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ABSTRACT 


''Greek Verbal Aspect in Synoptic Parallels: On the Method and Meaning of Divergent 
Tense-form Usage in the Synoptic Passion Narratives'' 

Wally V. Cirafesi 
McMaster Divinity College 
Hamilton, Ontario 
Master ofArts (Christian Studies), 2012 

Typical approaches to analyzing the parallel material of the Synoptic Gospels 

have primarily been concerned with studies in form, source, and redaction criticism. 

However, these sorts of studies have tended to lack any significant treatment of the 

fundamental linguistic issues that are relevant to a discussion of Synoptic parallel texts, 

particularly the issue of divergent tense-form usage. For example, in the temple cleansing 

episode of Matt 21 :13//Mark ll :17//Luke 19:45, Matthew uses the Present form TTotiiTE 

(''make'') to recount Jesus' statement to the buyers and sellers, while Mark uses the 

Perfect TTETTOt~KaTE and Luke the Aorist ETTOt~oaTE to communicate the same event. By 

employing the insights of Systemic-Functional Linguistics and Stanley E. Porter's model 

of verbal aspect theory, this work argues that different tense-forms are used in the parallel 

material of the Synoptic Passion Narratives because each Gospel uses verbal aspect as a 

means to structure their discourses according to various levels of prominence. 
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CHAPTER ONE 


INTRODUCTION 

1. Introduction 

In this study, I will argue that an approach to the Greek verbal system that is based 

on verbal aspect theory has more explanatory power than the traditional temporal and 

Aktionsart approaches for answering the question, why do the Synoptic Gospels at times 

employ different tense-forms in recounting the same narrative event? In line with the 

work of Stanley E. Porter, I will suggest that understanding the Greek verb as operating 

within a systemic network of semantic relationships, from which an author/speaker can 

make a subjective formal choice (whether conscious nor not) that can result in a range of 

discourse highlighting functions, helps to explain Synoptic tense-form differences on the 

basis of normal Greek usage, rather than in terms of anomaly or unexplainable 

irregularity, and thus provides interpreters of the New Testament with a significant 

exegetical resource. 

In view of the stated thesis, this work has three main goals: ( 1) to give insight into 

the individual tendencies of discourse structure within selected portions of the Synoptic 

Passion Narratives (PNs) via a comparison of verbal aspect choice, (2) to provide 

objective criteria for evaluating discourse prominence in Synoptic parallels, and (3) to 

demonstrate the overarching exegetical value of a rigorous understanding of the textual 

function ofGreek verbal aspect. 

I have chosen episodes within the Synoptic PNs as test cases for the thesis due to 

several reasons. First. on a practical level, the PNs contain a large amount of parallel 



material, and so are conducive for conducting the present inquiry. Second, some scholars 

have noted that the PNs-specifically the crucifixion episodes-represent the narrative 

and theological climax of the Gospels, both in the Synoptics and in John. 1 Thus an in-

depth investigation into a major linguistic component of the narratives themselves (i.e., 

Greek verbs) seems fitting in order to seek connections between the language and 

theology of the PNs. Third, in view of their narrative and theological significance, the 

PNs have been the center of much historical debate. The debate has focused on discerning 

what material within the PNs reflects actual historical events and what material represents 

the early church's theological reflection on, or interpretation of, the meaning of Jesus' life 

and death.2 The present work is not intended to engage these historical issues specifically, 

or to discuss Synoptic relations in general. Rather, I state here-and I will say this in 

more detail below-that the debates over historicity frequently overshadow other issues 

in Gospel studies, particularly linguistic ones, which have not yet been fully, or 

appropriately, addressed; verbal aspect choice in the Synoptic parallel material is one of 

those issues. Whether or not research into verbal aspect choice is able to advance our 

understanding of the historical/source relations between the Synoptic Gospels is quite 

1 For example, Wright, Jesus, 61 and ch. 12; Wright, Climax, 151-3; Cuvillier, "Die 
'Kreuzestheologie' als Lesesch!Ussel zum Markusevangelium," 117, who, although he is specifically 
referring to the narrative climax of Mark 10:32-34, says this about Jesus foretelling his suffering and death: 
"Jesus und diejenigen, die ihm folgen, sind diesmal, 'auf dem Weg hinauf nach Jerusalem.' Er geht ihnen 
'voran' (rrpoaycuv cxvTous) und sie 'erschrecken' (e8cxl..l~ouvTo) und 'ftirchten sich' (e<j>o~ovvTo): Der 
Erzahler hat den dramatischen Aspekt der Szene verstarkt. Die Erzahlung erreicht hier einen Hohepunkt: 
ein irreversibles Geschehen ist im Gange" ("Jesus and those who follow him are this time 'up on the way to 
Jerusalem.' He ·goes before them· and they ·are amazed· and 'afraid': The narrator has reinforced the 
dramatic aspect of the scene. The story reaches a climax here: an irreversible event is underway." Jorg Frey, 
"Die 'theo/ogia crucifixi' des Johannesevangeliums," 191, says this about the crucifixion of Jesus in John's 
Gospel: "Kompositionell ist Jesu Kreuzestod 'Ziel und Hohepunkt des ganzen Buches"' (''Compositionally, 
the crucifixion of Jesus is the 'goal and climax of the whole book"'). See also, Dahl, ''The Crucified 
Messiah," 13; Morris, The Cross ofJesus, I. 

"See, for example, Dalh, "The Crucified Messiah,'' 13; Crossan, Jesus, 375. 
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another issue; thus this study will focus primarily on the exegesis of texts in their final 

form. 

In any case, the remainder of this chapter will be devoted to orienting the reader 

to the ongoing discussion over the Synoptic parallel material and Greek verbal aspect 

theory. This will include ( l) a very brief review of how Synoptic parallels have been 

traditionally handled, (2) a review of recent linguistic approaches to Gospel studies in 

general, and (3) a slightly more thorough review of past and present discussions on the 

Greek verbal system and aspect theory. 

2. The Historical Context for the Present Study 

The emergence of higher criticism within biblical studies beginning in the mid-

eighteenth century caused a considerable increase of interest in the historical analysis of 

the Synoptic Gospels. In the light of this, European scholars such as Hermann Reimarus, 

Johann Hess, Franz Reinhard, David Friedrich Strauss, and Ludwig Feuerbach-now 

known as members of the "Old Quest'" (1778-1906)3-began a new movement 

subsequently labeled Leben Jesu Forse hung, or Life of Jesus Research. Their goal, of 

course, was to uncover the true identity of the historical Jesus ofNazareth, and to do this, 

scholars began establishing certain historical criteria in effort to determine the "authentic" 

and "inauthentic" deeds and sayings of Jesus.4 Through various historical deconstructions 

and subsequent reconstructions of Synoptic texts,5 some were quite optimistic that a 

portrait of the "rear· Jesus could be painted, however strange he might end up looking 

3 See Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, 32-36. 
4 For a thorough, historically-based discussion on the development of such criteria, see Porter, 

Criteria for Authenticity, ch. 2. 
5 The Gospel of John, of course, has historically been excluded from life of Jesus research. Note, 

for example, that Wright deliberately neglects John in his reconstruction of Jesus. 
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(e.g., Schweitzer, although, according to Porter, he was at the turning point between 

"'Old" and ""No Quest"). As time progressed, others who became a part of the so-called 

"'No Quesf'(l906-1953)6 were determined that no such portrait was even possible (e.g., 

Wrede)-the early church had hidden the true identity of the historical Jesus by imposing 

later theological developments onto what are now known as the canonical Gospels.7 

Studies of the No Quest sort swelled (particularly in Germany) at the beginning of 

the twentieth century along with the development of other historical-critical methods 

such as form criticism.8 Inherent in these developments were attempts to answer the 

question of Synoptic relations, which eventually yielded numerous source-critical 

theories-the two most influential ones being Markan priority and the hypothetical 

existence of a Q document. Currently, both Markan priority and Q appear to be the 

dominant source theories in Gospel scholarship, even though there is a significant amount 

of disagreement and uncertainty over the nature, content, and supposed community 

behind Q_9 However, even a cursory sampling of the major works that deal with Synoptic 

relations, especially contemporary commentaries, demonstrates that these traditional 

6 See Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, 3~7. 
7 For a basic but helpful survey of the early questers, see Wright, Jesus, 3-27. 
8 Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, 65, who particularly notes the growth of form criticism. 
9 For example, in Jesus, 41--44, Wright poses several difficulties to the hypotheses that Q should 

be treated itself as a "gospel" and that there is such thing as a Q community. Arguing specifically against 
Kloppenborg, he notes that it is difficult to refer to Q as a "gospel" in the sense of it being "good news" 
about ''Israel's god bringing her history to its appointed goal," because this is precisely what Kloppenborg 
suggests the writers of Q did not believe. Further, Wright comments that even among those who hold to a 
reconstructable Q document, there are no agreed upon historical, geographical, or theological locations for 
it within early Christianity, nor is there agreement on its "supposed stages of redaction." Wright's goal is 
not to dismantle the Q hypothesis altogether, but rather to show that there are a lot of uncertainties 
surrounding its origins. 
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source-critical approaches to the parallel material have tended to neglect any substantial 

treatment of fundamental linguistic issues that are quite pertinent to the discipline. 10 

The specific linguistic issue to which the present work will devote its attention is 

the question, why do the Synoptic Gospels at times employ different tense-forms in 

narrating identical episodes in their parallel material? For example, in the episode of 

Peter's denial of Jesus, Matthew and Luke employ the Aorist Indicative form EKAauaEv 

(''weep") to recount Peter's weeping, while Mark's Gospel uses the Imperfect EKAatEV to 

refer to the same event.11 How are such differences in tense-form usage to be explained? I 

will show in this study that past attempts at an explanation have been rooted in an 

outdated understanding ofthe Greek verb and are in need of reassessment in the light of 

recent linguistic research into verbal aspect theory. 

For clarification, the above observations are not meant to downplay the continued 

use of historical-critical methods in biblical studies. Rather it suggests that, at present, a 

significant gap exists between the various conclusions that are often drawn about the 

10 A recent. large-scale example of such a work is Robinson, et al., The Critical Edition ofQ, an 
entire commentary on the hypothetical Q document. Perhaps this is to be expected in the light of the 
Hermeneia series' intention of producing commentaries that are rooted in the historical-critical tradition. A 
few other examples of major commentaries on the Synoptics that lack any substantial linguistic analyses of 
parallel material based on modern research are (for the purpose of demonstration, the page numbers noted 
concern each work's treatment of Peter's denial of Jesus): Green, Luke, 785-90 (although he does include 
elements of discourse analysis in other places [ cf. pp. 278, 316]; Boring, Mark, 415-16; Collins, Mark, 
707-10; Nolland, Luke, 1094-97, whose discussion of the Greek is almost entirely about Luke's redaction 
ofthe Markan material; Evans, A/ark, 463--67; Hagner, Matthew, 806-7; Turner, Matthew, 643-44; Bock, 
Luke, 1782-88; France, Mark, 619-23; and Marshall, Luke, 838-45. Additionally, much of the ''linguistic" 
study that has been done over the past century on the Synoptic Gospels has revolved around the nature of 
the Greek in which they were written. In other words, the debate over whether the Gospels represent 
translations of earlier Aramaic sources or some other type of "Jewish Greek" has been the primary concern. 
However, such studies do not seem interested in applying the insights of modem linguistic research to the 
Greek text of the Gospels in their final form, and certainly do not implement any linguistic criteria for 
comparisons between parallel passages. For helpful surveys and critiques of these studies, see Porter, "The 
Greek of the New Testament"; Porter, "Did Jesus Ever Teach in Greek?''; and Porter, rerbal Aspect, ch. 3. 

11 Foil owing Porter, I use capital letters to distinguish between the form of a verb from its 
function. Thus, for example, a "Present" refers to a verb that is so only on the basis of its form (e.g., AEYE 1). 

This says nothing about how it is functioning within a certain context (e.g., past time use of the Present). 
On the use capital letters to identify tense-form, see Porter, "Tense Terminology," 39-48. 

http:event.11
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Synoptic parallel material and the amount of attention that linguistic matters receive in 

arriving at those conclusions. In other words, there are certain questions in Gospel 

studies, divergent tense-form usage being one ofthem, that historical criticism has not 

answered, and perhaps it is unable to. 

3. The Rise ofModern Linguistic Approaches to Gospel Studies 

Within the last two decades or so, attempts have been made to bridge the gap 

between historical-critical investigations of the Gospels and linguistic studies (to Jesser or 

greater degrees of success). The following are very brief comments on only three 

examples of such studies. The goal here is not to critique the quality of the works 

themselves. Rather, I wish to simply provide examples of studies-particularly in the 

case of the latter two--that have attempted to move beyond "authentic vs. inauthentic" 

concerns of historical-critical methods and towards a serious treatment of the language of 

the Synoptic Gospels. 

E.J. Pryke's work on the redactional style of Mark is, broadly speaking, an early 

linguistic venture into the relationship between the source and redactional material 

contained in the Gospel. 12 While he includes chapters on matters such as the "linguistic 

criteria for redaction" and "Markan syntax,'' Pryke's study is very much in the vein of 

traditional approaches to Greek grammar, and evinces little awareness of modem 

linguistic research. 13 It seems Pryke 's work is primarily a historical-critical study of Mark 

under the guise of a linguistic methodology. 

12 Pryke, Redactional Style ofthe .\farkan Gospel. 
13 For example, much of his syntactical analysis seems to be based on the comparative work done 

by grammarians such as Blass-Debrunner and J.H. Moulton. Pryke should not be faulted for this, since 
these were two of the major grammars of his time. However, this shows that fresh analyses are needed, 
especially ones that incorporate insights from recent research in modem linguistics. 
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Stanley Porter's monograph, The Criteria for Authenticity in Historical-Jesus 

Research, has done much to add a linguistic element to the historical Jesus discussion 

with reference to criteria for authenticity. The first section of his book is devoted to an 

insightful historical survey of modern Jesus research, while in the second section he 

introduces three new criteria related to Greek language studies that he argues can be 

isolated and used apart from the traditional criteria. The criteria are: Greek language and 

its context, I-t Greek textual variance, 15 and discourse features. 16 This is not the place to 

offer a critical analysis of Porter's criteria and assess their validity. It is sufficient to note 

that his work marks a significant alteration of the patterns and results of classic historical 

criticism by means oflinguistic analyses of the Greek text of the Gospels. 17 

Whereas Pryke's work on Mark primarily concerns redactional-critical issues, 

Paul Danove's study on Mark, in my opinion, represents a truly linguistic analysis. His 

express purpose is to develop a case-frame model that is (1) useful for ''analyzing the 

syntactic, semantic, and lexical attributes of Greek words,'' and (2) serviceable for the 

exegesis ofMarkan passages. 18 Again, this is not the place to engage or critique Danove's 

analysis. I simply wish to show that, unlike Pryke's, Danove's work utilizes recent 

developments in general linguistic theory in order to analyze the text of Mark, and 

14 Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, ch. 4. 

15 Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, ch. 5. 

16 Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, ch. 6. 

17 See also Porter, ''The Role of Greek Language Criteria," 361-404. 

18 Danove, Linguistics and Exegesis in Afark, 7. 


http:passages.18
http:Gospels.17
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develops a clear linguistic methodology that provides him with an effective tool to 

accomplish his goals. 19 

While these works certainly demonstrate a rise in linguistic analyses ofthe 

Gospels, there is still a noticeable void concerning the specific treatment of Synoptic 

parallels with regard to divergent tense-form usage.:w Even Catherine Smith, who seeks 

to establish a model for reassessing the Synoptic Problem on the basis of Systemic 

Functional Linguistics (SFL), does not deal specifically with the meaning and function of 

the differing tense-forms used in parallel texts.:!' Thus, although the above studies (and 

others) have advanced the discussion of the Gospels on a linguistic level, there is still 

much work that needs to be done. At this point, I wish to offer an overview of past and 

present discussions surrounding the Greek verbal system and verbal aspect theory, which 

is the specific issue concerning this work. 

4. The Greek Verbal System and Verbal Aspect Theory: Past and Present Discussions 

Over the past twenty years or so, the world ofNew Testament scholarship has 

seen the publication of at least nine monographs dealing with the semantics of the Greek 

verb in the New Testament and related literature.22 This is not to say that such research 

19 This can be seen in Danove's interaction with modem linguists such as Chomsky (pp. 14--16), 
Fillmore (pp. 13-20), and even Halliday (p. 35). But see Telford's insightful review ofDanove in B/13.2 
(2005) 209-11. For several other linguistic studies of the Gospels (and Acts), see Longacre, "Narrative 
Analysis"; Longacre, "Mark 5:1--43"; Black, Sentence Conjunctions; Black, "The Historic Present"; 
Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-Based Foregrounding; Porter, "Verbal Aspect and Synoptic Relations"; Smith, 
"Casting Out Demons and Sewing Seeds"; and Kwong, The 1Vord Order ofLuke. 

20 This sort of analysis of aspectual differences in parallel material has been done in Classical 
Greek texts by Michel Buijs (''Aspectual Differences and Narrative Technique," 122-53). In his study, he 
compares the instances in Xenophon's Hellenica and Agesilaus where the only difference is that in one text 
Xenophon uses the Aorist and in the other he uses the Imperfect. Buijs's argument is similar to that of the 
current work, since he suggests the motivation for the aspectual differences is primarily due to Xenophon 's 
desire to structure his narratives in a particular manner. 

21 Although it is important to note that this is not the intent of her study. 
2: Porter, I erbal Aspect; Fanning, I erbal Aspect; McKay, A New Syntax; Olsen, Aspect; Decker, 

Temporal Deixis; Evans, lerbal Synta.oc; Campbell, Verbal Aspect (2 vols.); Mathewson, Verbal Aspect. 

http:Synta.oc
http:literature.22
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has taken place only within the past two decades. Indeed, the last century has witnessed a 

slow and steady evolution in the way Greek grammarians have attempted to ·explain the 

inner-workings of the verb, particularly with reference to its temporal value.23 

In the late nineteenth century, grammarians began to recognize that an 

understanding of Greek verbs in terms of absolute temporal categories (Zeitart}

characteristic of scholarship during the Enlightenment period-was insufficient for 

describing the actual patterns of verb usage in Greek literature, where, for example, 

Present tense-forms are not always used to recount an action in present time, and Aorist 

tense-forms do not always recount an action in past time. In view of the many apparent 

''exceptions·· to the rules of temporal categories, the theory ofAktionsart was developed. 

perhaps most thoroughly by Karl Brugmann (ca. 1885),2"~ which emphasized the notion 

that Greek verbs expressed kind of action (e.g., ''durative" or ''punctiliar'') rather than 

time of action. The theory argued that the tense-forms functioned in such a way as to 

portray an action as it objectively occurred,25 and so, as a result, a rather convoluted 

method arose of attaching a meaning to a tense-forms that rested solely on the subjective 

interpretation ofthe exegete instead of on any verifiable linguistic criteria.26 To a large 

degree. Greek grammars continue to abide by such an Aktionsart framework today. 27 

23 For a comprehensive history of how the Greek verbal system has been understood, see Porter. 
Verbal Aspect, ch. l. 

24 So Porter, Idioms, 27. 
25 See Porter, Idioms, 27. 
: 6 Thus the formation of categories such as '"punctiliar" Aorist, "iterative" Imperfect, or 

''resultative" Perfect. 
27 For example, Wallace, Exegetical Syntax. 

http:today.27
http:criteria.26
http:value.23
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However, as time has shown, some scholars have been left uneasy (if not entirely 

unsatisfied) with the Aktionsart approach to the meaning of Greek verbs. 28 The reason for 

this is because it has proved unable as a linguistic theory to provide an adequate 

explanation--on the level of semantics-as to why the Greek tense-forms appear in a 

broad range of temporal contexts and do not always follow a ''punctiliar/durative'' 

scheme.29 Furthermore, the idea that an action can be described in objective terms alone 

is enough to call the theory into question, especially since different tense-forms are used 

to describe the same event in the New Testament.30 This last point will be demonstrated 

throughout the current work. 

This, then, brings us to the recent discussion concerning verbal aspect theory and 

its relation to the meaning of the Greek tense-forms. With the publications of Stanley 

Porter (1989) and Buist Fanning (1990) in such close succession, discussion of the Greek 

verb quickly reached new grounds ofinteraction.31 While the two works differ in several 

significant ways,32 they both agree that verbal aspect is crucial to an understanding of 

28 For example, Porter, ~erbal Aspect, 11; McKay, 1\'ew Syntax, 27; Campbell, ~erbal Aspect, 
I: 1 0-12; Mathewson, ~ erbal Aspect, 19-22. 

29 For examples, see Porter, ~erbal Aspect, 83; Porter, Idioms, 29--45; Decker, Temporal Deixis. 
34-37, 50-52; Mathewson, ~erbal Aspect, 51-114. 

30 See Porter, Idioms, 27. Porter also gives an example from the use of the verb eyetpw in 1 Cor 
15, where both the Perfect ey~pETat and the Aorist ~YElpEV are used to speak of the resurrection of Jesus 
(verbal Aspect, 262). This makes the attempt to objectify how the action occurred in the "real world" quite 
difficult. 

31 This is not to neglect the fact that McKay had been publishing on issues related to the semantics 
of the Greek verb, focusing on aspect studies beginning in 1965 ("The Use of the Ancient Greek Perfect"), 
but especially in the 1970s and early 1980s (see, e.g., his "Aspect in Imperatival Constructions"; "Aspects 
of the Imperative"; "Further Remarks"; Greek Grammar for Students; and "On the Perfect"). 

32 See Porter and Carson, eds., Biblical Greek Language and Linguistics, 18-82 for extended 
interaction. 

http:ofinteraction.31
http:Testament.30
http:scheme.29
http:verbs.28
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how the verb works in Greek. Subsequent works have followed in their footsteps to 

varying degrees.33 However, all of them concur that aspect is key. 

In what is the most thorough and systematic treatment of Greek verbal aspect to 

date. Porter argues on the theoretical basis of SFL that the Greek tense-forms do not 

grammaticalize time, but rather synthetic (i.e., tied to morphology) verbal aspect. In other 

words, the primary semantic component of verbs is neither Zeitart (time of action) or 

Aktionsart (kind of action), but aspect. This Porter defines as the reasoned subjective 

choice an author/speaker makes in expressing his or her internal conception of an 

action.3~ The language user has three verbal aspects from which to choose: perfective 

(Aorist form). which views an action as ''a complete and undifferentiated process''; 

imperfective (Present/Imperfect forms), which views an action as being ''in progress"; or 

stative (Perfect/Pluperfect forms), which views an action as "a given complex state of 

affairs.''35 All of the aspects operate within a system network of relations, and so for 

Porter, they relate to one another on the level of marked equipollent binary oppositions. 36 

Thus the first aspectual opposition from which the language user must choose is 

+perfective (least marked form) vs. -perfective. If -perfective is chosen, then the next 

opposition becomes +imperfective (more marked) vs. +stative (most marked).37 Porter, 

then. suggests that the aspects function in discourse according to the following 

33 McKay. Olsen, and Campbell are theorists in their own right, and so while they engage the work 
of Porter and Fanning. they are primarily concerned with developing their own distinct aspectual models. 
Decker and Mathewson, however, represent applications of Porter's model to biblical texts (Mark and 
Revelation, respectively). 

34 See Porter. Idioms, 21; idem., I erbal Aspect, 83-97. 
35 Porter, Idioms, 21-22. 
36 On markedness theory, see ch. 2. 
37 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 90. 

http:marked).37
http:degrees.33
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visualization scheme-38 : the least marked Aorist is a backgrounding form, the more 

marked Present/Imperfect are foregrounding forms (with the option of +remoteness), and 

the most marked Perfect is a frontgrounding form. I will further explain (and slightly 

modify) Porter's grounding scheme inch. 2 of this work. 

Fanning, while not possessing as rigorous a theoretical basis for his project, 

defines verbal aspect similar to Porter: ''[A]spect is concerned with the speaker's 

viewpoint concerning the action in the sense that it implicitly sets up a relationship 

between the action described and a reference-point from which the action is viewed.''39 

However, there are clear divergences between him and Porter. The two main differences 

between them concern (1) what each deems as the core, uncancelable semantic feature of 

the Greek verb, and (2) the functional role that verbal aspect plays in discourse. On the 

one hand, Porter argues, via the principle of contrastive substitution, 40 that the 

uncancelable meaning of the tense-forms is verbal aspect, not time, regardless of a verb's 

temporal context and associations with mood or other grammatical features. 41 He also 

believes that the aspects play a significant role in establishing prominence in discourse 

(see the visualization scheme noted above). On the other hand, Fanning sees Greek verbs 

in the indicative as retaining the semantic element of absolute time. 42 Additionally, he 

explicitly states that "aspect has nothing inherently to do with ... prominence in 

38 See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 92-93; idem., Idioms, 23-24. 
39 Fanning. lerba/ Aspect, 84-85. 
40 0n contrastive substitution, see ch. 2 ofthis work. 
41 Porter, lerbal Aspect, 86. ch. 7 and 8. Because of this. Porter is able to maintain the distinction 

between the form of a verb (to which the semantic feature of aspect is attached) and its function in a 
particular temporal context-a distinction that will be important for the current work. Also important to 
note is that rather than on the basis of tense-form, temporal categories are established on the basis of co
texutal temporal deixis, or indicators, such as vilv, iiprt, or £naup1ov (Porter, Verbal Aspect, 98-102). 

4" Fanning, lerba! Aspect, 198-99. 
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discourse.''·U Further, he describes the pragmatic functions of the various tenses using the 

terminology of Aktionsart. So. while Fanning's understanding of aspect proper comes 

close to Porter's, he is ultimately unwilling to set aside traditional temporal and 

Aktionsart associations concerning the semantics of Greek verbs. 44 

K.L. McKay perhaps did the most work in the area of Greek verbal aspect in the 

pre-Porter/Fanning era. Drawing on his previous publications on aspect, in his major 

monograph published in 1994, McKay argues vociferously (I) that Greek verbs to do not 

realize time, but rather aspect, and (2) that one must approach the verbal system 

pragmatically (i.e .. use in context), and not simply on a theoretical plane. While McKay 

defines ''aspect'' similarly to Porter, his categories and terminology are a bit different-

imperfective aspect "expresses an activity in process,'' aorist aspect ''expresses an activity 

as a whole action or simple event," perfect aspect ··expresses the state consequent upon 

an action,'' and future aspect ''is best regarded as a fourth aspect of intention.''45 The 

categories themselves remain quite similar to Porter's. 

Mari Olsen's published dissertation on aspect theory (1997) relegates only one 

chapter to aspect in Koine Greek.46 Nevertheless, her work has entered the discussion. 

For her, "aspect" is a broad term that encompasses the '''internal temporal constituency' 

of situations."47 She thus divides aspect into two sub-categories-grammatical and 

43 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 85. 
44 For example, see Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 119 where he defines the Perfect along traditional 

lines as "a state which results from a prior occurrence'' (see also pp. 29 n. 71, 185, 198). Fanning's model 
of aspect also has a significant lexical semantic component, characteristic of Aktionsart theory as well (see 
ferbal Aspect, 42-50 and 126-96), which Porter points out (''Defense," 31; see also Porter, ~erbal Aspect, 
87). 

45 All of these definitions are in Ne11· Syntax, 27. Porter, however, concludes that the Future is 
neither fully aspectual nor fully attitudinal. and so assigns it the semantic value of +expectation ( ferbal 
Aspect, ch.9). 

46 Olsen, Aspect, ch. 6. 
47 See Olsen, Aspect, 8 and ch. 6. 

http:Greek.46
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lexical, both of which are expressed in the Greek verbal system. The former is closer to 

how aspect has already been defined, that is, as a speaker/writer's view on an action's 

internal temporal constituency. But the latter expresses what has been termed Aktionsart, 

being concerned with the nature of an action's internal temporal constituency. The two 

main points to note about Olsen's work are (1) for her, Greek verbs possess both tense 

(i.e., time, which is important for attaining a verb's lexical aspect) and aspect, although 

not all verb forms possess both,48 and (2) aspectual meaning is compositional, i.e., the 

entire clause must be considered to ascertain the full aspectual meaning of a verb.49 This 

second point is in stark contrast to Porter, who emphasizes that aspect is only 

grammaticalized by a verb's morphological form, whereas Aktionsarten are established 

on the basis of context and deictic indicators. 50 

In 2001. T.V. Evans published his monograph on verbal syntax in the Greek 

version of the Pentateuch. While his understanding of verbal aspect in particular does not 

differ greatly from Porter and Fanning51 (except, e.g., concerning the meaning of the 

Perfect52), the overall scope of his project does. That is, Evans, being diachronically 

focused, seems mainly concerned with the historical development of the Greek verbal 

system and with what the Greek Pentateuch can tell us about the nature of the Koine 

48 For example, the Present and the Aorist do not have tense, only aspect. But the Imperfect and 
the Perfect have both aspect and tense. 

49 0lsen, Aspect, 14-17. 
50 This difference between Porter and Olsen is perhaps illustrative of their fundamentally different 

approach to language, with Porter taking a systemic-functional approach, while Olsen appears to take a 
generative one, although this is not explicit in her work. 

51 For example, see Evans, Verbal Syntax, 18-19 where he defines verbal aspect along the lines of 
"viewpoint" (Fanning) and a speaker/writer's conception of an action (Porter). 

52 Evans, ierbal Synta'C, 26-32, where he defines the Perfect as "a special type of imperfective, 
expressing stativity" (p. 32). 
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vernacular used at that particular time period. 53 Evans is also highly interested in 

comparing the translation Greek of the LXX with its underlying Hebrew, and so wishes 

to address the issue of bilingual interference. In the light of his goals, then, Evans is 

really not an aspect theorist so much as he is a comparative philologist who makes use of 

recent research into aspectology. This is perhaps also seen in that the only tense-forms to 

which Evans devotes significant discussion are the ''problematic" Perfect and Future 

forms. 

Constantine Campbelrs Ph.D. dissertation on verbal aspect--done under the 

supervision of Evans-is the most recent, major treatment of the subject on a theoretical 

level (2007, 2008). In many ways, he is similar to several of his Greek aspect 

predecessors (especially Porter and McKay), namely, in his conviction that the Greek 

tense-forms do not primarily grammaticalize time (the exception, for him, being the 

Future).5-l However. a notable divergence, particularly from Porter, concerns his 

perspective on the Perfect. Campbell includes the Perfect within the category of 

imperfective aspect, and says its semantic contribution is that of''heightened spatial 

proximity.''55 Consequently, he rejects the notion of a third aspect, i.e., the stative, 56 and, 

as hinted to above, rather than adopting Porter's markedness and grounding scheme, 

Campbell introduces spatial categories as part of the core semantic component ofverbsY 

53 Evans, Verbal Syntax, 2. He says, "The central argument is that verbal syntax in these translation 
documents represents essentially idiomatic Greek, which needs to be viewed in the light of contemporary 
Koine vernacular usage." 

54 See Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 1: 14--17. 
55 Campbell, Verbal Aspect. 1: 195-99. 
56 He especially criticizes Porter's view on the stative by arguing ( 1) that the stative resembles 

more closely the "resultant perfect," which critics have regarded as depicting the state of its object rather 
than its subject, and (2) that the notion of''stativity" is closer to an Aktionsart rather than an aspect (see 
Campbell, ~erbal Apsect, 1: 169-74). 

57 Campbell, ~erbal Aspect, 1:14--17. 
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So, for example, he suggests that the idea of spatial proximity (and imperfective aspect) 

explains the meaning of the Present, while "remoteness" (and perfective aspect) explains 

the Aorist. However, Campbell's main contribution to aspect theory lies in his attempt to 

analyze and categorize each tense-fonn with reference to its occurrences in different 

types or ''strands'' of discourse, those being. mainline (Aorist), offline (Present/ 

Imperfect), and direct discourse (Perfect). 58 

Rodney Decker's work on verbal aspect (2001}-his Th.D. dissertation-

represents the first attempt to systematically apply Porter's model of aspect theory to a 

unified text, that being, Mark's Gospel. His goal is to offer an analysis of the Greek verb 

in Mark while paying particular attention to the pragmatic category of temporal 

reference. Decker ultimately argues in favor of Porter's non-temporal scheme for the 

verbal system and concludes that it is the use of temporal deixis in context (e.g., the 

adverbs vuv, apTt) that determines the temporal situation in which tense-forms are 

used.59 Decker also offers a very insightful and what seems to be a fair review of the 

various perspectives on Greek aspect as it pertains to the New Testament around the time 

he wrote his monograph.60 Although his work does not intend to deal specifically with the 

role of verbal aspect in discourse shaping (i.e., prominence and grounding, see my ch. 2 

below). Decker's research on the non-temporal reference ofverbs provides helpful 

support as to why the Synoptics may differ in their choice of verbal fonns in 

communicating the same event. 

58 See Campbell, rerbal.-!.spect, 241. 

5QDecker, Temporal DeL'Cis, 1-2. 

6°Decker, Temporal Deixis, 5-28. 


http:monograph.60
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David Mathewson's work on Revelation (2010) is the latest monograph-length 

treatment of the function of verbal aspect. In it, he applies aspect theory (primarily 

Porter's model)61 to Revelation's so-called enigmatic use of Greek tense-forms, 

attempting to explain why a range of verbal forms can appear in a range of temporal 

contexts. For him, the tension is resolved in that Greek verbs do not grammaticalize time 

or Aktionsart, but aspect.62 Further, Mathewson adopts Porter's model of prominence, 

that is, his discourse grounding scheme, and thus argues, successfully in my opinion, that 

Revelation uses verbal aspect to background, foreground or frontground its narrative 

discourse material according to three levels of salience, regardless of a verb's temporal 

context.63 

The works of Decker and Mathewson demonstrate two things that I believe are 

important for the current work. First, on a general level, both monographs show the 

exegetical significance of applying verbal aspect theory to New Testament texts, which is 

the primary goal and concern of my work here. Second, while some will surely argue to 

the contrary, both Decker and Mathewson represent successful applications of Porter's 

theory to whole texts. This has not been the case-at least not yet-with the other major 

theorists working in Greek aspect. This certainly does not mean that there is nothing to be 

gained from other theories. But, as the next chapter will lay out in a more detailed 

argument, I, too, will primarily adopt Porter's theory of verbal aspect and its role in 

creating discourse prominence in order to explain the meaning ofdivergent tense-form 

61 Mathewson, Verbal Aspect, 17-18. 
62 Mathewson, ~ erbal Aspect, 16-17. Thus, Mathewson believes that scholars need not resort to 

notions of a '"semitized" Greek for Revelation's use of tense-forms. 
63 Mathewson, ferbal Aspect, 40-45. For a fuller discussion of Mathewson's work, see my review 

in JGRChJ 8 (2011-12) R66-R70. 

http:context.63
http:aspect.62
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usage throughout the Synoptic PNs. Therefore, it is to a more detailed treatment of the 

theoretical underpinnings of this study that I now turn. 
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CHAPTER TWO 


LINGUISTIC THEORY AND METHODOLOGY 


PART I 


1. introduction 

Chapters 2 and 3 of this work make explicit the theoretical framework and the 

method of investigation that will be used to explore the use of Greek tense-forms in the 

Synoptic PNs. That is, it will form the methodological groundwork for chapters 4-6, 

which are more concerned with analyses demonstrating the exegetical significance of 

verbal aspect choice in the Synoptic parallel material. 

The chapter at hand constitutes (1) a more in-depth treatment of the limitations of 

temporal and Aktionsart approaches to Greek verbs, and (2) a critical evaluation of verbal 

aspect theory that will engage the central issues related to a primarily aspectual 

understanding of the Greek verbal system. Examples of such issues are the use of the 

principle of·'contrastive substitution," the concept of cancelability, the relationship 

between semantics and co-textual reference, and the actual semantics of the primary 

Greek tense-forms. 

2. The Limitations ofTemporal and Aktionsart Approaches to the Greek Verb 

As the survey inch. l noted, understanding ofthe Greek verbal system has 

undergone a steady transformation throughout the past hundred years or so. This 

transformation. beginning in the late nineteenth century, has its roots in the gradual 

movement away from time-centered approaches to the theory ofAktionsart. Proponents 

of temporally oriented theories have typically understood the Aorist and Imperfect forms 

as past tenses, the Present form as a present tense, the Future from as a future tense, and 
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the Perfect form as a combination of both past and present tenses. On the other hand. 

proponents ofAktionsart suggest that the element of time, while still present in a verb's 

core meaning, is subordinate to the kind of action taking place.1 Thus in his grammar, 

Moule says, "Generally speaking, the first question that the Greek writer seems to ask 

himself is not 'When did (or will) this happen?' but 'Am I conceiving of it as protracted 

or as virtually instantaneous?'''2 Porter, a major critic ofAktionsart, describes the theory 

as ··a scheme whereby certain values are attached to the verb tense-forms, such as 

punctiliar to the aorist. durative or linear to the present."3 Fundamentally, then. Aktionsart 

works within a time-based understanding of Greek verbs and attempts to objectively 

describe how an action has occurred by assigning the verb to one of three procedural 

categories:-! punctiliar (Aorist). durative/linear (Present/Imperfect), or resultative (Perfect/ 

Pluperfect), with the addition of durativity or punctiliarity in future time for the Future 

1 For example, Robertson, Greek Grammar, 825 says: "Even in the indicative the time element is 
subordinate to the kind of action expressed. A double idea thus runs through tense in the indicative (kind of 
action, time of the action).'' Moule, Nell' Testament Greek, 5 says similarly: "The ethos of English verbs 
concentrates attention mainly on the time to which an event is referred-past, present, or future. In Greek, 
on the other hand, this is probably not the most fundamental question; and the interpretation of many N. T. 
passages depends not a little on the recognition that, to the Greek mind, another consideration appears to 
have presented itself first-namely the nature of the event. or [ ... ] the Aktionsart ('the kind of action')'' (all 
italics are original). For other examples, see Moulton, Prolegomena, 108, where he seems to subordinate 
tense in Greek since it "is proved by scientific inquiry to be a relatively late invention." See also Croy, 
Primer ofBiblical Greek, 7; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 499. 

2 Moule, i\'ew Testament Greek. 5. 
3 Porter, Idioms. 27. 
4 Brugmann. who. as Porter notes ( l'erbal Aspect, 29), coined the term Aktionsart. says in his 

Griechische Grammatik, 538: "Das System der sog. Tempera des idg. Verbums diente von Haus aus nicht 
dazu. die subjektiven, ausserhalb der Verbalhandlung selbst liegenden Zeitstufen der Gegenwart, 
Vergangenheit und Zukunft auszudrticken. Vielmehr dienten sie zur Charakterisierung der Aktionsart, d.h. 
der Art und Weise, wie die Handlung vor sich geht (''The system of so-called tenses of the verb -were not 
originally used to refer to the subjective. to express themselves outside of the verbal action of the present, 
past and future tenses. Rather. they served to characterize the action type. i.e .. the manner in which the 
action is going on"). However, under the subtitle "Die Aktionsarten." Brugmann lists siA procedural 
classes: (I) Punktuelle Aktion. (2) Kursive Aktion. (3) Terminative Aktion. (4) Iterative Aktion. (5) 
Perfektische Aktion. and (6) when a verb form has a preposition attached to it, it can be considered 
·'Perfektivierung" ("perfection"). 
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fonn.5 It thus seeks to capture the essential meaning of the tense-fonns based on their 

range of uses in particular contexts.6 Grammars and other studies that advocate this 

approach typically put forth a plethora of other tenns in attempt to describe the various 

kinds of actions that verbs can express (e.g., inceptive, iterative, constative, 

comprehensive). 7 

However. in the light of Porter's work in particular, as well as the several 

publications that have more or less followed his lead, 8 both temporal and Aktionsart 

schemes have proven rather ineffective for ascertaining the core semantic component of 

the Greek tense-fonns. That is, neither theory is able to account for the fact that in the 

New Testament identical tense-fonns appear in a range of contexts (temporal and 

procedural), and conversely, a range oftense-fonns appear in identical contexts. This 

observation is referred to as the principle of contrastive substitution.9 Several examples 

from Porter's work illustrate the point. 

Present tense-form used in different pragmatic contexts: 10 

Matt 8:25: KVplE ... O:rroAAu~s8a ("Lord...we are perishing." present) 

Mark 11:27: Kat EpxovTal mx:\1v sis- 'lspooo:\v~a ("And they came again to 

Jerusalem." past) 

Matt 26:18: rrpos- oe rr01w To rrc:xoxa ~nO: Twv ~a8f]TC0v ~ov ('"with you I 

will make the Passover with my disciples,'' future) 


5 See Moulton, Prolegomena, 109-10, who, as Moule notes (New Testament Greek. 5), 
popularized the terms "punctiliar" and "linear." 

6 See also Porter, Idioms, 28; Decker, Temporal Deixis, 7-11; Mathewson, Verbal Aspect, 20-21. 
7 See, for example, Wallace, Greek Grammar, 496-586; Robertson, Greek Grammar, 830-91 0; 

Thorely, ..Subjunctive Aktionsart in New Testament Greek." who deals specifically with the range of 
Aktionsart in the use of Present and Aorist subjunctives in the New Testament. 

8 For example, Decker, Temporal Deixis; Campbell, Verbal Aspect; and Mathewson, ~·erbal 
Aspect. 

0 See Porter. Verbal Aspect. 77; Decker, Temporal Dei.'<is, 34; Mathewson, Verbal Aspect. 21. 
Decker's explanation (following Porter) of the principle is quite helpful. He says, "Contrastive substitution 
is a linguistic method that notes either the occurrence of identical forms (in this case, verbal forms) in 
different contexts or different forms in the same context. If the same verb form can be used in different 
temporal contexts, and if different verb forms may be substituted in the same time context, and this without 
changing the temporal reference of the statement, then there is strong evidence that temporal reference is 
not the proper explanation of the meaning ofthe form" (p. 34). 

10 Porter, ierba/Aspect, 75. 
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2 Cor 9:7: if.apov yap OOTTJV O:yarr~ 6 6E05" ("For God loves a cheerful giver," 
temporally unrestricted) 

Different tense-forms used in the same pragmatic context: 11 

Luke 21: I0: Ton EAEYEV auToIs- ("Then he said to them) 

Luke 20:41: Et rrev... rrpos- auTO\JS" ("He said to them") 

Acts 20:38: TG? Myc.y ~ Eip~KEI ("with the word which he spoke") 

Mark 5:19: O:t.t.a AEYEl auTC:? ("but he said to him'') 12 


These examples show that it is quite difficult to identify temporality as the 

essential meaning of Greek verbs, since the same form appears in multiple temporal 

contexts, and the converse is true as well. Temporal reference, then, is a cancelable 

element in the verb and should be understood as a feature that is determined by various 

co-textual constraints (e.g., temporal deixis such as vuv, apTt, TOTE, etc. 13). 14 In other 

words, for example, present time is not always characteristic of the Present tense-form 

and thus cannot be seen as part ofthe form's basic, uncancelable semantic make-up. 

While the examples above are particularly effective for dismantling temporal 

associations with Greek verbs, a further set of examples can be given that speaks more 

directly against the idea that verbal forms can objectively describe how an action takes 

place (i.e., Aktionsart). The following examples represent instances where different tense

11 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 83. 
'~This example is taken from Mathewson, Terbal Aspect, 21. 
13 See Porter, ~erbal Aspect, 98-102; Decker, Temporal Deixis, 52-59, who gives lists on pp. 56

59 of many of the different kinds oftemporal indicators in Greek, such as adverbial indicators (aei 
"continually," OIJO "at the same time," s~ai¢VTJ5 "suddenly"), adjectival indicators ( a\wvtos ''eternal, 
without end," IJIKpos "a short time, young"), prepositional indicators (arro "since, from,'' o\j;e "after"), 
conjunctive indicators (EWS "until, while"), lexical indicators (nominal: apx~ "beginning"; verbal: apxw 
"to begin"), and composite indicators and temporal particles (ev TOXEI "quickly, soon," sv ~"while,'' oTav 
"whenever, while"). 

14 Campbell gives a concise definition ofthe notion of"cancelability" when he says, "This 
principle is related to semantics in that semantics is concerned with the values that are inherent in 
grammatical forms, and are therefore not cancelable" ( Terbal Aspect, 1 :26). That is, whatever values of a 
grammatical form that are not always present in the form itself are said to be "cancelable." See also Olsen, 
Aspect, 17-22 who uses the concept as a key criterion for distinguishing between semantics and 
pragmatics, and Decker, Temporal Deixis, 45--48 who uses it to argue specifically against Olsen's temporal 
understanding of the Imperfect and Perfect tense-forms. 



23 

forms are used to express the same action or event. The latter two examples are found in 

an episode within the Synoptic PNs, Peter's denial of Jesus. 

Perfect and Aorist tense-forms used to express the resurrection ofJesus: 15 

I Cor 15:4: OTl e¥TlyepTat TQ D~Ep~ T6 Tpl TD (..that he was raised on 
the third day'") 
I Cor 15:15: OTt e~apTup~aa~ev KaTCx Tov 8eou oTt fiyetpev Tov 
XptaT<)v ("because we testify against God that he raised Christ"") 

Aorist and Imperfect tense-forms used to express Peters second denial of 
Jesus and his weeping: 
Matt 26:72: KOl TTcXAlV ~pv~aaTO ~ETCx opKOU OTl OUK oica TOV 

av8pwrrov ("'And again he denied it with an oath, 'I do not know the 

man'"") 

Mark 14:70: oCe rraAtv ~pveiTo (..and again he denied iC) 


Matt 26:75 (cf. Luke 22:62): Kal e~eA8wv e~w EKAauaev mKpws- (''and 

going outside, he wept bitterly'") 

Mark 14:72: Kat em-~aAwv EKAatev (''and reflecting on this, he wepC) 


In the light of these examples, the specific question becomes, how is it that Greek 

verbs can objectively describe the nature of an action as durative/progressive (Present/ 

Imperfect). resultative (Perfect), punctiliar (Aorist), iterative, inceptive, or whatever, 

when different verbal forms are used to communicate exactly the same event? For 

example, if Peter's act of weeping objectively occurred as a punctiliar or instantaneous 

event in Matthew and Luke, how could it be described objectively as a progressive or 

continuous event in Mark? While some may wish to answer this question by means of 

source criticism, perhaps by relegating the discrepancy to Matthew and Luke's use ofQ, 

or simply by labeling it a contradiction between the accounts, there is a better way of 

handling the issue that does not require resorting to theories for which there is close to no 

15 This example comes from Porter, ~·erba/ Aspect, 262. 
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real evidence. 16 In any case, following Porter, I suggest that "kind of action" (Aktionsart), 

like time, is not expressed in Greek verbs, i.e., it is not part of the essential semantic 

make-up of the tense-forms. Thus in response to the question asked above concerning 

Peter's weeping, the answer is that Greek tense-forms do not on their own objectively 

describe the nature of an action to begin with. 

More explicitly, there are three major methodological problems with Aktionsart 

theory. First, there is no quantifiable criterion by which to evaluate a tense-form's 

supposed Aktionsart value. It is a completely subjective judgment that lies in the hands of 

the interpreter. 17 Second, as noted, Aktionsart schemes are unable to ascertain the 

uncancelable meaning inherent in every use of a tense-form. For example, the durative/ 

punctiliar framework simply cannot account for the full range of uses that we see in the 

New Testament of the Present and Aorist forms. 18 Third, similarly, the theory does not 

appropriately distinguish between the semantics of Greek verbs and the ability that verbs 

have to appear in a range of procedural contexts. Porter says, ''Therefore, though Greek 

16 Porter's essay, "Verbal Aspect and Synoptic Relations," which was read at the 2009 SBL 
Biblical Greek Language and Linguistics section, shows how at this point in Synoptic research it is hard to 
say what tense-form change means for Synoptic relations. This is because it is difficult to ascertain 
meaningful patterns of tense-form change that give a definitive direction to which text is functioning as a 
source-text. 

17 This is what Porter is getting at when he says. "A recognizable shortcoming of this perspective 
is its ambivalence toward the relation between tense-forms and their abilities to characterize action 
objectively. For example, Greek does not have an iterative tense-form, and often aorist action is not 
punctiliar. The result is frequent, major alterations in the system to accommodate deviations, often 
explained in terms not of a given tense-form but of the underlying root of the verb as either punctiliar or 
durative. This analysis has difficulty explaining description of the same event using, for example, the aorist 
and the present tenses, since the objective measurement of kind of action cannot be defined solely in terms 
of verbal usage" (Idioms, 27-28; see also Porter, Terbal Aspect, 33-35). 

