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PREFACE

In view of the well-known fact that all letters of Paul — Galatians
alone excepted — begin with an extensive and formal thanksgiving,
it'is strange that these thanksgivings have not yet been studied compre-
hensively. The present study is a first attempt to fill the gap.

Basically, the task is one of literary, formal analysis and com-
parison. It becomes an historical one when the question concerning
the antecedents of the form and function of the thanksgivings arises.
To answer it a full, comparative and genetic study must be made of all
pertinent linguistic, social, intellectual and religious data to be ob-
served in the Hellenistic world, of which Paul was a citizen.

The results, broadly speaking, are fourfold. First, in the study of
a concrete detail the literary critic may observe that formal, literary
usages may be the precipitate of rather involved but definite historical
processes. .Second, the exegete of the letters of Paul is provided with
- certain specific criteria of interpretation. Third, the historian of Paul
may note how this early Christian missionary in a specific and typical
instance is related to his environment. Fourth, the present study may
suggest similar research in other comparable sections of the Pauline
letters.

In the choice of subject matter as well as in the development of
methods I have been deeply conscious of the characteristic contri-
butions to Pauline research made by several of my teachers, of whom
I would with a sense of special debt mention Professors C. Clemen, of
Bonn, and M. Dibelius, of Heidelberg.

Grateful acknowledgment must be made of the help which Pro-
fessors H. R. Willoughby and D. W. Riddle, of the University of
Chicago, have given to my work.

I am also gratefully indebted to Professors H. Lietzmann and
W. Eltester, the editors of the ZNW, for their kind acceptance of this
study for publication in the Beihefte.

_ For obvious reasons it should be stated that the present study
was completed, in substance if not in form, three years ago.

Yankton, S. D., U. S. A.
April 1938 Paul Schubert
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INTRODUCTION

The criteria of form and function have been successfully employed
in the field of synoptic research by the proponents of the formgeschicht-
liche method. Formgeschichte received a powerful impetus from
Gunkel’s form-analysis of Genesis !, which led to the well-established
conclusion that the book contains a large collection of short stories
and legends, independent of one another in origin, which were circu-
lated separately before they were collected and edited.

Certain types of NT and other early Christian literature, which
genetically and functionally belong together—prayer, liturgy in
general, paraenesis, etc. 2—have been fruitfully studied in the light
of form-critical methods adapted, in each case, to the particular sub-
ject matter under investigation. In view of the impressive results ob-
tained—not to mention other reasons—it is surprising that as yet no
detailed and comprehensive study of the letters of Paul from the point
of view of their form and function has been made. We have a collection
of at least seven fairly extensive letters (counting them in the form in
which they have been preserved) which present-day NT scholarship
with practical unanimity ascribes to Paul. They are I Thessalonians,
I and II Corinthians, Galatians, Romans, Philippians and Philemon.
A large majority of scholars, with little hesitation, adds II Thessa-
lonians and Colossians.

The importance of the study of the style of these letters is attested
by the fact that during the last decades many notable programmatic
suggestions in this connection have been made 3 and some details have

1) Cf. especially the introduction to his Die Genesis iibersetzt und erklart
(Gottingen, 1901); it is separately translated into English under the title The Legends
of Genesis (Chicago, 1901); see especially p. 78. 2) Cf, e.g., Ed. von der Goltz,
Das Gebet in der &dltesten Christenheit (Leipzig, 1901); Th. Schermann, Griechische
Liturgien (Kempten, 1912), and other publications by the same author; the well-
known studies by M. Dibelius and XK. Weidinger on early Christian paraenesis.
3) Cf. especially Joh. WeiB, ‘‘Beitrige zur Paulinischen Rhetorik”, Theologische
Studien fiir B. Wei (Leipzig, 1897); Ed. Norden, Die Antike Kunstprosa (Leipzig,
1898); and C.F. G. Heinrici, Der Literarische Charakter der Neutestamentlichen
Schriften (Leipzig, 1910).

Schubert, Pauline Thanksgivings 1



been worked out more carefully 1. Just at this time the tremendous
impact of the new science of papyrology on NT research made itself
fully felt. The best of the recent commentaries on the various NT
books, especially on the gospels and the Paulineletters, are characterized
by numerous citations of pertinent lexicographical parallels from the
papyri. J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan have produced an admirable
and impressive lexicon for NT study 2 It is in fact a papyrological
lexicon.

A. Deimann, one of the leading pioneers in this field has gone
much farther and insists emphatically that the papyrus letters of the
Hellenistic age prove a basic fact, that Paul’s letters are private, non-
literary and personal. “Ich gebe zu, es mag beim ersten Héren wohl
befremdlich klingen, wenn ich sage, daB ich aus armseligen Papyrus-
fetzen oder Tonscherben mit Brieffragmenten unbekannter Agypter
das Wesen der Paulusbriefe, ja letztlich den literarischen Werdegang
des Urchristentums begriffen habe 3.”” “Nach alledem halte ich die
These entschieden aufrecht, daB sdmtliche Paulusbriefe wirkliche,
unliterarische Briefe sind. Der Apostel Paulus ist Briefschreiber, nicht
Epistolograph. Er ist noch kein Mann der Literatur 4.”

This is a radical thesis. It has been misunderstood as well as contra-
dicted. But no comprehensive study of the style of Paul or of the brief-
liche character of his letters has appeared definitely to prove or dis-
prove Deissmann’s unequivocal judgment. The specific difficulties
which this task involves and its wide ramifications explain, at least in
part, the fact that no one has as yet undertaken it. Furthermore, many
considerations, some of a factual nature, seriously discourage such an
undertaking.

On the one hand, it may be argued that close study of the Pauline
letters reveals a confusing variety of form and content ; that the various
letters were written years apart; that Paul wrote each letter under
specific and unique circumstances, in widely different, irrelated states
of mind; that the very essence of epistolary form and function pre-
cludes a typical, uniform and continuous style; that epistolary form
is so comprehensive as to include every kind of stylistic expression and
exclude'none; hence, that any attempt to study the style of the Pauline
letters comparatively and in detail can result in nothing more than the

1) E.g.,, R.Bultmann, Der Stil der Paulinischen Predigt und die Kynisch-
Stoische Diatribe (Géttingen, 1910). 3) The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament
Illustrated from the Papyri and Other Non-literary Sources (London, 1914—29).
3) Licht vom Osten (Tiibingen, 1923), p. 166. 4) Ibid., pp. 203f.; cf. the entire
section, pp. 116—213. ‘



restatement of a few rather externaland obvious generalities with which
. everybody is already familiar.

On the other hand, one may argue with at least equal force that
there is a quite definite common denominator for the form and content
of the Pauline letters; that all nine served the same function, namely,
to maintain effective contact between the apostle and his churches;
that all were written within the brief span of a single decade; that the
versatility of Paul’smind and of his power of expression is an additional
reason for studying in detail the style of his letters; and, finally, that
the question whether and in what sense we can speak of a definite,
characteristically epistolary aspect of the style of the Pauline letters,
can be decided only through a detailed examination of them from th1s
very point of view.

One of the first and most obvious observations to be made in re-
gard to form is that, with the significant exception of Galatians, all
Pauline letters, immediately following the “opening formula’ 1, begin
with a “thanksgiving”. This fact is indeed a challenge to a thorough
comparative analysis of the Pauline thanksgivings from the point of
view of their stylistic form and of their functional position in the
letters. It is already clear from their length and consistent position
that they are not mere ornaments. Indeed it is to be expected that
comparative analysis of them will yield important insights into the
style of the Pauline letters, and valid criteria for further style-critical
studies of the letters.

But first of all such an analysis must show whether the thanks-
givings are essentially epistolary in form and function, or whether they
must be considered capricious, foreign accretions, borrowed from
liturgical practice or from literary sources, such as the Septuagint or
others.

1) This is a convenient though rather general term adopted from F.X. J.
Exler, The Form of the Ancient Greek Letter (Washington, D. C., 1923), pp. 13
and 23. It designates as a formal unit the statement of addressant and addressee
together with the initial, epistolary salutation with which every Greek letter normally
begins and which is not to be confused with the “address’’ on the verso of the papyrus.
~— On the subject of the opening formula of the Pauline letters see E. Lohmeyer's
- valuable article, ‘‘Probleme Paulinischer Theodlogie”’, ZNW (1927), pp. 168—73.

1*



4 Pauline Thanksgivings

CHAPTER 1
DELINEATION OF THE THANKSGIVINGS

It is impossible to miss the opening of any one of the thanksgivings.
Those of I Corinthians, Philippians and Philemon begin with eiya-
p1oTéd; those of I Thessalonians and Colossians with ebxapioTolpev;
that of IT Thessalonians with euyapioTeiv dpeidopev and that of Romans
with mp&Tov pév exopiloTd; II Corinthians begins its proemium with
evAoynTos & Oeds. ‘

In some cases, however, it is not so easy to say where the thanks-
givings terminate. With I Corinthians we  encounter no difficulty.
Here the thanksgiving reaches an effective climax of eschatological
content in 1 8; verse 9 is of the nature of a confirming climax; but with
verse 10 we are abruptly in mediis rebus of the letter. Thought and
style reveal an abrupt change. No reference at all was made in the
thanksgiving to the stern, thorough rebuke of the Corinthian party
spirit (110—421). The thanksgiving of I Corinthians, then, clearly
extends from 1 4-9.

In Philippians, as in I Corinthians, the central thought of the
thanksgiving rises to the ultimate heights of eschatological expec-
tation in 1 101. If anything, the climax is here sharper, for no secondary
climax eases its effectiveness and the break is equally abrupt: without
the least attempt at a transition Paul proceeds, most informally, to
acquaint his readers with the effect of his arrest on the progress of the
missionary enterprise. The Philippian thanksgiving, then, extends
from 1 8-11.

Likewise we encounter no difficulty in identifying the end of the
thanksgiving of II Thessalonians. The eschatological climax was
reached in 1 10. But for some reason Paul adds an intercessory prayer
which directs attention away from “that day’ (110) to the achieve-
ments he desires in the present religious experience of the Thessa-
lonians (111.12). Then he enters abruptly into a discussion of the
rash eschatological expectation to which at least some of the Thessa-
lonians had fallen victims.-

In Philemon we would naturally expect to find at best a very
brief thanksgiving, not so much because Philemon is the briefest of the
Pauline letters, but because it is formally and functionally much more
closely related to the ordinary private, personal letter than are the
others, which are addressed to a community or to a group of com-
munities (Galatians). Indeed, we should be surprised to find in Phile-
mon a formal, fully developed thanksgiving. The climax is clearly



Delineation b

reached in v.e. The eschatological note which the thanksgivings
generally carry is wanting here—as, incidentally, it is wanting also in
Romans . v. 7 must be taken as a transition to the main purpose of the
letter, a purpose Paul immediately sets forth, vv. sff. v.7 is indeed
a smooth and effective transition from the specific style and thought
of the thanksgiving to the quite different style and thought of the
main section of the letter and, by virtue of its very smoothness and
simplicity, is a stylistic masterpiece. We shall take it here, of course, as
part of the thanksgiving, which thus extends from vv. 4-7.

The observation made in the case of Philemon—that a transition
may link the thanksgiving to the main body of the letter—will be
useful as we examine the remaining thanksgivings with respect to their
conclusions and transitions. It will be particularly appropriate and
instructive to proceed from Philemon, the briefest, most personal and
private, to Romans, the longest and most impersonal letter. This
paradoxical procedure serves to emphasize the curious fact that the
Roman thanksgiving has the most informal tone and, in its detail, the
most informal structure of all Pauline thanksgivings, while that of
Philemon, in spite of its modest function shows a simple, homogenous,
classical form.

In Romans we search in vain for the carefully built climax which
is so typical of the Pauline thanksgivings. The most effective and most
general statement we find at the very beginning, v. 8b: &é11 1) wioTis
Up&dY Karoy YEMeTan &v SAe T Kdouw . . . It is clearly made ad hoc;
it is a skillful captatiobenevolentiae like much else in thisthanksgiving.
The verses which follow (9-13) contrast sharply with the even flow and
calm dignity which usually characterize the style of Paul’s thanks-
givings. One can readily see how Paul struggles in a rambling, self-
conscious manner to convey to the Romans his eagerness to acquaint
them with his particular view of the gospel.

Then, at last (vv. 14-16), he succeeds in building up an effective
climax, which is the statement of the theme of the letter. But, we ask,
is it still part of the thanksgiving ? Must we content ourselves with the
observation that vv. 10-17 are somewhere in the uncertain twilight be-
tween the receding thanksgiving and the rising theme of the letter?
These are questions to be answered in the course of our detailed
analysis of the style and function of the Pauline thanksgivings. At

1) E. Lohmeyer should, therefore, have added Philemon to Romans as the second
exception to the rule that “solcher Hinweis auf den Tag der ‘Erfiilllung’ fehlt keinem
Prodmium ganz’’. See his Der Brief an die Philipper (Géttingen, 1930), p. 13 and n. 3.
It is, however, more important to observe that no thanksgiving is without some eschato-
logical allusion (see below, p. 33).



6 Pauline Thanksgivings

present it suffices to note the difficulty of determining the length of the
Roman thanksgiving. It is clear, however, that we must include in
our analysis Rm 1 3-17.

The difficulty in marking off the thanksgiving of Colossians is of
a different nature. There is no lack of climaxes here. It israthera matter
of choosing between two possibilities. At all events v. 12 must be in-
cluded; the occurrence of the term ebyapioTolvtes and other good
reasons demand that. With vv. 13f. an eschatological climax is reached;
but the exposition, in the style of a liturgical credo (vv. 15-20), of Christ’
cosmic significance which follows immediately is closely and smoothly
knit to the preceding vv. 12-14. Syntactically these verses constitute
an inseparable unit: vv. 13. 14 and 15 are three relative clauses directly
succeeding one another: &s (scil. watnp) épUoaro. . .; év @ (scil. vids)

éxouev TV &TOAUTpwOlY . . .; &5 éoTv eiktov ToU 80U L. The question,

then, is whether we have in Colossians the anomalous case of a thanks-
giving without a well-rounded and clear-cut final climax, passing im-
perceptibly from the form of the thanksgiving to the form of the creed.

The alternative is that the thanksgiving extends through v. 2s.
vv. 21-23 state the conclusion that Christ (the reconciler of the universe,
cf. vv. 15-20) has included the Colossians in his work of reconciliation.
This climax is noticeably colored and heightened by eschatological
ideas and terminology: TapooTiical Uuds &yious Kad ducwpous kol dvey-
KA TOUS KATEVATIIOV aUToU . . .; . . . Kl p1) peTakivoUpevol &rd Tiis EAi-
Bos ToU eloyyehiou. .. ToU KnpuyBévrtos &v maon kricer ktA. The
language as well as the thought of this passage remind us of the con-
clusions of other thanksgivings. We shall do well to give our full
attention to the larger section from 1 3-23.

In connection with this preliminary and external survey of the
Colossian thanksgiving it is highly instructive to compare the “out-
lines” of the first chapter of Colossians offered by some representative
commentators 2. Reconstructions of a literary document are of course
notoriously prone to be subjective, a fact which accounts for the
glaring and vital incongruities among the proposals cited. More serious

is the consideration that some of these reconstructions must be wrong
_— “a

1) E. Lohmeyer, Der Brief an die Kolosser (Gottingen, 1930), p. 75, n. 1, has
pointed out that relative clauses are a construction characteristic of Colossians. His
enumeration of them is, of course, far from complete; there are in the section with
which we are concerned (1 12-29) no less than four relative clauses, namely, vv.13.14.
15 and 1s. 2) T. K. Abbott, To the Colossians (New York, 1905), p.1x; J.B.
Lightfoot, To the Colossians (London, 1890), pp. 123ff.; M. Dibelius, An die Kolosser
(Tibingen, 1927), pp. 1 and (to v.21) 15; E. Lohmeyer, Der Brief an die Kolosser
(Goéttingen, 1930), p. 15. ‘

S
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because they exclude one another, while others are so vague as to be
of little value.

Indeed, examination of these reconstructions emphasizes. the
necessity of establishing on a broad basis some definite, objective cri-
teria which will make possible more adequate judgment of form and
structure. But such criteria can be set up only through methodical
study of all pertinent facts—in our case, through the comparative
analysis of all Pauline thanksgivings. It is well known that Dibelius
and Lohmeyer pay a great deal of attention to matters of form and
structure. It is therefore all the more significant and disappointing that
their outline reconstructions differ so completely as to invalidate each
other. One cannot help but feel that Lohmeyer superimposes his
“plans” on the document instead of educing them from it. Be that as
it may, this disagreement between two eminent specialists on a matter
of such vital importance brings home the urgent need for compre-
hensive studies of the form and structure of the Pauline letters.

If we hesitated to let the Colossian thanksgiving extend from
1 3-23 because of the unusual length of the passage, so disproportionate
to the main body of the letter, we shall be even more perplexed when
we turn from this late imprisonment letter (assuming its Pauline
authorship) to the earliest of all Pauline letters, I Thessalonians. The
difficulty of identifying the end of the thanksgiving of I Thessa-
lonians is reflected in the varying reconstructions of its formal plan
suggested by Frame?!, Dobschiitz?, and Dibelius 2. Dibelius, a dis-
cerning judge of style-critical matters, makes some penetrating
observations on the formal characteristics of the thanksgiving without
discussing directly the problem of where it really ends. To him it
seems a matter of course that 216 marks the end. Frame is not’
at all interested in delineating the thanksgiving, but he regards
12—313 as the first section of the letter and calls it apologia. This
section he divides into two disproportionate parts, the thanksgiving,
from 12—310, and the prayer, from 311-13. Dobschiitz expresses
himself in this connection as follows: ‘“Formell betrachtet ist dieser
ganze Teil (i.e., 12—313), der die grofere Hilfte des Briefes um-
faBt, Briefeingang, indem die Danksagung sich bis auf 3 13 ausdehnt;
sachlich enthilt er alles, was Paulus tiber sein personliches Ver-
hiltnis zur Gemeinde auf dem Herzen hat 4" At all events we have
here another relatively extensive thanksgiving, whether it ends with
216 or with 310 or with 31s.

1) To the Thessalonians (New York, 1912), p. 17. 2) Die Thessalonicher- .

Briefe (Gottingen, 1909), pp.27f. and 62f. 3) An die Thessalonicher I und II
(Tiibingen, 1925), p. 1. 4) Op. cit., p. 62.



8 Pauline Thanksgivings

To complete this preliminary survey of the authentically Pauline
letters with reference to the length of their thanksgivings it remains
to examine Galatians and II Corinthians. As regards Galatians, it
is sufficient to note here that the thanksgiving is lacking—a singular
and curious fact which demands explanation. Such an explanation
may throw light on the question of the function of the Pauline thanks-
-givings in general.

II Corinthians has a well-defined proemium, 1 3-11. Its termino-
logy and structure, however, are quite different from the basically
identical form observable in all other Pauline thanksgivings. While
this proemium might well be called a thanksgiving, it may be more
advisable to call it a “praise-giving’’ or eulogy, terms which express
more precisely the formal peculiarity of this proemium and cor-
respond directly to its key-phrase, elAoynTds 6 0eds (13). Lietz-
mann ! has apparently no scruples in calling it a thanksgiving, even
though he notes its formal peculiarity. Heinrici 2 designates it a
herzgewinnender Eingang; Plummer 3 a “‘preamble of ‘thanksgiving
and hope.” Thus at any rate there is unanimity in the delineation
of this proemium.

The curious fact that the form of the eulogy of II Corinthians
is imitated in Ephesians (13-14) and in I Peter (13-12) 4 is worthy
of notice and gives rise to interesting speculations; and the observation
that the Ephesian eulogy is immediately followed by a thanksgiving
of the “normal” Pauline form and structure, extending from 115
to at least 19, makes the problem even more intriguing.

This completes our quantitative survey of thanksgivings in the
authentlcally Pauline letters and in two post-Pauline epistles of which
one is pseudo-Pauline, the other pseudo-Petrine. There are traces
of formal thanksgivings in the Pastorals, especially in II Tim 1 8-5;
cf. also I Tim 112-17. Undoubtedly these are materials pertinent for
some phases of our study, but they cannot contribute to an under-
standing of the form and function of the genuine Pauline thanks-
givings. Their value from the point of view of form-criticism is that,
genetically speaking, they are vestiges of the original and complete
Pauline pattern. The feeble echoing of the Pauline thanksgiving in
pseudo-Pauline epistles is quite in keeping with the general significant

1) An die Korinther I und II (Tiibingen, 1931), pp. 97 and (to vv. 3-7) 99.
2) Der Zweite Brief an die Korinther (Géttingen, 1900), p. 59. 3) To the Co-
rinthians II (New York, 1915). 4) It can only be due to some unintentional
error that von Dobschiitz (op. cit.,, p. 62) makes the statement that the eulogy
of II Corinthians is imitated by Ephesians and by Galatians. He must have meant
I Peter instead of Galatians.
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fact that the epistolary Christian literature of the second century
shows only sporadic and fragmentary imitations of the Pauline
thanksgivings, while the non-epistolary Christian literature of that
period shows none whatsoever.

When we add the further observations that I Peter is the only
document among the so-called Catholic epistles which has a full
thanksgiving; that II Peter has a proemium which disregards the
formal and functional features of the Pauline thanksgiving entirely;
and that James, I—III John and Jude have no proemia at all, we
have mentioned all epistolary and pseudepistolary documents con-
tained in the NT 2.

It has already become clear in the course of this preliminary
survey that a final decision on the length of some of the thanks-
givings can be reached only if we can discover the general laws which
govern the style and determine the function of the Pauline thanks-
givings, and, further, if these laws prove to be sufficiently definite
to be applied to the thanksgivings whose extent is not readily de-
terminable by other criteria. In other words, in the case of Romans,
Collossians and I Thessalonians, determination of the end of their
thanksgivings must be preceded by a thorough stylistic and functional
analysis of all Pauline thanksgivings.

One other problem arises as a direct result of our quantitative
survey. It has become clear that there is not even an approximately
uniform proportion between the length of any given letter and its
thanksgiving. Moreover, comparison of the thanksgivings shows great
variation in length—from four verses (Philemon) to forty-three
(I Thessalonians, if we accept 313 as. the -end). Chronology, it is
‘hardly necessary to point out, has no bearing on length, nor—we
may anticipate—on formal perfection. We must ask therefore, Can
we discover any definite and generally valid reasons which determined
for Paul the length (or the complete absence) and also the formal
quality of the thanksgiving ?

1} The “Epistle to the Hebrews” has no trace of epistolary form in its be-
ginning. The fact that there are a few epistolary phrases elsewhere in Hebrews, and
that the conclusion (1318-25) is apparently epistolary, is, of course, of great interest
to the student of NT epistolography. I John is in no sense epistolary.
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CHAPTER 1II
STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF THE THANKSGIVINGS

Disregarding for the present the praise-giving of II Corinthians
because of its singular formal structure, we must now inquire how
far the structural and functional similarity between the other Pauline
thanksgivings goes and what is the general significance of this simi-
larity. Syntactical structure is unquestionably one of the most ele-
mentary and objective criteria of stylistic form, the choice of specific
words and phrases being a second dependable criterion. All other
criteria of style are definitely subjective and often vague, and are
based on psychological guess-work—the “moods’ and “intentions”
of the author and the like. We shall do well, therefore, to rely on
the objective criteria and to use others only with caution.

It seems desirable at this point to state somewhat more precisely -
the methodological principles on which this analysis will be made,
principles suggested by the more recent work in this field. The study
of the formal aspects of the NT writings and more particularly of
the Pauline letters is, of course, as old as the scientific study of the
NT in general. Present-day research in this field owes its particular
interests and methods to such researches as those of G. Heinrici,
J. Weiss, E. Norden !, R. Bultmann 2 and others. The work of these
scholars is characterized by the employment of the conventional
literary method and by the literary preoccupation which are so
typical of much of the philological work of the latter part of the
nineteenth century. Newer methods like Formgeschichte and the
social-historical method, and newly discovered materials like the
papyri, have brought about a neglect of this older method which is
still indispensable and basic. The urgent need is to put these recent
findings and techniques into the service of a more adequate and
broader method of hterary style criticism. We have already men-
tioned that this demand is recognized and to a considerable extent
complied with in Dibelius’ and Lohmeyer’s commentaries on various
Pauline letters. Lohmeyer’s systematic endeavor to rediscover the

1) G. Heinrici, Der Zweite Brief an die Korinther (Berlin, 1890), contains
an appendix (pp.436ff.), “Zum Hellenismus des Paulus’, in which H. takes issue
with E. Norden on the problem of the genetic relation of Hellenistic literary style and
the style of Paul. Cf. also above, p. 1, n. 3. 2) See above, p. 2, n. 2. Bultmann’s
study, Der Stil der Paulinischen Predigt und die kynisch-stoische Diatribe, is dis-
tinguished by simplicity of method and sane judgment.
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prose thythm of the Pauline style is an outstanding characteristic
of his recent work on Philippians, Colossians and Philemon .

Two brief studies by Roland Schiitz 2 are also symptomatic of
the trend toward a comprehensive study of Paul’s style. Schiitz’
work is largely methodological and programmatic; apparently, this
writer has not pursued his initial studies further. Nevertheless they
are of significance, because they suggest a fruitful methodological
criterion for our structural analysis of the Pauline thanksgivings,
namely, the “colon,” the k&Aov of the ancient grammarians and
thetoricians, a “member or clause of a Trepiodos3.”” The graphic
arrangement and comparison of the Pauline thanksgivings according
to cola will enable us to judge, readily and objectively, whether or
not there is a significant formal likeness between them, and how far
this likeness is significant for further study of the style of the Pauline
letters.

One essential point with reference to the colometric method
needs further clarification. We must make a clear distinction between
large-unit and small-unit cola. Small-unit cola, which ordinarily
«consist merely of adverbial phrases and the like, or of plain adverbs
and objects doubled or multiplied, are less important structurally
and less characteristic stylistically than are large-unit cola. The large-
unit colon is a syntactical whole; i. e., it has a verb and a subject-
expressed or understood. Generally speaking, large-unit cola are of
greater importance for the analysis and characterization of style,
for the reason that, if they show characteristic constructions in a
given document or group of documents, they make possible objective
judgment of the basic type and qualities of the style, its function,
its genetic relation to other documents of the same type, etc. Simi-
larity of larger syntactical units always presupposes a firmer formal
pattern, one highly developed by the author, and typical of him
as well as of the type of “literature” he produces and of its function.
Similarity of small-unit cola is often the result of momentary caprice
or fleeting inspiration or misplaced playfulness. When it exists over
areas of a given author’s writings, it undoubtedly becomes more
important, though generalization based on it cannot approach the
value of generalization based on similarity of large-unit cola. More-
over, in prose literature the large-unit colon is not only more funda-

1) Die Briefe an die Philipper, Kolosser und an Philemon (Goéttingen, 1930).
2) Der parallele Bau der Satzglieder im Neuen Testament und seine Verwertung fiir
die Textkritik und Exegese (Gottingen, 1920). For his article, ‘“Die Bedeutung der
Kolometrie fiir das Neue Testament”, see below, p. 12, n. 2. 3) Liddell and Scott,
A Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford, 1925), sub voce.
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mental but also more frequent. We shall therefore concern ourselves
primarily with the large-unit colon?!, utilizing the small-unit colon
whenever we are confronted with problems of stylistic detail.

We begin with the briefest of the full thanksgivings, that of
Philemon. Its basic structural characteristics are readily observable
from the colometric 2 arrangement of its entire text:

gUXaploT® TG 0e@d pou mavToTE
mveiav cou TrotoUuevos éml TGV Trpooeux @V pou,
dkoUwv oou THY &yd&mnv Kol Thv TicTv

fiv Exeis €ls TOV KUpov ‘Inoolv kai els wavTas ToUs &ylous,

8Treos ) Kowevia Tijs TioTes cou Evepyns yévnTal &v EmlyvaosL

" »movTds &yabol ToU &v fuiv els XpioTodv 3.

This thanksgiving is syntactically dominated by one finite verb
form which constitutes its sole principal clause—eiyxoploT®d TG Oedd
pou. It is followed by two participle constructions, the participles
retaining the subject of the finite verb—eUxapioTd . . . pveiav TroioU-
pevos . . . dkoYewv. Then comes a relative clause dependent on one
of the two direct objects of &xoUwv, either &yé&mn or mioTis. Then
the period, bringing the thanksgiving to an end with a final clause
introduced by &mws, which, on exegetical grounds, must be con-
sidered as governed by the participle construction pveiaw TrotoUpevos.

This is as well-built a period as we can find anywhere in Paul.
The same basic structure forms the backbone of all Pauline thanks-
givings, as the subsequent colometric exhibits will show. There are,
to: be sure, variations, additions and omissions, sometimes slight,
sometimes more elaborate, but the relatively simple, one-period
thanksgiving of Philemon shows the essentially identical structural
skeleton. Some thanksgivings, to be sure, exhibit other syntactical
features, certain of which will prove just as typical formally and
functionally; and most thanksgivings show individual features.

1) It will not be necessary in the subsequent colometric exhibits to reproduce:
the full text, but merely those syntactical elements which characterize and delineate
the colon. Omitted parts of the text are indicated by...; the arabic numbers in ( )
indicate chapter verses. 2) R. Schiitz, in an article on ‘‘Die Bedeutung der Ko-
lometrie fiir das Neue Testament”, ZNTW (1922), pp. 161—84, bases his colometric
definitions on those of the Greek rhetoricians and grammarians; he quotes (p. 172)
Suidas’ definition k@Aov oUv & &rnpTiouévny Evvoiav Exwv otixos. In this sense the
terms ‘“‘colon’’ and ‘““colometric’” will be generally used herein, i, €., to denote a relatively
““complete thought-unit’’ graphically arranged in one line. 3) The sign » is used to
indicate.that what follows belongs colometrically to the preceding line. When-colo-
metric lines are counted lines so marked must therefore be disregarded.
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It is natural to proceed from Philemon to Philippians and Col-
lossians, the other two imprisonment letters. The fact that the formal
similarity throughout these three documents is particularly great
has often been noted. The colometric arrangement of the Philippian
thanksgiving is as follows:

(3) eUxaproT®d TG 6e6d pov gl méon T pvelg Uuddv mavroTe !
¢v mé&on Sefjosl pou
YITTEP TTAVTWY UpddY
PUETE Yopds
»TTv Bénotv TroloUpevos
»éml TH Kowwvig Ypddv
»els 1O edaryyéMov
»&TO THS TPWTNS TfHEPAS &ypt ToU vlv, 2
(6) memoiBcs aTd TOUTO
o1 6 &vapEapevos . . . émiTeAéoEl . . .
kabcs éoTv Sikaiov éuol ToUTo gpoveiv Umep mavTwv Uuddv,
Bi& TO Eyew pe &v T Kapdig Uuds,
»EV Te Tols deopols POV . . . GUVKOIVWVOUS pou ... Upds &vToas®
BEPTUS Y&p pou O Beds,
s Emmoddd TavTas Uuds &v amAdyyvols XpioToU Inool.
(9) xad ToUTO TpOTEUYOML
va 7y &yd&mm . . . meplooeldn) . . .
els TO dokipdgew Upds T SiopépovTa,
fvae fje elhKpivels . . . TETANpwHEVOL KOPTIOV SiKatooUvns . . .

