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ABSTRACT

Gingrich, Kevin, L. Parechesis in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles: Definition,
Identification, and Discovery. Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary, 2020. 291 pp.

Throughout the undisputed Pauline epistles, the author employs ancient rhetorical figures
of soundplay. In particular, this dissertation focuses on a stylistic device known since Homer
and, a century or so after Paul, labeled “parechesis.” Parechesis refers to similar sounding words
of different lexical roots that lie in some collocation. The device is so pervasive in Paul as to be
deemed a defining characteristic of Pauline style.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION AND DEFINITION OF PARECHESIS

Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica: Ta mapa ypappo cKkOppato

The oldest extant writing from one of the Western world’s longest standing academic
disciplines is Aristotle’s Ars rhetorica, from the middle of the fourth century before Christ. In
this three-scroll treatise, the theorist divides rhetoric into three parts, the first two having to do
with persuasion or argumentation.* Book 3 of the Art of Rhetoric, however, is devoted to an
equally essential feature of rhetoric, namely, Aé€ig, or style.? “It is not enough to know what to
say,” Aristotle instructs his disciples, “but we must know how to say it™

Such attention was apparently new to the rhetorical theorists of the fourth century. “The
matter of style itself,” Aristotle writes, “only lately came into notice” and “no treatise has yet
been composed” on the matter.* With a didacticism that would typify the rhetorical téyvn to
follow, Aristotle proceeds to define elements of style, including what will come to be known as
“figures of speech” and among these a particular literary subtlety effected by a slight
difference—ra mopa ypaupa okoppoata®—in collocated words.

Noting how “humorists make use of these slight changes [t0 mopd ypdupo okdppota]™ in

! See Aristotle, Art of Rhetoric, trans. J. H. Freese, 23 vols, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1926), Books | and I, 2-344. The three standard parts of rhetoric passed on even to our time are invention,
arrangement, and style. Aristotle introduces these in the first sentence of the third book of Ars rhetorica with a line
that bears resemblance to the first line in the Gospel of Luke: Ereidn tpia otiv & 8l mpayuarevdivol tepi tov
Moyov (“There are three things that require special attention with regard to [rhetorical] speech.”) (Aristotle, Rhet.,
3.1.1, [partly from Freese, LCL].). Compare Ereidimep norroi éneyeipnoov avotdEacbat dujynow mepi 1dvV
TEMANPOQOPNUEVOV &V UV mpayudtwv (Luke 1:1).

2 See Avristotle, Rhet., 3.1.1.

% Avristotle, Rhet., 3.1.2 (Freese, LCL). o0 yap amdypn 1o Exetv & Set Aéyetv, dAN" dvéykm kol tadta g Sel
elnelv.

4 Aristotle, Rhet., 3.1.5 (Freese, LCL).
® Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.6.
6 Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.6 (Freese, LCL).
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oral presentations, Aristotle illustrates the figure with an example of proper name soundplay: one
Theodorus says to a Thracian cithara player, Opdttet, ostensibly, “You are troubled,” which
translators have suggested is a pun on @pdrt’ i, suggesting, “You are [no better than] a
Thracian [slave-girl].”” Next, in one sentence Avristotle offers a precious second example that,
though obscure in meaning, also suggests proper name soundplay, in this case on “Persians”: kai
0 “Bovler awtov mépoa,” that is, “And this, *You wish to destroy (népoat) him.”’8

In addition to these rather elliptical proper name puns, Aristotle presents other examples
and employs soundplay himself. If we read carefully, we can catch the master theorist at his own
device throughout his treatment of style. In a third example involving what the Latin rhetoricians
would later call “antanaclasis” (here, a play on two meanings of the word apynv), Aristotle
explains that the Athenians—A6nvaioic—benefited—ovacOar.’ He begins one paragraph, éviov
8 dvopdrovi®—a slight difference in words. In criticizing “frigidity” of style, he pointedly
observes that Alkidamas “uses epithets not as évopatt [seasonings] but as £déopott [meats].”*
In analyzing periodic style, he selects a quote with obvious soundplay elements:
miedoalneleboal/(evéac/dropvag, that is, “To sail/to go by foot/to bridge/to dig,””*? where the

artistic differences among words make for soundplay. He displays examples of rhyme, ¢iunv 8¢

7 See Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.6 (Freese, LCL), 410 na. The fact that Aristotle then felt compelled to explain
certain proper name soundplay alerts us to the potential subtlety of the device. We wonder as well whether Aristotle
had in mind ki@ap®ddv as part of the soundplay, for it is otherwise an extraneous detail.

8 Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.7. Freese suggests an obvious play on Ilépoat, “Persians.” (LCL, 410, nb).

® Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.7. The two words anagrammatically share every letter but one. The second lexeme has
the same root as ovaipny in Phim 1:20, one of the elements in alleged soundplay on the proper name Onesimus. See
the final chapter of the dissertation for discussion.

10 «“Being nouns,”Aristotle, Rhet., 3.2.5.
1 Aristotle, Rhet., 3.3.3 (my translation).
12 Aristotle, Rhet. 3.9.7 (Freese, LCL).
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kol pvAunvt and even metathetic or anagrammatic soundplay, ta doteia ta tieiota,* and the
particularly informative example dypov yap Elafev apyov map™ awtod, that is, “For he received
farmland from him unworked.”**> All of these witticisms, some of them playful expressions,
resemble collocations that the apostle Paul employs with great seriousness.¢

Aristotle’s Ars rhetorica defined this specific aspect of style, a type of soundplay, but
unfortunately gave no name to it. The introduction of an appropriately precise technical term,

parechesis, will have to await the second century after Christ and the greatest rhetor of his age.

Hermogenes

In the years between AD 160 and 180, Hermogenes of Tarsus, the precocious rhetorician
from the same hometown as Paul, coins the term maprynoict” and articulates a cleverly crafted
definition. In a relatively brief paragraph, Hermogenes both defines and illustrates the figure:
[Mapynoig 8¢ €0t KAALOG Opoi®V GVOLOTOV &V S10QOP® YVAGEL TODTOV T)YodvTov. “Parechesis
is an ornament consisting of”—here the translation of George Kennedy conveys the etymology

of the term—*similar words with different meanings, echoing the same sound.”*®

13 “Qh, the fame and the name!”Aristotle, Rhet., 3.7.11 (Freese, LCL).
14« .. many well-bred sayings” Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.6 (my translation).
15 Aristotle, Rhet., 3.9.9 (my translation).

16 R. Dean Anderson in Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, addresses “the question of Paul’s unexpected
use of word-play in serious emotional contexts” (R. Dean Anderson Jr., Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, rev.
ed. [Leuven: Peters, 1999], 287).

1" Hermogenes’s definition is found in a work titled ITep: Evpeoewe, known in English as On Invention, in
Book 4, Chapter 7. It was not until 2005 that the first English translation was published, this from the widely
recognized progenitor of the New Testament rhetorical criticism movement himself, George Kennedy (Hermogenes,
Invention and Method: Two Rhetorical Treatises from the Hermogenic Corpus, ed. Hugo Rabe, trans. George A.
Kennedy [Atlanta: SBL Press, 2005], 172—-73). There are many questions surrounding the authorship of the five
documents of the Hermogenic corpus. It is thought that at least three are authentic. On Invention is not considered
genuine but possibly reflects a Hermogenean school located in Tarsus (Kennedy, Invention and Method, xxxiii—xiv).
For purposes of this study, we will refer to the author who coined the term “parechesis” as Hermogenes.

18 The Greek appears along with the first English translation in Kennedy, Invention and Method, 172-73.
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Hermogenes is distinguishing between similar (sounding) words, opoiov dvopatwv, with
different meanings, év dwapope yvidcet.t® The critical distinction to bear in mind is that
Hermogenes was defining words of different roots related only by sound. (For a possible
confusion, see the next section.) For the first time in history, we have articulation of a distinct
rhetorical phenomenon.®

Ingeniously, Hermogenes draws on the fjyo-root to name the particular figure of speech and
twice employs—uvery subtly, but no doubt consciously—parechesis in the very act of defining it:

OUOIWY GVOUOTWY
and

€V J10LPOP® YVMDGEL TAVTOV HYODVIWV ...

dlpopov 8¢ NAMoY Eyovra.

The terms 7jyodvrav (from “to sound”) and &yovza (from “to have”) satisfy the very definition of
parechesis.

Hermogenes made it clear that the interplay of similar-sounding words with different
meanings was recognized by the most eminent Greek writers and critics of old?* and his
unadulterated examples of parechesis from various ancient authors testify to the fact. Hinting at

the prevalence of the figure, Hermogenes is able to find famous Greek verses replete with

19 The basic distinction between sound and sense is evident in Aristotle’s treatment, e.g., in 3.2.13, where he
writes of yogog and onpawvopévog (Aristotle, Rhet., 3.2.13).

20 \We note, however, that the Hermogenean author’s definition is not perfect: parechesis is not always exactly
the same—rtavtov—sound, just as the name suggests—"para.”

21 According to Michelle Ballif and Michael G. Moran, eds., Classical Rhetoric and Rhetoricians: Critical
Studies and Sources (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2005), 195, Hermogenes “drew [his] examples from Demosthenes and
from others whom Hermogenes called ‘the ancients’ [oi &pyot] ... including Homer, Herodotus, Thucydides, Plato,
Xenophon, Isocrates, and the writers of Greek tragedy and comedy.” Quintilian, in his famous Institutio oratio, also
attributes soundplay to both Greek and Latin predecessors: “The old orators were at great pains to achieve elegance
in the use of words similar or opposite in sound. Gorgias carried the practice to an extravagant pitch, while Isocrates,
at any rate in his early days, was much addicted to it. Even Cicero delighted in it, but showed some restraint in the
employment of [the] device....” (Quintilian, Inst. 9.3.74 [Butler, LCL]). For one look at soundplay in Cicero, see
John N. Hritzu, “Jerome the Christian Cicero,” CW 37 (1943): 98-101.
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parechesis, with “two or three or four” lexemes.?? He selects an obvious example from Homer,
noting that parechesis is seen “most clearly, in the Il. 6.201-202"":

firol d kam mediov 10 Adsjiov olog dAdro
ov Bopuov kotédwv, matov aviporwv dlesivav: (1. 6.201-202)%

Kennedy translates, “Then indeed he wandered (&Adto) alone?* over the Al&ion Plain/
Devouring his spirit, shunning (éAeeivov) the path of men.”?® Here we see an alpha-lambda
theme that includes proper name soundplay. Then comes Hermogene’s careful explanation, here
in translation: “Here Aléion and alato and aleeinon are similar to each other in sound [6uoua ...
fixet] but the first is the name of a place, the Aleian Plain, and alato is an action, and aleeinon is
also an action but with a different signification [ropd 10 ceonpacpévov].”?® If there were any
uncertainty in Hermogenes’s illustrations, it is clarified by the definition.

Hermogenes offers examples of his newly coined term not only from Homer but from
Xenophon, Thucydides, Plutarch, and Demosthenes as well. The first example is from Xenophon
(Hellenica 7.1.41): “he persuades (neifet) the Pithian.” An indication of the figure’s versatility,
the next example includes the same verb alliterating with a different proper name, from Homer,
Od. 24.465: Evneife neibovt’, that is, “They were persuaded (neibovto) by Eupeithes.”

Further, Hermogenes quotes pseudo-Plutarch, Vit. Hom. 38, who offers two examples from
the Iliad, nv v (II. 6.131) and ITp6Boog Ooog (11. 2.758), respectively, a rhyme and a proper

name soundplay.? From Thucydides’s Peloponnesian War 1.110, Hermogenes cites another

22 Kennedy, Invention and Method, 173.
2 Kennedy, Invention and Method, 173.
24 Note Kennedy’s own parechesis.

%5 Kennedy, Invention and Method, 173.
26 Kennedy, Invention and Method, 173.

27 Hermogenes includes the latter under “parechesis,” though technically the words are from the same root.
Eustathius will later follow suit, with many examples of proper name parechesis from Homer, the lexemes of some
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triple parechesis: é\eiv (capture)/Elovg (marsh)/Erelor (marshmen)?®—so similar to Homer’s
AMiov/dlaro/aresivov—and again he almost didactically explains the difference in meaning of
the words. Elsewhere in the Hermogenic corpus we have the following two examples of proper
name soundplay: from Thucydides, Zauiov piov;?® and from Demosthenes 19.248, “He bade a
long farewell to the wise (co@dc) Sophocles.”°

We note in the preceding examples how consistently Hermogenes distinguishes between
sound and sense. These two factors, along with morphology, are the three axes of comparison for
related word pairs: sound, sense, and spelling. That is, soundplay pairs are related along a
continuum from same to similar to dissimilar within each of the three variables of phonology,
semantics, and morphology.

In Hermogenes’s triple parechesis from Homer, AAfiov/aldto diecivov, is the main
example that will be passed down, though skipping many generations, through the ages.** Due to
vicissitudes of history, Hermogenes’s insights and definition of parechesis will go unbequeathed

to Western Christianity until the ad fontes movement of the fifteenth century.

Possible Confusion: Paronomasia

For the purposes of this dissertation, we will distinguish paronomasia from parechesis by

this logical and objective rule: parechesis involves words of different etymology; paronomasia,

word pairs sharing a common root.
28 The second and third terms are cognates.
29 This example is found in Johann Jacob Wettstein’s great work, H KAINH DIAG@HKH of 1751 (see below).

30 This proper name parechesis is a quote from Thucydides found in the undisputed Hermogenes’s On Style,
in a section titled “Beauty” (or perhaps better, “Ornament”) actually illustrating the figure of epanastrophe. See
Hermogenes’ On Types of Style, trans. Cecil W. Wooten (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1987),
59. As with ITpdBoog Bodg, the terms are technically not of different roots.

31 It is a wonder that Hermogenes, his treatment of the subject minimal, did not also note the bicolonic
soundplay of kan nediov/katédwv.
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words of the same etymology; ¢86vov/pdvov (Rom 1:29) is a well-known New Testament
example of the former, kotatounv/meprropn| (Phil 3:2-3) a good example of the latter. 3 That is,
we will refer to different prefix, same root soundplay as paronomasia,* and refer to different
root soundplay as parechesis, the latter type also including proper name soundplay.*

The Latin handbooks relevant to the time of Paul, notably, Ad Herennium (c. 85 BC),
Cicero’s De oratore (c. 55 BC) and Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria (c. AD 95), use various
terms—adnominatio, paronomasia, traducio®*—without distinguishing same- from different-root
soundplay. Without such distinctions, the Ciceronian theorists commit conflations of definition
that for centuries have never been sorted out. The source of the problem can be pinpointed in
history: Book 4 of the influential treatise Ad Herennium, which marks the beginning of a
longstanding Latin tradition and holds the distinction as “one of the most influential books on
speaking and writing ever produced in the Western world.”*® See the Addendum at the end of the

dissertation for the details of this historic moment in the history of figures of speech.

32 paronomasia and parechesis are historically important and distinct terms. The figures have suffered various
names over the centuries, an inconsistency that both affects understanding and reflects misunderstanding. Historian
James Murphy describes “a medieval mélange of terms and classifications” (James J. Murphy, Rhetoric in the
Middle Ages: A History of Rhetorical Theory from St. Augustine to the Renaissance, [Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1974], 189), concluding that “the grammarians of the middle ages never did succeed in solving the
problem of classification” (190). The problem persists to this day.

33 Examples such as mvedpatog/mvevpaticoic mvevuotikd (1 Cor 2:13), involving mere cognates, are known
in the Latin tradition as figura etymologica.

34 Eponymous wordplay presents an interesting case of overlap. With folk etymologies, many examples of
which are found in the Hebrew Old Testament, the alleged etymology can be reflected in a slight difference in
spelling of the derived word that may be phonologically imitative rather than purely etymological. The name “Eve”
in Gen 3:20 is a case in point: “Eve, for she is the mother of all living,” :>3~22 OX 707 X7 2 730, See James J.
O’Hara, True Names: Vergil and the Alexandrian Tradition of Etymological Wordplay (Ann Arbor, MI: University
of Michigan Press, 1996), 7. Moreover, some examples of proper name “parechesis” involve plays on the same root.

3 For the historical introduction of these terms, see the next chapter.
36 Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages, 18.
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The Thesis

This dissertation will demonstrate that Paul consciously employs parechesis as a common,
if much overlooked, figure of speech. By parechesis (from mapa-fym, literally “sound next
to/alongside of”’) we mean the literary device of similar-sounding but etymologically different
collocated®” lexemes, a definition that encompasses a range of devices from simple alliteration®
to rhyme (81v 1jv) to metathesis (Bolmv/Aopmdv) to sophisticated anagrams. Such soundplay is an
opportunistic exploitation of language often used with proper names. * As such, parechesis in its
various forms is to be found throughout the undisputed epistles of Paul, with such frequency, in

fact, as to be considered a mark of style.*

37 For the most part, the dissertation will restrict itself to words within the same verse or in consecutive
verses, although, as we will see, if the author is employing a mnemonic function, some distance is not only
permissible but required.

38 Alliteration is generally considered a subcategory of parechesis, and its simplest form. See, for example,
Chrys Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament: Morphology, Syntax, Phonology, and
Textual Transmission, WUNT 167 (Tulbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004. Repr. Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004), 461. We
would not be out of place to abide by a reliable English definition: “Alliteration is the repetition of the sound of an
initial consonant or consonant cluster in stressed syllables close enough to each other for the ear to be affected,
perhaps unconsciously, by the repetition,” submits Percy Adams, Graces of Harmony: Alliteration, Assonance, and
Consonance in Eighteenth-Century British Poetry (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1977), 3. By “alliteration”
in the broader sense, we mean words of both initial and medial consonant(s) and initial and medial vowels, those
soundplays involving vowels more specifically referred to as “assonance.” The dissertation is excluding from its
definition of parechesis related soundplay terms: repetitio (same word), figura etymologica (cognate words, e.g.,
TvedpoTog, Tvevpatikoig mvevpartika [1 Cor 2:13]), and paronomasia/adnominatio/ traductio (narrowly defined as
words of common root distinguished by prefixes). Parechesis includes proper name wordplay, a common type, and
rhyme, but not homoteleuton (common ending sounds due to inflected language morphology). The term alliteration
itself does not appear until the Italian poet Pontano in the fifteenth century, but the phenomenon is included
alongside soundplay figures and amply illustrated in all the handbooks from Aristotle on. Alliteration is “most often
Paromoeon to the grammarians,” according to Harry Caplan (Rhetorica Ad Herennium, trans. Harry Caplan, LCL
[Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999], 271), but this is not to fully reckon with the confusion of terms and
definitions that plague the history of rhetoric. Indeed, Donatus in his fourth century Ars grammatica distinguishes
Paronomasia, under which he includes “amentium/amantium,” from Parhomoeon; the latter est, cum ab isdem
litteris diversa verba sumuntur, that is, “Parhomoeon happens when several words begin with the same letters,” for
which he gives the much overused example from Ennius. Homoeopropheron is another term used for initial letter
repetitions.

39 Many of the instances of proper name play involve words of ostensibly the same root, e.g., IIp60oog 600,
Nonetheless, we will follow the Hermogenic and Eustathian tradition of including this special class under
parechesis.

40 The seven undisputed letters are as follows: 1 Thessalonians, Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Romans,
Philippians, and Philemon. The assumption of the dissertation will be that Paul either dictated or wrote the epistles.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE BROADER CONTEXT: A HISTORY OF FIGURES OF SOUNDPLAY IN NEW
TESTAMENT EXEGESIS

Having carefully established the definition of parechesis, we turn to its identification
throughout history in the letters of Paul.t We will ultimately situate the main question of this
dissertation in the context of the late twentieth century movement known as New Testament
rhetorical criticism. But our findings, it should be noted, are not beholden to the assumptions of
rhetorical criticism, with its far from settled genre identifications and unestablished partes
orationes.? Soundplay, after all, is a nearly universal phenomenon. As Ryan Schellenberg in his
award-winning dissertation reminds us, the kinds of soundplay found in Paul are “among the
most widely observed rhetorical features of human speech.”” But, it must not be forgotten, it was

the Greeks who gave to these phenomena names and definitions.

Introduction

In 1974, James Jerome Murphy, the leading authority on rhetoric from Augustine to the

Renaissance, lamented the fact that “the history of the figurae remains unwritten,” a project still

1 The seven so-called genuine letters of Paul are the focus of this investigation: 1 Thessalonians, Galatians, 1
and 2 Corinthians, Romans, Philippians, and Philemon.

2 The most sustained criticism of Hans Dieter Betz’s approach comes from Philip Kern, Rhetoric and
Galatians: Assessing an Approach to Paul’s Epistles, SNTSM 101 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007),
see esp. 120-66, who pointed out that at the height of the movement virtually every letter of Paul had been identified
as deliberative, juridical, and epideictic by one scholar or another. Similarly, Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory
and Paul, 167, who does allow that Galatians is amenable to rhetorical analysis, also accepts “the fact that Paul’s
letter cannot really be classified into any one of the three most popular rhetorical genres.”

3 Ryan S. Schellenberg, Rethinking Paul’s Rhetorical Education: Comparative Rhetoric and 2 Corinthians
10-13, SBL 10 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2013), 231. Schellenberg is summing up the view of many authorities on
the subject. Frederick Ahl, one of the world’s foremost experts on the matter, writes, “Indeed, various forms of
soundplay go back to the very beginnings of European and Near Eastern literacy” (Frederick Ahl, Metaformations:
Soundplay and Wordplay in Ovid and other Classical Poets [Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1985]), 19.

4 Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages, 184 n96. Not even Heinrich Lausberg’s Handbuch der literarischen
Rhetorik, 2 vols. (Munich: Max Hueber, 1960), told the complete story.
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unaccomplished.® The brief historical sketch of rhetoric that follows will focus narrowly on that
third aspect of rhetoric, which Aristotle called lexis, and within that essential subcategory of

rhetoric, figures of speech related to parechesis.® In a sense, there is no history of parechesis per
se in the Western church but, rather, as the following overview will show, a history of oversight

and omission of this important figure of speech.

The Christian Era
The Assumptions of Modern New Testament Rhetorical Criticism

In 1987, barely a decade into the enterprise known as New Testament rhetorical criticism,
Wilhelm Wuellner, one of the undoubted leaders of the movement,” declared it to be at a
“crossroad.”® Critiquing the history of rhetoric in biblical exegesis, Wuellner summed up its long
trajectory as follows: “As early as St. Augustine’s attempt at outlining a rhetorical approach to

the interpretation of Scripture, we notice the tendency, so tenaciously enduring into our own

® In spite of George Kennedy’s claim in The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1963) “to have written the first detailed study of the history of Greek rhetoric” (Thomas H. Olbricht, “George
Kennedy’s Scholarship in the Context of North American Rhetorical Studies” in Words Well Spoken: George
Kennedy’s Rhetoric of the New Testament, SRR 8, ed. C. Clifton Black and Duane F. Watson [Waco, TX: Baylor
University Press, 2008], 24), the history of figures is a different matter and one which Kennedy, like so many others
before and after him, have marginalized (see below).

& The following abbreviated history owes much to the works of James Jerome Murphy, Rhetoric in the
Middle Ages: A History of Rhetorical Theory from St. Augustine to the Renaissance (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1974); Peter Mack, A History of Renaissance Rhetoric 1380-1620 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2011) and Elizabethan Rhetoric: Theory and Practice (New York: Cambridge University Press: 2004); James
A. Herrick, The History and Theory of Rhetoric: An Introduction (New York: Routledge, 2016); and Thomas M.
Conley, Rhetoric in the European Tradition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990).

"Wuellner, as Stanley Porter commends, “has done as much as anyone from the standpoint of New Testament
studies to revive and encourage rhetorical study of the New Testament” (Stanley E. Porter, Handbook of Classical
Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period: 330 B.C.—A.D. 400 [New York: Brill, 1997], 558). See also Rhetorics and
Hermeneutics: Wilhelm Wuellner and His Influence, eds. James D. Hester and J. David Hester (New York: T&T
Clark, 2004). Similarly, Thomas Olbricht, Rhetoric and the New Testament: 1992 Heidelberg Conference, ed.
Stanely E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht, JSNTSup 90 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1993), 17, writes,
“Professor Wuellner has been more active in the international promotion of rhetorical analysis of Scripture than any
other person.” See also Rhetorics and Hermeneutics: Wilhelm Wuellner and His Influence, ed. D. Hester and J.
David Hester (New York: T&T Clark International, 2004).

8 Wilhelm Wuellner, “Where is Rhetorical Criticism Taking Us?”” CBQ 49 (1987): 453.
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days, of listing and labeling the rhetorical figures of speech and figures of thought to be found in
select parts of the Bible.”® But, it must be asked, does this review of rhetoric in New Testament
studies fairly depict the facts of history?°

The first known exegete to identify any figure of speech in Paul was Augustine, who, in the
context of demonstrating Paul’s eloguentia, notes kAipa&, or gradatio, in Rom 5:3-5, a figure of
speech that Quintilian names and defines in Institutio oratoria 9.3.54-55 only a few sections
before his discussion of adnominatio. Augustine, the professor of rhetoric turned Christian, notes
only a few other figures discernible in a Latin translation (kommata and periods) but—an
important point historically—seems to imply that many more rhetorical figures could be found.*
As the following history of rhetorical figures will show, no serious student could conclude that
Augustine had done enough. In fact, when it comes to figures having to do with soundplay,
Augustine’s lack of facility in Greek undoubtedly prevented him from discerning them in the

Greek Bible.22

9 Wuellner, “Rhetorical Criticism?” 450.

10 Helpful summaries of the history of rhetorical criticism as it relates to New Testament scholarship into the
twenty-first century are found in the following works: Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 13-28;
Margaret D. Zulick, “The Recollection of Rhetoric: A Brief History,” in Words Well Spoken: George Kennedy'’s
Rhetoric of the New Testament, SRR 8, ed. C. Clifton Black and Duane F. Watson (Waco, TX: Baylor University
Press, 2008), 7-19; and Thomas H. Olbricht, “George Kennedy’s Scholarship in the Context of North American
Rhetorical Studies,” pages 21-40 in the same volume.

1L After a brief expert dissection of Pauline clauses in 2 Cor 11, Augustine, the former professor of rhetoric,
declines further comment: “It would be tedious to pursue the matter further, or to point out the same facts in regard
to other passages of Holy Scripture,” he writes. “Suppose I had taken the further trouble, at least in regard to the
passages | have quoted from the apostle's writings, to point out figures of speech which are taught in the art of
rhetoric. Is it not more likely that serious men would think | had gone too far, than that any of the studious would
think I had done enough?” As to his otherwise valuable opinion as to Paul’s formal training in rhetoric, Augustine’s
answer might be read as rhetorically non-commital: “As then I do not affirm that the apostle was guided by the rules
of eloquence [i.e., rhetoric], so | do not deny that his wisdom naturally produced, and was accompanied by,
eloquence” (Augustine, Doctr. chr., 4.1.11).

12C. H. Milne, A Reconstruction of the Old-Latin Text of the Gospels used by Saint Augustine (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1926), ix, writes, “It is generally agreed that during the remaining thirty years of his
life the Bishop of Hippo regularly used the revision of the Latin Gospels made by St. Jerome at the request of Pope
Damasus and published in 383.” E. A. Judge, one of the most astute New Testament scholars of his generation,
points out one of the major shortcomings of this father of exegesis: “The daunting fact is, however, that Augustine is
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Augustine did, in fact, know of the concept of parechesis, as is obvious from his own
employment of it: “Ego autem iudices veros et veritate severos magis intuicor” (Aug. Epistl.
143:4).%2 It is important to note in this Latin example that “verso” and “severos” are likely from
different roots.

If Augustine’s intimation of further figures in the New Testament texts could be considered
a programmatic call, that program has never been fulfilled in Pauline studies. Even in nearly two
thousand years of exegesis and given the collective efforts of uncounted exegetes interested in
rhetoric, the figures of speech in the Pauline epistles have not been sufficiently identified. In fact,
crowning a long history of biblical scholarship’s interest in rhetoric, the rhetorical-critical
movement of which Wuellner was a key advocate has paid scant attention to figures of speech in
Paul. A nearly exhaustive bibliography of New Testament rhetorical criticism gathered by Duane
Watson and Alan Hauser in 1994 lists virtually no published works on figures of speech.
Rather, this most modern movement was decidedly devoted to only one aspect of rhetoric:
argumentation.

Wouellner had assumed that the Church Fathers had explored the figures. In fact, not even
the Greek Church Fathers, who themselves alliterate profusely, explicitly note soundplay in Paul.
Only Origen gives an indication that he knows of the concept of parechesis, when in his letter to

Africanus he acknowledges the puns of oyivov/cyicet and mpivov/apicar from Susannah.®

unable to say (me fateor ignorare) what the rhythmical properties of Paul’s Greek were (Doctr. chr. 20. 40-41)” (E.
A. Judge, The Social Pattern of the Christian Groups in the First Century (London: Tyndale, 1968).

13 «“But I look upon judges who are true and, because of their truth, severe.” Galen O. Rowe, “Style,” 132,
explains the workings of the wordplay: “The pun, which defies translation, centers on severos (‘severe’) which
contains within itself the word versos (‘true’).”

14 Duane F. Watson and Alan J. Hauser, Rhetorical Criticism of the Bible. A Comprehensive Bibliography
with Notes on History and Method, BibInt 4 (Leiden: Brill, 1994).

15 Origen, Ep. Afr., 1.
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Others in the New Testament movement assumed that the Reformers had done it.*¢ But as
our history will show, even when figures and tropes were identified, they were neither
sufficiently documented in the biblical texts nor well defined. The exegetically significant figure
of speech known as parechesis has, in fact, been overlooked for centuries.

Duane Watson himself is representative of those who sweep through hundreds of years of
rhetorical study with perhaps too broad a stroke:

The style of the Pauline epistles has been the subject of both passing comment and

concentrated study since they were written. Paul’s use of style did not escape the

notice of exegetes such as Chrysostom, Jerome, Augustine, Melanchthon, and a host

of others. These observations have ranged from discussion of individual figures and

tropes to classification of the overall style of the epistles according to the Greco-

Roman rhetorical tradition. However, the more complex use of style for
argumentation and argumentative strategies is not as well studied.*

The assumption of most historians of New Testament rhetorical criticism is that the figures
have been “well studied” in biblical exegesis. It is a major point of the argument of this

dissertation that they have not been even adequately identified.

The Church Fathers

The Latin Church Fathers

The question of the Church Fathers’ relation to classical Greek and Latin in general is more
contradictory than complicated, the opinions of Augustine and Jerome a case in point, both of
them trained in rhetoric. The one renounced, the other admired, Cicero.

The attitude of Augustine toward secular classics and toward Scripture will greatly affect

16 Betz claims that seventeenth and eighteenth century German theologians “paid careful attention to the
characteristics of Paul’s rhetoric, in particular his grammar and style” (Betz, Paulinische Studien, 128). Yet, as our
investigation will show, these now obscure works have very little to offer in identifying the plethora of figures of
speech in Paul.

1" Duane Watson, “The Role of Style in Pauline Epistles,” in Paul and Rhetoric, ed. J. Paul. Sampley and
Peter Lampe (New York: T&T Clark, 2010), 119.
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important figures in medieval Christianity, notably Cassiodorus and Bede, and English
Christians interested in rhetoric, Richard Sherry and others (for example, Bullinger) through at

least the nineteenth century.

The Greek Fathers

If the language barrier itself prevented the Latin Fathers from identifying soundplay in the
New Testament, an even greater irony occurs among the Greek Fathers. As E. A. Judge notes,
“Gregory of Nyssa (who was, after all, unlike Augustine, a Greek) says Paul ignored the
schemata.”*® Augustine promised that many could be found but he himself did not find them due
to limitations of language, and Greek-speaking Gregory of Nyssa, once a rhetorician himself,
alleged that there were none. There is one scant but important piece of evidence that the Greek
Fathers knew of soundplay in the Greek Bible, this from Origen.

To compound the irony, there is no doubt left in scholarship that the major Greek Fathers
were attentive to sound. Their ignorance of soundplay figures is not a viable hypothesis. Gregory
of Nazianzus, a paragon of Second Sophistic literary skill, spent six years in Athens studying
rhetoric, ** an education that shaped his preaching. One historian waxes eloquent in his
appreciation of Nazianzus:

Two currents issue from the crumbling ruins of the ancient world. One is of it, the

dying effort of its spent intensity ... dissipating its energy in smaller and ever-smaller

rivulets. The other is the new force detaching itself from the dying agonies of the old

Mediterranean ‘universe,” Christianity, pioneer, careless of form, conscious of its
infinite superiority in the wealth and depth of its thought-content. Gregory of

18 Reported by Edwin A. Judge, “Paul’s Boasting in Relation to Contemporary Professional Practice,” AusBR
16 (1968), 37-50.

19 Apparently, a fourth century epitome based on the De figuris sententiarum et elocutionis of Aquila
Romanus and assembled by an anonymous Christian for use in Christian education contains examples of figures
from Gregory of Nazianzus. | have not seen this work. Aquila’s Latin treatise appropriates examples from the Greek
rhetorician Alexander Numenius of the time of Hadrian. See Hugh Chisholm, ed. “Alexander” in Encyclopaedia
Britannica 1, 11th ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1911), 564.
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Nazianzus represents the point of greatest perfection reached by the ancient world in
the fusion of these two currents.?

Several studies in the first quarter of the twentieth century document alliteration in
Chrysostom, especially Thomas Ameringer.?* Chrys Caragounis has even noted Chrysostom’s
use of clever parechesis: yoipawv yeipovg (“worse than swine”).?? More recently, Tsitsanoudis-
Mallidis and Stergioulis identify related soundplay figures in the works of Chrysostom: “The use
of figures of homilia and expressive means is quite impressive: of etymologicon ... epanaphoras,
parichisis [sic], and antithesis.”? The authors further point out the Greek Fathers’ knowledge of
Hermogenes:

The most important figures the Christian rhetoric, theology and philosophy in the 4th

century have to show, are the Cappadocian Fathers, Basil of Caesarea (the Great),

Gregory of Nazianzus dubbed Theologian, Gregory of Nyssa, and the native of

Antioch John Chrysostom. All four of them emerged as excellent orators and

contributed greatly to the shaping of classical rhetoric through Christianity using
creatively the Ideas of Hermogenes.?

The recognition of figures by the Fathers is easy; an obvious question is enigmatic. One of
the great ironies and mysteries in the history of figures is why the Greek Fathers, especially

Chrysostom, who wrote more than 400 sermons on Pauline epistles and who himself alliterated

20 M. Sprengling, “Guignet’s Study of Gregory of Nazianzen,” pages 434-36 in The American Journal of
Theology, Vol. 17 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1913), 435.

21 Thomas Edward Ameringer, The Stylistic Influence of the Second Sophistic on the Panegyrical Sermons of
St. John Chrysostom: A Study in Greek Rhetoric (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1921);
William Anthony Maat, A Rhetorical Study of St. John Chrysostom’s De Sacerdotio (Washington, DC: Catholic
University of America Press, 1944).

22 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 467, from Chrysostom, Kata Maf0aiov 17:10-21 (Homily 57, MPG
58, 564, lines 5-7. We note that Luke’s Parable of the Prodigal Son includes, as apparent mnemonic leitmotif, an
inordinate number of chi-rho words, apparently placed for mnemonic purposes.

23 Nikolleta Tsitsanoudis-Mallidis and Charalampos Stergioulis, “Rhetorical Texts of the 4" Century A.D.
About Wealth and Its Loss,” American Journal of Educational Research, 2 (2014): 961 n31. The authors further
note, “Chrysostom also uses paromoiosis greatly,” (960, n22) and insightfully explain that in interpreting the
orations of the Fathers, “a rhetorical approach to the texts was necessary, to reveal the contribution of the rhetoric art
in the best comprehension of meanings” (1). It is a wonder why the authors of the article, who report that the Greek
Fathers knew Hermogenes, do not mention parechesis.

24 N. Tsitsanoudis-Mallidis and Ch. Stergioulis, “Rhetorical Texts,” 961 n31.
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frequently, did not recognize the same in Paul. Major studies, in fact, have documented
alliteration not only in Chrysostom but in Basil,?® Gregory of Nazianzus,? and even Gregory of
Nyssa.?’

The only reasonable hypothesis, in view of Chrysostom’s almost profligate tendency and
Gregory of Nyssa’s denial, is that the Fathers took alliterative soundplay for granted.?¢ George
Kennedy reached something of the same conclusion, surmising, “The rhetorical practice of
Gregory of Nazianzus and John Chrysostom, and to a lesser extent Basil and Gregory of Nyssa,
goes considerably beyond what they seem to tolerate in theory. The reason for this is partly their
education; they were so thoroughly imbued in school exercises with the use of figures of speech
and devices of comparison that these had become second nature to them.”?

But even more than a theory of habituation, their view that the literature of Scripture is
consecrated might explain their reticence. The opening of Reverend Benjamin Keach’s 1855
Tropologia is a knowledgeable comparison of the Augustinian and Nazianzen view:

Augustine says, That the Scriptures seemed rude, and unpolished to him, in

comparison of Cicero’s adorned style, because he did not then understand its

Interiora, i.e., inward beauty; but when his mind was illuminated to understand them,

no writing appeared so wise or even eloquent. Gregory Nanzianzen, a man of

prodigious wit and learning, when he came to take to the study of this sacred

philosophy, vilifies all other ornaments of literature amongst the Greek philosophers.
And not only Nanzianzen did so, but the learned Paul also. By the very precepts of

25 James Campbell, The Influence of the Second Sophistic on the Style of the Sermons of St. Basil the Great
(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1922).

% Gregory of Nazianzus, “Nativity Homily” in PG 43 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).
27 Anna M. Silvas, Gregory of Nyssa: The Letters (Leiden: Brill, 2006).

28 Either that or they were so endued with the Second Sophistic tendency to alliterate that their own tendency
overshadowed recognition of a lesser degree in Paul.

29 George A. Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Seculary Tradition from Ancient to Modern
Times, 2nd ed. (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carlina, 1999), 166.
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Rhetoric, which may be one man’s eloquence, may be another’s folly, because the
style must be suited to the various circumstances of persons and things.*

It is about as good an explanation of the Father’s varying views on rhetoric that we could
wish for. Scripture was seen as a separate and holy genre, whereas rhetoric depended on human
prejudices. Although the Fathers may have spoken of Scripture with practiced eloquence, they

did not train their focus on the figures of speech to be found in the inspired text.

Donatus and Jerome

The succession of otherwise minor secular treatises represented by P. Rutilius Lupus and
Alexander Numenius, early in the first and second centuries, respectively, reaches an important
intersection with Christianity in the fourth century with the influential grammar of Aelius
Donatus (d. 355).%! The teacher whom Jerome calls “praeceptor meus” and “Orator Urbis
Romae*? and the most influential grammarian and rhetorical theorist of his age considers
paronomasia to be of such importance that he includes it among the seventeen figures
(schematibus) in Book 3 of his famous Ars maior.* Here, Donatus offers Terence’s famous

parechesis amantium/amentium3* and the famous tautogram of Ennius, which he labels

30 Benjamin Keach, Tropologia: A Key to Open Scripture Metaphors in Four Books to which are Prefixed
Arguments to Prove the Divine Authority of the Holy Bible together with Types of the Old Testament (London: City
Press, 1855), preface.

31 John N. Hritzu notes many similarities between the letters of Cicero and those of St. Jerome, including their
use of “Figures of Sound.” See John N. Hritzu, “Jerome the Christian Cicero,” in The Classical Weekly, 37 (1943):
98-101.

32 In Contra Rufinum 1.16, Jerome identifies Donatus as his tutor.

33 Though there are a multitude of figures, Donatus, Ars Grammatica (1543 edition), 117, has reduced the list
to seventeen essential ones, including paronomasia and paroeom: “Quae cum multa sint, ex omnibus necessaria fere
sunt decem et septem, quorum haec sunt nomina: prolepsis, zeugma, hypozeuxis, syllepsis, anadiplosis, anaphora,
epanalepsis, epizeuxis, paronomasia, schesis onomaton, parhomoeon, homoeoptoton, homoeoteleuton, polyptoton,
hirmos, polysyndeton, dialyton.”

34 From Donatus, Ars maior, Book 4: Nam inceptio est amentium haud amantium “for it is an undertaking
worthy of those in their dotage, not of those who dote in love” (amentium “mad persons” and mantium “lovers”
translation by J. Marchand), a clever line from Terence’s second century BC Latin comedy Andreia (1.3.13),
reprinted by Mosellanus and Melanchthon.

35



“paromoeon” and quotes without the usual disapprobation. But the instructor of Jerome includes
in his monumental work no biblical texts. The neatly printed Ars Grammtica of 1543 proves the

undying influence of Donatus in the Reformation period.*

The Medieval Authors

Diomedes (Late Fourth Century)

Following Donatus, is the late fourth century grammarian Diomedes who slightly expands
the definition of Donatus, adding under paronomasia the “figura etymologia” of fugam fugit,
facinora fecit, gratas gratias, pugna pugnata est.*® Diomedes includes these examples along with
“amentium/amantium,” the parechesis from Terence and “si non praetorem te sed praedonem

creavimus.”® Reformation scholars will without qualification repeat this conflation.

Cassiodorus (AD 485-585)

Flavius Magnus Aurelius Cassiodorus Senator, founder of the famous Vivarium, is truly
one of the greatest educators of antiquity. He regarded an understanding of rhetoric, among other
disciplines, to be an essential aid to the study of Scripture and averred that figures of speech
began not with the Greeks but in Scripture. He writes, “We can understand much in sacred
literature as well as in the most learned interpreters through figures of speech.”

With Cassiodorus’s Expositio psalmorum (AD 540-550) we find the first known Christian

35 Isidorus lunior treatise on the figures of speech written after the Etymologiae of Isidore of Seville (d. 636)
and no later than c. 670, uses Donatus’s Ars minor but adds a range of biblical examples of figures, many of them
borrowed from works by Augustine and Jerome, according to James E. G. Zetzel, Critics, Compliers, and
Commentators: An Introduction to Roman Philology 200 BCE to 800 CE (New York: Oxford University Press,
2018), 216.

36 “Flight fly”; “Doing was doing”; “Grace welcome”; “The battle being fought.”
37 “Not a pretorium but a place for predators.”

38 Cassiodorus, Institutione, 2.27.1.
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recognition of wordplay in the Old Testament: three instances of paronomasia (denominatio) in
the Latin of Psalms, for example, Ps 102:8 “miserator et misericors”—but mere figura
etymologica.*® Nonetheless, Cassiodorus boasts at the conclusion of his Expositio psalmorum:

“We have shown that the series of psalms is crammed with ... figures.”*

The Venerable Bede

The figures that Cassiodorus identified in his Expositio Psalmorum are more widely known
from The Venerable Bede’s early eighth century De schematibus et tropis. Along with selections
from the Old Testament and from Vergil, Bede identifies various (seventeen) figures of speech in
several New Testament books, including the first published example of paronomasia from the
New Testament, from Paul, in fact.** Unfortunately, it is in Latin: Phil 3:2—3a,
concisionem/circumcisio. Had Bede been working in Greek, he could have noted the original
paronomasia: katatopnv/teptrous.

To his credit, Bede is keenly aware of the limitations due to departure from the original
language and in his later work, De orthographia, will refer to the original Greek. Among other
figures related to sound and sense found in the DST is toAvmtmtov (polyptoton), as in Rom

11:36, “cum diversis casibus,” by which Bede means the “diverse cases” of the Vulgate’s

3% One translation is found in Cassiodorus, Expositio Psalmorum, ed. M. Adriaen, Magni Aurelii Cassiodori
Expositio Psalmorum, CCSL 97, 98 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1958).

40 Senator Cassiodorus, Cassiodorus: “Institutions of Divine and Secular Learning” and “One the Soul,”
trans. James W. Halporn, (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2004), 68. In Etymologiarum sive originum Libri
xx of Isidore of Seville (AD 673-735), “perhaps the most widely used encyclopaedia of late antiquity [which]
[i]ncludes a survey of the figures of speech,” according to Quentin Skinner, Reason and Rhetoric, 151, the author
uses the favored term “paronomasia” for the collocation Abire/obire, as well as for this sibilant sequence from the
Aeneid 1.295: Saeva sedens super arma. Isadora of Seville, Etymologiarum 1.36.12 (San Isidoro de Sevilla
Etimologias, Biblioeca de autores Cristianos Madrid, MMIV), 324. For a recent English translation see Isidore of
Seville’s Etymologies: The Complete English Translation of Isidori Hispalensis Episcopi Etymologiarum sive
Originum Libri xx. Vol. 1. trans. Priscilla Throop (Charlotte, VT: MedievalMS, 2005).

41 Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages, 77, calculates that “Bede defines and exemplifies 17 schemata and a
total of 28 tropi, using 122 Scriptural passages for his examples.”
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guoniam ex ipso et per ipsum et in ipso omnia ipsi gloria in saecula amen. He also repeats
Donatus’s example of “Paromoeon.”

Bede draws on Donatus’s list of figures of speech, but the content is more indebted to
Isidorus lunior and to Cassiodorus’ Expositio psalmorum. In essence, Bede Christianizes
Donatus’s Ars Grammatica, substituting examples from the Bible for those from the classical
authors of Donatus. Thus, DST provides illustrations of figures from Psalms, Genesis, and many
other Old Testament books and from the New Testament, Matthew, John, Galatians, Ephesians,
1 Corinthians, and Romans, but no parechesis in the New Testament.

Paronomasia is the eighth figure that Bede defines as nearly similar (pene similis) words
with different meanings (significatio diversa). This definition is well suited to Hermogenic
parechesis. But Bede fails to nuance the matter, offering two very different examples. The first is
Psalm 26:6, In te consisi sunt et non sunt confuse (“They confided in you and were not
confounded”), which involves mere common prefixes.* On the other hand, in the Old Testament,
Bede explicitly cites the Hebrew Vorlage in commenting on what he calls the paronomasia at

Isaiah 5:7: vOWA[Y 1 and ndWn; TRTY[7] and 7RYY: “The prophet Isaiah demonstrated this figure

most elegantly in his own language,” Bede observes, “when he said: ‘I looked for him to do
judgment, and behold iniquity, and looked for righteousness and behold a cry.””** This

soundplay from lsaiah is true parechesis, perhaps the most blatant example in the Old Testament.

42 7etzel, Critics, Compliers, and Commentators, 216-17.

43 As one translator of DST observes, “Bede's complete revision of the fund of examples also provides an
occasion to check the flow of terms and definitions as of the early eighth century.... Opacities in the definitions
remain,” Gussie Hecht Tanenhause, “Bede’s De schematibus et tropis—a translation,” Quarterly Journal of Speech
48 (1962), 237-53, repr. in Reading in Medieval Rhetoric, ed. J. M. Miller et al. (Bloomington, IN: Indiana
University Press, 1973), 96-122.

44 Bede, DST 1.142-43, the translation Tanenhause, “Bede’s De schematibus et tropis,” 14748, reflecting
Bede’s Latin.
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Thus, we see in the historically important DST of Bede the long overdue recognition of
centuries of neglect of the original languages, wherein figures of sound are all but lost, except for
what is reflected coincidentally in translation. A second issue of language, the dilemma of the
secular versus profane, Bede addresses by giving “pride of place” to the rhetoric of biblical
literature:

And indeed the Greeks boast that they were the discoverers of such figures and

tropes. But so that you might know ... that Holy Scripture holds pride of place over

other writings, not only in authority, because it is divine, and in utility, because it

leads to eternal life, but in antiquity and in its very circumstance of speaking, it has

pleased me to show with examples collected from Scripture that the masters of

secular eloquence can offer nothing in the way of schemes or tropes that did not
appear first in it.*s

Bede is echoing the claim for eloquence of the Scripture first made by Augustine in De doctrina
christiana.

The question of Scripture’s comparability to the classics will continue to evoke Christian
responses in the centuries to follow, but the question of Scripture’s relation to the discipline of
rhetoric is now settled. During the Reformation both Protestant and Catholics will comprehend

that rhetoric is a valuable exegetical tool.

East and West: Two Divergent Streams

Before opening rhetorical treatises on figures of speech from the Reformation period, we
must retrace an important historical divergence. The appreciation of Greek rhetoric that we have
seen in Cicero’s own treatise represents, by the first century AD, a complete appropriation by

Latin rhetoricians. But for centuries following, secular Greek and Latin rhetorical traditions

45 Bede, DST 1.142-43, translated from the original Latin: Et quidem gloriantur Graeci talium se figurarum
siue troporum fuisse repertores. Sed ut cognoscas ... quia sancta Scriptura ceteris omnibus scripturis non solum
auctoritate, quia diuina est, uel utilitate, quia ad uitam ducit aeternam, sed et antiquitate et ipsa praeeminet
positione dicendi, placuit mihi collectis de ipsa exemplis ostendere quia nihil huiusmodi schematum siue troporum
ualent praetendere saecularis eloquentiae magistri, quod non in illa praecesserit.
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diverge along lines East and West. In the West, Ad Herennium and the Ciceronian tradition
dominate; Hermogenes is known only in the East, relied on by Eustathius at the end of the
twelfth century. Quintilian’s Institutes, however, for reasons permanently lost to history,

disappeared from the West until its timely rediscovery in the fifteenth century (see below).

The East

Hermogenes

The secular school of Hermogenes apparently operated in Tarsus at the end of the second
century AD, a hundred years after Paul’s death. The precocious rhetor Hermogenes, of whom it
is said the emperor himself traveled from Rome to hear his orations, wrote treatises on rhetoric at
a young age. It is out of this ostensible institution and one of these works that the term
“parechesis” comes. It did not, however, come to the West until the fifteenth century.

Hermogenes’s definition of parechesis is found in the brief treatise originally titled I7ep:
Evpesewc, known in English today as On Invention. Hermogenes’s illustrations from Homer are
particularly important. They illustrate the truth that if the formal codification of rhetoric awaited
Aristotle’s sense of classification, the use of soundplay can be identified in the earliest Greek
literature regardless, centuries prior to Aristotle and, what is more, that this scheme of writing
and speaking Greek was known at the time of Paul.

Hermogenes’s definition and examples, as we have shown, illustrate the particular
phenomenon in a way that eluded the Ciceronians. The pure concept signified in the term
parechesis survived not in Latin, which has no precise name for it, but in Greek. The classic
definition of parechesis is denied the Western Church until the fifteenth century, when the
Hermogenic treatises physically arrive on the shores of Italy. But for centuries, Hermogenes was

unknown in the West.
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And yet, Hermogenes had his rightful place in the East. “The corpus of five rhetorical
works attributed to Hermogenes of Tarsus (fl. second century AD) was the most influential body
of Greek rhetorical texts from the sixth to the fifteenth century,” historian Peter Mack reports.*®
Hermogenes’s Art of Rhetoric became “the standard text for teaching rhetoric in the Greek-
speaking world of later antiquity,” writes Janet B. Davis.*’

Not until the fifteenth century would Hermogenes be introduced to Western Christianity,*
yet with less than full appreciation. Here, Baliff and Moran sum up the historical awareness of
Hermogenes, his all too brief emergence in European Christendom:

Hermogenes’ name and precepts of technical rhetoric began reaching the West before

the fall of Constantinople in 1453.... As humanists in the West grew familiar with the

work, it became a resource for scholars who were trying to forge rhetorics for Italian,

French, and other vernaculars. Numerous editions and translations came out in the

sixteenth century, and Renaissance theorists were especially interested in “On Style.”

... After the Renaissance, Hermogenes’ Art of Rhetoric settled into relative obscurity

until recently.*

Baliff and Moran’s history came out in the same year as the first translation into English of
Hermogene’s full definition of parechesis; “until recently” means 2005. We note in their
summary that “Renaissance theorists were especially interested in ‘On Style’”—but the
definition of parechesis was found in “On Invention” (IZep: Evpeocog). Historian Thomas
Conley’s summary of East meets West includes mention of the two Greek authors whose works
are most important to this dissertation:

[An important] part of the story of new influence on Renaissance rhetoric is that of

the infiltration of Greek rhetorics into the universities and studies of Western
scholars. This, in turn, occurred in two stages, the first George of Trebizond’s

46 Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 40-41.

47 Janet B. Davis, “Hermogenes of Tarsus,” pages 194-202 in Classical Rhetoric and Rhetoricians: Critical
Studies and Sources, ed. Michelle Ballif and Michael G. Moran (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2005), 195.

48 Humanist George Trebizond is credited with introducing the Hermogenic corpus to Italy (see Thomas M.
Conley, Rhetoric in the European Tradition, 114-18).

49 Ballif and Moran, Classical Rhetoric, 201.
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Rhetoricorum libri quinque and the second the acquisition and eventual publication
by Aldo Manuzio of manuscripts of the Greek authors themselves—in particular, of
Aristotle’s Rhetoric and of the works of Hermogenes, both for the first time.°

The arrival again of Aristotle in the West excited new interest in rhetoric among some
Reformation scholars, including Melanchthon, but Hermogenes had little impact on the
Reformation understanding of Pauline style. The term parechesis will appear almost
unpredictably in Reformation and post-Reformation history, including among biblical scholars,
but almost always without the proper definition. It is a sad fact of history that the work of
Hermogenes from which the term parechesis originates was not translated into English until the

twenty-first century.

Eustathius (AD 1199)

After Aristotle and Hermogenes, the other Greek scholar and rhetorician most important to
this dissertation is Eustathius, the Christian Archbishop of Thessalonica whose twelfth century
scholia identified parechesis in Homer. However, the Archbishop did not apparently identify the
same in the Bible.

Reputed to be the greatest scholar of his era,** Eustathius drew on the Hermogenic term and
published over a hundred examples of parechesis found in Homer: AAfjiov/dAdto/dlecivav?;

ELEIVIENOETV; mOAepovimwlfjoot; koiumoe/kopota; Podmviiapav; vaua/povva, Gopdc/udooc,>

%0 Conley, Rhetoric in the European Tradition, 114. George Kennedy has also observed that there are “a
number of Byzantine works on figures of speech that show Hermogenes’ influence,” (Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric,
189).

51 The Byzantine historian Nicetas Choniates, who wrote the definitive history of the Eastern Roman Empire
and was himself a pupil of Eustathius, lauded his teacher as the most learned man of his age. He calls Eustathius 6
ToADG Kai péyog év Adyorg in Nicetae Choniatae Historia, ed. Jan Louis van Dieten (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975), 216,
further praising him at 307.

52 This from Hermogenes.

%3 See Eustathius, Eustathii Archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad Homerii lliadem Pertinentes,
trans. Marchinus van der Valk, 4 vols. (Leiden: Brill, 1971). The distinctly different meanings of the collocated
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etc, including many examples of proper name soundplay. Eustathius also introduced the term
yevdomapnynotg to describe instances, as Caragounis puts it, “not quite attaining to the level of a
proper parechesis,”* in the inimitable judgment of the scholiast.

The dates are important to keep in mind: at the very end of the twelfth century Eustathius
drew on the nomenclature of Hermogenes of Tarsus of the second century to describe a
phonological phenomenon evidenced in the eighth century BC., which Aristotle had abstrusely
identified as a figure of speech in the fourth century BC. Chrys Caragounis makes an important
though obvious point when he writes that Eustathius is “laying before us the long tradition in the
occupation with the rhetorical aspects of texts” and that “these texts have not become
paronomasiai and parecheseis all of a sudden in Eustathios’ reading ... but were often intended
as such already by their authors and were read and heard as wordplays all along by the previous
generations of Greeks.”

Over the centuries, classicists have noted the same figure of speech in a variety of ancient
Greek genres, from proverbs and poetry to comedy and tragedy,> from mundane catalogue lists
to histories and religious material.5” Many of these collocations of similar-sounding words from

different roots bear a marked resemblance to word pairs found in the epistles of Paul.

The West: The Reformation and the Convergence of Greek and Latin Streams

Among the many rebirths of the Reformation and Renaissance era is the rediscovery and

lexemes are, respectively, Algion Palin/wandered/shunning; to wither/to come; war/to buy; sleep/waves; to throw/to
receive; flowing water/manna; and anger/myth.

54 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 458 n204.
% Caragounis, Development of Greek, 460.

%6 For a model study focusing on alliteration in the Greek tragedies, see Christian Riedel, Alliteration bei den
drei grossen griechischen Tragikern (PhD diss., Erlangen, 1900).

57 “These novelities occur in poetry as well as in prose,” wrote Aristotle (Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.6 [Freese,
LCL]).
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renewed interest in rhetoric in the West. With respect to figures of speech, there is a pattern of
expansion and contraction of lists evident amid the proliferation of published manuals. No new
work on rhetoric will dominate, however, as much as an old one rediscovered.

In 1416, the long-forgotten text of Quintilian’s Institutes was rediscovered.% James
Murphy notes the historical importance: the discovery of Institutio oratoria along with the
“renewed popularity of Cicero’s long-neglected De oratore is another hallmark of this fifteenth-
century reorientation.”>® Now Reformation scholars, a century later, would have available to
them the works of the triumvirate of Latin rhetoric: the author of Ad Herennium, Cicero, and
Quintilian.

A second major discovery went less well-noticed.

George Trebizond (1395-1472) and the Reintroduction of Hermogenes

The same year as Quintilian’s rediscovery, George Trebizond or Trapezentius of Crete, the
“last important figure in Byzantine rhetoric,” according to George Kennedy, arrived in Italy,
bringing with him a rare commodity: “a knowledge of the Hermogenic tradition, unknown to the
West.”® In his own Rhetorica libri V of 1433-1434, first printed in Venice,® Trapezentius makes
available to Latin readers the insights of Greek rhetoric, especially the corpus of five rhetorical

works attributed to Hermogenes of Tarsus and including the concept of parechesis.

The Manuals: Pre-Reformation and Reformation

“The renaissance had brought with it a renewed interest in rhetorical theory among the

%8 For Poggio Bracciolini’s rediscovery of the complete text see Remigio Sabbadini, Le Scoperte dei Codici
Latini e Greci ne’ Secoli XIV e XV, vol. 1, ed. G. C. Sansoni (Firenze, 1967), 78.

%9 Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages, 89.
80 Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric, 195.
61 Conley, Rhetoric in the European Tradition, 115.
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scholars of the day,” writes R. Dean Anderson,®? but it is just as true to say the converse.
Rhetoric itself was reintroduced as a major part of the mix of new and old ideas that came to be
known as the Renaissance. With the invention of the printing press, some of these ancient
rhetorical treatises were reissued—for example, the fourth century De figuris lexeos by
Rufininus was published in Leipzig in 1521—and Reformation and Renaissance rhetoricians
drew on and republished the lists of figures and tropes from Donatus® and from Bede’s De
schematibus et tropis.5* The chain of rhetorical treatises dating back now at least to Cicero was
now unbroken. But Renaissance and Reformation rhetoricians also wrote their own manuals of
rhetoric, many which included tropes and figures based on these ancient models.% This crop of
new treatises was brought forth by scholars many of whom, no mere coincidence, were major
players in the Reformation.® Important to this dissertation, with the Reformation there is
renewed interest in figures of speech by New Testament scholars.

True to the ad fontes spirit of the time, the manuals listed and defined figures, “sometimes

giving both Greek and Latin names.”” Although several rhetorical treatises, most of them

52 Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul (Leuven: Peters, 1999), 14.

83 See J. Brennan, “The Epitome Troporum ac Schematum of Joannes Susenbrotus: Text, Translation and
Commentary,” Ph.D dissertation, University of Illinois, 1953, iii—Vvii; and H. Keil (ed) Grammatici Latini, | (Leipzig,
1867), iv 1864, n12.

64 Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 211.

8 Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 211. Mack has collected data on the craze of publications of
manuals of rhetoric in the Gutenberg era. “Between 1460 and 1620,” he calculates, “more than 800 editions of
classical rhetoric texts were printed all over Europe” and “between 1489 and 1620, approximately 180 known
editions of these specialized manuals of tropes and figures.” (Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 2)

% Also of interest is Judah Messer Leon’s The Book of the Honeycomb’s Flow (1475): “The first known work
by a Jewish scholar on the rhetoric of the Hebrew Bible,” its author “the first Jew to compare the language of the
prophets and Psalmists with Cicero’s,” according to Wuellner, “Where is Rhetorical Criticism Taking Us?” 451.
Leon applies examples from classical rhetoric to interpretation of the Old Testament.

57 Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 211.
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derivatives of the Ciceronian tradition, were known in the Middle Ages® and intervening
centuries, none of them had noted parechesis (or alliteration) in Paul. Now with the introduction
of Hermogenes to Western Christianity, scholars for the first time had access to the famous
Greek rhetorician’s insight. But was parechesis raised to awareness among this resurgence of
interest?

In spite of the steady outpouring of rhetorical treatises distributed to the academic
institutions of Germany and surrounding European countries,® not a single instance of
Hermogenic parechesis from the New Testament was published during the Reformation era. Only
Abraham Fraunce’s Arkadian Rhetorika of 1588 employs the term parechesis to singularly
identify the different-root soundplay that Hermogenes had in mind, Fraunce’s examples all from
Homer and obviously derived from Eustathius. Agricola, Mancinelli, Erasmus, Mosellanus, and
Melanchthon, relying heavily on the Latin tradition—and on each other—all fail to note

parechesis in Paul.

Mancinelli (1493)

The “Tabula Figuram” of Mancinelli’s fifty-seven page treatise lists 134 figures in
alphabetical order, including paronomasia and paromoeon, and is directly related to Diomedes,
whom he explicitly acknowledges in his paragraph on Paronomasia:”® Mancinelli, in fact, repeats
a version of Diomedes’s “Et non pretorem te sed predonem dicimus””* (along with the misplaced

figura etymologica of fugam fugit; factu facit; and pugna pugnata est).

88 «Rutilius’s De figuris is the earliest surviving example of a rhetorical genre that became very popular in the
Renaissance,” notes Quentin Skinner, Reason and Rhetoric, 150.

8 Peter Mack tabulates the number of editions of rhetorical treatises published during this era (Mack, History
of Renaissance Rhetoric, 31).

0 Antonio Mancinelli, Carmen de figuris & tropis, 1493.

L “And not a pretorium but we say a place for predators.”
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Erasmus (1511)

Erasmus’s De Copia (1511) describes only seventeen figures and offers no mention of
either paronomasia or parechesis and offers no Biblical examples and no examples at all in
Greek, though Homer is mentioned. De Copia’s influence is well known: It became one of the
most important textbooks of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

Erasmus did employ rhetorical analyses of 1 and 2 Corinthians in Paraphrasis chias
Epistolos Pauli ad Cornthios but identified no figures or tropes there either. Erasmus is aware of
Eustathius, however, for in Sono Litterarum he quotes Eustathius on Homer with respect to

pronunciation.

Mosellanus (1516)

The first widely known mention of parechesis among Christians of the sixteenth century
comes from Peter Mosellanus. His Tabulae de schematibus et tropis (Frankfurt, 1516)7 sets an
important precedent for the most popular rhetorical treatises of the Reformation and Renaissance
era.”® As the title indicates, Tabulae offers figures and tropes, more than 160 of them named in
his “Index Figurarum,” all written in Greek letters and including mapovouacio/agnominatio and,
for perhaps the first time in history, Ttopfiynoic.

