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ABSTRACT

What Is a Tovdaiog? A Linguistic Investigation of Tovdoiog’s Meaning and John’s
Motivation behind his Peculiar Modulation

A. Moises Zumaeta
McMaster Divinity College

Hamilton, Ontario
Doctor of Philosophy (Christian Theology), 2026

This study addresses the questions, What is a Tovdaiog? and Why John’s Tovdaior?, by
employing a linguistic methodology to investigate both the systemic meaning potential of
‘Tovdaiog and the Evangelist’s motivation behind its distinctive modulation throughout his
Gospel. Drawing on a register-balanced corpus of Hellenistic Greek texts, the research
abstracts the term’s context-independent meaning—termed Judahness—and analyzes
how this meaning potential is pragmatically realized in John’s narrative. Rather than
assuming a single, fixed meaning governs all instances, this study demonstrates that
‘Tovdaiog exhibits great contextual adaptability, with its sense, referent, and appraisal
modulated according to the Evangelist’s rhetorical and theological aims. In terms of
referent, Tovdoiog identifies a broad spectrum of individuals and subgroups within the
larger group known as “the Jews,” from religious leaders to the Jewish crowd, and even
specific individuals, from those who oppose Jesus to those who believe in him.
Regarding appraisal, the use of Tovdaiog in the Gospel shows diverse tones: sometimes
carrying negative connotations, suggesting opposition or skepticism toward Jesus; at

other times, imbued with positive connotations, indicating acceptance or belief; and in
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many instances, used neutrally, without any particular emotional charge. This pragmatic
flexibility challenges reductive interpretations of the Gospel’s portrayal of the Tovdaiot
and resists claims of uniformity in John’s depiction. Instead, the study argues that John’s
usage is motivated by a twofold purpose: first, an evangelistic intent to reach a diverse
Jewish audience; and second, an apologetic concern to demonstrate that Jesus fulfills all
Jewish messianic hopes. This nuanced application of Tovdaiog thus serves not only to
convey John’s theological message but also to engage his intended readers in a discourse
about identity, faith, and the true essence of Judaism as seen through the lens of Jesus’

messiahship.
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INTRODUCTION

The lexeme Tovdaioc appears 195 times in the New Testament, with 71 instances in the
Gospel of John, second only to the book of Acts, which contains 79.' This simple count
already highlights the significant role that the Tovdaiot play in John’s narrative.” Yet what
continues to perplex and fascinate scholars is not merely the frequency of the term but the
distinctive and at times seemingly contradictory ways in which John deploys it. On the
one hand, when speaking to the Tovdaiot in 8:44, Jesus declares, vueig ék Tod TaTPOG TOD
dwforov “You are of your father the devil.” On the other hand, in 4:22 while talking to
the Samaritan woman, Jesus affirms, 1} cotpia €k T@v Tovdainv éotiv “Salvation is
from the Jews.” Elsewhere, the Tovdaiot are shown both believing in Jesus (11:45) and
opposing him to the point of demanding his execution (19:15). It is this variation—at
times stark, at times subtle, and many times within the same discourse unity—that
motivates the present study.

A major objective of this work is, therefore, to elucidate the rationale behind
John’s distinctive usage of the lexeme Tovdaiog. In order to address this aim, a
preliminary but essential task is to clarify the meaning of the term: both its context-

independent systemic meaning and its various contextual specifications or modulations.

" This figure comes from NA2S.
2 Throughout this work, the singular form Tovdaiog will predominantly be used. However, for
grammatical consistency, the plural form Tovdoiot will also be employed where necessary.
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Only by identifying both the lexical “essence” of Tovdaioc and its discourse realizations
can one grasp how and why John employs the term in the way that he does.

This study is organized into two major parts. Chapters 1 and 2 establish the
necessary theoretical framework, while Chapters 3 through 7 carry out the main
analytical work. Chapter 1 surveys key scholarly approaches to Tovdaiog, particularly
those informed by historical, sociological, and literary-critical methodologies. While
many of these approaches offer valuable insights and engage the semantic and pragmatic
dimensions of the term, their lack of a clearly defined and methodologically rigorous
linguistic framework often leads to incomplete or insufficiently grounded analyses.
Chapter 2 introduces such a framework, drawing on Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL). It provides the conceptual tools needed to abstract the context-independent
meaning potential of Tovdaiog and to identify its context-dependent pragmatic
extensions, laying the groundwork for a detailed exploration of the term in John’s
narrative.

Chapter 3 applies this linguistic framework to a broad range of Hellenistic Greek
texts, analyzing over two thousand occurrences of ‘Tovdaioc, with thirty examined in
depth. The chapter argues that Tovdaiog contributes relatively little semantic content on
its own; this minimal or “essential” semantic contribution, however, functions like hint or
an instrument, engaging co-occurring lexical items through linguistic and extralinguistic
relationships to realize a variety of pragmatic extensions. Chapters 4 through 6 examine
the varied modulation of Tovdaiog in the Gospel of John, encompassing shifts in sense,

referent, and appraisal. The ultimate goal, however, is not merely to identify these



modulations but to uncover their rationale. To this end, entire discourse units are
analyzed, not just clauses containing Tovdaioc. This broader analysis enables a deeper
understanding of the roles played by the Tovdaiot within each discourse unit, the subjects
addressed by the various participants, and the theological themes emphasized by the
Evangelist, offering a more nuanced perspective on John’s motivations. Finally, Chapter
7 draws the study to a conclusion by identifying the rationale behind John’s usage. The
evidence suggests that John’s modulation of Tovdaiog is shaped by an evangelistic and
apologetic concern. His use of the term reflects the diversity of Jewish perspectives
within his intended readership and serves his aim of presenting Jesus as the fulfillment of
the hopes and promises embedded in the Jewish Scriptures. Far from being rhetorically
careless or theologically antagonistic, John’s deployment of Tovdaiog is strategic,
dynamic, and context-sensitive—part of a larger narrative strategy to invite identification
with Jesus as Messiah among a range of audiences familiar with Jewish identity,

tradition, and expectation.



PART ONE
THEORY



CHAPTER 1: IOYAAIOX IN BIBLICAL STUDIES

Introduction

In their conversation with Jesus, both the Samaritan woman and Pontius Pilate seemed to
have understood what a Tovdaiog was. Astonished at the apparent naiveté of the one
asking for water, the Samaritan woman retorts: “You are a Tovdaiog and I am a Samaritan
woman. How can you ask me for a drink?”” (John 4:9). The astonishment of the Samaritan
woman that a Tovdaiog would make such a request to her—which betrays some
understanding on her part (and that of the Evangelist) of the lexeme’s meaning—is
explained by the Evangelist’s editorial comment that, at that time, Tovdoiot did not
associate with Samaritans. The governor of Judea displays a similar kind of
understanding when he disassociates himself from the ‘Tovdaiol by rhetorically asking
Jesus, “T am not a Tovdoaiog, am 1?”” (John 18:35). Notwithstanding the many cultural,
religious, social, and ethnic similarities that may have existed between Tovdaiot,
Samaritans, and Romans, according to these two verses in John, there was something
characteristic of Tovdaiot that differentiated them from Samaritans and Romans, at least
in the eyes of the unnamed woman from Samaria and the Roman prefect. However, the
matter is not as simple as it may at first appear, for in some other sense both Samaritans
and Romans may also be thought of as belonging to the Tovdaiot. The writer of 2

Maccabees, for instance, seems to think that those who worship at the temple in



Jerusalem and those who worship at the temple in Garizim belong, in some sense, to the
Tovdaiot (2 Macc 6:1)." Likewise, Josephus seems to deem some Roman citizens, whom
Lentulus the consul considered to be Tovdaiot due to their observance of igpd Tovdaikd
“Jewish sacred things” as belonging toi¢ juetépoig “to our people.”” One might be
inclined to dismiss the conclusion that Samaritans and Romans could, in some sense, be
regarded as Tovdaiot, reasoning that this label is applied by outsiders who lack a full
understanding (as in the case of Lentulus in Josephus). However, the fact that both
Josephus and the author of 2 Maccabees—insiders to the Tovdaiot group themselves—
consider these groups in some sense as part of their own should dispel this notion
entirely.

The Samaritan woman’s and the Roman prefect’s confidence that Jesus, as a
‘Tovdaiog, belonged to a distinct group from their own, alongside the apparent certainty of
the author of 2 Maccabees and of Josephus that Samaritans and Romans might, at least in
some contexts, be considered members of the Tovdaiot, presents a significant challenge to
answering the question: what is a Tovdaioc? This has proven challenging, especially in
Johannine studies, where the word’s meaning and John’s distinctive use of it are closely
linked to his narrative intentions. Scholars have proposed various interpretations of
‘Tovodaiog, ranging from literal to metaphorical, often shaped by theological or ethical

commitments. This chapter aims to survey the primary ways Tovdaioc and its plural

"Hensel goes even farther. He thinks that in this verse (as well as 2 Macc 5:22 and Sir 50:25 in its
Hebrew version) “the Samaritan YHWH worshippers are seen as part of the same yevoc as the Jews.” See
Hensel, “The Chronicler’s Polemics,” 44. See also Josephus, Ant. 9.290, where he admits that the
Samaritans consider themselves (though only when convenient) as Jews.

2 Josephus, Ant. 14.228.



‘Tovdaiot have been understood in Johannine literature, focusing on their sense and
referent. Additionally, since the interpretation of Tovdaioc to some extend shapes our
understanding of John’s redactional objectives, this chapter will also review key
perspectives and hypotheses, along with their underlying methodologies, regarding
John’s distinctive use of the term. We will conclude this chapter with a brief assessment
of these various approaches, which will, in turn, allow us to clarify the aims of this
investigation, introduce the linguistic approach we will employ in our examination of

‘Tovdaiog, and highlight the necessity of this study.

Survey of Various Proposed Meanings of Tovdaiog

Johannine scholars have sought to clarify the meaning of Tovdaiog, but in their attempt to
do it, they have often blurred the linguistic distinction between the term’s systemic,
context-independent meaning and its context-dependent meaning. Lyons clarifies this
distinction through three terms: denotation, sense, and reference. Denotation, as Lyons
defines it, is the “invariant and utterance-independent” meaning inherent within the
language system. In contrast, sense and reference are “utterance-dependent”: sense
encompasses the “set, or network, of sense-relations” between a lexical item and other
expressions in the same language,’ while reference describes “the relation that holds
between linguistic expressions and what they stand for in the world (or the universe of

discourse) on particular occasions of utterance.” This failure to differentiate TovSoioc’s

3 Lyons, Linguistic Semantics, 79-80.
4 Lyons, Linguistic Semantics, 293.



context-independent meaning from its context-dependent meaning has prompted scholars
to advocate for a primary sense of Tovdaiog, often imposed on other contextual senses the
term may convey.’ Furthermore, the sense one endorses frequently shapes one’s
understanding of the reference of Tovdaiog. A suitable starting point for this survey is,
therefore, to explore the various senses and referents of Tovdaiog proposed in biblical

studies, which we will now examine.

The Sense of Tovdaiog

A prevalent interpretation of Tovdaiog associates it with a tribal or ethnic affiliation. In
this view, a Tovdaiog denotes a member of a distinct group linked to the land of Judea—
regardless of their place of residence—who share a collective identity rooted in biological
or familial ties. This shared identity is manifested through various cultural features and
practices, with the Tovddaiot’s cult being a particularly significant element. According to
Graham the Tovdoiot represent, “not only ‘the inhabitants of Judea’ but also ‘all Jews
everywhere, at any time’” as “distinguished from other ethnic groups.”® Meeks is another

scholar who argues that the primary semantic sense of Tovdaiog is ethnic and that the

° An example of this confusion can be seen in Ashton’s explanation that the sense of a lexical item
“concerns the role or function of the various characters” identified by the given word. See Ashton, “Identity
and Function of the Tovdaiot,” 59. The sense of Tovdaiog according to Ashton is therefore that sense “we
attached to the characters” from our total reading of the Gospel of John. See Ashton, “Identity and Function
of the Tovdaiot,” 58. See also Bieringer et al., “Wrestling with Johannine Anti-Judaism,” 18, who follows
Ashton.

% Graham, The True Israel, 97-98. Graham explains that the written records do not “strongly”
associate the word “Jew” with “cultic activity or with a God, though that activity occurs in Jerusalem and
the activity of ‘the God of Israel’ is focused on Jerusalem.” Rather, they associate it “with a territory
centred on Jerusalem. ‘Jews,” even when happily settled in distant places, are ‘people related to Judah and
Jerusalem.”” Even when abroad, members of the Jewish people continued to identify themselves as “Jews”
because it was through this term—not “Hebrew” or “Israelite”—that “aspects of their customs and religion
were associated with those of their ancestral home.” Jews were therefore “still part of the ‘Jewish’ £€Bvoc”
(Graham, The True Israel, 268—69).



religious descriptions associated with the lexeme should not be a deterrent of
acknowledging it defines “ethnic identity.” The reason he gives is the reality that ancient
writers, especially in an “age of syncretism,” often identified ethnic communities based
on their cultic practices and principal deity, or their place of origin.” In a similar vein,
drawing on Mason’s definition of ethnicity,® which emphasizes blood kinship (even if
fictive) while encompassing ancestral laws, authoritative customs, attachment to a
homeland, and reverence for a national cult’s gods, Cirafesi affirms that the “loudaioi,
whether living in Judea or abroad, were considered an ethnos by both insiders and
outsiders.”

While a significant number of scholars regard ethnicity as the primary semantic
sense of Tovdaiog, most contend that its primary sense is religious rather than ethnic. This
does not imply ignorance of its ethnic associations. Even though ethnicity plays an
important role, for these scholars ethnicity is not its defining feature. Instead, what
defines Tovdaiog, especially during the Diaspora, lies in the religious beliefs and
associated cultic practices—diverse as they may be across communities—that originated

with the people of Israel but are no longer exclusive to them.'” This perspective persists

7 Meeks, “A Jew,” 182.

¥See Mason, “Jews, Judaeans, Judaizing, Judaism.” See also Esler, “From Jloudaioi to Children of
God.” Esler, notably, contends that prioritizing a religious sense over an ethnic one for Tovdaiog “may be
an anachronistic illusion” for “[r]eligion as we understand it did not exist in the ancient world, and the
religious dimensions of human experience had a very different status then, being embedded in other areas
of human experience, especially the family and the city-state” (Esler, Conflict and Identity, 73).

? Cirafesi, John within Judaism, 38. Indeed, Cirafesi affirms that these elements are constitutive
“of an ethnic group (£6vog) in antiquity.”

' Some scholars also suggest that other defining factors of this religious sense were the Tovdaiot’s
independent communal organization, with their own place of meeting and their own officials, important
elements in an organized religion. See Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 95. Schiirer also states that
the fact that cuvaywyr was applied to a local community “may perhaps also have reflected a change of
emphasis, from the characterisation of Jewish communities as ethnic groups to one which reflected their
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even among scholars who interpret Tovdaioc metaphorically or rhetorically, seeing the
behavior of the Tovdaiot as emblematic of the unbelieving world. For example Haenchen
affirms that the writer of the Fourth Gospel considers “die Juden nicht als Volk, sondern
als Vertreter einer Religion, die fiir den Christusglauben keinen Raum hat.”"" Thus, in
John’s Gospel, a Tovdaiog is a member from the Jewish religion, who is to be
distinguished from those who believe in Christ. Perhaps the most compelling argument
for ascribing a religious sense to Tovdoiog comes from Cohen, who posits that while the
term may have had an ethnic sense before the mid-to-late second century BCE, from the
latter half of that century onward, it took on a predominantly religious meaning.'> Among
Cohen’s many textual examples, one derives from Josephus’s account of the conversion
of the royal house of Adiabene, where Izates declares that “to truly be a loudaios”
requires circumcision. Cohen observes that in this passage, “the ethnic-geographic
meaning of Joudaios is entirely absent, and only a religious meaning is intended.”" From
this, he infers a historical shift, “a change of emphasis, from the characterization of
Jewish communities as ethnic groups to one which reflected their character as private

religious associations.”'* Dunn also takes Tovdaioc in a religious sense'” and thus reminds

character as private religious associations” (Schiirer, History of the Jewish People, 91).

1 Haenchen, “Judentum und Christentum,” 155.

2 Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness, 70. He explicitly states that the ethnic meaning of Tovdaiog
“seems to have disappeared from common usage by the Hellenistic period.” Hence, if we accept Cohen’s
proposal, the ethnic sense of Tovdaiog had already been lost in most of the contexts of John’s Gospel.

" Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness, 79.

14 Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness, 80. Cohen cites these very words from Schiirer; however, he
displays much more certainty that the shift has taken place, for he obviates Schriirer’s “may perhaps also
have,” which qualifies Schriirer’s entire statement.

13 Although he recognizes that “the term ‘Judaism’ was not much used, so far as we can tell, by

Jews speaking of their religion” (Dunn, “The Embarrassment of History,” 52).
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us of “a considerable degree of factionalism within Second Temple Judaism,” where
parties had competing “emphases and priorities,” which very often clashed with each
other.'® Indeed, the striking statement in John 8:44—0ugic éx 10D moTpOg Tod Srafdrov
“You are of your father the devil”—is not unique to John’s Gospel. Scholtissek points to
comparable rhetoric in Qumran literature, where members of a Qumran community
labeled other Jews in Jerusalem “children of Belial.”'” Dunn may be correct in suggesting
that the polemical language in John’s Gospel largely stems from these “intra-Jewish”
religious debates."®

Although a minority view, some scholars associate Tovdoiog primarily with a
geographical sense, emphasizing provenance over ethnic or religious dimensions. This is
the central thesis of Lowe’s influential article, “Who Were the IOYAAIOI?”" There, he
argues that a religious sense would not have much relevance for those who lived in
Palestine, while the geographic sense would continue to be relevant to those outside of
Judea, even if during the Diaspora most of them would be defined by their religious

practices.” The relevance of this geographic sense would be seen in the fact that no

16 Dunn, “The Embarrassment of History,” 50. See also Dunn, “Question of Anti-semitism.”
Reinforcing this view, Kratz has recently made a compelling case that the Maccabean revolt stemmed not
from alleged decrees by Antiochus IV against Torah observance, but from intricate internal conflicts among
Jewish factions, prompting Seleucid intervention to suppress threats to their authority over Judea. Kratz
observes that when considering this particular conflict and the influence of “biblisches Judentum” on the
provinces of Judah and Samaria, one “muss bei der Erklarung des Aufstands in Betracht ziehen, dass das
nachexilische Judentum nicht nur ein, sondern viele Gesichter hatte und ‘Tora’ nicht immer und iiberall die
‘Tora des Mose’ im Pentateuch meinen muss” (Kratz, Viterliche Geretze, 57).

"7 See Scholtissek, “Antijudaismus im Johannesevangelium,” 155.

18 Dunn, “The Embarrassment of History,” 59. For more examples of scholars who take Tovdoiog
in a religious sense, see Grisser, “Die antijiidische Polemik”; Bultmann, John; Martyn, History and
Theology; Brown, John; Sanders, Judaism.

19 Lowe, “IOYAAIOIL” 105. See also Wahlde, “Jews.”

* Lowe, “IOYAAIOL,” 104.
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matter where the Tovdaior were they would always be connected to their ancestral land,
Tovdaia.”' Likewise, Elliott, maintaining that Tovdaiog primarily encodes a geographical
sense, argues that Jesus was not a Tovdaiog. He asserts that Jesus’ Galilean origin, rather
than Judean, excludes him from adopting this designation. Consequently, in his view, the
Samaritan woman’s identification of Jesus as a Tovdaiog was erroneous, stemming from
her assumption that he was “coming from the territory of Judaea.”” A related perspective
to the geographical interpretation posits that Tovdoiog encodes a political and even
military sense. Smith, for example, asserts that the political alliance among various
groups from Dan to Beersheba “came to be called by others, ‘the loudaioi.””
Consequently, he suggests that a more accurate description of a Tovdaiog is “a member of

the Judaeo—Samaritan—Idumaean—Ituracan—Galilean alliance.””

The Referent of Tovdaiog

Before literary criticism made inroads into biblical hermeneutics, the suggestion that John
may have used Tovdaiog metaphorically to identify something other than a historical
entity was among the minority. Most Johannine scholars interpreted Tovdoiog as referring
to a historical group, whether broadly or narrowly defined. Esler, for instance, argues that
the ‘Tovdaiot in John’s Gospel are individuals who identify as Judeans, even if born

abroad and simultaneously claiming another ethnonym, such as Galilean, Idumaean, or

*Lowe, “IOYAAIOL™ 106.

2 Elliott, “Jesus the Israelite,” 128-29. Proponents of a geographical sense for Tovdaiog often
recommend translating it with the English Judean. However, this term need not be limited to a geographical
meaning. Scholars like Esler contend that Judean is the most fitting descriptor for a member of the
‘Tovdaiot, regardless of their birthplace. See next section.

** Smith, “Gentiles in Judaism,” 210.
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Perean, alongside their Judean identity. Esler contends that the Tovdaiot are not distinct
from groups like the ['aAtAaiot or other Jewish communities, nor are they limited to
Judea’s residents, as they are dispersed across the Mediterranean world and may originate
outside Judea. This capacity to identify as both Tovdaiot and, for example, ['aAtlaiot or
‘Toovpaiot reflects the sociological phenomenon of dual or nested ethnicity, where
individuals maintain multiple ethnic identities, with the more salient one varying by
context.” Similarly, Cirafesi interprets Tovdoiog in John’s Gospel broadly but restricts the
term Judean to those Tovdaior who align with a priestly-oriented identity, embodying
their ethnic beliefs and practices in close connection to the geopolitically defined land of
Judea.” Hakola also interprets the referent of Tovdoiog in John’s Gospel as encompassing
“the widest possible referent,” identifying all members of the Jewish people as a
religious-ethnic group.” His fronting of religious in his hyphenated adjective may,
however, suggest that Hakola prioritizes religion as the most salient attribute of the
Jewish identity.”’

A wider range of perspectives exists among scholars who define the referent of
‘Tovdaiog more narrowly. We have already mentioned Lowe, who taking geography as the
primary or basic attribute for Tovdaiog, contends that the Tovdaiot in John should not be
identified with every Israelite but only with those individuals who live in the region of

‘Tovdaia, for John, unlike the other Gospels, speaks of Tovdaia in the most “strict

24 Esler, “From Joudaioi to Children of God,” 116-22.
2 Cirafesi, John within Judaism, 73.

26 Hakola, Identity Matters, 231.

27 Hakola, Identity Matters, 11.
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sense.”” In fact, Lowe is convinced that Tovdoiog has this restricted meaning pretty much
in all instances in the Fourth Gospel.”

Whereas Lowe restricts Tovdaiot to the inhabitants of Judea, others restrict the
word to the religious leaders present throughout the narrative of the Gospel. Brown, for
instance, affirms that Tovdaiot in the Fourth Gospel is “almost a technical title for the
religious authorities” There are three reasons that compel Brown to take Tovdoiot in this
manner. First, when John makes use of this lexeme he distinguishes them from other
people in the book who are ethnically, religiously, and even geographically Jews. Second,
John often uses Tovdaiot as a synonym of other words that clearly refer to religious
authorities. And third, the synoptic Gospels confirm that by Tovdaiot John means the
religious authorities, for in them what John calls “the Jews” are identified as the religious
leaders (cf. John 18:28-31; Mark 15:1).*' Brown does not limit the referent of Tovdaiot to
those religious leaders who reside in Jerusalem, even though he recognizes that the
lexeme refers to them most of the time. Unlike Brown, Motyer further restricts the

referent of Tovdaiot to those religious leaders living in Judea. In this way he combines the

geographic sense proposed by Lowe with the religious sense proposed by Brown and

28 Lowe, “IOYAAIOL” 112-13. By “strict sense,” Lowe refers to the province of Judea, distinct
from Galilee and separated by Samaria or Idumaea, rather than the broader “whole land of Israel.”

* Lowe, “lOYAAIOL” 121, 128.

30 Brown, John, 1xxi. Emphasis of the author. See also Wahlde, “Jews,” 54, who argues that in
John’s Gospel, Tovdaiog, except in 6:41 and 6:52 where it refers to the common people, consistently refers
to the Jewish authorities.

31 Brown, John, 1xxi. As is to be expected McGrath, who takes Brown and Martyn’s sociological
reconstruction of the Johannine community for granted, also restricts Tovdaiot to the religious leaders. For
him Christology is at the heart of the conflicts in John’s Gospel. Hence, the disputes that take place in the
narrative of John are, on both levels, between Christians and the leaders of the synagogue. See McGrath,
John's Apologetic Christology, 50.
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others. Following Liitgert,’”> Bornhiuser,” Blank,** and Reim,” Motyer affirms that the
word identifies “the supremely religious,” law-fanatics of Judea, those belonging to the
Pharisees around the period before 70 CE, and those who were members of the Yavneh
school in the period after 70 CE.*®

An interesting variation among those who interpret Tovdaioc in a religious sense
is to assign the lexeme in the Gospel of John, not to a participant of Judaism, but to a
member of the Christian religion. Under this interpretation the polemic language in the
Fourth Gospel is not intra-Jewish but intra-Christian. Scholars under this interpretative
scheme often follow the two-level approach,’” popularized by Martyn and Brown.*® Rissi,
for example, argues that the Jews in John are genuine Christians from John’s community
who are in danger of slipping away from the faith.”” Like Rissi, de Jonge affirms that the
‘Tovoaiot in John’s Gospel are “not non-Christian Jews, but Christians who do not share
the Johannine christology.”* De Jonge does admit that on one level Tovdoiot may
identify Jesus’ Jewish contemporaries, but this is only accidental. Since the Evangelist

has no intention of providing an accurate historical description of this group, their

3 Liitgert, “Die Juden im Johannesevangelium.”

33 Bornhéuser, Das Johannesevangelium, 19-22, 140.

**Blank, Krisis, 246-51.

% Reim, Studien, 142.

36 Motyer, Your Father the Devil, 54, 205. Motyer uncritically accepts the Brown-Martyn two level
drama approach, which as we will see later places the Gospel in the context of emerging rabbinic Judaism,
as is evident by his identifying the Tovdaiot with the Pharisees in the text of John and with their direct
“heirs,” the rabbis in Yavneh. See Martyn, History and Theology, 40—45.

*" The seeds for this two-level approach can already be seen as early as 1887 in Holtzmann’s
commentary of John. There Holtzmann affirms that there is great content in the Gospel of John that depicts
later “Erlebnissen der Christenheit in das Leben Christi selbst” (Holtzmann, Das Johannesevangelium, 78).

3% Some representatives of this perspective are: Rissi, “Die Juden”; De Jonge, “Jews”; Scott,
“Jesus or Christians.”

*Rissi, “Die Juden,” 2113.

“De Jonge, “Jews,” 241, 258.
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identification with the Jewish people is only the result of the Evangelist’s fictional
reconstruction of the accounts.* Thus, de Jonge opts for the second-level reading of
Tovddiot, which identifies them with “the author’s Christian opponents.”*

There are a good number of scholars who interpret Tovdaioc in John
metaphorically (and more broadly); that is, Tovdaiog is not to be taken as a referent of a
real people group among John’s community, but as a literary construction or a rhetorical
device of characterization that the Evangelist has fabricated to advance his theological
purposes. One of the most common of such a characterization, popularized in Bultmann’s
commentary,”* is to equate Tovdaiog with kécpoc.* Following Bultmann’s suggestion
that the Jews in John’s Gospel are a symbolic foil for the unbelieving world, many
scholars try to explain the “real” conflict underlying the Gospel by elaborating
hypotheses that concentrate on what Bultmann calls the “nature” of the Tovdaior—
characteristics of the Tovdaiot that show unbelief applicable to everyone who rejects
Jesus—rather than the actual identity and situation of the Tovdoior.* For Kierspel, since

"Tovdoiog is a synonym of kdcpog,* the conflict that seems to take place between the

Jews and Jesus, as well as his disciples, is in reality a conflict between Christians and the

“De Jonge, “Jews,” 242.

“De Jonge, “Jews,” 243.

43 Bultmann, John, 4, 10, 86. Numada affirms that this symbolic use of John could be traced “as
far back as Christoph E. Luthardt in the mid-nineteenth century” (Numada, John and Anti-Judaism, 17).

“See Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu; Kierspel, The Jews and the World; Lieu, “Jews”; Brandt,
Dialogue and Drama; Nicklas, Ablosung und Verstrickung. It is important to clarify that not everyone,
including Bultmann, who equates Tovdaiot with kdcpog rejects Tovdaiot’s historical referent in the Gospel
of John, even if that may seem to be an inconsistence. See Bultmann, John, 87nl; Goppelt, Christentum
und Judentum, 255; Dahl, “Johannine Church,” 157-58; Kierspel, The Jews and the World, 62.

45 Bultmann, John, 87.

* Kierspel, The Jews and the World, 32, 60.
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Roman religion and culture.*” Kierspel substantiates this thesis mainly by showing the
“parallelism” that exists between the Jews and the world. However, since Kierpel’s
characterization of the Tovddiot as representing all of humanity* clashes with his desire
to take John seriously as a historical account, he describes the relationship between
Tovdaiog and kdcpog as “one between a part and the whole (synecdoche).” In other
words, while John’s ultimate intent in using Tovdaiog is to depict all of humanity as
rejecting Jesus, when he “zooms really close to the life of Jesus he does find some
‘Tovdaiot rejecting Jesus. But these Tovdaiot “are only a subgroup” of the greater whole,
namely, all of humanity.*

Without adopting Bultmann’s analogy of Tovdaiog with kdéopog, but following his
characterization of the nature of the Tovdaiot, a nature which may be defined by unbelief
and religious rejection, Caron proposes that the word, rather than identifying actual
persons, describes “an attitude, a frame of mind” that promotes “a type of Judaism,”
indeed, “a pseudo-Judaism,” which finds its most vivid expression in the religious leaders
present in the narrative of the Gospel.” This does not mean that Caron considers the Jews
as real historical contemporaries of Jesus—the Gospel of John is not a historical record
about the life and ministry of Jesus, but a carefully crafted artifact. Caron is convinced

that these and other characters in the narrative of the Gospel had been concocted by John

*"Kierspel, The Jews and the World, 181-82.

48 Kierspel distances himself from Bultmann in that he takes k6opog more concretely, “as a
reference to people,” rather than as an abstract principle of unbelief. He does not deny that both ‘Tovdaiot
and kdopog may at times display unbelief; however, he observes that these two terms do not always have
negative connotations. See Kierspel, The Jews and the World, 175-77.

* Kierspel, The Jews and the World, 216.

30 Kierspel, The Jews and the World, 217.

1 Caron, “Exploring a Religions Dimension,” 165, 170.
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to advance his theological agenda.”® Caron’s definition for Tovdoiog is a reaction to
Bultmann’s symbolic treatment. Caron rightly observes that to equate Tovdoiog with
kocpog empties “the expression of its historical referent.”> Nevertheless, his abstract
rendering of Tovdaiog is hardly an improvement. Treating Tovdaioc as a concept rather
than an actual entity removes from it any form of historical referentiality, even if Caron
thinks otherwise. Moreover if Tovdoiog means an attitude that promotes a pseudo-
Judaism, should Xapapitic mean an inclination towards sexual debauchery? Or “EAAnv an
affection for multiple pagan gods? Although language users may creatively bestow
concrete lexical items with an abstract function, it is questionable that the Evangelist is
doing this type of abstraction in his narrative. Sheridan, who like Caron interprets
‘Tovdaiog from a literary perspective, also contends that “the Jews” in John’s Gospel do
not represent “real, flesh-and-blood Jews™* but narrative characters crafted to serve a

rhetorical purpose, intended to prompt John’s readers toward belief.”

Summary

All scholars surveyed agree that the semantics of Tovdaiog may encompass ethnic,
religious, geographical, or political senses, depending on context. Their disagreement lies

in identifying the term’s primary semantic essence. Advocates of an ethnic sense contend

32 Caron states that the way to find out what the Gospel actually says about the Jews is “[e]n
observant simplement comment un auteur fabrique ses personages, out plutét comment un récit, mais plus
particulierement au moment ou ils sont introduits dans I’action” (Caron, Qui sont les Juifs, 53). Emphasis
mine.

>3 Caron, “Exploring a Religions Dimension,” 162.

>* These are Clark-Soles’s remarks concerning the Tovdoiot in John’s Gospel, with which Sheridan
disagrees. Cf. Sheridan, Retelling Scripture, 33; Clark-Soles, Scripture Cannot Be Broken, 1.

53 Sheridan, Retelling Scripture, 37.



19

that the core attribute of Tovdaiog, from which all other senses derive, is its biological
and familial component, with fictive kinship implied when a Gentile is described as a
‘Tovdaiog. Conversely, proponents of a religious sense argue that its primary sense, giving
rise to all others, is religious. Similarly, advocates of geographical or political senses
assert their respective attributes as the foundational essence of the lexeme. Regarding the
referent of Tovdaiog, scholarship is divided on both its historical reality and scope. Some
view the Tovdaiot as a concrete historical group, representing an ethnic and/or religious
community. Most identify them as members of the Jewish people, either broadly
encompassing the entire community or narrowly denoting a specific subset, though a few
scholars associate them with John’s Christian community. Others interpret the referent of
‘Tovdaiog metaphorically, as a rhetorical device symbolizing individuals or a mindset

opposing the worldview espoused by Jesus and advanced by John.

Survey of Methodological Approaches in the Examination of Tovdaiog

Johannine scholars investigating ‘Tovdaiog are driven by a broader concern than merely
defining its lexical meaning. Most seek to uncover the motivation behind what I have
described here as John’s distinctive use of Tovdaiog in his Gospel. Although in this study
I will suggest that a linguistic investigation of Tovdaioc should take precedence, the
predominant approaches employed by Johannine scholars have relied not on linguistic
tools but on historical, sociological, and literary methods. In the following sections, I will
examine representative works from each of these three perspectives. This survey aims to

be both informative and reflective, probing the strengths and weaknesses of each
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approach while identifying the methodological assumptions that shape particular
interpretations of John’s Tovdaioc. Two caveats need mentioning before we proceed,
however. First, all approaches that will be discussed are in conversation with each other,
which consequently means that elements of many approaches will be present in one given
approach. For example those approaches described as historical will draw some features
from those approaches described as literary and vice versa. Second, some scholars
discussed in this section under a given approach may disagree with my classification and
would rather see themselves as representing a different approach. I realize that there is
some subjectivity in my classification; I have, nonetheless, tried to classify each approach

1n accordance to their most salient features.

‘Tovdaiog in Light of Historical Approaches

Given its chronological precedence in the history of interpretation and its profound
influence on the development of sociological and literary approaches, it is fitting to begin
our discussion by analyzing how historical methods have been employed to examine
John’s distinctive use of Tovdaiog in his Gospel. A prevailing assumption shaping
historical interpretations of the New Testament writings is the notion of intense conflict
between their authors, their communities, and the ‘Tovdaiot. This idea of conflict dates
back to the late Seventeenth Century, when the historical-critical study of the Bible was
nascent. Semler, who may adequately be called “the father of Historical Criticism,”
believed that many stories (or forms) in the New Testament owed their inclusion into the

canonical text to the various conflicts that existed between Jewish and Gentile factions.
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Concerning Paul and Galatians, Semler observed that the various traditions retelling the
apostle’s conversion and subsequent travels have but one final purpose: “to save [Paul’s]
own reputation before the readers, from the detrimental judgment and cunning attempts
of many opponents from the Jewish party.”*®

A great number of Johannine scholars who look at the Gospel of John from a
historical perspective have faithfully followed Semler’s footsteps. Both his principles for
determining that which is “historically true” and the assumption of conflict that laid
beneath the text of the Scriptures, permeate many historical investigations of the lexeme
‘Tovoaiog in the Fourth Gospel. Fortna, for example, thinks that the various redactions the
Fourth Evangelist made to his source, what Fortna calls the “Sign Gospel,””’ were
motivated by a polarity “tinged with hostility and danger” that existed between the
Christian Jews from John’s milieu and other Jews who did not think the same about
Jesus.”® Fortna’s explanation of the negative portrayal of the Jews by the Fourth
Evangelist, who is to be differentiated from the Sign Gospel author, is motivated by his
theological agenda. Hence his view of the Jews should not be taken as factual;* for they
are, in Fortna’s reckoning, a theological construction devised to display a lack of

understanding and unbelief.’ Fortna is able to identify this theological agenda by locating

the supposedly redactional insertions of the Fourth Evangelist into his source,” who uses

0 See Zumaeta, “Johann Salomo Semler,” forthcoming.

77 According to Fortna, who follows Bultmann very closely, this pre-Johannine source was itself a
redacted document stemming from two other sources, the Signs Source and the Passion Source, the Sign
Source being the main one. See Fortna, The Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 208.

58 Fortna, The Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 298, 314.

5 Fortna, The Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 294, 296.

60 Fortna, The Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 314.

%! Fortna affirms that phrase “the Jews” is “almost always a Johannine insertion” (Fortna, The
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topography to communicate that Galilee is the place of belief and his inhabitants those
who sympathize with Jesus, and that Judea is the place of unbelief and its inhabitants
those who reject the Messiah.” Fortna is so convinced of this topographical schema that
even when Jesus’ own Galilean disciples abandon him after his harsh comments in the
Bread of Life discourse, the Jews are to be blamed for it. Fortna concludes, “the
immediate occasion of their defection is Jesus’ difficult teaching about himself as the
giver of the true manna, in fact, as himself that very bread from heaven. But at the same
time we can connect this falling away with the antipathy to Jesus on the part of ‘the Jews’
who have appeared in—shall we say penetrated into?—Galilee.””

This same assumption of conflict is the foundation upon which Martyn constructs
his edifice, namely, the historical constitution of John’s community with their respective
theological concerns and emotional, as well as, societal struggles. This notion of conflict
shapes Martyn’s two criteria for historical investigation, which may be expressed as
follows: To discover that which is historically true in John one must (1) find the
connection between current concerns and tradition, and (2) find parallels of those current
problems, couched or hidden in the traditions, somewhere else. Since the ancients had a
high regard for their traditions—here tradition is to be understood as the authoritative

teachings of one’s forebearers®—when they faced problems they sought to find answers

in their traditions. Martyn, who is very aware of this reality, goes one step further,

Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 311).

62 Fortna, The Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 294-95.

63 Fortna, The Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 303.

%41 realize that this is a very simplistic definition for the concept of tradition in the New
Testament. However, it should suffice for our purposes in this chapter.
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however, and affirms that the ancients did not simply appeal to their traditions to address
their current problems; they also shaped, bended, and even added to them to make the
traditions their own.” And this is precisely what, Martyn is convinced, John did with his
Gospel. As it pertains to the miracles of the lame man (5:1-9) and the blind beggar (9:1—
7), traditional stories themselves, the Evangelist, in order to address his and that of his
community’s current situation, malleated the traditions to such extent that they may be
considered a new “literary genre, quite without counterpart in the body of the Gospels.”
Martyn qualifies this new Johannine literary genre as a drama.®® Hence, if we are to
discover what the true historical circumstances of John’s community were (their drama),
we must first analyze John’s dramatic rendering of these miracle stories trying to identify
in his redactional malleation his interests and experiences.”’ In his analysis of the blind
beggar Martyn relates the tradition with current concerns (the two dramas) as follows:
9:1-7, “a street in Jerusalem near the temple” corresponds to “a street in the Jewish
Quarter of John’s city.” 9:8—12, being “near the man’s home” corresponds to being “near
the Jewish Quarter.” 9:13—17, “the Sanhedrin of Jerusalem” corresponds to “a meeting of
the Gerousia,” the ruling body of Jewish elders in John’s city.®® The insights Martyn
gathers from this initial juxtaposition between tradition and current situation, encourages

him to look for parallels in other sources contemporary to John’s community. Martyn’s

6 Martyn, History and Theology, 30. See Martyn, History and Theology, 64—81.

66 Martyn, History and Theology, 32. Emphasis original of the author.

67 Martyn is convinced that these miracle stories present “its witness on two levels: (1) Itis a
witness to an einmalig [Martyn’s term to refer to the original setting of the miracle tradition] event during
Jesus’ earthly lifetime . . . (2) The text is also a witness to Jesus’ powerful presence in actual events
experienced by the Johannine church” (Martyn, History and Theology, 40).

% There are other elements in John’s narrative for which Martyn finds other correspondence but
these three are the most important for his hypothesis.
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quest is driven by the statement in 9:22 where John affirms that fjon cvvetédevto ol
‘Tovdaiot tva €Gv TIg aDTOV OpOAOYT oM YPLETOV, ATocVVAY®mYOS Yévntot “the Jews had
already decided that anyone who confessed that Jesus was the Messiah would be put out
of the synagogue.” Martyn finds in these words a formal decision to excommunicate
Christian Jews out of the synagogue because of their belief in Jesus. Even though he tries
to find parallels with other similar disciplinary processes in the writings of Luke, he
prefers the parallels with the rabbis in Jamnia, for in his view, the allegeded four key
points of the ban in 9:22 are to be found only in the stipulations of the Birkath ha-Minim
(reformulated benediction against the heretics recorded in the Babylonian Talmud and
published as a Takkanoth under Gamaliel I1).” He gives three reasons to connect the
situation and actors of John 9 with the situation and actors of Jamnia. First, the
terminology of the ban in John is equivalent to that in the Birkath ha-Minim. Martin
purports that cuvtiOnu—=“to agree, to reach a corporate decision”—corresponds to JpPR
(Aramaic JpR)—*“to introduce a custom” or “to ordain.”” Second, the major stabilizing
force during the post-70 AD’s uncertainty and extreme trauma was “provided by the
rabbinic academy which assembled at Jamnia.””" And third, the reformulated and
published Birkath ha-Minim was intended for use in synagogues far and wide in order to
effectively detect Christian heresy.”” These are the reasons that compel Martyn to find in

the blind begar a parable for John’s suffering community and in “the Jews” a parable for

% These four key points are: “(1) a formal decision, (2) made by Jewish authorities, (3) to bring
against Christian Jews, (4) the drastic measure of excommunication from the Synagogue” (Martyn, History
and Theology, 56).

70 Martyn, History and Theology, 57.

m Martyn, History and Theology, 58.

= Martyn, History and Theology, 65.
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the members of the local synagogue with their respective leaders in the Gerousia who are
opposed to these Jewish Christians.”

Both Fortna and Martyn provide us with a template of how the historical method
is often applied to the Gospel of John in the quest for understanding his peculiar
application of Tovdaioc—though we may legitimately question whether their

investigation is actually historical.”

As noted, this template hinges on a perceived conflict
between two factions—Jesus and his disciples versus the Tovdoior—which serves as a
parable for later tensions between Jesus’ followers and those who rejected him. Two key
observations stand out: first, this conflict is pervasive, permeating every narrative in
John’s Gospel involving the Tovdaiot; second, the opposing groups are sharply
delineated. For Fortna, John’s Tovdaiot have a “stylized, monolithic effect, virtually
obliterating all actual distinctions within first-century Jewish society.”” For Martyn, they

represent the Jamnia loyalists, specifically the authorities, expelling from synagogue

worship those who embraced Jesus as the Jewish Messiah.”

> This two-level approach to interpreting the Gospel of John is often referred to as the “Brown
and Martyn” approach because Brown developed it further. Whereas Martyn sees this two level drama in a
couple of pericopes, Brown interprets the entire Gospel as a two level-drama. Indeed, for Brown the Fourth
Gospel, and the Johannine epistles, are a timeline (encompassing three phases) that describes the history of
the Johannine community. See Brown, The Community of the Beloved Disciple.

™ The way Fortna (to a lesser degree) and Martyn (to a greater degree) practice their historical
research of the various traditions within John gives the impression that, for them, those traditions are not
factual at all but allegorical. As it concerns to genre, John seems to be, especially for Martyn, closer to John
Bunyan’s Pilgrim Progress than to Anne Frank’s Diary of a Young Girl. Also,

75 Fortna, The Fourth Gospel and Its Predecessor, 311.

76 Martyn, History and Theology, 58, 113, 118.
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Tovdaiog in Light of Sociological Approaches

Martyn’s dual-drama hypothesis has certainly and rightly faced a lot of hard criticism;”’
however, not without leaving an indelible mark, for many of the sociological approaches
to John in general, and Tovdoiog in particular, have taken their cue from him.” For
example, building on Martyn’s hypothesis of a parallel drama, McGrath assumes that the
conflicts narrated in the Fourth Gospel, mainly caused by Christological debates,
underline the conflict between some Christian Jews from John’s community and their
leaders in their local synagogue.” Indeed, according to McGrath, John’s narrative is his
attempt to provide satisfactory answers to many Christological controversies raised by
the dispute,* which in turn results in the elevated Christology of the Gospel, evidenced
by the Evangelist’s various extensions and alterations of traditional doctrine. In order to
substantiate his claim McGrath uses as methodology the sociology-of-knowledge
approach devised by Berger and Luckmann,* with an emphasis on the concept of

legitimation. Under this sociological framework the existence and preservation of any

" In terms of genre, Higerland has shown that the two drama scheme on two different historical
levels has no parallel in antiquity. It is possible that John’s Gospel may be a first of its kind, as Martyn
claims, but the burden of proof is on him. If indeed this is what John is doing, it is hard to imagine how his
readers were able to make the specific connections Martyn is able to make. See Hagerland, “John’s
Gospel.” Also the connection between the excommunication in John 9 with a formal excommunication of
Christian heretics expressed in the Birkat haMinin has been shown to be untenable. See Kimelman, “Birkat
Ha-Minim,” 226—44; Klink, “Expulsion from the Synagogue”; Teppler, ed., Birkat haMinin; Horbury, Jews
and Christians; Bernier, Aposynagogos. Other less exhaustive resources that briefly deal with Martyn’s
arguments are Bauckham, “Audience of the Fourth Gospel”; Carson, John, 360-61, 369-72.

"1t should not be surprising to us that Martyn’s dual-drama historical approach has exerted great
influence on many sociological approaches to John for, as Barton observes, the sociological methods are “a
development of historical criticism” albeit with a concentration on “social patterns” and “cultural
conditions” that characterized the milieu of the New Testament. See Barton, “Social-Scientific Criticism,”
277.

" McGrath, John's Apologetic Christology, 48.

% McGrath, John s Apologetic Christology, 231.

8 Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction of Reality.
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given worldview is contingent on a process of legitimation. If a worldview is to be
preserved, those upholding it are required to defend its legitimacy when challenges arise
by other alternative and competing worldviews.* According to McGrath, this process of
legitimation works in three stages: (1) it begins with the appearance of an initial diversity
within the main group, which (2) results in the division of the groups between “parent”
and “child” as a consequence of clashing worldviews. This conflict causes (3) both
groups to engage in a process of legitimation, which inevitably results in the development
and refining of the elements within the worldview.*> When it comes to the Gospel of
John, McGrath’s strategy is therefore to “provide evidence that the evangelist is engaging
in legitimation” as various Christological debates arise within John’s community.*
McGrath applies this sociological model to a selection of scriptures in the Gospel of
John—those that describe the relationship between God and Jesus and Jesus and Moses—
in three steps. First, he describes the conflict underlying each pericope. Then, he shows
John’s apologetic response to the given conflict. And lastly, he strives to demonstrate how
the conflict occasioned the development of the Christological doctrine/tradition. Essential
to McGrath’s analysis are the textual parallels that exist between John and earlier Jewish
traditions. McGrath is convinced that the Christology of the Fourth Gospel is a developed
Christology that, though controversial, is in line with the more primitive Jewish

traditions.

%2 McGrath, John s Apologetic Christology, 35.
%3 McGrath, John s Apologetic Christology, 36.
$ McGrath, John s Apologetic Christology, 46.
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Another example of the sociological approach applied to the Gospel of John
comes from Raimo Hakola. Following Syreeni’s three-world model,* which also depends
heavily on Berger and Luckmann’s model, Hakola examines the ambivalent Jewishness
of the Fourth Gospel in terms of social identity markers within the narrative.*® Hence, the
great bulk of his work consists in evaluating those symbols and persons that define
Jewish identity, such as the temple (2:13-22); the place of worship (4:20-24), the
Sabbath (5:1-18), circumcision (7:19-24), the person of Moses (5:37—47), and the person
of Abraham (8:31-59). Hakola’s goal in examining these social identity markers is to
demonstrate that John and his community no longer identify with these symbols (though
they still appreciate them), for they have formed a new identity that, though borne out of
main stream Judaism has ended up being very distinct from it.*” This identity is so
distinct from that of other Jews that even the perception of a slight threat against it leads
the Gospel writer and his community to view even the more sympathetic Jews as the
“children of the devil.”® This does not mean, according to Hakola, that the new identity
has developed as a consequence of antagonism and persecution on the part of the Jewish

leaders against members of John’s community.” Rather, what has given texture to this

85 Syreeni, “Matthew, Luke, and the Law”; Syreeni, “Separation and Identity.”

86 Hakola, Identity Matters, 35, 86.

87 Hakola, Identity Matters, 237.

88 Hakola, Identity Matters, 185.

* Hakola rejects Martyn’s hypothesis and does not believe that the Christians from John’s
community experienced actual persecution from the Jewish party. John’s negative portrayal of the Jews, is
for him, part of the Evangelist’s strategy in creating his “symbolic universe” so that the Johannine
Christians “could understand themselves better in relation to the surrounding world, no matter how
distorted a picture they may have had of that world.” Hakola explains, “[w]e have a lot of evidence which
makes understandable that the Johannine Christians felt themselves to be persecuted in a world governed
by the Jews, but we have hardly any evidence of Jewish persecution of Christians at the end of the first
century”(Hakola, Identity Matters, 77-78).
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identity is the community’s internal conflict—seen in the clash between the community’s
symbolic and real world—that has arisen due to its acceptance of Jesus as the Messiah,
who has superseded many common features of Judaism.” The account of the Samaritan
woman provides, according to Hakola, a great example of this clash between the two
worlds (symbolic and real) embedded in the world of the text that brought about this new
identity that is no longer Jewish.”' It is argued that Jesus’ ambivalent and conflicting
attitude toward the temple worship is analogical to how members of John’s community
felt themselves in relationship to Jewish tradition. In the symbolic universe, the
Johannine Christians see Jesus as the champion of Jewish tradition. As the Jew par
excellence Jesus can declare that “salvation is of the Jews” and that “we” Jews, unlike
Samaritans, “worship what we know.” In their real world, however, the Johannine
Christians had already “become alienated from their Jewish heritage.””* Hence, we also
witness a great degree of indifference to many important Jewish traditions on the part of
Jesus. To begin with, while recognizing that the Jews are the source from whom salvation
comes, the Jews are not the ones who accept this salvation but the Samaritans.” Also,
although Jesus acknowledges the propriety up to this point of temple worship in
Jerusalem, he nevertheless breaks away from it by speaking of a truer worship that

transcends physical locality. In fact, Jesus replaces temple worship with something totally

90 Hakola, Identity Matters, 22.

1 Or as Hakola puts it, “The text is already distanced from traditional Samaritan or Jewish
concerns, and presents the new worshipers as a new group distinct from both the Samaritans and the Jews”
(Hakola, Identity Matters, 108).

92 Hakola, Identity Matters, 110.

% Hakola argues that in the account of the Samaritan woman John actually casts the Jews in a
negative light. They are the ones characterized by unbelief and ignorance. In fact, Nicodemus is a prime
example of this. See Hakola, Identity Matters, 96, 103—4.
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new, a worship “bound to the person of Jesus.”” Through this account, purported to be
constructed around the person Jesus, the Evangelist depicts the identity of his community
as one that emerged from Judaism but that is distinct from it. The believers from John’s
community are a group of their own who identify “neither with the Jews nor with the
Samaritans but regard themselves as true worshipers who have been able to put behind
earlier—and from their point of view—untrue ways of worshiping God.””

It must be acknowledged that the application of sociological models to the Gospel
of John has been beneficial on a number of fronts. Perhaps one of the most important
contributions of these social models, particularly as applied by McGrath and Hakola, is
that they make evident the dispensability of a definite reconstructed post-70 CE Sitz im
Leben in order to make sense of the tensions present in the Fourth Gospel. Both McGrath
and Hakola show that the social conditions of John’s community that may have given rise
to these tensions do not require as a backdrop the emerging rabbinic predominance of
Yavneh. Indeed, these same conditions are seen in a number of different contexts in the
first century that we should perhaps think twice before dismissing the actual setting as
presented in John’s text. Another key contribution of sociological approaches is their
acknowledgment of John’s ambivalent portrayal of the Tovdaiotl and their efforts to
explain this contradictory depiction. For McGrath, this ambivalence stems from an initial
theological diversity that gradually evolves into two opposing worldviews. Similarly,

Hakola attributes it to an internal conflict between the symbolic world and its real-world

94 Hakola, Identity Matters, 108.
9 Hakola, Identity Matters, 110.
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counterpart experienced by members of the Johannine community.”® Despite recognizing
this ambivalence, many sociological analyses, upon closer inspection, arrive at
conclusions akin to those of historical approaches:”’ a pervasive conflict in John’s Gospel
between Jesus’ faction and the Tovdaiot, mirroring the tensions between John’s

community and their parent ethno-religious tradition.

‘Tovdaiog in Light of Literary Approaches

Scholars have also examined the role of Tovdaiog in John’s Gospel from a variety of
literary perspectives, some appealing to modern literary tools while others to more

“ancient” ones. Notwithstanding the diversity among the literary methods,” one thing in

% Cirafesi, who appears to adopt a sociological approach, proposes a solution by conceptualizing
Jewish relations at two levels of taxonomic abstraction. At the macro level, a unifying commonality exists,
which he terms “Yahwistic Israel.” At the micro level, sharp distinctions emerge, with extreme poles
represented by a “priestly-oriented” identity and a “diasporic” mode of identity. See Cirafesi, John within
Judaism, 48-51.

*7 This outcome may largely stem from assumptions inherent in sociological methods. Porter has
observed that all of these sociological methods “take the same external or extrinsic approach to data.” What
Porter means by this statement is that practitioners of the sociological methods seem to have a uniform
view of the data as it pertains to those characteristics of the societal groups being investigated. Hence, even
when engaging with the canonical text, the theory “is only loosely linked to the texts themselves.” Within
this approach, “the individual instances are not treated for their individual significance, but as pieces of a
composite picture” (Porter, “Pauline Social Relations,” 14—15). McGrath and Hakola, for example, though
disagreeing on the nature of the conflict the Johannine community is facing (whether it is external or
internal), assume that the conflict is similar for every member of John’s community, and it is under this
extrinsic assumption that they examine the individual pericopes of the text. Another example is Hakola’s
treatment of the Samaritan woman. Viewing the Johannine community as having forged a distinct, even
superior identity compared to other Jews and Samaritans, Hakola interprets Jesus’ statement that “salvation
is of the Jews” as an indictment that “underlines the culpability of the Jews who have failed to receive the
Messiah who comes from their midst” (Hakola, /dentity Matters, 112). This interpretation suggests that
even seemingly positive depictions of the Tovdaiot are ultimately negative. See also Numada, John and
Anti-Judaism, 44-45.

% Weima has rightly observed that “there is not a single literary-critical method of interpretation”
(Weima, “Literary Criticism,” 151). Part of the difficulty in finding a “standard” literary method is the fact
that in the past biblical scholars, unlike literary scholars in the humanities, defined it somewhat different.
They thought of it as another way to refer to the discussions of authorship, dating, sources, etc. Literary
criticism was used as a synonym of source, form, and redaction criticism (see for example Schnackenburg,
Das Johannesevangelium, 1:32—46). A second reason for divergence in the literary approach is due to the
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common among all literary analysts is their concern for the study of style—"“how

”__porne out of a conviction that

something is communicated by the author to the reader
the Gospel of John as a whole is a work of literature, which sophisticated artistry and
aesthetic quality deserves due attention.

Perhaps one of the best and most influential examples of the literary critical
method as applied to the Gospel of John (and perhaps even to other Gospels) comes from
R. Alan Culpepper.'” Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel is Culpepper’s reading and
interpretation of the Gospel of John through Chatman’s theoretical model, originally
developed for the analysis of non-historical literature.'”' In his work, Chatman proposed
that every narrative contains two main parts, the story—the content plane—and the
discourse—the rhetoric plane. The story is comprised by events, characters, and settings
and the discourse, which provides the means by which the author conveys his story, is

29 ¢

concerned with things such as the “implied author,” “the implied reader,” and the “point
of view” put forth throughout the story.'” Convinced that the Fourth Gospel is “the

literary creation of the evangelist, which is crafted with the purpose of leading readers to

‘see’ the world as the evangelist sees it”'” Culpepper examines each element of the story

analyst’s focus. Some literary critics have an author-centered approach, others a text-centered approach,
and yet others have a reader-centered approach, which demands different sets of tools for the analysis.

9 Spencer, “Literary Criticism,” 238.

% porter observes that Culpepper’s Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel “‘merits mention as one of the
best new critical analyses” (Porter, “Literary Approaches,” 107). Other important literary analyses of John
are Sheridan, Retelling Scripture, and Reinhartz, Word in the World. See also Reinhartz’s more recent
Befriending the Beloved Disciple.

1ot Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 6. Culpepper also draws many important ideas from
Booth and Genette.

102 Chatman, Story and Discourse, 19, 23.

103 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 4.
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and the discourse of John in order to show how the Evangelist constructs meaning and
accomplishes his overall purpose, explicitly stated in 20:31.'"™* Since the Evangelist’s
main goal is to align the reader’s worldview with his own, examining the point of view of
the narrator, which corresponds to the point of view of the implied and the real author and
which is also projected through the point of view of the various characters, is therefore of
vital importance.'” This ideological point of view, which Culpepper labels
“stereoscopic,” is none other than the Evangelist’s “twin” perspective of Jesus. On the
one hand he sees Jesus as “the pre-existing /ogos” and on the other hand as “the exalted
Son of God.”'® It is this perspective concerning Jesus, which by the way is the only
correct perspective, that determines how John crafts his story. John projects this
ideological point of view both explicitly and implicitly. At the discourse level he makes
his point of view evident by his editorial comments and at the story level he does it not
only by the events he chooses to describe but also by the way in which he characterizes
the participants of the story. This is, according to Culpepper, clearly seen in John 13:1—
6."” In this introduction to the farewell discourse, John characterizes Judas as one

rejecting not only the Galilean Jesus, but the one who had come from the Father under

s important to point out that for Culpepper “meaning is produced in the experience of

reading the Gospel and lies on this side of the text [that is, the world in which the reader lives and not the
world from which the Evangelist wrote], between the reader and the text” (Culpepper, Anatomy of the
Fourth Gospel, 5).

103 Following Uspensky, Culpepper differentiates between three points of view, the psychological,
the spatial, and the ideological point of view. Speaking of the evaluative point of view of the narrator,
which he considers as the most important point of view due to its essential function within the narrative,
Culpepper observes that “no story can be very meaningful unless the readers are introduced to its value
system or provided with some way of relating it to their own” (Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel,
32).

106 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 33.

107 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 33-34.
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whose power the Father had placed everything. This rejection of Jesus as the pre-existing
logos and the glorified Son of God is meant to cause the readers to accept the
Evangelist’s point of view, which is expressed explicitly in his assertion that “he who had
come from God” (v. 3) needed “to leave this world and go to the Father” (v. 1). The most
important literary device for the Evangelist to project his point of view throughout the
narrative is the device of conflict. Indeed, “the plot of the Gospel is propelled by conflict
between belief and unbelief responses to Jesus.”'” This conflict which takes place
between the Jews and Jesus is seen at first, though implicitly, in chapter 2. By the time we
arrive to chapter 5, however, the conflict becomes explicit. The Jews “will seek to kill
Jesus because he violates the sabbath and commits blasphemy.”'” Throughout the
narrative, the more Jesus reveals his mission the clearer becomes his identity and at the
same time the hostility against him grows more intense. This is no accident, for it fulfills
the Evangelist’s purpose which is “to lead the reader to view each character and event

from his point of view,”""

a view that, once again, recognizes Jesus as the pre-existing
logos and the exalted Son of God.

Diefenbach, who like Culpepper appreciates the Evangelist’s literary prowess,'"

is not fond of reading the Gospel (or any other ancient document for that matter) in light

108 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 97.

109 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 127.

1o Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 232.

"! That this is the case is evinced by Diefenbach’s several comments throughout his work that
highlight the Evangelist’s literary skills, particularly in relationship to the “dramatic” speeches present in
the Gospel. Moreover, the very fact that Diefenbach finds similarities between John’s Gospel and the
poetries of Aristotle and Horace shows that he considers the Evangelist a very capable and creative writer
(See Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 13). In page 11, Deifenbach also seems to think that the Evangelist’s
artistic depiction of the Lord’s passion influenced Bach to compose his masterful “St. John’s Passion.”
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of recent literary tools. He asks, “warum fiir die Aktanten (struktur) analyse
literaturwissenschaftliche Methoden des 20. Jahrhunderts geltend gemacht werden
miissen, wenn die doch schon mit Hilfe der Dichtungstheoriker Aristoteles und Horaz mit
dem Ansatz der Personekonfiguration und -konstellation moglich ist”?''* As it can be
seen in this question, Diefenbach thinks that it is more appropriate to study any ancient
document in light of criteria that were accessible to the original readers.'"” Hence,
convinced that John’s audiences were familiar with models of Greco-Roman action
drama,'"* he endeavors to analyze the Tovdoiot in John with the help of Aristotle and
Horace.'"” The main criteria Diefenbach adopts from these Hellenistic poets is what he
calls the Primat der Handlung,"® which focuses the readers’ attention on the actions
themselves and not on the ethical and ethnical nature of the characters.''” The purpose of
this action-centered approach is, therefore, not to show contempt for a constellation of

persons represented by the literary characters, but to encourage the readers, on the one

"2 Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 24.

3 One might question whether John and his audience had access to the works of Aristotle and
Horace and if the availability of these classical texts could have influenced him. However, even if John had
access to these writings, their primary concerns and thematic focuses were markedly different from those of
the Gospel writer. Aristotle’s Poetics, for instance, primarily deals with the conventions of tragedy, making
it relevant only if John intended to craft his narrative in the style of a tragic play, which does not appear to
align with the Gospel’s register and purpose.

' See Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 47-51.

"5 For another resource that follows the same approach, see Brandt, Dialogue and Drama.

"8 Dieffenbach affirms that this criterion was formulated by Aristotle. He also tries to show how it
plays an important role in the writings of Horace and Seneca. See Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 33, 41, 43.

" That the action of the actors is at the center of the narrative is confirmed, according to
Diefenbach, “durch die Syntax im vierten Evangelium” (Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 248). He assumes that,
since in most of the clauses in John the verb precedes the subject, the action is being emphasized. This,
however, ignores a very important feature of Greek syntax—which is not as syntactically “free” as is often
believed (see Porter, “Word Order,” 200)—namely, that the fronted positioning of the verb is the most
unmarked pattern in the language. Thus, to affirm that John is emphasizing action by fronting the verb is to
over-interpret the more common syntactical pattern in Greek.
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hand, to actively reject their misguided behavior, and, on the other hand, to embrace

118

Jesus as the Messiah. ° Thus, for example, in the temple episode (John 2:13-25),
Diefenbach considers the Jews’ questioning of Jesus’ provocative actions “nur
verstiandlich,”"" viewing their response not as unbelief but as a reflection of a differing
belief. The Jews in this scene, identified as the “householders” of the Jerusalem temple,
believe they are divinely appointed overseers, making their anger and demand for Jesus’
divine credentials somewhat justifiable."” Though the author does not portray these Jews
as unbelieving, the Evangelist’s comment in verses 21-22 urges readers to reject their
actions and embrace the glory of Jesus revealed in his passion.'”!

Scholars, such as Culpepper and Diefenbach, who approach the New Testament

122 should be commended for

and the Gospel of John by means of various literary tools,
their commitment to the integrity of the Gospels as unified wholes and for their
recognition and appreciation of the writer/redactor’s literary competency. After all, the
texts that now constitute our sacred canon have not come to us as a random assortment of

disconnected ideas and stories but as cohesive literary units, each with a specific, albeit

not always clearly defined, purpose. An insistence on the reality that the New Testament

"8 Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 247-48.

"9 Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 81.

120 Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 81.

"2 Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 82.

'22 Diefenbach would very likely argue that his methodology should not be counted as a form of
literary or narrative criticism, for in his view it does not resort to modern theories that are so far
disconnected from John’s original audience. However, his own admission that “selbst die Theoretiker der
narrativen bzw. erzéhltheoretischen Analyse auf die Poetik des Aristoteles Bezug nehmen” (Diefenbach,
Konflikt Jesu, 24) shows that the relationship between the two is much closer than he would like to admit.
For a succinct description of the debt that literary criticism owes to the Greco-Roman poets and the great
influence that they continue to exert today, see Stevens, Literary Theory, 46—67.
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Gospels as wholes are “serious objects of literary consideration”'”

is undoubtedly the
greatest contribution that literary analysts have made to New Testament studies. Despite
its value, however, literary criticism is not without limitations. A primary concern is that
this method was originally developed for analyzing non-historical, contemporary
literature—even Diefenbach who uses the more “ancient” version of the method is not
concerned with historical matters.'** Porter questions whether a methodology tailored for
“modern literature, such as novels, poems, etc., is suitable for New Testament documents
that claim historical and theological significance.”'* Although narrative critics argued
that using literary criticism does not inherently deny the historical dimension of biblical
narratives,'* historical context is not their priority. Instead, they focus on identifying or
constructing literary devices that propel the narrative’s plot. Consequently, literary
analyses of John (and other Gospels) emphasize conflict as a plot-driving device and the
roles of protagonists and antagonists. Like many sociological approaches, though starting
from different premises, literary analyses often identify a pervasive conflict between two

factions: Jesus and his disciples as protagonists and the Tovdaiot as antagonists.'”’

123 Porter, “Literary Approaches,” 113.

24 Moreover, it is questionable whether Greco-Roman action drama serves as a legitimate parallel
to John’s Gospel. It is quite unlikely that John’s readers would have viewed his Gospel in the same way that
Greco-Roman readers regarded the works of Aristotle and Horace.

12 porter, “Literary Approaches,” 118. Another limitation of the literary method is its minimal
emphasis on engaging deeply with the text’s original language, though this does not imply that practitioners
lack knowledge of Hellenistic Greek. The method itself, however, does not necessitate such expertise.
Linguistic analysis of lexicogrammar and syntax is generally not essential to achieving the primary
objectives of literary criticism, such as identifying the narrator’s “point of view” as expressed through the
characters.

126 Rhoads, “Narrative Criticism,” 413.

127 See, for example Reinhartz, who states, “The Gospel casts the Jews as a group in the role of
Other who resists and opposes the Gospel’s message of truth” (Reinhartz, Befriending the Beloved Disciple,
20).
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Culpepper thus asserts, “It must again be repeated that in spite of the historical factors
which may have led the Evangelist to choose the Jews to represent unbelief, they, like all
the other characters in the Gospel, are representative.”'** Similarly, Diefenbach, focusing
on the actions of the Tovdaiot, states: “Die Personengruppe ‘Die Juden’ verkdrpern
lediglich in der johanneischen pointierten und kontrastierenden Darstellungsweise die
Gruppe all derer, die nicht an Jesus glauben (o0 bzw. pun moted®) und ihn als Messias,

Gottes- und Menschensohn ablehnen.”'”

Summary

This survey of methodological approaches to analyzing John’s discourse and his
distinctive use of the lexeme Tovdaiog and its plural Tovdaiot reveals a consensus among
most Johannine scholars on four points: (1) the pervasive conflict within John’s Gospel
narrative, (2) involving two clearly defined and opposing factions—Jesus and his
followers versus the Tovdaiot, (3) rooted in their sharply contrasting and defining
theological convictions, and (4) serving as a typology of the conflict outside the narrative

between John’s community and their Jewish neighbors.

128 Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 130. To be fair, Culpepper does try to differentiate
the meaning of Tovdaiog in the various contexts of John. Hence, in his analysis of John 11 and 12, for
example, he is able to admit that some Jews do believe in Jesus. Nevertheless, his commitment to his
literary methodology, which requires oi Tovdaiot to be taken as a single homogeneous group that identifies
the main antagonist in the Gospel of John, compels him to affirm that “the Gospel does not attempt to
distinguish and separate these groups.” They all belong to the group Tovdaiot and they “are closely
associated with the response of unbelief” (Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel, 126).

1% Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 270.
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Conclusion

This chapter has explored how Johannine scholars have addressed the questions of what
defines the essence of a Tovdaiog and who the Tovdaiot are in John’s Gospel. These
inquiries are crucial, as they offer insights into John’s intentions in composing his Gospel
and the audience he envisioned for his narrative. While I have endeavored to highlight
examples of scholars who attempt to both define the semantic essence of Tovdaiog and
identify its contextual referent, many Johannine scholars bypass the initial step of
defining its semantic essence altogether. Instead, they focus on analyzing the contextual
uses of ‘Tovdaioc in John’s Gospel, often with a preconceived notion of its meaning. A
key assumption of this study is that a proper understanding of John’s use of Tovdaiog
requires first clarifying his conception of the term’s meaning. Thus, defining the semantic
essence of Tovdaiog is an essential step that should not be overlooked.

