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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 of Arts (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 11:17//Luke 19:45, Matthew uses the Present form moigt e
(“make™) to recount Jesus’ statement to the buyers and sellers, while Mark uses the
Perfect memoinkate and Luke the Aorist émoinoaTe 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.

iv



Acknowledgments

This thesis has benefited from the help and guidance of many individuals. The McMaster
Divinity College Faculty, both within and outside of the Biblical Studies Department, has
provided immense spiritual, emotional, and intellectual support throughout the duration of the
project. In particular, however, Professor Stanley Porter and Dr. Cynthia Westfall have provided
excellent supervision—supervision that has shaped my ideas considerably but has also given me
the freedom to develop as an independent critical thinker. Their expertise, guidance, and
friendship have not only made my research and writing experience enjoyable but have also
caused the experience to be foundational to my growth as a young academic. Many thanks to
them both, and I look forward to four more years of working with them in the Ph.D. program at
McMaster.

[ also wish to thank the vibrant graduate student community at the Divinity College for its
invaluable contribution to my personal and academic formation. I firmly believe that the greater
part of graduate-level learning comes outside of the lecture hall and takes place in personal
conversation and engagement—at least it has for me. My student colleague, Gregory Fewster,
has been especially influential in the process of digesting topics in the fields of modern
linguistics and biblical studies. Many thanks to him.

No one has influenced my studies and deserves more thanks and appreciation than Jessie Lynn
Cirafesi, my wife. She has sacrificed and endured much during our two years in Hamilton, yet
her love and support have overflowed in abundance. Her friendship has brought great joy and
laughter to my life, and her tenderness and care have brought much comfort. My hope and prayer
is that I might provide for her the same strength and support she has provided for me as we move
on to the next few phases of our life together. Many more thanks to her, to whom this thesis is
dedicated. May we always be Tous £mi Biou kolwwvig cuviovtas (Plutarch, Cony. praec.
138:C:2-3).

Wally V. Cirafesi
Hamilton, Ontario
February, 2012



Contents

CHPATER ONE: INTRODUCTION
1. Introduction
2. The Historical Context for the Present Study
3. The Rise of Modern Linguistic Approaches to Gospel Studies

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

CHAPTER TWO: THEORY AND METHOD PART I
1. Introduction

2. The Limitations of Temporal and Aktionsart
Approaches to the Greek Verb

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

3.1. Defining Verbal Aspect

3.2. The Present Tense-form

3.3. The Imperfect Tense-form

3.4. The Aorist Tense-form

3.5. The Perfect Tense-form

3.6. The Future Tense-form

4. Summary
CHAPTER THREE: THEORY AND METHOD PART 11
1. Introduction

2. Systemic Functional Linguistics, Verbal Aspect,
and Discourse Analysis
2.1. The Fundamentals of SFL
2.2. Systemic Oppositions, Verbal Aspect,
and Markedness Theory
2.3. Markedness, Grounding, Prominence:
The Function of Verbal Aspect in Discourse

vi

19

19

25
26
31
34
42
46
51

53

54

55

55

59

68



2.4. Verbal Aspect and Discourse Cohesion 76

3. Procedure 78

4. Summary 79
CHAPTER FOUR: JESUS COMES TO JERUSALEM;

THE TRIUMPHAL ENTRY, THE CLEANSING OF THE
TEMPLE, AND THE CURSING OF THE FIG TREE

1. Introduction 80
2. The Cohesiveness of the Episodes 80
3. The Content of the Episodes 85
4. Aspectual Analyses 88
4.1. Tense-form Analysis 1 89
4.2. Tense-form Analysis 2 100
4.3. Tense-form Analysis 3 114
5. Summary and Conclusion 118

CHAPTER FIVE: PETER’S DENIAL OF JESUS

1. Introduction 119
2. The Cohesiveness of the Episode 121
3. The Content of the Episode 125
4. Aspectual Analyses 127
4.1. Tense-form Analysis 1 127
4.2. Tense-form Analysis 2 130
4.3. Tense-form Analysis 3 136
5. Summary and Conclusion 144

CHAPTER SI1X: THE CRUCIFIXION OF JESUS
1. Introduction 146

2. The Cohestveness of the Episodes 147

vil



3. The Content of the Episodes

4. Aspectual Analyses
4.1. Tense-form Analysis |
4.2. Tense-form Analysis 2
4.3. Tense-form Analysis 3

5. Summary and Conclusion

CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION AND RESULTS

1. Summary of Thesis
2. Results of Tense-form Analyses
3. Avenues for Further Research

Bibliography

viii

158
160
161
169
174

180

182

185

187

190



ABRL
ABC
ASCP

BDAG

BECNT
BAGL
BHGNT
BI

Bib
BICS
BIS

CB NTS
CBQMS
CGTC
cQ

CTL
EKKZNT
FCI

FL

FN

Abbreviations
Anchor Bible Reference Library
Anchor Bible Commentary
Amsterdam Studies in Classical Philology

Frederick William Bauer, 4 Greek English Lexicon of the New Testament,
3rd ed., revised and edited by F.W. Danker

Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament
Biblical and Ancient Greek Linguistics

Baylor Handbooks to the Greek New Testament
Biblical Interpretation

Biblica

Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies

Biblical Interpretation Series

Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series

Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph Series
Cambridge Greek Testament Commentary

Classical Quarterly

Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics
Evangelisch-Katholischer Kommentar Zum Neuen Testament
Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation
Foundations of Language

Filologia Neotestamentaria

ix



G1J

ICC

IVP
JETS
JBL
JGRChJ
JLIABG
JSNT
JSNTSup
JSOTSup
LBS
LNTS

Louw-Nida

MnS
MNTC
MNTS
NICNT
NIGTC
NovT

NovTSup

Grace Theological Journal

International Critical Commentary

InterVarsity Press
Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society

Journal of Biblical Literature

Journal of Greco-Roman Christianity and Judaism

Journal of the Linguistics Institute for Ancient and Biblical Greek
Journal for the Study of the New Testament

Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplementary Series
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplementary Series
Linguistic Biblical Studies

Library of New Testament Studies

J.P. Louw and Eugene Nida, Greek English Lexicon of the New
Testament based on Semantic Domains

Mnemosyne Bibliotheca Classica Batava

Moffatt New Testament Commentary

McMaster New Testament Studies

New International Commentary on the New Testament
New International Greek Testament Commentary
Novum Testamentum

Novum Testamentum Supplementary Series



NTL New Testament Library

NTM New Testament Monographs

NTS New Testament Studies

NTSCE New Testament Studies in Contextual Exegesis
ODL Outstanding Dissertations in Linguistics

O™ Oxford Theological Monographs

RBL Review of Biblical Literature

SBG Studies in Biblical Greek

SBL Society of Biblical Literature

SL Sophia Linguistica

SNTG Studies in New Testament Greek

SNTSMS Society for New Testament Studies Monograph Series

SSL SUNY Series in Linguistics

SUNY State University of New York

THZNT Theologischer Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament
TLL Topics in Language and Linguistics

TSL Typological Studies in Language

WBC Word Biblical Commentaries

WUNT Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament

xi



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1. Introduction

In this study, 1 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 of Greek 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



to

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.! 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.? The present work is not intended to engage these historical issues specifically,
or to discuss Synoptic relations in general. Rather, I state here—and 1 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 Leseschliissel 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’ (TTpodywv auTous) und sie ‘erschrecken’ (¢BopBolvTo) und “fiirchten sich’ (E¢poRolvTo): Der
Erzihler hat den dramatischen Aspekt der Szene verstirkt. Die Erzihlung erreicht hier einen Hshepunkt:
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 ‘theologia 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 of Jesus, 1.

> See, for example, Dalh, “The Crucified Messiah,” 13; Crossan, Jesus, 375.



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 (1) 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)*—began a new movement
subsequently labeled Leben Jesu Forschung, or Life of Jesus Research. Their goal, of
course, was to uncover the true identity of the historical Jesus of Nazareth, and to do this,
scholars began establishing certain historical criteria in effort to determine the “authentic™
and “inauthentic” deeds and sayings of Jesus.* Through various historical deconstructions
and subsequent reconstructions of Synoptic texts,” some were quite optimistic that a

portrait of the “real” 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.

5The 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.



(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 Quest™(1906-1953)° 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 canonicél Gospels.”
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.® 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. However, even a cursory sampling of the major works that deal with Synoptic

relations, especially contemporary commentaries, demonstrates that these traditional

¢ See Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, 36-47.

"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.

?For example, in Jesus, 4144, 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.



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.'°

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 ékAauoev
(“weep™) to recount Peter’s weeping, while Mark’s Gospel uses the Imperfect ekAaigv to
refer to the same event.!! How are such differences in tense-form usage to be explained? 1
will show in this study that past attempts at an explanation have been rooted in an
outdated understanding of the 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

19A recent, large-scale example of such a work is Robinson, et al., The Critical Edition of O, 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, 78590 (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
of the Markan material; Evans, Mark, 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 modern 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, Ferbal Aspect, ch. 3.

1 Following Porter, [ 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., Aeyel).
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.
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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 of them, that historical criticism has not
answered, and perhaps it is unable to.

3. The Rise of Modern 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 lesser 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.!* 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 modern
linguistic research.!? It seems Pryke’s work is primarily a historical-critical study of Mark

under the guise of a linguistic methodology.

2Pryke, Redactional Style of the Markan 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 modern linguistics.



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,'* Greek textual variance,!> and discourse features.!® 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 of linguistic analyses of the Greek text of the Gospels.!’

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 of Markan passages.!3 Again, this is not the place to engage or critique Danove’s
analysis. | 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

4 Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, ch. 4.

15 Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, ch. 5.

16 Porter, Criteria for Authenticity, ch. 6.

17See also Porter, “The Role of Greek Language Criteria,” 361-404.
¥ Danove, Linguistics and Exegesis in Mark, 7.
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develops a clear linguistic methodology that provides him with an effective tool to
accomplish his goals."”

While these works certainly demonstrate a rise in linguistic analyses of the
Gospels, there is still a noticeable void concerning the specific treatment of Synoptic
parallels with regard to divergent tense-form usage.”® 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, [ 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 of New 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.?? This is not to say that such research

19This can be seen in Danove’s interaction with modern linguists such as Chomsky (pp. 14-16),
Fillmore (pp. 13~20), and even Halliday (p. 35). But see Telford’s insightful review of Danove 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 Word Order of Luke.

20This sort of analysis of aspectual differences in paralle! 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.

2t Although it is important to note that this is not the intent of her study.

2 Porter, Jerbal Aspect; Fanning, Ferbal Aspect; McKay, A New Syntax; Olsen, Aspect; Decker,
Temporal Deixis; Evans, lerbal Syntax; Campbell, Jerbal Aspect (2 vols.); Mathewson, Ferbal 4spect.
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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.?

In the late nineteenth century, grammarians began to recognize that an
understanding of Greek verbs in terms of absolute temporal categories (Zeitarty—
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 of Aktionsart was developed.
perhaps most thoroughly by Karl Brugmann (ca. 1885),%* 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,? 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 of the exegete instead of on any verifiable linguistic criteria.?® To a large

degree, Greek grammars continue to abide by such an Aktionsart framework today.?’

2 For a comprehensive history of how the Greek verbal system has been understood, see Porter,
Verbal Aspect, ch. 1.

S0 Porter, /dioms, 27.

23 See Porter, Idioms, 27.

*Thus the formation of categories such as “punctiliar” Aorist, “iterative™ Imperfect, or
“resultative” Perfect.

*TFor example, Wallace, Fxegetical Syntax.
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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.?® 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.?® 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.’® 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 of interaction.3! While the two works differ in several

significant ways.3” they both agree that verbal aspect is crucial to an understanding of

8 For example, Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 11; McKay, New Syatax, 27; Campbell, Verbal Aspect,
1:10-12; Mathewson, ferbal Aspect, 19-22.

2For examples, see Porter, Jerbal Aspect, 83; Porter, Idioms, 29-45; Decker, Temporal Deixis,
34-37, 50-52; Mathewson, terbal Aspect, S1-114.

30 See Porter, /dioms, 27. Porter also gives an example from the use of the verb eyeipw in 1 Cor
15, where both the Perfect eynpeTc and the Aorist fjysipev 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”).

32See 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

11

how the verb works in Greek. Subsequent works have followed in their footsteps to
varying degrees.>®> 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.* The language user has three verbal aspects from which to choose: perfective
(Aorist form). which views an action as “a com'plete 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.”> 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.
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).’” Porter,

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

¥ 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 mode! to biblical texts (Mark and
Revelation, respectively).

34 See Porter. Idioms, 21; idem., Verbal Aspect, 83-97.

35 Porter, Idioms, 21-22.

36 On markedness theory, see ch. 2.

37Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 90.


http:marked).37
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visualization scheme?®: 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 in ch. 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.”™®
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,*° 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.*! 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.*2 Additionally, he

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

38Qee Porter, berbal Aspect, 92-93; idem., Idioms, 23-24.

3%Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 84-85.

400On contrastive substitution, see ch. 2 of this work.

4 Porter, Jerbal 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 viv, Gpn, or ézadpiov (Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 98-102).

+ Fanning, Ferbal Aspect, 198-99.



discourse.”™ 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.**

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 (1) 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.”™ 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.*® Nevertheless, her work has entered the discussion.
For her, “aspect™ is a broad term that encompasses the ***internal temporal constituency’

of situations.™’ She thus divides aspect into two sub-categories—grammatical and

+ Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 85.

+ For example, see Fanning, Jerbal 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
Verbal Aspect, 42-50 and 126-96), which Porter points out (“Defense,” 31; see also Porter, Verbal Aspect,
87).

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

4 Qlsen, Aspect, ch. 6.

47See Olsen, Aspect, 8 and ch. 6.
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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,*® and (2) aspectual meaning is compositional, i.e., the
entire clause must be considered to ascertain the full aspectual meaning of a verb.*° 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.*®

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 Fanning’! (except, €.g., concerning the meaning of the
Perfect>?), 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

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

4°Qlsen, Aspect, 14-17.

30This 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, Ferbal Syntax, 18—19 where he defines verbal aspect along the lines of
“viewpoint” (Fanning) and a speaker/writer’s conception of an action (Porter).

52Evans, Ferbal Syntax, 2632, 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.>® 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 Campbell’s 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).>* 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.”>> Consequently, he rejects the notion of a third aspect, i.e., the stative,> 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 of verbs.>’

33 Evans, Ferbal 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.”

>4See Campbell, Jerbal Aspect, 1:14-17.

33 Campbell, Verbal Aspect. 1: 195-99.

¢ 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 .1ktionsart rather than an aspect (see
Campbell, terbal Apsect, 1:169-74).

37Campbell, Ferbal Aspect, 1:14-17.
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So, for exarhple, 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-form with reference to its occurrences in different
types or “strands™ of discourse, those being., mainline (Aorist), offline (Present/
Imperfect), and direct discourse (Perfect).>®

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 vOv, apT1) that determines the temporal situation in which tense-forms are
used.>® 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.5® 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 of verbs provides helpful
support as to why the Synoptics may differ in their choice of verbal forms in

communicating the same event.

58See Campbell, terbal Aspect, 241.
>Decker, Temporal Deixis, 1-2.
0 Decker, Temporal Deixis, 5-28.
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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)®! 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.5? 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.®3

The works of Decker and Mathewson demonstrate two things that [ 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 of divergent tense-form

81 Mathewson, Ferbal Aspect, 17-18.

82Mathewson, }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, Jerbal Aspect, 40-45. For a fuller discussion of Mathewson’s work, see my review
in JGRChJ 8 (2011-12) R66-R70.
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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
PARTI

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 of Temporal and Aktionsart Approaches to the Greek Verb

As the survey in ch. 1 noted, understanding of the 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 of Aktionsart. 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



the Perfect form as a combination of both past and present tenses. On the other hand.
proponents of Aktionsart suggest that the element of time, while still present in a verb’s
core meaning, is subordinate to the kind of action taking place.! 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?’™ Porter, a major critic of Aktionsart, 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.” 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

' 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, New Testament Greek, S 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 of Biblical Greek, 7, Wallace, Greek Grammar, 499.

>Moule, New Testament Greek, 5.

3 Porter, Idioms. 27.

+Brugmann. who. as Porter notes (ferbal Aspect, 29), coined the term 4ktionsart, says in his
Griechische Grammatik, 538: “Das System der sog. Tempora des idg. Verbums diente von Haus aus nicht
dazu. die subjektiven, ausserhalb der Verbalhandlung selbst liegenden Zeitstufen der Gegenwart,
Vergangenheit und Zukunft auszudriicken. 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 six procedural
classes: (1) 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™).



form.> It thus seeks to capture the essential meaning of the tense-forms based on their
range of uses in particular contexts.® Grammars and other studies that advocate this
approach typically put forth a plethora of other terms in attempt to describe the various
kinds of actions that verbs can express (e.g., inceptive, iterative, constative,
comprehensive).”

However, in the light of Porter’s work in particular, as well as the several
publications that have more or less followed his lead.? both temporal and Aktionsart
schemes have proven rather ineffective for ascertaining the core semantic component of
the Greek tense-forms. That is, neither theory is able to account for the fact that in the
New Testament identical tense-forms appear in a range of contexts (temporal and
procedural), and conversely, a range of tense-forms appear in identical contexts. This
observation is referred to as the principle of contrastive substitution.” Several examples
from Porter’s work illustrate the point.

Present tense-form used in different pragmatic contexts:'°

Matt 8:25: kupte...amoAAuueba (“Lord...we are perishing,” present)

Mark 11:27: ko0 épxovtan TaA 15 lepocohupa (“And they came again to
Jerusalem.” past)

Matt 26:18: TPOS Ot TOI) TO TACKX HETG TAV HoBnTV pou (“with you I
will make the Passover with my disciples,” future)

3 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, 830-910;
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, berbal Aspect; and Mathewson, }erbal
Aspect.

°See Porter. Yerbal Aspect, 77; Decker, Temporal Deixis, 34; Mathewson, terbal 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 of the form” (p. 34).

10Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 75.
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2 Cor 9:7: tAapov yap 8otnv ayamd o 6os (“For God loves a cheerful giver,”
temporally unrestricted)

Different tense-forms used in the same pragmatic context:'!

