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Résumé

Le passage des livres Synoptiques a I'Evangile de Jean se remarque par un style
d’écriture mettant en valeurs certains détails qui n’apparaissent pas dans les trois
premiers évangiles. La méthode et le style que Jean utilise ont un caractére particulier
(i.e., qui le distingue bien). L’objet de la narration est semblable dans ces quatre
¢vangiles, mais le point de vue que Jean apporte s’é1eve et I’horizon s’élargit. I auteur
ne s’attarde pas simplement sur les faits historiques ou didactiques du ministére de
Jésus, mais il met également en évidence I'essence méme de Jésus (étant 'envoyé du
Pere, le Fils de ’'homme et le Fils de Dieu). Ainsi, nous remarquons ce style particulier
qu’apporte Jean & son évangile par sa théologie, ses indications géographiques, sa

chronologie, son vocabulaire et sa stylistique.

L’objet de cette étude est de porter une attention particuliere au vocabulaire
utilisé. Nous allons principalement nous concentrer sur l'utilisation du parfait dans
Jean 8. Le but de ce mémoire est donc de faire une analyse structurelle et littéraire sur
l'utilisation des verbes au parfait dans Jean 8. Par conséquent, nous cherchons &
identifier et a examiner les hypotheses suivantes: 1) quel est la structure de Jean 8:12-
59; et 2) quelles sont les verbes utilisés au parfait, et en quoi consiste leurs fonctions
(Ici non attention se portera a tout I'Tivangile de Jean et non seulement au texte de
Jean 8: 12-59. Ainsi, nous pourrons élaborer une analyse critique sur 'utilisation des
verbes au parfait pour en déterminer leur fonction respective dans 'ensemble du teste

présentement étudi€, Jean 8:12-59). De plus, nous y ferons une étude synchronique.

L’étude de ce texte débute par une présentation du texte grec de Jean 8:12-59.
Un état de la question permet de faire ressortir les enjeux majeurs liés a 1’étude du
parfait dans Jean 8:12-59. Ensuite, une analyse structurelle, telle que pratiquée par M.

Girard dans Les Psaumes: analyse structurelle et interprétation (Montréal: Bellarmin,
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1994) est appliquée au texte de Jean 8:12-59. Au premier niveau, nous avons établi
la méga-structure de Jean 8, c’est-a-dire 'emplacement du chapitre dans 1’ensemble
de Iévangile. Au deuxiéme niveau, c’est la maxi-structure du chapitre 8: une bréve

analyse des deux sections principales qui forment le chapitre: vv. 1-11 et 12-59.

Ayant choisi les vv. 12-89 pour notre étude, la prochaine phase de notre
démarche est une étude des unités intra-sectionnelles, c’est-a-dire les divers segments
qui forment 'ensemble de notre péricope. Chaque segment est étudié en profondeur

(i.e., nous étudions les rapports des mots et des phrases récurrents).

Une fois le découpage du texte complété, nous aborderons 'analyse des
quelques verbes au parfait, notamment les verbes Aaiéw (je parle) et dpdw (je vois). La
procédure pour chaque verbe est identique. Aprés une bréve analyse philologique et
statistique, nous étudierons I'emploi de notre verbe au parfait dans la péricope a1’aide
de la structure précédemment établie. Par la suite, nous examinerons 'emploi du verbe
a Daoriste dans la péricope (s’il y'a lieu) et dans I'ensemble de 1'Evangile. En
conclusion, nous pourrons vérifier notre hypothése concernant l'utilisation des verbes

employés au parfait dans I'Evangile de Jean.

L’ensemble de la démarche présentée dans ce mémoire démontre que méme si
Jean utilise le verbe au parfait dans son aspect usuelle, il ne 8’y tient pas sans
exception. Il y un certain nombre de cas ol la différence entre le parfait et aoriste est
quasi inexistante. Dans des études subséquentes, il restera a répondre, le plus
adéquatement possible, aux questions concernant 'emploie des autres verbes dans

I'Evangile de Jean et de I'utilisation qu’en fait Jean.

Mots clefs: Nouveau Testament, verbes (parfait/aoriste), Lvangile de Jean, analyse

structurelle, parallélisme, chiasme, Jésus/Juifs.
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Summary

This thesis is a study of verbs in the perfect tense in the Gospel of John, in light
of literary and structural analysis. There are two primary purposes to our investigation:
1) what is the structural analysis of our selected text (John 8: 12-59), and 2) which
verbs are found in the perfect tense, and how are these verbs used, not only in our

particular text, but within the Gospel as a whole.

This study is based primarily within a synchronic approach to the text. The text
of John 8: 12-59 is given in full, first in Greek, then in French (divided into the
sections corresponding our structural analysis). Immediately following this is the state

of current scholarship, where scholarly literature is reviewed and examined.

Following this, a detailed structural analysis of John 8: 12-59 is presented,
following the example of structural analysis as effectuated by M. Girard in his Les
Psaumes: analyse structurelle et interprétation (Montréal: Bellarmin, 1994). This is
done first by preparing a mega-structure of John 8 | i.e., the function of John 8 within
the Gospel as a whole, followed by a maxi-structure of vv. 12-59, consisting of dividing

these verses into smaller pericopes of text, for a more detailed analysis.

Once the structural analysis of the various sections is completed, we move on
to analyzing several verbs in the perfect tense, notably Aeiéw (I speak) et dpdw (I see).
The procedure adopted is identical for each verb analyzed. Following a brief philological
and statistical analysis for the select verb, we now examine the verb (used as a perfect)
within the context of our pericope, especially in light of our structural analysis which
we have produced. Following this, we examine the use of the same verb as an aorist,
first within our pericope (if it occurs) and then within the Gospel as a whole. This

should provide use with a sufficient basis in order to determine what is the particular
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use of the perfect in John.

The conclusion we have reached concerning John’s use of the perfect is as
follows. Although John does in fact use verbs with the usual aspectual force of the
perfect tense, there are occasions where the distinction between the force of the perfect
and that of the aorist is perplexing, indeed difficult to preserve. If this is so with our
two verbs, the suspicion is that there may be other cases involving verbs used as
perfects but with no apparent aspectual difference from aorists. This is something

reserved for further study.

Key words: New Testament, verbs (perfect/aorist), Gospel of John, structural analysis,

parallelism, chiasm, Jesus/Jews.



Table of Contents

Résumeé . ... i
Table of Contents . ..... ... ... . . . . .. . v
Abbreviations ... ... ... viii
Acknowledgments . ....... .. ... X
Introduction . . ... ... . 1
Scope of present study . ... ... ... L 4
Chapter 1 - Survey of Relevant Studies . ............ ... ... ... .. ... ...... S
I) Textof John 8:12-89 . ... ... . . ... 6

IT) Present State of Research . . ... ... ... ... .. ... . . 0. ... 11

A) P.Chantraine . . .......... . . . . . . . 11

B) MLS.Enslin ... ... 13

C) Nigel Turner ......... .. . i 15

D) LLDelaPotterie .......... .. .. .. . . 16

E) CoTraets ... .o 19

F) Conclusion . . ... ... 24

Chapter 2 - Structure of John 8 . .. .. ... ... . .. . .. 28
I) The Mega-Structure of John ... ......... .. ... . ... . ... 28

II) Maxi-Structure of John 8 . . .. ... ... ... ... ... 31

A) John 8:1-11 ... . 31

B) John 8:12-59 .. ... .. . . . 32

IIT) Mini-Structures of John 8 . .. ... ... .. . ... ... . . 38

A) John 8:12-20 . ... .. ... 39

B) John 8:21-80 . ... .. .. ... 46

C) John 8:31-86 . ... ... . 54

D) John 8: 87a-41la ........ .. .. .. 57

E) John 8: 41b-47 ... .. 60

F) John 8: 48-59 . ... ... . . o4

Chapter 8 - Johannine Use of the Perfect . .......... ... .. ... ... ....... 70
Introduction . .... .. ... ... 70

A) AW oo 74

1) MréwinJohn 8:12-89 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 75

8)8:12,20 .. 75



bi

b) 8:25,26™,28,80 ... ... ... 76

C)8:88, 40 ... 80

d) 8445 86

2) MréwintherestofJohn . ....... ... ... ... ... .... 88
a)déwasan aorist ... ... 88

b) haréwas aperfect . ... ... . . L o1

3) Conclusion . . ... ... i 96
B)opaw ..o 97
1) opawin John 8:12-59 . ......... ... ... ... . ...... 97
a)8:38bc .. 98

b) 8: 87 . 101

2) épaw inthe restof John . ......................... 103

a) opaw as an aorist (eldov) . .......... ... .. ... .. 103

b)opaw asaperfect ........ ... .. ... ... .. 108
3)Conclusion ....... ... ... . ... ... . . .. 108
Conclusion ... ... ... 109

Bibliography . ... ... 112



The Perfect Tense in John 8:18-59 Bt

List of Tables

Table 1- Number of perfects found in the four Gospels ... ................. 27
Table 2 — Outline of John’s Gospel .. ....... ..., 28
Table 3 - Geographical and Chronological indicators in John 7-10 . .......... 30
Table 4 - Structural Proposals for John 8:12-59 . ... ... .................. 35

Table 5 — Structural Proposals for John 8: 30-59
Table 6 — Complete listing of all perfectsinJohn 8 .. ..................... 71



ABBREVIATIONS

A. General Abbreviations

Apoc. Apocrypha

a.k.a. also known as

BDF Blass-Debrunner-Funk, A Greek Grammar of the N. T.
ca circa, about

cent. century

cf. confer, compare

chap(s). chapter(s)

DSS Dead Sea Scrolls

DNTT Dictionary of New Testament Theology
ed. edition, editors

e.g. exempli gratia, for example

et al. et alii, and others

f., ff. following

hap. leg. hapax legomenon, sole occurrence
Ibid. ibidem, in the same place

ie. id est, that is

ILXX Septuagint

ms(s) Manuscript(s)

N.T. New Testament

O.T. Old Testament

p-, PP page, pages

par(s). parallel(s)

passim elsewhere

q.v. quod vide, which see

sic an unusual form exactly reproduced the original
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading

viz. videlicet, namely

vol(s). volume(s)

v, vV verse, verses

B . Abbreviations of Periodicals and Journals

AthR Anglican Theological Review

BA Biblical Archaeologist

BangalTheolFor  Bangalore Theological Forum

BAR Biblical Archaeology Review

BETL Bibliotheca Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses

Biblica Biblica



BibSac
BibTrans
BVC
CBQ,
ChicStud
CRBS
EspVie
EstBib

Ltudes Classiques

EvanQ)
ExpTimes
FiloINT
Forum
Gregorianum
HomPastRev
HTR

Int

JBL

JETS
JourStudNT
LavThéoPhil
Neo

NTStud
Ntrans
NRevTheol
NovTest
RechSciRel
RAfricThéol
RB

RevExp
SciEsp
SémiotBib
SBFLA
TynBull

Bibliotheca Sacra

Bible Translator

Bible et vie chrétienne

Catholic Biblical Quarterly

Chicago Studies

Currents in Research:Biblical Studies
Esprit et Vie

Estudios Biblicos

Etudes Classiques

Evangelical Quarterly

Expository Times

Filologia Neotestamentaria

Forum

Gregorianum

Homiletic and Pastoral Review
Harvard Theological Review
Interpretation

Journal of Biblical Literature
Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society
Journal for the Study of the New Testament
Laval Théologique et philosophique
Neotestamentica

New Testament Studies

Notes on Translation

Nouvelle Revue Théologique

Novum Testamentum

Recherches de Sciences Religieuse
Revue Africaine de Théologie

Revue biblique

Review and Expositor

Science et Esprit

Sémiotique et Bible

Studium Biblicum Franciscanum. Liber Annuus
Tyndale Bulletin

ix



Acknowledgments

One of the meanings of the late Middle English word acknowleche is “to show or
express appreciation or gratitude” for someone or something. I now take this brief
opportunity to publicly express my own gratitude towards a number of individuals who
have in one way or another contributed to this mémoire.

The completion of this thesis owes a great deal to my director, Dr. Pierre
Létourneau. He has imparted upon me a passion for things Johannine, and his
scholarship has always been a model and source of inspiration.

To my parents, Rocco and Maria Arcieri, for their patience and financial support,
and to Real and Doreen Sylvain for their prayers and encouragement. Finally, to my

wife, Jeanne, for her support along this long and challenging journey.



Introduction

Every conscientious author brings the necessary care and attention to his literary style.
Diction is a central element in every writer’s style, and proper eloquence usually
follows some general elements that readers and other writers share as well. The
investigation of an author’s style allows the reader to gain a complementary
understanding of the text, and is an essential element in the interpretative exegesis.
Detailed analysis of the vocabulary will reveal the author’s individual preference for
particular words and phrases; they connect sentences in a certain way, use specific
linguistic devices, use words in their established senses, avoid ungrammatical
constructions etc., all with the purpose of either expressing their ideas or influencing
their readers.

In detailed word studies, the uniqueness of a text comes to the fore. Therefore,
in order to understand a statement and correctly assimilate it, we need to consider not
just the content of the statement, but also its individual linguistic character, for
ascertaining the linguistic peculiarity of each text is an indispensable step in any
linguistic-syntactic analysis.

It is fascinating to both contemplate and appreciate how unique the Gospel of
John is. When we pass from the Synoptic Gospels to that of John, we enter a different
world, unique to itself. Although the object of the narration remains the same in all
four, the perspective in John is now focused on a “higher” level. We are no longer
primarily focused on Jesus as Israel’s peoslac, but on Jesus as 6 vidc tob Oeod, the
manifestation of divinity. As D. Guthrie cogently noted, more of the inner
consciousness of Jesus is revealed in John than in the Synoptics.*

The distinctive character of the fourth Gospel is reflected not only by its
structure but likewise by its style, especially when compared to that of the other three.
Whereas the style of Greek found in the Gospel of Mark is sometimes described as

grammatically “poor,” that of Matthew as semitically influenced, and Luke’s as elegant

Y D. Guthrie, New Testament Introduction. 4™ ed. (Illinois: Intervarsity Press, 1990), p. 252.
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and literary, the style of John is more like the vernacular kot yAGooo tév EAMvov.
Some scholars have described the Gospel as written in vernacular Greek but the

thought behind it is cast in Hebrew.® Godet’s description of John style is worth noting:

There is nothing analogous to it in all literature, sacred or profane;
childlike simplicity and transparent depth, holy melancholy and vivacity

no less holy; above all, the sweetness of a pure and gentle love.?

Godet’s inference is that “in the language of John, the clothing only is Greek, the body
is Hebrew.”* Luthardt pointedly describes the style as that of a Hebrew soul which
lives in the speech of the evangelist.” But despite the Hebrew influence, no one doubts
that this Gospel was written in Greek, and even a superficial study of it is sufficient to
reveal many peculiarities, which give the narrative its distinctive character, reflective
in mood (viz, a literary style usually described as simple, but highly symbolic).°

Especially characteristic is the vocabulary and locution. John’s vocabulary pool

® There are a few Hebraisms (ex. viol dwtdc [Jn. 12:306], L€ / (5ov, the repetition of iy auty
}kéyw f)p,‘w, Kol usetl as “ancl yet" [:Helj. R c£. BDF, §4]).

8 F. Godet, Commentary o][ the Gospe] o]( John, 2 vols. (New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1886), vol.
1, p. 134.

¥ Ihid. , p- 137; cf. the comments of Keim as quotecl in Goclet, p- 138.

® C.E. Lutllarclt, St. ]ofm s GospelT, trans. R. C. Gregory (Edm]ourgh T.&T. Clarla, 1876), P- 56;
“He who, when he took the trouble to write in Greek for Greeks, could not disown the Hebrew sources of his
thought and the Hebrew soul of his language” (p. 61: of. the entire discussion on Hebraisms, pp- 50-61).
Although ]ohn has been appraisecl as possessing some Hebraic influence, it must be remembered that such
coloring can be found in other N.T. writers as well. Genuine Greek locutions/ phraseology in John are ]:)y no

means rare.

© It was the opinion of some exegetes that ]olm may have been orig‘inaﬂy penne& in Aramaic, but
this theory has not gaineci much support among scholars (cf C. K Burney, The Aramaic Origin o][ the Fourth
Gospe/ [Oxforcl: Clarendon Press, 1922]; The Poetry of our Lord [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925]; C. C.
Torrey, The Four Gospelsr: A New Translation [London: Hodder & Stoughton, 10934]).
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is less rich in peculiar expressions than that of Paul or Luke: in fact he uses slightly
over 110 words not found in any other N.T. writer.” There is little variety of diction,
and terms and phrases are often repeated (a deliberate stylistic approach, or indication
of limited linguistic resource?). More numerous are the expressions which are used
more particularly by John than by the other writers. Studies on vocabulary, such as E.
A. Abbott’s Johannine Vocabulary,® G. Barth’s study on nlotic, R. Bultmann’s analysis
of motebw and yivdokw among others,® clearly reveal the full extent to which John uses
these select words. Characteristic and key words are repeated often’® despite the fact
that other significant vocabulary of the N. T\ are not once found (ex. ékxinole, eduyyéiLov,

uetavoLw, mapaPoin, Tlotig [as a noun], copin).’t Admittedly John writes with a modest

" Thayer (A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1962], provides
the following statistics regarding words peculiar to John: Gospel--114 wmique words (12 questionable);
Epist/e:~—11 ; Gospe/ & Epist/es combined--8 (1 questional)le; these statistics have not been checl:ze&).
However, a more detailed stu&y is found in Abbott, ]olzarmme Vocaz;vu/ary, pp. 1565-187 [§ 1665-1696).

® London: Adam and Charles Blaclz, 1905.

9 Cf. the various entries found in G. Kittel and G. Friedrich (ecls) T%eo/ogica] Dictionary of the New
Testament. Translated by G. W. Bromiley. 10 vols (Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 1964-76) as well as the
a]ariclge& ﬂ?eo]ogica] D;'ciionary o][ the New Testament, ed. G. V. Bromﬂey (Grand Rapicls: Eerdmans, 1985).

0 Ex. dyamdo, dAifan duaptie, dptoc, yudokw, 56Fx, (wi, émdvw, kdopoc, kploig, Adyocg,
RepTUpéw, vou, MLoTelw, okoTog-dde, B8wp, pa. John stresses the concept of “believing.” The verb “to
believe” (motebw) is found 98 times in the Gospel, ‘choug}l the noun “belief/faith” (mloTic) does not occur.

For ]ohu, saving faith is a verl), carrying the sense of active trust in Jesus (as comparecl to its use in Paul).

1 Casein point: a computer search revealed that 7 {otic is found 243 times, and this is distributed
in every book of the N.T. except 2 and 3 ]o}m! There is only one (uncharacteristic) case found in 1 ]o}m 5:4
(8tL M 6 yeyervmuévov ék tob Beod vika tOv Kéopov: kel alitn Eotiv f vikn f vikiooow toV kdopov,
1 motig HueY,). Hiotedw (ver]a £orm) is found some 98 times in ]o}m, but only 143 times throughout the
remainder of the N.T.! E. Abbott was well aware of this dilemma: “Dic}, or did not, Jesus of Nazareth use,
and use repeatecﬂy, such words as faith,’ ‘repentance,’ ‘forgiveness?' Did he condemn 'hypocrisy?’ did He bid
men ‘watch’ and ‘pray?'...lf He clid, as assurecﬂy He &icl, how was it possil)le that a Fourth Gospel—even a
supplementary Gospel—could give a fair and truthful account of Jesus and set down at great 1ength His
&iscourses, both to the &isciples and to others ) without so much mentioning one of these fundamental words?”
Uo}zannine Vocaéu]czry, pp- viii-ix). However, Abbot himself cautions against exaggerating the differences
between ]ohn and the Synoptics: "Where he had appeared to be taleing‘ up entirely new groun(l, he was
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vocabulary, but his words are charged with symbolism.
Along other lines of distinctive literary style is John’s grammatical use of

* His expressions are likewise

particles, pronouns, prepositions, and verbs.
distinguished by many peculiarities -- asyndeton, reduplication, repetition, etc.'® The
brief analysis by N. Turner in his Syntax volume, A. T. Robertson in his Grammar, or
even a perfunctory survey of E. A. Abbott’s monumental Johannine Grammar** is
enough to convince any reader regarding the atypical use of a vocabulary/grammar at

once unique to John but also vis-a-vis the Synoptic Gospels.

Scope of present study

It is necessary to explain why the present thesis focuses on John’s use of the perfect.
First, John’s obvious preference for this tense requires some explanation, especially

when compared with the fact that he employs this tense far beyond all other N.T.

sometimes saying the same thing as one or more of the Synoptists, only in a different way” (ﬂnaf)
' Por example, well known is John's extensive use of ot (200 times) as compared with the
Synoptics (95 times) or the rest of the N.T. (204 times)!

13 Cf. how often Jesus begins solemn messages by saying, Guty Guiy Aéyw dutv, “Truly, truly T say
toyou.” (1:61; 3:3, 5, 11; 5:19, 24, 25; 6:26,32, 47, 53; 8:34, 51, 88; 10:1, 7; 12:24, 13:16, 20, 21,
38; 14:12; 16:20, 23; 21:18). Occasionaﬂy ]ohn makes a “literany inaccurate but prac’cicaﬂy accurate
assertion” (so Abbott), as when, for example, John writes at 4:1-2 “Now when the Lord knew that the
Pharisees had heard that Jesus was maleing’ and l)aptizing more disciples than ]olm (although}esus himself
did not baptize, but only his disciples).” John first states that Jesus was baptizing, but then immediately
corrects this }Jy adcling that it was his Aisciples who were in fact ]:)aptizing. Why not si_mply omit that Jesus
was “laaptizing" inv. 17 CL. 3:22, where no parentlletical note is joinecl to clarify an indefinite expression.

N, Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 4, Syntax (Edin])urgh: T. & T. Clatk,
1976), pp. 76-77; A. T. Robertson, A Grammar o][ the Greek New Testament in the Lig/ﬁ o][ Historical
Research (New York: Hodder & Stoughton, 1914), pp. 133-134; E. A. Abbott, Johannine Grammar
(London: Adam and Charles Blaclq, 1906); of. also Abbott's The Four][o/c[ Gospe/ (Cambri&ge: University

Press, 1913). Indeed supplementary examples and observations are found in the meticulous discussion of

Luthardt, St. John's Gospel, pp. 20-50;
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writers. Second, the occurrence of this tense within particular settings, especially in
relation to central Johannine theological framework raises questions as to the
deliberate choice of the perfect tense (i.e., for theological emphasis?). Third, the
question is raised as to if the perfect tense has simply encroached upon the domain of
the aorist, and if this is an alternate explanation for John’s abundant use.

It would have been impossible, within the confines of this thesis, to undertake
a complete and exhaustive study of all the perfects in John’s Gospel. Therefore, certain
limits were introduced in order to make this examination more manageable. After some
initial statistical surveys of the Gospel, it was decided that chapter 8 presented an
adequate and suitable unit of text to carry on our research. Considering the fact that
vv. 1-11 form part of the controverted pericope adultera, it was decided best that the
focus of our attention should primarily be directed to the ensuing verses of 12-59.

The scope of the present thesis will limit itself, therefore, to John 8:12-59. But
here again, it was not possible to examine in detail each and every instance of a verb
used in the perfect tense. Once again, certain restrictions were adopted, with the
conclusion that our present thesis will focus primarily on two select verbs, viz, Aaiéw
(I speak) and 6paw (I see).

The methodology used falls within the general domain of a synchronic reading
of the Biblical text. This will be done by a structural analyses of our text, following the
method as outlined by M. Girard in Les Psaumes: analyse structurelle et
interprétation.'® Once the initial structural analysis of the pericope is complete, we will
carefully examine the verbs in question, their use both as a perfect and aorist, and draw

some basic conclusion based on our survey.

15 Recherches, Nouvelle Série 2 , vol. 1 ( Montréal: Bellarmin, 1994), pp- 31-1306.



Chapter 1 - Survey of Relevant Studies

I) Text of John 8:12-59

For the benefit of the reader, we provide the complete text of John 8:12-59 in Greek.
The text chosen is that found in both the Nestle-Aland*” and United Bible Societies
Greek New Testament* (N-A/UBS). These two texts are judged, by the majority of N.T.
scholars, as the best representatives of what the original text most likely read. Since
all our structural analysis is done from the Greek text (and not a translation), this is

provided for reference purposes.
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v T dpaptiong budv. 25 Ereyov olv aldtg ob tic €l; elmev adtoic 6 Inoode Ty dpxtw 8 L kol AXAG
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For the readers benefit, a translation supplement has been provided (containing a
standard English translation, the New American Standard Version). Furthermore, for
easier reference, this has been divided according to our structural analysis (cf. our

discussion in chapter 2, esp the mini-structures of John 8).

1) John 8: 12-20

8:12 Again therefore Jesus spoke to them, saying, I am the light of the world; the [one] following
me will not walk in the darkness, but will have the light of life. 18 The Pharisees therefore said to
him, You are bearing witness of yourself; your witness is not true. 14 Jesus answered and said to
them, Fven if I bear witness concerning myself, my witness is true; for I know where I came, and
where I am going; but you do not know from where I come, or where I am going. 15 You judge
according to the flesh; I am not judging anyone. 16 But even if I judge, my judgment is true; for I
am not alone, but I and the [one] who sent me. 17 And even in your law it has been written, that
the testimony of two men is true. 18 I am the [one] who bears witness concerning myself, and the
Father who sent me bears witness of me. 19 And so they were saying to him, Where is your Father?
Jesus answered, You know neither me, nor my Father; if you knew me, you would know my Father
also. 20 These words he spoke in the treasury, teaching in the temple; and no one seized him,
because his hour had not yet come.

2) John 8: 21-30

21 He said therefore again to them, "I go away, and you shall seek Me, and shall die in your sin;
where I am going, you cannot come."” 82 Therefore the Jews were saying, "Surely He will not kill
Himself, will He, since He says, "Where I am going, you cannot come 2" 23 And He was saying to
them, "You are from below, I am from above; you are of this world, I am not of this world. 24 T said
therefore to you, that you shall die in your sins; for unless you believe that T am He, you shall die
in your sins." 25 And so they were saying to Him, "Who are You?" Jesus said to them, "What have
I'been saying to you from the beginning? 6 "I have many things to speak and to judge concerning
you, but He who sent Me is true; and the things which I heard from Him, these I speak to the
world." 27 They did not realize that He had been speaking to them about the Father. 28 Jesus
therefore said, "When you lift up the Son of Man, then you will know that Tam He, and I do nothing
on My own initiative, but I speak these things as the Father taught Me. 29 "And He who sent Me
is with Me; He has not left Me alone, for I always do the things that are pleasing to Him." 30 As He
spoke these things, many came to believe in Him.
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3) John 8: 31-36

9

31 Jesus therefore was saying to those Jews who had believed Him, "If you abide in My word, then
you are truly disciples of Mine; 82 and you shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free."
83 They answered Him, "We are Abraham's offspring, and have never yet been enslaved to anyone;
how is it that You say, You shall become free '?" 34 Jesus answered them, "Truly, truly, I say to
you, everyone who commits sin is the slave of sin. 85 "And the slave does not remain in the house
forever; the son does remain forever. 36 "If therefore the Son shall make you free, you shall be free
indeed.

