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Introduction

1Th 1:2-10 is sometimes called the third longest sentence in the NT.? However, biblical
scholars are by no means of one mind about this,® and English translations (for reader
reasons) have never kept it as one sentence. The NIV, for example, has rendered it as 9
sentences:
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Vv. 2-10 that are given periods.

1 My appreciation to Prof. Jerry Sumney for reading this paper and offering feedback.

2 Col 1:9-20 = 218; Eph 1:3-14 =202 1Th 1:2-10 = 195; [bracketed words included].

3E.g., One sentence (Frame 1912, 85; Best 1977, 65; Malherbe 2001, 105 and others place colons after each
of vv. 5,7, and 8); Two sentences (Westcott-Hort and SBL Greek editions, Fee 2009, 19, and others put a
colon after vv. 5 and 8, and a period after v. 7); Four sentences (NA28 and UBS4 puts a period after each:
5,7, and 8.) Another way of saying this is that whereas some have put a period after v. 5, or 7, or 8, or all
three, the following put a colon after: v. 5: (Tregelles, WH, SBL; Frame 1912, 85; Best 1977, 65; Malherbe
2001, 105; Fee 2009, 19); v. 7 (Stephanus; Frame 1912, 85; Best 1977, 65; Malherbe 2001, 105); v. 8
(Stephanus, Tis, WH, SBL, NA25, UBS1&2. Frame 1912, 85; Best 1977, 65; Malherbe 2001, 105; Fee 2009,
19). Of course, this is only a representative list. The uncertainty over this question can be easily seen in
the NA25 and UBS1,2,&3 changing their minds in NA26 and UBS4, moving from a colon after v. § to a
period.


mailto:garydcollier@ccrtc.com
http://biblicalconversation.com/

Collier: Breathless: 1Th 1:2-10

The question about the number of sentences derives from the problematic or perhaps
elusive grammatical structure of this text—at least in places. Commentators routinely
comment about the awkwardness or complexity of 1:2-10 or parts of it. Best* says it is
“one long untidily constructed sentence.” Malherbe® agrees. Fee® sees two long and
complex sentences, breaking after v. 7. Weima’ focuses on this text less in terms as
sentences and more as a self-contained thanksgiving divided into “four main clauses” (2-
5, 6-7, 8,9-10).% He agrees with Best in calling the transition from vv. 4 to 5 and also the
structure of v. 8 as “awkward” and “clumsy”.

Here I will ask two questions: whether 1:2-10 is indeed appropriately described as
either awkward or clumsy; and whether the battle of “How many sentences?” is very
helpful. First, I will briefly address the form of the letter, since this may impact how 1:2-
10 is treated; then I will look at some possible structural features of this text. In the
process, I will answer “no” to both questions above and offer a solution® that has the
potential of breathing new life into current readings of this text. I will argue that while
there are many fine studies on this, no one has provided the one true key, and that likely
such a key does not (and likely can never) exist. In that context, I hope to offer a
suggestion that might help.

Form of the Letter

The well-known form-of-the-letter debate (whether 1Thessalonians is best read as a form
of the ancient Greco-Roman [etter or as following the pattern of ancient Greco-Roman
rhetorical forms) is certainly relevant for 1:2-10, since how one regards the form may
influence where one breaks sentences, paragraphs, sections, and the like.

Epistolary vs. Rhetorical Approaches

In a nutshell: Koester, who (now famously) focused on the epistolary form'® of
1Thessalonians, called it

4 Best 1977, 65.

5 Malherbe 2000, 105.

¢ Fee 2009, 19.

7 Weima 2014, 79, 93.

8 Weima argues for the close association and flow of thought in verses 2-5, and he notes that some
scholars place a “full stop at the end of 1:5, thereby beginning a new sentence with 1:6-7.” Still, Weima
argues for a close tie between vv. 2-5 and 6-7 and does not clearly commit about a full stop.

9 Here-to-fore unpublished as far as I know.

10 Numerous valuable studies have been produced on epistolary theory. To start see especially Malherbe
1970, 1983, 1986, 1987, 2000; White 1971, 1972, 1981, 1986; Doty 1973; Stowers 1986, Aune 1987, Richards
2004. See Mitchell 2004 for some pointed criticisms of Malherbe.
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an experiment in the composition of literature which signals the
momentous entry of Christianity into the literary world of antiquity. . .
it is “the Christian letter in the making.”!

Suggesting that “Paul’s first letter” was a protreptic letter (an instructive piece'?), this
stirred up Malherbe who agreed on nearly all points, demurring only that it was a
paraenetic letter (an exhortational piece®).

This (and many other studies), in turn, stirred Witherington!* who objected to both,
especially to their focus on epistolary form:

What Koester did not realize is that we need to examine 1Thessalonians
primarily as a discourse rather than as a literary artifact. It is certainly not
‘sui generis’ when it comes to rhetorical form.'

Hence, the letter is following a particular rhetorical form. And so, having dispensed with
Koester, Witherington presents Malherbe’s commentary as “a muddle when it comes to
the form of the material.”* And so, by viewing the letter rightly —mostly in rhetorical
categories’” —we can see the Thanksgiving report/Exordium to end with v. 3 and the
narratio to begins at v. 4.1 Hence,

it is perfectly appropriate to put a full stop at the end of v. 3, which is to
be preferred in this case, and make a fresh start where the narratio
actually begins, at v. 4 (so NIV, NJB, NLT, NRSV).*

11 Koester 1979, 34.

12 Koester 1979, 35; Malherbe 1986, 122.

13 Malherbe 1986, 124f.

14 Ben Witherington has written several commentaries on the rhetorical analysis of Paul’s letters,
including 1Thessalonians, 2006. As will become clear, I am not a particular fan of this approach.