We find here, as we would expect, prominent differences from
the Philemon thanksgiving; but the structural similarities are by
far more basic. First of all, we have here the same principal clause
in the same dominant syntactical position as in Philemon. This is
followed, again as in Philemon, by two participle constructions,
. .. 8énow ToloUpevos . . . and TreTO1dS . . .

The difference is that both constructions have become much
more elaborate, the first one through the inclusion of six small-unit
cola (adverbial phrases), the second through the addition of five
large-unit cola (subordinate and principal clauses). Thereupon, again

1) The wide spacing as employed in this line between povand émi will be occa-
sionally employed to call attention to noteworthy small-unit cola within a large-unit
colon., No attempt will be made to do so systematically; in many instances omitted
parts of the text (...) are small-unit cola. 2) Because this is one of the neatest
examples within the Pauline thanksgivings of a large-unit colon containing six well-
balanced small-unit cola, an attempthas been made to exhibititsstructureinanadequate
graphic picture. The large-unit colon extends from &v Té&oT) Sefoet pou to viv (vv. 3b-5).
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in the manner of the Philemon thanksgiving, follows the climax of
the thanksgiving (vv 9b-11), introduced by a final clause, ivaf) &y&r.. -
TMEPICTEVT) . . .

But because of the long strung-out developments of thought
that intervene Paul, in order to reach this “required” point, was
obliged to make a new syntactical beginning to make it clear that
he now comes to the statement of the purpose of his prayer for the
Philippians (vv sf., Umep Upddv...THv dénow mololpevos). This is
the reason for the new principal clause, kol ToUTo TpooeUyopat v . . .
(v9), which links the end of the thanksgiving with the beginning;
TpooeUyopat is meant to recall the attention of the reader to ebyxopiord, -
dénow Tolovpevos and Temoifs. TpoceUyopon expresses the com-
bined meanings of these three verb forms. Thus, by a simple syn-
tactical device, the final clause is given its due place of climactic
prominence in the thanksgiving. It is no accident that this iva-clause
can be read without any sense of lacuna following directly the &énow
Trotoupevos-colon after v 5, or after the temoifds-colon after ve.

The peculiar structural additions in the Philippian thanksgiving
as compared with Philemon will require our attention as soon as
and as often as we meet with their structural parallels elsewhere.

Next comes the colometric reproduction of the thanksgiving of
Colossians:

(8) eUxoproToUpev TG 06 matpl ToU kupiou fuGv ‘Inool XpioTol
» TQVTOTE
Tepl UPGV Trpoceuyduevol,
drovoavTes THY TrioTv Upddv. .. Sid T éAmida. . .,
fiv ponkoUoorte &v TG ASyw Tiis dAnBeias ToU eloryyehiov. . .,
kaBdos xad &v TovTl TG KOoU E0TiV KaXpTTOPOpPOUPEVOV . . .,
kabods xad &v Upivt
&g’ fis fipépas fikoUoarTe . . . TRV X&pw ToU Oeol. . .
KaBcos Eudbete &md ‘Emagpd Tol &yormnTol cuvBoUlou fiuddv,
és tomv ToTos . . . Sidkovos . . .,
6 kad dnAwoos Hpiv TV Ypdv &ydmmy. . .
(9) di1& ToUto wad Tyuels,
&’ fis Nuépas TikoUoapey 2,
(B1&x ToUro Kad fiuels) oU Trouduedo UTrtp UuGV TPOCEUYOUEVOL
»kad adToUpevor

1) kaBoos kad &v Gpiv is a complete, coordinate, though elliptical clause, parallel
to the preceding kafdds clause, and it must therefore be taken as a complete large-unit
colon, 2) Compare with this colon three other cola within the Colossian thanksgiving
which are constructed around forms of &koUw: v. 4 dxoUovTes THv TrioTIv Up&Y . . ., V. 6P
&¢’ fis fuépas fxovooTe . . . and v. 28 (ToU edoryyehiov,) oU fjkoYoore. Note also v. 5
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fva TANpediiTe THY Emriyvewov ToU Bedfjparos adToU . . .,
mepraTiioar &€iws ToU Kuplou. . .

kopTrogopolvTes Kad aufavouevor Tij émyvdoet . . ., .

gv T&ony Suvdpel Suvapoupevorl. . .,

METX Yop8s eUxoploToUVTES T ToeTpl . . .,

6s épUoaTo MPaS. . . koi peTéoTnoev &is THY PoociAeiov
»1oU viol...,
&v & Eyopev THV &TONUTpwOIV .
(15) & ot eikcov ToU Beol ToU &op&rouv. . ., .
8T &v oUT® #kTiobn T& TavTa
»év Tols oUpawois kad &mi Ths yiis,
»T& OpaTa Kol T& &bpaTa
»eite Bpdvor
»elTe KUPIOTTTES
»eiTe &pyad
seire EEovoion®
T& TévTa 817 adToU . . . ExTioTON”
kod aUrréds €oTIv TP ThVTWOV
kol T& TévTa &V oUTE) GUVESTNKEY,
Kol oUTds EoTv ) KEQOAT . . . TS &kkAnoios:
65 éoTwv 1) &pxn, TPWTOTOKOS EK TRV VEKPGV,
va yévnTon &v mlow olTds TpwTEUwY,
8Tl &v ar®d eUBSKnoey TV TO AP
»Korrolkfjoon Kad . . . &mrokarodA&Ean T TAVTX . . .,
elpnvomoioas . . . eite T& &l THS Yiist. . .
(21) kad Upds . . . &mokorAiAAagey . . . S1& ToU Bav&Tou,
TopaoTiioon Upds &ylous kod dpdpous kol &ueykAfTous. . .,
(28) € ye &mpévers. .. pf) peToxwoUpevor &md Tiis EATidos
»ToU eloryyehiov,
oU fikoUoaTe . . 1,
»ToU knpuyBévTtos év Tdon xrioer . .. %,
oU &yevéuny &yc Tlablos Sidkovos.

This colometric picture of the Colossian thanksgiving reveals
the same basic structural pattern which we found in Philemon and
Philippians, but also a great many striking traits which are peculiarly
its own. For our immediate purpose however we are concerned only
with the basic formal pattern.

fiv (sc. EAmida) wponkoloare. These cola represent collectively one particular formal
characteristic of the Colossian thanksgiving. This and other formal phenomena of
the same type will be discussed more fully in subsequent sections of this study.
1) Compare with this colon vv. 4. 6P and 9. 2) This line is, of course, part of the
colon two lines above, i ye EmipéveTe KTA. :
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Just as in Philemon and Philippians we observe the principal -
clause dominating a long period (vv 3-8) somewhat loosely constructed
in its second half. We must at least note the difference that here
the 1. ps. pl.is used instead of the 1.ps.sg., as in Philemon and
Philippians —eUxapioToUuev (instead of ebyapioT®) T& 6edd. Then
the period continues with two participle constructions in the same
structural sequence and position within the period as in the thanks-
givings of the other imprisonment letters. The first is brief and without
any subsequent subordinate cola—mepl Up&v mpooeuxdpevol, in the
position of pvelav ToloUpevos in Phm. and of 8énow TroloUpevos in
Phil. 1 The second participle dxoUoavTes corresponds to dwoUcwv in
Phm. and to memwoibcs in Phil. This colon, however, is followed by
a number of other cola which are syntactically as well as logically
dependent on it.

This seeming disgression in the .second part of the first half of
the Colossian thanksgiving (vv 5-8) necessitated the introduction of
a new period if the formal pattern was to be maintained; that is
to say, the first principal clause of the thanksgiving (v 3) had to be
supplemented with a final clause. This was simply and effectively
accomplished by introducing a repetitive variant to the first principal
clause; it appears in v9: 81& ToUto xod fjuels . . . oU Trauopeba Umrép
Uuddy Tpooeuyduevol Kol odtoupevor fva TAnpwdiiTe . .. The significant
fact is that the same syntactical device is employed —in the interest
of form-preservation—both in the thanksgivings of Philippians (13
and 9) and of Colossians. Indeed, we shall make the same observation
. in other Pauline thanksgivings.

The iva-clause (v 9b) and the subsequent infinitive and participle
construction subordinated to it (vvi1o-12) constitute, structurally
speaking, the transition to the second, peculiar part of the Colossian
thanksgiving. The peculiar form of this part—it is to all intents and
purposes a Christological creed —becomes apparent with the relative
clauses of vvi1a and 14; its full-toned beginning is in v 15. For our
present purpose, which is the discovery of basic structural likenesses
in the Pauline thanksgivings, the second half of the Colossian thanks-
giving offers no data.

Closest to the thanksgivings of the imprisonment letters in basic
structure as well as in much formal detail is the thanksgiving of

1) These differences in the choice of words suggest the possibility that Paul
uses TpooeUyopal, prelav moloUpat and Sénow ToioUpan interchangeably, though, of
course, they are not synonyms to him. The observation (stated, above p. 14) that Paul
in Phill s reintroduces the original idea expressed through 8énoiw Totobpat (14) by
TrpogeUyxouct leads to the same conclusion.
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I Thessalonians, a fact which directly contradicts expectations based
on the chronological relations of these letters. That the thanksgiving
of I Thessalonians has a number of very striking and important
peculiarities in form and function is immediately suggested by its
excessive length. It comprises, as we have seen, 43 verses, if its
maximum possible length be taken into account, and it constitutes
almost exactly three-fifths of the entire letter. A detailed formal
analysis of this thanksgiving would be impressive confirmation of
the fact that it has a great many peculiar characteristics and that
these in turn raise a great many problems which we must discuss
later on. Our present concern, however, is merely with the complete
colometric picture of those portions of the thanksgiving of I Thes-
salonians which our analyses of the thanksgivings of Phm, Phil and
Col have proved to be structurally basic.
12 edyoprotolpey T 0edd TdvToTE
Tepl TEVTWY Yp&dv pveiav TroloUpevor &l TEV Tpoaeuy Y fuddv,
&BioelrTeos pynpovedovTes Upddv ToU Epyou . . . KOOV . . . UTTO-
povfis. . .
el 86Tes, &BeApoi fyormrnpévor Umd ToU Geol, Thv E&Aoyny Uuddv,
671 TO eloryyEAlov fipddv oUk EyevnOn &ls Upds &v Adyw pdvov . . .
kaBws ofdare olol Eyevrbnuev Uuiv 81’ Uuds (end of v.s).
This last colon, introduced by ka8, forms an effective transition
by way of contrast to the description which follows of what the
Thessalonians had become on their part (vv. 6-10). This paragraph
is succeeded, again antithetically, by Paul’s apology for his missionary
work and methods (21-12). But it is altogether unwarrantable to
call the entire section from 12—313 “apologia,” as Frame! does.
, In 2 13 we encounter again the typical terminology and structure
of the Pauline thanksgiving: '
218 xal 81 ToUTo Kai Tyuels ebyaploToluey TE Beqd &BioAeiTrTws,
»6T1
TopoAaPovTes Adyov dkofis TTap’ NGV ToU Beol
»&defaafe o¥ Adyov &vlpormwy GANK
» (kabos SANB&s éoTiv)
»\oyov Oeol,
05 Kol évepyeiTon év Uuiv Tols TioTeUOUGTIV.
14 Upels y&p pipnTal EyevnnTe . . . TGV EkkAnoiév . . . &v 7 ’loudaiq.. .,

STl T& ot EmdBete . . . UTO THV . . . {Bleov cuppuAeTGY
Kabws kod adtol Umd Tdv ’loudaiwv, TGOV &TOKTEWE VTWV..,
PKWAUOVTWY . . .

1) See above, p. 7 and n. 1.
Schubert, Pauline Thanksgivings 2
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els TO dvamAnpddoon alTdy Tds dpopTios TavTOTE.
tpOaoev Bt &’ oaUTous 1 dpyT) Els TEAoS.

Then Paul proceeds to tell the Thessalonians that he had sent
Timothy to them, because he himself, though eager, had been unable
to come, 217—38. Thereupon we encounter for the third time the
basic thanksgiving formula:

39 Tiva ydp eixapiotiov Suvdpedba TG 8e¢d dvtarmoBolvan
»Tepl Upddv i don T YXop& § Xoipopev &1 Upds
(1) (2) (3)
»Eprpoofev ToU Beol fjpddv,
(4)
VuKTds Kol Tluépas Utrepektrepiocol Sedpevol
gls TO iBeiv Upddv TO TpdowToV Kal KaTapTioon T . . .
11 oTds B8 6 Beds . . . kaBeublvan THy 680V Apdd Tpods Upds:
Upds &8 6 kUplos TrAcovdoat . . . T &ydr) els AAAAous kai gl TavTas,
kaB&mep kol fpeis els Upds,
gls TO oTnpifon Yp&dv T&s kopblos duépmrrousdy . . . Eprpoodev...
PV . .. MHETHX. ..

This colometric analysis leads to two general observations as
to the formal organization of the entire section from 12—3 13. First,
there are what at first glance look like three separate thanksgivings,
namely, (1) 12-5; (2) 213f.; and (3) 3 9-13. Second, the “first” thanks-
giving turns into an intimate recital of the official and personal
relationship between Paul and his Thessalonian church, 16—212;
there is a similar ‘““digression” between the “second” and ‘‘third”
thanksgivings, namely, the discussion of Timothy’s recent visit to
Thessalonica, 217—3s.

However, the question arises, Are there really three separate
thanksgivings and two real digressions? We recall that two thanks-
givings of such moderate length as those of Philippians and Colossians
exhibit the simple stylistic device of repeating the basic formula in
order to preserve the formal unity of the thanksgiving and to complete
the basic structural pattern. Indeed, we are forced to view 2 13ff. and
3 off. as such repetitions, serving to unify formally the entire section
from 12—3 13, when we recognize that the two ‘“‘digressions’ are by
no means digressions but, from the point of view of form, function
and content are on the contrary fully legitimate and indeed consti-
tutive elements of the general Pauline thanksgiving pattern.

These two intimate and personal discussions are not foreign in
content of form to the basic thanksgiving formulas by which they
are so neatly framed. Without anticipating here the detailed formal
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analysis of the thanksgiving of I Thessalonians it must be pointed
out that the theme of the first “digression” is clearly announced in
13 (“your energetic faith, your loving service and your unwavering
expectation of our Lord Jesus Christ”’) and fully developed in orderly
sequence in vv¢-10. Paul’s “‘apology,” the second part of this first
“‘digression,”” is announced with equal clarity in 15b and fully developed
in 21-12. And now it becomes obvious that 213f. is a stylistically
effective climax of the entire “digression’”” which immediately precedes
it. It expresses the same thought clothed in the heightened language
of the familiar thanksgiving pattern.

olo1 &yevnfnpev &v 1 Uuiv &1’ Upds (1 5b), then, is a topic sentence;
its explicit development follows, as we have pointed out, in 2 1-12.
How central this clause was in the thought of Paul is readily deducible
from the fact that ¢yevrifnpev occurs three times in the section 2 1-12,
namely, in vv 7 and 10. To these occurences must be added o¥ kevi)
yéyovev (sc. 1) eloodos fipédv) in 21. Thus there are in all five occurrences
of forms of yivopau; in four of them Paul is the grammatical subject,
in the fifth (21) he is at least the logical subject. In the same con-
text (15b—214) we also find, four times, the antithetical (from an
epistolary point of view it would be more adequate to say com-
plementary) form &yevOnTe (Upeis) (16 2 8 and 14 and ddoTe yevéohou
UuGs in 17). All nine of these forms are directly derived from and
logically dependent on the very first occurrence of yivopan in 1 5a,
which brings the total of occurrences to ten: T6 gloryyéAov fuéwv . . .
gyevnBn els UpGs . . . &v Suvdper kad & Tvelpamt &yie kad TANpogopig
ToMj. It is more than worth the effort to exhibit this structural
sequence, a master-piece of unaffected but well-organized prose-style,
in a diagram:

15a 1O eboryyéhlov HudY . . . Eyesvnifn els Uuds . . . &v Buvduel KTA.
15D olor &yevrfnuev Upiv 16 wpnTad fpddv &yevndnTe
21 oU wvevn) yéyovev (sc. 7 GoTe yevéoBon Upds TUTTOV

eloodos UGV 7 Trpods Uuds)
25 oUte yap &v Aoy Kohokeios

gyevnOnuev, Kabdds oiborre
27 &\A& Eyeviifnpev vhTiOL

&v péow Upddv
210 s 6ofes. .. Uuiv . .. Eyevidnpev 2 8 B1d11 &yamnTol fuiv EyevidnTe

214 Upels yop pipnTad EyeviifnTe
TGV EKKAICIGY . . . &V TR
*louBaig

1) ¢v is omitted by XACP 31. 33. 39. 49. 67, etc.
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There can be no doubt that our analysis, graphically exhibited
in this diagram, proves the section from 12—214ff. to be an in-
divisible entity structurally, formally and functionally. In order to
achieve pictorial simplicity only the briefest contexts have been
reproduced in the diagram, but a closer scrutiny of the syntactically
complete contexts forcefully sustains the conclusion that we have
here an indivisible formal unit, i. e., one, and only one, well-organized
thanksgiving. In the complete contexts each form of the 1. ps. pl.
of yivopat is accompanied by a form of the personal pronoun in the
2. ps. pl.; and vice versa, in the context of each 2. ps. pl. of yivopcn
appears a form of the personal pronoun in the 1. ps. pl.—2 14 only
excepted.

Indeed, the progression of thought in the consistent repetition
of the “antithesis” between writer and addressees unmistakably
characterizes the thanksgiving from beginning to end, i.e., from
12—3813. It would of course be a fundamental error to see in this
“antithetical” style an example of that literary or oratorical use of
the antithesis which is so characteristic of later Cynics and Stoics—and
also, unquestionably, of a number of Pauline passages. But here in
I Thessalonians the “antithesis’” is plainly and exclusively the direct
expression of the epistolary situation. What we have here is not a
literary or oratorical antithetical style, but a typical, definite—though
not inevitable—epistolary style.

If, against the significance which we attached to the 10 occur-
‘rences of forms of yivopon between 15 and 2 14, the objection should
.be raised that yivopat being such a common word cannot possibly
be absent from any page, we reiterate emphatically that there is
nothing common in the fact that eight of these ten forms are aorist
passives and that one group of five forms is in the 1. ps. pl. and the
other group of four forms in the 2. ps. pl. Moreover, there are only
two more forms of the “common’ verb yivopo: in the entire letter.
Both these forms occur at a distance which renders them irrelevant,
in 34.5, and are middle aorist forms in the third ps.singular
and thus on an entirely new functional and stylistic level.

It may be shown with equal facility and stringency that 217—3 13
is in itself a strict formal unit and that it in turn is inseparable from
the preceding part (12—216) of the thanksgiving—that, indeed, it
constitutes its final climax. In 217—3 8 Paul explains why it was
impossible for him to revisit the Thessalonians and that for this
reason he had sent Timothy. Timothy’s return to Paul occasions
the latter’s expression of joy over the good report on conditions in
Thessalonica in the third and last occurrence of the thanksgiving
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formula, 3 9: Tiva y&p ebyaploTiov Suvduedoa TG 0edd dvTarrodolvan
mrepl Uuddv i wdoT Ti} xopd f) Xatpopev 81’ Uuds. This leads immediate-
ly to Paul’s prayerful desire to visit the Thessalonians, v. 10: vukTos
kal fpépas Umrepextrepioool Sedpevor els TO iBeiv Upddv TO TpdowITOV
kod xoaroapTicon T& UoTepfipoTa Tfis mioTews Upddv. In this “final”
part of the entire thanksgiving appears eventually the final clause—
(Bedpevor) eis TO iBeiv Uuddv TO Tpdbowtov—which, we have found, is
characteristic of the basic thanksgiving structure. The prayer which
follows is logically final, though not grammatically so, because it is
only the final infinitive construction which brings the ultimate
eschatological climax of the entire thanksgiving, in accordance with
the general pattern we have so far recognized, 3 13: &is 16 oTnpifat
Updv T&s Kopdias dpéutrTous &v &ylwouvy Eumrpoofey Tol Oeol kad
ToTpds HudY &v T Tapovsia Tol kuplou Nu&Y ’Incol perd mavTwv
TV &ylwv adTtolU.

Because of its excessive length and seemingly loose organization
the thanksgiving of I Thessalonians demanded a somewhat detailed
structural analysis—to show its unity and its conformity to the
orthodox pattern. The intimate and personal, i. e., the strictly episto-
lary element, is nothing unusual in the Pauline thanksgivings. We
shall see that it is definitely present in all of them. We met with it
in the thanksgiving of Philippians (15 7b-8), and we have already
alluded to it in the Roman thanksgiving (Rm 110b-13), whose in-
formal tone is particularly striking. In the thanksgiving of I Thes-
salonians we have merely the most elaborately developed example
of it. The full implications of this observation for the stylistic evalua-
tion and the functional understanding of the Pauline thanksgivings—
indeed of the whole of his letters—will become clearer as we observe
and interpret all pertinent facts.

We are now in a position to state fully the case for the assertion
that the basic thanksgiving terminology and structure, as we derived
it from the imprisonment letters, is characteristic of the thanks-
giving of I Thessalonians also. The leading principal clause (12),
gUxapioToUuey T4 06, is followed, not by two participle constructions
as in Philemon, Philippians and Colossians, but by three. That state-
ment summarizes the essential agreement and the slight variation—
a merely arithmetical variation which is negligible. (1 ) pveiay TrotoU-
Mevol (as pveiav oou TroloUpevos in Phm.; cf. SEncw TroloUpevos in Phil.;
and Tpooeiyopar in Colossians); (2) pvnuovevovtes (as dxoUwv in
Phm, é&koUooavtes in Col and memoibcos in Phil); (3) eiddtes 871, This
third participle construction is syntactically, functionally and logically
most closely related to the memoifdds olrd ToUto &11 of Phil 1e.
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We are no longer surprised at the failure to find at this point
of the period a final clause such as we found intheimprisonmentletters.
There is no final clause until the end of the thanksgiving is reached
with 311ff. The final infinitive construction at the end of the first
“digression’’ (212), &ls T6 Teprmoarreiv Upds &Eiws ToU €0l kTA., is at
face value part of Paul’s reminiscence of the purpose of his missionary
and pastoral activities during his first stay at Thessalonica. It is,
indeed, a skilful conclusion of his “apology’’ and a smooth transition
to the first repetition of the basic thanksgiving formula of 213: kai
81 ToUTo Kol fipels eUxaploToUuey TG Bedd &BioAeimTws, OT1 KTA.

There is but one more telic construction in the thanksgiving,
namely, in 2 9, Tpds TO pr émPopfical Twva Yy, which we recognize
at once as part of another reminiscence, or rather of the same re-
miniscence as 1 12. The conclusion to be drawn from this observation—
namely, that neither the first thanksgiving period (12-5) nor the
second (213f.) is rounded out by a final clause, but that this is very
emphatically the case in the third and last occurrence (3 9-13)—is
that one or more final clauses have their proper place at the very
end of the Pauline thanksgiving pattern. The thanksgivings of the
imprisonment letters prove the point conclusively and simply; the
detailed scrutiny of the extensive thanksgiving of I Thessalonians
confirms it.

The first repetition of the basic thanksgiving construction shows
the same familiar formula, edxopioToluev ¢ 8e6. It is closely linked
to the preceding thought by the coordinating conjunction kai Six
ToUrto. Thus the whole clause reads: kod 81& ToUTo Kot Tpels ey apioTol-
pev T8 0edd &diodeirTods, 611 kTA. The context shows that xai fpeis
has no antithetical emphasis—indeed that it has no emphasis at all;
it was merely added to achieve greater fulness without flat repetition.
For the same reason the adverb &SicAeimrteds was happily added.
Thereupon the principal clause is followed by a causal &ti-clause,
which embraces a participle construction, a short parenthesis (kafdos
&Anfas éoTv), and is followed by a relative clause, in which 6eds is
the subject referred to.

The structure of this period is distinctly different from that
which we have recognized as typical in the thanksgivings of the three
imprisonment letters as well as in I Thess 1 2-5. We shall soon have
occasion to see that the thanksgiving of I Corinthians duplicates
every one of these structural elements, adding however two more
members to the period. The thanksgiving of Romans likewise shows
basic structural resemblance to I Thess 213 in that a causal &éti-
clause immediately follows the principal clause. The significance of
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these facts is as great as it is obvious. We have here a second struc-
tural type, or rather a variant on the first type, since both types
have the same basis, namely the principal clause eUxapioTd (or
eUyapioTolpey) TG Ded.

Although I Thess 218 is structurally related to the thanks-
givings of I Cor and Rom, it is not, as is each of the latter, an in-
dependent or complete thanksgiving. This follows conclusively from
the analysis of I Thess 12—3 18 made above, and is confirmed by
a full comparative analysis of it with the thanksgivings of I Co-
rinthians and Romans. The continuation of this second thanksgiving
formula of I Thessalonians (2 13-16) is very peculiar as to both form
and content, and therefore need not occupy our attention here beyond
our taking note of the fact.

The second repetition of our basic thanksgiving construction
achieves a properly heightened climactic effect through its fuller
language. Instead of the simple exapioToUpey 17§ 0e¢d we read here,
in the form of a rhetorical question, Tiva y&p eUxapioTiav duvdpeda
16 0e6d &vTormoboUvan. Four adverbial phrases modifying edyapioTtiav
&vtamodolvar add their considerable stylistic appeal to strengthen
the climax —mrepl Uudv émri won T Xopd 7 Xipouev 81’ Uuds Epmpoobev
ToU 8eoU fjpddv. The main clause is followed, in orthodox fashion, by
the participle construction vuktds kad fluépas Umrepekmepioool Sedpevot,
and then by the equally orthodox final infinitive construction eis 16
iBeiv Uuddv 16 mpdowtov kol KaropTioor T& UoTepriuata THis TricTecos
Uuédv. The prayer which comes next is structurally another peculiarity
of this thanksgiving. It predicates Paul’s highly developed sense of
form. This long drawn—out thanksgiving very much needed some
such double climax.

In our analysis of the structure of this highly complex though
formally orthodox thanksgiving we should also note the absence of
a formal transition between the section which closes with 218 and
that which begins with 217. Previous to 217 no allusion had been
made to the question which Paul now begins to discuss, namely,
his longing to visit Thessalonica, his failure to have done so and his
undiminished hope of paying the visit in the near future. Of course,
in a general way this topic follows most naturally upon the remi-
niscences of his former relations to the church (21-12). Moreover,
the particle 8¢ in v 17 has undoubtedly transitional force, such as
it is. And third, it may be said that the new beginning takes up the
same stylistic thythm which the opening of the preceding paragraph -
(218) shows—if the feeling be justified that fjueis 8¢, &deAgoi. .., ooy~
d&oauev is structurally modeled after kol fueis eUyapioToluey in 2 13.
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The passage would seem to be an example of Paul’s practice—
one frequently encountered in his correspondence—of going from one
item of personal information to the next without a well-built transition,
even if some extraneous matter (as vv. 14-16 here) has come between
the items. The problem was briefly discussed here because we must
beware of emphasizing exclusively those impressive formal structures
of which we have seen some examples while neglecting to observe
that informal, intimate, epistolary ‘“‘conversation’ is just as typical
of Paul’s letters in general and of his thanksgivings in particular.

Finally, our analysis of the thanksgiving of I Thessalonians—one
of special importance because of its size, contents and structure—
gives rise to several problems, a brief statement of which is desirable.
First, the problem of the function or purpose of the thanksgiving.
This problem, of course, arises in connection with all Pauline thanks-
givings, but in the case of I Thessalonians it is more urgent on account
of the length of that letter’s thanksgiving. Generally speaking, it may
be said that the Pauline thanksgivings, with the exception of I Thes-
salonians, serve as a rather formal introduction to the body of the
letter. More detailed description of how and how well they fulfil this
function must be postponed, but their broad introductory function
is generally recognized.

Lobmeyer ! in his discussion of the Philippian thanksglvmg uses
the rather neutral term Proomium (= introduction) for it; his general
remarks in this connection on the formal character of the Pauline
thanksgivings are very penetrating. Lietzmann 2 calls the Roman
thanksgiving an Ubergang (= transition). This term happens to be
permissible, though it is not very enlightening, in the case of Romans,
because Romans has a singularly long opening formula from which
a ‘““transition” to the main subject matter of the letter might con-
ceivably be made. Lietzmann’s description of the thanksgiving of
I Corinthians ® as a briefstilmdssige Danksagung (= a thanksgiving
in epistolary form) is however a very apt characterization of the
Pauline thanksgivings in general. :

But it would be a mistake fraught with serious consequences to
assume that the function of the Pauline thanksgivings is unimportant
or negligible because it is introductory. A number of facts warns us
against such an assumption: First, the very presence of a thanks-
giving after the opening formula in every Pauline letter (the obvious

1) Der Brief an die Philipper (Géttingen, 1928), pp. 13£. 2) An die Romer
(Tubingen, 1928), p. 27, to Rm 1 8. 3) An die Korinther I und II (Tibingen, 1923)
p.5 to Ilq.
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reason for its absence in Galatians argues the same point; so does
the singular structure which sets apart the thanksgiving of II Co-
rinthians). Second, the separate thanksgivings reveal a close relation-
ship of basic structure, which is good proof that for Paul a thanks-
giving was a conditio sine qua non of letter-writting. Third, each
thanksgiving reveals a great many peculiar traits as to structure,
style and contents, which is good proof that the thanksgivings are
no mere formal, meaningless devices, but an essential functional
element within each letter.

In order to determine the function of any one thanksgiving we
must first of all examine and interpret the data contained in it. The
most obvious structural peculiarity of the thanksgiving of I Thes-
salonians—its excessive length in proportion to the ‘remainder” of
the letter—undoubtedly implies a functional peculiarity. On methodo-
logical grounds, however, the function cannot be radically different
from that of the other Pauline thanksgivings; there is merely a
quantitative increase in importance. To state it explicitly, length is
the only important structural peculiarity here, and length can cause
only quantitative differences; furthermore, as the basic structural
elements are the same as in the other thanksgivings, it follows again
that there can be no essential difference of function.

The correctness of these methodological principles, which are
based on our previous observation, is again confirmed when we look
at the pertinent data here. Let us suppose a text in which I Thes-
salonians 3 13 is immediately followed by 5 25-28: on the basis of this
(imaginary) text there could be no feeling of original incompleteness
and no suspicion of editorial or accidental excision. Such suspicions
could only arise from a comparative study of the structural organi-
zation of other Pauline letters and the setting up of that organization
as the norm by which to judge I Thessalonians. It would then be
discovered —correctly—that I Thessalonians has no “main body,”
either of doctrinal information (like Rm, Gal, Col and II Thess),
or of practical information (like I and II Cor and Phil). But it would
be incorrect and methodologically unjustified to conclude that there-
fore something is wrong with I Thessalonians.

