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ABSTRACT

Toward a Functional Description of New Testament Greek Conditionals
with Special Reference to the Gospel of John

Rocky H. Fong

McMaster Divinity College

Hamilton, Ontario

Doctor of Philosophy (Christian Theology), 2014

Historically, the study of NT Greek conditional statements has predominantly set
its focus on the Mood and Tense of the protasis. More recently, semantic approaches
based on the speaker’s viewpoint, or attitude, have also been adopted, to classify
conditionals either as statements of assertion or projection. As such approaches are
based on a limited number of linguistic features and functions, they offer only a partial
understanding of conditionals. Most grammarians also largely ignore the wider contexts
of the biblical texts and conditionals’ rhetorical function.

The purpose of this study is twofold: to critically examine current methods of
describing and classifying conditionals to propose a new method based on theory of
language and the analytical framework of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL); and to
apply the proposed interpretive framework to analyze selected conditionalé found in the
Gospel of John, exploring how Jesus uses conditionals to persuade his audience and how
conditionals serve the persuasive purpose of the Gospel. Instead of following the

conventional lines of investigation, this thesis adopts Systemic Functional Linguistics’

multi-stratal structure and multi-functional concept of language. Structurally, the
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interpretive framework expands from the units of words and clauses to those of clause
complexes. All three major functions of language (ideational, interpersonal, and textual)
are included as part of the total meaning. An analytical interpretive framework is then
set up and applied to selected conditionals in John 3-11.

Based on the evidence such as the choice of the Mood, thematic structure,
logico-semantic relation, grammatical intricacy, clustered and consecutive conditionals,
and conditionals as topic and summative statements, it is concluded that the conditionals
Jesus uses present a strongly persuasive case for the author’s purpose of writing. On one
hand, the conditionals that Jesus uses rebut the Jews’ charge of blasphemy and make a
convincing case for his Christological claim. On the other hand, conditionals by Jesus
also provide his audience and the reader of John with a different viewpoint (an alternate
world) to understand the deeper meaning of faith and discipleship. Johannine
conditionals perform the function of persuading the reader of John toward faith and

spiritual growth in Jesus (20:31).
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Conditional statements have always posed significant difficulty for
grammarians,’ particularly those who study New Testament Greek. At the end of their
introductory paragraph on the classification of NT conditional sentences, Blass-
Debrunner state, “The lack of any generally accepted terminology (in classical and NT
studies) makes easy reference difficult. The classical grammars are also hopelessly at
variance.””? Another NT grammarian, A. T. Robertson begins his discussion on
conditionals sentences as follows: “No hypotactic clause is more important than this.
For some reason the Greek sentence has been very difficult for students to understand.
In truth, the doctors have disagreed themselves and the rest have not known how to
0. More recently, in concluding his discussion on conditional statements in the
context of Greek verbal aspect, Stanley Porter adds,

There probably will never be a scheme for conditionals that will meet

with the approval of all grammarians, but formal criteria utilizing

attitudinal and aspectual semantics provide a helpful basis for

advancing discussion of the protasis. Establishing the exact relation

between protasis and apodosis is more difficult, since there are no firm
criteria by which such an analysis may be made.*

! Haiman writes, “Neither linguists nor philosophers have suggested a coherent explication for ordinary-
language conditionals; most have not even entertained the notion that such an explication is possible.”
Haiman, “Conditionals are Topics,” 564. Likewise Funk states, “It has always been a task, both attractive
and difficult, for linguists to determine basic categories of conditional sentences which are specific
enough to be helpful in the description of a particular language and, at the same time, broad enough to
make languages comparable and to enable the transfer of complex meanings from one language to
another.” Funk, “Semantic Typology,” 365.

2 Blass-Debrunner, Greek Grammar, 189.

3 Robertson, Greek Grammar, 1004.

4 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 320.



The challenge to describe conditionals in a coherent manner stems from a
number of sources. First, the nature of conditionals is inherently complex. All
conditionals by their very nature involve statements that may or may not be true. That is
why “if” is chosen to signal the uncertainty. The uncertainty involved may be due to a
number of reasons: ignorance of the speaker, the nature of the supposition, the choice by
the hearer, the course of events, or simply a matter of futurity.’

The other challenge comes from the complex phenomenon of human language.
In understanding the meaning of language in use, linguists have recognized the
significant relationships between meaning, form and function, and how meaning is
expressed in various linguistic constructions or levels, such as the clause and the units
that are below and above the clause, and in different context of situations.® The study of
NT conditionals is further complicated by the fact that NT Greek is an ancient language
and the modern method being used may not be totally applicable.

Simply from the point of view of linguistics, it requires the mobilization of a lot
of grammatical resources to express the meaning of if. And it requires at least the same
amount of resources, if not more, to explain and understand how a speaker uses if in
various communication contexts. The level of complexity and challenge is even higher

when we are studying an ancient language like NT Greek.

3 See Boyer, “Second Class,” 84. For an overview of how various disciplines (linguistics, psychological,
and philosophical and logical) approach conditionals, see Ferguson, et al., “Overview,” 3-20.

S For example: Berry et al., Meaning and Form; and Martin, English Text, Brown and Yule, Discourse
Analysis, 35-67.



1.1 Purpose of Study and Thesis

1.1.1 Purpose of study

The purpose of this study is twofold. The first purpose is to take a critical look at
some of the methods of describing or classifying conditionals. These approaches
include: the temporal and probability approach based on Moods and Tenses of the
protasis,’ the attitudinal or aspectual approach,® classification based on Speech Act
Theory,” and most recently, conditionals as framing devices based on discourse
grammar.'® Then a new proposal is offered based on the theory of language and the
analytical framework of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL).!" The goal is not
necessarily to overturn existing classification schemes, but to demonstrate that they only
describe some of the linguistic features and functions of New Testament conditionals
and these classifications are done without a central, unified framework.

In order to understand conditionals fully, an approach that is based more on a
comprehensive linguistic theory, such as Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), is
needed. By adopting a SFL approach, the primary apparatus for describing the meaning
of conditionals includes not just the grammatical features of Moods and Tenses of the
protasis. The analysis is carried out with the underlying premise that the “architecture”
of language consists of different strata: expression, content, and context. And meaning is
expressed through three primary functions: Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual

Functions.

’ For example: Burton, Moods and Tenses, 100-12; Blass-Debrunner, Greek Grammar, 188-91; Boyer,
“First Class,” 75-93; “Second Class,” 81-88; and “Third (and Fourth) Class,” 163-75.

8 Zerwick, Biblical Greek, 100-13; Porter, Verbal Aspect, 291-320.
’ Young, “Classification of Conditional Sentences,” 29-49.

10 Runge, Discourse Grammar, 227-33.

1 See p. 46 below.



As NT Greek grammarians typically focus on how conditionals are classified
according to grammatical forms, rather than on how they function in context, the second
purpose of this study is to apply the new interpretative framework to the conditionals of
John’s Gospel in context. What has also been overlooked is the important function of
conditionals as rhetorical or persuasive devices especially in John’s Gospel, where the
highest frequency of conditionals among the four Gospels occurs.

As the following chart shows, John contains a total of 102 conditional
statements, or 41% of the total number of conditionals in all the Gospels.'* The

frequency is 4.9 conditionals per chapter, also the highest among the four Gospels.

. Matt
Conditional 71 29 251
Chapter 28 16 24 21 --
Cond./Chap. 2.5 1.8 2.0 4.9 --

In order to understand the persuasive power of conditionals, one can turn to
Gamaliel's speech to the Jewish council in Acts 5 To respond to his fellow Jews
concerning the apostles' preaching, Gamaliel first cites previous failed political attempts
by rebels (5:36-37). After stating that the council should leave the apostles alone (v
38a), he puts forward two consecutive conditionals to support his case, a Subjunctive in
v 38b, immediately followed by an Indicative in v 39°

Acts 5:38b-39
0tL €av M €§ avopoT®v N BovAn aitn 1| T0 €pyov 10010, KUTOALOGETL,
€l 8¢ €k 00D €0TLV, 0V dLVIOECHE KUTUADG UL KVTOVG

...for if this plan or this action should be of human origin, it will be overthrown,
but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow them

12 See Appendix 1, p. 268, for the distribution of the conditionals in each Gospel.



A more detail analysis of these two conditionals is found in section 2.2.1 of this
study But at this point, it is noted that Gamaliel’s use of conditionals is deliberate. He
makes indirect statements based on different kinds of suppositions or conditions. The
sequence and the supposition of an éav + Subjunctive conditional (“of human origin”),
followed by an €1 + Indicative conditional (“of God”) is intentional. He first makes a
hypothetical case (v 38b) concerning the human origin of the apostles’ preaching and
evangelising without personally committing to whether or not the supposition is true.
Then, he presents another case as an assumed to be true situation,"® that is, the divine
origin of their action (v 39), and warns his audience of the dire consequence of
disobedience (that is, fighting against God). As a result of Gamaliel’s speech, the
members of the Council were persuaded (EneiocOnoav they were persuaded). Other NT
examples of the persuasive function of conditionals include: Matt 12:26-29; 18.1-20; 1
Cor 15 12-19; and Gal 1 8-10.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is two-fold. to develop a new model of
interpreting conditionals, and to apply the knowledge of conditionals based on the new
model to Johannine conditionals, particularly how Johanninne conditionals in context
achieve the persuasive purpose of John’s Gospel (John 20:31)."*

1 1.2 Thesis

The descriptions of New Testament conditionals based on Moods and Tenses,
attitudinal semantics, Speech Act Theory, and discourse grammar do not adequately
model a unified and coherent conceptualization of what language is and how it

functions. The general task of interpreting conditionals is also weakened by its lack of

'3 More about this type of Indicative conditional (type 1) will be explained later in this study

- For rhetorical studies of John’s Gospel, see Warner, “Rational Persuasion,” 153-77; and Edwards, “The
World Could Not Contain,” 178-94,
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in-depth understanding of how they function as clause complexes in context. To remedy
the situation, Systemic Functional Linguistics’ stratum-function analytical framework is
used in this study. Johannine conditionals will be studied primarily on the content
stratum (consisting of semantics and lexicogrammar) and according to language
functions (Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual). This study argues that Jesus uses
conditionals to persuade his audience and Johannine conditionals are used polemically

and didactically to persuade the readers of John to put their faith in Jesus.

1.2 State of Research

1.2.1 Greek New Testament Conditionals

Conceptualization of language. Before reviewing the state of research of New
Testament conditionals, it will be helpful to first understand how grammarians
conceptualize the language of NT Greek as a whole and how they organize conditionals
in their grammars. This will enable the conditionals to be located in their wider
linguistic context.

New Testament Greek textbooks and studies primarily adopt three different
conceptualizations of language. The first is a word-based approach. Divided into
different “parts of speech,” it focuses on words as the fundamental unit of description.
E. D. Burton’s grammar is an example,'’ Zerwick'® and Turner'” also adopt a similar
approach. With this kind of language conceptualization, the Mood and Tense in the

protasis occupies the central role in the understanding of conditionals. Therefore, it is

15 Burton, Moods and Tenses.
16 Zerwick, Biblical Greek, 100-13.

1 . . .
7 Turner, Syntax, 113-16, where conditional sentences are subordinated under “Subordinate Clauses,”
which in turn is subordinated under “The Subjunctive,” and “Moods” respectively.



not difficult to see that the description of conditionals suffers due to the omission of
other equally important linguistic features.'®

The second kind of conceptualization is the compositional approach, under
which the framework of analysis uses such divisions as word groups, simple clauses,
and sentences, including simple and complex sentences as the unit of composition. Such
a view is reflected in Stanley Porter’s NT Greek grammar where he divides his work
into two main sections: Part 1 “Words and Phrases" and Part 2 “Clauses and Larger
Units.” “Conditional Clauses” is located between “Relative Clauses” and “Indirect
Discourse” in Part 2."° According to such organization, the general division moves up
from smaller to larger units of composition, with Discourse Analysis (Chapter 21) being
last.

Blending the parts of speech with the compositional approach, K. L. McKay
emphasizes the verb, as is suggested by the title of his work, 4 New Syntax of the Verb
in New Testament Greek, and shown by the contents of the first six chapters. These
chapters include Voice, Aspect, Tense, and Mood.?® From Chapter 7 (“Sentences,
Simple and Complex”) he adopts the compositional approach; Conditional Clauses
follow the chapter on Relative Clauses and precede the final chapter on Concessive
Constructions.”' Conditional clauses are thus a subcategory of complex sentences. And
in Daniel Wallace’s Greek grammar textbook, the section on “Syntax of Words and
Phrases” takes up the bulk of the work (the first 655 of a total of 764 pages), with

“Syntax of the Clause” taking up the last approximately 110 pages, under which

18 See critical reviews by Porter in Verbal Aspect, 292-93, and Tjen in On Conditionals, 56, 62-63.
" porter, Idioms, 254-67.
2()McKay, New Syntax, 1-66.

21 McKay, New Syntax, 163-74. Likewise, Moule begins the study of sentences in Chapter X111 Relative
Clauses in his grammar, /diom Book, 130. Chapter XIX Conditional Clauses is found on pp 148-52.
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conditional clauses, along with volitional clauses, are grouped under “Special studies in
the Clauses.””

The shift from word-based analysis to composition unit conceptualization is
characterized by two main features. First, the unit of analysis expands from primarily
single words (class of speech) to larger word groups such as clauses and sentences.
Language is properly conceptualized based on its overall architecture. Larger spans of
text (clauses, for example) are instead considered the basic units of meaning.
Conditional statements are analyzed not only according to the Mood and Tense of the
protasis, but also according to how clauses are semantically related. But there lacks a
central, theoretical linguistic underpinning and methodology to organize language and,
in particular, to place the conditional statements within the scheme of organization. As
Louw lamented in the 1990s, New Testament Greek grammars suffer from, “a lack of

proper methodology and a satisfactory linguistic theory.””

Such a deficiency is
evidenced by Peter Cotterell and Max Turner’s Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation.
Their work utilizes a topical approach to language and lacks a proper rationale
explaining how language or meaning is organized. Discussions of semantics, words,

discourse, and sentences crisscross one another.”* The theoretical framework adopted is

eclectic and random. Linguistics topics include the meaning of discourse, lexical

2 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 679-712. It is not clear why conditionals and commands and prohibitions
are “special.” The predominant focus on parts of speech can also be seen in older grammars such as Blass-
Debrunner’s Greek Grammar. Of the total 500 pages, only the last 20 pages (pp. 239-63) deal with
features that are under the broader framework of sentences. Cf. Funk, Beginning-Intermediate Grammar,
2:679-88, who subordinates conditionals as follows: Short Syntax > Adverbial Clauses > Conditional
Sentences. Likewise, Smyth, Greek Grammar, 512-36: Syntax > Complex Sentence (hypotaxis) >
Conditionals Clauses.

23 Louw, “New Testament Greek,” 165.

4 For example, semantics in Chapter 2 “Semantics and Hermeneutics,” discourse in Chapter 3
“Dimensions of the Meaning of a Discourse,” and word study in Chapter 4 “The Use and Abuse of Word
Studies in Theology.” Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics, 37-128.



semantics, discourse analysis, including Speech Act Theory, and non-literal or
metaphorical language.”> Along with the previously mentioned Greek grammars, it can
be concluded that the phenomenon of language is still not fully comprehended. And the
description and understanding of conditionals suffer from a lack of a scientific linguistic
framework that is principled and systematic.*®

The third and final approach to language and its use is based on the semantic
concept of text or discourse.”” While some NT grammarians are reluctant to explore
discourse analysis,?® others have made some notable contributions.” For example, in
Steven Runge’s Discourse Grammar, grammatical features are organized into three
main groups of discourse devices, namely, forward-pointing, information structuring
(emphasis and framing), and thematic highlighting. Accordingly, “Conditional Frames”
belong to one of the information structuring devices that provides an explicit frame of
reference that sets the stage for the clause that follows. Runge writes, “Positioning the
conditional as a frame of reference highlights the contingency of the main clause, which
otherwise might have sounded like an affirmation until the condition or exception was

read at the end.”* He illustrates the strength of adopting discourse grammar as follows,

25 . L .
See also Black, Linguistics and New Testament Interpretation.

26 Louw also writes, “various grammars after Debrunner all merely repeat what has been said and what is
already known. Consequently, it stands to reason that people would think that we have all the
facts....While publications (articles, monographs, books) with a modern linguistic approach are no longer
rare, commentaries and publications on Biblical theology reflect only a superficial acquaintance, if any,
with modem linguistics.” Louw, “New Testament Greek,” 162, 163-64. For an example of a linguistic
model, particularly on the representational function, see Biihler, Theory of Language, 30-39.

“The fundamental starting point of discourse analysis is that language is not used in isolated words or
even sentences, but occurs in larger units called discourses.” Porter, Idioms, 298. See also Louw,
“Reading a Text,” 17-30.

28 For example, Matthews, Syntax, xix; Wallace, Greek Grammar, xv.

29 . . . . . R

See Porter, Idioms, 298-207; Callow, Discourse Considerations; Levinsohn, Discourse Features,
Porter and Carson, Discourse Analysis.
30 Runge, Discourse Grammar, 228.
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Much of the grammatical discussion can be compared to trying to use

only one adjective to describe a plastic drinking straw. Some might

argue it is long, other might say it is round, while still others might

insist it is hollow. Each viewpoint looks at only one aspect and thus

fails to capture an accurate representation of the whole.”'

Unlike most grammarians, who consider conditional statements individually, Runge
includes consecutive conditionals (Rom 8:13a, 13b; 1 John 1:6-10) as well as
conditionals with multiple clauses (Jas 2:2-4). In his analysis, such conditionals allow
the speaker to ensure that the audience will not miss the point and make the overall
proposition compelling.*> However, Runge does not explore how conditionals, single or
multiple, function within sections of texts. Moreover, what he classifies as the function
of “information structuring” or framing is only one of the many functions of
conditionals. As will be shown later in this study, at different levels of the text,
Johannine conditionals also function as what Runge calls “thematic highlighting”
devices.

This brief survey shows that the conceptualization of the language in NT Greek
is typically fragmented and compartmentalized. NT grammarians tend to treat
conditional statements solely according to the grammatical concepts of Moods and
Tenses, or the basic composition unit such as the clause. Even with the broader
framework of discourse, the description does not do justice to the multifaceted meanings
that these conditional sentences express.

Definition of conditional statement. The complex nature of conditional

statements does not allow a simple description to capture its full range of meaning. The

following survey shows that while only some NT grammarians include conditionals

31 . e
Runge, Discourse Grammar, xviil.
32 .
Runge, Discourse Grammar, 231.
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statements in their works, the task of describing or defining conditional statements is far
from being simple. For the ease of discussion, the survey is divided according to two
main complementary concepts in conditionals. grammatical and rhetorical functions.

(i) Grammatical definition. In general, conditionals are defined by identifying

their two-part construction or structure, consisting of the protasis and the apodosis:

The protasis. the conditional, or subordinate, clause, expressing a
supposed or assumed cased (if). The apodosis: the conclusion, or
principal clause, expressing what follows if the condition is realized.
The truth of the conclusion depends on the truth or fulfillment of the
conditional clause. **

Wallace attempts to make the semantic relation between the protasis
and the apodosis more explicit as follows. “[C]onditions can be defined
semantically in terms of the overall construction (cause-effect, evidence-
inference, etc.) as well as the individual components (supposition and

consequence).”*

His description highlights the logical or semantic relation that
constitutes the statement as a whole, in addition to simply relying on the
features of Mood and Tense of the protasis. Similarly, Funk also points out that
the semantic relations of conditionals may be broadly categorized under logic,

time, “reason and consequence,” etc.” Later in this study, these semantic

categories will become the subject of further investigation.

i Smyth, Greek Grammar 512. See also Burton, Moods and Tenses, 100; Funk, “Semantic Typology,”
369-70; Porter, Idioms, 255, McKay, New Syntax, 163.

34 Wallace, Greek Grammar 682.
o Funk, “Semantic Typology,” 370.



12

Instead of following the terminology of first, second, third, and fourth
class conditionals that many New Testament grammarians adopt,*® this study
will adopt the following description: the Indicative type 1 and type 2
conditionals (replacing the first and second classes), the Subjunctive
conditional (replacing the third class); and the Optative (replacing the fourth
class). The Indicative Future will be considered as a separate class. In naming it
according to the Mood, the misconception of these classes as hierarchical (first,
second, and third class) is avoided. The new terminology also makes the kind
of supposition that these conditionals are based more explicit (Indicative = real,

Subjunctive = hypothetical or notional).

In addition, the distinction between “particular” and “general” conditionals is
also to be discarded.’” Such a categorization has no basis in grammar and adds an
unnecessary distinction to the understanding of conditionals.*® The same also holds true
for the so-called implied or implicit conditionals, with constructions such as
circumstantial and substantival participles (Heb 2:3; Matt 5:6), and the imperative (John
2:19).* They do not exhibit the formal markers such as the conditional particle (v or
€l [if]), nor do they follow the normal selection of Moods and Tenses in the protasis.

There is no need to interpret these statements as conditionals. For example, it is better to

36 For example, Funk, Boyer, Porter, and Wallace. See also Ledgerwood, “Greek First Class
Conditional,” 99-118 and Armitage, “Exploration,” 365-92.

3T ep particular supposition refers to a definite act or to several definite acts, supposed to occur at some
definite time (or times)...A general supposition refers indefinitely to any act or acts of a given class which
may be supposed to occur or to have occurred at any time.” Goodwin, Syntax, 139. See also Burton,
Moods and Tenses, 100-101; McKay, New Syntax, 142-45, 167-73.

38 Robertson, Grammar, 1005-1006. Boyer also finds “no discernable distinction” in form in the NT
Greek that identity these two types. The distinction, if exists, depends on the subject matter and the
interpreter’s opinion. Boyer, “Third Class,” 172-75. See also Zerwick, Biblical Greek, 111.

39 For example, Boyer, “Other Conditional Elements,” 184-86; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 687-88.


http:2:19).39
http:conditionals.38
http:discarded.37
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interpret Matt 5:6 Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for righteousness, for they
shall be satisfied as: the reason those who hunger and thirst are blessed is because (071
[for]) they shall be filled. The formal choices by the author should be respected and
maintained. If the writer wanted to use a conditional, he or she would have done so.
There is no need to reframe the statement as an “explicit” conditional or to create such a
category.

(1) Rhetorical definition. The “meaning” of conditionals goes beyond what is
expressed by the grammatical features of the protasis and the semantic relation of the
compound clause structure. Conditionals are also rhetorical devices for argument and
persuasion. People use conditionals to influence personal beliefs and actions through
logic and hypotheses, and the audience is expected to make inferences, draw
conclusions, or act in particular ways. A rhetorical description of conditional statements
is given by Ferguson et al.:

Conditional (if-then) constructions directly reflect the characteristically

human ability to reason about alternative situations, to make inferences

based on incomplete information, to imagine possible correlations

between situations, and to understand how the world would change if

certain correlations were different.*

In other words, not only do conditionals portray events and reality, they also
have equally important social and personal dimensions. People use conditionals to
persuade others to think or behave in certain ways. Conditionals are often used in

debates and arguments to prove what is right, what is wrong, and what such conclusions

entail. One finds many examples of conditionals in polemic and didactic settings in the

40 .
Ferguson, et al., “Overview,” 3.
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New Testament, including John’s Gospel.*' However, NT grammarians have overlooked
such rhetorical functions of conditionals. This study will attempt to remedy this
deficiency by analyzing selected conditionals of John within the context of its purpose
(20:31).

The above description of conditionals shows that conditionals have multiple
functions. In addition to the grammatical features of Moods and Tenses that depict
reality (events and happenings), additional clausal or semantic relations should also be
considered. Moreover, as language in use, these clause complexes, as single or multiple
statements, also play a very important rhetorical role in debates and expositions. A fuller
description or definition that takes into consideration all of the above-mentioned aspects
in relation to the functions of language is therefore needed.

Theories and classifications. This section will examine seven (7) major theories
on conditionals. With the exception of some of the earlier theories by Farrar, Goodwin,
and Gildersleeve that deal with ancient Greek in general, the remaining theories are
directly applicable to the Greek New Testament. Furthermore, most of these theories do
not operate in isolation. They are often included or refined by later grammarians as part
of their grammatical analyses. For example, the attitudinal-based classification is closely
related to the Mood-based classification (see Mood-based classification and Attitudinal
semantics below). For the sake of clarity, they are treated as separate entities. Similarly,
although these theories are organized chronologically in the main, in reality they do not

follow an exact sequential order.

! Other NT writings that contain high frequencies of conditionals include Galatians (20 conditionals in
six chapters) and the letter of 1 John (22 conditionals in five chapters).


http:Gospel.41
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(i) Probability-based classification (1876). The four classes of conditionals
according to Farrar are as follows. (a) €1 + Indicative: the likelihood of fulfillment is not
indicated by the speaker, (b) €dv + Subjunctive: the fulfillment of the conditional is
considered “plausible,” (c) €l + Optative the fulfillment is simply considered “possible,”
and (d) €1 + secondary Indicative—Indicative + ¢ v- the fulfillment is considered

impossible.** They are listed as follows.

... Py
Possibility/neutral €l + Indicative -
Slight probability/perspective  €6v + Subjunctive --
Uncertainty/potential €l + Optative Optative + &v

Impossibility €l + secondary Indicative Indicative + dLv

Farrar lays the ground for future classification schemes along the lines of the
mood of the protasis. However, as will be adopted later in this study, his “Possibility”
and “Impossibility” in fact are not separate categories of conditionals. The latter belongs
to a subcategory under the Indicative mood. Although he did not cite biblical texts,
Farrar’s notion of fulfillment appears to be generally in line with NT conditionals. The
significance of the choice of Mood in conditional statements is further developed by
grammarians such as Robertson, Boyer, and Porter (see sections Mood-based
classification and Attitudinal semantics below). But in spite of the significance of Mood
in the protasis, it must be noted that Mood is only one of the many key linguistic
features that constitute NT conditionals.

(i1) Time-based classification. It was W Goodwin (1873) who divided

conditionals into two main temporal groups. The first group consists of present and past

. Farrar, Greek Syntax, §§194-213. See also Robertson, Grammar 1005, Wakker, Conditions, 111 12;
Tjen, On Conditionals, 60-61
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conditions. They include: (1) those that imply nothing as to the fulfillment of the
condition, further subdivided into “particular” and “general” conditionals, and (2) those
that imply that the condition is not or was not fulfilled, or future conditionals, further

subdivided into “more vivid” and “less vivid.”** They are tabled as follows.

. _ Protasis Apodosis
Present and Past
1/ Implying nothing as Particular €1+ Indicative Unrestricted
to fulfillment General. (i) €0v + Subjunctive (i) Present Indicative
(ii) €1 + Optative (ii) Imperfect
2/ Non-fulfillment €1 + past form Indicative &v + past form Indicative
Future
1/ More vivid £ov + Subjunctive (incl. €1 + Future
Future)
2/ Less vivid €l + Optative ov + Optative

The problem with Goodwin’s theory is that it adopts a strictly temporal approach
to the Greek tense, that is, the present tense represents present action, the imperfect
tense depicts past action, and the future tense (and Subjunctive mood) expresses the
future. Such a narrow view of the Greek tense fails to acknowledge how tenses can be
used to express actions of more than one temporal reference. For example, the present
tense can be used as a historical present: John 6:5 Jesus said (A€yel Pres. Act. Ind.) to
Philip, and 6:12 he said (A€yer Pres. Act. Ind.) o his disciples Furthermore,
Subjunctive conditionals do not necessarily imply future events, as the following
conditionals show"

1Cor 13 1-3

‘Eav taig YAOGoOg TOV GvOpoTtmv AaA® (Pres Act. Subj)
Kol €av €y (Pres. Act. Subj.) Tpo@nTEiay

KOV youiocn (Pres Act. Subj.) TAvTo T& VTEPYOVTE LOV

2 Goodwin, Syntax, 139-42. His discussion is based on Attic Greek. Greek grammarians who have
adopted his approach include Burton (New Testament) and Smyth.
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If I speak with the tongues of human

if I have the gift of prophecy

if I give all my possessions

Furthermore, Goodwin also tends to assume that the Greek language operates
very much like English and Latin. In only four pages, he refers to “as in English or
Latin” or “the Latin” or “in English” four times, drawing comparisons between two
ancient and one modern languages. Such an assumption prevents understanding of
Grecek as a language that possesses unique grammatical categories and structures that
may not have counterparts in English or Latin.** Goodwin takes into account neither the
verbal system of Mood nor other grammatical and semantic features of Greek
conditionals.

(i11) Mood-based classification. Subsequent to Goodwin’s theory, Gildersleeve
(1876) advances a different classification scheme for four different types of conditionals
based on the Mood of the protasis, namely, Logical, Anticipatory, Ideal, and Unreal.®®
(a) The Logical conditional (g1 + Indicative) is based on fact, and asserts an “inexorable
connection” between the two parts of a statement. (b) The Anticipatory conditional (Ev
+ Subjunctive) describes the action in the protasis as “anticipated,” or yet to happen in
the future. This type of conditional is preferred whenever the temporal relation of the

actions is to be emphasized.*® (c) The Ideal conditional (el + Optative) describes what is

possible or what the speaker wishes for. And finally, (d) the Unreal conditional (gl +

*4 See also the critique of the distinction between the Subjunctive and Optative mood by Pritchett in
“Conditional Sentence,” 1-4. See also Porter, Verbal Aspect, 291-93; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 706-707.
For a discussion on whether the imperfect tense is used for a present contrary to fact (non-fulfillment)
condition and the aorist and pluperfect for a past contrary to fact condition, see Boyer, “Second Class,”
85-86.

43 Gildersleeve, “Future Indicative...and the Subjunctive,” 5-23.

4 . . ..
6 See also examples in Pritchett, “Conditional Sentence,” 7, f.n. 20.
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secondary Indicative + (Lv) expresses what is contrary to fact or unrealized. These four

types of conditionals are summarized below

. Protasis ;fprdéi.
Logical €l + Indicative Unrestricted
Anticipatory £0v + Subjunctive Unrestricted
Ideal €l + Optative Optative with &v
Unreal €l + secondary Indicative Indicative with &v

Gildersleeve’s theory has become influential among classical and NT Greek
grammarians.”’ The choice of Mood (Indicative, Subjunctive, Optative) m conditionals
clearly reflects how a speaker adopts a particular viewpoint of what is being described in
the protasis. Recent New Testament Greek grammarians also adopt a similar approach
in their research on conditional statements. Boyer (1981-83) identifies the two types of
Indicative conditionals as the first and second class conditionals, with the Subjunctive

and Optative as the third and fourth class respectively as follows:*®

& .  Protasis | ' Apodosis
First class/logical connection €l + Indicative Unrestricted
Second class/contrary to fact €l + secondary Indicative Indicative with &v
Third class/future €dv + Subjunctive Unrestricted
Fourth class €l + Optative Optative with é&v

A number of Boyer’s findings are particularly noteworthy First, the first class
conditional does not mean “true to fact” but mainly affirms a logical connection

between the protasis and apodosis. If the former is true, the latter is logically true also.

47 Grammarians influenced by him include, Pritchett, “Conditional Sentence,” 1 17; Robertson,
Grammar 1004; Blass-Debrunner, Greek Grammar 188-91, and Cooper lII-Kriiger, Attic Greek, 1:730-
41, 2:1053-61

= Boyer, “First Class,” 75-114; “Second Class,” 81-88; “Third (and Fourth) Class,” 163-75; “Other
Conditional Elements,” 173-88.
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Sometimes the connection is that of cause and effect, but not always, as the following
example shows:

1 Cor 15:44
Ei €6T1v 0®UOL YOYIKOV, E6TLV KL TVEVUTIKOV.

If there is a natural body, there is also a spiritual [body].

According to this example, Paul’s statement obviously does not mean that the natural
body causes or produces the spiritual one, but he simply affirms the logical connection
between the two phenomena.*

Second, Boyer maintains that in most cases, a Greek imperfect tense in the
second class protasis indicates a present-time condition, with emphasis on its durative
verbal aspect; an aorist or pluperfect verb simply indicates a past-time condition. As the
following example illustrates, the imperfect tense verb depicts the Jews’ state of

unbelieving as present and continuing.*®

John 5:46

el yop émotevete (Impf. Act. Ind.) Movoel, éniotedete (Impf. Act. Ind.) &v
guot wepl youp EUoU €keivog Eypanev.

If you believed Moses, you would believe me; for he wrote about me.

Boyer also overturns Dana and Mantey’s hypothesis that the third class
conditional is the “more probable future conditional,” in contrast to the fourth, or the
“Less Probable Future Conditional.”! He also successfully demonstrates that while the
third class conditional fits the category of “doubtful, contingent, or potential,” it does

not support the idea that different degrees of potentiality exist among these conditionals.

49 Boyer, “First Class,” 81-82.

>0 “(John 5:46) is speaking of a present situation which is not true; (the Jews) are not at that moment
believing. The Imperfect tense used is a durative tense. They are in a state of unbelieving which is
presently continuing but of course it has already been in existence long enough to be known as untrue.”
Boyer, “Second Class,” 85.

51 Boyer, “Third Class,” 167-70; Dana and Mantey, Grammar, 165-67.
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Out of a total of 277 examples, 120 (42%) are shown to support such a conclusion. In
other words, the degree of probability or potentiality is not inherent to the third class
(Subjunctive) conditional, but instead is based on other contextual features.

However, Boyer’s characterization falls short of exhibiting a central, unified
linguistic framework. The term “logical connection” (first class conditional) is used to
describe the semantic relationship between the protasis and the apodosis. Yet, there is no
mention of the nature of the same relation in other types of conditionals, that is, the
second and third class. And unlike the first and the second class conditionals that
primarily adopt the category for portraying reality or experience, the term “future”
adopted for the third class conditional suggests a temporal category.

Boyer has convincingly demonstrated that the third class (Subjunctive)
conditional does not express the degree of potentiality or probability. However, naming
such conditionals as “future” conditionals’® is inconsistent with the type of category
used in the first and second class conditionals and does not accurately describe its

function. The atemporal aspect of the Subjunctive conditional is illustrated as follows:

Matt 5:13
Tuelg €éote 10 QAo Thg yTic €dv 88 10 dhag popovef, év Tivi ahictoetoy,

You are the salt of the earth; but if the salt has become tasteless, how will it be made
salty again?

Matt 5:23
EXv 0OV TPOSPEPTS TO d®POV cov EML 10 BuciuoTiplov kKaxKel pynodfig 01t 0
aded@Og ooV £XEL TL KAUTX GOD,

If therefore you are presenting your offering at the altar, and theve remember that your
brother or sister has something against you

The phenomenon of losing of saltiness (5:13) and the act of presenting an offering and

remembering an offense (5:23) simply depict hypothetical situations without any

52 Boyer, “Third Class,” 166.
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temporal distinction. They may take place in the past, present, or future. In sum, Boyer’s
analysis shows that conditionals have multiple functions that operate on different levels.
However, his analysis and classification scheme lacks a coherent linguistic theoretical
framework.>*

(iv) Attitudinal or aspectual semantics. Instead of classification schemes based
simply on temporality (Goodwin) and Mood (Gildersleeve), recent research in
conditionals has adopted the linguistic category of attitude or modality. As Palmer
(2001, 2007) explains, aspect is concerned with the nature of event, particularly in terms
of its ‘internal temporal constituency,” and modality is concerned with the status of the
proposition that describes the event.>* In a similar vein, Gonda also utilizes the Greek
mood as a linguistic category that characterizes the speakers’ subjective attitudes and
opinions.*® And among NT grammarians Zerwick was one of the first to apply
attitudinal semantics to conditionals. He states,

The ‘moods’ or manners of envisaging the action regard the degree of

actuality which is attributed to it, or rather, its relation to actuality....The

‘moods’ thus express various mental attitudes to the reality of the act in

question. It is of great importance not to lose sight of this subjective

character possessed by the moods no less than by the aspects. What

matters is how the act is conceived by the speaker, not its objective
2356

>3 Like many other grammarians, Boyer approaches conditionals with somewhat pre-determined
categories and uses generally accepted examples to support his argument. There is no general theory of
language to explain or support his approach or his analytical framework. Unlike Boyer, Funk’s (1985)
approach is more inductive and theoretical. He begins his discussion with three conditionals by Jesus: (1)
Luke 6:32 And if you love those who love you, what credit is that to you? (ii) John 14:28 If you loved me,
you would have rejoiced, because I go to the Father; for the Father is greater than I. and (iii) John 14:15
If you love me, you will keep my commandments. He then uses formal linguist categories to show how
these three “if you love” conditions are different from one another. Funk, “Semantic Typology,” 365-413.
> Palmer, Mood and Modality, 1. He goes on to write that the use of the Indicative and the Subjunctive
moods in many European languages can be accounted for the classification of “assertion” and “non-
assertion” respectively. Mood and Modality, 3. See also, Lunn, “Evaluative Function,” 419-49.

35 Gonda, Indo-European Moods, 3.

3% Zerwick, Biblical Greek, 100.
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Most recently Porter (1989) has further developed this concept as part of his
aspectual approach to Greek verbs. He describes Greek conditionals under two broad
categories. The first category is Assertion which is further subdivided into (a) assertion
for the sake of argument (€1 + Indicative) and (b) assertion to the contrary (i +
secondary Indicative). The second category is Projection, which he subdivides it into
three groups. (a) with no reference to fulfillment (Ecv + Subjunctive), (b) with
contingency for fulfillment (€1 + Optative), and (c) of expectation of fulfillment (g1 +

future Indicative).”’ These categories are summarized below

= ;Isrotasis ~ Apodosis
Assertion
(a) for the sake of argument el + Indicative Unrestricted
(b) to the contrary €l + secondary Indicative  Indicative with &v
Projection
(a) with no reference to fulfillment £V + Subjunctive Unrestricted
(b) with contingency for fulfillment €1 + Optative Optative with é&v
(c) of expectation of fulfillment €l + future Indicative Unrestricted

The following conditionals by Jesus are used by Porter to illustrate the assertions
for the sake of argument.

Matt 26:39, 42
TGTEP LOV, EL SVVOTOV EGTIV, TUPELOAT® G £LOD TO TOTHPLOV TODTO

TATEP LOV, €L 0V dVvOITaL TODTO TOPELBETY EGLV UT| ODTO TTi®
My Father if it is possible, let this cup pass from me
My Father if it is not possible for this to pass by unless I might drink it

In Jesus’ consecutive conditional statements (g1 + Indicative), the possibility that the

“cup” (the cross) will be taken from him is simply assumed (humanly speaking). There

- Porter, Verbal Aspect, 294-320.
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is no factual evidence concerning whether or not the Father will indeed remove his
suffering.’®

An illustration of an assertion to the contrary conditional is found in the
Pharisee’s conditional in Luke 7:39.

Luke 7:39
gl MV TPoPNING, £YIVOCKEV &V TIg KA TOTATT 1 YUvi) TG GRTETOL QOTOD,
O6TL aAuOPTOAOG £0TIV.

If this man were a prophet he would know who and what sort of person this woman is
who is touching him, that she is a sinner.

In the above conditional (€1 + secondary Indicative), the way the speaker (the Pharisee)
frames his statement implicitly denies Jesus is a prophet, even though he is truly one.
The difference between assertion and projection is illustrated in the following

examples, both of which consist of double (Assertion and Projection) protases:

Luke 16:31
el MoioEmng Kol TAV TPoeNTAV 0VK GKoVoLoy, 008 E&v TG EK VEKPOV
avactf Telcnocovion.

If they did not listen to Moses and the prophets, neither if someone might rise from the
dead will they be convinced.

John 13:17
el TadTo 01daTE, HOKAPLOl €6TE Qv TOLHTE QLOTC.

If you know these things, you are blessed if you do them.
Regarding Luke 16:31, Porter remarks,

[TThe first protasis, using the Indicative, is the unmarked of the two
hypotheses, asserting for the sake of argument an event that is within the
realm of possibility (and quite possible of past reference)... The second
protasis, using the Subjunctive, projects an event not only beyond the

% In trying to illustrate the point that conditionals are often use to communicate indirectly what would be
harsh if communicated directly, Wallace sees the Matthean parallel (Matt 26:39) as “an expression of
agony” and “an implicit request that already knows it cannot be filled.” Wallace, Greek Grammar, 703-
704. But such an interpretation is unnecessary. The plain and direct interpretation of these statements as
(first class) conditionals in fact portrays the very difficulty of Jesus’ not knowing whether the impending
suffering of the cross is avoidable or not.
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realm of the brothers’ experience, but an event beyond the expected, with
no comment on whether in fact it could occur.”

Similarly, in John 13:17, the second protasis (doing what Jesus says) is a projected
thought. There is no comment on whether the disciples will indeed do so or not (of
course, ideally they will). In the second protasis (€6.v + Subjunctive) of both
conditionals, projections are made without reference to fulfillment.*’

The aspectual approach has advanced another aspect of the use of Mood as the
formal feature for understanding Greek conditionals. The meaning of conditionals is
understood in addition to the purely referential meaning in terms of time and type of
action to personal or attitudinal meaning. And the meaning of a conditional has less to
do with objective reality and more to do with how a speaker chooses to frame his or her
argument. How a speaker “frames” his or her attitudes and opinions is an appropriate
starting point for understanding the semantics of conditionals.

The following chart is based on Porter’s aspectual approach and shows the
various conditionals in relation to the continuum of degrees of hypotheticality, originally
adopted by Tjen.®' Tt represents the range of the possibility of realization of the protasis
from neutral (Indicative 1.) to “possible and not more than that” (Optative). But as there
is no Optative conditional in John’s Gospel, the attention of this study will be given to

the Indicative and Subjunctive conditionals.

> Porter, Verbal Aspect, 309.

60 A complete form of projection with contingency for fulfillment (€1 + Optative) conditional is not found
in the NT mainly due to the fading out of the Optative in Koine Greek. See Tjen, On Conditionals, 48-55.
And only approx. 12 examples of projection of expectation of fulfillment (€1 + future Indicative) are found
in the Greek NT. See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 312-16. The majority of them appear in Pauline letters: Rom
11:13-14; 1 Cor 3:15; 9:11; 2 Tim 2:11-13; and 2 Cor 5:1-3. None of these appear in John’s Gospel.

61 Tjen, On Conditionals, 67.
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. _ Descripion = . Degree of Hypotheticality
Indicative I. Unmarked or neutral condition unmarked, neutral
II. Counterfactual condition not possible
Subjunctive III. Projection very well possible
Optative IV Projection with contingency for possible and not more than that
fulfillment

The strength of Porter’s description of conditionals lies in the attention that looks
beyond probabilities and tenses. What occupies a central role in the meaning of
conditionals is the attitude of the speaker or the way the speaker “frames” the state of
affair or action aspectually in the protasis. However, since meaning does not reside in
single words (or lexis) alone and since conditionals typically include two or more
clauses, the understanding of the fuller and more complex meaning of conditionals lies
beyond the verb of the protasis or even the protasis itself. As this survey continues, the
focus will shift from the protasis and its referential meaning to the entire conditional
construction, including the semantic relation between the protasis and the apodosis.

(v) Semantic relation. The classification of the semantic relation between the
protasis and the apodosis in conditionals appears to be one of the most challenging areas
for NT grammarians. The key issue lies 1n the lack of a unified linguistic framework for
describing this category and connecting it with other grammatical features of conditional
statements, as Boyer’s study indicated. What some have done is primarily to analyze the
semantic relation based on logic but without giving any attention to the conditionals’
grammatical features such as Mood and Tense.

But published in 1903, H. C. Nutting studied the order and modes of conditional

thought, and identified three kinds of conditional sentences: (a) the Consequence and
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Proviso are that which “flash through the speaker’s mind simply and naturally” (b) the
“artificial” conditional, where a person “thinks up” but does not express his true
sentiment at all, and (iii) that which is comparable to a mild prohibition (“I would not do
that, if I were you”), and strictly speaking, is not an expression of conditional thought.®*
Nutting also identified three modes, or manners, of conditional thought, but did not
explain how these manners of thoughts are applicable to the conditionals. But he seems
to suggest that these manners of conditional thoughts belong to the first two kinds of
conditionals (Consequence and Proviso, and “artificial”’). Consequently there exist some
confusion and misapplication of categories in subsequent studies of conditionals and
semantic relation.

The three types of conditional thought are: (a) The cause and effect relation,
which is simply “the coming to pass of one event is (will be, etc.) followed by the
coming to pass of another.” (b) The ground and inference relation, which is the opposite
of cause and effect, and (c) the relation of equivalence, which takes the form of “A is
B,” with the subject matter of the conditioning group defined or characterized by that of
the conditioned group.®® It must also be noted that Nutting also includes a section on
“An application to Latin and Greek,”®* but discussion on Greek conditionals is minimal.
The great majority of his examples, however, are English sentences. There was no
mention of any significant differences between English and NT Greek, such as the

Greek Mood (Indicative, Subjunctive, Optative), Tense, and verbal aspect.

62 “The third category contains those conditional sentences which are not the expression of conditional
thought at all. We may even question whether we should not include in this class such stock expression as,
‘I would not do that, if I were you.”” Nutting, “Order,” 160.

63 Nutting, “Modes,” 284-95.

%% Nutting, “Order,” 149-57.
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Over half a century later, G. van W. Kruger (1966) applied Nutting’s concept to
his study of NT conditionals, adding the additional category of “Adversative" or
“Concessive.” The following lists these categories with examples.®

(i) Cause and Effect

Matt4:3 B

€l v10¢ £l 100 80D, gine Tva ol AiBor ovTOL APTOL YEVOVTOL.

If you are the Son of God, command that these stones become bread.

(ii) Ground and Influence

Matt 11:23

kot oV, Kagapvoaodp...€l év Zodopotg eyevnonoay ol duvauelg oi
YEVOUEVOLL €V ©O1, ELEIVEV GV UEXPL THG CTLEPOV.

And you, Capernaum...if the miracles had occurred in Sodom which occurred in you, it
would have remained to this day.

(iii) Equivalence

Jas 1:23

£l TIg oucpoowng koyov £0TIV KOl 0D nomnrng, ontog £o1kev GvdpL
KOTOVOOOVTL 10 TPOSHOTOV THg YEVECEDG AVTOD €V £50TTPY

if someone is a hearer of the word and not a doer, he or she is like a person recognizing
his natural face in the mirror

(iv) Adversative/Concessive

John 1:25 -

i ovv Pantilelg €1 6L 0VK €1 6 YP1oTog 0VSE HAlag 003 O TpoPNING;

Why then are you baptizing, if you are not the Christ, nor Elijah, nor the Prophet?

The few grammarians who use these categories are somewhat tentative toward
the validity of the classification scheme. Porter writes, “a number of examples could be
categorized differently,” and “a number to which these categories do not seem to

apply.”®® Likewise, in his use of Nutting and Kruger’s categories, Wallace also

concludes, “these (semantic categories) are not entirely distinct,” “there is much overlap

65 Kruger, Conditionals, 101-115.

66 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 320. Examples include John 4:10 (cause and effect?); 8:36 (equivalence?) ;
21:22-23 (adversative?).
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between them,” and it is important for the student “to #ry to distinguish, if possible,
these three nuances.”®’

Such uncertainty and lack of clarity arise from at least two sources. First,
Nutting’s method of categorization is inconsistent. The first two types, cause and effect
and ground and inference, are logical connections. But the third type of connection,
equivalence, is grammatical: the grammatical subject of the protasis and the apodosis
are the same. The two different types of connection are therefore not consistent. Second,
Nutting’s analysis is based on the English language, not on Greek texts. NT
grammarians have uncritically accepted his schema without carefully examining the
semantic relation between the two languages. They have also overlooked Nutting’s basis
for such categories, as primarily from his first group of conditionals (Consequence and
Proviso). The result has been the exclusion of the Greek Subjunctive (hypothetical)
conditional from Nutting’s original discussion.

Pritchett and others have noted that unlike the Indicative conditional, the
Subjunctive conditional typically features a temporal, rather than a logical, semantic
relation.®® However, this has yet to be tested. Thus, as complex clauses, the NT Greek
conditionals (Indicative, Subjunctive, and Optative) lack an accurate and coherent
theoretical framework that describes their semantic relations. The interpretation of
conditionals is a complex task. A complete understanding requires more than simply
applying the referential meaning of the protasis or how the speaker frames it; complete
understanding requires a more principled description of the semantic relation between

the two parts of the statement.

67 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 684.
68 Pritchett, “Conditional Sentence,” 7.
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(vi) Speech Act Theory. Richard Young (1994) describes the essence of Speech
Act Theory in the following statements: “The meaning of an utterance is conveyed
through the interaction of many components. Language is merely one part of the whole
process, a part that cannot be isolated from other parts if the intent is to discern
meaning.”®® He also writes,

Speech act theory is concerned more and more with what people do

with language than with what the words mean. For example, an

utterance may request, instruct, assert, or command something...In

Mark 15:18 the soldiers were not honoring Jesus when they cried out,

‘Hail, King of the Jews’; they were mocking Him. The words were used

to perform a particular act. What the words literally mean is something

quite different from what the speaker meant by them.”®

In his NT Greek grammar textbook, rhetorical questions, relative clauses, and
conditional sentences are grouped together in Chapter 15 under the title, “Special
Sentences and Clauses.” Conditional sentences are further subdivided into traditional
classification and semantic analysis (real and rhetorical conditionals).”*

Real conditionals are based on “‘the real world of action or thought that one may

have to deal with.” They are divided into Confrontation and Projection as follows.

6 Young, NT Greek, 2. His Greek grammar textbook may be roughly divided into three parts: parts of
speech (chaps. 1-13), sentences (chaps. 14-15), and linguistic analysis (chaps. 16-18).

70 Young, NT Greek, 265. See also Austin, How fo Do Things; and Grice, “Logic and Conversation,” 41-
58. Recent application of Speech Act Theory in NT conditionals includes works by Ledgerwood, “Greek
First Class Conditional,” 99-118, and Armitage, “Exploration,” 365-92.

7 Young, NT Greek, 225-30. A similar approach is found in Dik’s semantic study of conditionals where
he adopts the two main categories of Propositional conditionals and Illocutionary conditionals. Dik,
“Semantics of Conditionals,” 233-61. Dik states, “Propositional conditionals present the truth of one
proposition, ¢, as a sufficient condition for the truth of a second proposition, B (cf. Van der Auwera
1985). In other words, they claim that in a picture in which o is true, P is also true...Illocutionary
conditionals specify a condition with respect to properties of the speech act currently performed by the
speaker. They thus have a ‘meta-communicative’ character.” 242-43, 53. See also Wakker, Conditions
and Conditionals, 227-74.
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Type | Description . _Example
Confrontation Indicative mood; confrontational situation; second class Gal 1:9
excepted
Projection Subjunctive, optative, future protasis; the speaker projects Gal 1.8

the situation beyond what is normally expected

Rhetorical conditionals, on the other hand, are those in which the speaker is not
posing a conditional on the real world but is using the form and logic of a conditional
for other purposes. And there are at least eight types of rhetorical conditionals.”* Two

types of conditionals, Argumentation (Luke 7:39) and Manipulation (Matt 4:3), are

discussed below

Type Description . - ¢l
1 Assertion A type of strong assertion, when the “then” clause does not  Heb 4:5
logically follow the “if” clause.

2. Argumentation  The conditional is false and is used to persuade the listener ~ Luke 7:39
of its falsity, or it is true and is used as a basis for a
conclusion.

3. Manipulation To get someone to do something that he or she normally Matt 4:3
would not do or thinks is wrong.

4. Request To frame a request or command for the sake of being polite. Matt 17:4

5. Mockery To boast about being correct or deride others for being Luke 23:35
wrong.

6. Rebuke To soften the message and make it more respectful. John 11:21

7 Lament To convey sorrow indirectly by stating the event the Matt 11:21

speaker would like to have happened.

8. Justification To justify one’s behavior. Matt 23:30

Young has rightly pointed out that the use of language is only a part of the total

communication act. The total meaning of an utterance is more than just its referential

% Young, NT Greek, 228. See also Young, “Classification,” 29-49.
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meaning.”® Attempting to study conditionals in terms of what they do (the illocutionary
force) is a step in the right direction. Armitage also points out the significance of such
an interpretive framework. By virtue of the fact that they express meaning with a degree
of uncertainty or hypotheticality, conditional statements “intrinsically necessitate the
drawing of inferences by the hearers.””

However, Young has yet to make a convincing case for the distinction between
real and rhetorical conditionals. For example, Luke 7:39 is categorized as

Argumentation as a rhetorical conditional:

Ll?lke 7:3’9 . ’ . . . o o 5

0VTOG &1 MV TPOPNTNG, Eyiveokev v Tig Kol TOTORT 1 YOVI HTIG ATTETAL

V10D, 0TL QUUPTOAIS E5TIV.

If this man were a prophet, he would know who is touching him, that she is a sinner.
However, the context indicates that the Pharisee is using this Indicative conditional to
confront or rebuke Jesus, that is, it also falls under Young’s categories of Confrontation
and Rebuke. And the conditional statement can also be understood in terms of the
speaker trying to avoid an unequivocal statement or to create misunderstanding.”

In addition, the conditional of Matt 4:3 with an Imperative apodosis can in fact be
interpreted more appropriately with a new category of “challenge” instead of

Manipulation.

Matt 4:3
el V10g €1 10D Be0D, €ime (Aor. Act. Imp.) v o1 AiBo1 0VTOL GpTOL YEVOVTAL

If you are the Son of God, command that these stones become bread.

7 As Brown and Yule point out, “It is clearly the case that a great deal of everyday human interaction is
characterized by the primarily interpersonal rather than the primarily transactional use of language. When
two strangers are standing shivering at a bus-stop in an icy wind and one turns to the other and says, ‘My
goodness, it’s cold’, it is difficult to suppose that the primary intention of the speaker is to convey
information.” Discourse Analysis, 3.

I Armitage, “Exploration,” 387.

s McKay, New Syntax, 163.
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Furthermore, Young also does not discuss the real possibility that utterances,
including conditionals, often have more than just one illocutionary force. In fact, his
emphasis on indirect utterance or implicature, and the intention of the speaker, though
legitimate, lacks a vigorous theoretical underpinning. Among other things, human
psychology and motives are often subtle and mixed, and they cannot be conveniently
grouped under a limited number of simple categories. Even if one considers the entire
context of a piece of writing, gaps still exist and the reader simply cannot be quite
certain how statements are to be interpreted.’®

Young’s application of Speech Act Theory will be further discussed in Chapter 5
of this study, in which Martha and Mary’s identical conditionals (11:21, 32) will be
examined in relation to Young’s partial classification scheme.”’ But as Martin has noted,
it is very important to have a complete set of speech act types in order to understand
speech act properly and accurately. He writes, “Partial lists are of no interest because
they cannot be used to analyze all the speech acts in a given text, and a partial coding
could be extremely misleading.””®

In summary, two primary aspects related to the meaning of conditionals have
been surveyed so far. First, the referential or experiential meaning of conditionals is
used to describe things, happenings, and phenomena. It is expressed through the choice
of Moods and Tenses of the protasis. Second, the personal meaning of conditionals is

also used to do things (Speech Act Theory). Conditional statements can be used to

7 This is particularly true concerning the specific matters or questions that Paul refers to in 1 Cor 7:1
Now concerning the things about which you wrote. There is also a certain level of uncertainty regarding
exactly what those questions were.

77 Young, “Classification,” 39.

7 Martin, Register Studies, 14-15. Coding is the semantic variation according to the speaker (such as age,
gender, and social class).
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challenge and confront people, to arouse different emotions, potentially changing
people’s ways of seeing and doing things (Matt 4:3; Luke 7:39). In the next and final
classification, language, including conditional statements, is conceived in terms of the
function of a building block in the larger semantic structure called “text.”””

(vit) Discourse grammar. Steven Runge’s work on the Greek NT discourse
grammar represents an approach to language that emphasizes how information structure
is set up through “frames of reference.”®” By applying the theoretical linguistic
framework of Simon Dik and Knud Lambrecht, Runge distinguishes the order of
linguistic items (words, clauses) in terms of P1 (the first item) as establishing a frame of
reference for P2 (the second item) as the emphasis.®' He further classifies conditionals
as one of the framing devices as follows.

Positioning the condition as a frame of reference highlights the
contingency of the main clause, which otherwise might have sounded
like an affirmation until the condition or exception was read at the end.
Thus, the semantic importance of the condition to the proper
processing of the main clause is the primary motivation for its initial
placement.®

Thus, with the consecutive conditionals in 1 John 1:6-10 there is a noticeable

contrast between the clauses based on the semantics of the content, but it is highlighted

through the use of frames to juxtapose opposite conditions with their correlating

7 The linguistic description of text will be further explained in Chapter 2 (“Description and Procedure”).
Runge, Discourse Grammar, 193-95. “Frames of reference play a very important role in helping
readers successfully break down and organize their mental representation of a discourse. The reader needs
to know who is doing what to whom, to be able to track changes in time, place, and circumstance, and to
know where one part of the story ends and another begins. Frames of reference are commonly used to
attract extra attention to such changes.” (195)
81 “By definition, P1 refers to placing known or knowable information in a marked position, resulting in
an explicit frame of reference for relating what follows to what precedes. P2 refers to placing newly
asserted information in a marked position and has the effect of emphasizing it.” Runge, Discourse
Grammar, 194. Italics added. Cf. Dik, Theory of Functional Grammar, and Lambrecht, Information
Structure.

82 R
Runge, Discourse Grammar, 228.
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consequences. “Each conditional frame of reference provides a state of affairs for which

the main clauses applies. The prominence assigned to the conditional alerts the reader

that this must hold true before the main proposition holds true.”*

1 John 1:6-10

v. 6 If we claim to have fellowship with him and yet walk in the darkness, we lie and do
not live out the truth.

v. 7 But if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we have fellowship with one
another, and the blood of Jesus, his Son, purifies us from all sin.

v. 8 If we claim to be without sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us.

v. 9 If we confess our sins, he is faithful and just and will forgive us our sins and purify
us from all unrighteousness.

v. 10 If we claim we have not sinned, we make him out to be a liar and his word is not
. 84
in us.

For example, with reference to v. 6 there may be other contexts where we might lie, but
the author is focusing on only one of them: saying we have fellowship and not
practicing the truth. Similarly, the conditional frame in v. 10 “allows the writer to
examine the corollary of confession: saying that we have not sinned.”®

Furthermore, Runge also points out that a complex conditional frame with
multiple clauses such as Jas 2:2-4 introduces “a very involved state of affairs” and
presents a proposition that is more compelling.*® In the following text, each clause is

numbered.