15 Witherington 2006, xii, my italics, gdc.

16 Witherington 2006, 17-19. He was summarizing M. Mitchell’s review, here. This does not mean that W.
is unappreciative of significant contributions in Malherbe’s commentary.

17 Witherington 2006, xii, accepts Wannamaker’s conclusion that “while both epistolary and rhetorical
analyses are important for studying Paul’s letters, when they are wed ‘it is a marriage of unequal
partners.”” Rhetorical analysis is the more important.

18 Witherington 2006, 28, says the Narratio extends from 1:4 to 3:10.

19 Witherington 2006, 52. Actually, the NIV not only makes a new sentence at v. 4, it also makes a new
paragraph, as does the NJB. In contrast, the NET Bible, NEB, and REB make a new paragraph only at v. 5.
The KJV, ASV, RSV, NRSV, ESV, NA 25 and 28 keep 1:2-10 altogether in one paragraph (of course with
various multiple sentences). The Message makes this text into three paragraphs: 2-5, 6-7, 8-10. The NA
26 and 27 add a large space (but not a paragraph) after v. 5 (reversed by NA 28). All of this helps to
emphasize that every mark of every kind (a space, a comma, semi-colon, colon, period, paragraph mark,
whatever) put into a Greek text or English translation, is a mark of interpretation. It is not necessarily

2
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This is at least one clear example of how a text might be fitted into a presumed rhetorical
strategy.?

Of course, not every fisherman boards the same boat. So the extent to which rhetorical
categories can be legitimately applied to NT texts has been widely and pointedly
discussed, especially when it comes to postulating (or assuming) whether Paul had
received a rhetorical education.?! So much so that Green asks bluntly whether it is even
“legitimate to analyze the letters of the NT using the categories of oral rhetorical
discourse.”? Others continue to be critical of the approach, including Weima’s most
recent major commentary on 1Thessalonians.?

Baugh on “Long Sentences”

It was in this supercharged climate that Baugh wrote his 2011 Ephesians
commentary.?* Avoiding the specific approaches of Witherington and others (of whom
he is only mildly critical), he nevertheless approaches the so-called long sentence in
Ephesians 1:3-14% with rhetorical concerns, only now, in terms of cola* and periodic

wrong (or right), and for the sake of current readers this is a necessary effort. However, these readings

can be different from each other and can change the meanings of the texts represented.

20 The point is not that it is necessarily wrong, but that in such an approach the decision about where a full

stop is placed may not be entirely dependent upon grammatical indications or requirements.

21 Especially Porter 1993, 2012a; and the spat between Porter 2016a and Witherington 2016; Reed 1993,

1997; Stamps 1995; Weima 1997a, 2014; Kern 1998; Meggitt 1998, 84, 86, 96; Anderson 1999; Bird 2008, 378;

Schellenberg 2013, among others.

2 Green 2002, 71, offers several packed pages (69-74) summarizing the debate and the problems involved.

He is not mentioned by Witherington 2006, perhaps (?) because W. felt he’d already addressed the main

issues from the main proponents of this view.

2 Weima 2014, 55. Way back in 1990, Lambrecht sounded a warning about approach and method for the

study of 1Thessalonians:
The danger, however, lies in exaggeration, in increasingly inventive speciousness, in too much, often
far-fetched and strained, genre hunting. One might wonder whether Paul consciously starts the body
of his letter in 2:1, deliberately composes an apostolic parousia in 2:17-3:13, or really intends a
twofold epistolary recommendation in 2:1-12 and 2:17-3:8. Even to attribute to Paul a more or less
spontaneous, subconscious following of preexisting patterns may constitute here an unwarranted
postulate.

This quote is from Lambrecht “Thanksgivings in 1 Thessalonians 3” 1990 which was republished in

Donfried 2000, along with Lambrecht’s new follow-up, “Structural Analysis in 1Th 4-5.” In Donfried

2000, Wanamaker “Epistolary vs. Rhetorical Analysis: Is a Synthesis Possible?” slaps the hands of

Lambrecht for the above quote, chiding that Lambrecht himself is interested in such things. However,

Lambrecht’s response was to quote it again in his follow-up article in that same volume: Donfried 2000,

164, (which means the quote shows up twice in that volume!).

24 S. M. Baugh. Ephesians in the Evangelical Exegetical Commentary. Lexham Press, 2016.

% As far as I can tell, Baugh never references or comments on 1Th 1:2-10 in this commentary.

2% Baugh 16, defines a colon as “approximately twelve to seventeen syllables in length.”
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sentences? as described in ancient Greek rhetorical literature. He takes specific issue with
calling this a long sentence:

To say, for example, that Eph 1:3-14 is one sentence makes it seem like
there would have been no break for the hearer or reader in their
experience of the text. Yet when ancient authorities spoke about
division of a Greek text, they did not usually speak of grammatical
“sentences” (Latin sententia, “thought”), but rather of the colon* and the
period as the essential building blocks of discourse.? In light of this
ancient analysis, Eph 1:3-14 would not appear to be one long sentence
but an interconnected “paragraph” of nine easily manageable periods—
as I suggest the text be arranged —with an unfolding unity of thought.?