Equally important is selecting the most suitable tool for this task. While all tools
may be useful, not all are equally effective for determining semantic meaning. Most
scholars who have sought to uncover the semantic essence of Tovdaiog have relied on
non-linguistic approaches, thereby missing the precision that linguistic tools provide. For
instance, the choice of a primary semantic attribute for Tovdoioc—whether ethnic,
cultural-religious, geographical, or geopolitical—is often based on analyzing texts from
similar registers, such as the Scriptures, Josephus, or Second Temple Jewish writings.
However, to ascertain the systemic, context-independent meaning of Tovdaiog, it is
necessary to examine the term across a diverse range of contexts representative of the

language system. This requires a carefully constructed corpus of Hellenistic Greek, built
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on linguistic principles and drawn from multi-register texts, enabling informed linguistic
judgments. The goal is not merely the quantity of texts but their representation across
varied registers."”* Therefore, a corpus must be developed or adapted to include diverse
registers, ensuring that our analysis and understanding of the lexeme align more closely
with the usage of its original speakers.

But defining a corpus is only a first step. Given our dual objective—first, to
determine the context-independent, essential meaning of Tovdaiog (is it ethnicity,
religion, geography, geopolitics, or something else?), and second, to investigate John’s
referential use of the term, including his specification of sense, referent, and appraisal
(are John’s instantiations homogeneous or varied, positive or negative?)—our linguistic
methodology must equip us to thoroughly analyze the linguistic and extra-linguistic
relationships Tovdaiog forms with other lexicogrammatical elements at both the discourse
and multi-discourse levels. The development of this linguistic methodology will be the

focus of the next chapter.

0 The Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) is an invaluable repository of original sources well-

suited for our investigation; however, as Porter and O’Donnell have demonstrated, it is better classified as
an archive rather than a corpus. Despite its immense value, the TLG lacks the systematic and carefully
defined linguistic parameters required to constitute a representative corpus. See O’Donnell, “Designing and
Compiling a Register-Balanced Corpus,” 260.



CHAPTER 2: A SYSTEMIC-FUNCTIONAL LINGUISTIC APPROACH

Introduction

In concluding Chapter 1, I emphasized that while all tools have value, their suitability
depends on the task at hand. The specific task dictates which tools are most appropriate,
with certain tools being more fundamental—thus taking precedence—based on the
objective. The aim of this chapter is to develop that more fundamental tool. This need
arises from recognizing that, despite their utility, historical, sociological, and literary
methods are not the most suitable for defining the meaning and function of Tovdaiog in
the New Testament and John’s Gospel. The relationship between task and tool is central
to this argument. I am not asserting that historical, sociological, and literary methods are
inadequate or without value; rather, they are not the most effective for the specific task of
determining the meaning and function of a linguistic item, in this case, the lexeme
‘Tovdaiog. This conclusion stems from my linguistic assumption that language operates as
both a system and an instance, interacting dialectically to produce the communicative

act.! Although practitioners of these methods may not explicitly share this assumption,

' While linguists from diverse schools of thought generally accept this dichotomy of language,
often categorized as semantics and pragmatics, their assumptions vary. In the pursuit of defining,
describing, and determining linguistic meaning, scholars and schools can be broadly positioned along a
pendulum. Those at the extremes maintain a clear distinction between semantics and pragmatics (e.g.,
Kempson, Semantic Theory; Frawley, Linguistic Semantics; Austin, How to Do Things with Words; Searle,
Speech Acts), while those situated between these poles acknowledge the challenge of drawing a sharp
boundary and advocate for a complementary approach. Some lean toward the formal end of the spectrum,
emphasizing semantics (e.g., Levinson, Pragmatics; Dijk, Text and Context), while others favor the

41
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their focus on identifying Tovdoiog’s essential or, as it is most often worded, “primary”
meaning—driven by the valid conviction that this essential sense informs John’s use of
the term in his Gospel>—reveals an implicit acknowledgment that Tovdoiog (and other
lexicogrammatical items) possesses a context-independent meaning that influences its
contextual applications.’ Therefore, developing and applying a tool with the appropriate
parameters is essential to, first, accurately abstract this context-independent meaning and,
second, examine its context-specific instantiations.

This chapter, which is divided in two main sections, attempts to define, describe,
and direct that fundamental linguistic tool. The first section focuses on outlining the

theoretical components of the tool while demonstrating their robustness and suitability

functional end, prioritizing pragmatics (e.g., Firbas, Functional Sentence Perspective; Leech, Principles of
Pragmatics; Fischer, From Cognitive Semantics to Lexical Pragmatics). Even linguists adopting a holistic
approach, who focus on the interplay rather than the division between semantics and pragmatics, recognize
that a distinction exists, though the elements—system and instance—are inseparable (e.g., Lyons,
Linguistic Semantics, 71980, 293; Yallop, “Words and Meaning,” 47).

2of course, as Chapter 1 has demonstrated, not all interpretative approaches explicitly adopt a
single linguistic sense and apply it uniformly across the entire Gospel. Literary approaches, in particular,
treat Tovdaiog as a rhetorical device symbolizing Jesus’ adversaries, thus feeling little need to define the
term precisely. Nevertheless, their analyses suggest an underlying assumption of an ethno-religious primary
sense for Tovdaioc.

} My linguistic analysis adopts a “monosemic bias,” a term Ruhl uses to describe a linguist’s initial
assumption of a “unitary meaning” for a lexical item (Ruhl, On Monosemy, 5). This monosemic bias—
prioritizing a single, unified meaning—does not reject the possibility of multiple senses (polysemy).
Instead, it shifts the focus in lexical analysis from readily assuming multiplicity to emphasizing a unitary
meaning. While approaching the lexicogrammar with a monosemic rather than polysemic bias does not
guarantee a different outcome in identifying ‘Tovdaiog’s essential sense, it enhances precision by avoiding
the pursuit of a narrowly defined sense. Instead of identifying a primary, well-defined sense that may be
eclipsed by other secondary systemic senses, a monosemic bias seeks a single, systemic, and ambiguous
sense. Being systemic, this sense is highly general, serving as a broad hint that is clarified when instantiated
in specific contexts. For proponents of a monosemic bias, see Huffman, Categories of Grammar, 14-19;
Kirsner, “Future of a Minimalist Linguistics”; Allwood, “Meaning Potentials and Context”; Reid,
“Monosemy, Homonymy and Polysemy”; Rice, “Prepositional Prototypes”; Ruhl, “Data,
Comprehensiveness, Monosemy,” 171; Porter, “Greek Linguistics,” 27-37. Examples of linguists
advocating a polysemic bias include Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors, 3—24; Fauconnier and Turner, The
Way We Think, 3—13; Lakoft, Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things, 334; Langacker, Concept, Image, and
Symbol, 194; Hirtle, “Meaning,” 159; Geeraerts, Theories of Lexical Semantics, 22, 42; Lobner,
Understanding Semantics, 44.
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for the task. In essence, it addresses the question: why this tool? The second section

serves as a practical guide, offering instructions on how to effectively “operate” the tool.

Theoretical Description

The Prevalence of a Systemic-Functional Orientation for Researching Written Text

Lyons, who distinguishes between a word’s systemic meaning,* which is independent of
specific utterances, from its instance meaning, which is activated in actual contextual
use,” also observes that word meaning is “both theoretically inexplicable and empirically
unverifiable except in terms of what the speakers of that language mean by their use.”
This insight emphasizes the critical role of examining actual language use in studying
linguistic meaning, thereby favoring a functionalist approach, which views language as a
communicative system, over a formalist approach, which regards language as a
representational system of universal linguistic structures. This is particularly true in the
case of Hellenistic Greek, for the data available to the biblical scholar is actual speech—
instances of text—and not users of language against whom we may be able to test the

alleged finite set of linguistic universals.’

4 Lyons designates this systemic sense as the “denotation” of a lexical item. In this study, we will
refer to it as its meaning potential.

3 See Lyons, Semantics, 174-229.

6 Lyons, Semantics, 4.

" The soundness of this perspective is once again captured by Porter’s words: “It is prima facie
much more reasonable and potentially promising to approach a ‘dead’ language from a functional
paradigm, in which instances of real language are cited, than from a ‘formal’ (psychological) model which
must test user competence against an already finite set of sentences, with no possible recourse to native
speakers for verification” (Porter, Verbal Aspect, 7).
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There are various linguistic schools of thought that approach language from a
functionalist standpoint that have made great contributions in the investigation of
language.® One of those schools is Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL from here on),
which theoretical tools I will adopt in my investigation of Tovdaiog, both at the
definitional and at the discourse level. My choice of a functionalist approach is a matter
of conviction. From my words in the previous paragraph, the reader should already be
aware that I understand language to be a communicative system, and not a
representational one. In the following paragraphs, as I describe some of SFL’s major
tenets, I hope to also justify why understanding language as a communicative system is to
be preferred. My choice of SFL is pragmatic. As a major linguistic school, which has
been developed, tried, and tested through many years, SFL provides a coherent
framework that, I believe, could potentially maximize the accuracy of our findings and
conclusions. Choosing SFL as a paradigm in no way means that other linguistic
approaches don’t have important things to say about language, and this, of course,
includes those approaches that tend to lean toward the formal end of the pendulum. As
Berry observes, SFL theoreticians recognize that their view “is by no means the only
possible view of language.” Nevertheless, given the fact that the SFL approach is very

concerned with the social functions of language and, as already stated, our data for this

¥ For some of the major representatives of other functionalist schools see Pike, Language in
Relation to a Unified Theory; Lamb and Newell, Stratificational Grammar; Diver, “Theory.” William Diver
is considered to be the founder of the Columbia School of Linguistics; however, he did not write a book
with a developed framework. All of his contributions came in the form of articles that progressively defined
much of the Columbia school of thought. A collection of Diver’s articles regarded as most important can be
found in Huffman and Davis, eds., Language.

’ Berry, Introduction to Systemic Linguistics, 21.
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study in particular comes in the form of actual linguistic instantiations, it makes sense to
select SFL as our paradigm for analysis. There are, of course, other reasons, which we
will soon describe, that make SFL optimal for the task at hand.

Like all functionalist linguistic schools, the sociological aspect of language is key
in the SFL paradigm. In SFL, language is understood as a social semiotic construct; that
is, a system of linguistic signs informed, developed, and interpreted through interpersonal
interactions. In other words, what a language is and how a language functions is defined
by the communicational exchange between its users.'’ Since language is understood as a
social semiotic, it follows, therefore, that individual language systems are unique and
different from each other. They have their genesis in societies and cultures, not in some
innate regulatory faculty common to all humans. This perspective on language not only
takes seriously the particular idiosyncrasies that differentiate one language from
another—as its own system, Hellenistic Greek is not like English or Spanish; it has its
own particular linguistic way of doing things—but also challenges the broadly accepted

notion among a great majority of cognitive semanticists regarding language universals."

10 Halliday observes that to understand language as a social semiotic system “means interpreting
language within a sociocultural context, in which culture itself is interpreted in semiotic terms.” Indeed,
according to Halliday “[I]Janguage does not consist of sentences; it consists of text, or discourse—the
exchange of meanings in interpersonal contexts of one kind or another” (Halliday, Language as Social
Semiotic, 2). See also Berry, Introduction to Systemic Linguistics, 23.

" While many cognitive linguists reject several of Chomsky’s presuppositions, it cannot be denied
that they have been greatly influenced by Chomsky’s theory of a universal grammar, which they have
extended to lexical semantics. See for example Fodor, LOT 2, 7, 18; Pinker, Language Instinct, 81;
Frawley, Linguistic Semantics, 59—69; Nerlich and Clarke, “Polysemy and Flexibility,” 8; Tyler and Evans,
“Reconsidering Prepositional Polysemy Networks,” 95-98. Teubert is correct when he affirms that most of
the works in lexical semantics come from cognitive semanticists who “want to extend Chomsky’s claim of
the sameness of all languages to meaning” (Teubert, “Language and Corpus Linguistics,” 94). Chomsky’s
view concerning a universal grammar can be found in his New Horizons, 7-15, and Cartesian Linguistics,
78-92. His theory of a universal grammar is predicated on the belief that “the language faculty” operates
similarly to “mental organs,” akin to other biological systems like the heart, the visual system, or the
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Notwithstanding the undeniable reality that all languages share common entities
and properties—such as subjects, verbs, clauses, and phrases—the empirical evidence
suggests that languages should not be considered as one universal, homogeneous system;
rather, there are many distinct language systems, not just one. There is more dissimilarity
among language systems than there are similarities, and perhaps the most obvious
evidence of this fact is the mutually unintelligible vocabulary among various language
systems. However, unintelligible vocabulary is not the only difference. Languages also
differ phonetically, grammatically, and syntactically. For instance, the nasal features
common in Portuguese and Korean are seldom used in English or Spanish. The guttural
or glottal sounds typical of Arabic and Hebrew are challenging for non-natives to
reproduce. Very few can replicate the clicked consonants characteristic of the Khoisan
languages. Grammatically, German, an inflectional language, contrasts with its relative
English; syntactically, German differs as well, tending to move the verb to the end of the
sentence, a structure seldom used in English. Along the same lines, Hellenistic Greek '
tends to front the verb, whereas Japanese prefers to place it at the end. Languages also
differ in their conceptualization of the world. For instance, while for an English speaker

to be mocked means to have their leg pulled, for a Spanish speaker it means to have their

mechanisms responsible for motor coordination and planning, As Chomsky asserts, “there appears to be no
clear demarcation line between physical organs, perceptual and motor systems, and cognitive faculties in
the respects in question” (Chomsky, Rules and Representations, 39). It is not the purpose of this work to
provide a comprehensive assessment of the many problems inherent in the “genetic” and universal view of
language. My purpose is much more modest. I am simply trying to show the reader that conceiving
languages as social semiotic systems is to be preferred. For a detailed criticism of this genetic and universal
view of language see Sampson, The ‘Language Instinct’ Debate. See also Reid, Verb and Noun Number in
English, 325-50, who demonstrates with his analysis the many flaws inherent in a genetic, universalist
view of language.

2See Porter, “Word Order.”
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hair pulled (“me estas tomando el pelo”). While in English to be young means to be in
one’s prime, in ancient Hebrew it means to be in one’s day of harvest (*291 °12*2). The list
of the things that differentiate all languages could be enumerated ad infinitum. It is really
hard, therefore, to accept a doctrine of language universals and, even worse, of one
monolithic language system. Granted, similarities do exist, and there are various reasons
for those similarities.” Yet the great diversity that exists among languages and cultures
should caution us not to fall into the temptation of generalizing across languages. For to
do this is, as Yallop points out, “an arrogant” way “of minimizing language differences”
and deeming as “deviant or degraded” those languages that do not conform with the
standard few."

As we can see from the above discussion, the available empirical linguistic data
compels us to view language as a communicative system and not as a representational
system. A language is much more “than an individual possession or ability.” It is a social
phenomenon that exists “because of its life in social interaction.”"® Therefore, in the quest
for linguistic meaning, a researcher must give due attention to the social environment of
the given language and SFL gives us the tools to do that. SFL enables us to examine
Hellenistic Greek as its own entity and Tovdaioc as one element in the social interaction

of this entity.

1 Some of these similarities may be the remnants of societal exchange and cultural development,
which best example are the languages that develop out of colonialism. The similarities are also due to the
fact that all languages are used to project experience common to all humans. (Perhaps the reason why all
languages seem to have a word to identify the sun is because all humans are aware of its existence.) Some
similarities may be the result of our theoretical construals, which standardize linguistic labels for
descriptive and pedagogical purposes.

14 Yallop, “Words and Meaning,” 65.

15 Yallop, “Words and Meaning,” 41.
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In SFL, language is also understood to be systemic; that is, due to their nature as a
system, languages organize themselves in order to express meaning. This organization
comes in the form of syntactical and semantic patterns in the lexicogrammar that provide
the user of the language with a set of possibilities from which they are (whether
consciously or unconsciously) to choose. Halliday states that “a language is a resource for
making meaning, and meaning resides in systemic patterns of choice.”' In fact,
“[s]tructural operations—inserting elements, ordering elements and so on are explained
as realizing systemic choices.”'” This semantic and syntactical patterning is one major
element in all languages, which enables the participants of the discourse both to predict
the meaning of the text, and to intelligently participate in the discourse. One important
thing to remember is that, since the systemic configuration of a language is invariably
connected to its social environment,'® all languages have their own system and, in spite of
similarities that some systems may share, they all have their unique ways of setting up the
options and conditions for the user from which they are to choose. In fact, each language
has a series of multiple systems." The inflectional characteristics of the case system
found in languages like Greek, Russian, and Ukrainian differ significantly from the
approach in English and Spanish, where grammatical relationships are indicated through
other linguistic means. The Spanish language system has a formal (morphological) way

99

to grammaticalize the future tense (“comeré”), a tense that does not exist in either

o Halliday, Halliday s Introduction, 23.

17 Halliday, Halliday s Introduction, 24.

8 Berry, Introduction to Systemic Linguistics, 32.

' Some of those systems are, for example, the phonological, graphological, and
lexicogrammatical systems. See Halliday, Halliday s Introduction, 24.
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English or German.*® Both English and German have to resort to an auxiliary verb to
signal this notion of expectancy (“I will eat,” “Ich werde essen”). The participle in
Hellenistic Greek is a phenomenon without equivalent in many romance and germanic
languages.”' The point being made here is that since each language is a system of its own,
each language must be examined in its own right. While comparisons with a different
system may be informative and helpful, the judicious linguist will be cautious not to
transfer the characteristics of one system onto another. This is true not only in regard to
the choice of grammatical structure but also in regard to the choice of lexis, since there is
only one network of lexicogrammatical options.”” Recognizing and examining Hellenistic
Greek as a system of its own, is of great importance for the analysis of Tovdaiog, since
much of our understanding of the ancient Tovdaioc may be influenced by our knowledge

of the English Jews.

*To state that the English and German systems do not have a future tense does not mean that they
do not provide its users with a framework to talk about the future. As is the case in every language, users of
English and German have the linguistic means to conceptualize and talk about time.

*! This can be seen by the “chameleonic” function of the participle in the language system. In a
clause, the participle can fill the slots corresponding to the verb, noun, adjective, and adverb, without ever
becomin% any of these entities. See Porter, Idioms, 181-93.

* The choice for the expression “lexicogrammar” betrays a view of language that does not divide
linguistic organization in two levels, one of lexis and the other, a different one, of grammar. It is my
conviction that every text—it is important to keep in mind that in SFL a text is defined as any stretch of
language, whether written or spoken, that is coherent and accomplishes some job in the context of situation
(see Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 9; Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 10)—
whether the text is a word, a phrase, or a clause, is but one thing spread throughout a continuum, which two
ends we have often labeled as grammar and lexis. It is this reality of language that drove Halliday to affirm
that lexis is the “most delicate grammar.” See Halliday, “Categories,” 267; Halliday, Computational and
Quantitative Studies, 64—65, 78-79; Halliday, Halliday s Introduction, 24. For an analysis which treats lexis
as most delicate grammar, see Hasan, Ways of Saying, 73—103; Tucker, Lexicogrammar of Adjectives. For
the alternative perspective that makes a sharp distinction between grammar and lexis see Contini-Morava
and Tobin, eds., Between Grammar and Lexicon.
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A very important hallmark of SFL, when it comes to its understanding of
language as a system, is its refusal to divorce system from instance. This does not imply
that SFL denies the distinction between system and instance (or code and text) or the
significant analytical value this distinction offers. Rather, it views this division as
synergistic, akin to two sides of a sheet of paper or faces of a coin, dialectically informing
each other in the instantiation of meaning.” This interaction between system and instance
underscores the need for empirical data analysis, allowing for the investigation of both
systemic and instance meanings. In SFL the system provides the meaning potential—
which, for Tovdaiog we have thus far referred to as its essential meaning—while the text,
as an instance of language, provides the actualized meaning. Put differently, the meaning
potential is embedded in the system network;** however, it can only be inferred or
construed as a result of the examination of the instances of language, for the system exists
only conceptually, but the text exists tangibly.

The third major tenet in SFL is the understanding that language is also functional.
Since language is a system that exists and grows because of its life in social interaction, it

is true then that language is also a resource for doing things;* that is; language exists in

B See Halliday and Matthiessen, Construing Experience, 12; Hasan, “Rationality in Everyday
Talk,” 310. This perspective on language is a hallmark of functional minimalism, where meaning is
dynamically construed in the interaction between the code and the text (or langue and parole), unlike
formal semantics where meaning is arrived at from a strict separation between semantics and pragmatics. In
our functionalist (and minimalist) approach the meanings for linguistic forms “are viewed not as little
semantic building blocks or atoms of descriptions [universal components] which the language user stacks
up to communicate a complete message, but rather as mere clues, hints at messages, the details of which the
hearer is held to fill in by a process of intelligent inference” (Kirsner, “Future of a Minimalist Linguistics,”
340).

** Tucker, Lexicogrammar of Adjectives, 94.

** Hasan, Ways of Saying, 34.
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order to accomplish social functions.*® Halliday notes that “[I]Janguage has evolved to
satisfy human needs; and the way it is organized is functional with respect to these
needs.””” When Halliday talks about the social functions of language, what he has in mind
are those specific—or “delimitable” as he calls it**—contexts, that constrain the meaning
potential of a given linguistic item. It is these specific contexts that shed light on what the
language user is doing and hoping to achieve with language. Also because the uses of
language are diverse, so are the social functions of a given language system. Hence the
functions of language “determine the pattern of language varieties” of a given community
and individual.” In the quest for linguistic meaning it is imperative, therefore, that we
give due attention to the social functions of language, that way we are able to know with
more precision the nature of the linguistic environment—that is, the register—in which a
given linguistic element is operating and being modulated. This is important because it is
this linguistic environment that is responsible for the behavior that any component of
language displays.

Now if the social functions of language are as infinite and diverse as are the uses
of language, how is it possible for an analyst of language to give proper attention to
them? This is possible because, as Halliday observes, the internal organization in the
lexicogrammar of all the uses of language can be subsumed under one of three

overarching functions, which are abstract representations of all the basic functions to

26 Halliday, Explorations, 26.
27 Halliday, Functional Grammar, xiii.
2 Halliday, Explorations, 18.
» Halliday, Explorations, 14.
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which a language system resorts in order to meet needs.”” These macro-functions, or
metafunctions,”’ Halliday states, “are the highly abstract linguistic reflexes of the
multiplicity of the social uses of language.””* Thompson further adds that these three
metafunctions “are used as the basis for exploring how meanings are created and
understood” because through them types of functions are matched with patterns of
wordings.” These three functional components are the ideational, the interpersonal, and
the textual metafunctions. By means of the ideational component the speaker represents
and expresses their experience of the world and that of their community.* It other words,
it is through this metafunction that the content of our experiences are encoded in the
language. The patterns of language matched with the ideational component are those
related to the transitivity system in language—*“the interpretation and expression in
language of the different types of process of the external world, including material,
mental and abstract processes of every kind.”** Hence, discovering the ideational
meaning within a text requires an analysis of the transitivity network.’® Through the

interpersonal component the user of language is able to establish and maintain social

30 Halliday, Explorations, 28-29.

*!In the first edition of his functional grammar, Halliday labels these functions as
“metafunctions.” This is the most common term today by which SFL analysts refer to them. See Halliday,
Functional Grammar, xiii.

32 Halliday, Explorations, 28.

33 Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 29.

34 Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 28.

= Halliday, Explorations, 31. In Halliday’s functional grammar “transitivity” is to be understood
differently from traditional grammar which labels verbs that require an object as “transitive,” and those that
do not require an object as “intransitive.” In functional grammar, transitivity “is a system of the clause,
affecting not only the verb serving as Process but also participants and circumstances” (Halliday, Halliday s
Introduction, 227).

36 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 101.
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relations, as well as exert influence and elicit change, by their direct participation.’’
Halliday explains the interpersonal meaning as that function by which the speaker or
writer “does something to the listener or reader by means of language.”® In order for the
speaker/writer to do something to the listener they must assume a role, which by
necessity results in the listener assuming the opposite role. These roles are manifested, at
their most basic level, through statements, questions, and commands, and, they are
grammaticalized through the attitudinal system of the language. The importance of the
interpersonal metafunction for a lexical analysis lies in its ability to help us identify the
various social dynamics that exist between participants of a speech act. By means of the
textual component the speaker creates and organizes their message. Halliday considers
the textual metafunction to be “instrumental” to the ideational and interpersonal
metafunctions,” for it is concerned with the structuring or the constructing of the
message or text.* It is thanks to the textual metafunction that speakers and hearers are
able to differentiate between a stretch of text that makes sense and a random non-sensical
piling up of sentences.* In other words, it is the textual component which provides
coherence to any given text.

As previously noted, because biblical studies is dedicated to analyzing actual
instances of language in written form, SFL’s social, systemic, and functional approach to

language offers significant value for scholars focused on understanding the meaning of

37 Halliday, Explorations, 33; Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 28.
38 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 53.

39 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 10.

40 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 53.

4 Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 10-11.
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the biblical text. The tools provided by SFL are well-suited for effective lexical analysis,
aiding both in identifying and defining the meaning potential—the systemic, context-
independent sense—of lexical items, as well as their contextual adaptations into specific,
constrained meanings. To discover the essential quality of Tovdaiog, we will employ
Lemke’s theory of thematic formation, and to examine Tovdaioc’s various contextual
modulations, we will resort to SFL’s concept of register. Before delving into these
analytical tools in more detail, it is important to first explain the need for a multi-register

corpus of Hellenistic Greek for this study.

The Propriety of a Multi-Register Corpus of Hellenistic Greek
My grandfather’s favorite Spanish proverb was: “Dime con quién andas y te diré quién
eres” (“Tell me who you hang out with and I will tell you who you are”). This Spanish
proverb is not only true of people. It is also true of the lexicogrammar that constitutes
their language. This is the reason why more than sixty years ago J. R. Firth stated, “You
shall know a word by the company it keeps.”** It is not an exaggeration to state that this
principle by which Firth operated is what has informed, defined, and guided the whole
program of the SFL paradigm, and, what I would also call a corollary of a functional

approach to language, a corpus examination of the various patterns of language.*

Halliday himself, early on in his career, realized the great need that researchers of

2 Firth, Selected Papers, 179.

* Stubbs, who traces the linguistic traditions developed in England by Halliday and Sinclair,
explains that these traditions are guided by “neo-Firthian” principles, which may be reduced to the one
coherent Firthian principle that “language cannot be studied as isolated sentences” (Stubbs, “British
Traditions in Text Analysis,” 3, 8).
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language have to access a large amount of data against which they could test their
theories.* This need is due to the undeniable reality, forcefully emphasized throughout
this entire chapter, that the full semantic potential of the language is found in the uses of
natural language.* Moreover, the semantic potential of a specific linguistic element can
only be fully evaluated when analyzed in relation to other related elements as they are
instantiated across diverse registers and dialects of the language system,*® hence the
necessity and propriety of a carefully balanced multi-register corpus for Hellenistic
Greek."” The expressions “carefully balanced” and “multi-register”” describe those
essential properties that should characterize a corpus. First, if our goal is to determine the
general systemic meaning of a given linguistic item, and not only the contextual meaning,
we need a large enough corpus that provides a good representation of the language, and

the New Testament by itself is not large enough to be deemed representative of the

“ Halliday reflects, “It has always seemed to me, ever since I first tried to become a grammarian,
that grammar was a subject with too much theory and too little data... [so] I set out to collect my own
miniature corpus [of the Cantonese language]” (Halliday, Computational and Quantitative Studies, 76—77)

Beqtis only in spoken language,” Halliday states, “and specifically in natural, spontaneous
interaction, that the full semantic (and therefore grammatical) potential of the system is brought into play”
(Halliday, Computational and Quantitative Studies, 77). It is true that New Testament researchers do not
have access to audible recordings of speech acts. This does not mean, however, that the written recordings
of speech acts, to which we have access, are not the result of the natural interactions between their users.

* This is what Halliday seems to indicate in his comment about the polarity system in Cantonese:
“It seemed to me self-evident that, given a system ‘polarity’ whose terms were ‘positive/negative,’ the fact
that positive was more frequent than negative was an essential property of the system” (Halliday,
Computational and Quantitative Studies, 64). See also page 67 where Halliday observes, “Given, then, a
paradigmatic grammar, based on the concept of the ‘system’ in Firth’s sense of the term, frequency
information from the corpus can be used to establish the probability profile of any grammatical system.”
Emphasis mine.

*" This is particularly important in light of the fact that much of what is called biblical “exegesis,”
with its emphasis on word studies—not to be confused with lexical semantic analysis—approaches the
language of the New Testament as if it were not a natural language. Many of these exegetes demonstrate
through their exegetical practices that, for them, New Testament Greek is its own (special) entity, separate
from the system of Hellenistic Greek. Their word analysis is, therefore, as Porter observes, “unrelentingly
diachronic, confused over word and concept, and polysemous” (Porter, “A Natural Language Approach,”
77).
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language.”® And therein lies the main shortcoming of many treatments of TovSaioc
surveyed in the first chapter. Many of these studies are limited to the New Testament
corpus; worse still some are limited only to the Johannine corpus. It is impossible to have
a good grasp of Tovdaiog’s meaning potential, if we do not look at it beyond its
instantiations in the canonical text. Second, that sample must represent the varied usages
of language. In other words, it is not enough to have a large sample of texts, we need a
sample of texts that represents those uses present in a multiplicity of registers and
genres.” Some studies of Tovdoiog extend their breath of examination beyond the pages
of the New Testament to include, for example, the writings of Josephus, Philo, and some
writings from second temple Judaism; however, the register and dialect of these writings
are often too similar, resulting in a skewed vision of Tovdoioc’s meaning.” If we are
going to spot the meaning potential of Tovdaiog accurately, those under-represented
registers and dialects must be taken into account as well.

The importance of having a register-balanced corpus from which a researcher may

draw data for further analysis is self-evident, something to which only a few may pose a

8 Pang observes that since the New Testament is not a large enough corpus, the predictable
linguistic patterns therein “may not be linguistic in a general sense, but may instead be related to register/
genre, dialect, or other related factors” (Pang, Revisiting Aspect and Aktionsart, 113). See also O’Donnell,
“Designing and Compiling a Register-Balanced Corpus,” 261.

* This particular feature is what differentiates a corpus from an archive, and being able to have
precise terminology to distinguish an actual corpus from other collections of texts is very important, for as
Sinclair observes, the impact that a corpus “can make to language study” is “devalued” by calling anything
a corpus (Sinclair, “Corpus Typology,” 17). The sources stored in the TLG database, therefore, do not
constitute a corpus for it is not “multi-genrely” balanced. Porter and O’Donnell draw to our attention that
from the more than fifty-five million words in the TLG ten million of those belong to John Chrysostom.
See Porter and O’Donnell, “Theoretical Issues,” 121.

>0 Indeed, it is precisely these kinds of approaches to lexical analysis that a corpus corrects, for
having a carefully register-balanced meta-source from which to draw enables us to study lexis
comparatively across text corpora. See Stubbs, “British Traditions in Text Analysis,” 2.
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challenge. This is not true, however, when it comes to the actual process of preparing a
corpus, especially if this corpus is produced from extant text, for which no living user is
accessible.’' As soon as one endeavors to produce this representative corpus, a number of
questions arise. Is it important to clearly differentiate between oral and written text?>* If
so0, being that our data from Hellenistic Greek exists only epigraphically and even the
speeches therein would have certainly been edited, can we deem any of these texts to be
oral? Conversely, should we treat written texts, prepared for the purpose of public
reading, as oral? Where do sermons fall? Are they oral, written, or both? If the propriety
of a representative corpus depends on the ability to successfully distinguish oral text from
written text, or even worse if it depends on having access to living users, analysts of
Hellenistic Greek are doomed to work with a substandard corpus. Thankfully, this is not
necessary, for our interest as researchers of language is not, as Biber contents, “to have a
corpus to find out that 90 percent of the text in a language are linguistically similar
(because they are all conversations); rather, we want to analyse the linguistic
characteristics of the other 10 percent of the texts, since they represent the large majority
of the kinds of registers and linguistic distribution in a language.”>® Hence, it is access to
a variety of registers and not simply to oral speeches or living users that is of most

importance in the production of a corpus.

! Atkins et al., for example, affirm that when preparing a representative corpus “the relationship
between the sample and the target population is very important” (Atkins et al., “Corpus Design Criteria,”
5).

2 According to Atkins et al., linguists need to make a decision as to whether their corpus will be
based on what “people hear and read (their reception)” or what “they speak and write (their production).”

3 Biber, “Representativeness in Corpus Design,” 248.
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Thankfully and providentially we do have access to this variety of registers in
Hellenistic Greek. But how do we go about identifying and classifying them? Although it
is possible to prepare a corpus by randomly selecting texts as one comes across them, if
our corpus is to be truly representative of the language, well thought out criteria must be
followed in its production.’* And notwithstanding a lack of consensus in regard to a
standard set of criteria, there are some basic principles for compiling a corpus upon
which a majority of corpus linguists agree.” In addition to a general agreement as to the
minimal size and percentage division a corpus is to have, corpus linguists also agree that
a number of external and internal criteria should be observed in the process of
compilation. The external criteria followed in the classification process are
metalinguistic; they are features of what Firth and SFL linguists call the context of
situation;*® things that go beyond what one says and writes.”” They include information
about the participants, the medium, the occasion, and the purpose of the sample being
considered.” The internal criteria, on the other hand, are linguistic; that is, they are
concerned with patterns of the lexicogrammar that give texture to our text samples.”
Corpus production has traditionally been done on the basis of external criteria mainly
because of practical reasons. Apparently, the external criteria “can be determined without

reading the text in question.”® It is certainly true that a speaker of a modern language is

 See Engwall, “Not Chance but Choice,” 49.

> Sinclair, “Corpus Typology.”

36 Nakamura and Sinclair, “The World of Woman,” 99; O’Donnell, “Designing and Compiling a
Register-Balanced Corpus,” 268.

77 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 5.

*¥ Sinclair, “Corpus Typology,” 20.

>’ See Biber, “Typology of English Texts.”

89 Atkins et al., “Corpus Design Criteria,” 5.
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able to tell the difference between a newspaper article and a novel without reading them.
We can safely assume the same concerning Hellenistic Greek speakers. Certainly, there
were formats in the ancient world that indicated to the users of language which type of
texts they had before them, even if they did not immediately come up with a label to
designate such text types. Upon further inspection, however, this explicitness is only
apparent. It is not always that simple to determine the type of text one has at hand,
particularly because very often sample texts may have a multiplicity of genres.”'
Moreover, when it comes to Hellenistic Greek, a lot of the external information is rather
elusive. We don’t have access to the authors and recipients of our text samples. Hence,
the particular setting, provenance, and purpose for a given document that a scholar may
propose is too often quite different from the proposal of another scholar—John’s Gospel
is a clear example of that. Therefore, in more recent years corpus compilers have been
giving more attention and weight to internal criteria. This makes sense, for although the
external criteria are metalinguistic features of the text sample, these features can only be
assessed in light of the linguist features within the text sample.”

The initial selection of texts for the production of a corpus will undoubtedly be
done on the basis of external criteria. Nevertheless, these texts should then be more
objectively classified on the basis of internal criteria. Although in this work, the result of

my investigation will in great part depend on the propriety of a corpus of Hellenistic

'l am using “genre” here not in a linguistic sense but in a literary sense as a qualifier for an entire
work of literature.

62 Sinclair’s subcategorization of the external criteria under “linguistic criteria” is therefore
justified. See Sinclair, “Corpus Typology,” 20.
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Greek, it is not my purpose to linguistically classify all of the text samples for such a
document. This would be a project of its own and would require the writing of another
monograph. Neither is this endeavor, at least for the kind of analysis I am after, necessary.
Indeed, a great amount of work has already been done in the preparation of a
linguistically determined corpus of Hellenistic Greek. O’Donnell and Pang, using
Porter’s fourfold register” categories as a starting point,** have prepared an initial corpus
that represents nine different genres common in the literature of Hellenistic Greek: Letter,
Biography, History, Geography, Apocalyptic, Philosophy, Manual, Speeches and Official
Records.” Two main concerns drove the selection of the documents for their corpus: (1)
the importance of incorporating texts of a matching language variety and (2) the
representation of the broader extremes of the continuum, namely, texts that represented
the vulgar and the Atticistic stylistic grouping.® Following the approach of the
COUBILD team, Price has also prepared three corpuses—a primary, a secondary, and a
tertiary one—for the purpose of lexical analysis. Put together Price’s corpus is a lot larger

than those of O’Donnell and Pang.”’ Yet it lacks some important works from the Atticistic

63 “Register” should not be understood as a synonym for “genre.” Here “register” refers to all
language varieties associated with various situational contexts.

% In terms of style or register Porter has proposed a continuum of four “stylistic groupings” for
Hellenistic Greek: vulgar, non-literary, literary, and Atticistic. See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 152-53. See also
Porter, Linguistic Analysis, 45.

65 O’Donnell, Corpus Linguistics, 164—65; Pang, Revisiting Aspect and Aktionsart, 131. As part of
the OpenText.org project, Porter and O’Donnell have also been working on a corpus of the papyrus letters.
In their article published in 2010 they assert to have “annotated 45 papyrus letters, totaling 3,341 words”
(Porter and O’Donnell, “Building and Examining Linguistic Phenomena,” 292-93). This work, however, is
not yet accessible at the OpenText.org website.

% O’Donnell, “Designing and Compiling a Register-Balanced Corpus,” 277-78.

67 However, his number of 4,039,503 tokens does not include the number of tokens of his tertiary
corpus. See Price, Structural Lexicology, 44, 47; cf. 57.
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register.®® To date, perhaps the largest corpus of Hellenistic Greek is the one compiled by
Wishart. Notwithstanding its size of approximately 7.6 million words,” Wishart’s corpus

“has not been scrutinized for balance and representativeness,””

although it must be
admitted that the size of the corpus makes up for the lack of balance, since it includes
pretty much all of the registers represented in O’Donnell’s corpus.”' Another recent
corpus for Hellenistic Greek that was prepared from the much larger Diorisis Ancient
Greek Corpus’ is List’s so-called virtuelle Korpus.” List’s corpus has a total of
approximately 6,580,081 words instantiated in 449 text samples of various genres and
registers.”

The corpus used in this work will be based on List’s compilation, with some
important changes, for the following reasons:” (1) With the exception of Wishart, List’s

compilation is the largest one that is easily accessible. Being that it is a subset of the

Diorisis project, all of the text samples are available in the XML format that can be

8 price’s corpus is missing, for example, the works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Cassius Dio,
and Diodorus Siculus. The exclusion of these text samples is intentional because Price is looking for texts
that are “generically similar to the Greek of the New Testament and representative of that era” (Price,
Structural Lexicology, 57). It seems that for Price the Atticistic register, despite including Plutarch’s
writings, is not synchronic enough to the language of the New Testament even though all of them fall
somewhere between his time range (200 BCE to 200 CE).

69 Wishart, “Hierarchical and Distributional Lexical Field Theory,” 407.

70 Wishart, “Hierarchical and Distributional Lexical Field Theory,” 408.

" Wishart’s Corpus is available at https://github.com/gcelano/LemmatizedAncientGreekXML.
This corpus is of great value for the student of the New Testament for it has been “tokenized, POS-tagged,
sentenced-splitted, and lemmatized.” However, one of the main drawbacks is that no applications to run
linguistic queries is readily available for the users, many of whom do not have the programming expertise
to make such queries.

"> See Vatri and McGillivray, “Diorisis.” The entire corpus can be downloaded from https:/
/www.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.6187256

P List, “Synchronic Corpora and Ancient Languages,” 36.

™ List, “Synchronic Corpora and Ancient Languages,” 38.

P List, “Synchronic Corpora and Ancient Languages,” 40—42.



https://github.com/gcelano/LemmatizedAncientGreekXML
https://www.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.6187256
https://www.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.6187256
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accessed and queried with the Diorisis search application created by Alessandro Vatri.”
(2) List also strives to be synchronically balanced. He adopts a minimalist approach to
demarcate the time frame that may be characterized as the Koine period in order to avoid
“the unstable stages of koineization of the fourth century BCE.””” (3) At the same time,
List does not dismiss text samples from the Atticistic register produced around the second
century because he understands that Atticism is “a higher register among other registers
of the Koine period.”” (4) To avoid the overpopulation of translated works, unlike List,
however, I will only include a few samples from the LXX (the books of Judges and
Maccabees. (5) Finally, to provide greater representation of the broader extremes of the
register continuum, while at the same time maintaining synchronic balance, I am going to
add to List’s compilation various Papyri Letters, some letters of Ignatius, and Welles’s

Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period.”

Procedural Description

In his “Intertextuality and Text Semantics” Lemke admits that register theory is one of
the most important tools in SFL for the analysis of discourse. At the same time he
recognizes that, when a linguistic investigation of meaning consists on the analysis of a

multiplicity of discourses of variant registers (an intertextual investigation), a tool that

7 The latest version of the Diorisis Search can be downloaded here: https://www.crs.rm.it/
diorisissearch/

T List, “Synchronic Corpora and Ancient Languages,” 24-25.

™ List, “Synchronic Corpora and Ancient Languages,” 23.

" See Welles, Royal Correspondence. For the complete list of sources that make up this corpus,
refer to the Appendix on page 380.
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examines intertextual relations is necessary in addition to register theory.” The reason for
this is because the context of situation “is never the widest context for the meaning of text
or discourse.” The widest context is the context of culture.” The tool devised by Lemke
for this type of analysis, using many of the same resources that register theory uses from
SFL, is the theory of thematic formations.* It is important to note that in the quest of
lexical and text meaning, a thematic formation analysis does not replace a register
analysis. It supplements it. Both tools give careful attention to the various patterns of
language. A register analysis examines the patterns of language in a given discourse and a
thematic formation analysis examines the patterns of language in a variety of discourses.
Put differently, register analysis is mostly single discourse oriented, and thematic
formation analysis is mostly inter-discourse oriented. Since, as previously noted, the
meaning of Tovdaiog and John’s distinctive use of it are closely tied to his narrative
purposes, our analytical tool must be equipped to address these two tasks: defining its

systemic meaning potential and describing its functional, contextually modulated

%0 Lemke states: “Linguistic discourse analysis has been notably successful in establishing
relations between lexicogrammatical resources for meaning and the immediate situational context of the
discourse through register theory... But while texts of the same register, and especially of the same field,
often tend to have intertextual connections, simply belonging to the same register or field is neither a
necessary nor a sufficient condition for two texts to have a strong intertextual tie. The reason for this is
essentially that intertextual relations transcend the context of situation and depend on the context of
culture” (Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 85-86).

8l Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 86.

%2 In his earlier writings the label Lemke uses is “thematic systems” instead of thematic
formations. See Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 159. Lemke’s “thematic item” in the theory of thematic
formations should not be confused with the “theme” of a clause in the Praguian theory of the functional
sentence perspective. Even though both theories are functional approaches to language, they are two
different conceptions with different purposes. To avoid confusion, the approach used here to identify the
meaning potential Tovdaiog is referred to as a “thematic analysis,” wheres the Praguian analysis of theme
and rheme is referred to as a “thematization analysis.” For a example of thematization analysis of a
discourse see Zumaeta, “Structure and Message of Titus.”
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meaning. Lemke’s theory of thematic formation, due to its intertextual analytic
capabilities, has the potential of satisfying the first quest. This tool will be applied in our
corpus analysis—the results of which will be explained in Chapter 3—in order to
establish a definition of Tovdoiog’s systemic meaning.” Register theory will serve as the
analytical tool to explore the functional meanings of Tovdaiog as articulated by the author
of the Fourth Gospel. This exploration will be the focus of Chapters 4 through 7. In what
follows, I will describe both of these tools as well as their potential for successfully

aiding us in our two-fold quest.

The Definition of the Meaning Potential of Tovdaiog

The conception and formulation of the meaning potential of any linguistic item can only
be accomplished by means of abstraction from actual instances of language. Therefore, as
Lemke rightly comments,“it is not words that have meaning by virtue of their distribution
in nonverbal contexts” it is “whole discourse patterns... that co-vary with changes in
human social activity” that convey meaning.* With this statement, Lemke does not
suggest that words or lexical items are devoid of meaning.* Instead, he indicates that the

meaning potential of words attracts other words to form, what he calls, thematic

3 Asan example of the great potential that Lemke’s thematic formation theory has for the
intertextual analysis of the New Testament see Xue, “Intertextual Discourse Analysis.” See also Wishart,
“Intertextuality beyond Echoes.”

% Lemke seems to agree that the systemic meanings of words are highly general and ambiguous,
shaped and constrained by their interactions with other words in context, as reflected in his statement:
“Isolated words do not have actual meaning (i.e., use meanings, utterance meanings), they have only
meaning potentials (formal meanings) defined by their relations to other words in lexicon” (Lemke,
“Intertextglélality and Text Semantics,” 88). See also Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 161.
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formations. These thematic formations are “clichés writ large: the recurring conversations
and arguments, daily transactions, and unsurprising paragraphs of the community and its
groups.”™ In other words, a thematic formation is a recurring discourse pattern,
instantiated by thematic items connected with one another via thematic relations,*’ that
the user of the language anticipates to find (mostly unconsciously) in the situational
context of their social community. These regularly expected patterns create intertextual
connections between texts that speak of similar subjects or topics. Therefore they are
surrounded by closely related words and phrases that also appear in the various contexts
and registers.*”® According to Lemke these intertextual thematic formations (ITF) abstract

7% and it is here,

“from a set of thematically related texts their common semantic patterns
therefore, where the value of thematic formations lies in the pursuit of discovering and
defining the meaning potential of a lexical item. Since a thematic formation is the result
of words banding together intertextually, this means that the meaning potential of a given
lexeme activates other related meanings. And since an ITF co-occurs in a variety of
situational contexts, it is possible for us to identify which particular lexeme within the
ITF contributes which semantic meaning. This, in turn, when looked at globally, will
enable us to identify the semantic essence of a lexical item, thereby facilitating the

formulation of a more precise definition for it. For example, as it pertains to Tovdaioc, it

is often thought that one of Tovdoiog’s semantic meanings entails an ethnic or genetic

86 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” §9.

87 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 92; Wishart, “Intertextuality beyond Echoes,” 263.
88 Lemke, “Text Structure and Text Semantics,” 165.

% Lemke, “Intertextuality and the Project of Text Linguistics,” 223.
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component; however, as we will see in Chapter 3, when we examine the ITF [THE
ETHNIC RELATION OF THE JEWS],” we will discover that this semantic contribution
is not provided by Tovdaioc, but by, at least, yévog, which indicates that although the
meaning potential of Tovdoiog activates other lexical items to construe a pragmatic,
context-specific genetic meaning, the genetic meaning itself is not part of Tovdoiog’s
inherent meaning potential.

But how do we go about identifying and analyzing these thematic formations?
And also, how do we establish that there exists a thematic intertextual relation? These
questions are resolved by recognizing that the thematic content of a text corresponds to
the ideational (and to some extend to the textual) metafunction in SFL. Lemke indicates
that “thematic intertextual relations, construed between texts on the ground of being ‘on
the same topic’ correspond to semantic similarities in the use of the ideational-
experiential resources.”' Consequently, a first step in the analysis of thematic formations
is an examination of the transitivity network of each text being considered. Since “a
thematic item glosses the repeated semantic features of the lexical items in texts that
realize a particular Process or Participant role in clause, group, or phrase structure” and,
since “the thematic relation states the lexicogrammatical semantic relation between two
thematic items,” due attention must be given to the various types of processes in the

verbal group and the various kinds of participants in the nominal group.’” This transitivity

1 keeping with Lemke’s approach, the brackets enclosing lower case letters indicate thematic
items, whereas the brackets enclosing upper case letters indicate thematic formations. Also, in keeping with
SFL’s standard procedure, all functional labels identifying constituents of the clause in the transitivity
network—the various types of participants, processes, and adjuncts—will be capitalized.

o Lembke, “Intertextuality and Educational Research,” 5-6.

92 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 92. A more nuanced discussion of the different
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analysis must, of course, be carried out intertextually with the goal of spotting a semantic
relation that is “typical” across the related texts.”

A second step, particularly since one’s intention is to catalogue, compare, and
contrast the various ITFs of a given lexeme in order to establish its meaning potential, is
to examine its various “heteroglossic” intertextual relations. The reason why this step is
important is because these heteroglossic relations are, on the one hand, construed
metadiscursively in various socially defined discourse types, and on the other hand, they
are systematically related to one another.”* Put differently, they make up for the lack of
explicit textual ties (i.e. syntagmatic linkages in a single discourse) between discourses.
Following Bakhtin’s definition of Heteroglossia—Heteroglossia refers to social voices or
discourse types conveying specific points of view that are interrelated dialogically,
supplementing or contradicting one another”—Lemke proposes two kinds of
metadiscursive heteroglossic relations, OPPOSITIONS and ALLIANCE.”® These

metadiscursive relations provide different points of view related to the common theme of

types of Processes and Participants as well as Circumstances is provided below under the “Field of
Discourse.”

% Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 161. Without ignoring the various collocational cohesive
relations, our efforts will be mostly spent in examining the transitivity network of the various texts where
‘Tovdaiog is instantiated. The reason behind this logic is twofold. First, as Lemke points out, most of these
collocational cohesive relations “are readily construed as intertextual thematic relations of the ideational-
grammatical type.” Second, by giving these relations a grammatical basis we are able to constrain “their
unlimited associativity by the (a problem for cohesion analysis described in Hasan 1981) ITS” (Lemke,
“Thematic Analysis,” 163).

% Lemke explains that these heteroglossic relations “have systematic relations to one another, and
those relations define and are defined by the larger social relationships of classes, genders, age groups,
political constituencies, and significant social divisions of every kind” (Lemke, Textual Politics, 32 ). He
also affirms that these diverse social voices [which Bakhtin labels as “heteroglossia”] “form an intertextual
system within which each is necessarily heard” (Lemke, “Semantics and Social Values,” 39).

9 Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, 236, 291-92.

% Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 98.
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the discourses. The OPPOSITION relation places “opposite value judgments on the two
formations, posing them as being in conflict.””” In other words, the point of view elicited
by the OPPOSITION relation is one of incompatibility, contradiction or inconsistency
between the two thematic formations. The ALLIANCE relation places “a common value-
orientation toward the related formations.””® Therefore, unlike the OPPOSITION relation,
the point of view elicited by the ALLIANCE relation is one of compatibility, consistency
or mutual support.”

In our examination of both the transitivity network and the intertextual relations
of the various texts where Tovdaiog appears, our task is to pay close attention to and
determine what those lexical items are that construct thematic formations with Tovdaiog,
and which of those thematic formations are foregrounded in the various discourses. We
must also examine the ways in which those thematic formations relate multidiscursively
to each other, either by OPPOSITION or ALLIANCE. The outcome of this analysis will
equip us with the necessary insights to assess the semantic essence of Tovdaiog and,

ideally, allow us to develop a definition that accurately reflects its meaning potential.

The Investigation of the Johannine Modulation of Tovdaiog

As the ultimate aim of this study is to elucidate the rationale behind John’s distinctive
modulation of the lexeme Tovdaiog, an examination of its varied usage within John’s

discourse is called for. The step of establishing the meaning potential of Tovdaiog is

o7 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 98-99.

% Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 99.

% Lemke further subdivides the ALLIANCE relation into three “subspecies,” AFFILIATION,
COMPLEMENTARITY, and DIALECTICAL. See Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 99—100.
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fundamental; the analysis, however, is not complete until the modulation of Tovdaiog in
John’s discourse is accounted for. It is a fact that the modulation of a linguistic item—the
multi-varied used meanings—is concomitant with the variety of situations and
environments said linguistic item moves and lives in. Hence, the tool that is necessary is
one that examines variety of use in variety of contexts. The tool of register analysis has
precisely been designed for this very purpose. Porter correctly states that register theory
“has been developed by Hallidayan linguistics to provide a framework for approaching
varieties of language from the perspective of their use in context.”'” Many conclusions
about John’s portrayal of the Tovdaiot rely on reconstructed, hypothetical contexts
presumed to have prompted his apparent diatribes. However, these reconstructions are
often extralinguistic, despite claims to the contrary, meaning they are imposed on John’s
text rather than derived from it. A register analysis reverses this approach, linguistically
reconstructing situational contexts directly from the text itself. Since all situational
contexts are formed out of three linguistic sociosemiotic variables—field, tenor, and

mode'”!

—in order to reconstruct these situational contexts, one is required then to
examine the linguistic resources that make up these variables. In what follows, I describe

not only what linguistic resources an analyst should look for under each sociosemiotic

variable, but also explain the characteristics of each resource.

100

Porter, “Dialect and Register,” 197.
101

Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic, 122.
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Field of Discourse

Earlier, I explained that the lexicogrammar of all instances of language is organized under
three macro or metafunctions that make up any language system—the ideational,
interpersonal, and textual metafunctions. These metafunctions, due to their semantic
relationship with each variable, are in turn activated by them.'” The field of the
discourse, being semantically related to the ideational functional component (which
includes other two subcomponents: the logical and the experiential component), activates
the ideational metafunction.'” And since the content of our experiences are linguistically
encoded by means of the ideational component, an analysis of the field of the discourse
enables us to establish the purpose and the subject matter of the discourse. Or as it is
often worded, the field of the discourse enables us to establish the “whatness” of the
text.' It has already been noted that the ideational metafunction is linguistically encoded
in the transitivity network of the language system; hence, an analysis of the field of the
various discourses where Tovdaiog appears in the Fourth Gospel demands a careful
examination of the types of processes, the types of participants with their respective
functions, and the various circumstances associated with the process. This examination is
to be carried out at the clause level, since the semantic components of process,
participant, and circumstance are realized at the clause rank—the process by the
predicator group, the participant by the nominal group, and the circumstance by the

adjunct group.'”

192 Gee Table 2 on p. 87.

103 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 29.
104 Porter, “Dialect and Register,” 206.

105 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 101.
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Halliday identifies three major types of processes, each associated with its
specific set of participants. Material processes are those that realize actions and
happenings. They convey the idea that an entity performs an action. All Material clauses
have Actors—the logical subject of the clause—and a great majority have Goals—the
logical direct complement of the clause. These clauses are of the Action type. Clauses
that lack a Goal (so-called intransitive), because they “represent a happening,” belong to
the Event type.'” Some Material clauses include a third “oblique” or “indirect”
participant. This participant is called the Beneficiary because the action is done to them
or for them.'”” Mental processes describe different kinds of “goings on” from Material
ones. Rather than conveying actions, they convey “sensing.” The “sensing” may be
physical, emotive, or cognitive. Hence, three types of Mental processes exist: Perception,
Affection, and Cognition. And since the participants of Mental clauses “sense” rather
than “do” things, a different set of labels is required to identify them. Instead of Actor and
Goal, the participants of Mental clauses are Senser and Phenomenon. The Senser is the
human (or human-like entity) who perceives, feels, or thinks. The Phenomenon is the

'% The third major type of process is the

entity that is being perceived, felt, or thought.
Relational type. Relational processes are those that assert something as “being.” Given

that some entities describe and others identify, two subtypes of Relational processes can

"% Halliday, Hallidays Introduction, 225-26.

107 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 132. Another participant that Halliday mentions is the Range,
which he differentiates from the Goal because it “stands in a particular semantic relationship to the
process,” (132). However, since this participant is not actually a third participant of the clause but a
relabeled second participant of the same clause type, its inclusion does not seem necessary.

108 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 108.
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be distinguished: the Attributive kind with its corresponding participants of Carrier and

Attribute, and the Identifying type with its participants of Identified and Identifier.'”
There are three other kinds of processes that Halliday considers “subsidiary

types” due to their close relation to the three aforementioned main types: Behavioral,

Verbal, and Existential.'”

Of these three, the Behavioral kinds will be omitted in our
analysis, as they function similarly to Material processes, where the primary participant is
someone who “does” something. In Verbal processes, the participants include the Sayer,
Verbiage, and sometimes the Receiver and the Target. For Existential processes, the
participant involved is known as the Existent. In Hellenistic Greek, the roles of Actor,
Senser, Sayer, Carrier, Identified, and Existent are often fulfilled by nominal groups in
the nominative case (and the accusative case in the case of infinitive clauses), and the
roles of Goal, Phenomenon, Verbiage, Target, Attribute, Identifier, are often fulfilled by
the accusative case, although certain verbs prefer the dative case. The Beneficiary or
Receiver of the clause is often the nominal group in the dative case.'"

Yoon criticizes Halliday’s taxonomy for the transitivity network as being
“unnecessarily complex and unhelpful” for Hellenistic Greek. His reasoning is twofold.
First, he points out that some predicators can fit into more than one category, thereby

undermining the validity of differentiating between process types. Second, he argues that

the multitude of labels used to identify participants in a clause is excessive and that these

1t is important to recognize that these two categories sometimes overlap, making it challenging
in certain contexts to definitively classify a Relational clause as either Attributive or Identifying.
110 . .
Halliday, Functional Grammar, 128.
"' 1n marked clauses, particularly in Material ones, the participants roles may be fulfilled by
prepositional phrases.
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labels are only necessary because they are contingent upon their respective process
type.'" His proposed taxonomy is to differentiate types of verbs according to verbal
aspect (imperfective, perfective, and stative) and types of participants according to the
case system (nominative as primary participant and non-nominative as secondary
participant). Yoon’s taxonomy is certainly much simpler and more tempting to use.
However, I would argue that verbal aspect, “which grammaticalizes the author/speaker’s

reasoned subjective choice of conception of a process,”'"

rather than replacing Halliday’s
taxonomy for process types, should be an essential added element to the analysis of the
transitivity network of Hellenistic Greek. The same should be said in regard to the case
system and Halliday’s participant roles. The value of Halliday’s taxonomy lies in its
ability to functionally identify the semantic varieties that exist between all clauses, and
though complex at times, it adds a layer of precision to the analysis that would otherwise
be lacking.

In addition to process and participant an analysis of the transitivity network
requires the examination of those circumstances that are associated with the process.
These circumstances, when present in the clause, are realized by the adjunct group by
means of adverbs, prepositions, particles, and sometimes participle and case-forms.
Although one may be tempted to ignore these circumstantial elements, they are very

important for establishing the proper setting of a discourse. The linguistic resources that

express the circumstantial element of Extent are units of measurement, which can be

112
113

Yoon, Galatians, 92.
Porter, Verbal Aspect, 1.
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related to Distance or Duration. They address inquiries such as “how far,” “how many,”
“how long.” Circumstantials of Location identify Place or Time and provide answers to
the questions “where” and “when.” Circumstances of Manner comprise the subcategories
of Means, Quality, Comparison, and Degree. Means expresses instrumentality and
answers to the question of “how” and “what with.” Quality is expressed by those
linguistic resources that answer to the the question of “how,” Comparison answers to the
question “what like,” and Degree is typically expressed by an adverbial group that
indicates intensity. Circumstantials of Cause can be subcategorized into Reason, Purpose,
and Behalf. Adjuncts that provide answers to the questions of “why” and “how” are
circumstantials of Reason. Adjuncts that answer to the question of “what for” are
circumstantials of Purpose. And adjuncts that answer to the question of “who for” are
circumstantials of Behalf. The circumstantial of Accompaniment are those that tend to
connect clauses. They are typically realized by particles and prepositions that answer to
the questions “and who/what (else),” “but not who/what (else).” The circumstantial
element of Matter answers to the questions of “what about” and “with reference to what.”
Circumstances of Role corresponds to the Relational process, though in adjunct form, and
thus, they answer to the question “what as.” Circumstances of Angle, with their subtypes
Source and Viewpoint, are circumstances “used to represent the source information” of

the Sayer of a Verbal clause or the Senser of a Mental clause.'"*

e Halliday, Halliday s Introduction, 327. For his full description of circumstantials, see pages 310

to 331. For the circumstantial categories in Hellenistic Greek, with New Testament examples, see Reed,
Philippians, 70-76.



75

In addition to examining the transitivity network, the analysis of the author/
speaker’s lexical choices is also relevant for determining the field of the discourse.'”
Indeed, we can learn a lot about the subject matter of a discourse by looking at the
individual words, particularly focusing on the semantic domain to which they belong.
This is because the vocabulary commonly used by speakers to discuss a specific topic or
subject matter typically shares semantic domains. At this step of the analysis, due
attention must be given to lexical items and semantic domains that have a higher

percentage of representation within the discourse.

Tenor of Discourse

The tenor of the discourse activates the interpersonal metafunction. Consequently, it is
concerned with the dynamics of the personal relationships that are involved in the
discourse. What is the relationship between the participants? What are their roles and
statuses? These are questions that the tenor of the discourse answers."'® An analysis of the
tenor of the discourse begins, therefore, with an examination of those lexico-grammatical
features that activate the interpersonal meanings, particularly the features of modality (Is
it a statement, a question, or a demand?) and polarity (Is it formulated positively or

negatively?) in the case of predicator groups, and the role of person in regard to the

"3 This is because, as Reeds explains, lexical choice is “a more obvious way of representing
ideational meanings” (Reed, Philippians, 76).

1e Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 24. While both the field and the tenor of the
discourse are concerned with an examination of the participants of the discourse, the objective of the
analysis under each variable (and respective metafunction) is different. The field, aligned with the
ideational metafunction, focuses on the identity of the participants and the qualities and characteristics they
contribute to the discourse. The tenor, which activates the interpersonal metafunction, focuses on the social
relationships and roles between the participants. See Porter, Linguistic Analysis, 151.
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nominal group (What is the hierarchy and status among the persons?). It is these
linguistic resources that enable us to identify the various speech roles in the discourse.
They also provide the basis for identifying those social relationships that are defined
extralinguistically.""”

In his functional grammar, Halliday categorizes all speech roles under two types:
(1) roles of giving—*“inviting to receive’—and the roles of demanding—*inviting to
give.”'" If the speaker assumes the role of giving, by default the listener assumes the role
of demanding. And if the speaker assumes the role of demanding the listener assumes the
role of giving. In this interactional transaction between speaker and hearer who assume
the roles of giving and demanding, another distinction, what Halliday calls the
commodity exchange, is fundamental for his taxonomy, namely, the distinction between
“goods-and-services” and “information.” Goods-and-services refers strictly to the non-
verbal exchange between the participants of the communicative act; what is demanded is
either an object or an action. Information, on the other hand, refers to those verbal
responses given by the participants.'"® When these two variables intersect, Halliday states,
we end up with “the four primary speech functions of OFFER, COMMAND,

STATEMENT, AND QUESTION.”'?

117
118

Porter, “Dialect and Register,” 204-5.
Halliday, Functional Grammar, 68. Using demanding to describe this concept is a poor choice
of wording since obligation is not always present in the interaction. “Encouraging” or “compelling” are
perhaps better terms.

19 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 68.

120 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 68.
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Commodity
exchanged: goods-and-services information
Role in
exchange:
giving offer statement
demanding command question

Table 1: Halliday’s Variables and their Resulting Speech Functions

Since Halliday’s speech functions were designed around the English mood
system, which differs in a significant way from the system of Hellenistic Greek, its
application to the analysis of the New Testament cannot be adopted uncritically.”' The
English system typically expresses modality through various modal expressions, often at
the word group rank. Greek, in contrast, utilizes its more morphologically complex
system to express modality at the word rank through specific mood forms. Therefore,
unlike English, the speech functions in Greek are instantiated not through a variety of
modal expressions, but through a variety of morphological variations in the mood system.
Aware of the value of Halliday’s scheme for identifying speech roles, but also
recognizing its limitations for the Greek system, Porter has developed a taxonomy of
speech functions tailored to the Greek mood system—Porter prefers the term “attitudinal”

instead of mood.'*

This taxonomy, which is organized around the binary choices of
+assertive and —assertive, generates twelve different potential speech functions:

declarative statement, positive question, negative question, open question, T-question,

2! The complete suitability of Halliday’s speech functions even for English has been challenged

by other systemic linguists as well. See for example Eggins, An Introduction, 145-49.
122 Porter, “Systemic Functional Linguistics,” 27.
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projective statement, projective contingent statement, projective question, projective t-

question, projective contingent question, projective contingent t-question, and

command.'?

CLAUSE

N

— interrogative + affirmative
+ assertive —>I: + denial
( + interrogative
ATTITUDE — interrogative + tonal

+ interrogative + elemental

— projective & _
— assertive —>[ — contingent

+ directive + contingent
positive
POLARITY
& negarive

Figure 1: Porter’s System Network of Attitude

Porter’s taxonomy is tentative and he himself recognizes that they need

improvement.'** One of the areas where Porter’s taxonomy and Halliday’s could be

improved is in eliminating all together the differentiation between “goods-and-services”

and “information,” for as Porter acknowledges, this differentiations “seems to draw upon

ideational semantics.”'* Another way in which Porter’s taxonomy could be improved is

by incorporating a “cline of certainty,” for, as Yoon observes, the mood system of Greek

“seems to be characterized largely by the cline of assertion, projection, and

123

Porter, “Systemic Functional Linguistics,” 28.
124

Porter, “Systemic Functional Linguistics,” 30.
12 porter, “Systemic Functional Linguistics,” 25.



contingency.”'*® Yoon has already undertaken this project and he proposes nine speech
functions for the Greek language system: simple statement, simple question,'*’ direct
statement, probable statement, possible statement, direct question, probable question,
possible question, and command.'* In our analysis of John’s field of discourse, we will
employ Yoon’s nine speech functions as the guiding framework to identify the roles of
informer, questioner, entreater, and responder within the discourse. This approach will
ideally aid us in determining the social function each participant assumes in the

discourse.

Mode of Discourse

If the field of the discourse is concerned with the “whatness” of the text and the tenor
with the “whoness” of the text, the mode of the discourse is concerned with the
“howness” of the text; that is, how the text is structured and presented. The mode of the

discourse, by activating the textual metafunction, therefore, determines the texture and
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the emphasis of the discourse, and makes it possible for the field and the tenor to become

actualized.'”’

There are three types of linguistic resources that provide structural
organization and coherence to every discourse. These are the resources of cohesion,

prominence, and thematization."’ Since one of the main fruits that a thematization

126
127

Yoon, Galatians, 107.
Simple statements and questions identify verbless clauses.
128 Yoon, Galatians, 107.

129 Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic, 123.
130

48.

Halliday and Webster, Text Linguistics, 183; Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text,
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analysis yields is the explicit emphasis of certain topics in a discourse,"”" and since an
analysis of prominence shares a similar goal, our approach in this study, as it pertains to
the mode of the discourse, will concentrate on the resources of cohesion and prominence.
Cohesion, Porter explains, “is concerned with such nonstructural semantic
features as reference, substitution and ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion such as
reiteration and collocation.”"** As the name suggests, the cohesive ties of reference point
to those linguistic elements that refer to something else within the discourse for their
interpretation. They contribute to the text’s cohesion by providing continuity, signaling
which information from the discourse needs to be retrieved.'** These references include,
pronouns, verbal endings, temporal and locational deixis, and any other linguistic
resource that provides indexicality. Substitution refers “to the replacement of one item by
another” and ellipsis (a type of substitution), to “the omission of an item.”"** The
difference between reference and substitution is that in the former, “the reader looks back
in the text for the item that is semantically identical,” while in the latter “the reader does
not have to look back in the text to discover the identity of the substituted item.”"** Put
differently, rather than using, for example, a pronoun to signal to the reader or hearer that
they are to identify an actor or an event somewhere else in the discourse, in substitution,

the speaker/writer recasts the same actor or event with a new word or phrase, with the

! Greek writers make this emphasis evident by placing the explicit, grammaticalized subject of a

clause in prime position; that is, the subject occupies the first syntactical slot. This is the most marked and
emphatic pattern in Greek, since in the most usual clause structure it is the predicator that fills the first slot.
See Zumaeta, “Structure and Message of Titus,” 53-57.

132 Porter, “Dialect and Register,” 201.

133 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 31.

134 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 88.

135 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 179.
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resulting effect that the reader or hearer does not need to look back in the discourse to
find the referent. Other common cohesive ties are conjunctions. These linguistic
resources reveal to us how the two conjoined texts relate to each other. Is the relationship
one of subordination or coordination? Does the conjunction realize a direct continuation
or present a transition? Language users also create coherence in a text by using linguistic
items that are reiterated and co-occur throughout the discourse. An important step in the
analysis of the mode of discourse involves, therefore, the analysis of those lexical items
that are repeated and their synonyms (this includes the repetition of semantic domains),
as well as the words that tend to co-occur with them.