Luke 21:10: Tote éAeyev auTols (“Then he said to them)

Luke 20:41: el mev...mpos autous (“He said to them”)

Acts 20:38: T Ay ¢ eipriket (“with the word which he spoke™)
Mark 5:19: GAAa Aéyel auTed (“but he said to him™)!2

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, &pTl, TOTE, etc.!3)." In other
words, for example, present time is not always characteristic of the Present tense-form
and thus cannot be seen as part of the 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, Ferbal Aspect, 83.

I2This example is taken from Mathewson, Ferbal Aspect, 21.

13See Porter, Jerbal Aspect, 98-102; Decker, Temporal Deixis, 52—59, who gives lists on pp. 56—
59 of many of the different kinds of temporal indicators in Greek, such as adverbial indicators (Gt
“continually,” Guo “at the same time,” eEaidvns “suddenly™), adjectival indicators (aicovios “eternal,
without end,” utkpds “a short time, young™), prepositional indicators (a0 “since, from,” o\ “after”),
conjunctive indicators (Ecos “until, while”), lexical indicators (nominal: &pxn “beginning™; verbal: dpxc
“to begin™), and composite indicators and temporal particles (8v Téxe! “quickly, soon,” v ¢ “while,” oTaw
“whenever, while”).

4 Campbell gives a concise definition of the 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” (Ferbal Aspect, 1:26). That is, whatever values of a
grammatical form that are not ahways 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.



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 of Jesus:"
I Cor 15:4: 0T1 eynyepTan TN NUEPQ TN TEITY (“that he was raised on
the third day™)

1 Cor 15:15: OT! ELOPTUPTIOAHEY KATA TOU BEOU OTI yEIPEV TOV
XproTov (“because we testify against God that he raised Christ™)

Aorist and Imperfect tense-forms used to express Peter s second denial of

Jesus and his weeping:

Matt 26:72: kal TTGALV T)PVTOGTO HETG OPKOU OTI OUK 018¢ TOV

avBpcotrov (“And again he denied it with an oath, ‘I do not know the

man’")

Mark 14:70: 0 8¢ maAtv neveiTo (“and again he denied it™)

Matt 26:75 (cf. Luke 22:62): kot eEeMcov EEw ExAaucev mikpdds (“and

going outside, he wept bitterly™)

Mark 14:72: xat emiBaliwv ékAaiey (“and reflecting on this, he wept™)

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 of Q,

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

13This example comes from Porter, }erbal Aspect, 262.



real evidence.!® In any case, following Porter, I suggest that “kind of action™ (4ktionsart),
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.!” 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.'® 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.

17This 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, ofien
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™ (/dioms, 27-28; see also Porter, lerbal Aspect, 33-35).

'8 For example, 2 Cor 11:24-25: \mo |ou5mcov TMEVTAKLS Tsoospou(ou-ra rrapa Hiav EAaPev,
Tpis epaRSiotny, amak eABdcbny, Tpis évavaynoa, vuxBnuepov év T6) Bubcy memoika (Five times |
received forty minus one, three times [ was beaten with a rod, once [ was stoned, three times [ 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 1:11//Luke 3:22: oV €1 0 Vios HoU & &YaTMTOS, EV
ool eudoknoa, 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, ferbal Aspect, 126-29, 234, who correctly argues that the Aorist is
timeless).



may appear to have many Aktionsarten, these are better viewed as contextual abstractions
on the basis of lexis (i.e. attempts to describe each action objectively) and their use must
be subsumed under tense forms though not temporal categories™ (italics original).!” 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 of the Major Greek Tense-Forms: An Aspectual Model

[f 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 otda—it too will

receive its specific treatment in Part I1. Third, while the aspectual model below draws on

19 Porter, Ferbal 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, lerbal Aspect, 98—102 and Decker, Temporal Deixis, ch. 3.



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,”? a somewhat unified definition of verbal aspect has
emerged. Porter defines it as, “a synthetic semantic category (realized in the forms of
verbs) used of meaningful oppositions in a network of tense systems to grammaticalize
the author’s reasoned subjective choice of conception of a process.”! 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, > 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.”>> Campbell gives the most
concise definition when he says, “The simplest way to define aspect is as ‘viewpoint™.”>*
Thus, the notions of authorial ““conception,” “*viewpoint™ or “representation™ of an action

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

0E.g., the relationship between tense and aspect, the semantics of the Perfect tense-form, Greek
verbs and markedness theory.

21 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 88.

22McKay, New Syntax, 27.

3 Fanning, Ferbal Aspect, 84.

> Campbell, Yerbal 4spect, 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, lerbal Syntax, 18, 23.

3> 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).



with regard to semantics, these notions stand in stark contrast to the notions of time or
kind of action.?®

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 of the 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 characteri.stics of the verb itself.
That is, aspect in Greek is tied to a verb’s morphology.?” 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.”® 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

=6 Mathewson, terbal Aspect, 23.

7See 3.2-3.6 below on specific forms and their aspectual value.

-8 The concept of “choice” will be dealt with more thoroughly on a theoretical level in ch. 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.”
However, Porter was criticized early on for allegedly overemphasizing the element of
“subjectivity’” in an author’s choice of verbal aspect.’® 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.?! Thus, for him, while the notion of
“choice™ figures prominently in his discussion on the structural relations between the
aspects,3? it is not usually understood as fully subjective or free.?? In essential agreement
with Fanning, and writing nearly a decade later, Evans (2001) 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 of linguistic context. The
environments within which there operates a *free’ choice between perfective and
imperfective are limited.”*

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

choice by stressing two things.3* First, in his terminology, “choice™ primarily has do with

% Porter, “Defense,” 37.

30 See Fanning, “Approaches,” 60; Carson, “Introduction,” 25; Schmidt, “Verbal Aspect,” 72.

3 Fanning, Ferbal Aspect, 50.

32See Fanning, lerbal Aspect, 5054,

33From 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 of viewing the occurrence and its make-up, without any necessary
regard to the (actual or perceived) nature of the situation itself” (}erbal Aspect, 50, italics his).

34 Evans, Ferbal Syntax, 24. Further, [ 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, [ would certainly agree
that aspectual use is (1) not random (see below) or completely “limitless” (see Fanning. Ferbal Aspect, 52—
53), and (2) influenced by patterns of usage in various discourse types (so Porter, “Defense,” 27).

33 See Porter, “Defense,” 27.
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the task of the language user to choose from the semantic options?® 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.>” 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.”# 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

3That is, choices of “meaning” that are realized in morphological features.
37Porter, “Defense,” 27.
38 Porter, “Defense,” 27 (italics his).
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Aorist, and imperfective aspect, which is realized in the Present/Imperfect forms.*®
Porter, Decker and Mathewson (the latter two essentially following Porter) have
identified three aspects: perfective (=Aorist), imperfective (=Present/Imperfect) and
stative (=Perfect).*® 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.*! 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 of the author, being seen from an
external viewpoint without regard for the internal make-up of the action.** 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.*

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.™* That is to

39See Fanning, Ferbal Aspect, 27; Campbell, Jerbal Aspect, 8-9, 35-126. Campbell also includes
the Perfect tense-form in the imperfective category, following Evans (Ferbal Syntax, 30--32).

4OPorter, Ferbal Aspect, 105-7. McKay uses the corresponding terms “aorist aspect,”
“imperfective aspect,” and “perfect aspect” (see New Syntax, 27-34).

4 McKay, New Syntax, 27.

“42Campbell, Ferbal Aspect, 1:11; Mathewson, }erbal Aspect, 30 n. 52.

43 See Comrie, dspect, 4, 16; Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 85; Porter, Verbal Aspect, 105; idem.,
[dioms, 35; Evans, Verbal Syntax, 18-19; Campbell, lerbal Aspect, 1:8-9.

4+ See Fanning. Jerbal Aspect, 27; Porter, Jerbal Aspect, 105; McKay, New Syntax, 29-30;
Campbell, lerbal Aspect, 8-9.

43 Porter, Jerbal 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 (Jerbal Aspect, 53). For a
differing opinion, see Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:27-28.
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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 -iu conjugation, with €11 being the main
example.*® Thus, vague verbs will not be considered in the exegetical chapters of this
work. [ turn 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.”™ 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.*® The action is seen as unfolding,*
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, /dioms, 25.

7 Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:35. Mathewson agrees (see Ferbal Aspect, 30).

48 Porter, ferbal Aspect, 105; Fanning, Terbal Aspect, 103, Campbell, Yerbal Aspect, 1:35-36.
Olsen defines imperfective aspect as “ongoing at the RT [i.e., reference time] and the coda as temporally
subsequent” (dspect, 65-66). Clearly there is a significant element of time in her understanding of aspect,
which is rejected in this study (see section 2 above).

49 Porter, [dioms, 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.™° However, Campbell has apparently taken this spatial
correlation®! 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.”>?
That is. the Present grammaticalizes spatial “nearness™ with regard to a speaker/author’s
viewpoint on an action.

While [ 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.> 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., oUTos (“'this™), exelvos

(“that™), eyyUs (“near”™), uakpav (“far”).>* The possibility of a separation of semantic

S0Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 27 (italics original).

311t 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., lerbal Aspect, 207-11), and one could certainly arrive at spatial categories from Comrie’s
definitions of perfective and imperfective aspect (see note 19).

32Campbell, Ferbal Aspect, 1:37.

33 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.

4 Admittedly, for Campbell, the spatial concepts of “nearness” or “far-ness” can be physical/
locational or mental/logical, i.e., non-physical.
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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,’> 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 Campbell’s model counts as criteria for evaluating
different levels of proximity?*® 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.’” 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.

33 See, for example, Campbell, Terbal Aspect, 49-53. Also, Campbeli seems to agree, or is at least
willing to embrace, that aspect is grammaticalized in a verb’s morphology (see terbal Aspect, 1:9,21-22).
30 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 Jerbal Aspect, 1:118-19).
57Porter, “Defense.” 27.



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 of the 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.>® 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.>® However, Porter uses the term primarily as a means to avoid temporal
associations and sees it as an organizational feature of the 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

33 See, e.g., Porter, Ferbal dspect, 199, 207; Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:77-78. 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.

3% Porter. Verbal Aspect, 207, Campbell, Ferbal 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.°

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.”™! 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.®> 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

%0Millhouse, “Use of the Imperfect,” 58-59, as quoted in Campbell, Ferbal 4spect, 1:85.

o1 This quotation is from personal communication with Dr. Stanley Porter on 23 February 2012.

62 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.
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the added features of an augment and secondary endings.®® 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. 1 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.®* 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.®
Porter and McKay have challenged this position. Porter argues against the augment’s
temporal associations on the basis of its omission in Homeric Greek.%® Thus, in the clause
ooca 8t HeppnpiEe Aéwv avdpddv v opiAe deioas (“and just as a lion, having become

fearful, is anxious in a crowd of men™),% the Aorist indicative peppnpiEe lacks the

93 Porter, Idioms, 21; idem., Ferbal Aspect, 207.

64 See Porter, Jerbal Aspect, 208.

85For example, see Moulton. Prolegomena, 128-9; Dana and Mantey, Grammar, 177-8; Schmidt,
“Verbal Aspect,” 71; Fanning, Jerbal Aspect, 240-1; Black, Linguistics, 78, 81-82; and Olsen, Aspect, 270
n. 59.

6 Porter, Jerbal 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.”

$7Homer, 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] of the augment and illustrates {...] the importance of
deictic indicators for determining temporal reference in Greek.®®

Evans argues vehemently against Porter in favor of the traditional view of the
augment. After offering a thorough diachronic analysis, noting the augment’s
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.™®

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 of the Greek verb.” 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.””! 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

8 Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 208-9, who bases his argument on the work of Drewitt, “The Augment in
Homer,” 44-59 (see below).

%9 Evans, lerbal Syntax. 48—49. For his entire discussion on the augment in Greek, see pp. 45-50.

70 Decker, Temporal Deixis, 39.

"I Decker, Temporal Deixis, 39.
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in no way proves that the augment indicates past time.’> In other words, his critique is
wholly negative, an attempt to demonstrate that *“Porter fails to convince, > 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.””* 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.”>

[ 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 Drewitt 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:’¢

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

(2) lteratives 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 vov shows hardly any unaugmented forms except such as

2Even Campbell, who in the end agrees with Evans’ argumentation though not his conclusion,
acknowledges the element of assumption in Evans (see Ferbal Aspect, 1:89).

3Evans, Jerbal Syntax, 49,

"+ Evans, ferbal Syntax, 49.

7> 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 (Jerbal Aspect, 1:90-91). 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 Jerbal 4spect, 1:90). 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.

e Drewitt, “The Augment in Homer,” 44.
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BouAeuoaTo or tkounv. (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 /liad 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.””” 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.’”® 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.” According to him, “Augment is favored in discourse
pertaining to a speaker’s ‘'now’; speech introductions; similes; [and] proverbs and general
statements.”®0 [n contrast, the augment is disfavored in: “verbs denoting events other than
narrative, time-line events; verbs in ¢mei-clauses in narrative and in temporal emel-
clauses in discourse; negated verbs; and verbs with the distributive-iterative suffix -ox.8!
For Bakker, this distribution of augment usage indicates that time—especially past time
—is not the augment’s distinguishing feature:

Instead, 1 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, | am suggesting that verbal augment originally was a deictic
suffix marking an event as ‘near’with respect to the speaker s present and immediate

"7 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 of Immediacy.” 14.

81 Bakker, “Language of Immediacy,” 14.
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situation. The augment marks not so much present tense as closeness, positive,
observable occurrence.®?

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.8® 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.3*
Fourth, consequently, in view of Porter and McKay’s reassessments in favor of a non-
temporal approach 25 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 8
Howe?er, 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 [ 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.
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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.8”

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 of time 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 11:8: Aéyouatv aute) o pantai, Pafpi, viv eCritouv os Atbacat ot
louSaiot, kail wahiv umrayets ekel ("The disciples said to him, ‘Rabbi, the Jews
are now seeking to stone you. and you are gging the{e,agai/n?") . )

Gal 4:20: nBedov 8t mapeival mpos vpas apTi kal ahhaEal Ty dovny pov,

oT1 amopoUpat &v UKV (“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 (vOv, &pT1) suggests that the verse be read as
present-referring®® but with the added element of remoteness—perhaps on the levels of
discourse development for John 1 1:8 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, lerbal 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. 1). However, the augment
seems to be a cancelable feature of Imperfects (and other tense-forms), both on a morphological level (i.e.,
the augment is not ahways formally present) and a semantic level (i.e., when present it does not ahvrays
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
of Aorist forms throughout most, if not all, of the history of the Greek language.

88 Porter, }erbal 4spect, 210 (see for more examples) contra Evans, Verbal Syntax, 44-45.
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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.”s°
3.4. 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.®® As Porter states, “Perfective verbal aspect has least concern
from a speaker’s standpoint for the movement, development, [and] progress of a
process.™! 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,%* which from his or her perspective may not even appear to be
moving forward.??

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 of the Imperfect.

% The above definition is an amalgamation of the definitions given in Comrie, Aspect, 16-21;
Porter, /dioms, 21, 35; Fanning, Jerbal Aspect, 97; Campbell, Terbal Aspect, 1:1034.

L Porter, Ferbal Aspect. 105.

92 Mathewson points out that it is unhelpful, and potentially misleading, to view the Aorist as
“undefined,” a meaning that comes from its Greek name, a-0p10Tos. 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). .

9 Porter, Idioms, 24.
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Campbell assigns the semantic value of “remoteness™ to the Aorist tense-form.> He does
this for two reasons: (1) 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.™?

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 of Aorists 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.”® 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

9 See Campbell, Terbal Aspect, 1:117.
9 Campbell, Ferbal Aspect, 1:117.
% Campbell, Ferbal Aspect, 1:119.


http:tense-form.94

44

Aorist usage in non-narrative texts, such as in expository literature,”” where the relative
values of the tense-forms shift, the Present dictating the mainline and the Aorist giving
offline information?® 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.*® 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.!%° 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

°TNon-narrative portions of the Gospels could also be included (see Porter, “Prominence,” 58).

8 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, }erbal 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.

9 Campbell, Ferbal Asepct, 1:118-19.

100See Campbell, Ferbal Aspect, 1:26, where he says, “[Cancelability] 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.”
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indicative mood, just as past tense has been so regarded within traditional
approaches.!0!

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.!%2 Yet, according to his
understanding of cancelability, the principle may in turn 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.'% 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;!% 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, Ferbal Aspect, 1:90-91.

192 Campbell, Ferbal Aspect, 1:26.

103 See Mathewson’s similar critique of Campbell’s view on the Perfect (Verbal 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, 1 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...”'% However, this
approach, which often labels the Perfect as a “resultative™ tense-form, has been strongly
argued against, particularly by Porter, McKay, and Campbell.'% 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.™7 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.™ %8

103 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.

19 Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 258-59; McKay, Greek Grammar, 139-40; McKay, New Syntax, 31-34;
Campbell, terbal 4spect, 1:162—66.

197 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 259, followed by Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 1:162 n.6.

198 Evans, Jerbal Syntax, 27-28.
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Fanning’s approach to the Perfect does not seem very different from the
traditional view.!%” 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),!'? tense (anterior action) and aspect (summary viewpoint
concerning the occurrence).'!! Fanning’s view has been thoroughly critiqued
elsewhere.!'? 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 oida or eoTrka).!13

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.!'* 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,!!>
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. Ferbal 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 Akzionsart 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.

" Fanning, ferbal Aspect, 119-20; Campbell, Jerbal Aspect, 1:189-90; Mathewson. Ferbal
Aspect, 30.

'12For example, see Evans, Verbal Syntax, 29-30; Campbell, Ierbal Aspect, 1:189-91.

113 Similar criticisms can be leveled against Olsen’s view of the Perfect (see Aspect, 202, 2324,
250-1). Like Fanning, she believes the Perfect encodes perfective aspect, but is a present tense rather than
past tense.

Y Evans, Jerbal Syntax, 30-32, ch. 6; Campbell, erbal Aspect, 1:184-7.