Baugh then lays out his 9 periods according to his view of how an early reader would
have seen or marked the text for public reading. As an example: *

3 EAoyNToc 0 Oe0¢ Kat martr)o To0 KLEIov U@V
Tnoov Xpotob

0 eDAoYNoaC NUAS

&V TAOT) €DAOYIQ TVEVHATIKT)

&v tolg emovpaviols év XpLotw *

kabwg eLeAélato NuUag v avt®

TQO KATABOATG KOOUOL

EWVALTIHAS AYLOUG KA GUWUOVS
KATEVWOTILOV AVTOD

&v ayamn 5

TQO0QITAE NUAS €ig vioOeaiay

dwx Tnoov Xptotov eig avtov

Kata TV eVO0oKiav ToL BeAnuatog avTov ¢
elg Ematvov dOENGC NS XAQLTOG AVTOU

and so on in similar fashion through v. 10. Each line would be a colon; each block would
be a period, and the whole would be a “periodic sentence.”

2 Bough 17, defines: “Technically, a period was a grouping of cola* that a trained speaker could present
in one breath and had a certain ‘rounded’ character.” A periodic sentence, then, is a collection of such units.
2 Note that the Greek colon and period here are not punctuation marks, but speaking units of a text. gdc

» Baugh 2011, 15-16. (I, gdc, have put the verse numbers at the end of the line (except for v. 3), so that the
cola can be seen more easily without interference by numbers. So then, vv. 4, 5, and 6 each start on the
next line.

30 The 9 periods are listed on Baugh 2011, 63f. Baugh makes it clear that he does not always speak of
“periodic sentences” technically. But he apparently disagrees with BDF 239 and 242, who describes The
Period (or periodic style), and yet does not apply it to Ephesians. BDF reserves the “running style” for the
NT, described in rather unflattering terms.
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Certainly, Baugh did not invent the interest in cola and periods, but he has developed
this for Ephesians in a way that no current grammar3 or commentary* does to my
knowledge. Scholarly resources routinely speak about Greek periods, but they don’t then
mark and arrange the text as Baugh has. For that reason alone, Baugh deserves much
closer attention than I can give him. There is at least one caution: the approach is a bit
more subjective than it is eventually presented as being. As just one example: When
Baugh states that: “The text divides itself naturally into a succession of normal Greek
periods, . .. “3 (which is a bit stronger than he presented earlier in the book), then one
wishes to see how that text is “dividing itself.” However, his explanations and markup
do not usually provide sufficient reasons to know why this is a “text dividing itself”3
rather than Baugh making “a suggestion.”% Apparently, there is nothing about cola or
periods that require the suggested arrangement offered by Baugh.

Summary

All of the views above are intriguing, offer valuable insights, and deserve serious
attention. Especially helpful is the increased focus on “oral presentation,” that such texts,
although written, would be written with oral presentation in mind. Also useful is Baugh’s
de-emphasizing a need to determine an exact sentence in the so-called long sentence of Eph

31 Rob 432f.; BDF 239, 242.
%2 E.g., Richard 1995, 11, 14, 45 calls 1Th 1:2-10 A fully developed “thanksgiving period.” But it is a
summary comment, not a prelude to “mark the text.” Witherington 2006 points to the existence of
periods, but minimizes their importance: xi-xii, xiv, 56, 63.
3 Baugh 2011, 70 my italics.
3 For example, I wonder why vv. 4-6 are not “asking to be divided” this way:
év dyamy S
mpoopioag Nuds eic viobeciav
die “Tnyool Xpiotod eig adTéy
xaté Ty ebdoxiav Tol BeMjuatos adtol &
elg Emawov 06Eng THic xdpitog adTol
s éxapitwoey Nuds
&v TG Ayamnuéve 7
where “the good pleasure of his will” centers the group; where “love” heads and finishes the group, and where
each of the other legs are also balanced. These are not entirely compatible. I don’t offer this as definitive, only
as a question why this is not just as much a “text dividing itself” as Baugh’s approach. For if there is any
legitimacy to my suggestion, it changes the meaning, force, and translation of v. 5.
% Baugh 2011, 18, clearly says as much: “Let me repeat that the division into cola* and periods I provide
for Ephesians is a suggestion.” He then notes how difficult this is among scholars who have given
themselves in classical literature to such issues. I also note that Baugh could be called into question for his
Greek and Roman source material. E.g., this stands in tension with Tom Olbricht 1990, “An Aristotelian
Rhetorical Analysis of 1 Thessalonians.” Olbricht takes issue with using Latin sources like Cicero (and
others) for evaluating Paul’s rhetorical approaches. He is also less concerned with genres or forms than
with rhetorical styles.
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1:3-14, as well as Weima’s inclination for 1Th 1:2-10 to speak of clauses more than of
sentence determinations. At the same time, none of the approaches above emerges as king
on the mountain, providing the one-and-only key to 1Th 1:2-10: such approaches do not
cancel each other out. Indeed, if the myriad of studies in relation to Paul’s letter proves
anything, it is this: To whatever degree Paul echoed any external Greco-Roman form of rhetorical
argument or letter-writing, that was not his focus or what he was trying to get at.*

“Structure” in 1Th 1:2-10 (General)

So all the while championing the validity and usefulness of the above approaches, I
am going to turn now to something rather basic: an approach now featured especially in
the new resource EGGNT?® and described in the new intermediate Greek grammar, Going
Deeper with New Testament Greek,* as “Phrase Diagrams,” or perhaps “Sentence-Flow,” or
“Thought-Flow,” or “Argument” diagrams.

