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ABSTRACT

“Jesus and His Fellow Jews: A Register Analysis of Some Exchanges in the Synoptics
and the Fourth Gospel”

James Huang
McMaster Divinity College

Hamilton, Ontario
Master of Arts (Christian Studies), 2014

This thesis examines how the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptic Gospels depict

exchanges between Jesus and certain of his fellow Jews, with the goal being to further

our understanding of the relationship between them. Halliday’s concept of register is

applied to analyze a certain portion of their conversations, including independent clause

analysis, Subject analysis, and dependent clause analysis. This research illustrates that the

relevant exchanges in John and the Synoptic Gospels are similar in terms of interpersonal

meaning, are different in terms of experiential meaning, and are different in terms of

clause complexing. Some possible explanations are also discussed at the end of the thesis.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis will examine how the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptic Gospels depict
exchanges between Jesus and certain of his fellow Jews, with the goal being to further
our understanding of the relationship between them. Similarities and differences between
these two groups of Gospels are crucial for understanding their relatedness, and various
scholars have already studied similarities and differences by examining the ideas or
events in the Gospels. However, a detailed study of another important characteristic of
Gospel narrative, the way language is used to depict exchanges between story characters,
is still wanting, and this is the gap my research will fill.

Halliday’s concept of register will be applied in this research. In Chapter 1, I will
review prior research regarding the relationship between John and the Synoptics. My
focus will be on those key works that challenged and changed the traditional depen(iency
view, because they set a new foundation for further investigation of this topic. Chapter 2
is divided into two parts. In the first part, I will introduce Halliday’s notion of register and
explain how it can be applied to conversations in stories; and in the second part, I will
introduce the theories and procedures I have used in order to analyze independent clauses,

Subjects,’ and dependent clauses. Chapters 3, 4, 5 are then the core of my thesis. They

! In this thesis I follow the convention of SFL to capitalize the term Subject. In this convention, the names



contain my analysis of numerous conversations between Jesus and the Jews within the
narratives of Mark, Luke and the Fourth Gospel. Chapter 6 will provide some concluding
reflections.

In the end, my research has shown that the relevant exchanges in John and the
Synoptic Gospels are similar in terms of interpersonal meaning (independent clause
analysis), are different in terms of experiential meaning (person and Subject analysis),
and are different in terms of clause complexing (dependent clause analysis). Thus the
superiority of Jesus over the Jews is revealed in all three Gospels, but the things that
these characters negotiate and the ways that they provide supporting information are
different. Although this result will by no means fully resolve our understanding of the
relationship between John and the Synoptics, it clarifies some general similarities and
differences and therefore focuses scholarly discussion on finding the best possible
explanation for these general facts. To conclude my thesis, I will suggest that these three
Gospels have a common early tradition to the effect that Jesus often engaged in public
debates with other Jews—and that he consistently came out of those debates looking like
the superior figure. At the same time, the sphere of experience that the common tradition

refers to was also preserved, with different guises, in John and the Synoptic Gospels. I

of structural functions are spelt with an initial capital (Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 113).



will also explore some possible explanations for the differences that exist between the

Synoptic conversations and those in the Fourth Gospel.



CHAPTER 1: SURVEY OF LITERATURE

The subject of this thesis is a comparison of how the Fourth Gospel and the
Synoptics portray exchanges between Jesus and certain of his fellow Jews. I am not
viewing this topic as an isolated issue, but am treating it within a larger topic: the
relationship between John and the Synoptics. The relationship between these two groups
of texts is a long-discussed topic, and two important questions are related to this debate:
Can one dichotomize the Synoptics as history and the Fourth Gospel as theology? And
was the Fourth Gospel composed independently or written based on one (or more)
Synoptic Gospel(s)?>

The first question is related to some significant differences that exist between
John and the other Gospels.®> This phenomenon was observed even in the era of the
Church Fathers. One of the most frequently cited statements is that of Clement of
Alexandria: “But that John, last of all, conscious that the outward facts had been set forth
in the Gogpels. ... composed a spiritual Gospel.” Then in the 19" century, because of its

extensive use of theological terms, the status of the Fourth Gospel as a reliable source for

2 These two questions are based on Kysar’s succinct summarization of scholarly debate regarding the
relationship between John and the Synoptics. See Kysar, “Dehistoricizing,” 80-85.

* Many commentators provide such comparisons in their commentaries. For example, Carson lists five
obvious differences, and Beasley-Murray just states that “the elements of contrast are well known and do
not require detailed description.” See Carson, Gospel According to John, 21-23; Beasley-Murray, John,
XXXii.

* Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 6.14.7.



historical research was further demoted.” However, Kysar correctly indicates that due to
the development of redaction criticism, the nature of Gospels has been re-evaluated.®
Now scholars understand that every Gospel should be considered as a theological work,
including both the Gospel of John and every Synoptic Gospel. That is to say, the
difference between John and the Synoptics is not quite as Clement originally thought.
The second question is concerned with the dependency of the Fourth Gospel on
the Synoptics.” Moody Smith indicates that “the twentieth century has, in fact, more than
once witnessed the dissolution of a consensus on the relationship of John to the Synoptic

398

Gospels.” In the early part of the twentieth century, scholars generally held that “John

knew and used the Synoptics.”

Morris finds it interesting that both conservative and
radical critics supported this opinion: “the former said that [John] wrote to supplement

the Synoptists and the latter that he aimed at correcting them.”’® The turning point

occurred in 1938. That year Gardner-Smith published an important book, Saint John and

* Carson indicates that the turning point was the publication of D. F. Strauss’s Das Leben Jesu: Kritisch
bearbeitet in 1835. Since then, the Fourth Gospel has been regarded as “the least useful work in the New
Testament, from the perspective of the historian (Carson, Gospel According to John, 30).

¢ Kysar, “Dehistoricizing,” 80.

7 This topic, as Keener states, has been “argued often and thoroughly” (Keener, Gospel of John, 40). A
complete review on this topic can be found in Smith, Jokn among Gospels. Also see Smith, “Some
Dimensions,” 95-172. One prominent advocator of dependency theory is F. Neirynck. See Neirynck, “John
and the Synoptics” and Neirynck, “John 1975-1990.”

¥ Smith, John among Gospels, 10.

® Smith, John among Gospels, 13.

19 Morris, Studies, 15. One example of the latter is Hans Windisch, who advocates that “John intended to
write an autonomous and self-sufficient book in the fullest sense of the word, and he fully ignored all other
writings which were known to him, including (in all probability) the Synoptic Gospels (Windisch,
Johannes Und Die Synoptiker, 134, cited in Smith, John among Gospels, 30). For more information about
the work of Hans Windisch, see Smith, John among Gospels, 19-31 and Baird, History Volume Two, 457.



the Synoptic Gospels, to challenge this consensus. He indicates that their similar structure
and occasional parallels do not necessarily indicate a literary dependency.!! In fact, the
Fourth Gospel may represent an “independent authority for the life of Jesus.”'? This
argument was supported by C. H. Dodd. In his prominent work Historical Tradition in
the Fourth Gospel (1963), Dodd contends that behind the Fourth Gospel “lies an ancient
tradition independent of the other Gospels.”"® Today, the radical argument of
Gardner-Smith is not supported by most scholars,' but the possibility that John contains
an independent tradition is generally accepted in scholarship.ls

The concepts introduced above serve as the foundation for us to investigate
further the relationship between the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptics. On the one hand,

because they are similar in nature,'® they can be compared, side-by-side, with the same

"' Gardner-Smith, Saint John, 88-91. After investigating various possible parallels between the Fourth
Gospel and the Synoptics, Gardner-Smith states that “it does not necessarily follow that [the author of the
Fourth Gospel] had read the Synoptics” (Gardner-Smith, Saint John, 91).

' Gardner-Smith, Saint John, 96.

3 Dodd, Historical Tradition, 423. Because the Fourth Gospel may contain materials from an independent
tradition, Dodd contends that this Gospel merits “serious consideration as a contribution to our knowledge
of the historical facts concerning Jesus Christ.” However, because there is still a gap between “ancient
tradition” and “historical facts,” Dodd’s conclusion was criticized by the scholars who thought that Dodd
“jumped too quickly from ‘early tradition’ to Jesus” (see Kysar, “Dehistoricizing,” 89). Such debate will
not be addressed here because it is beyond the capability of the methodology used in this thesis (i.e. register
analysis).

' Part of the reason why this radical view was not generally supported is that after the mid twentieth
century, various scholars continued to indicate the literary dependence between the Fourth Gospel and the
Synoptics through detailed exegetical stndies. See, for example, Neirynck, “John 1975-1990,” 16-55.
However, Blomberg states that “it is doubtful [these results] will convince those who were not convinced
before” (Blomberg, Historical Reliability, 47).

15 For example, Keener states: “Although some argue that John used the Synoptics, probably a greater
number of scholars still hold that he simply used independent traditions that have contacts with the
Synoptics” (Keener, Gospel of John, 41).

' That is to say, the dichotomy of “history” and “theology” no longer holds



methodology; on the other hand, detailed comparisons of these two groups of texts from
various approaches is necessary so that the nature of John’s independence can be
described more precisely. Therefore, following his 1963 work, which focuses on the
comparison of the parallels, Dodd investigated this topic from another perspective in a
paper published in 1967. This time he chose John 5:19-30, a paragraph which does not
have Synoptic parallel and is generally regarded as a theological argument.'” In his paper
he compares how the Gospel of John and the Synoptics describe two theological subjects
(judgement and Jesus’ authority to judge), and he comes to the conclusion that the
depictions of Jesus’ personality and deeds found in the Fourth Gospel correspond with
those “offered by the Synoptics in a very different idiom.”'® If the content of John is not
the evangelist’s invention or his imitation of the Synoptics, it means that there is a
common tradition that “fed both the Synoptics and John.”"

Because Dodd’s work indicates the possibility of using the Fourth Gospel as a
source for historical research, his method has been applied by the scholars who aim to

evaluate the authenticity of the Fourth Gospel.?® For example, Blomberg analyzes the

' Dodd, “Portrait of Jesus,” 185-95.

18 Dodd, “Portrait of Jesus,” 194.

1% Kysar, “Dehistoricizing,” 89. Based on his findings, Dodd goes a step further to argue that “the
similarities we have noted will go far to assure us that behind the two renderings of the portrait there stands
a real historical person” (Dodd, “Portrait of Jesus,” 195). In this thesis, I will not comment on the
historicity of the conversations under investigation, because this would require a different approach than
the one I have taken.

% In the summary of HTFG, Dodd contends that the ancient tradition behind the Fourth Gospel “merit[s]
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whole Fourth Gospel in Historical Reliability of John's Gospel (2001). Because his
interest is whether “the ideas in this discourse, however they may have been rephrased,

do go back to Jesus himself;”? the comparison of ideas between the Fourth Gospel and
the Synoptics therefore becomes the major concern of his book.” The monograph of
Bartholomd, The Johannine Discourses and the Teaching of Jesus in the Synoptics (2012),

1.2 In this work he uses two indexes to

focuses on the discourses in the Fourth Gospe
examine the similarity between John and the Synoptics: “similarity in wording” and
“similarity in content.”* These two criteria indicate that the major concern of
Bartholoma is parallel concepts, and these results are later applied to evaluate the
authenticity of Jesus’ words in every discourse.”

From the review above, we can see that earlier works have analyzed Jesus’

discourses in detail, but their emphasis has been on the comparison of concepts or ideas.

Another important character of Gospels — the way Jesus interacts with other

serious consideration as a contribution to our knowledge of the historical facts concerning Jesus Christ”
(Dodd, Historical Tradition, 423). The method of Dodd has been applied by some scholars who intend to
deal with the problem of authenticity, including Blomberg and Bartholoma (see the discussion below). Due
to the focus of this thesis, I will focus only on the comparison of texts and will not involve the discussion of
John’s authenticity.

2L Blomberg, Historical Reliability, 113.

22 For example, in comparing John 5:23, Blomberg states that “the language of honouring and
dishonouring the Father through the Son closely resembles Synoptic texts like Matt 10:40, 18:5 and Mark
9:37” (Blomberg, Historical Reliability, 114). Through these comparisons, Blomberg identifies the points at
which “criteria like multiple attestation and coherence apply” and help him to define the authenticity of
each pericope. See Blomberg, Historical Reliability, 291.

2 Tn this book he compares John 3:1-21, 4:1-30, 6:22-59, 8:12-59, 14:1-31, and 20:11-29.

* See Bartholom4, Johannine Discourses, 85-90, especially the summary table in 89.

% See the conclusion in Bartholomd, Johannine Discourses, 414.


http:discourse.25
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characters — has not been intentionally handled.?® This, however, is an indispensible
part of Gospel comparison, because a Gospel is not composed of a series of propositions
but contains many stories. That is to say, besides the content of Jesus’ utterances, the way
he speaks to other characters is also preserved in the ancient tradition inherited by each
Gospel author. Therefore, to describe the relationship between Gospels, one should check
not only the concepts or ideas of utterances, but also the way that Jesus interacts with
others using language. The works of Dodd, Blomberg and Bartholomi have examined
the correspondence of contents in John and the Synoptics, and therefore this thesis will
cast a wider net and investigate aspects of Jesus’ words that are not treated in their
research. My method would be applicable to any combination of characters in these
narratives, but in this thesis I will concentrate on public interactions between Jesus and

his fellow Jews.

%% A brief address of this topic was found in Dodd’s 1967 paper, in which he briefly discussed two kinds of
relationship: one is Jesus and disreputable characters, and another is Jesus and his disciples. However, the
way Dodd evaluates their relationship is still based on the content of their spoken words. See Dodd,
“Portrait of Jesus,” 196-98.
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CHAPTER 2: THEORY AND METHOD
1. Register Analysis on Narrative
A. Register and Context of Situation
One simple approach to catch the concept of “register” is to start from our
everyday experience. For instance, the way one speaks with his family members is surely
different from the way one writes to his customers. In the former context, we may write
“I just wanted to let you know that,” while in the later we may write “I am writing to
inform you that.”*" Both situations may involve the same topic, but the wording is very
different. A speaker or writer knows which kind of words or expressions are suitable for a
specific situation, and this consciousness constrains the way s/he expresses himself or

herself. Halliday himself provides a definition of register:

The notion of register is at once very simple and very powerful. It refers to the

fact that the language we speak or write varies according to the type of situation....
What the theory of register does is to attempt to uncover the general principles
which govern this variation, so that we can begin to understand what situation
factors determine what linguistic features.?®

Hence, understanding the causes of the variation of language is the major interest of

register analysis.”® The concept of register is “a framework for approaching varieties of

27 Hudson, Sociolinguistics, 49.

2 Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic, 31-32. Also refer to Porter, “Register in the Greek,” 200.

¥ Besides Halliday’s variety-based model, Hudson developed another model, item-based model to analyze
register. See Hudson, Sociolinguistics, 51. In this paper I adopt Halliday’s model.


http:analysis.Z9
http:that.'.27

11

language from the perspective of their use in context.”*® This leads to another important
notion, namely, context of situation.

According to Halliday, Malinowski was the first one to introduce the concept of
“context of situation.”®' He developed this concept when he did research in the
Trobriand Islands of the South Pacific. In his fieldwork, he observed that two kinds of
language were being used. The first one was used in daily work, for example, fishing. In
such activity, people used language to communicate with each other: when the ship was
close to the shore, people on the shore would shout to those on the boat; in a canoe
competition, people would also use language to deliver strategy. All these wordings
involved a pragmatic use of language; they were used in a specific cultural environment
that Malinowski came to call a “context of situation.”

Subsequent work has more fully developed Malinowski’s notion, so that we can
now say that context of situation is the socio-cultural context of a text. In fact, we can say
that a series of wordings only functions as a “text” when it manifests a social context.
When these words are expressed in sounds or in written symbols, they convey meanings
and therefore make the communication between people become possible. According to

Halliday, a successful communication is a complex process: people within the

30 Porter, “Dialect and Register,” 197.
3! Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 6.
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conversation listen to others, predict what others may say, and respond properly
according to the situation, all of which facilitates effective communication.*? If one
participant fails to follow, the conversation may cease (and therefore fails).

Hence, the question is: is there a proper method to predict what to say and
therefore facilitate the communication? According to Halliday, a workable way is to
predict according to context of situation. Halliday defines three components that can be

used to analyze the social context of a text:

1. The field of discourse refers to what is happening, to the nature of the social
action that is taking place.

2. The tenor of discourse refers to who is taking part, to the nature of the
participants, their statuses and roles.

3. The mode of discourse refers to what part the language is playing, what it is that
the participants are expecting the language to do for them in that situation.*?

These are the three features of a context that influence the language of a text.
Since a text is generated in a context of situation, these three factors would always “leave
a ‘trace’ in the text; what is relevant to the context of situation would be illuminated by
the language of the text.”** This statement implies that each category is realized through
some kind of elements in the text (these elements are the “traces” of the corresponding

context of situation). Halliday defines three elements in the text to describe the

*2 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 9.
3 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 12.
¥ Hasan, “Place of Context,” 176.
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relationship between text and context of situation: field is realized by experiential
meanings, tenor is realized by interpersonal meanings, and mode is realized in zextual
meanings.>

Along similar lines, Land in his recent dissertation suggests that a context consists
of “some sphere of human experience,” “discourse participants who are enabting an
activity that entails a particular set of participant relations and roles,” and “a mode of
conveying information” (italic original), which are realized respectively by experiential,
interpersonal, and textual meanings.>® For clarity of discussion, I will follow Land’s
approach to these three contextual features.
B. Contextual Configuration

Following the concept of context of situation, Hasan introduces the concept of
contextual configuration (CC) — a combination of field, tenor and mode — to describe a
situation type.’” Each of the three parameters “may be thought of as a variable that is
represented by some specific values.”® For example, the variable field may have the

value of “manager” or “teacher”; the variable tenor may allow a choice between

*5 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 26.

3 Land, “Integrity,” 73. In identifying the relationship between context and text, Land argues that “because
different verbal actions ... correlate most strongly with different interpersonal meanings,” “what is
happening” and “who are taking part” should be understood as interpersonal notions (Land, “Integrity,” 73,
n. 19).

37 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 55.

*® Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 55.
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“command” or “ask a question”; and the variable mode may be “written” or “spoken”.

Some of the possible combinations include:

The manager commands the staff in speech.

The teacher asks the student a question in speech.

The manager asks the staff a question in an e-mail.

The teacher commands the student in an e-mail.
According to Hasan, each of these entries is a CC—"a specific set of values that realizes
field, tenor and mode.”® In describing a CC, all three elements must be included; that is,
the three variables work together to motivate the appearance of a specific text. “If text
can be described as ‘language doing some job in some context,’ then it is reasonable to
describe it as the verbal expression of a social activity; the CC is an account of the
significant attributes of this social activity.”*

Since CC represents a specific combination of field, tenor and mode, it means that
“each context of situation corresponds to a location along the dimension of register

variation—that is, to a register.”41

And, based on the delicacy which one assigns to each
variable, the range of its corresponding register varies. Hence, one can define a CC which

links to a specific register, or a CC which links to whole “families” of registers. For

example, recipes, car repair instructions, and furniture assembly instructions represent

* Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 55.
“* Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 56.
1 Matthiessen, “Register in the Round,” 236.
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different registers. But, they can be grouped into a family of “procedural registers,” for
they contain a similar kind of tenor and mode, and only vary in field (i.e. different sphere
of human experience).42 Matthiessen uses one figure to express the concept of register
variation (Figure 2.1). Each CC has its corresponding register. These registers overlap
one another, but because of the difference in CC, each register also has its uniqueness.

This concept will be applied to define the texts to be analyzed in this research.

e
-
LN

variation

C. Dual Context of Situation

My discussion to this point has dealt with examples where only one context of

“2 Matthiessen, “Register in the Round,” 236. Another example is introduced by Halliday (cited by
Matthiessen) to characterize scientific English: “in field, extending, transmitting or exploring knowledge in
the physical, biological or social science; in tenor, addressed to specialists, learners or laymen, from within
the same group (e.g. specialist to specialist) or across groups (e.g. lecturer to students); and in mode, phonic
or graphic channel, most incongruent (e.g. formal “written language” with graphic channel) or less so (e.g.
formal with phonic channel), and with variation in rhetorical function—expository, hortatory, polemic,
imaginative and so on.” See Halliday, “Language Physical Science,” 162.

“* Matthiessen, “Register in the Round,” 237.
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situation exists, such as conversations between two persons, lectures, or a business letter.
In these cases, there is only one context: the one in which these participants are involved.
However, in some situations, a text may contain two types of contexts—as for exgmple,
in story-telling. Because the Gospels fall in this category, I will briefly discuss this
complication.

In previous sections, I mentioned that Malinowski developed the concept of
“context of situation” while doing research on a South Pacific island. There, in addition
to the kind of language which is pragmatically used in daily life, he also observed another
kind of 1anguage that is not as obviously linked to a context of situation. For instance,
Malinowski observed that people on the island would gather together to listen to stories.
On the surface, the story can exist by itself. That is, it can be told in the morning or in the
evening, in a room or besides the shore, to a small group of people or to a large group of
people. But, from another point of view, these stories are not so “isolated.” In fact, they
have their own function when they are told in a specific context of situation. For example,
when there is famine in the island, a story regarding how people help each other during
tough times is told. Hence, story-telling has a function of community solidarity and

enhancement of the group’s well-being. In this way, the telling of a specific story has an
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indirect relevance to the pragmatic context of situation.*

This phenomenon illustrates the concept of dual context of situation.*® The first
context is the one of the narrator, who tells the story in a specific context involving
elements of his or her contemporary world. This immediate context may influence the
way s’/he tells a story, and the telling also brings about practical effects on that context.
Another context is the one of the narrative world, which is “an imaginary one of the story
itself.”*¢

If we observe a Gospel text, we can find that both types of texts can be found in
the Gospel. The first type is for direct communication, such as Luke 1:1—4 and John
20:30-31. These texts are direct instructions or comments from the author, and are
expected to bring about pragmatic influence on its audiences. Another type is for indirect
communication, and they occupy the major portion of a Gospel text. In these texts, a

Gospel author does not state a proposition directly (e.g. “Jesus has the ability to heal”)

but communicates with his audience by telling stories.*” On the one hand, these stories

“ Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 7. Malinowski’s dual contexts suggest “the
simultaneous operation of two contexts, which though related were yet distinct” (Hasan, “Place of Context,”
176).

45 Hasan, “Place of Context,” 176.

¢ Hasan, “Place of Context,” 176. According to Hasan, narrating may be divided into inventing (e.g. tale
or novella) or recounting (e.g. biography or a news story) (Hasan, “Speaking with Reference,” 294).
However, in this research such distinction is not crucial, because it does not affect the analysis regarding
the interaction between story participants.

47 For the convenience of discussion, I use the term “story” here. This term does not mean that the content
it refers to is non-historical. However, the historicity of the content belongs to another area of discussion
and not in the scope of this paper.
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are used to communicate with the external world. On the other hand, narrating creates a
story universe in which story characters interact with each other, and the dialogues or
monologues within the story are the fexts realized in a specific story context.

Since the information of a story context is described in the background of each
story (e.g. time, place, participants, etc), one can create a text database based on a
specific CC, and then use that database to examine the characteristic of the corresponding
register. For example, if one is interested in the register of the public teaching of Jesus,
Matt 5-7 will be selected because it is an open speech to the crowds and the disciples
(Matt 5:1), but Matt 24-25 will be excluded for it is a private talk (kat’ i5tav) between
Jesus and his disciples (Matt 24:3). With similar concepts, I will define a specific CC
value so that conversations of the same story register may be properly picked out and
examined.
D. Summary and Texts to Be Analyzed

Up to now I have introduced the major concepts that will be used in this research.
Halliday’s notion of register connects a text to its context and provides a systemic
approach (experiential, interpersonal, and textual meaning) to examine a text; contextual
configuration correlates contextual parameters (field, tenor, and mode) to registers and

can be used to select proper texts (i.e. texts of the same register) for this research; dual
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context effectively describes the nature of the Gospels and provides a foundation for
analyzing depicted conversations between Jesus and other Jews.