Among Mosellanus’s well-organized list of figures are several important soundplay devices
in a row: paronomasia, parechesis, schesis onomaton, paroemion’ (that is, alliteration),

homoteleuton, homoeoptoton, and polyoptoton. Mosellanus is not listing the figures here

72 Petrus Mosellanus, Tabulae de schematibus et tropis, iam recens compluribus figuris locupletatae ...
illustratae, per Reinhardum Lorichium; Additum est Antonii Mancinelli Carmen de figuris & tropis (Frankfurt,
1516).

73 On his title page, Mosellanus credits Mancinelli’s Carmen de Figuris & Tropis (1493).

74 Italian poet Joannes Jovianes Pontanus of the fifteenth century is usually credited with the term
“alliteration.”
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alphabetically but rather, it appears, congregating them according to their function: sound- and
wordplay. Paronomasia and parechesis are found on page 11 of the treatise, among the forty
some “Figures of Locutionis” that he defines and illustrates.

Unfortunately, the author makes almost every confusion possible between paronomasia and
parechesis. He defines paronomasia (agnominatio) simply and non-technically: “Tlapovopooio:
Agnominatio, cim iucunda quaedam fit collusio vocum” (paronomasia or agnominatio is “when
there is a pleasant collusion of wordplay.”) He illustrates the figure with four fine examples from

classical authors: from Terrence, Nam inception est amentium, haud amantium (via Donatus);

from Cicero via Diomedes, Sicilia te non Praetorem, sed praedonem habuit (“Sicily considers

you not a praetor but a prisoner/prey”)’; and the clever proverb, Septem convivium, novem
convitium (“Seven for dinner, nine for noise”). Each of these clearly involves soundplay on
words of different roots. Then, still under the heading ITapovouacio, come several proper name
plays that follow a compound conjunction pattern of “not this but that,” for example,

Non in aula natus es, sed in caula (“Not in a palace hall were you born, but in a
sheepfold”).

Lastly, Mosellanus offers a (disputed) Pauline example, from 2 Timothy: @iAndovot
udrrov fi piideor—clearly an example of same-root wordplay.™

Immediately following the entries on ITapovopacia, Mosellanus makes what is very
possibly sixteenth century Christendom’s first published introduction to the term wapiymoig.” It

is a historic reprisal of the long forgotten Hermogenic term, Mosellanus here is on the verge of

75 See the similar but superior example from Romanus: Praetor iste, vel potius praedo sociorum.
76 The appending of a biblical, in fact New Testament, example follows Bede’s presentation in DST.
7 Mosellanus is not listing the figures alphabetically but according to function.

78 University of Marburg professor Reinhard Lorich seems to be the source of Mosellanus’s knowledge of
parechesis.
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an important historical Neufundland, but his entries only confuse the matter. Parechesis is only
“slightly different from Paronomasia” (Parum a Paronomasia differ), he attempts to explain,
before illustrating the figure with Diomedes’s run of figura etymologica copied from Mancinelli:
Fugam fugis, pugna pugnata est, etc.”

Just at the point where Mosellanus might have made a distinction for the Reformation
theologians, he fails to nuance the terms.

Then, quite inexplicably, Mosellanus appends an example that is of a completely different
species than the figura etymologicae, and it is from Hermogenes himself (without attribution):
Youia pio vadg. This example from the Hermogenic corpus clearly belongs in the prior section,
which itself should have been titled Parechesis.

Thus, parechesis makes a brief, ambiguous, and unimpressive appearance in Reformation
print. Mosellanus uses the Hermogenic term and one Hermogenic example but not
Hermogenes’s definition,® as the Latin tradition dominates his thinking. (Julianus Rufinias,
Cicero, and Quintilain are all mentioned in the treatise.) Indeed, in his jumble of examples
parchesis differs little from paronomasia—a common mistake in subsequent history as well.®

In sum, Mosellanus’s treatise is important historically more for what it shades toward than
what it sheds light on. He manages to properly include under “ITapovouacio” the same root

wordplay of 2 Timothy, eiAridovor/eild0eot and, under Topiynotg, Tapia pio vadg (“Samia, my

9 “Flight fly”; “The battle is fought.”

80 We can deduce that Reinhard Lorich whom Mosellanus credits in the title page for illustrations, a professor
of theology and philosophy at the University of Marburg, apparently knew the Hermogenic corpus (see George
Alexander Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and Rhetoric: Translated with
Introduction and Notes by George A. Kennedy [Boston: Brill, 2003], 89-90).

81 For example, see Lightfoot, Blass, and A. T. Robertson below.
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ship”),% the last example from Hermogenes’s On Style. But no parechesis from Paul or the Bible
is anywhere to be seen. Although he includes the term parechesis—and thereby we know that
Reformation era theologians have access to the insights of Hermogenes—he does not appreciate
the distinctive of this unique figure of speech. In fact, the Greek of Hermogenes is but a
tendentious addition to Mosellanus’s scholarship that will not hold to the main branch. In later
editions of Mosellanus’s work, the term parechesis will fall out (see below). Due to Mosellanus’s
influence on subsequent treatises, in particular on those of Melanchthon and Susenbrotus,
Western Christendom and the Protestant Reformation missed an historic opportunity to
unambiguously introduce the term and the concept of parechesis into biblical exegesis.

Mosellanus had no small influence on European education. According to The Cambridge
History of English and American Literature, Mosellanus’s figures were “commonly alluded to”
in the sixteenth century English school curricula.®® Richard Sherry, in the first English handbook
of figures of speech will credit Mosellanus:

Mosellanus hath in his tables showed a few figures of grammar, and so hathe

confounded them together, that his second order called of Loquucion pertaineth rather
to the rhetoricians then to his purpose.®

Indeed, Mosellanus has “confounded” the matter. The important figure of parechesis will
not cross the English Channel. In the combined work of Mosellanus, Erasmus, and Melanchthon

of 1533,% parechesis has disappeared from the list of figures. The 1540 edition of Mosellanus,

82 “Flight fly; Doing was doing; Grace welcome; Greta decretali; The battle being fought; Samia, my ship.”
The last example is from Hermogenes.

8 The Cambridge History of English and American Literature in 18 Volumes (1907-21), vol. 3, Renascence
and Reformation XIX. English Universities, Schools and Scholarship in the Sixteenth Century. Section 7. (New
York: Putnam, 1907-21).

8 Richard Sherry, A Treatise of Schemes and Tropes (London: John Day, 1550).

8 Tabulae de schematibus & tropis Petri Mosellani. In rhetorica philippi Melanchthonis, in Erasmi Roter.
Libellem de duplici copia, Antuerpiae: Martinum Caesarem, 1533.
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De schematibus et tropis tabulae (printed in Nuremberg) has no mention of parechesis at all. The
phantom appearance of parechesis in the tabulae of 1516 made no impression to speak of on the

Reformation.

Melanchthon (1519 and following)

This is not to say, however, that rhetoric in general had no effect. Following Agricola,
Mancinelli, Erasmus, and Mosellanus, a particularly strong tradition of appreciation of rhetoric is
evident within Lutheranism. Melanchthon, the Praeceptor Germaniae, makes his own
contributions. The publication dates for Melanchthon’s three treatises on rhetoric are strikingly
consonant with historically important years of the Reformation: 1519, 1521, and 1531. De
rhetorica libri tres (after Aristotle’s Ars rhetorica) appeared in 1519 and was reprinted three
more times in the crucial decade of the 1520s; Institutiones rhetoricae (a title apparently
honoring Quintilian’s work) was first printed in 1521 and was revised in 1531 and printed as
Elementorum rhetorices libri 11, which edition was often reprinted and revised again in 1542;
and in 1523 Encomium Eloquentiae was published.®

Melanchthon wrote De Rhetorica Libri Tres—the three-book format modeled apparently
after Aristotle’s divisions®”—and Institutiones rhetoricae based on lecture notes from his
students at Wittenburg. In the latter, Melanchthon follows Mosellanus but with additions of his
own.® Institutiones rhetoricae is a classical approach to rhetoric, showing clearly the influence

direct or indirect of the Latin handbooks, featuring discussions of persuasion and the parts of an

8 See Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory, 14-15.
87 At Wittenberg in 1519 Melanchthon edited Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica.
8 See Mack, Elizabethan Rhetoric, 85.
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oration before proceeding to figures of speech, among the Elementa Rhetorices.® The names of
figures and tropes are offered in both Greek and Latin, with brief, handbook-like definitions. In
De rhetorica, Melanchthon lists over 200 figures and tropes but with only cursory definitions
and few Scriptural examples. As one scholar puts it, Melanchthon “skipped through the tropes
with a brevity akin to terseness, giving examples only from classical literature.”® Indeed, in
Book 3 Melanchthon devotes barely a full page to “Schemata,” with no mention of parechesis.

Among the seventy figures under “De Rhetoricis Schematibus” in Institutiones rhetoricae,
Melanchthon does include “AGNOMINACIO,” giving precedence to the Latin name over the
Greek “paronomasia,” terms that appear handwritten in Latin and Greek letters, respectively.
From Donatus via Mosellanus he repeats amentium/amantium and the proper name soundplay
Oneri/honori, and adds the long transmitted ex oratore arator, all examples of pure parechesis, a
Greek term he does not employ, though he knows Mosellanus and he notes from Cicero the
Greek-Latin connection with respect to soundplay, quoting Graeci vocant tapovopocio.®

A master of the Greek language and the Teacher of Germany, Melanchthon includes but
one example from Paul, the obvious paronomasia of 2 Cor 4:8, drnopoduevot AL’ ovk
g€amopovpuevol (and not Mosellanus’s 2 Timothy). In Elementorum Rhetorices Libri 11,
Melanchthon adds a cognate example that, not without irony, has theologians in view: ex
theologo matelogus.

The polymath Melanchthon was “a rhetorician in his own right like Augustine,” Duane F.

8 Clearly, Melanchthon is familiar with the history of rhetoric. His first book on the subject, De Rhetorica
Libri Tres (the three-book model of Aristotle and his last, Encomium Eloquentiae, bears a title the first word boldly
Gorgian, the second a synonym in the Latin handbooks for style.

% Richard Rex, Reformation Rhetoric: Thomas Swynnerton's The Tropes and Figures of Scripture, Issue 1 of
Renaissance Texts from Manuscript, ed. Richard Rex (Cambridge: RTM, 1999), 34. Melanchthon does give one
example of paronomasia from Paul. See below.

%1 “Greeks call paronomasia.” Cicero, De or. 2.63.256.
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Watson reminds us. “His rhetorical commentaries on Romans and Galatians use Greco-Roman
conventions of invention, arrangement, and style.”®? But, it must be said, Melanchthon made no
great contribution to our understanding of Pauline style. At the start of the Reformation,
Melanchthon certainly has Hermogenes available to him but relies on the Latin precedents in
penning his Institutiones rhetoricae.

The influence of Melanchthon in Protestant Germany and elsewhere in Europe is
incalculable, but what he fails to transmit also has consequences. No known instances of
Hermogenic parechesis from the New Testament are published during the Protestant
Reformation.

If Melanchthon had “skipped through” a treatment of style, overlooking biblical examples,
he nonetheless gave impetus to a long run of English manuals on style. The first part of
Institutiones rhetoricae, on argumentation, was reprised in the first English treatise on rhetoric,
The Arte or Crafte of Rhethoryke (London, 1532) by Leonard Cox, a friend and disciple of
Melanchthon at Tlbingen.®* Also inspired by Melanchthon, the Englishman Richard Sherry
broke ground in England mid-century with the publication of his own A Treatise of Schemes and
Tropes in 1550, as modern editor Herbert Hildebrandt enthusiastically remarks, “permitting the

figures to march, for the first time, in English.”

92 Duane Watson, “Rhetorical Criticism,” in The Blackwell Companion to the New Testament, 166. Watson,
who has achieved one of the best modern rhetorical analyses of any New Testament book to date (Duane F. Watson,
Invention, Arrangement, and Style: Rhetorical Criticism of Jude and 2 Peter, SBL [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988]),
might have also mentioned Melanchthon’s historical appreciation of figures of speech. Similarly, Calvin analyzes
Romans rhetorically in his omnes D. Pauli Novi Testamenti Epistolas, atque atia in Epistola ad Hebraeos
commenaaria luculentissima, noting some paronomasia.

9 For more on the influence of these, see Rita Copeland, ed., The Oxford History of Classical Reception in
English Literature: Vol. 1: 800-1558 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 520.

% Herbert W. Hildebrandt, ed., A Treatise of Schemes and Tropes (Gainesville, FL: Scholars Facsimiles and
Reprints, 1961), viii.
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Susenbrotus (1540)

Protestants were by no means the only scholars interested in rhetoric. German humanist
and Roman Catholic Joannes Susenbrotus (1484/1485-1542/1543), whose dates very closely
parallel Luther’s, wrote Christian poems and a Latin textbook, Grammaticae artis institutio, and
one important rhetoric manual, his Epitome troporum ac schematum (1540), which borrows from
Erasmus, Mosellanus, and the Reformation leader Melanchthon.®* Susenbrotus also draws on the
ancient Latin rhetoricians, Ad Herennium, Quintilian, Rutilius Lupus, and Aquila Romanus.® In
presenting figures, Susenbrotus imitated Melanchthon’s order but expanded Melanchthon’s list
from the year 1521. Included among this “exhaustive” " list of 132 figures and tropes are the
synonymous terms “agnominatio,” “prosonomasia,” “paresia,” and “paronomasia,” with
examples from ancient literature, but no “parechesis.”%

In the preface of his broadly influential treatise, Susenbrotus admonishes his students and
teachers to identify the tropes and figures in the texts they are reading. Ignorance of the tropes
and figures will impede understanding.® In this respect he joins Augustine and Cassiodorus in
explicitly commending figures of speech as exegetical aids.

“Many other texts on style were written in the sixteenth century,” notes George Kennedy,
who is one of the most important historians of rhetoric, especially for Christian exegetes.

“Among handbooks of tropes and figures that had repeated printings and were used in schools

% See Mack, Elizabethan Rhetoric, 85.
% Mack, History of Renaisannce Rhetoric, 218.

9 Mack, History of Renaisannce Rhetoric, 218, perhaps prematurely calls this list “exhaustive.” Later English
treatises will number around 300 figures.

% See J. Brennan, “The Epitome Troporum ac Schematum of Joannes Susenbrotus: Text, Translation and
Commentary,” Ph.D diss. (University of Illinois, 1953), iii—Vii.

9 Joannes Susenbrotus, Epitome troporum ac schematum: Text, Translation, and Commentary, trans. Joseph
Xavier Brennan (Champaign-Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1953), 3.
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over a long period of time and in many countries were [Mosellanus’ and Susenbrotus’].”*%
Susenbrotus’s influence was indeed far and wide, to students all over Europe—including

Shakespeare who draws on many of Susenbrotus’s examples.®

Soarez (1562)

The most popular rhetorical treatise of the second half of the sixteenth century was from
another Roman Catholic. Soarez’s De arte rhetorica libri tres of 1562) was “the most successful
rhetoric of the second half of the sixteenth century,” according to Mack, a handbook that became
“the textbook of choice in the Jesuit schools established across Europe and in the new worlds of
America and Asia.”*? Its full title continues as ex Aristotele, Cicerone & Quintiliano, notably

excluding Hermogenes. It, too, has no examples of parechesis.

Ramus, Talon (1548), Fraunce (1588)

Peter Ramus, the Protestant Reformation martyr in Paris, has been unfairly disparaged for
his reorganization of Aristotlean-Ciceronian rhetoric, as one who “reduced” rhetoric to figures of
speech. In truth, his protégées, Omer Talon and his English translator, poet Abraham Fraunce,
made valuable contributions to that important aspect of rhetoric. Peter Mack asserts the
importance of Talon: “After Susenbrotus, the next major contribution to the study of the tropes
and figures was the publication of Omer Talon’s Rhetorica (Paris, 1548), which enjoyed more

than 100 editions before 1620.” 1 Three quarters of the work was devoted to tropes and

100 Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric, 245.

101 See Stefan Daniel Keller, The Development of Shakespeare’s Rhetoric: A Study of Nine Plays (Tubingen:
Verlag GmbH, 2009).

102 Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 9.

103 Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 221-22.
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figures,*** thus a skewed presentation of the ancient rhetoric according to Aristotle but one that
kept alive an interest in style among French scholars.

Fraunce’s rhetorical treatise,'® written in Latin and English with examples from many
languages, including Greek, includes what he calls “Paronomasia” among the twenty-two figures
he defines. His definition of paronomasia, however, belongs to classic parechesis: Paronomasia,
he suggests, is “the repetition of sounds.” Fraunce goes on: “It followeth to speake of the
repetition of sounds somewhat unlike, as paronomasia and polyptoton. Paronomasia,
Agnominatio, allusion is when a word is changed in signification by changing of a letter or
sillable.”% This is the classic definition of Hermogenic parechesis.

Following his brief definition are ten or so examples from Homer, some of which are clear
examples of parechesis that are relevant to Pauline studies. Fraunce’s third example, from Il.
2.29, features nasal clusters: &va pfjva pévov (“One month remaining . . .””); the collocation is not
unlike, for example, what we find in 1 Thessalonians: du®v pveiav Toovpevot ... UMV ...
uvnuovevovteg budv (1 Thess 1:2-3). Fraunce shows alliteration with 6g6¢ in Od.16.187-88a,
o® tig Tot1 0ed¢ eipt: i u’ dbavaroow Eiokelg; as well as diog Odvooeng (Od. 16.187-188a); Paul
frequently alliterates with the divine title (see Table 3). Fraunce’s fourth example apparently
calls attention to the rhyme of the aligned first words of a bicolon, Il. 2.485-486:

vueic yoap Oeai éote mapeoté te 161€ 1€ MAVTO,
NUeETS € KAEOG 010V AKOVOLEV 0VOE Tt OpeV.1o

104 Mack, History of Renaissance Rhetoric, 221-22.
105 1t is possible that Fraunce’s Arkadian Rhetorika published in 1588 is a translation of Talon’s work.
196 Fraunce, The Arcadian Rhetorike, Book 1, Cap. 24.

107 Aristotle called the similarity of sound at the beginning or end of clauses “paromoiosis,” claiming, “At the
beginning the similarity is always shown in entire words.” (Aristotle, Rhet., 3.11.6 [Freese, LCL]).
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Fraunce keenly juxtaposes two similar verses Il. 5.11 and 14.3 to illustrate two separate pairs of
parechesis (italics mine):
Dyyevg 18ai6¢ te paymg €V €id6te maonc. (1. 5.11)
‘ppadleo die Moyaov dmwg Eotar tade Epya... (11, 14.3)18

Further, he offers examples of parechesis from other languages, from French, La loi non

par Platon, ains par Pluton ecrite; and Perde repos & repas.t® The English poet Fraunce also

adds some obvious examples of rhyme from his native tongue, for instance: “But namelesse hee,
for blamelesse he shal bee.”

These few examples from four languages, especially the Greek from Homer, offer helpful
insights into the definition of parechesis and might have served as a paradigm for Pauline

soundplay. No one in the Reformation era made that connection.

Conclusion to Reformation Treatises

Unfortunately, few sixteenth century rhetors heeded the Hermogenic nomenclature, which
George Trebizond is credited with bringing to European shores. Greek treatises were admired
because they were Greek but perhaps for that very reason were never fully comprehended by the
Latin tradition of scholarship. Among soundplay devices, the diffuse Ciceronian term
“paronomasia” will dominate and the more interesting figure of parechesis will be lost among the
rather mundane examples of different prefixed words in Paul. Where treatises did offer examples
of different-root soundplay, they mislabeled them. In other words, in the Latin West, unclear
definitions and mixed examples obscured the discovery and identification of different-root pairs

in the Pauline text for centuries before and after the Reformation. Hence, little attention has been

108 «“phegeus and Idaeus, both well-skilled in all manner of fighting....” (Il. 5.11). “Explain, good Machaon,
what these works of warfare will be....” (ll. 14.3)

109 “The law was written not by Plato but by Pluto,” and “Loss of rest and meals,” respectively.

57



paid to the Hermogenean phenomenon, though it abounds, as we will show, in the Pauline
epistles. What is not well defined, the history of exegesis seems to prove, is not well seen.

To summarize, the term “parechesis” did not find its way to Italy and the West until the
fifteenth century,**® and not until Omer Talon (1548) or Abraham Fraunce (1588) was it used in
the Hermogenic sense in European print.*** Hermogenes, it appears, will little interest biblical
scholars in the following centuries compared to their fascination with the Latin texts, and in the
centuries that follow one is hard pressed to find the name Hermogenes or a technical use of
parechesis in exegetical studies. In 1751, Wettstein cites Hermogenes (and Eustathius) at the
parechesis of Rom 1:13, and Ernesti in his great lexicon of 1795 will include an historically
important entry on parechesis (see just below). But other major works—Bengel’s Gnomon,
Winer’s Sprachidioms, BDF, and A.T. Robertson’s grammar, for instance—are fairly incautious
or even negligent in the use of the term. At the end of the nineteenth century Bullinger will
impute completely new meaning to the term and, a hundred years later, R. Dean Anderson will
mention neither parechesis nor Hermogenes in his important lexicons at the start of the twenty-

first century.**2 It will not be until 2005 that On Invention is even translated into English.

English Treatises: Reformation to the Twentieth Century

The lineage of rhetorical treatises from the first century to the Reformation era, Germany

first and then on into England, seems to follow this transmission path: Rutilius Lupus (first

110 Conley, Rhetoric in the European Tradition, 114-18, describes the transmission of Hermogenes from
Constantinople to Italy and Europe.

111 Abraham Fraunce, The Arcadian Rhetorike: or The praecepts of rhetorike made plaine by examples
Greeke, Latin, English, Italian, French, Spanish, out of Homers llias, and Odissea, Virgils Aeglogs, [...] and Aeneis,
Sir Philip Sydnieis Arcadia, songs and sonets [...]. (London: Thomas Orwin, 1588), gives ten examples from Homer
under the term ‘“Paronomasia,” some of which are classic parechesis.

112 R, Dean Anderson Jr., Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul (Leuven: Peters, 1999) and Glossary of Greek
Rhetorical Terms (Leuven: Peters, 2000).
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century AD) to Alexander Numenius (second century AD) to Rufinianus (fourth century) to
Donatus and Diomedes (fifth century) to Mancinelli to Mosellanus to Melanchthon (Reformation

era) to Leonard Cox and Richard Sherry (English, sixteenth century).

Leonard Cox (1532)

Although Bede had brought rhetoric to the British Isles, he had brought it in Latin. In 1533,
the first book of rhetoric in English was published, its title conspicuously mimicking Aristotle:
The Arte or Crafte of Rhethoryke by Leonard Cox, a work based on Melanchthon’s rhetoric, also
acknowledging Mosellanus. Again belying the argument that rhetoric was suffering a reduction
into mere stylistic analysis, Cox’s emphasis was on rhetoric as argumentation. In fact, Cox does

not treat style at all.**®

Richard Sherry (1550)

To address that aspect of rhetoric known as style came Richard Sherry of the same
generation.'** Sherry’s work, also inspired by Melanchthon’s, inaugurated a series of manuals of
rhetoric in English devoted exclusively to style, which at the end of the nineteenth century would
culminate in Bullinger’s well-known Figures of Speech, a disappointing work in important
respects but one which offers a few priceless examples of soundplay. These works all either omit
or misuse the term “parechesis.”

It is important to note that these treatises used Scripture at points to illustrate rhetorical
figures and vice versa: rhetorical figures to interpret Scripture. England’s Richard Sherry is one

who will, like Cassiodorus, call upon exegetes to use figures to interpret Scripture.

113 Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric, 247.
114 Richard Sherry, A Treatise of Schemes and Tropes (London: John Day, 1550).
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Sherry’s rhetoric of style is titled Treatise of Schemes and Tropes, Gathered out of the Best
Grammarians and Oratours—by which he means Cicero and Quintilian of the ancients and
Agricola, Mosellanus, Melanchthon, and, most obviously, Erasmus. Sherry includes 65 rhetorical
figures, with both Greek and Latin names, but no parechesis. Sherry's notion of how the study of
figures and tropes fits into a rhetorical curriculum owes much to Agricola and to Melanchthon's
treatment of that subject in his Institutiones, notes historian Thomas Conley.*** But the influence
of Melanchthon is exaggerated. The two works are of entirely different focus, Melanchthon’s
scholarly, Sherry’s encomiastic. What the English treatises seem to lack in erudition compared to
the parallel continental works they make up for in reverence, their audience laymen and
ministers. The question of Scripture’s compatibility with the ancient classics, the profane versus
the sacred, continued to be answered with uplifting praise for biblical literature. Sherry is one
who will echo Augustine’s early reverence for the New Testament and is keenly aware of the
place of style in rhetoric, writing, “For thys dare I say, no eloquente wryter maye be perceived
as he shulde be, wythoute the knowledge of them: for asmuche as al togethers they belonge
to Eloquucion, whiche is the third and principal part of rhetoric.” His endorsement of a
matter of style as the third part of rhetoric is Aristotlean, whether he knows it or not. But he
is explicitly cognizant of the benefit of figures in exegesis, for “also they greatelye profit us
in the reading of holy scripture, where if you be ignoraunte in the fygurative speches and
Tropes, you are lyke in manye greate doubtes to make but a slender solution.”"¢ It is a great
weight given to figures of speech, but an appreciation that will wane considerably in the

history of exegesis and Pauline studies.

115 Conley, Rhetoric in the European Tradition, 136.

116 Sherry, A Treatise of Schemes and Tropes, preface.
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Sherry’s work gave rise to a run of English treatises with mounting lists of rhetorical
figures, notably from Thomas Wilson (1553),**” Henry Pechum (1577),1¢ Benjamin Keach
(1682),*° (John Holmes (1755),%?° who lists 250 figures, John Brown (1791),*** and G. W.
Hervey (1873),'2 whose treatise for the church defines 256 figures and tropes.*?* The attention to
figures of speech reaches something of a climax—or anticlimax, as we will see—in E. W.
Bullinger’s 1899 Figures of Speech Used in the Bible.?* None of the English works except
Bullinger’s makes any real contribution to soundplay in Paul. Two others, however, are of some

historical interest: the works of Keach and Hervey.

Thomas Swynnerton (c. 1537)

Also directly dependent on Melanchthon and of interest to Lutheran scholars is Thomas

Swynnerton’s The Tropes and Figures of Scripture.*? Swynnerton, an Englishman, was a student

117 Thomas Wilson, The Art of Rhetorique, for the use of all such as are studious of Eloquence, set forth in
English by Thomas Wilson (London: Richard Grafton, 1553).

118 Henry Pechum, The Garden of Eloguence Conteyning Figures of Grammer and Rhetorick (London: H.
Jackson, 1577).

118 Benjamin Keach, Troposchémalogia: Tropes and Figures, Or, A Treatise of the Metaphors, Allegories,
and Express Similitudes, &c. Contained in the Bible of the Old and New Testament . . .; Philologia Sacra, The
Second Part; Wherein the Scheme, Or Figures in Scripture, are Reduced Under Their Proper Heads, with a brief
explication of each . .. (London: John Darby, 1682).

120 3ohn Holmes, The Art of Rhetoric Made Easy: Or, The Elements of Oratory Briefly stated, and fitted for
the Practice of The Studious Youth of Great-Britain and Ireland (London: C. Hitch and L. Hawes, 1755).

121 John Brown, Sacred Tropology or, A Brief View of the Figures and Explication of the Metaphors
Contained in Scripture (London: Berwick, 1791). Brown spends ten pages on “A general view of the FIGURES of
Scripture-language,” all in English, and over 400 pages on metaphors.

122 George Winfred Hervey, A System of Christian Rhetoric (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1873).

123 Hervey, A System of Christian Rhetoric, 615, lists one example of “parechesis” which he calls “a kind of
paronomasia, wherein two or more syllables, words or members of a sentence are pronounced with a similar sound”:
Fortunatam natam, from Cicero. He also lists Augustine’s Sanabilem non sanum (616).

124 E.W. Bullinger, Figures of Speech Used in the Bible (New York: E & J.B. Young, 1898).

125 Thomas Swynnerton’s The Tropes and Figures of Scripture (1554) reprinted in Reformation Rhetoric:
Thomas Swynnerton's The Tropes and Figures of Scripture, ed. Richard Rex, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press/RTM, 1999.
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at Wittenberg in 1526. Where the German Reformers had briefly propagated definitions of
figures of speech, conveying the long Latin academic tradition, Swynnerton and Sherry dwelt on
them as keys to understanding the Scripture—though few verses did they actually open an
understanding of by this method. Swynnerton’s text was never published until the end of the

twentieth century.

Benjamin Keach (1682)

Though few English treatises offered any valuable insight into soundplay in Paul—many of
them offering examples of figures only from English versions of the Bible—it was not for want
of trying. Reverend Benjamin Keach’s Troposchémalogia: Tropes and Figures, Or, A Treatise of
the Metaphors, Allegories, and Express Similitudes, &c. Contained in the Bible of the Old and
New Testament,*? first published in 1682 and last printed in 1855, informed English pastors and
laymen for parts of three centuries.*?” Keach, who is clearly classically educated, pays his debts
to Glassius*?® and discusses from the ancient handbooks many types of figures of speech found in
Scripture, including paronomasia, the etymology of which he carefully explains for the reader:
“TIAPONOMAZXIA. Paronomasia, with Agnominatio, or likeness of words, of tapa, which in
composition signifies with alteration, and ovop, a name, or from topavopalm to change, or

allude to a name or word, is when by the change of one letter of a word, the signification thereof

126 Benjamin Keach, Troposchémalogia: Tropes and Figures, Or, A Treatise of the Metaphors, Allegories,
and Express Similitudes, &c. Contained in the Bible of the Old and New Testament . . .; Philologia Sacra, The
Second Part; Wherein the Scheme, Or Figures in Scripture, are Reduced Under Their Proper Heads, with a brief
explication of each (London: John Darby, 1682).

127 Benjamin Keach, Tropologia: A Key to Open Scripture Metaphors in Four Books to which are Prefixed
Arguments to Prove the Divine Authority of the Holy Bible together with Types of the Old Testament (London: City
Press, 1855).

128 Glassius will be discussed in the next section, where we retrace the German lineage.
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is also changed,"*? a definition that, unknown to most exegetes, originates in Aristotle’s para
gramma. “There are many in the Hebrew, of the Old, and the Greek of the New Testmanent,”
Keach avers, writing of this paronomasia, “which the learned may find in Glassius.”*** Keach
defers to the German work at the very point he might have translated valuable insights for
English scholars. Keach’s treatise, running to nearly 2,000 pages, expends no ink on examples
from the New Testament except to expatiate on the ITétpog/nétpa wordplay of Matt 16:18, his
only reference to Greek in the section.** Instead, before deferring to Glassius, Keach offers a few
examples of true parechesis from the common parlance of his day: “You are like to have a bare

gain out of this bargain” and “Bolder in a buttery than in a battery.”*?

John Holmes (1755)

The listing of rhetorical figures and tropes continued with the modern sounding title of
John Holmes’s 1755 work Rhetoric Made Easy, in which the author lists 250 figures—but all
non-biblical examples. This type of attempt at making matters accessible to laymen opened such

treatises up to scorn from the more academic minded for alleged reductionism of rhetoric.**

G. W. Hervey (1873)

All of the English treatises from Sherrry (1550) to Bullinger (1899) either fail to use or

129 Keach, Tropologia, 201.
130 Keach, Tropologia, 201.
181 Keach, Tropologia, 202.
132 Keach, Tropologia, 201.

133 |t should be borne in mind that the explicit purpose of these treatises was not to provide the reader with a
plenary treatment of rhetoric, as was the program of Quintilian. Rather, their titles tell their purpose: to provide a full
list of figures and tropes, the empirical and student-friendly evidence of an important material that comprised Greek
style. Thus, accusations of reductionism are often misplaced. The Christmas shop vendor who sells but bulbs should
not be accused of reducing the holiday to ornament.
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misuse the term parechesis. After Keach, two of the most thorough English works of this genre
appear in the last quarter of the nineteenth century.

The first of these is G. W. Hervey’s 1873, System of Christian Rhetoric,*** which purports
to host the most figures of speech in history. In this ambitious tome, inspired by the many long
works of rhetoric that preceded it, Hervey announces that he has “attempted to name and define
all known rhetorical figures.”** In his nearly exhaustive inventory, he defines 256 with 467
names. But the single largest compilation in history offers not a single example of parechesis
from the undisputed (or disputed) Pauline epistles.

Yet another indication of just how inconsistent the definitions have become is found in the
lexicon at the end of Hervey’s work. Here he attempts to distinguish various types of soundplay,
assembling the usual admixture of types and at “Parechesis” subsumes the figure under
“paronomasia,” thus for all practical purposes defining it out of existence. “Parechesis (parison,
parisosis, paromeon),” he explains, “is a kind of paronomasia, wherein two or more syllables or
words, or members of a sentence are pronounced with a similar sound."**® He offers an example
from De oratore: O Fortunatam natam.**

Under paronomasia he paraphrases from the Ciceronian treatises for his English readers:
“Paronomasia (annominatio) is the use of two or more words which resemble each other in
sound or form, but differ as to signification, for the sake of emphasis or antithesis or playful

allusion,”**® so far a definition no different than Hermogenes’s parechesis. But then Hervey

134 George Winfred Hervey, A System of Christian Rhetoric for the Use of Preachers and Other Speakers.
New York: Harper & Brothers, 1873.

135 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 577.
136 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 615.
137 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 615.
138 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 616.
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submits this distinction, in spite of De oratore’s equating the two: “Annominatio differs from
paronomasia,” he alleges, “in this, that it comprehends reference both to the sound and to the
meaning of words, and consequently, for the most part, it is a kind of antithesis.”**® He cites Matt
16:18 (ITétpog/nétpa) and Acts 8:30 (ywvookeig/avaywvaokelg), clearly conflating two different
species.** The source of Hervey’s misunderstanding is clear; he shows that he has read Ad
Herennium: “It was sometimes used to designate an alteration in the meaning of a word by
interchanging, transposing, adding, or omitting one or more letters or syllables. Some
rhetoricians misname this figure prosonomasia; others include in this figure antanaclasis,
parechesis, and annominatio, and apply the last term in the sense of a pun.”#

Thus, we see that the “err of Ad Herennium” still haunts definitions from the last great run
of treatises that will inform twentieth century scholarship. Hervey’s attempts at definition create
more confusion than clarification, for he is broad when he should have been narrow and narrow
where he should have been broad. We can find fault with Hervey’s distinctions even within the
Ciceronian tradition; historically, as we have shown, “adnominatio” is synonymous with
“paronomasia,” according to Cicero.'#?

The last quarter of the century witnessed a vigorous interest in figures of speech, indeed,
but usually with more quantity than quality. Hervey’s ambitious effort of 1873 with its record
collection of figures and tropes has not a single example of parechesis from Scripture (properly

labelled), except the standard observations from Luke 21:11 and Heb 5:8 and, under

139 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 616.

140 This dissertation will consider the first to be “proper name parechesis,” owing to the different roots and the
second “prefix paronomasia.”

141 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 616.
142 Cicero, De or., 2.63.256.
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paronomasia as well this example from Acts 17:25: §1600¢ ndot {wnv kai vonv Kol To mhvTo,. 4
Far more impressive examples of parechetical rhyme can be found in the New Testament and in
Paul, but the single largest compilation in history offers not a single example of Hermogenic
parechesis from Paul. Unconscionably, Hervey even alludes to Hermogenes on the very same
page where he defines parechesis, but under the definition of the figure of “Parenthesis.”***

In addition to his appended lexicon, Hervey’s work also includes a section titled “The
Forms of Sermons as Determined by Method,” which includes such sections as “Arrangement of
Arguments.” This indicates Hervey’s plenary understanding of rhetoric as both persuasion and
style. In spite of all its shortcomings, Hervey’s System of Christian Rhetoric, attempting to
employ the ancient discipline of Aristotle for the ministry, is a fine Christian effort at what will,

in the twentieth century, become the lost art of rhetoric.

English Works from the Last Quarter of the Nineteenth Century

J. B. Lightfoot (1869)

Unlike the German linguist Wilke who in the same era said it was rare, the English
philologist J. B. Lightfoot suggested that the sort of word- and soundplay that are relevant to this
dissertation were “especially frequent in the Bible,”** his fillip the paronomasia of Phil 3:2-3,
katatounv/meprrour), which Bede had made widely known (in the Latin transliteration). Here,
Lightfoot entirely misses the kappa alliteration that in part identifies the reason for xovog in v. 2

and the pi alliteration that explains the sequence 1 teptropn, ot mvevpott in v. 3, focusing instead

143 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 616. This observation is from Winer, noted in the next section on
the German lineage.

144 Hervey, System of Christian Rhetoric, 615.

145 Lightfoot, Philippians, 144. We now have in history Augustine saying they abound, Nazianzus saying they
do not; Winer saying they abound; Wilke saying they do not; Lightfoot saying they are frequent; Caragounis (2004)
saying they abound, and few modern scholars engaged in the debate.
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on semantics: katatopnv, which in the OT is associated with idolatry, “carries out the idea of
KOvag. 14

Lightfoot’s biblical training is that of a classical Greek scholar, but his understanding of
soundplay is that of a Ciceronian, for in the same paragraph Lightfoot cites Rom 12:3,
vrepppoveiv/ippoveivicmppoveilv, mere cognate variance, followed by a citation of the famous
example from Diogenes, oyoAn yoAn,**” like so many before him, mixing same- and different-
root word pair examples. He even presents without distinction two examples in English: “he had
been sent not to Spain but to Pain” and “poor subjects were no better than abjects”**—the first
parechesis, the second paronomasia. He does endorse wordplay at both v. 11 (the obvious
paronomasia of &ypnotov/ ebypnotov) and v. 20 of Philemon, his opinion lining up with Winer
against Blass. At 1 Cor 6:12, he acknowledges that “the subtle paronomasia of £€gotv
g€ovolacOnoopat should be noticed.”* The Christian classicist Lightfoot was obviously familiar
with the concept of parechesis but did not employ the term himself, though it passed within his

purview.:s°

William Farrar (1879)

William Farrar, one of the most impressive and well-read Pauline scholars of all time, in

1879 lists over fifty examples of thirty different types of figures of speech (climax, paronomasia,

146 |_jghtfoot, Philippians, 144.
147 Lightfoot, Philippians, 214.
148 | jghtfoot, Philippians, 144.

149 Lightfoot, Philippians, 214. We note here a subtlety with respect to paronomasia and parechesis. Since the
two lexemes of Lightfoot’s notice share a common prefix, they may be seen as paronomasia, but because they also
share vowel and sibilant and dental sounds, respectively, they should be recognized as more sophisticated
parechesis. The likely etymology of the roots—both from the copulative—further complicates any distinction.

150 As editor of the Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology, Lightfoot let this imprecision pass in an article

on Aeschylus: “a sort of parechesis in the repetition of word,” from J. W. Donaldson, “Notes on the Agammenon of
Aeschylus” JCSP 3 (1857): 196.
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etc), noting generally “the incessant assonances and balances of clauses and expressions
(parechesis, parisosis, paromoiosis)” that he but alludes to in 2 Cor 6: 3-11. He mentions three
“plays on names” in Paul: Phim 11, &ypnotov/ ebypnotov (like Lightfoot, to whom he dedicated
his first volume); the Phim 20 pun on Onesimus (yet another endorsement); and an apparently

original contribution at Phil 4:2—-3, octvluye/Zovthymy.:s

Joseph B. Mayor (1892)

In 1892, Joseph B. Mayor’s Epistle of St. James **2 made two important observations in the
general epistle that have obvious relevance for our dissertation: mu alliteration at James 3:5,
1kpov uéhoc/ueyarat® and delta alliteration at James 3:8, v d¢ yAd@coav 0bIElG dapdoal
ovvatat.* In 1916, James Hardy Ropes would endorse these and included James 1:1-2,

yaipew/yopav, adding tentatively, “Perhaps the alliteration ... is intentional.”

Bullinger (1899) and the End of the Nineteenth Century

The nineteenth century ended on a seeming pinnacle with Bullinger’s famous Figures of
Speech. Bullinger’s massive tome, running to more than a thousand pages and boasting hundreds
of types of figures, must be mined carefully for its several insights into soundplay. As for

“parechesis,” Bullinger inexplicably defines it as “[t]he repetition of words similar in sound but

151 F. W. Farrar, The Life and Work of St. Paul, vol. 1 (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1880), 629.
152 Joseph B. Mayor, Epistle of St. James (Minneapolis: Klock & Klock Christian Publishers, 1892).

153 Mayor, Epistle of St. James, 108, calls the reader’s attention to the alliteration: “Observe the use of
alliteration in p to point the contast of pikpov péhog éotiv peydha avyel, and compare that in 8 below ver. 8. In
1916, James Hardy Ropes, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle of St. James (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1916), 232.

154 Mayor, Epistle of St. James, 108.

155 Ropes, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 232.
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different in language.”*¢ Strangely, Bullinger defines parechesis as a subcategory of
paronomasia: “Parechesis is a Paronomasia, when the repeated words of similar sound are in
another tongue.”*” There is no early historical justification for Bullinger’s odd restriction on the
term. His collection, however, does contain within its many layers some treasures of true
parechesis—but these he subsumes in a chapter titled “Paronomasia, or Rhyming-Words, "%
subtitled, “The Repetition of Words similar in Sound, but not necessarily in Sense.”* Here,
Bullinger makes a few valuable observations among many instances of Old Testament
etymological wordplay and ordinary paronomasia and figura etymologica. For instance, he
includes along with the parecheses of Rom 1:29, 31, Heb 5:8, and 1 Tim 5:6, 9
(mropiopog/mepacuov), the parechesis (he calls it “paronomasia”) of Matt 22:3, 1ielov EABelv,
along with that of Rom 9:18, 8é\e1 élect.t® At 1 Cor 9:17, éxav/éym stands as Bullinger’s best,
and possibly original, contribution,¢? but he does not include dxwv in 17b and the full
parechetical scheme: &i yap éxa@v tod10 Tphocw, ooV Eym- €l d& drwv oikovouiav,
TEMGTEL L.

Bullinger brilliantly discerns “a latent Paronomasia” in the disputed Pauline verse 1 Tim

4:3, where koAlvdovtmv suggests its parechetical counterpart, the omitted keAevdvtov,® which

156 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, xxv.

157 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 321. We will find perhaps the most fascinating example of bilingual
parechesis in 1 Cor 16:22.

158 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 307-320. Bullinger’s historical understanding is somewhat inverted—he
claims that some rhetoricians include Paronomasia in Parechesis (307)—»but at least he makes a clear distinction
between sound and sense.

159 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 307.

160 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 319.

161 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 319. (compare Wettstein’s observation in Rom 1:13, in the next section.)
162 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 319.

163 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 319-20.
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the New King James translates, sensing the absence: “forbidding to marry, and commanding
(italics original) to abstain from foods.”

Bullinger does offer some valuable contributions from verses elsewhere in the Bible. Under
Old Testament “paronomasia,” for example, he points out Gen 1:2 tohu and bohu.%*

Bullinger’s most adventurous hypothesis, however, is in discerning parechesis within an
alleged Hebrew Vorlage. at 1 Cor 1:23 and 24: “We preach Christ crucified, unto the Jews a
stumbling-block and unto the Greeks foolishness; but unto them which are called, both Jews and
Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of God.” “Here,” Bullinger writes, “there is
beautiful combination of words. By a simple change of letters, the words signify cross,
stumbling-block, foolishness, power, and wisdom. ...””*%5 In these verses that include reference to
both Jews and Greeks, Bullinger is discerning a Hebrew Vorlage. The theory is not without
evidence, for the “simple change of letters” her refers to is wordage from the ancient handbooks,
and in the Hebrew script the parallel terms show striking similarity: “So that the whole passage
would sound in reading, thus: ‘“We preach Christ maskal, unto the Jews a michshol and unto the
Greeks sekel; but unto them which are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the haschil of God,
and the sechel of God’”*¢¢ The similarity of sekel (foolishness) and sechel (power) is particularly
cogent.

Regardless of its faults, Figures of Speech offered the twentieth century an indication of the

prevalence of this figure of sound and sense and its importance in exegesis: “The figure is very

frequently used and is never to be disregarded.”*¢

164 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 308.
185 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 323.
186 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 323.
167 Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 306.
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Thus, with G. W. Hervey and E. W. Bullinger, the treatment of biblical figures of speech
aspires to, if not achieves, something of a culmination of what had been since Sherry part of the
traditional presentation of rhetoric in English. Indeed, The English tradition from the
Reformation to the twentieth century might be summed up as follows: Melanchthon’s work
inspired the very first English rhetorical treatises, that of his friend Leonard Cox*¢ as well as
Sherry’s A Treatise of Schemes and Tropes (1550), *° which inaugurated a long run of similar
English works that culminate at the end of the nineteenth century in E. W. Bullinger’s well
known Figures of Speech. These works all either omit or misuse the term “parechesis” and none
offer examples of parechesis from Paul.

German Scholarship, on the other hand, was more impressive.

Post-Reformation German Treatises: 1625 to the Twentieth Century

A separate, though not completely unconnected, line of inquiry into figures of speech was
conducted in German universities. “After the Reformation there are just a few works of note until
Germany became the center of rhetorical analysis of the New Testament in the late eighteenth to
carly twentieth centuries,” according to Duane Watson who has done as much as any leader of
the modern New Testament movement to document studies.*” Indeed, superior works of

scholarship come from Germany.'™

168 |_eonard Cox, The Arte and Craft of Rhetoryke, 1524. Cox’s rhetoric is largely a translation of
Melanchthon’s Institutiones rhetoricae, but also reveals knowledge of the treatises of Trapenzius and Hermogenes,
according to Frederick Ives Carpenter of the University of Chicago. (See https://archive.org/stream/jstor-
2917751/2917751_djvu.txt.)

189 Richard Sherry, A Treatise of Schemes and Tropes (London: John Day, 1550).

170 Duane F. Watson, “Notes on History and Method,” pages 101-20 in Rhetorical Criticism of the Bible: A
Comprehensive Bibliography with Notes on History and Method, ed. Duane F. Watson and Alan J. Hauser, Bibint 4.
Leiden: Brill, 1994), 103. Watson’s is one of several brief histories of the antecedents of the modern day movement.

171 A good list of German theologians of the Post-Reformation and Enlightenment period who dealt with
rhetoric in the New Testament is found in Hans Dieter Betz, Paulinische Studien (Tlbingen: Mohr, 1994), 128.
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Salomon Glassius (1625)

In the post-Reformation era, Salomon Glassius’s Philologia sacra, 1625, may be the first
recognition in print of what become the standard observations from the New Testament:
nopvei, 2 movnpig ... @B6vov, eovov (Rom 1:29); dovvétovg dovvbétovg (Rom 1:31), and Luke
21:11, Mol kai Aowoi. In addition to noting many Old Testament paronomasias, Glassius
notes obvious figura etymologica and prefix paronomasias at the following New Testament loci:
Rom 2:1, 6 kpivov/kpivelg/kotokpivelc (though an example from 1 Cor 11, the Lord’s Supper
pericope, might have been more theologically significant); Acts 8:30, yivdokelg/dvayvdokelg;
Rom 5:19, mapaxofig/dmakotic, and 12:3, vrepppoveiv/ippoveiv/icoppoveiv; 2 Cor 4:8,
amopovuevol aAA’ ok E€amopovpevot; 2 Thess 3:11, épyalouévouvc/mepiepyalopuévovg; and the
rich specimen of 1 Tim 1:9 (busy with alpha privatives and alliteration), €ida¢ todto, &t dikaim
VOLOG 00 KeTTat, AvOLOLS O€ Kol AvLTOTAKTOLS, AGERETL Kol ApapTmAois, dvociolg Kai Befnrotg,
TOTPOAMOLS KOL UNTPOADALS, AVEPOPHVOIS.

Glassius’s achievement is even more impressively progressive in view of the
Reformation’s failure to note what this interpreter saw. The work of Glassius is followed by Ch.
B. Michaelis’s De paronomasia sacra (1737), which lists similar examples, both sources for

Winer’s nineteenth century Sprachidioms.'™

172 Found in Byzantine manuscripts.

173 Salomon Glassius, Johann Gottfried Olearius, and Joannes Franciscus Buddeus, Philologia sacra: qua
totius SS. Veteris et Novi Testamenti Scripturae tum Stylus et Literatura, tum Sensus et Genuinae Interpretationis
Ratio et Doctrina libris quinque Expenditur ac Traditur; qui Absolvuntur Philogia B. Auctori Speciatim sic Dicta,
Grammatica et Rhetorica Sacra. Lib. V (n.p. 1623; repr., Lipsiae: Apud Jo. Fridericum Gleditsch & Filium, 1713),
1996.

174]. F. Battcher, de paronomasia finitimisque et figuris Paulo Ap. Frequentatis (Lipsiae: n.p., 1823), is
another source.
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Johann Bengel (1742, 1858)

“It is, in short, my intention, briefly to point out, or indicate, the full force of words and
sentences, in the New Testament, which, though really and inherently belonging to them, is not
always observed by all at first sight,” wrote Johann Albrecht Bengel in explanation of the titular
term, gnomon.*”® True to its name, Bengel’s Gnomon, originally published in 1742, makes
several original contributions in the later English versions, but not without confusion. The
English edition of 1858 edition includes the following historically important examples of
parechesis: 1 Cor 11:17, kpsiccov/focovi®; 1 Tim 6:6, 9, mopiopoc/nepacuodv, from disputed
Pauline'”” but an original find and one notable for the distance between the parechetical terms—
almost thirty words; and the paronomasia at Phil 3:2—3 katatoun/neptrroun, as the editors work
in the original language.*

The editors of the 1858 English translation provided an “Index of Technical Terms
Occurring Throughout the Gnomon,” perceptively noting that Bengel himself did not use the
term parechesis. “PARONOMASIA,” they write, “is, when the signification of a word is
changed, one or two letters or syllables being either altered or transposed or added, or taken
away,”*”® a definition drawn straight from Ad Herennium. Then, just on the verge of a critical
distinction, the English Ghomon invites renewed confusion. Of paronomasia the editors write, “It

hardly differs from PARECHESIS, when forms of diction that differ correspond to one another

175 D, Johann Alberti Bengelii, Gnomon Novi Testamenti (Ttbingae, sumtibus Ludov. Frid. Fues, 1855), 1:9.
176 Compare pseudo-Plutarch’s Vit. Hom. 38, 1v fv, from Hermogenes.
17 As we have seen, noted by Bullinger.

178 John Albert Bengel, The Gnomon of the New Testament, ed. Andrew R. Fausset, trans. James Bandinel et
al, 5 vols. (Edinburgh: T.&T. Clark, 1858), 419.

178 Bengel, Gnomon, 5:419.
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by some pleasant allusion, either in the letters or the syllables: for instance, Rom 1:29, 31.” 18
Here the editors have included @Bovov/@dvov and, in spite of possible textual critical problems,

acvvétovg dovvBétovg and mopveiq, movnpiq, probably repeating the insights of Glassius.

Johann Wettstein (1751)

Next comes the exceptional work of Johann Jakob Wettstein, one of the most erudite works
in the history of exegesis,. To be found in the dense commentary of his 1751 Novum
Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum lectionibus variantibus codicum is a treasure at
Rom 1:13. Here, Wettstein makes an original contribution, apparently noting in Rom 1:13 the
parechesis of the theta-liquids: o0 0éAw ... Tpoebiuny EABELY ... EBveotv. e

Wettstein’s observation here is indebted to the two great names of this dissertation whom
he cites: Hermogenes and Eustathius. It is perhaps the last time in over 250 years that the names
of these two Greek scholars, so instrumental in purveying the concept of parechesis, would be
found together in a major work of biblical exegesis.

Three late eighteenth century German scholars also exhibit interest in New Testament
rhetoric: Siegmund Jakob Baumgarten (1706—-1757) and his student Johann Salamo Semler
(1725-1791) and Karl Ludwig Bauer (1739-1799). Unavailable today in the U.S. is Bauer’s

“massive study of Paul’s use of classical rhetorical techniques,”*® titled Logica Paullina (1774)

180 Bengel, Gnomon, 5:419-20. It is a slighting of distinction that undoubtedly influenced A. T. Robertson
(see below).

181 Johann Jacob Wettstein, H KAINH DIA@HKH Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum
lectionibus variantibus codicum, 2 vols. (Amsterdam, Ex officina Dommeriana, 1751, 1752). Unfortunately,
Wettstein is little known today. In 1898, Bullinger’s Figures of Speech noted similar soundplay in Matt 22:3, #j6gAov
éMO€lv, as will Russell in 1920 (see below). In fact, the theta epsilon lambda theme has many parallels in secular
Greek literature, including in Homer, as noted by a variety of classicists. At Rom 1:13, it is not clear whether
Wettstein has taken into account the final £€6vecuwv.

182 \Watson and Hauser, Rhetorical Criticism of the Bible, 103.
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and Rhetoricae Paullinae, vel, Quid oratorium sit in oration Paullii (2 vols Halle, 1782).:%
Bauer was a Greek classicist who studied under Johann August Ernesti at Leipzig. J.C.G. Ernesti
produced the pioneering Lexicon Technologiae Graecorum Rhetoricae (Leipzig, 1795), a 400-
page compilation of technical terms, listing and defining and illustrating from a rich variety of
Greek writers hundreds of rhetorical terms from over the centuries in alphabetical order.*®* On
page 249-50 he lists a brief but historical entry on parechesis, summarizing in Latin
Hermogenes’s words and offering Hermogenes’s examples from Xenophon and Homer:

Hermogeni mepi evp. Lib. IV. p. 198. Est verborum assonantia quaedam, I.e. cum duo

aut plura membra propter similitudinem syllabarum similem sonum efficient (“There

is a kind of assonance, i.e., when there are two or more members because of the kind
of syllables and the sound effect.”)

Xenophon: neibet tov [eibet, aut Homer [E]oneibet neibovrto ... vid. voc.
Paronomasia.

According to Betz, the German forerunners Wettstein, Baumgarten, and Semler “paid
careful attention to the characteristics of Paul’s rhetoric, in particular his grammar and style.”¢®
Such a review of history, however, gives German scholarship too much credit. Betz, who himself
stands self-consciously in that tradition, pays little attention himself to figures and tropes,
concentrating almost exclusively on argumentation and the larger question of partes orationes
and genre. His historical survey, not surprisingly, gives short shrift to those who made specific

contributions to rhetorical understanding of Scripture in terms of identifying figures of speech.:8

183 Karl Ludwig Bauer, Logica Paullina (Halle: Magdeburg, 1774) and Rhetoricae Paulinae, 2 vols. (Halle:
Impensis Ophanotrophae, 1782). | have not seen these works which are unavailable in American libraries, nor have |
seen anyone quote from them. It may be safe to say that Bauer has had no influence on modern rhetorical criticism
of the NT.

184 Johann Christian Gottlieb Ernesti, Lexicon Technologiae Graecorum Rhetoricae (Leipzig: Sumtibus
Caspari Fritsch, 1795). R. Dean Anderson fancies his 1999 lexicon “a new ‘Ernesti.” But Anderson does not include
the term parechesis.

185 Betz, Paulinische Studien, 128.

186 Betz’s omission is all the more surprising since “style” has been a very technical matter since Aristotle and
its particulars are reducible to, in the most famous handbooks, the hard evidence of figures and tropes.
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Another leading member of New Testament rhetorical criticism, Thomas Olbricht, summarizes
Germany’s nineteenth century’s interest in rhetoric thus: “After 1819 biblical studies began to
draw on the new energies expended in Germany but ... manifesting little interest in rhetoric.”’
But this is to ignore the particular contributions of Winer, Weiss, Heinrici, and Norden with

respect to Pauline style (see below).

George Benedikt Winer (1821)

Sprachidioms*®¢ is the magnum opus of nineteenth century biblical Greek grammars. In a
final chapter, Winer produced over twenty examples of wordplay along with parallels from
classical literature,*® including, though with the usual conflation, a few examples of true
parechesis. Section 62, “Paronomasie und Wortspiel,” begins auspiciously enough, identifying
the soundplays in the three standards, Luke 21:11, Rom 1:29, 31, and Heb 5:8 (noted in Winer’s
1825 edition), to which three he adds (wnv kai mvonv (Acts 17:25), perhaps Winer’s original
contribution. He also notes “Dan 13:54, 55” (oyivov/oyioet).**® Unfortunately, his exhibition at
this point devolves to examples of mere paronomasia, TvebLOTOG, TVELUATIKOIG TVELHOTIKA, (1
Cor 2:13), etc. Of considerable historical importance for the understanding of Paul’s briefest
letter is Winer’s endorsement of the wordplay of Philemon 20, évaiunyv with the name Onesimus,
a pun that Blass, later in the same century, will disregard.

Winer’s list was unfortunately relegated to the final chapter of his great volume, but the

priority he gives to wordplay among the figures of speech, listing paronomasia first among the

187 Olbricht, “George Kennedy’s Scholarship,” 25.

188 George Benedict Winer, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms als sichere Grundlage der
neutestamentlichen Exegese, 2d ed. (Leipzig: Friedrich Christian Wilhelm Vogel, 1825).

189 His section is based off the prior work of German linguists and exegetes.

190 Winer, Grammatik, §62.
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many literary devices, suggests a relative prominence (at least in Winer’ view) of this stylistic
element in Paul.

Winer’s Sprachidioms made a significant contribution to understanding wordplay in the
New Testament by identifying so many instances of paronomasia in Paul. The story of
Sprachidiom’s belated translation into English is another matter. Winer’s findings on
paronomasia and soundplay disappear from the Moulton editions (beginning in 1906), and the
entire project itself, put on hold during the Great War, was suspended when its editor, Moulton,
was literally torpedoed on a post-war missionary trip to India. Not until 1976, with the fourth
English volume, was there renewed publication of figures of speech in the volume, over a
century and a half removed from the original appearance. But Nigel Turner’s translation of
Winer’s section on paronomasia was a complete reinvention, yielding a far different product than

the German original.**

Christian Gottlob Wilke (1843)

Twenty some years after the first publication of Winer’s grammar appears Christian
Gottlob Wilke’s similar Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, ein Seitenstlick zur Grammatik des
neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms. 2 After four hundred pages of his long work, Wilke turns to
“Die Rhetorischen Figuren,” on page 411, including the term mapnynoeic.t® Largely following
the example of Glassius and his predecessors, Wilke unfortunately confuses terminology, using
Hermogene’s precise term too diffusely. Under Section 131, “Figuren der Anschallung,” for

example, he uses the term to subsume the consecutive examples gvneifel neibovron from Homer

191 Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek: IV, Style (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1976).

192 Christian Gottlob Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, ein Seitenstiick zur Grammatik des
neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms (Dresden & Leipzig: Arnold, 1843).

193 Wilke uses the plural form.
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(mere cognates) and Xoua o from Thucydides (true proper name parechesis). The same failure
of distinction is evident in his exhibition of New Testament examples when he immediately
follows mopveig, movnpig in Rom 1:29——certainly these two items in the Byzantine manuscript
vice list are of different roots—with examples of mere prefix paronomasia from Ephesians,
cvvelmomoincev cuviiyelpev cuvekadioev.® As did many before him, Wilke masks over the
Hermogenic term with the Ciceronian. Under Paronomasia (rapovopooic), Wilke draws on the
Ciceronian handbooks for examples: temperare/obtemperare; lenones/leones; navo/vano; even
facetiis/positis from Cicero, who, Wilke perceives, employs paronomasias “sehr viele.”*% Wilke
even adds some German examples for good measure, for example, Saus und Braus—clearly an
example of different root rhyme. With this base, Wilke segues to the New Testament and here
supplies, without using the term parechesis, several pure examples of it: Aol koi Aowoi and
nétpog/nétpa from the Gospels, then (wnv xai mvonyv from Acts (after Winer).

Wilke’s most important examples (we should call them parechesis) include those from
Winer: @ovou/@bovor, the textual critical uncertainty from Gal 5:21, mopveig/movnpig; 1 Cor
11:17 xpeicoov 6AL" gig 10 Nocov (a finding seconded in the 1858 English edition of Bengel’s
Gnomon); and then a very unusual and valuable observation at Rom 16:18, kvpim/kotiiq,'*® an
observation discernible from the antithetical structure.

Moreover, in his look at the Letter to the Hebrews, Wilke publishes four important finds:
Heb 5:14 xolod 1€ kol kaxod, (Which Turner, in 1976, will hand on) and a classical example at

13:14, pévovoav/péllovoav, as well as an important one from “11, 3 [sic]” (v. 37) that may

134 Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 411.
195 Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 413.
196 Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 413.
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involve a weaker reading but is nonetheless informative: énpicOncav, éncipacOncav,'®’ the first
term of the same root as the second term of Susanna 58-59, npivov/npicar. Wilke’s well-
researched treatise indeed includes the historically important examples from the Apocrypha
(Susanna 54-55 and 58-59, respectively, oyivov/oyicel and npivov/apicar). None of these
examples, it is important to note, involve same root pairs.

Wilke’s important nineteenth century work,**¢ which included some mention of figures of
speech in Paul, has elicited some comment from contemporary New Testament rhetorical critics.
Betz himself seems to feel a certain ambivalence toward Wilke’s effort, variously deprecating it
as a “strange work% and commending it as a work on rhetoric that should not be forgotten.?® In
the year 2000, Frank W. Hughes, one of the key scholars of the New Testament rhetorical
criticism movement of the late twentieth century reflected on the history of the movement:

In the early nineteenth century, the German lexicographer Christian Gottlob Wilke as

a rhetorical critic was primarily concerned with the investigation of the smaller

rhetorical forms, particles, and sentence structure. His pedantic Die neutestamentliche

Rhetorik concerned itself with the aesthetic form of New Testament discourse,
attempting to investigate each “rhetorishes Moment” (rhetorical element).?

Wilke’s achievement notwithstanding, his work is typical of how allegiance to the Latin
tradition precludes discovery elsewhere in the New Testament—for when a thing is not defined,
it is not seen, as the history of exegesis proves. Unfortunately, Wilke discouraged further

investigation, asserting that Paul seldom employed the device: “Paronomasia dieser Art kommen

197 “They have been sawed [or adopted]”/“They have been removed.”

198 Wilke, Christian Gottlob. Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik ein Seitenstiick zur Grammatik des
neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms. Dresden and Leipzig: Arnoldische,1843.

199 Betz, Paulinische Studien, 129.

200 Hans Dieter Betz, 2 Corinthians 8 and 9. A Critical & Historical Commentary on the Bible (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1985), 129 nl.

