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Abstract: This article examines passages where the typically
corrective aMa and the typically explanatory yap are claimed by
BDAG to have an inferential sense. By demonstrating that the
inferential senses are unnecessary and that here specialized manners
of correction and explanation persist, it serves to support an approach
to conjunction lexicography which recognizes the fundamental unity
of conjunction semantics, known as the “core constraint” approach.
(Article)
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1. Introduction

In recent years there have been voices' advocating an approach
to conjunctions in New Testament Greek which recognizes a
“core constraint” for each conjunction, some basic relationship
being marked between what precedes and what follows which
can be found in some form each time that conjunction occurs.
Such an approach fits well within multiple linguistic schools
currently active in research on New Testament Greek. Within
monosemous approaches to lexicography this core constraint
found in every occurrence would be considered the semantic

1. Including Heckert, Discourse Function; Levinsohn, Discourse
Features; Runge, Discourse Grammar. This is following the theoretical
approach found in Blakemore, Relevance.
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value of the word itself.> The monosemous school of thought
approaches all words in a language as each having at their core
only a single invariable meaning. Within cognitive linguistics, on
the other hand, this core constraint would be considered an
example of a “schema,” which is defined as “an abstract
characterization that is fully compatible with all the members of
the category it defines (so membership is not a matter of degree);
it is an integrated structure that embodies the commonality of its
members, which are conceptions of greater specificity and detail
that elaborate the schema in contrasting ways.”> While cognitive
approaches would emphatically deny that each and every word
in a language can be reduced to a single invariable meaning,’
they do find agreement with monosemous approaches on the fact
that there are at least some word-classes that operate in this way.
And, as already mentioned, there are those who have argued that
Greek conjunctions are just such a word-class that operates in
this way, describing this phenomenon with the more theory-
neutral designation “core constraint” to speak of that basic
relationship between clauses which a given conjunction will
always mark.

But if such a core-constraint approach to conjunction
lexicography is adopted, then what does one do with times the
standard lexica advocate senses of the conjunction that lie far
outside the bounds of—or are even opposite to—the core
constraint for that conjunction? Obviously, something has to
give. Either the conjunction has these radically divergent
meanings and lacks a core constraint, or it lacks these radically
divergent meanings and has a core constraint. So which one is it?

2. Ruhl, Monosemy.

3. Langacker, Foundations, 371.

4. The semantics of other word-classes would be considered in terms of
prototypes, where there is a prototypical use of the word which the word most
readily calls to mind, and by extension the word can also come to be used
whenever the referent bears a close enough resemblance to the prototype,
though the various extensions in meaning do not necessarily have to have
anything in common with each other beyond the fact that they all in some way
resemble the prototype. See Langacker, Foundations, 16-17, 371.
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Examples of just such a dilemma can be seen in the times
BDAG attributes something of an inferential sense to
conjunctions that are not typically inferential. BDAG does so
with the corrective conjunction ¢M&,> though admittedly what
exactly the lexicon intends is often obscured by its too heavy
reliance on glosses. For its fifth definition of dMa BDAG
describes the conjunction as being used “to strengthen the
command,” but then provides as glosses now, then, and so, the
latter two of which are inferential in nature.® Toward the end of
the definition BDAG more explicitly says that “éX\a is also used
to introduce an inference from what precedes: so, therefore,
accordingly.” Accordingly, despite BDAG’s lack of clarity for
this entry, the overall impression it gives is that before
imperatives @M can function inferentially.

BDAG also attributes an inferential sense to the explanatory
conjunction ydp,’ though, just as with its treatment of &M\d, the
presentation of this purported meaning is often needlessly
unclear. Under definition 1, which states that ydp is a “marker of
cause or reason,” sub-definition f states that yap is found “oft. in

5. This inferential sense is also given for dMd in Beale et al. (Lexicon,
s.v.). This inferential sense was already argued against in Winer (Grammar,
451).

6. That so is fundamentally inferential in nature is obvious. The non-
temporal use of then is an extension of its temporal use, marking the material it
introduces as taking place under the set of circumstances anaphorically referred
back to (Schiffrin, Discourse Markers, 246—-66, and Dancygier and Sweetser,
“Then”), which does make non-temporal usages of then broadly inferential.
Similarly, the non-temporal use of now is an extension of its temporal use;
however, it puts the attention on what comes next as opposed to what has come
previously (Schiffrin, Discourse Markers, 230-46, and Aijmer, “Now”), which
makes non-temporal usages of now broadly transitional. As will be seen later, a
transitional usage, derived from its corrective sense, is capable with ¢M\d, so as
a gloss, but not as a definition, now at times could have merit when the purpose
of @éW\d is to course-correct from informative to imperative discourse, although
this is not the case in any of the instances in which BDAG employs this gloss
(Matt 9:18; Mark 9:22; 16:7; Acts 4:17).

7. This inferential sense is also given for yap in Beale et al. (Lexicon,
s.v.), Wallace (Grammar, 673), and Porter (Idioms, 207-8). This inferential
sense was already argued against in Winer (Grammar, 454).
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questions, where the English idiom leaves the word untransl.,
adds then, pray, or prefixes what! or why! to the question.” So
despite BDAG’s classifying this sub-use under the larger
category of causal usages, such glosses, including the inferential
then, obscure entirely the overall causal nature it attributes to this
use.® Later, in definition 3, which contains the imperatives found
with yap, BDAG is much more explicit in positing an inferential
sense: “marker of inference, certainly, by all means, so, then,”
though it later includes a number of indicatives and also
attributes to yap a weaker resumptive sense.