In this process, one question I might bring to the front is this: Without assuming a
particular epistolary or rhetorical preconception or agenda, is it possible to see grammatical
relationships between words and phrases as they exist in our text? It needs to be stated clearly

% Too often in such discussions, one gets the feeling that readers are required to figure out the key, the one
right reading of the text. Even a brief look at these debates should be enough to convince anyone that it is
not possible to say with any finality, “Here is the right form or style, and all the rest are wrong,” as if
there even is one right or dominant answer to this. They can certainly be listed, from the pages of early
Alford 1856, Frame 1912, and Plummer 1918 to the volumes by Witherington 2006, Fee 2009, and Weima
2014, and many others. These are valuable contributions to Pauline studies. Among the good results are
that scholars explore the kinds of influences or concerns that were possible. Even so, no one has been able
to demonstrate that Paul needed special training in either Greco-Roman rhetoric or letter writing for his
letters to have been written as they were. With respect to Rhetoric: Whitney Shiner has noted:

The techniques of rhetoric found in the handbooks could be learned even if one never attended a
rhetorical school. Indeed, Augustine says [De Doctrina Christiana 4.3.4-5] it is easier to learn
eloquence by reading and hearing eloquent men than by studying rules.

(Shiner 2003, 6, as quoted in Bird 2008, 378.) See also the brief discussions in Green 2002, 72-23, and
Weima 2014, 55. It is also worth noting that the existence of rhetorical strategies and styles do not imply
the necessity or use of forms. See Valentine, “First Corinthians 10:1-13 in Light of the Rhetoric of Self
Control” SCJ 17 no. 1: 2014; Gary S. Selby, Not with Wisdom of Words: Nonrational Persuasion in the
New Testament. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing, 2016 George A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks
of Prose Composition and Rhetoric in Writings from the Greco-Roman World. Book 10. SBL, 2003. With
respect to Letter Writing: It seems clear that while Paul’s letters show similarities and even a good deal
of conformity with generally recognized literary styles and patterns, they were not overly constricted or
driven by them. And finally, whether Paul personally gave great attention to such concerns, or whether
he relied on his secretaries for such things, it is simply impossible to know.

%7 A series edited now by Kostenberger and Yarbrough The Exegetical Guide to the Greek NT. B&H
Academic.

38 Kostenberger, Merkle, and Plummer, 2016, 456ff.
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that I do not claim this to be “the key to this text.” I claim merely that the concerns below
deserve a seat at the table when discussing 1Th 1:2-10.%

1Th 1:2-7 —Comments

Space prohibits a complete commentary.®’ Looking first at 1:2-7, the following
grammatical and structural comments seem warranted:

1. Vv.2-10 apparently have only one main verb: “We give thanks” (v. 2). Everything
else appears to be tied to that verb in what is possibly one, long, “run-on”
sentence?! carried on by participles and conjunctions, both subordinating and
coordinating; exactly how these elements are all related have often been debated.

2. The main verb (“we give thanks”) is followed by three explanatory present tense
adverbial participles (“making mention [2], remembering [3], knowing* [4]").
The present tense in participles expresses an author’s viewpoint that an action is
unfinished, ongoing or customary.* The function of participles is not always easy
to pin down. Here, each participle somehow explains the main verb. Just how is
less clear, since adverbial participles can have a variety of applications, here
possibly temporal, manner, instrumental, or causal; some translators call upon
attendant circumstance, treating them like verbs.# This chart show some of the
variety among a few major English translations.

A B C
1 KJV, ASV, NASV, NJB mentioning remembering knowing open, open, open
2 RSV, NIV, ESV mentioning remembering for we know | open, open, causal
3 NRSV we mention because we recall we know temporal, causal, temporal
4 NET as we mention | because we recall we know manner, causal, temporal

These are different. When “-ing” is used by itself, the application is left open to the
reader. “As” may imply manner. “For or because” is causal. Temporal implies
“when”. Which one is right? Actually, the grammar requires only some relationship
of the participles with the verb, but it does not specify what kind of relationship. For
example, Malherbe marks the group as temporal, causal, causal;*> but Weima says

3 Merkle’s 2016 volume in the EGGNT on Ephesians is an especially good example in this respect. And I
note that the volume for 1-2Thessalonians in this series, assigned to David W. Chapman, has no
publication date as yet.

4 For such a commentary, see Collier 2018 chapter 13 and 14.

4 “Run-on” does not mean sloppy or aimless. It simply means “continuing on.”

42 ¢1d0eg (v. 4) technically perfect, but functionally present. BDAG oida. But see Sedlacek 2016.

# Greek aspect: Campbell 2015, 106-108; Kostenberger 2016, 229ff; Wallace 1996, 499-512; Sedlacek 2017ab
# See the grammars for explanations, e.g., Wallace 612ff.