15Evans, Ferbal 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. " 16
Apparently, siding with Fanning, he attempts to discern stativity as an Aktionsart as
opposed to an aspect,'!” but this point becomes quite diluted because of the language he
uses to discuss the Perfect’s meaning: “The usage [of the Perfect in the Greek Pentateuch]
agrees with the developing theory of the perfect from as e;sentially stative, focusing

“always on the condition of the subject and without inherent reference to prior
occurrence.”!'8 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.!' 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.'?

6 Evans, Verbal Syntax, 32.

7 Porter has recently refuted Campbell’s criticism that “the consensus among Greek linguists and
general linguists alike™ is that stativity is more an Aktionsart rather than an aspect (Campbell, terbal
Apsect, 1:172). 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-aspectual languages (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).

Y8 Evans, Ferbal Syntax, 174 (italics mine).

19 Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:185-6.

120 Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:195-9.
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While Campbell's understanding of the function of the Perfect is quite interesting
and will arise later in the discussion, there are at least three major problems with his
model.'?! 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.!? This suggests that, like temporality, heightened proximity is in fact not a
semantic component of Greek Perfects, since it is a cancelable feature.!** 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.!>* 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).!> This, [ 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,!*¢ 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.

122Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 2:28-29.

1331 made a similar point concerning Campbell’s understanding of the augment and remoteness.

124 Mathewson (see terbal Aspect, 32-34) and Porter (“Greek Linguistics,” 49-50) offer the same
criticism. Further, | 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.

133 Porter notes that Campbell isolates morphology as a final factor to discern “heightened
proximity™ (see “Greek Linguistics.” 53-54).

16 ] 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.!?7 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 of affairs.”*® In contrast to Campbell’s notion of heightened proximity,
“[t]he stative aspect distances itself from the process itself, referring to the state of the
represented process.™>° 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.'39 [ 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., éliion (Imperfect)...élisa (Aorist)...léluka (Perfect)...” Note Porter’s criticism as well
(“Greek Linguistics,” 49).

128 Porter, Idioms, 21-22; See also, Porter, erbal 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,
New Syntax, 31).

129Porter. terbal Aspect, 401. Mathewson has also noted that this description of stative aspect puts
Campbell and Porter’s view at odds with one another (Ferbal Aspect, 34).

13For 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.!’! 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.'3 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.!3
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 | will offer a brief survey of different perspectives and then set forth the
model [ will adopt.!3*

Those generally taking the traditional approach to the Future (i.e., future time

reference) include Fanning, Olsen, Evans and Campbell.'33 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.

133t is interesting to note that in a recent article (“Breaking Perfect Rules,” 139-55). Campbell is
noticeably {ess 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.

1341 depend largely on Mathewson (Ferbal Aspect, 36) for the nature and structure of this survey.

135 Fanning, Jerbal Aspect, 122-3; Olsen. Aspecr, 202, 234-6; Evans, Verbal Syntax, 39-40;
Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:157.
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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.!%® 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.'?” 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).!3® Rather, it “is
reduced to the single label of +expectation.™3°

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.”*? 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.'*! 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.!#

136 For examples, see Porter, Jerbal Aspect, 406 n. 4.
137 McKay, New Syntax, 34.

138 Porter, I/dioms, 24; idem, Terbal Aspect, 414.
13%Porter, Terbal Aspect, 414. See his entire ch. 9.
190 Porter, terbal Aspect, 414.

4 Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 411.

142 Porter, Terbal Aspect, 408, 414.



4. 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 of three 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
PARTII

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).! I 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 [ will engage here will be (1) 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 [ 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: (1) can the use of different

'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, Ferbal 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. 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.® 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 of the essential tenets of Systemic Functional Linguistics.

2.1. The Fundamentals of SFL

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.* Thus, a

language user begins with a set of semantic paradigms that, once choices are made, are

2By using the phrase “the content of a text” [ 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, Ferbal Aspect. 37.

4 Berry, Introduction to Systemic Linguistics, 1:142-92.
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realized through linguistic forms.’ As Michae!l 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.™ This is
somewhat of a reversal of traditional grammatical study, which typically begins its
analysis with grammatical forms and then moves towards meaning.” 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.?

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.” 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

SReed, Philippians, 36.

¢ 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., -ot 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.

°Berry, [ntroduction to Systemic Linguistics, 1:22-23 and Butler, Svstemic Linguistics. 148-49.



57

meaning it expresses. is doing in its co-text.'® 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.!!

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 of meanings that is associated with a particular situation,” and is “one of
the most important ways of relating language to the context of situation.™? In other
words, here, there are two questions to answer: (1) 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 metafunctions
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.'’ 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).

1 Porter, /dioms, 21.

12Reed, 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 Hallidays 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.™* Furthermore. and closely related, is
the contextual category of “field.”'> 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.'®

With regard to verbal aspect, [ suggest that the primary functional purpose for a
language user’s choice of Greek tense-form lies here in the realm of the 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 metafunctions is the interpersonal. This metafunction
has mainly to do with the identifying of social relationships between participants in a
discourse.!” 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

4 Reed, Philippians, 59.

15Context™ 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, /ntroduction to Functional Grammar, 27; Brown and Yule, Discourse
Analysis, 1; 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.

'®Halliday and Hasan, “Text and Context.” 12, who Reed also follows (cf. Philippians, 60).

17Halliday 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.!® 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. '

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.?°

2.2. Systemic Oppositions, Verbal Aspect, and Markedness Theory
More detailed treatments concerning the nature of SFL and its use in discourse

analysis have been given elsewhere.>' Nevertheless. the above provides a solid

8 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 27.

19Reed, Philippians, 60.

*®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.”

1 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 relgtions 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.”> 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).?3

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, [ 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?*+

22See Battistella, Aarkedness, 16-17 where he discusses Roman Jakobsons 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, Ferbal Aspect, 90.

>+ Ruipérez (Aspectos, 15) and Olsen (4spect, 19-20) advocate for privative oppositions. Ruipérez
holds to both privative and gradual: “Por nuestra parte, estimamos que hay oposiciones morfoldgicas
privativas y graduales” (*“For our part, we estimate that there are privative and gradual morphological
oppositions™). Porter (Jerbal -Aspect, 89-90), Fanning (erbal Aspect, 71), and Campbell (}erbal Aspect,
1:20-21) advocate for equipollent oppositions.
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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).”> The two key figures in the theory’s development were Nikolai Trubetzkoy
(1890) and his friend, Roman Jakobson (1896), 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.™® 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).’” This hierarchy is expressed in what Battistella says is “the dominance of

[rS)

more general terms over less general.”® Thus, terms that have a wider breadth of usage,

S For a historical survey of the development of markedness theory, see Andrews, Markedness
Theory. 13-19; Henning, “Markedness Theory,” 11-46; Battistella, The Logic of Markedness, 19-34.

6 Battistella, Alarkedness, 1.

7 Battistella, Markedness, 4.

-8 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.”” 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.”? 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.3!

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.?

The second criterion, and somewhat closely related on the level of morphology to

=9 Battistella, Markedness, 4.

30 See Porter and O Donnell, “The Greek Verbal Network,"” 15-16.

31In what follows, I am largely dependent on Porter, Verbal Aspect, 178-81 and Porter,
“Prominence,” 55-56. See also Comrie, Aspect, 111-22; Lyons, Semantics, 1:305~11. For a helpful
discussion on several approaches to the criteria of markedness determination, see Battistella, The Logic of
Markedness, 13~16.

32This 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” (Markedness, 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.*3

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.**

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

3 Comrie, Aspect, 114-15.

34 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. 341) 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” ( Markedness, 27). As I 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 of frequency™ (Halliday,
Explorations, 112). See also Lyons, /ntroduction, 413—14; Comrie, Aspect, 116—17; Andrews, Markedness
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.’ As an example of semantic markedness. in narrative the third person
functions as the most basic choice within the system network of PERSON.?¢ 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. Aithough 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 great.>” 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

33See Comrie’s examples from Italian and Spanish, where, while the marked terms sto scriviendo
and esroy escribiendo (*1 am writing™) can be replaced by the unmarked non-progressives scrivo and
escribo (<1 write™), the more marked meaning is necessarily excluded (Aspect, 112).

3¢ This example is taken from Battistella, Markedness, 28 who cites Jakobson on the concept of
semantic markedness. See also Westfall, Hebrews, 62; Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis. ch. 4.

37See Porter, ferbal 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,*® and its placement in the system network suggests
significantly more delicacy and semantic complexity.’® 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).*” In this opposition, only the marked member has an uncancelable
semantic meaning.*! 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

3 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.

39 See Westfall, “Prominence,” 80 who notes that the Perfect is more ““definite and contoured.”

0 Battistella, .V arkedness, 16; Porter, “Prominence,” 48.

#10lsen, Aspect, 31.
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of opposition, Battistella notes the French consonant system.** 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 k/g.

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.*> 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.#

The notion of equipollence suggests that each of the Greek tense-forms possesses
some distinguishing feature, formal or semantic (e.g., the -oa 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,

+2 Battistella, Markedness, 15, although his goal is to demonstrate, as Jakobson did, how gradual
oppositions can be reduced to binary ones. See also Andrews, Markedness Theory. 14.

¥ Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 89-90. Fanning agrees (Jerbal Aspect, 71).

+“Comrie, Aspect, 111; 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.


http:oppositions.43

67

should not be equated with idea that the form carries no meaning, as is the case within
privative and gradual oppositions.*> Rather. “unmarked™ or “default™ simply expresses
that no specific attention is meant to be drawn to the undifferentiated form. Therefore, 1
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.”¢ 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 choices.?’ 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.*®* 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/Pluperfect).*’

+That is, in the example of the privative opposition “bird vs 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.

“©The phrase “less heavily marked” is, of course, not to be understood in terms of a gradual
opposition.

+7For general comments on binary systems, see Lyons, Introduction, 85-87, 127. For a defense of
Jakobson's thesis, see Battistella, Markedness, 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 Markedness, 16).

49See Porter, lerbal Aspect, 89.
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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,*® 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.’' 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 of lesser
importance which support by way of comment, elaboration, or summary.”>* 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 forward.’® Thus, frequently, chronological and geographical transitions in a
narrative are communicated by means of backgrounded material.>* Westfall perhaps gives
the most succinct definition of “background™ when she says that it, “provides the relevant
[linguistic] context for the foreground.™

The more marked imperfective aspect (=Present/Imperfect®) functions as a

foregrounding device. Foregrounded items introduce information that an author or

301t may be helpful to reiterate what [ suggested above, namely, that the primary function of
verbal aspect choice is ideational; however, the result of such choices have significant textual implications,
which I am most concerned with here.

51 See Porter, /dioms, 23. This work contends that these discourse functions are the main functions
of Greek verbs as opposed to temporal or 4ktionsart functions.

32Mathewson, lerbal 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.

33 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 198.

>+See Reed, “Identifying Theme,” 77.

35 Westfall, Hebrews, 34.

e 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.™” Likewise, Wallace notes that, “*Almost by definition, foreground in
discourse is more salient than background.”® 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.”™? 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 of his or her story. This sort of foregrounding function is
often attributed to the so-called “historic™ (or “narrative™) Present.®0

The most heavily marked stative aspect (Perfect/Pluperfect)®' 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

57See Longacre, “Discourse Peak as a Zone of Turbulence,” 81-98.

38 Wallace, “Figure and Ground,” 213.

3% Porter, Terbal Aspect, 92.

%0 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, Jerbal Aspect, 227; rather, see Black, “The Historic Present,” 123-24).

! Similar to the Present/Imperfect, in the current scheme, the Perfect is slightly more marked than
the Pluperfect in the light of the element of remoteness.
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expresses.® 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.™®3

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.®* 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

52 Westfall, “Prominence,” 80; Porter, /dioms, 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, Ferbal 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, ferbal 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 oupmapaAapeiv, cupmapahayPavety 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 Mark 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.

03 Westfall, Hebrews, 35.

% Reed, “Identifying Theme,” 80; Westfall, Hebrews, 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 work 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.®> 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 turn labeled “prominent.”*® However, while a close

63 Most recently in Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:233-7; 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 mode! 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 et al.
have identified this episode as a pronouncement, the main point being Jesus’ declaration in vv. 28b-31.
Interestingly, Jesus’ speech is introduced with aorist tense forms [...] but reported with present tense forms
[...], which is accompanied by emphatic linguistic features (TTArjv, 15ou). Thus Porters theory 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 130U EpxXETat NUEPTH 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 18ou épxeTal NUEPaL 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.

6 Battistella, Markedness, 4; Greenberg, Language Universals, 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-level.®” 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.”® 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 of the author as more or less semantically or
pragmatically significant than others.™® 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 eftects 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.”

87 Following Westfall, Hebrews, 34-35; Westfall, “Prominence,” 76.

o8 Westfall, Hebrews, 34. For the current work’s purposes, the description above is extended to
include detectable semantic patterns as well as syntactical ones,

% Reed, Philippians, 106.

"0 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.”* The point of debate seems to be over whether it can
be said that prominence is formally grammaticalized in the Perfect.”? 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."”* Others have said
that prominence is a pragmatic category and cannot be established on the basis of a tense-
form alone,’ even though it is conceded that the Perfect does often occur in prominent
portions of discourse.”® 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 [ 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 nof negate the markedness value of the

"1 For example, Silva, God, Language. and Scripture, 115; Campbell, I erbal Aspect, 1:234-35.
Reed and Reese. “Verbal Aspect,” 190 and Westfall, Hebrews, 34 also disagree with Porter in this regard.

7>The grammaticalization of prominence in the other tense-forms has also been questioned (Reed
and Reese, “Verbal Aspect,” 190).

3 Perhaps the reason for this is because the model does not distinguish very clearly between the
values of markedness, grounding, and prominence.

7*See esp. Silva, God, Language. and Scripture, 115.

75 For example, see Campbell, Verbal 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,’® 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 if the circumstances or co-text lends itself to
interpreting an occurrence of the Perfect tense-form as prominent?”’ 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, Hebrews, 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™ ({erbal Aspect, 1:235).
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occur in marked contexts while unmarked elements occur in unmarked contexts.™® The
only modification I wish to make to this definition concerns the notion of “marked
contexts.” [ would nuance this idea by substituting the term “marked™ with “prominent.”
This alteration perhaps communicates more clearly the ideas that (1) 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.””® 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.3
This point will be important to remember in my analysis of Synoptic parallel texts, as |
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., 18ou), temporal or social deixis, or marked

8 Battistella, Markedness, 7. Although, see Andrews, Markedness Theory, 146, who cautions the
use of the principle. saying “markedness assimilation can be demonstrated only if one assumes in an a
priori fashion what is marked and what is unmarked. In 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.

79See Westfall, “Prominence,” 75.

80See Westfall, Hebrews, 34 and Reed, Philippians, 114-15.
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conjunctions and particles.3! The interpreter attempts to construct an entire “domain of
prominence” in which a tense-form operates at its core.?* 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
brieflv. 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.®? 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.
2.4. 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 Analysis, 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.?* 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.”®* This is the value of noting the relationship between the concepts of

77

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 of backgrounding Aorists

broken by the use of an Imperfect or Present—attention is drawn to the variation. often

resulting in a prominent portion of discourse.3

84 See Reed. Philippians, 89-101

85Reed, Philippians, 106,

8 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 of text in which
[ will identify the most significant instances of divergent tense-form use and attempt to
explain these differences on the basis of the aspectual discourse model presented above:
(1) Jesus enters Jerusalem (Matt 21:1-22//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 27:1-61//Mark 15:1-47//Luke 22:66—23:56). The treatment of the
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. I 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 (1) the
two verbs, though different lexically, are used by the authors to communicate the same
action (e.g.. mTpoonABev 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.
4. 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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CHAPTER 4
JESUS COMES TO JERUSALEM:
THE TRIUMPHAL ENTRY. THE CLEANSING OF THE TEMPLE, AND THE CURSING OF THE FIG

TREE
MATT 21:1-22//MARK 11:1-25//LUKE 19:28-48

1. Introduction

While much has been written on the triumphal entry and temple cleansing!
narratives in the Synoptics,? 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 material.3 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 of the 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

'{ 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 of Jesus, 91—
111; cf. Chilton. A Feast of Meanings, S7-63) 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).

> On the history of research up to 1980 on the fig tree pericope in Mark, see Telford, The Barren
Temple, ch. 1; Wright, Jesus, 418.

3 Recent works by Fanning (“Greek Presents, Imperfects, and Aorists,” 167-86) and Porter
(“Prominence,” 59-61; see also /dioms, 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 (11:20-25). 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, 1 have chosen
to analyze larger portions of text (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 "1t 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 Tapoxpnua, 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 of Mark, 39 says that “[t]he framing of the temple demonstration
with the fig tree is also unique to Mark [...] {TThis 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 Matthew'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 | compare the
Aorist €éEnpavln in Matthew with the Perfect éEnpaupéuny in Mark, which are used to recount the same
exact action.



deixis: Jesus is now gradually—but purposefully—moving toward Jerusalem.’> 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 of the fig tree forms a sub-unit for Mark (Mark 11:12—14), but the temporal
indicator Q) émavplov (“on the next day™) and the genitive absolute construction in v. 12
eEeNBOV TV aU TV amo Brnbavias (“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 kai + narrative Present épxovTalt 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.” The Markan cleansing

episode ends in 11:19 with another geographical shift that moves Jesus and his followers

SMark 11:1: kai OTe £yyifouaw &is lepocdAupa els Bn%ayn KC(l Bneavmv( "And when they
drew near to Jerusalem, to Bethphage and Bethany™); Matt 21:1: kai OTe Tiyyloav eis lepooAupa kai fA-
Bov e&g @n&payn (*and when they drew near to Jerusalem, they also came to Bethphaoe”) Luke 19:28-
29:kal EITTEV TOUTG ETOPEVETO EUTPocBey avaBaiveov els Ispooo)\uua Kol EYEVETO €3S TYYIGEV ElS
BnBdoyn (“And after saying these things, we went up ahead, going up to Jerusalem. And it happened that
as he drew near to Bethphage...”).

¢ 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. Mark, 210-11; Evans,
Mark, 2:149. See also France, Mark, 442 who says about Mark 11:11: “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 iepdv. 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 kol Tf éwaupiov (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 fater. 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 erzdhlerischen Gewichte verrit die redaktionelle
Uberarbeitung der Perikope™ [“The unequal distribution of narrative weight reveals the editorial revision of
the pericope (i.e., vv. 15-19)].