18 For example, 2 Cor 11:24--25: uno 'louooiwv TTEVTOK\5 TEOOEpaKOVTO rropa iJlOV EAO~EV, 
TPl5 €pa~c5io8T]V, arra~ EAt8ao8T]v, TPl5 evauayT]OO, vuxe~iJEpov EV Tc:? ~vee:? TTETTOlKO (Five times I 
received forty minus one, three times I was beaten with a rod, once I was stoned, three times I was 
shipwrecked, I spent night and day in the deep), where the Aorist is used to recount actions that happened 
five times, once, and three times. See Matt 3: 17//Mark I: 11//Luke 3:22: ou El 0 Vl05 iJOU 0 ayaTTT]T05, EV 
ool EVOOKT]Oet, where it is unlikely that the Aorist refers to God's one-time or punctiliar act of being pleased 
with Jesus as his son (see Porter, Terbal Aspect, 126-29, 234, who correctly argues that the Aorist is 
timeless). 
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may appear to have many Aktionsarten, these are better viewed as contextual abstractions 

on the basis of texis (i.e. attempts to describe each action objectively) and their use must 

be subsumed under tense forms though not temporal categories" (italics original). 19 In 

short, the distinction between semantics (based on a verb's morphology) and contextual 

abstraction (based on lexis) allows one to isolate the core semantic value of a tense~form, 

which is embedded in every instance of use. At the same time, the distinction allows for 

the form to appear in a range of linguistic contexts without the need to consider its use 

anomalous. Thus, for example, the tension between an Aorist form and its use in a non-

past or non-punctiliar context can be resolved. 

3. The Semantics ofthe Major Greek Tense-Forms: An Aspectual Model 

If neither time nor kind of action represents the primary meaning of Greek verbs, 

then what does? Below, I set forth a model that sees verbal aspect as the main semantic 

contribution of each of the major tense-forms. The treatment will begin with a definition 

of verbal aspect and then proceed to a critical analysis of current scholarly opinion 

concerning the aspectual value of each tense-form. Before doing this, however, three 

preliminary notes should be mentioned. First, the treatment below will consider primarily 

finite verb forms. Other non-finite forms, such participles, will receive attention along the 

way in Part II of this work. Second, because the Pluperfect occurs so rarely in the 

Synoptic Gospels-thirty-two times in all, most often as a form of oi&a-it too will 

receive its specific treatment in Part II. Third, while the aspectual model below draws on 

19 Porter, Terbal Aspect, 35. In this way, we can say that lexical aspect (to use Olsen's 
terminology) is ''compositional," i.e., it is established as a verb interacts with the other linguistic 
components of the clause. On deictic indicators, particularly on how they influence temporal reference, see 
Porter, Terbal Aspect, 98-102 and Decker, Temporal Deixis, ch. 3. 
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the insights of most of the major contributors to Greek aspect theory, the reader will 

recognize that it has been most influenced by Porter. 

3.1. Defining Verbal Aspect 

While those who have worked on aspect theory in ancient Greek remain divided 

over several important issues,20 a somewhat unified definition ofverbal aspect has 

emerged. Porter defines it as, ''a synthetic semantic category (realized in the forms of 

verbs) used of meaningful oppositions in a network oftense systems to grammaticalize 

the author's reasoned subjective choice of conception of a process.'~ 1 McKay and 

Fanning have nearly identical definitions: "Aspect in ancient Greek is that category of the 

verb system by means of which an author (or speaker) shows how he views each event or 

activity he mentions in relation to its context,''22 and, "Verbal aspect in NT Greek is that 

category in grammar of the verb which reflects the focus or viewpoint of the speaker in 

regard to the action or condition which the verb describes.''23 Campbell gives the most 

concise definition when he says, ''The simplest way to define aspect is as 'viewpoint' .''2-1 

Thus, the notions of authorial ·'conception,'' ''viewpoint" or ''representation" of an action 

seem to capture the essence of what verbal aspect means. 25 And, as Mathewson notes, 

:o E.g., the relationship between tense and aspect, the semantics of the Perfect tense-form, Greek 
verbs and markedness theory. 

21 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 88. 
22 McKay, A'ew Syntax, 27. 
23 Fanning, ferbal Aspect, 84. 
24 Campbell, ~erbal Aspect, 1:8. He goes on to say on the same page, however, that "[t]his refers 

to the way in which the author/speaker chooses to depict an activity or state, the usual opposition being 
'internal' (imperfective) and 'external' (perfective)." Cf. Evans, rerbal Syntax, 18, 23. 

25 Bernard Comrie, working in general linguistic theory, also stresses the understanding of 
"viewpoint" when he describes the distinction between "perfective" and ''imperfective" aspect: "Another 
way of explaining the difference between perfective and imperfective meaning is to say that the perfective 
looks at the situation from the outside, without necessarily distinguishing any of the internal structure of the 
situation, whereas the imperfective looks at the situation from inside" (Aspect, 4). 
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with regard to semantics, these notions stand in stark contrast to the notions of time or 

kind of action.26 

Two points in the above definition are worth highlighting, which will better our 

understanding of aspect theory itself as well as demonstrate its validity as an approach to 

the semantics ofthe Greek verbal system. The first concerns Porter's description of 

verbal aspect as a "'synthetic semantic category." The "synthetic" nature of a verb's 

aspectual value means that it is realized in the formal characteristics ofthe verb itself. 

That is, aspect in Greek is tied to a verb's morphology.27 Verbal aspect as a ''semantic" 

category implies that it represents the core meaning of a tense-form, and so is an 

uncancelable feature in Greek verbs. Perhaps already one can see the advantage of 

primarily aspectual approach to the meaning of Greek tense-forms, since a verb's aspect 

is always the same no matter what its context. In other words, an aspectual approach is 

able to maintain the crucial distinction between a verb's semantics (its uncancelable 

meaning that is tied to morphology) and its use in a particular context. 

The second point concerns the role that an author's subjective choice plays in the 

realization of a verb's aspect.28 As will be considered in more detail below, according to 

Porter's model, an ancient Greek speaker/writer had three aspects from which to choose: 

perfective, imperfective or stative, each of which is represented by the various tense-

forms. This choice of a tense-form, i.e., how an author wishes to conceive of an action, 

can be made by a language user irrespective of when the action takes place. As Porter 

26 Mathewson, ferba! Aspect, '23. 
27 See 3.2-3.6 below on specific forms and their aspectual value. 
28 The concept of"'choice" will be dealt with more thoroughly on a theoretical level inch. 3 on 

SFL. 
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notes, ··The semantic category of verbal aspect can be imposed upon a process by a 

speaker, no matter when it may have occurred or how it may have actually occurred."29 

However, Porter was criticized early on for allegedly overemphasizing the element of 

"subjectivity'' in an author's choice of verbal aspect.3 °Fanning, although he wishes to 

distinguish between the viewpoint of an action and its procedural characteristics, stresses 

the close interaction of aspect with Aktionsart, and suggests that the latter has a strong 

bearing on the former and often restricts its use.31 Thus, for him, while the notion of 

''choice" figures prominently in his discussion on the structural relations between the 

aspects,32 it is not usually understood as fully subjective or free. 33 In essential agreement 

with Fanning, and writing nearly a decade later, Evans (200 1) also poses this criticism to 

Porter. He says, ''Choice of aspect is probably never conscious and is controlled to a 

significant extent by a verb's lexical semantics and the demands oflinguistic context. The 

environments within which there operates a 'free' choice between perfective and 

imperfective are limited."34 

Yet Porter did go on to clarify his understanding of the subjective nature of aspect 

choice by stressing two things. 35 First, in his terminology, "choice" primarily has do with 

29 Porter, "Defense." 37. 
30 See Fanning. "Approaches," 60; Carson, "Introduction," 25; Schmidt, "Verbal Aspect," 72. 
31 Fanning, ierbal Aspect. 50. 
32 See Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 50-54. 
33 From my perspective, it is difficult to reconcile this point with Fanning's statement made in 

close proximity that, "Aspects pertain instead to the focus of the speaker with reference to the action or 
state which the verb describes, his way ofviewing the occurrence and its make-up, without any necessary 
regard to the (actual or perceived) nature of the situation itself' ( ierbal Aspect, 50, italics his). 

34 Evans, ierbal Syntax, 24. Further. I have difficulty with the view of Fanning and Evans that. 
while aspect and Aktionsart must be kept separate and distinct, Aktionsart should be seen to influence and 
even restrict the use of the aspect. First, such a view presupposes that Aktionsart is a valid theory to 
describe the Greek verbal system. Second, to allow such a close relationship between the two as Fanning 
does makes any attempt to fully distinguish between them superficial. However, I would certainly agree 
that aspectual use is (1) not random (see below) or completely "limitless" (see Fanning. ierbal Aspect, 52
53), and (2) influenced by patterns of usage in various discourse types (so Porter, "Defense," 27). 

35 See Porter, "Defense." 27. 

http:things.35
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the task of the language user to choose from the semantic options36 that are available to 

him or her, since these choices are required by the systemic nature of the language, 

whether or not they are consciously made.J7 And second, ''choice" does not necessarily 

imply that tense-form usage is random: ''The subjective factor involved means that the 

choice of verbal aspect rests upon the user, although patterns of usage, for example in 

various discourse types, mean that choice of verbal aspect is not random.''38 In the light 

of these qualifications, then, Porter seems to be somewhat on the same page as Fanning, 

although he rightly holds a much stronger (and clearer) distinction between aspect and 

Aktionsart. Nevertheless, the important point to mention here is that there is an element 

of subjectivity involved in the choice of verbal aspect. That is, while choice is neither 

arbitrary nor illogical, when there is a full range of aspectual choices available to a 

language user, s/he is able to select the aspect that best communicates his or her 

conception of the action, and this choice might differ from author to author regardless of 

its temporal context or Aktionsart value. 

Before moving on to consider each of the tense-forms and their aspectual values, 

two further comments are needed. First-and an issue that will be further addressed in 

section 3.5 on the Perfect form-is the question, how many aspects are there? This issue 

has been the center of substantial debate among theorists, as some have argued for a two-

aspect model and others a model based on three aspects. For example, Fanning and 

Campbell work within a two-aspect system: perfective aspect, which is realized in the 

36 That is, choices of"meaning" that are realized in morphological features. 

37 Porter, "Defense," 27. 

38 Porter, "Defense," 27 (italics his). 
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Aorist, and imperfective aspect, which is realized in the Present/Imperfect forms. 39 

Porter, Decker and Mathewson (the latter two essentially following Porter) have 

identified three aspects: perfective (=Aorist), imperfective (=Present/Imperfect) and 

stative (=Perfect).·10 McKay, who considers the Future to be an aspect as well, has a four-

aspect model, although he is in essential agreement with Porter on the other three:~ 1 The 

current work will follow the three-aspect formulation of Porter (see 3.5), but whether a 

third (or fourth) aspect exists or not, the meaning of the perfective and imperfective 

aspects appears to be an area of wide-spread agreement. Brief definitions of each is as 

follows: the perfective aspect is generally understood to portray an action as a complete 

(not necessarily completed)-!~ whole in the mind ofthe author, being seen from an 

external viewpoint without regard for the internal make-up of the action.43 In opposition 

to the perfective is the imperfective aspect, which portrays an action as in-progress in the 

mind of the author. The action is viewed internally and is seen as transpiring before the 

language user's eyes.-1-1 

The second comment that needs to be made is that there is a class of Greek verbs 

that lacks a fully developed morphological paradigm, and thus does not offer a full range 

of meaningful aspectual choices. Porter calls these verbs "aspectually vague."45 That is to 

39 See Fanning, lerbal £-lspect, 27; Campbell. Terbal Aspect, 8-9, 35-126. Campbell also includes 
the Perfect tense-form in the imperfective category, following Evans ( Terbal Syntar:, 30--32). 

40 Porter, I erbal Aspect, I05-7. McKay uses the corresponding terms "aorist aspect," 
"imperfective aspect," and "perfect aspect'' (see New Syntax, 27-34). 

41 McKay, iVew Syntax, 27. 
· 42 Campbell, Terbal Aspect, I: II; Mathewson, Verbal £-lspect, 30 n. 52. 

43 See Comrie, Aspect, 4, 16; Fanning, l'erbal Aspect, 85; Porter, Verbal Aspect, 105; idem., 
Idioms, 35; Evans, Verbal Syntar:, 18-19; Campbell, l"erbal Aspect, 1:8-9. 

44 See Fanning. Terbal Aspect. 27; Porter, lerbal Aspect, 105; McKay, New Syntar:, 29-30; 
Campbell, I 'erbal £-lspect, 8-9. 

45 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 442--47; Porter, Idioms, 24---25. Although Fanning does not have a 
category for aspectually vague verbs, he does note that aspectual choice may be equally motivated by the 
lack of an aspect that would have produced a better meaning for the author (Verbal Aspect, 53). For a 
differing opinion, see Campbell, Verbal Aspect, I :27-28. 

http:action.43
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say, the ability to make a meaningful choice of aspect for such verbs is absent, and so 

when they are chosen they do not carry the same semantic significance as non-vague 

verbs. Verbs in this class are primarily of the -~1 conjugation, with Et~l being the main 

example.46 Thus, vague verbs will not be considered in the exegetical chapters of this 

work. I tum now, however, to a somewhat abridged discussion of the Greek tense-forms 

themselves and their semantic (i.e., aspectual) values. 

3.2. The Present Tense-form 

That the Present tense-form in Greek realizes the semantic category of 

imperfective aspect is apparently a settled matter in Greek language studies. Campbell 

notes that ''[T]he imperfective aspectual value of the present tense-form in the Greek of 

the New Testament is uncontested in recent literature; it is one of the few areas in which 

there is complete agreement.''47 Imperfective aspect is typically defined in terms of an 

author's internal viewpoint of an action, and is thus concerned with the action's 

movement and progress from the author's standpoint.48 The action is seen as unfolding;-19 

though neither its beginning nor its end is in view. This is the case no matter when or how 

the action takes place in the "real world,'' since imperfective aspect is the uncancelable 

semantic feature of the Present form. 

While the major aspect theorists may be in relatively complete agreement, it is 

clear that Campbell is particularly drawn to Fanning's articulation of imperfectivity. 

46 Porter, Idioms, 25. 
47 Campbell, lerbal Aspect, I :35. Mathewson agrees (see Terbal Aspect. 30). 
48 Porter, I erbal Aspect, I 05; Fanning, f erbal Aspect, I 03; Campbell, Terbal Aspect, I :35-36. 

Olsen defines imperfective aspect as "ongoing at the RT [i.e., reference time] and the coda as temporally 
subsequent" (Aspect, 65-66). Clearly there is a significant element oftime in her understanding of aspect, 
which is rejected in this study (see section 2 above). 

4q Porter, Idioms, 21. 
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When explaining grammatical aspect and the relationship between the action and the 

reference-point from which the action is viewed, Fanning says, ''This relationship ... is not 

primarily a chronological one, even though it can produce that effect. If the relationship 

must be pictured in any dimension, a spatial one fits better, since the distinction is one of 

proximity vs. distance."50 However, Campbell has apparently taken this spatial 

correlation51 and made it the center-piece of his aspectual model, in which he defines, for 

example, the imperfective aspect of the Present form in terms of spatial ··proximity.''52 

That is, the Present grammaticalizes spatial "nearness" with regard to a speaker/author's 

viewpoint on an action. 

While I am not in complete disagreement with Campbell-there are certainly 

features of his spatial-semantics that coincide with the model adopted here-there are 

questions that are raised as a result of his analysis. I mention only two here, since further 

comments are made in 3.5 concerning his view on the Perfect. 

First, it is not entirely evident that spatiality in general-and "proximity" in 

particular for the Present tense-form-is to be reckoned as a semantic category. 53 It may 

be better, as is the case with temporal categories, to see spatiality as a feature that is 

established (at least in part) on the basis of spatial deixis, e.g., o\hos ("this''), EKEtvos

("'thaf'), EYyU5 (''near"), IJOKpav (''far").54 The possibility of a separation of semantic 

5 °Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 27 (italics original). 
51 It should be noted that the idea of spatiality and aspect did not originate with Fanning. There is a 

clear spatial element in Porter's analyses of the Imperfect and Pluperfect tense-forms (i.e., ""remoteness," 
see e.g., ferbal Aspect, 207-11), and one could certainly arrive at spatial categories from Comrie's 
definitions ofperfective and imperfective aspect (see note 19). 

52 Campbell, Terbal Aspect, 1:37. 
53 See Fanning's review of Campbell in JETS 51.2 (2008) 394-7 and Mathewson, ferbal Aspect, 

32 n. 66, who accuse Campbell of overdoing the spatial notion rather than treating verbal aspect per se. 
54 Admittedly, for Campbell, the spatial concepts of "nearness" or '"far-ness" can be physical! 

locational or mental/logical, i.e .. non-physical. 



33 

and deictic categories becomes an issue for Campbell in view of the fact that, while there 

is a distinction in spatiality for the Present and Perfect forms (proximity vs. heightened 

proximity), there is no distinction in their aspectual categorization, i.e., they are both 

imperfective. This prompts the question that if both aspect and spatiality are the two main 

semantic components of these forms and are realized in their morphology,55 how does 

Campbell explain the difference in spatial value but the commonality in aspectual value 

for the Present and Perfect? A second question along the same lines logically follows: if 

the degree of proximity is different between the Present and Perfect forms, but they 

possess the same aspect, what in Campbelrs model counts as criteria for evaluating 

different levels of proximity?56 Campbell does not address this issue explicitly, but if his 

answer is ·'morphology:' it would then become quite difficult for him to answer a third 

question: why does the Perfect not constitute a third, distinct aspect if, in all, there are 

three distinct spatial categories in his model (remoteness, proximity and heightened 

proximity)? 

As will become more evident throughout the current work, I believe a major 

strength of Porter's model is that the semantics of Greek verbs are directly associated 

with their formal features, which thus allows for objective analysis of the form's 

aspectual value. 57 With regards to the Present and Perfect, objective aspectual analysis 

seems impossible for Campbell in view of the divergence of spatial and aspectual 

meaning for these forms. 

55 See, for example, Campbell, lerbal Aspect, 49-53. Also. Campbell seems to agree, or is at least 
willing to embrace, that aspect is grammaticalized in a verb's morphology (see lerbal Aspect, 1:9, 21-22). 

56 This question is particularly important, since Campbell clearly sees aspect and spatiality as 
semantic values that. while related, are independent of one another (e.g., see lerbal Aspect. I: 118-19). 

57 Porter, "Defense." 27. 
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In any case, for our purposes the crucial point to highlight concerning the 

meaning of the Present is that, rather than present time or a durative Aktionsart. the form 

grammaticalizes imperfective aspect, meaning that it expresses an action that is in-

progress from the (subjective) viewpoint ofthe author. 

3.3. The Imperfect Tense-form 

Similar to the status of discussion on the Present tense-form, there seems to be 

basic agreement on the aspectual value of the Imperfect: it grammaticalizes imperfective 

aspect. 58 Thus its meaning also centers upon an author's conception of an action in terms 

of its internal make-up--its ''in-progress-ness"-yet without regard its beginning or end. 

But, while the Imperfect shares the same aspectual value as the Present, several scholars 

have argued that the form possesses the additional feature of''remoteness.'' 

Porter and Campbell especially stress the concept of remoteness for the 

Imperfect.59 However, Porter uses the term primarily as a means to avoid temporal 

associations and sees it as an organizational feature ofthe text, while Campbell sees it as 

a semantic feature and uses the term to introduce the spatial opposition of proximate

imperfectivity (Present) vs. remote-imperfectivity (Imperfect). Campbell quotes Roy 

Millhouse's description of remoteness to support his point: 

A variety of different factors could classify as remoteness. Obviously, there is 
temporal remoteness. There is also logical remoteness, which a non-temporal 
view gives to conative situations. An action did not reach its expected end. The 
remote Imperfect Remoteness in narrative could be a speaker's intent to add 
important details outside the main flow of the story. Anything that has a tendency 

58 See, e.g., Porter, lerbal Aspect, 199, 207; Campbell, lerbal Aspect, I :77-78. See also Fanning, 
Verbal Aspect, 240--41, although Fanning argues that the Imperfect "moves this aspect-value into the past
time frame, since it indicates past tense (i.e., occurrence antecedent to the time of speaking)." Fanning's is 
not the perspective taken here. 

59 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 207; Campbell, lerbal Aspect, 84-85. See also Decker, Temporal Dexis, 
46--47. 
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to distance or diminish the context in the eyes of the speaker from some other 
feature (usually the Present form) is remoteness. 60 

However, it is difficult to determine what precisely Campbell and Millhouse mean by 

saying that remote forms ''distance or diminish the context in the eyes of the speaker." 

Rather, it would seem that if the Imperfect is in fact used to highlight important features 

of a discourse (see my ch.3), it would be wrong to say that these features are being 

''diminished." Porter's understanding of remoteness is more accurate: ''It is about the 

positioning (of a writer/speaker ]-here and there, now and then, and hence about textual 

organization by the user of the processes."61 In any case, remoteness does seem to 

provide the distinguishing semantic feature of the Imperfect, so long as ·'remoteness" is 

broadly understood to include factors such as mental processes (i.e., logicality) and 

discourse development. 

In view of the comments made above in 3.2, one will note here that Campbell 

again assigns the same aspectual value to two tense-forms (i.e., imperfectivity to the 

Present and to the Imperfect), while at the same time he distinguishes between their 

spatial values (proximate vs. remote). This sort of categorization is an unaddressed 

problem with reference to the Present's relationship to the Perfect.62 However, Campbell 

is on safer ground in this categorization of the Present/Imperfect opposition. As Porter 

notes, the reason is that the Present and Imperfect, in reality, originate from the same 

verbal stem. That is, the Imperfect is part of the Present's morphological paradigm, with 

60 Millhouse, ··use of the Imperfect," 58-59, as quoted in Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 1:85. 
61 This quotation is from personal communication with Dr. Stanley Porter on 23 February 2012. 
6

" A similar, but converse, challenge will be posed in 3.4 with reference to Campbell's assigning of 
similar spatial values to two tense-forms that he regards as having different aspectual values. That is, 
although he notes the imperfective vs. perfective aspectual opposition between the Imperfect and the Aorist. 
he does not offer a rigorous evaluation of the different sorts of remoteness expressed in these forms, if there 
is any at all. 

http:Perfect.62
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the added features of an augment and secondary endings.63 Thus, the fact that the forms 

share a verbal stem allows them to share the same verbal aspect, though the additional 

formal features of the Imperfect allow for a further selection +/-remoteness. As is 

obvious, this is not the case concerning the Present's morphological relationship to the 

Perfect. 

There remain two somewhat unresolved issues surrounding the Imperfect tense-

form. The first concerns the lingering question of the Imperfect's relation to past time. 

The second is closely related and concerns the function of the augment. I will briefly 

address the second issue first, and then, in consequence, return to the question of the 

form's temporal reference. 

The relationship between the augment-which appears on Imperfect, Aorist and 

Pluperfect forms in the indicative mood-and past time has been long debated.64 The 

traditional approach typically labels the augment as a past time indicator, pointing to the 

fact that the overwhelming amount of Imperfect usage is in past-referring contexts.65 

Porter and McKay have challenged this position. Porter argues against the augment's 

temporal associations on the basis of its omission in Homeric Greek.66 Thus, in the clause 

oaaa OE J.lEPil~Pl~E AEWV avopwv EV OIJlACJ? 0El005 ("'and just as a lion, having become 

fearful, is anxious in a crowd ofmen"),67 the Aorist indicative IJEPIJ~pt~E lacks the 

63 Porter, Idioms, 21; idem., Verbal Aspect, 207. 
64 See Porter, rerbal Aspect, 208. 
65 For example, see Moulton. Prolegomena, 128-9; Dana and Mantey, Grammar, 177-8; Schmidt, 

'"Verbal Aspect," 71; Fanning, Terbal Aspect, 240-1; Black, Linguistics, 78, 81-82; and Olsen, Aspect, 270 
n. 59. 

66 Porter, l erbal Aspect, 208-9; Porter, Idioms, 35; McKay, Greek Grammar, 223, who says, ""it is 
quite clear that by the classical period it was simply a formal feature of the imperfect, aorist and pluperfect 
indicative. By the Hellenistic period it was so devoid of special significance that it ceased to be attached to 
the pluperfect, and in later centuries it disappeared altogether except when accented." 

67 Homer, Od., 4.791. 
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augment yet retains its other defining formal features. For Porter, such a pattern can be 

detected throughout Homer, which ''reinforces the non-temporal and scansional nature 

[i.e., for purposes of poetic rhythm] ofthe augment and illustrates[ ... ] the importance of 

deictic indicators for determining temporal reference in Greek.''68 

Evans argues vehemently against Porter in favor of the traditional view of the 

augment. After offering a thorough diachronic analysis, noting the augmenfs 

inconsistency in Pre-Classical Greek, its stabilization in Classical Greek and its ··new 

instability" in Post-Classical Greek with regard to its absence in Pluperfect forms, Evans 

essentially contends that, ''Homeric language provides no reliable evidence for the 

diachronic development. In addition, choice of form is not made purely for metrical 

purposes, but also for stylistic effects. The omission of the augment in Homer is an 

archaism.''69 

In contrast, writing at nearly the same time as Evans, Decker observes-and he 

stresses this-that the traditional view of the augment seems to be based on an 

assumption that is predicated on a temporal view ofthe Greek verb.7° If this is true, he 

says, then the argument that the augment is a past-time indicator is circular: "the Greek 

verb expresses time because the augment is a past time marker; the augment is a past time 

marker because it is used on past time verbs. "71 This sort of "assumption" can be detected 

in Evans' critique of Porter in that, while he goes to great lengths to show that the 

augment in Homer does not provide sound evidence for its development and function, he 

68 Porter, Terbal Aspect, 208-9, who bases his argument on the work ofDrewitt. "The Augment in 
Homer," 44-59 (see below). 

69 Evans. Terbal Syntax. 48-49. For his entire discussion on the augment in Greek, see pp. 45-50. 
70 Decker, Temporal DeL'Cis, 39. 
71 Decker, Temporal DeL'Cis, 39. 
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in no way proves that the augment indicates past time. 72 In other words, his critique is 

wholly negative, an attempt to demonstrate that "Porter fails to convince,"73 even though 

he himself offers no positive evidence in favor of his position. After concluding that 

Homer is not a viable source, Evans simply asserts, ''In my view the introduction of the 

augment signposts introduction of an additional value-which is interpreted here as 

temporal reference-to the semantic baggage of indicative forms."N While Evans' 

analysis is an interesting diachronic study, it is simply unhelpful for ascertaining what the 

augment actually means in the Greek of the New Testament. 75 

I argue here that Porter's position regarding the non-temporal meaning of the 

augment is correct, a position that is supported by the earlier work of J.A.J Drew itt and 

the recent work of Egbert Bakker. In an article from 1912, Drewitt begins by listing what 

he considers to be four facts concerning Homer's use of the augment:76 

(I) Present-[referring] aorists, such as those used in the similes and gnomes, take the 
augment idiomatically [i.e., augmentation is normal]. 

(2) Iteratives do not take the augment. 
(3) In the narrative proper both the aorist and the imperfect are relatively much less often 

augmented than they are in speeches. 
(4) Within the speeches themselves there is a curious difference of treatment. (a) What 

may be called the present-reference aorist[ ... ] nearly always takes the augment. For 
example the aorist with vvv shows hardly any unaugmented forms except such as 

72 Even Campbell, who in the end agrees with Evans' argumentation though not his conclusion, 
acknowledges the element of assumption in Evans (see Verbal Aspect, 1 :89). 

73 Evans, ierbal Svntar, 49. 
74 Evans, ierbal Syntax, 49. 
75 Here, it is worth noting Campbell's perspective on the augment. In essence, what many scholars 

believe concerning temporality, i.e., that the element of time exists only in the indicative mood and thus the 
augment is a past time indicator, Campbell likewise believes concerning the augment as an indicator of 
remoteness ( ierbal Aspect, I :90-91 ). In other words, for him, the augment signals the semantic feature of 
remoteness in indicative verbs, but this feature drops out in non-indicative verbs because of the augment's 
absence. His argumentation, however, is quite weak. He thinks that since the traditional perspective on the 
augment is based on the assumption that Greek verbs grammaticalize time, it is equally valid for him to 
assume his position based on the assumption that Greek verbs do not grammaticalize time but rather 
spatiality and aspectuality (see I erbal Aspect, I :90). Unfortunately, while Campbell may be right that his 
theory is as equally valid as the traditional approach, his assumption is unhelpful for understanding the 
meaning of the augment and makes neither his nor the traditional approach necessarily correct. 

7b Drewitt, "The Augment in Homer," 44. 

http:Testament.75


39 

~ov:\suoaTo or tKOIJTJV. (b) On the author hand, true preterite aorists [i.e .. past 
referring]. can very well dispense with the augment even in speeches. Augmented 
forms are indeed commoner here than in narrative proper, but in the Iliad not very 
greatly so. 

These points lead Drewitt to conclude that "'[i]t is not the augment that creates or 

emphasizes the past meaning in any tense."77 Writing nearly a hundred years later on the 

same topic, Bakker comes to a somewhat similar conclusion, though it is more nuanced 

than Drewitt's.78 The connection Drewitt sees between the use of the augment in present-

referring contexts (direct speeches, similes, etc.) and its less common use in narrative 

leads him to suggest that the augment actually marked present time originally. Bakker, 

however, identifies a range of criteria that suggests there is more detailed variation of 

augment usage in Homer.79 According to him, "'Augment is favored in discourse 

pertaining to a speaker's ·now'; speech introductions; similes; [and] proverbs and general 

statements.''80 In contrast, the augment is disfavored in: "'verbs denoting events other than 

narrative, time-line events; verbs in €mi-clauses in narrative and in temporal €mi

clauses in discourse; negated verbs; and verbs with the distributive-iterative suffix -oK.''8 1 

For Bakker, this distribution of augment usage indicates that time--especially past time 

-is not the augment's distinguishing feature: 

Instead, I suggest that in Homer there are clear traces of an original function in 
which the augment expressed the actual occurrence of an event in a specific time and 
place. In other words, I am suggesting that verbal augment originally was a deictic 
suffix marking an event as 'near 'with respect to the speakers present and immediate 

77 Drewitt, ""The Augment in Homer," 44. In actuality, Drewitt goes the opposite direction, 
suggesting that the augment was originally "an interjection or particle, which would mark some connexion 
with, or reference to, the present." 

78 Bakker. '"Language of Immediacy," 1-23. 
79 Bakker, "Language of Immediacy," 6--14. 
80 Bakker, "Language oflmmediacy." 14. 
81 Bakker, '"Language of Immediacy," 14. 

http:Homer.79
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situation. The augment marks not so much present tense as closeness, positive, 
observable occurrence. 82 

Therefore, four concluding remarks can be made about the augment. First, Evans 

is correct in noting that the augment was influenced by factors such as meter and style 

and that absence of the augment is an archaic feature in Homeric Greek, which suggest 

that augmentation is a later development in the language.83 Second, however, as Bakker's 

statistically rigorous analysis suggests, this does not mean that Homeric language is 

completely unreliable for discerning aspects of the augment's development and meaning. 

Third, as the research of Drewitt and Bakker makes clear, it is difficult to say the augment 

had an original meaning of past time. Drewitt, of course, has argued the exact opposite.8-l 

Fourth, consequently, in view of Porter and McKay's reassessments in favor of a non-

temporal approach,85 it seems that the augment in Hellenistic Greek came to represent a 

morphological feature of the Imperfect, Aorist, and Pluperfect forms that marked neither 

tense nor aspect. As Decker notes, it may have performed a role in specifying the use of 

secondary personal endings, or it may have served some sorts of phonological purposes.86 

However, an even more likely suggestion is, in the light of its affinity for the Imperfect, 

Aorist, and Pluperfect forms, that the augment is marker of narrative discourse, which is 

why it occurs so often in past time contexts. In any case, is seems that the augment 

82 Bakker, "Language of Immediacy," 15 (italics original). 
83 Bakker, "Language of Immediacy," 2 says that this point has been '·obvious to many." 
84 The findings of Drewitt and Bakker may also call into question Campbell's view on the augment 

being an indicator of remoteness, although as Bakker himself asserts, the historical development of the 
augment from Homer to the Hellenistic period is quite complicated ("Language of Immediacy," 18); 
therefore, Campbell's view cannot be dismissed solely on a meaning the augment may have possessed in 
Homer. 

85 Even though I disagree methodologically with Campbell's substituting of time with remoteness 
(see note 68), he perhaps should be included with Porter and Decker as one who advocates a non-past time 
understanding of the augment. 

86 Decker, Temporal Deixis, 40. 

http:purposes.86
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eventually lost all its significance, being discontinued in the Pluperfect and then dropping 

out of the Greek language entirely in later centuries.87 

This brings us to a final remark regarding the Imperfect's relationship to temporal 

reference. In the light of the comments made above on the augment and the fact that the 

Imperfect appears in non-past referring contexts (see below), I follow Porter, Decker and 

Campbell in suggesting that the element oftime is a cancelable feature in the Imperfect 

and is thus not part of the semantics of the form. Two examples of Imperfect usage in 

non-past contexts are: 

John II :8: AEYOVOIV auTC;;l oi ~a8T]Tat,'Pa~~~. vvv e(;~TOVV ae At86:oat oi 
'lovoalot, Kat rrO:f.tv vrr6:yet5 EKEI (..The disciples said to him, 'Rabbi, the Jews 
are now seeking to stone you. and ~ou are going there again?") 
Gal 4:20: ~8EAOV OE rrapelVOI TTP05 V~Cx5 apn Kat cXAAcX~OI T~V ¢wv~v ~ov, 
OTI cmopouj.lal EV Uj.llV (..And I wish to be present with you now and change my 
voice. because I am at a loss with you'') 

In both cases, temporal deixis (vuv, apT!) suggests that the verse be read as 

present-referringS8 but with the added element of remoteness-perhaps on the levels of 

discourse development for John II :8 and logicality for Gal 4:20. Nevertheless, in 

summary, the most crucial point to note here about the semantics of the Imperfect is that 

it grammaticalizes imperfective aspect-similar to its morphological mate, the Present-

but with the added feature of remoteness, which can be understood as logicality, 

87 Porter, rerbal Aspect, 209; McKay, Greek Grammar, 223. This view has been criticized, most 
notably by Schmidt and Silva, since it supposedly retracts on its commitment to an equation of morphology 
with semantics (see Schmidt, "Verbal Aspect," 71 and Silva, "Response," 77 n. I). However, the augment 
seems to be a cancelable feature oflmperfects (and other tense-forms), both on a morphological level (i.e., 
the augment is not ahrays formally present) and a semantic level (i.e., when present it does not always 
indicate past time). Therefore, while the augment eventually became a part of the formal features of several 
of the Greek tense-forms. it could be that its fluctuating and developmental character prevented it from 
having an impact on the actual meaning of the forms themselves. In other words, the augment as a 
morphological element is on different grounds than, say, the -oa suffix that apparently distinguished a class 
ofAorist forms throughout most, if not all, of the history of the Greek language. 

88 Porter, rerbal Aspect, 210 (see for more examples) contra Evans, Terbal Syntax, 44-45. 

http:rrO:f.tv
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discourse development or "'[a]nything that has a tendency to distance or diminish the 

context in the eyes of the speaker from some other feature."89 

3 . ../. The Aorist Tense-form 

Like the Present, the aspectual value of the Aorist tense-form is well-agreed upon, 

and needs only a couple of comments here. To begin, rather than past tense or 

punctiliarity (or some other Aktionsart value, see section 2 above), the Aorist 

grammaticalizes perfective aspect and expresses an action as a complete whole from the 

perspective of the author, i.e., as an ·'undifferentiated process'' without regard for the 

action's internal make-up.90 As Porter states, ""Perfective verbal aspect has least concern 

from a speaker's standpoint for the movement, development, [and] progress of a 

process."91 He also gives the illustration of perfectivity as the viewing of a street-parade 

from the vantage-point of a helicopter pilot: the pilot sees the parade as a complete and 

less contoured entity, 92 which from his or her perspective may not even appear to be 

moving forward.93 

Further, while a perfective aspectual meaning for the Aorist is a fairly settled 

matter in Greek aspect studies. it is worth offering a bit of interaction with Campbell's 

spatial analysis, which is by no means a settled matter. Along with aspectual perfectivity, 

89 Millhouse, ""Use of the Imperfect," 59. See also Mathewson, ferbal Aspect. 34-35 for a helpful 
synthesis of the aspectual meaning ofthe Imperfect. 

90 The above definition is an amalgamation of the definitions given in Comrie, Aspect. 16--21; 
Porter, Idioms, 21, 35; Fanning, lerba!Aspect, 97; Campbell, lerba!Aspect, 1:103-4. 

91 Porter, lerbal Aspect. I 05. 
9: Mathewson points out that it is unhelpful, and ?otentially misleading, to view the Aorist as 

''undefined," a meaning that comes from its Greek name, a-optoT05. This is because one may take this to 
mean that the Aorist is devoid of semantic content (e.g., see Mounce, Basics, 126 n. 2). This is incorrect, 
since the Aorist does indeed contribute positive meaning as a verbal component in a clause (i.e., 
+perfective). 

93 Porter, Idioms, 24. 

http:forward.93
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Campbell assigns the semantic value of"remoteness" to the Aorist tense-form.94 He does 

this for two reasons: (I) because of the presence of the augment in the indicative mood, 

which for him is a marker of remoteness (see note 69), and (2) the fact that the Aorist 

most often occurs in remote narrative contexts, i.e., in the formation of mainline narrative 

material, which an author typically recounts from an external viewpoint. Campbell says, 

"Remoteness contributes to the function of the aorist indicative in narrative mainline, as 

does perfective aspect. The core reason for this is that narrative mainline is an inherently 

remote feature of narrative proper."95 

Though Campbell's model for the Aorist is a provocative one and is perhaps 

helpful for an overall understanding of the inner-workings of Greek narrative, there are at 

least three unaddressed issues that I will attempt to expose here in the form of questions. 

First, on a methodological level, is Campbell correct in using his understanding of 

the nature of narrative (and its various components, e.g., narrative proper, direct 

discourse, etc.) to determine the semantic value of the Aorist? That is, he points to the 

overwhelming amount ofAorists that occur in narrative proper-and which carry the 

narrative mainline-and concludes that since narrative proper, by nature, forms remote-

perfective contexts, ··conceiving the aorist as a remote-perfective tense-form naturally 

accounts for its attraction to such contexts.'"96 However, if the Aorist gives the narrative 

mainline, how and from what is it remote? And what about the Aorist outside of narrative 

literature? That is, how does the supposed semantic value of remoteness account for 

94 See Campbell, rerbal Aspect, I: 117. 

95 Campbell, ~erbal Aspect, I: 117. 

96 Campbell, ferbal Aspect, I: 119. 
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Aorist usage in non-narrative texts, such as in expository literature,97 where the relative 

values ofthe tense-forms shift, the Present dictating the mainline and the Aorist giving 

offline information?98 Are we to understand ''offline" material as remote-perfective in 

expositional material, whereas in narrative it is the mainline that is remote-perfective? 

These questions point to the need for Campbell to clarify how he defines ''remoteness" in 

the first place. 

Second-and this relates more broadly to Campbell's entire spatial model-what 

is the relationship between semantics, remoteness, and the augment in the Aorist tense-

form? Campbell believes that aspect and remoteness are related yet distinct semantic 

categories that operate independently of one another in Greek verbs.99 But by labeling 

''remoteness" (and perhaps all of his spatial categories) as a semantic feature, he 

contradicts his own understanding of semantics as representing the core, uncancelable 

component of meaning in a given form. 100 This contradiction becomes quite clear when 

he attempts to defend his view of the augment much like advocates of temporal 

frameworks defend their view: 

I believe that outside the indicative mood remoteness is not grammaticalized and 
therefore there is no augment. While aspect itself is fully operational across 
non-indicative verbs, remoteness as its own distinct category is restricted to the 

97 Non-narrative portions of the Gospels could also be included (see Porter, "Prominence," 58). 
98 See Porter, "Prominence," 57-58. Mathewson has noted that a major weakness of Campbell's 

model is that, as of now, it only applies to narrative literature (see Mathewson, Terbal Aspect, 33). 
Additionally, the terms "mainline" and "offline" are not to be confused with the terms "frontground" and 
"background," which I will use below in section 5. 

99 Campbell, Verbal Asepct, 1: 118-19. 
100 See Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 1:26, where he says, "[Cancelabi1ity] is related to semantics in 

that semantics is concerned with values that are inherent in grammatical forms, and are therefore not 
cancelable." On the same page he goes on to say, '·The principle of cancelability, therefore, has implications 
for the type of model that is put forward to explain verbal phenomena. A model will be deemed more 
successful than another on the basis that it more successfully demonstrates the non-cancelability of its 
semantic content; in other words, the model with the least 'exceptions' will win the day." 

http:verbs.99
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indicative mood, just as past tense has been so regarded within traditional 
approaches. 101 

Thus Campbell himself seems to admit that remoteness is a cancelable feature in 

Greek verbs, since it is absent in non-indicative forms. I find it particularly interesting 

that Campbell highlights the fact that the principle of cancelability has been used most 

frequently in attempt to debunk time-oriented approaches. 102 Yet, according to his 

understanding of cancelability, the principle may in tum be used to undermine his 

argument that remoteness is a semantic feature of the Aorist: remoteness is not always 

present in the form, thus cannot be part of its essential semantic make-up. 103 The fact that 

he affirms aspect as the all-present semantic feature, suggests that he should make this the 

focus of his semantic analysis rather than spatial notions. 

Lastly, Campbell distinguishes between degrees of proximity for the Present and 

Perfect;104 why does he not distinguish between degrees of remoteness for the Imperfect 

and the Aorist? Presumably, the reason is because aspect is the distinctive for the 

Imperfect (imperfective) vs. Aorist (perfective) opposition, while the Present 

(imperfective) vs. Perfect (imperfective) opposition needs a further element to 

differentiate each form's semantic contribution. This, nevertheless, is left unaddressed in 

his work. 

To summarize, then, the current study will focus on the Aorist as 

grammaticalizing a perfective aspectual value rather than remoteness, which is a feature 

that seems to be more characteristic of the Imperfect. Thus, the Aorist as perfective aspect 

101 Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 1:90-91. 

102 Campbell, f'erbal Aspect, 1:26. 

103 See Mathewson's similar critique of Campbell's view on the Perfect (Y'erbal Aspect. 32-33). 

104 That is, proximity (Present) vs heightened proximity (Perfect). 
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means that an author has chosen to express his or her conception of an action as a 

complete process without regard for either its internal structure or its end or beginning. 

3.5. The Perfect Tense-form 

Unlike the tense-forms treated thus far, the Perfect has represented somewhat of 

an enigma for Greek aspectual research. In the light of the number of difficulties and 

debates surrounding the form, I am only able to briefly summarize the major positions 

and then set forth what I believe to be the one that best accounts for the available data. 

The traditional perspective on the Perfect tense-form is articulated well in 

Wallace's grammar: "The force of the perfect tense is simply that it describes an event 

that, completed in the past..., has results existing in the present time .. .'' 105 However, this 

approach, which often labels the Perfect as a "resultative" tense-form, has been strongly 

argued against, particularly by Porter, McKay, and Campbell. 106 Porter rightly points out 

that "[w ]hether a previous event is alluded to or exists at all is a matter of lexis in context 

and not part of aspectual semantics."107 Porter's comment validates Evans' complaint 

against the traditional view that "it operates only on the pragmatic level and does not 

adequately describe the grammatical category."108 

105 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 573. It is notable that for his definition, Wallace draws primarily on 
the dated grammars of Zerwick. Biblical Greek. 96-99; Moulton, Prolegomena, 140-48; and BDF, 175-78. 
Further, he says that the Perfect combines perfective and imperfective aspect, but this approach to the 
form's aspectual value is essentially adopted to fit a temporal understanding of it: perfective aspect 
accounts for the form's past-time value, while imperfective aspect accounts for its ··resultative" value. This 
position is basically restated by Randall Buth in "Verbs of Perception and Aspect," 191. 

106 Porter, rerbal Aspect, 258-59; McKay, Greek Grammar, 139-40; McKay, .rVeH' Synta.;r:, 31-34; 
Campbell, rerbal Aspect, I: 162--66. 

107 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 259, followed by Campbell, l'erbal Aspect, 1:162 n.6. 
1°8 Evans, lerbal Syntax, 27-28. 
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Fanning's approach to the Perfect does not seem very different from the 

traditional view. 109 His is a quite complex model-perhaps too complex as Evans, 

Campbell and Mathewson each note-that regards the form as combining the triad of 

Aktionsart (stative action), 110 tense (anterior action) and aspect (summary viewpoint 

concerning the occurrence). 111 Fanning's view has been thoroughly critiqued 

elsewhere. 112 Here, it suffices to say that it falls victim to the major criticisms of the 

traditional view, and especially suffers from (1) the failure to distinguish between lexical 

and grammatical categories, i.e., he conflates Aktionsart and aspect, and (2) an inability 

to account for (the many) examples in Greek where, for example, the value of anteriority 

is clearly not present in the form's use (e.g., in the use of the verbs olocx or EOTTJKCX). 113 

The positions of Evans and Campbell can be taken together in the light of the fact 

that they both consider the Perfect as grammaticalizing imperfective aspect. 114 Evans 

provides surprisingly little evidence for his position other than the possibility that old 

Indo-European (IE) languages may point to the Perfect as an originally present tense, 115 

but he himself notes that this evidence must be treated with caution. Oddly. while Evans 

disagrees with Porter that the Perfect expresses a third aspect (i.e., stativity), he 

109 For example, see Fanning. Verbal Aspect, 119, where he says, "The perfect in NT Greek is a 
complex verbal category denoting, in its basic sense, a state which results from a prior occurrence." 

110 Whether the value of"'stativity" is an Aktionsart value or an aspectual value seems to be at the 
heart of the debate about the Perfect. This issue will be addressed a bit more below in my discussion of 
Porter's understanding of the Perfect as grammaticalizing stative aspect. 

111 Fanning, lerbal Aspect, 119-20; Campbell, lerbal Aspect, 1: 189-90; Mathewson. lerbal 
Aspect, 30. 

112 For example, see Evans. lerbal Syntax, 29-30; Campbell, 1 erbal Aspect, I: 189-91. 
113 Similar criticisms can be leveled against Olsen's view ofthe Perfect (see Aspect, 202,232-4, 

250-1 ). Like Fanning, she believes the Perfect encodes perfective aspect, but is a present tense rather than 
past tense. 

114 Evans, lerba! Syntax, 30-32, ch. 6; Campbell, lerba! Aspect, l: 184-7. 
115 Evans, lerbal Syntax, 31. Most, if not all, of his chapter 6, which is wholly on the Perfect, is 

devoted to a diachronic study of the form and to the question of Hebrew interference concerning its use in 
the Greek Pentateuch. That is, the chapter is hardly a rigorous treatment of the semantics of the Perfect. 
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nevertheless says that the form is "a special type of imperfective, expressing stativity.''116 

Apparently, siding with Fanning, he attempts to discern stativity as an Aktionsart as 

opposed to an aspect, 117 but this point becomes quite diluted because of the language he 

uses to discuss the Perf~cfs meaning: "The usage [ofthe Perfect in the Greek Pentateuch] 

agrees with the developing theory of the perfect from as essentially stative, focusing 

·always on the condition of the subject and without inherent reference to prior 

occurrence." 118 Such language would seem to put Evans in essential agreement with 

Porter. 

What distinguishes Campbell's position from Evans' is his added feature of 

heightened proximity. For him, the Perfect shares the imperfective aspectual value of the 

Present because both are primarily found in direct discourse, which by nature creates 

proximate-imperfective contexts. 119 However, the Perfect differs from the Present in that 

it possesses a higher level of proximity, understood as spatial closeness, concerning an 

author's viewpoint on an action. 120 

116 Evans, Verbal Syntax, 32. 
117 Porter has recently refuted Campbell's criticism that "the consensus among Greek linguists and 

general linguists alike" is that stativity is more an rlktionsart rather than an aspect (Campbell, Verbal 
Apsect, I: 172). Porter argues that, in reality, this is not the consensus at all. He says: "Those Greek linguists 
who have endorsed the notion of stative aspect (or equivalent, such as state) include at least Pierre 
Chantraine (with some reservations), Paul Friedrich, McKay, Louw, Porter, Rodney Decker, Paula Lorente 
Fernandez, and Toshikazu Foley, among others. Those general linguists who also do so include T.F. 
Mitchell and Shahir El-Hassan, Laura Michaelis, Henk Verkuyl, and James Clackson, among others. The 
label 'stative aspect' is an understandable one for those analyzing Greek, a language that morphologically 
encodes, as Clackson so clearly states, three major morphologically based aspectual distinctions (excluding 
the future form from discussion), including the perfect and pluperfect forms" (Porter, "Greek Linguistics," 
48). On the following page, Porter, following Lyons, says that "there may well be languages that 
grammaticalize stative aspect. Linguists who confine themselves to bi-aspectuallanguages (such as modern 
Russian), or English translation, may well miss the grammaticalization of other languages, and hence fail to 
appreciate the aspect system of a language such as Greek'' (Porter, "Greek Linguistics," 49). 