In addition to cohesion, another resource contributing to the coherence of a text is
prominence. Prominence is the means by which a speaker highlights material or makes
“some part of the text stand out in some way.”"** Two of the most important theories to
study prominence are grounding and markedness. Grounding refers to the way in which
individuals organize their material in terms of three planes (at least in Greek):
background, foreground, and frontground. While the material in the background is not
unimportant, for it helps establish the setting of a given discourse, the material in the
foreground and frontground are highlighted material; they are given more weight.
Markedness refers to those formal (phonological, lexical, clausal, etc.) features of the
language that instantiate a specific type of signification. Porter and O’Donnell explains

that “markedness refers to the structural features and grounding to the meaningful textual

136 Westfall, Hebrews, 31.
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result.”"”” Grounding and markedness work together to bring about prominence. This is
due to the fact that the formal markings of a text instantiate the semantic planes of the
grounding. Or put differently, “[i]tems of linguistic prominence that have interpretive
textual significance are grounded to varying degrees in the semantics of the text . . . and

brought to the fore in support and reinforcement of this semantic framework.”"**

137

Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 140.
138

Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 140.
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Frontground

Foreground
Most heavily marked

Background
Marked

Unmarked

. _J

Figure 2: Cline of Prominence

Grounding takes place at the paradigmatic (a single linguistic item differentiated
from other items) and syntagmatic (a unit of structure as differentiated from other

structures) levels."” Writers and speakers can (whether consciously or unconsciously)

139 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 151.
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signal levels of groundings and, therefore, levels of prominence, by means of their
paradigmatic choices. When it comes to the Greek verb, users instantiate grounding by
means of their choice of verbal aspect. In the grammar of Greek, the perfective aspect,
signaled by the aorist tense-form, is the least marked (or unmarked) form and the stative
aspect, signaled by the perfect and pluperfect tense-forms, is the most heavily marked
form. Consequently, in narratives, the background material is described by means of the
aorist tense-form. Verbs with perfective aspect carry the main line of the story.'*" Verbs
with imperfective aspect, characterized by the present and imperfect tense-forms, are
used for foregrounding, and verbs with stative aspect are used for frontgrounding. These
verbs provide the supporting material and highlight their importance.'' Users also
instantiate grounding by means of their choice of verbal mood. In this case, however, the
grounding corresponds, not to the author’s conception of the action of the process but to
their conception of the reality or potentiality of the process. Porter explains that although
the indicative mood—the mood of assertion—is the background form, the non-indicative
moods—the moods of volition—create their own cline of prominence.'** The imperative,
thus, indicates the background, the subjunctive foreground, and the optative, being the

most heavily marked, indicates frontground.'*

Westfall seems to agree with Porter and
states that the indicative “grounds the other moods”; however in terms of a scale or

markedness, the indicative and the optative are at the extremes, while the imperative and

140
141
142
143

Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 146.
Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 146.
Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 163.
Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 164.
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subjunctive fall in the middle.'** Yoon proposes that the imperative and subjunctive be

taken together as realizing foreground.'®

His proposal makes sense, due to the fact that
the imperative is used for directives with the second and third person and the subjunctive
for directives (the hortatory subjunctive) with the first person. Hence, in our analysis of
John’s discourse, the indicative will be considered as the background form, the
imperative and subjunctive (as well as the future tense-form, which we have labeled as
“expectative” because it behaves a lot like the subjunctive mood'*®) as the foreground
forms, and the optative as the frontground form. A cline of prominence is also realized by
means of verbal voice, reflecting the author’s conception of causality. In the case of
verbal voice, the grounded material corresponds to the role that the subject of the clause
plays in relationship to the process. The active voice, being the most commonly occurring
form, is the background form, the passive voice the foreground form, and the middle
voice the frontground form.

Prominence is also realized at the syntagmatic level by means of syntactical
markedness. Although it is true that Greek is more flexible than English in its clause
structure, this does not mean that the ordering of the various clausal constituents is as
“free” as many are led to believe."” In fact, the most common and unmarked syntactical
pattern in Greek, excluding prepositions and adjuncts, is the one which places the

predicator in the first slot of the clause, followed by the complement. In the next level of

" Westfall, “Method,” 80.

145 Yoon, Galatians, 129.

16 porter notes that “[t]he future form is not a fully aspectual form and is in many ways better
discussed as similar in meaning and function to the subjunctive, although being a more heavily marked
form” (Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 163). Emphasis mine.

147 Porter, “Word Order,” 200.
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grounding, the complement is placed in the first slot, followed by the predicator. The
most heavily marked structure is the one which places the subject in the first syntactical
slot."”® And if the subject is grammaticalized rather than reduced, there is an added degree
of prominence. Writers can also feature prominence by the way they express hypotactic
relationships in a clause complex. Most relative clauses tend to follow their primary
clause (unless they are conditional clauses, where the subordinate “if”’ clause precedes the
main clause). However, on certain occasions, in order to highlight the subordinate clause,

writers may flip this order.'*

From Text to Situation

The relationship between situation and text is one of reciprocity. When it comes to
meaning, speakers make inferences from situation to text and from text to situation.”® As
it pertains to the Gospel of John, the situational context that gave rise to its composition
is not readily available. However, the situational context of the individual discourse units
within his gospel can be properly assessed through the examination of the field, tenor,
and mode of the discourse.”' Once this context is established, we are better positioned to
pinpoint with more accuracy John’s specific modulation of Tovdaioc. This analysis could,
in turn, help us understand the motivations behind John’s distinctive use of Tovdaioc and

the reasons for writing his Gospel.

148 Porter, “Word Order,” 190-93. See also Zumaeta, “Structure and Message of Titus,” 53-57,

where I examine the clausal structure of the discourse of Titus and compare it with the structure of
Philemon’s discourse.

149 See Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 182—84.

130 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 36.

131 Halliday, Language as Social Semiotic, 62.
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SITUATION: Realized by TEXT:
Feature of the context Functional component of
semantic system

Field of discourse Ideational metafunction
(what is going on)

Tenor of discourse Interpersonal metafunction
(who are taking part)

Mode of discourse Textual metafunction
(role assigned to language)

Table 2: Relation of Text to Context of Situation'*?

Conclusion

The purpose of this second chapter has been to provide what we have deemed to be a
more fundamental tool for the investigation of Tovdaiog, which will ultimately help us
answer the question: What is a Tovdaiog, and why John’s Tovdaioc? This study has
shown that, despite their value, historical, sociological, and literary methods are not
sufficiently equipped for an investigation that relies heavily on a thorough examination of
both the systemic and instance meanings of Tovdaioc. These approaches undoubtedly
provide valuable insights into the content of the Fourth Gospel, the manner of its
communication, and its purpose. However, most scholars employing these methods start
with a preconceived notion of Tovdaiog’s primary sense—whether ethnic, cultural-
religious, geographical, or geopolitical—leading them to apply this sense uniformly

across all Johannine instances, potentially overlooking John’s flexibility in using the

132 Adapted from Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 26.
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term. As demonstrated in Chapter 1, even approaches interpreting Tovdoaiog broadly tend
to assume a consistent ethno-religious attribute. While these methods offer significant
insights into John’s message, their effectiveness is, I contend, undermined by the
methodological leap of neglecting to rigorously define Tovdaiog.

Metaphorically speaking, this work seeks to step on the ground that others have
skipped, and this chapter was written to provide the shoes, i.e. the tool, to walk on that
ground, namely, a linguistic methodology designed to achieve three objectives: (1) to
delineate Tovdoiog’s meaning potential, its essential, context-independent, systemic
meaning; (2) to formulate a working definition that accurately captures this meaning
potential; and (3) to establish its various context-specific modulations. All of this with the
ultimate purpose of identifying John’s motivation for using Tovdaiog in the peculiar
manner in which he does. Two main questions drove the content of this chapter: (1) Why
use this tool? and (2) How do we use this tool? To address the first question, this study
has outlined the theoretical reasons for why pursuing Tovdaiog’s meaning potential is
more consistently done from a systemic functional standpoint, using as the pool from
which to draw data, a register-balanced corpus of Hellenistic Greek. One of the main
linguistic assumptions underlying this investigation is that language does not exist apart
from its instantiations. Hence, a robust systemic analysis of the lexicogrammar
necessitates the testing of data, the examination of actual language usage. Since SFL
perceives language as a communicative system, SFL is a better equipped theoretical tool

for the examination of actual language use.
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As an answer to the second question—how to use this tool—a step-by-step guide
of Lemke’s theory of thematic formation was provided for the first step of Tovdoiog’s
investigation. Since thematic formations derive common semantic patterns from sets of
thematically related texts, it is possible to abstract the semantic essence of a specific
linguistic item from the thematic formations it creates in relation to other
lexicogrammatical elements. By examining Tovdoiog’s thematic formations
comprehensively, one can potentially identify which lexical items contribute specific
semantic senses to these Tovdaiog-themed formations. From this analysis, it should also
be feasible to abstract Tovdaioc’s meaning potential. Once that meaning potential is
abstracted and coherently defined, we find ourselves in a good position to investigate its
modulation in the various contexts of John’s discourse. However, since context constrains
meaning, context must first be properly established. Many discussions of Tovdaiog in
John’s discourse are weakened due to the fact that they depend on a situational context
that has been determined extralinguistically. Halliday’s theory of register sets a correction
to the other appraoches, for it allows us to reconstruct any context linguistically. We have
thus outlined the three sociosemiotic variables that constitute the situational context of
every discourse—field, tenor, and mode—and identified the various linguistic resources
to be examined within each variable to establish the situational context of every narrative
unit in which Tovdoiog appears. The results of the application of these two tools—
Lemke’s theory of thematic formation and Halliday’s theory of register—will be the

concern of the following chapters.
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ANALYSIS



CHAPTER 3: THE MEANING OF IOYAAIOZ IN HELLENISTIC GREEK

Introduction

The primary objective of this chapter is to ascertain the semantic essence of Tovdaioc and
to formulate a definition that captures its meaning potential. As stated in the previous
chapter, this quest can only be accomplished by means of abstraction, whereby the actual
instantiations of Tovdaiog are examined. Since the link between the meaning potential
and the instance meaning of a lexical item is the thematic meaning (the realized, multi-
discourse recurrent meaning), the most streamlined procedure to abstract this meaning
potential is via a thematic-formation analysis. This analysis, therefore, seeks to establish
the various thematic formations that the lemmatized instantiation of Tovdaiog (even
extending to include the following related forms: Tovdaia, iovdailw, Tovdaikog, and

‘Tovdaikdg) obtains' when it interacts with other thematically related words (thematic

! Many corpus linguists are adamant about analyzing lemmatized words due to a belief that each
inflected form “has its own special collocational behavior” (Hoey, Lexical Priming, 5; see also Sinclair,
Corpus, Concordance, Collocation, 8; Stubbs, “Corpus Evidence”; Tognini-Bonelli, Corpus Linguistics,
92-98). However, the evidence provided to substantiate this assertion very often comes from languages
where the inflection of words is minimal. Porter and O’Donnell, aware of the “highly inflected” nature of
Hellenistic Greek, point out that, at least as it pertains to verbs, “one of the keys for analysis is having all of
the inflected forms of the verb together, that is, lemmatized and retrieved together, in order to observe their
common collocational patterns” (Porter and O’Donnell, “Theoretical Issues,” 131). The highly inflected
nature of Hellenistic Greek, the close occurrence of inflected forms, and the reality that Tovdaiog often
appears in similar environments—Sinclair concedes that “similarity” of environments justify a lemmatized
analysis—give us enough reasons to examine the various lemmatized instantiations of ‘Tovdaiog. Moreover,
the approach adopted in this lexical investigation is centered on a thematic analysis (pertaining to the
ideational metafunction), without, of course, ignoring collocational patterns (pertaining to the textual
metafunction). Ignoring the various inflectional instantiations of ‘Tovdaiog will therefore be a mistake.

91
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items), with the primary goal of identifying the extent and nature of the semantic content
that Tovdaiog contributes to these thematic meanings. Does Tovdaiog contribute
“minimal” or “substantial” semantic content in shaping the thematic formations? What
specific semantic content does Tovdaiog or other thematic items contribute to their
development?

This chapter is, therefore, organized into two sections. The first, more extensive
section presents a thematic analysis of thirty clause complexes featuring lemmatized
forms of Tovdaiog to identify the most prominent Tovdaiog-themed formations in
Hellenistic Greek. These thirty examples represent a small subset of the over two
thousand instances of Tovdaiog in our corpus, which have been analyzed and categorized
into six groups based on their co-thematicity,” as determined by their multivariate (e.g.,
grammatical form) and covariate (e.g., semantic tie) structures, as well as their
heteroglossic relations.’ The second section examines these Tovdoioc-themed formations,
focusing on the semantic contributions of the various thematic items to each formation,
thereby enabling the abstraction of Tovdaiog’s meaning potential and the formulation of a

working definition for it.

? As stated above, grouping Tovdaiog’s into six bundles stemmed from the shared co-thematicity
among all texts within each group, realized by similar grammatical and collocational patterns. While more
groupings could have been made—e.g., The Tovdaiog and their Leaders, The Tovdaiog and their
Geopolitical Relations, The Tovdaiog and their Superstitions, etc—this seemed unnecessary, for many of
the thematic items characteristic of these other grouping were already encompassed within the six bundles
outlined here.

3 For a more developed discussion of what constitutes a covariate and a multivariate structure see
Lemke, “Ideology,” 287-91.
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The Thematic Meanings of Tovdaiog

This thematic analysis employs a two-step approach. The first step consists in identifying
the various text thematic formations (TTF) of each clause complex within each group, as
instantiated by the grammar of the transitivity network. And since many of these TTFs
consist of more than one formation—it is quite common for a clause complex to include
other minor formations as part of their main TTF—the second step consists in identifying
the one intertextual thematic formation (ITF) that the grammatical and heteroglossic
relations realize in all of these same clause complexes. Given that each word group
within a clause encompasses various grammatical relations, there could be a temptation
to analyze every grammatical detail. However, not all lexicogrammatical aspects are
equally significant for every analytical purpose. Thus, this analysis will focus solely on
those lexicogrammatical features that are directly pertinent to elucidating the meaning of
‘Tovdaioc. Additionally, since the thirty excerpts to be analyzed represent just a fraction of
the larger sample studied, references to other texts corresponding to each grouping will

be provided in the footnotes.
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The Tovdaiot and their Land

Text Thematic Formations Analysis

T. Ref. Text Translation

&v M) Tdv KaAovpévev Tovdaiwv vy}  In the land of those called Jews or
Aelian, 1 ISovpaionv ndov oi émydplot ka®’  Edomites the natives under King

Nat. an.  "Hpodnv 10v Baciiéa épacijvar Herod used to sing of an enormous
6.17 uetpaxog apikiic dpdrovra peyéber  dragon being in love with a young
HEYIGTOV. girl in her prime.

By means of our transitivity analysis we are able to formulate a thematic
formation in which the [Land] of the [Jews] or [Edomites] is a place where [Local
Inhabitants] experience [Marvelous Phenomenon] during the reign of [King Herod].
Many lexicogrammatical relations construe this thematic formation. In the prepositional
phrase £v tfj T®v kolovpévav Tovdaionv yf “in the land of those called Jews,”* the
relationship between [Land] and [Jews] is one of Deictic-to-Thing, where the genitive
10V kodovpévov Tovdaimv is identified possessively as a subset of tfj yfj.” The thematic
item [Jews] is also in juxtaposition with [Edomites] suggesting a comparative or

contrastive relationship with a specific geographical or ethnic contextualization.®

* To minimize excessive wording, translations for Greek texts will be included only upon their
initial mention. For later references, readers are advised to revisit the text-box where the original text and
its corresponding translation is provided.

> See Halliday, Functional Grammar, 160.

To clarify and distinguish from contemporary interpretations of ethnicity, which frequently
categorize groups based on shared physical or linguistic features, this work narrows the definition of
ethnicity to lineage; that is, to the bond that links persons together on the basis of a bloodline that is traced
back to a common ancestor. This clarification is important due to the elusive nature of the concept of
ethnicity both in the present and in antiquity. For scholarly discussions on Ethnicity in antiquity see
Thiessen, Contesting Conversion; Gruen, Ethnicity; Hutchinson and Smith, eds., Ethnicity; Hall, Ethnic
Identity; Mclnerney, ed., 4 Companion to Ethnicity; Moore, Jewish Ethnic Identity and Relations; Malkin,
Ancient Perceptions of Greek Ethnicity.
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In the nominal group ot éxtydpiot kad’ ‘Hpmonv tov faciriéa “the natives under
King Herod” the multivariate relation between the thematic items [King Herod] and
[Local Inhabitants] is one of Qualifier-to-Thing.” As a qualifier, the prepositional phrase
ka0’ Hpodonv tov Bactiéa characterizes ol éxydpiot in that [King Herod] functions as a
significant figure where the [Local Inhabitants], that is, [Jews] or [Edomites] reside. This
nominal group, in turn, functions as the Actor of the Material process njdov “used to
sing,” which Goal we have summarized with the thematic item [Marvelous
Phenomenon], which in turn is realized by the infinitive clause épacOfjvar peipaxog
OpIKTic Opdkovta peyebet péytotov “of an enormous dragon being in love with a young
girl in her prime.” The marvel of a dragon (the Senser) and its relationship with a young
girl (the Phenomenon), realized by the Mental process £pacOijvat, represents a curious
and supernatural occurrence within the land. This event, set against the backdrop of
Jewish/ Edomite territory and during King Herod’s reign, underscores the blend of local
culture and mythical elements, perhaps suggesting a syncretic environment.

The thematic formation conveys that a geographical territory, the limits of which
is defined by the extent of King Herod’s rule,® belongs to a group of people known as the
Jews or the Edomites. Even though Aelian, by juxtaposing Tovdaimv with Tdovpaiov,
indicates a degree of uncertainty as to the identity of this group (or groups) of people, that
uncertainty is not present, when it comes to Aelian’s understanding that they are to be

deemed the local inhabitants or natives of this land,” who were not isolated from curious,

" See Halliday, Functional Grammar, 166—67.
¥ See also Matt 2:1; Plutarch, Ant. 71.1.2.
? See also Josephus, Ant. 11.6.2, 12.3, where Josephus refers to the land of the Jews as v avt@v
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perhaps even supernatural, occurrences. The thematic formation of this text paints a
multifaceted picture of Jewish life during this period, a mix of cultural, political, and
mythical dimensions. The presence of such wonders in the land of the Jews could suggest

a unique interplay between tradition and the broader Hellenistic world.

T. Ref. Text Translation
Tadta pev tote év ) [lohawotivny | These things then happened in
€yéveto- oUt® Yap 10 cOLUTAY Palestine; for this is how the entire
£€0vog, doov anod g Powvikng nation has been called from ancient
Cassius Dio, uéypt tfig Alybdmtov mapa v times, which extends from Phoenicia
Hist. rom. Bdlaccav v Ecm maprkel, and  to Egypt along the inner sea. They
37.16.5 aAaloD KEKANTAL €yovot 08 kai  also have another name that they

grepov dvopa Emiktrov: §) e yap have acquired; For the region has
xopo Tovdaio kai avtol Tovdoiot  been named “Judea” and the people
avopddarart: themselves “Jews.”
The thematic formation of this clause complex from Cassius Dio indicates that the
geographical [Identity] of [Palestine] and its [People] is closely tied to the geographical
[Identity] of [Judea] and the [Jewish People].'"” The Material process with perfective

aspect €yéveto “happened” in the first main clause sets the historical context of the text.

The adjunct év 1] [ToAawotivy “in Palestine” indicates the locality where these events

natpido “their own country.”

"In the extant textual sources, Herodotus is the first to call the region Syrian-Palestine. Louis
Feldman and Bernard Lewis, based on the word nwba (peleset), which in the OT refers to Philistia, affirm
that Herodotus was refering only to the coastal strip (Jaffa, Ashkelon, and Gaza). Martin Noth and David
Jacobson, on the other hand, attribute the name to the much larger area (equivalent to the area presented by
Cassius Dio) arguing that the name does not come from nw5a but from Greek noaAaothg “wrestler” a
translation equivalent for 98w (yisra él). Feldman argues that it wasn’t until the second century, after the
Bar Kokhba revolt, that the Syrian-Palestine name was given to the entire region by emperor Hadrian (76—
138 CE), who changed the name, and it was deliberately intended to sever all Jewish connection to the
land. See Feldman, “Some Observations”; Lewis, “Palestine”; Noth, “Zur Geschichte”; Jacobson,
“Palestine and Israel.”
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took place. In the next clause, the predicator kéxkAntot “has been called” is a Relational
process of the Identifying type with its Value/Identifier 10 cOumav €6voc “the entire
nation” and its Token/Identified obtw “this is how.” The adverb obtw, functioning as the
Token/Identified, refers back to tfj I[TaAaiotivy. The embedded clause 6Gov amo TG
Dowvikng péypt Thg Alydmrov mapda v Bdraccav v Ecm moprketl “which extends from
Phoenicia to Egypt along the inner sea” elaborates on the geographical extension of the
region, stretching from Phoenicia all the way to Egypt along the Mediterranean coast."
All of these lexicogrammatical features instantiate the geographical [Identity] of
[Palestine] and its [People].

The last two clauses, on the other hand, instantiate the geographical [Identity] of
[Judea] and the [Jewish People]. Grammatically, the direct link between the geographic
entity Tovdaia “Judea” and the Tovdaiot “Jews” is construed by the Relational process of
the Identifying type, where both Tovdaia and Tovdaiot function as the Tokens/ Identifieds
of the Values/Identifiers ydpa “region” and avtoi “the people themselves” respectively.
These clauses underscore the longstanding association between the land and its people,
both being identified by the same name."

What makes explicit the connection between the geographical [Identity] of
[Palestine] with its [People] and the geographical [Identity] of [Judea] and the [Jewish

People]—in addition to the same process pattern (Relational: Identifying [ Value/

" See also Diodorus Siculus, Bib. hist. 1.28.2.1, where Diodorus claims that £€0vog . . . T@v
‘Tovdaimv “the nation of the Jews” lies pécov Apafiog kai Xvpiog “between Arabia and Syria.” Strabo also
indicates that the Jews, whom he includes as part of the people called Syrians, live on the land, which
extension more or less matches that of Cassius Dio. See Strabo, Geogr: 16.1.1.2; 16.1.15.4.

12 See also Josephus, C. Ap. 1.179.5.
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Identifier-process-Token/Identified]) realizing these two clauses—is the clause &yovot 6
kol £tepov dvopa Emiktntov “they also have another name that they have acquired.”
gyovot is also a Relational process, however, of the Attributive type. The Carrier of the
clause is implied in the verb, which is a present active indicative third person plural, and
the Attribute is the accusative nominal group &€tepov dvopa érniktntov. According to this
clause it is the [People] from [Palestine] who themselves have adopted the name [Judea]
for their country and [Jews] for their people."

This thematic formation emphasizes the historical depth and significance of the
names Judea and Jews, reflecting a longstanding and intrinsic connection between the
land and its inhabitants. The naming serves not just as a label, but as a reflection of the
deep cultural, historical, and possibly spiritual ties that bind the people to their land. This
interconnectedness is a significant aspect of Jewish identity, where land and people are
inextricably linked in their self-conception and perception by others.'* Also, the mention
of the region’s geographical scope and its ancient designation provides a context for
understanding the historical and cultural identity of the Jewish people within the broader

Near Eastern landscape.

B See also Josephus, Ant. 20.259.1 and C. 4Ap. 1.171.2 where Josephus asserts that ‘Tovdoiot
“Jews” inhabit trv [Todowotivny “Palestine.”

1 See also Josephus, C. Ap. 1.32.1; Acts 21:10; Rom 15:30. Acts 26:4 is of particular importance
for in this verse a Jew, the apostle Paul, ties his identity to the country (§0vog) where he grew up. Almost
certainly, this country is Judea since the city he mentions next is Jerusalem. In 22:3, the apostle affirmed
that he had been brought up &v 11 moket T “in this city.”
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T. Ref. Text Translation
Xavavaiog 6¢ tétaptoc ®v Xauov  Now Canaan, being the fourth son of
Josephus, A , , .7
Ant maic v viv Tovdaiov kadovpévny  Ham, after establishing the land now
1 lé 41 oikicag am’ avtod Xavavaiov called Judea, named Canaan after
B TPOGNYOPEVOEV. himself.

Josephus’s statement indicates that the [Founding] and the original [Naming] of
the geographical area now called [Judea] has its historical (or mythological) origin in
[Canaan], the son of [Ham], who named the region after [Himself]."> This thematic
formation is realized by the grammar of the primary clause: As the Actor of the clause, it
is Xavavaiog “Canaan” who performs the Goal of the clause, that is, naming (Material
process: Action) the region Xavoavaiov “Canaan” an’ avtod “after himself.” The two
embedded clauses tétaptog dv Xapov naig “being the fourth son of Ham” and v vdv
Tovdaiav kadovuévny oikicag “after establishing the land now called Judea” functioning
as adjuncts provide further circumstantial details. In the nominal group tétaptoc Xdpov
noic, the Numerative-to-Thing grammatical relation establishes the historical connection
of [Judea] with [Canaan] by means of a genealogical connection to [Ham]. The Epithet-
to-Thing relation between Tovdaiav and kaAovpévny and the deictic marker viv establish
that the present property of the land in question is one defined by the name Tovdaua. The
predicator oixicoc, whose subject and Actor continues to be Xavavoiog, makes the direct

connection between [Judea] and [Canaan].'

1% See also Josephus, Ant. 1.160.1, 1.161.1.

"It must be stated that a great majority of times when Josephus uses the lexical item Tovdaia the
referent is often the Judean province, and more specifically, the district of Judea. However, on some
occasions, as is the case above, he uses ‘Tovdaia to refer to the larger territory that constituted the promised
land as described in the OT. This would include the territories of Idumea, Samaria, Galilee, and Perea. See
Josephus, Ant. 9.280.1; see also 7.103.1 where Josephus comments that Jews had a city called Samaria.
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This thematic formation situates the origin of Judea within a broader historical (or
mythological) context, attributing its early settlement and initial naming to a Canaanite
figure.'” This narrative underscores the layered history of the region, suggesting that the
identity and significance of Judea are deeply rooted in ancient foundations.'® This
connection between the land and its historical or mythological founders highlights the

complex and multifaceted nature of regional and cultural identity in the ancient Near

East.
T. Ref.  Text Translation
o1 6¢ émioyvov Aéyovteg 6Tt Avaceiel  But they insisted and said, “He incites
Luke TOV A0V 01060K®V ko’ dAng Thg the people, teaching all over Judea,
23:5 ‘Tovdaiag, kol apEAEVOS Ao ThG starting from Galilee all the way to

Coalhaiog Eog OSE. this place.”

The thematic formation in Luke’s account elaborates on the [Breadth] of Jesus’
[Influential Teaching], which according to his accusers, [Spreads] all over [Judea]; that is,
between [Galilee] and [Jerusalem]. This thematic formation is instantiated in the second
clause, related paratactically to the first clause. This clause is a projection of the first
clause and, thus, supplies the content of the report hinted at in the initial clause. The

Verbal process dvaceiet “he incites” with its Target tov Aaov “the people,” indicates that

"7 One of the earliest records that connects the land of the Jews with Canaan is Merneptah’s stele.
The name Israel preceded by the determinative for “people,” which is written four lines below the toponym
Canaan, suggests that the Jewish people had an active presence in this region. See Stager, “Merneptah”;
Sparks, Ethnicity and Identity, 105—6. Others who see this connection are: Ahlstrom, History of Ancient
Palestine; Coote, Early Israel; Kitchen, Ancient Orient; Yurco, “Merneptah’s Canaanite Campaign.” See
also Lemche, Canaanites, 43—52, who demonstrates that the borders of Canaan were undefined and
included a large part, if not all, of what later came to be known as Palestine.

18 See also Diodorus Siculus, Bib. hist. 1.28.2.1 where the foundation of the land is attributed to
Egyptian settlers.
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a certain individual is able to exert great influence upon the people. The individual in
question is of course Jesus (Luke 22:54; 23:8). The two embedded clauses d1ddokmv ko’
OAng ti¢ Tovdaiag “teaching all over Judea” and kai dp&apevoc and g 'aAhaiog g
®d¢ “starting from Galilee all the way to this place,” functioning as adjunct, establish
both the mode and the breadth of this influence. Jesus’ influence is accomplished via
teaching ka8’ 6Ang tiic Tovdaiag. In the nominal group éAng g Tovdaiog there is a
structural relationship of Deictic-to-Thing, whereby the deictic 0Ang clarifies the
pragmatic meaning of Tovdaiag: The term Tovdaia in this context should not be
interpreted as merely the local district of Judea but rather as encompassing a much larger
geographical area. The surrounding text suggests that this region extends at least a0 tijg

TCoMhaiog Eog OSe.

T. Ref.  Text Translation
. Het’ OAiyov o0& mpooeympnoay avt®  But after a short time, those of the
Polybius, s s , . ey
Iist kol T@dV Tovdaimv oi mepi 0 iepov 0 Jews who dwell around the temple
16 3'9 41 Tpocayopevouevov Tepocdivpa called Jerusalem, drew near to him as
T KOTOWKODVTEG. well.

The thematic formation realized in this text from Polybius’s Historiae indicates
that the town of [Jerusalem] and the [Temple] therein are of vital importance for [Jews]."

In regard to the primary clause the Material process mpoceympnoov “drew near” with its

9920

Actor t@v Tovdaimv “those of the Jews”™ suggests that an alliance between the [Jews]

1% For other texts that have a similar thematic formation see Josephus, Ant. 11.12.3; 11.24.4; C. Ap.
1.90.1; Appian, Bell. mith. 498.1; Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.28.4; Acts 25:24.

“*In the nominal group the noun upon which the genitive construction depends is elided or
omitted. This should not surprise the reader for it is not unusual in the Literary/Atticistic register to omit the
word in such constructions. See Pratt, Essentials of Greek Grammar, 57-58; Goodell, School Grammar,
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and Antiochus (the Goal of the clause, instantiated in reduced form with the dative
pronoun avt®) has taken place. This allegiance is very likely motivated from fear of
conquest and a desire to protect that which the Jews considered as most important:*' their
temple, their city, and their lives. That the Jews mepi 10 igpov katotkodvteg “dwelled
around the temple” indicates the centrality of the [Temple] in Jewish life. The importance
of [Jerusalem], on the other hand, is seen in that Polybius equates the [ Temple] with
[Jerusalem] by means of the adjectival participle mpocoyopevdpevov “called.””

This thematic formation emphasizes the pivotal role that Jerusalem and the temple
plays in the life of its inhabitants. It stresses their geographic and symbolic importance in

Jewish life and identity.

Intertextual Thematic Formation Analysis

Based on the thematic information of many cothematic texts, a sample of which we just
examined, we are now able to abstract their common ITF. What all of these cothematic
texts have in common is a main thematic formation in which an [Extensive], though not
clearly defined, [Land], designated with [Various Toponyms], but with the same urban
center, [Jerusalem], is intrinsically connected to a [Group of People] who bear the name

[Jews], a designation that parallels one of the toponyms for the land, namely, [Judea]. We

194.

*! Prior to this clause Polybius stated that Antiochus had already conquered Batanea, Samaria,
Abila, and Gadara. This is likely the reason why both Paton and Schuckburgh translate tpoceydpnoav with
the English “surrendered” and “submitted.” See Polybius, Hist. 95 (Paton, LCL); Polybius, Hisz. 202
(Schuckburgh, CLC).

2 This importance is also seen in Appian’s Bella mithridatica who refers to Jerusalem as v
aywwtdny avtoig moAwv “their holy city”; that is, the Jew’s holy city. See Appian, Bell. mith. 498. See also
Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.28.4.
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may, therefore, refer to this ITF as [THE NATIVE LAND OF THE JEWS] for it forms,
borrowing Lemke’s words, the thematic “spine” or the “fundamental” tone of the various
cothematic texts.”

Many of the thematic items (or nodes) construing the ITF are related with each
other grammatically in our selection of cothematic texts. These type of linkages are direct
compositional linkages.** For example, in Aelian’s text, [Land] is linked to [Jews] by
means of a genitive construction where the deictic 1] yfj constrains the meaning of t®v
kaAovpévov Tovdaiwv. In Cassius Dio, the [Land] is linked to [Judea] and [Jews] by
means of a Relational process of the Identifying type, which connects the Tokens/
Identifieds Tovdaia and Tovdaior with their respective Values/Identifiers yopa and avtoi.
In Josephus, the connection between the [Land] and the [Jews] is made explicit, first, by
the genealogical relationship of the Actor of the primary clause Xavavoiog with the
[Jews] via the patriarch [Ham], and, second, by the active naming of that place, now to be
known as [Judea].

Compositional linkages are not the only type of connectors between cothematic
texts. As discussed in Chapter 2, there are other types of mediated linkages, which
connect texts metadiscursively. These metadiscursive connections—accomplished by
means of heteroglossic relations of OPPOSITION and ALLIANCE*—are possible

because, in addition to a main thematic formation, each text possesses other minor

2 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 101.
24 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 97.
2 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 98.
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formations that are themselves linked to the main thematic formation.”® In the examples
provided, no text makes a direct connection between the [Jews] of [Jerusalem] and the
[Jews] of [Judea];*” however, the connection is mediated through a heteroglossic relation
of ALLIANCE between Polybius’s and Luke’s voice (or the Actors in the primary clause
in Luke 23:5). What links Polybius’s text with that of Luke is the thematic formation
[JERUSALEM]. In Polybius, [JERUSALEM] is grammatically linked to [JUDEA], and
in Luke, [JERUSALEM] is grammatically linked to [JEWS]. [JERUSALEM] connects,
therefore, both texts to the ITF, [THE NATIVE LAND OF THE JEWS]. There is also a
heteroglossic relation of OPPOSITION between the text in Luke and the text in Cassius
Dio. Whereas for Luke the [EXTENSION OF THE JEWISH LAND] encompasses the
territory between Galilee and Jerusalem, for Cassius Dio, the territory extends from
Phoenicia to Egypt. The minor thematic formation that links Cassius Dio with Luke and,
in turn, links both texts to the main ITF is [JUDEA].

The thematic formation [THE NATIVE LAND OF THE JEWS], threaded
throughout all of the texts examined above, underscores a general understanding among
the ancients concerning one of Tovdaiog’s contextual meaning. The ‘Tovdaiot are a group
of people, whose identity is intrinsically connected to their land. This identity is not
affected by the change of label that designates the land at a given time nor by the lack of

certainty concerning its limits.

26 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 98, 101.

*"Such texts do abound and Appian, Bell. mith. 498.1 and Strabo, Geogr: 16.2.28.41 are examples
of those texts; however, the Lucan reference included in this investigation was chosen purposefully to
illustrate the value of the metadiscursive heteroglossic relations.
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The "Tovdoiot and Other Lands

Text Thematic Formation Analysis

T. Ref. Text Translation

Omep €m’ €uod katd Popaiov
Appian, avtokpatopa Tpaiovov, EEoAAdvTa
Bell. civ. 10 év Alybdnto Tovdaiov yévog, Hrod
2.13.90 TV Tovdainv £ T0g ToD TOAEHOV
ypelag Katnpeipdn

During my time, under the Roman
emperor Trajan, who killed the Jewish
people in Egypt, it was destroyed by
the Jews for the needs of the war.

In this excerpt from Appian’s Bella civillia the thematic formation realized by the
lexicogrammar construes the [Response] of the [Jewish People] living in [Egypt] to the
[Persecution] executed by [Trajan]. This text is a complex relative clause of the adjectival
type.”® The Goal of the Material process katnpeip0n “was destroyed” is the relative
pronoun Omep “it” and the Actor executing the process is grammaticalized with the
adjunct ¥ T®v Tovdaiwv “by the Jews.” The [Response] by the Jews to the attack of
[Trajan] came, therefore, in the form of the destruction of an entity, recalled here in
reduced form by the relative pronoun.”

The embedded clause kot Popaiov avtokpdtopa Tpaiavov EEoAlvvta TO v
Atyomtg Tovdaimv yévog “under the Roman emperor Trajan, who killed the Jewish
people in Egypt” instantiates two important thematic formations that, as we will see later,
are metadiscursive. These are [THE EXTENSIVE ROMAN DOMINION] and [THE

INTERNATIONAL PRESENCE OF THE JEWS]. The lexicogrammar of the nominal

2 See Porter, Idioms, 248.

** The cotext surrounding this relative clause makes it clear that the entity in question is the shrine
of Nemesis, which Caesar designated as the burial place for Pompey’s head. See Appian, Bell. civ. 2.13.90
According to McGing “[t]his is a reference to the revolt of the Jews in Cyrene, Cyprus, Mesopotamia and
Egyptin AD 115 to 117.” See Appian, Bell. civ. 2.13.90 (415097, McGing, LCL).



106

group instantiates the formation, relevant for the present study, [THE INTERNATIONAL
PRESENCE OF THE JEWS]. The relationship that exists between &v Aiybdnto and 10
Tovdaiwv yévog is one of Qualifier-to-Thing, whereby év Aiybmt®, which characterizes 10
‘Tovdaimv yévog, describes the locale where the [Jewish People] lived at the time of
[Trajan]’s attack. At the same time, the deictic relationship of t0 yévog with Tovdaimv is a
defining one, for it informs the language user that the identity of this specific group of
people may be established by things other than the land they inhabit.

This thematic formation captures a historical moment of significant strife and
persecution, where Roman imperial policies under Trajan led to the oppression and
destruction of Jewish communities, particularly in Egypt. This narrative forms a crucial
part of the broader historical context of Jewish-Roman relations, illustrating the

complexities and challenges faced by the Jewish community under Roman rule.

T. Ref. Text Translation
Kai év 100t oi kata Kvprpvnv And during this time, the Jews over
Cassius Dio, Tovdoiot, Avopéav Tva Cyrene, having appointed from
Hist. rom. TPOGTNOAUEVOL GP®V, TOVS TE among themselves a certain Andreas,
68.32.1 Popaiovg kai tovg "EAANvaC were destroying the Romans and the
£pOeipov Greeks.

Cassius Dio conceives an organized [Jewish Community] in the [Region] of
[Cyrene] capable of [Revolting] against both [Romans] and [Greeks]. In this thematic
formation, ot katd Kvpivnyv Tovdaiot “the Jews over Cyrene,” a complex nominal group
functioning as the Actor of the Material process &pBeipov “were destroying,” instantiates

the [Jewish Community] thematic item. Specifically, this instantiation is obtained by
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means of the embedded adjunct katd Kvpivnv, which functions as the qualifier of ot
‘Tovdaiot. Since a preposition behaves like a minor process,” the grammatical structure of
katd Kvprjvnyv is, therefore, similar to xatowodvteg Kvpnvny “inhabiting Cyrene.” That
this [Jewish Community] was an organized community is indicated by the grammar of
the embedded clause Avopéav Tva Tpootnodpevol cowv “having appointed from among
themselves a certain Andreas.” The Actor of the Material process mpoctnoéypevoi remains
the same. It is the [Jewish Community] in Cyrene who appointed the Goal of the clause,
namely, Avdpéav. The Goal of the primary clause, 100¢ 1€ ‘Popaiovg kai tovg "EAAnvag
“the Romans and the Greeks,” indicates that it was under Andreas’s leadership that the
[Jewish Community] was actively attacking or destroying both [Romans] and [Greeks] in
the area.

This thematic formation points to a historical episode of Jewish resistance and
uprising outside the traditional Jewish heartlands, in this case in Cyrene.”' The
appointment of a leader and the active opposition against both Roman and Greek groups
show a significant level of organization and militant action by the Jewish community.
This event highlights the broader theme of Jewish resistance and struggle against foreign

domination and cultural pressures during this period.

FSee Halliday, Functional Grammar, 167, 189.
*! For details of how this Jewish community settled in the region, as well as their subsequent
rebellion, see Applebaum, Jews and Greeks, esp. chs 4-6.
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T. Ref. Text Translation
‘Tovdaiwv TdV &v Th) Eut] xope
KOTOIKOOVIMV EXETPEYO TOTG Of the Jews who are residing in my
BovAopévorg gig v idiav country, I allowed those who wish to
Josephus, N , . . .
Ant amelBodot moTpida TV T TOAY go to their own homeland, both to
1 1 53 avaxtiCew Kol TOv vaov rebuild their city and construct the

oikodopficat Tov €v Tepocoidpolg  temple of God in Jerusalem on the

0D Beod éni Tod avtod TOTOVL, €9’  same place where it was before.

0V Kol TPOTEPOV.

In Cyrus’s decree, as recorded here by Josephus,’ the lexicogrammar instantiates

a thematic formation in which a [Ruler] who has [Control] over a vast [Territory] allows
[Jewish Residents] presently living in the [Ruler’s Land] to return to their [Native
Homeland] and to rebuild their [City] and their [Temple]. The thematic units [Jewish
Residents] and [Ruler’s Land] are semantically and syntactically related to each other in
one complex nominal group functioning as a deictic of possession of the complement toig
BovAopévorg gig v 1diav aneAbodot matpida “those who wish to go to their own
homeland.”” This possessive deictic itself is a complex word group, which head term
Tovdaimv “of the Jews” is specified by the secondary clause T@®v &v 1] Euf] yopo
katowovvtmv “that dwell in my region.” In this secondary clause, the noun of the
prepositional phrase tfj y®pa is, in turn, specified possessively by the deictic €ufj. The
grammar of this complex nominal group, therefore, indicates a recurring thematic
formation where a Jewish community exists and prospers in a place that is foreign to

them.

32
See also Ezra 5:17—6:5.
* Even though this complex possessive Deictic fills the first syntactical slot, grammatically if
functions as a modifier of the complement which follows the predicator énétpeya “I allowed.”
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The authority of the [Ruler] over this vast [Territory], including their inhabitants,
is indicated by the Verbal process énétpeya (perfective aspect) with its infinitive
complements dvaxtilev (imperfective aspect) and oikodopticat (perfective aspect). The
non-grammaticalized Actor of the main process, implied in the ending of the verb, is the
one executing the action of allowing toig BovAopévoig €ig v idiav anelbodot matpida
TV 1€ TOMV AvokTilew Kol TOv vadv olkodoutficot Tov év Tepocordpoilg Tod Beod “those
who wish to go to their own homeland, both to rebuild their city and construct the temple
of God in Jerusalem.”

Another important instantiation that this text obtains, specifically through the
grammar of the embedded clause toig fovAiopévorg gic v idiav dneAbodol Tatpida, is
the formation of the intertextual theme [THE NATIVE LAND OF THE JEWS]. In the
adjunct phrase, €ig v idiav matpida, there is a Deictic-to-Thing relation in the nominal
group between 16iav and trv matpida. This relation is of the possessive type. The adjunct
phrase, in turn, functions as a qualifier of the dative nominal group toig foviopévorg
anelBodot. As stated above, this noun group functioning as complement is the noun of
relation of the lexeme ‘Tovdaiwv at the beginning of the clause. The text, therefore,
establishes the fact that the [Ruler] himself considers this territory to be the [Native
Homeland] of the Jewish people.

This thematic formation captures an important narrative moment where a ruler or
authority figure facilitates the return of the Jewish people to their homeland and the

rebuilding of key religious and cultural sites. This decision reflects a recognition that
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even though Jews are able to establish communities in other regions, their identity as a

people is, to a great extent, predicated on their connection to their native land.

T. Ref.  Text Translation
‘Tovdaiog 6¢ T1g ATOAAGDG OVOUOTL, Now a certain Jew with the name
Acts Ale&avdpeng T yével, avnp Adyog,  Apollos, an Alexandrian native, an
18:24 katnvinoev €ic "Epecov, duvatog dv  eloquent man, came to Ephesus, being
&V Taig Ypopais. mighty in the Scriptures.

The thematic formation of this text shows that many [Jews], who belong to
communities in other [Hellenistic Regions], have a good command of the [Scriptures].
The connection between the thematic items [Jew] and [Hellenistic Regions] is
instantiated in the complex nominal group, functioning as the Actor of the primary
clause. In this nominal group, the head noun Tovdaiog “Jew” is followed by a catena of
other nominatives that function appositionally and, thus, provide further specificity to it.
Aside from the name for this particular [Jew], the phrases AAeEavopedc Td yévetl “an
Alexandrian native” and avnp Adyto¢ “an eloquent man” bear particular importance, due
to their multi-discursive thematic presence. The nominative AleEavopetc is specified by
the dative t@® yévet. And being that the dative case grammaticalizes the semantic feature
of relation, the Alexandrian condition of this specific Jew is with respect of his origin.
In other words, the features that determine the identity of a person as a [Jew] do not cease
to exist when this certain Jew originates from other [Hellenistic Regions]. The noun

phrase avnp Adylog, with an Epithet-to-Thing semantic relation, indicates the scholarly

3 See Porter, Idioms, 97. See also Louw, “Linguistic Theory,” 81.
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quality of the specific [Jew]. This scholarly quality certainly involves, though does not
need to be limited to, a good command of the Old Testament Scriptures as shown by the
adjunct phrase dvvatog @v €v taig ypaais “being mighty in the Scriptures.”

This thematic formation indicates that the characteristics that define Jewish
identity transcend the geographical region from which a person may originate. It suggests
that some of these defining characteristics of “Jewishness” have an inherent connection to
the Hebrew Scriptures, which would be one main explanation for Apollos’s proficiency in
the Scriptures. It seems that by the time Apollos was born, the Scriptures already had an
established presence in Alexandria and now, through Apollos, is being spread throughout
Ephesus. Therefore, being a Jew does not necessarily require one to be a resident of
Judea. One can be considered a Jew based on their relationship with the Jewish

Scriptures.

T. Ref. Text Translation

evpodvTEG Yap TOV Avopa todTov
Aoov kai ktvodvio 6TacElS TAGLY
101¢ Tovdaiolg Toig Kot TV
OlKOVUEVIV TPMTOGTATNV TE THS TAV
Noalopaiov aipécemg.

For we have found this man a plague
and a riot-agitator among all the Jews
throughout the world and a ringleader
of the sect of the Nazarenes.

Acts
24:5

The lexicogrammar of this text instantiates a thematic formation in which a
certain [Jew] is accused of being an [Influential Malady], who infects [Jews across the

World] with his [Sectarian Doctrine]. The predicator ebpdvteg “we have found,” though a
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participle nominative,” encodes in it both the Actor and the main process of the clause.™
The accusation that this [Jew] is an [Influential Malady] is instantiated by the accusative
noun groups Aowov “plague” and kivodvta otdoelg “riot-agitator,” which modify
appositionally the main accusative tov &vdpa tobtov “this man.”*’ The relationship
between tov dvdpa todTov and Aoyodv and kivodvia 6tdcels is either one between
Epithet-to-Thing, whereby the adjectives indicate a quality of the subset—this man has
the quality of being a plague and riot-agitator”—or one between Classifier-to-Thing
whereby the adjectives describe a particular subclass of the subset—*“this man belongs to
those who contaminate others and create riots.” Either way, the point is that this certain
[Jew] is an [Influential Malady].

The sphere of the [Jew]’s influence is described in hyperbolic terms as ndow 10ic
‘Tovdaiolg toig katd TV oikovpévny “among all the Jews throughout the world.” The
hyperbole of the assertion is grammaticalized by means of the non-specific deictic mdowv
that elaborates the head noun toig Tovdaioig and the qualifier katd v oikovpévny,
which functions as a minor process. This word group, therefore, constructs a textual
thematic formation that describes a widespread presence of the Jews over the inhabited

world, hence, the thematic item [Jews across the World].

**In the literature, independent nominative participles are not that uncommon. However, since in a
primary clause one expects that the predicator be a finite verb and not a nominative participle, grammarians
have divergent opinions regarding its nature. Some see it as a grammatical accident—the loosing of one’s
train of thought. Others consider it a legitimate grammatical usage of the nominative. Irrespective of
whether the participle is thought to be “grammatical” or “non-grammatical,” functionally it behaves as a
finite verb. See Porter, Idioms, 85, 184.

**In light of the preceding text, the Actors executing the Material process are the high priest
Ananias, some elders and their legal representative, Tertullus. See Acts 24:1.

37 Grammarians refer to these as “double accusatives.” See Robertson, Grammar, 479; Blass and
Debrunner, BDF, 85; Porter, Idioms, 89. See also Decker, Reading Koine Greek, 137.
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The nominal group npwtoctdy 1€ ¢ TOV Nalwpaiov aipécemg “and a
ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes” is part of the complement and Goal of the
sentence. The accusative mpwtoctdtny, like Aopdv and kivodvrta ctdoeig, modifies the
head noun tov évdpa todtov. The [Jew] being accused of the [Influential Malady] over
the [Jews across the World] is also the leader of tf|g T®v Nalwpaiov aipécews. The
lexeme aipéoemg, with its possessive deictic T@v Nalwpaionv, denote both the
distinctiveness of the religious group under Judaism (its [Sectarian Doctrine]) and its
regional origin. It is noteworthy to point out that this noun phrase instantiates a thematic
formation, which linguistic pattern shows up multi-discursively, that foregrounds the
factionalism that existed within Judaism.™

This thematic formation highlights the complex and sometimes contentious
dynamics that existed within the Jewish community early in the common era. The
leader’s widespread influence and his association with the faction deemed as the
“Nazarene sect” suggest significant religious and social upheavals, as these new beliefs

and practices were emerging and spreading within the Jewish diaspora.

Intertextual Thematic Formation Analysis

Although there are many thematic formations instantiated in the texts above, the ITF

common to all of them is [THE INTERNATIONAL PRESENCE OF THE JEWS].”” This

*Fora thorough discussion concerning the factionalism within Judaism see Dunn, “Judaism”;
Dunn, Jesus, Paul and the Law, 61-88.

39 Other texts where this ITF is instantiated are: Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 63.22.1; Josephus, Ant.
11.12.3; Acts 17:1; 18:12, 19; 19:9; 20:2; 21:39; 25:24. Of particular importance is Josephus, Ant. 14.115
for here Josephus states that Strabo testifies in his writings that torov o0k &1t pedimg Vel Tiig
oikovpévng 0g o Topadédektol todto TO edAov “there is hardly a place in the inhabited world that has not
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ITF envisions [Jews] being able to thrive as [Communities], in a [Region] other than
[Judea], without forgoing their [Jewishness], even when said [Region] may correspond
with their [Birthplace]. Many multivariate structures instantiate this ITF and make all of
these texts cothematic.

In Appian’s text, for example, the ITF is instantiated through the grammar of the
nominal group 10 v Alydnte Tovdaimv yévoc. In this grammatical structure the qualifier
&v Alydmto characterizes or further defines Tovdaimv yévog, thus instantiating the
[Region] where the [Community] of [Jews] exist. In Dio Cassious, we identify the ITF in
the nominal group oi kotd Kvprivnv Tovdaiot. In this case, the [Region] where the
[Community] of [Jews] exists is expressed through the adjunct kata Kvpivnv, which also
functions as the qualifier of oi Tovdaiot. In Josephus’s quotation of Cyrus, the [Region]
where the [Jews] reside, though not identified by name, is designated by tfj €uf] ydpa.
The possessive deictic €uij clarifies that tf] ydpa belongs to someone other than the
[Jews] for, as another possessive deictic relation in the text indicates, the [Jews] have tnv
idtav matpida. In Acts 18:24, the ITF is construed by means of a paratactic relation of
apposition between Tovdoiog and AleEavdpedc T@ yével. As this text shows the [Region]
where [Jews] are able to thrive as [Communities] may correspond to their [Birthplace].*’
The ITF in Acts 24:5 is instantiated in the complex nominal group ndctv 10ig Tovdaiotg

T0i¢g kaTa TNV oikovuévny. The deictic mdotv, which modifies toic Tovdaiolg, and the

received this tribe.”

%0 See also Acts 18:2, which states that a Tovdeiov ovouatt Axdrav “a Jew named Aquila” was
ITovtikov @ yével “a native of Pontus.” Another example is Acts 21:31 (and 39) where the apostle Paul
affirms: 'Eyo dvOpomog pév gipt Tovdaiog, Tapoevg tiig Kikikiog “T am a Jew of Tarsus in Cilicia.”
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qualifier katd Vv oikovpévny together describe the widespread of Jewish [Communities]
across the Hellenistic world.

There are also a number of heteroglossic relations that connect these texts
together under one ITF. Undoubtedly, there is a heteroglossic relation of ALLIANCE in
all of the excerpts, for all of the writers have the same point of view that [Jews] exist as
[Communities] in non-Judean [Regions] without forgoing their [Jewishness]. Irrespective
of their locality, all of the writers are able to tell that the residents of these various
communities are indeed [Jews]. Of particular importance, however, are the references in
Josephus, Ant. 11.12.3 and Acts 24:5 for both excerpts demonstrate a combined
heteroglossic relation of OPPOSITION and ALLIANCE. Both writers are ALLIED in
understanding that the [Jewishness] of the residents in Babylon and Alexandria does not
depend on their “dwelling” in the [Region]. At the same time they seem to have
OPPOSING views as to what constitutes their native citizenship. Cyrus seems to deem
[Jews] as foreigners for they are not only dwelling in tf} éufj ydpa but also have v 1diav
natpida. For Cyrus, Jewish identity is so deeply linked to Judea that he considers a Jew
cannot truly be a citizen of any other country. Cyrus associates Jewish identity with an
ethnic ancestry originating from Judea. In contrast, Luke views Apollos as both a
‘Tovoaiog and an AleCavdpeng 1@ yével. For Luke, therefore, Apollos’s Jewish identity
transcends geographical boundaries. In this particular text, geography seems to play a
secondary role, with the Jewish Scriptures occupying a more pivotal position in defining

Jewish identity.
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The thematic formation common to all of these texts, which we have labeled as

[THE INTERNATIONAL PRESENCE OF THE JEWS], provides another important

aspect of the meaning of Tovdaioc. The Tovdaiot are a group whose Jewish identity is not

solely determined by the geographical regions where they reside, even if those regions

constitute the place of their birth.

The Tovdaiot and their Source of Authority

Text Thematic Formation Analysis

T. Ref. Text
TapaL PV YOp Toig Aplavoig
ZaBpavoty icTopodct Tov
ayaBov daipova
Diodorus nﬁ)ogsnom’(mcem 100G Vopou
. VT 0106VaL, TPl 08 TOig
Siculus, . , X -
N ovopalopévorg I'étang toig
Bib. hist. . .
194 4 arabavotiCovot Zaipo&y

acovTOG TV Kowny ‘Eotiav,
napa 0¢ toig Tovdaiotg
Maovotv tov Tam
EmkaArovpevov Oedv

Translation

For among the Arrians, they report that
Zathraustes had claimed to have received
his laws from the good spirit; among
those who are called Getae—who make
themselves to be immortal—they report
that Zalmoxis in a similar way had
claimed to have received the laws from
the common Hestia; and among the Jews,
they report that Moses had claimed to
have received his laws from the God
called Yahweh.

Diodorus Siculus’s text instantiates a thematic formation in which a [Divine

Entity] conveys his guiding [Precepts] to a given [Group of People] by means of a

[Human Intermediary].* There are three specific [Groups of People] Diodorus identifies

by means of prepositional phrases functioning as adjuncts of their respective clauses: (1)

napd 101G Aplavois “among the Arrians,” (2) mapd toig Ovopalopévolg I'étalg “among

1 Another “non-Jewish” text that identifies Moses as the [Human Intermediary] who received
[Precepts] for the Jewish people by a [Divine Entity] is Longinus, Subl. 9.9.1.
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those who are called Getae,” and mapa 0€ toig Tovdaioig “among the Jews.” These
prepositional phrases express spatial relations; they identify the locale of the report to
which the Verbal process ictopodot “they report” makes reference. It is important to note
that ictopodot is the only finite verb and, thus, constitutes the main process of the clause
complex. Also, the implied third plural subject functioning as Sayer is to be inferred
contextually from the prepositional phrases in each secondary clause. There are two
reasons for this. First, in each prepositional phrase mapd acts as an intermediary that
connects the nominal group with the participants of the Verbal process.” Second, the two
subsequent clauses that begin with the preposition mapé are elliptical in nature and have
an anaphoric relation to icTtopodot.

In regard to the first [Group of People], the [Human Intermediary] is identified as
ZaBpavotyv “Zathraustes.” This accusative noun functions as the subject of the infinitive
npoomomoacOot “had claimed,” also a Verbal process, and the next subordinated clause
constitutes the material being reported. In this report, the [Divine Entity]—the Actor of
the Material process 6100var “gave”—is identified with the accusative tov dyafov
daipova “the good spirit.” The Goal of the process is the accusative Tovg vopovg “the
laws” and the Beneficiary/Recipient is the pronoun avt®, which refers back to

Zabpavotmv.*

2 gee Halliday, Functional Grammar, 142.

* When an infinitive clause has two nominal groups that are in the accusative case, normally—as
is the case here—the first accusative functions as the subject of the clause and the second as the
complement. See Reed, “The Infinitive with Two Substantival Accusatives.”
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The second [Group of People] to have received guiding [Precepts] from a [Divine
Entity] are identified as toig dvopalopévorg I'étaic. The [Human Intermediary] is
identified as ZdApo&v “Zalmoxis” and the [Divine Entity] as v kownv ‘Ectiov “the
common goddess Hestia.”** As already stated, this entire clause is elliptical and various
elements of the clause must be recycled from the prior clause. In fact, ®cavtwg “in a
similar way” is an explicit grammatical item that directs the reader back to the previous
clause. The accusative ZdApo&wy would, therefore, be the Sayer executing the Verbal
Process mpocmocacat; that is, the one claiming to have received [Precepts]. The
accusative v kownv Eotiav would be the Actor executing the Material process 6136vau,
having as Goal of the clause the accusative Tovg vopovc. avt@® would also need to be
supplied to recall back ZdApo&uwv as the Beneficiary of the action.

The third [Group of People] in another elliptical clause to have received divine
legislation are the Jews. The [Human Intermediary] is Mowvoctjv “Moses” and the [Divine
Entity] is Tov Tao émkaiovpevov Bedv “the God called Yahweh.” Just like it was in the
case of the previous clauses, in this clause tov Tad émikaiovpevov Bedv functions as the
Actor and Mwvotjv as the Beneficiary of the divine action, namely the giving of Tovg
vopovc. It is worth noting that Diodorus Siculus’s rendering of the nominal group
functioning as Actor for this third clause varies slightly from the former two clauses.

Whereas the deity of the Arrians is refered to as the tov dya0ov daipova and the deity of

44 According to Oldfather, both Herodotus and Strabo provide further information of the
relationship that existed between Zalmoxis and the Getae. However, the Zalmoxis they talk about goes by a
different name. Herodotus calls him Gebeleizis and Strabo Zamolxis. See Diodorus Siculus, Libray of
History, 320.
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the Getae as t1v kownVv Eotiav, Diodorus qualifies the deity of the Jews with the nested
word group Ta® émwkaiovpevov. Grammatically, the relation between the head noun tov
Oedv and the nested Tao énucarodpevov is one of Epithet-to-Thing; that is, the objective
property of Tov 0gdv is his distinctive name as Too.

This thematic formation illustrates the commonality that exists among various
cultures of divine guidance through the agency of a human figures. These figures—
Zathraustes, Zalmoxis, and Moses—play crucial roles in their respective cultures, acting
as intermediaries between the divine and the people, and shaping the spiritual and moral
framework of their societies. At the same time, this formation emphasizes the uniqueness
of Jewish practice and belief. The reception of laws from a deity with the specific name
of Yahweh (not simply the “good spirit” or “the common Hestia”) through Moses
signifies a special relationship between the Jewish people and their God, setting them
apart from other cultural and religious traditions.* This distinctiveness is a crucial

element in the construction and understanding of Jewish identity during this period.

P A couple of other texts where Josephus identifies Moses as Israel’s legislator through whom
God revealed his will are 4nt. 1.95.4 and 1.240.2.
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T. Ref. Text Translation

And the king of the Jews, since he
allowed nothing without prophecy
and without a command from God

0 6¢ 1@V Tovdaiwv Paciiedc, 00dEV
yYap Gvev Tpoenteiog Kai Tod
Kehedoat TOV B0V Kol mepi TV

Josephus, | . - N and without taking God himself as a
€oopévav AaPelv Eyyontnv ékeivov .

Ant. Tl TOLERy STETOETEY. EkEAEDGE guarantor for the things to come,

7.72.1 ' P . commanded the high priest to foretell

TOV apyepéa Tt SoKel 1@ Oed Kol
modamoV £otan TO TEAOG THG HOYNS
TPOLEYELY QOTE.

the thing that would please God and
the sort of outcome the battle would
have.

The thematic formation of this clause complex indicates to readers that, for
[Jewish People] and particularly for [Jewish Leaders], [Divine Revelation] has an
[Authoritative Role] as a source of [Prophetic Guidance] and [Decision Making]. Several
grammatical features instantiate this thematic formation in the text. In the primary clause,
the king’s command to the high priest—o0 8¢ 1®v Tovdaiwv Paciiedc . . . Ekélevoe TOV
apyepéa “and the king of the Jews . . . commanded the high priest”—represents a
Material process, which is further elaborated by subsequent clauses that have a hypotactic
relation to the primary clause. These subordinated clauses elaborate on the devotion,
submission, and reverence that the monarch has toward [Divine Revelation]. According
to the text, the high priest is to reveal to the king (mpoAéysv adtd) that which would be
pleasing to God (ti okel t® 0ed)*® and, at the same time, he is to foretell the outcome of
a battle (modomov &oton 10 TéA0G THS Hayng).

The first hypotactic clause in the text (in syntactical order), with its various

embedded phrases, develops the concept that [Divine Revelation] is deemed as a reliable

** The Mental process of this dependent clause dokel, with its Phenomenon ti that directly
connects it to the primary clause and its Senser 0g®, instantiates the urgency of the king to not deviate from
what God reveals.
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and a necessary source for [Prophetic Guidance] and [Decision Making]. The writer tells
us that the king of the Jews 00d¢v . . . énétpenev “allowed nothing” dvev mpoenreiag kol
10D keAeDoo TOV B0V Kol epl TV EcOoUEVEV AaPETV Eyyontrv €KEVOV 00T TOLETY
“without prophecy and without a command from God and without taking God himself as
a guarantor for the things to come.” Grammatically, all three nominal groups functioning
as circumstantials of the Material process énétpenev are governed by the preposition
dvev. These nominal groups, in turn, function as qualifiers of the complement or Goal
ovdév; that is, they characterize it. Being that they are circumstantial, they present the
manner (or lack thereof) of the king’s action (perhaps in a gradual fashion). In order to
act, the king needs a prophetic utterance (mpopnteiog), a command from God (tod
keAedoal TOV Bedv), and a guarantee or assurance from God himself (nepi v Ecopévav
AoPEIV EyyonTiv EKETVOV £0DTG TTOLETY).

This thematic formation reflects a fundamental aspect of Jewish life, where divine
revelation plays a major role in the shaping of Jewish identity and culture. The reliance
on divine guidance for decision making, not only by religious figures such as the high
priest, but particularly by political figures such as the king, exemplifies a reality where

the intermingling of the sacred and the secular and the primacy of revelation for every

social strata underlies the complex nature of what it means to be a Jew.
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T. Ref. Text Translation

éme1dn kol Tovdaiotl onueia aitodoty
kol "EAANveg copiav {ntodotv, Nueig
0¢ knpYvocouev Xplotov

1 Cor gotavpopévov, Tovdaiolg pev

1:22 oKavoarov EBvecty 6& pmpiav, aTolg
0¢ toig KAntoig, Tovdaiolg te kol
“EAMnov, Xplotov Beod dvvauy Kol
0e0d Gopiav.

For Jews demand signs and Greeks
seek wisdom, but we preach Christ
crucified, to Jews a stumbling block
and to Gentiles foolishness, but to
those who are called, whether Jew or
Greek, Christ the power of God and
the wisdom of God.

The thematic formation in this excerpt from the apostle Paul, which could be
rendered as [RELIGIOUS BELIEF], presents a paradigm in which the message of the
[Crucified Christ] offers a [Unified Understanding] between [Divine Signs], a feature of
[Jewish Belief], and [Rational Wisdom], a feature of [Greek Belief]. This excerpt is
composed of three independent, though paratactic, clauses that are grammatically joined
with each other by the conjunctions kai and 6¢. In the first clause, Tovdaiol “Jews” is the
Sayer of the Verbal process aitodowv “demand,” whose Verbiage is onpeia “signs.” This
clause underscores a specific aspect of [Jewish Belief], where signs or miracles are
sought as a form of divine validation. The religious or philosophical perspective of
Greeks, on the other hand, differs from those of the Jews. This contrast between Jews and
Greeks is made evident immediately by the writer’s selection of process type. In the first
clause the process is Verbal (aitodowv) indicating a more “passive” approach to faith in
the sense that the thing sought after is a request that a divine entity is to grant. In the
second clause, "EAAnvec copiov (ntodowv “Greeks seek wisdom,” the process is a
Material one of the Action kind ({ntobowv). It emphasizes the active intellectual

exploration of wisdom.
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The third clause, Mueig 6& knpvocopev Xplotov EoTovpopuévoy “but we preach
Christ crucified,” with its subsequent dependent clauses, represents a significant
modification to the two previous religious expectations. It introduces a new concept that
transcends both Jewish and Greek notions, by unifying into one, concepts from [Jewish
Belief] and [Greek Belief]. This clause has as predicator the Verbal process knpbocopev
and as Verbiage the nominal phrase Xpiotov éotavpopévov. Embedded in this nominal
phrase is the participle éotavpmpévov, functioning adjectively as the epithet of Xpiotov.
The aspect of this predicator is stative, grammaticalizing the writer’s conception of the
process as a state or a condition.”’ The central message of the new [RELIGIOUS
BELIEF] revolves, therefore, around the crucified state of Christ. The next three
subordinate clauses constitute Relational processes with ellipsis of the verb eiui. The
Attribute for the first clause is okdvdarov “a stumbling block™ and for the second pwpiov
“foolishness.” These two accusatives qualify Xpiotov éotavpopévov as being offensive
to Jews and foolishness to Gentiles. The third subordinate clause has as Attribute the
nominal group Xpiotov 0eod dvvapy kai Beod coeiav “Christ the power of God and the
wisdom of God,” which also qualifies Xpiotov éotavpopévov and provides a contrasting
parallel to okavdéarov and to pwpiav. For the writer, therefore, the belief in the [Crucified
Christ] does not do away with [Divine Signs] and [Rational Wisdom]. Instead, it

encompasses both of them. However, this concept might not be evident to everyone.

4 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 257. For a more recent discussion, responding to some misunderstandings
about the stative aspect of the perfect tense-form, see Porter and Pitts, “The Perfect Tense-Form.” See also
Porter, Linguistic Analysis, 195-215, where he responds to Campbell’s view that the perfect tense-form
“shares the imperfective aspect of the present tense-form, as well as the spacial value of proximity,” a
proximity that differs slightly from the present for it “reaches a higher degree than that of the present”
(Campbell, Verbal Aspect, 210).
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Hence, the writer provides further specification of the Beneficiaries of this [RELIGIOUS
BELIEF] by means of the complex nominal group avtoig 8¢ toig kKAntoig, Tovdaiolg te
koi “EAAnotv “but to those who are called, whether Jew or Greek.” avtoic 10ic kKAnTOiC is
parallel to Tovdaioig in the first subordinate clause and to €0vectv in the second, and,
being in the dative case, it occupies the slot of indirect complement, identifying the
Receiver/Beneficiary of the process. a0toig d¢ T0ig KAnToig is in apposition to Tovdaioig
and “EAAncwv and it indicates that for the reader aspects from [Jewish Belief] and from
[Greek Belief] are compatible with the belief in Christ crucified.

This thematic formation, which we have labeled as [RELIGIOUS BELIEF],
compares and contrasts three approaches to faith. The first approach is that of the Jews,
whose belief system is predicated upon [DIVINE REVELATION]—this minor thematic
formation shows up multi-discursively in the literature and plays an important role in
defining the lexeme Tovdaioc—that is manifested through [Divine Signs]. The second
approach is that of the Greeks or Gentiles who rely on [Rational Wisdom]. The third
approach contrasts with and challenges the traditional religious expectations of both Jews
and Greeks, instead proposing a new understanding of [DIVINE REVELATION] that
combines elements of power and wisdom. This represents a significant development in
the construal of religious thought, bridging cultural and religious divides and offering a

new perspective that is distinct from the established Jewish and Greek beliefs.
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T. Ref. Text Translation
TOGOVTOV Yap aidVog 10M For having already passed such a long
TOPOYNKOTOG 0VTE TPOGHEIVal TIC time, nobody has dared nothing,
003&V 0UTE APEAETV aT®OV 0VTE neither to add, nor take away from
Josephus, ' petabsivol tetOAUNKEY, TAGL 08 them, nor change them; and it is
C. Ap. GOUPLTOV 0TIV EVOVC €K TPAOTNG innate for all Jews, from the very first
1.42.2 vevésewg Tovdaiolg to vouilev avbtd  generation, to consider them as

Beod d6ypaTa kol tovtolg Eppévely  decrees of God and to persist in them
Kol VIEP aT®V, €l 601, Bviokey and, if necessary, to willingly die for
Noéwc. them.

The lexicogrammar in this excerpt realizes a thematic formation in which [Jewish
Identity] is deeply rooted in an [Unwavering Commitment] to [Divine Revelation], to an
extent that may even necessitate a [Willing Sacrifice]. Even though this text could be
examined as two clause complexes, because of the connective 0¢, it is better to think of it
as one clause complex made up of two primary (paratactic) clauses, each with their own
set of secondary (hypotactic) clauses. The word groups in each primary clause are rather
simple. In the first clause, T1g “nobody” is the Actor executing the Material process
tetoAunkev “has dared” and the accusative ovdév “nothing” is the Goal. In the second
clause, the subject and Carrier of the Relational process éotv “is,” though implicit, is
encoded in the verbal ending, and the complement/Attribute is cOpELTOV “innate.” Tact
‘Tovdaioig “for all Jews” is also part of the complement, though, because it is in the dative
case, it functions as the Receiver/Beneficiary of the clause.

The complement of the first primary clause is further expanded by three
embedded infinitive clauses, that elaborate on its meaning. These three infinitive

clauses,* all with Material processes of the Action type, are joined paratactically by the

Btis important to remember that these three infinitive clauses are dependent on the predicator
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triple negative conjunction odte “neither/nor,” which defines the unaltered state of the
[Divine Revelation] handed down to Jews:* They dared otte mpocdeivai, obte dpeleiv
avT®v, ovte petobeivan “neither to add, nor take away from them, nor change them.” The
participial clause, Ttocovtov yap aidvog Hom mapwynkotog “for having already passed
such a long time,” that precedes the primary clause and modifies it elaborates on the
condition looked at throughout a certain time frame of the happenings or rather non-
happenings of the Jewish Scriptures. By choosing the predicator mapmymiotoc, which has
stative aspect, in conjunction with the adjunct §jon, the writer envisions a situation in
which the Scriptures remain unchanged. This underscores the Jewish community’s
respect and [Unwavering Commitment] for the sanctity and immutability of their [Divine
Revelation].