The Fourth Gospel and two Synoptic Gospels, Mark and Luke, will be analyzed in
this research,*® and three criteria will be used to select target texts. (1) The “fellow Jews”
defined in this thesis include various Jewish leaders® in these Gospels and “the Jews™°
in the Fourth Gospel. (2) Only those dialogues which happen in public and between Jesus
and a group of Jews will be analyzed.”! (3) My analysis will not include the pericopes
regarding the trial of Jesus, because dialogues in the court instantiate a register that is

different from the one used when Jesus speaks to Jews in a sphere other than the sphere

of a legal court. The texts to be analyzed are summarized in Appendix 1.

*8 Due to limited space, I have to decide which Gospels should be included in this research. Since the aim
of this thesis is to address the “independence of the Fourth Gospel,” I have decided to keep the three
Gospels listed above because the Gospel of Matthew is believed to have least dependence on the Gospel of
John. The level of dependency can be found in many commentaries. For example, Keener summarizes that
“it has been argued that John used Matthew.... Scholars more often affirm that John used Luke.... Most
often scholars who think John used another Gospel suggest that he used Mark” (Keener, Gospe! of John,
40); Neirynck also states that “dependence on Matthew was regarded as much more problematic”
(Neirynck, “John 1975-1990,” 16).

* These leaders include the Pharisees, the scribes, the chief priests, the elders, the lawyers, and Sadducees.
*® The meaning of John’s usage of “the Jews” has been widely discussed among scholars (see for example,
Keener, Gospel of John, 219-28). Carson suggests that “most commonly it refers to the Jewish leaders”
(Carson, Gospel According to John, 142), though this term may also contain an ironical sense to represent
“the Jewish leaders in [John]’s day who are endeavoring to centralize Jewish authority” (Keener, Gospel of
John, 227). Therefore, direct speeches of this group are included in this research. On the contrary, the
participants such as “the crowds” (e.g. John 6:25-40 and 7:20-24) do not refer to Jewish leaders and their
words will not be included in this analysis.

3! John 3:1-15 is excluded because this dialogue occurs in a private scene. Mark 12:28-34 and Luke
7:36-49, 10:25-37, 11:37-54, 13:10-17 and 14:12-14 are not selected because though these words are
spoken in public, they are not addressed to a group of Jews but to a specific person.
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2. A Method for Analyzing Gospel Texts

In the second part of this chapter, I will describe the methods to analyze the
language used in exchanges between Jesus and the Jews. I will approach this topic from
three angles. First, I will examine the structure of these exchanges as moves, which will
focus on the analysis of independent clauses. Then, I will analyze the Subject(s) of these
exchanges, that is, the things that are being negotiated in dialogue. Finally, I will examine
the dependent clauses in each utterance, since these represent extra ideational content
attached to each move.
A. Independent Clause Analysis

In the first part, I will analyze conversations between Jesus and the Jews as moves
in exchange. This analysis intends to understand how a speaker does things to others
through language.™
(1) Speech function analysis

The first two features pertaining to speech function analysis are speech roles and
commodities exchanged. According to Halliday, each participant has a speech role in an
interaction, giving or demanding. This role is not one-sided, for when one speaker does

something himself, “he is also requiring something of the listener.” In other words,

52 Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic, 112.



21

“giving implies receiving and demanding implies giving in response.”* Therefore, in a
dialogue, a speaker and his/her addressee is respectively assigned a speech role: one is
active, and another is complementary. Another fundamental element in an interaction
event is the commodity which is exchanged in a conversation. According to their nature,
the commodity may be either goods-&-services or information. When these two variables
are combined, four primary speech functions and the expected & discretionary response
types can be defined.>* In analyzing the speech function of Jesus and the Jews, I will use
the features of these two sub-systems SPEECH ROLE and COMMODITY as my starting
point, and when the terms statement, command or question are used, they represent a
specific combination of features of these two systems.

Another reason to use these two sub-systems is that this approach can examine the
non-verbal objects that are involved in an exchange. When the object demanded by a
speaker is not information but goods-&-services, the expected response of this
requirement is the provision of this specific object. For example, in Mark 12:15-16, when

Jesus says ¢pépeté oL dnvdplov iva 16w to the Pharisees, they follow this instruction to

3 Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic, 107.

> Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 107-08. These four primary speech functions are offer,
command, statement, and question. Along this line, expected and discretionary responses (total eight terms)
can also be defined. Expected responses to these four initiation speech functions are acceptance,
undertaking, acknowledgement, and answer; discretionary responses to them are rejection, refusal,
contradiction, and disclaimer. See the table in Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 108.
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bring one (ol 8¢ fveykav). In this situation, language “has a more ancillary function””

and “is brought in to help the process along.”*® Through this expected action, the
interaction between conversation partners is realized “socially,” that is, “realized by

9357

patterns of social behaviour.””’ In my analysis, actions of this sort will be understood as

a move of the addressee. The two systems, SPEECH ROLE and COMMODITY, are

shown as the two figures below.

goods-and-services

ROLE [ &ive COMMODITY

demand - information

Figure 2.2
The third feature of a move is its relationship with its preceding and next move.
According to Halliday, this feature is described by the subsystem MOVE, which contains
two terms: initiating and responding, and response type can be further divided into two
types, an expected response and a discretionary one.>® This system can be used to

describe a conversation that has an initiation, which is realized with a full clause (e.g.

53 Thompson, Functional Grammar, 47.

% Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 107. Martin also indicates that “when negotiating information
we expect a verbal reponse (or gesture), whereas when negotiating goods-and-services we expect action”
(Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 223).

7 Matthiessen et al., Key Terms, 104. Matthiessen states that “the elements of a generic, or contextual,
structure may be realized semiotically or socially. When they are realized semiotically, they are realized by
patterns of meaning, in the semantic system of language .... When they are realized socially, they are
realized by patterns of social behaviour. This happens only in ‘doing’ contexts” (Matthiessen et al., Key
Terms, 104).

%% Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 108.
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moooug &ptoug €xete; [Mark 6:38)), and a response, which is here realized with an
elliptical clause (e.g. mévte, kal &o Lx00uc).” In this type of interaction, the initiator
defines a role for himself and at the same time sets a complementary role for his dialogue
partner. In Mark 6:38 discussed above, the addressee fills the slot which is left open in the
question, therefore completing this exchange.

However, in a real conversation, besides this kind of typical response, an
addressee can respond to the initiator in various ways. For example, he may just reject the
role assigned by the initiator and respond to him indirectly with another question, as what
Jesus does to Pilate when Pilate interrogates him inside the praetorian (John 18:33-3 8).%
In the term of Eggins, this response is defined as rejoinder moves. Different from
responding moves, which “just negotiate what is already on the table,” rejoinder moves
“query it (demanding further details) or reject it (offering alternative explanations).”®!
While the former “move the exchange towards completion,” the latter “in some way

prolong the exchange,”® as what is observed in John 18:33-38 introduced above.

By expanding the system network regarding a move to further delicacy, % Eggins

*® Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 108-09.

% For example, in John 18:33 when Pilate asks Jesus ob €l 6 BaoLrebg tév Tovdaiwy; Jesus replies him with
another question &b cexutod ob todto Aéyerc A} Aol elmby cou Tepl &uod; A detailed analysis on their
dialogue can be found in Land, “Jesus before Pilate,” 13-22.

¢! Eggins and Slade, Casual Conversation, 207.

€2 Eggins and Slade, Casual Conversation, 200.

 This system network is shown on Eggins and Slade, Casual Conversation, 192. Each item in the system
(open, continue, respond, and rejoinder) contains various delicate choices and is addressed in Eggins and
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provides a revised model to analyze casual conversations. One strong point of her model
is that it covers the situation in which a response (i.e. rejoinder) does not follow the
agenda defined by the addresser.

However, one shortcoming of her model is that she does not indicate which move
should be identified as an “open” move,* and therefore though her model can be applied
to a conversation longer than a typical initiating-responding pair, most moves, according
to her coding, are identified as reacting moves—different types of reacting moves.* That
is to say, in her analysis, most moves in a conversation are interpreted as a series of
responses to a far-preceding initiating move.’® When most moves are identified as
responses, the relationship between these moves may be overlooked.

Therefore, although I intend to expand Halliday’s system of MOVE so that it can
be applied to a conversation longer than a typical initiating-responding pair, I will not

adopt the approach of Eggins. Different from Eggins’s system, my method will focus on

Slade, Casual Conversation, 192-213.

open
continue

respond
react ._.,E
rejoinder

 Or in Halliday’s term, an initiate move (Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 108).

¢ See Eggins’s coding on a casual conversation listed in Eggins and Slade, Casual Conversation, 170-T3.
8 Martin indicates that without a proper definition of a response, one may “run into the problem of
deciding how much change we allow before a move stops being a response” (Martin and Rose, Working
with Discourse, 233).
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the relationship between one move and its immediate preceding and next move.®” Two
system networks will be introduced in my analysis. The first one is PRECEDING MOVE,
which examines the nature of a preceding move. A move which does not have a
preceding move will be labelled as none. A move after the same speaker’s utterance will
be marked as self. Only when a move is after another speaker’s utterance, the two labels
introduced by Halliday, initiating and responding, will be introduced.®® If the target move
replies to its preceding utterance without introducing other new elements, it will be
interpreted as a responding. This type of move fills the slot left open in the previous
move, either in an expected or a discretionary way.% If the addressee does not accept the
role assigned to him (e.g. carrying out a command or answering a question) but adds a
new element or changes the topic under discussion, he in fact assigns himself as an
initiator of a new turn and at the same time assigns a complementary role to his
addressee.”® This move therefore will be labelled as redirecting. From this perspective, in
a series of moves in a conversation, the role of a speaker changes continuously. When

there is a change of speaker, one must examine the nature of a move based on its

§7 According to Hasan, every progressive message in a dialogue “can be viewed from two mutually
non-exclusive perspectives: (i) what is the preceding textual environment for the message, and (ii) what
textual environment the message itself creates for the addressee.” See Hasan, “Semantic Variation,” 254.
8 See Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 108.

6 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 108.

™ Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 233. Martin indicates that “a response does not allow for
changes to the nub of the argument (its Subject), or to the content of what is being argued about in the rest
of the clause. ... Any move making changes of this kind would not be considered a reponse but a new
initiating move.”



26

relationship with its preceding move. The system network of PRECEDING MOVE is

illustrated in Figure 2.3.
PRECEDING none
MOVE . YES — redirecting
e OTHET ] — expected
- TESPONSE v
— giscretionary
Figure 2.3

Another feature of a move is its relationship with the next move. Part of this issue
regards the “textual environment the message itself creates for the addressee,””! but this
is not the only factor. In a real conversation, other elements, such as a waiting after a
statement, hint that an addressee is to give a response. However, unlike a transcript of a
daily conversation in which data of this sort can be recorded, conversations in a story do
not have this information. Therefore, I will identify this relationship by examining what
happens after an utterance is made, that is, who makes the next move. If that move is

from another speaker—no matter if it is a comment,”? an action,” or silence’*—I will

™ Hasan, “Semantic Variation,” 254. For example, as Hasan indicates there, “when a question is asked, this
creates a textnal environment with the expectation that the addressee will respond.”

72 For example, in Luke 20:16, after Jesus says &éAetoetar kal dmoréoel Tobe yewpyols TodToug kal Swoel TV
dumeAdve. fiddoig, the crowds surrounding him says pf) yévorto.

7 In John 10:31, after Jesus says ¢y kal 6 Tethp €v &opev the narrator indicates that “the Jews picks up
stones again to stone Him.”

™ Halliday indicates that a speaker may provide a discretionary response by refusing to answer the
question altogether (Halliday and Matthiessen, Infroduction, 109). However, because the conversations
analyzed in this research are not transcripts, we do not know if there is any pause after one utterance.
Therefore, I will use the aside from the narrator to reconstruct the exchange in these conversations. For
example, because the narrator specifically indicates that “the Jews are silent” after Jesus’ question (¢2eotiv
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assume that the speaker has created an environment that invites others to respond and the
move will be labelled as other. On the contrary, if a speaker does not stop but continues
to the next move, I will assume that s’he does not create room for a response and the
move will be labelled as self. This distinction is especially helpful to identify a rhetorical
question, which does not expect a response from addressees.” F inally, the last move of
an exchange will be labelled as none, which means that Jesus or the Jews m;':lke no other
moves after this move. These are the elements in the system network NEXT MOVE
(Figure 2.4).

none

NEXT MOVE — self

L— other
Figure 2.4
In most cases, moves are made directly to one’s dialogue partner. But in some
situations, a move that is not made directly to a dialogue partner can still impact an
exchange. For example, in Mark 2:16-17, the Jews do not speak to Jesus but to his

disciples, but Jesus hears their words and then speaks to them. Moves of this type will be

categorized as indirect moves. On the contrary, the moves that are directed at the other

) oaPparey Bepamedoar f ob); [Luke 14:3]), I interpret this silence as a discretionary response from the Jews.
On the contrary, when such asides are not found (e.g. Jesus’ question in Luke 11:19), I will assume that
current speaker makes another move after his question.

™ This phenomenon is frequently found in Jesus’ utterance. For example, in Luke 11:19, after raising a
question (el 8¢ &yw év BeeAlefodh exPaiiw T Smipdvie, ot vlol Hudy &v tive &fdilovoiy), Jesus does not
stop but continues his utterance (5t& Todto adtol Hudv kpital Eoovtal).
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speaker in a dialogue are called direct moves.

When there is a change of speaker, a new turn begins. While a move is the

minimum unit in a conversation, a furn contains the total moves that are made by a

certain speaker before s/he stops speaking or before another participant begins to speak.

Therefore, a conversation may contain various numbers of turns, and a turn may contain

various numbers of moves. The figure below illustrates a conversation between 2

speakers that consists of 3 turns.

Speaker1l Speaker2 Speaker 1
Turn 1 2 3
Move [1]2]| 3 |4|112]|3]1]2]3 4 5
Figure 2.5
(2) Lexicogrammar Analysis

Move is an interpersonal semantic unit of dialogue, and at the lexicogrammar
level it is realized by a clause.”® According to Hasan, there are two types of moves:
punctuative moves and progressive moves.”’ Punctuative move are realized by minor
clauses (e.g. elpryn tulv, Wonvva) and serve the function of “locutionary and/or

expressive guidance.””® They “guide the flow of interaction, often punctuating its

76 Matthiessen et al., Key Terms, 147.

" Hasan, “Semantic Networks,” 118. Land has applied this concept in the interpersonal meaning analysis
of 2 Corinthians. See Land, “Integrity,” 83—-92.

78 Hasan, “Semantic Networks,” 118.
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stages,”” but do not describe the nature regarding what is happening.®® As to
progressive moves, they are the “interactive moves by means of which most situations
advance towards completion.”®! This type of move is realized by a fiee clause,”> which
serves to “enact a proposition or a proposal in dialogue by realizing a speech functional
selection.”®® Free clauses are the focus of this section.

Under this fundamental structure, one exception should be mentioned here. In

4

some instances a finite clause serves the function of a preface,®* and the projected clause

immediately after it is the clause that “really advances the relevant context of situation.”®
The most famous clause of this kind is the locution of Jesus, dunv Aéyw buiv dti. Besides
this one, in the conversation of the Gospel this structure is used with various verbs, such
as motedete OTL (Matt 9:28), oldote ot (Matt 20:25), ywvwokete 6tL (Matt 24:33) or
nepoptipnke 0t (John 1:34). In some instances a directive clause (see the discussion
below) may also serve this function, as the command which the Jews speak (eimov fuiv)

before their question (v wolg ¢ovoig ...?). Since a projecting clause does not realize a

move by itself, it will not be counted as an ordinary free clause.

” Hasan, “Semantic Networks,” 118.

8 1 and, “Integrity,” 83.

8 [ and, “Integrity,” 83.

82 Matthiessen et al., Key Terms, 147.

8 Matthiessen, “Descriptive Motifs,” 614.
¥ Hasan, “Semantic Networks,” 118.

% Land, “Integrity,” 91.
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According to Matthiessen, the speech functions are realized grammatically
through the MOOD system. In English, this system defines three major clause types:
imperative, declarative and interrogative, which respectively realize the speech functions
of command, statement and question.®® The relationship between these three moods is

illustrated as the figure below:¥’

declarative
— indicative

MOODTYPE

_ _ - interrogative
- imperative

Figure 2.6

Unfortunately, the terminology used by Matthiessen has the potential to cause

confusion when it is applied to NT Greek, because in Greek grammar the terms indicative
and imperative are used with reference to specific verbal mood forms. For the clarity of
discussion, therefore, I will use the expressions informative clause and directive clause
for the clause types mentioned above, leaving the terms indicative and imperative for the
traditional verb forms. The system network CLAUSE is diagrammed below. This system

contains three major clause types: directive clause, declarative clause and interrogative

clause, which respectively realize the speech functions of command, statement and

% As to the fourth speech function, the offer, it is not grammaticalized “as a distinct mood type”
(Matthiessen, “Descriptive Motifs,” 611). “Its pattern of realization is more delicate” (Land, “Sacrificing
Sacrifices,” 35, n. 131).

¥ Matthiessen, “Descriptive Motifs,” 613.
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question.

— declarative clause

CLAUSE - informative clause —

- interrogative clause

directive clause

Figure 2.7

As to the verbal mood forms, Porter suggests that these forms are used “to
grammaticalize the language user’s perspective on the relation of the verbal action to
reality,” or, in brief, to “indicate the speaker’s attitude toward the event.”®® Attitudes
expressed in these forms include assertion (indicative form), direction (imperative form),
projection with low contingency (subjunctive form) and projection with high contingency
(optative form).* Because of the attitude expressed by these verbal forms, one finds that
informative clauses employ indicative, subjunctive, and optative verbs, whereas directive
clauses employ imperative verbs. But it must also be remembered that different clause
types and verbal attitudes can be used to realize each of the speech functions. For
example, in 1 Cor 10:8 an informative clause with the attitude of projection realizes the
speech function of command (und¢ mopvedwyev), a very common usage of this clause

type.”® In Luke 13:35, however, Jesus says to the Jews o0 i) 16nté pe. In this latter

8 porter, Idioms, 50.

8 Pporter, Idioms, 50-61; Porter, Verbal Aspect, 163-78. The future verb form, which is not listed here,
conveys expectation (Porter, Idioms, 43-44).

% On the series of commands in 1 Cor 10:6-11, see Land, “Sacrificing Sacrifices,” 96-97. Porter indicates
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example, the same clause type with the same verbal attitude realizes the speech function
of giving information, because Jesus is not directing the Jews’ behaviour but merely
projecting something that is very likely to happen in the future.

Finally, in NT Greek the formally distinguishing feature of a question is the
question mark (;) placed by the editor at the end of a clause.”! There are two basic
question types: polar interrogatives, for yes/no questions, and elemental interrogatives,
for content que‘stions.92 In Greek, the former can be further distinguished into questions
with or without expectations.”® A question without expectation requires the addressee to
agree or disagree with a proposal or proposition but does not imply the expectation of the
addresser. Mark 14:61 is a question of this type: ob € 6 xpLoTOg 6 viog Tob edbAoyntod; For
a question with expectation, it is indicated by the use of negative particles. While a
question expecting a negative answer is normally negated by un, as the question raised by
the crowd regarding Jesus (6 xpLotoc dtav €Ay uf miclova onuela moLfioel GV obTOg

énoinoev; [John 7:31]), a question anticipating a positive answer usually contains the

that “the semantic feature grammaticalized by the non-indicative mood forms is one of ‘projection’ in the
mind of the speaker or writer.... The close relation among the non-indicative mood forms is seen ... in the
fact that imperatives and subjunctives may appear in similar commanding and forbidding contexts” (Porter,
Idioms, 52-53).

' Porter, Idioms, 276.

*2 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 114.

% The subtypes of major question types differ from language to language. A brief summary can be found
on Matthiessen, “Descriptive Motifs,” 613. These two types of questions are categorized as open guestions
and questions with negative participles (Porter, Idioms, 276-79). The category I use here is from the
perspective of a speaker, which is similar to the term of Land, non-leading question and leading question
(Land, “Sacrificing Sacrifices,” 36).
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particle o0, as the question raised by Jesus to the crowds (el ¢ tov xdptov tod dypod
ofjpepov Bvto kal alplov eig kAlPavov Bailduevov 6 Bedg oltwe dudLévvuoiy, od TOAAG
udAdov vuac; [Matt 6:30]).

Different from polar questions, an elemental interrogative expects the addressee to
provide specific information to the question. Based on the selection available to the
addressee, elemental interrogatives can be divided into two types: restricted questions or
open questions.”® While the former require an addressee to select from limited
alternatives (e.g. Jesus asks the scribes ti éotLv ebkomwitepov, elmely 16 TapaAvTied: ... A
elmelv ...; [Mark 2:9]), the latter do not limit the range of possible answers (e.g. Jesus
asks the disciple mdooug &proug €xete; [Mark 6:38]). Figure 2.8 describes the various types

of interrogatives in Hellenistic Greek.

— open
- elemental —
. . | restricted
interrogative =
- non-leading
— polar —— positive-anticipation
- leading ————>
negative-anticipation

Figure 2.8

% Here I follow the terms used by Land. See Land, “Sacrificing Sacrifices,” 36.
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(3) Independent clause analysis procedure

The concepts introduced above will be used to analyze the moves made by Jesus
and the Jews in these conversations. I will first examine the nature of the turns, and then
the nature of the moves, and finally the function of these moves, especially focusing on
the adjacent moves from different speakers.

In the first part, the unit of analysis is a turn. Several things will be examined here,
including the number of turns in a conversation, who are the initiator and the final
speaker of a conversation, the number of moves in a turn, and the other characters
involved in the exchange between Jesus and the Jews. These analyses will provide us
with an overall understanding on the nature of these conversations.

In the second part, I will categorize these moves according to their speech
function in an exchange and compare the tendency of usage in each Gospel. The types of
questions used in each Gospel will also be compared in this part.

After examining the nature of moves used in each Gospel, in the third part I will
examine how these moves are used as exchanges between speakers. I will especially
focus on the adjacent moves between different characters, for they reveal how a move is
responded to by another speaker. The initial move and final move of a conversation will

also be examined, for they reveal how a conversation is initiated and how it is closed.
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B. Subject Analysis

In the previous section, a clause is understood as moves in an exchange between
characters. In this section, I will focus on what is being negotiated in each interaction.
The element to be analyzed here is Subject of each clause. I will first discuss the meaning
of person, and then introduce the meaning of Subject in the functional linguistics.
(1) Person

The system of PERSON contains two types of speech roles in a speech event:
interactant (including speaker, speaker plus others, and addressee), and non-interactant.*
The former corresponds to the traditional category of first and second person, and the
latter to third person. From a semantic point of view, the relationship of first and second
person is “more closely related than that of third person,” since the latter does not involve
any participants.‘”6 That is to say, third person is an effective approach to create distance

97 While first and second person express

“between speaker-addressee and others-events.
the involvement of participants as Subjects of negotiation (therefore frequently found in

the conversations), third person creates the image of an objective depiction (therefore

used in the narrative part of the Gospel). A basic system network of PERSON is

% Matthiessen et al., Key Terms, 126; Halliday and Matthiessen, Jntroduction, 135.
% Porter, “Register in the Greek,” 223; Levinson, Pragmatics, 69.
%7 Porter, “Register in the Greek,” 223.
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illustrated in the figure below.

~ first

e - second

— third

Figure 2.9

(2) Subject

Traditional western grammar treats subject as a “purely grammatical element,
operating at the syntactic level but without semantic significance.”® However,
Halliday’s conception of Subject is quite different from this line of tradition. He points
out that Subject is a term with interpersonal significance, and therefore the proper starting
point to describe its function is to observe its role in a move.”® Subject is the “resting
point of an argument,”'% the one that is “responsible for the functioning of the clause as
an interactive event.” In a goods-&-services clause, the Subject is responsible for
realizing an offer or command; in a statement or a question, it represents that “on which
the validity of the information is made to rest.”'®" With an element which takes

responsibility, a clause becomes something “that can be argued about—something that

% Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 119.

* Halliday states that the subject “is best understood by starting from the concept of the clause as an
exchange, a move in dialogic interaction” (Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 119).

100 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 118.

19" Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 117.
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can be affirmed or denied, and also doubted, contradicted ... and so on.”'® In the terms
of Hasan, the Subject, together with the Finite, functions as the “interactional nub in a

dialogic exchange.”'® When the clauses are viewed as a realization of various rhetorical

104

activities,”  the central entity of each activity is typically realized by the entity that

105

carries modal responsibility, that is, Subject.” The modal responsibility of the Subject is

exemplified in the dialogue between Peter and various people (Luke 22:56—60):

A woman: kel obtog abv adtd Av.