201 Frank W. Hughes “The Rhetoric of Letters,” pages 194-240 in The Thessalonian Debate: Methodological
Discord or Methodological Synthesis? ed. Karl P. Donfried and Johannes Beutler (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000),
201.
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bei Paulus selten vor.”22 This dissertation will argue the opposite, that parechesis occurs
frequently in Paul, and specimens of the very kind that the German classicists reiterated from
classical writers will be presented. Likewise, Wilke claims that etymological soundplay is not
found in the New Testament as it is in the Old.?®® This dissertation will attempt to show such
proper name soundplay is common—and clever—in Paul.?*

Wilke’s mid-nineteenth century work has never been translated and remains available only
in old German script. Unappreciated for decades, it nonetheless offers the best list, however
brief, of parechesis from Paul ever published, perhaps ranks as the nineteenth century’s single
best contribution to figures of speech in the Bible. It has not always been appreciated by the
advocates of modern New Testament rhetorical criticism. In preparation for his definitive work

on figures of speech in Paul for the twenty-first century, R. Dean Anderson did not consult it.2°

G. W. Hopf (1883)

One of the few works of exegesis to actually include the word alliteration in the title is G.
W. Hopf’s 1883 Alliteration, Assonanz, Reim in der Bibel.?¢ Hopf adds Bp@ai¢ xai néoic (that
form of alliteration known as parechesis) in Rom 14:17 to a centuries-long gradual accumulation

of observations of parechesis in Paul. Like Hervey ten years earlier, he notes the soundplay of

202 \\ilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 413. A.T. Robertson in the early 20 century will have something
to say about the frequency. In 2004, Chrys Cargounis will say just the opposite (Caragounis, Development of Greek,
460).

203 \ilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 414.

204 As we will see, dismissive statements (Blass’s on soundplay in Philemon, the famous classicist Walter
Leaf’s with respect to Homer) preclude investigation as much as poorly framed definitions occlude it.

205 R, Dean Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, rev. ed. (Leuven: Peters, 1999).

206 G, W. Hopf, Alliteration, Assonanz, Reim in der Bibel: Ein neuer Beitrag zur Wiirdigung (Erlangen:
Deichert, 1883).
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Acts 17:25.207

Friedrich Blass (1896-1961)

The height of erudition comes with arguably the greatest German philologist of the era,
Friedrich Blass, whose dictates are felt in biblical exegesis to this day. Blass’s advanced
grammar uses the term “parechesis” and repeats some of the examples from Winer.2% Blass is
actually one of the few in history to attempt to distinguish the technical terms paronomasia and

parechesis, but not without confusion. BDF fails to sort out Winer’s conflation, including

207 Historically, the second half of the nineteenth century was a time of marked skepticism toward alliteration
in general in classical studies, a diffidence that undoubtedly affected attitudes among biblical scholars and their
perception of parechesis in the biblical corpus. Skepticism about alliteration in Homer was expressed by several
influential Homeric scholars in the late nineteenth century and into the twentieth, with a gradual evolution of
thinking on the issue: “The examples of Simple Alliteration in Homer, and in Greek composition generally, are
rare,” concluded William Mure, A Critical History of the Language and Literature of Ancient Greece, 3 vols.
(London: Longman, Brown, Green, and Longmans, 1850), 113; “Greek poetry gives few instances,” maintained
Charles T. Cruttwell, A History of Roman Literature: From the Earliest Period to the Death of Marcus Aurelius.
(London: Scribner, 1878), 238; “The poet seems to have looked with indifference on the similarity of sound in
neighbouring words”—a view from Thomas Day Seymour, Introduction to the Language of Homer (Boston: Ginn,
1889), 15, almost diametrically contrary to the twelfth century observations of Eustathius; “Alliteration (as it has
been called since early modern times) played a larger role in Latin than in Greek style,” wrote Harry Caplan, Preface
to Ad Herennium, 271, fn h; “In Greek, alliteration, like assonance and rhyme, plays no important part,” agreed
Harry Thurston Peck, ed., Harper’s Dictionary of Classical Literature and Antiquities, vol. 1 (New York: Harper &
Brothers Publishers, 1898), 59; “In Greek poetry, unlike Latin, this phenomenon [alliteration] is sporadic and
apparently accidental,” calculated Walter Leaf, ed., The lliad, 2 vols. (New York: Macmillan, 1900-1902), quoted in
Packard, “Sound-Patterns in Homer,” 239-40; “[A]lliteration in Homer is unintentional,” averred J.R. Sitlington
Sterrett, ed, Homer’s Illiad: First Three Books and Selections (New York: American Book Co., 1907), 186; “Homer
rhymes and alliterates, but not according to any pattern,” decided Samuel Eliot Bassett, The Poetry of Homer
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1938), 156. But in 1960, J. D. Denniston asserts a more positive view:
"The early writers of Greek prose ... hit upon alliteration and other forms of assonance...,” J. D. Denniston, Greek
Prose Style, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1960), 127; editor G. S. Kirk (1985-1993) allows that “assonance
and alliteration sometimes fortuitous in Homer are often not,” G.S. Kirk, ed., The Iliad: A Commentary (6 vols. New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1985-1993), and the volumes under his editorialship include several
recognitions by different scholars of alliteration in Homer. In truth, the degree of alliteration in ancient Greek has
been historically underestimated. Indeed, over the course of a century the classical world’s view of alliteration has
changed. Most recently, Oxford classicist Richard B. Rutherford in a final appendix of his 2012 work, titled “A note
on alliteration and related phenomena,” expresses a view almost opposite his peers of a century and a half ago:
“Alliteration and related effects are frequent in Greek poetry, not least in tragedy.” The objective numerical studies
of Riedel in 1900 gave objective evidence that the Greek Tragedies contained much alliteration. In 1976, David W.
Packard, “Sound-Patterns in Homer.” TAPA 104 (1974): 239-60, would test the null hypothesis against hard data.
Packard, himself a professor of the classics, not to mention scion of the founder of Hewlett-Packard, brought a
measure of objectivity to the subject, tabulating initial letter alliteration in Homer. His calculations superscede the
unsupported opinion of, for example, Leaf, a Westminister banker.

208 BDF §488.
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oxonv/yoinv (Diog. L. 6.24) along with katotopuv/aeprropn (Phil 3:2-3) under Paronomasia.
Nonetheless, BDF includes Parechesis, “i.e, the assonance of different words,”?* as a separate
category immediately following Paronomasia. At Parechesis Blass offers the well-known
examples from Luke 21:11, noting the precedent of Hesiod, and Heb 5:8 &uadev dp’ dv &nadev,
noting the parallel at Aeschyl. Ag. 164, na6e nabogc. Blass properly calls LXX Sus 54/55
oyivovl/oyioel parechesis but does so in his section on paronomasia.? It is typical of the
confusion and permeable categorization that, as we have shown, can be traced all the way to

Aristotle.?t

Johannes Weiss (1897)

In 1985, as Betz took on the task of applying rhetorical analysis to a second epistle of Paul
(2 Corinthians), he credited Johannes Weiss’s 82-page essay, “Beitrdge zur Paulinischen
Rhetorik,” with establishing the fact that Paul “made use of small rhetorical forms.”?*> Weiss’s
comment is an important prolegomenon:

That Paul in his letters, which it is generally recognized he dictated and which are so
expressed for public reading, laid down prominent oratorical features of the day, is
not something new. The question is only how this rhetorical element should be
explained and evaluated.?*®

Here, Betz is certainly asking the right question, but the answer could not come until the

2 13

“small forms” were identified sufficiently. Weiss praised Paul’s “symmetry, rhythm, flourish,

209 BDF §258.
210 BDF §258.
211 See below for more on the impact of BDF in American theology.

212 Hans Dieter Betz, 2 Corinthians 8 and 9. A Critical & Historical Commentary on the Bible (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1985), 129.

213D, Johannes Weiss, “Beitriige zur Paulinischen Rhetorik” in Theologische Studien, Festschrift B. Weiss
(Géttingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1897), 165.
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and sonority”?** and was thus honing in on a basic fact of Pauline style. But there is a lack of
specificity in his appraisal at the very point where figures of speech might have illuminated the

discussion.

Rudolph Bultmann (1910)

Weiss’s most famous student is Rudolph Bultmann. A long line of German inquiry into
rhetoric in Paul, whose extent might be marked from Glassius to Bultmann and Norden’s final
works,?® ends on almost a side note. Bultmann’s dissertation focused narrowly on comparing the
style of Romans to the Cynic-Stoic diatribe.?® After the Great War, German theology emerged
with different interests, and Bultmann’s temporary focus on rhetoric paled in comparison to other
works that brought him post-War fame.?*” No new German works applying rhetorical figures of

speech to the Pauline epistles would be published until the final quarter of the century.

Heinrici and Norden (1887-1915)

Several other factors leading into the twentieth century had an adverse effect on attention to
rhetorical devices in Pauline studies. The notorious disagreement between C. F. G. Heinrici and
Eduard Norden—in particular Norden’s imperious overreaction to Heinrici’s claim that Paul

exhibits certain Hellenistic qualities comparable to the classics—certainly may have had a

214 Weiss, “Beitrige,” 167.

215 Eduard Norden, Agnostos Theos: Untersuchungen zur Formengeschichte Religiodser Rede (Leipzig-
Berlin: Verlag B. G. Teubner, 1913) and Die antike Kunstprosa vom VI. Jahrhundert v. Chr. Bis in die Zeit der
Renaissance (Leipzig-Berlin: Druck und Verlag B.G. Teubner, 1915).

216 Rudolph Bultmann, Der Stil der paulinischen Predigt und die kynisch-stoische Diatribe, FRLANT
(Géottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910).

217 Stowers of the New Testament rhetorical criticism movement brought renewed interest to Bultmann’s
almost forgotten dissertation with his own, published as Stanley K. Stowers, The Diatribe and Paul’s Letter to the
Romans, SBLDS 57, (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1981).
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demoralizing effect on further inquity into the matter.?:® Some consensus on the matter from two
of Germany’s greatest Christian classicists was not reached until Norden’s qualified apology in
1915. In spite of his reaction against Heinrici over Pauline style, Norden generally agrees with
him on Wortspiel. His 1898 Die Antike Kunstprosa addresses figures of speech early in its
treatment (Winer and Blass relegate figures of speech to the very end of their works).?° On page
16, Norden begins a learned discussion of “Die gorgianischen Redefiguren,” with a handful of
pages devoted to Das Wortspiel, (including Wortspiel along with another Gorgianic schemata,
antithesis.??° Norden lists three examples of rhyming parechesis from pseudo-Hippocrates: nacov
dpnv, Taoav yopnv; pedpalyedua; and tincbsicarnpnobeicar.??t He offers several pages on
alliteration, which he equates with parechesis.??? In his second volume, however, Norden devotes
seventeen pages to the letters of Paul without noting any rhetorical figures in particular.? Thus,
Norden clearly knew and studied the works of Eustathius but did not appropriate the term

parechesis nor look for it in the New Testament texts.?*

218 Betz summarizes the history of this awkward conflict: “The harsh attack of Eduard Norden in his work
Die antike Kunstprosa 2.474-75, 493ff, on George Heinrici had a disastrous effect. In his study Das sweite
Sendschreiben des Apostels Paulus an die Korinther (Berline: Hertz, 1887), Heinrici made full use of citations of
parallels from classical literature. Norden’s emotional and heavily biased attack was refuted by Heinrici in the
appendix to his commentary (“Zum Hellenismus des Paulus,” Der zweite Brief an die Korinther [KEK 6: Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1900] 436-58) and met with little approval in general, a fact which Norden was obliged
to recognize (see the Nachtrage to the second volume of his work Die antike Kunstprosa, 3—4; further Paul
Schmiedel, “Paulinische Briefe 1,” ThrR 4 [1901] ... Adolf Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East [Grand Rapids:
Baker, 1978] 3-4).”

219 Eduard Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa vom VI. Jahrhundert v. Chr. Bis in die Zeit der Renaissance
(Leipzig-Berlin: Druck und Verlag G.G. Teubern, 1915).

220 Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa , 23-29.
221 Norden, Die Antike Kunstprosa, 24.

222 Norden, Die Antike Kunstprosa, 59 n1. From pages 23 to 29, Norden discusses the Gorgianic figure of
Wortspiel, referencing Quintilian IX, and on page 59 defines alliteration with respect to Greek terms.

223 Norden Die Antike Kunstprosa, 492-511.

224 See, for instance, Eduard Norden, Agnostos Theos: Untersuchungen zur Formengeschichte Religiodser
Rede (Leipzig-Berlin:Verlag B. G. Teubner, 1913), 333.
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Gustav Adolph Deissmann—L.icht vom Osten (1908)%

Nothing had a greater effect on evaluation of the Pauline epistles than the discoveries of the
domestic papyri in the sands of Oxyrhyncus and subsequent evaluations. These so-called non-
literary documents offered invaluable insights into Paul’s writing, when comparisons were made.
Conventions of first century letter writing that Paul himself clearly abided by were now
established. Not only paradigms for salutations but proof of a “Thanksgiving Formula,” for
instance, were part of every contemplation of Paul’s periods. Negatively, however, Deissmann’s
illumination had the effect of deprecating time-honored if naive views of the consecrated nature
of Scripture. The sacred language that Augustine and Sherry held in high esteem was now seen
in a new light. Paul could be read as the mundane parlance of a “non-literary” letter.??

Deissmann famously recast literary appraisal of Pauline epistles into the category of
Kuntsprosa (or middle art). Largely owing to Deissmann’s conclusions with respect to Paul and
the papyri, scholarship was torn as to whether Paul’s epistles were literary or non-literary. Betz
summarizes the division: “German scholarship at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of
the twentieth century was sharply divided on the question of how to classify Paul’s letters,
whether to classify them as literary or non-literary.”??” Gradations of quality were a common
compromise view. Blass, for instance, would consider the letter to the Hebrews as superior

Greek.?® But all of these judgments proved premature, made without accounting for all the

225 Adolph Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East: The New Testament Illustrated by Recently Discovered
Texts of the Graeco-Roman World. Translated by Lionel R. M. Strachan. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers,
1905. Repr. From 1927 edition orginally published by George H. Doran.

226 See Gustav Adoph Deissmann, Licht vom Osten: Das Neue Testament und die neuentdeckten Texte der
hellenistisch-romischen Welt (Tlbingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1908), coming into English as Light from the Ancient East:
The New Testament illustrated by recently discovered texts of the Graeco-Roman world, trans. Lionel. R.M.
Strachan (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1910).

227 Betz, “The Literary Composition,” 353.
228 BDF §485.
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evidence. No complete assessment of the figures of speech that mark qualities of style from
ancient times had been satisfactorily achieved. In spite of the many treatises in both England and
Germany devoted to figures and tropes, their numbers are misleading. These treatises most often
illustrate the device from a single Bible verse, often repeating the same examples from a
predecessor. In spite of identifying hundreds of figures and tropes (and Ernesti hundreds more),
the treatises leave hundreds of Bible verses undeclared. Had Deissmann recognized the
soundplay of idmAwv dovievewy (1 Thess 1:9) and avadepa Mapavada (1 Cor 16:22), would he
have thought Paul so very ordinary? Comparisons with papyri show one major difference

between Paul’s epistles and these documents, namely, soundplay.

Conclusion to German Rhetoric in the Nineteenth to Twentieth Century

Works of superior scholarship appeared in the long history of German New Testament
studies, those of Glassius, Michaelis, Karl Bauer, Wettstein, and, in the nineteenth century,
Winer’s famous Sprachidioms. Toward the end of the century, a line of German inquiry
addressing the New Testament Koine’s relation to classical Greek would begin to yield
auspicious works of scholarship, only to be halted abruptly in the twentieth century by the
disruption of the Great War. The centuries-long lineage of inquiry into the relationship of the
classics to New Testament Greek, from Glassius to Wettstein to Winer to Heinrici and Norden
and Bultmann’s specific dissertation of 1910, emerged from the war in a new direction.

German works had made long awaited inroads and seemed to be on the verge of
discoveries that might have launched a movement dedicated to inquiries into the identification of

figures as exegetical objects. However, the entire landscape of Europe and of European theology
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changed.??

Modern Authors
The Twentieth Century

Writing in the last decade of the twentieth century, Betz reflected on what he perceived as
stagnation in the NT rhetorical movement: “In point of fact, the problems still stand today at the
point that had been reached at the beginning of the century.”?° Betz’s complaint about the
progress of rhetorical criticism ironically assumed that the efforts up to the nineteenth century
had exhaustively inventoried the figures of speech. The assumption may have been common at
the time. In the first three-quarters of the twentieth century in Pauline studies, there was little
attention to figures of speech, with the exception of Russell’s 1920 dissertation and a few notable
exceptions,?* including several important studies on the Church Fathers emanating from
American Catholic universities, especially Ameringer’s and Maat’s. It would not be until the
start of the final quarter of the century, in 1975, that Betz’s Galatians article, followed by his

groundbreaking commentary,?*? launched one of the most clearly defined paradigm shifts in

229 Meanwhile, in secular studies a few important works focusing on figures of speech in the classics were
published. Two particularly impressive studies at the end of the nineteenth century were John C. Robertson’s
Gorgianic Figures in Early Greek Prose (Baltimore: Fiedenwald, 1893) and Christian Riedel’s PhD dissertation,
Alliteration bei den drei grossen griechischen Tragikern (Erlangen: E.T. Jacob, 1900). Other relevant studies, which
also note parechesis, are William Wilson Baden’s The Principle Figures of Language and Figures of Thought in
Isaeus and the Guardianship-Speeches of Demosthenes (Baltimore: John Hopkins, 1892); Samuel Shipman
Kingsbury’s A Rhetorical Study of the Style of Andocides (Baltimore: John Murphy Company 1899); and Charles
Alexander Robinson’s The Figures and Tropes of Isaeus: A Study of His Rhetorical Art (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1901). During this period the so-called Gorgianic figures—among which, anachronistically,
“parechesis” was sometimes considered—were well published. But never was the discovery extended to Pauline
studies.

230 Betz, 2 Corinthians, 129.

231 Thomas Duncan of Washington University and W. A. Jennich from Concordia Seminary, both of St.
Louis, called for investigation into figures of speech in the epistles: Thomas Duncan, “The Style and Language of
Saint Paul in His First Letter to the Corinthians,” BSac (1926): 129-43; W.A. Jennrich, “Classical Rhetoric in the
New Testament,” CJ (1948-49): 30-32.

232 Hans Dieter Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1979).
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modern theology. The New Testament rhetorical criticism movement that launched hundreds of
studies having to do with rhetoric, unfortunately, focused almost exclusively on argumentation in
Paul and neglected the figures.?*

Though figures of speech actually faded from view in the twentieth century’s survey of
biblical features, major reference works included mention of them. A. T. Robertson’s
monumental A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research was

one of them.#

A. T. Robertson (1914)

Winer’s great nineteenth century grammar, in discussing figures, had focused almost
exclusively on “paronomasia” but followed the Latin line of thinking and mixed together with
same-root paronomasia examples of figura etymologica and even pun in section 49, under the
heading “Paronomasie und Wortspiel.” Winer’s and Blass’s grammars, written in the German
language and suffering from problems of translation, were precedents for Robertson. Robertson’s
section on “Figures of Expression (oynuoata Aé€emc),” 1199-1202, begins auspiciously enough.
Here, Robertson concurs with Blass’s educated distinction between “paronomasia’” and
“parechesis” and repeats the standard observations of Luke 21:11, Heb 5:8, and Rom 1:29 as
examples of parechesis, simply, “different words of similar sound.”?** Immediately, however, he
collapses the difference. Inexplicably, Robertson calls the reader’s attention to the paronomasias

of 2 Cor 10:12 and Rom 11:17 (éykpivar/ovykpivar; kKAadwv/ééekhdobnoav, respectively, prefix

233 As we have noted, the exaustive bibliography of the first part of the era, by Watson and Hauser, proves the
point.

234 Archibald Thomas Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical
Research (New York: Hodder & Stoughton, 1914; repr., Nashville: Broadman, 1934).

235 Robertson, Grammar, 1201.
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paronomasia and figura etymologica). “The point is a fine one and need not be pressed,” he
asserts.

Yet this is exactly the point this dissertation intends to press. At the very point where we
need sharp distinction, Robertson has blunted the issue. He tries to explain: “But annominatio
deals with the sense as well as the sound. Thus, ITétpog and wétpg in Matt. 16:18.72% Yet,
certainly proper name pun cannot be relegated to the same category as common-root or prefix
paronomasia (though the question is the subject of folk etymology studies) especially given the
forty or so examples from Homer that Eustathius identifies. Focusing briefly on parechesis and
paronomasia, Robertson then offers examples from Winer’s paronomasie list, alleging that
“there is a certain amount of overlapping in the two figures.”?" The result is that hundreds of
examples of soundplay in Paul hidden in the marginalization will be overlooked in the twentieth
century by those relying on his grammar for guidance.

Robertson is alert to note “initial alliteration” in the vice list of Rom 1 where others have
for centuries only noted the parechesis (if by that name at all): rovnpig mieove&ia (Rom 1:29)%%
and daneBeic, dovvétoug acvuviétong dotdpyoug dverenuovag (Rom 1:30-31). But Robertson
betrays no conviction that this is a pattern in Paul, failing further distinction: “it is hard to tell
whether this is conscious or unconscious.”?*® Robertson’s noncommittal stance and great
influence certainly disadvantaged NT discovery, which made no advances on the matter during
the tenure of influence of his majestic grammar. Nonetheless, the one auspicious comment we

have from the great grammarian on this issue is his final one. The ancient pun, he notes “was

236 Robertson, Grammar, 1201.
237 Robertson, Grammar, 1201.

238 See similarly the textual variant at Gal 5:21. Robertson does not mention the pi’s of nemAnpopévoug méon
that precede his finding.

239 Robertson, Grammar, 1201.
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very common.”’24

Elbert Russell (1920)

In 1920, in a dissertation out of the University of Chicago, Elbert Russell offers more
original contributions to the cause of discovering soundplay in the New Testamet than any other
person, with thirteen examples of “Alliteration” in Matthew and sixteen examples from Romans
and the Corinthian letters:?** His many examples might better have been labelled “parechesis™:

Romans 4:16 vopov/udvov??; 4:18 mop’ élmida €’ EAmidl Emictevoev; 5:7 VP yap

10D ayabod téya Tig Kol ToAud dmobaveiv; 8:33 Tig £ykaiéoel Kot EKAEKT®Y Og0D;

9:30 duvkovta dwkarocvvny. 1 Corinthians 3:8-9 éouev cuvepyoi, Beod yedpylov;

5:6 OV koAov 10 kadynua; 10:3—4 kol whvteg TO oOTO TVELUOTIKOV Bpdua Eporyov

Kol TAVTEG TO AOTO TVELUATIKOV ETLOV TOUA: ETVOV VAP EK TVEVUATIKTG

axolovbovong métpag; 10:33 kabawg kayd mavto micty dpéokm; 13:1 yéyova yaAKOg

MoV f| kopParov draralov; 13:13(b) ta tpia tadto. 2 Corinthians 3:9 ToA®d

WOALOV ... dlakovia TG dikaooOvne 00&N; 5:17 év Xp1otd, Kovn KTiolg: Ta dpyoio

napfAbev, idov yéyovev kava- (Russell fails to note Gal 6:15-16); 11:15 diakovot

dwarooHvng.243

See Table 1 at the end of the dissertation for a list of Russell’s alliterative pairs.

A long unproductive period of inattention to rhetoric in general and figures of speech in
particular stretches across the middle of the twentieth century. In the 1960s at the initiation of
George Kennedy?* and, at the start of the final quarter of the century, with the pioneering work
of Hans Dieter Betz, came renewed interest in rhetorical analysis of Pauline letters. But, as a

fairly exhaustive bibliography of the major works of New Testament rhetorical criticism

240 Robertson, Grammar, 1201.

241 Elbert Russell, Paronomasia and Kindred Phenomenon in the New Testament (Chicago: University of
Chicago, 1920).

242 Compare Homer’s vépo/povvo, a parechesis identified by Eustathius.
243 Russell, Paronomasia, 10-11.

244 Kennedy, who had anticipated the movement and spelled out a program of application of rhetorical
analysis of New Testament writings, including the letters of Paul, barely touched upon figures of speech, though he
acknowledges “style” as one of three basic parts of the rhetorical craft (see George Kennedy, New Testament
Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism SR [Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984], 25).
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shows, 2% few if any works included, let alone were devoted to, the one aspect of rhetoric that had
always been essential: style and figures of speech. The assumption, expressed in so many ways

by many of the leaders of the movement, was that someone else had already done that work.

1960s—Lausberg and BDF: German to English

Two major reference works relating to Greek rhetoric were issued in the early 1960s, one
secular, one sacred. The first of these was Heinrich Lausberg’s Handbuch der literarischen
Rhetorik in 1960,% though it was not translated into English until 1989.2*¢ With the precedents of
Ernesti’s massive lexicon??® and Richard Volkmann’s 1874 Die Rhetorik der Griechen und
Romer in systematischer Ubersicht, an “attempt at a comprehensive survey of the sources,”2
Lausberg’s modern version brought fresh insight and a new vocabulary along with a good

summary of historical examples to that particular aspect of rhetoric known as style.?! Two

245 \Watson and Hauser, Rhetorical Criticism of the Bible.

246 Exegetes rather illogically suggested that what has really been an overestimate of the attention paid to
figures of speech over the centuries had been the cause of a lack of attention to rhetoric in general. The solution of
the New Testament rhetorical criticism was to right this perceived overemphasis by exclusion of figures from the
discussion.

247 Heinrich Lausberg, Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik. Eine Grundlegung der Literaturwissenschaft, 2
vols. (Munich: Max Hueber, 1960).

248 Heinrich Lausberg, Handbook of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary Study, ed. David E. Orton
and R. Dean Anderson, trans. Matthew T. Bliss, Annemiek Jansen, and David E. Orton (Leiden: Brill, 1998).

249 Ernesti’s dictionary of figures and tropes, Lexica Technologica, 1795-1797.

250 Richard Volkmann, Die Rhetorik der Griechen und Romer in systematischer Ubersicht (Leipzig: Teubner,
1874), from George Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition (“Forward”), Xix.

251 R, Dean Anderson, “The Use and Abuse of Lausberg in Biblical Studies,” pages 66—76 in Rhetorical
Argumentation in Biblical Texts: Essays from the Lund 2000 Conference, Emory Studies in Early Christianity, ed.
A. Eriksson, Thomas. H. Olbricht, and Walter Ubelacker (Harrisburg, Penn: Trinity Press International, 2002),
editor of the 1998 English translation, apologizes for some of the idiosyncracies of the nomenclature: “Lausberg
himself was not in the first place a scholar of rhetoric, nor of classical studies, but a philologist of Romance
languages,” (66). Lausberg’s was not a “historical rhetorical approach” (66). Anderson goes on to make several
telling points: “By studying historical rhetorical theory and practice we attempt to attune our ears to those primarily
of the educated class in antiquity in order to reflect, from their perspective, upon the literary and argumentative
methods used in the New Testament writings” (68 n6). “We need to distinguish between historical theory and
historical practice. An historical rhetorical approach needs to take into account the fact that theory and practice were
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figures in some sense flanking the New Testament rhetorical criticism movement were connected
with the English translation of Lausberg’s work. George Kennedy was selected to write the
forward to what he commended as “the reference work to which I first turn for technical
information about rhetoric.”?? R. Dean Anderson, whose own important works on rhetoric
appeared in 1999 and 2000, edited the English translation. Unfortunately, Lausberg’s work, in
spite of its attempt at comprehensive treatment, has no mention of the term “parechesis” in its
index, only paronomasae/annominatio (pages 637-39) after the Latin tradition. The go-to
lexicon of Kennedy, grandfather of the New Testament rhetorical criticism movement, excluded
this key Greek term. The irony is compounded by the fact that Kennedy later became the twenty-
first century’s translator of Hermogenes.

Regardless of nomenclature, of which Lausberg was at least as innovative as historic,?® his
handbook contains perhaps the best concentration of examples of different root (“inorganic™)
soundplay in history. Unfortunately, Lausberg compounds the historic problem of definition by
failing to consistently subdivide on the basis of etymology,?** but nonetheless produces under
annominatio the best collection of classical Latin parechesis (different root soundplay) of all the
major works of rhetoric, many [examples] of which we have already seen: “lucus ... locus,”

“honori ... oneri,” “preator ... prado,” “amantium ... amentium,” “mobilitas, non nobilitas,”

not always the same thing.” 68 n6. “Aristotle’s theory ought not to be considered to have been current in the school
rhetoric of the first centuries of the common era....” (69 n7). “Lausberg’s systematic summary of ancient rhetorical
theory is, as he himself admits, eclectic, the general structure of the system follows Quintilian’s Ins. orat fairly
closely” (71).

252 George Kennedy, forward to Handbook of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary Study, by
Heinrich Lausberg, ed. David E. Orton and R. Dean Anderson, trans. Matthew T. Bliss, Annemiek Jansen, and
David E. Orton (Leiden: Brill, 1998), i-iii.

253 But Lausberg also hands on historic confusion, not distinguishing the phenomena of soundplay on the
basis of common roots.

254 Annominatio is subdivided into “organic inflection” and “inorganic immmutatio,” as Lausberg duplicates
entries (an indication of the flaw of his divisions).
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“bona gens, mala mens est,” “dividiae, non divitiae,” “tibi villa favilla est,” “Urbis orbis,” “non
Pisnum sed pistorum,” “ex oratore arator,” “puppesque tuae pubesque tuorum,” “non enim tam
spes laudanda qum res est,”?% “cum plurimos caederent caderent nonnulli....” “Cui libet, hoc
licet”* In Lausberg we find the best, most concise list of parechesis, by any other name, ever
assembled. As one knowledgeable reviewer concluded from the English translation: Lausberg’s
“treatment remains to this day the most exhaustive catalogue raisonné of stylistic terminology

available in any language.”?’

Friedrich Blass, Grammar of New Testament Greek (BDF)—1896-1961

A year after the publication of Lausberg’s Handbuch came the second major work from the
1960s, the English translation of the 9" and 10" edition of Blass-Debrunner-Funk/BDF.2 The
original grammar of Friedrich Blass, the famous professor of classical philology at Halle-
Wittenberg, had informed serious German scholars through many editions since 1896. For
generations now, Blass’s dogmatic judgment of Pauline style and literary quality has been
repeated:

As artistic prose, in my opinion, none of the Pauline Epistles can be considered the

equal of Hebrews; however, Romans and 1 Corinthins, with which the author has

taken special pains in conformity with the type of persons he is addressing, approach

it. In all the others there is at most only occasionally such an approximation to artistic
prose.?*®

255 These last four from Quintilian.
256 |_ausberg, Handbook of Literary Rhetoric, 288.

257 Reviewed by John T. Kirby, Purdue University (corax@purdue.edu), Bryn Mawr Classical Review,
1998.07.08. http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/1998/1998-07-08.html

258 Friedrich Blass and Albert Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian
Literature: A Translation and Revision of the Ninth-Tenth German Edition Incorporating Supplementary Notes of A.
Debrunner, rev. ed., trans. Robert W. Funk (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961).

259 BDF §459.
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Elsewhere Blass concedes, “Paul exhibits good, sometimes even elegant, style of vulgar
Greek.”’20

Ironically, perhaps no scholarly and popular work did more to actually dissuade the cause
of identifying figures of speech in Paul than BDF. Blass, who by dint of his great reputation
established his scholarly prejudices in print for generations of students, made several assertions
that have had severe implications for the study of soundplay:

In a section devoted to “Figures of Speech,” BDF notes the 'opyieia oynuoto and suggests
that “parechesis” is a form of “assonance,” but maintains that excessive assonance died out in the
fourth century BC.%! “Gorgianic assonances used in an affected style are all the more foreign to
the NT,” BDF asserts, “since they were relatively unknown in the whole period.”?? Then follows
one of the most discouraging of statements: “Chance, of course, produced some things of this
sort and an author did not avoid any that the common language offered or that the train of
thought or the mood of his discourse suggested.”?%® That belief in the role of chance directly
contradicts a major conclusion of this dissertation.

Blass’s claim that assonance had faded out by the first century is belied by the accepted
observation of parchesis in Luke (from Hesiod) and in Romans 1:29. Blass, in fact, had endorsed
the oldest known parechesis in Greek and was one of the rare scholars to actually use the term
parechesis, but his definition of parechesis is restrictive: BDF, Grammatik, §882.4, restricts

“paronomasia’” to common word-stems and “parechesis” to “the resemblance in sound between

%0 BDF §2.

261 BDF §256. See Ad Herennium’s famous disapprobation of excessive alliteration at 4.12.18.
%2 BDF §488.

%63 BDF §256.
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different contiguous words.”?%*

In this same paragraph and context, Blass, inexplicably, makes this pointed denial: “Paul is
not playing upon the name Onesimus.”?® Thus, the great Christian classicist Friedrich Blass
dismisses, without argument, one of the most widely accepted proper name wordplays in the
New Testament after Matt 16:18, even though he recognizes the hapax legomenon nature of the
critical verb form, admitting, “although évaipnv he uses only here (Phlm 20).” 2%® Blass goes out
of his way to make the denial, and, as this dissertation will argue, he could not have been further
from the truth. Ironically, Blass’s dismissal is preceded by acknowledgment of the parechesis of
Diogenes the Cynic: oyoAnv éleye yohnv.2’

It has been traditional since Winer in the nineteenth century to relegate focus on style and
phonetics to the final pages of a work on Greek literature.?%® In Blass we see attention to sound
relegated to the very end, the final section (152) of Grammatik—“Composition der Worte;
Figuren.” Blass had proceeded not from the particulars of sound to structure but in the opposite

direction. It will be our proposal to put attention to sound at the beginning.?°

1968—Detlev Fehling Die Wiederholungsfiguren

The year 1968 proved to be a pivotal year in the history of the study of figures of speech.

264 Friedrich Wilhelm Blass, Grammar of New Testament Greek, rev. and enl. ed. (London: Macmillan, 1905),
298. The matter of “distance,” as we will call it, is another factor limiting the ken of discovery.

265 BDF §488. “Mit dem Namen des Sklaven Onesimos macht P[aul] kein Wortspeil, obwohl er dvaipunv
(heir allen) gebraucht Phlm 20” (Friedrich Blass, Grammatik des neutestamenlichen Griechisch, [Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1896], §82.4 or 292 n3).

266 BDF §488. Blass gives but qualified endorsement to the explicit paronomasia in Philemon 10-11,
“nahegelegte Wortspiel,” an attenuation that would suggest that in Greek there existed degrees of soundplay.

%7 BDF §488.
268 Aristotle’s Ars rhetorica perhaps set the ancient precedent.

269 This is a priority to be understood as first in the order of business if not first in importance.
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An important but little known German work by Detlev Fehling offers major contributions to the
study. In his massive, 300-page work, Detlev identifies figures of repetition in ancient Greek
prose, including alliteration, homoiotelueton, paronomasia, and, treated separately, parechesis.
Lausberg’s contribution was mainly in Latin, Fehling’s in Greek, including what appear to be
original findings. On page 259 a section titled “Reimende Parechesen” (“rhyming parecheses”),
Fehling includes “stark reimende Parechesen” (“strongly rhyming parechesis”) from Aeschylus:
yoia poio (Cho. 44. midwife), vaiog yaiog (Suppl. 826), and daiov dapiov (Eum. 44); naOet
nabog Bévta (Ag. 177) (see Hdt. 1.201.1 ndBog pdboc); dpnv yodpnv (Hipp. Aff. 1.2); pedpoa
yevua (Hipp. De flat. 3); and tov tpomov tov tomov (Gorgias, Pal. 22). The parechesis of rjun
— puvAun (from Hel. 2) Fehling introduces as “in langeren Gliedern” (“in a longer clause”): 100
8" adTod Avdpdg AéEar Te TO S€ov dpODS Kol ELEYEML ToVC peppopévoug EAévny, yuvoiko mepi g
OLOP®VOG KOl OLLOYLYOG YEYOVEV 1] TE TV TOMTAV AKOVGAVT®V TGTIC T T€ TOD OVOLUTOC @i,
0 TOV cvpPopdV uvijun yéyovev; evyévela/evbévela (Democr. 57); moAvg moévtog (Aeschylus,
Suppl. 1006); Aapodoa kat 00 Aabodoa (Hel. 4); ioyet kot ioyvetl (Anaxag. 12); and Expaev g
gxpavev (Aeschylus, Ag. 369).27°

Thus, Fehling becomes the first twentieth century classicist to cleanly distinguish
paronomasia from parechesis and offer Greek examples of both.

Two other works from 1968 not only anticipated the New Testament rhetorical movement,
but actually called for it.

The first call for a return to rhetorical analysis came from one of the most competent New

Testament scholars of his era, E. A. Judge. In his 1968 The Social Pattern of the Christian

270 Detlev Fehling, Die Wiederholungsfiguren und ihr Gebrauch bei den Griechen vor Gorgias (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1969) 259-60.
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Groups in the First Century, Judge presciently observed that “if New Testament scholars regard
as essential the definitive handbooks of lexicography (e.g. Bauer/Arndt Gingrich) and of a
grammar (for example, Blass/DeBrunner), they must equally demand a complete analysis of
New Testament rhetoric .” Judge was exposing one of the greatest oversights of New Testament
scholarship: “But in the field of rhetoric itself virtually nothing has been done.”?"

A direct call for renewed attention to rhetoric came from an unexpected quarter, an Old
Testament scholar. Retired professor and President of the SBL James Muilenburg, who had
studied under Gunkel as a student in the 1920s, introduced the term “rhetorical criticism” in his
inaugural address to the SBL. 22 Muilenberg carefully defined his vision for the study of the
Hebrew Bible, but his comments would prove prophetic for New Testament studies as well:

What | am interested in, above all, is in understanding the nature of Hebrew literary

composition, in exhibiting the structural patterns that are employed for the fashioning

of a literary unit, whether in poetry or in prose, and in discerning the many and

various devices by which the predications are formulated and ordered into a unified

whole. Such an enterprise | should describe as rhetoric and the methodology as
rhetorical criticism.?"

For analysis of the Old Testament, Muilenburg set the agenda. The “many and various
devices” included “various rhetorical devices,”?* such as parallelism, chiasm, anaphora, meter,
strophes, rhetorical question, and repetitions—but, unfortunately, Muilenburg did not explicitly

mention parechesis. Muilenburg’s proposal is as much an admission that the isolation of

211 E, A. Judge, The Social Pattern of the Christian Groups in the First Century (London: Tyndale Press,
1968). To be clear, the lexicons of R. Dean Anderson since then have served a valuable purpose, reintroducing
biblical exegesis to figures of speech, after the manner of the ancient tradition. E. A Judge was proposing something
of the converse. To date, nothing has served that purpose.

272 James Muilenburg’s speech was published a year later. See James Muilenburg, “Form Criticism and
Beyond,” (JBL 88 [1969]: 1-18).

273 Muilenburg, “Form Criticism,” 10.

274 Muilenburg, “Form Criticism,” 10.
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rhetorical devices in biblical studies had hardly begun.?

In envisioning an exegetical advancement beyond the state of the art in Old Testament
studies, Muilenburg saw the limitations of form criticism, how it did not reckon with “the
stylistic and rhetorical uniqueness of various examples of the same Gattung’?7 or literary unit. It
is not far out of context to take Muilenburg’s insight as pertinent to New Testament exegesis,
especially where he complains that “unique features of the particular pericope are all but lost to
view.”?”7 As R. Dean Anderson reports, Muilenburg’s inspired method was for all biblical
studies; it “eventually applied even to the letters of Paul, and Pauline scholars interested in this
method continue to acknowledge the address of Muilenburg as programmatic for their
discipline.”?® New Testament rhetorical critics would follow the lead of Betz and the
methodology proposed by Kennedy,?”® which actually had little in common with Muilenberg’s
proposal. R. Dean Andersen’s appraisal at the turn of the new century rather understates matters;
“New Testament rhetorical criticism,” he writes, “is slightly different from what Muilenburg
himself envisaged. He saw it as dealing with stylistics, but NT scholars have tended to
emphasize ... argumentation.” ?° New Testament rhetorical criticism, with few exceptions, did,

in fact, focus on the one aspect of rhetoric almost to the complete exclusion of the other.

275 Many works have noted alliteration in the Old Testament, from Bede’s DST to Immanuel Casanowicz
(“Paronomasia in the Old Testament.” JBL 12 [1883]: 105-67) to the modern studies of Gary Rendsburg (see
bibliography). It is clear, however, that much more work needs to be done, as well as in the LXX.

276 Muilenburg, “Form Criticism,” 10.
277 Muilenburg, “Form Criticism,” 10.
278 Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 18-19.

279 George Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism, SR (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1984).

280 Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 19.
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Nigel Turner (1976)

In 1976, over 150 years after the original German publication of Winer’s Sprachidioms,
Nigel Turner’s translation of the section on paronomasia yielded a far different product than the
German original. 26t The term paronomasia[e] occurs exactly twice in Turner, 262 the term
“parechesis” once. Turner lists in parentheses Rom 1:29 followed by eighteen Pauline citations
that are nothing but common-root paronomasia, without classical parallels.?®* Thus, Winer’s list
is reduced and relegated to a parenthesis, with the one distinct example of parechesis that Turner
might have noted obscured by its grouping with examples of paronomasia.

Turner’s inspection of the epistle of James and Hebrews is more instructive. Here, he
becomes one of the few analyzers of epistolary style who actually counts the notes of alliteration,
an objectivity missing in most assessments. “Play on words is often striking,””?%* Turner assesses,
but he then offers the usual mix of paronomasia and mislabeled parechesis, in this order: Heb
3:13 napakareite/kareitar; 5:8 Euabev/ Enabev (parechesis, a standard observation); 5:14 kalod
1€ Koi kokov (true parechesis); and 12:1 nepikeipevov nuiv/mpokeipevov nuiv; 13:2
gmhavOdvecsbe/EAabdov, two examples of parechesis mixed in with three of same-root
wordplay.?®* Of the wordplay, Turner remarks, with respect to an apparently non-Pauline text,

“This was a Pauline characteristic.”’28

281 Nigel Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek: 1V, Style (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1976).

282 Turner, Grammar of New Testament Greek, 84 and 117, the latter in his comments on the epistle to the
Hebrews.

28 Turner, Grammar, 84.
284 Turner, Grammar, 107.

285 One of the boldest statements of frequency comes from Harold Attridge who perceives that Hebrews is
“replete with alliteration and assonance” (Harold W. Attridge, The Epistle to Hebrews [Philadelphia: Fortress,
1989]), 55.

286 Turner, Grammar, 107.
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In James, where Turner logically dismisses the hypothesis of a Semitic Vorlage, “for there
are too many paronomasiae,”?’ he makes this singular observation of “parechesis” at 1:24
KaTEVONGEY Yap £00TOV KO dmeliiivfey kol 00nc émeldbeto Omoiog fv. In spite of the
diminution of Winer’s list, some of these examples (although in James) are apparently original

contributions, valuable for our study of Paul.

Hans Dieter Betz (1975)

In April of 1975, New Testament Studies published Hans Dieter Betz’s now famous
rhetorical analysis of Galatians in a 26-page article, “The Literary Composition and Function of
Paul’s Letter to the Galatians.”?®® Seeking a reliable way to outline the epistle, Betz, in his own
words, “found that the letter to the Galatians can be analysed according to Graeco-Roman
rhetoric and epistolography.”?® Betz himself adds a simple note on the historical precedence of
his discovery: “Apparently, this has never been realized before....””?%

Betz’s approach was wholly concentrated on genre and partes orationis, duly noting
parallels to the Galatians text from ancient secular Greek literature. Galatians, he decided, was an
“apologetic letter.” “The apologetic letter is by definiton a part of rhetoric and, for that reason,
limits its writer to the devices of the ‘art of persuasion.’”” he reasoned.?** But as for devices, Betz

identified no figures of speech.

287 Turner, Grammar, 117. In James, where Turner logically dismisses the hypothesis of a Semitic Vorlage,
(“for there are too many paronomasiae”) he makes this singular observation of “parechesis” at 1:24 kotevonoey yap
EVTOV Kai amelfivfev kol eD0émg émeiaeto dmoiog fv. In spite of the diminution of Winer’s list, some of these
examples (although in James) are apparently original contributions, valuable for our study of Paul.

288 Hans Dieter Betz, "The Literary Composition and Function of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians," NTS 21
(1975): 353-79.

289 Betz, “Literary Composition,” 353.
290 Betz, “Literary Composition,” 353.

291 Betz, Commentary, 24.
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Betz found inchoate precedents for his own groundbreaking work, in Joseph Barber

99 ¢¢

Lightfoot’s Galatians commentary,?? which had alluded to “narrative” “argumentative” and

“hortatory” sections of Paul’s letter,?® and in the lesser known commentary of C. Starcke, who in
1911 had proposed that Paul was influenced by Greek rhetoric,?** and in similar suggestions by
G. J. Bahr in 1968 and B. P. Stoviannou in 1971.2% If the assessment of the past in terms of the
rhetoric of genre identification and persuasion was accurate, the assessment in terms of style was
complete overestimation. In fact, overestimations of a past focus on figures of speech were
regularly published. For example, this summary of Frank Witt Hughes is representative of the
assumptions that guided the movement:

Those who survey what critics up to and including Judge have said about Paul’s use

of rhetoric will note that most of the discussion has been centered around

examinations of style, and even for many contemporary classicists and New

Testament scholars, there is an explicit or implicit equation of rhetoric with style and

the smaller rhetorical figures. The kind of rhetorical criticism of Pauline literature

that has appeared in the 1970s and since is of a markedly different sort, a rhetorical

criticism no longer primarily concerned with the elucidation of style or the

identification of small rhetorical figures or of a particular sentence structure. The

works of Hans Dieter Betz, Wilhelm Wuellner, George A. Kennedy, Robert Jewett

and others have focused on the understanding of whole documents as rhetorical

discourses. ... identification of traditional parts of a rhetorical discourse [partes
orations] (as taught in various ancient rhetorical handbooks.?%

To say that the new movement was “no longer primarily concerned with the elucidation of
style or the identification of small rhetorical figures” was an understatement. The brand of New

Testament rhetorical criticism pioneered by Betz had little regard for issues of style at all.

292 Joseph Barber Lightfoot, Saint Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians (London: Macmillan, 1865), 65-67.
293 Betz, “Literary Composition,” 353.
294 C. Starcke, Die Rhetorik des Apostels Paulus im Galaterbrief und die Gal 6:11, 1911.

29 Betz, “Literary Composition,” 357. G. J. Bahr, “The Subscriptions in the Pauline Letters,” JBL 87 (1968):
27-41.

296 Hughes, “Rhetoric of Letters,” 22.
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Hughes’s assessment, as accurate as it is, illustrates the problem: For 60 years, the majority of
the twentieth century, no attention was paid to features of rhetoric at all Bengel’s long-ago call
was unheeded. Muilenberg’s advice for study of the Old Testament was not followed in the
analyses of the New.

A plethora of articles and books followed in the forty years following Betz’s 1975 article
on Galatians and subsequent commentary (1979). But as the major bibliographers of the era,
Hauser and Watson attest that the articles and commentaries and books that followed were
almost all exclusively devoted to only one aspect of rhetoric, namely, argument or persuasion,
and this to the great neglect of the figures and tropes. The evidence that New Testament
rhetorical criticism neglected figures of speech in its application of rhetorical principles to
Pauline studies begins with Betz himself. In spite of the assumption of Wuellner and others that
figures of speech had been properly identified, Betz mentions no figures of speech in his
groundbreaking study of Galatians, a study allegedly dedicated to the unqualified rhetorical
analysis of the text.®” Betz makes clear elsewhere (for instance, in his 1992 Paulinische Studien)
that he shares the assumption that figures of speech had been adequately studied. Betz’s study
and his attitude toward figures of speech set a precedent. Few if any well known works on
figures of speech appeared during the first twenty years of the movement. Betz’s approach had
excited one of the most clearly defined paradigm shifts in modern theology, but one which

ignored an important aspect of the very discipline it relied upon.?®

297 Hans Dieter Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1979).

298 perhaps no one was more qualified than Betz to comment on the history of New Testament rhetorical
criticism. Ten years after the start of the movement he inspired, and having completed rhetorical analysis of a
second epistle of Paul, he sums up the state of the art in Pauline studies:

There is also no unanimity in scholarship with respect to the rhetoric of Paul, although one is more
than ever inclined today to admit that the apostle made use of small rhetorical forms. This
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George Kennedy (1954-2005)

If Hans Deiter Betz ushered in the movement known as New Testament rhetorical
criticism, it was George Kennedy who had reintroduced American biblical scholars to ancient
rhetoric and, once the movement had started, proposed a comprehensive methodology for study,
one that included identification of stylistic elements. No one was more important in presaging
modern biblical studies’ embrace of rhetoric. Kennedy’s books on matters having to do with
ancient rhetoric would span six decades, starting with his Harvard dissertation on Quintilian’s
Institutio oratoria.?®® In his 1963 The Art of Persuasion in Greece, Kennedy “claimed to have
written the first detailed study of the history of Greek rhetoric.”*® His 1984 book New Testament
Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism, written after the fact of Betz’s commentary and a
decade of subsequent attempts, laid out the methodological steps for rhetorical analysis.**

Kennedy’s proposed methodology involved identifying the parts of Aristotlean-Ciceronian

concession is the result of important works from the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the
twentieth century, among which the following especially deserve to be mentioned: Johannes
Weiss, “Bietrdge zur paulinischen Rhetorik” [pages 165-274 in Theologische Studien (Géttingen:
Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1897] ... and the dissertation of his student Rudolf Butlmann, Der Stil
der paulinischen Predigt und die kynisch-stoische Diatribe (Gottingen: Huth, 1910) (Hans Dieter
Betz, 2 Corinthians 8 and 9. A Critical & Historical Commentary on the Bible [Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1985], 129).

Betz refers also to Stanley K. Stowers, The Diatribe and Paul’s Letter to the Romans, SBLDS 57 (Chico, CA;
Scholars, 1981). But Paul’s use of rhetoric is not limited to the diatribe and other small forms.

Betz’s concession, however, was a glance back rather than a look forward. The fact is New Testament
rhetorical criticism following his great lead paid but scant attention to figures of speech in Paul.

299 George Kennedy also authored Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition from Ancient to
Modern Times, 2nd ed. (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1999). Some of the findings of Kennedy’s
dissertation were published in his book Quintilian (New York: Twayne, 1969). Other important works of George
Kennedy are the following: The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1963);
Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Secular Tradition from Ancient to Modern Times, (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press, 1999); New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism, SR (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1984); and “The Ancient Dispute over Rhetoric in Homer,” AJP 78 (1957): 23—
35.

300 5g Olbricht, “Delivery and Memory,” 24.

301 New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism, SR (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1984).
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rhetoric, including invention, arrangement, and style, along with identifying as Betz had done the
partes orationes and, ultimately, the genre. We have already noted how Kennedy’s student
Duane Watson did a more thorough job than almost any other scholar of identifying figures of
speech in 2 Peter and Jude.

But the truth of the matter is that Kennedy himself, who had anticipated the movement and
spelled out a program of application of rhetorical analysis of New Testament writings, including
the letters of Paul, barely touched upon figures of speech in his own works, though he
acknowledges “style” as one of three basic parts of the rhetorical craft.®? In fact, he somewhat
deemphasized this aspect of rhetoric. In laying out his program for the use of rhetoric as “an
additional tool of interpretation,” in 1984, George Kennedy was acutely aware of historic
reductionism. He begins his book with almost a forewarning:

To many biblical scholars rhetoric probably means style, and they may envision in

these pages discussion of figures of speech and metaphors not unlike that already to

be found in many literary studies of the Scriptures.®* The identification of rhetoric

with style—a feature of what | have elsewhere called letteraturizzazione—is a

common phenomenon in the history of the study of rhetoric, represents a limitation

and to some extent a distortion of the discipline of rhetoric as understood and taught

in antiquity and by some of the most creative theorists of subsequent periods ...

Choice ... of words is] one of the techniques employed ... but what is known in

rhetorical theory as ‘invention’—the treatment of the subject matter, the use of

evidence, the argumentation, and the control of emotion—is often of greater
importance and is central to rhetorical theory as understood by Greeks and Romans.3%

It is a surprisingly skewed version of rhetoric from the man whose histories of the subject
have been published in six consecutive decades. We see similar devaluations of style by other

New Testament rhetorical critics who undoubtedly follow Kennedy’s lead. Historian Margaret

302 Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation, 25.
303 Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation, 3.

304 perhaps Kennedy has in mind here the English lay treatises from Sherry or that from John Brown who in
1791 produced ten pages on figures and over 400 on metaphor.

305 Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation, 3.
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Zulick unfairly claims that Aristotle, the father of rhetoric, “relegates style as an afterthought to
the depths of book 3.7 But Aristotle had written an entire book devoted to the third part of
rhetoric. The position of style as the third part was by no means marginalization. Invention and
arrangement, Aristotle as much as said, are “not enough.”**” In fact, In Book 3 of Ars rhetorica,
Aristotle actually lists “style” (lexis) as second, after pistis or “the source of proofs.”
“Arrangement” is third.

It is, indeed, hard to justify the attitude of many modern rhetorical critics from either the
work of Aristotle or the Latin tradition. In Ad Herennium, R. Dean Anderson reminds us, “The
last and longest of the four books is devoted to the section on A¢&ic (style).”?% Both Cicero and
Quintilian devoted significant portions of their treatises to style. As any student of Quintilian
knows (see Kennedy’s 1954 dissertation and his 1969 book), the master of first century Roman
rhetoric devoted entire books to the subject of style, notably Books 8 and 9 of his twelve book
Orator’s Education. It is true that style is often treated last in the handbooks, but there is a
difference between relegation and order of presentation. It should be unimaginable to consider
rhetoric apart from style. Historically, the marginalization of style was not widespread until
recent times. Augustine, Cassiodorus, Bengel, Winer, and others have emphasized the
identification of figures of speech.

Kennedy’s enduring contribution to New Testament rhetorical criticism might be measured

306 Margaret D. Zulick, “The Recollection of Rhetoric: A Brief History,” pages 7-19 in Words Well Spoken:
George Kennedy’s Rhetoric of the New Testament, SRR 8, ed. C. Clifton Black and Duane F. Watson (Waco, TX:
Baylor University Press, 2008), 9.

307 o1 yap amdypn 1O Exev & Se1 Aéyerv. Aristotle, Rhet., 3.1.2.

308 Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 61. Quentin Skinner, Reason and Rhetoric in the
Philosophy of Hobbes, 33, also notes this emphasis. “The Ad Herennium,” Quentin Skinner observes, “is
distinguished by the large amount of space it devotes to elocutio, and especially the classification and explanation of
the figures and tropes of speech” (Quentin Skinner, Reason and Rhetoric, 33).
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by two Festschrift collections in his honor, one in 1991 and the other in 2008.%*° But perhaps one
of the most important of Kennedy’s contributions has been the least noted: his translation of
Hermogenes.3 In 2005, he became the first to translate Hermogenes into English—thirty years

after the movement had begun.

Duane F. Watson (1988)

Kennedy’s methodological program was first carried out by his student at Duke, Duane F.
Watson, whose 1988 dissertation articulated the three parts of rhetoric in its title, Invention,
Arrangement, and Style: Rhetorical Criticism of Jude and 2 Peter.?'* Watson followed
Kennedy’s procedure®? step by step, recognizing that style includes “tropes and figures.** He
helpfully included a “Glossary of Style,” listing fifty figures and tropes including paronomasia
(adnominatio).

As the title of his dissertation suggests, Watson inventoried style in the short letters of Jude

and 2 Peter,® recognizing that rhetoric includes “tropes and figures,” with due reference to the

309 Dyane F. Watson, ed., Studies in New Testament Rhetoric in Honor of George A. Kennedy (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1991) and C. Clifton Black and Duane F. Watson, eds., Words Well Spoken: George Kennedy's
Rhetoric of the New Testament, SRR 8 (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2008).

310 George A. Kennedy, Invention and Method: Two Rhetorical Treatises from the Hermogenic Corpus. The
Greek Text, Edited by Hugo Rabe, Translated with Introduction and Notes (Leiden: Brill, 2005).

311 Duane F. Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style: Rhetorical Criticism of Jude and 2 Peter, SBL
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988). Watson himself writes of his endeavor: “The first full-scale rhetorical analysis of a
New Testament book utilizing Kennedy’s method was my own dissertation, Invention, Arrangement, and Style:
Rhetorical Criticism of Jude and 2 Peter,” from “The Influence of George Kennedy on Rhetorical Criticism of the
New Testament,” pages 41-57 in Words Well Spoken: George Kennedy's Rhetoric of the New Testament, SRR 8,
ed. C. Clifton Black and Duane F. Watson (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2008), 43.

312 First outlined in Kennedy’s 1984 New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism.
313 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 22.

314 Watson himself recognizes the historical significance of his endeavor: “The first full-scale rhetorical
analysis of a New Testament book utilizing Kennedy’s method was my own dissertation, Invention, Arrangement,
and Style: Rhetorical Criticism of Jude and 2 Peter,” from “The Influence of George Kennedy on Rhetorical
Criticism of the New Testament,” pages 41-57 in Words Well Spoken: George Kennedy’s Rhetoric of the New
Testament, ed. C. Clifton Black and Duane F. Watson, SRR 8 (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2008), 43.
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ancient Greek and Latin handbooks.®* Watson even includes a “Glossary of Style” listing fifty
figures and tropes including paronomasia (adnominatio), defining it as follows. “Paronomasia
(adnominatio): a figure of speech, “... which by means of a modification of sound, or change of
letters, a closer resemblance to a given verb or noun is produced, so that similar words express
dissimilar things” (Her. 4.21.29) and 2) change of the preposition with which a verb is
compounded (Quintilian [Inst.] 9.3.71).”%*¢ Thus, Watson has carefully sorted the subcategories
of so-called paronomasia by proper distinction—but had to allude to two different handbooks to
do so.

In actually perusing the letters and marking every partes orationes from exordium to
peroratio, Watson lists every figure of speech he can find in both short epistles and even
includes a helpful summary appendix:®" he identifies, for example, “regressio, the wordplay
using reflexio” in Jude 1:6, 38 plus the “wordplay” of antanaclasis in v. 6 and the paronomasia of
V. 9: S10Bor® Sroxpvopevoc dieréyeto (Jude 1:9).31°

But Watson, too, is limited by the definitions he chooses and misses such classic examples
of (what would later be called) parechesis:

dodrog, adelpoc (Jude 1:1) and

€V TVELLLOTL AYi TPOGEVYOUEVOL, ...

&v ayamn Beod tpnooate mpocdeyouevor (Jude 1:20-21).

315 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 22.

316 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 201.

317 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 194-95.
318 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 52.

319 «“The example is adorned with paronomasia of the type in which words lack a close resemblance, but are
not dissimilar,” Watson explains, alluding to Her. 4.22.30 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 56).
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Interestingly, Watson in his Appendix 3 rather anonymously lists “paronomasia in vv 20, 21” but
does not specify in the course of his rhetorical analysis which words constitute this figure.
Similarly in Watson’s “detailed consideration of 2 Peter’s use of invention, arrangement,
and style,”? he lists over a dozen instances of what he calls paronomasia, in 1:10, 1:12, 13, 15
and 1:19-21, and others. But it is often unclear, since he does not bother to include it in the text,

rather only in the appendix, what he is referring to. In 2 Peter 1:10, for instance, he recognizes

moteloOat ... TODVTES ... TTaionTE TOTE ... TAOLGIMG. %%

The excellence of Watson’s rhetorical analysis is evident in his proper use, for the most
part, of technical terms. But it appears that in using the term paronomasia Watson is only
identifying cognate words (figura etymologica) and prefix paronomasias. *2 In fairness to
Watson, he has mostly limited himself to definitions known from handbooks available in the first
century, none of which have a definitive name for alliteration. In the absence of a satisfactory or
accepted term, Watson chooses to use a term from Bullinger: “Homoeopropheron,” not widely
known in the ancient handbooks. The book of 2 Peter is, at times, almost sing-song with
alliteration and parechesis: for example, pboewmc dmo@LYOVTES ThG &V TM KOG &V EmBupiq
@Bopdc. (2 Pet. 1:4b); ... mpoenrtov mapappoviav. (2 Pet. 2:16).

While the vast majority of attempts at rhetorical criticism of Paul have forsaken Kennedy’s
method as far as identifying figures is concerned, Watson, in the first realization of Kennedy’s

method, is faithful.

320 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 87.
321 Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 99.

322 See, for example, Watson, Invention, Arrangement, and Style, 99.
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Stanley Porter and the International Conferences—1993 and Following

But perhaps the best indication on a grand scale of the neglect of figures of speech or, put
positively, the intense focus of the modern movement on argumentation, comes from the
international conferences that have been the major purveyors of the findings of the New
Testament rhetorical criticism.

Thomas Olbricht sums up the history that led to the international conferences:

The publishing of Hans Dieter Betz’s commentary on Galatians marked the
rediscovery of rhetorical analysis of Scripture in America. Ancient rhetoric was
rediscovered by English professors before World War I, resulting in a new
association of professors specializing in speech, now designated the Speech
Communication Association. Once again rhetoric was rediscovered by composition
professors after World War 11. Some interest in ancient rhetoric continued among
classical scholars in America from the nineteenth century. With these developments
and those elsewhere, internationally rhetoric has come to the forefront in various
disciplines in the past two decades [the 1970s and 80s], and a number of associations
with rhetoric in the title have been generated. In biblical studies a special interest in
rhetorical analysis developed on the west coast of the USA because of the work and
publications of Wilhelm Wuellner, Burton Mack, Hames Hester, Stanley Porter,
Jeffrey Reed, Ronald Hock and myself.... In 1990 it occurred to me that ... no
international conferences of rhetorical specialists had convened.’?

Thus, in the summer of 1992 the first international conference on rhetoric was held in
Heidelberg, with Olbricht himself and Stanley Porter co-editors of the publication that followed.
In spite of Porter’s interest in style, however, the trend-setting conference publications barely
touch on figures of speech. Of all the diverse topics devoted to rhetoric in the New Testament,
very few of the many essays in the first ten years of publication have to do with figures of style.
Only two of the many conference papers over a ten year period make a concerted effort to

actually identify such figures. The first of these is the investigation of Lauri Thurén in Rhetoric,

323 Thomas Olbricht, Preface in Rhetoric and the New Testament: Essays from the 1992 Heidelberg
Conference, JSNTSup 90, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1993), 9.
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Scripture and Theology, from the 1994 Pretoria conference.*?* The second is John Fitzgerald’s
1995 conference paper (published in 1997) on alliteration in Greek catalogue lists.*?> Both of
these essays offer important applications for the study of rhetoric in the New Testament. The
classically-trained Fitzgerald is one of the few scholars of the new rhetorical criticism movement
to use the term parechesis as Hermogenes intended it, recalling Rom 1:29 and 31.3%

Titles featuring the term “Argumention” predominate in the international conference
publications, as though that were the whole of rhetoric. In fact, there are more international

conference essays devoted to feminism than to rhetorical figures.

