
to Kennedy, “a corpus is a body of written text or transcribed speech which can serve as a
basis for linguistic analysis and description.”' In defining “corpus” Leech states the
following:
Traditionally, linguists have used the term corpus to designate a body of
naturally-occurring (authentic) language data which can be used as a basis for
linguistic research. This body of data may consist of written texts, spoken
discourses, or samples of spoken and/or written language. Often it is designed to

represent a particular language or language variety. In the past thirty-five years,
the term corpus has been increasingly applied to a body of language material

" Kennedy, An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 1.



which exists in electronic form, and which may be processed by computer for
various purposes such as linguistic research and language engineering.’

As Biber, Conrad, and Reppen note,
A corpus is not simply a collection of texts. Rather, a corpus seeks to represent a
language or some part of a language. The appropriate design for a corpus
therefore depends upon what it is meant to represent. The representativeness of
the corpus, in turn, determines the kinds of research questions that can be
addressed and the generalizability of the results of the research.’
What is evident from these definitions is that a “corpus” is a body of text(s) that seeks to
represent a language or part of a language, and it is used as the basis of linguistic
investigation. The impact of computers on the discipline has become so pronounced that
it is becoming part of the definition of “corpus.”

Although it might seem easy to develop a corpus, numerous criteria are involved
to make the corpus effective. For one, the size of the corpus is usually seen as important,
so that linguistic items to be researched can be analyzed in a large number of text
examples. Other criteria come into play in judging a corpus’s worth. Diversity (variety of
represented registers and text types) is as important if not more so than size because it
allows for testing of a language rather than a specific text-type or register. Another factor
is the care taken in the compilation of the corpus. The corpus must be accurate even in
orthographic features for authentic claims to be based on it. Finally, the level to which
the text has been annotated adds to the value of the corpus for research to be done on it,
as well as for consequent research to further develop the corpus.*

The characteristic that seems to stand out in modern corpora, however, is size

because corpora are growing to incredible sizes in comparison to what was possible just a

f Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 1.
’ Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 246.
* Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 2.
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few decades ago. For instance, two famous early sample copora (1960°s—1970’s), the
Brown corpus and the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen corpus, each contained a 1,000,000 word
count, whereas the latest edition of the British National Corpus possesses 100,000,000
words.” In contrast to these sample corpora, a monitor corpora remains open-ended in
size as new texts are added. For instance, the Bank of English project presently consists
as a collection of texts with over 450,000,000 words.®

At the same time, size must be kept in perspective. While size is an area that
requires consideration in the development of a corpus, it must be remembered that no
matter how big a corpus is, it is still an incredibly small sample in comparison to what is
produced on any given day by the speakers and writers of a language.” While large
corpora are needed when rare linguistic phenomena are being studied, enormous corpora
are of little use if one is not able to work with the output from them. Further, it does not
necessarily follow that a large corpus better represents a language or a variety of
language than a smaller corpus.® The real point is that “a corpus is more or less adequate
according to the extent to which the corpus matches the purposes to which it is put.””
In summation, the use to which the textual material is put is of greater importance

and significance than specific design features of a corpus. Thus, a corpus does not

necessarily have to be made up of samples from various authors, but rather can consist of

> See discussions of these corpora and the defintions of sample and monior copora in McEnery and Wilson,
Corpus Linguistics,30-31: O’Donnell, Corpus Linguistics, 71-73.

® See “Bank of English User Guide” at http://www titania.bham ac.uk/docs/svenguide.html.

” Kennedy, 4n Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 66.

% Kennedy, An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 68. See also O’Donnell, Corpus Linguistics, 74-76.

® Kennedy, 4n Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 68.
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a single book or of a number of works by a single author or several authors.”” The goal is
to design the corpus around the specific research needs of the investigator.

Finally, when compiling a corpus, the one doing the compiling should do his/her
work with the intention that someday the corpus could be used by others. Therefore, it is
necessary to produce a corpus that is comparable and compatible with other corpora so
that others can use the produced corpus with ease." This will be further discussed in

relation to “corpus annotation.”

Defining and Characterizing “Corpus Annotation”

After a corpus has been selected or put together, the corpus needs to go through
the process of “annotation” in order for it to be used in most linguistic studies. Defining
corpus annotation, Leech writes,

It can be defined as the practice of adding interpretative, linguistic information to

an electronic corpus of spoken and/or written language data. “Annotation” can

also refer to the end-product of this process: the linguistic symbols which are
attached to, linked with, or interspersed with the electronic representation of the
language material itself.'"?
In this definition, “interpretive” refers to the fact that, to some extent, annotation is the
product of some person’s understanding of a text. This person is usually a “linguistic
expert” who supposedly has “insight into, or knowledge of, the linguistic features of the
text.””> There is no purely objective way of labeling a linguistic phenomenon without

some kind of human decision process." Even in corpus linguistics, annotation still

involves a level of subjective choice. There is also a difference between the “annotation”

' Kennedy, An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 4.
"' Kennedy, 4n Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 70.
2 Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 2.