Now it is clear that what follows immediately upon the thanks-
giving of I Thessalonians (4 1ff.) is in the strictest sense of the word
the conclusion of the letter, clearly marked as such by its contents
and form as well as by its first, transitional phrase, Aotmrdv olv,
&SeAgol, EpeoTduEY Upds Kad TapokoAoUpev. B. Weiss 1 and Dobschiitz 2

1) Textkritik der paulinischen Briefe (Leipzig, 1896), p. 121. 2) Die
Thessalonicherbriefe (Goéttingen, 1909), p. 155.
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show that oUv, the reading of the Codex Vaticanus, belongs in the
text; Dobschiitz® and Bultmann ? convincingly demonstrate that
Aoirdv (oUv) is not just an ordinary transitional particle but speci-
fically a locutio properans ad finem.

Thus the conclusion is inevitable that the thanksgwmg itself
constitutes the main body of I Thessalonians. It contains all the
primary information that Paul wished to convey. There is no other
subject matter in the letter which equals in importance, from the
point of view of its author, the extensive and intimately personal
description of his constant anxiety and longing desire for the Thes-
salonian church. The suggestion is frequently advanced that Paul’s
primary purpose in I Thessalonians was to enlighten the church on
one specific question concerning eschatological expectation (413 to 18,
or to H11), but this is no more the purpose than are the other paraene-
tical paragraphs. In view of the obviously paraenetical tenor of 5 1-11
and of the significant conclusion of the first part in 4 18, doTe Tapa-
KoAeiTe (sic) &AMjAous &v Tols Adyols TouTols (sic), I refer advisedly
to the entire section 413—5H11 as a piece of paraenesis rather than
of dogmatic indoctrination, in spite of its secondary speculative
features. Thus Frame’s outline of I Thessalonians ¢ is correct in so
far as it groups everything from 41—522 under the head of “ex-
hortations.” The mistake of describing eschatological indoctrination
as the purpose of I Thessalonians is obviously due to interpretation
of this letter in the light of II Thessalonians, which actually was
written for that purpose. This is merely an example of the superficial
kind of “comparative’” study which rather than comparing harmonizes
the disharmonious.

It is quite clear, then, that the thanksgiving of I Thessalonians
has a singularly important —epistolary—function. In fact its function
is the function of the letter as a whole: the thanksgiving i s the letter,
i. e., the ““main body” of the letter. The paraenetical section 41—5 22
is its “‘conclusion”, just as chapters 12 to 15 are the conclusion of
the letter to the Romans. The other Pauline thanksgivings, as we
begin to see, have essentially the same function, though in view of
their relative brevity the function is definitely introductory. But we
are entirely safe in saying that the significant, characteristic and
primary function of the Pauline thanksgivings is decidedly not to
furnish a liturgical or semi-liturgical proemium, a literary or semi-
literary introduction, but that the thanksgivings are functionally

1) Ibid. 2) Der Stil der Paulinischen Predigt (Gottingen, 1910), p. 101.
3) The Epistles of St. Paul to the Thessalonians (New York, 1915), p. 17.
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an essential constitutive element of the Pauline epistolography. Their
province is to indicate the occasion for and the contents of the letters
which they introduce. In I Thessalonians the indication has grown
into the full development of the contents.

A second problem arising from our analysis of the thanksgiving
of I Thessalonians may be briefly formulated here, even though its
solution must wait till our study has furnished all the data: What
determines the length of a thanksgiving relative to the length of the
whole letter of which it is so regularly the first important part? Will
chronological considerations provide a clue—i. e., did the “first” (?)
Pauline thanksgiving grow to such large dimensions because perhaps
Paul had not yet mastered the form?

Our structural analysis of the thanksgiving of I Thessalonians
was concerned only to discover its basic traits and its formal and
functional unity or lack of unity. Its length and its obvious im-
portance for the interpretation of the entire letter account for our
having gone quite deeply into detail.

Naturally we turn next to the thanksgiving of II Thessalonians.
‘We recall that it extends from 1 3-12 and that determination of its
length involved no difficulties. Here is its colometric picture:

13 ebyapioTelv: dpeihopey T 0y TévToTe TEpl Upddy, &BeAgoi,

(koBoos &E16v EoTIv)

811 UmepauEaver 1) TrioTis Uuddv
kol TAeovdzel f) &yamn. . .,
oTe aUTOUS TUES v Upiv dvkawy&obat . . . Umep THis Utropoviis
»URGV . . . &v m&ow . . . Tals OAiyeoy,
ols &véyeoOe.
() EvBerypa Tfis Bikadas xpioews ToU Geol
els 16 KaroGiwdfjven Upds THs Paotielas ToU Oeol,
Umtp fis kad TaoyeTe,
eltrep Sikanov apd He6 dvramrodolvan. . .Gy kad. . .&veow. ..
»tv Tij &moxoAUyel ToU kupiou . .. &v Tupl @Aoyds,
. B18évTos Ediknow Tols pi €i8écv Bedv Kad. . .
oftives Biknv Tioouvow . ..
Stav ENOn &vdofaobijvan . .. (8v T fuépg Exeivn)
811 EmoTevdn TO popTUplov P&V £ UpEs . . .
11 el & xad TpooeUxopeBa TAvToTE TrEpl UV, (
v Upds &Grcoom .. . O Beds MGV kol TATPWOT . . .
Smeos EvdoGaodij TO Svopa TolU Kupiov. ..

Again we have the well-known basic principal clause in a singular

variation: ebyapioTeiv dgeihouev 16 8e6y. However slight this variation,
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it clearly has definite significance, as two facts show unmistakably:
First, this variation is literally rep :ifed (save for a change in word
order) in 213, fuels 8¢ deidopev euxaploTeiv TG 6@ TavToTE TEPL
Yudv . .., 811 xTA.; second, the peculiar parenthetical xaBcds-clause
following immediately this principal clause in v 3 expressly asserts
the peculiar significance of the variation eUxopioTeiv dgeiopev.

The principal clause is immediately followed by a causal &ti-
clause, which states Paul’s reason for his gratitude to God. This is
a construction which we have already met in I Thess 213 and which
we shall meet again in the thanksgivings of I Cor and Rm. Then
the causal clause is followed by a consecutive one, introduced by
ddote. We shall have a complete picture of this type of the evxapioT®d
thanksgiving pattern after we have examined its examples in I Cor
and Romans.

A syntactical problem of great stylistic interest confronts us in
v. 5, indeed from v. 5 to v 10. Its solution in terms of syntactical theory
is fascinating, though not all-important. The problem arises from
the fact that we have here a period, or what should be a period, in
a hopeless state of disorder and obscurity, reminding us that even
in this thanksgivings Paul is no literary academician. These verses
are as interesting and problematic to the exegete of the Pauline
letters and to the historian of early Christian theology and its ante-
cedents as they are to us.

The susplclon is probably justified that the obscure and obscuran-
tist theology is here to blame for the syntactical obscurity. One has
the feeling that Paul was fully aware and even a bit proud of this
Jewish-pharisaical specimen of theology. We need lose no time over
the theological problem involved in the syntactical one beyond
stating the interrelation. Our task is to decide on syntactical terms
suitable for defining with some degree of adequacy what is not at
all syntactical. The most urgent question is how the phrase in v. 5a,
tvderypa Tijs dikalos kpioews TolU Beol, should be “construed.” Good-
speed’s translation of the passage! is obviously based on the most
adequate syntactical theory. Dibelius 2 formulates this theory and
his translation of the passage (vv.s-10) follows exactly the same
syntactical interpretation as Goodspeed’s: with v.s5 begins a new
period whose first phrase, &vderypa Tiis Sikados kpioews ToU feol, is
its principal clause; the ellipsis is due to the omission of, perhaps,
8 gomwv (Bvderypa KTA.).

1) The New Testament, An American Translation (Chicago, 1923). 2) An die
Thessalonicher I und II (Tiibingen, 1925), p. 35.
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From the point of view of this syntactical interpretation, vv. 5-10
take on the traits of a fairly well-organized though clumsily pro-
gressing period. Its content is eschatological, its formal purpose in the
thanksgiving to prepare the climax of vv.11 and 12, which is also
eschatological; the language of the period is strongly influenced, if not
primarily inspired, by the Septuagint. What we have here is Jewish
eschatology—more specifically, the Jewish theory of divine retribution
in the language of the Hellenistic- Jewish Holy Scripture.

This period (vv. 5-10) is, to be sure, a constitutive element of the
regular Pauline thanksgiving pattern. Indeed it has such climactic
force that it might very well have ended with v. 10. But if the final
climax was yet to come, and if the thanksgiving structure was to be
preserved, some repetitive variant of the basic thanksgiving formula
had to be used to introduce the final period. Thus v. 11 takes up the
initial ebyopioTeiv dpeihopev of v. 3 with &g & kol Tpooeuybueba TEV-
ToTe Tepl Upddy, fva kTA. (V. 11), in the same manner which we observed
in Colly9 Phill19 IThess218 and 39 (cf. also in Rm19 pvelav
Up&v motoUpon mévToTe, parallel in structural form and position to
eUxoploT® in v. 8).

‘This repetitive principal clause of v. 11 is in orthodox fashion im-
mediately followed by a fva-clause; compare in other thanksgivings
‘the structurally and functionally parallel iva-clauses, Phil 1 9. 10
Coll9 Eph117; and the &mews-clause in Phlm 6. Then in v. 12 the
fva-clause is modified by another telic émws-clause subordinate to the
first. This clumsy construction reminds one of the similar but even
more awkward passage in I Cor 75, where one Iva-clause is directly
subordinated to another one. The change from fva to &mws and the
greater length of both clauses do not jar the ear so harshly as does
ICor 7s.

We must not overlook the second occurrence of the elyxopioT®d
formula in II Thess 2 13f.:

Tjuels 5¢ Opeidopev ebxoploTeiv TG 0edd TavToTE TEpl Uuddv, &BeAgol
»fyamnuévol Umod kuplou,
STt eidaTo Uuds 6 Beds &mrapynv els cwTtnplav. . .,
gls & &kdheoev Upds i ToU elayyeliou fpddv, els meproinoty . . .
15 &pa olv, &dehgoi, oTAKETE . . ., Ko KparTeiTe TAS Topadooels,
&s &815axOnTe elTe 81 Adyou elTe 81’ EmOTOATS THEV.
16 a¥TOS BE O KUpIOS . . . TapaKaAéoal UG Tas Kopdias kad oTnpi§at
»&v ovTl Epy Kad Ady &yabd.

This is another example of the structural pattern in which the

causal éTi-clause follows immediately upon the ebyapioré clause. Of
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course, this is not a complete thanksgiving; the causal clause is fol-
lowed by an ostensibly relative clause introduced by &is 6. But it is -
difficult, grammatically as well as exegetically, to say to which part
of speech the relative 8 refers; most likely it refers to the entire thought
of the &ti-clause, namely, God’s saving of the Thessalonian Christians
(61 eiharro Upds 6 Beds &mapyfv els cwTtnpiav). There may also very
well be a telic force in eis 8, a force which is indeed obvious in the
second eis of the clause (éxéAecev Upgs) els Teprmoinow 86Ens Tol
Kupiou fp&v ’Inool Xpiotol. This last member of the ebyaplord
period is a peculiar feature here. The next verse (15) confronts us
with the most striking problem. Its structure and style are strictly
paraenetic, characterized by the two imperatives orikete and xporreie.
This brief paraenesis is directly followed by a benediction which has
its exact structural parallel in I Thess 3 11-13.

It cannot be denied that this entire section (II Thess 2 13-17) is
an inseparable formal unit. The three structural elements which
constitute it are the edyopioTéd period, the imperative clause and the
benediction—a unique sequence. Dibelius ! has pointed out the formal
and functional similarity of this paragraph with various passages in
I Thessalonians and has made some pertinent observations. But the
comparison most significant structurally and functionally would be
a comparison of the whole paragraph II, 213-17 with I 3 9-13.

The structural analysis of the thanksgiving of I Corinthians
presents less difficulty than that of any thanksgiving we have thus
far dealt with, except the thanksgiving of Philemon. The brevity,
the structural simplicity and calmness of the thanksgiving of I Co-
rinthians are especially noteworthy, but in view of the length and
the great vitality of the letter, especially in its first chapters (1—6),
they also demand explanation.

14 eUyoploT® T 0e¢d TavToTE TrEPl UMV Etri T X&p1T1 TOU 80T . . .

6Tl &v TravTi émAouTiodnTE. . .

(kaBcos TO popTUplov ToU XpioToU RePoicddn v Uuiv),
@oTe Upds pn UoTepeiobat . . ., &mexBeyxopévous . . . ’Inool
XpioTol-
Os kai BePoncdoer Uuds €ws TéAous &veykAfjTous &v Ti fuépy

»ToU kupiou Mpédv ’Inool XpioTol.
9 ToTos & feds
81’ oU &AnfnTe &ls Kowwviav ToU viol alitolU ’Inool
»XpioTol TolU xupiou fpddv.

1) An die Thessalonicher (Tiibingen, 1926), pp. 43f.; note particularly the Ex-
kurs on p. 44. '
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We have already pointed out that the basic eUxopioTd-period
(vv 4-8) is essentially the same as that in Thess 2 13 and in II Thess 12
and 2 13f., the significant difference being that the period here is more
elaborate. The reason for this is obvious: the Thessalonian occurrences
represent merely repetitions of the first occurrences at the beginning
of the letters, while here in I Cor 14-9 we have a complete thanks-
giving. The ebxapiord principal clause is effectively enriched by four
adverbial modifiers; it is immediately followed, according to the
pattern, by a causal &ti-clause. The subsequent consecutive clause
(ddote c. inf.), and a relative clause which brings the eschatological
climax, round out the period. v. 9, woTos 6 6eds kTA., has confirmatory
force and the style of a benediction (cf. I Thess b 24).

Although we are at present concerned only with the basic struc-
ture of the thanksgivings, we may take note here of a structural
feature which is particularly prominent in the thanksgiving of I Co-
rinthians, but appears with disconcerting regularity in all Pauline
thanksgivings except that of Philemon. It is the paratactic clause
introduced by kafws. Its construction is elliptical in Rm 113.17 and
in Col 16; but in both cases the verb may readily be supplied from
the immediately preceding context. Here is the full list of all occur-
rences of the- kafds-clause in the Pauline thanksgivings: I Corle
IICor15 (koBdds—oUTtews) Rm 118 Phil 17 I Thess 15 213 II Thess
13 Col1e (bis),7 Eph 14. Even a cursory glance at these passages
and their preceding contexts convinces us that this regular occurrence
of the kafds-clauses in the Pauline thanksgivings is not accidental,
‘but that a very definite formal and functional significance within the
thanksgiving pattern attaches to it. To be sure, these kafs-clauses to
some extent differamong themselvesin formalas wellasfunctional detail.

The thanksgiving of Romans is the last of the elxapioTé® pattern
to be analyzed as to its basic structure. It will be recalled that we
encountered serious difficulties in our preliminary attempt to delineate
its extent. The analyses which we have now completed furnish us
with valid methodological criteria to overcome these difficulties. We
can no longer doubt that vv. 11-13 (of Rm 1) constitute formally and
functionally an integral part of the thanksgiving, for we have seen
that the discussion of intimate personal topics enters more or less .
into all thanksgivings, not by accident, but according to a definite
structural pattern. The note of personal, conversational intimacy we
found particularly prominent in the thanksgivings of Philippians and
I Thessalonians, and entirely absent in no thanksgiving.

If, then, vv. 11-13—which express Paul’s strong desire to come
to Rome and give the Romans the benefit of becoming acquainted
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with his gospel!—are a constitutive element of the thanksgiving
pattern structurally as well as functionally, the same is true of vv. 14
and 15, because vv. 14 and 15 (00Tw TO kot &ug TPSOUpoV Kai Upiv Tois
&v ’Poun eiayyeMooofor) show the Romans that Paul feels an
apostolic obligation to preach his gospel to them, while in v.11 he
spoke, with great tact, merely of his personal desire to do so (¢mwo8&
Y&p 18eiv Uuds, Tva 11 peTald®d xdpiope Upiv TveupaTikov els TO oTnprxOfi-
voa Upds). Whether vv. 16 and 17 should be considered the final climax
of the thanksgivings or the transition to the letter’s theme (1 18—8 39)
is perhaps hard to decide. v.17 is certainly the topic sentence of
the doctrinal theme, but v. 16 belongs unquestionably to the thanks-
giving, because its vocabulary as well as its thought link it closely
to the preceding verses. In view of these facts it seems best to include
both verses in the thanksgiving.
18 TpddTov pév eUyopioTd T 0edd pou 81 ’Inool XpioTol Trepl avTwv
PIPEY,
6Tt 1) TioTis V&V Kooy yEMeTal év SAw TG KOOU.
9 P&pTUS Y&p pou doTv 6 Oeds, & AaTpeUw Ev mvelporti pov..:,
s &SioelrToos pvelaw Upddv TroloUpal mr&vToTe Emi TV
»TTPOTEVX GV Moy,
Seopevos & s 81 woTE ebodwbnoopat . . . EABEIV TTpdS Upds.
11 émmwofd®d y&p idelv Upds,
fva T1 peTad@® y&piopa VUiV TIVEUPGTIKOY . . .
ToUto 8¢ éoTiv ouvmraparkAndfjval. .. Six Tiis &v &AATAolS
»rioTecos UuddY Te Kol Epol.
13 oU B&Aw 8¢ Upds &yvoeiv, &deAgoi,
471 TTOAAGKIS Trpoeéuny EABElv Trpds Upds (kad EkwAubnv
»éypt ToU Selpo),
v TIv& kopTdv oX® kol év Uplv (koBods xal év Tois
»Aortrols Eveow).
“ENAnoiv e ki PoapPépors. . . opedéTns eiui
15 00T TO kot #ud pdbupov kad Uplv . . . ebayyedicactal.
oV y&p émoangoyuvopal TO eUayyéAiov,
Suvapts ydp OeoU Eomiv els owtnpiov. . .:
SikatooUvn ydp G0l &v ordd &mokoAUTITETAL . . .,
kabws yéypamTal. ...

1) Already in 15 Paul has made an effort to show that he is obligated as the
apostle for ““all the nations” to include also the Roman church in his work
(EA&Popey X&ptv kol dmrooToAy els Umrakony (sic!) mwiorecos év rdow Tois Evecty . . ., &v
ofs éoTe kai Upeis. Nowhere does Paul formulate his own conception of his life work
more universally and more soberly.
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The most striking peculiarity of the structure of the Roman
thanksgiving is also very obvious. An attempt has been made to
visualize it adequately in the colometric picture. The peculiarity
is that the thanksgiving is broken up into a large number of com-
paratively short periods and that the number of coordinating con-
junctions considerably outweighs the number of subordinating con-
junctions. Thus is produced the very noticeable ruggedness and la-
boriousness of this thanksgiving’s style.

Apart from this chief formal peculiarity the basic structure of
the Roman thanksgiving conforms to type. In the eiyopioté period
of v. 8 we recognize the pattern observed in I Corinthians, in IT Thess
13and 213 andinI Thess 213; 1. e., the principal clause is immediately
followed by a causal &ti-clause which expresses the reason for grati-
tude. The next period brings the equally familiar basic formula
from the other pattern, pvelav Toiciofou, not in a participle con-
struction but in the first person singular of the present middle tense.
This principal clause is followed, as usual, by the participle con-
struction Sedpsvos e Trws KTA.

vv. 11-15b correspond functionally and structurally to I Thess
217—3 8, because in both paragraphs Paul discusses his future plans
and expectations with reference to the Roman and the Thessalonian
churches respectively.

The second important peculiarity in basic structure of the Roman
thanksgiving consists in the fact that its climax, although a very
effective as well as an eschatological one (in view of the eschatological
significance of such terms as cetnpia, eloyyéAtov and SikaiooUvn Tol
Beol . . . &moxkoAUTTTETA), is not introduced, as usually, by a repetitive
variation of the basic thanksgiving formula. There is, of course, a
reason for this fact, and also an adequate answer to the problem in-
volved in it.

It will not be amiss to include in our analyses the only occurrence
in the NT of a eUyapioréd thanksgiving outside of the letters of Paul.
Significantly, we find this ebyapioté thanksgiving in the epistle to
the Ephesians, 1 15-19. Its mere presence here and its puzzling position
—immediately following the real introduction to the letter (1 3-14),
which may from its initial key-phrase (ebAoynTos 6 6eds) be properly
called a eulogy—at once raise a number of interesting problems,
especially problems concerning the literary relationship of these two
“introductions” (1 38-14¢ and 1 15-19) to the thanksgivings of the genuine
Pauline letters. At this point, however, we take note only of the basic
structure of the second introduction.

Schubert, Pauline Thanksgivings 3
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115 d1&x ToUTo K&y,
&koUoas THv ka®' Upds mioTwv. . .,
(81& ToUTO KAYW) ... oU oot ebyapioT@dy Utrép Upddv !
pveloy TroloUpevos émi T&Y Trpooeux&®v pov,
fva & Beds . . . B Upiv Trvelpa colas . . . TEQWTIOUEVOUS TOUS
»6¢pB8aApous . . .,
18 €l TO eldévon Up&s Tis doTiv f EATis . . ., Tis & TAoUTOS . . .,
»kod Tl TO UmrepP&Ahov péyebos. .. (to end of v.19).

Strangely enough this thanksgiving, as far as basic structure
is concerned, resembles most closely not that of Colossians, though
it belongs to the same pattern, but that of Philemon. Here as there
we have the eUxapioré principal clause with the same two participle
constructions, these latter, to be sure, in reversed order: &koUoog—
pvelav TrotoUpevos in the one case, pveiov cou TroloUpevos—dkoUwy in
the other. Here as there the participle constructions are followed by
a final clause, introduced in Ephesians by v, in Philemon by &reos.
Ephesians adds another final construction in v. 18b, &is T ei8évon Uuds
Tis gomiv 1) EATTls . . .

At the end of v 19 the conclusion of the basic thanksgiving struc-
ture (with an eschatological climax, vv. 18 and 19) is reached, although
not the end of the period, which continues with a relative clause
extending through v.21, the end of the period. We observed the
same structural sequence at the end of the Colossian thanksgiving,
vv. 14 f,

It is now indicated that we summarize the essential observations.
made in the course of our structural and functional analysis of the
Pauline elxapiotéd thanksgivings and that we formulate some general
conclusions.

1. The formal and functional homogeneity of the Pauline e~
XapioTéd thanksgivings is clearly demonstrated by the invariable
occurrence of the initial principal clause in which ebxapioTéd is the
characteristic and the characterizing verb; the addressant is always
the grammatical subject. We found this thematic clause at the very
beginning of each thanksgiving: Phm 4 Phil 13 Col 131 Thess 12 213
(in 3 9 we have instead of the verb the corresponding noun eUyapioTic
construed as an object of the verb &vrormodidewy, the whole phrase,
of course, being merely a stylistic variation of the simple verb e
xop1oT®d); II Thess 13 218 I1Cor14 Rm 18 and Eph 11s.

1) Cf. Dibelius, An die Epheser (Tiibingen, 1927), p. 48 on construing Umép Upédw
with o Toopat ebyapioTédy and not with pvelay TroloUpevos.
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2. There are discernible two general types, structurally speaking,
of the exapiord period. The first group is characterized by one or
two or three participle constructions immediately following and
modifying the principal verb ebyapior®. The participles are always
in the singular or plural of the nom. masc., a construction which is
merely the grammatical way of saying that the addressant is the
subject of the action expressed by them. ’

The second characteristic of the first type is that these participle
constructions are regularly and without exception followed by a final
clause which is subordinate to them. The final clause (or clauses)
may be introduced by va or émws or &g 16 c. inf. Philemon: pvelav
TroloUpevos—&koUwv—O6rews; Philippians: 8énow TolioUpevos—Tremol-
Bads, Ti—mpooeuyouar—iva—iva; I Thess 12ff.: pveiav TroioUpevor—
pvnuovevovtes—eiddTes, ST1— ; 3 of. : Seduevor els 16 c. inf.; IT Thess 1 11:
Tpoceuyopeba—iva; Eph 115: dxoUooas—uveiav ToloUuevos—iva.

The second type is structurally characterized, first, by a causal
6mi-clause immediately following and subordinate to the principal
giyaplotéd-clause and, second, by a consecutive clause, following and
subordinate to the &mi-clause, introduced by c¢oTe. This second type
is exemplified by the thanksgivings of I Corinthians, Romans and
II Thessalonians, as follows: I Corinthians: eUxapioT® —0T1—doTE—
&8s kad. Romans: ebyopiotéd—&T1. IT Thess 1 3: ebyapioTeiv dpeihopev—
8T1—cdoTe. 213: dpeidopev eUyapioTelv—OTI—&pax oUv. I Thess 213:
gUyoploToUpev—8T1—8s kad. In a form not fully developed we also
encountered this second structural type in the repetitive occurrence
of the elyoapiord formula in I Thess 2 13f. These statistics take into
account every Pauline exapioTéd thanksgiving period plus Ephesians.
They show clearly that this basic structural distinction exists; that
the thanksgivings of I Thessalonians, Philemon, Philippians, Colos-
sians (and Ephesians) represent the first type, while II Thessalonians,
I Corinthians and Romans represent the second.

3. We have just observed under (2) that in I Thessalonians we
find traces of both types. The first ebyapioTéd period (12-4) follows
the first type, the first repetition (213) follows the second type and

"the second repetition (3 of.) again follows the first type. This ob-
servation alone suggests that it is not possible to explain the difference
of the structural patterns in terms of chronology. That is to say,
it cannot be said that Paul used one of the two patterns in his earlier
letters and the other in the later letters. This conclusion is indeed:
fully established if the genuineness of IT Thessalonians is presupposed.
(The present study is made on this reasonable assumption, which

3%
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can do no harm if we are careful not to overstep the border-lines of
the legitimate comparative method.)

Not only do we find both structural types of the elyopioTd
period in I and II Thessalonians; we also find evidence of the mixture
of both types in the thanksgiving of Romans. This begins with the
pattern represented by the second type (v.s) and continues (v. of.)
with a period which conforms structurally to the first type. In v. s
we have the structural pattern ebyapioT®@—6T1. . .; in vv. of, pvefav
Upédv TotoUpon—S8edpevos—ef s, The conjunction & mes is struc-
turally in the same position as the final &is 76 c. inf. in T Thess 3 10:
euxaprotiov Suvdueba TG 6e® dvTaodolvar—dedpevor—els To ideiv
Up&dv 1O TpbowTtov. Moreover, it is structurally in the same position
as every final clause in the first type of the basic eUxopioTd thanks-
giving structure.

It is clear, then, that the first type, characterlzed by the struc-
tural sequence: principal clause (ebxopioTéd), participle constructions,
final clause—is the fuller one and is more frequently used (in I Thess.,
Phm., Phil., Col. and Eph.; and traces of it in IT Thess 111) than
the second type, which is characterized by the structural sequence:
principal clause (ebxaploT®), causal &ti-clause, and, in the case of
I Corinthians, a consecutive (&oTe) construction. While the distinction
between the two structural types cannot be explained on the basis
of chronological considerations, it has nevertheless very definite and
significant functional causes and consequences.

4. The exact and comprehensive analysis of the characteristic
grammatical elements of the basic thanksgiving structure leads to
a further conclusion, one of the greatest significance for the formal
as well as the exegetical interpretation of the Pauline thanksgivings.
Indeed, this conclusion defines not only the fundamental but also
the central characteristics of the Pauline thanksgivings, both as to
form and function. In it the majority of the structural, stylistic,
functional and exegetical problems raised by the thanksgivings find
their solution. It is, fortunately, not a new thesis; but it may be
safely said that its full significance has not yet been understood
and its important implications for the study of Paul’s style in general
have not yet been fully realized.

The central importance of this conclusion requires a full state-
ment of the grammatical observations on which it is based. It will also
be well to keep in mind that it will be amply confirmed in subsequent
phases of our analysis of the Pauline thanksgivings.

(a) The verb eUxopiord itself, or the finite verb form with which
it is construed (as in II Thess 13, ebxopioTeiv Ogeidopev; 213,
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dpeidopev exapioteiv; I Thess 39, Tiva ebyapioriov duvépeda
&vtarrodolvar; and Eph 1 16, o¥ oo pat ebxopioTédv), appears with-
out exception in the 1. ps. either sg. or pl. of the present indicative.

(b) This verb ebxapioréd is with mechanical regularity modified
by the object 16 6e6. The only notable exception is in the pseudo-
Pauline Ephesians (15), where eUxapiotd is construed without a
personal object. But even here the context, and expressly the subject
of the typical iva-clause (= 6 0eds, v. 17), leaves no room for doubt
that the same personal object was ‘“‘understood” by the writer and
supplied by his readers. Or, to state it negatively, the Pauline thanks-
givings are not “addressed” to God, as we would expect in liturgical
sentence structure. In a liturgical thanksgiving of the eUxapioTd
pattern we might expect, e. g., elxapioT® co1, & e kTA., or some
other liturgical structural pattern. ‘

(c) This leads to the corresponding positive observation. The
Pauline thanksgivings do have a definite addressee. This addressee
is a structurally characteristic trait of the thanksgivings. The ad-
dressee is consistently referred to in personal objects, mostly in the
dative of the second person of the personal pronoun, or, less fre-
quently, in vocatives, &8eAgoi or &3eAgol &yamnToi, etc. When we
collect and classify the endings of the finite verb forms and the
personal pronouns occurring in the thanksgivings, it becomes im-
pressively obvious that the rhythmical interchange between the first
- and second persons is a structurally basic and characteristic element
- of the thanksgiving pattern.

In other words, the thanksgiving structure is characterized by
a basic bipolarity, a double focus around which all thoughts center:
the addressant and the addressee. Furthermore, whenever there is
a finite verb in the third person it is as a rule modified by an oblique
case of the personal. pronoun in the first or second person. Thus
perfect structural and logical consistency is achieved and no ex-
traneous influences are allowed to disturb the fundamental bipolar
pattern. This pattern may be equally well observed in any thanks-
giving. The thanksgiving of Philippians may here serve, quite arbi-
trarily, as an example (Phil 1 3-11).

gUXapIoT® TE Be6d pov &mi whon TH nvelq Updv wavToTE v TTEOT
Senoel pov Umrtp TéwTwv Up& Y peTd Yapds THY Sénoiv motoUuev os &l
T kowwvig Uudv es TO eVayythov &md TS TpWTNS Tuépas &ypt
ToU viv, emoif s aUtd ToUto &1 & Evap§dpevos dv Uulv épyov &ya-
Bov EmiteAéoer &ypt fpépas ‘Inool XpioToU. xabs oty Sikatov Epoi
TOUTO PpOoveiv Umép TavTwv UGV, 81 TO Exelv us &v T} Kapdig Up&s,
&v e Tols Seopois pou kai &v Tf) &mohoyia kol PePoucdoer ToU evayyeriou
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ouvkolwwvous povu Tiis YXdpiTos TavTas VNS SvTas; BAPTUS ydp-
pou 6 Beds, s Emmod& TavTASs Unds &v omAdyxvols XpioToU ’Inool.
kal ToUto TpoceUyopal fva 1) &ydmn Updv Tt pdAlov kod pdAAov
TeplooeUn &v émyvadoel Kal don ododhoel, es TO Sokipdgew Uuds T
Sapépovta, Tva fTe eidikpivels kol &mrpooxotrot els fuépav XpioTod,
TMETTANPWHEVOL KapTOV SikatooUvns TOV 81 ’Inocol XpioTol eis 86€aw
Kad Emaivoy Oeol.