Stanley E. Porter (1997)

In Porter’s own Handbook of Classical Rhetoric (1997), he does better. “With regards to
ornamentation,” he writes, “Paul clearly displays a number of the standard stylistic features.”%?’
Porter then lists about seventy figures and tropes with examples from Paul—but no mention of
“parechesis.””®?® Within Porter’s volume is a rare article from modern day rhetorical criticism
devoted to the third classical part of rhetoric, “Style” by Galen O. Rowe. “Of classical rhetoric’s
five duties, the one concerning style (lexis/elocution) has had an especially pervasive and lasting

influence,”?? Rowe maintains, though without a sense of irony that his is one of the very few

324 Lauri Thurén, “Style Never Goes Out of Fashion: 2 Peter Re-Evaluated,” in Rhetoric, Scripture, and
Theology: Essays from the 1994 Pretoria Conference, eds. Stanley Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht, JSNT 31
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academi, 1996), 329-48.

325 John T. Fitzgerald, “The Catalogue in Ancient Greek Literature,” pages 275-93 in The Rhetorical Analysis
of Scripture: Essays from the 1995 London Conference, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1996), 287 n45.

326 Fitzgerald, “Catalogue,” 291-92.

327 Stanley E. Porter, Handobook of Classical Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period: 330 B.C.—A.D. 400 (New
York: Brill, 1997), 578.

828 porter, Handbook, 580.
329 Rowe, “Style,” 132.
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articles on the subject in modern rhetorical criticism. Rowe defines paronomasia and parechesis
along with annominatio, the first two in Greek font: “Paronomasia is a pun, a play on words
which sound nearly the same but have distinctly different meanings.” He supplies one good
example of parechesis, from no less a figure than Saint Augustine: “Ego autem iudices veros et
veritate severos magis intuicor” (Aug. Epistl. 143:4),%° and explains the workings of the
wordplay: “The pun, which defies translation, centers on severos (‘severe’) which contains
within itself the word versos (‘true’).” It is important to note in this Latin example that “verso”

and “severos” are likely from different roots.

Watson and Hauser’s Bibliography (1994)

The most convincing authoritative calculation of the percentage of works devoted to
figures of speech comes from a count of titles. Duane Watson and Alan Hauser’s Rhetorical
Criticism of the Bible: A Comprehensive Bibliography with Notes on History and Method, from
1994. The listings of this comprehensive bibliography belie any suggestion that matters of style
have received due attention in the modern era, especially in the first nearly twenty years of the
New Testament rhetorical criticism movement. A follow-up bibliography by Watson in 2006

shows no correction.332

1995 to 1999

The next year, 1995, proved to be the best in a hundred years for identification of figures in

the Pauline text, and yet its contributions were slight. In 1995, Gordon Fee makes one of the best

330 «“But I look upon judges who are true and, because of their truth, severe.”
331 Rowe, “Style,” 132.

332 Duane F. Watson, The Rhetoric of the New Testament: A Bibliographic Survey, TBS 8, Blandford Forum
(UK: Deo Publishing, 2006). Watson, who was responsible for the New Testament portion of the earlier volume, in
this one lists relevant works of rhetoric from AD 1500 to its date of publication.
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discoveries of classical parechesis to date, at Phil 1:21, but draws on no rhetorical term for it:3%

"Epoi yap 10 Ly Xpiotog

Kol 1O AmoBavelv képdog.

Stressing aurality, Fee comments on the pragmatics, that this verse “would have been even more
striking to its original hearers, because of its alliteration and assonance.”%*

After Gordan Fee’s observation at Phil 1:21, G. J. Steyn in the same year identifies
“assonance” in the opening of Philemon and becomes one of the very few in the history of
Pauline exegesis (see also Lauri Thurén, above, and R. Dean Anderson) to purposefully match
Aristotle’s Book 1 and 2 with Book 3,35 as Watson (in 1988) had done in his commentary on
Jude and 2 Peter. In particular, Steyn calls to our attention the assonance with which Paul opens
the letter: @ ayomnt®d kai cuvepy®d MUAV Kol Ameig Tf] AdeA@T] Kol Apyinnw T cveTPATIOT
UGV kai Tf] kot oikdv cov ékkinasie (Phlm 1:1-2). Steyn recognizes repetition of the omega
sound and posits this hypothesis: “This repetition of sound is the result of Paul’s stylistic
preference of the tautology of personal names and adjectives.”**¢ We will find reason in the
dissertation to take a slightly different view of Paul’s predilections, focusing on the consonantal
sounds and parechesis.

Also in a 1995 conference paper (published in 1997), John Fitzgerald notes alliteration and

assonance among other “frequent features”" in Greek catalogue lists. Fitzgerald uses the term

333 Gordon Fee, Paul’s Letter to the Philippians NIBCNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 140. Fee
emphasizes, from the viewpoint of the Philippian audience, “The assonance between képdog and Xpiotog could
hardly have been missed,” 140 n8.

334 Fee, Philippians, 140 n8.

335@. J. Steyn, “Some Figures of Style in the Epistle to Philemon: Their Contribution Towards the Persuasive
Nature of the Epistle,” EP 77, (1995): 64-80.

336 Steyn, “Philemon,” 64.
337 John T. Fitzgerald, “The Catalogue in Ancient Greek Literature,” pages 275-93 in The Rhetorical Analysis
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parechesis technically: “Note also the parechesis (assonance of different words) in Rom 1:29
(pB6vov povov) and 1:31 (dcvvétoug dovvBétong dotdpyovc—adds to the list).”**® “Other
frequent features [in addition to anaphora] of catalogues include chiasm, alliteration, assonance,
similarity in forms, rhyme,” Fitzgerald observes.** Fitzgerald’s is a major observation with
respect to a subgenre of Greek writing.

In the last year of the century, Casey Wayne Davis became one of the few exegetes
involved in New Testament rhetorical criticism to focus on orality in Philippians. Without calling
it by any handbook name, Davis finds that “instances of sound grouping include the uses of the
prefix in 2.3-13: vrepéyovrag (2.3); vmbpywv (2.6); vmikoog (2.8); vmepdywoev (2.9); vrep
(2.9); vankovoare (2.12); vmep (2.13). 3 This contribution to an understanding of the hymn of
Philippians 2 must be considered a major find. Nonetheless, Davis left much to be discovered.
For instance, in v. 4 the assonance with rough breathing3* is unquestionable: un ta éavtdv
&raotog ... T0 éépwv Exaotor; and a remarkable triple parechesis drives v. 6: vmépywv ovy
aprayuov nynoato, which we will discuss in the final chapter of this dissertation.’*

In 1999, Raymond Collins, First Corinthians, submits fifteen uses of the term

“paronomasia’ (along with other figures) but no mention of parechesis in what is otherwise the

of Scripture: Essays from the 1995 London Conference, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Thomas H. Olbricht (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1996), 287 n45.

338 Fitzgerald, “Catalogue,” 291-92.
339 Fitzgerald, “Catalogue,” 287 n45.

340 Casey Wayne Davis, Oral Biblical Criticism: The Influence of the Principles of Orality on the Literary
Structure of Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians JSNTSup 172 (Sheffield: Sheffield, 1999), 82 n59.

341 1t should be noted that Chrys Caragounis, argues that aspiration had fallen out of the Greek language long
before the New Testament period (e.g., Caragounis, Development of Greek, 390).

342 Davis also notes “possible instances of sound grouping” in the zeta words of v. 6 and 7, and 8,
respectively, {filog/Cnuiav/éinuumdny, and cluster alliteration in v. 18 through 21, moAloi/morréxig/moritevpa, as
well as cotipa/cdua/copart,®? making him one of the most perceptive Pauline appraisers of style.
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best complete rhetorical analysis of 1 Corinthians ever conducted.?*

R. Dean Anderson Jr. (1999-2000)

Presiding over the twentieth century as perhaps the leading rhetorical theorist on Pauline
figures, R. Dean Anderson, the editor of Lausberg’s magisterial work,*** was in a position to
make a change for the new millenium. Anderson produced two important works relevant to our
dissertation: Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul (2" edition 1999)*; and Glossary of Greek
Rhetorical Terms Connected to Methods of Argumentation, Figures and Tropes from
Anaximenes to Quintilian (2000).3#¢ His Figures and Tropes could not in any sense be regarded
as a reduction of rhetoric but looked to be a valuable tool for discerning New Testament devices.
The termini of Anaximines (d. 528) and Quintilian’s Institutes (ca. AD 95, nearly a generation
after Paul), though seemingly relevant, logical, and comprehensive in relation to New Testament
biblical figures, unfortunately excludes from consideration Hermogenic parechesis from the
second century AD. In explaining his end point, Anderson writes, “I attempt to show which
sources may be considered most applicable to a Greek author such as Paul in the first century
AD.”?¥ But the concept of parechesis is by no means anachronistic—as the ancient Greek
examples of Hermogenes prove.

The limitation has consequences. In his widely consulted work on rhetorical terms,

343 Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, Sacra Pagina 7 (Collegeville, MN:
Liturgical Press 1999).

344 Heinrich Lausberg, Handbook of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary Study, ed. David E. Orton
and R. Dean Anderson, trans. Matthew T. Bliss, Annemiek Jansen, and David E. Orton (Leiden: Brill, 1998).

345 R. Dean Anderson Jr., Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul (Leuven: Peters, 1999).

346 Anderson, R. Dean Jr., Glossary of Greek Rhetorical Terms Connected to Methods of Argumentation,
Figures and Tropes from Anaximenes to Quintilian (Leuven: Peters, 2000). It is telling that Anderson, in delineating
Kennedy’s “rigorous methodology,” subsumes the analysis of style under arrangement and argumentation, as though
stylistics were merely an inclusion of argumentation (Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 24).

347 Anderson, Figures and Tropes, 6.
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Anderson draws on Ad Herennium, defining paronomasia/adnominatio as “the use of very
similar words in close collocation that mean quite different things.”**¢ But these definitions fail
an important distinction. Paronomasia is traditionally thought—since 85 BC at least—to include
words of the same root, the prefixes attached to that lexical root producing a “quite different”
meaning; whereas parechesis involves unrelated words of different roots, this according to the
later Hermogenic definition. These two should not be construed as the same species; two words
with the same lexical root do not comprise the same phenomenon as two words of different roots
(the exception being proper name play). Thus, Anderson carries on the ancient conflation,
making no name distinction between, for example, pBovov dvov (actual parechesis) in Rom
1:29 and aopata/kabopdron in 1:20, neither here nor in his companion work Ancient Rhetorical
Theory and Paul.

The term parechesis is not in Anderson’s lexicon, but two examples of it are. At Rom 5:2,
without crediting Cosby (1991), Anderson pronounces oyfkapev and €éotfikouev in Rom 5:2
“[a]nother clear example of paronomasia.”3* This outstanding example of different root word
pairs is, in a manner done for centuries, mislabeled and marginalized by association with the
rather ordinary phenomenon. Anderson does squint at “a small example of word-play” in one of
the deliberative declamations of fifth century BC Herodes Atticus: tadta yap éotv évavtio

T00101¢ 01¢ Aéyw éyw.”**° But he fails to observe that Paul, in a phrase of even greater alliteration,

348 Anderson, Glossary of Greek Rhetorical Terms, 93, subsumes this definition under the heading
“paronomasia.”

349 Anderson, Figures and Tropes, 204. Cosby had noted this example in 1991 (Cosby, “Paul’s Persuasive
Language in Romans 5,” 213.

350 «“For these things are against those to whom I speak,” recorded in Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory
and Paul, 286.
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employs the exact same parechesis: Toic 8¢ lormoic Aéyw éyaw ovy 6 kOpilog (1 Cor 7:12a).%*
Hermogenes and Eustathius would both retrospectively call this sort of soundplay parechesis and
illustrate it by numerous examples from the same ancient Greek literature that Anderson surveys.
But as a term, parechesis falls outside Anderson’s framework of not only time but definition. Yet
the editor of Lausberg does not hesitate to employ, for example, the term “oxymoron,” which, he
writes, “does not appear to be attested before the fourth century AD.”%?

His oversights notwithstanding, Anderson makes one of the most valuable summaries of
the history of rhetoric. But in connecting it to Paul, he misses an opportunity to highlight one of
the most outstanding features of Pauline writing, namely, soundplay—by whatever name.

“Wordplay,” however, is in Anderson’s lexicon. In Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul,
Anderson addresses “the question of Paul’s unexpected use of word-play in serious emotional
contexts” over against the handbooks’ restriction of the same to epideictic oratory.** Anderson
insightfully notes that from the perspective of the handbooks “word-play is certainly not the
figure of choice when dealing with important serious subjects, or when attempting to produce
strong emotions,” a recommendation that “is quite the opposite to Paul’s usage.”*>* Thus,
Anderson rightly claims that “Paul departs from rhetorical theory in his use.”®* It is a valuable

insight for our understanding of Paul’s relationship to formal rhetorical education.3®

355 In Matt 5:26-44, a similar construction occurs five time, structuring the pericope. Nor does Anderson
point out in the same quote the homoteleutonic parechesis of tovtorc oic.

352 Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 203.
353 Note that the example from Herodes Atticus is from deliberative oratory.
354 Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 287.
355 Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 283.

3% A number of minor contributions in the late twentieth century should also be noted. In 1983, Gerald F.
Hawthorne, Philippian WBC 43 (Waco, TX: Word, 1983), 123, acknowledges the kappa alliteration of Phil 3:2. In
1989, F. W. Danker, Il Corinthians (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1989), 125, infers at 2 Cor 8:7 “a play on the word
xépic.” In 1990, Charles Wanamaker, The Epistles to the Thessalonians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC
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The Twenty-First Century

Year by year in the new century new additions have been made to the collection of
soundplay observances in Paul. In 2000, Kieran O’Mahony notes parechesis in 2 Cor 8-9:
mAodTog/amiotnTog, 7 Abraham Malherbe notes pi alliteration in the 1 Thess 1:2,%® ndvtote nepl
TAVTOV ... TOLOVUEVOL ETL TOV TPOCEVYDY UMV, adtoleintmg, and keenly notes Paul’s
“predilection for the alliterative use of labials (for example, 2 Cor 1:3-7; 9:8).”%* Malherbe also
cites méon mappnoia mg wévrote in Phil 1:20 and in 2 Cor 7:4 7oA\ pot Zappnoio Zpog HUAC,
TOAAN LOL KON G1G VEP DUV TEXTAMPOLOL TT TOPUKANGEL, VTEPTEPIGGEVOLOL TH Xopd Eml
maon tf OAiyer Hudv, one of the highest frequencies of pi in Paul. These observations will
become important pieces of evidence for parechesis in 1 Thessalonians.

In 2000, Georg Strecker and Friedrich Wilhelm Horn’s more general study, Theology of
the New Testament,*® becomes one of the few theological textbooks to actually use the term
“parechesis,” but unfortunately the authors do not employ it in an exact Hermogenic sense: “Re

Hebrews 1:1 parechesis or alliteration of the Greek text (1:1) ... ‘Parechesis’ = phonetic echoes

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 101, perceives assonances at 1 Thess 2:8 in “the alliterative phrase oltwg
opelpopevol vudv. In 1991, Michael R. Cosby, “Paul’s Persuasive Language in Romans 5” in Persuasive Artistry:
Studies in New Testament Rhetoric in Honor of George A. Kennedy ed. Duane F. Watson; JSNTSup 50 (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1991), 213, notes the “repetition of sounds in éoyrikapeviéotixopev” (Rom 5:2), a remarkable
observation that somehow had escaped notice for centuries; Cosby, however, fails to call it parechesis (Michael R.
Cosby, “Paul’s Persuasive Language in Romans 5 in Persuasive Artistry: Studies in New Testament Rhetoric in
Honor of George A. Kennedy ed. Duane F. Watson; JSNTSup 50 [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1991], 213. In
1993, Horst Balz’s Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 131, includes
“paronomasia” under a healthy discussion of molvc in 2 Cor 8:22, perhaps the most discussed alliterative verse in
Paul.

357 Kieran O’Mahony, “Pauline Persuasion: A Sounding in 2 Corinthians 8-9,” JSNTSup 199 (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 2000), 118.

358 Abraham Malherbe, The Letters to the Thessalonians (New York: Doubleday, 2000), 91.
359 Malherbe, Letters to the Thessalonians, 462.

360 Georg Strecker and Friedrich Wilhelm Horn, Theology of the New Testament, ed. Friedrich Wilhelm, trans.
M. Eugene Boring (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2000).
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of different words. Alliteration = several words begin with the same letter.””¢

Complementing the Phil 1:21 observation of Fee (1995), Rollin Ramsaran in 2002 notes “a
striking correspondence between the sounds within each clause, especially with respect to the
X/x and ©/6 of Xpiotog and képdog and the long vowel sounds of {ijv and arnoboveiv.*? In 2003,
David Aune cites the interesting specimen in James 1:24, properly calling it “parechesis”*®:
ameAnAvbev/éneldOerto. In 2004, Will Deming notes in 1 Cor 7:32—34 that Paul uses words from
the pepiuva- stem five times in an elaborate wordplay, or “paronomasia,” with the verb
ueuéplopar, "to be divided™” (v. 34a): auepipvovg/uepiuvd/pepyuva/pepéprotol/

uepuvd/pepuva.®* This is parechesis, not paronomasia.

Chrys Caragounis (2004)

Not only the best collection of the new century but the best insight into ancient Greek
principles of wordplay comes from Chrys Caragounis in 2004. Caragounis, a native Greek
educator, refers often to Eustathius and other Greek authorities and properly distinguishes (for
the most part) between paronomasia and parechesis. For instance, he properly identifies
Diogenes’ oyoAnv/xolnv as “parechesis,” which Blass, in spite of knowing both terms, had
misclassified. But without noting the inconsistency, Caragounis passes on the error of Ad

Herennium when he includes under “paronomasia” the “transposition” type, for which he gives

361 Strecker and Horn’s “phonetic echoes” are no more than an etymological translation of the term.

362 Rollin A. Ramsaran, “Living and Dying, Living is Dying (Philippians 1:21): Paul’s Maxim and Exemplary
Argumentation in Philippians,” in Rhetorical Argumentation in Biblical Texts: Essays from the Lund 2000
Conference Emory Studies in Early Christianity; ed. A. Eriksson et al (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International,
2002), 330.

363 David E. Aune, ed. Westminster Dictionary of New Testament and Early Christian Literature and Rhetoric
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2003), 574.

364 \William Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy: The Hellenistic Background of 1 Corinthians 7 (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 200.
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the example nepiBodeivinepirafeiv,®® clearly words of different roots. In the very next sentence,
however, is the proper distinction: “paronomasia is called an ‘etymological schema’ and is
distinguished from parechesis, which is a ‘parechetical schema’ (that is, a figure based strictly on
sound).”*® |t is the distinction between sound and sense that this dissertation has insisted upon.

Caragounis elsewhere carefully distinguishes paronomasia from parechesis, the latter
involving words that are “etymologically unconnected.”?*” Caragounis offers the best modern
selection of examples from Hermogenes and Eustathius®®® and ancient Greek writers. His
examples include the valuable gem from the church father Chrysostom: yoipwv yeipovc (“worse
than swine™).3% Caragounis cites Matt 24:30 for kéyovrtar ... kot Syovtar but underestimates it
as mere “assonance” when in truth it rightfully rises to the level of parechesis or parechetical
rhyme.

Of significance for our own dissertation, Caragounis affirms the set-subset relationship
between parechesis and alliteration. As an example of alliteration, Caragounis notes the three
consecutive pi initial words of Acts 17:31b, wictv mapacymv macw, and Hebrew 1:1, “as the
type of parechesis that is dependent on the first letter of two or more words, otherwise called
alliteration.”"

Caragounis’s Chapter 7, “The Acoustic Dimension in Communication,” contains the best

365 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 454 n191. On p. 459, Caragounis lists lexemes from the same two
roots, BaAmv — Aapdv, under Eustathian parechesis (Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, vol. 1, 193).
Inexplicably, in his discussion of parechesis, 461 n224, he includes same root pairs from Paul, e.g., dépata ...
koBopdzar (Rom 1:20).

366 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 454.
367 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 458.
368 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 458-509.

369 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 467, from Chrysostom, Kata Ma@@aiov 17:10-21 (Homily 57, MPG
58, 564, lines 5-7.

370 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 461.
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assemblage of historical works on paronomasia and parechesis since Lausberg, but perhaps his
most important contribution is simply in recognizing that the New Testament writers employ

parechesis “at many points.”%"

2005-2013

L. L. Welborn, Paul, the Fool of Christ, adds to the growing list of exegetes endorsing
proper name parechesis on “Apollos” in 1 Cor 1:12 with damoAlvpévorc and amoid in vv. 18 and
19.572 D. Francois Tolmie makes seven original observations in Galatians, five instances of
“consonance” and two of what he calls “alliteration” (rather, assonance). His observations at
5:13a and 5:16 underestimate the parechetical phenomena: én’ élevbepia ExAnOnte, adedpoi
(5:13a); nvevpott mepurateite (5:16). Tolmie does not name “parechesis” but does
“paronomasia” and a number of “supportive rhetorical techniques.””"

In 2007, Andrie Du Toit calls attention to pouyoi otite parakoi, at 1 Cor 6:9, observing,
“We find this same phenomenon in the vice lists of Rom 1:29-31 and Gal 5:19-21.”3

In 2008, Ernst R. Wendland, working in James, performed one of the best stylistic
analyses ever on a New Testament epistle with great relevance to the UPE, noting that “[t]he

phonological fabric, or ‘sound print,” of the discourse was a vital factor in a text’s

371 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 460.

372, L. Welborn, Paul, the Fool of Christ: A Study of 1 Corinthians 1-4 in the Comic-Philosophic Tradition
(New York: T&T Clark, 2005), 106.

373 Tolmie, Persuading the Galatians, 187.

374 Andrie, Du Toit, Focusing on Paul: Persuasion and Theological Design in Romans and Galatians, ed.
Cilliers Breytenbach and David S. du Toit, BZNW 151 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007), 283. Du Toit writes, “It is not
clear why Paul mentions the pataxoti first [before dpoevoroitar]. In terms of honor and shame it would have been
more disgraceful for a man to play the female role. However, the vice list does not really show signs of a hierarchy.
The reason for the precedence of the paiaxoi may simply have been stylistic, potyoi and | podakoi corresponding to
the figure of parechesis (likeness of sound). We find this same phenomenon also in the vice lists of Rom 1:29-31
and Gal 5:19-21, one term suggesting and followed by a similarly sounding one.” Few comments in Pauline studies
accord more closely with our own view.
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composition.”®” Devoting a section to “Sound play: rhythm, rhyme, paronomasia,
assonance/alliteration,” Wendland notes the “paronomasia” linking yaipew (v. 1) to yapav (v. 2)
and the alliteration of “melpacuoic ... meputéonte” in Jas 1:2 (inexplicably, however, he misses
the third element: neypaouoic nepitéonte moikiloig), and concludes that “this epistle abounds in
appealing alliterative sequences.”*® But perhaps his most perceptive find is yevéoemg/yeévvng
(3:6), a soundplay that Wendland would have done even better to call parechesis.

In 2010, Duane Watson’s essay “Role of Style in the Pauline Epistles” in Paul and
Rhetoric concludes that “within any section of a letter, Paul regularly employs tropes, figures,
and styles.”®”” In the 2010 Blackwell Companion to the New Testament, Paul Hartog makes a
similar comment with regard to one Pauline letter: “Wordplay, assonance, alliteration, chiasmus,
and repetition are found throughout Philippians.”®® In the same volume, Paul A. Holloway
expands upon the 120 year history of noting alliteration in the epistle of James, with fifteen
identifications, at least one of which rises to the level of parechesis: ovdeic dopdoor dHvoron
(James 3:8).57

Finally, in 2013, Ryan Schellenberg’s Rethinking Paul’s Rhetorical Education *° relies on
Quintilian and seconds the observations of rhetorical devices in Paul made by Heinrici and Weiss

a hundred years earlier, namely “Rhythm” and “Klangfiguren” in the so-called peristasis

375 Ernst R. Wendland, Finding and Translating the Oral-Aural Elements in Written Language: The Case of
the New Testament Epistles (Lewiston: Mellen, 2008), 95.

876 \Wendland, Oral-Aural Elements, 97.

377 Duane Watson, “The Role of Style in the Pauline Epistles,” in Paul and Rhetoric, ed. J. Paul Sampley and
Peter Lampe, (New York: T&T Clark, 2010), ix.

378 paul Hartog, “Philippians,” in Blackwell Companion to the New Testament, ed. David E. Aune (Malden,
MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 478.

379 Paul A. Holloway, “The Letter of James,” in Blackwell Companion Blackwell Companion to the New
Testament, ed. David E. Aune Aune (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 574.

380 Ryan Schellenberg, Rethinking Paul’s Rhetorical Education: Comparative Rhetoric and 2 Corinthians 10—
13 SBL 10 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2013).
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catalogue of 2 Cor 11:23-28. Schellenberg identifies “anaphor, isocolon, repetition, and
assonance or rhyming,” %! noting that, “as has been observed at least since Johannes Weiss,

Paul’s list of hadships in 2 Cor 11 contains them all.”3#2

Conclusion to History of Rhetoric

The common take on rhetorical analysis reflects an attitude, common among literati of
many ages, that bemoans the reduction of rhetoric to style and the perfunctory tabulating of
figures of speech.?® One of the great ironies of the assumption of alleged reductionism, however,
is that such a microscopic focus on style, had it occurred at all, overlooked almost entirely one
very significant figure of speech in Paul, namely, parechesis. As we have shown, no such
reductionism with respect to figures of speech has occurred in biblical studies, at least not in
modern times. Rather, the focus in modern times has been almost exclusively on a single aspect
of rhetoric, viz., argumentation. Yet no one has bemoaned the reduction of rhetoric to this single
aspect.

In spite of a series of proclamations from some of the undoubted leaders of today’s New
Testament rhetorical criticism in which it is presumed that an adequate inventorying of figures of
speech in the Pauline epistles has already taken place, no such undertaking has ever been

accomplished. In the following chapters of the dissertation, we will attempt to identify parechesis

381 Schellenberg, Rethinking Paul’s Rhetorical Education, 231.

382 Schellenberg, Rethinking Paul’s Rhetorical Education, 138. Schellenberg is referring to Johannes Weiss,
Der erste Korintherbrief, 9th ed., KEK 5 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910).

383 Wuellner “Where is Rhetorical Criticism Taking Us?” twice uses the phrase “the fateful reduction of
rhetoric to stylistics,” 451 and 457, a line from Gérard Genette’s influential essay “Rhetoric Restrained,” in Figures
of Literary Discourse (New York: Columbia, 1982), 103-26. See also Wayne Booth, “Rhetorical Critics Old and
New: The Case of Gérard Genette” in Reconstructing Literature, ed. Laurence Lerner (Totowa, NJ: Basil Blackwell,
1983), 123-41. The concern of reductionism of rhetoric to ornament is summed up in Genette’s famous line “fatal
reductionism.”
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in Paul’s seven undisputed epistles.
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CHAPTER THREE

A CLOSE ANALYSIS OF PAUL’S FIRST EPISTLE: 1 THESSALONIANS

Introduction: The First Christian Letter

The oldest known Christian letter* is Paul’s first epistle to the church at Thessalonica. The
facts of its provenance place it at the midpoint of the century, its generally agreed upon “return
address” Corinth, near the heart of Greek rhetoric. Like all of Paul’s letters, 1 Thessalonians has
been analyzed from a number of perspectives, including theological, thematic, and,
epistolographic.2 New Testament rhetorical criticism has found the letter amenable to rhetorical
analysis, one of the best such attempts by Charles Wanamaker in 1990.3

These many exegetical approaches are not mutually exclusive. Clearly, in 1 Thessalonians
Paul abides by certain first century conventions of letter writing, and, clearly, he commends and
exhorts and persuades, all rhetorical strategies of one kind or another. The author, moreover,
proves himself aware of the excesses of rhetoric, reminding his audience that he had not come to
them Aoyw kohakeiog (1 Thess 2:5), that is, in discourse of sophistic flattery. Complementary to
the above-mentioned approaches, this dissertation will make the case that one of the best ways to
analyze 1 Thessalonians is on the basis of phonology. But quite apart from consideration of the
as yet uncertain perimeters of partes orationes, the dissertation will attempt to establish

pericopes based on the most primary but most objective feature of the language: the sounds of

1 Malherbe, The Letters to the Thessalonians, 172, reminds us that 1 Thessalonians is “only the earliest extant
letter of Paul, not necessarily the earliest letter he had written—after a ministry of fifteen years or more....”

2 An excellent summary of questions about and approaches to the Thessalonian correspondence(s) up to the
beginning of the New Testament rhetorical criticism era can be found in Charles A. Wanamaker, The Epistles to the
Thessalonians: A Commentary on the Greek Text NIGTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 17-52.

3 One of the earliest rhetorical analyses of 1 Thessalonians is, in fact, Wanamaker’s commentary. Like many
in the movement, Wanamaker maintains that “Greco-Roman letter writing theory ... was closely connected with
ancient rhetorical theory” (Wanamaker, Thessalonians, 46).
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the words.

Wanamaker, before undertaking his rhetorical analysis, claims that exegesis of 1
Thessalonians had involved “careful linguistic analysis of the text.”* This appraisal of prior
scholarship is typical of the overly generous credit that rhetorical criticism has been giving to
Pauline studies, when, in fact, little attention has been paid to that most fundamental aspect of
linguistics: the sound of the words that Paul chooses. As the following phonological analysis will
show, 1 Thessalonians abounds in soundplay. The first widely recognized instance of soundplay
comes in the opening lines of the letter, in verse 2. The case for parechesis in Paul begins here,

with the notes leading up to it, that is, with the established groundwork of alliteration.’

1 Thessalonians 1
1 Thessalonians 1:2—Pi Alliteration

One of the most perceptive attempts at analysis of Paul’s style in 1 Thessalonians comes
from Abraham Malherbe in his 2004 commentary.® Attentive to aurality, Malherbe writes,
“Paul’s intention, that the letter be read to the church, is reflected stylistically in the alliterative p
in 1:2 (see also 5:16-22).”” The alliteration of v. 2 is evident in the final eleven words, where
seven pi syllables occur, the interior pi’s of the preposition £zi and of the final word,

adaieirtog, also included by Malherbe: zavtote zepi Zovimv DudV pveiov® roovuevol xi 1OV

4 Wanamaker, Thessalonians, Xii.

° Alliteration some regard as a “type of parechesis” (see, for example, Caragounis, Development of Greek,
461). As such, alliteration would be its simplest form: as notes are to a chord, so alliteration is to parechesis. For the
purposes of this dissertation, the prevalent alliteration in Paul will only be alluded to as circumstantial evidence for
parechesis.

& Abraham Malherbe, The Letters to the Thessalonians (New York: Doubleday, 2004), 81-92.
" Malherbe, Thessalonians, 90-91.

8 For now we will only note in passing the interwoven nasal alliteration/parechesis of vu@v uveiow.
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TpoceLy®dV NUAV, adweirtmng (1 Thess 1:2).°
The prospects of soundplay—even parechesis—in 1 Thessalonians, however, actually

begin earlier, in the very first verse.

1 Thessalonians 1:1a—Theta-Epsilon and Chi-Rho Parechesis

In the first verse of this letter, two separate instances of alliteration occur, theta-epsilon and
chi/guttural-rho, both involving proper name parechesis.

First of all, in the midst of v. 1, we find this collocation of theta-epsilon’s: Tiudfeoc ...
Ocooalovikéwv &v Oed. Here, Tyudbeoc ... Oed. looks not far from, to make one comparison, the
proper name parechesis cited by Hermogenes, found also in the second century AD techne of
Ailios Herodianos and endorsed by Eustathius: IIp6foo¢ Goog.*°

In spite of the seeming prerequisite of (co-)sender and addressee proper names, there are

several reasons to suspect deliberate soundplay—including parechesis—here: (1) statistical

% In addition to examples of pi alliteration endorsed by scholars, there are statistical considerations to take
into account. Probable instances of pi alliteration in the classics have received some statistical corroboration from
professor of classics David W. Packard, son of one of the founders of Hewlett-Packard and an early promoter of
digitizing ancient texts. In 1976, Packard brought objective criteria to the study of sound patterns in the lliad and
Odyssey, calculating the frequency of Greek letter occurrence in every verse in Homer (David W. Packard, “Sound-
Patterns in Homer,” TAPA 104 [1974], 239-60). He found, for instance, that in all of that great corpus only twenty-
one poetic verses contain as many as six total pi’s (though epistolary lines are longer than those of narrative poetry).
By comparison, there are seventy-two verses in the prose of Paul that contain six or more pi sounds. Perhaps the line
comparing most favorably to 1 Thess 1.2 in this respect is Il. 20.217, for which Packard, “Sound-Patterns,” 241-42,
includes the internal pi’s in his count: év medi® mendMoto, TOMG pepdnmwv avBpdmwv, that is, “on the plain dwelt, a
city of mortal men” (Il. 20.217). (Compare the typical Pauline pi alliteration in Rom 12:17b, rpovoodpevot KaAd
gvamov mhvtwv avBpdrov-) At this Homeric line, the famous nineteenth century classicist Walter Leaf had
conceded “strongly-marked alliteration” but was skeptical of ““design” (Walter Leaf, ed., The lliad, 2 vols. [New
York: Macmillan, 1900-1902], 299). Although the Homeric lines that Packard studied are but half as long in word
count as the average Pauline epistolary verse, within many of the dozens of verses in Paul with six or more pi’s there
are concentrations (in a half verse) that rival those discovered in Homer. The string of eleven words in 1 Thess 1:2,
seven of them with pi sounds, is thus not far from one of the most alliterative lines in ancient Greek literature.

10 «Prothoos was quick [0ooc] [to rule over them],” from Hermogenes and also, apparently, from Ailios
Herodianos Iepi oynudtov, 95 in L. Spengel, ed. Rhetores Graeci, vol. 3 (Leipzig: Teubner, 1856). Caragounis,
Development of Greek, 454, subsumes this example under “paronomasia,” with this claim: “Ancient authors used
paronomasia very freely.” Though technically neither TIp66oog Goog. nor Tywdbeoc ... B¢ are of different roots,
they are subsumed under what the ancient Eastern rhetoricians Hermogenes and Eustathius called parechesis. Proper
names appear to be a special class of word/soundplay. Eustathius supplies history with forty some similar examples,
which he calls “parechesis.”
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probabilities, (2) the propensity of Greek (and other ancient languages) to alliterate on proper
names, including Paul’s own habit, and (3) the propensity of literary Greek to alliterate in

opening lines, including evidence from other Pauline letters and elsewhere in the Greek Bible.

Reason 1: Statistical Occurrence of *0¢* in the Greek Bible

Without an appreciation of the frequency of a certain letter in the Greek language of the
first century, it may be difficult to recognize certain improbabilities. The requisite of (co)sender
(Timothy) and recipient (the Thessalonicans) notwithstanding, only 3.7% of UPE words contain
a theta-epsilon, and only 2.1% of UPE words begin with theta-epsilon. Thus, the probability of
three such theta words in such close collocation is low, even given the high frequency of the
divine name 6g6¢, which name Paul references about 430 times in seven epistles. As we will see,
the inclusion of Bedc¢ in a Pauline opening line is not as expected as one might think.

Similarly, an understanding of the frequency of tau-initial words in Paul is helpful. After
controlling for the articles and demonstratives, fewer than 2% of UPE words begin with a tau.
See Table 2 at the end of the dissertation for evidence of theta and tau alliteration in 1

Thessalonians and other undisputed Pauline epistles.

Reason 2: Proper Name Soundplay
Background

Well-established in scholarship is the fact of ancient Greek (and Latin) etymological
wordplay. Classicist J. E. Powell observes that Greek authors “had delighted to pun on names

ever since Homer.”'* James O’Hara, author of True Names: Vergil and the Alexandrian

11 Powell, J.E. “Puns in Herodotus.” CR 51 (1937): 103. Puns on the name Odysseus are easy observations:
“Take these lines from the Odyssey,” writes O’Hara, True Names, 9: dAL" éAétw o€ kai Hrvog: dvin kai 1o
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Tradition of Etymological Wordplay, attests over and over to the fact that “the phenomenon of
etymological wordplay is so extensive and important in so many ancient authors,” both Greek
and Latin,*? and to “the almost countless examples™ and, again, to “the long tradition of
etymologizing in archaic and classical Greek literature.”** Eustathius identified dozens of
examples in Homer,*> and the Latin love for it, still strong in the first century, is fruitfully
expressive in such works as Ovid’s Metamorphosis and Lucretius’s De rerum natura. The

crucial point here is that proper names were often attended by soundplay, whether

QLAGCGEY TIVVVYXOV EypricoovTa, Kakdv & vmodvogat fion. (20. 52-53). The penultimate word in the two lines |
quoted echoes the sound of our hero’s name: hypODYSSEAI. Athena is identifying O. as the guy who will ‘slip out
from under’ things.” (http://languagehat.com/wilson-on-homeric-wordplay/ January 7, 2018). “A well-known
example occurs in Odyssey 19 where Autolycus says that because he himself is ‘hateful’ or a ‘source of pain’
(6dvoodpevoc) to many, his grandson should be named Odysseus.” The sound related words are separated by ten
words:

ToALoioY YOp £YD Ye OOVGGANIEVOG TOS KAV,
avopdov NdE yovau&iv ava y06vo movAvpotelpav:
® 8" 'Odvoedg bvop” ot Endvopov: avtap &yd ye ... (Od. 19. 407-409)

NB: Some distance often exists between the proper name and the eponymous word in the explanation. See,
e.g., O’Hara, True Names, 30 n130. Other subtleties should not go unnoticed. O’Hara points out a famous double
entendre: “The Oedipus Tyrannus provides an explicit derivation of the king’s name from the swelling (oidua) of his
foot ... but also exploits the suggestion of ‘knowing’ (oida) in his name.... The double meaning of Oedipus is to be
found in the name itself in the opposition between the first two syllables and the third. ‘Oide: | know: this is one of
the key words on the lips of Oedipus triumphant, of Oedipus the tyrant.”

12 O’Hara, True Names, vii. O’Hara explains the importance of this form of parechesis: “Recognizing and
understanding etymological wordplay has considerable consequences for the study of Vergil’s style, his place in the
literary traditions of ancient Greece and Rome, and for the interpretation of numerous passages in the Aeneid,
Eclogues, and Georgics” (vii).

13 O’Hara, True Names, 2.

14 O’Hara, True Names, 4. O’Hara’s comments with regard to Greek soundplay are particularly enlightened,
as he describes the range of possibilities of this device: “Homer and Hesiod offer many examples of wordplay of
several kinds not always easily distinguished, ranging from assonance or the simple collocation of similar sounds, to
paronomasia or wordplay based on similar sounds, to ... etymological wordplay. Assonance, alliteration, or other
considerations of euphony produce many collocations that might suggest etymological connections.” (O’Hara, True
Names, 7). That is, O’Hara (who unfortunately does not seem to know the term parechesis) distinguishes between
the “euphonious” and the “etymological” (O’Hara, True Names, 8 n13). He adds that his “study will include a
slightly broader range of wordplay, both to be more useful and because strenuous efforts to distinguish or separate
etymological wordplay from ‘related phenomena,’ to use a phrase from the title of Rank’s study of Homeric
wordplay, are not worthwhile, and probably not true to the practice of the poets” (O’Hara, True Names, 3).

15 In Homer, soundplay on proper names is at once so common and so clever that it appears hundreds of
subtle examples of it have not even been noted by scholars.
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etymologizing, real or imagined, or for the sake of euphony.¢

In the New Testament, the most accepted proper name wordplay is [Tétpoc/nétpa in Matt
16:18, an instance of Hermogenic parechesis, though rarely called by that name.*” In the epistles
of Paul, the two most famous soundplay possibilities of this kind are found in the first chapter of
1 Corinthians and in Philemon. Some speculation has attended the name Apollos in 1 Cor 1:12,
Welborn being perhaps the most recent major commentator to recognize proper name parechesis
here with arolvpévolg and dmoAd in vv. 18 and 19.%8 In Philemon, évaipmv in Phim 20 stands
as a possible etymological play on the name ‘Ovrjoyuov some ten verses earlier. This possibility
was peremptorily dismissed by the influential Blass in the nineteenth century, but most modern
Philemon commentators, including Nordling, accept it.*° In the final chapter of this dissertation,
we will take up the question of Onesimus.

Other than those two Pauline examples, little attention has been paid to the same possibility
in literally dozens of other names in the UPE. Given the common practice in both Greek and
Latin classics, not to mention the well-known etymological wordplay on dozens of Old
Testament (Hebrew) names, from Adam and Eve through the minor prophets, one thing is for
sure: Paul would have been highly conscious of play on proper names as a serious literary
device. Table 12 at the end of the dissertation lists possible examples of soundplay on proper

names from the undisputed epistles of Paul.

16 Nothing better illustrates the Greek interest in sound and sense than Plato’s Cratylus, which parodies the
zealous etymologizing.

17 One of the best expositions of this verse is by Chrys Caragounis, Peter and the Rock, BZNWKAK 58.
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1990).

18 Welborn, Paul, the Fool of Christ, 106.
19 John G. Nordling, Philemon (St. Louis: Concordia, 2004), 277.
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Proper Name Soundplay on Tyu66gog

The name Timothy in particular is the subject of proper name soundplay in Paul. Two
dozen times in the New Testament the name is used, eleven times in the UPE, including three
mentions in 1 Thessalonians and four times in opening verses (seven times in openings if we
were to count the first verse of 2 Thessalonians, Colossians, and 2 Timothy 1:2). In all three
instances in 1 Thessalonians, “Timothy” is found in proximity to theta words. The proper name
occurs, arguably, seven times in soundplay in the undisputed Pauline, including, for example,
Two60eov, 6¢ Eotiv pov ékvov ayamnzov (1 Cor. 4:17). See Table 12 at the end of the dissertation
for possible instances of proper name soundplay on the name Timothy.

It should be noted that the last syllable of the co-sender and the first syllable of the
addressee are parechetical: Tywwo0eocg ... Osooarovikéwv (1 Thess 1:1). Furthermore, Tiudfsoc
... @ is akin to the examples of proper name soundplay in Hermogenes: not only I1p66oog
Booc.?° from pseudo-Plutarch, but from Thucydides, Zouiav uiav, and from Demosthenes,
“gopdc Sophocles;”?* Eustathius supplies several other relevant examples from Homer: Aiyaiov
yoiwv; itmAdra TInkebdg; aivéde Aiveiav,?? etc, some sharing common roots, others of unrelated
etymology, and many in which the endings of words are not involved in the parechesis.?* Note
that in the Pauline usage, the eponymous words are not consecutive and do not share the same

inflected ending, which is also true of many Eustathian examples.

20 From Ailios Herodianos and/or Hermogenes. See also Hayward, “Wordplay between OEQ/000X and
®EOX in Homer,” 215-18.

21 This proper name parechesis is a quote from Thucydides from Hermogenes’s On Style, in a section titled
“Beauty” (or perhaps better, “Ornament”) illustrating the figure of epanastrophe: Hermogenes’ On Types of Style,
trans. Cecil W. Wooten (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1987), 59.

22 From Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, vol. 2, 421, 452, and vol. 4, 3, respectively.

2 For example, MéAntog/pehtdeooay in Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri lliadem, vol. 1, 151 line 10.
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Proper Name Soundplay on 0gdg

The third element in the theta-epsilon series of 1 Thess 1:1 has an impressive pedigree of
phonological associations: 6edc. Paul expresses the name 6g6¢?* about 430 times in the seven
letters, nearly thirty-five times in 1 Thessalonians, and in many instances in collocation with
another theta word, as Table 3 at the end of the dissertation displays. We have also to consider in
this respect the tendency of ancient Greek in general to alliterate on the names and titles of
deities.

Paul is not the only Greek writer to frequently alliterate with 6e6¢ and other divine names.
Wordplay on divine names in ancient Greek literature, in fact, was a common practice.
Observations from Homer are numerous and come from commentators from many different eras:

1. 18.182: "Ipt Bect tig yap oe Oecv ol dyyerov fike; (Eustathius, 12" century)

Od. 16.187-88: o tic To1 fedc sipt: i W dhavdroiory giokelc;? (Fraunce, 16
century)

Od. 16.197-198: & odtod ye vow, 8te pr| feoc odTOg émelfmv
PNidimg é0éAwv Oeim véov Mg yépovta. (Bérard, 1933)%

Note that these acute observations come from three scholars from three different centuries all
who use the term “parechesis” in its technical Hermogenic sense.

The above examples in which alliteration or parechesis has been identified all look

24 It is strictly an editorial decision whether or not to capitalize 0g6c. Paul uses the name “Christ” almost 270
times and, as we will also see, often alliterates with that holy name as well. He also, as we will seg, alliterates on the
unholy name of Satan.

%5 “Goddess Iris, who of the gods sent you to me as a messenger?” This is actually figura etymologica.

26 “T am not any god to you. Why do you liken me to the immortals?” Compare again this verse from 4
Maccabees: G\’ oi pév edyevdg dnofavovieg EmApmaoay TV gig TOV Oeov edGEPeay o 8¢ KakdG 0ipdEEIG TOVG
¢ Gpetiig Aymviotdg dvartiong drnokteivag 0ev kol avtog drodvijokeiy.. .. (4 Macc 12:14-15). NB: the alpha
assonance and distinct possibility of deliberate parechesis on 8gov/80gv.

27 “[For no way could a mortal man contrive this] of his own wit, unless a god himself were to come to him,

willing to readily make him young or old.” Bérard, Odyssée, 44, writes of “les paréchéses at métathéses™ of these
Verses.
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remarkably similar to certain verses in Paul. For instance, Pauline phrases lexically and
phonologically similar to Od. 16.187—88a, ‘o0 tic to1 0ed¢ ip: ti 1 dbavarolow Elokelg;? are
found in Rom 1:32; 5:8, 10, 15; 6:10, 23; 7:4, 8:34, 1 Cor 4:9, 2 Cor 1:9, 7:10, Gal 2:19, 21; Phil
2:27; and 1 Thess 4:14.

Among the Greek playwrights, similar alliteration has been noted. Christian Riedel (1900)
published the alliterative find 8eod — 0éAovtoc?® from Sophocles, which happens to bear the
exact same lexemes as Rom 9:16, &pa. odv o0 Tod félovrog 00dE Tod TPEYOVTOC ALY TOD
gledvtog Beov. Riedel also knew and employed the term parechesis.

Although 6g6¢, which occurs 427 times in Paul and nearly ten times that in the entire
Greek Bible (over 4,000 times), is as ubiquitous as one might expect in the Scripture, it is not
necessarily the expected deific term in the opening of an early Christian letter. “In Christ” would
be the expected expression, and Wanamaker calls attention to this “unusual” attribution found in
1 Thess 1:1, albeit the first Christian letter. Why does Paul say “in God,” the exact phrase found
only here and in Rom 2:17? “No definitive solution to this question can be offered on
grammatical grounds,” Wanamaker assures us.*® As we have seen, there is a solution on
phonological grounds.

One of the first questions from the text of 1 Thessalonians that has piqued the interest of
commentators has to do with the names and the order of the co-senders.®* As Wanamaker puts it,

“If in fact Paul is the real author of 1 Thessalonians, why has he included the names of his fellow

28 “T am [no] god. Why do you liken me to the immortals?”
2 Riedel, Alliteration, 414.
30 Wanamaker, Thessalonians, 70.

31 For example, Philip L. Tite discusses the omission of Timothy in the prescript of Paul’s letter to the
Romans, in “How to Begin, And Why? Diverse Functions of the Pauline Prescript within a Greco-Roman Context.”
pages 57-100 in ed. Stanley E. Porter and Sean A. Adams, Paul and the Ancient Letter Form (Boston: Brill, 2010),
91-92.
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workers Silvanus and Timothy in the salutation?’’*? Regardless of the complete answer to this
question, the given order puts the name Timothy in line to alliterate with the other two theta
terms. Thus, the parechesis of TiudOsoc ... Osooolovikéwv €v Oed, rarely if ever mentioned in
commentaries, stands as not only the first of Paul’s parechesis (and/or paromoion) but the first

oversight in Pauline exegesis.*

Reason 3: The Opening Lines of Greek

But perhaps the most cogent evidence for Paul’s conscious choice of soundplay in the
opening of 1 Thessalonians comes from comparison with other New Testament epistolary
opening lines. Note especially the consistency of dentals in Pauline (disputed and undisputed)
parallels:

Tio0eoc 1] ExkAnoig Oeccorovikémv €v Oe®d (1 Thess 1:1 and 2 Thess 1:2)

S0 Oerjuatog Beod kail Zwc0évng ... tod Beod T ovon v Kopivowm (1 Cor 1:1-2)

S Oerjuatog Beod kai Tipodbeoc 6 adelpOC T EkkAnoia tod Ogod (2 Cor 1:1)

S0 Oerjuatog Beod kai Tipdbeoc 6 aderpog (Col 1:1)

S0 Oerjuatog Beod (Eph 1:1)

S Oerjuatog Beod ... TioBéw dyamntd tékve (2 Tim 1:1-2)
These parallels could easily be written off as one piece of evidence rather than seven, as
redundant or imitative examples, but consider that in all the vast corpus of the Greek Bible, Old
and New Testament, two consecutive theta-initial words, such as we see in 8eAjuatoc 6god of
four Pauline opening lines, occur in fewer than 120 verses. Thus again, the evidence of

alliteration supports the theory of parechesis.

82 \Wanamaker, Thessalonians, 68.

33 See also IMadrog dmdcTorog in Gal 1:1 and 2 Cor 1:1.
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1 Thessalonians 1:1b—ydpic Ouiv xai eipvjvn: Parechesis and the Christianized Blessing

The soundplay that we have hypothesized in the opening line of the oldest known Christian
letter, indeed, anticipates further exploitation of Greek letter sounds in the epistle. The next
instance of parechesis per se comes at the end of the first verse and involves the conjoined words
XOPIS VULV Kol EIpTVN.

The alliterative scheme of which this is part begins with the rhythmic repetitions of kappa
inv. 1, kol ... kai ... ékkAnoiq ... xai, with a consistent guttural string that extends to the first
word of v. 2, thus, kol xvpio Incod Xpiotd, ydpic vuiv kol eipivn. Edyapiotoduev (1 Thess 1:1—
2). Only eleven verses in Paul have more initial kappa’s. The name “Christ,” xbptoc, and yépic
are frequently involved in such alliterative schemes in Paul; in fact, they are found in the same
verse twenty-seven times in Paul, including in all seven of the opening salutations.

As many scholars have noted, at the start of all his letters Paul appears to replace the
conventional secular Greek letter writing salutation “charein” with “charis” and adds to this the
Jewish salutation of peace, thus, xapig duiv xai giprivn, found within the first few verses of all
seven undisputed epistles.** Thus, the salutary blessing yapig vuiv xoi eiprjvn of the former
Pharisee appears to combine a Christian theme word with the Jewish shalom. The addition of the
latter, a Hebrew element, was the opinion already of Tertullian (AD 160-220), who refers to
Paul’s adding ‘peace” to his opening greeting as “a formula which the Jews still use. For to this
day they still salute each other with the greeting of ‘peace.”””*® As far as we know, Paul’s yapig

Opiv ko gipnvn (1:1) in the first Christian letter is an orginal formulation, albeit apparently

34 This was the view of second century Tertullian (Against Marcion, 5.5.1). The longstanding view is
endorsed in the twenty-first century by, for example, Gordon Fee, The First and Second Letter to the Thessalonians,
NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 17. See also Malherbe, Thessalonians, 95 and 100. Bruce, however,
disagrees (F.F. Bruce, 1 & 2 Thessalonians, WBC 45 [Waco, TX: Word, 1982], 8).

% Tertullian, Against Marcion. 5.5.1. The longstanding view is reiterated, for example, by Gordon Fee, 2009,
17.
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derived from the Hellenistic and Jewish sources. One Pauline scholar summarizes the prevailing
opinion:
Since neither Hellenistic nor Jewish letters provide an exact parallel to Paul’s opening
greeting formula ‘Grace to you and peace,’ it is difficult to determine with certainty
the origin of the apostle’s salutation. The explanation that seems most likely and has
won the most support is that the apostle has taken the expected secular Greek greeting
chairein and ‘Christianized’ it by using the similar sounding Greek word charis,

which means ‘grace.” Both words not only sound similar but are also linguistically
linked.®

The author here is exactly describing, without using the term, parechesis. Sean Adams
helpfully asserts, “This similarity is beyond chance and suggests that Paul was adapting his letter
greeting from the traditional chairein form.”’

The mutually complementary functions of sound and sense have been overlooked by most
commentators, however. Among recent studies, Weima’s observations come at least close to
Paul’s semantic-phonological intent, though he just misses the soundplay. “Paul’s change,”
writes Weima of the chairein transformation, “may be slight in sound but is significant in sense,
for the newly minted greeting of ‘Grace’ evokes the crucial role of the divine in the readers’
salvation.... The apostle’s combination of ‘grace and peace,’” then, demonstrates his skill in not
merely borrowing from the epistolary conventions of his day but also cleveraly adapting these
conventions.”*® Without saying as much, Weima, too, is noting the device of parechesis. The
observations of “sound similar” and “beyond chance” and “slight [change] in sound” neatly
summarize the two aspects of the definition of parechesis that is the focus of this dissertation.

If the profound theological reasons behind Paul’s pairing of grace (yépig) and peace

3 Jeffrey A.D. Weima, Paul the Ancient Letter Writer: An Introduction to Epistolary Analysis. Grand Rapids:
Baker, 2016), 42.

37 Sean Adams, “Paul’s Letter Opening and Greek Epistolography: A Matter of Relationship,” in Paul and
the Ancient Letter Form, ed. Stanley E. Porter and Sean Adams (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 47.

38 \Weima, Paul the Ancient Letter Writer, 42.
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(eiprivn) have been the subject of delving analysis, the more superficial matter of sound has been
treated only rarely. The evidence of Judeo-Christian usage sheds light on the intentions of
soundplay.

Prior to Paul, the use of secular yaipew alone is found in at least three letters in the Greek
Bible, from 1 Esdras and 2 Maccabees and from Acts and James, each instance in highly
alliterative contexts:

1 Esdras 6:8, Pactlel Aapeie yaiperv TOvVIO YVOOTA E6TM TA Kopi® NUOV T@ Pociiel
OTL TOPOAYEVOLEVOL EIG TNV y@pav. ...

2 Maccabees 1:1, toig adehoic toig kot  Alyvmtov lovdaiolg yaipery ol adel@ol ol &v
Iepocordpoig Tovdaio kai ol &v T xdpa tiig lovdaiag eiprvyv dyadnv. (Note well
that the 2 Macc verse has both formulaic lexemes.)

Acts 15:23, ypawyavteg d1d yerpog adtdv: Ot andotorot Kai ol TpesPitepot derpoi
TOIC KaTO TNV AvTidyelav kol Zvpiav kol Kikikiov adedpoic toig € €0vav yaipety.

Acts 23:25-26, letter tov tOomov Todtov on Paul’s behalf: Kiodiog Aveiog td
KpatioTm Myepov GAKL yaipew.

After Paul, there is the significant parallel from James: Taxwpog 0e0d kai kvpiov Incod Xpiotod
00DAOG TOiG dddeKN PVLAIS TOTS &V Ti} dlaomopd yaipew. [acav yapav (Jas 1:1-2a), albeit
technically paronomasia.

Thus, in the Greek Bible both before and after Paul, several lexemes are parechetical with
yaipew, beyond any hypothesis of chance:

yaipew/xvpio/yodpav ... (1 Esdras 6:8)

yaipew/xopa (2 Macc 1:1)

xepog/yaipewv (Acts 15:23)

KAavdwog/kpatioto/yaipew (Acts 23:26)

Kol kupiov/Xprotod/yaipsw/yopav (Jas 1:1-2a)

But there is apparently more to the use of yapig Opiv xai eiprivn in early Christian

salutation, which profound analyses of meaning have all but passed over. Together the two terms
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cooperate in a “bridge” parechesis: ydpig Ouiv kai eiprivn, part of a pattern of no fewer than five
guttural-rho sounds in eight consecutive words in the opening of 1 Thessalonians: xvpi® ‘Incod
Xp1ot®, yapig vuiv kai eipqvn. Evyopiotoduev (1 Thess 1:1-2). This pattern recurs in other
Pauline epistles as well. (For a look at chi-rho alliteration in Paul with the name “Christ,” see
Table 4 at the end of the dissertation.)

“Bridge alliteration,” whereby two or more words combine to create a soundplay echo (xai
eipfvn with yapig above) is not unheard of in ancient literature. Chrys Caragounis, whom we
have already shown to be one of the most aware exegetes when it comes to Koine soundplay,
notes the following “synechesis” (a variant of parechesis) from Diogenes of Laertius:
dAeypdriov fj €n” GAA’ iudrtiov, a two-word bridge: “The play being ... ‘for a little ungent
(GAewppatiov) or for a new garment (GAA™ ipdtiov)?’”%

From the second century, similar two-word soundplay is found in the Peri Pascha:

goppayioey ... “marked [the doors of the houses]”

€ic ppovpav® ... “to protect [the people]” (Melito, PP).

Further, in 1 Thessalonians we are arguing that the chi/guttural-rho alliteration segues to pi
alliteration in v. 2. There is inter-New Testament evidence for this stylistic move as well. The
epistle of James offers an example of the segue from chi-rho to pi alliteration in the opening
verses of an early Christian letter: James 1:1 ... yoipsw. ITacav yapav (Jas 1:1b—2a) with triple
pi alliteration ending the second verse: neipacpoig tepitéonte nokiloig (Jas 1:2b). Here in the
opening of James we find the figura etymologica of yaipew (v. 1) and yapav (v. 2), a soundplay

noted as early as 1916 by James Hardy Ropes who was careful to call yaipew/yopav one of the

39 Diogenes Laertius, VI 52, noted in Caragounis, Peter and the Rock, 48 n17.
40 Melito, PP, 15.90 and 91. Nearly half of the biblical Greek uses of this word occur in Maccabees.
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“plays on words” in James.** With respect to this pairing, Wendland writes, “Paronomasia links
the opening salutation of ‘greeting’ (yaipew) with the initial topic of the letter’s introduction ‘All
joy’ (ITaoav yapav) in 1:1b—2a.”#? If the instincts of major James scholars is correct, at the time
of Paul Christian leaders were already playing on the sound and meaning of key Christian
terms.*3

It is apparent from all the coincidences of sound in the most relevant Judeo-Christian
epistolary greetings that Paul himself, with apparently more than theological reasons in mind,
transforms the standard greetings of two distinct cultures in a way that is most appropriate to the
new religion. The key part of the transformation is effected by parechesis: xvpi® Tncod Xpiot®,
x6p1G VUiV kol eipivn. Edyapiotoduev (1 Thess 1:1-2); in particular, yapig duiv xai eiprvn, we

submit, is parechesis.

1 Thessalonians 1:2—From Prescript to Thanksgiving Period

The first word of the second verse of 1 Thessalonians, Evyapiotoduev, which begins the
Thanksgiving section, continues and corroborates the guttural and guttural-rho alliteration
already established: xai xvpi® Tncod Xprotd, ydpig VUiv kai eipyvn. Evyapiotoduev (1 Thess
1:1-2). Evidence supporting a hypothesis of conscious collocation is found elsewhere in
Romans. At Rom 7:25, Paul writes yapig 6& 1@ 0e@d 610 Tncod Xpiotod tod kupiov Rudv (Rom
7:25); and at Rom 15:13, Paul collocates not with yépig but yapac—yoapdg kol iprvng (Rom

15:13) in a verse that, further, contains the parechesis motebewv/nepiooevew. In fact, guttural-rho

41 Ropes, James, 27.
42 Wendland, Finding and Translating the Oral-Aural Elements, 97.

43 The other pillar of the Jerusalem church, Peter, in a presumably later letter, also replaced yoipstv with
x&p1c: xapic vuiv xai giprivn (1 Pet 1:2). We note here also the pi alliteration of ITétpog dmocTOAOG ... MAPETISNLOLG
daomopdg IToVTov ... Tpdyveow ... TaTpdg ... Tvedpatog ... vrakony (1 Pet 1:1-2). Thus, 1 Peter echoes what we
have seen in 1 Thess 1:1 and 2.
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cluster alliteration, tantamount to parechesis, is elsewhere evident within 1 Thessalonians itself:
OV YpOveV Kol TV Kapdv (5:1).

A not unrelated parechesis is found in Epictetus (c. AD 55-135), with whom Paul has been
compared (so Bultmann’s dissertation*) on the basis of the so-called diatribe:

From everything that happens in the universe it is easy for a man to find occasion to

praise providence, if he has within himself these two qualities: the faculty of taking a

comprehensive view of what has happened in each individual instance, and the sense

of gratitude [evxapiotov]. Otherwise, one man will not see the usefulness
[edypnotiav] of what has happened.... (Diss. 1.6.1-2).

In conclusion, we find that the first verse of the first letter of Paul is unquestionably
alliterative—and links to the second—with both theta-epsilon and kappa/chi guttural(-rho)
alliteration rising to the level of parechesis:

... TwdOeoc i\ Exrxinoio Osooorovicény v Oed ...*° kai kvpio Tncod Xp1otd, yapic
vuiv kai eipvn. Evyopiotodpev.... (1 Thess 1:1-2a)

1 Thessalonians 1:7 and 8
In 1968 under “stark reimende Parechesen” (“strong rhyming parechesis”) Fehling
includes the following example from Gorgias: t6v tpoémov tov tomov (Gorgias, Pal. 22).4 There
could hardly be a more well defined instance of parechesis than that which comes from the
alleged father of the device. This and other examples*” are helpful historical reference points for
considering one of the most interesting possibilities of soundplay in 1 Thessalonians 1, where in
v. 7 and 8 the two parechetical lexemes torov and tone are found.

In this chapter we have shown there to be a conscious strain of soundplay through the first

44 Rudolph Bultmann, Der Stil der paulinischen Predigt und die kynisch-stoische Diatribe, FRLANT
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910).

4 Only the mozpi, elided above, is aberrant phonologically.
46 Gorgias, Pal., 22, cited in Fehling, Die Wiederholungsfiguren, 260.

47 Other classical parallels of the same combination can be found, for example, Aesch. Ctesiph, sec 78:
TpOTOV/TOTOV.
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six verses. With v. 7 and v. 8 comes a possibility for parechesis that challenges the idea of
collocation as a criterion: tomov (v. 7) and tome (v. 8). The two words are separated by thirty-
one words—the same distance separating doiaieirtog and adedpoi (twice in the letter, 1:2—4 and
2:13-14). On the basis of morphology alone, tomov/toéng constitute classical parechesis (of the
type that Eustathius identified in Homer).*®* When we set the parechetical terms in their
alliterative contexts, the phonological relationship is even more pronounced:

... TOTOV TTAGLY TOIC MGTEVOLGLY ...
... TovTi Tom M wiotig (1 Thess 1:7-8).

Clearly, the pi alliterative terms in each colon are matching lexemes. Each verse in and of
itself is highly alliterative, with pi’s and tau’s and sigma’s. Together they constitute two parallel
strings of sound.