" Leech, “Corpus Annotation Schemes,” 275.

" Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 2—3.
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of the text and the “representation” of the text. The “representation” of a written text is
essentially the electronic document of whatever text is being analyzed, while the
“annotation” is the “metalinguistic” features added to the text that present information
about the language of the text.”” The “representation” is the actual corpus and any
movement beyond the text itself results in either an implicit or explicit descriptive or
interpretive stance towards the text.'®

It is important to annotate a text for a variety of reasons. First, annotation must be
done to allow grammatical information to be extracted from a text."” The text itself
contains no direct information about such issues as grammar, syntax, semantics, and in
order for these to be studied one must have an annotated text that is marked or tagged for
such phenomena. Second, annotation allows for others to “re-use” the text after it has
been annotated. Leech states, “Once the annotation has been added to the corpus, the
resulting annotated corpus is a more valuable resource than the original corpus, and can
now be handed on to other users.”’® Third, grammatical annotation provides the initial
step for analyzing a text that allows for the “multi-functionality” of corpora study. The
original annotators may have had one purpose behind why they annotated a text (possibly
to track a specific grammatical feature), but other annotators may want to use the same
annotation scheme to analyze a different phenomenon."

Because so many annotators are working on various corpora around the world, it

is easy for differences in annotation to take place because of differences in preference or

" Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 3.
' Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 4.
"7 Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 4.
'® Leech. “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 5.
"% Leech, “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 5-6.
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philosophy of each of the annotators. Therefore, Leech has suggested some practical
guidelines whereby discourse annotation should be practiced:

1. It should always be possible, and easy, to dispense with the annotations, and
to revert to the raw corpus. The raw corpus should be recoverable.

2. The annotations should, correspondingly, be extricable from the corpus, to be
stored independently if there is a need.

3. The scheme of analysis presupposed by the annotations — the annotation
scheme — should be based on principles or guidelines accessible to the end-
user. (The annotation scheme consists of the set of annotative symbols used,
their definitions, and the rules and guidelines for their application.)

4. It should also be made clear how, and by whom, the annotations were applied.

5. There can be no claim that the annotation scheme represents “God’s truth”.

6. ltis preferable for annotation schemes to be based as far as possible on
consensual or theory-neutral analyses of the data.

7. No one annotation scheme should claim authority as an absolute standard.*
Annotation schemes have been developed at a variety of levels in order to track various
linguistic phenomena. These annotation schemes include orthographic, phonetic,
prosodic, grammatical, syntactical, semantic, and discourse varieties.”! The most
extensive “tagging” or attaching of annotation information has been done to parts of
speech. This has served as the basis for syntactic annotation as well. The final two levels
— sentence and discourse — have proven the more difficult because studying these
levels moves away from the objective to the more subjective side of analysis; therefore,

annotation at these levels has found little agreement.

20 Leech, “Corpus Annotation Schemes,” 275; “Introducing Corpus Annotation,” 6-7. In relation to
number 7, Leech points out that this does not mean that some kind of standardization of corpus practices is
a wrong goal. Rather, standardization should be and likely will be sought in the future.

*! Leech, “Corpus Annotation Schemes,” 275~9.


http:varieties.21
http:standard.20

49

History of Corpus Studies

While corpus linguistics is viewed as starting in the 1960’s with machine-readable
corpora, linguists were utilizing corpora to accomplish numerous goals well before this
decade. Accomplishments were achieved in areas such as biblical studies,” lexical
studies,? dialect studies,* language education,”” and grammatical studies.” Just as the
1950’s were coming to a close and corpus-based, descriptive grammar was beginning to

make serious headway in linguistic circles, Noam Chomsky offered a critique of corpus-

2 See Kennedy, An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 14. Already in the 18™ century, biblical scholars
were utilizing lists and concordances of words found in the Bible to argue for the factual consistency of
Scripture in the face of attacks against its veracity by critics. Alexander Cruden (Complete Concordance to
the Old and New Testaments) produced one such concordance of the King James Version of the Bible in
1736, which went through 42 editions before 1879. After the importance of such a work was recognized,
scholars began producing concordances of other famous and important works such as those by
Shakespeare.

3 See Kennedy, An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 14-15. He mentions the following
accomplishments in the area of lexical studies: (1) Samuel Johnson collected on slips of paper a large
corpus of sentences from other writers to show how English words were used and what they meant.
Working with assistants, he collected over 150,000 citations for the approximately 40,000 headword entries
in his Dictionary of the English Language, and it is probable that the word count of these citations came to
over a million words. (2) The Oxford English Dictionary was also corpus-based and went beyond the scope
of anything previous to it. In this dictionary, over 2000 volunteer readers collected approximately 5 million
citations (totaling around 50 million words) to illustrate the meanings of the 414,825 entries of the
dictionary. Initially, this work took 71 years to complete (1928). (3) Similarly, the third edition of
Webster's New International Dictionary (1961) utilized a corpus of over 10 million citations slips to
illustrate the meanings of its almost half a million headword entries. This dictionary was probably the last
major English dictionary to utilize such techniques without the aid of a computer.

