Did Paul Behave as an Infant or Imbecil, or as a Gentle Nurse?

The Interpretation of 1 Thessalonians 2:7

There are several links between the eminent Honoree of this volume and the above
pauline letter: for many years he has served the Aristoteles University of the city of
Thessaloniki — which was the original recipient of this letter — as Professor of New
Testament exegesis; he is one of the editors of the latest editions of The Greek New
Testament and of the Novum Testamentum Graece, both of which, by adopting the
variant vimiog, have brought the problem under discussion to the surface; and he
has himself touched upon this text — even if briefly — in his discussion of the
significance of the Athos MSS for the text of the Thessalonian epistles.'

The present study is occasioned by an increasing trend in interpreting this
passage in a way that seems to me to be based on an inadequate examination of the
evidence. This interpretation figures in the current text of the NT, in translations
and in exegetical work (including that of the symposium volume, The
Thessalonians Debate)’. The present investigation will address the text-critical and
the exegetical issues by discussing the philological evidence that is so crucial for
correct exegetical decisions, and by critically assessing the grounds on which this
recent turn of emphasis has been based. In the process there will also be a critical
assessment of my esteemed friend, Jeffrey Weima’s attempt in NTS 2000, to
consolidate this view.

1. The Text-critical Problem

The MSS are divided between the readings virmiot and fimiot. The N-A gives:

' See « H * Aytopettikty xe1pdypadn nopddoon tév 800 tpog OeccolOVIKELG ENLGTOADY T0D
aroctorov TToviov» in I. A. Kopafidorovrov, Biflikes Medéteg B', Oeccolovikn:
ITovpvapog, 2000, 182-197, p. 194.

% The Thessalonians Debate, eds. K. P. Donfried — J. Beutler, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000.

? J. Weima, “ ‘But We Became Infants Among You’: The Case for NHITIOI in 1 Thess 2.7, NTS
46 (2000), 547-564. Incidentally, the page heading of this article uses NEITIOI instead of
NHITIOI, a result of the Erasmian pronunciation. Weima’s study represents a number of positions
held by various contributors to the The Thessalonians Debate, which was based on the work of
the SNTS seminar on the “Thessalonian Correspondence”, of which the present author was a
member.
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lat

Chrysostom Theodore ™.

The above presentation does not offer a complete coverage of the witnesses, since
there are more Greek authors who support the reading fmiot: e.g. Klemes
Alexandreus, Catenae NT (on 1 Corinthians),” Catenae NT (on 1 Thessalonians),’
Theodoretos,” and Ioannes Damaskenos.®

The reading viniot is found in manuscripts and Christian authors of the third
and fourth centuries, whereas the reading mimiot has its earliest manuscript
representatives in the fourth century, but is also witnessed by Christian authors of
the third century. Moreover, Sinaiticus, Ephraemi, Claromontanus and Athous
Lavrensis, the first three of which are considered to belong to the most important
uncials, were all perceived by their correctors or users to be mistaken in having the
reading vrmiotl, which was, accordingly, corrected to fimiot. It is impossible to
know when exactly this happened, but it was usual for the scribe or for a corrector
to go through the MS as soon as it was finished and to correct it before it was
published.” This implies that the correction may be almost as old as the reading of
the prima manus. Moreover, almost the entire Byzantine textual tradition, with the
important minuscules 33 and 1739, support fimiot. It ought to be pointed out here
that although a corrector’s touch is later than the first hand, it does not follow that
the corrector was wrong and that the first hand is necessarily correct. The first hand
is, of course, older, but that is not tantamount to representing the correct reading.
Other factors need to be taken into consideration.

The codices Vaticanus and Ephraemi, for example, written in scriptio continua,
read EFTENHOHMENNHITIOI. Writing in this way could easily have given rise to errors
of dittography, in which case the original reading would have been rfmiot.
Unfortunately, this is no certain ground to built on, since the opposite error (the
reading HITIOI) could have arisen by haplography. Codex Sinaiticus, however, has

Klemes Alexandreus, Paedagogos, 1, 5; Stromateis, 1.

Catenae on 1 Corinthians (typus Vaticanus), e cod. Paris gr. 227, ed. J. A. Cramer, Vol. 5, 84.
Catenae on 1 Thessalonians (typus Parisinus) e cod. Coisl. 204 ed. J. A. Cramer) Vol. 6, 350.
Theodoretos, Intrpretatio in XIV epistulas sancti Pauli [Migne] Vol. 82, 636.

Johannes Damaskenos, Commentarii in epistulas Pauli [Migne] Vol. 95, 402, 90.

See Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament, Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck
2004, p. 499 f.
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the first word (ETENHOHME) end one line and the second word (HITIOI) begin the
next line, with a stroke placed above the final E of EFTENHOHME to indicate that at
the end of the line — as was often the custom — the final N was omitted, thus:

AAAA ETENHOHME'?

NHITIOI EN MEZQ
This could, of course, have led copyists using Sinaiticus to overlook the stroke and
to copy

EFENHOHMEN HITIOI
thus giving rise to this reading. On the other hand, a careless copyist such as the
scribe of Sinaiticus, who in this brief letter perpetrated no fewer than 29
orthographical errors and who, a few verses further down from our text, was found
guilty of gross dittography, writing 25 words twice (in vv. 13-14), could very well
have fallen victim to such oversight in vs.7, too, especially since in the previous
line he had written expressly only the form EFENHOHME without the final N,
thinking that starting the new line with a N he was simply writing the last letter of
the previous word. But all this is mere speculation.

From the above it is obvious that the external evidence is incapable of supplying

a viable solution.'? Transcriptional probabilities could have gone either way. Hort’s
favorite MSS, Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, which have largely preserved their
supremacy over the other MSS ever since and the continued neglect of the
Byzantine tradition especially following K. Aland’s death," ought to be matters for
reassessement.'* This implies that we cannot unproblematically speak of superior
MS evidence supporting the reading vriot."

' The pdf file did not accept the stroke above the final E, but should be read.

""" Codex Sinaiticus has committed for the Gospel of John alone no fewer than 470
orthographical errors, see Caragounis, The Development of Greek, p. 497. Cf. Eustathios, the
Byzantine commentator of Homeros (Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, 11, 753, also Commentarii
in Odysseam, 1, 354), who demanded an Vmod1acTOAN, a pause or comma in uttering the two
words méune vimiov, so that no one might join the v with the verb and understand néunev fmiov.
2" Although it is true that according to the current rules of Textual Criticism, the reading vimiot
is better supported in the MSS, Weima’s view of the indisputable superiority of this reading (NT'S
46 (2000) 548 f.) is an exaggeration.

1 Cf. for example how the material on the value of the Byzantine MSS in the introduction of the
26™ edition (1979) has been removed from the corrected 27" edition (1998).

' Cf. Caragounis, The Development of Greek, pp. 475-84.

" As, e.g. O. Merk, “1 Thessalonians 2:1-12: An Exegetical-Theological Study”, in The
Thessalonians Debate, p. 106 f.; Weima (op. cit.), and others.



2. In Vindication of the Reading vnmiot

Weima tries to refute four arguments set forth by various scholars for the reading
fmot. It is true that some of these arguments ought never to have been used, but
unfortunately, Dr Weima falls into the same trap himself offering arguments that
lack cogency.

1. Weima thinks that since both dittography and haplography were in
themselves possible, and moreover, since he is of the opinion that “there is no
scribal tendency toward committing one error more than the other”,' this issue is
indecisive and should not be pursued any further. We ought to follow the best-
supported reading. But the matter is not quite so simple. In this case, we do know,
for example, that the scribe of Sinaiticus pleads guilty to gross dittography!"’

2. Rebutting the argument that “scribes, either intentionally or by accident,
replaced the rare term fitiot by the more common vimiot”,” he, along with S.
Fowl, refers to the statistics of these words in Paul. He also makes reference to T.
Sailors’ statistics based on the 7L G, that “fimiog occurs 42 times in the first
centuries BCE and CE compared to 274 occurrences of vimiog in its nominal,
adjectival and verbal forms”.

1 Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 550.