8 Runge, Discourse Grammar, 229.
84 Greek text: v. 6 Bav ginopev 0Tt Kowvoviav £xopey pet avtod kol v 16 oKiTEL
TEPITATAUEY, YEVOOUED Kol 0V TotoBuev TNV AAfBeloy: v. 7 €dv 8¢ &v 1@ goTl
TEPIMATBUEV OG OTOG 6TV €V TR QOTi, KOWveViay Exopev pet GAAMA®Y Kol 10 aipo
‘Incod tod viod avtod xaboapifel MUag ard TAoNg GuopTiog. v. 8 é&v einmpey 611
GuopTioy 00K EXopey, EQVTOVG TANVAUEY Kat 1] GATOe1) 0VK oty &V Nuiv. v. 9 édv
oporoyduev TaG apoptiog NUAY, Totog £0TIv Kol dikalog, tva &ef fulv TG duapticg Kol
koBapion Muag émo tdaong ddikiag. v. 10 éxv eirmuev 6T 00) NUOPTHKEUEY, YEVGTNY
ToloDLEY adTOV Kol O Adyog ardtoD ovk £oTiv év fpiv.
85 .

Runge, Discourse Grammar, 229.
86 Runge, Discourse Grammar, 231. Clause numbering is added.
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Jas 2:2-4

v.2 [1] If a person comes into your meeting wearing a gold ring and fine clothes, [2]
and a poor person in filthy old clothes also comes in,

v. 3 [3] and you pay special attention to the person wearing fine clothes [4] and say,
[5] “Here’s a good seat for you,” [6] but say to the poor person, [7] “You stand there”
or [8] “Sit on the floor by my feet,”

v. 4 [9] have you not discriminated among yourselves [10] and become judges with
evil thoughts787

The long and complex conditional statement consists of a total of 10 clauses in a
complex relationship with one another. From a grammatical point of view, James uses
the multiple protases as frames of reference to make sure that there is no room to miss
his point as well as to make his case compelling.

Runge has advanced the application of discourse concepts and terminology, such
as information structure and framing devices, to the study of conditionals. As illustrated
by the consecutive conditionals in 1 John 1:6-10, each conditional is to be understood in
the broader text span. Runge has also drawn attention to the complex clauses in
conditionals, expanding the linguistic unit of investigation from words, word groups,
and clauses to multiple clause complexes and how they function within a text span.

While Runge has made some contribution to placing conditionals within the
framework of discourse analysis, the scope of his contribution is limited to conditionals’
cognitive processing function. Despite his criticism of Systemic Functional
Linguistics,” Runge fails to address the equally important grammatical and semantic
features such as the choice of Mood and Tense, modality, thematic structure of clauses,

semantic relation between protasis and apodosis, and the other aspects of the complex

87 ey . o , s s
Greek text: v. 2 [1] é&v yap €l0€A081 €i¢ cuVOYOYTV DUGV &vip xpvoodaxtiriog év £601TL

Aounp@, [2] eic€rdn 3¢ kol nToX0g Ev pumapd £00MTi, v.3 [3] EmPréynte 3¢ Emi TOV

@opodvia TNV €00t TNV Aaurpav [4] kol ginnte [5] ob kdBov (de kaA®dS, [6] kol T

rTOX® einnte [7] o ot kel [8] | k&dBoL VRO 1O VrOTOSLOV pov, v. 4 [9] 0V Siexpibnre

£v £avtoig [10] kol €yévesde kprtal SLOAOYITUBY TOVIPDV;

88 Runge, Discourse Grammar, 200-204.
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clausal relationships that comprise the total meaning of conditionals. The information
processing function of conditionals is only one of the many, multi-faceted functions of
conditionals. His description of the function of conditionals, therefore, remains
incomplete.

Summary. There lacks a general consensus and there exists some confusion
among NT grammarians in the definition and function of conditionals. However, despite
such confusion, the body of work on conditionals may be divided into two aspects: the
level of the linguistic unit and the primary function of language. Older studies by
Goodwin, Gildersleeve, Robertson, and to some degree Boyer approached the meaning
of conditionals with the focus primarily on the mood and tense of the main verb of the
protasis.*® Other grammarians include Kruger (semantic relation), Young (Speech Act
Theory), and Runge (discourse grammar) approach conditionals as clause complexes. At
the same time, these grammarians also describe the meaning of conditionals according
to the different functions of language (Referential, Interpersonal, Textual). Their works

are located in the following matrix accordingly.

% This is reflected by their descriptions of conditionals. But in doing so, other important features such as
the semantic relation between the protasis and apodosis and the function of the apodosis are often
overlooked. Moreover, it is not unusual for conditionals to have multiple protases and/or multiple
apodoses, for example, Matt 5:23-24; Gal 6:1; and Heb 3:7-11, and these features also need to be included
in the description.
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. Referential, Logical Interpersonal ~ Textual
The (i) Probability- Possible,
simple Neutral, Impossible
clause (i1) Temporal. Past; Present;

(protasis)  Future
(i) Mood. Indicative;
Subjunctive; Optative
(iv) Aspectual. 4ssertion,

Projection
The (v) Semantic relation. (vi) Speech act: (vii) Discourse
clause Cause and Effect, etc. Real, Rhetorical grammar: Framing
complex device, complex

argument

The Referential and Logical function is used to depict events and phenomena
(real or imagined). Grammarians adopt temporal classifications, Mood and aspectual-
based categories as well as the semantic relations of conditionals for this purpose. The
Speech Act Theory approach, under which conditionals are either real or rhetorical, is
an attempt to describe the Interpersonal function, and discourse grammar is targeted
toward how information is structured in conditionals as complex clauses. Each type of
classification only focuses on one or two key “slots” of the unit-function matrix. A
classification scheme encompassing the entire matrix has not yet been developed. It is
therefore the aim of this study to adopt and test a linguistic model that can serve as an
analytical framework for understanding NT Greek conditionals and their meaning in
context. To accomplish this task, selected conditionals in John’s Gospel will be
analyzed.

The following section will look into the present state of research on conditionals
in John’s Gospel and explain why they have been chosen for analysis by this study

1.2.2 Johannine Conditionals in Context

The purpose of this section is to survey relevant literature to show that there is

little discussion about the function of the conditionals in John, let alone how the
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conditionals contribute to its rhetorical purpose. The survey includes Greek
commentaries and monographs on John, and relevant studies and articles that represent
the state of research of Johannine conditionals.

Despite the high number of occurrences of conditionals in John’s Gospel, a
survey of a sample of “standard” Greek commentaries by Westcott (1881), Wellhausen
(1908), Bernard (1928), Barrett (1978), Haenchen (1980, [Eng. 1984]), Carson (1991),
Thyen (2005), and McHugh (2009) fails to show that any of them includes any major
discussion on Greek conditionals.”® Wellhausen discusses John’s Sprachliches
(linguistic matters) such as Einfacher Satz (simple sentence), Beiordnung von Sdtzen
(coordination of sentences), and Unterordnung und Conjunctionen (subordination and
conjunctions).”’ While Haenchen includes quite a lengthy discussion of “The Language
of the Gospel of John,” Barrett’s commentary contains a brief section on “Literary

Characteristics (and Structure).””?

But none of the commentaries pays any attention to
Johannine conditional statements.

A random sample of three conditionals by Jesus at the end of the Sabbath healing
debate (5:43, 46, 47) and three others at the end of his final public discourse with the
Jews (10:35-36, 37, 38) is also selected. Among the commentaries by Westcott,
Bernard, Barrett, Carson, Thyen, and McHugh, only Barrett makes note of the
conditional in 5:43 and comments that the statement “leaves open the question whether

such an ‘other’ would or would not come.”>

90 Wellhausen, Das Evangelium Johannis; Westcott, Gospel according to St. John; Bernard, Gospel
according to St. John; Barrett, Gospel according to St. John; Haenchen, John 1; Carson, Gospel
according to John; Thyen, Das Johannesevangelium; McHugh, John 1-4.

o Wellhausen, Das Evangelium Johannis, 133-46.
92 Haenchen, John 1, 52-66; Barrett, Gospel according to St. John, 5-11.
9 Barrett, Gospel according to St. John, 264.
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As far as full-length monographs are concerned, A. E. Harvey’s (1977) study on
the trial of Jesus in the Gospel of John points out the significant role of persuasion in the
Gospel. Although the work focuses on the historical events surrounding the trial,
Harvey’s comment related to the persuasive purpose of John is worth quoting at length:

In the last analysis it is still the reader or the hearer who has to make
up his mind whether Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God...We have
seen how the author of the Fourth Gospel accomplishes this task with
particular sharpness and expertise, exploiting as none of the others did
those occasions and issues which placed Jesus on trial before those of
his contemporaries who were competent to judge him. But it is in the
nature of the case that no evidence can be decisive, no evidence is
unassailable. The case is still open, the trial is still on. No one can
pronounce the verdict for us: each of us has to determine it for
himself**
Harvey’s focus is on the trial of Jesus, he also makes no mention of the conditionals in
the Gospel, not even those that are found in Jesus’ trial (18:23a, 23b, 30, 36; 19:11, 12).

Finally, two recent works also underscore the persuasive purpose of John’s
Gospel. Martin Warner (1990), in his article on John and rational persuasion, rightly
emphasizes that the purpose of John’s Gospel is persuasive in nature.”® He also points
out that many of dialogues in John involve Jesus’ shifting of the terms of discourse. In
doing so, Jesus’ “answers” effectively force his audience to think more deeply.96 But

along with Harvey, Warner fails to include any discussion of the rhetorical role played

by the conditionals, Jesus’ and other characters’ alike.

o4 Harvey, Jesus on Trial, 121-22. Emphasis added. On the relationship between the lawsuit and the
reader, see also Lincoln, Truth on Trial, 171-82. He writes, “The injunction of 7:24—‘Do not judge by
appearances, but judge with right judgment’—is, in effect, addressed also to the readers.” (174)

Warner, “Rational Persuasion,” 154.
% For example, after the feeding of the 5000, when the people find Jesus in Capernaum they ask, “When

did you come here?” He replies, “You seek me, not because you saw signs, but because you ate your fill
of the loaves.” Warner, “Rational Persuasion,” 169.
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On the other hand, in his study on conditionality in John’s Gospel, Michael
Thate (2007) aims “to investigate the function of conditional clauses with an indicative
in the protasis in John’s Gospel, and to see if, after all, ‘a conditional is a conditional is a
conditional.”””’ His examination of the first and second class conditionals leads him to
two conclusions. First, he affirms Porter’s conclusion that the first class conditionals in
John show that “[c]onditionals that are past-referring virtually always have clear
temporal dexis.”® Second, based on closer examination of second class conditionals
such as 9:41 and 14:28, he asserts that gaps exist in the approach to making them a
subcategory of the first class.” However, Thate’s study also does not relate conditionals
to the purpose of the Gospel. He does not deal with how conditionals are used for
persuasive purposes, or how Johannine conditionals in context contribute to the overall
argument of John.'®

Conclusion. Current approaches to NT conditionals generally treat the complex
clauses in a piecemeal fashion. This deficit necessitates a more linguistically rigorous
framework to enable deeper understanding of the meaning of NT conditionals. At the
same time, works that address the rhetorical purpose of John (20:31) fail to give

sufficient attention to Johannine conditionals.'®" A coherent linguistic framework is

7 Thate, “Conditionality,” 561.
98 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 300; Thate, “Conditionality,” 567.

99 Thate, “Conditionality,” 567. Thate concludes, “Following the preliminary work of D. A. Carson, 1
suggest that Porter’s first and second class conditionals be lumped into a single group where the assertive
attitude—the indicative—appears or is assumed (e.g. 18:23b) in the protasis, excluding the future.” 571.
10 Bora brief discussion of the rhetoric of John’s Gospel, see also Kennedy, Rhetorical Criticism, 73-85,
108-13. Along with other rhetorical and linguistic studies mentioned above, conditional statements do not
form part of Kennedy’s analysis.

ot In SFL, rhetoric is closely related to the concept of the texture, that is, the semantic relations between
individual parts of a text. See Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, Text, 70-96. In the same vein,
Halliday and Matthiessen discuss Rhetorical Structure Analysis (RST) as part of a text’s texture, working
under the principle that the text is organized semantically as a complex of rhetorical relations. Halliday
and Matthiessen, /FG, 579-85. For an earlier version of RST, see also Mann and Thompson, “Rhetorical
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required to more comprehensively interpret conditionals on multiple language levels and
with respect to multiple language functions. Such a model can also be applied to
demonstrate the rhetorical role of conditionals in John’s Gospel. The present study aims

to bridge this gap.

1.3 Organization of Study

The rest of this study is divided into five chapters. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of
Chapter Two give an overview of some of the key concepts of Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL) and provide an interpretative framework for analyzing conditionals.
Key concepts include the metafunctions of language, namely, the ideational function of
construing reality or experience, the interpersonal function of enacting interpersonal and
social relationships, and the textual function of creating text. In terms of language unit,
SFL divides language into word/word group, clause, clause complex, text, and social

semiotics (language and the society).'®

A new set of semantic categories between the
protasis and apodosis (Causal and Correlative) will be introduced and tested throughout
the study. These two sections thus set the stage for a more coherent and comprehensive
approach to understanding language in general and describing Greek conditional

statements. 103

Structure Theory,” 243-81. In all of the above works, rhetorical function is regarded as part of the textual
function of language

102 Halliday, “Text as Semantic Choice,” CW 2:23-81; Halliday, Social Semiotic, 128-51, Halliday and
Matthiessen, IFG, 19-31.

15 For examples of application of SFL in languages other than English, for example, Chinese and Greek,
see Halliday, Studies in Chinese Language; and Reed, “Discourse Analysis,” 189-217; Martin-Asensio,
“Hallidayan Functional Grammar,” 84-107; Porter and O’Donnell, “Greek Verbal Network,” 3-41; and
Westfall, Discourse Analysis.
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Based on the theoretical groundwork in Chapter 2, attention will turn to selected
conditionals in John from dialogues between Jesus and other participants. Participants in
the dialogues include individuals and groups, Jews and non-Jews, opponents of Jesus
and those whom Jesus loves. Following the narrative flow of the Gospel, the participants
are Nicodemus (John 3), the Samaritan woman and the royal official (John 4), the
Jerusalem Jews (John 5), the Galilean Jews (John 6), the Jerusalem Jews (John 10), and
finally the disciples, Martha, and Mary (John 11). The goal is to understand the
conditionals of Jesus and the participants, in context, and to understand how they
contribute to the overall persuasive purpose of John’s Gospel.

Chapter Three consists of three major sections. Section 3.1 analyzes the first
discourses of Jesus in John with Nicodemus (3:1-15), followed by Section 3.2, his
conversations with two foreigners, namely, the Samaritan woman and the royal official
(4:10, 45-64). Jesus’ conditionals with Nicodemus and the other two participants
indicate a sharp contrast. While Nicodemus fails to understand (3:9) Jesus’ several
attempts to explain eternal life (3:3, 5 both Subjunctive conditionals; see also 3:12, 13
mixed protasis and Indicative conditionals), both the Samaritan woman and the royal
official respond to Jesus’ conditionals, 4:10 (Indicative) and 4:48 (Subjunctive),
positively. The next section, section 3.3, consists of Jesus’ Christological defense
against the charges of the Jews. In addition to three other conditionals (5:19, 31, 43),
Jesus concludes the debate with two consecutive conditionals that pronounce judgment
against the Jews for their unbelief of Moses (5:46, 47).

In Chapter Four, Jesus’ conditionals in the bread of life discourse with the Jews

(6:41-59) and the disciples (6:60-65) are examined in sections 4.1 and 4.2 respectively.
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The narrative indicates that not only do the Galilean Jews fail to understand Jesus, even
Jesus’ disciples decide not to follow him, all because of Jesus’ difficult sayings (6:51,
53 Subjunctive conditionals). The last section, section 4.3 looks into Jesus’ final public
debate with the Jews, in which he uses three consecutive Indicative conditionals (10:36-
36, 37, 38), with the first and the last conditionals consisting of exceptionally intricate,
multiple clauses. These conditionals represent some of the most tightly argued
statements that Jesus makes in John.

Chapter Five consists of two main sections. In section 5.1, the audience changes
from Jesus’ opponents to his disciples, and Martha and Mary whom Jesus loves (John
11). Han Forster’s suggestion of the disciples’ “untypical” misunderstanding, as
indicated by their conditional in 11:12 (Indicative), will be investigated. Richard
Young’s classification of conditionals based on speech act theory and his interpretation
of Martha and Mary’s identical conditionals (11:21, 32 both Indicative) will be the focus
of the remainder of this section. Section 5.2 (“Grammar of conditionals”) summarizes
the ideational and interpersonal functions of conditionals, including the discussion on
the cline of reality construal by speakers of conditionals:

[-REAL]— [+REAL]— — [+REAL]
By construing reality in different ways, speakers frame their arguments to help them to
convince others to believe and/or to behave in certain ways. Typically, conditionals do
not function to exclude or alienate others, but rather to convince and persuade. The

claim that Jesus and his disciples belong to an antisociety and they use what Halliday
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calls “antilanguage”'®

will therefore be examined based on the meaning of selected
conditionals found in Jesus’ discourse with various characters.

Finally, in Chapter Six, the concluding chapter, section 6.1 provides a summary
of this study under the headings of SFL’s three integrated metafunctions (Ideational,
Interpersonal, and Textual), with brief summaries on subcategories such as logico-
semantic relation, Moods and Tenses (Ideational), collocation with questions, language
and social structure (Interpersonal), thematic and summative conditionals, and
consecutive conditionals (Textual). The subsequent and final section, section 6.2,

applies these categories and underscores the contribution of Johannine conditionals to

the Gospel’s persuasive purpose.

1 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 164-82.
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CHAPTER TWO
DESCRIPTION AND PROCEDURE

Introduction

In the preceding chapter, a survey of the methods of describing NT conditionals
has shown that most NT Greek grammarians approach conditionals and their complex
grammatical construction from narrow concepts of language. Many of these approaches
also lack a general linguistic theory to support their descriptions. Moreover, as rhetorical
devices, conditionals in John’s Gospel have not received adequate treatment by Greek
commentators of John’s Gospel, even though it contains the highest frequency of
occurrence among all four Gospels, with a total of 102 conditionals and approx. five
conditionals per chapter.

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce Systemic Functional Linguistic (or
SFL) as the theoretical framework that is well suited for the investigation of NT
conditionals. As a functional linguistic theory, SFL is oriented to the description of
language as a meaning making resource rather than a system of rules. In SFL, the
primary attention is not on what one can mean according to the rules of grammar, but to
the vast meaning potential of language available to speakers, and as a result, what they
can mean as language users. Based on the proposed linguistic framework, the rest of this
chapter will proceed to propose a basic interpreting model for NT conditionals. This is
followed by the introduction to the procedure of the investigation of selected

conditionals of John’s Gospel in the rest of this study.
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This chapter comprises three main sections. Section 2.1 introduces systemic
functional linguistics (SFL), outlining its key assumptions and features. As a functional
theory of language it has been compared to formalist theories, particularly those
developed within Noam Chomsky’s framework. However, functionalist approaches
regard human communication as the primary function of language and syntax as not
independent from semantics and pragmatics. Language systems and their components
are also inextricably linked to the social, cognitive, and historical contexts of language
use. To adequately describe and explain language, one must refer to all such functions
and contexts.'” Among the key functional theories of language are those developed by
the Dutch linguist Simon Dik, William A. Foley, Robert D. van Valin, as well as the
Prague school (Vilem Mathesius, Nikolai Trubetzkoy, Roman Jacobson) and the
London school (J. R. Firth, M. A. K. Halliday, W. Haas, and F. R. Palmer).m6 This
study will adopt the functional theory that Halliday advances as the chief proponent.

Section 2.2 describes the theoretical foundation and framework for the analysis
of NT Greek conditional statements. Early Johannine grammatical studies by scholars
such as Edwin Abbott primarily focused on the word as the primary grammatical unit.'®’
Others have studied the Greek language of John’s Gospel with the goal of discovering

how other ancient languages affected its structure and development.'®® SFL provides a

195 The most basic tenet of functionalism, Butler states, “is that the primary purpose of language is human

communication, and that this fact is crucial in explaining why languages take the form they do. This view
contrasts somewhat starkly with that of Chomsky, for whom language is essentially for expressing
thought, with inter-human communication being just one of the uses to which it can be put, and not to be
prioritized over other possible functions.” Butler, “Functional Theories,” 697.

106 See, for example, Dik, Functional Grammar; Foley and van Valin, Functional Syntax; Mathesius,
"Phenomena of Language," 1-32; Firth, Selected Papers; Lamb, Stratificational Grammar. See also de
Beaugrande, Linguistic Theory; and Zhu, Functional Linguistics.

107 Abbott, Johannine Vocabulary and Johannine Grammar.

1% For example, Colwell, The Greek of the Fourth Gospel and early commentaries such as Wrede,
Charackter und Tendenz des Johannesevangeliums.
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formal linguistic framework to guide the interpretative process of the conditionals
according to the three primary functions of language: Ideational, Interpersonal, and
Textual functions.

Finally, section 2.3 outlines the procedure that this study adopts to analyze
selected discourses in John where conditionals are found. The scope of the investigation
is the first half of John (chapters 1-12) where Jesus’ public ministry is recorded.
Selected speeches or speech segments containing conditionals will be analyzed
according to the functional categories provided in section 2.2. In the detailed analysis of
conditionals in the rest of this study, comparison and contrasts will also be made
between these conditionals and conditionals in the remainder of John's Gospel and the
rest of the NT to illustrate some of the prominent system networks and semantic features

these conditionals utilize.

2.1 Systemic Functional Linguistics: An Overview

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) is a linguistic framework designed to
describe and explain how language creates and expresses meaning. Developed by
Michael Halliday, a student of J. R. Firth, the basic thrust of SFL is to provide a
comprehensive descriptive tool for understanding language. He contends that linguistics
should deal with meaning at all level of analysis and should study texts in their contexts

of situation.'” Fundamental to the understanding and the interpretation of language is

19 For a historical background and overview of Halliday's linguistic theory, especially in relation to the
Prague school of linguistics and works by Firth, and other functional theories of language, see Kress,
Halliday, viii-xxi; de Beaugrande, Linguistic Theory, 223-64; Butler, Systemic Linguistics, 1-13; Butler,
"Functionalist Theories," ELL 4:696-704; Caffarel, "Systemic Functional Grammar," 797-825; and Bloor
and Bloor, Functional Analysis, 239-54. Early keys works by Halliday on the concept of language
include, Functional Grammar; Social Semiotic; "Categories," CW 1:37-94; "Language Structure,” CW
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how language is conceptualized. Remarking on how he first began to understand the
grammar of a language, Halliday writes, "It seemed to me that what was needed to

enable us to engage more effectively with language was not so much new theories but

new description."*°

Not only must language be described carefully and properly in order to be
understood well, SFL's view of language is also distinctively social and functional in
orientation.

Language has evolved to satisfy human needs; and the way it is
organized is functional with respect to these needs—it is not arbitrary. A
functional grammar is essentially a ‘natural’ grammar, in the sense that
everything in it can be explained, ultimately, by reference to how
language is used...Both the general kinds of grammatical patterns that
have evolved in language, and the specific manifestations of each kind,
bear a natural relation to the meanings they have evolved to express.'!

SFL attempts to study language as a whole; what is said about one aspect of a
text must be understood in the context of the entire text, with the aim of
balancing related linguistic concepts such as, language and text, form and
meaning, and syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations.'"?
Furthermore, SFL's approach to the study of literary texts, or discourse
analysis, is best summarized as follows:
We can therefore define linguistics stylistics as the description of the
literary text, by methods derived from general linguistic theory, using the
categories of the description of the language as a whole; and the

comparison of each text with others, by the same and by different
authors, in the same and in different genres.'

1:173-95; "Architecture,” CW 3:1-39; "Appliable Description,” CW 7:xxiti-xxxxi; and "Users and Uses,"
CW 10:5-40.

1o Halliday, "Appliable Description,” CW 7:XxXXX-XXXXI.
" Halliday, FG, xii, xviii.

"2 Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 19-20.

"3 Halliday, "Linguistic Study," CW 2:6.



In this section, three general linguistic (grammatical and semantic) concepts
significant to SFL and to this study will be introduced, namely system, function,
and text. These concepts will be widely utilized in the rest of this study to
describe and analyze selected Johannine Greek conditionals, particularly in terms
of the three metafunctions of language: Ideational function (consisting of
Experiential and Logical functions); Interpersonal function; and Textual function
(see section 2.2.2 below). These conditionals will also be compared and
contrasted with conditionals in the rest of John and in the NT.

Two other important SFL concepts will also be explicated throughout
this study: language as meaning potential and language as social semiotic. The
former emphasizes the fact that language is used to communicate meaning. And
when people communicate with one another they choose from a huge meaning
resource call “language’ to express and create meaning. In other words, meaning
comes from the choice or choices made in various systems and potentials in
language.

The concept of language as social semiotic deals with how language
extends beyond the content level of lexicogrammar (patterns of wordings) and
semantics to the level of context of situation and context of culture. Language
has the power to form and shape how society is structured. In some societies,
“antilanguage” is used as a means to exclude outsiders from the communication

114

process in order to maintain their secret identities. "~ Some have claimed the

" Halliday, Social Semiotics. 164-82.
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language of John is antilanguage, and their claim will be examined later in this
study.

The goal of adopting these SFL linguistic concepts is to attain a more
principled and systematic descriptive linguistic framework to better understand
the meaning, and meaning potential of conditionals, and how Johannine
conditionals contribute to the writer's persuasive purpose (John 20:31).'"* The
SFL’s concept of “system” and how it relates to this study is explained below.

2.1.1 System

According to Halliday, there are four basic categories of grammar in SFL: unit,
structure, class, and system. Since language operates at different levels of grammar, SFL
accounts for linguistic events at these four primary levels. (1) Unit is the “stretch” that
carries grammatical patterns such as clauses and phrases/groups. (ii) Structure is the
arrangement of elements ordered in linear progression, such as, Subject (nominal),
Predicator (verbal), Complement (nominal), and Adjunct (adverbial) in English. (iii)
Class describes items that are alike in some respect, such as word classes (nominal,
verbal, and adverbial).''® And finally, (iv) System is the ordering based on the
paradigmatic axis (what could go instead of what)."'"”
A system network is further defined as a theory of language based on the choice

of the speaker.

13 SFL offers a very helpful and comprehensive framework for this study, but this is not to claim that it is
the only approach to analyze the biblical texts and Greek conditional statements. For other linguistic
approaches, see Brown and Yule, Discourse Analysis, Dik, Functional Grammar, 1-23; van Dijk,
Handbook of Discourse Analysis, 4 vols.; and Longacre, Grammar of Discourse.

16 «“The fact that it is not true that anything can go anywhere in the structure of the unit above itself is
another aspect of linguistic patterning, and the category set up to account for it is the class.” Halliday,
“Categories,” CW 1:49.

"7 Halliday, “Categories,” CW, 1:41-55.
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[The network] represents a language, or any part of a language, as a

resource for making meaning by choosing. Each choice point in the

network specifies (1) an environment, consisting of choices already

made, and (2) a set of possibilities of which one is (to be) chosen, (1) and

(2) taken together constitute a ‘system’ in this technical sense.'
It is the system that formalizes the notion of choice in language. Meaning is expressed
as, “the product of the interplay of structure and system—of syntagmatic and
paradigmatic relations.”" " In other words, meaning is expressed not just by how the
sentence or utterance 1s constructed sequentially More importantly, meaning is
expressed by the choices that are (or are not) made.

To illustrate, for the entry condition of the Greek finite verb, the speaker has to
make choices from the system of MOOD which consists of two main choices,
representing the speaker’s attitude toward the action. Indicative mood for assertion and

non-Indicative moods for non-assertion.'?

Assertion WIndicative

¢ Projection MSubjunctive

Non-assertion Direction W Imperative

»( i
e

é; Projection, more contingent WOptative
For example, in the following Greek conditional clause (protasis) the Indicative mood is
chosen in €xelg you have/consider The speaker Paul is making an assertion based on

reality and not a hypothesis.

118
119

Halliday, FG, xxvii.

Halliday, “Methods — Techniques — Problems,” 64.

120 The term “Mood” representing the Greek verbal mood used in this study is different from SFL’s
normal meaning. In SFL “Mood” consists of two parts: (i) the Subject (%e, she, the teapot), which is a
nominal group, and (ii) the finite operator (is, sas, will), which is part of a verbal group. It
grammaticalizes the semantic system of speech function. Halliday and Matthiessen, /FFG, 111-15. In this
study, however, MOOD particularly refers to the Greek verbal and its character as a SFL system network,
whereas the non-capitalized form (Mood) denotes it as a grammatical feature such as Tense and Voice.
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Phlm 17a
el 00V pe €xeg (Pres. Act. Ind.) xowvwvdy

So if you consider me a partner
Other choices are possible, for example, the Subjunctive mood (if you may consider me
a partner) or the Imperative mood (consider me a partner!). But the choice here is the
Greek Indicative mood. Together with other network systems such as TENSE, VOICE,
and POLARITY, distinct meanings are formed.

To further illustrate, the choice of Mood is changed to the Imperative in the
subsequent clause in TpocAafo receive or welcome! expressing a different kind of
attitude toward the action.

Phlm 17b
wpocAaPod (Aor Mid. Imp.) x0TOV ©G EUE

welcome him as you would welcome me

The Mood in each clause thus expresses different ways the speaker (apostle Paul) views
the action. What makes up the meaning is the sum of the linguistic choice(s) in
grammatical features such as, MOOD, ASPECT, and VOICE, that the speaker makes. To

illustrate, the NT Greek aspectual system network may be illustrated as follows, with the

primary realizations in tense forms in brackets:''

i

+perfective (Aorist tense)

ASPECT

g +imperfective (Present tense)

-perfective

+stative (Perfect tense)
In addition, the speaker can also choose the thematic structure of the clause. In

SFL, the Theme is the element that serves as the point of departure of the clause. It

Ll See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 90.
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extends from the beginning up to, and including, the first element that has an
experiential function. It is that which locates and orients the clause within its context.
Everything after the Theme constitutes the Rheme.'** Assuming a basic pattern of Greek
constituent order of the clause as: Subject-Predicator (S-P), Complement (C),'? if the
Complement is placed at the beginning of the clause, it is considered as a marked Theme
by virtue of its new position. This is especially true with the Complement. For example,
the pe me (Paul the apostle and the writer/sender of the letter) in the Greek clause of
Phlm 17a is marked: €1 00v pe €xeig Kowwvov So if me you consider a partner.

Thematic structure also features in clause complexes.'** As the following shows,
the protasis takes the position of the thematic clause in the first clause complex; in the
second clause complex, however, the conditional clause takes the position of the

rhematic clause.!?

Clause If he found any belonging to the Way, | he might bring them bound to
complex 1 Jerusalem
Clause For I am accomplishing a work which | even if someone describes it to you
complex 2 you will never believe,

thematic clause rhematic clause

122 Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 64-67, 85.

123 . . .
The actual order is far more complicated, and grammarians have not reached a general consensus. For

example, instead of Subject-Predicator (S-P), the Subject (S) may become explicit as a personal or proper
noun. Embedded and inserted clauses within a ranking clause also do not fit such a simplified order.
Moreover, the author’s style, genre, and register chosen may also affect the ordering of constituents of a
clause in various ways. For a comparison of the constituent order in the writings of Paul, Luke, and
Epictetus, including the patterning of modifiers, see Davison, “Greek Word Order,” 19-28; see also
Dover, Greek Word Order (classical Greek); and Porter, “Word Order and Clause Structure,” 181-91.
Based on his analysis of Paul’s letter to the Philippians, Porter notes that there is a “hierarchy of
placement possibilities” of grammatical patterning. For an argument for a flexible word order in NT
Greek, see Runge, Discourse Grammar, 200-4. The order of (S-)PC being chosen here as unmarked is
because it is generally consistent with the normal pattern of speech communication.

For a discussion on clause sequencing in a clause nexus including the thematic domains in the clause
nexus and the simple clause, see Halliday and Matthiessen, /F'G, 392-94.

125 The two sets of clause complexes are adapted from Acts 9:2 and 13:41 respectively.
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Therefore, there are two thematic domains—that of the clause and that of the
clause complex. A hypotactically dependent clause, for example, may serve as thematic
clause within the clause complex. The thematic clause always serves as the point of
departure of the remainder of the clause complex.

In terms of choosing different options from system networks, the choice is not
necessarily a conscious effort, but is rather part of the human ability to communicate
meaning through language. This kind of ability is normally acquired from early
childhood. SFL’s concept of system network plays a key role in understanding how
speakers choose from different options in the grammar to express and create meaning.

2.1.2 Function

The word “function” is often used in language studies in two senses. First, it is
used in the sense of grammatical or syntactic function, referring to relations between
elements in linguistic structures such as noun, verb, and pronoun. Secondly, “function”
is also used to refer to meaning.126 The second sense, i.e. functions, or metafunctions, of
language, is referred to for the majority of this study. In SFL, function is a fundamental
principle of language. The concept of function is basic to the evolution of the semantic
system and is synonymous with the use or meaning of language.

Halliday relates system and function in terms of the social and personal needs of
the speaker as follows,

The particular form taken by the grammatical system of language is

closely related to the social and personal needs that language is required

to serve. But in order to bring this out it is necessary to look at both the

system of language and its functions at the same time; otherwise we will

lack any theoretical basis for generalizations about how language is
127
used.

126 Halliday, "Linguistic Function," CW 2:89.
'*’ Halliday, “Language Structure,” CW 1:174. Italics added.
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SFL distinguishes three metafunctions of language, namely, Ideational,

Interpersonal, and Textual.'*®

The ideational function expresses content and construes
human experience. It represents the speaker’s experience of the real world, including the
inner world of his/her own consciousness. It expresses the speaker's view of the world,
and helps the hearer to make sense of his/her own experience in the world. Within the
ideational function, there are two sub-functions: the experiential and the logical. The
experiential is used to portray reality and processes, while the logical is used to
characterize the semantic and logical connections between clauses in clause

complexes.'” An illustration of the experiential function of a simple clause in English is

mapped as follows:

Today if you hear his voice

Circumstance Participant Process Circumstance

The second row identifies the formal categories and system networks (Process,
Participant, Circumstance) that represent the different components of the clause to show
what is going on, that is, the ideational function or meaning of the clause.'*

The second function is the interpersonal function. It enacts personal and social
relationships with other people. It is used to “inform or question, give an order or make

an offer, and express our appraisal of and attitude towards whatever we are addressing

128 Halliday, "Linguistic Function,” CW 2:89-98.
129 The two systems in complex clauses are Interdependency or Taxis (Paratactic and Hypotactic) and

Logico-Semantic Relation (Expansion and Projection). Hypotaxis is the relation between a dependent
element and its dominant, the element on which it is dependent. Parataxis is the relation between two like
elements of equal status, one initiating and the other continuing. Expansion relates phenomena as being of
the same order of experience, while projection relates phenomena of a higher order of experience
(semiotic phenomena—what people say and think). Halliday and Matthiessen, /FG, 373-83.

This model consists of a process unfolding through time, the participants involved in the process, and

circumstances associated with the process. For a discussion of these three elements, see Halliday and
Mattiessen, IFG, 175-78..
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33131

and what we are talking about.”~" The interpersonal function is both interactive and

personal. Whereas the ideational function is characterized as “language as reflection;”
the interpersonal meaning exhibits the characteristics of “language as action.” To show

its interpersonal function the mapping of the above clause will be as follows:'*?

Today if you hear his voice

Residue Mood Residue

And finally, the textual function organizes the thematic or information structure
of the clause, clause complexes, and text (see next section below). It consists of the
Theme (the point of departure) and the Rheme (an observation relating to the Theme). In
other words, by definition, the Theme takes the clause-initial position.'** This Theme-
Rheme model represents how speakers choose to organize the “message blocks” in the

flow of information, as shown below.

Today if you hear his voice

Theme Rheme

In summary, SFL emphasizes meaning, especially language as "meaning
potential." The linguistic choices that are made from the ideational, interpersonal, and
textual functions are what express and create meaning. As Halliday describes it, "All

options are embedded in the language system: the system is a network of options,

131 Halliday and Mattiessen, IFG, 31.

132 SFL’s Mood consists of the Subject (you) and the finite operator (is, was, has, will, etc.). In this case
the finite operator is fused into a single word with the lexical verb hear.

33 For the ongoing debate over language configurationality and its implication on the architecture of
language and universal grammar, see Pensalfini, “Configurationality,” ELL 3:23-27, and Pensalfini,
“Towards a typology of configurationality,” 359-408. The nature and degree of flexibility in configuration
in NT Greek, in addition to genre and author’s style, also makes it difficult to characterize the language.

In the midst of ongoing research, the clausal configuration of theme-rheme of SFL is adopted in the rest of
this study of NT Greek conditionals.
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deriving from all the various functions of language.""** While the above discussion on
the concept of function primarily focuses on the simple clause and its wording (lexis and
grammar), the following concept focuses on the semantic concept of “text” that
normally concerns with other elements in the meaning making process of language.

2.1.3 Text

Halliday defines text as “language that is functional,” or the use of language in
context as opposed to isolated words or unrelated strings of words that are
decontextualized. Thus a text is “any instance of living language that is playing some
part in a context of situation.”'** A text may be spoken or written, long or short. It is a
functional-semantic concept not defined by size.'*®

The location of text in the architecture of language may be shown in the
following rank-stratum matrix. The ranks are shown on the vertical axis, and the stratum
of content is represented horizontally as “semantics” and “lexicogrammar” (lexis and
grammar). An additional column “graphology” is added to locate the graphological units

of “sentence” and “sub-sentence” for reference.'’

semantics lexicogrammar

text

(rhetorical) paragraph

sequence
clause complex sentence
clause sub-sentence
group/phrase
word

L Halliday, "Linguistic Function," CW 2:97 For an overview of the systemic functional approach, see
also Eggins, Introduction, 1-24. For examples of Hallidayan functional analysis, see Bloor and Bloor,
Functional Analysis and Morley, Lexicogrammatical Analysis.

135 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 10.

136 Halliday, "Linguistic Function," CW 2:92. The three factors that distinguish text from "non-text" are:
generic structure, textual structure (thematic and informational), and cohesion. Halliday, "Text," CW 2:44-
45. See also Hasan, "Text in the Systemic Functional Model," 228-47

137 Halliday and Mattiessen, /IFG, 371
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As semantic concepts that do not necessarily have delineated segment lengths,
texts are organized more dynamically in contrast to other clauses and clause complexes.
Sometimes texts are organized in paragraph form. The paragraph is then viewed as a
functionally-significant text span. In order to appreciate the fuller meaning of language,
clauses and clause complexes are to be analyzed within the texts they appear in.

Halliday underscores his method of linguistic study of literary texts as:

...the description of such texts, by methods derived from general

linguistics theory, using the categories of the description of the language

as a whole; and the comparison of each text with others, by the same and

by different authors, in the same and in different genres.'*®
He emphasizes the importance of examining linguistic features of texts in their wider
contexts.

Language does not operate except in the context of other events; even

when these are, as with written texts, other language events, any one

point made about a piece of text which is under focus raises many further

points extending way beyond into the context. This does not mean that no

linguistic statements can be self-sufficient, but that the only ultimately

valid unit for textual analysis is the whole text.'”

The creation and exchange of meaning takes place in the course of an unfolding
text. This on-going process of meaning-creation is called logogenesis, with “logos”
referring to the discourse or text.'** Logogenesis pertains to the entire meaning potential
of a text, including the stratum of content (lexicogrammar and semantics), and all the

metafunctions (Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual). Logogenesis enables the hearer

or reader to see how the local patterning within clauses and other grammatical units

138 Halliday, "Linguistic Study," CW 2:6.
13 Halliday, “Linguistic Study,” CW 2:9.
19 Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 43, 530.
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build up to create patterns that extend through phases of texts, as well as through the
entire texts. It is what Halliday calls the projection of meaning at the higher level.'!

In SFL, the difference between “text” and “discourse” is a difference in point of
view, between different angles of vision on the same phenomena. “Discourse” is a text
that is being viewed in its sociocultural context, while “text” is discourse that is being
viewed as a process of language.142

To illustrate the semantic concept of text, Paul’s defense of his apostleship in 1
Cor 9:1-18 is divided into three functionally-significant texts or text spans. The outline

is as follows.

Paul’s defense of his apostleship, 1 Cor. 9:1-18

Text 1 (vv. 1-2) Paul asserts his status as an apostle of Jesus
Text 2 (vv. 3-12a) Paul argues with general and OT scriptural principles
Text 3 (vv. 12b-18) Paul explains his reason for refusing to exercise his rights

The above text segmentation of the English text is based on grammatical and lexical
features such as rhetorical questions: vv. 1-2 Am [ not free?...Are you not my work in the
Lord?; v. 3 My defense (H éun dmoloyia) to those who examine me is this, and v. 12b
Nevertheless (GAN), we did not use this right. It is also noteworthy that in each text,
conditionals form the concluding statements or question. Paul’s conditionals are found
inv. 2 (Text 1); vv. 11a, 11b, and v. 12 (Text 2); and vv. 16, 17a, 17b (Text 3). Such a

phenomenon indicates the special rhetorical contributions conditionals make in the text.

! I his study of William Golding's novel The Inheritors, Halliday shows that, "the particular impact of
this novel on reader is projected simultaneously on to the semantics, in the content of narrative and
dialogue, and on to the grammar in the highly untypical transitivity patterns that characterize, not so much
individual clauses (none of which is in itself deviant), but the distribution of clause types in the writing as
a whole." ("Text," CW 2:49) In this study, our focus is Jesus' conditional statements in John, including
their distribution in the entirety of the text.

142 Halliday, Complementarities, 78.
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In sum, SFL's approach to meaning is characterized by at least three main
features. Meaning is achieved through choices from paradigmatic system networks, such
as MOOD, ASPECT, and POLARITY. Meaning is also expressed and exchanged through
language metafunctions (Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual). Finally, meaning is also

created through the on-going development of the text (logogenesis).'*

2.2 Conditional Statements: A Functional Approach'**

Having introduced SFL’s major concepts of language, the next task is to provide
an interpretative framework to describe NT conditionals, including Johannine
conditionals, from a functional point of view. The basic framework adopted by this
study is SFL’s metafunctions of language. As clauses and clause complexes,
conditionals are used to express and create complex phenomena. As rhetorical devices,

they also are used to enact personal and social functions in different kinds of texts or

193 For recent NT studies adopting Halliday's concept of language and text, see Porter and Carson,
Discourse Analysis, including Porter, "Introductory Survey," 14-35; Reed, "Identifying Theme," 75-101;
Porter and Reed, Discourse Analysis, including, Porter and Reed, "Discourse Analysis," 15-19; Reed,
"Cohesiveness of Discourse," 28-46; and O'Donnell, "Annotated Corpora,” 71-119. See also Porter and
O'Donnell, Linguist as Pedagogue, including the following works: Porter, "Prominence: Theoretical
Overview," 45-74; Westfall, "Method for Analysis," 75-94; Tan, "Pauline Epistles," 95-110; Gunderson,
"Nicodemus and the Samaritan Woman," 113-26; O'Connell and Smith, "3 John," 127-45; and Westfall,
"Romans 7:7-25," 146-58. Other works include Kwong, Word Order; Martin-Asensio, Transitivity-Based
Foregrounding; Black, Sentence Conjunctions; Westfall, Letter to the Hebrews; O'Donnell, Corpus
Linguistics; Reed, Philippians; and Dvorak, "Thematization, Topic," 17-37.

144 General linguistic studies of conditionals include Traugott et al., On Conditionals, including Ferguson
et al., "Overview," 3-20; Comrie, "Conditionals: A Typology," 77-99; Van der Auwera, "Conditionals and
Speech Acts," 197-214; Greenberg, "The Realis-Irrealis Continuum," 247-64; and Ford and Thompson,
"Conditionals in Discourse," 353-72. See also Haiman, "Conditionals," 564-89; Funk, "Semantic
Typology," 365-413; James, "Semantics and Pragmatics," 453-80; Young, "Classification of Conditional
Sentences," 29-49.
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discourses. The framework proposed below is descriptive of how conditionals draw on
multiple grammatical and semantic resources to perform their complex functions.'*
Ideational function. The protasis represents the basis of supposition. Its meaning
is expressed through the choice in the Greek verbal system network of MOOD. It
indicates the manner of presentation by distinguishing between simple statement of fact
or intention, expression of will, wish, generality, and potentiality, etc.'*® Excluding the
Optative Mood,'*’ the NT contains two basic types of conditional clauses or protases.
First, the conditional particle €1 if is used with the Indicative mood, to represent an
assertion that is presented by the speaker as certain or “factual” for the sake of
argument. It is the subjective relations between the speaker and his or her portrayal of
reality.'*® In addition, Indicative conditionals are also sub-divided into two types. With
type 1 Indicative conditionals, a speaker can choose any tense form. However, type 2
Indicative conditionals, or counterfactual conditionals, are limited to secondary tenses.
Secondly, the conditional particle v if is used with the Subjunctive mood, expressing
something that is considered notional or hypothetical.'*® It is quite frequent that the é&v
+ Subjunctive appears with un (if...not), and occasionally as kol €&V or its contracted

form, KGv (even if).

5 This important principle is also amply illustrated in Halliday’s articles on the multiple approaches to
language teaching and the complexity involved in the construal of pain. Halliday, “‘The Teacher Taught
the Student English’” CW 7:297-305; “Grammar of Pain,” CW 7:306-37.

146 McKay, New Syntax, 53. Wallace defines Mood as the way a speaker uses "to portray his or her
affirmation as to the certainty of the verbal action or state (whether an actuality or potentiality)." Wallace,
Greek Grammar, 445.

7 The ei + Optative conditional does not appear in John's Gospel. And no complete form of this type of
conditional structure is found in the NT. See 1 Pet 3:14, 17; Acts 24:19; 1 Cor 15:37.

14 . . \ e . . .
8 Porter, Idioms, 51. Similarly, "The indicative mood is the mood of assertion, or presentation of

certainty." Wallace, Greek Grammar, 448.

14 . . . s . . . .
% "The Subjunctive form is used to grammaticalize a projected realm which may at some time exist and

may even now exist, but which is held up for examination simply as a projection of the writer or speaker’s
mind for consideration." Porter, Idioms, 57. "The Subjunctive.. .represent[s] the verbal action (or state)
as...probable." Wallace, Greek Grammar, 461. See also McKay, New Syntax, 53-54.
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The Mood of the protasis allows an important way to classify conditionals based

on the speaker’s presentation or construal of reality, as the following conditionals in

Matt 4:3, 6, 9 illustrate.

Matt 4:3, 6,9

&1 vi0g €l 10D Be0D, If you are the Son of God,

eine 1va ol AlBo1 ovTOL EPTOL YEVOVTOL. command that these stones become bread.
el vi0g €l 10D Be0D, If you are the Son of God,

Bale ceavtov KATO throw yourself down
00T 0oL TAVTIA dDo®

. ) . All these things will I give you,
£0V TECOV TPOGKLVIGNG UOL

if you fall down and worship me.

In the first two conditionals, Satan uses Jesus’ deity in the Indicative conditional
clauses twice (vv. 3, 6) to posit his argument, and uses them for making his demands in
the main clause. Framing the conditionals in such a way, with the accompanying fact
that Jesus is the Son of God, makes the argument highly compelling. However, after two
failed attempts, Satan switches to the é0tv + Subjunctive conditional clause in v. 9.
Unlike the Son of God Indicative protasis, Jesus’ falling down and worshipping Satan is
portrayed hypothetically. Satan does not represent it with any certainty, he merely
suggests that Jesus may be motivated to do so as a possibility.

In Gal 1:10, Paul uses the Indicative type 2 protasis to depict what might have
happened, but did not in reality. He posits that if the protasis was true, the apodosis
would also be true.

Gal 1:10

el €11 avBpanolg fipeskov (Impf. Act. Ind.), Xpiotod doDA0g 0VK &V Hunv

(Impf. Act. Ind.).

If I were still trying to please people, I would not be a servant of Christ.

The Ideational function is further subdivided into Experiential and Logical

functions or meaning. The LOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATION (L-SR) is a system network
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under the logical function that describes the semantic relation between the clauses in
clause complexes such as conditional statements. In SFL, as hypotactic clause
complexes, conditionals (in English) are under the subcategory of “enhancing” which is
under “Expansion.” However, Halliday and Matthiessen also point out that these
relations are only generalized glosses and should not be used as precise definitions.
They further comment that, "It is important to interpret these 'logical' relationships in
their own terms as part of the semantics of a language, and not to expect them to fit
exactly into formal logical categories.""°

As surveyed earlier in Chapter 1 of this study, NT Greek grammarians in the past
century did not reach a consensus on the classification of the L-SR of conditionals. A
number of them left this semantic feature out of their discussion."”! Moreover, a
considerable degree of ambiguity still exists between categories such as Cause-Effect,
Evidence-Inference, and Equivalence. The two categories adopted by this study are the
Causal and the Correlative relations. They do not neatly follow any particular formal
logical classification, but are primarily deduced from the general usage of Greek
conditionals themselves. As this study continues, their validity will be further assessed.
The Causal relation, such as cause-effect or evidence-inference, is implicit to the
Indicative conditional. The Correlative relation, on the other hand, simply suggests co-
occurrence of the protasis and apodosis; any causal or logical relation between the
clauses, if it ever exists, is minimized.

The distinction between the two relations can be illustrated by Gamaliel’s

conditionals in Acts 5:38-39:

150 Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 392.
11 Cf. Robertson, Zerwick, Moule, McKay, and Runge.
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Acts 5:38b-39
gav 1 €€ avlpoTev 1 PovAn adty fj T0 €pyov 10010, KataAvonosto,

&1 8¢ €k 020D £0T1v, 0V Suviioecte KUTAADG AL AOTOVE
if this plan should be of people, it will be overthrown (Correlative)

but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow them (Causal)

In the first conditional (v. 38b), the implied correlative relation draws the
connection between the probable human origin of the preaching of the apostles and its
possibility of being overthrown eventually. Although a logical relation between the two
exists, such a connection, is not emphasized. The Subjunctive conditional clause and the
main clause are stated simply as co-occurrences.

By switching to Indicative in the next conditional (v. 39), and with the
accompanying causal relation, Gamaliel's point is that if the apostles’ preaching is from
heaven, then the Jewish Council’s efforts to destroy it are in vain. The Indicative mood
portrays something as being certain or “real” for the sake of argument, and the causal L-
SR is implicit in the apodosis. By framing his argument it in this way, Gamaliel’s stance
on this matter is based on sound reasoning. Compared to the first conditional, the second

(v. 39) apparently carries much stronger rhetorical force,!*

warning those who are
considering drastic actions against the apostles. The rhetorical impact is shown in the
subsequent verse (v. 40). Because of Gamaliel’s conditionals, the people follow his
advice.

Two key network systems that construe meaning in Greek conditionals are the

verbal MOOD of the conditional clause (protasis), and the LOGICO-SEMANTIC

RELATION (L-SR) between the conditional and the main clause. Along with other

152 The thetorical force is also expressed in the use of the Negative Polarity in the apodosis, you will not
(00) be able to overthrow them.
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grammatical networks, they are the key grammatical resources that conditions mobilize
to express and create meaning.

Interpersonal function. Interpersonally, the Greek verbal Mood of the main
clause (apodosis) is used similarly to express the attitude of the speaker toward the
action in the main clause. In conditionals, the choice mainly consists of Indicative and
Imperative. Indicative is subdivided into Declarative and Interrogative, with the
Interrogative further divided into polar (y/n) interrogative and wh- interrogative (who,
what, when, how), as the following diagram shows.

. Declarative
Indicati

pym
~ Interrogative §

.

Imperative

For example, in the temptation account in Matt 4 cited above, Satan uses
Imperative apodoses, 4:3 command (eine Aor Act. Imp.) these stones; 4:6 throw (BaAe
Aor Act. Imp.) yourself down to take advantage of the assumed to be true Indicative
conditional protases and to make a compelling case for Jesus to obey him. On the other
hand, the future Indicative apodosis in 4:9 A/l these things I will give (ddow Fut. Act.
Ind.) you is much less forceful and more contingent.

The interpersonal meaning of condition is expressed through the system network
of PERSON In this study, PERSON is primarily divided into two main choices: speech
roles (the speaker /, the addressee you) and other roles (ke, she, they), including the

generalized one or anyone.'> A speaker may switch Person in consecutive conditionals

153 Halliday & Matthiessen, /FG, 41 In this study, “other roles” and the generalized “one” (IFG, 325) are
merged as one.
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for rhetorical impact. In the following example, the third person grammatical Subject of
the first conditional Demetrius and the craftsmen who are with him is changed the

second person you to address the audience as.

Acts 19:38-39 (choice of Person)
€1 HEV 0OVV ANUITPIOG KO 01 6DV OOTH TEYVITUL EX0VGT TPOS TIVOL AdYOV

gl 8¢ 11 mepontépw Emilnteite

So then, if Demetrius and the craftsmen who are with him have a complaint against any
person

But if you want anything beyond this

The change of Person reflects the rhetorical strategy of using the first conditional
to set the stage for the second conditional. In order to calm down the riotous crowd (cf.
v. 36), the speaker (the town clerk of Ephesus) deliberately switches from the third to
the second Person in the second conditional to address the crowd (you) and dissuade
them from troublemaking.

Furthermore, the interpersonal meaning of conditionals is expressed through
their grammatical intricacy, or the degree of personal involvement by the speaker
measured by the total number of clauses and their interconnectedness in each clause
complex. "[T]he more the speaker is 'wrapped up' in the discourse, the more complex
the sentence grammar becomes. ... What makes the grammar stretch in this way is the
unconscious rhetoric of sustained commitment: to a topic, a position, or a goal."">*

Grammatical intricacy can be measured numerically as the total number of ranking

154 Halliday, "So you say 'Pass'...," CW 2:244; "Spoken and Written," CW 1:331-35 for further discussion
on this topic.
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clauses in a clause complex,'>’ as the following example based on the Greek text
illustrates.

1 Cor 13:1-3 (grammatical intricacy)

Clause complex 1

[1] Eav t0ig YAOoowlg 1OV AvOpOTOV AUAB KOl TAV AYYEA®VY,
[2] ayamnyv de pn éxw,

[3] yéyova xodkog @V 7 kouPorov draialov.

Clause complex 2

[1] ko éav €xo TpognTeiay

[2] kol €18® TG pvoTHPLO TEAVIO KOl TACHV THY YVOOLY

[3] kol é&v €xo TGoov THY TioTLY

[4] @doTe Gpn pedisTAvVOL,

[5] &yanny 8¢ un Exw,

[6] 0V8év gij.

Clause complex 3

[1] kGv youicn TavIo Ta VTAPXOVIC LoV

[2] kol £V ToPOd® TO CAOUG MOV

[3] Tva xvyoopot, Gydnnv

[4] dydnnv 6¢ pn €xo,

[5] 0vdev m@eroDuo.

Unlike many conditionals that consist of two simple clauses (protasis and
apodosis), some conditionals such as 1 Cor 13:1-3 appear in intricately constructed
clause complexes, with the grammatical intricacy values of three (3), six (6), and five
(5) respectively. Generally speaking, the higher the value of the intricacy, the more the
speaker is committed to his speech. In addition to the number of clauses, the logical
relations between clauses (paratactic, hypotactic) and their grammatical functions
(content, purpose, result) are also significant indictors of the personal meaning of the
conditional. In this section of the letter to the Corinthians, the high grammatical

intricacy values are indicators of the degree of importance of love in the Christian

community the writer (Paul) assigns.

155 T
Grammatical intricacy seems to occupy a complementary role between the Interpersonal and Textual
functions. Textually, the intricacy is an indication of how complex information is being structured.
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As part of the interpretative framework for NT conditionals, meaning is
expressed and created through choices in systemic networks such as the Greek verbal
MOOD of the apodosis, the choice of the PERSON as the grammatical subject especially
in consecutive conditionals, and the grammatical concept of grammatical intricacy
These selected features are diagrammed below, with Assertion realized by the Indicative
Mood, and Projection and Direction (non-Assertion), realized by the Subjunctive and

Imperative Moods respectively

( Speech role
PERSON

.

Non-speech role

Declarative
Assertion y/n
Interrogative
MOOD wh
Interpersonal Q)
Function ﬁ
Projection

Non-Assertion [
Direction

Other system networks

Grammatical intricacy; etc.

\

Textual function. Textually, meaning is also expressed in the thematic structure
of the clause, that is, the Theme and Rheme construction as discussed in the above
section. In any clause (protasis or apodosis), a Theme is “marked” when it is not the

grammatical subject of the clause.'*® Marked Themes in a clause include an adverbial

156 Four basic constituent orders of a simple clause in NT Greek may be considered as follows: PC, CP,
PS, and SP, with P = Predicator, C = Complement, and S = Subject. A comprehensive analysis of the
probability of the order in the entire NT or John’s Gospel is beyond the scope of this study But based on
John 1 1-34 (total: 99 ranking clauses), the following is found (in descending order): others (35 clauses),
SP (31 clauses), PC (16 clauses), PS (10 clauses), and CP (7 clauses). The CP clauses are found in v 1 the
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group (Adjunct) and nominal group (Complement). To illustrate from 1 Cor. 13 again,
the marked Themes (clausal) are underlined. To make the subject matter of love
prominent, Paul repeats the clause with the Complement /ove as the marked Theme

three times.

1 Cor 13:1, 2, 3 (marked Theme)
v.l  &yamny 8¢ un €xw but love I do not have

v.2  ayannv 8¢ pn €xo but love I do not have
v.3  ayamnv 8¢ un €x® but love I do not have

Clause configuration also determines the textual meaning of conditionals. The
normal configuration is protasis first, followed by the apodosis, or P * Q, reflecting the
thematic structure of the conditional clause complex. The protasis normally functions as
the thematic clause as the point of departure for the rest of the clause complex.
However, the clause order may be reversed as Q ~ P. In other words, the apodosis
assumes the position in the clause complex as the thematic clause. By virtue of its
position, the fronted apodosis becomes the point of departure for the rest of the clause
complex. The two kinds of clause configuration are shown below.

1 John 2:1 (P~ Q)
But if anybody does sin we have an advocate with the Father—Jesus Christ, the
Righteous One.

1John 2:3 (Q* P)
We know that we have come to know him if we keep his commands.

In relation to text, the textual function of conditionals is also expressed where
they are located in the text span, for example, the paragraph. Depending on their
location, conditionals also function as introductory or concluding statements. For

example, in Gal 6:1-10 the apostle Paul continues to exhort the church to live by the

Word was God, v. 14 and the Word because flesh, v. 19 and this is the witness of John, v. 21 Are you
Elijah? Are you the prophet? v. 22 Who are you, so that we may give an answer to those who sent us?
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Spirit. The opening conditional statement introduces the subject matter of believers

being caught in sin. Paul then continues to elaborate in the rest of the paragraph (text):'"”’

Gal. 6:1 (introductory conditional)
"Adehgoi, Eav xal npoknucpen ocvep(mcog &V TIVL nocpocma)uocn, Vueig ot
TVEVUUTIKOL KUTUPTILETE TOV TOL0DTOV £V TVEVUATL TPUVTINTOG

Brothers and sisters, if someone is caught in a sin, you who live by the Spirit should
restore that person gently.