45 Malherbe 2000, 107ff.
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1Th 1:2-7— Greek Text
2Evxaglotovpev @ Oe@
mdvtote
TEQL TAVTWV VWV
pveiav moLovevoL
ETIL TV QOO ELXWV T)UWV
adlaAelmtwg
3 LV HOVEVOVTEG VUV
TOU €QYOU TG TOTEWS
KAl TOU KOOV TG AYATING
Kat g DTTOUOVAG TG EATDOG
o0 Kvelov Nuwv Tnoov Xototod

2We give thanks to God,
always

concerning all of you
making mention

upon our prayers
continually
remembering of you
the work of faith

the labor of love

and the patience of hope
of our Lord Jesus Christ

é€umoo0ev ToL Oe0l Kal TATEOG NUWYV, before our God and father

4eid0Teg,
adeAgot Nyannpévol v1o [tov] Beo?,
TV EKAoYTV DUV,

5011 TO DAY YEALOV TV

oUk &yevnOn
elg Vpag
&v Adyw pévov
GAAX Kol
&v duvaypel

Kal €V mvevpatt ayiw
Kat [év] mANoogpogia TMOAAT:
kabacg oidate oiot

&yevnOnpuev
[év] Ouiv z
oL vuag:
bxorl DUelg
HpnTal uav
&yevnOnte

Kal Tov kugiov,
defapevol tov Adyov

&v OAlPeL mTOAAT)

LLETO XAQAG TVEVLATOC Aylov,
7wote  yevéaBau

VUAG TOTIOV

TAOLV TOLG TILOTEVOLVOLV

év ) Maxkedovia

Kkat év ) Axaia

knowing
brothers being loved by God
the election of you (all)

that/because our gospel

did not become

to you (all)

in word only

but also

in power

and in the holy spirit

and in full assurance much
just as you know what kind of [men]
we became

among you [all]

because of you [all]

and you [all]

imitators of us

[you] became

and of the Lord

having received the word
in much tribulation

with the joy of the holy spirit
so that to become

you [all] an example

to all those who believe

in Macedonia

and in Achaia
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instrumental, causal, causal.* In fact, Weima says that the grammatical structure is
parallel, but that the meaning or function is not,*” and he builds a case around cause:
immediate cause 1:3; ultimate cause 1:4-5; additional causes 1:6-10. Hence, for him:
“We give thanks as we make mention, because we remember, because we know.” Does
the grammar require this? Weima admits: no, this is “a theological judgment by
modern interpreters and not one explicitly in the text.”*s

In such cases, it is easy to read all kinds of things into the text (such as cause,
making it more specific than the author may have intended), and it is best to stay
as simple and as general as possible. So then, although it is clearly possible to
regard these in a variety of ways, there is no compelling reason to consider any of these
as anything more than general, present tense temporal® participles, with an emphasis on
how we always are praying for you. Like so:

2... how thankful we are:
continually making mention . . .
ever 3remembering .. .*
all the while basking in the knowledge . . .

Hence, cause is not clearly the point, and may not be the point at all; Paul is more
likely forcefully expressing how thankful he is for them.

3. The third participle is followed by three subordinating conjunctions: 6tilhoti,
kaOwg | kathos (v. 5) and wortelhoste (v. 7) (“that or because,” “just as,” and “so
that”). Is each one merely subordinated to the idea just before it; or do they stand
out structurally since they are all used just before a form of yivouatlginomai “to

become”? Again, this can be debated.

4 Weima 2014, 80.

¥ Weima 2014, 82f.

48 Weima 2014, 84.

4 Another possibility that no one talks about is a participle of result. Although Wallace 638 does not
include 1Th 1:2-4 in this category, his emphatic description may fit, that the action of such participles in
relation to their verb “is thus actually simultaneous, giving the logical outcome of the verb”[his bold
and italics, gdc]. It would read like this:

2... how thankful we are [resulting in that we are]:
continually making mention . . .
ever 3remembering . . . *
all the while basking in the knowledge . . .

Like others, Going Deeper 331fn supports the causal function “knowing”[v. 4]: “because we know.” But it
is interesting to carefully note their treatment of Eph 5:18-21, the verb [“be filled with the spirit”] and five
participles, which they identify as participles of result. 1Th 1:2-4 may be comparable to this.

10
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4. In vv. 5-7, four forms of the same verb (ytvouatilginomai) appear like so: “it
became, we became, you became, that you might become.” Does this represent some
sort of progression of what might be(come) for you. Taken together with #3 above,
these appear to work together structurally.

5. Important questions include whether to understand v.5 6tilhoti as causal
(“because”) or epexegetical/explanatory (“namely, for”). Does it refer only to
“knowing”, and thus telling how election happened, like this: “we give thanks . . .
knowing your election, namely [0ti] how our Gospel was brought”); or a general
reference back to the main verb, like this: “We give thanks . . . that our gospel was
brought.”

Also significant are:
6. the importance and function of all of the prepositional phrases;

7. the odd appearance (in v. 6) of deEapevotldexamenoi “having received” (what is
it related to?);

8. some apparent redundancy (vv. 5 and 6) respecting the Holy Spirit, as well as

9. the duplication of moAAn | pollé;, “much”.