7On Kou as a conjunction of unmarked continuity in narrative discourse, see Black, Sentence
Conjunctions, 111-14.
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outside of Jerusalem once again when nighttime arrives.® However, the transition to
11:20-25 is not a major disjunctive one, as is indicated by the use of initial kol +
participle (Tapamopeuouevol, “when they passed by™") and temporal deixis in v. 20
(Tpwi, “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.° Verse 27a, which
reads ko EpxovTat AW els lepocoAupa (“And they came again to Jerusalem™),
signals the beginning of a new Jerusalem-based unit (11:27-12:12)—a key formal
indicator of this being the lexeme TaAtv. While the transition to this new unit may not be
a major disjunctive one (cf. initial kot + narrative Present épxovTal), its introduction of
new participants (i.e., ol GpxIepels, of ypauuaTels, and ot mpeoPuTtepot) and its focus
on Jesus conflict with the Jewish leaders marks 11:27-12:12 as a new section. '°
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

8Kal oTav o £yeveTo, EEETOPEUoVTO 2Ew TNS TOAews (“And when evening came, they went
outside of the city™). There is rather strong manuscript support for reading £€¢TopeUovTo as third person
singular, eEgmopeueTo (X C D @ (113 33 11 lat sys " co). See France, Aark, 447 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 g1 8¢ upels ouk adieTe oude 0 TATNP YWV O €V
TOIS oUpaVOLlS adnoel Ta TaPaTTLUATA Uuwy, which are referred to here as “v. 26”: A (C, D) © f(1-13
33 N1 Jat sy ™ bort; 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 11,27ff dem Evangelisten als isolierte Einheit zugekommen” (“Although the question in 11:28
seems to suggest this connection, 11:27ff has come to the evangelist as an isolated entity”).
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spatial and geographic deixis. Matthew closes the triumphal entry subunit (21:1~I1) in v.
11 with a quotation from the crowd: “This is the prophet, Jesus, the one from Nazareth of
Galilee.™!! Luke, on the other hand, closes the scene (19:29-44) with Jesus’ prophetic
lament-announcement over Jerusalem and the temple (19:41-44).1% 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 kot + a least marked Aorist form, etonABev, while Luke 19:45 also uses an initial
kal + a least marked Aorist participle, s10eABcdv. 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 nUAilo8n (“to spend the night™3)—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 (wpwi 8¢ eTavayorywv
g1s TNV oA, “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: ki éA8OVTOS aUTOU 1S TO 1EPOV TEOGTNABOV QUTE)

"' Nolland, Matther, 83940 and Luz, Matthew, 3:4 group Matt 21:10-11 together as forming
their own separate subunit. This grouping seems unlikely since vv. 10-11 (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,
Matthew, 3:111; Hagner, Mattheyw, 591-93.

1>Nolland, Luke, 3:921 identifies the structure similarly. Mason, Luke, 21415 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.
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S18ctokovT! 01 ApXIEPELS Kol of TTPEcPUTEpPOl Tou Aaol AeyovTes (“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)."* 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, kol £yeveTo (“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 smalier subunits for Matthew and
two subunits for Luke.

3. The Content of the Episodes

Having discussed their structure as a larger unit, [ now turn to the content of the
episodes themselves. Here the main question to answer is, what is happening in the
respective discourses in terms of the 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 of the Gospel accounts.

4 Luke’s omission of the fig tree episode might be due to his inclusion of Jesus® prophetic words
of judgment 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).
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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 10:46-52//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 (19:1-10), 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
nyyiooav/eyytlouotv (Matt 21:1//Mark 11:1),'6 while Luke’s concentration is
specifically on Jesus (cf. Nyyicev), 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.!” 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, 20-25'3). (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)

13 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 £v Tc) £yyileiv auTov eis lepeixco 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 gyyilgtv is used as a spatial-locational marker, not a directional marker.

16 The precise subject of fjyyloav (Matthew) and £yyifouctv (Mark) is uncertain. Regarding
Mark, France suggests that the subject be understood as including the SxAos ikavds (“large crowd™)
mentioned in 10:46 (Mark, 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.

'8 For a defense in favor of understanding the phrase £xgTe mioTiv 80U as Jesus’ command to
“have faith in God,” see Cirafesi, “€xe1v mioTwv in Hellenistic Greek,” 22-24.
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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,!® 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—-10//Mark 11:2-10//Luke 19:30-38). These verses help paint the
kingly portrait of Jesus that Gospel scholars often draw out regarding the triumphal
entry.?® However, in Matthew and Luke, Jesus® entry into Jerusalem sparks a significant
response from the members of the city (Matt 21:10) 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).2! 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™ (exBoaAAetv) (Matt 21: 12/Mark 11:15//
Luke 19:45) and whose tables he “overturns™ (katéoTpeyev) (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,?? or whether they are to be seen

19France notes that here in Mark these cities are treated as a single unit.

0See, for example, Turner, Matthew, 493 n. 1; France, Mark, 431.

2! Luke 3:8 records John the Baptizer as saying “for [ say to you that God is able from these stones
to raise up children for Abraham.”

2>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 of Mark; Nolland, AMatthew, 844; and Evans, St
Luke, 686—-87.
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as purificatory or restorative regarding the temple's corrupt state at the time.?> 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 21:23//Mark 11:27//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 19:47) 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
11:21.2* 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

3 Proponents of this view are, for example, Chilton, The Temple of Jesus, 91-111; Chilton, .4
Feast of Meanings. 357-63; 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, Aatthew, 3:138-39. Evans, Mark, 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.

**Mark 11:21 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 amoaTeAAe! in

11:1 in contrast to Matthew and Luke’s use of the Aorist form ameoTeiAev (Matt 21:1//

Luke 19:29).
Inoous ameoTethev Suo | amoaTéNAer Suo TV ameoTetAev SUo TV
padnras pobnTv autou padnToov
“Jesus sent two disciples™ | “he sent two of his “he sent two of the
disciples™ 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.?> 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.”® 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

* For a thorough review and discussion of the historic (i.e. “narrative™) Present, particularly in
Matthew, see Black, “The Historic Present,” 120—39. [t is interesting to note that Evans (Afark, 2:141), 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 11:1.

6 Examples of this view are Robertson, Greek Grammar, 866—69; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 526—
27: Fanning, ferbal 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.”?” [n
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 of the Present with
the aspectual meaning of the Aorist, since the narrative Present occurs in “aoristic”
contexts.”® 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 of the 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.?° 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.

8 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 Aéye1 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).

2%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.”3 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.,
EpXETON). narrative Presents may be used to heighten the sense of transition that is
communicated by the verb. With regard to non-speech verbs, Campbell’s theory seems
essentially congruent with Porter’s theory.3! 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 ahvays 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.?
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

30 Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 75.

31 See Porter, Idioms, 31.

32Runge, “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.?
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.* 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 of the narrative Present léads 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.3’ 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 of the

3 Runge, “The Historical Present,” 199,
34 Runge, “The Historical Present,” 213-14.
35 See Porter, Ferbal 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.’® 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.?’

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 in ch. 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

3%Runge, “The Historical Present,” 215.
37Runge, “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 pericope, or perform some other
discourse function.

In light of this approach to the narrative Present, I turn to the use of amooTeéAAeL
in Mark 11:1 as compared to ameéaTtetAev in Matt 21:1/Luke 19:29. To my knowledge,
none of the major commentators mention this divergence in tense-form choice.®
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.?° The evidence for this assertion is two-fold. First, Mark 11:1-3 is
structured around three narrative Present tense-forms: eyyilouoiv and &mooTeAAe! in v.
1, and Aéyet in v. 2. The use of the 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 (1) 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, Mark, 430; Stein, Mark, 503;
Turner, Matthew, 494; Evans, Mark, 2:141, who agrees with Cranfield, St. Mark, 350 that awocTEAAEL is a
“futuristic present” (see p. 137).

39See 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: (1)
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, Ferbal Aspect, 227).


http:choice.38

95

stacking of Present forms,* the foregrounded position is established for the movement of
Jesus and the disciples toward Jerusalem (Eyyifouaiv).*! Jesus’ sending of the two
disciples to retrieve the colt (dmooTéAAet), and the commands that Jesus gives them
before they go (Aeyer).

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 pépeTe 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 AUoarTe. The act of
“loosening™ is put in the background. while the act of “bringing™ is brought to the fore.*
This observation is put on solid ground in view of the use of the most marked Perfect

participle SeSepevov in v. 2, which modifies mcdAov adjectivally and makes the “colt™ the

“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 in ch. 3 of this work and states that marked items often occur in
prominent contexts.

# France, Mark, 430, notes that the subject of ¢yyifoucwv in Mark 11:1 is ambiguous, and
suggests that the “they” are “not only Jesus and his disciples, but also the accompanying oxAos 1kavos of
10:46.” 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 OTe £yyifouctv,
Jesus sends Suo TGV uabnToY auTol.

+=Some may wish to attribute the Aorist imperative/Present imperative contrast in Mark 11:2 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 (&yaysTs; cf. Elliott, Language and Style, 14 where
he notes the change in Matt and Luke from ¢€psiv). 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, Ferbal Aspect, 335-63).
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focal part of this section.*’ In other words, the use of amooTeNAet 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 of the Perfect form
Sedepevov—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 AU (v. 4) and depc (v. 7). although this time both words
appear as third person plural narrative Presents.** These forms, coupled with the use of
two marked Perfect participles—SeSeuévov, once again, in v. 4 and E6TNKOTWVY 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 them, and their obedient response.*

Conversely, Matthew and Luke’s use of the Aorist form &meoTetAev 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, /dioms, 3023 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. 177).

+ See Elliott, Language and Style, 13—15 for a description of the various uses of the verb ¢épeiv
in Mark.

451t is interesting to note that after the use of the narrative Present p¢pouav 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 11:9 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.*¢ This is supported by
the fact that the “approaching” (fjyyioav) and “sending” of the disciples (ameoTetAev)?
in 21:1 provide the background for the frontgrounded statement ToUTo 8¢ YEyovey tva
TANPWOY T pnBev Siax Tou wpodrTou AéyovTos (v. 4). The use of the most heavily
marked Perfect form yéyovev in conjunction with ToUTo suggests that Matthew intends
to highlight that Jesus" interaction with the two disciples happened expressly for the
purpose of fulling Scripture.*

Like Mark, Matthew and Luke also use a Perfect participle to describe the
donkey/colt (Matt 21:2 Svov SeSepevnv; Luke 19:30 madhov Sedepévov).*? 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—mopeUecBe (Matt) and UmrayeTs (Luke)—to the use of the more marked
Future form euprjoeTe (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

6 See Hanger, Matthew, 2:592.

47Note that Jesus’ speech to the two disciples in both Matt 21:2-3 and Luke 19:30-3] are
introduced by the Present participle Aéycov in contrast to Mark’s use of the Present indicative Aéye1. This
raises the question of how the use of an aspectually marked participle differs from the use of an aspectually
marked finite verb. | 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 lexicogrammatical
instantiation becomes (see Porter, terbal Aspect, 94-96, 109).

48 See Hanger, Matthew, 2:593-94; Luz, Matthew, 3:7-8; Nolland, Marthew, 834-35. On
Matthew's fulfillment citations in general, see Hagner, Matthew, 1:liii-lvii; Davies and Allison, Matthew,
1:210-12.

490n the discrepancy between Matthew and Mark/Luke concerning the presence of both an dvov
and a mcdAov, see Turner, Matthew, 496.
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and semantic distinctions [...] ™% 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 8¢, which signals narrative development and discontinuity with the
preceding content.5! Second, yeyovev is followed by a formulaic quotation from the Old
Testament in v. 5, with the content of v. 6 being introduced, again, by the marker of
narrative development 8¢.5? 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.>?

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.>* However, this pattern is interrupted
in v. 36 through the use of a genitive absolute clause (Topeuopgvou 8¢ auToU) plus an
Imperfect main verb (UmeoTpwIVVUOY).35 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

30Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 420.

31 Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 144,

320n the formulaic quotations in the Gospel of Matthew, see Davies and Allison, Aatthew, 3:573~
77.

33 “Zone of turbulence” is taken from Longacre, Grammar of Discourse, 38, and is roughly
synonymous with “discourse prominence.”

54+ Except for the Imperfect £ TopeUeTo in v. 28, see: Tyytoev (19:29), dméoTetAev (19:29), elpov
(19:32), gimaw (19:33), iyayov (19:35).
) 33 Compare Luke’s use of this Imperfect with Mark and Matthew’s use of the cognate Aorist form
eotpwoay (Mark 11:8/Matt 21:8).


http:umoTpwvvuov).55
http:Aorists.54
http:content.51

99

begins his journey toward Jerusalem on a previously-bound colt with garments being laid
out on the road in his honor.*® On a textual level, the presence of two genitive absolutes at
the start of v. 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™ (xaipovTes) and
“praises™ (civetv) 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 of judgment
directed toward Jerusalem (vv. 41—44). Both of these 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 (UTeoTpLIVVUOY, XTXIPOVTES, AlVELY) against the backdrop
of Jesus’ pronouncement of judgment; that is, the very people who welcome Jesus into

Jerusalem are those for whom Jesus weeps.

56 Marshall takes the ambiguous subject of UeaTpavvuov 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 0 mheloTos
SxAos (Matt 21:8) or the moAAoi (Mark 11:8) (Marshall, Luke, 714). I take the implied subject to be TO
mAnbos, which, while absent in v. 36, is introduced as the main Actor in v. 37.
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To conclude Analysis 1, the argument that Mark draws attention to Jesus’
interaction with the two disciples and their subsequent actions by using the narrative
Present amwooTeAAeL (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., 11:27-33; 12:13-40). At least in 12:10-12, Jesus
relates this rejection of his authority to Scripture by quoting Ps 118:22-23 as a
proclamation against the Jewish leadership. Similarly, Peter’s denials in ch. 14 reflect
disobedience to Jesus, but instead of being related to Scripture, his denials stand in direct
fulfitlment of Jesus® own prophetic words (cf. 14:30). Thus, in contrast to this theme—
even if it is a minor one—the two unnamed disciples in 11:1 represent followers of Jesus
who willingly obey his commands and publicly identify with him (cf. 11:6). While the
disciples as a whole may be slow to understand Jesus’ actions and teachings throughout
the Gospel,>” 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 9:9.38 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.

4.2. 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 motécw in Matt 21:13//Mark 11:17//Luke 19:46, which

57See Evans, “Mark,” 272.

> See Stein, Mark, 503-4; France, Mark, 431, who notes that Mark’s use of mohos plus the
quallfym0 phrase ¢d' Ov ouSels oUTw avBpudTeov ékabicev is “a clearer echo of LXX Zc. 9:9—mdAov
véov—than if he had specified that it was a donkey.”
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Jesus uses in his statement against those who have made the temple ““a den of robbers.”™®
While few commentaries mention the difference,® 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 !

S Matt 21513 . 7 + Luke 19:46 <4 -
UpEls 8¢ aUTOV ToteiTe oMAGoY | Uuels 8t memoirkaTe autov omihaiov | Upels 8¢ auTov émoiroate amrhatov
Anotav Anotav AnoTéov
“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, “Marks perfect tense memoinkaTe (*you have made”)
becomes a present tense moig1Te (“you are making’}—pointing more sharply to present

activity.”® Bock says more on the issue:

Matthew has present moie11e (poieite, you are making); Mark has perfect
meToIMKaTE (pepoickate, have made), which stresses the temple’s appalling

59On various recent approaches to the meaning of the phrase omnAciov AqoTddv, see Gray, The
Temple in Gospel of Mark, 36-38.

% For example, Nolland, Matthew, 844; Bock, Luke, 2:1579; Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint
Marc, 296. Davies and Allison, Marthew, 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 memoinkaTe rather than £ moioaTe.

61 Matthew has two variant readings for moiiTe: émoinoaTe in C D W £1333 11T ; and
memonKkaTe in f! OrP. However, the reading moigiTe has stronger external support: R B L © 0281. 892 pc

bo; Or?t Cyr. Mark, too, has a variant reading for TeTrolfKaTe aUTOV: ETOINCATE auTov in X C D W £1333
1. A similar but transposed reading appears in A © ! 33. 565. 579. 700. 1424 a/. TETOIKATE QUTOV is
found in B L A ¥ 892. (2427) pe; Or. Luke has no variant readings for émoirjoaTe. The texts of Matthew
and Mark as they stand in the NA~7 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.

62Nolland, Matthew, 844.
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state; Luke has aorist ¢ moicate (epoiésate, you made). None of these slight
differences are [sic] significant to the basic charge, but are stylistic variations that
summarize the event well.%

The translations Bock offers in parentheses demonstrates his belief that
temporality distinguishes the meanings of the forms, and his comment that the Perfect
TeTOIMKaTe “stresses the temple’s appalling state™ portrays his indebtedness to
Aktionsart.®* 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 of the so-called
“resultative perfect,” which Wallace says *may be used to emphasize the results or
present state produced by a past action.” 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 (cciTov). Porter and McKay have argued convincingly
against this approach to the Perfect tense-form;*® however, it suffices to say here that a
proper understanding of the semantics of the Perfect must be subject not object-oriented.

This concept, then, undercuts Bock’s comment concerning wemotrkarte in Mark 11:17

63 Bock, Luke, 2:1579. Pointing to Swete's work on Mark, Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Marc,
296 says, “le parfait memotrkaTe est plus exact que le prés. ToIEITE (Mt.) ou I'aor. emonoaTe (Lc.). Voila
donc ce que vous avez fait de la maison de Dieu! (“the perfect TeToirkaTe is more accurate than the
present TolE1Te (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.”

¢+ Additionally, it is quite a stretch to personify the temple’s decay as an “appalling state.” T am
indebted to Dr. Stanley Porter for this comment.

65 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 574 (italics his).

6 See Porter, terbal Aspect, 273-81; McKay, “On the Perfect,” 296-97. See also Campbell,
lerbal Aspect, 1:163-66, 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—memoinkate 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 molew. 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 of the 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, motgiTe /
TeTTOINKaTE // émoinoaTe oceur 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.%” 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.®® 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, | 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 memoinkaTe in Mark 11:17. The following analysis will first
consider the role To1£co plays within Jesus® speech frame specifically and then consider
its function within the broader discourse.