118 Evans, Terbal Syntax, 174 (italics mine). 
119 Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 1:185-6. 
1;°Campbell, Terbal rlspect, 1:195-9. 
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While Campbell's understanding ofthe.fimction of the Perfect is quite interesting 

and will arise later in the discussion. there are at least three major problems with his 

model.l21 First, according to Campbell's own understanding, the so-called semantic value 

of heightened proximity drops out outside of the indicative mood. So, for example, while 

imperfectivity is retained, heightened proximity is not a semantic value in Perfect 

participles. 122 This suggests that, like temporality, heightened proximity is in fact not a 

semantic component of Greek Perfects, since it is a cancelable feature. 123 Second, like his 

treatment of the Aorist and the notion of remoteness, his treatment of the Perfect is 

limited to its function in narrative literature, which is far too small of a corpus to 

ascertain the core meaning of a tense-form. 12~ Third, and perhaps most problematic, is 

that. while positing a third distinct spatial category for the Perfect, Campbell nowhere-

at least explicitly-puts forth criteria for evaluating the different levels of proximity that 

supposedly exist between the Present and the Perfect (see 3.2 above). 125 This, I believe-

and Porter has noted this recently as well--exposes the fundamental weakness of 

Campbell's scheme. That is to say, Campbell fails to address the fact that there are three 

separate verb forms in Greek, 126 a fact that makes it difficult for him to establish a 

bipartite aspectual model, while at the same wishing to establish a tripartite spatial 

121 Criticisms two and three below can also be leveled against Evans' model. See also my 
comments on the Present tense-form above (3.2). For a fuller treatment, see the recent critique by Porter in 
his '·Greek Linguistics," 46-54. 

122 Campbell. Verbal Aspect, 2:28-29. 
123 I made a similar point concerning Campbell's understanding of the augment and remoteness. 
12~ Mathewson (see Verbal Aspect, 32-34) and Porter ('"Greek Linguistics," 49-50) offer the same 

criticism. Further, I find the movement of Campbell"s function-to-semantics method backwards. That is, he 
uses the discourse function of the tense-forms to determine their meaning. 

125 Porter notes that Campbell isolates morphology as a final factor to discern '"heightened 
proximity" (see "Greek Linguistics." 53-54). 

1.::6 l.e.. the Present, Aorist and Perfect, with the Imperfect being part of the Present stem and the 
Pluperfect part of the Perfect stem. The Future will be briefly discussed below. 
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model. 127 It seems that by doing this, Campbell wants to have his cake and eat it too; he 

wants a two-aspect model, but at the same time needs some value to distinguish between 

the Present and Perfect. Thus, he opts for ''heightened proximity:' yet does so without 

offering any formal evidence for the upward spatial jump. As I will note below, Porter"s 

three-pronged aspectual model, which is thoroughly grounded in verbal morphology, is 

sounder. 

Within Porter's model, the Perfect tense-form grammaticalizes stative aspect, in 

which •·the action is conceived of by the language user as reflecting a given (often 

complex) state ofaffairs.'' 128 In contrast to Campbell's notion ofheightened proximity, 

''[t]he stative aspect distances itself from the process itself, referring to the state of the 

represented process."129 That is to say. stative aspect has less to do with the 

conceptualized development or internal make-up of an action that is '"in-progress"-this 

is what imperfective aspect does-than it does with the action's grammaticalization of a 

given state of affairs. 

Porter has recently defended his view on the Perfect, so at this point I will offer 

only one further comment. 130 I find the minimalist formalized semantic model that Porter 

127 This excludes the Pluperfect which, for Campbell, represents "heightened remoteness." See 
Comrie, Aspect, 62. where he says, "In Ancient Greek, the morphology of the Perfect precludes 
combination with the Aorist/Imperfect aspectual distinction, since different stems are used for the three 
verb forms, e.g., eliion (lmperfect) ...elusa (Aorist) .. .leluka (Perfect) ... " Note Porter's criticism as well 
("'Greek Linguistics," 49). 

'"8 Porter, Idioms, 21-22; See also, Porter, Verbal Aspect, 258-9. Porter's is rather similar to 
McKay's view on the Perfect, although he would probably distance himself from the middle part of this 
definition: '"The perfect aspect expresses the state or condition of the subject of the verb, as a result of an 
action (logically a prior action), but most often with comparatively little reference to action itself' (McKay, 
Selr Synta.'C, 31 ). 

1"9 Porter. Ierbal Aspect. 40 l. Mathewson has also noted that this description of stative aspect puts 
Campbell and Porter's view at odds with one another Uerbal Aspect, 34). 

13°For a fuller defense, see Porter, "'Greek Linguistics," 46-54. Particularly helpful are his 
comments that address the argument that stativity is regarded by "most" linguistics as an Aktionsart 
category and not an aspect (pp. 48--49). It is interesting that in spite of this argument, many still find the 
Perfect as expressing some sort of stativity. 
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applies to the Greek verbal system particularly advantageous for handling the difficulties 

surrounding the Perfect tense-form. 131 That is, Porter's model takes seriously the fact that 

there were three major verbal stems in Hellenistic Greek. Therefore, since, according to 

John Lyons, language in general is efficient by nature, it seems very likely that ancient 

Greek had three distinct verbal forms because each possessed different meanings and 

served different purposes in the language. 13~ Thus, the stative aspect provided a Greek 

speaker with a third aspectual choice, which was to be grammaticalized in the 

characteristic formal features of the Perfect. 133 

3. 6. The Future Tense-form 

The Greek Future, like the Perfect, has caused a certain level of difficulty for 

scholars working in aspect theory. While it, too, deserves its own monograph-length 

treatment, here I will offer a brief survey of different perspectives and then set forth the 

model I will adopt. 134 

Those generally taking the traditional approach to the Future (i.e., future time 

reference) include Fanning, Olsen, Evans and Campbell. 135 For such authors, whether or 

131 Porter defines the model as follows: ""The minimalist agenda I am advocating here[...] entails 
that an explanation of a given meaningful element, and consequently of a given larger unit of structure as 
one moves up the various grammatical levels, always contributes semantic features as warranted by the 
particular form. In other words, formal categories are not to be multiplied without formal realization, and 
semantic categories that are propounded by these formal units are not to be multiplied or made more 
complex than is warranted by their use within the discourse structure ... [T]his is a model of description, 
fundamental to both functionalists and others, that takes seriously the notion that form equals meaning and 
function ... " ("Greek Linguistics," 45). 

132 Lyons, Introduction, 43. 
133 It is interesting to note that in a recent article ("Breaking Perfect Rules," 139-55). Campbell is 

noticeably less vigorous in his promotion of the Perfect tense-form as imperfective aspect and less 
aggressive in his attack on the notion of stative aspect. Rather than dismissing the stative approach 
altogether, it appears that he groups the stative and imperfective approaches together as being both 
preferable to the traditional understanding of the Perfect. 

134 1 depend largely on Mathewson Uerbal Aspect, 36) for the nature and structure of this survey. 
135 Fanning, rerbal Aspect, 122-3; Olsen. Aspect, 202. 234-6; Evans. ~erbal Syntax, 39-40; 

Campbell, ~erba! Aspect, I: I 57. 
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not the form possesses an aspectual value remains secondary in view of its temporal 

value. Others, recognizing the Future's apparently close relationship with the subjunctive 

mood, opt for understanding the form primarily as a mood rather than as a tense. 136 The 

discussion becomes even more complex in the light of McKay's primarily aspectual 

approach. He believes that the Future represents a fourth aspect that realizes the meaning 

+intention.137 Porter, on the other hand, denies that the Future is a tense, and further, 

believes that it is neither fully aspectual nor attitudinal (i.e., not a mood). 138 Rather, it "is 

reduced to the single label of +expectation."1 39 

Although, admittedly, there is still a great amount of uncertainty that surrounds 

the Future form, this work will adopt Porter's non-aspectual, non-attitudinal position, 

which essentially views the form as grammaticalizing "a marked and emphatic 

expectation toward a process.''140 The reason for this is two-fold. First, his position seems 

to best balance the fact that while the Future does often occur in future-referring contexts, 

it frequently occurs in non-future contexts as well. For example, it is used gnomically, in 

commands, in relative clauses and in conditional statements. 141 Second, a non-aspectual, 

non-attitudinal approach helps to explain the lack of paradigmatic choices that exist for 

the Future. That is, the form cannot be labeled as either a pure mood or a pure tense, since 

there are no other formal options available in the language system besides the Future 

indicative.142 

136 For examples, see Porter, Verbal Aspect, 406 n. 4. 

137 McKay, Xew Syntax, 34. 

138 Porter, Idioms, 24; idem, ferbal Aspect, 414. 

139 Porter, T erbal Aspect, 414. See his entire ch. 9. 

140 Porter, Terbal Aspect, 414. 

141 Porter, Terbal Aspect, 411. 

142 Porter, Terbal Aspect, 408, 414. 
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-1. Summary 

The approach adopted in this work to the semantics of Greek verbs is first and 

foremost an aspectual one. That is, rather than time or Aktionsart, Greek tense-forms 

grammaticalize one ofthree verbal aspects: perfective (Aorist), imperfective (Present/ 

Imperfect) or stative (Perfect/Pluperfect), with the Future being somewhat of an anomaly 

in that it realizes neither aspect nor attitude, but rather the semantic feature of 

expectation. However, what have not yet been made explicit are the relationships that the 

tense-forms have with one another. This leads us to the following chapter in which we 

will consider (1) the underlying theory of language that provides the foundation for the 

aspectual model already presented, Systemic Functional Linguistics, and (2) how a 

systemic-functional approach is useful for explaining the function of verbal aspect in 

adding shape, contour and levels of salience to a discourse. . 
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CHAPTER THREE 

LiNGUISTIC THEORY AND METHODOLOGY 

PART II 

1. Introduction 

Thus far I have established my basic approach to the meaning of the Greek tense-

forms. However, this chapter is devoted to accomplishing two further aims. The first is to 

clearly set forth the linguistic theory upon which this work is built-Systemic Functional 

Linguistics (SFL ). 1 l will offer a brief introduction to SFL as a theory and describe its 

usefulness not only for an understanding of Greek verbal aspect but. more importantly, 

for an understanding of how verbal aspect functions in the creation of discourse 

prominence, particularly in a narrative, which is a chief overall concern of this work. The 

main issues I will engage here will be (l) how SFL helps to establish a network of 

meaningful oppositions for the Greek verbal system. (2) the concepts of markedness, 

markedness assimilation and prominence with relation to the textual metafunction of 

Greek verbs, and closely related, (3) verbal aspect and discourse visualization (i.e., 

discourse grounding). 

The second aim of this chapter is to briefly clarify issues pertaining to the 

procedure I will use in analyzing instances of divergent tense-form usage in the Synoptic 

PNs. This will include establishing criteria for choosing significant occurrences of 

divergence and addressing questions such as the following: (l) can the use of different 

1 I have found that such discussion is somewhat lacking in Mathewson, and to a lesser extent. in 
Decker's work. While both authors do make mention of SFL, it is primarily in recounting Porter's use of it 
for developing his theory of verbal aspect (Mathewson, l erbal Aspect, 37-39; Decker, Temporal Deixis. 
12-14, 21-22). That is, they (especially Mathewson) offer little interaction concerning SFL itself and why 
it is a useful model for studying language, particularly Greek verbal aspect. 
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tense-forms be analyzed when they are not identical lexically? (2) How are tense-forms 

to be treated when they occur in embedded clauses? And (3) how does the content of a 

text impact the use of various tense-forms at specific points?2 

2. Systemic Functional Linguistics, Verbal Aspect, and Discourse Analysis 

Mathewson has noted that much of past grammatical discussion concerning the 

Greek tense-forms has tended to isolate the forms from one another.3 Not only is this 

methodologically unhelpful for ascertaining the meaning and function of Greek verbal 

forms, but it is also not the way language itself works. That is, as language users, we 

typically do not understand elements of our language as individual or isolated items, but 

rather in terms of how they relate on the level of meaning to other items within our 

language system. This notion-that language is comprised of systems of meaning 

relations from which language users make semantic choices for functional purposes-is 

one ofthe essential tenets of Systemic Functional Linguistics. 

2.1. The Fundamentals ofSFL 

As its name suggests, SFL is structured upon two main pillars. The first of these is 

the concept that human language operates as a vast network of semantic relationships. 

That is, the notion of ..system" primarily refers to the network of semantic choices within 

a given language that are available for a speaker or writer to draw upon.4 Thus, a 

language user begins with a set of semantic paradigms that, once choices are made, are 

:By using the phrase ''the content of a text" I am simply referring to what is happening on an 
intra-linguistic level within a text-the interplay of its subject matter, participant roles and references, and 
its cohesive character. My intent in asking this question is to determine how what an author wishes to 
recount in a portion of text (in the case of this study, through narrative) influences his or her aspectual 
choices. 

3 Mathewson, Terbal Aspect. 37. 

4 Berry. Introduction to Systemic Linguistics, I: 142-92. 
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realized through linguistic forms.5 As Michael Halliday notes, ''A language is treated as a 

system of meanings, with forms attached to express them. Not grammatical paradigms 

with their interpretation, but semantic paradigms with their realization.''6 This is 

somewhat of a reversal of traditional grammatical study, which typically begins its 

analysis with grammatical forms and then moves towards meaning.7 Further, such a 

model that recognizes the semantic networks at play in a language is particularly 

serviceable for the analysis of discourse. As Reed mentions: 

Semantic networks are useful for analysing the microstructures of discourse. The 
analyst can often identify patterns of semantic choices that then reveal larger 
macrostructures. In addition, they force the analyst to be specific about his or her 
description of textual meanings and to relate those meanings to other semiotic 
choices.8 

Moreover, within an SFL framework, semantic choices are understood 

fundamentally in functional terms-formal grammaticalization expresses what a 

language user desires to accomplish through his or her communicative act. This notion of 

"functionality'' is the second major tenet of SFL: language is used by individuals (or 

groups) to do or accomplish things.9 However, the concept of functionality has two 

components. First, it takes into consideration the semantic function that a grammatical 

form has in an instance of language use. The focus here is on what the form, via the 

5 Reed, Philippians, 36. 
6 Halliday, "Categories," 43. 
7 Traditional approaches to grammar seem to have difficulty explaining how it is that several 

different formal expressions can be called upon to realize a certain function. Grammatical number provides 
a rudimentary example of how the Greek of the NT operates as a system. In order to express the semantics 
of number, a Greek language user was faced with the paradigmatic choice of either singular or plural. Thus, 
he or she had two semantic options from which to choose: either [+singular] or [+plural]. If[+plural], then 
the language user realized this choice through the use of appropriate formal features (e.g., -m for a plural 
second declension masculine noun) and vice versa for [+singular]. 

8 Reed. Philippians, 36. In the same vein, Halliday remarks, "The main reason for studying the 
system is to throw light on discourse" (Halliday, Introduction to Functional Grammar, xxii). Additionally. 
identifYing patterns of semantic choices will be an especially important task performed in this work, as it 
will attempt to detect patterns of tense usage in a Synoptic parallel text. 

9 Berry, Introduction to Systemic Linguistics, 1:22-23 and Butler, Systemic Linguistics. 148-49. 
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meaning it expresses, is doing in its co-text. 1°For example, in Greek narrative, the Aorist 

tense-form typically functions as the '"backbone'' for storyline advancement (see below). 

Its essential semantic component of +perfective aspect portrays an action as a complete, 

undifferentiated whole from the perspective of the language user, and lends itself well to 

the basic movement (logical or sequential) of a narrative. 11 

The second component of functionality is the idea that the semantic roles encoded 

in linguistic forms also relate to linguistically constructed situational contexts. Crucial at 

this point is the concept of '"register/genre.'' According to Reed, register ''refers here to a 

configuration ofmeanings that is associated with a particular situation," and is ''one of 

the most important ways of relating language to the context ofsituation."12 In other 

words, here, there are two questions to answer: (I) how does the semantic function of a 

form in turn affect its function in a linguistic situation? and (2) conversely, how does the 

situation itself impact the choices that a language user has and makes within his or her 

semantic network? 

Halliday attempts to answer these questions by means of his three meta functions 

of language: the ideational, interpersonal, and textual. The ideational metafunction refers 

to the use of language for the purpose of understanding the environment of one's human 

experience.U As Reed notes, this function is sometimes termed ''experiential." It focuses 

10 "Co-text" is here defined as ·'linguistic units that are part of a discourse and, more specifically, 
linguistic units that surround a particular point in the discourse" (Reed, Philippians, 42). 

11 Porter, Idioms, 21. 
1" Reed, Philippians, 54 (italics original). See Brown and Yule, Discourse Analysis, 245-46. 

Further, Reed uses the terms "register" and "genre'' interchangeably, saying "the only difference being that 
register concerns specifically the social context of a 'way of speaking' and genre has more to do with the 
spoken or written manifestation of that context" (Philippians, 53 n. 46). 

13 Halliday, Introduction to Functional Grammar, xiii. See also Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in 
English, 238. Reed (Philippians, 59) also mentions Halliday's three metafunctions. 
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on a language's ability to relate the different "processes, events, states, actions, ideas, 

participants, and circumstances, of our experience, including both phenomena of the 

external world and those of one's consciousness."q Furthermore. and closely related, is 

the contextual category of "field.''15 Whereas the ideational function concerns the use of 

language to establish a participant's relationship to his or her environment, the "field" of 

a discourse communicates through the use of language what is actually happening in a 

particular situation. 16 

With regard to verbal aspect, I suggest that the primary functional purpose for a 

language user's choice of Greek tense-form lies here in the realm ofthe ideational, since 

Greek verbs first and foremost grammaticalize an author's conception of a verbal process. 

However, as I will demonstrate throughout this work, how an author conceptualizes a 

process-whether as perfective, imperfective, or stative action-has significant 

implications for the textual metafunction, which is elucidated below. 

The second of Halliday's meta functions is the interpersonal. This meta function 

has mainly to do with the identifying of social relationships between participants in a 

discourse. 17 It considers the manner in which language is used by a communicator to 

express certain attitudes towards his or her environment. This is likewise associated with 

14 Reed, Philippians, 59. 
15 '"Context" here is an extra-linguistic category that refers to ·'the extra-linguistic factors that 

influence discourse production and processing'' (Reed, Philippians. 42, who is primarily working with 
Halliday's definitions; Halliday, Introduction to Functional Grammar, 27; Brown and Yule, Discourse 
Analysis, I; Lyons, Introduction, 413 ). However, while register (''context type'') may influence the 
instantiation of the language system in particular •·texts" (i.e., specific occurrences of language), this top
down approach should be balanced by the bottom-up understanding that it is individual, textual 
instantiations that, by patterns of textual organization, determine registers. 

16 Halliday and Hasan. '"Text and Context." 12, who Reed also follows (cf. Philippians, 60). 
17 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 26-27. 
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the contextual category of""tenor," which also evaluates how language connects discourse 

participants to their function within a situational context. 

The third and final of Halliday's metafunctions is the textual, which is a sort of tie 

that brings the ideational and interpersonal metafunctions together as a whole. The textual 

metafunction deals with the semantic and grammatical continuity, informational 

organization, and the thematic elements of a discourse in such a way as to provide the 

discourse with linguistic cohesion. 18 Reed, in commenting on this aspect of Halliday's 

definitions, says. 

That there is a relationship both semantically and grammatically between the 
various parts of a text (cohesive ties) and that there is some thematic element 
which flows through it (information flow) results in cohesive discourse rather 
than a jumble of unrelated words and sentences. 19 

Further, textual meanings are also directly associated with their particular 

situational context. In this sense they are related to the category of·'mode.'' "Mode" 

refers to whether communication is taking place through speech or writing, as well as the 

role that language use is playing in a certain communication situation, i.e., the register of 

a discourse. Therefore, how a text is organized semantically and grammatically 

determines its situational context.20 

2.2. S_vstemic Oppositions, Verbal Aspect, and Markedness Theory 

More detailed treatments concerning the nature of SFL and its use in discourse 

analysis have been given elsewhere. 21 Nevertheless. the above provides a solid 

18 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 27. 
19 Reed, Philippians, 60. 
20 Halliday and Hasan, "'Text and Context," 12. For fuller treatments on the impact of a text's 

context of situation on its semantic components. see Porter, "Dialect and Register"; Porter, "Register in the 
Greek of the New Testament." 

21 See especially Halliday. Introduction to Functional Grammar and Berry. "Systemic Linguistics 
and Discourse Analysis," 120--45. For treatments by biblical scholars, see Reed, Philippians, 34-122 and 
Westfall, Hebrews. 28-78. 
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framework for understanding the semantic rel(ltions that exist within the Greek verbal 

system. With regard to the systemic nature of the tense-forms, I contend here that there 

are two sets of binary oppositions from which an ancient Greek speaker/writer had 

meaningful choices, the first opposition being primary and the other secondary.22 The 

first and most basic aspectual choice was between the opposition of perfective (=Aorist) 

vs. non-perfective. If the language user selected non-perfective, that person was then 

faced with a second choice of aspect, the opposition of imperfective (=Present/Imperfect) 

vs. stative (=Perfect/Pluperfect).23 

An essential task, however, is determining the nature of the oppositions that exist 

within the Greek verbal network. This requires answering two questions. First, what 

determines the aspectual oppositions proposed above? That is, what criteria can be 

applied that establish the perfective vs. non-perfective and imperfective vs. stative 

oppositions? Below, I answer this question in terms of markedness theory and the 

markedness values of the individual Greek tense-forms. The second question asks, in the 

light of their markedness values, how ought these aspectual oppositions be described? 

That is, should the oppositions be described as privative, gradual, or equipollent 

oppositions?2~ 

22 See Battistella. Markedness, 16-17 where he discusses Roman Jakobson 's thesis that all 
oppositions can be reduced to binary ones. Battistella, while recognizing some of the apparent difficulties 
to Jakobson's thesis, basically agrees with him. 

23 Each of these choices provided a further. though non-aspectual, opposition of +/-remoteness. 
See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 90. 

24 Ruiperez (Aspectos. 15) and Olsen (Aspect, 19-20) advocate for privative oppositions. Ruiperez 
holds to both privative and gradual: "Por nuestra parte, estimamos que hay oposiciones morfo16gicas 
privativas y graduales" (""For our part, we estimate that there are privative and gradual morphological 
oppositions''). Porter ( rerbal Aspect, 89-90), Fanning (Verbal Aspect, 7! ), and Campbell ( rerbal Aspect, 
I :20--21) advocate for equipollent oppositions. 

http:Perfect/Pluperfect).23
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Regarding the first question concerning criteria for establishing aspectual 

oppositions, while there has been a certain degree of debate. most aspect theorists have 

drawn on markedness theory to address the issue. The concept of markedness finds its 

origins in the Prague School of structural linguistics, and at its earliest stages, was applied 

strictly to the realm of phonology and dealt primarily with privative oppositions (see 

below).25 The two key figures in the theory's development were Nikolai Trubetzkoy 

(1890) and his friend, Roman Jakobson (I 896), although apparently it was Jakobson who 

became the more well-known proponent of the theory after Trubetzkoy's death in 1938. 

According to Andrews, while Jakobson was the first to propose the oppositional nature of 

markedness. Trubetzkoy was the first to use and apply the terms ''marked/unmarked" in 

an article in German from 1931, "Die phonologischen Systeme." 

Markedness as a theory focuses on the idea that language is structured around a 

hierarchy of"polar oppositions'' that ''show an evaluative nonequivalence that is imposed 

on all oppositions."26 Thus, linguistic items operate on two poles in a relationship of 

opposites: the general vs. the more specific, the simpler vs. the complex, the expected vs. 

the less expected. In other words, an essential characteristic of language is its apparent 

capacity to express items in either a basic, simple, and undefined manner (what is called 

the default or unmarked item), or a more specific and complex manner (what is called the 

marked item).27 This hierarchy is expressed in what Battistella says is ·'the dominance of 

more general terms over less general. "28 Thus, terms that have a wider breadth of usage, 

25 For a historical survey of the development of markedness theory, see Andrews, Markedness 
Theory. 13-19; Henning, ''Markedness Theory," 11-46; Battistella, The Logic ofA!arkedness, 19-34. 

26 BattisteIIa, Markedness, I. 
27 Battistella, Jlarkedness, 4. 
28 Battistella. Markedness, 21. 
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that is, in a variety of contexts and numerical frequency (unmarked), are more prevalent 

than those terms with a more narrow breadth of usage (marked). A good example of 

markedness theory applied is in the opposition between the singular and the plural used 

of nouns.29 In English (as well as Greek), the singular may be used (1) to encompass both 

the notions of singular and pluraL e.g., the words ··everyone," "team," or ··crowd,'' and 

(2) in a wider range of usage than the plural. Thus, the plural is rightly called the 

·'marked" item. 

More pertinent to the current work, however, is the notion that the markedness 

values of the Greek tense-forms are determined by, as Porter and O'Donnell note, ''a cline 

of combined factors.''30 In other words, the tense-forms operate on a continuum of 

markedness, ranging from the least heavily marked Aorist to the most heavily marked 

Perfect. These values can be established by applying four general categories that function 

as criteria for markedness: (1) material, (2) implicational, (3) distributional, and ( 4) 

semantic. 31 

The first criterion, material markedness, has to do with the formal structure of a 

word. The more substantial the morphology of an item is, the greater its markedness 

value will be. Conversely, morphologically simpler forms will be less heavily marked.32 

The second criterion, and somewhat closely related on the level of morphology to 

29 Battistella, Markedness, 4. 
30 See Porter and O'Donnell, "The Greek Verbal Network," 15-16. 
31 In what follows, I am largely dependent on Porter, Verbal Aspect, 178-81 and Porter, 

"Prominence," 55-56. See also Comrie, Aspect, lll-22; Lyons. Semantics, l :305-ll. For a helpful 
discussion on several approaches to the criteria of markedness determination, see Battistella, The Logic of 
Jfarkedness, 13-16. 

32 This is very similar to Battistella 's criterion of "amount of structure." Within this criterion is the 
concept of"simplicity." He says, "Simplicity refers to the idea that unmarked elements are less elaborate in 
form than their counterparts" (.\farkedness, 27). See also Comrie, Aspect, 114-15. 
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material markedness, is implicational markedness. This criterion concerns the patterns of 

regularity and irregularity in a set of forms. The forms that evidence the least amount of 

irregularity are more marked than those with more irregularity.33 

Distribution is the next criterion for determining an item's markedness value. Two 

notions are subsumed under it. First, it refers to a term's ability to appear in a broad range 

of syntagmatic relations with other linguistic items. And second, it refers to a term's 

breadth of usage, i.e., its frequency in a language. Frequency has not always been seen to 

be a reliable criterion for an item's markedness value-it has the potential to vary from 

writer to writer, and is dependent on the existence of an adequate literary corpus from 

which to draw statistics. Nevertheless, at least for the the Greek of the New Testament, it 

does appear that statistical patterns can be established that provide this criterion with a 

steady ground for application.34 

The fourth criterion employed here is termed semantic markedness. This criterion 

highlights the fact that semantic oppositions exist in which a marked lexicogrammatical 

realization represents a further, more delicate choice within the semantic selection 

process. A choice that is less semantically marked has a broader scope of meaning and 

can appear in a broader range of syntagmatic environments. While such a choice can 

33 Comrie, Aspect, 114-15. 
J.J See Porter and O'Donnell, "The Greek Verbal Network," 3-10 for a history of statistical studies 

in traditional grammar and modern linguistics. Since their entire study (pp. 3--41) is devoted to an analysis 
of the frequency probabilities of the tense-forms in the New Testament, one should consult the article for a 
more in depth treatment of the criterion of distribution. Also to be noted here is Battistella's criterion of 
"prototypicality'" (.\farkedness, 27). As l understand it, this deals with the basic patterns of an item's use 
within a language. It relies on the cognitive element of expectancy: the more an element departs from 
normal patterns of experienced usage, the higher degree of markedness it has. Conversely, the more 
expected an item is, the lower its markedness value will be. It seems to be a very similar point that Porter 
and O'Donnell make (see "The Greek Verbal Network," 16-17) as does Halliday himself when he 
describes prominence in general as "departures from some expected pattern offrequency" (Halliday, 
Explorations, 112). See also Lyons. Introduction, 413-14; Comrie, Aspect, 116-17; Andrews, Jfarkedness 
Theory, 136-39), who also caution on the use of frequency as a criterion for determining markedness. 
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encompass the meaning of a more semantically marked choice, this remains 

undetermined.35 As an example of semantic markedness. in narrative the third person 

functions as the most basic choice within the system network ofPERSON. 36 In contrast, 

the second person, and the first person even more so, represent more delicate choices 

within the system network, thus being more semantically marked. 

Therefore, in the light of these four criteria, we can say that the perfective aspect 

-realized by the Aorist-is least marked tense-form, and thus forms the most basic, least 

marked choice within the Greek aspectual system. This is confirmed for the Aorist on the 

basis of all four criteria, although the criterion of distribution is not particularly definitive 

for the form. According to Porter, the Aorist has the least amount of morphological bulk 

and the highest occurrence of formal irregularities. Although it has an equiprobable 

distributional relationship with its Present/Imperfect counterpart, frequency does favor 

the Aorist as the lesser marked form, even if the difference is not greatY and, being the 

first and most basic choice within the aspectual system network, the perfective is the least 

semantically marked of all the aspects. On the other hand, the imperfective aspect 

(=Present/Imperfect) has slightly more morphological substance than the perfective. It 

evidences fewer irregularities and occurs slightly more frequently. Because imperfective 

verbs represent choices further along in the system network, they are more delicate and 

semantically more defined than perfective verbs. Thus, the forms grammaticalizing 

imperfective aspect are more heavily marked than the Aorist, and represent a more 

35 See Comrie's examples from Italian and Spanish, where, while the marked terms sto scririendo 
and estoy escribiendo (''I am writing") can be replaced by the unmarked non-progressives scrivo and 
escribo ("I write"), the more marked meaning is necessarily excluded (Aspect, I 12). 

36 This example is taken from Battistella, Jlarkedness, 28 who cites Jakobson on the concept of 
semantic markedness. See also Westfall, Hebre1rs, 62; Porter and O'Donnell, Discourse Analysis. ch. 4. 

37 See Porter. ierbal Aspect, 179-80; Porter and O'Donnell, ''The Greek Verbal Network," 20-23. 
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marked semantic choice that stands in opposition to the stative aspect, provided that 

"non-perfective" was the first aspectual choice made. 

As to be expected, then, the stative (=Perfect) is the most heavily marked of the 

three aspects. It has the greatest morphological material, while having the least amount of 

irregularity (e.g .. consistency in displaying reduplication or augment). It is the least 

occurring of the tense-forms,38 and its placement in the system network suggests 

significantly more delicacy and semantic complexity.39 Thus, the stative aspect completes 

the second binary opposition-in tandem with the imperfective aspect-and represents 

the most heavily marked choice within the network. 

The second question-how are these aspectual oppositions to be described and 

understood?-involves defining three possibilities: privative, gradual, and equipollent 

oppositions. A privative opposition is one in which an item of a linguistic set is 

characterized on the basis of the presence of a specific feature (marked) or the absence of 

it (unmarked):-1° In this opposition, only the marked member has an uncancelable 

semantic meaning.-t 1 As an English example, in the opposition "'bird" vs. "'birds," the 

latter is marked for number due the to the presence of the number marker-s, while the 

former is unmarked due to the absence of the defining feature. 

A gradual opposition is one in which items of a linguistic set are described on a 

graded scale with reference to the same property. As a phonological example of this sort 

38 Porter and O'Donnell, ''The Greek Verbal Network," 23. Here the authors note the "skewed" 
probability relationship between the imperfective and stative aspects. As can be seen. the probability of the 
imperfective occurring is far greater than the stative. 

3 
q See Westfall, "Prominence," 80 who notes that the Perfect is more "definite and contoured." 

40 Battistella, ,\/arkedness, 16; Porter, ''Prominence," 48. 
4 1 Olsen, Aspect, 31. 
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of opposition, Battistella notes the French consonant system:t:! In part of the analysis he 

notes that the seven articulatory positions (bilabiaL labiovelar, apical, alveolar, 

alveopalatal, prepalatal, and velar) represent a gradual opposition. This means that 

bilabial consonants m or p/b are marked phonologically to a lesser degree than the velar 

consonants klg. 

Although the two kinds of oppositions mentioned above may occur. they do not 

adequately describe the oppositions of markedness that exist within the Greek verbal 

system. Porter has successfully argued that the tense-forms should be understood as 

equipollent oppositions.43 This sort of opposition refers to items that are characterized 

neither in terms of the presence or absence of a feature, nor in terms of a graded scale of 

the same property. Rather, items in a set each possess positive features that contribute in 

some way to its semantic weight while still operating as ·'opposites" within that set. In 

other words, compared to privative oppositions, which are described as A vs. non-A, 

equipollent oppositions are described as A vs. B.44 

The notion of equipollence suggests that each of the Greek tense-forms possesses 

some distinguishing feature, formal or semantic (e.g., the -aa suffix, perfective aspect for 

the Aorist, or reduplication, stative aspect for the Perfect), that causes each of the tense-

forms to contribute semantically to the verbal component of a clause by means of its 

verbal aspect. In this sense, an "unmarked" or ''default'' use of the Aorist for example, 

~: Battistella, Jlarkedness, 15, although his goal is to demonstrate, as Jakobson did, how gradual 
oppositions can be reduced to binary ones. See also Andrews, Jlarkedness Theory. 14. 

~3 Porter, Terbal Aspect, 89-90. Fanning agrees (Verbal Aspect, 71 ). 
~Comrie. Aspect, Ill; Battistella, Markedness, 16; Porter, "'Prominence," 48. Battistella gives the 

helpful example of the opposition that exists between the terms '"male" and ""female." Should they be seen 
as privative oppositions (female and nonfemale), or equipollent (both contributing characteristic features)? 
The latter seems more favorable, due to the positive conceptual features that both terms put forth, despite 
the possibility of understanding the terms as privative oppositions in a morphological sense. 
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should not be equated with idea that the form carries no meaning, as is the case within 

privative and gradual oppositions.45 Rather. ·'unmarked" or "default" simply expresses 

that no specific attention is meant to be drawn to the undifferentiated form. Therefore, I 

suggest that the Aorist. as used in narrative discourse as the "default"" tense-form, is better 

labeled as a less heavily marked form rather than simply '"unmarked.''46 This 

communicates the idea that, while the form contributes to the semantics of a clause via 

the perfective aspect, it represents the more basic, less contoured choice of tense-form. 

Furthermore. it is helpful to stress that the equipollence of the Greek tense-forms 

operate within a system of binary oppositional choicesY In general, this framework 

establishes two items in a set as functioning on opposite poles of meaning. In the case of 

Greek, the verbal system is structured around two sets of binary distinctions with 

reference to aspectuality.48 As noted above, the first opposition exists between the 

perfective aspect and the non-perfective aspects. The selection of"non-perfective" is the 

necessary condition for a second opposition between the imperfective (Present/Imperfect) 

aspects and stative aspects (Perfect/Piuperfect).49 

45 That is, in the example of the privative opposition "bird l'S birds," the former completely lacks 
the meaning +plural. In contrast, in the opposition perfective vs non-perfective, neither option lacks an 
aspectual meaning-any choice would represent a positive semantic contribution of verbal aspect. 

40 The phrase --tess heavily marked" is, of course, not to be understood in terms of a gradual 
opposition. 

47 For general comments on binary systems, see Lyons, Introduction, 85-87, 127. For a defense of 
Jakobson 's thesis, see Battistella, Jlarkedness, 16--17. Additionally, the terms ''binary" and "privative" need 
to be kept distinct. I do not believe that a binary opposition is the presence or absence of a feature. but 
rather is the opposition that exists between two poles of meaning. Thus, for example, the opposition of 
perfective/non-perfective is not structured around the presence or absence of a particular formal or 
semantic feature but around the polarity that exists between the perfective aspect and the non-perfective 
aspects. 

48 Battistella mentions that analysis based on "binary sets" (italics mine) can at times help resolve 
apparent nonbinary oppositions (see ,\[arkedness, 16). 

49 See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 89. 

http:Perfect/Piuperfect).49
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2.3. Markedness. Grounding, Prominence: The Function of Verbal Aspect in Discourse 

It was noted above that from a systemic-functional perspective, semantic choices 

are made first and foremost for functional purposes. To explain the textual motivations 

behind choice of verbal aspect, 5° Porter has developed a visualization scheme within 

which the aspects operate on three levels of discourse grounding according to their 

markedness values. These levels are background, foreground, and frontground. 51 Within 

this scheme, the least marked perfective aspect (=Aorist) functions as a backgrounding 

device, and relates information such as ''subsidiary characters or events that are oflesser 

importance which support by way of comment, elaboration, or summary.''52 With 

reference to its function specifically in narrative discourse, the perfective aspect typically 

lays down the narrative ·'backbone" or ''mainline," and drives the very basic storyline of 

the discourse fonvard. 53 Thus, frequently, chronological and geographical transitions in a 

narrative are communicated by means ofbackgrounded material.5~ Westfall perhaps gives 

the most succinct definition of"background" when she says that it, "provides the relevant 

[linguistic] context for the foreground. "55 

The more marked imperfective aspect (=Present/lmperfect56) functions as a 

foregrounding device. Foregrounded items introduce information that an author or 

50 It may be helpful to reiterate what l suggested above, namely, that the primary function of 
verbal aspect choice is ideational; however, the result of such choices have significant textual implications. 
which l am most concerned with here. 

51 See Porter, Idioms, 23. This work contends that these discourse functions are the main functions 
of Greek verbs as opposed to temporal or A.ktionsart functions. 

5" Mathewson, ferbal Aspect, 41, though see Wallace, "figure and Ground," 208. This certainly 
does not mean that information communicated by the perfective aspect is unimportant. Rather it suggests 
that the information is secondary to and more foundational for other elements in the discourse that are 
highlighted and meant to stand out. 

53 Porter, ferbal Aspect. 198. 
54 See Reed, ''IdentifYing Theme," 77. 
55 Westfall, HebreJI'S, 34. 
Sb Within the scheme presented here, the Present is slightly more heavily marked than the 

Imperfect. 
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speaker wishes to highlight against the backdrop created by backgrounded elements. This 

certainly makes sense in the light of Longacre's comment that ''[t]he very idea of 

discourse as a structured entity demands that some parts of discourse be more prominent 

than others.''57 Likewise, Wallace notes that, ·'Almost by definition, foreground in 

discourse is more salient than background.''58 Thus, foregrounded material often 

highlights the introduction of new characters and important transitions in narrative, 

describes circumstances surrounding an event and makes ''climactic references to 

concrete situations."59 A foregrounded item that is used as a transition device differs from 

a backgrounded item used in a similar way in that it typically attributes a greater level of 

prominence to some shift or progression in a narrative, which an author/speaker believes 

is important to the development ofhis or her story. This sort offoregrounding function is 

often attributed to the so-called ''historic" (or ··narrative") Present.60 

The most heavily marked stative aspect (Perfect/Piuperfect)61 is used to 

frontground certain elements in a discourse, causing them to stand out even further than 

its perfective and imperfective counterparts. It is the most definite and contoured of the 

aspects, and so when used it is usually meant to draw special attention to the action it 

57 See Longacre, "Discourse Peak as a Zone of Turbulence," 81-98. 
58 Wallace, "Figure and Ground," 2I3. 
5

Q Porter, I erbal rlspect, 92. 
ao However, as will be discussed later in this work concerning the ''historic" Present, prominence 

is primarily established through its imperfective aspectual value, not a temporal transfer of the past into 
present time (so Fanning. lerbal rlspect, 227; rather, see Black, "The Historic Present," 123-24). 

01 Similar to the Present/Imperfect, in the current scheme, the Perfect is slightly more marked than 
the Pluperfect in the light ofthe element of remoteness. 

http:Present.60
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expresses.62 The idea here is that a language user possesses the ability to focus his or her 

attention on a particular element in the discourse in such a way that is even more salient 

or pronounced than foregrounded material. Westfall describes frontgrounded information 

as ··an element that is highlighted with a spotlight. "63 

The concept of·'semantic patterns" is important to a discussion on 

frontgrounding. Often times frontgrounded components can be identified as instances 

where an author or speaker departs from his or her syntactical or semantic pattern, i.e., 

where the author employs some unexpected feature. 64 In this sense it can be said that 

what is most expected is less salient and what is least expected is most salient or 

frontground material. This idea is linked with the criterion of distributional markedness 

mentioned above. 

It should be recognizable that in this grounding scheme there is a direct 

correlation between the markedness values of the tense-forms and their grounding 

functions. However, three questions yet remain that need to be answered sufficiently. The 

first is, what is the difference, if any, among the concepts of markedness, grounding and 

6"Westfall, "Prominence;' 80; Porter, Idioms, 23; McKay, "On the Perfect," 318-22; Mathewson, 
Verbal Aspect, 44. Even Wallace notes that the Perfect is usually used by a Greek author for a reason and 
often has exegetical significance (Wallace. Greek Grammar, 573). Further, it is noteworthy that, although 
they differ at many points theoretically, both Porter and Campbell arrive at the similar conclusion that the 
Perfect is often used in prominent places in discourse (Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 206; cf. Porter, "Greek 
Linguistics," 54). Also important to note here is Fanning's rejection of the idea that the various aspects 
primarily function in discourse to highlight a particular portion of text over and against another (i.e., 
'"prominence," Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 72). Fanning, however. fails to provide adequate linguistic criteria 
to form the basis for his assertion. His primary evidence is that "the aspects are used often in non-narrative 
ways exhibiting aspectual-values quite apart from any foreground/background distinction'' (p. 75). He then 
lists the Aorist and Present infinitives ourmapaf.o:~elv, ourmo:paAaiJ~cXVEIV in Acts 15 as an example. 
However. this example seems to prove the opposite. While the Aorist infinitive may not be advancing the 
narrative backbone, the opposition between the perfective and imperfective aspects actually creates 
discourse prominence. Barnabas's wish to take John Mark along on the journey is thrown into the 
background of the narrative scene, while Paul's wish not to take John l\lark is pulled to the foreground. 
This choice by the author makes good sense in the light of the fact that as the narrative continues, Barnabas 
and John Mark disappear, while Paul and Silas take center-stage. 

63 Westfall, HebreH·s. 35. 
64 Reed, "Identifying Theme," 80; Westfall, HebreH·s, 35 ( esp. where she quotes Halliday). 
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prominence? The definitions of these terms have at times lacked precision, so their use in 

this \\ork will be clearly delineated. Second, is Porter's grounding scheme always 

accurate? In other words. is one always able to say, for example, that wherever there is a 

Perfect tense-form used the action expressed is to be understood as the most salient item 

in the co-text? This challenge has been put to Porter's grounding model and so needs to 

be considered.65 Third, what is the relationship between the markedness values of Greek 

tense-forms, their grounding function, and the genre of literature in which they appear? 

To answer the first question, some linguists evidently use the terms markedness, 

grounding and prominence synonymously. That is, less marked items are equated with 

background material, also at times simply called the ..ground," while more marked items 

are equated with foreground material, and are sometimes called the "focus" or ··figure." 

Foregrounded elements are also in tum labeled ·'prominent.''66 However, while a close 

65 Most recently in Campbell, ierbal Aspect, I :233-7; see also Reed and Reese, ''Verbal Aspect," 
190. In an article from 2006 (''Is Verbal Aspect a Prominence Indicator?" 3-29), Jody Barnard sets out to 
evaluate Porter's grounding model by discerning through form critical analysis whether his model fits the 
patterns of climactic and emphatic junctures found in various episodes in Luke. Barnard concludes that 
Porter's model is generally not accurate. However, three objections to Barnard's analysis can be raised. 
First, overall, Barnard's analysis lacks linguistic sophistication. This is evidenced by the fact that the study 
has virtually no citations of any theoretical linguists. Second, the validity of using traditional form-critical 
analysis to determine the grounding (or prominence) values of the Greek tense-forms is highly 
questionable: what determines that a given pattern is the pattern for this or that "form," and why would it 
be necessarily different from the tense form pattern? Third, Barnard's criteria for determining ''climactic 
junctures" are linguistically suspect. For example, he says concerning Luke 23:27-31, ''Bultmann eta/. 
have identified this episode as a pronouncement, the main point being Jesus' declaration in vv. 28b-3l. 
Interestingly, Jesus' speech is introduced with aorist tense forms[... ] but reported with present tense forms 
[...],which is accompanied by emphatic linguistic features (rrA~V, lcm)). Thus Porter's theo!) could explain 
the use of verbal aspect in vv. 28b-29a. But when the tense changes to future[ ...] and aorist[ ...] his theory 
is more difficult to maintain since it is the fact that childless mothers will be considered blessed that makes 
the coming days significant. It is also possible that the phrase lcou epxnat ~J.lEpat is an attempt to 
indicate prominence by echoing the Prophets [ ...] rather than by selecting the present tense" (pp. 25-26). 
Linguistically speaking. what makes Barnard judge that "it is the fact that childless mothers will be 
considered blessed that makes the coming days significant"? Likewise, even if lcou epxnm hiJepat is an 
echo from the Hebrew Bible. what formal features in the text suggests that it is "'prominent." It seems as 
though Barnard is guilty of allowing form-critical presuppositions to drive the analysis of the text and its 
linguistic features, rather than allowing formal features to determine the so-called "form." And after all, it is 
very unlikely to begin with that form-critics were actually concerned with emphatic or climactic points in a 
text. 

66 Battistella, Markedness, 4; Greenberg, Language L'niversa/s, 60. 
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relationship exists, it is suggested here (following Westfall) that a distinction be made 

between the three concepts. Throughout this work, I will use the term ""marked'" or 

""markedness'" to refer to emphasis at the word-leve1.67 That is, marked items are the 

individual units that are typically used by an author or speaker to ''build'' the various 

levels of grounding. In other words, the use of marked words can lead to foregrounded or 

frontgrounded clauses or clause-complexes. 

The concepts of grounding and prominence are especially connected as both are 

discourse-level terms rather than word-level. Westfall describes grounding as ""a standard 

syntactical pattern or norm of a given author. '"68 Thus, any deviation from the author ·s 

standard pattern signals foreground or focus material. Reed gives this definition of 

prominence: "'the semantic and grammatical elements of discourse that serve to set aside 

certain subjects, ideas, or motifs ofthe author as more or less semantically or 

pragmatically significant than others."69 While grounding and prominence may seem to 

be identical notions. it may be helpful to view prominence as a superordinate term under 

which the various levels of grounding function within discourse: prominence is 

established as the planes of discourse function in relation to one another, and the resulting 

levels of grounding are the functional effects of the markedness values of the tense-forms 

at work within a particular co-text. Admittedly, this may appear to be splitting hairs with 

regard to terminology, but if these distinctions are not made it is quite easy for the terms 

to become blurred, with confusion as the consequence.70 

67 Following Westfall. Hebre1t·s, 34-35; Westfall. ''Prominence," 76. 
68 Westfall. Hebrell's, 34. For the current work's purposes, the description above is extended to 

include detectable semantic patterns as well as syntactical ones. 
6 g Reed. Philippians, 106. 
7°For a thorough discussion by a biblical scholar on prominence, see Reed, Philippians. 105-21. 
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Answering the second question concerning the validity of Porter's planes of 

discourse model leads to further comments on the relation between markedness and 

prominence noted above. Several scholars have argued somewhat adamantly against 

Porter's model, particularly as it pertains to the role of the Perfect tense-form in 

establishing discourse prominence.71 The point of debate seems to be over whether it can 

be said that prominence is formally grammaticalized in the Perfect. 72 That is, should the 

Perfect, every time it is used, be interpreted as the most prominent element in a section of 

discourse? Porter's model seems to suggest that the answer is ·'yes."73 Others have said 

that prominence is a pragmatic category and cannot be established on the basis of a tense-

form alone,7-l even though it is conceded that the Perfect does often occur in prominent 

portions of discourse. 75 For these authors, then, prominence is determined by the 

circumstances of a linguistic context. 

Two remarks can be made in effort to bring balance to this ongoing debate. First, 

scholars like Silva, Campbell, Reed and Reese, and Westfall are likely correct in 

identifying prominence as a category determined by the circumstances of a linguistic 

context. This is essentially what I am attemptting to highlight in labeling prominence as a 

discourse-level term, which is similar to the concept of grounding. In other words, the 

Perfect tense-form does not create discourse prominence on its own, since prominence is 

an above-the-word-level term. This point does not negate the markedness value of the 

71 For example, Silva, God, Language. and Scripture, !15; CampbelL lerbal Aspect, I :234-35. 
Reed and Reese. "Verbal Aspect," 190 and Westfall, Hebrews, 34 also disagree with Porter in this regard. 

n The grammaticalization of prominence in the other tense-forms has also been questioned (Reed 
and Reese, ··verbal Aspect," 190). 

73 Perhaps the reason for this is because the model does not distinguish very clearly between the 
values of markedness, grounding, and prominence. 