There cannot be the slightest doubt that this thanksgiving (like
the others) is structurally characterized—as far as finite verb forms
and personal pronouns are concerned—by the first and second persons,
the former denoting the addressant, the latter the addressee. There
can also be no doubt that these grammatical persons require each
other. . _
These observations (a—c), then, inevitably lead to the con-
clusion that we have in the Pauline thanksgivings a definitely episto-
lary style. Theirs is the epistolary form. The facts speak for them-
selves even without contrast with the possible alternative, e.g., a
liturgical form. In the latter we would have to expect at least some
structural traces of the liturgical tripartition, ‘““God, the minister
and the people.” What we actually have is the direct syntactical
expression of the epistolary situation before “Paul, as he writes
his letters to this or that church.”

To state the most important thesis of this study concisely: the
Pauline thanksgivings are characterlstlcally and basically epistolary
in form and function.

5. The recognition of the epistolary character of the Pauline
thanksgivings is of importance not only for their exegesis and for
the exegesis of the entire letters, but even more for our immediate
purpose, because in the light of this recognition the thanksgivings
are invaluable and comparatively extensive materials, specific and
homogeneous in form and function, which may and must be
studied collectively and comparatively.

6. Finally, such a study will provide us with definite criteria
which can be fruitfully applied to other sections of the Pauline letters
which are formally and functionally comparable. The paraenetic
sections, which have been studied from various points of view, are
a vital example of what we have in mind. Such a procedure would
put the all-important study of the style and form of the Pauline
letters on a broad and solid basis. It would have to be rigorously
inductive, observing homogeneous sections, determining their extent,
discovering the significance of identical basic structure and function
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and accounting adequately for agreements as well as for individual
variations.

The temptation to overwork a sound methodological principle
must be guarded against, lest it distort rather than explain the facts
under observation. It is essential to exercise the utmost care in using
such methodological tools as, e. g., “‘epistolary terminology,* “‘episto-
lary style,” “epistolary function,” “‘epistolary situation,” etc., not-
withstanding, or perhaps on account of, the fact that they have
not yet been employed to the full extent of their usefulness. However,
there is no need to engage in a discussion of methodology in vacuo.
The data themselves, objectively observed, always point the way to
the solution of the problems involved in them.

CHAPTER III

STRUCTURAL AND FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF THE
. USAGES OF EYXAPIZTW. EYXAPIZTIA, AND EYXAPIZTOZ
IN THE HELLENISTIC WORLD

The fact that Paul derived the lexicographical and structural
elements of his basic thanksgiving structure from patterns with which
his Hellenistic and Jewish environment had familiarized him is no
longer questioned. The more recent commentaries on the letters of
Paul, the standard lexica of Hellenistic and NT Greek, as well as
some lexicographical and other monographs, attest the fact profusely
and effectively. The naive conception that language and style are
purely or at least essentially individual creations has long been -
abandoned. Not only sociologists and psychologists, but even histo-
rians and philologists have indeed come dangerously near to aban-
doning altogether the concept “‘individual,” so much have they been
impressed by the ever increasing empirical evidence of the funda-
mentally social and “environmental” character of human life in all
its aspects. This trend in modern science has proved very fruitful
to literary and historical research. It helps to appreciate and to
interpret more correctly the continuity of literary and historical
development as well as its changes and their causes; exegesis is no
longer a matter of psychological subjectivism, but of social objectivism.

In NT science as well as elsewhere this “‘socialization” of method
has already led to a new kind of dogmatism which claims to have
established literary or social dependence on the basis of very flimsy
and insufficient facts, or roundly postulates it without the support
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of any data whatever. Lexicographers sometimes show a deplorable
lack of concern in the face of many important, glaringly missing
links. To be sure, the validity of such postulates cannot be doubted,
but their usefulness to the historian is practically nihil. The historian
and the literary critic are concerned ultimately with the adequate
interpretation of concrete, specific documents; generalities are of
little value for them. This in no way implies disregard for the social
forces that produced this or that writing, but rather the necessity
of studying these forces more rigorously with reference to each concrete
product.

In the course of the last decades the students of the style of
Paul, e. g., have been forced to penetrate further and further into
the wide field of Hellenistic usage in quest of the concrete ante-
cedents of Paul’s style. The basic structure of the Pauline thanks-
givings represents merely one small, specific item of that larger
problem. The problem with which we are to deal in this section is
this: To what extent can we trace concretely the antecedents in
Hellenistic Greek of the basic structure of the Pauline thanksgivings ?

Simply stated, our task is to trace the occurrence of ebyopioTé®
and of other word forms derived from the adjective ebx&pioTos through-
out the Hellenistic period and so discover whether earlier and con-
temporary usage can shed light on the specific structure which Paul
employs in his thanksgivings. Much work on this problem has already
been done. Our part1cular responsibility is threefold: First, it will
be desirable to summarize and evaluate critically the facts already
assembled and the results deduced from them—material which is
dispersed in various monographs, commentaries and lexica, but no-
where comprehensively dealt with. Moreover, the data so far observed
and discussed are quantitatively insufficient.

It is therefore necessary, second, to make a systematic search
for more relevant data in order to arrive at valid and really 1nstruct1ve
conclusions as to the origin of Paul’s elyapioTéd structure. This search
will lead us through the papyri, because we naturally expect to find
in them the clearest examples of its usage on the level of epistolary
style and function. The inscriptions will prove of almost equal value,
because they also include examples of epistolary, liturgical, and other
related forms. Likewise, the Septuagint and other documents of
Jewish-Hellenistic life must be scrutinized and, ﬁnally, a representa-
tive number of Hellenistic ‘‘authors’” whose use of elyapioré is in
any way instructive for our purposes.

Our third responsibility is perhaps the most imperative and
certainly the most difficult, because it involves the exercise of judg-



ment. It is not enough to enumerate and collect promiscuously the
occurrences of eUxapioT® (and related forms); it is necessary to
identify and define in the case of each occurrence the functional and
formal level which the whole document or its particular parts re-
present. This means merely that we must apply to all relevant oc-
currences of elyopioTd which we find the same methodological criteria
wherewith we isolated and defined the basic structure of the Pauline
thanksgivings in the preceding section (II). The importance of this
procedure is obvious. As a rule only occurrences on the same struc-
tural and functional level can be brought into a genetic relation to
one another.

Theodor Schermann, a philologist well known for his work on early
Christian liturgy, has written a lexicographical study on “EdyapioTia
and eUxopioTeiv in ihrem Bedeutungswandel bis 200 n. Chr.” 1 His
special interest in liturgy explains the fact that he devotes only eight
pages to early Hellenistic usage, three to Jewish-Hellenistic usage,
and four to NT usage (two of these last to Paul), and that he gives
the largest part of his article to discussion of the usage by the Apostolic
Fathers and their successors 2. The conclusion of the whole mono-
- graph 3—its title is really much too ambitious—is the rather meager
one that under the influence of Philo the Christian theologians of the
second and third centuries came to use exopioTeiv, and particularly
the substantive eUxopioria, almost exclusively for the sacrifice of
the Eucharist. )

This was most likely a foregone conclusion. In spite of his distinct
interest in liturgy Schermann does not define anything like a liturgical
structural type or function of eUyopioTia and exopioTéw. He limits
himself throughout to classifying—rather unsystematically at that—
the various prepositional, personal or direct objects with which
gUxoploT®d may be construed, but attempts no further definite
structural or functional distinctions. His failure to exploit papyrus
documents (he makes only one or two incidental references to them)
may perhaps be excused on the ground that at the time this mono-
graph was written (before 1910) papyrology was to some philologists
a mere novelty.

From the point of view of traditional lexicography Schermann
has done a creditable piece of work, but it offers little for the more
concrete and rigorous problem we have formulated. Schermann deals
with specimens of exopioré; we are interested in constructions with

1) Philologus, Zeitschrift fiir das klassische Altertum, LXIX (Leipzig, 1910),
375—410. 2) Ibid., pp. 375—83; 383—86; 386—90; and 390—410. 3) Ibid.,
p. 410.
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and functions of edyapior®. Thus we will be able to achieve complete-
ness by representation at least. Schermann’s treatment of the Pauline
usage of eUxaploTd and ebyapioTia is particularly disappointing for
our purposes, because he fails to recognize that Paul’s use of eUyapioTé
in his thanksgivings represents a distinct structure and function, and
because he offers only an incomplete resumé of Erwin Preuschen’s
summary treatment of eUxopiord in the latter’s now antiquated
dictionary 1.

However, Schermann makes one statement concerning Paul’s
usage of elyoploTd 2 which we will presently be able to verify: “Paulus
legt sich dagegen in der ihm jeweils beliebigen Verwendung keine
Grenzen auf, so daf der urspriingliche schrankenlose Gebrauch von
euxopioTéed wieder aufzuleben schien.” This judgment, which takes
cognizance of the obvious and important fact that Paul not only uses
gUxopioTd more frequently but also with a greater variety of meaning
(= Bedeutung) than other NT writers, supports us in our plan to
begin our survey of the Hellenistic usage of eUyopioTd with a com-
plete enumeration and classification according to function and struc-
ture of all occurrences of elyapioTd and related word forms in Paul.

As a matter of fact, Paul uses these terms more frequently per
page than any other Hellenistic author, pagan or Christian. Thus the
necessity of tracing the origin of the terms as well as of the ideas which
they convey is rendered all the more urgent. Furthermore, we do well
to make Paul’s writings the starting point of our survey because in
them the terms occur in large number and in great functional variety.

Following our study of the Pauline usage (A) we shall deal as
a unit with all other Christian writings and the Septuagint, con-
sidering the non-Pauline writings of the NT, the Apostolic Fathers
and the early apologists (B). Next we shall turn to the most represen-
tative Hellenistic authors, Philo and Epictetus in particular (C). Finally
we shall examine the evidence of the inscriptions and of the papyri (D).
At each step of this analysis the bearing of every detailed datum on
the Pauline usage, particularly on his thanksgiving structure, must
be determined. The bearing may be either negative or positive; if
positive, it may shed light on the direct origin of the Pauline usage,
or merely on its exegetical interpretation, or on both. It will prove
desirable to conclude the entire survey with a resumé of these conclu-
sions (chap.iv). The methodological justification of this plan of proce-
dure can of course be tested only by its practicability and by the
validity of the conclusions to which it leads.

1) Vollstindiges Griechisch-Deutsches Handworterbuch der Schriften des Neuen
Testamentes (GieBen, 1909). 2) op. cit., p. 410.
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A
USAGES IN THE PAULINE AND PSEUDO-PAULINE WRITINGS
OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

In order to procure a sufficiently broad and solid foundation we
shall include in our treatment every occurrence of exopioTd, eUyo-
pioTia and eUx&pioTos in the Pauline letters. These occurrences we
must attempt to classify according to their functional usage. The
various functional types we shall identify by the use of Roman
numerals. Then we must closely examine and define the syntactical
construction of every occurrence of exopioTd®, etc. . Therefore, the
immediate syntactical clause of which it is a part will always be repro-
duced in full; the structure of the entire period will always be at least
indicated; and other parts of the preceding and subsequent contexts
will be reproduced whenever it is necessary to identify the functional
and structural types to which the specific example belongs.

1. The Thanksgiving Periods

We have already stated that the occurrences of €UyapioTé in the
Pauline thanksgivings represent a definite functional usage within the
letters—in fact the most frequently represented functional type. We
have also observed that there are, from the point of view of syntactical
construction, two distinct types of ebxapioT®-periods. We shall there-
fore list the examples of the first type under (Ia) and those of the
second under (Ib):

Ta (1) I Thess12-5: edxapioToUpey TG 8@ TdvTtoTE TEpl TravTWV
Up&v pveiav Troloupevol &l TV TTpoceux &V fBGV, &B1oAelTTTwS
pvnuoveUovTes Upddv ToU Epyou. .., idoTes. .. THV EKAoyTV
vpédv, 611, .. ‘

(2) T Thess 3 of.: Tiva y&p eUxapiotiov duvdueda T Hedd &v-
TorroBoUvan Trepl Upddv émi o TH Xap& § Xxxipouev 81’ Uuds
gutrpoafev ToU Beol Mpddv, vukTos Kal fuépas Utrepekmrepioool
Seopevor gls TO 18elv Upddy TO TpdowTov Kol KaTapTioot TX
voTepipaTa Tis TrioTews Ypddv; )

(3) Phil 13-11: ebxoplord T Be¢d pou émi whon TR uvelq Up&dv
T&YTOTE &V TAOT Benoel pou Umep TEAVTWV UMGY, HETX Yapds

Ty 8énow ToloUpevos &l T Kowevig Uuddv . ., memoifos
oUTd ToUTo &T1. .. (9) Kati ToUTO TrpoceUyopan v . . . gls TO
(c.inf.) ..., fva...

1) “glyapioT®, etc.” shall here and subsequently be understood to mean:
€UxaploT®, ebxopioTia and ebydpioTos.
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(4) Phlm 4-6: ebyaploTd T¢ 06 pou TévToTe peiav oou TroIQU-
pevos &l TV Tpooceuy Y pou, dkouwv gou THY &y&mny. . .,
&Tress . . .

(5) Col13-12: eUyapioTolpev TG 9e@d marpl ToU kupiou Auddv
’Inool XpioToU évroTe Tepl Y&y Tpooeuydpevol, dkoUgavTes
Ty mioTwv Updv. .. (9) ik ToUTo Kad fpels, &’ fis Huépas
AikoUoapey, oU Taudpeda UTrép Upddv Trpooeuyduevol kad aiTou-
pevol fva TANpwdiiTe . . . mepraTiioan &Eiws . . . KapTopopolv-
Tes kol o¥§awvdpevor . . . duvapoUpevol . . . eUXapioTOUVTES . . .

(6) Eph 115-19: 81& ToUro Kdyw, dxovUoas THv ko’ Uuds Tio-
T . .. oU Tavopal eiyaploTédy Umép U@y pvelav Toloupevos
¢l TGV Tpooeuy &Y pov, fva. .. € TO (c. inf.) ...

The thanksgiving of the pseudo-Pauline Ephesians is included
here, because it represents the only occurrence of ebyapioréd of the
“thanksgiving type” in the whole NT outside of the genuine Pauline
letters and is moreover obviously a conscious imitation of the genuine
Pauline thanksgiving, particularly influenced (as is everything in
Ephesians) by Colossians. The fact that it is superfluous after the
liturgical proemium (1 3-14) indicates that it is a highly conscious effort
on the part of the author to omit nothing which he considered formally
essential in Pauline epistolography. The formal and functional cha-
racteristics of the first and proper proemium, of course, served much
better the purposes of this pseudo-Pauline document.

(7) Rm11o0: ... ds &BicAeimrToos pveiov Ipédv mrotolpan mavToTe

&t TGV Tpooeux & pou, Seduevos el moos . . . (11), fva. ..

This passage is clearly parallel in structure and function to the
examples listed under (1—6) and is therefore placed here, while the
beginning of the Roman thanksgiving is an example of the &mi-
structure (listed under Ib, 9). We have already had occasion to observe
the “mixed” structure of the Roman thanksgiving.

A similarly mixed type appears in the thanksgiving of II Thess.
Its beginning belongs to the type Ib, i. e., the &ti-structure (see 11);
but in 1 11 appears the second half of the Ia structure:

(8) II Thess 111f.: els & kal Tpoceuydpeba T&vToTE THEPT UP&V,

..., (12) émews. ..

Ib (9) ICor14-8: eUyapioT®d TG 0ed mhvroTe Tepl Upddv &mi T
X&ptt1 ToU Beol T} Bobeion Uuiv &v XpioTd *Inool, &1 év TavTi
gmhouTiofnTe &v oT@ . . ., (7) DoTe. .. (8) &5 Kai PePanoer
Uuds (sc. ’Inools XpioTds (v.7) or 6 6eds (v.4(?)). ..

(10) Rm 18: Tp&dTov piv eUyaploT®d T§ e pou dix ’Inool

XpioToU mept TévTov Upddy, 811 1) TioTis Yudv Kortary yEAAETAL
&v OA® TG KOTHU®. .
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(11) II Thess 138-4: ebyoploTelv Speidopev TG Bedd TrévToTe Tepl
Upddv, Kabds &E16v EoTiv, STt Umepau§dver 1) TrioTis Upddv kol
TAcovdzel T &ydrrn Evds EkdoTou TrdvTwy Upddv gls GAATNAOUS,
cote (c.inf.).

(12) II Thess 213-15: fijuels 8¢ oelhopev eUyaploTely TG 66 Trév-
ToTe TrEP Up&dy, &deAgoi fyamnuévor Umd kuplou, &1 efAaTo
Upds 6 Geds &1’ &pyfis els cwTnplav . . ., gs & ikdAeoey Upds . . .
els meprmoinow . .. (15) &pa olv, &BeAgoi, oTriKeTE .

(18) I Thess 2 13fi.: xad 81 ToUTO Kok Tyuels eUxxproTOUNEY TG, B
B1oelmrToos, 611 . . . E5EEaofe . . . (KoBdos &ANBGS EaTiv) Adyov
6e0l, 65 Kol EvepyeiTan &v Upiv Tols TioTeovotv. Upels yap Hi-
unTod dyeviifnTe. . . TOV EKKANOIGY . . . &v TR} ’loubaiq. . .

There are two more cases of “mixed” structure of which we have

not yet taken notice. In two thanksgivings of the type Ia has been
incorporated a &ti-clause introduced by a participle (Paul being the
subject of the action) of a verb of knowing: £idétes &t1in I Thess 1 4f.,
and Temoifdos aitd ToUTo 6Tl in Phil 1 3-6. To be sure, this is gram-
matically speaking not a causal but merely a recitative &t1. But examin-
ation of the construction and the logic of the entire period dis-
closes that the participles (ei8étes and memoifcs) describe the reasons
which Paul had in mind when he offered thanks to God; thus the
grammatically recitative 61 is logically a causal éTi. The correctness
of this observation is demonstrated by Phil 1 3. —EUXCXplO“Too T
0e@d pou—, 611 6 EvapEuevos Ev Upiv Epyov dyaBov EmiTeNéoel &y pt NuEPaS
’IncoU XpioroU—and I Thess 1 2-5—ebyapiotoluey 16 8egd—, 11 TO
gUaryyéhiov oUk &yevnfn els Upds &v Ady e pdvov GAAS kai év Suvduel Kol
év mvedporrt &yiep. Additional confirmation comes from comparing the
contents of these two &ti-clauses with those in the examples (9—13)
above. The identity of content insures the identity of function; the
identity of function insures the identity of structure. The text of these
clauses reads as follows: ‘

(14) I Thess 1 4f.: iddres, &BeAgol Ayarrnuévor Umd ToU Beol, Thyv
&kAoynv Upddv, 611 TO elayyéAiov HuddY ok gyevrifn els Upds
&v Adyw pdvov SAAK Kad v Buvdpel Kad v TrvedpaTt &yl kol
TAnpogopiax TOAAT, Kabdos oidare olor &yevifnuev év Upiv
31 Upds. ‘

(15) Phil16: mwemoifds o¥td TOUTO, 8T1 & dvapEuevos &v Uuiv
Epyov &yaBov Emiteléoet &ypt fipépas ’Inool XpioTol. kb
goTv Sikaiov épol ToUTo @povelv Umép méwTwv Updv . . .

The detailed structural similarity of these two clauses to each

other and to the &ri-clauses of the regular Ib type is nothing short



of striking. The phrase ToUto gpoveiv with the typical prepositional
object Umép mévTwy Upév is one more clear indication that the entire
éTi-kafs-clause is a constitutive element of the thanksgiving period.
The presence of a kafws-clause in these particular passages may be
accidental, but we have already observed that Paul employs such
clauses liberally in the thanksgivings as well as elsewhere in his letters.
It is a construction characteristic of informal epistolary style * and is
frequent in the papyrus letters 2

There is one more occurrence of elxapioTé in the Pauline thanks-
givings. Its structural position, however, is so strikingly different that
it calls for a specific analysis. It is the very last period of the eldoyia-
proemium of IT Corinthians, 1 10f. That this strange ebyapioTé-period
nevertheless reflects in somie way the typical Pauline ebyapioré-
thanksgiving period is indicated by the prominent réle it plays for-
mally and ideologically as the impressive climax of the proemium;
it must therefore be listed as the final example of the ebyapioTd-
thanksgiving periods. ,

(16) II Cor 110f.: 85 (sc. 6 6eds) &k TnAkouTou BavéTou épUoaTo
fiuds Kol puoeTon, el Sv HATikapey 11 kol ET1 pUcETX, CUV-
uTroupyoUvTwy Kol Upddv Utrep fpddy T Serjoel, Tvar &K TTOAAGY
TpoowTwy TO els fuds Y&piopa Sk mTOAAGY edyxapioTnif)
UTtEp V.

Close scrutiny of the syntactical units which make up this con-
clusion reveals that these small units are exactly the same as those
which we have found to be the constitutive elements of the regular
eUyxoploTd thanksgiving clause. With ouvutroupyolUvTev Uuév Umép
ﬁuc‘bv Tf) Sefoer compare Phil 13, (EOXdplcTc’b T 0edd pou . . .) T&vTOTE
&v éon Befloer Umép T Uuddv. Again, in both cases there is a va- |
clause, but here with a curiously inverted content: the fva-clause has
the verb eUxopiord, while ordinarily that clause states the purpose
of Paul’s intercessory prayer. More is presently to be said of the formal
and ideological inversions in this passage of II Corinthians.

Lietzmann has correctly pointed out ? that 8i1& woAAGV is struc-
turally an unnecessary doublet or repetition of & TOAAGY TrpocwTTwY,

1) Lohmeyer, An die Philipper (Géttingen, 1930), p. 22, makes this observation
and suggests that perhaps Paul follows here a pattern typical of Jewish epistolography.
This assumption, however, is clearly refuted by the positive evidence of the Hellenistic-
pagan papyri. Much of Lohmeyer’s work is characterized by his endeavor to stress
Jewish rather than Hellenistic origins in the New Testament, 2} See F. Preisigke,
‘Worterbuch der Griechischen Papyrusurkunden (Berlin, 1925), s.v. kafws; only a
small selection of the examples is quoted by Preisigke. 3) An die Korinther II
(Tiubingen, 1931), p. 101.



just as Umrép fuddv unnecessarily repeats eig fuds in TO es Hpds x&piopa L.
It is a question, however, whether this clumsy accumulation of repeti-
tive phrases is due to the dictating author’s effort to correct himself,
as Lietzmann suggests, or to-his more or less conscious attempt at
plerophory.in order to make the climax of the proemium more emphatic.

The question may well be asked whether the habit of bringing
a gUxapioTé-clause into the proemium does not account for the clumsi-
ness of this final period. Another possible explanation is that Paul
here endeavored to formulate an unusual religious conception of
thanksgiving, one more fully and clearly expressed in the same letter,
415 and 9 11f. At any rate, we must beware of leaping to extreme con-
clusions. Here as elsewhere the careful exegesis of the passage itself
cannot be dispensed with. A comprehensive scrutiny of all other perti-
nent examples of the same construction in Paul is imperative for the
solution of the problem.

The passive construction fva & TToAAGY Trpoodmwy TO €s fuds
Xapiopa 51 TOAAGY ebyapioTn8fj Umrép fiuddv is, quite apart from the
awkward adverbial phrases, very unusual, to say the least. Lietzmann,
however, makes the problem even more confusing than it is with the
comment, “Die Konstruktion eiyapioreiv 71 = ‘fiir etwas danken’ ist
bisher nur durch Hippokrates epist. 17, 46 Hercher belegt.”” In the
first place, our passage (II Cor 111) has nothing at all to do with the
construction edyaptotelv T1 (= to thank for something). In the second
place, the Hippocrates passage is not a structural parallel to either
IT Cor 111 or to the construction ebyapioreiv 1. In the third place,
the active construction elyapioTeiv 11 does not occur at all in the NT.
It is however attested more than once in other sources, though it never
attains to the status of a grammatlcally approved usage. The correct
construction throughout remains ebyapiotelv émi Tt (= to thank
for something).

First, the Corlnthlan construction, fva &k TOAAGV TpocwTwWY TO
els Nuds x&piope . . . eUyxapioTndi, is not the passive rendering of the
active ex’rxapxc-reiv 71, but simply of the orthodox active eUxapioTeiv
gmi T (= to thank for something). In the German language, to be
sure, only the direct object of an active transitive verb can be the
subject in its passive construction. But in the more elastic Greek idiom
an indirect object may just as readily become the subject of the passive

- yerb-form 2. According to all laws of Greek syntax theactive equivalent

1) For parallels to the construction eUrxapioTéd Utrép or Trepl Uudy in the thanks-
giving clauses see the Table II, below, pp. b4f. 2) See Kihner-Gerth, Ausfithr-
liche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache (Leipzig, 1898 bis 1904), II. Teil, Band I,
Paragraph 378, 6.
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of the construction II Cor 1 11 is simply fve évres Upeis ebyapiotionTe
gl T& els fuds xXoplopart.

Second, the Hippocrates passage, like IT Cor 1 11, attests the rare
passive use of ebxapioTd, but here it is not the cause for which thanks
are offered which appears as the subject, but the person to whom
thanks are offered. Lietzmann does not quote the Hippocrates passage;
it is more than probable that he was simply misled by Schermann’s
assertion that the active construction eUyapioteiv T1 is closely related
to the passive construction as an example of which he quoted the
Hippocrates passage '—an almost unpardonable error because ob-
viously the passive equivalent to ebyopioTeiv 1 would be ebyapioTeitai
T1 = “thanks are offered for something.”” The Hippocrates passage,

however, is an example of the construction eoyopioTeitai Tis = “‘a per-
son is offered thanks,” which is an entirely different thing. It is the
passive rendering of the active construction elyapioté® Tivi = “I offer

thanks to a person.”

Schermann, furthermore, fails to grasp the meaning of the Hippo-
crates passage when he asserts that it is a thanksgiving to Hippo-
crates 2. Let us therefore quote the passage in question (Hippocr.
epist. 17, 46) more fully than Schermann does and interpret it cor-
rectly: & oos rpdyovos *AckAfiTrios voubnoia ool yevéoBw. owzwv &v-
Bpwmrous kepauvoiol ebxapioTnTal. ouy &pfis 6T1 k&yd Tiis aUTHs poipns
eipf—“Your ancestor Asclepios should be a warning to you. He saved
men and as a reward he was killed by thunderbolts. Don’t you see
that the same fate awaits me ?’”’ This is, of course, a reference to the
well-known myth ? which is reported in connection with several of
Asclepios’ healing miracles. The gods, being jealous of Asclepios,
killed him by lightning, but he—so the myth says—was each time
promptly resurrected. Hence this is anything but a “thanksgiving to
Asclepios’; it is merely the confession of a disillusioned physician that
he cannot expect gratitude for his work. The fate of Asclepios serves
as a telling illustration of this experience.

An exact parallel to the Hippocrates construction is Philo Quis
rer. div. heres 174: fvxr. . . Umrép . . . TV . . . &yaB&v 6 Beds ebyaploTii-
Tou—“‘that for all the good things God be given thanks.” In both
cases we have the construction, elyapioTeitad Tis = ““a person is given
thanks.”

Third, while we have seen that Lietzmann’s statement that the
Asclepios passage and II Cor 111 are the only examples of the con-

1) Op. cit,, p. 879. 2} Ibid. 3) See the article ‘““Asclepius” in Pauly-
Wissowa, Realenzyklopadie der klassischen Altertumswissenschaft (Leipzig, 1912).
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struction ey apioTeiv Tt = “‘to thank for something” rests on an error,
it is true that a few examples of that construction do exist. Oddly
enough, however, Schermann ! errs again in quoting as an example of
it Dittenberger, OGIS, II, p. 456 (= Nr. 717): TaUra TévTa €K TGV
UGV KauaTwy goyaploTioas T Zapdmdt T¢ Mwiel. The preceding
context of this inscription clearly shows that this clause means “all
these things (namely, a sanctuary with a fully equipped well) I have
dedicated to Sarapis Minieus” 2. .

The only examples of the construction ebyapioTeiv 11 (for ebya-
pioTelv émri Tvi) which I have found are Hermas Sim. vii. 5, kol ToUto
gUxapioTel TG Kupiw, 871 &§16v o fiynoaTto ToU mpodnAdoai ot ThHv
OAiyw—“and thank the Lord for this, that he considered you worthy
to reveal this tribulation to you in advance”; the famous passage Di-
dache 10 7, Tols 8¢ TpognTans EmiTpémeTE EUY AploTEIV Soax BEAouatv—‘but
permit the prophets to say as many prayers of thanks as they wish” 3;
and, a third example, Pap. GieBen 85 (of the time of Trajan or Ha-
drian), To10UTé oot uéve edxaploTd Tapd T¢ kupiey ‘Eppdj kol ob Sia-
Aeimmw TO TpookUVNUG cou TroiddY Kal' Ek&oTtny fuépav—‘and for this
I give thanks to you alone before the Lord Hermes . ..” ¢

The results of this discussion, so far as the structural analysis of
II Cor 111 is concerned, are rather negative in that we have been
forced to refute the pertinency of certain allegedly parallel con-
structions. At the same time, however, we have obtained a proper
view of some of the unorthodox constructions of elyapioTé.

Yet there are at least two further passages which may be con-
sidered parallels to the construction of II Cor 1 11. They occur in close
proximity (and with the same function) in Justin’s Apologia, 65. b
and 66. 2: petoAoPeiv &md ToU ebyopioTndévtos &prou, and - ThHv
8’ eUxfls Adyou Tol o’ alrroU (sc. ToU Kuplou) elxapioTnBeicav Tpo-
Pfv . . . &kelvou . . . odpra Kad alpa 8818&yOnpev elvar. The only difference
is that here we have the aor. pass. ptc. in adjective position, while in
IT Cor 111 we have a finite form of the aor. pass. The second passage
is particularly relevant, because it introduces the logical subject
through 81& c. gen., 81" e¥yfis Adyou ToU Tap’ a¥toU, just as Paul does,
S1& TOAAGY (= &K TOAAGV TrpocTwY).

1) Op.cit., p. 379. 2) For full proof of this interpretation see the detailed
discussion of this inscription below, section D, p. 155. 3) The author of the Did.
apparently does not think very highly of the prophets. The phrase Soa 8éAovoty
seems to express a rather pointed disregard for their claim of divine inspiration.
Undoubtedly, if he could have his way, he would have eliminated them altogether
from- participation in church activities. 1) For the full treatment of this impor-
tant papyrus passage see below, under section D, pp. 168 £.
Schubert, Pauline Thanksgivings 4
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It remains, then, to state that the passive form of ebxopioT®d in
IT Cor 111 is an extremely rare construction. It stands in singular con-
trast to the Pauline use of the active throughout. This structural in-
version, we have seen, characterizes the entire period. Ordinarily,
Paul is the subject of the verb action, here it is the Corinthians; ordin-
arily, the addressees are referred to in the adverbial phrases, here it is
Paul (Urrép fjuddv—twice; €is fjuds) ; ordinarily, the principal ey apioréd-
clause is followed by a final clause, here ebyapior® is the verb of the
final clause; ordinarily, the ebyapior&d-clause forms the beginning of
the proemium, here it forms the conclusion; ordinarily, the verb is used
in the active voice, here it is used in the passive.