Jesus’ reported speech in Matt 21:13//Mark 11:17//Luke 19:46 contains embedded
quotations from two Old Testament texts, Isa 56:7 and Jer 7:11.%° In all three Gospels, the
heavily marked Perfect tense-form yeypamTa is used to frontground the citation from

Isa 56:7 within the speech frame, with the emphasis being on its state as written

7 Porter, “Prominence,” 57-58.

%8This is what Culy et al., seem to suggest, as they prefer Campbell’s discourse-based approach to
verbal aspect (see Luke, xxvi).

%That is, the quotations from the Old Testament come in Jesus’ direct speech. The Old Testament
texts are: Isa 56 7 (LXX): 0 yap on<os Hou olkos rrpoosuxng K)\nenosml naow TOl) ersow and Jer
7 11 (LXX) ur] oTmAGioV ANoT@Y 6 oikos o, ol EMKEKAN T TO QVOUK piou ETT aurco £KEN,
EVCITTIOV UV,
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Scripture.” However, I suggest that what is particularly important to recognize within
Jesus’ speech is the relationship that yeypamTat has to the forms of Toi€co. Although
motew does not appear in formulaic quotations, here it does seem to “introduce™ the
second quotation from Jer 7:11. The juxtaposition of yeypamTan with the different forms
of Totew 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 of judgment on those in the temple differs in each
Gospel.

Luke's use of the least marked émotrjoaTe 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 11:15) and the comment made in Mark 11:16 that Jesus did not

allow anyone to bring a okeuos through the temple are omitted in Luke.”! Only a brief

0n the use of yeypamTai to introduce quotations from Scripture in Mark, see Evans, Mark,
2:173-74. On yéypcxm'm in Matthew, see Davies and Allison, Marthew, 1:241, 363-4. Porter, “Scripture
Justifies Mission,” 115 n. 57 says a similar thing with regard to the use of the Perfect form memArpcoTat 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 of ypadco, introducing scriptural citations, as do the other
perfects of ypddeo that occur within discourse”™ (}erbal Aspect, 1:176). Thus, these two examples (Luke
2:23; 3:4) are “exceptions to the rule” for Campbell, which “are used for the weli-established Lukan
function of introducing scripture” (1:177). Unfortunately, Campbeil offers no explanation for them.
However, one can assume that his spatial model would apply, giving yeypamTai the value of “heightened
spatial proximity.”

"' While it is not essential to this thesis, Gray, The Temple in the Gospel of Mark, 28-30 notes that
there has been considerable debate over the meaning of okeuos in Mark 11:16. Ford argues that it refers to
“money bags” by tying okeUos to the money-changers and the fact that the temple was used as a bank
(Ford, “Money Bags in the Temple,” 249-53. Holmén suggests that the word’s meaning in ambiguous
(Jesus and Jewish Covenant Thinking, 309). Gray, however, offers a convincing argument for
understanding okelios 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 okeUos in a
cultic sense.
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reference is made to the casting out of “the sellers™ (Tous TcAoUvTas), 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 (yeypamTat) that God’s house will be known as an oikos Tpooeuxns.”
Luke’s desire to emphasize Jesus® positive affirmation of the temple over and
against the pronouncement of judgment 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 (1) teaching (19:47; 20:1), (2) telling parables (20:9-18), (3)
being challenged by the Jewish leaders (20:19—47), (4) endorsing the small tribute of a
widow (21:1-4), and (5) giving specific eschatological teaching (21:5-38).73 Admittedly,
the temple is only explicitly mentioned in 19:47 (Av Si8aokcov TO kb’ uépav Ev TR
16p®), 20:1 (8v & TAV NuEPV SI8EOKOVTOS AUTOU TOV AoV £V T 1Ep). and 21:1
(£18ev Tous Balhovtas eis TO yalopuhakiov Ta SMpa auTdv TAouatious).”
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

72Marshall, 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 oiko!
mpooeuxns in and throughout post-exilic Judaism, see Runesson, The Origins of the Synagogue, 429-36;
Wong, Temple Incident, 104-111; Gray, The Temple in the Gospel of Mark, 32--33.

3Evans, 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; 20:1, 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.”

7+ On the term yaGoduAakiov and its specific location on the temple grounds, see Bock, Luke,
2:1645; Marshall, Luke, 751-52.
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and 21:377 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 yeypamTat (and the
citation it introduces) as the frontgrounded element and émotrjoaTe (and the judgment it
pronounces) as the backgrounded element in Luke’s temple cleansing episode.”

The speech frame in Matt 21:13 is syntactically identically to Luke, but it
contrasts the heavily marked Perfect yéypamtat with the Present form molg1Te, 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 of judgment. 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 Toig1Te 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 Upels.”” Since the pronoun is not needed to grammaticalize

75 fiv Si8ciokwov To ko’ NuEPaY €V TCY 1EPLY; v 8 TGS MUEPAS £V TCY 1EPC) SidaaKwV.

76 Culy et al., 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 of 60 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.

77See Porter, /dioms, 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 moigiTe, 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.’® 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 ¢moinoev in v. 15 to
denote the wonderful things that Jesus did” (Ta Baupaocia a Emoinoev) 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
Tote1Te, the marked use of the nominative case, and the cohesive lexical chaining of
Totg1 Te/emoinoev puts the foregrounding function of ToteiTe on solid ground.

The foregrounding function of ToiglTe 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.®? 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 okevos through the temple.

8 Luke's episode has the marked nominative as well. However, only the Subject is marked at the
clause level, not the Predicate.

72On the concept of lexical chaining (and the diversity of ways it functions), see Westfall,
Hebrews, 47.

% This is indicated in Matthew by the fact that mwAoUTas and ayopalovTas are governed by a
single article (Tous) and joined by the copulative kai, while in Mark each substantive is governed by its
own article (see Porter, /dioms, 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 Aéye! 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., yeypamTon and moieiTe). In any
case, the marked use of the narrative Present represents another co-textual feature that
contributes to the foregrounding function of moteiTe.

Third, as I insinuated above about the cohesive linkage of wote1Te/emoinoev, |
argue that in Matthew’s presentation there is a deliberate contrast drawn between the
actions of the buyers and sellers performed “in the temple™ (¢v TG 1epc), v. 12) and the
actions of Jesus also performed “in the temple™ (v TG 1p), vv. 14-15).8! [n 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 of Jesus as the “Son of David™ (v. 15).82 For Matthew, the activity taking

place in the temple—however we are to understand it®>—was evidently an obstruction of

81 See Hagner, Martthew, 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 (TpocfiAbov) 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 of YHWH’s covenantal
community” (italics original). Schlatter, Der Evangelist Marthaus, 614 also notes the association of healing
with the temple. See also Luz, Matthew, 3:12-13; Davies and Allison, Maitthew, 3:140; Nolland, Marthe,
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,
Matthew, 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, Mattheyy, 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.. 1QSa 2:8-9; 1Q0M 7:4-5; 4AQMMT; 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 of judgment is more prominent
in Matthew's discourse (foregrounded moig1Te) than in Luke’s (backgrounded e moinoev)
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 TemoinkaTe in Mark’s account, it is worth briefly noting the recent
monographs by Gray® and Wong,?* which both treat Mark 11:17 in some detail. Gray,
unfortunately, mentions Mark's use of memoinkaTe 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 memoinkaTe, "have made,” is
stative.”8¢ Despite his use of the term “stative,” it is quite obvious that Gray is not
referring to the form’s aspectual value.?” In 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 of judgment against the temple™ and by

8 Gray. The Temple in the Gospel of Mark.

$3Wong, The Temple Incident.

8 Gray, The Temple in the Gospel of Mark, 31.

87This is evidenced by the fact that Gray does not include a single bibliographic entry for any
Greek gramrnar 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.”® 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 of memotrnkaTe, 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 11. 17cd is taken together as a whole, the perfect tense memoinKaTe (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
inv. 17d...%°

Wong recognizes that the Perfect memoimkaTe 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

[REN

bandits, and, see for yourselves, it is now a den of bandits!"™ (italics original).”® But. as 1
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 of Mark, 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 7:11) 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.”

8Wong, The Temple Incident, 131-32.

WWong, The Temple Incident, 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 memoinkaTe, Mark’s speech frame contains two
grammatical components that distinguish it from Matthew and Luke.®' The first
component is the addition of the negative particle ou, which, as Gray notes, switches the
simple assertion of Isa 56:7 to a question that implies a positive answer.”> 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 draw 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.™3 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 yeypamTat,%* the marked use of the nominative
(Vpgls), and an additional use of the Perfect (memotnkaTe). All of these features together
point to understanding memoinkaTe as having a frontgrounding function that specifically
highlights Jesus™ pronouncement of judgment on those in the temple.

The second grammatical component concerns Mark’s differing syntax in v. 17d.

Matthew and Luke have fronted the pronoun aTov in relation to the verb (Uuels 8¢

9! Although it may be argued otherwise, [ do not consider Mark’s inclusion of the phrase Taciv
Tols €Bveciv to be a grammatical difference per se.

92 See Porter, /dioms, 278~79.

93 Westfall, Hebrews, 68, although she is specifically discussing the words Tis, Ti, and 7eds.

% Concerning v. 17, Wong, The Temple Incident, 126 notes “The ‘it is written’ (ysypamTal) is
also a Marcan way to quote the Hebrew bible (1.2; 7.6; 14,27, 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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auTOV + Toléw), which puts more emphasis on the temple as the referent of aTov.
Mark’s word order is Upels 8¢ memoITikarTe ciTov, which puts more emphasis on the
“you™ expressed in the pronoun + verb structure. This indicates that Jesus’
pronouncement of judgment here is not so much directed at the temple itself but at those
corrupting it (the “you™) through deviant financial activity.®> 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, confirm the frontgrounding function of memoinkaTe and its role in
creating discourse prominence. In recounting material not present in either Matthew or
Luke, Mark uses the Imperfect ri¢tev in v. 16 to say that Jesus “was not allowing anyone
to bring a cultic vessel [okeUos] through the temple.” Wong takes the verb to be denoting
continual action in the light of its tense form.?® However, he lacks consistency when he
translates the verbs e8i8caokev 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. [7cd. This point, then, suggests that neither does ridtev
possess such a “continual™ nuance. Instead, this chain of more heavily marked

Imperfects, ndrev, e818aokev, and EAeyev, creates semantic cohesion for vv. 16-17 and

% See Wong, The Temple Incident, 123. This is not necessarily to suggest, however, that Jesus’
judgment entailed no pronouncement against the temple itself.

°0Wong, The Temple Incident, 123.

°7Wong, The Temple Incident, 126.
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functions to foreground (with the added element of remoteness) the entire quotative
frame of v. 17. Therefore, one could say that Mark has created a peak structure®® with
these verses that builds from the foregrounded imperfective verbs used in narrative
discourse up to the frontgrounded stative verbs yeypamTail and memotnkaTe used in
Jesus’ quotation. Verses 18~19 represent the “descent’ of this section of the discourse as
the Aorist Nkouoav and, again, a chain of Imperfects are used (e{rjTouv, ebofouvTo,
e€emArjooeTo, and eEemopeuovTO).
4.3. Tense-form Analysis 3

The final analysis will consider the Aorist indicative form eéEnpaven in Matt
21:19, 20 in contrast to the Perfect participle and Perfect indicative forms éf,néauuévnv /
eEnpovTat used in Mark 11:20, 21.9 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 of Jesus’ actions in the temple have an inseparable connection with the

8 am not using the term “peak structure” as a technical term as in Longacre's approach to
discourse analysis.

% 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
eEnpovln and eEnpajiuevny each represent a meaningful choice of verbal 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.!% [ believe such proposals are correct; however, [ 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.!®!

Table 3

- Matt21:19,20°¢

v. 19: kit e‘énpowen Tapoaxphuc 1 oum v. 20: 8160\1 TNV UKV sgnpauusvnv EK

v. 20: TQds moapaxpnua eEnpavdn 1 P'COJV( o . ,
OuKD; v. 21: paPBt, 18 n Uk NV KATRPOOCW
eEnpavTal

190 For example, Telford, The Barren Temple, Wong, The Temple Incident, 111, 121, Gray, The
Temple in the Gospel of Mark, 38-43. Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 2:134 calls the episodes
“zwei Ereignisse, die einander erginzen und erklédren (“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 Mark, 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: (1) 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 of the 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 (ka1 fxouoaw ot pabnta). This, Gray
suggests, is Mark’s way of invoking the important theme of “hearmg 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” (ol Tives dkououaty). 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 of judgment 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 heipful 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 of the 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 eEnpappévny / éEnpavTal.
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 (eEnpaupévny ek pii@v, v. 20). The image of
thhered away roots may echo the seed sown on rocky ground, which withered for lack of roots (S1x TO Y
gxsw pilav eEnpavln, 4:6).” Telford s comments primarily revolve around the use of eéEnpoppgvnv with
the modifying Adjunct phrase &k pilcov , which “indicates how complete the fig tree’s destruction
was” (pp. 157-58; cf. France, Mark, 447).
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S Ma2019,20 o | Markiip02t Lo
v. 19 And the fig tree was withered v. 20: “They saw the fig tree being
immediately™ withered from the roots™
v. 20 “How was the fig tree withered v. 21: “Rabbi, look! The fig tree that you
immediately?” cursed is withered!™

In keeping with the primary argument of the current work, | 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 (TemonKkaTe = 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, 21.19° Whatever
symbolism may be present in the use of TNV oukAv,'% and whether or not Jesus
judgment is geared specifically toward the temple, what seems rather clear from these
uses of the Perfect is that the “you™ in the construction Ulels OS¢ TEMEOIKATE is
semantically (i.e., aspectually) linked to TRV oukAv EENPAUUEVTIV/N OUKA NV KATNPACW

e€npavTat. Such a cohesive function of the stative in these portions of Mark may mean

192 Note the connection between the volitive use of the most marked optative mood in Mark 11:14
to pronounce an emphatic judgment on the fig tree (see Porter, /dioms, 60; Porter, “Prominence,” 63;
Westfall, Hebrews, 58). the use of the marked Perfect in Mark 11:17 to pronounce judgment on those in the
temple, and the use of the most marked Perfect in Mark 11:20. 21 to, again, refer to the fig tree. The
repeated use of marked items to highlight and connect the two participants seems intentional.

193 On the various backgrounds to 1) cukt} (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
SeSeucvov (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 éEnpappevny is prominent is the
presence of the modifying Adjunct phrase ek p1{cdv. 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, Tve (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.!%

In other words. éx p1lcdv expands and adds an element of detail calling attention to the
extent of the “withering.”'® 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 (Tapaxpnua)!%—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 (€k p1lcdv).!%7 The Adjunct and the Perfect tense-form work in

104 Westfall, Hebrews, 70.

195 Cf. Telford, The Barren Temple, 157; France, Mark, 447.

1% ouw-Nida, Lexicon, 67.113.

197 Gnilka, Das Fvangelium nach Markus, 2:134 says DabB er von der Wurzel an verdorrt gewesen
sei, kann nur als Symbol fiir 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 [ have sought to accomplish three goals. First, | have demonstrated
the essential cohesiveness of the so-called triumphal entry, temple cleansing, and fig tree
episodes (Matt 21:1-22//Mark 11:1-25//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 : (1) amooTéAAer in Mark 11:1 in contrast to ameéaTetAev in Matt 21:1//
Luke 19:29; (2) otgiTe in Matt 21:13 in contrast to memoinkaTe in Mark 11:17 and
¢motnoaTe in Luke 19:46; and (3) eéEnpavn in Matt 21:19, 20 in contrast to both
eEnpauuevny and éEnpavtal in Mark 11:20-21. In distinction from temporal or
Aktionsart frameworks, 1 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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CHAPTER 5

PETER’S DENIAL OF JESUS
MATT 26:69-75//MARK14:66-72//LUKE 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.! However, this observation appears to be
made predominately on the basis of the lexical items avaBepaTiCety, KaTaeeuanCsw
(both possessing the gloss “to curse”), and ouvuvat (“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 In 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.?
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

'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.

2For example, concerning Peter’s third denial, France, Mark, 622 mentions that Tov &vBpcotrov
TouToV “is a strikingly dismissive way for Peter to speak of the person whom he has previously hailed as o
Xp1oTds,” but he offers no explanation why this is so striking.

3For example, Bock, Luke, 1788 does a similar thing when he notes the tense-form differences of
the verb kAaico 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 of this 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 narrative 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 of the denial episode in the
Synoptics will be considered, followed by an overview of the episode’s content.
2. The Cohesiveness of the Episode

In contrast to the episodes treated in chapter 4—which were read as a cohesive
unit of discourse—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 of Gethsemane
(Matt 26:36—56//Luke 22:39-53), Matthew and Luke signal new development in their
narratives using a series of 8¢ conjunctions as markers of development* as Jesus is seized
and transferred to a new location for trial, that is, to the courtyard (aUAr, Matt)/home
(oixia, Luke) of Caiaphas the high priest.> 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.

5Matt 26:57: O1 8¢ kpaTroavTes Tov Incolv amnyayov mpos Kaiadav tov apxiepéa (“Now
they, once they had seized him, lead Jesus to Caiaphas the high priest”).
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continuity with the preceding content (kat),® rather than a new development. All three
Gospels add a further comment—in Matthew and Luke, signaled, again, by Se—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: €35 TS GUATS ToQ apxlepéws (Matt 26:58); €ws £0w €ls TNV aUARY TOU
apxiepewds (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:®
(1) The chief priests seek a (false) witness against Jesus (Matt 26:59—60a//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

5 Black, Sentence Conjuctions, 111-14; Westfall, Hebrews, 66; Porter and O’Donnell,
“Conjunctions,” 10.

”Matthew and Luke have nearly identical syntax: o 8¢ TTétpos nKo)\ouem aUTR omo ucproGsv
(Matt 26:58); ) Be nETpOS‘ nkoAouBet pokpoBev. Mark is slightly different: kai O TTsTpos amo pokpobev
nkoAoubnosv auTa.

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);’ and (5) the response the crowd makes (Matt 26:66b—68//
Mark 14:64¢~65).1°

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 8¢ (cf. Luke 22:54,
ou)\)\aBéVng 8¢), while Mark creates much stronger cohesion between Jesus’ trial and
Peter’s denial by using a xai + genitive absolute construction (xai dvtos Tou TTeTpou).!!