"7 The situation is as follows. Codex Sinaiticus omits the following words which are included in
the N-4 and GNT editions: 1:5: [€v] (bis); 1:8: yap; 2:13: aAnO®G; 2:19: 7y; 2:20: 1; 4:1: Tva; 4:10:
[tovg]; 5:8: xal aydanng; 5:15: [xat]; 5:21: 8€; and 5:25: [xai]. Leaving aside the five words
within square brackets, whose inclusion in the editions is uncertain, we may say that Codex S
omits 8 words that are accepted by N-4 and GNT. The additions of this MS are, however, far
more serious: 1:1: ano Oeod noTpog HUAV Kal kKupiov Incod Xprotod; 1:4: 100 Oeob; 2:13-14:
€0¢Eacbe 0V Aoyov AvOpoOTOV GALG KOBmG £6TLY AdYOoV B0l O¢ Kal €vepyitol €V NUTV TO1G
TLOTEVOVGLY VUELG YOp HiunOnte €yevnOnte adeAddol 1@V EKKANGLAY 10D OeoD; 3:6: VUOV; 4:4:
€v; 40:10: du@v; 5:1: toD; 5:13: xoi. This means that if Codex Sinaiticus has omitted 8 words
from the text, it has added no fewer than 40 words to the text! This implies that at least in this
letter, the scribe of Sinaticus has a longer text. Not only that, but in the long dittography this
scribe has spelled two words wrongly while in his first attempt at copying he had spelled them
correctly: évepyitol (in place of évepyeital) and piunOnte (in place of piuntoti). Moreover,
Codex Sinaiticus has fourteen more readings for which the editions use equivalents: 1:7: tOmovg
(for tOmov); 2:9: vuiv (for elg VUAG); 2:10: koAéoavtog (for kalodvtog); 3:2: drakovov (for
ouvvepyov); 3:3: OAlyeaot (for OAlyeotv); 3:9: kvplov (for Oeov); 4:2: dedovkauev (for
€d0Kouev); 4:14: éniotevouev (for miotevouev), 5:1: ypdaoecsOar vuiv (for VUiV ypdoecsOar);
5:3: the altogether wrong unaspirate form €nicotatot (for the aspirate €otototar); 5:10: nept (for
VmEp); 5:13: avtoig (for eovtoic); 5:27: opkilm (for Evopkilm), and 5:27: the Attic ndou (for the
Koine néowv). In the face of these facts it is not possible to overlook the unreliability of this MS
as Weima and others are inclined to do.

'8 Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 550, used e.g. by 1. H. Marshall, I and 2 Thessalonians (NCBC), 70.



These remarks and statistics lack a proper linguistic perspective. It must not be
forgotten that the NT constitutes only a tiny fraction of the lexical treasure of the
Greek language, with a vocabulary of 4900 words out of the hundreds of thousands
of words in use at that time. Any statistics as to the frequence or rarity of words
will have to address the larger picture."’

3. Weima attacks the argument that vimiot is always used with pejorative
sense”’ by arguing, among other things, that “that Paul uses viimtot in 2.7 with a
positive sense receives further support from the use of this term by other biblical
and non-biblical writers™*' and refers to Diodoros Sikeliotes, Philon, and Josephos.
This time, apparently, we are prompted to take account of the larger picture.
However, the attempt is to no avail, since the ‘positive’ meaning for vAmiog in these
texts does not reside in the word itself, but in the context. If this positive sense will
hold good for 1 Thessalonians as well, it must be shown from the context of this
letter. It is no good saying that “Furthermore, the term vmiot was used with a
positive sense by both biblical and non-biblical writers. It thus remains entirely
possible that Paul in 1 Thess 2.7 employed the infant metaphor in a positive manner
and that such a usage by no means ought to be judged non-Pauline”. This is
altogether too loose a ground on which to base the desired conclusion.

4. The fourth argument, that vimiotl creates a mixed metaphor, and that this
reading is not merely “the lectio difficilior but the lectio impossibilis”,” is solved
by Weima through proposing a different punctuation. According to this, the full
stop needs to be removed from andotorot (7a) and to be placed instead after €v
LEG® VU@V, thus reading 7b aAla €yevnOnuev vimiot as correlative with the oUte

. oU1e of verses 5-6, and beginning a new sentence with 7¢ ®g €av Tpooog ...
which has its correlative in obtog opetpopevor (vs. 8).> The improbability of this
punctuation will be discussed below.

3. The Philological Examination of viiziot and fizmiot.
In my recent investigation, The Development of Greek and the New Testament, 1

have shown that in linguistic and philological inquiry it is necessary to address the
evidence of the entire history of Greek. This is so, because the NT belongs to a

' On the vocabulary of the Greek language, see Caragounis, The Development of Greek, 60-63,
123.

%0 This argument has been used e.g. by J. Delobel, “One Letter too Many i Paul’s First Letter? A
Study of (v)nmiot in 1 Thess 2.7, Louvain Studies 20 (1995), 127.

2l Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 552.

22 Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 554.

» Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 555-56.



period during which Greek makes the transition from classical Greek to
Neohellenic. This period is characterized by new developments in morphology,
vocabulary and syntax, which implies that later Greek literature casts important
light on the NT; further, as a safeguard against making confident assertions about
linguistic matters which later Greek shows to be uninformed; and thirdly, because,
for instance, since later Greek has preserved many NT words and constructions, the
way a particular element of the NT is felt or perceived in later Greek (up to
Neohellenic) must be of considerable significance for its correct interpretation. It is
thus obvious, that in linguistic investigations pertaining to the NT, confining
oneself to the NT evidence alone or even to that of the LXX and the papyri, will
inevitably often lead to misunderstandings and misrepresentations of the facts. The
holistic approach to the language is the only feasible way.

The words vinmiog and fimiog occur as ordinary words with the main meanings
attached to them all the way from Homeros to the present day. Today they are the
ordinary words for expressing these meanings for both forms of Neohellenic, i.e.
Katharevousa and Demotic. Therefore, since these words have never ceased to be
used in the living language, if we inquire into statistics, we need to take account not
merely of the centuries around NT times or of the papyri, but of the entire spectrum
of the language.

According to the 7LG (covering the period from Homeros to [in some cases] the
XVIth century A.D.), the word vnmiog / vimiov in the masculine and neuter occurs
almost 1400 times in the singular** and about 1360 times in the plural.” By contrast
the masculine §mtog occurs only 319 times in the singular’® and 62 times in the
plural.”” However, the fact that vijmioc occurs far more often than fimtoc, does not
make the latter word “rare”.” Hmiog was and is the ordinary Greek word for “mild”,
“gentle”, “kind”, “meek”, “soothing”, etc. It occurred everyday — as it does today —
and it must have been used by Paul times without number in his ordinary
transactions from day to day. The word vimiog, on the other hand, bore two main
meanings, the basic meaning of “infant”, “baby”, “child” and a metaphorical one

?* The above figures include also the neuter instances, since the masculine genitive, dative, and
accusative correspond in form with all five cases of the neuter. Accordingly, the purely masculine
forms must be lowered considerably. Thus: Nominative: c. 600 x; Genitive (including the neuter):
210 x; Dative (including the neuter): 66 x; Accusative (including the neuter): 469 x, and Vocative
48 X.

> Again the plural neuter forms for genitive and dative correspond with those of the masculine,
hence the purely masculine forms are considerably lower. Thus: Nominative: 275 x; Genitive
(including the neuter): 573 x; Dative (including the neuter): 338 x; Accusative: 168 x, and
Vocative: 4 x.

% T.e. Nominative: 205 x; Genitive: 17 x; Dative: 9 x; Accusative: 88 x, and Vocative: 0 x.

7 Te. Nominative: 24 x; Genitive: 4 X; Dative: 20 x; Accusative: 14 x, and Vocative: 0 x.
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derived from this, namely “childish”, “fool(ish)”, “senseless™, “silly”. It is quite
natural, therefore, that there were far more daily circumstances in real life for
people to use vinmiog, both in its primary and in its metaphorical senses than fimioc.
It should, therefore, cause no surprise that in the NT vrmiog occurs 13 times, while
nriog only twice. But no conclusions can be drawn from this NT circumstance as to
the rarity of imiog and hence (as the argument goes) its substitution by the ‘more
common’ VATLOG.

In order to give some indication of the semantic range of the two words, the
following brief specimens of their respective uses will be presented.

1.”Hmioc. In Homeros’ Ilias and Odysseia this term occurs sixteen times, always
in the singular. The basic meaning of “gentle”, “mild” “tender”, “meek”, “kind”
comes through in /lias XXIV. 770, where Helen, speaking to prince Hektor of the
gentleness of his father (her father-in-law), King Priamos, towards her, says:
€KVpO¢ € Tatnp O¢ Nriog oiel “thy father / my father-in-law was always gentle to
me as if he had been my own father”, a phrase that becomes almost proverbial,
being repeated in the epics™, and still more often in Homeros’ mediaeval
commentator, Bishop Eustathios of Thessaloniki® as well as in other authors.”
"Hriog is often used in combination with other adjectives, which thus reveal the
scope of its meaning (space allows only a few examples): Tpddppmv, dyavog Kot
firtoc “willing, kind, and gentle”;’' coopwv te kai fnioc “prudent and gentle”;”
VNUEPTNG T€ KoL NmLog “trustworthy and gentle”; imiog 6 amoAddpwv “gentle is one
who is soft-hearted”;” firtoc elvat kol mpdog “to be gentle and meek”;>* fimiog

** Homeros (VIII B.C.), Odysseia, 11. 47, 234; V. 12; XV. 152.

¥ Eustathios (XII A.D.), Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, 1.419.19; 1. 630.1; II. 303.7; ad
Odysseam 1.77. 40; 1. 81. 29, 45, 46: 1. 94.1, 19; 1. 188.17; 11. 95.2; De capta Thessalonica 52. 34.
% E.g. Euripides (V B.C.), Fragmenta, 950. 1; Themistios (IV A.D.), ITepi prAavlporicc, 17. a.
6; Eusebios (IV A.D.), Evangelike Proparaskeue, 10. 3. 22 (ed. BEIIEZ 25, p. 368), and Scholia
in Hesiodum: Scholia in Theogoniam (scholia vetera), 86. 5.