BDAG’s treatments of ¢Md and yap with regard to their
supposed inferential meanings paint an exegetically perilous
picture when it comes to conjunction lexicography, one in which
these little but important words can mean virtually anything—
even the opposite of what they normally mean—and in which
these various meanings have no discernable connection to each
other. This approach adopted by BDAG is also greatly at odds
with the core-constraint approach mentioned above, and that
makes these passages where BDAG reads ¢Ma and yap as being
inferential to be an ideal test-case as to the validity of the core-
constraint approach to conjunction lexicography. Because the
inferential sense is radically divergent from the typical senses
that these conjunctions communicate, in this article 1 will
examine their contexts to see whether the inferential sense is
necessary, or whether instead a corrective sense (for ¢\\a) or an
explanatory sense (for yap) can be perceived.

Significantly, in examining these contexts the question to be
asked is not whether an inferential sense is possible for the
context but whether it is necessary. This is due to the

8. Then, as seen above in n. 6, is inferential in its non-temporal uses.
Pray is merely an antiquated way to make a request, much like the more
modern please, but it is often used sarcastically (Stevenson, Oxford Dictionary
of English, s.v.). It is presumably this sarcastic use of pray which BDAG
intends here, but the lexicon does not make this explicit. Similarly to pray,
what! and why! would at least seem to indicate that the question is meant to
reject what had just been said, but no explanation is given as for how this fits
within the larger causal usage, and then, the first proposed gloss, would run
entirely counter to that.



JENSEN Conjunction Lexicography 53

perspectival nature of language.” Language does not simply
reflect a situation as it is but instead reflects one particular way
of construing it among perhaps many. There is often not just a
single logic by which two thoughts might be connected, but the
speaker chooses the specific relationship between them they
wish to communicate.'’ So even if we can perceive a potential
inferential logic," and even if that potential inferential logic is
the connection which feels most natural to us, the speaker still
could have been marking a corrective or explanatory connection
instead, and so the task is to see if such a corrective or
explanatory connection is contextually viable. If so, there
remains no reason to retain such inferential senses of these
conjunctions as are outside their core constraints. If not, the
inferential senses become necessary and the core constraints are
falsified.

2. @M\a with Imperativals

The core constraint for the conjunction éMa has been identified
as “correction,”'” which means it marks what follows as adding
information necessary to in some way correct what precedes.
Sometimes it does so by following negated information with the
correct information, other times by correcting something that
might be wrongly inferred from the previous statement. In
several instances, however, all with imperatival-type

9.  See Geeraerts, “Introduction,” 4.

10. See Winer, Grammar, 450. BDAG seems to recognize this to some
extent when it says, “Many questions w. ydp have both inferential and causal
force.” But just because the question could be construed as either inferential or
causal to what precedes, that does not mean that the yap itself marks the
question as both inferential and causal.

11. Rudolph (“Reclaiming I'p,” 57-58) discusses how it was just such a
situation which caused the multiplication and radical divergence of conjunction
meanings, as translators, lacking a sense of what conjunctions did, relied on
their own intuitive understanding of the logical relationship between thoughts
to render a conjunction, and these translations then provided the basis for the
lexica which later canonized such a proliferation of haphazard glossings.

12. Brannan, “4M&”; Runge, Discourse Grammar, 55-56, 92-100.
Heckert (Discourse Function, 13-28) uses instead the term “contrast.”
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constructions, BDAG claims @M\ is instead inferential in nature
(Matt 9:18; Mark 9:22; 16:7; Acts 4:17; 10:20; 26:16; 2 Cor 8:7;
Eph 5:24)." But is that the case?'*

7 Buydtnp pou dptt ETededTnoey: dM ENBav émifeg TV xelpd oou €M alTHV,
wal (oetar. (Matt 9:18)
My daughter just died. But come place your hand on her and she will live.

An imperative followed by a future indicative, as here, presents a
quasi-conditional, telling someone to do something and then
saying what will happen if they do."”” Consequently, recognizing
that connectives’ “role must be described at the level of
discourse rather than the sentence,”'® if we look here at the entire
ensuing communicated thought, and not just the clause which
contains the imperative itself, the corrective value of @¢Wa is not
difficult to see. Due to the normally permanent nature of death,
the girl having died entails the obvious implication that she will
stay that way.'” Her father, however, corrects that unwanted

13. BDAG cites in support of this meaning Moorhouse, “AMd.”
However, all Moorhouse demonstrates here is that in a few stock constructions
where éMa is followed by &te or by pév . . . 0¢ the sense of correction is
sometimes weaker. This last use before a correlative pév . . . 0¢ may account for
BDAG?’s citation of Artemidorus Daldianus, Onir. 4.27 as an example of an
inferential &M\, despite the fact that there is no imperative found following it.

14. The body of this article will discuss the examples BDAG gives for
such readings specifically from the New Testament because the contexts of
these verses are likely more familiar to most readers. Extra-biblical examples
given by BDAG will be discussed in the footnotes.

15. Wallace, Grammar, 489-92.

16. Blakemore, Relevance, 1.

17. In this respect Mark 9:21-22 might seem similar here as it involves a
conditional marked as correction (d¢Ma) to the implication that a bad situation
will stay that way. There, however, the imperative is found in the apodosis, and
it is instead the protasis “if you are able” that is being marked as the correction
to the implication that the situation is beyond help, so this passage does not
really offer us an example of é¢Ma as used with the imperative. An extra-
biblical example given where the dMd should be similarly construed with
something other than the imperative is seen in Homer, /. 6.279, where, just as
in the identical line 6.269, Hector corrects (&) his mother’s statement that he
should make offering to Zeus with the statement that she (¢0) should be the one
who makes offering to Zeus, while he will do something else.
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implication (&Ma) with the assertion that she will live if Jesus
places his hand on her."