The sin that Paul refers to in the introductory conditional forms the first item of a lexical
chain in the subsequent verses, for example, burden (v. 2), deceive (v. 3), boasting (v.
4), and load (v. 5), with the paragraph ending with the exhortation of doing good to all
people (v. 10).

Conversely, a concluding conditional is used at the end of the paragraph (text) in
Gal 2:11-14, where Paul records the incident took place in Antioch where he rebuked
Peter for hypocrisy (v. 11 But when Cephas came to Antioch). The final statement of
this event concludes with Paul’s conditional to Peter.

Gal 2:14b (concluding conditional)

el oV Tovdaiog dYapxwv €0vik@g kol ovyl Tovdaixdg {fig, Tdg Ta £6vn

avoykdlelg ovdoilety;

If you, being a Jew, live like the Gentiles and not like the Jews, how is it that you
compel the Gentiles to live like Jews?

In addition, consecutive conditionals are frequently used for exposition,
comparison and contrast. In the Sermon on the Mount, two consecutive Indicative
conditionals are found in Jesus' teaching about adultery:

Matt 5:29, 30 (consecutive conditionals)
€1 8¢ 0 0pBOANIC ooV 0 deELog oKkavdaAilel o€

Kol €1 M 8e€1d cov yeip okavdarilel oe

57 Unless otherwise stated, the rest of this study will adopt the paragraph division by UBSGNT, 4™ rev.
ed. If necessary, distinctive lexicogrammatical patternings will be searched to check against the paragraph
division. Any major variation with other critical editions will also be noted.
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If your right eye makes you stumble

And if you right hand makes you stumble
Later, Jesus also uses three consecutive conditionals in his teaching on "the light of the
body":

Matt 6:22, 23a, 23b (consecutive conditionals)
£&v 0UV 1) 0 0QBOALGG GOV ATA0DG

gv 8¢ 0 0@BaALSEC GOV TOVIPOG. ..l 0DV TO PAG TO £V GO GKITOG EGTIV

if therefore your eye is clear

But if your eye is bad.. If therefore the light that is in you is darkness
Jesus and other NT writers often use consecutive conditionals to provide a more layered
understanding of the teaching or a stronger argument in formal arguments and legal
debates. A number of these conditionals are found in Acts 18:14, 15 (Gallio); Acts
19:38, 39 (the town clerk in Ephesus); and Acts 25:11a, 11b (Apostle Paul).

Finally, highly clustered conditionals in functionally-significant text spans
present complex arguments that cannot be achieved by a single conditional. For
example, in Matt 12:22-32, Jesus uses four consecutive conditionals to debate the Jews.
Against their accusation, Jesus repeatedly underscores his divine power over satanic
power. The consecutive conditionals are thus used for presenting a sustained argument
that cannot be accomplished by a single condition. Similarly, in Matt 18:1-20 Jesus
teaches his disciples on humility, forgiveness, and spiritual restoration, expounded
through the highly clustered conditionals. These closely clustered conditionals help him

to elaborate, compare, and contrast the related lessons. They are listed below.
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Text Teaching = Clustered/consecutive
. . ~_ conditionals ’
vv 1-5 Humility v 3,5

vv 6-9 Temptations vv 8,9

vv 10-14 Finding the lost vv 12,13

vv 15-20 Restoring believers vv 15,16, 18a, 18b, 19

To present meaning textually, NT conditionals also mobilize a number of
grammatical resources. They include, on the rank of clause: thematic structure; on the
rank of clause complex: clause configuration, and in texts: introductory and concluding
conditionals, as well as consecutive and clustered conditionals. These and other
grammatical resources are utilized in the NT to present the textual meaning of
conditionals. Together with the Ideational and Interpersonal features provided above,
they will be used to investigate the meaning of Johannine conditionals.

In sum, instead of approaching NT conditionals from a piecemeal fashion and
without a principled linguistic theory, this interpretative model adopts three main
grammatical categories. the ranks of the clause and clause complex on the
lexicogrammar stratum, and the semantic concept of text. Key system networks and
linguistic features according to the metafunctions (Ideational, Interpersonal, and
Textual) are then applied.

As this section has already shown, the conditional “if” is a complex notion that
takes more than one or two grammatical features to understand fully The amount of
grammatical resources mobilized and how they interact with each other to express and
create meaning in conditionals is complex and extensive. This study will adopt the

above functional approach to investigate the meaning of the conditionals in John.
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2.3 Procedure

The following procedure is set up to examine select Johannine conditionals in
context using the proposed functional framework delineated above. As in the rest of the
NT, almost all the Johannine conditionals are found in speeches and conversations,
mostly of Jesus and other characters. The procedure will pay special attention to the
speech participants (for example, the Jews or the disciples) in terms of their general
attitude toward Jesus and how it may affect the conditionals that are recorded in the
conversation. Closely related to the speech participants is the type of dialogue that is
being exchanged. The procedure will pay attention to any kind of pattern that exists
between the dialogue and conditionals.

Johannine conditional statements will be examined according to three general
steps. Step 1 states the rationale for the selection of texts and conditionals. Step 2
accounts for the linguistic framework for the analysis for the selected conditionals.
Finally, Step 3 investigates related linguistic issues and claims that are pertinent to the
meaning of Johannine conditionals or the rhetorical purpose of John.

Step 1. The scope and arrangement of discourses and conditionals are based on
the Gospel narrative. The first discourse is located in John 3 and the last discourse in
John 11. They represent Jesus’ first speech (with Nicodemus) in John that contains
conditionals and the first extended speech with his followers (the disciples, Martha, and
Mary) at the close of his public ministry. However, in the first 10 chapters of John,
Jesus’ major conversation partner is the Jews. Jesus’ debate with them concerning
Sabbath healing (John 5) and his final public debate during the Feast of Rededication

(John 10) are included. John 7:10-8:59 represents Jesus’ longest series of discourse with
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the Jews. However, since the Sabbath healing debate (5 19-47) and the final debate
(10:22-39) are included in the analysis, this series of discourses and their conditionals
will be referred to throughout the study but will not form a part of the main discussion.

As part of the transition between Jesus' public ministry and his final week, John
11 1-44 records the dialogue of Jesus with the disciples, Martha, and Mary In contrast
to the Jews, they are audiences whose attitude to Jesus are much more positive. The
discourse also contains one of the highest number of conditionals Jesus has with his
followers. Conditionals subsequent to John 11 will not be included in the main
discussion, but they will be cited throughout the discussion for comparison and
illustrative purposes.

The following chart shows these discourses and the conversation partners.
Conditionals by other people are marked by the symbol * (e.g. *3:2 is a conditional

spoken by Nicodemus), and Indicative conditionals (type 1 and type 2) are underlined.

Text  Audience . Conditionals Total
3115 Nicodemus vv *2,3,5,12 4
4:7-15 The Samaritan woman 4:10 1
4:46-54 The royal official 4:48 1
519-47 The Jews vv 19,31, 43,46, 47 5
6:41-65 The Galilean Jews and disciples vv 44,51, 53, 62, 65 5
10:22-42 The Jews vv *24,35-36, 37, 38 4

11 1-44 The disciples, Martha, and Mary vv 9,10, *12, *21, 25, *32, 40 7

Grand total. 27

Of the 27 conditionals that have been selected, eight were spoken to the Jews,

the highest number of conditionals spoken to a group or audience. This number does not
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include those that are spoken in John 7 and 8 (an additional of 15 conditionals). The
discourse between Jesus and the Jews (5 19-47) contains the highest number of
conditionals (total. 5). The least number of conditionals that are spoken in the above
discourses are found in Jesus’ discourses with the Samaritan woman (4:7-15) and the
royal official (4:46-54). In each of the discourses, Jesus only speaks one conditional.
However, other than the disciples and the man who was born blind (John 9), these are
the two individuals in John who after encountering Jesus, subsequently put their faith in
him. The implication of their belief will be examined in the next chapter, Chapter 3, of
this study The final section of Chapter 5 will be devoted to a description of the
grammar of Johannine conditionals.

The organization of the analyses of the discourses is shown below

. ) ~__ Contents . ..
Three 3 1 Nicodemus

3.2 The Samaritan woman and the royal official
3.3 The Jews
Four 4.1 The Galilean Jews
4.2 The Early disciples
4.3 Final debate with the Jews
Five 5.1 The disciples, Martha, and Mary

5.2 The grammar of Johannine conditionals

Step 2. Selected systemic networks and grammatical features will be applied to

these conditionals.'*® Relevant systems and features under the three metafunctions of

158 Halliday writes, “The guiding principle is to select and develop whatever is needed for the particular
purpose in hand. There are many different purposes for analyzing a text, and the scope and direction of the
analysis will vary accordingly Often we may want to scrutinize only one or two features, but to follow
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language will be used to examine the conditionals in context. The primary focus is on
the content stratum, that is, properties connected to either the lexicogrammar or the
semantics of Johannine conditionals. Linguistic units that are below the rank of the
clause, such as word and word groups, will not be included in the main discussion.
Selective analyses will be carried out based on the following rank-function

matrix, including the semantic concept of text.

Ideational

-  Interpersonal Textual
Experiential  Logical

Collocations with Introductory and
(Text) questions concluding conditionals;
lexical tie

Consecutive, identical,
& clustered conditionals

Clause complex L-S Clause configuration;
RELATION grammatical intricacy
The clause'” MOOD; MOOD, ASPECT, THEME
ASPECT; PERSON; POLARITY
PERSON

Generally in each discourse, the conditionals will be examined in the order of the
Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual functions. However, in some cases such as 10:35-
38, where the analysis concerns grammatical intricacy, the clause-by-clause approach
will be used instead. They will also be compared and contrasted with selected
conditionals in the rest of the NT Any significant lexical ties or patterns of grammatical

collocation will also be analyzed.

them through to a considerable depth.” Halliday, “Dimension of Discourse Analysis,” CW 1:285 Bloor
and Bloor also write, “In actual analysis, language is so complex and the options available to the
speaker/writer (of any clause) are so many that it is too ambitious to expect the analyst to consider all
optional systems at a paradigmatic level. Nevertheless, there are often clear alternative available that are

relevant to the significance of the message.” Bloor and Bloor, Functional Analysis, 236.

159 The system networks listed under the Ideational function belong to the protasis, and those under the

Interpersonal function belong to the apodosis.
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The general principle behind the selection of items in the matrix for investigation
is the degree that an individual system network or a particular linguistic feature is
perceived to contribute significantly to the overall meaning of the conditionals.'®
Observations such as the overall distribution of conditionals, and conditionals that are
clustered or consecutive, will also be noted. In particular, their textual meaning and
rhetorical impact will be explained.

Step 3. While Step 2 focuses primarily on the description and meaning of
Johannine conditionals in terms of lexicogrammatical systemic networks and semantic
features located in the content stratum, Step 3 analyses the conditionals in their broader
contextual setting in the text of Gospel of John. For example, section 5.1 will respond to
the research on Johannine misunderstanding by Hans Forster, who claims that the
disciples’ conditional in 11:12 constitutes what he calls an “untypical” misunderstanding
in John’s Gospel.'®! His claim will be examined along with two other conditionals
found in John 11 by Martha (v. 21) and Mary (v. 32).

In addition, the classification of conditionals by Richard Young according to
Speech Act Theory will also be tested in section 5.1. Young claims that the conditional
by Martha (11:21) belongs to the classification of “Rebuke;” while an identical

conditional by Mary (11:32) belongs to “Lament.”'®* The presupposition and validity of

169 14 analyzing William Golding’s The Inheritors, Halliday divides the text into three passages (Passage
A, B, and C) and analyzes the patterns of transitivity. As a result, he concludes that the story underscores
a fundamental shift of world-views. Halliday, “Linguistic Function,” C# 2:88-125. In another instance,
by investigating system networks such as Modality/Modulation, and thematic pattern and semantics of
time, Halliday points out J. B. Priestley’s An Inspector Calls’ two main themes, namely, interdependence
and social responsibility, and time. See Halliday, “The De-automatization of Grammar,” CW 2:126-48.
161 Forster, “Johannes 11:11-14,” 338-57; see also Carson, “Understanding Misunderstanding,” 59-89.
162 ¥ oung, NT Greek, 225-30.
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such a claim will be examined according to the functional interpretative framework of
this study.

In section 5.2, Johannine conditionals will be used to respond to the
sociolinguistic argument put forward by Bruce Malina and others that the language of
John is “antilanguage.”'® The term antilanguage is used by Halliday to describe any
language that is characterized by secrecy for the purpose of excluding those who are not
part of the speaker’s social group.'® The meaning of Johannine conditionals and their
persuasive function in John will be used to respond to such sociolinguistic claim in this
final section of Chapter 5.

Finally, in our understanding of meaning, Halliday characterizes language as
being “ferociously complex,” and is perhaps “the single most complex phenomenon in
nature.”'®> Even to give an account of the grammatical construction of conditional
statements is a highly complicated task, as indicated by this chapter. It requires a
rigorous general linguistic theory such as SFL as the theoretical foundation. The SFL
approach is also based on the premise that language is less concerned with the
restrictions imposed by grammatical rules and regulation but is a deeply rich resource of
meaning making. The procedure for analyzing conditionals in John is based on such a
premise. The goal is to develop a fully functional framework for describing and
explaining conditionals in John’s Gospel, and with special attention to how they are

used to persuade the reader to put their faith in Jesus, the Son of God (20:31).

163 Malina, Gospel of John in Sociolinguistic Perspective; Malina and Rohrbaugh, Gospel of John;
Petersen, Gospel of John. See also Neyrey, Gospel of John and Ideology of Revolt.

164 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 164-92.

165 Halliday, “Computing Meanings,” CW 6:243.
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Throughout this study, the closely related concepts of describing and explaining the
meaning of language go hand in hand. As Halliday writes,
The purpose of functional labeling is to provide a means of interpreting
grammatical structure, in such a way as to relate any given instance to
the system of the language as a whole... The description of a language,
and the analysis of texts in the language, are not—or at least should not

be—two distinct and unrelated operations; they are, rather, the two
aspects of the same interpretative task, and both proceed side by side.

166

Delimitation. There are three delimitations to this study. Firstly, the study of
conditional statements is limited to the linguistic approach. Other approaches, such as
the psychological, philosophical, and logical, are beyond the scope of this research.
Secondly, the corpus under examination is based on the Greek of the New Testament—
Koine Greek of the first century; conditionals in the Septuagint and in classical Greek
literature are not the main focus of the study.'®’” The present study mainly adopts a
synchronic approach to language, based on the corpus of the Greek New Testament. The
basic text for this study is the United Bible Society’s The Greek New Testament 4™ ed.
(UBSGNT). Other critical editions such as Westcott and Holt’s Greek New Testament
(W-H) and Nestle-Aland’s Novum Testamentum Graece 28" ed. (N-A 28"™) will also be
consulted. Thirdly, the study is limited to conditionals with the conditional particles €i
and €0v. The so-called implicit conditionality without the conditional particles,

expressed through relative clauses, participles, and questions is not considered formal

1% Halliday, FG, 32.

167 For studies on those conditionals, sce Lightfoot, Natural Logic; Greenberg, “The Realis-Irrealis
Continuum,” 247-64; Wakker, Conditions and Conditionals; Willmott, Homeric Greek; and Cooper, Attic
Greek, 1:730-741 (“Moods”), 2:1053-61 (“Hypothetical Sentences”).
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conditionals, and are consequently excluded because they do not always function as
conditional statements.'®®
In the following chapter, Chapter 3, the first four major discourses of Jesus, i.e.

with Nicodemus, the Samaritan woman, the royal official, and the Jews that contain

conditional statements will be examined.

168 Grammarians whose' discussions are based on the conditional particles: Robertson, Blass-Debrunner,
Moule, Turner, Zerwick, Porter, and Runge. But see McKay, New Synfax, 174 (circumstantial participle)
and Wallace, Greek Grammar, 687-89 (circumstantial participle, substantival participle, imperative,
relative clause, question).
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CHAPTER THREE
NICODEMUS, THE SAMARITAN WOMAN, THE ROYAL OFFICIAL,
AND THE JEWS
Introduction

This chapter will investigate the meaning of Johannine conditionals recorded in
the early chapters of John’s Gospel by adopting the interpretative framework proposed
in the preceding chapter. In addition to examining the conditionals as a grammatical
construction, attention will be given to how the author of John uses these conditionals as
rhetorical devices to motivate and persuade the reader. The chapter includes the first
four discourses of Jesus. These four discourses are divided into three sections. Section
3.1 contains Jesus’ discourse with Nicodemus (3:1-15). Section 3.2 includes discourses
with the Samaritan woman (4:7-26) and the royal official (4:46-54). Section 3.3
examines Jesus’ defense against the charge of violating the Sabbath after he healed a
man (5:19-47).

The nature of the discourses and the responses of Nicodemus, the Samaritan
woman, and the royal official are generally more receptive toward Jesus. In fact, at the
end of their respective narratives, the Samaritan woman and the royal official
independently put their faith in Jesus and influence their kinsfolk to do the same.
However, unlike these early characters, the Jews are far from receptive toward Jesus. As
a result, Jesus’ speech represents his argument to support his Sabbath healing as well as
his divine relationship with the Father. It also represents the first extended public

discourse of Jesus in John.



82

To study the fuller meanings of conditional statements, the investigation is
carried out based on two approaches. First, they will be described according to their
linguistic functions: ideational (including experiential and logical), interpersonal, and
textual. In this chapter, grammatical resources that the conditions realize include system
networks of MOOD, TENSE, LOGICO-SEMANTIC RELATION, PERSON, and
POLARITY. Other linguistic features that have also been used include apodosis-fronted
conditionals (3:3, 5), marked (clausal) Theme (4:48; 5:19), grammatical intricacy (5:19),
consecutive conditionals (5:46, 47), and introductory (3:3; 5:19) and concluding
conditionals (5:46, 47). Reference to co-texts will also be made to see how they assist
the reader to gain a deeper understanding of John’s argument.

Secondly, the conditionals will also be examined rhetorically. The purpose will
be to determine how the author of the Gospel presents his account of Jesus,'®
particularly, how the author uses conditionals to persuade the reader to form an accurate
perception of Jesus, so that he or she will believe in him (20:31). The rhetorical analysis
is primarily based on inferences and deductions. This is mainly because rhetorical
strategies are often carried out not explicitly but implicitly. Both Jesus and the author of
John present issues in ways that the hearer will gain insight and understanding through
the process of internal dialogue.m

The purpose of John’s Gospel has attracted much scholarly attention over the

years. Opinions are divided on whether it was written for evangelism, or for deepening

1% Fora scholarly discussion on the authorship, see Keener, Gospel of John, 1:81-139. In this study, “the
author” or “John” will be used as short hands for the author of this Gospel.
170 Willard, “Jesus the Logician,” 607.
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the faith of its readers who were already believers.'”* As the two positions are not
necessarily incompatible, this study adopts the view that the Gospel was written to a
wide-ranging audience in order that their understanding of the Christian faith be

established and deepened. It uses conditionals to accomplish this goal.

3.1 Nicodemus (3:1-15)

John 2:23-25 provides the immediate context to the conversation between
Nicodemus and Jesus in Jerusalem. There are apparent word plays by the author of John,
which form related lexical ties. First, although many in Jerusalem énictevoav (they
believed) in Jesus because of his signs (2:23), Jesus 00K EnioTEVEV QOTOV (he would
not entrust himself) to them (2:24). Second, Jesus knew what was in their hearts T{ v
gV 1@ AvOpOT® (what is in a person) (2:25). In 3:1 Nicodemus enters the scene as a
person (&vOpwmog) of the Pharisees. Third and finally, throughout the Gospel, the
author of John emphasizes the belief that goes much decper than watching miraculous
signs (cf. 2:23 onueia). This is further made explicit in the stories of the royal official

in section 3.2 below and in the story of Thomas (20:25, 29). Nicodemus’s opening

! Detailed argument for each option is outside the scope of this study. The following provides a list of
representatives of various views. (i) Morris sees the purpose of the Gospel in bringing the reader to a
place of faith and a new life in Christ’s name. Gospel according to John, 34. According to Robinson, the
Gospel is an appeal to those outside the Church, including the Greek-speaking Diaspora Judaism.
“Destination and Purpose,” 125. Carson also holds that the Gospel is evangelistic in its purpose,
particularly to the Jews and Jewish proselytes. Gospel according to John, 91. See also Dodd,
Interpretation, 8-9. (ii) Brown believes that the Gospel is designed to root the believer deeper in faith.
Gospel according to John, 1:1xxviii, Keener, likewise, points out that the different levels of belief in John
suggests that it is meant to confirm believers in their faith. Gospel of John, 1:214. Barrett thinks John’s
purpose consists in setting forth the full significance of an already existing Christian faith and the
composition of the book took place in a setting which was partly Jewish. “Environment and Purpose,” 17,
19.
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remarks show that he came to Jesus because of Jesus’ signs (GNUELX) (3:2).172

The stage
is thus set for Jesus’ first major discourse in John’s Gospel.'”
In this discourse, a total of four conditionals are spoken, one by Nicodemus (v

2), and the rest are by Jesus (vv 3, 5, 12). Selected basic grammatical features of the

conditionals are provided in the following chart.

Mood

*y 2 w0 ome (I(’Q) God (P) poP;’; . Tnd.
v 3 one (P), one (Q) neg, neg Ind.
v 5 one (P), one (Q) neg, neg Ind.
v 12 1 (P), you (Q) pos, pos (interrog.)

The indefinite personal pronoun t1g (orne) and 0vdeig (no one) dominate the
discourse as the grammatical Subjects in five clauses out of the four conditional
statements in these verses. Such strong presence of the indefinite personal pronoun
strongly indicates the people who are addressed in the dialogue go beyond the
immediate participant Nicodemus.

There is also a very high occurrence of the negative polarity particles u1j and 00
(not). In fact, each of these conditionals consists of the negative polarity particle at least

once. In addition, the semantic feature of “negative” is also present in no one (vv 2) and

N v meaning of onuelov (sign) in the OT includes prophetic acts that “corresponds something
divinely ordained to happen in the real world. The Johannine omuelov is nearer to the prophetic; only it
refers to in the first instance, to timeless realities signified by the act in time.” See Dodd, Interpretation,
141, 142. Chapter Four of this study will elaborate further on the important function of conditionals in
construing reality

173 Other than the disciples, Martha, Mary and Lazarus, Nicodemus is the only other named person in
John that Jesus speaks to in the first half of John. Nicodemus appears again in 7:45-52 and then in 19:38-
42 to prepare the body of Jesus with Joseph of Arimathea, a secrer (kexpouuévog) disciple of Jesus. For
a discussion of Nicodemus’s role as a disciple, see Renz, “Nicodemus: An Ambiguous Disciple?” 255-83.
Cf. de Jonge, “Nicodemus and Jesus,” 337-59.
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implied in the rhetorical questions in v. 12 How (t®¢) will you believe? Such a high
concentration of the negative also reflects what is being discussed are matters that tend
to be misunderstood, treated with suspicion, or discredited by people. Repeated
statements in the discourse that Nicodemus did not understand or believe also confirm
this view (vv. 9, 10, 12).

For the sake of discussion, the discourse is divided into two parts. The first part
consists of vv. 1-8, which consists of the following three conditionals (vv. 2, 3, 5).
*3:2 [Nicodemus]

poppi, otdoapev
671 &m0 80D EANAVOaG Siddoxarog

003e1g Yop SVvaTal TaHTO T¢ GTUET TOLETV G GV TOLELG Q)
g0y pm 1 O 6£0¢ pet adto. (P)
3:3

Qunv UV Aéym oot,

g0v P T1¢ YEVVNOT] dvmbev, P)

0V dvvartat ideiv thv Pacireiav 100 6g00. Q

3:5

Gunv aunv Aéye oot

g0v U1 T1¢ YEVVNOT €€ VATOG KO TVEVLOTOG P

oV dvvartul elcerbelv €ig 11V Paciieiov 10D Bgod. Q

Rabbi, we know
that you are a teacher who has come from God.
For no one can do these signs that you do

if God is not with him/her.

Very truly I say to you,
if one is not born again
he/she cannot see the kingdom of God.

Very truly I say to you,
if one is not born of water and the Spirit,
he/she cannot enter the kingdom of God.
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Ideational Function. 1t is apparent that the language of birth dominates Jesus’
conditionals in vv. 3 and 5.'™ The passive voice in both conditionals underscores the
motif of the powerlessness of humans to gain access into the kingdom of God. The same
motif is underscored throughout the text by finite verbs such as vv. 3, 5 yevvnon (Aor.
Pass. Subj. he/she be born), infinitive construction v. 7 yevvnofvau (Aor. Pass. Inf. to
be born), and participle constructions v. 6 10 yeyevvnuévov (Perf. Pass. Ptcp. that
which is born) and v. 8 Taig O Yeyevvnuévog (Perf. Pass. Ptcp. everyone who is born).
The passive voice in all these constructions emphasizes that the choice to attain life,
physical or spiritual, is beyond people’s powers.

The text is also dominated by the presence of Greek negative polarity particle. In
3:2-5 only, a total of 12 ranking clauses (speech section only), 00 and un do not occur
a total of five times. With the exception of the question by Nicodemus v. 4 p1n d0voton
€1G TNV KOV he/she cannot enter a second time into the womb, the rest are spoken
by Jesus, including his two conditionals,

3:3 EQv UN...00 dVvoton 18ewv if...not...he/she is not able to see

3:5 g0V PN ...00 dVvorto EGENBEWV if...not...he/she is not able to enter
These negative particles serve two main purposes. On one hand they express
Nicodemus’s lack of understanding. On the other hand, as the above conditionals show,

they are used by Jesus to point out the misunderstanding of how one may enter the

kingdom of God.

174 The description “water and Spirit” in v. 5 alludes to the rich theological concepts of water and Spirit in
OT scripture, especially Ezek 36:25-27, where God promised the exiled Jews to use water to cleanse them
from their sins and give them a new spirit. The language of a new birth also resonates with the new heart
as also promised by God in the new covenant with his people in Jer 31:31-33. For summaries of various
interpretations, see commentaries by Brown, John, 1:141-44; Carson, John, 191-96; and Keener, John,
1:544-55.
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Furthermore, as Subjunctive conditionals, vv. 3 and 5 exhibit the correlative or
conjunctive logico-semantic relation. As such, the conditional clause (protasis) poses a
hypothetical protasis with certain restrictions or qualifications. The apodosis provides a
correlative or concurrent situation that accompanies the protasis. The rhetorical effect
may be described as, “having a table full of items, sweeping all of them onto the floor,
and then placing the one item you are interested in back onto the table all by
itself...Removing everything and then adding back the important item that was already
there attracts far more attention to it than just pointing to it on the table.”'” Tt is a
powerful way of comparing two states of affairs, with the protasis positing something
that is considered as unexpected or improbable.

For example, according to Nicodemus, someone like Jesus who performs
miraculous signs likely has a close relationship with God. It naturally raises the
Christological question of whether Jesus is from God. And as far as Nicodemus and the
unbelieving Jewish reader are concerned, it is an undisputed fact the Jews, as the
descendants of Abraham, are qualified to enter the kingdom of God. However, Jesus
places a restriction on their confident belief, namely, v. 3 if one is not (E&v...un) born
again and v. 5 if one is not (€0v...uN) born of water and the Spirit. Could Jesus be
right? The author of John does not provide an answer here. Both Nicodemus and the
reader of John’s Gospel are challenged to personally determine the validity of such a

statement, and to think seriously whether they should believe Jesus. As will be further

175 .
Runge, Discourse Grammar, 84.
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discussed in this study, Johannine conditionals thus engage the audience to think deeply
in order to understand the nature and requirement of life in Jesus.'”®

Interpersonal Function. The Subjunctive Mood in vv. 3 and 5 (yevvn0fj Aor.
Pass. Subj.) he/she be born expresses a hypothetical condition. In other words, the new
or Spirit birth stated in the conditional clause or protasis is not considered as certain or
factual. Unlike later in v. 12 using the Indicative mood €imov (Aor. Ind. Act.) ] told,
where Jesus asserts that he did speak with Nicodemus on matters such as the wind and
its effect, the statements in vv. 3 and 5 are tentative and hypothetical. The audience is
motivated to come to their own decisions about their validity.

The Subjunctive Mood is also complemented by the choice of the Modality
expressed by dVvaton he/she is able in the apodosis in both vv. 3 and 5. The outcome
of the new birth, although not a reality at the time of speaking, is a real outcome
providing that certain conditions are met.'”” Such “possibility” is indicated by the

expression of “being able (to0).” Through these Subjunctive conditionals, as well as

through the modality of possibility, John argues that Jesus’ miraculous signs are

176 In examining the Johannine style, Louw also concludes that, “John’s gospel is much more theological

in orientation than the synoptic gospels...the cryptic nature of Jesus’ replies in his discourse with
Nicodemus is indeed rather strange. One would expect a proper explanation. The style of the passage,
therefore, suggests once again that the theological reflection is the focal issue in the pericope.” Louw,
“Johannine Style,” 11. He also thinks that the purpose of John is deeper theological reflection. Renz also
puts it along the same vein, “The Nicodemus-passages could sustain their function within a variety of life-
situations, being equally forceful for a non-believing audience (e.g. Jews or Godfearers interested in
Christianity), a believing audience (e.g. persecuted Christians) and even those in between (e.g. crypto-
Christians).” Renz, “Nicodemus: An Ambiguous Disciple?” 282. But both investigations do not include
conditional statements as a rhetorical tool for John’s purpose of writing.

77 The systemic network for MODALITY in Greek has yet to be thoroughly researched. In English,
modality is a grammatical category “that is closely associated with tense and aspect in that all three
categories are categories of the clause and are generally, but not always, marked within the verbal
complex.” Palmer, Mood and Modality, 1. But as Palmer admits, there is more variation with modality
than all other grammatical categories. (2) In addition, Halliday also points out that the English Future
tense tends to have a modal function, but the precise relationship needs to be further studied. Halliday,
“Quantitative Study,” CW 6:127-28. For the purpose of this study, the modal feature of be able to is
simply pointed out without any attempt to locate it in a systemic network.
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ultimately directed toward the new, Spirit life that awaits those who are willing to
believe in Jesus.

The rhetorical force of Jesus’ statements in this discourse is strongly marked by
the emphatic saying of &uiv Gunv Ayw oo very truly I tell you immediately
preceding the conditionals in vv. 3, 5. It underscores the twin message of these
conditionals: the necessity of spiritual birth for people to enjoy the privilege of God’s
salvation. Later in v. 11, it is also used to highlight Nicodemus’s lack of faith. In
addition to being the first extended dialogue of Jesus in John, the number of occurrence
of such an emphatic saying is among the highest within such a short span of text in the
Gospel.'”®

Later in the Sabbath healing debate (5:19-47), the same saying appears in the
opening conditional concerning the relationship between Jesus and the Father (5:19).
Similarly in the bread of life discourse, the emphasis is also made concerning the
importance of “eating and drinking” of Jesus (6:53).

5:19

GuTY QUMY AEym Vuiv... £av pun T PAETY TOV TOTEPE TOL0DVIQ
very truly I tell you... if it is not something he sees the Father doing

6:33
QUNV Gunv Ay vuiv, Eav pui) edynTe TV odpka Tod viod 100 AvepdTOoL
very truly I tell you, if you do not eat the flesh of the Son of Man

All these conditional statements address audiences who find it difficult to believe what

Jesus is saying and are likely to reject his teaching. In the case of Nicodemus, he simply

1
does not seem to understand Jesus.'”®

178 See also 8:51; 12:24; 16:23.

179 See Renz, “Nicodemus: An Ambiguous Disciple?” 259-64. Such ambiguity also weakens the premise
of the dichotomy between the “outsider” and “insider” in the discussion of antilanguage in John. See
Chapter 5 of this study.
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Conditionals in this discourse are also collocated with questions.'** These
questions further reflect the lack of understanding of Nicodemus and his fellow Jews. In
response to Jesus’ first conditional, Nicodemus raises the questions first in v. 4, and

continues again in v. 9.
3:4, 9 (Nicodemus)
How (r®¢) can a person be born again...? He cannot enter a second time into his/her
mother’s womb, can he?
How (n®¢) can these things be?

This is followed by Jesus’ rhetorical questions in vv. 10, 12.

3:10, 12 (Jesus)
You are Israel’s teacher and you do not know these things?

...how shall you believe if I tell you heavenly things?
Such a strong presence of questions also harks back to the first narrative section

of the Gospel (1:19-28), in which the Jews repeatedly question John the Baptist. For

example,

1:19, 21, 22, 25 (the Jews)
Who are you?

Are you Elijah? Are you the Prophet?

Who are you? What do you say about yourself?

Why do you baptized if you are not the Messiah...?

From a rhetorical or persuasive point of view, these closely packed questions and
conditionals challenge the reader to probe deeper into the underlying issues of what is
being addressed. In the Nicodemus discourse, the question-conditional pattern highlights

that it is necessary and possible for people to enter God’s kingdom through the new

birth that Jesus brings.

180 P . . . .
For a response to Neyrey’s view that questions in John are used for secrecy and information control

(Neyrey, Gospel of John, 11-12), see also the antilanguage discussion in Chapter 5..
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Subsequently, the exchange dynamics between Nicodemus and Jesus, especially
concerning who is taking charge, or the “interpersonal suspension” of the dialogue, falls
under James Martin’s interpersonal category of “challenging.” This dynamic system
takes place when one conversational partner refuses to participate in the topics initiated
by his or her dialogue partner.'®' In his discourse analysis on Nicodemus’s conversation
with Jesus, F. P. Cotterell refers to this as “complex repartee.”'® While Nicodemus
attempts to ground the conversation on Jesus (v. 2 grammatical Subject you), Jesus
changes its grounding to people (vv. 3, S grammatical Subjects of one, no one; v. 6 one
who is born of the flesh/of the Spirif) who are able to enter the Kingdom of God. As the
conversation unfolds, Nicodemus gradually loses his ground. The subject matter grows
increasingly difficult for him (vv. 9-10), and the number of clauses he speaks shortens:
four clauses in v. 2, two clauses in v. 4, and finally only one short clause (question) in v.
9. Nicodemus then fades out of the story.'®® Even as the teacher of Israel, Nicodemus is
unable to comprehend the salvation plan of God. By adopting the interpersonal or
rhetorical strategy of “challenging,” Jesus presents a strong case that what he offers is
more than miraculous signs and wonders.

Textual Function. One means to achieve cohesion in the text is through lexical

. 184
chains.

In this dialogue, the first chain depicts Nicodemus, the teacher of Israel,
whose knowledge of God is superficial and insufficient to grant him the privilege of

entry into God’s kingdom. It consists of words of knowing and understanding that are

! Martin, English Text, 66-76.

182 Cotterell, “The Nicodemus Conversation,” 239-40. The term is borrowed from Longacre, Discourse
Grammar, 129-31.
183 According to Carson, “the words of Jesus probably trail off at the end of v. 15, to be followed by the

meditation of the Evangelist in vv. 16-21” Carson, John, 185. See also Dodd, Interpretation, 303; Keener,
John, 1:566.

184 For an example of lexical cohesion, see Halliday, “Text as Semantic Choice,” CW 2:41-43.
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related to the ways of God (vv. 2, 7, 8, 10, 11), with the closely related titles of “Rabbi”
(v. 2) and “teacher” (vv. 2, 10) that Nicodemus and Jesus use to refer to each other.'®

Lexical chain (i): know/understand/teacher

v. 2 Rabbi...teacher...we know (Nicodemus)

vv. 7, 8, 10 do not marvel...you do not know ...the teacher...you do not understand

The second chain is the word 8vvorton he/she can, often accompanied with the
particle 0V not that appears throughout the dialogue and in many of Jesus’ conditionals.
In fact, with the exception of the final conditional, all three other conditionals (vv. 2, 3,
5) contain the finite dVvoto is able fo. It is used in relation to the new birth as the
qualification for entering God’s kingdom.

Lexical chain (ii): §Vvoton is able to/can

vv. 2, 4, 9 no one can...How can a person...he/she cannot... How can these things

vv. 3, 5 he/she cannot...he/she cannot enter
The two lexical chains form a consistent picture of people not understanding spiritual
things and that they are only able to enter God’s kingdom through the new birth.

Moreover, Nicodemus’s conditional in v. 2 exhibits an apodosis fronted (Q * P)
clause configuration. Instead of the normal order of P * Q, the order is reversed and the
apodosis (Q) takes the position of the thematic clause in the clause complex. The
thematic clause in v. 2 no one can do these signs expresses that the signs of Jesus have
motivated Nicodemus and others to approach him. Similarly, the Q ~ P configuration
appears in the Sabbath healing debate, 5:19 the Son can do nothing of himself, if he does
not (Eav un) see the Father... The thematic clause (the apodosis) forms the point of

departure for the rest of clause complex, describing the relationship between the Son and

185 For a discussion on learning in the writings of John and how the titles of “Rabbi” and “teacher” are
applied, sec Untergassmair, “Du bist der Lehrer Israels,” 211-18.
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the Father. In terms of the Jews in the Gospel, the notion of signs first appears in the
account of Jesus’ cleansing of the temple, 2:18 what sign do you show to us...? At that
time, the Jews were already showing disbelief toward Jesus.'®

The dialogue continues in v. 9 with Nicodemus’s question, How can these things
be? Jesus’ reply consists of the following conditional.

3:12 .

€l 10 EMiyE10 €imov VUV

KOl 0V TLOTEVETE,

TAG « E0V EIT® VULV TG ETOVPOVIOL » TIGTEVOETE;

If I told you earthly things
and you do not believe;

how « if I tell you heavenly things » will you believe?

Ideational function. The conditional statement consists of double protases, an
Indicative and a Subjunctive, with the latter being an inserted clause with brackets « ».
The author first records Jesus as presenting the situation as factual (Indicative) and the
unbelief of Nicodemus (and the Jews) in the first two clauses. A Subjunctive protasis «
if (V) I speak of heavenly things » is then inserted into the apodosis, how...will you
believe? to strengthen his argument and to heighten its rhetorical effect.

In other words, both the causal and correlative logico-semantic relations are
utilized to strengthen the message that the audience simply does not possess the capacity
to understand or to believe what Jesus says. John also frames the conditional as a
rhetorical question to provoke the reader to think for himself or herself in this matter.
Another double protases is found in 10:38:

10 38
€1 8¢ moI®d, KOV sum un mctennte T01G gpYolg TIGTEVETE, TVOL YVADTE KL
YWOOKNTE 0TL &V £OL 0 TATNP KAY® £V TR TOTPL.

The motif of sign appears again in the story of the royal official as the marked Theme in Jesus’
Subjunctive conditional clause, 4:48 ¢0v un onueio kol tépate 1dNTE if you people do not see signs
and wonders. See next section, sect. 3.2 “The Samaritan woman and the royal official”.
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But if I do them, even though you do not believe me, believe the works, that you may
know and understand that the Father is in me and I in the Father.

Textual function. Toward the end of the conversation, Jesus also uses two

marked Themes (underlined) in the following clauses for emphasis:'®’

3:10, 12 (marked Themes)
Kol ToDTO 00 YIVOGKELS;

and you do not understand these things?

el 10 émiyelo eimov Vpiv Kol 00 misTevETe
if I told you earthly things and you do not believe

With these marked Themes, Jesus makes a sharp contrast. Because he speaks earthly
things (these things, earthly things) to Nicodemus and he does not understand, he will
not understand spiritual things.

Finally, some of the wording in 3:1-15 points back to the co-text of the Prologue
(1:1-18). In this first extended dialogue, Jesus’ conditionals explain and develop key
concepts such as the flesh, new birth, and belief. John compares those who are only born
of natural descent (1:13 the will of the flesh) with those who are born spiritually (3:5
born of water and the Spirit), and relates this to the absolute necessity of belief (1:12,
3:12), as the following texts show.

(1) Prologue 1:12, 13
...even to those who believe (T01g TVGTEVOVOWV) in his name,

who were not born (€yevvniBnoav) not of blood, nor the will of the flesh (GopKOC)

(131) Nicodemus discourse 3:3, 5, 12
if one is not born (YeEvvnOR) again (GvmOcv)

if one is not born (YevvnOfi) of water and the Spirit (D30TOG KOl TVEVUNTOC), he/she
cannot see the kingdom of God...

if I told you earthly things and you do not believe (00 TIGTEVETE)...how shall you
believe (TG 1eV0ETE)...

187 As discussed on pp. 52, 68-69, in the constituent order of CP, the Complement (C) is considered to be
a marked Theme.
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In the Prologue, the author of John introduces the Word who becomes flesh, and draws
the reader’s attention to the importance of the new birth that is from God and through
faith. In the first extended dialogue of Jesus (3:1-15), the author records how Jesus
expounded these theological motifs and how they are inextricably bound together. Such
a teaching is communicated through the discourse of Jesus that is characterized by the
heavy presence of conditionals (vv. 3, 5, and 12).

Summary. A total of four conditionals in Jesus’ first extended dialogue in John
have been analyzed. SFL’s functional approach demonstrates that the description and
meaning of Greek conditional statements extend far beyond the traditional method of
Mood and Tense of the protasis. The analysis based on the metafunctions (Ideational,
Interpersonal, Textual) of language shows that the meanings of conditionals are layered
and far more complex than can be fully described by just one or two grammatical
categories.

It takes a significant amount of grammatical resources to describe what it means
by if. As meaning derives from choice, the choices that are related to conditionals are
many. Lexicogrammatically, they include: Mood (Indicative, Subjunctive), Logico-
Semantic Relation (causal or correlative), Polarity (positive, negative), clause
configuration (protasis or apodosis-fronted), verbal exchange dynamics (such as
challenge), collocation with questions, and clausal Theme (unmarked, marked).
Conditionals also semantically develop the motifs in co-texts, for example, the Prologue
(1:1-18).

Finally, the conditionals in this discourse show that they construe the “reality”

within which the reader may form the right opinion of Jesus and put his/her faith in him



96

(20:31). The author of the Gospel employs conditionals to prompt the reader to examine
the meaning and implications of belief in Jesus.'®™ And he strategically places
conditionals in the dialogues to achieve his persuasive purpose. In the next section,
Jesus’ two separate dialogues with two unnamed individuals will be examined. Unlike
the dialogue with Nicodemus, the number of conditionals used in each dialogue is much

fewer, but yet their outcomes are decidedly more positive.

3.2 The Samaritan Woman and the Royal Official

After Jesus’ discourse with Nicodemus, he is temporarily absent from the
narrative. The author then recounts a conversation between John the Baptist and his
disciples (3:22-36).'® Rhetorically, the account reinforces the argument that Jesus, not
John the Baptist, is the Christ (3:28 I am not the Christ, cf. 1:20). It also concludes the
section that records the words and deeds of John the Baptist that begins in 1:19.

The narrative and dialogue of Jesus picks up again in John 4 when he secks out
the Samaritan woman. The fact that Jews and the Samaritans are enemies (4:9) also
makes this extended personal conversation unusual, culturally and theologically.
Furthermore, unlike Nicodemus, after this encounter with Jesus the Samaritan woman
does not appear in the Gospel again. The entire Samaritan narrative (4:1-42) points to

the power of Jesus’ word and the universality of the gospel, 4:42 we have heard

188 In addition to Renz and Louw mentioned above, see also Burge, “Revelation and Discipleship,” 235-
54. “I believe that John has a highly formed view on how revelation is the distinguishing mark of
normative Christian experience. Some would call it the appropriation of wisdom for a template of
discipleship. But perhaps John would be happier if we called it prophetic revelation—or even an
awakening to deep insight about commonplace realities.” (235) Barrett also thinks that the purpose of
John should not be limited to either strengthening believers or evangelism, but as the setting forth the full
significance of an already existing Christian faith. Barrett, John and Judaism, 17.

1% For opinions on the paragraph division of John 3, see Barrett, St. John, 219-20, who considers vv. 22-
36 as a single unit.
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ourselves and know that (Jesus) is the Savior of the world. It is the Samaritans who first
acknowledge this truth.

Immediately after the story of the Samaritan woman, John records Jesus’ first
sign of healing—the healing of the son of the royal official (4:43-54)."° Although the
son was dying, Jesus refused to go with the father to see his son. Jesus only speaks to
the Father and tells him that his son is healed. John also records that Jesus speaks or has
spoken (including reported speech) a total of four times: v. 48 Jesus said; v. 50 Jesus
says...Jesus spoke; and v. 53 Jesus said. The words of Jesus are thus underscored as
having the power to bring life as well as to lead people to put their trust in him.

3.2.1 The Samaritan woman (4:7-12)

The immediate context of Jesus’ conditional may be summarized as follows;

vv. 4-6 Jesus enters Samaria and sits by a well

vv. 7-8 Jesus asks the Samaritan woman for a drink

v.9  The woman questions why a Jew would make such a request to a Samaritan
In response to the Samaritan’s disbelief, Jesus employs the following conditional
outlined in ranking clauses:

4:10

[1] &1 1ide1g 1TV dwpediv 10D Be0D
[2] kol Tig €TV O AEYV Gov

[3] 86¢ pov meiv,

[4] 6V GV fitnoog avTOV

[5] o €8wkev v ool VAP LdV.

199 Two other long-distance healings are recorded in the Synoptics: (i) Matt 8:5-13; Luke 7:1-10 Jesus
heals a centurion’s servant, and (ii) Mark 7:24-30 Jesus casts out demons from the daughter of a
Syrophoenician woman. However, in those healings, Jesus did not use any conditional statement, nor did
he make direct reference to signs and wonders, or faith versus sight. For the view that the royal official is
a Gentile commander of Roman auxiliary forces, see Mead, “John 4:46-53,” 203-206. Kysar also suggests
that, although it is not totally clear whether this man is Jewish or Gentile, John may be portraying this
man as a Gentile to continue to contrast the faith of the Samaritans and the unbelief of the Jews. Kysar,
John, 73.
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If you knew the gift of God

and who it is that asks you,

“Give me a drink,”

you would have asked him

and he would have given you living water.

Ideational function. The conditional clause belongs to the Indicative type 2
conditional (g1 + Indicative, secondary tense). It appears here for the first time in John’s
Gospel (see also 5:46; 8:19; 9:41). Indicative type 2 conditionals express situations or
events that are unrealized or counterfactual. In the first clause of the protasis, the Greek
verb f§oe1g (Plpf. Act. Ind. you knew) expresses that the Samaritan woman did not know
that Jesus was the gift of God to the world. The apodosis (cls. 4, 5) continues to add
that, as a result, she did not ask Jesus for the living water.

In terms of semantic relations, the clause complex has a causal logico-semantic
relation (L-S R). It means that there is a direct, causal relation between the protasis and
the apodosis. In this case, true knowledge of who Jesus is (the protasis) and the
woman’s asking and receiving the gift of the living water (apodosis) are causally
connected. If the conventional categories are adopted, either the category of Cause and
Effect or Ground and Inference may be applied. However, as Porter points out, the
conventional semantic categories are inadequate, and in some cases not very helpful.”’!
Instead of making two distinct “logical” (in its formal sense) categories of Cause and

Effect and Ground and Inference, this study adopts the categories of causal and

191 «Whereas it is clear that these categories are appropriate for discussing a significant number of
conditional statements, there are both a number of examples that could be categorized differently and a
number to which these categories do not seem to apply.” Porter, Verbal Aspect, 320. In addition to John
4:10, Porter also includes John 8:36 If (E&v) the Son shall make you free, you shall be free indeed
(Equivalence or Cause and Effect) and John 21:22-23 [f (€&v) [ want him to remain until I come, what is
that to you? (Adversative?). See also Nutting’s classification in “Order of Condition Thought,” 25-39,
149-62, 278-303.
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correlative relations that are more accurate in reflecting the relation in Greek
conditionals.

Interpersonal function. The choice of the emphatic personal pronoun 6 you
(would have asked) in the first clause of the apodosis also underscores the woman’s role
in the realization of what can happen, that is, receiving the living water. The use of the
personal pronoun also implicitly prompts her to further engage in the dialogue with
Jesus. At the end of the extended dialogue, she puts her belief in him (vv.28-29).
However, in the Sabbath healing debate (sect. 3.3), although Jesus uses the Indicative
type 2 conditional again (5:46), the Jews refuse to trust him.'*?

Textual function. The dialogue segment consists of two rounds of exchange. The
first round (vv. 7-9) begins with the introduction of yvvi} €k 1fig Zauopeioag a
Samaritan woman (v. 7a), immediately followed by the explicit subject of 6 'Incotg
Jesus (v. 7b) who asks her for water. The second round (vv. 10-12) consists of Jesus’
initial reply in the form of a conditional statement (v. 10), also introduced by the explicit
subject of Incodg Jesus, followed by the woman’s response (vv. 11-12).

Unlike the conditionals with Nicodemus, 4:10 consists of multiple protases
(including one content clause) and apodoses. The multiple references to water, drink,
well in the conditional form part of the lexical chains in this dialogue segment, including
the introduction by the author of John in v. 7. The conditional thus develops the
dominant motif of water in this segment and the entire discourse between Jesus and the

Samaritan woman. The Samaritan woman’s reference to the well twice in vv. 11 and 12

192 . . .. . . .
For a discussion on the significance of tenses in relation to time reference, see Boyer, “Second Class
Conditions,” 84-83.
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shows that she does not really understand what Jesus means by the gift of God (v. 10)

and the “water” that he gives. The lexical chain is shown below:

VOwp water TEWV to drink 10 @péap the well
Author v.7
Jesus v. 10 vv. 7,10
Samaritan woman v.11 vv. 9,12 vv, 11,12

3.2.2 The royal official (4:43-54)

The story of the royal official and his dying son echoes the motif of signs that
appears in 2:23 his signs which he was doing, and in Jesus’ discourse with Nicodemus
in 3:2 no one can do these signs. At the beginning of this narrative, the author of John
makes reference to Jesus’ first sign in Cana, v. 46 where he had made water wine. In the
concluding statement, he also points to the healing of the royal official’s son as another
sign, v. 54 this is again a second sign. Signs and wonders also form the key motif in

Jesus’ conditional in v. 48, as shown below.

4:48
g0V UM onueia Kol TEPUTO (dMTE, 0V UT) TIGTEVCNTE.

If you people do not see signs and wonders, you will never believe.

Ideational function. In this short conditional (nine Greek words), Jesus uses a
total of three negative particles: €0v um...00 un if...not...never. Such a high number of
negative polarities in a single conditional is rare in John. Together with the marked
Theme of signs and wonders in the protasis, Jesus uses them to draw additional attention
to the danger of simply relying on signs for one’s salvation, or entry into the kingdom of
God (cf. 3:3, 5). This is highlighted first in the if...not conditional clause, expressing the
mostly unspoken expectation of the people. Then it is underscored again with the use of

double negative 00 un never in the apodosis.
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However the kind of belief that Jesus requires is not solely contingent upon
signs. Even with signs some people still refuse to believe him, as the following
conditionals concerning the world show. Similar to 4:48, there is also a heavy presence
of the negative particles un and ovx in the protasis and the apodosis respectively.

15:22,24

el pM NABov kol EAGANG O adTolC, CUOPTICY 0OVK ElYocUV
If I had not come and spoken to them, they would not have sin

st 10, €pyo pun émoinoo &v adtoig 6 0VdeIG BALOG ETOINCEY, UUPTIOY OVK

gixocav:

If I had not done among them the works which no one else did, they would not have sin

Interpersonal function. Although it seems that Jesus is speaking to the royal
official, Jesus is in fact speaking to a wider audience. The Greek second person plural
verb endings in the protasis, 1017T€ (Subj. Act. Ind. 2p, pl.) you see and in the apodosis,
mioTeEVONTE (Subj. Act. Ind. 2p, pl.) you believe possibly imply that Jesus includes the
bystanders with the royal official. Perhaps he is using the royal official as the
representative of a group of people that relies on signs before they believe.”® A similar
choice of the second person plural ending also appears in the Nicodemus discourse in
3:11 happavere (Pres. Act. Ind. 2p, pl.) you (do not) receive and 3:12 miotevete
(Pres. Act. Ind. 2p, pl.) you (do not) believe. In that dialogue, Jesus also makes reference
to the Jews of whom Nicodemus, as a teacher of the Law, is a representative. In both
discourses, the choice of the second personal plural verb ending implies that Jesus
intends for his word to have impact beyond the immediate audience.

Textual function. The protasis has a marked Theme of signs and wonders that

points to what the father and the crowd expect from Jesus: a miraculous healing of the

the dying son. Jesus is making the motive of the people for putting their trust in him

193 Westcott, St. John, 78.
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explicit—trust only after seeing him perform signs (cf. the Jews 2:18; Nicodemus 3:2).
The marked Theme thus places the central question of belief firmly in relation to the
performance of miraculous signs. The question for the reader becomes: If Jesus
performs more signs, will more people believe him? And the even more fundamental
question is: Should faith in Jesus depend on signs? Such are the questions on which the
audience of Jesus and the reader of John’s Gospel need to reflect.

Moreover, by recording the story at the beginning of Jesus’ public ministry, the
author of John appears to set up a verbal parallel and a thematic tension between Jesus’
conditional and Thomas’ at the end of the Gospel. Both protases assert the significance
of seeing, and both apodoses are emphasized by the double negative particles 00 pn
never.

4:48 (Jesus)

£0v UM omuela Kol TEPATa 18MTE, 0V W] TICTEVGNTE
If you [people] do not see signs and wonders, you will never believe.

*20:25 (Thomas)

gav PN 10w £v Talg XEPOIV CHTOD TOV TUTOV TAV MAMV...00 UT TIGTEVC®

If I do not see in his hands the imprint of the nails ... I will never believe.
In the rest of John, Jesus continues to perform signs, and the reader has the privilege of
seeing some who believe and some who do not. And in all these circumstances,
Johannine conditionals are used to evoke the consciousness of the reader, motivating
them to make the right choice of putting their faith in Jesus (cf. 20:31).

“The words of Jesus” as a word group also forms a lexical tie between the belief
of the Samaritan woman and the Samaritans with the story of the royal official. Even
though Jesus has come and revealed himself through his words and his works, the world

fails to receive him. But the Samaritan believed Jesus, 4:41 81& TOvV AdYoV aOTOD

because of his word. And immediately after Jesus tells the father that his son lives, he



103

belicves Jesus’ words, 4:50 T® A0yw Ov eimev avT® 0 Incodg the words that Jesus
spoke to him.

The father exercises true faith by believing Jesus’ word before he actually sees
Jesus’ miraculous sign. And the word of Jesus is like the Word of God in creation that
imparts life (Gen 1). The motif of Jesus’ life-giving word continues in the Sabbath
healing and its subsequent debate (5:19-47) as well as Jesus’ raising of Lazarus (11:1-
44) in sections 3.3 and 5.2 of this study.'”*

Summary. The functional analysis of conditionals in Jesus’ dialogues with
Nicodemus, the Samaritan woman, and the royal official has shown that the description
and meaning of conditionals are layered and multi-faceted. Selected lexicogrammatical
system networks and linguistic features have been applied to these conditionals and have
yielded different results. For example, the choice of the Subjunctive in the verbal system
of Mood expresses a hypothetical conditionality. The modality expressed by dvvatot
he/she is able also expresses possibility. In the Nicodemus discourse, these and other
grammatical features of Jesus’ conditionals are used to explain that people, not just the
Jewish nation, receive salvation only through the work of the Spirit. The story and the
Indicative type 2 conditional to the Samaritan woman show that asking for and receiving
the living water are directly connected with knowledge of Jesus, who is the gift of God
to the world. And the story of the royal official, including the Subjunctive conditional,

presents a model for the reader to put his/her faith in Jesus not by relying on Jesus

194 Compare also the story of Elijah raising the widow’s in 1 Kings 17:17-24. After the child returned to
life, the widow said to Elijah, “Now I know that you are a man of God and that the word of the LORD
Jrom your mouth is the truth” (v. 24). Elijah’s word not only healed the child but also authenticated
himself as a man of God.
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performing miraculous signs, but by trusting his word (v. 48). In these stories, not only
did both of these characters believe Jesus, they also led their kinsfolk to do the same.
In John 5, Jesus performs another miraculous sign. However, the Jews in
Jerusalem take offence at him. As a result, Jesus gives an extended discourse to defend
his action. Five conditionals are used in his defense and they are the subject of analysis

in the section below.

3.3 The Jerusalem Jews (5:19-47)

In this third and final section of this chapter, systemic networks and linguistic
features will continue to be used to describe the functions of conditionals. The author
records the conditionals in John 5 to demonstrate that the Jews’ case against Jesus’
Sabbath healing and his Christological claim cannot be sustained. Jesus’ conditionals are
used polemically in his defense against the charge laid by the Jews of claiming God as
his own Father. At the end of Jesus’ defense, John also records the final two
conditionals (vv. 46, 47) to show that it is the Jews, not Jesus, who are in fact
disobedient to Moses.

After the healing of the royal official’s son (4:43-54), John immediately records
Jesus’ second healing. There are a number of significant differences between the first
and the second healing. The first healing takes place in Galilee and the father seeks
Jesus’ help because his son is dying. The second healing takes place in Jerusalem, and
Jesus takes the initiative to approach the sick man. But this man’s condition is non-life-
threatening. While the reader does not know the exact day of the first healing, the

second was performed on the Sabbath.
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Therefore, by attending a non-emergency situation, Jesus knowingly violated the
law of Sabbath (5:16) and consequently made the man commit the same crime by asking
him to carry his pallet (5:10). When confronted by the Jews, Jesus further claims
equality with God, v. 17 My Father is working until now, and I myself is working. The
act of healing on the Sabbath and his Christological claim set up the ensuing speech (vv.
19-47) that forms Jesus’ first major public debate with the Jews in John.'”

Compared with the first healing, the nature and outcome of Jesus’ conditionals in
the second healing are very different. In the first healing, Jesus spoke only one
conditional (4:48), prior to the healing the royal official’s son. But in John 5, he speaks
five conditionals (vv. 19, 31, 43, 46, 47) after the man is healed. Unlike the first healing,
Jesus faces a serious accusation from the Jews as a result of the second healing. The
discourse, including the conditionals, is thus more argumentative and polemical in
nature.

Structurally, the speech can be divided into two main sections.'”® In the first
section (vv. 19-30), Jesus delineates his special relationship with the Father and, out of
that relationship, the unique authority that he possesses, such as to heal on the Sabbath.
In the second section (vv. 31-47), Jesus continues to present witnesses, including John

the Baptist and the Father, who support his Christological claim. But even as the

19 The synoptic gospels record other incidences of Jesus violating the Sabbath. All three include the
disciples’ plucking grains and Jesus’ healing a man with a shriveled hand (Matt 12:1-8, 9-14; Mark 2:23-
28; 3:1-6; Luke 6:1-5, 6-11). In addition, Luke also includes Jesus’ healing the woman who cannot
straighten her back (13:10-17) and a man with abnormal swelling (14:1-6). Although Jesus uses
conditionals twice, Matt 12:7 If you had known what these words mean, and 12:11 If any of you has a
sheep, they differ from the Johannine conditionals in that the John 5 discourse is much longer and his
conditionals play more significant roles in the argument of his speech or defense.