! Homeros (VIII B.C.), Odysseia, 11. 230; V. 8. Cf. Ioannes Stobaios (V A.D.), Anthologion, IV.
25. 28: mpoopov te kol AmLog. So, too, Arsenios Paroimiographos (XV-XVI A.D.),
Apophthegmata, XI. 50a.

% Athenaios (II-1II A.D.), Deipnosophistai, X. 32.

3 Klemes Alexandreus (II-1II A.D.), Paidagogos, 1. 5. 19 (ed. BEIIEX. 7. p. 89).

** Porphyrios (Il A.D.), Quaestionum Homericarum ad Iliadem pertinentium relinquae, VIIL.
39-40. 9. Cf. Orion Grammatikos (V A.D.), Etymologikon, 145. 1: fimiog yap o mpdog. Similarly
Eusebios, Commentarius ad Isaiam, 1. 82.29; loannes Stobaios (V A.D.), Anthologion, 11. 8. 39.
77; Etymologicum Gudianum (XI A.D.), Ny: 408. 52; Lexica Segueriana (Late Byz. times), Eta:
251. 30; Lexica in Opera Gregorii Nazianzeni, Lexicon in carmina Greg. Naz. (X1 A.D.) Eta:
77.1.



kol mpoonvig “gentle and mild”;” ypnotég te kol fniog Gv “being kind and
gentle”;’® o10¢ Aoyikoc fimog Gviyp “a holy, reasonable, gentle man™;’’ fimtoc:
mpaic, fiouxoc, evVdLémv “frioc: meek, quiet, tranquil”;™® fimiov 8¢ udAlov elvat

\ ’ 3 9 \ ’
kal petdiytov “but to be even more gentle and tender”;” fimiov xai tanelvév

“gentle and humble”;* §niov kol yapiev “gentle and graceful”.*’ The
Etymologicum Magnum, at 434. 20, defined it as: fmiog yop onuaivelr tov
Aoyltouov “fimiog signifies the reasoning (faculty)”. Of interest is also the
explanation in Scholia In Homerum: Scholia in Odysseam (scholia vetera), I1. 47:
ol apyoiot v PBactieiav euépilov €ig tpia €nibeta. OV HEV Tpdov PBactiéa
ovopalov mwatépo, TOV Annvil kol Ovuddn, deomdtny TOV OELdOAOV KOl
drAdxpvoov kannAov “the ancients distinguished kings by three epithets: the gentle
king they called ‘Father’, the hard and wrathful ‘Master’, and the niggard and gold-
loving ‘Huckster’”.

In addition to its use of men’s character and disposition, fimiog is used as a
characterization of a large number of entities, qualities, or things (again space
allows only a few examples): e.g. fittoc Unvog “gentle / sweet sleep”,” fimiog ...
Vypone “the mild moistur [of water],” fimioc 1x00¢ “gentle fish”,* fimiov ©Hp
“gentle fire”,* fmiov ... céhac “gentle light”,* #miov nvedpa “gentle wind”,"

9 ’ R 48 9 ’ ’ . . 4 £
fnie avpn “gentle breeze”,”™ fnio peyokoyvyia “gentle magnanimity”,” fimiog

> Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos (X A.D.), De virtutibus et vitiis, I. 185. 17. Cf. the neuter form
of this expression in Plotinos (IIT A.D.), Enneades, V. 5. 12. 33 and Basilios, Epistles, 257. 1. 7.
3 Toannes Antiocheus (VII A.D.), Fragments, 115. 8.
T Concilia Oecumenica: Synodus Constantinopolitana et Hierosolymitana anno 536 (uncertain
date), III. 97. 31.
¥ Scholia in Opianum: Scholia et glossae in Halieutica (scholia vetera et recentiora) (uncertain
date), III. 58.
% Plutarchos (I A.D.), ITepi prAaderpeioc, 491 E. Similarly Hesiodos, Theogonia, 407.
% Markos Diakonos (V A.D.), Vita Porphyrii episcopi Gazensis, VIIL. 16.

' Scholia in Aristophanem; Scholia in Plutum (scholia vetera et fort. ...) (uncertain date), sch.
plut.1022. 1.
2 Ploutarchos, Marius, 20. 1. 6; Posidonios, Fragments, 201. 46.
* Ploutarchos, De tuenda sanitate praecepta, 132 E.
* Oppianos (I A.D.), Halieutica, 111. 519.
* Parmenides (V B.C.), Fragments, VIIL. 57; Dion Chrysostomos (I A.D.), Orations, XX XVI.
56. 6. Cf. also Chrysippos (III B.C.), Fragments, 622. 11 and Fragmenta Alchemica (Il A.D.), 75.
5.
* Paulus Silentiarius (VI A.D.), Descriptio Sanctae Sophiae, 1002.
" Ploutarchos, De amore prolis, 496 A.
*® Anthologia Graeca, X. 17. 1.
¥ Eusebios, Constantini imperatoris oratio ad coetum sanctorum, XI. 16. 8
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AOyog “mild word”,”™ pvOov ... fmiov “a gentle word”,” nrioig enayyeiiorg
b 52 b4 ~ * 53 9 ’
“gentle promises”,” fmiov vobv “gentle mind”,” fimiov 1pdmov “gentle / meek

behavior / way”,”* fi0o¢ fimtov “mild / gentle ethos”,” fimtov dixknv “mild

judgment”,”® fittov yéAota, “gentle / mild laughter”,”” fimiov Auap “propitious /
favorable day”,”® fimtov Uwoc “moderate hight”” #miov ¢dppaxov “mild
medicine”,” and finally as epithets of Asklepios,61 Zeus,” and even Poseidon.”

This evidence for the use of fimiog is wholly in line with how this word is used
and understood in Neohellenic. The word fimiog is a perfectly natural characteristic
of a Tpodd¢, “nurse”, so that no objection to such a combination would ever arise
for a Greek.

62

2. Nimiog. In the Homeric writings this term occurs some 40 times in the
singular and 12 in the plural. Like fimtog, the word viimiog has been the ordinary
Greek word for “infant” in all periods of the language.** Not seldom it occurs with

50 E.g. Eusebios, Fragments, 1. 47 and loannes Stobaios, Anthologion, 111. 1. 103. 44;

Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos, De legationibus, 226. 17; Georgios Synkellos, Ecloge
chronographike, 328. 13.

I Homeros, Odysseia, XX. 327.

>2 Eusebios, Evangelike Proparaskeue, X. 2. 11. 4.

> Loukianos (Il A.D.), Podagra, 179.

> Sopatros (IV A.D.), Aitaipéoeic {nrnudtev, VIIL 59. 23; Theodoretos, De providentia
orationes decem, 83. 689. 48.

>> Markos Diakonos, Vita Porphyrii episcopi Gazensis, 88. 6.

>0 Eustathios, Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam, 1. 81. 4.

7 Anna Komnene (XI-XII A.D.), Alexias, VIII. 2. 3. 16.

*% Hesiodos (VII-VIII B.C.), Works and Days, 787.

> Ploutarchos, Quomodo adulator ab amico internoscatur, 63 D. See also Sextus Empeirikos,
Adversus mathematicos, IX. 10. 5; Athenagoras, Legatio sive Supplicatio pro Christianis, XXII.
2.5.

80 Aristophanes Gramm. (III-II B.C.), Aristophanis historiae animalium epitome subjunctis
Aeliani Timothei aliorumque, 11. 514; Appianos (I-Il A.D.), Bellum civile, 11. 3. 20; Eustathios,
Commentarii ad Homeri Illiadem, 111. 338. 23. Also nriov dxeopdtov “of mild medicaments”
Aeschylos (V B.C.), Prometheus Bound, 482;

1 Ploutarchos, Vitae decem oratorum, 845 C; Eustathios, Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam, 1.
100. 20.

82 Eustathios, Commentarii ad Homerum Iliadem, 11. 521.

8 ploutarchos, De sollertia animalium, 985 A.