A similar example where the entire thought, and not just the
clause containing the imperative, corrects an unwanted
implication is seen in Mark 16:6-7." The fact that Jesus is not to
be seen in the tomb might imply that he is not to be seen at all,
but the angel corrects this unwanted implication (¢Ma) with the
information he instructs the women to relate: Jesus will be seen
in Galilee. Here, as above, no inferential sense for aMa is
necessary.

6 0t Aéyer adtals, W) éxbapfBeiabe: Tnoodv {yreite Tdv Nalapyvdy tdv
¢oTavpwpévov: Nyépy, otx Eotv e 1€ 6 Témog Smou Ebnxav adTév. &M
Umdryete eimate Tois pabntals adTol xal t¢ Iétpw 8Tt mpodyet Vudg elg THY
Tahhaiav- éxel adtov Seabe, xabig elmey Hutv. (Mark 16:6-7)

But he said to them, “Do not be alarmed. You are looking for Jesus, the
Nazarene, who was crucified. He has risen. He is not here. See the place
where they laid him. But go tell his disciples and Peter, ‘He is going ahead

993

of you into Galilee. You will see him there, just as he said to you.

It can also be the action of the imperative itself which corrects
an unwanted implication of what has just been said. In this next
example the Jewish leaders had just admitted their inability to
deny a miracle had been done, which might imply an inability to
do anything about the situation, but they correct that implication

18. Tt has been claimed that in wishes and prayers “@Md merely marks a
gentle transition from the known present to the unknown and desired future,
corresponding very closely with the English ‘well’” (Denniston, Particles, 15).
But, whether gentle or not, this use is still corrective as it corrects the
implication that the known present must remain as such on into the future.

19. An additional extra-biblical example of this is seen in Apoc. Mos. 3.
Here God through the archangel Michael tells Adam that Cain, as a son of
wrath, is unfit to be told about the revelation of paradise which Adam had seen,
which might be taken to imply the bad news that Adam will not be able to pass
down this revelation to anyone. God corrects (¢Ma) this unwanted implication,
telling Adam that he need not grieve because he would give Adam another son
to take Cain’s place and that son would be fit for being told about this
revelation.
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(6M&) with the imperative,” telling themselves they should use
threats to at least stop the news from spreading even further.”'

Tl Tovjowpey Tolg avBpiimorg TovTolg; 8TL eV Yap YvwaTdv onpelov yéyovey
O adTév méow Tolg xatowxoloty Tepovoadnu davepdy xal ob duvapeda
dpveigBat: AN Tva p éml mAeiov Siavepndfi el Tdv Aadv dmeidnodueba
adTols unxétt AaAely émi ¢ dvépatt ToUTw undevi avbpwmwy. (Acts 4:16—
17)

What shall we do to these people? For the fact that a sign has been done
through them is clear to all who live in Jerusalem and we cannot deny it.
But to keep it from spreading any more to the people, let’s threaten them
not to speak in this name any more to any of the people.

Similarly in the following two examples &Ma marks an
imperative as correcting a wrong implication. Telling Peter that
people were looking for him might be taken to imply that he
should try to escape, but instead he is supposed to go with them
confidently. And Jesus identifying himself as the one Paul was
persecuting might be taken to imply that Paul should be
cowering in fear, but instead Paul is supposed to get up and get
ready for his apostolic commissioning.””> Again, no inferential
sense for the conjunction is necessary.”

20. Morphologically speaking, dmetdnowpeba in Acts 4:17 is not an
imperative but a hortatory subjunctive. However, since it, like an imperative,
communicates volition and not reality, it may be considered broadly
imperatival in nature and can be expected to function similarly as do
morphological imperatives at least with respect to the conjunction ¢Md.

21. A parallel extra-biblical example is found in Herodas, Mim. 7.89,
where a woman tells the cobbler Kendron that goddesses will soon rush to be
his customers and give him a windfall. The woman then corrects (&Ma) such an
implication of Kendron’s financial security by warning him to take care that
weasels do not steal his coming fortune. In this case both what precedes d¢Ma
and what follows it are meant sarcastically, taking a dig at the degree to which
Kendron is overpricing his wares.

22. The phrase ¢Ma dvaotnbi, identical to Acts 26:16, is also found in
Jos. Asen. 14:11. There the dA\é is even more obviously corrective in nature, as
it replaces a prohibition (“do not fear”) with a positive command.

23. An alternative, but still corrective, way of interpreting ¢AAd in these
two examples is shown below, where the conjunction corrects the conversation
from informative to imperative.
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Tofj 0¢ TTétpou dievBupoupévou mepl Tob bpduatos eimev adté T mvelpe, idob
&vdpes Tpels (rodvrés ae, dMa dvaotis xatdBybL xal mopedou cbv adtols
undev dtaxpvépevos 8Tt gy dméotatxa adTols. (Acts 10:19-20)

As Peter was thinking about the dream, the Spirit said to him, “See, three
men are seeking you. But get up and go down and go with them, with no
doubts that I have sent them.”

gy Ot elma, Tis €, xlpie; 6 O¢ wlpog elmey, ¢y el Tnoolic 8v o Sudels.
GMé dvdatndi xal otiibl éml Todg médag gou- eic TobTo yap ddByv got,
mpoyetploacdal oe dmypérny xal udprupa Gv Te €ldés pe Gy Te ddbgopal ooL.
(Acts 26:15-16)

I said, “Who are you, Lord?” The Lord said, “I am Jesus, the one you are
persecuting. But get up and stand on your feet, because the reason I
appeared to you was to appoint you as servant and witness both of the
things you saw and will see of me.”