Peter: ok oide adtév, yhval.

A man: kal ob & adtév €.

Peter: &vfpwte, odk elul.

Another man: én’ dAnBelog kel obtog pet’ altod Ay,

Peter: &vBpwme, odk olde 0 Aéyelc.

In this dialogue, the point of reference is on one person, Peter. It is the statement
regarding Peter that is affirmed or denied.

The semantic meaning of the Subject introduced above can also be applied to NT
Greek, because though this language has its own lexicogrammar to realize'the Subject,
this structure is simply a different configuration of the same realizational means “that

constitute the recognition criteria for formal categories in languages all over the

12 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 110.

1% Hasan, “Reflections on Subject,” xxiii.

1% The rhetorical activities defined by Cloran are explained in Cloran, “Defining and Relating,” 364—65.
19 Cloran, “Defining and Relating,” 376. The term entity is “a semantic notion; its lexicogrammatical
realization is effected through the selection of some nominal group having a function role in the clause”
(Cloran, “Defining and Relating,” 372).
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world.”'% Several features of this language have to be mentioned here. First, Greek is an
inflected language, and the case of a noun (or pronoun) is indicated by its inflection. The
primary case used as the grammatical Subject of a clause is the nominative case, though
in some situations other cases may be used as Subj ects.’”” One exception is the genitive
with the participle in a genitive absolute construction. For example, in Matt 6:3 the
genitive ood is the Subject of the genitive absolute adverbial clause, ocod 8¢ ToLodvrog
&enuootvny. Second, however, the clause of Greek need not necessarily contain a

Subject. 108

Though sometimes the Subject of a clause is explicitly indicated, in other
cases the Subject is only implicitly designated by the inflection of the predicate verb. 109
In this situation the thing to which the Subject refers has to be decided based on its
co-text. Third, in Hellenistic, the word order of Subject and predicate is not fixed. !0
According to Porter, when the Subject is expressed, the most common pattern is for the

Subject to occur first (i.e. Subject-predicate structure). Sometimes reverse word order is

also found, as illustrated in the utterance of Jesus, &éEovoiav €xer 6 viog ToD AVBpwTOL

1% Hasan, “Reflections on Subject,” xxiv. Hasan indicates that the three means to identify the formal
lexicogrammatical category are: syntagmatic means (i.e. sequential ordering), morphological means (i.e.
inflection and concord), and phonological prosodic means (e.g. thythm and intonation). NT Greek belongs
to the second category.

197 porter, Idioms, 84.

198 porter, Idioms, 287. Greek verbs are “monolectic; that is, the one form contains information regarding
the verbal action ... as well as information about the subject” (Porter, Idioms, 293).

1% As to the basic structure of Greek clause, Porter concludes that “Greek bases its structure upon the
predicate as its minimal unit” (Porter, Idioms, 295).

110 A5 to the discussion of word order, see Porter, Idioms, 292-97.
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ddrévar dpaptiog (Mark 2:10). The difference in position may adjust the weight of the
Subject in a clause,!!! but it does not influence its semantic function as the resting point
of an argument. This phenomenon only reflects NT Greek’s flexibility in word order. In
summary, these three features indicate how the Subject is realized in lexicogrammatical
form in a Hellenistic Greek clause, and I will utilize these concepts to identify the Subject
of each clause.

Then, what is the thing under negotiation? That is to say, if “the Subject of the
sentence variously ‘stands for’, ‘refers to’, or ‘picks out’ some real world entity and then

predicates some proposition of it,”'2

what is the entfity that is picked out for interaction?
Here I will apply the concept of semantic domain analysis to categorize the topics that
are tossed back and forth in the dialogue between Jesus and the Jews.

»113 4nd semantic domain

Semantics may be defined as “the study of meaning,
analysis is a structural approach to semantics.'™* Porter and O’Donnell state: “A semantic

domain or field consists of words related by the relations [of synonymy, antonymy,

hyponymy, and meronymy], arranged into sub-domains and ordered in increasing degrees

1 When the subject is placed in the second or third position in the clause, “its markedness or emphasis
aPparently decreases” (Porter, Idioms, 296).

12" Thibault, “Mood,” 56.

13 Lyons, Theoretical Linguistics, 400.

14 Lyons, Theoretical Linguistics, 429.
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of specificity.”’® As to the analysis of Greek New Testament, the Greek-English Lexicon
of the New Testament based on Semantic Domains by Louw-Nida is a valuable source for
reference.

The nominal groups used as Subjects can be distinguished into two categories:
specific things or individuals, and general ones. The former refer to the participants in a
conversation such as Jesus and various Jewish sub-groups, and the latter refer to the
external “things” which are mentioned by these participants. These gene;al things will be
the focus of this research. For example, in the dialogue between Jesus and the first
would-be followers, subsequent terms are used as Subjects: al dAiwmekeg, T& TeTeLvd ToD
obpavoDd, 6 vidg Tod dvbpwmou (Luke 9:58).

However, in NT Greek, besides nominal groups, other grammatical forms may
also be used as Subjects. The simplest form of Subject is an article functioning

16 a5 the § ind pev Erecev mapk thy 666y (Mark 4:4). In this clause, the

pronominally,
article refers to omépue, and this will be the thing to be analyzed. Sometimes participles
may serve in the way as substantive and be used as Subject, like 6 Tpywy pou Thy oapko

kel Tlvwy pov 10 alpw in John 6:54. In this situation, all the elements of this substantive,

including the verb (tpwywv, Tivwy) and their objects (o&pka, alue), will be taken into

115 Porter and O'Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 123, cited in Land, “Sacrificing Sacrifices,” 44, n. 175.
118 Porter, Idioms, 112.
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account. Similar rules will be applied to the substantival relative clause which is used as
Subject, as the word of Jesus in Mark 4:9: 8¢ €xer &to dcotery.
(3) Subject analysis procedure

The texts to be analyzed in this chapter include all the free and bound clauses used
in these conversations.''® The former are included because they are the clauses that can
be negotiated, and the latter are included because they serve the function to support the
free clauses and therefore can be treated as constraints to the negotiation.'”” The Subjects
used in these two types of clauses realize the spheres of experiences that are being talked
about by Jesus and the Jews. Projected clauses, however, will not be analyzed together
with free and bound clauses because though the former are also the words of these two
characters, they are the projected ideas of others (e.g. the citation of OT texts, or the
spoken words of a story character) and are not negotiable in the exchanges.

The analysis of person will be handled first, followed by a domain analysis based

on the semantic domains defined by Louw-Nida. For the convenience of discussion, I

will examine these domains based on the three principal classes defined by

17 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 154-57; Porter, Idioms, 245-46.
118 tfere the bound clauses include both bound finite clauses and bound non-finite clauses (i.e. adverbial
Participles).

1 Non-finite bound clauses are not mentioned here because except for some special occasions such as
genitive absolutes, the subjects of adverbial participles refer to the subjects of their main clause.
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Louw-Nida:'?° the first part includes the domains of objects or entities (domains 1-12),
the second part events (domains 13—57), and the third part abstracts (domains 58-91). In
each part I will first examine the d;)mains that are used by Mark and Luke, then compare
John with these two Synoptic Gospels, and finally check the domains which are peculiar
to the Fourth Gospel.
C. Dependent Clause Analysis

Move is the basic unit of an utterance, and it is typically realized by a free finite
clause. In this section, I will examine how a speaker expands a finite clause so that he
may speak in a more precise manner. This is realized through the use of bound clauses.
Unlike free clauses, which serve the function of negotiation and contribute to the progress

of exchanges, bound clauses cannot enact propositions or proposals'?!

and only “serve to
support propositions and proposals.”'?*> This research will focus on bound clauses that
can be used to form clause complexes, including bound finite clauses (e.g. dependent
clauses and conditional clauses) and bound non-finite clauses (e.g. adverbial participles).

Relative clauses are not included here because this type of clause “functions as a

constituent within the structure of a [nominal] group” and does not have a direct

120 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, Vi.

121 According to Halliday, “the semantic function of a clause in the exchange of mformatlon isa
proposition; the semantic function of a clause in the exchange of goods-&-services is a proposal” (Halliday
and Matthiessen, ntroduction, 111).

122 Matthiessen, “Combining Clauses,” 270.
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relationship with the clause “within which it is embedded.”!?

Halliday’s system of clause complexing, which contains three system networks:
TAXIS, LOGIC-SEMANTIC TYPE, and RECURSION, will be used to examine these
dependent clauses.'* The entry point of these three system networks is clause. As a
person speaks, s/he decides how to connect this clause with the previous one (TAXIS),
s/he decides what type of clause s/he wants to utter (LOGICO-SEMANTIC TYPE), and
finally, s/he decides if s/he wants to continue or stop (RECURSION). Therefore, in a
conversatibn, while some moves are realized by a single free clause, some are realized by
a clause complex.

(1) Taxis

The interdependency between these connected clauses is known as faxis. When
two clauses with equal status are connected, their degree of interdependency is known as
parataxis; on the contrary, when two connected clauses possess unequal status, it is
known as hypotaxis.'*® Following Halliday, I will use numerical notation (1 23 ...) and
the letters of the Greek alphabet (x § v ...) to indicate the relationship between clauses.

The clauses in a clause complex may be labelled as primary and secondary clauses. '

'3 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 426. The relative clause which is used to describe a Subject has
been discussed in previous section, for it belongs to part of the structure of a Subject.

124 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 373.

125 Halliday and Matthiessen, /ntroduction, 373-76.

126 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 376. Initiating / continuing (for parataxis), and dominant /



When a series of clauses is connected paratactically, the first clause is primary, and all the
clauses after it are secondary. In a hypotactically connecl:ted complex, however, the
primary clause does not always occur first: when the secondary clause occurs after the
primary one, they form a progressive sequence, and when these clauses occur in a reverse
sequence, they form a regressive sequence.®’ Any one pair of clauses related by
interdependency is called as a clause nexus.'”® Besides this typical type of combination,
sometimes what is being linked is not a single clause but rather a sub-complex, which is

“a clause nexus in its own right.”'?

This phenomenon is called internal bracketing or
“nesting.”
A typical way to recognize the taxis between two clauses is by observing the conjunction

130 With parataxis, linkers such as kai or 5 will be

that is used to introduce a clause.
found, and with hypotaxis, binders such as {ve or 6re will be used to indicate the type of
relations between two clauses.!?! For example, John 6:50 is a clause complex which

contains both types of taxis (an «-$1-f2 complex, Figure 2.10). This clause complex starts

with a free clause. The second clause links to the first one with a binder v and creates a

dependent (for hypotaxis) are the more specific terms for primary and secondary clause. But Halliday
indicates that the more general terms (primary and secondary clause) are enough for discussion.

127 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 393.

¥ Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 375.

12 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 376.

13 «Conjunctions may be used to mark the secondary clause in both parataxis and hypotaxis (Halliday and
Matthiessen, Introduction, 386).

3! Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 386.
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hypotactically connected clause nexus. The third clause (uf) ¢mo8dvn) is introduced with a
linker ki, which implies that this clause is paratactically connected to the second clause

(tic & adtod ddyn) and both of them are bound clauses of the same type.'*?

? 4 3 t 3 -~ 3 ~ !
00Tl Eativ 6 &ptog O é tod odpavod katafalvwy, o
v Tig €€ altod dayn B |1
kal un dmobavy. 2
Figure 2.10

Besides bound finite clauses, Hellenistic Greek clause complexes may also use
bound non-finite clauses, that is, adverbial participles. In this structure, this participle is
used to “modify a finite verb (or another verb) in a sentence.”’*® One important feature
of an adverbial participle is that unlike a bound finite clause, which has a conjunction to
describe the nature of dependency, no conjunction is formally used to connect this
non-finite clause with the dominant one. Therefore grammatically this clause complex is
structured by the juxtaposition of the participle and the finite clause; Sometimes, more
than one adverbial participle is used in a clause complex, and their relationship with other
clauses can be identified with the concept of nesting. For example, in Acts 23:27 the first
two participles (cuAAnu¢BéVTa and péAiovte) are paratactically connected with kat. This

bracket is hypotactically connected to the next sub-complex consisting of one finite

132 This is one of the criteria used to define bound clauses in Land’s research: “Clauses coordinated with a
bound clause will be classified as bound.” See Land, “Sacrificing Sacrifices,” 41.
133 Porter, Idioms, 187.
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clause (€£etAauny) and a loosely connected non-finite clause (émotig oV T6¢) oTpatetuarl)
(a B1-B2-0B-oe complex, Figure 2.11). This analysis indicates how bound non-finite
clauses are used in a clause complex: they can not only be hypotactically linked to a

finite clause, they can also be connected paratactically with clauses of the same status,

Tov avdpa toltor cuAAnudBévta Omd tédv Tovdalwr B |1

kal pérdovia duapeioBal b abtdy 2

émotig obv T oTpateluatt o B

eEeLdapny o
Figure 2.11

(2) Logico-semantic types

Besides the relationship of interdependency, a bound clause also creates a logico-
semantic relationship with the clause it connects to. The first type is expansion.
According to Halliday, there are three ways to expand a clause: “elaborating it, extending
and enhancing it.”"** In elaboration, one clause “claborates on the meaning of another by
further specifying or describing it”; in extension, one clause “‘extends the meaning of
another by adding something new to it”; and in erhancement, one clause “enhances the
meaning of another by qualifying it in one of a number of possible ways.”'** In

Halliday’s system, each type of expansion can be divided into more delicate

13 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 397.
135 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 396, 405-10.
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sub-categories.*® However, in this research, instead of starting with an exhaustive
categorization on the logico-semantic meqning of various bound clauses (e.g. causal
clauses or result clauses), I will start my analysis by categorizing every bound clause to
different clause types. This classification will be linked directly to the lexico-grammatical
form of each clause. For a bound finite clause, the subordinate conjunction at the
beginning position of each clause will be used to describe its clause type, such as 611
clause or iva clause.

As to the non-finite bound clause, such a distinction is not applicable because
Hellenistic Greek does not have a specific indicator to describe the relationship between

137 That is to say, unlike English, which has this kind of resource (e.g. after

events.
climbing on the mountain), Hellenistic Greek does not have a preposition before an
adverbial participle. Therefore, I will not distinguish these non-finite clauses and directly
mark them as “adverbial participles.”

The second type of logico-semantic relationship is projection. This structure

consists of a projecting clause and a projected one. A projected clause is used “as the

representation of the linguistic ‘content’ of another—either the content of a ‘verbal’

1% Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 395-422.
137 Porter, Idioms, 190-93.
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clause of saying or the content of a “mental’ clause of sensing.”"? ¥ In Hellenistic Greek,
these indirect clauses, either locutions or ideas, can be expressed with the form of
infinitive (e.g. Acts 25:11, ob mapattobual T0 dnobavelv), participle (e,g, Luke 10:18,
&Becspovy TOV outavdy... Teodvra.), or finite verb form with conjunction &t1.'* Here I
will focus on the third type because only this structure has the possibility to expand with
other clauses. All the projected clauses will be labelled as projected, and the type of
bound clauses will be classified according to the conjunction used in it.
(3) Recursion

The third thing in which I am interested is how many bound or projected clauses
are attached to a free clause. This is related to the system of RECURSION.® A clause
complex can be understood as a process of expanding: after the occurrence of a clause,
the speaker decides if s/he wants to stop or continue the expansion. If s/he stops, the
clause complex is finished; if s/he goes on, a new clause is appended to the current
complex. The number of total clauses reflects the complexity of a clause complex. The

selection path of a clause complex with three clauses is illustrated in the figure below.

138 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 443.
1% Porter, Idioms, 27074
140 Matthiessen, “Combining Clauses,” 251-54.
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Figure 2.12

(4) Dependent clause analysis procedure

A move may be realized with a single free clause or a clause complex. And, based
on the type of dependent clauses used in a clause complex, this complex can be
categorized into one of the three categories: clause complexes with bound clauses,
complexes with projected clauses, and complexes with both bound and projected clauses.

In the beginning of that chapter, I will compare the quantity of various clause
complex types in each Gospel. In the second part, I will analyze the expanded clauses
used in these Gospels. Bound non-finite clauses will be compared first, followed by
bound finite clauses. The quantity and grammatical type of these dependent clauses will
be counted and categorized, and semantic functions of these dependent clauses will be
discussed if it becomes necessary to do so. Subordinate conjunctions used by three
Gospels will be compared first, followed by those used by John and one Synoptic Gospel
and those used by one Gospel. After examining expanded clauses, projected clauses will
also be checked. Finally, I will check how expanded clauses and projected clauses are

integrated into a clause complex.



50

CHAPTER 3: INDEPENDENT CLAUSE ANALYSIS

1. Turn Analysis

A. Turn Number Analysis

In this chapter, I will compare three Gospels from the perspective of speech

function. The first thing I will examine is how many turns Jesus and the Jews make in a

conversation. The data from these 33 conversations are summarized in the two charts

below.
9 FO0Y s (L e i
3 90% -
7 80% -
g " 70% -
g - 60% - ® even turmns
< 50% - ®odd turns
g4 ;
S 40% - w>4turns
53 30% b -
* 3 @ 3-4turns
209/ .................................................
) ®1-2turns
1 10% -~
0 i LI i e O% e e ey e 8 e
1 2 3 4 6 3 13 Mark Luke John Mark Luke John
Number of Turns # of Turns Odd-Even Turns
Figure 3.1

Several phenomena can be found from this chart. First, most conversations in

Mark (92%) and Luke (100%) are finished within four turns, and more than half of them

are finished in two turns. On the contrary, the turn number of John is various: while three

conversations contain more than five turns (33%), three conversations are finished within
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two turns (33%). The second phenomenon regards the ratio of conversations with odd

turns to those with even turns. In Mark and Luke, the conversations with even turns

(Mark 92%, Luke 75%) are three times those with odd turns, but in John only five out of

nine conversations (56%) are with even turns.

This phenomenon leads to a question regarding the role of Jesus and the Jews in

initiating and closing their exchanges. Is this related to the unbalanced even-to-odd

portion in the two Synoptic Gospels? The figure below summarizes the roles of these two

participants in these exchanges.

100%
90%
80%
70%
50%
40%
30% e
20% -+
10%

® Mark

@ Luke

mJohn

0% O%l

Jews-Jews Jews-Jesus Jesus-Jews Jesus-Jesus
Initial Speaker - Final Speaker

Figure 3.2

This chart can be understood from two perspectives. From the point of view of

initiation, the two Synoptic Gospels differ from the Fourth Gospel. In the former, most

interactions are initiated by the Jews; only in one (Mark, 8%) or two (Luke, 17%)
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conversations is Jesus the first speaker. This indicates that in these two Gospels the Jews
tend to play the role of triggering a conversation, though as we will find later, this initial
move is not always realized with a direct utterance to Jesus. The Fourth Gospel reveals a
different trend. Among the nine conversations in this Gospel, five are initiated by Jesus
(55%). This tells us that in John’s story world, Jesus does not always wait for the Jews to
begin a new exchange. More often he is the participant who actively initiates a dialogue.
As to the part of final move, these three Gospels reveal consistently that no matter who
initiates a dialogue, Jesus is usually the one who says the final words (Mark 100%, Luke
92%, and John 66%). Putting these two observations together, we therefore understand
why most conversations in Mark and Luke contain even turns instead of odd turns.
B. Move Number Analysis

As is discussed in the previous section, every dialogue has a different number of
turns. Some are very short, consisting of only one or two turns, but some are much longer,
containing as many as 13 turns. Similarly, the number of moves in each turn differs.
Some turns are short and contain only one move, like a statement or a question, but some
turns are composed of more than one move. There are total 511 moves in these three
Gospels. If we analyze the move number of each turn according to different speakers and

Gospels, we get the two charts below (Figure 3.3).
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This comparison illustrates some interesting phenomena. First, in these three
Gospels, the average moves of Jesus are higher than that of the Jews. Among them the
difference in the Fourth Gospel is largest: while the turns of the Jews are shortest in this
Gospel (with an average of 1.9 moves per turn), the turns of Jesus are the longest in this
Gospel (with an average of 6.7 moves per turn). This presents a sharp contrast to the
result of Mark and Luke. Second, as to the moves of the Jews, the trend is consistent in
three Gospels: turns with one to three moves are higher than 80%, then are turns with
four to ten moves, and turns with more than ten moves are less than 10%. The distinction
is most obvious in the Fourth Gospel, in which 95% of its turns contain one to three
moves. This is the reason why the average number of moves per turn is only 1.9 in John.

Third, as to the moves of Jesus, Mark and Luke reveal a different trend from John. While
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the Markan and Lukan Jesus tend to finish his turns within one to three moves, the
Johannine Jesus usually makes four to ten moves in a turn. Similarly, the percentage of
turns with more than ten moves is also highest in John, which explains why the average
turn length is so high for the Johannine Jesus.
C. Speaker analysis

The analysis above is to examine these exchanges from the perspective of quantity,
including the number of turns in a dialogue and the number of moves in a turn. Before
probing into the nature of these moves (i.e., to give information or to demand goods &
services), I will examine one aspect regarding the participants of a discourse. This
analysis is to check if Jesus or thé Jews speak only to each other in an exchange, or
interact indirectly with each other by speaking to other participants in the discourse.
Figure 3.4 illustrates an analysis of this question, including the turns that are made

directly or indirectly to each other.

Jesus Jews Self Disciples |Unidentified | Crowds | Total turns

Mark .= . = l =

Jesus - 16 — = — - 16

Jews | 13 2. - | 1 + 1 @ - b
Luke 2 - . - - = .v -2

Jesus - 16 - - ~ - 16
Jobn . _ . = .

Jesus - 21 - - 1 1 23

Figure 3.4
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Based on this table, we can find that exchanges in these three Gospels all contain
indirect moves. In Mark and Luke, indirect moves serve to initiate an exchange, and all of
them are made by the Jews. The first one is in Mark 2:6. Here, the question of the scribes
to Jesus is not expressed verbally, but tadoyilbpevor év talc kapdiaig adtdv. However,
Jesus knows in his heart (€miyvolc ...t® mvebuatt adtod) what they are discussing, and
“brings the issue into the open.”'*! Here Mark presents a situation in which an exchange
occurs through an unspoken move, though he does not explain “how Jesus knew what the
scribes were thinking.”142 Then in Mark 2:16, the Jews make a move towards the
disciples to express their astonishment at Jesus’ eating with tax collectors and sinners.'®?
This utterance is not addressed to Jesus, but Jesus hears it and responds in 2:17. Here
Mark describes a context of situation in which the Jews do not speak to Jesus directly.**
Nonetheless, Jesus does not neglect the utterance which is not directly addressed to him,
and therefore advances the exchange. The third scene is in Mark 3:22. Here the text does
not indicate to whom the Jews are speaking, but their words arouse the attention of Jesus

so that Jesus mpookaAeoopuevoc abtolc and tells them the parable in 3:23-29. Again, this is

an exchange initiated by an indirect move of the Jews. The first two conversations

Y Erance, Gospel of Mark, 126.

12 Stein, Mark, 120.

43 France, Gospel of Mark, 134. France indicates that this sentence can be interpreted as a question or a
statement.

'+ France indicates that this manner “may indicate a reluctance for direct confrontation” (France, Gospel
of Mark, 134).
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discussed above are also recorded in Luke, with the same addressees. A major difference
is found in Luke 5:21, in which the Jews are not Sixioy{uevor &v Toic kapdialg adtdy
but fipfavto SiadoyiecBui. Even so, Jesus takes the turn after their questions and
continues the exchange.

Different from what we observe in the two Synoptic Gospels, in which only
limited indirect moves are found in the turns of the Jews, both characters in John are
more likely to make such moves. In John 9:39, Jesus’ statement spoken to unidentified
people triggers the responding move of the Jews in 9:40, and in 8:12 his utterance to the
crowds is immediately followed by the Pharisees. These are the only instances in the
three Gospels in which a series of exchanges is triggered by an indirect move of Jesus. As
to the part of the Jews, a total of six turns are of this type. The most distinguishing feature
of these turns is that, while all the five indirect turns in Mark and Luke serve as the first
turn in a conversation, the situation is not so in John. In this Gospel, turns of this type
occur not only at the beginning of a conversation (6:42, 7:15), but also in the middle
(6:52, 8:22) or at the end (7:35, 10:20). Among the three types, the last two represent
distinct types of response of the Jews in John. In 6:52, the Jews begin to éudyovto odv

mpd¢ dAAnAovg after hearing Jesus® speech, and similarly in 8:22 they speak to
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unidentified listeners after Jesus’ assertion about them.'** Jesus was not bothered by their
responses, but continues his speech after their words. It means that though these words
are not directly addressed to Jesus, the;y still contribute to the progress of this discourse.
In 7:35 and 10:20 we find another type of response. In 7:35 Jesus’ words trigger the
response of the Jews, but they do not speak directly to him but eiov ... mpog éxvtolc. The
reaction in 10:20 is the first one of the two consecutive responses of the Jews (Aeyov .
ToAAOL €€ adTdV... &AAoL €Areyov [10:20-21]) after they hear the long speech of Jesus
(9:41-10:18).