4) John 8: 37-41a

37 "T know that you are Abraham's offspring; yet you seek to kill Me, because My word has no place
in you. 38 "I speak the things which I have seen with My Father; therefore you also do the things
which you heard from your father." 89 They answered and said to Him, "Abraham is our father."
Jesus said to them, "If you are Abraham's children, do the deeds of Abraham. 40 "But as it is, you
are seeking to kill Me, a man who has told you the truth, which I heard from God; this Abraham did
not do. 41 "You are doing the deeds of your father."

5) John 8: £1b-47

They said to Him, "We were not born of fornication; we have one Father, even God." 48 Jesus said
to them, "If God were your Father, you would love Me; for I proceeded forth and have come from
God, for I have not even come on My own initiative, but He sent Me. 43 "Why do you not
understand what I am saying? It is because you cannot hear My word. 44 "You are of your father
the devil, and you want to do the desires of your father. He was a murderer from the beginning, and
does not stand in the truth, because there is no truth in him. Whenever he speaks a lie, he speaks
from his own nature; for he is a liar, and the father of lies. 45 "But because I speak the truth, you
do not believe Me. 46 "Which one of you convicts Me of sin? If I speak truth, why do you not believe
Me? 47 "He who is of God hears the words of God; for this reason you do not hear them, because
vou are not of God."
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6) John 8: 48-59

48 The Jews answered and said to Him, "Do we not say rightly that You are a Samaritan and have
a demon?" 49 Jesus answered, "I do not have a demon; but I honor My Father, and you dishonor
Me. 50 "But I do not seek My glory; there is One who seeks and judges. 51 "Truly, truly, I say to
you, if anyone keeps My word he shall never see death.” 58 The Jews said to Him, "Now we know
that You have a demon. Abraham died, and the prophets also; and You say, 'If anyone keeps My
word, he shall never taste of death.' 53 "Surely You are not greater than our father Abraham, who
died? The prophets died too; whom do You make Yourself out to be?" 54 Jesus answered, "If I
glorify Myself, My glory is nothing; it is My Father who glorifies Me, of whom you say, 'He is our
God'; 55 and you have not come to know Him, but I know Him; and if I say that I do not know Him,
I shall be a liar like you, but I do know Him, and keep His word. 56 "Your father Abraham rejoiced
to see My day, and he saw it and was glad." §7 The Jews therefore said to Him, "You are not yet fifty
years old, and have You seen Abraham?" 58 Jesus said to them, "Truly, truly, I say to you, before
Abraham was born, I am."” 89 Therefore they picked up stones to throw at Him; but Jesus hid
Himself, and went out of the temple.
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IT) Present State of Research

A) P. Chantraine

Pierre Chantraine, in his Histoire du parfait grec,*® gave extensive attention to the
temporal and aspectual development of the perfect tense from Homer to the Hellenistic
period. For Chantraine, the Greek verb has its force in its ability to represent aspect
and time. In classical Greek, the perfect aspect indicated “un état atteint a la suite d’un
proces antérieur, mais il est une chose qu’il n’indique pas, c’est que ce proces passe
sur un objet.”"" The perfect’s force is in its expression of a state of being: “Le parfait,
qui signifie d’abord I'état, s’emploie aussi dés 1’époque la plus ancienne quand il
exprime un résultat qui persiste dans le sujet lui-méme.”*® As far as time goes, the
perfect belongs to the past: “Le parfait [est] un présent d’une espéce particuliére qui
exprime I’état acquis, au lieu de peindre le développment de 'action.”!® It can reflect
a present state which is the result of a past action (a present state which has its cause
in the past). Here however, the perfect may at times resemble a nuance of the

present.”

16 Paris: Librarie Ancienne Honoré Champion, 1927. Chantraine’s analysis on the evolution of the
pertect tense was motivated 1)y the earlier researches of M. Waclzemagel (S tudion zum griec[n'sc'f'zen Pe)feétum)

and by the various articles by M. Meillet (Bulletin de la Société de /inguistique, XXIII (p. 64); XXTV (p. 110);
XXV (p. 95), al’chough these were his sources primarily for classical Greek. For the perfect in the N.T.,
Chantraine depended heavﬂy on the Blass-Debrunner A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other
Ear/y Christian Literature (it is most lilzzely that Chantraine used Enghsh 5% ed. (correctecl) ) pu]alishecl in
1921).

v Chantraine, Histoire, p. 4.
18 1bid., p. 11.
19 f])fc{., p- 16.

0 Ex. ) the Per£ect form (KéKpOL“{OL) of the verb kpalw, “1 cry out,” cannot be used to illustrate the
difference between the perfect and the present: both demonstrate the state of ]:reing, that of crying out.



Present State of Research 12

Chantraine’s diachronic coverage of the perfect tense ultimatelv reached the
Hellenistic era, and here the Septuagint (LXX) and the N.T. come into prime focus.>
So singular is the use of the resultative perfect that Chantraine posits the Synoptics
and Paul against the Johannine tradition (i.c., the Gospel and Revelation).>
Furthermore, there are signs that, as far as the Svnoptics are concerned. the perfect
tense is slowly being replaced by the aorist, whereas in John the distinction remains
strong.™

Chantraine briefly examines the use of the perfect tense in the Synoptics and
Paul in order to determine exactly how it is used (i.e., transitive-intransitive). He feels
that the Synoptics and Paul form one group and that John and the Apocalypse form
another;> but insists that this opposition should not be presumed to be the result of

“une différence dialectale,” but rather a question of style. And John’s “expressive”

Chantraine’s conclusion is that the perfect 1) expresses the state of a sul)ject, and 2) it relates to the present
(fbﬂ., p- 20)

52 Ibid., p. 214-215.

» 38 Ibid., p. 229. The “resultative” perfect is used to emphasize the results produced by past action
(cf. D. B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics [Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1996,
pp. 574-576). »

B “Le fait est &appant dans les autres evangllen se trahissent les premiers :ymptomei de la
disparition de ce temps. L'Apocalypse se trouve dans une situation analogue a celle de |'Evangile de Jean,
mais moins nette. Le texte en est remph de vulgansmea eta chaque instant le parfaut et I'aoriste v semblent
confondus. Au contraire dans I Evanglie de Jean, le parfaxt garcle toujours une valeur assez nette: chez les
autres évangélistes il tend a disparaitre” (p. 230). It should not be deduced that the perfect never infiltrates
the semantic ranges of the aorist tense, for this does happen occasionally, even in John's Gospel: ex. 12:40
“Terhprwker adtdv tobg ddphaiols kel énwpwoey witdv Ty kepdiey” “Dans cet exemple la valeur des
deux verbes est le méme: I emplox du parfait semble tout arhitraire” (p. 238); “Les variations des synoptiques,
les variantes des manuscrits semblent témoigner d'une certaine indétermination dans |'emploi du parfait et
de l'aoriste. De plus en plus les deux temps se rapprochent et ils ne se dlstmguent que par une nuance qui se
définit assez mal. L’étude du texte des evangxleq confirme cette i impression. Souvent l'aoriste et le parfaxt sont
employés cote 3 cbte sans que la raison du choix apparaisse tres nettement” (p. 237).

55 Il:via’., p- 239.
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style (as seen in his numerous word/phrase repetitions,> predilection for asyndeton,*
occasionally unusual word order, etc.) has also inundated into a more expressive use
of the perfect tense. For example, the perfect is used in contexts where it (or the
passage in general) is emphatic, dramatic and/or solemn (ex. Jn. 1:34; 4:18; 20:25).>°

Eventually the use of the perfect became more artificial® and obsolete.
Chantraine concludes:

Le parfait exprime donc une nuance affective. Et ce n’est pas un hasard
si I’évangéliste qui emploie le parfait de beaucoup le plus fréquemment

est précisément celui qui a le style le plus solennel et le plus tendu.®*

B) M. S. Enslin

M. S. Enslin appears to be one of the first to devote special attention to the perfect
tense in the Gospel. His study, published in the Journal of Biblical Literature®
brought to light the extensive and single use of this tense throughout the Gospel of
John. He refers to such a particular usage as a “theological” use “for want of a better

name.” Enslin admits that this excessive use of the perfect by John is neither due to

% Cf. Abbott, Johannine Grammar, pp. 437-463 [§2587-2627].

57 Ibid., pp. 69-73 [81996-2008].

> Ihid., pp. 401-436 [§2544-25806).

% cf. Chantraine, Histoire, pp. 230-232.

%0 “A mesure que I'on avance dans |'histoire de la Iang‘ue, le par{ait devient une forme de plus en plu:-

“
’

artificielle, et I'emploi qu'en font les écrivains ne répond a rien dans l'usage.” (Ibid., p. 244); “A l'é¢poque
byzantine, le parfait n'existe plus comme théme vivant dans la flexion verbale™ (p. 245).

o1 Chanfraine, Histoire, p. 232.

8 “The Perfect Tense in the Fourth Gospel.” JBL 55 (1936) pp. 121-131.
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the (later) breakdown of the distinctions and boundary between the aorist and perfect
tense, nor merely as a stylistic feature: the “real” reason was “the growing fondness for
forms of expression linking a past act with its present consequence, especially if the

event was but recent.”® A few examples will illustrate this.

1) 18.87: elmev otv ad=g 6 ITiaazog, Odkolv Paoiielg el oU; amekpifn 6 Inocolc, LU Aéyelg 6tL
BaoLielc elpt. éyw elc zobro yeyévvmuar kol el¢ Tolto éAnivba el¢ Tov koopov, Tva paprupriow
77 dAnBelq ﬁ&g 0 Qv €k <fg danBelag dxovel pou thic dwvic.

“Pilate said to him, ‘So vou are a king?’ Jesus answered, “You say that [ am a king. For
this I was born, and for this [ have come into the world, to bear witness to the truth.

Every one who is of the truth hears my voice.””**

That elnev and dmexp(6n are used in typical aorist fashion comes as no surprise, as is the
case with yeyévvnuai as a perfect; but what is interesting is the use of ¢éinivba (¥pyopat)

as a perfect rather than the simple 2° aorist nifov. This choice was, for Enslin,

governed by John’s desire to accent the abiding result of Jesus’ coming.®

2) 5:22: 0lbe yap 0 mathp Kplvel ovdéva, diid THY Kplolv TROOV S€8wkey Q) Ll

“The Father judges no one, but has given all judgment to the Son,”

& Ihid., p- 123. Enslin cites an interesting example from Socrates, who writes: “zexpaipopat &
Twog évumriov © &dpaka diiyov mpdtepov Taling =i vukide” (from something a dream that which I saw
a little earlier this night). Despite the fact that Socrates was now awake, vet the vision he had the preceding
night was still vivid before his eyes.

& Another example can be found in John 16:28: “¢Ai8ov mapd Tod matpog kol EAMAvBa elg
TOV KOOWOV" TAALY GdiniL TOV KOOpOV kal Topevopal Tpo¢ Tov Tatépa I came from the Father and

have come into the world; again, | am 1eaving the world and going to the Father.”

& Ibid., pp. 125-126.



Present State of Research 15

The meaning of this verse (and implication regarding the person of Jesus) is hardly
baffling: although God has always been regarded as the supreme Judge of all mankind,
He has now imparted this function to the Son, a function given to the Son sometime
in the past (pre-incarnation?) and is still true in Jesus’ lifetime (as in the days of
John's writing). Thus John is simply accentuating the continuing result of the Father’s
action, in giving all judgement over to the Son.?®

Other examples could be cited, but these suffice. It is clear that John sees in
words and deeds the abiding work of Jesus as the one who was sent by the Father.
These examples lead Enslin to reach two conclusions: first, the perfect is more
frequent in John than in the Synoptics,* and second, this use was to stress the abiding

effect of Jesus’ words and actions, many years after the incidents took place.?”

C) Nigel Turner

Contrary to what other writers have said on this subject, Nigel Turner explains this
predilection for the perfect tense primarily in the unique literary style of John.?® Turner
describes certain tense variations (ex. alternating between the aorist and perfect forms
of the same verb) as “pointless variety,” using “needless” synonyms for nouns, verbs,

etc.. Turner considers that the principle reason for such variety is not to be found in

% Cf. the comments ]ay L. Morris, The Gospe/ Accom’ing to ]olm (Grancl Rapicls: Wm. B. Eerdmans .
1971), p. 315. As far as 8€dwker goes, Morris simply writes “there is an air of finality about the perfect
d€dwier.”

56 Enslin counts c. 195 instances of the perfect in ]ol’m, but clisregarcls olda , éotnka and yéypamtol
(When used as a formula to introduce an O.T. quotation), all textual variants (inclu&ing‘ the pericope ad u/fem)
and all passive perfects. In the present stucly, we have included all perfec’cs, totaling 284 instances.

57 Ibid., p. 212.

38 A Grammar o][ New Testament Greek, vol. 4, Syrztax (E&m})urgh T.&T. Clark, 1976), PP- 76-
77.
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any idiosyncratic Johannine theology or Christology, but rather for the simple “avoiding
of monotony.””* As far as John's extended use of the perfect tense, Turner sees little
purpose to such variations.”® But Turner stops short of disallowing any purpose for
this particular style: he allows that “Perhaps something theological enters here,” but
“if so, the evangelist has not made his theology consistent always with his syntax.””®
In other words, although Turner does allow for a “theological use” of the perfect tense,
he nevertheless considers its use as somewhat arbitrarv. This particular claim by
Turner needs to be taken into account after we have examined the text of John

ourselves and propose our own evaluation.
D) I De la Potterie

Ignace de la Potterie is no stranger to Johannine studies. His monumental two vol.
work, La verité dans St. Jean,”* remains a model of extensive research and sober
judgement. True to his style, de la Potterie has brought his detailed analysis to
johannine vocabulary, in particular the verbs oléx and yivwokw in an article published

in Biblica.” Contrary to the opinion of numerous respected exegetes,’® de la Potterie

& Turner cites ljy way of example Io}m 11:36-37 where the verbs alternate between éieyov
(iniperfect) and &umay (aorist).

7 Turner asks: “What is the difference between I HAVE (perfect) come< into the world as light 12*,
and I DID (aorist) not come to judge the world 12%7? W—hy the perfect of send 533 20 and the aorist
everywhere else? Why the perfect have known 5*2 6% 8% 147 17, alongside the regular aorists?" Ibid., p.
77.

8 Ibid.
& Analecta Biblica 73-74, 2 vols. (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1977).

75 “Olse et Yook, les deux modes de la connaissance dans le quatrieme Evangile.” Biblica 40

(1959), pp. 709-725.

® C. K. Barrett, C. H. Dodd, R. Sclmag:lzeﬁ]aurg among others (Ibid., p. 709, n. 1).
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maintains that olée and yiwdokw are not synonymous: there is a clear distinction in
meaning, and this distinction is preserved within the 4™ Gospel.”” De la Potterie first
examines the meanings and usage of oléa and ywdokw within classical Greek and

concludes as follows:

olda: “reste lié au verbe «voir,»” “oléa est un parfait et sert de parfait a ywuokw;
il désigne la connaissance en tant qu’acquise, considérée en elle-méme.””®
ywiokw: for the Greeks, this referred primarily to “arriver a connaitre...le verbe

yidokw désigne donc I'acquisition d'une connaissance, non sa possession réalisée.””®

If this be the case de la Potterie asks, “Peut-on dire que ces nuances propres aux deux
verbes se sont maintenues dans saint-Jean? Il semble que oui, sauf évidemment qu’on
n’y trouve plus le contexte philosophique caractéristique de la pensée grecque.”® In
other words, the distinction between olé« and yivwokw, apparent in classical Greek, has
been carried over into John’s Gospel. The reply to this challenge now forms the major
part of de la Potterie’s study. De la Potterie examines the various uses of o« and
yuwaookw found throughout the Gospel and concludes that John clearly distinguishes
between these two types of “knowing,” as illustrated by his deliberate use of both verbs
within particular contexts. This is done so as to allow the readers a deeper glimpse into

the duality of the human/divine nature of Jesus as well as to sympathize with the

77 This Aespite the fact that these two verbs are close enougll in meaning to be classified together

within the same semantic range-group.

8 “Olde et yivuokw,” p. 710-711; cf. the discussion in Abbott, Johannine Vocabulary, pp. 120-125
[§1621-1629).

0 “Oldw et ywwokw,” p. 710. Note the definition given }Jy G. Abbott-Smith, A Manual Greek
Lexicon of the New Testament (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1922), p. 92 “[ywwiokw], to know by observation
and experience is thus prop- clisting. from olde, to know lay reflection (a mental process, based on intuition

”

~or information)

% “Olde et ywokw,” p. 711.
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disciples’ (mis)understanding.

Even though the focus of de la Potterie’s study was on oidx and yivdokw™ in
general, the perfect tense of these verbs did not escape his notice.* 0isa serves well in
these contexts to indicate how Jesus “knew” divine things: “Le Christ, et lui seul,
déclare de fagon absolue, en parlant de Dieu: “éyo oldu adtév.”® An analysis of all the

occurrences of olde and ywvwokw studied by de la Potterie reveals the ensuing list:

Jesus (oida, perfect tense): 3:11; 5:82; 6:61; 7:29; 8:14, 55; 12:50; 18:1; 16:30; 18:4,
19:28; 21:17;
(olda, other tenses): 6:64; 11:42; 13:11.

Disciples (oldw, perfect tense): 1:26; 4:22, 82; 11:22, 24; 14:5; 16:18; 19:35; 21:12,
24 °*
(oldw, other tense): 1:81, 88; 4:10; 20:9, 14; 21:4.

In conclusion, de la Potterie’s remarks that the clear-cut distinction between the two

verbs merits close attention in all Johannine exegesis:

On le voit, pour la connaissance du Christ comme pour celle des
disciples, saint Jean distingue de facon trés consciente, deux types de
connaissance, exprimées respectivement par les verbes olda et yLvdokw .

En ce qui concerne le Christ, cette différence nous a permis de plonger un

9 YWdokw is used 7 times as a perfect in John, inclucling twice within our selected pericope: 5:42;
6:69; 8:52,55; 14:7, 9.

50 ol60 is used 84 times throughout John, 68 times as a perfect and 16 times in all other tenses.

L “Otda et yivdokw,” pp. 715-716; of. John 7:29; 8:55.

 Underlined references are to olde used “positively” regarding the disciples knowing who Jesus is.
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regard dans le mystére de sa personne, ot Dieu et 'homme se
rencontrent. Quant a la connaissance des disciples, elle se distingue, elle
aussi, par une dualité...Saint Jean a un vocabulaire trés précis. Puisque
le theme de la connaissance regoit chez Iui une telle ampleur et que
Pauteur Pexprime par deux termes différents il serait regrettable de
négliger leurs nuances respectives...Ce sont elles qui conférent a ce théme

toute sa richesse.®®

E) C. Traets

Traets’ book, Voir Jésus et le Pére en lui selon ['évangile de saint Jean, had its origin
in a doctoral thesis presented in 1964.%* In a nutshell, Traets’ book can be divided in
four principal sections. In chapter 1, Traets introduces the main thesis of his work: the
verbs relating to “seeing,” viz, BAiémerv, Bewpelv, Bedobur, and 6pav. These verbs are
analyzed as to frequency,” parsing, and theological/non-theological usage.>

Traets is not the first to trod down this particular path. W. Grossouw,” G. L.

2 “Oldw et yLvokw,” p. 725.

#* Thesis defended in June 1964 at the Université Grégorienne (Rome); the book was later published
in the Analecta Gregoriana series, Rome: Libreria Editrice dell' Universita Gregoriana, 1967.

% Cf. Traets, Voir, Pp- 7-11, 247-248 for full details.

% Ibid., pp. 16-52, esp. 39-52. In the Gospel of John these verbs are used as follows: prérw, 17
times (never as a perfect); Bewpéw, 24 times (never as a perfect); Becopat, 6 times (once as a perfect (1:32);
optw, 30 times (20 as pe&ect): cf. Traets, Voir, p- 247. For a useful survey of Iohn's concept of “seeing”
analogous to Traets’ stucly, see C. Brown, (ed.) , The New International Dictionary o][ New Testament leeol’ogy
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978), vol. 3, pp- 516-517.

¥ “la glorification du Christ dans le quatrieme évangﬂe" inl ’Evangi]e de Jean. Etudes et prozvfe‘mes
(Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1958), pp- 131-145.
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Phillips,” E. A. Abbott,* O. Cullmann® and W. Michaelis®" are but a few who already
studied this question in some detail. Traets embarks upon the dominant purpose of his
work, i.e., to examine the meaning of “seeing” in the fourth Gospel, in particular when
the person of Jesus was the object of such “seeing.” Traets investigated this topic with
a two-fold purpose: first, what did John mean when he described people as “seeing”
Jesus, and secondly, to what extant the Father was revealed in Jesus. It is along these
main themes that Traets develops his investigation.

In chapter 2 Traets focuses his attention primarily within the context of “seeing”
the Father and Jesus. There is no doubt that épdw refers primarily to seeing not only
the person of Jesus, but seeing him in his earthly ministry and the events surrounding
it. However, the door now opens for the exercise of faith: those who “see” are those
who look beyond the earthly manifestation and see Jesus for who he really is, whereas
others reject any divine manifestation and are willingly “blind”-having eyes to see, they
refuse to “see” (i.e., acknowledge) who Jesus is.

Chapter 3 specifically focuses on Jesus’ public ministry (his signs, works,
revelation of the mystery of the Father and the Son) as well as the manifestation of the
Son for who he is when his “hour” (kawpdc) has finally arrived.®® Traets understands

this within the context of successive theological revelation and understanding. The

%8 “Faith and Vision” in Studies in the Fourth Gospel (London, 1957), pp. 83-96.

59 ]o}zanm'ne Vocal)u/ary. A Compaﬂlson o][ the words o][ the Fourth Gos;oef with those of the Three
(Diatessarica V, London, 1905), pp. 104-114 [§1597-1611].

0 “Eldev kol émfotevoer. La vie de Jésus, objet de la «wue» et de la oi» d'apres le quatrieme
évangile” in Aux sources de la tradition chrétienne. Mélanges offerts 3 M. Maurice Goguel, Bﬂ)hothéque
‘chéolog’ique (Neuchatel-Paris, 1950), pp- 52-61.

o “opaw” in neo]ogisckes Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer V erlag,
1054), pp. 315-384.

82 Cf. John 2:4; 7:6, 8:20 where Jesus” time of manifestation is not yet fulfilled, but in 12:23, 13:1
and 17:1 his hour has come and he is ready to be made manifest to the world.
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focus of “seeing” is never exclusively on the materialistic (although that is the starting
point), but rather on the spiritual, or what is seen by faith. Thus, of the seven miracles
of Jesus recorded in the Gospel of John, five are described as “signs” (onueiov).
According to John 10:32-33 the Jews “saw” the miracles from a purely earthly
perspective, without perceiving the manifestation of the unity between Father and Son,
which was the more pertinent and fundamental role of the miracles.”

For Traets, Jesus’ person and ministry usher’s in a new era in the relation
between God and man. For those who believe in him, this new era is made manifest by
his works, his words, and his very person. His ministry challenged his listeners to a
new relationship with the Father, and he oriented their sight towards this new life of
faith. All of this has led up to what Traets considers as foundational two cardinal texts
from the Gospel:12:45 (“And whoever sees me sees him who sent me.”) and 14:9
(“Jesus said to him, ‘Have I been with you all this time, Philip, and you still do not
know me? Whoever has seen me has seen the Father. How can you say, ‘Show us the
Father’’”?).% These text are extensively examined in chapter 4.

Once Traets’ study is complete, he believes that the Johannine usage clearly
demonstrates a successive stage of theological enlightenment and understanding with
the verbs “see.” Although there is the more customary use of such verbs in 1 kouwf.
udrektoc usage (Traets’ “usage neutre des verbes’r’),i there is also the distinctive

theologically charged usage of these selfsame verbs, viz, not only to see Jesus face to

% So L. Cerfaux: “Jeann'a pas choisi sans dessein le terme onueiov pour désigner les miracles. Dans

les synoptiques, les miracles sont des SlvaypeLg, qui manifestent la puissance, l'autorité du Cl’xrist; le mot
onelov nous demande de creuser leur valeur cl'évévemer}ts sigm'ﬁcatifs et représentatifs de cette autorité.”
“Les miracles, signes messianiques de Jésus et oeuvres de Diey, selon I'évangile de Saint Jean" RecCerf II,
p. 44

96 12:45 “kal 6 Bewptv &ue Bewpel oV méuYovtd pe.” 14:9 “Aéyel altg 6 ‘Inooidg, Toooltw
xpOvey el uov elpt kel olk Eyvwkag pe, @iiLnme; & Ewpakwg &€ EWpaKey TOV TaTépR” TGG OU A€YeLC,
A€ifov iy tov matépe;” -
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face, but to “see” Jesus for who he really is—a manifestation of the Father.”

The analysis of Traets best expresses the value of these characteristic verbs:

Le regard de 'homme veut-il atteindre Jésus dans sa vraie dimension? Il
doit étre en méme temps un Brémery, un Bewpelv, un Bedobar, un opav. I1 faut
en effet avoir des yeux pour voir (Biermewv dans son emploi absolu). Pour
voir réellement, il faut observer (Bewpeiv) c’est-a-dire porter les yeux sur
'objet, ce que Dodd appelle une «discerning vision.» Pour discerner, le
regard doit étre pénétré de respect, empreint de réceptivité a I’égard des
dimensions de 'objet (Bedobui), conditions nécessaires pour saisir le

mystére (Brémew - bpav) en s’engageant dans la foi.*®

Traets maintain that each particular verb is used by John to express a different
theological teaching:

Dans ces passages, nous nous trouvons donc en présence de plusieurs
verbes (Brémery, Bewpelv, dpav) qui expriment une pénétration théologique
différente. La force de cette pénétration n’est pas propre a chacun des-

verbes comme tel, mais elle est déduite prihcipéilement du contexte.”

9 Cf. Traets division of the verbs into two categories: “I'usage neutre des verbes” and “l'usage
theolog1que des verbes.” This last category is further divided as repreaenmg the successive stages of faith:
stage 1, stage 2, stage 3 (Voir, pp. 34-50).