74 See esp. Silva, God. Language. and Scripture, 115. 
75 For example, see Campbell, ~erbal Aspect, 1:235. 
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Perfect as the most heavily marked form. Yet it does postpone assigning its role in 

creating discourse prominence until an analysis of its co-textual relations has been 

performed (see below). Thus it is on this level of distinguishing between markedness and 

prominence that I believe Porter's discourse model could benefit. That is, the markedness 

values he proposes are correct, but more features in the co-text need to be identified if 

one is to interpret a tense-form's functional role as prominent. An item can be formally 

marked, but this is not necessarily equated with prominence,76 since marked items can at 

times be used simply for other functional purposes (e.g., ideational) without the intention 

of highlighting a major point in a discourse. 

However. this would appear to leave the interpretation of prominence on a very 

subjective plane: what determines ifthe circumstances or co-text lends itself to 

interpreting an occurrence of the Perfect tense-form as prominent?77 Further. this co-

textual dependent approach to prominence does not explain theoretically why it is that the 

Perfect tense-form is indeed often used at prominent places in discourse. Here, the 

principle of markedness assimilation-as originally presented by Andersen and advanced 

by Battistella-can both provide objective criteria for evaluating prominence and explain 

Perfect (and other tense-form) usage in the creation of prominence. That is. it may 

provide an effective and quantifiable link between the markedness values of the tense-

forms (word-level) and their use in structuring discourse along various levels of salience. 

Battistella defines the basics of the principle when he says, ''Marked elements tend to 

76 Westfall, Hebrell's, 34; Reed and Reese, ""Verbal Aspect," 190. 
77 Campbell notes this and concedes, "Admittedly, there is no objective test as to the prominence 

or otherwise of these verbs; subjective appreciation of context must be our guide" ( lerbal Aspect, l :235 ). 
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occur in marked contexts while unmarked elements occur in unmarked contexts."78 The 

only modification I wish to make to this definition concerns the notion of··marked 

contexts ... l would nuance this idea by substituting the term ..marked" with ..prominent." 

This alteration perhaps communicates more clearly the ideas that (l) markedness is 

primarily formally based (at the word-level), and (2) formally marked words typically 

combine to create structures above the word-level that stand out within their larger 

linguistic co-text, i.e., they create structures that are ''prominent."79 In this sense, and as 

noted above, the markedness values of the Greek tense-forms do not function on their 

own to construct the different levels of discourse grounding and prominence. Rather. this 

happens as the forms work together with and influence other elements in their co-text.80 

This point will be important to remember in my analysis of Synoptic parallel texts, as I 

attempt to move beyond simple word differences to their influence in larger structures, 

within which the tense-forms play a central role. As an example, the Perfect, being the 

most heavily marked form, frequently-but not always-occurs in the most prominent 

section of a discourse. But to quantifY and asses this assertion, one would ideally find 

other marked items in the co-text such as the marked use of person and number (e.g., 

second person plural), mood (subjunctive and optative), case (the genitive and dative). 

the use of markers of attention (e.g., 'toou), temporal or social deixis, or marked 

78 Battistella . .\larkedness, 7. Although, see Andrews, :\larkedness Theory, 146, who cautions the 
use ofthe principle. saying "markedness assimilation can be demonstrated only if one assumes in an a 
priori fashion what is marked and what is unmarked. 1n other words, every item, feature, and category must 
be previously ordered in the hierarchy for the principle of markedness assimilation to find support. Hence, 
a circular argument occurs." However, the principle appears to be legitimate for the purposes of this study, 
since the linguistic features of Hellenistic Greek, verbal aspect being a major one, have indeed been placed 
within a hierarchy by means of applying the criteria of material, implicational, distributional, and cognitive/ 
semantic markedness. 

7 q See Westfall, "Prominence," 75. 
80 See Westfall, HebreH'S, 34 and Reed, Philippians, 114-15. 
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conjunctions and particles.81 The interpreter attempts to construct an entire ··domain of 

prominence"" in which a tense-form operates at its core. 82 Thus, in the current work, while 

Porter's discourse grounding model is essentially adopted, markedness assimilation will 

serve as an evaluative measure for the interpretation of prominence. 

The third question concerning markedness and genre can be answered more 

briefly. The markedness values of the Greek tense-forms should not be understood as 

contingent upon the discourse-type in which they are found (i.e., narrative. expository, 

predictive, etc.). The reason for this is that differentiations in discourse-types are not 

always very clear. Writers/speakers can move seamlessly in and out of different 

discourse-types, which makes it unlikely that markedness values would be switched and 

inverted on the basis of these movements. Thus, there could be a danger of imposing 

typological markedness that does not reflect actual usage. Perhaps a better understanding 

is that a shift in the relative values of the tense-forms occurs when the discourse type 

changes. 83 Hence. as an example, in expository discourse, while the Present remains the 

more heavily marked form, it. instead of the least marked Aorist, is typically used to carry 

the mainline of an argument. 

2.-1. Verbal Aspect and Discourse Cohesion 

Having placed the Greek tense-forms within a workable discourse model, a few 

further comments should be made on the notion of textual cohesion and the role of verbal 

aspect in establishing it. "Cohesion'' refers to the linguistic ties in a text that provide a 

81 Westfall. "'Prominence." 79-93; Porter and O'Donnell. Discourse Ana(vsis, ch. 4. 

82 Westfall. Hebrews, 35. 

83 See Porter. ''Prominence," 57-58. 
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formal and functional ·'map" that helps guide a reader or listener's processing of a text, 

which is typically unified around a common thematic element.8-l These ties connect the 

various parts of a unit and pull them together to form an instance of coherent 

communication for the recipient. The formation of what Halliday and Hasan call 

"cohesive chains" are a good example of this-the use of co-referring anaphoric 

pronouns in a sequence of sentences ties the sentences together and gives the unit a 

common thematic element that runs throughout: 

Wally likes football. He watches it every weekend. He used to play all the time. His 
favorite team is the Indianapolis Colts. 

While every other component changes, the chain of third person pronouns adds the 

element of similarity to the sentences, and allows them to hang together as a coherent 

instance of communication. 

However, as Reed mentions, if this sort of cohesiveness (the cohesion of 

similarity) meant that all discourse had to appear as the above example in order to be 

unified and understood, then communication would be considerably "flat, monotone, 

uninformative."'85 This is the value of noting the relationship between the concepts of 

discourse prominence and cohesion: whereas cohesive chains operate on the principle of 

similarity or repetition, prominence operates on the principle of dissimilarity or variation. 

Therefore, when some pattern is broken-for example, a string ofbackgrounding Aorists 

broken by the use of an Imperfect or Present-attention is drawn to the variation. often 

resulting in a prominent portion of discourse.86 

84 See Reed. Philippians, 89-10 I 
85 Reed, Philippians, 106. 
86 On several other concepts related to cohesion that will be used at points throughout this work. 

see Reed, "The Cohesiveness of Discourse," 28--46. 
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3. Procedure 

I wish to make several points clear concerning my procedure for analyzing 

aspectual choice in the Synoptic PNs. First, I have chosen three portions oftext in which 

I will identify the most significant instances of divergent tense-form use and attempt to 

explain these differences on the basis ofthe aspectual discourse model presented above: 

(I) Jesus enters Jerusalem (Matt 21:1-22//Mark ll:l-25//Luke 19:28-48), (2) Peter's 

denial of Jesus (Matt 26:69-75//Mark 14:66-72//Luke 22:54-65), and (3) the crucifixion 

of Jesus (Matt 27:1-61//Mark 15:1-47//Luke 22:66-23:56). The treatment ofthe 

crucifixion will include several smaller episodes: Jesus before Pilate, the crucifixion 

proper. and the burial of Jesus. Aspectual analysis will begin with general comments on 

each episode's content in terms of its subject matter, participant roles and relations. and 

cohesiveness as a discourse unit. These comments will provide an overarching map for 

the the aspectual choices and patterns that are seen in the text itself, as I will suggest that 

an episode's content has an analyzable impact on its aspectual realizations. 

Second. 1 will include in my analyses occurrences of divergence in verbal forms 

that are not identical lexical items. That is, if it can be reasonably determined that (I) the 

two verbs, though different lexically, are used by the authors to communicate the same 

action (e.g .. rrpoaRASev vs. EPXETal in Matt 26:69//Mark 14:66), and (2) there is a full 

range of aspectual choices available for each lexeme, then the instance of divergent tense

form use will be deemed worthy of analysis. Third, I will include instances where tense

form choices diverge in embedded, secondary clauses as well as direct discourse. The 

reason is that while the relative values of the tense-forms may change in such places. 
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meaningful aspectual choices are nonetheless made, with the forms retaining their 

markedness values and ability to create prominence within their co-textual environment. 

-1. Summary 

The theory and method section of this thesis has attempted to establish a solid 

theoretical framework through which the question of divergent tense-form usage in 

Synoptic parallel texts may be analyzed. I have proposed that an aspectually-based 

understanding of the Greek verbal system provides the most effective model for 

answering this question. As will be seen, focusing on the textual function of the aspects, 

based upon their markedness values and their usage in discourse, allows differences in 

formal choices between Synoptic authors to be reconciled without resorting to claims of 

anomaly or unexplainable irregularity. The capability of the tense-forms to shape and add 

contour to a discourse. as well as highlight points that are uniquely significant to each 

gospel through the use of verbal aspect will be demonstrated in the following chapters. 
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CHAPTER4 


JESUS COMES TO JERUSALEM: 


THE TRIUMPHAL ENTRY, THE CLEANSING OF THE TEMPLE, AND THE CURSING OF THE FIG 


TREE 


MATT21:1-22//MARK 11:1-25//LUKE 19:28-48 


1. Introduction 

While much has been written on the triumphal entry and temple cleansing1 

narratives in the Synoptics,2 few treatments have considered the discourse function of 

verbal aspect within them, and even fewer have compared the differences in aspectual 

usage in the parallel materia}.} The following chapter will consider three such differences 

and attempt to explain their significance for shaping the discourses in which they are 

found according to various levels of salience. But before performing these analyses, the 

cohesiveness of each Synoptic discourse will be established and the content of the 

episodes will be outlined in terms of their subject matter and participant roles and 

relations. 

2. The Cohesiveness ofthe Episodes 

In performing my aspectual analyses, there is a potential difficulty with regard to 

the different manner in which the narratives have been constructed. The challenge lies in 

that Mark has split Jesus' cursing of the fig tree into two separate scenes: the initial 

1 I acknowledge here the debate over the term "cleansing" with reference to Jesus' actions in the 
temple. Whether or not they represent a purification/cleansing (so. e.g., Chilton, The Temple ofJesus. 91
111; cf. Chilton. A Feast ofJJeanings, 57-63) or prophetic judgment about the coming destruction of the 
temple (so, e.g., Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 61-76) is not directly relevant to this study. although I tend to 
sympathize with the former position (see Cirafesi, "The Priestly Portrait of Jesus," 102-5, although the 
article is specifically devoted to the Gospel of John and not the Synoptics). 

2 On the history of research up to 1980 on the fig tree peri cope in Mark, see Telford, The Barren 
Temple, ch. I; Wright, Jesus, 418. 

3 Recent works by Fanning ("Greek Presents, Imperfects, and Aorists," 167-86) and Porter 
("'Prominence,'' 59-61; see also Idioms, 302-3) treat aspect usage and its significance in Mark 11: 1-11. 
although they are not solely devoted to these episodes and do not handle the parallel material. 
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cursing of the tree comes before the cleansing of the temple ( 11: 12-14), while the 

discovery of the tree being withered comes after the cleansing (ll :20-25). Matthew, on 

the other hand, places the entire fig tree incident after the temple cleansing (Matt 21:18

22), while Luke does not include the fig tree at all.~ Thus, the question is, how ought the 

varied placement (or lack) of the cursing of the fig tree influence the analysis of verbal 

aspect? Despite the chronological discrepancy, aspectual choice in the parallel material of 

Matthew and Mark can indeed be compared, particularly Mark's second fig tree scene 

( 11 :20-21) with Matthew's only fig tree scene (21: 18-20). In other words, that Matthew 

has recounted the cursing and the withering of the fig tree as happening in immediate 

sequence while Mark has inserted a span of time between them will not in any way 

hinder comparing specific choices of verbal aspect in Matt 21: 19-20//Mark 11:20-21. 

A further, and more important, question concerns how the selected episodes form 

larger cohesive units of discourse. Rather than isolating smaller pericopes, I have chosen 

to analyze larger portions oftext (i.e., both the triumphal entry and temple cleansing 

episodes), which include within them smaller narrative scenes that, when taken together, 

comprise the first events of Jesus' last days in Jerusalem. 

All three of the Synoptics signal a transition in their narratives by delimiting the 

triumphal entry episode as a new unit through the use of temporal and spatial-locational 

4 About these different narrative structures of Matthew and Mark, France, Mark, 447 says "It is not 
easy, and perhaps not important, to decide whether Matthew has telescoped an originally more extended 
event, and has capitalised on this foreshortening by then introducing rrapaxp~iJa, or whether Mark has 
stretched out a perviously single incident in order to fold it around the protest in the temple." On the other 
hand, Gray, The Temple in the Gospel ofA!ark, 39 says that "(t]he framing ofthe temple demonstration 
with the fig tree is also unique to Mark(... ] (T]his points to the salience of the fig tree for Mark's narrative 
flow." Nolland, Matthew, 850, Luz, Matthew, 3:21, and Evans, Mark, 2:149 relegate the different narrative 
structures to !vlatthew's use of sources. However, the range of explanations and opinions given do not affect 
how I handle the differences of verbal aspect choice in Matt 21: 19-20//Mark 11:20-21 where I compare the 
Aorist ESTJPcXV8TJ in Matthew with the Perfect ESTJPOiJiJEVTJV in Mark, which are used to recount the same 
exact action. 
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deixis: Jesus is now gradually-but purposefully-moving toward Jerusalem.5 Mark's 

account of the triumphal entry ends with Jesus entering Jerusalem briefly and then exiting 

the city as he returns to the town of Bethany to stay the night with the Twelve (11: 11 ). 

The cursing ofthe fig tree forms a sub-unit for Mark (Mark 11 :12-14), but the temporal 

indicator T5 errauptov ('"on the next day'') and the genitive absolute construction in v. 12 

ESEA60VTWV aun:Jv cmo ~T)6avla5 (''when they went out from Bethany"') provide 

formal cohesive ties that suggest vv. 12-14 be read without much narrative disjunction 

from vv. 1-11.6 The initial Kat +narrative Present EPXOVTat in 11:15 transitions the 

reader from the fig tree to the temple cleansing episode, and also signals continuity with 

its preceding content; that is, it brings Jesus and his disciples immediately back to 

Jerusalem and sets the stage for Jesus' actions in the temple. 7 The Markan cleansing 

episode ends in 11:19 with another geographical shift that moves Jesus and his followers 

5 Mark 11:1: Kat OTE eyyil;oumv El5 'IEpoooAuj..la El5 ~ll6¢ay~ Kat ~f]Saviav (''And when they 
drew near to Jerusalem, to Bethphage and Bethany"); Matt 21:1: Kat OTE ~yytoav e\s- 'IEpooAUj..la Kat ~A
Sov EI5 ~118¢ay~ ("'and when they drew near to Jerusalem, they also came to Bethphage"); Luke 19:28
29:Kat E\TTWV TavTa ETTopEUETO Ej..lTTpooSev ava~aivwv El5 'IEpoooAUj..la. Kat eyevno W5 ~YYlOEV El5 
~118¢ay~ (''And after saying these things, we went up ahead, going up to Jerusalem. And it happened that 
as he drew near to Bethphage ..."). 

6 Westfall, Hebrews, 198 and Reed, "The Cohesiveness of Discourse," 32 also note that the 
genitive absolute can have this function. For a similar structuring, see Gould, St. Afark, 210-11; Evans, 
,ll.fark, 2:149. See also France, Mark, 442 who says about Mark II: 11: "This verse is often bracketed with 
vv. 1-10 rather than with what follows. But by bringing Jesus inside the city (in contast with the scene 
outside the walls in vv. 1-10). and specifically into the iepov, it points forward rather than back, forming 
the first member in the alternate focus on the two narrative scenes [i.e., the temple incident and the fig 
tree]." France goes on to say on p. 443 concerning Kat T6 errauplOV (and other temporal links between 
episodes) that since such temporal links are so infrequent in Mark before the passion narrative, the markers 
of temporal sequence in 11:11-20 are all the more significant. Evans, Mark, 2:150, agreeing with 
Bultmann 's form-critical analysis, notes that 11:12-14, 20-21 probably formed an original unit into which 
the temple incident of vv. 15-19 was inserted later. However, even if vv. 15-19 represent a later insertion 
into the tradition, the linguistic features noted here suggest that the redactor did a fine job of shaping the fig 
tree and the temple cleansing traditions into a cohesive unit (contra Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 
127 who says ''Die ungleiche Verteilung der erzlihlerischen Gewichte verrat die redaktionelle 
Oberarbeitung der Perikope" ["The unequal distribution of narrative weight reveals the editorial revision of 
the pericope (i.e., vv. 15-19)]. 

7 On Ka i as a conjunction of unmarked continuity in narrative discourse, see Black, Sentence 
Conjunctions, 111-14. 

http:IEpoooAUj..la
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outside of Jerusalem once again when nighttime arrives.8 However, the transition to 

11 :20-25 is not a major disjunctive one, as is indicated by the use of initial Kat + 

participle (rraparropEUOI-lEVOl, ··when they passed by'') and temporal deixis in v. 20 

(rrpc.u\, ''in the morning''). These formal features serve to closely connect Jesus' temple 

cleansing with the lessons he is to teach the disciples in vv. 20-25.9 Verse 27a, which 

reads Kat epxovTat TTcXAlV E'ts- 'IEpoooAU!-la ("And they came again to Jerusalem"), 

signals the beginning of a new Jerusalem-based unit (11 :27-12:12)-a key formal 

indicator ofthis being the lexeme TTcXAlV. While the transition to this new unit may not be 

a major disjunctive one ( cf. initial Ka; + narrative Present epxovTat ), its introduction of 

new participants (i.e., oi apXlEpEtS", oi YPOI-11-lOTElS", and oi rrpEO~VTEpOl) and its focus 

on Jesus' conflict with the Jewish leaders marks 11:27-12:12 as a new section. 10 

Therefore, Mark 11:1-25 is best read as a cohesive unit of discourse with at least four 

subunits contained within it. 

The triumphal entry and temple cleansing stories in Matthew and Luke also form 

cohesive units of discourse. Without the intervening of the cursing of the fig tree, their 

cohesion is more apparent. As noted above, like Mark, both Matthew and Luke signal 

Jesus' movement toward Jerusalem as a new narrative development by means of certain 

8 Kal oTav o\jl€ eyevno, e~mopsvovTo E~c.u Ti]s- rroAEC.U5 ("And when evening came, they went 
outside of the city"). There is rather strong manuscript support for reading E~ETTopsvovTo as third person 
singular, E~erropsuno (~ c De pI ).! 333m lat sy' h co). See France, A/ark, 44 7 where he says the 
departure from the city "allows Mark to return us to the story of the fig tree[...], so that its lesson in 
relation to what Jesus has just done in the temple may be learned.'' 

9 Several ancient witnesses include the sentence El os UiJEl5 OUK a¢tETE ouos o rraTT]p UIJC.UV o sv 
TOl5 oupavo15 a¢flOEt Ta rraparrTc.uiJaTa UIJC.UV, which are referred to here as "v. 26": A (C, D) 0 f 0 l· 13 
33 m lat syP h boP'; Cyp. 

10 Although he is working from a redaction-critical perspective. Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach 
Markus, 127 also sees disjunction at v. 27: "Obwohl die Frage in 11,28 diesen Anschluss zu empfehlen 
scheint, ist II ,27ff dem Evangelisten als isolierte Einheit zugekommen" ("Although the question in II :28 
seems to suggest this connection, II :27ff has come to the evangelist as an isolated entity"). 

http:Ti]s-rroAEC.U5
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spatial and geographic deixis. Matthew closes the triumphal entry subunit (21: 1-11) in v. 

11 with a quotation from the crowd: ''This is the prophet, Jesus, the one from Nazareth of 

Galilee." 11 Luke, on the other hand, closes the scene (19:29-44) with Jesus' prophetic 

lament-announcement over Jerusalem and the temple (19:41-44). 12 Yet both Matthew and 

Luke transition to their temple cleansing subunits in much the same way, as they are both 

characterized by unmarked continuity with the preceding content: Matthew 21:12 uses an 

initial KCXt +a least marked Aorist form, eloR:\8ev, while Luke 19:45 also uses an initial 

Kat+ a least marked Aorist participle, eloe:\8wv. A major difference, however, is the 

manner in which they close the temple cleansing subunit. Matthew, similar to Mark, has 

Jesus moving away from Jerusalem in 21:17, that is, to Bethany where he spends the 

night. This movement away from Jerusalem-in conjunction with the temporal setting 

indicated by the use of the verb flUAio8fl ("to spend the night"13 )-prepares the reader to 

transition seamlessly to the fig tree episode (Matt 21: 18-22), which takes place when 

Jesus is heading back toward Jerusalem early the next morning (rrpu:>l OE erravayaywv 

Et5 Ti}v rroAtv, ·•Now, early in the morning, when he was returning to the city ...''). 

Matthew closes the subunit with Jesus teaching the disciples a lesson from the withered 

fig tree, and transitions to new unit in 21 :23 through the use of a genitive absolute and the 

introduction of new participants: Kat eA8ovT05 aUTOV El5 TO iepov rrpooRA8ov auTC~ 

11 Nolland, MattheH', 839--40 and Luz, Matthew, 3:4 group Matt 21: I 0-11 together as forming 
their own separate subunit. This grouping seems unlikely since vv. I 0-11 ( 1) may indicate action taking 
place while Jesus is still in the process of arriving in Jerusalem, and (2) are the direct response of the people 
to Jesus' entry into Jerusalem. Against this structuring and in support of mine, see Davies and Allison, 
Alattheu·, 3:111; Hagner, ,\/atthew, 591-93. 

12 Nolland. Luke, 3:921 identifies the structure similarly. Mason, Luke, 214-15 and Marshall, 
Luke, 709 seek 19:28(or 29}--40 as forming one unit and vv. 41--44 as forming another smaller unit that 
helps Luke transition into the following section on Jesus' teaching ministry in the temple. 

13 Louw-Nida, Lexicon, 67.194. 

http:19:41-44).12
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O!OOOKOVT! ol apxtEpiis- Kat ol TTpEO~UTEpot TOU Aaou AEyOVTE5 (''And when he 

came to the temple, the chief-priests and elders of the people approached him while he 

was teaching, saying ... ''). 

In contrast, Luke omits the fig tree story completely and keeps Jesus in Jerusalem 

after his cleansing of the temple. noting that Jesus was teaching in it daily (19:47). 14 The 

unit closes with the Jewish leaders being frustrated at their inability to destroy Jesus in 

the light of his favor among the people (19:48). Luke's comment on Jesus' teaching in the 

temple then sets the stage for the next major unit, which is signaled by a familiar Lukan 

phrase, Kat EYEVETO ("And it happened that..."), and concerns ''one of the days he was 

teaching the people in the temple'' (20: 1 ). Thus, Matt 21:1-22 and Luke 19:28-48 also 

form cohesive discourses. being comprised of three smaller subunits for Matthew and 

two subunits for Luke. 

3. The Content ofthe Episodes 

Having discussed their structure as a larger unit, I now tum to the content of the 

episodes themselves. Here the main question to answer is, what is happening in the 

respective discourses in terms ofthe general processes (actions) and interpersonal 

relations that are contained within them? The goal is to identify a relevant narrative 

framework that will be taken into consideration as aspectual choices are analyzed in all 

three ofthe Gospel accounts. 

14 Luke's omission of the fig tree episode might be due to his inclusion of Jesus· prophetic words 
ofjudgment against Jerusalem and the temple in 19:39---44, which on a theological level may accomplish 
the same purposes as the fig tree incident (see Wright, Jesus, 418-28 ). 

http:19:47).14
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Jesus has just spent time in the vicinity of Jericho, having healed a blind man 

named Bartimaeus (Matt 20:29-34//Mark 1 0:46-52//Luke 18:35-43). 15 Luke's account 

of his time in Jericho includes two additional pericopae: (1) Jesus' encounter with 

Jericho's chief tax collector, Zaccheus (19: 1-1 0), and (2) the parable of the minae (Luke 

19: 11-27), a version of which appears later in Matthew and perhaps Mark as well (Matt 

25:14-30; Mark 13:34-37). As Jesus comes closer to Jerusalem, Matthew and Mark 

explicitly note the presence of disciples through the use of the third person plural 

T}yy1oav!£yyll;ouatv (Matt 21: 1//Mark 11:1 ), 16 while Luke's concentration is 

specifically on Jesus ( cf. T}yy1aev), although the presence of the disciples is probably 

implied. This contrast in grammatical number is significant since it establishes Matthew 

and Mark's slightly sharper focus than Luke on Jesus' interaction with the disciples 

throughout the discourse. 17 This difference of focus is shown by ( 1) Matthew, but 

especially Mark's, inclusion of the fig tree episode(s), which highlight Jesus teaching the 

disciples about the fate of Israel and what it means to have faith in God (Matt 21: 18-22; 

Mark 11:12-14, 20-25 18). (2) Matthew's notation that the two disciples who retrieved the 

donkey and the colt were actually functioning to fulfill prophecy (Matt 21 :4-5), and (3) 

15 While it does not have a direct influence on this work, there has been significant debate over the 
supposed contradiction between Luke 18:35 and Mark 10:46 (//Matt 20:29-34). It is thought that the 
contradiction lies in Luke's use of the phrase kv T~ kyyi~etv atJTov El5 'lepetxw to mean "while he [Jesus] 
was approaching Jericho," indicating that the healing of Bartimaeus took place on Jesus' way into the city, 
whereas Mark (and Matthew) have the healing taking place on Jesus' way out of the city. For a thorough 
evaluation of the issue and a {convincing) proposal, see Porter, "'In the Vicinity of Jericho'," 125-38, who 
suggests that the word Eyyisetv is used as a spatial-locational marker, not a directional marker. 

16 The precise subject of~yytocxv (Matthew) and syylsouatv (Mark) is uncertain. Regarding 
Mark, France suggests that the subject be understood as including the ox!-.os iKavos ("large crowd") 
mentioned in 10:46 C\Jark, 430). The same suggestion could be made for Matthew (cf. 20:29). 

17 See Marshall, Luke, 711, although he treats this point in no detail. Additionally, the comment 
above is not to suggest that Luke has no interest in noting Jesus' interaction with the disciples or that 
Matthew and Mark are not interested in Jesus as an individual. The difference concerns the writers' focus. 

18 For a defense in favor of understanding the phrase SXETE rrioTtV 9eov as Jesus' command to 
"have faith in God," see Cirafesi, "EXEtV rrioTtv in Hellenistic Greek," 22-24. 

http:18:35-43).15
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Luke's unique record of Jesus' soliloquy as he weeps over the impending doom of 

Jerusalem (Luke 19:41-44). 

In any case, once in Bethphage and Bethany, 19 Jesus sends two of his disciples to 

obtain a colt for him (Matthew adds "a donkey" [ovov]) on which he rides into the heart 

of Jerusalem (Matt 21 :2-1 0//Mark 11:2-i'O//Luke 19:30-38). These verses help paint the 

kingly portrait of Jesus that Gospel scholars often draw out regarding the triumphal 

entry.20 However, in Matthew and Luke, Jesus· entry into Jerusalem sparks a significant 

response from the members of the city (Matt 21: I 0) and the Pharisees (Luke 19:39). 

Matthew has the citizens of Jerusalem asking a question that has already been answered 

in the Gospel: ··who is this man?'' (Matt 21:10; cf. 16:15-16), while Luke has Jesus 

responding to the Pharisees in a way that resembles John the Baptizer's earlier words: ''I 

say to you, if these people should be silent, the stones will cry out'' (Luke 19:40).21 Mark 

has Jesus simply looking around in the temple and then leaving for Bethany that evening. 

The triumphal entry segues into Jesus' intense conflict with those buying and 

selling in the temple, whom Jesus ''casts out" (EK~aAAE1V) (Matt 21: 12//Mark 11:15// 

Luke 19:45) and whose tables he "overturns" (KCXTEOTpE\jJEV) (Matt 21:12/ /Mak 11: 15). It 

is debated whether Jesus' actions are to be understood symbolically as a prophetic 

judgment against the temple and its coming destruction, 22 or whether they are to be seen 

19 France notes that here in Mark these cities are treated as a single unit. 
20 See, for example, Turner, Matthew, 493 n. I; France, Mark, 431. 
21 Luke 3:8 records John the Baptizer as saying "for I say to you that God is able from these stones 

to raise up children for Abraham." 
22 Two main proponents of this view are Wright, Jesus, 421 and Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 61

76. See also, for example, Gray, The Temple in the Gospel ofA1ark; Nolland, Afatthew, 844; and Evans, St 
Luke, 686-87. 

http:19:40).21
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as purificatory or restorative regarding the temple's corrupt state at the time.23 Whatever 

the nature of the conflict was, it does not seem to have kept Jesus away from the temple 

for long, since he returns to it the next day (Matt 2I :23//Mark II :27//Luke 19:47). At the 

very least, on the level of narrative development, Jesus' actions set the stage for later 

conflict with the Jewish chief priests and scribes. In all three of the Synoptics it is they 

who are the first to oppose Jesus (Matt 21: 14-15//Mark 11:18/ !Luke 19:4 7) and 

eventually challenge his authority at length. 

The fig tree episodes in Matthew and Mark closely cohere with the temple 

cleansing scene and serve as a platform for further interaction between Jesus and his 

disciples (Matt 21:18-22/ /Mark 11:12-14, 20-25). Mark's first fig tree scene does not 

include any dialogue between the two parties, but the presence of the disciples is noted in 

the statement ''his disciples heard" in 11:14, and in the light of Peter's comment in 

11:21.24 But in Mark's second scene (and the latter part of Matthew's), Jesus uses the fig 

tree to teach the disciples about the necessity of faith and prayer. 

4. Aspectual Analyses 

There are three significant occurrences of divergent tense-form usage in the 

triumphal entry and temple cleansing narratives. While it is difficult to separate the 

23 Proponents of this view are, for example, Chilton, The Temple ofJesus, 91-111; Chilton, A 
Feast ofMeanings. 57--63; Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthaus, 613, where he says Jesus' proclamation 
represents a protest against the Jerusalem priesthood; Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 2:128-29, 
where he proposes the eschatological hope of a new temple in apocalyptic literature as a background for 
Jesus' actions; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:138-39. Evans, Alark, 2:178-79, however, stresses the fact 
that Jesus call's the temple a "house of prayer for all nations." In this way, Jesus' actions are not merely 
prophetic symbolism, but rather reflect ""a Solomonic understanding of the purpose of the temple" (cf. 1 
Kgs 8:41-43 where Solomon declares that the foreigner ''will come and pray to this house"). For a helpful 
survey of the various interpretations, see Luz, Matthew, 3: 10-12. 

24 Mark II :21 reads: "And Peter, being reminded, said to him, ·Rabbi, behold, the fig tree that you 
cursed is withered." 
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results of the analyses from one another, for organizational purposes, the following 

subsections will isolate each occurrence and discuss its exegetical influence on the text. 

4.1. Tense-form Analysis 1 

The first analysis concerns Mark's use of the narrative Present cmoaTEAAEI in 

11:1 in contrast to Matthew and Luke's use of the Aorist form cmeaTEIAsv (Matt 21:1// 

Luke 19:29). 

'ITJaous- cmean1Aev cvo 
11a8T)TCxS' 

cmoaTEAAc I cvo TC0v 
11a8T]TWV atJTou 

cmEOTSIAEV cvo TWV 
11a8T]TWV 

·'Jesus sent two disciples" "he sent two of his 
disciples" 

''he sent two of the 
disciples" 

Table 1 

The narrative Present being quite common in both Matthew and Mark. has 

received a considerable amount of attention over the years from Greek grammarians, and 

deserves some attention here as well.25 The traditional view of its use in narrative 

literature has been that the form functions to create vividness by means of recounting a 

past event as if it is taking place in present time before the eyes of the author.26 Black and 

others have effectively argued against this, saying that the notion of vividness due to 

temporal transfer is difficult to maintain. This is because the narrative Present at times 

25 For a thorough review and discussion ofthe historic (i.e. ''narrative") Present, particularly in 
Matthew, see Black. "The Historic Present." I20-39. It is interesting to note that Evans (Mark, 2: I4 I), even 
though he translates the narrative Presents in the passage as present time. mentions nothing about Mark's 
use of the narrative Present in his comment on Mark I I: I. 

26 Examples of this view are Robertson, Greek Grammar, 866--69; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 526
27: Fanning, f erbal Aspect, 227. Fanning builds on Buth 's work on the narrative Present in Mark and 
identifies its various discourse functions, but does so not on the basis of its aspectual value. Additionally, 
Fanning rejects assigning it any prominence value. 
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appears in a series of tense-form changes that would involve an author "thrusting one 

action within the pericope into the present time (rhetorically) and then bringing his 

audience back into a subsequent action which is narrated as occurring in past time.''27 In 

other words, there are too many verb-form shifts in too little narrative space to see 

temporal transfer as a legitimate explanation. 

As a response to the traditional view, some have identified the narrative Present as 

a ··zero tense/aspect." Essentially, this position equates the function ofthe Present with 

the aspectual meaning of the Aorist, since the narrative Present occurs in "aoristic" 

contexts.28 In this view, the Present is simply a substitute for the Aorist. This 

understanding of the narrative Present, however, must be rejected; it offers no positive 

explanation as to why the Present form is used in such contexts. Further, this approach 

will not do in the light ofthe formally-based approach to the Greek verbal system taken 

in this work: the core aspectual meaning of a verb is expressed in its morphological 

features, and thus a verb form will not take the meaning of another verb that represents 

another available choice within the aspect system network. 

Runge notes that both the vividness and zero aspect approaches share the 

presupposition that the narrative Present represents a marked divergence from the 

expected norms for the Present tense-form.29 However, it seems better to say that, more 

fundamentally, the shared presupposition between the approaches is that Greek verbs 

27 Black, "The Historic Present," 124. 
28 See Robertson, Greek Grammar, 865-69. Although Wallace fits within the traditional temporal 

view, his statements appear similar to the "zero aspect" approach: "The aspectual value of the historical 
present is normally. if not always, reduced to zero. The verbs used, such as AEYEI and EPXETai, normally 
introduce an action in the midst of aorists without the slightest hint that an internal or progressive aspect is 
intended" (Greek Grammar, 527). 

" 
9 Runge, "The Historical Present," 196. 
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grammaticalize time; that is, the foundational reason why grammarians have felt the need 

to posit these ''solutions'' is because of the assumption that the Present tense-form means 

present time. However, if temporal notions are not inherent in the form, then there is no 

reason to suggest that it signals ''vividness" through temporal transfer or merely acts as a 

substitute for the Aorist in narrative contexts. 

In his more recent work on Greek narrative, Campbell argues that due to the 

imperfective and spatially proximate nature of direct discourse, narrative Present verbs 

that introduce speech are the result of an ''aspectual spill.''30 That is to say, the aspectual 

character of direct discourse influences ("spills") the choice of tense-from used to 

introduce the speech material. Concerning verbs of motion and propulsion (e.g., 

EPXETo:t), narrative Presents may be used to heighten the sense oftransition that is 

communicated by the verb. With regard to non-speech verbs, Campbell's theory seems 

essentially congruent with Porter's theory. 31 However, the concept of "aspectual spill" is 

unconvincing, the primary reason being that it does not explain why the imperfective, 

spatially proximate nature of direct discourse does not always spill over into verbs of 

speaking that introduce it. Indeed, even in Matthew and Mark, the Aorist is frequently 

used to introduce direct speech. 

Runge's study is, to my knowledge, the most recent treatment of the issue.32 

Based upon his ''discourse processing hierarchy,'' he argues that the narrative Present 

represents marked ''non-typical" usage of the Present tense-form, and thus functions as a 

3 °Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 75. 
31 See Porter, Idioms, 31. 
32 Runge, "The Historical Present," 191-223. While the title of Runge's essay suggests that he is 

working on the verbal aspect of the narrative present, in reality his work is more in the field of discourse 
studies (hence the title of the book in which his essay is included). 
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cataphoric highlighting device, which draws attention to a following speech or action.33 

For Runge, the non-typical character of the form is identifiable by means of a semantic 

''mismatch" that occurs between what a reader normally expects to see in a narrative and 

what is actually seen in the core semantic component of the Present tense-form.34 It is the 

present time/proximity and the imperfective aspect of the Present found in the past time/ 

remote and perfective aspect of narrative that causes this unexpected mismatch. Runge's 

emphasis on the non-typical usage ofthe narrative Present leads him to reject both the 

traditional temporal view and the tense-less aspectual view held by Porter and others; for 

him, the so-called "semantic mismatch'' between the form and its narrative context is on 

the level of temporality and aspect. 

Runge's comments on the expectancy of the narrative Present are helpful. In some 

ways, this notion is similar to Porter's criterion of distribution concerning a form's 

markedness value.35 That the form represents a marked departure from normal patterns of 

tense-form usage does not seem to be at odds with Porter's model. The discrepancy 

between Runge and Porter concerns the basis for the narrative Present's markedness. 

Whereas Runge bases its markedness on the semantic mismatch between it and its 

narrative context, Porter bases it on the markedness inherent in the Present tense-form 

itself. 

Overall Runge's study lacks clarity and rigor, and is ultimately unconvincing. 

Three points support this conclusion. First, the "semantic mismatch'' that Runge stresses 

is dependent on a (presupposed) understanding of the core semantic component ofthe 

33 Runge, "The Historical Present," 199. 

34 Runge, "The Historical Present," 213-14. 

35 See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 181. 
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Present tense-form, something for which he does not argue. Runge assumes that Greek is 

a mixed tense/aspect system, and only points to general patterns of temporal distribution 

to support his case.36 In other words, he does not establish the core semantic component 

of the Present in any rigorous way, and fails to explain how tense can be present in one 

use of the form but not another, and still be considered an essential semantic feature. 

Second, while the notion of expectancy can be useful (as noted above), Runge does not 

provide any observable criteria for determining whether or not the narrative Present is 

indeed "'unexpected." It is only the supposed temporal and aspectual mismatch that 

provides a foundation for this decision. This stands in stark contrast to the quantifiable 

criteria for markedness that Porter proposes. Third, Runge's entire discourse processing 

hierarchy is likewise overly subjective. About his own model he says: 

[T]he hierarchy is simply a prioritized list of assumptions which readers and 
speakers of a variety of languages appear to utilize in processing discourse. These 
assumptions have little to do with the specific idiosyncrasies of a given language, 
and instead seem based upon how human beings cognitively process the world 
around them.37 

While this point is not necessarily meant to devalue a cognitive method, it does 

suggest that an approach firmly rooted in the observable formal features of a text is more 

helpful, especially for studying an ancient language. Thus, the approach taken in this 

work to the narrative Present is one that fits within the aspectual model presented in ch. 2 

and the markedness/prominence model presented inch. 3. At the word level, the form 

represents a more heavily marked item in its clause. For the form to be prominent at the 

discourse level, other formal features should be present, such as the redundant use of a 

36 Runge, "The Historical Present," 215. 

37 Runge, '"The Historical Present," 203. 
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pronoun, a marked conjunction or conjunction complex, or additional Adjunct phrases 

that modify the verb. The imperfective aspect of the narrative Present functions as a 

foregrounding device, and thus can highlight a transition in the narrative, introduce new 

and important characters, mark the beginning of the new peri cope, or perform some other 

discourse function. 

In light of this approach to the narrative Present, I turn to the use of arroaTEAAEl 

in Mark ll: l as compared to arreaTEtAev in Matt 21: 1//Luke 19:29. To my knowledge, 

none of the major commentators mention this divergence in tense-form choice. 38 

However, I argue that there is good reason to believe that Mark has intentionally chosen 

to foreground the more marked narrative Present at the onset of the episode, thus here 

creating a heightened level of discourse prominence, while Matthew and Luke have 

chosen not to do so. 39 The evidence for this assertion is two-fold. First, Mark 11:1-3 is 

structured around three narrative Present tense-forms: eyylf;oumv and OTTOOTEAAEl in v. 

1, and Aeyet in v. 2. The use ofthe more marked Present forms not only causes the forms 

to stand out in their respective clauses at the word-level, but also work together as a 

tense-form complex to (l) create cohesion on the level of aspectual semantics, and (2) 

generate a heightened level of discourse prominence for vv. 1-3. That is, through the 

38 For example. see Marshall, Luke, 712; Bock, Luke, 1552; France, A/ark, 430; Stein, Mark, 503; 
Turner, Matthew, 494; Evans, Mark, 2:141, who agrees with Cranfield, St. Mark, 350 that cmo<HEAAEI is a 
'·futuristic present" (seep. 137). 

39 See ch. 5 of this work for Fanning's full outline of the discourse functions of the historic Present 
in Mark. However, it is worth mentioning here that he sees the form as having four primary functions: (I) 
to begin a paragraph, (2) to introduce new participants in an existing paragraph, (3) to show participants 
moving to new locations within a paragraph, and ( 4) to begin a specific unit after a sentence introducing the 
general section in which it falls (Fanning, ierbal Aspect, 227). 
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stacking of Present forrns,40 the fore grounded position is established for the movement of 

Jesus and the disciples toward Jerusalem (Eyyisoumv),41 Jesus' sending of the two 

disciples to retrieve the colt (arrocrTEAAEt), and the commands that Jesus gives them 

before they go (AeyE t). 

The second piece of evidence that Mark has purposely chosen to foreground 

Jesus' act of"'sending" in v. 1 through the more marked Present is the presence of other 

marked aspectual choices in the immediate co-text. These choices suggest that Mark 

wishes to spotlight Jesus' interaction with the two disciples and their subsequent 

obedience to him in retrieving the colt. In 11 :2, again in distinction from the Aorist forms 

used in Matthew and Luke, Mark uses the Present imperative ¢epETE to express Jesus' 

command to retrieve the unridden colt. The use of imperfective aspect draws an 

intentional contrast between it and the preceding Aorist imperative AucraTE. The act of 

"loosening" is put in the background. while the act of"bringing'' is brought to the fore. 42 

This observation is put on solid ground in view of the use of the most marked Perfect 

participle CEOq.tEVOV in v. 2, which modifies rrwAov adjectivally and makes the ··colt'' the 

40 The notion of tense-form "stacking" was brought to my attention through personal 
communication with Dr. Stanley Porter. This concept coincides well with the principle of markedness 
assimilation, which was introduced inch. 3 of this work and states that marked items often occur in 
prominent contexts. 

41 France. A/ark, 430, notes that the subject of eyyil;ouotv in Mark 11:1 is ambi~?,UOUS, and 
suggests that the "they" are "not only Jesus and his disciples, but also the accompanying oxAo5 IKaV05 of 
10:~6." While this may be true, it seems more likely that the implied third person plural refers to Jesus' 
disciples in light of the fact that immediately after the temporal reference indicated by on eyyil;ovmv. 
Jesus sends ouo Twv J.l06fJTWV auTov. 

42 Some may wish to attribute the Aorist imperative/Present imperative contrast in Mark II :2 to 
differences in Aktionsart: the Aorist denotes the punctiliar action of"loosening," while the Present denotes 
the durative action of"bringing" the colt to Jesus. This scheme is untenable in view of Matthew and Luke 
both using Aorists to denote the ""leading" of the colt (ayaynE; cf. Elliott, Language and Style, 14 where 
he notes the change in Matt and Luke from ¢epEtv). This point also argues against the notion that the Aorist 
imperative represents a command to start an action, while the Present imperative represents a command to 
continue an action (see Porter, Verbal Aspect, 335-63). 
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focal part of this section.+3 In other words, the use of cmoaTEAAEt in 11:1 highlights the 

shift in focus as the stage is set for Jesus' interaction with the two disciples, who, while 

remaining unnamed, play a pivotal role in the narrative. Jesus commands them to go into 

a certain village where they will find and retrieve that which becomes the centerpiece of 

the entire triumphal entry episode and which is identified by the use ofthe Perfect form 

OEOE~Evov-a tied-up colt. However, at this point in the narrative, it is still left to be seen 

whether the disciples obey and whether Jesus gets the colt he has requested. 

Nevertheless, in vv. 4-7, Mark confirms the obedience of the disciples through the 

additional use of the lexemes Aucu (v. 4) and <j)Epcu (v. 7), although this time both words 

appear as third person plural narrative Presents.4+ These forms, coupled with the use of 

two marked Perfect participles-cSecSE~Evov, once again, in v. 4 and EOTT]K<hcuv in v. 5

provide lexical and semantic (i.e., aspectual) cohesion between vv. 1-3 and vv. 4-7, and 

again point to the likelihood that Mark wishes to foreground Jesus' act of·'sending" the 

disciples, his commands to ~hem, and their obedient response.45 

Conversely, Matthew and Luke's use of the Aorist form cmEOTEtAEV suggests that 

they do not wish to semantically mark the sending of the two disciples nor create a 

heightened level of discourse prominence at this point in their narratives. This is 

43 See also the similar analyses of Mark 11:1-11 given in Porter, Idioms, 302-3 and Porter, 
"Prominence,'' 59-61. Fanning has objected to these analyses in a recent article ("Greek Presents. 
Imperfects, and Aorists" 177-78), and believes that it is implausible that Mark would want to highlight 
points such as the tied-up colt and the people standing nearby. However, his argument is very weak, since. 
rather than giving a rigorous linguistic argument and providing evidence for his claims, he merely states 
"[s]urely these things are at the other end of the scale of prominence in this story"' (p. I 77). 

44 See Elliott, Language and Style, 13-15 for a description of the various uses of the verb <tJepE!V 
in Mark. 

45 It is interesting to note that after the use of the narrative Present 4Jepovmv in v. 7 there are no 
other tense-forms used in the duration of the triumphal entry scene that would suggest a desire to create 
discourse prominence. The only possibility is the use of the more marked yet remote Imperfect form used 
in I I :9 in order to foreground the response of"crying out" given by the crowd that is following Jesus while 
riding on the colt. 
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supported in that neither Gospel employs any other formal features that would indicate a 

desire to shine special light on the disciples or their act of retrieving the colt. Rather, 

Matthew's focus appears to be on the fulfillment of Scripture itself.46 This is supported by 

the fact that the ··approaching'' (~yytaav) and "sending" of the disciples (arr6anti\sv)..t7 

in 21:1 provide the background for the frontgrounded statement TOVTO CE y6yovsv 'Iva 

rri\f)pw8fl To pf)8Ev eta Tov rrpo<j>~Tou i\6yoVTos (v. 4). The use ofthe most heavily 

marked Perfect form y6yovsv in conjunction with TOVTO suggests that Matthew intends 

to highlight that Jesus' interaction with the two disciples happened expressly for the 

purpose of fulling Scripture . ..ts 

Like Mark, Matthew and Luke also use a Perfect participle to describe the 

donkey/colt (Matt 21:2 ovov O€CcJ..IEVf)V; Luke 19:30 rrwi\ov CcCEI..Hivov).49 At the word 

level. the Perfect participles are the most heavily marked items in their clauses. However. 

in Jesus' preceding command to the disciples, a shift occurs from the use of simple 

imperatives-rropEVEa8s (Matt) and urrayETE (Luke)--to the use ofthe more marked 

Future form Evp~aETE (Matt and Luke). According to Porter, compared to the imperative, 

the command use of the Future represents ''a stronger command, on the basis of its formal 

46 See Hanger, Matthew, 2:592 .. 
47 Note thatJesus' speech to the two disciples in both Matt 21 :2-3 and Luke 19:30-31 are 

introduced by the Present participle t.liywv in contrast to Mark's use of the Present indicative AEYEL This 
raises the question of how the use of an aspectually marked participle differs from the use of an aspectually 
marked finite verb. I suggest that Porter's system network of the Greek verbal system is the best means for 
answering this question. That is to say. finite verbs are more marked than non-finite verbs because the 
language user is faced with more choices to make from the system network of +finite than -finite (e.g., 
regarding the PERSON system). In other words, -finite forms are less delicate than +finite forms, and the 
more choices there are to make, the more semantically complex (i.e., marked) the lexicogrammatica! 
instantiation becomes (see Porter, T'erbal Aspect, 94-96, 109). 

48 See Hanger, Matthew, 2:593-94; Luz, Jfatthew, 3:7-8; No!!and, Matthew, 834-35. On 
Matthew's fulfillment citations in general, see Hagner, Matthew, I :liii-lvii; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 
1:210-12. 