* Kennedy (An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 15) mentions two important works that observed
variation in regional dialects by accounting for variation in word choice, forms of spelling, and
pronunciation: Wright, English Dialect Dictionary and Ellis, The Existing Phonology of English Dialects.
** Kennedy (An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 15-16) provides two examples of use of corpora in
language education. In an attempt to improve the training of stenographers in Germany during the 1890’s,
J. W. Kaeding along with over five thousand assistants gathered statistical information on the use of
German words using a corpus of over 11 million words. In the United States in the 1920’s, E. L. Thorndike
(Teacher’s Wordbook) produced a corpus of 4.5 million words from forty-one sources, such as the Bible,
classic works of English fiction, letters, newspapers, and school readers, in order to improve the teaching of
literacy for native English speakers in America. In the 1930’s, this corpus (Thorndike and Lorge, 7he
Teacher’s Wordbook of 30,000 Words was increased to 18 million words, and the lexical analysis and
published works that came out of this work were highly influential for the teaching of English around the
world over the next 30 years.

*% Kennedy (4n Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 17-19) lists the following descriptive grammarians
utilizing corpora studies: Jesperson, A Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles; Kruisinga, A
Handbook of Present-Day English; Poutsma, A Grammar of Late Modern English. He further mentions C.
C. Fries contributions in the following works: dmerican English Grammar, Monograph 10; The Structure
of English.
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based approaches that slowed the advance of the discipline.”” Following a more rationalist
approach to language which highlights competence in language description, he attacked
two commonly held beliefs by corpus linguists of his time — (1) that the sentences of a
natural language were finite and (2) that these sentences could be collected and
enumerated — by first of all demonstrating that the sentences of a language are infinite
and subsequently questioning why anyone would analyze a corpus of incredible size that
a native speaker can arrive at through introspection.” Over the next couple of decades,
Chomsky’s critiques were taken into consideration® and with the advent of the computer,
corpus studies emerged even stronger. McEnery and Wilson conclude,
The availability of computer-based corpus material, the acceptance that a corpus
could never be the sole explicandum of language and a growing awareness of the
usefulness of quantitative data provided major impetuses to the re-adoption of the
corpus-based language study as a methodology in linguistics. Most important of
all, it was realised that the corpus and the linguist’s intuition were
complementary, not antagonistic.”
Over the past few decades, corpus-based studies have exploded. The main
distinction between later corpora and earlier examples is seen mainly in the area of size.
While corpora in the millions of words existed a few decades ago, researches are pressing

into the billions of words today. While more and more researchers and linguists are

performing corpora studies, this field of research has taken on a life of its own.

7 Two of Chomsky’s more influential works were Synractic Structures and Aspects of the Theory of
Syntax.

** For a brief summary of Chomsky’s critique with rebuttal, see McEnery and Wilson, Corpus Linguistics,
4-11.

* McEnery and Wilson (Corpus Linguistics, 16) make the following points as well. Criticisms were also
leveled at Chomsky’s “rationalistic” approach because of its reliance on the linguist’s imagination. While
some of Chomsky’s criticisms were valid, he aimed them at the notion of “corpus” rather than at the
methodology of early corpus linguistics. Thus, the rationalists too easily discarded corpus studies rather
than seeing the benefit that a corpus can bring to analysis of language data.

** McEnery and Wilson. Corpus Linguistics, 18.
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Definition and Description of Corpus Linguistics

Definition of Corpus Linguistics

In seeking to define corpus linguistics, Kennedy writes, “Corpus linguistics is not
an end in itself but is one source of evidence for improving descriptions of the structure
and use of languages, and for various applications, including the processing of natural
language by machine and understanding how to learn or teach a language.” Corpus
linguistics is not another branch of linguistics because it does not refer to a domain of
study but rather to a methodological basis for doing linguistic research. Thus, corpus
linguistics easily fits in with other branches of linguistics by allowing those areas of
linguistics to use corpora in their study.*> As O’Donnell points out, corpus linguistics is

more easily described than defined *

Description of Corpus Linguistics
According to Leech, some of the methodological and theoretical characteristics
include:

1. Focus on linguistic performance, rather than competence — Corpus linguistics
automatically focuses on the “behavioral manifestation of language” in
naturally-occurring discourse *

2. Focus on linguistic description, rather than linguistic universals — While many
describe linguistics in terms of the dichotomous relations of “theoretical”
versus “descriptive,” corpus linguistics is theoretical as well as descriptive.
Its focus is on the description and theory of a particular language rather than
all human language (universals) >

3. Focus on quantitative, as well as qualitative, models of language — The use of
quantitative measures for language do not need to reduce the qualitative
aspects of a linguistic theory. Rather, “quantities can be added (as a separate

*' Kennedy, An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 1.
32 Leech, “Corpora and Theories,” 105.