The same thematic formation is realized by the grammar of the second primary
clause and three embedded clauses that modify its complement. What differentiates this
clause from the previous one is that, unlike the prior clause, this one is formulated in
positive terms. cOpevTOV functions as the Attribute of the Relational process éotiv; miot
‘Tovdaiolg identifies the Beneficiaries/Receivers of the process; e000¢g and €k mpd™Ng
vevéoewg are adjuncts that describe the circumstance of the process; and the embedded
clauses, t0 vopiCetv avtd 00D doyuata Kol ToHTOg EUUEVELY Kol DTEP AVTDV, €1 O€0t,

Ovinokew No€mc “to consider them as decrees of God and to persist in them and, if

TeTOAMUNKeY, which grammaticalizes the stative aspect.

The pronoun adt®dv recalls in reduced form the nominal group dioig ypappoct “to our own
Scriptures” from the prior sentence, which, according to Josephus, stands for the five books of Moses, the
thirteen books of the prophets and the four books of poetry. See Josephus, C. 4p. 1.42.1.
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necessary, to willingly die for them,” are an expansion of the complement. Together, they
reveal the profound and inherent connection that exists between Jews and their [Divine
Revelation]. They also highlight a remarkable level of devotion and commitment to these
doctrines, viewing them as given by God and adhering to them even to the point of death.
This thematic formation encapsulates, therefore, the profound and enduring
commitment of the Jewish people to their Scriptures, which they deemed to have
proceeded directly from God. The text portrays this unwavering commitment as an
integral and defining aspect of Jewish identity, emphasizing both the historical continuity
of their beliefs and the extreme dedication to maintaining and defending these beliefs,
even at the cost of their own lives. This commitment to their Scriptures illustrates a key

aspect of Jewish cultural and religious identity.

T. Ref. Text Translation

lmdv 1€ a6 Ocwpsic, ASENPE,
OGS LVPLASES EIGLY €V TOTG
Tovdaiolg TV memoTeLKOTOV, Kol
nhvteg inAmtol Tod vopov
VIAPYOVGLY*

And they said to him: “You see,
brother, how many myriads there are
among the Jews who have believed,
and they are all zealous for the law.”

Acts
21:20

The thematic formation realized by this text indicates that [Jewish Believers] in
Jesus maintain a [Zealous Commitment] to [Jewish Law]. The formation is realized by
the grammar of the projected clause, which contains the report of the primary clause
gindv 1€ adt® “and they said to him.” This projected clause has as predicator the Mental
process Bempeic “you see” and as complement and Phenomenon, the complex nominal

up to6c 14 ioiv év toic’ {01C TAV TETIGTEVKOT W i
TO ocot puptddec gictv &v toic Tovdaioic TV memotevkdOTOVY “how many myriads
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there are among the Jews who have believed.” This complex nominal group has, in turn,
two embedded clauses joined hypotactically, one with a Relational process as predicator
(eiotv) and the other with a Mental process (nemiotevkdtwv). This clause indicates a
significant number of Jewish individuals who have adopted a particular set of beliefs. The
cotext surrounding this statement clarifies that the set of beliefs are related to the person
of Jesus, the person that defined the agenda of Paul’s ministry.® The next clause, which
also constitutes part of the report, indicates that these [Jewish Believers], in spite of their
adherence to doctrines related to Jesus, still maintain a [Zealous Commitment] to [Jewish
Law]. (nhotoi 10D vopov “zealous for the law,”" as the Attribute of the Relational
process Vapyovoty “are,” is assigned to the Carrier mavteg “all” and, therefore, it
qualifies all of those Jews who have believed in Jesus as being identified by their zeal for
their law.

This thematic formation reflects the complex nature of identity within the Jewish
community during the first century. According to the text, for many thousands of Jews,
the belief in Jesus is compatible with a profound dedication to observance of the [Jewish
Law]. While God’s revelation, as expressed in the [Jewish Law], is essential in defining

the identity of Jews, Jewish belief in Jesus does not tamper with their identity as Jews.

*See Acts 21:12, 19.

T As Fitzmyer comments, (nAotoi tod vopov is a very “characteristic Jewish phrase” in the
literature of Second Temple Judaism (Fitzmyer, Acts of the Apostles, 693). Indeed, this linguistic pattern
both with the noun and the verb form, is frequently instantiated in Maccabees to describe the person who
strives to maintain the “purity” of their Jewishness in an environment that is being “contaminated” with
hellenistic culture. See 1 Macc 2:26-27, 50, 58; 2 Macc 4:2. See also 1QS 1, 7; 1QS VI, 13-14.
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Intertextual Thematic Formation Analysis

The thematic formation that is common to all of the texts under this third heading—in
some as a minor thematic formation and in others as a major thematic formation—
establishes that individuals who identify as [Jews] believe to have received [Revelation]
from a [Personal Deity] that is meant to direct their [Lives] with [Authority]. A fitting
name for this ITF is [THE DIVINE REVELATION OF THE JEWS].

This ITF is clearly instantiated by the third elliptical clause in Diodorus Siculus’s
text, which states: mapd 6¢ 10i¢ Tovdaiolg Mwvoijv tov Tad émikaiovpevov Bedv. This
text explicitly realizes the thematic items [Jews], [Revelation] and [Personal Deity] and
implicitly also encodes the thematic items [Lives] and [Authority]. The adjunct mapd toig
‘Tovdaiotg, a circumstantial expressing spatial relations, explicitly identifies the [Jews] as
the place where the [Personal Deity] revealed his divine will. The identity of this
[Personal Deity] is instantiated in the nominal group tov Taow émukaiodpevov 0gov. The
fact that the [Revelation] is described as Tovg vopovg suggests that it bears [ Authority]
over the [Lives] of those who identified as [Jews]. We witness these same thematic items
in Josephus’s text. The [Revelation] of God is referred to as mpognrteiag and as tod
keAedoal OV Bedv. The [Authority] of this [Revelation] over the [Lives] of [Jews] is seen
in the fact that the king himself ooy . . . énétpenev without said [Revelation]. All the
thematic items construing the ITF can also be seen in Josephus, C. Ap 1.42.2. The
[Authority] of God’s [Revelation] over the [Lives] of all [Jews] is stated forcefully.
Nobody ovte Tpocheivai, ovte dpelelv avTdV, 0OTE peTadsivol TetdoAunkey. In fact,

€00V €k TpwtNg yevéosewg all [Jews] have considered this [Revelation] as 0eod ddypara.
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Finally, the text in Acts 21:20 realizes the ITF in the clause névtec {nAmtai T0d vopov
vrapyovoty. According to the report, the [Revelation] of God, specified in the text as 0
vopog, is still revered by névteg [Jews] who have believed in Jesus.

Paul’s text to the Corinthians, which realizes the [RELIGIOUS BELIEF] thematic
formation, is related metadiscursively to the other texts by means of its inclusion of [THE
DIVINE REVELATION OF THE JEWS] minor formation and by means of heteroglossic
voices linking these formations. In the context of [RELIGIOUS BELIEF], all [Jews] are
ALLIED in recognizing that the [Revelation] from a [Personal Deity] is meant to direct
their [Lives] with [Authority]. However, the understanding of the specifics of this
[Revelation], both in terms of its content and in terms of its application, is not monolithic.
There are OPPOSING voices within the Jewish community itself. When Paul states that
‘Tovdaior onpeia aitodowv, he demonstrates his understanding and acceptance that the
manifestation of powerful signs and miracles are valid forms of [Divine Revelation],
which, as we have seen, is defining of Jewish identity. Even though Paul is challenging a
specific approach within [Jewish Belief], he is not dismissing the core role that [Divine
Revelation] plays within this belief system.’* At the same time Paul OPPOSES some
Jewish voices who perceive [Christ Crucified] as okdvdaiov; that is, as antithetical to

[Jewish Belief]. Paul’s affirmation that avtoig T0ic kAntoic, including [Jews], Xpiotov

>2 Paul also evinces this same attitude in regard to the Jewish belief system in Acts 21:20 in that he
did not criticize the Jewish believers who were (nAwtoi oD vouov “zealous for the law.” Instead he put into
practice a number of things that were stipulated in the Law. See Acts 21:26. Moreover, in his defense
against the charges of other Jews before Festus (Acts 25:7), Paul affirmed to have committed no wrong
otlte gig tov vopov Tdv Tovdainv obte €ig 10 iepov olte gig Kaioapd “either against the law of the Jews or
against the temple or against Caesar.”
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Beod dvvauy, shows that for the apostle the state of [Christ Crucified] is, first, a valid
manifestation of [Divine Revelation], and second, in no way a hindrance to being a Jew.

The ITF, [THE DIVINE REVELATION OF THE JEWS], describes another
common extension of Tovdaiog’s meaning potential. The lexeme Tovdaioc describes in
many contexts a community of individuals who share a common belief in a personal God,
who has communicated his will to them. While the interpretation and application of this
divine revelation may vary among those who consider themselves Jews, they all

acknowledge its origin from the same personal deity.

The Tovdaiot and their Religious Customs

Text Thematic Formation Analysis

T. Ref. Text Translation

ot 6¢ 1010 TO YéVOog AlyumTioKOV And a sign that this people group is
Diodorus éott onusgiov etvon 1o meprtépvecOot | Egyptian is the fact that they
Siculus, toVG AvBpdTOVG TOpATANGi®MG TOlg  circumcise the men, just as they do to

Bib. hist. «at’ Alyvmtov, d1apévovtog Tod those in Egypt. This custom remains
1.55.5.1 vopipov mapd toig dmoikolg, kabdmep among the colonists, just as it does
Kol Topd 101G Tovdaiotc. among the Jews.

The thematic formation instantiated through the lexicogrammar of this clause
complex indicates that the practice of [Circumcision] is a defining [Feature] among
[Egyptians] and [Jews] that provides a [Cultural Link] between the two groups.” This

formation is realized by two primary paratactic clauses with various embedded clauses

> See also Strabo, Geogr. 17.1.13.28. Other texts that describe circumcision as an important
feature of Jewish identity are: Josephus, Ant. 1.214.1; C. Ap. 1.171.2; Acts 15:1; 21:21; Rom 2:28.
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among the word groups. The primary clause onpeiov . . . givot 10 meprTépvesdat ToOg
avBpaomovg Tapamincimg “a sign . . . is the fact that they circumcise the men” is a
nonfinite clause with a Relational process of the Identification type. The subject onpeiov
functions as the Identified and the complement 10 meprtépvecton Tovg avOpmmovc as the
Identifier. The embedded clause dt1 8¢ Todt0 10 Yévog Atyvmtiakov €ott “and that this
people group is Egyptian” is an expansion of the subject/Identified. The noun group
ToDT0 10 Yévog is the Carrier of the Relational process €éott and Aiyvrtiaxov the Attribute;
that is to say, Tobto 10 yévog is defined as being Aiyvrtiokdv. In this clause,
[Circumcision] is, therefore, a [Feature] that defines what it means to be [Egyptian].
According to the other primary clause, [Circumcision] is also a [Feature] that
defines Jewishness. Diodorus Siculus states that diapévovtog 1o vopipov mopd Toic
amoikolg, kabdamep Kol mapd toig Tovdaiotg “this custom remains among the colonists,
just as it does among the Jews.” This clause consists of a so-called genitive absolute
construction,™ where the process dwapévovtog is of the Existential type. The subject and
Existent of the clause is oD vopipov and the circumstantials wapd Toig dmoikoic, and
napa Toic Tovdaiolg function as adjuncts of the clause. This clause, related paratactically

with the main clause, elaborates the primary clause by clarifying its meaning.> The

** The many instantiations of these constructions in the New Testament has led some grammarians
to deem the Greek of the New Testament as of a lesser quality (e.g., Moule, Idiom Book, 43; Wenham,
Elements, 155; Turner, Syntax, 322) and the genitive absolute construction itself as a byproduct of Semitic
influence (e.g., Zerwick, Biblical Greek, 18; Moulton, Prolegomena, 513). The fact that this construction
appears in Diodorus Siculus’s Bibliotheca historica, however, is an evidence to the contrary. Genitive
absolute constructions seemed to be quite common constructions in broader Hellenistic Greek. For more
examples of this construction outside of the New Testament see Winer, Treatise, 259—60.

 See Halliday, Functional Grammar, 203. Grammarians often point out that genitive absolute
constructions have no formal connection with other clauses (e.g Porter, Idioms, 183; Porter et al.,
Fundamentals, 110-11; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 655). However, the very fact that it is a participle—a
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conjunctions kafdmep links syntactically mapa toig Tovdaioig, not only to the adjunct
mapa Tl dmoikolg but also to the predicator which governs it. Hence, the custom of
[Circumcision] that continues to be practiced by the Egyptian colonists™ is also a custom
that is preserved until this day by [Jews].

This thematic formation points to the practice of circumcision as a significant
cultural and religious marker that denotes a link or shared heritage between Egyptians
and Jews. It emphasizes the persistence of traditional practices as symbols of cultural
identity and continuity, underlining how such practices can serve as a sign of

commonality and connection between different people groups.

T. Ref. Text Translation

abtn €otiv 1 Tovdaiov kai ZHpwv
kol Atyvrtiov kol Popaiov pdym,
Epictetus, ov mepi 10D 611 10 OG0V TAVTOV
Diatr. TPOTUNTEOV KOi &V TaVTi
1.22.4.1  petadioktéov, GAAL TOTEPOV E0TIV
do1ov todto TO Yopeiov Payeiv iy
avocov.

This is the conflict between Jews,
Syrians, Egyptians and Romans, not
whether the sacred should be
preferred and pursued above and in all
things, but whether it is sacred or
profane to eat pork.

This clause complex instantiates a thematic formation in which the [Diversity]
that exits among various [Cultures] concerning [Dietary Practices] poses a great
[Challenge] to determine [Holiness]. The thematic items [Diversity], [Challenge], and

[Cultures] are realized in the primary clause, where attn “this” functions as the subject/

non-finite verb—indicates that the clause is somehow related to the main clause, though paratactically.
Perhaps Fuller is right when he points out that genitive absolute constructions are meant “to draw the
reader’s attention to certain background information [in the main clause] with more prominence than other
circumstantial participles do” (Fuller, “Genitive Absolute,” 151).

%% The cotext preceding this complex clause identify the colonists with the people of the Colchi.
See Diodorus Siculus, Bib. hist. 1.55.4.5.
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Identified of the Relational process €otiv “is” and 1| pudyn “the conflict” as the
complement/Identifier. The demonyms Tovdaiwv “Jews,” XOpwv “Syrians,” Atyvrtiov
“Egyptians,” and ‘Popaiov “Romans” have a Deictic-to-Thing relationship with the
Identifier, and thus they specify it by means of possession. The conflict or [Challenge] in
determining [Holiness] is, therefore, one that arises from the [Diversity] between Jews,
Syrians, Egyptians and Romans.

The complex word group functioning as adjunct, with its various embedded
clauses, clarify that this [Diversity] stems from a particular view, among the various
cultures, of the types of food that are to be deemed holy. The issue, at least for the writer,
is not about the overarching importance of [Holiness] in general. The adjuncts o0 “not”
and mepi Tod “about this” establish that the debate is not about tavtwv tpotiuntéov
“pursuing above all things” nor &v movti petadiwktéov “preferring in all things” 10 6clov
“the sacred.””’ The debate, instead, has to do with specific dietary practices, specifically,
10 yopeiov payeiv “the eating of pork.”

This formation underscores the intricate nature of religious and cultural beliefs as
they pertain to dietary practices. It highlights that while the pursuit of holiness is a
common theme across cultures, the interpretation of what is considered holy or unholy,

especially regarding the consumption of pork, varies significantly. This variation points to

°” The nominal group 10 dc1ov mhvtmv “the sacred above all things” functions as the Phenomenon
of the Mental process mpotiuntéov “should be preferred” and as the Goal of the Material process
petodioktéov “should be pursued”—both participles in the passive voice. Also, the adjuncts o0 “not” and
nepi Tob “about this,” in conjunction with the disjunctive particles aAAG “but” and motepov “whether,” join
paratactically both clauses.

¥ In this secondary clause, todto “this,” which is in apposition to 10 yoipgiov @ayeiv “to eat pork,”
functions as the Carrier of the Relational process éotwv “is”; do1ov “sacred” and avociov “profane” function
as the Attribute.
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the broader complexities and nuances inherent in the intersection of dietary laws,
religious beliefs, and cultural identities. That Jews are involved in the debate, clearly
indicates that [Dietary Practices], not only as a cultural feature, but also as a religious

one, plays a central role in defining Jewish identity.”

T. Ref. Text Translation

Kol T0 Keipeva toig lovdaiolg
QUAVOpoTO BAGIAIKA . . . TOPOCAG
Ko TOG UV VOUIIOVG KOTOAD®V
TOMTELOG TOPAVOLOVS E01GLOVE
gxaiviCev.

And having set aside the established
royal benefits for the Jews and
dissolving the lawful structures, he
introduced unlawful customs.

2 Macc
4:11

This exert from 2 Macc 4:11 instantiates a thematic formation in which the
[Imposition] of new [Cultural-Religious Practices] represent a challenge to Jewish
[Traditions] and [Laws], which threatens the [Preservation] of Jewish identity.®” In the
adjunct of the clause, the complex nominal group of the first embedded clause—rta
keipeva toig lovdaiog pildavOpona Pactlikd “the established royal benefits for the
Jews”—functioning as complement and Goal of the predicator Ttapdcag “having set
aside,” indicate a favorable stance by a ruling authority, intended to protect the cultural
[Traditions] and religious [Laws] of the Jews.®' The realization of this positive stance is
possible because there is a clause functioning as a constituent within the structure of the

group. In this embedded clause, since the Material process keijeva is in the passive

>’ See also Epictetus, Diatr: 1.11.12.3; Josephus, C. 4Ap. 2.137.

50 This thematic formation can also be seen in 2 Macc 6:1; 11:24, 31; Acts 10:27; 16:19.

ol According to the 2 Macc 4:7 this ruling authority was Seleucus, who after dying was succeeded
by Antiochus.
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voice, T piAdvOpoma Bactika functions as the Goal and toig lovdaioig as the
Beneficiary. This means that an external agent, someone different from the Actor of the
other predicators, granted Jews the opportunity to live according to their indigenous
traditions. The grammar of this embedded clause underscores, therefore, a recognition of
the importance of such traditions in the [Preservation] of Jewish identity and community
cohesion.

However, the actions realized by the Actor of the other three predicators in this
clause complex, indicate that the [Preservation] of these cultural and religious practices
was threatened by the [Imposition] of foreign [Cultural-Religious practices].* The first
two actions are presented as the circumstances that prepared the way for this authoritative
figure to introduce (éxaivilev) the new, potentially unlawful, customs (mapavépovg
€0iopo0g). These actions consisted of the setting aside (mapmcag) of the original royal
benefits granted to Jews and the dismantling (kataAb®v) of the existing lawful structures
(taig vopipovg molteiog) that were precious to Jews.

This thematic formation captures the complex interplay between leadership
decisions and the Jewish community’s cultural and religious frameworks. The narrative
outlines a process where established benevolent policies and lawful practices by one
authoritative figure are replaced by another authoritative figure with new and purportedly
unlawful customs. The sequence of actions illustrates a period of transformation and

contention, where the imposition of new practices and the abolition of practices

52 The Actor of the clause complex is implied in the ending of the ékaivilev “he introduced.”
However, in 2 Macc 4:7 he is identified as Tacmv 0 46ghpog Oviov “Jason the brother of Onias.”
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understood to be congruent to God’s revelation challenge the continuity and integrity of

Jewish cultural and religious identity.

T. Ref. Text Translation

If you being a Jew live in a Gentile
manner and not in a Jewish manner,
how can you force the Gentiles to
follow Jewish customs?

€l ov Tovdaiog vmdpywv E0viIKMDG Kol
Gal 2:14  ovyi Tovdaikdg LG, g Ta E0vn
avaykalels iovdailev;

The thematic formation that the lexicogrammar of this text instantiates displays
that [Jewish Personal Identity] can be understood at the [Expense] of [Jewish Cultural-
Religious Practices], even though those practices may be rightly characterized as
[Jewish]. This clause complex, which comprises a main clause and a subordinate
conditional clause, articulates Paul’s admonishment of Peter for his hypocritical dealings
with Gentile believers. Peter, who is the main participant in the clause, is
grammaticalized in reduced form by means of the personal pronoun 6V “you.” As the
main subject of the clause complex, o0 functions as Carrier of vdpywv (Relational
process: Attributive), Existent of {fjg (Existential process), and Actor of dvayxdlelg
(Material process: Action). This same Peter, who for Paul has all the attributes that
defines a Tovdaiog “Jew,” can on occasion live €0vikwg “in a Gentile manner,” while at
the same time overlook living Tovdaik®dg “in a Jewish manner.” Paul, therefore, by means
of the Relational process vmdpymv with its Attribute Tovdaiog and by means of the

Existential process (fjc with its adjuncts €Bvikwg and Tovdaik®dg, is able to show that
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[Jewish Personal Identity] is not inextricably tied in with [Jewish Cultural-Religious
Practices].

[Jewish Cultural-Religious Practices], notwithstanding their lack of definitiveness
in establishing Jewish identity, still play a crucial role in delineating the essence of being
[Jewish]. In addition to the adjuncts €6vikwg and Tovdaikdg, which describe two
contrasting cultural approaches of behavior,” the infinitive iovdoilewv further underscores
this reality.* The choice of iovS0iletv over other possible terms emphasizes the action of
adopting or conforming to Jewish religious or cultural practices. Paul does not deny that
there are customs that are Jewish in nature, due to their codification in the Mosaic law.
Neither does he oppose that a Jew practice them; however, because of his soteriological
purpose, he rebukes Peter for trying to impose those practices as prerequisites for a faith-
relationship with God.*

This thematic formation delves into the complexity of defining Jewish identity in
terms of Jewish cultural-religious norms. While recognizing the cultural distinctiveness
of various Jewish traditions that characterize a person as a Jew, a disregard of these
traditions does not translate in the forgoing of one’s Jewishness. Put differently, in at least
some cases, Jewish identity appears to be defined by factors beyond merely practicing

Jewish religious customs.

% The contrast is made explicit by the conjunction kai and the particle ovyi.

% See also Plutarch, Cic. 7.6.4; Is. Os. 363¢9; Josephus, Ant. 12.34; 14.228; 2 Macc 13:21; Titus
1:14.

% Yoon observes that Paul’s Jewish opposers were trying to impose not simply Jewish tradition of
circumecision upon the Gentile believer, but the Jewish law “as a whole.” Paul’s opposition to them and to
Peter is the result of his conviction that God’s promise of salvation to Abraham, which extends to the
Gentiles, is not cancelled by the Law. Their salvation, therefore, does not depend upon living according to
these laws. See Yoon, Galatians, 211-12.
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T. Ref.  Text Translation
AL’ Tovdaiol cafpdrmv dvimv v But the Jews, because it was the
ayvamntolg kabelouevot, TV Sabbath, sitting motionless, while
Plutarch, molepiov kiipaxog tpoctiféviov their enemies were placing ladders

Superst. kol Ta el KotoAapPovoviov, obk  and capturing the walls, did not rise

169¢10  avéomoav GAL’ Euevav domep €v up but remained, due to their
cayfvn Wl tf dslctdapovig superstition, as if caught in a single
ouvdedepévor. net.

This clause complex instantiates a thematic formation that exhibits a direct
connection between [Jewish Cultural Practice] and [Jewish Religious Observance],
evidenced by the [Prioritizing] of a [Religious Legal Obligation] over one’s own
[Physical Safety]. The text, which may be describing the siege of Jerusalem either by
Pompey in 63 BCE® or by Antony in 38 BCE," is comprised by seven clauses: four
secondary clauses that precede two primary clauses joined paratactically with the
conjunction AL’ “but” and one other secondary clause that follows it. Tovdaiot “Jews,”
which is the main subject of the clause complex, functions as the Actor who executes the
action and non-action, expressed by the two main Material processes of the main clause;
that is, ok dvéotnoav “they did not rise up” but instead &uewvav “they remained” in a
state of being &v cayfivn i cuvdedepévor “caught in a single net.”*® The tension created
by this passive inactivity, which is also instantiated in the subordinate clause &v

ayvaumntolg kafeCopevor “sitting motionless,” is heightened by the fact that the Jews’

enemies KAipokag TpooTifévimv Kai ta telyn katalappavoviov “were placing ladders

%6 See Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 37.16; Strabo, Geogr: 16.1.2.6.

87 See Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 49.22; Josephus, Ant. 12.6.2; 1 Macc 2:32.

% Tovdaiot is also the Goal of the predicator cuvdedepévol, which tense-form, being that of the
perfect, realizes the stative aspect.
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and capturing the walls.” These two genitive absolute structures, whose subject
functioning as Actor is T@®v moAepimv “their enemies,” highlights the direct threat that
jeopardizes the [Physical Safety] of the community.

The reason for the Jew’s inactivity is instantiated by another genitive absolute
construction, namely, cafpdtov dviov “because it was the Sabbath.” The nominal group
capPdtov serves as the Identifier of the Relational process dviwv, thereby elucidating
that the community’s lack of action was attributed to a particular [Jewish Religious
Observance], namely, adherence to the Sabbath laws. This particular clause, which
extends the meaning of the two primary clauses, not only names a specific [Jewish
Cultural Practice], but it makes it clear that such practice is also a [Religious Legal
Obligation], that must be [Prioritized] by anyone who calls himself a Jew.

This thematic formation delves into the intricate relationship between cultural
practices and religious observance, examining their contribution to shaping the identity of
individuals and groups. It underscores the challenges posed by the practical necessities of
a perilous world to individuals whose identities are deeply intertwined with their religious

beliefs and practices.

Intertextual Thematic Formation Analysis

Each of these cothematic texts features a thematic formation that articulates how certain
[Cultural-Religious Traditions], notwithstanding their insufficiency on their own to

conclusively define [Jewish Identity], due to their association with [Divine Prescribed
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Laws], play a significant role in construing this identity. A suitable name for this ITF is
[THE CULTURAL-RELIGIOUS TRADITIONS OF THE JEWS].

As is to be expected, there are many direct compositional linkages, both
collocational and grammatical patterns, between all of these texts that instantiate the ITF.
In Diodorus Siculus’s text the [Cultural-Religious Tradition] that is indicative of [Jewish
Identity] is the practice of circumcision.”” Diodorus Siculus not only views this practice
as a custom (voppoc) shared between Jews and Egyptians, he also understands that the
custom is a sign (onueiov) that betrays their ethnic stock (0 yévog). Epictetus talks about
the custom of the Jews pertaining to eating pork and compares their approach to that of
other groups of people, linking in this way [Cultural-Religious Tradition] with [Jewish
Identity]. But Epictetus is also aware of the connection between the tradition and the
[Divine Prescribed Laws] of the Jews, for Jews considered the act of eating pork profane
(éoT1v TO Yo1peiov Payeiv avociov). vouluog also appears in 2 Macc 4:11 and refers to the
customs of the Jews, which were being replaced by other foreign customs (£€6iou6g). For
the writer of Maccabees the imposition of these new customs posed a threat to the
preservation of their [Jewish Identity]. And this threat was due to the writer’s
understanding that Jewish customs are divinely sanctioned. Therefore, any of their
customs had to adhere to their [Divine Prescribed Laws]. This is the reason why the
writer qualifies the new customs as being unlawful (mapavopovg). Plutarch’s remark

about the siege of Jerusalem highlights, perhaps more prominently, the intrinsic link

6 Indeed, the practice of circumcision eventually rose to the very top of the customs cherished by
Jews to such an extent that Gentile converts were required to undergo circumcision (see Josephus, Vita
113.1).
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between [Cultural-Religious Traditions] and [Divine Prescribed Laws] among the Jewish
people, for only a deep reverence or a great fear of a higher power could deter Jews from
defending their own lives in order to uphold a sacred tradition, namely, the observance of
the Sabbath. Paul’s lexical choice in Gal 2:14, particularly the circumstantial Tovdaik®dg
and the predicator iovdailetv, also evinces that, for the apostle, there are certainly
customs that set Jews apart from other communities.

All these textual voices are ALLIED in their recognition that certain [Cultural-
Religious Traditions] are characteristic of [Jewish identity], even if some of these
traditions may be shared by other communities. With the exception of Diodorus Siculus,
all of the voices also understand that there is a correlation between the [Cultural-
Religious Traditions] of the Jews and their [Divine Prescribed Laws].”” Even Paul
recognizes that many of the Jewish customs, particularly that of circumcision, are
prescribed in the Jewish law (Gal 2:16; 4:10; 5:2—4). However, there is OPPOSITION
between several of these voices. Epictetus challenges the view held by many within the
Jewish community that the cultural-religious practice of abstaining from pork should
serve as a measure to gauge one’s degree of holiness. Paul, while recognizing the
“Jewishness” of many customs codified in the Jewish law, questions their significance in
fostering a faith-based relationship with God (Gal 2:16; 5:6). Moreover, Paul OPPOSES
the idea that one’s Jewish identity should be inexorably linked to their personal or

societal cultural-religious practices. Indeed, the apostle seems to think that a person’s

" This does not mean that Diodorus Siculus does not see this correlation, it simply means that he
does not comment on this correlation.
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Jewishness is determined by an inherent attribute rather than an external practice, as he
articulates: ‘Hugic @voet Tovdaiot “we are Jews by nature” (Gal 2:15).”!

[THE CULTURAL-RELIGIOUS TRADITIONS OF THE JEWS] is an ITF that
exemplifies the predominant role traditions play in shaping Jewish identity, owing to their
association with divine revelation. While not determinative of Jewish identity for some
Jews, such as the Apostle Paul, Jewish cultural-religious traditions serve as visible

markers of being a Tovdaioc.”

The Tovdaiot and their Converts

Text Thematic Formation Analysis

T. Ref. Text Translation

1N 0¢ énikAnoig [Tovdaiol] éper And the designation [Jews] also

Ko €mi Tovg GAAovg avBpdmovg  extends to other individuals who,
00601 TO VO aOTdV, Koirep despite belonging to another people,
dAogbveic Svtec, (nhodot.” are zealous of their laws.

Cassius Dio,
Hist. rom
37.17.1

The thematic formation of this excerpt, instantiated in a primary Relational
clause, a secondary Material clause, and another secondary Relational clause, frames a
[Type] of [Jewish Identity] that emerges from the [Zealous Adoption] of [Jewish Laws

and Customs]. In the primary clause 1| énikAnoig “the designation” functions as the

"' The authority imposing mapavopovg £0iopoig “the unlawful customs™ in 2 Macc 4:11, might
share the apostle’s viewpoint regarding the essence of Jewish identity, even if for the wrong reasons.

" There were, of course, many more traditions that Jews from various communities practiced on a
regular basis and in various degrees (i.e. Mark 7:3—4; John 9:40; Acts 2:1; 12:3). However, the practice of
circumcision, the observance of the Sabbath, and the application of dietary laws seemed to have achieved
prominence both for Jews and Gentiles.

> The lexeme Tovdodot from the previous clause has been added to this clause in order to provide
clarification to the reader.
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Identifier/Value of the predicator pépet “extends” and the circumstantial £xt Tovg GAAOVG
avBpamovg “to other individuals™ as its Identified/Token. As Identified/Token, £€ni Tov¢
dAlovg avBpmmovg specifies that the demonym Tovodaiot “Jews” may have a broader
application. As the subsequent secondary Mental clause clarifies, this designation may be
appended to those oot T voppa avtdv nhodot “who are zealous of their laws.””* Even
though the writer of our text is able to identify Tobg dAlovg avBpdmovg as Tovdaiot, the
lexicogrammar clearly indicates that for him not all Jews are the same. There is a [Type]
of Jew who aALoeBveig dvteg “belongs to another people” that is different from the
people whose laws they fervently adhere to.”

This thematic formation explores how commitment to cultural and religious
practices can serve as a form of Jewish identity, extending the definition of belonging to
include those who are not ethnically Jewish but who share a profound commitment to

Jewish laws and traditions.

™ The (correlative) relative pronoun oot refers anaphorically to tovg dAlovg avBpdmovc. It is in
the nominative case because it functions as the Actor of the Material Process {nAodot.

" The possessive Deictic adt®dv qualifying ta voppa refers anaphorically to the people (€6vog)
living in the land of Judea (Tovdaic) who bear the name Jews (Tovdaior), the main participants of the
previous clause complex.
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T. Ref. Text Translation

TOVTOLG TEPLTEUVESHUL TOV
‘Tovdaiwv dvaykaldvtwv, el
0élovoy elvar mop’ avToig, ovK

Josephus, &laca PracOfval, pdokwv deiv

Vita EKOOTOV KOTO TNV £0VTOD

113.1 npoaipecty TOV Bedv e0cePEly,
A N peta Blag, ypiivot 08
TOVTOLG 01’ AGPAAELOY TTPOG TUAG
KOTOPLYOVTOG LT LETOVOETY.

When the Jews were trying to force
those who wished to reside with them
to be circumcised, I did not allow it to
be forced saying: each person must
worship God according to their own
choice and not by force, and they,
having sought refuge with us because
of safety concerns, should not regret it.

The thematic formation we identify in Josephus’s recollection indicates a
[Disagreement] among [Jews] concerning the [Essentiality] of adopting [Circumcision]
by a [Non-Jew] in order to become a [Member] of the [Community] and, by extension, a
[Worshiper] of God. That a majority of [Jews] viewed [Circumcision] as a non-negotiable
prerequisite for belonging to their [Community] is instantiated in the very first clause, a
secondary Material clause with t@v Tovdaiov “the Jews” functioning as Actor of the
predicator avaykaloviov “were trying to force” and tobtovg mepitéuvestan “those to be

1.7 The next secondary clause makes it clear that

circumcised” functioning as the Goa
[Circumcision] was a condition for belonging. As indicated by the conjunctive particle &i
“if,” this clause functions as the protasis of the preceding clause, thus making residence
nop’ avtoic “with them” contingent upon [Circumcision].” It is important to note that the
word group eivat wap’ 0vToig “to be with them,” which forms an embedded clause,

functions as the complement and Phenomenon of the Mental process 0éAovowv “wished,”

and that the subject and Senser of the process, encoded in the predicator’s ending, are the

7% This clause is structured around a genitive absolute construction.
" This is what grammarians call a first class conditional clause. See Porter, /dioms, 256; Decker,
Reading Koine Greek, 500; Robertson, Grammar, 1006; Wallace, Greek Grammar, 690.
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ones identified in the previous clause as tovtovg meprtéuvecBor. The significance of
distinguishing between the Phenomenon and the Senser in the clause stems from the
author’s perception of the two groups as separate entities, regardless of whether one
group practices circumcision. There is a group recognized as “Jews,” and another group
seeking to integrate into their community; yet, the label “Jew” is not attributed to the
latter.

Even though Josephus perceives the newly arrived potential residents as distinct
from the [Jews], he is in [Disagreement] with a seemingly majority regarding their
inclusion in the [Community] on the basis of [Circumcision]. This [Disagreement] does
not imply that Josephus considers [Circumcision] unnecessary for being a [Worshiper] of
God; rather, it indicates that, [Circumcision] should be embraced voluntarily, not
enforced. The three primary clauses, each containing their own embedded clauses and
connected paratactically, realize this fact. In the first clause, the main predicator elaca “I
allowed”—a first person singular aorist active—negated by the adjunct ovk “not,” in
conjunction with its complement BracOijvor “to be forced”—an aorist passive infinitive—
realizes Josephus’s action of preventing such imposition.” The next two clauses, which
constitute the report of the Verbal process pdokmv “saying” functioning as adjunct,

elaborate the justification for Josephus’ action. His argument is twofold: First, the

"1t is worth noting that of the twelve predicators comprising this clause complex, eight have
imperfective aspect and four perfective aspect. The predicators (giaca and BracOijvar) due to their
perfective aspect, indicate the writer’s subjective point of view of the process as a complete event, and thus
serve to provide background information. The high number of predicators dealing directly with the
enforcement of circumcision and the worship of God, due to their imperfective aspect, brings these
thematic items to the foreground, accentuating in this way their significance. See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 91—
92.
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worship of God must be embraced freely, not forced upon;” and second, a person should
not regret their decision to reside with the Jews. This last clause seems to indicate that
residence among the Jews, at least from Josephus’s standpoint, should be allowed without
the demand of religious and cultural participation.®

The practice of circumcision is for many Jews, not only a defining feature of
Jewishness but it is also, as this thematic formation shows, an essential prerequisite for
non-Jews to join any given Jewish community. Even for those like Josephus, who might
wish to remove circumcision as a condition for communal participation, circumcision still

remains a practice that must be willingly embraced by those who wish to worship God.

T. Ref. Text Translation
movOovopévov o€ Tod And when the one being spoken to
TPOCIUAEYOUEVOD TIG 0TIV inquired, “Who is my neighbor?” He
Clement of mAnciov; o0 TOV aOTOV TpOTOV did not define, in the same way as the

Alexandria, Tovdaioig mpowpicato TOV TPoOg Jews, the person related by blood, or
Quis. div.  aipotog 000 TOV ToAitnv 0vde 1oV the fellow citizen, or the proselyte, or

28.2.2 TPOCHAVTOV 0VOE TOV OLOTMC the person who likewise is
TEPLTETUNUEVOV 0VOE TOV Vi kol  circumcised, or the person using the
TOVT® VOU® YPOUEVOV* one and same law.

Clement’s reflexion on Jesus’ definition of who constitutes one’s neighbor,

realizes a thematic formation that reinterprets the concept of [Neighbor] beyond

" The adjunct kotd v €avtod Tpoaipesv “according to their own choice” is contrasted with the
adjunct peta Biog “by force” by means of the negating particle pr| “not,” in addition to the conjunction
aAra “but.”

% The syntax of this clause makes it clear that the Senser of the Mental Process petavoeiv “regret”
is the accusative tovtovg “they,” which refers anaphorically to those who 8 ovoty eivar “wished to reside”
with the Jews. However, no word group in this clause fills the slot of complement/Phenomenon. The two
possibilities provided in the text are the decision to worship God or the decision to reside with the Jews.
Because of Josephus’s concern that the worship of God be voluntary and not by compulsion, my suspicion
is that the Phenomenon of the clause is the decision to reside with the Jews.
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conventional [Jewish Categories] like [Blood Lineage], [Citizenship], [Religious
Conversion], [Circumcision Status] and [Adherence to the Law]. The first clause, a
secondary Verbal clause, is an expansion of the main clause that provides the setting that
will ensue Jesus’ redefinition of the concept of [Neighbor]. The complement and
Verbiage tic éotv mAnoiov; “who is my neighbor?” posed by Jesus’ interlocutor—tod
npocdareyopuévov “the one being spoken to” by Jesus—a teacher of the Jewish law
according to Luke 10:25, serves as the catalyst for Jesus to challenge the traditional
boundaries of neighborliness as understood by the Jewish community.

In his reflexion of Jesus’ response, the writer argues that Jesus’ view of what
constitutes a [Neighbor] was unlike the view of his Jewish contemporaries. As the text
says, ov Tpowpicato “he did not define” his neighbor tov adtov TpoOTOV Tovdaiolg “in the
same way as the Jews” did. For the Jews, as the complex word group functioning as
complement and Goal of the negated Material process mpowpicato indicates, considered
as neighbors only those individuals who were connected to them via [Blood Lineage]
(tov mpog aipatog “the person related by blood”), [Citizenship] (tov moiitnv “the fellow
citizen”), [Religious Conversion] (tov mpoonAvtov “the proselyte”), [Circumcision
Status] (tov Opoing meprretunpévov “the person who likewise is circumcised”), and
[Adherence to the Law] (tov €vi kol TanT® vou® ypopevov “the person using the one and
same law”).

While the primary thematic formation highlighted by this text is [JESUS’
REDEFINITION OF ONE’S NEIGHBOR], a secondary thematic formation of

significance for this section is [THE STATUS OF JEWISH CONVERTS]. The complex
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word group functioning as complement and Goal of the main clause, differentiates five
[Jewish Categories], or groups of people that fulfilled the requirements to be considered a
[Neighbor]. Even though one may be tempted to argue that these categories are different
names for the same group of people, at least two different groups of people can be
identified: (1) people related to Jews by blood, and (2) people related to Jews via
conversion. The other three word groups—tov moAitnv, T0v Opoing meprretunuévov, and
TOV €Vi Kol ToO T VOU® ypoduevov—may identify categories that both of these two groups
shared. Notwithstanding the text’s ambiguity concerning whether proselytes were
regarded as equals to those born with an ethnic Jewish lineage, it is evident that
individuals who adopted Jewish cultural and religious practices held a more “privileged”
status among the Jews than other Gentiles.

This thematic formation confronts traditional Jewish perceptions of who qualifies
as a neighbor and expands the definition in a way that encompasses broader ethical and

theological implications, thereby extending one’s social responsibilities.

T. Ref. Text Translation

AbBeiong o€ TG cLVUY®YTC
nkolovncav ToArol tdv Tovdaimv
Kol TV cefopévev TposnATOV 1@
oA kol 1@ Bapvapa, oltveg
TPocAorlodvTeg avToilc Emelbov
aVTOVG TPOGUEVELY TR XAPLTL TOD
Beod.

And when the meeting had finished,
many of the Jews and of the devout
proselytes followed Paul and
Barnabas, who, speaking to them,
were persuading them to persevere in
the grace of God.

Acts
13:43

Luke’s narration of this event presents a thematic formation in which [Ethnic

Jews] and their [Converts] express significant [Interest] in the message of [Paul] and
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[Barnabas], which centers around the [Grace of God]. The setting of the missionaries’
preaching, as highlighted by the initial subordinate clause, is a synagogue frequented by
both [Ethnic Jews] and their [Converts],*' suggesting a shared tradition among these two
groups. The main clause indicates that it was ToAAoi TtV Tovdaimv kol TdV cefouévov
mpoontev “many of the Jews and of the devout proselytes,” who were not only active
participants in the meeting but who also ikolov0Oncav “followed” [Paul] and [Barnabas],
thereby showing their [Interest] in the message of the missionaries. The genitives t®v
Tovdainv and @V cePouévaov tpoonAivtov are deictic elements of their head term
noAAoti, thereby narrowing its scope by specifying that the two groups that make up the
whole are to be distinguished. The fact that Luke, likely a Greek,* divides the Actors of
the process between those t@v Tovdaimv and t@v cefouévov tpoonivtwy, reveals that
for him Jews were intrinsically different from their converts, even if they partook of the
same customs, like worshiping on the Sabbath. A quick overview of the chapter will
make it even more explicit that for the writer of this text [Ethnic Jews] are to be
differentiated from their [Converts]. In 13:16, instead of Tovdaiot the preachers will

address the [Ethnic Jews] as dvdpec TopoanAitan “Israclite men” and the [Converts] as ot

' The subject and Actor of the predicator Avbeiong (a passive participle with perfective aspect) is
Mg ovvaywyTc. This same Actor is mentioned in v. 13, where it identifies the gathering of Jewish believers
and their proselytes situated in Pisidian Antioch.

*2 For evidence supporting the traditional view that Luke authored the book of Acts see Bruce,
Acts, 1-8; Marshall, Luke, 33-35. Some scholars, like Haenchen (Acts, 112—16), challenge the idea of
Lucan authorship, citing theological and content discrepancies between Acts and Paul’s letters. However,
Porter contends that upon closer examination, these objections lack persuasiveness. Porter suggests that any
differences observed can be logically attributed to Acts and the epistles having different authors, yet their
similarities indicate a significant connection. Furthermore, Porter considers that, given the historical,
literary, and theological evidence, attributing the authorship of Acts to Luke is as plausible as any
alternative theory. See Porter, The Paul of Acts, 6—7. For references supporting the notion that Luke was
likely a Gentile, possibly even a proselyte, see Kiimmel, New Testament, 149; Bock, Luke 1:1—9:50, 6-7.
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@ofovuevol Tov Bedv “those who fear God.” These two groups will be again
distinguished in 13:26 as vioi yévoug APpadp “children of Abraham™ and as ot év Vuiv
@oPovpevol Tov Bedv “those among you who fear God.” The missionaries will refer to
God in 13:17 as 6 0ed¢ tod Aaod Tovtov Topani “the God of the people of Israel” and
TOVG TaTéEPOG UMV “our ancestors” establishing a direct biological connection. In this
context, the term Tovdaiot serves to distinguish the worshippers of God who possess a
direct genealogical connection to the patriarchs of Israel from those who lack such
lineage.

The last secondary clause encapsulates the heart of the missionaries’ message to
their followers, namely, Tpocpévev i) yaptirt tod Beod “to persevere in the grace of
God.” That the missionaries emphasize to a Jewish audience and their proselytes that they
remain in the [Grace of God] instead of the traditions stipulated by Jewish law (13:39),
may indicate that their message is meant to transcend ethnic boundaries, without,
however, erasing those ethnic and cultural distinctions. It is perhaps this theological
emphasis that aroused the heares’ [Interest] in pursuing the missionaries.

This thematic formation highlights the critical role of divine grace as a pathway to
a faith-based relationship with God that goes beyond ethnic lines, while still preserving
ethnic and cultural identities. The maintenance of these cultural distinctions is evidenced
by the encouragement for both Ethnic Jews and their Converts to seek God not through

adherence to traditional Jewish law but through an appeal to God’s grace.
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T. Ref.  Text Translation
Béppnv yap oi Popaiot tov
EKTETUNLEVOV YOTPOV KOAODGLV. MG
oDV dmekevdepicdg EvOpmmog Evoyog

For the Romans call the castrated pig
“verres”’; so when a freed man guilty

Plutarch, .. " , of living in a Jewish manner named
. 1@ 1ovdailev dvoua Kekilog, - .
Cic. EBOVAETO TaPOOALEVOC TOD Caecilius, after persuading the
7.6.4 P HEVOG TOLS Sicilians, wished to prosecute Verres,

ZwceMmtag Katnyopeiv 1od Béppov-
i Tovdaie mpog xoipov; Epn 6
Kwépov.

Cisero said: “what does a Jew have to
do with a pig?”

This record of Cicero’s remark concerning a man with the name Caecilius
instantiates a thematic formation that highlights the [Challenges] individuals identified as
[Jews] encounter, stemming from the likely [Clash] between their [Customs] and those of
the Romans. This text talks about the prosecution of a Roman official named Verres, who
served as the pretor of Sicily.” The first clause, a primary Verbal clause, functions as a
parenthetical comment designed to elucidate the forthcoming quote from Cicero. The
subject and Sayer of the Verbal process kaAodowv “they call” is the nominative oi
‘Popaiot “the Romans” and the complement and Target is made up of a double
accusative. TOv éktetpmuévov yoipov “the castrated pig,” being that it is arthrous,* is
likely the primary complement and Béppnyv “verres” functions to further specify the
complement. The specification in this case is the fact that both a castrated pig and the
official under trial shared the same name.

The two conjunctive particles ®¢ and oDv beginning the next clause, creates a
hypotactic dependency between this clause and the last and main clause—&€pn 6 Kwépwv

“Cicero said.” In this secondary clause, the complex word group dmneAev0epiog

8 See Plutarch, Cic. 7.4.
8 See Porter, Idioms, 89.
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avOpwmoc Evoyog T® iovdailey dvopa Kekidiog “a freed man guilty of living in a Jewish
manner named Caecilius” functions as subject and Senser of the Mental process €fobAeto
“wished,” whose complement and Phenomenon is the embedded infinitive clause
Katnyopeiv 10D Béppov “to prosecute Verres.”® The [Challenges] that this Kekitiog is
about to face simply because of his association with a lifestyle that is deemed as Jewish is
instantiated by the embedded &voyoc 1@ iovdailerv. Even though the infinitive iovdailewv
may not in and of itself have a negative connotation, a negative connotation is established
by the Qualifier-to-Thing relationship that exists between the nominative &voyog and the
dative infinitive phrase. This Caecilius is about to be dismissed by Cicero as a serious
prosecutor against Verres due to his association with Jewish [Customs].

Cicero’s rhetorical question ti Tovdaim mpog yoipov; “what does a Jew have to do
with a pig?” is meant to mock and question the legitimacy of Caecilius as Verres’
prosecutor.*® It also realizes the [Clash] that exists between the [Customs] of Jews and
Romans. Cicero takes advantage of the homonymity of Béppnc to show that, since Jews
customarily have nothing to do with pigs, this Caecilius should neither have anything to
do with the prosecution of Verres. This secondary clause also realizes [THE STATUS OF
JEWISH CONVERTS] thematic formation in that for Cicero anyone who embraces the

characteristic lifestyle of the Jews is to be deemed as a Jew.

1t is worth noting that Kotnyopew often takes a genitive as its complement. For examples of this
phenomenon in the New Testament text see Matt 12:10; Mark 3:2; Luke 11:54; John 8:6.

% Earlier in the text Plutarch explains that this quote constitutes one of the moALd yopievto “many
witty things” Cicero said concerning this specific event. See Plutarch, Cic. 7.4
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This thematic formation evinces the complex navigation of identity for Jewish
converts in certain sectors of Roman society. It certainly underscores a degree of
dismissiveness against those who chose to live by the same traditions and customs that

are characteristic of Jews.

Intertextual Thematic Formation Analysis

All these text are interconnected with one another via the ITF [THE STATUS OF
JEWISH CONVERTS], which envisions [Gentiles] as becoming integral parts of [Jewish
Communities], to such an extent that [Outsiders] perceive them as [Jews], on the basis of
their [ Adoption] of cultural and religious [Practices] distinctly identifiable as [Jewish].
The similar linguistic patterns of transitivity and lexical collocation in all of these texts
certainly instantiate this ITF.

The linguistic pattern featuring the Mental process {nAodot and its Phenomenon
T vOppa o t@v bears a semantic resemblance to the pattern in Josephus, which involves
the Material process avaykalovtov and its Goal Tobtovg mepitéuvectai. The distinction,
highlighted by difference in process type, lies in the manifestation of an intense desire for
a particular Jewish legal practice—specifically, circumcision—being enacted. The same
can be said in regard to Clement’s text where the semantic similarity is found in the
embedded clause T0v évi kai TavT® VO ypopevov. In Plutarch’s recollection of Cicero’s
words, the legal practice that is zealously followed by the practitioner of the Jewish
customs is the avoidance of pigs in general. The transitivity structure of the sentence ti

Tovdaim mpog yoipov is certainly semantically related to the structures of the other texts.
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Furthermore the ITF is realized in all of these texts through the instantiations of many
semantically related words such as edceBéw, TPooNAVTOG, GEBM, GLVAY®YY, HETAVOE®,
etc.

All of these textual voices are also ALLIED in that they all agree that certain
customs—observance of Jewish law, circumcision, disassociation from pigs, the worship
of God—are characteristically [Jewish] in nature. They are also ALLIED in their
understanding that the [Adoption] of these practices significantly links [Gentiles] to
[Jewish Communities]. However, where these voices OPPOSE is in their understanding
of whether merely adopting Jewish [Customs] suffices to consider a person a Jew. The
excerpt from Cassius Dio shows this ambivalence. As a Gentile, he knows that a group of
people biologically related with one another and connected to a specific geographical
territory, bears the name “Jews.” At the same time, he thinks that the demonym may be
also applied to others belonging to dAAogOveic 6vteg provided that they embrace ta
voupa avt®v. The Roman orator Cicero, likewise, appends the name to everyone who
embraces Jewish traditions. Language users with a perceived ethnic Jewish background
adopt a more nuanced approach, typically reserving the term Tovdaiog for individuals
with a biological connection, while using alternative terms such as tpoonAvtog or 6
@oPovpevog Tov Bedv to refer to those who embrace their customs.

The [THE STATUS OF JEWISH CONVERTS] ITF shows that the label Tovdaiog
may be appended to any person who adopts the religious and cultural customs
characterized as Jewish; however, this usage seems to be resisted by those who have a

strong sense of their ethnic heritage.
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The ‘Tovddiot and their Kinfolk

Text Thematic Formation Analysis

T. Ref.  Text Translation
&v 8¢ yévog €11 10 Tovdaimv And when one people group, that of
. éviotapevov 6 IMoumuog é&ethe kata  the Jews, was still resisting, Pompey
Appian, . C . ;
Bell. syr KPATOG, Kol TOV Paciiéa took them out by force and sent their

Apiotofovrov Enepyev € Pounv,  king, Aristobulus, to Rome, and razed
Kol TV peyliomyv molw Teposoivpo  the greatest and to them holiest city,
Kol aylwtdtny avtoic katéokayev.  Jerusalem, to the ground.

252.1

The thematic formation instantiated through the grammar of this exert from
Appian’s Bella syriaca portrays the [Jews] as a resilient and unified [People Group]
committed to defending and staying in [Jerusalem], the [Center] of their [Homeland] and
[Worship]. Appian clearly views the [Jews] as a [People Group], whose members are
connected with each other ethnically or biologically. In the initial embedded clause,
filling the slot of adjunct in the first primary clause, Appian states that the v yévog “one
people group” still resisting Pompey’s invasion are those Tovdaiov “of the Jews.”*” The
relationship between £v and yévog is one of Numerative-to-Thing, where €v specifies that
the yévog under discussion is a singular, distinct entity.* The article 16, due to its
anaphoric function, and being constrained by the possessive deictic Tovdaiwv, further

clarifies that this particular group is none other than the Jewish people.

¥ The meaning potential of yévog has to do with genesis or origin. In the literature, this lexical
item very often collocates with other words and expressions that emphasize provenance, essential nature
and genetic or familial ties. For example, Cassius Dio describes the yévog of the Tovdaiot as being
mkpoTatov “most bitter” (Hist. rom. 49.22.4). Josephus qualifies 100 yévovg udv t@v Tovdaimv “of our
Jewish lineage” with the additional phrase tnv TpdtnVv dndotacty Eoyev idiav “had its own first substance’
(C. Ap. 1.t.2), indicating the original “substance” of the Jewish ancestral stock. See also Josephus, C. 4Ap.
1.71.1, 72.1.

88 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 163.

1)
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The next clause, joined paratactically by means of the conjunction xai, describes
the displacement of the Jewish leadership, a tactic to weaken the structure and morale of
the [Jewish People]. The king who was displaced is Aristobulus—1tov Baciiéa
Apiotofovrov “the King Aristobulus™ functions as complement and Goal of the
predicator Emepyev “he sent,” whose subject and Actor continues to be 6 I[Tounniog
“Pompey.” The adjunct £c ‘Pounv “to Rome” serves not merely to identify the destination
of the Jewish king’s relocation but, when contrasted with Tepocodivpa “Jerusalem,” it
potentially amplifies a feeling of abandonment among the [Jewish People], observing
their city left defenseless and deserted. This sentiment is rooted in [Jerusalem] being the
[Center] of the Jewish [Homeland] and the hub of their religious [ Worship], as clearly
demonstrated in the grammar of the final clause. The profound connection between the
[Jews] and [Jerusalem] positions this essential city as the target of Pompey’s devastating
campaign—1nv peyiomv moiw Teposoivpa Kai ayiwtdtny “their greatest and holiest
city” fills the slot of complement and functions as the Goal of the Material process
Katéokayev “he razed to the ground,” with 6 ITopmnog acting as the subject and Actor.
The prominence of [Jerusalem] in the hearts of the Jews, both in geographical and
spiritual terms, is emphasized by the epithets peyiomv and aywwtdtnyv. These superlative
adjectives reflect the subjective reverence Jews hold for Jerusalem.

This thematic formation captures a crucial moment of geopolitical upheaval for
the Jewish community in Jerusalem, highlighting the complex weave of ethnicity,
religion, and geography that shapes Jewish identity. Pompey’s destruction of Jerusalem

marks not just a period of loss and transformation for the Tovdaiot but also exemplifies
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how their ethnic, religious, and geographical identities are deeply entangled, especially

when confronted by foreign dominion.

T. Ref.  Text Translation
Diogenes KAéapyoc 8¢ 6 Zorevg év 1@ Ilepi And Clearchus Soli in his work on
Lae;gtius nondeiog kai Tovg 'vuvocopiotag Education also states that the
. dmoydvoug eivar TV Méyov enotv:  Gymnosophists are descendants of the
Vit. phil. s . . N
197 &viol 8¢ Kai Todg Tovdaiovg €k Magi; and some state that the Jews
o TOVTOV ELVOL. are also descendants from this group.

Diogenes ’s observation of Clearchus Soli’s comment on his work of education
presents a thematic formation that associates the [Jewish People] with the
[Gymnosophists] via an [Ancestral Lineage] that traces back to the [Magi]. Before
mentioning the [Jewish People], Clearchus Soli explicitly links the [Gymnosophists] with
the [Magi]. Within the syntactical structure of the clause, an embedded Relational clause
functions as the complement and Target of the Verbal process pnoiv “states.” In this
embedded clause, Tov¢ 'vpvocogiotac “the Gymnosophists™ fills the slot of subject and
functions as Identified/Token of the infinitive givon “are” and dmoydvoug Tév Méywv
“descendants of the Magi” fills the slot of complement and functions as the Identifier/
Value. Thus, droydvoug tdv Mdywv specifies the manner in which tovg ['vuvoco@iotag
are to be recognized, namely, as a group of people with an [Ancestral Lineage] to the
[Magi]. The association between the [Gymnosophists] and the [Magi] is likely formed on
the basis that both groups—one in India and the other in Babylon—share similar wisdom

and philosophical traditions.”

% Helmut van Thiel explains that the Gymnosophists were “den asketischen indischen Weisen”
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It is in the next clause, related paratactically with the previous clause via the
conjunction &¢, that Clearchus Soli draws a connection between the [Jewish People] and
the [Gymnosophists] through their alleged common ancestor, the [Magi]. Although this
clause lacks the main predicator, the emphatic function of kai indicates that we are to
recycle it from the previous clause. This particular function of kai encourages us to also
recycle the word group dmoydvouc—the complement and Identifier/Value of the
embedded Relational clause. As the subject and Sayer of the elided @aociv, the collective
pronoun &viot “some” identifies a new participant in the clause. This unidentified group
of people claim that tovg Tovdaiovg “the Jews” are also descendants €k tovtov “from
them,” that is, from tév Mdaymv.” While it is reasonable to consider that both Diogenes
and Clearchus of Soli may perceive the [Jewish People] as sharing an [Ancestral
Lineage] with the Magi, such interpretation cannot be conclusively established. They
could simply be relaying the prevailing opinions of others and they may be thinking only
in terms of cultural similarity. Nonetheless, the choice of the lexical item dmoyovovg

“descendants,” which functions as the Identifier of the tovg Tovdaiovg “the Jews,” clearly

who were “beriihmt wegen ihrer Geschicklichkeit, schwierige Fragen zu beantworten” (Thiel, “Alexanders
Gespréch,” 343). Bosman describes them as the “Indian sages” associated, among other people, with the
“Persian magi” and “the Chaldaeans of the Assyrians or the Babylonians” (Bosman, “Gymnosophist Riddle
Contest,” 175).

% As was the case with the Gymnosophists, the Jews are likely associated with the Magi and with
the Gymnosophists because of their shared tradition. Jouanno comments, for example, that ‘“Philon
d’Alexandrie avait encadré sa description de la secte des Esséniens de considérations générales sur ‘1’ordre
des Gymnosophistes’” (Jouanno, “Des Gymnosophistes,” 59). The link between the Jews and the Magi
may be more pronounced given that Jews were taken as captives to Babylon, which was an intellectual hub
of the Chaldean Magi. See Beaulieu, “Late Babylonian Intellectual Life.”
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indicates that both authors regard the Jews as a unified ethnic group. In the literature,
dmdyovog is consistently used to denote a filial and blood relations.”

This thematic formation, while exploring the interconnectedness and potential
shared roots of diverse wisdom traditions, portrays the Jews as a community bound
together by filial relationships, thus, highlighting ethnicity as a core component of Jewish

identity.

T. Ref. Text Translation

ABpaung éPacirevoey EnnAivg cov
oTPATH APLYHEVOG EK TG VG THiG
urep Bapfourldvog Xaidaimv

Josephus, Aeyopévng. pet’ ov oAbV d¢ ypoOvov

Ant. LETAVOOTAG Kol Ao ToTNG THG

1.159.3  yopoag ovV T@ COETEPMD Ao €1G TV
to1e pEv Xavavoiov Aeyopévny vov
0¢ Tovdaiav petdknoe kol oi dm’
gkelvov mAnbvoavec.

Abram, a foreigner, reigned when he
arrived with an army from the land
called Chaldea, located beyond
Babylon. Shortly after, as an alien
from that country together with his
own people, he and those who from
him multiplied, moved to the land
then called Canaan but now Judea.

Josephus’s quotation from Nicolas of Damascus instantiates a thematic formation
that details the [Origins] of the [Jewish People] and their [Settlement] in [Judea],
formerly known as [Canaan], under the leadership of [Abram], their [Ancestral
Patriarch].”” As the subject and main Actor of the clause complex, consisting of two
primary Material clauses with their respective embedded clauses, ABpaung “Abram” is

situated as the central figure who led his people to what would become the heartland of

*' See Herodotus, Hist. 1.7.3; 4.150.3; 7.154.5; Sophocles, Oed. col. 534; Arrian, Anab. 1.9.9.5;
Demosthenes, Macart. 75.13; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 5.1; Onasander, Strateg. 7.1.

- Thackeray affirms that Nicholas of Damascus “is a good authority for the traditions of his
[Abram’s] native place” (Josephus, Ant, 81).
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Jewish civilization. [Abram]’s leadership and authoritative position is established at the
very outset in the first clause. Though Abram had the status of a foreigner (énnAvg “a
foreigner”),” he was able to establish himself as a ruling authority in the place where he
first arrived (likely Damascus). Prior to migrating to [Canaan], Nicolas states that Abram
éPacilevoey “reigned” in this place. The adjuncts cOv otpotd derypévoc “when he
arrived with an army,” &k th¢ YNg Tfig Xaidaiwv Aeyopuévng “from the land called
Chaldea,”** and Vrép Bafvrdvoc “beyond Babylon” provide further circumstantial
details that elaborate on the foreign status of Abram, as well as, his military prowess to
impose himself as a ruling figure.

Most of the thematic items of our text are instantiated in the second primary
clause. The predicator petdknoe “he moved,” a Material process of the Action type with
imperfective aspect, by describing [Abram]’s migratory journey &md tadtng THe Ydpog
“from that country”—that is, from Damascus—eic v 101e név Xavovaiov Aeyouévny
vov 6¢ Tovdaiav “to the land then called Canaan but now Judea,” provides important
background information that explains the [Origin] of the [Jewish People] and their
[Settlement] in [Judea]. The possessive deictic cpétepog, which modifies Aaog in the
adjunct oOv 1@ cpetép® Aad “with his own people,” clearly indicates that the initial

settlers of [Canaan] were kin to [Abram]. This familial tie extends to the current

% The word group &mmAug, in the nominative case, likely stands in apposition to ABpéaung. It might
also function as a circumstantial of the Role type (see Halliday, Functional Grammar, 142; see also
Halliday, Halliday s Introduction, 325-26). Either way, £énnlug elaborates the identity of Abram by
clarifying that though a ruler in Damascus, he was not a native of Damascus. For another example where a
nominative associated with the predicator Pactheve functions as adjunct, see the Greek (LXX) translation
of 2 Kgdms 8:16.

“Inc Ap. 1.72.1, Josephus affirms that the Chaldeans are 100 yévouvg Mudv apynyot “the
founders of our race” with whom Jews have trv cvyyévelav “a blood relationship.”
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inhabitants of [Judea], as explicitly realized in the embedded clause o1 an’ ékeivov
mAnBvoavteg “those who from him multiplied.” [Abram] is, therefore, the [Ancestral
Patriarch] not only of the initial settlers but also of the current inhabitants of the land.
Furthermore, the inclusion of the adjectival participle Aeyopévnyv as epithet of Xavavaiov
and Tovdaiav represents a deliberate effort to solidify the historical and geographical link
between [Canaan] and [Judea]. The transition from [Canaan] to [Judea] reflects not just a
change in nomenclature but a transformation in the region’s cultural and historical
identity, influenced by the arrival and settlement of Abram and his descendants.

This thematic formation explores the pivotal role of Abram’s leadership and
migratory journey from Chaldea to Canaan, highlighting his significance in the rise of
Judea. His journey and initial settlement in Canaan marks the beginning of the region’s
transformation, which through the subsequent growth of Abram’s descendants as a
majority group, will come to be known as Judea, a derivative from the name used to

designate his progeny.

T. Ref. Text Translation

kol 0 [Tétpog &v €avtd yevopevog
gimev NOv oido dAn0dc dt
Acts g€améotelhey O KOPLOG TOV dyyelov
12:11 avTod kol EEeihatd pe €K YEPOG
‘Hpddov kai maong tig tpocdokiog
700 Aood T@v Tovdaimv.

And when Peter came to himself, he
said: Now I truly know that the Lord
sent his angel and rescued me from
Herod’s hand and from all the
expectations of the Jewish people.

Peter’s testimony shows a thematic formation that highlights the [Significance] of

[Divine Providence] amidst times of [Persecution], triggered by failing to meet the
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[Expectations] of one’s [Own Community]. The [Significance] that [Divine Providence]
played in Peter’s faith experience is evinced by his declaration: NOv 0ida 6An0&¢ “now I
truly know.” The pairing of the Mental process o0ida with the adjuncts Nov and dAn0édg
realizes a new state of knowledge in which Peter now finds himself.”” The two secondary
clauses that follow expand, by means of elaboration, the rationale for Peter’s new state of
knowledge. It is 0 k0prog “the Lord” himself who éEanéotethev “sent” toOv dyyedov ovtoD
“his angel” and who also é&gilatd pe €k yeipoc Hpmoov kai maong thg mpocsdokiag Tod
LoD t@v Tovdainv “rescued me from Herod’s hand and from all the expectations of the
Jewish people.” As subject of the predicators é€anéoteilev and éEgilatd, 6 KOp1LOg
functions as Actor of the two processes. He is, therefore, the participant who orchestrates
the [Divine Providence].

The thematic items [Persecution], [Expectations], and [Own Community] are
instantiated through the grammar of the complex word group, functioning as adjunct of
the final secondary clause. The [Persecution] of Peter comes directly from King Herod—
‘Hpdoov functions as deictic and qualifier of yeipéc—though incentivized by the
[Expectations] of his [Own People]—the head noun npocdoxiog is qualified by the
deictic tod Aaod t@v Tovdaimv. The expectations 10D Aaod T@®v Tovdaiwv was certainly
the suffering and murder of Peter. In 12:3, the writer makes it clear that Herod’s initiative

to imprison Peter was motivated by the realization that James’s death dpeotdv £oTIv 101G

» Although numerous grammarians typically consider oida as functioning equally to verbs with a
present tense form, Porter provides convincing evidence and strong arguments for interpreting oida as “an
unreduplicated [perfect] form” that fits into the “paradigm of *s1dw,” thereby grammaticalizing the stative
aspect (Porter, Verbal Aspect, 283).
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‘Tovdaiolg “was pleasing to the Jews.” This desire to have the apostle killed reflects the
strained relations between the emerging Christian “sect” and the larger Jewish
community from which it originated.

Though not the primary thematic formation, a minor yet significant formation
highlighted in this text is [THE ETHNIC RELATION OF THE JEWS], realized by the
phrase 100 Aaod t@v Tovdaimv. While the semantics of Aadg, when stripped from context,
conveys a broad notion of “people” without specifying distinctions, its meaning becomes
more constrained when accompanied by certain collocates (i.e. pvAn, €6vog, yAdooa, and
also demonyms such as Tovdaioc, Avdtog, Ppvyiog, Awpievg). These collocates narrow
the meaning of Aad¢ to denote a community of individuals who are bound by a shared
ancestry and culture.” Within the specific context of this text, various indicators suggest
that Adog t@v Tovdaiwv “the Jewish people” has this restricted meaning. The persecution
of Peter and James is the continuation of what had begun with the murder of Stephen
(11:19). According to 7:54, those responsible for Stephen’s death were members of the
Sanhedrin, who had Abraham as their father (7:2). They also shared the same yévog
“ancestry” with Stephen (7:19). Moreover, the arrest of Peter also takes place in Judea
(12:19), around the time when the festival of unleavened bread and passover was being
celebrated (vv. 3—4). It would be quite difficult to conclude that ethnicity does not play a

role in the use of Tovdaiog in this context.

% See Pindar, Ol 8.30; Aeschylus, Pers. 770; Sophocles, Phil. 1243; 1 Macc 1:30; 13:42; Matt
2:6; Rev 5:9.
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This thematic formation explores Peter’s realization of the Lord’s direct
intervention in his life. It reflects on the power of faith and divine assistance in navigating
and overcoming challenges posed not only by authority figures, but particularly by
members of one’s own community, whose societal and religious expectations diverge
from those of the individual facing persecution. Given that the intertextual formation,
[THE ETHNIC RELATION OF THE JEWS], is integrated into this thematic system,

Jewish ethnicity is deeply intertwined with Jewish religion and culture.