% Voir Jésus, p. 52. If there is to be a critique of Traets, it could only be that his treatment of the
verbs is scattered throug}xout the entire work on a thematic approach rather than deahng exclusively with each
verb in a lexical manner. This forces the reader to pore over several times in order to gain a complete picture
for each verb. Desplte this minor criticism, however Traets’ work remains a model of =c}101arlv re~earch
commandmg a comprehenuwe overview of the su}a;ect matter, detailed p}nlologlcal analvel. and competent

exegesm

9 Ibid., p. 41.



Present State of Research 23

Traets cannot but be intrigued by John’s use of épdw, especially in its perfect tense.
He asks: “Par la notion d’effet permanent, qui lui est propre, le parfait enrichit-il le
verbe d’une valeur théologique? Ce point est discutable, surtout quand on part de son
emploi dans la koing, oit le parfait est en quelque sorte «fossilisés> dans un nombre
restreint de verbes.”'® Ultimately Traets answers this question affirmatively. Most of
the instances of épaw as a perfect are discussed by Traets, some in detail. For example,
Traets is especially struck by the fact that John 1:32, 84; 3:11, 32 and 19:35 combine
the verbs “witness” and “see” in the perfect tense.’®® There is no doubt in his mind
that there is more here at stake than mere stylistic considerations-there is a theological

development at work. He concludes:

Résumons: en nombre assez important les parfaits de «voir» désignent,
positivement ou négativement, ’approfondissement du voir, en tant qu’il
demeure en ses effets. Toutefois le dernier critére qui permette de
conclure & un tel approfondissement doit étre cherché, non pas dans la

forme verbale comme telle, mais dans le contexte du verbe.'®®
All of this leads Traets to the following observation:

Ces parfaits ont 20 fois sur 21 comme objet plus ou moins direct Dieu ou

la personne de Jésus et ses signes. Qu’il s’agisse du regard de Jésus ou

100 7hid. p. 44.

101 By of. 19:35: kel 6 €wpokox peiapipnkey, kel aAnduvh adzod éotiv 1) peptupie, kel ékeivog
older Bti GAnBR Aéyer, Tvee kel bueig mozed[olnte. “twpakg du v. 35 a pour objet le double événement
Listoriqué des wv. 33.34, ainsi que leur sens, pergu gréce a la foi;" “«Pour que vous aussi croyiez»...sem})le
incllquer que €WPEKLX qui se réfere, a cause de sa connexion avec les w prececlents 3 un fait de caractere

indubitablement lnqtonque, nnphque en méme temps, par voie d approfomllssement une vision de foi.” (p-

157; of. the complete discussion, pp. 156-165).

102 il o 46,



Present State of Research 24

de celui des disciples, I’objet du voir est réguliérement une révélation, un
témoignage ou une annonce. I1 n’est donc pas improbable que les parfaits
expriment ici un effet permanent: parce qu’on a vu, on est deés lors

engagé, en étant institué témoin.'*
F) Conclusion

What can be deduced from these studies is undoubtedly the importance of oiéx and
épéw in the perfect tense. Chantraine is clear as to the importance and prominence of
the perfect tense in John. Enslin and Turner likewise recognize John’s preference for
this tense, and plainly associate it with his theological outlook, despite certain
reservations. Less concentrated squarely on this tense, but nonetheless relevant, De
la Potterie emphasizes the distinction between oléx and yiwdokw, focusing on the
theological importance of olée, whereas Traets’s attention was on seeing the Father in
Jesus.

All in all, these writers have proposed a threefold explanation for such a literary
technique: first, the author of the Fourth Gospel displays a certain fondness for the
perfect tense; second, in some cases this distinct use is pregnant with theological
‘overtones and is due to his conviction of the eternal Sigm‘ﬁcance and abiding reality of
the work and words of Jesus Christ (not only as the divine Son of God but as a
manifestation of deity itself); third, in other cases no such theological emphasis can be
determined. As such it appears that it is used as an aorist, despite the fact that the
context is theological.

As this Present State of Research is concerned primarily with collecting scholarly
opinion solely regarding one aspect of Johannine composition, we must now turn our

attention to a more specific, synchronic word analysis. We see how anterior research

105 ] . 4d.
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has demonstrated that the style of John shows a certain predilection for using verbs
in the perfect tense, when one would normally expect another simple past tense to be
used, such as the aorist or imperfect. But it is not simply that John uses a perfect verb
when another writer would use another past tense, but that John uses the perfect tense
far and above what the Synoptics (and every other N.T. writer) did. By way of
illustration, a word count of the perfects found throughout the N. T. reveals interesting
statistics (see table 1). The chart clearly reveals the propensity of perfect found inJohn
as compared to every other N. T. writer.!®* It is quite obvious that John prefers the
perfect tense above the Synoptics, despite the fact that he has the least amount of
vocabulary within his Gospel. Several grammarians and exegetes contend that in John
the perfect tense is richly attested, in contrast to the Synoptics where is evidenced a
decrease in the popularity and use of this tense. Although the “clear-cut” uses of the
aorist and perfect sometimes overlap, in John this happens quite infrequently. There
is a great simplicity of style coupled with a profound message found in the Gospel of
John. The scholarship of the 17"-19" century certainly addressed the issue of
Johannine style (esp. in contrast with that of the Synoptics) with great vigor during the
exegdetical and polemical debates, especially with regards to the authenticity of the
Gospel. The 20" cent. has no less produced numerous literary studies, as even a
cursory examination of van Belle’s “Johannine Bibliography” adequately testifies.'%®

Chantraine, Traets and de la Potterie are lead representatives of scholars who

have paid close attention to John’s distinctive use of verbs. But despite their

1% For statistical purposes the Nestle-Aland 27 / UBS 3% Greek N.T. have been used, along with
the Bi L/e Windows software program for all word searches/counts

10 G. Van Beue, ]olzannine Bil?/iograplzy 1 Q@é-] 085 (Leuven: Un.iversity Press, 1988), esp. pp.
114-146. Van Belle's Biyiograplzy is one of six major pul)lished bi_bliographies available for the Iohannine
Gospel and Epistles. To the writing of commentaries there is no end. Within the last 10 years alone (1990-
2000), no less than 19 commentaries in English have been published on the Gospel of John, and over 115
commentaries have appeared in English since 1900.
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meticulous research, M. S. Enslin’s article, “The Perfect Tense in the Fourth Gospel”
still appears to be the only article published which dealt exclusively with trying to
understand how and why John so favored the perfect tense. By and large this concern
has not lured the attention of expositors on any grand scale.'® In fact, there has been
only one doctoral dissertation'®” and only a handful of studies which have (in passing)
addressed the issue. Nevertheless, the fact still remains that John’s distinctive use of
the perfect tense is quite out of the ordinary and certainly worthy of more in-depth
study than has been given hitherto. The paucity of available research, and a genuine
intrigue about John’s style has led the present author to focus his attention to the
particular case of the perfect-tense-verb found in the Gospel of John.

19 As compared, for examp]e, with other hterary aspect of ]o}m which have engaged the interest of
exegetes, such as the literary structure of John 1:1-18, fundamental vocabulary (eg. terms such as life, hght,
the Jews etc.), style (eg. dufy duiv, &y elui), parenthetical remarks, the “misunderstandings” etc.. Standard
Greek grammars deal with the perfect, but their respective discussion of the tense alongside ]ohn varies
unevenly (C{ Wanace, Greek Grammar, PP- 572-582 and the laibhography associated with the chapter).

107 The only doctoral dissertation this writer is aware of is that of A. Deroubaix, Etuc]es sur la valeur
et le sens du parfait grec dans le quatriéme Evangi]e (Louvain: Louvain-la-Neuve, 1081). Unfortunately, this
}Jimiograp}lical entry in Van Belle appears to be wrong, since there iz no record of any dissertation lz)y
Deroubaix presented at Louvain-la-Neuve! C’onsequently it has not been possi})le to acquire (what would have
been) a valuable and important study for the present thesis. -
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Chapter 2 - Structure of John 8

I) The Mega-Structure of John

The basic plan of the Gospel is quite simple, of which there is general égreement
among most exegetes. Beginning with the prominent divisions, scholars have split
John into two essential portions of unequal length: chs. 1-12 and 13-20. Although this
serves as a convenient and comprehensive outline, bevond this point there is a variety
of detailed outlines proposed. Further segmentation into a fourfold division (such as

that of R. E. Brown) is quite common:'*®

Table 2 - Outline of John’s Gospel

Prologue Book of Signs Book of Glory Epilogue'™
1:19 - 12:50 13:1-20:29
1:1-18 1:19 - 2:12-4 5-10 11-12 13-17 18-19 20:1-31 21:1-25
2:11
pre- final week/Passion: post- Galilean
account of public ministry .
existence resurrection appearances resurrection

Excluding John 1:1-18 as a prologue, chs. 1:19 - 12:50 represents the public ministry

198 R E. Brown, An Introduction to the New Testament (New York: Douﬂe&ay, 1997), PP- 334-
335. For a slightly different division see W. G. Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament (Nashville:
Al)ingdon Press, 1973), pp. 194-196.

109 R E. Brown, Introduction, p- 334, ljon'owing his outline from C. H. Dodd (who has “Book of
Signs” and “Book of the Passion”, Interpretation, p. 289). Bernard (Critical and Exegetica/ Commentary, pp.
xoxx-xacxiii) presents the following divisions: Prologue (1:1-18), Part I (1:19 - 6:71), Part II (5:1 - 12:50, Part
II7 (13:1 - 20:31) and the Epi/ogue (21). But Bernard ascribes to the theory of dizlocations in the text of
John, thus allowing for numerous transpositions of entire units of texts from the usual traditional order (ex.
the transposition of the order of chs. 4-6 to 4-6-5; inserting chs. 14-16 within ch. 13, thus creating the
ﬁaﬂowing ségmente(l order: 13:1-20; wv. 21—30; v 3la, chs. 13-16; 13:31b - 38 + ch. 14 (cf. xvi - XxX).
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of Jesus, whereas 13:1 - 20:31 reflect events in the final davs of ministry, more
specifically the account of the last meal with the disciples and the subsequent arrest,
trial and crucifixion. The events found in John 8 can be attributed to Jesus’ second
vear of ministry, for, among other things, two Passovers have already past, while the
third (and final) Passover is vet to come.

John 8 falls within a major section of the Gospel, in what appears to be a
grouping of argumentative discourses extending from 7:1 to 10:21. There are two
principal clues which warrant this division.

First, 7:1-2 provides both a geographical indicator (7:1 “After this Jesus went
about in Galilee; he would not go about in Judea, because the Jews sought to kill him”)
and a chronological indicator (7:2 “Now the Jews’ feast of Tabernacles was at hand”)
that indicate the start of a new section.'’* In John 6 Jesus is presented as ministering
in Galilee, specifically in and around Capernaum, around the time of the Passover. In
John 7 the new context is now the seven-day Jewish Feast of Tabernacles, circa six
months later.

Secondly, 10:22 reads “It was the feast of the Dedication at Jerusalem.” The
Feast of Dedication (a.k.a. Hanukkah and the Feast of Lights) was an important feast,
which took place a few months after that of Tabernacles (during the month of Chislev,
“corresponding to November-December). Because Tabernacles was in Septeniber-

October, John is moving his narrative along several months, albeit Jesus appears to

119 What first attracts our attention is the confinement of the narrative to the chrom'cling of events
which took place primarily in Judea and Jerusalem. John reports far more of Jesus' ministry in the Judean
district and Samaria that in Galilee, whereas the focus of the Synoptics is the exact opposite (omitting all
mention of Jesus’ evangelistic ministry in Samaria). Of Jesus' ministry in Galilee John relates but a few
events, without clwening on details, and of these events iny two -- the multip]ioation of the loaves and fishes
(6:1-16), and the sea-voyage (6:17-21) -- are already related in Synoptic parallels. Furthermore, the
Synoptics record only one journey to Jerusalem (explicitly sated in Luke 9:51//Matt. 19:1; 20:17//Mk. 10:1,
32-33, 11:1ff) but there are multiple journeys in John (2:13; 5:1; 7:10). In light of this fact, some scholars
have proposecl that the main o]:uject of John, who wrote after the other evangelists, was to suppiemen’c their
narratives, which were almost confined to the ministry in Galilee (c{ G. Béez-Camargo, Arckaeo/ogica/
Commentary on the Bible [New York: Doubleday & Company, 1984]).
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still be in Jerusalem. In fact the following list of indications should provide a good idea

of the makeup of chaps. 7-10 (chronological indicators are italicized):

Table 3 — Geographical and Chronological indicators in John 7-10

Geography Chronology

7:1 Jesus in Galilee
7:2 Feast of Tabernacles (15-21 Tishri)
7:9 Jesus remains in Galilee
7:10 Jesus goes to Jerusalem
7:14 Jesus goes to the Temple

7:37 last day of Feast (21 Tishri)'!

8:1 Jesus goes to Mount of Olives
8:2 Jesus returns to the Temple 8:2 following day

8:20 controversy within Temple treasury
8:59 Jesus leaves Temple
[ 8:539to 9:1 — undefined amount of time]

9:1 Jesus remains in Jerusalem
9:14 healing of blind man on Sabbath
10:22 Feast of Dedication

10:23 teaching in Solomon’s Porch

10:40 Jesus leaves, goes beyond Jordan

These geographical and chronological indications allow us to demarcate chaps. 7-10
as a unit regarding events in the last vear of Jesus’ ministry in Jerusalem from

September-December.

L Tt is not evident as to whether the reference to the last day refers to day seven (21 Tishri) or to
the fonowing eigf'ztk day: fora good discussion of. Carson, ]olm , pp- 321; Beasley-;\"lurray, ]o}m ,pp- 113-114.
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IT) Maxi-Structure of John 8
A) John 8:1-11

There is a clear break in John 8 from vv. 1-11 and the remainder of the chapter. This
section is commonly known as the pericope de adultera, or the story of the woman
caught in adultery (specifically 7:53-8:11).'"* Although its vocabulary''® and themes
generally fit within the basic framework of the fourth Gospel, in light of the
external/internal evidence, the authenticity of pericope adultera remains improbable.
As far as internal evidence goes, in general the style of the pericope is not Johannine
either in vocabulary or grammar. Among modern commentators and textual critics, it
is a foregone conclusion that the section is not original but represents a later addition
to the text of the Gospel. The standard presentation of the evidence can be found in B.
M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament.'** In the final
analysis, the weight of evidence in this case must go with the external evidence. The
earliest and best manuscripts do not contain the pericope. It is true with regard to
internal evidence that an attractive case can be made for inclusion, but this is by nature
subjective. In terms of internal factors like vocabulary and style, the pericope does not

stand up very well.

112 Apart from the textual variation to be expected in the text of the Gospel, there are three portions
of the ]ohanm'ne text which present significant variations among the mss, and consequently are seriously
contested Lry modern textual critics. These are the ange/ at the poo] (Jn. 5:31)-4) , the pericope adultera (7:53-
8:11) and the appena’ix to the Gospel, ch. 21. The canonicity of these passages poses no great pro}:)lem, g0

it remains a text critical problem‘

113 Bernard provi&es a list of non-johannine words and expressions found in the pericope (ex. 70 8pog
TGV EAetv. (verse 1), "OpBpou (verse 2), ol ypayipiatei (verse 3), poLyevopévn (verse 4), éméuevov (verse 7),
€l ke’ €lg dpapevor, kateeldn (verse 9), katékpivey (verse 10), 46 T00 ViV (verse 11)) and the frequent
use of 8¢ rather than }o}m's pre{erred obv (]ohﬁ, vol. 11, pp- 715-721).

1% 1 ondon: Uniterl Bible Societies, 1971, pp- 219-222.
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Regardless of whether these verses were originally in the autograph of John or
whether they were added later by John or by someone else, Metzger still maintains that
this story “has all the earmarks of historical veracity.”'*® No questionable doctrine is
present in this text, and the event is certainly characteristic of the way Jesus met such
circumstances. It could be viewed as topically appropriate in this place, since the
theme of judging is introduced in 7:51; although from a linguistic/literary perspective,
7:52 and 8:12 naturally flow together without the interruption of this pericope.

B) John 8: 12-59

Following the episode of the pericope adultera, the controversy between Jesus and the
Jews begins afresh and continues for the remainder of the chapter. This particular
disputation distinguishes itself by the oppositions and contrasts invoked: light vs
darkness, things from above vs those from below, freedom vs liberty, children of God
vs children of the devil.

Inclusions

The identification of John 8:12-59 as a discourse unit comes fairly easily when the
greater context is examined. That this particular pericope is a narrative is clear, but it
can more precisely be identified as an argumentative discourse, since the totality of the
passage is permeated with polemical and aggressive arguments between Jesus and the
Pharisees/Jews.

There are a series of inclusions found between the beginning and end of this text

U5 1hid. , p- 220; of. the discussion of Carson, John, pp- 333-337; Schnackenburg, John, vol. 2, pp.
162-169; Brown, John, vol. 1, pp. 332-338; Bernard, Critical and Exegetwal Commentary, pp. 7115- 121 as
well as any critical commentary at this passage.
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that neatly compartmentalizes the pericope. Examples of these verbal parallels can be

found in the following verses:

8:12 I am the light of the world  (éyd elpt <0 ¢ Tob kdopov)
8:58  before Abraham was I am  (nplv "APpady yevéoBar éyw elpl)

Jesus’ referring to himself (¢yw elpl) is a clear inclusion between vv. 12 and 58: this
allows us to delineate this section from its immediate context of chapters 8:1-11 and

9. Other possible inclusions can be found in the following:

8:19 You know neither me nor my Father (ofize &u oldaze olite tov matépa pov)
{8:55 you do not know him (o0 &yvidkate adtov)
8:20 he taught in the Temple/Treasury (&v 6 lepd)

116 (& oD Lepod)

[ 8:59 Jesus...went out of the Temple
Typically, inclusions are found at the opposite limits of a text — they serve to delineate
a text from its immediate context. Although the preceding two examples are not,
strictly speaking, true inclusions, they do facilitate justifying the limits of vv. 12-59,
since both exampies presenf key words and continuous theme found at both ends of
the pericope. In v. 19 Jesus tells his listeners (the Pharisees) that they do not know
the Father, because they do not know Jesus. In v. 55 Jesus again repeats his
declaration (to the Jews) that they do not know the Father. Finally, the double

e A parallelism can be made between the Temple of w. 1 and 59, if we allow the passage of the
Pericope Adultera to remain in its traditional place. However, since wv. 1-11 is a segment all to itself, the
paranel withv. 20 will suffice. Assuming that the pericope 7:53-8:11 is not part of the original, the conjecture
proposed by F. J. A. Hort (The New Testament in the Original Greek, vol. 2: Introduction; Appendix
(Cambridge & London: Macmillan, 1881), pp. 87-88) is that the backdrop of 8:12 is the lighting of the
candelabra in the Court of Women, and this may offer a plausi]ale setting to the proclama‘cion }ay Jesus that
he is the Light of the world (Hort's conjecture is adopted by many modemn writers, such as Bernard, Brown,
Beasley-Murray, Schnackenburg and others). - '
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reference by John to the Temple in vv. 20 and 39 culminate the linguistic
correspondence which establish the limits of the pericope.

Text divisions

Scholars have generally divided John 8 into three main sections.’'” Despite this
seeming agreement among scholars, Brown has well noted that to compose a
satisfactory structure for this section “is perhaps more difficult than that of any other
chapter or long discourse in the first part of the Gospel.”'*® The following table
illustrates several proposed outlines for John 8 and reveals several common points (cf.
chart following page).**

Although each of the sections will be more fully discussed below, a brief
overview and comprehensive observation as to the underlyving plan will be immediately
presented. Briefly stated, the discourse is divided into three sections introduced by the
words “again therefore he said” (vv. 12, 21) (cf. 10: 7) or “Jesus therefore said” (v.
31), and is broken by hostile interruptions of the Pharisees (v. 18), the Jews (vv. 22,
25), and the Jews who ‘believed’ in Him (vv. 38, 89, 48, 52, 53, 57), bv which the

progress of the discourse is conditioned and directed.'* -

17 C£ the ouﬂine propose& by P. von Gachtet, “Strophen im }ohannesevangehum” in ZKT 60
(1936), pp- 402-412 as well as that of W. von Kern, “Der Symmetrische Gesamtaufbau von Jo 8, 12-59.7
Advantageous as both outlines are, the present study works along different sequences of segment breakdown.

Y8 Brown, John, p. 342.

119 R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John—-A Commentary, trans. G. R. Beasley-Murray (Oxford: Basil
Blaclzweﬂ, 1971), divides chapter 8 into several disjointed segments: v. 13-20; 48-50, 54-55; 41-47, 51-
33, 56-59; 12, 21-29; 30-40.

120 Some scholars consider the interchange between “the Jews™ and “the Pharisees” refers to the
same protagonists (i.e., are synonymous), while others suggest that the difference in terms reflect different
sources. But for the presentﬂthesis such a shift between the two terms onl_v demonstrates how interwoven the

material is.
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Table 4 — Structural Proposals for John 8: 12-59

Luthard: *7 12-20 21.29 30-59
Meyer 165 12-20 21-29 30-59

Godet 155 12-20 21.29 30-59

Brown 1% 12-20 21.30 3159

Barrett 1073 12-20 21.30 31-59

Carson ! ' 12-20 21-30 31-59

Bernard %8 12-20 21-30 31-34 35-51 5258 | 59
Morris 17 1220 | 2124 | 25.30 31-47 4859
Snackenburg *° 12-20 21.20 30-36 37.47 4859
Beasley-Murray 7 | 12-20 21-29 30-36 37.40 | 4147 4839
Arcieri 12-20 21.30 31.36 37-4la | 41b-47 4859

The first section is found in vv. 12-20. Verse 12 now begins a new discussion
following the pericope adultera section. The inclusion found between vv. 12 and 20 (v.
12 “Jesus spoke to them, saving” with 20 “he spoke in the treasury”)'*' facilitates our
division (as does the new heading in v. 21). Thus the editorial comment at v. 20 neatly
encloses this initial dialogue between Jesus and the Pharisees.

Thé second section begins with v. 21 and ends at v. 30. Verses 21-30 form an
independent section, and all save Morris keep these 10 verses intact. The olv maiLv
'expression indicates a break in the sequence of events, but if there is some interval of
time is unknown. There is an inclusion between vv. 21 and 30 (“Then he said to them
again” with “As he spoke thus”) which provide a key as to the structure of this unit.
There is some debate as to the exact limits of this unit. Numerous scholars

(Luthardt, Meyer, Godet, Schnackenburg, Beasley-Murray) understand the section as

121 The word “treasurv” does not refer to the storage room, but to the part of the Court of the
Women where people came to cast oﬁerings. Thirteen ‘cru.mpet-sl'laped collection boxes were located here,
each with an inscription clenoti_ng the use to which those ogerings pl@cecl in it would be put.
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ending at v. 29, and the new and subsequent section beginning with John’s editorial
insertion at v. 80. Others (Bernard, Brown, Morris, Carson) interpret v. 30 as the
conclusion to the previous discussion, and v. 31 now introduces a new discourse
between Jesus and the Jews “who had believed in him.”*** For the present study. we
have adopted to divide the section at v. 80 (vide our discussion below).

The third and last section is quite intricate in composition and contains a several
overlapping themes. Although most have sought to keep vv. 80-59 as a single unit,
more recent exegetes have attempted to split it up into heterogeneous units. Scholars

have divided this section of text in numerous ways:

Table 5 — Structural Proposals for John 8:30-59

Luthardt, Meyer, Godet 30-59
Brown, Barrett, Carson 31-59
1 ]
Morris 31-47 48-59
Schnackenburg 30-36 37-47 48-59
Beasley-Murray 30-36 37-40 41-47 48-59
i - - - ) {
[Bernard ‘ 31-34 35-51 52.58 | 59 ]

It appears that most of the commentators examined here (six out of ten) have simply
allowed the whole portion to stand as one substantial portion and allow the exegesis
‘to fully explain the diversity of subject matter. This comes as no surprise, as the text
does not lend itself easily to anyv opportune division. A second group (Morris,
Schnackenburg and Beasley-Murray) allow the final section (vv. 48-59) to stand as a

distinct unit from vv. 80-47, although Beasley-Murray follows Schnackenburg in further

128 Cf. the discussions in Brown, Gospel According to John, p. 351 and Schnackenburg, Gospel
According to St. ]o]m, pp- 203-204.
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dividing the section at vv. 30-36 as one unit. Bernard splits of this section in four
units, but stands quite alone, due to his own “reorganizing” of the Johannine material.
As can be seen from Table 8, our own structural analvsis has led us to adopt a text-
division quite close to that found in Schnackenburg and Beasley-Murray, although we
have not hesitated in differing from them when need be. The rationalization for our

particular text-divisions will be found in the next section.
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II) Mini-Structures of John 8

Now that we have established the global unity of vv. 12-59, we now turn our attention
to the individual sections found in vv. 12-59. As previously mentioned in our
Introduction, the arrangement adopted is a structural analysis for the whole section,
following the principles and procedures as presented by M. Girard in his Les Psaumes:
analyse structurelle et interprétation **

The 48 verses which constitute our pericope are divided into 5 main segments
of text, each segment being further subdivided into multiple units. This is followed by
general heuristic and hermeneutical analyses of each section/unit, providing the main

arguments as to its segmentation and the subsequent exegesis of the Greek text.

12 (Recherches, Nouvelle Série 2), vol. 1 ( Montréal: Bellarmin, 1984), pp. 31-136; cf. also P.
Létourneau, Jésus, f;/s de Thomme et fu’s de Dieu (Iﬂontréal: Editions Bellarmin, 1992), pp. 16-27. Other
valuable perspectives can be found in R. Meynet, L’analyse rl1e’torique (Paris: Cerf, 1989); J. Breclaz, The
Shape of Biblical Language (New York: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1994); D. Patte, What is Structural
FExegesis? (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976) and id., Structural Exegesis: From Theory to Practice (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1978). ,
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A) John 8: 12-20

A

A

8:12 TTaiv olv alrolg éhainoer 6 Inoodc Aéywv:
€y elut 10 $Ag Tod Koopou' 6 dxolouBAY €uol ol uh mepLrathon év T
okotlg, &AL e 1o b thc (wic.

8:13 (a)elmov olv aitg ol Papionior
(B)ov mepl oeavtol paprupelc
(¢) 7y paprupla cov olk €otiy dindrc.
8:14 (a”) amexpiOn "Inoode kol elmev airolc:
(87) kiv ¢vo paptupd Tepl Euautod,
(") &Andric €otiv i paptupla pov,

B

C  (a) 67 olda o6cv 7ibor kol mod Hrdyw:
(@ bueic 8¢ otk oldate w8Bcv pyoue: H mod Hrdyw.

D 815 (a)lucic kard Ty odpro kplvete, (B) ¢vo ol kplvw
ohdéva.
8:16 (1 )xel v kplvw 8¢ s:yw (@) 7y kplorg f) éut) dinBum
totiy,

B 6w ;zévog' oUK e‘iui aAr éyc:b Kol 6 ‘{rémbac, pe m’cﬁp ‘
8:17 kel €v 1¢ vouw 8¢ TG werepw \{e*{pa'r*m ot §vo
av@pmﬁwv f ;mpmpm aAnfnc éotiv.