In summary, indirect moves are found in all the three Gospels. Sometimes they
serve as initial moves of an exchange, and sometimes they function as responding moves
of the previous speaker. While the modes of such moves are consistent in Mark and Luke,
their modes are more varied in the Fourth Gospel.

2. Move Analysis

As I mentioned in the previous chapter, when a move is made by a different
speaker, one has to check if this move is a response to the previous speaker. If such is the
case, then this move will be categorized as a responding move. This move may be an

action according to the command of the previous speaker (e.g. Luke 6:8, Jesus commands

145 The 3™ person used in their words indicates that they are not speaking to Jesus.
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the man with a withered éyelpe kol otfi8L €l 10 uéoov, and the man dvaotdc éotn), or an
utterance which answers the question of the previous speaker (e.g. John 18:5, Jesus asks
the soldiers tiva {nreite;, and they answer ‘Inoobv tov Nalwpetov). Therefore, as long as
new elements are added to the answer, that move will be categorized as an initiating
move, for the new elements added change the sphere of experience defined in the
previous move, and now the speaker requires his addressee to respond based on his/her
new proposal or proposition. Therefore, the answer of the Pharisees in Mark 10:4
(énérpafer Mwiofic BLAlov &rootaoiov ypayel kei &moAboal) is not a responding move
but an initiating one, for the Pharisees change the verb in Jesus’ question (from
&vetelAato to émétpeler).

Based on these criteria, among the 511 moves in these three Gospels, ten are
responding moves. Another 501 moves are not responding moves and therefore can t;e
used to analyze initiating roles and commodity exchanged. These 501 moves are
summarized in Figure 3.5 (the number in the parenthesis is the quantity of moves in that

Gospel).

For the part of Jesus, the moves to give information consistently occupy the major

portion; the moves to demand information the next, and the moves to demand
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goods-&-services the least. Though the Johannine Jesus reveals a higher tendency to give

information (93%), basically his behaviour is consistent with the Markan and Lukan

Jesus. That is to say, in all three Gospels, Jesus frequently makes a statement for the other

side to evaluate but seldom utters a command for his addressee to follow.

Similar to the behavior of Jesus, demanding goods-&-services consistently

occupies the least portion in the moves of the Jews (from 3% to 9%). However, the

difference between other two types of moves is not as obvious as that of Jesus. Giving

information is still used, but it no longer occupies a dominant portion. Instead, the

percentage of interrogative moves increases notably: in Mark and John the ratio of

demanding and giving information is almost balanced, and in Luke the percentage of

demanding information also occupies 28%. This reveals that the Jews in these three



Gospels are consistently depicted as the characters that will raise questions in the

conversation with Jesus.

Here I would like to further discuss the moves of demanding information. Among

the 501 moves discussed here, 80 are of this type. In NT Greek this type of move can be

realized with different kinds of questions, and I will compare how each question type is

used in these Gospels (Figure 3.6).
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Figure 3.6

This chart illustrates some interesting features. First, elementary questions

(including both types) are the dominant question types used in these three Gospels.

However, while both restricted and open elementary questions are used by Jesus and the
Jews in Mark and Luke, the characters in the Fourth Gospel ask only the open elementary

ones. Second, a difference in polar questions can be seen here. While Jesus and the Jews
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in Mark and Luke tend to ask non-leading and leading polar interrogatives respectively,
the characters in the Fourth Gospel use more varied ways in shaping their questions.

Another feature regarding interrogative clauses concerns whether or not a
question is rhetorical. In the analysis of a conversation, I will assume that the final move
left open to the addressee is a move that requires the addressees to respond. Therefore, if
a question (or a series of questions) is the last move of a turn, that question (or that series
of questions) will be understood as non-rhetorical. Based on this rule, these 80

interrogative moves can be categorized into the two types (Figure 3.7).
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Figure 3.7
From this comparison we can see that the Jews tend to ask non-rhetorical
questions rather than rhetorical ones. The percentage of their rhetorical questions is

consistently lower than 15% in these three Gospels. That is to say, interrogative moves of
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the Jews are usually made at the end of their turn. No matter if these questions are
answered, the way the Jews arrange these moves reveals that they seldom resolve the
tension raised by their own questions, but expect some other person(s) to answer them.
Compared with the Jews, Jesus in these three Gospels has a stronger tendency to make
rhetorical interrogative moves. By asking rhetorical questions, Jesus reveals himself as an
authoritative person who does not expect his dialogue partner to provide answers to him.
In summary, this analysis reveals some interesting phenomena. First, in all three
Gospels, Jesus is consistently described as the one who makes the major portion of
moves in the exchanges. Second, giving information is the move type that is most
frequently used by Jesus. This trend is the same in these three Gospels, though the Fourth
Gospel reveals an obviously higher percentage of such moves (93%). On the other hand,
the Jews tend to use both giving and demanding information in the exchanges. Third,
elementary questions are the major question types used in these three Gospels. Polar
questions are also used, but they occupy a smaller portion and their usage in these
Gospels varies. Finally, though questions are asked by both the Jews and Jesus, the
former tend to ask non-rhetorical ones but the latter may use them for rhetorical purpose.
3. Exchange Analysis

In the following section I will analyze the moves within a conversation and how
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an exchange proceeds between Jesus and the Jews. The initial move and final move of an

exchange will first be examined. Then, I will analyze the interaction between different

speakers, focusing on the situation when a change of speakers occurs. This analysis will

reveal if a question is answered, if a command is followed, and the response of a listener

to a statement.

A. Initial Move of an Exchange

First I will check how an exchange is initiated. This comparison of these 33

conversations is summarized in Figure 3.8. This chart indicates that in Mark and Luke

most exchanges are initiated by the Jews. The difference, however, is not so obvious in

the Fourth Gospel, in which four exchanges are initiated by the Jews and five by Jesus.
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Figure 3.8
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I will first check the Gospel of Mark. In this Gospel exchanges are often initiated
by the Jews with a question (seven instances), and they can be recognized from the
interrogatives at the beginning of a clause. The questions beginning with ti¢ are used in
various texts, such as ti... (Mark 2:7, 2:24) and d1&x <t ... (Mark 2:18, 7:5), but other
interrogatives may also be used, like év Tolg éovoig... in Mark 11:28. The 611 in Mark
2:16 is controversial. If it is regarded as a conjunction to introduce direct speech, then
this clause can be understood as a polar interrogative (“Does he eat ...?) or a statement

(“He is eating ... 1”).1%6

Another reading is to treat 6tL as part of the utterance, and in this
structure 8t is translated as “why.”’*’” In this research, I will follow most English
translations to read it as an elementary interrogative (“Why ...?”"). One thing worthy of
noticing is that some initial moves of the Jews are not made directly to Jesus (i.e. the
indirect moves introduced in previous sections), such as the questions in Mark 2:7 and
2:16.

Besides interrogatives, statements are also used as initial moves in three instances.

All such moves are made by the Jews, and with this type of moves, they assert something

for a listener to evaluate. The content of these statements varies: it may be an accusation

146 France, Gospel of Mark, 134.
7 See the discussion in France, Gospel of Mark, 134 and Lane, Mark, 103, n. 36. This structure is also
found in Mark 9:11, 28.



65

of Jesus (BeeAlePobA €xeL [3:22]), an assessment of Jesus (&And7¢ el [12:14], followed by
three extra moves of the same type), or a statement as to what they learn from Moses
Moiofic éypaev fuiv bti... [12:19]). This type of initial move is never used in the
Fourth Gospel.

Finally, the move of demanding goods-&-services is also found in the Second
Gospel. In Mark 8:11, the narrator indicates that the Jews came out to argue with him,
{nrodvreg map’ abtod onuelov dnd Tod odpavod, and this demanding triggers the move of
Jesus in Mark 8:12.

In Mark’s Gospel only one exchange is initiated by Jesus (Mark 3:4). Here Jesus
makes the first move by asking a restricted elementary interrogative (é£cotLv toig
oaPpoory ...). However, Jesus’ question is not answered, and therefore his question at the
same time is in fact the only move of this exchange.

Now I will check the status in Luke. On the part of the Jews, the most often used
type is still interrogative moves (in 5 instances) and all of them are open elementary
interrogatives. Similar to Mark questions with ti¢ are frequently used (Luke 5:21, 30 and
6:2), but questions regarding time (n6te €pyetal ...; [Luke 17:20]) or questions as to the

sort of thing (¢v noily &ovoly ...; [Luke 20:2]) are also found. Statements are used in
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three instances:'*® among them Luke 20:21 and 20:28 are similar to Mark 12:14 and
12:19 respectively. In the third instance (Luke 16:14) the story does not record the direct
speech of the Pharisees, but only states that they &epuktipilov abrév. This description is
understood as a verbal process to give certain information and therefore be counted as an
initial move.

What is special to Luke’s Gospel is that it contains two moves of demanding
goods-&-services. A move of this type is also found in Mark, but that one is inferred
from the descriptive words of the story narrator (Mark 8:11). In Luke, the directive
clauses are uttered directly by the Jews.'*’ In Luke 13:31, the exchange is initiated by
some Pharisees, who come and require Jesus €EeAe kol mopelou évtebBev so that he can
escape from the threat of Herod. Though we do not have enough evidence to decide the
motive of these Pharisees,™® from the directive clause they use here, they strongly try to
change Jesus’ journey plan, and not only suggest him to do so. Another move realized by
a directive clause is in Luke 19:39. In this story, because Jesus’ disciples praise God

joyfully, some Pharisees told Jesus énitiunoor toig pabnraic oov. Again, the command

148 Because there is no change of participants in Luke 5:33-39, I connect it with Luke 5:27~32 (Tannehill,
Narrative Unity, Luke, 174). Therefore, the statement in Luke 5:33 is not an initiating move but a
continuing move after the utterance of Jesus in 5:31.

149 As I indicated previously, among the Jews of the three Gospels, those in Luke have the strongest
tendency to demand goods-&-services.

130 While Marshall states that “their action here is motivated by malice” and try to get Jesus out of this
region (Marshall, Gospel of Luke, 571), Fitzmyer argues that these Pharisees are “giving Jesus sage advice”
(Fitzmyer, Luke, 1030, also Tannehill, Narrative Unity, Luke, 178). In the opinion of Bock, “there is not
enough detail to decide this issue” (Bock, Luke, 1246).



67

implies a situation in which the Pharisees demand Jesus to do something: they seem to be
offended by the disciples’ words and “seek to correct the situation as quickly as
possible.”!

In this Gospel only two exchanges are initiated by Jesus. In both instances
elementary restricted interrogatives are used (é€egtwv ... § ...;), which are similar to the
one found in Mark 3:6.

Finally I will examine the initial moves in the Fourth Gospel. What is specific to
John is that in this Gospel both Jesus and the Jews make this type of move (four times vs.
five times). Besides this, unlike the Jews in Mark and Luke, here the Jews make only one
type of initiative move—demanding information. Various types of questions are used,
including the open elementary interrogative beginning with ti (ti onueiov... [John 2:18]),
the question about time (éwg ote... [John 10:24]) and the question to seek cause (Ta¢
obto¢ ypoppate oldev... [John 7:15]). Besides these questions, the Jews may also use a
polar interrogative to initiate this exchange (o0 00td¢ €otwv... [John 6:42]). In this verse
the narrator tells us that they do not address that question directly to Jesus but complain

among themselves (yoyyi{ete pet’ dArirwv). This description reminds us of the depiction

in Mark 2:7 and Luke 5:21, in which the Jews also dLxioyileafe &v Toig kapdiorg DUV,

51 Bock, Luke, 1559.
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This reveals a common phenomenon among these three Gospels that the Jews may
initiate an exchange with an indirectly addressed question.

Now I will turn to the part of Jesus. The major difference between John and the
other two Gospels is that in John, the initial move of Jesus always serves the function of
giving information. None of these initial moves is interrogative. In some instances Jesus
may initiate a verbal process to the Jews based on the situation surrounding him, even if
the Jews do not speak to him directly. For example, if we understand the persecution
mentioned in John 5:16 as a general description and not a specific verbal attack, then
Jesus’ announcement in 5:17 is an initiative action as a response to that hostile

situation.!>?

He does not passively wait for the Jews to ask him questions (as we usually
find in Mark or Luke), but initiates the .conversation by himself. Similarly, in John 7:33,
facing the temple police who come to arrest him, Jesus makes the statement that triggers
ﬁe Jews to ask questions among themselves. John 8:12 and 9:39 reveal a different mode.
In these two instances, Jesus makes a general statement to the crowds (8:12) or to the

people surrounding the healed blind man (9:39), but these words arouse the response of

the Jews on the scene. Immediately after Jesus’ move, the Jews take the second turn. John

152 The situation in John is different from the one in Luke 16:14, because Luke 16:14 indicates the verbal
action of the Jews (ol ®apLoaiol ... éeuuktnpilov adtév), and their scoff is the initiating move which
triggers this exchange.
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8:31 reveals another type of initiation by Jesus, in which he turns his attention from one
group of Jews (i.e. the Pharisees in 8:13-30) to another group (i.e. the Jews who had
believed in him). Similar to previous cases, Jesus uses a declarative move to start his turn.
B. Final Move of an Exchange

After examining the initial moves, now I will check the final moves of these

exchanges. The final moves of these exchanges are summarized in Figure 3.9.
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Figure 3.9

From this chart we can find that in most exchanges Jesus is the speaker who

makes the final move. The contrast is most obvious in Mark and Luke, in which among

the twelve exchanges only one instance in Luke is closed by the Jews. The proportion is a

little higher in John (three instances), but is still lower than those made by Jesus (six

instances).
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First, I will examine the moves in Mark. The most often found type is giving
information (eight times). Most of them are expressed with typical declarative clauses
such as the one in 2:17 (o0k AA6ov keAéool ..., also 2:22,2:28, 3:29, 7:13 and 12:27).
Two instances are worthy of discussion here. In 2:10, a preface {va ... eidfite 6T1 is used
to introduce the free clause. Though the Tve clause may be interpreted as a bound purpose
clause which “demands a main clause as its sequel,”’> it may also be understood as a
command to the scribes: “you must know that....”** Based on this interpretation, the
move is not the {va clause, but the statement after 6t1. Another interesting case is in Mark
8:12. This utterance contains only an €l clause (el So8Moetatl T yeved Todty omnuelov.) and
does not have a main clause. According to France, such an idiom is a suppressed

self-execration.’>

A full oath “contains a self-imposed condition and a curse, but usually
only the former is stated.”’*® This explains why Mark 8:12 contains only the €i clause. In

this instance Jesus’ final move is not a general statement but an oath to the Pharisees.

Sometimes Jesus demands goods-&-services in the last move of a conversation. In

153 France, Gospel of Mark, 129.

13 An example of this type is the (v clause in Mark 12:19, &v Twvog &SeAdds &moddry kal katadimy
yoveike kel uiy adfj tékvov, Tva AdBn 6 ddeAdde adtod THY yvvaike.... In this instance the Tve clause is a
command to that person.

155 France, Gospel of Mark, 313. One example of a full self-execration is the word of the king of Israel in
LXX 2 Kgs 6:31: tade moifioxt ot 6 Bedg kal tade mpocbein el omioetal 1) kepart EALoate én’ adtd ofjuepov.
A suppressed one can be found in LXX Ps 94:11, & dpooa év f opyf) pov €l eloerelooviat eig thy
KQTATOUOLY pov.

156 Collins, Mark, 385..
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Mark 10:9, Jesus closes his turn with a directive clause (... &6pwTog ufy ywpLlétw). If
Jesus closes this exchange with an utterance such as “marriage is for life,” then he makes
a statement only for the listener to evaluate. However, by utilizing a clause with u7 and
an imperative verb, Jesus expresses his attitude to direct the behavior of people.'”” This
final move is therefore not an utterance for evaluation, but a prohibition from Jesus. In
another case, the Markan Jesus says t& Kaioapog drnddote KaibapL kol T ToD Beod T Bed
in his final turn (Mark 12:17), which contains two consecutive commands. Again, its
third-person imperative verb reveals Jesus’ attitude on this topic: this is not merely a
statement regarding authority, but a command to obey.

The third type of final move, a question, is used in two conversations. The one in
Mark 12:10 is a polar interrogative (006¢ Ty ypadhy taldtny dvéyvwre). After this
question Jesus does not say anything further but leaves the question open to the Jews.
'Even so, due to the nature of this question (polar interrogative with positive anticipation),
the answer is already assumed. Another question occurs in Mark 3:4. Because the Jews
do not respond to Jesus, the initial interrogative move of Jesus at the same time is the last
move of this exchange. In this question, the option is not open but restricted. In summary,

in the exchange between the Markan Jesus and the Jews, the final move may appear in

137 Though this clause is a third person imperative, as Porter indicates, it is “as strongly directive as the
second person” (Porter, Idioms, 55).
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various ways, and among them a statement is most frequently used.

The types of final moves in Luke are similar to those in Mark: giving information
occupies the major portions (eight instances), and moves of other types are very few (one
or two instances). Most of these statements are realized by a clause with an indicative
verb, but Luke 13:35 is different because of its usage of a subjunctive verb (o0 pfy 1énté

158

pe...). ~ This emphatic negation projects what is in the mind of Jesus: his addressees

159

will not see him until a certain time.”” Therefore, in the last move of this exchange,

instead of asserting something for the Jews to evaluate, Jesus projects something about
them. '

As to the commands and questions used by the Lukan Jesus, some are similar to
Mark and will not be discussed here (including the command in Luke 20:25 and the
question in 6:9, cf. Mark 12:17 and 3:4). The question distinctive to Luke occurs in 14:5,
in which Jesus asks the Jews in the room o0k €0Béwg dveotaoel adrdv..., a question with
positive anticipation. The structure of this question is the same as the one in Mark 12:10,

and similar to the situation in that Markan passage the Jews here do not make moves after

Jesus and leave the question open.

'¥ This structure (o0 w7 connected with the subjunctive) is also found in Johannine Jesus’ utterance to the
Jews (John 8:12, 8:51 and 10:28), but in those utterances the Jews is not the Subject of negotiation (i.e. the
Subject of those clauses is not “you” but something else).

1% The subjunctive may be emphatically negated with o0 ufi (Porter, Idioms, 59).

10 Porter, Idioms, 57.
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Finally, I will check the final moves of the exchanges in the Fourth Gospel.
Similar to what we observe in Mark and Luke, Jesus is the dominant person to make the
final move. All three types of moves are used by the Johannine J esus, but compared with
the two Synoptic Gospels the proportion in John is much closer. In uttering statements,
the Johannine Jesus consistently uses declarative clauses with indicative verbs (6:58, 8:29,
8:58), and does not use other types of clauses as we observe in Mark or Luke (for
example, the oath expressed with an €l clause in Mark 8:12, or the projection expressed
with o0 pn and subjunctive verb in Luke 13:35). Besides this type of move, in some
instances an exchange is closed by an open question. In John 5:47, Jesus asks an open
elementary question to the Jews, 1d¢ Toig €uolg pripaoiy moteloete; (John 5:47), in which
Jesus demands an answer from them, but does not require them to select from limited
options. Another case occurs in 7:19. After Jesus asks the open question Ti pe {nreite
amoktelval; his dialogue partners (ot "Iovdaior) do not answer him and his question
becomes the last question of this exchange.'®!

The only move to demand goods-&-services occurs in 10:38 (tol¢ épyoLg
motebete). It indicates that similar to what we observe in Mark and Luke, the Johannine

Jesus also instructs the Jews to do something at the end of an exchange, though such

161 Notes that this question is answered by another group of people in the story, & &yAoc (7:20). Since they
are the new speakers, I do not treat their utterance as a continuance of current exchange.
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instances are very few.

Besides the six instances made by Jesus, in the Fourth Gospel the Jews also play a
certain role in closing an exchange. In the two Synoptic Gospels, the only final move
made by the Jews is the response uttered by some scribes after they heard Jesus’ speech
(Bidaokare, kadde elmag [Luke 20:39]). The three final moves of the Jews in John are all
interrogatives. In John 2:20, the Jews ask Jesus ob év tproiv fuépaig éyepeig adtév? This
question is a rewording of Jesus’ statement. What is interesting is that though the
utterance is absurd in its superficial meaning, the Jews do not use a negative particle u1 to
express their anticipation. The Jews are left in their misunderstanding. In John 7:36, the
question of the Jews (ti¢ &éotiv O )Léyog obtog ...) is not asked of Jesus but spoken among
themselves. And finally, in 10:20, after Jesus’ speech, the Jews ask an elementary open

question (t{ adtod dkotete;) without being answered.!®?

In these exchanges, the Jews are
left in suspense—a type of exchange that never occurs in Mark and Luke.
In summary, a few general comments can be made. First, in all the three Gospels

Jesus is the dominant one to make the final move, and it reveals that these three Gospels

consistently depict the superiority of Jesus. Second, in the exchanges that are closed by

162 In John 10:20-21, two questions are asked in sequence by two groups of Jews. Because the second
question in 10:21 (uf datpéviov dbvatal ...) follows the one in 10:20, I treat it as an exchange between
these Jews. Therefore, the question is 10:20 is the final move of the exchange between the Jews and Jesus.
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the Jews, they either express their admiration to Jesus (Luke 20:39) or reveal their
misunderstanding (John 2:20), ignorance (John 7:36) or incorrect judgement (John 10:20).
These utterances also reveal the superiority of Jesus, though in an indirect manner.
C. Interactions within an Exchange

After examining the initial and final move of each exchange, I will check the most
interesting part of this research: the interactions between Jesus and the Jews. That is to
say, I will check what is the role one speaker assigns to his addressee, and how the
addressee responds to this expectation. Because there is a total of 66 adjacent turns, I will
not discuss them simultaneously but will divide them into five groups and examine them
in sequence. The first group contains five conversations that, according to UBS4, are
common to Mark and Luke (Mark 2:1-3:6, Luke 5:17—6:11). The second and third
groups contain, respectively, the conversations that are unique to Mark (Mark 3:20-10:9)
and Luke (Luke 13:31-19:40). The fourth group includes another three conversations that
are common to Mark and Luke (Mark 11:27-12:27, Luke 20:1-40). The final group
contains the nine conversations in the Fourth Gospel.
(1) Group 1 Conversations (Mark 2:1-3:6, Luke 5:17-6:11)

In the texts of Group 1, Mark 3:1-6 and Luke 6:6—11 have only one turn and

hence do not provide information to analyze the interaction between Jesus and the Jews.
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As to the other conversations, because they all have two turns and are all initiated by the
Jews and closed by Jesus, we can observe how Jesus replies to the Jews.

In the four conversations in Mark, the Jews always cIosé their turn with an
interrogative. As I mentioned previously, these moves are not all made directly to Jesus.
In fact, besides Mark 2:18 and 2:24 which are directly addressed to Jesus, one

163 and the other is uttered to the

' interrogative is spoken in the heart of the Jews (2:7),
disciples (2:16).

Then I will examine how Jesus replies to the Jews. The most frequent pattern is
Jesus’ use of a question to answer the question in a previous turn. Whatever the question
spoken to Jesus (2:7, 2:18 and 2:24), he does not accept the role the Jews assign to him,
but instead raises his own question to them. These three interactions are therefore
categorized as redirecting moves. Another type of interaction is found in Mark 2:16-17.
Jesus utilizes a statement to start his turn, but he does not provide a reason to the
elementary question of the Jews (“Why ...?”) but utters a statement which is not directly
related to the question. This interaction reveals that Jesus has no intention to take the

conversation role that is assigned to him. In brief, in all these four instances Jesus is

non-cooperative as a dialogue partner.