Sometimes the “correction” marked by dA\a is to course-correct
the conversation. An example of this, where the imperatival is
merely implicit, is found in Ephesians 5 where Paul, in
discussing Christ’s role as savior of the church, has digressed
from his primary topic of the respective roles of husband and
wife. With aAa he corrects course and returns to his primary
topic, as if saying, “But back to my main point!”**

81 avip €Ty xedadn Tiig yuvaxds g xal 6 XpioTodg xedary tiis éxxAnoiag,
adTdg cwTp Tol TwuaTos GG WS 1) éxxdnaia ImotacoeTal 6 XploTd,
olitwg xal ai yuvaixes Tois dvdpdawy év mavti. (Eph 5:23-24)

For a husband is head of the wife, just as also Christ is head of the
church—he the savior of the body. But just as the church submits to Christ,
so also wives are to submit to their husbands in everything.

24. Not long after the example cited here, mAxv is used in the same way
in Eph 5:33, to “correct” the conversation from the mysterious one-flesh union
of Christ and the Church back to its intended primary topic, the relationship
between husbands and wives. An extra-biblical example of correcting from a
digression to the more primary point is seen in Arrian, Anab. 5.26.4, where
Alexander the Great, in speaking to his troops, corrects (¢Ma) from his
digression about the consequences of giving up the fight back to his larger
point that they should be steadfast in the fight due to the glories that can be
gained by doing so.
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Such course-corrections marked by ¢Md are especially common
before imperatives,” because one kind of course-correction can
be to correct the nature of the conversation from informative to
imperative,”® as if saying, “But here’s why I'm talking to you
right now!” or “But here’s what you need to do!” Frequent
examples are found outside the New Testament,”’ but the same
logical connection can be observed within the New Testament as
well,”® as Paul corrects toward his exhortation to the Corinthians
to abound in the grace of giving. Here too, no inferential sense is
necessary as @¢Ma precedes an imperatival iva-clause.

elg 76 mapaxaréoat Nuds Titov, va xabis mpoevipbato obtwe xal émtedéoy
el Upbic xal THY xapty TadTNY. &M’ domep v mavTi Teplooelete, TioTel xal
Myw xal yvaoet xal mdoy omoudfj xal T§ €& Hubv év Oplv dydmy, a xal év
TadTy Tf xapitt meptooeunTe. (2 Cor 8:6-7)

As a result, we encouraged Titus that, as he had begun, so also complete
for you also this grace. But, just as you abound in everything, in faith and
speech and knowledge and all zeal and the love from us which is in you,
see to it that you abound in this grace also.

25. See Jos. Asen. 13:9 where dMd corrects Asenath’s prayer from her
description of her penitential state to the supplication proper. Also Sib. Or.
3.624, 632; Josephus, Ant. 4.145, where dMd, combined with ou, corrects the
topic of conversation by bringing it back to the addressed and what they are
being told to do. Aristophanes twice uses aMd with imperatives following a
lengthy and descriptive statement announcing the arrival of a character (Ach.
1189; Av. 1718) by correcting to how the addressed is supposed to act in
response to the coming.

26. See Denniston (Particles, 13), who describes such a use as “a
transition from arguments for action to a statement of the action required.
Hence @Md, in this sense, usually occurs near the end of a speech, as a
clinching and final appeal.” I would further clarify that a transition to that for
which the speech was undertaken can easily be understood as a sort of
correction.

27. LS, s.v., 11.2; MGS, s.v., 2.c.

28. Some of the other examples of é¢Ma with imperatives discussed
above, specifically in Acts 10:19-20 and Acts 26:15-16, could alternatively be
considered as correcting the conversation to the imperative for which the
present conversation is happening. Either way the imperative is preceded by an
@M which can be considered corrective in nature.
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The tone of such corrections to the imperatives for which the
current conversation is happening seems to have been somewhat
sharp, and lexica give various glosses and explanations which
attempt to capture that sharp tone of the course-correction.”” As
glosses these might work quite well to represent the tone, but
that does not negate the underlying corrective nature of é¢Ma
which gives rise to that sharp tone.

In every purported case of éM\d with an imperatival signaling
inference, the corrective constraint typically seen with éA\a fits
the context well. This would seem to be clear indication that
even when used with imperativals ¢Ma marks some manner of
correction to either what was just stated or to what might be
wrongly inferred from what was just stated. No inferential sense
for aW\a is necessary.

3. yap with Imperatives

The core constraint for the conjunction yap has been identified as
“explanation.” It marks that what follows provides some
manner of clarification to what precedes. Sometimes it does so
by explaining why what precedes was the case, other times by
explaining why what precedes was mentioned. In a number of
instances, however, BDAG claims yap is instead inferential in
nature. Rudolph has shown that such instances as are claimed to
occur with declarative indicatives do not hold up to scrutiny and
the explanatory sense persists there.”’ What remains to be done is
to look at the use of this conjunction with imperatives (Heb 12:3;
Jas 1:7; 1 Pet 4:15)** and interrogatives (Matt 9:5; 16:26; 23:17,

29. LSJ, s.v., I1.2: “to remonstrate, encourage, persuade”; BDAG, s.v., 5:
“to strengthen the command: now, then”; DGE, s.v., D.i.1: “ea, asi pues” . . .
“convertido en exclam.”; MGS, s.v., 2.c: “come on! up!”

30. Runge, Discourse Grammar, 51-54. Heckert (Discourse Function,
29-36) alternatively characterizes it as “confirmation” and Levinsohn
(Discourse Features, 91) as “strengthening.”