8:18 &y clpt 6 papTLpdy Tepl éuautod kel paptupel
Tepl €uod O wépg pe Tonp.

C” 819 ¥ieyov odv altg mob &0ty 6 matdp cov; dmekplfn
‘tnools’
(a) olre €ut oldate (b) olitc tov Tatépa pov-
(1) €l fue fderte, (8" kel OV TaTépa pov dv HdeLte.

8:20 Tabdta ta prpeta Erdinoey &v ¢ yalodviakiy Siddokwy &v T¢ Lepd: kel
oldelg émlaoer altov, dtL obmw éAnAlBer f Cpo altod.
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Form [/ Structure

As can be seen from the initial analvsis of inclusions, vv. 12-20 neatly group
themselves as a self-contained unit. On this point there is a general consensus among
commentators. Even if we omit the pericope adultera and link 8:12 with 7:52, the
concurrence of exegetes still admit that we have a new section starting with 8:12. The
introductory “Again he said to them” is in fact repeated at the beginning of two

separate sections:

v. 12 ToAww obv adtol¢ éAainoer 6 “Inooic

v. 21 Elmev olv mailv ad-olc

The editorial comment by John in v. 20 neatly delineates the passage from the ensuing
text. Furthermore, there is a noticeable change in themes between vv. 12-20 and 21-
30. In 12-20, the key theme distributed throughout these verses is that of witness
(napTuple / paptupéw), whereas the theme in vv, 21-80 is more along the lines of dying
in sin.

This entire section is divided as follows: ABC /D /B” €” A”. This particular
(and somewhat uncorﬁmon) chiastic structure is what Girard refers to as a
“parallélisme asymétrique” with a “pointe emergente.”® Whereas A / A" constitute
the inclusions which delimit the unit, D represents the turning point of the discussion:
B and C serve as arguments leading up to D, and B” and C” function as the subsequent
supporting arguments.

As already mentioned, the inclusion found in Blocks A / A" is primarily the

% Girard, Les Psaumes, p. 69. Girard himself characterizes this particular chiastic structure (a) (b)
(c) (b*) (c*) (a”) as one which departs from the more customary rules of parallel symmetry (rather than, for
example, the familiar (a) (b) (c)/(c”) (b) (a*) or (a) (]3) (&)/(a’) (b?) (c*)); nevertheless, it is a valid pattern
which is found in several Psalms (cf. 113:7; 143:4; 118:5). '
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repetition of [Taiv olv abrolg érdinoey (v. 12)'* with tadza 1@ pipaca édinoev (v. 20).
It should be pointed out that whereas the repetition of édinoev is strictly a verbal
parallel, the introductory clauses (raiv olv atrol¢ and tabdte t& pripaca) corresponding
as well.’®® Note how & 1§ yaloduiakiey diddoxwy &v ¢ lepw serves as a indicator of
place,'¥ as well as a close to the unit. The concluding words xal oldei¢ éniaoev avdv,
871 ofmw EAnilBer ) Gpa aldtod are reminiscent of 7:30b: kal oldeic éméPorer €m’ gitov TV

€ipa, 6t olmw éAnAvBeL f Cpa adrob.*®®
XELP

Blocks B / B parallel each other by the repetition of the key word “witness:”
paprupla (alone in section 12-20, vv. 13, 14, 17) and paprupéw (alone in section 12-20,
vv. 18, 14 and 18"). Block B divides itself nicely into the structure (a) (b) (c)/(a”)
(b”) (c?!) representing an antithetic parallelism.'®* This means that the initial
statements in (a) (b) (c) are set in opposition those in (a”) (b") (¢). Thusat (a) the
Pharisees speak, in (b) they state a fact, and (c) they argue against that fact; this is
countered by Jesus (a”), who reiterates and affirms the validity of the stated fact (b”),

affirming that his witness is true (c).

125 The narrative begins with “Therefore, he said to them again.” The difficulty arises in whom “to
them” refers to (assuming the pericope adultera is not original). “Them” may refer to the Pharizees of 7:47,

but the text remains somewhat vague.
136 That tedte & puete is emphatic see Abbott, Grammar, §2553¢.

B7 Cf. 1:28; 6:10, 18, 23, 59; 11:18, 30; 21:8 for other examples where other geographical

locators are indicated in the text su})sequent the activity recorded in the narrative.

128 Frther references to ) po altod /7 pa pod are as follows: John 2:4; 4:52, 33; 16:4, 21;
1G:27.

129 f Girard, Les Psaumes, pp. 61-62.
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There is a further verbal parallel between vv, 13, 14 and 18 (blocks B and B”):
18  (b) oU mepl ceavtod papTupelc
14 (b") kdv &yo paptupd Tepl éuautod

18 &yes elpl 6 popTup@y mepl duoutodt®

Blocks C / C’ present themselves as parallels in which a key Johannine term
and theme is recapitulated, that of olda (vv. 14"°, 19"*). The theme repeated in both
blocks is knowledge vs ignorance. Jesus knows where he is from, where he is going,
and who his Father is. The Pharisees, on the other hand, do not know who Jesus is nor
his Father. An antithetic parallelism can be detected in both blocks, the main clause

in each block is repeated to form antithetic parallels:

C (a) o6rL olda TBev 7fbor kol mod LTAyw:
(a) bueic 8¢ olk oldate m60ev épyouar i Tod VTAYW.
C”  (a) olite &ue oldate (b)olte tov Matépa pouv

(ad) el &ue fiderte, (b1) kal 1oV Tatépa pou &v fderte.

Block D is the climax of the section. The key i’ocabulary in this block is kpLaig,
both as a verb and noun: kpivw (vv. 15, 16) and kpioig (v. 16 alone in this section).
Verses 15-16ab are structured as an antithetic chiasmus, (a) (b)/(b*)(a). The
judgement by the Jews “according to the flesh,” is set in direct contrast to the “true

judgement” effectuated by Jesus. In other words, they ((a) the Pharisees) judge kazd

180 L 5:31 where Jesus states “If I bear witness of mysel{, my witness is not true.” These two
passages appear to manifest a contradiction: does Jesus juclge, or doesn't he? It appears that the answer is a
both/and rather than either/or situation. Jesus was sent Ly the Father for salvation, not juclgement (3:16),
but on the other hand Jesus witness has an intristic eschatologicai dimension, in that it evokes descision and
judgement (3:17-21). The statements are not contradictory (cf. Carson, John, pp. 259-260; Brown, John,
p. 340, 345). ‘ ' :
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v oapka, but Jesus himself does not (b) (éyw ol kpivw olééva). However, even if Jesus
would judge (b), his judgement would be valid (a™) because he does not judge alone,
but with the Father (6t uévoc olk elpl, dAd’ éyw kal 6 méulec pe matnp). This can be

illustrated as follows:

(a) you judge according to the flesh (b) I judge no one [kez& v odpxe - according to the flesh]
(b1) and even if I judge, (a) my judgement is true,

because I am not alone, but I and the Father who sent me!¥!

Comment

Within this first section, we find parallel ideas already referred to in the previous
chapters (esp. chs. 5 and 7): Jesus validates and authenticates his mission. Block A
contains a typically Johannine dualism, viz, darkness vs light.'*® Block A~ provides a
circumstantial detail placing this episode in a definite, historical context. Jesus was

teaching in the Temple, specifically in the treasury (area).'® It can be suggested that

181 Tt is true that we have 6 méuec pe in both blocks D and B” (vw. 16 and 18). The identical
repetition of this important clause could be used as a clue to a different text structure than what is presented
here. However there are two mitigating factors that argue against this. Significant lze_v words such as kplowg
and pepTUpla parauel each other and remain united in blocks D and B”. Furthermore, 0 mépYag e is an
acljectival par’ciciple (attri})utive, mo&ifying Tatp), and as such remains subordinate to the main clause. In
light of this, the present model seems to suit adequately to the vocabulary itself.

182 The symmetry of v. 20 (faith in Jesus overcomes darkness and brings up fight) correlates well with
what was alreacly said at 3:19 (men lovi_ng darkness rather than /ig»’?t: alTn 8€ €0ty 1) Kpiotg 0Tt 0 G
Eifavber elc tov kdopov kel Nyamoay ol &vlpwmolL pdiiov T0 0k6To¢ 1) <0 GG HV Y&p wliTGV Tovnpk
& ¢pye.) and 5:24 (passing from death to life: "Apiv éuiy Aéyw bpiv 8<u 6 <ov Adyov pou dkolwy Kai
TLoTebwy Q) Téuavti e €xel Jwny eluvior Kal €ig kpioww obk épyetet, Giik petaPépnker &k tod Bavastou
elg v (op.); of. the discussion gy Brown, ]olm, p. 340.

183 Tt is true that & + dative has the primary meaning of “in” (“in the treasury”), but in this context
&v has more of the force of “near” (in the immediate vicinity?). Ciertainly Jesus did not teach “in” the actual
treasury room (cf Brown, ]o}m , p- 342). Note the opposition to the su]:)ject (not explicitly stated) with the
verb &ainoev: he spoke & t¢ yalopuiakiy <> diddokwy év Q) Lepg).
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there is another parallel between éiainoer 6 Incodg Aéywv (v. 12) and érdAnoer év 16
yalodurakie SLdaokwr év ¢ tepd (v. 20) in that claiming to be the “light of the world”
represents what he was “teaching” them in the Temple.

The Pharisees’ objection was that Jesus’ self-testimony was not valid vis-a-vis
Deut. 19:15 as well as by Rabbinical tradition.'® The primary explication of block B
is found in its counterpart, block B".'% Brown cogently notes that the additional
testimony of “two men” referred to in Deut. 19 “usually means two persons besides
the one actually concerned.”'®* In this case, therefore, Jesus actually has only one
additional witness, namely his Father (who cannot, physically speaking, actually
witness!). Jesus explains to his objectors that though he does in fact bear witness
regarding himself, his witness is nonetheless true. This is because he is not alone, but
the Father (who sent him) also testifies in his behalf.'®® Jesus’ legitimate judgement
against the judgement according to the flesh forms the central argument to the whole
section. Having previously affirmed his divine origin (cf. 7:27-29), he does not need the
testimony of another. The Jews regarded only the physical origin of Jesus (7:41) and
thus were unable to see beyond mere appearances.

When the content of vv. 18-19 are examined, we can see why John identified this

as a ‘teaching.’ If we briefly illustrate the teaching involved within each section, our

102 Deut. 19:15 states “A single witness shall not suffice to convict a person of any crime or
wrongdoing in connection with any offense that may be committed. Only on the evidence of two or three
witnesses shall a charge be sustained.” (c£ also 17:6) and the Rabbinical interpretation clevelops this as
follows: “No man is.authenticated th:cough his own testirnony.‘.N o man can bear testimony on his own

behalf.”(Mishnah Kethuboth. 2:9).

108 Brown o]m, . 343) states that vv. 14, d and 15-16 “interrupt the sequence between 14b and

P P q
17" and opines that section 12-20 is actuauy composite from the parallel in chap. 5:31-30. Although such
form-critical questions are ljeyon(l the scope of the present stu(ly, nevertheless in our present structure, the

clevelopment of BC/D/ B’ Cfollows quite nicely in this present, final form.
0% John, p. 341.

195 For the seeming disassociation between Jesus and the Law of Moses (“your Law") cf. Brown,

]olm, P- 341, n. 17; Bernard, ]ozm, P- 206.
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outline looks like this:
A Jesus spoke these things
B my witness is true
C vou do not know me

D vou judge according to flesh
B’ my witness is true
C”  vyou do not know me nor my Father
A’ Jesus spoke these things

The introductory statement that Jesus is the light of the world now introduces the
section: his self witness as reliable because his origin and destiny are with the Father
(vv. 18-14), and such testimony fulfills the requirement of the Law, because the Father
also testifies to the Son (vv. 16b-18). Furthermore, the Pharisees do not know who
Jesus is, because they do not know who the Father is (vv. 14b and 19). All of this is
climaxed by the fact that it is because Jesus’ opponents judge solely by what is visible
that they do not recognize his divine origin (vv. 15-16).

The question “where is vour father?” (19a) reveals the inability of the Jews to
see beyond mere tangible manifestations. The ensuing answer by Jesus illustrates this:
the triple references to “my Father” (vv. 16, 18, 19) clearly refer to the heavenly Father
and not to the carpenter from Nazareth. Jesus clearly affirms his divine paréntage, and
this pretension is one of the principle grievances which the Jews hold against him.'*®

To know Jesus was to know the Father, because &yo kol 6 mathp év éopev (10:30).

188 Cf 5.18: 61 tolto obv pu@iiov &nrouy altov ol Toudaior dmokzeivat, 8t ol pévov Eivev
10 oaPPatov, Ak kel Tatépa idLov Eleyerv tov Bedv Toov €xutov TOLGV TG Q).
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B) John 8: 21-30

8:21 Elmer olv mdAiv altolc:
&yw rdyw kel (nrioeté pe, kol &v i duapria Suév dmobaveiobe
A {a) 8mou &y Umayw Duelc o dVvaabe EABelv.
8:22 () éreyov ol ol ‘TovSeiol-
: KNTL amokTevel €qutov, dti Adyer
(a”) 8rov éyw Omdyw Opeig ol Sdvuobe éABciv;

8:23 kol Edeyev altoig
B (a) ducic & tov kdtw éoté, () tvo e OV Bvw elpl
(a7) bueic & toltou tol kdopov ¢oté, (87) ¢yt olic elpl ¢k toD kdopou tolTou.

A" 824 (a) elnov obv lulv &t dmoBaveiobe v talc dpaptioie DpGY:
() cov vap ph motedonte Gt &y elut,
(a7) anoBovelabe év tailc duaptioig HuGy

C  8:25 éheyov olv altg ob tic f; elney adtolc 6 Inoode thy dpyiw 6
TL Kol AaAG Oply; 8:26 moAdd Eyw mepl Dudv Amielv kel kplveiy,
arl’ & méupog pe dAnBic éotiy, kayew & firovow Tap’ adtod Tadto
AGAG €lg TOV Koopov. 8:27 otk Eyvwony GtL TOV Tatépe oltolc
Ehever. ‘

D 828 cmev otw [altoic] 6 'Inoole drav hiidonte tov vidv ol arbpdmov,
T0Te yrwoeoBe dtL eye elpt,

C” xol o duoutod moLd olhdéy, :
aAld kebog €Bl8akév pe 6 mathp Tadto AaAG.
8:20 kol 6 mépfag pe pet’ éuod éotivs olk &dfikéy pe pdvov, St eva
T apeotd alT@ oL TAVToTE
8.30 Tadta adtod Awdobyvrog morhol énlotevoor cl¢ adtdy
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Form | Structure

This sequence of ten verses neatly cluster into two primary groups, represented by the
blocks A/B/A” (cluster 1) and A/B/A” (cluster 2). We will first consider both clusters
individually regarding their respective structure, but will consider the whole

development from v. 21-30 in the following Comment section.
Cluster 1

As previously mentioned, v. 21 clearly indicates the start of a new section, so the
argument need not be repeated again. Blocks A/A” contain distinct verbal parallels, and
these confine around the center block B. Block B constitutes the pivot between the
two and serves to bridge blocks A to A”.

The inclusion which delineates this unit of A/A” is based upon the following

repetition:
A v.21 & tf quaptie pdv dmobavelabe
A" v. 24 droBavelobe év Talc dpaptioig Ludv

amobavelobe &v talc dpaptiore tudv!®

The fact that this is repeated three times reveals the 'gravity of Jesus’ words vis-a-vis

189 Tt is apparent that at v. 21the text reads & T duaptie tuov (“in vour sin”) as a singular, but
the paraﬂel text of v. 24 is plural &v ei¢ dpapziaig budv (“in vour sins"). Perhaps the interpretation is
simply using the singular in a collective sense, but this variation is deliberate (cf esp. Al)bott, Grammar,
§2544-2545). The change from “sin” to “sins” may be intentional rhetoric inclusive of one sin (unbelief)
to the numerous manifestations of sins (ex. their hatred of him, accusations, plot to kill Lim, etc.). For the
correlation between Jesus' "I am he” of 8:24 and Is. 43:10 “yéveoBé oL pipTupes KEYw pepTug Aéyel kOpLog
0 Bed¢ kol O TG Ov €Eerelapuny Lve yrEte kel miotelonte kal ouriite 8TL €yw elut §umpooBéy pou olk
¢yéveto Bhdog Bedg kal pet’ éue ok €oter” (LXX) of. Abbott, Grammar, §2223-2228 and the

commentators.
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his Jews opponents. Both blocks A and A” contain within themselves a chiasmus. In
block A, the initial clause spoken by Jesus (6mou éyo brdyw Upel ob dlvaoe enbeiv)'™
is reiterated by the Pharisees, and his statement that he will “go away” is misconstrued
bv his audience as a reference to suicide (urzt dmoktevel éxvzév-- go away — kill himself).
In block A" Jesus twice repeats the statement made previously, that they would
dmofaveloBe &v talc duaptiaig budv. Contrary to the initial statement in v. 21, this
particular announcement in conditional: if they do not believe that he is the one.'*! then
they would indeed die in their sins. Jesus is categorical in his statements: he rebukes
the Pharisees of their incredulity and warns them of his imminent departure. This is

the second and final of such warnings, and the repetition between 8:21 and 7:33-34 is

conspicuous:
7:33-34 8:21
7.83 elmev obv 6 8.21 Eimev olv naiy
‘Tneotic: a0Tolg

1. A little time I am
with you

2. T am going to the
one who sent me

3. You will seek me

4. You will not find
me

5. Where I am you are
not able to come

€L xpbvov pLkpov jed’
budy el

kel OTiyw Tpdg TOV
TéulevTe pe.

7:34 {nmioeté pe kal
oly ebproeté [ue], kel

Bmou elul &yo buelg o
SUveofe €XBely.

2. 1am going

3. You will seek me
4. You will die in vour
sin

5. Where I am going
vou are not able to
come

Eyw OTEYW Kel

{moeé ue, kol

&V T dpapTie Luov
&moBevelode

dmov €y Umayw Lueig
o 8UveoBe €ABeiv.

140 Cf. the parallel passage at 13:33 “rexvic, €1 pikpov ped” tudv elut {nenoeTe pe, Kal Kabwg

elmov toi¢ Tovdaioic 6Tt dmou &ye miyw bueig ol dlvaoBe éABElY, ki LUIV Aéyw &pti.” (cf. Abbott,

Grammar, §2578).

1 7 the Messiah (cf. 13:19

yéumrar 6t éydd eipl”).

@3y ¥

am’ &pti

Aéyw Duilv mpd ol yevéoBui, Tve motevonze Grav
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In 7:33-34 the context of Jesus’ statement is focused around the Jews seeking him;
this is especially apparent in the fourth statement. However, in 8:21 the focus is now
on those seeking him, and their inability to find him, because they will die in their sin
(note in particular the contrast between “you will not find me” and “you will die in your
sin”).

Block B presents itself as the pivotal point in the argument between A/A”. The
structure is formed with antithetic parallels of (a)/(b)/(a”)/(b”). The antithesis is
accomplished by the dualism which opposes he whose origins are “from above” versus
those whose origins are “from below.” The sharp contrast that Jesus establishes is a
question of origins: whereas his adversaries are (a) peilc ¢k Tov kazw ¢oté and (a”) Upelg

& tovtou 10D kdopou éoté, he is, on the other hand, (b) éyo &k <dv dvw elpl- and (b”) &yw

$oN ~ 4 ’ 142
K €LUL €K _TOU KOGUOUL TOUTOU.

[}

II

Cluster 2

As in the previous section, the following segment likewise divides itself into a
C/D/C’ structure. The parallel between adtod tadza Aaiw and talza adtod Aakolv-og serves
to bring up the conclusion to the unit. The Jews fail to understand Jesus’ statements,
not only regarding himself (vv. 21, 23) but regarding them as well (vv. 22 and 24). The
question in v. 25, “who are you?” is the impetus for the developing argument in this
new section. 4

The strength of the parallels between Blocks C and C” lies in the parallels.

There are two verbal parallels and one thematic:

That Jesus” use of ey el refers to the “I am” of the O.T. see esp. Beasley-l\’lurray, /olm, PP-
130-131; Sclnlaclaenl)urg, St folfm, ppP- 79—89; Abbott, Grammar, §2221b.

142
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C v.26 QAR 6 Téuag pe aAndnc éotLy,
Kayw & fikovoa Tep’ adtod “aDTa AeAD €lg oV Koopov.
C” v.28b-29 aARd KOO €6i8afey e 6 Tothp  zadto AaAQ.

kal 0 mépfog pe pet’ éuod éatiy

The parallels between these two blocks are obvious. ¢ mépyeg pe and tadta Aaid are both
found in C/C” and are clear parallels and serve as inclusions to the basic C/C” blocks.
The terms kdyw @ fkovon mep’ atzod and kebug €édidatév pe o matnp, although not verbal
parallels, certainly are thematically related, if not even interchangeable. Whereas the
clauses kdyw & fikovowa... and aird kebwg é8l6akév pe... introduce the reasons as to why
Jesus will only speak as he does: Jesus defines the nature of his teachings as coming

not from himself, but from the Father:

C v.26  the things which I heard from him these I speak
C” v.28  as the Father taught me these I speak'™®

In the middle of this parallel is v. 27, which acts as parenthesis associated with the
incomprehension of the Jews.'** v
Block D represents a crucial statement in the present unit. There is an obvious

correlation between the logion of the “lifting up” of the son of man in 8:28 and with

18N ote the case of hendiatris with Miéw in vv. 26, 28 and 30:

v. 26 adtod tabte AXAQ

v. 28  tabte AeAG

v.30 Tabte altob iaiolvzog
The clause tadta AxAd (olitog + AwAéw) is definitely a Johannine expression, found 19 times in the N. T.:
three times in the Synoptics (Matt 9:18; 13:34; Luke 24:36) 14 in John (John 8:20, 26, 28, 30; 12:36;
14:25; 15:11; 16:1, 4, 6, 25, 33; 17:1, 13) and two in Paul (1Cor 9:8; Titus 2:15).

1 Note the use of o0 + YLVGIOKW. Other examples of this combination to describe incomprehension
can be found at 1:10; 3:10; 8:43, 55; 10:6; 12:16; 14:9; 16:3; 17:25 (cf. the discussion by de la Potterie,
"0l et ywoiokw,” p. 718f).
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3:14; 12:32, 34. In the previous section, v. 13 introduces a objection posed by the
Pharisees to Jesus, and the resultant discourse developed an answer to their protest.
The present section follows the outline along the same general train of thought. Verse
25 contains a (mocking) question posed by the same Pharisees to Jesus-“who are
vou?” Jesus reaction to this question and the ensuing theological development is

preserved in vv. 25b-29.'%

Comment

The seriousness of the discussion can be felt in the warnings of Jesus: when he is
gone, then they will seek him, but this will prove futile. This was to be a warning as to
the consequences of their unbelief and judgment, and is reminiscent of that found in
Fzekiel 3:18.1% There are a number of verbal parallels between vv. 21-30 and 7:38-

36.1* In v. 23 toltouv t0b kéapov probably refers to more than the spatial or temporal

15 The discussion is occasioned by the question “who are you?” (v. 23a), which has an immediate
link to the previous claim made by Jesus ((v yép pn motelonze 871 éydd elpt, dmobaveiobe év taig
fiepTiong Uuov). At the same time, it reveals a comple‘ce misunclerstancling of who Jesusis. Jesus immecliately
responds to the question (v. 25b) with =iy dpxtw 8 11 ked AA ‘f)paw. This construction is a well-known
s_vntactical &Lﬁlcultv within the Gospel. Brown ( ]o/m, PP 347-348) and Schnaclzen})urg (]olm, vol. 2, p-
200-201) deal ac}equately with the various interpretations advanced from a difficult construction, and Brown's
suggested translation, “what I have been tening you from the }Jeginning” iz most pro})a]ale.

16 Foek. 3:10 “kai ob & SLacteliy TQ Grduw kel pi dnootpélm amd thg dvoplug wizod kal
o~ 14 o 3 ~ L b -~ b - 3 - ’ 7 ~ 2 - A A 3 ? t »
<fic 6300 adtod & &vopog ekelvog &v ti) édikie altod arobaveltal kel OU Ty Yuyny oou puan (cf. Prov.
24:9).

7 Cf. Brown, John, p. 349 for a convenient list of parallels. Brown considers that John has simply
"preserveci two different forms of the same scene” (ibid). It is interesting to note the consistent
misunderstanding of Jesus' audience. Whereas Jesus' initial prediction of his departure caused bafflement
(7:35, “Where does this man intend to go that we will not find him? Does he intend to go to the Dispersion
among the Greeks and teach the Greeks?"), in v. 22 thev now think he is contemplating suicide ("Then the
Jews said, "Is he going to kill himself? Is that what he means by saying, "Where I am going, you cannot
come'?"). The words were a mystery to the Jews who heard them, but the reader of the John's Gospel
understocd full well that the departure was not}ﬁng more than his returning to the Father.
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concepts of the world. It probably has an anthropological connotation of the world at
enmity with the Father,''°

The response of v. 25 illustrates precisely what Jesus said in v. 23. The Jews
are offended by Jesus’ speech and scornfully ask “who are you?” This question reveals
that they still don’t know who he is, because they refuse to hear his word. Admittedly,
Jesus’ reply to this question in v. 25 (thv dpynw 6 11 kel Aedd Outv) is a crux
interpretum, and is certainly one of the more difficult verses to interpret and translate

in John. The Greek words do not actually form a sentence per se, and can be

associated together in a number of ways. Brown''” and Schnackenburg™® have

summarized the three most plausible replies:

1. From the beginning I have been speaking to you (affirmation)
2. How is it that I speak to you? (question)
3. Why am I speaking with you! (exclamation)

Of the three options, it is most likely the third which is to be preferred. It represents
Jesus as exasperated at his audience in the face of a question to which could not be
more obvious at this point. It likely reveals the frustrating experience of the
unwillingness of the Jews to understand who Jesus is and what he is saying. In other
words, since Jesus had already made himself sufficiently known (through his previous

3 years of ministry), he was now content to rest on his previous affirmations.**° He had

N8 Vide “world” in J. B. Green, S. McKnight, I. H. Marshall (eds), Dictionary of Jesus and the
Gospels (Downers Grove: Intervarsity Press, 1092) and R. P. Martin, P. H. Davids (eds), Dictionary of the
Later New Testament & its Developments (Downers Grove: Intervarsity Press, 1997).

nr R, Brown, ]mlm, pp- 347-348.
118 Schnaclaenl)urg, ]o}m, p- 200-201.