'3 In this story, Jesus is depicted as the one who can “perceive” what the Jews are speaking in their heart
(Mark 2:8).Therefore, I will treat these “unspoken words” as the initial move of this exchange.
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. Luke 5:27-5:39 is the only conversation which contain more than two turns and
illustrates three types of interactions.'®* In 5:30-31, the Jews ask Jesus an open
elementary question, and Jesus answers them with an axiom which contains a new
element such as ol dyiaivovtec. Here Jesus does not confine himself to the question of the
Jews but redirects the conversation. After Jesus closes his turn with a statement (5:32),
the Jews do not express their agreement or opposition on his utterance but start their turn
with a statement pertaining to ol paénral Twdvvov. By saying so, the Jews do not
evaluate Jesus’ statement but give new information for him to evaluate.'®® Their turn
ends with a statement related to Jesus’ disciples (5:33). Again, Jesus does not evaluate
their assertion but redirects the conversation with a question with different Subject, uf
dbvaobe... (5:34).

In summary, in the nine interactions discussed here, neither Jesus nor the Jews are
cooperative conversation partners. They never accept the roles assigned by the other side

but always redirect the content of the conversation.

164 The stories related to this text is divided into two independent sections in Mark (Mark 2:13—17and
2:18-22), but in the third Gospel the text does not mention a change of roles as Mark 2:18 (Tannehill,
Narrative Unity, Luke, 173). That is to say, the conversation on the banquet starts from Luke 5:30 and does
not end until 5:39.

16 The same topic is expressed with a question in Mark 2:18 (8t& tf ... ol 8¢ ool paénral...;).



Speaker>responder | Redirecting | Discretionary Expected

Jews>Jesus 4 - -
Mark

Jesus> Jews - - -

Jews->Jesus 4 - -
Luke

Jesus—> Jews 1 - -

Figure 3.10

(2) Group 2 Conversations (Mark 3:20-10:9)
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This group contains four distinctive passages of Mark. All these texts have 2 turns

except Mark 10:1-9, which has 4. In the first passage (3:20-30), the turns of the Jews are

composed of two accusations regarding Jesus. When Jesus hears the charge of the Jews,

he neither denies it nor admits it, but raises an elementary interrogative with different

Subject: 1d¢ dvvatar oatovag ...? Compared with a statement such as “Satan is not able

to cast out Satan,”'®® this interrogative move puts the Jews in the position to respond,

though Jesus does not leave room for them but continues his utterance.

In Mark 7:1-13, the Jews close their turn with a question regarding the behavior

of Jesus’ disciples (5i& ti ... [Mark 7:57). Jesus does not accept the agenda the Jews set

for him, but initiates his turn with a statement in which 'Hoatag is the Subject (Mark 7:6).

France describes Jesus’ utterance as an “apparently unprovoked scriptural onslaught,

1% 1 ane is correct by indicating that “Jesus addresses himself to the charge ... through pithy proverbial

sayings ...: Satan is not able to cast out Satan” (Lane, Mark, 142). However, one must note that this

g)roverb is expressed in the form of a question instead of an assertion.
? France, Gospel of Mark, 283. Lane calls the first move of Jesus itself as an “ironic comment” (Lane,

6
Mark, 248).

22167
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which is apparently a redirection of discussion.

In Mark 8:11-13 the final move of the Jews’ turn is a demanding of
goods-&-service ((ntodvteg map’ abtod onuelov &nd Tod obpavov [Mark 8:11]). This is the
first time in Mark that a move of this type is made. Jesus neither follows their instruction
nor closes this exchange with a simple statement, but uses an open elementary
interrogative to initiate his turn (ti % yevea aiitn ...?). Jesus’ question forces the listener
to think of why (z() they ask (again and again) for signs, and the seemly unrelated
Subject 1) yeved abtn requires the Jews to ponder the relationship of Jesus” question to
themselves.'®®

Now I will examine Mark 10:1-9, which has four turns. This exchange starts with
a polar interrogative of the Jews to Jesus: €eotLv 4vépl yuvaike dmoAidout? Similar to
what we find in group 1 texts, Jesus is not prepared to accept the responding role the Jews
assign to him. On the contrary, he starts his turn with an open elementary interrogative in
which what Moses commanded them is expected to be answered (ti Uuiv éveteilato

Muwiofic;). The Jews do not escape from this question, but change the verb from

&vetelato to énérpelev (Enétpedey Mwiofc ... [Mark 10:47).'% It is possible that they

188 While France suggests that f) yeve& afitn is not confined to the Pharisees alone (France, Gospel of Mark,
312), Edwards indicates that this phrase “signals the Pharisees’ alienation from Jesus” and the disbelieving
generation in Israel history (Edwards, Gospel According to Mark, 236).

1% France indicates that fifAlov dmootaciov ypdyes kai &moABowL is thus “not a quotation from Deut 24,
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reword Jesus’ question because of their sensitivity “towards the rather ambivalent
sanction which Deut 24:1-4 provides for divorce.”'’® By introducing a new verb, the
Jews in fact do not provide an expected answer (though it seems so!) but initiate their

own s’[a'cement.171

After this, Jesus takes the next turn with a statement regarding the
reason Moses wrote the commandment for them.

In summary, in the four conversations discussed here, the Markan Jesus never
accepts the roles assigned by the Jews. On the contrary, the only reaction of the Jews is

very close to an expected response (Mark 10:4). However, because they change the verb

in Jesus’ question, their utterance should still be treated as a redirecting move.

Speaker>responder | Redirecting | Discretionary | Expected

Jews—>Jesus 5 - -
Mark
Jesus—> Jews 1 - -
Figure 3.11

(3) Group 3 Conversations (Luke 13:31-19:40)

There are five conversations in this group. I will first discuss the two

conversations in which the Jews demand goods-&-services to Jesus (Luke 13:31-35 and

19:39-40). In the first conversation, the Pharisees come and command Jesus: €eAfe kol

but a summary of what is assumed to be its ‘permission’”(France, Gospel of Mark, 391).

1% France, Gospel of Mark, 391.

I This is a good example to distinguish a responding move from a redirecting move. Here I follow the
strict definition of a response: “a response does not allow for changes to the nub of the argument (its
Subject), or to the content of what is being argued about in the rest of the clause” (Martin and Rose,
Working with Discourse, 233).
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mopetov évtedBer (13:31). No matter the motif of their command, the strong intention to
direct the journey plan of Jesus is evident in their selection of directive clauses. In his
response Jesus does not follow their requirement but replies to them with a move of the
same type: €lnate T dAwmekt ity (Luke 13:32). If Jesus gives a statement in 13:33,
then he only provides information for the Pharisees to evaluate. However, by starting his
turn with an instruction, Jesus also commands these Pharisees to tell Herod regarding “his

»172 Another case is found in

intention to continue carrying out his ministry as before.
Luke 19:39-40. In this story some Pharisees were offended by the messianic confession
of Jesus and said to Jesus émitipnoov toig padntaic oov. This directive clause reveals their
intention to “correct the situation as quickly as possible;”173 this proclamation cannot be
tolerated, and they expect Jesus to follow it immediately. However, Jesus refuses to do so
and initiates his turn with a statement related to creation (Oi,. Ai6or). By doing so, Jesus
uses a statement which on the surface is not related to the Jews’ requirement to redirect
174

the conversation.

The exchange in Luke 14:1-6 is initiated by Jesus’ interrogative move: écotiv 1¢

12 Green, Gospel of Luke, 535. Fitzmyer argues that “this is not a command that Jesus gives to the
Pharisees whom he would send back, but rather his rhetorical comment on their warning and the situation
that faces him” (Fitzmyer, Luke, 1031). Jesus’ utterance may be understood as rhetorical (for this command
is followed immediately with Jesus’ statement). However, the direct force expressed through an imperative
verb form cannot be neglected.

' Bock, Luke, 1559.

1" Therefore Bock states that “Jesus replies to the Pharisees with deep irony” (Bock, Luke, 1560).
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oofPaty ...? This type of question is also asked by Jesus in Mark 3:4 and Luke 6:9, but in
those stories Jesus’ utterance is the only move of that exchange. Here the narrator says
that after Jesus asks the question, the scribes and the Pharisees were silent (ol 8¢
fotxaoayr [Luke 14:4]).175 Because Jesus’ move at the same time sets a responding role
to his addressees, their silence reveals their denial to provide proper information to
facilitate the exchange, and therefore is a discretionary response. This obstacle does not
stop Jesus from continuing the exchange with them. Instead, Jesus takes the offensive,'"®
initiating his turn with a statement with tivoc buév uvidc # Bodc as the Subject.!”’

The exchange between Jesus and the Jews in Luke 16:14—18 starts with the
Pharisees scoffing at Jesus (&€euuktiipilov adtov). Jesus is not interested in defending
himself but makes a declarative move regarding his opponents: bueic éate ot Sikatodvteg
éovtolg ... (Luke 16:15). The change of Subject turns the role of these Pharisees from
scoffers to those being evaluated, therefore redirecting the conversation.

The last conversation (Luke 17:20-21) is initiated by a question of the Jews: m6te

Zpyetal T Peorrelo Tod Beod (Luke 17:20). Their question focuses on the temporal coming

175 Mark 3:4 also indicates the response of the listeners (ol 8¢ éoidimwv).Because after that silence no
conversation between Jesus and the Jews is mentioned, that exchange closes at Jesus’ move in this verse.
16 Bock, Luke, 1258.

17 Some English Bible translates this sentence as a conditional clause (“If one of you has a child or an ox
that has fallen into a well, NRSV), but literally it is a statement “a son or an ox of which one of you will
fall into a well” (Fitzmyer, Luke, 1041).
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of God’s kingdom,'”® but Jesus’ response—the kingdom is not coming peté
Topatnprioewc—does not fit directly into the slot (n6te) left open in the question.!”
Therefore, though the same Subject (1) Paotieio t0d 6eod) is used in Jesus’ statement,
Jesus in fact “gives a corrective response to the Pharisees’ question about the coming of
God’s reign” and moves the argument to another direction.'® Hence, this utterance is
neither an expected response nor a discretionary response but a redirection.

In summary, these five Lukan conversations illustrate that Jesus is a
non-cooperative dialogue partner. Jesus never follows the agenda set by the Jews, no
matter whether it is a command, a question, or a statement; he always redirects the
discussion in a new direction. On the contrary, the reactions of the Jews are not so active.

Faced with Jesus’ questions, they do not answer—but neither do they redirect the

conversation, These interactions are summarized in the table below.

Speaker->responder | Redirecting | Discretionary | Expected

Jews—>Jesus 4 - -

Luke

Jesus> Jews - 1 -

Figure 3.12

17 Green, Gospel of Luke, 629.
17" As to the possible explanation of the phrase pett: mapartnprioewc, see the discussion of Bock, Luke,
1412-13. According to him, most likely mapatnprioews “alludes to general apocalyptic signs,” which is
?revalent in early Jewish eschatological speculation.”

® Tannehill, Narrative Unity, Luke, 242. Green also states that the request of the Pharisees “Ieads to the
correction of misunderstanding about the eschatological timetable and, then, about the nature of God’s
dominion” (Green, Gospel of Luke, 628).

3
1
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(4) Group 4 Conversations (Mark 11:27-12:27, Luke 20:1-40)

Now I am going to discuss the last three texts in Mark and Luke. In Mark
11:27-12:12, the interaction starts with two elementary open interrogatives of the Jewish
leaders. Similar to other conversations in Mark, Jesus refuses to provide a direct answer
but initiates his move with a statement regarding what he is going to do (émepwtniow Ludcg
évae A0yov [Mark 11:29]). Then, in 11:30 Jesus makes an interrogative move to the Jews
regarding to Bantiope to Twdvvov, followed by a command &mokpiénté por. The question
itself already places the Jewish leaders in a position to respond, and the command right
after it requires them to fulfill this role. In this sense, the command itself has the function
~ of “preface” and the question before it is the move which propels the discourse. After a

181 the Jews make a discretionary responding move to Jesus:

series of internal discussions,
obk oidoyev (11:33a). After the Jews’ response, Jesus initiatives a new turn and makes a
declarative move regarding himself (o06¢ €yo Aéyw buiv, [11:33b]). One thing worthy of
noticing is that by repeating the things he is not going to answer (¢v ol &ovole Tadro
ToL®), Jesus is also giving a delayed discretionary response to the first question raised by

the Jewish leaders in 11:28.

The next story to discuss contains six turns (Mark 12:13—17). Their exchange

181 The internal discussion among the Jews (Mark 11:31-32) is not treated as exchanges between Jesus and
the Jews.
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begins with two consecutively connected interrogatives of the Pharisees and Herodians
regarding paying taxes to Caesar: should “we” pay them, or should “we” not (ddpev fj un
Sduev;)? Jesus uses a question with his interlocutors as the Subject to start his turn: Tt pe
metpadete; Though the Subject is kept the same, the content is changed—1Jesus refuses to
provide a direct answer to their question but asks a question about his interlocutor. 182

The question itself is rhetorical, for Jesus does not leave a room for these leaders to reply
but immediately makes a command to them, ¢pépeté por Snyapiov. In the story this
instruction is followed without delay (oi &¢ fiveykav). Though no verbal action is
mentioned here, their non-verbal action is an expected response to Jesus’ command. Jesus
then initiates another turn with an open interrogative regarding the denarius (tivog 1
elkaw obtn ...), and these leaders provides Jesus with helpful information (Katoapog) to
progress the discourse. This responding move is followed by two consecutive commands
of Jesus. Since the Jewish leaders are the Subjects of Jesus’ command (“you” give,
amddote), it means that Jesus’ command is related to the second question raised in the
beginning of the exchange (should “we” pay, Béuev). In this sense, Jesus gives a delayed

expected response to the questions in Mark 12:14, though he slightly changes the

"2 France indicates that this question reveals Jesus’ knowledge of people’s thoughts, cf. 2:8 (France,
Gospel of Mark, 468).
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wording in his utterance.'**

The third story (Mark 12:18-27) only contains two turns. After a series of
declarative moves from 12:19-22, the Sadducees asks a restricted elementary question to
Jesus: ... tivoc adtdv €otar yuvy (Mark 12:23). An extra declarative move is made (ol
vap émta ...) before they hand over their turn to Jesus. Jesus initiates his turn with a
leading polar interrogative with a positive bias (00 ... TAavaofe ... [Mark 12:24]). This
move forces these Sadducees to admit that they are wrong in something—not in their
final statement (“not all of the seven have married her”), but in something related to their
question.'® Jesus’ question itself is a rhetorical one which requires his addressees to
ponder what is wrong. in their question.

These three stories are also found in the third Gospel. Several minor differences
are observed in the second and third story. In Luke 16:23, after the Jews’ question, Jesus
directly commands them to show him a denarius. Although the text does not indicate that
the Jews obeyed Jesus’ command, they must have done so (cf. Mark 12:16). And in 20:38,

after Jesus’ speech, the narrative describes an expected response of the scribes

(81800kahe, kadadg elmag. [20:39]), which is not mentioned in Markan text.

188 One small change here is that Jesus uses the verb dnodiswpL instead of the original verb 5idwyt in the
uestion (France, Gospel of Mark, 468).

'™ France states that Jesus’ utterance is “a repudiation of the assumptions on which” the question was

based (France, Gospe! of Mark, 474).
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A summary of these interactions is listed in Figure 3.13. In brief, in these
interactions, the Jews tend to accept the roles that Jesus assigns to them, though they do
not always respond to Jesus with an expected answer. On the contrary, Jesus still reveals
no interest in accepting the roles that the Jews assign to him. Though sometimes Jesus
may respond to the Jews’ questions, he does not answer them immediately after they ask
these questions (e.g. Mark 11:33, 12:17). This reveals Jesus’ superiority on controlling

the progress of these conversations.

Speaker->responder | Redirecting | Discretionary Expected

Jews->Jesus 3 - -
Mark

Jesus—> Jews - 1 2

Jews->Jesus 3 - -
Luke

Jesus—> Jews - 1 2

Figure 3.13

(5) Group 5 Conversations (John)

In the final section I will examine the conversations in the Fourth Gospel. For the

convenience of discussion, I will first examine the conversations that start with a question,

before turning to the ones that start with a statement.

Conversations starting with a question

First I will check the conversations starting with a question. In John 2:18-20, the

Jews initiate their turn by making an open interrogative move to Jesus (ti onuelov ...;).
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Jesus does not reply to them with merely what he is going to do, but first makes a request
of them: Aboate tov vadv tobtov. Jesus is not a cooperative dialogue partner who will
provide a satisfactory answer to the Jews; instead, he gives an instruction to them first,
and unless his instruction is followed, they will not see the onuetov. Another interaction
of this type is in John 6:42—43. The interrogatives among the Jews.are prohibited by the
command of Jesus, uf) yoyy0ete pet’ aAlhiwv (John 6:43).

In most cases, the interrogatives of the Jews are replied to by Jesus with
statements. Nine interactions of this type are found in John.'®® One standard example is
John 8:19. Here the Jews ask an open interrogative question (rod éotiv 6 Tothp oou;j, and
Jesus replies to them with a statement (olite &ue oldate olite Tov matépa pov). The
utterance of Jesus is not an element to fit the slot (nod) left open in the question, but states
something about the J ews,“‘you know neither me nor my Father.” Hence, Jesus’ move is
not a responding move, but a declarative move which requires the Jews to accept or deny.
In another example (8:48) the Jews makes an interrogative move with a positive bias (00
kaAQDG A€yopev el ...?). This question anticipates Jesus’ admission of correctness of
their verbal action (“do we not say rightly ...?”), but Jesus ’ utterance is not an answer

but a statement that is derived from the projected content of the Jews (éyw Soiudviov olk

185 These 9 interactions are John 6:52-53, 7:15-16, 8:19, 8:22-23, 8:33-34, 8:48-49, 8:53-54, 8:57-58,
and 9:40-41.
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Zyw)."®® In all these situations, Jesus does not answer the Jews explicitly but redirects the

conversation.

The only place in which Jesus makes an expected response to the Jews’ question
is in John 8:25. In this conversation the Jews ask Jesus o ti¢ €I, and Jesus tells them thy
gpxnv 6 TL kal AaAd Ouiv. UBS4 punctuates this clause as an interrogative, but Carson

»187 and can be translated as “Just what

suggests that the sentence “may be an affirmation
I have been claiming all along” (NIV). This nominal clause rightly supplies the entity for
the interrogative word tig, though the content itself may be confusing to the Jews.
Another question that gets an expected response is in John 10:32-33. Facing Jesus’
question (51& molov adtdv €pyov ...) the Jews answer it directly: ... mepl Praodmnuiac. This
is the only time Jesus asks the Jews a question in the Fourth Gospel, and he receives an
expected answer from them.
Conversations starting with a statement

Most of the conversations that begin with a statement are triggered by Jesus. In

188

seven instances Jesus’ statement is followed by a question, = though the question type

18 1f the utterance of the Jews is a statement Sxtuéviov €xeic, then Jesus’ utterance will be a discretionary
response to that statement.

187" As to the possible translation of this clause, see the discussion in Carson, Gospel According to John,
345-46.

'% There are seven interactions of this type: John 6:51-52, 7:34-35, 8:18-19, 8:21-22, 8:24-25, 8:47—48,
and 9:39-40.
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used in each exchange varies. The content of some questions are related to Jesus’
statement. For example, in John 7:34-35, Jesus’ statement Ouelc od §0vuoBe éABeLy is
followed by an open interrogative question (oD obtog uéiler mopeveobal ...7). Butin
other cases the questions are used to redirect the conversation. This can be found in 8:24,
in which Jesus tells them amoBavelobe év tafg apaptiarg budv, and the Jews ask Jesus ov
ti¢ €l; (8:25). They evade the statement that Jesus has made to them and instead redirect
the conversation towards the question of Jesus’ identity.

In another eight instances,'® Jesus’ statement is followed by another assertion.
That is to say, instead of agreeing with or denying Jesus’ statement, the Jews make their
own assertion for Jesus to evaluate. In some cases the Jews simply ignore Jesus’
statement but criticize Jesus himself. This can be found in 8:12—-13, in which Jesus
asserts ... &AL’ €eL 0 PS¢ rﬁ_c {wiic, but the Jews criticizes his authority: ob Tepi oeovtod
popTupelc (8:13, cf. 8:52, 10:20). Sometimes it seems that the Jews do not understand
what Jesus is talking about. For example, in 8:56—57 after Jesus’ statement about
Abraham, they redirect the conversation to the age of Jesus: mevtikovta € olitw éxeig
(John 8:58, cf. 2:20, 8:33, 8:39 and 8:41). These interactions illustrate Jesus’ superiority

and the Jews’ ignorance and enmity: they cannot understand or accept Jesus’ statement

189 John 2:19-20, 8:12-13, 8:32-33, 8:38-39, 8:41, 8:51-52, 8:56—57 and 10:18-20.
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but repeatedly redirect the conversation in another direction.

Besides these verbal interactions, 10:30-31 gives an interesting account of a
non-verbal reaction to Jesus’ statement. In this instance Jesus asserts éyw kal 6 Tathp €v
éopev, and these words infuriate the Jews to the extent that they pick up stones again to
stone him. Their action represents a discretionary response to Jesus’ statement.

Finally, I will examine the four interactions that are triggered by a statement

from the Jews.!*

One significant feature of Jesus’ words is that he does not evade the
statement of his dialogue partners but instead uses their words as the departure of his own
statement. For example, after the Jews utter 0 mathp fHudv *APpaap éotiv, Jesus takes the
elements in their words and puts them in the protasis of his own statement (ei tékva Tod
"APpoap €ote [John 8:39], cf. 8:14, 8:42 and 10:34). Jesus does not evade the Jews’

statement but challenges it instead, therefore revealing his superiority to them.

The interactions discussed above can be summarized in the table below.

Speaker->responder | Redirecting | Discretionary Expected

Jews—>Jesus 16 - 1
John
Jesus=> Jews 15 1 1
Figure 3.14

190 John 8:13-14, 8:39, 8:41-42, and 10:33-34.
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(6) Summary of Interactions within an Exchange

If we put the data in the previous five sections together, we can get Figure 3.15.

18
16
14
12 -
10 -

 Expected

@ Discretionary

B Redirecting

S N B DY

Mark Luke John Mark Luke John

Jews --> Jesus Jesus > Jews
Speaker --> Responder

Figure 3.15

From this chart we can obtain some important observations. First, the superiority

of Jesus is consistently revealed in these three Gospels. Faced with the questions of the

Jews, Jesus seldom acts as a cooperative conversation partner to provide an answer.

Instead, he tends to redirect the conversation in another direction. Though in two

instances the Jews’ questions are finally answered, these answers are delayed responses

(e.g. Mark 11:33, 12:17). Similarly, Jesus does not follow the commands of the Jews. As

to the part of statements, Jesus also tends to redirect them with another questions or

statements, and in John’s Gospel we even find that Jesus will take some elements from

the words of his conversation partners and use them in his own utterance. Second, though
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the Jews’ reactions are different in the two Synoptic Gospels and in John, they all reveal
that the Jews are inferior to Jesus. In Mark and Luke the Jews are depicted as the
characters that follow Jesus’ agenda, including replying to Jesus’ question, following
Jesus’ command, or acknowledging Jesus’ statement. In the Fourth Gospel, the Jews tend
to redirect the direction of a conversation. However, their action does not reveal them to
be in authority. On the contrary, their responses, whether questions or statements, reveal
only their misunderstanding of Jesus’ words or their enmity towards Jesus.

Conclusions

Based on the analysis in this chapter, several observations can be made here.
Overall, Jesus makes more moves in a turn than the Jews do. In these exchanges, Jesus
consistently appears as the role of giving information, but the Jews appear as both
interlocutors and information givers.

From the position of the moves in these exchanges, all three Gospels consistently
indicate Jesus’ superiority. In most exchanges, Jesus is the person who has the last word,
and in the few exchanges that are closed by the Jews, their utterances reveal that they are
left in ignorance and misunderstanding. Besides this, in these conversations, Jesus seldom
accepts the roles that the Jews assign to him but always redirects the conversation. On the

contrary, the Jews in Mark and Luke tend to accept the roles that Jesus assigns to them,



and when the Jews in John attempt to correct Jesus or defend themselves, they reveal

only their inability to dominate the conversation.

94
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CHAPTER 4: SUBJECT ANALYSIS

In this chapter I will discuss the Subjects used in each conversation. First I will
analyze the person of these clauses, and then I will examine the semantic domains used in
third person Subjects.