* O’Donnell, Corpus Linguistics, 25-33.

* Leech, “Corpora and Theories,” 107.

** Leech, “Corpora and Theories,” 109.
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stage of description) on to any model of language, without sacrificing any of
the existing features of that model .

4. Focus on a more empiricist, rather than rationalist view of scientific inquiry —
Corpus linguistics emphasizes testability over independently obtained data.”’
Thus, corpus linguistics is able to utilize the computer to study language as it is used.
According to one of its practitioners, it is “not an end in itself but is one source of

evidence for improving descriptions of the structure and use of languages.”®

Corpus Linguistics and the New Testament
While the application of corpus linguistics to the New Testament is rare, some are
using it, and others are unknowingly using it through the use of Biblical annotation
software. One individual utilizing corpora studies will be discussed as well as an

annotated text project, which he is working on.

Matthew Brook O’Donnell

The scholar who has done the most work in the application of corpus linguistics to
the New Testament is Matthew Brook O’Donnell.* In his chapter on the use of
annotated corpora for New Testament discourse analysis, O’Donnell begins by noting
that discourse analysis of the New Testament must begin with and focus primarily on the
textual component because the communicative and sociological aspects are only limitedly

accessible.® The goal of the discourse analyst is then the discovery of “patterns of

% Leech, “Corpora and Theories,” 110.

37 Leech, “Corpora and Theories,” 111.

3% Kennedy, An Introduction to Corpus Linguistics, 1.

** The culmination of O’Donnell's works is found in Corpus Linguistics and the Greek of the New
Testament. See also his work with Stanley Porter in “Theoretical Issues for Corpus Linguistics and the
Study of Ancient Languages;” “Building and Examining Linguistic Phenomena.”™

*® O’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 71.
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language use that may reveal the structure and nature of the interpersonal and ideational
functions in the text.””' Such an analysis requires a detailed and careful analysis of the
text, which today is made easier by the aid of computer-based annotated texts.
O’Donneli focuses on the various levels of annotation that can take place and argues that
these levels must be kept distinct from one another.* He defines a corpus as “an
intentional grouping of particular texts, according to specific criteria.”™ Corpus
annotation is “the addition of linguistic information to a text or group of texts that meets
the definition of a corpus.”

He then focuses his attention on describing the types of annotation that are
possible and their associated discourse levels. These include orthographic annotation
(grapheme level), morphological/phonological annotation (morpheme/word level),
grammatical annotation (word level), syntactical annotation (clause, sentence level),
semantic annotation (word, clause, sentence, and paragraph levels), and discourse, both
pragmatic and stylistic, annotation (paragraph and discourse levels).** In performing such
annotation a critical point to remember is that consistency must be maintained as
annotation is given at each level. A clear separation should exist between grammatical
information and syntactical, semantic and discourse information.* Too many annotation
schemes that deal with the word level have attached syntactic and discourse level
considerations to morphological annotations. While there are annotation schemes that
have been applied to the New Testament at the grammatical and morphological level, the

upper levels have proven more difficult. O’Donnell proposes using a scheme such as

*' O’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 71

42 O’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 72.
* O’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora.” 73.
H O’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 74.
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Halliday’s systemic-functional approach as especially well-suited for annotating texts at
upper levels.”

Towards the end of the chapter, O’Donnell shows how discourse analysis can
make use of annotated corpora at the levels of grammatical annotation, semantic
annotation, and discourse annotation. For instance, in the grammatical annotation he
traces certain grammatical features through the text of Jude to see in which sections
certain patterns of occurrences exist for these features.™

In this chapter, O’Donnell has given a concise presentation of how the New
Testament corpus can be annotated, as well as solid examples of how corpus linguistics
can be applied to discourse analysis of the New Testament. His influence is felt more

strongly in his work on a specific annotated Greek New Testament text.

OpenText.org

OpentText.org is made up of a collaborative group working together specifically
to produce a syntactically annotated Greek New Testament text. Along with O’Donnell,
others are contributing to the methodology as well as the practice of annotating the text
including Stanley E. Porter and Jeffrey Reed. This group exists as a web-based initiative
to develop annotated Greek texts along with tools for their analysis, and they annotate the
text with various levels of linguistic information, including text-critical, grammatical,

semantic, and discourse features.*

S 0’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 74-92.
*® O’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 81.