1Th 1:5-7 — Comments

Now, at last, let’s take this a step further. Just how tediously long or awkward is this
text after all? A closer look at 1:5-7 may take us beyond some of the chaos. I will now
argue that there is an incredibly elegant balance to the entire section, not for mere literary
art, but for discourse purposes.® So then, unconcerned (at the moment) about any formal
theory that tells me how this text must be divided, what I see is that the three coordinating
conjunctions in vv. 5-7 (61, kaBws, and wote) are in league with the four forms of
vivopatl ginomai “become” and should be taken as markers. When taken together with
the two parallel phrases about the Holy Spirit, this text divides itself up naturally into three

% I suggest 1:5b-6 as a formal and intended micro-chiasmus by the author or his amanuensis for discourse
purposes, fully aware that some current scholars have either rejected out-of-hand, or at least have sharply
criticized, the notion that chiasmus exists in the NT. E.g., see Porter 1998, which fifteen years later he
himself (2012¢, 50) overrates as “a refutation of the finding of chiasms in the New Testament.” The initial
article (by Porter and Reed) was a needed warning against careless approaches, especially for so-called
macro-chiasms of whole books. But it hardly renders chiasmus in the NT moot. More valuable are the
appropriate critical cautions and guidelines in especially Blomberg 1989; Slusser 2002; deSilva 2008, and
Heath 2012. Since to my knowledge, no one has suggested 1Th1:5b-6 as chiastic, my description above
will stand as a demonstration on its own merits. See additionally Lund 1942; Welch 1981b; Thomson
1995; Welch 1995; Hall 1998; Welch 1999; Heil 2007; Breck 2008; York 2013; Nasselqvist 2015;
(Interestingly, see also Porter 1990 who appeals to chiasm to solve a problem in Ephesians.)
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20TL TO EVAYYEALOV TJUWV OVK €YEVHON For our Gospel not merely “came to be”

elg bpag to you
€V A0Yw povov in word only
aAAa kal but also
gv duvapel in power
KAl €V TTIVELUATL AYLw and in the Holy Spirit
Kal [ev] mAngogopia ToAAT, and in much confidence
kaBwc oldate oiol just as you know how

gyevnOnpuev
[ev] Duiv
oL’ vuac:
6ol VUELG
HLUMTAL U@V
gyevnOnte
Kal ToD KLglLov,
de&apevol tov Aoyov
ev BANPeL TTOAAN
HETA XAQAS TTVEVHATOS &YIOV,

we “came to be”
among you
for you;
and you
imitators of us
you “came to be”
and of KURIOS
having received the word
in much tribulation
with the joy of the Holy Spirit

? o ’
woTte YeveoOau

vuac ToTov
TIACV TOIC TLOTEVOVUCLY
ev ) Maxkedovia
Kal
&v ) Axaia-

So that might “come to be”
you, an example
to all who believe
in Macedonia
and
in Achaia;

blocks. Such intricate textual symmetry can hardly be dismissed merely to reader
creativity or to authorial accident. I stress again, that this is not for the sake of clever
literary art, but for the purpose of public presentation, because when read aloud,
following these markers can support a certain excitement or breathlessness. It also
completely solves the problem of the so-called awkwardness of these clauses.

1. The very top and bottom blocks (vv. 5a and 7) are not only parallel, they form
an inclusio with sub-items, all balanced with their counterpart: they are like a
header (v. 5) and a footer (v. 7), capping the “Holy Spirit” chiasm of 5b-6. “The
gospel came . . . that you might become”; and each of these is followed by “you”
with datives: (v. 5) “in word and in power” ..., and (v.7) to the believers “in
Macedonia and in Achaia”;

12



7.

Collier: Breathless: 1Th 1:2-10

The whole central block, then (vv. 5b-6), is enclosed with (encircled by) “the
Holy Spirit” from top to bottom (see item 7 below); marking a heavy emphasis
that entirely and only in the Holy Spirit the gospel came to you, and you
responded in the realm of the Holy Spirit;

at the very center, the phrases, “we came ... you became,” emphasize you,
which is repeated;

the fact that the phrase (v. 6) “and of KURIOS” is out of place actually
emphasizes its importance: “you became imitators of us—and most certainly of
the LORD!” (which also includes Paul and his party as imitators of the LORD);
here, again, Paul is stating just how important his personal relationship to them
is, and how he himself is confirmed among them using an elegant and
sophisticated style that English readers only rarely get to see;

the phrase (v. 5b) “just as you know” is balanced with “having received the
word,” i.e., what is known by experience is balanced by the reception of the
preached word;

the phrase “with much (moAAT)) conviction” (this is a bit of an overkill: “much
full assurance or certainty”)%! is verbally balanced with “in the midst of much
(oAAn) tribulation”;

this leads back again to the Holy Spirit (see item 2 above);

1Th 1:8-10 —Comments

Moving then to 1:8-10: V. 8 appears not only to be broken (called anacoluthon), having
two subjects and two verbs in a prepositional phrase, but also to have the verbs, strangely,
at opposite ends. Is this awkward? Yes, at least from some points of view.

To make this worse, both vv. 8 and 9 have yaplgar, “for,” lending to a feeling of
running a marathon more than any interest in constructing a “proper sentence.”
However, this gives a sense of continuing to move, that what is about to be said is related
to what has gone before—an unfinished feeling of not yet crossing the finish line. In this
sense, v. 8 marks a running transition, not a set-in-concrete break.