Other explanations for the vague lexeme “place” have been proposed, for example, Helmut
Koester’s TDNT suggestion that témou refers specifically to churches (“Places of worship were
described as topoi.)™* But this hypothesis invites problems of its own. In 2 Chr. 33:19, the only
use of the plural in all of Scripture, the reference is to “high places.” Nowhere in Paul’s other six
uses of tomog is there but a remote possibility of such a lexical connection, certainly not in 1 Cor
14:16, nor in Rom 15:23, after which Paul immediately speaks of Spain (v. 24), where
presumably there is no church. In 1 Thess 1:1 Paul has already used the term ékkinoia.

Malherbe rightly suggests that mavti tomw is hyperbole® (itself a rhetorical device), but the

48 Such distance between parechetical pairs is not uncommon in Paul, as we will see, and defies some of the
restrictive definitions of parechesis that some scholars have assumed over the years. Just as Paul is capable of
carrying semantic meaning across some distance—see how often he resumes a theme or picks up on a word after
some long interval (e.g., “soma” in 1 Cor 10 and 11)—so0, too, he is capable of recalling sound.

49 See Malherbe, Thessalonians, 123.

50 Malherbe, Thessalonians, 124.
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most sensible explanation lies plainly on the surface, a topography of sound rather than
geography: movti ton® M mioTic VUGV 1 Tpog ... (1 Thess 1:8). Very likely, torov/tone is part of
the pattern of parchesis already evident in 1 Thessalonians. The statistics alone suggest the pair is
part of the clever play of words that Paul commonly employs.

One further point. The frequency of tau-initial words is deceptive (see Table 2 at the end of
the dissertation). In any single chapter of Paul, no more than two or three tau initial words are to
be found. In the first chapter of 1 Thessalonians, to use a prime instance, other than the definite
articles, only three words—all of them suspicious of alliteration—begin with tau: Tyw66gog (in v.
1) and tomov and tomw (in verses 7 and 8).5* Thus, tomov and tomw look alike, sound alike, are in
like contexts, and satisfy all the criteria of parechesis (except that their inflexional endings differ)
and are two of only three significant words in the first chapter of 1 Thessalonians that begin with
a tau. Moreover, in the subsequent chapters of 1 Thessalonians wherever tau-initial words occur,
alliteration is often evident, for example, tpo@og 0aAnn ta eavtiic téxva (1 Thess 2:7). These

considerations overcome the thirty-word distance between tomov in v. 7 and tome in v. 8.

1 Thessalonians 1:7-8
Proper Name Parechesis: Maxedoviq koi &v tfj Ayoio

One of the most intriguing possibilities for soundplay in Paul is a kind for which there is
much more and very specific classical precedent. In verses 7 and 8, two regional proper names
are found: Macedonia and Achaia. As the key words in the verses, they inspire the alliteration
that surrounds them. See Table 5 and Table 12 at the end of the dissertation for evidence of

alliteration and parechesis on the proper names Macedonia and Achaia.

51 We recall from Acts, the interesting example of alliteration involving both a definite article and
demonstrative: ypayog €motolnv Exovoav w0V throv todrov- (Acts 23:25).
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The Evidence for Parechesis on “Achaia”

The support for soundplay on the regional name Achaia is impressive and includes
historical Greek precedents as old as the Iliad (see Table 5 at the end of the dissertation). The
case for parechesis on “Achaia” begins with intertextual evidence. Paul explicitly names
“Achaia” seven times in his epistles, and in each and every instance the regional name is
involved in alliteration. Five instances suggest particularly complex alliteration: déqymrav/Ayoie
(1 Thess 1:8); ayiowc/Ayaiq (2 Cor 1:1); dmapym tiic Ayoiog (1 Cor 16:15); kavmoig/Axaiac (2
Cor 11:10); and kovy®dpov/Ayoio (2 Cor 9:2). Perhaps the most perfect example among the many
clashing alliteratives associated with Achaia is the parechesis of kavymoic/Ayoiog (2 Cor 11:10).

In 1 Thess 1, the first mention of Achaia in Paul, guttural alliteration of v. 8, Ayoiq literally
echoes, via onomatapoietic parechesis, the message: ... é&ymron ... Ayaiq, GAL" ... Ogdv
g€elubey ... ypeiav Exewv ... (1 Thess 1:7-8). Form follows function in this clever pun with
guttural sounds. Significantly, v. 8 holds the distinction of being the only verse in Paul with four
chi’s in four distinct lexemes, two of them, ypeiav &yewv, previously identified by Russell (as
“paronomasia’), in his 1920 dissertation.

Aligning the verbage of 1 Thess 1:8 and 2 Cor 11:10 is informative. If we decide against
the textual critical option in the first passage, we find exactly the same distance between
parechetical pairs:

... €&fpmron 6 Adyog Tod Kupiov ov pdvov &v i Maxedovig kai Ayoiq ... (1 Thess
1:8)

... Kavymotg adtn ob ppoyncetol eic ug &v toic Khipaoty tiic Ayaiac. (2 Cor 11:10)
The occurrences at 1 Thess 1:7 and 2 Cor 9:2 include alliteration with “Macedonia”—
Moxedovig kai év i Axaiq and kowydpor Moxeddoy, respectively. 2 Cor 9:2 also evinces a

second parechetical relationship: napeokedactor dnd tépvot. The one mention in Romans
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exhibits noticeable alliteration on both place names: evddxncav yap Moxedovia koi Ayaio
rowoviav ... (Rom 15:26).

Thus, the statistical and historical and intra- and intertextual evidence show that Achaia,
known so at the time of Homer, supplies us with a rich source of soundplay on the very name.
There can be little doubt that “Achaia” is repeatedly involved in soundplay in the Homeric epic,
the closest literature to sacred text that the pagan Greeks had, and scholars from multiple
generations have noted as much. Nor can we doubt, in light of such evidence, that the apostle

Paul also played on this proper name, Achaia.

1 Thessalonians 1:9

Perhaps the most interesting and even beautiful instance of parechesis in the letter, and one
of the most euphonic in all of Paul, is found in v. 9, though it has not always enjoyed that
reputation among exegetes. Indeed, at 1 Thess 1:9, one of the major modern commentators,
Wanamaker, has noticed something unusual, but he only disapproved of it, regarding the
redundancy and syntax of this verse “clumsy.”® Indeed, the non-consecutive order—one turns
from something then to something else—and the repetition of “God” makes for a difficult
justification on the basis of grammar and logic. But from a phonological point of view, the verse

is one of the most impressive in Paul.>* As we will show, it is a chiastic structure at the heart of

52 Wanamaker, Thessalonians, 85.

%3 Typical of the over-analysis and redirected attention that a failure to attend to sound invites is much of the
twentieth century’s attempt at solving the exegetical puzzle that vv. 9 and 10 present. Malherbe, Thessalonians,
118-19, whose commentary is one of the best ever written on 1 Thessalonians, sums up the main vein of
speculation: “In recent years it has been argued that 1:9b—10 represents a scheme of preaching ... that Paul had
inherited and here applies to the Thessalonians. Alternatively, the verses have been thought to be a carefully
structured piece of early Christian confessional tradition, perhaps a baptismal hymn of Gentile Christian origin....
That Paul uses language derived from the so-called Hellenistic Jewish mission has been demonstrated ... but there
have been only unconvincing attempts to outline a scheme that Jews used and early Christians, including Paul,
reproduced. Paul does not here give an outline of a missionary sermon he had preached in Thessalonica; more
precisely, he summarizes what his converts had accepted and in the process partly uses traditional Jewish
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which is one of the most interesting examples of parechesis in Greek: gid®Awv dovieve.

The alliteration of 1:1-8 leads us to Paul’s commendation of the Thessalonians in v. 9.
Like the notes of a symphony that climax in a chord, the syllables of alliteration culminate in a
stunning palindromic parechesis in v. 9, as Paul assembles a soundplay beyond even cluster
alliteration.

Verse 9 begins with pi alliteration that needs no new argumentation to establish: ... zepi
NUAV GrayyEAovGy Omroiay ... Tpog VUG, Kol TG Emectpéyate Tpog OV 0oV amo.... Here, the
eight pi sounds in fifteen words (compared to seven in v. 2) include two prepositions the choice
of which is easily explained on the basis of the requirements of the art form.** The three words
g Emeotpéyate Tpog also convey sibilance. In the midst of this pi scheme is the cluster
alliteration or assonance of cicodov £oyopev, as alliterative as ypeiav &yewv in the previous verse.
Moreover, the second, and deemed unnecessary, naming of “God” is typical of the type of theta
alliteration that so frequently accompanies the divine name: fs@ /aAnOrvé is by ancient
definition parechesis, sound and sense cooperating in the kind of euphonic phrase that becomes a
liturgical tradition. The name 6¢6g, in fact, is so frequently found in alliteration that further
argument is unnecessary. In Paul, 6gdg is often in association with aAn0eia, two words that often
inspire soundplay associations.

In fact, the root &An6- occurs 28 times in the undisputed Pauline, several times in

alliteration:*

formulations also used by other Christians.... These investigations have given insufficient attention to the Gentile
recipients of the message....”

54 See also 1 Thess 2:17 where eight pi’s occur in eighteen words.
% NB: The parechesis in the famous line from the Gospel of John:
Kol yvdoeche v ainbeloy,

Kol 7| djbera élevfepdoel Hpac. (John 8:32)
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... E0®AV dovAevely [parechesis] Oed (dvtt kai aAndwd (1 Thess 1:9);

... 00 Adyov avBpodTeV GALG KaBdC EoTtv aANOdG Adyov B0l (1 Thess 2:13);

v élevbepiav NUAV Tjv Exopev &v Xp1otd Incod, tva i KaTadovAdsovoty,

oic 0vd& PO Hpav eiapey Ti VmotayR, tva 1) dANOsta Tod edayyeliov (Gal 2:4—
5)—note aspirant assonance of oic 0082 ... dpay ... vmotayf, va...;... A0y Tod
evayyeliov (Gal 2:14);

... GAnOeiq un meibecbar; (Gal 5:7);

AmokaAvmteTon yop opyn 0god dn’ 0vpavod £ml micav AcEPelay Kol ddtkioy
avOponwv tdv v dAndeiov (Rom 1:18)—note alpha initials;

... pemAda&ov v aAibsiay tod Beod ... Eldtpevcav (Rom 1:25);

... €€ ép1Beiag ol amelfovov T dAnbeiq meifouévolg d¢ i adikiq Opyn Kol Bopde.
(Rom 2:8)—note the theta’s;

0 0g0¢ aAnONc, Tac 6 avOpwmnoc (Rom 3:4)

aAn0eto tod Beod (Rom 3:7);

AMBeiav Aéyo (Rom 9:1);

aAnOeiog Beod (Rom 15:8);

etMkpveiog kol aindeiag (1 Cor 5:8);

&v MOy dAnbeiog (2 Cor 6:7);

AN ¢ Tavta &v aindeia Ehainoouev (2 Cor 7:14);

oV yap duvaueda Tt kot ThHg aAndeiog GAA’ VEp ThG GANOEiag.

yaipopev yap 6tav Nueic dobevapev (2 Cor 13:8-9);

... dAnbeiq, Xpiotog katayyéileton (Phil 1:18)—note gutturals;

To dowdv, ddedpoi, boa éotiv aAnof (Phil 4:8).
1 Thess 1:9 is not the last time that Paul will alliterate on the lexeme &idwA-. With its unique
collection of sounds and letters (including the long omega), the lexeme occurs in diverse

alliterative contexts, for example, five times in 1 Corinthians:

7 eidwAoratpng 1| Aoidopog (1 Cor 5:11);
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eldmAo0vTOV, oidapey Ot ... oikodouel: € Tig doket.... (1 Cor 8:1-2);

... €ld@AoBVTOVY, ofdapey &TL 0DSEY EIdmAOV ... BTt 00Seic Oedg £l pn eic. (1 Cor

8:4);

oikodounOnoetal €ig 10 0 gidmAdOvTO E60icy; (1 Cor 8:10)%;

Oidate 811 &te E0vn MTe MPOG ThL £ A Ta dpwva (1 Cor 12:2).

Thus, contextual evidence strongly suggests alliterative intent. Moreover, for evidence of
alliteration with the dovi- lexeme in the undisputed Pauline literature, see Table 6 at the end of
the dissertation.

Note that in Gal 4:9 we find a verse conspicuously parallel to 1 Thess 1:9 in both theme
and phonology. Here, dovigvew is found in consonantal collocation of with 6élete, whose
dental-lambda constitutes cluster alliteration: dovAevew 6élete (Gal 4:9). The two verses are
closely parellel in thought and, as it happens, sound:

avTol yap mepl NUAOV amayyéAdovoty Omoiav €icodov Eoyopeyv TPOg VUAC, Kol TAG

gneotpiyate TPOG TOV OOV Ao TAV EI0MA®Y dovievey Oed {MvTt Kol aAndwd (1

Thess 1:9)

vV 8¢ yvovteg Oedv, narlov o€ yvmcBévteg VO 00D, TOC EMGTPEPETE TAAY €L TOL
aoBevii kol Tty oToyein olg ToA dvmbev dovAsvey Bédete; (Gal 4:9).

Ironically, commentators have insisted on analyzing the two parechetical terms—<iddAmv
and dovAevev—separately. Wanamaker, who suggests that v. 9 and 10 “must be taken together,”’
considers the clause ndg éneotpéyate Tpog 1OV B0V amod OV eiddAmv separately.s® Best, on the
other hand, picks up at dovievewv Oed {dvtt kai aAnbve and even questions the Pauline

character of dovievetv, claiming that it is unusual for Paul to use “serve” with God instead of

%6 1 Cor 8:4 is one of the highest delta verses in Paul, 8:10-13 one of the highest delta pericopes in Paul.
57 Wanamaker, Thessalonians, 84.

58 Wanamaker, Thessalonians, 85.
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Christ (just as the phrase “in God” of v. 1 raises questions). * The verb “serve” is used with a
variety of terms in Paul, Wanamaker correctly observes, but “God” is not one of them. The two
terms go together phonologically, however, and this explanation solves a considerable logico-
synactical problem: why Paul does not use a consecutive order, why he says “turn to God from
idols” rather than an expression that reflects the chronological order of activity. In sum, the
number of alliterative elements in 1 Thess 1:9 make it, far from awkward, one of the most
euphonic of verses and, if the oversights of Thessalonian scholars are any indication, one of the
subtlest examples of clever soundplay, at the heart of which is the three-syllable parechesis
E10OA®MV SOVAEVELY.

We conclude our discussion of 1 Thess 1:9 with the following observation: the
nonconsecutive series of 1 Thess 1:9 is best seen (or heard) as a concatenation of sounds. Two
terms are embedded at the heart of the verse, sidmAmv dovievety, at the heart, as it were, of a
chiasm bounded by the two mentions of God’s name:® 0gdv amd TdV €id®A®YV dovAevEY OED. ...
This is classic parechesis, one of the most superb examples in Paul and surely in all of classical
Greek.®* Paul opportunistically alliterates—and here manipulates word order—to effect
parechesis.

As for the euphonics of gidmAwv dovAevewv (1 Thess 1:9), we might compare it to what is

often regarded as the most beautiful verse in Homer. Several classical scholars have nominated

%9 Ernest Best, A Commentary on the First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians, BNTC (London: Black,
1977), 85. éneotpépey is also “often said to be unusual for Paul,” Wanamaker, Thessalonians, 85).

80 Bengel, Gnomon, identified chiasms in the New Testament.

81 Although beauty is in the eye and ear of the beholder, one would be hard pressed to find an example in
Eustathius’s list that outrivals this specimen from Paul. It is not, however, as we will argue later, the greatest
example from Paul.

147



for that honor I1. 18.576;% but none apparently has noted its parechesis: zwap zrotapov kerddovra,

Tapa POSavOV dovaxta.

1 Thessalonians 2
1 Thessalonians 2:1-6
Having established a pattern and precedent for soundplay in the first chapter of 1

Thessalonians, the dissertation will now focus on clear instances of parechesis that follow. In
Chapter 2 of 1 Thessalonians, the pattern of phonological soundplay continues, from the very
first verse with several instances of parechesis or near parechesis following. In 2:3,
napaxinoig/midvng (in the phrase mopdxinoic nudv ovk ék mAavng) is parechetical. In vv. 3 and
4, respectively, akabapoioc and koapdiag are parechetical.® In v. 5 is the parechetical series Otte

... TOT€ ... oidarte, ovte (1 Thess 2:5).

1 Thessalonians 2:14—Proper Name Parechesis: idiov/Tovdaiwv

One of the cleverest proper name soundplays in Scripture, if indeed it is an intentional
parechesis, occurs in v. 14 among the eleven omega’s in thirty-three words that make for the
highest number in any verse in Paul. Here, the epistle preacher includes the rare idicov—only
thirty-one forms in Paul, here the only genitive plural form in Paul—in collocation with
‘Tovdaimv. The words are logically and structurally parallel:

VUETG VIO TAV 101wV GUUPLAETDV

62 Stanford, Sound of Greek, 64, declares it “one of the most euphonious.” Samuel Bassett eloquently seconds
that opinion: “The pleasurable momentary experiences which stir Homer to melody have not received much
attention. No one seems to have looked for his most beautiful verse. | propose for this honor a verse from the picture
of the herd on the shield of Achilles, S 576 (18.576). The lowing cows were hurrying from the barnyard to their
pasture, ‘By the river murmuring ever, by the slender, waving reeds’ (Bassett, The Poetry of Homer, 156).

83 See other examples of the same lexemes in Psa 23:4; 51:10; 73:13; Prov 20:9; Matt 7:19, Heb 10:22, and
especially the triple alliteration of Matt 5:8, paxdpiot oi kafapoi 17 kapdia (Matt. 5:8).
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Koo kol
avtol Vo @V Tovdoiwv (1 Thess 2:14).
1 Thessalonians 2:16

First Thessalonians 2:16 features three lexemes that each share three consonants—theta,
sigma, and nun—in common and in the same order, including the rare word &p0acev, thus
parechesis: €0veow ... cowbdow ... £épbaoev ... (1 Thess 2:16). It should be noted with respect to
this euphonious arrangement that the slight differences in sound are as much a part of the

parechesis as the similarities.

1 Thessalonians 2:18

First Thessalonians 2:18 features the parechesis of n0eAcouev élb<iv. (1 Thess 2:18).%

See the discussion at Rom 1:13.

1 Thessalonians 3
1 Thessalonians 3:1 Proper Name Soundplay on “Athens”

First Thessalonians 3:1 includes a possible parechesis involving a proper name that was
long before Paul the subject of historic soundplay, namely, Athens: katakeipfijvai® év Abnvouc.
(See 1 Thess 1:1, Two0Oeog ... O, 1 Thess 1:8, é&nyntar ... Ayaia, and 1 Thess 2:14, idiwv/
‘Tovdaimv.)

Not surprisingly, the most important city of ancient Greece was the subject of not a few

84 \erbs of coming, in fact, are often found in soundplay in Paul’s epistles. For example, the infinite \0siv
occurs eleven times in Paul, and the number of times that it is found in alliterative juxtapositions is remarkable, as
the excerpts that follow suggest: éA06vtog Tywobéov (1 Thess 3:6); n0elnoapev éA0eiv (1 Thess 2:18); Oshquatt Tod
00D éMBeiv (Rom 1:10); o0 6éAm 8¢ VUAG Gryvoeiv, adedpoi, Tt ToAdKig Tpoeféuny EADETV ... kai EkwAdOny ...
g0veotv (Rom 1:13; see Wettstein); émurobiav 3¢ &xwv tod AOElY ... £tdv (Rom 15:23); EA6n Tywodbeog (1 Cor
16:10); é\Belv ... mpomepedijvon (2 Cor 1:16).

% There is a second soundplay on the word kataAeipOfvon. Verse 1 and 2 host the parechesis of
kotoAepBfvar/adelpov. Paul commonly alliterates on adeipog, especially exploiting the syntactical versatility of
the vocative.
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word- and/or soundplays. Classicists from Eustathius® to the modern times have noted this fact.
In the best modern scholia on Homer, Richard Janko observes that the verses of Il. 14.175-7 “are
full of alliteration and assonance, reinforced by word-play....”*" Janko surely would have
endorsed the bicolonic parechesis with A61vn in the next two lines:

KaAoOG auppociovg €k kpaatog ddavatoto. (line 177)

apel 8’ ap’ auppociov avov Ecab’, v ot AGivy. ... (line 178).

Many other instances could be cited. At Od. 2.267 the juxtaposition q\0sv Adrvn accords
with our own findings in 1 Thessalonians 3; at 1l. 11.757-58 is the triple soundalike (parechesis)
of &vBa/60ev/ABrvn; and then there is the consecutive word parechesis of Od. 2.267, g &part'
gVYOUEVOC, XSO0V 8¢ ol 7Absv AOrvn.

In his work on Pindar’s poems in 1879, classicist Fennell notes how the man whom
Quintilian called the greatest lyric poet of ancient Greece also played on the name: Ol. 7.80 and
81 presents the obvious triple parechesis of aé0loic/avOeot (80)/ABdvaug (81):%

Thus, there is historical evidence for alliteration and parechesis on the name “Athens,” both
long before and just after Paul. (See Table 12 at the end of the dissertation for further evidence of

soundplay on the name Athens.)

1 Thessalonians 4
1 Thessalonians 4:1-5

The fourth chapter of 1 Thessalonians is also marked by soundplay. In vv. 11 and 12, cause

66 Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri lliadem, vol. 3, 389, line 15, TLG.
67 Janko, The Iliad, 176.

88 “of athletes ... of flowers ... Athens,” in a verse rich with assonance. Fennell, Pindar, xxiv, has only noted
the kappa alliteration of vv. 80 and 81 but allows that “[Pindar] alliterates with t, 3, A, p, u, v, and 6, and even with
o,” (Fennell, Pindar, xxiii).
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and effect parechesis is evident, where the result is expressed in one of Russell’s alliterative
pairs: xepoiv opdv ... tva ... undevog ypeiov &ymre; that is, “work with your hands . . . that you
have no need.” The parechesis yepoiv/ypeiav is typical Pauline (which scheme includes the chi in

the verb &ymnrte as well).

1 Thessalonians 4:13-15

Another example of parechesis occurs in v. 13 with un Avzfjo0e kabmg kai ot Aorroi, where
the lexemes AvrfjcOe and Aowroi are, in fact, the only two A*x- terms in Paul and, thus, their
juxtaposition suggests deliberate collocation. It is important to emphasize once more that Paul,
who also practices homoteleutonic figures (for example, Taviov tovtwv in v. 6), does not always

match endings. Verse 13 is a good example of that.

1 Thessalonians 5
1 Thessalonians 5:1-2

In the very first verse of 1 Thess 5 is yet another classical example of parechesis that
explains two more terms with little practical semantic difference: t@v ypdvov kol TdV Kapdv.
These conjoined terms are similar to the frozen pair that Russell identified and reflect examples
that Eustathius noted in Homer. Further, the parechetical terms inaugurate an impressive chain of
cluster alliteration that extends through v. 2:

TOV ypovay Kol TV Kaipdv, AdEApOl, oV ypeiov Eyete DUV ypdoecbat. avtol yap
axpPdds oldate OTL NUEPA Kupiov MG KAEMTNG v VUKTL 0UTMC EpyeTal.

The first three guttural-rho words, ypdévavixaipdv/ypeiav, share three consonant sounds in order

and must therefore be considered parechetical.

1 Thessalonians 5:5

First Thessalonians 5:5 within a context of ten rough breathings, is the parechesis of
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VUETG/MUEPOG.

1 Thessalonians 5:14-22

1 Thess 5:14 contains two examples of parechesis (supported by the paronomasia and
alliteration): ITapaxaAloduey ... wapapvbeicbe ... aviéyeobe 1OV dolevidv, pakpoboueite Tpog
mavtac. The internal metathetic parechesis of napauvfeicOe/poxpoboucite compares favorably to
Eustathius’s example of yevdonaprynow from Homer: utbog koi Bupog.®

The culmination of the rdig theme in 1 Thessalonians is found in the final exhortation,” the
so-called paraenesis section, 5:15-22, which might rightly be called the “ndc ” (or mapakol-)
pericope, a busy series of soundplay, including impressive parechesis. The paronomasia of
avtéyeoBe (v. 14) and xotéyete (v. 21) and anéyeobe (v. 22) is a clear indication of intentional
wordplay,” but what is important for this dissertation is the fact that these are in parechetical

relation with zpocebyece in v. 17.

1 Thessalonians 5:24-25

In 1 Thess 5:24, near parechesis is evident in the collocation motoc/momoet, which terms

form the extremes of a chiasm: miotog 6 KahdV VUAC, ¢ Kal o oEL.

Conclusion to 1 Thessalonians

1 Thessalonians ends appropriately, with an exhortation to read the epistle aloud to the

8 Eustathius called this collocation an anagram (tod dvaypoppaticpod) (Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri
Iliadem, vol. 1, 48, line 16).

0 This is only to identify two sound motifs, where many other turns of alliteration are to be found.

"1 Only 184 total instances of *gy* are found in Paul. Compare the epsilon-gutturals of 1 Cor 9:12, Ei ¢Alot
T DU®V €€ovaing HETEXOVOIV. ..; AAL" oVK Expnodueda T E&ovoiq ....; or cuvépyncbe, EKAoTOC WOALOV
&xet, owaymv &xet (1 Cor 14:26).
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brothers, an exhortation expressed with no fewer than five kappa/chi-rho words:

"Evopxilm Dpac Tov kdplov avayvocOijvol TV EMGToANV TAGY Toig AOEAPOTS.

H ydp1c tod xvpiov nudv Incod Xpiotod pued” dudv. (1 Thess 5:27-28)

Thus, from Twd0cog ... Osocorovikémv &v fed (1:1) to ydpig 10D kvpiov ... Xpiotod
(5:28), nearly every verse in this historic Christian letter features soundplay, including numerous
instances of parechesis—data little appreciated in exegetical history. In fact, “Paul's earliest
epistles —1 and 2 Thessalonians—show a surprising scarcity of paronomasias,” concluded
Elbert Russell in his 1920 dissertation,” by which he also includes the “kindred phenomena,” of
other soundplay. Russell, whose dissertation contributed more examples of soundplay in the NT
than any other of the twentieth century, greatly underestimated the phonological elements in 1
Thessalonians. Had Russell known of the word “parechesis” and the concept underlying it,
perhaps his focus and tabulations would have been different.

Unfortunately, the many instances of parechesis in 1 Thessalonians have been overlooked
by Pauline exegetes for centuries. The oversight approaches irony when we consider that
Eustathius, the great archbishop of the city that holds the distinction as the recipient of the first

Christian letter from Paul, identified a hundred similar instances—in Homer.?

72 In the midst of which is the highly alliterative émctoAv ndcv.
73 Russell, Paronomasia and Kindred Phenomena, 45.

74 Of particular interest, owing to its long history in Greek and Latin and Hebrew figures of speech, is the
proper name soundplay that Paul so ingeniously employs. Recall that forty of Eustathius’s examples from Homer
involved proper names. In the twentieth century, Russell greatly underestimated Paul here, too, offering only three
examples in the entire New Testament: Peter (Matt 16:18), Onesimus (Phlm 20), and Xpiotov kai xpicog in 1 Cor
1:21 (Russell, Paronomasia, 32-33).
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CHAPTER FOUR

GALATIANS

Introduction
Hans Deiter Betz

It is Paul’s letter to the Galatians' that Hans Deiter Betz in the mid 1970s selected for his
version of rhetorical analysis. But as our own history of rhetoric shows, New Testament
rhetorical criticism almost wholly forsook the more objective features of Graeco-Roman
rhetoric: viz., figures of speech. Watson and Hauser, whose exhaustive bibliography of the era
proves by absences the neglect of figures of speech, understate the matter in noting that “Betz’s
work ... does not exhaust all the features of Greco-Roman rhetoric that are present in Galatians,
especially where style is concerned.” Betz, in fact, identified few if any figures in Galatians,?
and the first generation of students of his method likewise gave short shrift to figures of speech,
as we have shown, often operating under the assumption that these devices of style had already
been identified.

“Galatians is one of the most rhetorical of all of Paul’s communiques,” concludes Ben
Witherington, who proves himself well aware of the two parts of ancient rhetoric: “Gal 1.6—6.10
in the eyes and hands of any good rhetor would be seen as ... a very effective speech full of

arguments and rhetorical devices [italics mine].” But, in fact, the assumed rhetorical devices

! Chronologically, Galatians may not be Paul’s next letter. Andrew E. Steinmann (From Abraham to Paul: A
Biblical Chronology [St. Louis: Concordia, 2011], 344) is typical of those who date Galatians between 1
Thessalonians and 1 Corinthians, although he notes the tentativeness of the hypothesis.

2 Watson and Hauser, A Comprehensive Bibliography, 7.

3 Betz himself only notes “allegory” in Galatians, a figure of thought in many handbooks, but he does not
explicitly connect it with Greek rhetoric. See dAAnyopovpeva (Gal 4:24). The same light but promising treatment
that Augustine rendered two centuries earlier was given no new impetus.

4 Ben Witherington, 111, Grace in Galatia: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on Galatians (Grand Rapids:
Eerdman’s, 1998), 27.
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have not been well inventoried in the epistle.®

Salient Examples of Parechesis in Galatians
In truth, there are many instances of parechesis and pseudo-parechetical pairs in Galatians,
more than forty. The more salient instances of parechesis might be listed as follows:
[MadAog dmootorog (Gal 1:1)
Koiag/kai korécog (Gal 1:15)
gBveoty, evbéng ... mpocavedéunv/avijAbov ... arfjAbov (Gal 1:16-17)

"Enerta peta £ tpio (Gal 1:18)°

5 In the twenty-first century, Tolmie’s 2005 commentary, whose title betrays his rhetorical focus, Persuading
the Galatians. A Text-Centered Rhetorical Analysis of a Pauline Letter, does include what any rhetorical analysis of
Paul should include, a list of paronomasia and other figures of speech, although these the author relegates to the
appendix in much the same manner as Winer’s great work saved paronomasia for the final chapter (Tolmie,
Persuading the Galatians, 187, 253). Yet in spite of his acknowledgement of figures, the sum total of Tolmie’s
devices amounts to no more than two instances of alliteration (assonance) and five of consonance, along with ten
pairs of paronomasia—at Gal 4:13, 5:3, 5:13, 5:16, 6:1, 6:2 and 6:7. There are, however, at least thirteen instances of
paronomasia, involving at least three dozen different lexemes, binding together at least thirty verses in the relatively
brief letter. Table 9 at the end of the dissertation lists all known instances of paronomasia in Galatians. These
instances of paronomasia are important concomitants of parechesis: Where there is one, there tends to be the other.

The number of instances of paronomasia in the undisputed Pauline letters surely numbers more than a
hundred. The short letter of 1 Thessalonians, for instance, has at least a dozen instances, counting also the figura
etymologica. However, to our knowledge, no complete inventorying of the rather easy-to-ascertain paronomasia has
ever been published. Historically, lists of paronomasia, as we have defined it, have been submitted by Salomon
Glassius, Philologia sacra, 1625, and Winer’s Sprachidioms, of the nineteenth century. But even these prove to be
only partial lists.

Paul’s exploitation of paronomasias is clearly more than an interest in the sense of the word, since in many
instances the addition of a prefix makes no semantic contribution. For example, dp8f] éx in 1 Cor 5:2 versus é€apate
in 5:13 is clearly making a pun on €. Rather, Paul’s interest is often largely or at least partly in the sound of the
words. If this is the case, then it is but a reasonable assumption that his interest in sound does not end with the
attachment of a prefix. In actual practice, Paul exploits opportunities of soundplay at every turn. As we have shown,
his primary means of doing so is alliteration and, as the opportunity presents itself in language, the figure of speech
known as parechesis.

& Paul’s use of prepositions has been often noted in exegesis. “Paul likes to play on prepositions,” Malherbe,
Thessalonians, 113, has observed, “sometimes for the sake of variety.” R. Dean Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical
Theory and Paul, 164, notes, “Paul is well known for favoring a varied use of prepositions, and to some extent
constructions, without any variation of semantic nuance.” Anderson offers as an example “meta with the accusative
in [Gal] 1.18 and dia with the genitive in 2.1, both meaning ‘after.””” But what Anderson fails to take note of'is that
in 1:8 meta is part of a quadruple alliterative series, "Enciza pert ém zpia; and in 2:1, & is collocated with
dekarteoodpwv. Thus, what has not been so keenly observed is apparently a major reason for Paul’s flexibility with
prepositions: alliteration. In the very verse that prompted Malherbe’s speculation, the preposition is in near
parechetical relation with its object: gig dudg (1 Thess 1:5). In fact, one of the most remarkable proofs that Paul is
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avépnv/avedéunv/édveoy (Gal 2:2)
ErevBepiav/arideia (Gal 2:4-5)
npocmmov [0] Beoc avBpdmov ... mpocavébevto (Gal 2:6)
[Tétpog tiic meprroptic (Gal 2:7)
dokodvieg ... de€lag Edmkav (Gal 2:9)
uovov/puvnuovevopey (Gal 2:10)
Avtoyewav/avtéomy (Gal 2:11)
E\0siv/ébvadvimiboy (Gal 2:12)
otelom (Gal 2:14)

uoévovivouov (Gal 3:2)

eikt); €l ye kol eikfy (Gal 3:4)
ueoitng/éotv (Gal 3:20)
yépwldypic/yepi (Gal 3:19)

VUETS eic 8ot (Gal 3:28)

xpovov 0 kKAnpovouog (Gal 4:1)
kapdiac/kpalov (Gal 4:6)
aoBevij/tvobey (Gal 4:9)
nopewdi/emviv (Gal 4:19 and 20)

aAANA v dvarondite (Gal 5:15)

alliterating comes from an examination of his preposition usage. A high percentage of Pauline prepositions-object
pairs share the same initial letter/sound or are otherwise part of an alliterative scheme. Since Paul, as we have seen,
alliterates with practically all elements of the language, it should not be surprising that with the most flexible of
elements, prepositions, he takes advantage of an opportunity. Prepositions, in fact, are readily exploited for phonetic
purposes. It is estimated that over 350 instances of alliteration with nearly twenty different prepositions can be found

in the undisputed Pauline epistles.

" For discussion of the possible history of this particular form, see Jeffrey Kloha, “The Development of the

Greek Language and the Manuscripts of Paul’s Letters,” pages 120-21 in The Press of the Text: Biblical Studies in
Honor of James W. Voelz, ed. Andrew H. Bartelt, Jeffrey Kloha, and Paul R. Raabe (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2017),

114-36.
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gpya ... &xOpat, Epic ... Epdeion ... aipéoeig (Gal 5:19-21)
Kk®dpot kol ta dpowo (Gal 5:21)

uoévovivopov (Gal 6:12—-13)

kowvn/kovove (Gal 6:15-16).

As we can see from this partial list of parechesis in Galatians, there are many salient
instances of soundplay in Galatians, from the triple parechesis of avépnv/avedéunv/ébveoty (2:2)
and &\0iv/g0vadvmiOov (2:12), similar to Hermogenes’s AAjiov/dAdto/dhesivav (1. 6.201-202)
and Eustathius’s €éAeiv/éADelv, to proper name soundplay to classical parechetical pairs k®pot kai
T 6pota (5:21; cf. 1 Cor 6:9), subtle internal-syllable play, for example, popewbij/emvrv (4:19
and 20), and the metathetic parechesis of povov/ivopov (Gal 6:12-13), which compares with
Eustathius’s anagram, vauo/pavva.t Perhaps the most enlightening, but unfortunately

overlooked, parechesis is the clever kawn/kavovi of Gal 6:15-16.

Exegetical Analysis: Galatians 6:16—*“Canon”

In Gal 6:16, the enigmatic dative xavdove has been the subject of much scholarly
speculation. The term seems to come out of the blue.® The Canon Debate (2002) contains
perhaps the most definitive treatment of the word, an entire book examining the notion of canon
from multiple angles, with articles focusing solely on semantical explanations. In the opening
article, “The Notion and Definition of Canon,” Eugene Ulrich admits there is no agreed upon
meaning for Paul’s usage, a fact that does not prevent him from weighing in on the usage in Gal

6:16 where, according to Ulrich, canon “is used in the general sense of ‘measure of assessment,’

8 Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, vol. 1, 193, line 28.

® The only other occurrences in Paul of the lexeme are in 2 Cor 10:13, 15, and 16.
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‘norm of one’s own action,” ‘norm of true Christianity.’”** More precisely what Paul is referring
to “is not exactly clear,”* Ulrich admits.

In the keynote essay of the book, William Farmer begins as fundamentally as possible, with
the etymology of the word, and then reflects on the wider context of v. 16, which he trusts is “the
earliest use of kanon in Christian literature.”*? Grammatically, Farmer identifies “a new
creation,” kouvn ktiotg in v. 15, as the “immediate antecedent” of kavovy, indicated by the
demonstrative adjective, t@® kovovi todto (V. 16).2° In so doing, he narrowly misses another kind
of contextual clue, viz., sound. Clearly, kawn/xoavovt is parechesis.

In short, The Canon Debate misses the obvious figure of speech that goes a long way
toward explaining word choice in Gal 6:16. The term kavav, in fact, occurs in a typical Pauline
context of kappa alliteration, which begins in v. 13—

oOpKl KOLYNoOVTOL ... un yévorto kavydohat ... kupiov MUV Incod Xpiotod ...

KOGLOG ... KAY® KOGU® ... AKpoPuoTiot GAAL KavT) KTIGIS. KOl ... KOVOVL TOVT®
otoymoovoty (Gal 6:13-16)—

and culminates in a remarkable parechesis. The pairing of ko (v. 15) and kavovt (v. 16) meets
all the requirements of classical parechesis, including proximity and similarity of sound. The
surrounding context corroborates this analysis.

Broader contexts in Paul support our conclusion. Paul uses the word kavov only four times

in his epistles, once in Galatians and three times in 2 Corinthians 10.* In the pericope 2 Cor

10 Eugene Ulrich, “The Notion and Definition of Canon,” in The Canon Debate, eds. Lee Martin McDonald
and James A. Sanders (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2002), 21-35.

11 Ulrich, “Notion and Definition of Canon,” 23.
2 Wwilliam R. Farmer, “Reflections on Jesus and the New Testament Canon,” in The Canon Debate, 234.
13 Farmer, “Reflections on Jesus,” 234.

14 Similarly, Paul uses the contracted conjunction kév only twice; in both instances, it may be no coincidence,
the lexeme kavyoopon is also used. In 2 Cor 11:16 the kappa alliteration is most evident:
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10:13-17, xavav is again found in kappa alliteration along with kavydopot (see kovynowvot
Gal 6:13). In v. 13, we find significant kappa alliteration: ... kovyncoueba dALd Kot ...
Kavovog ... Epikéctan dypt.... The verse includes the further corroboration of figura etymologica
and parechetical pun—dapuetpa/uétpov/éuépioey pétpoviéuépioey.® In vv.15-17, more kappa
alliteration is found as Paul employs repetitio of several terms: ... kovydpuevot ... k6mOLS ...
EXOVTEC ADEAVOUEVIG ... KOTA TOV KAVOVO ... DTEPEKEWVA ... KOVOVL ... kavynoacOal. Verse 17
culminates in alliteration: ‘O & kavymuevog v kupie kowydcbw- The prepositional phrase kata
OV Kavova, twice in this pericope, is easily explained by alliteration.

Moreover, the consecutive collocation kawvn kticig occurs one other time in Paul, amid the
guttural alliteration of 2 Cor 5:17, where the same consecutive pair as in Gal 6:15 is found:

dote €l TIC &v Xp1ot®, kauvi ktioig:

Td Gpyoio TopHAOey,

60V yéyovev korva. (2 Cor 5:17)

The lack of clarity of meaning that Ulrich concedes is completely understandable if Paul’s
choice of words is based on sound. The “unclear” term kavovt is largely explained by its
phonological function within a kappa alliterative context: kawvn ktioiws. kai 6cot 1@ kavovi (Gal
6:15-16), much as it is in 2 Corinthians.

There are dozens of verses in Paul with blatant kappa alliteration and parechesis on kappa

words is not uncommon in ancient Greek literature.

ey Aéyo, un tic pe 86&n deppovo. sivar-

€1 88 pn ye, kv g Gppova dEEacBE e, tva kayd pkpov Tt kowyfoopot. (2 Cor 11:16). Note the parechesis
of 36EN/dEEachE.

15 In 1 Pet 5:7, we have a similar parechesis: uépyvay ... péhet.

16 See, e.g., kovo/kowa (11 1. 193) (Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri lliadem, vol 3, 643 line 6, TLG) and
kol drexviav kovnv (Melito, Peri Pascha, 20, 131a). Evidence from the Greek Old Testament can also be found.
Here, the etymologically unrelated but phonologically akin term kavd (dative, “basket”) occurs several times in the
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We will now focus on the most impressive examples of parechesis in the epistles to the

Corinthians.

Greek Bible, including in this highly parechetical verse from Genesis: év 8¢ 19 kav@® 1¢ éndvw dro Taviwy TV
yevav v .... (Gen 40:17). (See also kpéa tod kplod ki Todg &pTovg Tovg &v T kavd (Exod. 29:32), “meat of the
ram and the bread that was in the basket) Similarly in the Apocrypha, parechesis similar to that in Gal 6 is found in
Judith, with an abundance of kappa’s and kappa-liquids of several forms:

kol arABocav TOVTES £k TPOCMTOL Kol 0VOEIS KOTEAEIPON &V T® KO1TAVL

amo pepod Eng peyélov kol otdco Iovdid mapa v Kiivy antod einey &v i) kapdia avTig xiple O Oedg
TaoNg duvapemg ETiPAeyov €v Tf] dpg TavTn €M T Epya TMV yeip®dv pov &ig Vyopa lepovcainu 6t Vv kaipdg
avtilaPécbon tiig kinpovopiog Gov

Kol Toujoat T0 EmTNOELUE LoV gig Opadopa £ydp@v ol Eravéstnoay MUV Kol TpoceAfodoa Td Kavove Tiig
KAivng ¢ v TPOC kePodfic OLopépvov kubeiley TOV drrvdiny ontod am’ ovtod kai &yyicaca Tig KAivng 88patato
TG KOMG THG KEPUARC o Tod Kol Elev KpoTaincov Le kipte 6 0edg IopomA v i) fuépa tavty. (Jdt 13:4-7)6

Judith’s heroic and gruesome act of beheading her enemy might be translated as follows: “And all went out
and no one was left in the sleeping quarters, neither lowly nor great. Then Judith, standing by his bed, said in her
heart, ‘O Lord God of all power, look in this hour upon the works of my hands for the exaltation of Jerusalem. For
now is the time to help Your inheritance, and to accomplish Your enterprises to the destruction of the enemies who
have risen against us.” Then she came to the pillar of the bed, which was at Holofernes' head, and took down his

knife from there and drew near his bed, and took hold of the hair of his head, and said, ‘Strengthen me, O Lord God
of Israel, on this day.””

Here, kavowt (pillar of the bed) and the hapax legomenon dxwéxrny (sword?) in v. 6 appear to be parechetical.
Our hypothesis based soley upon the sounds, there can be little doubt where Paul’s tendency to alliterate comes
from. The Greek Septuagint is undoubtedly replete with undiscovered parechesis.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE CORINTHIANS CORRESPONDENCES

1 Corinthians
Introduction: Rhetorical Analysis of 1 Corinthians

Corinth is located less than 50 miles by Roman road from Athens, the very heart of Greek
rhetoric. It is a fact of history that the townsmen and women of Corinth themselves knew of
rhetoric, for the history of rhetors, especially sophists, in Corinth is well known.* We could fairly
assume, therefore, that no letter of Paul would be more amenable to rhetorical analysis.>

Numerous rhetorical analyses have been performed on 1 Corinthians, focusing almost
exclusively on argumentation. With regard to 1 Corinthians, one of the major proponents of NT
rhetorical analysis, A. H. Snyman, remarks, “The long history of research on Paul’s style has
neglected to a large extent the question of the (semiotic) meaning of the various rhetorical
devices used in his letters.”® Snyman’s surmise represents the opposite error in rhetorical inquiry.
Rather than focusing exclusively on argument as most of his colleagues in the movement have
done, he moves on to the meaning of the various devices. Skipped over in the process has been
the identification of those devices. “Instead of merely listing and classifying the rhetorical

devices,” Snyman writes (as though the task had already been done), “an attempt is made in the

! The Discourse of Favorinus (c. A.D. 80—-150) offers insight into the importance of public speaking in
Corinth at the time of Paul. Litfin, Stz. Paul’s Theology of Proclamation, 141-46, 161 and 167, discusses the fame of
the great Greek rhetors in Corinth. The ancient historian Philostratus writes that “even those in [Favorinus’s]
audience who did not understand the Greek language shared in the pleasure that he gave; for he fascinated even
them by the tones of his voice, by his expressive glance and the rhythm of his speech.” (Philostratus, Lives, 9,
reported by Litfin, [St. Paul’s Theology of Proclamation, 161] who argues, based in part on 2 Cor 11:6, that Paul in
his public speaking and presence was not “in the same league” as the great Corinthian rhetors).

2 |f we are to believe the accounts in Acts, Paul orated in Athens (Acts 17:22-31) and had spent a year and a
half in Ephesus, staying at the school of one Tyrannius (év tfj oyoAf] Tupdavvov, Acts 19:10)—presumably a school
of rhetoric.

% Snyman “Stylistic Parallelisms,” 22.
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present article to define their meanings.™ But the effort is premature, for no exhaustive
inventorying of stylistic devices in the Corinthians correspondences appeared during the years of
the New Testament rhetorical criticism movement. Rather, many exegetes wrote atop an
assumption that this fundamental groundwork was long ago laid.°

To be fair, Bullinger’s encyclopedic-looking tome identified 61 different rhetorical devices
from 1 Corinthians among his nearly 200 figures of speech and thought.® But the identification of
figures is far different from an inventorying. Books such as Bullinger’s have rarely been used to
identify all instances in a given epistle, so that patterns might be discerned. As Thomas Duncan
in 1926 informed biblical exegesis during a fairly dry period of rhetorical inquiry into Paul’s
letters, the following “Rhetorical Devices” had been identified in 1 and 2 Corinthians: antithesis,
homoioteleuton, anaphora, synonymy, paronomasia, asyndeton, polysyndeton, parisosis,
paromoiosis, cyclosis, epanastrophe, antistrophe, etymologica, objection, and rhetorical
question.” Absent from this inchoate list is the figure of speech, vaguely insinuated in the broad
term paronomasia, that Hermogenes had labelled parechesis.””® The following section lists the
most salient instances of parechesis in 1 Corinthians. The parechetical pattern of 1 Corinthians

reaches a high point in the final chapter with one of the great anagrams of Greek literature.®

4 Snyman, “Stylistic Parallelisms,” 211, goes on to note “repetitions,” calling them “the most important way
in which cohesion is attained.” He misses the main figure of speech that propagates all of Paul’s communication,
one that is no less salient in Paul’s hymn-like elevations of style: alliteration.

5 Standard observations in 1 Corinthians with respect to alliteration and parechesis were noted in Chapter
Two.

6 See discussion below at 1 Cor 1:23, 24.

" Duncan, “The Style and Language of Saint Paul,” 139-143. Duncan, 141, maintains that paronomasia
“occurs only in the most rhetorical passages, in the passages where, in keeping with his high theme, [Paul] employs
what in secular poetry is called the dithyrhambic manner.” He cites as paronomasia the following examples:
@Baptov ... aphapoiav (in 1 Cor 15:53 and doyriuova ... edoynuoocvvny (in 12:23). Duncan has greatly
underestimated the matter with respect to paronomasia—Galatians, we have shown, is abundant in paronomasia..

8 See the Gnomon’s one note of parechesis in 1 Corinthians.

® Previously unreported, it is believed.
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Salient Examples of Parechesis in 1 Corinthians

Perhaps the most important of the soundplays in 1 Cor 1 are the similarities of sound in vv.
12, 18, and 19. AmoAA®, amorivuévolg, and amoid look much like the proper name soundplay
that riddles Homeric poetry.® The only factor arguing against the theory of soundplay is the
distance separating the word pair, ninety-four (94) words separating AroAL® from the echo of
amoAm.'* Regardless of the separation, there are good reasons to believe Paul is mindful of the
name when he quotes the Old Testament in v. 19. Perhaps most convincingly, all seven mentions
of the name Apollos in 1 Corinthians are found in alliterative contexts.

David Aune has drawn attention to the fact that in Aeschylus’s Agamemnon, lines 1080
82, “the name of the god Apollo is etymologically linked to the verb apollunai’: 2

Amolhov/ayvat’, anoAmv £udc. /anmdAiesag yap ob HOALS TO deLTEPOV.L

In fact, as Aune notes, this type of wordplay “appears to reflect a widespread ancient
view.”** To prove the point, he cites Euripides Phaethon [frag. 781] lines 11-12]; Archilochus
frag. 30D; Plato Cratylus 404D—E, 405E; Menander Peric. 440; and Marobius 1.17.9.

Not unexpectedly, there is also evidence from Homer that the name Apollos invites
soundplay. For example, Richard Janko has pointed out the “significant sound-effect” of Il.
16.794 and following, where the soundplay surely begins at least a verse earlier with the name

Apollos:

10 Most recently perhaps, Welborn, Paul, the Fool of Christ, 106, recognized the soundplay.
11 By comparison, twenty-two words separate “Hpn from fipevin 1l. 4.20 and 23.

12 David E. Aune, Revelation 6-16. WBC 52B, ed. Bruce M. Metzger (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1998),
535.

13 From O’Hara, True Names, 13 n44.
14 Aune, Revelation, 535.

15 Janko, Iliad, 332.
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10D 0° Amd PEV Kpatog Kuvény Pdie Doifog ATOAL®V:

1} 0& KvAwvdopévn kavaymnv &xe Toociv VY™ V.

In 1 Cor 2:6, Paul effects a clever pun on words of different roots: dpyoviwv 100 aidvog
T0VTOV TV Katopyovpévav. (See 1 Cor 15:24 and 25, katapynon ndoav apynv, paronomastic
with v. 20’s amopyn.) In v. 7, aAla Aaroduev is eloquent liquid parechesis, but it will be the
passages that deal with speaking in tongues where Paul exploits the Aa\- verb to greatest effect
(see 1 Cor 14). Inv. 9, we note the triple diphthong assonance from the LXX, one obvious
source of Paul’s proclivities: od¢ ovk fixovoev.

In 1 Cor 4:3, we find yet another example of avbpwmog in parechetical relationship:
avakpOd ... avBpwmivng. A strain of guttural-rho soundplay is found in v. 11, including the
parechesis dypt tig &pti, the rare preposition éypt also found in soundplay in 1 Cor 15:23-27: ...
amopyn Xp1otog ... KATapynor Tacay apyny ... dypt ... £x0povg ... Eoyatog Ex0pog
katapyeitot.... In fact, the preposition éypt, only thirteen occurrences in Paul, is often in
parechetical relationships. See Table 8 at the end of the dissertation.

Thus, a distinctive feature of 1 Corinthians 4 is the kappa/guttural rho leitmotif with no
fewer than fifteen such words propagating the communication, from v. 3 to v. 12:

... Gvaxpli® ... AvoKpive ... avakpivav ... KOPLOC ... kalpod Tt KPIVETE ... KOPLOG ...

KPUTTA ... KOPOIDV ... YEYPATTAL ... SIOKPIVEL ... KEKOPESUEVOL ... ioyLPOL... dypL

TG GpTL ... xepoiv ... mapakaroduev: og mepkaddappoto Tod kéopov ... dpti. (1 Cor
4:1-13).7

16 Note in addition to the plentiful labial alliteration the play on émo/ Andiiwv, the parechesis with tnnwv,
and the many other alliterative connections.

17V, 5 has eight (8) initial kappa words in a pericope that contains a suspicious number of guttural-rho
words. A similar density occurs in Luke 15, the Parable of the Prodigal Son (vv. 11-32), which appears to be

propagated by mnemonic chi-rho words, echoing the “joy” theme of the three parables (v. 5, 6, obtwg yapa v. 7, 9,
etc). Most of the parable can be recited from the simple mnemonic of these words: ... Yoipwv ... coyxbpnté ...
XOPA ... Ypeioy EYOVOY ... GLYXAPNTE ... XOPd. ... xOpav pokpay (V. 13)... ioyupd katd TV YOpav
EKEIVIV ... YDPOG EKEIVNG ... AYPOVG ... YOIPOVG... yopTacHival K TV KEPATIOV ... XOIPOL ... LOKPOV
AmEYOVTOG ... Kol EoTAayyvictn ... tpdymAov ... d&log kKAnOfvan ... tayw é€evéykarte ... xelpa ... aypd ...
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That some of the above collocations result in parechesis is no surprise, for parechesis, as
the evidence suggests, is the fortuitous result of an ingenious facility for soundplay.

The entire fifth chapter of 1 Corinthians is bookended by parechesis, beginning with the
lexeme mopvoc. The highly alliterative mvedpati te mpadrog (4:21) that concludes 1 Cor 4
segues to the new topic of 1 Cor 5: mopveia (v. 1); the chapter then ends on the stern command to
remove (é&apate) the movnpov (“evil”) (v. 13).18 The parechesis of v. 8 and 9 is classic:
novnpiag/mdpvoig. Moreover, the pun on £€m and &¢ cognates in v. 13 could not be more obvious
and would not have been lost on the Corinthians.

Classic parechesis is found in 1 Cor 6:9 where the word pair potyoi otte paiokoi is
joined by a conjunction, the second term much explained by parechesis.? Inv. 10, a second
example of parechesis is evident. The terms kAérnton ote mieovéktan are anagrammically
related, almost palindromic, with four consonant sounds and every letter but one in common.
Verse 11 concludes with classic parechesis of ovéuar: and nveduari, which is more than
homoteleuton. The relationship is here made more obvious by examination of the context, a well-

structured bicolon:

XOP®V ... pdoyov ... ®pyichn ... poécyov ... xapijvar. The number of guttural-rho words alone, including
fairly rare koine words, is particularly impressive. Including the five thematic joy-root (xopc) words,
there are twenty-one: yoipov ... coyyépnté ... xapd ... xpeiav ... GUYYAPNTE ... Y0P ... XOPAV ...
ioYLPA ... YOPAV ... YDPOS ... AYPOVG ... XOIPOVG. .. XOpTacHijval ... KEPATIOV ... XOIPOL ... LOKPAV ...
YEPA ... AYPD ... YopdV ... ®dpyicO ... yopijvar. (Luke 15:5-32)

18 The hypothesis of parechesis in 1 Cor 5 might easily be challenged by consideration of the distance
between allegedly related pairs: mopveia (v. 1) and movnpov (v. 13). Yet the morphological relationship is much like
that identified in the Gnomon of 1858 in 1 Tim 6:6 and 9, mopiopnog (V. 6)/nepacuov (v. 9), where twenty-nine
words separate the pair. Moreover, within this brief, thirteen verse chapter, the repetition of the topical lexeme mopv-
(v.1, 8, 10) reinforces Paul’s indictment until finally he commands the Corinthians to remove the evil: éCapate TOv
Tovnpov € vudv avtdv. Leading up to Paul’s final adjuration is a series of paronomastic repetitions of £¢
punctuated by kappa alliteration ... £k to0 kdopov &¢elsely ... EEm kpivewv; 0Oyl ToVg E60 VUELS kpivete; TOVG O
EEw 0 Be0g kpwvel. &éapate OV oV POV &5 dudV avtdv. (1 Cor 5:10-13).

19 In 2007, Du Toit, Focusing on Paul, 283, is possibly the first in history to note this.

20 It is not necessary to pinpoint parechesis on the continuum of anciently recognized soundplay effects but
only to distinguish it from other types (notably, paronomasia) and, helpfully, to recognize subtypes.
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&v 1@ ovouatt Tod kvupiov ITncod Xpiotod

Kol €V 1@ mveduatt 1o 00D NUOV.

In 6:13, Paul alliterates with antithetical terms that are very nearly parechesis: kotiq and
Kupim (kvpim, kai 6 kOprog ). In the nineteenth century, Wilke had recognized the same pair at
Rom 16:18.2

In 1 Cor 7:20-21, classic parechesis is again evident with pevétw/perétw, especially
apparent from the structure:

gkaotog &v i kKAMoel 7| 8kA0n, &v todtn pevétom. (V. 20)
dobAog EkANONG, un oot perétw-2 (v. 21)

What follows in v. 29 through v. 33 is one of the most convincing strings of parechetical
relations in Paul (typical of patterns elsewhere in Paul, for example, 1 Thess 5:15-22), with
gutturals and guttural-liquids:

iva kai o1 £yovteg yuvaikog

&G UM Eyoviec QOGLY
Kol ol KAOoVTEG
G U1 KAOLOVTEC

Ko ol yoipovteg

WG U yoipovteg

Kai ol dyopdlovtec

¢ un kotéyoveg, [paronomasia with v. 29]

Kai ol ypdpevol OV KOG LoV

G U1 Katoypduevot [paronomastic]-

21 Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 413.

22 The rare term pelétw (only about 60 occurrences in the entire Greek Bible) is explained by parechesis.
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Tapayel yop 1o oyfjuoe [paronmastic with v. 35] tod k6oL TovTOoV.

In v. 34, yet another parechesis, similar to the mu parechesis of vv. 20 and 21, occurs:
uepuéproton pepyvd.® The relatively rare mu is again parechetical in 1 Cor 7: povov (v. 39) and
ueivy ... éunv (v. 40).

The food sacrificed to idols section of 1 Cor 8, whose beginning is signaled by the titular
ITepi 8¢ tdv cidmArobvTeV (1 Cor 8:1),% features soundplay based off the theme word. At 1 Thess
1:9, we will see the euphonic parechesis of gidmAwv dovAievev, and here in 1 Cor 8:4, delta
alliteration is evident, beginning with the &idw\- lexeme: cidwioBvtwv, oidouev 611 0vdEV
eidwlov ... 8t ovdeic Oeog €l ) €lg, no fewer than nine prominent dentals in eleven words. All
this makes 1 Cor 8:4 one of the most alliterative half verses in Paul.

Similarly in v. 7, the dental theme is pronounced, where six of seven words bear the sound:
ovvnBeia iddAov d¢ eidwAoBvtov Eabiovotv cuveidnoig dobevnc. At least two of the
relationships might be considered parechesis: cuvnOeig/cvveionoig and £cbiovov/acbevic.

One of the most interesting possibilities of proper name parechesis in Paul comes in 1 Cor
9:9 with the name Moses, the genitive Moboéwc. Five mu’s, three initial, make for fortuitous
parechesis: Mwioéwclknudwoeig.

First Corinthians 9:12-18 concentrates nine uses of evayyéiiov in a highly alliterative
pericope featuring gutturals and other sound-alike letters, some that attain the distinction of

parechesis:

23 See 7:20-21 and 1 Pet 5:7, the latter where pépyuvav and pédet are easily confused as sharing the same
root.

24 The ITepi formula was a common Greek title. The titles of most of Aristotle’s works, for instance, begin
with the preposition.
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... &ykomnv/edoyyeM® .... oidate Oti ol ta iepa Epya[louevol] ...
éabiovowv/Bvolactpiom [anagrammatic]® ... edayyélov katayyéAlovotv €k ToD
gvayyeliov ... ovdevi tovTwv [diphthong and dentals] ... kahov/uot udAlov ...
KOOYNUE Lov 0DOELG KEVAGEL ... KOwyMuo: avaykn yop pot émikerron [gutturals]. ...

To Bullinger’s observation at 1 Cor 9:17, we add one term: éxmv /&yw/dxwv, triple
parechesis.

Russell has noted pi alliteration in 10:7 features an interesting example of triple parechesis
from the LXX: oayeiv/neiv/mailev, which compares favorably to the parechesis in 1 Cor 9:4 and
5.

Paul’s admonition and advice to the Corinthians in v. 25 through 27 is framed in alliterative
terms, including the parechesis of ToAovuevov/miypmpa, as the following structure reveals:

114V 10 €v pakéA® Twlovusvov ...

10D KLpiov yap N yi kol T0 TAjpwua.... (1 Cor 10:25-26)

Verse 31 features at least two examples of parechesis—Eite/écOicte/nivete/noeite. The
preposition &ic here is desirable for its assonance, offering one of seven such diphthongs in the
verse: Eite ovv éc0iete eite mivete ite T mowite, mavto eic d6Eav Ogod moteite.

Chapter 11 of 1 Corinthians, which contains the Words of Institution, exhibits telling
instances of parechesis. The chapter is entirely alliterative, with striking notes of soundplay. Inv.
4, pi alliteration and kappa are so pronounced as to require no further commentand v. 6 is a

particularly poignant display, exhibiting every guttural, within which xeipacOot §j Copdobon is

%5 Verse 13, in fact, is one of the most cleverly alliterative in Paul. Its phonological components might be
broken down into three consecutive parts:

Omicron (-dental): Ok oidate 611 oi
Epsilon rho: iepa épyaldpevor

Anagram (sigma, theta, iota, upsilon): és8iovow/Bucractpio.
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typical Pauline parechesis.?

In v. 10 we hear the poetry of Paul in his rhetorical question, dpeiler 1 yovn éfovaiav &yev
émi g kepalijc, where the first and last terms, ogeilev/kepaliic, make for parechesis. Between
the parechetical words lies é€ovaiav &yetv, which Russell has recognized in 1920. Inv. 17 is yet
another historically-acknowledged example. The 1858 English edition of Bengel’s Gnomon
includes precisely this one example of parechesis: 1 Cor 11:17 kpsiccov/fiocov (Which
compares, for example to pseudo-Plutarch’s Vit. Hom. 38, 81 1v).

Evidence for parechesis and soundplay in the Words of Institution is by this time
overwhelming: éunv avduvnow (v. 24) and moieite/nivnte are classic parechesis. Structured into
brief cola, these Words of Institution clearly indicate poetic form:

&V 1O éu® ofuatt:

TOVTO TOIEITE,

0GAKIG €0V VNTE,

eig v unv avauvyow. (1 Cor 11:25).

In v. 27 is yet another example of parechesis, where the unusual words dva&img, &voyog are
back to back; the juxtaposition makes their causal relationship obvious, as does the soundplay—
now the fifth or sixth convincing instance of parechesis in the eleventh chapter of 1 Corinthians.

The Tlepi 8¢ 1@V vevpatikdv section of 1 Cor 12, as might now be expected, is abundant
in soundplay, from the impressively parechetical string Otdate 811 &te #0vn fe (V. 2) to small
units of alliteration throughout the entire chapter. In fact, hardly a moment in 1 Corinthians 12

can be found without soundplay.

26 Note the similar gutturals in Acts 21:24, Evprjcovrar TV Kealjv, Kol YvOGovTal Tévieg 8Tt OV
KoTynvtat ... ototyeic... or, more pointedly, Acts 18:18, where proper name parechesis occurs when at Cenchrea
(Keyypeaic) Paul had his head shaved (keipéuevoc), along with the parechesis of eiyev/edymv: kepéuevoc év
Keyypeaig TV Ke@alt]v, lyev yap evynyv.
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One might expect that the love hymn, as it is known, of 1 Corinthians 13 would contain
more euphony than any other chapter. But, as we have seen, it would be hard to fill a chapter
with more soundplay than we have intimated the first twelve chapters contain, among which the
quadruple parechesis of v. 8 should not be overlooked: ovdérote minzer- eite 6€ mpognreia.