This strangely consistent structural inversion seems to lead to the
conclusion that Paul, compelled by a strong habit of epistolary form,
could not refrain from bringing the elyapioT®-clause into the pro-
emium of II Corinthians, although, for some reason, he departed from
his normal pattern by using it here in the conclusion rather than at the
beginning of the proemium, and correspondingly inverted every detail
of its construction. The reason why Paul did not begin II Corinthians
with the regular ebyapiord thanksgiving and chose the more liturgical,
less personal elAoyia (ebAoynTds 6 Beds KTA., 1 4-11), must be looked for
in the particular epistolary situation which called forth this letter.

We are now ready to discuss the structural problems contained
in the list of 16 passages from the Pauline (and Ephesian) thanks-
givings. The first observation to be made from this list ! is that its
items represent a distinct usage of eUxopioT® within the general
Pauline usage, the usage in epistolary form and function.

Another general observation presents itself forcefully in the form
of a vexing question which has kept the commentators and exegetes
guessing, the question, namely, how the numerous adverbs and ad-
verbial phrases are to be construed —whether they modify the principal
verb eUyapioTd or (in type Ia) the first participle form. How, for
example, are T&vToTE, TEPl UGV, UTrtp Upddv, &BioAeiTTews, &l T pvelg
Gudv (Phil.), &l Tév mpooeux@v pou, to be construed? To be sure,
each of these terms or phrases is to be found in constructions of eUxa-
ploTé in non-Pauline biblical and in extra-biblical Christian and pagan
usage. .
But whatever light it may throw upon the proper construction
of the Pauline thanksgiving period, analysis of the Pauline con-
structions themselves must be our first concern. For it is clear that the
difficulties arise, in part at least, from the fact that Paul often piles

1) See above, pp. 43—46.
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. up modifiers to one verb form. This fondness
for pleonasm is a familiar characteristic of the
Pauline style in general, and certainly of the
initial thanksgiving period, a fact, however,
which does not excuse the student from
subjecting each individual clause to careful
syntactical analysis.

The most appropriate procedure will be
to start with those examples which offer no
serious difficulties to syntactical analysis, i. e.
those which allow of no alternate syntactical
definition. Equipped with the observations
thus made we shall be in a better position to
determine those constructions which seem
capable of more than one syntactical defini-
tion. Some examples, we shall see, will even
then defy unequivocal description, and no-
thing would be gained by veiling the fact.
But in these cases—and only in these cases
—the responsibility rests squarely on Paul
for his failure to express himself unambigu-
ously for the benefit of his exegetes. Even-
tually, indeed, we shall be able to clarify
some of these doubtful constructions in the
light of extra-Pauline Hellenistic usage.

The fortunate fact that the ebyapiord-
clauses of the Ib type can without excep-
tion be unequivocally described syntactically
is due their characteristically simple struc-
ture. The accompanying Table I convincingly
exhibits the structural simplicity and same-
ness of all full examples of the thanksgiving
type Ib. The type consists of five essential
syntactical units, as follows: (1) A finite verb
form in the 1. ps. sg. or pl. of ehxoproTd (in
II Thessalonians, both times of égeidw); it
is immediately and invariably followed by
(2) a personal object in the dative case,
denoting the object toward which the verb
action is directed, which always is T& 8
(wov); this is followed invariably by (3) a
temporal adverb—mavtote as a rule; &dia-

TABLE I. — EXHIBITING THE ESSENTIAL STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS

OF THE THANKSGIVING TYPE Ib.
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Aefrteos in I Thess 213 is obviously due to the desire for stylistic variety,
as évtote had already been used in 12. We shall see that &8iaefrroos
and mé&vToTe in the same construction and on the same functional level
are interchangeable synonyms in a number of pagan documents.
Tp&dTov pév in Rm 18 is on the face of it also a temporal adverb,
although it has taken on a much wider meaning, as is well known; but
basically it retains its temporal force, however it may be translated.

How erroneous would be a resort to the psychologizing explanation
that Paul could not very well say that he “always” gave thanks to
God in behalf of a church to which he had as yet no personal relations
at all, is made plain through vv. 9f. Here Paul shows no least com-
punction in asserting in the most emphatic terms that he prayed for
the Romans &5iceimrws and (!) wé&vroTe in his regular daily prayers:
H&pTUS Yé&p poU EoTiv 6 Beds . . ., &5 &BiroAeiTTTws pyelav Uudv mololuc
Té&vToTE &Ml TGV Tpoceuy v pou. Several papyrus letters will convince
us that we have here a formula which had become a firmly established
convention for letters of a certain type 1.

Next in the structural sequence of type Ib comes (4) an adverbial
phrase, invariably consisting of the preposition Tepi with the genitive
of the pers. pron. in the 2. ps. pl., indicating the persons concerning
whom Paul gives thanks to God, namely, his addressees. That
I Thess 2 13 omits this phrase proves nothing, because it was previously
employed (12) and occurs again in 3 9. Furthermore, the content of
the &i-clause (2 13) shows plainly that Paul has his addressees defin-
itely in mind (&1. . . &5é6aoBe . . . Adyov Oeol).

It is well to realize that nothing is gained by translating the pre-
position mepi with some smooth English preposition, because mepi in
this as in most other constructions is anything but smooth and definite.
The rendering “‘concerning”, or at best “about,” adequately takes into
account the vagueness of mepi. E. J. Goodspeed ? properly translates
“about” in the case of Rm 1 8 and I Cor 1 4. The rendering, “I thank
God for you,” which he employs in the Thessalonian examples
(I 218 II 12 and 213), is really too smooth and too definite. There is
no reason to treat the latter passages differently.

The last member of the Ib structure is (b) the causal émi-clause.
Its content is definitely determined by the specific epistolary situation
which obtained in the case of each letter. This principle explains
the invariable basic structural likeness of all these &ti-clauses as
well as the fact that from here on a greater variety of form and
thought obtains in the thanksgiving periods.

1) See below, section D, pp. 1681L. 2) The New Testament, An American
Translation (Chicago, 1925).
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The simplicity of these observations classified under (1—>5) must
not deter us from stating them fully and clearly, and from appre-
ciating the importance of this structural and functional analysis for
the interpretation of the Pauline thanksgivings. Moreover, they will
presently assist materially toward analysis of the structurally more
complex and ambiguous examples of the thanksgiving type Ia.

It is also proper to point out that we have here discovered a
truly surprising example of “fixed’”’ form and of uniform function
over a representative cross section of the Pauline letters, binding
together the early letters to the Thessalonians and those two im-
portant “‘main” letters, Romans and I Corinthians.

The syntactical analysis of the eUxapioTé&-periods which we have
grouped as type Ia is much more difficult, but not at all impossible.
The accompanying Table II is the final outcome of several attempts
to exhibit effectively the structural pattern of this type, and even
a superficial consultation of it shows that all structural elements of
this complex type fall readily into one uniform pattern. The esthe-
tically most sensitive style-critic could not possibly, on the basis of
mere ‘‘impressions,” feel the high degree of ‘‘fixed” form which all
examples share.

It must be kept in mind that the various syntactical units
exhibited in the 7 columns of Table II do not immediately indicate
the syntactical relations which obtain among the units. But the table
unquestionably may serve as a convenient and highly objective clue
toward the solution of these problematic relations, because it is an
absolutely complete record of the syntactical units of all full el aploTd-
periods of the Ia type as well as of its fragmentary examples within
the thanksgivings. The few omissions in the reproduction of the text
are always conscientiously indicated through a dotted line (...).
They are, from the point of view of structure and function, of very
secondary importance—are in fact, with one very minor exception ?,
structural extensions of the syntactical unit exhibited in col. 6.
Positively stated, this means that the text is reproduced word for
word in cols. 1—5. It also means that a certain amount of formal
variation begins only with col. 6, increasing in the wording of the
“final” clause, indicated by col. 7. But it must not be forgotten
that even these two columns give striking evidence of basic structural
and functional identity 2.

1) This exception is Col 13, namely, the singular apposition to T 8eé (col. 2):
Torpi ToU kupfou fpuéy ’Inool XpioTol. 2) In order to show conveniently and
effectively how types Ia and Ib agree (and disagree) the examples of the latter type
(see Table I) have been included in Table II.



TABLE II. — EXHIBITING THE SYNTACTICAL UNITS OF THE

I, principal verb

II, pers. obj. III, temp. adv,

1V, pron. obj.
phrase

TYPE Ia:
Phm 4ff. " eUXapIoTR
IThess 1 2ff. ebyapioToUpey
Rm 110
Eph 115f.
(o0 Trordiopatt) ey ap1oTEY
Col 1 sf. eUxaptoroluey
of.
Phil 1 sff. eUXapPIoTEd
. of.
IThess 39f. Tivx ydp edyaptoriav
Suvdpeda
&vrarodolvat

II Thess 1 1111,

JICor111
£K TTOAAGY TTPoO TGV
51& TOAAGY eUxa-
p1o6nBij
TYPE Ib:
I Cor 14f. EUYapIOTEd
Rm1s Tp&TOV PEv el aplaTdd
II Thess 1 2f. elyapioTeiv dpelhopey
II Thess 213  fipels &t dpeidopey
eUyapIoTEIY
IThess 218  kal 81& To¥ro kal
Nuels eUyaproTolpey

TS Bedd pov TévToTE

T&VTOTE
&B10AelTrTO0S

TR 0@

(c5) &BroeiTrTRs
Tré&vTOTE

o¥ Tradopat

. é&vToTeE

o¥ Travdpedo

T3 8e6d pov
T&vTOTE

TR 0e6d

vukTds Kal fpépas

T&VTOTE

TP 0@  mavroTe

T 0ed pov (TrpddTov pev)

TP 0  mhvToTE
TG0  mhvroTe
T 0l &BicdelTTws

Trepl TTévTROY Ypddy

Umép Ypddv
Trepl Upddv

Utrdp Ypddv

UTrep Tr&rTy Yudv

Trepl UudV

epl Uuddv

UTrép ﬁuc’bv
(els fyués)

UTrép fjuddv
repl Upddv

epl TévToov Yudsy
Trepl Upddv

epl Yuddv

t
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. VI, causal ptc. clause VII, “final”
V, temp. ptc. clause with temp. adv. phrase or adv. phrase clause
pvelav gou TrotoUpevos &l TGV TpooeuX&Y pou | dkolcwy oou ThHY &y&-
™y. .., &rreos . . .
uvelaw TotoUpevot  &rrl T&Y TPogeuy @y AUGY
pynpovebovTes Uuddv Tol
gpyov .. .,
elBdTes, &BeAgol fyormn-
uévor . . .. 1.,
uvelav Upédy TrotoUpc
gl Té5v Trpogeuy GV pov
Sedpevos, el s ...
(81& ToUTo K&Y®,) | dKoUoas TV ko' Uuds
mioTv dv .. .,
uvefow TotoUpevos &l TGV wpogeux&v Hov, fva ...
T(POTEUYOUEVOL dkoUoavTes THY TioTIV
Upddv &v ...,
(51 ToUro kal Nuels,) | &’ fis fuépoas fixoloapey,
TpooEUYSHEvOt Kal
altoUpevot, fvx
¢l o T uveiqe Ypddv
&v o Sefioel pov
pet& Xopds Ty dénatv TTo1oUpEvos &l i) xoweovig
Upddvels .. .,
Temofs arrd ToUTo, éTi...
{kal Tolro) TrpoceUyopat, v ...
¢l T xop& §) xadpo-

Sedpevot
(els & kal) TpooeuySueda

UTrepekrepioool

cuwTroupyoUvTey Kol Uuddv
T} Serjoet

pev 81’ Upds,

T el juds X&propa
(is logically causal
object)

el 1) XdpiTi TOU
fe0l . . .,

els T c.inf.
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The seven syntactical units or small cola which constitute the
guyapioTéd-period are readily defined.

Col. 1 exhibits the various verb forms of eixapior@, the principal
verb of the entire period. The simplest and most frequent form is
the 1. ps.sg. or pl. of the pres. ind. act., which occurs seven times.
The other forms are slight variations; but there is always a verb form
of the 1. ps. sg. or pl. of the pres. ind. act. plus the ptc. or the infinitive
of eUxapior®. The total of such forms (including the 3. ps. sg. aor.
subj. pass. in 1I Cor 111) is five. Thus we have a grand total of
twelve forms of ebyopioTéd in eight Pauline thanksgivings plus
Ephesians. In each case it constitutes the principal verb form of the
entire period. The repetitions of the byapioT&d-periods in I Thess 2 13
and 39 and in II Thess 218 account for the three additional oc-
currences.

Col. 2 exhibits the personal object of the principal verb; it is
invariably T 8e@ (pov is added in Phm., Rom., and Phil.; but never
fipév). The apposition to this object in the Colossian thanksgiving
was just noted (see p. 53, n. 1). Of the twelve full ebxapioTd thanks-
giving periods ten have this personal dative object immediately
following the principal verb form. The two exceptions are Ephesians,
which is pseudo-Pauline, and that strangely inverted sixaploTé-
period of II Cor 111. In both these cases, however, the reader is left
in no doubt that here also God is the object of the thanksgiving;
indeed the immediate contexts dissipate even the slightest shadow
of doubt. In the Ephesian thanksgiving 6 0e6s is the subject of the
fva-clause (v. 17, v 6 Beds ToU xupiou Nu&v ’Incol XpioTol, 6 Tathp
Tiis 86§ns 56dn Upiv kTA.). In II Cor 1 of. are several explicit references
to God. These two “‘exceptions’, then, in no wise detract from the
striking consistency of the construction edyapioT®—T& 86§ (Hov),
which is illustrated by cols. 1 and 2. Even the three repetitive oc-
currences of the siyapioré®-period in the Thessalonian letters have
this full construction.

Col. 3 exhibits invariably a temporal phrase, most often the
simple temporal adverb w&vtote. It occurs in the same sequence,
1. e., immediately after the dat. obj. in every initial, full ebyapioTé-
period—in Phm., I Thess12 Rm 110 (but not in 18:), Col 13 Phil,
and II Thess 13; also in the repetitive formula of II Thess 213 and
in II Thess 111, where the initial edyapioré-period (12f.) is com-
pleted with the typical iva-clause, els & xai wpooeuyxoueba TavTOTE
mepl Updv, o xTA. Thus we have a total of eight occurrences of
méavToTe. As a synonym of Trévrote must be considered &SioheimrToos,
which occurs ini the same structural position and in the same function
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"in I Thess 12 and Rm 110 (both times in the immediate neighbor-
hood of m&vtoTe), and in the repetitive clause of I Thess 2 13—three
times altogether.

The only ebxapioTd-period in which this structural unit is entirely
absent is IT Cor 111; and even here it is the only unit which is lacking.
In the repetitive clause, I Thess 3 9, we have vukTos kai fipépas (Umrep-
ekmeploooU Bedpevol). Because the edyoapioTd-period is here cast in
the form of a rhetorical question it was formally difficult to employ
TauToTe as a modifier of ebyapioTiav dvtamodolvai. The temporal and
intensive adverbial forms, vuktds kai fiuépas, and UtrepekTrepioool, used
to modify Sedpevol, may thus be considered compensations for the
absence of m&vtoTe in its normal position.

We may also note in passing that Umepexmrepiooot and petd xopds
(Tnv 8énoiv wolobpevos) (both in the same structural position, namely,
col. ), which occurs in this clause, are the only examples of adverbs
of manner in all eUxapiord-periods of the Pauline thanksgivings.
These two isolated exceptions help us to appreciate more adequately
the singularly fixed structure of the ebyopioré-period—or, more speci-
fically, the singularly fixed number and types of speech-forms which
constitute the characteristic structure of that period.

Singular is the use in Rm 1 8 of the basically temporal adverb
TpdTov uév, which here modifies ebxapioTéd as usually mé&vroTe does.
The reason is obvious. The unusually lengthy ‘“‘opening formula”
(11-7) made a transition to the thanksgiving desirable, if not necessary.
After Paul had already written such a lengthy opening formula, it
was quite natural for him to introduce the thanksgiving, which usually
begins much sooner, with mp&Tov pév. We have seen, however, that
mavtoTe as well as &BiodeirTos occurs in the immediately following
period (v.10), which is an integral part of the typical elxapioTé-
period 1,

Finally, the Colossian thanksgiving shows an interesting variation
at this point. In 19, where the initial ebyapioréd-period (vv. 3ff.) is
resumed in order to complete it according to the fixed structural
pattern, we read instead of w&vroTe Utrép Uu@dV TpooeuxouEvol . . ., va:
B1& ToUTo Kad fpels, &’ fis fuépas NKoUoapey, oU Taudpeba Utrép Uuddv
Trpogevyopevol Kai adtoUpevor iva kTA. It is quite clear that the relative
clause &g’ fis fiuépas flkoUoapev plus o moudpeda here takes the place
and fulfils the function of the usual wé&vroTe. Thus, if Colossians is
a genuine Pauline letter, we may confidently say that with this

1) Compare the two parts of the Roman thanksgiving in Table II, v. 8 under
Ib and v.10 under Ia.
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variation Paul explicitly defines what he usually only implies with the
brief wévtoTe, namely, that the variation makes direct reference to
the epistolary situation. The Colossian variation, and therefore, the
normal T&vToTe also, may be aptly paraphrased as follows: “Always,
i. e, ever since I have heard news about you (or sirice I have received
your letter) I give thanks to God about you.”

Just as striking and illuminating as this intérpretative relative
clause plus o¥ Taudpede in Col 1 9 is the curious fact that the pseud-
onymous writer of Ephesians promptly picks it up for use at the be-
ginning of his eyapioré-period, 115. This is, of course, but one in-
stance of the well-known literary relationship existing between Co-
lossians and Ephesians throughout . In order to show this particular
relationship effectively both passages are here set side by side:

Colls Eph11s

A1k Tolro kol fuels, A& ToUTo Ky,

&o’ 115 fjuépas TikoUoapey, drxoUoas THv Kb Uuds TioTw...

o¥ Taudpeba Umép Uudv Tpoo- oU moopan elyapioT@dY Utrép
gUYOUEVOL . . . Updv . . .

The second line of the Ephesian passage (dxoUcoas Thv ko’ Unds
mioTv &v...) is, of course, more particularly modeled after Col 14:
&xoUoavTes THY TrioTiv Uuév év . . . (see col. 4 of Table II for both these
clauses).

Summing up the data presented by col. 3, we see that mé&vroTe
occurs nine times in the thanksgivings of the seven Pauline letters
which have a eUyoplor®d thanksgiving; once each in Phlm., Rom,,
I Thess., Col., Phil,, I Cor., and three times in IT Thess. (12 111 213).
&BioAeiTrTds as an alternate synonym occurs three times; it is ob-
viously employed for stylistic variety, because wherever it occurs
mé&vroTe had been previously used in the usual position and function.
VUKTOS Kol fiuépas (Umepekrepiocol) takes the place of mévrote in
I Thess 3 10; p&dTov pév displaces it in Rm 1 8; o¥ roudueba and ol
Taopat express and define its idea in Col 1 9 and Eph 115. When we
add that mr&vToTe (or its equivalent) is entirely absent only from the
“inverted” thanksgiving period of II Cor 111 we have covered the
whole ground, and we cannot evade the conclusion that mw&vrtoTe (or
its equivalent) represents an important and regular syntactical unit
in the structure of the Pauline e¥yapiord thanksgiving period.

1) The most recent and penetrating study of Ephesians from this central point
of view is E. J. Goodspeed, The Meaning of Ephesians (Chicago, 1932). See especially
the conspectus of the texts of Eph. and Col., pp. 82—164; for Eph 115, see p. 88.
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It must, however, be borne in mind that as yet nothing has been
determined about the manner in which wévroTe or its equivalent
must be construed in individual contexts. Even a cursory scrutiny
of the examples reveals that there are differences. Before we can
approach this problem, however, we must define and classify the re-
maining syntactical units listed in cols. 4—7.

Col. 4 exhibits a pronominal object phrase introduced either by
the preposition mepi (8 times) or by the preposition Utép (5 times) with
the gen. pl. of the pers. pronoun of the 2. ps. pl. It refers to the persons
(invariably the addressees of the letter) “about whom’ the thanks-
giving is offered to God or “in whose behalf ’ the intercessory prayer
is made. In detail, we observe the following facts: mepl Updv (in-
cluding the Trepl évreov Upév in I Thess 1 2) occurs four times within
thetypela,namely,inI Thess 12 Col 13 I Thess 3 9and IT Thess 111.
Neither form nor any functional equivalent of it occurs in Phm. and
Rm 1 10. In both these cases the omission is due to the cause which we
shall have occasion to state when we discuss the syntactical con-
struction of the eUxapior®-period. Four of the five examples of
type Ib have mepi (mw&vrewv, Rm 1 8) Upédv. The repetitive period in
I Thess 213 omits the phrase altogether. Apparently, the fact that
this is merely a repetitive period accounts for the omission. Umép (Tréwv-
Twv, Phil 1 3) Ypév occurs in type Ia only, five times in four separate
periods, namely, Phil.,, Col19 Eph 115, and (twice) in II Cor 111.

It must be noted that all examples of type Ib have mrepl Upév
and that of the initial periods of type Ia Phil 1 3 is the only one among
the genuine Pauline thanksgivings which has Umép Uuév instead.
Another Umtp Up&dv occurs in Col 19, where the initial eUyopioTéd-
period is completed after a lengthy digression. From this occurrence,
as we have seen, Ephesians borrowed its Umép Updv. And finally, we
have Umép Upddv twice in IT Cor 111.

The important and frequently discussed question how the gram—
marian should construe this pronominal object phrase—whether with
eUyoploT®d or with the participle exhibited by col. 5—is an involved
one which can be profitably taken up only after we have defined the
syntactical identity of the remaining units.

The syntactical units exhibited in cols. b, 6 and 7 are characteristic
of type Ia only; indeed they distinguish this structural type from
type Ib. Only I Cor 14ft. contains a colon which must be classified
in col. 6.

Col. 5 exhibits a partlclple construction plus a temporal adverbial
‘phrase (usually-&mi Té&v wpooeux&v pou, occurring four times). The
ptc. is in the nom. msc. sg. or pl.; i. e., it has the same subject as the
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preceding finite verb (col. 1)—Paul. Only in three cases of fragmentary
gy aploTé-periods do we have a finite verb form instead of a ptc. Here
the finite verb form was required to complete the interrupted initial
euyaptoTéd-period. In Phil 1 9 we read kai ToUto Tpooelyopar fva . . .3
and in exactly the same structural position we read in II Thess 111
els & xal Trpooeuyopeba TavToTE TEPL Unddy, fvar. . . Similarly we read
in Rm 110 pvelav Yudv moroUpen. Over against these three finite verb
forms we have in this column ten participle forms. All thirteen verbs,
however, are verbs denoting prayer. Indeed, the function of this syn-
tactical unit is to assure the addressees that the writer engages in
intercessory prayer in their behalf regularly, i. e., émi T&v Tpoceu-
XGv pou.

The most characteristic phrase is pveiav ToioUuevos; THv Sénoi
Trotoupevos (Phil 14) is only a negligibly slight variation. Thus we are
justified in speaking of five occurrences of this particular phrase,
uveiav (8éno1v) oloUpevos. It occurs in the initial and full ebyapioTéd-
periods of Phm., I Thess., Rom., Phil. and Eph,, i. e., in all examples.
of the structural type Ia with the notable exception of the Colossian
thanksgiving, which reads instead simply pooeuyodpevol. Romans,
we have observed, is an example of mixed structure—indeed the out-
standing example; and Ephesians is pseudo-Pauline.

Besides pveiav TroloUpor and Trpooeiyxopar we find represented in
this column three more verbs expressing prayer: aitoUpet, Stopan and
ouvutroupy® Tij Sefjoer (in II Cor 111).

" This participle construction, which invariably expresses inter--
cessory prayer by the writer in behalf of his addressees, is of course a
basically important element in the structure of the esyopioT®-period
of type Ia. It is the first verbal modifier of the principal verb
(e0xapioT®). The more detailed syntactical function of this ptc. con--
struction, however, must wait upon the completion of our descriptive:
and statistical survey of the two remaining columns.

In col. 6 we find a syntactical unit which obviously expresses a.
causal relation. It is either a causal participle construction or a causal.
adverbial phrase. Each of these two types usually excludes the other.
Only in Phil. do both units occur side by side (v. 5f.): Thv &énotv moi-
oUuevos éml T xowevig Updv . . ., memrolfcs ard ToUto. Indeed, the
Philippian thanksgiving has another adverbial phrase of the same type:
(v.8), (eUyxapioT® T 066 pov) &mi Tij wvelg Uuddv. Most interpreters,
however, deny the causal force of this phrase and assert its temporal
force, an issue which will soon engage our full attention. At any rate:
it is clear that on the whole the participle construction fulfils the same:
function as the adverbial phrase. :
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Col. 6 lists five such causal adverbial phrases—if we assume, until
proof is forthcoming, that the thanksgiving of Philippians has two
such phrases. The third example of this phrase is in I Cor 14: elyo-
ploT@® TG B . . . &l TT) X&p1T1 TOU OeoU THj Sobeion Upiv év XploTdd
’Inoo¥, 6Tt xTA. This example happens to be the only occurrence of
a causal adverbial phrase in type Ib. The fourth example is in
I Thess 3 9: Tiva ydp ebyapiotiov Suvdpeda T 8edd dvTamodolvat mept
Vuddv éml méon Tij Xop& f) yoipopev 81 Uuds . .. (‘“for the joy which
you have caused us”).

The grammatical subject in the construction of II Cor 1 11— (vx)
10 €ls Huds X&piopa . . . ebxaproTndij—is, as we have already remarked,
the passive “inversion” of the active constructions eyapioTeite. . .
&l 16 yapiopoatt fuddy T8 &md ToU 80U . . . Therefore this passage
must be classed as the fifth example of the causal adverbial phrases
in col. 6.

It is worth noting that in all these passages the genitive attached
to the dative is a subjective genitive: in I Cor 14, &mi Tf) x&piTt TOU
Peol (= “for the blessing which God bestows”); in Phil 15, &mi T
xowwvig Uudv el TO ebaryyéhiov (= “for the cooperation which you
manifest in the gospel”). Accordingly, Phil 13, &ml wéon i uveix
Uuédv, should mean, “for each occasion when you remember me.”
The force of the subjective genitive is expressed by &’ Up&sinI Thess 39
and by eis fjud&s in II Cor 1 11.

All five phrases are immediate modifiers of the principal verb
(eUxoproT®). A glance at Table II will show this statement to be in-
disputable in all cases except possibly Phil 1 5—2mi T} koweovig Yuédv
€ls TO eUayyéAiov—because in the first four cases there is no structural
alternative. In the case of Phil 15 the same construction—namely,
with eUxapioté®—alone makes sense, while the other theoretically
possible construction —with the immediately preceding participle
construction, v 8éno1v Troloupevos éri T Kowwvig Upddv—in the light
of the epistolary situation which called forth the letter to the Phi-
lippians makes no sense at all. Most exegetes and translators have
clearly recognized this fact!, one which is of methodological im-
portance also because it suggests examination of all units of col. 6 to
determine whether they are too to be construed with the principal
verb rather than with the first participle (col. 5).

1) See the well-known translations by Goodspeed and by Weizsicker; also the
rendering by Lohmeyer and by Dibelius in their respective commentaries on Philippians
Dibelius’ translation is in this respect particularly clear: ‘“Ich danke meinem Gott
so oft ich euch (im Gebet) erwihne — bitte ich doch fiir euch alle . . . — (danke ihm)
ob eurer Teilnahme am Evangelium...”
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The secondary participle clauses listed in col. 6 also express the
cause for which Paul gives thanks ‘“to God about his addressees.”
This participle clause is more typical of the full initial ebxapiord-
period of type Ia than is the causal adverbial phrase. It occurs in every
one of the full periods which constitute type Ia—Phm., I Thess. (two
of them), Eph., Col., and Phil. The verbs show a remarkable similarity
of meaning; they are all “verbs of learning’’ —d&koUey, pvnuovelelv,
€i6évat, and meifeobor. *Axolev occurs in no less than three periods, in
Phm., Eph., and Col. v

Again, the five periods which contain this second causal ptc. con-
struction are the very ones which also have the ptc. construction
pvelav (8énot, Phil.) oloUpevos. These three observations are effective
evidence of the fact that in these four letters, which cover the decade
from 50—60 A. D., Paul used a single, rigidly fixed structural pattern.

Col. 7 exhibits the type of subordinate clause which terminates
the ebyapiord-periods of both types Ia and Ib. This subordinate
clause in the examples of Ib is invariably a causal &ti-clause, while
in the great majority of the examples of I a it is a final clause introduced
by tva or 8meos or &is TS c. inf. The eUxopioT®d-clauses of I Thess 1 2ff.
and of Phil 1 3ff. have a “mixed type’’ construction, as we have ob-
served; they terminate with a &ti-clause. But we must not overlook
the fact that in every other structural respect they are full represen-
tatives of type Ia. Indeed, the final clause is not lacking, it is merely
postponed; in I Thess. it comes 3 10b (eis T6 c. inf.); in Phil in 1 of.
(va. .., €ls 76 c.inf. ..., Tva...).

No doubt the final (Ia) and causal (Ib) Ti-clauses might profi-
tably be subjected to a detailed comparative analysis as regards their
function and their structure. It is also clear that here in the sbyopioTé®-
periods the point is reached where the specific epistolary situation be-
gins to influence form and content more strongly, a fact which accounts
for the greater variety of form and content observable in the thanks-
givings from this point on. Such an analysis of final and causal &11-
clauses would however exceed the limits of our study ; we are primarily
interested in the more basic—i. e., the uniform—features of the
eUxoploT@-periods.

The problem of grammatical construction is of course as pressing
for these terminal clauses (col. 7) as it is for the parts of speech re-
presented by cols. 3—6. More specifically stated, the question is
whether the terminal clauses modify one particular unit of the pre-
ceding part of the period, or all of it.

Having completed the definitive analysis and the quantitative
statistics for each of the seven columns, we are now in a position to



A. Paul ‘ 63

point out certain structural characteristics, which are to be observed
by horizontally rather than vertically oriented comparison. We do
this mainly for the sake of giving proper emphasis to some basic ob-
servations made above; but this is the place to state them more fully,
in order to bring out their significance.

First, types Ia and Ib have the same syntactical units in the first
four columns. But here the identity ends. The differences are of four
chief kinds: (1) the structural relations of units 3 and 4 differ in the
two types; (2) there are no syntactical equivalents or even substitutes
for the parts of speech represented by cols. 5 and 6 in type Ia; (3) in-
stead of a final clause (Ia) a causal &ti-clause terminates the period
of type Ib; (4) because of this greater structural simplicity and of the
practically identical wording the examples of type Ib show among
themselves a thoroughgoing uniformity of construction and choice
of words.