As mentioned earlier, this is the place where Best™ says “this is a difficult sentence”
and “an awkward break and is clumsy” and “Paul has attempted to combine two ideas

51 mAnogopia occurs only 4x in biblical texts (Col. 2:2; 1 Thess. 1:5; Heb. 6:11; 10:22), only here with

TIOAAT

52 Best 1977, 80.
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1Th 1:8-10— Greek Text
8cp” VU@V YOO
EnxnTan
0 AdYyoc oD KvElov
oL povov &v t) Makedovia kat [év 1] Axaia,
AAA” €v mavTL TOTIW
1) tloTig DUV 1) EOG TOV OV
eEeAnAvBev,
@oTe Un Xelav Exewv NUAS AaAgLv T

for from you

has sounded forth

the word of the Lord

not only in Macedonia and in Achaia
but in every place

the faith of you toward God

has gone forth

so that no need for us to speak anything

‘ool YAQ for they themselves
TEQL U@V concerning us

anayyéAAovoy announce
omolav eloodov Eoxopev what sort of entrance we had
TEOG VUAG, with you

Kal Mg émeoteéPate and how you turned
TEOG TOV Oeov to God

ATIO TV EDWAWV from idols

dovAegvev to serve

Oeq CwovTL kat dAANOwve God, the living and true

Okat dvapévery and to await

TOV VIOV AVTOD the son of him

€K TV 0VEAVAQY, from the heavens

oV f)yelgev whom he raised

€K [Tv] vekpwv, from the dead

Tnoovv Jesus

TOV QUOLLEVOV TJHAS the one rescuing us

€K TNGS 0QYNS from the wrath

TNG €0XOMEVNG. [that is] coming

into one”; and where Frame® equally speaks of the problems of a broken sentence. And
where Weima agrees with such assessments.>

However, Weima also does a very puzzling thing here. He notes and then essentially
ignores and dismisses the relevance of the statement by Richard® that the awkwardness
of v. 8 can be resolved by seeing it as a chiasm. Weima footnotes it and suggests that the
content is not balanced, only some grammatical features. Apparently, he sees the
proposed “structure” as merely academic, not solving any real problem. So, he responds
in the body of his text:

5 Frame 1912, 85f.
5¢ Weima 2014, 104.
% Richard 1995, 70-71.
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A more likely reason for the grammatical difficulty of this verse,
however, is that Paul has combined into one sentence two related yet
distinct evangelistic activities carried out by the Thessalonians. . .

In response, first, it comes across as extremely curious that we should hold on to a
supposed grammatical difficulty and to offer a hypothetical (and dubious) rationale for
that difficulty, than to accede to a possible unpopular solution inherent in the text itself —
a chiasm. Second, Weima does not seem to consider that the text may be written the way
it is for discourse reasons.

The so-called awkwardness that has dominated the discussion of v. 8 simply melts away
by seeing that the verbs are the outer edges of a discourse-motivated chiasmus,” “ringing
out ... going out,” where “the word of the Lord” is balanced by “your faith toward
God”;* and where the next phrase, “Achaia and Macedonia” is balanced by “in every
place.”® From a standpoint of public reading, even in English, this is not awkward at all,
but a beautiful focus on how they are said to be representing faith:

it is sounding forth
this word of the Lord
not only in Macedonia and in Achaia
but in every place
this faith which you have toward God
it is going out!

It may be that scholars don’t talk this way, but preachers do!

V.9, then, has the same feel of being non-stop. It is governed by a single “they announce
to us” followed by what they announce, namely: our entrance and your response. And
what is that response? To serve and to await (v. 10). The final lines all focus on Jesus: “his
son, whom he raised, Jesus, who rescues us.” All of the prepositional phrases here have
an interesting pull as well: “toward God, from idols; from the heavens, from the dead
ones, and from the wrath which is coming.”

All of this is easily read Paul making one prolonged breathless exhale of thankfulness,
unobstructed, all the way back from v. 2, and including the running transition at v. 8.

56 Weima 2014, 104.

571 did not get this from Richard 1995, but saw it on my own. I was delighted to find it later as a
corroborating voice.

5 These two concepts are clearly related. Not only does Lord and God appear in them, more importantly,
the word of the Lord is the preached message, the faith which you have towards God is the response to
the preaching, or rather, the motivation for preaching it.

% See Richard 1995, 70-71. The fact that one line is longer than another is immaterial. The question is
balanced thought-patterns pointing to locations; one specific, the other universal.
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Conclusion:

Stepping back for a second to comment on the whole letter, I think probably most
scholars recognize that this letter is not a philosophical or moral treatise, not merely a
rhetorical discourse, not purely an ancient piece for stage or public performance, not in
essence a literary piece designed for its beauty or anonymity, and not a clear-cut example
of any particular Greco-Roman letter or rhetorical-form. It might have elements or traces
of any or all of these, but it is both less than and more than these. For of all the “nuts-and-
bolts-components” that might make up this letter, more significant than all of them are
the shades of intimate conversation which cover, envelope, and bind the whole.
Whatever else this letter might have in it and however it might be constructed or related
to other formal or traditional material, all of that is merely support material or buttressing
strategies for the final intended product: This letter is above all intended as a letter of intimate
apostolic conversation;® the flowing style, here, helps Paul accomplish it.