If the hymn of Chapter 13 is neither more nor less euphonic than other chapters (though
apparently of a different genre), the glossolalia-themed chapter that follows is appropriately
filled with onomatopoetic soundplay. In 1 Cor 14:5-6, Paul’s pragmatics match form with
function with the most total lambda’s in his epistles and the parechesis of adelpoi/dpeinco.

In 1 Cor 14:34 and 35 we find a fortuitous anagram of two terms: émitpéneto/
gnepotatooay (see 1 Cor 16:22, Gal 4:19-20, 1 Thess 1:9). Are émtpéneton and énepotdtowoay
a parechetical pair? The causal relationship between the two terms and the fact that they bear
four letters in common, including three consonants, the significant beginning sound, éx*, and the
rarity of the words suggests conscious soundplay. The second term is found in Paul only here
and in Rom 10:20 where it is defined by its parallelism with {ntodow. But here énepotatmoay is
more problematic as a semantic element and seems to be chosen as much for its sound as for its
sense.

The famous fifteenth chapter of 1 Corinthians, as the church has recognized in
incorporating Paul’s words in liturgy, is thoroughly hymnic. A systematic search of the chapter
for euphony does not disappoint expectations. Here, we point out only a few of the many salient
instances of soundplay.

Inv. 2 is ik , which occurs in only four verses in Paul, each time in a highly alliterative
short phrase, with epsilon’s and gutturals:

... €lkf}; &l ye xai gikq. (Gal 3:4)

... &ikT] kekomioko (Gal 4:11)
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... €I ™V péyoupav (Rom 13:4)

... ELKOTEYETE, €KTOC €l U €ikT] émotevoate. (1 Cor 15:2)

In v. 5, yet another soundplay on proper names is evident: de0On Kned (1 Cor 15:5), part of
a larger scheme based off the aorist passive form:

Kol 0Tt £Thpn Kol 6Tt gynyeptan T NUEPQ TH TPITN KATA TOG YPOPAG

kai 811 N Kned eita toic dddeka-

gmerta Heon Enave Teviakooiolg adelpois épamal.... (1 Cor 15:4-6)

In vv. 8 and 9, three terms, £oyatov (v. 8) and éLdyiotog (v. 9) are logically and
phonologically related and may be considered parechetical.?’

In v. 17 Paul departs from the kappa theme, replacing xevov (vv. 10 and 14) with the
synonym pataio. The substitution might be explained by parechesis of pataio/auaptiong:

... potoio 1 ToTIc VUGV,

... apoaptiong OUGV....

In 1 Cor 15:2-26, the number of gutturals driving this chapter is almost overwhelming and
includes key lexemes and several instances of parechesis or near parechesis, for example,

... Katapynon maoav dpynyv Kol taeov EEovaiay ... dypt ... é¢bpolg ... éoyatog
&y0pog xatapyeitar.... (1 Cor 15:24-26)

Less obvious but no less classic is the parechesis of vv. 30 and 31: Gpav/ifquépav.
Moreover, subtle, intricate soundplay is not to be missed in vv. 32 and 33: dvBpwmov
gonpopdymoa év 'Egéow... dpglog; (v. 32) and gbsipovowv (v. 33). From v. 9 to v. 30, not a

single phi occurs, in 327 words.?

27 A similarly personal parechesis is found with reference to Judas, in Acts 1:17 and 18, two rare verbs
involved: &layev/iélaxnoey.

28 Similarly, in vv. 49-54, a phi theme resumes after five verses (vv. 43-48) without any such letter and only
one phi in the next nearly 200 words (until 1 Cor 16:8): épopécapey ... popEGOUEY ... Pnut, adeApoi ... pBopd TV
apbapoiav ... 0p0aAp0D. .. debaptot ... POapTOV ... dpbapsiav ... pOaptov ... debapoiov (1 Cor 15:49-54).
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In v. 39, we find two examples of parechesis: aAla dAAN> and ktnvodv/TmvoV:

... 00T 6apE AALG dAAN pEV avOpoOTLV,

GAAN 0¢ caps KTMVAY,

GAAN 0¢ caps TIVdVv....

Soundplay continues in every verse, and Paul ends 1 Corinthians 15 with a flourish of
kappa’s: 6 kémoc DMV 0vK EoTv KEVOS &v Kupiw, previously identified by Zuck, the salient word
Kkévtpov in v. 56 is not too distant to be considered parechetical with kevog (v. 58).

But the greatest of Paul’s parechesis in 1 Corinthians is found in the final chapter.

Exegetical Analysis: 1 Corinthians 16:22—An Anagram: avafspa. popava 06!

The most impressive parechesis in 1 Corinthians, in fact, in all of Paul and no doubt one of
the most intriguing examples of soundplay in ancient Greek literature, comes in 1 Cor 16:22.
Here, we can assume Paul’s awareness of distinct roots, for the words involved are from two
different languages.® In this otherwise enigmatic postscript, Paul follows (the threat of) a curse
with an invocation for the Lord’s return: &i tig 00 @ulel TOV KOpLOV, T dvadepa. papdvo 0. “If
anyone does not love the Lord, let him be accursed. Our Lord, come!” (1 Cor 16:22)

No one has successfully explained the juxtaposition of the curse and the coming. Paul has
apparently penned the words himself (see v. 21), but the Aramaic “Maranatha,” as more than one
commentator has noted, is most unusual. A few attempts at explanation, often as seemingly

oblique as the words they seek to interpret, have been offered over the years. “The words

29 Though these are etymologically cognates, that fact is by now a mute point compared to their phonological
function.

30 Bullinger had written on bilingual wordplay, using the term “parechesis”: “But Parechesis properly
describes the figure when one of the two words belongs to another language” (Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 178).
Bullinger, whose thick volume gave the impression that figures of speech had been adequately inventoried, here has
drawn his definition from sources other than the ancient Greek handbooks.
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Maranatha add weight to the anathema,”** wrote Bengel, in one of the earliest such attempts.
Clearly the Gnomon, notwithstanding its four recognitions of paronomasia,*? was not reckoning
with the phonological relationship of “Maranatha” and “anathema.”

The only credible attempt at an explanation in more than a generation is that of C.F.D.
Moule in a 1960 article, “A Reconsideration of the Context of Maranatha.”* Exegetical
perplexion over 1 Cor 16:22, however, caused Moule to preface his own conclusions. “In view of
so many doubts,” Moule revives a long forgotten 1926 hypothesis of one E. Peterson.*
“Maranatha,” Moule tentatively suggests, is “an element in the ban-formula.”® Insinuating more
of a hypothesis than a consensus, Moule writes, “It is widely held that the maranatha ... is to be
understood as an invocation of Christ to be present in the eucharist.”* The one connection he is
able to make in this sense is the occurrence of the term “maranatha” in post-Pauline Didache
X.6, in a section associated at least in some way with the eucharist. Short of conceding the
futility of the search for explanation, Moule admits that the 1926 attempt is “a less agreeable
interpretation, but it is not to be lightly rejected.””

Peterson, in Moule’s words, had attempted to show that maranatha “goes hand in hand with
anathema.”*® But the exact meaning of the coupling is unclear. Moule, without new insight,

endorses Peterson’s 1926 view that “the maranatha (amen) is, in effect, part of the anathema—an

31 Bengel, Gnomon, 3:347.
32 Bengel, Gnomon, 3:347.
33 C.D.F. Moule, “Reconsideration of the Context of Maranatha,” NTS 6 (1960): 307-10.

34 Erik Peterson, Eis Theos: Epigraphische, formgeschichtliche und religionsgeschichtiliche Untersuchungen,
Vol. 39-41 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1926), 130 and following.

35 Moule, “Reconsideration of the Context of Maranatha,” 307.
36 Moule, “Reconsideration,” 307.
87 Moule, “Reconsideration,” 307.

3 Moule, “Reconsideration,” 308.
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element in the ban-formula.”® But what part?

The eucharistic association invites several problems, not least of which is the anachronism.
By all accounts, 1 Corinthians predates the Didache. A second objection is contextual. The
Didache does, in fact, echo biblical language: “May grace come and may this world pass away.
Hosanna to the God of David. If any man is holy, let him come; if any man is not, let him repent.
Maran Atha. Amen.” But in 1 Corinthians a eucharistic allusion is seemingly out of context in a
Pauline postscript. Paul has not spoken of the Lord’s Supper since 1 Cor 11, though he does end
that chapter with mention of his own coming: ta 8¢ Aowa dg v EM0® dwataEopon (V. 34).

More to the point, semantic exegesis has fallen short of a satisfactory explanation. As for
the precise meaning of papdva 06 in this context, Moulton and Milligan (s.v. avaOepa) concede
that “the meaning of the Aramaic [popdva 0] [is] wholly unknown . . .”*% and allude to the

ingenious proposal that maranatha is an interpretation of anathema along the lines of analyzing

the rabbinic word Rniw (‘ban’) as ®n W “The Name [of Yawheh] comes.™* Unfortunately, the

interpretation is wholly a guess and cannot be substantiated from rabbinic writings.*?

Better is a strictly phonological interpretation, one that pays attention to the sounds of the
words in the original language and yet still has a connection with the Didache—Dbut in the correct
direction chronologically. At 10.6, we find this alliteration in mu that cannot be overlooked:
Metavoiéto Mapav afa. Aujv (Didache 10.6). The three words have mu and nu in common, a
fact that no exegete focused only on semantic interpretation has noted. Just as in the Didache

10.6, mu alliteration is obvious in the final 1 Corinthians verses: ... dvafepa. papéva 06.... pued’

39 Moule, “Reconsideration,” 308.
40 Moule, “Reconsideration,” 308.
41 Str-Bin loc, 111, 494.

42 Moule, “Reconsideration,” 308 nl.
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VUDV. ... OV LETO TAVI®V DUDV ... (VV. 22-24).

Interestingly, the Metavoiérw of the Didache parallels the imperative 7zw of 1 Cor 16:22,
which suggests, as do the presumed dates, that the Didache is drawing from 1 Cor 16:22 and not
the other way around and, in fact, is amplifying the alliteration of the former. In other words, the
Didache recognizes the soundplay of 1 Cor 16:22 and as such is the earliest interpretation of it.

A better parallel for the 1 Corinthian postscript, however, is found in Scripture, Rev 22:20,
as Moule has noted,* and yet this ending of the Bible has no allusion to the Lord’s Supper.
Again the sound of the words is significant. Rev 22:20-21 is patently alliterative, with four chi
words in the short span of eight: £pyopot tayd. Aurv, £pyov Kvpie ... xapig tod kupiov (Rev.
22:20b—21a). The endings of Rev 22 and 1 Cor 16 are structurally and functionally alike, as a
side by side comparison makes clear:

Aéyel 6 popTup®dV TODTO Vai, Epyopat Toyv. AUNy, ényov kipie ITncod.

H yap1g tod xvpiov Incod peta navtov. (Rev. 22:20-21)

€l TIG 00 QIAET TOV KOplOV, fT® AvaBeua. uapava Ga.

1N xap1c Tod Kvpiov Incod ped’ Ludv.

1N Qydmn pov ueto wavrwy HUAV &v Xprot®d Incod. (1 Cor 16:22-24)

The two also have in common the Christian blessing, ‘H yapig 100 kvpiov Incod, and the
gpyov kvpie of Rev 22:20 and the popava 66 of 1 Cor 16:22 are parallel in structure and thought.
So, too, is the identical peta movtov.

The immediate contextual evidence of 1 Cor 16 further suggests soundplay. In 1 Cor 16:20
and 22 Paul’s playfulness with cognates (figura etymologica) is evident. He bridges the two

verses of his final greeting with the terms eiAjuati/eulel. Moreover, other parousia pericopes in

43 Moule, “Reconsideration,” 307.
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Paul exhibit alliteration (see, e.g., 1 Thess 3).

Paul uses the term avadepo only four other times (Rom 9:3, 1 Cor 12:3, and Gal 1:8 and 9)
In Gal 1:8 we found the hidden parechesis effected by the middle ending:
eonyyeMoauelaldvalesua. Thus, two of the five uses of the term are coincidentally alliterative on
at least three syllables.

The conclusion is straightforward: Alliteration explains word choice in both Revelation and
in 1 Corinthians, not to mention the Didache.

Thus, the puzzling terms avadeua and papdava 66 have a relationship that must be
acknowleged prior to any inquiry into meaning.* At this point, given a new template of
understanding, the solution should be obvious. The words form a bilingual anagram: avéfepo.
napavo 6.4 The consecutive terms avaBepa and papdva 0 share three consonants and three
alphas, thus seven letters—a coincidence of sounds that is as improbable by the dictates of
chance as a royal flush.* Among consonants, only the rho in papdéva 64 is aberrant, a single
consonant deviation that is characteristic of parechesis in many classical examples.

Twentieth century exegetes, in contemplating a curse with eschatological (versus
eucharistic) overtones, have attempted to delve beneath the superfice of the words for precise
meaning and occasion. But the first meaning to be considered is the meaning of sound. The first
order of business of the exegete is to note the similarity of sound of avéfepo and popdva 6é and

from there to ask, Why?

4 Our exegetical contention is that attention to phonological elements is the priority of exegetical method,
first in order of consideration, if not first in importance.

4 In Od 3.108 we find the collocation papvépued’: vOa, and three succeeding lines begin with &v0a.

46 Perhaps the only parechesis in Scripture to rival this collocation is the anagram found in the Hebrew of

Exodus 23:11 "but the seventh year you shall let it rest and lie fallow— NHNYOM NIYNLN— “sallow and fallow”
where no fewer than five consonants and the nasal along with similar vowel pointing make this an impossible
coincidence.
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Anagrams in Paul might be considered the fortuitous or inspired exploitation of an ear for
soundplay. But they are far more than a mere Pauline idiosyncrasy. Anagrams in Greek literature
are known at least as early as Pindar.*” Eustathius isolated examples of metathesis (a category of
parechesis) in Homer: ut0og /6opoc’; Barlomv kai Aapov; vapoe/udvvoe. Whatever the origin,
anagrams, from a phonological point of view, are simply the creative mixture of sounds that the
language on rare occasions lends itself to in the use of a clever author. Perhaps the words of the
linguist and philosopher Ferdinand de Saussure are instructive. He reminds us that “the
functioning of the anagram presupposes both a poet capable of sophisticated operations on verbal

material and a reader able to recognize the presence of the anagram®....”

2 Corinthians

Paul’s next extant letter to the Corinthians continues the type of soundplay that we have
now established as a mark of style. Below we list salient examples of parechesis.

In 2 Cor 1:21, Xpiotov kai ypicag are blatantly parechetical. *° It is worth noting that in
precisely the same epistolary location in Philippians, Paul employs parechesis, this recognized by
Gordon Feest:

‘Epoi yap 10 Ly Xpiotog

47 See Calvert Watkins, “Pindar’s Rigveda,” JAOS 122 (2002): 432-35.
8 From Od. 15:171 and 172.

49 paraphrased in Roland Greene, et al., eds., ed. Steven Cushman, Clare Cavanagh, Jahan Ramazani, Paul
Rouzer, editors, The Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, 4" ed., Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2012), 48. In the latter years of his life, Saussure investigated anagrams in Saturnian poetry, with precedents
in Homeric poetry, where poets encoded the names of gods in their poetry. Fifty years after his death, eight
cardboard boxes of Saussure’s inconclusive notes on the matter were discovered.

%0 In 1920, Elbert Russell (Paronomasia, 32.) had rather tentatively hypothesized, “It is just possible there
may be in 2 Cor 1:21 a play on the etymology of Xpiotov.” It is typical of the uncertain nature of claims with
respect to style that have gained no traction in Pauline studies.

51 An observation seconded by Rollin Ramsaran in 2002 (see above).
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Kol 10 anobaveilv képdog. (Phil 1:21)

Further coincidence of sound is found in the parechetical terms of 2:11 and 12 where a
hypothesis recognizing similar consonants is justified: dayvoobuev/avemyuévng. This parechesis is
another example of Paul bridging sections by wordplay.

A most interesting example of sound echo is found in 2 Cor 2:15-17, the parechesis of
gopeviooun ... ooun /éopev.s?

At 2 Cor 4:9 is found the triple parechesis of kotofaiildpevol all’ odk droitduevot, and at
4:10 a parechetical play on mepipépovteg (a Pauline hapax) and eavepm01) seems equally
tenable.s

Parechesis of £ and £cw in 4:16 is, again, even more evident upon examination of the
structural context, a nearly perfect example of parallelism of sound involving ten consecutive
letters across four words:

... 0 EE® UGV dvBpomog ...

AL 0 Eom NuAV avokowvodtat.... (2 Cor 4:16)

A notable instance of soundplay occurs in 5:8 where the obvious antithetical paronomasia
of éxdnufoor and événuiioar is preceded by parechesis of ebdokoduev with éxdnuijoar, four
consonants in common.

The soundplays of 2 Cor 5:16-17 involve virtually every letter and syllable, one of the

most euphonic series one could ever expect in a prose epistle, within which is the parechesis of

52 Paul uses the first person plural pronoun écpev only twenty-two times in the undisputed epistles.
%3 The logical relationship is cause and effect:

TAVTOTE TNV VEKP®GV T0D INGoD

€V T® COUOTL TEPLPEPOVTEC,

tva kai 1) {on 100 Incod

&v 1@ ohuott udvV pavepwdi. (2 Cor 4:9)
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ovdéva oidapev (5:16).

The consecutive terms ayvomrt &v yvaoet in 2 Cor 6:6 are parechetical, and it is
conceivable that ayvotntt (v. 6) and avéwmyev (v. 11) are deliberately so as well.

Second Corinthians 7:4 is an exceptional example of Paul’s exploitation of pi-liquid
clusters, with eight such specimens in one verse: ToAf pot Toppnoio TpOg VUAS, TOAAY| ... VIEP
VUDV- TEXMANPOLLOL TH) TUPAKANOEL, VIEPTEPIGGEDOUAL ... €Tl hon Tf) Ohiyer qudv. (2 Cor 7:4).
Whether or not any of these combinations actually rises to the level of parechesis is almost
inconsequential, for the fact is that the urge of soundplay is driving the word choice.** In v. 6,
napovoiq is found as one of fifteen pi-liquids in four verses (vv. 3-7), thus the parechesis
nappnoia/mapovoia (similar to the parechesis at Phil 1:26: nepioocein/napovsiag). Though
nearly fifty words separated, the two are part of a pi-rho scheme, seven such words intervening,
including the thematic TapakaA®.

Second Corinthians 8:2 contains an unmistakable example of classic parechesis: to ziodrog
¢ dmldtyrog (See 9:11). The parechesis recurs in 9:11, again in the course of pi alliteration: év
navti mThovtilouevorl gig macav amiotnto. In v. 10, the parechesis of cougépet and wépvot is a
tenable hypothesis. The end of 8:23 and the beginning of v. 24 offer yet an example of
parechesis: 66&a/Evdei&y. In the LXX of Exod 33:18 is parechesis of the same two terms:

... 0ei&ov por v oeowtod docav. (Exod 33:18)
... 06&a Xprotod. TV ovv Evdeicty ... (2 Cor 8:23b-24a).

The most consistent pattern of soundplay in 2 Cor 9 is, again, the pi-liquid motif. The same

cluster alliteration that we identified at 7:4, where eight pi-liquid words are found in one verse, is

54 See the same at 2 Cor 11:23-24. We have already seen a similar ploy in 1 Thess 4:1 with napaxaioduev ...
nopeAaPete mop” ... TOG ... TEPWIATELY ... TEPUTATELTE, Vo mepiooeimte. See also 1 Thess 1:9 and 2:17.

%5 2 Corinthians is particularly vested in pi-liquid clusters; the first sixteen verses, for instance, present 35
such combinations. The fifteen verses of Chapter 9 contain 26, as Paul again and again strikes the same note.
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prominent here.%® Comparison of v. 2 and v. 5 shows a consistency of structure with parechesis
of the final words of the respective clauses: migiovac/mheovesiav.

Betz in his commentary on 2 Cor 8 and 9 confidently weighs in on the meaning of
nieoveLiav. “Paul chose the term ‘greediness’ for several reasons,” he explains, going on to
explore the background of the word in Greek philosophy and “folk wisdom.”” What he does not
do is explore the phonological significance of this word choice. We do not doubt the “cultural
value” of this word as it would have impinged on the consciences of the Corinthians, but we note
first how it struck their ears.

Second Corinthians 9:13 features delta and delta cluster alliteration (parechesis): o tiig
dokuf|g thg draxoviag tavtng do&aloviec. Compare 2 Cor 11:15-16, with d1dkovot dikatocHving
(v. 15) and the chiasm of v. 16:

36En dppova stvar-

€l 6& un ve,

KV ¢ dppova 0£Eacbi. ... (2 Cor 11:15-16)

In 2 Cor 10:6-17, epsilon assonance and pi and kappa alliteration drive the pericope as
much as any semantical theme, in the midst of which we find the parechesis of uétpov/éuépioev®®

(v. 13).

%6 Practically every Pauline epistle contains verses that exhibit high concentrations of pi-liquid words: 1 Thess
2:17, 4delpoi, AmopPavicBévTeg e’ DUMY TPOG KOPOV BPIS, TPOSMRD 0O Kopdig, TEPIGGOTEPMS
€0MOVOAGOLEY TO TPOSOTOV VUGV 16l &v MOAAT] EmBupuig; Gal 1:14, mpoékontov &v T® Tovdaicpd vrep
TOALOVG GUVNAKIDTAG &V T YEVEL LOV, TEPLEGOTEPMOG CNAWMTNG VAPV TAV TATPIKADY LoV TAPASOCEDV;
1 Cor 16:6-7, mpdg Dudg & TUYOV TAPAUEVD 1) Kol ToPOyEAcH, Tvo DUEIS e TPoTEUYMTE 0D &0V TOPEd®ULAL. OV
0éAw yap dudg Gpti &v Tapodw....; in 2 Cor 7:4, ToAM| pot mappnoio Tpog VUAG, TOAA Lol KAOYNOIS VIEP DUDV:
TETAPOUOL TF TOPOKANGEL VAEPTEPIGEVOUOL Tf] Y0pd Ml Tho.... ; Romans 2:25, TTepitopn) pEv yap d@elel
gV vopov mpaoonc: 8av 8¢ mapaPdtng Voo NG, 1 meprropy. ...; Phil 4:18, dméym 8& mévto kai
nePLocEV®- memApopot de&apevoc Topa Enxagppoditov ta map .. ..

57 Betz, 2 Corinthians 8 and 9, 96.

%8 “Measure/he divided.” This parechesis is found in the midst of a kappa alliteration series that includes the
term “canon,” which we perused at Gal 1:15 and 16: pétpov 10D kavévog ob éuépisev (2 Cor 10:13).
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Second Corinthians 11 features a similar example of parechesis, the two words in
apposition: nuépav, n uépyva. But an equally impressive example of proper name parechesis

occurs in 11:10, on what of the most important city names of ancient Greece.

Conclusion to 2 Corinthians

Parechesis is evident in 2 Corinthians to the very end of the letter. At 12:9 is the
anagrammatic apxel oot 1 xapig pov, similar to so many other Pauline collocations: yapig ... kai
eipnvm; aypt g dpti (1 Cor 4:11); Kata v yépw ... apyréktov (1 Cor 3:10); arnapyr Xpiotdc
... KoTopynon macov apyny ... aypt ... £0povc ... Eoyarog £x0pog katapyeitar (1 Cor 15:23—
27); Axaiq, xapic (2 Cor 1:1-2); : "H yépic 10d xvpiov Incod Xpiotod (2 Cor 13:13) and several
other instances of soundplay on yéapic. At 2 Cor 13:9 and 10, parechesis is once again attained,
with key lexemes: katdpticwv/kabaipestv. Again the structure suggests the finding. The two
feminine singular accusatives end their respective verses.

Much more could be pointed out in the Corinthian correspondences delivered to a
congregation that, for all we know, was well attuned to the speech of rhetors. But the examples
above have been highlighted in order to sufficiently represent a pervasive tendency of style in
Paul. Our conclusion is more than tentative: parechesis is prominent among Paul’s considerable
repertoire of rhetorical skills

We now turn to the epistle to the Romans for further confirmation.
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CHAPTER SIX

ROMANS

Introduction

No letter of Paul has been more scrutinized for its elements of argumentation nor so
overlooked with respect to figures of speech than Paul’s epistle to the Romans.* Rhetoric, as we
have shown by historical evidence, is more than argumentation and persuasion, and the style of
the letter to the Romans is part and parcel of the communication. Below we highlight a few
examples of parechesis in the epistle that complement the persuasive powers of the
communication.

The best known example of parechesis in Paul comes from Rom 1:29, ¢66vov @dvov; in v.
31 of the same vice list is a second accepted example, dcvvétovg aovvbétovc. But soundplay and
parechesis in Romans begins much earlier in the letter, in the opening verse, indeed with the first
two words: TTadiog 60DA0G ... dmodctoroc (Rom 1:1). Both Paul’s name and the two appositives
that follow are found in many other alliterative contexts in the undisputed Pauline.

After the longest and least alliterative of all of Paul’s prologues, Rom 1:13 features theta-
epsilon parechesis: 0élw ... Tpoebiunv EMOely £Bveotv.? This observation banks on some
historical precedence. In 1751, in one of the best biblical studies of the eighteenth century,
Wettstein’s two volume Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae, Wettstein cites
Hermogenes and Eustathius at this verse and is thus noting the parechesis.?

Rom 1:15 then echoes the consonants of v. 13’s Tpoebéuny in TpdOupov. This also is

1 W. Wuellner, “Paul's Rhetoric of Argumentation in Romans: An Alternative to the Donfried-Karris Debate
over Romans,” CBQ 38 (1976): 330-51, is one of many examples.

2 There is good reason to also include in this scheme xoi ékwAd0ny (v. 13).

3 Johann Jacob Wettstein, H KAINH DIA@HKH Novum Testamentum Graecum editionis receptae cum
lectionibus variantibus codicum, 2 vols. (Amsterdam: Ex officina Dommeriana, 1751, 1752), at Rom 1:13.

182



parechesis. The two words are from different roots and, though separated by one verse, are
logically related: “Many times | planned (zpogbéunv) to come to you ... [for] | am ready
(mpoBupov) to preach the gospel to you in Rome. (Rom 1:13 and 15 NKJ)

It appears as well that the alliterative terms of v. 13 are part of a larger scheme of re-
echoing sound—vowel-lambda—»beginning at least in v. 12: aAAqioig (v. 12) ... 6é\o ...
a0eAPOi, OTL TOAAAKIG ... EAOETV EBveoty. (V. 13) "EAAnciv (V. 14) dpethétg ...evayyehicachal
(v. 15).* It seems fitting that the proper name Hellen (“Greek”) should be part of this scheme.
Thus, the consecutive words £0vecwv/"EAAneiv (linking Rom 1:13 and 14) are yet another
example of soundplay on proper names, of the species parechesis well-documented in Homer by
Eustathius.

Second only to the example of Apoi kai oot in Luke 21:11, the parechesis of ¢66vov
@ovov in Rom 1:29 is the best known example in history. The standard observations of this list,
like most observations regarding soundplay in the Pauline epistles, underrepresent the amount of
soundplay that Paul has employed. In Rom 1:28 and 29, flanking the famous ¢66vov pdvov
example is an indisputable example of parechesis: ka0nKxovta (V. 28)/xaxonOdsiag (v. 29).

There are many other examples of parechesis in Romans. Clever parechesis is found in
2:17 with érovoudln xoi énavomavn (Rom 2:17), the otherwise difficult phrase “rest
[Emavomadn] in the law,” is explained by Paul’s interest in sound. In the same verse, kowydocot is
parechetical with kotnyobuevog in the next (v. 18). Parallel alignment of the two verses
corroborates the relationship:

Ei 8¢ ob Tovdaiog émovoudln kai émovamravy vOp® Kol kavydoor v 0@

4 This is the type of vowel-lambda leitmotif we have seen elsewhere in Paul. See also Rom 8:15 below.
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Kol YIVOOKELG TO GéAn o Kol dox1udlers T O10pEPpOVTo. KaTHyoUUEVOS €K TOD VOOV
(Rom 2:17-18).

Yet another parechesis, this one anagrammatic, occurs in Rom 2:20: appoévov/puopewoty.

In Rom 3:1, paronomasia-parechesis of nepiocov and meprropic surely goes a long way
toward explaining the former term, which otherwise is unexpected in this semantic context.

Amidst the pi alliteration so conspicuous in the opening verses of Romans 3—mo\b kot
navta Tpomov. TPATOV ... Emotevnoav (Rom 3:2)—is the anagrammatic parechesis of the
consecutive terms tpomov TpATOV.

The LXX quote in Rom 3:12 is conspicuously guttural— é&ékhivay Gua ypedOnoay ...
ypnototnto—and includes the parechetical terms fypemdncav/ypnotomto (see 11:33).

In v. 27, diphthong assonance is pronounced, with six such sounds structuring the verse—
Ilod odv ... molov vopov;*—in the midst of which are the parechetical gutturals xodynog;
E€erleiobn.

Verse 16 displays a metathetic nasal parechesis consecutive pair involving one of the key
words of Romans, “law”: vopov udvov.® Similar metathesis was noted by Eustathius in Homer:
vapo pavva, (“flowing water/manna’).’

Clear examples of parechesis occur in Romans 5 as well. In v. 2, éoynxapev and
éomikapev are clearly parechetical; the phrase év 1| éotixouev seems extraneous and might best
be understood as Paul’s completion of a soundplay. Not to be missed is the soundplay of

KOTOoyOVEL ... EkkEyvTan in V. 5, an opportunistic concentration of the forceful guttural sounds

5 Similarly, in Rom 4:1 assonance is evidence for a textual critical question; the diphthong favors the
subjunctive variant reading, odv époduev evpnrévor (Rom 4:1)

6 See Gal 3:2. In 1920, Russell, Paronomasia, 10, identified this pair, unfortunately calling it “paronomasia.”

7 Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri lliadem, {4083.001} vol. 1, 193, line 28, TLG. Ad Herennium supplies
this comparable Latin example of “transposing” letters: navo an vano (“industrious or vainglorious”) (Rhet. Her.,
4.21 [Caplan, LCL]).
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of the verse as a whole: 1 8¢ éAmtig 0¥ kataioyvvel, &1L 1 dydmn Tod Beod Ekkéyvtan £v Toig
Kapdiog.

If there was any doubt about parechesis in Romans thus far, the very next verse presents an
indisputable, classical example: acbeviv/acepfadv (Rom 5:6). Again, parallelism supports the
claim:

&L yap Xp1otog dvtov NUdV dcbevdv

£TL Kotd Kapov vmep doePdv anébavey.t

Here, again, two rather nondescript terms are explained by parechesis.

In 5:16 is found the paronomasia and parechesis of kpiua ... katakpwa... ydpoua, the
paronomastic terms connected by the assonance string of €& évog eig.

Romans 7, along with the typical Pauline alliteration, features two prime examples of
parechesis. In vv. 4 and 5, the parechesis of éyepbévti/évnpyeito is evident by common structural
position:

gyepbévty, tva kapmopopfoouey Td 0ed (V. 4);

EvNpYETTo &v 101g uéhesty U@V, €i¢ TO Kopropopticol @ Bavate- (V. 5).

In v. 18 assonance with ot diphthong is blatant: Oida yap 81t 00k oikel &v ot (Rom 7:18);
Oido and &t are parechesis.

Romans 8 is often accorded the honor as the greatest of Paul’s literary texts.® In spite of this
high regard, few of the actual virtues of soundplay have been publicized. We point out but a few

salient instances of parechesis here. In Rom 8:12, there is adekgoi, dpeirétar. In v. 15, there is a

8 Not incidental to the sound effect of the verse is the preposition-object kappa alliteration of xoté kapov;
further, the second parechetical term is bound up in alliteration with the words flanking it: vnep doepdv anébavev.

° Douglas J. Moo in The Epistle to the Romans, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 467—68, sums up
some of the praise: “The inner sanctuary within the cathedral of Christian faith; the tree of life in the midst of the
Garden of Eden; the highest peak in a range of mountains—such are some of the metaphors used by interpreters who
extol chap. 8 as the greatest passage within what so many consider to be the greatest book in Scripture.”
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particularly interesting example of alpha-consonant soundplay, where Paul again plays on an
Aramaic word (see 1 Corinthians 16:22 and “Maranatha”):

oV yap ENaPete Tvedpa Soveiag Tay gic oPov

GG EMdBete mvedpa vioBesiac &v @ kpdlopev-

afpa 0 Totp.

The antithetical parallelism exposes the smooth alliteration of aAia Edfete and the
parechesis of aAla/apBo. We find the strong adversative aiia not infrequently in parechetical
relationships, its thick lambda’s lending themselves to functional soundplay (for example, Rom
5:15, AA\ ... mapamtdpatt ol ToAlol anébavov, ToAld pailov...). We have seen especially the
use of this conjunction in 1 Corinthians pericopes on speaking in tongues.

Romans 8:25 features a clever anagrammatic consecutive pair: flérouev édxiCopev that is
nearly parechesis. The lexeme éAniCouev, in fact, is often involved in alliteration, several times
with the preposition (six times in Paul: Rom 4:18, 5:2, and 15:12; 1 Cor 9:10; 1 Cor 16:7; and 2
Cor 1:3).

Romans 8 climaxes in v. 39 with subtle delta alliteration (odte t1g kTioIC £T€pOL duVHoETAN)
within which alliterative phrase is the subtle parechesis of tic ktioic.

Romans 9:4 and 5 contain proper names, including the commonly alliterated upon “Christ.”
In the phrase ToponAitat ... 66&a kol ai dabijkat ... Aatpeio kol ol Exoyyehion (v. 4), the two
terms TopanAiton and Aatpeio have three consonants in common. Both statistical evidence and

Pauline habit suggest that the pairing of these two words, TopanAitar/Aozpeia, is a conscious

parechetical play.*°

10 Only thirty verses in Paul have an A*t*p* order word; only twelve have *A\*p* t*; only two have *t*p* 1*;
only three *t*A* p*; only eight have p* 1* A*; and eighteen have *p*\*t*; that is, there are only 73 verses in Paul
that contain a word with all three consonants.
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Romans 9:10 hosts yet another example of proper name soundplay, this time of the
historically linked names of Rebecca and Isaac, whose assonantal similarity Paul takes advantage
of: xai Peférra &€ €vog koitnv éyovoa, Toadk.

Bullinger had noted 6éietl éleel at Rom 9:18, which compares to Wettstein’s observation at
Rom 1:13. The seemingly proverbial expression of Rom 9:18 could not be more alliterative, with
two pairs of parechesis in a row: ... obv v 0éAetl €heel.

In 9:25, we find another example of proper name soundplay on an Old Testament name—
¢ kol &v T Qome (see a¢ wpaiot, Rom 10:15). “Hosea” then is the fifth proper name in Rom 9
occuring in a context of soundplay.

In Rom 10:7, the rare beta, which is found in alliteration in Rom 2:22-29, 6:17, and 8:25,
is again involved in alliteration in v. 7, katapnoeton €ic tv Gfvocov.

A fascinating parechesis occurs in Rom 11:3 and 4, with two relatively rare and unrelated
roots: katéoxoyavlExouyav.

Just as the rare beta is found collocated in Romans, the rare phi (only 204 initial phi words
in Paul) is surely a marker of alliteration in Rom 11:20 and 21, where four distinct phi-initial
lexemes occur: ur Yynid ppdvet GALL poPod- €l yap O 00¢ TOV KT OOV KAAS®MV 00K
gpeioaro, [un Tmc] 006 cod peicetar. Clearly, phi words are clustered together in many places
in Romans, for example, Rom 13:14: ... €av & 10 KoKOV oG, PoPoD- 0V Yap €ikf] TNV
uaaupov @opei- Such soundplay illustrates the continuum from alliteration to cluster alliteration
to parechesis that is characteristic of Pauline epistles.

Romans 11:33 is a prime example of soundplay selection from Paul’s quoting of the Old
Testament and an important indication of the source of Paul’s literary inspiration. Here, two very

rare words (only eighteen occurrences combined in the Old Testament) share the double prefix (a

187



paronomastic relationship, to be precise):

¢ aveEepavvnta T0 Kpipoto avTod

kai ave&yviaotot ai 66oi avtoD. Mt

The paraneitic list of Rom 12:7-10, includes obvious soundplay, for example, the guttural-
rho’s of vv. 14 and 15: ... kotapdcbe. yaipew petd youpdvimv, Khaisw peta kKAaoviov. At
times the alliteration rises to the subtle sophistication of parechesis: anAotnrtt... Ehedv &v
hapotntt (V. 8) and dmoorvyodvteg (V. 9)/phdaropyor (v. 10). With respect to the latter pair,
Paul again is using antithetical words with similar sounds in colonic structure. Similarly, in Rom
12:16-17, the etymologically unrelated terms @povodvieg/npovooduevor are parechetically
aligned:

TO aOTO €I AAAAOVE PPOVODVTES, UT| TO DYNAOL @POVODVTES ...

UNOEVE KOKOV AvTl KakoD Anoddovieg, mpovoovuevol ... (Rom 12:16-17).12

In 13:7, there can be little question that Paul deliberately alternates parechetical and
alliterative lexemes in ¢ and t: ... 0Q€NGG... POPOV TOV POPOV, TG TO TEAOC TO TEAOG,™ T@ TOV
@OPov Tov eofov, Td v TNy v tyjv. As we have pointed out, Paul in v. 7 alliterates so
blatantly that this assemblage of sound would have met with the disapproval of the author of Ad
Herennium, who expressed his disdain for the tautogram in Ennius.*

Parechesis in gamma (with nu’s) is clever in 13:11: éyepOfjvar, viv yop éyyitepov. In Rom

1 In the LXX, the second term is usually collocated with another guttural, in Job, for instance, éveEyviacta
£v80Ea (Job 5:9); dvelyviaota Evio&a te kai éEaiota (Job 9:10); and dve&yviaoto £voo&a te kai éEaioto (Job
34:24).

12 «Be of the same mind toward one another....
Repay no one evil for evil. Have regard for ...”
13 dperréc and téhog, it may be no coincidence, are parechetical rhymes.

14 See Rhet. Her., 4.12. Thus, Paul’s advice to those in Quintilian’s Rome might be considered one notably
ironic example, with its parechesis and deliberately overbearing alliteration: dmddote ndow T0g OQENAC, T@ TOV
@OPOV TOV POPOV, TA TO TELOG TO TENOG, T TOV POPov TOV eOPov, T@ thv Twnv v Tiuny (Rom 13:7).
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14:2 and 4, parechesis similar to that of 1 Cor 8:7 and 10 plays out, preceded by typical Pauline
pi alliteration: ... moTELEL PaYElY TAVTA, O OE AoOeVQV ... éo0ict. O éoBicv TOV uN| éobiovta, un
élovleveitm. Another example of parechesis of distant terms is possible in vv. 10 and 15,
Buaty/Ppopari in Rom 14:10 and 15. Though separated by nearly eighty words, the two terms
certainly fall within the same pericope. A much more obvious example of parechesis is found in
15:13, with two objects of parallel prepositional phrases:

&V 1O moTEHEY,
€1g 10 TEPLOGEVELY.

The parechesis of metevew/nepiosedey might be seen as a culmination in the slightly
wider context of pi alliteration in a verse of seven pi prominent words: ... éArnidog TAnpooat ...
TAGNG ... &V T® TOTEVELY, €IC TO TEPLOGEVEW ... &V TH] EATIOL ... Tvevpotog ayiov (Rom 15:13).

Finally in Rom 15, proper name parechesis is evident in the result clause of 15:19b: kai
KOKA® péypt tod TAlvpikod (Rom 15:19).

The final chapter of Romans is not lacking in soundplay, as even this longest of epistles is
propagated throughout by a repertoire of rhetorical devices. More play on proper names is
evident in the first verse with phi’s, ®oifnv v adekonv, and gutturals, tfic ékkAnoiog tic &v
Keyypeaic, (Rom 16:1), Paul again using éxkAnciag euphonically. The kappa alliteration is
enticed by the highly guttural name Keyypeoig and continues throughout the second verse, in a
scheme that comprehends the parechesis of a&img tdv ayimv (Rom 16:2).

In Rom 16:18 occurs an example of parechesis that Wilke in the nineteenth century had

alluded to: xvpio/konig.*® It is yet another of the dozens of examples in Paul discernible from

15 See Mark 1:6 dxpidog kai pél dyplov.
16 Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 413. Compare 1 Cor 6:13.

189



the antithetical structure:
ol yop to10DTOL TG KUPi® ...

GALG TR €0VTAOV KOWiQ.Y

17 In fact, a kappa theme is evident in the broader context of vv. 17 and 18:

Kol EkkAivete G’ adT@V- ... Kopie HudV Xplotd ... kotkig, kai ... ypnotoroyiag kol evAoyiog [paronomasial
gamatdotv tog kapdiog tdv dxakwv. (Rom 16:17b-18).
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CHAPTER SEVEN

PHILIPPIANS

Introduction

“Wordplay, assonance, alliteration, chiasmus, and repetition are found throughout
Philippians,” claimed Paul Hartog in 2010, an assertion so obvious, it seems, that he availed
himself of no space to cite any examples of it. Casey Wayne Davis some ten years earlier (1999)
had become is one of the few exegetes involved in twentieth century New Testament rhetorical
criticism to focus on orality in Philippians, noting “instances of sound grouping” in Philippians
2:3-13: vmepéyovtog (2.3); vmapywv (2.6); vrnkoog (2.8); vrepdymoey (2.9); vrep (2.9);
vrnkovoate (2.12); vrep (2.13)? and “possible instances of sound grouping™ in the zeta words of
3:6, 7, and 8, respectively, {iihog/Cnuiov/élnumOny; and cluster alliteration in v. 18 through 21:
nolhoi/rodakig/molitevpa; and cotipa/cdua/copatt.” Nonetheless, Davis left much to be
discovered, as the summary in Table 9 at the end of the dissertation suggests.

In addition to, and in some sense culminating, the many instances of alliteration Phil 1 are
the following examples of parechesis:

denoet (V. 4) and deopoic (V. 7); deopoig (v. 17) and denocwc (V. 19); nenoBag (V. 6)

and émumob® (V. 8); evayyeliov EMAvbey (V. 12); dnpdokonot (V. 10) and mpoxonnv

(v. 12); Xprotog and képdog (V. 21, noted by Fee [see below]); and Xpiotd and

Kpeiooov (V. 23). tepiocely ... Topovoiog T Tpdg. ... (V. 26); moteve mhoyew
(v. 29).5

1 Paul Hartog, “Philippians,” in Blackwell Companion to the New Testament, ed. David E. Aune (Malden,
MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 478.

2 Davis, Oral Biblical Criticism, 82 n59. Unfortunately, Davis failed to take account of vmrjkoog (v. 8) and
vrnkovoarte (V. 12).

8 Davis, Oral Biblical Criticism, 82.
4 Davis, Oral Biblical Criticism, 82.

5> We note that Paul’s parechesis does not always include homoteleuton, yet Paul frequently exploits this
figure of speech as well. Phil 1:27 is a prime example: éA00v Kai iddv DUAS €ite AnV dKoD® TA TEPL VUDV. ...
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Some explication of the instances above is in order. Phil 1:12 is blatantly alliterative,
including the consecutive pair evayyediov é457Av0ev. The perfect form is found only 37 times in
the Greek Scriptures and only here in Paul. Its unusual placement—a main verb ending a Pauline
clause—suggests syntactical creativity. Moreover, Paul alliterates occasionally on the technical
term evayyélov, which occurs 62 times in Paul. Subtle alliteration on the epsilon-lambda
combination especially can be discerned in many instances.

These observations notwithstanding, throughout exegetical history there has basically been
but one identification of parechesis in the quite poetical letter of Philippians, and that at v. 21. In
1994, Gordon Fee had made the finding explicit in his commentary, although he did not use the
term parechesis: Xpiotog and képdoc. Again, antithetical parallelism makes the case clear:

To live is Xpiotog
And to die is képdoc.

The antithetical terms of “life” and “death” yield at the end of each colon a guttural-rho-
dental combination that is classical parechesis.® We have already seen Russell’s identification of
a similar soundplay at 2 Cor 1:21, Xpiotov kai ypicog (two words technically of the same stem),
and another phonological similarity occurs just two verses later, in the parallel terms of Phil
1:23, Xpot® and kpeiocov. These two parechetical terms are preceded by the paronomasia of
ocuvvéyopat ... Exwv and separated by the intervening parechesis of moAA®d pdAlov: thus, Xpiotd
givat, ToA® [yap] udirov kpgicoov (Phil 1:23). See also képdn, tadta fjymuoar 10 tov Xpiotov
(3:7) and Xpiotov kepdnom (3:8). And there is further internal evidence in the first chapter of
Philippians. Verse 29 leaves little doubt as to Paul’s intention with respect to sound: €yapicOn to

omep Xpiotod (Phil 1:29). Clearly, there is a pattern here of juxtaposing guttural-rho words with

6 Recall that Quintilian pointed out that when similar sounding words occur in parallel bicolonic structure, the
Stoic Theon called it zapioov (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.76).
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the Xpiotoc lexeme. In fact, the vast majority (more than twenty) of the thirty-seven occurrences
of the name “Christ” in Philippians are juxtaposed with a guttural, usually a guttural-rho cluster.

In Phil 1:29-30 is a superlative example of Paul’s mastery of the bicolonic parechesis:

OTL VUV €papiotn

10 V1EP XpioToD,

00 UoVoV 10 €ig aTOV moTEDELY

GALQ Kod TO VTEP OOTOD TATYELY,

TOV OOTOV AYDVO EYOVTEC,

olov €idete £v €poi kol vV dxobete

&v éuol.

Bridging Phil 1 and 2 is the parechesis of aydva/dyémnv:

avtov aydva (1:30)

avTnv ayammyv (2:2).

A significant contribution to understanding the Christological issues of Phil 2:6 comes
from an appreciation of the triple parechesis: vmapywv ody apmayuov nynoato. This exegetical
insight will be more fully examined at the end of this chapter.

Many other instances of parechetical soundplay in Philippians could withstand the test of
statistical analysis. In Phil 2:27 is the fortuitous parechesis of ntapaniiclovifiéncev, a
contrastive antithetical parechesis (“near death but God had mercy”) situated in a theta scheme:

Kal yop nodévnoev mopaminciov avito-

AL O Bg0c NAénoey avTov.... (Phil 2:27)

In the first verse of Phil 3 is the parechetical triplet Ouiv éupot pev (Phil 3:1).7

"Inv. 2, an understanding of alliteration illuminates yet another major exegetical question in Philippians,
namely, the identity or referent of “dogs.” The tricolonic alliteration goes a long way toward explaining the meaning
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The paronomasia of katatopnv/meprroun in Phil 3:2-3 has been acknowledged in exegesis
since at least Bede but not the parechesis of 1| teptroun, ot wvevpatt (Phil 3:3). It is by now
almost inconceivable that Paul, in such control of his craft, would accidentally dictate two
consecutive nouns of such similar sound, but as evidence we find vedpatt in alliteration in
several verses: for example, nvebpoatt tepuateite (Gal 5:16); mtopoantdpatt, VUES ol TvevuaTiKol
kataptilete Tov Toodtov év vevpatt (Gal 6:1); copott Tapadv 6& @ mveduart (1 Cor 5:3);
ovopatt tod kvpiov Incod Xpiotod kol &v Td nvevpott (1 Cor 6:11); mvedpott o0 ypappott
(Rom 2:29), etc.

Parechesis may help resolve a textual critical question at Phil 3:8: pevodvye xai yyodpat ...
versus the Byzantine pév? ovv kai yyodpor. The former includes the guttural-nasal cluster similar
to VmapywV ovy apTaypov nynoato in 2:6.

Within the series of kappa alliteratives Phil 3:10-14, with five xata paronomastic words, is
the clever internal parechesis of v. 11, where Paul deliberately collocates kotavtijon gic thv
e€avaotactv. Here Paul departs from his usual expression for “resurrection” in order to effect a
soundplay.

More parechesis is evident in the terms adeApoi/katetineévor in v. 13, the second term
parechetical with a third: xatetineévar/émiavOavouevoc,® as Paul draws on four forms (figura

etymologica) of Aauféave in vv. 12 and 13: Elapov, katardfo, koteduedny, and kateneévor.

of “dog”—or limiting our explanation:
BM\émete tovg xhvag,
BAémeTe TOLG KOKOVG EpYhiTag,
BAénete v kotatopqv. (Phil 3:2)

Recall, for example, the kappa alliteration of 1 Cor 15:58b, €i66tec 611 6 KOmMOG VUAV 0VK EGTIV KEVOG £V
kupim, noted by Zuck, Basic Bible Interpretation, 161.

8 See similar parechesis at James1:24, dnedqiv0ev kol e00émg émeddOeto. Paul frequently alliterates phi’s
with theta’s, it would appear.
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Phillippians 4 presents both one of the most obvious proper name soundplays in Paul and
one of the most subtle, respectively, with the names Zvvtoynv® and Evodiav. Although proper
names themselves may seem obligatory inclusions in a text, they nonetheless may still motivate
soundplay. That seems to be the case with both Evodiav and Xvvtoynv in verse 2. The second
name, with its cuv- prefix, is followed by a series of sibilant sounds: 6, yviioie o0lvye,
oLAMaUPAavov ... cuvnBAnoay ... cuvepydv ... (ofc. a cuv-theme evident not only to us but to
the original hearers of the epistle, including Syntyche herself. ° There are only thirty occurrences
of ovv in Paul, seven of them in Philippians. The prefix or preposition is surprisingly rare in
Paul, with just over 200 occurrences (< 1%), but Paul concentrates four such words in v. 3,
moments after articulating the proper name. Moreover, in v. 3: the poignant singular second
person pronoun, which makes little sense in context,** is well explained by the sibilance.

Others have identified paronomastic play in Phil 4: 2-3. Davis notes how these verses “are
set off as much by the four-fold use of the sun-prefix in v. 3, playing off Zvvtoynv (proper name,

Syntyche) in v. 2.”*2 Credit also belongs to T.R. Glover who in 1938 had noted the abundance.*?

® Farrar, in 1879, had identified proper name soundplay at Phil 4:2-3, ctuye/Zvvtoynv (Farrar, The Life and
Work of St. Paul, 629). Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, 411, had noted similar paronomias in Ephesians:
ovve(®OTOINGEV GUVIYELPEV GUVEKADIGEV.

10 Recall the onomatapoetic sibilance of Luke 22:31 where Jesus rhetorically hisses a warning to Peter—
Yipov Zipmv, idov 6 cotavig éEntioato Hudg Tod cwidoat dg Tov oitov—Wwith the parechesis catavicg/oitov.

1 Paul commonly uses the second person singular with plural force, as a literary device—especially in
Romans where since Bultmann it has been identified as a diatribic device, or as an epistolary address—but not when
explicitly addressing more than one person, as here. By comparison, he uses the plural form well over 500 times. Of
the eighty-four instances in Paul of the second person singular, twenty found in Philemon, too many of them
alliterate to be passed off as chance collocations.

12 Davis, Oral Biblical Criticism, 82.

13 Terrot R. Glover, Paul of Tarsus (New York: George H. Doran, 1925), 178-79. The cuv theme appears to
be part of a larger sigma theme that may mark a particular division in Paul’s dictation of the letter. The sigma theme
throughout Phil 3 and 4 might be highlighted as follows:

oLppopPLopevog (3:10) ... okomov (3:14) ... otoyeiv (3:16) Zvppuntai pov (3:17) ... otovpod (3:18) ...
cotipa (3:20) ... petacynpotiost o odpa (3:21) ... GOPUOPPOV TA COWATL ... oTEPAVOG pov (4:1) , obtmg otiKeTe
&v xupiw ... Tovtiymyv (4:2) ... o€, yviole 60luye, cLAAUPAVOD ... GUVHOANGAY ... cuvepydV ... (wiic. (4:3). By
contrast, there are no sigma initals in 4:4-7.
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But neither author properly called this ploy paronomasia. Properly speaking, this is classical
prefix paronomasia, a device too obvious and the probabilities too low for this to be anything
other than intentional.**

Yvvtoynv then is clearly one in the now long list of names in the Pauline epistles that is
attended by soundplay. The question now is whether gvwdiag in v. 18 is intentional parechesis
with the other proper name in v. 2, Evodiav. Compared to the rare cuv, there are even fewer €b
words in Paul, only 170 total, 62 of these accounted for by evayyéiov, twenty-two (22) by
evyaplotd. The rare evwdiog is found only here, inv. 18, and in 2 Cor 2 Cor 2:15-17 where we
have suggested parechesis of éopév/ooun ... ooun /éouev. The term gdvwdiag by virtue of this
rarity alone looks like a classic parechetical match for Evodiav. But is this a stretch of exegetical
imagination? There are 270 words separating the two terms.*s But in the same chapter, Six &b
words intervene to strengthen the connection, three of them rare: gvayyehio (v. 3), edyapiotiog
(v. 6), ebenua (v. 8) evayyeriov (v. 15), and ... [Emagpoditov] ... edwdiag ... eddpeotov (V.
18). Just as with ovv, this is the highest sustained concentration of the relatively rare prefix in

Paul.*¢ Both proper names in Phil 4:2, then, should be considered members of respective

14 Adding to the point is the highly alliterative (sibilant and guttural) series yvfiote o0luye, GLALAUBAVOL
(Phil 4:3).

15 Recall that the parechesis we are claiming in 1 Thessalonians involved words separated by a similar
distance: 15 words separating ddioleintmg and éinidoc and 28 words between ddwatsirtog and ddoelpoi. Questions
of distance will again confuscate matters with the important issue of proper name soundplay in the final letter of
Paul, Philemon. There is some evidence from classical Greek as well that wordplay can span some distance. O’Hara
calls on the “well-known example” of proper name play on “Odysseus” from Odyssey 19. Autolycus says of himself
that he is a “source of pain’ (66vocauevog) to many; thus his grandson should be called Odysseus (O’Hara, True
Names, 9). The distance of ten words is no impediment to soundplay connection:

TOALOIGY YOP EYD YE d0vOTALEVOS TOS KAV,
avdpdov N6€ yovau&iv ava x06ve movAvpotelpav:
) 6 Odvoevg Gvop’ E6Tm ENDVLUOV: AOTAP EYD YE,
(Od. 19. 407-409)

Some distance often exists between the proper name and the eponymous word in the explanation. See, e.g.,
O’Hara, True Names, 30 n130.

18 The first chapter of Galatians is dominated by the gboyyéhiov theme.

196



soundplay.’

In Phil 4:12, newav kol mepiocevety is yet another example of parechesis with the
conjunction, the verse propagated in pi alliteration: ...tanewvodo0at ... TEPIGGEVEWV- €V TOVTL KOl
&v oW ... TEWAV Kol Teprocevew. ... (Phil 4:12).

Finally, the elliptical v. 15 is a masterful display of soundplay, practically every syllable
involved. We see balanced clauses with aspirated omega parechesis, vowel-guttural and lambda
alliteration and mu alliteration off of, predictably, the proper name:

oidare 3¢ Kol LUETG, DTN G101,

ottt &v dpyi Tob evayyeAiov,

dte éENMOov amd Maxedoviag,

ovOEUIO HO1 EKKANGIO EKOTVAOVIGEV

€ilg Adyov 86oewe Kol ANupewe

€l un Vueic uovor,

At the very least, oidate ... 611 ... 6t€ ... oDdepia in this verse must be considered
parechetical.

In light of the above instances of parechesis in Philippians, we now turn to perhaps the

most important exegetical question in the epistle.

7 It is possible that a third proper name play can be brought to light, on the name Clement. Mu and nasal
themes are evident in 4:3, which lead to the climactic “names in the Book of Life”: vai ... cuvii0Anodv pot peta kol
KMpevtog ... pov... ovopata v Bifro (ofig. (Phil 4:3). Consecutive mu’s occur only about thirty times in Paul,
with four in Philippians, including undsv pepwyuvire, (Phil 4:6) and the highly alliterative 2:12, ... un g év 1ij
TOPOVGIQ LoV HOVOV GANG VOV TOMG paAlov €v Tf] dmovsig pov, petd .... The wordplay on Clement is easily
missed if one pays no attention to the final syllables, but the initial letters are also a clue. Kappa alliteration extends
to the next two verses: ...kat KAMjpevtog .... Xaipete &v kupio mhvtote: Tl £p@, YOIPETE. TO EMEKES .. .. O KOPLOG
&yyog (Phil 4:3-5).

Klement is not the only kappa initial name in Paul introduced with alliteration. In Philippians, in addition to
Phil 4:3 we also have Phil 4:22-23, ¢« tfig Kaicapog oikiag. ‘H xapig 100 kupiov Incod Xpiotod ... (Phil 4:22-23).
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Exegetical Analysis: Philippians 2:6 and The Hymn of Humility

In spite of thorough and influential twentieth century studies such as R. P. Martin’s
Carmen Christi, there is still an unsettled state of affairs with regard to not only one of the most
important but also one of the most difficult exegetical questions in Pauline theology, found in
Phil 2:5-11. Regarding the pericope generally as a liturgical section, as a hymn, broadly
understood, has the qualified consensus of scholars. The main reason for this attribution is the
style of the section. Considering the third aspect of rhetoric, namely, the stylistic, and the
aurality, Martin observed “a certain rhythmical lilt when the passages are read aloud, the
presence of parallelismus membrorum (that is, an arrangement into units of parallel thoughts),
the semblance of some metre, and the presence of rhetorical devices such as alliteration,
chiasmus, and antithesis.””*® Martin’s unelaborated observation of “alliteration” was an
expression more of his ken than of any systematic analysis. Our own contribution to
interpretation focuses specifically on the phonology of the hymn, which in turn reflects on the

debated meaning of words.

History of Interpretation of aproyudc in Philippians 2:6

Scholars have puzzled over elements of the Christological theme of this pericope with its
apparently hymnic language and rhythm. The Christological question centers largely on one key
term in v. 6, the term apmoypdg, at the center of the mystery. The term “has proved a sore trial to
philologists and lexographers, and to those who rely on their work,”*¢ N. T. Wright
commiserates, reviewing the attempts of some of the best known theologians of the nineteenth

and twentieth century. For centuries, the question has been whether apmaypog signifies “luck,

18 R.P. Martin, Carmen Christi, 12-13 n1.
N, T. Wright, “apraypog and the Meaning of Philippians 2:5-11°,” JTS 37 (1986): 321.
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fortune, godsend, windfall”?° or “abduction/robbery,” passive or active verbal ideas. The
semantic dilemma, Hoover writes, “has dogged the interpretation of Phil 2:6 since the time of the
Christological controversies of the third, fourth, and fifth centuries.”? Plunder or usurpation,
which is it? “Between these two explanations,” Lightfoot, the nineteenth century’s most
important English commentator on Philippians, determines, “our choice must be made.”? Yet the
decision seems irreconcilable. Lightfoot concedes, “All attempts to mediate between the two
opposite explanations fail in the same way and tend only to confuse the interpretation of the
passage.”? Others, following Lightfoot, have not been so pessimistic. Some progress, in fact,
was made in the early twentieth century.

In 1915, Werner Jaeger, perusing the work of Wettstein,?* searched for secular Greek
parallels and made an interesting discovery: that apmaypog in both pre-and post-Pauline sources
was often in collocation with certain words, in particular, £puaiov and ebpnuo. (It should

immediately be noted that these two words are parechetical.) Moreover, Jaeger reported, the

20 Hoover, 114115 uses this latter term, “godsend.” “windfall” depending on context (Hoover,
“Harpagmon,” 114-15.

21 Hoover, “Harpagmos,” 118.
22 Lightfoot, Philippians, 136.

2 Lightfoot, Epistle to the Philippians, 137. In 1868, Lightfoot had reviewed the earliest opinions of the
Greek and Latin church fathers as well as the prevailing opinions of his own day and noted “two principal
interpretations of ovy apraypov yficato depending on the different senses assigned to dproaypds. In one the
prominent idea is the assertion, in the other the surrender, of privileges” (Lightfoot, Epistle to the Philippians, 133).
In the end, Lightfoot was dissatisfied with both. “All attempts to mediate between the two opposite explanations fail
in the same way and tend only to confuse the interpretation of the passage,” he concludes (Philippians, 137). On the
one hand, the interpretation of “robbery/plundering” and thus “usurpation” of the Latin fathers has problems. For
one thing, “It neglects the foregoing words.” Further, he writes, “this rendering fails entirely to explain the emphatic
position of apmaypov (Phil 2:6)” (Philippians, 134). The interpretation of the Latin fathers, Lightfoot astutely points
out, was made “without reference to the original [Greek]” (Lightfoot 134). In the end, the great commentator sides
slightly with the view of aprayuov as something akin to “prize”—“This is the common and indeed almost universal
interpretation of the Greek fathers,” Lightfoot finds, (135) adding pointedly, “who would have the most lively sense
of the requirements of the language” (Philippians, 135). The two interpretations that Lightfoot elucidates are
“directly opposed” (Lightfoot, Philippians, 136).

24 Jaeger’s findings relied on Wettstein’s two volume Novum Testamentum Graecum of 1751/52.
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associated terms €ppotov and evpepa and aproypov frequently occur with the same verb that we
find in Phil 2:6, nynocato.? Jaeger came close but, with the evidence of four aspirated words in
front of him, never noted the phonological similarities. Nor did subsequent commentators.
Perhaps the most thorough semantic treatment to date is by Roy W. Hoover who took on
the challenge of the “much disputed phrase”? in a 1971 Harvard Theological Review article
whose title summed up the continuing challenge: “The Harpagmos Enigma.”?” After reviewing
the twentieth century’s failed efforts from some of its most famous New Testament scholars,
Hoover takes what he calls a “philological” approach,? reaffirming Jaeger’s finding that in
ancient texts harpagmon is often associated with certain words. Unfortunately, his solution re-
focuses the discussion on the meaning rather than the sound of these words. Nonetheless,
Hoover’s valuable revistation of Jaeger’s study offers all the evidence for a solution to the
enigma, for the findings of Jaeger and others actually contribute to our thesis more than to their

own.

A Phonological Solution: vmépywv ovy apmaypov nyfcato
When we take a close look at Phil 2:6, we see three words in triple parechesis: dmapywv

ovy apmaypov fiynoato. In particular, the otherwise enigmatic terms vmapywv and apmoyuov

25 Werner Jaeger, “Eine stilgeschichtliche Studie zum Philipperbrief,” Hermes 50 (1915), 537-53, strove to
precisely define harpagmon and argued that it is found elsewhere in ancient Greek meaning “good fortune” rather
than “robbery.”

%6 Roy W. Hoover, “The Harpagmos Enigma: A Philological Solution” HTR 64 (1971), 95.

27 Hoover, “The Harpagmos Enigma,” 95-96, argues that the matter requires “an awareness of the style-
history of such idiomatic expressions” as the one in Phil 2:6.