49 0n the discrepancy between Matthew and Mark/Luke concerning the presence of both an ovov 
and a TTwAov, see Turner, Matthe11', 496. 
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and semantic distinctions [ .. .]"50 Therefore, this marked shift from imperative to Future 

functions in tandem with the marked Perfect participles to highlight the role of the 

donkey/colt. Matthew sharpens this focus with the use of yeyovEv in 21 :4. The evidence 

for this assertion is two-fold. First, the marked Perfect yeyovEv is used in combination 

with the connective oe, which signals narrative development and discontinuity with the 

preceding content. 51 Second, yeyovEv is followed by a formulaic quotation from the Old 

Testament in v. 5, with the content ofv. 6 being introduced, again, by the marker of 

narrative development ce.52 This, coupled with the emphasis in v. 2 on the ''bound 

donkey," points to the likelihood that vv. 4-5 are meant to be read as a ''zone of 

turbulence,'' that is, as the most prominent section within Matthew's triumphal entry 

narrative. 53 

In contrast to both Matthew and Mark, the parallel material of Luke's entry 

episode (19:28-35) appears rather uncontoured-except for v. 30 (see above}-since the 

episode is predominately carried along by Aorists.54 However, this pattern is interrupted 

in v. 36 through the use of a genitive absolute clause (rropEUOIJEVOU CE auTou) plus an 

Imperfect main verb (umoTpwvvuov).55 The use of the more marked Imperfect here 

contributes to an elevated level of discourse prominence by highlighting the act of 

·'spreading out garments.'' Those following Jesus are brought into sharper focus as Jesus 

50 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 420. 

51 Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 144. 

52 0n the formulaic quotations in the Gospel of Matthew, see Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:573

77. 
53 "Zone of turbulence" is taken from Longacre, Grammar ofDiscourse, 38, and is roughly 

synonymous with "discourse prominence." 
54 Except for the Imperfect ETTOpSUETO in v. 28, see: ~yytasv (19:29), aTTEOTE IAEV (19:29), EUpov 

( 19:32). Etrrav ( 19:33), ~yayov (19:35). 
55 Compare Luke's use of this Imperfect with Mark and Matthew's use of the cognate Aorist form 

€aTpwaav (Mark II :8//Matt 21 :8). 
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begins his journey toward Jerusalem on a previously-bound colt with garments being laid 

out on the road in his honor. 56 On a textual level, the presence of two genitive absolutes at 

the start ofv. 36 and v. 37 establishes cohesive ties between the verses. Thus, v. 36 

emphatically introduces the multitude and its actions toward Jesus while he is traveling; 

V. 37 maintains the spotlight on the multitude as it ''rejoices'' (XatpOVTE5) and 

''praises" (alvEtv) God when Jesus arrives at the descent of the mountain. 

Assigning importance to the multitude in Luke is further substantiated in that 

Luke includes more content surrounding the multitude's interaction with Jesus. For 

example, the "rejoicing" of the crowd leads into a short conflict between Jesus and the 

Pharisees (vv. 39-40), and this conflict then leads into Jesus' soliloquy ofjudgment 

directed toward Jerusalem (vv. 41-44). Both ofthese short pericopes are not included in 

Matthew or Mark. Thus, while Luke does not wish to highlight the "sending" of the 

disciples in 19:29, he does seem to highlight the actions of the crowd once Jesus begins 

moving toward the city. This could be due to the possibility that, in the end, the crowd 

contains two examples of how one might respond to the ministry of Jesus, i.e., those who 

rejoiced in it vs. the Pharisees who opposed it. It could also be due to Luke's desire to set 

the crowd's positive actions (umaTpwvvuov, xalpovns-, alvclv) against the backdrop 

of Jesus' pronouncement ofjudgment; that is, the very people who welcome Jesus into 

Jerusalem are those for whom Jesus weeps. 

56 Marshall takes the ambiguous subject ofvmoTpwvvuov in Luke to be the disciples, i.e., the 
Twelve, even though Matthew and Mark make explicit that this action is carried out by either 6 rr:\sloTos
ox:\os- (Matt 21:8) or the rro:\:\ol (Mark 11:8) (Marshall. Luke, 714). I take the implied subject to be TO 
rrilij6os-, which, while absent in v. 36. is introduced as the main Actor in v. 37. 
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To conclude Analysis l, the argument that Mark draws attention to Jesus' 

interaction with the two disciples and their subsequent actions by using the narrative 

Present cmoaTeAAEl (as well as through other aspectual choices) seems to fit well with 

other themes found in Mark's PN. For example, throughout the Markan PN Jesus' 

authority is repeatedly rejected (e.g., ll :27-33; 12:13--40). At least in 12:10--12, Jesus 

relates this rejection ofhis authority to Scripture by quoting Ps 118:22-23 as a 

proclamation against the Jewish leadership. Similarly, Peter's denials inch. 14 reflect 

disobedience to Jesus, but instead of being related to Scripture, his denials stand in direct 

fulfillment ofJesus' own prophetic words (cf. 14:30). Thus, in contrast to this theme-

even if it is a minor one-the two unnamed disciples in 11: I represent followers of Jesus 

who willingly obey his commands and publicly identify with him (cf. II :6). While the 

disciples as a whole may be slow to understand Jesus' actions and teachings throughout 

the Gospel, 57 their actions here in retrieving the colt aid in a positive way the fulfilling of 

Scripture, as Jesus rides on the colt into Jerusalem, which likely echoes the prophecy of 

Zech 9:9.58 This latter point further suggests why in Mark the colt itself plays a central 

role in the episode and is modified by the Perfect participle: it is the focal point of 

fulfilled Scripture. 

-1.2. Tense-form Analysis 2 

Perhaps the most interesting case of divergent tense-form usage in the Synoptic 

PNs occurs in the use of the verb TTOIEW in Matt 21: 13//Mark ll: 17//Luke 19:46, which 

57 See Evans, "Mark," 272. 
58 See Stein, Mark, 503--4; France, Mark, 431, who notes that Mark's use of rrwA05 plus the 

qualifYing phrase e¢' OV ov&ls- ourrw av6pwrrwv EKcl6lCJEV is "a clearer echo of LXX Zc. 9:9-rrwAov 
viov-than if he had specified that it was a donkey." 



101 

Jesus uses in his statement against those who have made the temple ''a den of robbers.''59 

While few commentaries mention the difference,60 even fewer attempt to explain why all 

three Gospels employ different indicative forms to recount Jesus' statement against those 

buying and selling in the temple:61 

UJ.lElS lie atm)v errot~can o~;\atovUJ.!Et,; lie mrrot~KaTE auTov arr~;\movUIJEl5 OE O:tJTOV TTOlElTE OmlAO:lOV 
;\tiCTWV ;\\lCTWVATJOTC0v 

"But you yourselves make it a "But you yourselves make it a ''But you yourselves make it a 
den of robbers" den of robbers" den of robbers" 

Table 2 

Temporal and Aktionsart approaches to the Greek verbal system will have 

difficulty explaining this difference without putting the texts at odds with each other. 

Nolland and Bock, however, reflect these traditional approaches in their commentaries. 

Writing on Matthew, Nolland says, ''Mark's perfect tense TTETTOl~KaTE ("you have made') 

becomes a present tense TTOIEtTE ('you are making'}-pointing more sharply to present 

activity.''62 Bock says more on the issue: 

Matthew has present rrotzln (poieite, you are making); Mark has perfect 
mrro1~Kan (pepoiekate, have made), which stresses the temple's appalling 

5q0n various recent approaches to the meaning of the phrase orr~f.mov AlJOTwv, see Gray, The 
Temple in Gospel ofMark, 36--38. 

6°For example, Nolland, Matthe11', 844; Bock, Luke, 2:1579; Lagrange, Evangile seton Saint 
Marc, 296. Davies and Allison, .\Iatthew, 3:139 note the tense-form difference between Matthew and Mark, 
but incorrectly identifY the form in Mark as an Aorist. Gould, St. Mark, 213 simply notes it as a textual 
matter that Mark has TTETTOI~KCXTE rather than ETTOI~OO:TE. 

61 Matthew has two variant readings for TTOiclTE: erro1~oan inC D W .fl3 33m ; and 
TTETTOI~KO:TE in f 1 0rP1• However, the reading TTOIEI TE has stronger external support: ~ B L e 0281. 892 pc 

bo; 0rP1 Cyr. Mark, too, has a variant reading for rrmo1~KO:TE o:tm)v: CTTOITJOO:TE o:uTov in~ CD W f 13 33 
m. A similar but transposed reading appears in A 8 f 1 33. 565. 579. 700. 1424 a!. TTETTOI~KCXTE a\JTOV is 
found in B L /:::,. 'f 892. (2427) pc; Or. Luke has no variant readings for ETTOI~OO:TE. The texts of Matthew 
and Mark as they stand in the NA27 are the best readings here for at least two reasons: ( 1) in both cases the 
readings possess strong external manuscript support, and (2) the variant readings can be best explained as 
later attempts at harmonization, thus making the texts as they stand the more difficult readings. 

62 Nolland, Matthew, 844. 
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state; Luke has aorist srrot~oo:n (epoiesate, you made). None ofthese slight 
differences are [sic] significant to the basic charge, but are stylistic variations that 
summarize the event well. 63 

The translations Bock offers in parentheses demonstrates his belief that 

temporality distinguishes the meanings of the forms, and his comment that the Perfect 

mrrot~KaTE "'stresses the temple's appalling state" portrays his indebtedness to 

Aktionsart.64 As will be argued below, the form does indeed possess a ''stressing'' 

function, i.e., it contributes to creating discourse prominence at this point in Mark's 

temple cleansing narrative. However, it is likely that Bock does not mean ''stress" in the 

linguistic sense with reference to markedness or prominence as the terms are used in this 

work. Rather, his assertion is almost certainly based on an understanding ofthe so-called 

"'resultative perfect," which Wallace says ·'may be used to emphasi=e the results or 

present state produced by a past action.'"65 This has led Bock to an object-centered 

approach to the meaning of the form; that is, he has transferred the emphasis of the verb 

to the verb ·s grammatical object ( a{m)v). Porter and McKay have argued convincingly 

against this approach to the Perfect tense-form;66 however, it suffices to say here that a 

proper understanding of the semantics ofthe Perfect must be subject not object-oriented. 

This concept, then, undercuts Bock's comment concerning mrrot~KaTE in Mark 11:17 

63 Bock, Luke, 2: I 579. Pointing to Swete's work on Mark, Lagrange, Evangile seton Saint Jlarc, 
296 says, "le parfait rrerrot~KaTE est plus exact que le pres. rrOtsln lMt.) ou l'aor. errot~oaTE (Lc.). Voila 
done ce que vous avez fait de Ia maison de Dieu! ("the perfect rrerrot~KO:TE is more accurate than the 
present rrotitn (Mt.) or the aorist (Lc.). So, here it is ·what have you done with the house of God!'"). 
However, it is uncertain what Lagrange (or Swete) means by saying the Perfect is '·more accurate." 

64 Additionally, it is quite a stretch to personifY the temple's decay as an "appalling state." I am 
indebted to Dr. Stanley Porter for this comment. 

65 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 574 (italics his). 
66 See Porter, ferballispect, 273-81; McKay, "On the Perfect," 296-97. See also Campbell. 

f erbal Aspect, I: 163-{)6, who emphasizes the subject-oriented approach to the Perfect, but accuses Porter's 
concept of "state of affairs" as tending toward an object-oriented understanding. Porter has responded to 
Campbell in "Greek Lingusitics," 47-48. 
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and exploits its very weak methodological foundation-mrrot~KaTE does not stress the 

state of the temple, but rather the '"complex state of affairs" in which the buyers and 

sellers are portrayed. 

Far from being insignificant, as Bock asserts, these distinct aspectual choices 

represent three different perspectives on the action (from the authors' points of view) 

inherent in the verb TTOlEW. Matthew, using the Present, expresses the action from an 

internal point of view; Mark, using the Perfect, expresses it from the perspective of a 

state of affairs; and Luke, using the Aorist, expresses the action from an external view 

point. This aspectual approach is more plausible than assigning different temporal/ 

Aktionsart qualities to the three uses ofthe verb and avoids causing unnecessary tension 

between the Gospel accounts. 

The discourse function of each form seems to further suggest that the tense-form 

differences are indeed significant and are not merely stylistic variations. But before 

considering these functions, two preliminary remarks are in order. First, rrotEITE // 

TTETTOl~KaTE // ETTOt~aan occur in direct speech. This means their functions (and their 

potential contribution to discourse prominence) need to be analyzed in relation to other 

aspectual choices within the reported speech itself. That is, since direct discourse is 

considered offline material, aspectual choice within this material should not be 

considered initially in relation to mainline narrative material (i.e. narrative proper). For 

example, in offline material, while the Aorist continues to give background information, 

it no longer carries the backbone (mainline) of the narrative. It retains its markedness 

value (least marked) but loses its narrative function of propelling the basic story line 
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forward. In direct discourse, this function is usually carried out by the Present.67 This 

point, then, influences the way one understands how the tense-forms shape and contour a 

narrative as a whole (mainline and offline together). 

Second, despite the comment just made, this does not mean that aspectual choices 

in narrative proper have no relation to choices made in direct discourse.68 Even though 

there is a mainline/offline distinction, authors still possess the ability to structure their 

speech material according to various levels of discourse salience. Thus, I suggest that 

tense-forms used in narrative proper can at times work together with tense-forms used in 

direct speech in order to create an overall discourse framework in which verbal aspect 

may function to background or foreground/frontground certain actions, whether in 

mainline or offline material. This point will come into clearer focus in the comments 

made below concerning TTETTot~KaTE in Mark II: I7. The following analysis will first 

consider the role TTOtEuJ plays within Jesus' speech frame specifically and then consider 

its function within the broader discourse. 

Jesus' reported speech in Matt 2I: I3//Mark 1I: I7//Luke I9:46 contains embedded 

quotations from two Old Testament texts, I sa 56:7 and Jer 7:11.69 In all three Gospels, the 

heavily marked Perfect tense-form yEyparrTat is used to frontground the citation from 

lsa 56:7 within the speech frame, with the emphasis being on its state as written 

67 Porter, "Prominence," 57-58. 
68 This is what Culy et al., seem to suggest, as they prefer Campbell's discourse-based approach to 

verbal aspect (see Luke, xxvi). 
69 That is, the quotations from the Old Testament come in Jesus' direct speech. The Old Testament 

texts are: !sa 56:7 (LXX): 6 yap OlKOS" ~ou OlKOS" rrpOOEUX~S" KATJ8~0ETOI TTOOIV TOlS" e8vsmv; and Jer 
7:11 (LXX):~~ orr~AOIOV AtJOTWV 6 OlKOS" ~ou, ov ETTIKEKATJTOI TO ovo~a ~ou err' OVTW EKEl, 
, , r ,..... ' 

EVWTTIOV U~wv; 
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Scripture.70 However, I suggest that what is particularly important to recognize within 

Jesus' speech is the relationship that yeypcmTat has to the forms of rrotec.u. Although 

TTOIEW does not appear in formulaic quotations, here it does seem to '"introduce'' the 

second quotation from Jer 7:11. The juxtaposition ofyeypaTTTat with the different forms 

of TTOt EW indicates that while all the Synoptics wish to frontground Jesus' citation of Isa 

56:7 concerning the temple-that it will be a "house of prayer''-how they relate this 

statement to Jesus· pronouncement ofjudgment on those in the temple differs in each 

Gospel. 

Luke's use ofthe least marked ETTOt~aaTE attributes less discourse saliency to the 

charge Jesus makes against the actions of those in the temple. This assertion is supported 

in that the Lukan temple cleansing episode receives very little attention and contains little 

detail in comparison to the Matthean and Markan accounts. The overturning of tables and 

chairs (Matt 21: 12//Mark I I :I 5) and the comment made in Mark 11: 16 that Jesus did not 

allow anyone to bring a aKsuos- through the temple are omitted in Luke. 71 Only a brief 

70 0n the use ofysyparrTal to introduce quotations from Scripture in Mark, see Evans, Mark, 
2:173-74. On ysyparrTm in Matthew, see Davies and Allison, Matthew, 1:241, 363-4. Porter, ''Scripture 
Justifies Mission," 115 n. 57 says a similar thing with regard to the use of the Perfect form TTETTA~pwTOI in 
Luke 4:21: "The emphasis is upon this particular Scripture being fulfilled." Further, in arguing for the 
Perfect as a primarily (direct) discourse form in Luke, Campbell notes that there are two exceptions: "The 
only two perfects not in discourse are instances ofypa¢w, introducing scriptural citations, as do the other 
perfects ofypa¢w that occur within discourse'' ( ierbal Aspect, I: 176). Thus, these two examples (Luke 
2:23; 3:4) are "exceptions to the rule" for Campbell, which "are used for the well-established Lukan 
function of introducing scripture" (I: 177). Unfortunately, Campbell offers no explanation for them. 
However, one can assume that his spatial model would apply, giving ysyparrTal the value of"heightened 
spatial proximity." 

71 While it is not essential to this thesis, Gray, The Temple in the Gospel ofMark, 28-30 notes that 
there has been considerable debate over the meaning of OKEVOS" in Mark 11: 16. Ford argues that it refers to 
"money bags" by tying OKEV05 to the money-changers and the fact that the temple was used as a bank 
(Ford, "Money Bags in the Temple," 249-53. Holmen suggests that the word's meaning in ambiguous 
(Jesus and Jewish Covenant Thinking, 309). Gray, however, offers a convincing argument for 
understanding oKsuos- as "cultic vessel." In this sense, Jesus was interrupting the entire cultic process of 
offering sacrifices in the temple. Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 129 also interprets OKEVOS" in a 
cultic sense. 
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reference is made to the casting out of•'the sellers" (TO\JS' TTc.uAouVTas-), which quickly 

transitions into the speech frame of v. 46. All of this points to the likelihood that the 

temple cleansing is, as a whole, rather insignificant in Luke's narrative. It appears that 

what matters most to Luke in these two short verses (vv. 45-46) is Jesus' declaration 

from Scripture (ysyparrTal) that God's house will be known as an otKOS' rrpoaeux~s- .72 

Luke's desire to emphasize Jesus' positive affirmation of the temple over and 

against the pronouncement ofjudgment is further identified in that vv. 45-46 lead 

directly into a lengthly section that has the temple as its setting (19:47-21 :38). Here, the 

temple is not the locus for judgment, but rather the locus for at least five of Jesus' 

activities. These include (I) teaching (19:4 7; 20:1 ), (2) telling parables (20:9-18), (3) 

being challenged by the Jewish leaders (20: I9-47), ( 4) endorsing the small tribute of a 

widow (21: 1-4), and (5) giving specific eschatological teaching (2I :5-38).73 Admittedly, 

the temple is only explicitly mentioned in 19:47 (~v oroaaKc.uv TO Ka8' ~IJEpav EV Tc:? 

\epc:?), 20: I (Ev 1-11~ Twv ~IJepwv orcaaKovTos- atJTou Tov Aaov EV Tc:? \ep0). and 2I: I 

However, there is nothing in the text that suggests another location besides the temple for 

any other activities mentioned in the section. Furthermore, the statements made in 19:47 

72 Marshall, Luke, 719; Nolland, Luke, 3:935 who says, '·Luke severely abbreviates in a way that 
draws the emphasis strongly onto the biblical citations in 19:46." For an investigation into the rise of otKOI 

rrpoocvxil5 in and throughout post-exilic Judaism, see Runesson, The Origins ofthe Synagogue, 429-36; 
Wong, Temple Incident, 104-111; Gray, The Temple in the Gospel ofMark, 32-33. 

73 Evans, St. Luke, says "Luke is concerned with the temple courts (hieron) as the place of prayer 
(18: 10) and prophecy (2:27, 37), but especially of teaching (2:46, Jesus among the teachers). now of the 
teaching of Jesus until his arrest ( 19:47; 20: I, 21; 21 :37)." Evans goes on to say on the same page, "Thus 
the temple mount or courts are 'cleansed' by Jesus so that he may take them over for his own purposes of 
teaching at the centre of Judaism for the remainder of his ministry to Israel and under the shadow of his 
coming rejection." 

74 On the term yo:so¢v!.aKtov and its specific location on the temple grounds, see Bock. Luke, 
2:1645; Marshall, Luke, 751-52. 
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and 21 :3775 provide the discourse with an element of cohesion concerning Jesus' daily 

teaching in the temple and formally demonstrate the likelihood that the temple is the 

setting for all of 19:47-21:38. This solidifies the decision to see yeypmnat (and the 

citation it introduces) as the frontgrounded element and EITOlrlOOTE (and the judgment it 

pronounces) as the backgrounded element in Luke's temple cleansing episode.76 

The speech frame in Matt 21: 13 is syntactically identically to Luke, but it 

contrasts the heavily marked Perfect yeyparrTat with the Present form rrotEITE, a form 

less marked than the Perfect yet more marked than the Aorist. In the light of this contrast, 

I contend that Matthew, like Luke, means to highlight Jesus' positive declaration about 

the temple more so than his proclamation ofjudgment. But, in contrast to Luke, Matthew 

does this while still attributing a foregrounded level of significance to Jesus' charge 

against the buyers and sellers. That ITOllolTE possess this foregrounding function is 

established by two co-textual observations, one with reference to a feature within the 

speech frame and one outside of it. 

The first observation concerns the marked use of the nominative case in the 

second person plural pronoun VJ..!ElS" .77 Since the pronoun is not needed to grammaticalize 

75 ~v OIOOOKWV TO KCX6' ~iJEpav EV Tc:? lspc:?; ~v o€ TO:<) ~iJEpas- EV Tc:? lspc:? OIOOOKWV. 
76 Culy eta!., Luke, xxvi wrongly suggest that "[t]he perfect tense, on the other hand, plays little or 

no role in marking the status of information in Luke's narrative, since '58 out of60 perfects occur within 
discourse· rather than in narrative proper" (citing Campbell's work). They go on to say a similar thing on 
the same page:'"[T]he key thing to remember at this point is that the perfect tense is largely irrelevant in 
helping us to understanding the flow and status of information in Luke's narrative." There are two major 
shortcoming concerning their statements. First, the authors simply assume that the discourse distribution of 
Perfect forms in Luke is what determines the Perfect's meaning, and subsequently, its function in narrative. 
They ought to have dealt first with the form ·s semantic value and then move to its range of functions within 
discourse. Second. there is absolutely no discussion on the markedness value of the Perfect form. Whether 
or not the authors agree with Porter's model, the lack of such a discussion, and their subsequent 
dependence on Campbell's model, weakens their overall discourse scheme. 

77 See Porter, Idioms, 295-96 where he refers to this use of the nominative as the '"expressed 
subject." 
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the subject of the second person plural TTOtElTE, the grammaticalized second person plural 

indicator emphasizes the subject of the clause. The marked Subject, then. works in 

tandem with the marked Predicate to create a more definite and contoured foregrounded 

clause.78 The second observation is that, outside of the speech frame (but in what can still 

be called the immediate co-text), it is likely that Matthew's use of ETTOtT]OEV in v. 15 to 

denote '"the wonderful things that Jesus did" (Ta eavJJaO!a aETTOlT]OEV) constitutes a 

lexical chain intended to link by contrast the corrupt "'doing'' of the buyers and sellers in 

v. 13 to the wonderful ··doing" of Jesus in v. 15.79 Therefore, the interaction between 

TTOtElTC, the marked use ofthe nominative case, and the cohesive lexical chaining of 

TTOtEtTEIETTOlT]OEV puts the foregrounding function ofTTotElTE on solid ground. 

The foregrounding function ofTTotElTE is also identifiable as one considers its 

relationship to the broader discourse. Three brief comments can be made. First based on 

the amount of detail alone included in Matthew's account, one may deduce that Matthew 

considers Jesus' act of cleansing the temple to be of more significance than does Luke. 

Matthew. like Mark, includes a note about '"the buyers,'' but, different from Mark, 

portrays the buyers and sellers as overlapping groups instead of separate entities. 80 In 

distinction from Luke, Matthew includes the turning over of tables and chairs. At the 

same time, however, it lacks the Markan comment that Jesus did not permit anyone to 

bring a aKeuos- through the temple. 

78 Luke's episode has the marked nominative as well. However. only the Subject is marked at the 
clause level, not the Predicate. 

79 0n the concept oflexical chaining (and the diversity of ways it functions), see Westfall, 
Hehrell's, 47. 

80 This is indicated in Matthew by the fact that rrw/-ouTCX5 and ayopasOVTCX5 are governed by a 
single article (Tovs-) and joined by the copulative KCXl, while in Mark each substantive is governed by its 
own article (see Porter, Idioms, 110-11, although he is working with the categories proposed in Wallace, 
"Semantic Range," 59-84). 
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Second. one may view Matthew's entire speech frame as a foregrounded unit in 

the light of the marked use of the narrative Present Aeyet that introduces it. This suggests 

that the speech itself is foregrounded on the narrative discourse level but contains within 

it both frontgrounded and foregrounded elements (i.e., yeyparrTat and rrotetn). In any 

case, the marked use of the narrative Present represents another co-textual feature that 

contributes to the foregrounding function ofrrotetTE. 

Third, as I insinuated above about the cohesive linkage of rroteiTe/€rroiT]aev, I 

argue that in Matthew's presentation there is a deliberate contrast drawn between the 

actions ofthe buyers and sellers performed "in the temple" (Ev Ti,} lepi.}, v. 12) and the 

actions of Jesus also performed ''in the temple'' (ev Ti,} lepi.}, vv. 14-15 ).81 In material 

not included in the Markan or Lukan records, Matthew presents the temple as a place of 

great renewal and restoration for God's people (v. 14) and the locus of the messianic 

healing ministry ofJesus as the "Son of David" (v. 15).82 For Matthew, the activity taking 

place in the temple-however we are to understand it83-was evidently an obstruction of 

81 See Hagner, Matthew, 2:599 for similar comments. 
82 Chae, Jesus as the Eschatological Davidic Shepherd, 319-23, especially p. 320 where Chae 

says ''The close connection between the cleansing of the temple and the coming forward (rrpoo~Aeov) of 
the blind and the lame to Jesus in the cleansed temple seems to suggest that the sick, i.e., the outcast and the 
lost, are finally found, brought back to, and healed at the center ofYHWH's covenantal 
community" (italics original). Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthims, 614 also notes the association of healing 
with the temple. See also Luz, Afatthelv, 3:12-13; Davies and Allison, Afatthew, 3: 140; Nolland, MattheH', 
846--47. While the connection between Jesus· healing and the cleansing of the temple does not seem to be a 
matter of great debate, such debate does surround whether or not the sick and the lame were permitted in 
the temple during Jesus' day. Luz and Davies and Allison are examples of each side of the debate. Luz, 
Afatthew, 3:12-13 argues that rabbinic regulations did not prohibit the sick and the lame from entering the 
temple and that texts such as 2 Sam 5:8 ("The blind and the lame shall not come into the house") where 
never used in Judaism to enact this kind of restriction. Davies and Allison, Afatthew, 3:140 argue the exact 
opposite and point to early Jewish texts that, according to them, prohibited the sick from entering the 
temple (e.g., IQSa 2:8-9; IQM 7:4-5; 4QMMT; CD 15:15-17; LXX 2 Bao 5:6-8). In this light, they 
suggest that a Matthew draws a contrast between David. who did not let the sick enter the temple, and 
Jesus, to whom the sick come in the temple for healing and restoration. 

83 Scholars have noted that the buying and the selling themselves were probably not what Jesus 
condemned, since these financial activities were necessary to follow the regulations of the Mosaic Law 
(e.g., Turner, Matthew, 499-500; Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 61-71; Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 636-40). 
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Jesus' messianic vision and a distortion of the role that the temple played within that 

vision. Therefore, the assertion that Jesus' pronouncement ofjudgment is more prominent 

in Matthew's discourse (foregrounded TTOIElTE) than in Luke's (backgrounded ETTOITJOEV) 

seems to fit the flow of Matthew's broader discourse. That is to say, Matthew wishes to 

emphasize, most of all, a positive affirmation of what the temple is through the invoking 

of written Scripture; however, this affirmation is brought into clear focus by the 

foregrounding of Jesus' judgment on the corrupt actions of those in the temple, which are 

then contrasted with his own action of healing and restoration. 

Concerning mrro1~KaTE in Mark's account, it is worth briefly noting the recent 

monographs by Gray 8-l and Wong, 85 which both treat Mark 11:17 in some detail. Gray, 

unfortunately, mentions Mark's use of mrro1~KaTE sparingly, giving it only two 

sentences. He says, "Moreover, Jesus' teaching makes certain that the temple has indeed 

been turned into a den of thieves, thus providing an answer to the question posed by God 

in Jeremiah. This is evidenced by the fact that the verb here mrrol~KaTE, ·have made,' is 

stative."86 Despite his use of the term "stative," it is quite obvious that Gray is not 

referring to the form's aspectual valuePln view of his translation of the form, he is most 

likely using ''stative" to denote the traditional understanding of the Perfect as a past 

action with present effects. Interestingly, however, Gray continues by noting two literary 

features present in v. 17 that "intensify the tone ofjudgment against the temple" and by 

84 Gray. The Temple in the Gospel ofMark. 
85 Wong, The Temple Incident. 
86 Gray, The Temple in the Gospel ofMark, 31. 
87 This is evidenced by the fact that Gray does not include a single bibliographic entry for any 

Greek grammar reference tool. In the light of this, one could hardly assume that Gray is here referring to a 
work on verbal aspect theory. 
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which Mark ""highlights Jesus' authority, which will soon be questioned.''88 Whether or 

not these features do what Gray suggests they are doing, his notation of the intense tone 

of the judgment is helpful for the current study. 

Wong offers slightly more comment on Mark's use ofmrror~KaTE, although his 

treatment is hindered by an Aktionsart model and his dependence on dated sources (i.e., 

BDF). He says: 

Whereas it is true that we can not overemphasise the use of the perfect tense in 
Mark, nor can we underestimate its peculiar effect in Mark, either, especially 
when it is compared with the other two gospels. So when the composite quotation 
in Mark II. 17cd is taken together as a whole, the perfect tense rrmon)K<XTE (v. 
17d) captures completely the thrust of the whole quoted composite. Compared to 
Matthew and Luke, Mark seems to speak retrospectively with a present allusion 

89in v. 17d... 

Wong recognizes that the Perfect ITETTOI~KaTE is significant, although to what extent he is 

uncertain. What is certain for Wong is what the Perfect means; it conveys a past (or 

retrospective) action with present reference (or allusion). This leads him to offer his own 

convoluted translation of Jesus' judgment as '"you made the house of God into a den of 

bandits, and, see for yourselves, it is now a den of bandits!'" (italics original).90 But as I 

have argued, this is not what the Perfect tense-form means (see chs. 2 and 3); thus, 

Wong's suggestions rest on shaky methodological ground. I contend that, regardless of 

whether or not the literary features Gray mentions are meant to ''intensify" or "highlight" 

Jesus' judgment and authority, and contra Wong's Aktionsart approach, the aspectual 

model presented in this work, in which the Perfect is the most heavily marked tense-form 

88 Gray, The Temple in the Gospel ofJ!ark, 31. These two literary features are, first, Mark's 
rhetorical reversal in using the Old Testament quotations. That is, there is a switch from an assertion in the 
source text (Isa 56:7) to a question in Mark, and a switch from a question in the source text (Jer 7: II) to an 
assertion in Mark. The second is the notion that Mark shows Jesus "as having license to apply the oracles of 
the prophets to the temple." 

89 Wong, The Temple Incident, 131-32. 
90 Wong, The Temple fncident, 132. 
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and functions to frontground important elements of a discourse, provides better 

methodological ground and verifiable evidence for drawing similar conclusions. 

Besides the use of the Perfect TTETTOlTlKaTE, Mark's speech frame contains two 

grammatical components that distinguish it from Matthew and Luke.91 The first 

component is the addition of the negative particle ou, which, as Gray notes, switches the 

simple assertion of I sa 56:7 to a question that implies a positive answer.92 This switch is 

significant, not necessarily for rhetorical reasons, but because of the manner in which 

interrogative frames can be used to create prominence in discourse. Concerning 

interrogatives and prominence, Westfall notes that ··interrogatives dra\V attention toward 

the answer" and ''[i]n non-narrative, questions are explicitly interactive and intend to 

create involvement with the text. They often appear with other markers of emphasis."93 In 

Mark 11:17, an instance of non-narrative, the interrogative draws attention to the 

expected positive answer and appears with other co-textual markers of emphasis such as 

the most heavily marked Perfect y£yparrTat, 9-\. the marked use of the nominative 

(U1-1Et5), and an additional use of the Perfect (TTETTOt~KaTE). All ofthese features together 

point to understanding TTETTOt~KaTE as having a frontgrounding function that specifically 

highlights Jesus' pronouncement ofjudgment on those in the temple. 

The second grammatical component concerns Mark's differing syntax in v. 17d. 

Matthew and Luke have fronted the pronoun atJTov in relation to the verb (VI-IEI5 o£ 

91 Although it may be argued otherwise, I do not consider Mark's inclusion ofthe phrase rramv 
Tol5 E'6vemv to be a grammatical difference per se. 

9c See Porter, Idioms, 278-79. 
93 Westfall, HebreH's, 68, although she is specifically discussing the words Ti 5, Ti, and rrw5. 
94 Conceming v. 17, Wong, The Temple Incident, !26 notes "The 'it is written' (ysypaiTTa!) is 

also a Marean way to quote the Hebrew bible (I ,2; 7,6; I 4,27; cf. 9, 12.13; 14,21 ). All this points to 
(preparing the audience for) the importance of the following quoted Hebrew bible." 
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atm)v + rrotec.u), which puts more emphasis on the temple as the referent of atm)v. 

Mark's word order is U!1El5 oe mrrot~KaTE auTov, which puts more emphasis on the 

"you" expressed in the pronoun +verb structure. This indicates that Jesus' 

pronouncement ofjudgment here is not so much directed at the temple itself but at those 

corrupting it (the ··you'') through deviant financial activity.95 The syntactical structure 

further supports the assertion that Mark wishes to frontground Jesus' condemnation of 

this activity, as the use of the Perfect, along with the other features mentioned above, 

create a ··zone of turbulence" making it the most prominent portion of Mark's temple 

cleansing episode. 

A cursory consideration of the broader discourse, particularly the other aspectual 

choices within it, con finn the frontgrounding function of mrrot~KaTE and its role in 

creating discourse prominence. In recounting material not present in either Matthew or 

Luke, Mark uses the Imperfect fi<j>tEV in v. 16 to say that Jesus ''was not allowing anyone 

to bring a cultic vessel [ OKEV05] through the temple." Wong takes the verb to be denoting 

continual action in the light of its tense fonn.96 However, he lacks consistency when he 

translates the verbs £oioaaKEV and EAEyEv in v. 17 as ''Jesus 'taught' and 'said'."97 As 

Wong's translations make apparent, it is unlikely that Jesus '"continually taught and 

spoke'' what is related in v. l7cd. This point, then, suggests that neither does fi<j>tEV 

possess such a '"continual" nuance. Instead, this chain of more heavily marked 

Imperfects, fi<Pt ev, 6oloaaKEV, and EAEyev, creates semantic cohesion for vv. 16-17 and 

95 See Wong. The Temple Incident, 123. This is not necessarily to suggest, however, that Jesus' 
judgment entailed no pronouncement against the temple itself. 

96 Wong, The Temple Incident, 123. 
97 Wong, The Temple Incident, 126. 
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functions to foreground (with the added element of remoteness) the entire quotative 

frame ofv. 17. Therefore, one could say that Mark has created a peak structure98 with 

these verses that builds from the foregrounded imperfective verbs used in narrative 

discourse up to the frontgrounded stative verbs yliyparrTai and TTETTOITlKCXTE used in 

Jesus' quotation. Verses 18-19 represent the "descent'' ofthis section ofthe discourse as 

the Aorist JlKouaav and, again, a chain oflmperfects are used (E~DTOUV, E<j>o~ouvTo, 

ESETTADOOETO, and Ef;mopEVOVTo). 

-1.3. Tense-form Analysis 3 

The final analysis will consider the Aorist indicative form H;f1pav8f1 in Matt 

' 
21:19, 20 in contrast to the Perfect participle and Perfect indicative forms ESfiPCXI-11-iEVfiV I 

ESDPCXVTCXI used in Mark 11:20, 21.99 The first difference in aspect occurs in narrative 

discourse (Matt 21:19/ /Mark 11 :20), while the second occurs in direct speech (Matt 

21 :20//Mark 11 :21). As noted earlier, Matthew has grouped Jesus' judgment on the fig 

tree with its withering, while Mark has placed the temple cleansing scene between the 

two fig tree episodes. This narrative organization has led scholars to propose that the 

Markan account ofJesus' actions in the temple have an inseparable connection with the 

98 I am not using the term '"peak structure" as a technical term as in Longacre's approach to 
discourse analysis. 

99 The second use of these these forms (Matt 21 :20//Mark 11 :21) takes place in the 
disciples' (Matthew)/Peter·s (Mark) response to seeing the withered fig. It may be helpful to defend the 
validity of a comparison that includes an indicative form contrasted with a participle. since traditional 
approaches to Greek verbs tend to treat indicative forms as quite different than non-indicatives, particularly 
with regard to temporal expression. It has been argued in this work that the core semantic component of 
Greek verbs-verbal aspect-remains the same in indicative and non-indicative forms. Therefore, since 
E~r]pav6T] and E~TJPOJ..lJ..lEVTJV each represent a meaningful choice ofverbal aspect (perfective vs. stative), a 
comparison on this semantic level is warranted, and an analysis of their textual function is appropriate. 
However, this scenario (finite vs. non-finite and different verbal aspects) should be distinguished from 
instances where forms differ in finiteness but possess the same verbal aspect. In these scenarios, while 
choice of aspect is the same, finite forms are more semantically marked in the light of the greater 
complexity of their system networks. 
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fig tree episodes. 100 I believe such proposals are correct; however, I suggest that an 

analysis of aspectual choice in Mark and Matthew provides new insight into the textual 

organization and information flow of Mark's narrative in particular. Further, this analysis 

will supply the formal evidence that narrative-symbolic and redactional studies (which 

tend to use traditional temporal or Aktionsart approaches to Greek verbs) often lack. 101 

Table 3 

>" 


v. 19: Kal ESTJpav8TJ rrapaxpf11Ja f) ouKfl V. 20: ElCOV T~V OUKflV ESTJPOIJIJEVT)V EK 
ptswv 

OUKTJ; 
v. 20: rrws rrapaxpf11Ja ESTJpav8TJ i] 

v. 21: pa(3(31, 'IcE f) ouKij ~v KaTTJpaow 
ESrlPOVTOI 

10°For example, Telford, The Barren Temple; Wong, The Temple Incident, 111, 121; Gray, The 
Temple in the Gospel ofMark, 38--43. Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 2:134 calls the episodes 
"zwei Ereignisse, die einander erganzen und erklaren ("two events that complement and explain each 
other"). 

101 For example, referring to Mark 11:12-14, 20-21, Gray, The Temple in the Gospel of ,\lark, 39 
notes that the fig tree plays a crucial role for "Mark's narrative flow," but does not ground his claims in a 
rigorous analysis of the text itself. On pp. 38-39, he gives four reasons for his assertion: (I) as Jesus' search 
for fruit was '·out of season" so Jesus' cursing seems out of character, (2) the fig tree cursing is the only 
negative mighty deed that Jesus performs, (3) the fig tree cursing is the only mighty deed that Jesus 
performs in Jerusalem, and (4) the framing ofthe fig tree stories around the temple cleansing episode. 
Further, he says that the significance of the fig tree becomes even greater, however, when one becomes 
aware of Mark's comment in v. 14b that the disciples "heard" Jesus (wl DKOVoav Ol1J06T}Tal). This, Gray 
suggests, is Mark's way of invoking the important theme of"hearing" as a call for deeper discernment. a 
theme established earlier in the Gospel in the parable of the sower (p. 39); the "good soil" is described as 
"those who hear'' (oh!VES' aKouovmv). Thus, for Gray, this means that the reader of Mark's Gospel is 
encouraged to read the cursing of the fig tree for its symbolic meaning, i.e., as eschatological judgment 
against the temple (pp. 42--43 ). Interestingly, however, Gray does not mention the instance when, 
immediately following Jesus' proclamation ofjudgment in the temple, Mark 11:18 says "the chief priests 
and the scribes heard and sought to destroy him" (italics mine). The idea that "hearing" in this verse is a 
call for '"deeper discernment" is untenable. Thus, while the connection in Mark between Jesus' judgment on 
those in the temple and the fig tree is close. the notion of"hearing" in the Gospel may not be as helpful as 
Gray suggests. Telford's classic work (The Barren Temple), on which a large portion of Gray's comments 
depends, is entirely devoted to a redactional approach the fig tree episode in Mark. While these studies 
contribute to an understanding ofthe fig tree's role in the Gospel (particularly its relation to the temple 
cleansing), their dependence on narrative- and redaction-critical methods (respectively) lead both authors to 
neglect any substantial comment on Mark's use of the Perfects tense-forms E~TJPOIJIJEVTJV I s~~paVTOL 
Gray's treatment of the form (p. 39) is limited to two sentences: "As Jesus and the disciples pass by the 
tree, they see [ ...] the fig tree withered away to its roots (E~TJPCXIJIJEVTJV EK p1~wv, v. 20). The image of 
withered away roots may echo the seed sown on rocky ground, which withered for lack of roots (01a TO 1-1~ 
EXEIV pl~av E~TJpav6T], 4:6)." Telford's comments primarily revolve around the use ofE~TJPOIJIJEVTJV with 
the modifYing Adjunct phrase EK pl~wv . which "indicates how complete the fig tree's destruction 
was" (pp. 157-58; cf. France, A/ark, 447). 
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-" ~ 
,~,,Matt 21:19, 20 '" ',!_, ' 

''' 
~-~ it,~~o, 21 ' ~' ::, :, ~. 

'' 

v. 19 "And the fig tree was withered 
immediately" 

v. 20 ''How was the fig tree withered 
immediately?'' 

v. 20: "'They saw the fig tree being 
withered from the roots'' 
v. 21: ''Rabbi, look! The fig tree that you 
cursed is withered!'' 

In keeping with the primary argument of the current work, I maintain that both 

Perfects in Mark represent motivated uses of the tense-form for the purpose of 

frontgrounding the withering of the fig tree and creating for the episode a heightened 

level of discourse prominence within their respective frames (narrative discourse/direct 

speech). There are at least two points of evidence that support this claim. First, the choice 

of stative aspect grammaticalized in these forms has a cohesive function, being a formal 

semantic tie that links at the discourse level those upon whom Jesus pronounced 

judgment in the temple ('rrcTTOillKaTC == stative aspect) with the withered fig tree. That is 

to say, just as the buyers and the sellers are highlighted in 11:17 through use of the 

Perfect. so Mark highlights (frontgrounds) the withered fig tree in 11:20, 21. 102 Whatever 

symbolism may be present in the use ofn1v auK~v, 103 and whether or not Jesus' 

judgment is geared specifically toward the temple, what seems rather clear from these 

uses ofthe Perfect is that the ''you" in the construction VIJEr5 o£ TTETTEOl~KaTC is 

semantically (i.e., aspectually) linked to T~v auK~v E~fjpa!JIJEVfjv/n auK~ ~v KaTfjpaaw 

ES~pavTal. Such a cohesive function of the stative in these portions of Mark may mean 

102 Note the connection between the volitive use of the most marked optative mood in Mark II: 14 
to pronounce an emphatic judgment on the fig tree (see Porter, Idioms, 60; Porter, "Prominence,'' 63; 
Westfall, Hebre1rs, 58). the use of the marked Perfect in Mark II: 17 to pronounce judgment on those in the 
temple, and the use of the most marked Perfect in Mark II :20. 21 to. again, refer to the fig tree. The 
repeated use of marked items to highlight and connect the two participants seems intentional. 

103 On the various backgrounds to hovK~ (Old Testament and Late Judaism), see Telford, The 
Barren Temple, 128-204. 
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that the Perfect acts as a cohesive thread running through the entire triumphal entry/ 

temple cleansing discourse. Therefore, it may be possible to view Mark's earlier uses of 

OECE~Evov (11 :2, 4) along these lines: at least in this portion of the PN, the Perfect 

functions to highlight a particular feature or character that is essential in the development 

of the narrative and contributes to the creation of discourse prominence. 

The second piece of evidence that suggests ESTJPO~~EVTJV is prominent is the 

presence ofthe modifYing Adjunct phrase EK ptf;wv. Concerning such modifYing features 

Westfall says 

The concept of support material can be narrowly applied to a more specific 
definition of subordinate support and expansion. A sentence that includes a large 
complex of modifiers including participial phrases, prepositional phrases, 'ivo: (in 
order that) clauses and/or other dependent clauses will be more prominent than a 
clause that has the same formal features without similar expansion. A sentence 
that is expanded by its following co-text will also be prominent. 104 

In other words. EK ptf;wv expands and adds an element of detail calling attention to the 

extent of the ·'withering."105 Whereas Matthew's use of the Aorist presents the fig tree's 

·'withering" as a complete event in an uncontoured and less marked fashion-though with 

the added elements of suddenness and immediacy (rrapaxpfiJ.m) 106-Mark's use of the 

most heavily marked Perfect expresses in a more contoured and definite manner the 

Gospel's focus on the fig tree's state of''witheredness" with the added note on the 

entirety of the withering (EK ptf;wv). 107 The Adjunct and the Perfect tense-form work in 

104 Westfall, HebreH'S, 70. 
105 Cf. Telford, The Barren Temple, !57; France, ;\/ark, 447. 
106 Louw-Nida, Lexicon, 67.113. 
107 Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach ,\larkus, 2:134 says DaB er von der Wurzel an verdorrt gewesen 

sei, kann nur als Symbol fUr das unfruchtbar gewordene Jerusalem begriffen werden ('"That [the fig tree] 
has been withered from the roots can only be understood as a symbol that Jerusalem has become 
unfruitful"). 
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tandem to generate frontgrounded prominence as Mark leads into Jesus' teaching on faith 

and prayer in 11:22-25. 

5. Summary and Conclusion 

In this chapter I have sought to accomplish three goals. First, I have demonstrated 

the essential cohesiveness ofthe so-called triumphal entry, temple cleansing, and fig tree 

episodes (Matt 21: l-22//Mark ll: 1-25//Luke 19:28--48). Second, I have provided an 

outline of the content of these episodes in preparation for three analyses of divergent 

verbal aspectual choice. Third, I have performed these analyses on three instances of 

aspectual choice : ( l) cmoaTEAAE I in Mark II: l in contrast to COTEOTE IAEV in Matt 21 : l I I 

Luke 19:29; (2) TTOIEtTE in Matt 21:13 in contrast to TTETTOI~KaTE in Mark 11:17 and 

ETTOI~aaTE in Luke 19:46; and (3) ESTJPcXV8T] in Matt 21:19, 20 in contrast to both 

ESTJPOIJIJEVT]V and e!;~pavTal in Mark ll :20-21. In distinction from temporal or 

Aktionsart frameworks, I have argued that these tense-form choices reflect motivated 

uses of verbal aspect that contribute to structuring the individual discourses according to 

various levels of prominence. I have shown that occurrences of the least marked Aorist 

contribute little to the creation of discourse prominence, whereas the occurrences of the 

most heavily marked Perfect does, as it works together with other formal features in the 

text. This model will continue to be tested in the following chapter as a shorter portion of 

text is considered, Peter's denials of Jesus. 
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CHAPTERS 


PETER'S DENIAL OF JESUS 

MATT 26:69-75/IMARK14:66-72/ILUKE 22:54-62 


1. Introduction 

Several commentators have noted that scene of Peter's denial of Jesus unfolds in 

quite a dramatic fashion in all three Synoptic accounts, with its narrative tension 

increasing incrementally as the story develops. 1 However, this observation appears to be 

made predominately on the basis of the lexical items ava8q.taTtSEIV, KaT08EJ..IOTlSEIV 

(both possessing the gloss ''to curse''), and OJ..IVVVat ("to swear'') that are present in 

Matthew and Mark's version of the Peter's third denial, or on the basis of the interpreter's 

pure intuition. While commentators may be right in sensing an escalation of narrative 

tension fn the episode, practically no one makes reference to any of the formal linguistic 

features present in the pericope that contribute to this escalation. If an item is commented 

on, there is typically no explanation given as to why it contributes to this heightened level 

of''narrative tension".2 This is especially true concerning the issue of divergent verbal 

aspectual choice.3 

With this in mind, more attention is certainly needed in treating the formal 

features, especially the tense-forms, that are present in the Synoptic accounts of the 

denial episode. Therefore, the aspectual analyses in this chapter will have two 

1 For example, Turner, Matthew, 642; Marshall, Luke, 839; Cranfield, St. Mark, 447; France, 
Mark, 619; and Green, Luke, 786--88; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:541-2; Luz, Matthew, 3:453. 

2 For example, concerning Peter's third denial, France, Mark, 622 mentions that TOV avSpwrrov 
Toihov "is a strikingly dismissive way for Peter to speak of the person whom he has previously hailed as 6 
XplOTOS," but he offers no explanation why this is so striking. 

3 For example, Bock, Luke, 1788 does a similar thing when he notes the tense-form differences of 
the verb KAalw in Matt 26:75//Mark 14:72//Luke 22:62, but gives no explanation for the difference. 
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overarching goals: (1) to advance the main argument ofthis work, namely, that an 

aspectual model of the Greek verbal system provides the best tool for answering the 

question of divergent tense-form usage, and (2) to demonstrate how an author's formal 

choices, particularly those of verbal aspect, are often in harmony with what is happening 

on the level of narrativ~ development, and thus provides formal criteria for evaluating 

elements of a narrative such as the escalation of dramatic tension found in the denial 

episode. First, however, the structure and cohesiveness ofthe denial episode in the 

Synoptics will be considered, followed by an overview of the episode's content. 