1. Person analysis

There are a total of 646 free and bound clauses in the conversations between Jesus
and the Jews (prefaces and projections not included). Among them 120 clauses are
uttered by the Jews, and 526 are uttered by Jesus. The use of grammatical person in the

Subjects of these clauses is summarized in Figure 4.1.

100% —— ; : : [

80% -+

70% +— :

60% +— :

50% -+ ? # 3rd person
40% . : # 2nd person
30% ~— : i ® 1st person
20%

10%

o |1 l sases .

]

Mark (38} Luke{36) John(45) Mark{121) Luke{77) John{328)
Jews {120 clauses) lesus {526 clauses)

Figure 4.1

First I will compare the use of 1%/ 2™ persons (interactants) and 3™ person (non-

interactants) in these Subjects. In the two Synoptic Gospels both Jesus and the Jews tend
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to use 3™ person in their utterances. For Jesus, the percentage is around 80%, and for the
Jews, the percentage is 82% (Mark) and 69% (Luke) respectively. However, in the Fourth
Gospel the use of 3¢ person is much Jlower. The percentage is only 51% for Jesus, and the
number is even lower for the Jews—only 42%. This result indicates that compared with
the characters in Mark and Luke, those in the Fourth Gospel are more concerned with
interactants in the exchanges.

Then I will compare the usage of 1* and 2™ person in these conversations. First,
in all three Gospels, Jesus and the Jews use 20d person Subjects in their utterances
(speaker-exclusive), though the percentage varies. That is to say, both Jesus and the Jews
may put their addressees as the Subjects of negotiation. For the Jews, such usage is 13%
in Mark, but reaches 31% and 40% in Luke and John. For Jesus, the percentage is 15% in
the two Synoptic Gospels, but the number is slightly higher in John (25%).

The major difference appears in the usage of 1* person Subjects
(speaker-inclusive). Such usage is only 5% and 0% for the Jews in Mark and Luke, but
the number is as high as 18% for the Jews in John. A difference is also obvious in the
frequency of first-person Subjects selected by Jesus—a significant difference of 5%
(Mark and Luke) and 24% (John). The most important meaning of this phenomenon is

that, compared with the characters in the two Synoptic Gospels, those in the Fourth
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Gospel are more inclined to talk explicitly about themseives. For example, when Jesus
says to the Jews Oueic moteite ... they answer him fiueic ... yeyevvfiuebo... (John 8:41).
Similarly, when the Jews tell Jesus b mepl oeavtod paprupeic, Jesus also replies to them
explicitly: kdv éyw paptupd mepl éuautod,... (John 8:13~14).

Besides this explicit usage of 1% person Subjects, sometimes a character in John’s
Gospel will use a 1¥ person pronoun within the nominal group serving as Subject,
therefore relating the nominal group to the speaker. Several examples are found in the
Johannine Jesus’ utterances, such as 6 Abyog 0 &uoc (8:37), 1) paptupie pov (8:14), i odpé
uwov / to alpd pov (6:55) and T mpoBata T &ud (10:27). When mentioning the Father God,
Jesus may say 6 mépdag pe motnp (5:37). In John 8:12 Jesus sees himself as the one to be
followed (6 dxoroubdy &uof [8:12]). Around 20% of the 3™ person Subjects in the Fourth
Gospel are connected to Jesus with this approach, but such usage is never found in the
Markan or Lukan Jesus. This again enhances the image that the Johannine Jesus is more
inclined to put himself forward as the Subject of negotiation.

In summary, the comparison of person is helpful for us to understand the extent to
which Jesus himself is an explicit topic of discussion. This comparison reveals two
important differences. First, the Johannine Jesus is more inclined to use 1* person

Subjects (24%, which is 5 times higher than that of the Markan or Lukan Jesus). Second,
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when he uses a nominal group as the Subject (therefore in a 3™ person clause), sometimes
he adds a 1% person pronoun in the nominal group to indicate that the Subject under
negotiation is also related to him. These two points imply that the topics of negotiation
chosen by Jesus are different between these two groups of Gospels. For Mark and Luke,
Jesus is a character who proclaims the Kingdom of God from an external position without
explicitly relating that Kingdom to himself. But for John, Jesus is the Christ, and talking
about God’s Kingdom entails talking about himself.

2. Words in the Principal Class Objects

After finishing the analysis of person, now I am going to examine what is being
discussed when Jesus and the Jews use 3™ person Subjects. In the following discussion, I
will follow the three principal classes defined by Louw-Nida to examine these Subjects.
In this section, I will examine words from the principal class Objects. Then, in Sections
3 and 4, I will examine words from the classes Events and Abstracts, respectively.

The summary of the domain analysis on the Subjects used in these three Gospels
is summarized in the table in Appendix 2. This table includes the Subjects of free clauses
and bound clauses. A total of 44 domains are used in these thre Gospels. Not every
domain is used in each Gospel: while some are used in all of them, some are used in only

one Gospel. A brief summary of this comparison is listed in Figure 4.2.
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Total 44 domains Used by # of domains
Three Gospels Three Gospel 10 23%)
Mark and Luke l 10 23%) |
Two Gospels Mark and John 0
Luke and John 3 (7%)
Mark only 4 (9%)
One Gospel Luke only 4 (9%)
John only r 13(30%)
Figure 4.2

Several phenomena are observed from this comparison. First, among these 44
domains, a total of ten (23%) are used in all three Gospels. Second, ten domains are used
only in Mark and Luke. This number is higher than the number of domains used only in
Mark and John, which is zero, and the number used only in Luke and John, which is only
three. This phenomenon indicates that the commonality between Mark and Luke is more
evident than the similarity between John and either one of the two Synoptic Gospels.
Third, among the 21 domains that are used in only one Gospel, 13 are used in John
(30%). This matches the result of the second point.

Therefore, in the following analysis, I will first examine the domains used by
both Mark and Luke, and then compare this result with John. Finally the domains
peculiar to John will be analyzed. The lexical terms that are discussed in this section are

listed in Figure 4.3.
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Mark Luke John
GEOGRAPHICAL | faotieio Booidein, odpavic, yh
OBJECTS (1) -
NATURAL - AlBoc -
SUBSTANCES (2)
PLANTS (3) quTEAWV - .
ANIMALS (4) - Boig mpdBatov, Adkog
FOODS (5) - - &ptog
ARTIFACTS (6) otvoc, dokoc, olvoc, &okoc,

éniPAnua, paxog, EmiBAnue -

elicadv
CONSTRUCTIONS - olkog vadg, punueiolg,
(7 00pa, adAN
BODY PARTS (8) - - o0pk, alpe
PEOPLE (9) &vBpwmog, yurn, &vbpwrog, yurd, kOooC

uidg Tod &vdpuiTov viog Tod dvbpwmou
KINSHIP TERMS yurt|, GeAdac, yurt, &8eAdpdc, vide, mothp
(10) vuudlog, olkog vupdlog, drfp, vidg
GROUPS OF viol Tod vuuddrog, | viol tod vuudavog,
PERSONS (11) ®apiLoaiog, yeven daploaiog, viol tod -

aidvog toltou
SUPERNATURAL | 6edc, ootavic, To Beo¢ Bedg, TP
BEINGS (12) Tveduo 10 &yLoy
Figure 4.3

A. Domains Common to Mark and Luke

From the data in Appendix 2 we can find that several domains are commonly

used by Mark and Luke. The first domain is SUPERNATURAL BEINGS (12). In Mark, the

words or phrases belonging to this domain include 6 8edc, 6 oatavac and to mredua TO

@yLov. 0 Bedg is used in two conversations. In Mark 2:1-12 when the scribes question
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Jesus’ words as blasphemy, their question is “who can forgive sins but 6 8e6¢ alone?”
(Mark 2:7). In the debate regarding divorce (Mark 10:1-9), Jesus does not confine the
discussion at the level of Moses’ command but introduces a statement of another level:
from the beginning of creation 6 8e6¢ made them male and female. That is to say, though
here the argument is the relationship between people (i.e. divorce), this issue is in fact
related to 6 Oedc. Therefore, Jesus indicates in the last statement (Mark 10:9) that when
people divorce they separate what 6 8ed¢ has joined together, and therefore is not
allowed.'”! In Mark 3:20-30 Jesus mentions two types of supernatural beings. First,
Jesus mentions catavic (3:23 and 3:26), which is related to the two things mentioned by
the scribes: BeeAleBoVA and &pywv tdv datpoviwy. The lexical meaning of BeeA{eBolA is
not clear,’* but it is possible that this word is explained by the term &pyovtL Qv

19 which is also in this domain. At the end of the same story Jesus introduces

dalpoviny,
another supernatural being, t0 Tvebua t0 &yLov. Here this supernatural being is used in a

Subject which describes a specific group of people (0¢ ... BAaodnunon eic 0 mvedua o

&yiov). Though Jesus does not explain what it means to blaspheme 10 mveduo t0 &yLov,

11" France correctly indicates that “the antithesis between 6 6ed¢ and &v6pwmoc highlights the basis of Jesus’
rejection of divorce: it is a human decision ... attempting to undo the union which God has created”
(France, Gospel of Mark, 392).

12 «In the end we simply do not know where Mark got it from or exactly what lexical meaning, if any, he
would have understood it to carry” (France, Gospel of Mark, 170).

1 France, Gospel of Mark, 170, especially the discussion in footnote 41.
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obviously Jesus thinks that some people’s words are not merely a verbal action in the
visible world, but a slander of a supernatural being invisible to them.

Three conversations in Luke have Subjects related to this domain, including 6
8e6g (Luke 5:21, 16:15) and the kingdom 10D 8eod (Luke 16:16, 17:20-21). Besides 6edc,
no other supernatural being is found.

The domain opposite to SUPERNATURAL BEINGS (12) is the domain PEOPLE (9).
Subjects of this domain are found in five conversations of Mark. The word most
frequently used is 6 &vBpwnog. Sometimes it represents a general human being, as we find
in Mark 2:27 where Jesus explains the relationship between 6 &v8pwmo¢ and the Sabbath
(cf. Mark 10:7 and 10:9). Sometimes this word is used as the leading role in a story. For
example, in the parable of the wicked tenants 6 &vBpwmog is the owner of that vineyard
(Mark 12:1). Besides this word, people of a specific gender may also be used as Subjects.
In Mark 12:22-23 Sadducees raise a question regarding the marriage status of 1 yuvq
after her resurrection. None of the lexical terms mentioned above refers to specific
figures. The only usage which refers to a specific character is 6 vidg T0d dv6pdimov (Mark
2:10, 2:28). In 2:10 the scribes ask who can forgive sins but 6 8e6¢ alone, and Jesus’
answer indicates that 6 vidg Tod dvBpdmov is the one who has authority to forgive sins on

earth. In another statement in 2:28, Jesus contends that 6 viog tod &v8pudmou is lord even
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of the Sabbath. The space here does not allow a detailed discussion on the meaning of
this Subject, but it is suggested that it refers to the Son of Man in particular and not
people in general (as the viol ToV dvBpuinwr in Mark 3:28). Specifically speaking, in
these two places it was understood as the title of Jesus.'**

Similarly, words of this domain occur in various places of Luke. Basically, the
words used in this Gospel are the same as those used in Mark (6 &v8pwmog, 6 vidg ToD
avBpwmov and f yurr). Among these three words, the way 6 dvBpwrog is used in Luke is
different from its usage in Mark. In Luke this word is not used as a substantive (as in
Mark 2:27, 10:7, 9 and 12:1), but is used to describe the type of exaltation (10 év
avBpumolg bymAdv) that is detestable to God (Luke 16:15).

The next domain to discuss here is KINSHIP TERMS (10). Words of this domain
have been used in four Markan texts, and based on the way they are used, these texts can
be categorized into two categories. First, these words are used in a situation in which
issues related to commandments are being talked about. For example, in Mark 10:2

yuvaike is used because the Pharisees are asking Jesus regarding the legitimacy for a

man to divorce his yovaike, and in Mark 12:20, an assumed situation involving seven

19 France, Gospel of Mark, 128, 147. France indicates that “Mark and his readers lived in a Christian
context where 6 viog Tod avBpdimou (singular; contrast 3:28) could have only one meaning, and that was as a
title of Jesus” (France, Gospel of Mark, 147).
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&deidpol and a woman is brought up to discuss marriage after resurrection. These
instances indicate that Jesus and the Jews may negotiate the topics related to the laws of
kinship relationship, and because some kinship roles are related to these commandments,
they are used as the Subjects in the negotiation between these two sides. Besides this
type of usage, sometimes Jesus may use these kinship terms to compare other topics. For
example, in Mark 2:19-20 two roles are mentioned: 6 vuudiog and wedding guests. The
thing under discussion is whether or not the wedding guests should fast. Jesus indicates
that the key factor is 6 vuudlog: when 6 vuudlog is with these guests, they should not fast,
but at the time when 6 vuudiog is taken away, they will fast on that day. In this parable,
Jesus uses a scenario in a wedding to answer the question of his interlocutor.'”> And in
Mark 3:25 the image of oikie is used as the Subject of a daily life experience: If oikia is
divided against itself, § oikia will not be able to stand. This term, along with Baoiieio in
3:24 (discussed later), is used to denote “powerful and despotic realms ruled by
Satan.”!%

Terms of this domain are used in four Lukan texts. Besides the three terms which

are found in Mark (6 vupdlog, yoveike, and 4SeAdol), this Gospel uses another two

195 The scenario is reasonable as such, but as to its relation to the question, it depends on “whether the
hearers concede that the current situation of Jesus’ disciples is in fact analogous to that of wedding
ests .... And Jesus himself is analogous to a bridegroom.” See France, Gospe! of Mark, 139.
% Edwards, Gospel According to Mark, 121.
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normal kinship terms: dvp and viéc. The former is used in Jesus’ teaching regarding
adultery (Luke 16:18), and the latter is used in an example to “point to the scribes’ and
Pharisees’ own Sabbath practice” (Luke 14:5)."7 In conclusion, similar to Mark, in the
third Gospel these kinship terms are also used in the discussion of laws or in the example
of daily life experience.

Another domain related to people is GROUPS OF PERSONS (11). Two texts in Mark
contain Subjects of this domain. The first one, ol viol tod vuuddvog, is used in Jesus’
parable regarding the wedding (Mark 2:19-20) and has been discussed in a previous
paragraph. Sometimes, specific religious groups may be used as the Subject in the
discussion between Jesus and the Jews, as we find in Mark 2:18 where the interrogators
ask Jesus why the disciples Tédv ®aproaiwy fast. Besides this specific group, Jesus also
concerns the group of a larger scale. For example, in Mark 8:12 Jesus selects 1) yeved. as
the Subject of his question: “Why does 1) yevea seek for a sign?” This word refers to the
people “living at the same time and belonging to the same reproductive age—class,”198
and this instance reveals that Jesus may use those living in a certain time and space as

the resting point of his question or statement. The two specific groups of people are also

used as Subjects in Luke (Luke 5:33, 35). Besides these two, the Lukan Jesus also uses

7 Bock, Luke, 1258.
1% L ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 121.
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ol viol Tob aidvog tobtov as the Subject of a statement regarding marriage (Luke 20:34),
and the term refers to the “mortal human beings in earthly existence.”’® It indicates that
similar to the Markan Jesus who uses 1) yeved as the Subject in the negotiation, the Lukan
Jesus also may give his statement to a broad group of people.

Having examined the domains related to people and supernatural beings (domain
9-12), I will discuss words in other domains. Among the remaining eight domains in the
prinéipal class objects, ARTIFACT»S (6) and GEOGRAPHICAL OBJECTS (1) are used by both
Synoptic Gospels. I wil} first check words in the former domain. The first group of
words are those regarding wine, including the plant product 6 oivog and the container ot
aokoi (Mark 2:22). These are the artifacts of that time, and what Jesus talks about is a
fact that can be observed in daily life (e.g. and 6 olvog is lost, and so are oi dokol). When
Jesus mentions these things, he does not intend to teach knowledge of daily life, but uses
these experiences to deliver other concepts. However, because Jesus does not explicitly
indicate the meaning of these parables, the listeners themselves must infer what are

200

referred to in Jesus’ words.” The statements regarding 6 olvoc and oi doxoi are the

media with which Jesus can deliver his message, and these statements are effective

199 Fitzmyer, Luke, 1305.

2% For example, France suggests that Jesus uses these parables to “illustrate the folly of trying to contain
the new within the confines of the old” (France, Gospel of Mark, 140). Drury suggests that “both parables
are about the relation of Jesus, of Christianity indeed, to traditional Judaism” (Drury, Parables, 45).
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because they are the common experience of his interlocutors. Besides this one, the object
referred to by the two Subjects in Mark 2:21 (10 TAjpwpe and to kalvdv) is the ripinua
paxoug dyvadov, which is also an artifact of daily life. What may happen if one sews this
émiPAnua on an old garment is also a daily life experience of Jesus’ audience, and this is
the second artifact which is used by Jesus in this conversation. Besides cloth and
products related to wine, another artifact Jesus mentions is 1) elkwv in Mark 12:16. In this
story the Pharisees ask Jesus if it is lawful to pay taxes to Caesar. Jesus does not answer
yes or no, but asks them to give him a denarius and tell him: “whose eikdv is this?” An
elkddv 1s an artifact “which has been formed to resemble a person, god, animal, etc.,”?0!
and by putting this daily life thing as the Subject of his question, Jesus answers the
question of his interrogator. The words used in Luke (oivoc, dokdc and émifAnue in Luke
5:36-37) are the same as the ones used in Mark 2:21-22 and will not be addressed here.
The last domain that is used by both Mark and Luke is GEOGRAPHICAL OBJECTS
(1). The only Markan text with this term is Mark 3:24, in which Jesus argues that if a
Baoidela is divided against itself, that uoiieio cannot stand. This statement itself is

general knowledge and does not refer to any specific faotieia. That is to say, similar to

the statement in 3:25 of which oikix is the Subject, this assertion is used as a parable to

2 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 65.
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deliver other messages.2”? Of course, among these two Subjects, 7 peotAeia is especially
meaningful because “the object of Jesus’ mission is the establishment of the faoiiela tod
Beod. %"

The term BeolAele is also used in Lukan text, but in a different manner. Here this
kingdom is a specific one, that is, the Baoireio of God (Luke 17:20-21). In the Pharisees’
concepts, the coming of this Broiiein is visible,”* and therefore can be categorized in
the domain GEOGRAPHICAL OBJECTS (1). However, their misunderstanding is pointed out
by Jesus, and Jesus concludes that the Baoiieia of God is évtog Vu@v. From the
perspective of Jesus, the meaning of BaoiAeie in the phrase 1 froiieio Tod Beod denotes
not so much the meaning of a geographical kingdom as the notion of reign (domain

CONTROL, RULE (37)).2%

That is to say, Jesus intends to change how the Pharisees
understand this phrase. The usage of this phrase in Luke 16:16 is similar to that in Luke
17:20-21: on the one hand it means the ruling of God, and on the other hand it is a

kingdom everyone tries to enter by force. The last two terms of this domain are tov

obpavéy and thy yfiv mentioned in Luke 16:17. This phrase expresses “the whole created

202 «These parabolic sayings all develop the same basic theme, that since strength depends on unity, an
attack on any part of Satan’s domain is a sign not of collusion with him but of threat to his power” (France,
Gospel of Mark, 171).

2 Prance, Gospel of Mark, 172.

24 Bock states that “with much of Judaism, the Pharisees believed that the coming of the glorious kingdom
would be so clear and powerful that great heavenly signs would signal its arrival.” See Bock, Luke, 1412.
2 Louw and Nida indicate that “the meaning of this phrase in the NT involves not a particular place or
special period of time but the fact of ruling” (Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 480).
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universe,”?%

and in this verse they are compared with one stroke of a letter in the law, a
thing of a different domain (the domain COMMUNICATION (33)). In these examples we
can understand how things in the geographical world are used by the Lukan Jesus as the
Subjects of his statements.

B. Comparison between John and Two Synoptic Gospels

The six domains discussed above (i.e., domain 1, 6,9, 10, 11, 12) are used by
both Mark and Luke. As we will find in the analysis below, among these six domains,
only three are used by John, and the majority fall in the following two domains
SUPERNATURAL BEINGS (12) (used in six texts) and KINSHIP TERMS (10) (used in four
texts).

The first domain to examine is SUPERNATURAL BEINGS (12). Words of this
domain, including 8e6¢ and matfp, occur in six Johannine texts. In John 8:42 6 8e6¢ is
used in a protasis uttered by Jesus: “if 6 6ed¢ is your father.” This term is also used in
various texts of Mark and Luke, that is to say, this supernatural being is commonly used
as Subject by these three Gospels. In some utterances this word is used in a phrasal

Subject. For example, in John 6:46 Jesus uses the title 6 Ov mopd tod Beod to represent

himself—“only 6 &v mapd Tod 6eod has seen the Father.” Instead of using a first person

26 Fitzmyer, Luke, 1118.
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pronoun ¢y, here Jesus refers to himself with a different title, a title related to the
supernatural being 6 8¢6c. In John 8:47 another phrasal Subject 6 Gv ék toD 6eod is found.
This Subject refers to a specific type of people who are “(born) from God,”*’ and Jesus
contends that such people hear the word of God. Again, the Subject used here has some
kind of relationship to this supernatural being, 6 8edc.

Besides 6 8¢dc, in the Fourth Gospel the word matfp may also be used in the
sense of a supernatural being. This concept is related to the belief of the Jews, for they
contend that Jewish people are God’s children, and they will call God their Father.?%
Therefore, when Jesus introduces 6 Tatfp in John 5:17, we must evaluate if it is used as
a kinship term or is used as the title of God. Some clauses, when taken alone, may be
understood as an assertion regarding one’s father in the flesh. For example, the matfp in
John 5:20 (6 yap mothp $Liel tOv viby) may be interpreted as a sentence to describe the
love between a father and his son.2® But, from the content in 5:21 (6 mathp &yeiper Tolc
vekpolg kol {womotel) it is impossible to interpret 6 mutrip as someone’s father in the

flesh, but should be understood as a supernatural being, that is God in Judaism.?'® This

27 Keener, Gospel of John, 764.

2% Keener, Gospel of John, 646.

2 And therefore some scholars that “vv. 19-20a constitute a reworked parable: a son ... who is an
apprentice in his father’s trade does only what he sees his father doing, and the father, out of love for his
son, shows him all that he does” (Carson, Gospel According to John, 250).

219 Keener, Gospel of John, 646.
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explains why Jesus’ utterance in 5:17 infuriates the Jews, for they understand the motrip
mentioned by Jesus as God. When Jesus uses the term 6 matrp pov to call God, he
implies “something more than solidarity with the Jewish people as God’s children.”"!

In this Gospel this title is used in various ways. Sometimes attributes are added to
describe this title (e.g., 0 TeuYog pe matip in 5:37, 8:18, and 6 {Gv matdp in 6:57), and
sometimes it is used in a phrasal Subject which refers to a specific group of people (e.g.,
0 dxoloog Tap Tod TaTPdg in 6:45 and év T¢ dvopatL Tod Tatpdc Hou in 10:25). In these
utterances the Johannine Jesus uses motp to refer to a specific supernatural being, and
the Markan and Lukan Jesus never uses this term in ﬁs way.

Having examined the domain SUPERNATURAL BEINGS (12), I will discuss the
domain PEOPLE (9). Though words of this domain are used in various Markan and Lukan
texts, in the Fourth Gospel only one Subject belongs to this domain: kéopog (John 6:51).
The general meaning of this word is universe or earth, but because here it is used in the
phrase Omep thg Tod kéopou {whg, it represents a specific group of people—“people
associated with a world system and estranged from God.””'? The sphere of experience
realized in this term is different from the same-domain words used in Mark and Luke,

which either contain the general meaning of people (&vBpwmoc and yuwn) or refer to a

21! Keener, Gospel of John, 646.
212 Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 107.
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specific figure (6 vidg t0d dvBpdiTov).