31. Rudolph, “Reclaiming I'tp.”

32. BDAG includes with the imperatives it cites as being found with an
inferential ydp also the verbless clause o ydp in Acts 16:37. However, just like
the parallels BDAG cites for this usage (Aristophanes, Nub. 232; Ran. 58;
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19, 23; Mark 15:14; Luke 23:22; John 7:41; Acts 8:31; Rom 3:3;
1 Cor 10:29; 11:22; Phil 1:18; 1 Pet 2:20), which have seemed
harder to recognize as being explanatory and not inferential. Of
these we take up first the combination of yap with imperatives.

aiTeitw 08 év mioTel wnotv Staxptvduevos: 6 yap dtaxpivéuevos gotxey xAHOwvL
Bardaons avewilopéve xal prmlopéve. wy yap oiéobw 6 dvbpwmos éxelvog 8t
Mugetal Tt mapa Tod xupiov. (Jas 1:6-7)

Let him ask in faith, not doubting at all. For the one who doubts is like a
wave of the sea, blown and tossed by the wind. Because that man should
not think that he will receive something from the Lord.

The explanatory nature of the last sentence is not hard to pick up
on here. The fact that a doubter has no reason to expect
something from the Lord explains why (ydp) someone should
not doubt as they pray.

&l Bveldileobe év ovdpatt Xpiotol, uaxdpuot, 81t o THg 96&ns xal To Tob Beod
mvedua €’ Uuds dvamadetat. un ydp Tis DudY TaoxETw ws Govels 1
AAETTYG 1) xaxoTolds 3 g dMoTplemioxomog: el 08 dg XplaTiavds, u)
aloyuvéabw, Jofalétw Ot TOV Bedv &v 16 dvépatt TouTw. (1 Pet 4:14-16)

If you are mocked in Christ’s name, you are blessed, for the Spirit of glory
and of God rests on you. Because none of you should suffer as a murderer

Plato, Resp. 492e; Lucian, Jupp. conf. 16) the full idiom includes an
adversative following the o0 ydp (o0 yap aMd for all except Lucian, where o0
ydp is followed by 0¢). This fuller idiom suggests that ydp retains its typical
explanatory constraint, indicating that the present statement, including the
following adversative clause, explains the reason for disagreeing with what was
previously stated. It may have sounded somewhat like saying, “Because no.
Instead . . . ” or “Because that is not right. However, . . . .” As will be discussed
below in the section on yap with interrogatives, English style would likely omit
the because in such cases and allow the causal connection to remain implicit.

For the indicatives BDAG lists under this same heading (Rom 15:27;
1 Cor 9:19; 2 Cor 5:4) it attributes to ydp merely a weakened resumptive sense.
However, while the initial clause may be resumptive material, if one reads
further on in the sentence there is in all these cases material which easily serves
as being explanatory to what had just been said.

BDAG cites in favor of this meaning Bird, “yap.” However, Bird’s
thesis is that in a number of instances throughout Mark the purpose of ydp is to
assert that an Old Testament allusion is being made. Bird’s theory was refuted
at length already in Thrall, Particles, 41-50.
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or a thief or an evildoer or as a meddler, but if it is as a Christian, don’t be
ashamed, but glorify God in this name.

Peter’s comments introduced by yap further clarify his statement
that there is blessing to being mocked as a Christian by spelling
out that for that to be the case they need to make sure the
suffering is actually for being a Christian and not for doing
something wrong.

Totyapoliv xal uels TogoliTov Exovres meptxeipevoy iV védos paptipwy,
ywov dmobBépevor mdvTa xal TV edmeploTaTov duaptiay, 01 Omopoviic
Tpéywuey TOV mpoxeluevov NUlv dydva ddopivreg eig Tov Tijg TloTEWS
apxydv xal Terewwtv Inoodv, ds Gyl THg Tpoxeluévns adTE yapés
Omépevey otaupdy aloybvys xatadbpovioas v de£id Te Tol Bpdvou Tod Beol
xexabixev. qvaroyioacde yap ToV ToladTny OmopepevnxdTa U6 TEY
QUapTWARY €l éauTov QuTihoylay, va wi) xaunte Tals Yuyais Hudy
éxdudpevol. (Heb 12:1-3)

Therefore, as we too have such a great cloud of people testifying around
us, let’s get rid of every weight and the easily ensnaring sin and run with
endurance the race lying in front of us, keeping before our eyes the one in
whom our faith is begun and brought to the finish, Jesus, who, for the joy
lying in front of him, endured the cross, disregarding its shame, and has
sat down at the right hand of the throne of God. Because you need to
consider the one who has endured such hostility from sinners against him
so that you may not become tired and weary in your souls.

The clause marked as explanatory by yap explains why it is that
it would be necessary to run with Jesus kept before the eyes: so
that his example of endurance may ward off the temptation to
give in to tiredness.”

You may have noticed that in the three passages above I did
not render the Greek imperatives into English by using
imperatives but by using deontic modal verbs. English

33. An additional extra-biblical example can be seen in Diogenes
Laertius, Vit. Philos. 6.47, where a young man’s accusation of the crowd
bothering him is met with the response: “It’s because (ydp) you need to stop
carrying around signs you want it.” The explanation for the young man being
bothered is not that it is the fault of the crowd but the fault of the man himself,
who should instead stop asking for all the attention.
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imperatives are not generally able to occur within subordinate
clauses,™ but the same is not true of Greek imperatives.” This
mismatch in imperatival usage between the languages is
probably what has made it more difficult to see the explanatory
nature of yap when used with imperatives, as any English
rendering which retains both the explanatory conjunction and the
imperative mood will automatically feel ill-formed. However,
having recognized this mismatch between the languages, and
paying attention to the larger context, yap with the imperative
still consistently marks an explanation and not an inference.