"o Carson, ]olm, PP- 34&5-346; Alnl)o’c’c, Grammar, 82154-2156. Vv. 25-27 are quite
pro]alematical, as is shown })y the exegetes difficulties and }ay the conjectures advocated. Beasley—Murray
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disclosed to them all that they needed to know, and any additional information would
probably be pointless (hence his refrain from further discussion (v. 26)).">

Despite the fact that Jesus has “many things to speak about them,” (v. 26) his
words remain baffling, something which John points out in v. 27. But why are Jesus’
words still mysterious to his hearers, especially since vv. 16-18 are primarily focused
on the identity of “the one who sent me” and “the Father.”

Inv. 28 Jesus affirms another way in which his incredulous audience may come
to know him: when they have lifted up the Son of Man, then they will know that he is
the one. This is the second of three “lifting up” sayings,'™ and is a key verse in the
section. His crucifixion (with the burial, resurrection and ascension implied), far from
being the mere execution of a blasphemer, would in fact be his vindication as to who
he was, and who his Father was.'® The discourse ends with the affirmation that many
believed on him (v. 80). But in light of the discussion what follows (cf. v. 31), it
becomes clear that this faith was superficial.

Jesus task was not in judging, but “as calling into being God’s saving

describes v. 25 as the most obscure verse in the entire Gospel (John, p. 123). There have been no less than
six solutions proposecl:

i. “Why do I speak to you at all?" (fathers, many scholars); 7i. “Primarily what I am telling you™ (Bernard)
iii. “(I am) from the }Jeginning what I tell you™ (Barrett); iv. “(I am) what I have been teﬂing you from the
beginning” (many scholars); ». “I told you at the beginning that which also I am speaking to you (now)” P>
vi. “] am the beginning, that which I am saying to you” (lat).

As worthwhile as these conjectures are, they do not fully explain this enigma. But it is to be noted that to
answer a question by another question is a well known procedure of Jesus (ex., Matt. 12:10-11; 15:2-3;

19:3-4, 16-17; 21:23-25; John 18:33-34).
152 f. Abbott, Grammar, 82062, 2451.

158 Cf. 3:14; 12:32-34, analogous to the three passion predictions preservecl within the Synoptic
tradition (cf. Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34 and paranels). The 1i£ting up of the Son of Man is a moment of
ju&gemeni because it confronts the Jews with the truth of Jesus’ identity.

1% Cf John 3:14-17; 12:32, 34.
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judgement.”"® He already twice said that they would die in their sins (vv. 21, 24), and
resumes what he has already stated in v. 16: his judgement was true, not because it
was his own, but because it reflected the judgement of the Father. Although he could
say a lot more about them, it would probably be nothing other than a hard judgement.

C) John 8: 31-36

8:31 Eheyey olv 6 ’I’r}ﬁéﬁg TPOC TOUC TEMLOTEVKETOR altg "Tovdaiovg édv Duelg
A pelvnre v 1 Ae'yig TG UG, GANAGS pa@mm pol €ote 8:32 Kkal yruocofe n‘w
arfBerav, kol 1 dAnBeLa EkevBepdioer Dpac.

8:33 amexplbnoay TpOc alTov: omépun APpady ¢opev Kol
oldevi Sedovicikeper mwmoTE:

A’ ¢ OU Aévelg 8t EreldBepor yerroeotle

B 8:34 amexpibn adtolc 6 “Inoode duny duty Adyw Duiv 6t
TG O oLV THY deptiov SoDAdG ¢otiv ThG dueptiog

A7 8:35 6 ¢ dobhrog ol pével év th olkly elg Tov widvn, 6 vLOC ;.Léva €lg TV alove.
8:36 eqv obv O viog Vubic élevbepwoy, drrwe éhelBepol Eoeobe.

Form | Structure

This section is divided in a concentric structure of A/B/A"/B/A”". Blocks AJA°/A”"

L,Lhnackenlaurg, John, vol. 2, p. 201. This is clearly tied in with the previous claim in 5:30, 00
Emvocum €Y® TOLELY G &uauTod 00dér KaBwe dkolw kplvw, kal 1 kplolg 1) &ul) Sikale éotiv, &tL ob {nTd

TO BéANUa TO Euov AL TO Bédnue ToD TéuPartdc pe. The authonty to ]uclge is relegatecl to Jesus, and the

one who was sent Ly the Father; his juclgements are true because they reflect the judgements of the Father
himself.
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and Blocks B/B” both contain thematic and verbal parallels. At least four parallels can
be detected in our segment: éieuBepuioeL - EielBepol - ieuBepwion - €relBepor (A/A/A”7);
dedovielkapev - 6oDiog (B/B7); yevnoeoBe - €oeabe. (A7/A”7); 1 aAnBeLa éreuBepuioel UUag - 6
ULOG VMGG €revBepuiom, Svtwg €ielBepor €oeobe (A/A”7). At the centre (A”) there is a
question: “how” to become free? The whole pericope pivots around this question and
provides an answer for it, not only in sections A and B, butin B and A”” as well. A
keyv term here is €éAevBepow. This word is found twice in John (vv. 82 and 36) and serves
as the inclusion to the present section,' although its presence in A is to be noted.
Jesus informs his listeners that if they remain in his word “dAn8d¢ pednzal pol éote.”
This parallels the final conditional clause in that those who adhere to the son would
be set free.
The parallels can be illustrated as follows:

A 831 aAnfd¢ pabntal pou éote
8:32 Kal 1) dAnBeia élevfepwioer LAG.
B 833 oUbevi dedovAelkapey TWTOTE
A’ TAC 0L A€yelg 6tL éAelBepoL yerrioeate;
B 834 ., : Tag O ToLdV TNV apapilav §00Adg éaTiv thC A
apapTloc. . B V
A" 8:36 &v olv 6 Liog Lpag élevbepduion,

dvrwg éhelBepor oeabe.

Verses 31 and 35 both contain an initial statement which presehts itself as either
conditional or factual; and vv. 32 and 36 bring up the result of both propositions:

freedom. The truth spoken of in vv. 31-32 is the emancipation from the slavery of sin.

1%6 This expression is characteristic of Paul, as it occurs 5 out of 7 times in the pauline letters (Rom.

6:18, 22; 8:2, 21; Gal. 5:1).
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The contrast is laid between freedom and slavery. This is further developed in vv. 35-
36 using the metaphor of the son/slave.

Blocks B / B” contains the obvious parallel between dedouietkaper and dodroc. In
that they describe themselves as never having been slaves oléevi, Jesus contrasts this
claim by asserting that they are in fact slaves ¢ apuapziac. Thus v, 84 is a direct rebutal

to the affirmation of v. 33.
Comment

Jesus begins by addressing those Jews who “believed in him;” they were to remain in
his word to truly be his disciples. Yet in a short while these “believers” would be
attempting to stone Jesus. This paradox is not easily explained, although the most
probable solution is that their supposed faith was superficial and capricious.'® The
supposed faith was insubstantial, and Jesus knew it; 81b expresses the characteristic
of the true disciple.

Verse 32 contains three important themes found in John’s Gospel: knowledge,
truth, and freedom. These concepts presuppose an advancement or evolution in true
faith. The initial stage is knowledge, precisely knowledge of the truth.'®® This
kriowledge of truth has the result in freedom, specifically freedom from sin. The Jews
object and retort that they have never been slaves. Once again, John presents them as
misunderstanding Jesus: whereas he is speaking of slaverv to sin, thev understand

slavery from a political perspective (v. 33).'* Beasley-Murray correctly notes that the

157 “ Almost certainly the words of Jesus in this section were addressed to the same type of unbelievers
that we have been encountering all along.” (Brown, John, p. 354); see also Beasely-Murray, Carson and

Morris for the fuller observations and comments.
158 Cf how ‘truth’ is persona}iieci in Jesus (14:6).

159 They conveniently ‘£orgot' that their entire l]istory has been of enslavement and deliverance

(Egypt, the period of the Judges, the Assyrian and Babylonian deportations, Greece and Rome). “With a
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present (and subsequent) dialogue rests on a double misunderstanding vis-a-vis the
meaning of freedom and Abraham’s true progeny.'®

Vv. 35-36 present a metaphor regarding the unbelieving Jews. Whereas
Pharisees misunderstand Jesus’ reference to freedom, they claim to never having been
enslaved to anyone. Jesus however is speaking concerning slavery to sin. The slave is
not free (by the very nature of the principle), and though he might live in the master’s
house, he can be expelled (esp. if the slave offends the master). On the other hand, the
son is the heir to the father and consequently has a permanent place in the home. The
purpose of this metaphor seems to be as a warning to the Jews that they, as slaves to
sin, are in real danger of being cast out of the house of God because of their rejection

of Jesus.

D) John 8: 37a-41a

A | 8:37a Otda 611 oméoua *APpady éote | dmekpiBnoay kal elmav altd: | 8:39 | A”
0 Totmp MUOV 'APpaap €oTiv.
Aéyer altol¢ 0 ’Incolg el
Tékva to0 ‘APpaap €ote, Td
épya zoD ’ABpadp émoelte
B | 8370, | @il (ntelté pe amoxktelvar, | viv &€ {nrelté pe dmokzelvor | 8:40 | B”
0TL 0 A0YOG O €uog ol xwpel &v | &vbpwmor 0¢ v GAnPelav
, Ouiv. Vuilv Aekainka N fikouow Tapd
38a o éyw éwpaka Tapa ¢ Tatpi | 100 Beod: zolzo APpadu olk
AOAG érolnoev.
C | 8380 |xal uelc oOv & fkoloate mop | buelc morelte 1 épya tod [8:4ta | C”
100 TaTpOg ToLElTE. TATPOG VUGV,

superlb disregara for the facts of the situation as typi.ﬁecl by the Roman yol:ze ’chey maintain emphaticaﬂy that
they have never been in a state of subjection” (Morris, John, p. 457).

10" John, p- 133-134.
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Form | Structure

Dissenting from to the previous sections, this section does not adopt a chiastic
structure, but rather parallel sections (“volets™). These appear to best represent, not
only the verbal parallels, but also to allow a smoother flow of thought as the arguments
develop. The primary reading of the text normally follows a linear route; that is, one
would read the text above in the order of ABC / A"B"C". The flow of the argument

along these lines follows smoothly and naturally.

Segment 1 (37a /| 39) provides the initial commentary: on the one hand, Jesus admits
that they in fact oméppa 'ABpadp éote (=0 Tanp TV "APpagy éo=iv.) but then appears to
question this in v. 39 where he says el tékva =00 *ABpady éoze.'® The following exchange

reveals more substantially the veritable meaning of Jesus words.

Segment 2 (37b // 40) likewise includes identical terms. Both sections begin with a

),*%* and Jesus twice reminds the Jews that (nreité pe

conjunction (diie and viv &
amokzelvar. The two explanations illustrating their murderous desire may appear
dissimilar at first glance, but a closer look reveals that the motive is really the same.
The entire segment can be split up into 8 clauses. The first clause (37b / 40a) has

Jesus twice reiterating the fact that his opponents are seeking to kill him.'® The

181 This is a first class conditional clause, that is, the aszsumption of truth for the sake of the
argument. In this context, Jesus argument would be: If vou are the children of Abraham (ancl let us assume

that vou are), then... (c{ Waﬂace, Greek Grammar, p- 680,

162 ydw 8¢ is particularly favored by John, who uses it 7 times in his Gospel (8:40; 9:41; 15:22, 24;
16:5; 17:13; 18:36) as compared to the Synoptics (Luke 16:23; 19:42; 22:60); the phrase is, however,
most popular with Paul, at 12 times (Romans 11:30; 1Cor. 5:11; 7:14; 12:20; 14:6; Gal. 4:9; Eph. 5:8;
Phil. 3:18; Col. 1:26; Heb. 2:8; 11:16; 12:26).

163 Regartl‘mg the chfﬁcu]ty involved in interpreting f’(vepu)ﬂov see Brown, ]o]m, P 357; A]jlaott,
Grqmmar, §1934-1935, 2412a.
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second clause (37c¢ / 40b) provides the reason for their killing desire: his word has no
place in them (671 6 Adyoc 6 &uoc o0 ywpel év buiv.) and this word is the truth (mnv
darPerav). The final clause (38 / 40c) provides the source of Jesus word: his
relationship with the Father. “I have seen with my Father” (@ éyo edpaka mapa t¢ matpl
rox) and “I have heard of God” (v fikouvoa mapd zod Beol) are equivalent, and similar

expression are used in vv. 26 and 28.

Segment 3 (38b /| 41) is the final part to both rows. The key terms tod mazpog moieite
are repeated in both columns, and reveal to what extent Jesus’ opponents
misunderstand what he is talking about.®

Thus the parallelism is quite complete, as can be seen below:

A | 837a I know that you are | «»| Theyanswered him, “Abraham | 8:39 A’
descendants of Abraham is our father.” Jesus said to
them, "If you were Abraham's
children
B | 8:37b,t | but ye seek to kill me, But now ye seek to kill me, 8:40 B’
38a because my word has no place a man that has told you the
in you | | truth
C |8:38 therefore you also do the vou are doing the deeds of vour | 8:41a C-
things which you heard from father.
your father.
Comment

This section focuses primarily on the heritage of the Jews as the descendants of

164 Regarding the possﬂ}ihty the Jews may have been insinuating that Jesus was born ﬂlegitimately
(“ We were not born of iﬂegitima’ce [but you were]") see Brown, John, p. 357; Beasley-i\’lurray, John, p. 135;

Schnaclgenl)urg, St]olm, P- 212.
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Abraham. Although thev argue that thev are children of Abraham (physically), Jesus

redirects their attention to their spiritual heritage. Their antagonism towards Jesus

showed that they were not spirituallvy akin to Abraham, who was a man of faith and

obedience. On the one hand, to say that the Jews are descendants of Abraham is true,

but inadequate because they viewed the merits of Abraham as covering their own faults.

On the other hand, to say that those Jews are descendants of Abraham is false because

they are seeking to kill a man who has spoken to them the truth he heard from God.

E) John 8: 41b-47

)3 ~ ~ \ A4 - ~
ek 0D Beol zor pnpoza Tob Beod
dxoveL”  da
» Vs 1% I3 ~ -~ y s ’
aKOUETE, 0TL €k T0D Beol olk €atTé

tolto Vel ok

A | &4 |elmav [odv] adt@ fuelc & | pele ék  ToU  matpog ol | 8:44 | A°
Topvelag ol yeyervnueBe, € | dtafoiov éote kal Tag €mbuulac
mazépa Eyouer tov Geov. 100 TaTpog VUGV Béiete ToLelv.
a:q2 | €lmev wdtolc 0 Inoole €l o feog | éxeivog avBpwmoktévo v dm’
Tathp VAV 7y fyamdze Qv &ué, | dpxfic kal év T daAnBelg olk
€yw Yap éx ol Beol é6Rdfor kol | éommkev, 0TL oUK éo07iv aanfela
MKw'  ovde yap am’  éuovtol | év adT@. otav AoAf) T0 Yeldog, €k
ENAvBa, &AL éxelvog pe | tv L8lwy Aadel, 6tL Yelotng
améaTELAED. ¢o7lv kol 6 motnhp avtod.
B |8:43 | b 1t v Adadiav v éuny ol | éyw 8& otL iy dinbeiav iéyw, | 8:45 | B”
ywiorkeze; 6t ol dUvacBe | ol mLoTelere pot.
AKOUELY TOV AGYOV 7OV €U0V Tlg €€ UuQv éréyxer pe Tepl | 46
o apaptiog; el aAnfelav Aéyw, Sia
7L Upele o mioteveté pot; 0 AV | 47

Form | Structure

As in the previous group, this next section likewise presents itself as corresponding

tables (“diptyque” schema).'®

1 Cf. Girard, Les Psaumes, 80-81.
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Segment 1, A/A~ provides a development in the argument originally introduced in the
previous section. The key phrase repeated is 6 6ed¢ matnp Updv with bueiq ék tob matpog
700 StoPérov éoze. The use of the el..&v construction indicates a “contrary to fact”
conditional clause.!® Thus whereas in v. 42 Jesus presents an assumption (which is,
in reality, contrary to fact), in v.44 he openly denounces them and speaks factually:
God is not their Father, and they are not children of Abraham. Having God as Father
would result in the Jews loving Jesus (v. 42); but since they have the devil for father,
they hate him, because they fulfill their father's desire (v. 44).

The contrast is really between origins: Jesus came forth from God (ék 0D 8eoD
EERABov kol fikw) whereas the Jews are described as being from the devil (¢ tod matpog
700 SiaPorov). Furthermore, the phrase éva matépa éqopev tov Beov has an antithetic
parallel in v. 47 with & 7oD 6eoD olk €oté. These two clauses also serve as inclusions to
this unit, delimiting the boundary of the text. The false profession of the Jews “we
have one Father-God” is summarily considered, evaluated and rejected by Jesus, who

concludes “you are not of God.”

Segment 2, B/B” provides the climax of this increasingly hostile verbal exchange, and
the association is twofold. There are a number of verbal parallels within these two
segments of text. The introductory question introduced by éia i finds its parallel in
the response also introduced by 8w tobro; the word which Jesus speaks (thv Aeitav iy
éuny) is equated with the truth (tiy @inBelav Aéyw), and this word the Jews do not know
(o0 yvuokete) and do not believe (o0 mLotevete); Jesus twice tells the Jews that they are
simply not able to hear his words (o0 80vacBe akoleiv // ok akovete); finally, as previously
mentioned, the closing comments, 6t ék To0 Beol olk €ote, not only parallels éx tod Beod

ok éoté (v. 41b) but now brings to a conclusion this argument. The Jews “do not

166 Waﬂace, Greeé Grammar, j& 694‘
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understand his speech” (i.e., lack the spiritual understanding of his message) because
thev cannot “hear” (i.e., accept) his word. This corresponds with the fact that they
cannot “hear” him, because they refuse to accept the truth.’®” The rhetorical question
simply confirms their guilt and provides them with no escape. Within the B~ block,
verses 45 and 46 form a parallel:

(a) €y 8¢ §tL thy dAMBerav Aéyw, (b) ol mLoTeveté pol. () tig & tpov éréyyer pe mepl dueptiog;
(a”) el arneav Aéyw, (b") dui Tl bpeic ob moreeté
Comment

The debate begun in v. 18 is coming to a close. Jesus claims in v. 43 that the members
of his audience do not understand what he is saying because theyv “are not able to hear
his word.” Their slavery to sin has totally impaired them from receiving his words. The
judgment is now pronounced: they are children of the devil, and the desire’s of their
father is what they do. Jesus offers his own reason (v. 44b) for naming the devil as
their father: he is a murderer, a liar and dishonest. 7

Having their filiation to Abraham eliminated, the Jews now return and make a
new appeal: they were not born illegitimately, but have God for father.'*® Jesus
responds by once again turning their attention to the fact that thev cannot be children

of God, for they are rejecting his words (B and B”). Because they reject his words, they

167 Regarding AxAtdv (v. 43) of. Abbott, Grammar, §2251.

168 Denying that the Jews were the sons of Abraham is tantamount to claiming that they are
unfaithful to the covenant between Abraham and God. In the O.T. “fornication’ was used as a symbol for
idolatry (Hosea 1:2; 2:4-5; 4:13-14). The covenant has been portrayed as a marriage between Yahweh and
his people (cf Hosea 2:21; Jer. 2:2) and larealzing the covenant was‘])eing guﬂtv of fornication. If the Jews
are not part of that covenant/ marriage, then they would be considered inegitimate (so Beasley—lﬂurray and
Schnackenburg; Barrett and Brown understand the objection of the Jews as an attack upon Jesus for the
rumors about his birth). '
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reveal their true filiation: they are children of the devil (A").'® It is possible that Jesus’
description of the devil as a liar'”® and murderer is a correlation with the lic and murder
referred to in Gen. 8 and 4, but this remains equivocal.'” In any case, it is this
murderous hate which motivates the Jews in hating Jesus.

The contrast between Jesus’ words and those of the devil is further expressed

if we compare works of Jesus against those of the devil:

44 He was a murderer from the beginning, VS In him was life 1:4

and does not stand in the truth,

because there is no truth in him. vSs I am...the truth 14:6
Whenever he speaks a lie, vS I speak the truth 8:43, 45
he speaks from his own vSs I speak these things

for he is a liar, and the father of lies as the Father taught Me 8:28

For every statement made about the devil, John presents the person of Jesus as
constituting the exact opposite. Especially pertinent to our analysis is the source of the
devil’s words. Being by nature a liar and a murderer, whenever the devil speaks it is
fundamentally deceptive and false. The fact that Jesus speaks the truth has been
stressed as an indication that he comes from the Father; so too the lie is indicative of

diabolic origin.

199 The point is not that the Jews have been lying, for they have not been charge& as liars up to that
point (c{ v. 55), but rather that they are foﬂowing the guiding of their father the clevxl, who is Loth a
murderer and a ]iar, in seeking to kill Jesus (v. 40). Because tkey are children of the devil (whose nature
contains no trutl'x) , this expiains why they cannot hear or accept the words of ]esus~he speaks the truth. The
Jews' failure to understand Jesus speech has been demonstrated lay the many instances of their
mismxclerstanding within cllap. 8 (w. 33, 39, 41) and is here attributed to their ina}:»ility to understand his
Ianguage.
170 &y Th Gineiq olk €0TnKev: is €6TNKEY a 3° indicative imperj‘:zct active or 3" indicative pe;y[ect active
of otikw? The per£ect form is pre£errec1, yet the force of the perfect tense here is presumalvly as a present.

17135 Brown, John, pp. 357-358; Beasley-Murray, Schnackenburg and Carson think “liar” and
“murderer” refers prima_rﬂy to the lie and death of Adam gn& Eve (cf. 1 John 3:8, 12).
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F) John 8: 48-59

64
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Form | Structure

This final section of 12 verses presents itself with a number of overlapping verbal
parallels. The repetition of identical and synonymous terms makes distinguishing the
structural outline more difficult than the previous sections. Proof of this can be seen
by the fact that all commentators examined (with the exception of Bernard)'”* do not
divide vv. 48-59 into any segments, but simply offer a straightforward commentary on
the text.!”® Nevertheless, for the present study we have proposed the following chiastic

structure along with appropriate comments. Overall, the argument develops as follows:

A Jews reject Jesus; “vou have a demon”
B I do not seek my own glorv / keep my word
C Abraham and prophets died-who are you?
B~  Father glorifies me /I keep his word
A" Jews reject Jesus; “1 Am”

More than anything else, it is the identity of Jesus that distinguishes this section from
the proceeding. Whereas vv. 41b-47 focused on the identity of the Jews (i.e., as not
being neither children of God nor Abraham), this section now éentralizes around the
~ identity of Jesus: Jesus has a demon (vv. 48, 49, 52); Jesus and Abraham (vv. 52, 53,
56, 57, 58); Jesus and God (v. 54), concluding with a self-disclosure incorporating the
most important of all the &y elpl sayings (v. 58).

Blocks A / A’ operate as the beginning and conclusion of this final section.
Admittedly there are fewer verbal parallels than one could have desired, but the

thematic opposition which these blocks present still allows us to delineate some basic

172 Bernard offers a division of the passage, but this is due to his t}leory of “diclocations.”

178 At best, commentators split w. 30-50 into two substantial groups (vw. 30-47 and 48.-30; df.
Table s). - " )
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units. The first opposition is found between vv. 48 and 57. Jesus states that they reject
God’s words, and this is demonstrated by their sneering. The second opposition,
between vv. 48 and 58 represents a blatant contrast in claims: the Jews accuse Jesus
of being demon possessed (A), and Jesus responds by making the supreme of all éyo
elpl claims (A”"). The final pair of verses is not so much an opposition as perhaps a
complimentary explanation: Jesus states that the Jews dishonor him, and prove him
right by attempting to stone him!

Blocks B / B” contain several parallels. The initial statement by Jesus in v. 50
(4y0> 8 ob {1z Ty 86w pov) has its correlative in v. 54 (éw éyw Sofdow &uautév, 1 S6Ex
wov o0dév &otwv). Despite the lexical differences, the expressions are synonymous. The
terms 86fav / Sofdow correspond to each other in vv. 50 and 54, both being quite unique
to this particular section in John 8. The term ywdokw is found in both vv. 52 and 55,
itself being an important Johannine term.’™ Tnpéw is used both in keeping Jesus’
words (v. 51) and in keeping the Father’s word (v. 55).

Block C is the pinnacle of the section. The height of the argument is reached
when the Jews berate Jesus and ask tiva oeautov moieic? The succeeding sections (B~

and A") preserve the heated argument which follows this reproach.
Comment

The entire section is modeled primarily upon an acrimonious question/reply format,
headed by way of objections by the Jews against Jesus. Verse 47 now signals a new
development m the debate. Within the preceding sections, Jesus’ listeners responded
to Jesus’ speech by defending themselves and their heritage; but now they go on the
offensive against him.

The Jews are not of God because they reject God’s word (i.e., the teaching of

17k Vide supra the stuicly‘of de la Potterie on this regard.
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Jesus, which he heard from God himself). They protest, and accuse Jesus of being a
Samaritan and demon possessed (twice!). Fundamentally the Jews do not “know” the
Father-thus they cannot keep His word, and consequently reject the words of Jesus
(who was taught by the Father).

Verses 48-59 contains the climax of the debate between Jesus and the Jews.
Verse 48 is the answer to the question raised in v. 46 (“why do you not believe me?”).
To the Jews initial ad hominem attack that Jesus is a Samaritan and demon possessed,
he answers that in reality he is merely honoring his Father, whom they do not know
(vv. 48-51). Their ignorance of the Father explains their opposition to Jesus. His life
and teaching is proof that he honors the Father. The next affirmation (“if anyone keeps
my word, he shall never see death”) serves as a catalyst for the remainder of the
discussion.

In verses 52-85 the argument revolves around the person of Abraham. Jesus’
motive in making such astonishing claims is not self-glory: rather he is merely doing
the work the Father has given him to do. The Jews are provoked by what Jesus says
because they are not “hearing” from the proper perspective. Whereas they consistently
understand Jesus’ words from a human, physical point of view, he is speaking to them
from a divine, spiritual perspective. The scornful reproach “whom do you make
vourself to be? is the turning point or the argument, since everything else that follows
revolves around this question. The Jews bring up the person of Abraham anew, and
Jesus answers their question by a statement which truly puzzles them.

Verses 56-58 contain the climax of the entire argument, begun in v.12.
Regardless of the fact that Jesus was a man not yet in middle life, Abraham both “saw”
and “rejoiced” in Jesus’ “day.”"*® This statement opens up an entirely new perspective

regarding who Jesus is. Jesus not only welcomes the comparison between himself and

148 Despite the dl&culty in its exact meaning, the main thrust is not primarﬂy that Abraham
rejoz'cec] , but rather that he “saw” Jesus’s clay. Regarding‘ the meaning of this verse, of. esp. A_})lnott, Gmmmar,
§2688-2689, Scl’maclzen]au:cg and Beasley—Mun'ay on this point.
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Abraham (the second greatest figure in Judaism next to Moses), but goes on to state
that Abraham saw and rejoiced at Jesus’ day.