% USBGNT divides Jesus’ speech into two main sections: vv. 19-30 (“The authority of the Son”) and vv.
31-47 (“Witnesses to Jesus). Most Greek commentators are also in agreement. Westcott, for example,
divides the text into vv. 19-29 (“Nature and prerogative of the Son”) with v. 30 as a transition, followed
by vv. 31-47 (“Witness to the Son and the ground of unbelief”). Barrett, Thyen, and Carson likewise
adopt the segmentation of vv. 15, 16 or 19-30 and vv. 31-47,
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disciples of Moses, the Jews refuse to believe and therefore they stand accused by
Moses.

An overview of these conditionals is provided below

Text/ Gram. subject Polarity

conditionals rotasis, apodosis rotasis, apodosis

L. vv 19-30

v 19 the Son, (the Son) neg, neg Ind.

I. vv 31-47

v 31 1, (his witness) pos, neg Ind.

v 43 a person, you pos, pos. Ind.

v 46 you, you pos, pos. Ind. + Qv
v 47 you, you neg., pos (Interrog.)

The grammatical Subject of the first conditional in the first section (vv 19-30) is
the Son (Jesus). In the second section, after having referred to those who testify to his
claim (v 31), Jesus shifts the Subject and speaks directly to the Jews. The three closely
clustered you (the Jews) conditionals (vv 43, 46, 47) conclude Jesus’ defense. In
addition, with the negative polarity in both the protasis and the apodosis, the first
conditional addresses the Father and Son relationship with a strong rhetorical force. By
definition, as an Indicative type 2 conditional the second to the last conditional (v 46)
also expresses the semantic feature of “negative,” that is, both clauses are unrealized or
not true. The argumentative nature can also be seen in the final conditional that Jesus

frames as a rhetorical question.
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3.3.1 Jesus and the Father (vv. 19-30)""’

Jesus’ opening conditional statement is shown below with marked theme
underlined and ranking clauses numbers.

5:19

1] &pnv aunv Aéyom duiv,

[2] 0¥ dVvatan 6 VIOg molElV G’ EVTOD 0VSEV

[3] éav pn T PAETY TOV TaTépa ToLOVVTOL

[4] & yop av éxeivog Torf,

[5] TobTor KOl 6 VIO OpOimE wotel.

[1] Very truly I tell you,

(2] the Son can do nothing by himself,

[3] if he does not see what the Father is doing;

[4] for whatever (the Father) does,
[5] these things the Son also does in like manner.

Ideational function. To support his Christological claim (v. 17), Jesus uses the
first conditional of his defense to describe his relationship with the Father. The Greek
Subjunctive in the protasis, BAETT (Pres. Act. Subj.) ke sees is used to construe a
hypothetical world. The protasis invites the audience to consider alternate situations that
are probable. The audience is asked to temporarily suspend judgment on whether the
Son truly sees the Father (protasis), and instead follow Jesus’ train of thought.

Furthermore, the case for his sonship is also built on the correlative logico-
semantic relation (L-S R) between apodosis and the protasis. The Son is not able to do
anything and the Son is not watching the Father are established as correlative events or
phenomena. Simply put, they co-exist. The statement itself does not assert the Son

actually sees the Father, but the audience is encouraged to reason in light of Jesus’

197 Structurally, vv. 19-30 may be divided into two segments; both begin with the emphatic statement
very truly I tell you (vv. 19, 24). The first segment (vv. 19-23), including the Subjunctive conditional (v.
19), focuses on what the Father does in relation to the Son, with 0 watWp the Father as the grammatical
Subject in the clauses in vv. 20, 21, and 22. In the second segment (vv. 24-30) ithe Subject of people in
general (v. 24 he/she who hears, v. 28 all who are in the tombs, and v. 29 those who do good deeds) is
added. The hearing and believing of Jesus’ words is underscored. In other words, because of the Son’s
special relationship with the Father, whoever listens to and obeys the Son will have eternal life.
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healing the man on the Sabbath. Unless Jesus is demon-possessed (cf. 8:48), the
evidence supports Jesus’ claim that God is his Father (v. 17), and the Jews should have
no objection to his claim. The hypothetical conditional is used to express that the case is
open. The audience is provided the opportunity to decide.

Interpersonal function. The Father and Son relationship and its argument of
Jesus’ defense in this conditional are also reflected by its grammatical intricacy. The
entire clause complex (v. 19) consists of five ranking clauses, including the very truly I
tell you emphatic statement (cl. 1). The protasis (cl. 3) also contains a downranked or
embedded clause. And the final two clauses (cls. 4, 5) are Yop for/ because explanatory
clauses. These clauses (English) are shown below.

[1] Very truly I tell you,

[2] the Son can do nothing by himself,

(3] if he does not see what the Father is doing;

[4] for whatever (the Father) does,

[5] these things the Son also does in like manner.
As a conditional statement, 5:19 stands as the most grammatically intricate conditional
that Jesus has spoken so far. The metacomment in cl. 1 heightens the rhetorical impact
of the statement, while the final two explanatory clauses further support the apodosis, cl.

2 the Son can do nothing by himself. The intricacy reflects the depth of Jesus’ personal

involvement in the subject matter and his careful framing of his argument.'*®

198 11 his work on John’s Gospel, Jerome Neyrey proposes a model of understanding Johannine
Christology based on the motif of ideology of revolt. In addition to the view of multiple redactions of the
text, Neyrey asserts that Jesus’ claim of being equal to God (5:18, 19-29) suggests some kind of social
alienation, more specifically, the estranged relationship between Jesus and his followers and the Jewish
synagogue. Furthermore, John is characterized as a high Christology that places a premium on Jesus as
“Lord and God, the heavenly figure who is not of this world.” (Neyrey, Ideology of Revolt, 9, 142).
Chronologically, the followers of Jesus moved from making exclusive claims of reform and replacement,
to forming a faction round Jesus, and finally to the strategy of “revolt against and withdrawal from the
world.”

Subsequently, Neyrey also adopts an identical social scientific model and posits certain
“strategies of secrecy” in the Gospel that serve as “information control.” He writes, “This ‘information
control’ emerges as a central phenomenon in John and provides significant clues to the social dynamics of
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The rhetorical force of rebutting his audience and asserting his argument is
expressed through the negative particles 00 and un not. They reflect the Jews’ unbelief.
Later in v. 30, the central argument of Jesus’ defense is further underscored by the
apodosis, v. 30 I can do nothing (003€v) by on my own initiative which is also the
concluding statement of this discourse segment (vv. 19-30). Jesus’ conditional in v. 19
and statement in v. 30 thus form an inclusio.

Textual function. The conditional in v. 19 begins with the emphatic statement
very truly I tell you. Such a statement underscores the solemnity of the assertion. The
same emphasis was also added in his conditional statements with Nicodemus on being
born again (3:3, 5, 11). In the ensuing statements, Jesus also uses the same emphatic
saying to preface the significance of the life-giving power of his words, v. 24 my word
and v. 25 the voice of the Son of God. In recording such a sayings, the author of John
wants the reader to know that Jesus is truly the Son of God and he gives life (see also
6:51, 53).

The conditional’s apodosis-fronted (Q * P) clause configuration also makes the

apodosis, cl. 2 the Son can do nothing by himself as the thematic clause in the clause

the community for which it was written...[It] not only describes Jesus’ activity but clues the audience in
to distinguishing insiders from outsiders in terms of ‘who knows what and when.”” (Neyrey, Gospel of
John, 9). And one of the means of such information control is the way Jesus asks question. On one hand
Jesus controls information when questions are asked of him (3:4; 6:42, 52). On the other hand, by asking
his own questions, Jesus also reveals how little his audience knows; that is, how well controlled his
information is. Examples he cites include the conditionals in 3:12 and 5:47. And to those who are
“outsiders,” because they are not Jesus’ sheep, information is withheld.

Both the ideology of revolt and the “motif of secrecy” will be treated in Chapter 5, section 5.2
below. But based on our study of 5:19 and the entire section of 5:19-30, there is no evidence of social
alienation as Neyrey alleges.

99 1 discussing what he calls metacomments such as very truly I say, Runge writes, “A writer [speaker]
who desires to attract extra attention to a proposition has the choice to suspend the discourse in order to
comment on what is to follows. The writer pauses in what is being said and talks about what is going to be
said...They function something like speed bumps to ‘slow’ the reader and attract his or her attention.”
Runge, Discourse Grammar, 107, 111.
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complex.’” The apodosis becomes the point of departure for the rest of the conditional
statement. Jesus cannot possibly do anything of importance, if (av un lit. if...not) as
the Son, he does not see the things that the Father God is doing.

Doing and seeing also feature prominently as interconnected lexical chains in the
entire clause complex, for example, cl. 2 the Son cannot do (roteiv Pres. Act. Inf.)
anything; cl. 3 what he sees (BAénm Pres. Act. Subj.)...what the Father is doing
(mowobvta Pres. Act. Ptep.); cl. 4 whatever he does (moif] Pres. Act. Subj.); and cl. 5
these things the Son does (mol€l Pres. Act. Ind.). Thus, the Father and the Son are
jointly at work.

The final clause (cl. 5) also contains a marked theme TVt these things,
referring to the actions of the Father. Formally, the emphasis is on the Father’s work, but
there is an inferred connection to Jesus’ Sabbath healing as well as to Jesus’ obedience
his Father (cf. 17:4). Jesus also uses marked themes (underlined) in a number of '
conditionals to underscore particular points in his arguments: 3:12 If ] told you earthly

things; 4:10 If you people do not see signs and wonders (see also 5:43 but if someone

else comes...you will accept him/her). Whereas the royal official trusted Jesus’ word
without seeing signs and wonders, the Jews refused to believe Jesus even after he healed
the man. In this final clause of the conditional, Jesus also underscores their unbelief,
with Jesus nevertheless still accomplishing the Father’s work as the backdrop.

Finally, the conditional in v. 19 also functions as an introductory statement of the

sub-text or paragraph of vv. 19-30. It forms the point of departure for the argument in

200 “[Clonditional clauses in the vast majority of instances have the secondary (the protasis) precede the

primary clause (the apodosis). Those that reverse the order foreground the conditional nature of the
proposition and give prominence to the secondary clause.” Porter, “Prominence,” 73. Other apodosis
fronted Johannine conditionals include: 6:44 and 6:65 no one can come to me, if the Father...does not
draw him/her and 11:25 The one who believes in me will live, even if they die.
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the rest of this discourse segment. Whatever the Father does or is doing, Jesus does the
same. Because he is the Son, the Father loves him and shows him all things (v. 20). As
the Father raises the dead and gives life, the Son does likewise, thus justifying healing
on the Sabbath (v. 21). Moreover, the Father has also given all judgment to him, and
those (the Jews) who do not honor the Son are doing the same to the Father (vv. 22-23).
And vv. 24-30 continues to show that those who hear (obey) Jesus’ word will receive
eternal life.”"!

3.3.2 Witnesses to Jesus and the unbelief of the Jews (vv. 31-47)*%

Jesus’ defense heightens in this segment as he confronts the Jews with evidence
from the witnesses who testify to support his claim. The author continues to record
Jesus’ conditionals to advance his argument against the Jews for their accusation against
Jesus’ Christological claim.?®
In the remainder of this section, Jesus’ conditional in vv. 31-32 is studied first.

The closely clustered conditionals (vv. 43, 46, and 47) at the end of the discourse will

then be looked into as a group.

291 With the total of five clauses complexes, three of them refer to grammatical Subjects of those who
hear: v. 24 The one who hears (0...0x00wV) my word and believes;, v. 25 those who hear (ol
0x0Voavteg); and v. 28 all who are in their graves will hear (Gk0VG0OVGYV).

202 Tpe paragraph division is consistent among critical editions of Greek texts (UBSGNT, W-H, N-A 28™)
and Greek commentators (Westcott, Barrett, Carson, Thyen). For example, in UBSGNT 5:31-47 consists
of two paragraphs, vv. 31-40, 41-47. The division in N-A 28" consists of vv. 31-35, 36-40, 41-44, and 45-
47. As will be shown in this section, in dividing the text into two, Thyen appropriately entitled them as
“Jesu Legitimation als der wahrhaftige Zeuge (vv. 31-40)”” and “Jesus, der Angeklagte, wird zum
Ankliger derer, die ihn anklagen (vv. 41-47)” (“Jesus’ legitimation as the truthful witness” vv. 31-40 and
“Jesus turns the prosecutor of the ones who accuse him, the accused” vv. 41-47).

203 Compare the use of conditionals as a rhetorical or persuasive device in Isaiah 1:18-20 (LXX): “Come
now, let us reason together,” says the LORD. “Though (Kol £0v) your sins are like scarlet, they shall be
as white as snow, though (¢0v 8¢) they are red as crimson, they shall be like wool. If (€&v) you consent

and obey, you will eat the best of the land; but if (E0.v) you refuse and rebel, you will be devoured by the
sword.”
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5:31-32

[1] ' Eav £y® paptupd Tept ELavTod,

[2] N popTvplor ov 0VK EoTLY AANONMC

[3] GArog €6Tiv O HOPTVPDV TEPL ELOD,

[4] ko 0ido

[5] 611 @ANO éoTiv M paptopic [fv paptopel wept éuod].

[11 If I testify about myself,
[2] my testimony is not true.

(3] There is another one who testifies for me,
(4] and I know
[5] that the testimony [which he bears of me] is true.

Ideational function. The Subjunctive mood of the main verb paptop® (Pres.
Act. Subj. [ testify) of the conditional clause expresses a hypothetical situation. In the
event that Jesus is self-testifying, under the Jewish law his testimony does not stand.
Apparently Jesus is following the Jewish tradition of calling upon two to three witnesses
in the court of law to prove one’s case.”™ Jesus is in effect posing a case that is open for
discussion. The audience is given the freedom and the responsibility to reach his or her
own conclusion. Through this type of supposition, the author of John prompts the reader
to enter deeper into the evidence of Jesus’ Christological claim. The conditional could
be framed as an Indicative conditional. However, that would mean Jesus has decided for
his audience. But the hypothetical conditional clause leads the audience to follow Jesus’
reasoning in vv. 32-47. As Subjunctive conditionals, the correlative logico-semantic
relation in this Subjunctive conditional expresses the idea that the phenomena or events
described in the protasis and the apodosis take place concurrently and not necessarily
causally. In other words, there can be more than one possibility that one’s testimony is
untrustworthy, but Jesus chooses to use self-testimony (that is, without any witness) to

frame his argument of the conditional.

204 See Num 35:30; Deut 17:6; 19:15.
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Interpersonal function. The emphatic personal pronoun £y [ in the protasis has
at least two functions. First, Jesus emphasizes the significance of his own act of self-
testifying, and not other people’s. His credibility and the validity of his argument are at
stake. Secondly, the emphatic personal pronoun €y 7 (see also v. 36 €y I) also
anticipates the grammatical Subject &AAOG another (that is, the Father) in cl. 3.
Together with the emphatic personal pronoun VUEIG you (the Jews) in vv. 33, 38, 39),
the first and second person pronouns are used in Jesus’ defense against the hostility of
the Jews. In terms of clause structures, cls. 1-2 form the conditional statement proper,
while the remaining clauses (cls. 3-5) form another clause nexus that expands the idea in
cls. 1-2.

Textual function. As the first clause complex of the text that is being analyzed,
the conditional in v. 32 functions as an introductory statement or a point of departure for
the rest of the text. The lexis “testify” forms the predominant lexical item in the
conditional and in subsequent verses. In vv. 31-32, with the exception of cl. 4 and [
know, the lexis appears in every clause at least once, and twice in the final clause, cl. 5.
The lexis is found again in v. 33 pepaptOpnkev (John the Baptist) has testified and v.
37 pepaptOpnKeV (the Father) has testified, and v. 39 paptopovcon (the Scriptures)
testify. Such strong presence of “testify” indicates that Jesus is presenting an argument
concerning the legality of his Christological claim (v. 17).

The final clause (cl. 5) also contains a marked Theme: GANONG true, referring to
the testimony of the &AAoc another in cl. 3.** Jesus will further explain that this

“another” who testifies to his claim is none other than God himself (v. 36). Furthermore,

295 The reference seems to be deliberately ambiguous. It only becomes clear that Jesus is referring to the

Father in v. 37 And the Father who sent me, he has testified me.
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the embedded or downranked clause |V popTLpel TeEPL EUOD (the testimony) which he
bears of me, further specifies the divine nature of the testimony.

In sum, the conditional (vv. 31-32) serves as the introductory statement to the
entire paragraph of vv. 31-40. Its central motif of to testify/testimony is further
explicated by the testimonies of John the Baptist (v. 33), the works of Jesus (v. 36), the
Father (v. 37), and the Jewish Scriptures (v. 39). Their testimonies support the central
argument that Jesus is the Son (v. 17), and healing on the Sabbath is perfectly within his
authority. As part of the overall argument, the conditional functions to prompt the
audience to reason objectively and to believe that Jesus’ claim is credible.

In the remainder of the discourse (5:41-47), the author of John records three
more conditionals by Jesus. These conditionals (vv. 43, 46, 47) are among the most
clustered conditionals by Jesus. As such, they reflect a more complex argument and a
stronger sense of urgency for his audience to probe deeper than the previous segment. A
similar phenomenon also appears in Jesus’ final public discourse in John 10:22-39
where the author records three consecutive conditionals (vv. 35-36, 37, and 38).206
Furthermore, a strong presence of emphatic first and second person pronouns continues
to indicate the polemic nature of Jesus’ speech. These pronouns are found in the
following.

v. 43 I (€Y®) have come...if another shall come

v. 44 how are you (VUEG) able to believe

v. 45 do not think that I (§y®) will accuse you

206 See Chapter 5, sect. 5.1.2 “Jesus’ conditionals”.
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The two rhetorical questions in vv. 44 and 47, the second of which is also a conditional
question, also prompt the audience to think more deeply about whether Jesus is indeed

the Son of God as he claims (v. 17).

5:44  How (r®G) can you believe, when you...do not seek the glory that is from the
one and only God?

5:47  But if you do not believe his writings, how (n®¢) will you believe my words?
The final three conditionals of the Sabbath healing debate are now analyzed
according to their functions and are listed below (with marked theme underlined).

5:43

EY® EANALOO &V T® OvOUOTL TOD TATPOG LoV,
Kol 00 AouPaveté pe

£0tv GALOG €MOT €V T® OVOpoTt T@ 1810,
Ekelvov ANuyecOeE.

I have come in my Father’s name,
and you do not receive me;

if another comes in his own name,
him you will receive.

5:46-47

el yop émotevete Movoel,
EMGTEVETE GV EUOT:

TePL YO EUOD EKETVOG EYPUYEV.

£l 8¢ 10ic £kEIVOV YPAUUOGLY 0V TIGTEVETE,
TAC Tolg £U0TC PNUOOLY TIGTEVCETE;

For if you believed Moses,
you would believe me,
Jor he wrote about me.

But if you do not believe his writings,
how will you believe my words?

Ideational function. In v. 43, Jesus first establishes the fact that the Jews are
rejecting him because he has come from the Father. He then poses a contrasting
conditional statement. The Subjunctive mood €A81 (Aor. Act. Subj. he/she comes)

presents a hypothetical situation that may or may not be realized, but in the event that a
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self-commissioned messenger does come, the Jews will accept him, not Jesus who
comes in the name of the Father (v. 43a).

As Jesus concludes his defense, the Indicative type 2 conditional in v. 46 points
out that the Jews do not understand or believe Moses, so therefore they do not
understand or believe Jesus. Then, with an Indicative type 1 or “factual” conditional in
v. 47, Jesus frames his final conclusion with a rhetorical question that casts doubt on the
possibility that his accusers will ever believe him. The causal logico-semantic relation
that characterizes Indicative conditionals also strengthens the rhetorical impact of both
conditionals. Had the Jews believed Moses and understood his writings, they would
logically be led to the right understanding of Jesus and consequently, belief in him. They
would also not have accused Jesus of breaking the law and claiming to be God’s Son.

In presenting the argument in such an order, the author of John appears to adopt
a strategy of first presenting the unbelief of the Jews in a milder form (v. 43 Subjunctive
conditional) then proceeding to more decisive and conclusive assertions (vv. 46, 47
Indicative conditionals). The author’s goal is to convince the audience that the Jews’
charge against Jesus’ healing on the Sabbath and his subsequent Christological claim is
flawed. The accusation against Jesus is to be rejected.””’ And as Thyen puts it, Jesus also
turns his accusers into the accused.”®®

Interpersonal function. In v. 43 the emphatic first personal pronoun £y® /

continues the antithesis between €y I (cf. vv. 31, 34, 36, 45) and vueic you (cf. vv. 33,

207 However, in the temptation account in Matt 4:1-11 Satan poses two Indicative conditionals, vv. 3, v. 6
If (€1) you are the Son of God, followed by a Subjunctive conditional, v. 9 if (E&V) you fall down and
worship me. The order suggests a different strategy. After failing to tempt Jesus twice by appealing to his
divine status, Satan retreats to a purely hypothetical suggestion of Jesus’ bowing down before him and
worshiping him.

208 Thyen, Das Johannesevangelium, 327.
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35, 38, 39, 44, 45) throughout this debate. The same antithesis is also found in
subsequent debates, for example, 8:41 (the Jews speaking) we (NUELS) were not born of
Jfornication and 8:42 (Jesus speaking) for I (€Y®) have come here from God. The author
of John presents two opposing views in this debate, so that the audience must think and
choose carefully for themselves which view is right: the Jews’ (you) or Jesus’ (). The
conditional in v. 43 forms part of the extended /-you argument.

The question conditional in v. 47 also prompts the reader to probe deeper into
the Christological debate. It is part of the argument the author records, with two parallel
questions that point to the cause of the Jews’ unbelief, and the second of which (v. 47) is
framed as a conditional question.

5:44, 47 (rhetorical questions)
How (n®¢) can you believe, when you receive glory from one another...?

But if you do not believe (Moses ) writings, how (R®¢) will you believe my words?

To both questions, the author does not record the reply of the Jews, but it is obvious that
with these questions, Jesus has identified the cause of their unbelief: seeking glory from
one another (not God), and not understanding and obeying Moses’ teaching.

A question conditional appears again in 18:23, when the servant of the high
priest accuses Jesus of being improper or disrespectful, 18:22 Is that the way you answer
the high priest? to which Jesus replies with two consecutive Indicative type 1
conditionals, the second of which is also a question. In this case, neither the high priest

nor the servant gives any explanation or reply.*”

299 A5 with most cases in treating Johannine conditionals, commentators such as Barrett and Bultmann
offer very short analyses of Jesus’ statement, while Carson and Morris make reference to Jesus’ response
compared with that of Paul in Acts 23:2-5 and Jesus’ teaching on turning the other cheek in Matt 5:29
respectively. None of them, however, describe the features and functions of the consecutive conditionals
and how they contribute to the argument of Jesus’ defense.
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18:23a, 23b

If (€1) I have spoken wrongly, testify what is wrong;

but if (€1) rightly, why (T1) do you strike me?

In both cases, the consecutive Indicative conditionals (including the question
conditional) are used to prove that Jesus’ opponents have wrongfully accused Jesus. In
the Sabbath healing debate, it was revealed to the Jews that Jesus is the Son, but they
ignored trustworthy testimonies and sought glory from one another instead of from God.
As Jesus points out, the Jews are further indicted for their unbelief by the writings of
Moses, leading to their rejection of the words of Jesus (vv. 46, 47). In his reply to the
high priest, Jesus’ consecutive conditionals (18:23a, 23b) effectively show that it is not
Jesus who stands under trial, but the high priest and his servant. In both cases, the
conditionals are used as part of the author’s persuasive strategy to turn the accusers of
Jesus, the Jews, into the accused. The Indicative conditional (including the question
conditional) is used in these instances as an effective rhetorical device to rebuke Jesus’
opponents.210

NT examples of consecutive Indicative conditionals used in strongly
argumentative discourses can be illustrated by the following speeches in Acts. The

contexts of these speeches are either formal and legal, or highly emotionally charged.

Acts 18:14, 15 (Gallio to the Jews)
If it were a matter of wrong or of vicious crime, O Jews
but if there are questions about words and names and your own law

Acts 19:38. 39 (Ephesus town clerk to the riotous crowd)
If Demetrius and the craftsmen who are with him have a complaint against any person
But if you want anything beyond this

10 . .. .. .
219 1 both John 5 and John 10, Jesus uses consecutive Indicative conditionals to conclude his speeches.

See also Paul’s use of Indicative conditionals in defense of the resurrection in 1 Cor 15:12, 13, 14, 16, 17,
and 19.
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Acts 25:11a, 11b (Paul to Festus)
If then I am a wrongdoer, and have committed anything worthy of death
but if none of those things is true of which these men accuse me

Textual function. Two pairs of clausal marked Themes highlight how Jesus’
defense is structured. The first pair is found in vv. 41 and 44, where the two verses
primarily bracket the conditional statement in v. 43. While Jesus emphasizes his refusal
to receive glory or affirmation from people (v. 41), he points out that the Jews’ unbelief
stems from their unwillingness to seek glory from God (v. 44).

5:41, 44
Adov mopt dvepOTOY 00 AoUPBAV®
Glory from people I do not receive

v 86Eav TV Topd 10D LGvou B0 0V {NTElTE;
(How...) the glory that is from the one and only God you do not seek?

The conditional in v. 43 thus contrasts these two closely related marked Themes: Jesus
has come in the name of the Father and is seeking the Father’s glory, but the Jews
express no interest in Jesus because they are far more concerned with glory from the
people. This point is also expressed in the marked Theme Aim in the apodosis in v. 43, if
(é0uv) another comes in his own name, him (€Keivov) you will receive. Jesus does not
expect a reply to his rhetorical question in v. 44 from his opponents. He simply points
out their lack of genuine faith in God (cf. 3:12). As Beeckman and Callow remark, a
rhetorical question does not expect an answer but it demands more attention from the

audience to understand what the speaker means.”'!

211 Rhetorical questions that begin with why or how, “reflect negatively upon the legitimacy of the
purpose, reason for, or motive of another’s actions or statements.” Beekman and Callow, Translating,
241, 245. See also Matt 12:27 And if (1) I drive out demons by Beelzebul, by whom do your people drive
them out? 1 Cor 15:12 But if (€l) it is preached that Christ has been raised from the dead, how (1®G) can
some of you say that there is no resurrection of the dead?
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The second pair of clausal marked Themes appears in the final statement of
Jesus’ defense in 5:47. As marked themes in consecutive clauses, a parallel is set up
between Moses’ writings and Jesus’ word:

5:47

€1 8¢ Tolg EKELVOV YPEUUOSLY 0V TIGTEVETE,
T®AG T01¢ £Uoig PHUNOLY TIGTEVOETE,;

But if you do not believe his writings,
how will you believe my words?

The parallel points not only to the object of belief, it also represents the argument from
the lesser (Moses’ writing) to the greater (Jesus’ words).*' In addition, it is also the first
marked theme (v. 47a) that reverses the Jews from being the accusers to the accused.
Furthermore, by virtue of their location in the text, the consecutive Indicative
conditionals in v. 46 and v. 47 also serve as the concluding or summative statements.
The author uses these two conditionals, a statement and a question, to direct the
attention of the audience to the issue of the unbelief of the Jews. Had they understood
Moses, they would have understood and believed Jesus. 1f they truly followed the
writings of Moses, they would also obey Jesus’ words. The rhetorical effect of the
consecutive conditionals is felt more acutely when Jesus poses a question in v. 47b
...how will you believe my words? The implied answer is that they will not.
Furthermore, the textual meaning of the conditionals in this extended defense by
Jesus (5:19-47) also provides the basis for subsequent debates in the remainder of the
Gospel. As Halliday puts it, “What can be meant, at any moment in the discourse, is

very much a product of history: of what could be meant, and what has been meant,

212 A5 Morris writes, “Moses’ writings were prophetic. They pointed forward to Christ (cf. 1:45).
Therefore, those who rejected the Christ did not really believe what Moses had written.” Morris, Gospel
according to John, 295.
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before.”*'® The concept being utilized is what Halliday calls “intratextual history” or co-
texts of a sentence.

As the Gospel narrative continues to unfold, the author of John continues to
develop the arguments that are raised in John 5. Two examples show the importance of
co-texts for conditionals. The first is related to the life-giving power of Jesus. The
conditional statement that has an intratexual history with John 5 is found in John 7:23,
spoken by Jesus during the Feast of Tabernacles.

7:23

el teprrounv Aaupdvel dvlpwmog v cafpate
ivor un Ao 6 vopog Movoiwng,

€U0l YOAGITE

d11 6Aov avBpeToV VY1 Eroinoa év coPPdtey;

If a man receives circumcision on the Sabbath

S0 that the law of Moses may not be broken,

are you angry with me

because I made an entire man whole on the Sabbath?

This Indicative conditional question challenges the Jewish reaction toward Jesus
for his healing performed on the Sabbath. The protasis asserts the legitimacy and the
accepted practice of circumcision on the Sabbath. The apodosis challenges the Jews’
hostility toward Jesus for his act of healing (John 5). As an Indicative conditional with
causal logico-semantic relation, the argument is strong and logically sound. The making
of an entire person well, even on the Sabbath, is within the purview of the Law of
Moses. As a rhetorical question (are you angry with me...? cf. 3:12; 5:47), the apodosis
in effect reveals that Jesus’ opponents have no reason to be angry with him. The focus

of the conditional is directed at their attitude toward Jesus. In John 5, the Jews were

213 Halliday, “History of a Sentence,” CW 3:360. Halliday discusses four different sentence histories:
intertextual, developmental, systemic, and intratextual.
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angry because Jesus healed someone on the Sabbath and made claims that God is his
Father.

The continual debate of Jesus’ life-giving authority in John 7 can also be seen
from a textual function point of view. The marked theme circumcision in the protasis is
set up to contrast with the marked theme an entire man in the explanatory clause of the
apodosis. If cutting the foreskin of a boy is lawful, the healing of a whole man ought not
to become the reason for the Jewish accusation of Jesus. In other words, Jesus’ argument
in John 5 is further strengthened by 7:23, reminding the Jews that circumcision is widely
practiced on the Sabbath.*'* As the reader continues to follow the rest of John’s Gospel,
the argument that supports Jesus’ claim also becomes stronger. The Indicative
conditional in John 7:23 also forms part of the conclusion to the paragraph of vv. 14-24.
Like several other Indicative conditionals, 7:23 is located at the end of a speech segment
(7:14-24) and draws an argument to a close (cf. 5:46, 47; 10:35-38).2"°

The second co-text is found later in the same discourse, at the feast of
Tabernacles. The theme of witnessing that was introduced by the Subjunctive

conditional in 5:31 is further elaborated in the Concessive conditional in 8:14.

8:14

[1] k&v €y poptupd TEPL EUAVTOD,
[2] &Anbrc EoTiv i popTVpicr pow,
[3] 611 oo

[4] méBev HABOV

[5] kol wod vy

[6] Vueig 8¢ oV olbate

[7] m60ev €pxopoi

[8] 1§ oD VY.

24 e Law itself justified an act on the Sabbath which effected the physical and ceremonial perfection
of a man, and thereby justified the Sabbath work of Jesus.” Barrett, Gospel according to St. John, 315.
215 The UBSGNT has 7:10-24 divided into vv. 10-13 and vv. 14-24; N-A 28" makes the following

divisions: vv. 10-13, 14-18, 19-24. Most commentators (Carson, Barrett, Morris, Brown) also treat 7:14-
24 as a unit.
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[1] And if I testify on my own behalf,
[2] my testimony is true,

(3] for I know where I came from

[4] and where I am going.

[5] But you do not know

(6] where I come from

[7] or where I am going.

The apparent contradiction between Jesus’ conditionals in 5:31 and 8:14 can be
resolved as follows. The conditional in 5:31 is spoken from a human point of view.
Jesus has the support of witnesses such as John the Baptist, the Father, and the
Scripture. However, in 8:14, speaking as the divine Son of God (for I know where 1
came from, and where I am going), he does not require any human witnesses. By
acknowledging his opponents’ premise (K&v €y® poptvp® and if I testify), Jesus’
position nevertheless remains unchanged, that his testimony remains valid. The same
concessive feature also appears again in 8:16 But even if (koL €0iv) I do judge, my
judgment is true.*'® The contrast between Jesus and the Jews is drawn sharply by the
two emphatic pronouns, cl. 1 €y® I (Jesus), who knows his coming and going, and, cl. 6
VUETG you (the Jews) do not. Jesus once more underscores, with a marked Theme in the
apodosis (cl. 2), that his testimony is XANONG true.

Therefore, Jesus’ Sabbath healing debate (5:19-47) serves as the core
“statement” for his Christological claim. In subsequent debates with the Jews, such as
the one at the feast of Tabernacles, some of these themes are further elaborated. Part of
such elaboration are the conditional statements of 6:23 and 7:16. These conditionals
form the co-texts to the Sabbath debate and motivate the reader to explore and accept

the central purpose of the Gospel (20:31).

26 e only other occurrence of even if conditional in John is found in Jesus’ conditional in 11:25: even if

(xGv) they die.
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Summary and Conclusion

This chapter attempts to study the fuller meaning of conditional statements by
investigating the first four discourses of Jesus in John’s Gospel that contain conditional
statements by Jesus. The audiences in the first three discourses (i.e. Nicodemus, the
Samaritan woman, and the royal official) are receptive to Jesus, with the latter two
individuals eventually putting their trust in Jesus. But in the fourth discourse, the
attitude of the Jews toward Jesus is quite hostile, resulting an extended defense from
Jesus.

The study of conditionals was based on the three main language functions
according to SFL: ideational (including experiential and logical), interpersonal, and
textual functions. Moreover, instead of approaching conditionals simply as single,
individual statements, conditionals selected for this thesis have been studied in context.
The goal is to show that classification of conditionals based the Mood and Tense of the
protasis is inadequate and often misleading. A closely related goal is to analyze how the
purpose of John’s Gospel (20:31) is accomplished through the author’s organization of
Jesus’ discourses, including the conditionals selected by the author.

It has been demonstrated that several system networks and grammatical features
play major roles in the various functions and meanings of conditionals. For example,
negative polarity often accentuates the rhetorical force of the assertion. In the
conditional to the royal official and the bystanders, 4:48 If you people do not (£&v u1y)
see signs and wonders, you will never (00 un) believe, Jesus directly confronts his
audience’s expectation for signs as the basis for their belief. The categories of Causal

and Correlative logico-semantic relations for Indicative and Subjunctive conditionals,
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respectively, are also adopted. The former underscores the causal or logical connection
between the protasis and apodosis, whereas the latter simply describes the occurrences
as either co-occurrence or correlative. The rhetorical impact is significantly increased in
one of the final Indicative conditionals to the Jews in the Sabbath healing debate, 5:46
For if you believed Moses, you would have believed me, for he wrote about me, because
of the causal relation.

The grammatical Subject of conditionals also enables text segmentation. In the
Sabbath healing debate (5:19-47), the Son is the Subject of both the protasis and
apodosis of v. 19, Jesus’ first conditional. However, the subsequent conditionals (vv. 31,
43, 46, 47) the Subject predominantly changes to you (the Jews), signaling a more direct
message toward the Jews. In addition, question conditionals are often used to express
undesirability or error committed by the audience. In 3:12 If I tell you earthly
things...how can you believe if I tell you heavenly things? Jesus wants Nicodemus to
know that Nicodemus cannot fathom spiritual truth, despite the fact that Nicodemus is
the teacher of Israel (cf. the question conditional in 5:47). Such questions also prompt
the reader to self-reflect to discern if he/she has a similar lack of understanding. Ideally,
after reflection and self-examination, the reader will take the proper course of action and
put his/her faith in Jesus. Other interpersonal functions are expressed through the feature
of “challenge” in the conversation dynamics between Jesus and Nicodemus, and the
emphatic personal pronouns of ¢y I and Oueig you that is prominent in Jesus’ Sabbath
healing defense.

Textually, marked Themes are used to emphasize the point of departure of

clauses. In the Nicodemus discourse 3:12 If ] told you earthly things and you do not
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believe, the marked theme (underlined) highlights that Nicodemus does not even
understand earthly things. The chance of Nicodemus understanding spiritual matters is
therefore very low.

Conditionals also function as introductory and concluding statements in
paragraphs. For example, the Father and Son conditional in 5:19 forms the point of
departure and sets the stage for the rest of the paragraph of vv. 19-30.%' Meaning of
conditionals also enriched by the study of co-texts. Conditionals in the Nicodemus
discourse echo motifs such as new birth and belief that are prominent in John 1:1-13.
Other textual features such as clause configuration also express the way conditionals are
thematized as clause complexes.

To describe conditionals simply based on Mood and Tense ignores the rich and
complex nature of language. The functional approach gives the interpreter a more
systematic way to describe and understand the complex construction and meaning of NT
Greek conditionals. Such an approach also reflects more truly the complex nature and
the multiple functions of language.

As persuasive devices, conditionals encourage people to perceive alternative
situations and form new perspectives of reality. Greek scholars and commentators in
general have overlooked how Johannine conditionals create the environment for the
audience to probe deeper and to understand more fully God’s salvation plan through
Jesus. Conditionals also serve to minimize over-simplification of the message of the
Gospel and aid the audience to consider more carefully potential obstacles and

implications that the Gospel brings. Regardless of their initial attitude toward Jesus or

217 . . C g . ..
Text segmentation of the discourses studied in this chapter by critical Greek texts and Greek

commentators has been quite consistent.
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their level of faith, the audience, both narrative and external, is challenged to move
closer to and deeper in their trust in Jesus (20:31).

In polemic situations, the Indicative conditional is used more often than the
Subjunctive. Its “factual” supposition, together with the causal logico-semantic relation
between the protasis and the apodosis, makes statements compelling. The final
conditionals in the Nicodemus discourse (3:12) and the Sabbath healing debate (5:46,
47) are examples of such use. On the other hand, the Subjunctive (including the
exceptive) conditional is used more in expository and didactic situations. Such is the
case with the two consecutive Subjunctive conditionals (3:3, 5) that introduce the topic
of the new birth in the Nicodemus discourse. These conditionals are especially relevant
to the purpose of the Gospel because they are the first two conditionals that Jesus speaks
in John, and the universal application of the statements is expressed through the
grammatical Subject T1¢ (one or anyone) in both conditionals.

As a rhetorical device, conditionals can suspend judgment (5:31), expose
defective logic (5:47), address objections (5:19), and present counter arguments. They
can also solve apparent contradictions, explore plausible situations and outcomes
(3:3,5), and deepen convictions for those who have a certain level of faith in Jesus, as in

218 A number of these

the case with the royal official with the conditional in 4:48.
persuasive roles have been studied in this chapter. Others will be explored in the

chapters that follow.?"

218 or example, Jesus’ Subjunctive conditionals in the teaching of the Vine in 15:4, 6, 7, 10 to his

disciples.

29y appears that the concept of rhetoric cannot be neatly located in one single language function. On the
level of the simple clause, rhetoric is part of the ideational function realized by the choice of Mood in the
protasis, representing either a factual or hypothetical condition. On the level of the clause complex,
rhetoric can be seen as part of the interpersonal function, realized by the choice of Mood and Person
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While the outcome of Jesus’ discourse with Nicodemus is not immediately
known, the author of John reports the conversion of the Samaritan woman and the royal
official. The Samaritans also acknowledge Jesus as the Savior of the world (4:42), and
the royal official’s faith as strictly based on Jesus’ words. However, although Jesus
performs a miraculous healing sign, the Jews in Jerusalem refuse to receive him. Jesus
defends his action and his Christological claim in the extended discourse, accompanied
by a number of conditionals. After this first rejection of Jesus, the author continues to
recount another miraculous sign of Jesus and an extended speech. The speech and

especially its conditionals will be the focus of next chapter.

(speech or non-speech function) in the apodosis. The use of rhetorical question or question conditional is a
case in point. Furthermore, rhetoric is also part of the textual function. Opening and concluding
conditionals in discourses such as Jesus’ conditionals in John 5:19 (opening) and John 5:46, 47
(concluding), complement each other in his defense of Sabbath healing and his Christological claim.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE BREAD OF LIFE DISCOURSE (6:41-65)
AND THE FINAL DEBATE WITH THE JEWS (10:22-39)

Introduction

This chapter will continue to demonstrate that in order to understand NT
conditionals, basic descriptive framework based on Moods and Tenses is to be
broadened. As a clause complex, both the conditional clause (the protasis) and the main
clause (apodosis) have to be included in the description of the meaning of conditionals.
As a rhetorical device, conditionals prompt the audience to exercise rationality and
imagination. Causal and correlative relations that are present in conditional statements
also motivate people to draw conclusions, make inferences, and imagine different
possible outcomes. The functional approach proposed in this study is based on SFL’s
theory of language, and especially the metafunctions of language. The descriptions that
have been adopted for analyzing conditionals are primarily lexicogrammar and
semantics.??® Through the interactions of these networks of grammatical systems,
conditionals construe a multidimensional semantic space that is both rich and complex.

In this chapter, three more discourses are under investigation. The first two
discourses found in John 6 are closely connected. The first discourse (6:41-59) belongs
to part of the Bread of life discourse with the Galilean Jews, while the second discourse

(6:60-65) is a continuation of the discourse with the disciples only.**' In these two

220 That is on SFL'’s stratification scheme’s “content” stratum. The next higher stratum, or the “context”
stratum, will also be briefly considered in the next chapter of this study.

22! The amount of secondary literature on John 6 is considerable. Among some of the recent contributions
include: Culpepper (ed.), Critical Readings of John 6; Gértner, Critical Readings; Barrett, “Dialectic
Christology,” 49-69; Barrett, “The Flesh of the Son of Man,” 37-49; Crossan, “It is Written,” 3-21;
Griffith, “Apostasy,” 183-92; Phillips, “*This is a Hard Saying,”” 23-56; Heil, Jesus Walking on the Sea,
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discourses (6:41-59; 6:60-65), Jesus addresses audiences who are following him out of
curiosity after the sign of the feeding of the 5000. The third discourse forms the final
debate between Jesus and the Jews, and is found in 10:22-39. In this discourse however,
the scene changes and the audience is the Jews in Jerusalem. For the last time in his
pubic ministry, Jesus engages in a defense against the charge of blasphemy.

A total of nine conditionals are found in these discourses. With the exception of
10:24, which is spoken by the Jews, the remaining are spoken by Jesus (6:44, 51, 53, 62,
65; 10:35-36, 37, 38). The functional analysis of these and their related conditionals will
include choices in the systemic networks such as MOOD, ASPECT, TENSE, PERSON,
POLARITY, and thematic structure (clause and clause complex). For example,
significant shifts appear between 6:51 and 6:53. The grammatical Subjects of the
protases of these two consecutive conditionals change from the indefinite third Person
anyone (v. 51) to the second Person you (v. 53). The Complements also change from the
(living) bread to the Son of Man’s flesh and blood. The tense of the apodosis also shifts
from the Future tense (he/she) shall live to the Present tense (you) have. These changes
will be investigated in our approach to conditionals, and language in general, as a
meaning making resource.

Grammatical features such as linguistic patterns of collocation and correlation,
ellipsis (protasis-only conditional), introductory and concluding conditionals, and
grammatical intricacy will also form the core of the investigation. For example, the

concept of grammatical intricacy will be applied to the concluding consecutive

Menken, “John 6:51¢-58,” 1-26; and Anderson, Christology, and his bibliography on John 6 (pp. 287-91).
As a result of the issues concerning sources, interpolations, and christologies that revolve around John 6,
Anderson characterizes John 6 as, “the ‘Grand Central Station’ of Johannine studies. Anderson,
Christology, 7. See also Brown, John, 1:272-74, 284-85. In spite of the amount of attention given to this
chapter, discussion on the Greek conditionals and how they function in context is negligible.
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Indicative conditionals with the Jews in 10:35-36, 37, and 38. As will be shown, these
conditionals represent the final and climactic statements to support Jesus’ Christological
claim before the Jews in John’s Gospel.

Along with these linguistic investigations, the goal of this chapter is also to
observe how the author of John uses conditionals to achieve the persuasive purpose of
the Gospel. The aim is to show that with the exception of debates with the Jews, the
majority of the conditionals (mostly Subjunctive) motivate the hearer to come to the
right or a fuller understanding of who Jesus is and what it truly means to put one’s faith
in him. This is especially true in the discourses with the Jews and the disciples in John 6,
where the audience is urged to embrace the inconceivable notion of eating the flesh and
drinking the blood of the Son of Man that apparently draws much misunderstanding.

The structure of this chapter is as follows: section 4.1 will examine Jesus’
discourse with the Galilean Jews (6:41-59), section 4.2 will analyze the discourse with
his disciples (6:60-65), and section 4.3 will investigate Jesus’ final debate with the Jews

(10:22-39).

4.1 The Galilean Jews (6:41-59)

In this part of Jesus’ Bread of life discourse, the audience shifts from the crowd
to the Jews (6:41, 52 o1 Tovdaiot), presumably from Galilee, the same region where
Jesus grew up. The author remarks that the Jews are equally perplexed as the crowd by
Jesus' word. Specifically, they grumble at Jesus’ statements concerning his origin from
the Father, v. 42 Is this not Jesus, the son of Joseph...? How does he now say, “I have

come down from heaven?”
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Most critical Greek NT editions and commentators divide Jesus’ reply into two
paragraphs (vv. 41-51, 52-59).%** In the first paragraph, Jesus replies with two
conditionals, one at the beginning of his speech and the other at the end. The two
conditionals, both Subjunctive, utilize network systems and grammatical features that
include the metaphorical meaning of “bread,” a prominent use of negative polarity
(if...not; no one; not; no), and grammatical intricacy. Then, Jesus further responds to the
Jews’ bewilderment with the third and final conditional (v. 53). The layout of these three
conditionals in these two paragraphs is shown below.

Text/Paragraph 1 (vv. 41-51) (v. 41 oi Tovdciot)
v.44 Conditional
v.51 Conditional

Text/Paragraph 2 (vv. 52-59) (v. 52 ot Tovdaiot)
v.53 Conditional

The conditional in v. 53 is a continuation and expansion of the preceding
conditional in v. 51 with significant lexical and grammatical changes. These changes are
intentional. On one hand Jesus prompts the Jews to look deeper and more seriously into
the meaning of the partaking in the Bread of life as well as a positive response to his
implicit invitation to eat the Bread. At the same time, the author of the Gospel frames
the two conditionals to urge the reader to move from being a spectator to becoming an

active participant. They are to involve themselves personally in the eating of the Bread.

222 John 6:41-59 is divided into two paragraphs: vv. 41-51 and vv. 52-59, with the question by the Jews in
v. 52 as the beginning of the new paragraph. Such segmentation is consistent among most critical Greek
texts, such as USBGNT, N-A 28% W-H, and Greek commentators including Morris and Barrett. Brown,
however, begins a new paragraph in v. 51 and considers vv. 51-59 as a “duplicate” of the previous
discourse. But the notion of duplication is not found in other parts of the Gospel. The material looks
similar and yet it is different, and it is not a “duplicate” of Jesus’ carlier speech. Carson, on the other hand,
begins a new paragraph in v. 49. He posits that from v. 49 Jesus resorts to metaphor. However, Jesus’
“bread” metaphor began as earlier as in v. 27 Do not work for the food which perishes and v. 32 it is my
Father who gives you the true bread out of heaven. Therefore, the division vv. 41-51, 52-59 is preferred.
Both paragraphs also share the same pattern of the Jews voicing out their misunderstanding (vv. 41-42,
52) followed by Jesus’ response. For a defense of the unity of vv. 51¢c-58 with the rest of the discourse
(contra. Bultman), see Barrett, Gospel according to St. John, 283-84.
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In this chapter, conditionals will also be used to analyze the phenomenon of the
so-called Johannine “misunderstanding,” where many of Jesus’ audiences fail to
understand Jesus or misinterpret his words. The author of John records a number of
conditionals such as 6:51, 53, to surprise and challenge the reader to pay closer attention
and to look beyond the surface for answers to their lack of understanding.

The first paragraph (vv. 41-51) will be treated first. The conditionals in vv. (43-)
44 and 51 are provided below, with rankshifted clauses marked with brackets [...].

6:43-44

un yoyyvlete pet GAAA@V.

o0vdeig dvvaton [EABelV Tpog pe]

gav un o watnp [0 méuyog ue] Erxdon adtov,
KAY®D GVOGTNO®M 0VTOV €V TH oAt NUEPC.

Stop grumbling among yourselves.

No one can come to me

if the Father [who sent me| does not draw them,
and I will raise them up at the last day.

6:51

€y eipr 6 &ptog [6 Lav] [6 éx 10D ovpovod kaTaBdc]

£Qv TG PAYN £k TOVTOL TOD GPTOV

{Noel €ig TOV aidva,

Kol 0 aptog 8¢ [ov eym dwow] M cdpE pwod €otiv [Vrep Tfig 100 KOGUOV
Coficl.

I am the [living]| bread [that comes down from heaven];

if anyone eats this bread,

they will live forever;

and the bread [which I shall give for the life of the world] is my flesh.

Ideational function. In both v. 44 and v. 51, Jesus continues to use Subjunctive
conditionals to teach about the role of the Father and the importance of active
participation in God’s salvation plan. The apodosis in v. 44 unequivocally states that it is

the Father who is at work in saving people, if the Father does not draw (€AxVo1 Aor.
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Act. Subj.) them.**® The Subjunctive mood portrays the action to take place in the realm
of projection, as is the case with other Subjunctive conditionals such as 3:3, 5 if one is
not born (YyevvnOfj Aor. Pass. Subj.) again...of water and the Spirit.

Throughout 6:44-46, Jesus underscores the action and presence of the Father, for
example, v. 45 from the Father and v. 46 has seen the Father (twice). From v. 47,
however, the grammatical Subjects focus on Jesus (vv. 48, 51) and people in general (v.
47 he or she who believes, v. 49 your Fathers, and v. 51 11 anyone). In v. 51, the
emphasis is on people’s “eating” of Jesus, the Bread of life. The Subjunctive mood
@ayn (Aor. Act. Subj. he/she eats) also describes the action as probable or hypothetical.
In light of the previous statements made (vv. 47-50), Jesus uses the second conditional
(v. 51) to invite his audience to receive life by active participation, that is, eating the
Bread of life.**

Logico-semantically, one may argue that a casual relation exists in both
conditionals, that is, the eating of the Bread causes people to have eternal life. However,

as the conditional clause is framed in the Subjunctive mood, it is more likely that Jesus

2 Gk. Ao I draw implies a certain degree of forcefulness. It is found again in 12:32 I will draw all
people to myself, 18:10 Peter...drew (the sword); 21:6 (the disciples) were unable to haul the net in; 21:11
Peter...dragged the net ashore. See also Acts 16:19; 21:30; Jas 2:6. Here echoes the same word used to
describe God’s action to Israel in Jer 31:3 LXX [ have drawn (EIAKVOQ) you with unfailing kindness. See
BDAG, Lexicon, 318; Louw-Nida, Semantic Domain, vol 1, 15.178; Lust, et al. Lexicon, 193.

224 Brown summarizes four major interpretations for the meaning of the bread of life in John 6. (i) The
“sapiential view:” the whole discourse (vv. 35-58) refers to the revelation in and by Jesus or his teaching.
(i) Only vv. 35-50 (or 51) belongs to this sapiential theme, vv. 51-58 refers to the bread of the Lord’s
Supper. (iii) The whole discourse (vv 35-58) refers to the so-called eucharistic bread. Finally, (iv) the
bread refers to both revelation and the cucharistic flesh of Jesus. And there is “respectable evidence” for a
secondary eucharistic reference in vv. 35-50, and a primary reference in vv. 51-58. John, 1:272-74, 284-
85. However, the eucharistic view is questionable for the following reasons: (i) the word c®ud body not
oGp& flesh is used in the rest of the New Testament for the Lord’s Supper (cf. Matt 26:26 par.; 1 Cor
11:24), (ii) the Johannine Son of Man refers primarily to Jesus’ descent, ascent and glorification (3:13;
6:62; 12:23) and does not fit the sacrificial motif of the Lord Supper, (iii) with v. 63 emphasizing the
Spirit and Jesus’ words as the life-giving agent, eating and drinking is best understood as the metaphor for
putting one’s faith in Jesus and receiving the gift of life. In other words, John 6 is not about the Lord’s
Supper; rather, the Lord’s Supper is about what is described in John 6. See also Keener, John, 1:687-91;
Menken, “John 6:51¢-58,” 183-204.
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is showing the people how they can have eternal life (apodosis) by projecting a scenario
(protasis) that is associated with it. In other texts, for example John 3, eternal life is
associated with being born again and believing in the Son of Man, Jesus (cf. 3:3, 5, 15).
In other words, these conditionals characterize the nature and the associated
phenomenon of God’s salvation plan.*?’

Interpersonal function. The choice of 008€1G no one (v. 44 apodosis) and Tig
anyone (v. 51 protasis and apodosis) in the network of Person clearly points to the
application of the conditionals beyond the immediate audience. In other words, Jesus
refers to people in general, not just the Jews or his disciples. As the grammatical
Subjects, the third person all/every and one dominate this discourse segment, for
example, v. 45 they shall all (TAv1eQ) be taught...everyone (RA.g) who has heard; and
v. 46 (not) that anyone (11¢) has seen the Father.**® Both conditionals (vv. 44, 51) also
show that Jesus’ teaching on the Bread of life has universal application, for Jesus is
indeed the Savior of the world (4:42). All who come to Jesus must be first drawn by
God; and anyone who cats Jesus' bread, whether the crowd, the Jews, the disciples, or
the reader, receive his life. The conditionals portray salvation from two complementary

perspectives, i.e., divine and human. In doing so, the author prevents the reader from

22 On v. 44 Barrett writes, “Hence Jesus merely reiterates the truth and does not seek to establish it by
force of argument; those whom the Father gives to him will be drawn to him, with or without argument,
and they will not be cast out; those whom the Father does not give will not come.” Barrett, Gospel
according to St. John, 295. Likewise, Carson interprets v. 44 in the broader context of the grace of God
and underscores that salvation is impossible without divine help. Carson, Gospel according to John, 292-

93.
226 " ) (e ; sy o on . - - < .
John 6:46 ovY 0T1 TOV TATEPU EDOPAKEY TIC €1 U1 O OV TAPO TOD BE0D, OVTOG EWPUKEV TOV

TotEPO. Not that any person has seen the Father, except the one who is from God; he has seen the
Father. The use of the particle €1 (with un) is non-conditional. The statement is made to safeguard the
audience from the erroneous conclusion based on v. 45 that a person can enjoy a personal and mystical
knowledge of God apart from the revelation of Jesus, who is the only one who has seen the Father (cf.
1:18). Barrett, Gospel according to St John, 296.
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developing a view of faith that is over-simplified or one-sided.

Textual function. The first conditional is structured with a fronted apodosis (Q *
P), v. 44 no one can come to me, if the Father...does not draw them. The apodosis thus
represents the thematic clause of the conditional clause complex. Instead of offering an
explanation to the Jews’ misunderstanding based solely on his earthly origin (v. 42),
Jesus goes into the heart of the matter. Those who follow him are those whom have
experienced the work of salvation from the Father. The third and final clause v. 44 and I
(k&Y ®d) will raise (VO.GTHO®) them up at the last day™’ also adds a new dimension to
the discourse by referring to the eschatological aspect of believing, that is, the future
resurrection (cf. Jesus’ conditional to Martha 11:25).

Similar to a number of other conditional statements by Jesus, v. 44 also functions
as an introductory statement to the paragraph of vv. 41-51 (cf. 3:3, 5 in Nicodemus
discourse; and 5:19, 31). The narrative portion begins with the Jews’ grumbling and
misunderstanding (vv. 41-42). Immediately after addressing their grumbling (v. 43),
Jesus uses a conditional to address their lack of understanding. The grammatical Subject
of the first protasis 6 Tatnp the Father, with the embedded clause [who sent me],
continues to appear in subsequent verses and is repeated five more times, v. 45 taught of
God...learn from the Father, v. 46 seen the Father (twice).. .from God. The Father's role
in people following Jesus is reiterated again in his final conditional at the end of his

discourse with the disciples, 6:65 no one can come to me, if it has not been granted

227 Gk avaotiow (Fut. Act. Ind. or Aor. Act. Subj.) is semantically considered as expectation (Future)
or projection (Subjunctive). The feature of expectation is related to the semantic feature of projection, but
with a greater sense of certainty. Porter, Idioms, 44. The final clause in its entirety may also be seen as
part of the double protasis of Jesus’ conditional.
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them from the Father.™

As v. 41 functions as the introductory statement to the text of vv. 41-51, Jesus’
conditional in v. 51 also concludes the same text (cf. the conditionals 5:46, 47).
Moreover, the grammatical intricacy of clauses and embedded clauses reflects a rather
complex argument. The clause by clause of the Greek text is shown below, with

embedded or rankshifted clauses marked as [...].
6:51
[1] £yd el 6 &ptog [0 Lav] [0 £k T0D ovpavod Katafdc]:
[2] €&v Tic @AyT €k T0VTOV T0D &PTOV
[3] {Moer €ig TOV oidVa,
[4] kol 0 @ptog 8E [Ov éyd dnocw] 1| odpE pov éotv [Vrep THg T0D KOGUOV
Cofic].

The author includes additional elements that are represented by the rankshifted clauses
to elaborate and enhance the argument instead of simply saying that Jesus is the Bread
and anyone who eats the Bread will live. These added elements include: cl. 1 6 L@V the
living, or Jesus has life in himself (cf. 5:26), and he is from heaven, 0 éx 10D 0Vpavod
KO ToPAC coming down from heaven* Furthermore, in cl. 4, Jesus will give the Bread
(Ov &y ddow which I shall give) to the world (VeEp Tfig 100 Kdopov Lwiig for the
life of the world). And it will happen on Calvary.230

These added elements reflect the nuances of Jesus’ argument in responding to
the Galilean Jews’ grumbling and misunderstanding (vv. 41-42). The opening
conditional statement of the Sabbath debate also exhibits a similar level of grammatical

intricacy with five ranking clauses and three rankshifted clauses (see 5:19). Introductory

228 1 taken as the second protasis, the grammatical Subject of the final clause, in the contracted kéry®
and I, emphasizes the role of Jesus in the raising of the dead in addition to what the Father does.

229 Morris interprets “coming down” as the incarnation. Morris, Gospel according to St John, 331.

20 The preposition VREP for is repeatedly found in a sacrificial context in John (cf. 10:11, 15; 11:51-52;
15:13; 17:19; 18:14).
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and concluding conditionals with a high level of grammatical intricacy generally reflect
the complexity of the argument and the personal involvement of the speaker. The author
of John records these conditionals as a means of drawing the attention of the reader so
that he or she is are able to fully understand Jesus’ arguments and their significance in
their respective discourses.

Text 2 (vv. 52-59) consists of the response of Jesus to the Jews’ question in v. 52

How can this man give us his flesh to eat? Jesus replies with the following conditional,
6:53
QUMY GuUnv Aéym vuiv,
g0V UM @aynTe THY 6dpro 10D viod 10D AVOPOTOV
Kol TiNTE adToD 10 Hlp,
ovk €xete {oNV €V EXVTOIG.