It is in this pursuit of ongoing conversation that 1Th 1:2-10 reveals an exuberant
“thankfulness” in a sustained breathless moment. Being something of Paul’s prayer
language, this text is less concerned with its technical conformity than with its fluidity
and effulgence—its impact and appeal in an oral setting. And in this cause, the
grammatical flow of this text is an agent: the verb with its participles, the subordinating
conjunctions, the chiastic structures in vv. 5a-7 and v. 8,°! and the final two occurrences
of yap all promote an oral reading posture of expectancy.

It has not been my attempt to prove that there is only one sentence in 1Th 1:2-10; nor
am I “excited” about a new chiastic toy I think I have found in this text. Instead I'm
directly addressing the longstanding question of “awkwardness” in this text, and I am
suggesting that paying attention to grammatical flow as it may have been written for the sake
of public (oral) presentation may help to address that. I do think that there are two fairly
clear chiasms here, which by themselves as mere “literary devices” do not mean much;
but if they are considered in the contextual flow of this text from a speaking perspective, all
of the contextual considerations together literally solve the problem of “awkwardness.”

I suggest that the grammatical flow of this text is dynamic and progressive, and I think
that the very form of that text helps to promote a feeling of anticipation and elation.® For
that reason, I prefer to read this text aloud as one long breathless sentence.

60 This is not a proposed “ancient form.” It is a suggestion about what Paul was trying to do.

61 The point is not that the mere existence of a couple of chiastic structures implies an “excitement” in the
author; it is rather the progressive grammatical build-up of the various parts coming together.

62 When English translations, break the text into individual sentences or paragraphs, they might not be
technically wrong for translation purposes for eighth-grade English readers, but they just might end up
interfering with and slowing down the flow of the text —they might even change the focus of that text.
The point here is not how fast the text is read, but how, with intent, the text is relentless to the end.
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1Thessalonians 1:2-10

Translated by Gary D. Collier

2When we talk to God, we always tell him how thankful we are for all of you, continually
speaking your names in our prayers; ever 3 upholding before our God and Father how dynamic
is your faith, how diligent is your love, and how determined is your hope in our LORD Jesus
Christ; 4 all the while basking in the knowledge that you are God's elect (O dear friends, how
loved by God you are!);?

for truly, our Christ-Message “cgme to be”for you,
not merely in talk, but also in power;

both in the Holy Spirit
and with overwhelming proof;
which you know was how
“we came to be”
in the midst of you,
for the sake of you; ¢ so that you,
as imitators of us
“you came to be,”
yes, and of the LORD Jesus,
having received the delivered word
in the middle of overwhelming distress
with a joy produced by the Holy Spirit; 7

so that you yourselves “came to be”an example for all the believers
in Macedonia and in Achaia; ®

for from you has echoed out like rolling thunder
the word of the Lord,
not only into Macedonia and Achaia, but everywhere we go,
your faithfulness to God
has already gone forth;

so much so that we dont need to say a thing; ?

for on their own, they tell us about what sort of entrance we made into your lives, and how
Y Y

you turned to God from idols, to become 3 slave to God, who is real and alive, 1©3ll the while

expecting his Son to come from the heavens—Jesus: the one he has raised from the realm of
the dead; the one who rescues us from the coming wrath!
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2EUXQQLOTOVHEV T Oe®d
TAVTOTE
TeQL TAVTWV VPV
pveilav motovevoL
£TTL TV TTIEOTELXWV TUWYV,
AdxAelmTwg
3 UV LOVEVOVTEG VUV
TOU £QYO0U ThS TioTEWS
Kol ToD KOTOUL TG AYATING
Kal TG OTTOUOVAG THS EATIdOG
ToU kvEiov Nuwv Tnood Xpiotov
€umEooBev oD Be0b KAl TATEOC U@V,
4eldoreg,
&deA@ol Nyamnuévol V7o [tov] Beov,
TV EKAOYTV VU@V,

5011 TO ey YEALOV TIU@V OVUK EyeviOn
elg buacg
£V AoYw povov
AAAX Kal
£v duvApeL

Kal €V TVeLpATL Ayl
Kal [¢v] mANgo@opia TTOAAT),
kaBwg oldarte oiot
£yevnOnuev
[év] Ouiv
o buac:
bkal DUELS
pnTa U@V
gyevnOnte
Kal Tob Kuiov,
deEapevol Tov Adyov
&v OAlpeL TOAAT)
HLETX XXQAG TIVELHATOS Ay iov,

7@ote yevéaOat
VUAG TOTIOV
TAOCLV TOLG TUOTEVOLOLY
&v ) Makedovia
Katl
év ) Axaiq-

8dup” VU@V Yo
eEnxnTat
0 Adyog ToU kvEiov
oL Hovov év 1) Makedovia kat [¢v )] Axala,
AAA” v mavTl TOTIw
1 oIS VUV 1) TTEOG TOV BeOV
£EeAnALOey,

@ote U xoelav €xetv NUAG AaAetv T

So0TOoL YOQ TIEQL IRV
amnayyéAAovow
omolav elcodov €oxopev EOS LUAG,
Kal g émeotoéate OGS TOV Oe0V ATO TV edWAWY
dovAeveLy
Oe CwvTikal AANBvE
0t avapévery
TOV VIOV AVTOL €K TV 0VEAVQY,
Ov fyeigev &k [twv] verowv,
Tnooov
TOV QUOLLEVOV T)UAG €K TG 0QYNG TNG EQXOMEVNG.
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