7 O0’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 89.

8 O0’Donnell, “The Use of Annotated Corpora,” 98—104.
¥ O’Donnell et al., “Overview.”
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While numerous morphologically and lexically analyzed texts exist for the study
of the Greek New Testament, what they all have in common is that they attach their
various formal and semantic features to the word unit.* The OpenText.org project
recognizes that words only partially contribute to the grammar of the text. Grammar of
language is made up of both morphology and syntax, and syntax moves beyond the
boundaries of words to focus on how words combine together and relate to one another to
communicate meaning through certain structures and patterns.” Their syntactic analysis
seeks to provide a model that consists of the following five characteristics: (1) it is
descriptive, accounting for the range of structures and patterns without assuming certain
normal or idealized patterns; (2) it is able to account for various levels of grammar,
ranging from the word up to the discourse level, while keeping the levels distinct; (3) it
makes use of the smallest number of categories to account for the fundamental
components within the syntax; (4) it bases its categories primarily on formal distinctions;
and (5) it is flexible and extensible so that future analysis can be built on these units and
structures.”

The results, so far, are that the boundaries have been marked for the two levels
above the word unit — the word group and the clause.” The core components within a
clause have been labeled according to their function (subject, predicator, complement,

and adjunct). As well, the relations between words in word groups have been analyzed

in)

* O0’Donnell, “Introducing the Opentext.org.
*Y O’Donnell, “Introducing the Opentext.org.”

2 0’Donnell, “Introducing the Opentext.org.”

> Following Halliday’s lead, this group recognizes the clause as the “primary building block™ in their
annotation model because it is at this level that propositions are made. O’Donnell et al., “Introduction to the
Annotation Model.”
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and labeled. Finally, the basic relations of coordination and dependency between clauses
have been shown.>

While much more could be said to describe what OpenText.org is doing, this
should suffice to show that they have developed a sample corpus, including the entirety
of the New Testament, and a functional model for interpreting the data represented in it.
The result is an extremely powerful tool whereby the text of the New Testament has been
tagged and can now be searched at a variety of discourse levels. What follows attempts

to show how such a corpus can be used to locate and analyze linguistic features.

Proposed Corpus Linguistic Model for Analyzing the Letters of Paul

Application of Corpus Linguistics to Discourse Analysis

Effectiveness of Corpus Linguistics for Analyzing Discourse

A corpus-based approach can be applied to any empirical investigation in almost
any area of linguistics.*® This approach places the study of lexical items and grammatical
features in their proper context by observing and recording how these items and features
occur in actual usage. It also allows for the study of the style of a particular author by
examining more texts and language features at one time.>® These characteristics make it
ideal for use in the analysis of discourse.

In addressing discourse characteristics, most studies of discourse analysis have
used texts as the basis of their analysis, but they are not typically corpus-based. That is,
they do not use quantitative measures to describe the extent to which certain features are

present or absent. Some approaches may try to generalize about findings across texts and

** O’Donnell, “Introducing the Opentext.org.”
*> Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 11.
5 Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 12.
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registers, but these generalizations are not formally based on specific features of texts. A
corpus-based approach is beneficial in two ways to help investigate discourse features:
(1) interactive computer programs exist and can be developed to analyze discourse
characteristics; and (2) automatic analyses can be performed to track surface grammatical
features over the course of a text. These analyses can be used to map discourse patterns
throughout texts, compare texts to find typical patterns in a given register, or see how a

particular text compares with the general pattern of a register.”

Biber’s Use of Corpus Linguistics to Analyze Verb Patterns of Discourse

One proponent of corpus linguistics, Douglas Biber, has utilized the discipline to
analyze discourse in a way that has significant ramifications for developing a model to
analyze the structure of documents. He and some of his colleagues asked a critical
research question as the basis for using corpus linguistics to analyze discourse. The
initial question and subsequent questions were:

How does the sequence of verbs within a text develop with respect to the marking

of tense and voice? Some specific questions relating to this issue are: To what

extent is there a prototypical sequence of verbs — or a “discourse map” of verbs —

for all the texts in a register? To what extent do such discourse maps correspond

to the underlying rhetorical divisions marked within a text?*®

The goal of this particular analysis was to track the shifts in communicative
purpose within the course of a text. The authors noted that many texts are divided into
sub-texts (chapters or sections), which are overtly marked with chapter or section titles.
These divisions, however, are not just ways to segment a text, but rather they indicate

major shifts in communicative purpose within a text. They argued that differences in

communicative purpose correspond to linguistic differences. While communicative

*7 Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 107-08.
*¥ Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 108.
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purpose can be marked by section headings, it actually evolves continuously throughout a
text rather than shifting abruptly at marked section boundaries. Thus, it is of utmost
importance to understand how linguistic features reflect difference in purpose.”

The texts that were used were research articles in experimental science because
this particular register clearly distinguishes among internal purpose-shifts. Experimental
studies tend to follow a four-part organization scheme of Introduction, Methods, Results,
and Discussion. Each section is overtly marked and has distinct communicative
functions, which make it ideal for testing discourse analytical techniques. The procedure
consisted of comparing frequency counts of linguistic features throughout each of the
sections, interpreting any linguistic differences in terms of the primary communicative
purposes of each section.® Each article section was treated as a separate text with counts
taken for each of these texts for English present tense, past tense, and passive voice
occurrences. Once this step was complete, the mean or average frequency counts could
be tabulated for each type of section. The analysis was conducted on 19 medical articles
published in the same year that were grammatically tagged.