% E.g. Homeros, lias, XXII. 484: ndii¢ & 1 vimiog “a child that is still an infant”; Euripides (V
B.C.), Iphigenia Aulidensis, 466; Aristoteles (IV B.C.), Problemata, 901 b; Theokritos (IV-III
B.C.), Epigrammata, VII.1; Diodoros Sikeliotes (I B.C.), Bibliotheke, VII. 6.1; Philon, De
decalogo, 69. 3; Ploutarchos (I A.D.), Consolatio ad Apollonium, 110 F; Arrianos (I-II A.D.),
Alexandri anabasis, 11. 11. 9: Cassios Dion (II-1II A.D.), Historiae Romana, 72. 7. 2: " HpoxAfig
€11 vimiog “while Herakles was still an infant”; Porphyrios (Il A.D.), I1epi ayaludtov, VIIIL.
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the sense of “baby”,” and even the more general sense of “a little child”.®

However, in a large number of instances vrmiog bears the metaphorical sense of
“childish”, “fool(ish)”, “imbecil”, “silly”, “senseless”, “stupid”. 7 This

114; Constitutiones apostolorum (IV A.D.), IV. 11. 15; Nonnos (V A.D.), Paraphrasis sancti
evangelii Joannei, X1. 108; loannes Damaskenos (VII-VIII A.D.), Sacra parallela, 96. 298. 42;
Georgios Monachos (IX A.D.), Chronikon, 110. 1032.7; Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos (X
A.D.), De legationibus, 338. 7; Michael Psellos (XI A.D.), Poemata, VIII. 725; Etymologicum
Gudianum (X1 A.D.), Ny: 408.48; loannes Zonaras (XI-XII A.D.), Epitome historiarum, 128. 2;
Eustathios (XII A.D.), Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, 11. 833. 14; loannes VI Kantakouzenos
(XIV A.D.), Historiae, 1. 526. 2; Michael Apostolios (XV A.D.), Collectio paroemiarum, XIV.
94.5; Pseudo-Sphrantzes (XV-XVI A.D.), Chronikon, 270. 29.

% E.g. Homeros, Odysseia, XI. 449: ndic 8¢ ot fiv €mt nald vimog “a child was at her breast /
sucking, an infant”; Plutarchos (I A.D.), De amore prolis, 496 a: edueveg 1@ 100D vnmiov 6TOHATL
“pleasant [i.e. is the breast] to the mouth of the babe”; Chrysostomos (IV-V A.D.), De patientia
(Migne) 60. 726. 34: d1a oe vAmiog YE€yovev €v datvn “for your sake he became a babe in the
manger”’; loannes Theologos (VIII A.D.), Adversus iconoclastas (Migne) 96. 1360. 25: &g virLog
€Baoctaleto “He [Christ] was borne as a babe”. Cf. also Anonymi in Hermogenes (uncertain
date), Commentarium in librum Ilepi evpéoemg, sch. 131b. 1: vAmiog moig 0 un dvvauevog
elnely “vnmiog: a child that cannot speak”.

% E.g. Homeros, Odysseia, XVIIL. 229: ndpoc & €1t vimog fo “untill now I have been but a
child”; Aristoteles (IV B.C.), Fragmenta varia, 1. 11. 76. 18: €11 vimiog v “Ounpog £opn “while
a child, Homeros said”; Basilios (IV A.D.), Homilia in principium proverbiorum (Migne) 31.
396. 48: 610V o€ Taidiov vimiov Aotdopnon “When a child, an infant reviles you”. In his Aeéixo
¢ véag "EAAnvikiic I'léooag, Mrounivieotg, defines vimio as covering the age from 1 to 6
years old, that is, following the age of Bp€dog, i.e. the first months after its birth. The
Triandafyllides Foundation Ae&iko tiig Kowviig NeoeAAnvikiig, on the other hand, defines viimio
as covering the age of 2 to 5 years of age, following the age of Bp€dog, i.e. from the second to the
twelfth month of its life, cf. Theokritos (IV-III B.C.), Epigrammata, 16. 4: elxocdunvov
adeAdov vimiov “a brother twenty months old, an infant”.

%7 The transition was easy. An infant (< Lat infans = ‘that cannot speak’ = Gr vimioc: usually
explained as vi ‘not’ + €mog ‘speech’, i.e. “one that cannot speak”) is a child that cannot
articulate speech. Thus, the Grammarian Philoxenos (I A.D.), Fragmenta, 552. 3, explains it as:
VATLOC TTapd V1| GTEPNTLKOV: KOTO 0Tépnoly 10U eimelv kol AaAeiv, olov ... 6 Aéyelv um
duvvauevog “vnmiog: with v privativum, of one deprived of speech, that is to say, ... he who
cannot speak”. Cf. Etymologicum Magnum (XII A.D.), 604. 19: vnéniog, Kal KOTO GUYKOTNV
VINTLog, 0 un duvauevog Aéyely “vnéntog and by syncope vimiog is he who cannot speak”.
Similarly Orion Grammatikos (V A.D.), Etymologikon, Ny: 108. 11; 180. 26; 615. 32;
Etymologicum Gudianum (X1 A.D.), Ny: 408. 48. Hence it is used times without number of
adults who are inarticulate, backward, or who, although advanced in years, are childish, senseless,
foolish. Cf. Scholia in Odysseam (uncertain date), IV. 371. 1: ‘vAniog €ig, ® Eeive’ dvti 10D
opadng, €11 Taldov ppovav “ ‘are you vrimiog, stranger’ is used instead of ignorant, of one who
thinks like a child”; Chrysostomos, In Epistulam ad Galatas commentarius (Migne) 61. 657. 10:
VITLog: €vtadTo, ov TV NALKiov ¢nolv, GAAG v yveuny “by viniog here he does not refer to
age, but to understanding”; Scholia ad Aristophanem (uncertain date), Scholia in Nubes, sch.
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metaphorical meaning is applied first by Homeros and continues to obtain ever
since.”® The frequency of this meaning may be gauged by the fact that in Homeros
the word occurs 22 times with the sense of “infant”, “babe”, “child”,®” and 30 times
with the sense of “fool”, “senseless”, “imbecil”, etc.”’ Though this high frequency
is not sustained throughout the centuries, the meaning, however, is quite rife.”!
Accordingly, one can still say in Neohellenic: “he is vimio(g)”, i.e. “he is an

. . 2
imbecil”.’

recent. nub 868c Alpha: 1: viimiog 6 pwpdc, Ao petodopdg tod vnriov Bpedoug “vAmiog means
imbecil / foolish metaphorically from viriog in the sense of babe”.

68 E.g. Homeros, Ilias, 11. 38; Hesiodos (VIII-VII B.C.), Works and Days, 218; Empedokles (V
B.C.), Fragmenta, 137.6; Herodotos (V B.C.), Historiae, 1. 85. 7; Platon (V-IV B.C.), Symposion,
222. b; Krantor (IV-III B.C., Fragmenta, X. 22; Apollonios Rhodios (III B.C.), Argonautica, IV.
875; Chrysippos (Il B.C.), Fragmenta logica et physica, 132. 14; Dionysios Thrax (II B.C.),
Fragmenta, 57. 2; Dionysios Halikarnasseus (I B.C.), Antigvitates Romanae, XX. 9 (10). 2;
Oppianos (II A.D.), Halieutica, 111. 568; Galenos (Il A.D.), Adhortatio ad artes addiscendas,
VIIL. 22; Kelsos (IT A.D.), True Word, 111. 44.6; Claudios Ailianos (II-III A.D.), Fragments, 72.
9; Porphyrios (Il A.D.), Quaestionum Homericarum ad lliadem pertinentium relinquae, 11. 8 ftf.;
Gregorios Nysses (IV A.D.), Oratio catechetica, 25. 3; loannes Stobaios (V A.D.), Anthologion,
III. 18. 13; Eudokia Augusta (V A.D.), Homerocentones, VIII. 262; Olympiodoros (VI A.D.), In
Platonis Alcibiadem Commentarii, 139. 14; Theodoros Studites (VIII-IX A.D.), Epistulae, 476.
34; Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos (X A.D.), De virtutibus, 11. 83. 14; Souda Lexicon (X A.D.),
Aplha: 1218. 6; Ioannes Rhetor (XI A.D.), Commentarium in Hermogenes, V1. 381.19; Anna
Komnene (XI-XII A.D.), Alexias, 1. 11. 6; Konstantinos Manasses (XII A.D.), Compendium
chronicum, 6475; Eustathios (XII A.D.), Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem, 1. 260. 11 (and dozens
of times); loannes Kinnamos (XII-XIII A.D.), Epitome, 267. 15; Pseudo-Zonaras (XIII A.D.),
Lexicon, Ny: 1397. 11; loannes Kantakouzenos (XIV A.D.), Historiae, 11. 469. 5; Doukas (XV
A.D.), Historia Tourkobyzantine, 24. 5. 22; Michael Apostolios (XV A.D.), Collectio
paroemiarum, XV. 22; Arsenios (XV-XVI A.D.), Apohthegmata, XII. 8a;

69 E.g. Homeros, Ilias, XXIV. 726; Odysseia, I1. 313: ¢yo § é11 vimiog fo “I was still a child”;
IV. 818; in VI. 301 princess Nausica gives Odysseus directions to her father’s house, assuring
him that it is easy to find: even a little child could lead him to it: kol Gv Tdic yNGOLTO VATTLOG;
X1. 449: ndig 8¢ v €ni nal® vimiog “and a child was at her breast, a babe”; XVIIIL. 229; XIX.
19, 530; XX. 310; XXI. 95, etc.