T. Ref. Text Translation

obTm 8’ dviov pydadov 1 kpatodoa  And though [the inhabitants] are
pdaicto enun tdv mepi 10 iepdv 10 mixed, the most prevailing report

E;t;zbi’ év 1oig Tepocoivpolg motevopévav among those believed concerning the
g Atyvrtiovg amo@aivel Tog temple in Jerusalem identifies the
16.2.34.11 . O ;
poydvovg v viv Tovdaiwv ancestors of the ones now called Jews
AEYOUEVOV. as Egyptians.

Strabo’s comment about the inhabitants of Judea presents a thematic formation
where the [Ancestry] of the [Jews], rooted in a [Belief] held in the [Temple] of
[Jerusalem], is traced back to the [Egyptians]. The phrase obtw & dvtwv pryddwv “and
though the inhabitants are mixed” is a conjunctive adjunct that relates this complex
clause to the proceeding text.”” Previously, Strabo stated that the land of Judea was
inhabited VO POAWV oikovEV PIKTGV EK TE Atyvrtiov £0vaV kol Apafiov kol
dowikov “by mixed tribes from among the Egyptian, Arabian, and Phoenician

peoples.””® One of those tribes, instantiated by the word group functioning as

o7 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 49.
% Str. 16.2.34.8.
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complement and Goal of the predicator aroeaivet “identifies,” is the people of the
[Jews]. Strabo affirms that Tovg mpoyovovg TV viv Tovdaimv Aeyouévov “the ancestors
of the ones now called Jews” are Aiyvntiovg “the Egyptians.” The head noun todg
nwpoyodvovg, whose meaning is restricted by its possessive deictic v viv Tovdaimv
Aeyopévemv and the word group @VOAw®v in the prior clause, indicates a blood line
connection between all Jews.” In the main clause, Aiyvrtioug is an adjunct of the Role
type. It functions in a similar way to the Identifier/Value of a Relational clause.
Atyvrtiovg, therefore, functions as a descriptor for how [Jews] are to be identified; that
is, as having an ancestral tie to the [Egyptians].

The complex word group functioning as subject and Actor of the primary clause
connects the ethnic identity of the Jewish people and their perceived [ Ancestry] with their
religious [Belief] and sacred traditions, centered around the [Temple] in [Jerusalem].'®
That the [Jews] trace their [Ancestry] back to the [Egyptians] is, according to Strabo, 1
KPOTODGO HAAMGTO PYUN TOV TEPL TO 1EpOV TO €V 101G Tepocoiholg motevopévmy “the

most prevailing report of the things believed concerning the temple in Jerusalem.” It is

% This “genetic” sense for both word groups is well-documented in the literature. For mpoyovog
see Aristides, Or. 10.71.4; Athenaeus, Deipn. 4.45.35; Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 44.26.1; Diogenes Laertius,
Vit. phil. 3.88.7; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Isocr: 17.33; Epictetus, Diatr. 1.9.3.1; Harpocration, Lex.
60.14; Lucian, Hermot. 15.14; Pausanias, Descr. 1.3.2.5; Philostratus, Vit. Apoll. 3.19.21; 1 Tim 5:4; 2
Macc 8:19; 3 Macc 5:31. For (pl)?ai see Acts 13:20; Appian, Hist. rom. 637.7; Barnabas, Ep. 8.3.1;
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 2.46.2.9; Diodorus Siculus, Bib. hist. 40.3; Josephus, Vita 2.1; Judg
21:5; Lucian, Deor. conc. 19.4; Pausanias, Descr. 1.5.1.4; Philostratus, Vit. soph. 2.588.10; Plutarch, Nic.
14.5.1; Polglbius, Hist. 16.25.9.1.

1% Two embedded clauses make up the subject of the primary clause. The relationship between
these two embedded clauses is one of Deictic-to-Thing, whereby t@®v miotevopévmv Ttepi TO iepOV TO €V TOIG
‘Tepocoivpolg “among those believed concerning the temple in Jerusalem” is specified as a subset of 1}
kpatodoa pdAteto eriun “the most prevailing report.” In the first clause, the participle kpototca
“prevailing” functions as Epithet of eriun “report,” with pédicta “most” as adjunct. In the second clause,
TPl 10 1epov 10 &v 101G Tepocolvpoig “concerning the temple in Jerusalem” functions as adjunct of the
predicator v meTeLVOUEVEV “among those believed.”
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significant that Strabo emphasizes the connection between [Jews] and [Egyptians] as the
[Belief] most credibly associated with the [Temple], rather than focusing on the various
rituals typical of Jewish worship. The rationale behind this emphasis becomes clear in the
material following this clause complex. Strabo contends that Moses was 11 1@V
Atyvrtiov iepéwv “one of the Egyptian priests,” who, due to his dissatisfaction with the
Egyptians’ portrayal of the divine through a multitude of idols, moved to Judea with the
intention to worship poévov 0ed¢ “the one God,” without a physical representation of his
being, in onkov aEdroyov “a worthy sanctuary.”'” The [Temple] and [Jerusalem] serve,
consequently, not just as locations for religious practice, but as symbols of faith, history,
and cultural memory, deeply entwined with the identity of the Tovdaiot.

This thematic formation examines the perceived links between the Jewish people,
their religious beliefs and practices, and Egypt. By linking the temple in Jerusalem, the
center of Jewish worship, with the ancestral origins of the Jews, this formation
accentuates the significance of both land and faith in shaping the essence of Jewish

identity.

Intertextual Thematic Formation Analysis

In most instances as the primary thematic formation and occasionally as a secondary one,
all the texts examined above collectively feature as thematic formation [THE ETHNIC
RELATION OF THE JEWS]. This ITF, instantiated across texts through similar

grammatical and collocational patterns, depicts [Jews] as having a common [Ancestry],

1% Strabo, Geogr: 16.2.35.1.
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which ties them to a particular geographic [Location] and a distinctive cultural and
religious [Way of Life].

The many word groups related grammatically to the yévog family, along with
other lexical items like @uAn}, £0vog, Aadc, and notably the demonym Tovdaiog, which
appear in constant collocation with this particular word family, makes this ITF pervasive
in the literature.'”” In our sample reviewed here, Appian refers to the Jewish people as &v
vévoc. As previously mentioned, the numerative &v, which constrains the meaning of
vévog, identifies the Jewish people as a singular entity to be differentiated from other
entities. Diogenes takes at face value Clearchus Soli’s statement that some people
consider the Jews as dmoy6voug who stem €k tovtmv; that is, from t@v Mdywv. Josephus
asserts that Abram came to Tovdaiov—the name that the land acquired from its most
populous residents—ovv 1@ cpetép® Aad and with oi dn’ éxeivov mAnBvcavteg. While
Aa@ alone does not suggest a blood connection to Abram, the combination of the
possessive deictic cpetépm with the subject ol dn’ éxeivov mAnbvcavtec, which indicates
that the inhabitants of Judea are descendants of Abram, unmistakably reveals this familial
link. The same can be said of Acts 12:11, where Peter reflects on his deliverance from
nhiong Th¢ Tpocdokiog Tod Aaod Tdv Tovdaiwv. Finally, Strabo speaks of a belief that the

Jews residing in Jerusalem are mpoydvoug of Atyvrtiovc. mpoydvoug not only links the

102 Additionally, one may add all of those instances where Tovdaiog is compared and contrasted
with other demonym such as "EAAnv, Popaiog, £€Bvog etc. See for example Acts 16:1; 18:4; Aelian, Nat. an.
6.17.1; Appian, Bell. mith. 556.1; Syr. 253.1; Clement of Alexandria, Protr. 11.112.3; Col 3:9; Cassius Dio,
Hist. rom. 68.32.1; Gal 3:28; Josephus, Ant. 9.290.4; Plutarch, Ant. 36.4.2; Stoic. rep. 1051e5; Rom 1:16;
2:10; 9:22; 10:12.
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Jews to the Egyptians, it also establishes a blood relation between the members of this
community.

The common [Ancestry] that all [Jews] shared is often connected with the
geographic [Location] of Judea, with Jerusalem as its center, and with a peculiar cultural
and religious [Way of Life]. Appian, for instance, associates the Jewish people with v
peyiotnv oA Tepocdivpa kai aywwtdrny avtoic. It is worth repeating that peyiotnv and
ayliotatny serve as epithets to Teposoivpa, thereby qualifying Jerusalem as a locality
that holds a significant place in the hearts of Jews. Jerusalem is significant, not only as
the capital of the Jews’ ancestral home, but also as the center of their religious
experience. While Clearchus Soli, as quoted by Diogenes, makes no comment of a
geographical [Location], his designation of the Jew as damoydvoug t@dv Méywv suggests a
shared heritage of wisdom and philosophical traditions. These traditions cannot be
divorced from the Jews’ religious experience, as they are anchored in their sacred
Scriptures. Josephus, on the other hand, through Nicolas of Damascus, stresses that the
territory currently inhabited by the Jews, originally known as Xavoavaioav, not only bears
the name ‘Tovdaiav, but also is the very land where their forefather Abram initially settled
with his family. Perhaps Strabo is the one who most overtly links the [Ancestry] of the
[Jews] with their land and their religion. For Strabo 1| kpatodoa paiicto enun associated
with the temple in Jerusalem is the one that affirms that Jews are mpoy6vovg of the
Egyptians.

The co-thematicity of these texts can also be seen in the way the various

heteroglossic voices speak to each other. While all voices surveyed are ALLIED in their
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assessment that Jews are related to each other ethnically, they OPPOSE in their
identification of the Jews’ common ancestor. For Clearchus Soli the Jews originate €k
1®v Maywv; for Josephus they are descendants of Abram (or as the texts states dn’
gkelvov); and for Strabo their ancestors are known Atyvrtiovc. However, this
OPPOSITION may only be apparent, product of partial or unavailable information. The
reference to Chaldea as Abram’s original home in Josephus text and the conection of the
Jews with the Magi, allegedly from Chaldea, may be an indicator of a genealogical
connection to the one and same forefather. The same may be said in regards to the
Egyptians, whom Strabo deems as the ancestors of the Jews. Strabo knows that the Jews
are related to the legislator Moses and since for him Moses was Tig T@v Atyvatiov
iepéwv, it makes sense to think that the Jews are related to the Egyptians. Strabo’s source
is congruent with the Jewish Scriptures, which describe Moses as one of the Egyptian
princes. However, the Scriptures clarify that Moses, though adopted by Pharaoh’s
daughter, was born a Levite, a descendent of Abram.'”

[THE ETHNIC RELATION OF THE JEWS] is an ITF that shows the most
widely recognized contextual meaning of Tovdaiog, namely, the Jews’ biological lincage
to common ancestors. While this biological lineage can, on many occasions, be traced
through written genealogical records, the ancestral bond among Jews is predominantly a
perceived one, reinforced by their ties to their ancestral land and their cultural and

religious traditions.

18 Exod 2:1-10; 6:16, 18; 1 Chr 6:3; 23:13.
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Toward a Definition of Tovdaiog’s Meaning Potential

This analysis of the ITFs that Tovdaiog construes in Hellenistic Greek, through its
thematic relations with other lexicogrammatical items, demonstrates that Tovdaioc can be
constrained to express notions of ethnicity, religion-culture, geography, and geopolitics.
In certain contexts, Tovdoiog may even activate other co-occurring lexical items to realize
more than one notion simultaneously. For instance, in Josephus, C. Ap. 1.42.2, and Acts
13:43, Tovdaiog clearly acquires a pragmatic sense encompassing both ethnicity and
religion. In the former, Tovdaiot ék TpdtNg yevécewg “the Jews from the first generation”
cherish and submit to God’s divine revelation, regarded as 6eod d0ypata “decrees of
God.” In the latter, the Tovdaiot worshipping at the synagogue are distinguished from t@®v
oefopévov mpoonivtev “the devout proselytes,” who are also worshiping in the same
synagogue. This interplay extends beyond ethnicity and religion, as seen in cases
involving geography and ethnicity (e.g., Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 37.17) or geopolitics and
religion-culture (e.g., Epictetus, Diatr. 1.22.4.1; Plutarch, Superst. 169¢10).

While specific thematic items may constrain Tovdoiog to adopt an intertextual
pragmatic sense aligned with these notions, the surrounding thematic items also reveal
that none of these senses is inherent to Tovdaiog’s systemic meaning potential, as each
can be, and indeed is, absent in various contexts. We have previously noted that [THE
ETHNIC RELATION OF THE JEWS] serves as an ITF that showcases perhaps the most
widely recognized contextual meanings of Tovdaiog, namely, an ethnic meaning.
However, a challenge emerges when most analysts equate this contextual, constrained

meaning with an inherent aspect of Tovdoiog’s systemic, context-independent meaning
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potential. A careful analysis of the collocates working in conjunction with Tovdaiog to
instantiate this particular ITF reveals that the semantic contribution of ethnicity—
understood here as a bloodline connection—is provided mostly by the yévog family of
words (&moydvog, Tpdyovoc), and other lexical items such as uAY|, POGIC, oipa, Aadg,
vi6g, matnp. For instance, in Diogenes’s text, both tov¢ ['vpuvocsopiotag “the
Gymnosophists” and tob¢ Tovdaiovg “the Jews” are referred to as dmoydvovg
“descendants” from the Magi. This genetic connection to the Magi is established not due
to an inherent ethnic attribute in Tovdaioc’s meaning potential, but rather because
aroy6vog’s meaning potential entails the notions of genesis and origin. Similarly, in
Clement, this genetic connection among Jews is expressed through the lexical item oipa.
Reflecting on Jesus’ parable of the good Samaritan, Clement observes that Jesus did not
define neighbor as the Jews did, as 10v npdg aipartog “the person related by blood”
(Clem.Al. QDS 28.2.2).

We examined Cassius Dio’s comment that 1 énikAnoic Tovdaiot pépet Kai £mi
TOVG dAAOVG AvOpDOTOLG dGOL TA VoL aDT®V, Kaimep AAA0gBVETS Ovteg, nhoDot “the
designation Jews also extends to other individuals who, despite belonging to another
people, are zealous of their laws” (Hist. rom. 37.17.1). Does this suggest that the systemic
meaning potential of Tovdaiog is primarily associated with religiousness rather than

ethnicity? Many analysts contend that it does.'” However, the empirical data indicates

1% Gruen, who recognizes that a great number of texts in Hellenistic Greek that talk about various

groups of people “expressed a sense of community through descent, through a shared ancestor or ancestors,
through the bloodline, [and] through common origins” (5), refuses to accept that Hellenistic Jews
conceived themselves “in terms of a lineage, deriving from a common ancestor” (132). He insists that they
defined their identity mainly in terms of religion an only “very exceptionally” in terms of ancestry. He goes
as far as to affirm that in the majority of places where the thematic items £6vog, yévoc, and Aadg are
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otherwise, showing that a religious sense is primarily conveyed through other lexemes,
especially those from the vopog family.'” The passage from Diodorus Siculus exemplifies
this point. In his text, he discusses three people groups—Apiovoi “Arrians,” I'éton
“Getae,” and Tovdaiot “Jews”—each of whom have received their vopovg “laws,” from
their respective deities, via a human intermediary—Za0pavotng “Zathraustes,” ZOAHo&LG
“Zalmoxis,” and Mwvot|g “Moses.” If the meaning potential of Tovdaiog were
predominantly religious, does it follow that the terms Apiavoi and I'étan should also carry
a primarily religious sense? Absolutely not. These three demonyms possess only a
pragmatic religious sense because they are being constrained, in addition to vopog, by
words such as aya0og, daipwv, Eotia, 06, and Tam. We see the same thing in other
texts where the pragmatic religious sense is contributed by the onueiov or meprropn word
groups. If Tovdaiog’s meaning potential were to contribute a religious sense to their
respective ITF’s, the experiences of witnessing signs or practicing circumcision would be
uniquely Jewish. Yet, these religious experiences are also shared with other communities.
For example, Paul notes that for those who follow Jesus, be they Jews or Greeks, Christ
represents 0eod dvvapuy “the power of God” (1 Cor 1:22). And according to Diodorus
Siculus, the practice of circumcision is one Egyptians share with Jews.

As noted in Chapter 1, several scholars advocate a geographical interpretation of
‘Tovdaioc. The challenge with this perspective lies not in whether Tovdaiog can

pragmatically convey a geographical sense, but in the assumption that geography is

instantiated the usage “has no racial implications.” For a counterargument to Gruen’s perspective, see
Thiessen, Contesting Conversion, 87—110.
19 See also others words such doypata, 66106, Tpoonivtog, Tovdaikde, etc.
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inherent to its systemic meaning potential. The evidence, however, consistently suggests
otherwise. While the Tovdaiot are indeed thought to be the inhabitants of a certain portion
of land. They are not the only settlers of said land. Indeed, Aelian attributes the
ownership of the same land to both Jews and Edomites. The geographical sense in this
specific instance is not conveyed by the lexemes Tovdaiot and Tdovpoiot themselves but
through the lexicogrammatical structure where the word yf| “land,” in the adjunct phrase
&v T y1 “in the land” (Aelian, Nat. an. 6.17), is modified by the genitive case of these
demonyms. Therefore, it is the lexeme v}, specified by a genitive construction with any
demonym in theory, that facilitates the geographical pragmatic extension. This is one
explanation for why the same area can be referred to as Judea, Canaan, Idumea, or
Palestine. Even if one were to concede that geography could be a semantic attribute of
‘Tovdaiog, it would not constitute a “core component,” as many Jews, like Apollos for
instance (Acts 18:24), would not identify as Judeans in the geographical sense.

This analysis demonstrates that the role of Tovdaiog in shaping its thematic
formations in Hellenistic Greek, while significant, is minimal, as the diverse, multi-
discourse Tovdaioc-themed formations rely heavily on the semantic contributions of co-
occurring lexicogrammatical items and heteroglossic relationships. Furthermore, while
ethnicity, religion-culture, geography, and geopolitics represent valid pragmatic
extensions of Tovdaiog, none can be deemed inherent to its systemic meaning potential,
as the prominence of any extension depends on the surrounding linguistic context, with
others often absent. When abstracted from context, Tovdaioc does not inherently

designate an individual tied to a specific ethnicity, religious-cultural practice,
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geographical origin, or political allegiance. Thus, positing a primary sense for Tovdoioc—
implying secondary or tertiary senses—obscures rather than clarifies its meaning
potential. However, asserting that the role of Tovdaiog is minimal is not tantamount to
saying that it lacks meaning. Its ability to convey meanings often glossed in English as
Jew, Jewish, or Judean in specific contexts stems from its systemic meaning potential,
which engages co-occurring lexical items to realize these pragmatic extensions.

Operating in a thesaurus-like manner, Tovdoiog’s meaning potential, in particular
linguistic environments, may engage lexical items such as yévog, amoydvog, tpdyovog, or
¢@uA1. In other environments, it may activate terms like vopog, vouipog, 60yua, or
onueiov.

As a descriptor of the meaning potential of Tovdaiog, I will adopt the term
Judahness. Judahness refers to the essential, context-independent, and systemic meaning
of Tovdaiog, an identity potential rooted in the “concept of Judah”—the historical,
cultural, and symbolic foundation that grounds its meaning—from which various
pragmatic extensions arise. For instance, when associated with lexical items like yévog,
dmoydvoc, mpdyovoc, PuAY, PUGIC, aipa, Aadg, vVidg, or matip, Judahness draws on the
tribal dimension of the concept of Judah, realizing a meaning of tribal affiliation.
Conversely, with terms such as vopog, mapdavopog, vouiog, vouilm, doyua, onueiov,
meptroun, oappatov, or Tpoonivtoc, Judahness engages the religious-cultural dimension,
conveying adherence to customs. Similarly, with expressions like Popaiog, “"EAAny,
Bacievg, Bacireio, moAitng, or yi, Judahness reflects the regional or political dimension,

signifying regional or political identity. Accordingly, Tovdoiog may be defined as an
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individual characterized by Judahness, an identity potential tied to the concept of
Judah.'” This definition captures the systemic, context-independent meaning potential of
‘Tovdaiog while allowing for its varied contextual modulations. Judahness thus serves to
distinguish ‘Tovdaiot from contemporaneous groups and to differentiate subgroups within

the Tovdaiot.

Conclusion

The primary objective of this chapter has been to abstract the systemic meaning potential
of Tovdaiog and to formulate a definition that effectively conveys this potential. This
objective has been accomplished through the analysis of thematic formations realized in
over two thousand texts where Tovdaioc is instantiated, with thirty examples examined in
detail here. A thematic-formation analysis, which consists in identifying the TTFs and
ITFs realized by co-occurring lexical items through thematic relationships, has proven an
effective tool for studying Tovdaioc. By discerning the semantic contributions of lexical
items to each ITF featuring Tovdaiog, this study has established that Tovdaioc’s role in its
thematic formations is minimal and has proposed a general, context-independent

definition that captures its systemic meaning potential, termed Judahness.

1% This minimalistic definition of ‘Tovdaiog’s systemic meaning potential aligns with the Columbia
School of Linguistics’ approach, which views the meaning potential of a lexicogrammatical item as a
general, context-independent clue. (See particularly Reid’s analysis of the English prepositions at, on, and
in in “Monosemy, Homonymy and Polysemy.”) Some analysts may find the inherent generality and
ambiguity of Judahness unsettling. However, the unavoidable generality of unactualized language is an
intrinsic feature of the lexicogrammar. Embracing this systemic generality, rather than rejecting it, offers a
significant advantage, as it fosters closer examination of the situational context in which lexicogrammatical
items are not only instantiated but specified.
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This context-independent definition of Tovdaiog, characterized by Judahness, sets
a framework for its analysis in the Fourth Gospel. Its inherent generality suggests that a
range of pragmatic extensions may emerge. While the author of John could employ
language to emphasize a single, well-defined semantic extension throughout the Gospel,
the absence of such uniformity would align with Tovdaiog’s systemic meaning potential.
Understanding both Judahness and the spectrum of its pragmatic interpretations equips
this study to avoid imposing a context-specific meaning derived from one instance across

all occurrences in the Gospel of John.



CHAPTER 4: JOHN’S MODULATION OF IOYAAIOX—FROM THE JORDAN
RIVER TO A WELL IN SAMARIA

Introduction

Our survey of John’s use of the lexical item ‘Tovdaiog has shown that many scholars
assume the Evangelist operates with a singular primary sense of the term—whether
defined in terms of an ethnic, religious, or ethno-religious identity. Views on the referent
of Tovdaiog vary, with some interpreting it as a concrete historical group—an ethnic and/
or religious community, whether broadly or narrowly conceived—and others viewing it
metaphorically or rhetorically, as symbolizing individuals or a mindset opposing Jesus’
worldview. Since most interpretations, however, presuppose a pervasive conflict between
two factions—Jesus and his followers versus the Tovdaior—they end up assigning a fixed
referent to Tovdaiog throughout the Gospel. While the author could have deliberately
emphasized a single, well-defined pragmatic extension, our understanding of the meaning
potential of Tovdaioc—a broadly general hint—opens the possibility that John’s usage
draws on a range of pragmatic extensions—varying in sense, referent, and appraisal—in
keeping with the systemic nature of the term. Accordingly, the remaining chapters of this
work aim to accomplish two main objectives: first, to assess whether John uses Tovdaiog
with a singular or diverse set of pragmatic extensions (Chapters 4, 5, and 6); and second,

to explore the rationale behind his specific choices in deploying the term (Chapter 7).
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As stated in Chapter 2, this analysis employs SFL’s theory of register as its
primary analytical tool. The strength of this approach lies in its potential to help
researchers define the situational context of a discourse, which constrains the meaning
potential of Tovdaiog, through the sociosemiotic variables of mode, field, and tenor. What
sets a register analysis apart from other tools is its emphasis on an analysis of entire units
of discourse. The meaning of Tovdaiog is not only constrained by the cotext of the
specific clause where Tovdaiog is featured as a participant, but also by the context of the
entire unit of discourse where Tovdaiog, reiterated and substituted with other
designations, takes on a specific role in its interaction with other participants within the
narrative. A register analysis, particularly through an examination of the transitivity
network, enables researchers to also identify with greater precision the subject matter of a
given discourse. By uncovering the various topics—those objects of discussion that
occupy the participants in John’s narrative—and the circumstances prompting these
discussions, we gain deeper insights into why John employs the term Tovdaioc in the
manner he does.

There are seventy-one instances of Tovdaiog in John’s Gospel, appearing across
fifteen discourse units.' In the next three chapters, each unit’s three sociosemiotic
variables—field, tenor, and mode—are analyzed alongside an exploration of the
pragmatic meaning of Tovdaiog as modulated by these variables. This chapter specifically

examines the first six discourse units where Tovdaiog is featured, beginning with the

"To be precise, seventy instances of Tovdaiog occur within the fifteen discourse units examined
here. The single remaining instance, found in 13:33, refers back to Jesus’ earlier statement in 8:21.
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Jews’ encounter with John the Baptist at the Jordan and concluding with the one Jew’s

encounter with a Samaritan woman.

John 1:19-34: John’s Testimony to the Jews that Jesus is the Coming Messiah

Mode®

The writer of the Fourth Gospel first introduces the lexeme ‘Tovdaiog in the pericope
spanning vv. 19-34. As far as the structure of this section, its boundaries are defined by
the initial kai in v. 19 and the introduction of new participants in v. 35.% xai not only
signals the beginning of a new episode, but also functions as the main conjunctive
cohesive tie joining together the majority of primary clauses. If we include the three
instances of kayd “and I” (vv. 31, 33, 34), of the forty-five main clauses that make up
this episode, seventeen of them begin with kai. Following kai, the interrogative tig is the
second most frequently used lexical item to begin a primary clause, appearing four times
invv. 21, 22, and 25.

The cohesiveness of this unit is further enhanced by various linguistic resources
that provide references, particularly in relation to the main participants of the discourse.

Three main participants are explicitly introduced (with their grammaticalized forms) in v.

* While the field of discourse helps analysts identify the subject matter of any text and might seem
like the logical starting point for a register analysis, there are compelling reasons to begin with an
examination of the mode of discourse. First, since the textual metafunction governs how writers structure
and organize their texts, analyzing features that create cohesion can help establish the boundaries of a
discourse unit. Once these boundaries are clearly defined, it becomes easier to investigate what determines
the subject matter of the unit. Second, writers convey texture and coherence through the use of prominence,
which plays a key role in defining the topic of a discourse unit. Therefore, it is prudent to start by analyzing
the linguistic resources that are highlighted within the discourse.

3 Although odv is John’s preferred conjunction for starting a new section, he also frequently begins
sections with kai. According to NA28, out of 157 paragraphs in the Gospel of John, forty start with ovv,
twenty-nine with 6¢, and fifteen with kai.



181

929

19: | poptupia 10d Todvvov “the testimony of John,” Todavvne “John,” and iepeig kol
Aegvitan “priests and Levites.” These same participants, by means of reduced (pronouns)
and implied referents (verbal endings) are recalled throughout the entire pericope.’ One
very important referent that joins subsection 18-28 with 29-34 is the demonstrative
obtog in v. 30. John explicitly tells us that this pronoun refers back to his earlier words to
the priests and Levites in v. 26. This indicates that the implicit subject of the imperative
¢ in v. 29, while potentially including others in the crowd, is primarily the Jerusalemite
delegation. Additionally, the explicit mention of John’s testimony in v. 32, elaborated
through v. 34, frames the theme of testimony as the bookends for this unit. Another factor
that indicates the cohesiveness of vv. 18-34 is the introduction of new participants in vv.
43 and 44. Although one might contend that Jesus is introduced as a new participant in v.
35, it is important to note that John already mentions him in a reduced form in vv. 26 and
27, indicating a continuity of presence before his formal introduction.

The cohesiveness of this discourse unit is further enhanced by the high frequency
of specific semantic domains that reflect topics and events not typically prominent in
other parts of John’s discourse. This distinction is critical because a semantic domain that
is widely common and highly frequent across John’s discourse does not necessarily
contribute to the cohesiveness of any single unit. However, when a domain shows a high
frequency within a specific unit but is less prevalent throughout John’s broader discourse,

it serves as a significant marker of cohesiveness for that unit. For instance, while there

*Reduced and implied referents for John can be seen in every verse with the exception of v. 28.
Reduced and implied forms of the priests and Levites can be seen in vv. 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 29, and 30.
John’s words and responses to the priests and Levites are the referents to his testimony.
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are eighty-two instances of lexical items from Domain 82 (Discourse Referential) and
twenty-five instances from Domain 33 (Communication), their contribution of only 2 and
4 percent to the unit means they are less significant for establishing cohesiveness.
Conversely, lexical items from the two related Domains 53 (Religious Activity) and 36
(Guide, Discipline, Follow), which represent 27 and 29 percent of John’s entire discourse,
signal a unity of thought that distinguishes this pericope from others. This unity is
strengthened by the fact that certain lexical items closely related to Domains 53 and 36
(though some from a different domain) are instantiated only in this pericope. These
lexical items include: iepevc, Agvitng, HAlag, dmdonua, and ipdc.

John deliberately structured this text to meaningfully convey to his audience a
theological perspective he believes to be true. While the formulation of his message
primarily pertains to the field of discourse, the various linguistic elements that John
emphasizes play a crucial role in presenting his message coherently and, ideally,
persuasively. In this discourse, the Evangelist highlights the authoritative role of John the
Baptist as the one commissioned by God to bear faithful testimony concerning the Son of
God.” The prominence of both the role and testimony of the Baptist is shown in the
question posited in v. 25 (ti oVv Pantilelc i oV odk €1 6 YP16TOG 00SE HAiag 008E 6
npoentng “why then do you baptize if you are not the Christ, nor Elijah, nor the

prophet?”) and the answer provided in v. 33 (6 Tépyog pe Bomtilev £v HOOTL EKEIVOG pot

> John’s interlocutors are also highlighted in the pericope. The subjunctive ddpev (v. 22)
foregrounds the purpose of their visit and the periphrastic dnestaiuévor foav (v. 24), with stative aspect, in
conjunction with the adjunct éx t@v ®opioaimv, frontgrounds their religious status.
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gimev . . . “he who sent me to baptize in water, he told me . . .”).° The Evangelist
foregrounds the question of John’s identity and authority by syntactically placing the
apodosis of the conditional clause before the protasis.” Also, to emphasize that John’s
authority comes from God, the writer begins his clause in v. 33 with the nominal group 6
mépyog pe Pamtiley év Hoatt “the one who sent me to baptize with water.” This word
group, is recalled back by the pronoun €k&ivog in the next main clause (also occupying
the first slot), and functions as the subject who gives John his prophetic commission.
John’s testimony and the object of this testimony are also syntagmatically foregrounded.
In v. 19 adt, which is qualified by 1| paptopio 10 Twdvvov “the testimony of John,”
occupies the first syntactical slot. In vv. 29 and 30 6 auvog Tod g0 and its referent
oVtog also fill the first slot. The same should be said of the referents in vv. 33 and 34 that
modify 6 Pantiwv v mvevpatt ayim “he who baptizes in the Holy Spirit” and ¢ vidg tod
0cod “the Son of God.” In both cases, oOtog starts each clause.

The role and the testimony of the Baptist is also foregrounded paradigmatically.
Certainly the imperative gvBvvarte in v. 23 highlights the prominence of John’s prophetic
task of challenging others to ready themselves for the coming of the Christ.® This call for

an appropriate response to the coming of the Christ is emphasized by a series of verbs

% While many different linguistic resources emphasize the authoritative role of John and the
significance of his testimony, for the sake of brevity, I will only comment on a few of them.

" In conditional clauses, this syntactical ordering is the most heavily marked structure. See Porter
and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 182—84.

8 Foregrounding is not only accomplished by grammatical choice (imperative form) but also by
lexical choice. John’s substitution of the verb étowalm (found in the LXX) with e000ve signifies a
deliberate deviation, likely intended to highlight an ethical response. See Freed, Old Testament Quotations,
5.
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with stative aspect, which detail the substance of his testimony.” John draws attention to
his belief that the Messiah is currently among his people, even though he will temporarily
remain unaware of his identity (vv. 31, 33). However, following the divine revelation
through the Spirit descending and remaining on Jesus (v. 32), John’s testimony to his

interlocutors remains unambiguously clear: Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God (v. 34).

Field

As has been noted in Chapter 2, an analysis of the field of the discourse—the
examination of the processes, participants, and circumstances in the transitivity
network—is meant to help us identify the subject matter of the discourse. In the case of
John 1:19-34, as it pertains to the Verbal processes, with the exception of Mental
processes, there is a balance of process type. Of the seventy different predicators, twenty-
five of them are Material, twenty-two Verbal, fourteen Relational (twenty if we include
verbless clauses), and seven Mental.'” This balance of process types already suggests to
us some important features that characterize the subject matter of the discourse, namely,
the features of identity, testimony, and the actions associated with various participants

and their testimonies. !

? These verbs are: gotnkeyv (v. 26), fdew (vv. 31, 33), tebéapon (v. 32), édpaka (v. 34),

pepoaptopnka (v. 34).
%0f the fourteen Relational processes, thirteen of them belong to the Identification subtype and of

the seven Mental processes, six of them belong to the Perception subtype and one to the Cognition subtype.

" This balance in process type is especially notable considering that in the prologue, Material
processes constitute 55 percent of all predicators, while Verbal and Relational processes each account for
20 percent. Clearly, while the prologue focuses more on action, this pericope presents a more even mix of
action and dialogue.
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The majority of predicators have perfective aspect (37 percent of all
instantiations). This is not at all surprising since in narratives the perfective aspect carries
the mainline of the discourse. About 30 percent of all processes have imperfective aspect,
the majority of which instantiate the goings-ons of the dialogues between the participants.
These predicators with imperfective aspect provide the supportive material of the main
topic of the pericope, namely the testimony of John the Baptist concerning the identity of
Jesus. The importance of John’s testimony is brought to its climax between vv. 30 and 34,
with the instantiation of six verbs with stative aspect. According to the text, although
Jesus was in a state of existence (y€yovev, v. 30) before John himself came into existence,
John remained in a state of ignorance (fjd€tv, vv. 31, 33) concerning Jesus’ existence and
identity. However, after having experienced direct revelation from God (iong, v. 32), and
finding himself in that revelatory state (te0éapa, v. 32; édpaka, v. 34), he is now also in
a state of giving testimony that Jesus is the Son of God (pepaptopnka, v. 34). The writer
also emphasizes the state of John’s interlocutors by contrasting them with that of John. In
v. 24 they are depicted as being in a state of having been sent by the Pharisees. They are
also depicted, like John at one point, as being in a state of ignorance concerning the
identity of the Messiah (ovxk oidarte, v. 26), even though he is in their midst (§otnKeyv, v.
26). However, unlike John, no mention is made of there being a change in their state.

Since the choice of Verbal processes indicates that a main feature of this discourse
is that of testimony, it is not surprising that one of the key participants in the pericope is 1|
poaptupia Tod Todvvov “the testimony of John,” which serves as the Identifier of aiytn in

the very first primary Relational clause. While no subsequent direct referent is provided
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for it, aside from the related verb poaptopéw in vv. 32 and 34, 1 paptopia Tod Todvvoo
seems to function as the heading of the unit. Everything that unfolds is essentially the
content of John’s testimony. John and his interlocutors, the priests and Levites, are two
other primary participants and although they are introduced in v. 19 with grammaticalized
forms by means of oblique cases, they are recalled all throughout the pericope by other
reduced forms in the nominative case.'” Since much of the dialogue takes place between
these two participants, they both assume the roles of Sayer and Receiver."

Another primary participant is ol Tovdaiot, introduced in the secondary clause of
v. 19 as subject and Actor of the process anéotetlav. These Jews, or at least some of
them, are recalled back in v. 24 by means of the adjunct ék t@v apicaiov “from the
Pharisees.” In the clause, £k t@v ®apicaimv functions as the secondary agent by whom
the priests and Levites were sent to talk with John'*—the implied subject and Goal of the
the periphrastic dnestaluévor noov “those who are in a state of being sent” is the

nominal group iepeic kai Agvitag in v. 19."” This suggests that oi Tovdoiot likely

21t is also noteworthy that in the initial secondary clause of v. 19, John is presented as the
Beneficiary of the Material process dnéoteidav through the adjunctive npog avtév. As discussed in Chapter
2, this syntactical structure is the most heavily marked in Hellenistic Greek to indicate the Beneficiary,
thereby highlighting John’s prominence in the discourse.

The priests and Levites function as Sayers in five clauses and John in fourteen clauses. In two
clauses God assumes the role of Sayer and in one clause it is Isaiah who assumes this role.

" See Porter, Idioms, 65.

" Some suggest that in this clause, the Evangelist introduces a new participant in the discourse,
namely, a second unofficial delegation made up of Pharisees (i.e, Dodd, Historical Tradition, 263—64). This
view rests on the claim that the individuals described as “priests and Levites” largely were Sadducees.
Given that the Sadducees were the majority in the Sanhedrin, it is argued that Pharisees would not possess
the authority to independently send an official delegation. Hence, the “sent ones” of v. 24 belong to a
different group. It is very unlikely, however, that a new participant has been introduced for the following
reasons. First, historical records, including Josephus (see Josephus, FVita 1.2.), indicate that many priests
and Levites were also Pharisees. Second, the use of the preposition €k to modify tdv Papicaiov suggests a
grammatical nuance: in Hellenistic Greek, the primary agent in a passive clause is typically indicated by
1o + genitive, and a secondary agent by dia or €k + genitive. This implies that the Pharisees are
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identifies those members of a religious council located in Jerusalem, likely the Sanhedrin,
some of which were Pharisees. Jesus is also a major participant in the discourse.
Although he is mentioned as the Phenomenon of John’s visual experience with his
grammaticalized form for the first time in v. 29, he is identified throughout the discourse
with many other referents and substitutions that function as minor participants.'* In vv. 26
and 27, he is the one v Dugig ovk oidate, 6 dmicw pov EpYduEVOC, 0D OVK £ipi &yd 8EL0G
“whom you do not know, who comes before me, of whom I am not worthy.” In v. 29 he is
called 6 auvog tod Beod “the lamb of God” and in v. 34 6 vi0¢ Tod Beod “the Son of
God.”

The setting of John’s interaction with the priests and Levites is delineated through
various circumstantial adjuncts of location. At the beginning of the narrative, we learn
that the priests and Levites, representing oi Tovdaiot, traveled £ Tepocoldpmv “from

Jerusalem” to where John was baptizing, specifically &v BnOavigq “at Bethany.”'” To

considered a subset of the larger group referred to as ot Tovdaiot. Third and most importantly, the synoptic
parallel in Matt 3:7 mentions that Sadducees and Pharisees were part of one delegation, suggesting that at
least some of the priests or Levites in our pericope could indeed be Pharisees.

' Other grammaticalized participants, many in the nominative case, because they fill the slot of
complement, are secondary in the discourse. These participants include: 0 ypiotdc, HAiog, 6 Tpognng,
Qovn PodvTog &v i} EPNU®, TV 030V Kupiov, GEL0g, TOV ipdvta Tod dIodnpatos, @ TopanA. I also regard
o mépyog pe PartiCev €v Hoatt as a secondary participant. This participial clause, referring back to God
who was mentioned in v. 6, functions as subject of the clause and as the Actor of John’s commissioning.
However, because it only appears in reduced form, its role is relegated to the background. Regarding 6
xp1o106, I would also like to note that while grammatically it functions as a secondary participant, this does
not mean that it is unimportant. The purpose of John’s testimony is to establish the identity of that human
being who is to come as the Christ.

' For some scholars, the lack of archeological evidence that a town near the Jordan called Bethany
ever existed is one of many indicators that the writer of the Fourth Gospel was not an eye witness of the
accounts being described in the narrative, even if he claims to be. See for example Casey, Is John's Gospel
True?, 70. However, our inability to precisely identify this particular Bethany does not necessarily prove its
non-existence or that the Evangelist was mistaken. Riesner has presented a plausable argument that
Bethany could be an alternative spelling for Batanea, a region that encompasses this part of the Jordan. See
Riesner, Bethanien. It is not the purpose of this work to demonstrate that the contents of the Fourth Gospel
is an accurate description of an eyewitness. Neither is it necessary for the thesis we are trying to advance.
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prevent readers from confusing this Bethany with Lazarus’s hometown near Jerusalem
(11:17), the author or redactor of the Fourth Gospel specifies that the Bethany under
question was wépav 1o Topddvov “on the other side of the Jordan.” Additionally, by
using the Location-Time circumstantial tf] énavpiov “the next day” in v. 29, the writer
informs readers that John’s interaction with his interlocutors from Jerusalem spanned two
days.

One circumstantial of Matter (nepi ceavtod), one of Cause-Reason (t1), and
another of Cause-Purpose (61 Tod10) provide the setting to elaborate the main topic of
the discourse unit. After a series of questions concerning the identity of John, the
Jerusalemite delegation asked John, ti Aéyeig mepi oeavtod “What do you say about
yourself?” (v. 22) and ti obv Bantileig “Why then do you baptize?” (v. 25). The
circumstantials modifying each of these questions inform the reader that, from the
perspective of the delegation, John’s activity of baptizing is one that corresponds to a
prophetic messianic figure.'® Even though John denies being Elijah, the Prophet, or the
Christ, he, nevertheless, seems to assent with the delegation’s judgment concerning his
activities. By applying the words of Isaiah the prophet to himself—&ym @wvr fodvtoc v
T €PN, e00Ovate v 660V Kupiov “I am the voice of one calling in the desert, make

straight the way of the Lord”—1John conveys that he is indeed a prophetic figure

However it cannot be denied that the author/redactor presents his work as the recollections of one who has
experienced the situations described therein. Robinson, in his The Priority of John, has presented a
convincing case that the Fourth Gospel is the product of an eye witness. See also Anderson, Christology of
the Fourth Gospel.

Bor Scriptures such as Ezek 36:25 and Zech 13:1, when compared with texts like 1QS IV, 18—
21, suggest that some Jews anticipated that baptism would occur before the coming of the Messiah. For a
more detailed discussion concerning baptism during the first century, particularly in relationship to the
Gospel of John, see Keener, John, 440—48.
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preparing people to receive the Messiah. This is made explicit by the circumstantial dii
tobto in v.31, which instantiates the purpose of John’s preaching and baptism ministry,
namely, tva pavepmbi] T® TopanA “that he may be revealed to Israel.” Indeed, John’s
baptism €v Héatt “in water” (vv. 26, 31) is but a precursive representation of the
Messiah’s soon coming baptism €v mvevpatt ayio “in the Holy Spirit” (v. 33).

Finally, with the circumstantial of Location-Place én’ avtov “on him” in v. 33, the
Baptist (and the writer of the Gospel) brings resolution to the original inquiry posited in
v. 19: How can one know who is the Christ? The Christ is him &’ avtév “upon whom”
the Spirit of God, after descending in the form of a dove, remains. He is the one who has

been standing pécog budv “among you” (v. 27) and his name if Jesus.

Tenor

While in the analysis of the field of John 1:19-34, one of our concerns was to identify the
various participants in the pericope, in this section our focus shifts to defining the social
role each participant plays in the discourse. Since these social roles result to a large extent
from the speech functions that the system of modality instantiates, due attention must be
given to the various clause types in our passage. There are six different clause types in
this pericope, two of them realized by the indicative mood (direct statement and direct
question), which grammaticalize the assertive attitude. This is not at all surprising due to
the conversational nature of the episode. The very first direct statement is made, however,
not by John or his interlocutors, but by the author and redactor of the story, who assumes

the role of reporter. He states that the contents of this dialogue constitute 1} paptopic Tod
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Todvvov “the testimony of John” concerning the coming Messiah. He also reports that
the testimony that is about to unfold" is the response that John gave to the delegation that
the Jews sent from Jerusalem. It should be noted that nothing in the cotext imbues these
statements with a positive or negative evaluation of the Jews on the writer’s part.

The main interactants of the dialogue, John and the Jerusalemite delegation,
assume the roles of responder and questioner. All the direct and simple questions are
uttered by the priests and Levites and the majority of direct and simple statements
constitute John’s response to their questioning. Two lines of inquiry are put forward:
those concerning John’s identity and those concerning his role as baptizer. These two sets
of questions underscore, however, one underlying theme, namely, the prophetic authority
of John. If John is not the Christ, nor Elijah, nor the prophet—one of God’s appointed
messianic figures—what gives him the right to baptize people? (v. 25). While we are not
able to discern the tone conveyed in the questions, a couple of linguistic features betray a
degree of hostility from the delegation. The first indicator is the sequential nature of the
questions, as instantiated in vv. 21 and 22 and the second indicator is the likely ellipsis of
the main verb in v. 22 in relation to the directive function of the subjunctive d®dpev in the
secondary clause. This probable statement suggests that the elided verb may be an
imperative, demanding an answer from John the Baptist. Ironically, the only actual
commands in the entire pericope come from the one being interrogated. This cements

John’s authoritative role as a divinely appointed prophetic figure. In v. 23, he directs his

' The writer’s use of a probable statement, instantiated by means of the subjunctive époticmoy,
provides a projected visualization of what is about to unfold.
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inquisitors to make right the way of the Lord and in v. 29, with the particle 1de
functioning imperatively, he directs them to behold the incarnate Christ.

But there is another participant with greater authority because of his role as the
Jewish Messiah. With many direct and simple statements John elaborates that Jesus is the
Christ promised in the Jewish Scriptures. He is the Lamb of God that takes away the sin
of the world (v. 29). He is the one who came after John, though he existed before John (v.
30). He is the one, confirmed by the Holy Spirit, to be the Son of God (v. 34). Indeed, he
is the one about whom John came to give testimony (v. 34). It is worth noting that John
never directly answers the inquiry of his interlocutors. He never tells them by what
authority he baptizes. Instead, he takes their questions as an opportunity to emphatically
confirm that the coming Christ, who stands in their midst, is Jesus, not him. Indeed, in
relationship to Jesus, John’s role is one of a servant, unworthy to even untie his sandal (v.

27).

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 1:19-34

The episode in 1:19-34 describes the interaction between John the Baptist and a
delegation from Jerusalem, consisting of priests and Levites. As the field of discourse
indicates, this interaction takes place in Bethany, on the other side of the Jordan river, in

the context of John’s prophetic ministry.*® The debate of the interaction revolves around

% While the material context of the Evangelist’s actual setting and the situational context of the
linguistic environment shaped the composition of this Gospel, my analysis of the accounts referencing
‘Tovdaiog concentrates exclusively on the immediate situational context, which shapes the actions,
responses, and appraisals of participants within the narrative. This focus is justified, as the immediate
linguistic context, rather than the Evangelist’s material setting, primarily modulates the pragmatic
extensions of Tovdaiog in John’s discourse. This does not imply that the Evangelist’s material context is
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John’s authority to baptize people as a sign of their repentance, in preparation to welcome
the Messiah. The delegation from Jerusalem seems to think that this activity corresponds
to one of God’s appointed messianic figures, which John does not seem to be. Rather than
directly elaborating on his identity and divine appointment to baptize (though John
tangentially mentions it), John takes advantage of the delegation’s inquiries to provide
testimony that the Messiah is already in their midst, and his name is Jesus.

It is in this religious context that Tovdaiog is instantiated for the very first time in
the Fourth Gospel and its contextual meaning is restricted to identify individuals with an
authoritative status in Jerusalem, very likely members of the Sanhedrin—the high
percentage of lexemes belonging to Domain 53 (Religious Activity) and 36 (Guide,
Discipline, Follow) also supports this interpretation. Even though one cannot be dogmatic
that ot Tovdaiot strictly refers to religious leaders in Jerusalem (though we can be certain
of its religious sense), at least a group among them belongs to the Pharisees. Many
contextual features in this episode, however, suggest that these leaders function as
representatives of the entire nation of Israel. In v. 31 John explains that the purpose of his
prophetic ministry is that the Messiah pavep®01] t@® TopanA “may be revealed to Israel.”
And this is precisely what he does with respect to the delegation from Jerusalem. Even
though the delegation of Jerusalem, and certainly many in the nation of Israel, are in a

state of ignorance as to the identity of the Messiah, in v. 23 John invites them to prepare

irrelevant. However, establishing that context with any certainty requires a comprehensive examination of
the Gospel as a whole. Only then can we construct a tentative material and situational context that
illuminates the identity, beliefs, and challenges of the Evangelist and his intended audience. This will be the
concern of Chapter 7.



193

themselves to welcome the Messiah and in v. 29 he actually shows them who the Messiah
is. John’s testimony that Jesus is the coming Christ is, therefore, not only meant for the
religious leaders but also for the entire Jewish people.

It is important to be reminded that in his use of the lexeme Tovdaiot, the author
does not give it a positive or negative connotation, even if he casts the priests and Levites
in a negative light. Although one may be tempted to imbue Tovdoiotr with a negative
connotation due to apparent animosity of the delegation toward John, nothing explicit in
the text justifies this. Perhaps this nuance is intentional on the part of the writer;
suggesting a distinct response from the religious leaders, represented by the priests and

Levites, compared to the broader populace of Israel.

John 2:1-12: Jesus’ First Sign to Some Jews from Galilee that Display his
Messiaship

Mode

‘Tovoaiog is mentioned for the second time by John the Evangelist in his account of Jesus’
first miracle, which occurs at a wedding in Cana of Galilee. The linguistic resources that
frame this unit of discourse are the following three deictic adjuncts: tf] Nuépa tfj Tpit
“on the third day” (v. 1), év Kava tfig I'oAhaiog “in Cana of Galilee” (vv. 1, 11), and
peta todto “after these things” (v. 12). While the initial temporal point of reference for i

Nuépa Th Tpitn is unclear,” it is evident that this temporal marker is meant to signify the

! The temporal four-day structure provided by John in 1:19-21 does not correlate with the
expression tfi uépa tfj tpitn “on the third day” here in 2:1. Most scholars who take John’s chronology in
these first two chapters at face value believe that the wedding took place on the third day after Jesus’
encounter with Philip and Nathanael; that is, on the seventh day of John’s week cycle (e.g., Geyser, “The
Semeion at Cana,” 16). Theodore of Mopsuestia, however, believed that the wedding took place on the
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beginning of a new episode, particularly as it is preceded by the conjunctive xoi. The
details of this episode are enclosed by the double instantiation of the locational deictic
adjunct év Kava tfic I'aAlaiog “in Cana of Galilee” in vv. 1 and 11. The prepositional
phrase petd tod10, a circumstantial of Extend-Duration, is another temporal referent that
connects the redactional comment of v. 12 with the story proper. Specifically it is the
referent todto, which retrieves the prior information in summary fashion. kai and 6¢ are
the two conjunctive particles that conjoined a majority of the forty clauses in the pericope
(xad fifteen clauses and 8¢ five clauses). Indeed all clauses are conjoined by means of
reiteration, reference and substitution. Linguistic items reiterated more than twice in the
pericope are: Incod¢ “Jesus” (6x in vv. 14, 7, 11), oivoc “wine” (5x in vv. 3, 9, 10),
utnp “mother” (4x in vv. 1, 3, 5), dpyrtpikivog “headwaiter” (3x in vv. 8-9), pobnrai
“disciples” (3x in vv. 2, 11-12), Bowp “water” (3x in vv. 7, 9). Since some of these items
function as important participants in the discourse they are also brought back into the
story by means of reference and substitution. 'Incodg, for example is mentioned in
reduced form nine times (vv. 2, 4-5, 11-12) and unmp four times (vv. 3, 4, 12). yovau
“woman” in v. 4 is a vocative that substitutes Jesus’ mother.

The coherent structure of the pericope is substantiated by its topical coherence,

which highlights the miraculous working power of Jesus, which in turn functions to

third day after the Lord’s baptism (Theodore of Mopsuestia, John, 26; see also Barrett, John, 190). Some
scholars suggest that, since the other miracle Jesus performs in Cana happens peta 8¢ tag 600 uépag “after
two days,” the expression in 2:1 is a symbolic reference to his resurrection (e.g., Dodd, Interpretation,

300). Some, like Carmichael, interpret these first two chapters symbolically and argue that John’s week is
an allegory of the creation story in Genesis, meant to display Jesus as God’s creative and powerful Word.
The details of the wedding in Cana are, therefore, meant to show Jesus’ divine nature, as his actions on the
third day parallel the actions of God on the third day of Creation. See Carmichael, “Marriage at Cana.”
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reveal Jesus’ glory. Among the paradigmatic features that draw attention to the marvelous
act of Jesus we have, first, a high number of processes with imperfective aspect that
foreground Jesus’ performative actions. Of the eighteen Verbal processes between vv. 3
and 8, eleven have imperfective aspect. Worthy of note is the change of verbal aspect
instantiating Jesus’ command to the servants in v. 8. After asking the servants to draw
(dvtAnoarte, perfective) some of the wine, Jesus commands them to take (péperte,
imperfective) the wine to the headwaiter, the specialist in determining wine quality. A
second paradigmatic feature entails the concentration of processes with stative aspect in
vv. 9 and 10. Attention is given to the transformed state of the water (10 B3wp otvov
veyevnuévov “the water-turned-into-wine”), the ignorance of the headwaiter (ovx fjd€t “he
was in a state of not knowing”’), which creates anticipation for his climatic positive and
expert remarks, the knowledge of the servants based on their direct witness (oi 8¢
dtdkovot fdstoay oi NvTAnkdTeg TO Vowp “but the servants who had drawn the water
knew”), and the alleged preparation and generosity of the groom to maintain the best
wine until the final stages of the wedding celebration (cV TetfipnKag TOV KaAdV 0ivov Emg
apt “you have kept the good wine until now”). The writer also draws attention to Jesus’
miraculous action by means of a number of syntagmatic resources. In v. 3, he draws
attention to the lack of wine by beginning the clause complex with the secondary clause
and filling the first syntactical slot of the third clause with the complement oivov “wine.”
Mary’s command to the servants to follow Jesus’ instruction begins with the embedded
clause functioning as complement—~4 1t v A&yn vUiv momcate “whatever he tells you

do.” This is also true with the clauses néic GvOpomog TpdTOV TOV KAAOV 0ivov TIOnGLY
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“every person serves the good wine first” and o TetpnKac TOV KOAOV oivov Eng dpTt
“you have kept the good wine until now.” Both subjects—mndg dvOpwmog and ch—occupy
the first syntactical slot and they highlight the quality of the wine by contrasting what

most people do in comparison to what the groom allegedly did.

Field

In v. 11, the Evangelist states: Tavtnv émoincev dpynv Tdv onueiov 6 Incodg év Kava
¢ FoMhaiog kai épavépmoev v 60&av avTod Kai Emictevoay €ig avToOV ol pabnrtal
avtod “this, the first of his signs, Jesus performed at Cana of Galilee, and manifested his
glory, and his disciples believed in him.” This clause complex made up of three paratactic
clauses is a summary of the pericope’s subject matter, namely, the miracle of
transformation that Jesus performed in front of his disciples in order to reveal his glory to
them; that is, in order to reveal his messiahship. It is not surprising, therefore, that the
great majority of processes, which are of the Material kind (nineteen out of thirty-seven),
are associated with the various activities related to the miracle itself. For example, the
actions of filling (yepicate) the jars with water (v. 7), drawing (dvtAnoate) water from
the jars (v. 8), and taking (@pépete) the water-turned-into-wine to the head servant, are
actions that oi dtakovot “the servants” carried out in response to Jesus’ injunctions—Jesus
is the Sayer of the two Verbal processes in vv. 7 and 8, whose Beneficiaries are the
servants, instantiated with their reduced forms. Notwithstanding the fact that Jesus’

miraculous working power is highlighted in the story,* Jesus is actually never described

** This is done in two ways by the Evangelist. As already shown in the mode analysis, first,
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as following a step-by-step procedure of turning the water into wine. As a matter of fact,
the only Material process that has Jesus as the Actor of the miraculous activity is found in
v. 11. In the first primary clause of this verse, 0 Incodg “Jesus” is the Actor who émoincev
“performed” the Goal tavtnVv apynv t@v onueiov “this, the first of his signs.” The

13

Evangelist’s “unimpressive” description of the miracle only draws attention to the
greatness of Jesus’ power, particularly when one takes into account the pleasant surprise
of the head servant at tasting TOv kaAOv oivov “the good wine” in the latter stages of the
celebration.

Jesus’ disciples also play a significant role in the development of the subject
matter. Like Jesus, they are introduced with their full grammaticalized form in the
nominative case as early as v. 2 and then are reiterated twice more as nominatives in vv.
11 and 12. While they are not instantiated as participants in the actions that led to the
transformation of water into wine, the fact that the Evangelist mentions their response of
belief to Jesus’ revelation of his glory indicates that they were part of the privileged group
who were eyewitnesses to the miracle. The Evangelist does not mention the content of the
disciple’s belief; however, details from the episode in 1:19-39 that are fresh in the mind
of the reader suggest that this content likely entails the messianic identity of Jesus. In our
analysis of 1:19-34, it was shown that John’s ministry of preaching and baptism had the

purpose of revealing (pavepow) to Israel that Jesus is the messianic figure of whom the

Jewish scriptures talked (v. 31). In light of this, the Evangelist’s intentional instantiation

‘Incodg “Jesus,” as the most important primary participant, is the one with the most mentions in the story
(6x in vv. 1-4, 7, 11), and second, there is a high concentration of processes with stative aspect in vv. 9 and
10 that give prominence to Jesus’ miraculous actions.
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of pavepow here in v. 11 with Jesus as its Actor and v 66&av avtod “his glory” as its
complement seems to have a similar purpose. In that regard, Jesus’ glory fulfills the same
purpose as John’s baptism; it identifies him as the coming Messiah.

Mary’s interaction with Jesus also contributes to the development of the subject
matter. As another primary participant in the story, she is instantiated three times with full
grammatical form as 1 pnp avtod “his mother.” Although her participation is limited to
a few clauses,” her importance lies in the fact that she is the one who brings the problem
to Jesus’ attention, which ultimately prompts his actions. Her statement, oivov o0k
gyovotv “they have no wine,” elicits a response from Jesus that many interpret as brusque
due to his use of the vocative yOvoau “woman.” The writer does not elaborate on Jesus’
motivation for responding to Mary in such a seemingly abrupt manner, but the Lord’s
words, odrm fikelt 1 Gpa pov “my hour has not yet come,” suggest that Mary’s
declarative statement carried a pragmatic directive sense. It appears that Mary was aware
not only of Jesus’ messianic identity but also of his supernatural abilities, and she was
hopeful that he would address the problem. Jesus’ demonstration of his glory through his
miraculous activity to a select few suggests that Mary may have also been prompting him
to publicly disclose his messianic identity. However, the Lord deemed the place and
timing unfitting for such a public display.

A number of adjunctive circumstantials of Location-Time and Location-Place also

elaborate on the subject matter of Jesus’ revelation of his glory through his miraculous

> As a sole subject, 1| pRp owtod is the Carrier of the Relational process fjv in v. 1 and the Sayer
of the Verbal process Aéyet in vv. 3 and 5. However, she is also included as a member of the complex word
group, functioning as subject and Actor of the Material clause in v. 12.
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activity. No more needs to be said about the circumstantial tfj Nuépa tf) Tpitn “on the
third day,” év Kava tfjg l'oAhaiog “at Cana of Galilee,” and &ig tov ydpov “to the
wedding,” which provide the setting for this specific episode. However, the adjunct &wg
dvo “to the brim” in v. 7 and €m¢ dptt “until now” in v. 10 elaborate the subject matter by
highlighting the abundance and the quality of Jesus’ miraculous provision. Of particular
importance for the purpose of this study is the complex circumstantial €xel kotd TOV
kaBapiopov v Tovdaimv keipevor “there laying according to the purification of the
Jews.” A number of interpreters find in this circumstantial a Johannine instantiation of a
polemic that already existed between the disciples of Jesus and the Jews.” However, this
polemic is foreign to the actual episode—it must be imported, either from a purported
conflict in the 1:19-34 episode or the one that follows, the temple episode. This complex
circumstantial is headed by the locational adjunct €xel “there,” indicating that the water
jars were situated within the precincts where the wedding took place. The genitive t®v
Tovdaiwv “of the Jews” functions as qualifier of katd tOv kaBapiopov “according to the
purification,” a circumstantial of the Angle-Viewpoint type. Consequently, the mention of
the Jews on this specific instance is there to clarify that the ritual of purification was a
distinctive Jewish custom.” Together kel and Tov kaOopiopdv t@v Tovdaimv indicate,
not a polemic between Jesus’ followers, but a historical reality that the people of this

Galilean village saw themselves (or at least the writer thought of them) as Jews who were

24 See, for example, Casey, Is John's Gospel True?, 52; Hakola, Identity Matters, 88; Geyser, “The
Semeion at Cana,” 18.

2 Drawing from Maimonides, Barrett points out that stone jars, unlike earthenware, were
considered suitable among Jews “for water used for purificatory purposes” due to their perceived resilience
to contamination (Barrett, John, 191).
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committed to their traditions and customs.” Furthermore, this complex circumstantial
suggests that the crowd attending this wedding, including the disciples who witnessed the

wondrous sign and saw the glory of Jesus, were of Jewish heritage.

Tenor

Of all the participants in this episode, only Jesus (vv. 7-8) and his mother (v. 5) issue
injunctions to others. However, Mary’s directive to the servants serves as an auxiliary to
the commands Jesus gives throughout the pericope, emphasizing his authoritative role—
her instruction to the servants is essentially a direction to follow Jesus’ every command.
This does not diminish Mary’s importance; she holds a degree of authority over the
servants. However, her authority ultimately highlights the preeminent status of Jesus, to
whom even Mary, his mother, submits. It’s important to note that Mary’s command to the

servants directly follows Jesus’ apparent rebuke in v. 4.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 2:1-12

The wedding episode in Cana of Galilee is John’s description of the first direct
manifestation of Jesus’ supernatural power to a select group of Jews, meant to reveal,
albeit dimly, his messianic identity and authority. Jesus’ response to Mary odzmm ket 1y
dpa pov “my hour has not yet come” and his subsequent miraculous activity through

which, according to John, épavépwoey Vv 66&av avtod “he revealed his glory” indicates

26 Though responding to a different topic that deals with this same adjunct, Brown is nonetheless
correct in his affirmation that the search for some type of symbolism in this text is “farfetched” (Brown,
John I-XII, 100).
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that the manifestation of his messianic identity was partial, both in terms of cues and in
terms of scope. On this occasion, only a select few were privy to the glory of Jesus via a
“not-so-extraordinary” wonder.

These privileged few, who witnessed Jesus’ manifestation of power and responded
in belief, were undoubtedly Jews. Despite the miraculous event taking place in &v Kova
¢ loMiaiog “in Cana of Galilee,” the Galileans at the wedding observed the custom of
reserving water in stone jars katd Tov kabopiopov Tdv Tovdaiwv “according to the
purification of the Jews.” This indicates that, in the very least, the writer of the Gospel
understood them to be Jews committed to their cultural and religious practices. Nothing
in the context of this episode suggests that the writer employs Tovdoiog in a hostile
manner. On the contrary, one could argue that not only was Jesus’ first manifestation of
his messianic identity made to religious-cultural Jews, but that these particular Jews also

responded to him with positive belief.

John 2:13-25: Jesus’ Challenge to the Jews to Worship at the Temple of God

Mode

This episode which details Jesus’ activity in the temple of Jerusalem is framed as a single
structural unit by the mention of the Jewish Passover in vv. 13 and 23,” and the primary
means by which this unit is made to cohere are conjunctions. twenty-six of the thirty-five

clauses are connected by kai (which alone connects fourteen clauses), odv (vv. 18, 20,

" While one might consider an episode break in v. 23 based on the postpositive 5¢ (i.e., UBSY),
the presence of mc, which is a “general purpose particle” (Porter, Idioms, 243), suggests a continuity of
thought. ¢, along with 8¢, connects vv. 23-25 with vv. 13-22 by explaining the reason, within the
timeframe of this particular Passover celebration, for the people’s response to Jesus’ signs.
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22), 6é (vv. 21, 23, 24), é1e (v. 22), 611 (Vvv. 22, 25), &g (v. 23), Tva (v. 25), and yap (V.
25).

Coherence in this unit is also obtained by a number of linguistic features that
provide continuity. For example, the main participants are recalled throughout the
pericope by means of various pronouns and verbal endings. Jesus, who is introduced in v.
13, is recalled back in every verse except v. 17. The sellers and money changers,
grammaticalized as the Goal of the Material clause in v. 14, are recalled by means of the
pronouns wévtog (v. 15) and vueic (v. 16). Jesus’ disciples, first introduced in v. 17 as the
subject and Senser of the Mental predicator éuvionoav “remember,” are mentioned
once more in full grammaticalized form in v. 22. The Jews, initially introduced with the
genitive case as a qualifier of Tdoya “Passover,” are also instantiated twice more with
their full grammaticalized forms in vv. 18 and 20. They are then recalled back in vv. 18
and 19 with the pronouns fuiv, adtoic, and vueic. One important lexical item for the
cohesiveness of this pericope is iep6v “temple,” functioning as the head term of the
locational deictic adjuncts év 1@ iep® “in the temple” (v. 13) and €k 10D igpod “out of the
temple” (v. 15). This particular lexeme is recalled back by means of its substitute vadg
“temple, sanctuary” in vv. 19, 20, and 21. Other lexical items recalled back by means of
substitution and reiteration are 10 ndoya “the Passover” (v. 13), substituted with the
circumstantial of Location-Place év 1] €opti] “in the festival” (v. 23), and onueiov (v. 18),
reiterated as a component of the circumstantial of Cause-Reason Oswpodvieg avtod ta

onueia a énoie “because they saw the signs he made” (v. 23).
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Not surprisingly, many of these linguistic resources that provide reference share
similar semantic domains and are notably instantiated in the various subsections of the
pericope.”® For example words from the related Domains 7 (Constructions) and 45
(Building, Constructing) are instantiated nine times in vv. 19-21 (vaog), 14 and 15
(iepdv), 16-17 (oikog), and in 20 (oikodopém). In fact, the instantiations of Domain 7 in
this pericope represent a 47 percent of all instantiations in the Gospel of John and
oikodopém from Domain 45 is instantiated only in this pericope. There are also instances
of Domain 93 (Names of Persons and Places) in all subsections: 'Incodg in vv. 13, 19, 22,
and 24; Tepocdivpa in vv. 13 and 23; and Tovdaiog in vv. 13, 18, and 20.

Regarding the topics highlighted by the writer, Jesus’ zeal for the sacredness of
God’s temple is given the greatest prominence. The grammatical features foregrounding
this topic in the discourse, due to their highly marked characteristics, include the
periphrastic yeypapupuévov €otiv “it is written” with stative aspect (v. 17), the predicator
Katapdyetai “consumes” with a future tense form and in the middle voice (v. 17),” and
the imperatives épate “take up” and noieite “make” in v. 16. Additionally, 6 {fjAog ToD

oikov cov “the zeal of your house,” which functions as the Actor of the Material process

% Rahner sees this pericope as consisting of a “Doppelszene,” the first one describing the
“Tempelaktion” and the second one describing the “Tempellogion” (Rahner, Er aber sprach vom Tempel
seines Leibes, 271). 1 would like to add a third scene, the “Tempelauswertung,” which provides the writer/
redactor’s subsequent valuation of the event, as he remembers the various responses of all individuals who
were part of the story.

* Three important things about the future-tense form are: (1) The future-tense form does not offer
a choice of morphological forms that grammaticalize aspect, it is a non-aspectual form. (2) The future-tense
form not only derives from a modal form—the subjunctive—but also functions modally. Hence, it does not
realize a temporal conception of a process but an anticipation of the process. Consequently, the future-tense
form, like the subjunctive mood, is used to make projective statements such as commands and prohibitions.
(3) Since speakers have a choice between the subjunctive and the future-tense form, when they resort for
the future they are choosing the more heavily marked form. See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 403-39.
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Katoapdyetai, occupies the first syntactical slot in the clause. The Jew’s shocking
response requesting a sign is another topic given emphasis, though not to the same degree
as Jesus’ zeal for the temple. This is signaled by the imperfective aspect of the predicators
dekvoelg “show” and moteic “do” in v. 18 that foregrounds the request the Jews make of
Jesus. The writer also foregrounds Jesus’ response to his interlocutors, which
encapsulates his prophetic statement concerning the temple of his body. He accomplishes
this by his choice of the imperative Acarte “destroy” and the futures &yep® “I will raise”
in v. 19 and &yepeig “you will raise” in v. 20. Jesus’ hesitance concerning those
responding in belief is another theme brought to the forefront of the discourse, again, by
means of paradigmatic and syntagmatic choices. In the first primary clause in v. 24, a0t0g
‘Inoodg “Jesus himself” is filling the first syntactical slot. This pattern is also followed in
the primary clause of v. 25, although there Jesus is mentioned in reduced form with the
pronoun avtog “he.” This emphasis on the person of Jesus is further indicated by the
author’s paradigmatic choice of the imperfective aspect of the verbs in vv. 24-25 whose
subject is Jesus. These verbs are énictevev “believed,” yivdokew “knew,” eiyev “have,”

and gyivooxkev “knew.”

Field

Unlike the episode in 1:19-34, which balances action and dialogue, the temple episode
places greater emphasis on Jesus’ actions and the subsequent reactions to those actions.
This is evident from the fact that there are twenty-one Material processes, accounting for

nearly 50 percent of all predicators in the pericope. The predicators realizing Mental and
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Verbal processes are more evenly distributed, with the former accounting for eight
processes and the latter for ten. And, as we will see, these predicators instantiate the
verbal and conscious responses of those who are in some way affected by Jesus’ actions.™
The scarcity of Relational processes, with only four instances, suggests that in contrast to
the episode in 1:19-34, this episode projects Jesus’ authority through his actions rather
than his identity.