This causes a confused and harsh reaction by the Jews (“how have vou, a man
not yet 50 years old, seen Abraham?”). The climax to it all is found in Jesus’ last
rebuttal to the Jews: Abraham was able to see his day because even before Abraham
existed, Jesus already was. This proves that Jesus not only was in fact greater than the
prophets and Abraham, but that he was the I AM of the O.T. The section concludes by
stating that Jesus hid himself from their murderous actions.

Conclusion

This second of the two great discourses against the Jews (5:19-47 and 8: 12-59) is in
extent the most considerable. With these two extended discourses, the undeveloped
discourses in 12:44-50 and 18:31-36 and the short substantial utterances contained
in ch. 7 are closely associated, and their adequate interpretation depends upon this
material being taken as one whole in which the words of the prologue “he came unto
his own, and his own received him not” (1:11) are expanded and explained. As in the
discourses to the disciples (chs. 14-16) the themes remain constant throughout — the
origin aﬁd destiny of Jesus, the nature of His witness to Himself, and the judgement
pronounced upon the Jews —and characteristic phrases or key words tend to recur; but
at each repetition of theme or phrase or key word its significance is extended by some
modification in its application, so that the meaning of any single passage depends upon
nuance of allusion rather than upon directness of statement.'”®

The removal of 7:58 - 8:11b from the text of the gospel brings the discourse in

ch. 8 into closer connection with ch. 7 (as already mentioned above). The scene is the

176 Ex. compare 5:30-37 - 7:16, 28,29 - 8:13-18, 28, 42 - 12:32, 49; 5:22, 30 - 7:24 - 8:15,
16 - 12:48; 7:34-36 - 8:21, 22; 7: 20 - 8:48, 52; 5:39-40, 45-47 - 7:19 - 8:39; 5:35 - 8:12 - 12:35-
36, 45; see also 7:37, 38). '
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same: Jesus is teaching in the Temple (cf. 7:14, 87, with 8:20, 59)."”" The impression
left upon the readers of the gospel is that the Feast of Tabernacles is still in progress,
and that the themes propagated in the discourses of Jesus recorded in ch. 7 are again
picked up and developed in a continuous discourse. The relation between chs. 7 and
8 is not unlike the relation between ch. 14 and chs. 15-16, the break at 7:52
corresponding with the break at 14:31.

177 Even his exact position near the Treasury being carefully noted (8:20).
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Chapter 3 - Johannine Use of the Perfect

Introduction

Before delving into John’s particular use of the perfect tense, it may be worth
while to review what the perfect tense is and how it is used. The perfect indicative in
Greek denotes that the action of the verb is regarded as complete (at the time of
speaking), and that its results are regarded as still existing. Wallace describes the
function of the perfect tense as describing “an event that, completed in the past...has
results existing in the present time (i.e., in relation to the time of the speaker)”™*® and
Zerwick describes the use of the perfect tense as “indicating not the past action as
such but the present ‘state of affairs’ resulting from the past action.”'*” In other words,
the characteristic aspect of the perfect tense is found in that, whereas it reflects the
“completed action” of the aorist, it also exhibits the “existing results” of the present
tense.'*®

John contains a far more verbs in the perfect tense than any other book in the
N.T. John chapter 3 records the highest number (21) of perfects, followed by with
chaps. six and eight with 20 each. Apart from chaps. 2, 10 and 21 which score the
lowest in all the Gospel, there remains a high number of perfects in each chapter. If we

turn our attention to chap. 8 in particular, we note the following perfects:

6 p B, Wallace, Greek Grammar, p. 573.
W5, quotecl in \\Vaﬂace, ibid (cf the discussion on pp. 573-574 for further &e{‘initions).

M8 Turner (Syntax, pp. 84-85) specifically cites 2 Tim. 4:7 as an illustration of the force of the
perfect: TOV kaddv dyGua fydviopar, Tov spduov tetédeka, thy mloty tetprke “T have fought the good
fight, T have finished the course, I have kept the faith.” In these cases, the perfect conveys a sense of
finali‘cy with the results extending to the present: Paul has fough‘c, finished and lzept in the past and until now.
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Table 6 — Complete listing of all perfects in John 8:12-59
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This inventory will serve as the basis of our investigation. In the final analysis, only 2
verbs have been specifically chosen for a more detailed analysis. This was done so as
to keep our investigation within reasonable limits as well as to serve as a test case for
further study.

Before beginning our detailed analysis of verbs in the perfect tense, a word needs
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to be said for those which have been eliminated. Far from being ‘discarded’ because of
some relative unimportance, these verbs are quite important both within our pericope
and in Johannine theology as a whole. But space restrictions have forced us to adopt
a more pragmatic approach, and so certain decisions had to be made as to which verbs
would be examined and which would be set aside for subsequent examination.

The following verbs will not be considered in this thesis: ot (vv. 14, 19, 37,
55), ywuokw (vv. 52, 55), ypadw (v. 17), moteln (v. 81), doviclw (v. 83), yevvdw (v. 41),
épyopet (v. 42) and otmikw (v. 44). Certain considerations had to be weighed in the
balances regarding which verbs were to be studied and which were to be left out, and
the following should provide a brief explanation. To begin, as far as oldx and yLvokw
were concerned, the masterful study by de la Potterie provided enough of a framework
and persuasion that it was thought unnecessary to re-invent the wheel, as it were.'*®
De la Potterie has presented a convincing case in considering both terms as having a
particular ‘function’ in John, that it was thought best to address other verbs. ypadw was
abandoned simply because in all 14 instances found in John, it was used either to
introduce an O.T. quotation, or used as a reference to the O.T. Thus ypddw is
commonly used (in the perfect tense) to describe things which have been written in the
past and are still ‘preserved’ in writing, not only in John but throughout the N.T. as
well.* moteiw is found six times as a perfect and 83 times as an aorist in John. It was
wondered whether anything new could be added to the already multitudinous studies

already available regarding motelw, and so it was decided that perhaps a fresh

investigation of aunrenowned term would be more appropriate.*®* ovieiw in found only

19 vide supra, pp. 14-20.

%9 Bx. John 6:31: ol matépec fudv to pdvve Ebayov &v th Eptiuw, kabde (oTLy yeypayévor:
&ptov &k tod obpavod €Swker adtolc dayelv "Our fathers ate the manna in the wilderness ; as it is written,
'He gave them bread out of heaven to eat.™

1®1 Cf. “motic” in C. Brown, DNTT, vol I, pp. 593-606.
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once in John, precisely at 8:33.'® It is impossible therefore to determine whether or
not John's use as a perfect is particular, since there is no basis of comparison with
other instances, either as a perfect or as an aorist. yevvaw is used six times as a perfect
and twelve times as an aorist. Like ypddw, the instances yevvaw is used as a perfect in
reference to being born, or giving birth. There is nothing unusual about such a usage,
and so was dropped from consideration.'® €yopat is found 11 times as a perfect but
62 times as an aorist. In this particular case, the sheer quantity of examples to be
studied played against choosing épyouar as a sample, all the while recognizing its
importance within Johannine theology.'®® The final verb, otfikw, was abandoned for
study because, like doviclw, it is found only once as a perfect (8:44) and no cases as
an aorist.'® Thus, the two remaining verbs, namely Axiéw (v. 40) and dpdw (v. 88, 57)
will be examined in detail and will serve as our test cases for testing our hypothesis.

In order to determine whether or not the Johannine perfect has a particular
value, a comparison will be made between the verbs Aaiéw and opaw used as aorists and
perfects. This is because the closest reflection to the meaning of the perfect tense is
probably found in the aorist. As McKay already noted, the perfect was gradually
supplanted by the aorist tense (even in N.T. times). There is more correlation between
the aorist and perfect than between the imperfect and perfect. Hence this study will

focus primarily between these two tenses.

1 This verb is found 25 times in the N.T.: five times in the Synoptics, twice in Acts, and the

remaining 17 instances in Paul.

18 Cf, “vewwiw” in C. Brown, DNTT, vol I, pp- 176-179.
186 ¢f, “€pyopat” C. Brown, DNTT, vol I, pp- 319-322.

187 Tn the N.T. 071w is found as a perfect only here at 8:44 and no cases as an aorist. It is found

10 times in other tenses, twice in the Sy1_10ptics, and seven in Paul.
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A) reréw

The computerized search throughout the N.T. revealed the following statistics
regarding Awiéw. Its distribution throughout the N.T. is as follows: Synoptics, 78 times:
John, 59; Acts, 59; Pauline epistles, 76; Catholic epistles, 12; Revelation, 12.'%
According to the Liddell-Scott Greek-English Lexicon, the original meaning of Axiéw
was to ‘talk’, ‘chatter,’ or ‘prattle;’ to utter a voice or emit a sound.'® It was used to
describe the sound of inanimate things, such as streams of water, thunder, musical
instruments. In persons, it was a reference to the faculty of speech (i.e., the ability to
utter articulate sounds, to speak)-it was onomatopoeic for the unassisted expressions
of small children. Then, transferred to adult usage, it came to mean ‘chatter,” ‘prattle,’
in deliberate contrast to reasonable speech. In later writers AeAéw = Aéyw and meant to
‘speak’ or ‘to talk.’ Subsequently its meaning was related to speaking, to use words in
order to declare one’s mind and disclose one’s thoughts.'®

De la Potterie has noted John’s fondness for the verb Aaieiv.'®! He observes that

John’s use is practically never in regards to a ordinary conversation, but rather is used

188 R, N‘Iorgenthaler, Statistik des Neutestamentlichen Wortschatzes, (Zurich: Gotthe]f-\'erlag,

189 For further discussion and many examples, of. “iiéw” in H. Balz and G. Schneider (ed),
Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981); C. Brown, (ed). The New
International Dictionary of New Testament ﬁ?é‘@fogy. 3 vols. (Gran& Rapicls: Zonc}ervan, 1978). Accorcling
to Hithner, Auiéw is eleventh in frequency among N.T. verbs (iid.).

19 Tn the LXX Azhéw is found some 1105 times, primarily for the Hebrew 127, as well as for MR.
In the N.T. there are no less than 12 separate words sharing identitical root with ieiéw (cf. X. Jacques, List
of New Testament Words Sharing Common Elements [Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1969]; W. C.
Trenchard, The Student’s Comp/ete Guide to the Greek New Testament [Zondervan: Grand Rapide, 1992)).

191 Tn John AAéw is found as follows: 25 times as a present tense; 3 as Imperfect; 13 as Aorist; 13
as Perfect; 5as Euture, and none as a Pluper{ect.
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to describe Jesus as the subject doing the ‘speaking’ (47 times out of 60).'* In the
present section, we will examine all the uses of Aadéw as found in 8:12-59, with an

extended analysis where it appears as a perfect.

1) Aeiéw in John 8:12-59

Within our text of 8:12-59 hAéw is found in the following verses: 12, 20, 25, 26, 28,

30, 88, 40, 44" Tt is necessary first to examine and evaluate the occurrences in our

pericope, and then examine those occurring outside our text.

a) 8:12, 20

In the previous chapter we attentively outlined and examined each mini-structure of

John 8. Taking up anew our structure, verses 12 and 20 parallel each other as follows:

812 Tledy oty altoig Eddinoer O “Inootic Aéywr
A Eyed eljie O $Ag ToD kdopout & dxodouBay ol ol i) TepLmation év Th okotly, G e
0 $o; i Cwig.

A" 8:20 Taime 1 pipete dddAnoey & ) yalodulexiy Siddokwy & tQ lepd kel oldels énluoey
attdy, Gt olitw Enlier § dpe itob.

As we have previously noted in our structural analysis, the verbal parallel of édAnoev

with Jesus as the referent in both cases (vv. 12 and 20) confirm our argument that they

160 “Jean, qui se sert 266 fois du verbe AéyeLv ...ne Jutilise jamais pour la révélation proprement &ite,
est-a-dire pour la communication directe d'une «parole» céleste, faite par Dieu, 1’Esprit ou un ange. Dans
ce cas, il emploie dreiv.” 1. Dela Potterie, La verité dans Saint Jean, 2 vols. (Rome: Biblical Institute Press,
1977), vol. 1, p- 56 (cf. also p- 40).
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are inclusive indicators to the whole pericope. Whereas v. 12 simplyv depicts Jesus as
‘speaking to them’ .John now characterizes this as ‘teaching’ (v. 20).'* As John 7:58-
8:11 would have been unknown to John,'* and as Jesus had no part in the discussions
found in 7:40-52, the remaining reference is to John 7:37-39; naiwv érainoev functions
then as a continuation, an augment of the preceding discourse.'*®

Jesus is not merely speaking to a multitude of people about human affairs-he
is teaching them about the relationship between himself and his Father, their
acceptance/rejection notwithstanding. As Schnackenburg observes, the prjuata of Jesus
“are more than human words; thev are divine words of revelation (3:34; 8:47; 12:47-
48)"1% and these words Jesus spoke (éidincev) about himself as the ‘light of the
world.’ ékainoev of v. 20 undoubtedly refers to the discourse preserved in the previous
verses. In both cases éxainoev has a reference to the fact the act of Jesus is here viewed

as a whole.'¥’
b) 8:25, 26, 28, 30

Inasmuch as we have already examined in greater detail the complete structure of 8:21-

30 previously, we will here focus exclusively on the section containing ieiéw. There is

) 19 As Brown notes in his commentary, the repeﬁtioﬁ of &tinoer functions as the inclusions to th@s
pericope; they serve to delineate this section, not only from 8:1-11, but from v. 21 onwards (John, 342;
agreeing with Brown are Schnackenburg, Beasley-Murray, Barrett and Carson regarding the use of ALy
eieAnoev). Just as in v. 21, the similar transition and the recurring TEALY introduce again a new discourse.

19 Cf. our discussion in the Maxi-Structure of John 8 (p. 41-43).

195 Bemar&, ]olm , vol. 2, P- 291 states that maAiv does not fit the context of the discourse which

£ouows, for it is merely resumptive or indicative of the Leginm'ng of a new section, as at v. 21."
196 Schnackenburg, John, vol. 2, p. 195.

197 The aorist here may be viewed as a complexive/ constantive aorist, where the teaching of Jesus is
summed up in the clause Tadte & pripace érdinoey.
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a close correspondence regarding several points found in blocks C and C~ (ex. the
relationship of Jesus and his Father, including several thematic and verbal repetitions,
carefully arranged within the developing argument; cf. chart on next page).'* In
particular a generous number of occurrences of Awiéw (five in six verses). In all five
cases Aoiéw is the term used to delineate the source of his message: it is from the
Father.

Four times Jesus tells his audience that he does and speaks nothing of his own
accord; but rather he openly attributes the source of his teaching to the Father. Even
though he could have said and judged many things on their account (v. 26),
nevertheless he was faithful to the task to which he was sent by the Father, viz, to only
speak what he heard and was taught by the Father.'®

In all five cases iciéw is used in the present tense. The kind of action
represented here is durative or prolonged.*™ From the beginning Jesus was speaking
only that which he heard and was taught by the Father. What he speaks to the world

is a continuing testimony (see chart next page).

198 FEor a detailed examination of the same pericope but from a different perspective see P.

Létourneau, [ésus, f;/s de Thomme et f:/s de Dieu (I‘«iontréal: Editions Beuarmin, 1992), pp. 273-284.

19 The use of Axiéw here reflects the act of continuous speaking, as can be inferred from the
immediate context (esp. vv. 23-24). Awi€lv kel kpivew (as infinitives, both direct objects of €yw) reflect
Jesus’ u.nderstancling of his mission: it informs us that he does not gay many things which he has to spealz and
judge of them, but only that which he heard from him who sent him, i.e., to communication of divine truth
to the world.

#0 These could be classified as a ,"Descriptive Present” (cf Wallace, Greek Grdmmar, pp- 518-519).
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C  ® beyov olv oz ob =i el; elmer adtoig 6 Tnools Identity of Jesus

™y apxlv 6 TL kel AgAd Outv; unknown
* oAkt €xw Tepl LudV Aarelv kal kplvely, <> GAX 0 Téupag pe GANPTC éoTLy, Jesus and the
Kbyw & frovow Tep’ adTod > zalto AeAQ el¢ Tov xdouov. Father
7 o0k €yvwony 6tL oV matépe mitolc éhevev Reaction #1:
! T P oL Yev. unbelief

D * elnrev olv [wdtoig] 6 Tnoolc Grav Didente wov vidv Tod avépdmou, téte  Identity of Jesus
vvioeafe BT Eyo) elyt, revealed

4 kol & éuoutold moLd oLGEV, <> @ik keBog EBldalér pe O Tathp tabty Aedd. Jesus and the
) M np TaUTX ARAGW.
* kel 0 méuog pe pet &uod €0ty «> 00K Gdfikér pe wévov, 8TL Eyo To apesti Father
0T TOLG TEVTOTE
Reaction #1:
~ ¥ ~ ~ A 3 ’ b ¥ 4
¥ Tabre albzod Axrobvrog moAkol emictevoay el adzdv unbelief

Furthermore, tafza Aoid is one of key phrases linking C and C’, further
illustrating their mutual interdependence. In both C and C~ the discourse of Jesus is
complimentary. He openly admits that his message is not his own, but is exclusively
that of the Father. He only speaks what he heard (v. 26) or what he was taught (v. 28b)
from the Father. The correlation between the duplicate use of zadta Aaid, both

connected with a subordinate clause, can be characterized as follows:

. 6 3 o ¥ s~ ~ PO \ oy
C KOyw NKoLON TP ULUTOL THLTO A0AD €L TOV KOCUOV.

! !

C’ Bhard keboc E6L6aféy pe 6 Tathp tadrel AaAd

What Jesus is speaking to them now is & fkovoa map’ adtod <adta AaAd el¢ tov

kéopov: he says what he heard from the Father.*** These phrases are not uncommon in

201 Bernard submits that the demonstrative tadte with AwA® refers to the specific teacln'ng of this
particular section ( John, vol. 2, p. 304). 7
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John (cf. the following: 8:38, 40; 15:15, as well as 3:31-32, 12:49). What we are
presented with in these passages is the revelatory mission imparted to the Son by the
Father. What the Son has heard with the Father (v. 26) and what the Father taught the
Son (v. 28) is the substance of Jesus’ teaching. The characteristic trait which appears
between these two verses is the apparent equivalence of fikouoe and é8idafév as the
source of Jesus teaching on the one hand, and the direct connection between what he
heard/was taught from the Father and what he is now presently speaking to the world.

This verse gives the crucifixion/resurrection/ascension an explicit revelatory
significance~“you will know that I am.” The lifting up will confirm what Jesus has been
saving all along: he does nothing of his own (8:28b; 5:19, 30) and speaks what the
Father has taught him (8:26¢, 28b).

The link between blocks C/C” and D becomes clearer as the debate progresses.
On the one hand, the contention within the text develops along the progression of the
argument: at the beginning the identity of Jesus is unknown, whereas it will be revealed
at the crucifixion. The first reaction to Jesus’ proclamation is that of unbelief and
ignorance, whereas as the debate advances, the second reaction is now one of belief. 2oz
What is prominent throughout is the perspective by which Jesus portrays himself in
relation to the Father. All the things which he heard and was taught by the Father-and
these things alone-are what he speaks to the Jews and to the world. These Wofds are

therefore revelatory words: they reveal the Father.

202 Verse 30 presents the participle Axrodvtog (together with adtou, functioning as a genetive

al)soiute). The present tense here most 'm:zely reflects the contemporaneous action, “while he was speal:zing."
Scl’mackenburg, who splits the section from w. 21-29, considers v. 30 as an editorial note setting apart vv.
30-36; Brown likewise considers the genitive absolute (rare in ]ohn) as “the editors device for splitting the
discourse into divisions,” but divides the next section at v. 31 (John, vol. 1, p. 348).
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A | 8:37a 060 671 oméppoa "APpady éote | dmexpibnoay kal elmav avt 0 | 8:39 | A
Tathp THOV  CAPpacp  €oTLv.
AéyeL avtolc 6 Tnoole el tékva
t00 'APpaap éo7e, Ta épye Tod
"ABpady €moLelTe
B | 8:37bc | dAAa {Mrelté pe dmoktelval, 6Tl | viv b¢ (mrelté pe amoktelvor | 8:40 | B”
0 Abyoc O éuoc o0 ywpel év | &vBpwtov O¢ thy ainfetav Luiv
Uutv. AedaAinka N fkouoe mepd tod
382 o éyw edpake Topd T matpl | Beolr  Tolto  CAfpadp ok
AGAG ¢molnoey.
C | 838 |kal Upelg olv & fkovoate mapd | Uuelc moielte & épya tod | 8:41a | C”
700 TaTPOG TOLELTE. TTpOC DUQV.

The present section of text reveals increasingly hostile and irate Jewish opponents

towards Jesus. Jesus himself is developing an even greater gap between himself and

his audience, especially in the introduction of a new theme in v. 38 (not found in

previous sections examined). These units of texts present us with several

complimentary as well as antithetical parallels, all pregnant with meaning, and all

within a relatively condensed text.

To begin, the question of ‘fatherhood’ is introduced in v. 37a and v. 89:

A Oilda 6T oméppa 'APpady éote

A

el téxva tod "APpadp &ote, T épya Tod *APpady émoleite

203 The condition in this verse is difficult to translate because it is a mixed condition in the Greek
text (i.e., the verb in the protasis (el “if") is present tense, while the verb in the second clause is past tense.
Perhaps it is best to translate as “If you reaﬂy are the children of Abraham, then vou would be Aoing the
works of Abraham” (cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary, p. 225). ’
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In these verses Jesus directly engages the Jews’ protest found in v. 88 (“we are
Abraham's offspring, and have never yet been enslaved to anyone”). He grants their
claim and does not deny their physical descent from Abraham, but proceeds to contrast
this claim with their behavior (vv. 87, 39, 40)-a behavior not compatible with a true
descendant.'” The desire to kill Jesus has been a constant part of the make up of
chaps. 7-8,'® and Jesus now identifies that desire as the result of the absence of his
word in them. In fact the developing argument found in both ABC/A"B“C” develops
along the following lines:

A offspring of Abraham children of Abraham A’

l

l

my Father my Father B’
I speak what I saw I speak what I heard
! l
C your father vour father C’
You do what you heard you do the works
of your father

The fundamental contrast that Jesus is forcing the Jews to be aware of is not so much
a question of the paternity of Abraham, but a contrast between his Father and their
father, between his words and their reaction to it (i.e., their works). Jesus
acknowledges their lineage from Abraham but that is as far as it goes; true descent is
that which hears and accepts the message from the Father (as did Abraham) and the
message is brought to them by the messenger sent from the Father, Jesus himself. The
shift from “descendants” (oméppa) to “children” (zékve) of Abraham introduces a new

theological metaphor into the debate. Its use here suggests that the ultimate focus of

178 Paul argues along similar lines in Rom. 2:28-29, where he makes the contrast between the

external ]ewishness (circumcision of the ﬂesh) ve. internal ]ewishness {circumcigion of the heart).

178 Cf. 7:1, 25, 30, 44-45; 8:20, 59).



AaAéw 82

the debate is on the relationship to God as Father and not Abraham.** Having rejected
his word. the Jews are ‘disqualified’ from any claim to Abraham. And the rejection of
Jesus’ word (blocks B/B ") opens up the next fundamental contrast within this section
involving the term Awiéw.

The contrast between B/B” and C/C” is closely linked along the following lines:

B 8 Eyo €dpako Tepd T TATpl AXAG B°  Aekainke W fikouoa Tap Tob Beod

C o Mkoloate Topd ToU TETPOC TOLELTE. C”  moielze =& épyo oD TTPOG DUGV.

In v. 40 the Jews’ desire to kill Jesus is measured up against two standards. First, it
is measured against the truth from God which Jesus speaks; second, it is measured
against the works of Abraham. The contrast is immediately set up between the words
which Jesus is speaking (with the present iaid and the perfect ieiainka) and the
actions of the Jews.

The contrast at this point is sharply set between the words which Jesus is
speaking (v. 88a Aaiw < ierdinkae v. 40) and the actions of the Jews (v. 38 moieite. <
Totelze. v. 41a). Because of the close connection between blocks B and B” the question
arises as to how the use of Aaiéw as a present in v. 38a (Aeiw) differs from that a perfect
in v. 40 (Aerdinka)? Admittedly the perfect tense involves a present state of being which
has resulted from a past action (a combination of linear and punctiliar action). But in
the present case it is rather perplexing to retain a manifest distinction between the two
tenses. Our structural analysis has allowed us to divide vv. 37a-41a as a separate unit
of text as well as 'permitted us to recognize the corresponding segment units. That
blocks ABC/A’B°C” share verbal and thematic parallels indicate a tightly knit
structure, the interpretation of which is based on the mutually interpretative blocks of

text.

206 «Children” is used two other times in John and in both cases refers to “children of God™ (1:12;
11:82).
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The relationship is expressed between the truth spoken and the reaction to it.
If the Jews were really tékva t0d efpadp their works would reveal this: they would not
be trying to kill a man who is speaking the truth which he heard from God. Abraham
was a man who did not reject the truth from God but accepted it. This the Jews are not
doing. The distinction between moieite and AxAG appears to reflect itself in that “Jesus
spealks the truth which the Father has given Him, but the Jews do the sinful things
which the devil suggests, the present tense moieite indicating a continual doing.”*” The
truth which Jesus is speaking is that fiv fikovox mepi 100 Peod, an expression which
describes the perpetual teaching of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel, sc. that His words
reveal the teaching and will of the Father.'"®

Its is somewhat puzzling to observe how John has set up a contrast between
what Jesus says and what the Jews do. moieite in both cases is a present tense,
signifying a continual doing. This is used in contrast to what Jesus says, Aeié and
Aehdinke. There does not appear to be any hard difference in the use of the present and
perfect at this point.

The phrase v éAnfetar tuiv Aeddinke does not refer merely to ‘disclosing the
truth’, but rather its meaning specifically refers to the proclamation of the truth of

(divine) revelation. As forv. 40, it is in Jesus’ speech that “God reveals his truth and

175 Bernard, ]oZm ,vol. 2, p- 310. Beasley-Murray does not dwell on the variety of tenses representecl
loy €dpako/Aard on the one hand and AedaAnko/fkovoa on the other. But Beasley—l\’lurray is aware of the
difference tenses, for he translates v. 38 as “Lam sgealzing what | have seen in the presence of (my) Father”
and v. 38 “...a man who has Eroclaimecl to you the truth which [ heard from God.” ( ]oim , p- 124); Morris
(John, pp. 459-460) specifically refers to “speak” and “do” (i.e., AtAc and ToLelTe) as being both “continuous
tenses. Jesus is referring to his constant message and their persistent practice” while Carson (fo}m, p. 351)

takes no notice of the variations. Barrett (John, p. 346) simply comments on the passage without referring
Specificaﬂy to the tenses: “Jesus does not spealz of himself, but reveals what he has seen in the Father's
presence” (folm, p. 346); as for rerdinke of v. 40, this refers to “not simply ‘what is true’ but ‘the truth’
revealed in the whole mission of Jesus from God.” (fl)id ., p- 347).