Second, the structural type Ia is represented by the elxapioTé-
periods of three genuine Pauline thanksgivings, Phm., I Thess 1 2.,
and Phil. Its basic structural pattern consists of three main syntactical
units: eUxoapioT&® —pveiav TroloUpevos £l TGV TTpooeuy&v pou and a
second, causal ptc. construction with a verb of knowing. The Ephesian
thanksgiving (115) is built in exactly the same manner, and the Co-
lossian thanksgiving differs merely in that the simpler Tpogeuydpevor
is substituted for the more elaborate (and more epistolary) pveiav
TroloUpevos &l TédV ﬁpocebxc'bv pou. The Roman thanksgiving, being
of the mixed type, exhibits the structural units characteristic of
type Ia (cols. b and 6) in 110, and those of type Ib in 1s.

Our statistical survey of the edyapioréd -periods has yielded ob-
jective findings on the basis of which we can discuss in detail the
problems of the structural relations of the units. Table II not only
permits us to observe that the ebxopioré-periods consist of no more
than seven syntactical units; it also enables us to read each thanks-
giving in the exact order of the text. Horizontally the table shows that
only the thanksgivings of Phil. and Ephesians vary appreciably from
the others in word order. The ‘“normal” word order is most effectively
exemplified by the thanksgiving of Phm., which for this reason was
chosen as the “standard”.

It may safely be said that the frequent difficulties and contro-
versies about the construction of the edyapiord thanksgiving period
are largely due to the failure of scholars to observe the fact of its fixed
structural pattern objectively over the whole range of the
available data, and to take this fact with sufficient seriousness.
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The circumstance that there is an appreciable though small
amount of variation in structure and vocabulary does not in the least
~ detract from the validity of this judgment. Mechanical word-for-word
identity is the last thing we should expect. The presence of these
variations and the consideration that there are good reasons for them
(arising out of the epistolary situation in so far as it differs for each
letter) renders all the more impressive the fact that basically the
fixed number of syntactical units and the fixed structural pattern
which correlates them are so consistently maintained.

It is questionable though frequently practiced procedure to select
quite arbitrarily one specific thanksgiving period and then to hunt for
“parallels.” Of course the chase is always successful; the methodo-
logical error, however, lies in the fact that the chase does not cover
the whole territory.

The claim is here confidently made that our objective and com-
prehensive analysis of the form and function of the Pauline efyapioT®d
thanksgiving periods offers the only hope of solving the structural
problems contained in any one of them, as far as they can ever be
solved. The methodological difference is that we do not start arbi-
trarily with one particular unit in one chosen period, but rather with
the structural characterization of all the thanksgivings and of their
basic pattern. The danger against which we must guard is that of
forcing features which are really unique into the strait-jacket of an
imaginary structural unity.

Thus our first task is to consider the exapioré-period as a whole
and thereby to identify its fundamental structural pattern. Second,
we shall examine those examples which allow of no alternate structural
definitions. Thus we will be in a position, third, to see clearly the syn-
tactical units which still defy unambiguous description. Then, how-
ever, we may reasonably expect to achieve such a description, if it is
possible in the nature of things.

(1). The structural simplicity of type Ib we have already ob-
served and analyzed in detail; it remains only to state the results in
concise fashion. There are but five syntactical units (cols. 1—4 in
Table II). The first unit is the principal verb (exopior@®); the next
three units (cols. 2, 3 and 4) all modify it, and so does the causal &t1-
clause (col. 7), which follows immediately and ends the period. Thus
we have invariably the simple structural scheme: I thank—God—al-
ways—about you—, because—. The only case of amplification of this
pattern is the causal adverbial phrase in I Cor 14, émi 7§ x&piTt TOU
0eo¥ 71} Sobeion Uuiv &v Xp1oTd ’Incol. This phrase, we have seen, has
four parallels in three examples of type Ia (see col. 6); it always modi-
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fies eUxoptoTé®. The conjunction &1, finally, introduces a subordinate,
causal clause which modifies the entire principal clause (cols. 1—4),
not any one of its secondary elements.

The question now arises whether we are not justified in setting up
the structural pattern found in type Ib as a standard by which to de-
fine the structural relations obtaining between these units (cols. 1—4)
in type Ia. In this over-simple form the suggestion must be emphati-
cally rejected, for the decisive reason that in type Ib no alternate con-
struction is possible because of the absence of the first participle con-
struction (col. 5). To be sure, the commentaries give evidence of this
sort of parallel hunting 1; it was possible only because the existence of
the two distinctly different structural types Ia and I'b was not realized.
The effort to define the structural relations obtaining in type Ia must
of necessity begin with the examination of its own examples.

Fortunately, it is not at all difficult to determine unequivocally
the structural relations among the most important syntactical units
of type Ia. The units of such primary importance are, of course, the
verb forms which express the verb—subject relation. Thus we have
the simple structural pattern, ebyapioT®—pveiav TroroUuevos—&xou-
wv—, 6mws as exemplified by the thanksgiving of Phm. I Thess 1 aff.
Col 13 Phil 13, and Eph 115f. exhibit the same structural sequence.
These five thanksgivings constitute type Ia. The other examples listed
under Ia in Table II are either fragmentary (repetitive) periods or
examples of mixed type. Since there are within these five examples
some lexicographical differences, we shall formulate the structural
pattern in abstract terms which adequately fit each example, as
follows: (1) The principal verb (eUxopioT®); (2) a participle (in the

1) A few particularly violent examples may here be pointed out. Von Dobschiitz,
Die Thessalonicherbriefe (Gottingen, 1909), p. 63, claims correctly that wavroTe here
modifies eUxap1oT®, but bases this claim on the assertion that “die Verbindung des
TravToTe mit slyapioTolpev ist durch IX 13, I Cor 14 gesichert, die unserem Briefe
niherstehen als Rm 110 Col 13 Phil 14”. We have here a classical example of the
wrong kind of comparative form-criticism. Irrelevant chronological criteria are em-
ployed, while objective, structural characteristics and distinctions are disregarded.
Rm 1 10 is entirely irrelevant, because there is no eUxap10Té in that clause; IT Thess 13
and ICor 14 are examples of the type Ib, while the structure under discussion
(I Thess 1 2) belongs to the type Ia. — The same error is committed by M. R. Vincent,
To the Philippians (New York, 1905), p. 6, and by T. K. Abbott, To the Colossians
(New York, 1905), p. 195. Thus a good cause is consistently weakened by resort to
arbitrary and indiscriminate parallel-hunting. No attention is paid to the basic struc-
tural pattern, principal clause — first ptc. constr. — second ptc. constr. This pattern
-alone can serve as a dependable clue to the problem of how the minor structural umnits
within this period must be construed.

Schubert, Pauline Thanksgivings b
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nominative case) construction expressing the fact that the author
offers an intercessory prayer in behalf of the addressees; (3) a second
participle construction (also in the nominative case) expressing some
knowledge which the author has obtained; and (4) a final clause re-
porting the content of the intercessory prayer. In the case of Phil.
(see 1 9) and of I Thess. (see 3 10b) the final clause is delayed but not
suppressed. The same is true of Col. (see 19). In these cases, as in
Phm., the iva-clause appears where it ought to appear, namely toward
the end of the thanksgiving.

‘What, then, is the structural relation between these four basic
units which constitute and characterize the structural type Ia? Ob-
viously, both participle constructions define and modify the principal
verb. Beyond the shadow of doubt, the first participle construction
(col. 5) is a temporal one. Dibelius very properly paraphrases
I Thess 12ff. 1 in a manner which is directly applicable to the four re-
maining examples of type Ia: “Ich bekomme immer neuen Anlafl zum
danken, wenn ich euer in meinem téglichen Fiirbittengebet gedenke.”
In terms of syntactical theory, then, it is clear that the first participle
clause has temporal force and that it defines slyopioTéd TE 06 Tlv-
ToTte as a whole (cols. 1—3), and that in so doing it also defines évToTs,
namely as: always = when I think of you (uvelav TroloUpevos) in my
daily prayers (&l T&v Tpooeux@v pou). This structural relation holds
true in the case of all edyapioT®-periods of the Ia type. There is no
reason for questioning the adequacy of this judgment, since we have
arrived at the formulation of this structural pattern through objective
examination of all examples and, more particularly, since we have
recognized the temporal force of the first participle construction
(col. 5) and its definitive force in interpreting ebyopioTd as well as.
mavtoTe. This basic structural pattern may be effectively exhibited as
follows:

Phm.  edyapiotd T¢ 0@ pou mdvtore—
—pvelav oou TroloUpevos &l TGV Tpoceuyx@dY Hou
I Thess. eUyxopioTolpey 76 0§ TévToTE—

—pveiav ToloUpevol £l TGV TTPooeUy Y HuddY
Col. euyapioToUpey TG 0ed . . . TAVTOTE—  TTPOCEUYOUEVOL
Phil. EUXOpPIoT® TG Bedd pov . . . TAvTOoTE—

tv Tdon Befjosl pou
—TNV BENoIV  TrOI0UNEVOS
1) An die Thessalonicher (Tiibingen, 1925), p. 3, on vv. 2ff. See the entire “Ex-
kurs” on "“Die Versicherung der Fiirbitte fiir den Adressaten”, pp. 2f. It represents
probably the best concise statement ever made on the form and function of the Pau-
line thanksgivings. '
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Eph. o¥ Traiopan edyapioTdu—
—pvelav TroroUpevos &l T&V mpooeuX@V pou
Rom. (typeIb) —uveiav Uudv mololucn émi T&v Trpooeux@v pou
Bedpevos

We have already observed that the second participle construction
has causal force. Its content in the case of each individual thanks-
giving ! establishes beyond doubt the fact that it modifies not the pre-
ceding participle (col. b) but most directly the principal verb: I thank
God . . . because I have heard (I remember, I know, I trust).

The basic structural pattern of the ebyopioT®-period may now
be summarized as follows: The principal verb (ebyapioT®) is first
temporally defined by the first participle clause (col. 5) and then
causally defined by the second participle construction (col. 6); finally
the telic clauses (col. 7, introduced by &mraws, iva or €ls 16 c. inf.) clearly
modify the first participle construction (col. 5), because they record
the content of the intercessory prayer. This undeniable special
structural dependence of the final clause on the first participle con-
struction is, however, quite puzzling from the point of view of lucid
syntactical order and theory. But, apparently, no serious handicap
has arisen to prevent the reader from following Paul’s thought.

The reason for this fact—that no logical queerness has resulted
from the syntactical queerness—is not difficult to find. Intercessory
. prayer (col. b) and thanksgiving (col. 1) are not only syntactically
closely related, but Paul considers them two inseparable aspects of
the same religious or liturgical act. Thus we may say that, in a wider
sense, the final clause modifies the entire principal clause (cols. 1—6).

From the point of view of the religious conception here involved
we can do no better than quote an exhortation of Paul’s to which he
himself in his thanksgivings has strictly given heed, Phil 4 6 pn&tv pepi-
uveTe, AN &v TovTi T Twpooeux i (1) kad TH Senoei(!) pet’ edyapioTios
T& adthipoTa Vv yvwpizécbn pos Tov feov. The term on which all
emphasis is gathered is petr’ ebxapioTios. “Thanksgiving,” too, is the
key-term of the thanksgiving period, but not in abstracto, at least
not in type Ia; it is the spirit in which all prayer (wpooeuxn) and all
petitions (Berjoeis) are offered.

The significance of this Pauline exhortation can hardly be over-
estimated. Its presence in one of the typical paraenetic sections of the
Pauline letters (Phil 44-9) and its ideological independence of the
other items of exhortation in this particular collection lead to the con-

1) In order to examine the content of the second ptc. clause and of the jva-

clauses, consult cols. 6 and 7 of Takle IT.
5%
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clusion that the thought, and possibly even its form, are not Paul’s
own. This passage is an anonymous, collectively effective religious
aphorism 1. Our subsequent survey of the functional (and formal)
usage of elyaploTd, etc., in the entire Hellenistic world will clearly
show how familiar this particular eUyapioria-concept was in Hel-
lenistic religious thought and practice. Thus we have in Phil 4 6 a first
indication that full understanding of the eyapioTéd thanksgiving in-
volves much more than merely tracing a conventional (epistolary)
structural pattern. We must include in our investigation all character-
istic functional usages of eUyapioTd®, etc.

Our identification of the basic structural pattern of type Ia (con-
sisting of the wunits listed in Table II, cols. 1, 5, 6, and 7) thus
directly implies that the units listed in cols. 2, 3, and 4 are those of
secondary importance. That the dative object (¢ 86, col. 2) modifies
gUyaploTd goes without saying. The temporal force of the first parti-
ciple construction (col.b) firmly establishes the fact that m&vroTe
(col. 3), too, directly modifies elyapioTd®, since the temp. ptc. con-
struction defines the temp. adv. mévtote = ‘‘as often as I think of you
inmy (daily) prayers” (pveiov Upédv TroloUpevos émri TGV Tpogeuy v pov).

Thus, by a process of incidental elimination, we arrive at a place
where the pronominal object phrase (mepl or Umép Uuév, col. 4) is the
only unit still in need of syntactical description. A glance at the leading
commentaries on the Pauline letters suffices to show how the opinions
of the interpreters differ on this point. Does this phrase modify the
‘principal verb, as the structure of type Ib might suggest, or does it
modify the temp. participle construction (col. 5), which it immediately
and invariably precedes?

(2) 2. The obvious procedure is to examine first those examples
which allow of no alternate syntactical description. They are the
following:

1) Dibelius’ comment on Phil 4 ¢ is very suggestive, apart from the fact that it
incidentally confirms our judgment: “Es ist méglich, daB das Herrenwort Mt 6 25
Lc 12 22 in dieser Form (un&tv pepiuvdre, P. S.) in die gemeinchristliche Paridnese iiber-
gegangen und so an Paulus gelangt ist. Die Fortsetzung (GAA’ &v avTl T pooeuyd]
KTA., P. S.) wire dann ein praktischer Kommentar zu dem Spruch”. It is our con-
tention, however, that such a specific “comment”’ might be added to the initial example
of communal Christian tradition more easily if it, too, was such an example. On
Phil 4 8 Dibelius remarks that one sees here ‘“wie schon Paulus geldufige Begriffe popu-
larer Moralphilosophie in seine Parinese aufnimmt’’. It is my judgment that Paul did
so also in v. 6. I would not say, however, that he deliberately ‘“adopted’” Hellenistic
ideas, but rather that many of them were part and parcel of his own Hellenistic religious
heritage as well as of that of his Hellenistic Christian communities.  2) Cf. above, p.64.
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Collo
31& ToUTO . . . oV Tawdpeda Utrép Upddv poceuydpevol Kai aiToupevol
IT Thess 1 11 el 6 kai Tpooeuyopeda
T&VTOTE mepl Upddv va. ..
IICorlun OUVUTIOUPYoUVTWV Kad UpGY
Umep fuddv Tf Senoet, fva . ..

T elg fuds y&plopa'. . .
ey opioTnff Utgp fpddv

It will be observed that two of these examples (Coll9 and
IT Thess 111) are “fragmentary,” complementary ebxapior@-periods
which serve to introduce the final clause. Their value is simply that
in them the pron. obj. phrase modifies the verb which is represented
as typical for type Ia in col. 5. In I Cor 1 11 we have two occurrences
of the pronominal obj. phrase Umép fjp&dv, which is the exact struc-
tural equivalent of Umtp Up&v in the normal active constructions;
the first Umép fluddv modifies the temp. ptc. clause, while the second
modifies ebyapioTndfj. At any rate, we have within type Ia three
examples where Tepi or Umep Up&dv modifies the verb which expresses
intercessory prayer (col.5). They strongly suggest that the same
structural relation obtains in all other examples of the same type.
The one exception (II Cor 111) has no weight, because this passage
is characterized by the inversion of all structural features of the
normal ebyapioTé-period.

For the sake of completeness we must not overlook the fact
that I Thess 3 of., too, allows of no alternate construction of Trepi
Unédv; here, indeed, it does modify exapiotiav dvramoSolval. Tiva
Y&p eUxapioTiov Suvdpeba TG 8edd &vTtamobolvar mepl Upddv Emi TH
Xap@ § yaipopev 81’ Uuds. The reason for this construction is obvious:
the following participle does not express intercessory prayer in
behalf of the addressees, but a direct petition to God on the part
of Paul, Sedpevos eis T i8eiv Uudv 1O Tpdowow.

Next we consider the significant evidence furnished by those
examples of type Ia which do not have the pronominal object phrase:
Phm. ebyapiotd 16 6edd

pou T&vToTe pvelav cou TroloUpevos &l TGV TTPOcEUX Y pou
Rm 110 dos &BroAeimros pveiov Updv TroloUupat
T&VTOTE gl TGV Tpoceux@y Hov

We readily see why the pronominal object phrase is omitted: the
genetivus objectivus to pveiov (cou and Upév) takes its place and
fulfils the same syntactical function as mepi (or Umip) Uudv would
have filled. The literal rendering of the ptc. clause with the gen.
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obj. is, “as often as we think of you in our (daily) prayers,” while
with the pron. obj. phrase the literal rendering is, “as often as we
think about you in our (daily) prayers‘‘; that is the whole difference.
The syntactical function of the genetivus objectivus and of the pro-
nominal object phrase, however, is the same. The very definition of
these two syntactical units suffices to show that. And the fact that,
among the five examples of type Ia which have pvelav Trolotpevos,
Phm4 and Rm 110 have the genetivus objectivus and do not have
the pron. obj. phrase, amounts to conclusive proof that the syn-
tactical force of these two units is the same. They may therefore be
used interchangeably, as they actually are used; both modify the
temp. ptc. construction in the same manner. ‘

(3) The syntactical force of the pron. obj. phrase in the re-
maining examples of type Ia may now be correctly exhibited as follows
(Phm4 and Rm 110 are again added to the list in order to exhibit
graphically the conclusion just reached):

IThess12
eUyaploToUpey TG Bedd

T&vToTE—Trepl TéVTwY Yudy pveiay TrotoUpevor i TGV Tp. AUV
Colls
gy oproToUney TG 0edd

T&UTOTE—TrEPL VALY TPOCEVY OUEVOL
Phil1s
g aploT® TE 0ed pov. . . gv Tr&oT) Senoel pov

TT&VTOTE— :

UTrép TavTwv YAV petd Yapds Thv Sénotv TroloUpevos

Eph 115

ov Tradopot
EUXAPIO TRV —UTTEp Upddv pvelav TroloUpevos éml T&V Trp. pou
Phm 4
eUXapioTd TG Bedd pou

w&vTtoTE— pvelay ocou TroloUpevos &l TRV Tp. pou
Rm 110 '

s &Bi1oAeiTTog pvelow Uuddv Trololpod TTavToTe

gl TéV Tp. pou
Again, it is important to observe that this group includes all

full representatives of type Ia, with the single addition of Rm 1 10,
which we have described as an example of a mixed type construction.

We have now analyzed all examples of type Ia. There can be
no doubt that we have succeeded in determining the fundamental
pattern which they have in common and which therefore characterizes
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them as a particular structural type (Ia). The most prominent syn-
tactical division within the first six units (cols. 1—6) comes between
the temporal adverb (col. 3) and the pron. obj. phrase (col. 4); i.e.,
cols. 4—6 modify 1—3, and col. 7 (the “final” clause) is dependent

on the temp. ptc. clause and more generally on the entire sequence 1—6.

It remains to add an explicit statement concerning two questions
of detail. First, we have assumed throughout that mepi has the same
function as Umép. This assumption is in a general sense justified by
the overwhelming evidence from all sources of Hellenistic Greek
that Umép c. g. has heavily encroached on the force of mepi c. gen.?
Second, most commentators on the Pauline letters and most trans-
lators fail to recognize or to admit the structural identity of the
pron. obj. phrase (col. 4) with the gen. obj. of pvefav (col. 5). This
leads to the inconsistency that in the case of Col13 and Phills
they usually construe it correctly, though for no valid reason, while
in the case of I Thess 12 and Eph 115 they view it as modifying the
principal verb (col.1). The reason for such arbitrary distinction is
most probably that they interpret these examples of type Ia in the
light of those of type Ib. This was of course a pardonable procedure
as long as the existence of these two distinct structural types of the
guxaploTéd thanksgiving period was not realized 2.

&

Before we pass on to the structural and functional analysis of
gUxaploT®, etc., in other sections of the Pauline letters, it is im-
perative that we pay some detailed attention to the structure of
the eUxopior®d-period of the thanksgiving of Philippians (13f.). It
is the most verbose of all eUxapioTé-periods, i. e., within the area
of cols. 1—6. It is all the more surprising, then, that every syn-
tactical unit may readily be classified in one of these six columns,
with the structurally insignificant exception of the adverbial phrase
of manner perd xopds (Tv Sénotw ToroUpevos). From the point of view
of the specific epistolary situation which called forth the letter this
little phrase has a very characteristic significance 3. J. B. Lightfoot ¢

1) See the most recent and comprehensive statement in E. Mayser’s monumental
Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemierzeit, Vol. 11, 2 (Berlin-Leipzig,
1933), p. 456 and especially pp. 450—52. 2) See especially Dibelius, An die
Epheser (Tiibingen, 1927), p. 48, to 115, and the translations of the pertinent passages
by Goodspeed and Weizsicker. 3) Lohmeyer, Der Brief an die Philipper (Got-
tingen, 1930), p. 16, n. 3, and especially pp. 491. states the well-known significance of
terms like yop& and yalpetv in Philippians very convincingly. Yet we must not over-
look petd Xopds evyapioToUvTes in Col 112, 4) In his St. Paul’s Epistle to the Phi-
lippians (London, 1869), p. 80. '
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. ik ! has so well characterized the Philippian
13 z§ S 2 thanksgiving that his remarks may profi-
& D 'E, 5 E tably be quoted:
£33 ig The thanksgiving in this epistle is
" e 32 *% E— more than usually earnest. The apostle
= g8 =3 B3 dwells long and fondly on the sub-
g €8LE% 8% ject. He repeats words and accumu-
O E g5 E gg 2 lates clauses in the intensity of his
S 3 EE® feeling. As before in the omission of
5 2 5 his official title, so here in the fulness
= g g of his thanksgiving, the letters to the
E ) g 2 Thessalonians present the nearest par-
=) 2 2 allel to the language of this epistle .
& 3 £ £ These noteworthy peculiarities may
z 5 f‘-? § be exhibited most effectively, as far as
8 a Q 5 the structure of the ebyapioT&-periods
<S E ES is thereby affected, by comparing their
5 & 8 structure with that of Phm., because the
g A % latter may well be considered the simplest
3 E E complete ebyopior@d-period of type Ia
: o Ny (see the accompanying Table III).
o X 2 Table III shows that the Philippian
; in 3 5 period differs from the ‘“normal” period,
z 8 £ 3 represented by Philemon, not only in the
H A E ' number of syntactical units but also in
= 'E" their relative sequence, although our con-
ﬁ o w tention is that the most important division
& 5 5 in the case of Philippians also comes
l $ ~§ immediately after mwévrtoTe (col. 3, Table
g F II). As compared with Phm., Phil. has
Q) 5 three additional syntactical units: (1) émi
= g 3 méon T pvelx pdv, (2) perd xopds, (3)
ﬁ 1.,% g é1'r~i T K::)lvcoqux \'Juc'bvyeis TO egu):yéhlov &rod
2 by Tiis TPWTNS fjuépas &xpt 10U viv. Ins.tead
3 s of the structurally simpler gen. obj. to
- E % E pveiav (= oou, Phm 4) Phil. has the pron.
- g g g obj. phrase in its fullest form, Umtp TévToov
g & Y Uuédv ... This is the quantitative difference.

1) This last observation, on the stylistic similarity between Phil. and the Thessa-
lonian letters, is also a very shrewd and pertinent one, especially with reference to I
Thessalonians.
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To it must be added an interesting inversion of syntactical
sequence as regards the two parts of the temporal participle con-
struction. Normally, as in Phm., it reads pvelav ... ToloUpevos #rri
TGV Tpooeuy&dv pou. To this second part, the temp. adv. phrase émi
T&V Tpooeux®dv pov, corresponds in Phil. the temp. adv. phrase év
whot Senoer pou; but here it follows immediately on m&vrtote and
precedes Umép mévTwv Upddv; then comes the temp. pte. construction
proper, peTd yopds THV dénotv Toloupevos, which corresponds exactly
to the normal pveiav TroioUpevos. This striking singularity in syn-
tactical sequence affects, however, only the units of cols. 4 and 5
(see Table II). Indeed, the evidence of the Philippian elyapioTd- -
period confirms in the most desirable manner the judgment we have
reached in regard to the syntactical relation of the pron. obj. phrase
(col. 4, Table II), namely, that in type Ia it always modifies the
temporal participle phrase (col. ). The fact that this pron. obj. phrase
is in Phil. preceded by the second part of that participle clause (¢v
méon) Sefjoer pou) allows of no other syntactical description here .

The most peculiar structural feature of the Philippian exapiotd-
period, however, is the two adverbial phrases, &mi w&on T# uvelq
Upcdv and &l T kowevig Up&dv els TO eUoryyéhlov, especially the first.
There is no doubt that &mwi T# kowwvigq Uudv s TO edayyéhov. . .
has causal force. All interpreters agree that it means “for your coope-
ration in the gospel.” Goodspeed’s translation 2 implies his correct
judgment that this causal phrase modifies the characteristic pera
Xopds (Trv Sénotv moloUpevos): “Whenever I pray for you all T do
it with joy, over your cooperation in the good news.” While we do
not question the adequacy of this judgment, we yet maintain that
this late causal phrase refers also quite definitely to eUyapioTd, just
as does the subsequent causal ptc. construction Tmemoifdos ostd TOUTO.
We are merely pointing out of the Philippian example what we have
found to be true of all ebyapioTé-periods, namely, that the principal
verb (eUxapioT®) very definitely dominates the entire period as well
as the various ideas expressed by its parts.

The modern interpreters of Paul agree with almost complete
unanimity that the first adverbial phrase, &ml w&on T pvelq Uuddv,

1) It may be remarked in passing that the exhibit in our Tables II and III
immediately and forcefully suggests this construction as most objective. It is grati-
fying, too, to find that Dibelius (An d. Phil., p. 52) also conceives of the entire phrase
as a unit: ‘‘. .. bitte ich doch fiir euch alle bestindig in jedem meiner Gebete mit
Freuden . ..”. However, Dibelius also draws the immediately preceding T&vTtoTe
into this phrase. The reason for this error will reveal itself in the course of our
analysis, ?) The New Testament, An American Translation, Phil 1 3.



74 Pauline Thanksgivings

is temporal and means ‘“‘whenever I think of you” . But in the light
or our comparative analysis of the eUyxopiord-periods this inter-
pretation can and must be challenged; it should be considered a
causal adverbial phrase modifying eUyapiotédd and meaning “I thank
God for every (actual 2) expression of your remembrance of me.”

We shall state in detail the objections to the temporal inter-
pretation as well as the reasons for the causal interpretation of émi
Té&om T1) pvelg Upédv. Two objections to its interpretation as a temporal
clause: (1) We get a cumbersome and clumsy aggregate of temporal
phrases in direct succession, (a) &mi wé&on T nveiq Upédv, (b) wavToTe,
(c) &v w&on TH defoet pou, (d) THv Sénow ToloUpevos. It may be
argued, of course, that with the causal interpretation of (a) we also
get three causal phrases; but the three causal phrases do not accu-
mulate in direct succession; they are well distributed over the entire
period. Table III, indeed, affords a strikingly impressive picture of
a well-balanced periodization: cols. 1 and 6 are represented on the
first horizontal line, cols. 3 and 5b on the second, and cols. 4 and
ba on the third. ‘

(2) &ml w&on Tf uvelq Ypdv as a temporal adv. phrase would
be the only major structural peculiarity within the entire syn-
tactical area represented on Table II, comprising both types Ia and
Ib. This objection must be considered most effective, indeed decisive,
against the construction of &mi mé&on 7§ vvelq Up&dv as a temporal
phrase. To be sure, we have stated that the Philippian thanksgiving
has peculiarities of structure. But it is not peculiar in its basic
structural characteristics. wévrote as well as &mwi w&on T wveig Updv
may be—and in the light of our study must be—construed in ac-
cordance with the common pattern of all eUyapioTé-periods of type Ia.
The burden of proof, at all events, lies squarely upon those who
would claim that the Philippian ebyapioré-period vitally differs in
basic structure from the other examples of type Ia, as is the case
if émi Tfj pvelq Uudv is construed as a temp. phrase. As an inevitable
consequence of this construction mévrtots must be taken as modi-

1) See, e.g., the commentaries by Lohmeyer, Dibelius, and Vincent, ad loc.;
and the translations by Goodspeed, Moffatt and Weizsiacker. 2) The text of this
entire phrase reads: elyoptoTé® TG 66 pou &l wéon T wvelq Upddv Tavrote. — A,
Debrunner, in Friedrich Bla’ Grammatik des Neutestamentlichen Griechisch,
paragr. 275, 2, on wds with and without the article quotes II Cor 14, because it ex-
hibits both constructions and the difference in meaning ¢ TapakaA&v Ads &l waon
T} BAlyer uédv = the actually happening examples of Aiyis as a whole) &is 16 SUvaofat
UGS Trapakadeiv Tous &v réoT) OAlyer (= any potential case of Alyts). Accordingly, &wi
T&on Tf Mvelq Upddv = ‘“for every actual expression of your remembrance of me".
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fying the temporal participle construction (col. §), against the normal
construction with the principal verb (col. 1).

These objections are implicitly positive arguments for the causal
interpretation of the crucial phrase. Specifically, the positive argu-
ments in favor of the causal interpretation may be stated as follows:

(1) Causal adverbial phrases introduced by émi c. dat. are typical
of a number of Pauline ebyopiord thanksgiving periods, namely,
Phil 15: &mi 7§ xoweovig Uuédv .. .; I Thess 39, émi mdon T xop&
7 xaipopev &1 Upds; I Cor 14, &mi 17 x&piT1 ToU B0l Tif Sobeion) Upiv.
In II Cor 111, the passive construction, fva... 716 &ls fpds x&piopa
S1& TOAAGY eUxaploTndf, is the exact inversion of the active con-
struction, v eUxapiotionTe &ml TG es fuds XapioporTt.

(2) These four passages represent all examples of émwi c.dat.
within the ebyapiotéd-periods of the Pauline thanksgivings. Their
causal force has never been and never can be questioned. On the
other hand, temporal phrases introduced by émwi are also typical of
the eUxapioTd-periods, but it is always émi c. gen., namely, émi Tév
TrpooeuX @V pou (see col. b, Table I, Phm., I Thess., Rom., and Eph.).

(3) In the light of the causal émi c. dat. phrases quoted under
(1) it is imperative to test whether or not the Philippian phrase takes
its place with them as a typical syntactical unit of the normal thanks-
giving structure, modifying, as those four examples unquestionably
do, the principal verb elyopiorédl. We have already had occasion
to observe that even &mi T kowewvig Upddv €ls 1O eboyyéhov (Phil 1 5)
qualifies eUxaploTdd, at the very beginning of the period, as well as
the phrase petd xopds in its more immediate vicinity.