Several notes on the cohesiveness of the denial episode itself are needed. First,
particularly in Matthew and Mark, the repetition of the lexeme cpveopan (“deny,” Matt
26:70, 72//Mark 14:68, 70!2) and the repetition of ouk oidat (“I do not know™)!3 in Peter’s
speech frames function as cohesive ties that link the accusations brought against Peter
with Peter’s actual responses.'* This provides a level of coherence for the progression of

the dialogue.

1t 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 8¢ appears to signal a certain measure of unmarked discontinuity with what precedes.

'9See Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:519 for a similar structure, at least for Matthew’s Gospel.

'TOn a similar structure, see Westfall, Hebrews, 198, 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 of Jesus 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 kniipft daran an und ist redaktionell.”

12[n Matt 26:70, 72//Mark 14:68, the Aorist form npvrioaTo is used. In Mark 14:70, Mark uses
the Imperfect form npveiTo (see analysis 2 below).

1> Or a phrase similar to it Matt 26:70, 72, 74//Mark 14:68, 71//Luke 22:57, 60.

'4In Matt 26:72//Mark 14:70, a form of &pvéopat occurs with the modifying temporal Adjunct
oA (“agam”) This repetition, coupled with a break from it m Matt 26:74//Mark 14:71 through the use of
marked TOTE and the clause fipEaTo kaTaBepaTiCev kal Opvvety in Matthew and NpEato avabeuatilew
Kot opvuval in Mark, suggests Peter’s response to the third accusation is prominent.
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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.!® That is, the episode is structured around the use of the second and third
person within projections (quotations) directed toward Peter, and the use of the 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).'

Table 4

xai ou Roba KO OU HETX
peTa Inool Tou
Tou lNahikaiou Noaprvou
hoba Tou
‘Incou
2673 aAnBds kai 1470 aAnBcds EE
ou &g it aU TV €l
gl
26 71 olTos fv et | 1469 olros ££ 22 56 o oUTos oUv
‘Incou Tol QUTQV EOTIV auTéd v
Nagwpaiou
2259 ew’ aAnBeias
xai olTos e’
autol fiv
26 70 oUK otda Tl 14 68 ouTe olda 22 57 ouK 018a
Aéyeis oUTe gmi- alTOV, Yyuval
OTOHG! OV Ti
Aéyeis
2672 oUK olda Tov 14 71 oUK o18a TOV 2258 &vBpaate, ouk
avipwamov avfpcamov gl
ToUToV OV
AeyeTe
26 74 ouK 018 TOV 22 60 dvBpeme ouk
&vpcamov oi8a 6 Aéyels

150n this, see Westfall, Hebrews, 43.
16 Westfall, Hebrews, 62.
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Third, the episode contains a high concentration of participants, which Westfall
believes is a feature often characteristic of prominent sections of discourse.!” 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.”"!8

Besides Peter, the participants in the denial scene can hardly be called “major
participants,™® but the sheer number of them certainly does suggest a “crowded stage.”?°
Peter is clearly the main Actor in all accounts. In Matthew, there are at least four other
participants who move in and out of the narrative—the “maidservant” (retSiokm, 26:69),
the “all” (TavTv, 26:70), “another [maidservant]” (&AAn, 26:71), “those there™ (Tols
€Kel, 26:71), and “those standing™ (ot €0TATes, 26:73). The “rooster” (GAEKTwP, 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);?! however, both differ from Matthew in reporting who brought the second round

1" Westfall, Hebrews, 72-73, although she is primarily working with the ideas found in Longacre,
Grammar of Discourse, 40.

'8 Westfall, Hebrews, 72.

19Westfall, Hebrews, 72.

0 Longacre, Grammar of Discourse, 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 of back-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).

2! Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Marc, 406 translates won8iokn here as “young slave.” As a
result, Lagrange suggests that the slave girl initially comes to Peter with the intent to serve him: “mwou8iokn
est ici une jeune esclave; c’est le sens normal dans les LXX pour 112 et pour 712N, Elle vient, ¢’est-a-
dire probablement qu’elle passe pour faire son service.” However, in the end it is difficult to determine the
exact nuance of mauSiokr, whether it should be translated “maidservant” or “female slave” (see Luz,
Matthew, 3:454 n. 14).



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 in 1 mou8iokn, which is most
often used as a anaphoric marker of particularity.?? Luke records that the second
accusation was leveled against Peter by “a different person” (eTepos, 22:58). Luke also
differs form Matthew and Mark by saying the third accusation was brought by “another
person” (aAAos, 22:59). In the Matthean and Markan versions it is ol E6TQTES/01
TapeoTTES (“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: 0 kuptos (“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 of the 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 of the

22See Porter, Idioms, 103-4.

%8’Inoous 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).
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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. &AAn in Matt 26:71) as well as an unspecified group of people,
known as “‘the bystanders™ in most modern 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 of the term mcuSiokn, which perhaps highlights the girl’s
social status.24 Peter’s other accusers are identified more vaguely (£Tepos “a different
person,” Luke 22:58; ol E0T@TES/0Ol TAPEGTATeS “those standing [by],” Matt 26:73//
Mark 14:70).2

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.

% 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).

35 This point is not to suggest that ol E6TTES/0l TaPEcTATES 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.
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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 of different tense-forms in

recounting the maidservant’s action of approaching Peter:

ke TpoonABev auTE pia mondiokn | EpxeTat pic TV TaISIoKAY

“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

Aeyer); 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.2’

ZFanning, 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).

*7 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, Ferbal 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 ko dvTos Tou TTETpou KATwW &V
TN aAf] (“and while Peter was down in the courtyard™) provides a structural tie, binding
it closely the preceding pericope,?® and establishing (1) Peter as its topic,?® 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...”
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.!

28 See Westfall, Hebrews, 198. See also Porter, “Mark 16:1-8,” 12728 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.

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 of process 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).
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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 8¢ in 26:69 may suggest a bit
more narrative development and discontinuity between the previous episode of Jesus
before the high priest and Peter s denials, whereas in Mark the two scenes are depicted as
side-by-side.?* Matthew’s use of mpoonABev 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 npvnoaTo, while Mark

uses an Imperfect npvelTo.

32 See Marshall, New Testament Theology, 89-90.

3 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.
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Table 6

K&l TTGALY TIPVACOTO HET OPKOU o 8¢ maAv npveEITo

“and again he denied with an oath” “now again he denied”

France says that Mark’s change in tense-form, from npvnoaTo in the first denial
to NPVELTo in the second, is “surprising.”’ He goes on to suggest two possible
explanations, both based on a theory of Aktionsart: (1) the Imperfect form could suggest
*“a continuing or repeated denial rather than a single statement,”3¢ 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 disciples.3”

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 of the
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

33 France, Mark, 621.

3¢ Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markum, 293 also suggests this, saying “Das Imperfekt deutet
deren Andauern 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. [t 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.”3° 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 of the author.

It is reasonable now to evaluate other co-textual features that are present in the
Markan pericope that support the claim of a foregrounding discourse function for the

Imperfect npveiTo. Two features in particular are worth mentioning: (1) the introduction

38 Stein (Mark, 691-92) also incorrectly employs an Aktionsart understanding of the Imperfect,
which leads him to say, “The imperfect ‘was denying’ (NpveiTo, 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 of the verb [NpvnoaTo, 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, 198-211 for a thorough treatment of
the Imperfect form.
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of Tols TapeoToiv (“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 (1 cuAn)
to what was probably the gateway leading into the courtyard (To wpoauAiov). This
movement depicts the escalation of Peter’s fear and embarrassment, and thus his attempt
to avoid a further encounter with the maidservant.*® However, Peter does not remove
himself far enough to accomplish his goal. At 14:69, the same maidservant (note the
article in  motStokn) identifies him once again, but this time Mark has her speaking to a
new character group, “the bystanders,” expressed by means of the Perfect participle Tols
TUPECTWOIV.

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 TapioTnut occurs six times in Mark, all appearing in the Perfect
tense-form.*! However, the temptation to view this as a stereotyped Markan idiom should
be resisted.*? 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,” mapeoTtnkev). The next time

the word is used, in 14:47, it is of Peter himself, as “one of the bystanders” (Tcov

4080 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 TapicTnut.
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TapeoTNKOTWV), 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 TxPecTWTES) 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 npveiTo as a foregrounding
form: to highlight the escalation of the 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 of the Imperfect is the recorded speech in Mark 14:69: oUTos €€ auTV e0TIV
(“he is one of them™). While direct speech in narrative is by its very nature meant to draw
attention to something in particular,** two specific features stand out that cause the
quotation to aide in the creation of prominence at this point in the discourse. First, the
demonstrative pronoun o0Tos adds the notion of proximity (understood spatially) to

participant interaction. Peter has exited the courtyard in order to remove himself from

43See Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 75.
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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 of npveiTo,
which conceives of the action as unfolding before the eyes of the author. Interestingly, in
v. 71—Peter’s third denial—Peter likewise uses the proximate demonstrative pronoun in
the construction Tov avbpcamov ToUTov to emphatically deny knowing Jesus.* Second,
the syntax of the statement elevates the force of the accusation against Peter. The Adjunct
phrase e€ Ut placed before the main verb squarely identifies Peter as one “from
among them [Jesus’ disciples].”™5 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 npveiTo 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 of those 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 of the second denial, for both are
expressed by the least marked Aorist. However, as will be the focus of our 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.

+ 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.

4 See Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 293, who says “‘Dieser gehort zu ihnen’ die die
Gemeinschaft der Jiinger im Blick hat” (““This is one of them’ has the community of disciples in view”).
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The third analysis will examine verbal aspect choice in the verses that recount

Peter’s third denial (Matt 26:73~75//Mark 14:70b-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:

HET& UIKPOV 8¢ TPOoceABOVTES
Ol E0TOTES EIMOV T ]Té'rpoo
a)\n B, kai oU €€ aUTAV €,
Ko yap r] Aahia gou Srhov oe
TOIEL. TOTE npﬁaTo
KaTaesuaﬂ(;slv KOG\ OUVIELY
OTl ouK 018a Tov GvbpcoTiov.
K&l eUBEcds a)\sKTcop
e¢wvnosv Kol suvncen o TTét-
pos TOU pnuaros lncou
ElanOTOS OTI TTpr a)\sKTopa
¢wvnoa| 'rpls anapvnon ue
Kai sﬁs)\ewv £Eco ExAavosy
MKPWS.

Table 7

KO PETO JIKPOV TTOALY Ol
mapeoTATes EAeyov 16 TTé-
PO GAnBcds €€ ¢ ouncov €1, Ko
ycxp FalAciios €. o 8¢ npgaTo
avaesuaﬂgslv Kol OpvUEIY ST
oUk oi8a Tov &upeotrov
ToUTOV OV )\éySTs Kal 566\)5 &K
ésUTspou a)\sKTmp ecboavnosv
Kou avsuvnoen o ﬂsrpos T0
pnuna oos emev auTd 0
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Now after a little while, those
standing said to Peter, “Truly you
yourself are also one of them. For
indeed your accent makes you
clear.” Then he began to curse and

And immediately the rooster
crowed. And Peter was reminded of
the word Jesus spoke to him that
“Before the rooster crows, three
times you will deny me.” And going
outside, he wept bitterly.

swear that “I do not know the man!™

And after a little while, again those
standing by were saying to Peter,
“Truly you are one of them. For
indeed you are a Galilean.” Now he
began to curse and swear that *I do
not know this man whom you say.”
And immediately a rooster crowed a
second time. And Peter was
reminded about the word that Jesus
spoke to him that “Before the rooster
calls twice, three times you will
deny me.” And putting his head in
his hands he was weeping.

And after about an hour had passed,
some other person was convinced
saying “Truly this man also was
with him, for he is a Galilean. But
Peter said. *Man, I do not know
what you say.” And immediately,
while he was still speaking, the
rooster crowed. And turning, the
Lord looked right at Peter, and Peter
was reminded of the word of the
Lord that he spoke to him that
“Before the rooster crows today, you
will deny me three times.”” And
going outside he wept bitterly.
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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, eTal Hikpov 8¢ “now after a little while™//Mark 14:70b, kot HeTat pikpov TaAy
“and after a little while, again’//Luke 22:59, kai StaoTdons oe! wpas pas “and after
about an hour had passed™). Whereas Luke recounts that an individual acted as Peter’s
accuser (dAXos Tis, “another certain person”), Matthew and Mark attribute the
accusation to a group of people (Matt 26:73, ot e0TTes “those standing”//Mark 14:70b,
ol TapEoTATES “those standing by).

Matthew's use of the most heavily marked Perfect participle ol E5TCTeS 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 Tols ekel (“to
those there™). Consequently, | 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 aAnféds kai au e€ adtv €l (“truly’ you
yourself are also one of them™). The adjunct aAn8cds 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, Kal, is probably meant

to solidify the link between Peter and the rest of the disciples.*® Third, the marked use of

4 Black, Sentence Conjunctions, 111-14.
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the nominative, i.e., the expressed subject ov, reinforces Peter as the focus of their
statement.#” Fourth, ol E0TQTes in 26:73 and e1pnxoTos 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 ko StaoTAONS 30EL Cpas WiGs (“and after about an hour had
passed™). Luke then introduces Peter’s third accuser, employing an Imperfect form as the
main verb: dAAos Tis StioxupileTo Aéycav (“another person was thoroughly convinced,
saying™). The use of the strategically positioned imperfective form in the midst of an
episode dominated by perfective (i.e., Aorist) forms is significant,*® 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 ki oV 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 kafnuat and
g1l On the notion of aspectual vagueness, see Porter, Verbal Aspect, 442-47.
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vivid narrative structure on the basis of “perspective change.” 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.>® 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.>!

There are two other features in the surrounding co-text of Luke 22:59 that
contribute to the foregrounding function of the more heavily marked Imperfect, and so
establish the climactic character of 22:59-62. First, the Adjunct phrase e’ aAnfelas
(“truly”), the functional equivalent of aAn8cds in Mark and Matthew, strengthens the

accusation against Peter, and, together with S1taxupileTo, helps to bring the narrative

49See Loney, “Narrative Structure,” 4-31. This is seen in Luke 22:54, where Luke opens the
episode with several Aorist forms (cuAaROVTes, fiyayov, elonyayov), 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 nkohouBe1. 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).

30Loney 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 off this 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 for 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, Ferbal 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.>> 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 aAhos Tis (**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
Kol TOPOXPAUS ETI AdAoUVTOS aUTOU deivnoey ahekTwp (“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.>® This, coupled with the contextual note of v. 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. 5962, 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

52Marshall, Luke, 843 comments that e’ aAnBeias is Luke’s “equivalent for aunv.”

33 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

L)

by Luke’s audience as ironic: It is to a genuine prophet that they address the demand, ‘Play the prophet’.
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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 cs €imev auTA (“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 prpaTos Incou eiprkoTos (“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 4ktionsart 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.%*

This point becomes clearer in the light of other verbal oppositions present in 26:75: the

>4 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 ToU pruaTos Incod
gipNKOTOS. 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, édcovnoev) 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 |
nooU e1PNKOTOS is “more solemn” than the phrase “as Jesus said to him” in Mark;
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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 elpnkoTos provides a link with e0TTeS 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
gkAaiev. 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 of the verb kAaiw (“I weep™) in Matt 26:75//Mark 14:72//Luke
22:62, which is employed as an Aorist in Matthew and Luke (xAcuaev) but as an
Imperfect in Mark (ékAatev).5 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

35Bock, 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 HINLA
in Mark as referring to a continual or prolonged weeping,*® 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.’’

Furthermore, it appears that Mark could have broader thematic reasons for
foregrounding Peter’s act of weeping. In other words, the marked use of ékAaiev 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.’®

Although offering virtually no linguistic argumentation, France puts forth two reasons for

36 See Mann, Mark, 632 who says the tense communicates “a long-continued grief, following upon
shattering self-discovery.” However, this assertion is (1) 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.

57Collins, Mark, 710 suggests that the construction emiBacv ékhatev is “vivid,” but does not
say why this is so. Additionally, she lacks any comment on the use of the Imperfect.

38 Porter (Verbal Aspect, 350) seems to suggest a similar concept when he says in discussing the
use of the marked Present imperative 8i8oy in Luke 11:3, “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 11 and mine of Mark 14 is that
Luke’s following material picks up the theme of “giving,” which is signaled through the use of the marked
8i{8ov, 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.

y
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the presence of exhatev in Mark 14:72.%° 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, éxkhatev 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 fo 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.®° 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, [ 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

59France, Mark, 619. However, while this thematic contrast via the use of §kAisv 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, kai émPBahcv ekAaiev, 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.