Very truly I tell you,

if you do not eat the flesh of the Son of Man
and drink his blood,

you have no life in you.

Ideationally, the Subjunctive protasis €v umn if...not expresses an idea of a
situation or event that the audience may think unlikely or impossible. The apodosis will
actualize (cf. conditionals 3:3, 5; 5:19) when such a situation takes place. In this case,
Jesus is emphasizing that people will receive the life that Jesus imparts by the eating of
the flesh and drinking the blood of the Son of Man. Contrary to the Jews’ thinking that
this as impossible, the Subjunctive or hypothetical framing of the protasis makes it
possible. An alternate reality is construed by the Subjunctive mood, and the audience of
Jesus and the reader of the Gospel are invited to enter and experience it.

The presence of the negative polarity un (“do not eat...drink”) in the protasis
and ovx (“you have no life”) in the apodosis also increase the rhetorical impact of the
statement. Earlier in the Nicodemus discourse, Jesus also uses the same kind of double

negative conditional statement twice to teach Nicodemus the importance of being born
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again (3:3, 5). Earlier in the bread of life discourse, John also records Jesus’ conditional
statement on the indispensible role of the Father with a similar double negative
conditional, v. 44 no one (00VO€1G) can come...if (EXV...uN) the Father who sent me
does not draw them.

The ideational function of conditionals in construing experience and presenting
arguments is also seen in the use of lexical metaphor of “bread” by Jesus in John 6, with
the metaphor extended in v. 53 to “the flesh and blood” of Jesus.>' Jesus appears to be
deliberate in extending the metaphor to challenge his audience to look deeper into the
significance of partaking in the life that he the Bread imparts. The lexis dptovg bread
in 6:5 signifies real loaves and food for the body in the narrative of the feeding of the
5000. In the early part of the discourse, when the crowd asserts that God gave their
ancestors Giptov bread (v. 31 “He gave them bread from heaven”), the word referred to
manna. However, Jesus further reveals himself as 0 aptog 100 000 the bread of God
and 0 diptog 1fig Lwfg the bread of life (vv. 33, 35). Instead of the bread in the feeding
of the 5000 and manna for the Israelites in times past, the bread of Jesus takes on new
meaning: something that satisfies the hunger of the world and of the soul. With this
change, Jesus’ audience and the reader of John are further prompted to explore the
meaning and significance of “the living bread” (v. 51) that is steadily pointing to Jesus

himself.

The metaphoric change is now complete in the conditional in v. 53, where Jesus

Bl SFL, a metaphor is defined as “a cross-coupling between the semantics and the lexicogrammar,
whereby a meaning that is congruently expressed by wording a is expressed instead by wording 5."
Halliday and Webster, Continuum Companion, 245. In addition, Halliday also notes that metaphor is “an
inherent property of higher-order semiotic systems, and a powerful meaning-making resource.” He also
distinguishes between lexical and grammatical metaphor. He describes the latter as follows: “[I]nstead of
saying ‘this wording has been shifted to express a different meaning’ (i.e. same expression, different
content), I am saying ‘this meaning has been expressed by a different wording’ (same content, different
expression).” Halliday, "Architecture," CW 3:20,22. In John 6, we are dealing with lexical metaphor.
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uses his flesh and blood to explain what he means by “the living bread.” What was
meant to signify food for the body has now been systematically transformed to signify
the believer's spiritual participation in the death of Jesus.”* As these various levels of
signification of bread are explained throughout the Bread of life discourse, the audience
(the hearer and the reader) is prompted to locate their own understanding of “bread”
and, more importantly, their degree of faith commitment in Jesus. One of the effects of
metaphors is that they make people think more.”** Through Jesus' conditionals and use
of metaphors, the author of John prompts the reader to pause and reflect on the meaning
and significance of the Bread of life. Readers are motivated to look beyond the surface
and understand more fully and richly what faith in Jesus entails.

Interpersonal function. The author records a change from the third person
indefinite Subject in v. 51 if anyone (T1¢) eats of this bread to the second person plural
in v. 53 if you do not eat (9OYNTE)...and drink (minte). Such change from a
generalized one or anyone to the speech role of you indicates that the speaker (Jesus) is
framing his argument with increasing rhetorical force.”* The added emphasis of this
statement is also seen in the negative polarity of the apodosis you have no (00K) life in
you. From v. 51 to v. 53, Jesus makes his Bread of life assertions more specific and

frames them with greater impact.

232 For an interpretation of bread as wisdom, see Keener, John, 1:681, 688-89. Most commentators,

however, understand the flesh and blood as the human person of Jesus and his death on the cross. See
Godet, John, 2;36; Westcott, St John, 107; Bernard, St John, 1:208; Webster, Ingesting, 82-84. The
expression "flesh and blood" is used to mean people or humanity in Matt 16:17; 1 Cor 15:50; Gal 1:16;
Eph 6:12; and Heb 2:14.

233 "Metaphor is living not only to the extent that it vivifies a constituted language. Metaphor is living by
virtue of the fact that it introduces the spark of imagination into a 'thinking more' at the conceptual level.
This struggle to 'think more,’ guided by the 'vivifying principle,' is the 'soul' of interpretation." Ricoeur,
Rule of Metaphor, 303. For a non-SFL approach to metaphors in John 6:41-66, see Webster, Ingesting

Jesus, 79-87.
234 Speech exchange is primarily divided into three groups: speech roles (f, you), other roles (e, she, it,

they), and the generalized one. See Halliday and Matthiessen, [FG, 325.
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The author also continues to adopt the rhetorical strategy of Jesus using
conditionals to respond to questions (see also the Nicodemus discourse). Johannine
conditionals, especially those of Jesus, and questions, such as T@®¢ how, Tig who, and
OOV from where, are closely collocated. A total of eight questions in rather rapid
sequence are raised in Jesus’ Bread of life discourse with the crowd (vv. 22-40),%*° the
Galilean Jews (vv. 41-59), and the early followers (vv. 60-65). Almost all these groups
of people do is ask Jesus questions. Their questions are closely collocated with Jesus’
conditionals, as the following shows.

I. 6:22-40 (the crowd)

v. 25 Rabbi, when (101€) did you get here?

v. 28 What (1) shall we do, that we may work the works of God?

v. 30 What sign (1) then do you do that we may see and believe you? What (t1) work do
you perform?

I1. 6:41-59 (the Galilean Jews)

v. 42 Is this not (00Y) Jesus...we know? How (R®c) now he says that, “I have come
down from heaven?”

v. 44 [conditional]

v. 51 [conditional]

v. 52 How (n®¢) is this man able to give us his flesh to eat?
v. 53 [conditional]

III. 6:60-65 (the disciples)

v. 60 This is a difficult statement, who (11¢) can listen to it?
v. 62 [conditional]
v. 65 [conditional]

Through conditional statements, Jesus challenges his audience to reflect on the
questions they raise and to grasp the deeper meaning of his signs, such as the feeding of
the 5000, and of his teaching. Such a pattern of questions-conditionals makes the

audience more eager and more persistent to probe deeper into Jesus' Christological

233 John records two accounts of Jesus encountering the crowd: the Bread of life discourse, 6:22-40 and
entry into Jerusalem, 12:12-19. No conditionals are recorded in both accounts. It is possible that, unlike
the Jews as antagonist or the disciples, the crowd in John’s Gospel do not present any critical

Christological issue that needs to be resolved or addressed. The questions by the crowd are included for
the sake of completion.
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assertions. He asserts that life comes as a result of eating the flesh and the drinking of
the blood of the Son of man. What initially appears to be opaque gradually becomes one
of the most important Christological teachings, as Peter later discovers (6:68).

Textual function. Question-conditional collocation continues throughout the
Gospel, including in Jesus’ discourse with the Jews at the Feast of Tabernacles and the
Light of the world discourse in John 7 and 8, and in his exchange with Pilate in John
18.236

1. 7:10-24 (at the Feast of Tabernacles)

v. 11 Where (m09D) is he?

v. 15 How (R®¢) has this man become learned, having never been educated?
v. 17 [conditional]

v. 20 You have a demon! Who (tig) seeks to kill you?

v. 23 [conditional]

II. 8:12-59 (the Light of the world discourse)

v. 19a Where (t0%D) is your Father?

v. 19b [conditional]

v. 22 Surely he will not kill himself, will he...?

v. 24 [conditional]

v. 53 Surely, you are not greater that our Father Abraham...whom (Tiva) do you make
yourself out to be?

v. 54 [conditional]

v. 55 [conditional]

III. 18:18-38 (Jesus and Pilate)

v. 33 Are you the king of the Jews?

. 35 Your own nation...delivered you up to me,; what (ti) have you done?
. 36 [conditional]

. 37 So are you a king?

. 38 What (T1) is truth?

< < < <

The phenomenon may be explained by the author’s strategy to record Jesus’
conditionals in order to challenge the audience to approach the issue from a different
and more meaningful point of view than that of Jesus’ original conversation partners.

For example, in the Bread of life discourse, the Jews’ question focuses on the human

236 See also the paragraph on the high priest questioning Jesus (18:19-24).18:22 Is that the way you
answer the high priest? 18:23 If [ have spoken wrongly, bear witness of the wrong, but if rightly, why do
you strike me?
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origin of Jesus (v. 42). Jesus’ conditional turns the attention more to the important
aspect of God being at work in salvation and the fact the Jesus indeed comes from
heaven (v. 44). Toward the end of the Light of the world discourse, the Jews again adopt
an earthly viewpoint toward Jesus in relation to the historical figure Abraham, 8:53; cf.
7:24. In response, Jesus grounds his claim of his special relationship with and his special
knowledge of the Father in his conditionals (8:54, 55). A similar effect is intended when
the author of John records Jesus’ conditionals (18:23a, 23b) after the high priest’s
servant strikes him. During his trial by Pilate, the sharp contrast between the number of
questions posed by Pilate (total: 5) and the conditional given by Jesus (18:36 If my
kingdom were of this world) highly likely reflects the author’s attempt to show that
Pilate was unable to exercise authority in the situation, and Jesus was not on trial. Pilate
was.

Question-conditional collocation may also be explained in terms of what is
commonly called “Johannine misunderstanding." While Carson attempts to interpret the
misunderstanding in term of the difference between before and after the resurrection of
Jesus, the phenomenon appears to be more complex.”®” On one hand, the texts that
Carson uses to support his argument, 2:19-22 (the temple cleansing) and 12:14-16 (entry

into Jerusalem), specifically point to the disciples' understanding after Jesus' death and

27 Fora good summary on the discussion of Johannine misunderstanding, see Carson, “Understanding
Misunderstanding,” 60-67. Carson argues that the so-called Johannine misunderstandings are not simply a
literary device. He discusses works on misunderstanding by Cullman (ambiguous meanings), Leroy
(outsiders and insiders), and Giblin ("implicit misunderstanding”) and investigates a total of 64 examples.
The problems of understanding, misunderstanding and not understanding, are what John is "mightily
concerned" with (83), but at the same time Carson concedes that identifying a particular form is very
difficult. He argues that most, if not all, of the Johannine misunderstandings can be resolved after the
resurrection of Jesus (see his column 17 "Solution: Depending on the passage of time). He then cites two
key examples, namely, the cleansing of the temple (2:19-22) and the triumphal entry into Jerusalem
(12:14-16). Both passages record that the disciples did not understand at first. But after Jesus' resurrection
or glorification, the disciples' understand Jesus' words and action (2:22; 12:16).
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resurrection; on the other hand, not all of these misunderstandings can be explained in
the same way. For example, in 5:36-47 the understanding does not predicate Jesus' death
and resurrection, as Carson himself indicates. As discussed in the preceding chapter of
this study, 5:31-47 is better understood as the Jews’ refusal, not misunderstanding, to
accept Jesus the Son. Carson’s post-resurrection explanation of 6:32-35 is likewise not
compelling. Unlike the temple cleansing and the Jerusalem entry passages, many other
texts such as 5:31-47 and 6:41-59 do not rely on Jesus' death or resurrection as the
central support for Jesus’ argument.**®

A more formal and linguistic approach to Johannine misunderstandings is
proposed as follows. Misunderstanding takes place when the following two situations
occur. First, it involves people who genuinely seek the knowledge of God through their
interactions with Jesus. These characters include Nicodemus (John 3), the Samaritan
woman (John 4), and the Galilean Jews in the Bread of life discourse (John 6).
Secondly, the expression of their misunderstanding is mostly through their questions
they ask Jesus and his response in conditionals.”*” These questions include: Nicodemus
3:9 How can these things be? and the Samaritan woman 4:9 How is it that you, being a

Jew, ask me for a drink...?**° In other words, the author of John uses the combination of

questions by Johannine characters and Jesus’ conditionals in his replies to eventually

238 Carson’s discussion lacks a formal definition of what constitutes a Johannine misunderstanding. The
misunderstanding of the (Jerusalem) Jews is the result of their hardheartedness (12:38, 39). But the
misunderstanding of other characters, including the disciples, appears to be of a different kind.

239 Later, the misunderstanding of the disciples is seen in their conditional (not question) to Jesus in
11:12. See Chapter 5, section 5.2.1 (“Jesus and the disciples™).

240 Culpepper likewise adopts a more formal structure but without reference to conditionals: "(1) Jesus
makes a statement which is ambiguous, metaphorical, or contains a double-entendre; (2) his dialogue
partner responds either in terms of the literal meaning of Jesus' statement or by a question or protest which
shows that he or she has missed the higher meaning of Jesus' words; (3) in most instances an explanation
is then offered by Jesus or (less frequently) the narrator.” Culpepper, Anatomy, 152. He similarly
concludes that misunderstandings orient the reader to read at the level that the language of the gospel is to
be understood (165).
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clarify their misunderstandings and motivate them to follow him.

Collocation of Johannine conditional and question such as 6:51-53 invite those
who have ears to hear. Jesus' Subjunctive conditionals, in particular, offer the audience
opportunity to further understand what he means. On the other hand, those who fail to
respond with faith and trust do not understand, as shown in the next section of the Bread
of life discourse (6:60-65). The audience of Jesus and the reader of John are given the
opportunity to understand more fully the complexity of faith in Jesus. At the same time,

they also carry the responsibility of making the right choice.**!

4.2 The Early Disciples (6:60-65)**

John 6:60-65 records Jesus’ speech to his disciples, with conditionals
strategically bracketing his speech. As the Galilean Jews grumbled about Jesus’ teaching
(v. 41), Jesus’ speech is also a response to the grumbling of his disciples (v. 61).** The

disciples consider the teaching of eating the flesh of Jesus and drinking his blood

1 For the use of Indicative conditionals in convicting the unbelief of the Jews, sce the discussion of the
three consecutive Indicative conditionals 10:35-36, 37, 38 in chapter 4, section 4.3 of this study. See also
God's exhortation to Israel in Isa 1:18-20 Come now, and let us reason together...even if your sins were
like scarlet...even if they were red like crimson.. If you are willing and listen to me...but if you are not
willing nor listen to me.. for the mouth of the Lord has spoken these things (LXX). See Oswalt, Isaiah,
100-102.

242 Barrett and Carson treat vv. (59-) 60-71 as one section without any subdivision. But critical Greek
texts including W-H, USBGNT, and N-A 28" all adopt vv. 60-65 as a single paragraph, as the discourse is
related to the disciples, some of whom eventually leave Jesus (v. 66). Perhaps this is why Morris also
includes v. 66 in his text division. But the ending at either v. 65 or v. 66 does not really affect our
analysis.

2% The disciples in John are not named as they are in the Synoptics (Matt 10; Mark 3; Luke 6). Here in
John 6, they are presumably those who follow Jesus on a superficial level. After the healing of the blind
man, the Jews insist they are Moses' disciples and call the man Jesus' disciple (9:28). In the burial of
Jesus, Joseph of Arimathea is called a "disciple" (18:38). John 6:67, 71 record the first two references of
"the twelve." The term indicates that they are a more dedicated group of followers (cf. 20:24). Kysar also
observes, "The reading effect of having the hostile opponents suddenly become disciples (v. 60)
powerfully suggests that unbelief is not limited to Jesus' opponents. The introduction of the phenomenon
of unbelieving disciples blurs the distinction between 'the Jews' and 'the disciples." Kysar, "Decisional
Faith," 169. For the probable connection between these disciples (not the twelve) and the Jews in 8:31-59,
see Griffith, "The Jews," 183-92.
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oxAnpdg difficult,”** or too hard to understand (v. 60). The discourses progress from
bigger (the Jews) to smaller (the disciples) audiences, and an unspecified response of the
Jews to the many disciples who subsequently stop following Jesus (v. 66).

Jesus’ first conditional (6:62) is a protasis-only question conditional. It is a
question that expects the disciples and the reader to provide their own answer, or to “fill
in the blank.”** His second and final conditional is recorded in v. 65. It is a conditional
that is almost exactly the same as v. 44, underscoring the work of the Father in
salvation. To understand the complex ideas and arguments of these two conditionals, we
need to go beyond what is expressed through Moods and Tenses. These conditionals
contain grammatical features such as ellipsis (the protasis-only conditional) and question
conditional. Identical conditionals (6:44, 65) are also used for marking discourse
boundary. These conditionals are shown below.

6:61-62

10010 VUGG SKUVIOALEL;

£0v 0OV BE@PTiTE TOV VIOV 10D &vOpdTOL dvaPaivovia dmov Qv 1O
TPOTEPOV;

Does this cause you to stumble?
Then [what] if you see the Son of Man ascending where he was before?

6:65

d1a ToOTO ElpNKA VULV

611 008elg dVvoTon ELOELY TPOG Ue

g&v un N 6edoudvov adT® €K TOD TATPOC,

244 See Matt 25:24; Acts 26:14; Jas 3:4; and Jude 15. Paul uses the noun form to describe stubbornness of

heart of the unbeliever, Rom 2:5 But because of your stubbornness (1\v oxinpotnt&) and unrepentant

heart.

M5 possible alternative is to treat the two clauses (vv. 61, 62) not as questions and interpret them as an

apodosis-fronted (Q * P) conditional. If so, Jesus is simply making a statement that relates his future
ascension with the disciples’ unbelief (or stumbling). But this is unlikely for at least two reasons. First,
rhetorical questions, not statements, seem to fit better with the strong language in the rest of Jesus’ reply:
v. 63 the flesh profit nothing and v. 64 some of you who do not believe. Secondly, Jesus also uses
rhetorical questions with Nicodemus (3:12) and the Jews (5:47). Therefore, it seems more likely Jesus is
posing two consecutive questions here, as shown in the punctuation by most critical editions, e.g.
UBSGNT and N-A”®. V. 62 then becomes a question, protasis-only conditional.
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For this reason I have said to you,
that no one can come to me,
if it has not been granted them from the Father.

Ideational function. With the Subjunctive mood of 6:62 BgwpTite (Pres. Act.
Subj. you see), Jesus posits a hypothetical situation (at the time of speaking). The choice
of the Present tense makes the action more vivid to his audience. Jesus’ crucifixion,
resurrection, and ascension have not yet occurred,?*® but he poses them as hypothetical.
It further challenges those followers who are already finding it difficult to eat his flesh
and drink his blood. But for those who put their belief in Jesus, the apparent
impossibility of the ascension later becomes a deep cause of comfort and assurance. The
Subjunctive mood thus tests the audience’s depth of belief in Jesus” words.

In the conditional in v. 65, the Father at work in salvation motif is aspectually
marked by the periphrastic construction | de30ugvov it has been granted in the
protasis. In contrast to the Subjunctive in v. 44 if the Father who sent me does not
(EAxVom Aor. Act. Subj. he/she draw) them, the periphrastic construction in v. 65 7
(Pres. Act. Subj. to be) dedouévov (Perf. Pass. Ptcp. has been given) grammaticalizes
the stative aspect. The grammatical construction is an emphatic way of describing that
the work of the Father and its accomplished state. In both form and meaning, 6:44 is
very similar to the conditional by John the Baptist in 3:27.

*3:27 (John the Baptist)

0V dYvoartaon GvBpwTog AauPdvely 00dE Ev

£6v pn 1 Sedouévov adT® £k T0D 0VPALVOD.

A person can receive nothing
if it has not been given them from heaven.

In both situations, the speakers (John the Baptist and Jesus) are facing the loss of their

24 According to Morris, the crucifixion and resurrection and ascension are linked in an unbreakable
sequence, the one implies the others. Morris, Gospel according to John, 340.
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followers. Both address the matter by relating it to the sovereign work of God. The
author of John also chooses the Greek Imperfect tense in 6:65 And (Jesus) was saying
(Eeyev Impf. Act. Ind.) to introduce the conditional and to further underscore the
significance of the statement.

Interpersonal function. John 6:62 is a question conditional. It addresses apostasy
for the first time in John's Gospel. It also presents a rare grammatical feature of ellipsis,
a protasis-only conditional. In the NT, such breaking-off of speech ("aposiopesis") often
suggests intense emotion in the speaker. The following examples are taken from Luke’s
Gospel, all spoken by Jesus.**’

Luke 13:9

KOV UEV TOMOT KUPTOV €1¢ TO uEAAOV'
And if it bears fruit next year

Luke 19:42
el £yvog &v T MUEpy TavTn Kol 6L
If you, even you, had only known on this day, (the things which make for peace!)

Luke 22:42

natep, €1 PovAel wopéveykor TOHTO TO TOTHPLOV

Father, if you are willing to remove this cup

In all of the above, Jesus’ statements are broken off abruptly by strong feelings.
In the first conditional (13:9), the unfruitful nation Israel and its future is in view. In the
second conditional (19:42), the unrepentant city of Jerusalem is in question. And in the
third (22:42), if the more difficult reading of Jesus' prayer is adopted,”*® Jesus’
conditional is abruptly cut short by the prospect of the pain and agony of crucifixion.

However, the situation in John 6 is not the same. By only stating the protasis,

Jesus forces his disciples to “fill in the blank.” By framing the conditional clause as a

247 Blass-Debrunner, Greek Grammar, 255.

48 Textual support for mopéveykar includes X K L /2 579 892 2541; and mopéveyxew, A N W A
¥ 565 700 1424. See Marshall, Luke, 831. Given the context of agony of the cross, the case for the €1 as
introducing a direct question (Are you willing to remove this cup from me?) is less likely.
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question, Jesus is making it a provocative question that is deliberately left unanswered.
The reader likewise has to answer this question for himself or herself.*** There are at
least two possible responses to Jesus' question. With some of the disciples, they may
finally understand that he is truly the bread from heaven and consequently put their faith
in the Son of Man if they bear witness to the crucifixion, resurrection, and ascension of
Jesus, the Son of Man.”*® However, with other disciples, eye-witnessing the ascension
may result in further hardening of their unbelief. The Subjunctive mood 6emptite (Pres.
Act. Subj. you see) implies that not everyone, hearer and reader, will witness Jesus’
ascension. The semantic feature of possibility is characteristic of the Subjunctive mood,
whereas the Indicative expresses certainty. The conditional thus challenges his disciples
to think through his words and to decide for themselves the right course of action, with
or without witnessing the ascension.*”’

Textual function. In Jesus’ initial question in v. 61 10010 VUGG oxovooAilet;

Does this cause you to stumble?, the personal pronoun OUGG you is emphatic. It

249 Similarly, in the uproar between the Sadducees and the Pharisees at Paul's trial in Acts 23:9, We find
nothing wrong with this man,; what if a spirit or an angel has spoken to him? The hearer is expected to
answer the conditional question.

250 As Jesus’ self-designation, 6 ViOg 10T GvOpOTOV the Son of Man is used 13 times in John. It is used
in relation to the food that he gives for eternal life (6:27), his glorification (12:23; 13:31), his ascending
into heaven (3:13; 6:62; 8:28), and his authority to judge (5:27). Jesus first refers himself as the Son of
Man in connection with the open heaven (1:51). In John 6 he makes three references to the Son of Man,
first in a statement to the crowd (v. 27), followed by two Subjunctive conditionals spoken to the Jews in v.
53 if you do not eat the flesh of the Son of man, and to the early disciples in v. 62 then what if you see the
Son of man ascend to where he was before? Carson comments that as an ambiguous expression it can
stand for a human being as well as a title having obvious affinity with the “one like a son of man” in
Daniel 7:13-14. He writes, “(other titles) were so loaded with political messianism that they could not be
adopted without restraint and appropriate caveats. ‘Son of Man’, on the other hand, lay ready to hand as
an expression that could be filled with precisely the right content.” Carson, John, 164. For the use of
avoapoaively to ascend to refer to Jesus' ascension, see 3:13; 20:17; Acts 2:34; Eph 4:10. The Johannine
word for crucifixion is the passive VyoOnva to be lifted up (3:14; 12:32, 34), except 8:28 when you lift
up (OY@onte) the Son of Man. Godet, John, 2:43-45,

Other possible lines of interpretation include: "If therefore, one day, after you have heard this saying
which is so intolerable to you, an event occurs which renders it altogether absurd, will you not then
understand that you were mistaken as to its true meaning?" Godet, John, 2:43; or as Barrett paraphrases,
"What if you see the Son of man becoming invisible, unseen. For when the Son of Man ascends where he
was before, he is no more visible than he was before the incarnation." Barrett, "Dialectical Theology," 60.
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underscores the fact that Jesus is distinguishing his followers from the crowd and the
Galilean Jews. They are his disciples and they are expected to respond to Jesus’ teaching
in a more positive manner. Jesus expresses disappointment because, as the Jews did,
they also grumble (vv. 60-61a). Later, Jesus asks the twelve with the use of the emphatic
personal pronoun DUEIG you, v. 67 uN Kol VUELG OEAETE VTAYELV; You do not want
to leave too, do you?*> In addition, the Greek verb oxavéadiferv in v. 61 means fo
cause 1o sin or to give offense to, anger, shock, and describes the faltering of faith.”>’
This question is a leading question to the conditional in v. 62. It expresses concerns that
some of the followers or disciples are in danger of leaving Jesus.

The final conditional (v. 65) is an apodosis-fronted, or Q P, conditional. The
point of departure of the statement is that Jesus is ineffective apart from the prior work
of the Father (cf. 6:44). A similar emphasis was made with regard to the ongoing work
of the Father in the world in Jesus’ Sabbath healing debate (5:19). The almost identical
conditionals by Jesus in v. 44 and v. 65 play the important function as "bookends" to the
discourse unit of vv. 41-65 (the Galilean Jews and the early disciples). These two
conditionals emphasize the indispensible and sovereign work of the Father in relation to
the mission of Jesus whom he sent. Identical conditionals also appear in John 11:21
(Martha) and 11:32 (Mary), but their functions and emphases are not the same (see

Chapter 5, section 5.1). The bookend conditionals in John 6 highlight the work of the

2 See also Peter's confession in v. 69 We (MUETQ) have come to believe and to know that you (oV) are
the Holy One of God.

23 See "oraveaAilm,"BDAG, 926. The verb is found again only in 16:1 v M oxavéaricOiite that
you may be kept from stumbling. Whereas the Present Indicative is used in 6:61 suggesting these
uncommitted disciples are already showing lack of faith, the Aorist Subjunctive in 16:1 depicts the
possibility of the eleven falling away from their faith due to persecution (15:18-25). Among the Gospels
the verb appears most in Matthew (14 times), followed by Mark (eight times). For the use of the verb in
Mark's Gospel, see Perkins, "Mark's use of the Verb Txovdalilewy," 23-36.
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Father and the need for active participation in order to receive the life that Jesus imparts.
The Galilean Jews are unable to accept the words of Jesus, and some of his disciples
choose to stop following him because of his difficult teaching. At the end of the
discourse, only a small group of disciples (the eleven) remain committed to follow Jesus
(vv. 66-71).

Summary. Jesus’ conditionals in the Bread of life discourse and subsequent
dialogue with his disciples continue to show a high level of grammatical complexity. In
the Bread of life discourse with the Galilean Jews, Subjunctive conditionals are used to
teach the meaning and significance of Jesus, the Bread of life, to the world. Conditionals
are used as bookends (vv. 44, 65) to signify the importance of the work of the Father in
salvation, with no distinction between the Jews and the disciples. At the same time, the
rhetorical force increases when Person changes from anyone eating the “living bread”
(v. 51), to you eating and drinking the “flesh and blood” of the Son of Man (v. 53). Both
the audience in the discourse and the reader of the Gospel are thus confronted through
the conditionals. Jesus’ conditionals motivate them to engage in deeper reflection and
more persistent reasoning. In the discourse with the disciples, Jesus' elliptical question
conditional requires the audience and the reader, whose faith is wavering, to “fill in the
blank.” They are to look for an answer for themselves and to take ownership of what
they choose.

The mobilization of lexicogrammatical resources and semantic features of
conditionals and their interactions in achieving their persuasive function is rich and
complex. For example, the speech participant’s attitude toward Jesus, and collocations

of questions and conditionals (sometimes question conditionals) within a functionally-
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significant text span suggests the so-called Johannine misunderstanding. These
“misunderstandings” are rhetorical devices that stimulate the reader to play a more
active role in trusting in Jesus. It also appears that there is a strong correlation between
Jesus’ expository discourses, for example, the Nicodemus discourse, the Bread of life
discourse, and the dialogue with the disciples, with the use of Subjunctive conditionals.
In the next and final section of this chapter, the closing conditionals in the final
debate between Jesus and the Jews in John 10 will be investigated. They contain four
conditionals: one by the Jews (10:24), and three grammatically intricate consecutive
conditionals by Jesus (10:35-38). Grammatical networks and features including
POLARITY, the function of interrogatives, and marked Themes will be examined to

explain the grammatical and rhetorical meaning of these conditionals in context.

4.3 The Final Debate with the Jews (10:22-39)**

Between the discourses in John 6 and the final public discourse of Jesus with the
Jews, the author of John records four more discourses of Jesus, all of which include
conditionals. In the first discourse, Jesus’ brothers express their unbelief in 7:3-4, at the

end of which they conclude with a conditional (7:4b).

2% The text segmentation is quite uniform among critical editions of the Greek text and Greek
commentators. The text is divided into two paragraphs: vv. 22-30 and vv. 31-39. Jesus’ return to an area
near the Jordan River is recorded in vv. 40-42. The debate with the Jews that began in John 5 continues in
John 7-10. The following highlight their dialogues with conditionals given in brackets. Some of these
conditionals will be included in the discussion of this section.

7:14-24 At the Feast of Tabernacles (vv. 17,23)

8:12-30 The Light of the world discourse  (vv. 14, 16, 19, 24)
8:31-47 (Former Jewish believers) (vv. 31, 36, 39, 42, 46)
8:48-59 (The Jews) (vv. 51, (52), 54, 55)
9:40-41 The healing of the blind man (v.41)

10:7-18 (The Jews) v.9)
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*7:4b (Jesus’ brothers)

£l 100t TOLElS, POVEPHOGOV GENVTOV T® KOCU®.

If you do these things, show yourself to the world.

In the next two discourses (7:14-24; 8:12-59), Jesus debates with the Jews and
uses conditionals to conclude these debates (7:23 and 8:54, 55 respectively).”> The
fourth and final discourse is recorded in 9:40-10:18, with two conditionals: 9:41 and
10:9, with the former especially underlines the Jews’ spiritual blindness.

9:41 R

&l To@lol M1e, 0VK GV elxete auaptioyv: vov 8¢ Aéyete Gt1 BAémopey, 1

GUOPTIO. VU@V LEVEL

If you were blind, you would have no sin; but since you say, “We see,” your sin
remains.

In this final debate between Jesus and the Jews (10:22-39), the speech section
begins with the Jews’ conditional (v. 24) and ends with Jesus’ consecutive conditionals
(vv. 35-36, 37, and 38). In addition to v. 24, the Jews make only one additional
statement in v. 33. The rest of the discourse records Jesus’ speech, it is divided into vv.
25-30, v. 32, and vv. 34-38. The speech sections of the debate are outlined below, with

conditionals by characters other than Jesus are marked with *.

10:22-39

*v. 24 The Jews [conditional]

vv. 25-30 Jesus

(v.31) (Narrator)

v.32 Jesus

v.33 The Jews

vv. 34-38 Jesus [vv. 35-38 conditionals]

The Jews’ conditional (10:24). The conditional, including the introductory

question, is shown below.

253 John 7:23 Now if a boy can be circumcised on the Sabbath so that the law of Moses may not be
broken, why are you angry with me for healing a man’s whole body on the Sabbath? John 8:54, 55 If I
glorify myself, my glory means nothing. My Father, whom you claim as your God, is the one who glorifies
me. Though you do not know him, I know him. If I said I did not, I would be a liar like you, but I do know
him and obey his word.
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*10:24 (the Jews)

€w¢ wOTE THV WOV NUAV aipelg;
&l o0 £l 6 yprotdc,

eime Nuiv Tappnoic.

How long will you keep us in suspense?

If you are the Christ,

tell us plainly.

Ideational function. In conjunction with similar conditionals in the synoptic
Gospels, the Jews’ conditional in v. 24 suggests a special type of “Christological
conditional” often used by Jesus’ opponents. Porter has observed that virtually all
conditionals in the Gospels addressed toward Jesus on his divinity, including John 1:25,
use €ip11.2% In John 10:24 and Luke 22:67a, the protasis includes a second personal

pronoun 6V you for emphasis. These “Messiah conditionals” are listed below.

*Matt 4:3 (Satan)
If (€1) you are the Son of God, command (ging Aor. Act. Imp.) these stones

*Matt 4:6 (Satan)
If (€1) you are the Son of God, throw (Baie Aor. Act. Imp.) yourself down

*Matt 27:40 (the bystanders)
If (1) you are the Son of God, come down (katdpnoL Aor. Act. Imp.) from the cross

*Luke 22:67 (the Sanhedrin)
If (€1) you (6%) are the Christ, tell (eimov Aor. Act. Imp.) us

If we take the context and the apodosis’ Imperative mood into consideration,
such kind of a conditional reflects the speaker’s unbelief and rejection of Jesus. The
conditional in John 10:24 also echoes the first conditional of John’s Gospel in 1:25.>" In
all these cases, the assumed-to-be true Indicative type 1 conditional is spoken by Jesus’
adversaries to cast doubt on his divinity. In John’s Gospel, even though the Jews do not

accept Jesus’s claim (cf. 5:17; 8:42), they use the conditional as a pretense for attacking

256 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 297, fn. 11.
7 John 1:25 Why then do you baptize if you are not the Messiah, nor Elijah, nor the Prophet?
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him.>® Jesus’ reply to the Sanhedrin in Luke 22:67b, 22:68 using consecutive
conditionals, both containing the emphatic negation 00 U1} never, reveal their hidden
agenda.”’

Luke 22:67b, 68

EQV VULV EITO, 0V U TIGTEVGTTE
£0v 8¢ EpOTHOM, 0V W AwoKkpiOfite.

If I tell you, you will never believe;
and if I ask a question, you will never answer.

John 11:24 strongly indicates that the Jews’ are far from acknowledging Jesus as the
Christ.

Interpersonal function. The interpersonal meaning of the conditional is accented
by the emphatic personal pronoun 6V you in the protasis. Similar use of the emphatic
personal pronouns (/, you) appears in an early debate between the Jews and Jesus in
5:19-47, especially vv. 31-47 and including the conditional in v. 31 If I (¢y®) testify to
myself. In addition, the Imperative mood of the apodosis in v. 24 gine (Aor. Act. Imp.
tell) expresses strong rhetorical force by demanding an answer from Jesus. As in the
Synoptic conditionals mentioned above, as part of the attack by his adversaries, these
Imperative conditionals attempt to either force Jesus to succumb to temptation or to put
him in a vulnerable position. The scene is very similar to the account in Luke 22, where

the Jewish Council attempts to press charges against Jesus using a similar Indicative

258 Similarly, an Indicative type 2 conditional is used by the Jews to falsely accuse Jesus before Pilate in
*18:30 If (€1) this man were not an evildoer, we would not have delivered him up to you. The statement is
a deliberate way of implying that Jesus is a criminal but without making a direct assertion to that effect.
The construal of reality by conditional speakers as the basis of argument will be discussed in Chapter 5

below.

> Jesus’ answer is both a positive reply and a type of circumlocution. The nature of his messiahship is

different from the way the Jewish leaders envision.
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condition (Luke 22:67a).>%

In both Luke 22 and John 10, the Jewish leaders attempt to avoid acknowledging
the divinity of Jesus and thus seek to relieve themselves of their responsibility to accept
Jesus. But as will be shown later, Jesus also does not give a clear answer to their
question. His consecutive conditionals (vv. 35-38) require them to take responsibility for
their own decisions and conclusions.*®!

Textual function. The opening question in 10:24 continues the series of questions
that the Jews began in vv. 19-21:

10:20 He has a demon and is insane. Why do you listen to him?

10:21 ...4 demon cannot open the eyes of the blind, can he?

The question: éng mdte TV yoyny Nudv aipewg; How long do you keep us in

suspense contains a marked Theme tnv yuynv MU@v. It can also be translated as How
long are you keeping us in doubt?*** The Jews are seemingly at a crossroads. But with
all the signs that Jesus has performed, it is unlikely that they are seeking more
information. Rather, they are looking for some unambiguous statement from Jesus to use
against him.*®

The conditional that follows also echoes the Jews’ conditional in John 1 and the
identical question that they pose in 1:19. This question-conditional collocation is

characteristic of John’s Gospel in prompting the audience to think deeper and to arrive

260 See also *Luke 23:35 He saved others; let him save (6oSGT® Aor. Act. Imp.) himself if (€1) this is

the Christ of God, His chosen one.
261 (opa - . L . . .
6 Evidently it is not clear to the Jews whether Jesus is or is not claiming messianic status; evidently

also he does not intend to give an unambiguous answer to their question.” Barrett, Gospel according to St
John, 378.
262 Westcott, St. John, 157. See also the New King James translation.

263 Carson, Gospel according to John, 392. Likewise Bultmann writes, “They (the Jews) demand an
answer which would relieve them of the decision, an answer such as Jesus has till now at most only been
able to give the Samaritan woman (4:26) and the healed blind man (9:37).” Bultmann, Gospel of John,
362.
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at their own conclusions about who Jesus is.

*1:19

Who are you?...Why then are you baptizing, if (€1) you (GV) are not the Christ, nor

Elijah, nor the Prophet?

At the end of both dialogues, reference is made to the location where John the
Baptist was baptizing (1:28; 10:40). In their first conditional (*1:25), the Jews seek
evidence to identify who the Christ is; in this conditional (*10:24), they refuse to
acknowledge Jesus as the Christ. Earlier in John, Jesus’ brothers also expressed their
unbelief in a similar conditional (*7:4) Therefore, the Indicative type 1 conditional is not
only used by Jesus for polemical and argumentative purposes (3:12; 5:46, 47; 7:23; cf.
also 15:22, 24). People also use it to express doubt in and hostility toward Jesus.

In the subsequent verses, Jesus explains the reason for their refusal to believe. In
essence, the Jews do not believe because they are not his sheep (v. 26), even though
Jesus is the Good Shepherd (10:11). But what further angers the Jews is Jesus’ statement
v. 30 I and the Father are one.** Upon hearing this statement, the Jews attempt to stone
him and charge him with blasphemy (v. 33). It is apparent that the Jews interpret his
statement as Jesus equating rejecting him to rejecting God himself 2%

Jesus’ conditionals (10:35-36, 37, 38). To show Jesus’ tightly argued defense

and its rhetorical impact, analysis will be conducted according to the order of each

clause complex, and not the usual ideational, interpersonal, and textual function format.

284 For a discussion on the question of Jesus’ nature, see Carson, Gospel of John, 394-95. .. .[A]lthough

the words [ and the Father are one do not affirm complete identity, in the context of this book they
certainly suggest more than that Jesus’ will was one with the will of his Father, at least in the weak sense
that a human being may at times regulate his own will and deed by he will of God. (395) Morris also
points out that the statement does not assert oneness in terms of identity but in unity. Morris, Gospel
according to John, 465.

285 Jesus as shepherd in the Gospel of John employs the image of God as Israel’s shepherd in the earlier

biblical tradition. And the inability of people to snatch sheep from Jesus’ hand (10:29) is probably another
Johannine allusion to his deity. Keener, Gospel of John, 1:825.
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After another round of exchange (vv. 32-33), Jesus goes on to make his closing
argument (vv. 34-38). Among Jesus’ public speeches in John, this segment contains the
only occurrence of three consecutive Indicative conditionals. The level of intensity of
Jesus’ argument also reaches an all-time high, as indicated by the increased level of
grammatical complexity and intricacy in his reply, especially in the first (vv. 35-36) and
final conditionals (v. 38). Such intricacy and stretching of grammar indicates the high
level of rhetoric. It also indicates sustained commitment to a position or a goal by the

speaker (Jesus).>

As Jesus’ final statements before he withdraws from Jerusalem, these
consecutive conditionals also take on special significance of concluding his
Christological defense before the Jews.

The following chart compares the grammatical intricacy, or the mean clause to
sentence ratio, of the two segments of the final debate. The first segment (vv. 24-33)
records six clauses in three clause complexes for the Jews, and 17 clauses in five clause
complexes for Jesus; or grammatical intricacies of 2 and 3.4 respectively. In contrast,
vv. 34-38 records 20 clauses in three clause complexes, or a grammatical intricacy of

6.7; three times that of the Jews and twice that of Jesus’ in vv. 24-33.2¢

26 Grammatical intricacy highlights process and the interdependence of one process on another. It builds

up elaborate clause complexes out of parataxis and hypotaxis. The more the speaker is 'wrapped up' in the
discourse, the more complex the sentence grammar becomes. Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 654-56. See
also Halliday, "Language and Order of Nature," CW 3:130; “So you say ‘Pass’...” CW 2:240-44; and

“Modes of Meaning,” CW 1:331-35.

267 . . . L.
From the viewpoint of language as system, an average score of grammatical intricacy based on all the

dialogues and/or conditionals spoken by Jesus will provide a perspective and significance of these values
represented in this segment (vv. 24-38). However, as average numbers, they do not reveal the various
factors that motivate the value to go higher or lower in each situation. The problem with data based on all
textual materials assembled in either John’s Gospel or even the corpus of the NT is that they are not
subject to the detailed investigation that reveals the special features and the uniqueness of the individual
text. In this particular case, the approach adopted is primarily language as text. It will be another study for
computing the averages and probabilities and using such data for the purpose of comparative studies. For
a detail discussion of the two complementary views of language as system and language as text along the
cline of instantiation, see Halliday, Complementarities, 77-126.
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. 02433 10:34-38
Thelews @ Jesus Jesus
clause: sentence 6:3 17.5 30:3
Gramm. intricacy 2.0 34 6.7

In addition to the high number of intricately connected paratactic and hypotactic
clauses, including content and causal (0T1), purpose (ive), and relative clauses, there are
also numerous marked Themes, emphatic personal pronouns (€Y® 7, VUeIG you), the
Imperative mood m1oTeVETE believe, the negative polarity 00 or un not, as well as a
double protasis conditional (v 38, but if (€1) I do even if (K&V) you do not. ). These
and other grammatical features continue to show that the conventional description of
conditionals primarily based on Moods and Tenses is limited. Other linguistic
descriptions need to be included in fully describing their meaning and functions.

Before Jesus’ first conditional, his rhetorical question in v 34 is first analyzed.

10:34

[1] 00K €0TIV YEYPOUUEVOV EV TA VOU® VUAV

[2] 611 €y eimor

[3] 6c0i £€07E;

[1] Has it not been written in your Law,
[2] I have said
[3] you are gods’?

The rhetorical question in v 34 sets the stage for the subsequent question (vv
35-36) by undergirding the scriptural basis of individuals being described as deity, or
gods. It mirrors the question brought before Jesus by the Jews earlier in v 24 and
consists of three clauses. Clause 1 begins with the negative polarity Has it not (00K)
been written expecting a positive answer Jesus is not seeking information from the
Jews, but reminding them what they should already know The periphrastic construction

of €oTiv (Pres. Act. Ind.) yeypoppuévov (Perf. Pass. Ptcp.) it has been written,
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emphasizes the completed state of the written Law. The second person personal pronoun
VUDV your in T® vOU® VWAV your law also stresses the fact that the Law should be
well known by them.

Clauses 2 and 3 are content clauses taken from Psalm 82:6. The first person
pronoun £y® / (God) in cl. 2 is emphatic. It underscore that the one who has spoken is
God himself. As the Complement being placed at the beginning of cl. 3, the marked
Theme 6g0i gods emphasizes the addressees' unique identity. Although there is some
debate among biblical scholars on the identity of the original addressees,”®® Jesus’
rhetorical question clearly asserts that the Law has set the precedent for individuals
being called "gods.” Then he continues his defense and poses the first of three Indicative
6.269

conditionals, a conditional question, in vv. 35-3

10:35-36

[1] i éxeivoug eimev Beovg?”

[2] 7poOg 0V 0 Adyog ToD BeoD £yévero,
[3] kol 0V SVvatan AvBfivor 1 ypae,

[4] OV 0 ToTnp NYlocey Kol ATESTEILEY €IG TOV KOGUOV
[5] dueig Aéyete

[6] 6T1 PAacENuETC,

[7] 871 gimov

[8] viOg TOD Be0D Eiuy;

268 Carson identifies three possible groups of people as the referent in this verse: (i) Israel’s judges, (ii)
angelic beings who abused God’s authority, (iii) Israel at the time of the giving of the law. In light of the
fact that Israel is called God's firstborn son (Ex 4:21-22), and the typology that Jesus claims to have
fulfilled in 8:31ff., the "sons" here are likely the people of Israel at the time of the giving of the law.
Carson, John, 397-99. See also Barrett, Gospel according to St John, 384. Morris, on the other hand,
thinks the passage refers to the judges of Israel, and the expression “gods” is applied to them I the exercise
of their high and God-given office. Morris, Gospel according to John, 467.

269 As part of his thesis for Jesus’ equality with God, Neyrey’s argument for Jesus’ power over death in
10:34-36 is not convincing. (i) The argument based on the interpretation of Psalm 82:6 in postbiblical
Judaism on one hand, and claiming John 10:34-36 “might well be the earliest witness to this traditional
interpretation of Ps 82:6” is circular. (ii) His three-part conclusion that the use of Ps. 82:6 heightens the
midrashic interpretation of a/ Jesus has never sinned, b/ his death has nothing to do with sin, and ¢/ his
power over death is radically different from Adam’s or Israel’s deathlessness is purely conjectural and

lacks evidence from the text in question. Neyrey, Ideology of Revolt, 72-74.

270 . . . . s . \
The Greek clause is a split construction with the two Complements €xeivovg them and 8govg

“gods” with the Predicator €inev he (God) called inserted in the middle.
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[1] If he called them gods,
[2] to whom the word of God came—
[3] and the Scripture cannot be broken—

[4] whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world,
[5] do you say of him,

[6] “You are blaspheming”

[7] because I said,

[8] “I am the Son of God”?

Here, Jesus poses a tightly argued conditional question that consists of eight
ranking clauses. It represents the longest conditional (clause complex), with a total of 36
words, and one of the most grammatically intricate statements that the author of John
records as Jesus speaking so far in John's Gospel. The two main clauses are found in cl.
5 do you say of him and cl. 6 “You are blaspheming.” The protasis consists of the first
three clauses (cls. 1-3, v. 35), and the apodosis consists of the remaining five clauses
(cls 4-8, v. 36). Jesus argues that on the basis of the word of God, he uses “gods” to
describe people. Thus, being sanctified and sent into the world by the Father, he can
therefore rightly make his Christological claim (10:30; cf. 5:17). The basic premise is
twofold: God himself has spoken (cl. 1) and the Scripture is trustworthy and
authoritative (cl. 3). Arguing from the lesser to the greater, as the one whom the Father
has sanctified and sent into the world (cl. 5), Jesus should not be wrongly accused of
blasphemy (cl. 6; cf. 10:33).2™"

Clauses 1 to 3 comprise the protasis. The Indicative mood is chosen to express

what the speaker sees as fact. In the case of Jesus, it is also something he establishes in

27! The lack of attention to conditionals and the various linguistic elements that give them the shape and
meaning in John’s Gospel is acutely felt in a passage like this. Greek grammar textbooks, for instance,
Moule, McKay, and Wallace, describe the meaning based on primarily Moods and Tenses with very little
reference to the context. Other studies approach conditionals from a special approach. Porter’s work is
devoted to Mood, verbal aspect, and logical relations, and Runge’s grammar is restricted to the
information structuring function of conditionals. Greek commentaries, such as Brown, Barrett, Morris,
and Carson, give little attention to these statements as conditionals and how they function rhetorically to
persuade the reader of John.
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the previous verse (v. 34), that is, God has already spoken to the people and has called
them “gods” (cl. 1). These are the people who are further described in cl. 2 to whom the
word of God came. Clause 3 further asserts with the word group (the Scripture) cannot
be broken placed at the beginning of the clause. Jesus emphasizes the Scriptural basis of
his argument, with the underlying belief that God’s word is truly trustworthy and
authoritative.””

The apodosis framed as a rhetorical question, is made up of the remaining five
clauses (cls. 4-8). Clause 4 whom he sanctified and sent into the world obviously refers
to Jesus himself (cf. 8:42). The argument Jesus adopts is from lesser to greater, moving
from people who were called gods (cl. 1) to himself, whom God sanctified and sent into
the world. If they are being called “gods,” Jesus ought to occupy a more special
position. The emphatic personal pronoun in cl. 5 do you (Ou€ic) say of him emphasizes
the fact that the law Jesus refers to is the Scripture that belongs to the Jews (cf. v. 34 1®
VOU® VU®V in your Law).

There appears to be a deliberate contrast between £y® €ino. I (God) said in v. 34
and vuelg A€yete you (the Jews) say in v. 36, cl. 5. It shows that what the Jews are
accusing Jesus of clearly goes against the direct revelation of God. Finally, in the final
clause (cl. 8), the Christological title VI0¢ 100 0€0D the Son of God is a marked Theme
of the clause. Such title, with its closely related concept of divine sonship, represents the
crux of not only the current debate in John 10, but the ongoing conflict between Jesus

and the Jews throughout his public ministry (cf. 5:17, 19).

72 Jesus' argument from Scripture is also found in the Indicative conditional in 7:23 If (1) on the Sabbath
a man receives circumcision, so that the law of Moses may not be broken (ivo. w1 A8 0 vopog
Mobocéwg)...
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The point of Jesus' rhetorical conditional question is clear. Based on the evidence
of their own Scripture, by rejecting Jesus and his claim, the Jews deny what has been
written in the word of God. Taken together, the two rhetorical questions in v. 34 and vv.
35-36 effectively overturn the charge of Jesus' opponents. The Scripture clearly contains
statements of God calling individuals gods (v. 34). The Indicative conditional (vv. 35-
36) develops the argument further. The assumed to be true (and in fact true) protasis
forms the basis of Jesus’ Christological claim. Their charge of blasphemy against Jesus
has no legitimate ground. A substantial part of Jesus’ argument is powerfully
communicated through this highly grammatically intricate conditional.

From making his defense by citing Scripture, Jesus then turns attention to his
works in the next two conditionals (10:37, 38), in response to the Jews’ unbelief. These
two conditionals consist of nine ranking clauses. They argue for the case against belief
in Jesus (v. 37, cls. 1-2) as well as the case for belief in him (v. 38, cls. 3-9). Verse 37
states the case negatively (assuming Jesus is not doing the works of the Father), while v.
38 states it positively and explains the ramifications for his hearers. The following
clause outline represents the hierarchy of the clauses. Cls. 2 and 5 are the main clauses;
cls. 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 are the subordinate clauses; and cls. 8 and 9 the content clauses of
cl. 7.

10:37, 38
[1] &l 0% mou® T Epya TOD TAUTPOG LoV,
[2] un motevete por

[3] €1 8¢ wor@®,
[4] kGv épol pun moTevnTE,
[5] Toig €pyoig micTEVETE,
[6] iva yvate
[7] xol yivooknte
[8] 011 v uol 6 matnp
[9] xdyw év 1d ToTpl.
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(11 If I do not do the works of my Father,
[2] do not believe me;

[31 but if I do them,
[4] and if you do not believe me,
[5] believe the works
[6] that you may come to know
[7] and keep on knowing
[8] that the Father is in me
[9] and I am in the Father.

As the middle of the three consecutive conditionals, v. 37 is the simplest and
shortest, consisting of two ranking clauses (cls. 1-2). The Indicative mood in the protasis
(cl. 1) 1s used to state what is assumed to be true by the speaker (Jesus) for the sake of
argument. It is obviously not true. Although Jesus does the works of his Father, for the
sake of argument, he only states the case as if he is not. This kind of supposition aptly
illustrates the Indicative type 1 protasis that is used to express conditions and situations
assumed to be true by the speaker for the sake of argument

The apodosis (cl. 2) is made up of an imperatival clause: do not believe
motevete Pres. Act. Imp.) me. Jesus argues that in the case of Jesus not doing the
Father’s work, his opponents should not believe him. In clauses 1 and 2, the negative
polarity 00 and pn not are used respectively. But as a matter of fact, these two clauses
do not apply in reality. But Jesus uses it to set the stage for the third and final Indicative
conditional in v. 38, in which he states the situation as it really is, that he is in fact
accomplishing the work of the Father and what that implies for audience. As shown
above, in the third and last consecutive conditional (v. 38, cls. 3-9), the clause structure
becomes grammatically more intricate again.

The language of v. 38 is quite terse; each clause consists of not more than four

words. It reflects the seriousness and finality of the message. The clause structure
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consists of three levels: (i) the main clause or the apodosis, cl. 5 believe the works, (i1)
the second level clauses including the double protases of cls. 3 and 4, as well as cl. 6 and
7, and (iii) the third level clauses, cl. 8 and 9.

The protasis consist of two if clauses. The first if clause is Indicative, cl. 3 but if I
do (ro1® Pres. Act. Ind.) them. With the choice of the Indicative mood, Jesus makes the
assertion that he does the work of the Father. The clause is followed by an k&v and if
Subjunctive clause, cl. 4 and if you do not believe (m161e0T1NE Pres. Act. Subj.) me.
Although Jesus knows that that they do not believe him, he states their unbelief
explicitly. Despite the Jews’ unbelief, what Jesus states in the apodosis holds true.

The Subjunctive appears only three more times in John, all spoken by Jesus,
twice to the Jews (8:14, 16) and the third time to Martha (11:25).

8:14, 16 And if (k&) I testify on my own behalf...And if (xoit $6v) I do judge

11:25  he/she who believes in me will live even if (x&v) they die*”

These clauses acknowledge the assertions of his opponents and the states of affairs that
are perceived by the hearer to be inevitable. In spite of such perceived inevitable or
necessary situation or event, the apodosis (major clause) still holds true. In doing so, the
argument and its persuasive force are strengthened significantly.

The combination of the Indicative and Subjunctive protasis is rare in John and in

the rest of the NT. In the discourse with Nicodemus, Jesus poses a combined Indicative

and Subjunctive conditional question toward the end of the discourse:
3:12
€1 TO EMIYEL EIMOV VULV KOl 00 TIOTEVETE, TAG «EQV EIT® VMV TA
EMOVPAVIOY TIGTEVCETE;

23 The Gk. ot in k& (even if) here has an emphatic or adverbial function, acknowledging the real
possibility that like the non-believers believers also face physical death.
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If I told you earthly things and you do not believe, shall you believe how if I tell you
heavenly things?

The author of John records both double protasis conditionals (3:12; 10:38) toward the
end of Jesus’ speech in John 3 and John 10, respectively. In both cases, they reflect an
acute sense of the misunderstanding of Nicodemus and the unbelief of the Jews, and
cause the reader to pause and think through their own response to Jesus. Furthermore, in
cl. 4, the negative particle un not makes its third appearance in four consecutive clauses
(see cls. 1 and 2). Such frequent occurrence of the negative particle suggests either
strong emotion or direct rebuke, as illustrated in the Apostle Paul’s defense of
resurrection in 1 Cor 15:12-17.2"

The apodosis (cls. 5-9) also exhibits a high level of grammatical intricacy. The
group of clauses consists of a main clause (cl. 5 believe the works), followed by two
purpose (iva) clauses (cls. 6-7), which are further modified by two content (01t) clauses
(cls. 8-9). Clause 5 features the marked Theme T0l¢ €pyotg the works (of Jesus) (cf. cl.
4 ¢uo1 me (the person of Jesus)). Jesus now underscores his works once more (10:25,
32; cf. 5:36). Furthermore, the verb miotevete (Pres. Act. Imp.) believe expresses a
sense of importance and urgency. Jesus frames it negatively in cl. 2, un TIGTEVETE Lot

do not believe me, but in cl. 5, Jesus strongly asserts that they are to believe his

works.?’® The use of the Imperative mood appears to be deliberate. It matches the

214 The Subjunctive protasis «€Qv €im® VUiV T Emovpaviow if I tell you heavenly things is an
inserted clause in the Greek text.
25| Cor 15:12-17

v. 12 how do some among you say there is no (00K) resurrection

v. 13 But if (€1) there is no (0VK) resurrection

v. 14 and if (€1) Christ has not (00K) been raised

v.16  For if (€l) the dead are not (00K) raised

v. 17 and if (el) Christ has not (00x) been raised
276 ¢ oy . . o o s o .

Likewise Jesus teaches his disciples, 14:11 miote0et€ Lot 0TL £YO EV T TOTPL KAL O TUTNP €V

guol €1 8¢ un, dix ta Epya aOTO TioTEVETE. Believe me that I am in the Father, and the Father in



167

intensity of the Jews’ strong assertion in v. 24 If you are the Christ, tell (im€ Aor. Act.
Imp.) us plainly.

The two subsequent purpose (iva) clauses (cls. 6, 7) explicate the purpose of
believing Jesus' works: so that the audience may yv@dte (Aor. Act Subj. you may come
to know) and ywvooknte (Pres. Act. Subj. you may keep on knowing) that Jesus is
indeed the Son of God. As a number of scholars have pointed out, there is a key
aspectual distinction between the two verbs. The Aorist Subjunctive yv®dte you may
come to know expresses the act of knowing, and the Present Subjunctives yivddoknTe
you may keep on knowing focuses on the continuing progress in knowing or
understanding.277 Ongoing reverence of God and acting in his will are likewise
expressed in the following conditional spoken by the healed blind man.?”®
*9:31 (the blind man who was healed)

oidopuev 611 AUaPTOA®Y O Be0¢ 0Dk Gikovel, AL E&v Tig BooePNg 1
Kol 10 8€Anua ovToB wotf TovTov dkoveL.

We know that God does not hear sinners; but if anyone is God-fearing and does his will,
he hears him.