The words in the domain KINSHIP TERMS (10) are widely used in various ways
(four texts). The first term to discuss is vidc. As we discussed earlier, in the Fourth
Gospel Jesus frequently calls God 6 matfip pov, and therefore when Jesus selects this
kinship term 6 vidg to refer to himself (e.g. 5:19, 21, 23, and 8:36), he implies a special
relationship with this Jewish God. Besides this usage, 6 vidc may also be used in a
general sense. This usage is found in John 8:35, in which 6 vidg is used to compare with
slaves: while the slave does not remain in the house forever, 6 viéc does remain forever.
The term related to 6 vidg is 6 matfp. Besides referring to God as discussed in previous
paragraph, this word may also represent one’s ancestor. For example, in 6:49 and 6:58,
Jesus twice mentions that ol matépec of the Jews ate the manna in the wilderness, and in
8:39 and 8:56 6 matrp refers specifically to their father Abraham. The only place where 6
moethp may refer to Jesus’ father is in John 8:19. In that debate, the Pharisees, “who
presumably had heard of unusual circumstances surrounding Jesus’ birth, charge
ironically that they do not know who Jesus’ father is.”*!?

In summary, among the six domains commonly used by Mark and Luke (domain

1,6,9, 10, 11, 12), only half of them are used by John. On the contrary, the terms widely

213 Culpepper, Anatomy, 93.
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used in John (e.g. matrp and vidg) are seldom found in Mark and Luke (except the viég
mentioned in Luke 14:5). That is to say, the sphere of experience realized in the Fourth
Gospel is quite different from that of Mark and Luke.
C. Domains Peculiar to John or Used by One Synoptic Gospel

After comparing these six domains, I will briefly review the remaining six
domains— domain 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8. Though these things are in different domains, but
by putting them together we can find one important difference between Mark/Luke and
the Fourth Gospel: while in the former all these lexical terms refer to real objects, in the
latter the situation is not so. Though the terms in the domain CONSTRUCTIONS (7) (vdc,
pvnueiov, B0pa and adAf) can be understood literally, words in the other three domains
cannot be interpreted in this way. For example, no one will interpret the &prog in John
6:51 as real bread, and the oup and aipe mentioned in 6:54—56 should not be understood
literally as the flesh of Jesus. As to the terms in the domain ANIMALS (4), though the
three uses of mpdPutov in Jesus’ figure of speech (John 10:1-5) refer to real sheep, the
mpdBatov and Alkog in the remaining part of this chapter (John 10:8, 12, 27) cannot be
understood in their literal meaning—no one will think that Jesus has real sheep when

they hear Jesus’ utterance in 10:27! In summary, the terms uttered by the Johannine Jesus
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refer to something else and need proper interpretation by his audience.***
3. Words in the Principal Class Events

After examining the words in the principal class Objects, now I will check the
words in the principal class Events (domain 13-57). Similar to the procedure in previous
section, I will first analyze the domains that are used by both Mark and Luke, and then
compare this result with the terms used in John. The lexical terms of these domains are
listed in Figure 4.4.
A. Domains Common to Mark and Luke

The first domain to examine is PHYSIOLOGICAL PROCESSES / STATES (23). In
Mark words of this domain are used in three texts. The first is the mapaivtikdc used in
the infinitive eineiv 1@ mapoivtikg. This word refers to a type of disease (being lame or
paralyzed). In Jesus’ question, two Subjects aré being compared: to say this to this
TopaAUTLKOG, Or to say that to him. That is to say, “to say something to the paralytic in
front of them” is the thing under negotiation. Next, in Mark 2:13-17, to answer the
criticism for eating with sinners and tax collectors, Jesus utters a statement: ol ioydovteg
have no need of a physician, but oi kaxdg éxovteg (Mark 2:17). Both Subjects belong to

this domain but with contrasting physical state: while the former is in a state of being

24 If one understands these words literally, he will raise a question similar to the one asked by the Jews in
John 6:52: “How can this man give us his flesh to eat?”
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Domain Mark Luke John
LINEAR MOVEMENT - TopelopLaL TéuTw, eloépyopal,
15) dvoBaivw, €pyouat,
&yw
KILL (20) amoKTELV® GTOAAUML -
SAVE (21) ol 0w -
PHYSIOLOGICAL loxbw, kokag éxw, | byweivw, koxdg vekpog,
STATES (23) Yuxn, TepaAuTikds | €xw, TPWYW, TLVK,
Jruxti, Bepamelio, o
GvaoTaoLg, Vekpoc
SENSORY STATES - - Gxovw, PAETW
(24)
BELIEVE (31) - - moTedw
COMMUNICATION Aéyw, BAxopnuic, Aéyw, Aéyw, Abyoc, Anréw,
(33) Braopméw, 0 vouog kal ol dwi, weptupla,
onuelov, nmpodfitat, kepailx, | papTvpéw,
émLypadn véuog kaTnyopéw, Ldaym,
ypar), dvopa,
ASSOCIATION (34) aToAbw émorlw, yoapéw -
FOLLOW (36) HaBnThc MO TG icorovbéw
RULE (37) Kaloap Kaloap, €Eovoin ~
DO (42) - - €pyov, ToLéw,
TPROOW
RELIGIOUS BaTTLONN B&ntioue, Tpoditne | mpodhTng
ACTIVITIES (53)
COURTS (56) - - KploLg
EXCHANGE (57) 8idwuL (pay), kfivaog, | idwuL (pay), dopog, | SLOwUL (give),

KUPLOG,

SidwuL (give)

KAETTNG, MLOBwTOC

Figure 4.4
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healthy, the latter is ill and in a bad state.”’> These two states are familiar to Jesus’
audiences, and they also know which one needs a doctor. Therefore, as long as these
scribes can build up the connection between the roles in this proverb and the characters
in their question, they can interpret Jesus® metaphor appropriately.”'® Another word
belonging to this domain is Yuy in Jesus’ question (to save Yuyn or to kill, Mark 3:4).
Of course, in this story even if Jesus does not heal this man immediately, he will not lose
his life. But Edwards correctly indicates that the Yyuyf mentioned here is not the life of
that disabled man but the life of Jesus himself.2!” That is to say, the intention of those
who watched Jesus in the synagogue is to destroy Jesus’ life (Mark 3:6).

Luke 5:31and 6:9 also use the words discussed above (Uyiaivw, koakdg €xw and
Yuxn). Besides them, two other Lukan texts also use words of this domain. In Luke 14:3
an infinitive Oepamedool is used as the Subject in a question. Healing is an important part
in Jesus’ ministry, but this is the only time Jesus uses this activity as the Subject for his
audiences to assess: “Is it lawful 8epanebont or not?” That is to say, in this case Jesus
explicitly puts this topic on the table. The words mentioned in the fourth text (Luke

20:35, 37) are related to death and resurrection. The words mentioned in previous three

25 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 268, 270.

216 That is to say, “it is as senseless for Jesus to shun the collectors and sinners as for a doctor to shun the
sick” (Edwards, Gaspel According fo Mark, 86).

27 Bdwards, Gospel According to Mark, 100.
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texts, including the status of the body, life, or healing, are all terms related to a physical
body, but what are mentioned here, the resurrection (dvaotaoLc) from the dead (vekpdc),
do not belong to the the scope of a visible world but to “that age.” In summary, among
all the domains in the principal class Events, words of this domain are most frequently
used in Luke (total four texts), though the sphere of experience expressed by these terms
varies.

In Mark and Luke the two domains KILL (20) and SAVE (21) may occur together
with the domain PHYSIOLOGICAL PROCESSES / STATES (23). Though both Mark and Luke
contain words of these two domains, they occur in only one or two texts. In Mark 3:4,
two infinitives are used as options in Jesus’ questions: to odoat life or to amoktelva?
Similar terms are used in Luke 6:9 and 13:33 (c@oat and dmoiéobut). No matter to whom
these verbs act on (i.e. an unspecific person or a prophet), they pertain to the vital impact
on life.

The next domain which is extensively used is COMMUNICATION (33). In Mark
words of this domain are used in four texts. In the question Jesus asks the scribes in
Mark 2:9, two infinitives are used as Subjects for comparison: eiteiv to the paralytic,
“Your sins are forgiven,” or eiely, “Rise, take up your bed and walk.” When these two

verbal activities are being compared, what Jesus concerns of course is not the difficulty
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of the action of speaking as such, but which sentence is easier to utter in public, for the
effectiveness of the utterance will be verified immediately. From this perspective, “it is
safe to pronounce the forgiveness of sins, since that statement cannot be falsified.”*!®
This indicates that “saying something” (more precisely, the content of the utterance) can
be used as the things to negotiate.

The BAaodnuie mentioned in Mark 3:28 is another term of verbal communication.
Here the word pAcodnuie is not used “in the technical rabbinic sense” but has “a wider
range of meaning, including slanderous speech against other people,”219 and this
statement is Jesus’ assessment of this type of utterance. Besides verbal communication,
the Markan Jesus also mentions communication of non-verbal types: onuetov (Mark 8:12)
and émypadn (Mark 12:16). The former is “an event which is regarded as having some
special meaning.”??® Though the exact content of the onjeiov in the Pharisees’ mind is
not addressed, it is expected “to be of a supernatural character, o t0d odpovod.”??! The
Pharisees require Jesus to communicate them in this manner, but Jesus refuses their
requirement. As to the last one, it is a kind of written language. In this story, the thing

under negotiation is the inscription of Caesar on a denarius. This dialogue reveals that

8 Rdwards, Gospel According to Mark, 79. France indicates that to regard the former as easier than the
latter “does not focus on the inherent value of the acts themselves, but on their force as proof to a skeptical
audience” (France, Gospel of Mark, 127).

% France, Gospel of Mark, 175.

20 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 443.

21 FErance, Gospel of Mark, 311.
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the Markan Jesus may use articles of his daily life as Subjects of his utterances.

In the two texts of Luke, the Subject of Luke 5:23 (i.e. the infinitive einelv) is the
same as that of Mark 2:9. In the second text, two words of this domain are used as the
Subject: 6 vouog kul ol mpodAtel in Luke 16:16 and véuog / kepale in an infinitive phrase

222
2 and

of 16:17. The former represents “a summary way of referring to OT preaching,
the latter emphasizes that OT preaching is in the form of written language (one kepaio of
vopoc). Here these written Scriptures of Judaism are used as the Subjects in Jesus’
statement.

The domain ASSOCIATION (34) is also found in both Mark and Luke (Mark 10:2,
Luke 16:18), and the terms used as Subjects are all related to marriage, including dmoAdw
and yopéw. In Mark, this word is used in the infinitive phrase of a question asked by the
Pharisees, “Is it lawful 4vdpl yuvoike amoibool?”, and in Luke 16:18 these words are
used in the participle phrases of Jesus’ statements regarding adultery (6 dmoAdwv ...).
The phenomenon that these words may be used as Subjects indicates that Jesus and the
Pharisees may talk about the topics pertaining to marriage.

Terms in the domains FOLLOW (36) and RULE / CONTROL (37) are all used by the

Jews. A word used in the former domain is pa6éntrg, and it occur in many texts as

22 Fitzmyer, Luke, 1116.
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questions the Pharisees and scribes ask Jesus (Mark 2:18, 7:5, Luke 5:33). In these
questions or statements, the Jews either criticize Jesus’ poénral for not fasting or not
observing the traditions of the elders. In the first case, the behavior of John’s pafnroi
and the ua6nrai of the Pharisees are also raised for comparison. These phenomena
indicate that the Jews are very concerned about how Jesus’ uabnrtai behave in certain
situations. The words in the domain RULE (37) include a ruling figure Katoap (Mark
12:14, Luke 20:22) and a question regarding the éovaia of Jesus (Luke 20:2). The
former is a political figure under whom Jesus and the Jews live, but the mention of him
implies that the debate among Jesus and the Jews cannot escape the sphere of
contemporary political powers. The second text concerns another ﬁgu;'e’s “right to

223

control or govern over” something.”~ What Jesus did, including cleansing the temple

and teaching in this area, reveals that he had some type of éovoiav which they were not

aware of >

and they are now investigating “who is the one that gave you this éovoiav?”
Their question reveals that besides political power the control at the religious sphere is

also mentioned in their utterance.

Another domain which is used by these two Synoptic Gospels is RELIGIOUS

*2 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 476.

24 Green states “Jesus is not a priest. He has no official role in the temple. On what basis can he engage in
actions (19:45-46) and proclamation (20:1) that counter the ‘reality’ of the temple as this has been
propagated by the temple leadership and taken for granted within Israel?” See Green, Gospel of Luke,
700-01.



121

ACTIVITIES (53). First, both books mention the fantiopa of John the Baptist (Mark
11:31-32, Luke 20:5-6), which is a specific religious activity John the Baptist did in the
regions around Jordan. Though this activity is a common experience to people of that
day, they have a different interpretation regarding its source, which is the topic Jesus
poses in his question. Another religious term mentioned by Jesus is wpodntng (Luke
13:33). Here Jesus utters a statement pertaining to a prophet, and by mentioning this
important role in the religious life of Israel, Jesus connects his own plan (I must journey
on today and tomorrow and the next day) with the role of a prophet.225

The last domain to be discussed is EXCHANGE (57). The terms used here reveal
various daily life experiences of the Jews of the day. The infinitive phrase dodvet kfivoov
Kaioopt, which is used as the Subject of the Pharisees’ question, contains two words
related to paying tax: 8idwuL and kfjvoog. This is also mentioned in Luke 20:22, and the
only difference is that Luke selects ¢0pog to represent poll tax. Besides representing the
meaning of paying tax (Mark 12:14, Luke 20:22), 6i6wuL is also used in the form of
nominal participle (6 d00¢ oo tHv &ovaiav taitny). Here 88w denote a typical

meaning of “give,” and this is also the experience of the Jews: There must be someone

25 And therefore Bock states that Jesus “sees himself functioning as a prophet” (Bock, Luke, 1248).
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(in their religious system) who can give such authority to Jesus.”?® Besides the two
topics mentioned above, the kipLo¢ of the vineyard in Jesus’ parable (Mark 12:9) also
belongs to this domain. Here k0piog represents the one who owns the property, and is a
figure not unfamiliar to the daily life experience of the Jews.
B. Comparison between John and Two Synoptic Gospels
After examining these two Synoptic Gospels, now I will compare them with the
domains used by the Fourth Gospel. Two types of domains will be addressed here (cf.
Appendix 2). One group includes the five domains which are used by both John and
these two Synoptic Gospels (domain 23, 33, 36, 53 and 57), and the other group includes
the four domains which are used by more than two Johannine texts but are not found in
Mark and Luke (domain 23, 33, 36, 53 and 57). The words in domain 15, which occur in
four Johannine texts but are used in one Synoptic Gospel, will also be briefly discussed.
The first commonly used domain is PHYSIOLOGICAL STATES (23). The only word
which is also used in the two Synoptic Gospels is found in the statement of Jesus in John
5:25: oi vekpot will hear the voice of the Son of God, and those who hear will live. In

this statement, ol vekpol does not refer to those who are physically dead (as indicated in

28 Green, Gospel of Luke, 700.



123

John 5:28 as “those in their graves”), but those who are spiritually dead.?” This is
different from the vexpog mentioned in Luke 20:35, in which this word refers to those
who are physically dead (as the seven brothers and the woman in the parable). Besides
this word, other words used in John cannot be understood in their literal meaning. For
example, the two substantives Tpudywv and Tivwy m John 6:54 cannot be understood as
physical actions. If one tries to understand these words literally, one will ask a question
similar to that of the Jews’ in 6:52. The two participles, just as the content of eating (cdpE
and olue), are only metaphors which refer to something else. Similarly, the word {w
used in a relative clause connected with the main Subject 0 &ptog (6:51) does not refer to
the substance of the material world. This comparison reveals a significant difference
between John and the two Synoptic Gospels: while the terms in Mark and Luke convey
the daily life experience of the contemporary Jews, the words in John cannot be
understood in this way.

The domain COMMUNICATION (33) is widely used in the Fourth Gospel, and the

most commonly used words are Adyoc, Aaréw, Aéyw and ¢pwin. They refer to the utterance

of somebody, including Jesus (5:24, 5:28, 7:36, 8:25, 8:37) or others (7:18). Courtroom

27 The key of this interpretation is the vdv in this verse: “the believer enters new life ... and has in the
present the life of the future age” (Keener, Gospel of John, 653). The life mentioned here is different from
the resurrection mentioned in John 5:28-29, which refer to the resurrection at the last day (Carson, Gospel
According to John, 256-58).
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language is another type of word frequently found here, including paprupia, poptupén
and katnyopéw. Most of them also pertain to Jesus’ words (5:31, 8:13 and 8:14), but
some are used to describe the one who witnesses to Jesus (5:32) or the one who accuses
the Jews (5:45). The last word related to a specific type of utterance is &udayt, but it is
also used in the Subject related to Jesus’ words (7:16).

The last two words of this domain are 1} ypa¢t in John 10:35 and the évopw in
10:25 (év t¢ 6vduatL tod matpdg pov). The former refers to “a particular passage of the
OT.”**® The fact that Jesus uses this word as a Subject means that the conversation
between him and the Jews may touch on the Scripture of the Judaism. A similar
expression is also found in Luke 16:17, in which the written Scripture (6 vépoc) is used
as Subject. The last one, dvope, is “the proper name of a person or an obj ect.”®®® This
usage is not found in the other two Gospels.

In summary, there is some similarity and dissimilarity between John and the
other two Gospels. First, among the 17 Subjects discussed in this domain, 15 of them
pertain to the words or verbal activity of some story character in the Fourth Gospel. Most
of the 15 cases refer to communication in the contemporary story world—a usage which

is also found in Mark 2:9 (Luke 5:23) in which Jesus requires the Jews to evaluate which

228 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 395.
229 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 403.
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of his utterances is easier. Second, among these 15 cases, two are related to utterances in
the future (John 5:28) or invisible world (5:45, the one who accuses the Jews before the
Father). This type of communication is not found in the two Synoptic Gospels. Third,
words of Jesus and words pertaining to Jesus occupy 14 of these 17 Subjects, and
various lexemes are used to denote them. On the contrary, in Mark and Luke the only
term pertaining to Jesus’ word is Aéyw. Finally, compared with John, Mark conveys a
more varied experience of non-verbal communication, such as the émiypadn} on a
denarius or onueiov from heaven. On the contrary, the only two instances of non-verbal
communication used in John are still related to the sphere of religion, such as 1) ypagr
and the dvope of the Father.

The two domains RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES (53) and EXCHANGE (57) are also used by
these three Gospels. The only religious activity mentioned in John is mpogritng, which is
the same as the one mentioned in Luke 13:33. This indicates that both John and Luke
talk about this specific role of their religious life. As to the domain EXCHANGE (57), the
most frequently used word is 616wt (John 5:36, 6:51, 10:29 and Luke 20:2). In Luke
20:2, it pertains to what happens in the temple, that is to say, the granting of authority in
their religious system. In John, this word is used to describe the activity of God, who

didwpL works (5:36) or the sheep (10:29) to Jesus, or describe the works of Jesus, who


http:BL5wf.LL
http:5(5wf.LL
http:OT)f.LEI.ov

126

will 6{8wyt bread for the life of the world (5:36). In all these cases 618wt describes the
activity of giving something to others.

The last domain which is used by these three Gospels is FOLLOW (36), which is
used in John 8:12 (dkoiovBéw in the participle 6 dkoiovbGv éuol). The people referred to
by this substantive are similar to the pafntric used in the two Synoptic Gospels (Mark
2:18, 7:5, Luke 5:33). All these words convey a sphere of experience of being followers
or disciples of someone, and this event is used as Subjects by all these three Gospels.

C. Domains Peculiar to John

In this section I will examine the domains that are found in more than two
Johannine texts but are at most used by one Synoptic Gospel. Five domains will be
examined here, including domain 15, 24, 31, 42 and 56.

The domain LINEAR MOVEMENT (15) is used in four texts. méunw is the most
frequently used word, and all of them are used as participles such as 6 méuyag pe Tatip
(John 5:37) or 6 méuyieg pe (John 8:26, also see 5:24, 7:18, 8:18, 8:29). Here Jesus
identifies the Father as the one who sent him, but the action mentioned in these Subjects
(méumw) is different from the linear movement used in the infinitive of Luke 13:33 (8¢l
ue ... Topeeobet). The action in Luke refers to a movement between different

geographical places, but the movement implied in John does not happen in the physical
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world for the one who sent him is a supernatural being, the Father. The other terms used
in John include 6 ... eloepyduevog (10:1-2), 6 ... dvaBaivwv (10:1), Tavteg dooL AABov ...
(10:8) and the infinitive in 10:16 (it is necessary for me dyoyeiv). The first three can be
understood literarily, and their nature is similar to the TopeieoBat in Luke 13:33. But the
final cannot be understood in this way, for it is unlikely that Jesus will “lead” real sheep.
Just as the sheep in John 10:16 should be understood metaphorically, so does the word
dyayelv used here. In summary, compared with the other two Synoptic Gospels, words
of this domain are widely used in various ways, including the movements which can be
understood literally or metaphorically.

The words in the domain SENSORY STATES (24) and BELIEVE (31) describe the
events that one senses or believes something. While the former are connected with things
regarding Jesus or the Father, including those who hear the voice of Jesus (ol
gxoloavteg ..., 5:25, 28), those who hear the words of Jesus (0 rbv. Abyov pov dkobwy,
5:24), and those who heard from the Father (6 dxovtooc mapi tod Tatpdc, 6:45), the latter
are either used independently or connected to the Father, such as 6 miotebwv in 6:47 and
0 ... moTebwy TQ TéuPawvti pe in John 5:24. By utilizing these words, the Fourth Gospel
introduces a specific group of people who sense or believe in Jesus or the Father God,

but these groups of people have never been used as Subjects by the Markan or Lukan
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Jesus.

The words in the domain DO (42) touch another sphere of human experience, that
is, the things done by someone. In the Fourth Gospel, these words are used on things
related to either Jesus or people. In the former case, these words describe the things Jesus
does, which are usually connected with the Father, just as the Subject in John 5:36 (t& ...
€pyo that my father has given me) and 10:25 (t& épye & éyw ToLd in my Father’s name).
In the latter case, these terms are used to describe humans, including those who have
done good (ol T& dyab Tolhoavteg, 5:29), those who have done evil (ot ... t& dpadic
npafavtec, 5:29), or the one who commits sin (6 ToLdv thY duaptiay, 8:34). These
Subjects indicaté that different from Mark and Luke; what Jesus and humans have done
may be used as Subjects by the Johannine Jesus.

The word used in the domain COURTS (56) is kpiotic, and is connected with Jesus
(M kploig 7 &un, 5:30 and 8:16). This coincides with what we observed in discussing the
domain COMMUNICATION (33), that courtroom language is frequently used in the Fourth
Gospel.

Words of these domains 15, 24, 31, 42 and 56 are used in more than two
Johannine texts, and this phenomenon reveals that the Johannine Jesus has conveyed

some sphere of experience that is not talked about in the other two Synoptic Gospels.



4. Words in the Principal Class Abstracts

After examining previous two principal classes, now I am going to check the

final one: Abstracts. Similar to the previous two sections, I will first examine the two
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domains commonly used by Mark and Luke, then examine how these domains are used

in John, and finally analyze the domains which are used only by John. Lexical terms

belonging to these domains are summarized in Figure 4.5.

Domain Mark Luke John
NATURE (58) KoLvlg koLvde, véog -
NUMBER (60) 800, €nta, TpAdTOg, | €TTE, TPGTOC, -
deltepog, tpltoc delrepoc, tpitog
VALUE (65) KoKOG kateEL0w, DImAde -
TIME (67) fuépe, oaPPatov fuépa, oafputov, ope, &pxn
onpepov, obplov, Ti
éxopérn, aluwy
STATUS (87) - - 80k, TLMbW,
. dobloc
MORAL QUALITIES | dyafd¢ ToLéw, GyaBomoLéw, &ya8oc, dadrog,
(88) KOKOTIOLEW, KOKOTOLEW Gdikie, dpaptio
OUAapTT
Figure 4.5

A. Domains Common to Mark and Luke

The first domain commonly used by Mark and Luke is NATURE (58). All these

words are used in the parable of Jesus, regarding sewing a piece of unshrunk cloth on an

old cloak. In that parable Jesus uses the nature of this piece, T0 kawvov, to represent this
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unshrunk piece. A similar usage is also found in Luke 5:36-37, in which besides the
word kaivde Jesus also uses véog to represent the wine that is put into the wineskin.
Utilization of these words reveals that Jesus may use the nature of substance in the
material world as the resting point of his statement.