A few examples are: Homeros, llias, 11. 38; 873; V. 406; XII. 113; XVI. 833; XVIII. 295;
XXI. 99; XXII. 333; Odysseia, 111. 146; IV. 31; IX. 442; Aischylos (V B.C.), Prometheus Bound,
443: og ohdg vnriovg 6vtag 10 TPlv €vvoug €0nka kol dpevdv €nnPorlovg “who once were
fools, I made them thinking, and gave them wits”.

! For example, all of the 48 instances in the singular vocative have the sense of ‘fool(ish)’.

2 Cf. also Anuntpaxov, Aelikov, s.v. vimiog, which cites ZepBog (T 1944), Tpayovdia 00
kaAoD kaipo?, 19 conoc’, "Epwta onave, nov yeAdc povo ta vimia “shut up, you unbearded
Eros, who can deceive only fools”.
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4. What Could Paul have Written?

If viamiog is the original reading, then Paul must have meant that he had behaved
among the Thessalonians either as an infant, a babe, a small child or as an imbecil,
a senseless, foolish person. These are the two basic meanings that we find in the use
of this word throughout the centuries. Now, no advocate of viniog would
contemplate the sense of “imbecil” or “fool” for Paul, on account of its absurdity,
though this is the primary meaning of the word, when used of an adult.

The advocates of vnmiog are, of course, aware that this is a ‘difficult’ or
‘impossible’ reading, but its very difficulty becomes a reason for accepting it. The
abruptness in the change of metaphor which this reading introduces is explained by
reference to Gal 4:19, where, it is claimed, Paul uses an even more abrupt
metaphor. This claim can be controverted. In t€xva pov, 0V¢ TAAY OdLve uéEXPLS
00 nopdndf Xprotog &v vuiv there is no transition in imagery with regard to Paul.
He is the ‘mother’ throughout the imagery. It is the Galatians who are first
addressed as téxva, i.e. already born, sc. in Christ, but are so immature as to be in
need of Christ taking form within them afresh, in other words, they are still an
embryo in development. Thus, the change of imagery is accounted for. In the
Thessalonians imagery, on the other hand, Paul, according to the theory, presents
himself first as an infant among them and in the same breath he goes on to tell them
that he has cared for them as a nurse cares for her children. This is sheer confusion
of mutually excluding images, which no amount of rationalizing can dispel.

To alleviate the difficulty, it has been claimed that vimiog is used both in the
Bible and outside it with positive sense. As Biblical evidence is given: 1 Cor 14:20,
adelool, un moldia yivecsBe taig dpeciv AL T kKokig vnmialete where,
however, the verb vnmidlw rather than the adjective viimiog is used. Nevertheless,
the sense 1s that the Corinthians should behave not like small children, 1.e like fools,
but with reference to evil, they should behave innocently like babies. The word
vnriolw, therefore, does not in itself carry the sense or the connotation of
innocence, but it is the context that gives it that meaning, for in a different context
the same verb could have been used to carry the sense of “acting childishly”.”
Hence, it is a logical mistake to assume — as Dr Weima appears to do,”* — that the

7 Hippokrates, Epistulae, 17. 25, makes Demokritos say: €y® 8¢ £vo yeld tOv dvOpamov,

Ovoing UEV YEUOVTO, KEVEOV O TPpNYUOTOV 0pO@YV, Tdonoty entfouvifiol vnrialovrto “I for one
laugh at mankind because it is full of folly, empty of right things, and acts childishly in all its
schemes”. Cf. also the phrase: éoyotoynpog vinmialov “a very old man acting childishly”.

™ Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 552 f.
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word sometimes has a negative sense and sometimes a positive sense.” This is the
result of confusing semantics with contextual meaning. The word vrmiog as such is
not negative. When referring to babies or infants, it is a purely neutral term
denoting their age as a perfectly natural stage in human growth and development.
But when the word refers to adults absolutely, it treats them as immature,
undeveloped, senseless, or foolish. In no instance that I have examined, have I
found that adults are called vmiot as a positive characterization absolutely, i.e. in
order to extol some positive quality in them.”

Nevertheless, there are certain passages in Christian authors, — which Dr Weima
does not cite — that do use vAmiog in a positive context. It appears that such biblical
passages as 0¢ Ov un dé&ntot v Paciieiov 100 Ocod wg Taldiov oV Un e1cEA0N
eic ovmv (Mk 10:15), §otic 00V tanelvdoel £avtOV K¢ 10 Taldiov totto (Mt
18:3), tf xaxig vnrialete (1 Cor 14:20), ta popo 100 kOcpoL £EeAéEato O Oedg
(1 Cor 1:27), led Christian authors, in their polemic against Greek wisdom and
philosophy, to use the image of the child, and particularly of the infant, as a model
of humility, simplicity, innocence and absence of worldly wisdom. The earliest
writer is probably Klemes Alexandreus. In his Paidagogos, 1. 5. 19, he makes the
absurd claim that 0¥k €ni dopdvev TdTTETOL TO VATLOV: VYNIOTLOC UEV VAP 0VTOG
“the word vnmiog is not used of fools, such is the meaning of vnrutiog” (dim. of
vnmiog), when from the time of Homeros on we have countless examples of viimiog

7 Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 553: “the positive sense that viirtot has in many LXX texts”. One
should rather say that a writer can use it in a negative or positive context. On the LXX evidence
see below.

7% Tn Mt 11:25 (= Lk 10: 21) the vimwa are set over against the co¢oi and cuvetotl of this world.
This is not to underline any positive qualities in the disciples, but merely the fact that their
understanding is not their own, but comes from God. The same goes for Mt 21:16. Similarly
(LXX) Ps 18:8; 114: 6; 118:130; and Wisdom 10: 21. In all these cases the word signifies those
who lack wisdom and are given it by God (cf. the apposite saying in Jas 1:5: €1 6€ T1g VUAV
Aeinetal coplog, aitelto mapa 10D d160vtog Ocod Taoly AnA®dg Kot un oveldifovtog) but no
particular merit attaches to an adult who is viimioc. As non-biblical evidence, Weima further
quotes Diodoros Sikeliotes, Biblical (sic) History (read: Roman History), 20. 72. 2. I must
confess that I do not understand how a passage that speaks of the execution of a number of people
among whom also of vnriovg moidog €v aykdAioig depouévovug “infant children borne in the
arms [of their mothers]” can be quoted here as proving the positive sense of viimiog for an adult.
Is the mere fact that these are small children or infants enough to qualify for positive sense? The
same is the case with each one of the non-biblical texts that he quotes: Philon, Flaccus, 68;
Josephos, Antiquities, VI. 133, according to which Samuel commands Saul to kill all the
Amalekites, beginning with the infants; 136; 138: 0 ... ©®€0¢ o0UtOg €uioncev 10 TOV
"Apoinkitdv €6vog og unde vnriov deicocbatl “God so hated the nation of the Amalekites that
he did not even spare the infants”. Similarly, VI. 260; XIV. 480; War, 1. 352; 11. 307; 496; IV. 82.
One may rightly wonder whether Dr Weima has actually examined the above passages.
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with the sense of ‘fool’, the Lexicographers assure us that vijtiog means dopov,”’
and this meaning still obtains in Neohellenic. Then, Klemes goes on to give us his
mistaken etymology: viimiog 8¢ O venmiog, ¢ friog 6 draidopmv, olov friog
VEOOTL K01 TPaog T Tpdne “but vATiog means venmiog, as Nmiog ‘soft-hearted’,
that is to say, newly fimiog and meek in his manner”. Obviously Klemes derived
vimiog from véog + finiog, and gave vrimiog the basic sense of fimiog. This
understanding seems to be accepted by Klemes’ pupil, Origenes, who in his
Commentary on Luke, 163. 9, collocates tameivo opmv with vimiog; in his
Philokalia, 18. 15.7, he approves of anyone who is auabng, avontog, anaidevtog,
vimiog “unlearned, foolish, without education, and infant(ile)”, and in his
Commentary on Matthew, 15. 7. 152, he paraphrases 1 Th 2:7: év Bdpet elval g
Xp1o10V AmOOTOAOG, €YEVETO VATLOG KOl TOPATANGLOC Tpodd Baimovon 10
€0v1iig Taldiov, “he became vrmioc and close / similar to a nurse who cares for her
child”. We can now understand that it was the connotations of humility, innocence,
etc. that these authors read into vnmiog (= ve + fimiog) that led them to adopt this
reading in 1 Th 2:7.”