2. The Cohesiveness ofthe Episode 

In contrast to the episodes treated in chapter 4--which were read as a cohesive 

unit ofdiscourse-the scene of Peter's denial is a much shorter text. It is worth 

establishing, then, how it hangs together within its larger co-text in each Gospel and how 

the episode itself represents a cohesive unit of discourse. 

After recounting Jesus' experience with his disciples in the Garden ofGethsemane 

(Matt 26:36--56//Luke 22:39-53), Matthew and Luke signal new development in their 

narratives using a series of OE conjunctions as markers of development4 as Jesus is seized 

and transferred to a new location for trial, that is, to the courtyard (auA~, Matt)lhome 

(oiKia, Luke) ofCaiaphas the high priest.5 Mark 14:53 also moves Jesus, via his arrest, to 

the location of the high priest, but does so in such a way that expresses essential 

4 Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 144; Westfall, Hebrews, 66; Porter and O'Donnell, 
"Conjunctions," 10. 

5 Matt 26:57: Oi oe Kpan]oavTEs- Tov 'ITJOOIJV O:rr~yayov rrpos- Kma<jlav Tov O:px1ep€a ("Now 
they, once they had seized him, lead Jesus to Caiaphas the high priest"). 
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continuity with the preceding content (Kat),6 rather than a new development. All three 

Gospels add a further comment-in Matthew and Luke, signaled, again, by OE-that 

"Peter was following [him] from a distance" (Matt 26:58//Mark 14:54//Luke 22:54).7 

Matthew and Mark include Adjunct phrases that specify the location and extent of Peter's 

following: EWS" T~S" auA~S" TOU apxtepEWS" (Matt 26:58); EWS" EOW ElS" T~V auA~v TOU 

apxtepEW5 (Mark 14:54). The comment concerning Peter, particularly in the texts of 

Matthew and Mark, functions as a cohesive tie on the level of participant reference. That 

is, while Luke leads directly into the content of the denial scene after introducing Peter in 

22:54, Matthew and Mark further develop the content of Jesus' trial before the Jewish 

rulers in Matt 26:59--68//Mark 14:55--65 before returning to Peter's activity in Matt 

26:69-75//Mark 14:66-72. The structure of these further developments can be viewed as 

five shorter frames that lead into the Matthean and Markan accounts of Peter's denial:8 

(1) The chief priests seek a (false) witness against Jesus (Matt 26:59-60ai/Mark 14:55

56); (2) accusations are made against Jesus concerning the temple (Matt 26:60b-62// 

Mark 14:57--60); (3) Jesus, though quite at first, finally answers the high priest (Matt 

26:63--64//Mark 14:61-62); (4) the incredulous response the high priest makes (Matt 

6 Black, Sentence Conjuctions, 111-14; Westfall, Hebrews, 66; Porter and O'Donnell, 
"Conjunctions," 10. 

7 Matthew and Luke have nearly identical syntax: 6 OE nhpos ~KOAO\J9EI aun;,J cmo jJOKpo9ev 
(Matt 26:58); 6 OE nhpos hKoAov9EI jJaKpo9ev. Mark is slightly different: KOl 6 nhpos cmo IJOKpo9ev 
~KOAoU9T")OEV atm.\). 

8 This proposed structure of Matt 26:59-68//Mark 14:55-65 is based primarily on the use of 
conjunctions as markers of discourse development and changes in participant Actors. 
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26:65-66a//Mark 14:63-64b);9 and (5) the response the crowd makes (Matt 26:66b-68// 

Mark 14:64c-65).JO 

However, the manner in which Matthew and Mark connect Jesus' trial to Peter's 

denial differs quite significantly, with the differences having a clear impact on exegesis. 

This will be noted at various places in the first tense-form analysis below. For now, it is 

worth noting that Matthew presents the denial episode as a distinct development in the 

narrative as it returns to Peter as the main participant by using oe (cf. Luke 22:54, 

auAAa~ovTES' oe), while Mark creates much stronger cohesion between Jesus' trial and 

Peter's denial by using a Kat+ genitive absolute construction (Kat OVTOS' TOU nhpou). 11 

Several notes on the cohesiveness ofthe denial episode itself are needed. First, 

particularly in Matthew and Mark, the repetition of the lexeme apveojJat (''deny,'' Matt 

26:70, 72//Mark 14:68, 7012) and the repetition ofouK o\oa ("I do not know") 13 in Peter's 

speech frames function as cohesive ties that link the accusations brought against Peter 

with Peter's actual responses. 14 This provides a level of coherence for the progression of 

the dialogue. 

9 lt may be helpful to note that Matthew and Mark differ in how each transitions to this frame. 
Matthew, by using the connective TOTE, appears to signal the beginning of a subunit characterized by 
marked continuity with the preceding content (see Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 221), while Mark, by 
using OE appears to signal a certain measure of unmarked discontinuity with what precedes. 

10 See Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:519 for a similar structure, at least for Matthew's Gospel. 
11 On a similar structure, see Westfall, Hebrews, I 98, where a genitive absolute construction 

creates "close structural ties." Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 2:290, although he says it is an 
editorial feature, notes similarly that that the genitive absolute in 14:66 picks up where 14:54 and the 
narrative about Peter left off, while the scene ofJesus before the Sanhedrin is placed in the middle: ·:vom 
sandwhich-agreement mit der Synhedrialverhandlung wurde schon in Verbindung mit Vers 54, der ehemals 
die Geschichte einleitete, gesprochen. Der Genitivus absolutus in 66a knilpft daran an und ist redaktionell." 

12 In Matt 26:70, 72//Mark 14:68, the Aorist form hpv~ocno is used. In Mark 14:70, Mark uses 
the Imperfect form hpve'iTo (see analysis 2 below). 

13 Or a phrase similar to it Matt 26:70, 72, 74//Mark 14:68, 711/Luke 22:57, 60. 
14 In Matt 26:72//Mark 14:70, a form of apveo~at occurs with the modifying temporal Adjunct 

naAlV ("again"). This repetition, coupled with a break from it in Matt 26:74//Mark 14:71 through the use of 
marked TOTE and the clause fJPSOTO KaTa6e~OTl~ElV l<Ol O~VUElV in Matthew and fJPSOTO ava6e~aTl~ElV 
Kal o~vuvat in Mark, suggests Peter's response to the third accusation is prominent. 

http:nhpou).11
http:14:64c-65).JO
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Second, and related to the notion of prominence, the scene in all three Gospels 

contains a concentrated cluster of second person-to-first person locutions and third person 

references. 15 That is, the episode is structured around the use ofthe second and third 

person within projections (quotations) directed toward Peter, and the use ofthe first 

person within projections made by Peter in response. The dense occurrence of the more 

marked second person and the most marked first person locutions not only contribute to 

the episode's coherence but also create an environment containing marked items that 

interact with the function of verbal aspectual choice (see chart below). 16 

Table 4 

CxAT]6W5 KCXJ 
oo e~ avTwv 
e1 

14 70 CxATJ6w5 e~ 
avn:Jv e1 

oVT05 r'jv "mx 
'IT]OOU TOU 
Na,;wpa:lou 

14 69 ouTo5 e~ 
avn:Jv EOTl v 

22 56 KCXJ OVT05 ovv 
avTc:? Jiv 

22 59 err' aAT]6ela:5 
Kal oVT05 "eT' 
avTov Jiv 

ouK olea Tt 
AEYE15 

14 68 ovTE o1oa 
OUTE S!Tl
OTCXIJCXI oV Tl 
AEYEI5 

22 57 ovK o1oa 
avTov, yuvat 

ovK o1oa Tov 
av6pwrrov 

14 71 ovK ol.Sa Tov 
O:v6pwrrov 
TOUTOV ov 
AEYETE 

22 58 av6pwrre, OVK 
EliJl 

ovK o1ocx Tov 
O:v9pwrrov 

22 60 av6pwm OVK 
o1oa oAeyet5 

15 On this, see Westfall, Hebrews, 43. 
16 Westfall, Hebrews, 62. 

http:references.15
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Third, the episode contains a high concentration of participants, which Westfall 

believes is a feature often characteristic of prominent sections ofdiscourse. 17 She notes, 

''Common in narrative, at the point of a peak or the climax of the story, everyone but the 

subsidiary characters may be present. On the other hand, the participants may be reduced 

or concentrated to one figure at the climax, such as in Shakespeare's play Hamlet." 18 

Besides Peter, the participants in the denial scene can hardly be called "major 

participants,"19 but the sheer number of them certainly does suggest a "crowded stage."20 

Peter is clearly the main Actor in all accounts. In Matthew, there are at least four other 

participants who move in and out ofthe narrative-the "maidservant'' (rratotaKTJ, 26:69), 

the "all" (rravTwv, 26:70), ''another [maidservant]" (aAATJ, 26:71), "those there" (Tots 

EKEt, 26:71), and ''those standing'' (oi EOTWTE5, 26:73). The "rooster" (aAEKTwp, 26:74) 

may also be considered a participant. 

The participant ''stage" is structured somewhat differently in the Markan and 

Lukan accounts. Both include the presence of a "maidservant" (Mark 14:66//Luke 

22:56);21 however, both differ from Matthew in reporting who brought the second round 

17 Westfall, Hebrews, 72-73, although she is primarily working with the ideas found in Longacre, 
Grammar ofDiscourse, 40. 

18 Westfall, Hebrews, 72. 
19 Westfall, Hebrews, 72. 
20 Longacre, Grammar ofDiscourse, 40. Also, the same could be said about he "crowded stage" of 

Jesus' trial, in which Jesus is the main participant and the high priest and Jesus' accusers are supplementary 
participants. The occurrence ofback-to-back crowded stages are mutually reinforcing, since they establish 
two peak points that represent very similar scenarios that have very similar linguistic and narrative 
elements. This further suggests that the two scenes (i.e., Jesus trial and Peter's denials) should be read 
directly in the light of each other (see below). 

21 Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Marc, 406 translates rrmoioKTJ here as "young slave." As a 
result, Lagrange suggests that the slave girl initially comes to Peter with the intent to serve him: "rratl5toKTJ 
est ici une jeune esclave; c'est le sens normal dans les LXX pour i1i1!)[1 et pour i11J~. Elle vient, c'est-a
dire probablement qu'elle passe pour faire son service." However, in the end it is difficult to determine the 
exact nuance of rrmoioKTJ, whether it should be translated "maidservant" or "female slave" (see Luz, 
Matthew, 3:454 n. 14). 
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of accusations against Peter. Mark appears to have the same maidservant as the second 

accuser (14:69). This is indicated by the use of the article inn TTCXIOlOKT}, which is most 

often used as a anaphoric marker of particu1arity.22 Luke records that the second 

accusation was leveled against Peter by ''a different person" (hepo5, 22:58). Luke also 

differs form Matthew and Mark by saying the third accusation was brought by "another 

person" (aAAo5, 22:59). In the Matthean and Markan versions it is oi EOTC~HE5/oi 

rrapeaTC0TE5 ("those standing") who bring the third accusation (Matt 26:73//Mark 

14:70). As a final comment, Luke includes a major participant who is absent in the other 

accounts: 6 Kup105 (''the Lord"), whose referent is Jesus.23 This will be an important 

point to consider when analyzing Luke's choice of verbal aspect in recounting the third 

accusation. 

The goal of noting these several elements of cohesion, both within the denial 

episode itself and within with larger co-text, has been to highlight features and patterns 

that may influence how one understands the particular aspectual choices that are made. 

Likewise, very brief comments concerning the content of the scene will further establish 

a relevant framework in which to analyze the function of verbal aspect in the Synoptic 

accounts. 

3. The Content ofthe Episode 

The setting, the participant roles and relationships, and the processes that take 

place in the episode contribute significantly to an understanding of the function ofthe 

22 See Porter, Idioms, 103-4. 
23 6'ITJooGs- is mentioned in Peter's "memory frame" in Matt 26:75//Mark 14: 72, whereas in 

Luke, Jesus is an active (real) participant, which is expressed in the comment ""turning, he looked at 
Peter" (Luke 22:61 ). 

http:Jesus.23
http:particu1arity.22
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linguistic forms in the text itself, particularly verbal aspect. The scene takes place at night 

(Matt 26:20//Mark 14:17//Luke 22:14), in the courtyard of the high priest (Matt 26:69// 

Mark 14:66//Luke 22:54-55), and is sandwiched between the proceedings of Jesus's trial. 

Peter, the main character of the scene, has ventured into dangerous territory in hopes of 

following Jesus at a distance, and finds himself in the company of a maidservant (perhaps 

multiple maidservant, cf. aAAfJ in Matt 26:71) as well as an unspecified group of people, 

known as ''the bystanders'' in most modem English translations (e.g., ESV, NASB, RSV). 

In all three Gospels, the only participant that receives any sort of defined description is 

the maidservant through the use ofthe term rratOtOKfJ, which perhaps highlights the girl's 

social status.24 Peter's other accusers are identified more vaguely (enpos "a different 

person,'' Luke 22:58; o\ ecrTwns/o\ rrapscrTWTES ''those standing [by]," Matt 26:73// 

Mark 14:70).25 

In the episode, Peter is at risk of being associated with Jesus, who is being ''tried" 

at that very hour by the Jewish authorities. He is accused three times concerning his 

personal knowledge of Jesus, the Gospel accounts differing at points on who it is that 

brings forth the accusations (on this, see above). In any case, Peter denies all three 

accusations of knowing Jesus, failing in his own trial and fulfilling Jesus' predictive 

words (Matt 26:34//Mark 14:30//Luke 22:34). Peter's response of"bitter weeping" at the 

sound of the crowing cock is the same in each Gospel. 

24 France, Mark, 620. See also Schweizer's comment that "the one who asked [Peter] was simply a 
servant girl who probably had no idea what it really meant to be a 'Nazarene,' so neither a 'yes' or 'no' 
would have indicated anything about faith" (Mark, 332).

25 This point is not to suggest that oi ecnwTEs-loi rrapecJTWTE5 does not have a prominent 
discourse function in Matthew and Mark, as I believe it does. It only serves to note that, on the level of 
character description, the maidservant is more defined in her role and contributes more detail to our 
understanding of the interpersonal relations within the episode. 

http:14:70).25
http:status.24
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4. Aspectual Analyses 

Having surveyed the cohesiveness and content of the episode, an analysis of 

verbal aspect choice can now proceed. Three instances of divergence will be examined 

and their exegetical significance will be evaluated, although Analysis 3 itself will contain 

multiple aspectual differences. 

4.1. Tense-form Analysis 1 

The first analysis concerns Matthew and Mark's use ofdifferent tense-forms in 

recounting the maidservant's action of approaching Peter: 

''and a certain maidservant approached ''and one of the maidservants came" 
him" 

Table 5 

It is difficult for both temporal and Aktionsart approaches to explain why 

Matthew uses an Aorist form and the Mark uses a narrative Present. Both verbs are 

functioning in a past-referring narrative context, and any attempt to describe how the 

action objectively occurred-whether in some punctiliar sense for the Aorist or a durative 

sense for the Present-seems difficult to maintain. That is, the question could again be 

asked, how can an action objectively take place, being both punctiliar and durative? 

Consequently, I contend the best explanation for the difference in tense-forms is that of 

verbal aspectual choice. 

The narrative Present has already received attention in this work. Rather than the 

traditional views on the form's use, it is better to focus on the aspectual value of the 
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Present tense-form and its function in discourse in order to explain why Mark has chosen 

to use it at this point in the Gospel, while, in contrast, Matthew has employed an Aorist. 

Although operating in similar temporal contexts, it is the imperfective Present form, 

being more heavily marked in opposition to the perfective Aorist, that has the capability 

of foregrounding an action the author wishes to emphasize. Mark in particular uses the 

narrative Present quite often. According to Fanning, it is used: 

(1) to begin a paragraph [ ...]-1:12; 2:15, 18; 3:13 (bis), 20 (bis), 31; 4:36 (after 
Aeye1); 5:35; 6:30; 7:1; 8:22 (ter); 9:2 (bis); 10:1 (bis), 35, 46; 11:1, 15,27 (bis); 
12:13, 18; 14:17,32,43, 66; 
(2) to introduce new participants in an existing paragraph or setting [ ...]-1:40; 
2:3; 4:37; 14:53; 
(3) to show participants moving to new locations within a paragraph [ ...]-5: 15, 
38(bis),40(bis);6:1; 11:7; 14:33,37,41; 16:2; 
(4) to begin a specific unit after a sentence introducing the general section in 
which it falls [ ...]--4:1; 5:22-23; 6:7; 7:32.26 

However, even though Mark has a relatively high frequency of narrative Present 

forms, this does not diminish the form's foregrounding value and its ability to contribute 

to prominence. Since it is the more marked imperfective form, it stands in marked 

contrast to the instances where the perfective aspect is used similarly to transition the 

narrative (e.g., 1 :9; 1:29, 35; 6:53), introduce participants (e.g., 6:14, 8:11; 10: 13), etc., 

and so retains its potential to function as a discourse highlighter in narrative sequences as 

interacts with other marked features in the text. 27 

26 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 232. Fanning bases his observations primarily on Buth, "Mark's Use of 
the Historical Present," 7-13, but faults Buth's analysis for its "tendency to break the narrative up into too 
many small paragraphs based on the occurrence of historical presents" (Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 232 n. 70). 
See also ch. 6 of the present work in which it is noted that Mark "overloads" the crucifixion episode of 
15:16-27 with nine narrative Presents. As Fanning and Buth note, "this may be a climax marker in the 
Gospel" (Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 233). 

27 See Decker, Temporal Deixis, 101-4. However, Decker wishes to keep the notion of"vividness" 
at a distance, presumably due to previous scholars basing claims of vividness on temporal conceptions. But 
Mathewson rightly notes that "vividness" is a valid claim for the narrative Present, so long as it is based on 
aspectual value, not time (see Mathewson, rerbal Aspect, 75 n. 129). 
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In 14:66, Mark seems to have purposely chosen to foreground, and thus draw 

attention to, the maidservant's act of approaching Peter. In this way, the narrative Present 

functions to highlight the shift of focus from Jesus before the high priest and his accusers 

(vv. 53-65) to Peter before the maidservant and his accusers (vv. 66-72). This function is 

confirmed on the basis of two further observations. First, the maidservant's action begins 

an important episode that is meant to be read in direct contrast to the trial of Jesus. The 

marker of continuity+ genitive absolute construction Kat ovT05 Tou Tihpou KCXTUJ ev 

T1J auf.-Q (''and while Peter was down in the courtyard'') provides a structural tie, binding 

it closely the preceding pericope,28 and establishing (1) Peter as its topic, 29 and (2) a 

contemporaneous temporal reference for the ensuing narrative scene. Thus the sense of 

the construction may be "meanwhile, while Peter was down in the courtyard .. .''30 

Through the use of this construction, the author moves the reader seamlessly from vv. 

53-65, a pericope primarily concerned with false witnesses and accusations brought 

against an innocent and enduring Jesus, to vv. 66-72, a pericope concerned with the true 

accusations brought against a guilty Peter who falls under temptation. 31 

28 See Westfall, Hebrews, 198. See also Porter, "Mark 16:1-8," 127-28 for another occurrence of a 
genitive absolute construction in Mark 16: 1 that creates the same kind of cohesion. Additionally, Porter's 
essay is another fine test case for how verbal aspect can shape and contour a discourse by means of its 
pragmatic capabilities. However, it is not Porter's intent to fully account for divergent tense-form usage in 
Synoptic parallel texts. 

29 For a helpful discussion on the notions of Prime/Subsequent, Theme/Rheme, Topic/Comment, 
see Dvorak, "Thematization, Topic, and Information Flow," 19-24. Dvorak defines Prime as a clause level 
term. It is "[w]ho or what the clause is focused upon; [it] provides the framework within which the 
subsequent can be interpreted." Also at the clause level, the Subsequent is the "development of the prime; 
[it is] that which the writer wants the reader to remember." A the level of the clause-complex, the Theme is 
"the change of participant as actor ofprocess chain," while the Rheme is the "additional process 
information for current actor (extension of process chain)." At the paragraph level is the Topic, which is the 
"establishment of a new semantic environment for the discourse," and the Comment, which is "Support 
information for the current topic" (Dvorak, "Thematization, Topic, and Information Flow," 20). 

30 Stein, Mark, 689. 
31 Schwiezer notes this as well when he says, "Peter's denial forms a framework around Jesus' 

testimony. His unfaithfulness is contrasted to the faithfulness of Jesus, who remains true until death. Surely 
at one time the story of Peter's denial was told by itself as a continuous unity" (Mark, 320). 

http:temptation.31
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The second observation which may explain why Mark wishes to foreground the 

maidservant's action of coming to Peter relates to how the pericope fits within the larger 

theme of the failure of the disciples present in the Gospel. For example, throughout the 

Gospel the disciples do not comprehend Jesus's parables (4:13), they behave ignorantly 

(9:5-6) and without power (9:18), and they flee from Jesus at his arrest (14:50).32 On the 

level of thematic structure, then, Peter's denials may represent a climax for this particular 

theme-the top apostle falls the hardest. Matthew, on the other hand, evidently does not 

wish to highlight the transition, at least not in the same way and with the same formal 

linguistic features as Mark.33 The use of the connective cSe in 26:69 may suggest a bit 

more narrative development and discontinuity between the previous episode ofJesus 

before the high priest and Peter's denials, whereas in Mark the two scenes are depicted as 

side-by-sideY Matthew's use of rrpoaRA6Ev as the least heavily marked Aorist functions 

to provide the background, and simply carries the narrative baseline forward without 

drawing any attention to the maidservant's ''approaching." 

4.2. Tense-form Analysis 2 

The second analysis again concerns a difference between Matthew and Mark. In 

recounting Peter's second denial, Matthew uses the Aorist form ~pv~aaTo, while Mark 

uses an Imperfect ~pvEtTO. 

32 See Marshall, New Testament Theology, 89-90. 
33 However, note that Davies and Allison say concerning Matthew's account that Peter's denials 

represent "the climax of the disciples' failure. The first to be called is now the last to fall away" (Matthew, 
3:543). See also Luz, Matthew, 3:453. 

34 Black, Sentence Conjunctions. 144. 

http:14:50).32
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Table 6 

0 OE rraAtV ~pVElTOKat TTClAIV ~pv~aaTO IJETCx OpKOU 

"and again he denied with an oath" "now again he denied" 

France says that Mark's change in tense-form, from ~pv~aaTo in the first denial 

to ~pvelTo in the second, is "surprising."35 He goes on to suggest two possible 

explanations, both based on a theory ofAktionsart: (1) the Imperfect form could suggest 

''a continuing or repeated denial rather than a single statement,"36 or (2) and more likely 

for France, the form has a conative force, because although Peter was attempting to deny 

his attachment to Jesus, his accent labeled him definitively as a Galilean, and thus one of 

his disciplesY 

There are two problems with France's suggestions that concern us here. First, he 

does not offer any formal linguistic evidence for his assertions concerning the meaning of 

the Imperfect in Mark 14:70. It is possible that Peter's denial was continual or possessed 

a conative force, but neither of these options can be established on the basis ofthe 

Imperfect tense-form alone. Attempting to do so confuses and blurs the distinctive line 

between the verb's semantics (imperfective aspect) and pragmatics (foregrounding), as 

well as its form and function. Instead, co-textual and contextual observations must be the 

deciding factors as to whether there is a continual or conative function for the Imperfect. 

Second, the Aktionsart approach to the meaning of Greek verbs, as employed by France 

35 France, Mark, 621. 
36 Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markum, 293 also suggests this, saying "Das Imperfekt deutet 

deren Andauem an" ("The imperfect points to the continuation [of the action]." 
37 France, Mark, 621. 
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and Gnilka for example, will have difficulty answering the question of why Matthew has 

employed an Aorist form and Mark an Imperfect form, while both are recounting the 

same processes. It is unlikely that Peter's second denial could have objectively occurred 

in both a punctiliar and durative manner simultaneously.38 

A better suggestion is that the subjective choice of the more heavily marked 

imperfective form serves a foregrounding function for Mark's narrative, adding a level of 

discourse prominence to Peter's second denial. Decker offers a helpful summary 

concerning the function of the Imperfect, especially as it appears in Mark: "Narrative 

writers normally employ the imperfective aspect for descriptive purposes: the present 

form for emphasis and/or detailed description, the imperfect for describing events that are 

more remote from the main storyline."39 So, while the Imperfect is slightly less marked 

than the Present, it nonetheless retains imperfective aspect and thus stands in opposition 

to the least marked perfective Aorist: the Imperfect is used to describe an event in a more 

defined and contoured manner than the Aorist, portraying it as unfolding from the 

perspective ofthe author. 

It is reasonable now to evaluate other co-textual features that are present in the 

Markan peri cope that support the claim of a foregrounding discourse function for the 

Imperfect hpve!To. Two features in particular are worth mentioning: (1) the introduction 

38 Stein (lvfark, 691-92) also incorrectly employs an Aktionsart understanding of the Imperfect, 
which leads him to say, "The imperfect 'was denying' (hpveiTo, erneito) indicates the repetitiveness of his 
[Peter's] denial. Thus the second denial is more damning than the first, single denial (indicated by the aorist 
form ofthe verb [hpv~oaTo, ernesato] in 14:68a) in intensity and scope (to the female servant and the 
bystanders, not just to the woman)." While Stein is correct in noting that (1) there is an increase of intensity 
in the scene, and (2) the Imperfect does play a role in raising the narrative tension, he is wrong to base his 
observations on the false idea that the tense-form communicates the "repetitiveness" of Peter's denial. 

39 Decker, Verbal Aspect, 107. See also Porter, Verbal Aspect, I 98-211 for a thorough treatment of 
the Imperfect form. 

http:simultaneously.38
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ofTOt5 rrapwTwatv ("those standing by") to the narrative, and (2) the recorded speech 

of 14:69. These two features require further explanation. 

After the first denial, Mark moves Peter away from the courtyard itself (n auAh) 

to what was probably the gateway leading into the courtyard (To rrpoauAtov). This 

movement depicts the escalation of Peter's fear and embarrassment, and thus his attempt 

to avoid a further encounter with the maidservant.40 However, Peter does not remove 

himself far enough to accomplish his goal. At 14:69, the same maidservant (note the 

article inn TTatOlOKTJ) identifies him once again, but this time Mark has her speaking to a 

new character group, "the bystanders," expressed by means ofthePerfect participle TOt5 

TTCXpEOTC.Uat V. 

This introduction is significant for two reasons. First, the author uses the most 

heavily marked Perfect to identify and describe those as "the bystanders.'' It is interesting 

to note that the word rraptaTT)J.ll occurs six times in Mark, all appearing in the Perfect 

tense-forrn.41 However, the temptation to view this as a stereotyped Markan idiom should 

be resisted.42 Rather it should be understood as an intentional use of the tense-form, 

which is used to express a key lexical item that seems to hold a prominent place in 

Markan usage. Mark 4:29, the close of Jesus' first teaching segment on the nature of the 

kingdom of God, says that when the seed of the kingdom grows and bears fruit, the sickle 

is sent out because the harvest is ''standing by'' (or ''ready,'' rrapeaTT)KEv). The next time 

the word is used, in 14:47, it is of Peter himself, as "one ofthe bystanders" (Twv 

40 So Collins, Mark, 708 and France, Mark, 620-21. 
41 Mark 4:29; 14:47, 69, 70; 15:35, 39. 
42 The major reason being that there seems to have been a fully developed range of paradigmatic 

choices available for Mark concerning rraptOTTJJ..ll. 

http:rraptOTTJJ..ll
http:resisted.42
http:tense-forrn.41
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rrapEOTTJKOTC.uv), who drew out his sword and struck the servant of the high priest, 

cutting off his ear. Two other occurrences (15:35, 39) come at Jesus' crucifixion and 

describe characters who make significant christological statements. I suggest, then, that 

Mark may have a tendency to use this word in the Perfect tense-form at various climactic 

points in his narrative structure. The same seems to be true for its two occurrences in the 

episode of Peter's denial. Peter has been accused by a single maidservant at the start, but 

now, at the second denial, a group of people are added to the narrative equation. It is this 

same group of people (v. 70, ol rrapEaTWTES") that function as a cohesive tie between vv. 

69 and 70, and thus actually become Peter's accusers at his third denial. Therefore, one 

can begin to see why Mark chose to employ the Imperfect ~pveiTo as a foregrounding 

form: to highlight the escalation ofthe narrative tension in combination with the 

introduction of a key character group, ''the bystanders." This is something that Matthew 

evidently does not wish to do in his version, although he seems to have his own way of 

creating discourse prominence for Peter's third denial (see below). 

More briefly, the second formal element that contributes to the foregrounding 

function ofthe Imperfect is the recorded speech in Mark 14:69: oVTOS" E~ auTwv EOTIV 

(''he is one ofthem"). While direct speech in narrative is by its very nature meant to draw 

attention to something in particular,43 two specific features stand out that cause the 

quotation to aide in the creation ofprominence at this point in the discourse. First, the 

demonstrative pronoun oVTOS" adds the notion of proximity (understood spatially) to 

participant interaction. Peter has exited the courtyard in order to remove himself from 

43 See Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 75. 

http:rrapEOTTJKOTC.uv
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danger, yet he is still spatially close enough for ( 1) both the maidservant and the 

bystanders to recognize him, and for (2) him to deny her accusation. This spatial 

proximity functions harmoniously with the imperfective aspectual value ofhpv~:!To, 

which conceives of the action as unfolding before the eyes ofthe author. Interestingly, in 

v. 71-Peter's third denial-Peter likewise uses the proximate demonstrative pronoun in 

the construction n)v av8pwrrov TOVTOV to emphatically deny knowing Jesus.44 Second, 

the syntax of the statement elevates the force of the accusation against Peter. The Adjunct 

phrase e~ aun~v placed before the main verb squarely identifies Peter as one "from 

among them (Jesus' disciples].''45 Luke follows the same syntactical pattern, while 

Matthew does not. 

Therefore, it seems accurate to say that the reason why Mark has chosen to 

employ the Imperfect tense-form DPVEtTo at 14:70 is in order foreground Peter's second 

denial. In doing so, it (1) escalates narrative tension because it is a more heavily marked 

form, and (2) functions in tandem with the important introduction ofthose who will bring 

the third and final accusation against Peter. Matthew and Luke, on the other hand, do not 

appear to draw any particular attention to the content ofthe second denial, for both are 

expressed by the least marked Aorist. However, as will be the focus ofour next analysis, 

both Matthew and Luke have their own unique linguistic tactics that are used in creating 

discourse prominence for their version of Peter's final act of disowning Jesus. 

44 Schweizer, Mark, 332 says that Peter's third denial is more emphatic than the previous two, but 
he is not explicit as to why this is the case. 

45 See Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 293, who says '"Dieser gehort zu ihnen' die die 
Gemeinschaft der JUnger im Blick hat" ("'This is one of them' has the community of disciples in view"). 

http:Jesus.44
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4.3. Tense-form Analysis 3 

The third analysis will examine verbal aspect choice in the verses that recount 

Peter's third denial (Matt 26:73-75//Mark l4:70b-72//Luke 22:59-62). However, first, a 

prefatory comment is needed. This treatment, primarily of the divergences between 

Matthew and Luke, will not be limited to a same-lexeme-different-tense-form sort of 

analysis. That is, the texts diverge not only in tense-form choice, but also in the use of 

lexical items and larger structures. Thus the analysis will take several interesting 

instances of verbal aspect choice into consideration. The texts read as follows: 

Table 7 

Kat Ola<m::iaT]s- wast wpas J.lla5 0: 
ol EOT~JTES" s\rrov Tc:? nhpcy· 
J.lETa J.llKpov oe rrpoosASovTss Kat J.lETa J.liKpOV lTcXAIV oi 

AA05 TIS' OIIOXVPti;ETo AEywv· err' 
CxAfi-Sws Kat ou s~ aUTWV El, 

rrapsOTWTES" SAsyov Tc:? n E
cXAT]6EtCX5 Kat oihos !JET' a\JTOU 

Kat yap~ AaAla oou oRJ..ov OS 
Tpcy· CxAf18ws s~ aUTWV Et, Kat 

~v. Kat yap raAIAal05 EOTIV. 
lTO\El. T<hs TJp~aTO 

yap raAIAalos s\. 6 OE Jip~aTO 
s1 TTEV oe 0 nETpos· O:v6pw-m, OUK 
oioa o1-eysts-. Kat rrcxpcxxpRJJa 

ava8sJ.laTI~slv Kat 6J.lVUElV OTl 
OUK oloa TOV av8pwrrovKaTa8sJ.laTi/;slV Kat OJlVUElV 

ETI AaAOUVT05 at!Tou e<j>wVf]OEVOTl OUK oloa TOV av8pwrrov. To\hov ov AeyETs. Kat eu8us sK 
aAeKTwp. Kat aTpa<j>els oKvp105Kat su8ew5 aAEKTWp aeuTepou aAEKTwp s<jlWVTJOEV. 
evli~>.s~J~ev T~ n€Tpc..'J, KCXI urr

E<j>WVfiOEV. Kat EJ.lV~OST] 6nh Kat avsJ.1vrio811 6 nhpos- To EJJ~naeTJ,an~TP<;s- Tou ,Pn~~;ros-
pos TOG p~J.laTos 'ITJooG PRilTJa WS" EllTEV auTc:? 6 Tou KUpiOU W5 EITTEV C!UTc.,J OTI 
slpTJKOTOS" OTI rrptv CxAEKTopa 'ITJOOV5 OTI rrptv aAEKTopa rrplv aAEKTopa <j>wvRam onJJspov 
<)>wvRoal TPtS" arrapvJion J.lE" ~wvRam OtS" Tpis J.lE arrapvl]ou JJE Tp)s. Kal E~EA6wv 
Kat E~EASwv s~w SKAauosv arrapvr]on· Kat em~al.wv s~w SKAC!UOEV TTIKPW5. 
lTIKpws. SKAOISV. 

Now after a little while. those And after a little while, again those And after about an hour had passed, 
standing said to Peter, '"Truly you standing by were saying to Peter, some other person was convinced 
yourself are also one of them. For "Truly you are one of them. For saying "Truly this man also was 
indeed your accent makes you indeed you are a Galilean." Now he with him, for he is a Galilean. But 
clear." Then he began to curse and began to curse and swear that "'I do Peter said. "Man. I do not know 
swear that '"I do not know the man!" not know this man whom you say.'' what you say." And immediately, 
And immediately the rooster And immediately a rooster crowed a while he was still speaking, the 
crowed. And Peter was reminded of second time. And Peter was rooster crowed. And turning. the 
the word Jesus spoke to him that Lord looked right at Peter, and Peter 
''Before the rooster crows, three 

reminded about the word that Jesus 
spoke to him that '"Before the rooster was reminded of the word of the 

times you will deny me.'' And going calls twice. three times you will Lord that he spoke to him that 
outside, he wept bitterly. deny me." And putting his head in ''Before the rooster crows today. you 

his hands he was weeping. will deny me three times.'' And 
going outside he wept bitterly. 

http:em~al.wv
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To start, all three Gospels begin the sequence of Peter's third denial with temporal 

deixis, which strengthens cohesion between the first two denials and the third one (Matt 

26:73, IJETO IJ!Kpov OE "now after a little while"//Mark 14:70b, KCXtiJETO IJ!Kpov rraAIV 

"and after a little while, again''//Luke 22:59, KCXt OICXOTcXOTJS' wael wpcxs IJIOS' ''and after 

about an hour had passed''). Whereas Luke recounts that an individual acted as Peter's 

accuser ( aAAos TIS'' "another certain person"), Matthew and Mark attribute the 

accusation to a group of people (Matt 26:73, ol EOTCDTES' "those standing''//Mark 14:70b, 

ol rrapecrTWTES' ''those standing by). 

Matthew's use of the most heavily marked Perfect participle ol EOTWTES' in 26:73 

seems intentional, being similar to Mark's use noted above. However, Matthew's precise 

placement of it seems intentional as well. Unlike Mark, Matthew has chosen not to use 

the Perfect participle in 26:71, where it simply has a maidservant speaking TOtS' EKEt ("to 

those there''). Consequently, I suggest that Matthew has reserved the Perfect participle's 

use for 26:73 in order to pull Peter's third round of accusers to the frontground of the 

discourse and to create prominence at the point of Peter's third denial and the crowing of 

the rooster. This assertion is supported by the heightened force of the group's accusation. 

First, Matthew records the group as saying CxATJ8WS" KCXl au es CXUTWV e\ (''truly you 

yourself are also one of them''). The adjunct aAT]8ws acts as an intensifier and expresses 

that the accusers themselves are thoroughly convinced of Peter's true identity as one of 

Jesus' followers. Second, the conjunction of unmarked continuity, KCXl, is probably meant 

to solidify the link between Peter and the rest of the disciples.46 Third, the marked use of 

46 Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 111-14. 

http:disciples.46
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the nominative, i.e., the expressed subject crv, reinforces Peter as the focus of their 

statement.47 Fourth, ol ecrTC0TES" in 26:73 and EtpfjKOTOS" in 26:75, both being heavily 

marked Perfect participles, form a cohesive tie around Peter's last denial, which 

emphasizes the denial itself as well as the two indicting participants-''those standing by" 

and "the word of Jesus.'' Thus, these features function collaboratively to support the 

argument that the Perfect participle operates as a frontgrounding form to create a 

heightened level of discourse prominence at this point in Matthew's narrative. 

Luke, evidently, has chosen quite a different way to structure his narrative and 

mark this section (22:59-62) as the climax of the episode. Verse 59 provides a temporal 

cohesive tie between Peter's second and Peter's third denial by means of the genitive 

absolute construction Kat OlOCJTOCJTjS" WCJEl wpas- J..IIOS (''and after about an hour had 

passed''). Luke then introduces Peter's third accuser, employing an Imperfect form as the 

main verb: aAAos- TIS" 01 icrxupll;no Aeywv ("another person was thoroughly convinced, 

saying''). The use ofthe strategically positioned imperfective form in the midst of an 

episode dominated by perfective (i.e., Aorist) forms is significant,48 and reflects a typical 

Lukan pattern concerning aspectual choice. Alexander Loney has correctly argued that 

Luke has a predilection for using Aorist forms to open and close narrative sequences, 

while employing Imperfect forms in close proximity to one another in order to create a 

47 See Porter, Idioms, 295-96, where he says, "The expressed subject is often used as a form of 
topic marker or shifter (in a 'topic and comment sequence'), and is appropriately placed first to signal this 
semantic function. What this means is that when the subject is expressed it is often used wither to draw 
attention to the subject of discussion or to mark a shift in the topic, perhaps signalling that a new person or 
event is the center of focus. The comment is made upon this topic by means of the predicate. The subject 
gives new or emphatic information and the predicate elucidates it." See also, Hagner, Matthew, 2:806 notes 
that KOl OU is "emphatic" but does not say why or what qualifies it as ''emphatic." 

48 This takes into consideration the use of several aspectually vague verbs such as Ka6rn.tm and 
si1-11. On the notion ofaspectual vagueness, see Porter, Verbal Aspect, 442-47. 

http:Ka6rn.tm
http:statement.47
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vivid narrative structure on the basis of"perspective change."49 By choosing to use either 

Aorist (perfective aspect) or Imperfect (imperfective aspect) forms, Luke is able to 

provide an organized structure for his episodic narrative that consists of vividness and 

contrastive prominence within individual pericopes. 50 Therefore, the important thing to 

note for this study is that the strategically placed, more heavily marked Imperfect tense-

form brings to the foreground the force of Peter's third accuser, and thus signals the 

episode's climax, whereas the first two accusations were carried along primarily by less 

heavily marked Aorist verbs. 51 

There are two other features in the surrounding co-text of Luke 22:59 that 

contribute to the foregrounding function ofthe more heavily marked Imperfect, and so 

establish the climactic character of22:59-62. First, the Adjunct phrase err' aAfj8eta5 

("truly"), the functional equivalent of aAfj8cil5 in Mark and Matthew, strengthens the 

accusation against Peter, and, together with cSt'taxuplsno, helps to bring the narrative 

49 See Loney, "Narrative Structure," 4-31. This is seen in Luke 22:54, where Luke opens the 
episode with several Aorist forms ( ovAAa~ovns-, ~yayov, eio~yayov), recounting the actions from an 
external viewpoint, and then, in the same verse, draws his readers into the episode through the use of the 
Imperfect DKOAou8el. The external/internal perspectival opposition, to me, can be understood along similar 
lines of what this work has described as the background/foreground opposition (Aorist and Present/ 
Imperfect). 

50 Loney argues that Luke's pattern of usage follows in the historiographical tradition of other 
Greek authors, in particular Thucydides, since he was concerned with both the factual representation of the 
past as well his own contemporary, didactic purposes ("Narrative Structure," 9-11). Although he is working 
in Classical Greek, see also Buijs, "Aspectual Differences and Narrative Technique," 128-32 who discusses 
the Aorist/Imperfect opposition in terms of completedness/incompletedness and its potential for signaling 
the coming of more information. For Buijs, the Aorist cuts offthis potential due to its "completedness," 
while the Imperfect "gives the sign 'to be continued"' (p. 130) and "creates the expectation that more 
information ... will be conveyed" (p. 131 ). Even though Buijs works within a different framework fo1 the 
Aorist and Imperfect in Classical Greek, his attempt to show the impact on narrative structure that aspectual 
differences have in parallel material is helpful. 

51 See Marshall, Luke, 843 who, although noting the force of the accusation, does not offer 
comment on the function of the Imperfect specifically. He says, "The man [Peter's accuser] is sure of his 
ground, despite Peter's earlier denials, and so the narrative reaches its climax in his firm statement... that 
Peter is certainly one of the group, since he is a Galilean." Similarly, see Green, Luke, 787-88 who appears 
to acknowledge the escalated tension at this point in Luke's episode, but does not comment on the use and 
function of the Imperfect. (See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 201-2 for some general observations on the aspectual 
differences between Synoptic writers, particularly with reference to Luke.) 
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tension to a peak. 52 And second, while Peter's words in v. 60 do not seem to be formally 

highlighted, it does appear that Luke wishes to underscore that Peter's ultimate accuser in 

the episode is not the aAA05 Tl5 ("some other person"), but rather Jesus 'words, which 

were spoken to him prophetically in 22:34: "The cock will not call today until you should 

deny knowing me three times.'' Therefore, here, at the pinnacle of the episode, Luke does 

not wish to draw attention to the actual content of Peter's denial, but rather to the fact that 

Kat rrapaxpfi~..la ETl AaAOUVT05 aUTOV e<j>uJVTjOEV aAEKTWp (''and immediately, while 

he was still speaking, the rooster crowed"). Through the use of the two temporal deictic 

indicators and the more heavily marked Present participle, Peter's indictment and the 

fulfillment of Jesus' predictive words are accentuated. This may be meant to evoke a 

certain level of irony, since in the end it is not the insistent third accuser of v. 59 who 

pronounces a guilty verdict on Peter. Rather, the point is that at the precise moment of 

Peter's crime, Jesus's words come true-Peter has indeed denied Jesus three times before 

the rooster crowed.53 This, coupled with the contextual note ofv. 61, in which Peter's 

eyes meet with Jesus', thus signaling Peter's memory and his conviction, creates an 

enhanced level of discourse prominence for vv. 59-62, in which the Imperfect tense-form 

plays a central role. 

My analysis will conclude with comments on two other interesting occurrences of 

divergent tense usage in the section of Peter's final denial. The first concerns a difference 

52 Marshall, Luke, 843 comments that err' aAT]6efas- is Luke's "equivalent for aiJ~V." 
53 This notion seems to coincide with Green's comments (Luke, 786, although no linguistic 

comment is given) that, ''his [Peter's] role in the narrative is primarily related to demonstrating that Jesus is 
truly a prophet. After all Jesus had foretold the primary events of this scene-both Peter's threefold denial 
before the crowing of the cock ...and his own maltreatment... Not least in light of Luke's reference to Jesus' 
earlier predication as 'the word of the Lord' ( v. 61 ), which recalls the designation of prophetic speech 
earlier in the Gospel and in the OT ... , the cruel game Jesus' captors play with him can only be understood 
by Luke's audience as ironic: It is to a genuine prophet that they address the demand, 'Play the prophet'." 

http:crowed.53
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between Matthew and Mark/Luke, and the second concerns a difference between 

Matthew/Luke and Mark. 

In Mark 14:72//Luke 22:61, both Gospels recount that once the rooster had 

crowed, Peter was reminded of Jesus' word W5 El mv mh~ (''as he spoke to him"). This 

secondary clause is noticeably absent in the Matthean parallel (26:75), which reads 

instead that Peter was reminded Tou P~l-lOT05 'IT)<JOV EtpT)KOT05 (''of the word which 

Jesus spoke"). How is one to account for this difference in form? Those who would resort 

to the claim that Greek verbs lose temporal reference outside of the indicative mood are 

still forced to deal with (1) the fact that the participle is still a Perfect and so must address 

the semantics of the Perfect tense-form, and (2) the fact that Mark and Luke chose to use 

a different form to recount the same event of Jesus' speaking. As has already been 

demonstrated, temporal frameworks and Aktionsart theory have serious difficulties when 

attempting to account for such differences. 

It is more methodologically sound to understand Matthew's use of the Perfect 

participle as a subjective choice of stative verbal aspect, which here serves a discourse 

function of frontgrounding the "word that Jesus spoke" in order to emphatically connect 

Jesus' prediction of Peter's denials in 26:34 with the predication's fulfillment in 26:75.54 

This point becomes clearer in the light of other verbal oppositions present in 26:75: the 

54 Hagner, Matthew, 2:807 suggests that it is the rooster's crowing that "points rather to the 
fulfillment of Jesus' prophecy in v. 34 and at the same time, as a dramatic touch, serves to heighten Peter's 
shameful failure." However, in keeping with the analysis above, I suggest that, according to Matthew, the 
crowing of the rooster was a mnemonic device for Peter that caused him to remember TOV p~iJOT05 'IT]oou 
eipT]Kchos. It is this "word that Jesus spoke" that marks the fulfillment of Jesus' prophecy in 26:34 and 
connects it to 26:75, not the rooster's crow itself. In this way, one can understand the rooster's crowing as 
the background (hence the Aorist, e<j>WVT]OEV) for the highlighting of Jesus' word, which in the end indicts 
Peter for his actions. See also Luz, Matthew, 3:456; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:549 who say that 'I 
T]OOV eipT]KOT05 is "more solemn" than the phrase "as Jesus said to him" in Mark; 

http:26:75.54
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first main verb is an Aorist indicative; there are two Aorist non-indicatives in the verse 

(an infinitive in direct discourse, and a participle); and the episode closes with another 

Aorist indicative main verb. Therefore, it is quite likely that Matthew intends for the 

Perfect participle to stand out in its surrounding co-text and raise the level of discourse 

prominence for the fulfillment of Jesus' prediction. Further, as mentioned above, it is 

likely that eipllKOT05 provides a link with eaTC:lTE5 in 26:73 by means of its aspectual 

semantics; both function to highlight Peter's third denial and the participants through 

which Peter's indictment comes. In contrast, Mark and Luke do not draw any particular 

attention to Jesus' prior prediction through formal marking. However, as is noted below, 

Mark's interest in this part of the episode (14:72) appears to be in Peter's response of 

weeping to the rooster's crowing, which is expressed formally by the use of the Imperfect 

EKAatev. Luke, on the other hand, formally marks neither the fulfillment of Jesus' 

prediction nor Peter's weeping. 

The final instance of divergent tense-form usage that is considered in this chapter 

revolves around the use ofthe verb KAatc.u (''I weep") in Matt 26:75//Mark 14:72//Luke 

22:62, which is employed as an Aorist in Matthew and Luke (EKAauaev) but as an 

Imperfect in Mark (EKAa 1ev).55 Once again, strictly temporal and Aktionsart approaches 

to the Greek verbal system have difficulty in accounting for this difference: does Peter's 

weeping occur objectively as a punctiliar action or a durative one? The answer is that 

neither option is communicated on the basis of tense-form usage alone. Instead, as has 

been the pattern, this tension is resolved once verbal aspect is understood as the core 

55 Bock, Luke, 1788 notes this divergence, yet offers no suggestions as to why the divergence 
might exist. 
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semantic component of Greek verbs. In this way, the difference may be explained in 

terms of the perfective/imperfective aspectual choice of an author. That is, the contrast 

lies in each author's conception of the action, whether it is viewed internally as "in 

progress" or externally as a ''complete whole.'' Therefore, rather than interpreting EKAatEV 

in Mark as referring to a continual or prolonged weeping, 56 Mark should be understood as 

employing the more marked Imperfect tense-form as a descriptive foregrounding device 

that highlights Peter's response to the rooster's crowing, an action that is expressed from 

Mark's subjective viewpoint as in progress. 57 

Furthermore, it appears that Mark could have broader thematic reasons for 

foregrounding Peter's act of weeping. In other words, the marked use ofEKAatEV to close 

the episode may provide a formal signal to readers/listeners that Peter's action is meant to 

be understood in connection or contrast with something in the narrative past or future. 58 

Although offering virtually no linguistic argumentation, France puts forth two reasons for 

56 See Mann, Mark, 632 who says the tense communicates "a long-continued grief, following upon 
shattering self-discovery." However, this assertion is (I) based entirely on Mann's subjective interpretation 
and not formal linguistic evidence, and (2) altogether insufficient to explain why the other two Synoptic 
writers use an Aorist form. In other words, he side-steps the morphological difference and blurs the 
distinction between form and function. 