In 10:38, the aspectual difference in the two purpose clauses of cls. 6, 7 indicates
significant implications for the purpose and the audience of John's Gospel (20:31). The

act of trusting Jesus, and the continuing process of believing him, support a major

me; if not, believe on account of the works themselves. On the possible difference in meaning of 1 as
opposed to oV in Indicative conditionals (see also John 14:2; 15:22, 24), Porter remarks, “Perhaps the
difference is between negating the simple supposition and negating the more subjective or notional
supposition, although this is difficult to determine.” Porter, Verbal Aspect, 296.
277 Westcott, St John, 161; Carson, Gospel according to John, 400; Morris, Gospel according to John,
470. Porter writes, “These verses (10:37-38) illustrate well the aspectual and non-temporal basis of Greek
tense usage. (1) The parallel Aorist and Present Subjunctives refer to the same process of belief that
results from fulfillment of belief in the works of Jesus, and do not have either future reference (there is no
necessary correlation with the future), only with result) or past reference (the argument only works if the
results are not in existence but solely projected). (2) The aspectual contrast is made between the act of
knowing and continuing progress in understanding.” (Verbal Aspect, 328) Cf. John 17:3, where the
Present Subjunctive YivooK®o1v is also used in Jesus® prayer for his disciples.

™ Fora comparison between the Aorist and Present Subjunctives in John and the rest of the NT, see
Porter, Verbal Aspect, 324-35.
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premise of this study. Conditionals in John are used to help people to explore who Jesus
is (act of belief) and to understand what faith in Jesus entails (progress in faith). The act
of believing yv@dTe (Aor. Act. Subj. you may come to know) implies that those who have
yet to believe Jesus are urged to do so. And the continuing progress of knowing
yivooknte (Pres. Act. Subj. you may keep on knowing) speaks to those who have
already believed him, but need to make progress in their faith. The need to grow in faith
is shown in John 11:7-44 in Jesus’ teaching to his disciples, and to Martha and Mary
prior to his raising of Lazarus (see section 5.1 below).

The final two clauses, cl. 8, that in me is the Father and cl. 9 and I am in the
Father, are content (0Tt that) clauses that explain what people must know and
understand: the mutual indwelling and co-existence of Jesus and the Father; or the
oneness that Jesus the Son enjoys with the Father (10:30 7 and the Father are one; cf.
5:17 My Father is working until now, and I myself am working).

Summary. The discussion of Jesus’ three conditional statements (vv. 35-38)
again shows that a complete description of conditional statements goes beyond Moods
and Tenses. As the concluding argument to his final public debate with his opponents,
Jesus’ final, consecutive conditionals exhibit a grammatical intricacy that is rare in
John’s Gospel. Ideationally, the Indicative mood, the Subjunctive mood, and the
negative polarity construe different kinds of “reality” or human experience.
Interpersonally, the Imperative mood (apodosis), rhetorical questions, and emphatic
personal pronouns enact personal relationships. In these final conditionals, Jesus
strongly refutes his opponents’ charge of blasphemy. Textually, the grammatically

intricate clause structure, including double protases, purpose and content clauses, and
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the collocation between questions and conditionals allows the reader to understand the
information flows in the narrative and dialogues. Rhetorically, these conditionals also
form part of the author’s strategy to motivate and persuade the reader to avoid the error
of the Jews and to put their faith in Jesus. For some, this means the act of belief; for
others, it means to grow and persevere in faith, as Jesus teaches the disciples in the
upper room discourse that includes the following conditional statements (the teaching on
the Vine in 15:4a, 4b, 6, 7a, 7b; and the hatred of the world in 15:18, 19, 20a, 20b, 22,
24).

Cotexts. Not only do these concluding conditionals (10:35-38) exhibit a high
degree of grammatical intricacy, they are also the most grammatically complex
compared with Jesus’ two other major discourses, namely, the Sabbath healing debate
(5:19-47) and the Feast of Tabernacles debate (8:12-59).2”? The texts of these
conditionals are reproduced below.

A. 5:46-47 (Sabbath healing debate)

[1] el yop émotevete Mwioei,

[2] émioTevete Gv Epol:

[3] mepi yop €uod éxeivog Eyponyev.

[1] €1 8¢ Toig £kelvov YPAUULOGLY 0V TICTEVETE,
[2] md¢ tolc €uoig PIUUGIY TIGTEVGETE;

[1] For if you believed Moses,
[2] you would believe me,
[3] for he wrote about me.

[1] But if you do not believe his writings,
[2] how will you believe my words?

B. 8:54-55a, 55b (Feast of Tabernacles debate)
[1] &av Yo B0Edo® EUavTOV,

[2] ©} 80&a pwov 0VOEY EoTLV

[3] éotv 0 motrip pov 0 SoEGLwV ue,

7 Jesus final statements in the Feast of Tabernacles debate are v. 56 and v. 58 on his divinity in relation
to Abraham. But for the purpose of our study, the consecutive conditionals (8:54, 55) prior to these
statements can be considered as his closing argument.
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[4] Ov Dueig Aéyete

[5] 611 B0C LAV EOTLY,

[6] kol 00K Eyvidkate aOTOV,
[7] &yo 82 0idor adToVv.

[1] xév eino

[2] 671 00k 0180 OBTAOV,

[3] €oopa Guorog VULV yevoTNG
[4] &AL 0180 adTOV

[5] kol TOV Adyov adTod TNph.

[1] If I glorify myself,

(2] my glory is nothing;

[3] but it is my Father who glorifies me,

[4] of whom you say,

[5] “He is our God’’;

[6] and you have not come to know him,

[7] but I know him.

[1]1 And if I say

[2] that I do not know him,

(311 shall be a liar like you,

[4] but I do know him,

[5] and keep his word.

In, 5:46, 47 and 8:54, 55 there are only two levels of clause subordination, but in
10:35-38 there are three. The mean values of grammatical intricacy (the number of
ranking clauses per sentence) of the first two sets of concluding conditionals are 2.5 and
6 respectively. But the final discourse has a mean value of eight (8). Furthermore,
among grammatical features such as marked Themes (item (2) below), 10:35-38 also
ranks the highest with six, whereas the first two discourses have values of two and one,
respectively.

Other grammatical features selected for comparison are listed and explained

below: (1) = interrogative (wh- and y/n questions); (2) = marked Themes; (3) =

emphatic personal pronouns (£Y® 1, VUETS you); (4) = the imperative Mood; and (5) =
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negative Polarity **° If we add all these features (items (1) to (5), 10:35-38 has the total

score of 13 and ranks the highest of the three, as shown below

More grammatical features can also be included to demonstrate how they
perform various functions in the development of the argument of John’s Gospel. One is
the choice of the grammatical Subject. For example, according to the grammatical
Subject you in 5:46, 47 If you believed .For if you do not believe, the conditionals
clearly address the Jews’ response to the writings of Moses and their unbelief toward
Jesus. In 8.54, 55b, the grammatical Subject shifts to Jesus and the trustworthiness of his
claims and assertions, If I glorify myself ..even if I say that I do not know him. Finally, in
10:35-38, the grammatical Subjects change to God and Jesus, If God called them
gods ..If I do not do the works ..but if I do them. This special emphasis on the unique
relationship between the Father and Jesus is also underscored in the final two content
clauses in v 38 &v €uol 0 TATNP KAY® €V T® TOTPL. the Father is in me, and I in
the Father Therefore, we can say that as the final argument of the Christological claim
to the Jews (and those who reject Jesus), the author of John presents Jesus’ works (signs
and word) and the mutual dwelling of the Son and the Father as evidence in these

concluding conditionals. All these and other grammatical features can be included to

280 e negative Polarity count includes “negative clauses,” or clauses that express an idea negatively,
even though they do not have the negative particle 00 or u1. For example, 5:46 contains two negative
clauses [1] For if you believed Moses (i.e. you do not believe Moses), [2] you would believe me (i.e. you
do not believe me).
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analyze the grammatical and rhetorical meaning of conditionals in context.”®' As
conditional statements in context, there is sufficient evidence to show that 10:35-38
contain the climactic arguments presented to the Jews and to “the world” (cf. Jesus’

conditionals in 15:22, 24).

Summary and Conclusion

It requires a tremendous amount of work to provide a definition of if'and how
one should categorize NT Greek conditional statements. As expressions of complex
phenomena and arguments, conditionals place heavy demands on the grammar of
language.”®” Conditionals are often multi-layered in accordance with the metafunctions
of language. The method of grammatical description based simply on Mood and Tense
is insufficient to understand a conditional’s full import as a linguistic and persuasive
device. Understanding that is solely based on one or two features of grammar will
always also be incomplete and one-sided.

In John’s Gospel, conditionals are used to challenge and motivate the speech
participants and the reader to examine their own worldview in relation to what Jesus

reveals through his works and words. In this chapter, the description of conditionals is

81 For example, Jesus’ four consecutive conditionals in Matt 12:26-29, including three Indicative and
one Subjunctive mood, four marked Themes (underlined), and three interrogatives. It is also the only
occasion in Matthew’s Gospel where Jesus uses the highest number of conditionals.
v. 26 [1] And if (€1) Satan casts out Satan, {2] he is divided against himself: [3] how then shall
his kingdom stand?
v. 27 [1] And if (1) I by Beelzebub cast out demons, [2] by whom do your sons cast them out?...
v. 28 [1] But if (€1) I cast out demons by the Spirit of God, [2] then the kingdom of God has come
Upon you.
v. 29 [1] Or how can anyone enter the strong man’s house [2] and carry off his property, [3] if
(E&v um) he/she does not first binds the strong?...
282 As Halliday puts it, in the construal of any complex phenomenon such as pain, or learning and

teaching, these complex domains of human experience make “extreme demands” on the grammar of every
language. Halliday, Complementarities, 4.
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primarily based on system networks and grammatical features, including, the choice of
Person as the grammatical Subject, negative Polarity, elliptical or protasis-only
construction, collocation of questions with conditionals, and grammatical intricacy. The
functions of conditionals are summarized below.

Ideational function. Conditionals serve what Halliday describes as the reality-
making and reality-changing ideational function of everyday language. They are suited
to construct a picture of the world we live in or a “virtual reality” for the sake of
argument.”® The Subjunctive conditional is used to put forward a hypothetical reality.
The argument is hypothetical or notional and does not depend on evidence or proof. The
audience is encouraged to withhold judgment and adopt the hypothesis (protasis) to
think through the validity and credibility of the entire statement. Among Jesus’
conditionals, there is a strong correlation between Subjunctive conditionals and didactic
or expository discourses, for example: with Nicodemus in 3:1-15 (3 out of 4), the
Galilean Jews and the disciples in 6:41-65 (5 out of 5), and the crowd in 7:37-39 (v. 37).

The Indicative conditionals, however, are used for the sake of argument, and are
based on the speaker’s portrayal of what is true (Indicative type 1) or untrue (Indicative
type 2). There is a high correlation between Indicative conditionals and polemic or
argumentative discourses, for example, the Sabbath healing debate in 5:19-47 (2 out of
5), the Jews who used to believe Jesus in 7:31-47 (3 out of 5), and the final debate with
the Jews in 10:21-39 (3 out of 3). In these cases, conditionals are used to argue, to frame

what is right and what is wrong, such as the culpability of the Jews for their unbelief and

28 “’Learning through language’ refers to language in the construction of reality: how we use language to

build up a picture of the world in which we live. This means the world that is around us and also the world
that is inside us, the world of our consciousness and our imagination.” Halliday, “Children’s Language
Development,” CW 4: 317.
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rejection of Jesus (10:35-38; cf. 15:22, 24).

Interpersonal function. Along with the Subjunctive mood, the choice of the
indefinite third person T1¢ anyone shows that Jesus uses these conditionals to address
Jews and Gentiles, believers and non-believers alike. The same purpose is served by the
author using the “anyone” conditionals to invite or persuade the reader to participate in
the process of hearing Jesus’ word, making the right decision, and choosing the right
course of action. These Subjunctive conditionals are found in the bread of life discourse,
6:51 if anyone (T1G) eats of this bread, as well as the statement to the crowd, 7:37 If
anyone (T1G) is thirsty, and in the Good Shepherd saying, 10:9 if anyone (T1¢) enters
through me (cf. 3:3, 5). Such open invitation conditionals suggest that the Gospel was
probably originally written to people with no or limited exposure to the early Christian
faith (cf. 10:38).

Other interpersonal features include the elliptical conditional question in 6:62.
Unlike other conditional questions (3:12; 5:47; 7:23), the protasis-only question
motivates the immediate and outside audience to think more deeply and to wrestle with
the exact meaning of Jesus’ question so that they can and relate it to their own situation
(that is, superficial faith). Similar to the Nicodemus discourse, questions and
conditionals are highly collocated in the Bread of life discourse. The interlocutors’
questions (6:42, 52, 60) often appear in very close proximity to Jesus’ conditionals
(6:44, 51, 53, 62). Jesus’ conditionals are effectively used to respond to his
interlocutors’ and audience’s misunderstandings, prompting them to think more deeply.
Consequently, their faith will be strengthened (20:31).

Textual function. Conditionals are used as introductory and concluding
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statements in functionally-significant text spans. For example, as the opening statement
with the Jews, 6:44 if the Father does not draw him or her addresses the Father’s role in
salvation. Similarly, 6:53 if you do not eat the flesh also begins the subsequent text span
(paragraph vv. 52-59). Concluding conditionals are also found in 6:65 and the
consecutive conditionals of 10:35-38. Furthermore, in the Bread of life discourse, the
sovereign work of the Father in the salvation of the world is “bookended” by the twin
conditionals (6:44, 65).

As clause complexes, conditionals also exhibit various values of grammatical
intricacy as reflections of their level of complexity in terms of their contents and
arguments. Compared with the grammatical intricacy of concluding conditionals in two
previous major discourses with the Jews in John 5 and 8, Jesus’ conditionals in 10:35-38
rank the highest. In addition to other textual indications, such as Jesus returning to the
area of Jordan in 10:40, it is reasonable to deduce that the Jews’ unbelief are
climactically concluded by these highly grammatically intricate conditionals. The author
may have used the number of occurrences of conditionals to indicate the interlocutors’
readiness to accept Jesus. The Samaritan woman and the royal official believe Jesus
without persistent demand or prolonged debates. However, after extensive dialogues and
20 conditionals,” the Jews still refused to accept Jesus.

Finally, the author of John uses conditionals to prompt the audience to engage in

n285

"inner languaging,"“" to persuade the reader to commit fully to the life-giving Christ,

284 They include 5:19, 31, 43; 7:17, 23; 8:14, 16, 19, 24, 31, 36, 39, 42, 46, 51, 54, 55; 10:35-36, 37, and

38.
285 . L .. . .
85 “Most of our linguistic activity does not result in speech. We are using our language to process

information all day long, whether or not we are speaking or listening or reading or writing. Even while we
dream we are engaging in linguistic activity. Only a very small fraction of our linguistic activity results in
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the Son of God. As the narrative and discourses continue, the reader continues to engage
in silent conversation with the text. Rhetorically, the Christological argument expressed
through the conditionals motivates the reader to map out their personal response to
Jesus, the Christ.

In the next and final chapter of our investigation, the conditionals of Jesus with
his disciples, and with Martha and Mary in John 11 will be examined first. This will be
followed by a detailed summary of the construal of “reality” through the choices of the
systemic network of Mood, then an evaluation of the hypothesis that John’s language is

antilanguage, by applying the functional meaning of Johannine conditionals.

spoken output. Even less do we write. And so, life is largely inner languaging.” Lamb, Language and
Reality, 443.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THE FOLLOWERS OF JESUS
AND THE GRAMMAR OF CONDITOINALS
Introduction

By their very nature conditionals involve statements that may or may not be true.
The meaning of conditionals requires the hearer to exercise rationality or intellect and
imagination. As a grammatical construction, a considerable amount of grammatical
resources is used by conditionals to construe human experience and to convey
interpersonal meaning. As a rhetorical device, conditionals are used for persuasion. This
chapter continues to develop the thesis that the description and meaning of Johannine
conditionals must move beyond the basic categories of the Mood and Tense of the
protasis and linguistic theories that focus on only selected functions of language.

The chapter studies the discourses of Jesus with his followers that take place in
Bethany. The characters involved are the disciples of Jesus (vv. 1-16), Martha, and
Mary (vv. 17-44). The chapter consists of two main sections. Section 5.1 investigates
the discourses of Jesus with his followers in 11:1-44 that includes a total of seven
conditionals. In the first of this two-part discourse, Jesus speaks another pair of
contrasting (Subjunctive) conditionals to the disciples in vv. 9 and 10 (cf. conditionals
10:37 and 10:38) to encourage the disciples to follow him despite threats to his life.
These conditionals are characterized by the form: protasis: anyone + Subjunctive mood;
apodosis: Future or Imperative mood. The same form appears multiple times in John’s
Gospel (e.g. 10:9 I am the door; if anyone enters through me; see also 6:51; 7:17, 37).

Jesus’ conditionals in vv. 9, 11 also contain lexical ties: “walk,” “day, night,” and “Light
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(of the world)” that refer back to previous discourses with the disciples in John 6 and 9.
The claim by Hans Forster that the disciples’ conditional in v. 12 reflects an “untypical”
Johannine misunderstanding will also be examined.?*®

In the second part of the discourse (vv. 17-44), the identical conditionals by
Martha and Mary (vv. 21, 32) will be considered from two perspectives. They will be
analyzed as part of a pattern of (1) “misunderstanding” conditionals by followers of
Jesus in John 11 (vv. 12, 21, 32) and (ii) Jesus’ response to these conditionals. The
pattern reveals the followers’ lack of faith and Jesus’ use of the occasion to prompt them
to grow deeper in their spiritual understanding and commitment. The identical
conditionals by Martha and Mary will also be examined in response to Richard Young’s
classification of conditionals, in which Martha’s conditional belongs to the category of
“Rebuke” and Mary’s conditional, “Lament.”**’

As a general summary of the discourses and conditionals that this study has
analyzed, section 5.2 contains a detailed description of the Ideational and Interpersonal
functions of John’s conditionals, especially in relation to the Gospel’s persuasive
purpose. The Greek Indicative and Subjunctive moods are compared and contrasted to
show how speakers use them to construe what is real, unreal, and hypothetical. In both
polemic and expository discourses, Jesus and other Johannine characters construe reality
by using conditionals as effective rhetorical devices. Secondly, the use of questions as
part of the Interpersonal function will also be investigated. The relatively high frequency

of questions and conditionals will further be addressed. The selected systems of

Ideational and Interpersonal meanings of conditionals will also be used to respond to

286 porster, "Johannes 11:11-14," 338-57.
287 Young, "Classification," 29-49; Intermediate Greek, 225-30.



179

Bruce Malina and other scholars who claim that Jesus and his disciples adopt an

antilanguage in John.**®

5.1 The Disciples, Martha, and Mary (11:7-40)

The raising of Lazarus in John 11:1-44 is a very strong support for Jesus’ claim
concerning doing the work of the Father in the conditionals in 10:37, 38, towards the
end of his debate with the Jews. Jesus indeed does the work of the Father; this is also
because he and the Father mutually dwell in each other. However, the speech participant
in the section changes from the Jews to his disciples, and Martha and Mary, people
whom Jesus loves (11:3, 5). The act of raising Lazarus, however, is recorded in only the
last two verses (vv. 43-44).** The bulk of the episode records dialogue, including
conditionals, among the key participants.

As part of the main thrust of the narrative, conditionals in John 11 also
underscore the reason for the followers of Jesus to have deeper faith. This is seen in the
following conditional statements (vv. 26, 40) that form part of Jesus’ belief statements

in his dialogues with his followers and with the Father.

John 11

v. 15 that you may believe (T16TEVONTE) (Jesus — the disciples)
v.26 do you believe (TioTEVE1G) (Jesus — Martha)

v. 40  did I not tell you, if you believe (mio1evong)  (Jesus — Martha)
v.42  they may believe (RIGTEVGWGLV) (Jesus — the Father)

The section is divided into two sub-sections. Section 5.1.1 investigates the
dialogue between Jesus and his disciples. Use of anyone Subjunctive mood protasis +

Future/Aorist tense apodosis as promise conditionals are again seen in Jesus’

88 Malina, “Gospel of John in Sociolinguistic Perspective.”
28 For an analysis of the raising of Lazarus as the climax of Jesus’ signs and that Jesus alone is the

mediator of both physical and spiritual life, see Moule, “The Meaning of ‘Life,”” 114-25.
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conditionals in vv. 9, 10. The disciples’ misunderstanding, expressed in their conditional
in v. 12 with special reference to the claim that their misunderstanding constitutes a
special or an “untypical” Johannine misunderstanding, will also be examined.

Section 5.1.2 continues to analyze the conditionals in the discourse between
Jesus, Martha, and Mary. The interpersonal meaning of the identical conditionals by
Martha (v. 21) and Mary (v. 32) will be compared, with special reference to Richard
Young’s classification of conditionals based on Speech Act Theory. SFL concepts of
register and context of situation will be used to evaluate Young’s claim.

Throughout the section, in addition to describing the lexicogrammatical features
and the Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual functions of conditionals, Sydney Lamb’s
notion of “inner languaging” as a primary linguistic activity will continue to be adopted
to explain the persuasive purpose of Johannine conditionals.

5.1.1 The disciples (11:9-15)

Grammatically and rhetorically, the double conditionals by Jesus (11:9, 10) in
this segment of the discourse serve a number of important functions. For example, they
act as an extension to what Jesus taught his disciples in John 9, where the metaphors of
day and night (9:4), and the light of the world (9:5) were also used. While John 9
emphasizes Jesus’ working (that is, healing the blind man), John 11’s focus shifts to the

disciples’ continual walking (with Jesus).>

As a pair of conditionals, they belong to the
group of contrastive conditionals (if anyone walks in the day; if anyone walks in the

night) that Jesus typically uses to teach his disciples in John and in the Synoptic gospels.

%% Carson comments, “As an answer to the question of the disciples as to why Jesus is determined to go

up to Judea (v. 8), these verses (vv. 9-10) metaphorically insist that Jesus is safe as long as he performs
his Father’s will. The daylight period of his ministry may be far advanced, but it is wrong to quit before
the twelve hours have been filled up.” Carson, Gospel according to John, 409. He scems to suggest Jesus
is talking about himself. But anyone in John’s Gospel always refers to people other than Jesus.
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As will be shown below, Jesus typically uses this type of conditional with his disciples
in didactic situations. As anyone + Subjunctive conditionals, they also serve as an open
invitation to immediate and outside hearers alike to participate in the Life of Jesus (cf.
6:51; 7:37).

The clausal structure of these two conditionals, including the opening rhetorical
question is shown below with marked Theme underlined.

11:9-10 A

[-] 00yl dwdeko wpat elowv TTig NUEPTC;

[1] édv T1g epimatii €v TH MUEPQ,

[2] 00 wpocKkoTTEL,
[3] 671 10 &g T0D KooV TOVTOL PAETEL

[4] éav 8¢ T1¢ wepuToTti €V TH VUKTI,
[5] TpockomTEL,
[6] 6T1 10 @& 0VK E0TLV £V AVTA.

[-] Are there not twelve hours in the day?
[1] If anyone walks in the day

[2] they do not stumble,

[3] because they see the light of this world.

[4] But if anyone walks in the night,

[5] they stumble,

[6] because the light is not in them.

Ideational function. Jesus’ question (v. 9) begins with o0} not, the strengthened
form of the negative particle 0V, that expects a positive answer. As a rhetorical
question, it is a strong reaction to the disciples’ concern over the desire of the Jews to
murder Jesus (v. 8). The question also draws the attention of the disciples to what Jesus

is about to say. The same emphatic particle is used in the rhetorical questions of Matt

5:46 Do not even (00X1) the tax-collectors do the same? and Matt 6:25 Is not (00)L) life
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more than food, and the body than clothing?™"

These questions set the stage for and
highlight the significance of what Jesus is about to teach his disciples.

The first conditional (cl. 1) is joined with asyndeton (no conjunction) to the
rhetorical question. It suggests a logical connection of expansion to the preceding
question. The second conditional (cl. 4), on the other hand, has the contrastive
conjunction 8¢ but. The contents of these two consecutive conditionals are put side by
side for a very sharp contrast. Moreover, the choice of the Subjunctive mood mwepimotti
(Pres. Act. Subj. he/she walks) in both conditionals posits an alternate or a hypothetical
reality. It prompts the audience, immediate and outside, to switch the perspective or
mode of thinking, and to consider the statement with an open mind. The goal is to
motivate the hearer to choose the right course of action. In this case, Jesus pictures
walking in two different realms, that is, in light and in darkness, and implies that the
disciples should not be afraid of the murderous intent of the Jews, but should instead
continue to follow Jesus while Jesus is still with them. These and many other
Subjunctive, hypothetical conditionals are very effective teaching devices in John's
Gospel for didactic and expository purposes, such as in the Bread of life discourse (6:44,
51, 53, 62, 65) and in the teaching of the Vine in John 15 (see below).

John 15

v. 4 if (the branch) does not abide (uW€vn Pres. Act. Subj.) in the vine...
if you do not abide (Wévnte Pres. Act. Subj.) in me

v. 6 If anyone does not abide (uévn Pres. Act. Subj.) in me

v.7  Ifyou abide (ueivnte Aor. Act. Subj.) in me

v.9  Ifyou keep (tpnionte Aor. Act. Subj.) my commandment™*

291 Matt 10:29 Are not (oY1) two sparrows sold for a cent? See also Luke 6:39 4 blind person cannot
(00x1) guide a blind person, can he?; 12:6 Are not (00X1) five sparrows sold for five cents?; 17:8 But will
he not (0O say to him...?
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Along with other contrastive consecutive Subjunctive conditionals by Jesus and
other NT writers, these two conditionals further exhibit the characteristics of being used

for expository purposes. The contrast is set up as follows:

... . 11y . 11:10
Realm walking in the day walking in the night
Result do not stumble stumble
Reason they see the Light the Light not in them

Similarly, in John 12, the author also records another pair of contrastive conditionals by
Jesus: v 24a if a grain of wheat does not fail into the earth and die v 24b but if it
dies. Many of these contrastive conditionals appear in Jesus’ teaching to his disciples.*”
Interpersonal Function. The grammatical Subject of the indefinite third person
anyone + Subjunctive also characterizes these conditionals as statements concerning
events yet to take place. This is especially true if the apodosis uses either the Future or

the Aorist tense. Selected Johannine conditionals under this category are listed below **

6:51  if anyone (T1¢) eats of this bread + Future Indicative

7:37  if anyone (T\Q) is thirsty £ Present Imperative

8.51  if anyone (11¢) keeps my word + oV un Aorist Subjunctive
10:9  if anyone (T\q) enters through me + Future (Passive) Indicative
12:26a if anyone (T1G) serves me + Present Imperative

12:26b if anyone (T1G) serves me + Future Indicative

22 The shift from the Present tense (vv 4-6) to the Aorist tense (vv 7, 9) suggests that the Present tense
is used to underscore a higher degree of vividness in the initial conditionals. See the interpersonal function
discussion below

293 For example, Matt 6:14, 15 For if you forgive... But if you do not forgive; 7:22, 23 if therefore your eye
is clear...But if your eye is bad; 18.15, 16 if he/she listens to you...But if he/she does not listen to you. See
also Gamaliel in Acts 5:38, 39 for if this plan or action should be of people...but if it is of God.

29% See also 3:3, 5, 14:23, and 15:6. CF. 1 John 2.1 And if anyone (T1) sins; 2.15 If anyone (1<) loves the
world, 4:20 If anyone (T1G) says; and 5 16 If anyone (T1G) sees his or her brother or sister
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In the apodoses of the first four conditionals (6:51; 7:37; 8:51; 10:9), Jesus
presents the hearer (anyone) eternal life and spiritual nourishment. In the last two
conditionals, his continual presence with the disciples (12:26a) and the Father bestowing
honor on them (12:26b) are kept in full view before the disciples. The Future Indicative
and the Aorist Subjunctive in the protasis primarily function as modals for statements of
potentiality, for example, 6:51 he/she shall live forever, whereas the Present Imperative
is used in clauses that express necessity, e.g., 7:37 come (€px€60w Pres. Mid. Imp.) fo
me; and 12:26a follow (xoAoveite Pres. Act. Imp.) me. >

Furthermore, within the ASPECT network, the imperfective verbal aspect, as
expressed in wepinat (Pres. Act. Subj.) he/she walks, emphasizes the action of
walking as a continuous process. By choosing the Present tense, the writer also
foregrounds the action. As Porter remarks,

[Iln non-narrative sections of the Gospel, as well as most sections of the

letters of the New Testament...the mainline of the discourse is carried by

a string of present tense-form verbs... The aorist tense-form is used in

discursive or expositional discourse as a means of backgrounding the

discourse in other events often seen to be in the past, while the perfect
tense-form is used as a means for the frontgrounding of supporting

material, including events possibly but usually evaluations and emotive
statements. >

%3 Unlike the system networks such as Moods and Tenses that are more discrete in classification,
modality tends to be highly variable and subjective. The distinction made here is only between potentiality
and necessity. Other features such as the emphatic negative 00 u (shall) never (8:51) also form what
SFL calls “delicacy” of the choices in Modality made by the speaker. For an example of the system
network of Modality primarily based on the English language, see Halliday and Matthiessen, /F'G, 150.
For the classification of Modality in English into potentiality, possibility, necessity, likelihood, and
requirement, see Yule, English Grammar, 85-121. For a discussion of the Greek Future form as Tense,
Aspect, or Mood, see Porter, Verbal Aspect, 403-39. Porter concludes that, “[T]he Future usually derives
from modal forms and has predominantly a volitional or desiderative, rather than strictly future, sense.”
(439).

296 Porter, "Prominence," 58. The topic of prominence is also discussed in Halliday, “Linguistic
Functions,” CW 2:98-107, where he discusses prominence that is “motivated” in the context of stylistics.
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As a contrastive example, the perfective verbal aspect of the protasis in 8:51 if’
anyone keeps (Tnpno1 Aor. Act. Subj.) my words does not express the same degree of
prominence in the statement.

8:51

GunVv UV AEym div,

EGv TIG TOV EUOV AGYOV TP,

BGvoTov 0V Ut BEmPNOT €1G TOV CIDVOL.

Very truly I say to you,

if anyone keeps my word

he/she shall never see death.

On the level of the clause, greater emphasis is placed on the marked Theme of death and
the double negative 00 u1} never in the apodosis, rather than on the protasis.”’ The
same holds true for “enter” in 10:9 if anyone enters (E\G€AOTN Aor. Act. Subj.) through
me.

Similar to many of the conditionals in John, the negative Polarity features
prominently in these conditionals. Not only the opening rhetorical question, Are there
not twelve hours in the day? is underscored by the strengthened negative 001 not, both
conditionals also contain the negative Polarity, 00 TpockOnteL he/she does not
stumble (cl. 2) and 0Ok €6tV €V OTD (the Light) is not in him/her (cl. 6). Therefore,
Jesus responds to the disciples’ concern for their lives with the choice of the Present
tense, emphasizing the act of continuing to walk with him (following him) (11:9, 10)

while he is still with them. The use of three negative Polarities also expresses Jesus’

correction of his disciples.

27 1f one departs from the text segmentation by most critical editions of treating 8:47 as the end of the
paragraph, and considers 8:47-51 as a single text segment (paragraph), the protasis of 8:51 if anyone keeps
my word also forms a cohesive tie with the rest of the text span (v. 47 the words of God, v. 51 my word).
The semantic concept of marked Themes that this study adopts, however, is mainly on the clause and not
paragraph level.
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Textual function. Lexically, these two conditionals also form cohesive ties with
the discourse of Jesus with his disciples in 9-1-5, and perhaps an allusion to the

discourse in 6:60-66.

: 66066 2 515 _ 11:9-10 _
walk Some disciples no longer If anyone walks (11:9,
walked with Jesus (6:66) 10)
day, night as long as it is day, in the day ...in the night
night is coming (9:4) (11:9, 10)
light of the the Light of the world the Light of this world
world (9:5) (11:9, 10)

Such lexical ties appear to be intentional. On a previous occasion, many disciples
stopped “walking with” (following) Jesus. The conditionals in 10:9, 10 strongly
encourage the disciples (the Twelve) to continue to follow him. In John 9, the contrast
of “day” and “night” is set in the context of Jesus healing the blind. In John 11, the same
contrast is made in the context of Jesus about to perform his greatest sign of raising
Lazarus. The reader of the Gospel will likely recognize these links and be challenged to
form the right opinion of the disciples, and examine their own attitude toward Jesus. The
consecutive anyone Subjunctive conditionals (vv 9, 10) are spoken to prompt the
audience to trust Jesus and to grow deeper in knowledge and faith. Jesus makes clear the
purpose of the intentional delay to go to Bethany to see Lazarus in v 15 so that you (the
disciples) may believe (mioTevoNTe), and after the sign of raising Lazarus in v 42 that
they (the crowd) may believe (T1GTEVCWMGV) that you sent me.

Subsequently, to fully understand the next conditional by the disciples (11 12), it
is necessary to include the text segment from v 11tov 15 Jesus made a statement on

the condition of Lazarus in v 11 He was either speaking of natural sleep or the death of
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Lazarus. The (ideational) meaning is initially unclear, and possibly intended to be
ambiguous. In v. 12, the disciples respond with a conditional of only three Greek words,
the shortest conditional in John. However, their meaning is not clear initially. It is only
in v. 13, when the author of John inserts an editorial comment, that the meaning is
clarified for the reader. The author then adds Jesus’ own clarification to the disciples in
vv. 14-15. The meaning of Jesus’ initial statement (v. 11) then becomes totally clear.

The organization of the text segment is outlined below.

11:11-15

v. 11 Jesus’ speaks of Lazarus’s “sleep”
*v.12  The disciples’ conditional

v. 13 (editorial comment)

vv. 14-15 Jesus clarifies his meaning

The following investigation of Lazarus kekoipnton (Perf. Mid. Ind. has fallen
asleep or is dead) (vv. 11, 12, 13) and the meaning of the passive voice of cwbnoeToL
(Fut. Pass. Ind.) lit. he will be saved (v. 12) will show that Jesus deliberately uses the
ambiguity to strengthen the disciples’ faith. Furthermore, the meaning of the disciples’
conditional will also be studied in a wider context that includes Martha and Mary’s
conditionals (11:21, 32). Throughout the investigation, the claim that the disciples’

conditional represents an “untypical” misunderstanding will also be evaluated.””®

28 This hypothesis is put forward by Hans Férster in "Johannes 11:11-14—ein typisches johanneisches
Missverstidndnis?" 338-57. His purpose is to investigate if the dialogue between the disciples and Jesus in
vv. 11-14, including the disciples’ conditional (v. 12), constitutes a typical Johannine misunderstanding.
He describes a typical Johannine misunderstanding as follows, "Die Technik des johanneischen
Missverstdndnisses ist bekannt. Formulierungen, denen im folgenden dass tiefere Bedeutungen
beigemessen werden, werden zuerst von der Umgebung Jesu missverstanden und dann durch eine
Erkldrung auf eine héhere Ebene gehoben." "The technique of Johannine misunderstanding is known.
Formulations (sayings) with deeper meanings that are first misunderstood by the people around Jesus are
later lifted by a statement (by Jesus) to a higher level." (338-39). If the disciples understand Lazarus as
being sick and sleeping, and Jesus’ supernatural power can and will heal him, it would be a typical
Johannine misunderstanding. But the disciples completely miss Jesus' point of Lazarus’s death and that he
is going to bring him back to life. So the disciples' misunderstanding is far greater than any other
Johannine misunderstandings. "Und so kann und muss man getonen, dass die Jiinger die hier auf jeden
Fall zu findet Anspielung auf den Tod nicht verstehen und stattdessen von einer natiirlichen Genesung des
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The following is an excerpt from the dialogue between Jesus and the disciples in
vv. 11-12.

11:11 (Jesus)

AdLopog 0 @ilog NUGV xeKoiunTOL
aALG Topevouot

iva EEVTVICH oDTOV.

*10:12 (The disciples)

KUpie, €1 xekoiunton
COONCETUL

11:11 (Jesus)

Our friend Lazarus has fallen asleep,
but I go,

that I may wake him out of sleep.

11:12 (The disciples)
Lord, if he has fallen asleep,
he will recover.

Ideational function. Jesus’ statement in v. 11 causes a certain degree of
misunderstanding among the disciples. The disciples appear to misunderstand Jesus'
statement that Lazarus is kexoipuntou (Perf. Mid. Ind. has fallen asleep). In the NT,
KOLLd® can be understood literally as 7 fall asleep, or figuratively to mean someone is
dead.”” 1t is an apparent word play by Jesus, and the disciples take the (ideational)
meaning of Lazarus as sleeping (v. 12).°%

Moreover, the £é£vnvicw (Aor. Act. Subj. I may awake) in the final purpose

clause poses a similar problem. It is the only appearance of the Greek verb é€vnvilo in

the entire NT. The adjective form appears once in Acts 16:27 the jailor had been roused

Lazarus ausgehen. Unter dieser Voraussetzung ist das Missverstidndnis grober als die anderen
johanneischen Missverstindnis." (341-42)

29 For literal sleep, see Matt 28:13 they stole him while we were asleep; Luke 22:45 he found them
sleeping from sorrow; Acts 12:6 Peter was sleeping between two soldiers. For the figurative meaning of
death, see Matt 27:52 the saints who had fallen asleep were raised, Acts 7:60 And having said this,
(Stephen) fell asleep; 13:36 David...fell asleep, and was laid among his fathers (see also 1 Cor 7:39;
11:30; 15:6, 18, 20, 51; 1 Thess 4:13-15; 2 Pet 3:4).

39 The word Kouom appears 202 times in LXX. It is used for literal sleep (Gen 19:4) as well as
figuratively, death (Gen 47:30; Wis 17:43).
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(E&vmvog) out of sleep. The verb é€vmvil is used in the LXX to describe both
awaking from sleep or one’s dream (1 Kings 3:15), and in the context of death (Job
14:10, 12) as shown below.

1 Kings 3:15
Then Solomon awoke (8EVRVIcON)—and he realized it had been a dream.

Job 14:10, 12

But a man once dead, is gone, and a mortal, once fallen, is no more...but a person, once
lying down shall never rise again...and they will not be roused (EE0vioOn) from their
sleep.

In other words, the purpose clause is equally ambiguous and does not help the disciples
to understand what Jesus means. The disciples mistakenly assume that Lazarus has
literally fallen asleep and will recover from resting.

Does this mean, as Hans Forster claims, that the disciples’ misunderstanding
constitutes an untypical Johannine misunderstanding? The validity of Forster’s
argument largely depends on the definition of a Johannine “misunderstanding.”
However, a formal definition of this type of misunderstanding has yet to be agreed upon
by biblical interpreters. Forster does not appear to have attempted to provide a definition
of his own. Rather, his argument for the disciples' misunderstanding as untypical is
based primarily on the interpretation that they never thought or expected Jesus to raise
the dead. The question becomes whether resurrection belongs in a category separated
from other miraculous signs and wonders.

What the disciples do not understand is not necessarily “untypical” in John. In
some respects, the raising of Lazarus is different from other signs Jesus has performed.
But as Moule points out, it also shares the characteristics of other signs Jesus performed
in giving something that belongs to normal, physical life on earth, but giving it in an

abnormal, transcendent matter. He writes,
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The officer's son was too young to die in the normal course of events; but
Jesus, with abnormal authority, gives him the life he would normally
enjoy, just when a disaster threatens it. The life-long invalid at the Pool
had been robbed of normal health. Jesus wonderfully cures him and
makes him whole...The blind man, too, was robbed of a normal faculty.
Jesus gives it to him by divinely creative deed and word.*"!
The reader is aware of the disciples’ misunderstanding because the author of John points

it outin v. 13.3%

However, there is no indication that the author sees the
misunderstanding as “untypical.”

Interpersonal function. There are two interpretative options for the apodosis’
Passive voice, v. 12b cw0noetot (Fut. Pass. Ind.) ke will recover (lit. will be saved).
First, it can be interpreted as a divine passive, that is, although the agent is not named, it
is understood that the healing is performed by God (cf. the passives in Matt 5:4, 6; Acts
16:31). However, it is highly unlikely that the disciples are discussing the divine
intervention here.’” Alternatively, it is preferable to interpret it as Lazarus recovering
after a restful sleep, 1.e. he will recover. As an Indicative conditional, its Causal logico-
semantic relation also supports this interpretation. Although it is not certain if the
disciples are thinking of Jesus as performing a (typical) healing miracle, if Lazarus
sleeps well and gets better, it will give them comfort to know that there may be no need
to travel to a place of mortal danger (v. 8). The author of John also adds that the

disciples thought Jesus meant Lazarus was sleeping (v. 13). Jesus then proceeds to tell

them plainly that they have not understood correctly; what he meant was Lazarus was

301 Moule, "The Meaning of 'Life," 122.

302 . R - , s s o . .
11:13 elpnkel 8¢ 6 Incodg mept T00 Bavatov avdToD, Exeivol o €dogav 611 mept THig

KOWNoEmg 10D Vrvov Afyer. Now Jesus had spoken of his death, but they thought that he was

speaking of literal sleep.

393 p75 reads &yepOricetan he shall be raised but the evidence is too slim and is very likely not original.
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not sleeping, but dead. Furthermore, Jesus states that he is going to Bethany for the
purpose of their faith, Tva. Tiot€00NTE 50 that you may believe (vv. 14-15).

According to Forster, the reason for the disciples’ untypical misunderstanding is
that they do not expect Jesus to raise Lazarus. The disciples have seen Jesus heal the
sick, perform various signs, multiply bread, and feed the crowd, but they consider death
as final. Once a person has crossed that line, there is no hope, no return.’*™ However,
this is only true if the disciples really believed that Jesus meant Lazarus was dead. But
as the author explains, that was not what the disciples thought (v. 13). For the sake of
argument, even if it were true, the question remains whether death as "unwiderrufliche
Grenze" qualifies this misunderstanding as untypical.

Textual function. The conditional (v. 12) serves an important textual function in
John 11 of being part of a pattern of misunderstanding by followers of Jesus (the
disciples and others), expressed in the form of conditionals. The subsequent response by
Jesus serves to challenge and build up their faith. Such a pattern consists of a person
speaking a conditional statement related to Lazarus's untimely death, and the delayed
response by Jesus (vv. 12, 21, 32). The response of Jesus causes their faith to be
deepened. Such an interaction takes place between Jesus and the disciples, Martha, and

Mary respectively, as shown below (conditionals by these characters are marked by *).

(A) The disciples and Jesus
*v. 12 Lord, if (€1) he is asleep, he will recover.
v. 15 for your sake that I was not there, so that you may believe (T\GTEVONTE).

3% vl der lukanischen Version der Erzidhlung von the Heilung der Tochter des Jairus wird dies sogar

ausdriicklich in Worte gefasst: Weil das Kind tott ist, ist keine Hoffnung mehr." Férster, "Johannes 11:11-
14," 351.
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(B) Martha and Jesus

*v. 21 Lord if (1) you had been here, my brother would not have died.

vv. 25-26 I am the resurrection and the life; he/she who believes (0 Ti5TeV®V) shall
live...Do you believe (TG TEVELS) this?

(C) Mary and Jesus
*v, 32 Lord if (€1) you had been here, my brother would not have died.
vv. 33-34 [Jesus was deeply moved in spirit, went to the tomb]

The pattern shows that conditionals are used to show the lack of faith of these
characters. The disciples do not understand that Jesus is speaking about Lazarus’s death.
Martha and Mary expect Jesus to do something before Lazarus dies. The disciples,
Martha, and Mary express that the death of Lazarus could have been avoided, had Jesus
not delayed his action. Their conditionals reveal the need for their belief in Jesus to
grow deeper and stronger.

Based on this conditional-remark pattern, what can also be said is that if the
disciples’ misunderstanding in v. 12 is “untypical,” the same should be applied to
Martha and Mary. Like the disciples, they too think Lazarus has crossed the
unwiderrufliche Grenze. But in spite of the terminology one adopts concerning these
misunderstandings, these conditionals are part of the author’s persuasive strategy to
make the reader aware of the characters’ lack of faith, and to follow the narrative to
come to realize that they too need to increase their faith.’%

The author of John plays the role of the reader’s mentor. He alerts the reader to
meaning that can be missed, and to information lurking beyond his/her grasp by
intervening to show them the lesson they need to learn. He prods their curiosity,

prompting them to look beyond the surface, to see within the signs what is not

3% Forster does not include v. 15 in his main discussion but only refers to it in a closing remark. "Es geht
also um ein Wachsen im Glauben, das durch Tve miotevonte [v. 15] zum Ausdruck gebracht wird." (It
is, therefore, for growth of faith, which is brought by the expression ivat mietevoNTE (v. 15).) Forster,
"Johannes 11:11-14," 357.
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obvious.’* Conditionals, by Jesus and characters like the disciples, Martha, and Mary,
are used to point out a lack of spiritual understanding and the need for growth in faith.

5.1.2 Martha and Mary (11:21-27, 32, 39-40)

Jesus’ discourse with Martha and Mary represents the final discourse of our
study of Johannine conditionals. The author records an identical conditional, first by
Martha (vv. 21-22), and later by Mary (v. 32).>*” As mentioned in the above section,
these identical conditionals represent a two-part pattern of (i) conditional by a follower
of Jesus expressing lack of faith and (ii) Jesus’ response in prompting them to
understand more and go deeper in their faith. Grammatical features such as inserted
clauses (protasis) for emphatic purposes, and a response to Richard Young’s Speech Act
Theory approach to conditionals, especially with the identical conditionals of Martha
and Mary, will be included in the discussion. SFL concepts of register and context of
situation will be applied in the discussion of the semantics of these two conditionals.
Rhetorically, the author of John continues to motivate the reader to engage in “inner
languaging” toward understanding (in a Johannine sense) through these conditionals.

The four conditionals in this section are designated below alphabetically, with
Martha and Mary’s conditionals marked with the sign *.

Dialogue between Martha and Jesus (vv. 21-27)
(A) Martha’s conditional (*vv. 21-22)
(B) Jesus’ conditional (v. 25)

Dialogue between Mary and Jesus (vv. 32-34)
(C) Mary’s conditional (*v. 32)

Dialogue between Martha and Jesus (vv. 39-40)
(D) Jesus’ conditional (v. 40)

306 Burge, "Revelation and Discipleship," 243.

%7 Martha’s conditional in v. 21 is exactly identical with Mary’s conditional in v. 32. Verse 22 includes
Martha’s additional comment and is also considered as a part of the conditional.
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(A) Martha’ conditional (11:21-22). Upon Jesus’ arrival, Martha greets him with
an Indicative type 2 conditional (vv. 21-22).

*11:21-22 (Martha)

[1] k¥pie, €i i OS¢

[2] oVK Gv GmEBoveY O GBEAPOG LoV

[3] [&ALE] KO VOV 018c

[4] 611 [Ooo &v aition TOV 80v] dwoel oot O BedC.

(1] Lord, if you had been here,

[2] my brother would not have died.

[3] Even now I know

(4] that [whatever you ask of Godl, God will give you.

The Greek verb fi¢ (Imperf. Act. Ind. you had been) in the protasis portrays an
unrealized situation. Jesus did not go to see Lazarus when he was sick and when he
eventually died. The Causal logico-semantic relation is expressed in the apodosis, that
is, as a result of the delay, Lazarus died. Twice the semantic feature of “negative”
appears in the following clauses: If you had been (g Imperf. Act. Ind.) here (Jesus was
not) and my brother would not (00K) have died. They express a sense of nonfulfillment.

A certain degree of hope is expressed in the next two contrastive clauses (cl. 3
[&ALa] koL vOV even now). As the content clause of cl. 3, cl. 4 begins with an
embedded clause 0o Gv alton TOV B0V whatever you ask of God. By virtue of its
position in the ranking clause, it also functions as a marked Theme. In spite of Jesus’
delay and Lazarus’s death, Martha expresses confidence in Jesus because of his special
relationship with the Father.’*® But what Martha is expecting from Jesus is not certain.
Textually, this is the second of three conditionals that are spoken to Jesus by his
followers in John 11. And the death of Lazarus dominates the entire conversation (cf.

conditional v. 32 below).

308 Carson, Gospel According to John, 412,
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(B) Jesus’ conditional (11:25-26). In vv. 23-24, Jesus promises Martha that her
brother will rise again, but Martha interprets it as taking place in the future, the final
resurrection in the last days. Jesus continues to address Martha with a conditional (vv.
25-26) that consists of four clauses, with the third clause (the protasis) inserted in the
second clause (apodosis). The conditional is followed by a question about the state of
Martha’s belief in Jesus.

11:25-26

[1] éyd el ) dvdotaoig kol 1) {o1y

[2, 3] 60 moTEVOV £l EUE «KAV GTOOGVTY (NoETOn

[4] kol a6 (DY Kol TIoTEVOV €1¢ EUE 0V UT] ATOOEVT £1¢ TOV AIBVL.

[-] moteveg Tov10;

[11 I am the resurrection and the life.

[2, 3] The one who believes in me «even if they die» will live;
[4] and everyone who lives and believes in me will never die.
[-] Do you believe this?

Instead of allowing Martha to focus on Lazarus (v. 21 my brother), Jesus turns
attention to himself with another Johannine Christological / am saying (v. 25 €y eiut 7
am; cf. conditional 10:9 I am the door. If anyone enters through me).>*® By pointing to
the present reality and claiming the resurrection and the life as 7 am, Jesus makes it clear
that there is no resurrection, nor life outside of him.>'

Instead of the typical order of P ~ Q, the apodosis appears at the beginning of the
conditional. However, rather than a discrete single clause structure, the Subjunctive
protasis k&v &wo0Avn even if he/she dies (cl. 3) is inserted in cl. 2. Such an abrupt

insertion suggests the emphasis on the conditional clause (protasis). Jesus echoes the

39 ¢t 6:35; 8:12; 10:9, 11.

319 As Carson puts it, “Just as he not only gives the bread from heaven (6:27) but is himself the bread of
life (6:35), so also he not only raises the dead on the last day (5:21, 25ff.) but is himself the resurrection
and the life.” Gospel According to John, 412.
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same emphasis in cl. 5 with the double negative particles: 00 pn Gwodd&vn €ig TOV
0@Vl he/she will never die.

An inserted protasis also appears in the final two clauses of Jesus’ conditional in
John 3:12:

3:12 .

[1] &1 T¢ Emiyelo eimov VUiV

2] koL 00 TioTEVETE,

[3, 4] TG «EOV Elm®m VULV TO EXOVPAVIK» TIGTEVCETE;

(11 If I told you earthly things
[2] and you do not believe,

[3, 4] how «if I tell you heavenly things» will you believe?

In this conditional, the inserted protasis «if I tell you heavenly things» (cl. 4) also
highlights its rhetorical force in the entire conditional statement, Such emphasis is made
more evident by the fact that Jesus is posing a rhetorical conditional question.

In the fourth and final clause, Jesus shifts the grammatical Subject to the
believers, Tag 0 LAV Kol TIOTEVWV everyone who lives and believes in me. The
double negative particle 00 u1) never is emphatic. It is not simply the dead will rise, but
rather death will never take away the believer's life in Jesus. Hope for the future for the
believer is realized in Jesus now. By asking Martha Do you believe this? Jesus is
inviting her to a deeper understanding of faith, eternal life, and resurrection.

At the end of this discourse segment, Martha’s reply (v. 27) with the‘emphatic
pronoun / (y®) and the stative verbal aspect of have believed (memiotevko Perf. Act.
Ind.) that you are the Christ, the Son of God represents not simply her confession, but
also the state of her confident trust. Earlier, Peter also made a similar kind of emphatic
and complete confession at the conclusion of the Bread of life discourse (6:68). These

are positive signs that Jesus’ followers have gained spiritual understanding and insight.
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(C) Mary’s conditional (11:32). Verse 32 tells the reader that as soon as Mary

sees Jesus, she falls at his feet and states the following:
*11:32 (Mary)_
KOPLE, €L NG OOE
00K GV LoV améduvev O ddelpdc.

Lord, if you had been here,
my brother would not have died.

Although Martha’s (v. 21) and Mary’s conditionals are identical in form and
addressed to the same person (Jesus), there have been questions about what kind of
functions or interpersonal meaning they serve and whether they carry the same meaning.
Furthermore, there is a need to address the issues concerning how to interpret a

speaker’s intent (indirect speech act).>"!

The following discussion will respond to
associated presuppositions and claims by Richard Young, one of the advocates of
Speech Act Theory.

Young classifies conditionals into eight types: Rebuke, Lament, Argue, Request,
Assert, Manipulate, Exhort, and Mock. Martha’s conditional (11:21) belongs to the
“Rebuke” type,*'? and Mary’s conditional (11:32) under the category of "Lament.""> On

Martha’s conditional, Young supports his case with the notion of "social register."

The most important factor involved in the formation of Martha’s
utterance was the social register between her and Jesus. She was his

3 Young, "Classification," 29-49.

312 «“When Martha rebuked the Lord for not being there to prevent Lazarus from dying, she used the form
of a conditional sentence...(John 11:21). If Martha’s utterance is analyzed according to the traditional
understanding of second class conditions, her intention will not be understood.” Young, “Classification,”
37. Young continues, "The necessary conditions (in terms of Searle’s theory) for a rebuke are that the
hearer performed an act in the past (propositional condition), the speaker does not believe that the act was
in his or her best interest (preparatory condition), the act angered the speaker (sincerity condition), and the
speaker intends his expression as a reprimand (essential condition)." (40)

33 ppe necessary conditions for a lament are that an event happened in the past (propositional
condition), the speaker does not believe that the event (which believes to have occurred) was in the best
interest of himself [herself] or the hearer (preparatory condition), the speaker is grieved because of the
event (sincere condition), and the speaker counts his [her] utterance as expressing sorrow (necessary
condition).” Young, “Classification,” 40-41.
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devoted follower, having great respect and admiration for him as her

teacher. The last thing she would want to do is to offend him. Because of

this, she softened her rebuke by avoiding the illocutionary force marker

and framing it in the form of a conditional sentence. The explicit form

would have been, “I hereby rebuke you for not being here and preventing

my brother from dying."*"*

With reference to Mary’s conditional, Young further adds the element of “total
context.”

To say that Martha’s utterance was a rebuke and that Mary’s was a

lament when they say exactly the same thing must rest entirely on the

exegete’s analysis of the total context, including the actions of the

speakers and hearers when the utterances were made. For example, a

rebuke is rarely given when a person is bowing down before another and

weeping (as Mary was). Mary’s posture reflects her being deeply grieved

rather than resentful and angry.*"
According to Young, about one-fourth of the Indicative type 2 conditionals belong to the
category of Lament. Jesus’ conditional in Matt 11:21 against the unrepentant cities of
Chorazin and Bethsaida is an example.’'®

Young does not base social register on any formal descriptive apparatus; in fact,
his description is rather vague. The fact that Young classifies the two conditionals
differently implies that they differ in their social registers. If so, what is the basis for the
distinction?

Based on SFL, register belongs to a special use of language when certain
features of the lexicogrammar getting mobilized in a particular way. Register also

involves some kind of culturally defined forms of social practice.’'” For example, the

English Future tense is used frequently in the register of weather forecasting;

314 Young, "Classification," 40.
315 Young, "Classification," 47.

316 Matt 11:21 Woe to you, Chorazin! Woe to you, Bethsaida! For if (€1) the miracles that were performed
in you had been performed in Tyre and Sidon, they would have repented long ago in sackcloth and ashes.
31 Halliday, Language, Context, and Text, 29-43; Halliday, Social Semiotic, 31-35.
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nominalization tends to occur more often in language of science; and wording such as
once upon a time (children’s stories), this is to certify that (certification letters), and Rail
strike threat averted (newspaper headings) help the hearer and reader to make specific
inferences about the kinds of meanings likely to be exchanged. In the dialogues between
Jesus and his followers (Martha and Mary included) in John 11, the classification of
register should be the same. It means that the difference in “meaning” between Martha
and Mary’s conditionals, if we adopt Young’s view, has to be based on other factors, not
register.’'®

In terms of what Young calls the “total context,” there are indeed differences
between the ways Martha and Mary greet Jesus. Martha simply goes out to meet Jesus
(v. 20) and engages in dialogue with him. Mary, however, as soon as she sees Jesus,
falls at his feet and weeps (vv. 32-33). The exchange between Martha and Jesus in vv.
22-27, however, does not give clear evidence that Martha is rebuking Jesus at all. Twice,
she addresses Jesus as Lord (vv. 21, 27). She also expresses her state of confident trust
in Jesus (v. 22). Furthermore, the wording of Jesus in Matt 11:21 Woe...Woe...
would have repented... sackcloth and ashes (Lament) contrasts sharply with John 11:32.
Mary was kneeling and crying at Jesus' feet without speaking a word. While Young is
correct in emphasizing the importance of the situational context in the communication
act, his analysis of the context lacks precision.’ 1 He also relies heavily on the speaker’s

intent.*?°

18 It i possible that the same structures or features may be used in different registers, such as the English
future tense is used in weather forecasting as well as in fortune telling. However, this possibility is
unlikely in John 11 since Martha’s and Mary’s conditionals are spoken in the same context of their
brother’s death and they practically appear immediately one after the other.

319 The meaning of an utterance, he writes, depends on two factors, (1) Speakers often allow the context
to communicate part of their message for them...The speaker may leave part of his propositional content
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In SFL, closely related with to concept of register, the context of situation (or
features of the context) is divided into three main components: (i) field of discourse, i.e.,
what is going on, (ii) tenor of discourse, i.e., who are taking part and their social
distance, and (iii) mode of discourse, i.e., the role assigned to language. With the
exception of the differences mentioned in the above paragraph, both dialogues between
Martha and Jesus and Mary and Jesus appear to be quite similar in terms of context of
situation, as the following outline shows:

Field: Finding meaning in the untimely death of a loved one

Tenor: Jesus and his followers

Mode: Everyday conversation (communicating sadness)

Based on the above outline, there is no significant difference between the contexts of
situation in the conditionals by Martha and Mary, respectively. However, this does not
mean say that there is no difference in the meaning of these conditionals. Instead,
Young’s classification of these two conditionals as “Rebuke” and “Lament” cannot be
justified from evidence from social register and total context as he claims.

This study has observed that the conditionals by the disciples, Martha, and Mary
(vv. 12, 21, 32) can be understood in the context of Johannine misunderstandings. The
disciples misconstrue Jesus' reference to Lazarus having "fallen asleep," taking the
statement literally. Martha and Mary have lost hope, even though Jesus has come,

because Lazarus is dead. The functions of their conditionals do not fit into a simple

or his intent to be inferred by his audience. (2) The speaker may be influenced by pragmatic concerns and
modify how he says something...How much is actually said and how it is said will depend on various
pragmatic factors, such as formality and social register. Young, "Classification,” 33.

"The goal of biblical exegesis is to understand what the writers of Scripture said; this cannot be done
by viewing the text (on any level) apart from the intent of the author/speaker...In order for
communication to be effective, the speaker must get the hearer to recognize the intent of his utterance...If
Martha's utterance (John 11:21) is analyzed according to the traditional understanding of second class
conditions, her intention will not be understood." Young, "Classification," 34, 36, 37. Underlines added.
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category such as "rebuke" or "lament." So the description and meaning of these
conditionals must be built on a multi-level and multi-functional linguistic framework,
based on the concept of language as a meaning making resource.