The punctuation that Dr Weima proposes, putting a comma after dndéctolot and
a full stop after &év uéco dudv, gives a rather un-Greek syntax.” Thus, a sentence
such as ©¢ €0v TPohog OAATY 10 €0VTNG TEKVH, 0VTOG OUELPOUEVOL VUDV
gvdokoduev ..., with two unrelated verbs (and hence unrelated clauses) that are
being compared, is inelegent Greek. The ideas here brought together do not sound
harmoniously. In the rare NT cases where og is collocated with oUtw¢ and precedes
it, the same verb does service for both clauses, i.c. Eph 5:24: o¢ 1 €xxAnocia
VTOTAoGETOL T XpLotd, oVTtOg kal ol yuvoaikeg [Vrotac€cBwoav] toig
Gvdpdowy.*® Rather, the comparative @c-clause is more naturally understood as
exemplifying the meaning of fimiot, i.e. “we were gentle among you, as when a
nurse (or simply: like a nurse who) tenderly cares for her children”.

7 E.g. Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon, Ny: 1397. 11: vijmioc: dopav “vimtoc: one who is senseless”.

% Similar examples occur in Klemes Alex., Paidagogos, 1. 5. 17; 1. 6. 32; 1. 7. 58; Didymos
Caecus (IV A.D.), Fragmenta in Psalmos, 48. 25; Asterios (IV A.D.), 15. 20; 16. 14; Gregorios
Naz. (IV A.D.), In sanctum baptisma, 36. 380. 44; Kyrillos (IV-V A.D.), De adoratione, 68.
1053. 53; Chrysostomos, Commentary on Psalms, 15. 20; In Matthaeum, 57. 429. 54.

™ Tt is not possible to split up vs. 7 into 7a, 7b, and 7c, and to read 7a-b with vv. 5-6 and 7c with
vs. 8. It is also a mistake to think that because 7c begins with g it must necessarily have its
correlate in the oVtwg of vs. 8 (Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 556; also Merk, in The Thessalonians
Debate, 105-107). In vs. 4 kaBdg is used, not &g (!), which makes a perfectly normal comparison
in Greek, as also Mt 24:27: @donep 1 aotponn ... oUTeg ... though the usual order is oVtog ... ®C,
as e.g Mk 4:26: o106 €611y 1} Bociieio 100 OeoD, G ...

% Similarly, 1 Cor 7: 14: AL @¢ mavto €v dAndeia Elaricauey vuiv, obtog kol 1 kadynotg
NUAV ... €v aAnbeia €yeviOn. Both word and deed were true.
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The conclusion from the above examination of vimiog is that this term does not
in itself convey positive qualities, and could not have been used by the apostle Paul
of himself in order to emphasize his supposed humility and child-mindedness.

5. What is the Meaning of €v Bdpet elvar?

The next problem for discussion is the expression Suvdpuevot £€v Pépetl elvor o¢
Xptotod amdctorot. This has been understood as suggesting that Paul and his
friends could, as apostles of Christ, have exercised their authority or demanded
privileges and honors.®' It appears more probable, however, that this is another
form for the later expression Pépog elvor or yivesOor (to be / become a burden on
someone)®> which is equivalent to the verbs émipap®® and the later émipapive.*

81 E.g. NAB, NASB, New Luther, Einheitsiibersetzung, JB, La Sainte Bible (1979), La Bible en
francais courant (1997), Spanish Santa Biblia (1994), Italian La Sacra Bibbia, Swedish Bibeln
2000. Similarly many commentators, e.g. W. Neil, The Epistle of Paul to the Thessalonians,
London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1950, 39; B. Rigaux, Saint Paul: Les Epitres aux Thessaloniens,
Paris: Gabalda, 1956, 417; Marshall, I and 2 Thessalonians (NCBC), 68; Best, First — Second
Thessalonians (BNTC), 100; Wanamaker, / & 2 Thessalonians (NIGTC), 98; Malherbe, “‘Gentle
as a Nurse’: The Cynic Background to 1 Thess ii” NovT 12 (1970), 203-17 and more recently The
Letters to the Thessalonians (AB), Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 2000, 144. Cf. Merk, in The
Thessalonians Debate, p. 105 “The phrase ... is generally interpreted as ‘to have prestige’,
‘power’, or ‘honor’”. Morris, First and Second Thessalonians (NICNT), 75 f. is undecided but
inclines to financial burden. Bruce, I & 2 Thessalonians (WBC), 30 f. understands it of a
financial burden.

%2 The expression Bdpoc elpat or yivopot is late, but has its antecedents both in various uses of
Bapog (see LSJ and Anuntpdakov, Aeikov) or equivalent as well as in the verbs énifapd and
émPapvve. The idea occurs first in Homeros, Odysseia, XX. 379, where one of the woers in
reference to beggar-clad Odysseus says to Telemachos that his guest is “a burden on the earth”
(dx6og apovpNG), a phrase that has become proverbial till Neohellenic times (see Anuntpdikov),
said of a lazy, useless person, or one who is a burden along with the more modern phrase Bdpog
¢ YNg or Bapog on someone. Similarly Sophocles (V B.C.), Elektra, 1241: tepiocov dybog “a
greater burden”. loannes Malalas (V-VI A.D.), Chronographia, 75 quotes Orpheus’ saying
dyOea yfic and rephrases it with 10 Bdapog tfig yic. P Oxy 1451 (III A.D.) IMrolepaiog uétplog
€0TLV Kol 0V dvvatal 10 Bdpog vVroodEpely presumably speaks of a financial burden (cf.
Ptolemaios’ own words: pétpidc eiut, mopo matpl tpedouo[t] “I am of modest means, being
provided for by my father”). Similarly OGIS I-11 (Egypt), 194 (42 B.C.),19: gbyevdc povog
VTO0TOG TO0 PAPOg MAALY ... TOV yop €avtod Plov OAooyepdg avéBeto toig yphobat
BovAouévolg. “nobly he again bore alone the burden ... putting his whole substance at the
disposal of those who wished to use it”. The Epistle to Diognetos (Il A.D.) 501, speaks of dAA’
007T1g 10 100 TANnGiov avodéxetol Bapog “he who takes on himself the burden of his neighbour”.
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This sense suits the context of 1 Thessalonians admirably. The meaning of
‘authority’, ‘honor’, etc. for fapoc has been derived from d6&a in vs. 6. However, it
has been overlooked that Paul’s whole sentence includes vs. 5, which speaks of
koAoketa and mieovelia, the first of which aims at financial gain and the latter
actually denotes greed. In saying that he did not use flattery and was not motivated
by greed, Paul insinuates that he, as an apostle of Christ, had the right to live by the
Gospel, but did not make use of it to achieve personal gain. In contrast to such
behavior — that characterized sophists and itinerant rhetors — Paul served the
Thessalonians like a loving nurse and was pleased to impart to them not only the
free Gospel, but also his own life. This gives him occasion to remind them of his
previous conduct. Thus, vv. 9-12 correspond to vv- 1-7a (-8). In vv. 1-7a Paul
dwells mainly on the negative things that did not characterize his conduct, while in
vv. 9-12 he dwells on the positive things that did characterize his conduct. Vv. 7b-8
1s the positive dénouement of the first part and prepares the transition to the detailed
second part. That vv. 9-12 are an expansion of the thought contained in a nutshell in
vv. 7-8 becomes clear from the similar ideas expressed in 1 and 2 Thessalonians:

1 Th 2:3-12 2 Th 3:6-10

5 OUte yap mote €v AOY® xolakelog €yeviOnuev, |6 TlopoyyéAdouev ... otédlecbal LUEG GTO TOVTOG

k0Boag oidote, oVte €v mpoodoetl mAeoveliag, Oeog
LapTLG, ovte {ntodvieg €€ avOporav d0&av ovte A’
VUGV 0VTE AT GALOV,

(7 Svvdpevor &v Bdpet elvar B¢ XpLotod dndcTtorol),
GAAO, €yevnOnuev HITIOI €v HEGO VUAV, ®G €0V TPOHOG
B4Ann T E0VTiG TEKVO.

00eMdp0D GTAKTOC TEPLTOTODVTOG KOL UN) KOTO THV
nopadooty ... 7 avtol yap oidate mdg 6l piueicbot
NUEG, 0Tl 0VK NTOKTACOUEV €V VUIV

8 005¢ dwpeadv dptov EGOYOUEV TOPA TLVOG,
(9 ovy 611 00K Eyouev €€ovoiay,
QAN Tva €00TOVG TUTOV ddUEV VUTV €lg T0 HipnelicBot

8 Ovtwg opelpopevol LUV evdokodueV petadodval | NUES)
VUV 00 povov 10 gvoyyElov 100 OoD GALG KOl TAG

£0VTAV YUY GG, d1OTL GyomnTol NUiv £yevnonte.

9 Mvnuovevete ... 10v kKOmov HUAV Kol tOv uoyBov:
VUKTOG Kol fuépag €pyaldpevotl mpog 10 un entfopficol
TLVO. DUAV

8 Cf. e.g. P Oxy 1481 (I A.D.), where Theonas, writing to his mother who had heard that he had
been sick, urges her twice urn 0xAo¥ 8¢ meunely Tt Nuiv “do not trouble yourself about sending us
anything” and un €niBapod néunely Tt Nuiv “do not burden yourself with sending us anything”.