57 Collins, Mark, 710 suggests that the construction em~aAwv eKAatev is "vivid," but does not 
say why this is so. Additionally, she lacks any comment on the use of the Imperfect. 

58 Porter (Verbal Aspect, 350) seems to suggest a similar concept when he says in discussing the 
use of the marked Present imperative oloou in Luke II :3, "The Present Imperative in the prayer appears to 
be a self-conscious use of the marked Present to draw attention to a theme that is pursed in the following 
material." However, a notable difference between Porter's analysis of Luke Il and mine of Mark I4 is that 
Luke's following material picks up the theme of"giving," which is signaled through the use of the marked 
oioou, but also coincides lexically. In contrast, I do not argue that Mark pursues a later theme of"weeping," 
but rather that the marked tense-form seems to signal narrative connections and contrasts that are meant to 
be seen in the light of Peter's action. 
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the presence of EKAatev in Mark 14:72.59 First, he says the verb is meant to draw a 

contrast between Peter's remorseful response to his failure on the one hand, and Judas's 

"settled disloyalty'' on the other (cf. Mark 14:10-11, 43-46). For France, Peter's sorrow 

is the likely reason why his defection from Jesus is portrayed as temporary, while Judas's 

is absolute. Second, and closely tied to the first, EKAatev may foreshadow Mark's version 

of Peter's reinstatement recounted in 16:7. Here, an angel appears to the three women at 

Jesus' tomb and says to them, ''Speak to his [Jesus'] disciples and to Peter ... '' (italics 

mine). Since this is the only point in Mark at which Peter is mentioned after the denial 

episode, it seems probable that he is singled out from among the other disciples to 

communicate that he was not left in his weeping, but rather that in the light of his 

weeping he remains the lead apostle.60 Thus, the foregrounding function of the more 

marked Imperfect tense-form, and its ability to add more defined contour to a narrative 

on the basis of its verbal aspect, provide France with the formal linguistic evidence that 

his otherwise insightful comments lack. 

5. Summary and Conclusion 

In this chapter I have accomplished two primary goals. First, I have identified and 

evaluated the key features that create cohesion between Peter's denial episode and the 

discourse material that precedes it, as well as features that create cohesion with the 

59 France, Mark, 619. However, while this thematic contrast via the use ofi::rl.au:v is suggestive, 
France seems to evince an inaccurate knowledge on the meaning of the Imperfect tense-form and ignores 
the its function in narrative discourse. In commenting on the tense-form a few pages later he says, "The 
three words which express his response, Kat em~aAwv EKAOIEV, are puzzling. An aorist tense, as in 
Matthew and Luke, would have seemed more natural for his 'bursting into tears,' and it is loading the 
imperfect very heavily to take it as 'wept uncontrollably' or the like." For France, then, the Imperfect here 
is clearly an anomaly, and is ultimately unexplainable. 

60 While not commenting on the tense-form itself, Boring also notes, "Peter weeps. This is the 
reader's last sight of Peter, apparently a step in the direction of repentance. The word of 16:7 will single 
him out for restoration, but the narrative ends without recounting this" (Mark, 416). See also Collins, Mark, 
710. 

http:apostle.60
http:14:72.59
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episode itself. Second, I have performed three comparative analyses of verbal aspect 

choice. The first analysis concerned the Aorist rrpoa~A8ev in Matt 26:69 and the Present 

EPXETOI in Mark 14:66. The second concerned the Aorist ~pvl]aaTo in Matt 26:72 and 

the Imperfect npvEtTO in Mark 14:70. The third analysis examined a series of 

divergences: (1) the distinctive uses of the Perfect participles ol eaTc:;-HE5 in Matt 26:73 

and o\ rrapeaTWTE5 in Mark 14:70, (2) the unique role of the Imperfect ot"taxupll;;no in 

Luke's discourse, (2) the use of the Aorist eirrev in Mark 14:72//Luke 22:61 and the 

Perfect participle Etpf)KOT05 in Matt 26:75, and (4) the use of the Aorist EKAauaev in 

Matt 26:75//Luke 22:62 and the Imperfect EKAatev in Mark 14:72. I have argued that the 

least marked Aorist functions primarily as a backgrounding tense-form that contributes 

little to the creation of discourse prominence. In contrast, the use of the more marked 

tense-forms (i.e., the Present/Imperfect and the Perfect) add more contour and shape to 

certain actions in the denial episode through their foregrounding and frontgrounding 

functions as they interact with other marked features in the text. 

Thus far, the validity of this model has been tested and confirmed in two sections 

of the Synoptic PNs; chapter 4 contained an analysis that dealt with a larger portion of 

text, while the present chapter has dealt with a shorter portion. The model will continue to 

be tested in the following chapter as it considers verbal aspectual choice in the Synoptic 

accounts of Jesus' Crucifixion (Matt 27:33-56//Mark 15:22--411/Luke 23:33--49). 
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CHAPTER6 


THE CRUCIFIXION OF JESUS 

MATT27:1-61/IMARK 15:1-47/ILUKE 22:6~23:56 


1. Introduction 

This chapter represents the final aspectual analysis of this work and will focus on 

the Synoptic accounts of the events surrounding the crucifixion of Jesus. Although it will 

include treatment of several pericopes that could be taken as smaller, individual episodes, 

the cohesive character of Matt 27:1-61//Mark 15:1-47//Luke 22:6~23:56 prompts a 

consideration of the patterns of verbal aspect choice within the larger unit of discourse. 

Thus, similar to the analyses above in chs. 4 and 5, I will consider the significance of 

tense-form divergence and the influence that aspect choice has within the broader co-text. 

Identifying the cohesive framework of the Synoptic accounts ofJesus' crucifixion 

will be the first major task of the chapter. Specifically, I will show how the smaller sub

units of Jesus before Pilate (Matt 27:1-31//Mark 15:1-20//Luke 22:6~23:25), the 

crucifixion (Matt 27:32-56//Mark 15:21-41//Luke 23:26-49), and the burial ofJesus 

(Matt 27:57-611/Mark 15:42-47//Luke 23:50-56) cohere as a larger unit of discourse. I 

will do this by giving attention to three textual features: (I) items that mark development 

in the narrative such as conjunctions and temporal deixis, (2) participant references, and 

(3) lexical repetition. Identifying such elements of cohesion will provide a formal 

foundation for understanding how the function ofverbal aspect influences its broader co-

text. The second major task of the chapter will be to analyze four instances of tense-form 

divergence. It will be argued that the aspectual model that has been put forth in previous 

chapters offers the most powerful explanation for these divergences. 
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2. The Cohesiveness ofthe Episodes 

Since the texts considered in this chapter are longer, I will note only three features 

that provide the discourse with cohesion. I will give Matthew's account a more thorough 

treatment and then compare the cohesive patterns of Mark and Luke to it, since Matthew 

contains slightly more content than the other two Gospels. Concerning Matt 27:1-31, the 

transition from Peter's denials to Jesus' trial before Pilate is indicated through the use of 

the genitive absolute+ oe: rrpw.las- oe yEVOIJEVTJ5. 1 The construction does double duty in 

that it marks a development in the narrative and gives its dominant element ( OV1Jj3ouAIOv 

EAaj3ov, with the backgrounding Aorist carrying the mainline of the narrative forward) a 

new temporal referent, "'when early morning came."2 The scene is structured around uses 

ofT<)TE and wl, which signal continuity in discourse, and uses ofoe, which signal a mid-

level degree of discontinuity.3 TOTE in v. 3 begins a short section (vv. 3-1 0) that develops 

material perhaps understood as occurring "'behind the scenes."4 That is, vv. 1-2 transition 

Jesus' trial from the Jewish leaders to Pilate, vv. 3-10 recount material about Judas's 

remorse, and v. 11 pushes the narrative forward (via oe +Aorist main verb eaTCxST]) by 

1 Cf. instances when a genitive absolute is used with Kat, a maker of continuity (e.g., Matt 21:10, 
23). Nolland, Matthew, 1145 suggests that the genitive absolute here may indicate Matthew's "concern to 
show that there is an unbroken continuity of action from 26:68 to 27: 1." Wiefel, Das Evangelium nach 
Mattaus, 468 connects Matthew's use of rrpwlas oe YEVOJ.lEVT]5 with its later use of oljJias oe yeVOJ.lEVTJ5' 
making the comment that "Mit der Zeitangabe rrpwlas (oe) yevOJ.lEVTJ5 wird der Anbruch des 
Passionstages Jesu markiert, das Gegenstilck ist der Einsatz der Begriibnisgeschichte V. 57: oljJias oe 
yeVOJ.lEVTJ5" ("The time of the advent of Jesus' passion day is marked with rrpwlas (oe) yevOJ.lEVTJ5, the 
counterpart, the burial story, is the use of o\j.ltas oe yeVOIJEVTJ5 in v. 57"). See also Davies and Allison, 
Matthew, 3:552 

2 A "dominant element" is an element on which another element is dependent (Reed, "The 
Cohesiveness of Discourse," 33). On the meaning and referent ofOUJ.l~OUAtov eAa~ov, see Hagner, 
Matthew, 2:809 

3 See the horizontal cline of continuity-discontinuity that Porter and O'Donnell give in 
"Conjunctions," IO. 

4 Several commentators take vv. 3-10 as a completely separate unit (e.g., Turner, Matthew, 648
51; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:557-71; Hanger, Matthew, 2:809-16). · 
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bringing the reader back to Jesus who is set before the Roman governor as the his 

interrogation begins. 

Matt 27:1-31 revolves around four groups of participants-Jesus, Pilate, the 

Jewish leaders (including the crowds), and Barabbas. Jesus is the focal participant, an 

assertion that is supported by the frequent usage of his name (in comparison to other 

proper names) (vv. 1, 11 [2], 17, 20, 22, 26, 27). Jesus is also the grammatical subject of 

seven verbs (vv. 3 [Goal], 11 [Goal and Actor], 12 [Goal and Actor], 14 [Actor], 22 

[Goal], 23 [Goal]), and he is the referent of approximately twenty third-person pronouns. 5 

Pilate and the Jewish leaders/crowds share the "stage," also being participants, but ones 

subsidiary to Jesus.6 Even though Barabbas never speaks, he is often paired with Jesus in 

discussion,7 which may indicate that Matthew wishes to put the two characters in a 

comparative relationship.8 While the grouping of these participants creates cohesion for 

Matt 27:1-31, noting changes-the presence of new participants or the absence of old 

participants-can provide textual clues as to the boundary of this section. 

While there are a numberoflexical items repeated in Matt 27:1-31, three items in 

particular occur most frequently: TTapaOtOWIJI ("hand over, betray," 5x), cmoAuw 

("release,'' 4x), and aTaupow ("crucify," 4x). Every use of rrapaOIOu:>IJI in the passage, 

except one (v. 18), refers to the handing over of Jesus to the Jewish or Roman authorities. 

5 Cf. vv. 1, 2, 3, 11, 12, 13, 19, 25, 27,28 (2), 29 (2), 30 (2), 31 (5). 
6 The proper noun "Pilate" occurs five times in the passage ( vv. 2, 13, 17, 22, 24 ), along with 

seven occurrences of the title "Governor" (vv. 2, 11 [2], 14, 15, 21, 27) and four third person pronouns 
referring to him (vv. 14, 19 [3]). The Jewish leaders/crowds are referenced by a third person pronoun only 
five times (vv. 17 [2], 21, 22, 26), but they are the subjects of twenty-nine verbs. 

7 See vv. 16-17,20-21,26. 
8 This comparison is still valid on the narrative level, whether or not there was a historical 

Barabbas. For a helpful survey and analysis of the issue in relation to the "paschal pardon" custom, see 
Merritt, "Jesus Barabbas," 57-58. See also the various explanations in Hagner, Matthew, 2:822-23; Brown, 
Death ofthe Messiah, 1:814-20; Collins, Mark, 718-19; Nolland, Matthew, 1167-69; and Davies, "Who Is 
Called Barabbas," 260-62. 
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Each occurrence of cmoAuc.u has Pilate as the Actor in the process (potential or real) of 

"releasing." I suggest that Matthew wishes to put the uses of rrapaoloc.uJ.1t-which 

express the handing over of Jesus-in direct contrast with the uses of arroMc.u--which 

express Pilate's desire to release Jesus in the light of his innocence.9 In this way, the 

words add a level of lexical-semantic cohesion to the sub-unit. oTaupoc.u occurs twice on 

the lips ofthe crowds as they demand that Jesus be crucified (oTaupc.uS~Tc.u). In v. 26, 

the words are syntactically connected by a 'iva clause: "[Pilate ... ] after flogging Jesus, 

handed him over [rrapeoc.uKev] in order that [iva] he might be crucified [oTaupc.uSfi]." 

The repetition ofthe words has two functions. First, they give an indication of the topic 

of the section, that being the handing over of Jesus to the authorities for the purpose of 

his execution. Second, the use ofoTaupoc.u, specifically, also functions as a lexical 

semantic tie to link this section (Matt 27:1-31) with the following one (Matt 27:32-56), 

where the crucifixion itself is the centerpiece ofthe narrative. That is to say, in 27:1-31 

( esp. vv. 22-31 ), the act of crucifying Jesus lies in the realm of possibility, a point 

indicated by the use of oTaupoc.u in the oblique moods (imperative [2], subjunctive, and 

an infinitive used to denote purpose [El5 TO aTaupwoat]). 10 In 27:32-56, however, the 

crucifixion actually happens. 

Matthew's use ofthe construction ESEPXOJ.lEVOl o€ in 27:32 creates cohesion 

between the units of27:1-31 and 27:32-56. o€ signals further development in the 

narrative, and the participle, likely possessing an antecedent temporal relation to the main 

9 Louw-Nida, Lexion put both words within the same semantic domain of Control, Rule (Domain 
37): rrapaoiow!Jt can refer to the delivering ofa person into the control of someone else; cmoAvw can 
refer to the releasing of one from the control of another. 

to see Porter, Idioms, 52-53, 
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verb EDpov, 11 provides a semantic link with aTT~yayov in v. 31.12 That is, E~EPXOJ.lEVOl 

oe introduces an event that occurs once the soldiers lead Jesus away to crucify him. Verse 

33 completes the journey Jesus and the soldiers began in v. 31, signaling a geographical 

transition (Kal sA8oVTE5 El5 TOTTOV AEYOJ.lEVOV roAyoSa) and establishing the setting of 

the crucifixion as "Golgotha.'' Uses ofKal (vv. 34, 36, 37, 40, 41, 48, 51, 52, 53, 54, 56), 

oe (vv. 35, 39, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 54, 55), and TOTE (v. 38) supply the unit with basic 

structural indicators of continuity and development. 

New participant roles and interaction identify Matt 27:32-56 as a distinct sub-unit 

within the larger crucifixion narrative. 13 Pilate and Barabbas are no longer present. Jesus 

certainly remains the center of attention, but he is no longer on trial-he is a "convicted 

criminal" now carrying out his sentence. A new participant is introduced in v. 32, Simon 

the Cyrene. The other major participants are the Jewish leaders and the two AlJOTat 

("robbers'') crucified along with Jesus. The Jews had played the role ofAccusers of Jesus 

before Pilate (cf. 27:12: EV Tc:? KaTrjyopslaSat OUTOV tJTTO TWV apxlspewv KOl 

TTpEO~UTEpwv), but now they play the role of Mockers of Jesus (27:41: ol apX1EpEt5 

EJ.lTTati;ovns- J.lETa Twv ypaJ.liJOTewv), as do the two robbers (at least in Matthew and 

Mark). Thus, while the primary participants remain the same, their roles have developed 

and changed as the narrative has progressed. 

11 I should note that this is not due to the participle's tense-fonn, but rather to its syntactical 
position in relation to eupov (see Porter, Verbal Aspect, 400 and his response to certain criticisms in Porter, 
"Time and Order in Participles"). 

12 Although Louw-Nida does not put E~EPXOIJOI and cmayw in the same semantic domain, it is 
not difficult to see that the two words overlap in some way: in v. 31, the soldiers "lead away" Jesus in order 
to crucifY him, and v. 32 resumes the outward movement of the soldiers, "once they went out." 

13 For a similar structuring, see Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:607-8. 

http:narrative.13
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As was the case in Matt 27:1-31, the repetition ofthe aTaup- root in vv. 32-56 

creates cohesion not only within vv. 32-56 itself, but also between the sub-units vv. 1-31 

and vv. 32-56. The root occurs five times, three times with reference to the cross of Jesus 

(vv. 32, 40, 42) and two times with reference to Jesus' crucifixion and the crucifixion of 

the two robbers (vv. 35, 38). Thus "cross'' and "crucifixion" provide the section with a 

level ofthematic continuity. 

Matthew transitions to the final sub-unit ofthe crucifixion narrative, 27:57-61, 

through the use of the construction o\j;la5 oe yevo1JEVT]5 in 27:57.14 This particular 

construction occurs somewhat frequently in Matthew's Gospel to indicate temporal shifts 

and to connect the preceding content closely to what follows (cf. 8:16; 14:15, 23; 20:8; 

26:20). Here it moves the narrative from the morning of Jesus' trial (cf. 27:1: rrpwia5 oe 

YEVOIJEVT]5) and the day-time ofhis crucifixion (am) OE EKTT]5 wpa5 ... EW5 wpa5 

EVCxTT]5 15) to the evening-time of his burial. The sub-unit is built around four uses ofKai 

(v. 57, 59, 60 [2]) and one use of narrative TOTE (v. 58), all of which create sequential 

continuity for the unit (except perhaps for the wl in v. 57). 

Jesus is no longer the main participant in the sub-unit 27:57-61-this role belongs 

to Joseph ofArimathaea, who is given the attributive Epithet TTAOUat05 .16 The unit is 

grouped with verbs in the third person, with Joseph being the Actor in every verb process 

in the unit (except in the process realized by the verb EJ..Ia6T]TEU6T] in v. 57, where he 

14 Cf. Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:644; Wiefel, Das Evange/ium nach Matthiius, 482; Nolland, 
Matthew, 1125. 

15 Concerning cmo OE SKTT]5 wpas- ...SW5 wpas- EVCHT)5' Turner says "[e ]vidently, Jesus was 
crucified around midmorning. He dies at the end of a providential darkness during what is typically the 
brightest part of the day" (Matthew, 668). He goes on in a footnote to mention "[t]his way of reckoning 
time counts hours from dawn, roughly 6 a.m. (Matthew, 668 n. 1). 

16 In their structuring of the burial episode, Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:644 note that 27:57 
introduces Joseph as the main character (cf. also pp. 648-49). 

http:27:57.14
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functions as the Goal, and the process realized by the verb EKEAEUOEV in v. 58). Pilate 

resurfaces as a participant, albeit briefly in v. 58, where he orders Jesus' body to be given 

to Joseph. His reintroduction creates a cohesive thread for the entire Matthean crucifixion 

narrative, linking 27:1-31 with 27:57-61. Verse 61 closes this sub-unit through the use of 

discontinuous o£, which introduces and marks off two further participants that, while not 

playing a major role here, become the main participants in the following resurrection 

episode (Matt 28:1-10). 

Since Jesus' crucifixion is now in the narrative past, the use of the oTavp- root is 

absent here. Instead, the slight repetition of''body'' (ow1-1a) language, referring to Jesus' 

lifeless body (vv. 58, 59, 60 [ OWI-Ia is the referent of auTO in vv. 59, 60]), and 

"tomb" (1-lVTJI-IElOV) language, referring to Joseph's "new tomb" (v. 60 [2]), identifies the 

burial of Jesus' body as the theme of the sub-unit. 

Even though at places the content of Mark 15:1-47//Luke 22:66--23:56 differs 

from Matt 27:1-61 (see section 3 below), the essential patterns of cohesion in the Markan 

and Lukan accounts ofJesus before Pilate (Mark 15:1-20//Luke 22:66--23:25) are 

similar to that of Matthew. Mark, as does Matthew, notes that it was "in the 

morning" (rrpwl) when the Jews took Jesus and handed him over to Pilate, which 

indicates a temporal shift in the narrative setting. Luke gives a similar temporal indicator 

in 22:66 (Kal W5 eyevETo ~I-lEpa), but it is with reference to the time of Jesus' trial 

before the Jewish leaders, not Pilate. This section of Luke's story, however, leads directly 

into his account of Jesus' interaction with Pilate and the accusations of the Jews. Both 

Mark and Luke signal continuity between the sub-unit of Jesus before Pilate and its 
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preceding content through the use ofKal. This stands in contrast to Matthew's use of 

discontinuous OE. 

The participants noted in Matt 27:1-31 are the same for Mark and Luke, except 

that Luke has included Herod as an additional participant (23:7-12). Jesus, Pilate, and the 

Jewish leaders (including the crowds) appear at the beginning of the sub-unit (Mark 

15:1-3//Luke 22:66--23:3); in all three Gospels, the Jews play the role ofJesus' accusers 

(cf. Matt 27:12//Mark 15:3//Luke 23:2). The fourth participant, Barabbas, is not 

introduced in Mark and Luke until a few verses later (Mark 15:7//Luke 23:18), but he 

does seem to play the same antagonistic role to Jesus as he does in Matthew. 

Mark's repetition ofthe lexical items rrapaoloc.uJ..It (15:1, 10, 15), cmof.uc.u (15:6, 

9, 11, 15), and aTaupoc.u ( 15:13, 15, 20), being similar to Matthew's, provides the sub

unit with lexical cohesion. 17 The items rrapaoloc.uJ..It and cmof.uc.u, again, seem to 

contrast the handing over of Jesus with Pilate's desire to release him. 18 The unfortunate 

outcome, of course, is that Pilate "releases'' Barabbas instead and ''hands over'' Jesus in 

order to be flogged and crucified (15:15). Luke's account, on the other hand, coheres 

around the repetition of a different set of lexemes that reflect more of a "trial" or 

"courtroom" scene for the sub-unit. That is to say, it primarily revolves around the use of 

court-room language rather than the language of"handing over" and "releasing." 19 This is 

demonstrated by Luke's use ofthe words KaTT]yopec.u (23:2, 10, 14), avaKptvc.u (23:14), 

empc.uTac.u (23:6, 9), and a'ITt05 (23:4, 14, 22), all ofwhich connect to Domain 56, 

17 On the significance of the word in Mark's PN, see Collins, Mark, 81. 
18 See the comments made in Brown, The Death ofthe Messiah, 823. 
19 Although cmoAVc.u does occur five times in Luke 23:1-25. rrapaoloc.uiJI, however, only occurs 

once (v. 25). 

http:rrapaoloc.uJ
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Courts and Legal Procedures in Louw and Nida's Lexicon.20 Thus, not only does the 

repetition ofthe individuallexemes provide the Lukan sub-unit with cohesion, but so 

does their semantic domain. 

The Markan and Lukan accounts of the crucifixion proper (Mark 15:21-41//Luke 

23:26-49) are introduced by wl; Mark follows the connective with the narrative Present 

ayyo:peUOUOIV, while Luke follows it with a temporal use of W'). Once again, these 

introductions differ from Matthew's use of oe with a Present participle in 27:32. 

However, Matthew's E~EPXOI-IeVOt operates similarly to Mark and Luke's constructions in 

so far as it closely links the preceding content with what follows. Thus the main function 

of the Markan and Lukan structures is to introduce an event that occurs at the same time 

that Jesus and the soldiers are moving toward their destination, "the Place of the Skull.'' 

As in Matthew, the geographical transition is noted in Mark 15:22//Luke 23:33,21 and the 

accounts basically agree in their uses ofKo:l and oe to signal continuity and discontinuity 

(e.g., Mark 15:22,23,24, 25; Luke 23:27,28,32,33, 35), although Luke does seem to 

use oe more frequently and has one occurrence of ToTe (23:30). 

In terms of lexis and participant involvement, Mark evinces similarity to Matthew 

in grouping the ''crucifixion" sub-unit with the repetition of the OTO:Up- root, which 

20 Two points of clarification are needed here. First, while Kanwopew is not listed in Domain 56 
per se (it is listed in Domain 33, Communication), the authors do give a footnote for the word, asking the 
reader to "[s]ee the corresponding meanings of formal legal charP,eS against someone (Domain 56, Courts 
and Legal Procedures)" (italics orginal). Second, the adjective aiTIO) is also not listed in Domain 56. 
Rather it is listed in Domains 88 (Moral and Ethical Qualities and Related Behaviors) and 89 (Relations). 
However, based on their definition for a'iTIOS in Domain 88 ("guilt as a basis or reason for condemnation 
-guilt, wrongdoing, reason for condemning"), it seems odd that Domain 56 is not listed as a possibility for 
a'iTIOS, whose noun form, aiTia, is listed in Domain 56 as well as in Domain 88 along side ofcxhiO). 
Thus, I suggest that, at least here in Luke 23, ahiO) certainly does possess legal connotations, especially 
in the light of its use alongside other court-room language. 

21 It is interesting to note that Luke does not include the Aramaic name rOAyoea, but rather has 
only the Greek Kpcxvlou. 

http:Lexicon.20
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occurs 6x (15:21, 24, 25, 27, 30, 32). This creates cohesion within Mark's sub-unit, as 

well as between it and the latter part ofthe preceding sub-unit (15:13-20). Likewise, 

Mark's participant involvement resembles Matthew's account: Pilate and Barabbas are 

now absent, Jesus remains the focal participant, Simon Cyrene, a new participant, is 

introduced in v. 21, and the Jewish leaders/crowds shift from the role ofAccusers to 

Mockers, along with the two robbers. 

Luke, however, appears to differ in its lexical and participant grouping strategy. 

No one lexical item, or even semantic domain, dominates this sub-unit. In contrast to 

Matthew (5x) and Mark (6x), the aTaup- root only occurs twice in Luke (23:26, 33), 

although it still creates a level of cohesion between 23:26--49 and the preceding unit. 

Nevertheless, I contend that the Lukan sub-unit coheres around two semantic domains 

and the participants that are associated with them. The first domain can be labeled 

Mourn, Lament, and includes the words KOTTTOI.la 1 ("mourn'') and SpT]VECU (''lament") in 

23:27, and KAalw (''weep") in 23:28 (2x).22 The Actors in the processes realized by the 

verbs KOTTTOI.lat and SpT]VEW are the ''women," who were "morning and lamenting'' 

Jesus (Goal), as they were following him along with a large crowd. While Jesus is the 

Actor in the verbal process that begins with el mv in v. 28, the women are the embedded 

Actors in Jesus' command 1.1~ KAatETE err' E1.1E. 23 The second domain can be labeled 

Mock, Ridicule, 24 and includes the words EK1.1UKTT]pt~w ("ridicule, mock") in 23:35, 

22 Louw-Nida puts KOITTO~at and SpTJVEW in Domain 52, Funerals and Burials, and KAalw in 
Domain 25, Attitudes and Emotions (subdomain Laugh, Cry, Groan). According the authors, only SpTJVEw 
shares both of these domains. However, in view of Jesus' words to the women, 0uyaTepes- 'lepouoaA~~. 
~i) KAalETE srr' s~E- rrAT)V s<j>' EaUTOS" KAalen Kat srr\ Ta TEKVa u~wv, it would appear that all three 
lexemes possess at least some level of semantic overlap. 

23 On these sorts ofprocesses, see Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 100-3. 
24 This is a subdomain title that Louw-Nida give for Domain 33, Communication. 
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EJ.mal?;w (''mock") in 23:36, and ef3Aaa<P~I-lEl ("blaspheme, revile'') in 23:39. The Actors 

in the processes realized by these words are Ol apXOVTE5 ("the rulers''), or OTpaTIWTal 

("the soldiers''), and El5 [...] Twv Kpqraa6EVTWV KaKoupywv (''one ofthe hanging 

criminals"), respectively. The Goal of each of these processes is Jesus. The clustering of 

words within these two semantic domains and their associated participants suggests that 

Luke's crucifixion sub-unit is primarily structured around the reactions of two groups of 

people toward Jesus, with the crucifixion itself inserted between them: 23:27-32 

concerns the crowd who "'followed'' Jesus, which includes the women who "mourned'' 

him, 23:33-34 recounts the actual crucifixion, and 23:35--43 concerns those who 

"mocked'' Jesus.25 The rest ofthe sub-unit (23:44--49) concludes with the reaction of a 

third participant, oEKaTOVTcXPXll5 ("the centurion"), who, in response to the events 

surrounding Jesus' death, "glorified God" (eoo;at;ev Tov 6Eov, 23:47). 

Although both signal continuity with the preceding content (Kat), Mark and Luke 

transition differently to the scene of Jesus' burial (Mark 15:42--47//Luke 23:50-56). Mark 

uses the construction KaI ~OT] oy;las- YEVOIJEVT]5 in 15:42-a construction similar to its 

Matthean parallel (Matt 27:57)-which creates temporal cohesion with what precedes. 

Mark also adds the temporal note emI ~v rrapaaKEU~ oeaTtv rrpoaaf3f3aTov ("when it 

was preparation day, which is the day before Sabbath").26 Luke does not use any such 

25 Of course there is the exception of the other criminal in Luke's account who defends the 
innocence of Jesus (23 :40-43 ). 

26 0n issues of chronology related to these temporal indicators, see Collins, Mark, 776-77; France, 
Mark, 665. 
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temporal deixis. Rather, the introduction of the new focal participant, Joseph, serves to 

signal the transition to a new sub-unit. 27 

Mark's sub-unit is tied together primarily by the use of Kat (e.g., 15:43, 44, 45, 

46). This is true of Luke as well (23:50, 53, 54). However, Mark's use of oe at the start of 

15:44 marks a narrative development concerning Pilate's interaction with a centurion 

(KEVTuplwva) and with Joseph that neither Matthew nor Luke includes. All three Gospels 

introduce the offiine comment concerning the presence of women at Jesus' burial through 

the use ofoe (Matt 27:61//Mark 15:47//Luke 23:55).28 

The use of lexis and participant involvement in the Markan and Lukan burial 

scenes are similar to that in Matthew, but differ particularly over participant reference. 

Concerning lexical usage, both Mark and Luke include the use of(dead) body (aw!Ja: 

Mark 15:43, 45; Luke 23:52, 53, 55; TTTWIJa ["corpse'']: Mark 15:45) and tomb language 

(IJVfliJElov: Mark 15:46 (2); Luke 23:53, 55). Concerning participant involvement, in all 

three Synoptics Joseph ofArimathaea is the main Actor. Yet, in contrast to Matthew, 

27 The formal marking that Luke uses to introduce Joseph into the narrative suggests that Joseph is 
an important figure for Luke. Westfall says, "The introductory reference to the first participant of a story or 
episode will often include a full nominative noun phrase. Any expansion with more marked cases or 
participial and prepositional phrases increases the focus on the new participant. In other words, the 
appearance of marked constructions builds the prominence ofthe focus ofthe sentence" (Hebrews, 60). 
This is precisely what is seen in Luke's text. Joseph is introduced by a noun phrase, by additional 
nominative (nouns and participles) Epithets, and by the surrounding use of more marked cases (genitive 
and dative): av~p OVOIJCXTl 'lwo~<)> ~OUAEU~5 urrapxwv, av~p aya6os KCXl OlKCXl05--QUT05 OUK ~v 
OUVKOTaTE6EliJEV05 TQ ~ouJ..{j Kal TQ rrpa~El auTC:lv-----cmo Apt!Ja9cxfas lTOAEWS' TC:lv'louoafwv, 05 
rrpooeoexno Ti]v ~cxmJ..elav TOV 9eov. This suggests that Luke wishes to "build the prominence of the 
focus," which is Joseph, in a way that Matthew and Mark do not. 

28 Matthew and Mark specifically name two of the women: "Mary Magdalene and the other 
Mary" (Matt. 27:61//Mark 15:47). 
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Mark includes more content referring to the re-entrance of Pilate into the narrative 

(15:44-45), and Luke creates an even greater focus on the introduction ofJoseph.29 

3. The Content ofthe Episodes 

Having established a cohesive framework for Matt 27:1--61//Mark 15:1-47//Luke 

23:1-56, I will offer a brief sketch ofthe content ofthe crucifixion narrative. A certain 

amount of its content was mentioned during the cohesion analysis, thus only basic points 

will be surveyed. 

The episode begins in all three Gospels with the Jewish leaders taking council, 

with the result being that they hand Jesus over to Pilate for trial (Matt 27: 1-2//Mark 

15:11/Luke 22:66--23:1). Immediately following, Matthew includes comments on 

Judas's regret at having betrayed Jesus (Matt 27:3-10), comments which are not included 

in Mark and Luke. In Matt 27:11-31//Mark 15:2-20//Luke 23:2-3, 18-25, Pilate tries 

Jesus before the Jewish crowds on charges of claiming to be ''the king ofthe Jews.''30 In 

the end, he releases to them in Jesus' stead Barabbas, an accomplice in murder, and, as 

the crowds shout all the more, 31 he turns Jesus over to be executed. According to Matt 

27:28-29//Mark 15:17, the soldiers dress Jesus in purple/scarlet cloth, place a crown 

made of thorns on his head, and lead him away to crucify him. 

29 0ne could compare Luke's prominent introduction ofJoseph with the fact that Pilate merely 
functions~ the Goal in an embedded material process: OUT05, rrpoosf..Swv Tc:? nslACITC:y, trn1oaTO TO 
OWIJO Tou IT]OOu (Luke 23:52). 

30 Luke 23:4-16 recounts Jesus being sent back and forth between Pilate and Herod, which is 
material that Matthew and Mark do not include. Also, Cranfield, St. Mark, 457 notes the distinction here 
between 6 ~aOIAEV5 Twv'louoaiwv, which Pilate speaks in Mark 15:2, and 6 ~aOIAEV5 'lopa~A, which 
occurs on the lips ofthe chief priests and scribes in 15:32. Cf. also Fitzmyer, Luke, 2:1475. 

31 Matt 27:23: oi oe mp1oows- EKpai_;ov Aeyovns- !Taupw8~Tcu; Mark 15:15: oi oe mploows
EKpal;av. 
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At this point, all three Synoptics introduce Simon the Cyrene, the one who carries 

Jesus' cross to Golgatha, presumably because Jesus did not have the strength to do it 

himself(Matt 27:32//Mark 15:211/Luke 23:26). Luke uniquely includes an interaction 

between suffering Jesus and some women who were mourning his impending death 

(23:27-31). Matt 27:35-44//Mark 15:24-32//Luke 23:33-39 contains the actual 

crucifixion of Jesus and the mocking of the crowds, about which Matthew and Mark are 

more detailed in their accounts. However, Luke is once again unique in that it recounts 

Jesus' encounter with one of the criminals crucified with him, in which the criminal 

defends the innocence of Jesus, and Jesus assures the criminal that his final destination is 

"paradise'' (23:40-43). All three Gospels note the darkness that came upon the entire 

land, but only Matthew and Mark mention Jesus' cry of"My God, my God, why have 

you forsaken me?'' and the crowd's response to it (Matt 27:46-49//Mark 15:34-36). 

Luke, rather, proceeds directly to the tearing of the temple curtain, which is followed by 

Jesus giving his last breath (Luke 23:45-46). In Matthew and Mark, it is only after Jesus 

cries out and lets go of his spirit that the temple curtain tears, 32 and only Matthew 

recounts other activities taking place such as the earth shaking and dead saints being 

raised (27:51-53). The crucifixion proper ends in all three Gospels with the awe-full 

response ofthe centurion and the note that many women who had ministered to Jesus 

during his ministry were looking on from a distance (Matt 27:55-56//Mark 15:40-41// 

Luke 23:49). 

32 For a treatment of the torn veil in Matthew, see Gurtner, The Torn Veil, 138-98. 



160 

The Synoptics follow the crucifixion with the introduction of Joseph of 

Arimathaea, who was probably a rich man and a member of the Sanhedrin, the latter of 

which is noted in the use of ~ouAEUT~5 in Mark 15:43//Luke 23:50.33 The Gospels agree 

that Joseph was positively associated with Jesus: Matthew says he ''was a disciple/ 

followed Jesus'' (27:57), while Mark and Luke describe him as one "who was waiting for 

the kingdom ofGod'' (Mark 15:43//Luke 23:51). Luke adds a further description in 23:50 

that he was aya8os- Kat OlKat05 ("good and righteous"). According to Mark, Joseph was 

courageous enough to dare to ask Pilate for the body of JesusY Mark also notes uniquely 

that Pilate was surprised to hear that Jesus had died so soon; however, once this was 

confirmed, Pilate seems to have given the body willingly to Joseph for a proper Jewish 

buriai.35 

4. Aspectual Analyses 

With this basic outline of content in place and its cohesive nature identified, an 

analysis of divergent verbal aspect choice can now proceed. I have selected three such 

instances to compare and contrast: (I) the Aorist rrapsowKav in Matt 27:18//the 

Pluperfect rrapaoeowKetoav in Mark 15:10, (2) the Present oTaupouatv in Mark 15:24// 

the Aorist participle oTaupwoaVTE5 in Matt 27:35//the Aorist indicative eoTaupwoav in 

Luke 23:33, and (3) the Aorist eAaTOJ..ITJOEV in Matt 27:60//the Perfect periphrastic 

participle AEAaTOJ..ITJJ..IEVOV in Mark 15:46//the adjectival construction ev J..IV~J..laTt 

Aa~euTC:,J in Luke 23:53. 

33 Cf. Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:648-49; Collins, Mark, 777-78; Wiefel, Das Evangelium 
nach Matthaus, 483. 

34 Mark 15:43: TOAI-l~Oas ElO~A6ev rrpos TOV netACXTOV Kat i:JTi]oaTO TO OWI-10 Toulr]OOU 
("Having dared to enter to Pilate and request the body of Jesus"). See Evans, Mark, 519. 

35 Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:646-47; Evans, Mark, 2:520-21. 
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4.1. Tense-form Analysis 1 

TI~€1 ,yap OTI Ola ¢6ovov rrapEOWKaV 
auTOV. 

For he knew that because of envy they 
handed him over. 

zylVWOKEV yap OTI 01 a ¢6ovov 
rrapaoeowKetaav avTov oi apxtepels-. 

For he knew that because ofenvy the 
chief-priests handed him over. 

Table 8 

In their otherwise very insightful article devoted to the concept of''envy'' in the 

ancient world and Mark's Gospel (especially at 15:10), Hagedorn and Neyrey make no 

comment whatsoever on Mark's use of the Pluperfect form rrapacSecSwKetaav to refer to 

the act ofthe Jews ''handing over" Jesus to the Roman authorities.36 Few commentators, 

ifany, offer discussion on the form's use in their sections on Mark 15:10.37 The same is 

true regarding Matthew's use of the Aorist rrapeOc.vKav in 27:18 in contrast to the 

Markan Pluperfect. 38 Nolland does mention the divergence in a short footnote, but gives 

no explanation why this is the case.39 Thus, by and large, the issue has received little-to

no treatment from most commentators and exegetes. Despite this lack of attention, I argue 

based on the model of verbal aspect put forth here that the divergence oftense-forms 

between Matthew and Mark is quite significant and plays a key role in one's 

36 Hagedom and Neyrey, "The Anatomy of Envy," 15-56. Admittedly, their study does not set out 
to deal with grammatical or linguistic issues (other than the meaning and use of the 1exeme <j>8ovos 
["envy"]). Yet if their task was to elucidate the importance of the envy theme in Mark, comments on the 
marked use ofthe Pluperfect would have been quite helpful for them and would have provided much
needed formal evidence for their analysis of Mark 15:10. 

37 Examples of major commentaries that lack comment on the Pluperfect in Mark 15:10 are: 
France, Mark, 632-33; Stein, Mark, 700--1; Evans, Mark, 2:481-82; Collins, Mark, 720; Gnilka, Das 
Evange/ium nach Markus, 301-2 

38 Examples of major commentaries that do not note the divergence in tense-form are: Turner, 
Matthew, 653-54; Hagner, Matthew, 2:823; Wiefel, Das Evangelium nach Matthiius, 472; Luz, Matthew, 
3:497-98; Gaechter, Das Matthiius Evangelium, 910. 

39 Nolland, Matthew, 1169 n. 347. Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:586 give a similar notation. 
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understanding of Mark's account of Jesus' trial before Pilate. However, before treating 

Matthew and Mark specifically, it is worth briefly reiterating my position on the meaning 

and function ofthe Pluperfect. 

The Greek Pluperfect shares the same verbal stem as the Perfect tense-form, and 

differs only slightly in its morphology.40 It thus shares the same semantic value as the 

Perfect, that being stative aspect.41 While the Pluperfect often appears in past contexts, as 

Porter mentions, it is not "past-bound.''42 Rather, it is better to see the form as 

grammaticalizing stative aspect plus the added element of remoteness. In this way, the 

Perfect/Pluperfect opposition is similar to the Present/Imperfect opposition: the forms, 

having the same morphological stem, share the same aspectual semantics, but the latter 

forms represent a simultaneous choice in the system network of +remoteness.43 In 

contrast, the Perfect grammaticalizes -remoteness since "it appears more readily in a 

variety of contexts,'* rather than being primarily restricted to narrative discourse. 

Further, the Pluperfect is more marked than the Perfect: it occurs significantly less 

40 Both share first consonant reduplication with e and primary endings. The Pluperfect differs in its 
thematic vowel ofe1 or TJ and typically has an augment, although, as is the case in Mark 15:10, it often 
drops out in Hellenistic Greek (Porter, Verbal Aspect, 289). Robertson, Greek Grammar, 903 says "[The 
Pluperfect] disappeared in Greek before the present perfect, though in theN. T. it still survives in current, 
but not common, usage." 

41 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 289; Porter, Idioms, 42; similarly McKay, New Syntax, 51. Fanning, 
Verbal Aspect, 305-6 and Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 224 likewise note the Pluperfect's relation to the 
Perfect, even though their understanding of the semantics of the form differ from what is presented here. 
Fanning applies his three-fold meaning of the Perfect (stative Aktionsart, tense, and aspect) to the 
Pluperfect, with the added element of it being one step removed in past time. Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 
1:228-29 assigns the Pluperfect to imperfective aspect as he does with the Perfect. 

42 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 289. 
43 See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 94--96, 109. Campbell, following his spatial paradigm, says that the 

Pluperfect grammaticalizes "heightened remoteness" (Verbal Aspect, 1 :229-33). However, it is not clear 
how the the form grammaticalizes this, since the notions of "heightened" and "remoteness" seem 
contradictory. In any case, Campbell runs into the same problems with the Pluperfect as imperfective aspect 
and heightened proximity as those noted inch. 3. For example, he again is not clear on how the Pluperfect 
is able to share the same aspectual value as the Present/Imperfect although the forms have completely 
different morphological stems. 

44 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 289. That is to say, 
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frequently, it possess an additional semantic feature (i.e., remoteness), and has greater 

morphological bulk and relatively little morphological irregularity. It thus possesses the 

ability to function similarly to the Perfect in discourse. That is, it is can function to 

frontground particular elements in a discourse in a manner more definite and contoured 

than the other tense-forms, but often does so in past-referring contexts. Accordingly, it, 

like the Perfect, represented (for a time) a tool for Greek speakers/writers to create 

heightened levels of discourse prominence. 

In turning to examine Mark's use of the Pluperfect rrapaoeowKEtaav in 15:10 in 

contrast to Matthew's use of the Aorist, I should note that it is very likely Mark has made 

a conscious choice in using the Pluperfect form (as opposed to, say, an Aorist or Perfect). 

This assertion is supported in that Mark uses rrapaolowJ..!t quite frequently (20x) and 

does so using a variety oftense-forms-the Present (e.g., 9:31; 14:21, 41), the Future 

( 13:9, 12; 14: 18), and the Aorist (3: 19; 7:13; esp. 15: 1) especially. In other words, the 

author of Mark had a range of formal options from which to choose. This suggests that 

the choice of +stative +remoteness was a motivated one. Below, I argue that instead of 

expressing an action ''that, completed in the past, has results that existed in the past as 

well,''45 Mark intentionally uses the Pluperfect in 15: I 0 to frontground the action of the 

chief-priests' handing over of Jesus to Pilate, thus creating a heightened level of discourse 

prominence at this point. In doing this, Mark draws a purposeful contrast between the 

handing over ofJesus, whom Mark portrays as the true "king of the Jews," and Barabbas, 

45 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 583. Cf. also Maule, New Testament Greek, 16; Robertson, Greek 
Grammar, 903 says "[a]s the present perfect is a blending in idea of the aoristic (punctiliar) and the 
durative present (a sort of durative aoristic present combined), so the past perfect is a blend of the aorist 
and the imperfect in idea." 
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the murder (at least by association), who was imprisoned likely in an ideological effort to 

bring about the kingdom of God, but who would be released by Pilate. 

In Mark 15:1, the reader is told that once the Jewish leaders had taken council, 

they handed Jesus over (Aorist rrapeoc:uKav) to Pilate for trial. Pilate begins his 

examination of Jesus in 15:2 by addressing the issue of Jesus' "kingship": LV ei o 
~aatAEV5 Twv 'louoalc:uv; ("Are you the king ofthe Jews?"). Jesus gives a brief, 

affirmative answer to this question (Lv Aeye 15, ''You yourself say"), 46 then remains silent 

as further accusations are leveled against him in vv. 3-4. After a minor transition is 

signaled in 15:6, 15:7-8 gives important background information and introduces a new 

participant, Barabbas. In 15:9, Pilate returns to the issue ofJesus' kingship when he asks 

the Jewish crowds SeAETE cmoAvac:u Ul-llV TOV ~aatAEa Twv'louoaic:uv; ("Do you want 

me to release to you the king ofthe Jews?"). The reason for his question is given in v. 10: 

eylvc:uaKEV yap OTI Cia <j>Sovov rrapaoeouJKEIOOV miTOV ol apxlepels- ("For he knew 

that because of envy the chief-priests handed him over''). Verses 11-15 then depict the 

escalation of the crowd's desire to have Barabbas released and Jesus crucified. 

There are three elements in 15:1-15 mentioned above that support the argument 

that the Pluperfect functions to create prominence by drawing a contrast between the 

handing over of Jesus and the character Barabbas: (1) the importance of"kingship" in 

Pilate's examination, (2) the fact that Barabbas is characterized as a rebel murderer in 

15:7, and (3) the actual formal features that are employed in Barabbas's characterization. 

To address the first element, the kingship of Jesus is the main topic of Pilate's 

46 On this exchange between Pilate and Jesus as feature common to all four Gospels, see Porter, 
"Did Jesus Ever Teach in Greek?" 163. 
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examination of Jesus in 15:1-15. This is identified by Pilate's repetition ofthe phrase TOV 

~amAEa TC:Jv 'louoalwv with reference to Jesus in vv. 2, 9, and 12.47 Mark alternates 

between these references to Jesus as ''king of the Jews" and references to Barabbas (vv. 

7-8, 11, 15), which may alone suggest that the handing over of Jesus and Barabbas is 

meant to be read in close connection one with another. 

Concerning the second element, in the light of Jesus' kingship holding an 

important thematic role, it is significant that Barabbas is characterized by Mark as "one 

who was bound with the rebels who had committed murder in the rebellion" (15:7). 

Although Matthew says that Barabbas was "well-known'' (errtar]l..lov), it appears that 

nothing outside of the canonical Gospels is mentioned about Barabbas or the exact 

rebellion in which he participated.48 Nevertheless, scholars have tried to reconstruct a 

viable background for him.49 Mark calls Barabbas a aTamaaT~5, and John calls him a 

.Ana~s (John 18:40). It appears that much has recently been written on the historical-

political associations of AlJOT~5 ("robber, bandit'') in particular, a word that in its 

47 See Stein, Mark, 699; France, Mark, 628, who says about 15:2, "The kingship of Jesus, now 
newly introduced (since the kingship previously mentioned has been that of God), becomes the focal theme 
for the rest of Mark's account of the passion, occurring explicitly six times (vv. 2, 9, 12, 18, 26, and 32) and 
underlying especially the account of the soldiers' mockery in vv. 16-20." Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach 
Markus, 2:299 makes a similar point when he says simply "[d]ie Frage des Pi latus richtet sich auf den 
Konig der Juden" ("Pilate's question is focused on the king of the Jews"). Note that in 15:32, on the lips of 
mocking Jews, Jesus is called 6 XPIOTOS 6 ~aotAEUS 'lopa~A. It appears that the phrase "king of Israel" 
resembles more Jewish terminology while "king of the Jews" may resemble Greco-Roman terminology 
(see France, Mark, 628). Bauckham, "Messianism," 59~0 also says this regarding the terms in John's 
Gospel. 