The results showed that all three grammatical features had significant differences
across the various sections and the patterns that they showed were relatively strong. It
was concluded that such frequency counts provided useful average characterizations of
each section and that consideration of such patterns across all four sections revealed an
overview of the discourse organization of an article as a whole.”'

A further analysis was done on two articles whereby a computer program ran

through a tagged text and mapped every occurrence of past versus non-past verbs and

** Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 123.
60 Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 124.
®! Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 126.
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active versus passive voice in order to test whether such changes marked significant
shifts among the various sections of the text. This process produced a visual map with
each occurrence marked in four columns. The section headings were also marked on the
figure. The result was that the two articles showed very similar discourse progression
among and between the various sections of the articles. While these maps showed
similar results to what was expected from the frequency counts analysis, they proved
additionally useful in identifying systematic departures from the expected patterns, which
led to the identification of rhetorically salient shifts in the progression of the discourse.”
One noticeable area of rhetorical saliency was at the transition zones between sections.
Rather than moving abruptly from section to section, the maps revealed that the writers
often began a transition at the end of one section or continued the transition into the
beginning of the following section.”® The researchers concluded that this application of
corpus linguistics proved helpful in providing comprehensive analyses of these articles as

well as highlighted text chunks that depart from expected norms.**

The Importance of a Corpus-based Approach to Pauline Letter Structure

If Biber and his colleagues could demarcate the structure of scientific articles by
tracking shifts in verbs, one could possibly use the same approach to study Paul’s letters
in order to provide a more empirical means to discuss his letter structure. The difficulty
is that the Biber group had a clearly segmented corpus in which each text was divided

into four clearly marked sections indicated by headings. With the structure already in

(’f Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 127.
% Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 127.
® Biber, Conrad, and Reppen, Corpus Linguistics, 130.
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place, they were able to show that various grammatical features of the verb grouped
according to the sections in which they were located.

Yet, the same approach could be used in reverse to discover letter structure.”
While Paul’s letters are not clearly segmented into their individual parts, one can rather
easily analyze the verbs of Paul’s letters with the tagged texts in existence today. A
verbal pattern analysis could be performed on the letters in order to discover segments
within the letters. Since there are no explicitly marked boundaries in the original text, this
verbal pattern analysis would be performed on the verbs along both formal and semantic
lines. Once the texts are segmented, other grammatical and syntactical features can be
analyzed to see how they contribute to the structuring of the letters. The patterning of the
verbs would then lead to a discussion of letter structure according to the statistics that
various verbal categories display within each of the stuctural parts. The ultimate goal of
such an approach is to describe Paul’s letter structure according to more formalistic
means with an understanding that semantic choices need to be made along the way, rather
than simply abandoning the approach as some have already done. Corpus linguistics

makes such a venture possible.

Usefulness of Method for Generating and Verifying Conclusions

The usefulness of this method is seen in the fact that the method itself generates
empirical data upon which to draw conclusions. The method requires that conclusions be
drawn only after a rigorous examination of all the evidence has taken place. The great

benefit of doing a corpus-based analysis is that the data can be examined and re-

® A number of studies have been done on New Testament texts that utilize shifts in verbal categories to
help segment letters into smaller units such as paragraphs. For applications to the book of Hebrews see
Guthrie, The Structure of Hebrews; Westfall, Discourse Analysis. For such an approach to the Pastoral

Epistles. see Van Neste, Cohesion and Structure.
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investigated continually with relative ease and without loss of data. Ultimately, the
conclusions concerning Paul’s letter structure will be based significantly upon the
empirical evidence generated by the computer analysis of the grammatical and syntactical
features. These conclusions, based on formal-semantic evidence, can then be used to
address how others have approached Paul’s letter structure and to decide whether or not
such a formal-semantic approach is more valid than other approaches, such as rhetorical

analysis, for analyzing letter structure.

Proposed Model for the Analysis of Paul’s Letters

This study seeks to show that verbal patterning contributes to the understanding of
the letter structure of the Pauline corpus. In any study of the Pauline corpus, questions
arise as to what letters constitute this corpus. Rather than entertaining questions of
authenticity, this analysis will procede from the claims made by each of these letters that
has resulted in them being included in the Pauline letter corpus.®® While such an approach
may already be considered biased, these letters represent a recognized corpus of letters,
both from the perspective of the text itself and history as they have been collected and
grouped together from the earliest stages of the church.®’ Further, this corpus, then,
consists of a sample size similar to Biber’s study of verb patterns described in the
previous section. The letters are divided into chapters according to canonical order —
chapter 3: Romans—Galatians; chapter 4: Ephesians—2 Thessalonians; chapter 5: 1

Timothy—Philemon — rather than some theory of letter collection or authenticity. This

% In his approach to describing the New Testament letters, Klauck (Ancient Letters,299-333) includes all
the letters under the heading Pauline letters, while treating the issue of authenticity only as it arises in
relationship to important epistolgraphic issues.