(4) When a Pauline thanksgiving period contains a prominent,
structurally significant feature, real or apparent, the first step is to
seek its explanation in the epistolary situation which produced the
specific letter. For the temporal interpretation of our phrase this test
has an entirely negative result, because it merely presents us with

1) It may be remarked here that this suggestion forced itself on me as soon as I
had completed TableII, namely, to “try’’ the causal interpretation of our crucial phrase.
After some initial enthusiasm for it I abandoned this disagreeably controversial matter,
But new facts and new doubts forced me to test the possibility more thoroughly, with
the result that complete conviction followed. Indeed, it proved impossible to make out
any sort of case for the temp. interpretation in the light of the clamoring facts. Only
the consensus of opinion and the habit engendered by it are in favor of the temp.
interpretation. Not even the sanctity of the King James’ Version may be appealed to,
because it is (very much to the credit of those pioneer translators) ambiguous enough
to allow of the correct interpretation: “I thank my God upon every remembrance of
you, always in every prayer of mine for you all making request with joy’’. -
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an awkward and needless duplication of the temporal participle clause,
tv whon Senoer. .. THY Sénowv moloUpevos. On the other hand, this
test convincingly supports the causal interpretation. It is a well-
known fact that a money gift from the Philippian church had just
been delivered to Paul by Epaphroditus, a transaction clearly and
fully recorded in 4 10-20.

It would be a mistake to underestimate the functional im-
portance of this section for the composition of the letter to the Philip-
pians. There were just two motives for its composition, namely, to
express Paul’s appreciation of (and joy over) that gift to the givers
(cf. 417, obx OT1 EMIINTE TO Bbpa, GAAK Em3NT& TOV Kapmov), and
to report to the anxious Philippians his present circumstances and
prospects as a prisoner in Rome. In 415 Paul fortunately tells in a
detailed manner (obviously because of his satisfaction with and pride
in the Philippians) how the church of Philippi had officially rendered
him financial support on several previous occasions. In the light of -
this reference (to official financial dealings with the Philippians) that
singular and otherwise puzzling mention of émioxomor and Sidkovot
in the opening formula (1 1) becomes at once natural and intelligible,
indeed inevitable, from the point of view of both writer and addressees,
because not only were the latter aware of the specific epistolary
situation, but they had produced it and thus were immediately in-
volved in it.

Hard upon the brief opening formula with its explicit mention
of the &mwiokotrol and Sidkovor follows the ebxapioTéd-period; and im-
mediately after the principal verb, ebxopioTéd 16 6e6d pov, the reason
for which Paul gives thanks is stated. These facts can be understood
only in the light of the epistolary situation !, which we are able to
reconstruct from 4 10-20.

‘ Indeed the functional relation of the thanksgiving to 410-20 is
much closer and much more definite than we have as yet indicated.
The thanksgiving, we have seen, states two reasons for Paul’s grati-
tude, first, (18) every actual instance of the Phlhpplans remembrance
of him, and second, (15) their cooperation in the gospel from the

1) This argument from the epistolary situation and, more specifically, from the
closeness of &riokotor and S1éxovor to i W&ot Tij pyele Ypdsy, is brought forward by
A. von Harnack, Theologische Literaturzeitung (1889), col. 419, in favor of the causal
interpretation of this clause. But Harnack’s was a lone voice in the wilderness of the
temporal interpretation of émi mw&on Tij pvelg Upédv. His methodology is sound; it
matters little that he calls a historical argument what we have called the argument from
the epistolary situation. To the criteria of construction, of course, Harnack has paid no
attention, but they most strongly supplement the ‘“historical’”’ argument.
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founding of their church to the present “‘moment” (16 viv). These
reasons are not just in a manner of speaking, but are rather definitely
topic sentences which find their development in the body of the
letter. And 410-20 is more than an incidental appendix; chapters 2
and 3 are much more ‘“‘incidental” ! from the point of view of the
epistolary situation. The following graph effectively brings out the
point:

Compare

13 eUyapioTd T¢ Bedd pou  with &yx&pnv 8¢ év kupiep (410)

¢l whomn Tf preiq Upddv  with &veBdMAete 1O Umép Epol @poveiv

Bikaov épol ToUTo Qpoveiv
Umgp vty Upddy with &veBdMAete 16 Umép &pol gpoveiv
and with &9’ & xal éppoveite. . .
gl méon TH prelx Updv with Se€&pevos. . . T& map’ Yudv, do-
pnv edodias, Guoiav SekTv,
gUudpeoTov TG Bedd (418)
&l T} Kowevig Up&dv . .. (15) with xKaAdds Emroifoote cuvkowwvroav-
Té pou T OAIwer (414)
and with oUBepla por &kkAnoia Exotveovn-
oev. .. el pn Upels povor (415)
&1 TPy fpépars &y pt ToU viv with év &px i Tol eUeryyehiov, &re &6-
fiNbov &md MakeSovias (4 15)

Thus we have here a most convincing and instructive example
of the fact which holds true in every case, that each thanksgiving
not only announces clearly the subject-matter of the letter, but also
foreshadows unmistakably its stylistic qualities, the degree of intimacy
and other important characteristics 2.

(6) Our data of relevant occurrences of eUxapioTd in non-Pauline
biblical and extra-biblical Hellenistic sources will show that the
construction eoxopioTd érri T is that most commonly used to express
the cause for which thanks are offered. The characteristic frequency
of this construction in the Pauline thanksgivings has already been
pointed out.

(6) The formal peculiarities of the Philippian thanksgiving are
most adequately emphasized, but also explained (without being ex-

1) If, indeed, chap. 3 originally belonged to this letter at all. 2) The section
112—2 30 also is “‘announced”, or at least alluded to, in the thanksgiving, 17b, &v Te
Tols Seopols pov kal v Tij dmohoylq kal PeParcdoel ToU evoryyeriou. The fact that there
is no allusion at all to the vehement contents of chap. 3 may perhaps be taken as an
argument for excluding this chapter from the original letter, which then consisted of
chapters 1, 2, and 4.
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plained away), when we admit, as we must, that its fundamental
structural traits are entirely typical, i. e., conforming to the basic
pattern of type Ia: principal verb—temporal, definitive ptc. clause—
causal ptc. clause (memoifws kTA.).

Peculiar, indeed, is the fact that the cause for Paul’s thanks-
giving is expressed through three separate, structurally (and ideo-
logically) well-balanced phrases: (1) émi whon Tff pveix Uudv, (2) i
TH kowwvig Tpddv gls 16 edayyéhiov &mo Tiis TpwTNs fipépas &xpt ToU
vy, (3) memoiBdds adTd ToUTo, 6Tt 6 EvapEhpevos v Yuiv Epyov &yabdv
gmteAéoer &ypt Nuépas ’InoolU XpioTtoU . The first phrase mentions
the most specific reason and therefore to us the most obscure; it is
an allusion, clear enough to us and unmistakable to the addressees,
to the recent money gift. In the second phrase Paul views the concrete
cases (éml mon T wvelg) under the broader scope of ‘‘cooperation
in the gospel” (kowwvia eis TO edaryyéhiov). The third phrase, finally,
rises to the ultimate height of eschatological hope for the full per-
fection of the Philippians.

Thus the three causal phrases present a well-built climax, rising
from the specific and the present to the general and eschatological.
The structural balance of the entire period is achieved by the “‘in-
sertion” of the singularly verbose temp. ptc. clause (&v mwéon Sefjoet
MOV . . . HET& Xotpds TTv Sénotv Troloupevos) between the first and second
causal &mi-phrases, and through the addition of the temporal appositive
phrase &mo Tfis TpdTNS fépas &xpt ToU viv (bb) between the second
and third causal phrases.

Extremely characteristic of the Philippian thanksgiving is,
furthermore, the brief phrase uetd xopds modifying Thv &énow TroioU-
uevos. It too finds its explanation and justification in the epistolary
situation. Lohmeyer 2 thinks that xopd& “im ganzen Philipperbrief die
Freude am Martyrium bedeutet; so mag dieses Moment schon hier
angedeutet sein.” This is an explanation made at least partly from
the point of view of the epistolary situation. But Lohmeyer has un-
doubtedly overstressed the martyrological motif here, although we
have reason to be appreciative of his fresh treatment of the letter.
Indeed it must be granted that Paul’s experience and state of mind
as a “‘prisoner of Jesus Christ” (Phm9) had something to do with
the fervent emphasis on xop& and Yoipew in Philippians. But the
primary cause for Paul’s joy is undeniably not the recent money gift

1) Dibelius, An die Philipper, p. 53, sees in &pyov &yafdév — correctly —
another ‘‘allusion to the money gift’’. His subsequent remarks (ibid.) on the general
relation between thanksgiving and letter are quite pertinent but not sufficiently positive.
2) Der Brief an die Philipper, p. 16, n. 3.
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as such, but the evidence which it furnishes of the Philippians’
cooperation in the gospel (cf. 417f.). Met& xopds in 14 and éyx&pnv
in 410 have nothing to do with martyrdom; they are (to the ad-
dressees at least) explicit references to the concrete instances of active
Christian work on the part of the Philippians.

Metd xopd&s, which is structurally speaking a singular intrusion
into the eUxapioTd-period, becomes entirely natural if &mi w&on T
pueix Uuédv means ‘‘for every expression of your remembrance of me.”
That is why Paul could make his intercessory prayer perd yapds.
Otherwise this phrase can only be vaguely justified. Our entire study
of the form and function of the edyopioT®d-period suggests that there
are quite definite motivations (in the epistolary situation) which
account for the presence of each structural unit, peculiar or normal.
Incidentally, Lohmeyer himself makes the shrewd guess?! that perd
¥ap&s may well be a conscious play of words on ebyopioTé.

(7) With the causal interpretation of &mwi T&on i pveix Up&dv
the temporal adverb mdvToTe receives the full syntactical force which
it has in all the full Pauline ebxopioréd-periods, i. e., modifying
eUXaploTéd and in turn being defined by the temporal participle clause.
Then wévtoTe and Téon (7§ pveiq) are a simple and effective example
of alliteration and of the familiar word-play on mé&s: “I thank God
allways for all your remembrances of me.” The insertion of a causal
phrase between cols. 2 and 3 (Table II) is thus a structural peculiarity
of the Philippian thanksgiving, which, however, does not destroy
the standard pattern.

Finally, two specific arguments which have been brought for-
ward in favor of the temporal interpretation of the phrase under
discussion must be dealt with.

(8) Vincent 2 says, ““To make Upé&v the subjective genitive, ‘your
thought of me,” with an allusion to their gift, is against usage, and
would require a definite mention of the object of remembrance”. First
of all, the alternative—i. e., taking Uu&v as the genetivus objectivus,
denoting “‘remembrance of you (by some one else)”” —is surely against
usage. The tacit assumption underlying the temporal interpretation,
that pveio Updv is the abstract substantive equivalent of the concrete
verbal construction pveiav Up&v ToloUped, is without documentary
support. Whether Up&v be construed as a gen. obj. or subj., the phrase
Hveiar Updov is elliptical, allusive and suggestive rather than explicit.
However, the construction eUyopioTd &mi Tivi is typical of Pauline
as well as of general Hellenistic usage and, therefore, not obscure.

1) Ibid., n. 2. 2) Op.cit,, p. 6, to Phil13.
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As a matter of fact, Vincent’s specific assertion that the gene- .
tivus subjectivus with pvela ““is against usage” is, to say the least,
too sweeping. That usage occurs in a document which belongs to
Paul’s closest literary and linguistic énvironment 1, Bar 5 5: dv&otni,
*lepoucodfy, . . . kol 188 cou ouvnypéva T& TéKvar &md iAoy Suopdsy
£ws GvaToA&V TY prpaTt ToU &ylou, Xalpovras Tf ToU Oeol upveiq
(“see thy children assembled. .., rejoicing in the remembrance of
God”). ToU Beol is a gen.subj.. and there is no “‘definite mention
of the object of remembrance.” Lhe two clauses, xaipovras Tf) ToU
6eoU pueix and ebyapioTd . .. &mi whon TH uvelq Gpddv, are perfect
structural parallels, as far as the type of .verbal action and the subject-
object relation to it is concerned.

The term pveia also occurs with the objective genitive Upév;
but it is precisely in this case that the author found it necessary to
make “definite mention” of the subject of remembrance, Bar 4 27:
BappfioaTe Tékva, kal Pofjoorte Trpds TOV Bedv: EoTan ydp Updv UTd
ToU ém&yovTos (sc. Beol) pveio. Thus Bar 55 is a direct parallel
to the causal interpretation of our Philippian phrase and its subjective
genitive Upév, while Bar 4 27 merely proves, if it proves anything,
that it is the objective genitive with pveia which makes definite
mention of the subject of remembrance necessary.

The definition of pvApn and pveia which Ammonius Gramma-
ticus 2 (I-IT A. D.) gives fully justifies our interpretation of pvele as
“act of remembrance.”” He writes: pvijun &oTwv 7} TG pvnpoviked &v
ouvolUoar pvela 8¢ TrpoyeyovdTos Tivos Umopvnols, oTe O TOlOUTOIS
- VaANGE ypoopevos GuapTrioeTar— ‘Mvfiun signifies the psychological
ability of the person who remembers; pvelo implies some preceding
action of remembrance (Ymépvnois)...”

(9) Lightfoot, Dibelius and Lohmeyer stress the point that the
word-play on m&s in Phil 13f., &l m&on Tf wvelq Updv wavToTe
¢v T&o1) Senjoel pou UTEp TAVTWV Up@dV peTd Xopds Thv &énatv olou-
uevos, binds these phrases structurally together 3. The fact is that
none of these interpreters carries through this principle, because they
attach the first phrase to ebxapioré®. The question as such is not of
great importance, but it is of far-reaching importance for the detailed
study of Paul’s style to distinguish between real rhetorical instances

1) This statement holds true even if the composition of the book of Baruch
was not completed till after 70 A. D. But the general judgment is that its basic sections
belong to the Maccabean period (see E. Kautzsch, Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen
des Alten Testamentes (Tiibingen, 1900), pp. 215£.). 2) Tepl opoiwv kal Srapdpwv
Aéecov, ed. L. C. Valckenaer (Leipzig, 1822). 3) See particularly Lightfoot and
Lohmeyer, opp. citt., ad loc,
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of paronomasia and structures where epistolary situation and con-
vention, or Paul’s own epistolary manner, produce a style which
looks rhetorical without being so. We have seen that in the phrase
gmi wéon T wvelq Upddv, s is very specifically due to the epistolary
situation; mw&vtote and Umdp TdvTeov Upév (see I Thess12 and
Rm 1 8) are all typical epistolary terms characteristic of the Pauline
gUxopiot@-period. It may safely be said, to be sure, that Paul was
conscious here of producing a word-play on m&s; however, this was
not the motive which produced the structure, but rather an incidental
by-product of it.

Finally, a reference to Lohmeyer’s rythmical and symmetrical
arrangement of the Philippians thanksgiving should be madel. It
goes without saying that the suggestions of this scholar, whose sense
of form is so keen, are always interesting, but they do not always
escape the curse of esthetic subjectivism. Lohmeyer considers the
two participle constructions (see Table II, cols. 5 and 6) as tran-
sitional cola between three ‘“‘Doppelzeiler” (= double lines), sym-
metrically arranged, which, in his opinion, constitute the structural
pattern of the Philippian thanksgiving. Such judgments will no longer
be tenable when it is recognized that all full Pauline sbxapioté-periods
of type Ia have as their basic structural pattern ebyopioréd—temp.
ptc. clause—causal ptc. clause.

The same esthetic subjectivism causes Lohmeyer ito separate év
wa&omn Senoer pov from THY Sénowv moloUpevos. Our Table II shows
beyond the shadow of doubt that &v wéon defjoet pou. . . THv Sénow
TroloUpevos is the exact structural and functional (!) equivalent of Tfv
Hvelaw TroloUpevos &l TGV Tpooeuy &y pou, which appears as the temp.
ptc. clause in the other examples of type Ia. This is, incidentally, one
more indication that émi ot T uveiq pov is in no sense the equivalent
of that temp. ptc. clause, because it appears in its full form as quoted.

The results of our analysis of the structural relations obtaining
in the first part of the Philippian thanksgiving (14-6) may now be
summarized as follows:

(1)The characteristic structural pattern exhibited by all Pauline
eUXaploTéd thanksgiving periods is fully maintained in Phil:

(a) eUyxaproTd® TG 0 pou &l whot) T el UpddY TévTOoTE

(b) &v wkon Befjoer pou Umtp vty Uuddv THV Sénoiv Tot-
oUuevos &ml T Kowwvig Upéwv €s. . .

(c) memoBcos ortd ToUTo, &T1 KTA.

© 1) Op. cit., pp. 141.
Schubert, Pauline Thanksgivings 6
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(2) There are two causal adverbial phrases (émi c. dat.), ex-
pressing the reasons for which Paul gives thanks. This construction
is characteristic of several other ebxaploT®d thanksgiving periods, be-
sides being a very common one in Hellenistic usage. ’

(3) Met& xapés is, besides UmepexmrepiooolU (in I Thess 3 9), the
only adverbial phrase of manner in all Pauline ebyapioTé&-periods; the
specific epistolary situation which called forth the letter accounts for
its presence, asit accounts forthe presence in I Thess. of Umepexmrepiooot
(Bedpevos eis TO idelv Upddv TO TpdowTov) L.

(4) Quantitatively speaking, the Philippian thanksgiving has
three phrases in addition to those which normally constitute the
structure of type Ia, namely, the two causal adverbial phrases and
the adverbial phrase of manner pet& xapds; but only this last brief
phrase is unique in the Pauline thanksgiving structure.

2. The Pauline and Pseudo-Pauline Usages Outside the Thanksgivings

With the detailed analysis of the interesting eUxapioré-period of
the Philippian thanksgiving we have completed our examination of the
structural relations obtaining between the seven syntactical units
which constitute the ebxapioTt®d-period of the Pauline (and the Ephe-
sian) thanksgiving. On the basis of the results we shall be able to pro-
ceed more rapidly in analyzing structurally and functionally the occur-
rences of eUyaploT®, etc. outside of the thanksgivings.

A thorough analysis of Paul’s general usage of these terms is of
paramount importance for the interpretation and understanding of
his usage in the thanksgivings. We have found 11 occurrences of the
verb eUyapioté and one occurrence of the substantive evyapioTia
(I Thess 3 9, ebyopioTiov dvramobolvonr = ebyopioTeiv) in twelve full,
initial and fragmentary repetitive periods; in all of them (except
II Cor 111) edxopioTd is the principal verb. Five thanksgivings start
with the structural type of the ebyapior®d-period which we have de-
signated Ia, i. e., the thanksgivings of Phm., I Thess., Eph., Col., and
Phil. The three remaining thanksgivings begin with the structural
type we have called Ib.

The participle ebxapiotolvTes (Col 1 12) occurs, to be sure, within
the thanksgiving, but not as the key-term of the thanksgiving period.
We shall presently observe that its function is distinct.

1) This desire of Paul’s to revisit the Thessalonian church was one of his chief
concerns while he wrote the letter and one of his chief topics in the letter. This small,
unique structural feature shared only by the Philippian and the I Thessalonian thanks-
givings is a significant illustration of Lightfoot’s characterization of the specific formal
resemblance between the two letters.
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The subsequent lists will include every occurrence of elxopioTd,
euxopiotia and eby&pioros in Paul, including the pseudo-Pauline
writings of the NT, not only because they are pseudo-Pauline but
especially because they were indisputably composed under real Pauline
influence. These lists will discuss 20 separate passages containing 25 oc-
currences of eUyaploT®, etc., classified in three further distinct func-
tional types. Only 5 of these 25 occurrences are from pseudo-Pauline
sources: 1 exoaplord in Eph 20; and 4 eUxopiotia in Eph 54, in
ITim 21 and (twice) in I Tim 4 34.

Of the remaining writings of the NT only the four gospels !, Acts
and Revelation use our terms, the verb 10 times and the noun 3 times.
Thus we have a grand total of 37 occurrences in the Pauline letters
(including 5 in the pseudo-Pauline writings) against only 13 in the
remaining portions of the NT. These simple statistics tell a highly
significant story. It is strange that they have not yet claimed the
attention of the interpreters of Paul.

The passages in the Pauline and pseudo-Pauline writings (ex-
clusive of those discussed under I) which have elxapiot®, etc., fall
from a functional point of view into three distinct further types, the
thanksgiving type (Ia and Ib) being the first and the most prominent.
Where examples are quoted special care will be taken to reproduce
consistently the environing context to the extent necessary for the
full and ready recognition of the functional level and the structural
characteristics of edyxopioTd®, etc. Lexicographical study has all too
often suffered from the neglect of this important principle. We have
met with several instances of it.

Type II. (1) Rom 16 38-4, &oméoaote Mpiokav kai "AxUAav Tous
ouvepyous pou &v XpioT@® ’Inool, oitives Umép Tiis Wuxfis uou Tov
EquT&V TpdynAov Umelnkav, ofs ol &y udvos eUxoaploTd® GAAG kal
mé&oar of ékkAnoionr T&Y v, kol THY Kot olkov alUTdV EkkAnoiav.

(2) I Cor 14 18, exapioTé T6) 06, VTV UuéY udAAov yAdooas
AAG.

(3) ICor 1 14, elyapioTé &T1 oUbéva Upddv épdmmioa i pf Kplotov
kod ladov. ..

These three passages exemplify in Paul the use of eUxapiotéd for
expressing gratitude on the colloquial, conversational level. Even the
presence of the pers. dat. obj. T¢ 6e@ in (2) does not exclude this

1) Doublets within the gospels are, of course, not counted; each of the synoptic
gospels has eUxopioTéd once in the story of the miraculous feeding of the multitude
(John twice) and once in the record of the Last Supper. Consequently, we counted of
these occurrences only two from the synoptists and two from John.

(3
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example from this formal and functional type. Hence Goodspeed’s
translation of it with the corresponding American colloquialism is
felicitous: “Thank God, I speak in ecstasy more than any of you.”
Lietzmann’s ! very common German colloquialism, “Gott sei Dank,
ich rede mehr in Zungen als ihr alle,” does equal justice to Paul’s
functional usage of the term here. Goodspeed translates (3), “I am
thankful that I never...”; this rendering, too, brings out the collo-
quial force of eUxopioré@. His translation of (1) is equally apt—‘“not
only I but all the churches among the heathen thank them.”

The fact that in (1) human beings are the object, in (2) God (with
no meaningful accent!), and that in (3) there is no object at all, is
insignificant in comparison with the fundamental fact that all three
passages are examples of colloquial usage. Indeed, informal looseness
and structural variety are exactly what we should expect, if not re-
quire, in examples of such usage, and in these three cases we certainly
have them to a remarkable degree. (Note the informal colloquial
omission of &t in (2).)

Example (1), however, is in a very definite sense unique in that
the whole context clearly shows that here the general colloquial usage
is specifically limited to the conventionally epistolographical level.
The entire chapter (Rm 16) is epistolographical in the most technical
sense of the word. There is, e. g., little essential difference of function,
from the epistolographical point of view, between eixapioT®d (sc.
TMpiokq kai *AxUAQ Tois ouvepyois pou) and ouvicTnm 8¢ Uuiv Poifny Thv
&BeAgnv Nuédv in Rm 161. This judgment becomes especially con-
vincing when we observe the final remark about Phoebe (v. 2b, which
brings Priscilla and Aquila to the writer’s mind), kad y&p o) wpooTé-
TIS TTOAAGV EyevniOn kai époU a¥Tol. It is impossible not to perceive the
gratitude which vibrates in this generous tribute to her.

Type IT1. (1) Rm 14 eb, kod 6 &oicov xupicp écbier, ebyapioTel ydp
TG 0edd. Kol & pfy EoBicov Kupiw otk Eobiel, Kai ebyopIoTel TE) Bed).

(2) TCor 1030, €l &yc y&pimi petéyw, Ti PAacenuoluan Umép ol
Ey® ebyoploTd;

(3) I Tim 43f., (Bpcopata) & 6 Beds EkTioev el PETEANPYIV PETK
guxaptotios Tois ioTolS . .. 8Tt &V KTiopa 6eoU KoAdv, Kal oUudiv
&roPANTOV peTd eUyopioTias AauPavdpevov, &yidzeTon ydp S1& Adyou
0eoU Kol EvreUbews.

(4) I Cor 11 23bf., 6 kUpios ’Inools &v i) vukTi ) TopedideTo EAaPev
&pTov Kol ey aploTAOAS EKAQOEY . . ., DOAUTWS KX TO TOTNPIOV PETX
TO Saimvijoat . ..

1) Op. cit., ad loc.
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What binds these four examples together as a distinct functional
type within the Pauline usage of eUxoapiod®, etc., is that all denote
the “blessing” pronounced over food. The substantive eixopioTia in
(3) both times clearly means “grace,” or “‘thanksgiving for food”:

. food which God created for the believers to eat with thanks-
giving; . . . and nothing need be refused, if grace is said for it; for then
it is consecrated by (this!) prayer and the scripture used in it %

An interesting historical problem is suggested by these four pas-
sages. It is usually taken for granted that saying grace at table was an
exclusively Jewish custom, and was transferred from Judaism to
Hellenistic Christian communities such as those of Corinth and Rome.
There are, however, several circumstances which lead to the suspicion
that all four passages (even including I Cor 11 23b) have reference to
a general pagan custom of the same kind.

First, there is even in the widest context of Rm 14 1-23 not the
slightest indication that the controversy between vegetarians and
meat eaters was basically Jewish; indeed, it looks much more Neo-
Pythagorean. Similarly, the problem under discussion in I Cor 10 14-30
is the relationship of the Christians to pagan ceremonial and ritualistic
customs, and there is no reference to Jewish standards.

Second, there is sufficient evidence that Jewish dietary laws and
customs were not peculiar in the Hellenistic world, but that many
religious and racial groups held actively to such standards. Epictetus
(Diss. 1. 11. 11—15) mentions the food laws of Syrians, Egyptians,
Romans, and Jews in this order and comes to the characteristically
rationalistic conclusion: &l 6p8& o1 T& (sc. T& SokoUvTa alTols Tpofis)
*Aryutrticov, pry 6pO& elvon T& TV &AAwv, el koAdds Exel T& loudaiwvy,
ut) KoA&ds Eyew T& TGOV SAAwv.

Third, it is a safe rule that Paul, whenever he discusses at length
a problem springing from Jewish tradition or opposition, becomes
either apologetlc or controversial after the manner of a Jewish rabbi.
There is no trace of that sort of thing in either of these lengthy dis-
cussions (Rm 14 and I Cor 10). The custom of eUxapioTia at table
is so incidentally and unconditionally presupposed for both con-
tending parties that the question arises whether the saying of grace
over meals was not after all a widespread Hellenistic custom. These
considerations will, at any rate, make us receptive to any evidence
which the sources may reveal.

1) This translation is adapted ﬁ'om Goodspeed’s rendering, which is particularly
apt in v.sb. '
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It is probably worthwile to state explicitly that (4) belongs to
the same functional usage as (1—3). To be sure, second century
Christian usage has given a much more narrow and technical function
to eUyap1oTéd and evyapioTtioc when used in connection with the Lord’s
Supper; indeed, the Synoptists’ usage represents the first stage in
that development, because they also confine their use of ebxapiord to
the story of the miraculous feeding and of the last supper. Only Luke
shows a somewhat wider usage.

From the point of view of construction, we observe in the four
examples of type III the same simplicity which we found in type II.
This is merely the structural expression of the functional simplicity.
The basic construction is (1) with the pers. dat. obj. eUyapioT® TG
0edd; (2), ebyxopiord Umrép Tivos = I thank for something, is clearly an
example of the encroaching of Umrép on the function of mepf; (3) is the
absolute construction exopioTtioas. (4) perd ebxopioriasin I Tim 4 sf.
has no modifiers attached to it.

For reasons which will appear in the discussion of the next type
(IV) it should be noted that Paulin I Cor 10 30f. proceeds, in a manner
characteristic of him 1, from the tedious discussion of dietary customs
to the broad paraenetical generalization, eite oUv éobiete eite Trivete
gite T1 TroteiTe, Tt els 86Eav Beol woleite. Obviously, Touiv Ti el
86Eav 6eol is a paraphrase, for the sake of stylistic variety, of guy Q-
PIOTEIV.

All remaining examples (6 of elyoplor®, 10 of elyapioTic and
the hapax legomenon ebyd&pioTos) in thirteen passages may properly
be treated as one type (IV). This type represents a group of passages
which are highly important for determining and defining the wide
range of function to which Paul puts these terms. That a few of these
passages might perhaps better be classed separately is only to be ex-
pected. But on the whole the grouping which we offer is fully supported
by the data; a broad but quite definite functional likeness binds these
examples together. It will be advisable, however, to divide this type
into the subgroups (a) and (b).

IVa Rm 121, 816m yvov-reg TOV Oedv oux 65 Oedv E86Eacav 1y nuxoc-
plotnoav, M. . . EokoTiofn 1) &olveTos aiTéY Kapdia.

(2) II Cor 415, T& y&p TévTa (i. €., Paul’s preaching) &’ Upds,
fva 1) xé&pis mAsovdoaoa Si1& TEV TAEISYWY TNV eUXapioTiav Teplooelon
els Ty 86av ToU Oeol.