Among the primary participants of this discursive unit we have 10 tdoyo T@®v
Tovdaiwv “the Passover of the Jews” (v. 13), 6 Tnocovdg “Jesus” (v. 13), ol padntai adtod
“his disciples” (v. 17), 6 {fjAog tod oikov cov “the zeal of your house” (v. 17), ol Tovdaiot
“the Jews” (v. 18), 6 vaodc ovtog “this temple” (v. 20), and moAloi “many” in and around
the temple (v. 23).”" Undoubtedly, Jesus is the central figure in this pericope. Of the
thirty-three clauses, he is the subject in twenty-three of them. The actions of Jesus are
described sequentially by means of Material processes with perfective aspect. Jesus is the
Actor who first edpev “found” the sellers and the money changers together with their
respective commercial products. He then é£¢BaAev “expelled” them, é€€yeev “poured
out” the coins of the money changers and avétpeyev “overturned” their tables, and
challenged (ginev “said”) the sellers to remove their products from the temple. He is the
one who commands the merchants, u7 mogite TOV oikov 10D TOTPHG LoV OikoV umopiov

“do not make my Father’s house a marketplace.” This imperatival clause reveals an

*Tn vv. 24 and 25 they also realize Jesus’ response to the apparent belief of the people.

1 Other participants include the merchants, the merchandise (coins and animals), the tables, the
scripture, and the signs. However, they are secondary because, for the most part, they function as
complements, and on the instances where they function as subjects, their function is signaled by means of
the verbal morphological endings.
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important feature of the subject matter of this episode, namely, Jesus’ zeal for the abode
where people can experience the presence of God. It is in this clause that the writer uses
for the first time in the episode the imperfective. The predicator in the prior command—
dpote TadTo Evtedbev “take away these things”—has perfective aspect. By purposely
using the imperfective aspect the writer of the Fourth Gospel draws their reader’s
attention both to the high regard Jesus has for the temple and to the egregious sin the
merchants in the temple had committed against the Father.’ Jesus is also the one who, in
v. 19, commands the Jews to destroy the temple of his body, which he promises to rebuild
in a short timeframe. This command together with the projective statement made by Jesus
presents an interesting twist in the story, which the writer does not want his readers to
miss, namely, Jesus’ depiction of his own body as God’s permanent abode. The Goal of
the imperative Aboate “destroy” and the future £yep® “I will raise” is TOV vaov TodTov
“this temple.” By comparing the temple in Jerusalem with Jesus’ body (v. 21), the writer
suggests that Jesus himself assumes the role of the temple, becoming the place where
people can experience the presence of God. By combining the imperative form with the

future-tense form—the most heavily marked form—the writer highlights the significance

32 The author does not explicitly explain the specific transgression committed by these merchants.
Providing animals for sacrifices and currency exchange services for travelers were practical needs. See
Abrahams, Studies in Pharisaism, 82—89. Morris indicates that this mercantilistic activity took place in “the
only court to which Gentiles might go when they wished to pray or meditate in the temple” (Morris, John,
195n68). Perhaps Jesus’ ire was provoked by the disruption these commercial activities caused to Gentile
worship. Although dealing with the temple episode in the synoptic Gospels, Evans also provides
convincing evidence that the problem may have been related with the disruption of Gentile worship. See
Evans, “From ‘House of Prayer’ to ‘Cave of Robbers’.” Regardless of the precise motive, the author of the
Fourth Gospel unambiguously portrays Jesus as perceiving these commercial endeavors as a desecration of
God’s dwelling place and an affront to God himself. The narrative even depicts Jesus fashioning a whip to
forcefully expel the merchants.
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of this transition. In vv. 24 and 25, Jesus is also featured as the Senser of the Mental
processes with imperfective aspect, énictevey “believed,” yivdookew “knew,” and
gytvookev “knew.” These processes realize Jesus’ internal experiences of the things he
witnessed. The Evangelist states that moAlol énictevcay €ig 10 dvopa ovTod BepPodVTEG
avTod 0 onueia d €moie “many believed in his name, when they saw the signs Jesus
performed”; however, Jesus himself did not believe them because he was very aware of
their inner thoughts and intentions.”

Jesus’ disciples also play a very important role in this story. Indeed, the topics
most prominently highlighted in this pericope concerning Jesus’ actions and words
constitute the content of their mental recollection. The two secondary clauses in v. 17—
Ot yeypappévov €otiv “It is written” and 6 {fjAog Tod oikov cov katapdyetai pe “the zeal
of your house consumes me”—and also the two secondary clauses in v. 22—8te obv
NyépOn €k vekp@v “when he rose from the dead” and &t tovto EAeyev “he said this (very
thing)”—extend the meaning of the main Mental process éuvicOnocav “remembered” (vv.
17, 22). As mentioned in our discussion of the mode of discourse, in his construction of
the disciples’ recollection, the writer makes use of the most heavily marked linguistic
features available in Hellenistic Greek. In v. 17, he uses the stative yeypappévov éotiv “it
is written” and the future-tense kataedyetai “consumes me” to stress his belief that the
Psalm quoted has direct and permanent application to the person of Jesus. Then, in v. 22,

he uses the passive yépOn “was raised” and also he syntactically arranges this

33 The embedded clause functioning as complement of the predicator £yivwokev in v. 25 has as
adjunct the circumstantial of Location-Place €v 1@ avOpdne® “in man,” which describes the inner part of
humans in general.
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subordinate clause to precede the main clause in order to once again highlight the
“reconstruction” of Jesus’ temple, the permanent abode of God. It is after these climatic
statements that the writer of the Gospel affirms that the disciples énictevcav Tfj ypaef
Kol T® Aoy Ov ginev 6 Incodc “believed the Scripture and word, which Jesus spoke.”

A third important participant in this episode is oi Tovdaiot “the Jews.” Although
the writer does not explicitly identify their referent, the cotext suggests they might be the
merchants with whom Jesus dealt earlier.”* The Jews’ request for a sign in v. 18 follows
the parenthetical statement of v. 17. Their request is not only the immediate response to
Jesus’ actions in vv. 13 to 16, but it is also a logical verbal response to Jesus’ demand in v.
16. The request for a sign on the part of the Jews is shocking because it implies an
unwilling admittance of wrongdoing. Were their commercial actions justified, one would
expect a more forceful and even physical response. After all, Jesus had just turned the
tables using as his instrument a self-made whip! However, the Jews asked Jesus to give
them a sign that would vindicate his authority to cleanse the temple. Jesus does give them
a sign (perhaps even more as indicated by v. 23), though not the kind they were
expecting. Jesus’ command and prediction AVcate TOV VOOV TODTOV KOl £V TPLGIV UEPALG
gyep® avtov “destroy this temple and in three days I will raise it up,” rather than

elucidating his authority before the eyes of the Jews, confused them even more, hence,

* The majority of commentators are convinced that the Jews mentioned here are none other than
the temple authorities or members of the Sanhedrin. Carson, for example, states, “the Jews who now
confront Jesus are doubtless either the temple authorities or representatives of the Sanhedrin” (Carson,
John, 180). Diefenbach affirms that exegetes are united in their belief “dass mit der Bezeichnung ‘Die
Juden’ in 2.18.20 die jiidische Autoritit der Jerusalemer Aristokratie gemeint ist” (Diefenbach, Konflikt
Jesu, 77). While that could be true, the context of the passage does not conclusively indicate that Jesus’
interlocutors here are members of a Jewish authoritative body. Porter is the only one whom I have come
across who thinks that the Jews may also be the merchants of vv. 13—16. See Porter, John, 168.
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their statement of incredulity in v. 20. It is likely because of the Jews’ lack of belief in v.
22 in light of the one sign—1Jesus’ prediction of his death and resurrection—that the
Evangelist describes Jesus’ lack of belief in many of the people in Jerusalem, in spite of
their initial positive response to the other signs Jesus showed.

The field of this pericope is primarily about Jesus and his relationship to the
temple of God, as well as the faith response that this relationship elicits. Jesus’ decisive
actions against the merchants within the temple and his command to clear the temple
shows a zeal that prioritizes the need for the people to uninterruptedly worship God in the
place where his presence is made manifest. Jesus’ “sign” to the Jews is a demonstration—
as recognized by the disciples and the writer—that this worship experience now takes
place in the person of Jesus, whose body is the new temple of God. This sign could also
be understood as an invitation to Jews in general to believe that Jesus is the place where

one truly meets God.

Tenor

Typical of a descriptive narrative, this pericope is, for the most part, made up of direct
statements. There are, however, three commands, one direct question, two expectative
statements, one expectative question, and one probable statement that are worthy of
analysis. First, it is important to note that all the commands in this passage come from the
mouth of Jesus. Through the imperatives épate “take,” moieite “do,” and Aoate
“destroy,” the writer depicts Jesus as a figure with authority over all the other participants

in the discourse. Jesus’ authoritative status is also indicated by the two expectative
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statements. The first statement—o (fjAog Tod oikov cov katapdyetai pe “the zeal of your
house consumes me”—is a direct attribution of David’s words in Ps 68:10 to Jesus,
equating Jesus’ zeal for God’s house with that of David. The attribution presents Jesus as
the anticipated Davidic King and Messiah. The second statement—=év tpioiv Huépaig
&yep®d avtov “in three days I will raise it up”—constitutes a bold assertion, not only of
Jesus’ resurrection, but also of his power to accomplish it.

The one expectative question, though a primary clause, functions paratactically as
one of the two clauses that expand the meaning of perfective gimav “said,” whose subject
and Sayer is oi Tovdaiot “the Jews.” It is the Jews who ask Jesus tecoepdicovta kol €5
grec1v oikodopnOn 6 vaodg ovtoc, koi 6V &v Tpioiv fuépaig &yepeic avtov; “This temple
was built in forty six years and you will raise it up in three days?” (v. 20). While it would
be incorrect to dogmatically affirm that the Jews’ question is infused with an exasperated
tone of contempt and disdain,” there is no doubt that it reflects their excepticism, product
of their confusion, concerning the person of Jesus. The Evangelist affirms that the Jews
(and everyone else present) failed to understand that Jesus &reyev mepi 10D vood 10D
ocopotoc avtod “was talking about the temple of his body” (v. 21). The disciples
understood the meaning of Jesus’ words and believed in them only after they had
witnessed his resurrection from the dead. While most interpreters, based on this

expectative question, assign the Jews the role of foils who are antagonistic toward Jesus,

> The emphatic placement of o¥ in the clause is likely a redactional decision intended to highlight
the importance of Jesus as the primary participant in the discourse, rather than, as some argue (e.g.,
Moloney, John, 79), an emphatic original intonation meant to convey insolence and mockery on the part of
the Jews. This interpretation is supported by the fact that not only the Jews but also the disciples failed to
understand the meaning of Jesus’ words.
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it may be more accurate to view them as seekers, representing people from various
Jewish strata, who respond in faith to Jesus, some like the disciples with a sincere faith

and others whose faith is at best superficial, and at worst hypocritical.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 2:13-25

The temple episode records Jesus’ first public activity in the Gospel of John and it is not a
pleasant one.’® Jesus is described as forcefully driving away the temple merchants along
with their merchandise. In the eyes of his disciples, however, Jesus’ behavior was
justified because of his zeal for his Father’s house (v. 17). From Jesus’ standpoint, the
temple—the place where sinners experience the presence of God—has been turned from
a place of worship into a place of commerce. It is in this context where Tovdaioc is
instantiated for the very first time in John’s Gospel as an active participant directly
interacting with Jesus.”’ Jesus’ forceful actions and, for many, the “aggressive” response
of the Jews is John’s depiction of the beginning of the conflict between Jesus and the
Jews. ™

This episode illustrates a conflict between two religious perspectives: one defined
by belief in Jesus as the promised Messiah, who through his death and resurrection
becomes the perfect abode of God, and the other by the religious beliefs and practices of

many Jews, centered on the Jerusalem temple, yet characterized by an inconsistent and

I contrast, In Mark and Matthew, Jesus’ first public activity is the proclamation of the good
news of God (Mark 1:14; Matt 4:18-21) and in Luke, Jesus’ first public action, also at the temple, occurs
when he is a teenager, listening to the Jewish teachers and teaching them with his questions and answers.

3" While the Jews had an important role in 1:19—34 as the authorities who sent priests and Levites
to interview John the Baptist, they did not have a direct participation in the exchange that took place.

B See Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 77-78; Matson, “The Temple Incident,” 145.
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even disrespectful treatment of its sacredness and purpose. This is evident by the first
instantiation of Tovdaiog in v. 13, which sets the temple episode in a religious-cultural
context. Jesus, himself an ethnic Jew, has gone up to Jerusalem to celebrate what all Jews
celebrate, namely, the feast of the Passover, his Passover. Jesus’ polemic, therefore, at
least in this passage, is not an attack against the Jews as a people group or against their
leaders and authorities. Rather, it is an attack against a religious attitude that was
common among many Jews, which their religious leaders represented. This is clear in the
context of the passage, where, on the one hand Jesus criticizes and rebukes the temple
merchants for their attitudes toward the temple of God—they clearly failed to have the
same zeal for God’s house that Jesus had—and, on the other hand the Evangelist
describes the Jews’ failure to understand Jesus—they were not able to see that Jesus’
resurrected body is the new temple, where one is to meet God. That Jesus’ polemic is not
an attack on the Jews as a people group is also suggested by John’s neutral and perhaps
even positive portrayal of the Jews in this particular episode. I realize that the majority of
scholars interpret John’s use of Tovdaiog in 2:18 and 2:20 as depicting aggressive Jews
ready to hurl insults at Jesus. However, our register analysis of the story indicates
something different. While there is no doubt that the Jews are cast in a negative light
because of their confusion and unbelief—something which Jesus’ disciples are also guilty
of—they are depicted with an unexpected degree of self-control. In fact, their question in
v. 17, rather than an insolent attack against Jesus, may be an admittance (even if

unwilling or forced) of guilt and wrongdoing.
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Jesus’ polemic against this particular Jewish religious orientation is not a rejection
of the Jewish heritage, culture, and divine prophetic authority. Indeed, Jesus is celebrating
Passover and the Gospel writer sees in Jesus the fulfillment of the Jewish Scriptures. His
challenge to all Jews, Acate TOV vaov ToDTOV Kol &V TPV NUEPaLg Eyep®d aOTOV
“destroy this temple and in three days I will raise it up,” while initially difficult to
understand, becomes, after witnessing its fulfillment in history, an invitation to embrace a
new religious orientation—one defined by a worship that takes place in the person of the

resurrected Christ.

John 3:1-15: Jesus’ Invitation to One Prominent Jew to Be Born Again

Mode

Another instance of Tovdaiog in John’s Gospel appears in Jesus’ dialogue with
Nicodemus, spanning from 3:1 to 3:15. Not everyone agrees on the structural boundaries
of this dialogue due to the lack of typographic devices that may indicate where Jesus’
interaction with Nicodemus ends and where John’s reflective commentary begins.”
However, a number of linguistic devices combine to indicate that the dialogue between
Jesus and Nicodemus likely ends in v. 15. First, this section is framed by the conjunctive
adjuncts 0¢ and yép in vv. 1 and 16, respectively. The conjunction yép, in particular,

while often used to connect clauses within the same discourse unit (e.g., v. 2), can also

% Nicholson, for instance, argues that the ending of the dialogue takes place in v. 10 (Nicholson,
Death as Departure, 89), while Diefenbach believes that it ends in v. 21 with Jesus” monologue “iiber seine
rettende Erhdhung . . . als von Gott gesandter und sein Leben hingebender Menschensohn und vom
‘Weltgericht’ . . . in Analogie zur erhdhten Schlange in der Wiiste” (Diefenbach, Konflikt Jesu, 85).
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serve as a transitional device introducing a new, though related, topic.* And this is
precisely what we witness in vv. 16-21, as indicated by the introduction of new semantic
domains, as well as the increased percentage of some domains that are part of vv. 1-15.
New domains introduced in this section are: 20 ( Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill), 21
(Danger, Risk, Safe, Save), 30 (Think), 42 (Perform, Do), 56 (Courts and Legal
Procedures), 58 (Nature, Class), and 88 (Moral and Ethical Qualities and Related
Behavior). Domains that increase in percentage are: 14 (Physical Event and States), up by
25 percent, and 31 (Hold a View, Believe, Trust), up by 14 percent.* Additionally, a shift
in participants further signals this transition. In vv. 16-21, new participants such as tov
koouov “the world” (v. 16), 1 kpioig “the judgment” (v. 19), 10 edg “the light” (v. 19), 0
oko10¢ “the darkness” (v. 19), ta €pya “the works” (19), and movnpd “evil” (v. 19) are
introduced,” while primary participants from vv. 1-15, like Nuc6dnpog “Nicodemus,”
‘Incodg “Jesus,” 10 mveduo “the Spirit/Wind,” and Moo “Moses” are no longer
mentioned. These are some of the linguistic features that help distinguish vv. 1-15 as a
cohesive unit, separate from vv. 16-21.

John 3:1-15 also displays coherence through several key theological concepts that
are emphasized within this pericope but are less prominent in 3:16-21. One of these

concepts is the contrast between divine enablement and human inability, which is

0gee Runge, Discourse Grammar, 51-54.

* The lexical items from these domains are: amoA v (v. 16), ol (v. 17), kpioig (v. 19), Epyov
(vv. 19-21), mpdoco (v. 20), kpive (vv. 17-18), avtdg (v. 21), povoyevig (vv. 16, 18), edg (v. 19-21), and
motev (vv. 16, 18).

*2While there is a correlation between the introduction of new participants and new domains, [
distinguish them because some new participants (e.g., TOv k6cpov) are part of a domain that was already
instantiated in 3:1-15.
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highlighted both syntagmatically and paradigmatically. Paradigmatically, this theme is
foregrounded through the repeated use of imperfective middle dvvatan “is able” (vv. 2-5,
9) and, syntagmatically, through the prime positioning of the subject. For example in 3:2
John records, 00dgic dvvator TadTo T onpEeio TOElY 6 6L TOLEIC “no one is able to do the
things that you do.” As we can see in this clause complex, ovdeig occupies the first
syntactical slot, contrasting the things humans are unable to do and the things Jesus is
able to do.* Another theological theme frontgrounded in 3:1-15 is the concept of the new
birth (the birth of the Spirit). The two embedded clauses in 3:6 (10 yeyevvnuévov €k ti|g
ocapkog “the one born of flesh” and 10 yeyevwnuévov €k tod mvevparog “the one born of
the Spirit”) are given prime position and feature predicators with stative aspect. The
divine provenance of Jesus is also frontgrounded in this passage. Right from the outset,
we hear Nicodemus’s declaration that Jesus comes from God, which John instantiates
with two stative clauses—pafpi, oidapuev “Rabbi, we know” and amd 0god EAqAv0ag
ddackarog “you have come from God.” Jesus provenance is once again frontgrounded in
3:13, paradigmatically, via the stative avapépnkev “has ascended” and, syntagmatically,
through the prime positioning of o0d&ic “no one” and 6 £k Tod ovpoavod Katafdc “the one
who came from heaven.” The divinely sanctioned testimony of Jesus (and Jesus’
followers) is also given a high degree of prominence. In v. 11, the predicators of the
complex complements—o&tt O oidapev Aaroduey “we speak that which we know,” 6
Eopakapev paptopoduev “we testify that which we have seen”—have stative aspect,

which provides a greater level of grounding.

# See also 3:8 where the activity of the Spirit is highlighted.
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While 3:16-21 continues to explore the soteriological message central to 3:1-15,
the aspects of this message that are highlighted differ from those emphasized in the

earlier verses, marking a topical shift between the two sections.

Field

The revelation of Jesus to Nicodemus regarding the manner by which a person can be
born again, coupled with an invitation to experience this new birth is an adequate
summary of the subject matter that John instantiates in this pericope. The predominance
of Verbal processes within the text already indicates that this episode is about testimony
and revelation. Out of the thirty-seven primary clauses fourteen are Verbal, eleven
Material, seven Mental, four Relational and only one Existential. Jesus is the subject and
Sayer of thirteen of these Verbal clauses with Nicodemus as the Receiver (vv. 3, 5, 7, 10—
12).** The aspects of those predicators realizing Jesus’ testimony to Nicodemus also
highlights the importance of his testimony. Certainly, the majority of predicators that
instantiate the conversation between Jesus and Nicodemus have imperfective aspect
(about 43 percent) thus foregrounding the details of the discussion concerning the new
birth. Furthermore, as we already stated in our discussion of the mode, Jesus (and/or
John) instantiates the object of his testimony in v. 11 with two complex noun groups,
which have as predicator the stative aspect. Jesus emphasizes the veracity of his

testimony and revelation to Nicodemus on the basis of his first hand experience. What

“Inv. 11, The Sayer of the Verbal processes Aaiobpev and poptopodpuey is the implied fpeic,
which collectively identifies Jesus’ group.
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Jesus shares with Nicodemus is what he is in a state of knowing because of being in a
state of having seen it.*’ The text makes it clear that Jesus’ testimony and revelation are
true because of their divine origin. Jesus is the only human heavenly dweller who has
come down to earth to reveal and accomplish the new birth through the agency of the
Spirit.*

The content of the revelation explicitly outlines the necessity and the process of a
new spiritual transformation. Three times the Lord urges Nicodemus that he must be born
again,”” which throughout the discourse is described in terms of seeing and entering v
Bacikeiov Tod Beod “the kingdom of God” (vv. 3, 5, 7) and obtaining {onv aidviov
“eternal life” (v. 15). If a person is to enter and experience these heavenly blessings, it is
a prerequisite that this person be born again.” However, the Lord makes it clear that this
transformation cannot be accomplished through earthly means but through the work of

the Holy Spirit (vv. 5-6)—£& Hdatog kal mvedpotoc “from water and from the Spirit” are

* The difficulty of interpreting Jesus’ words in v. 11, while considering his statement in v. 13, is
his usage of the verb’s plural ending. Some, like Morris, think that Jesus is including his disciples, who
after having experienced the new brith, could be rightly seen as Sensers of the same Phenomenon, namely,
T0 énovpavia ‘the heavenly things’ (Morris, John, 222). Others, like Carson, think that Jesus is sarcastically
emulating Nicodemus’s original opening in v. 2 (Carson, John, 198-99; see also Brown, John I-XII, 132).
Perhaps, the most likely solution is that the implied Npeig in v. 11 includes the Holy Spirit, whose voice and
sound, like that of the wind, is distinguishable to humans even if they don’t completely understand.

*Inv. 13, Jesus states that 00delc avaPEPnKey ig TOV 0bpavov “no one is in a state of having
ascended to heaven” that had come to earth i p1) . . . 6 v10g T0d avOpdTOL “except the son of man.”

*"Both Jesus and Nicodemus are major participants in this discourse unit. Jesus is referenced with
his full nominative form in vv. 3, 5, 10 and is then recalled with reduced or implied forms in vv. 24, 7-10,
12. Jesus also appears with the substitution Tov viov Tod avBpdmov “the Son of Man” in v. 14. Nicodemus
appears in the nominative case in vv. 1, 4, 9 and then with reduced or implied forms in vv. 2—4, 7-10, 12.
Other main participants are 0 0edg “God” (v. 2), 10 mvedua “the Spirit” (v. 8) and Moboftig “Moses” (v. 14).

* While the adjunct dvmbev could indicate Location-Place—"“from above”—Nicodemus’s
subsequent elaboration of a man not being able &ig v Koo Tfig uNTPOC avToD dedTEPOV ElcEADETV KOl
yevvnOfjval “to enter a second time into his mother’s womb and be born” suggests that it be taken as an
adjunct of Manner-Quality. Of course, there is the possibility that John is being ambiguous on purpose.
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likely adjuncts of Manner-Means identifying the agency by which the spiritual birth is
accomplished.” According to Jesus, the work of the Spirit is akin to the activity of the
wind, whose unpredictable goings and comings do not diminish its reality. While
Nicodemus may not fully comprehend the Holy Spirit, this does not negate the real nature
of the Spirit’s work. Indeed, Nicodemus can actually experience this transformational
work of the Spirit based on Jesus’ provision of life. The Lord’s testimony to Nicodemus
is that spiritual rebirth results from believing v adt® “in him,” that is, in the work of
salvation that the viog 10D dvOpdmov “Son of Man” provides. This work is described in
terms of the Son of Man being lifted up in the same manner (ka0®g “just as” . . . obtwg
“s50”") as Mwiof|g bymaev Tov 6ev v T Epnue “Moses lifted up the serpent in the
desert.” While neither Nicodemus nor the reader of the Gospel may fully grasp
everything that John intends with these words, as 0 613doKkaroc Tod Topani “the teacher
of Israel” (v. 10), Nicodemus surely understood that he needed to look at Jesus to
experience new birth and obtain eternal life, just as the desert generation had to turn to
the bronze serpent in order to receive life (Num 21:4-9).

One more thing, important for the subject matter of this unit, is that Nicodemus is
referred to as both dvBpwmog €k tdv Papicaimv “a man of the Pharisees” and dpywv tdv
‘Tovdaiwv “a ruler of the Jews.” These two descriptors reveal not only that he was a

devout religious man, but also that he was a leader of considerable prominence among

9 Although one cannot be dogmatic, given John’s tendency toward ambiguity, the reference to
water likely pertains to natural birth, while the reference to the Spirit points to spiritual rebirth. For a
detailed discussion of how “water” terminology is used in Jewish sources to describe male semen see
Odeberg, The Fourth Gospel, 48—71; Witherington, “Waters of Birth.”
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the Jews. More importantly, it demonstrates that Jesus’ invitation to be born again, though
universal in scope,” is initially offered to someone with an indisputable Jewish identity,
who also belonged to some of the most strict observers of Jewish traditions and,

consequently, most staunch detractors of Jesus.”'

Tenor

Even though Jesus refers to Nicodemus as 0 d1ddokarog tod Topanh “the teacher of
Israel,” through the realization of the tenor and in typical Johannine ironic fashion, the
Evangelist presents Jesus as the true divinely sanctioned teacher of Israel. This pragmatic
message is immediately conveyed through a number of formal features in Nicodemus’s
first two direct statements, which together constitute one clause complex. First,
Nicodemus addresses Jesus with the nominative of address pafpi “teacher.” Second, he
enhances the meaning of oidapuev “we know” with the hypotactic clause 611 4o Ogod
gMAvBag dddokarog “that you have come from God as a teacher,” indicating that Jesus’
role as the teacher of Israel is by virtue of his “God-sent” status. Third, this “God-sent”
quality is further emphasized by the paratactically related clause, indicated by the
conjunction y&p, which explains the reason why Jesus is regarded as the “God-sent”
teacher of Israel: ovdeig dOvatar TadTa TO oNUEia TOLETV & 6V mOLElS “no one is able to do

these signs that you are doing.” Fourth, Nicodemus’s statement is brought to completion

0 The universality of the need to be born again as well as the invitation is underscored in the
discourse through the introduction of a third major participant, represented throughout the episode by
various generic noun groups: dvOpmmog “a person” (v. 4), mdg “everyone” (vv. 8, 15), 00deig “no one” (vv.
2,13), ng “someone” (vv. 3, 5).

! Perhaps this is the reason why Jesus uses the plural Aappdvete “you receive,” negated by the
adjunct o0 “not.” Nicodemus was a member of those who in the gospels refused to accept Jesus’ testimony.
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with a parenthetical third-class conditional clause (év pum 1 6 0g0¢ pet’ avtod “if God is
not with him”), leading the hearer/reader to consider, in light of the evidence presented,
that Jesus is indeed sent by God as a teacher.

John also presents Jesus as the divinely sanctioned teacher of Israel through his
role of informer and admonisher. Of the fourteen direct statements with a Verbal process,
ten of them have Jesus as Sayer and only four have Nicodemus as Sayer. In the case of
Jesus, these predicators give rise to clauses that, for the most part, provide reported
speech and project offers and commands. In the case of Nicodemus, on the other hand,
they mostly give rise to inquiries.” It is worth noting that many of the clauses that realize
the reports and the injunctions of Jesus are conditional clauses that have the pragmatic
function to move Nicodemus in the direction of belief. The two third-class conditional
clauses in vv. 3 and 5 present to Nicodemus the necessity of being born again if he wishes
to experience the kingdom of God. These clauses invite him to consider that entry into
this divine realm is contingent upon undergoing a spiritual rebirth. This invitation
becomes an indirect demand in v. 7, as indicated by the probable statement urging
Nicodemus not to marvel (ur Bavpdong) at the necessity of being born again.

Jesus’ role as the divinely sanctioned teacher, who provides divine revelation and
who has the authority to urge his pupil Nicodemus to accept his revelation, is more
climatically shown with another series of conditional clauses in vv. 12 and 13.

Nicodemus needs to believe ta énovpdvia “the heavenly things” but because of his

>2 There are four direct questions in the unit of discourse (vv. 4, 9, 10) and only one of those
questions is asked by Jesus.
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difficulty to even understand ta éniysio “the earthly thing” he is not yet ready to believe.
He needs the revelation of the Spirit concerning the one who, having a heavenly

existence, has come down to earth to provide eternal life.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 3:1-15

John 3:1-15 describes Jesus’ first (and perhaps only) private interaction with a prominent
religious Jew, Nicodemus, which centers around the necessity of a renewed spiritual
transformation, contingent upon belief in the heavenly Son of Man. This interaction,
unlike that of the Jewish emissaries of 1:19—34 who interviewed John the Baptist, is
characterized with a greater degree of camaraderie. Nicodemus is portrayed as a sincere
seeker who views Jesus as a legitimate source of answers to his spiritual queries. Despite
not fully grasping all the implications of his own statement, Nicodemus acknowledges
Jesus as a true teacher sent by God.

Nicodemus is identified as dpymv t@v Tovdaimv, “a ruler of the Jews,” which may
be an indication that he was a member of the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem. However, this
should not lead to interpreting t@v Tovdaimv in the narrower sense of T®vV cuvedpiwv.
Several contextual factors indicate that Tovdaiog should be understood more broadly,
referring to the Jewish people as a whole. First, Nicodemus is also referred to as 0
ddackarog tod TopanA “the teacher of Israel.” These titles appear to function in parallel,
suggesting that TopanA is being used synonymously with Tovdaiot in this context.
Second, the presence of several generic noun groups—avOpwmog “a person” (v. 4), wdic

“everyone” (vv. 8, 15), ovdeig “no one” (vv. 2, 13), and 11g “someone” (vv. 3, 5)—implies
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a broader group than just the Sanhedrin. Third, the reference to the desert event, where
the people of Israel were given new life upon looking at the lifted serpent, parallels the
provision of life that Jesus offers to all who look to him being lifted up. Finally, John’s
theological conclusion in vv. 16-21, which extends Jesus’ provision to the whole world,
supports the view that the Jews are to be understood as a subgroup within the broader
category of humanity. For these reasons—and given that the register is that of a private,
informal conversation rather than a formal religious setting—it is better to interpret the
pragmatic sense of Tovdaiog as encompassing both geopolitical and religious dimensions,
rather than a strictly religious one.

As far as John’s attitude toward the Jews, the case can be made that his stance in
this particular episode is a positive one. While John does not record Nicodemus’s
response to Jesus’ revelation, his engagement with Jesus demonstrates a willingness to, at
least, hear and consider the Lord’s message. Being that Nicodemus stands as a
representative of the Jews, his attitude toward Jesus casts the Jews in a positive light. To
be sure, both Nicodemus and many of the Jews initially reject the testimony of Jesus (v.
11). Yet the invitation to believe in the Son of Man is still extended to them, and John’s

hope is that they would believe, even if some of them are staunch detractors of Jesus.

John 3:22-30: John’s Testimony to Some Jews that the Messiah Must Increase

Mode

John 3:22 begins another episode where the fourth Evangelist makes reference to a

‘Tovdaiog. The linguistic feature that marks the beginning of this new discourse unit is the
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circumstantial of Extent-Duration peta tadta “after these things,” presumably after the
events that took place during Jesus’ stay in Jerusalem, described between 2:13—3:14.
While the beginning of this discourse unit is easily identifiable, defining its conclusion
poses a greater challenge, since it is difficult to determine the ending of the Baptist’s
remarks and the beginning of the Evangelist’s exposition.>

There is no doubt that vv. 31-36 are semantically related to vv. 22—-30 because the
participant 0 dvmBev £pyouevoc “he who comes from above” is a substitution for vopgtog
“the bridegroom” in v. 29. Structurally, however, 6 dvwbev €pyduevog “he who comes
from above” is another reduced form of 6 viog 10D dvBpdmov “the Son of Man,” who in
v. 13 is referred to as 0 €k Tob ovpavod katafdc “the one who descended from heaven.”
Given that this earlier statement is made by Jesus in his dialogue with Nicodemus, and
that it prompted the Evangelist’s theological reflection in vv. 16-21, it is likely that the
reintroduction of 6 GvwOev €pyouevoc in v. 31 signals a return to the Evangelist’s
theological meditation. This interpretation is supported by the presence of the following
new domains in vv. 31-36, absent in vv. 22-30: 12 (Supernatural Beings and Powers), 23
(Physiological Processes and States), 28 (Know), 31 (Hold a View, Believe, Trust), 63
(Whole, Unite, Part, Divide), 72 (True, False), 76 (Power, Force), 78 (Degree), 88 (Moral

and Ethical Qualities and Related Behavior).™

>3 Some examples of those who argue for a break at v. 30 are Carson, John, 212; Dodd,
Interpretation, 308-9; Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 1.381. Among those who extend the
words of the Baptist until v. 36 are Barrett, John, 224; Klaiber, Das Johannesevangelium, 99, 102 (although
Klaiber clarifies that the Baptist “tritt ganz hinter dem zuriick, was er iiber den, der von Gott kommt, zu
sagen hat”).

> Three of these domains that feature prominently in 3:16-21 are: 31 (Hold a View, Believe,
Trust), 72 (True, False), and 88 (Moral and Ethical Qualities and Related Behavior)
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The foregrounding and frontgrounding of various linguistic features in this
episode highlights, for a second time in the Fourth Gospel, the subordinate role of the
Baptist as the divinely commissioned witness who bears faithful testimony of the
messianic identity and activity of Jesus. While John the Baptist is introduced in v. 23, he
is given greater salience in v. 24 where the Evangelist highlights the Baptist’s state of
freedom (or rather his state of non-imprisonment). With a stative clause, the Evangelist
reminds his readers that John the Baptist v PeBAnuévoc gic tiv puiaknyv “had not yet
been thrown into prison.” This clause is introduced by the postpositive yép, which not
only links it to the preceding clauses but also transforms it into a justification clause,
providing the reasoning behind John’s ongoing activity of baptism. Although it is
possible that the Evangelist is attempting to prevent his readers from perceiving a
contradiction between his account and the Synoptic Gospels—which do not mention a
Galilean ministry of Jesus prior to John’s imprisonment—this is unlikely.® The most
plausible explanation is that the Evangelist is highlighting John’s ability to continue
baptizing because his primary purpose was to reveal to Israel that Jesus is the coming
Messiah (1:34).

This fact is actually brought to prominence more explicitly by a number of other
stative clauses which, though secondary, highlight the testimonial role of the Baptist and

authority of Jesus as the Messiah. In v. 26, John’s disciples bring to his attention the

31 would like to remind the reader that in a periphrastic structure, the aspect and voice of the verb
group functioning as the predicator are determined by the participle, while the auxiliary verb encodes the
remaining verbal features, such as mood and person. See Porter, Verbal Aspect, 453.

6
See Carson, John, 210.
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identity of ® oV pepaptopniac “the one with respect whom you have given testimony.””’

In v. 27, John the Baptist explains that people can only come to a person if this )
Sedopévov avtd &k tod odpavod “had been given to him from heaven.””® And in v. 28,
the Baptist reiterates what he said priorly, namely, 611 dneotaipévog gipl Eunpocdev
gketvou “that I have been sent ahead of him.” The Baptist not only understands that his
role is one of subordination—o0 €otnkmg “he stands” as 6 @ilog T0D vopeiov “the friend
of the groom”—but he also finds himself in state of great joy for it—aitn ovv 1 yopd 1
gun memAnpoton “thus, my joy is complete.”

The Evangelist also highlights the secondary role of John the Baptist and his
testimony alongside of the primary role of Jesus as the Messiah by giving prime
syntactical positioning to a number of participants: wévtec (v. 26), identifying the people
coming to Jesus; avtoil VuelS (v. 28), identifying the disciples who gave testimony of the
fact the John the Baptist was not the Christ; 0 &gov v vouenv (v. 29), identifying Jesus
as the one groom who possesses the bride, and éxeivov and gué (v. 30), identifying Jesus

as the one who must increase and John as the one who must decrease.

Field

From our discussion of those linguistic resources featured prominently in this episode, we
can already observe that its subject matter is about the superior status of Jesus due to his

identity as Messiah and the fulfillment of his messianic work. Indeed, the Evangelist’s

°7 This usage of the dative case is often referred to by grammarians as “the dative of respect,”
which specifies relationship. See Porter, Idioms, 97-98.

¥ We might also point out that the protasis of the third-class conditional clause is placed after the
main clause, following, therefore, the most marked syntactical pattern for conditional clauses.
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very selection of Verbal processes contribute to his construal of the subject matter. This
pericope is made up of twenty-two primary clauses, thirteen of which are of the Material
type.” Most of these Material processes have imperfective aspect, thus, realizing the
ongoing nature of the various activities that take place, in this case, the activities of John
and his disciples as compared to the activities of Jesus. The only two primary Relational
clauses describe both the identity of Jesus and his superior status. In v. 29, vopeiog “the
groom” is the Identifier of the subject 6 &ywv v vopenv “he who possesses the bride.”
In v. 30, the complex noun group, ékeivov av&avely g 6& Elattodobot “the increasing of
him and the decreasing of me,” functions as Carrier of the predicator o€t “is necessary,”
thereby expressing the inevitability for Jesus’ ascending and John’s diminishing role. All
Verbal processes, in which John or his disciples function as the Sayer, serve to propel a
discussion about the influential activity of Jesus.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the two main participants are Jesus and John the
Baptist.”” What may be surprising to the reader, in light of the previous episode in 1:19—
34 where John directs his followers to pursue Jesus, is the introduction of {moig
“dispute,” the Existent of the predicator €yeveto in v. 25. The three circumstantials

modifying this Existential clause clarify that this {tnoic originated éx t@v podnTdv

** The one verbless clause in v. 26 has as its implied verb the Material process PantiCet.

5 Jesus alongside his disciples is introduced with full grammaticalized form in v. 22 and John the
Baptist in v. 23. Both Jesus and John are recalled in the story not only by means of pronouns but also by
means of substitution. Other designations for Jesus are ypiotdc “Christ” (v. 28) and vopeiog “groom” (v.
29). John, in turn, refers to himself as 6 6¢ @ilog 700 vopeiov “the friend of the groom.” Additional primary
participants include John’s disciples, who are mentioned in the nominative case, albeit with reduced forms,
Mot “dispute” (v. 25), mavteg “everyone,” referring to those individuals coming to Jesus (v. 26),
avBpomog “person,” a generic reference that applies to Jesus (v. 27), and adt 1 yopa 1 Eun “this my joy”
(v. 29).
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Todvvov “from the disciples of John,” who where arguing petda Tovdaiov “with a Jew,”'

nepi KaBapiopod “concerning purification.” The circumstantial of Matter mepi
kaBapiopod is particularly significant, even if many commentators tend to dismiss it
quickly,” because it provides the subject of the dispute that ultimately led to the
complaint John’s disciples raised about Jesus’ ministry. Given that the entire pericope
compares the baptismal ministries of Jesus and John—though the Evangelist clarifies in
4:2 that it was Jesus’ disciples, not Jesus himself, who were baptizing—it stands to reason
that the reference to purification is connected with the actual practice of baptism by both
Jesus and John.*”’ Also, while the precise identity of the Jew involved in the dispute with
John’s disciples is unknown,™ it is likely that he was arguing—rightly or wrongly®—for
the superiority of Jesus’ baptism over John’s. This may explain not only why ndvteg

gpyovtal mpdg avTov, “everyone is coming to him,” but also the frustration felt by John’s

%! The alternative reading petd Tovdaiov, while enjoying equally great textual witnesses, is less
likely to be original, since scribes would have been more tempted to conform this reading to that of John’s
commonly used plural form. Of the 71 instances the singular Tovdaiog appears only in 3:25, 4:9, and 18:35.
See Forster, “Jesus der Taufer,” 456.

62 Brown, for instance, raises several important questions about this circumstantial detail in his
“Notes” section but does not address it in his “Comment” section. Instead, he devotes more time to
exploring various Johannine traditions related to John the Baptist and explains how these traditions led to
the story being separated from its original position immediately after 1:19-34. See Brown, John I-XII, 50—
156.

63 Perhaps Niclas is right in his assertion that the dispute about purification “bezieht sich auf eine
Vorrangstellung der durch die Taufe gewirkten, ethischen Reinheit vor allen von der Tora gebotenen
kultischen Reinheitsbddern z.B. vor Betreten des Jerusalemer Tempels” (Forster, “Jesus der Taufer,” 472).

5 As early as 1887, O. Holtzmann has conjectured that the Jew with whom John’s disciples had
the dispute was Jesus himself. He, therefore, believed that the reading “statt petd Tovdaiov” was
“urspriinglich petd t@dv Inoov” (Holtzmann, Das Johannesevangelium, 210). There are some today who
adopt Holtzmann’s conjecture and believe that this Jew was either Jesus or one of his disciples. See Klaiber,
Das Johannesevangelium, 100.

% Carson argues that the dispute was due to a misinterpretation of John’s baptism, which was
equated to the Jewish rite of purification (Carson, John, 210).
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disciples, who clearly disagreed with the Jew and were troubled by the fact that this shift
toward Jesus was happening.

But the growing popularity of Jesus is not a matter of controversy for John the
Baptist. With a third-class conditional clause, and a protasis governed by a predicator
with stative aspect, John challenges his disciples to consider the fact that Jesus’ growing
popularity is the result of God’s providential enablement. According to the Baptist, Jesus
would not be able to draw crowds to him and baptize them &dv pn 1 dedopévov avtd &k
10D ovpavod “if it were not given to him from heaven” (v. 27).° Moreover, while both
Jesus and John may have received authority from heaven for their respective ministries,
John makes it clear to his disciples that he is only ¢ &8¢ @iloc Tod voueiov “the friend of
the groom.” As the Christ, Jesus is the actual vopeiog “groom.” John not only
understands and accepts the secondary nature of his role, but he is also able to rejoice
about it, because he sees it as a privilege to promote the rising influence of Jesus.

It is worth mentioning that the Evangelist locates Jesus’ ministry of baptism in €i¢
v Tovdauav yijv “the land of Judea,”” which most certainly refers to the rural areas
outside of Jerusalem, but still within the province of Judea. The adjunct of Extend-

Duration peta tadta in v. 22 suggests that Jesus and his disciples had travelled to these

% The circumstantial of Location-Place éx tod obpavod is a circumlocution that for the name of
God.

7 The Evangelist further notes that John the Baptist’s parallel ministry was taking place &v Aivav
€yyvg T00 ZaAeip, “in Aenon near Salim.” While the exact location of Aenon and Salim remains uncertain,
most scholars agree that these places were likely situated in Samaria, near the Jordan River. This
geographic setting aligns with the argument made by Murphy-O’Connor, who suggests that John’s ministry
involved traveling up and down the Jordan River valley. This would explain the strategic location of his
baptizing activities in proximity to a significant water source. See Murphy-O’Connor, “John the Baptist and
Jesus.”
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Judean regions from Jerusalem, where he was priorly located. With the combination of
this and the adjunct of Accompaniment-Comitative peta Tovdaiov “with a Jew” (v. 25),
the Evangelist casts Jesus’ relationship with the Jews in a positive light. Perhaps Jesus is
even being presented in a more positive light than the religious leaders of Jerusalem,
whose ministry seemed to be limited to Jerusalem. Jesus is not only prioritizing a
ministry to the Jewish people outside Jerusalem, his version of baptism is actually being

defended as superior to that of John by someone who bears the label Jew.

Tenor

An examination of the tenor of this particular episode realizes the role of the Baptist as
one of a faithful and humble witness. While Jesus is undoubtedly the central figure in the
pericope, John the Baptist has the most substantial speaking role.*® John is not only the
subject of six primary clauses with the semantic function of direct statement, but the
content of all of the clauses (eighteen in total, including primary and secondary clauses)
that make up vv. 27-30 constitutes John’s actual speech. The majority of these clauses are
direct statements speaking about the messianic identity of Jesus. One notable probable
statement, £av pr 1} dedopévov antd £k Tod odpovod “if it were not given to him from
heaven” (v. 27), serves as the protasis of a third-class conditional clause, through which
John seeks to convince his disciples that Jesus holds a superior, divinely bestowed

authority. This idea is made even more explicit in two direct statements (secondary

% While Jesus is the subject of seven clauses realizing direct statements, Jesus does not have any
dialogical participation. He is the subject of conversation between John the Baptist, his disciples, and the
Evangelist.
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clauses) where John declares to his disciples: il éym 6 xp1oTOC AAL’ &1L AnESTAAUEVOC
el Eumpoacbev éketvov “I am not the Christ, but I have been sent ahead of him.” This

underscores John’s role as a forerunner, emphasizing Jesus’ preeminence.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 3:22-30

Through this second episode featuring John the Baptist, the Evangelist reinforces his
message that Jesus is the promised Messiah, whom John the Baptist was commissioned to
faithfully reveal to the people of Israel. The Evangelist effectively communicates this
message by emphasizing the subordinate role of John in relation to Jesus and his ministry,
as well as the Baptist’s explicit testimony to his disciples that he is merely 6 ¢ @ihog ToD
voupiov “the friend of the groom” who must decrease so that the vopgiog “groom” may
increase. The role of the Baptist as a faithful witness of Jesus, not only to his disciples but
to all of Israel, is exemplified in his correction to his disciples who, as a result of their
controversy with an unnamed Jew who sided with Jesus, expressed frustration at the
growing popularity of Jesus.

The combination that the Evangelist makes in his reporting of the adjuncts gig v
‘Tovoaiav yijv “in the land of Judea” and petd Tovdaiov “with a Jew” is an explicit
admission that Jesus, as the Messiah, had an impact, not only in the northern province of
Galilee, but also in the province of Judea. The sense of Tovdaiog in this context,
therefore, is likely geographical. Many Jews, who were residents of Judea, were also
being impacted by the ministry of Jesus. John’s disciples are amazed at that fact that

mhvteg Epyovtal Tpog avToV “everyone is coming to him” (v. 26). While the identity of
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the specific Jew remains uncertain—could it be a disciple of Jesus? Or perhaps,
Nicodemus?—the key point is that this individual recognized, whether fully
understanding it or not, the superiority of Jesus’ baptism over John’s. Furthermore, the
Evangelist’s decision not to precisely identify this Jew with a particular faction within the
Jewish people may be intentional, aiming for a broader application, one that suggests a
widespread acceptance of Jesus.

This pericope, therefore, offers a positive portrayal of the Jews in their
relationship with Jesus. On the one hand, Jesus, as their promised Messiah, is directly
going to them in order to minister to them. On the other hand, many Jews are coming to
him to be baptized, fulfilling in this way, the ultimate purpose of the Baptist. This is
perhaps the reason why John, in his dealing with his disciples’ frustration with the

growing popularity of Jesus, did not criticize the Jew who favored Jesus’ baptism.

John 4:1-30: Jesus’ Testimony to a Samaritan that Salvation is of the Jews

Mode

The Tovdaiot appear once more in the conversation between Jesus and a Samaritan
woman in 4:1-30. The conjunction ovv “therefore” in v. 1 and the adjunct of Location-
Time 'Ev 1® peto&d “meanwhile” in v. 31 establish the textual boundaries of this account.
On the one hand, odv, with its inferential sense, signals to the reader that a transition is
about to take place from the prior episode.”” On the other hand, 'Ev t® petofp signals a

change in scene, marking the conclusion of Jesus’ conversation with the Samaritan

% The most common use of obv is with its inferential sense. See Porter, Idioms, 214.
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woman. While it may be tempting to extend the boundary of this narrative to v. 42 due to
her reappearance in v. 39, the absence of a noun group in the nominative case referring to
her suggests that she is no longer a primary participant in this new section, thereby
indicating that our discourse unit ends in v. 30. Moreover, there is a notable topical
change in 4:31-42, as evinced by the differing semantic domains. Twenty three domains
that appear in 4:1-30 are absent in 4:31-42.” Additionally, five new domains emerge in
4:31-42 (42-Perform Do, 43-Agriculture, 58-Nature, Class, Example, 68-Aspect, and 79-
Features of Objects).

Now this unit is held together by the typical suspects: conjunctions, reiterations
and substitutions. There are seventy-two primary clauses and twenty-eight of them are
held together with conjunctions. kai alone joins sixteen of these clauses (vv. 3, 10-11, 13,
16-17, 20, 23-24, 27-28, 30) and odv also joins primary clauses in vv. 5-6, 9, 28.”" As
far as reiterations and substitutions, the two main participants are instantiated (with
grammaticalized, reduced and implied forms) in the majority of all clause types. The only
verses where Jesus is not featured are: vv. 8, 18, 23-24, 28, 30. The Samaritan woman,
after her introduction with a grammaticalized form in v. 7, is also mentioned in every

verse except 8, 12—14, 20, 23-24, 26-27, and 30.

" These domains are: 2-Natural Substance, 4-Animals, 6-Artifacts, 7-Constructions, 10-Kinship
Terms, 11-Groups and Classes of Persons and Members of Such Groups and Classes, 12-Supernatural
Beings and Powers, 14-Physical Events and States, 17-Stances and Events Related to Stances, 27-Learn,
32-Understand, 34-Association, 47-Activities Involving Liquids or Masses, 53-Religious Activities, 61-
Sequence, 63-Whole, Unite, Part, Divide, 64-Comparison, 71-Mode, 72-True, False, 78-Degree, 80-Space,
81-Spacial Dimensions, 87-Status.

" Other conjunctions tying up main clauses are: dAAG, yap, ¢, 1, and kaitovye.
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Although the nature of the conversation between Jesus and the Samaritan is
deeply theological, it is nonetheless personal, for it addresses the prevailing need of
human beings—in this case, the need of the Samaritan woman—and the provision that
Jesus, as God’s sent Messiah, is able to provide. It is these two concepts, human need and
God’s provision, that are, therefore, given greater salience through various linguistic
means. The need of the woman is frontgrounded, with a stative clause in v. 18, through
Jesus’ assertion that her life testimony of marital failure sadly remains true (todto aAn0sg
gipnkag “this, you have spoken truthfully”). This frontgrounding takes place also
syntagmatically as noun groups such as todto “this” (v. 18c¢), mévte dvopag “five
husbands” (v. 18a), Ov &xeic “the one you have” (v. 18b) and ntdc 6 mivev €k Tod HOUTOC
toUTov “he who drinks from this water” (v. 13) are placed in prime position as subjects of
their respective clauses.”” The provision for the woman’s need is, likewise, frontgrounded
through her statement in v. 25: 0ida 81t Meoaoiog Epyeton 6 Aeyopevoc xprotog “I know
that the Messiah, who is called the Christ, is coming.” 0ida, the main predicator of this
entire clause complex, realizes the state of the woman’s knowledge and hope that the

Messiah would come to reveal the will of God to her.” The feature of God’s revelation

"1t is also worth mentioning that duynoet “will thirst,” the predicator of wdg 0 wivov £k T0d
Boatog TovTov is a future expectative, adding another layer of foregrounding to the discussion. Another
noun group that is given syntagmatic prominence in a primary clause is the subject and Carrier Gpa in v. 6.
The Evangelist does not elaborate further on why he highlights the time of day when Jesus and the
Samaritan woman met, but two plausible explanations emerge from the cotext: (1) The writer might be
emphasizing the time to justify Jesus’ physical needs—his weariness and thirst after a long journey. There
are two stative secondary clauses that supports this explanation. According to the Evangelist, Jesus was in a
state of weariness (kexomiokdc) and the disciples were in a state of having gone away (ameAnibbeicov) to
get food. (2) The writer could be subtly pointing out that this was an unusual time for a woman to draw
water, which could hint at her spiritual need and social isolation. Was she deliberately avoiding others to
escape the gossip and judgment in town related to her multiple marriages?

" The messiahship of Jesus as the provider and revealer is also given syntagmatic highlighting in
v. 25 with the fronting of the subordinated clause dtav £A0n €xeivog “when he comes” and in vv. 26 and 29
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that is given prominence, through various paradigmatic and syntagmatic means, is Jesus’
provision of nyn Béatog aAlouévou eic {onv aidviov “a fountain of water springing up
to eternal life” (v. 14). Paradigmatically, attention is drawn through the combination of
the subjunctive min “drinks” and the future dwymoet “thirst” in the first main clause, and
the combination of the futures dwow “I will give” and yevijoetat “will become” in the
second main clause of v. 14.”* Syntagmatically, the subjects of these two same clauses
occupy first syntactical slot.

Experiencing the provision the Messiah offers is closely intertwined with God’s
pursuit of true worshipers. The gift of life-giving water that Jesus offers to the Samaritan
woman not only meets her personal need for salvation but also points to a larger divine
agenda: the call for genuine worshipers who worship the Father év mvevpatt kot aAn0eiq
“in spirit and in truth.” This theological theme is, thus, also highlighted in the
conversation. Prominence is given to the propriety of true worship and God’s pursuit of
true worshipers: (1) Worship is to happen according to God’s truthful revelation, which
he has given to the Jews—Vpueic Tpookvveite O ovK oldate: MUES TPooKVVODUEY O
oidapev, 6t 1 cotpia &k @V Tovdainv Eotiv “you worship that which you don’t know;

we worship that which we know, for salvation is of the Jews” (v. 22).” (2) Such are the

with the fronting of ¢y® and obtoc.

™ The stative fideis in the conditional clause of v. 10, with the woman as implied Senser and
dwpedv T0d Beod “the gift of God” as Phenomenon, is another paradigmatic highlighting of Jesus’ spiritual
provision. Additionally, Jesus’ €i 1id€1g tv dwpeav tod Ogod “if you knew the gift of God” parallels the
Samaritan’s oida &1t Meociag Epyetar 6 Aeyopevoc ypiotog “I know that the Messiah, the one called Christ,
is coming.”

” The predicators governing the embedded clauses, which function as subjects and Goals of the
TpocKvv- verbs, have stative aspect. Additionally, the Actors executing the mpockvv- verbs are given prime
position within the clause structure.
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worshipers that God is after—yap 6 watp toovToVg (NTET TOVG TPOGKLVODVTAG AVTOV

“for the Father is seeking such people to be his worshipers™ (v. 24).

Field

The subject matter of this episode can be summarized as the offer of “living water,”
representing salvation and eternal life, extended by the Jewish Messiah to a Samaritan
woman, alongside his invitation for her to become a true worshiper of God. This theme is
conveyed implicitly through the Evangelist’s lexicogrammatical choices and explicitly in
the very words and actions of Jesus and the Samaritan woman, as well as those
redactional comments. Lexicogrammatical choices reflect this subject matter, particularly
through the selection of semantic domains and process types. There is a 21 percent
instantiation of Domain 2 (Natural Substance), a 17 percent instantiation of Domains 21
(Danger, Risk, Safe, Save) and 53 (Religious Activities), and a 10 percent instantiation of
Domain 47 (Activities Involving Liquids or Masses). Regarding process types, there is a
balanced combination of Verbal (twenty-eight) and Material (twenty-three) processes,
representing both dialogue and action. Moreover, the preponderance of the imperfective
aspect (thirty-two occurrences) underscores the ongoing, dynamic nature of the
interaction, highlighting the continuous unfolding nature of the exchange between Jesus
and the Samaritan woman.

When it comes to the actual content of the pericope, a number of circumstantial
details set the stage for this dialogue. The Evangelist informs us that the conversation

took place €ig oM Tiig Zapapeiag Aeyopévny Zuyap “in a Samaritan city, called
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Sychar,” specifically, minciov tod ywpiov 0 Edwkev Takmdp t@ Toone T@ vid avTtod “near
the land Jacob gave to his son Joseph” where there was a well (vv. 5-6). The Evangelist
also notes that Jesus ended in this particular location because, on his way back to Galilee,
£0e1 a0TOV d1épyecban d1a Thg Zapapeiag “it was necessary for him to pass through
Samaria” (v. 4). While this editorial comment, in light of what is about to unfold, may
imply a “divine necessity” for Jesus to encounter and minister to the Samaritan woman,”
it could also simply indicate that Jesus was in a hurry to reach Galilee, as this route was
commonly used by travelers pressed for time.” The encounter occurred around noon (®¢
gk, “the sixth hour”), when the Samaritan woman found Jesus resting &ni tf) Tyt “at
the well,” exhausted from his journey (v. 6). These circumstances lead to Jesus initiating
the conversation by commanding the Samaritan, 6¢ pot meiv “Give me a drink.” Notably,
the theological dialogue that follows, in which Jesus addresses the Samaritan woman’s
spiritual need, begins with his own request for physical sustenance. What starts as a
simple plea for water develops into a profound exchange that reveals her spiritual thirst
and Jesus’ ability to satisfy it.

At this stage of the dialogue, the woman is, of course, not yet aware of Jesus’
messianic identity or his ability to address her spiritual need. Her consideration of Jesus’
messiahship, evidenced by her invitational question to her fellow Samaritans pftt 00ToC

gotv 0 yp1otog “Can this man be the Christ?” (v. 20), is something to which she will

76 .
Morris, John, 256.
y osephus explains that this was rather usual for those who were in a hurry to travel between
Galilee and Jerusalem. See Josephus, Ant. 20.118; Vita 269.



237

arrive gradually.” At this juncture, she likely perceives Jesus simply as another Jewish
person who might look down on Samaritans. This perception is reflected in her question:
A oL Tovdaiog BV map’ Epod el aitelg yuvakog Zapapitidoog ovong “How can you,
being a Jew, ask me, a Samaritan woman, for a drink?” (v. 9). Her surprise—confirmed
by the Evangelist’s comment that o0 cuyypdvtar Tovdaior Zapoapitaig “Jews had no
dealings with Samaritans”— emphasizes the cultural, ethnic and religious divide, as she
assumes Jesus shares the prevailing Jewish disdain for Samaritans.” The woman’s
question highlights two important points for this study. First, from her perspective, Jesus
possesses enough distinctive markers to be readily identified as a Jew. Second, though
she shares some common ancestry and sacred texts with the Jews, her identity is distinct.
She is not Jewish but Samaritan, marking a clear separation in her sense of self and
community despite the shared heritage.

The woman’s statement, which clearly establishes a social barrier, does not deter
Jesus; instead, it appears to encourage him to address her deeper needs, the resolution of
which hinges upon the revelation of his messianic identity. Through a first-class
conditional clause complex, Jesus not only makes a generous offer of Howp (Vv “living

water,” which is synonymous with v dwpeav tod 0god “the gift of God,” but he makes

®ltis interesting to note that all the substitutions for Jesus and in this particular order—xvpie
“sir,” Tpoeng “Prophet,” and yp161dg “Christ”— come from the mouth of the Samaritan woman.

While it is well-known that a tense relationship existed between Jews and Samaritans—a
tension that reached its most critical point when John Hyrcanus I destroyed the Samaritan temple on Mount
Gerizim around 128 BCE—rejection and ill sentiment toward Samaritans on the part of Jews was not
universal. Though there were significant religious and cultural divisions, individual attitudes varied, and not
all Jews expressed outright hostility toward the Samaritans. See Bourgel, “Brethern or Strangers.” For other
resources that trace the history and rationale for the conflict between Jews and Samaritans see Zsengellér,
ed., Samaria, Samarians, Samaritans; Kartveit and Knoppers, Bible, Qumran, and Samaritans; Knoppers,
Jews and Samaritans.
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it contingent to a recognition of his own identity—ei fjde1c v dwpeav oD Ogod Kol Tig
€oTv 0 Aéywv 601, 60¢ pot TETY, 6V av TNoag avTov kol Edmkev dv cot Bowp {dv “if you
would know the gift of God and he who is telling you, give me to drink, you would have
asked him and he would have given you living water” (v. 10).* The ongoing dialogue
reveals that the woman still does not fully grasp that the water Jesus offers is meant to
address her spiritual needs; however, she perceives it as a supernatural, limitless supply
of water. Her directive, kopie, 60¢ ot Tohto 10 Démp tva pr| Sty d pnde diépympot EvOade
avtieiv “Lord, give me this water so that I may not thirst again nor come here to draw
water” (v. 15), shows her growing belief in Jesus’ supernatural ability. At this point, we
observe a slight shift in her perception of Jesus’ identity. He is no longer just a Tovdaioc;
now he seems to be peilwv “greater,” than her patriarch Jacob (v. 12). Indeed, after she
becomes aware of Jesus’ supernatural knowledge, who clearly knew of her marital
dysfunctional history, she concludes that Jesus must be a prophet (v. 19)."!

Her realization that Jesus is a prophet prompts her to address one of the central
theological disputes between Jews and Samaritans, namely, the divinely sanctioned
location for the worship of God.* Jesus never asserts whether the proper place of worship

is the Jewish site—¢&v ‘Tepocoivpolg “in Jerusalem”—or the Samaritan site—¢&v t@® Opet

% Indeed, both the provision and its contingency on the identity of Jesus is frontgrounded by the
stative predicator governing the protasis (f}d€1g) and the syntactical placement of the pronoun referencing
Jesus (tic).

*' The secondary clause 811 Tpo@y TG €1 60 “that you are a prophet” functions as the Phenomenon
of the Mental process Bewpd “I see.”

1t is commonly argued in commentaries that the woman strategically shifts the conversation to
avoid discussing the failures of her private life. While this is a plausible interpretation, it is not the only
one. It is equally possible that she genuinely seeks greater clarity on a topic of personal significance. After
all, this may be her only opportunity to engage with a Jewish authority who possesses the characteristics of
a true prophet.
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ToVUT® “in this mountain,” that is, Gerizim—however, he sides with the Jewish version
because it results from a knowledge of God’s revelation.*”’ Unlike the Samaritans, the
Jews do know the object of their worship and the reason for this knowledge is 6111
cotnpia &k TV Tovdainv éotiv “because salvation is from the Jews” (v. 22).% In other
words, at least up to this point, the Jews have a more accurate version of worship than the
Samaritans because they stand as the vehicle through whom God makes his saving
revelation known to others.® This, of course, does not mean that everything in the Jewish
version of worship will remain unchanged. Jesus asserts to the woman &ti €pyetan dpa
Ote olte €v 1® Opel ToLTE oVTE £V Tepocorvpolg Tpookvvicete T@® matpi “that a time is
coming when neither in this mountain nor in Jerusalem you will worship the Father” (v.
21). Indeed, this time which is coming, is now here, 6t oi dAnOwol TpockvvntTai
TPOCKLVICOVGLY T TTaTpi £V Tvevpartt kol dAndeia “when the true worshipers will
worship the Father in spirit and in truth” (v. 23). While it would be wrong to assert that
the samaritan woman knew that £pyeton dGpa kol viv éotv “the hour that is coming and
now is” referred to the death of Jesus (even if this may be what the Evangelist intends to
convey to his readers), what is certain is that she understood that Jesus was referring to
the coming of the Messiah, who would provide fullness of revelation. This is what she
explicitly states with a stative clause: oida 611 Meooiog Epyeton 6 Aeyduevog ypiotdg,

Otav M0 ékeivog avayyelel Nuiv dravto “T know that the Messiah, who is called the

% The embedded clause & oidapev, which serves as the Goal of the Material process
npockvvodLey, is introduced by a neuter relative pronoun, indicating that God’s revelation is the focus.

%1t is this clause that links the provision of living water and eternal life with becoming a true
worshiper of God.

% &k 16 Tovdaiwv functions as an adjunct of Location-Place.
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Christ, is coming; when he comes, he will tell us everything” (v. 25). To remove any
lingering doubt, Jesus explicitly reveals his messianic identity to the woman, declaring:
gy el 6 AaA@v oo, I am, the one speaking to you (v. 26).*

The story concludes with the woman running to her town to share the news that
she had encountered the Messiah. While her rhetorical question, pfjtt 00t6¢ 86TtV O
xp1otog “This is not the Christ, is it?”” (v. 30), could be interpreted as expressing doubt, it
is more likely intended to spark curiosity and draw her neighbors’ attention to meet the
Messiah. Her statement, ginév pot mévto 8co émoinoa “He told me everything I did” (v.
29), aligns with her earlier belief that the Messiah would be the one who dvayyelel nuiv
amavta “will tell us everything” (v. 25). Her testimony thus marks the conclusion of her
unintended journey of discovering the Messiah. What began as an encounter with a
random Jewish man, who at one point became a prophet greater than Jacob, ended with
her recognizing Jesus as the Messiah, who provided the complete revelation needed for
her to become a true worshiper of God, and, consequently, to experience unlimited

spiritual satisfaction.

Tenor

If we were to label the roles of the two main participants in this episode, we could
describe Jesus as the “capable provider” and the Samaritan woman as the “grateful

receiver.” Jesus’ ability to provide for the woman, as we have observed, is rooted in his

% This is the first instantiation of the absolute usage of the £y® &ipu expression in the mouth of
Jesus, intended to elaborate on his messianic identity, and, as Porter says, “perhaps more” (Porter, John,
113). This is also the only instance in the Gospel of John where the expression is directed toward a single
individual. See Williams, I/ am He, 257.
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messianic identity and authority. Throughout the discourse, we see him issuing directives
to the woman, with five of the eight commands in this passage being given by Jesus (vv.
7,16, 21).* Ironically, however, the very first command, 86g pot ngiv “Give me a drink”
(v. 7), illustrates the physical need of the provider, rather than the receiver. Nevertheless,
Jesus’ capacity to offer eternal and spiritual nourishment is conveyed through four
expectative statements in v. 14: éy®d ddow avtd “I will give him,” o0 ur dwynoet gig TOv
aidva “he will never thirst,” 6 dwcw avt®d “which I will give him,” and yevicetan €v
avt® mnyn Voatog “will become in him a fountain of water.” There is one additional
expectative statement that indicates the same thing, but this time, it comes from the
woman’s mouth: avoyyeiel nuiv droavta “he will tell us everything” (v. 25). Furthermore,
a clause complex in v. 12, combining direct and simple question statements, emphasizes
the greatness of Jesus as the capable provider.

Statements that present the woman as the beneficiary of Jesus’ provisions are
those that realize her great need. Her direct question in v. 11—m60gv odv &ygig 10 Hdwp 10
Codv “where then do you have this water?”—is an implicit indicator of her desire to
receive this provision that then is made forcefully explicit in v. 15 with the command
Kopie, 80¢ pot todto 1 Bdwp “Lord give me from this water.”*® Similarly, Jesus’
expectative statement in v. 14—mndic 0 mivov €k Tod HOATOG TOVTOL dyNGEL TAAY

“everyone who drinks from this water will thirst again”—echoes this theme of need. The

*71 am not including the imperative in v. 10 because it is the woman’s rendition of Jesus’ original
command in v. 7.

* This command is followed by two subordinate probable statements—iva ur duy@® unde
Siépympon EvOade avtieiv “that I may not be thirsty nor come again here to draw”—which points to the
magnitude of her need.
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commands in v. 29 that the woman gives to the town’s people have the contextual
function of exposing them to the same source of blessing she has just experienced,

therefore, realizing her gratitude and excitement to share the good news.

The Modulation of Tovdaiocg in the Context of John 4:1-42

The episode of the woman at the well contains three occurrences of the lexeme ‘Tovdaioc.
The first two instances appear in v. 9, one spoken by the woman and the other in the
Evangelist’s explanatory comment. The context of situation of this particular pericope
indicates that Tovdaiog should be understood in a non-restricted sense as identifying the
Jewish people as a whole. This is evident because, even though the first instance directly
refers to Jesus, the woman’s labeling of him as Tovdaiog is intended to indicate his
membership to a community distinct from her own. The same applies to the writer’s
comment, stating that o0 cuyyp®dvtot Tovdaiol Zapapitaig “Jews had no dealings with
Samaritans.” Although the division between Jews and Samaritans will later be shown to
stem largely from religious differences, at this point in the narrative, it would be incorrect
to restrict the meaning of Tovdaiog to a purely religious sense. Up to this point, all that
has been shared from the interaction between Jesus and the Samaritan woman are his
words d0¢ pot ety “give me to drink™ (v. 7). The writer does not specify what precisely
revealed Jesus’ Jewish identity to the woman, but one thing is clear: she is as certain of
his Jewishness as she is of her own “Samaritanness.” Moreover, her confidence in the
distinction between these two groups remains firm, despite their shared ancestral

connection to the patriarch Jacob.
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The third instance of Tovdaiog appears in v. 22, when Jesus states that 1| compia
gk @V Tovdainv éotiv “salvation is from the Jews.” The reference to salvation, along
with the surrounding discussion about places of worship, clearly indicates that a religious
sense has been activated; however, the referential scope remains unrestricted—the Jewish
people as a whole remains in view, even if the aspect of religious worship is being
highlighted. On this particular point, it is important to note that Jesus not only takes for
granted his Jewish identity—he identifies with them when he says fugic tposkuvodey 6
oidapev “we worship what we know”—but also endorses the Jewish approach to
worship, to the point of believing that the salvation of humanity stems from the Jewish
people.