%0 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 singie
him out for restoration, but the narrative ends without recounting this” (Mark, 416). See also Collins, Mark,
710.
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episode itself. Second, I have performed three comparative analyses of verbal aspect
choice. The first analysis concerned the Aorist mpoorA\Bev in Matt 26:69 and the Present
gpxeTan in Mark 14:66. The second concerned the Aorist npvrioaTo in Matt 26:72 and
the Imperfect npveiTo in Mark 14:70. The third analysis examined a series of
divergences: (1) the distinctive uses of the Perfect participles ol E0T@Tes in Matt 26:73
and ol TapPeaTATES in Mark 14:70, (2) the unique role of the Imperfect StioxupileTo in
Luke’s discourse, (2) the use of the Aorist e1mev in Mark 14:72//Luke 22:61 and the
Perfect participle elpnkdTos in Matt 26:75, and (4) the use of the Aorist ékAaucev in
Matt 26:75//Luke 22:62 and the Imperfect ekAaiev 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—41//Luke 23:33-49).
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CHAPTER 6

THE CRUCIFIXION OF JESUS
MATT 27:1-61//MARK 15:1-47//LUKE 22:66—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 22:66—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 of Jesus’ 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 22:66—23:25), the
crucifixion (Matt 27:32—-56//Mark 15:21—41//Luke 23:26-49), and the burial of Jesus
(Matt 27:57-61//Mark 15:42—47//L.uke 23:50-56) cohere as a larger unit of discourse. I
will do this by giving attention to three textual features: (1) 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 of verbal 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 of the Episodes

Since the texts considered in this chapter are longer, [ 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 + 8¢: Tpwias 8¢ yevouévns.! The construction does double duty in
that it marks a development in the narrative and gives its dominant element (cupBouAiov
eAaPov, with the backgrounding Aorist carrying the mainline of the narrative forward) a
new temporal referent, “when early morning came.”? The scene is structured around uses
of ToTe and kat, which signal continuity in discourse, and uses of 8, which signal a mid-
level degree of discontinuity.? TOTe in v. 3 begins a short section (vv. 3—10) that develops
material perhaps understood as occurring “behind the scenes.” 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 8¢ + Aorist main verb éTafn) by

LCf. instances when a genitive absolute is used with kai, 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
Mattdius, 468 connects Matthew’s use of mpaias 65 yevopgvns with its later use of dYias 8¢ yevousvns,
making the comment that “Mit der Zeitangabe mpcwias (8¢) yevouévns wird der Anbruch des
Passionstages Jesu markiert, das Gegenstiick ist der Einsatz der Begrabmsgeschlchte V. 57: oxplas 8¢
yevopévns” (“The time of the advent of Jesus’ passion day is marked with wpeias (8g) yevopévrs, the
counterpart, the burial story, is the use of oyias 8¢ yevousvns in v. 577). See also Davies and Allison,
Matthew, 3:552

2A “dominant element” is an element on which another element is dependent (Reed, “The
Cohesiveness of Discourse,” 33). On the meaning and referent of cupBouAiov éAafov, see Hagner,
Matthew, 2:809

3 See the horizontal cline of continuity-discontinuity that Porter and O’Donnell give in
“Conjunctions,” 10.

4 Several commentators take vv. 3—10 as a completely separate unit (e.g., Turner, Matthew 648
51; Davies and Allison, Aatthew, 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.>
Pilate and the Jewish leaders/crowds share the “stage,” also being participants, but ones
subsidiary to Jesus.® Even though Barabbas never speaks, he is often paired with Jesus in
discussion,” which may indicate that Matthew wishes to put the two characters in a
comparative relationship.® 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 number of lexical items repeated in Matt 27:1-31, three items in
particular occur most frequently: TapadiScout (“hand over, betray,” 5x), amoAuco
(“release,” 4x), and oTaupow (“crucify,” 4x). Every use of mapadidcut in the passage,

except one (v. 18), refers to the handing over of Jesus to the Jewish or Roman authorities.

3Cfowv. 1,2,3, 11,12, 13, 19, 25, 27, 28 (2), 29 (2), 30 (2), 31 (5).

6The 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.

7See 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 of the Messiah, 1:814-20; Collins, Mark, 718-19; Nolland, Matthew, 1167-69; and Davies, “Who Is
Called Barabbas,” 260-62.



149

Each occurrence of amoAuc has Pilate as the Actor in the process (potential or real) of
“releasing.” I suggest that Matthew wishes to put the uses of mapadiSwpi—which
express the handing over of Jesus—in direct contrast with the uses of amoAUcw—which
express Pilate’s desire to release Jesus in the light of his innocence.? In this way, the
words add a level of lexical-semantic cohesion to the sub-unit. oTcupow occurs twice on
the lips of the crowds as they demand that Jesus be crucified (cTaupwbnTw). In v. 26,
the words are syntactically connected by a tva clause: “[Pilate...] after flogging Jesus,
handed him over [rapéScakev] in order that [tva] he might be crucified [oTaupwbn].”
The repetition of the 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 of cTaupém, 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 of the 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 oTaupocw in the oblique moods (imperative [2], subjunctive, and
an infinitive used to denote purpose [eis TO oTaupdoat]).! In 27:32-56, however, the
crucifixion actually happens.

Matthew’s use of the construction eEepxopevor 8¢ in 27:32 creates cohesion
between the units of 27:1-31 and 27:32-56. 8¢ signals further development in the

narrative, and the participle, likely possessing an antecedent temporal relation to the main

° Louw-Nida, Lexion put both words within the same semantic domain of Control, Rule (Domain
37): mapadidwpt can refer to the delivering of a person into the control of someone else; &ToAUw can
refer to the releasing of one from the control of another.

10See Porter, Idioms, 52-53,
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verb elpov,!! provides a semantic link with &miyayov in v. 31.12 That is, éEepxopevor
8¢ 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 (ka1 EABovTes g1s Tomov Aeyousvov [ohyoBa) and establishing the setting of
the crucifixion as “Golgotha.” Uses of Kol (vv. 34, 36, 37,40, 41, 48, 51, 52, 53, 54, 56),
8¢ (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.!? 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 AnoTtal
(“robbers™) crucified along with Jesus. The Jews had played the role of Accusers of Jesus
before Pilate (cf. 27:12: v TG kaTnyopeicbal aiTov UTTO TV KPXIEPELV KAl
TpecPuTtepcov), but now they play the role of Mockers of Jesus (27:41: ol Gpxiepels
EUTTCILOVTES HETO TV YRPOUHATEY), 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.

! should note that this is not due to the participle’s tense-form, but rather to its syntactical
position in relation to epov (see Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 400 and his response to certain criticisms in Porter,
“Time and Order in Participles”).

12 Although Louw-Nida does not put éEgpxopct and amdrye 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.”

13For a similar structuring, see Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:607-8.
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As was the case in Matt 27:1-31, the repetition of the oTaup- 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 of thematic continuity.

Matthew transitions to the final sub-unit of the crucifixion narrative, 27:57-61,
through the use of the construction oyias 8¢ yevouevns 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: mpwolas 8¢
yevopevns) and the day-time of his crucifixion (a0 8¢ €KTNS CPAS...E£LS CIPAS
gvatns %) to the evening-time of his burial. The sub-unit is built around four uses of kot
(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 kai in v. 57).

Jesus is no longer the main participant in the sub-unit 27:57-61—this role belongs
to Joseph of Arimathaea, who is given the attributive Epithet mAouc10s.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 euafnTeudr in v. 57, where he

14Cf. Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:644; Wiefel, Das Evangelium nach Matthéus, 482; Nolland,
Matthew, 1125.

15 Concerning &0 8¢ EKTNS CIPAs...8w5 capas EvaTns, 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).

161n 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).
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functions as the Goal, and the process realized by the verb kéAeuoev 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 8¢, 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 cTaup- root is
absent here. Instead, the slight repetition of “body” (ccoua) language, referring to Jesus’
lifeless body (vv. 58, 59, 60 [oddpa is the referent of aTo in vv. 59, 60]), and
“tomb” (uvnueiov) 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 of Jesus 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™ (mpe1) 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 (ko s EYEVETO NUEPX), 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 of kai. This stands in contrast to Matthew’s use of
discontinuous St.

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 of Jesus’ 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 of the lexical items mapadiScopt (15:1, 10, 15), amoAvew (15:6,
9, 11, 15), and oTaupdw (15:13, 15, 20), being similar to Matthew’s, provides the sub-
unit with lexical cohesion.!” The items mapadidcout and dmoAUw, again, seem to
contrast the handing over of Jesus with Pilate’s desire to release him.!® 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.”!® This is
demonstrated by Luke’s use of the words kaTiyopew (23:2, 10, 14), avakpive (23:14),

EMEPWTAW (23:6, 9), and aiTios (23:4, 14, 22), all of which connect to Domain 56,

'70n the significance of the word in Mark’s PN, see Collins, Mark, 81.

18 See the comments made in Brown, The Death of the Messiah, 823.

19 Although &TroAUco does occur five times in Luke 23:1-25. mapadiScopt, however, only occurs
once (v. 295).
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Courts and Legal Procedures in Louw and Nida’s Lexicon.?® Thus, not only does the
repetition of the individual lexemes 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 kai; Mark follows the connective with the narrative Present
&yyapevouatv, while Luke follows it with a temporal use of 3s. Once again, these
introductions differ from Matthew’s use of 8¢ with a Present participle in 27:32.
However, Matthew’s éEepxopevot 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,%! and the
accounts basically agree in their uses of kai and 8¢ 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 8¢ 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 oTtavp- root, which

20Two points of clarification are needed here. First, while kaTnyopéc 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 charges against someone (Domain 56, Courts
and Legal Procedures)” (italics orginal). Second, the adjective aiT105 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 aiTios 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
aiTi05, whose noun form, aiTiq, is listed in Domain 56 as well as in Domain 88 along side of aiT105.
Thus, I suggest that, at least here in Luke 23, aiT10s certainly does possess legal connotations, especially
in the light of its use alongside other court-room language.

2t is interesting to note that Luke does not include the Aramaic name FoAyoBa, but rather has
only the Greek Kpaviou.
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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 of the 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 of Accusers 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 oTaup- 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 kOmTouat (“mourn™) and 8pnvéc (“lament™) in
23:27, and kAt (“weep™) in 23:28 (2x).22 The Actors in the processes realized by the
verbs komTopat and Bpnvéc 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 eimrev in v. 28, the women are the embedded

Actors in Jesus’ command pn kAaieTe e’ gpé. 2 The second domain can be labeled

Mock, Ridicule,?* and includes the words expuxtnpile (“ridicule, mock™) in 23:35,

22Louw-Nida puts xémtopat and 8pnvéw in Domain 52, Funerals and Burials, and kAaico in
Domain 25, Attitudes and Emotions (subdomain Laugh, Cry, Groan). According the authors, only 8pnvéca
shares both of these domains. However, in view of Jesus’ words to the women, @uyaTépes ’|spouoa)\ﬁu,
un kAaisTe €M’ Eué” ANV £’ EqUTOS KAGHETE Kol MM TG TEKVG UGV, it would appear that all three
lexemes possess at least some level of semantic overlap.

23 On these sorts of processes, see Thompson, /ntroducing Functional Grammar, 100-3.

24This is a subdomain title that Louw-Nida give for Domain 33, Communication.
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gumaileo (“mock™) in 23:36, and eBAacdnuet (“blaspheme, revile™) in 23:39. The Actors
in the processes realized by these words are ot dpxovTes (“the rulers™), ot oTpaTIGTA
(“the soldiers™), and €is [...] TV kpepacBevTwov kakoupywv (“one of the 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.?’> The rest of the sub-unit (23:44—49) concludes with the reaction of a
third participant, o ekaTovTapxns (“the centurion™), who, in response to the events
surrounding Jesus® death, “glorified God™ (e5oEalev Tov Bsov, 23:47).

Although both signal continuity with the preceding content (ka1), Mark and Luke
transition differently to the scene of Jesus’ burial (Mark 15:42-47//Luke 23:50-56). Mark
uses the construction kai 18N OYtas yevopevns 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 £mmel fv Tapaokewn 0 £0TIv TpooaBRaTov (“when it

was preparation day, which is the day before Sabbath™).26 Luke does not use any such

35 0f course there is the exception of the other criminal in Luke’s account who defends the
innocence of Jesus (23:40-43).

260n issues of chronology related to these temporal indicators, see Collins, Mark, 776-77; France,
Mark, 665.


http:Sabbath").26
http:Jesus.25

157

temporal deixis. Rather, the introduction of the new focal participant, Joseph, serves to
signal the transition to a new sub-unit.?’

Mark’s sub-unit is tied together primarily by the use of xal (e.g., 15:43, 44, 45,
46). This is true of Luke as well (23:50, 53, 54). However, Mark’s use of 8¢ at the start of
15:44 marks a narrative development concerning Pilate’s interaction with a centurion
(kevTuptcova) and with Joseph that neither Matthew nor Luke includes. All three Gospels
introduce the offline comment concerning the presence of women at Jesus’ burial through
the use of 8¢ (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 (coua:
Mark 15:43, 45; Luke 23:52, 53, 55; mtcdua [“corpse™]: Mark 15:45) and tomb language
(uvnuetov: Mark 15:46 (2); Luke 23:53, 55). Concerning participant involvement, in all

three Synoptics Joseph of Arimathaea is the main Actor. Yet, in contrast to Matthew,

27The 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 of the focus of the 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): avnp ovouom Iwcan Bou}\sums Unapxmv avnp ayaeos Ka 8u<ouos—ou‘ros ouK ﬁv
ouvmra‘rsﬁsmsvog i) Bou)\n kai T mpakel auTov—ano Apiuabaias mohsws TV loudaicwv, Os
mpooedéxeTo TNV PactAeiav Tol Beol. 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 of Joseph.?
3. The Content of the 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 of the content of the 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
15:1//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 of the Jews.”*° In
the end, he releases to them in Jesus’ stead Barabbas, an accomplice in murder, and, as
the crowds shout all the more,3! 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.

2%QOne could compare Luke’s prominent introduction of Joseph with the fact that Pllate merely
functlons as the Goal in an embedded material process: olTos, mpooeAbav TG TTelAdTw, THOATO TO
oddpa Tou Inool (Luke 23:52).

30Luke 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 0 Baagthevs Tav louSaiwv, which Pilate speaks in Mark 15:2, and 6 BaciAeus lopan}, which
occurs on the lips of the chlef priests and scribes in 15:32. Cf. also Fitzmyer, Luke, 2:1475.

; 31 Matt 27:23: o1 8¢ mepIoods Ekpalov AeyovTes T TaupwbniTeo; Mark 15:15: ot 8¢ mepiaodds

gkpatav.
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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 15:21//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,3? 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 of the 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).

32For a treatment of the torn veil in Matthew, see Gurtner, The Torn Veil, 138-98.
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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 Bouleutns 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 of God™ (Mark 15:43//Luke 23:51). Luke adds a further description in 23:50
that he was ayafos kal Sikatos (“good and righteous™). According to Mark, Joseph was
courageous enough to dare to ask Pilate for the body of Jesus.?* 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
burial. ¥
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: (1) the Aorist Tapedcokav in Matt 27:18//the
Pluperfect mapadeScokeicav in Mark 15:10, (2) the Present cTaupototv in Mark 15:24//
the Aorist participle cTaupwcavTes in Matt 27:35//the Aorist indicative éoTapwoav in
Luke 23:33, and (3) the Aorist eEAaxTouncev in Matt 27:60//the Perfect periphrastic
participle AeAatopnuévov in Mark 15:46//the adjectival construction Ev pviuaT

AoEeuta in Luke 23:53.

33 Cf. Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:648-49; Collins, Mark, 777-78; Wiefel, Das Evangelium
nach Matthdus, 483.

34 Mark 15:43: ToAprjoas £1onABev mpos Tov TTEtAaTov Kai NTHOATO TO 6 Tov ooy
(“Having dared to enter to Pilate and request the body of Jesus™). See Evans, Mark, 519.

33 Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:646—47; Evans, Mark, 2:520-21.
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4.1. Tense-form Analysis 1

18et yap ot Six dpBovov mapeScokav gyivwokev yop oTi St pbovov
I N ’ b A ¢ b )
ouTOV. TopadedoKeIoov QUTOV Of GPXIEPELS.

For he knew that because of envy they | For he knew that because of envy the
handed him over. 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 mapadedcokeioav to refer to
the act of the Jews “handing over™ Jesus to the Roman authorities.?® Few commentators,
if any, 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 TapeScokav in 27:18 in contrast to the
Markan Pluperfect.3® Nolland does mention the divergence in a short footnote, but gives
no explanation why this is the case.?® 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 of tense-forms

between Matthew and Mark is quite significant and plays a key role in one’s

38 Hagedorn 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 lexeme $8dvos
[“envy™}). Yet if their task was to elucidate the importance of the envy theme in Mark, comments on the
marked use of the Pluperfect would have been quite helpful for them and would have provided much-
needed formal evidence for their analysis of Mark 15:10.

37Examples 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
Evangelium 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 Matthdus, 472; Luz, Matthew,
3:497-98; Gaechter, Das Matthdius Evangelium, 910.

39Nolland, 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 of the Pluperfect.

The Greek Pluperfect shares the same verbal stem as the Perfect tense-form, and
differs only slightly in its morphology.#? It thus shares the same semantic value as the
Perfect, that being stative aspect.*! While the Pluperfect often appears in past contexts, as
Porter mentions, it is not “past-bound.”*? 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.*? 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

40Both share first consonant reduplication with € and primary endings. The Pluperfect differs in its
thematic vowel of ¢t or i and typically has an augment, although, as is the case in Mark 15:10, it often
drops out in Hellenistic Greek (Porter, Ferbal Aspect, 289). Robertson, Greek Grammar, 903 says “[The
Pluperfect] disappeared in Greek before the present perfect, though in the N. 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 in ch. 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.

4 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 289. That is to say,


http:remoteness.43
http:aspect.41
http:morphology.40

163

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 mapadeScokeioav in 15:10 in
contrast to Matthew’s use of the Aorist, | 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 mapadidcout quite frequently (20x) and
does so using a variety of tense-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,”#> Mark intentionally uses the Pluperfect in 15:10 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 of Jesus, whom Mark portrays as the true “king of the Jews,” and Barabbas,

45 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 583. Cf. also Moule, 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 TapeScokav) to Pilate for trial. Pilate begins his
examination of Jesus in 15:2 by addressing the issue of Jesus’ “kingship™: Zu €1 o
Baaotheus TV Toudaicav; (“Are you the king of the Jews?”). Jesus gives a brief,
affirmative answer to this question (2 Aéyets, “You yourself say™), 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 of Jesus” kingship when he asks
the Jewish crowds BeAeTe amoAucw upiv Tov Bacihea Tdv Toudaicwvy; (“Do you want
me to release to you the king of the Jews?”). The reason for his question is given in v. 10:
EY1VLoKey Yap OTI 81 PpBovov mapadeScokeioav aiTov ol apxtepels (“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 of the phrase TOV
Baoihéa TV TouSatcov with reference to Jesus in vv. 2, 9, and 1247 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™ (¢mionjlov), it appears that
nothing outside of the canonical Gospels is mentioned about Barabbas or the exact
rebellion in which he participated.*® Nevertheless, scholars have tried to reconstruct a
viable background for him.#® Mark calls Barabbas a cTaciaoTrs, and John calls him a
Anotns (John 18:40). It appears that much has recently been written on the historical-

political associations of AnoTrs (“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 Pilatus 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 O xp1oTos 6 Pactheus lopan. 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,” 59-60 also says this regarding the terms in John’s
Gospel.