4. yap with Interrogatives

We now similarly examine the use of yap with interrogatives,
looking to see whether an explanatory sense remains perceptible
there too or instead an inferential sense is truly necessary. One
thing we immediately notice as we look at such examples is that
in every alleged case of an inferential ydp with an interrogative
within the New Testament the question is always rhetorical in
nature.® Where rhetorical questions differ from other questions
is that with other questions the speaker is seeking information
from the addressed, but in rhetorical questions the speaker is

34. Lakoff (“Clauses,” 479) expresses the exception: “Clauses expressing
a reason allow speech act constructions that convey statements, and the content
of the statement equals the reason expressed.” Similarly, Verstraete
(“Coordination,” 620-22) finds that conjunctions such as for and because
require assertive illocutionary force for non-declarative clauses.

35. Goodwin, Syntax, §253; Smyth, Grammar, §1842; Rijksbaron,
Syntax, 44. For other New Testament examples, see the imperatives embedded
within relative clauses in 2 Tim 4:15; 1 Pet 5:12.

36. This is not the case, however, in all of the extra-biblical parallels
given. Aelius Aristides, Orat. 23 uses ydp with a question which is meant to
learn information from its answer. Still here, however, the ydp is explanatory,
because if Zosimus answers the question of whether Aristides should have
fasted in the affirmative (as he immediately does), this explains (yap) Aristides’
continued indigestion. And similarly in Josephus, Ant. 9.92, Hazael asks Elisha
how he would be able to do the things Elisha had just prophesied he would do,
but the answer that Elisha would give would serve as explanation (ydp) for the
things that Elisha had just prophesied.
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seeking to deliver information fo the addressed. The question is
meant to make a point because the answer is implicit within the
question itself, and—important for our purposes here—that
implicit point being made can easily be used to provide an
explanation (yap) for something.

o 0¢ Tig Uiy elmy, TolTo iepbbutéy éoTy, un éobiete 01’ éxeivov Tdv
upvboavTa xal THY guveidnoty: cuveldnow 0t Aéyw olxl TV éautol dMa v
Tod &tépou. vatl yap ¥ éhevbepla pov xpivetar Hmd dMyg cuveldoewg; (1
Cor 10:28-29)

But if someone says to you, “This has been sacrificed to an idol,” do not
eat for the sake of that one who informed you and conscience. By
conscience I mean not your own but the other person’s. Because why
would what is free for me be appraised by someone else’s conscience?

The rhetorical question here communicates that what freedom a
person has in Christ is not determined by someone else’s
sensitivities. This serves as explanation (yap) as to why, when
the issue of idol meat is raised, it is that other person’s
conscience which would cause a person to refrain from eating,
not one’s own.

adeddol pov, wi) &v mposwmodqubiats Exete T TioT Tol xupiov AUEY
"Inool Xpiool s 365ns. Ev yap elaédby el cuvaywyny Oudv avip
xpuaodaxtUAiog v éobiiTt Aaumpd, elcéAy 08 xal mTwyds v purapd abijti,
emPBAeynTe ot eml oV popolvta THY EabjTa THY Adaumpay xai eimnTe, U
x&Bou e xadls, xal ¢ mTwyE eimnte, o oTijft éxel 3§ xdBov Hmd TO
Umomddidv o, o diexpibnte év Eautols xal éyéveahe xpital Sladoylopdv
movnp&v; (Jas 2:1-4)

My brothers, do not have your faith in our glorious Lord Jesus Christ in
favoritism. Because if a man with a gold ring and bright clothing enters
into your synagogue and a poor man in dirty clothing enters too and you
look favorably on the one wearing the good clothing and say, “You should
rightly sit here,” but say to the poor man, “You should stand over there” or
“Sit beneath my feet,” have you not discriminated among yourselves and
become judges with wicked thoughts?

The lengthy rhetorical question here communicates that it is
discriminatory and wrong to show favoritism. This serves as
explanation (yap) of the exhortation to Christians not to do so.
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TobTo yap xapis &l o1 auveldyay Beol dmodépet Tig ATag TaoTywY Adixws.
molov yap whéog el auaptdvovtes xal xoladiluevor vmopevelte; (1 Pet 2:19—
20)

For it is favorable if, due to an awareness of God, someone endures pains
while suffering unjustly. Because what kind of credit is it if while sinning
you endure even being beaten?

The rhetorical question here communicates that it is of no credit
to endure suffering while doing bad. This serves as explanation
(yap) to Peter’s specification in the previous sentence that the
suffering he is talking about must be something suffered unjustly.

4
Tl

The same is seen with rhetorical questions introduced by Tig/
ydp.”” In the following example the ydp shows that the

rhetorical question, in denying that there is any benefit to gaining
the world but losing life, explains why giving up everything to
follow Jesus and find life is a better course of action.

In

el Tig Béhel dmiow pov ENBelY, dmapynodcin éavTdy xal dpdTw TOV oTAUPOY
adTol xal dxooubeitw pot. 8¢ yap av By Ty Yuxny adtod cdoatl dmoAéael
adTA- 8¢ 0” dv amoAéay v Yuxny adTol vexev euol ebproet adThv. Tl yap
adelniioetar dvBpwmog éav Tov xéapov Ehov xepdfan TV 0& Yuxy adtod
{yuwbfi; (Matt 16:25-26)%

If someone wants to come after me, he must deny himself and pick up his
cross and follow me. Because whoever wants to save his life will lose it
but whoever loses his life for my sake will find it. Because what good will

it do a person if he gains the whole world but loses his life?

the next example the rhetorical question explains why (yap)

the scribes’ thoughts were evil in questioning Jesus’ prerogative
to forgive sins.

vati évBupeiohe movnpa év Tals xapdiaig Opudv; Tl ydp €0ty edxoTdITEPOY,
elmely, adlevral oov al auaptial, 3 einely, Eyepe xal meprmater; (Matt 9:4-5)
Why are you thinking evil things in your hearts? Because which is easier:
to say, “Your sins are forgiven,” or to say, “Rise and walk”?