28 His findings are, Hoover is forced to admit (“Enigma,” 118), not without at least one exception. To be
specific, Hoover’s so-called philological approach distinguished between syntactical contexts, when harpagmos was
found in a double accusative construction (as in Phil 2:6) versus a single accusative or “predicate accusative.” He
concludes that harpagmos in secular contexts referred to an “abduction” (Hoover, “Enigma,” 112-113). Ultimately,
however, Hoover’s focus too is on the semantics. It is based on this consideration that he translates the enigmatic
phrase as follows: “He did not regard being equal with God as something to take advantage of” (“Harpagmos,” 118).
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share rough breathing, pi, alpha, rho, guttural, o sound, and nun—seven phonological elements.
That commonality easily exceeds the definition of parechesis and far exceeds probability criteria.
In fact, the coincidence constitutes an anagram, a commonality of letters and sounds that is a
creatively conscious choice on the part of the author, in this case, if you will, the hymnist.

As Jaeger has shown with the objectivity of an exclusively semantic focus, aproypov is
frequently collocated with &ppotov, ebpnua, and ynoato, all rough breathing words, a fact that
neither Jaeger nor Hoover noticed. Jaeger’s prime specimen is from a time two to three hundred
years after Paul, Heliodorus’s ancient romance, Aethiopica, 7.20: ovy apmaypov ovde Eppaiov
nolettan o paypo.?® Here, clearly, is the parechesis of aprayuov/mpayua. Though Aethiopica is
from the third or fourth century AD, it draws on Homeric literature and such phraseology
involving the word apmaypov is actually found in numerous places in ancient Greek literature: in
Thucydides, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Josephus, and others. 3 A second instance of the
ancient novelist’s use of the parechetical terms makes the case clear: ovy yap apmoypov 1o
npayuo (Aeth., 4.6),% again classic parechesis of the kind that Paul not infrequently employs. Yet
a third use by Heliodorus is just as confirming: én 1® ... dproayua kol domep dypag apyniv
(Aeth., 7.11), where the collocations of sound in this poetic romance, including Gpmaypo/éypog
apynv, can no longer be considered chance eventualities. Hoover reports all three uses and yet
fails to note the soundplay.

In his concluding remarks, Hoover notes that the evidential term gbpepa occurs in Sirach

29 «“And does not make the matter harpagmos nor luck.” In addition to the rough breathings, the initial pi’s
should be considered in our interpretation.

%0 Jaeger, “Eine stilgeschichtliche Studie zum Philipperbrief,” 537-53, reported in Hoover, “Harpagmos,” 95
and 95 n3. Neither he nor Jaeger recognize the rhyme.

31 “The matter is not harpagma” as Hoover, “Harpagmos,” 112, noncommittally translates.

32 Compare the parechesis from pseudo-Plutarch’s Vit. Hom. 38, 51 fv.
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and in Jeremiah.*® What he fails to note is the overwhelming evidence of assonance in most of
the word’s seven biblical occurrences:

£oTIv €00dia &V KoKolg avopi kai Eotiv ebpepa gic Eddttmoty (Sir 20:9; six epsilon’s
in ten words);

oAol ¢ edpepa evopeay ... (Sir 29:4);

gav ioyvom HoMg Kopicetal 0 oL Kai Aoyieital avtd mg ebpepa (Sir 29:6; note the
parechetical resemblance of ioybon/fjcv/ong ebpeua);

{ioeton kad éotau 1) yoym adTod €ic edpepa kol (Moetan 611 obtwe sinsv kKoprog (Jer
45:2-3; parechesis of (jjoetar xai éotan);

... Kol oton 1) yoyn oov &ig ebpeua ot énenoibelg én’ époi pnoiv koprog (Jer 46:18).

In the long history of Greek literature, apmayudc is also involved in etymological
wordplay. Secular scholar James O’Hara, quite apart from any interest in Philippians 2, notes
that apmaypov is involved in etymological wordplay in Plautus’s Pseudolus where “a character
named Harpax says he is known for capturing (rapio= harpazo) the enemy alive.”?*

Perhaps Martin Dibelius, An die Thessalonicher I, Il. An die Philipper, came closest to
Paul’s intent. Hoover ultimately joins with Dibelius’s conclusion:

The aprayudg remark cannot be interpreted on a narrow terminological basis, but

must be understood as a poetic-hymnic expression.... In [Dibelius’s] treatment of the

text “poetic sensitivity” was made to furnish what philological data had not

provided.*®

Evidence from Scripture

Cognates of apmaypog occur thirty-six times in the entire Greek Bible, nine times in the

New Testament, including four times in Paul (Phil 2:6, 1 Thess 4:17, 1 Cor 6:10, 2 Cor 12:2). Of

33 Hoover, “Harpagmos,” 119 notes occurrences of ebpepa in the OT but only looks at the meaning.

34 O’Hara, True Names, 1. In another example, from a second-century AD astrological work by Vettius
Valens, harpagmos is in parallel with "Apng, which looks to be proper name soundplay of the kind over and over to
be found in Homer.

35 Martin Dibelius, An die Thessalonicher I, II. An die Philipper, Band XI. Handbuch zum Neuen Testament
11 (Tubingen: Mohr, 1925), 76, reported by Hoover, “Harpagmos,” 100.
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the nine New Testament uses, the two Matthean occurrences show evidence of sound interest: ...
dproyes. dmod 1oV Kaprdv (Matt 7:15-16); and in Matt 23:25 the hypocritical Scribes and
Pharisees are filled with aproayfig kol dkpacioc. In the Epistle to the Hebrews, as should not be
unexpected, there is assonantal soundplay: apmaynv T@v vVmopyévtov dudv (Heb 10:34).

Post-Pauline exegesis of Phil 2:6 is also enlightening. Gregory of Nazianzus, apparently
referring to the passage, wrote with obvious alliteration, oy Gpmayua toxNg, AL’ APETTiC
#0hov.3 Expositing the text of Phil 2:6, Isidore, Bishop of Pelusium (45" century AD) was
apparently keenly aware of the rough breathings as he imitatively writes, Ei £ppotov fiynoarto ...
EaVTOV €tomeivmaoey, tva un vmeploceia ... dte dproyua §j edpepo v a&lav ynoduevoc. ...

Table 10 at the end of the dissertation summarizes ancient Greek uses of the term
apmaryprdc.

Evidence from biblical usage of the copulative vmapyw, used in Phil 2:6, is even more
convincing. The longer guttural copulative vépyw occurs twelve times in Paul and 179 times
total in the Greek Bible. In all twelve instances in Paul it is found in alliterative verses, often
with guttural/chi eminent words (recall that the statistical frequency of chi is only 4.5%), as

Table 11 at the end of the dissertation displays.

The Evidence of Aspirated Lexemes in Philippians 2

The contextual evidence of Phil 2 supports a theory of intentional soundplay. The verses
that are often regarded as hymnic are comprised of many instances of paronomasia and

alliteration:

36 “Not as the booty of fortune but the reward of virtue.” Compare the alphas of &1’ oi pév edyevidg
amofavovteg EmApmaoay TV gig TOV Geov e0GEPEIAY U 6€ KAKDG OIUMDEELG TOVG TG APETS dywvioTas Avaitiang
drokteivag 60sv xai avtodg amobvijoketv.... (4 Macc 12:14-15). NB: the distinct possibility of deliberate parechesis
on Ggovl 6Gev.

37 Isidore, Bishop of Pelusium, Ep. 4.22, MPG 78, 1072; reported in Hoover, “Harpagmon,” 102.
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ToPAKANG1G ... mapoudoov (V. 1); paronomasia: @povijte... epovodvieg (v. 2) ...

tanevo@pocvvn (V. 2); Exovteg (V. 2) and vrepéyovrag (V. 3); kata kevodo&iav and

GAADL ... AAAMAOLG (V. 3) ... EovtdVv EkaoTtog okomoUvTeg (V. 4), érovpaviov Kol

émyeiov kol katayboviov (v. 10); zavtote KZMKOVGOTE ... 7OPOLSIY ... drovcig and

LUOV 16VOY BAAYL VDY TOAAG pdAov3e (v. 12), etc.

Davis has shown that vr[ep]- paronomasia is prevalent in Phil 2, and, in fact, the rough
breathings, some of which Davis has identified, are a key to appreciating the phonology of the
hymn. In addition to the seven words Davis noted—uvmnepéyovtog (V. 3); vmapywv (V. 6); dnrkoog
(v. 8); vmepoymoev (V. 9); vmep (V. 9); vmnkovoate (V. 12); vmep (v. 13)—we add vanroog (V. 8)
and vmmkovoate (V. 12). Rough breathings, it might be argued, demarcate a phonological motif
that actually begins at the end of v. 3:%°

... yobuevor*® vmepéyovrag [See Exovieg V. 2] eavtdv (V. 3),

un T £0VTAV EKOOTOG GKOTODVTES

aAAa [koi] Ta Etépwv Ekactot.... (V. 4)

0¢ &v popet] 6£od VrapywV obY apTayuov NYHoaTo ... (V. 6)

GALG E0VTOV EKEVOGEV LOPPTV SOVA0L LoDV, £V OPOIBUATL ... gVpeDeis dG

avOpwmog (V. 7) ... €ovtov yevouevog koog (V. 8) ... vmepdymoey ... VEp ... (V.

9) iva .... (v. 10).

Perhaps most interesting beyond the busy alliteration of vrapywv ovy apmoyudv NyHcaTo
(v. 6) is the double, interwoven parechesis of v. 12. The euphonious pov povov GAAG VOV TOAAGD

udiAiov weaves two overlapping plays on sound: pov uévov ... vov and GAAQ ... TOAAD pEALOV.

In fact, v. 12 holds the distinction of containing the most mu initial words in Paul, with seven.*

% |.e., the interweaving of ©ov povov ... vovand GAAL ... TOAAGD POAAOV.
39 Melito’s obviously hymnic Peri Pascha also exhibits the relative pronoun assonance.
40 See the anagram at Philippians 3:8, pevodvye kai fyoduoi.

4 "Qorte, dyomntol pov, xodmg méviote HrnkovoaTE,

un &g v Tf] mapovcig pov pdvov dAAL VOV ToAA® PAAAOV €V Tf] Amovsig pov,

UeTh @OPov Kol Tpdpov v Eavtdv cwtnpiav katepyalesbe- (Phil 2:12) Note the paronomasia of

nopovsiy ... dmovsig. A similar verse in Homer, Od 15:401, “est un nid de paréchéses,” Bérard, Odyssée, 16,
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Thus, when we consider the hymn from the perspective that seems most natural for the
genre, the conclusion seems obvious. The hymnist is alliterating and choosing words partly on

the basis of sound, including the use of apmayudc.

perceives, explicitly citing the alliteration of no, na, 7o, ma and the lambda’s of Ao, Aa, Ae [here he recognizes the
synaptic sound], An: and “I’assonance” of w66y, £&maindij, and petodrdc: (though even this perception is but partial
recognition of the many elements of sound):

KNndecv GAAA®V TepTdpeda Aevyaréoiat,

LVOOUEV®: PETA Yp TE KOl GAyeot TEpmETAL VNP,

6¢ T1g OM paAo TOAAG aO1 Kol TOAL ETOANOT).

10070 6§ TOL €péw 6 P dveipear 10€ petodddc. (Od. 15: 399-402)
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CHAPTER EIGHT

PHILEMON

Introduction

Philemon has been subjected to rhetorical analysis, most notably by F. Forrester Church,* a
helpful structural epistolographic analysis by John White,? and, more recently, the
“multidimensional approach” of the SBL’s Rhetoric of Religious Antiquity (RRA) series.?
Church begins with a promising cliché, “What has Paul to do with Quintilian?”” and promises “a
rhetorical study of the letter to Philemon,” hypothesizing that “Paul too employed basic tactics of
persuasion taught and widely practice in his day.” He identifies the letter as “deliberative,”
analyzes its parts, and quotes Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian, but identifies no figures of
speech.* This kind of oversight is typical of New Testament rhetorical criticism’s analyses of all
of Paul’s letters.

Philemon is, in fact, alliterative from the first to the last verse, just as are all Paul’s letters.
The obvious alliteration with phi in v. 1-2, for example, 6 ddeApog dAuovt ... Koi Ameiq T
adeAof), has implications: There now stands the possibility that both the recipient—Philemon—
and the potential beneficiary—Onesimus—are the subjects of soundplay. The fact of pervasive
alliteration is the best inherent support for a theory of deliberate soundplay on the name of

Onesimus, a question that has interested exegetes.

L F. Forrester Church, “Rhetorical Structure and Design in Paul’s Letter to Philemon,” HTR 71 (1978): 17-33.

2 John White, “The Structural Analysis of Philemon: A Point of Departure in the Formal Analysis of the
Pauline Letter,” SBLASP (Missoula: Schoalrs Press, 1971), 1-47.

% Roy R. Jeal, Exploring Philemon: Freedom, Brotherhood and Partnership in the New Society (Atlanta: SBL
Press, 2015). In spite of a great emphasis on both rhetoric and wordplay in the Preface, the commentary includes no
mention of alliteration or parechesis.

# Church, “Rhetorical Structure and Design,” 18.
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Exegetical Analysis: Philemon—Soundplay on the name “Onesimus”
We are now in a better position to adjudicate the question of proper name soundplay in
Philemon, namely, whether ovaiuny in v. 20 is deliberate soundplay on the name of Onesimus or

whether it represents one half of a mere coincidence.

The History of the Debate

With a dismissal that undoubtedly dissuaded NT exegesis for generations, BDF §488.1b
denies that there is intentional soundplay: “Paul is not playing upon the name of the slave
Onesimus, although he uses ovaiunv only here ([Philemon] 20).” The most authoritative
Christian classicist of the nineteenth century then rather begrudgingly allows that “at most the
recipient could make the obvious word-play himself from [vv 1-11].” The comment is typical of
an attitude toward soundplay and alliteration that has obscured discovery of important moments
in Pauline rhetoric. Eduard Lohse, for example, writing in the same commentary series that
would produce Betz’s groundbreaking study of Galatians, finds it even unnecessary to argue that
“a word-play on the name of Onesimus cannot be read out of évaiuny.”

To others, the matter is just as obvious in the other direction. Farrar in the nineteenth
century recognizes the pun,® and in modern times John Nordling, for one, disagrees with those
scholars “who, inexplicably, have failed to see the obvious wordplay between ovaiunv, ‘may I
benefit’ (v 20), and, Oviiowov, ‘Onesiums’ (v 10).””7 Welborn, who was alert to wordplay in 1

Corinthians on the name of Apollos reasons that (though this could be a case of self-supporting

° Eduard Lohse, trans. Wiliam R. Poehlmann and Rober J. Karris, Colossians and Philemon (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1971), 205. Lohse’s only argument is anachronistic: that the optative was “an expression that is almost a
fixed formula” for which he can only cite the later Ignatius.

6 Farrar, The Life and Work of St. Paul, 629.
7 John G. Nordling, Philemon ConC (St. Louis: Concordia, 2004), 277.
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reasoning) “there is Paul’s demonstrated tendency to employ paronomasia elsewhere, as in the
epistle to Philemon, where Paul plays repeatedly with the name Onesimus.”®

The primary argument against wordplay on Onesimus cites the distance separating the two
terms.We have attempted to overcome this parameter of objection in 1 Thess 1 with the twenty-
eight (28) words between doialeinrtog (v. 2) and ddelpoi (v. 4) and most recently in Phil 4 with
Evbooiav, v. 2, and edwoiag, v. 18.

Several layers of evidence, from the circumstantial to the direct, strongly suggest deliberate
soundplay. Philemon, in spite of being a unique genre among the epistles, the product of a
particularly focused occasion, is not lacking in soundplay. Again we see alliteration in an
opening, this time in the rare letter phi: 6 4deApog 1oVt ... Kol Aeig Tf) AdelT] Kai
Apyinno (Phim 1:1-2).° Recall that Steyn (in 1995) had identified “assonance” in the same
verse.'® The evidence of alliteration in Pauline openings supports a theory of deliberate
soundplay here and in other Pauline epistle openings, an argument that is far more cogent than
the null hypothesis. The statistical improbability of Philemon’s four phi’s in eleven words
should, indeed, have seemed obvious to the recipients. The brother/sister title deliberately
chosen, if not unusual, and the fact of three proper names involved in this highly alliterative
series stands as evidence for the same possibility on the name of Onesimus. If the recipient, why
not the subject of the letter?

Further, phi alliteration is evident in Phim 19 and 20: npocogsileis. voi adeApé.... The two

8 Welborn, Fool of Christ, 106 n38. See the positive assessment of, for example, J. B. Lightfoot, St. Paul’s
Epistles to the Colossians and to Philemon (repr. of 1879 edition; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1976) 340, 344-45,
and J. Knox, Philemon Among the Letters of Paul (New York: Harper, 1959) 12-13.

% See @oipnv v 4dekeny (Rom 16:1); Although Paul did not choose to alliterate on his own name in the
opening verse, he does in v. 9, ITadiog npesPong.

10 Steyn, “Philemon,” 64.
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instances of soundplay on phi in Philemon—a name that invites the play—are mutually

corroborating. The latter is in the vicinity of the alleged soundplay on the name of Onesimus.

Evidence of Proper Name Soundplay in Paul

The evidence supporting a theory of soundplay on the name Onesimus is surprisingly
plentiful, both internal and external relative to this brief epistle. Recall that forty of the hundred
or so examples of parechesis discovered by Eustathius are proper name parechesis. Indeed, our
final argument comes from the accumulated evidence surrounding proper names in Paul’s six
other undisputed letters. See Table 12 at the end of the dissertation. After all is said and done,
there is no such thing as a pattern of coincidences. But before looking at summaries, there is the

contextual evidence of Philemon itself.

Evidence for Soundplay in Philemon

There are many reasons from the brief epistle itself to suspect parechesis on the name of
Onesimus, beginning with the one undubitable standard observation, published by Winer,
namely, the paronomasia of v. 11, éypnotov/edypnotov. 't The observation is reinforced by the
antitheses of time, moté/vuvi and, as has not been previously noted in the literature, the
parechesis of the personal pronouns: co: Gypnotov ... éuoi €bypnotov.

Secondly, there is the consistent pattern of alliteration in Philemon, for instance, the alpha-
guttural theme extends through much of the epistle, particularly noticeable in the parechetical
words that follow:

XGPS VULV Kol gipfivn ... Kol kupiov ... Xpiotod (V. 3). Evyopiotd ... (V. 4) dxodvmv
... ayammv (v. 5), xapav yop ... avijkov (V. 8) dypnotov ... ebypnotov ... (V. 11)

1 In a popular work, Caird, for example, writes that “Paul puns on the name of Onesimus, once Useless but
now Useful (Phim 11)” (Caird, The Language and Imagery of the Bible, 45).
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avayknv 1o ayoadov (v. 14) Tayo yap ... Exopicdn ... (v. 15) dyamntdv ... kol &v
oapki Kai &v kvpim (V. 16) ... H yépig 100 kvupiov Incod Xpiotod (V. 24).12

This scheme is interwoven with the not unexpected pi alliteration. In Phim 1:4-10, there
are seventeen initial pi words and three lexemes with émt- :

TAVTOTE UVELOY GOV TOLOVUEVOG ML TAV TPOGEVYDV Hov (V. 4), ... ToTw ... Tpog ...

navtag ... (V. 5) ... wiotedg ... Enyvdoel Tovtog ... (V. 6) ... TOAANV ... TopaKAncY

éni ... avamémovtat ... (V. 7) ... TOAV ... moppnoiay ... Emrdooew ... (V. 8) ...

ToPaKaA® ... [TadAog mpeofotng .... (V. 9) mopakard ot mepi (V. 10).

Several other brief moments of alliteration are found with instances of parechesis that have
not been seriously entertained by exegetes. In v. 9 and v. 15, for instance, are two series of words
that would be very difficult to explain away as chance: &v mg [Tadrog mpeofutng (v. 9) and
dpav, tva aidviov avtov anéyng (V. 15).

In v. 16, there is the mu-lambda alliteration of péAiota éuoi, Tdéo@ 8¢ paiiov.* and
dodrov, aderpov,** which helps make the case for soundplay on the same lexeme in v. 20,
npocopeirec/ adeloé (v. 19-20) (the superfluous addition of the prefix on the first term makes
for paronomasia with 6@eidet in v. 18). The name ITadAog and mpocogeileig, too, are very nearly
parechetical .

Next in v. 20 comes the word in question, évaiunv, and the matter of whether it is

intentionally in play with ‘'Ovicwov from v. 10. Before considering that possibility, we look to

more immediate clues, namely, those within the verse.

12 In the above scheme, dvijkov (V. 8) ... évéryimv (v. 14), at the very least are parechesis.

13 There are only three distinct poA- lexemes in Paul: pdilov (38 times); uéhota (three times, including here
in Phim 1:16); and palaxoi (once), found in the parechetical potyoi otte pokaxot (1 Cor 6:9). The collocation of
two separate such lexemes in v. 16 is the only time it occurs in Paul.

14 The assonantal endearment 48ekpov dyamntov is further corroboration.

15 Moreover, recall that Paul mentions his own name nineteen times in the seven undisputed epistles. In
virtually every single instance, he alliterates (as Table 15 at the end of the dissertation shows), including here in
Philemon: mapoxaA® ... v dg ITadlog tpesPotng (Phim 1:9); éyd IMadlog ... éyd dmoticw: ... Tpocoeilels. vai
G6eAPE, Eyd cov Ovaiuny ... avamavcdv ... emomg Tf) drakofj cov &ypayd cot... momoeig (Phim 1:19-21).
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Philemon 20—~Parechesis on ovaiunv

In Phil 1:20, Paul employs one final tactic of persuasion, after pledging his name and
reputation in v. 19. He writes, vai adeAeé, £€yd cov dvaiuny v kupio: avamovcoy pov o
omAdyyva &v Xpiotd, “Yes, brother, may I benefit from you in the Lord,” with ingratiating irony,
given that Paul is writing soley on behalf of someone else. The optative is not the only rare
word*¢ in this phrase; vai occurs in Paul only nine times and in the entire Greek Bible only forty
(40) times.*” Six of the nine uses are concentrated in four verses, 2 Cor 1:17-20. In 2 Cor 1:17,
tva/vai is anagrammatic: fva 1} mop’ époi o vai vai (2 Cor 1:17). In 2 Cor 1:19, nu’s dominate: &v
VULV 0L MUAV ... 00K €YEveTo vai ... vai &v avtd yéyovey (2 Cor 1:19). Other than the six rather
enigmatic uses in 2 Corinthians, the particle occurs in Rom 3:29 along with six other nu’s in
seven words: ... povov; ooyl kai £Bvav; vai kai €6vav. It might be hard to appreciate the
significance of this coincidence given the commonness of the nu in Greek endings, yet only 172
times in Paul does the sequence v*v occur.

Given the limited contexts of previous Pauline usage, the first thing to note in Philemon
1:20 is the first word: vai. This rare word is undeniably parechetical with the verb évaipnv: vai
... ovaiuny, a fact never noted in Philemon research.'® To give some frame of reference, other

than one hundred or so infinitive forms,*® and the oblique cases of yvv},° only thirty-one words

16 Most arguments for soundplay in v. 20 stress the hapax legomenon. But, as we have shown, Paul is just as
likely to alliterate on common words as on rare. In fact, one-third of the lexemes of the New Testament are hapax
legomena.

17 One poignantly memorable occurrence: vai i600 Zappa 1) yovr; cov (Gen 17:19).

18 To our knowledge, this has never been noted before in commentaries. This play on évaipmv meets with the
practice of Paul where he does not always rhyme on the ending of the words (homoteleuton). Corroborating the find
is the fact that the verse is driven by nu-vowel combinations: vai ... dvaipny év ... Gvanovcsy ... oThlyyve év ...
(vai ... vai-nv év ... av-0v ... va év).

19 See for example the parechesis of 1 Cor 3:18, eivot &v Opiv v 1d oidvi....

20 This understanding of the statistical probabilities makes for an appreciation of the very few instances in
Paul of such collocation: for instance, the homoteleuton in 2 Cor 3:3, ma&iv MBivaig GAN" &v mhaiv kapdiog

211



in all of Paul contain a vai. Rarely, and only here in Paul, does this combination of two vai
syllables occur in Greek. In the entire Greek translation of Genesis, for instance, only a few
times (apart from repetition and the necessity of infinitive endings) does it occur in the same
verse, and almost never with any suggestion of intentional proximity (see Gen 12:5; 24:37; 36:2;
39:9).

Several further instances of alliteration in the vicinity of v. 20 could be noted, especially
the parechesis (or near parechesis) in v. 21 of ITero@wc/momoers.

Soundplay, in fact, continues to the very end of the letter. In v. 22, the two zetas and one xi
in four words are surely no accident—etoipalé pot Eeviav- éaniCm—and the choice of
yapiodnoouar is surely a less than subliminal pun, its root charged with so profound a
theological meaning. In Philemon, the corroborating evidence of soundplay extends from the
first to the last verse, where collocation of uetd tod mveduotog might be considered parechesis.

Our conclusion, then, is obvious. The pair Ovricwyov/ovaiuny is and consistent with other
instances in the epistle and decidedly parechetical, differing in only one consonant (sigma) and
even including the nasals of the accusative ending and first person optative aorist middle,
respectively. The complete match of sounds with but one consonant difference is classic
parechesis by definition and goes beyond what even Paul, who often fails to play on the ultimate
syllable, requires of soundplay. This is all to say that, entertaining the null hypothesis for the
sake of argument, the absence of soundplay on the rare optative évaipnv in v. 20 would be a
blatant departure from the style and tone and rhythm and sound of the entire rest of the letter, not

to mention the rest of the Pauline corpus. The only remaining objection to this conclusion is the

capkivaig. But even more impressive now is the parechesis of katoleipdivor év ABxjvauc (1 Thess 3:1). Phim 1:20
and 1 Thess 3:1 then stand as two of the very few places in Scripture with two -vat- syllables.
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distance between words.

Distance

The distance separating the words remains as the single reasonable objection to a theory of
wordplay in Phim 1:20. Is Paul deliberately alluding to the name Onesimus, synapsing between
two words nine verses and 127 words apart??* A consideration of the parameters of sound and
sense might help us to answer the question. Many times in his epistles Paul resumes a conceptual
or semantic theme after some graphical distance, even, we might assume, resuming dictation
after a night’s sleep (for it would be hard to imagine a work such as Romans being composed in
a single day). For instance, the cdpo theme in 1 Corinthians, the “body of Christ” introduced in
1 Cor 10:16, which takes an antanaclastic turn in v. 17, is resumed in the next chapter, at 11:24.
Then there is another antanaclastic resumption in 12:12. If Paul can make playful semantic
connections over some distance, can he not also resume phonological ones? Can echoes of sound
travel ten verses in Paul’s memory?

Such distance between parechetical pairs is not uncommon in Paul, whose parechetical
reach often defies some of the restrictive definitions of parechesis that scholars have imposed.
Some distance between words is no impediment to soundplay associations and parechesis in the
aural medium of Pauline epistles any more than are distances separating semantic sections of his

epistles. In fact, some distance is often necessary for mnemonic purposes: milestones are not set

21 One further objection is inherent in the interpreter rather than the text. James O’Hara writes of the
deprecated reputation of word play, of how “the notion prevails among scholars that puns are a low form of humor
and hardly deserve the name of poetry, much less of serious poetry. It is all very well to detect and discuss puns in
Plautus, but it is an altogether different matter to suggest they are present in, say, the Aeneid.” O’Hara suggests this
lack of appreciation has implications for interpretation: “Consequently, we rarely notice wordplays, much less look
for them in ‘serious’ poetry. If we do see them, we often assume they are accidental. When a word or phrase seems
susceptible of more than one meaning, we expect the scholar to decide which of the meanings is ‘intended’” and
which ‘unintended.” The idea that a ‘serious’ Greek or Roman poet might be creating a texture of wordplays,
regularly intending more than one meaning, is dismissed as ‘unthinkable’.... (O’Hara, True Name, 18). We recall
here the attitude of Blass (see BDF §256 and 488).
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every foot.
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CHAPTER NINE

CONCLUSION

Neither Aristotle nor the Latin theoreticians captured the essence of the phonological
phenomenon called parechesis, with their abstruse definitions and mixed examples. In fact, a
proper definition has eluded rhetorical theory for centuries. The conflation of parechesis and
paronomasia is evident in the works of many Christian rhetorical theorists, including in the
nineteenth century the great grammar of Winer. In the twentieth century, not even R. Dean
Anderson, who had edited Lausberg’s magisterial lexicon and given Pauline scholarship its best
lexicon for modern times, supplied an adequate understanding.* As we have pointed out, these
definitions fail an important distinction. Paronomasia traditionally includes words of the same
root, but the prefixes attached to that lexical root produce a “quite different” meaning; in
contrast, parechesis involves etymologically unrelated words, words of different roots. These
should not be construed as the same species but as concomitant word- and soundplay devices.
When the definition of parechesis is properly framed, many instances of this figure of speech in
the undisputed Pauline epistles come into view. In fact, in the New Testament in general, not to
mention the entire Greek Bible, instances of unrecognized soundplay are numerous.>

In the end, the best evidence for the existence of parechesis in the undisputed Pauline
epistles is the number and consistency of examples that fill his letters and propagate his

communication. It is practically impossible that these are chance occurrences. There is no such

! These lexicons should not be confused for what they do not purport to be: complete inventories of given
figures of speech. Rather, they are lexicons that, after the ancient manner, illustrate the figure or trope with limited
examples from a select body of literature.

2 Examples of parechesis can be found in many places in the non-Pauline New Testament, for instance,
OépoglBvpaug. (Matt 24:32-33); drpidac/dyprov (Mark 1:6); dlribeialélevfepdoet (John 8:32); Elayev/élaxnoey
(Acts 1:17-18).
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thing as a pattern of coincidences.
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ADDENDUM

THE LATIN HANDBOOKS AND THE CICERONIAN LATIN TRADITION

Pre-Christian Era
The Ancient Handbooks: The First Century BC

Unfortunately, Aristotle had failed to provide a standard nomenclature for the phenomenon
of parechesis that he himself employed. Technical terms related to parechesis are found in the
first century BC, in Book 4 of Ad Herennium,* circa 85 BC. This treatise by an unknown author
(once thought to be Cicero) stands as “the oldest systematic treatment of Style in Latin, indeed
the oldest extant inquiry into the subject after Aristotle” as well as “the oldest extant formal
study of figures™? and clearly “reflects Hellenistic rhetorical teaching.””® Ad Herennium is not
only the oldest but perhaps the most influential treatise on style in the history of Christianity.

In Book 4, the unknown author introduces the term adnominatio, which appears to be a
translation of the earlier Greek term mapovoudoia, and defines it as a soundplay involving
commutatione vocum aut litterarum, that is, “a change of sound or of letters*—an idea clearly
derived from Aristotle’s mapa ypaupo. Though in Latin, examples of soundplay (adnominatio)

from Ad Herennium will prove instructive for our thesis: lenones/leones® (brothel keepers/lions)

! Addressed to one Gaius Herennius, this work was long thought to be by Cicero. See Rhetorica ad
Herennium, trans. Harry Caplan, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999), vii—viii.

2 Rhet. Her., xx (Caplan, LCL). “By about 100 B.C. the Hellenistic formulations of ‘figures of speech and
thought” had been completed,” historian James Jerome Murphy informs us, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages, 187—
although by the eighteenth century or so nearly 300 different figures of speech would be published in English
handbooks. Ad Herennium will prove to be not only the oldest but, arguably, the most influential book on style in
the history of Western culture.

3 Rhet. Her., vii (Caplan, LCL).
4Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL).
5>Rhet. Her., 4.21, my translation based on Caplan, LCL.
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“pavo an vano ” (“industrious or vainglorious”);® and “Deligere/diligere” (“choose/love)."’

Conflation with the Term rapovopacio,

The supremely influential treatises of Ad Herennium, Cicero’s De oratore (c. 55 BC), and
Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria (AD 95) are the pillars of rhetoric in Western Christendom. Their
examples of soundplay will be propagated throughout history and reintroduced in the
Reformation Period. The authors each in turn provide valuable definitions and examples of
soundplay, but not without confusion. Using various terms—adnominatio, paronomasia,
traducio—each subsumes several relevant examples of same- and different-root soundplay under
the same category, an unfortunate historical precedent. With untoward consequences for biblical
exegesis, these three Latin rhetorical theorists fail to distinguish paronomasia from the oyfjuo
that Hermogenes in the second century after Christ will identify with the term maprynoiw. The
confusion of the more obvious and ordinary paronomasia with the more subtle, arguably more
clever, parechesis has had the psychological effect of obscuring discovery of the latter, it would
appear, all throughout history. Without proper distinctions, the Ciceronian theorists commit
conflations of definition that for centuries have never been sorted out. The source of the problem

can be pinpointed in history: Book 4 of Ad Herennium.

The Error of Ad Herennium

The historically critical error of conflation occurs in Book 4.21 with the delineation of
eight ways in which adnominatio is accomplished.t Though the unknown author introduces this

wordplay as a device whereby res dissimiles similia verba adcommodentur, “similar words

6 Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL).
"Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL).
8Rhet. Her., 4.21.
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express dissimilar things”® Ad Herennium’s approach is morphological rather than strictly
etymological and the failure to distinguish sound from sense is obvious in the confusion. Types
1, 2, and 3 involve the “thinning or contracting” of letters and the lengthening versus shortening
of vowels, respectively:

Type 1—Hic qui se magnifice iactat atque ostentat, venit antequam Romam venit (that is,

“That man who carries himself with a lofty bearing and makes a display of himself was sold [as a
slave] before coming to Rome”);

Type 2, the reverse: Hic quos homines alea vincit, eos ferro statim vincit. (“Those men
from whom he wins in dice he immediately binds in chains.”);

Type 3, "Hinc avium dulcedo ducit ad avium," ("The sweet song of the birds leads us from
here into pathless places.");

For Type 4, also involving the lengthening or shortening of the same vowel, the
theoretician offers the simplistic proper name wordplay: ciriam/Ciiriam.**

These four subtly belong to a class of wordplay where different roots are involved, the
vowels of the near homophones apparently heard as distinct.*?

Type 5, however, reverts to common-root wordplay effected by addendis litteris, that is,

“by adding letters.” Ad Herennium illustrates Type 5 by the collocation

9 Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL).
10Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL). The chiastic structure suggests that dulcedo and ducit are also parechetical.

11 “Does this man, although he seems desirous of public honour, yet love the Curia [te Senate-house] as much
as he loves Curia?” Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL). Such wordplays can toggle between paronomastic and
parechetical, depending on linguistic (rather than folk) etymology.

12 Note how the example informs us of differences in Latin vowel pronunciation in this period. Quintilian will
later decry this lengthening/shortening of a vowel in soundplay as a “poor trick,” writing, “I am surprised that it
should be included in the text-books: the instances which | quote are therefore given as examples for avoidance, not
for imitation” (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.69 [Butler, LCL]).
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temperare/obtemperare*—a rather uncreative class of wordplay, involving prefixes on a
common root.** This mere prefix paronomasia is materially different than the previous types.

If Type 5 involves the adding of letters, Type 6 is effected “by omitting letters.”® But the
subtraction results in a word of a different root, and the example the author provides is of a
different species and would better be termed parechesis—in recognition of a distinction captured
in the later nomenclature:*¢ “Si lenones vitasset tamquam leones, vitae tradidisset se” (italics
mine); that is, “If he had avoided brothel keepers as though they were lions, he would have
devoted himself to life.”” We paired words, lenones/leones, are both cleverly different and
remarkably similar, the virtue of parechesis.

Type 7, involving “transposing” letters, is just as clever. Here, Ad Herennium supplies this
example: navo an vano (“industrious or vainglorious™).*® Type 8 involves actual “changing”
letters: Deligere/diligere,” from, "You ought to choose such a one as you would wish to love™
(from Theophrastus).*

Ad Herennium then sums up the figure. As he sees it, Hae sunt adnominationes quae in
litterarum brevi commutatione aut productione aut transiectione aut aliquo huiusmodi genere

versantur (“These are word-plays that depend on a slight change or lengthening or transposition

13 From, Hic sibi posset temperare, nissi amori mallet obtemperare, i.e., “This man could rule himself, if only
he did not submit to love,” Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL). This is the type of figure, namely, paronomasia, that
Winer in the nineteenth century’s most dominant biblical Greek grammar will propagate as a stylistic device of
Pauline epistles. As we will see, the proof that paronomasia and parechesis are not the same thing is not that Winer
included them together (conflated) but that he missed the latter altogether.

14 Types 1 and 2 involve the “thinning or contracting” of letters.
15 Rhet. Her., 4.21.

16 Ad Herennium’s approach seems to be morphological rather than etymological. Failure to heed the identity
of roots and stems is at the heart of the conflation issue.

1" Rhet. Her., 4.21, my translation based on Caplan, LCL.

18 From Videte, iudices, utrum homini navo an vano credere malitis, i.e., “See, men of the jury, whether you
prefer to trust an industrious man or a vainglorious one” (Rhet. Her., 4.21 [Caplan, LCL]).

19 Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL).
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of letters, and the like.”)?° But this morphological perspective overlooks the matter of common
versus different roots. Clearly, the vowels changes of Type 1, 2, and 3, and the more obvious
differences among words in the fourth, sixth, seventh, and eighth ways of effecting so-called
adnominatio signify a completely different phenomenon than the prefixed paronomasia of Type
5. Unfortunately, prefixed paronomasia is the type that will be associated with the term
paronomasia throughout history. Unlike the common-root example, the others represent a much
more subtle phenomenon—one that if undistinguished will often go unnoticed, as the history of
biblical exegesis of Pauline epistles will show.%

Ad Herennium sums up the section on “word-plays that depend on a slight change or
lengthening or transposition of letters, and the like,”?? but in the next section badly fails
distinctions. Here, he describes “others also in which the words lack so close a resemblance, and
yet are not dissimilar,”? offering examples of paronomasia based on like case inflections
(accidence) and mere figura etymologica (qui/quem/cui/quae), and, inexplicably, “[a]n example
of another kind,” conscripti/circumscripti.?* This last is a reversion to Type 5 that reminds us of
the obvious wordplay of Phil 3:2-3, katatounv/reprropr}, which Bede will present in Latin in his
famous De schematibus: concisionem/circumcisio.?

Thereby, the author of the first and most influential treatise on Latin style so diffuses our

understanding of adnominatio as to put ordinary prefix variations on par with, and thus

20 Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL).

21 Winer’s influential Sprachidioms, for example, famously presents “paronomasia” only of the fifth type.
22 Rhet. Her., 4.21 (Caplan, LCL).

23 Rhet. Her., 4.22 (Caplan, LCL).

24 Rhet. Her., 4.22 (Caplan, LCL), an example reiterated in Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.72.

% Bede, De schematibus. See, Gussie Hecht Tanenhause, “De schematibus et tropis: A Translation,”
Quarterly Journal of Speech 48 (1962): 237-53.
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indistinguishable from, parechesis. The failure to recognize different roots as the essence of one
type of soundplay is a profound oversight in the book that will dominate Western Christianity’s
understanding of the matter for centuries to follow. Virtually no one in the next two thousand
years following Ad Herennium’s definition will note parechesis in Paul.

Ad Herennium makes a second unwittingly negative contribution to the history of figures
of speech in an opinionated section devoted to artistic composition. “We shall also avoid
excessive recurrence of the same letter,” the author advises and presents as a “blemish” a famous
example of excessive alliteration from the original Latin poet Ennius: O Tite, tute, Tati, tibi
tanta, tyranne, tulisti.? Clearly, the context indicates that Ennius’s excessive alliteration,
motivated by the name of the tyrant, is deliberate, a fact much unnoted in history. Nonetheless,
Ad Herennium’s disapprobation will affect the attitude of future rhetoricians and exegetes toward
alliteration.

Ad Herennium, with its conflations and prejudices, will exert no small effect on the history
of rhetoric. The longest lasting scientific treatise of linguistics in history, the treatise “appeared,
from Jerome's time on, as a work by Cicero (which) gave it a prestige which it enjoyed for over a
thousand years.”?” According to historian of rhetoric James J. Murphy, this early first century BC
handbook holds the distinction of being “one of the most influential books on speaking and

writing ever produced in the Western world.”?

%6 Rhet. Her., 4.12 (Caplan, LCL), from Ennius, Annals, 109. E. H Warmington translates in recognition of
the alliteration: “Thyself to thyself, Titus Tatius the tyrant, thou tookest those terrible troubles” (Remains of Old
Latin: Ennius and Caecilius, trans. E. H. Warmington, LCL [Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979], 37).

27 See Cicero, de Or., 4.21.29 (Caplan, LCL).
28 Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages, 18.
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Cicero—De oratore

In the generation following Ad Herennium, the genuine Cicero De oratore also echoes
Aristotle’s ta mopa ypaupa okoppata in defining a figure of speech involving parvam verbi
immutationem, “a small change in the [spelling of] the word.”* The figure involves “the
employment of words that rhyme or sound alike,” he explains and then notes that “the Greeks
call this figure mapovopoaoia.”® This, from a Latin handbook, is perhaps the oldest extant use of
the term but reflects much earlier, perhaps centuries earlier, Greek coinage. In a section on the
subject of eloquence, Cicero illustrates the figure with a few examples that will be handed down
for centuries: Nobiliorem mobiliorem (“Noble moving”), an apparently demeaning parechetical
description (from Cato), ** followed by the unimpressive common-root paronomasia of adversus
et aversus.® A witty wordplay on dentals, however, stands the test of time:* Cato said to a
certain man, “Let us go for a deambulation,” to which the man replied, “What need [do | have]
of you [te]?”** Other examples from Cicero also exhibit true parechesis as we have defined it, for
example, Scipio’s proper name soundplay: “Quid hoc Naevio ignavius?”? slightly more subtle
than his predecessor’s ciriam/ Ciiriam.®

Unlike the author of Ad Herennium, who used the transliterated term adnominatio, Cicero

23 Cicero, De or., 2.63.256. Cicero writes similarly of paulum immutatum verbum atque deflexum, i.e.,
“slightly changing and altering a word” (Cicero, De or., 3.53.206 [Sutton, LCL]).

30 Cicero, De or., 2.63.256 (Sutton, LCL).

31 Sutton suggests, “Cato was evidently attributing to him a vertain instability of character” (Cicero, De or.,
2.63.256 [Sutton, LCL]).

32 Cicero, De or., 2.63.256.
33 The italics are mine, highlighting the soundplay.
34 Cicero, De or., 2.63.256 (Sutton, LCL).

3 Sutton cleverly translates the context: “Is there an idler knave than this Navius?” (Cicero, De or., 2.61.249
[Sutton, LCLY]).

36 Rhet. Her., 4.21.

223



employs no technical Latin name for the phenomenon other than ambigua,®” which, as he
abstrusely puts it, in verba posita, non in re, that is, “depends on language, not on facts.””® Here,
at least we can discern that Cicero is sensible of the necessary distinction—between sound and
sense—and he offers a final, particularly hilarious example. One Titius, an iconoclast literally,
was devoted to sports as well as to some nocturnal play: On one of his night outings, he was
suspected of amputating the “signa sacra,” presumably the marble statues of Hermae of Athens.*
His teammate Vespa Ternetius covered for his absence from the next day’s athletic practice: eum
brachium fregisse, he explained to the coach. “He has a broken arm.”* This type of punning will
later be known as “antanaclasis” and is also found abundantly in Paul, albeit in decidedly more
serious contexts (for example, in Rom 7:25b, vopwm 0god ... vouwm auaptiog, “the law of God ...

the ‘law’ of sin.”)*

The Ciceronian Tradition through the Early Centuries AD

In the first century AD, the activity of more than one secular rhetorician coincides with
important dates in the history of Christianity. The Roman rhetorician Publius Rutilius Lupus
flourished during the reign of Tiberius Caesar (AD 14 to AD 37),% as did Quintilian, the greatest

Roman rhetorician of the century, in the years shortly after Paul’s imprisonment in Rome. Lupus

37 This is yet another telling bit of evidence that Cicero was not the author of Ad Herennium, as had been
claimed for centuries.

3 Cicero, De or., 2.61.253 (Sutton, LCL).

39 This historical insight from Augustus S. Wilkins, M. Tulli Ciceronis de oratore libri tres (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1892), 355 n17.

40 Cicero, De or., 2.61.253 (Sutton, LCL).

41 Cf. Quintilian’s “This law did not seem to be a law to private individuals” (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.67 [Butler,
LCL]).

42 A rhetorician at the time of Jesus, from Genesaret, receives little to no mention in Christian commentaries.
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authored a small treatise that had some early and indirect influence on Christian rhetoric.** De
figuris sententiarum et elocutionis, circa AD 20, is devoted solely to style and is the forerunner
of a type of manual that would flourish in the Reformation era.** Among the twenty-one figures
of speech® that Lupus republishes from Cicero are three examples of “paronomasia” (parechesis,
according to this dissertation) will be transmitted for centuries:

Non enim decet hominem genere nobilem, mobilem videri;*

Nam cum omnibus hominibus ...;*

... non honori, sed oneri esse existimavit.”*8

Quintilian—Institutio oratoria

Rome’s greatest theoretician of rhetoric, Quintilian, studied and taught rhetoric in Rome
near the time Paul was imprisoned there. In fact, Quintilian apparently left Rome just prior to
Paul’s arrival and returned not long after Paul’s departure.*® His writings thus shed light on the
type of rhetoric known in the province of Paul’s own evangelism. His twelve-volume Institutio

oratoria, circa AD 95, is unquestionably the greatest rhetorical treatise of his time. “Of all the

43 P. Rutilius Lupus’s treatise is later given the name De figuris sententiarum et elocutionis. This treatise on
figures of speech, including Lupus’s work, is preserved in the valuable 1768 edition of David Ruhnken, which
includes the works of Aquila Roman and Julius Rufinian as well and, in its preface, a long history of rhetoricians: P.
Rutilii Lupi, de figuris sententiarum et elocutionis libri duo, accedunt Aquilae Romani et Julii Rufiniani de eodem
argumento libri, ed. David Ruhnken, Lugduni Batavorum, apud Samuelem et Joannem Luchtmans, 1768.

4 Quentin Skinner, Reason and Rhetoric in the Philosophy of Hobbes (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), 150.

4 In fact, dozens of figures of speech are known in the first century, available to Christian authors. According
to Galen O. Rowe, “there are names for more than 60 tropes and figures identified by rhetoricians from the fifth
century BC through to the early Christian era” (Galen O. Rowe “Style,” pages 121-57 in Handbook of Classical
Rhetoric in the Hellenistic Period, 330 B.C.—A.D. 400, ed. Stanley E. Porter [New York: Brill, 1997], 132).

46 “It is inappropriate for a man of noble birth to be seen moving about,” similar to Cato’s quip (see
Nobiliorem, mobiliorem from Cicero, De or., 2.63.256).

47 “with all men.”

48 « it is not an honor but a burden.”

49 According to accounts, the young Quintilian was sent to Rome to study rhetoric early in the reign of Nero,
(whose inaugural date was October 13, AD 54) and left sometime after 59, only to return in 68 (George Kennedy,
Quintilian, New York: Twayne Publishers, 1969), 16.
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ancient rhetoricians, it was undoubtedly Quintilian who gave the fullest and most authoritative
survey of the figures and tropes of speech,” Quentin Skinner concludes.*

Beginning at Book 9.3.66 of Institutio oratoria, Quintilian uses the term mapovopdocta.
“There is a ... class of figures that attracts the ear of the audience and excites their attention by
some resemblance, equality, or contrast of words,” begins Quintilian’s discussion of
napovopacio (Which, the rhetoricians of his day, he informs us, called adnominatio).5* He
explains that this figure of speech involves “play upon verbal resemblances [similium]” where
one word “is not very unlike [non dissimile] another.”? He repeats some examples from his
predecessors and contributes these two examples of proper name soundplay, what Hermogenes
would later call parechesis: Furia/furiam;5 Non Pisonum, sed pistorum.>* He adds from the
Aeneid (1.399) puppesque tuae pubesque tuorum,® then fama/flamma, spes/res,fama/flamma;
spes/res; and quantum possis, in €0 semper experire ut prosis, possis/prosis®’; and, finally,
matrimonium/patrimonium.matrimonium/patrimonium.*® Though in Latin, the examples are
instructive for our evaluation of similar collocations in Paul.

But at section 72 in the third chapter of the ninth book of his treatise, Quintilian’s

presentation falls into brief confusion, unfortunately alternating same-root and different-root

50 Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 1:98.
51 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.67 (Butler, LCL).
52 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.75 (Butler, LCL).

%3 A “jest from Ovid,” who is known for wordplay (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.70, [Butler, LCL]): Cur ego non
fdicam, Furia, te furiam? i.e., “Why should I not tell, Fury? For you are furious [insane].”

5 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.72 (Butler, LCL): “Not of the Pisos, but of the bakers.”

%5 “Of your ships and of your youth” (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.75 [Butler, LCL).

%6 “fame/flame,” “hope/thing,” from Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.75.

57 “As much as you are able, always try to benefit” (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.76 [Butler, LCL]).

%8 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.80: “Matrimony/patrimony.” This last example is found in the connected discussion of
isocolons.
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examples. Non emissus ex urbe, sed immissus in urbe ...“Non emissus ex urbe, sed immissus in
urbem esse videatur® is same-root paronomasia, but Ex oratore arator® employs different
roots. Then comes conscripti/circumscripti, a tired example of same-root soundplay from Ad
Herennium.®* Modesty does not forbid Quintilian from next illustrating the figure with a favorite
example from his own father: non exigo ut immoriaris legationi: immorare.® “For the sense is
forcible,” Quintilian adjudges, “and the sound of the two words, which are so very different in
meaning, is pleasant, more especially since the assonance is not far fetched, but presents itself
quite naturally....”®® Quintilian then offers some further historically illuminating examples,
explaining their form in terms very much like those of Ad Herennium before him and
Hermogenes after.

In spite of the uneven presentation, Quintilian must be credited with bringing rhetoric to
the verge of a better distinction. After belittling the mundaneness of the paronomastic clause
raro evenit, sed vehemeter venit,* he finds greater virtue in a more sublte device. He suggests,
“It does, however, sometimes happen that a bold and vigorous conception may derive a certain

charm from the contrast between two words not dissimilar in sound.”® He describes words “very

%9 “He was not let out of the city but let into the city....” Quintilian introduces the term traductio to describe
this example of unimpressive paronomasia (Inst., 9.3.71).

80 Ex oratore arator ("Orator turned ploughman™ (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.72 [Butler, LCL]).
61 This last example, in his opinion, is “the worst of all” (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.72 [Butler, LCL]).

52 From Cicero’s de Republica, “I do not demand that you should die on your embassy: only stay there!”
(Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.73 [Butler, LCL]).

83 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.73 ([Butler, LCL). It is with respect to this type of same-root soundplay that Quintilian
gives us this invaluable historical perspective: “The old orators were at great pains to achieve elegance in the use of
words similar or opposite in sound. Gorgias carried the practice to an extravagant pitch, while Isocrates, at any rate
in his early days, was much addicted to it. Even Cicero delighted in it, but showed some restraint...” (Quintilian,
Inst., 9.3.74 [Butler, LCL]).

84 Butler concedes, “Meaning uncertain” (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.72 [Butler, LCL]).

8 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.72 (Butler, LCL) from Sed contingit, ut aliqui sensus vehemen et acer venustatem
aliguam non eadem ex voce non dissona accipiat.
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different in meaning” but “similar in sound’’®® and of “two words not dissimilar in sound” but “so
very different in meaning.”®” These are definitions of parechesis.

Quintilian praises some soundplay and rejects others, but just as instructive as his
commendations are his prejudices, neither of which he hesitates to deliver. Ex oratore arator he
finds “trivial,” for example,% but the example from his own father he praises. In spite of
imperious sensibilities, the greatest rhetorical theorist of the first century after Christ fails to coin
a term that will adequately nuance the matter. That term and consistent distinction would come a
century later, from Hermogenes, a rhetorician from Tarsus.

“Of all the ancient rhetoricians, it was undoubtedly Quintilian who gave the fullest and
most authoritative survey of the figures and tropes of speech,” modern historian of rhetoric
Quentin Skinner concludes.®® Quintilian’s order of treatment of figures of speech would be
imitated by Melanchthon and then in England by Richard Sherry and others, by Bullinger at the
end of the nineteenth and R. Dean Anderson at the end of the twentieth century. All this would
happen, however, after a hiatus of a millennium and a half during which Quintilian is unknown
to the West. In the meantime, the lists of figures will expand and contract over the centuries,
especially during the Renaissance and Reformation periods and, later, in the hands of English
authors of the late nineteenth century. But only Ad Herennium among the ultimately most
important works—Cicero’s, Quintilian’s, Aristotle’s, and Hermogenes’s—exerted an influence
in Western Christianity prior to the Reformation.

Unfortunately, his conflations would be passed on and imitated along with his distinctions.

8 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.73-74 (Butler, LCL).

57 Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.73 (Butler, LCL).

8 |1la leviora (Quintilian, Inst., 9.3.72 [Butler, LCL]).

89 Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics, vol. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 98.
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Other Rhetorical Treatises of the Early Centuries

Other rhetorical treatises were known in the Mediterranean world of the early centuries
AD, including the works of Hermogenes. Among the important Greek rhetoricians, according to
the Souda, was Alexander, son of Numenius, who flourished during Hadrian’s rule, in the first
half of the second century, a generation before Hermogenes. Examples from his Ilepi t@v tiic
dwavoiag kol g Aé€ewc oynudtwv come to us from the late third century Latin treatise of Aquila
Romanus, De figuris sententiarum et elocutionis.”® Romanus’s appropriated examples include
“paronomasia,” for which he offers three fine examples (apparently from Cicero) of what
Hermogenes, a generation later, will call parechesis:™

1. Praetor iste, vel potius praedo sociorum (“He is a magistrate, or rather a robber of
society,” that is, Praetor (magistrate)/praedo (robber);

2. Cui quod libet, hoc licet (“For whom/him what he likes this he allows”), that is,
libet (like)/licet (allow);

3. Legem flagitas, quae tibi non decrat: erat enim diligentissime scripta (“You

demand of the law, which to you is not lacking: for it was most diligently
written”), with decrat (lacking)/erat (it was).

These precious examples from Lupus and Romanus (the loss of Quintilian
notwithstanding) will be passed on through Donatus and, centuries later, recovered in time for
the Reformation when they will be republished in pamphlet form and disseminated throughout

Europe.

70 Julius Rufinianus (third/fourth century) explicitly states this in the opening page of his own treatise, which
is a continuation of one by Aquila Romanus of the third century.

"1 The definitions in these handbooks are often brief and elliptical. Romanus ambiguously explains
“paronomasia,” as when occuring nonnunquam littera immutata, diversa significet, i.e., “sometimes a letter
unchanged [?], signifies different things.” According to Quentin Skinner, Reason and Rhetoric, 151, “Carmen de
Figuris vel Schematibus, a late Roman rhetorical treatise, discusses some sixty figures of speech.”
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APPENDIX

TABLES

The tables below contain corroborating evidence for our thesis: alliteration and contexts of

soundplay in the undisputed Pauline epistles, with some comparisons from classical literature.

Table 1. “Conventional Alliterative Pairs” by Letter Theme

Chi aAh- and A Pi
Exewv €€ovaiav AL pOAAOV TadTO TAVTOL
(see Rom 9:21, (see Rom 14:13, 1 Cor
1 Cor 7:37,9:4,5) 9:12, esp. 1 Cor 12:22, nkﬁ@og TTOND

2 Cor 7:7, Phil 2:12) TNPoOT T POV
KOK®G EYOVTEG ‘

GALo TOAAQL, ~ L )
. y hode &b TOAM® mAgiovg dyAot ToALol
ECYOTOG EXEL o 5 S TOALG ToBETY, TOAAL hON
(Mark 5:23) ALot o€ Eleyev :
dAlot 8¢ dAlo
AOPOV LOKPAV GAAOL O0€ BALO
(Luke 15:13) AOyovV hoAely

Source: Adapted from Elbert Russell, Paronomasia and Kindred Phenomenon in the New Testament (Chicago:
University of Chicago, 1920), 12-13.
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Table 2. Initial Theta and Tau Words in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Initial Theta and Tau Words in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Statistical Considerations

Other than the ubiquitous definite article and certain pronouns, tau-initial words are
surprisingly rare in Paul. Though approximately twenty percent (20%) of Paul’s words contain
at least one tau, only 1.7% begin with a tau (after controlling for the articles and
demonstratives).

Initial tau infrequency is consistent throughout Paul. In Romans Chapter 1, aside from the
definite article and pronouns, there is only one tau initial word, tetpan6édwv (1:23). In Chapter
5 of Romans, to pick another representative instance, aside from definite articles and two
demonstratives, there are only three total tau initials, two of them found in a collocation
similar to that in 1 Thess 2:7: téya t1g kol toAud dmobaveiv (Rom 5:7), where the two theta’s
are conspicuously included.

In the first Chapter of 1 Thessalonians, other than the requisite definite articles, only three
words—all of them suspicious of alliteration—begin with tau: Tyu66gog (v. 1), tomov (v. 7),
and ton (v. 8). The last two, as we have argued, are parechetical. If we include all initial
dentals (theta initials), the overview of 1 Thessalonians is a remarkably stark soundscape:

1 Thessalonians
1 Thess 1
Tiobeoc ... Ococorovikéwy ... Oed ... (V. 1)
0e® ... (V. 2) Bgod ... (V. 3) Og0b ... (V. 4) tomov ... (V. 7) 167w ... Ogov (V. 8)
Beov ... Oed (V. 9)
1 Thess 2
Fourteen “0e6¢” vv. 1-15.
TPOPOG BAATY T Eavtiic TéKva (V. 7)
tékva (V. 11)
téhog (V. 16)
1 Thess 3

Five “0e6¢” and, aside from two mentions of Timothy (neither of which has
eponymous alliteration, it must be admitted), no tau-initial words other than the articles
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and demonstratives. However: taig Odiyeotv tovtaig (1 Thess 3:3)

1 Thess 4

Eight “0edg,” including 0éAnua tod 0god, (V. 3), Ocodidaxtoi (V. 9), and Oéhouev (4:13)
1 Thess 5

Two “0edg,” including 0éAnua 6o (v. 18)
Only one tau-initial word: the verb tpn0ein (v. 23)

Tau/Theta Initial Collocations in Galatians, Corinthians, Romans, and Philippians

Oavualm 6t obtoc Toémg petatifesde (Gal 1:6)
"Enerta peta £ tpio (Gal 1:18)

tadtd tveg (1 Cor 6:11)

10D cmpotog tovtolg Tunyv (1 Cor 12:23)

ta Tpia tadta- (1 Cor 13:13)

oV 1010V 10D 1duwtov (1 Cor 14:16)

&l TOyoL oitov 1 Tvog Tdv Aowmdv- (1 Cor 15:37)
T0éTm OncavpiCmv 6 T éav evoddtar (1 Cor 16:2)
mAkovtov Bavartov (2 Cor 1:10)

Thyo TIg Kol ToAud dmoBaveiv- (Rom 5:7)

tékva Ogod (Rom 8:16)

Twobeov tayémg (Phil 2:19)

and several others.
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Table 3. Alliteration with 6edg in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Alliteration with 6gog in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Statistical Consideration
Approximately 8.3% of Paul’s words contain a theta.

1 Thessalonians

Tio0eoc 1] ExkAnoio Oeccolovikémy €v Oed (1:1)
gunpocev tod Ogod (1:3)

Beov EeAnivbey (1:8)

dedokipaopeda vVo tod Oeod (1 Thess 2:4)

0g0D £€06Eaabe 00 AOYoV AvOpOTOV AALL KOOGS E0TIV AANODG
Aoyov Bgov (2:13)

duvaueda @ Bed ... Eumpoodev tod Ogod (3:9)
gunpocbev tod Oeov (3:13)

0e®, kabac (1 Thess 4:1)

0éAnua tod Ogod (4:3) See 1 Cor 1:1, etc

nabel Embupiog kabamep kai T EOvn T un €idoto Tov Ogdv (1
Thess 4:5)

0g0¢ émi axabopoia ... AOeT®V 0VK AvOpwmov ABeTET AALG TOV OOV
(1 Thess 4:7-8, six theta prominent words)

0e0¢ Tovg kounBévtag (4:14)
£0eto Muag o Beog (5:9)
0éAnua Ogov (5:18)

Outside of 1 Thessalonians, the name for God occurs nearly 400 times in the
undisputed Pauline epistles and 6¢dg is often closely associated with theta words:

Galatians
avOpomovg neibo 1 tov Oedv (Gal 1:10)

Beod kai éndpbovv (Gal 1:13)

ta £0vn 0 Beog (Gal 3:8)
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dafnknv mpokekvpmpévny H1o Tod Beod (Gal 3:17)

... Yvoo0évteg V7o OeoD ... acbevi] ... Gvobev dovdevey Oéhete (Gal 4:8-9)
AN ¢ Gyyelov Oeob £6éEacté (Gal 4:14)

... GyoBoic. M mhavacbe, Ogoc ... avOpwmoc, Todto Kai Oepicet (Gal 6:6-7)
Corinthians

... 01 Oeljuatog Beod kai Zmabévng (1 Cor 1:1)

Todto yop oty OEAnua Tod Beod, (1 Thess 4:3)

See 0éAnuo Oeod (1 Thess 5:18); BeAquatog Ogo0d (Rom 15:32); dw
Beruatoc 6o (1 Cor 1:1); d1a Oehjuarog Beod koi Tywobeog (2 Cor 1:1);
S0 Oermjuatog Beod (2 Cor 8:5); 10 6éAnua tod Ogod (Gal 1:4); BéAnua tod Ogov
(Rom 12:2)

moTog 6 0g6¢, 81’ 0b EkAOnte (1 Cor 1:9)

10D 0g0D TNV 600icaV pot ¢ 6oPOg apyrtéktwv Bepélov E0nka, (1 Cor 3:10)
100 0g0D PBeipet, POepel TodTOV 0 Bedc- (1 Cor 3:17)

... 0 0e0¢ ... émbavatiovg, 6t1 OEatpov EyevnOnuev T@ KOGU® Kol AyyEA0LS Kol
avOpomoic. (1 Cor 4:9)

0ého 8¢ mhvtag avOpdToLG etvar ¢ Kol &puonTdv: GAL" Ekaotog 1510V Exel Yapiopo
€k Beod, 0 pev obtwg, 6 8¢ obtwg. (1 Cor 7:7)

vovi 8¢ 0 0g0¢ E0gto T uéAn (1 Cor 12:18)

Kai odg pev €beto 6 Bgog (1 Cor 12:28)

0 Moyog tod Ogod £EMAOev (1 Cor 14:36)

0 8¢ Bg0¢ didwo avtd odpa kabmg n0éAncey (1 Cor 15:38)

BeApatog Beod kai TyodBeog 6 ddeAPOG 11} EkkAncia tod Beod Tfj ovor) &v
Kopivio (2 Cor 1:1).