7 For recent discussions of the collection process. see Trobisch, Paul’s Letter Collection; Richards, “The
Codex and the Early Collection of Paul’s Letters,” 151-66; and Porter, “When and How.” 95-127, who

" provides a useful summary of the discussion.


http:church.67
http:corpus.66

62

procedure, however, results in the Hauptbriefe and the letters addressed to individuals (1
and 2 Timothy, Titus, and Philemon) being contained within the same chapters.
Following Biber’s example of mapping and tracking the shifts in verb patterns in
order to empirically describe the structure of discourse, this dissertation will seek to
isolate and trace each finite verb within the primary clauses® of the Pauline corpus. This
will begin with the isolation of the independent clauses of the letters.”” Once the primary
clauses have been isolated, the presence or absence of a primary-clause verb can be
determined. The verbs can then be tagged according to the various grammatical
categories associated with them: person-number, aspect/tense-form, and mood.” In
chapters 3-5, these verbs will be analyzed in each letter to see how their various
grammatical categories help contribute to the formation and cohesiveness of text
segments and letter parts, as well as indicate breaks between segments. Along with these

grammatical categories of the verb, other features including conjunctions, formulaic

® My understanding of primary and secondary clauses follows Opentext.org’s description of these terms.
The editors note, “Primary clauses provide the developmental flow of information, while secondary clauses
develop themes and concepts introduced in primary clauses” (O’Donnell et al., ““Paragraph Level
Annotation”). In Opentext.org’s scheme (O’Donnell et al., “Introduction to the Annotation Model”),
clauses are divided into two levels: primary clauses and secondary clauses. The distinction between the two
has to do with the two types of logical dependency expressed — dependence (hypotaxis) or equality
(parataxis). Primary clauses connect to each other (parataxis), while secondary clauses are connected to the
primary clause on which they are dependent (hypotaxis). Most primary clauses contain a finite verb,
although verbless primary clauses are also possible. Secondary clauses typically are initiated by a
subordinating conjunction. While Opentext.org’s scheme relies heavily on M A K. Halliday’s
understanding of systemic functional grammar, it differs with Halliday concerning this explanation of
primary and secondary clauses. Halliday (Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction to Functional Grammar,
375-77) describes the relationship between two clauses as a clause nexus. A clause nexus is either a
paratactic nexus, in which the initiating clause is primary and the continuing clause is secondary; oritisa
hypotactic nexus in which the dominant clause is primary and the dependent clause is secondary (For an
application of this to New Testament studies, see Reed, “The Cohesiveness of Discourse,” 33). While
Halliday’s description agrees with Opentext.org’s sheme in relation to the description of primary and
secondary clauses in hypotactic relationships, it differs in the description of the clauses in paratactic
relationships. Halliday would describe two equal (independent) clauses in a clause nexus as primary (the
initiating clause) and secondary (the continuing clause). In contrast, Opentext.org would label both clauses
as primary.

% The starting point for this step will be the use of Opentext.org’s classification of the primary and
secondary clauses in the Pauline Corpus.

7 The morphological tagging of the primary clause verbs in Paul’s letters is found in Appendix 1.
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expressions, and vocatives and nominatives of address will also be traced in order to see
if these categories occur at significant points within the text. These features will be
discussed at length in chapter 6.

From this analysis, the extent of the contribution of primary clause verbs to an
understanding of the structure of Paul’s letters can be determined. The findings from the
verb analysis and the subsequent discussion of other key features (conjunctions,
formulaic expressions, and vocatives and nominatives of address) will be used to propose
an outline for each letter of the Pauline corpus.” In chapter 7, a statistical analysis’ for
each of the verbal categories (mood, person-number, and aspect) found in the primary
clause verbs will be presented to show the contribution of each verbal category (and the
individual members within each category) to the structuring of the letter parts. The end
result will be a description of the structure of each letter within the Pauline corpus of the
New Testament according to patterns suggested by primary clause verbs, in combination
with other features (conjunctions, formulaic verbs, and vocatives and nominatives of

address) found in these primary clauses.

7! The outlines for each of the letters are found toward the end of chapter 6.