48So Stein, Mark, 701 and Brown, Death of the Messiah 1:796-97 who say that the article in the
phrase £v T7) 0TdoE! 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 of Jesus (see Death of the Messiah, 1:689-93). But Wright,
Jesus 15657 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 selon Saint Marc, 414-15.
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technical sense may have referred to renegade bandits who opposed Roman authority,
often through violent means.’° Mark’s oTaciaoTns (“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.5! It is quite difficult to determine if Mark intended to use oTaciaoTns ina
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).>> 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.>® 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

5°Two well-known authors who advocate strongly for this technical understanding of AfjoTrs are
Horsley, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, 77-87 and Wright, Jesus, 155-60.

3 For example, 2:295:1; 2:406:5; 2:452:2; 2:455:5.

32France, Mark, 630-31 seems to go in this direction.

33Cf. France, Mark, 631.
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usage. In 15:7, Mark uses the most heavily marked Perfect participle SeSepiEvos to
describe Barabbas as one who was “bound” (or “imprisoned”™) along with the other rebels
(eTa TQV oTactaatawv). The participle’s use is meant to draw a purposeful contrast
between Jesus, who was “bound” by the Sanhedrin (v. 1 Aorist SnoavTes), with
Barabbas, who was “bound” (v. 7 Perfect 8edepévos) with insurrectionists.>* 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 memotrkstoow.5 The
use of the Pluperfect here provides a cohesive link between 15:7 and mapadeSedkeioav
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
of the two heavily marked forms in 15:7—the Perfect SeSepévos and the Pluperfect
TETOlTKeloav—creates a prominent environment for the frontgrounding introduction of
Barabbas as a new participant. The use of the more marked Imperfect ¢yivcookev and the
most marked Pluperfect mapadeSciketcav 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 (Siax ¢pfovov).
Therefore, the creation of two prominent contexts, tied together by means of verbal
aspect—one 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 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 bave occurred at other important (i.e., frontgrounded) junctures in the PN (S¢Seuévnv in 11:2, 4
and memoinkaTe in 11:17).
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(SnoavTes), is handed over to die (Tapadedwkeioav), while Barabbas, who was also
bound (SeSepevos), will go free in spite of his association with those who had committed
murder ($SVoV TETOINKEIGAV).

In contrast to Mark’s use of the Pluperfect, Matthew uses the Aorist mapédwkov
in 27:18. The use of the 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 of Barabbas (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 Séouiov emionuov Aeyougvov
BapaPRav (*‘a well-known prisoner called Barabbas™).* 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 of the marked Pluperfect 8¢
referring to Pilate’s “knowing™ that the Jews were motivated by envy, and (2) Matthew’s
unique inclusion of the warning of Pilate’s wife that he should have “nothing to do with
that righteous man™ (27:19).57 On the word-level 1|8t in 27:18 represents the most
marked item in its clause, but because it functions in combination with the most heavily
marked Perfect participle cuvnypévcov at the start of 27:17, both of these marked features

create a domain of prominence for Pilate’s interaction with the crowd and the comment

3¢ Hagpner, Matthew, 2:821; Nolland, Matthew, 1168; Lagrange, Evangile selon Sain Matthieu, 519
agrees that the Epithet emionpov probably indicates that the Jewish population held Barabbas in a positive
light.

57 undev ool kal T Sikaic) EKEIVE.
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referring to his knowledge of their envy.’® 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 of the Present form aTaupouaiv in 15:24 to recount the crucifying of Jesus in
contrast to Matthew’s use of the Aorist participle oTaupwoavTes (27:35) and Luke’s use
of the Aorist indicative éoTaupwoav (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 of Jesus, which is expressed in their choices
of verbal aspect.

Table 9

Kot oTe GABov Emi TOV TOTTOV TOV
Ka)\ouuevov Kpawov Exel scmxu-
pwoav aurov Km Tous Kaxou
pyous, OV v K BEﬁlmv ov 8¢ €€
aplcrspmv SlaueplCouevm 8¢
TO uwma auTol éRaov kAT
pous.’

2 TOUPLOaVTES 88 CUTOV
“SiEHEPICAVTO TA LUATIO
ouTtou BaAlovTes kAnpov”

Kol cmupouow C(UTOV Kol
“5|ausp|Cavm| Ta luoma auToU
Ba}\)\ov'rss KAfipov ET’ oUTA” TiS
Ti &py

Now after they crucified him,
“they divided his garments by
casting lot.”

And they crucified him and “they
divided his garments by casting
lot” to see who might take what.

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 £ic36¢1
(“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 ataupouatv is the fourth in a chain of six
imperfective Predicators, a chain which spans only three verses.”® This grouping with
more marked imperfective forms suggests that 15:22-24 represents a heightened level of
discourse prominence.® 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).5!

According to Nolland, Matthew’s use of the Aorist participle cTaupcdoovTeS
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.”? [
suggest that oTaupwoavTes places the act of crucifying in the presupposed background
of the narrative,5 which, by putting less emphasis on the crucifixion itself, indicates that

Matthew is more concerned about how the crucifixion relates to the fulfillment of Old

59 pepovatv, pebepunveudpevos (v. 22); £8idowv (v. 23); omupouolv Glauspl(,'ouml
B&AAovTes (v. 24). 1 should also note the presence of the Perfect participle eopupviougévov in v. 23.

60 Even Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 233 seems to agree.

511n 15:32, the two criminals are referred to as ol cuvesTaupcopeévol, and in 16:6, the angel at the
empty tomb refers to Jesus as TOv éoTaupwopsvov. See also Porter, “Mark 16:1-8,” 123-37 who notes that
Mark has a particular interest in the crucifixion.

2Nolland makes this comment first regarding Matthew’s supposed change of Mark’s ¢pepouctv
auUTOV to ENBSvTes, and then makes a similar comment regarding oTaupcicavTes (Matthew, 1189, 1191).

63 According to Porter’s systemic network, the semantics of the Aorist participie is +factive
presupposition +perfective aspect (Verbal Aspect, 94).
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Testament Scripture.®* Tense-form usage alone may not indicate this concern, since vv.
33-35 is predominately carried along by Aorists,% though Matthew uses the most heavily
marked Perfect participle pepnyugvov (“being mixed”) to modify otvov. 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.% France says
Matthew understands the incident [the soldier’s giving Jesus wine with gall] as a
hostile act of the soliders, since he mentions xoAr (bile, bitter substance) rather
than myrrh, thus producing an echo of Ps. 69:21 where the action is clearly
hostile (and where the LXX xoAr translates 5§, normally understood of a
poison).®’

Additionally, on a grammatical level, Matthew subordinates the act of crucifying
Jesus to the verb Slsuspfoawo, which occurs in the citation of LXX Ps 21:19 in 27:35.

These points indicate that, in distinction from Mark, oTaupcdoavTes is meant to provide

& Davies and Allison, Matthew, 3:613 note that in Matthew “the crucifixion itself is mentioned
only in passing.” Similarly, regarding the crucifixion in all four Gospels, Brown, Death of the Messiah,
2:945 asks “[y]et in all comparable literature, has so crucial a moment ever been phrased so briefly and
uninformatively?”

85 gScokav, BEANCEY (v. 34); SisuepicavTo (v. 35).

% Nolland, Matthew, 1190-91. LXX Ps 68:22 reads: kGl E8GKaV Els TO BpAua pou XoAny kal
gls TNV SiYav Hou EMOTICAV e GEOS (“And they put in my food gall and for ‘my thlrst they me sour wme
to drmk”) Matt 27:34 reads: £Scokav O(UTm TMEW OIVOV PETX XOATS usulyusvov Kai ysuoausvos oUK
nBéAncev mietv. 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” (3E0s). 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 (§5cokav and the Adjunct phrase peTa xoAfis), 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.

7 France, Mark, 642. See also Nolland, Matthew, 1190-91. 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 éopupvicugvov
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 of the 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.%®

Luke’s use of the Aorist éoTavpwoav 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.®’ This claim
appears to hold true in the sub-unit of 23:26-49 as well. For example, v. 26 opens with
the Aorist émebnkav, which is followed by a clustering of Imperfects in v. 27 (nxoAoubet,
gkoTrTovTO, and e6prvouv). Verse 33 uses the Aorist EoTaupwoav as its main verb,”
which is followed by a Pluperfect (eioTrjket) and an Imperfect (eEepuxtnpilov) in v.
35.71 The Aorist form événalgav begins v. 36; the next finite verb to occur in the
narrative is the Imperfect eBAacdnuet in v. 39. Finally, v. 45 uses the Aorist eox106n,
which is followed in vv. 47, 48 by the Imperfect forms eéS6Ealev and uméoTpedov.

[ 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 of the scene, namely, those characters that demonstrate some sort of response to

the events surrounding Jesus’ suffering and crucifixion. In 23:27—content unique to

% 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
of the Messiah, 2:945 notes this as well.

%9 Cf. Loney, “Narrative Structure,” 4-31.

70The other Aorist indicative in the verse, fABav, is part of the larger clause ote fABav, which,
being a circumstantial clause, is subordinate to the verb éoTaupccav.

711t should be noted here also that v. 34, according to the NAZ, 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 nkoAoube1, exdmTovTo, and 8prvouv highlight the reaction of the
“large multitude of people,” especially “the women,” who “were mourning and
lamenting™ Jesus on his way to Golgotha.” In 23:35, the mocking response of the people
is foregrounded by the use of the Imperfect eEeuuxTnpe15ov, which also introduces the
direct speech of the crowd.” 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 BAaodrius! in v. 39.7 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 eé5oEalev and the sorrowful return of those
who witnessed Jesus’ death through the use of UmeéaTpedov.

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.”> 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

2 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, 861.

3 Contra Evans, St. Luke, 869 who says the Imperfect here has “the sense ‘repeatedly mocked".”

"4Marshall, Luke, 871 says “The use of the 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 éBAacdruet 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 if v. 40 was an
interruption, this in no way requires that BAaodnuéc take the Imperfect form (cf. évemaiEav in v. 36).

73 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 of aspectual linkage, 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 v AeAatounuevov (“was hewn™) in 15:46 in contrast to

Matthew’s Aorist indicative eAatduncev (“he hewed™) in 27:60 and Luke’s use of a

semantically related adjectival form AaEcutds (“hewn from rock”) in 23:53.

T

% <

b

Kcu senxsv uUTo ev TG KKV
C(UTOU uvnuslm ) s)\chounosv gV
Tn TTETpC( Kal TrpoOKu)\lcots )\leov
usyav () Bu-pa TOU pvnetov &
ABev

xou £0nKev cUTOV sv ™ uvnuem) )
qv )\s)\aTounusvov 43 rrsTpcxs Ko
mpoaoekyhioev ABov emt T BUpav
TOU HVTHEIOV.

Kot £0nKev qUTOV &V LuripaT

Y S Y T R,
AhaEeuTcd oU oux Ny oudets oUW
KEUHEVOS

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.

And he laid him in the tomb, which
was hewn from rock, and he rolled a
stone over the door of the tomb.

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,”’® 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.”” 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).”® 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 of a form of the auxiliary verb s\u{ and a participle. The participle
contributes the semantic (meaning) feature of verbal aspect to the construction
(as well as voice [...]). The form cipi, which is aspectually vague (i.e. it does not

7 A good example of this is the concept of “nominalization,” which is also prevalent in Hellenistic
Greek (see Cirafesi, “Exgtv wioTiv in Hellenistic Greek,” 8-12).

8 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, Verbal 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 [...}.”

Porter suggests elsewhere that periphrasis should be understood “as a construction that
draws attention to the Participle and its modifiers.”® Thus the defining characteristics of
periphrastic constructions (particularly in contrast to adjectives) are (1) their retention of
verbal aspect,®' 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.®2

7 Porter, Idioms, 45 (italics original). Porter is more thorough in his treatment of Greek
periphrasis in his Ferbal Aspect. After offering a helpful survey of the various theories of periphrasis (pp.
447-49) and after treating the issue of eiji 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
[...]1.” 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 of periphrasis 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.

82Porter, 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 AeACTOUTHEVOY
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.®3 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 of AaEeuTcd,3* a word whose lexical semantics is
nearly synonymous with AaTopEw,35 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.?¢ |

8 See Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 87, Ravelli, “Grammatical Metaphor,” 134.

84 [nterestingly, for this verse, Codex Bezae reads pvnuelc AeAatopnueve.

85See Louw-Nida 19.25 (AaTopgw) and 19.26 (AaEeuTos).

8 For recent works that use grammatical metaphor in biblical studies, see Cirafesi, “xetv moTIv
in Hellenistic Greek” and Fewster, “Evaluating Root Metaphors,” forthcoming,.
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have argued elsewhere that one of the primary functional motivations in using
grammatical metaphor is textual organization.®’ 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.3® In the light of this, Luke’s use of Aa€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 AaTopéco within larger relative clauses that modify pvnueiov,
AaEeutdd directly modifies pvnuaTt. 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
of pvnuatt. 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 eEAaTopnoev in
Matthew places the act of Joseph’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.?® Matthew sees the burial of Jesus and the tomb that Joseph “had

87 Cf. Cirafesi, “éxe1v moTiv in Hellenistic Greek,” 12-14.

83 Concerning nominalization and ideational metaphor, Halliday gives an example of this using the
English words believe and belief. Whereas belief can 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).
i ¥ ANBev, EuabnTeubn (27:57); NToaTO, EkéNsucey (27:58); EveTuMiey (27:59); EBnkev,
gAaTopmoev (27:60).
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hewn in the rock™ as the relevant background for the impending resurrection narrative in
ch. 28 to which Matthew gives slightly more attention.*

Second, there are additional formal features in Mark’s episode that support the
frontgrounding function of v Aehatopnuévov.?! For example, within the immediate co-
text other more heavily marked tense-forms are present (v. 44: TéBunkev; v. 47:
£Becdpouy, TeBe1Tan), and the (re)introduction of new participants (0 TTetAaTos, Tov
KeVTUplwvca) makes the narrative stage more crowded.%? 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 Tefvrkev, Av AeAatounuevov, eBecipouv, and TeberTat is that each
form has the death and burial of Jesus as its referent. Mark uses these four marked verbal
constructions to recount (1) the fact that Jesus died (TéBvnkev), (2) where his body was
laid (v pvnuatt 0 Av AeAaTopnuévov, TeBeiton), and (3) who saw it being laid in the
tomb (6scdpouv). 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.”> The indication is that Mark’s emphasis is on Jesus’

% 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 eAatouncev in which Joseph is Actor and Av AeAaTopnuévov in
which pvrpoati is the Goal.

92The 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.

%3 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.
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death and burial, since even in the resurrection episode the focus is on Jesus as “the
crucified Nazerene” (16:6: Incouv nteiTe Tov Nalapnvov Tov E0TaupwpEvoy).
Each of these points demonstrates that Mark s use of the Perfect periphrastic fjv
AeAaTopmpevov 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 27:1-61//Mark 15:1-47//Luke 23:1-56, which, although
given the overarching title “the Crucifixion of Jesus,” contains smaller sub-units.®> 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 of action—is the prime
motivation for differences in tense-form choice. Three such instances have been
analyzed: (1) the Aorist form Tapedcokav in Matt 27:18//the Pluperfect

mapadedcoketoav in Mark 15:10, (2) the Present oTaupouatv in Mark 15:24//the Aorist

%4 See Porter, “Mark 16:1-8,” 123-37.

9 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 15:21-41//Luke 23:26—49), and the burial of Jesus (Matt 27:57-61//Mark 15:42—
47//Luke 23:50-56).
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participle oTaupcdoavTes in Matt 27:35//the Aorist éoTaupwoav in Luke 23:33, and (3)
the Aorist eEhaTouncev in Matt 27:60//the Perfect paraphrastic participle AeAatopnpugvov
in Mark 15:46//the adjectival construction ev pvnpati AaEeuTd 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

1. Summary of Thesis

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.! 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 all.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. [nstead, a robust theory that sees verbal aspect as the core semantic

!'Studies referred to in this work that are good examples of this are Pryke, Redactional Style of the
Markan Gospel; Telford, The Barren Temple; Robinson et. al., The Critical Edition of @; 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
of the 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 of verb
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 of Greek 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.

In ch. 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 of affairs. 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,” while at the same [ 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 turn forms a second
opposition between the more marked imperfective (Present/Imperfect) and most marked
stative aspects (Perfect/Pluperfect).*

In the light of this 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

3Millhouse, “Use of the Imperfect,” 5859, as quoted in Campbell, terbal Aspect, 1:85.
4 See Porter, lerbal 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, | examined instances of divergent verbal aspect choice
in three major episodes in the Synoptic PNs: (1) Jesus enters Jerusalem (Matt 21:1-22//
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 27:1-61//Mark 15:1-47//Luke
23:1-56).
2. Results of Tense-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,’ 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 paralle! material, one sees, rather clearly, conscious and flexible aspectual

5 For example, Luke’s use of éoTaupwoav in 23:33 set the background for the actions of
e€epuxtrpiCov and eBAacdniuet (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,® 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 memoinkaTe (11:17) in contrast to Matthew’s
use of TotelTe (23:13) and Luke’s use of emonoaTe (19:46). This subjective freedom
was also seen in Matthew’s strategic positioning of the Perfect participles ol E0TQTES
and e1pnKkoTOS (26:73, 75) and Luke’s climactic use of the Imperfect SiioxupileTo
(22:59), which reflected his overall scheme of perspective change.

Second, the textual application of the 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 of Aorist/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., memoimkoTe in 11:17; mapadeSedkeroav in 15:10), 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., TeWOINKATe

$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 eEnpappevny, e€npavTot in 11:20, 21; wemotrketoav in 15:7 and
mapadeScdketoav in 15:10). 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. Avenues for 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 modern 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.” I suggest that the

influence of linguistics, especially verbal aspect theory, will continue to not be felt in

"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 of the aorist. The same
problem erupts in John 2:20 and elsewhere” (Carson, Review of John, 3).
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biblical scholarship until such commentaries and scholarly monographs begin to
consistently incorporate its findings.®

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 of Greek literature.’

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.”'? 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 modern linguistic research into their work, for linguistics to penetrate biblical scholarship more
broadly. ’

°The Future form also falis in this category.

10 Crystal, Dictionary of Language, 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.!! 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 of SFL.
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