37. BDF (§452.1) explains the use of ydp in such cases as giving “the

reason for a reproach (expressed or unexpressed).”

38. Similarly the parallel in Luke 9:25.
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And in this next example the rhetorical questions explain why
(yap) someone is a blind fool for trying to distinguish between
the objects on which the oaths are taken.

obal vy, 68nyol Tudol of Aéyoves, 8¢ Gv duboy év Té vad, ovdév eotiv- 8¢
& &v udoy &v 6 xpuat Tol vaod, ddefer. pwpol xal Tuddol, Tis yap pellwy
goTiv, 6 xpuads 7} 6 vads 6 arytdaag TOV Xpuadv; xal, 8¢ dv buday ev ¢
BualaaTnpin, 00déy eoTv: 8 8” dv dpdoy v & dwpw TG Emdvw adTol,
ddeier. Tudol, Tl yap peilov, 1o 3&pov 3 0 Buataatiplov T6 dydlov TO
dépov; (Matt 23:16-19)

Woe to you, you blind guides who say, “When someone swears by the
temple, it’s nothing, but when someone swears by the gold of the temple,
it matters.” You are blind fools, because what is greater: the gold or the
temple which has sanctified the gold? And, “When someone swears by the
altar, it’s nothing, but when someone swears by the gift on it, it matters.”
You are blind, because what is greater: the gift or the altar which sanctifies
the gift?

This still explanatory use of Tig/ti ydp is somewhat frequent
throughout the New Testament. Additional examples can be seen
in Luke 14:28; 22:27; Acts 19:35;*° Rom 4:3; 11:32; 1 Cor 2:11,
16; 4:7; 5:12; 7:16; 2 Cor 6:14; 12:13; 1 Thess 2:19; 3:9; Heb
1:5;12:7.%°

Recognizing this still explanatory use of yap with rhetorical
questions helps to clarify a diatribal use of the conjunction which
has proven difficult: Rom 3:3. The rhetorical question introduced
by Ti ydp communicates that, for the purposes of the present
conversation at least, some Jews being unfaithful with what was
entrusted to them does not matter (and the subsequent rhetorical

39. Here the prior thought being explained is not communicated in the
text by direct speech. Instead, the thought being explained is what the clerk
would have said in quieting the crowd (xatagteilag). Then the clerk explains
(yap) the reason that they can be quiet: the worldwide fame Ephesus has in its
connection with Artemis.

40. Additionally, while pedantic teachers of English may insist that
appending questions with because—whether the question is written as its own
sentence or not—is ungrammatical, English as actually exists as a real spoken
language does comfortably employ such structures as utilized in the above
translations (Lakoff, “Performative Subordinating Clauses”).
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question further communicates why that is). This, then, serves as
explanation (ydp) as to how being entrusted with these messages
in the first place does still constitute a Jewish advantage.

i 0Ov 16 mepioady Toli Toudalov 3 Tis ) ddéAela THg TepLTORTic; TOAD xaTd
VT TPOTOV. TPATOV Mév Yap 6Tt émaTelfnoay Ta Adyla Tob Beol. Tl ydp &l
AmioTNody Tveg; wy 1 dmotic adT@Y TV TioTv Tob Beod xatapyyaer; (Rom
3:1-3)

So what advantage does a Jew have? Or what benefit is there to
circumcision? One that’s great in every way. For first is that they were
entrusted with God’s messages. Because what does it matter if some were
untrustworthy? Does their untrustworthiness really negate the
trustworthiness of God?

At this point I consider it to be sufficiently well demonstrated
that yap is still explanatory and not inferential even when found
with interrogatives, but because my argument here is that even in
the more exceptional uses the core constraint still holds up, we
do need to treat two even more exceptional uses of ydp with
rhetorical questions, ones where from an English-speaking
perspective the explanatory nature of yap may be more difficult
to perceive initially, and yet still it turns out to be present. Here is
the first of these more exceptional kinds of use:

éxaatog yap o {0tov Oelmvov mpodaufdvet &v T4 dayely, xal 8¢ uév mewd d¢
0t pebler. un yap oixing olx Exete eig o €obiev xai mivew; (1 Cor 11:21-22)
For each goes ahead and eats his own meal, and while one goes hungry
another gets drunk. Because do you really not have houses to eat and drink
in?

Here the rhetorical question works a little differently than we
have seen so far. It asks a question which, if given the answer
“yes,” would be an explanation for the Corinthians’ actions
mentioned in the previous statement. But since the answer to the
question is and is implied to be “no,” it communicates that there
is no good explanation for the Corinthians’ actions. So again the
explanatory sense of the yap is present, but in this setting is
meant to show there is no good explanation for what they are
doing.
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In the second of these more exceptional kinds of use, the
rhetorical question found with yap is used by a speaker not as
further explanation of something they themselves have said but
as a response to something someone else has said.