48 So Stein, Mark, 70 l and Brown, Death ofthe Messiah 1:796-97 who say that the article in the 
phrase ev T[j OTcXOEI suggests that the rebellion was "well known." However, it is unlikely that the article 
possess the ability to make such claims. 

49 According to Brown, Barabbas is often described as a Zealot, though he suggests that the term 
did not arise until three decades after the life ofJesus (see Death ofthe Messiah, 1 :689-93 ). But Wright, 
Jesus 156-57 suggests that it is hard "to imagine that serious violent revolution was not on the agenda in 
the 20s of the first century AD. The 'Zealots' themselves emerged as a clear-cut group later on, in the 60s; 
but this did not represent a major change of direction, a turning to serious paramilitary violence by a group 
previously committed to 'social banditry'." For other historical reconstructions of the events surrounding 
Barabbas, see also, for example, Barnett, "Under Tiberius All Was Quiet," 568; France, Mark, 630; Stein, 
Mark, 700-1; Collins, Mark, 717-18; Lagrange, Evangile seton Saint Marc, 414-15. 
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technical sense may have referred to renegade bandits who opposed Roman authority, 

often through violent means.50 Mark's OTaotaoT~5 ("rebel"), which appears only here in 

the New Testament, is used frequently in Josephus's Jewish War, occurring in political 

contexts with reference to those in rebellion against Rome, Caesar, or some type of king/ 

ruler.51It is quite difficult to determine if Mark intended to use oTaata0~5 in a 

technical sense in order to describe Barabbas as being a part of a specific violent sect 

active during the time of Jesus (e.g., the Zealots). 52 However, Mark's unique description 

certainly locates Barabbas within the realm of political protest against Rome, whether or 

not he and his fellow rebels believed they were inaugurating the kingdom of God through 

their violence. Yet this is precisely how the claim of being "king of the Jews" would have 

been heard within Jesus' context, that is, as a political challenge to the kingship of 

Caesar.53 Thus, on the one hand, Mark presents Barabbas as a participant in (or perhaps 

leader of) political violence against Rome-one who may have been intentionally 

seeking to bring about God's kingdom through such violence-and yet also as the one 

who is released by Pilate and received by the Jews. On the other hand, Mark presents 

Jesus as the true ''king of the Jews," who taught that God's kingdom would come through 

loving one's neighbor, but yet also as the one whom the Jews handed over to Pilate in 

order to be crucified. 

This contrast between Barabbas and the handing over of Jesus in Mark is 

strengthened in view of the formal features present in the text, especially tense-form 

50 Two well-known authors who advocate strongly for this technical understanding ofAlJOnlS" are 
Horsley, Bandits. Prophets, and Messiahs, 77-87 and Wright, Jesus, 155-60. 

51 For example, 2:295:1; 2:406:5; 2:452:2; 2:455:5. 
52 France, Mark, 630-31 seems to go in this direction. 
53 Cf. France, Mark, 631. 
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usage. In 15:7, Mark uses the most heavily marked Perfect participle OEOEJ..u3vos- to 

describe Barabbas as one who was "bound" (or ''imprisoned") along with the other rebels 

(~ETa TWV OTaatacrTwv). The participle's use is meant to draw a purposeful contrast 

between Jesus, who was ''bound'' by the Sanhedrin (v. 1 Aorist o~aaVTE5), with 

Barabbas, who was "bound" ( v. 7 Perfect OEOE~evos-) with insurrectionists. 54 The contrast 

is sharpened in v. 7 when Mark says that these rebells, and Barabbas by association, ''had 

committed murder,'' using the even more marked Pluperfect form TTETTOI~KEtcrav. 55 The 

use of the Pluperfect here provides a cohesive link between 15:7 and rrapaOEOWKEtcrav 

in 15: 10 on the level of aspectual semantics ( +stative +remoteness) and heightens the 

contrast between Jesus and Barabbas. On the level of discourse function, the occurrence 

ofthe two heavily marked forms in 15:7-the Perfect OEOE~evos- and the Pluperfect 

TTETTOI~KEtaav--creates a prominent environment for the frontgrounding introduction of 

Barabbas as a new participant. The use ofthe more marked Imperfect sylvwaKEV and the 

most marked Pluperfect rrapaOEOWKEtaav in 15:10 creates another prominent 

environment for referencing the handing over of Jesus, which happened despite the fact 

that Pilate "knew" it was because the Jews were envious of Jesus (eta <j>6ovov). 

Therefore, the creation of two prominent contexts, tied together by means of verbal 

aspect--{)ne referencing the binding of Barabbas and his association with murderers, and 

the other referencing the handing over of Jesus-highly suggests that the latter be read in 

the light of the former: Jesus, the true king of the Jews who is bound by his own people 

54 I wish to thank Dr. Cynthia Westfall for bringing this point to my attention. 
55 While perhaps not too much should be made of it, it is interesting to note that here Mark repeats 

forms that have occurred at other important (i.e., frontgrounded) junctures in the PN (OeOE~EVTJV in 11:2, 4 
and TTETTOI~KOTE in 11: 17). 
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(o~oavTE5), is handed over to die (rrapa&owKetoav), while Barabbas, who was also 

bound (OEOEl.lEV05), will go free in spite of his association with those who had committed 

murder (<j>ovov mrrot~Ketoav). 

In contrast to Mark's use of the Pluperfect, Matthew uses the Aorist rrapeec.uKav 

in 27:18. The use ofthe perfective aspect to perform a backgrounding function in 

Matthew's narrative is identifiable by two points. First, Matthew and Mark differ in the 

content of their introduction ofBarabbas (cf. Matt 27:16//Mark 15:7). That is, Mark's 

comments include the details of Barabbas's association with "the rebels" and their violent 

actions, whereas Matthew simply uses the phrase OEOl.liOV errlmwov AEYOllEVOV 

Bapa~~av (''a well-known prisoner called Barabbas").56 This itself may suggest that 

Matthew is less interested than Mark in the Barabbas/ Jesus contrast. Second, instead, 

Matthew seems more concerned with recounting the role of Pilate regarding Jesus' 

innocence. This is demonstrated by (1) Matthew's use ofthe marked Pluperfect DOE I 

referring to Pilate's "knowing'' that the Jews were motivated by envy, and (2) Matthew's 

unique inclusion ofthe warning of Pilate's wife that he should have ''nothing to do with 

that righteous man'' (27: 19)_57 On the word-level uoet in 27:18 represents the most 

marked item in its clause, but because it functions in combination with the most heavily 

marked Perfect participle OUVflYllEVwv at the start of27:17, both of these marked features 

create a domain of prominence for Pilate's interaction with the crowd and the comment 

56 Hagner, Matthew, 2:821; Nolland, Matthew, 1168; Lagrange, Evangile seton Sain Matthieu, 519 
agrees that the Epithet errlorwov probably indicates that the Jewish population held Barabbas in a positive 
light. 
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referring to his knowledge of their envy.58 Thus, Matthew's unique content and its use of 

certain formal features generate for its narrative a focus on Pilate's knowledge of Jesus' 

innocence, which is distinct from Mark's focus on the contrast between Barabbas and the 

Jews' handing over of Jesus. 

4.2. Tense-form Analysis 2 

The second instance of divergent tense-form choice I wish to consider is Mark's 

choice ofthe Present form crTcxupouatv in 15:24 to recount the crucifYing of Jesus in 

contrast to Matthew's use of the Aorist participle crTcxupwcrcxvTE5 (27:35) and Luke's use 

of the Aorist indicative EO'Tcxupwcrcxv (23:33). The function of the narrative Present was 

already treated in ch. 4; thus, here I argue that the Synoptics each have different 

emphases in their accounts of the crucifYing ofJesus, which is expressed in their choices 

of verbal aspect. 

Table 9 

I TaupwoavTES' oe mhov 
"oteJ.JeploavTo To iJ.JaTta 
auTOIJ (3af.l.ovTeS' KA~pov" 

Now after they crucified him, 
"they divided his garments by 
casting lot." 

Kat oTaupoGotv auTov Kat 
"otaJ.Jep[(_;avTat To iJ.JaTta auTou 
(3aAAOVTES' KA~pov err'auTa" TlS' 
Tl apu 

And they crucified him and "they 
divided his garments by casting 
lot" to see who might take what. 

KCll OTE il.\Bov srrl TOV TOTTOV TOV 
KaAOViJEvov Kpavlov, eKel ecnau
pcuaav athov Kal Tous- KaKOu 
pyous-, ov IJEV EK oe!;twv OV OE €!; 
aptGTEpwv. "'OICliJEpti,;OiJEVOI oe 
TO liJClTla OUTOU e(3a,\ov KA~ 
pous-.'' 

And when they came to the 
place called The Skull, there 
they crucified him and the 
criminals, one on the right and 
one on the left. "And dividing 
his garments, they cast lots." 

58 This point could be strengthened further in the light of Matthew's use of the Pluperfect elw6et 
("to be accustomed) in 27:15 to refer to Pilate's yearly custom of releasing a prisoner to the people. 
However, it is quite possible that the Perfect/Pluperfect stem was the only available choice for this lexeme 
by the time of the New Testament ( cf. BDAG, 295). If this is the case, the Pluperfect here would not 
represent a meaningful choice of verbal aspect. 
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Mark's use of the narrative Present aTaupouar v is the fourth in a chain of six 

imperfective Predicators, a chain which spans only three verses.59 This grouping with 

more marked imperfective forms suggests that 15:22-24 represents a heightened level of 

discourse prominence.60 Thus, in contrast to Matthew and Luke, Mark creates a domain 

of prominence in which to introduce the act of crucifying Jesus in a more definite and 

contoured manner. In this light, it is possible to say that, while none of the Synoptic 

accounts gives a detailed description of the crucifixion, Mark wishes to highlight the 

event itself more than the others. This is supported by the fact that, in latter parts of the 

Gospel, Mark refers to "crucifixion" by using the most heavily marked Perfect tense-

form (cf. 15:32; 16:6).61 

According to Nolland, Matthew's use of the Aorist participle aTaupwaavTES" 

represents the author's desire to dispose of"an unwanted historic present," though 

Nolland gives no explanation as to why Matthew may have considered it ''unwanted.''62 I 

suggest that aTaupwaavTCs- places the act of crucifying in the presupposed background 

of the narrative,63 which, by putting less emphasis on the crucifixion itself, indicates that 

Matthew is more concerned about how the crucifixion relates to the fulfillment ofOld 

59 ¢spoumv, ~E9cp~T]VWO~EVOS" (v. 22); soloouv (v. 23); OTaupOUOIV, Ola~cpll;ovTat, 
~aAAovns (v. 24). I should also note the presence of the Perfect participle so~upvto~evov in v. 23. 

60 Even Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 233 seems to agree. 
61 In 15:32, the two criminals are referred to as oi ouvcoTaupw~evot, and in 16:6, the angel at the 

empty tomb refers to Jesus as Tov soTaupw~svov. See also Porter, "Mark 16:1-8," 123-37 who notes that 
Mark has a particular interest in the crucifixion. 

62 Nolland makes this comment first regarding Matthew's supposed change of Mark's ¢epou01v 
ClUTOV to sA90VTE5, and then makes a similar comment regarding OTaupwoavTE5 (Matthew, 1189, 1191 ). 

63 According to Porter's systemic network, the semantics of the Aorist participle is +factive 
presupposition +perfective aspect (Verbal Aspect, 94). 
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Testament Scripture.64 Tense-form usage alone may not indicate this concern, since vv. 

33-35 is predominately carried along by Aorists,65 though Matthew uses the most heavily 

marked Perfect participle f.1Ef.11Yf.1EVOV (''being mixed") to modify oivov. In any case, 

Matthew's language-particularly in v. 34 (cf. also v. 48)--is particularly reflective of 

LXX 68:22, perhaps more so than the Markan or Lukan accounts.66 France says 

Matthew understands the incident [the soldier's giving Jesus wine with gall] as a 
hostile act of the soliders, since he mentions xoA~ (bile, bitter substance) rather 
than myrrh, thus producing an echo ofPs. 69:21 where the action is clearly 
hostile (and where the LXX xoJ..r1 translates ro 's, normally understood of a 
poison).67 

Additionally, on a grammatical level, Matthew subordinates the act of crucifying 

Jesus to the verb OIEf.leploavTo, which occurs in the citation of LXX Ps 21:19 in 27:35. 

These points indicate that, in distinction from Mark, oTaupwoavTE5 is meant to provide 

64 Davies and Allison, Afatthew, 3:613 note that in Matthew "the crucifixion itself is mentioned 
only in passing." Similarly, regarding the crucifixion in all four Gospels, Brown, Death ofthe Messiah, 
2:945 asks "[y]et in all comparable literature, has so crucial a moment ever been phrased so briefly and 
uninformatively?" 

65 ecwKav, hSD,T]oEv (v. 34); OIEiJEploaVTo (v. 35). 
66 Nolland, Matthew, 1190-91. LXX Ps 68:22 reads: Kal eowKav els- T<) (3pw1-1a iJOV xot..hv wl 

els- Tf]v Ot\jJav iJOU EITOTIOOV iJE o~os- ("And they put in my food gall and for my thirst they me sour wine 
to drink"). Matt 27:34 reads: EOWKOV auTC:? melv olvov iJETCx XOA~S" iJEI-liYI·Hfvov· KOf yevOaiJEVOS" OUK 
h8eAT]oev mii'v. Mark does not include any lexical resemblance to LXX Ps 68:22, while Luke 23:36 does 
mention that the soldiers offered him "sour wine" (o~os-). To be clear, I am not suggesting that mere lexical 
similarity or dissimilarity determines whether or not a New Testament author is citing/alluding/echoing an 
Old Testament text. What I am suggesting is that because Matthew's language reflects the LXX passage 
more specifically (eowwv and the Adjunct phrase iJeTCx xoA~s- ), and because the act of crucifying is 
grammatically subordinated to another Old Testament citation (LXX Ps 21: 19), Matthew has purposely 
chosen to be more specific and to focus greater attention on the crucifixion's relation to Old Testament 
Scripture. 

67 France, Mark, 642. See also Noll and, Matthew, 1190-9!. However, even though France and 
Nolland are correct in noting that in Matthew the actions of the soldiers toward Jesus are hostile, the 
Markan account of the soldiers' actions should probably not be considered any less hostile (contra Nolland, 
Matthew, 1190-91 ). In personal communication, Dr. Cynthia Westfall noted that "myrrh" is Aramaic for 
"made bitter," and so Mark may have simply been more general in the use of the participle EOiJVPVIOiJEVOV 
in 15:23. Therefore, the use of gall can be assumed in Mark's account; it is doubtful that the soldiers 
actually used myrrh, which was sold at the price of gold. Since gall is a strong laxative, one could imagine 
that the soldiers attempted to provoke projectile diarrhea thus inflicting extreme embarrassment on Jesus. 
Thus, whereas Nolland's explanation depicts unexplainable discontinuity between the soldiers' mockery of 
Jesus (15:18-20) and their offer ofthe wine mixture (15:23), these insights by Westfall provide a strong 
explanation and establish continuity between the soldiers' actions. 
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the background for Matthew's reflection on the crucifixion's relation to the Old 

Testament.68 

Luke's use of the Aorist eoTaupwoav in 23:33 likewise indicates that, for him, 

the act of crucifying Jesus stands in the narrative background. It was noted in ch. 5 of this 

work that Luke often switches between the least marked perfective Aorist and the more 

marked imperfective Imperfect to create vividness in his narrative structure. 69 This claim 

appears to hold true in the sub-unit of23:26-49 as well. For example, v. 26 opens with 

the Aorist ETTE9TJKav, which is followed by a clustering of Imperfects in v. 27 cT1KOAou9et, 

EKOTTTOVTO, and e9pnvouv). Verse 33 uses the Aorist EOTaupwoav as its main verb/0 

which is followed by a Pluperfect (ElonlKEt) and an Imperfect (ESEllUKnlPtsov) in v. 

35.71 The Aorist form everratsav begins v. 36; the next finite verb to occur in the 

narrative is the Imperfect E~Aaa<PnllEI in v. 39. Finally, v. 45 uses the Aorist eoxlo8Tj, 

which is followed in vv. 47, 48 by the Imperfect forms eoosasev and tiTTEOTpE<j>ov. 

I suggest that Luke's use of the Aorist and the Imperfect here not only gives the 

reader insight into the structure of the text, but also highlights, what are for Luke, the 

most important elements of the crucifixion sub-unit. That is, with the crucifixion itself in 

the narrative background, Luke uses the Imperfect to bring to the foreground the essential 

features ofthe scene, namely, those characters that demonstrate some sort of response to 

the events surrounding Jesus' suffering and crucifixion. In 23:27--content unique to 

68 Note Nolland's comment on this grammatical construction: "Curiously his [Matthew's] pattern 
subordinates the crucifixion to the subsequent sharing of Jesus' clothing" (Matthew, 1191). Brown, Death 
ofthe Messiah, 2:945 notes this as well. 

69 Cf. Loney, "Narrative Structure," 4--31. 
70 The other Aorist indicative in the verse, ~A8av, is part of the larger clause OTE ~Aeav, which, 

being a circumstantial clause, is subordinate to the verb eoTaupc.uoav. 
71 1t should be noted here also that v. 34, according to the NA27, is likely not original to Luke's 

Gospel. The rest of v. 34 is a citation of LXX Ps 21: 19. 
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Luke-the Imperfects DKOAOU8cl, EKOTTTOVTO, and e8p~vouv highlight the reaction of the 

"large multitude of people," especially ''the women,'' who "were mourning and 

lamenting" Jesus on his way to Golgotha.72 In 23:35, the mocking response of the people 

is foregrounded by the use of the Imperfect E~EIJUK~pl~ov, which also introduces the 

direct speech of the crowd.73 After the general note that "the soldiers, approaching him, 

mocked him" in 23:36, Luke adds more contour to his narrative by foregrounding a 

specific instance of mockery, introducing the "blasphemous" response of one of the 

criminals through the Imperfect e~Aao<j>~IJEI in v. 39.74 And after recounting that the 

temple curtain had been torn, and that Jesus had died, Luke highlights the awestruck 

response of the centurion through the use of eCSo~a~EV and the sorrowful return of those 

who witnessed Jesus' death through the use ofurrEoTpE<j>ov. 

Luke's aspectual scheme here may have the purpose of connecting these 

responses to one another in a contrastive relationship: those following, mourning, and 

lamenting Jesus are contrasted with those mocking him, and the one blaspheming him 

from his own cross could stand in contrast to the centurion who glorified God as a result 

of what he witnessed.75 What seems clearer is that Luke is generally more interested in 

what is taking place around the cross, i.e., the reactions of certain groups of people, rather 

72 Cf. Marshall, Luke, 863 who says "Jesus [ ...]was followed by a large crowd of the people [ ... ] 
who here appear in the role of sympathizers rather than mockers." See also Evans, St. Luke, 86 I. 

73 Contra Evans, St. Luke, 869 who says the Imperfect here has "the sense 'repeatedly mocked'." 
74 Marshall, Luke, 871 says "The use ofthe imperfect is required, since the first speaker is 

interrupted by the second." Although Marshall is not explicit, it appears the reason he says this is that he 
assumes the Imperfect €~.:\aa¢rliJEI implies durative or continuous action, thus the words of the second 
criminal in v. 40 must have put an end to this continual action, and hence were an "interruption." However, 
there is no indication in the text that v. 40 is an interruption; Luke simply presents the verse as the second 
criminal's response to the first criminal's blasphemous statement in v. 39. Further, even ifv. 40 was an 
interruption, this in no way requires that (3.:\aa¢TJIJSW take the Imperfect form (cf. Evsrrall;av in v. 36). 

75 However, a natural contrast to the blaspheming of the criminal on the cross may be the other 
criminal who defends Jesus' innocence in 23:42. Nevertheless, on the level ofaspectuallinkage, the 
reviling criminal and the glorifying centurion do stand in contrast to one another. 
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than the crucifixion itself. This, of course, is not to suggest that the cross is unimportant 

for Luke; instead it indicates that, in terms of discourse prominence, he wishes to 

foreground other elements that necessarily build on the backgrounded act of the 

crucifixion. 

4.3. Tense-form Analysis 3 

The third and final analysis of this work will consider Mark's use of the 

periphrastic construction ilv AsAaTOIJTJIJEVOV (''was hewn'') in 15:46 in contrast to 

Matthew's Aorist indicative EACXTOIJTJOEV ("he hewed") in 27:60 and Luke's use of a 

semantically related adjectival form Aa~EUT05 (''hewn from rock") in 23:53. 

Kal EBTJKEV auTO ev T~ Ka1v~ 
avTou ~VT)~Eic:y oEAaT<)iJTJOEV ev 
TU rrhp<;~ Kat rrpooKuAioa5 t-iBov 
IJ~yav Til eu-p<;~ TOU IJVT)IJElOU a 
mlABEv 

And he laid it in his new tomb. 
which he hewn in the rock, and after 
rolling a great stone against the door 
of the tomb, he departed. 

Kat EBT)KEV aUTOV ev T~ ~VT)~ElCJt 0 
~v AEAaTOIJT)~Evov EK rrhpa5 Kat 
rrpoosKuAtoEv t-ieov errt TTJV Bupav 
TOU IJVT)IJE Iou. 

And he laid him in the tomb, which 
was hewn from rock, and he rolled a 
stone over the door of the tomb. 

Kat iiBTJKEV auTov ev IJV~~an 
Aa~EUT~ o\'1 ouK ~v ouOet5 ourrw 
KEliJEV05 

And he laid him in a tomb hewn 
from rock. in which no one was yet 
laying. 

Table 10 

Few commentators note the different usage; however, one commentator who does 

misidentifies Mark's Perfect periphrastic as ''pluperfect,"76 and nevertheless gives no 

explanation for the different tense-form. In view of this lack of attention, I argue two 

points. First, the fundamental motivation for the use of these different lexicogrammatical 

constructions lies in the authors' construal of experience for their readers. That is to say, 

in systemic linguistics there is an assumption that while there are different ways semantic 

76 Nolland, Matthew, 1232. 
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choices can be realized in grammar, these differences are not without meaning-they 

function to construe the experience of the listener or reader in a particular way.77 This 

point is particularly helpful for addressing the difference between Mark's Perfect 

periphrastic construction and Luke's use of an adjective (i.e., +quality).78 Second, the 

difference between Mark and Matthew can be explained on the basis of the model of 

verbal aspect argued for in this work: Mark wishes to frontground and attribute discourse 

prominence to the fact that the tomb in which Jesus was laid "was cut from rock," while 

Matthew places it in the narrative background. In arguing these points I will first begin 

with a brief definition and explanation of periphrastic constructions in Greek, followed 

by comments on how Mark's periphrastic relates to/differs from Luke's use of an 

adjective in regard to verbal aspect and the construal of readers' experience. Following 

this, I will address the aspectual distinction between Mark and Matthew in terms of 

discourse prominence. 

In his intermediate grammar, Porter says: 

Periphrastic verbal constructions are formed by the grammatically appropriate 
combination ofa form ofthe auxiliary verb ei!JI and a participle. The participle 
contributes the semantic (meaning) feature of verbal aspect to the construction 
(as well as voice[... ]). The form ei!JI, which is aspectually vague (i.e. it does not 

77 A good example of this is the concept of"nominalization," which is also prevalent in Hellenistic 
Greek (see Cirafesi, "EXEtv TTlOTlV in Hellenistic Greek," 8-12). 

78 This point is also important to note because, as Porter has pointed out, some have claimed that 
there is at times no difference between an adjectival form and a participle that has been "adjectivized" (see 
Porter, f'erbal Aspect, 454). Thus, that periphrastic constructions contribute verbal aspect and so differ from 
adjectives in the construal of experience argues strongly against the notion of adjectivizing. 
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provide a meaningful choice of aspect), is used to grammaticalize attitude (i.e. 
mood[...]) of the action in its context, as well as person and number [ ... ].79 

Porter suggests elsewhere that periphrasis should be understood "as a construction that 

draws attention to the Participle and its modifiers."80 Thus the defining characteristics of 

periphrastic constructions (particularly in contrast to adjectives) are (1) their retention of 

verbal aspect, 81 and (2) the focus of the construction on the participle (and items that 

modifY it). Furthermore, tense-forms retain their markedness values when used in 

periphrasis as long as there remain other formal choices for the verb form. That is to say, 

conversely, for verb forms that only occur in periphrastic constructions because their 

simple forms are no longer in use, the construction is unmarked since there are no other 

options from which the language user may choose. However, Porter notes that even when 

there are no other choices available (in terms of lexicogrammaticalization), choice of 

verbal aspect is still meaningful. 82 

79 Porter, Idioms, 45 (italics original). Porter is more thorough in his treatment ofGreek 
periphrasis in his Verbal Aspect. After offering a helpful survey of the various theories of periphrasis (pp. 
447--49) and after treating the issue of EiJJI as an auxiliary verb in Greek (pp. 449-52), Porter describes four 
features of periphrasis (pp. 452-54). First, the construction "must contain (1) an aspectually vague auxiliary 
verb and (2) a Participle in agreement with its referent." Second, "the Participle not only must be 
grammatically in suitable agreement with the auxiliary but must be adjacent to it, either before or after 
[ ... ]."Third, periphrastic constructions can be understood as substitutes for verbal forms only "[i]n those 
places in the verbal paradigm where simple forms have passed out of use[... ]." Fourth, the notion that some 
participles simply represent "adjectivized" forms should be rejected, since "while a Participle may function 
like an adjective, in periphrasis (as elsewhere) it still asserts its verbal aspect." McKay criticizes Porter's 
view ofperiphrasis has being too narrow, but does not provide a detailed argument for his evaluation (New 
Syntax, 36). Campbell asserts that "periphrastic constructions convey the same semantic information as 
their finite counterparts" (Verbal Aspect, 2:32). He gives the example of an Imperfect periphrastic, saying 
that it conveys both imperfective aspect and remoteness as does the Imperfect indicative. However, 
Campbell's argument is unclear, since, on the one hand, he says periphrastics retain a spatial element 
(remote/proximate), but, on the other hand, he says the opposition remoteness/proximity "is not carried 
over to the non-indicatives" (pp. 28-29). 

80 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 453. 
81 See also Porter, Verbal Aspect, 454. 
82 Porter, Verbal Aspect 453. See also p. 466, where, concerning the Perfect participle in 

periphrastic constructions, he says: "the Perfect[ ... ] continued to maintain its subjective aspectually-stative 
meaning from the Homeric through the hellenistic period, and this meaning is displayed in periphrastics as 
well." 
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Since, at times, periphrastic constructions function like adjectives-as in the 

example tackled here (Mark 15:46//Luke 23:53}-what is the difference between them? I 

suggest two differences, one of which has been said already, and both of which have to 

do with an author's desire to construe reality for his or her readers. First, as noted above, 

unlike adjectives, participles in periphrastics contribute the semantic feature of verbal 

aspect. Thus Perfect participles, specifically, can still realize +stative and represent the 

most marked of the tense~forms. This leads to the second difference: ~v AEAaTOI-ITJI-IEVOV 

in Mark 15:46 represents the semantic choice of +process, a choice that is typically 

realized in grammar by verbal constituents, which are the primary carriers of ideational 

meaning in both Greek and English.83 Therefore, Mark has construed "hewing" as a 

process to be experienced by readers from the stative viewpoint of the author. The fact 

that the participle occurs in a marked Perfect paraphrastic further suggests that Mark 

desires to place emphasis squarely on the process of"hewing." 

In contrast to Mark, Luke's use ofAa~cun:?,84 a word whose lexical semantics is 

nearly synonymous with AOTO!-IECJ:l,85 represents the semantic choice of +quality, a choice 

typically realized in grammar by adjectives. Thus, instead of a process that is seen from a 

stative aspect, Luke has chosen to construct his grammar in a way that construes the 

process of''hewing" as the quality "hewn from rock." While not wishing to go into great 

detail, I suggest that this represents Luke's use of a grammatical metaphor in which the 

semantic choice +process is realized in the grammar as +quality, i.e., as an adjective.86 I 

83 See Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 87; Ravelli, "Grammatical Metaphor," 134. 
84 Interestingly, for this verse, Codex Bezae reads JlVT"]JlEIC.U AEAaTOJlT"]JlEVc.u. 
85 See Louw-Nida 19.25 (AaTOJlEC.U) and 19.26 (Aa~EUT05 ). 
86 For recent works that use grammatical metaphor in biblical studies, see Cirafesi, "EXEIV rrloTIV 

in Hellenistic Greek" and Fewster, "Evaluating Root Metaphors," forthcoming. 

http:adjective.86
http:English.83


178 

have argued elsewhere that one ofthe primary functional motivations in using 

grammatical metaphor is textual organization. 87 That is, grammatical metaphors allow an 

author to communicate a similar semantic choice (e.g., process) but do so in a way that 

allows him or her to modify certain items and organize the text in a manner that could not 

be otherwise.88 In the light of this, Luke's use ofAa~EUTC~ has allowed him to do two 

things with his text that differ with Matthew and Mark. First, whereas Matthew and Mark 

place their forms of AaTOJ.lEW within larger relative clauses that modify JJVTJJJEtov, 

Aa~suTC:? directly modifies JJVDJJOTI. Second, because the process of"hewing" is 

realized as a quality in Luke, it places emphasis at the level of word group on the quality 

ofllVDI-IOTt. That is, in functional terms, Mark's focus is on "hewing'' as an Event, while 

Luke's focus is on ''hewing'' as an Epithet. 

Comparing the aspectual choices of Matthew and Mark brings this study back into 

familiar territory. I argue that the use of the least marked Aorist indicative eAaTOI1fjOEV in 

Matthew places the act ofJoseph's ''hewing" in the narrative background, whereas 

Mark's use of the most heavily marked Perfect periphrastic construction places it in the 

narrative frontground and gives the event a more contoured and defined focus in the 

episode. There are three points that support this argument. First, Matthew's burial scene 

is predominantly carried along by Aorists, which gives it a sense of unmarked and 

undefined narration.89 Matthew sees the burial of Jesus and the tomb that Joseph "had 

87 Cf. Cirafesi, "EXElV TTlOTlV in Hellenistic Greek," 12-14. 
88 Conceming nominalization and ideational metaphor, Halliday gives an example ofthis using the 

English words believe and belief. Whereas beliefcan be assigned an Epithet such as.firmly entrenched 
(thus, a firmly entrenched belief) such an Epithet cannot be assigned to the verb believe; modification 
would have to come through another semantic choice such as [+CIRCUMSTANCE] [+MANNER] and 
realized grammatically by an adverb: "he believed strongly" (Functional Grammar, 638-39). 
, , 89 il.Aesv, SJ.J08TJTEU8TJ (27:57); hn1oaTo, SKEAsuosv (27:58); sveruAl~sv (27:59); e8TJKEV, 
EAOTOJ..!T]OEV (27:60). 

http:narration.89
http:otherwise.88


179 

hewn in the rock" as the relevant background for the impending resurrection narrative in 

ch. 28 to which Matthew gives slightly more attention.90 

Second, there are additional formal features in Mark's episode that support the 

frontgrounding function ofJ1v AeAaTOIJTJIJEVov.91 For example, within the immediate co-

text other more heavily marked tense-forms are present (v. 44: TE8VTJKEv; v. 47: 

s8ewpouv, TE8E!Tal), and the (re)introduction of new participants (o TietAaT05, TOV 

KEVTUptcuva) makes the narrative stage more crowded.92 Both features indicate a 

heightened level of discourse prominence for the entire Markan burial episode as it 

establishes a highly marked co-text. 

Third, the point made above becomes even more important when it is seen that the 

unifYing element of TE8VTJKEV, JlV AEAaTOIJTJIJEVOV, s8ewpouv, and TE8EtTat is that each 

form has the death and burial ofJesus as its referent. Mark uses these four marked verbal 

constructions to recount (1) the fact that Jesus died (Te8VTJKEV), (2) where his body was 

laid (sv IJV~IJCXTt oJlV AEACXTOIJTJIJEVOV, Te8etTat), and (3) who saw it being laid in the 

tomb (s8ewpouv). The overloading of marked items with similar referents is significant 

because, unlike Matthew and Luke, Mark's impending resurrection scene, while still very 

important, is quite abbreviated.93 The indication is that Mark's emphasis is on Jesus' 

90 For example, Matthew includes the unique details of the scheming of the Jews (27:11-15). This 
assertion does not intend to diminish the possible significance that Matthew gives to the character Joseph of 
Arimathea. As Nolland says, "It is worth noting again the rarity of named participants in the Gospel story. 
The naming, except where public figures are involved, marks the associated events as having a particularly 
high level of significance" (Matthew, 1228). 

91 Note the difference between EAaT<)J.lT]OEV in which Joseph is Actor and ~v AEAOTOJ.lT]J.lEVOV in 
which J.lV~J.lOTI is the Goal. 

92 The repetition of the Perfect tense-form provides the episode with semantic cohesion, and 
perhaps continues the semantic thread of Mark's earlier uses of the Perfect in previously examined 
episodes. 

93 For example, if it agreed that the Gospel ends at 16:8, Mark does not recount any post
resurrection appearances of Jesus, or even that the eye-witnesses told anyone else what they had seen. 

http:abbreviated.93
http:crowded.92
http:AeAaTOIJTJIJEVov.91
http:attention.90
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death and burial, since even in the resurrection episode the focus is on Jesus as "the 

crucified Nazerene" (16:6: 'lnaouv sllTElTE T<)v Nal;apnvov TOV EOTaupCUIJEVOV).94 

Each of these points demonstrates that Mark's use ofthe Perfect periphrastic ~v 

AEAaTOIJlliJEVOV plays an important role-combined with other marked features-in 

creating discourse prominence and in highlighting features that reinforce the fact (from 

Mark's perspective) that Jesus really died and was buried in the most secure location 

possible, since it was a "a tomb that was hewn out of rock." 

5. Summary and Conclusion 

This chapter has accomplished two goals. First, I have identified and described 

the cohesive nature of Matt 27:1--611/Mark 15:1-47//Luke 23:1-56, which, although 

given the overarching title "the Crucifixion ofJesus," contains smaller sub-units.95 This 

cohesion analysis involved a consideration of organic ties (specifically conjunctions), 

participant references, and lexical repetition. Identifying these cohesion patterns provides 

a coherent linguistic framework within which to understand divergences in verbal 

aspectual choice in the Synoptic parallel material. 

Second, I have advanced the thesis that discourse structure according to various 

levels of salience-rather than the recounting of time or kind ofaction-is the prime 

motivation for differences in tense-form choice. Three such instances have been 

analyzed: (1) the Aorist form rrapeocuKav in Matt 27:18//the Pluperfect 

rrapaoeac.JKetaav in Mark 15:10, (2) the Present aTaupoumv in Mark 15:24//the Aorist 

94 See Porter, "Mark 16:1-8," 123-37. 
95 That is, Jesus before Pilate (Matt 27:1-31/!Mark 15:1-20//Luke 22:66---23:25), the crucifixion 

(Matt 27:32-56/!Mark 15:21-4l//Luke 23:26-49), and the burial ofJesus (Matt 27:57-611/Mark 15:42
47//Luke 23:50-56). 

http:sub-units.95
http:EOTaupCUIJEVOV).94
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participle aTaupwaavns in Matt 27:35//the Aorist eaTaupcuaav in Luke 23:33, and (3) 

the Aorist eAaTC)I-lflOEV in Matt 27:60//the Perfect paraphrastic participle AEAaTOI-lfll-lEVOV 

in Mark 15:46//the adjectival construction ev IJV~IJaTt Aa~EUTc:? in Luke 23:53. Each of 

these analyses demonstrates the motivated use and function of verbal aspect to highlight 

certain features of a text as it works and interacts with other formal items. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION AND RESULTS 

I. Summary ofThesis 

In this work I have sought to address the issue of divergent tense-form usage in 

the Synoptic parallel material-an issue that has been largely neglected by traditional 

historical critics and major commentaries on the Synoptic Gospels, which have been 

mostly concerned with discerning "authentic material" or conducting source and 

redaction-oriented analyses. 1 I have noted throughout that studies that at least mention 

certain tense-form changes do not appear to offer much linguistic explanation for these 

changes and instead resort to commenting on an author's redactional tendencies. 

However, most studies simply do not offer any explanation at alJ.2 

I have suggested that much of the work dealing with the Synoptic parallel 

material has been done on the traditional assumption that Greek verbs grammaticalize 

either absolute time (Zeitart) or kind of action (Aktionsart). Since these categories are 

inherently objective, that is, they attempt to describe how an action takes place in the 

"real world;' I have argued that they are inadequate for dealing with Synoptic tense-form 

differences. Instead, a robust theory that sees verbal aspect as the core semantic 

1 Studies referred to in this work that are good examples of this are Pryke, Redactional Style ofthe 
Markan Gospel; Telford, The Barren Temple; Robinson et. al., The Critical Edition ofQ; Dunn, Jesus 
Remembered; Wright, Jesus; Sanders, Jesus and Judaism; Hagner, Matthew; Evans, Mark; Gnilka, Das 
Evangelium nach Markus; Luz, Matthew; Davies and Allison, Matthew. 

2 Good examples of this are Nolland, Matthew; France, Mark; Bock, Luke; Collins, Mark. 
Additionally, in the light of these general trends of explaining divergences based on redactional styles, 
sources, etc., it was important for this work to note a recent paper delivered by Porter on verbal aspect and 
Synoptic relations. In it, he concludes that, if anything, a study of tense-form change reveals the complexity 
ofthe relations that exist among the Synoptics. That is, although Porter's study is meant to offer only 
preliminary suggestions on the issue, it shows how difficult it is to identifY any discernible patterns ofverb 
form change that point in any definite direction concerning source relations. This means that, currently, one 
cannot simply defer to a particular theory of source relations to explain divergent tense-form use. 
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component of Greek verbs and that recognizes the discourse functions that they can 

perform has more explanatory power for answering the question of divergent tense-form 

usage. In other words, understanding the Greek verbal system as a network of semantic 

relationships from which an author/speaker can (consciously or unconsciously) make 

subjective formal choices for functional purposes helps to explain tense-form differences 

on the basis of normal Greek usage rather than in terms of anomaly or irregularity. This 

thesis was tested by applying a systemic-functional model ofGreek verbal aspect to 

certain episodes in the Synoptic PNs, focusing on the textual function that aspect has in 

creating discourse prominence as it interacts with other linguistic features in its 

immediate co-text. 

Inch. 2, a systemic model of verbal aspect was put forth, with aspect being 

understood as a semantic category essentially defined as an author's subjective 

conception of an action, which is realized morphologically by choice of tense-form. The 

Aorist was seen to grammaticalize perfective aspect-an action is seen from the 

perspective of the author as a complete and undifferentiated whole; the Present realizes 

imperfective aspect-an action is conceived as in-progress and unfolding; and the Perfect 

expresses stative aspect-an action is seen by the author from the viewpoint of a complex 

state ofaffairs. The Imperfect, sharing the same verb stem as the Present, also expresses 

imperfective aspect but with the added feature of remoteness. Likewise, the Pluperfect, 

sharing the same stem as the Perfect, also realizes stative aspect but with the added 

element of remoteness. The concept of remoteness was subsequently defined as 

''anything that has a tendency to distance or diminish the context in the eyes of the 
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speaker from some other feature,''3 while at the same I acknowledged it may be more 

accurate to view the concept as a feature of textual organization. 

The critical analysis of recent theories of verbal aspect was followed by a 

discussion of the notion of markedness and the Greek verbal system. It was argued that 

the tense-forms should be understood within a system of binary equipollent oppositions. 

This was established by applying Porter's four-fold criteria of markedness to the Greek 

verb forms (i.e., material, implicational, distributional, and semantic). Within these binary 

oppositions, the first exists between the least marked perfective and the more marked 

non-perfective aspects. The selection of +non-perfective in tum forms a second 

opposition between the more marked imperfective (Present/Imperfect) and most marked 

stative aspects (Perfect/Pluperfect).4 

In the light ofthis systemic model of verbal aspect and markedness, the functional 

elements of verbal aspect were considered. While it was noted that the primary functional 

purposes of verbal aspectual choice are ideational, it was argued that there are significant 

implications for the textual metafunction as well, and this was the major focus of the 

thesis. Having defined "markedness'' as a word-level term, the concepts of·'grounding" 

and "prominence" were defined as discourse-level terms, with "prominence" being 

distinguished from "grounding'' as a superordinate term under which the various levels of 

grounding function. In view of these distinctions, it was concluded, for example, that the 

Perfect will always be the most heavily marked tense-form; however, in terms of its 

textual function, it must be seen to interact with other marked items in its co-text in order 

3 Millhouse, "Use of the Imperfect," 58-59, as quoted in Campbell, Verbal Aspect, I :85. 
4 See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 89. 
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for it to contribute to frontgrounded discourse prominence. While the markedness value 

of the Perfect lends itself to the creation of prominent linguistic contexts, the principle of 

markedness assimilation-as articulated by Batistella-provided a further criterion for 

evaluating this function of the Perfect. The same was found true regarding the 

backgrounding function of the Aorist and the foregrounding function of the Present/ 

Imperfect. 

With this model in place, I examined instances of divergent verbal aspect choice 

in three major episodes in the Synoptic PNs: ( 1) Jesus enters Jerusalem (Matt 21:1-22/ I 

Mark 11: 1-25//Luke 19:28-48), (2) Peter's denial of Jesus (Matt 26:69-75//Mark 14:66

72//Luke 22:54-65), and (3) the crucifixion of Jesus (Matt 27:1-6li/Mark 15:1-47//Luke 

23:1-56). 

2. Results ofTense-form Analyses 

The results of the aspectual analyses demonstrate the explanatory power of the 

model above. For example, the use of the Aorist consistently functions to provide the 

background for certain other features in the discourse,5 and the Perfect was seen to 

interact with other marked features to frontground an action and create prominence. 

Two general conclusions about verbal aspect can be made on the basis of these 

analyses. First, while it was acknowledged that choice of verbal aspect may be a 

conscious or unconscious decision, when one considers the aspectual differences in the 

Synoptic parallel material, one sees, rather clearly, conscious and flexible aspectua1 

, ,5 For examrle, Luk~'s use of EOTO:upwoo:v in 23:33 set the background for the actions of 
E~EIJUKTT]pu~ov and ej3Ao:o<jlr]l..tEI (23:35, 39), which Luke foregrounds using the Imperfect. Another good 
example of how the Aorist interacts with other less marked features to provide the background is in Matt 
27:57-61, where the entire story is carried along by Aorist forms. 
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choices being made. This does not mean that choices were not constrained in some way 

by temporal contexts or other discourse features, 6 but rather that, ceteris paribus, authors 

could indeed use verbal aspect for their own textual purposes. This was especially seen in 

Mark's foregrounding and transitional use of the so-called historic Present (11: 1; 14:66) 

and its frontgrounding use of the Perfect TTETTOI~KaTe (11 :17) in contrast to Matthew's 

use ofTTOielTE (23:13) and Luke's use oferroniaaTE (19:46). This subjective freedom 

was also seen in Matthew's strategic positioning of the Perfect participles ol EOTWTE5 

and eipT]KOT05 (26:73, 75) and Luke's climactic use ofthe Imperfect al·laxupll;;ETo 

(22:59), which reflected his overall scheme of perspective change. 

Second, the textual application ofthe model demonstrated the exegetical value of 

a robust understanding of verbal aspect theory, particularly regarding its functional 

elements. This is especially seen in how an author's aspectual choices can help a reader 

track with the structure of a discourse according to its various levels of salience. For 

example, as noted, Luke typically employs the opposition ofAorist/Imperfect to create a 

vivid narrative structure for his audience on the basis of external/internal (or background/ 

foreground) perspective switching. In Mark's case, at times, the Perfect and Pluperfect 

tense-forms were seen not only to spotlight certain actions that were most important in 

the narrative (e.g., TTETTOI~KaTe in 11:17; rrapaoeowKelaav in 15:1 0), but also to 

function together with other uses of the same forms, which provided the discourse with 

semantic cohesion and tied the actions together in a prominent manner (e.g., TTETTOI~KaTe 

6 For example, the clear past-referring contexts of Mark 15:7, 10 most likely restricted Mark's 
choice of the +stative +remoteness Pluperfect forms since, even though the Pluperfect does not mean past
time, its feature of +remoteness makes it a good fit for past-referring contexts. 
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in 11:17 and ESfJPOIJIJEVf]V, es~paVTat in 11:20, 21; TTETTOI~KE!Oav in 15:7 and 

rrapa&owKE tcrav in 15: I 0). In short, verbal aspect itself can function as a major 

exegetical tool by painting for the reader both the background and foreground colors of a 

discourse. 

3. Avenuesfor Further Research 

The conclusions drawn in this work are by no means exhaustive. Rather, they are 

meant to demonstrate, on a general level, the need in biblical studies (particularly in the 

study of the Greek of the New Testament) to move beyond traditional models and 

methods, and to begin integrating the findings of modem linguistic research into biblical 

criticism and exegesis. This is not to say that traditional Greek grammarians have nothing 

to offer contemporary New Testament scholarship, but to suggest that their linguistic 

models are outdated, and, as is the case with any academic discipline, need to be updated 

in the light of the most recent data. 

While there is a good deal of scholarly consensus on certain matters related to 

Greek verbal aspect, the application of it for interpreting ancient texts, especially biblical 

ones, remains sparse. This is supremely seen in the lack of attention that verbal aspect is 

given in the major commentaries, particularly those on the Synoptics.7 I suggest that the 

influence of linguistics, especially verbal aspect theory, will continue to not be felt in 

7 Besides the commentaries engaged in this work, J. Ramsey Michaels' recent full-scale 
commentary on the Gospel of John is a fine example of this neglect. In a recent RBL review of his 
commentary, D.A. Carson rightly points out that "Michaels makes observations on the syntax of the Greek 
as if there have been no linguistic developments in the last half-century. Writing on 20:29, Michaels renders 
the aorists 'Blessed are those who did not see and believed.' Then, of course, he has to explain why John 
chose verbal forms that are past-referring when the context leads us to expect something like 'Blessed are 
those who will believe ... without having seen.' The solution he offers is unconvincing. Convincing or not, 
however, the application of aspect theory provides a more plausible explanation ofthe aorist. The same 
problem erupts in John 2:20 and elsewhere" (Carson, Review ofJohn, 3). 
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biblical scholarship until such commentaries and scholarly monographs begin to 

consistently incorporate its findings. 8 

More specifically, the study of verbal aspect choice in the Synoptic parallel 

material has much more room to grow. At least three important questions remain, which 

were not dealt with exhaustively in this work. First, regarding aspect theory itself, while 

there is a consensus about much, there is not a consensus about all. For example, even 

though I argued strongly for Porter's understanding of the Perfect tense-form as stative 

aspect, there may be room left for a full-blown study that fine-tunes the semantics of the 

form and its function in various genres ofGreek literature. 9 

Second, the question of idiolect was altogether left untouched. ''Idiolect" is 

defined by Crystal as ''the linguistic system of an individual speaker. Idiolects are 

'personal dialects,' arising from the way people have learned slightly different usages in 

pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, and style.''10 In order to determine an author's 

idiolectic of aspectual usage, a much more comprehensive comparison of aspectual 

choice must be performed. The goal of such a study would be to shed light upon certain 

patterns of usage that would allow one to provide a detailed description of the author's 

style and perhaps to reconstruct such categories as the linguistic register of the Gospel 

writer or its context of situation. A comparison of aspect choice alone would probably not 

be able to determine these categories, but as other linguistic features, such as attitude, 

8 Brill's new monograph series, Linguistic Biblical Studies, is specifically devoted to 
accomplishing this task. However, I believe that it will take studies that are not linguistically based, but yet 
incorporate modem linguistic research into their work, for linguistics to penetrate biblical scholarship more 
broadly. · 

9 The Future form also falls in this category. 
1 °Crystal, Dictionary ofLanguage, 2nd ed., 155. 
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voice, word order, and clause structure are considered, a reconstruction would become 

possible. 

Third, the question remains as to what role, if any, verbal aspectual choice plays 

in engaging Synoptic relations, or even further, the relationship between the Synoptics 

and the Gospel of John. Porter is one of the few, perhaps the only one, who has offered 

some preliminary remarks on verbal aspect and the Synoptic Problem. 11 But no one has 

yet used it as a model, or part of a model, to address how the Synoptics relate to John. 

Apart from issues of source and origin, it may also be fruitful to simply add John's 

parallel material to a future aspectual analysis to compare discourse structure and verbal 

aspect's contribution to prominence. 

Whether or not these areas are ever explored, this thesis has shown the value of an 

aspectually-based approach to the Greek verb for interpreting instances in the Synoptic 

Gospels where verb forms differ. Thus its main contribution lies at the intersection of 

linguistic theory and exegetical practice. 

11 But see Catherine Smith's Ph.D. dissertation ("Casting Out Demons and Sewing Seeds"), which 
approached the Synoptic Problem from the perspective ofSFL. 

http:Problem.11
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