0 mopoKaADY NUAG Emi Taon T OAlyel MUAV €l TO dUVacOot NUAG TaPAKOAETY
ToVg &v maon OMyel 510 Thig TapaxkAnceng fg Tapakodovueda adTol HId Tod Ogod.
(2 Cor 1:4)
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"Eyopev 6& 1OV ncavpov todTov £V 00TPaKivolg OKELEGLY,
tva 1) DrepPolr) Tiig Suvapemc 1 Tod Aeod ko un &€ Hudv- (2 Cor 4:7)

... Be0c ... Buevog év Muiv Tov Adyov Tii¢ kataAlayiic. (2 Cor 5:19)
&v AOy® aAnbeiog ... (2 Cor 6:7)
1N yop katda 0gov Adzn ... Aoan 0avotov katepydaletar. (2 Cor 7:10)
Beov Ao Ofvau (2 Cor 7:11; passive ending)
un oAy EA0OvVTOC pov Ttamevaon pe 6 0e6g pov (2 Cor 12:21; with “coming”)
evyoueda 6& Tpoc tov Beov (2 Cor 13:7)
Romans
&v 1@ BeAnpott Tod Bgod EMOelv (Rom 1:10)
apBdaptov Beod ... PBaptod dvBpmdmov (Rom 1:23)
0 0g0¢ gic mabn dtpiac, of te yoap OMieion (Rom 1:26)
10D Og0D gotv Kot aAnOeiov (Rom 2:2)
Beoc aindng (Rom 3:4)
npoébeto 0 Beoc (Rom 3:25)
80vdv té0e1Kd o€, KaTévavTt ob énictevcey Ogod (Rom 4:17)
gxOpoi bvteg kotnAhaynuev T® 0ed S0 Tod Bavartov (Rom 5:10)
dovrwBévteg 6 @ Oed (Rom 6:22)
Bdvatog, TO 8¢ yapiopa tod Ogod (Rom 6:23)
ExOpa gic Oe6v (Rom 8:7)

Ot kol ot M Ktiolg ElevBepwbnoetat amo Tig dovAeiag thg EOopag eig v
ghevbepiav Thg 60ENC TV TéKvV ToD Ogod. (Rom 8:21)

1OV 00V TAvVTO GLVEPYET €i¢ Ayabov, Toig kata tpdbecty (Rom 8:28)

np6Pecic tod Heod (Rom 9:11)
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0éLovtog 0vdE 10D TpEYOoVTOC A TOD EdedvTog BeoD. (Rom 9:16)
0é v 0 0g0¢ évdeiEacbar (Rom 9:22)

10D 00D mopactiicat Td copata VUGV Buciav (doav ayiav vapectov T@ Oed,
(Rom 12:1)

0éAnua tod Bgov (Rom 12:2)

0 €00imv TOV un €écbiovta pn €€ovbeveitm, 6 8¢ un £obimv TOV £cbiovTa un
Kpwétm, 0 Oeoc (Rom 14:3, see v. 6)

St TV yapv v 800gicdy pot v7o tod Bgod (Rom 15:15)
Philippians

0 0g0¢ o¢ émmoOd (Phil 1:8)

0e0c yap €otv 0 évepy@dv &v DUV Kai 10 BéAew (Phil 2:13)

Kol yap fobévnoev mapaninocilov Bavat- aAA’ 6 0g0¢ NAéncev avtdv, (Phil 2:27)
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Table 4. Summary of Chi-Rho Alliteration on Xpiotdg, kOprog, and yépig in the Undisputed
Pauline Epistles

Summary of Chi-Rho Alliteration on Xpiotdc, kbprog, and yépic in the Undisputed Pauline

Epistles

Xprotog and kovprog in Alliteration

KOprog (kvpt-) occurs 194 times in Paul, the vast majority of the time in alliterative verses. It
is, in fact, difficult to find a verse with k0puog that does not alliterate in gutturals. In the nearly
fifty (50) uses of the lexeme in Romans, for example, virtually all have alliterative
correspondences. The same is true for Xpiotdoc. Russell has pointed out one example at 2 Cor
1:21 and Fee another at Phil 1:21. But there are many more, including occurrences in 1
Thessalonians.*

yapis and Chi-Rho Alliteration in Paul

Similarly, the important Christan term yapig itself occurs frequently in Paul in clever
alliterative schemes. Meaning “grace” fifty-six (56) times in the undisputed Paul, yép1c, in
fact, occurs the vast majority of the time in alliterative contexts. Twenty-seven times yapig is
found in the proximity of chi-rho words,? often in cluster alliteration with xvp*, root for “the
Lord,” and several times in clever alliterative schemes, for example: ydp1g ... apaptiog
vnkovoate 8¢ €k kopdiag.... (Rom 6:17)

In 2 Cor 12:9, Paul quotes the unusual perfect tense form to convey the parechesis: eipniév
/apxel whose sounds anticipate and are echoed in yépic—in a highly alliterative clause: koi
elpnkév pot- Apkel oot i) yapic pov, 1 yap.... Here, xapig stands in anagrammatic relation to
GpKeEL.

Instances from the OT Greek also corroborate the finding.?

Note further the following two illustrative Pauline examples:

1 Compare Eph 4:32, with three initial chi’s, a conspicuous example: yiveoOe [62] gig dAAdovg ypnotof,
gbomhayyvot, yoplopevol £0vtoig, Kobag kol 6 0g0g v Xpiotd Exapicato HIv.

2 There are only 570 chi*rho words in Paul, fewer than three in one hundred (approximately 2%), 269 of
these the word Xpiotoc Fifty times in Paul kbpiog and Xpiotoc occur together, an expected collocation. But kopiog
alliterates with the other approximately 300 non-Christ words many times. Is it by chance that three of the most
important terms in Christianity have guttural rhos?

3 Compare xoi #covrar dg poymnrai tod E@poup koi yaprioeton 1y kapdio ... kai yopeiton 1 kapdio adtédv &
1@ kvpim (Zech. 10:7), where the Greek seems to have gone out of the way in order to alliterate. The Hebrew
employs synonymia, two different words for “rejoice”: 7' 1INQWI 1KY DRI [27IND DA7 NAYI DMI9K 1iAA) 1"
‘NN D32Y.
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1. The antanaclastic (sense) and anagrammatic (sound) pun of Gal 3:19:
Ti ovv O vOUOG; TV TopABAGE®DY yéprv mPoceTéon, dypic. . ..

2. Xapic and Xpiotog in, for example, ydpic 6& 1d 0ed d10 Incod Xprorod tod kvpiov
Audv (Rom 7:25).
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Table 5. Soundplay on the name “Achaia” in Ancient Greek

Soundplay on the name “Achaia” in Ancient Greek

Historical Evidence for “Achaia” in Soundplay

Classical parallels further corroborate our hypothesis—although this is to work backwards
from the historical record, for the name Achaia has long invited soundplay. The fortunes and
misfortunes of history have made Achaia a central location in ancient Greek history and lore,
and there are many instances from Homer where Achaia is named in an alliterative scheme.
The very first lines of the Iliad, in fact, feature alliteration on the name:

The Opening Lines of The lliad

puivv dede Bea IInAniddem Ayiiiog
ovlopévny, fj popi’ Ayonoig diye” E0nmke (1. 1.1-2)

Note in the example above the parechesis of 4 yiAfjoc/4yai0ig (“of Achilles”/*“upon the
Achaians”).

In Greek history, Achilles, Achaia, and Macedonia apparently have more than geo-political
associations. Among Eustathius’s many examples of proper name soundplay in Homer is the
parechesis of kAntovg ... Khioinv Ayidfog,* which compares remarkably with o k\ipata tig
Tupiog kai tfic Kiluclog- (Gal 1:21) and xodymoic ... kiipacwy tiig Ayatac (2 Cor 11:10).

Indeed, no fewer than three instances of parechesis are found in the opening pericope of the
Iliad, and we should perhaps then not doubt that Ayou@v ending line 12 and &ywv in line 14 are
also intentionally parechetical. End colon commonalities can, in fact, be found throughout the
Iliad, which look to be mnemonic aids embedded in the long poem. For instance, lines 17-20
in Book 1 bear a vowel-kappa/chi theme:

... Ebkvndeg Ayouoi,

... &yovteg

gkmépoat ... €0 & otkad’ ikéoOot:
... 0&yecba, (11. 1.17-20)

These end-colon similarities with the name “Achaia” are inconceivable as coincidence:
Ayxoudv (line 12)/éywv (line 14); Ayowoi/éyovtec/ikéoBar/déyectar (lines 17-20).

Observations from Classicists

The name Achaia, in fact, is featured in one of the ten or so examples of parechesis. published

4 Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri lliadem, vol. 2, 690 line 29, TLG. Caragrounis, The Development of
Greek and the New Testament, 460 n221 has this example from vol. 3, 193.
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in the Reformation era. The English poet Fraunce (1588) offers this alliterative verse from II.
2.235: o mémoveg KAk EAéyye’ Axatideg ovkéT  Ayouol.s

In the twentieth century, several new observations were published. In 1933, the French
classicist Bérard, who also knew of parechesis proper, made the slight observation of
assonantal alphas at Od. 21.324: un moté T1g €innotl kak®TePog dAAog Ayoudv. * But he might
have noted the more impressive assonance and the parechesis achieved in the next line: Od.
21.325 1 moA yeipoveg 8vdpeg apdpovog avdpog dxottty, thus, Ayoudv/dcottv. (It should
further be noted that the following line features the parechesis of t6&ov é6&oov, Od. 21.324.)

In the most recent major Homeric commentary,” Achaia is alluded to in the context of
alliteration, and by more than one commentator.

Both Stanford (1967) and Packard (1976) note the chi and omega euphony of Ayoudv
yaAkoyrtoveov at 0d.1.286,2 similar to yaAkoxviuideg Ayoroi in 1. 7.40 and 41, near where
classicist Mark Edwards has noted diphthong assonance, in 1l. 7.39: 0i60gv oiog.® Lines 40 and
41 that follow feature words familiarly alliterative with “Achaia”:

avtiplov uayécacBot év aivij dntotit,
01 8¢ ¥* dyacoduevol yorkokviudeg Ayowol. (Il. 7.40 and 41)

Further, Edwards has identified proper name guttural alliteration at 1l. 20.313—17n.,'° which
includes guttural alliteration on the proper name Achaia:
Kaopévn, kaioot 8 apriot viec Ayoudv (I1. 20.317).

What is of great interest to this dissertation is the poetically patterned chi and kappa gutturals
beginning at line 11 that include the proper name of the Achaians in line 15, building up to the
alliterative lines that Janko marks:

YOAK® Top@aivov: 0 8” &y’ domida ToTpOg £010.
gileto 6" dhkuov Eyyog axayuévov OEET YaAK®D,
ot & €kTOC KMGinG, Tayo & lo1dev Epyov delkeg
TOVG UEV OPIVOUEVODG, TOVG 08 KhovéovTag Omicbe
Tpdag vrepOHLOVG: EpEPITTO dE TETYOC AYOUQIV.

5 See Fraunce, The Arcadian Rhetorike, Book 1, Cap. 24.
6 Bérard, Odyssey, 25.

7 “This project is the first large-scale commentary on the lliad for nearly one hundred years,” writes editor
G.S. Kirk in the prefact to the fifth volume, “and takes special account of language, style and thematic structure. . .
2 (Kirk, G.S., ed. The Iliad: A Commentary. 6 vols. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985-1993), preface.

8 Stanford, The Sound of Greek, 1967 (noted in Packard, “Sound-Patterns,” 245).
9 Edwards, The Iliad, 145.
10 Edwards, The lliad, 173.

240


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=w)%3D&la=greek&can=w)%3D0&prior=*)axaiw=n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pe%2Fpones&la=greek&can=pe%2Fpones0&prior=w)=
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ka%2Fk'&la=greek&can=ka%2Fk'0&prior=pe/pones
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e)le%2Fgxe'&la=greek&can=e)le%2Fgxe'0&prior=ka/k'
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*)axaii%2F%2Bdes&la=greek&can=*)axaii%2F%2Bdes0&prior=e)le/gxe'
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ou)ke%2Ft'&la=greek&can=ou)ke%2Ft'0&prior=*)axaii/+des
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*)axaioi/&la=greek&can=*)axaioi/1&prior=ou)ke/t'
http://digital.library.northwestern.edu/homer/html/show_grammar.cgi?loc=2.21.326&word_id=4&display_lang=lang_grk&
http://digital.library.northwestern.edu/homer/html/show_grammar.cgi?loc=2.1.286&word_id=5&display_lang=lang_grk&
http://digital.library.northwestern.edu/homer/html/show_grammar.cgi?loc=2.1.286&word_id=6&display_lang=lang_grk&
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kaiome%2Fnh&la=greek&can=kaiome%2Fnh0&prior=da/htai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%2Fwsi&la=greek&can=kai%2Fwsi0&prior=kaiome/nh
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=d'&la=greek&can=d'1&prior=kai/wsi
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a)rh%2Fi%2Boi&la=greek&can=a)rh%2Fi%2Boi0&prior=d'
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ui(%3Des&la=greek&can=ui(%3Des0&prior=a)rh/i+oi
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*)axaiw%3Dn&la=greek&can=*)axaiw%3Dn0&prior=ui(=es

®¢ 0" 8te TOPPHPN TEL YOG LEYD KOUATL KOPD
0o66pevov Myéov avépmv Aawynpa kélevba (1. 14.11-17)%

Clearly, the onomapoietic clashing gutturals are designed, particularly evident in the colonic
structure:

.. GAkyov Eyyog aKoyuévov 0EET Yok,
.. €KT0G KMoing, taya 6 €lo1dev Epyov AEKES

.. TEWYOC Ayoudv.
.. KOLOTL KOO®
.. kélevba

At moments the alliteration rises to the level of parechesis:

... &yyoc/éxtog (lines 12 and 13)
axaypévov/yorkd (line 12)
taya/telyog (lines 13 and 15)
aewec/Ayondv (line 13 and 15)

The kappa/chi alliterative consistency bears resemblance to Achaia-containing verses in Paul,
for example, 2 Cor 11:10, kamotg ot od ppoyicetar €ic ug &v Toig KAipao Tig Ayailog.

In Book 16, Janko notes at Il. 16.143 formulatic pi alliteration matpi @ikm wope: “ndpe, which
alliterates in p-,” according to the editor (who also notes a textual problem here—for which
alliteration may be a solution).*? But again the line is preceded by an alliterative scheme
featuring the word Achaians (line 141):

gileto 6™ dhkiua 00DpE, TA Ol TAAGUNPLY AP PEL.

gyyoc & ody Elet’ olov dpdpovoc Alakidoo

Bp1Ov péya otiPapov: To pev ov duvat’ GAAog Ayxoudv
T, GG Ly oloc émictoTo mijhar AxtAledg

I[InAwda pediny, v moatpl eiko tope Xelpwv

[InAiov €k KopLPTG, POVOV ELLLEVOL T)PDEGGLV.

inmovg & Avtopédovta Bodg Cevyvduev dvarye (line 140-143)

1 gleaming with bronze; but [the son] had the shield of his father.

And he grasped a valorous spear, tipped with sharp bronze,

and took his stand outside the siege hut, and then saw a deed of shame--,
when the Achaeans in rout driving them

and the Trojans in high spirits and the wall of the Achaeans was broken down.
12 Janko, The lliad, 336.
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Just as in Il. 14.15, the name “Achaians” falls in line as part of an alliterative tricolon:
Aiakidao (line 140), Ayoudv (line 141) and Ayievg (line 142).

Similarly, in lliad Book 7, in a pericope propagated by soundplay that would seem to defy
Leaf’s begrudging allowance from the nineteenth century, “Achaia” is again in highly
alliterative collocation:

v Tvé ov Aavady TpokarécoeTal 0160y oloch

avtiflov poyéoacOot v aivi] dniotity,
01 8¢ K* ayacoauevol yorkokviudeg Ayatol (1. 7.39-41)

In fact, we see Achaians often in word-end parechesis in Homer, for example,
Exovcar/ Ayoudv:

gomete vOV pot Modoat OAvumio dopat’ Eyovoar,
Onnwg on mpdTov Tp Eunece vipvoiv Ayaidv. (1. 16.112—-113)*

Typical of the chi and guttural laden words to be found in contexts with cognates of Achaia is
13.41: GBpopot awioyor. EAmovto 6 vijag Ayoidv (11.13.41)

In line 41 “appopor avioyot [“with loud shouts and cries”] is a unique but old alliterative
phrase,” Janko assures us.'® But the parechesis with the end-word Achaia is also obvious:
aviayol Ayoudv. In a nearby context is found dyet” Ayoudv. (1l. 13.38).

Many other examples could be sited, notably teiyoc Ayoudv. (1. 14.15) and Even the famous
cognomen/epithet “long-haired Achaians” kdpn koudwvteg Ayouoi | (1. 18.6) conveniently
alliterative.

But perhaps seven lines from Book Seventeen, 261-267, which include a “simile famous in
antiquity for its sound-effects,”*® is the most convincing context of all. Here, seven of eight
verses end in vowel-guttural alliteration:

06cc0ot on petdmiode paymv fyspay Axoudv;t’
Tpdec 8¢ mpodruoyay dorrésc: npye &' &p' “Extop.
¢ o' 6T’ €ml mpoyoTol dimeTé0C TOTOLOIO
BEPpuyev péya kdpa moti poov, duel 6¢ T dxpot
nioveg Podmaoty Epgvyopévne aaog EEm,

13 Edwards, The Iliad, 145, notes the parechesis.

14 «“Tell me now, Muses, who have dwellings on Olympus/how indeed first fire was flung upon the ships of
the Achaeans.” We note the mu alliteration (pot Modoat) of line 112 and the pi alliteration of line 113.

15 Jankao, Iliad, 47.
16 Kirk, lliad, 88, had noted the soundplay of lines 263-266.

17 Note how the parechesis of compares with Ay ebvg./uéyecdon.
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tdoon dpa Tpdeg loyf ioav. avtap Ayoiol
gotacav apel Mevortiddn éva Qupov Eyovteg. (1. 17.261-267)

The coincidence of Ayoudv/"Extop/dkpar/EEm/Ayarot/Eyovteg and the parechesis of
uaynv/Axouav (line 261) is obviously a well-planned poetic structuring device.

Conclusion

The many instances of alliteration and parechesis on proper names in Homer, including the
historically significant topos “Achaia,” recognized by a variety of classicists from different
eras, presage Paul’s tendency to alliterate on the names of places that have renewed historical
importance in the Christian era.
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Table 6. Alliteration with dodAog in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Alliteration with d0dAog in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

(* 50dA* = 46 occurrences)

Statistical Considerations
The self-deprecatory term 6odAoc occurs 38 times in Paul. Initial delta words are relatively
rare (only about 2.5% in Paul, after controlling for 6¢ and 614), and the term is often used
quite technically, for example, in the extended analogy of Galatians, where no alliteration is
in sight. But elsewhere alliteration with the lexeme is evident:

1 Thessalonians
eldmAwV dovievew (1 Thess 1:9)

Galatians
00d&V dropépet doviov (Gal 4:1)
dovievey Bérete (Gal 4:9)
dovievete aarnrolc (Gal 5:13)
1 Corinthians
€Y® T0lvLV 0UTOC TPEY® G OVK AOMAWMG,
0VTMG TUKTEL® MG OVK AEPA IEPWOV-
AL VTOTAC® LoV TO MU KOl JOVAUYDY®,
| Tog dAlotg knpvéac avtog dodkipoc yévouat. (1 Cor 9:25-27)
gite dovlot gite élevfepor (1 Cor 12:13)
2 Corinthians
... Inocodv Xp1otov kdplov, £avtovg d& dovAovg VUMY did Incodv. (2 Cor 4:5)
Romans
[Madrog 60DAOG ... dmdotorog (Rom 1:1)
dovAa i} dikaocvvy (Rom 6:19)

0 YOp &V ToVT® 00VAEV®V 1@ XP1oTH EVAPECSTOC TM Bed
Kol d0Kog toig avOpdmots. (Rom 14:17-18)

Philippians
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dovrov Aafmv (Phil 2:7)
Philemon
00040V, GOEAPOV ... uooto Epol, TOG® 08 udilov ...

€l ovV pe Exelg Kowmvov, Tpoclofod avTov A¢ EUE.
€l 0¢ TL NoikNoév og 1| dpeilel, ToUTo Euol éA4dya. (Phim 1:16-18)
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Table 7. Paronomasia in Galatians

Paronomasia in Galatians

At least thirty-six (367) words in Galatians are paronomastic, involving at least fourteen
(14) different prefixes or roots.

Galatians 1

Merta- and otpéy-

petatifecbe (v. 6)

uetaotpéyor (V. 7)

oréotpeya (V. 17)

ayyeh-

dryyehoc/evayyelilnta/ednyyehodaueda (V. 8)
Galatians 2

Tap- + €16

napetodktovg/topeiciAbov (V. 4)

TPOG-

npocmmov (V. 6)

Kot Tpocmmov (V. 11)

gunpocbev (V. 14; pun 2:11, 14)

GUV-

ocvvunekpiOnoov/cuvomiyxon (v. 13)

owviotave (v. 18)

cvveotavpopot (V. 19)

Galatians 3

Tpo-
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npogypbon (V. 1)
npoidodoa ... mpoevnyyericato (V. 8)
npokekvpouévny (V. 17)

év- and ém-

évap&apevot ... émreieiode (V. 3)
EMOPNYQV ... Evepy®dv (V. 5)

Galatians 3-4
KAEL-

ovvékhewoev (3:22)
ovyKAgopevot (3:23)
éxicheioon (4:17)

Galatians 4

£

g€ayopaon (V. 5)
g€oaméoterev (V. 6)
g€ovbevnoarte (v. 14)
g€entvoare (V. 14)
g€opv&avteg (V. 15)

Galatians 5
KO-

gvékoyev (V. 7) lamokdyovtar (V. 12) (mpoékomtov 1:14)
Galatians 5-6
npo-

npokarovuevot (5:26)
npoinpedi (6:1)
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Table 8. Alliterative Contexts with éypt in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Alliterative Contexts with &ypt in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Statistical Considerations

The relatively rare preposition éypt occurs thirteen (13) times in the undisputed Pauline
epistles, often in guttural alliteration. Six instances follow:

... Gypr g dpnr dpag (1 Cor 4:11; compare dypt tod vdv, Rom 8:22)

0GaKIG yap €av €c0inte TOV dpToV TOVTOV KOl TO TOTNPLOV TIVNTE,
Tov Bdvartov 10D kvpiov KotayyéAlete dypt o EAOn. (1 Cor 11:26)

... Gmopym Xp1otog ... Katapynon taoov apymy ... dypt ... Ex0povg ... Ecyatog £x0pog
Katapyeitat.... (1 Cor 15:23-27)

... KOTAPYOVLUEVOV ... GYplyop ... KOTaPYETOL.... AV AVOYIVOGKNTOL ... Kopdiov
avT®V Keltat ... kiplov, meplopeitol o kaivupa. (2 Cor 3:13-17)

... Kol EKOAVONV dypt oD dedpo, tva Tva kopmdv oyd kol £v DUIv kabac kai ... (Rom
1:13)

... Gypr uépag Xpiotov.... (Phil 1:6)
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Table 9. Leitmotifs of Sound in Philippians

Leitmotifs of Sound in Philippians

Four Leitmotifs

1. ém
A total of thirty-one (31) én- words are evenly distributed throughout the letter (by
comparison, 1 Thessalonians has seventeen [17]). The first chapter consistently exhibits ten
(10) of them:

gmokomolg (1:1); ént mbon i pveiq (1:3); ént tf] kowwvig (1:5); émtedéoel (1:6); Enumodd
(1:8); émyvaoet (1:9); Emawvov (1:11); Emryopnyiag (1:19); émbopiav (1:23); and Emuévev
(1:24).18

In addition to the insights of Casey Wayne Davis, note the following: Phil 2:25-28:
‘Enappodttov ... (v. 25) €énedn Emmobdv ... (v. 26) ... €mi ... (v. 27) ... E&xgpya (v. 28); in
Phil 4:16-18: énépyate (v. 16); ... Emnt® ... Emntd ...(v. 17); dnéyo ... Enappoditov (v.
18).

2. Guttural-rho
Philippians 1 carries the guttural-rho theme (begun in v. 2) farther than in any other epistle, in
fact, all the way to the end of the chapter, with many parechetical relationships. Paul hardly
misses a beat in a guttural-rho series that includes several uses of the name Xp1otdg:

Xp1o1od ... Xp1o1d ... (V. 1) xapic duiv kol iprvn ... kupiov Incod Xpiotod (V.
2). Evyapiotd (V. 3) ... xapag (V. 4) ... dypt (V. 5) ... évap&dauevog év HUiv Epyov
ayadov ... dypt nuépag Xpiotod Incod- (V. 6) ... kapdig ... ybprrog ... (V. 7) ...
omhayyvolc Xpiotod Incod. (V. 8) ... Xpiotod (v. 10) ... kapmov ... Xpiotod (V.
11) ... Xpotd (V. 13) ... xvpio (v. 14) ... Xpiotov knpvocovot (V. 15) ...
Xpotov (v. 17) ... Xp1otog ... xoipw ... yopnoopot (V. 18) ... émyopnyiag (v. 19),
armokapadokiav ... Xptotog (V. 20) ... Xpiotog képdog (V. 21) ... kapmog (v. 22) ...
Xpo1d ... kpeiooov (V. 23) ... yapav (V. 25) ... Xprotd (V. 26) ... Xpiotod (V. 27)
... &apicOn 10 vmep Xpiotod (V. 29).

3. vm-

18 See, among other Pauline pericopes, Gal 3:3-16; 1 Cor 15:40; 2 Cor 7; Rom 11:22. See also Eph 4.
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2.3-13: vrepéyovrag (2.3); vmapywv (2.6); vankoog (2.8); vmepdywoev (2.9); vrep
(2.9); vYmmkovoarte (2.12); vrep (2.13).7%

4. ovv

oTéEPAVOC LoV, 0VTMOC OTAKETE ... ZUVTOHYNV TOPAKOAD TO 0DTO PPOVELV &V KLPIW.val EpOTM
Kol 6€, yvnote ovluye, GLAAAUPAVOL aOTATS, aitiveg &v T@ evayyeAl® cUVIOANGAY Ol pETd
kai KAquevtog kai tdv Aom®dv cvvepydv.... (Phil 4:1-3.) Of Phil 4:2-3, Casey Wayne Davis
notes how these verses “are set off ... by the four-fold use of the cov-prefix in v. 3, playing off
Yvvtoymyv (proper name, Syntyche) in v. 2.”2° F. W Farrar had originally noted
ovluye/Zovtoynv.#

Only 2 Cor 10:12 has as high a concentration: OV yap TOAUDUEV EYKpIval T CLYKPIVOL EXVTOVG
TIGWV TAV £0VTOVG CLVIGTAVOVTOV, GAL™ ADTOL £V £0VTOIC £XVTOVE HETPODVTES Kol
OLYKPIVOVTEG E0LTOVE EAVTOIC OV GUVIAGLY.).

19 Davis, Oral Biblical Criticism, 82 n59. Unfortunately, Davis failed to take account of vmrjkoog (v. 8) and
vrnkovoarte (V. 12).

20 Davis, Oral Biblical Criticism, 82.

2! Farrar, The Life and Work of St. Paul, 629.
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Table 10. apraypog in Ancient Greek Literature

apmaypog in Ancient Greek Literature
(as noted by Jaeger/Hoover)

The Bible (36)

Old Testament (27)
Of the twenty-six other uses of the term in the Greek Bible, several evince soundplay:?
In Lev 5:21, audptn is found along with forms of aprayudg in a context of conspicuous pi
and rough breathing alliteration soundplay, respectively:
Yoy €0V duapty Kol Topldav Tapidn ... yevontal 0 Tpog TOV mAnciov &v mapabnkn i mepl
...... nepl dpmayiic ... mAnoiov (Lev 5:21).... vika &0v auapty Koi TANUUEANOT Kol Grodd 1O
dpmayua 6 fipracev (Lev 5:23).

... amodmaoel Kol dpmoyua ody apmdton Tov dptov (Ezek 18:7; alpha-rho-tau )

... Qmod® Kol dpmaypo dmoteion &v TPooTayUacty ... ov un drobavn (Ezek 33:15;
paronomasia on dsmo)

Apocrypha
In the single occurrence in Judith, apmoayuog occurs in a highly alliterative context that

includes phi alliteration: £mi 8¢ tovg dne@odvtag 0 eicetat 6 OPOUAUOS Gov TOD dovarl
avtovg [ov-diphthong assonance] eig povov kai apmaynv &v whon tij yij cov (Jdt 2:11).

00K £KQEVEETAL £V APTAYLOTL AUAPTOAOS Kol 0V pUr) KaBuoTtep|GEL OTOOVT) €06EPOD ... Tdon
ghenpocvvy momoet tomov (guttural phrase:) xactog katd ta Epya.... (Sir 16:13-14).

New Testament (9)
... Gprayeg. amo td@v kaprdv (Matt 7:15-16)

... aprayfig kol dxpaciag. (Matt 23:25).

22 Yet in the vast majority of Old Testament Greek translation instances, it must be admitted, no soundplay on
the lexemes of harpagmon is in view.

251



... aproynVv TV Lapyoviev vudv (Heb 10:34).
UPE (4)

EMELTOL ... TEPIAEWOLEVOL ALl GVV aDTOTG apmayncoueda &v vepédhaug gic dravinov
... mavrote oLV Kupim £o6ueba. (1 Thess 4:17)

... 0UTE poryol oVte uodarxol

oVTe Apoevokoitol oVTe kAEmrar oVTe TAcovekTal,

oV pébvoot, ov Loidopot, ovy dprayeg Pacireiov Beod kKinpovouncovot. (1 Cor 6:9-10)
NB: two instances of parechesis in this vice list.

... aproyévta tov To100ToV EmG Tpitov ovpavod. (2 Cor 12:2; no alliteration)

... UIApywv ovy dpmayuov pynoato ... (Phil 2:6)

In Secular Literature
aprayudg collocated with €ppotov, ebpnua, and ymooro:
Heliodorus, Aethiopica (3" or 4" century AD)

ovy, dpmayudv ovdE Epuatov moteitol to payuo. (Heliodorus, Aeth. 7.20)
NB: parechesis apmoypovimpaypo.

Plutarch, treatise on Alexander (AD 46-120)

0 pév vov kKt tg Aoing Apmayog avaotata €NOIEE. . ..

The initial alpha’s of Acing Aprayog avaotato make for deliberate assonance by one of the
greatest writers of ancient Greece.

Valens (etymological wordplay)
gav ApNG ..., apmayuog yauog ...(Hoover, “Harpagmon,” 113, quotes Valens, second century
AD, but totally misses the soundplay)

Isidore, Bishop of Pelusium (45" century AD)
Expositing the text of Phil 2:6, Isidore is apparently keenly aware of the rough breathings as
he imitatively writes with aspiration: Ei £ppatov fiyncato ... €owtov étoameivmoey, iva un

omepiooeio ... Gre dpmaypa 1 ebpepa v d&iov Mynoduevoc.... (Ep. 4.22, MPG 78, 1072;
see Hoover, “Harpagmon,” 102)
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Table 11. The Twelve Occurrences of vmépym in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

The Twelve Occurrences of vrapym in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

1.

vrapyovra occurs fewer than 180 times in all the Greek Bible, and is often collocated with
gutturals. In Paul’s one dozen uses of the lexeme it is often collocated with other complex
guttural words: vmépyewv avaykaia (1 Cor 12:22); katefapnoo DUaG: AL DIapymV
navobpyog (2 Cor 12:16); vevekpmuévov, EKATOVTUETNG TOL VIAPYW®V, Kol TV vékpwoty (Rom
4:19) and especially the parechesis of Phil 2:6, vnapywv ovy apmayuov nNyncoto.

... bapywv 1®dV ratpdv pov rapaddoewv (Gal 1:14; pi alliteration and
homoteleuton)
VIapywv E0vikadc kai oyl Tovdaixdg (Gal 2:14; guttural alliteration and
homoteleuton)

... KOOV DTapyew ... avayknv (1 Cor 7:26; compare Phil 2:6 and 1 Cor 12:22)

... KOTOKOADTTTEGOOL TNV KEPAATV gikmV Kai 60 Beod vrapywv- (1 Cor 11:7;
guttural alliteration)
TPDTOV UEV VAP GUVEPYOUEVOV VUMDV &V EKKANGIQ dkoV® oyiouato &v DUV Ddpyewv
Kol pépog Tt moted. (1 Cor 11:18; note three chi’s)
GAAQ TOAG paAAov [parechesis] ... puéin [parechesis] ... vmapysw avaykoid .... (1
Cor 12:22)

... TOLOTAPYOVTA ... Tva Kowynoopol, dyamny 6& un éyo ... (1 Cor 13:3)

.. TAPAKANGoW €6£E0T0 ... DThpymv avbaipetog EEfAOey ... (2 Cor 8:17)

.. Gyom®[v], hooov dyandpar, "Eotom 8¢, yd o0 katefdpnoa Dudg: GAL" vrbpymy
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Tavodpyog dOA® Vg Edapov. (2 Cor 12:15-16)

10. ... KOATEVONGEYV ... VEVEKPOUEVOV, EKOTOVTOETNG TTOV VTAPY MV, KOl TNV VEKPOOLV ...
(Rom 4:19)

11. d¢ &v popofi 0£0d Vapywv oy apmayudv yyfoato to sivar ico Oed (Phil 2:6)

12. &v 10 Téhog dmdAelo, OV 6 0gd¢ 1} kotkia kai 1} S6Ea &v Tij aioyvvn avTdVv, ol Ta
gnitysio povodvieg. UMY Yap TO Tolitevpa &v oVpavoic Vapyel, £€ oD Kai coTiipa
amexdeyoueda koplov Inocodv Xpiotdv, 6¢ petaoynuatiost (Phil 3:19-21)

NB: ... &vog ékdotov fudv vrbpyovta. (Acts 17:27)
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Table 12. Proper Name Soundplay in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

Proper Name Soundplay in the Undisputed Pauline Epistles

(by Greek alphabetical order)

AOijvar/Athens
(1 occurrence in Paul)

... Kororewpdijvar &v AGjvaug (1 Thess 3:1)—parechesis.
NB: The syllable vou is extremely rare apart from the infinitive ending.

In the entire Greek Bible, there are only ten occurences of “Athens” lexemes. Most of them
show evidence of alliteration and even parechesis (NB: passages concerning Paul in Athens):

Meta tadta yopiobeic £k TV Anvév #iev gic Koprvhov. (Acts 18:1)
Compare fA0sv AOnvoPiog (1 Macc 15:32)

... [MadAov fiyayov Ewg A0nvav, kai Aaovteg EVIOANV Tpog TOV AV Kol Tov Tiuobeov va
¢ téyiota EAOwory mpog avtov EEnecay. (Acts 17:15)

... Oéker todta efvau. AOnvaior 8& mévteg ko ol Emdnpodvreg E&vor eic 00dEV Etepov
nokaipovy i Aéyewv T | droderv 11 karvotepov. Ztabeic 6¢ [0] TTadAog v péow tod Apeiov

niryov Q- dvdpeg Adnvaiot.... (Acts 17:20-22)

... Oyploic mavrag avtovg icovg
ABnvaiog mowjoewy (2 Macc 9:15)

Antioch (1)
... Avtidyeiav, xota tpécwnov avtd dviéoryy (Gal 2:11)
Parechesis: Avtioyewav/avtéotny (both words hapax legomena)
Apollos (6)
... ATOAA® ... dmoAAvpEVOLS ... amodd (1 Cor 1:12, 18-19)
gym pév ipn [ovrov. ..
YD ATOM®,

ovK dvOpwmol éote;
Ti ovv éotiv ATOAL®G;
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11 6¢ éotwv [TadAog; ...

EYm €QUTEVOO,

Amolig éndticey, (1 Cor 3:4-6)

NB: the parechesis of AroAAdc/TTadrog (V. 5)

[Tepi & ATOAA® TOD AdEAPOD, TOAG TTopeKaieoa ... (1 Cor 16:12)
NB: the parechesis of AmoAl®d/moAAa.

Apphia (1)
Philemon 1:1 ... 0 adeh@oc Dpuovi T® ayamnT® ... Kol Aneig tf) adedot] (Phim 1:1-2)
Arabia (2)

o0d¢ aviABov &ic Tepocdrvpa PO TOVG TPO ELOD ATOGTOAOVS, AAA" AnfjAbov gic Apafiov Kol
oy vréotpeya gig Aapaokdov (Gal 1:17—6 n’s and alpha assonance)

... Ayap Zwva dpog €otiv év Tf) ApaPia- (Gal 4:25)
NB: 6pog is a hapax legomenon in Paul.

Aristarchos (1)
Maprogc, Apiotapyogc (parechesis), Anuag, Aovkag, ol cuvepyoi (Phim 1:24)
Asia (3)

Aonalovton VUG ol ékkAnoio tii¢ Aciag. domaleton VUAS v kvpim moAld Axdrag (1 Cor
16:19)

... GondoooBe Emaivetov 1OV dyoamntov pov, 8¢ éotv anapyn thc Aciac eic Xpiotdv. (Rom
16:5) NB: initial alpha assonance and regnum noun-preposition parechesis.

Ayota/Achaia (7)
... TOTOV TTAGV TOIg MOTELOLSLY &V Tf) Maxedovig kai €v i) Ayalq. de LUV yap E&nyntot O
AOYog T0D KLpiov oL povov v T Makedovig kol [Ev Tij] Ayaiq, AL’ &v mavti Tonm 1 wioTig

VUMV 1 TPOG TOV B0V EEEANAVOeY, Bote un ypeiav Exev Muac Aoreiv Tt (1 Thess 1:7-8)

(NB: 1 Thess 1:8 is one of only eight verses in all of Paul with four or more chi’s in a single
Verse)

... amopym thc Ayoiog (1 Cor 16:15)
101¢ dyioig Mo Toig ovowv &v 8An Tii Ayaie, (2 Cor 1:1) or, as part of larger guttural scheme:

f ékkdnoia Tod 0£0d Tf odon &v KopivOm cbv Toic dyloig nlctv Toic obotv &v 8An TH Axaid,
YGP1G VLIV Kol ipvn Ao Beod ToTpog MUV Kol kupiov ITncod Xpiotod. (2 Cor 1:1-2)
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... kowy®par Moxedootv, 8t Ayaia mapeskedacton dmd mépuot ... (2 Cor 9:2)
1 kohymotg ... KMpooty g Ayodac. (2 Cor 11:10—parechesis: kovynoic / Ayaiog)

See yopa | otépavog kavynoens (1 Thess 2:19); and kintovg ot EM0wotv ¢ KAcinv Ayidiog,
noted by Eustathius.

g0doKnoav yap Makedovia kai Ayaia kovoviay ... dyiov ... (Rom 15:26)
(NB: kappa—guttural alliteration)

Barnabbas (4)

Galatians 2:1 "Enetta. 610 dekateccapmv Etdv oAy avéfny eic Tepocdivua petd Bapvapa
ovumaparafav koi Titov: avéPnv 8¢ kata aroxkaivyy (Gal 2:1-2)—only 325 total betas in
Paul. Barnabas is the only proper name in Paul that begins with a B other than Benjamin (Rom
11:1; Phil 3:5) and Belial (2 Cor 6:15), and the only other use of avépn in Paul is from an OT
quote: avBpmmov ovk avéPn (1 Cor 2:9) where the Greek translation of [Hebrew] seems going
out of the way. See Matt 12:27 Beellepfovl ékParim (Matt. 12:27).

NB: Beta is relatively rare in koine Greek—only 325 total betas in Paul.

Galatians (3)
Gal 1:2 éxxinoioug tiic NoAatiog (Gal 1:2)
1 Cor 16:1 ...51¢taga taic ékkinoiong thg IN'olatiag;
The third use of “Galatians,” the vocative in Gal 3:1, is followed by one of the most
unalliterative phrases in Paul: T'oldton, tig dudg épdoxavev. But the last word of Chapter 2 is
alliterative with the first noun of Chapter 3: ... dnéBavev. ‘Q dvonro, a typical Pauline
collocation, imperfect parechesis yet nonetheless alliteration.

“"EAMv/ Hellenes (12)

WA I"EJAny &Vl ... napeisijAbov katackoriioat v élevbepiav ... dinbewa ... (Gal 2:3-5)
ovK &vt Tovdaiog 00de EAAny,
00K &vi oDA0G 0VdE E1eVBepog,
oVK &vi dipoev kal 07j4v-
Taveg Yop VUES £lg ot év Xprotd Inood. (Gal 3:28)
NB: See Many examples in Homer of similar end colon parechesis. Further, &viand "EXAnv

are parechetical. Moreover, the soundplay of vpueic €ic at the end of the verse is just as much
parechesis as any collocations.) ... Oueic €i¢ dote &v [Xpiotd Incod] (Gal 3:28)
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yiveaOe kai "EAAnowv kai tf] ékkAnoia (1 Cor 10:32)

eite Tovdaiot glte "EAAnvec
eite dodAot gite ElebBepot,
Kol Tavteg v mvedua émoticOnuev. (1 Cor 12:13)

OV yap énaroydvopat IO evayyédiov, ... Tavti T® motedovty, Tovdaim te TpdToV Kol Eiinvi.
(Rom 1:16)
‘Enragpac/Epaphras (1)

Aonaletai og 'Enagppdg ... (Phlm 1:23)—although the name and euphony could be a
fortuitous coincidence.

‘Ena@pédriroc/Epaphroditus (2)

... Emagpdditov tov 4delpov Kol cuvepPYOV Kol GLGTPUTIOTNV OV, ... TEUYAL TPOS VUAG,
Eneldn Emmobdv ... 'Enappddrtov (Phil 2:25-26)

This verse is yet another alliterative complement to adehpo—. The proper name is part of a
paronomastic pun scheme with the éxn- terms: ‘Emagpodttov ... énedn| émmobdv. The cause-
and-effect relationship between “Epaphroditus” and his “longing” to see the Philippians is
represented in alliteration: 'Enagppoditov... émmobav. (Phil 2:25-26). Put differently, in Phil
2:25 proper name soundplay on "Enagppoditov is part of an éni scheme that is just one of the
leitmotifs of the letter. Ten occurrences in the first chapter might be said to be spearheaded by
émoxomo1ig (Phil 1:1) But significant clusters of these occur around the two mentions of the
name 'Enagppoditov: in Phil 2:25-28: 'Enagpddttov ... (v. 25) &énedn) énmobdy ... (V. 26) ...
émi ... (V. 27) ... Emepyo (v. 28)

anéyo ... mapda ‘Enagpoditov (Phil 4:18). NB: The name is embedded in a heavy
concentration of pi’s—one of the highest concentrations possible in the Greek language:
améym 0& TavTa Kol TEPIooEV®- TEMApouaL ... Topd Erappoditov ta map’ dudv and is in a
verse that contains the complement to parechesis on Evodiav from 4:2, namely, edwdiog
(4:18).

Context: Phil 4:16-18: énépyoate (V. 16); ... émlnt® ... émintd ...(v. 17);
anéyw ... Enappoditov (v. 18).

Ephesus (2)

... vBpomov énpopdymoa v Epéom, Ti Lot 10 deeog; €1 vekpol ovk &ysipovtat, @aymuev
Kol Tiopev, adplov yap amobviopev (1 Cor 15:32):
a. eikata dvlpomov Eédnpopdymoa v Epécw, Ti Lot 10 dpehog; €1 verxpol ovk
gyeipovral,
b. Egpéow ... bpehog
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Empevd 6¢ &v 'Epéom £mg ... apoPmg (1 Cor 16:8-10)%

NB: Verses 6 through 8, exhibit epsilon prominence, obvious paronomasia (rapopeva ... kol
Topayelaon V. 6; émpeivar ... Emrpéyn V. 7) and pi alliteration along with more subtle
proper name soundplay on the name “Ephesus.” Pi alliteration is salient: ® npoc ... mopopsvéd
... TOPOYEWAC®. .. TpoTEUYNTE ... Topevmpon [five pi-initial words in fifteen].

... TOPOO@ 10€lv, ATl ... Empueivon TPog ... EmMTPEYN.

Empevd 6¢ &v 'Epéom Emg ti|g Tevinkootiic: (1 Cor 16:6-8)

Emuevd 6¢ &v 'Epéow Emg ti|g mevinkootilg: Epsilon’s in v. 8 lead to “Ephesus™:

... GondoooBe Emaivetov TOV dyamntdv pov, 8¢ éotv drapyn ... (Rom 16:5)

Seven other uses in the New Testament:

NB: Alliteration may shed light on the important textual critical question of Eph 1:1,
... &1 BeMjpatoc Beod Toig dryiotc Toic ovory [év Epéow] (Eph. 1:1)

Compare: ... tod 0g0D BéAovtoc, avrydn amo tig Eeéoov.... (Acts 18:21)

Note how after the highly alliterative v. 18, where the undoubtedly alliterative play on the
proper name occurs—xketpépevog &v Keyypedic thv kepolv, elxev yop edynv (V. 18)

NB: In Acts 18:18-24, Ephesus is mentioned three times: ... €i¢ "E@gcov, kaxeivoug katélmey
(v. 19) ... tod Bgod BEAoVTOCG, AviyOn amo ¢ Eeéoov (v. 21) ... €ig "Egecov (V. 21)
[kat]elbeiv gic "E@eoov kai evpelv (Acts 19:1)

6oa év ’Epéow (2 Tim 1:18)

eic "Epecov. (2 Tim 4:12)

But év 'Egéom mopevduevog gig Moxedoviav (1 Tim 1:3)

énta ékkAnoiag, €ig "Epeoov (Rev 1:11)

év 'Epéom éxkinoiag (Rev 2:1)

Eva/Eve (1)

eofoduat 8¢ un mwg, Mg 6 Oe1s eEnmatoev Ebav év.... (2 Cor 11:3)
Compare the only other NT use: ... énAéo0n, eita Ebo. (1 Tim 2:13)

23 There are 133 words between phi’s vv. 15:58 to 16:8—then 12 phi words finish the chapter (phi = 2.9%
frequency in Paul).
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Teposoropa/Jerusalem (10)
ei¢ Tepoodivpa (Gal 1:17)
ei¢ Tepoodloua ioropijoar (Gal 1:18)
ei¢ Tepoodivpa (Gal 2:1)
eig Tepovcainu (Rom 15:25)
eig Tepovcainu (Rom 15:31)
Tepovoalnu éevbépa éotiv (Gal 4:26)

ei¢ Tepovoadnu: ... Elevoouor (1 Cor 16:3-5)

NB: "Encrta peta £t tpia [tau alliteration] ... gic Tepoodivua ictopiicar Knedv kol énéueiva
pOg avtov Nuépag dexaméve, (Gal 1:18) Gal 1:18 is a highly alliterative verse: "Encita peta

... émépewva is parechesis.
Ilyrikos (1)

Kol KOKA® péypt Tod TAAvpicod (Rom 15:19)

‘Tovdaioc/Jew/Judea(n) (33)

... 00EA@OL ... Bgod T®V 0Va®V &v T1] Tovdaig &v Xpiotd Incod ...
VUELG VIO TAWV iy ...

KaBmg kol

avtol Vo 1@V Tovdaiwv, (1 Thess 2:14)

00K ... Tovdaiog 00dE ... dodhog (Gal 3:28)

NB: Gal 3:28 is one of the most highly alliterative verses in Paul:
otk &vt Tovdoiog 00dE "EANNY,

00K &Vl 00DAOG 00e EAe0BEPOG,

ovK &vi dpoev Kai 07j4v-

mhvteg yap duels eic éote év Xpiotd Incob.

Isaak (1) and Rebecca (1)

Rom 9:10, 12, 21

Kol PePéxra é¢ £vog koity &yovoa, Toaax (Rom 9:10)— &yovoa, Toacx is palindromic!
NB: Subsequent verses show similar epsilon gamma theme: otk €€ £pywv (Rom 9:12); and

ovk &yet é€ovoiav 0 kepapevg (Rom 9:21).
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(See Od. 14.126 06¢ 6¢ k' aintevmv 10akng & dfjpov ikntot)

Israel (19)
&leog kal €mi tov Topani (Gal 6:16)

oftwvég eiowv Toponiitor (Rom 9:4)
Kaicapog/Caesar (1)
... &x ¢ Kaioapog oikiag. ‘H xapig tod kvupiov ITncod Xpiotod peta tod tveduarog UMV
(Phil 4:22-23)
Keyypeai/Cenchreae (1)

dtbrwovov TG éxrAnciog g &v Keyypeaic, tva avtniv mpocdencde év kupim déiwg TdV dyimv
Kol apootite avtii &v @ dv dudv ypnln ... (Rom 16:1-2)—all four gutturals involved.

Note the parechesis of eiysv/svymv at Acts 18:18, where Paul had his head shaved: ksipapevog

&v Keyypeaic v kepaAnv, giyev yap svymv.

Knoeag/Kephas (8; see Peter)
eite [Tadlog ite ATOAADG
glte Knodg, €lte kOoHOG
eite Lo gite Bavarog,
gite Eveotdro ite péAAovta: mavto vudv (1 Cor 3:22)

... o0k &youev €€ovaiav® ... Kai ol Aourol AmdoToAoL Kai o1 adeApol Tod kvpiov kai Knedg; (1
Cor 9:5)

Kol 0Tt £T0en Kod 8T Eyfyeptat TH) NUEPQ T TPITN KOTO TAC YPAUPUS
Kai 811 dedn Kned sira toig Smdeka-
Enerta Hen Endveo nevtakociolg adelpoic Epdmal, (1 Cor 15:4-6)
Kinpevrog/Clement (1)
owvOAncav ot uetd. kai KAruevrog (Phil 4:3)
Kopiv0/Corinth® (4)

gkkAncio tod Hgod T odon év Kopivly (1 Cor 1:2)

gkkAnoiq tod feod tf) odom &v Kopivly (2 Cor 1:1)

24 See Russell, Paronomasia.

25 Compare 11. 1.405 ... Kpoviovi kabileto k0dei yoimv.
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17A0ov gic Koprvhov oby 81t kupievopev (2 Cor 1:23-24)
Kopivbiot, 1} kapdia. (2 Cor 6:11)
Macedonia (15)

Several occurrences involve alliteration, on at least three of the letters in the name (see Table 8
above):

&Hote yevécOat HdC TOmoV Tdcty Tolg ToTEVOVSLY &v Tff Maxedovig kol &v T Ayoiq.

&g’ VUGV yap dEqymrar 6 Adyog Tod kupiov 0v pévov &v T Makedovig kai [8v ] Ayaiq, GAL
&V mOVTL TOT@ 1) TOTIg UMV M TPOG TOV BedV €EeAnvbey, dote un ypelav Exev MUOS AaAETV
.. (1 Thess 1:7-9)

... &v O\ ) Makedovig. [apoakaroduey 6& DU, aderloi, mepiocevey udiiov (1 Thess
4:10)

Maxkedoviav oEM0m- Makedoviav yop oiépyopor (1 Cor 16:5)

0VK EGYMKO ... AOEAPOV LoV, GALG aroTtaduevog avtoic ENABov gic Makedoviav. (2 Cor
2:13, see Phil 4:15)

0VK &oynKa Gvesty T@® Tveduati pov T@® un evpeiv pe Titov 1oV AdeApOV Hov, AL’
amota&auevog avtoic EERABov eic Maxkedoviav. (2 Cor 2:13, five initial mu words)

... Maxedoviav obdeuiav ... - EEmbev uayor, Eowbev edpor. (2 Cor 7:5; wordplay explains the
unusual synecdoche of uayot). Which itself is found with parallel parechesis:
&CwBev payou,

éowBev pdpor.

... YGpv Tod Oe0d TNV dedouévny €v Taic EkkAnciong g Makedoviag, &t &v TOAAT] doKiudl. . ..
(2 Cor 8:1-2)

oidate 8¢ ... Makedoviag, ovdepia pot ... &l un vueic povou (Phil 4:15—one of only two
verses in Philippians with 5 delta’s; see 2 Cor 7:5). (See Eustathius’s Anpoiéovto dGpacoey.)

Mark (1)
Mapxkog, Apiotapyog (parechesis), Anuag, Aovkdg, ol cuvepyoi (Phim 1:24)

Moses?® (9)

%6 Note also the circumstantial parechesis and considerable omega assonance in the Greek rendering of the
Song of Moses (Exodus 15:1): ¢é1 Mwvcéng év tf) £66dw (owuey 1@ kupie &vddéws yop deddlootan ... (Ode 1:1)

262



Two high-frequency mu verses, suggest soundplay: 1 Cor 9:9 and Rom 5:14.

&v yap 1® Mwicéwgs vou® yéypamtot:
oV knuaoeig Bodv arodvra. (1 Cor 9:9)

NB: The parechesis of Mwioéwclmuwoeis.
... &Pt Modoémg ... un auaptioavtag €l @ OpotdpoTt ... péAdovtoc. (Rom 5:14)

The broader context of Rom 5 substantiates the claim of mu alliteration, with its numerous
alliterative associations highlighted as follows:

... 1M 6vTOC vouov, dAl” €Racidevcey ... Amd Adap puéxpt MoHcEmG ... u1| ouaptoovtag éml
@ OUOLDUATL ... UEAAOVTOC.. .. TOAAD HUdALoV ... TOAAOVC EMEPIGGEVOEY ... KPIU ...
KOTAKPUA, TO O YOPIOUO, EK TOAADV TOPOTTOUATOV. ... TOAD pdAlov.... (Rom 5:13-17).
Here, uéiiovtog.... moli@ patlov are parechetical.
Initial mu’s, in fact, are so rare in Romans that not a single mu initial word occurs in the first
seven verses—then there is a cluster of eight (8) such words, vv. 8-11, followed by 229 words
before another. There are only two mu-initial words, other than one pév and several un’s, in all
of Rom 3. One of these occurs in a highly nasal verse: uovov; ovyl kai £€Bvav; vai kai £0vav
(Rom 3:29)

Paul (19)
IMadrog kai dma (1 Thess 2:18; see adelpois épdmat, 1 Cor 15:6)
[Madrog dmodotorog (Gal 1:1)
IMadrog kKAntog andotorog (1 Cor 1:1)
[Madrog dmoéctorog (2 Cor 1:1)
gym IMadAog Aéym duiv éti €av neprrépvnode (Gal 5:2)
AmoAA®G; Ti 8¢ éotv TTadrog; (1 Cor 3:5)
[Madlog gite AmoArdg (1 Cor 3:22)
[Madrog mapakaro (2 Cor 10:1)
[MTadrog dodrog (Rom 1:1)

[Madrog mpecPitng (Phim 1:9); context: ... mapakarid, To10dt0¢ WV OG [Tadrog Tpeofutng.... )

[Madroc/mpocopeirerg (Phim 1:19)
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Context: éya ITadAoG ... £€Y® AmOTIC®: ... TPOGOPEIAEIS. VOi AOEAPE, £YM GOL OVAiuMV ...
avanovcov. ...

[emoOmg T1} Ymakoti cov Eypoyd cot... momoelc. (Phlm 1:19-21)

Persida (1)
aondoacte Tpogaway kol Tpoedoav Tag KOTIOGag &V Kuplw. doracacte Ilepaido TV
ayommtiv, ftig ToAa Exomtiacey &v kupim. (Rom 16:12; NB: the kappa alliteration and the
anagrammatic similarity of the consecutive words dondoocOc [lepoiva).

Peter (2)

... memiotevpon ... [1étpog T meptrout|g, 6 yap Evepynoog [IéTpw €ic dmostoAnV TG
TEPLTOUTG EVIPYNoEY Kal €uoi eig ta £0vn (Gal 2:7-8)

Satan? (7)
gvékoyev Nuag o catavag (1 Thess 2:18)
Broader Context: catavadg ... oT€Qavog ... OTEYOVIES ... GLVEPYOV ... otnpiot ... caivecOat
(1 Thess 2:18-3:3)
catavd gig dAebpov Tiic oapkog (1 Cor 5:5)
nelpaln vudc 6 catavag (1 Cor 7:5)
catavdc petooynuotiCetan (2 Cor 11:14)
okO oy T1j oapki, dyyelog catava (2 Cor 12:7)
ovvtpiyel Tov catavay (Rom 16:20)
Spain (2)
¢ av mopedopot €ig v Zraviav: EAmilm yap damopevopevos Bedcacshot DUAS Kol VO™ DUDY
TpomEUPOT v EKET 0V DUDV TPOTOV Ao pépovg Euminadd (Rom 15:24, one of the highest

densities of pi in Paul, with 7 pi prominent words)

Stephan (3)

[Mopakad® ¢ vudg, adehpoi- oidate TNV oikiav Xte@avd, ... yoipm o0& &nl Tf) mapovciy

27 In the entire Greek Bible, the name Satan occurs thirty-nine times. Perhaps the most famous use in the New
Testament is from Luke, an onamatapoetic verse in which Jesus rhetorically hisses a warning at Peter. The verse
begins with a Hebraic double on a deliberately chosen cognomen: Zipwv Zipwv, idob 6 catavig £Entrioato DS
100 cwidoat ®g tov oitov- (Luke 22:31). Here satavag/oitov is a much overlooked parechesis in this undeniably
sibilant verse.
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Tte@avd koi PopTovvaTov Kol Ayaikod, 8Tt 10 Vuétepov Hotépnua ovTot dvemhjpocay (1
Cor 16:15, 17)

@Baptov otépavov (1 Cor 9:25)
Yuvtoymv/Syntyche (1)
... 2ovtbyny ... o€, yviote ovluye, cvAlappdavov [one of only a dozen consecutive sigma pairs
in Paule] avtaig, aitveg &v Td gvoyyehim cuviOANGay ... cuvepy®dv pov ... (Phil 4:2-3)
NB: paronomasia of cuv-prefix on five words.
Timothy (11 occurrences)

... TydOeoc 1) €xkAnoig Ocooorovikéwy €v fed ... (1 Thess 1:1)

T1o0eov, TOV AdeAPOV NUAV Kol cuvepyov Tod Beod (1 Thess 3:2)

EMBOvVToc TyoBéov (1 Thess 3:6a)

S Oerjuatog Beod kai Zwobévng 6 aderpog (1 Cor 1:1)

A todTo Emepya vpiv Tiudbeov, 6¢ éotiv pov tékvov ... (1 Cor 4:17)
EMON TwodOeog (1 Cor 16:10)

S0 Oerjuatog Beod kai Tydbeog (2 Cor 1:1)

(See also: 610 BeApatoc Ogod kol TudOeog 6 ddekpoc [Col 1:1])

Tiobeov toyémg (Phil 2:19) (Compare Twd0gov iva d¢ téyiota EAB®GV TPoOg
avtov é€necav [Acts 17:15])

NB: Only in Philemon, where phi theme is evident in the opening two verses, does Paul fail to
alliterate on the name Timothy: ITadAog déopog Xpiotod Incod kai TiudOeoc 6 AdeAPOC
QU HOVL T® AyomnT® Kol cvvepy®d NUdV Kol Angig T adeAeq.... (Phim 1:1-2)

Titus (11)

Kai yap éA00viov qudv eic Makedoviov ovdepiav Eoyniev dvestv 1) odps NUdv GAL" &v mavti
OMBouevorl- EEwBev payar, Eombev pdpor.

AL O TOPUKOADY TOVG TATEWVOVS TOPEKAAESEY NUAG O Bg0g €v 1| mapovaiq Titov (2 Cor
7:3-6)
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Emi T yapd Tizov, 671 AvATETOVTOL TO TVEDIO OOTOD GO TAVT®V DUMV-

Ot &l TL aOT® VIEP VUDV KEKODYMUAL, OV KoTHa)YOVONV,

aAl” g mhvta &v ainbeig éloincapey LUy,

oVTmg Kol 1 Kowynotg nudv 1 ént Titov aAndewo Eyevion. (2 Cor 7:13-14)—in a context of
alliteration)

Titov... émreléon ...V ... tavv. (2 Cor 8:6)—Note alliteration:
... mapaxoréoal uac Titov,

tva kabmg TpoegvipEato oVTmC

Kol €mteAéon &ic VUGS

Ko 77y xapw tadzyv. (2 Cor 8:6)

Titov, 6t v (2 Cor 8:16-17)
Troas (1)
Tpwada gic t0 evayyélov 10D Xpirotod kai Bvpag (2 Cor 2:12)
Pharisee (1)
QUARG ... Papioaiog (Phil 3:5)

Pharoah (1)
N ypoon 1@ Papac (Rom 9:17)

dpa ovV 00 10D BELOVTOG 0VOE TOD TPEYOVTOC
AL TOD Ehe®dVTOG Og0D.

Aéyel yap N ypoon T® Dapam

Ot €ig aTO TOUTO £ENYEPA GE

Omwg évoeiEmpat £v ool TNV dvvapiv pov

Kol OTtmg dtoyyeAt) TO dvoud pov &v mhon T 1.
dpa ovv Ov Oélel Eheed.... (Rom 9:16-18)

duvvpoev/Philemon (1)
... 0 Ad0EAPOG DUMUOVL TQ AyamnTd ... Koi Angia T aderef (Phim 1:1-2)
Philippi(ans) (3)
Avroi yop oidote, aoelpol, v eicooov UV TNV TPOS VUAG OTL OV KeVT] YEyovey, AAAL

nporabovteg kai VPpiobévieg, kabag oidate, &v hinmolg énappnotacdipeda.... (1 Thess 2:1—
2)28

28 NB: one of the most highly alliterative verses in Paul, with omicron-iota diphthong, pi, guttural-epsilon-
nun, etc).
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&v OMinolg ovv Emokomorg (Phil 1:1)
Phoebe (1)

Doifnv v aderenv (Rom 16:1)—in a verse with another proper name soundplay:
... [xai] dibkovov tiig ExkAneciog i év Keyypeaic, (Rom 16:1) See adeho- many times in
alliterative contexts.

Xprotoc/Christ (>260)
The name “Christ” occurs over 200 times in Paul and is frequently alliterated upon with
poignant effect. See especially, Gal 3:13; 1 Cor 15:12, 14, 16, 57; 2 Cor 4:5; 5:14, 17; Rom
5:15, 7:25, 8:34-35; 16:18, 25; Phil 1:18, 2:16; 3:7; 4:19, 23; and Phim 1:25. It would be
particularly untenable to suggest that Paul, who has the name Xpiotog on his mind

continually, would inadvertently alliterate so frequently. Some of the more salient examples
follow:

Kol Kupio Inood Xpiotd, xapig vuiv kol giprivn. Evyopiotoduev (1 Thess 1:1-2; See Gal 1:3,
1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Rom 1:7, Phil 1:2; Phim 1:3)

eig Xpiotov kai ypicag (2 Cor 1:21; see Russell, 1920)

"Epoi yap 10 (v Xpiotog
Kai 10 anobavelv képdog (Phil 1:21, parechesis; see Fee, 1995)

Qome/Hosea (1)

¢ Kol €V 1@ Qome Aéyer: kaléom Tov 00 100V 1ov Aadv pov ... (Rom 9:25)
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