(D) Jesus’ conditional (11:40). The setting of the conditional is filled with
sorrow. In v. 33, Jesus was deeply moved in spirit and was troubled (EveRpunoato T@®
TVEVLUOTL KO £TAPOEEV €0vToV). In v. 38, he is again being deeply moved within
(Tadv euPpLu®UEVOg €V EVT®). In response to Martha’s reply v. 39 Lord, by this
time there will be a stench, for he has been dead four days, Jesus addresses Martha with
the following conditional.

1o

0VK EIMOV GOL

071 €0V TIGTEVOTG

oyn v d6&av 100 Be0D;

Did I not tell you
if you believe,
you will see the glory of God?

The clause preceding the protasis begins with the negative particle ovk not, and
expects a positive answer. What he is about to tell her was something that Jesus told
Martha earlier. The clause thus functions as an emphatic statement or metacomment
such as very truly I tell you.*®' Characteristic of Jesus’ conditionals in John, the negative
Polarity represented by the particle ovk also makes its appearance here.

The conditional proper (second and third clauses) consists of a Subjunctive
mood protasis + Future tense apodosis (cf. 11:25-26). The Subjunctive mood is used for
hypothetical cases, but the rhetorical force is to prompt her to believe and so she will see

God’s glory (cf. v. 4). If Martha and the reader of the Gospel exercise the kind of faith

321 . . . .
See Runge, Discourse Grammar, 101-124, where he discusses metacomments found in the epistles

and the gospels, such as “as I said before, so I now I say” (Gal. 1:9} and “hear and understand” (Matt
15:10).
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Jesus is referring to, they will see the glory of God. While the author did not record a
response from Martha, the reader is motivated to answer the question Do I believe?
Textually, the conditional marks the conclusion of the conversations between
Jesus and Martha. John 11:41-44 describes how Jesus raises Lazarus, but Martha fades
from the narrative. It belongs to the group of concluding conditionals that Jesus often
uses, for example, 3:12; 5:46, 47; 7:23; and 10:35-36. With the exception of 5:46, all of
the above conditionals are also conditional questions.
In the same vein as Lamb’s “inner languaging,” there exists a silent
communication between the author of John and the reader. As Culpepper comments,
The dialogues, particularly those which employ misunderstandings and
obvious irony, teach the reader how to read the Gospel and detect its
higher and subtler meanings. Everything is considered “from
above.”...Jesus' words often have an oracular quality which means that
they stand out individually from their context and must be absorbed one
at a time. The text is therefore made discontinuous. More time and space
is left between sentences, time for the reader to ascend again and again to
the higher plateau of meaning.***
The above comments are not only applicable to conditionals in general, but also
to concluding conditional questions like 11:40.
Conditionals in John prompt the reader to think rationally and
imaginatively. Jesus typically uses Indicative conditionals to assert and prove his
Christological claim. In the context of discipleship, such as in the narrative of
John 11, Jesus favors the use of Subjunctive conditionals for didactic and
expository purposes. The author of John uses a rhetorical strategy with frequent

use of conditionals to motivate the audience to probe deeper and go further in

their understanding of Jesus. By analyzing the Ideational, Interpersonal, and

322 Culpepper, Anatomy, 199.
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Textual functions of these conditionals, one can further understand how John
persuades the audience to put their faith the Christ who is Jesus (20:31).

As our analysis of conditionals in individual discourses draws to a close, the
remainder of this chapter will examine a very important aspect of the grammar of
conditionals, that is, how conditionals construe reality, and in turn, how the construed
reality shapes the meaning of the dialogues and persuades the reader of the Gospel. The
section consists of two parts. Section 5.2.1 discusses conditionals and the construal of
reality. Section 5.2.2 applies the grammar of conditionals to respond to the hypothesis of

the language of John as antilanguage.

5.2 The Grammar of Conditionals

5.2.1 Conditionals and the Construal of Reality

Johnnine conditionals construe and transform human experience and persuade
the audience of John's Gospel.*”® From a rhetorical viewpoint, such a transforming
power also explains why among the four Gospels, John has the highest number of
conditionals. Conceptually, the reality construal or transformation function of language
is very similar to setting up what Berger and Luckmann call the “plausibility
»324

structure.

Berger and Luckmann posit that knowledge is socially constructed, and that

323 Halliday also remarks, "[A]n act of meaning is not the coding and transmitting of some pre-existing
information or state of mind, but a critical component in a complex process of reality construction—
critical in that on the one hand it is itself part of reality, and on the other hand it is a metaphor for some
other part...This power of the act of meaning would not have been news to the sophists in ancient Athens,
who constructed their grammatics in order to find out how language could persuade people of something
even when it wasn't true. Or to the founders of modern science, who tried to design their language so that
it would open up for them the gateway to new knowledge." Halliday, "Act of Meaning," CW 3:386.

324 “Objective reality can readily be ‘translated’ into subjective reality, and vice versa. Language, of

course, is the principal vehicle of this ongoing translating process in both directions.” Berger and
Luckman, Social Construction, 123. Cf. Halliday, Social Semiotic, 170.
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reality can be transformed through conversation.’® Accordingly, society is seen to exist
as both an objective and a subjective reality.>*® The objective and subjective realities,
acquired through primary and secondary socializations, respectively, play important
roles in how a person “knows” and perceives reality. They write, “Primary socialization
is the first socialization an individual undergoes in childhood, through which he
becomes a member of a society. Secondary socialization is any subsequent process that
inducts an already socialized individual into new sectors of the objective world of his
society.”?’ Linguistic objectification, or conversation, is the most important vehicle of
maintaining and transforming one’s reality or experience.’*®

Halliday also describes the relationship between reality and language as follows:

[L]anguage does not passively reflect reality; language actively creates

reality. It is the grammar (lexicogrmmar)...that shapes experience and

transforms our perceptions into meaning...(Reality) is not something

ready-made and waiting to be meant—it has to be actively construed; and

that language evolved in the process of, and as the agency of, its

construal."**

Our method of analysis is primarily based on a cline or continuum of “reality”

that conditionals construe as part of their Ideational function under SFL. Along the

325 Although Halliday posits that "the early Christian community (the church) was an anti-society, and its
language was in this sense an antilanguage," he also acknowledges that there are "significant differences"
based on the phenomenon that alternation (of languages) does not of itself involve any kind of
antilanguage. Halliday, Social Semiotic, 171. But even when the early Christians were persecuted, it
seems unlikely that they used antilanguage, with perhaps the exception of the book of Revelation. Other
NT books, for example, Letters of Peter, use ordinary language even though persecution had already taken

lace.
n

3

6 Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction, 117.
27 Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction, 120.

328 «Conversation is the actualizing of this realizing efficacy of language in the face-to-face situations of
individual existence. In conversation the objectifications of language become objects of individual
consciousness. Thus the fundamental reality-maintaining fact is the continuing use of the language to
objectify unfolding biographical experience.” Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction, 141. The two
terms “reality” and “(human) experience” are used interchangeably in this discussion.

329 Halliday, "New Ways of Meaning," CW 3:145. Language is “at the same time a part of a reality, a
shaper of reality, and a metaphor for reality.” (146)
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cline, three types of reality are identified: Counterfactual (-REAL), Hypothetical
(¥REAL), and Factual (+REAL). The reality of human experience is represented by the
conditional adopted by the speaker in presenting their argument; it may or may not
correspond to the “objective” reality comprehended by others. By characterizing the
three types as part of a continuum, human experience, especially the Hypothetical
(#REAL), can be construed and/or understood on various levels of being real or unreal.
The total rhetorical impact of the projection of reality depends on other features of the
conditional and the text in which the conditional appears. Throughout the Gospel of
John, the author arranges the narratives and discourses to motivate the audience,
immediate and outside, to examine their own worldview (reality) and to make the
necessary adjustments so that they will have life in Jesus.

The three types of construed reality are shown below.

Counterfactual (-REAL) Hypothetical (+REAL) Factual (+REAL)

— R
« >

Indicative type 2 Subjunctive Indicative (type 1)
The counterfactual reality. The counterfactual (-REAL) is realized by the
Indicative type 2 conditional. In John, Jesus often uses the Indicative type 2 conditional

to deconstruct his audience’s argument, revealing their error in judgment, false claims,
and pretense. These conditionals characteristically serve as spiritual reality checks,
especially with the Jewish authorities. With only a few exceptions, the Jews (you) or the
world (they) always appear at least once (protasis or apodosis) as the grammatical
Subjects of these conditionals. Through the construal of the counterfactual reality, they
point out the errors of the addressees. The following represents a selection of some of

these Indicative type 2 conditionals by Jesus.
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1. The Samaritan woman
4:10  If (€1) you knew (1|8€1g) the gift of God and...you would have (0v) asked him,
and he would have (6v) given you living water.

II. The Jews
5:46  For if (€1) you believed (§Ti6TEVETE) Moses, you would (&v) believe me

8:19  If (g1) you knew (ide11e) me, you would (6.v) know my Father also.
842  If (i) God were (V) your Father, you would (8.v) love me
9:41  If (€1) you were (W1€) blind, you would (8.v) have no sin

II1. The world

15:22  If (€3) I had not come and spoken (WABOV Kol EAIANGQ) fo them, they would
not have sin

15:24  If (1) I had not done (Emoino o) among them the works which no one did, they
would not have sin

In all of the above examples, Jesus uses Indicative type 2 conditionals to show
what is absent, what is rot true, or what might have happened to posit his argument. For
example, the Samaritan woman does not know that he is the gift of God. The Jews do
not really understand or follow Moses’ writings, fail to recognize who Jesus is, and do
not treat God as their heavenly Father. The Jews also refuse to acknowledge that they
are in spiritual darkness. Positing the protasis negatively (15:22, 24), Jesus further
denies the world’s excuse of being innocent. As the basis for the argument of the
conditional, speakers use Indicative type 2 conditionals to construe reality or experience
that failed to happen. In doing so, it is the hearer’s responsibility to prove that the
speaker is wrong. Such is the case with the Jews’ conditionals (18:30) when they present
Jesus to Pilate (even though the reader knows that Jesus did nothing wrong).

John 18:30

If (€1) this man were (\V) not an evildoer, we would (V) not have delivered him up to
you.

Use of Indicative type 2 conditionals with people who are unreceptive to Jesus’
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teaching is also seen in the Synoptic Gospels. In the following conditionals, Jesus
rebukes the unbelieving residents of the cities of Chorazin and Bethsaida (Matt 11:21)
and Capernaum (Matt 11:23) and the Pharisees (Matt 12:7):

Matt 11:21, 23

Woe to you...For if (1) the miracles had occurred (8yévovto) in Tyre and Sidon...they

would (6.v) have repented long ago

...for if (€l) the miracles had occurred (€yeviOnowv) in Sodom...it would (&v) have
remained to this day

Matt 12:7

But if (€1) you had known (€yvoOKevte) what this means...you would (&) not have
condemned the innocent

As shown in the above conditionals, it is very common in polemic discourses for
speakers to adopt construal of counterfactual reality for defense or for counter-attack.

The hypothetical reality. Hypothetical reality (:REAL) is grammaticalized
through the Subjunctive mood in the protasis. What is being construed may or may not
be taking place at the moment of speaking, or may never take place. It presents an open
argument. The fulfillment of the protasis may or may not be under the control of the
hearer or reader. In a number of Subjunctive conditionals by Jesus, such as the
conditionals on the sovereign work of the Father in the Bread of life discourse (6:44,
65), the author expects the reader to make some inference about whether he or she
belongs to those who are drawn by God. Jesus often construes hypothetical experience
to transform his audience’s view of the world to conform to God’s. A selection of

Subjunctive conditionals in John by Jesus to different hearers is shown as follows.

I. Nicodemus

3:3 if (E&v un) one is not born again, they cannot see the kingdom of God
3:5 if (€& uN) one is not born of water and the Spirit

II. The royal official and the bystanders
4:48  if (&v un) you do not see signs and wonders
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III. The Galilean Jews

6:44  No one can come to me, if (v UN) the Father...does not draw them
6:51  if (€&v) anyone eats the bread

6:53 i (¢av un) you do not eat the flesh of the Son of Man

IV. The crowd at the Feast
7:37  If (&V) anyone is thirsty, come to me and drink.

V. The disciples

14:23  If (é&v) anyone loves me, they will keep my word

15:6  If (¢av) anyone does not abide in me, he/she is thrown away as a branch

15:7  If (&) you abide in me...ask whatever you wish, and it shall be done for

you

As Subjunctive conditionals, the subject matter in these conditionals is put
forward as neither true (+REAL) nor false (-REAL) necessarily. They are simply deemed
to be possible or hypothetical (:REAL) and are often used by Jesus to motivate his
audience to listen and follow. For example, the conditionals in 3:3, 5 express that the
new birth happens only to some people. The intended inference for Nicodemus (and the
reader) to make is that they must choose to receive it, or to change it from being a
hypothesis (:xREAL) to a personal experience (+REAL). Similarly, for the royal official
and the Galileans who are also listening, Jesus’ Subjunctive conditional (4:48) does not
indicate whether or not they will see more signs and wonders. The royal official chooses
to believe Jesus without seeing signs first. To the reader of the Gospel, the author of
John is showing that, like the royal official, one can also put faith in Jesus' word without
demanding to see his miraculous signs. The conditional thus makes the reader think
about whether or not his or her faith (wrongly) relies on signs and wonders.

In 6:44, Jesus presents the action of the Father (EAkVoN ke draws) in a plausible
or hypothetical world (+REAL) (see also 6:65). The Father's drawing of people to

himself and their coming to Jesus are described as two perspectives on the same event.

If the audience deems it as valid and plausible, the author has succeeded in persuading
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the reader that God is at work in Jesus. Similarly, in vv. 51, 53 Jesus is not stating that
people are actually eating the flesh of the Son of Man or drinking his blood. The case is
suggested hypothetically. The author of John records these conditionals based on
hypothetical construal of experience to motivate the reader and encourage him/her to
choose the right course of action.

The grammar of the Subjunctive mood and its construal of the hypothetical
experience (:REAL) prompt the hearer and reader to understand the value of Jesus’
teaching. In the majority of cases, Jesus' aim is to achieve understanding and insight in
his hearers.

[H]e does not try to make everything so explicit that the conclusion is

forced down the throat of the hearer. Rather, he presents matters in such

as a way that those who wish to know can find their way to, can come to,

the appropriate conclusion as something they have discovered—whether

or not it is something they particularly care for.>*°

The Subjunctive mood makes it possible to "show" people what is plausible,
especially with phenomena that are invisible and spiritual in nature. These phenomena
are realities and experiences that cannot be readily or empirically tested at the time of
speaking. Nevertheless, the audience is prompted to consider them as the basis of the
argument, and by faith, to continue to look deeper and beyond the surface. He or she is
“mentored” to seek change and transform what is hypothetical (+REAL) into something
that they experience personally.

Subjunctive conditionals are often used in expository and didactic discourses,

and can be illustrated by Jesus’ Farewell Discourse with his disciples in John 13-16, the

Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5-7), and his teaching to his disciples in Matt 18. In the

330 Willard, "Jesus the Logician," 607.
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Farewell Discourse (John 13.31-16:33), there are 10 Indicative conditionals and 13
Subjunctive conditionals. However, six of the Indicative conditionals in John 15 (below)
deal with the world and thus form a separate argumentative section within the discourse.
If they are removed from the count, only four Indicatives remain (Indicative:
Subjunctive ratio of 1.3.2). These four conditionals appear at the beginning of the
Discourse and primarily deal with the immediate issues related to Jesus’ departure. The

Subjunctive conditionals, however, are evenly distributed throughout the Discourse.

. _Jom 13 . Johnlda John 15 . Jonle
Indicative v 32 v 2 v 18 -
v 7 v 19
v 28 v 20b
v 20¢
v 22
v 24
Subjunctive v 35 v 3 v 4a v 7a
v 14 v 4b v 7b
v 15 v 6 v 23
v 23 v 7
v 10

Likewise, in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5-7) Jesus uses only a total of five
Indicative conditionals, but nine Subjunctive conditionals, a ratio of almost 1:2. In his
teaching to his disciples in Matt 18 1-20, there are only two Indicative conditionals
(identical to 5:29, 30, see below), but a total of 11 Subjunctive conditionals, a ratio of
1.5.5 Predominantly in expository discourses, Jesus uses Subjunctive conditionals to

construe the hypothetical reality
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. . Matt 5 Matt 6 ; Matt 18
Indicative v 29 v 23 v 11 v 8 (=5:30)
v 30 v 30 v 9 (=5:29)
Subjunctive v 13 v 14 -- v 3
v 20 v 15 v 12
v 46 v 22 v 13
v 47 v 23a v 15a
v 15b
v 16
v 17a
v 17b
v 18a
v 18b
v 19

While the construal of the counteractive conditionals is used primarily to
deconstruct the hearer’s error, the construal of the hypothetical experience is to motivate
the hearer and reader to explore and advance in their understanding of Jesus. The author
of John mostly records Jesus’ Indicative type 2 conditional for correcting false
assumptions and correcting errors. He mainly uses the Subjunctive conditional to
persuade the audience of what is plausible and worth believing.*'

The Factual Reality Finally, as the basis for their argument or opinion, speakers
may adopt the Indicative mood (type 1 conditional) to construe reality or experience as

real and “true.” Compared with the Subjunctive, the Indicative (type 1 and type 2) is

33! The Future Indicative conditional which appears about 12 times in the NT, does not fit neatly into
either the Indicative or the Subjunctive conditional. In terms of forms, it also poses some ambiguity as the
first person singular Future tense and the same of Aorist Subjunctive are the same (Luke 19:40). Their
appearances include Matt 26:33 par Mk 14:29; Luke 11:8, 19:40; Acts 8:31 The rest are found in Paul’s
letters: Rom 11 13-14; 1 Cor 3:15; 9:11, 2 Cor 5 1-3, and 2 Tim 2:11-13. Greek grammarians such as
Robertson, Boyer, and Porter put it close to the Subjunctive. See Boyer, “Third Class Conditions,” 171
72. Porter also adopts a separate semantic category of Expectation to describe its meaning. Porter, Verbal
Aspect, 312-16. For example, in 2 Tim 2:2b €1 dpvnoduedo (Fut. Mid. Ind.), x&k€ivog dGpvrioeton
NWGG If we shall deny him, he also will deny us. Porter explains that Paul uses the Future “to create
expectation of the event of denial that if performed would lead to exclusion from God’s kingdom.” (313)
As none of them appear in John’s Gospel and a number of these conditionals are found in long sentences,
their precise function will require a rather elaborate process which is outside the scope of this study
Therefore, the description of Expectation is adopted, and it is considered to be closely akin to the
hypothetical (Subjunctive) type of reality construal.
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rhetorically and argumentatively more compelling. With the Indicative type 1
conditional, the speaker asserts the protasis as a fact (+REAL), but this is simply his or
her portrayal of reality, and does not necessarily correspond to what is genuinely true.
For example, in 18:30, the Jews’ construal of Jesus as an evildoer is obviously false.”*”
If Pilate chooses to disagree with the Jews, he must first prove that they are wrong, but
the Jews pressure him by identifying Jesus as a criminal.

With Indicative type 1 conditionals, both the protasis and the apodosis are
presented as being true (+REAL). Due to the “factual” nature of the protasis, the speaker
presents a compelling reason for the hearer to accept or follow the apodosis. For
example, at the end of the dialogue with Jesus, Jesus asks Nicodemus to admit that
Nicodemus simply does not understand Jesus’ teaching. In 3:12, the protasis states, if’
(ev) I told you earthly things and you do not believe. Jesus did tell him earthly things, so
the answer to Jesus’ question in the protasis how shall you believe (spiritual things) is
clear: Nicodemus has to agree (silently) that he does not understand.

Similarly, in the final conditional in the Sabbath healing debate, Jesus has
already proved that the Jews do not really understand or follow Moses’ writings, 5:47a
But if (€1) you do not believe his writings. As a result, they cannot challenge Jesus’
rhetorical question, 5:47b how will you believe my words? Such construal of reality
(+REAL) is also used in conditionals with the Jews, such as in 7:23 if (1) a boy receives
circumcision on the Sabbath;, 8:46 If (1) I speak the truth (see also 10:35-38); and to

the high priest, 18:23b if (€1) (I have spoken) rightly. In these situations, the audience

332 The same holds true as Jesus adopts his opponents’ charge for the sake of argument in Matt 12:27 kol
€1 £yo £v BeedlefoO) ExBaile 16 Sauuovia And if I by Beelzebul cast out demons. The truth,
however, is found in the subsequent conditional, v. 28 €% 8¢ £v wvevuatt 800 £y EKPIAL® TO
Sdonpdvie But if I cast out demons by the Spirit of God.
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are in agreement with what Jesus states in the protases. The Jews have no reason to be
angry with Jesus for his healing on the Sabbath (7:23); they have no excuse for not
believing Jesus speaks the truth (8:46). Furthermore, the high priest also punishes Jesus
by hitting him without cause (18:23a, 23b).

As a grammatical construction and a rhetorical device, Johannine conditionals
thus serve the critical function of persuading the reader by presenting different
worldviews (primarily through +REAL) through different ways of construing reality, and
by putting forward arguments (primarily through +REAL and -REAL). As part of the
Ideational function of language in construing different human experiences, conditionals
also use other systems and features to express and create their total function or
meaning.*** As Halliday describes, language is composed of networks and grammatical
systems which together construe a multidimensional semantic space.*** It would be
simplistic and inaccurate to rely solely on one particular function (for example,
Ideational) or network to characterize the meaning of conditionals. The Ideational
function of language in conditional statements prompts and persuades the reader of
John’s Gospel to be receptive to the new life that Jesus brings. This is accomplished
through reality construal: by adopting certain worldviews and by re-evaluating
phenomena, opinions, and arguments that may prevent them from experiencing eternal
life (20:31).

Before moving on to the next section concerning the interpersonal function, a

333 As clauses complexes, conditionals’ rhetorical function operates in all three language metafunctions.
The choice of Mood in the protasis effectively sets up the realm of reality (Assertion, Projection) in which
the supposition is made, and is thus considered as part of the Ideational function. At the same time, the
choice of Mood in the apodosis, including commands and questions, belongs to the Interpersonal function.
Features such as clause order (P~ Q or Q ~ P) and lexical or semantic chain also form part of the Textual
function as they play a significant role in the wider context and argument.

334 Halliday, "Fuzzy Logic," CW 6:204.
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remark on the Textual function is in order The author of John also intends for the reader
to make an inference based on the number of conditionals Jesus uses with each character
and group of people. The “success” of conditionals does not depend on numbers of them
being used on the audience. True understanding is a much deeper issue related to the
state of their hearts (12:40), notwithstanding the divine drawing by God (conditionals
6:44, 65). As Jesus puts it, the Jews do not believe him because they are not his sheep
(10:26). The following chart lists a selected number of discourses, the number of

conditionals spoken by Jesus, and the result of the discourse.

Individuals . _ Conditionals . Resulf
The Samaritan woman 4:10 Belief
The royal official 4:48 Belief
Nicodemus (John 3) Four Unknown
The Jews (John 5, 7-8, 9, 10) Multiple Unbelief
Many disciples (John 6) Multiple Unbelief

Summary. This section shows that conditionals are used to construe reality to
form the basis of argument in argumentative and expository discourses. Indicative type
2 and type 1 conditionals construe the counterfactual (-REAL) and factual (+REAL),
respectively Jesus uses Indicative conditionals primarily in polemic discourse with the
Jews. In contrast, the Subjunctive conditional construes what is hypothetical (:REAL).
Jesus often uses the Subjunctive conditional in expositions with his followers. In most
cases, the Subjunctive motivates the audience to seek further understanding and prompts
them to eventually appropriate what Jesus teaches them by believing him.

In the next subsection, the Interpersonal or social function of Johannine

conditionals will be examined. It will also be used to respond to the claim that the
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language of John is antilanguage, that the language is characterized by secrecy and is
used to exclude outsiders.
5.2.2 Johannine Conditionals and Antilanguage
Recent Johannine studies have attempted to interpret John's Gospel from a social
science perspective, in particular, the claim that Jesus and his disciples use
antilanguage.’® This section will examine the claim and respond to it by looking at
selected examples of Jesus’ conditionals with the Jewish and Roman authorities as well
as selected linguistic features of conditionals to show that such a claim is unwarranted.
These conditionals and linguistic features cited further illustrate how the interpersonal
meanings of conditionals is used, not to exclude the outsiders, but to persuade the
audience and reader to trust Jesus as the Christ.**®
The theory and the claim. The underlying concept of antilanguage is language’s
role in social structure. As Halliday comments,
Language does not consist of sentences; it consists of text, or discourse—
the exchange of meanings in interpersonal contexts of one kind or
another. The contexts in which meanings are exchanged are not devoid of

social value...By their everyday acts of meaning, people act out the
social structure, affirming their own statuses and roles, and establishing

335 See Malina, Gospel of John; Petersen, Gospel of John; Malina and Rohrbraugh, Gospel of John;

Hobbs, "The Political Jesus," 274.

336 The attempt to identify and draw a distinction between the language of the so-called Johannine

community and the language of Jesus in John’s Gospel is not without its complications. John may contain
Jesus’ speech word for word, or its language may represent an adaptation by the author of John (or the so-
called Johannine community). Even within the Gospel itself, there are sections such as 3:16-21 where
commentators are divided whether it belongs to Jesus’ speech that begins in 3:3 or it begins a new section
of the author’s personal reflection. Moreover, whether major social changes (i.e. persecution) took place
between the life of Jesus and when the Gospel was written that may affect the language is subject to
further investigation. In light of such complexity, it is not unreasonable to assume that Johannine
conditionals serve dual purposes: they are used by Jesus to persuade his immediate audience; and they are
also recorded by the author to persuade the reader. It also appears that Malina and Rohrbaugh do not draw
a clear distinction in their claim of the use of antilanguage in John’s Gospel. They first apply the concept
of antilanguage in the original setting of the story of Jesus. In their delineation of antisociety, however,
they primarily focus on the effect on the “first-century Mediterranean Hellenism” audience. See Malina
and Rohrbaugh, Gospel of John, 4-11.
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and transmitting the shared systems of value and of knowledge.**’
Antilanguage is the language of an anti-society, such as a street gang and the outlaws
that are characterized by resistance, hostility, and even destruction toward the

establishment.’>®

The main purpose of antilanguage is to act out a distinct social
structure that bears an alternative social reality, which then becomes the source of an
alternative identity for its members.>*” In other words, an anti-language is the means of
realizing a counter, subjective reality: not merely expressing it, but actively creating and
maintaining it. Such a reality is created, expressed, and maintained through
conversation. >*

In his sociolinguistic study of John, Malina claims that John's Gospel takes on
the features of romantic tragedy and John's mode of formal argument belongs to a "weak
group/low grid" category.**! Malina then argues that John adopts "antilanguage" as he

writes his Gospel for the following reasons. (i) The "strong" groups that Jesus opposes

are "the world" and "the Jews." These entities appear far more in John than in the

337 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 2. See also Halliday “Sociological Semantics,” CW 3:323-54.

338 Halliday's antilanguage may be summarized as follows: (i) antilanguages originate from anti- or
counterculture societies, such as the criminals, the underworld, and the incarcerated; (i) the information is
usually preserved in the form of word lists (multiple words for the same object or person); (iii) the
simplest form taken by an anti-language is its relexicalization and often overlexicalization, that is, new
words for old (for example, according to one account, the underworld of Calcutta has 21 words for
"bomb," and 41 words for "police"). Halliday, Social Semiotic, 164-82.

3% Halliday, Social Semiotic, 167-68.

340 Halliday schematizes the social structures of the normal and the antisociety as follows. In a normal
society there are two groups of people: the free (+) and the incarcerated (-). Similarly, an antisociety of the
incarcerated has: the people (+) and the suckers (-), and members of each sub-class in the antisociety may
move up or down the social hierarchy. Halliday, Social Semiotic, 167-68.

341 “Group” is the degree to which a person is embedded in other persons. And “grid” is the degree to
which persons find their commonly shared values to match their experiences. Weak group/low grip
characterizes a society that is marginalized. Romantic Tragedy is defined as, "the hero (individualistic)
struggles unsuccessfully against opposing psychological, physical or social constraints, yet the struggle
reveals how success can be found beyond the constraints or by acquiescing to them." Malina, Gospel of
John, 1-5.

For a methodology of social-scientific criticism, including evaluative parameters such as institutions and
values, social interactions, and persuasion and communication models, see Malina, "Social-Scientific
Criticism," 72-101 and Elliot, "Social-Scientific Criticism," 1-34.
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Synoptic gospels. They consistently refuse to believe in Jesus as Messiah. (i) Word
groups such as "spirit, the above, life, light, not of the world, freedom, truth, love" and
"flesh, the below, death, darkness, the/this world, slavery, lie, hate" show that the
language of John is relexicalized and overlexicalized. The same holds true for John’s
use of "believing," "following," "abiding in," "loving," "receiving," "having" Jesus, and
"keeping (Jesus') word." (iii) To facilitate re-socialization, John's Gospel also contains
ample conversations with "implicit modes of reciprocity” (3:1-4:42; 5:10ff; 6:22ff;
9:13-10:42; etc.). Malina claims that it is John's weak group/low grid antilanguage that
accounts for this kind of communication in the Gospel.342

In their commentary on John's Gospel, Malina and Rohrbaugh further
characterize Jesus and his disciples as the “in-group,” and the rest of the society as the
“out-group.” Each group adopts distinctively different vocabulary, such as, "light, born
of water/spirit, above," and "darkness, born of blood/flesh/humans, below." They further
claim that the relationship between Jesus and his disciples is cemented by
antilanguage.** In sum, the argument of Malina and others is built on the social location
of Jesus and his disciples as well as on the vocabulary (wording) used in John’s Gospel.

An additional feature of the anti-structural contrast between Moses and Jesus in John

also contributes to the claim of anilanguage used in John's Gospel.

342 Malina, Gospel of John, 11-17.

3 Malina and Rohrbaugh, Gospel of John, 4-15, 47-48. Similarly, Petersen also posits that Johannine
followers of Jesus were rejected by mainstream society and John (the writer) and Jesus adopt antilanguage
because it derives its terms from the language of their persecutors. What took place was a structural
linguistic change from the ordinary language of the disciples of Moses to an anti-language of the disciples
of Jesus, or the sons of light. Petersen, Gospel of John, 80-109. John's characterization is to be understood
within the framework of the social contrast between these two distinct groups of people and associated
languages. Jesus' language must be understood also in reference to the everyday language of the dominant
society. And "virtually all the critical terms in John's characterization of Jesus, such as, from heaven (John
3), give, gift (John 4), and bread, descend and ascend (John 6), are anti-structurally derived from the
image of Moses." (104)
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Response: Johanninne conditionals and antilanguage. The following response
consists of three parts. First, Johannine conditionals related to the Jewish and Roman
authorities will be used to show that the author of John does not characterize Jesus and
his disciples as an inferior social group. Second, conditionals related to Jesus and his
disciples do not exhibit the character of an antisociety. Third and finally, grammatical
and semantic features such as “negative” (negative clauses and negative polarity) and
questions show that conditionals are used to prompt and persuade the audience to probe
deeper into the meaning of Jesus’ statements and not to exclude them from
understanding him.

(1) Conditionals related to the Jewish and Roman authoritics. In terms of the
social location of Jesus and his disciples, it is rather speculative to characterize them as
belonging to the "Weak Group/Low Grid" as Malina claims.*** At times, the argument
for the use of anti-language also appears circular.>* The fact that Jesus transcends the
alienated world that lies in darkness and the corollary that his disciples have been born
from above show that they are neither weak nor lowly. A number of conditionals in John

18 clearly indicate that Jesus is far from victimized and the author of John does not

34 As Herman Waetjen's comments, "a prior or preliminary understanding of this text has led [Malina] to
identify the Fourth Gospel with the "Weak Group/Low Grid" and to contend that 'John would be
presenting his audience with the story of Jesus...with a romantic tragedy mode of emplotment, developing
an implicit formist argument and with an anarchic ideology." In Malina, Gospel of John, 31-32.
Furthermore, reconstructing ancient history and culture is challenging and often problematic. See
Whitelam, "History and Social Background," 255-67. Not only do significant gaps exist between what is
assumed in modern sociological models and what we can glean from ancient NT documents, the problem
becomes more acute when analysis relies principally on one single document, in this case, the Gospel of
John. And the relationship between Jesus and the Jews (the world) in John's Gospel is admittedly rather
complex. For example, according to Keener John's purpose for writing is “to reclaim, not to repudiate, the
Jewishness of his community, while at the same time rejecting the leaders who have rejected their
message...John confirms his audience’s continuity with their Jewish heritage, while summoning them to
retain their commitment to Christ as their first theological priority.” Keener, Gospel of John, 1:232. See
also Brown, Introduction to the Gospel of John, 115-50.

3% For example, "Again, since Jn is anti-language, and Jn's group is weak group/low grid, this is all quite
predictable." Malina, Gospe! of John, 12. Italics added. Similarly, "It must be emphasized that it is Jn's
weak group/low grid anti-language that accounts for this feature (conversations) of the gospel." 14.
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characterize Jesus as weak and lowly. When Jesus faces the Roman soldiers and the
officers from the chief priest and the Pharisees, he does not feel threatened as he speaks

the conditional below.

18:8 (to the soldiers)
ELTOV VYAV OTL £Y® il €1 00V £uE {nTeite, BPeTE TOVTOVG VIAYELY:

1 told you that I am he; if therefore you seek me, let these go their way.

At least three features support the view that Jesus was not threatened by the
soldiers: (i) the emphatic comment [ fold you that I am he, (ii) the protasis’s marked
Theme me, (iii) and the Imperative mood d@ete (Aor. Act. Imp.) let (them) go in the
apodosis. This conditional statement shows signs of authority, not fear.

When Jesus was hit by the high priest’s servant, he replied with two consecutive
conditional statements.

18:23 (to the high priest)

€1 KUK®DG EAGANGO, LOpTOPNGOV TEPL TOD KUKOD:

€1 8¢ KUA®C, Ti pe dépelg;

If I have spoken wrongly, bear witness of the wrong;
but if rightly, why do you strike me?

In these consecutive conditionals, Jesus first uses an Imperative paptopnoov (Aor. Act.
Imp.) you bear witness (v. 23a), followed by an interrogative (ti why) (v. 23b). The
author of John records no answer from the high priest. All this evidence suggests that
the high priest knows he is in the wrong, and Jesus is not afraid to defend himself.

In contrast, the one who shows fear is Pilate, the Roman governor, when the
Jews threaten him with the following conditional.

*19:12 (the Jews to Pilate)

&dv todtov Amoldong, ovk el @ilog 100 Kaisapog nag 0 Baciién 0vtov

nowdv aviiréyel 1® Kaioap

If you release this man, you are no friend of Caesar, everyone who makes
himself out to be a king opposes Caesar.
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The conditional clearly forces Pilate not to release Jesus. The rest of the narrative
confirms that Pilate conceded to the Jews by condemning Jesus to the cross. These
conditionals clearly do not portray Jesus as weak or lowly, and the authorities as strong
as Malina and others claim.**

(i1) Conditionals related to Jesus and his disciples. It is also questionable to
characterize Jesus and his disciples as an antisociety, comparing them to the underworld
or the prison culture.”*’ This view is problematic because of how Jesus describes the
nature of the kingdom of God. The kingdom that Jesus proclaims is not an earthly,
political kingdom. After the feeding of the 5000, Jesus refuses to be made king by the
Jewish people (6:15). Jesus also opposes the use of violence when Peter attempts to save
his master from being arrested by the soldiers (cf. 18:11). Before Pilate, Jesus also

makes a clear statement, an Indicative conditional, concerning the non-violent and

spiritual nature of his kingdom.

18:36

&1 £k T0D KOOV ToVToV 1V 1 Ppociieio 1 £un,
ot VENPETa ol £uot Ryavilovrto [Gv]

vor un Topododd toig Tovdaiolg

If my kingdom were of this world,
then my servants would be fighting,
that I might not be delivered up to the Jews.

The Indicative type 2 conditional clearly expresses that Jesus’ kingdom does not belong

to the world. The final tva. purpose clause clearly states that if Jesus and his followers

346 Moreover, Malina and Rohrbaugh's lists of wordings contrasting the in-group and the out-group do not
exhibit "heavy over-lexicalization" as they claim. What fits the description of the over-lexicalization is the
initial word list based on the Gang Slang Dictionary that they excerpted. Gospel of John, 7-8. However, to
claim that words such as light, born of water/spirit, above etc. (in-group) and darkness, born of
blood/flesh, below etc. (out-group) have been re-lexicalized or over-lexicalized is not convincing. (47)
The contrast simply shows Johannine dualism and not antilanguage.

347 Malina and Rohrbaugh, Gospel of John, 7-9. Halliday, Social Semiotic, 164-66.
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were indeed an antisociety they would resort to violence. To characterize Jesus and his

followers as an ideologically or politically motivated antisociety simply does not fit the

content of John's Gospel.***

The teaching of Jesus in John is contradictory to the function of antilanguage to
facilitate social stratification within an antisociety (sec also Mk 10:42-45). In fact, Jesus
rebukes his disciples when they attempt to elevate themselves among one another. To be
Jesus’ disciples, they are to serve and love one another, as shown by the following
conditionals by Jesus.

13:14

€l 00V £Y0 EViyo VU@V TOVG oSG 0 KUPLog kKol 0 NddoKaA0g, Kol VUELg

O0@eirete AAAMIADV VITTELY TOVE TOdOG

If I then, the Lord and the Teacher, washed your feet; you also ought to wash ~ one
another’s feet.

13:17

el Tadto olduTe, LoKAPLOl £€6TE XV TTOLTTE OOTA.

If you know theses things, you are blessed if you do them.

13:35

€V TOUT® YVOGOVTOL TAVTEG OTL ERol nadnTol £0Te, XV Aydmny Exnte €V
GAAAOLG.

By this all people will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for one another.

While Jesus teaches his disciples to be humble, those who show characteristics of an
antisociety by constantly vying for higher status are the Jewish authorities (cf. 5:44;
12:43).

(iii) Lexical and grammatical features of conditionals.** There are at least two

38 Bven Halliday's comment that the early Christian community was an anti-society and used anti-
language needs justification. Halliday, Social Semiotic, 171.

From a lexical point of view, what Malina and others lack is a word list that compares the meaning in
ordinary language with the alleged antilanguage of John. For example, Mallik's study of the underworld
provides 24 words for "girl," 20 words for "bomb," 41 words for "police," and 21 words for "wine."
Mallik also observes that the grammar of antilanguage is "irregular, cryptic, and weak," and almost non-
existent.Mallik, Language of the Underworld, 17-27. The following illustration of a spray-painted
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linguistic features that indicate conditionals in John intend to provide information, to
direct the reader, and to include them in the community of Jesus. The first feature 1s the
heavy presence of the “negative” semantic feature, primarily grammaticalized by the
negative Polarity particles 00 not (and sometimes &v would) and the rhetorical
questions that expect negative answers.””" For example, in the list of clauses of
conditionals below (John 1-5), there are a total of 12 conditionals (protases and
apodoses); all of them have the “negative” semantic feature at least once, and most of

them contain two negative clauses.

_ _Jelnl 3 John 4 . Johns
*1:25 --, if you are not the v 10 ifyou knew .youwould v 19 the Son is not able to do
Christ have asked (two negative anything, if he does not see
*3:2 no one can do these clauses) the Father
things if God is not with v 48 if you do not see v 30  my testimony is not
them signs...you will never believe  true

3:3 if one is not born again,
he/she cannot see the kingdom
3.5 if one is not born again,
he/she cannot enter

3 12 if you do not believe...
how shall you believe (you

will not)

v 43 if another (not me)
comes, --

v 46 if you believed

Moses .you would believe
(two negative clauses)

v 47 if you do not
believe...how will you believe

(you will not)

The strong presence of many “negative” features implies the provision of

information, correction, instruction, rather than exclusion or secrecy as those who claim

message on a wall makes a strong case for antilanguage, "SQUASHED INSECTS DON'T BITE MAD
MENTAL RULE." They explain: "Mad Mental" (a street gang), "Insects" (another street gang). And
"quashed" and "bite" are used metaphorically Brown and Yule, Discourse Analysis, 42-45

350

There are two ways to interpret polarity (positive, negative): interpersonally and ideationally It is

usually linked with the system of Mood (SFL, not the Greek verbal Mood), and thus located within the
interpersonal function. However, it can also be treated under Ideational meaning according to different

metafunctional strategies for identifying grammatical structure. In this section of discussion, since we are
dealing with clauses, the feature “negative” is considered under the interpersonal meaning. Halliday puts
it this way, “Polarity can be taken as the quintessential example of a grammatical system,; it is involved in
everything we say—everything that language can turn into meaning. It has a place in all metafunctions—
in a sense it is pre-metafunctional, this is why it can be ambivalent, if realized on its own (as yes or no),
and can be lexicalized in both ideational and interpersonal combinations (e.g. allow/forbide; nice/nasty).”
Halliday, Complementarities, 64.
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that John uses antilanguage. Jesus uses negative conditional clauses with all the
characters he talks to (Nicodemus, the Samaritan woman, the royal official, and the
Jews). The kingdom of God cannot be entered on any other basis than being born again
spiritually (3:3,5); the Samaritan woman was not getting the water because she did not
know who Jesus was (4:10); and the Jews do not believe Jesus because they are not the
true followers of Moses (5:46, 47). The negative feature of these clauses is used to
arouse curiosity, to teach, and to correct the audience. Their meanings are far from being
obscure, contrary to the major function of antilanguage.

Likewise out of the seven conditionals in John 11:1-44, there are six negative
clauses.

Conditionals in John 11:1-44

A. Jesus and the disciples

v.9 If anyone walks...he/she will not stumble
v.10 -, -

*v. 12 -, --

B. Jesus, Martha, and Mary

*v. 21 if you had been here, my brother would not have died (two negative clauses)
v.25 -, -

*v. 32 if'you had been here, my brother would not have died (two negative clauses)
v.40  DidInot say..., if you believe

Jesus uses the negative conditional clauses to remind his disciples that while he is with
them, it is still not dark and they need not fear (v. 9). He also brings to Martha’s
attention the faith that leads to seeing God’s glory (v. 40).>>! Together with the rest of
the conditional clauses in the narrative of the raising of Lazarus, these negative clauses
are recorded by the author to motivate and to prompt the audience, immediate and

outside, to deepen their faith in Jesus.

31 The text (11:1-44) also includes the identical conditionals by Martha and Mary (vv. 21, 32) that also
contain a total of four negative clauses. Although they are not expressed by Jesus, the negative features
(Lazarus would not have died had Jesus not delayed his trip) are central to the entire text.
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The patterns of occurrences of these negative clauses in Johannine conditionals
is diagrammed below.

Pos. (.1) Pos. (.6)

Jn 1-5 Inll

Neg. (.9) Neg. (.4)
By comparison, in two other expository discourses in Matthew, Matt 5-7 (29
conditional clauses) has the ratio of Positive = .7 and Negative = .3; and Matt 18:1-20

conditional clauses) has Positive = .8 and Negative = .2. 1agrammatically,
(24 conditional cl has Positi 8 and Negati 2.2 Diag ically

Pos. (.7) Pos. (.8)
Mt 18
Neg. (.3) ’ Neg. (:2)

It is evident that the occurrence of negative clauses is much higher in the mostly
polemic discourses in John 1-5. Similarly, among the three expository passages listed
above (John 11, Matt 5-7, and Matt 18), John 11 also has the highest proportion of
negative clauses. Compared with Matthew’s Gospel, the author of John draws heavily
from linguistic resources to express the “negative” semantic feature of conditionals, to
raise curiosity, to draw contrasts, and to instruct or correct the audience in polemic and
expository discourses. With such function of conditionals, the thesis of Johannine
antilanguage and the motif of secrecy cannot be maintained.

In addition, the interrogatives in John, conditionals and non-conditional

questions alike, also play a similar rhetorical function in John’s Gospel. These questions

352 1n Matt 5-7, eight negative clauses are found as follows
5:13 if the salt becomes tasteless, how will it...?
5:20 if your righteousness does not surpass...you shall not enter
5:46 ...what reward do you have?
5:47 ...what do you do more than other?
6:15 if you do not forgive...the Father will not forgive

In Matt 18:1-20, four negative clauses are found as follows

18:3 if you are not converted...you shall not enter
18:16 if he/she does not listen
18:17 if he/she refuses to listen
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also challenge the notion that the language of John is antilanguage. For instance, the
Jews raise a total of six questions and one conditional question in their dialogue with

John the Baptist (1 19-28).

1 19-28 (the Jews and John the Baptist)
v 19 Question 1 (who)
v 21 Question 2 (what), Question 3 (y/n), Question 4 (y/n)
v 22 Question 5 (who), Question 6 (what)
v 25 Conditional question (why)
In the Bread of life discourse, the exchange between Jesus and the Galilean Jews

contains three conditionals and three questions in a span of 12 verses.
6:41-59 (Jesus and the Galilean Jews)
v 42 Question 1 (y/n), Question 2 (how)
v 44  Conditional 1
v 51 Conditional 2
v 52 Question 3 (how)
v 53  Conditional 3
The following chart also shows that the Gospel of John has the highest number

of Greek interrogative particles, such as T00, T®G, TOTE, where, how/why, when/how,

in a normalized text span of 1000 clauses.

. Mo 000 Mak 0 luke '
'—_—,——T——“‘—“_—“—_—‘_—__“—‘__‘_‘_——‘
# particles™ 21 12 15 28
# clauses>>* 4372 2372 4747 3808
particles/1000 4.8 5.1 3.2 7.4

clauses

Since these interrogatives do not include yes/no questions in conditionals, such
as 6:23 Are you angry at me ? 10:36 Do you say of him “You are blaspheming”.. ?
and 11:40 Did I not say to you ? The total number of questions in John, and for the

same reason, the total number in each Gospel, are actually higher Regardless of the

n Figures based on Accordance Bible Software, version 10.2.1 July 2013.
3% The calculation is based on OpenText.org. 1998-2005. The numbers represent the combined ranking
and rankshifted clauses.
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total number of questions in each Gospel, it is evident that the author of John records the
highest frequency of questions expressed by interrogative pronouns: an average of 7.4
particles (questions) per 1000 clauses. The second highest is Mark’s Gospel, with an
average of 5.1, and the lowest is Luke’s Gospel, with an average of 3.2.

In order to fully understand the meaning of these questions and/or conditional
questions, they must be treated in their fuller contexts. The highs and lows should not be
interpreted in a mechanical way. As Martin remarks in his discussion of register,

You have to use enough signals of register and genre to ensure that your

listener can see where you are coming from. Otherwise, you will simply

not be fully understood. But the notion of probabilistic realization over

whole texts does mean that genre and register are not mechanical

formulae, which stands in the way of an individual’s creativity or self-

expression.>>
Nevertheless, the evidence seems strong enough that the author of John uses
interrogatives, including a number of conditional questions, to stimulate the thinking of
the reader to encourage them to probe deeper and understand more fully the meaning
and significance of the person of Jesus and his teaching. These questions prompt the
audience to engage in “inner languaging” by evaluating the situation in the text and by
thinking through the questions that have been recorded. In the end, the reader has the
understanding to make the right inferences and take the right steps toward faith in Jesus.
The claim of a Johannine antilanguage not only runs counter to the stated purpose of
John (20:31) but also how the author mobilizes linguistic resources to persuade the
reader.

Summary. Since the purpose of John is persuasive and inclusive (20:31), to say

that Jesus and his disciples belong to an antisociety and they use antilanguage to

335 Martin, Register Studies, 66.
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maintain secrecy is problematic. The fact that antilanguages also change rapidly to
maintain secrecy for the insiders™ is another factor that needs to be taken into
consideration. People who are not familiar with the world that John recounts will simply
not be able to understand. But the discussion of antilanguage in the context of social
semiotic underpins a very fundamental use of language—that is, how people construe
reality (or human experience) through the use of language. What Halliday says about
antilanguage and counter realities can be applied to the language of conditional
statements. Halliday writes, "[A]ntilanguage arises when the alternative reality is a
counter-reality, set up in opposition to some established norm...An antilanguage is the
means of realization of a subjective reality; not merely expressing it, but actively
creating and maintaining it."*>’ As a persuasive device, conditionals construe an
alternate reality, and make available an "effective plausibility structure"*® for the
audience to suspend judgment, to reason through alternate situations, and to imagine

possible correlations between them and what they imply.

Summary and Conclusion

In the first section of this chapter, Subjunctive conditionals that are used to invite
people to put their trust in Jesus and to grow in their commitment are studied. Such
conditionals take the form of the third person indefinite pronoun T1¢ anyone +

Subjunctive protasis, and Future or Imperative apodosis. They are found in discipleship

3% The function of the language of thieves and drug addicts "is to keep the content of their conversations
secret—outsiders should not understand what is being said...It is easy to learn the slang words (anti-
language), but it is hard to keep up to date and use and combine words correctly. In this way it is easy for
the group members to tell who is a true member of the group." Anderson and Trudgill, Bad Language, 79.
337 Yalliday, Social Semiotic, 171, 172.

338 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 170. The term "effect plausible structure” is borrowed from Berger and
Luckman, Social Construction of Reality, 142.
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contexts such as Jesus as Light (11:9, 10), the Bread (6:51 if anyone eats of this bread),
the living water (7:37 If anyone is thirsty), and as the door for the sheep (10:9 if anyone
enters through me). At the same time, the disciples’ conditional (v. 12) reveals their lack
of understanding. However, Hans Forster’s “untypical” misunderstanding based on the
argument that death is irreversible is questionable. Even if his claim were valid, Martha
and Mary’s conditionals should be included in the same kind of misunderstanding.

Moreover, Richard Young’s description of Martha’s “Rebuke” and Mary’s
“Lament” is questionable. It relies a great deal on the speaker’s intention (indirect
speech act) and lacks a formal and systematic approach to describing conditionals. At
the same time, Jesus’ conditionals (vv. 25-26, 40) utilize grammatical features such as
Subjunctive conditionals and conditional questions to prompt the audience to reflect and
form a right opinion of him, who is the resurrection and the life (v. 25).

In the second section of the chapter, ideational and interpersonal functions of
Johannine conditionals are also examined. First, the use of the Greek verbal mood
(Subjunctive, Indicative) by the speaker to construe reality (unreal, hypothetical, and
real) enables the speaker to frame their argument. An alternate worldview provides an
opportunity for the audience, immediate and outside, to (re)consider their beliefs and
behavior, and to accept Jesus’ Christological claim.

Moreover, negative clauses and the use of questions and conditional questions by
both Jesus and other Johannine characters encourage the reader to engage in “inner
languaging.” Negative clauses are used heavily in polemic discourses. Compared with
similar discourses in Matthew, the author of John also records a higher occurrence of

negative clauses in expository discourses. In addition to questions and conditionals,
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these features are employed to arouse the curiosity of the audience and prompt them to
avoid the errors made by the Jews and to follow the examples of those who believe
Jesus’ word (cf. the Samaritan woman and the royal official, 4:10, 48). Based on the
above observations and the evidence of conditionals concerning the authorities and
Jesus and his followers, the claim of Johannine antilanguage cannot be sustained.

The next chapter will provide the summary and conclusion of this study. The
description and the meaning of conditionals will integrate all the features of the
functional approach that have been proposed and adopted in this study. The conclusion
will also include how Jesus uses conditional to persuade his audience and how the
author of John also records these conditionals as rhetorical devices to achieve his

purpose of writing.
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CHAPTER SIX
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Introduction

The purpose of this study is to propose a functional approach, based on Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL), to describe and classify New Testament conditional
statements. Current classification schemes are too narrow in their scopes of description.
A number of them do not have a strong linguistic theory behind their investigations. NT
Greek textbooks also customarily investigate conditionals as stand-alone statements,
without considering other relevant grammatical features or the function of conditionals
in the wider context.

SFL has been chosen as the theoretical framework in this study for several
reasons. First, it is a theory that emphasizes language as a meaning-making resource. To
impart meaning is to choose grammatical features from system networks. While
traditional understanding of language tends to be syntactic (“chain’), SFL values the
paradigmatic aspect (“choice’) of language. Secondly, SFL offers a stratal and
functional approach that is much broader and deeper in its understanding of how
language works. The basic interpretative framework is based on the functions of
language, namely, ideational (including experiential and logical functions),
interpersonal, and textual, and how they are expressed in the ranks of the clause and
clause complex in the content stratum.

Since John contains the highest number of conditionals among the four Gospels,
it has been chosen for this study in part to understand how the conditionals contribute to

its purpose of writing. Given that the purpose of John is to persuade his audience to
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receive Jesus as the Christ (20:31), it is believed that a functional approach to the
Johannine conditionals will enable not only a better understanding of conditionals, but
also of how the author of John uses conditionals to persuade his reader

Analysis has been carried out chronologically, according to the unfolding gospel
narrative. Selected dialogues have been chosen and the conditionals within them have
been analyzed accordingly The conversation participants include the Jews in Jerusalem
(John 5, 10), the Samaritan woman and the royal official (John 4), the Galilean Jews
(John 6), and followers of Jesus (John 11). Conditionals in these dialogues have been
approached primarily on the basis of their function within the discourse or text, as
grammatical constructions and rhetorical devices.

The chapter consists of three main sections. The first section summarizes the
results the study according to the three major functions of conditionals. The second
section contains the conclusion. The third and last section lists the implications of the

study, including areas for future research.

6.1 Summary of Results
The following chart on the next page summarizes the major contents of the three

analytical chapters of this study

. Chapter3 v . fer , ~ Chapter5 .
§3 1 Nicodemus (3 1 15) §4.1 The Galilean Jews §5.1 The disciples, Martha,
(6:41-59) and Mary (11 1-44)

§3.2 The Samaritan woman
and the royal official (4:7-12,  §4.2 The disciples (6:60-65)  §5.2Grammar of conditionals
45-64)
§4.3 The Jerusalem Jews
§3.3 The Jerusalem Jews (10:22-39)
(5 19-47)
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The major portion of the analysis is devoted to the selected discourses and their
conditionals from John 3 to John 11 (sect. 3.1 to sect. 5.1). The type of dialogue
participants and discourses may be broadly divided into two groups. The first group of
participants are those who are either curious about Jesus, such as Nicodemus (sect. 3.1)
and the disciples who eventually left Jesus (sect. 4.1). It also includes those who believe
and follow Jesus, such as the Samaritan woman and the royal official (sect. 3.2), the
disciples, Martha, and Mary (sect. 5.1). Jesus’ discourses with these people are generally
classified as expository or didactic in nature. Generally, their purpose is to encourage
these people to grow deeper in faith. The second group of participants is the Jerusalem
Jews: the opponents of Jesus. Jesus’ discourses or debates with them are in sect. 3.3 and
sect. 4.3. These discourses represent the first and the last of Jesus’ public debates with
them. Unlike those with the followers of Jesus, these discourses are highly
argumentative and polemical.

Section 5.2 analyzes Johannine conditionals in general, including those that are
not part of the discourses in sect. 3.1 to sect. 5.1. Special attention is given to their
Ideational and Interpersonal functions, and how systemic networks and grammatical
features shape the meaning of these conditionals as well as the text of the Gospel. These
and other highly mobilized grammatical resources in conditional statements in John are
used to refute the claim by some scholars that the author of John uses antilanguage.

In the following matrix, the rows represent the Clause, Clause Complex, and
Text. The columns represent SFL’s three metafunctions of language: Ideational

(including Experiential and Logical),” Interpersonal, and Textual. Major discussions of

3% The grouping of semantic components differs according to the perspective from which one looks at
them. From the point of view of the organization within the semantic system itself (i.e. “from the same
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these major linguistics features in the Johannine discourses analyzed are shown in the
relevant cells of this text and rank-function matrix. For example, LOGICO-SEMANTIC
RELATIONS (“above the clause” rank, Ideational function) is located in sect. 3.2,
TENSE/ASPECT (“the clause” rank, Ideational function) is located n sect. 5 1,°*° and the
grammatical feature “collocation with questions” (text, Interpersonal function) is found

in sect. 4.1

Tdeational

eriential, Logica

Text Collocation with questions Introductory & concluding

(§4.1) cond. (§3.2); consecutive,
identical and clustered
cond. (§§3.3,4.1,4.2,

5.1); lexical tie (§5.1)

Clause = LOGICO-SEMANTIC clause configuration
complex RELATION (§§3.2, 3.3) (83.1); Grammatical
intricacy (§4.3)

Clause  MOOD, ASPECT (§5.1); MOOD, PERSON (§4.1);  THEME (§3.2)
PERSON (§3 1) ASPECT (§4.3);
POLARITY (§3.2)

In the remainder of this section, choices in systemic networks and grammatical
features in conditionals will be summarized based on function. Description and
significance of each relevant network and feature will be made from the ranks of the
clause and clause complex, as well as under the semantic concept of text. The variety

and complexity of these choices reflect the situations and arguments in which these

level”), the Experiential and the Logical go together under the Ideational function because there is greater
systemic interdependence between these two than between other pairings. From the vantage point of the
functions of the linguistic system in relation to some higher-level semiotic that is realized through the
linguistic semiotic (i.e. “from above”), the Logical function may be seen as belonging to a different
function, e.g. the Textual function. See Halliday, “Text as Semantic Choice,” 26-27

3% The Greek verbal Mood system (represented in this study as MOOD) applies to all the ranking clauses,
protasis and apodosis alike. Moreover, it is realized ideationally in the protasis in framing the conditional
clause (protasis) as well as interpersonally in the apodosis in enacting social relations, for example,
through commands and questions. .
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conditionals are spoken. They also reflect how the author of John mobilizes the meaning
resources of language to express and create meaning for his persuasive purpose.

6.1.1 Ideational function

Speakers construe three kinds of realities in their speech acts, namely, the
factual, the counterfactual, and the hypothetical, by choosing the Greek verbal Mood,
combined with the choice of Tense. These construals of experiences are from the
perspective of the speaker. They do not always correspond to the objective reality.*®' To
reflect the Ideational function of language, this study chooses to replace the terminology
of First class, Second class, Third class, and Fourth class with two basic classifications:
Indicative and Subjunctive conditionals. In doing so, the description of conditionals is
connected explicitly to their grammatical forms and functions.

The Indicative mood is used to construe factual and counterfactual reality by the
speaker. While the speaker can choose any tense form with the protasis of the Indicative
type 1 conditional, he or she is limited to the Imperfect, Aorist, and Pluperfect tenses for

the Indicative type 2.3

The choice between factual and counterfactual realities depends
on factors such as the nature of the dialogue, the subject matter that is being discussed,

and the relationship between the speaker and the audience. In the consecutive Indicative

conditionals in 5:46, 47, Jesus first poses an Indicative type 2 conditional, 5:46 For if

381 For example, the following Indicative type 2 conditionals are construed as counterfactual: John 18:30

if he (Jesus) were not a criminal and Luke 7:39 if he (Jesus) were a prophet. However, contrary to the way
Jesus’ opponents frame them, Jesus is nof a criminal and he is a prophet. Similarly, in the Indicative type

1 conditional Jesus only poses the situation as “real” for the sake of argument in Matt 12:27 if I by
Beelzebub cast out (Exparho Pres. Act. Ind.) demon,. In the immediately subsequent Indicative type 1
conditional he states what is actually true, Matt 12:27 But if I cast out (EKPGAL® Pres. Act. Ind.) demons
by the Spirit of God.