1) Cf. Dibelius, An die Thessalonicher (Tiibingen, 1925), to I, 13, p. 3: “Paulus
liebt es, einen Gedanken bis zum Ursprung oder Ziel in Gott zu verfolgen, s. II Cor 518
Phil111 211".
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(83) II Cor 9111, &v TavTti TAouTigdpevol els T&oov &TASTNTY,
ATIs KaTepydzeTon &1’ fudv eUxapioTiav TG 0e@d, —8T1 1) Sroxovia Tijs
Aertoupylas Taitns oU pévov foTiv TpooavamAnpoloa T UoTeprjuaTa
T&Y &yiwv, A& Kal Teplooelouga S1& TTOAAGY ey apioTIGw TG Bed).
(4) I Cor 14 16-18, &mel 2&v edAoyiis &v TrvedpaTl, & dvamAnpdv Tdv
TéTTOV TOU 181c0TOV TIidS EpEl TO Aunyv éml T of) eUyapioTiq; Emwedn Ti
Atyeis oUk olBev. oU ptv ydp kohids ebyoploTels, GAN' & ETepos oUk oiko-
SopeiTon (eUXoapioTdd TG 08edd, TavTwv Updv paGAAoV YAdoools AcAG”
cf. type II, 2). ) v
(6) I Tim 2 1. 2, TaparoA&d oUv TTp&dTOoV TévTwV TroleicBon Sefoes,
Tpooeuxds, tvteuters, ebyapioTias, Uép TavTwv &vbpdTreov, Utép Poot-
Mov kad TrévTev TGV v Utrepoy ij SvTwv, Tva fipepov kail figuxtov Biov
Si&ywpey &v mdon) eUoePela ki oEPVOTNHTL
IVb (6) I Thess b 16ff., w&vtoTe Xoipete,
&B1oeiTTTOOs TTpooEUyEctE,
&v mavTl eUxopioTelTe: ToUTO Yop BEANua
6eol &v XpioTd ’Inool els Uuds.
(7) Phil 46, pndev pepipvdTe, GAN &v TavTi T Tpooeux ) kol TH
Sefoel pet’ elyaploTias T& aithipaTa Updv yvwpizéobn Tpds ToV Bedv.
The remaining examples form a particularly closely related group,
as is immediately suggested by the observation that they are all found
in Col. and Eph. The first passage (8), which we have mentioned above
because it occurs within the thanksgiving of Col., may properly be
considered as striking the theme with which all subsequent passages
of this special group deal.
(8) Col1 9-12, tvax TANpwOTiTe THV Emriyveootv ToU BeAfiuactos arol. ..
TepiTatijioan &l ToU kupiou els r&oav &peokiov
dv mavTl €py &yadd kapmopopolvTes
kol oU§avopevor T Emyvaoer ToU eol,
gv wéon Suvdper Suvapolpevol . . .
peTa Yapds edyaploTolvTes TG TaTpl TG iKavdoavTL
UpGs . . ., 8¢ Epuoorto Muds KTA.
(9) Col 2., cos oUv TroperdPeTe TOV XplaTdv ’Incolv TodV KUplov,
&v TG TrEpITTOCTEITE,
gppr3wpevor Kat
¢roikodopoupevol &v aUTed Kol
BeParovpevor T} TioTer (kabos E515&xOnTe!)
TeplooevovTes v eUyaploTiq.
(10) Col 3 14-17, &l T&o1 8¢ ToUTOIS TNV &ydrny, . . . Kad f elprivn
... PpoPevétw &v Tods xapSicus Updv, . . . kol eUx&pioTol yiveoBe. o
Adyos ToU XpioTolU évolkeiTod &v Upiv rAovoiws év réon copiq
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515&okovTes Kol voubeToUvTes éauToUs wapols, Upvors, @dads -
TIVEURGTIKOIS &V X&pITI,
\ &BovTes &v Tals kapdicus Upddv TG Bedd.
kai &y 8T1 &&v TroIfjTe &v ASyw 1) &v Epyc,
- mévTta &v dvdpaTt kupiou ’lnool,
gUxoploTolvTes TG 0@ maTpi S’ avTol.
(11) Col 4 21., Tfj Tpooceuyi] TPOCKAPTEPEITE,
Yenyopolvtes &v aUTi) év ebyoploTig
Tpooeuyopevol &pa kol Tept Npdv,
fva & Oeds dvoifn fiuiv BUpav ToU Adyov, . . .
(12) Eph bst.,
mropeiar 8¢ Kad dkoBapoia w&oa fi TAcoveSia undt dvopozéobw &v Upiv,
kofos Tpémer &yiots,
Kai adoypdTns kal pwpodoyia ) edTpamelic,
& ouk A&viikev,
GAA& pdAAov ebyoploTia.
(13) Eph 518-21 ,
A& TAnpolobe &v mvelpaTi,

AchoUvTes EauTols yoApols kai Uuvols kal ddais TveuparTikais,

&BovTes kol \paAAovTes T Kopdig Upddv TH Kupie

eUxaploTolvTes TévToTE UTrp TéwTCov €V dvduaTt ToU Kupiou fuddv

’Inool XpioTol T& 8edd kai maTpi,

Utrotaooduevol GAANAols &v @oPw XpioTol.

In this group of 13 passages all Pauline letters are represented
with the exception (probably accidental, as far as we can tell) of Gal.,
II Thess. and Phm. Besides, I Tim. is represented with one passage (5)
and Eph. with two (12 and 13). The distinction between IVa and IVb
was made on the basis of function. It may be said that examples 1—4
are intended to convey certain rather definite theological, speculative
- ideas, notwithstanding the obvious fact that theseideas are immediately
applied to practical situations. This statement applies particularly to
(2) and (3). I Tim 21 was placed here because at all events it serves
instructional purposes, concerning not speculative theory, to be sure,
but liturgical practice in the church service. All five passages occur
in the main body of the respective letters, notin secondary, paraenetical
sections. This observation, however, was not the criterion of the classi-
fication, but is rather an instructive and suggestive result of it.

Under IVb were grouped all passages in which ebxapiot®, etc.
definitely serve the function of practical religious—i. e., paraenetic—
instruction. Again the functional classification made clear that every
one of these passages is an inseparable part of the strictly paraenetical
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section of its letter. The validity of this observation is readily re-
cognized in all cases, except Col 19-12 (8) and 26f. (9); but closer
scrutiny of the context and functional significance of these two pas-
sages shows that the observation holds true here also.

All Pauline thanksgivings have either explicitly or implicitly
paraenetic function. This is definitely true of the iva-clauses of the
euyxoplot@d-periods. Col 1 9-12 is, structurally speaking, the va-clause
of the Colossian thanksgiving and is very explicitly paraenetical.
Col 2 6. 7 is an interesting example of paraenesis employed as a tran-
sition between two topics, namely, between 124—25 (Paul’s intro-
duction of himself to the unknown addressees) and 2 8—34 (his dis-
cussion of the Judaistic-gnostic heresy in Colossae). With 35 begins
the paraenetic instruction, conventionally so called, extending to 4.

The readiness with which we were able to place the examples of
IVa and IVD in their significant environment is an indication of the
legitimacy and fruitfulness of our method, one which pays to functional
and structural criteria attention equal to that it gives mere lexico-
graphical word-identity.

Neither the functional nor the structural differences between
IVa and IVD are sufficiently significant to warrant a segregation into
two independent types. On the contrary, their common structural and
functional characteristics outweigh by far the differences. The specu-
lative eUyopioTtia-theories, which are explicitly—though to us ob-
scurely—stated in examples 1—4, underlie the examples of paraenesis
listed under IVb. Conversely, the ethical exhortation explicit here is
at least implicit in the examples of IVa.

What, then, are the theological theories propounded in the
examples under IVa? G. H. Boobyer has written a careful study on
‘“‘Thanksgiving’ and the ‘Glory of God’ in Paul” 1. It is a good
example of what a “lexicographical” study should be. The author
started out with the observation (first made by Dibelius) that in
II Cor 111 415, and 9 114. a special theory concerning the significance
and desirability of “thanksgiving” is advanced. This led him to a
thorough examination. of pertinent theories in Hellenistic religious
and popular-philosophic sources (pp.15—72). The lexicographical
study has become a religio-historical, i. e., a functional one; without
leaving the solid ground of lexicography Boobyer traces and compares
ideas rather than mere words.

1) Borna-Leipzig, 1929. This study was made as a doctoral dissertation at the
University of Heidelberg under M. Dibelius, who himself had pointed out the desira-
bility of such a study in An die Thessalonicher, to I 310, pp. 15f.
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In the light of this extensive comparative survey he returns
{p. 79) to the Pauline passage concerning eUyxapioTiain II Corinthians
and finds that Paul’s missionary labors (IT Cor 4 13-18) and sufferings
are not only for the benefit of the Corinthians and of other, prospective
believers, but ““for a yet bigger purpose . . ., namely, the increasing of
the glory of God by the missionary labors of himself and the other
apostles. A&, says the apostle, oUk &yxkoxoUuev 1.”” “The apostle seems
to go out of his way in order to get ebyapioTia for God, and so to make
it a special object to obtain as much as possible 2.”

Boobyer finds the same speculative thanksgiving theory back of
I Cor 14 16 3. He says that this passage, taken together with II Cor 1 20
and Rm 15 5., “‘gives ground for thinking that probably special liturg-
ical thanksgiving was practiced in the Pauline churches for ‘glorifying’
God . .. The ‘Amen’ of the i8ibTns assists in adding to the glory of
God.” ‘
Rm 121 (1), too, is briefly referred to by Boobyer, though he
does not give it the emphasis which it deserves in the support of. his
thesis: 810 yvovTes TOV Bedv oly s fedv 86§ xoav ) nuxapioTnoav,
&AAK . . . tokoTiobn 1) &olUvetos alrédv kapdia. It is surprising indeed
that the pagans’ failure to serve the true God should be so narrowly
defined as the failure to “glorify or thank” him. Obviously, in accor-
dance with Boobyer’s view, fj nUyapioctnoav is a subsequent correction
of &06faoav, or rather the explicit explanation of how the realistic
glorification is to be achieved, namely, through ‘‘thanksgiving”.

It has often been emphasized—quite justly—that Paul in this
famous criticism of pagan idolatry (Rm 1 18-32) employs the termin-
ology and arguments of the Stoic diatribe 4; that is to say, the ideas
here are rationalistic rather than mystic, pragmatic rather than specu-
lative. But it is well to remember that the distance from rationalism
to mysticism is short and easily traveled ; Paul particularly often takes
this short cut and Philo of Alexandria is another example in point.
The latter is indeed the eloquent advocate of a Stoic-rationalistic
theory of thanksgiving as well as of a speculative-mystical one.

To be sure, the lexicographer who confines himself to the mechan-
ical enumeration and classification of words will find nothing note-
worthy in a phrase like 886§acav fi nUyapiornoav. But his real task
1s well illustrated by this example. It is imperative for him to consider
the statements of any individual author (1) as specific, often frag-

1y Ibid., p. 79. ?) Ibid., p. 80. 3) Ibid., pp. 81f. 1) See, e.g.,
Lietzmann, An die Romer (Tiibingen, 1928), pp. 31f.,, to vv.19-23, and particularly
P. 33, the generalization.
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mentary statements of larger ideas which may be quite characteristic
of his general thought; (2) as the specific result of all environmental
forces which have created and modified his experience as well as his
views; (3) as attempts to convey to his own public the ideas and ex-
periences desirable for it from his point of view as well as from its
own 1. Thus, indeed, does the most adequate lexicographical method
become a specific and therefore highly objective discipline of the social
historical method. A thorough knowledge of the social setting of his
literary sources is an indispensable prerequisite for the lexicographer;
‘and, in turn, the use of objective, lexicographical precision is a most
fruitful technique for the social historian.

Boobyer’s monograph has convincingly shown that ebyapioTia
and eUyapioTelv play a large and important réle in many strata of
religious life in the Hellenistic world. We shall presently bring forward
material support for his observation, which is obviously of signal im-
portance for our immediate purpose of tracing in Paul’s environment
the origin of his epistolary thanksgiving. Even if we can convincingly
show that Paul here adopted a conventional epistolary formula, we
should still have to ask why he adopted this particular formula, and
why he imparted to it those particular structural and functional
characteristics which we have noted; above all, how we can determine
accurately the exact “meaning” and function of the Pauline thanks-
giving. To answer these questions adequately we are compelled to
make an extensive examination of Hellenistic functional and structural
usage on all representative levels.

Thus we shall take note that the examples under IVa attest the
important réle which a certain realistic, speculative esxapioTia-theory
played in the thought of Paul, in religious Hellenism in general and in
Paul’s Hellenistic churches in particular. The fact that the Corinthian
letters contribute the most important passages in this connection
(ICor 1418192 II Cor 111 415 911f., etc.) is certainly not without
significance. It may be said safely that a great many types of religious
experience and of liturgical practice were in vogue in the Christian
community of Corinth in its earliest days. It is not only Pauline Hel-
lenism which speaks on the pages of the Corinthian letters, but quite
often and emphatically Corinthian Hellenism.

1) That Paul’s was a mind sufficiently keen and cosmopolitan to be immediately
aware of such principles (which have been elevated to the status of scientific laws by
modern sociology) may be observed, e. g., from his famous, prominently placed confession
(Rm 114): "EAAnoly Te kol BapPdpors, cogois Te kol &vofiTors dpeidéTns elpl. %) For
_ numerous other pertinent passages from the Corinthian as well as from other Pauline
letters see Boobyer, op.cit., pp. 73—89.



92 Pauline Thanksgivings

Similarly, the 8 passages listed under IVb strongly suggest that
“thanksgiving to God’’ occupied a prominent place in Paul’s own
practical religious experience as well as in that of his (Christian and
pagan) Hellenistic environment, and consequently in the apostle’s.
missionary and paraenetical instructions.

Dibelius has claimed that Paul’s speculative “thanksgiving’”
theory (eUyapioria being an oratio infusa, originating from and directed
toward God, and aimed at the increase of his §68x) is at the basis of
some of the passages we quoted under IVb L That this theory was
responsible for the paraenetical emphasis on ebyopioTd, etc., through-
out may well be doubted, especially because Phil 46 (7) and I Thess
517 (6) show no trace of the magico-mystical theory. Of course, these
passages do not contradict the theory either; the emphasis on ebya-
piotia and ebyapioTelv is here as distinct as in the corresponding ex-
hortations in Col. and Eph. However, the structure and choice of
words in examples 6 and 7 suggest that they are examples of tra-
ditionally fixed paraenetical formulas. This is especially obvious in
I Thess 5 17; three succinct imperatives are each modified by a succinct
temporal adverb:

TAVTOTE XipETE,

&bi1oAeiTTws TpooeUyeade,
&v ravTi ebyapioTeiTe. ToUTO Yap AN Oeol év XG ’loT eis Upds.
Joy, prayer and thanksgiving are here held up as Christian virtues..

The unusual construction euxoapioTeiv &v Tivi we shall find again
in Aristides, Philo and Epictetus. Examination of these parallels (see
below, pp. 106 f., 129 and 141) will show that év in all these cases
is used for éri c. dat. and that, therefore, Dibelius is correct in trans-
lating & TravTi edxapioTelte, “‘dankt fiir alles.”

We have already observed that according to Dibelius the im-
perative, undév pepiuvaTe (Phil 4 6), may represent the form in which
the logion of Mt 625 (pf) peptuvdte T wuxij Uudv Ti @&ynTe KTA.)
was known to Paul and his Christian communities. The continuation
in Phil 46, however, is so specific that it, too, must be understood
as a familiar piece of paraenetical instruction: “Do not worry, but
make all your wants known to God in prayer and entreaty, with
thanksgiving.” Clearly, it is the attitude of thanksgiving which is
contrasted to worry.

The outstanding feature of the examples under IVb from Col.
and Eph. is the fact that all contexts here are part of rhythmically

1) See Dibelius’ comments on these passages, An die Kolosser und Epheser,
and Die Pastoralbriefe; especially those on I Thess 39 and on I Tim 21.
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built periods—these latter are a well-known characteristic of both
letters. There is much rhythmic and symmetric sentence structure
in Paul, but in Colossians it is certainly more prominent than in
the other letters. Perhaps this is the reason why this Pauline letter
appealed to the author of Ephesians more than the others. To be
sure, the eUyopioTéd-periods of the Pauline thanksgivings are without
exception carefully built, a fact accounted for by the epistolary
situation, more specifically the need for a certain epistolary dignity
of form. In the case of the Colossian (and Ephesian) letter, however,
it is the desire for liturgical solemnity which accounts for the rhyth-
mical and symmetrical sentence structure to be observed throughout
both documents.

It is significant to note with what other ethical and practical
religious terms eUyapioTéd, etc., is associated or contrasted in the
examples of IVDb. In I Thess 517 it is the trilogy of joy, prayer and
thanksgiving; in Phil 4 ¢ worry and thanksgiving are contrasted; in
Col. 1 off. kaxpTropopeiv, af&veabo, SuvapoloBon and ebyapioTeiv de-
fine what it means “‘to walk worthily of the Lord” (mepimorfioc
&Eicos TolU Kupioy, v. 10). Col 2 6f. suggests that firmness and strength
of faith coupled with thanksgiving describe the Christian way of life
(dv a¥7® Teprrateiv). Eph b4 contrasts such vices as immorality,
impurity, greed, indecency and inconsiderate speech with thanks-
giving. Surely it is clear from these observations that “thanks-
giving”’ was considered by the Pauline Christians a vital ethical and
religious attitude.

The syntactical constructions of eUyaploT®, etc., throughout
type IV are typically simple, as in types II and III; hence no further
comment is necessary. But it is desirable at least to mention that
every example of eUyapioTtia in Paul may be rendered as “‘thanks-
giving,” and that in the great majority of cases it cannot be rendered
otherwise. Only a few examples possibly allow the more general
denotation “‘gratitude” or “‘thankfulness”’. At any rate, than, “thanks-
giving”’ is the prominent if not the exclusive meaning of exopioTic.
Similarly, it appears that edyapioTé® always means, ‘I give thanks
(to God).” Here only the examples of type II are the exceptions.
In them we have the denotation, “I thank,” or “I am grateful.”

The results of our analysis of ebyapiotd®, etc., in the Pauline
and pseudo-Pauline writings may be summarized as follows:
From the point of view of function certain facts appear definitely:

(1) ebyapiotd is the key-term of all Pauline letters with the signi-
ficant exception of II Cor. and Gal. “Thanksgiving” is the first note
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Paul strikes in addressing his correspondents (see type Ia and Ib).
(2) Type II is represented by just three examples which show that
the colloquial connotation of eixapioré = “I am thankful” was, of
course, familiar to Paul. The scarcity of this usage may perhaps be
taken as an indication of the fact (which is anyway beyond doubt)
that Paul’s letters are not so informally colloquial as has sometimes
been assumed. (3) The four examples listed as type III illustrate a
highly specific function of which we would have no record had it
not been necessary for Paul to discuss certain controversies in his
churches concerning dietary matters. Included in this type is Paul’s
only explicit reference to the Christian ritual of the Lord’s Supper.
(4) The numerous examples (17 occurrences in 13 separate contexts)
which constitute types IVa and IVb convey an impressive sense of
the vital significance of ‘‘thanksgiving” as a term expressing theo-
logical speculation as well as a type of religious experience shared
by Paul and his Christian and pagan Hellenistic environment.

From the point of view of syntax the functional differences are
structurally reflected with surprising and significant accurateness.
(6) The typical ebxopioTd thanksgiving period at the beginning of
Phm., I Thess., Col., Eph., Phil.,, I Cor., Rom., and II Thess. shows
the structurally most developed and most careful “fixed”” syntactical
character, a conventional and typical vocabulary. The influence on
this structure of the epistolary situation and of Hellenistic epistolary
convention remains to be demonstrated. (6) Conversely, the examples
of type II which serve to express ‘“‘thanks” in a conversational (or
epistolary) manner exhibit correspondingly simple, rudimentary (even
elliptical) constructions. (7) Structural simplicity, too, is characteristic
of the highly specific functional type III. (8) The examples of type IV,
in accordance with their highly important and wide function to express
vital religious experience and practical instruction, exhibit a large
variety of constructions and are usually imbedded in contexts which
are always well built, either as aphorisms or (in Col. and Eph.) as
semi-liturgical periods. But none of these structural examples can
compare with the well-balanced periodic structures of the epistolary
gUxaploTéd thanksgiving periods.
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B
USAGES IN NON-PAULINE CHRISTIAN LITERATURE
AND THE SEPTUAGINT

It is inevitable that we should next turn to the non-Pauline
writings of the NT. As was already stated, the examples of ebyapiotd®,
etc., in these writings are few. It is by no means accidental that
this scarcity is also characteristic of the works of the Apostolic Fathers
and of the Apologists. This negative evidence calls for an explanation.
Furthermore, these literary documents not only exhibit the same
scarcity of eUxaploTd®, etc.; they show an equally surprising and
significant agreement in what usage of these terms they do exhibit.
For these reasons the non-Pauline writings of the NT, the Apostolic
Fathers and the early Apologists will be treated together. Thereupon
we shall examine the evidence of the Septuagint, a work which—not
in the sense of literal fact or logic but yet in a very real sense—may
be called, and should at least be treated as, the beginning of Christian
literature.

1. Non-Pauline New Testament Usages

Turning first to the non-Pauline writings of the NT we find
that in them edyapioTéd in epistolary function does not occur at
all. Its complete absence from the catholic epistles is indicative of
the wide difference of function between them and the Pauline letters.
The latter are genuine letters, the former are literary essays or sermon
copies. The fact that the Pastorals are, functionally speaking, hand-
books of church order and administration certainly explains the
absence from them of the Pauline thanksgiving. There are very
definite limits to faithfulness in reproducing an original which even
a pseudonymous writer may not transgress, unless he has no real
purpose in copying it.

Positively speaking, we observe that all occurrences of ebxopioTd,
etc., in the non-Pauline writings of the NT represent functionally
just one type of usage. (This statement essentially holds true even
when we include the Apostolic Fathers and the Apologists; in them
other usages are attested, but only sporadically.) All connote the
directly liturgical act of ‘‘giving thanks to God,” either in speaking
of prayer or in quoted prayers. The occurrences in the Synoptic
records of the Last Supper and of the miraculous feeding of the
multitude constitute a definite sub-group within this type.

For clarity and convenience we shall reproduce the contexts of
all occurrences under the three functional sub-headings: (A) the Last
- Supper, (B) blessing of food, and (C) general liturgical function.
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(A) The Last Supper:

(1) a) Mc 1422f., kai fo61bvTewv oty AcPov &ptov elAoynoos
EKhooey Kai E8wkev aUTols . . . Kol AaPdv ToTriplov elyaploTy-
cos €dwkev aUTOIS, . . .

b) Mt 26 26f., éoBidvTeov & TtV AaPowv 6 ’Inools &ptov kad
eVAoyfioas EKhagey kol B Tols podnTads elmev . . . xod AaBoov
TOTHPIOV EUXAPIOTNOCS ESWKEV aUTOlS Aéywwv . . . :

c) Lc 22176, kol Be§dpevos ToThplov eUxaploTrioas elmev . . .

: ki AoPdov  &pTov gUxaploTrioas EKAooev
kol EBwkev auTols Aéywv.
(B) Blessing of food in general:
(2) Act 27 34ff,, 810 TapaKaAd® Upds peToAaPeilv Tpofis. . . elmos &€

TaUTa Kod AcPoov &prov ebyoplotnoey TG 0e6d éveomiov TAvTWY

kai KA&oos fipEato dobiev. eUbupor 8¢ yevopevor TawTes Ko ool

TpoceA&BovTo Tpogfis.

(8) a) Mc 8ef., kai AoPcov ToUs EmTd &pTous elxapioThioas EKAaoev

kol €6i8ou Tois pafnTods adtol fva TopaTifiow . . . kai elxav
ix0U8ia GAiyar xal eddoynoos altd elmev ko TalTta Topa-
T1Btval.

b) Mc 641, kai AaPcv Tous mévTe &pTous kad ToUs SUo ixOUas
&vaPAéyas eis Tov oUpovdy eUAdynaev (1) kai KaTékAooesy Tous
&pTous Kal E8iSou Tois padnTals fva TapaTiBddow adrois, . . .

c) Mt 1536, EAaPev ToUs &mTd &pTous kad ToUs ixOUos wai ev-
XapioTioas EkAcoev kol £5i8ou Tois pobnTals, of 8¢ pabntad
Tols &yAols.

d) Joh 611, E\aPev olv ToUs &pTous & ’Inools kai eUyopioTroas
S188wkey Tols &vokeiptvols, Opoiws kol &k TGV dyopiwv Soov
118eAov.

e) Joh 623, &yyUs ToU TéTOU 8TrOU - EParyov TOV &pTOV EUXOPIOTH-
oavTos ToU Kupiou.

These nine passages report only three separate incidents, the
Last Supper, Paul’s heroism in the shipwreck, and the miraculous
feeding of the multitude. The incident of the famous shipwreck is
in so far unique, as we have here the description of an ordinary
meal (though under extraordinary circumstances, which make it a
good story) with an ordinary ‘‘table blessing.” The truly surprising
feature of all nine passages is their remarkable degree of structural
and lexicographical likeness; the invariable basic pattern is AaPcov
&pTov—eUyapioTioas—KAdoas—ESwkev, with only slight variations.
The inference can hardly be avoided that this terminology, used
even in the vividly narrated story of the shipwreck, is deeply in-
fluenced by the fixed terminology of the record of the Last Supper,
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which played so important a role in the religious experience and
liturgical practice of the early church. The functional (and structural)
relation between the stories of the miraculous feeding and of the
institution of the Lord’s Supper has often been pointed out. Some
scholars have gone so far as to maintain that the Fourth Evangelist
actually projected the latter into the former (Joh 6).

It is interessting and important that Mark and Matthew plainly
use eVAoyéw and ebyaptoTéw as synonyms in the same context (see la
and b and 3a). One is tempted to think that Luke’s use of ebxapiotrioas
exclusively (1c) is a conscious ‘‘Hellenization” on the part of this
most Hellenistic of the Synoptists. The fact, however, that he often
and freely uses elAoyéw (but never with the connotation “I thank”)
ought, perhaps, to warn us against such a judgment. But it may well
be that formula as he has it (2217) is a completely Hellenized form
which was the one most familiar to him, i.e., the authoritative
version in that particular stream of tradition in which Luke stood.
g0hoyéw is a Jewish-Hellenistic term (profusely used in the LXX),
while eUyapioTéd is a characteristic pagan-Hellenistic term.

The special significance of these passages (1—3) for our purposes
is that Matt., Mark, and even John exhibit eUxapioré only in this
extremely limited and highly specialized function. The substantive
is entirely absent from their books.

(C) General liturgical function:
(4) Lc171s5f, els 8¢ &6 alrddv (sc. TGV Séka AeTrp@dv), 18w 611 iddn,

UmréoTpeyey peTd @uwviis peydAns Sofbzwov Tov Oedv, kal Emecev

gl TpdowTov Tapd ToUs Tédas aUTol elXaploTdV aUTd . . . Kad
elmev  (sc. 6 ’Inools) o¥T® ’AvaoTds mopevou® 7 TioTis cou
OECWKEV OF.

(6) Lc 1811ff., 6 Qapioaios. . . TaUra Tpods EauTov Tpoonuyeto ‘O Beds,

gUXoploT®d oot &T1 oUk eiui Domep ol Aormrol TV dvbpwmwv . . .

6 8¢ TeAwvns. .. ‘O Beds, iA&obnTI pot TG AHAPTWAR.

(6) Act 2815, of &3eAgol . . . fiABav &ls &m&vtnow fipiv. .., ols idcv

6 Tlalhos evxaploThoas 16 0edd EAaPe Bapoos.

These three passages from Luke-Acts, together with a fourth
occurrence of evyapioTioas in (11) and with its double occurrence in
- Luke’s record of the institution of the Lord’s Supper (see above,
pp. 961. Alc), illustrate in one small but objective detail the more
thorough Hellenization which distinguishes Luke from Mark and
Matthew. It is significant, too, that (4) and (5) occur -in Luke’s
“‘Sondergut” (or special source). These two occurrences materially
support our hypothesis (see above, p.97) that Luke was not so

Schubert, Pauline Thanksgivings 7



98 Pauline Thanksgivings

much an individualistic and arbitrary Hellenizer but rather the
willing mouthpiece of a thoroughly Hellenized Christian community.
He wrote not only for it, but through it1.

Weinreich # has pointed out that a thanksgiving to God or to
his human intermediary is a typical element of many pagan-Hellenistic
aretological stories (see no 4).

It is very likely that the full liturgical function of elbyopioTéd
T8 0e6 has in Act 2815 (6) been reduced to denote gratitude as an
emotional attitude; it is probably just as figurative a phrase as
EAaPe B&poos.

The remaining occurrences of ebyapioTé® and eUyoapioTia with
liturgical function are found in the Johannine writings, mainly in
the Apocalypse—a fact quite in keeping with the pronounced liturgical
interest of this book.

(7) Joh 1141, 6 8¢ ’Inools fpev ToUs dpBouous &vw kol elmrev TTérep,
gUXOpPIoT® oot 8Tl fikouods pou, gy 8¢ fidew 81 T&vToTE POV
dxovets.

(8) Apc111sf., xoi o eikool Téooopes TpeoPuTepor. .. Emsoav i
T& TPOCWTIX aUTGY Kol Trpooekivnoay TG 06 Aéyovtes Edya-
pioTolpéy ool, kUpte, & Beds, & TavToKp&TwP, & WOV Kl & Fv, 811
efAneas THY SUvopiv oou TV peyddny kal EPacilevoas.

(9) Apc 7111, xad TévTES 0f &yyehot . . . Emecav dvamiov ToU Bpbdvov
gmi T& mpbowTa aUTdV Kal TpooekUvnoav TG Be6d AdyovTes
"Auny 1) eldoyia kad 1) 86§a kal 1) copia kai 1) eUxapioTia kal
| Tipn Kad fy Svopis kad ) loxus 16 6ed fudv els ToUs adddvas
TEV addvwy dpfv.

(10) Apc 4 9ff., kad 8Tav Bcoousty T& 3@ 86Eav kal TNy Kol &d-
yapioTiov 1@ kabnuévey Eml ToU Bpdvov, . . . mecolvTan of eikoat
Téooapes TPeaPUTepol évadrtriov ToU kabnpévou émi ToU Opdvou,

1) To be sure, a highly conscious esteem for the Septuagint, far surpassing
its unsophisticated use by Mark and Matt., also characterizes Luke-Acts. The ‘‘psalms’”
of Lc 11. and the speeches of Acts are evidence to the point. In Lc 24 27 and in Act 28 23
this esteem is programmatically formulated as a theological theory, namely as ‘‘the
proof-text” theory. With it Luke becomes the direct predecessor of such highly
Hellenistic writings as the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Epistle of Barnabas, and of
Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho. This characteristic attitude of Luke’s toward the LXX
is, of course, an indication of the increasing complexity, stability and respectability
of early Christianity. The Christian Hellenists appropriate the Jewish-Hellenistic
Scriptures by dispossessing the Jewish Hellenists. 2) Otto Weinreich, Antike
Wundererzahlungen (GieBen, 1909). See below our own treatment of such parallels,
pp. 156 ff.
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Kal TTpooKUVTIocoUstY TG 3VTL. . ., AbyovTes . . . “Aflos ], 6 kUpiog
kad 6 Beds MUY, AaPeiv THv 8o6fav kal THY TNy kol THY Sdvap,
8TL. ..

These passages are, of course, of great significance for the study
of early Christian liturgy, along with many other liturgical passages
from the Apocalypse wherein el apioTéd or euxoprotia does not occur.
For us it is 1nterest1ng to note that in (7) and (8) the construction
is eUxoploT®d—OTIL.

In (1Q) the triad 86§ax—Tuf—eUxopioTia is noteworthy; the
prayer itself has the variation 86§ox—mipfj—8Uvops. In (9) appears
a sevenfold substantive parataxis, edAoy{a—86§a— crocpia—eﬁ'xotplo-rioc
—Tipn—8Uvapms—ioyxUs—an example of course, of the conscious
arithmetical symmetry which is so characteristic of the Apocalypse
The Koiné addition to the, Lord’s Prayer (after Mt 613), &m1 ooU
gomv 1) Paoideic kad 1) dYvos kad 1 868 els Tous aidvag, must have
sprung from the same liturgical ancestry as that exemplified by these
passages from the Apocalypse 1.

Finally, there is in Act 243 an occurrence of eUyapioTia which
represents the only example of non-liturgical function in the non-
Pauline writings of the NT; but this use is amply illustrated in
general Hellenistic writings, in documents with ‘“‘official,” public
function, namely, to express gratitude to public personages for (real
or fictitious) services rendered to the public. The Acts example is
of course merely a highly specialized case of that functional usage
which expresses ‘“‘gratitude’” on any level—colloquial, epistolary or
official. .

(11) Act 24 2f., fip§aro karrnyopeiv 6 TépTuAAo