5 The idea of being a burden on someone is expressed in Neohellenic in many different ways
and all of them are essentially based on ancient uses: eipot Bdpog (tod €ivor Bdpog “he is a
burden on him”); yivopot Bapog (10D €yive Bdpog “he became a burden on him”); €émiBapive
(8&v BéAm va odg €mBopvve “I do not wish to be a burden on you™), eipot / yivopor ¢optio(v)
“I am / become a burden”; elpot / yivouor ¢éptoua “I am / become a burden / burdensome /
annoying”’; poptavopal [< poptiov] (10D €popt®bn / doptdnKe “he became a burden on him”).
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10 Vueic puaptoupeg kol 0 Oedg, Mg 06LOG KAl SLKOIMG
KOL QUEUTTMS VUTV TO1G TLOTEVOLOLY EYEVHONUEY,

11 koBanep oldate, Mg €vo £€KA0TOV VUAY OG TOTHP
Téxvo £€0vT100 TopokoAoUvVTEG VUGG  Kal
TOPOUVOOVUEVOL KOL LOPTUPOVUEVOL ELC TO TEPLTATELV
VUGG G&lmg 100 Oeod 10D KOAODVTOC VWA €1¢ TNV
€av10D Bactielay kot dOEav.

OAN év kOme kol poxb® vuktog Kol MUEPOG
gpyolduevor Tpog 10 un emtPapficol Tivo VU@V

(7 avtol yop oidate ndg de1 ppeicBot Nuag, 6Tt 0vK
NTOKTAGOUEY €V DUTV)
9 ovy 61l oVk €yxouev €€ovolav, AAL Tva £€aVTOVG

TOnoV ddueV VUV £1g 10 ppeichot Nuag.
10 kol yap Ote nuev npog VUGG, T0UT0 TopNYyYEALOUEY
VLAV, Ot €1 T1g 00 BEAEL €pydloBat unde £601€T0.

The two texts reveal an analogous conception in thought, which sometimes has
even exact verbal parallels. The emphasis that Paul places on his right to
remuneration or free maintenance — of which he did not take advantage, but instead
worked night and day in order not to burden them — leaves no doubt that £v Bdpet
elvol refers to financial burden, and not to any other kind of ‘authority’ or

‘honor’.%

6. Can only Children or also Parents Be Orphaned?

Finally, the verb aropdovifm. In order to strengthen the case for the originality
of vimiocg, it has been urged that Paul presents himself not only as an infant, but
also as an orphan (1 Th 2:17). It 1s, thus, confidently asserted that

This verb [aropdoavilm] occurs ... one [time] in classical Greek, two in Philo, one in the
NT (1 Thess 2.17) and 28 in the patristic literature. An analysis of these occurrences in
their respective contexts gives a clear and consistent picture of how the verb dnopoavilm
was used: it never refes to parents who are orphaned from their children but consistently
refers to children who are orphaned from their parents. ... Paul presents himself and his
co-workers as children whose forced departure from Thessalonica has meant that they are
orphaned from the believers in that city.*

% This is, indeed, a matter to which he often returns, e.g. 1 Cor 9: 4-18, a passage that has many
identical thoughts and even much of the wording of 1 Th 2:3-12 and 2 Th 3:6-10. See also my
study “OYQNION: A Reconsideration of its Meaning”, NovT 16 (1974), 35-57. The expression
is so understood also by Donfried, “The Epistolary and Rhetorical Context of 1 Thessalonians
2:1-12” in The Thessalonian Debate, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000, 52; W. Stegemann, “Anlal}
und Hintergrund der Abfassung von 1 Th 2, 1-12” in Theologische Brosamen fiir L. Steiger, zu
seinem fiinfzigen Geburtstag (ed. G. Freund-E. Stegemann), Heidelberg: Selbstverlag 1985, 397-
416, p. 408, and others.

% Weima, NTS 46 (2000), 558. Actually the TLG gives 56 instances, but there are more. See
Kplopdc, Ae&ikov s.v. and “lotopixov Aeéikov, s.v.
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These claims are simply uninformed, being based on a fragmentary review of
the evidence — a mere 32 instances — which, moreover, has not always been
interpreted correctly.

Actually, in a semantic discussion, a broad range of the cognate terms should be
considered in order to show the breadth of semasiological reference. The most
important of these are: opdpavoc (1356 times), opdpovevw (8 times), dpdavilm, (41
times), and amopooavilom (56 times) not to speak of £€opoavilw, opoovia,
opdovikdg, etc. These words occur about 2000 times in the extant literature, while
in the inscriptions and the papyri the letter sequence dpdpav- occurs 305 times.
Since the limits imposed on the present study leave no room for a detailed
presentation of all the data that I have examined, I will content myself with a brief
treatment of how a few of these words are applied.

The word-group 6poavog etc. basically means “bereaved”,”’ and it is applied to
children without parents or to parents bereft of their children.*® Thus, Euripides,
Hekabe 148 f., can say of Hekabe: ce ... dpoavov elvar moidog “that you be
orphaned of your child”. Pindaros, Olympian Odes, IX. 61 has Zeus bring Opus’s
daughter to Lokros, so that the latter might not be opdpovov yevedg “orphaned of
issue (i.e. without a child).” ”This meaning is upheld by the lexicographers.”

87 Cf. dpoo- [in dpdoPdtng ‘superintendent of orphans’]. It is related to Latin orbus ‘bereaved’,
‘bereft’ see Lewis, C. T. - Short, C., A Latin Dictionary, Oxford, 1879, rp. 1966, s.v. orbus:
“bereaved, bereft of parents or children”; I-E orbhos, Germ. Erbe.

% The word-group is also used generally of the idea of being deprived or devoid of something:
e.g. Anthologia Graeca, XVI1. 186: 0pdavog (sc. xelp@v kol drodo) totduevog “standing orphan
(i.e. without arms and legs)”, said of a statue. Scholia In Sophoclem (various dates), Scholia in
Sophoclis Ajacem (scholia vetera), 512a. 5: 0poavog 6 6pov €xov 10 un ¢oivesbat, 6 GoNUOG
KOl UNKETL Epdovng @v “opdovdog he whose limit is not to be seen, he who is obscure, and no
longer manifest / significant”; Philostratos, Heroikos, 664. 3: to0g 8 dAA0OVG GypOUG AHEIAOVTO
pe ot duvortol kKoutdi opoovov “the powerful took away from me my other fields leaving me
altogether an orphan [i.e. without anything]”; Pindaros, Pythian Odes, IV. 283: dpdavilel uev
KoKV YA@ooav poevvag 0nog “he orphaned (i.e. deprived) malicious tongue of her clear voice”
(see also Bepvapdaxn, Aeéikov ‘Epunvevtikov, 11, 808); Theokritos, Epigrammata in
Anthologia Graeca, 1X. 433: TIava 10v oiyipdtav opoavicoueg vmvov “Let us deprive Pan, the
goat-mounter, of sleep”; of a boat that is deprived of its anchor and drifts in the sea (Nikephoros
Gregoras, Historia Romana, 111. 556. 9: éneldav chetépmv aykvpdv OpoavicBeico vodg
€EwobT mpog néAayoq). The Sibylline Oracles (11 B.C. — IV A.D.), II. 270, speak of dpoavikovg
xnpog “orphaned widows”, so, too, II. 76, while Asia Minor MAMA 1. IV-VII, VIII, IX-X. 8 121
speaks of xnp®v opdovdv “orphan widows”.

® See also Scholia in Pindarum (sch. vetera), Olympian Odes, IX. 92 b: dpodavov yevedc:
dtexvov “orphan of issue: without children”.

% See e.g. Hesychios, Lexicon, O: 1355: dpoavdc 6 yovéov €otepnuévog kol () tékveov
“Opoavog is one who is deprived of parents and (or) children”. Similarly Lexicon Vindobonense
(XIV A.D.), O: 30: 0ppovig Aéyetal kKol motNnp €Nl TOLdL ... KOl YUVN €T Avopl “Opdovag is
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The substantive opoavia (-elo) occurs in Is (LXX) 47:8: 00 ko01d yMpo 00OE
yvooopar opoaveiov (NIV: “... or suffer loss of children”).”’ The adjective
opdaviov may be illustrated by an epigram of Leonidas of Tarentum (III B.C.) in
Anthologia Graeca, IX. 466: 0KTOKOLOETNG OC ONOAED, TEKVOV' £YM OE OpHAVIOV
KAale yhpag 0dvpougévn “you were eighteen years old when you perished, my
child; and I mourn weeping for my orphaned [i.e. bereaved] old age”.”” The verb
opoavilm may be illustrated by Gorgias (V-1V B.C.), Helen’s Enkomion, 11. 46, in
which, defending Helen for her abduction, he says: 7 8¢ ... th¢ matpidog
otepndeiocn kol @V GlAmv dpdpavicdeico “but she ... deprived of her country and
orphaned from her friends”. Scholia in Pindarum (sch. vetera), Olympian Odes 1X.
90 c. 2: Tvo, un ATEKVOG TEAEVTNOTN. SESMKEV OVTH U1 OpodaveLOT 10D YEvoug “that
he might not die without children. He gave [her] to him that he might not be
orphaned of issue”.