SNrs

Aéyouawv mavTes, oTaupwdiTw. 6 08 Edn, T yap xaxdv énoinoev; (Matt
27:22-23)"

They all are saying, “Crucify him!” But he said, “(Because) what evil did
he do?”

o

&Mot Eheyov, 0bTds éoTiv 6 XpiaTds, of 0t Eheyov, un yap éx tiic Tahdalag 6
Xptotds Epyetat; (John 7:41)

Some were saying, “This guy is the Christ!” But others were saying,
“(Because) does the Christ really come from Galilee?”

mpocdpapwv 0t 6 Gilimmog fxovaey adTol dvaywwoxovtos Hoalav Tov
mpodTny xal elmev, dpd e ywaoxels & dvaywdoxels; 6 0 elmey, mis yap Av
Suvaluny éav wij Tig 6dynoet ue; (Acts 8:30-31)

Running up to it, Philip heard him reading the prophet Isaiah and said, “So
do you know what you are reading?”” And he said, “(Because) how would I
be able to unless someone will guide me through it?”

These rhetorical questions marked with ydp represent indirect
“no” answers to what was just said by the other party.** Rather
than simply saying “no,” instead they explain why their implied
answer is “no.”* In the above examples, Pilate is explaining why
he is not yet convinced to crucify Jesus, the second subset of the
crowd is explaining why there is reason (in their opinion) for
skepticism that Jesus is the Christ, and the Ethiopian eunuch is
explaining why he would not be able to understand what he is

41. Similarly the parallels in Mark 15:14; Luke 23:22.

42. The ydp in such cases does not mean “no.” It is that the rhetorical
question as a whole serves as a “no.” More rarely the rhetorical question could
serve as an indirect “yes.” In 7. Job 23:8 Job’s wife uses a rhetorical question to
explain (to herself) why (yap) Satan’s offer to trade her hair for his bread was
agreeable.

43. An extra-biblical example where the rhetorical question found with
yap explains disagreement with what was just said is found in Josephus, War
1.589, where Pheroras uses a rhetorical question to explain why (ydp) his
brother Herod has no reason to treat him so poorly.



68 Biblical and Ancient Greek Linguistics 10

reading.* In such cases good English style would likely leave the
yap unrendered and assume, based on what in Grice’s
Cooperative Principles is often called the maxim of relevance,
that hearers will pick up on the fact that the response is an
explanation serving as an indirect “no.”* Greek, however,
explicitly marks that explanatory relevance with yap.

The tone communicated by ydp with these rhetorical
questions may have been somewhat aggressive or cheeky, and
lexica give various glosses and explanations which attempt to
capture that tone.* As glosses these might work quite well to
represent the tone, but that does not negate the underlying
explanatory nature of yap which gives rise to that tone by
signaling that the rhetorical question undercuts the logic of the
thought to which it is responding.

Recognizing that yap can mark a rhetorical question as
explaining the reason for an indirect “no” answer helps clarify
another diatribal use of the conjunction which has proven
difficult: Phil 1:18. Those who fashioned themselves Paul’s
rivals thought that they were troubling him through their
preaching. But instead of simply saying that they were not
troubling him, instead Paul explains the reason why they were
not troubling him (yap), using a rhetorical question that
dismisses the idea that he cares if it is someone else who is
getting the attention for doing the preaching.

of utv € dydmyg, eldéres 8t els dmodoylav Tod edayyehiov xetpar, of 3t £
éptbeiag Tov XpioTdy xatayyéMouaty, oly ayvéc, oibuevol BAT v &yeipetv Tolg
Jdeapols pov. Ti yap; mAny 8Tt mavTl TpdTw, €iTe Tpoddael ite dAnbeic,
Xpiotog xatayyeMetal, xal év TouTw xaipw. (Phil 1:16-18)

While some proclaim Christ out of love, knowing that I am set to defend
the gospel, others do so out of rivalry, not with pure thoughts but thinking
to trouble me while I’m in chains. Because that matters? What actually

44. Cf. BDF, §452.1: “the reason for an unexpressed denial or refusal.”

45. Grice, “Logic,” where the maxim of relevance is initially introduced
as the maxim of relation.

46. LSJ, s.v., L4: “in abrupt questions, why, what’; BDAG, s.v., 1.f: “or
prefixes what! or why! to the question”; MGS, s.v., 2.c: “strengthening:
interrogative ever, so.”
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matters is that in every way, whether for pretense or truth, Christ is being
proclaimed, and in this I rejoice.

It is not uncommon to come across the comment that i yap
here or in Rom 3:3 is basically equivalent to the considerably
more frequent T{ odv. But if they are as equivalent as claimed,
what would motivate the use of the less frequent expression Ti
yap? Taking the explanatory nature of yap seriously allows us
both to explain the motivation for the variation, and to respect
the particular logic of the speaker which motivated them to use
the wording they did.

Even in the situations where an English translation would
omit such an explanatory conjunction, the sense of yap is still
explanatory. In every instance of yap found with an interrogative,
we have seen that it was a rhetorical question which served to
explain in some way what came before it.*” There was never a
need to resort to an inferential meaning.

5. Conclusion

The core constraints of these conjunctions do consistently hold
up. Even in the face of supposed meanings which would run
entirely counter to them, more careful examination of the
specific contexts reveals uses which for @Ma are still some
manner of correction and for yap are some manner of
explanation. The implication of this is that not only should we
abandon the purported inferential sense for these conjunctions,
but we should also be very hesitant to accept any alleged senses
for conjunctions which cannot be conceptualized within the core
constraint for that conjunction. Instead, we should adopt such a
core-constraint approach to conjunction lexicography and
exegesis, as it will allow us to better grasp and respect both what

47. We dismiss in passing the remaining extra-biblical example BDAG
gives for its description of yap with interrogatives (Hyperides, Fr. 219), as the
fragmentary nature of the citation, having no indication of what comes prior to
it, makes it impossible to know how ydp might have connected this question to
its context.
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a given conjunction does and also what an author is choosing to
do with it.
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