The register of this episode—a casual conversation—modulates the meaning
potential of Tovdaiog in its most general sense, allowing for the convergence of several
dimensions related to the concept of Judah, including ethnic, religious-cultural,
geographical, and geopolitical aspects. Because of its association with lexical items such
as Toxk®dp, vide, and matp, Tovdaiog takes on a tribal sense. At the same time, through its
connection with words and phrases that evoke themes of worship and salvation
(mpookuvéw, Tepocdivpa, dpoc, cwtnpia), Tovdaiog draws on the religious-cultural
dimension of the concept of Judah. Furthermore, references to locations and communities
associated with or contrasted to Tovdoiog (e.g., Tovdaia, Tepocdivpa vs. Zapdpeta,
Yvydp) activate its geographical and geopolitical senses. In this account, then, Tovdoiog is
not only broad in sense but also in referent, opening the possibility for others—including

Samaritans—to join Jews of all kinds as worshipers of God the Father (vv. 21-24).
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Conclusion

Across these six discourse units, John instantiates Tovdoiog ten times. Six of these
instances realize a religious-cultural sense (1:19; 2:6, 13, 18, 20; 4:22), and one instance
reflects a geographical sense (3:25). In one case (3:1), there is a convergence of
geopolitical and religious senses. In two instances from the Samaritan account (4:9), the
sense of Tovdaiog is broad and ambiguous enough to encompass tribal, religious-cultural,
geographical, and geopolitical dimensions. Although a few of these contexts involve a
degree of tension between participants, the Evangelist does not imbue Tovdaioc with a
negative connotation. In 1:19-34, even though the Levites and Pharisees that question
John are sent by the religious Jewish authorities in Jerusalem, John does not describe
them yet as antagonistic to the Baptist. The Jews in 2:18 and 2:20, who are likely the
temple merchants, show a great deal of restraint in a religious conflict, initiated by Jesus.
Conversely, two particular Jews are depicted by John in a positive light. The Judean from
3:25 seems to identify with Jesus’ baptism and defends his baptism as superior to that of
John. Nicodemus, a ruler of the Jews, is showcased as a sincere seeker of truth, willing to
recognize Jesus’ authoritative role. Finally, in 4:22, Jesus affirms that salvation is from
the Jews. This statement not only aligns Jesus with the Jewish mode of worship but also

presents it—at least as Jesus understands it—as superior to other modes of worship.



CHAPTER 5: JOHN’S MODULATION OF I0OYAAIOX—FROM A POOL IN
JERUSALEM TO A COLONNADE IN THE TEMPLE

Introduction

In this chapter, we continue examining the discourse units in John’s Gospel where
‘Tovdaiog is featured. A key commonality among these units is that the Tovdaiot assume a
more prominent, active role, often taking an antagonistic stance toward Jesus. Also, with
the exception of 6:1-71, all these encounters between Jesus and the Tovdaiot take place

in Jerusalem, within the temple precincts.

John 5:1-47: Jesus’ Testimony to Some Jews that his Messianic Work Is Validated
by his Relationship with the Father

Mode

Apart from a brief but tense encounter with the Tovdaiot in 2:13-25, this chapter presents
the most intense, antagonistic, and prolonged confrontation Jesus faces from the Tovdoiot
thus far. Structurally, the chapter is divided into two sections, each with its own micro
context of situation. The first section covers vv. 1-13, and the second section vv. 14-47.
This division is indicated by the adjunct of Extend-Duration petd tadta “after these
things” in vv. 1, 14, and 6:1, and the adjuncts of Location-Place such as i 1fj mpofatiki

“by the sheep gate” (v. 1), &v 1® iep® “in the temple” (v. 14)—both places located in

245
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Jerusalem—and wépav g Boldoong thg I'aMAaiog “to the other side of the Sea of
Galilee” (6:1).

However, several linguistic features suggest that the Evangelist intends readers to
view the entire chapter as a unified discourse with two scenes. The first scene provides
the background that leads to Jesus’ dialogue with the Tovdaiot in the second scene. The
first linguistic feature is the recurrence of the two main participants, identified by
references and substitutions. Jesus, introduced with grammaticalized form in v. 1,
reappears throughout the entire chapter (vv. 68, 11-28, 30-32, 34, 3643, 45-47). The
‘Tovdaiot, first mentioned in nominative form in v. 10, recurs in vv. 10-12, 15-20, 24-25,
28, and 33—40. Another significant participant is 10 céfpatov “the Sabbath,” featuring in
vv. 9-10, 16, and 18. Additionally, instances of Domain 23 (Physiological Processes and
States) and Domain 74 (Able, Capable) are present in both scenes. These domains are
significant, not only because they represent 11 percent of their field within the entire
Gospel but also because, as our discussion of the field will further explore, they describe
the nature of Jesus’ messianic works and his ability to carry out these works. Another
linguistic feature that unifies the entire chapter as a discourse unit is the conjunction ko
juxtaposed with the adjunct of Cause-Reason d1t todto “because of this.” This
conjunction links the report of the healed man about Jesus’ work on the Sabbath to the
hostile reaction of the Tovdaiot, which then triggers Jesus’ response and dialogue,
continuing through v. 47.

There are at least four prominent theological concepts in this discourse, which I

will describe in their logical order. The first one is the coming or sending of Jesus. In v.
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43, the Evangelist highlights this theme by using the stative aspect of the predicator
émvba “I have come” and explicitly stating the subject with the fronted éy® “I.”
Another stative predicator reinforcing this theme is dnéotaikev “he has sent me,” whose
subject, also fronted in this and the following clause in v. 37, is 6 motip “the Father.”!
The second theological concept is the works of Jesus, which may be most
prominently highlighted in v. 17. Here, the Evangelist writes: 0 6¢ Incodg dnexpivoto
aOTOIC O TP Hov £m¢ Aptt Epyaletar kaym Epydlopot “And Jesus answered them: My
Father is working until now, and I am working as well.” This clause complex comprises
three paratactic primary clauses, each emphasizing a distinct lexicogrammatical feature.
Syntagmatically, the Evangelist fronts the subjects 0 Incodg “Jesus,” 6 mwatip pov “my
Father,” and xdyo “and 1.”* Paradigmatically, he employs the highly marked dnexpivoro
“he answered,” which, thus far, appears eighteen times in the Gospel, with this being the
first instance of its middle voice usage. The next occurrence of the middle voice is found
in v. 19, where Jesus again addresses the Jews to elaborate on the nature of his work.
Specifically, the discourse highlights two aspects of Jesus’ activities: his work as a healer

and his work as the heavenly judge.’

" The fact that the subject clause kol 0 Tépyog pe tatnp “the Father who has sent me” in v. 37 is
an ellipsis further highlights the Father’s act of sending.

> While Kdyo, being a pronoun, is often fronted, its instantiation here is unnecessary since it is
already implied in the verb.

} Paradigmatic features highlighting Jesus’ works as a healer include the statives t®
tebepanevpéve “who was healed” (v. 10), fjdet “he knows” (v. 13), and yéyovog “you are” (v. 14), as well
as the use of ékeivog “he” in v. 11. Syntagmatic features include the fronting of phrases such as 6 Tomoag
pe vy “he who made me whole” (v. 11) and 6 ia¢ig “he who was healed” (v. 13). For Jesus’ role as the
heavenly judge, paradigmatic features include the stative 3édmkev “he has given” (v. 22), while syntagmatic
features include the fronting of subjects such as 1 kpicig 1| €un “my judgment” (v. 30) and ta €pya &
d€0mKév pot 0 martnp va teEletdom avtd “the works which the Father has given me to accomplish” (v. 36),
as well as the fronting of the secondary clause koBag dxodw “just as I hear” before the primary clause
kpive “T judge” (v. 30).
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In v. 36, Jesus declares, avtd ta Epya & TOL®d popTupel TEpt Epod “the very works
I do testify about me.” With this statement, Jesus not only draws attention to his works
but also emphasizes their purpose: to bear witness to his identity as the God-sent
Messiah. Thus, the testimony about Jesus is another prominent theological theme
highlighted in the pericope.* That these works are meant to reveal his identity as the God-
sent Messiah is indicated by the special attention given to the earlier encounter the Jews,
more specifically their emissaries, had with John the Baptist. This is done by means of
the instantiation of the second plural pronoun Opueig and stative predicators that
accompany it. Jesus says Vpeig aneotdikate Tpog Todvvny kai pepaptipnieyv tf dAndeia
“you have sent to John and he has born witness to the truth.” As the reader may recall,
John the Baptist—who denied being the Christ—understood his mission to be the
revelation of the Messiah, the one who was to come, to Israel (1:31). And that is precisely
what we find him doing in 1:29, where he directs everyone’s attention, including the
Jewish emissaries, to behold that Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world. In
addition to Jesus’ works and John’s ministry, another source that bears testimony about
Jesus are the Jewish Scriptures.” Of these, the Father’s testimony is given the greatest
prominence. In v. 37, the Evangelist recalls the Father with the demonstrative pronoun
gkeivog (“he”), which functions as the Sayer in the stative verb pepaptopnkev (“he has

testified”).®

‘Inv.3 1, 1 paptopio pov “my testimony” also occupies the first syntactical slot.

> While Jesus also talks about the testimony of the Father and of Moses, their testimony is
subsumed under the witness of Jesus’ works and the Scriptures.

%See also v. 32, where Jesus’ knowledge of the Father’s testimony is instantiated with the marked
clause oida “I know.”
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The handling of Jesus’ testimony, particularly its rejection, emerges as another
significant theological theme in this pericope. While syntactical prominence is given to
the contrast between 6 pn Ty@v Tov vidv “the one who does not honor the Son” and 6 tov
AOyoV oL GKoOv®V Kal ToTeEV®V T® TEYavti pe “the one who hears my word and
believes in the one who sent me” (vv. 23-24), greater salience is given to those who
reject Jesus. Syntagmatically, attention is drawn to ot td @adia Tpacavtes “those who did
evil” (v. 29). Paradigmatically, the rejection of the Jews is accentuated through the
statives axnkoate “you have heard” and éwpdxarte “you have seen,” both negated by the
twin conjunctions obte “neither ... nor” (v. 37). The stative &yvoka, of which Jesus is the
implied Senser and the Jews the reduced Phenomenon, frontgrounds Jesus’ awareness of
their rejection, which is established by the fact that they lack the love of the Father. Also
noteworthy is the paradigmatic foregrounding of the Jews’ rejection of Jesus, seen
through the use of the futures Aquyece “you will receive” in v. 43 and motedoete “you
will believe” in v. 47. The predicator Ajuyece emphasizes the potential acceptance of
another Messiah by the Jews, rather than Jesus. On the other hand, metevoerte is
governed by the interrogative n®d¢ “how,” projecting the difficulty of these particular

Jews coming to believe in Jesus.

Field

This episode centers on Jesus’ healing of a disabled person and the unfolding
repercussions, which take place within a religious setting. This context is crucial for

identifying the specific referent for the term Tovdaiot and for understanding the
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controversy between Jesus and the Jewish authorities.” The Evangelist construes this
religious setting through a number of circumstantials of Location. The interaction of
Jesus with the disabled person and the Jews takes place in €i¢ Tepocoivpa “in
Jerusalem,” where Jesus had gone up to celebrate a Jewish festival (v. 1). The first
significant location is at the pool €ri 1] TpoPartikii “by the sheep grate,” where many

e

disabled individuals gathered, hoping for healing. The second location, v 1@ iep® “at the
temple” (v. 14), is where Jesus later encounters the healed person for a second time and
where the confrontation with the Jews occurs. The adjunct of Location-Time &v éxeivr i)
nuépa “on this day” (v. 9), which makes particular reference to the Sabbath day, not only
situates the event historically but also explains the religious controversy. The Evangelist
explicitly states in v. 14 that it was 61& Tobto “because of this”; that is, because of his
healing activities €v cof}fdtm “on the Sabbath,” that the Jews began to persecute him.
This episode is certainly about the identity and the religious authority of Jesus that
stems from said identity. The Jews’ question to the healed man—rtig éotiv 6 dvBpwmog 6
eindv 6ot apov kai mepundret “who is the person who told you ‘pick up your mat and
walk’?” (v. 12)—goes beyond a mere inquiry. It reflects their disapproval of Jesus’
actions, particularly his violation of the Sabbath law by healing on that day. Their

concern is not just about the act of healing but about Jesus’ overall authority. This

implicit challenge is addressed explicitly by Jesus in v. 19. Although the text does not

7 As it can be seen, the three major participants of this episode are Tncod¢ “Jesus”, the disabled
person, and ot Tovdaiot. These are the main interactants of the dialogue. Other participants, in spite of the
fact that they are instantiated with the nominative case (e.g., 6 matip pov “my Father,” 1 kpicig 1 €un “my
judgment,” 1 poptopia pov “my testimony”), have more of an ancillary role.
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record a formal question from the Jews, Jesus responds as though his authority is under
scrutiny. His statement, auryv aunv A&y HUIV, o0 dHVaTAL O LIOG TOETY AP’ £0VTOD OVOLV,
gav un Tt PAETN TOV Tatépa morodvta “Truly, truly, I say to you, the Son cannot do
anything for himself, unless he sees the Father doing it,” is a resounding declaration that
his authority is divinely grounded in his unique relationship with the Father. Moreover, in
v. 17, Jesus goes one step further and suggests, by aligning his miraculous actions with
that of God’s uninterrupted providential actions, that his authority stems from his equality
with the Father.

The main bulk of Jesus’ dialogue with the Jews, therefore, focuses on presenting
witnesses that authenticate his identity and authority—the repetition of the adjunct of
Matter mepi €uod “about me” (vv. 31, 32, 36, 37, 39, 46) emphasizes this point. The first
witness Jesus brings forward is his own works, which testify that he is the God-sent
Messiah.® They poptopei mepi épod dt1 6 matip pe dnéotaikey “testify about me that the
Father has sent me” (v. 36). The works of Jesus described in this dialogue may be
catalogued under two headings: His works of healing and his works of judging. We have
already read v. 18, where Jesus explains his healing activity on the Sabbath in terms of
his continual providential work, equating it with the Father’s. In v. 20, Jesus describes his

judicial activities as the peiCova Epya “greater works” that the Father will show him.

¥ Jesus” works are not only the first witness presented but also the one that takes priority over the
others. Their importance stems from the fact that they provide objective evidence to support the more
subjective testimony of other witnesses. Indeed, Jesus declares that the witness of his works is peilm o0
‘Todvvov “greater than the testimony of John,” (v. 36), because these works are, in fact, the testimony of the
Father himself. The priority of Jesus’ work—the testimony of the Father—is further highlighted by the
substantial representation of specific semantic domains that underscore Jesus’ actions: Domain 21 (Danger,
Risk, Safe, Save) at 20 percent, Domain 42 (Perform, Do) at 15 percent, and Domain 56 (Courts and Legal
Procedures) at 17 percent.
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These greater works, which include the resurrection of the dead and the granting of life,
are initially attributed to the Father. However, they are also works that the Son will
perform, as indicated by the inferential particles domep “just as” and obtwg “thus also.”
This linguistic structure emphasizes the shared authority and activity between the Father
and the Son. Verse 28 clarifies that Jesus’ work of the physical resurrection of the dead is
the prelude of his work as judge, where, as a result of his verdict, é&kmopgbcovtat ol ta
ayaBa momoavteg gic avaotacty (ot “those who did good things will come forth to
resurrection of life” and ol t& padAia Tpdlavieg i dvdotaoty kpioemg “those who did
evil to resurrection of judgment.”

The second witness brought forward is John the Baptist. While Jesus makes the
definitive statement that he has no need of human testimony, his mention of the Baptist is
for the sake of his interlocutors—the Jews—that they may experience salvation (v. 33). It
is yet another manifestation of Jesus’ grace toward the Jewish religious elite, who so
staunchly oppose him. Jesus’ reference to John’s testimony transports the reader to the
earlier episode in 1:19-34, where the Jews had sent emissaries to inquire whether John
the Baptist was the Messiah or not. It is to this specific event that Jesus refers when he
says to the Jews in v. 33, Oueig dneotdikate mpog Todvvny kol pepoptopnkey T dAnOeio
“you have sent to John and he has given testimony to the truth.” The truth that John
shared with the emissaries, a truth of which the Jews are now very aware, is the fact that
Jesus, as the Lamb of God, is the coming Messiah, the Son of God (1:27, 29, 34). The last
witness that bears testimony about Jesus’ identity and heavenly authority is the

Scriptures. On the one hand, the Scriptures represent the very words of God—his own
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voice—that reveals his appearance (v. 37).” On the other hand, they represent Moses’
written indictment of these particular Jews, who, in spite of their diligence to study the
scriptures, refuse to accept the voice of God and refuse to believe the testimony of
Moses.

The subject matter of this episode thus revolves around the testimony Jesus offers
to a group of religious leaders during the celebration of a religious festival in Jerusalem,
regarding his divine authority to perform his messianic work, which encompasses both
physical healing and the fateful judgment that leads to eternal life or to eternal

damnation.

Tenor

While this unit of discourse features three primary participants—IJesus, the disabled
person, and the Jews—Jesus and the Jews are the actors with the main roles. Jesus plays
the role of protagonist and the Jews the role of antagonist.

As protagonist, Jesus is presented both, as gracious healer and restorer, and as
righteous judge. The very first direct statement comes from the mouth of Jesus, and it is
an invitation to restore health to an individual that has been suffering for tpidxovra kol
oktm &t “thirty-eight years.” Jesus graciously restores the health of this individual, even
though the person fails to express gratitude and later acts in a betraying manner to Jesus.

This seems to be the contextual function of the direct statement kai dviyyethev 101G

? The Phenomenon gldog “appearance” would certainly remind the attentive reader of John’s
earlier statement in 1:18, which asserts that Jesus is the outward manifestation and revelation of God the
Father.
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‘Tovdaiolg 61t 'Incode €otiv 6 Tomcag avtov Vyuj “and he reported to the Jews that it was
Jesus who had made him healthy” (v. 15)."” We noted in our discussion of the field that
this discourse unit centers on Jesus’ testimony to the Jews, asserting that, as the God-sent
Messiah, he holds divine authority to carry out his messianic work. Notwithstanding that
authority, the commands issued by Jesus in this pericope are not demands for submission.
Instead, they are injunctions intended for the benefit of those to whom they are addressed.
Thus, they have the contextual function to evoke Jesus’ concern for his interlocutors. To
the disabled person he commands: &yeipe, dpov TOV KpAPATIOV GOV, Kai TEPUTATEL “rise
up; pick up your mat and walk” (v. 8). He also commands him to no longer sin tva pun
YEPOV ool TL yévnton “that nothing worse may happen to him” (v. 14). To the Jews, he
challenges to not marvel at the fact that Jesus possesses divine authority to execute
judgment. This command functions contextually to prompt the Jews to reconsider the
seriousness of rejecting Jesus’ testimony regarding his identity and authority, urging them
to believe so that they may experience eternal life (v. 29). Jesus makes this goal explicit
in his statement in v. 34: tadta Aéyo tvo VuElG cwbfjte “I say these things that you may
be saved.” Jesus’ intention is the same when he commands the Jews for a second time to
not think of him as their accuser (v. 5). His purpose is to help them see that their rejection
of Jesus is a rejection of Moses himself, who, in the Scriptures, has borne testimony

about Jesus.

' Whatever his motivation—whether it was frustration with Jesus for challenging him to quit
sinning or fear of the Jews’ potential punishment—he made no effort to protect Jesus. In fact, it appears he
wasted no time in reporting Jesus to the authorities.
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In contrast to Jesus, the Jews in this episode are depicted as religious zealots with
ill intentions toward him. They are explicitly portrayed as persecutors of Jesus, intent on
harming him (v. 7). There is no doubt that these particular Jews hold religious authority,
seemingly acting as moral enforcers around the temple, ensuring that the Sabbath law is
observed to the letter. The saddest thing about the way they are depicted in this story is
that they are not willing to consider the possibility that Jesus may, in fact, be the Messiah.
Indeed, with one expectative statement, Jesus indicates that the potential for them
receiving any other person as Messiah is greater than accepting Jesus as their Messiah (v.
43). In fact, they have no desire to come to Jesus to receive eternal life (v. 40). Jesus
explains, with two other expectative statements, that the reason why they would be more
inclined to receive any other as their Messiah is because they get from them the glory that

they crave (v. 14). This lust for praise prevents them from coming to Jesus in belief.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 5:1-47

There are five instances of Tovdaiog in this discourse unit, all in the plural form. The
context of situation modulates each occurrence to convey a religious-cultural sense. In
the first instance, where Tovdaiog functions as a qualifier of the lexical item £optn “feast”
(v. 1), the reference is clearly to a Jewish religious celebration, even though the specific
feast is not identified. References to Jerusalem (v. 1), the temple (v. 14), the Sabbath (vv.
9, 16, 19), the Scriptures (v. 39), and Moses (v. 45) further confirm the religious-cultural
context. While all instances are modulated to carry a religious-cultural sense, only the

first instance represents a non-restricted usage that applies to all of those who identify as
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Jews. The qualifying function of the genitive Tovdaiwv specifies that the feast was one of
many celebrations that the Jewish people had. The other four instances (vv. 10, 15-16,
18) are restricted uses that specifically refer to the religious leaders of the nation. Three
explicit contextual clues constrain this restricted meaning: (1) references that describe the
Jews as enforcers of the law, particularly the Sabbath law (vv. 10, 16—18); (2) Jesus’
statement that these Jews had previously sent an official delegation to inquire whether
John was the Messiah (v. 33); and (3) Jesus statement that these Jews were in the habit of
researching the Scriptures (v. 39). Additionally, more implicit references that suggest the
‘Tovdaiot in question are the religious leaders include their craving for human glory and
praise (vv. 41, 44) and their hopeful reliance on Moses (v. 45).

In this unit of discourse, the Tovdaiot are cast in a bad light. They are depicted as
religious zealots, who cared more about their religious traditions than the very needs of
the people. It is highly likely that they were aware of the disability of the person whom
Jesus healed—this person had been disabled for thirty-eight years and apparently was a
regular visitor to the Bethesda pool—yet, rather than rejoicing in his healing, they were
frustrated that he was breaking the Sabbath law by carrying his mat on this day (v. 10).
The Evangelist showcases their disdain for Jesus, whom they took to be a law-breaker
and a heretic, by describing their persecution of him (v. 16). Also, even though Jesus
acknowledges their diligence in their study of the Scriptures, he accuses them of never
hearing the voice of God, nor having his Word within themselves (vv. 38-39). Indeed,
they are accused of failing to believe the object of their hopes, Moses himself (v. 45-48).

Their rejection of Jesus constitutes their rejection of the Father himself.
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This episode presents the most intense conflict thus far between Jesus and the
Jews, and its nature is distinctly religious. However, it is a conflict between individuals
who, to a certain degree, share similar cultural-religious values. As a Jew, Jesus seems to
cherish distinctively Jewish religious festivals and affirms the authority of the Jewish
Scriptures and the lawgiver Moses. However, his religious perspective diverges from that
of the religious leaders, particularly in his interpretation of the Sabbath laws. The key
difference lies in Jesus’ self-understanding of his messianic identity and divine origin,
which informs his approach to these laws. His conflict, therefore, is not with all Jews or
Jewish communities—his dispute in this episode is specifically with the religious
leaders—but rather with a particular religious orientation that he views as deviating from

the theological foundations established by Moses.

John 6:1-71: Jesus’ Testimony to Galilean Jews that He is the Heavenly Living
Bread

Mode

Chapter 6 forms a cohesive discourse unit in which the Tovdaiot once again play a
significant role in the Gospel of John."' The boundaries of this discourse unit are marked

by the Extend-Duration adjunct petd tadta “after these things” in 6:1 and 7:1. In turn,

" This assertion is, of course, not shared by many scholars who are convinced that chapter 6 is a
patchwork by the redactor, composed from various independent sources. While not everyone who adopts
this view, accept Bultmann’s source theory, he remains, due to his continuous influence, the most important
representative of this source approach. Bultmann believed that this chapter and the entire Gospel of John
results from the combination of four source: (1) the onugia-source, (2) the Reveletaion-Discourses-source,
(3) the Evangelist’s source, and (4) The Redactor’s source (Bultmann, John, 210-37). While our mode
analysis will describe the linguistic resources that make this entire chapter a coherent unit, it is beyond the
scope of this study to address each argument of the source approach. For a thorough defense of the unity of
the “Bread of Life Discourse” that seriously considers the literary and theological features indicating both
unity and disunity see Anderson, Christology of the Fourth Gospel, 70—166.
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this unit is divided into five scenes, each introduced by a conjunctive adjunct group: ¢
8¢ “and when” (v. 16), 6t obv “then when” (v. 24), and odv “therefore,” which
introduces the scenes in vv. 41 and 60.

The reiteration and substitution of key participants is one of the primary linguistic
resources that unify all these scenes into a cohesive unit. Aside from Jesus, who appears
in nearly every verse, the crowd features prominently in the first three scenes. The
lexeme &ylog appears in vv. 2, 5, 22, and 24; while it is not explicitly mentioned between
vv. 41 and 71, various contextual indicators suggest both the Tovdoiot and the disciples
constitute a subset of the crowd. After Jesus, dptog “bread” is the participant most
frequently featured in the first four scenes, with a notable distinction made between two
types of bread. dptoc appears with grammaticalized forms in vv. 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 23, 26,
31-35, 41, 48, 50-51, 58. While it is not explicitly mentioned in the scene with the
disciples (vv. 60—71), it is implicitly referenced through the noun group 6 Adyoc odtog
“this word,” which alludes to Jesus’ statement in v. 58: 000G 0Tty 6 dptog O &€ oVpovod
Katafag, o0 Kabag Epayov ol matépeg Kol dnéBovov: O TpdYwV Todtov 1OV dptov {noet
€1 Tov ai®va “this is the bread which has come down out of heaven; not as the ancestors
ate and died; he who eats this bread will live to eternal life.” Another participant,
featuring in the discourse as a primary interactant are the disciples. They assist in the
feeding of the crowd (vv. 3, 5, 8-10, 12—13), are rescued by Jesus during their rough
journey to Capernaum (vv. 16-20), and wrestle with understanding and accepting Jesus’

affirmation about eating his flesh and drinking his blood (v. 61). This last scene
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demonstrates that, though the disciples were less prominent while Jesus spoke to the
crowd and the Jews, they remained passive participants in the conversation."

Many of the same theological concepts featured prominently in the prior
discourses are again highlighted in this discourse episode. The first theological concept
may be described as the perilous conditions that humans experience when they do not
have the Messiah within them. Initially, these perilous conditions come in the forms of
great physical and emotional needs that serve as a metaphor of the greater spiritual needs
that all humans have. Jesus’ question to his disciple Philip —n60gv dyopdompev dptovg
tva péymotv ovtor “wherefrom may we buy bread that these may eat?” (v. 5)—with his
use of the subjunctive dyopdowpev and edywotv, together with Philip’s response that
fronts the noun group diaxociov dnvapiov dptot “two hundred denarii of bread,”
functioning as subject and Actor of the negated Material process dpxodowv “suffice,” give
salience to the great physical need the crowd has for food. In the case of the disciples,
their need for physical safety and emotional encouragement is highlighted
paradigmatically through the statives €yeyovet “had come upon” and €éAniv6et “had
come” (v. 17). The first stative, a Relational process governed by the fronted subject and
Identified okotia “darkness,” describes the perilous conditions that would define the
disciple’s journey. The second stative, negated by the adjunct of Location-Time odn®

“not yet,” which has as subject and Actor 6 'Incodg “Jesus,” frontgrounds the absence of

"2 In addition to the reiteration of participants, the repetition of specific semantic domains also
contributes to the coherence of the discourse. Three semantic domains are especially significant as they
appear across the first three scenes: Domain 1 (Geographical Objects and Features), Domain 5 (Food and
Condiments), and Domain 23 (Physiological Processes and States).
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Jesus in such perilous condition. This perilous situation is also indicated syntagmatically
through the fronting of 1} 8dAacca “the sea,” which functions as the subject and Actor of
the Material process dieyeipeto “was stirred up” (v. 18).

The stative clause pappi, mote OS¢ yéyovac “Rabbi, when did you get here?” (v.
25), not only frontgrounds the crowd’s anxiety at the possibility of losing sight of Jesus—
according to vv. 22-25 the crowd was searching for Jesus with great impetus—but also
underscores that human needs extend far beyond the merely physical. Jesus’ criticism to
the crowd in 26 shows that their physical perilous situation was indicative of their
spiritual perilous situation. They did not seem to care for the one they were hoping to
make king, but they only cared to have free food. It is not surprising, therefore, that the
perilous condition of spiritual ignorance will feature prominently in the discourse. In v.
31, Jesus states: o0 Mwiot|g dédwkev DUTV TOV dpTov €k ToD 00pavod, GAL’ O TOTHP LoV
didmaoty HUlv OV dpTov £k ToD 0Vpavod TOV AANOvoV “Moses had not given you bread
from heaven, but my Father gives you the true bread of heaven.” This clause complex,
made up of two paratactic clauses, features the stative and the imperfective forms of the
Material process 610w, and also fronts their two respective subjects, thereby providing a
greater degree of highlighting. When we consider that Jesus is responding to the crowd’s
assertion that their ancestors 10 pdvva Epayov €v tf) épnue “ate manna in the desert” (v.
31), it becomes evident that the text is frontgrounding the perilous condition of ignorance
on the part of the crowd. Something in the interaction between Jesus and the crowd, not
explicit in the text, led Jesus to believe that the crowd attributed the provision of mana to

Moses. The Lord, therefore, sets the record straight and affirms that it was God who
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provided and continues to provide sustenance to Israel. The perilous condition of
ignorance is also highlighted in v. 42 through the stative oidapev “we know,” which
instantiates the Jew’s state of “surety”” concerning the provenance of Jesus.

Another prominent theme in the discourse is the Messiah’s knowledge of
humanity’s perilous condition. This is highlighted in v. 6, where Jesus functions as the
Senser of the stative Mental process 1j0€t “knew.” The embedded clause, functioning as
the Phenomenon—rti &ueilev moielv “what he was about to do”—reveals Jesus’
awareness of the crowd’s needs and his readiness to meet them. The Mental clause in v.
64 indicates that Jesus’ knowledge transcends the obvious, as the Evangelist explains:
oL yap €€ apyig 0 Inocodg tiveg gioiv ol Un mTeTEVOVTEG KOl Tig 6TV O TOPAIDCDV
avtov “for Jesus knew from the beginning who were those who did not believe and who
would betray him.” Jesus was very aware, therefore, not only of the perilous physical
conditions of people, but also of their perilous spiritual condition."

Jesus’ willingness and actions in meeting the crowd’s physical needs vividly
illustrate another theological theme underscored in this discourse: God’s provision for
humanity’s needs in the heavenly Messiah. While the provision of the heavenly Messiah
is a major theological theme in the discourse, its frontgrounding takes place
paradigmatically through the twofold instantiation of the stative xatafépnka “I have
come,” first in the mouth of Jesus (v. 38), and then in the mouth of the Jews who quote

Jesus’ words (v. 42). We also see syntagmatic foregrounding of this theological theme in

" We can also see the foregrounding of this theological theme in v. 15, where the Evangelist fills
the first syntactical slot with the subject Tncotg, who functions as Senser of the Mental process yvoig
“knowing.”
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vv. 33 and 51 through the fronting of the Identifieds 6 &ptog 0D Ogod “the bread of God”
and éym “1.” These Identifieds, which are referents of Jesus, are defined by their
respective complements as 0 katofoiveov ék Tod o0pavod kai {onv 61000¢ 1@ KOGU® “the
one who descends from heaven and gives life to the world” and 6 dptog 6 {dVv 6 €k TOD
ovpavod katafag “the living bread who has descended from heaven.” God’s heavenly
provision in the Messiah is described in the discourse as the provision of his revelation in
the person of Jesus (v. 46), who in turn provides resurrection (v. 44) and eternal life (vv.
54, 63)."

In v. 6, the Evangelist notes that Jesus’ question to Philip was intended as a test,
aiming to elicit a response (of faith?) from him. Undoubtedly, this same purpose
underlies Jesus’ interactions with his various interlocutors. Hence, this topic is likewise
given prominence in the discourse. Both responses, rejection and belief, are brought to
the forefront in the text. The crowd’s rejection is emphasized through the stative
¢opakaté “you have seen.” Jesus affirms that, in spite of being in a state of having seen
him, they still do not believe in him (v. 36)."° In contrast, Peter, speaking on behalf of the
other eleven disciples, uses two verbs with stative aspect to affirm: fueic nemotevKopEY
Kai &yvakapey 8ti ob &l O 8ytog Tod Oeod “we have believed and we know that you are

the Holy One of God” (v. 69).

" The verse referenced in parenthesis include those clause that syntagmatic highlighting takes
place.

SInv. 60, ToAloi “many,” referring to other disciples of Jesus, occupies the first syntactical slot,
thereby highlighting their rejection of Jesus.
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Field

Inv. 27, Jesus declares: épydlecBe pun v Ppdotv v dmorivpévny GALL TV BpdoLY TV
pévovoav gig Lonv aidviov, v 6 v10¢ Tod AvOpOTOL VULV SDOGEL TOVTOV Yap O TOTNP
goppaytoev 6 0e6¢ “Do not work for the food that perishes but for the food that endures
to eternal life, which the Son of Man will give you; for God the Father has put his stamp
of approval on him.” This statement succinctly captures the subject matter of this
discourse unit: Jesus’ offer of abundant, eternal spiritual provision for those who are
willing to recognize and believe in him as the divinely commissioned Messiah. While
Jesus’ offer is one of spiritual provision, it is his actual provision of physical sustenance
to thousands that serves as the catalyst for this spiritual offer.'®

While the offer of spiritual provision is made in Capernaum, presumably in the
local synagogue (v. 59), it follows Jesus’ abundant provision of food for the crowd that
was following him. The Evangelist notes that this miraculous feeding occurred not in
Capernaum but on a mountainside located on the népav tfic Oardoong thg ['ahAaiog Tiig
TiBeprdoog “the other side of the Sea of Galilee, also called Tiberias.” Thus, the setting of
this discourse unit geographically spans from the mountainside on the eastern shore of
the Sea of Galilee (now known as the Golan Heights) to Capernaum on the western side
of the sea. One important editorial comment is that v 8& &yybg 10 mhoya 1 Eopth TdV
Tovdaiwv “the Jewish feast of Passover was near” (v. 4). This is the second of ten

mentions of the Passover in this Gospel and also the second of three where it is restricted

' The reader should by now be able to recognize Jesus’ (and the Evangelist’s) strategy of using
physical, tangible realities as metaphors for spiritual truths. In the case of Nicodemus, natural birth
illustrates spiritual rebirth; for the Samaritan woman, well water represents the living water of eternal life;
and for the disabled individual, physical healing symbolizes the Messiah’s provision of spiritual healing.
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by the qualifier t®v Tovdaiwv; however, it is the only one connected to Galilee rather
than Jerusalem. While it is possible that this editorial comment may be intended to
emphasize a theological point rather than provide chronological details,"” it is more likely
that its inclusion is meant to situate Jesus’ miracle and the ensuing dialogue within a
Jewish religious-cultural context that extends beyond Jerusalem.'® Although the lexeme
‘Tovoaiot in v. 41 seems to introduce new participants into the conversation, these
particular Jews are but as subset of the wider Jewish community in Galilee and in all of
Israel.

The spiritual provision is described in v. 32 as tOv dptov €k ToD oVpavOD TOV
aAn0Owov “the true bread from heaven,” which throughout the discourse is identified with
Jesus himself. There are six Relational clauses where a referent for Jesus and versions of
10V dptov function either as the Identified or the Identifier (vv. 33, 35, 48, 51, 58). The
text portrays Jesus not only as the provision but also as the provider.” In v. 34, the Actor
giving tov dptov €k Tod ovpovod Tov dAnBvov “the true bread from heaven” is identified
as 0 motp pov “my Father.” Yet in v. 51, the Actor executing this provision shifts to &yo,
a reduced form referring to Jesus. Indeed, the crowd in v. 14 recognizes that Jesus has the
capacity to provide this heavenly bread—although, akin to the woman at the well, their
understanding is anchored in physical sustenance. Thus, they seek an unlimited supply

from him. This unity of action underscores the unity between Jesus and the Father, which

7 See Carson, John, 268.

8 See Anderson, Christology of the Fourth Gospel, 172-73.

" In this discourse Jesus is the subject of 102 clause (four of them verbless clauses), yet in forty-
one of them he functions as Actor executing various activities, most of which are for the benefit of his
audience (vv. 1-3, 5-6, 11, 14-15, 17, 19, 22, 27, 30, 33-34, 37-42, 44, 51-52, 54, 58-59 ,61-62, 70).
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in turn, highlights his heavenly origin and messianic role.”” This might explain the
inclusion of the seemingly unrelated scene of Jesus walking on water in the middle of the
sea. While this episode provides context for how the disciples arrived at the other side of
the Sea of Galilee, the declaration of the absolute éym iyt “T am” (v. 20) is intended to
affirm Jesus’ messianic identity. Thus, the provision of spiritual nourishment is
intrinsically linked to the acceptance of Jesus’ heavenly messianic identity, a point
explicitly made in v. 29: to016 €oTiv T0 £pyov 10D 0g0D va mioTEUNTE €iC OV AMEcTEINEY
gkeivog “This is the work of God, that you believe in him whom he has sent.”

The three main participants to whom this offer is extended are distinguished in the
discourse as 0 6yAog “the crowd,” ot Tovdaiot “the Jews,” and ol pabnrtai avtod “his
disciples.” Although the offer is explicitly directed to the crowd (v. 27), its broader
applicability is evident from statements like the one in v. 35—0 €pydpevog mpdg EUE oV
U1 TEWAGT Kol O TOTEVOV €ig EUE OV un dynoel momote “he who comes to me will
never hunger, and he who believes in me will never thirst”—indicating that the offer is
indeed made to everyone.” Sadly all three groups, except the twelve (though in vv. 70—
71, Jesus would make it clear that only 11 of them would truly accept his offer), reject
Jesus offer. An examination of each group’s rejection shows a growth in intensity that
moves from a failure to see and understand to outright abandonment and betrayal.

Initially, the crowd seems sympathetic and receptive of Jesus. Indeed, they seem certain

*The adjunct of Location-Place €k 10D ovpavod “from heaven” is repeated eight times in this
discourse unit (vv. 31-33, 41-42, 50-51).

v, 57, we find one of this generic offers while Jesus is interacting with the Jews: 0 tpoyov pe
Kakeivog toet 8t €ué “he who eats me, this one, will also live because of me.”
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that he is the Moses-like prophet promised in Deuteronomy 18:15-19, as their statement
in v. 14 suggests: o0TOG €0ty dANOMC 6 TpoPHTNG O &pyduevog ic TOV kdouov “This one
is truly the prophet, who is coming to the world” (v. 14). The reference to the event in the
desert when their ancestors ate manna (v. 31) and their apparent misunderstanding that it
was Moses who provided them with this manna (v. 32) are cotextual indicators that they
viewed Jesus as the new Moses. Their intention to make Jesus king (v. 15) might even
imply that they considered this Moses-like prophet to be the Messiah himself.”> However,
the crowd’s motivation for following Jesus was not their intellectual grasp of God’s
scriptural revelation, confirmed by the signs Jesus performed (vv. 2, 26), but rather, as
Jesus points out, their selfish pursuit of physical satisfaction (v. 26). They saw in Jesus an
endless source of material satisfaction—or so they thought. Despite the crowd’s
intellectual understanding of God’s written revelation, Jesus highlights their failure to
truly assent to it. In v. 36, Jesus states to the crowd: éwpdxaté pe Kai 0O ToTELETE “you
have seen me, and you do not believe.”

The response of the Jews takes the rejection of Jesus a step further; as the
Evangelist notes, they explicitly voice their rejection. While the crowd certainly fails to
truly see and believe in Jesus, they largely remain passive in their disbelief, not outwardly
commenting on it. The Jews, however, verbally express their disapproval of Jesus (v.

41).” A reader familiar with the story of the provision of manna in Exod. 16:2, 8-9 and

2 There is plenty of textual evidence that many first-century Jews believed that the prophet
promised in Deuteronomy was going to be the Messiah. See Meeks, The Prophet-King, 91-98.

* While it is possible that o1 Tovdaiot could be a substitution for ¢ &ylog, nothing in the
lexicogrammar of the discourse makes an explicit connection between the two groups. This is not true of
other participants. Just to give an example, in the discourse, there are many explicit lexicogrammatical
conecction between 0 vidog T0D dvBpdmov “the son of man” (v. 27) and Jesus. They both are the givers of
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Num. 11 would likely associate the Jews’ grumbling with unbelief. Their frustration with
Jesus arises from his claim of a heavenly origin. They retort, Tdg vOv Aéyetl Tt €K TOD
ovpavod katafépnia “How can he say, ‘I have come down from heaven’ (v. 42). They
believe they know better than Jesus that his true origin is in Nazareth with his parents, not
heaven. While it might be suggested that this argument arose because some sided with
Jesus and others did not, the question nd¢ Svvarar ovTog Huiv dodvar THY cépko avTod
eayelv “How can this man give us his flesh to eat?”” (v. 52) indicates that the argument

b3

was primarily about interpreting Jesus’ “offensive” words (cf. v. 60).

If the response of the Jews took rejection one step further than the crowd, the
response of many of Jesus’ disciples took it to its extreme. According to the Evangelist,
€K TOVLTOV TOAAOL €K TV pabnT@V 0vTod AmfiAbov €ig Td OTic® Kol OVKETL PET’ ADTOD
neplendtovy “because of this, many of his disciples turned back and no longer walked
with him” (v. 66). The adjunct of Cause-Reason £k toutov “because of this” links the

9 ¢

disciples’ response of rejection to their feeling scandalized by Jesus’ “offensive” words
(v. 60). Notably, their rejection, which originated from feeling offended, begins similarly
to that of the Jews, with a verbal disapproval of Jesus’ words (v. 61).>* However, their

verbal frustration escalates into a complete abandonment of and dissociation from Jesus.

In the case of Judas, this rejection culminates in active betrayal (vv. 64, 71). But not all of

the spiritual nourishment (cf. vv. 27, 34, 51). Also the Father that has set his stamp of approval on the Son
of Man, is Jesus’ own Father (vv. 32, 40). Finally, in v. 62, the Son of man is described as avofaivovta
émov fv 10 mpdTepov “ascending to where he was before” and this place is none other that heaven from
where Jesus descended. In light of the adjunct of Location-Place év cuvaywyf] “in the synagogue” in v. 59,
it is more appropriate to understand the referent of oi Tovdaiot as either members of the congregation or the
synagogue leaders themselves.

*The Evangelist uses the same Verbal process (yoyydlw) to describe the disciples’ complaints as

he did for the Jews’ complaints.
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the disciples abandon Jesus. Eleven of them respond in belief, a belief that is
frontgrounded in the text through the stative aspect of the verbs nemotebkapeyv “we have
believed” and éyvoxapev “we have known” (v. 69). The object of this belief is 6 &ylog
oD Be0d “the Holy One of God,” and the result is Jesus’ spiritual provision of eternal
life: puato (ofic aiwviov &xete “you have words of eternal life.” It is not clear whether 6
drytog tod Beod “the Holy One of God” definitively functions as a messianic title;
however, it certainly suggests a status far surpassing that of Moses or any prophet. Upon
hearing this title, many first-century Jews may be inclined to associate it with the more

familiar title “the Holy One of Israel.”

Tenor

There are a number of similarities between this unit of discourse and the discourse with
the woman at the well. One of the main differences, however, is the shift in the role of
Jesus’ interlocutors. Whereas the woman in chapter 4 is depicted as a “grateful receiver,”
Jesus’ interlocutors in this chapter may be described together as “oblivious beneficiaries.”
Jesus, of course, remains the only capable and generous provider.

Jesus’ role as the divine provider is best captured in Peter’s expectative
question—kvpte, TPOG Tiva aneievooueda “Lord, to whom are we going to go?” (v.
68)—which contextually functions to present Jesus as the only provider of spiritual
sustenance and, potentially because of the nominative of address k0p1e, as Yahweh

himself.” Six other expectative statements realize the abundant nature of the Lord’s

* While it is true that this nominative of address might simply be a courteous way of referring to
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provision. The one who accepts his provision ov pn dwynoetl ndnote “will never thirst”
(v. 35) will experience resurrection £v tfj Eoydtn Nuépa “on the last day” (vv. 44, 54) and
{Noet eic Tov aidva “will live eternally” (vv. 51, 57-58).° Even the commands Jesus
gives, while asserting his authority, also show his care for his audience. The instruction to
the disciples to make the people sit down (v. 10) prepares the multitude to receive Jesus’
abundant provision. This abundance is emphasized by his second command to gather the
leftover fragments (v. 12). The negated imperative ur @oPeicOe “Do not be afraid” (v. 20)
serves as Jesus’ way to provide reassurance and confidence to his disciples in a perilous
situation on the sea. His command to the crowd to not work for v Bpdow v
amolivuévny aAAL TV Bpdotv v pévovcav gig Lonv aidviov “food that perishes but for
food that endures to eternal life” (v. 27) invites them to prioritize belief over temporal
pursuits, thereby positioning them to receive his eternal provision.

The clause complexes in vv. 28 and 30, both featuring probable questions,
illustrate the crowd’s lack of understanding and naivety regarding Jesus’ provision. Their
question ti moidpev tva Epyalopeda 1 Epya 100 Bod “What shall we do to perform the
works of God?”” (v. 28) misunderstands the essence of Jesus’ message. Jesus’ emphasis
was not on the act of working itself but on seeking the spiritual gift from God—focusing
not on the pursuit but on what is pursued. The crowd naively believes that Jesus’ eternal

provision can be earned through their own efforts. Their follow-up question, i 0OV motgig

Jesus (cf. v. 34 and 4:11), considering Jesus’ revelation to the disciples as £y® iy (v. 20) and Peter’s
response of trust and plea for salvation as recorded in Matt 14:28, 30, it is highly probable that the noun
group is intended to evoke divinity. Moreover, the provisions the Jesus offers to give are not things that
ordinary human are capable of doing. Peter believes that Jesus is capable to give what has offered.

% See also the probable statements in vv. 35 and 37.
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oL onueiov tva Wdmpev kol motevocwuéyv oot “What sign then do you perform so that we
may see and believe you?” (v. 30), only deepens their displayed ignorance. They had
supposedly followed Jesus because £Becdpovv ta onueia d €noiet £ni TV dcBevodvIOV
“they saw the signs, which he performed on those who were sick” (v. 2) and had
themselves witnessed his miracles, leading them to conclude he was the Moses-like
prophet (v. 14). Yet now they demand another sign to believe in him, revealing their
complete lack of understanding. This unawareness of who Jesus is and what he offers
mirrors the ignorance of the Jews and the disciples as well. As previously mentioned, the
Jews are oblivious to Jesus’ divine origin (v. 42) and fail to grasp the significance of his
words (v. 52). The Evangelist’s direct statement in v. 60 confirms that Jesus’ disciples
also misunderstood his teachings. Due to this ignorance, the crowd, the Jews, and a great

number of disciples refuse to believe, thus forgoing Jesus’ abundant provision.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 6:1-71

There are three instances of the plural form of Tovdaiog in this discourse unit. The first
instance is the genitive form Tovdaiwv “of the Jews,” and it functions as a qualifier of the
head noun 1) €¢optr| “the feast” (v. 4). This entire word group is in apposition to the
lexeme maoya “Passover,” which defines the celebration as a particular religious-cultural
event. The sense of Tovdaioc here, therefore, is a religious-cultural one with a non-
restricted reference. Indeed, the mention of Galilee (v. 1) is an indicator that this Jewish
celebration was a practice that Galileans shared with Judeans. The other two instances of

‘Tovdaiog occur in vv. 41 and 52. Their instantiation with the nominative case defines
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them grammatically as collective participants within the discourse. As discussed earlier in
our examination of the field,”” the absence of explicit lexicogrammatical links between
the ‘Tovdaiot and the crowd implies that they should be distinguished from the crowd,
suggesting a restricted reference to a specific subset within the crowd. The adjunct év
ocuvayoyf] “in the synagogue” (v. 59) imbues Tovdaiotr with a religious-cultural sense.
However, it does not definitively specify whether these Jews were congregants or leaders
within the synagogue.

While not as pronounced as in the previous episode (5:1-47), the Jews in this
narrative are also portrayed negatively. They are offended by Jesus’ claim of a heavenly
provenance and are explicitly vocal in rejecting him. Unlike the scenario in John 5:1-47,
their rejection here does not stem from a religious zeal to uphold Jewish law but from
their ignorance of Jesus’ divine identity. This distinction is crucial: if these Jews were the
authorities of the synagogue in Capernaum, their reaction has not yet escalated to the
level of contempt shown by the religious leaders in Jerusalem. Here, it is ignorance, not
hatred, that breeds their unbelief. It is also worth noting that in this account, it is not the
Jews but Jesus’ own disciples who are depicted most unfavorably. While the Jews might
express their rejection verbally, a significant number of Jesus’ disciples go further,

entirely abandoning him and ceasing all association with him.

*7 See footnote 23 in the present chapter.
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John 7:1—8:59: Jesus’ Revelation to Many Jews that as the Messiah He Is the £y®
gip

Mode

The narrative structure of chapters 7 and 8, excluding the story of the woman caught in
adultery,” constitutes a single cohesive discourse unit. The linguistic resources showing
that a new discourse unit is being introduced are the conjunctive adjuncts kai and peta
tavta “after these things” in 7:1. xai also signals the onset of the subsequent discourse
unit in chapter 9. A significant element that binds chapters 8 and 9 together is the
Location-Place adjunct év 1@ iep® “in the temple” (7:28; 8:20), which not only identifies
one of the locations where Jesus went to celebrate 1) €optr| t®v Tovdaimv 1} cknvomnyio
“the Jewish feast of Tabernacles” (v. 2),” but also designates the temple as the setting
where Jesus taught his diverse audience.* This discourse unit may be divided into six
scenes. Scene 1 describes the debate between Jesus and his relatives in Galilee (7:1-9).
The beginning of Scene 2 (7:10—13) is marked by the two conjunctions ¢ and 6¢ and
presents Jesus at the feast, though not yet in the temple. The transition to Scene 3 in the
temple precincts, where Jesus teaches, is marked by &¢ in 7:14. 6¢ is also used in 7:37 to

indicate another transition and to mark the beginning of another scene. The Location-

% The pericope of the woman caught in adultery, while present in many late miniscule manuscripts
(e.g., 80 205 579 597 700 892 1006 1010 1071 1243), is virtually inexistent in the earliest textual tradition
(e.g., P66, 7SRBLNTWXYA®WYO0141 0211 22 33), including the earlier translations (e.g., syr® *
cop™ ™ PP arm™* geo slav™) and church fathers (e.g., Origen Chrysostom Cyril; Tertullian Cyprian). This
early textual evidence overwhelmingly indicates that the story is non-Johannine. Additional internal
evidence shows that this particular story was not penned by John. For resources that delve into the textual
inauthenticity of this pericope, the reader is encouraged to consult Metzger, Textual Commentary, 187-89;
Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels, 95—102; Wallace, “Reconsidering.”

9 Refer to the adjunct &ig 10 1gpov “to the temple” in 7:14 as well as the various references
specifying the feast of the Tabernacles (7:8, 10, 11, 37).

**In both instances v 1@ iep@ is accompanied by the adjunct of Manner 61ddokwv “teaching.”

mss
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Time adjunct év t§} éoydn NUépa Th neydin ¢ €optiig “on the last day, the great day of
the feast” (7:37) specifies a different temporal setting for Jesus’ resumed teaching. The
events of this new didactic session on the last day of the feast are covered between
7:37—8:59; however, by means of the conjunction obv in 7:45, the readers are
transported to another parallel scene that describes the interactions between the religious
leaders and the temple guards. Another instance of obv, along with the adjunct néAtv in
8:12, takes us back to Jesus’ teaching in the temple.

The cohesiveness of these two chapters is also achieved through the recurring
presence of key participants in each scene.”’ 'Incodg (with grammaticalized, reduced, and
implied forms, both as subject or complement) is a constant figure not only in every
scene but in virtually every verse. Exceptions are verses where Jesus is either speaking or
not directly mentioned: 7:2, 18, 22, 24, 47; 8:17, 32, 35-36, 41, 44, 47, 56. The Tovdaiot
are featured with grammaticalized forms in 7:1, 11, 13, 15, 35; 8:22, 31, 48, 52, 57. The
OyAog is also present in every scene (7:12, 20, 31-32, 40, 43, 49), except the first one,
which is logical, as this scene takes place in Galilee before Jesus travels to the feast.
While the dyAoc is not explicitly instantiated in the final scene, their presence is certain
because this scene is the continuation of Jesus’ teaching on the last day of the feast;
hence, they are included among the Tovdaiot whom Jesus is addressing.

The structural coherence of these chapters is further evidenced by the consistent

use of semantic domains throughout. Within the Gospel of John, this specific discourse

3! And also through the repetition of statements. For example, the statement doupdviov €yelg “you
have a demon” is first said by the crowd in 7:20 and then by the Jews in 8:48.
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unit contains 45 percent of Domain 68 (Aspect), particularly highlighted by the frequent
occurrence of the lexeme (ntéw “to seek,” which appears in five of the six scenes.’
Similarly, Domain 27 (Learn) is significantly represented with 31 percent across all
scenes. Additionally, other prominent semantic domains that appear in the majority of the
scenes include Domain 11 (Groups and Classes of Persons and Members of Such Groups
and Classes) at 22 percent, and Domain 28 (Know) at 21 percent.”” The presence of these
domains across most scenes underscores the overarching thematic coherence of the
narrative.

Given the considerable representation of lexemes from Domains 27 (Learn) and
28 (Know), it follows that the central themes of knowledge and its ramifications are
given significant attention in these chapters. The lack of knowledge of Jesus’ audience is
highlighted both paradigmatically and syntagmatically throughout the discourse. In 7:15,
the ignorance of the Jews concerning Jesus’ authoritative teaching is expressed in their
question featuring two Mental processes with stative aspect: Té¢ 00TOG YPALLATA O1OEV
un pepadnkong; “How does this man know letters without having learned?”” This
frontgrounding is also seen syntagmatically through the fronting of the subject 1} £un
ddayn “my teaching” (v. 16), which describes Jesus’ teaching as stemming directly from
God the Father. Jesus’ interlocutors also display a great deal of ignorance regarding Jesus’
heavenly provenance and identity (something we have already seen in 6:41-42). The

Jerusalemites are confident of their knowledge that Jesus cannot be the Messiah, since the

32 The scene in 7:45-52 is the only scene without this word.
33 See also Domains 10 (Kinship Terms), 37 (Control, Rule), 42 (Perform, Do), 51 (Festival), and
Domain 74 (Able, Capable).
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place of his earthly origins contrasts with their expectation about the Messiah’s unknown
origins. They affirm, dAA& TodTOV 0ldapeY TOOEV €0Tiv: O 6¢ Xp1oTdg dtav Epynrtar ovOEig
ywookel mobev éotiv “but we know where this man is from; and when the Christ comes,
no one will know where he is from” (v. 27).>* Indeed, it is not just the Jerusalemites who
demonstrate this lack of understanding; various subgroups within Jesus’ audience also
exhibit this ignorance. In 8:14, Jesus emphasizes this lack of knowledge both
paradigmatically, by using the negated clause ovk oidate “you do not know,” and
syntagmatically, by the instantiation and fronted syntactical placement of Oueig “you,” a
reduced form referring to the Jews. The Jews’ ignorance of Jesus’ provenance constitutes
an ignorance of the Father himself, a topic frontgrounded all throughout the discourse
with the statives oidate (7:28; 8:19), fidette (8:19), and éyvaokarte (8:55). Furthermore, the
discourse reveals the Jews’ ignorance about themselves. They perceive themselves as
free—xai ovdevi dedovAevkapey momote “we have never served anyone as slaves”
(8:33)—but in reality they are slaves of sin (8:34). They claim descent from Abraham,
believing this aligns them with God’s will, but Jesus counters by identifying their true
spiritual lineage from the devil, indicated by their actions: kai Opeic obv & fKoVGATE TAPL
10D maTpog moteite “Therefore you also do the things which you have heard from your
father” (8:38).

One implication of the Jews’ ignorance concerning Jesus and the Father, as

highlighted in the discourse, is their failure to fulfill the law. In 7:19, Jesus says to them,

** While the stative oidapev frontgrounds their knowledge about Jesus (the action of knowing), the
future yivooket, due to its subjunctive-like mood (which we have labeled “expectative”), foregrounds their
conviction (their conception of the reality) concerning the provenance of the Christ.
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o0 Mwbotic 666mkev DUIV TOV VOOV Kol 00delG €€ VU@V TTolel TOV vouov “Has Moses not
given you the law? Yet none of you keeps the law.” Here Jesus not only employs the
stative 0é0wkev, but also gives Mwbotig and ovdeig €€ budv emphatic placement, thereby
stressing their rejection not just of the law but of the very figure they claim to revere.
Jesus uses 6£dmkev once more in 7:22, where it serves to explain the rationale (indicated
by 1 TodTo “because of this”) behind why Moses gave the law of circumcision to the
Jews. So far in the Gospel, d1d Todt0 has been used to retrieve a reason that was already
given (cf. 1:31; 5:18, 26; 6:65). It seems, therefore, that from Jesus’ point of view the
reason why Moses gave to the Jews the law of circumcision was to illustrate the renewal
of an entire person, not just a part of that person. By using 6édwkev, Jesus points out the
Jews’ misinterpretation and misuse of a law they believed to understand thoroughly. The
most poignant display of this failure to uphold the law is seen amongst Israel’s
leadership. In 7:51, Nicodemus questions, 1 6 vOLOG U®V Kpivel TOV dvOpmmov Eav Ui
arxovon tpdTov Tap’ avTod kol yvd ti motel “Does our law judge the man before it hears
from him and knows what he does?”” By placing 6 vopog nuédv at the beginning of his
question, Nicodemus calls attention to the authorities’ neglect in observing the legal
procedures they are bound to follow. Thus, it is quite ironic that the leadership thought of
their own people as ignorant of the law (7:49).

In their ignorance, many Jews fail to perform the works of the law while
ironically succeeding in carrying out the will of their father, identified not as God or
Abraham, but as the devil. This “success” manifests in their outright rejection of Jesus,

another topic given significant prominence in the discourse. Their claim, ueig €x
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mopveiag ov yeyevvnueda “We were not born of fornication” (8:41), is a direct insult
aimed at Jesus, suggesting his birth was the result of an illicit affair. Here, the use of the
stative verb yeyevvnueba in the passive, negated by ov, gives paradigmatic weight to this
calumny and their repudiation of Jesus.” This rejection is further emphasized
syntagmatically at various points in the text. Just to give two examples, in 7:11, ot
‘Tovoaiot is the fronted subject of é0jtovv, a verb realizing the Jews’ active intent to
persecute Jesus. In 7:48, it is Ti¢ £k TV apyoévtwv “none of the rulers,” which fills the
first syntactical slot. They were the ones who did not énictevcey gig avtov “believe in
Jesus.”

In contrast to the Jews’ lack of understanding, the discourse accentuates Jesus’
profound knowledge. Jesus employs the stative oida “I know” to affirm his intimate
knowledge of God the Father (7:29; 8:55) and of his audience (8:37). Jesus’ profound
knowledge of the Father stems from his messianic heavenly identity. Hence, it is not
surprising that three of the absolute uses of éy® iyt are found in this discourse unit (8:24,
28, 58). Indeed, the discourse repeatedly highlights the messianic identity of Jesus by
stressing his heavenly provenance (7:28; 8:14, 23, 42) as well as his abiding existence

(8:35, 57-58).%

33 See also the fronting and instantiation of 1peic.

%% In these verses, highlighting occurs paradigmatically through the use of the stative aspect
(8MA0a in 7:28 and 8:42, and oido in 8:14) and syntagmatically through the instantiation and fronting of
the subject. For example, consider the pronouns £yd (8:24) and o0 (8:53), which refer to Jesus, and also the
fronting of ABpady in 8:56 and 8:58, where he serves as a foil to underscore Jesus’ enduring existence. See
also 7:27, 31, 40, 41; 8:12; 53 where a referent (o0tog or £y®) or substitution (6 xpiot6c) for Jesus is
syntagmatically foregrounded.
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Another crucial theological theme given emphasis is Jesus’ authority over the
destiny of humans, including his own. As it pertains to Jesus, it is mentioned three times,
with verbs of perfective aspect, that the hour of his revelation has not yet arrived. In 7:8,
he relays to his brothers, ¢ £u0¢ kapOg 0O TEMANp®TOL “my time has not yet been
fulfilled.”’” And in 7:30 and 8:20, the Evangelist mentions that those persecuting Jesus
failed to capture him 611 oV® £AnAvBeL 1| dpa avTod “because his hour has not yet
come.” Although Jesus does not explicitly claim sovereign control over his life until
10:18, both his statements and the observations of the Evangelist in this particular unit
make it evident that his fate is not subject to human manipulation but is divinely
ordained. The fate of the rest of humanity, however, rests in his hands. On the one hand,
the person who follows and believes in him ov pn teputation €v i) oxortig “will never
walk in darkness” (8:12); Odvatov ov un Bewpnon €ig Tov aidva “he will never see
death” (8:51); and ov pun yevonrtat Bavdrtov €ig Tov aidva “he will never taste death”
(8:52).%® On the other hand, the person who rejects him will not be able to reside with him

in his heavenly abode (7:36; 8:21).

Field

The narrative progression of this discourse begins in Galilee and concludes within the
precincts of Jerusalem’s temple, extending approximately over one week. The subject

matter, subtly introduced by Jesus’ brothers with the phrase pavépwcov ceavtov @

7 See also 7:6, though the verb there is not stative but imperfective.
#tis important to note that these are primary clauses featuring verbs with subjunctive mood.
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koo “reveal yourself to the world” (7:3), becomes explicitly clear with Jesus’ assertion
of éy® ein “I am” in John 8:24, 28, and 58. This declaration serves as Jesus’ revelation to
the Jewish world that he stands as the heavenly Messiah, greater than the patriarch
Abraham himself, on the basis of his unique relationship with God the Father.

As each scene in the discourse progresses, Jesus’ disclosure of his messianic
identity becomes increasingly explicit. Concurrently, the response from the diverse
subgroups within his audience intensifies, as they grapple with the implications and
content of his revelation. Aside from Jesus, the two primary participants that constitute
part of Jesus’ audience, introduced in this first scene, are oi Tovdaiot and ot aderpol
avtod.” This scene sets off on a foreboding note which explains Jesus’ reluctance to
travel to Judea: 611 é{ntovv ot Tovdaiotl avtov amoxteivar “because the Jews were seeking
to kill him” (7:1). Here, the word 'Tovdaiot does not refer to the Galilean Jews
encountered in chapter 6 but rather to the religious authorities from Jerusalem, who
previously persecuted Jesus during his last visit. The mention of Jesus’ healing miracle in
7:21-23, which occurred on his previous trip to Jerusalem, and the fear the crowd
expresses towards these Tovdaiot in the subsequent scene (7:13), strongly suggest these
are the same enforcers of the law from chapter 5. It is worth recalling that their hostility
towards Jesus stemmed not only from what they perceived as his habitual Sabbath-

breaking but more critically from his perceived claim of equality with God the Father

39 .. . . o e N , . ;
Other participants in this scene are: 1 €opt] T®V Tovdaiwv 1 oknvonnyia “the feast of the
Jewish Passover,” ot pafntoai cov “your disciples,” 00deig “no one,” 0 kapog O EnoG “my time,” O KOpOGg O
~6e

vuéTepog “your time,” 6 k6cpog “the world,” and ta Epya avtod “your works.” However, they are not
participants that directly interact with Jesus.
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(5:18). Thus, the narrative opens by establishing an underlying tension that permeates the
entire episode, arising from Jesus’ assertions of his messianic identity. This tension is
palpable in Jesus’ exchange with his brothers. The secondary clause ovog yop ol ddeipol
avTtod miotevov gig avtov “for not even his brothers believed in him” (7:5) provides a
pragmatic explanation that showcases the brothers’ ill motivation in urging Jesus to go to
Judea. While in this Gospel td €pya @ moieig “the works that you do” (7:3) are indeed a
means to reveal Jesus’ messianic identity, by designating ot pobntai cov “your disciples”
as the Sensers of the Mental process Oewpricovcy “may see,” Jesus’ brothers were
actually mocking him. One should remember that in the previous episode, many of his
disciples deserted him after witnessing the sign of the loaves and hearing his “harsh”
teachings.

Jesus’ dismissal of his brothers’ suggestion to go to Judea is articulated with the
explanation 0 Kopog 0 Euoc obmm mapeotv “my time has not come yet” (7:6). This
marks the first in a series of four instances where the time or hour of Jesus is said to not
have arrived. Despite the lexical variation—with xa1p6g used in 7:6 and 7:8, and dpa in
7:30 and 8:20—the reference remains the same in all clauses, namely, Jesus’ forthcoming
death. This is clearly indicated by the cotext surrounding each statement. The statement
from 7:6 is followed by Jesus’ assertion, o0 dOvotot 0 KOGHOG PGETY VUAG, EUE O LMOET
“the world cannot hate you, but it hates me” (7:7). Similarly, the remarks in 7:30 and 8:20
are each preceded by actions of restraint—ov0deig EméParev € aOTOV TNV YElpA “no one
laid their hand on him” and o0deig éniacev avToOV “no one seized him.” These cotextual

details provide a framework for understanding the references about Jesus’ time within the
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context of imminent physical persecution, which will culminate in his crucifixion. But the
“hour” of Jesus in this Gospel means more than his physical death; it encapsulates the full
revelation of his messianic identity. Jesus’ words to his brothers that his hour has not yet
arrived responds directly to their challenge: pavépwoov ceavtov Td kOGUE “reveal
yourself to the world” (7:4). This charge resonates with previous uses of eavepd® within
the Gospel to disclose Jesus’ identity. John the Baptist had earlier stated his mission’s
purpose was iva eoavepm0f) T® TopanA “that he might be revealed to Israel” (1:31), and
the Evangelist noted that through the turning of water into wine at Cana, Jesus
gpavépwoev v d0&av avtod “revealed his glory” (2:11). Thus, Jesus’ hour pertains to
the broader unveiling of his messianic identity and role.

The Location-Time adjunct tote together with kai provide a temporal reference
that functions as a transition to the next scene, placing Jesus now in Jerusalem. Because
Jesus’ hour had not yet arrived, the Evangelist notes that his journey was undertaken o0
QoveP® AL’ O¢ &v kKpumT® “not openly, but in secret” (7:10). Here, the crowd is formally
introduced into the narrative as a new entity interacting with Jesus. More specifically, it is
YOYYLGUOG TtEPL aTod “grumbling about him” from among the crowd that is introduced
as a participant—all references to the crowd in the nominative case will be made by
means of reduced and implied forms up until 7:20, though the grammaticalized form is
instantiated in 7:12, albeit in the accusative case. This introduction of the crowd’s
reaction is significant as it sets up a recurring motif throughout the discourse: the diverse

and polarized reactions to Jesus’ self-revelation.
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According to 7:14, a few days have elapsed and Jesus is now found in the temple,
the place that will serve as the setting for two sessions of his public teaching, with the
first concluding in 7:36 and the second in 8:59. In this initial teaching session Jesus’
audience is made up of ot Tovdaiot “the Jews” (7:15, 35), 6 6yrog “the crowd” (7:20, 31),
Tveg €k TV Tepocoivptdv “some of the Jerusalemites” (7:25), ol dpyrepeic kai ol
dapioaiot “the chief priests and the Pharisees” (7:32), and ot vmnpéton “the temple
guards” (7:32). While in 7:1 and 7:13 the Tovdaiot specifically refers to the religious
authorities enforcing the Mosaic law, in this and the final scene the term widens in scope.
In this particular scene, Tovdaiot serves as an umbrella term that encompasses the
populace or dyAog “crowd,” thereby including various subgroups of Jewish society
present in the narrative.*’ The first clue suggesting that Tovdoiot refers to a wider group
comes from the direct association with dyAog. Specifically, those identified as Tovdaiot
marvel at Jesus’ teachings, yet these same individuals, when faced with Jesus’
confrontation about their intent to kill him, are referred to as the dyAog that believes Jesus
has daupoviov “a demon.” While some posture that in his accusation to the Tovdaiot,
Jesus could have in mind a specific group from within his audience—the religious
leaders—his continuous conversation with the crowd and his subsequent words to them,
guol yohdte 8tL OAov GvBpwmov VY| €moinoa v cafPdte “you are angry with me

because I made a whole man healthy on the Sabbath,” suggest that the referent must be

* While it is possible that the religious leaders are included in this iteration of ‘Tovdaioy, it is
unlikely. Though the chief priests and Pharisees are mentioned as having heard the crowd discussing Jesus’
words (7:32), they are situated in a different setting, even if this is still within the temple. In 7:45, the
temple guards are said to return to the authorities who had sent them to arrest Jesus, distinguishing the
leaders from the general crowd.



283

the collective group. Furthermore, the slander doupdviov €xeig “you have a demon” is
once again repeated in 8:52, but on that occasion the Sayer is the Tovdaiot. The second
clue that Tovdaiot has a broad referent comes from the diverse reactions to Jesus’
teaching following his address to them as a collective. Among these reactions, we find
that tiveg €k 1@V Tepocorvptdv “some of the Jerusalemites” acknowledge that the ot
dpyovteg “ruling authorities” were actively trying to kill Jesus (7:25-26). We also find
that €k oD dyAov moAhoi EmicTevoay gic avtov “many from the crowd believed in him”
(7:31).