Finally, a few instances of the use of the verb amopdavilo -opot. In his
FEkklesiastike Historia, VII. 11. 23, Eusebios relates of certain Christians exiled to
Libya, three of whom were orphaned (i.e. separated) from the others: €ym &€ viv
kol I'diog kal II€tpog udvor, 1dv GAAmV adedddv amopdavicBeévteg “I, Gaius,
and Petros alone, having been orphaned from the other brethren”. There is no
difference in the structure and circumstances between this text and 1 Th 2:7; the
two are identical. In his Commentary on Job, 59. 2, Julianus (IV A.D.) makes Job
say to his friends: op@dvteg e €k mavTov dnopdavicdEvta “You see me orphaned
[1.e. deprived] of everything”. Ephraim Syros, Interrogationes et responsiones, 92.
9 speaks of those who, having seen the eternal blessings, reject them, as
anooyolvifopevolr Kol aropdavi{ouevol Taviov tdv dikolov kol ¢ilev Kol
yvopinov “they exclude and orphan themselves [i.e. separate themselves] from all

also a father who has lost his son ... and a woman who has lost her husband”. It illustrates the first
by Euripides, Hekabe, 148 f: e ... dpdovov elvorl mondog ‘that you be orphaned of your child’,
and the second by Euripides, Orestes 1136: vougpog 1~ €0nkev dpoavog Euvoopav ‘he made
nymphs orphans of their consorts’; lonia: Smyrna 246. 4: KGAMTEG 01AKTOV GOIGL TOKEDVOL
yoov, "Epuiovn: Avypov & ° ol pev AlPouvct kot B docov ddkpL GOV 0pdaving TOTUOV
0dvpduevot “you left a mournfull wailing to your parents, Hermione, who pour forth lamenting
tears mourning your death that left them orphans (i.e. childless)”; Supplementum Epigraphicum
Graecum XXX. 252 (Il A.D?). 7: dpdavov dote UEVOVLOOV €V UEYAPOVOL YLVOIKO
puopechor, toidwv duodm droddiuévmv “so that you remain an orphan woman within the palace
wailing your children, both destroyed”;

' This is cited and commented upon by e.g. Didymos Caecus, Commentarii ad Zacchariam, 1.
59. 3. See also Scholia in Pindarum (sch. vetera),18. 14a. 2: unt €v 0pdovig TECHUEV GTEGAVOV
“Let us not be deprived of (our) crowns”.

2 See also Anthologia Graeca, VIL. 540: 168e doing, dg oV tOv 86Atov KAaiopev duut pépov, ...
OALG TO KeLVOL YRPAG €V ApYOAEN KeluevoV dpdavin “say this, that we do not lament our
treacherous murder ... but his old age left in evil bereavement”.
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the just, friends, and acquaintances”. The meaning is that “they deprive themselves
of the company of ...” Theodoros Studites (VIII-IX A.D.), Epistolai, 265. 8 speaks
of one who had given up everything as dropoavicOeicav t€leov Kol undeuiov €v
t® Plo mopopvbiov xexktmuévnv “completely orphaned [i.e. deprived of
everything] and having no comfort in life”. The poet Manuel Philes (XIII-XIV
A.D.), Carmina, 111. 58. 148, bemoans the state of the stranger as dmopdovicOeig
dVATg kal matpidog “bereft / deprived of people and fatherland”. lonia: Teos (pre-
Christian times), 144. 4: oixtpav Eipdvav afpdc maidog amopoovicag “He
orphaned pitiful Eirene of her graceful daughter”.

This meaning for (an)opdovilm continues to obtain in mediaeval and modern
times. Kptopdg in his Ae&ixov, Vol. 14, p. 92, cites M. ®oirépov (XV-XVI A.D.),
Opijvog, 92: “Oleg dpdavicOnkouey Kaym nepiooto 1| wovva “All of us [mothers]
became orphaned, and I am a superfluous mother” [i.e. ‘we all lost our children,
and I am no longer really a mother’ (sc. since I have no child)]. According to the
Historical Lexicon of the Academy of Athens,” this meaning is still found in the
Pontic dialect: AnéBavev 1 Ouyatépa pov 16 ~ lvol dyoptotnuévn, Yot~ fidnoe
TV pnévva e 16 ° elvar dropoovicuévn “my daughter died and is happy that she
left her mother orphaned” [i.e. ‘alone’, ‘bereft’]. MM quote Abbott, Songs, p. 226,
No. 50, “where a lover mourns that his mistress is going away and leaving him
friendless” [i.e. “an orphan”]: kot p ddiver 0phpovo.

7. Conclusion

The above linguistic and philological examination of fittog, viimiog, €v Pdpet
elvat, and the Opdavig - (am)opdavilm-group as well as the parallelism between 1
Th 2 and 2 Th 3 and other contextual considerations, leave no doubt that the case
for vinmiog has been based on an inadequate investigation and a misinterpretation of
the evidence. This, together with the contextual evidence, leave no doubt that the
original reading or, at any rate, the originally intended reading was dAAa
gyeviiOnuey Amiot €v péco VAV OC £4v TPodOC BGATY TG £0vTiig Tékva.” A

» See ‘Iotopikov Ag€ikov tiic véag EAAvikiic, BEv "A®fivarg: ‘Eotia: 1939, Vol. II, s.v.

aropdovilopor.

* Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v. dpdavég, citing G. F. Abbott, Songs of Modern Greece,
Cambridge, 1900.

% This reading is accepted by e.g. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration, Oxford, 1992°, 230-33; Malherbe, “Gentle as a Nurse”, NovT 12
(1970), 203-17 and The Letters to the Thessalonians, 145; Neil, To the Thessalonians, 40;
Rigaux, Les Epitres aux Thessaloniens, 418 f. Donfried, in The Thessalonian Debate, 52; T.
Holtz, “On the Background of 1 Thessalonians 2:1-12” in The Thessalonian Debate, p. 73; 1.
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semantic display, showing the structure and punctuation of 1 Th 2:5-8, would look
like this:

oVTe YAp moTE €V AOY® KoAoKeLOG £yeviOnuey, We never used flattery
kobag otdore, as you know,
ovte v mpoddoel mheoveéiag, nor a pretext for greed,
Be0g LapTLG, God is our witness,
ovte {nrodvteg €€ avBpamov d6&av nor did we seek praise from men:
oVt 49’ LUBY neither from you
oU1e O’ dALOV nor from any others
(duvduevot &v Bépet elvar g Xplot. dmdcTolot), (although we could have been a burden as Chr.’s ap),
GAAG EyEVRONUEY TiTTLOL €V UEGH VUAY, but we were gentle in your midst,
O €av TPOOOG BAATY 10 £QVTHG TEKVO. like a nurse who cares for her children.
Otrog, Thus,
ouelpdpevotl LUAY in our longing for you
evdokoDuev petododvor VULV we were willing to impart to you
00 noévov 10 eboyyéALlov 100 Be0D not only the gospel of God
GAAG KOL TOG E0VTOV YUY O, but even our own lives,
d10TL dyamntol Hilv Eyevhonte. because you were dear to us

The long list of ovte-clauses has its dénouement in “although we could have been a
burden as apostles of Christ”. Indeed, it is this God-given right that sets the oUte-
clauses in sharp relief. These clauses are balanced by the antithetical clause, which
positively describes how Paul conducted himself: gentle like a nurse. Finally, he
concludes (oVtog = ‘Thus’) his argument by summarising his devotion to them
which made him willing to impart to them even his own life. This is a fitting
characterization of a nurse’s love and devotion to her children.”

Taldavng, Tpatn mpog Oeooaiovikeic, 156, and Kopafiddonovrog, Biflikes MeAéres B, 194,
who refers to the bearing of the Athos MSS on this variant.

% Contrary to what is often believed, e.g. by certain contributors to the Thessalonians Debate,
the term tpoddg can actually be used also of mothers, see e.g. Sophokles, Aias, 849: dyyeiiov
dtog TOG EUAG ... YEPOVTL TATPL T T€ dvaTHve Tpod® “tell of my madness to my old man and my
poor mother”; Cf. also Xenophon, Oikonomikos, V. 17: 0¢ €01 TV YEOPYLOV UNTEPO KOL TPOHOV
eivor “Who said that husbandry was mother and nurse”. Cf. Neohellenic £keivn mo pé €0peye
/ avéBpeye (< pEdo, Tpoddc) “she who fed me / brought me up” [said of one’s mother]. Galanis,
Tpatn npos Oecoatovikeig, 158, makes the interesting observation that tpoddg refers to the
sucking mother (6nAdlovoa untépa).