2 The statistical analysis begins with a display of the frequency counts for each member of the verbal
categories found in the individual letters of the corpus. Each display tracks the occurrence of a verbal
category’s members within the five-parts of the Pauline letter form. For the category of mood, indicatives,
imperatives, optatives, and subjunctives are counted. For person-number, first, second, and third person
singular and plural forms are each displayed. For aspect, the present, imperfect, aorist, perfect, pluperfect,
and future tense-forms are counted (This allows for the various tense-forms to be seen, regardiess of one’s
approach to aspect theory). The statistical analysis also uses a x* test in order to test whether significant
difference occurs in each of the verbal categories between the letter body and parenesis (for explanation of
the x” test, see Larson and Farber, Elementary Statistics, 551-77; see also http://math.hws.edu/javamath/
ryan/ChiSquare.html). A ¢” test is used 10 compare counts of categorical responses from two or more
independent groups. In the analysis presented here, the various verbal categories represent the categorical
responses and the letter parts represent the independent groups. This test was accomplished by combining
the occurrences in all 13 letters of each member of the categories analyzed (mood — indicative and
imperative; person-number — first, second and third singular and plural forms; aspect — all the tense-forms,
with the exception of the pluperfect) and testing to see whether there was significant difference in the
occurrences between the letter body and parenesis. Since the ¥* test requires that at least 5 occurrences must
be present within a given sample (McDonald, Handbook of Biological Statistics, 80-83), the test could not
be performed on the other letter parts because they contain so few primary clause verbs.
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Chapter Summary

This chapter shows the significance of corpus linguistics for the analysis of texts.
It begins with a description of terms such as corpora, corpora annotation, and corpus
linguistics. 1t discusses how researchers have utilized the development and analysis of
corpora to better describe and study language usage. The strengths of this approach are
the rigor and empiricism that are a by-product of utilizing computers to analyze texts.

The chapter concludes with the introduction of the method used in this
dissertation to trace the verb patterns in Paul’s letters. Douglas Biber has applied the
analysis of verb patterns to the structural identity of certain research papers. The goal
here will be to test such an approach by analyzing the verbs in Paul’s letters to see if they

reveal similar patterns to better describe the structure of his letters.



CHAPTER 3

ROMANS, 1 AND 2 CORINTHIANS, AND GALATIANS

Introduction

As discussed in the methodology section, this chapter will analyze the verbal
patterns found within the primary clauses of the letters of Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians,
and Galatians. In order to see if the analysis is finding recognized section breaks, each
letter analysis will begin with a look at how various texts, translations, and authors have
segmented the letter. Following this discussion, the verbal analysis will take place by
describing the recognized verb patterns reflected in the primary clauses of the letter.
Following the analysis, conclusions will be made concerning which features of the verb
and other attached elements contribute to the segmentation of the letter. A proposal will
be made concerning the segmentation of the text, which will be briefly compared to the

segment outlines generated by the various texts, translations, and authors.

Romans

Proposed Outlines to Romans

Although the longest of the letters within the Pauline corpus, Romans still
displays a noticeable structure. As Fitzmyer has noted, the structure of Romans is not
much of a disputed matter.' There is some debate about the conclusion of the letter,

concerning whether or not chapter 16 belongs, but the commentaries used here agree that

' Fitzmyer, Romans, 96.
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it should be part of the text.” Further, the question of what to do with chapter 5, whether
to place it with what precedes (1:18-4:25) or with what follows (6:1-8:39), has also
caused discussion.” The real debate concerning Romans, however, has to do more with its
size. While having the necessary features of a letter opening and closing, the large body
of the letter has led to much speculation concerning its content and categorization. This
study seeks to analyze Romans to see whether or not the verbs help demarcate its
structure. Then it can be compared to the rest of the Pauline corpus to see if it reflects

similar patterns within its letter body.

Segmentation by Greek Texts and Bible Versions

The various translations show strong agreement in relation to the segments found
in Romans. While Figure 1 reveals a number of differences concerning how many sub-
units the translations and texts display, all the texts and translations recognize forty-seven
discernible sections within the letter. The Greek texts tend to find less segments in
comparison to the translations, as the translations seem to segment the text into smaller
and smaller units. The NIV, by far, displays the most sub-units. Again, while certain
translations reveal more sub-units than others, they still show strong agreement over

where the major breaks are found in the text.

Segments UBS4 NA27 NRSV NIV NASB95 ESV
1:1-7 1:1=7 1:1-6 1-1-6 1:1-6 1:1-6
1 1:7a 1.7a 1:7 1:7a
1:7b 17b 1:7b
1:8-15 1:8-15 1:8-15 1.8-10 1:8-15 1:8-15
2 1:11-13
1:14-15
3 1:16-17 1:16-17 1:16-17 1:16-17 1:16-17 1.16-17

* A strong case for the inclusion of chapter 16 as the letter closing is made by Gamble (Textual History, 84—
95). who discusses this ending in relation to the letter ending form (56—65) and the other endings in Paul’s
letters (65-83). For recent commentators, see Moo, Romans, 8-9; Schreiner, Romans ., 8-10; Fitzmyer.
Romans, 63—64, who actually admits to changing his mind on this in response to Gamble’s work.

* For a recent treatment of this issue, see Jaec Hyun Lee, Paul’s Gospel, in which he argues that chapter five
actu