In Greek, temporal values (past, present, future) are not established by use of the verbal aspects or
tense forms alone. See Porter, Idioms, 25-26. McKay also writes, “It should be noted that some common
time indicators sometimes occur in situations where they are markers of only part of the temporal setting,
or where they are markers of some other factor, such as reality, rather than time.” McKay, New Syntax,
39-40.
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(€l) you believed (¢miotevete Impf. Act. Ind.) Moses, you would (6v) believe
(émiotevete Impf. Act. Ind.) me. Jesus argues that the Jews do not believe Moses
(protasis), and as a result, they also do not believe Jesus (apodosis). Then, Jesus
explicitly states in the subsequent Indicative type 1 conditional, 5:47 For if you do not
believe his writings (a state of affairs that is true), how will you believe my words? The
argument is presented in two ways. With the Indicative type 2 conditional, the case is
stated positively (if the Jews believed Moses, but they did not). It is then stated
negatively with the Indicative type 1 conditional that they in fact do not believe in
Moses. It must be emphasized that the construal of the experience is purely based on
how the speaker chooses to frame it. It is not uncommon for speakers in the NT to use
such (Indicative) reality construal that does not correspond to the objective reality to
either express their own opinion (John 18:30; Luke 7:39) or to put forward their
arguments (Matt 12:27).

On the other hand, the Subjunctive mood construes a “virtual reality” or an
alternate, plausible world. As a hypothetical statement, the supposition in the protasis
may or may not take place, either at the moment of speaking or at all. It is an effective
rhetorical device to prompt the audience to probe deeper into the meaning and validity
of what is being asserted. Generally speaking, Jesus uses this type of supposition with
those who are receptive to him. He teaches Nicodemus that new life is possible and
necessary in order to enter God's Kingdom (3:3, 5). Similarly, twice he uses the
Subjunctive conditional to state that he is the Bread of life (6:51) and urges people to eat

of his flesh and drink his blood (6:53). The author of John often uses these Subjunctive
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conditionals to motivate the reader to look beyond just the surface (cf. 7:24) and to think
deeper to place their trust in Jesus.

Furthermore, the tense forms used in the purpose clauses of 10:38 between the
perfective verbal aspect of yv@te (Aor. Act. Subj. you may come to know) and the
imperfective verbal aspect of yivddokmnte (Pres. Act. Subj. you may keep on knowing)
differentiates between the act of knowing and the continuing progress of understanding.
Such a distinction supports the argument that the Gospel was written to address an
audience including both non-believers and believers.

The negated Subjunctive (Ecv U1 if...nof) reduces all other choices and
possibilities to a single option. For example, new birth takes place only when the birth is
through water and Spirit, 3:3, 5 if (E0v un) one is not born again...born of water and
the Spirit. Jesus uses the same type of conditional to strengthen his argument that he can
only perform signs on the Sabbath when he sees the Father is at work (5:19; see also
8:24; 19:11). On the other hand, kv and if or even if, is used emphatically to include
the option or situation that seems contradictory to the realization of the apodosis, as 1s
illustrated in the following example to underscore the reality of Jesus being the

resurrection and life.

11:2
gy® ey M dvdotaotg kol 1 (ol 6 miotevev g Eue k&v drobdvn {foetal,

1 am the resurrection and the life, the one who believes in me shall live even if he/she
dies.

In summary, speakers use the verbal Mood in the protasis to construe a spectrum
of reality, from counterfactual to hypothetical to factual:
Counterfactual (-REAL) ---------- Hypothetical (+REAL) ---------- Factual (+REAL)

(Indicative mood, (Subjunctive mood) (Indicative mood,
type 2) type 1)
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The renaming of the conditionals according to the verbal Mood (Indicative, Subjunctive)
provides more accurate grammatical description. As a result of adopting SFL’s
ideational function of language of construing human experience, the description of
conditionality as factual (+REAL), hypothetical (+REAL), and counterfactual (-REAL)
makes the meaning of conditionals more explicit and understandable.

As clause complexes, conditionals also have two main types of logical meanings.
In SFL, they are expressed as logico-semantic relations. Most NT grammarians simply
adopt the classification scheme such as, Cause and Effect, Ground and Inference, and
Equivalence, by Nutting and Kruger.*®® Such a classification scheme shows a mixture of
logical (e.g., Cause and Effect) and grammatical (e.g., Equivalence) categories that are
difficult to identify and at times confusing. Research in this area in New Testament
Greek is also lacking.

The difficulty in classifying the logico-semantic relation in clause complexes
such as the NT Greek conditionals lies in the fact that “logical” structures or relations in
the semantic system are independent of any particular class or classes of phenomena.
Moreover, linguists have yet to reach agreement whether languages differ as to what
relations they are going to treat as logical.>* Reality is construed in a more conceptual
and complex manner with clause complexes. In this study, two types of L-S R are
proposed: Causal and Correlative. These are core categories interpreted in their own

terms as part of the semantics of the Greek language.’®® There is no intention to fit them

363 For example, Porter, Verbal Aspect, 319-20; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 682-84; see also Boyer, “First
Class Conditions,” 81-82.

364 Halliday, “Modes of Meaning,” CW 1:212. Halliday and Matthiessen classify logico-semantic relation
(of the English language) into two main categories: Projection and Expansion. See /F'G, 373-83.

385 In the English language, SFL’s logico-semantic relations are generalized glosses to suggest the core
meaning of the category. Cf. Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 392.
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exactly into formal logical categories, although there is some relationship between the

two. The logico-semantic relations of Greek conditionals are shown in the following

diagram.
Causal realized by Indicative mood)
L-SR
i
Correlative realized by Subjunctive mood)

The causal relation expresses a cause and effect, and an evidence and inference
relationship between the protasis and the apodosis. It is realized by the €1 + Indicative
mood construction (with the exception of the Future tense form). The relation may be
characterized as a rational argument as follows. if the protasis is true, the apodosis is

true also. For example,

3 12 (causal relation)
€1 TO ETIYEIOL ELTOV VULV KOl 0V TIGTEVETE,
TOG ALV EIM® VULV TOL ETOVPAVI TICTEVCETE;

If I told you earthly things and you do not believe,
how will you believe if I speak of heavenly things?366

Jesus argues that because Nicodemus does not understand even earthly matters,
Nicodemus will be unable to understand spiritual matters that he needs to know The
author of John often records this kind of Indicative mood and rational or causal
argument in Jesus’ debates with his opponents, the Jews (5:46, 46, 7:23, and 10:35-38).
The same causal relation works effectively in Jesus’ defense before the high priest in the
following conditionals. It makes the action of the high priest indefensible.

18:23 (causal relation)

£l KOK®G ELGANOX, LOPTUPTIGOV TEPL TOTD KAUKOD!

g1 8¢ xod@dg, Ti pe dépels;

If [ have spoken wrongly, bear witness of the wrong;
but if rightly, why do you strike me?

3% The clause if (V) I speak of heavenly things forms the second protasis within the apodosis.
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On the other hand, the Correlative expresses a conjunctive or contingent
relation.®®’ Tt is expressed through the construction of é&v if (including v un
if...not, KOV, even if) + Subjunctive protasis. There may be a logical relation between
the protasis and the apodosis. However, such a relation, even if present, is not presented
as the dominant relation. For example, in his Subjunctive conditional to the royal
official and the Galilean Jews, Jesus makes a correlative connection between people's
faith and his signs and wonders.

4:48

EQV PN OMUEIN KO TEPAITOL TONTE,
0¥ U mioTeEvoNTE.

If you people do not see signs and wonders,
you will never believe.

Jesus could have chosen the €1 + Indicative conditional to frame his argument. It would
then mean that there is a necessary and direct link between faith and signs. But by
framing the statement as a Subjunctive conditional with the correlative L-SR, Jesus
makes the assertion in a milder form than it would be as an Indicative conditional. What
Jesus expresses here is primarily a correlation between the two: only when they see
signs and wénders will they believe. The same also holds true for Jesus’ two

368

Subjunctive conditionals.

6:51  if (E0wv) anyone eats of this bread, they will live forever

6:53  if (0 un) you do not eat the flesh of the Son of Man...you have no life in
yourselves

The correlative relation primarily expresses a relationship of co-occurrence of the

apodosis with the protasis. Jesus typically uses this kind of correlative relation, in

387 The notion of correlation is illustrated in the following sentence: If the majority say well we go then

we 're prepared to go with it. Halliday and Matthiessen, /FG, 386.
The conditionality of the Exceptive (urless) and Concessive (even if) Subjunctive is discussed in the
next section, 6.1.2 “Mood and Tense” (Reality construal).
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Subjunctive conditionals, with audiences who are more receptive to him, often in the
context of helping them to deepen their faith. This is illustrated in the final conditional
of his public ministry:

12:47
If (¢6v) anyone hears my sayings and does not keep them, I do not judge that person;
Jfor I did not come to judge the world, but to save the world.

Although the logical consequence of being judged is possible, the correlative relation
and the Subjunctive mood express a more moderate tone. By not accusing the people for
disobeying his words, which would be expressed by the Indicative mood, Jesus gives
them another opportunity to put their faith in him.

One benefit of the proposed classification scheme is that it is based on semantic
relations and not a mixture of unconnected categories (logical and grammatical).
Another benefit is that it relates them to the conditional’s rhetorical impact. Jesus often
uses the causal relation (Indicative conditional) in formal debates and in argumentative
discourses with his opponents. But in didactic and expository discourses with his
followers, he typically uses the correlative relation (Subjunctive conditional). An
audience is more likely to listen and to be open to change when the correlative relation
and hypothetical supposition is used.

6.1.2 Interpersonal Function

Four important system networks and grammatical features form a significant
portion of the interpersonal function of conditionals. They are: the networks of PERSON
and PERSON, the features of ellipsis (protasis-only conditional), and collocation of conditionals
with questions. On the clause level, the PERSON systemic network can be represented as

follows.
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= First, second person (/, you)
PERSON gw

Third person (e, she, anyone)
It makes a distinction between the first and second person speech roles / (speaker) and
you (hearer), and other roles such as the third person generalized t1g one/anyone.*® The
first and second person speech roles are direct and explicit, while the indefinite third
person role puts greater personal distance between the speaker and the hearer, and in
many cases, is more polite and less confrontational.

Generally, Jesus uses Indicative conditionals with the speech role (/, you) the
debates with the Jews, for example,

5:46, 47

For if you believed Moses, you would believe me

But if you do not believe his writings, how would you believe my words

8.19, 39, 46

If you knew me, you would knew my Father also

If you are Abraham children, (you) do the deeds of Abraham
If I speak truth. why do you not believe me?

10:36, 37, 38
If he called them gods...why do you say, “You are blaspheming”

If I do not do the works of my Father (you) do not believe me
but if I do them...(you) believe the works

Jesus also uses the speech roles 1n Subjunctive conditionals with the Jews, but less in
frequency than the Indicative conditionals and in a less confrontational manner *"°
On the other hand, Jesus uses the non-speech role, generalized third person T1g

one/anyone Subjunctive conditional with people, including his followers, who are more

open to his words. They include the Galilean Jews, the crowd at the feast of

i Halliday & Matthiessen, /F'G, 325. In Greek, the personal ending of the finite verb indicates the

Person. It is also sometimes indicated emphatically by personal pronouns £y®, 6V, 00T0g, Ot 1, you,
he, she.

370 For example, in the central debate section of John 7-8: 8:14 Even if (k&v) I bear witness of myself;
8:16 Even if (ko1 €0v) I do judge; 8:24 for if (v un) you do not believe that I am He.
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Tabernacles, and the disciples. Through these conditionals, he promises them salvation
and new life in him.”"!

6:51 (the Galilean Jews)
if anyone (T\Q) eats of this bread, he/she shall live forever

7:37 (the crowd)
If anyone (T1Q) is thirsty, come to me and drink.

119, 10 (the disciples)
if anyone (T\q) walks in the day  But if anyone (T\c) walks in the night

In Jesus’ dialogues and debates with the Jewish and Roman authorities, Jesus
uses the first and second person /, you speech roles with the Indicative protasis 13 times,

but only 7 times with the Subjunctive protasis, as the following chart shows.

. John 10, 18
I, you + Indicative 10:35-36
10:37
10:38
18:23a
18:23b
18:36
1, you + Subjunctive v 31 8.14 --
8:16
8:24
8:31
8.54
8.55

The above phenomenon lends support to the premise that the first and second
person you, I Indicative conditionals are primarily used for legal defenses and formal
arguments, whereas the third indefinite person anyone Subjunctive conditionals are

more persuasive in teaching and expository discourses.’’*

3 See also 7:17 If anyone (11G)...he/she shall know; 8:51 if anyone (T1\C). he/she shall never see death,

and to his disciples in 12:26a, 26b; to the crowd in 12:47; and the disciples again in 14:23.

372 The letter to the Galatians consists of 17 Indicative conditionals and only five Subjunctive

conditionals. It is almost exactly the opposite in 1 John, which has only four Indicative but 18 Subjunctive
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In conjunction with the network of PERSON, the author also uses the network of
POLARITY for rhetorical purposes. Morphologically, the negative Polarity is marked
with the particle 00 or U1 not, including the emphatic double negative 00 un never
(e.g. 4:48, *20:24 by Thomas).

w» Unmarked
POLARITY

Marked (00, 1)

But the grammatical feature of “negative” interacts with other systems and
features in many complex ways. The negative feature may appear with negative clauses,
sometimes expressed in Indicative type 2 conditionals (4.10; 8:42, 9:41) and in
rhetorical questions, as the following question conditional by Nicodemus illustrates.

*7.51 (Nicodemus)
p1 0 VOUOG MUAV KPIVEL TOV GvOpwTOV
£0v pn Gkovomn TPATOV Top oVTOD KOl YV@ T1 TOLEL;

Does our Law judge a person
if it does not first hears from him and knows what he is doing?

Nicodemus is stating that the Jews are in danger of judging Jesus without proper
evidence. He raises a rhetorical question conditional with the Greek negative particle pun
not that expects a negative answer In this case, the negative polarity and the exceptive
Subjunctive are used together to frame the question conditional that exposes the Jews’
evil intention.

The negative Polarity is also used with the Imperative mood for emphatic
purposes, as shown in Jesus’ conditional with a negative protasis and negative

Imperative apodosis.

conditionals. The difference can be explained by the fact that Galatians is more confrontational in style,
whereas 1 John is more pastoral or expository
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10:37
€l 00 TOLD TQ €pYal TOD TATPOG KOV, pi) TioTevete (Pres. Act. Imp.) pov

If I do not do the works, do not believe me.
The complex interaction between negative Polarity and the system network of Mood
therefore includes both the Indicative mood (statement and question) as well as the non-
Indicative (the Imperative) mood in order to achieve various rhetorical purposes.
Furthermore, Jesus’ protasis-only conditional in 6:62 is used to heighten
suspense and to challenge the hearer to “fill in the blank.”
6:62 A
é(‘xY 0VV Bewpfite TOV VIOV 10D AVOpOTOL AvoPaivovia 6TOV NV T0
TPOTEPOV;
If then you see the Son of Man ascending to where he was before?
The omission of the apodosis leaves the audience wondering about Jesus’ intention. A
heightened sense of suspense is thus created and the audience is required to think deeper
about what is at stake and their right response. Elsewhere Jesus uses protasis-only
373

conditionals to indicate his disappointment.

Luke 13:9
And/even if (xQV) it bears fruit next year [no apodosis], but if (€1) not, cut it down.

Luke 19:42
If (1) you had known in this day, even you, the things which make for peace [no
apodosis]

Another grammatical feature as part of the interpersonal function of conditionals
is the collocation of Jesus’ conditionals with questions. It appears that the author of John
does so in order to challenge the audience to the deeper meaning and implications of
Jesus’ words. The questions show that the audience struggles to understand Jesus’

teaching, revealing how Jesus’ conditionals offer them a new perspective of thinking,

373 See also Acts 23:9 We find nothing wrong with this man (Paul), what if (1) a spirit or an angel has
spoken to him? This protasis-only question conditional appears in a highly emotional argument between
the scribes and the Pharisees during Paul’s trial in Jerusalem.
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374

knowing, and behaving.”™ Such a grammatical pattern is sometimes interpreted under

99375

the category of “complex dialogues™ '’ and as “Johannine misunderstanding.” These

dialogues reflect Jesus’ divine origin. Unlike his audience, Jesus sees reality from a
point of view that is transcendent or “from above.” Some of these dialogues include the
following:

John 3 (N: Nicodemus; J: Jesus)

v. 4 (N) How can a person be born again...?

v.5 () if (v uM) a person is not born of water ...

v.9  (N) How can these things be?

v. 12 () If (&) I told you earthly things and you do not believe

John 6 (G: Galilean Jews)

v. 42 (G) Is not this Jesus, the son of Joseph...? How does he now say...?
v.44 (D) ...unless (€&v un) the Father...draws him or her

v. 52  (G) How can this man give us his flesh to eat?

v. 53 (J)...unless (E0v un) you eat the flesh of the Son of Man

John 18 (P: Pilate)

v.33  (P) Are you the king of the Jews?

v.34  (J) Are you saying this on your own initiative...?

v.35 (P)Iam not aJew, am I? ...What have you done?

v.36  ()) My kingdom is not of this world. If (€1) my kingdom were of this world...
v.37 (P) So you are a king?

In spite of the fact that Nicodemus is a highly respected teacher, his failure to
understand, as reflected by his questions, is apparent. He simply does not grasp Jesus’
description of the fundamental truth of new birth. The process of his understanding is
slow, but eventually, albeit secretly, he becomes a disciple of Jesus (19:38-39). The
questions of the Galilean Jews also demonstrate that they see Jesus from a human point

of view and that they lack the capacity to understand spiritual matters. The disciples,

374 For interpersonal roles that are defined by the linguistic system and discourse roles such as questioner,
informer, responder, doubter, contradictor, see Halliday, "Context of Culture," CW 2:56. Hasan also
writes, "Tenor of discourse refers to the nature of social relationship amongst those involved in the
action—not which specific individual, but how the individuals are socially position vis a vis each other.”
Hasan, “The Place of Context," 172,

375 A complex dialogue results when the second speaker does not want to accept the dialogue on the
terms suggested by the first speaker. On the contrary, the second speaker wants to evade or moderate the
force of the previous speaker's utterance; he wants in some way to blunt its point." Longacre, Grammar of
Discourse, 129-30. Martin calls such exchange dynamics as “challenging.” Martin, English Text, 71-76.
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too, do not grasp the meaning of Jesus’ 6KANpOg difficult teaching of the bread of life
(6:60). The exchange between Pilate and Jesus also shows how insecure Pilate was
during the trial of Jesus. These and other similar dialogues represent disputants locked in
combat.’” Jesus’ conditional-statement answers often imply that the person who asks
the question has a wrong assumption or perspective. As part of the Johannine rhetorical
strategy, Jesus’ transcendent “non-answers” characterize him as truly the unique Son of
God who comes from above (1:14; 8:23).

In a number of cases, Jesus also uses conditional questions to challenge his
opponents.

7:23

If...that the Law of Moses may not be broken, are you angry with me because I made an

entire person well on Sabbath?
As a rhetorical question, it calls attention to important information that is already present
(i.e. “breaking” of the Sabbath) rather than attempting to clicit new information.’”’ As
Halliday remarks, in the field of education, the one who often takes the lead in asking
questions is not the student, but the teacher.’’® By using conditional questions, many of
which are rhetorical questions, Jesus forces his opponents to step back and examine
carefully the underlying cause of their rejection and hostility towards him.

6.1.3 Textual Function

The author of John mobilizes a number of grammatical features to express and

create the textual meaning of conditionals. These features are: (i) marked Theme, (ii)

clause configuration, (iit) grammatical intricacy, (iv) emphatic statement, (v) lexical tie,

316 Nuttall, Overheard by God, 131.
377 Beekman and Callow, Translating the Word of God, 238.

378 Halliday, "Text as Semantic Choice," CW 2:56-57; see also Sinclair et al., The English Used by
Teachers and Pupils.
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(vi) conditionals as introductory and concluding statements, and (vii) the frequency, and
local and global distribution of conditionals in the text of the Gospel of John.

First, on the level of the clause, marked Themes underscore thematic elements in
both the protasis and apodosis.’” For example, in the Nicodemus dialogue, two
elements of the clauses are placed in thematic position:

3:10, 12

Kol TODTO 00 YIVOOKELS;
and you do not understand these things?

el 10 Emiyew eimov Vuiv Kol o TioTeveTe
if I told you earthly things and you do not believe

These things and earthly things not only are synonymous, but are also marked Themes
in their respective clauses. They show that Nicodemus does not have the capacity to
understand the basic teaching of Jesus. His capacity for understanding spiritual matters
is seriously called into question.

With the conditional in 4:48, the marked Theme of the protasis is the word group
signs and wonders.

4:48

£0v un onueto ko Tépoto IdNTE
if you people do not see signs and wonders

The Theme reflects the excessive attention people pay to Jesus’ signs and wonders, at
the expense of attempting to understand who he is and where he is from. They come to
him because of his spectacular signs and not because they believe that he is the Christ
(ct. 2:32; 3:2). But as the narrative unfolds, the faith of this royal official becomes a role

model for the reader of John. He puts his faith in Jesus' words without first experiencing

37 " the Theme-Rheme structure, it is the Theme that is the prominent element...[B]y analyzing the
thematic structure of a text clause by clause, we can gain an insight into its texture and understand how
the writer made clear to us the nature of his underlying concerns." Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 105.
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his miraculous sign. This kind of faith is commended in John’s Gospel (20:29 blessed
are they who did not see, and yet believed).

Multiple marked Themes in clustered conditionals also reflect a complex
reasoning process that is crucial to the dialogue and the overall purpose of John’s
Gospel. They are used for emphasis in various ways. For example, in John 10:34-36,
Jesus first establishes that the term “gods” is used by the Scripture to describe people (v.
34). He continues to highlight multiple marked Themes (underlined) that support his
argument: that people have been called gods in the Scripture (v. 35a), the Scripture
cannot be broken (v. 35b), and in the final clause of v. 36, his Son of God claim.

10:34

... &Y® eiwor Oeoi Eote;
... said, you are gods?

10:35a .
€1 EKEIVOVG EIEY BE0VG
If he called them gods

10:35b
Kol 00 d¥vaton Mbfivor 1 ypopn,
and the Scripture cannot be broken

10:36
0tL LoV V1o 100 80D el
because I said, “I am the Son of God”?

The “chain” of marked Themes thus underscores the key elements that Jesus uses to
establish the validity of his claim. As a result, his opponents have no reasonable grounds
to reject his Christological claim.

Second, the apodosis-fronted clause configuration expresses a deliberate point of
departure in the thematization or the information flow of the conditional. As clause
complexes, conditionals are normally configured as protasis (P)  apodosis (Q). The

protasis is the thematic clause or the point of departure of the statement, followed by the
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apodosis as the rhematic clause. However, such a configuration is sometimes reversed
for special emphasis. In John, the majority of the apodosis-fronted conditionals are
found among Subjunctive conditionals. The change sharpens the role of the apodosis, its
participant, and the subject matter in the overall argument. For example, John’s act of

baptizing is what draws the Jews’ attention in the first place:

*1:25 (the Jews) .
i 0vv Bamtilelg €1 6V 0K €1 0 (PLoTOG

why are you baptizing, if (€1) you are not the Christ

Likewise, in his first conditional in the Sabbath healing debate with the Jews, Jesus'

point of departure is his act of healing on the Sabbath.

5:19
00 dVvatan 6 VIOG TOELY QY EaVTOoD 0VSEV EOV Pn TL PAERT TOV TaTEPOL
TOLoVVTO

the Son can do nothing of himself, if he does not see what the Father is doing

He responds to what he has done (the apodosis) by explaining that he is the Son and that

380

he sees the Father at work (protasis).” Likewise, in Nicodemus's Subjunctive

conditional to his fellow Pharisees, he first establishes the proper application of the law

(apodosis), then uses it to warn his fellow Jews of their possible violation of it

(protasis).”®

*7:51 (Nicodemus)
un 6 vouog NUGV Kpivel 1OV GvOpOTOV EXAV PR AKOVGY TPATOV TP ODTOD
KOl YV@ Ti TOLET;

380 Other Q » P Subjunctive conditionals include: 3:2 no one can do these things, if God is not with
him/her; 6:44 No one can come to me, if the Father does not draw them; 6:65 no one can come to me, if it
has not been granted by the Father; 15:4a the branch cannot bear fruit of itself, if it does not abide in the
vine; 15:4b neither can you, if you do not abide in me; 13:35 By this all people will know that you are my
disciples, if you have love for one another; and 15:14 You are my friends, if you do what I command you.
31 See also 19:11. The authority over Jesus is first and foremost under God’s sovereign control
(apodosis), it is only given to Pilate by God (protasis). 00k eiyec £€ovoiav kot £pod ovdepiov
ni fv Sedopévov oot &vmBey You would have no authority over me, unless it had been give you from
above.
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Does our Law judge a person, if it does not first hears from him or her...?

Third, grammatically intricate conditionals express complex arguments and
highly contested issues critical to the argument of the discourse and to the overall
argument of the Gospel.*** Some of these grammatically intricate statements include
inserted or enclosed protases used for emphasis. In their two occurrences (3:12; 11:25),
Jesus primarily addresses his audience’s lack of spiritual understanding and their need to
deepen their faith.

In the first half of the Gospel, the most grammatically intricate conditionals by
Jesus appear in his final debate with the Jews in 10:22-42. Jesus first poses a rhetorical
question, v. 34 Has it not been written in your Law, “I said, you are gods?” then makes
three consecutive conditionals in vv. 35-38. The first conditional (vv. 35-36), also a
rhetorical question, consists of eight ranking clauses, four marked Themes (underlined),
and an emphatic personal pronoun Vpgic you.**® Similarly, the third and final

conditional (v. 38) consists of seven (7) ranking clauses.*®*

382 In the discussion here, grammatical intricacy is view in terms of clause structure. As it is also related
to rhetorical impact, it can also be viewed from the viewpoint of the interpersonal function.
%3 10:35-36

[111f (g1) he called them gods,

[2] to whom the word of God came—

(3] and the Scripture cannot be broken—

[4] do you (VUELS) say of him,

[5] whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world,

[6] ‘You are blaspheming’

[7] because I said,

[8Y T am the Son of God’?
10:38

[1] but if I do them,

(2] even if you do not believe me,

[3] believe the works

[4] that you may know

[5] and understand

[6] that the Father is in me

[7] and I am in the Father.

384
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Inv. 38, cls. 1 and 2 consist of double protases; cl. 3 is an imperative apodosis;
cls. 4 and 5 are made up of two purpose (1ve) clauses, and finally, cls. 6 and 7 are two
content (071) clauses that explain the preceding purpose clauses. In all, there are three
clauses with marked Themes (cls. 2, 3 and 6). According to the purpose clause, these
grammatically intricate conditionals seek to persuade the audience to come to know
(yv@te Aor. Act. Subj.) and keep on knowing (Yivooknte Pres. Act. Subj.) that Jesus
and the Father are indeed one, which is also the central purpose of John's Gospel ***
From a linguistic point of view, the more complex or intricate the clause grammar
becomes, the more it reflects how deeply a speaker is engaged in the dialogue.

As another feature of high grammatical intricacy, inserted or enclosed clauses’*®
are used to draw the hearer’s attention to the insertion by splitting up clauses. For
example, Nicodemus’s apparent lack of understanding (3:9 How can these things be?)
eventually leads to Jesus’ statement in v. 12:

3:12 .

] €1 t& Emiyelo eimov VUiV

!
[2] kol 00 miotevete,
(3, 4] TG «€&V Elr® VULV TG EXOVPAVIO» TICTEVCETE;

[1]1 If I told you earthly things
[2] and you do not believe,
[3, 4] how «if I speak of heavenly things» will you believe?
Splitting up cl. 3: nd¢...motevoets; how...will you believe highlights the fact that

Nicodemus does not understand matters of a heavenly or spiritual nature. As a result of

385 Other grammatically intricate conditionals by Jesus are found in the Farewell Discourse in 14:15-17 If
(84v) you love me with 11 ranking clauses, and 14:23 If (6&v) anyone loves me, with six ranking clauses,
including five apodoses. Likewise, although they do not contain any conditionals, the opening scene of the
last supper in 13:1-5 is equally grammatically intricate with nine ranking clause, including 13 embedded
clauses. And 1 Cor 13:1-3 consists of three conditionals with a total of 14 ranking clauses, including three
embedded clauses. It shows that these writers (John and Paul) crafted these statements with great care, as
they form the key components of the immediate contexts and arguments.

38 Halliday and Mattiessen, IFG, 10.
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Nicodemus's lack of understanding, Jesus can no longer go further into the subject
matter of new birth. The rhetorical question also brings Jesus' argument in this discourse
to a close. Similarly, in the following conditional (11:25), the inserted Subjunctive
protasis «kQv &mo0dvn» even if he/she dies underscores the reality of physical death
in the context of resurrection. But Jesus’ promise remains true, in spite of the reality of
death.

11:25
0 TIGTEV®V €1 EUE «K&V ATodavVY» (oeTar,

the one who believes in me «even if he/she dies» will live

Fourth, emphatic statements such as very truly I say fo you (3:3) and comments
like did I not say to you (11:40) are also used to highlight the significance of the
conditional that follows. The very truly statements preceding the conditionals in 3:3, 5
help to underscore the necessity of new life. Similarly, in the conditional in 6:53, the
same statement stresses the importance of eating of the flesh of Jesus and the drinking of
his blood in receiving eternal life.”®” These emphatic statements draw extra attention to
the conditional that follows by temporarily suspending the flow of the discourse. They
indicate the speaker’s intent and the writer’s stance toward the subsequent conditional.
Their presence is to mark some features of the conditionals that might otherwise have
been overlooked.

Fifth, lexical ties connect conditionals to other texts (co-texts). These ties point

to the development of argument in texts and highlight the significance of important

*%7 For other very truly I say to you conditionals, see also 8:51 if (§Gv) anyone keeps my word; 12:24
unless (E0v UM) a grain of wheat...dies; 16:23 if (6V) you shall ask the Father. Similarly, conditionals
prefaced by the Christological £y €ipt I am statement stress the Christological nature of the claim and
invites the audience to come to Jesus by faith: 6:51 I am the living bread...if (§4v) anyone eats, 10:9 I am
the door ... if (EGV) anyone enters, and 11:25 I am the resurrection and the life...even if (kGiv) he/she dies.
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theological concepts. For example, a series of lexical ties (“walk,” “day, night,” and
“light (of the world)”) are found in Jesus’ conditionals to the disciples in John 11.
11:9, 10

Are there not twelve hours in the day? If anyone walks in the day, they do not stumble,
because they see the light of this world.

But if anyone walks in the night, they stumble, because the light is not in them.

The term “walk” appears in the context of discipleship in John 6. After Jesus’ difficult
teaching, many of the disciples no longer “walk” with him (6:66). In John 9, Jesus also
talks to the disciples about “day, night” (9:4). It is still “day,” because he is the light of
the world (v. 5). With this set of lexical ties, the author develops these discipleship
motifs in John’s Gospel. While some no longer “walk” with Jesus, those who continue
to walk with him must also understand that having Jesus’ presence with them means
having “the Light of the world” in them. His followers are to follow him without fear
(cf. Thomas’s remark 11:16). Another lexical chain in the same passages (John 9 and
John 11) is the motif of Jesus is the “light (of the world).”

As the sixth grammatical feature, introductory conditionals in functionally-
significant text spans provide points of departure that frame semantic units. Similarly,
concluding conditionals at the end of texts also draw these semantic units to a close.
Selected introductory and summative conditionals are shown below. Even though some
of the conditionals do not appear at the beginning of the paragraph divisions, they

nevertheless represent the first or second statement of Jesus in the discourse/dialogue.
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fohn 5
vv 19-30 v 19 the Son can do nothing, if .not

vv 31-40 v 31 if I testify about myself

vv 41-47 v 46 For if you believed Moses
v 47 But if you do not believe

John 6

vv 41-51 v 44 No one can come...if .not v 51 if anyone eats this bread

vv 52-59 v 53 if you do not eat the flesh

vv 60-65 v 62 What then if you see v 65 no one can come to me, if .not

John 10
vv 31-39
v 35 If he called them gods
v 37 If I do not do the works
v 38 but if I do them

In the Sabbath healing debate (5 19-47), for example, v 19 and v 31 introduce
the major themes of their respective paragraphs, namely, Jesus as the Son (vv 19-30)
and those who testify to Jesus (vv 31-40). Beginning with his Christological sonship
(vv 19-30), Jesus supports his claim using other who support his claim. In the third and
final paragraph (vv 41-47), Jesus denies his audience’s claim to be followers of Moses,
and instead asserts that they do not possess the faith necessary to trust Jesus’ words. The
point is succinctly put forward by the consecutive conditionals in vv 46, 47

Similarly, in the bread of life discourse, the Subjunctive conditionals (6:44, 53)
introduce the twin themes of the work of the Father in salvation and the need for people
to partake of the bread of life (Jesus). And 6:65 also sums up the larger discourse unit of
6:41-65 In the final debate with the Jews, Jesus’ concluding consecutive conditionals

(10:35-36, 37, 38) also logically argue against the Jews’ refusal to acknowledge the
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works and words of Jesus as the basis of his Christological claim.**® These introductory
and concluding conditionals represent another textual function of Johannine conditionals
that are used to support John's overall argument of Jesus' Christological claim. While
some of these statements reflect and form the judgment against those who do not believe
(10:35-38), others emphasize the need for the audience and the reader to act upon Jesus’
teaching and to trust him for eternal life (6:51, 53).

The seventh and final textual function of conditionals is expressed through the
clustering and the distribution of conditionals in texts. One form of clustering is placing
conditionals consecutively. These paired conditionals build up argument and heighten
the urgency of the message. They are often used as comparisons and contrasts to
emphasize their key points. Among the 101 conditionals in John’s Gospel, 31 of them
belong to consecutive conditionals.’®® All 31 of them are double conditionals, with the
exception of Jesus’ final conditionals with the Jews in 10:35-36, 37, 38, where he uses
three consecutive conditionals. Such an unusually high concentration of conditionals
further indicates the climactic nature of these statements in expressing the inexcusable
nature of the Jews’ unbelief.

10:35  If he called them gods, to whom the word of God came
10:37 If I do not do the works of my Father
10:38  but if I do them

Jesus’ last consecutive conditionals in John’s Gospel appear in 20:23a, 23b, where he
emphasizes the authority that he is imparting to the disciples to forgive and hold people

accountable for their sins.

388 Other Johannine conditionals that serve as thematic or summative statements in the first half of John's
Gospel are found in 7:23 (7:14-24); 7:39 (7:37-39); 8:31 (8:31-38); 8:39, 46 (8:39-47); 9:41 (9:40-41);
and 12:26a, 26b (12:20-26).

389 They are: 3:12, 13; 5:46, 47; 8:54, 55; 10:35-36, 37, 38; 11:9-10; 12:24a, 24b; 12:26a, 26b; 14:2, 3;
14:14, 15; 15:4b, 4c; 15:6, 7; 15:18, 19; 15:20b, 20c; 18:23a, 23b; and 20:23a, 23b.
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20:23a Ifyou forgive the sins of any, their sins have been forgiven,
20:23b if you retain the sins of any, they have been retained.

Identical conditionals are also used for framing the textual boundaries of
discourses, highlighting the speaker’s viewpoint, and underscore a motif in a discourse.
For example, *1:25 and *10:24 records the motif of the Jews searching and seeking to
identify the Christ. As a grammatical construction, these conditionals represent their
initial search and marking their final rejection of Jesus.

*1:25 if you are not the Christ
*10:24 If you are the Christ

The next set of nearly identical conditionals (6:44, 65) brackets Jesus’ Bread of life
discourse with the Jews and the disciples in 4:41-65. They highlight the audience's
failure to accept Jesus as the special agent of the Father and his invitation to place their
trust in him. Both conditionals underscore the work of the Father in those who are drawn
to Jesus.

6:44  if the Father who sent me does not draws them
6:65  if it has not been granted him/her from the Father

The writer of John also uses the identical conditionals by Martha and Mary in
11:21 and 11:32, respectively, to show their lack of faith and to demonstrate how Jesus
teaches them through his words, including the conditionals in vv. 25, 40, and through
the raising of Lazarus.

*11:2Y Lord, if you had been here, my brother would not have died.
*11:32 Lord, if you had been here, my brother would not have died.

As part of the logogenetic patterns of John, these conditionals show the progressing
unbelief of the Jews, as well as the need for the followers of Jesus to grow in their faith.
Moreover, there is insufficient evidence to classify Martha’s conditional (v. 21)

as “Rebuke,” and Mary’s identical conditional (v. 32) as “Lament.” Speech Act Theory
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places unnecessarily strong emphasis on the intention of the speaker (indirect speech
act) at the expense of key grammatical and semantic features of the conditionals.*”’
Highly clustered conditionals are also used for various rhetorical functions in the
discourses in which they cluster For example, in the three sets of clustered conditionals
with the Jews (John 5, 8, and 10, below), the conditionals appear to show that the Jews’
unbelief 1s inexcusable. In Jesus’ discourse with his followers (John 11), the highly
clustered conditionals serve to deepen the faith of these followers. And in the upper
room discourse, the two texts with the most highly clustered conditionals found in John
15 clearly encourage the disciples to remain in Jesus (the Vine) and to persevere in the

midst of persecution of the world.*"

_Thelews ~ (Followers) | Thedisciples
’ ' 10:22-39 ‘ 11:1-44 15116 151895

... __ (the Vine) (the world)
v 51 v 22 v 9 v 4a v 18
v 52 v 35-36 v 10 v 4b v 19
v 54 v 37 *v 12 v 6 v 20
v 55 v 38 v 21 v 7 v 22
*v 32 v 10 v 24
v 40

The above six groups of clustered conditionals represent six discourse segments
that are especially recorded by the author of John to support his argument for the
purpose of his writing. The first three discourses show the unbelief of the Jews is
inexcusable. The highly clustered conditionals are all found at the end of each discourse.
The last three discourses are spoken to those who follow Jesus. The unusually high

number of clustered conditionals also indicates the significance of the teachings of

< Young, “Classification of Conditional Sentences,” 29-49.

391 The same kind of consecutive or highly clustered conditionals reflecting the urgency of the writer is
also found in Paul’s teaching on love in 1 Cor 13 1-3 where he uses four consecutive €&v if and one K&V
even if Subjunctive clauses, see also his defense on resurrection in 1 Cor 15:12-19 where six €1 if clauses
appear in eight verses. In 1 John 1:6-10, five consecutive €&v if clauses are used.
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Jesus, namely, he is life and resurrection (11 1-44), the disciples are to remain in him
(5 1-10), and persecution by the world is coming upon them (15 18-25), respectively

As the following chart shows, the distribution of conditionals in John in terms of
the number of conditionals per 1000 normalized clauses is 27, the highest among the
four Gospels. Such a strong presence of rhetorical devices such as the conditionals

further indicates the highly persuasive purpose of John among the four Gospels.

. . ~ Matt  Mark . Luke ~_ John
# clauses 4374 2734 4758 3812
# conditions 71 29 49 102
cond./1000 clauses 16 11 10 27

Finally, the rhetorical impact of conditionals is seen in their power of construing
human experience. Through various modes of construal (Subjunctive and Indicative
mood), speakers create a “virtual reality” to present points of view, to engage in debates
and arguments, and to motivate hearers to engage in “inner languaging.” In addition to
the feature of reality construal, Johannine conditionals also mobilize a variety of
grammatical resources to express and create meaning, making them particularly
effective for persuasion. The function of Johannine language is not to exclude those who
are outside the so-called antisociety of Jesus and his disciples, but to inform the reader
to understand the Gospel, and to include them as part of the community of the followers

of Jesus Christ.

6.2 Conclusion
This study has been conducted by adopting key premises of SFL. One such

premise is that language is a resource for making meaning, not a system of rules from
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which meaning derives. The meaning potential of texts is also expanded as they develop
(“logogenesis”). Consequently, the description and meaning of conditionals in John’s
Gospel in this study reflects the complex interactions of system networks and
grammatical features mobilized by various speakers. The full meaning of conditionals is
thus negotiated through entire texts and contexts rather than through relying on a few
linguistic descriptions of a particular stratum or level of language, such as the Moods
and Tenses of the main verb of the protasis in conditionals.

The study also analyzed conditionals on the linguistic stratum both above and
beyond the rank of the clause. Conditionals are investigated as clause complexes in the
context of conversations or speeches that are semantically divided into paragraphs and
sections. To fully understand the meaning of conditionals, the three metafunctions
(Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual) of SFL are used. Based on this approach, the
following conclusions are made.

6.2.1 Methods of description

This study has found that the Moods and Tenses approach only covers a small
range of the meaning of conditional statements. The categories of the Greek verbal
Mood and Tense form fall short of providing a complete picture how language works,
especially in complex clauses such as conditionals. The primary focus of Greek
grammarians has also been solely the Ideational meaning. Descriptions based on time
(past, present, future) and probability (possible, uncertain, impossible) have been rightly
corrected. More recently, the Mood-based approach, utilizing the semantic concepts of

Assertion and Projection similarly restrict analysis to the experiential meaning of the



260

protasis. Such an approach also overlooks the fact that conditionals are clause
complexes and the important role of the apodosis.

The classification of the semantic relation between the protasis and the apodosis
also lacks consistent theoretical underpinning. Most grammarians adopt categories such
as cause and effect, inference and evidence, primarily based on the study of logic.
However, the categories do not accurately reflect the semantic connection between the
protasis and the apodosis of Greek conditionals. Moreover, Greek grammar textbook
discussions of conditionals are customarily isolated and removed from any context of
situation and culture.

Not only has the scope of investigation of these grammarians been narrow, the
methods of describing conditionals are also inadequate because NT grammarians have
adopted different theories and concepts of language uncritically. For example, the
classification of conditionals based on Speech Act Theory focuses only on the
Interpersonal meaning and has been found to be overly dependent on the indirect speech
act and the speaker’s intention. Other linguistic elements, such as the system networks
0of MOOD, PERSON, POLARITY, and grammatical features such as thematization and
clause configuration that also shape the meaning of conditionals are ignored.

The discourse grammar approach is also one-sided as it addresses only the
textual meaning (information structure) of conditionals. Runge acknowledges that
various language theories, such as the Prague school of linguistics, Simon Dik’s
functional grammar, and Lambrecht’s cognitive-functional grammar, have influenced

his eclectic method of description.**?

392 .
Runge, Discourse Grammar, 204.
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With different grammarians focusing on only selected linguistic features and
adopting a mixture of theories or no theory at all, the research on NT Greek conditionals
is made more difficult. As complex grammatical constructions that are used to express
complex situations and arguments, the task to fully describe and understand conditionals
remains challenging.

6.2.2. Toward a functional description of conditionals

b2 N 1Y

As has been adopted throughout this study, the terms “first class,” “second
class,” and “third class” conditionals should to be discarded. They convey a hierarchy of
conditionals that is not supported by the Johannine text. The terms Indicative (type 1,
type 2) and Subjunctive conditionals should be adopted instead. The new descriptors
make conditionals more explicitly based on the Mood of the protasis. Similarly,
semantic relations such as “cause and effect,” “inference and evidence,” and
“equivalence” should also be replaced by terms that better reflect the actual semantic
relationships.

The proposed functional description is primarily based on the rank-functional
matrix with the addition of the semantic concept of text, as shown below. The vertical
axis consists of SFL’s content stratum of language, and primarily the lexicogrammar
sub-stratum of the clause and clause complex. Above the clause and clause complex is
the text. The function (horizontal axis) includes all three functions of language. The
analysis usually begins from the Ideational function to the Interpersonal function. These

two functions represent how language is used in its most basic manner. This is then

followed by the analysis of the Textual function. System networks and grammatical
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features are chosen selectively according to the overall purpose of the investigation. The

categories shown in the chart below represent some of the major systems and features.

Ideational Interpersonal ual
. xperiential, Logical) . .
Text Collocations with Distribution of
questions conditionals, lexical
tie, etc.
Clause and L-S RELATION MOOD, clause configuration,
clause complex ASPECT/TESNSE, grammatical intricacy,
MOOD, PERSON emphatic statement
ASPECT/TENSE,

PERSOR; POLARITY Thematization (clause)

The Ideational function is expressed through the choice of Mood and its
associated logico-semantic relation. The speaker chooses to frame his or her argument
by first construing reality in a certain way Three kinds of reality that are expressed are
factual and counterfactual, and hypothetical, realized by the Indicative mood and the
Subjunctive mood respectively The Indicative conditional clause (protasis) is further
sub-categorized into Indicative type 1 (factual) and Indicative type 2 (counterfactual).
All these realities are based on the speaker’s construal, they may or may not correspond
to the objective reality

As clause complexes, the Ideational meaning of conditionals also includes
logico-semantic relations. The two types of logico-semantic relations based on the study
of Johannine conditionals are causal and correlative. The causal relation, realized by the
Indicative mood in the protasis, primarily expresses a causal relation between the
protasis and the apodosis: if the protasis is true, then the apodosis is also true. The
correlative relation, realized by the Subjunctive mood, expresses a relationship that is

associative or correlative. For example, in the following example (8:54), Jesus’ self-
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glorifying (protasis) is equated with such glory as nothing (apodosis). There are other
reasons that one’s glory is nothing. But in the above conditional, the protasis’s function

is simply to provide one example.

8:54
£V £Y® 80EGCM EMLTOV, M 80EC LoV 0VOEY EoTiv:

If I glorify myself, my glory is nothing

Furthermore, the description of the Interpersonal meaning of conditionals
includes the relevant choices made in system networks and grammatical features, not
only just the protasis, but the apodosis also. These networks and features include
POLARITY, MOOD (including questions), and TENSE, such as emphatic negation 00 un
never, and rhetorical questions. They also include networks such as ASPECT and
PERSON, including the choice between the speech roles and other roles, as well as the
use of the emphatic personal pronouns. For example, in the following conditional by
Jesus, the apodosis includes the morphologically marked negative polarity 0Vk not, and
the emphatic personal pronoun £y® 1.

12:47
£G4V Tig LoV GKOVGT TOV PNUGTOV Kol U1y QUAGED, £Yd 00 Kpive adtov:

If anyone hears my sayings, and does not keep them, I do not judge him

Finally, the Textual function of conditionals is to be described by the features
such as thematization (clause level), clause configuration, and grammatical intricacy.
These and other textual features also contribute to the shape and meaning of the text.
Furthermore, textual meaning is also to be described in terms of lexical ties, the location
of the conditional(s) in the text or the text span under investigation (for example, the
beginning or the end of a paragraph), as well as their distribution in the entire text and

their clustering pattern. As the Indicative conditionals (10:35-38) in Jesus’ final debate
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with the Jews show, the more marked features mobilized by the conditionals, the more
significant the conditionals are in the rhetorically argument of the text. In all the debates
between Jesus and the Jews, the conditionals Jesus uses here are the most grammatically
intricate. They include many other grammatical features such as marked Themes
(clausal), emphatic personal pronouns, and the use of the Imperative mood. They are
also the only three Indicative consecutive conditionals by Jesus in John, appearing at the
end of Jesus’ final public discourse with the Jews.

In sum, conditionals as grammatical constructions are to be approached as clause
complexes. Their descriptions and meaning are to be analyzed in terms of the related
choices in system networks and grammatical features that perform the functions of
language, namely, the Ideational, Interpersonal, and Textual functions. According to
SFL, language is a meaning making resource. The more system networks and
grammatical features in the lexicogrammar and semantics (or “content”) stratum
conditionals mobilize, the more enriched and complex their meanings become.

6.2.3 Johannine conditionals and John’s persuasive purpose

The Indicative conditional is used heavily in Jesus’ debates with the Jews. With
the exception of 4:10, all the Indicative conditionals are addressed solely to the Jews in
Jesus’ public ministry: 5:46, 47 (Sabbath healing); 7:23 (Jewish Feast); 8:9, 39, 42, 46
(Light of the world discourse); 9:41 (healing the blind man), and 10:35-38 (final
debate). During the trial of Jesus, all four conditionals Jesus speaks are also Indicative:
18:23a, 23b (high priest); 18:36 (Pilate); 19:11 (Pilate again). These conditionals
strongly indicate that Jesus was not guilty of the crime with which he was charged, and

that the world’s hatred toward him and his followers are without warrant (15:25). Such
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polemic use of the Indicative conditional in John’s Gospel is also supported by Paul’s
defense of resurrection in 1 Cor 15:12-19, and in the defense of his apostleship in the
letters to the Galatians. In the latter example, 15 of the 20 conditionals are Indicative

conditionals.*”

On the other hand, Subjunctive conditionals are used mostly in didactic or
expository discourses. In the following discourses, the author of John records
exclusively Subjunctive conditionals: the royal official (John 4), the Galilean Jews and
the disciples (John 6), the crowd (John 7), and the disciples and Martha (John 11), and
the disciples (John 12). Through these conditionals the audience is prompted to carefully
consider the words and works of Jesus so that they will either trust Jesus or grow in their
faith and follow him faithfully. The same holds true for the Subjunctive conditionals in
the Farewell Discourse. Subjunctive conditionals used for expository purposes are also
found elsewhere in the NT, such as Matt 18:1-20; 1 Cor 13:1-3, and 1 John 1:6-10. This
pattern of polemic and expository uses of conditionals with the Jews and with the
followers of Jesus strongly suggests that John’s Gospel is written both to defend Jesus’
Christological claim and to deepen the faith of his followers (20:31).

Secondly, it is also evident that the higher the “density” of conditionals within a
functionally-significant text span (i.e. a paragraph), the greater is its rhetorical
significance. In other words, the author (speaker) uses closely clustered conditionals to
prove, defend, and emphasize important points. There are a number of texts that
challenge the audience to pause and engage in critical thinking, for example, the final

debate with the Jews (conditionals 10:35-36, 37, 38), where Jesus points to the Jews’

393 Indicative conditionals: Gal. 1:9, 10; 2:14, 17, 18, 21; 3:18, 21, 29; 4:7; 5:11, 15, 18, 25: 6:3.
Subjunctive conditionals: Gal. 1:8; 2:16; 5:2; 6:1, 7.
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responsibility for their unbelief; the teaching of the Vine (conditionals 15:4b, 4c, 6, 7,
10), where Jesus emphasizes to his followers the importance of remaining in him; and
being disciples in the midst of persecution (conditionals 15:18, 19, 20b, 20c, 22, 24).
These texts and their conditionals delineate crucial issues the author wants to present
and explain: the charge of blasphemy against Jesus, the commitment to follow, and
persecution by the world. The level of persuasive force is shown through the heavily
clustered conditionals and the numerous system networks and grammatical features that
those conditionals mobilize.

Finally, it has also been shown that the author of John records the highest
frequency of conditionals among the four Gospels. The author uses conditionals to
direct the audience to reason about alternate situations, to make inferences from
presented evidence, and to visualize possible correlations between situations.
Considering the rhetorical function of conditionals and the exceptionally high number of
conditionals recorded in John, the evidence strongly supports the thesis that the author

of John’s Gospel employs them to the fullest extent for his persuasive purpose.

6.3 Implications and Future Research

A major implication of this study is that the study of the NT Greek language, or
any language, should be set within a broader linguistic framework and be based on the
function of language in use. New Testament Greek textbooks that have organized their
contents according to parts of speech will need to revise their method of organization.
Some grammars correctly recognize conditionals as hypotactic sentences (clause

complexes). However the meaning of “if” in conditionals is far more complex than
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most, if not all, of the paratactic and hypotactic clause complexes. Although Halliday
and Matthiessen’s An Introduction to Functional Grammar (IFG) is neither a textbook
for Greek grammar nor a monograph on Greek conditionals, their general treatment of
the clause and its functions (Part 1 of the book) provides a good framework for
understanding the meaning of the Greek language.** It will greatly enhance the
knowledge of conditionals if future research can locate conditionals’ “semiotic address”
within the overall architecture of the Greek language and in relation to other
grammatical constructions.

Comparative studies of conditionals found in other NT texts, for example, in
Paul’s letter to the Galatians and the epistle of 1 John, both containing a high density of
conditionals, will also be a research area that will deepen understanding of NT
conditionals. As Halliday prescribes, the description of texts must be by methods
“derived from general linguistic theory, using the categories of the description of the
language as a whole; and the comparison of each text with others, by the same and by
different authors, in the same and in different genres.”**> Comparative studies of
conditionals in other NT writings will effectively widen our knowledge of conditionals.

Moreover, the “context” stratum, the third and the highest level of stratification

of language according SFL, should also be explored. Our study has mainly focused on

sadia G, however, does not include any significant discussion on the topic of rhetoric. It only provides
one example of rhetorical-relational structure of a “persuasive text” (“California Common Cause,” 584-
85). But unlike most of the texts investigated in this study, it is relatively short, consisting of only nine
sentences, and the analysis is simply based on how conjunctions (rather, but, therefore) and clause
complexing (hypotaxis and parataxis) complement each other in achieving the text’s persuasive purpose.
In order to further advance the discussion of the relationship between NT conditionals and rhetoric, it will
be beneficial to distinguish the three levels of language: (i) clause complex, (ii) text segment (e.g.
dialogue, debate, and monologue), and (iii) the text in its entirety (e.g. the Gospel of John). The next step
is to provide a comprehensive semantic network of classification, ideally for each level. The semantic
categories such as “enhancing,” “evidence,” and “justify” that IFG has adopted are not specifically for
conditionals, nor do they appear to be part of a comprehensive systemic network.

3% Halliday, “Linguistic Study,” CW 2:6.
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the lexicogrammar in the stratum of “content” and to some degree, semantics. As Hasan
observes, as context occupies the highest stratum in language, it has the property of
being “language external.”**® However, this does not imply that it is less important than
lexicogrammar or semantics. In particular, examining the register, perhaps different
types of registers, adopted by the author of John may further reveal how the language
and the conditionals of John’s Gospel have enabled the author to achieve his persuasive
goal. This necessitates further research into field, tenor, and mode, to develop an
appropriate framework that will enable narratives and discourses to be analyzed and
compared. This study has simply identified the types of Johannine audience into two
main groups: opponents and followers of Jesus. We have also identified two main types
of discourses: argumentative or polemic and expository discourses. Further research is
required to develop a fuller interpretative model that will be used to show, for example,
which and how particular networks and grammatical features are mobilized in various
registers.””’

Due to their absence in John’s Gospel, Future Indicative conditionals and the
Optative conditionals did not receive adequate treatment in this study. However, being
able to compare and contrast them with the Indicative and Subjunctive conditionals will
enable even better understanding of how different types of NT conditionals are

connected within the study’s functional framework.

396 Hasan, “The place of context,” 170.

97 See Cirafesi, “Register Theory...and the Audience of the Gospel of John.” As part of Cirafesi’s
analysis of the register of John 2, the predominant selection of the third Person in the narrative sections as
well as Jesus’ speech role of directing (i.e. the Imperative Mood) in the Interpersonal function, together
with other relevant grammatical features, lead him to conclude that proposals about the social and
historical context of John’s Gospel, such as the so-called “Johannine community,” and their influence on
Johannine language need to be revised. Further studies of NT conditionals can likewise benefit from being
incorporated into the study of register including associated grammatical features as well as semantic
structure of a larger, continuous text span.
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Finally, as a result of analyses of conditionals typically performed only on one or
a few linguistic features, and without the benefit of a general linguistic framework,
understanding conditionals grammatically and rhetorically has been a constant challenge
for NT grammarians. By adopting SFL’s framework of language function and process,
this study has furthered the description and understanding of NT conditionals by
describing conditionals according to their language function. Lexiogrammatically and
semantically, meaning is expressed and created as the sum of the choices from system
networks and grammatical features. By applying the SFL model, this study has also
shown that Johannine conditionals serve their persuasive purpose effectively by
defending Jesus’ Christological claim and by prompting his followers to go deeper in
their journey of faith. Through the mobilizing of various language resources, the author
of John makes his goal possible through construing realities, enacting social relations,

and creating a strongly coherent text.
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Appendix 1 Distribution of conditionals in the four Gospels

(1) Matthew

- ¥ 3 v 13 e v 11

20

(@)}

29 23a
30 23b
46 30

47

v L9 v 21 v 7 v 28

13b 23 11
25 26
27
28
29
v 14 v 26 v 4 v3 v 10 - v 3,21
20 8 17 25
9 21 26
12
13
15a
15b
16
18
19
35
73
v 30

Total. 71
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(i1) Mark

L v 35 w1l “ 5 e v3 w3

12 42 12 23 21-22 14
34 43 29-30

35a 45

35b 47

38 50

Total. 29
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(iii) Luke

— . . 39v

67b 37

Total. 49
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41

v 9

24
35-36
37
38

v 10 ‘
48

12
21
23
32
40
48

v 4
17
2%
37
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20b

20¢
22
24

7c
23

23a
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23a
23b
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Total. 102
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Appendix 2. Distribution of conditionals in Galatians and 1 John

(i) Galatians

‘ k'v7

Total. 20
(i1) 1 John
v 2 v 11 v 9
13 12 14
20 15 15
21 20 16
22

Total. 25

Boldfaced. Subjunctive conditionals
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Appendix 3 A comparison of Jesus’ conditionals in John’s Gospel

, With the Jews , . W
Indicative Subjunctive Indicative Subjunctive
5:46 519 13 14 6:62
5:47 5:31 13 17 6:65
717 5:43 13:31 11:9
7:23 8.14 14:2 1110
8.19 8.16 14:7 11:25
8:39 8:24 14:11 11:40
8:42 8:31-32 14:28 12:24a
8:46 8:36 12:24b
9:41 8.51 12:26a
10:35-36 8.54 12:26b
10:37 8.55 13.8
10:38 13:20
1518 13.35
1519 14:3
15:20 14:14
15:21 14:15
15:22 14:23
15:24 15:4b
18:23a 15:4c
18:23b 15:6
15-7a
15-7b
1510
15 14
16:23
20:23
21:22

Total. 20 Total. 11 Total. 7 Total. 27
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Appendix 4: A comparison of Jesus’ conditionals in Matthew’s Gospel

_With the Disciples .

Indicative Subjunctive  Indicative Subjunctive

12:7 12.11 5:29 513
12:26 12:29 5:30 5:20
12:27 6:30 5:23
12:28 711 5:46
22:45 10:25 5:47
18:8 6:14
18:9 6:15
24:43 6:22
26:24 6:23
10:13a
10:13b
1514
16:26
17:20
18:3
18.5
18.12
18.13
18.15
18.16
18.17
18.18
18.19
18:35
21:3
21:21
24:23
24:26
24:48-51

Total. 5 Total. 2 Total. 9 Total. 29
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