The domain NUMBER (60) is another abstractive domain and words of this domain
are used in two texts. In the first text the term 8o is used in Jesus’ utterance regarding
marriage: ol 8o shall become one flesh (Mark 10:8). Here oi 8o is used to represent the
two individuals mentioned in 10:7, and this number creates a contrast with another
number €i¢ of this sentence (...el¢ odpke pwiov). In another passage, numbers such as émtd,
Tp&Tog, deltepog and tpitog are used to describe the ranking of these seven brothers. By
using these numbers, the Sadducees can describe their question in an organized manner.

The words in domain VALUE (65) are used in various texts, but both are related to
judgement of value. In Mark 2:21, whgn Jesus describes the result of sewing a new patch
on an old garment, he not only mentions the object itself (oylopue) but adds a description
of value before it (yeipov oytopa). The value judgement in Luke include describing some
people as those who katafLéw to attain to the age to come (Luke 20:35) or naming all the
things prized by human as t6 0ymAdv. These abstractive assessments on objects or people

are part of human life, and are used in the conversation between Jesus and the Jews.
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The domain TIME (67) is used by two Markan texts and four Lukan texts. In the
parable of wedding Jesus says that a specific fjuépa will come when the bridegroom will
be taken away (Mark 2:20, also Luke 5:35). This reflects the life experience of ordinary
people that something may happen at a specific time, though the exact time of that fuépo
is not explicated identified in the conversation. Another word of this domain is oofpotov.
This day is the seventh or last day of a week, however, in the contemporary world, this
day is “religiously the most important since it was consecrated to the worship of God.”**
In Mark 2:27, this date, which is meaningful to the religious life at that time, is used by
Jesus as the Subject of his assertion. oofpatov is also used in Luke 14:3, but here it is
used together with the infinitive 8epaneboat so that the Subject conveys a specific type of
experience, 1 coffatw Bepamebonal. Another three terms of this domain occur in Luke
13:33, in which ofiuepov, efipiov and i) &xouévn are consecutively mentioned.”! These
three days are tightly connected to the context of situation where Jesus speaks, that is to
say, they “underscore Jesus’ design to continue on his current course without

interruption.”*** The last one is alv ékeivoc in Luke 20:35. The word aiwy refers to “a

20 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 652.

21 BDAG §3353.

2 Green, Gospel of Luke, 536. There is a similar phrase in 13:32, ofipepov kel abpiov kel tf Tpity, but it is
pot necessary to harmonize it with the phrase in 13:33 as Marshall suggests in Marshall, Gospel of Luke,
572. While the former can be understood as “figurative way to speak of a quick succession of events”
(Bock, Luke, 1247), the later is simply an expression on what Jesus plans to do in the context. In the
coming three days (today, tomorrow, and the day following) he must continue his course, until one day he
arrives in Jerusalem, which is his destination.
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unit of time as a particular stage or period of history,”**>

and the phrase ailav ékeivog is a
unique expression in NT for ‘the age to come.’** In Jesus’ statement this term is used to
describe a specific group of people belonging to that era. From these examples we can
see that words of this domain are used in various ways: some terms are connected with
the context in which Jesus speaks (oofpotov, ofjuepov, alplov, 9 €xouévy), some refer to
unspecified future days (fjuépe) or even the time after life (alowv éxelvog).

The final common domain is MORAL QUALITIES (88). In Mark 3:6, two terms of
this domain are introduced: is it lawful on the Sabbath ¢ya8ov ToLfioetL or kexomorfiooL?
These terms represent typical distinction on moral quality, and mention of these terms

indicates that healing has its moral meaning.**’

In 3:28 Jesus uses another word,
apeptnue, which is what “someone has done in violating the will and law of God”**
and is the most common expression of sin. After this, Jesus mentions two specific types
of sin and indicates that all sins will be forgiven except a specific type of BAaodnuie (i.e.
blasphemy against the Holy Spirit). These instances reveal that moral judgement is the

sphere of experience that may be touched in the conversation of the two Synoptic

Gospels.

23 Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 648.

24 Marshall, Gospel of Luke, 741.

35 France correctly indicates that “this positive aim is assumed to override the definitions of ‘work’ which
scribal ingenuity had devised.” See France, Gospel of Mark, 150.

26 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 774.
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B. Comparison between John and these Two Synoptic Gospels
Among the five domains discussed above, two are used in the Fourth Gospel. The
first one is TIME (67). In John 5:25 and 5:28 Jesus twice utters “cpo is coming.” The time
referred to in these two Subjects is different: while in 5:25 it means now, in 5:28 it
means sometime in the future. What Jesus says here is: at this specific point something
may happen. Another word dpyn is part of the answer Jesus speaks to the Jews (thy
Gpynv 6 TL kel AeAd Ouiv [8:25]). This term Ty dpyrjv refers back to sometime in the
past, and at that time Jesus already tells the Jews who he is. It is noteworthy that the
terms discussed here do not refer to a specific moment or era in the story world (e.g.
cofifatov, ofjuepor or alwv ékelvog), but to a relative time. That is to say, different from
the Markan or Lukan Jesus, the Johannine Jesus does not use these specific terms of time
in his utterance.
The domain MORAL QUALITIES (88) is another domain that is also used by John.
Four words of this domain are used in John, including dya8dc, padrog, &dikie, and
apoptio. Some words listed above also occur in Mark and Luke, and this overlap
indicates that all these three Gospels may touch the sphere of experience regarding moral

qualities.
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C. Domains Peculiar to John

In the principal class Abstracts, only the domain STATUS (87) is used in more than
one text. The first word is 50w, which is used either in a Subject regarding the 5680 of
Jesus (1) 86« pov [8:54]), or a person who seeks the 56&a of another one (6 {ntdv thy
80Eav 10D Tépdiavtog abtév [7:18]). In both cases this word means that a status of honor is

37 Another word with similar meaning is tipdw, which is used in

assigned to a person.
the Subject of John 5:23 (6 twuav tOv Li6V). The usage of these words indicate that
honoring Jesus himself or the Father is a topic which is not addressed in either Mark or
Luke, but is repeatedly mentioned in the Fourth Gospel.23 8
Conclusions

Now I am going to examine the implications of these data. From the semantic
domain comparison in Figure 4.2, we can see that the Subjects used by the Johannine
Jesus and those used by Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels have some significant differences.
Although the domains shared by all three of these Gospels are not few (23% of the total
domains used), the number of domains peculiar to the Fourth Gospel is fairly high,

representing 30% of the total domains used. This data would seem to indicate that the

experiential meanings that are being negotiated in these two groups of Gospels are quite

37 1 ouw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 734.
2% Another word belonging to this domain is SodAoc.
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different. But is this really the case? I will approach this question from three
perspectives.

First, one major finding in this chapter is that, in comparison with the dialogue
participants in Mark and Luke, those in John are more inclined to speak in either 1% or
2% person. The Johannine Jesus’ strong tendency to speak in 1% person (5% vs 24%) is
especially meaningful, for it indicates that the Fourth Gospel depicts Jesus as someone
who explicitly puts himself forward as a Subject for negotiation. This data invites us to
consider the possibility that the Johannine Jesus may be speaking about the same
realities as Jesus in Mark and John, albeit using a more explicit manner involving the use
of the 1™ person and the use of Subjects which are directly related to him. For example,
while in Mark 2:20 Jesus utilizes a parable of a bridegroom to indicate that his ministry
on earth is limited (6 vuudiog will be taken away), in John 7:33 Jesus explicitly tells the
Jews “I will be with you a little longer.” Facing the criticism of the Pharisees that
BeeAlePolA €xel, Mark’s Jesus replies to them with parables in which Barotiele and oikio
serve as Subjects, implicitly indicating that he does not have a demon (Mark 3:24-25).
However, the reaction of the Johannine Jesus is different: facing a similar accusation by

the Jews, he explicitly says éyw daipdviov odk €xw (John 8:48). In a final example, the
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Markan Jesus uses 6 olvog to represent his teaching (Mark 2:22),2* but the Johannine
Jesus again explicitly uses ©} éun 8iduxr| as the Subject of his statement. These examples
illustrate that while the Synoptics depict Jesus as using various approaches (e.g. parables
or sayings) to expound the truth, John depicts Jesus as someone who explicitly puts
himself at the center of his teachings.?*°

We also find that, even when the lexical terms used by John and the Synoptics are
different, they are sometimes related to the same sphere of experience. For example, in
Mark 12:20-22 various numbers are used (€ntc, Tp@Tog, deltepog, Tpitog) by the Jews in
their question regarding what will happen év tfj dvaotacer (Mark 12:23). No words of
the domain NUMBER (60) are used in the Fourth Gospel, but in John 5:28 Jesus explicitly
mentions the dSpe is coming when all who are in their graves will hear Jesus’ voice and
will come out. The thing that is mentioned in Mark (dveotaoic) refers to the same sphere
of experience that is talked about by the Johannine Jesus (i.e. resurrection). The
difference is that while in the Markan conversation resurrection is only the background
information behind the debate, in the Fourth Gospel Jesus explicitly talks about this topic

by connecting himself to the specific dpa when all the dead will be raised. The

%9 France, Gospel of Mark, 142.

20 «Ag F. F. Bruce notes, the Synoptics present what Jesus did and said; John, while also relying on
historical tradition, is more concerned to tell us who Jesus was and what he meant” (Keener, Gospel of
John, 79).
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Johannine Jesus is concerned with this fundamental topic, and he himself is the key
person who will enact the resurrection. The comparison of Mark 2:17 and John 5:37 also
illustrates the overlap between these two Gospels. In Mark 2:17, Jesus uses a 1 person
Subject and asserts that odk fABov kaAéont Sikaiovc. Here Jesus uses this verb AA8ov but
does not describe the nature of his coming to the world. However, in John 5:37, Jesus
explicitly indicates the nature of his coming: God is the one who sent him (0 mépag pe
motrip). While the Markan Jesus describes the purpose of his coming, the Johannine
Jesus focuses on the nature of his coming. These examples illustrate the sort of
experiential connections that exist between John and the Synoptic Gospels: they may talk
about the same sphere of experience in different ways because of different purposes,
therefore utilizing different lexical domains in their grammatical Subjects.

Finally, both the Johannine Jesus and the Jesus in the Synoptic Gospel use
everyday imagery to refer to things in the Kingdom of God. Therefore, although the
imagery used by them is someﬁmes different, the Subjects in fact refer to the same
realities. One good example is Tatrip in the Fourth Gospel (e.g. John 6:57) and the
&vBpwmog in Jesus’ parable (Mark 12:1). Both lexical terms refer to God.

In conclusion, from my semantic domain analysis, I have observed that the

Subjects in the Synoptic Gospels are experientially different from those in the Fourth
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Gospel. However, this does not mean that the things under negotiation between these
two groups of Gospels are unrelated. It is possible that the Johannine Jesus and Jesus in
the Synoptic Gospels talk about the Kingdom of God in different ways, and that the
specific Subjects that Jesus chooses to negotiate fulfill the context of situation in which
these gospel stories are told. This suggestion echoes the words of Keener that “John
seeks to be faithful to his historical tradition by articulating its implications afresh for his

own generation.”?*!

241 Keener, Gospel of John, 79.
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In this chapter, I will analyze clause complexes, treating each free finite clause as

the center of a clause complex and examining the type and quantity of each dependent

clause. First, I will examine the quantity of various clause complexes, including those

with expanding clauses, those with projected clauses, and those with both of them. In the

second and the third part, I will scrutinize the type and quantity of these dependent

clauses. In the final part, I will examine the recursion of these clause complexes, that is to

say, how these individual elements are connected together to form a clause complex.

1. Clause Complex Analysis

There are 504 free clauses in the three Gospels, and they can be categorized

according to the types of supporting information connected to them (Figure 5.1)

90% -
80% -

60%
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

@ with expansion

m single free clause

Mark {132}

Luke (97) John {275}

Total 504 free clauses

Figure 5.1
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Several phenomena are observed in this figure. First, in the Fourth Gospel 70% of
moves are composed of single free clauses, but the percentage is higher in Mark (77%)
and Luke (81%). That is to say, speakers in the Fourth Gospel are more inclined to use a
clause complex to make a move. Second, the major cause of this distinction is the
difference in the number of expanding clauses. While 23% of the free clauses in the
Fourth Gospel contain expanding clauses, the percentage is lower in Mark (17%) and
Luke (12%). Third, projection is also found in these three Gospels, but only at a low level
(between 3% and 5%). Finally, very few clause complexes (around 2% to 3%) contain
both expansion and projection.

In the next section, I will compare the type and quantity of expansion used in each
Gospel.

2. Expanding Clause Analysis

Expanding clauses can be distinguished into two major categories: bound finite
clauses and bound non-finite clauses. The former are finite clauses that are connected to a
primary clause by various types of subordinating conjunctions, and the latter are
participle clauses that are used to modify the verb of a primary clause (i.e. adverbial

participle clauses). Among the 142 bound clauses in these three Gospels, 122 are either



adverbial participle clauses or are clauses initiated with subordinating conjunctions.

The percentage of each type is summarized in Figure 5.2.
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From this chart we can find a significant difference in the types of bound clauses

used by John and by the other two Synoptic Gospels. In the Fourth Gospel 96% of bound

clauses are bound finite clauses, and only 4% are adverbial participle clauses. However,

in Mark and Luke, while the percentage of bound finite clauses (65% and 69%) is still

higher than that of adverbial participle clauses (35% and 31%), the difference between

these two groups is not as large as that in the Fourth Gospel. These data illustrate that the

two story characters in the Fourth Gospel seldom use adverbial participle clauses to

provide supporting information. Instead, bound finite clauses are frequently used when

242 Another 20 bound clauses are parafactically connected to their preceding bound clauses with a

coordinate conjunction (e.g. kol or &¢), and their features are defined by the bound clause which they

connect to.
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they construct clause complexes. In the following discussion, I will examine these two
types of clauses in sequence.
A. Adverbial Participle clauses (Bound Non-finite Clauses)

In the Gospel of Mark, adverbial participle clauses are used in nine conversations.
As mentioned previously, bound clauses serve to support propositions and proposals, and
this Gospel reveals how this structure can be used in various ways to provide supporting
information. In some cases, the speaker may use a participle clause to provide
information related to the finite verb of the primary clause. In this structure, these verbs
constitute a series of actions: the main verb is the point of focus, and the supporting
information provided by the participle clause makes clear the meaning of the main verb
of this clause complex.**® This type of ﬁsagc is found in several Markan texts. In Mark
3:27 the participle clause ei¢ Thv oikiav ... elgeABuv is uttered before the main action
drapmaoet. The action drapmaoal is the point of focus, and the participle complements
what happens before this main activity. This usage is frequently found in the utterance of
a story or an event. For example, in the parable of the wicked tenants, Jesus twice uses

the participle AaBdvtec to describe the preceding action of the main verb &eipay (12:3)

3 As to the sequence of a participle and a finite verb, see the discussion in Porter, Idioms, 188.
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and gnécrewar (12:8).°%

Sometimes a participle clause does not describe a series of movements, but
provides supporting information that is semantically related to the primary clause. This is
found in the participle clauses used in the test case of the Jews (Mark 12:20-21). In 12:20,
the participle aroBvijokwy precedes the main clause o0k ddiikev onépua. This indicates
that the concern of the Jews is that no children were left when a certain situation occurs
(BmoBviokwy). In 12:21, the main verb dnéBavev precedes the participle clause pn
kataAlTov onépue. In this case, the participle is used to describe the accompanying
situation when the second brother died, that is, no children were left. In the first case
(12:20), the participle clause can be translated as “when ...” but in the second case
(12:21), the participle clause simply provides supporting information but cannot be
categorized into a specific semantic consequence.?*® Similar to the function of 12:21, the
two participle clauses in Mark 7:1-13 also serve to provide information related to the
main clause. The focus of Jesus’ condemnation in Mark 7:8 is kpateite thy Tepadooiv...,
but the participle clause (ddévteg Thy évtoAfy ...) reveals contrastingly what they

246

abandon simultaneously when they decide to maintain their tradition.”™ The participle

4 Sometimes the action described by the participle occurs simultaneously with the action of the main verb.
An example is Aéywv in Mark 12:6 and 12:26.

245 Therefore, most English version (e.g. NASB, NRSV and NIV) simply translates it as a participle and
does not add any conjunction. ... ;

28 France, Gospel of Mark, 285. France indicates the three contrasts in these two sentences:
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clause in 7:13 (dkvpodvreg tov Adyov ...) follows immediately after the primary clause in
7:12 (obkétL dblete ndrov...). This participle clause does not have a temporal relation
with the primary one, but serves to provide supporting information. That is to say, Jesus
not only indicates what the Jews do in 7:12, he also describes the meaning of their action
with a participle clause. In these two utterances, no obvious semantic relationship is
found between these two actions. Jesus simply juxtaposes the participle clause with the
primary one so that the meaning of the latter can be uttered more precisely.

Adverbial participle clauses are used in five conversations of Luke, and four of
them are used to describe events that occur in sequence. Luke 6:4 and 20:29 afe standard
examples of this type. In the former case, Jesus mentions that David took and ate the
bread (toug &ptoug ... AaPwv €payev), and in the latter case, the Sadducees says that the
first brother married and died childless (AaBwv yuveike &néBavev ...). The finite verb is
the point of focus, with the participle clause providing information regarding its
preceding action. The structure in Luke 5:39 (miwv madaidv 6érel véov) is similar: the
position of the participle clause and the primary one indicates the sequence of these two

events, and Jesus argues that it is impossible for things to occur in this sequence.?*’ Luke

adévteg ...kpatelte; EvtodMy ...mapddoaLy; Beov ...4vBpdTwY.
7 From this point of view, it is reasonable that some English translation adds an “after” before the
dependent clause (NASB, NRSV).
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13:32 also mentions two events which occur in sequence. What is special here is that this
participle is connected to Jesus’ command (TopevBévteg €inate Tf dAwmekt taty). There
is only one command in Jesus’ utterance—speak to Herod, but without going first, they
cannot carry it out. This participle (ropeubévtec) is an action accompanying the major
command (einate). The only adverbial participle clause which does not function in this
way is the one in Luke 20:36. Here the participle clause tfic dvaotdoewe viol bvteg does
not have a temporal relationship with the primary clause vioi eioiv 6eod, but serves to
provide supporting information for the main clause. However, from the context we

248

cannot define a specific semantic relation between these two events.” In summary, both

types of usage are found in Lukan conversations.
The quantity of adverbial participle clauses in the Fourth Gospel is much smaller
than that in Mark and Luke (see Figure 5.2), and among these three cases only one is

uttered by Jesus. Compared with the two Synoptic Gospels, The Johannine Jesus seldom

249

uses this type of clause.”™ The only place where Jesus uses this structure is John 5:44, in

which a non-finite bound clause 868av mopi GAAMAwY AxpBavovteg is uttered before Jesus’

250

condemnation to the Jews (tfjy 86Eav ... o0 {nreite).” This free clause is the point of

% Therefore, NASB and NRSV directly translate it as a participle (being sons of the resurrection). It’s not
necessary to add a conjunction such as “since” (NIV) to specify their semantic relation.

% Among the nine adverbial participles in Mark, seven are used by Jesus, and among the five in Luke,

four are used by Jesus.

® Here I follow the suggestion of Barrett to connect the participle Axpfdvovtec with the finite verb {nreite,
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focus, and this participle clause does not have a specific semantic relationship with the
major clause but serves only to provide some supporting information. This usage is
similar to the participle clause in Mark 7:8 (ddpévteg thy évtoAny ...). The other two
adverbial participle clauses are uttered by the Jews. In John 7:15, the participle clause 1
pepadnkag is added at the end of their question (1&g obtog ypauuata oldev), and in John
10:33, the participle clause &vpwmog Qv is inserted within the free clause ob ... Tore€ic
ceavtov Bedv. In these two cases, the adverbial participle introduces an event that has
some semantic relation with the main clause, though the relation is not explicitly
specified.

From the discussion above we have observed that while Mark and Luke may use
adverbial participle clauses to describe actions in sequence (three times in Mark and four
times in Luke), John never uses adverbial participle clauses in this way. The possible
cause of this phenomenon is that the Johannine Jesus seldom tells stories or parables,
which are the occasions in which such usage of adverbial participle clauses is usually
found. Besides the significantly lower proportion of this structure in the Fourth Gospel,

this different usage is another important difference between John and the two Synoptic

and do not follow UBS4 to connect the participle with the question néd¢ §0vaobe bueig motebont. See
Barrett, Gospel According to John, 261. John 5:44 will therefore be translated as “How can you believe?
Accepting glory from one another, you do not seek the glory that comes from the one who alone is God.”
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Gospels.

B. Subordinate Conjunctions (Bound Finite Clauses)

A total of twelve subordinate conjunctions are used in the dialogues between

Jesus and the Jews. Among these twelve conjunctions, four are used in three Gospels,

two are used in two Gospels, and another six occur in only one Gospel—three in Mark or

Luke, and another three in John. This information is summarized in Figure 5.3.

Mark Luke John

Adv Pt 9 (35%) 5(31%) 3 (4%)

el 5 (19%) 3 (19%) 12 (15%)
12197 3(12%) 1 (6%) 17 21%)

drow 3 (12%) 1 (6%) 3 (4%)
dre 1 (4%) 1 (6%) 1 (1%)
{va 4 (15%) 11 (14%)
dtL 3 (19%) 23 (29%)
&g 1 (6%)

KOG 6 (8%)
&mou 2 (3%)
8oog 1 (4%)

Gamep 2(3%)

¢ 1 (6%)
Total 26 16 80
Figure 5.3

(1) Conjunctions used by three Gospels

In this section I will discuss the three conjunctions i, &&v and dtow. The fourth

conjunction 6te will not be addressed here because its number of usage is very low, only
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once in each Gospel.
®ci

The first conjunction to discuss here is €i. The proportion of this conjunction in
these three Gospels does not differ much, ranging between 15% and 19%. Since the
usage in Mark and Luke is similar, I will discuss them together. One standard usage is
found in Mark 3:26, in which Jesus adds an €i clause before the free clause ob Slvatat
otfjvat. This el clause is a first class conditional (ei + indicative verb), that is to say, Jesus
uses this bound clause to confine his statement because it is true only under certain
conditions. Besides this usage, sometimes i is combined with other particles. In Mark
2:21-22 (also Luke 5:36-37), the protasis simply contains three words ei 8¢ pr and does
not have its own finite verbs. That is to say, Jesus does not use a new assertion as the
supporting information of this clause complex but uses a simplified negation as the
protasis of this move.?!

The case in Mark 2:7 (also Luke 5:21) is different from the examples discussed
above. Here the question (ti¢ 80vatol ...) is uttered first, followed by the bound clause €l

pn €lg 6 Bedg. The combination of el and p1j denotes the meaning of “except,” and the

Jews add this bound clause to exclude €l¢ 6 6ed¢ from the question they ask. The final

! France indicates that “cl & 1, following a negative statement, has the effect of ‘but if he does’ or
‘otherwise™ (France, Gospel of Mark, 141).
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case (Mark 8:12) is an unusual one, for it contains only an €i clause and does not have a
corresponding main clause. As discussed previously, this sentence reflects the structure
of a suppressed self-execration in which the apodosis is left out and only the i clause
remains. In summary, in the five €l clauses of Mark four different types of usage are
found, and among them only Mark 3:26 is a standard first class conditional clause.

What we find in the Fourth Gospel is quite different from what we have just
observed in Mark and Luke. Among the twelve €l clauses used in John, eleven of them
are either first or second class conditional clauses. The former is found in seven
positions.”>? For example, the words Jesus speaks to the Jews in John 8:39 (€l tékva tod
"ABpady €ote) and the words the Jews speak to Jesus in John 10:24 (el ob €l 6 xprotdc)
belong to this category. The assertion in a protasis is “for the sake of argument” and may
be true or false.”>® By adding this conditional clause, the speaker indicates that the
statement expressed by the primary clause holds true only in some certain condition. As
to the four conditional clauses of the latter group,”* they are “contrary-to-fact
conditionals.” The words uttered by Jesus in these four instances, including €i éniotebete

Muwioel (5:46), €l éuc fiderte (8:19), €l 0 Bedg mathp Ludv v (8:42) and el TudAol fte

22 John 5:47, 8:39, 8:46, 10:24, 10:35, 10:37, and 10:38
233 porter, Idioms, 256~57.
254 John 5:46, 8:19, 8:42 and 9:41.
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(9:41), are all contrary to the facts.?> That is to say