176 Qee Schnackenburg, John, vol. 2, p. 490, n. 83. Schnackenburg observes (v. 38) that “Jesus’
task is to announce (AoA@®) the revelation which is clirectly available to him through ‘seeing’ in the Father's
presence” (John, vol. 2, pp- 210-211).
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his saving will.”*® The two occurrences are set up against one another within the

blocks B/B":
B & &yw édpaka Tapd TQ moTpl ARAD « AeaAnke T fikovoa mapa <ol Beod B”

Our structural analysis and exegesis have not permitted us to distinguish any particular
characteristic with the use of the perfect in block B”. This is inasmuch as both the
present aié and the perfect Aeidinka are both set side by side as comparable to each
other, if not even interchangeable. It can hardly be argued that there is an important
difference between what Jesus ‘saw’ with the Father and what he ‘heard:’ the two terms
appear to be interchangeable.

Likewise, the fact that the present tense ieid is placed opposite the perfect
rerdinko likewise leads one to conclude that in this particular section the two terms are
most likely interchangeable. As Wallace, Blass-Debrunner-Funk and Turner have well
pointed out, the perfect sometimes functions with a present force and there is little
distinction between the act and the results.?!® In other words, ieidinke is a perfect
tense but without the usual aspectual significance.

To conclude, this analysis has displayed the two fundamental contrasts between

7 Jesus and the Jews: the Father of Jesus and the father of the Jews; the &ords of Jesus
and the works of the Jews. The Jews’ works invariablv exposes who their real father
is, and Jesus words reveal his Father. His words (=the truth which he heard from the
Father) has no place in them (v. 37b) and so they are seeking to kill him, because they
neither know him nor the one who sent him. Despite the fact that within the initial |

stages of investigation the primary force of the perfect was used as our starting point,

W09 Ihid., p. 211.

210 Waﬂace, Greek Grammar, PP 579-580; BDF, Greek Grammar, 8341 (p. 176); Turner, Syntax,
pp. 81-86.
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our structural analysis and the indistinguishable use of AaAd <> iehdinka have led us to
judge otherwise. At this point we can discern no indisputable distinction between the

two.
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As explained in the previous section, Jesus was erecting a contrast between his Father

and the father of the Jews. Their rejection of him as the one sent from the Father

revealed their twofold condition: first, their desire to kill him disqualified them from

any filial claim to Abraham; second, their rejection of his words (i.é'., the truth he heard

from the Father) was a clue as to their true filiation to some other ‘father.”*!* In the

present section, the identity of that father is now exposed.

This is the last time Aaiéw is used within our pericope, and in both cases it is

used as a present tense. Jesus now explicitly states that the father of the Jews is the

A1 He provides two different but complementary exp}anations for their murderous desire. T}mey reject

l’ﬁm because:

a) 8.37 6 A0yog O &lo¢ ol ywpel év Luiv >
b) 8.40 Ty dAnbeiay buiv Aehdinke -

exp/icit reason: his word has no p]ace in their hearts

fmp/ic‘ff reason: they reject the truth which condemns them



Aadéw 8=

devil himself, and that their desires originate with the devil himself. But Jesus further
qualifies the work of the devil in regards to truth vs falsehood: the devil speaks the lie
(Aaif) 0 Peddoc), because it is within his nature to do so. It is interesting to note the
particular use of AuAf) at this point, especially in relation to the devils’ speech. The

words which Jesus speaks (B/B ) are now contrasted with the words which of the devil
(A7):

B" 1w dAnPerav Aéyw VS 6tov Aokfy 70 Yebbog, éx tOV Lolwy rokel, A7

Within our pericope as a whole (vv. 12-59) we have been accustomed to associating
raréw with the revelatory words of Jesus. Associating this particular verb now with the
lying words of the devil is more difficult to explain. The words of Jesus are words of
truth, and the words of the devil reveal his innermost being, as a liar and murderer.
It is therefore paradoxal that Jesus uses the same verb Aaiéw, a term he
previously used to describe his own speech (&vpwmov 6¢ Ty dAnbetar tulv Aedainke fiv
fikovoa mapk Tod Oeod), now suggesting that what the devil speaks can be tentatively
understood as ‘revelatory,” “une sorte de révélation a rebours.”*® In other words, the
use of iaiéw in relation to the words of the devil are meant to present an antithetic
parallel to the fevelatory words of Jesus. Whenever the devil speaks that which is false
he speaks out of his inmost nature—“ces mots Awietv 10 Yeddog caractérisent I’action du
diable comme contraire a celle de Jésus...le Aukeiv diabolique consiste par conséquent
a proposer une contre-révélation: non pas une révélation autonome et parallele qui
concurrencerait celle de Jésus, mais une parole qui tend a étouffer dans des fils du
diable» la croissance intéricure de la vérité de Jésus.”*'?

Even though we have initially sought to maintain a rigid distinction

212 De 13 potterie, La veﬂ'té, p- 930.

48 Jhid. p. 931.
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between the perfect and the present tense, our examination has forced us to reconsider
and reassess our initial opinion. We have examined the use of AeddAnke (in block B*)
within the unit as a whole as well as in contrast with block B, and have not been able

to detect any obvious difference in meaning in regards to AxAéw as a present or a perfect.

2) Aeiéw in the rest of John

@) Aaiéw as an aorist

As previously mentioned, there are 18 cases of Awléw as aorist in John. A closer
inspection of these 13 occurrences reveals a particular stylistic pattern utilized by
John. Many of these can likely be classified as constative aorists, i.e. they express an
action as a completed whole without regard to length of time elapsed to accomplish it.

These can be summarized as follows:

0.324 &::’Texpit}’noav ol Umpérar’ o0démote érdAnoev | The officers answered, “Never did a man
ouTwg @vlpwog. speak the way this man speaks.”
12:360 | Tebte EhdAnoey “Inools, kel dmehdav &pifn ar | These things Jesus spoke, and He departed
QUTWV. and hid Himself from them.
0.528 | eito elmev ‘Hoelug 8 eldev thy 86&w aitol, | These things Isaiah spoke, because he saw
KoL €AaAnoer mepl aotob. His glory, and he spoke of Him.
12:48- | 48 0 dBet@v &uk kel pi) AapBdvov i pripetd pov | 48 He who rejects Me, and does not receive
49 €xer Tov kplvovta abtévr 6 Adyog Ov édAnoe | My sayings, has one who judges him; the
&kelvog kpLvel abtdv &v ti) éoxdry Tuépe 49 8t | word I spoke is what will judge him at the
é‘{fﬁ\ 153 %M}UTOB ok é%vtilf};ﬁa, &M’, o g"ﬂéwlfag ke | last day. 49 For I did not speak on My own
TETP (QUTOG POL €VTOANY Sedwkey T elw Kol TU | initiative, but the Father Himself who sent
heinow. Me has given Me commandment, what to
say, and what to speak.
0.64 EE uh ﬁk@oﬁv Kofi ék,(ilnoa @‘SWOSC, éﬂu“pda‘f Ol’fK If T had not come and spoke to them, they
€Lxosav: vy f)e TpodaoLy ovk €youoty TEpL TS | would not have sin, but now they have no
CpapTLeG cuTwY. excuse for their sin.
0.209 | Talte EdAnoev ‘Incois These things Jesus spoke;
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18:20- | 20 dmexpiBn altg ’‘Inools éyw mopproie | 20 Jesus answered him, "I have spoken
21,23 AeAdAnke TG KOOUw, €yw mavrote &bl €v | openly to the world; I always taught in
ouveywyll kel & 1@ lepd, 8mov mavtes ol | synagogues, and in the temple, where all the
TovdatoL ouvépyovtar, kel & kpUTTQ) €AEANOE | Jews come together; and I spoke nothing in
obdév. 81 il pe épwtdg éputnoov tolg | secret. 21 "Why do you question Me?
dinrodtag T( €AdAnon adtolg ide oltol olduoiy Question those who have heard what I
i elmov €y6..23 &,“EKP':On “‘:’7@ Tnoolie: €l | spoke to them; behold, these know what I
KeKeX €AdAnoe, paptipnooy Tept To0 Kekod: el | said."...28 Jesus answered him, "If I have
be kuhax, <l pe deperg; spoken wrongly, bear witness of the wrong;
but if rightly, why do you strike Me?"

Most of these examples are straightforward enough, and cause no difficulty in
understanding the function of the aorist. Thus at 7:46 éiainoev refers to the speech
which the officers previously heard; talta éAaAnoev 'inoolc at 12:36 and 17:1 likewise
refers to the speech immediately spoken of by Jesus, and these three examples are
analogous to the text found in our pericope at 8:20, i.e., éxainoev here simply refers to
the speech as a whole. *** Once again the verb Aaiéw as an aorist is used to refer to the
discourse Jesus has just uttered before his disciples.

A similar instance may be understood in 12:41, where Hoatlag . . €Aainoer mepl
alzou has a reference to the words spoken by Isaiah centuries before. Admittedly this
particular interpretation by John reflects his own Christological view of Jesus as pre-
existent, which he associates with the fulfilment of Isaiah’s prophecy. Without
downplaying the theological importance of the passage, éxdincev here directly refers to
the words spoken of by Isaiah in the past. At 12:48-49 Jesus refers to his own words
as those which shall judge the world.*® The focus of the aorist here is not to the

%1% As Barrett notes, the word tadte alludes to the farewell discourses of chs. 13-16 (i.e., to the
words which he pronouncecl before his disciples prior to his }ﬁgh-priesﬂy prayer).” Tatra éldinoer Inools kel
éndpag Tovg SpBakiote altod eic Tov olpavdy elmey” clearly distinguish between the words already spoken
and those about to be pronounced. A few mss (8 W 579) read AeAdAnkev, but this is a harmonization to the
immediate context, since 16:33 reads taite AeidAnke (with the necessary alteration from first person to third
person; of. Schnac}een}:mrg, ]oim wvol. 3, pp. 433-434).

15 These words are those kaBox €lpnkév pot 6 matdp, oltwe iedw (cf. 7:16). Consequently the
words of salvation which he 7pronounced cluring his ministry Wl].l become the words of judgement and
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content of the message spoken but to the fact that the revelation was made in the
past.'® Along the same line, 15:22 contains Jesus’ reference to his witness against the
world. Here again ¢dainon refers collectively to the words spoken by Jesus, words
which consisted of the revelation brought by Jesus. Since that revelation is from the
Father who sent him, it entails the rejection of God himself.'®®

In the final example (18:20-21, 28) Jesus is on trial before the priests, and there

is an interesting interchange between the aorist and the perfect:

20 &y mappnole deldinke 16 kdopw
€V KPUTTH EAGANCO 0VSEV
21  ¢épwtnoor tolg dkmkodtag Tl EAdAnce adtolc

23 el kak®¢ éAaAnow, paptipnoor Tepl toD kakod

There are four references to speaking during this exchange, but only one is a perfect
— herdAnke.'® It appears that the repetitions of éxdAnoa (aorists) are simply references
to Jesus’ public ministry of speaking and teaching: he spoke nothing in secret (v. 20).

The private instructions which he gave his disciples are not denied, but the ministry

con&emnation at the final ju&gement.

1% De la Potterie pointe& out how that in the particular uses of Axiéw here (in vv. 48-50) we have
“en pleine lumiere la portée révélatrice des paroles de Jésus: elles se ramenent toutes a sa parole, venue du

Pere” (La vérité, p. 44).

185 “Iesus' words and works are evidence of his divine origin and they provide this proo£ in an

indissoluble relationship with each other.” (Schnackenburg, John, vol. 3, p. 116; of. Bernard, St. John, vol.
2 ,p. 494).
/P

186 Most mss (Pém& C°D™*KMUWI'@AIIL 9% /*° rell) have a simple aorist (EAdANOK), whereas others
(RAB*C*D™LNAY ][l 33565 pe and the text adopted ny NAZ/UB S* have the perfect AeAdAnka. Tt appears
that the most mss may have simply harmonized to the immediate context and used the aorist rather than the

per£ect.
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as a teacher of the people is here in question.' But the use of the perfect is peculiar
here. What does AckdAnke 16 k6o mean? Turner describes its use here as an example
of the perfect functioning as an aorist.’® However this is not necessarily so. The use
of the perfect may be in order to place an emphasis on the continuing results and
effects of Jesus’ testimony to the world. What he spoke to the disciples is set in
contrast to what he spoke to the world, the continuing effect of his revelation (=his
teaching). Analogous to this is the tadt Aekw (present tense) of 8:26 in our pericope,
where there is question of a perpetual ‘speaking’ (of the Father’s revelation) which he
testifies to the world. Whereas in 8:20 the emphasis is on the continual speaking, in
18:20 the emphasis may very well be upon the abiding effects of his testimony.
Contrary to the aorist, the use of AckdAnka here appears to be with the purpose of
accentuating the enduring and continued results of Jesus’ testimony to the world,

clearly set in contrast to the words which he spoke privately to his disciples.

b) rxréw as a perfect

As in the case of the aorist tense, there are 18 instances of Auréw as a perfect in John.
Ten of these are found in the words of Jesus himself, while two others are in
references to divine utterances. We will begin by examining these two unique examples

first.

187 jaréw here in vv. 20-23 reflect the revelatory teaching of Jesus during his public ministry. De
la Potterie expouncls as follows: “ici de nouveau, le verbe AéyeLy se réfere simplement alala parole de Jésus
sous son aspect humain, a sa prédiction que «connaissent» les Juifs; Aaieiv la dépeint clavantage comme une
révélation faite ouvertement au moncle, comme il ressort de I'inclusion antitllétique duv. 20 (€Y Tappnoly
Aehddnke Q) K6ORQ, €V kpUTT® éAdAnon 008év)” La vérité, p. 57, n. 48 (vide also idem, p. 370).

188 Turner, Syn.tax, Pp- 69-70. Brown (folm, vol. 2, P- 825) approvingly refers to Turner's

explanation reg‘arcling‘ the alteration between aorist and perfect at this point.
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i) 9:29 Tweic oldopev 81t Mwioel rerdinkey 6 8ed, “We know that God has spoken to Moses:
Tobtov b€ OUK oidoyey mobev €oTiv. but as for this man, we do not know where
he is from.”

The O.T. allusions are obvious at this point (ex. Ex. 83:11; Num. 12:2-8).*' God
“spoke” to Moses is not simply a reference to the revelatory dialogue between God and
Moses (as a historical event), but also that these words were recorded and
subsequently preserved. Used in this context ieiainkev is analogous to using ypadw as
aperfect (i.e., “it is written”).*®® It seems to be used to emphasize that the written word
still exists, and the significance of this seems to be that of present and binding

authority.

i) 12:29 0 olv Gxlog 6 ¢€oTQ) Kol '&KOGWC ékeyer  “The people therefore, who stood by and
Bpovtiw yeyovévar, dhiou &ieyov' &yyeAoe heard it, were saying that it had
T Aerainkey. thundered; others were saying, An angel

has spoken to him.”

The use of Aadéw as a perfect here is quite peculiar. The immediate context of v. 29

provides the necessary explanation to the crowds reaction:

27 Now my soul has become troubled; and what shall I say; ‘Fathér, save me from this
hour’? But for this purpose I came to this hour. 28 “Father, glorifv vour name.” There
came therefore a voice out of Heaven: “I have both glorified it, and will glorify it again.”

The people have misunderstood the divine voice. Some have suggested that a clap of
thunder occurred at that very moment, whereas others reasoned that some sort of

divine intervention occurred, interpreting it as angelic in origin. But why use Aaiéw as

=1 Scl’maoken})urg comments on how the Jews, while claiming anegiance to Moses, do not in fact

understand Moses because they “face the divine revealer about whom Moses wrote in incomprehension."'

(]a}’m, vol. 2 ,p- 251).

R “The perfect tense ‘hath spoken' implies that these words stand.” (Morris, ]o]’m, p.7492)7.
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a perfect?

No solution can be proposed at this point, although a tentative explanation can
be proposed. It appears that the use of iehdAnkev at this point is equal to that of an
aoristic perfect, i.e., used as a simple tense without concern for present results.* In
any case, no argument of permanence of revelation can legitimately be made at this
point.?*

iii) 6:63 et al. The remaining 10 examples are exclusive to Jesus’ personal

reference to his own teachings. He is providing a witness to himself, and characterizes

his words in a unique fashion:

6:63

14:25 Tebte Aeddinke buiv map® bulv pévev: “These things I have spoken to you, being
[vet] present with you.”
15:3  Won ) l‘)ueic;‘ 'faellpf’i €ote S TOV Aéyov OV  “Now ye are clean through the word which
Aedadnke Luiv: I have spoken unto you.”
15:n1  Tebm }d‘i{m{(‘! butv tve Til xep M ) €v bulv  “These things 1 have spoken to you, that
1 kel A xepl buGy TAnpwf. my joy might remain in you, and [that] your
joy might be full.”
16:1  Tebte Aekainka prtv {va uf okevdaiiobie. “These things 1 have spoken unto ydu, that
' ve should not be offended.”
16:4 0’0}1‘% Tabta lﬁ:\élnmﬁ({tv :t:V& 57&}' ;éften ﬁ‘dzpa “But these things 1 have spoken to vou,
GUTWV UVTHOVEUNTE QUTWY OTL €YW €LTOV WMLV.  that when the time shall come, ye may
Tabte de tuiv € apxfic otk €imov, OTL ped” WOV romember that I told you of them. And these -
e things I said not unto you at the beginning,
because I was with you.”
16:6 GAX 87u tadre AehdAnke ulv ©) A0mn memAipwker  “But because I have spoken these things to

70 Tvelud €0TLy 10 {womoLoly, 1§ aipé ovk xperel
obdér Th pripata & €yo) Aeidinke Upiv mvedud
€otLy Kol w1 €0TLY.

DUV T kepdiav.

“It is the Spirit who gives life; the flesh
profits nothing; the words that I have
spoken to you are spirit and are life.”

vou, sorrow hath filled your heart.”

= o Fanning, Verba]Aspect, p- 301; BDF, §343, where ]o}ln 12:29 is speciﬁcaﬂy mentioned.

¥4 Commenting on v. 29 in particular, de la Potterie simply writes “le méme verbe reparait pour
dire qu'un ange a parlé (AehdAnkev) a Jésus....a chacun de ces endroits, la connexion entre le terme iuieiv

et l'idée de révélation est manifeste™ (La vérité, p. 40). )
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16:25

16:33

18:20

Tebte €v mapolplel; Aehginke Upiv- €épyetal
Gdpe Bte odkétt &v mepoilalg AwAfow Uulv, AL
neppioly Tepl o0 TaTpod Greyyers Lpiv.

wabte AehdAnke Uuiv Tva & duol elpivny €xnre.
& TG kdouw BATYLY Exete GAAL Bopoeite, €Y
veviknke OV KGouov.

émekpln adt 'Inoole &ye meppnole Aeiainke
TG KOOHW, €YO TavTote Edidud v ouvaywyf kol

“These things 1 have spoken to you in
proverbs: but the time cometh, when I shall
no more speak unto vou in proverbs, but 1
shall shew you plainly of the Father.”

“These things I have spoken to you, that in
me ye might have peace. In the world ye
shall have tribulation: but be of good cheer;
I have overcome the world.”

Jesus answered him, “I have spoken openly
to the world; I ever taught in the synagogue,

&v 10 Lep®, Omov mavte ol Toudaiot

, and in the temple, whither the Jews always
! b -~ 3 A r ~ v
ouvépyoviat, Kol &V KpuTTQ €AtAnau ovdév.

resort; and in secret have I said nothing.”

There is an interesting stylistic pattern observable. John employs of<o¢ + ieiéw 14
times in his Gospel, seven of them as tadza ierdinka (14:25; 15:11; 16:1, 4, 6, 25 and
33).7 But why is there the use of Awiéw as a perfect in these particular instances?
In these examples, Jesus is not simply referring to his speaking ministry, but
rather to the permanent value of revelatorv teaching that he has transmitted. The words
which Jesus spoke to the disciples will remain with them long after he is gone. The use
of the perfect here would reflect therefore the enduring worth and immutable results
of his words. In the seven examples with the idiomatic expression taita Aekdinke Ouiv,
four of them constitute an (va + subjunctive construct, indicating a purpose-result

clause:

in order that my joy be in you, and your joy be full
in order that you be kept from stumbling

in order that you may remember that I told you

in order that in me you may have peace

15:11 tabta Ackainke Guiv
16:1 tabte Ackainkae vpiv
4 todte AehaAnke Lulv
33  rtalta Achdinka Uulv

%5 The remaining seven are found at 8:20, 26, 28, 30; 12:36; 17:1, 13. CL. ]ohn 12:36 "6 70
PG €xete, motelete elg 10 GAg, Tva viol Ppwtde yYévnobe. tadta Eucincer Tnoolg, kel ameAbwy éxpupn
& adtdv.” and John 17:1 “ Tadra éxdincer Tnoolc kal émapag tovg 6dpBaiols wltol eig tov olpuvov
elmev: matep, EANALBey n Gpa 86Exady cov oV uidy, Tve O vidg dofwoT) o€, where we 11ave Talta eMlnoev

used as a narrative tool to “close” a segment of text where Jesus is teaclnng
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In each case the words which Jesus spoke has an abiding effect on the disciples: the
words which Jesus spoke was applicable not only to the disciples who shared the last
supper with him, but their permanence would endure afterward.

In the remaining three cases AehdAnka is used as descriptive of Jesus’ language:

14:25 tadto AchdAnie Oty — while abiding with you

16:6 tadte AedaAnke Ouiv — sorrow has filled your heart
25  tadro AchaAnke Duiv — in figurative language

The close relationship between Jesus and the disciples afforded them assurance from
conflict, fear and doubt. Furthermore this can by extension be applied to the readers
of John’s Gospel as well. The return of Jesus to the Father was not the ‘end’ of
communication with believers: the words of the Gospel remain, as does the continuing
testimony of Jesus. The particular use of tabta AeddAnke here reinforces the abiding and
permanent value of Jesus’ words.'**

In all the texts examined it is applied directly to the communication or
transmission of the divinely revealed word, regardless of whether it is an oracle from
God to Moses, the word from the Father to the son, or even the farewell discourse of
Jesus to his disciples. The choice of the perfect was deliberate. The emphasis upon

revelation and the preservation of the words of Jesus is clear.

104 De la Potterie has also noted this particular turn of pln:ase and concludes that, far from ]oeing
mere coinci(lence, "plusieurs indices suggeérent méme que la formule s’élargi’c jusqu'a comprenclre I'ensemble
de lgenseignement de Jésus ici sur terre: les paroles de Jésus (tolg Adyouc pov) se sont fondues dans 1"unique
parole (& Adyog), venue de Pere qui I'a envoyé (v. 24), et cette unique parole, Jésus la proclame (Aerdinxe)
et les chsciples l'ont entendue.” (La verité, p. 362) and “c’est comme si Jean avait voulu insister sur le fait

méme des révélations accordées par Jésus et sur leur valeur permanente”( Ihid. , - 42); of. Abbott, ]olmrmine

Grammar, pp. 463-464 [§ 2625].
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3) Conclusion

We first began by examining all the instances of where iaiéw occurred within John
8:12-59, paying closer attention to the unit of text comprised in 8:37a-8:41b, where a
close parallel is set between iaiéw as a present and perfect. The initial conclusion we
reached was that there was no rigid distinction between the two. Indeed our structural
analysis leads us to believe that the two tenses corresponded closely one to another so
that an indisputable difference between the two could not be adequately maintained.

Keeping this in mind and to provide a basis of comparison with our initial
assessment, we examined iaiéw throughout John both as an aorist and as a perfect. We
have observed in these cases that the uses of iaiéw as an aorist remained constant
throughout, where éidinoev usually referred to a past occurrence. As a perfect the
emphasis focused not so much on the historical fact as it did on the abiding results and
permanent value of the words of Jesus. John may have used Aaiéw as a perfect more
often to emphasize the existing results and abiding value, it appears that he did not do
so mechanically. We have seen at least two examples (8:40 and 12:29) where the usual

aspect of the perfect tense does not apply.
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B) 6paw

The computerized search throughout the N.T. revealed the following statistics
regarding opdw. Its distribution throughout the N.T. is as follows: Synoptics, 34 times;
John, 30; Acts, 16; Pauline epistles, 16; Catholicepistles, 10; Revelation, 7. According
to the Liddel-Scott Lexicon 6paw (used in a durative sense) has several meanings,
primarily related to the act of “seeing:” to see, behold (i.e., physical); to see with the
mind (perceive); to take heed, beware.'® In the N.T. the stem of 6pdw is ope, used only
for the present'® and perfect tenses. In the aorist the root is (F)18 (= eiéa and elsov)
while the root for the imperfect, pluperfect and future is or (= 8yopar, idete). In John
opaw as an aorist is used 87 times, as a perfect 20 times, and 10 times as a Future
(there are no occurrences as a Present, Imperfect or Pluperfect). As with Axiéw, we will
first examine opaw within our pericope, and subsequently examine its use as a perfect

and an aorist.

1) opaw in John 8:12-59

In John 8:12-59 6paw is used only twice, viz, at vv. 38 and 57. We will examine each

occurrence separately and then compare the results.

195 Cf. “6paw” in H. Balz and G. Schneider (ecl), Exegetica/ Dictionary 0]( the New Testament (Grancl
Rapids: Herdmans, 1981); C. Brown, (ed). The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 3
vols (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978). In the LXX Spdw is used primarily for the Hebrew f1X7 (and 1177).

196 No present in }olun, but occurs 20 times throug}lout the N.T.
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a) 8:38bc
- e ’ ’ 3 ’ \ - 3 ~, X -
A | 837a | Olda 671 omépua *APpody éote | oTekplOnoay kol eLTay aUT® 0 | 8:39 | A
Tathp THAV APpaap  éoTLv.
Aéyer atolg 6 Inoole el téxva
<00 'APpoap éove, o épya zob
"APpaoys émoLeiter
B | 8370 | @dda {nreité pe amoktelvar, 671 | viv 8¢ {nieité pe dmoktelvat | 8:40 | B”
¢ 0 A0YOG 0 €uog o0 xwpel év Lulv. | &vBpwmov 6¢ THv dAnBelay LUiv
382 | & €y édpaxa mapa @ matpl | AehdAnka v rkouca mapd TOD
ARG Geol- tobto 'APpadp  oUk
énolnoev.
C | 8388 | kol Uueig odv @ 7roloaze mapd | Uuelc moreite & épya tob | 8:41a | C°
toD matpdC ToLelTe. TatpOg VUGV,

We have previously examined in detail the ABC/A"B“C” structure in relation to
rerainke (cf. our study under ieiéw). There is no need to repeat here what we have
already uncovered regarding the basic structure and the principal development of the
controversy involved, i.e., the contrast between the Father of Jesus and the father of
the Jews. This thematic equally applies within our study of opaw.

Verse 38a and b correspond to two separate segments within the volets B/B".
As préxfiously mentioned, there are a number of parallels and correspondences between
the two sections which need not be repeated here.** For the present section, we are
disadvantaged here because 6pdw in B has no correlative in B”. But there is an
intriguing counterpart found with fovoe; this, and the fact that both parallel sections
contain a verb in the perfect tense: ¢wpaka and ieidainka should assist us in inferring

some sort of solution nonetheless.** This can be illustrated as follows:

20 Vide supra, pp- 57H.

20 These are not the only two perfects which occur in our section of vwv. 37-41 , as we also find olée
(v. 37) and veyevviuede (v. 41). But as already mentionecl, these verbs are not analyzed in the present s'cucly
(cf. pp. 69-70).
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& éyo edpake Tepl ¢ Tatpl AeAGD - v danBetar Uulv Aeidinke fiv fikovoe mepé tob
Beol
What I have seen with the Father I am speaking I spoke the truth which I heard with the Father

It is interesting to note how John has juxtaposed éwpaxe against fikovoa at this place.
edpaxe is used to describe what Jesus saw alongside the Father: he is an eyewitness,
and what he is speaking (AaAd) is the testimony of such a witness.** Jesus insists that
his message is derivative: he both heard and saw his Father, so now he speaks
accordingly.** |

In contrast to this, fikovoa is used to describe the same situation, viz, where
Jesus heard the Father, and now faithfully testifies accordingly. Used within this
context the impression is given that the two verbs are used here interchangeably: both
what Jesus saw and what he heard not only refer to the same intimate fellowship which
he enjoved with the Father, but to the source of his message (i.e., his ‘speaking”).**®
Tentatively it could be argued that the use of the perfect here (rather than the

aorist eléov) is done so as to deliberately stress the abiding results of what Jesus saw

®Bl Cf.v28in ourr pericope. In fact, throughout chapter 8 the relation is constant]_v made between
Jesus spea}zing what he witnessed alongsi&e the Father:

v. 26 & fikovoe mep’ wdTob tadte AwA@ €lg TOV KoOpoV

v. 28 kaBox €6idaiév pe 6 mathp Talt AwAd

v.38 @ &yw &pake Tepd TG TRTPl AXARD

v. 40 T dinfety Dulv Ackainka Ty fikovow mape tob Oeod.
#2 Some commentators understand what Jesus "saw” and “heard” with the Father originatecl in the
interaction over time (ex. Godet), but most understand this as occurring in Jesus prehuman state. Regarcﬂess,

the point is that he a]ways acts as his Father (cf 3:11-13, 34; 5:194; 6:46).

%3 This apparent interchangeability between these two verbs is something De la Potteric likewise
noticed: “D'aprés le IV évangile, disions-nous, l'objet de la révélation de Jésus est tant6t ce qu'il a entendu
du Pere, tantst ce qu'i} a vur aupres de lui: les deux verbes paraissent interéhangealw]es‘" (La verité, p. 73; of.:
“Le trait caractéristique de ces différents passages est |'équivalence apparente des verbes «oir» et «entendre.”

(Ibid., p. 72).
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with the Father. This privileged fellowship which he enjoyed with the Father had an
enduring quality about it which remained with him during his ministry. Brown notes
the difference between the tenses in v. 88: &édpure is a perfect tense and stands in
contrast with fikovod and as such the contrast “seem to imply that Jesus had a pre-
existent vision which continues into the present.”®” Admittedly, this interpretation
(focusing exclusively on &dpaxa) is plausible. After all, the perfect has its unique force
apart from the aorist and should be interpreted accordingly. But our structural analysis
(composed independently of the verb tenses) has revealed how vv. 88 and 40 are
complementary to one another (verbally and thematically). Can such a distinction be
rigidly maintained between éwpaka and fixovoa? It does not appear to be the case at this
point. Can it be argued that what Jesus saw with the Father has an abiding value, but
what he heard did not?

Perhaps another case of a similar é&dpace - ficovoo alignment could shed some
light on this. At 3:82 the text reads § &dpaxer Kol fkovoer tobTo0 paptupel, kol Thy
paptuplay aitod obdele AupPaver (what he has seen and heard, of that he bears witness;
and no man receives his witness). Here édpaxer and fxovoev are clearly associated
together as one: Jesus is bearing witness of both what he has seen and heard. Can a
distinction be maintained that the perfect tense used here is to stress the permanent
value of what he saw, but not what he heard? Turner discusses the issue regarding

epaxer and fikovoer as follows:

it is remarkable that édpake occurs so often in the N.T. and dxricon
comparatively seldom; but to explain the aor. of the latter side by side
with the perf. of the former by the theory that to have seen the Lord was
a more abiding experience than merely to have heard him, is utterly
fantastic.**®

%% Brown, John, vol. 1, p- 356.

=08 Syntax, p. 85 (note that he specifically cites John 3:32 as an example of this).
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In light of the correlative alignment between these two verbs in our blocks B and
B” as well as the reciprocal theme found in both, it is not likely that one unit should
be interpreted while disregarding its counterpart. Given the possibility that the perfect
could function as an aorist, and that there is no theological difference between what
Jesus saw and heard with the Father, it seems more likely that at this point épake and

fkovoe both function as equivalents.
b) 8:57

The second use of opaw is found at v. §7. Within the A/A” blocks there is no
counterpart for opaw, although there is the use of cldov twice in the immediate context
of v. 56:

A 48 ’ATrerEGnoow ol "Tovdator kol elmow it 00 KaAdg Aéyopey ﬁueig 0tL Zograpltng el
oL Kol &up.omov éxeLc; 49 amekpln ‘Inoods éya darpdviov odk €xw, GAAL TLUG TOV
ToTéP ;mu kol Upele atipddeté pe.

B 50 éyw 8¢ o0 (Mt THY 86Eav pov €otLy & (MTdv Kkal kplvwy. 51 duty duiy Aéyw
f)ptv cav TLg TOV %p(‘w Adyov tnpron, Bdvatov ol p:h Dewprion elc OV aldve.
52 elmov [ouv] a0t ol ‘TovdaloL: viv evampev OtL darpovior € cxeLe. Aﬁpwxp
ancBaver Kkal ol Trpodmrm Kol o Aéyelg &dv tig TOv Adyov wou tnprom, ob puh
yebontar Bavdrtov elg tov aldv.

C 53 pun ob pellwv el tod matpoc NGV "ABpadu, SoTLe @nébuver; kol
oL TpodfitaL amcbavov. tive ceavtov ToLels

B 54 dmexpﬁ@n ‘Inoodg édw éyd) doldow duavtdy, © 80Ex pov oldév EotLyt €0TLY O
mxrnp gou 0 60&04((01/ e, ov UWELQ keyeze otL 960(; MUAY €0TLY, 55 kol olk
EvaK()L’EE adTov, éyw 8¢ olda altév. kiv elmw dtL olk oldw adTov, ecopm opmoc;
Opiv pebotne GArd ofde adtdv kol Tov Adyor adtod tnpd. 56 *APpoadu 6 TN
Opdv Nyediiaoato Tva 18y thy fuépav thy &uiy, kol eldev kal &xdpn

A’ 57 elmov olv ol TovdaioL ﬂp(‘)@ a0ToV neutﬁxovm étn olmw €xeLg Kal ’Aﬁp(x&u COPUKOC;
58 elmev OCU‘EOLc; ‘Inootc: oqmv ocpnv Aéyw Dutv, Tply f\Bpococp yeveo@m eym elpl. 59 Apav
obv Alboug Tva Barwoiy ém adtdy. Inoodg 8¢ éxpiPn kel EERAGer &k Tod Lepod

As in the previous section, so here too we have an slight difficulty regarding &dpaxac,

in that there is no counterpart in block A. But this should not be entirely adverse to our
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analvsis as we attain some resolution nonetheless.

The Jews object that Abraham “saw” Jesus’ day, since Jesus was still a young
man. The past tense eldev (v. 56) is ambiguous at this point. Does it refer to Abraham’s
lifetime, or to a revelation by God after his lifetime? The Jews appear to have
understood Jesus words as referring to the Patriarchs lifetime; Abraham, while alive,
had seen Jesus (their response treats his words with ridicule).®®

It should be noted that Jesus himself did not employ €wpoxa but eldov-it is his
Jewish opponents that use edpaxac.®®” Although this could be used to explain the use
of &dpaa merely as a misrepresentation of what Jesus said, the fact that Jesus not only
does not correct them but continues on with an accompanying vindication of his initial
premise leads one to suspect that there was no misunderstanding.

Perhaps the Jews misunderstood the phrase that Abraham “saw my day;” did
this involve some theophany, or some lasting vision of the patriarch?*
Schnackenburg’s comment at this point is appropriate: “The tense (¢wpakac) tends
rather to suggest a longstanding relationship between Jesus and the ancestor of the
Jews. The purpose of the objection is to express the Jews’ contempt for Jesus: how

can you, at your young age, presume to claim dealings with the venerable Abraham?

The evangelist uses the objection to prepare the way for Jesus reply.”®? Additionally,

86 (Cf. 2:19-21; 3:4; and 4:15 for other exqmples of misun&erstanding Jesus' words.
7 Morris notes this: “Notice that the Jews do not repeat Jesus exactly. He speaks of Abraham
seeing his day, they of Him seeing Abraham” (John, p. 473).

8 De la Potterie writes: "Cette idée d'une sorte de présence de la vérité du Christ, méme
antérieurement a I'Incamation, n'est pas étrangere au v évangﬁe: <A13raham, votre Pere, a éxulté dans
1'espoir de voir mon jour» (8,56); «Isaie dit cela, quancl il eut la vision de sa gloixe, et c’est de lui qu'il parla»
(12,41). Dans ces deux cas, une vision prophétique deI'A.T. est explicitée 3 la lumiere du fait cldrétien; dans
le deuxieme passage, elle devient méme une vision de la gloire du Christ™ (, p. 631, n. 71). To add to the
examples cited by De la Potterie we can add that of Moses (5:45-47). The use of &édpake must mean more
than the mere visual contact; that this is a difficult construct is evident.

#9 Schnackenburg, John, vol. 2, p. 223.
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within the argumentation of chapter 8, this further demonstrates how the Jews are not
sons of Abraham. If Abraham really is their father, how can the Jews claim him to be
their father if thev desire to kill him, whereas Abraham rejoiced to ‘see his day’?
Abraham is here presented as a witness to Jesus on the one hand and not the father
of the Jews on the other.

In v. 58 Jesus’ response to the Jews makes clear that it is not an issue of
overlapping life spans, but rather it involves his special relationship with the Father.
His use of the absolute éy® elul here express his unity with the Father.** It appears
that here, in contrast to the previous example, édpakag does in fact represent the perfect
tense as such and not used in an aoristic fashion. Bernard likewise distinguishes
between the tenses and explains édpaka as a reference to “the perpetual vision which
the Incarnate Son had of His Father's will”.**! The words spoken by Jesus, ’Afpady. .
X6y Ty Tépav thy &urjv, have now become *ABpadp. €dpakac, and this provides Jesus with

a further opportunity to reveal himself.

2) 6pacw in the rest of John
a) o6paw as an aorist (eldov)

Within the Gospel, eldov occurs some 37 times. In all but three cases, el6ov retains the
primary meaning of seeing, i.e., physical sight. Accordingly regardless of whether eldov
is used in the context between Jesus with his disciples (1:48, 50; cf. 19: 26), with the
crowd (4:48; 6:26), with people in general (6:30), or simply within John's narrative

(7:52; 11:82), eldov is always used to describe the simple act of seeing.

#0 The closest analogous statement to this in John is found in 1:1.

*1 Bernard, John, vol. 2, p. 310.
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There are some exceptions to the common use. At 12:40-41 the text here is one
among three in which John writes of “seeing” the glory of Jesus.*** This text finds its
source in Isaiah 6:1-18, esp. v. 10.**® The double reference to “seeing” is not the same
in both these verses. John’s primary use of this O.T. passage is to explain the unbelief
of the Jews vis-a-vis Jesus’ ministry. The reference to the Isaiah passage, along with
tetidraker abtev tobg oplaipols kel émdpwoey altdv v kapdlav, lve pn dwolv <olg
dBaiuolc kol voriowaiy (v. 40) are clearly used in a figurative sense. In v. 41, however,
John now explains why Isaiah spoke the way he did: he “saw” (in a prophetic vision)
the glory of Yahweh in the Temple.

Finally, at 8:3 John writes “éuty duhy iéyw ooi, €w pf Tic yeuwndi &vwlev, ob
svarar i6etv thy Pactrelav tod Beol.” As Schnackenburg rightly observes, ldelv v
Baoirelar Tod Beod and eloerbelv elg thy Paoiieiav =ob Beod (B:5) are really one and the
same.*** [8¢iv here is more than the mere phyvsical seeing-rather it involves to partake
of the kingdom, to take part in the resurrection and enjoy eternal life.** It becomes
clear from these examples that there is nothing peculiar or unique about John’s use of

eldov.

242 i ) I3 - ’ N 3 ’ N ~ + " 1 i I3

#ROCL 1:14 (Kol 6 Adyoc okpi éyéveto kal éokfvwoer €v Muly, kel éBexoapede thv 80fav
adtod, 86Eav o povoyevols Tapk Tatpde, TANPNG XEpLTog kal dindeing) and 11:40 (Aéyet bz} 6 Inooi:
ok €lnév oot 671 &v motelong 8¢y tiy d0fav tob Beol;).

3 The glc;ry which Isaiah saw in 6:3 was the glory of Yahweh. Here Iol'mf Spealzs of the prophet
seeing the glory of Jesus since the next clause “and he [Izaiah] spoke concerning him” can hardly refer to
Yahweh, but must refer to Jesus. Since for the Evangelist Jesus is presented as the T AM of the O.T,, it
presents no problem to him to take words originaﬂy spolaen }Jy Izaiah of Yahweh himself and apply them to

Jesus,
s Sc}macken})urg, ]aim , vol. L p 367 for many paraﬂels.

5 E.g., 8:51 “he will never see death” (@i duiy Aéyw bpiv, &v tig tov &uov Adyov Tnpiioy,
8dvotov ol i) Bewprion elg tov aldva.); 3:36 “shall not see life” (6 motebwv elg tov viov €xer Jwny
? f Lo ey 2 U &~ N 7l Iaas & 2 LY ~ 7 L) 3 { l
eldvior 6 &€ dmelBov ¢ vig olk dfietar Jwny, ari’ 1 0pyy ol Beol pevelr €n’ auTov; cl. Carson, John,

p- 183).
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b) épaw as a perfect

This verb is found 20 times throughout John as a perfect. Generally speaking, the
remaining cases where ¢dpaxe is found fall into two broad groups: instances where the
referent is Jesus, and those where the referent is the Father. The following cases are

the remainder of édpake in John.**®
Jesus as referent

At 4:45 the people of Galilee received Him, “having seen all the things that He did in
Jerusalem at the feast” (mavta €wpakdteg oo énmolinoev €v ‘Tepogortporg €v tf) €opth). The
visit of Jesus to this feast is recorded in John 2:13 ,23. Already the text states that
“many believed in His name, beholding His signs which He was doing.” After the close
of the feast, Jesus departed and, passing through Samaria (4:3-4), he returned to
Galilee (4:43). Now the same Galileans who previously were at the feast in Jerusalem
immediately recognized and accepted Jesus, “having seen all the things that He did in
Jerusalem at the feast.” The éwpaxa here is understood in light of the past events in
Jerusalem. The abiding and continuing results of Jesus’ signs during the feast were
still felt by the Galileans. The use of é&paxa here is well understood as emphasiziﬁg the
abiding results which Jesus’ signs had upon the Galileans.

An analogous situation can also be found in other cases. Thus at 6:36 Jesus
tells his listeners that “But I said to you, that you have seen Me, and vet do not
believe™ (CAAL™ elmov Upiv otL kol ewpaxate fue] kal ol miotevete). Note how the perfect

ewpake is now set alongside the present miozeleze. It is the people of Capernaum that

#6 According to K. Dahn, John uses verbs of seeing in a threefold sense: (i) perception of earthly
t}ﬁngs and happenings accessible to all men; (i) perception of supematura/ t}ﬁngs and events, which only
certain men enjoy; (iii) perception of an event, i.e., revelation; this involves a spiritual act of seeing, the sight

of faith (cf. “6pdw” in The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, vol. 3, pp. 511-518).
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Jesus is speaking to (cf. 6:16-17), and these people refuse to believe in him. By placing
cwpaxete and miotetete together, the impression of continuity is given; the people have
seen Jesus and the effect is continual and persisting, but they continually refuse to
believe. The conjunction of both terms here reflects the continuous act of rejection.
They witnessed Jesus’ signs (6:26), but unlike the Galileans, they consistently abstain
from believing. Another case involving the emphasis of ‘secing’ Jesus along these lines
can be found at 9:37, where Jesus commends the blind man because having seen, he
now believes (elmev adtg 6 Tnoods kol éldpakag alTov kal 6 AXAGV petd ool éxelvog €otiv).

Analogous to the confession of faith expressed by the blind man in 9:37 there
are other confessions directly linked with “seeing”: so John the Baptist (1:34 “And I
have seen, and have borne witness that this is the Son of God” (kdyw €wpaxe kal
pepaptipnke 6tL 00TéC €0ty 6 viog Tob Beod)).** Wallace specifically cites this example of
a consummative perfect, i.e., it is used to emphasis the completed action of a past
action or process from which a present state emerges.**® In other words, “there is
stress on his seeing enough of Jesus [completed action] to make a reliable report.”**
The author of the Gospel’s comment at 19:85 most likely falls under the same category
as 1:34.

A similar situation exists with the disciples in relation to the post-resurrection

appearances, first with Marv Magdalene (20:18) and later with other disciples (20:25,

7 Tn 1:32-33 Jesus is the one upon whom the Spirit descends and who l)aptizes with the Spirit
(32-33). John says the Spirit came to rest on (§uetvey) Jesus. Mévw is a favorite Johannine word, used 40
times in the Gospel and 27 times in the Epistles (67 together) against 118 times total in the New Testament.
The sig‘niﬁcance of HEVW for }ohn seems to be to express the permanency of relationship between Father and

—~
Son.

=8 Waﬂace, Greek Grammar, p- 577; You.ng, Intermediate New Testament Greek. A Linguz'stic and
Exegetical Approach (Nashville: Broadman & Holmans Publishers, 1994), pp. 126-127.

29 1hid.
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290).*'® Thomas has seen, and now believes because of what he witnessed. This may be
a case of a perfect with a present force, where the present state of affairs is emphasized
(in this case, the faith of Thomas).*"® Jesus himself testifies that what he is speaking
is based upon what he has seen (3:11, auiw duiw Aéyw ooL 8L & oldaper Anroduer kul O
coparaper peptupobper). The effect of ‘continuity’ could be seen here by the close

association between éwpdxaper and paprupodper (perfect and present).¥°

The Father as referent

For the remainder of the examples the referent is the Father himself. No man has
seen the Father (1:18; 5:37). At 5:37 in particular the text has perfects lined up one
next to another: kal 6 méujee pe matnp éxelvog pepaptipnker mepl &uod. olite duwriy witod
TwToTe dxmidate olte eldog wltod Ewpakate. These could well be resultative perfects,
emphasizing the present results or present state produced by a past action. The
permanence Only the Son has seen the Father, and keeps what he has seen before him.
The contrast between men not seeing the Father and the Son who reveals him is
emphasized even more in the following in 6:46, 14:7, 9 and 15:24. In 14:7, O the
correlation between the two perfects cannot be passed over: they mutually accentuate
the reality that the in the Son we have seen the Father, i.e., the Father has been fully
revealed. It is clearly stated that no one has seen (&dpaxe) the Father.

The use of the perfect here imply more than a theophany: it is the enduring

B8 “The perfec’c €WpaKaG describes an experience 1asting into the present and has 11e1'e, asin 14:7,

9 and 20:29 (Thomas) primarily a present sense.” Sc}:maolzenl)urg, ]o}m, vol. 2, p- 254. This is very
interesting as it demonstrates that here too EDPOKX as a per{eat stresses the present context more that the

action of the past (with continuing results).
=19 Young, Intermea’iafe, p- 128 cites 20:29 as a particxﬂar example of this.

20 As for the use of edpake at 3:32, vide supra.
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vision of the Father which is something no one has, except the Son.*® In all these
cases the emphasis is on the fact that the Son has seen (edpaxa) the Father and further
illuminates who the Son really is. It is he who has seen the Father, and what he saw
has a lasting and enduring effect. Just as the Son saw (in a permanent and lasting
consequence) the Father, so now the disciples can see the Father through Jesus. The

effects of this are permanent and lasting, as the force of the perfect implies.

3) Conclusion

That the use of 6paw has its particular usage and preference by John cannot be
doubted. In other words, it is not merely seeing with the physical eves, or even
metaphorically as understanding; it incorporates both of these, but includes much
more. opdw establishes an essential and vibrant link between the perception of earthly
things and the perception of revelation/supernatural: this vision reaches its turning
point in acknowledging Jesus for who he is. Admittedly opaw converges itself] as true
perception, upon a person and upon certain events: Jesus, absorbed in the events of
his terrestrial existence, a person and events which now continue on within the life of
the Johannine community of believers.

But we have seen other instances where it is more difficult to maintain a
uncompromising contrast between the perfect and the aorist. Deliberate as was the
choice of 6pdw by John, there nevertheless remains instances where it is difficult to
retain a clear unambiguous distinction between épaw as a perfect and an aorist. In this

case we conclude that John does not always preserve a fixed usage of 6paw as a perfect.

#3 Cf. Ex. 24:9-11 where it is implied that some men have seen God. Tt is most likelv that the
John'e discourse goes beyond the O.T. theophanies (which could not reveal God's central being), and refers
to the fact that in his essential being, God has never yet been “seen” by men. This is not the seeing of the
physical eye: God dwells in inaccessible hgh’c, he cannot be known except in Jesus, his hving image (c{ 6:46
and 14:9). In this comprehension that statement of Deut. 4:12 (“vou heard the sound of words, but you saw
no form--only a voice”) is not in contradiction with Ex. 24, but accords perfectly with John 1:18 et al.
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Conclusion

The text of John 8:12-59 offers a glimpse into the controversy that Jesus faced with
the Jewish leaders of his day. This final period in Jesus’ ministry was marked by
quarrels and contentions between Jesus as the one who was sent by the Father, and
the Jews who held to traditional Judaism. Within these verses John carefully develops
his argument and by successive argument furthermore takes this opportunity to reveal
who Jesus is, what is his origin and what his teaching is. This debate in chapter 8 is
certainly not unique in John, for there are numerous other portions which contain
such contentions.® The structural analysis has allowed us to not only gain a better
grasp of the structure of the text, but has also permitted us to ascertain how the
argument in general unfolds, together with the particular links between each new
segment of text.

In chapter 1 we have presented the reader with the commonly accepted text of
8:12-59, albeit not without underscoring some important textual variants. This was
followed by a survey of five authors who have attended to the question of the perfect
tense in John. Some writers (ex. Chantraine) view the extensive use of the perfect by
John as quite characteristic of John. Chantraine thinks this use of the perfect is
partiéllarly important for Johannine exegesis. Others (ex. Turner, de la Potterie), while
recognizing the importance of the perfect in John, admit certain limitations: it could
be a ‘true’ perfect but at times is almost indistinguishable from the aorist. In such
cases there is no particular meaning or emphasis to be sought out, for John may simply
be using a preferred tense form, or it méy reflect the intrusion of the perfect tense
within the domain of the aorist. The writers have all consistently maintain the
importance of the select vocabulary and that this aspect takes precedence of the tense

involved.

B of 5:37-47; 6:41-58; 7:14-52; 9:4; 10:22-29 and 12:37-50.
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Chapter 2 focused primarily on the structure of our text. Hence our analysis has
confirmed the broad limits of our pericope allowed us to demarcate each composite
segment. Having established the place and purpose of John 8 within the Gospel as a
whole (mega-structure), we then confirmed that the chapter is composed of two larger
portions. Once vv. 1-11 were eliminated, we then proceeded to analyze vv. 12-89 (maxi-
structure). We substantiated through our breakdown that vv. 12-59 are composed of
six separate units (mini-structure). Each self-contained unit not only emphasizes Jesus
as the one who speaks for the Father, but allows the argument between Jesus and the
Jews to unfold.

Chapter 8 now focused on the verbs used in John 8, particularly those in the
perfect tense. Having eliminated some verbs from consideration (for diverse reasons),
we settled on two prime verbs as the subject of our analysis: Aciéw and opow. It was
reaffirmed throughout our analysis the importance of the structure as a means to
understanding the function of iaiéw and opaw. Once the analysis completed and
tentative assessments made, other uses of iaiéw and épdw in John were examined and
studied in a systematic fashion. This was done so as to fully understand John's
particular use of these two verbs as perfects, and to determine whether or not the force
of the perfect was cousistently and rigidly maintained throughout. The conclusion
‘reached in our study is that whereas John does maintain a certain coherence, there is
no inflexible variance preserved: occasionally we have detected that there is an
exception to the general practice in John’s usage of the perfect.

In our structural analysis, we have sought to examine and evaluate whether or
not there is in fact a pérticular use of such perfects, and whether there is a consistent
use of such in order to emphasize some theological aspect. The conclusion we have
reached assents to that expressed by the authors surveyed in our initial survey, viz, that
1) John deliberately prefers the perfect tense to all others and employs habitually; 2
there does not appear to be any rigid or mechanical application of the perfect tense. Our

analysis of the structure and its corresponding units of text that, despite a relative
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uniformity, there nevertheless are exceptions to this. For iaiéw we have seen that at
8:40 it appears to function more as a present than as a true perfect; at 12:29 Aaiéw has
the force of an aorist rather than a perfect. Regarding épdw we have seen a similar
situation, where despite a relative consistency in usage as a perfect, there are
exceptions, notably at 8:38 where we have determined that ¢wpake functions more as
an aorist than as a perfect.

These findings have demonstrated the need that further structural analysis needs
to be done in John in order to determine where other (if any) instances where the
perfect does not retain its usual aspectual force can be found. Had we limited our
research to basic word analysis and statistics regarding the perfect tense, we may have
reached somewhat different conclusions. But in this case, it was the form and meaning
of the words coupled with the structural analysis that prompted us to reconsider the
value of the perfect as used by John. Our conclusion is that, by and large John uses
the perfect tense with its usual aspectual force, but occasionally deviates from his
normal practice. And if this is the case with Aeiéw and 6paw, then the possibility exists
that this may be the case with other verbs as well. Our results have proved promising
and what now needs to be done is further detailed examination to other verbs to

determine how the perfect tense fares in those cases.
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