In this particular scene, Jesus elucidates that his teaching—both its content and
the manner in which it is delivered—serves as evidence of his role as the heavenly
Messiah. He argues that an individual who genuinely seeks to do God’s will and
recognizes that Jesus’ teaching aims to glorify God (7:18), will discern not only that his
teachings originate from God (7:17), but also that ovtog 4ANONG €0ty Kai dducio &v AT
ovk €otwv “he is true, and there is no unrighteousness in him” (7:18). While qualifying
himself as aAn6n¢ “true” and someone without ddwkia “unrighteousness” is not an
explicit admission of messianic identity, it strongly implies it, especially given Jesus’
repeated assertions of his divine origin (7:16, 28, 33) and the speculations and
conclusions of many among the crowd that he was the Messiah (7:26, 31). His wondrous
acts, specifically the healing of the disabled man, are another evidence presented in this
scene as a means to reveal the messiahship of Jesus—even though this Gospel

emphasizes that true faith should not rely solely on miraculous signs.
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Although a significant portion of the crowd appeared to embrace Jesus’ revelation
of his messianic identity (7:31), there was also a substantial segment that reacted with
skepticism and hostility. Many of them accuse Jesus of demonic possession (7:20). The
residents of Jerusalem, in particular, not only reject the notion that Jesus could be the
Messiah because they are convinced that the place of his earthly origins is unknown to
everyone (7:27), but they also take the initiative in attempting to physically detain him.
Moreover, the religious elite, the chief priests, and the Pharisees take direct action against
him by dispatching temple guards for his arrest (7:32). The text reveals that this great
majority, like many of his former disciples, did not want any association with Jesus.
Sadly, they will get their wish, for Jesus tells them, (nToeté pe kai ody eOpNCETE g, Kol
Omov el £y LUETS 01 dvvache MOy “You will look for me and you will not find me,
and where I am you cannot come” (7:34)."

The conflict between Jesus and the assembled crowd in the temple escalates to its
peak on the festival’s culminating and most significant day.* Highlighting Jesus’ posture
of authority as a teacher, the Evangelist notes that ictriketl 0 Incodg kai Ekpatev Aéywv

“Jesus stood and cried out, saying” (7:37). This action marks the beginning of Jesus’

second teaching session at the temple, which continues until 8:59. In this session, Jesus

*! Jesus revisits the theme of his departure later when speaking to his disciples in John 13:33,
echoing the words he previously directed at the Tovdaiot. However, in this context, there is a significant
difference; he reassures them that although he will go where they cannot immediately follow, in their case,
this separation is only temporary (13:36). He will, one day, come back to take them to be with him in the
heavenly dwellings he will prepare for them (14:3).

*2 Given that this teaching occurs on a subsequent day, it is likely that the composition of the
crowd has changed, with some new individuals present who were not part of the earlier audience. This
turnover in the crowd’s makeup could account for the ambivalent, and particularly the negative, responses
observed by the end of the scene.
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again addresses ot Tovdaiot “the Jews,” but this time the religious authorities, specifically
ot ®apioaiot “the Pharisees” (8:13), are included among the collective. On this crucial
day, Jesus makes perhaps his most emphatic disclosure about his role as the heavenly
Messiah to both the Jewish people and the broader world. However, his revelation does
not start with a declaration of his identity but with an invitation to come to him and to
find eternal and abundant spiritual satisfaction (7:38). Indeed, as the Evangelist notes,
what Jesus was offering to everyone who believed in him was the Holy Spirit himself
(7:39). Following this invitation, Jesus further unveils his divine messianic identity. He
moves from describing himself as 10 p&d¢ 100 kdécpov “the light of the world” who gives
10 e&¢ Th¢ Cofic “the light of life” (8:12), to asserting his celestial origin by saying he is
not €k Tod k6oL ToVToL “from this world” but éx 1@V dvm “from above” (8:23),
culminating in the profound declaration of his divine and permanent existence with &y®
gipn “I am” (8:24, 28, 58).* which echoes the name of God revealed to Moses in the Old
Testament.* In consonance with the law’s requirements, Jesus validates the truthfulness
of his assertions on the basis of two witnesses, his own testimony and the testimony of
God the Father (8:17—-18), whom he qualifies (and everyone in his audience would agree)
as aAnOng “true” (8:26). The testimony of the Father carries profound significance due to
his unique position as both an eyewitness and a collaborator. Residing alongside Jesus in
the heavenly realms—repeatedly Jesus affirms being next to or alongside the Father

(8:29, 35, 38, 42)—the Father has an unparalleled view of who Jesus is. Moreover, his

* Porter presents compelling arguments that £yé it “is a clear christological affirmation.” See
Porter, John, 137-40.
“ee Freed, “Who or What.”
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testimony is not merely observational but is born out of his direct involvement in the
manifold works they have executed together.®

The reaction of Jesus’ interlocutors to the gradual revelation of his identity is
manifest in various ambivalent responses. First, there is oyiopa év 1@ dylo “division
among the crowd” (7:43). Some, at least initially, think of him as 6 mpo@rtng “the
prophet” (7:40), while others are inclined to think that he could be 0 ypiot6c “the Christ”
(7:41). Conversely, there is a group that dismisses his messiahship based on their
understanding that his origins do not match what they expect from scripture concerning
the Messiah’s birthplace (7:41-42). It is likely that moALoi “the many” from among mpog
TOVG TTEmoTELKOTAG AT Tovdaiovg “the Jews who [later] believed in him” (8:30-31)
initially belonged to the first two categories of the crowd. Their belief, however, which
appeared to solidify in an instant, vanishes with equal swiftness. For when Jesus
challenges their spiritual state by highlighting their deeds, which reflect not their
ancestral connection to Abraham (8:56) but rather a kinship with the devil himself (8:44),
their response turns vitriolic. They not only hurl insults at him (8:48, 52) but also qpav
AMBovg tva Barlmoty éx’ avtov “picked up stones to throw at him” (8:59).

The quintessential exemplars of Jewish rejection and animosity towards Jesus are
undoubtedly the religious authorities themselves. Their disdain for Jesus is vividly

portrayed in the parallel episode described in John 7:45-52. Here, these leaders berate the

*1n 7:38, Jesus states & &ym Empakxa Topd T@ matpl Aadd “T speak the things which I have seen
with the Father.” In this clause, there is a slight change in the adjunct phrase. The preposition mapd governs
the dative t® matpi, instead of the more common genitive case. Indeed, this is the only one of eight
instances in John where the case of matp governed by mapd is dative (6:45; 7:38; 8:38; 10:18; 15:15, 26;
16:28). Because the noun of the preposition is in the dative case, this phrase shifts the nuance from a spatial
or locative relationship to one of accompaniment or association.
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temple guards not merely for failing to arrest Jesus, but also for bearing witness to his
exceptional teaching (7:46). During this rebuke, the Pharisees declare with certainty, un
T1G €K TV ApYOVIoV émictevcey i avTtov 1) £k Tdv Popicaimv “none of the rulers or of
the Pharisees has believed in him” (7:48), though Nicodemus appears to be an exception.
Driven by their enmity, these leaders show no hesitation in flouting the law themselves.
When Nicodemus challenges their procedural missteps, they retaliate with scorn,

insinuating he too might be from Galilee (7:52), a remark laden with contempt.

Tenor

From our examination of the discourse’s mode and field, it is clear that the narrative
primarily revolves around two key participants: Jesus and the Jews. Jesus consistently
appears as a central figure in nearly every clause, whereas oi Tovdaiot, appearing in both
grammaticalized and reduced forms, serve as the subject in numerous clauses across the
text (7:1, 11, 15, 19, 35-36; 8:22-25, 27-28, 31-33, 36-49, 52, 54-55, 57, 59).
Importantly, within this discourse segment, oi Tovdaiot are portrayed not as a uniform
entity but as a diverse assembly composed of individuals from different social strata and
regional origins. Furthermore, when Jesus’ brothers mention “the world” in 7:3, this term
might be understood as an alternative or broader designation for oi Tovdaiot, or at the
very least, encompasses them as part of a wider collective.

What we discover about these participants from the attitudinal system is very
telling. From the field analysis, we already know that this discourse unit concerns Jesus’

revelation to the Jewish world that he is the heavenly Messiah, greater than even the
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patriarch Abraham. This messianic identity and role of Jesus is corroborated by the tenor
of 139 direct statements and twelve direct questions, in which Jesus is featured as the
grammatical subject. Unlike prior discourse units, however, in this narrative Jesus
establishes his role in a more forceful manner, as evidenced by a number of his
commands and expectative statements. Jesus issues four commands. Two of these are
invitations for individuals to come to him and drink of his abundant provision (7:37). The
other two, however, are challenges to his audience to execute righteous judgment (7:24),
functioning contextually as accusations against them for their failure to judge and
understand who he is. There are also nineteen expectative statements in this unit, sixteen
of which are from Jesus, nine carrying a negative tone. Particularly significant is the
repetition of the pairs {ntoeté pe kal ovy evpnoeté pe “you will seek me and you will
not find me” (7:34, 36) and {ntoeté pe kol &v i) apoptig Yudv dnobaveicde “you will
seek me and you will die in your sins” (8:21, 24). Furthermore, in 8:55, the statement
goopan dpotog vuiv wevotg “I will be a liar like you” serves as the protasis of kv einw
611 00k 01da otV “if I said I did not know him.” While Jesus is speaking truth here, the
negative comparison—opotog vuiv “like you”—is arguably unnecessary and
inflammatory, especially given that lying is attributed to the devil himself (8:44).
Notwithstanding Jesus’ forcefulness and harsh truth-telling, he still extends his gracious
offer of salvation and freedom to those willing to believe in him. He does this through
clause complexes that feature probable and expectative statements. In 7:38, Jesus affirms:
0 moTEVMV £iG g, KaOOG ey 1) YpoPn, TOTaLOL K THg KolAag adTod Pedcovcty

voatog Ldvtog “whoever believes in me, just as the Scripture says, rivers of living water
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will flow from within them.” In 8:12, he promises: 0 dkoAovO®V £uoi 00 ur mepuTaTHON
&v i) oxortiq, AL’ €€l TO eOC T g (ofic “whoever follows me will never walk in
darkness, but will have the light of life.” And in 8:51, he pledges: v tig TOV udv Adyov
mpnon, Oavatov od urn Bewpnon &ig OV aidva “whoever obeys my word will never see
death” (cf. 8:52).

The explanation and justification for Jesus’ harsh treatment of his audience lies in
the harsh treatment he himself endures from all fronts. Opposition and ill treatment come
from every subgroup that makes up the Tovdaiot, and it is epitomized in the rejection of
Jesus’ brothers and the members of the Sanhedrin. Jesus’ brothers issue the same number
of commands as he does. They order him to leave Galilee and to go to Judea (7:3),
challenge him to reveal himself to the world (7:4), and emphatically, by instantiating the
pronoun VUETS “you,” enjoin him to go up to the feast (7:8). As previously mentioned,
these are not friendly invitations to attend and enjoy a party celebration; rather, they are
taunting challenges meant to ridicule Jesus. The remaining two imperatives come from
the Pharisees, who act as the mouthpieces of the Sanhedrin, and are directed at
Nicodemus, who, though cautiously, dared to defend Jesus. The challenge épavvnoov kai
10¢g 611 ék Thic [NaAhaiog TpopnNg ovk &yeipetan “search and find that no prophet comes
from Galilee” (7:52) has the contextual function to point out both Nicodemus’s ignorance
of the Scriptures and their disdain for the Galilean figure. Ironically, it is the Pharisees
who displayed their ignorance, for at least Jonah came from Galilee (2 Kgs 14:25).

As the protagonist, Jesus is portrayed as an unyielding truth-teller who does not

mince his words when addressing what he perceives as profound deficiencies. The Jews,
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best represented by figures at opposite ends of the spectrum—his brothers and the
Sanhedrin—are depicted as ignorant of the Scriptures and, consequently, unaware of
Jesus’ messianic identity. Moreover, with some notable exceptions, they are shown as

hateful extremists, intent on killing Jesus.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 7:1—=8:59

This discourse unit features the second-highest number of occurrences of the lexeme
"Tovdoiog in the Fourth Gospel.* The context of situation modulates the meaning of
‘Tovdaiog to convey at least three pragmatic senses: a cultural-religious sense, an ethnic
sense, and possibly a geographical sense. The situational context also specifies different
referents for Tovdaiog, both restricted and non-restricted. In 7:2, the plural genitive t@®v
‘Tovdaimv functions as a qualifier of the head noun €opt “the feast,” which is further
defined by the appositive 1| oknvonnyia “the Tabernacle.” Here, t@v Tovdaimv clarifies
that this celebration pertains to anyone identifying as a Jew in the religious and cultural
sense (which naturally includes ethnic Jews as well). References to the temple, the law,
Moses, the Scripture, the Spirit, Pharisees, and chief priests are all indicators of a
religious-cultural context. This usage of Tovdaiog is unrestricted, likely including not
only ethnic Jews from Judea and other lands but also converts from Gentile communities.
Two cotextual elements support this unrestricted referential sense: the mention of “the

world” (7:4), which presumably comes to Judea and the temple to celebrate the festival,

* The narrative in 18:1—19:42 has twenty-two instances of Tovdaiog and this unit has eleven
instances.
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and the reference to tv dwacmopav T®v EAMvov “the diaspora of the Greeks” (7:35).
While this phrase could possibly refer to ethnic Jews living among Greeks, it is also
likely that its referent includes Gentile converts to Judaism, as the Goal of the second
embedded clause is Tovg "EAAnvog “the Greeks.” We could also add that some of the Jews
celebrating this festival were Galileans.

The remaining ten instances of Tovdaiog also appear in the plural form and, in
addition to a religious-cultural sense, they incorporate an ethnic sense (and possibly a
geographical sense as well). The direct genealogical connection to Abraham, made by
both Jesus (8:36, 56) and his audience (8:33, 39, 53), underscores this ethnic dimension.
The lexeme onépua “seed” makes a direct connection between the Jews and Abraham.
The referents of these instances vary, identifying different groups within the narrative. As
noted in the field analysis, at times oi Tovdaiot narrows to signify only the Jewish leaders
(7:1, 13); at other times, it refers to the collective crowd, excluding the religious
authorities (7:15, 35); and in some instances, it expands to include both the crowd and the
authorities (8:22). This discourse unit alone in the Fourth Gospel thus demonstrates that
John’s use of the generalized term ‘Tovdaiot serves a purpose beyond merely singling out

a specific, monolithic group.

John 9:1—10:21: Jesus’ Bright Display to Blind Jews of his Messianic Identity

Mode

The Evangelist introduces a new discourse unit, spanning from 9:1 to 10:21, with the

conjunction kai “and” and the Manner-Means adjunct mapdywv “passing by’ (9:1). This
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unit is framed by the mention of the blind man in both 9:1 and 10:21, which serves as a
structural boundary. Furthermore, the Location-Time adjunct téte in 10:22 transitions the
reader to a new episode set during ta €yxaivia “the Festival of Rededication,” indicating
a shift in both time and setting. However, the integrity of this discourse unit has been a
point of debate. Martyn, for instance, very confidently affirms that “it scarcely needs
further to be argued that verses 8—41 [of chapter 9] present material which someone
composed as an addition to the simple healing narrative of verses 1-7.”*
Notwithstanding Martyn’s confidence in the textual disunity of this particular episode, the
linguistic resources that join all four scenes—Scene 1: 9:1-7, Scene 2: 9:8—-12, Scene 3:
9:13-34, and Scene 4: 9:35—10:21—into a cohesive unit are too numerous for Martyn’s
assertion to carry serious weight.

To begin with, two of main participants, Jesus and the blind man, are consistently
present across all four scenes.*® Jesus is explicitly referenced with grammatical forms in
John 9:3, 11, 14, 35, 37, 39, 41; 10:6-7. Jesus is explicitly referenced with grammatical
forms in John 9:3, 11, 14, 35, 37, 39, 41; 10:6-7. Additionally, aside from the many
reduced references to Jesus, he is also featured through various substitutions, which
include: @&g it 0D kOécpov “the light of the world” (9:5), obtog 6 dvOpwmog “this man”
(9:16), the Messiah (9:22), Ocooefng “a God-fearing person” (9:31), the Son of Man
(9:35), 1} 60pa tdOV TpoPdtmv “the gate of the sheep” (10:7, 9), and 6 moyunv 6 Koddg “the

good shepherd” (10:11, 14). Similarly, the blind man is instantiated with the full

47 Martyn, History and Theology, 37.
48 Although Jesus does not appear in person during Scenes 2 and 3, his presence is significantly
felt as he remains a central figure, being the primary subject of the blind man’s testimony.
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grammaticalized form, either as “the man,” “the blind,” or “the blind man,” in 9:1, 17, 24,
30, 10:21, and he functions as the subject of sixty-eight clauses in 9:2-3, 7-9, 11-12, 15,
17-25, 27-28, 30-32, and 34-38.* There is one substitution for him, and that is the
lexeme mpocaitng “a beggar” (9:8). The parents of the blind man and the Pharisees are
also featured extensively throughout the discourse unit. The noun group oi yoveig adtod
“his parents” is instantiated six times in Scenes 1 and 3. In five of these instances, it
functions as the Subject of its clauses (in two clauses as Actor, 9:2-3, and in three clauses
as Sayer, 9:20, 22-23), and in one instance as the complement (9:18). The Pharisees are
featured with grammaticalized form in 9:13, 1516, 40. Although they do not appear in
the two initial scenes because of a difference in setting, their involvement in the
remaining scenes is crucial to the unfolding of the discourse. oi ®apicaiot “the
Pharisees,” together with oi Tovdaiot, which is one of its substitutions,™ functions as the
subject of 38 clauses in 9:16—-19, 21-24, 26-30, 34-35, 40-41, 10:6. The three
participants, featured more prominently in the discourse are, therefore, Jesus, the blind
man, and the Pharisees.

The cohesion of this discourse unit, comprising 190 primary clauses, is also
achieved through the use of ninety-five conjunctions. Among these kai appears most
frequently, with fifty-three instances (9:1-2, 67, 11-12, 15-16, 19-20, 24, 27-28, 30,

34-40; 10:1,3-4, 9, 12, 14, 15-16, 18, 20). This is followed by odv, which is used fifteen

* We may also include in this count all of those clauses were the subject or complement of the
clause are the eyes of the blind person instead of the person himself (9:10-11, 14-15, 17, 21, 26, 30, 32;
10:21), as well as, those clauses were TopAdg functions as the Attribute describing the healed individual
(9:2, 18-20, 24-25).

% While the referent for Tovdoiot in 10:19 is not clearly defined, this is not the case in 9:18 and
9:22 where the context makes it clear that it refers to the ®apioaiot.
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times (9:7-8, 10-11, 15-20, 24-26; 10:7), and 6¢, with thirteen instances (9:14-17, 21,
28-29, 38, 41, 10:2, 5-6, 20). Of these, the inferential obv is of particular importance for
it serves as a logical transition marker, introducing Scenes 2 (9:7) and Scene 3 (9:15).

The theological themes that are given prominence, both paradigmatically and
syntagmatically, throughout the narrative also enhance the cohesiveness of the unit. One
of these theological themes is the powerful revelation of the caring Messiah, which is
foregrounded in 9:37 through the stative édpakag “you have seen.” While a given scene
might delve into a particular facet of Jesus’ messianic identity,”' the entire discourse unit
integrates these elements to present a holistic picture of Jesus as the powerful and caring
Messiah. One key paradigmatic resource that underscores this theological theme is the
recurring use of the stative predicator oido. in its various forms. In 9:20-21, John records,
oidapev 8Tt 00TOC doTv O VIOG UGV Kol BT TVEAOG £yeVviON: TidG 88 vV PAémet 0K
oidapev, 1 tig fHvoi&ev antod Tovg OPOUALOVG TUEIC 0VK oidapey “we know that this is
our son and that he was born blind; however, we don’t know how he now sees or who
opened his eyes.” The repeated use of oidapev draws attention to the amazingness of the
miracle, which from the perspective of the participants was an impossible feat. This sense
of amazement is further emphasized in 9:32, where the man whose sight was restored by
Jesus declares, €k ToD ai®vog ovk NKoHGON 8Tt NVEMEEV TIG OPBAALOVS TVPAOD

yveyevvnuévou “it has never been heard before that anyone opened the eyes of a person

>! For instance, in the third scene, lexemes associated with Domains 4 (Animals) and 44 (Animal
Husbandry, Fishing) are highly represented, with percentages of 75 and 43 percent respectively. This high
frequency underscores the scene’s thematic emphasis on Jesus’ identity as the good shepherd, utilizing
imagery and terminology from these domains to convey his protective and guiding role over his followers.
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born blind.” The stative yeyevvnuévov highlights the permanent state of blindness, while
the negated passive ikovc6n, further specified by the Location-Time adjunct ék ToD
aidvog, accentuates the unprecedented nature of this miracle. All of these provide a
foregrounded peak of a powerful activity that testifies to Jesus’ messiahship. Indeed, the
clause complex in 9:31, featuring another instance of 0ida, emphasizes that only a person
appointed by God—and not apaptoAidv “sinners”—could perform a miracle of this
magnitude.™

While the caring aspect of Jesus’ revelation as Messiah may be included in his
foregrounded revelation to the blind man in 9:37—Jesus finds him after hearing that he
has been cast out of the synagogue—it is the final scene of this unit that most
prominently highlights this aspect through syntagmatic emphasis. In his statements, £y®
gl 1 BVupa TdV mpoPdrwv “I am the gate of the sheep” (repeated in 10:7, 9) and &yo &ipn
O moynyv 6 kaAog “T am the good shepherd” (repeated in 10:11, 14), the pronoun £yo,
functioning as the Identified in these Relational clauses, takes prime position, directing
attention to Jesus himself, who is described by the Identifiers 1| BVpa 1@V Tpofdtwv and 6
oy 0 kaAog. The dual nature of Jesus’ messiahship—powerful yet caring—is
underscored in the repetition of &y tiOnu v yoynv pov “I lay down my life” (10:11;
cf. 10:11). In 10:18, Jesus affirms that laying down his own life is an action over which

he alone holds authority.

>2See also 9:24 where the blind person states &i AQUAPTOAIS 0TIV OVK 01" &V 0100 HTL TVPAOG BV
apt PAéne “1 don’t know if he is a sinner; one thing I know, that though I was blind, I now see.”



296

Through another prominent syntactical arrangement, the Evangelist draws the
reader’s attention to the fact that Jesus’ revelation caused a oyicpa “division” among the
Pharisees and the Jews (9:16; 10:19). Then he proceeds to highlight the response of two
collective groups that illustrate this divide. On the one hand, the response of rejection by
Jesus’ detractors is foregrounded, again, through various instantiations of oida. In 9:24,
the religious leaders affirm, fjueic oidapev &t1 00TOG 6 &VOp®TOC AUAPTOAOG E0TIV “We
know that this man is a sinner.” Then again in 9:29, they state, ueic oidapev 611 Modoel
AehdAnkev 0 Bedg, TodTOV 0€ ovK oidapev TOBev Eotiv “we know that God has spoken to
Moses, but we don’t know where this man is from.”” Their rejection of Jesus as the
Messiah is evident in their firm conviction—despite miraculous evidence—that Jesus is a
sinner and, unlike Moses, does not represent God. However, Jesus equates their
confidence with blindness, which, sadly, results in their sins remaining with them
(9:41).>* The response of the second group, exemplified best by the blind man who, after
believing in Jesus, chose to worship him (9:38), is likewise emphasized paradigmatically
through the instantiation of the stative oidactv “they know” (10:4) and syntagmatically
through the fronting of ta tpoPata “the sheep” (10:3—4). The sheep not only tfig pwviig
avTod akovet “hear his voice,” but they also adtd dioAovOel “follow him” because
oidacv v ewviyv avtod “they know his voice.”

A final theme highlighted in this discourse unit is the persecution of Jesus’

followers, a focus emphasized through several features within the clause complex of

31t is also worth noting that in two of the three instances of oidapev the Senser is not only
instantiated with the reduced mpeig but also place in front position.
54 S C . . .
The subject 1 apaptio dudv “your sins” occupies the first syntactical slot.
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9:22. In this clause, the Evangelist frontgrounds the premeditated decision (cuvetéfetvto)
on the part of the Jewish authorities to excommunicate from synagogue participation

(dmoovvdymyog yévnrar) anyone who would confess (6poroyfion) Jesus as Christ.>

Field

The text does not explicitly detail the precise location or the specific timeframe of this
episode; however, the place adjunct &ig Tv koAvpupnOpav tod Zihwdau “to the pool of
Siloam” (9:7) and the Evangelist’s placement of this event between the Feast of
Tabernacles (7:2) and the Feast of Dedication (10:22) suggest that Jesus’ healing of the
blind man, along with its immediate repercussions, occurred in Jerusalem sometime
during this inter-festival period. Moreover, the initial xai in 9:1 functions both to
introduce this new narrative segment and to connect it with the preceding story.’® The
setting might not be explicitly stated; the subject matter, however, is unmistakably
conveyed through the actions and statements of the participants within the narrative. The
editorial note in 9:22 that §jon cvvetébevto oi Tovdaiot tva £4v TIc aOTOV OLOAOYNON
YPLoTOV, dmocuvaymyog yévntot “the Jews had already agreed that if anyone confessed
him to be the Christ, he would be separated from the synagogue” indicates that this
episode is about the confession of Jesus’ messianic identity and the repercussion for those

who accept and believe in him as the Messiah.

> There is also syntagmatic highlighting in the final scene, where the religious leaders are
compared to kKAénton kol Anotoai “thieves and robbers” (10:8), 0 peOwtog “the hired hand” (10:1), and o
Aorog “the wolf” (10:12).

36 Keener sees the formal connection between the narratives as sufficiently clear to assert that “[i]n
the story world it therefore remains the final day of the Feast of Tabernacles” (Keener, John, 776-77), even
though this is not an admission that the event of chapter 9 historically transpired on this particular day.
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The initial scene not only introduces two of the key characters but also establishes
that the miracle performed is intended to serve as a definitive and compelling
demonstration of Jesus’ messianic identity. The recipient of Jesus’ miraculous act is
described as someone who was ToLOV €k yevetiic “blind from birth” (9:1). While his
condition is significant, the narrative’s emphasis is on the congenital aspect of his
blindness. This congenital blindness is repeatedly highlighted (9:2, 19, 20, 32, 34). The
significance of this detail is underscored by the healed man’s own declaration that no one
has ever opened d¢pBaipode TvEAoD yeyevvnuévou “the eyes of someone born blind”
unless this person comes mwapd Beod “from God” (9:33). The congenital nature of the
disability, therefore, is meant to powerfully show the heavenly nature of the healer. This
is reflected in Jesus’ response to his disciples, who thought the blindness was a
punishment for sin, either of the man or his parents. Jesus explains that the man was born
blind tva pavepwOT] T Epya T0d Oe0d €v avTd “so that the works of God might be
displayed in him” (9:3). Notably, even though Jesus performs a single miracle for this
man, he speaks in the plural about td €pya 100 00D “the works of God.” Following this,
in 9:4, the Lord explains that he must continue the works 100 Tépuyavtog pe, Eog nuépa
gotiv “of him who sent me, while it is day.””’ This is not the first instance where Jesus
discusses God’s works and equates them with his own actions. In the previous healing

story, he had informed his interlocutors that the works of the Father, the same works

°7 The secondary clause £mg uépa éotiv “while it is day,” likely refers to the remaining time Jesus
has for his earthly ministry, before £pyetor vO& “the night comes” (9:4); that is, before his death on the
cross. The next clause complex dtav &v 1@ KOGU® O, PO it ToD KOGHOL “whenever I am in the world, I
am the light of the world” (9:5), seems to be a parallel statement, and here Jesus is certainly speaking about
his earthly work.
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which he was doing, bear witness mepi £uod &1 6 ToTp pe dnéctarkey “about me that
the Father has sent me” (5:36). By healing this man from a blindness he had from birth,
Jesus is, therefore, reaffirming his role as the Messiah sent from heaven.*®

The amazingness of Jesus’ powerful display is further shown in Scene 2—the
transition to a new scene is indicated by the inferential odv and the introduction of new
participants—by the neighbors’ response, who, astonished by the miracle, refused to
believe that the healed person was the same individual 6 kafnuevoc kai Tpocatrt®v “who
used to sit and beg” (9:8). From this scene, we learn that the blind man did not really
know who Jesus was, even though he was aware of his name (9:11).

Scenes 3 and 4 are by far the most developed, with 105 clauses for Scene 3 and
117 for Scene 4. This extensive development can be attributed to Scene 3 providing an
intimate look at the starkly contrasting responses to Jesus’ revelation of his messianic
identity, while in Scene 4, we hear the Lord’s teachings in response to the reactions he
observed. The change in scene is indicated by the introduction of new participants—oi
dapioaiot “the Pharisees” (9:13) and ot yoveig avtod “his parents” (9:18)—and the
change in locational setting.” It is worth noting that even though Jesus is not an active
participant in this scene,” he is featured in twenty-one clauses (9:14-17, 21-22, 24-26,

29-30, 33). The reason for Jesus’ overwhelming non-physical presence in this scene is

*¥It is not an accident that the Evangelist informs his readers that the name of the pool where the
blind person washed his eyes was called Siloam, & eépunvedetan amectaipévog “which is translated ‘he who
is sent’” (9:7).

>’ While the place to which the neighbors brought the blind man is not explicitly mentioned, it is
quite likely that it was the local synagogue in Jerusalem. The lexical item dmocuviymyog seems to be
John’s lexical creation of a compounded word to express an expulsion from the synagogue. Also the
predicator ékBdAlm in 9:34 implies that the blind man had been driven out of a physical location.

59 Never in this scene is Jesus instantiated with full grammaticalized form.
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that the discussion centers mepi avtod, “about him” (9:17), particularly regarding his
recognition and confession as the Messiah (9:22). oi ®apisaiot, “the Pharisees,” who in
9:18 and 9:22 are equated with oi Tovdaio, serve as inquisitors. Offended by Jesus’
healing on the Sabbath (9:14), they verbally abuse the blind man (9:28) and ultimately
excommunicate him from the synagogue (9:34) because of his unwavering allegiance to
Jesus.

As already stated, this scene provides a stark contrast between two responses to
the revelation of Jesus’ messiahship that develop gradually. The miracle itself serves as an
illustrative metaphor for these responses. On one side, the blind man, upon encountering
the radiant revelation of Jesus, transitions from darkness to light (both physically and
spiritually). Conversely, the Pharisees, starting from a position of self-proclaimed and
somewhat arrogant enlightenment, descend into spiritual blindness (9:39). At the outset
of the story, for the blind man, Jesus is merely ¢ dvOpwmog 6 Aeyduevog Incodg, “the
person that is called Jesus.” Midway through his interrogation, his thoughts have evolved
to the point where he entertains the idea that Jesus might be mpo@rtng, “a prophet”
(9:17). His query to the Pharisees, un koi dueic 0éhete avtod padntal yevéohat; ““You do
not want also to become his disciples, do you?” (9:27), not only challenges them but also
implies that he is himself contemplating discipleship to Jesus. Indeed, this is the
conclusion the Pharisees draw about him (9:28). He then challenges the accusation that
Jesus is a sinner, reasoning that if Jesus were indeed a sinner, God would not heed him
(9:31-33). The climax of his response is when he ends up prostrating himself at Jesus’

feet and worshiping him (9:38). Conversely, the Pharisees (or at least some of them) start
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by considering Jesus as someone who is not from God (9:16) and whose miraculous
deeds are dubious (9:18). They subsequently grow extremely certain that Jesus is a sinner
(9:24) and dismiss him as the Messiah because his origins are unknown to them (9:29).
Despite their overconfidence and self-proclaimed enlightenment, Jesus declares them to
be spiritually blind, mired in their sinfulness.

Jesus’ response to the reactions of the blind man and the Pharisees unfolds in the
final scene, spanning from 9:35 to 10:21, where he further reveals another aspect of his
messianic identity—his role as the good shepherd. Despite the fact that this scene is
framed by the reintroduction of Jesus as the main participant®' and a reference to his
healing of the blind in 10:21, many scholars argue that 10:1-21 does not belong to this
particular discourse unit.*” One of the main reasons for this perspective is the topical shift
indicated by the vocabulary. Indeed, Domains 4 (Animal), 18 (Attachment), 21 (Danger,
Risk, Safe, Save), 44 (Animal Husbandry, Fishing), and 76 (Power, Force) are only
featured in this scene. Moreover, Domains 4 (Animal) and 44 (Animal Husbandry,
Fishing) have the largest percentage representation of the entire Gospel in this particular
scene (43 and 75 percent, respectively). Variety in semantic domains certainly acts as a
linguistic signpost for a change in register. However, this variation in vocabulary must be
considered alongside other linguistic elements. There is no explicit formal marker
between 9:41 and 10:1 indicating a transition, and the three main characters—Jesus, the

blind man, and the Pharisees (the Jews)—all continue to be involved in this scene.

%! Jesus is once again instantiated with full grammaticalized form in 9:35.
62 . L . . . .
For a survey of the various scholarly opinion concerning the displacement of this section see
Tragan, La parabole du ‘Pasteur,” 55-175.
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Furthermore, the unjust expulsion from the synagogue of the blind man warrants the
topical shift. The religious leaders in Israel were viewed as shepherds of the nation,
tasked with guiding the community. When they neglected their duties, God would not
only reprimand them but also pronounce judgment upon them, as illustrated in scriptures
like Jer 23:1-4, Isa 56:9-12, and Ezek 34.

The scene begins by showing Jesus as a powerful Messiah who deeply cares for
those who follow him. The participial phrase gbpav avtév “having found him” is an
adjunct of Manner-Means that describes Jesus’ initiative in finding the person who had
been badly treated by his synagogue leaders. This act of kindness by Jesus becomes the
catalyst that leads the blind man to complete faith and submission to Jesus (9:38). Given
that the Pharisees are present and observing this interaction, Jesus then shares the parable
of the shepherd and the sheep, portraying himself as the true and good shepherd who
guides and cares for his flock (10:3—4) and as the gate through which the sheep can find
vounv “pasture,” symbolizing salvation or safety for their lives (10:9). In stark contrast,
the Pharisees are characterized in various unfavorable roles: as kKAénton €iciv kai Anortoi
“thieves and robbers” (10:1, 8), aALotprog “the stranger” (10:5), and 6 pebwtoc “the
hired hand” (10:12).” The response to Jesus’ discourse is, once again, one of divided

opinion. Some of the Pharisees, again referred to as oi Tovdaiot,* reject Jesus and accuse

63 Although one might be inclined to interpret kKAémton gioiv kol Anotai, GAAGTPLOG, and 6
webwtdg as referring to distinct groups or individuals, in the context of Jesus comparing himself to 0
nounv “the shepherd” and 1| Bvpa “the gate” to highlight various aspects of his messianic role, these terms
collectively describe different negative characteristics of those who are meant to lead Israel.

 There is no lexicogrammatical evidence within this scene that indicates oi Tovdaiot (10:19)
encompasses both Pharisees and a the neighbors or the parents. Since no other participants are introduced
or mentioned here, oi Tovdoior must be referring specifically to the Pharisees.
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him of having a demon and being crazy (10:20). Others, while not completely believing
in him, concede that Jesus, as a mere man and a person who is demon-possessed, cannot

open the eyes of the blind (10:21).

Tenor

Lincoln refers to this chapter as “the trial of the man who had been blind.”*® An analysis
of the tenor of this episode confirms his assessment. There are nineteen question-
statements (one simple question and eighteen direct questions) in this discourse unit, with
most of these forming part of the interrogation directed at the blind man and his parents.
While the neighbors are the first to begin the interrogation of the blind man (9:8, 10), it is
the religious leaders who assume the role of judges and interrogators (9:16, 17, 19, 26,
34). The essence of their questions indicates that their interest lies not in uncovering the
truth but in securing a conviction, despite overwhelming evidence of the man’s
innocence. The command d0g d0&av T® Be® “give glory to God” (9:24) represents their
last effort to coerce him into providing testimony that conforms to their prejudices. Since
they were unwilling to acknowledge the legitimacy of Jesus’ miraculous act, which would
affirm his messianic identity, they attempted to force the healed man to admit his
blindness was not from birth. However, their direct statement &v apaptiong o0 £ygvvinong
OAog “you were born entirely in sins” exposes that they were aware of the truth all along.
While the Pharisees take on the role of judges, they are at best unfaithful judges

and at worst impostors. Through one direct statement and two probable statements, Jesus

65 Lincoln, Truth on Trial, 96.
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demonstrates that he is the true and righteous judge, possessing the ultimate authority

over people’s destinies (9:39).

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 9:1—10:21

The revelation of Jesus to blind Jews as the powerful and caring Messiah—the
supernatural healer and the good shepherd—takes place in Jerusalem sometime between
the feast of Tabernacles and the feast of Rededication. The display of his power, which
attests to his messianic identity, is executed for the benefit of one physically blind Jew,
and the manifestation of his role as the good shepherd is given to many spiritually blind
Jews, who had excommunicated the healed person from the synagogue because of his
allegiance to Jesus.

In this narrative, while all characters could claim the term ‘Tovdaiog, John
specifically applies this term to the religious leaders in Jerusalem, namely, the Pharisees.
The first instance of Tovdaioc—all instances are in the plural form—appears in 9:18, and
it clearly refers to those Pharisees who had previously dismissed Jesus as not being mapa
Beod “from God” because, in their eyes, he had failed to keep 10 capPartov “the Sabbath”
(9:16). These same Pharisaic Jews reappear in 9:22, first as the Phenomenon of the blind
man’s parents’ fears and then as the Actors with the power to expel anyone
acknowledging Jesus as the Messiah. In the final instance, the dative Tovdaioig (10:19)
functions as the head noun of the Location-Place adjunct, representing the metaphorical
sphere of the oyiocpa “division” spurred by Jesus’ words. Although one might assume this

group of Jews might encompass others besides the Pharisees, the text’s grammar suggests
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otherwise. The pronouns identifying Jesus’ interlocutors are reduced forms for €k T®v
Ddapioaiov ol pet’ avtod dvreg “those of the Pharisees who were with him” (9:40). In this
narrative unit, therefore, the lexeme Tovdaiog has a religious-cultural sense, and its
referent is constrained to identify members of the Pharisaic group.

The narrative portrays these religious Jews unfavorably. They condemn the healed
man simply because they cannot accept Jesus as the Messiah, showing a reluctance to
acknowledge the validity of the testimonies they receive. They are only interested in
evidence that supports their predetermined judgments, even if such evidence is
fabricated. They have willfully blinded themselves to the truth, with some even
considering Jesus to be demon-possessed and insane. However, not all among them are so
blind. A minority, though not fully recognizing Jesus’ messiahship, admit that his

miracles suggest he is far more than an ordinary man (John 9:16; 10:19).

John 10:22-42: Jesus’ Confirmation to Jews in Jerusalem that He is the Divine
Messiah

Mode

The Location-Time adjunct tote “then” marks the beginning of another episode where
Jesus interacts again with the Tovdaiot. It appears that Jesus had stayed v toig
Tepocolvpoic “in Jerusalem” to celebrate T €yxaivia “the Feast of Rededication.” John’s
mention that yguav fv “it was winter” suggests that some time had passed since Jesus
healed the blind man. The cohesion of this episode, spanning from v. 23 to v. 42, is

maintained by the repeated presence of its two main participants, Incodg and the
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‘Tovdaiol, who are introduced in vv. 23 and 24 respectively. Jesus is a central figure
throughout, appearing in every clause except v. 35. The Tovdaiot, on the other hand, are
prominent in vv. 24-26, 31-34, and 36-39. Their entire dialogue takes place within the
confines of the temple, specifically &v t1] oT0d T0D Zoloudvog “in Solomon’s
Colonnade” (v. 23), providing a consistent setting for their interaction.

Several theological themes that John has already introduced in previous episodes
are also prominently featured in this discourse unit. One of the primary ones is the
testimony regarding the messianic and divine identity of Jesus. This is not surprising,
given that it directly addresses the information the Jews are seeking, as evidenced by
their request: &i 6V €1 0 yp1oTdC, eime Muiv toppnoia “if you are the Messiah, tell us
plainly” (v. 24). The first witness prominently featured is the Scriptures. To affirm the
legitimacy of his claim as the Son of God, Jesus cites the prevailing testimony found
within the Scriptures. He argues that the evidence of his divine identity &ottv
YEYPOUUEVOV &V TG VOU® VUGV “is written in your law” (v. 34). The second highlighted
witness is Jesus’ works. In v. 25, Jesus states: 1 €pya @ £y® moud €v T® OvOpaTL TOD
TaTpOS Lov tadTa poptupel mepi Epod “the works that I do in my Father’s name, these
testify about me.” This clause complex is made up of two paratactic clauses, with the first
one being incomplete. In both clauses, Jesus underscores the significance of his works’
testimony through syntagmatic emphasis. Here, the subject and Sayer of the Verbal
process occupy the first syntactical slot, first with the grammaticalized ta €pya “the
works” and then with the reduced tadta “these.” The last witness given salience is John

the Baptist, again, via syntagmatic emphasis. Both Todvvng “John” and mavra “all
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things,” which stands as a reduced form for the content of John’s testimony, are subjects
fronted in their clauses (v. 41).

This episode also features prominently the ontological unity between Jesus and
the Father. This emphasis is fitting since Jesus’ messianic nature and divine authority is
contingent upon his relationship with the Father. We see this emphasis in the explicit
instantiation of £€y® “I,” which functions together with ¢ matp “the Father” as the
fronted subject of the clause in v. 30 (see also v. 38). Paradigmatic highlighting of this
theological theme is realized through the predicator yivddoknte “you may continue to
know” in v. 38. Here, Jesus is talking about a continuous understanding of the unity
between himself and the Father. The emphasis of this continual understanding is provided
by the foregrounding of the imperfective yivooknte, which is juxtaposed to the perfective
yvdte “you may know.”

Other theological themes given prominence are the belief in Jesus as the heavenly
Messiah and the secure eternal destiny of those who hear and believe the testimony about
him. At the end of the narrative John comments that toAAoi “many” came to Jesus and
believed in him (vv. 41-42). By fronting the subject moAAoi, John draws attention to those
Jews who, in contrast to the Jews in Jerusalem, embraced the truthfulness of the
testimony about Jesus that was given to them. These believing Jews have their destinies
secured because, as Jesus emphasizes with the fronted subject, o0dgic dOvatat apmalev
€K THG YEWPOC ToD maTpdG “no one can snatch them out of my Father’s hand” (v. 29) and

&K tfig xepdg pov “out of my hand” (v. 28).%

5 The highlighting in v. 28 is paradigmatic via the expectative apndocet “will snatch.” See also the
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Field

Despite its brevity, this discourse unit holds significant importance. While the subject
matter of Jesus’ heavenly messiahship—on the basis of his unique relationship with God
the Father—parallels previous episodes (see chs. 5 and 8), this unit stands out by
introducing a vital clarification: Jesus himself qualifies his messianic identity with an
explicitly divine dimension.

The episode opens with the Jews pressing Jesus for a clear and direct statement
about whether he is the Messiah: einé \piv noppnoiq, “tell us plainly,” they insist, &i 60 &1
0 yp1otog, “if you are the Messiah” (v. 24). In response, Jesus points out that he has
already made this clear, yet they have chosen not to believe him (v. 25). He seems to be
referring to the words he gave to the Jews the last time he was in the temple, while
celebrating the feast of Tabernacles, when he claimed to be the éy® &ip “T am,” who has
existed even mpiv APpadp yevécOar “before Abraham was born.” This adjunct A
“again,” in v. 31, supports this connection. Here we are told that éBdctacav ndiv AiBovg
ot Tovdaiot tva MBdowotv adtov “the Jews, again, picked up stones in order to stone
him.” The only other instance where the Jews attempted to stone Jesus for his words was
indeed during the final day of the Feast of Tabernacles (8:59).

Though Jesus acknowledges that he has already made his messianic identity clear,
he nonetheless reaftirms his claim by turning to two familiar sources of evidence: his
works and the Scriptures (vv. 25, 34). In his appeal to the testimony of these two sources,

Jesus not only claims equality and unity with God the Father, but he also claims, at least,

expectative amdAmvto forcefully negated by the double ov un “they will never perish.”
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that the designation 0g6¢ “God” and vio¢ Tod Oeod “Son of God” is perfectly applicable to
him. Regarding his works, Jesus asserts that they manifest 611 év €uoi 6 matnp kdyod &v
1@ motpi “that the Father is in me and I am in the Father” (v. 38). The surrounding
context clarifies that this unity between Jesus and the Father is functional at the very
least; the works performed by the Son are essentially the works of the Father. This is
vividly demonstrated in the eternal preservation of ta npdparta “the sheep,” where both
Christ and the Father securely hold them in their grasp (vv. 28-29). His appeal to the
Jewish Scriptures, specifically Ps 82:6, suggests that his equality with God transcends
mere functional cooperation, touching upon his ontological essence as well. Employing a
complex first class conditional clause, he posits that if God called other creatures

%7 and the testimony of the Scriptures remains unaltered, then there should be no

“gods,
textual justification for the Jews to charge him with blasphemy for referring to himself as
010G T0D Bg0d “Son of God.” The crux of his argument is not that he is merely aligning
himself with humanity; rather, he is arguing that the title rightfully belongs to him
because he is the one 6v 6 matp Mylacev kol dnéotetrey €ig TOV kKOGHOV “whom the
Father has set apart and sent into the world” (v. 36). Here, unlike in other instances where
Jesus’ listeners fail to grasp his message, they recognize that Jesus is moteig ceavtov Oedv

“making himself to be God” (v. 33), which, in their perspective, equates to blasphemy

given their belief that he is only a man.*®

57 While scholars continue to debate the identity of those referred in the Psalm as Oeoi “gods,” our
lack of certainty does not affect the point Jesus is trying to make.

% This explains why Domains 76 (Power, Force) and 20 (Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill) are the
most significantly represented in this episode, with percentages of 18 and 11 percent respectively.
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There is no textual indication on this occasion that a division of opinions arose
among the Jews due to Jesus’ words. These Jews in Jerusalem are presented as a united
front, determined to deal with Jesus for his alleged blasphemy. First, they tried to stone
him, and then £§(qtovv obv avTOV TéAy mdoon “they tried to seize him again,” but
somehow Jesus £EfjADeV €k TH|g xepOg avTdV “escaped their grasp” (v. 39). The
Evangelist does not tell how or why. But the reader can fill in the blanks that the reason
was 61t obmw EANAO0eL 1) dpa avtod “because his hour had not yet come™ (7:30).

The response of those Jews living mépav tod Topddvov “on the other side of the
Jordan” is in stark contrast to those Jews in Jerusalem. The Evangelist tells us that many
of them fABov Tpdc avtdv “came to Jesus” (v. 41) and énictevcay gic avtdv “believed in
him” (v. 42). In this new scene, the Evangelist explains that the setting of this embrace of
Jesus as the Messiah was the same tov tomov dmov v Twévvng 10 npdtov Bantilov
“place where John was first baptizing” (v. 40). The importance of this redactional
comment lies in the nature of John the Baptist’s ministry, whose ultimate purpose was to
reveal to Israel that Jesus was the Messiah (1:31). Indeed, one of the main reasons why
these particular Jews welcomed Jesus as their Messiah is because they recognized that
navta doa imev Todvvng mepi Tovtov dAnOR fv “everything John said about him was

true” (v. 41).

Tenor

Although not formally structured as a trial like the previous episode, the tenor of this

discourse unit presents the Jews as interrogators and judges. This is evident from their
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first direct question and demand in the narrative: £o¢ Tdte TV YoMV NUAV oipelc; €l oL
&l 0 yprotog, sing Muiv mappnoia “How long will you annoy us? If you are the Messiah,
tell us plainly” (v. 24).” If we adopt the NIV’s translation—*“How long will you keep us
in suspense?”’—the question might seem like a genuine plea for clarity; however,
considering that the Jews have ékbxlmcav “surrounded” Jesus, they are the only ones
issuing a command in this narrative, and Jesus has already provided numerous hints about
his messianic identity, it suggests they are seeking information to potentially use against
him. This is further corroborated by their later actions to stone and arrest Jesus on charges
of blasphemy.

Conversely, Jesus is depicted as the brave and divine Messiah, unfazed by the
hostility from the Jews. Even while facing the threat of being stoned, he remains
composed and resolute (vv. 31-32). Jesus is also portrayed as a gracious Messiah,
extending grace even to his Jewish opponents—and certainly to his followers, Ta
npodPata “the sheep” who heed his voice. Perhaps as an act of grace, Jesus not only
provides an answer that reinforces his messianic identity and divine nature, but he also
invites his hearers to consider the testimony of his works, with the hope that through this,
they might come to believe that he and the Father are one (v. 38). However, he also
makes it clear that only those who are his sheep will ultimately believe in him (vv. 26—

27).

% The question literally translates as ‘Until when do you lift up our soul?” However, A. Pallis, a
native speaker of modern Greek, argued some time ago that this phrase, still in use today, is an idiomatic
expression that conveys the idea of being a plague to someone. See Pallis, 4 Few Notes, v—vi. While it is
impossible to confirm if this idiomatic meaning has remained consistent over time, it is clear that the Jews’
approach towards Jesus was not friendly.
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The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 10:22—42

In this narrative episode, the plural form of Tovdaiog is used in a general and ambiguous
sense, allowing for the convergence of the religious-cultural, ethnic, and possibly
geographical dimensions of the concept of Judah. The adjunct of Extend—Duration méAw
in vv. 31 and 39 links this episode with the earlier scene in 7:1-8:59, which depicts Jesus’
interaction with various subgroups of Jews gathered in Jerusalem for the feast of
Tabernacles. Since John does not specify the identity of the Jews in this episode, it
becomes evident that he intends his readers to understand the referent of Tovdaiog in a
non-restricted way. The Tovdaiot who surround and ultimately oppose Jesus thus
represent a conglomerate group, likely including both members of the Jewish crowd and
representatives of the religious authorities.

These Jews in Jerusalem are undoubtedly portrayed negatively. Their inquiry,
rather than being an earnest request for greater enlightenment, serves as a pretext to
gather evidence they might use against Jesus. But not all Jews have taken on this
adversarial stance towards Jesus. Many Jews, albeit not in Jerusalem, are still coming to
him and responding with faith. Although the Evangelist does not use Tovdaiog to identify
these other Jews, his use of moAloti indicates they are a portion of the wider group known
as the ‘Tovdaiot. This is made clear by the reference to John the Baptist, whose mission

was to make known to Israel that Jesus is the Messiah.
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Conclusion

These five episodes include twenty-six occurrences of the plural Tovdaiot, exhibiting at
least two, if not three, pragmatic senses: seventeen instances reflect a religious-cultural
sense (e.g., 5:1, 10, 15-16, 18; 6:4, 41, 52; 7:1-2; 9:18, 22; 10:19, 24, 31, 33), while nine
instances, in addition to the religious-cultural sense, also incorporate an ethnic dimension
(e.g., 7:11, 13, 15, 35; 8:22, 31, 48, 52, 57). In the case of those Jews described as
residents of Jerusalem, an added geographical dimension may also be activated. The
referents of Tovdaiot range from broad, non-specific groups to restricted subgroups,
depending on the context. In some cases, the term identifies Jews collectively, such as
those attending a festival (e.g., 7:15, 35). In other instances, it refers more narrowly to
Jewish religious authorities (e.g., 5:10, 15-16; 7:15, 35). While the general Jewish
populace is sometimes depicted negatively, John directs his strongest criticism at the
religious leaders, portraying them as ignorant, obstinate, and hateful. On a few occasions,
however, a group from among the Jewish populace is depicted positively as believing in

Jesus (7:31).



CHAPTER 6: JOHN’S MODULATION OF IOYAAIOX—FROM BETHANY TO A
HOUSE IN JERUSALEM

Introduction

The remaining four units of discourse where the Tovdoiot play a significant role in John’s
Gospel occur in Judea, specifically in Bethany and Jerusalem, during the events leading
up to and surrounding the final Passover. These narratives reach their climax with Jesus’
death, which John presents as the fulfillment of his identity as the Passover Lamb. This
culmination is further marked by Thomas’s profound confession of faith, declaring Jesus
not only the heavenly Messiah but also the Lord God, encapsulating the theological

emphasis of John’s portrayal of Jesus’ divine and redemptive role.

John 11:1-54: Jesus’ Revelation to Many Jews that He is the Life-Giving Messiah

Mode

In chapter 11, the writer of the Fourth Gospel presents what is, up until now, the most
powerful miraculous demonstration of Jesus’ messianic identity, namely, the resurrection
of Lazarus. John describes this powerful episode between vv. 1 and 54. The conjunctive
adjunct 6¢ “now” in v. 1 and the introduction of a new setting by means of the Location-
Place adjuncts dmo BnOaviag “from Bethany” and gk tfig kdpung Mapiog kol MapBag tiig

aderotic avtiic “the village of Mary and her sister Martha” mark the beginning of this

314
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new discourse section. The opening verses introduce the key participants—Lazarus,
Mary, Martha, and the Lord—whose interactions shape the dialogue and structure of the
discourse. These participants not only provide narrative continuity but also help organize
the episode into six distinct scenes. The first scene of this narrative (vv. 1-6) not only
establishes the central conflict—Lazarus’s illness and impending death—but also
emphasizes the close, familial bond between Jesus and Lazarus’s household. The second
scene (vv. 7-16) transitions to a dialogue between Jesus and his disciples, focusing on
Lazarus’s condition and setting the stage for the journey to Bethany. In the third scene
(vv. 17-27), the Tovdaiot “Jews” are introduced as participants, but the primary focus
shifts to Jesus’ personal interaction with Martha. Similarly, the fourth scene (vv. 28-37)
features Mary in a parallel role, as Jesus engages with her in a deeply emotional
exchange. The fifth scene (vv. 38—44) reintroduces Martha, highlighting her continued
role as Jesus’ main interlocutor. Finally, in the sixth scene (vv. 45-54), the narrative shifts
focus to the religious authorities, with Mary serving as the pivotal connection between
some Tovdaiot “Jews” and the leaders (vv. 45-46). The Evangelist has carefully joined all
these scenes into a cohesive unit by a number of transitional adjuncts, particularly the
inferential ovv, which marks the beginning of Scenes 3 (v. 17), 5 (v. 38), and 6 (v. 45).
The beginning of Scene 2 is indicated by &neira petd todto “then, after this” (v. 7) and
the beginning of Scene 4 by xai “and” (v. 28).

John’s agenda has been to demonstrate to the Tovdaiot “Jews” that Jesus is the
Messiah, primarily through supernatural manifestations of power. Therefore, it should not

come as a surprise to his readers that the portentous miracle of Lazarus’s physical
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resurrection is given the greatest prominence in this discourse unit. The miraculous nature
of this event is highlighted by first frontgrounding the reality of Lazarus’s physical death,
and then by emphasizing the hope of resurrection. In v. 13, the Evangelist uses the stative
eipnketl “he had been speaking” to clarify that even though Jesus might have given the
impression that Lazarus’s condition was Tfig koyuncewc tod Hmvov “the slumber of
sleep,” he was actually referring to Lazarus’s physical death. Four other stative verbs are
used to underscore the extent of Lazarus’s death: tetelevtnkdtog (v. 39) and tebvnkag (v.
44), both translated as “the one who had died,” emphasize his state of being dead.
Additionally, 6edepévog “bound” and mepredédeto “wrapped,” describe the end result of
Lazarus’s burial preparation, further emphasizing that he was indeed very dead.'

The hope of Lazarus’s resurrection is insinuated to the reader through the stative
kexoiunton “he has fallen asleep” (vv. 11, 12). Indeed, this declaration by Jesus leads the
disciples to conclude that Lazarus cwfnceton “would recover.” However, it is Jesus’
statement to Martha that explicitly highlights the hope of resurrection: dvaocthcetat 6
a0eAPOC Gov, “your brother will rise up” (v. 23). Here, the foregrounding is not achieved
through the aspect of the Material process avactoetat, but through its voice and mood.
The expectative mood emphasizes the potential for resurrection, and the middle voice
highlights Lazarus as the beneficiary of this resurrection. Martha’s response, oida 8Tt
avaotnoetal &v T dvactdoet &v 1) Eoydatn Nuépa “I know that he will rise up in the
resurrection on the last day”—combining the stative oido with the middle expectative

avaotnoetat—also aims to foreground the resurrection of Lazarus, although she is

' See also the syntagmatic highlighting in v. 14 where Adlapog “Lazarus” is fronted in the clause.
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envisioning a distant future rather than the immediate action Jesus intends to take.” The
hope for Lazarus and indeed for all rests in the reality that the Messiah himself is the
resurrection and the life, a fact underscored by the instantiation and fronting of the
pronoun £y® in v. 25.

Another aspect of the miracle given prominence in this discourse unit is its
purpose, which is to demonstrate the unity between Jesus and the Father and to encourage
belief in his messianic identity.” In v. 42, Jesus states: &y 6& §detv 61t TévToTé POV
GcovELS, ALY 10 TOV YAOV TOV TEPIEGTATA EIMOV, TvaL TIGTEVGMGLY BT GV [IE AMECTEINAC
“And I have known that you always hear me, but because of the crowd standing here I
say this so that they may believe that you sent me.” This clause complex features two
statives, o€ and mepieatdta; the first draws attention to the intimate relationship
between Jesus and the Father, highlighting his confidence in the Father’s responsiveness,
while the second focuses on the crowd who are about to witness and benefit from Jesus’
miraculous sign.

In this episode, John also frontgrounds the kindness of the Jews toward Lazarus’s
sisters. He emphasizes that moAloi ék 1@V Tovdainv EAnAdOsicay Tpog v Mdapbav Kai
Mopap tva mopoapvdnowvtor avtag tepl Tod doereod “many of the Jews had come to

Martha and Mary to comfort them concerning their brother.” The highlighting of the

*See also syntagmatic foregrounding of the subject in the following clauses: oyt 1 dcbévela ovk
€otwv Tpog Bdvotov “this sickness is not to end in death” (v. 4); Adlope, debpo EEm “Lazarus, come out!”
(v. 43). This final clause also features the nominative of address.

3 See also v. 27 where with the stative menictevko “I have believed,” Martha confesses her
recognition of Jesus as the heavenly sent Messiah, the Son of God.
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Jews’ action, as well as their purpose, is achieved through the combination of the stative
Emivbeicav and the middle subjunctive Tapapvbnomvral.

A final theological theme emphasized in this narrative through the use of statives
is the providential sacrifice of Jesus for the benefit of the Jews. This theme is brought to
the forefront by an unlikely figure, the high priest Caiaphas. In v. 49, he rebukes other
members of the Sanhedrin for their apparent ignorance (bueic ovk oidate 0vdEV “you do
not know anything”) regarding the potential benefits of Jesus’ death. Caiaphas posits that
it is quite advantageous for the nation that €i¢ &vOpwmog émoddvn Hmep Tod Aood Kod uf
OAov 10 €Bvog dmointat “one person should die for the people rather than the whole
nation should perish.” He believes that Jesus’ death would not only benefit the Jews

living in Judea but also those 1 dieokopmicpéva “who were scattered abroad” (v. 52).

Field

The central message of this discourse unit can be expressed as follows: As the Messiah
sent from heaven, Jesus possesses the power to restore life to the dead; yet, paradoxically,
his ability to impart this life is rooted in his own act of self-sacrifice on behalf of those he
enlivens. Although not phrased exactly this way, this is the underlying message the
Evangelist conveys to his audience through the narrative of Lazarus’s resurrection and the
reactions of the witnesses.

The purpose of this narrative is consistent with the purpose of all other stories
John has recorded, namely, to provide attestation that Jesus is the Messiah. The Lord

himself explicitly affirms that Lazarus’s illness and subsequent resurrection is Vmep THig
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30ENG T0oD B0V, tva d0&naOT] 6 LIOG ToD Bg0D S’ vt “for the glory of God, so that the
Son of God may be glorified through it” (v. 5). Indeed, it is this divine purpose that
causes Jesus to remain in his location for a couple of extra days (v. 6). In this clause
complex, both the noun and verb forms of the glory vocabulary are used. The noun form
d0&ng functions as the head term of the possessive deictic Tod Ogod in an adjunct phrase
that, governed by the preposition Vnép, communicates purpose. The miracle of Lazarus’s
resurrection is, therefore, meant to do exactly what Jesus’ healing of the blind person in
chapter 9 did; that is, it is meant to provide a powerful disclosure of God. Jesus’ question
to Martha explicitly indicates that she should expect to see the glory of God through the
miracle of Lazarus’s resurrection—ovk imdv 6ot 81t &dv motevong dymn v do6Eav Tod
0eov; “Did I not tell you that if you believe, you will see the glory of God?” (v. 40).
While 66&ng is used in various places throughout John, only two miracles in John’s entire
narrative are explicitly stated to reveal the glory of someone. This episode is one of them,
and here the glory revealed is that of God the Father. The other episode is the very first
miracle Jesus performed. In 2:11, John explained that it was through the transformation
of water into wine that Jesus épavépwoev v 66&av “revealed his glory” to his disciples.
On that private manifestation of his glory, Jesus self-disclosed himself as the promised
Messiah. The subordinate clause featuring the verb form in the passive voice has as the
Goal of the clause 0 viOg T0D Og0D “the Son of God.” In other words, while Lazarus’s
resurrection is meant to provide a display of God the Father, the same miracle is meant to
offer others (the unstated Actor of the Material process is not defined) an opportunity to

recognize the glory of the Son, his messiahship. In this episode, therefore, John once
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again highlights the unity between the Father and the Son, who are joined in their
commitment to provide a self-disclosure of their divine identities.

While this miracle has the same purpose as all the other miracles in John, it stands
out by presenting a particular facet of Jesus’ identity. While the goal of Jesus’ powerful
display is for individuals, exemplified by Martha, to believe and confess that Jesus is 0
YPLETOG O VIOG TOoD Be0D O €ig TOV KOOV Epyodpevog “the Messiah, the Son of God, who
is coming into the world” (v. 27), the aspect of his messiahship that Jesus is revealing
here is his divine authority as the giver of life. Jesus wishes to reveal that he is 1y
avaotaotic Kai 1) {mn “the resurrection and the life” (v. 25). Indeed, Domain 17 (Stances
and Events Related to Stances), which includes lexical items related to the concept of
resurrection, has one of the highest concentrations in this passage (15 percent). Jesus
demonstrates his authority not only through his assertive statements to Martha but also
through the command that brings life back to Lazarus’s decomposed body. With a
confidence that only someone with divine power could possess, Jesus declares to Martha
AvaotnoeTal O AdeAPOS ov “your brother will rise up” (v. 23). While Martha (and Mary)
are well aware of Jesus’ healing abilities (v. 21, 32), she does not initially grasp that Jesus
is capable of physically resurrecting her brother at that very moment. She expresses her
faith in Jesus’ power to raise Lazarus €v tfj dvactdoet &v Tf) éoydn Nuépa “in the
resurrection on the last day” (v. 24). We should be cautious not to interpret Martha’s
statement as a lack of faith; she is simply echoing teachings she likely heard from ¢
dwaokarog “the teacher” (v. 28; cf. 6:39-40, 44, 54). What Jesus is about to show

Martha is that his power is not solely eschatological but immediate. Therefore, Jesus goes
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to the tomb and with three simple, yet powerful words, cries out, Adlape, 60edpo EE®
“Lazarus, come out” (v. 43). As a result of Jesus’ words, the Evangelist explains with a
highly marked grammatical structure that highlights Jesus’ life-giving power, that
EENADEY O TeBvnKaC dedepévog Tovg TOHSAG Kol TaG Yelpog kepiaig “the one who had died
came out, his feet and hands bound with strips of cloth” (v. 44).

While Jesus does not exchange his life with that of Lazarus, one thing that this
story indicates regarding the life-giving work of Jesus is that the resurrection of those
who believe, even when they died (vv. 25-26), is tied to the death of the life-giver
himself. That the hope of resurrection is linked to Jesus’ death is first hinted at by
situating the miracle in Bethany &yyvg 1@v Tepocoldpmv O¢ dmd otadimv dekamévie
“near Jerusalem, about fifteen stadia away,”* where it soon becomes evident in the
interaction with his disciples that Judea is where Jesus’ life is in danger (v. 8). Indeed,
Thomas suggests that going near Jerusalem is akin to enacting a death sentence (v. 16).
Another hint of the connection between the hope of resurrection and Jesus’ death is the
proleptic explanation that Mapiap 1 dreiyaca tOv KOplov pop® kol KpaEaca Tovg
modag avTod Taig Opi&ly avtiic “Mary was the one who anointed the Lord with perfume
and wiped his feet with her hair” (v. 2), an act we later learn from the next episode was in
preparation for Jesus’ burial (12:7). However, it is the high priest Caiaphas who explicitly
makes this connection. John explains that Caiaphas’s statement to the Sanhedrin that
Jesus amoBdavn vEp Tod Aaod kol pun SAov o €Bvog dmdinton “should die for the people

rather than the whole nation should perish” (v. 50) stems from a prophecy he had

4 About three kilometers from Jerusalem



322

previously made. Caiaphas had prophesied 611 EueAlev Inocodg dmobviiokew vVEP ToD
g€0voug “that Jesus was going to die for the nation” and that he was going to ta tékvo 10D
Beod 10 deokopmicpéva cuvaydyn eig &v “gather into one the children of God, who are
scattered abroad” (v. 52). The Sanhedrin’s concern that the Romans would come and
apodov MUV Kol Tov Tomov Kai 10 £0vog “would take away our place and our nation”
underscores that, in Caiaphas’s mind, Jesus’ death could potentially avert the destruction
of the temple and Israel.” Moreover, the ingathering of all dispersed Jews into one land
was part of Israel’s eschatological hope, expected to be fulfilled during the messianic
age.® While Caiaphas might have intended to use Jesus as a sacrificial scapegoat for his
own survival, it is difficult not to see in his words the Evangelist’s interpretation of God’s
providential plan to save Jews from around the world.

One last thing the field analysis of this discourse unit reveals is the ambivalent
relationship between miraculous signs and belief, illustrated through the responses of
those participants who witnessed the resurrection of Lazarus. John indeed has a very
positive view of miracles; therefore, he appeals to them as witnesses that bear testimony
to the messianic identity of Jesus. At the same time, he is very conscious of their
limitations. In this episode, we see at least three responses to the self-disclosure of Jesus.
First, we see Martha, who responds in faith to Jesus prior to witnessing Jesus’ portentous
act. This is not to say that Martha responds in belief without being exposed to Jesus’

revelation. Martha does receive a revelation from Jesus, but that revelation is his words,

°In light of passages such as LXX Jer 7:14; Acts 6:14; and 21:28 1ov ténov “the place” in v. 48
likely refers to the temple.
%See for example 1QS IX, 11.
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the same words that Peter qualified as pfuata (ofi¢ aiowviov “words of eternal life”
(6:68). Jesus has not only asserted to Martha that he would raise Lazarus from the dead.
He has also revealed himself to her with the words: £&y® siju 1) dvactaocig kai 1 (o 6
TOTELOV &€i¢ EUE KOV dmoBdvn (foetan “I am the resurrection and the life; he who
believes in me, even if he dies, will live” (v. 25). These are the words that Martha
believed. Nai x0pie “Yes, Lord,” she affirmed, &y®d meniotevka 11 60 &1 6 ¥p1oToOg O VIOG
ToD 00D 0 €ig TOV KOGpOV Epxouevos “I have believed that you are the Christ, the Son of
God, who is coming into the world” (v. 27). In the case of Martha, the resurrection of her
brother was a work that strengthened her faith. In the case of a large group of Jews,’
however, the resurrection of Lazarus was a work that occasioned faith. John states that
moAlol €k @V Tovdaimv ol EA00vVTEC TPOg TV Mapilap Kai Osacdpevol d Eroinoev
éniotevoay gic avtov “many of the Jews who had come to Mary, and had seen what he
did, believed in him” (v. 45). Unlike the depiction in John 8:31-59, here John portrays
the belief of these Jews as genuine and not superficial or insincere. Even when he
mentions that Tiveg 6¢ €€ avT®v anfjABov mpdg Tovg Dapicaiovg “some of them went to

the Pharisees” (v. 46), no comment is made about ill intent. Indeed, in this story, the

"Because Jesus responded to Mary’s apparent hopeless attitude and demoralizing posture by
internally groaning (évefpiunoato t@ mvevpart) and feeling stirred (étdpagev €avtdv), many conclude that
Mary alongside of the Jews lacked faith and that their perceived lack of faith angered the Lord. See, for
example, Barrett, John, 398; Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 2:420-22. However, the text
indicates that Mary did possess some belief in Jesus, even if her faith had not yet developed to the extent of
her sister’s. She believed that Jesus had the power to heal her brother (v. 33). John also introduces her at the
start of the episode, making reference to her forthcoming act of worship (v. 2). If Jesus is indeed angry, as
many suggest, he is likely angered not by Mary’s lack of faith but by sin and death itself, due to the pain
they cause. Nevertheless, it is more probable that the phrase évefpyncato 1d nvedpatt does not convey
anger but rather provides a vivid, pictorial description of Jesus bristling in preparation to his looming
confrontation with death.
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actions of this group of Jews are mostly described in positive terms. For many of the
Jewish religious authorities, however, no amount of quantity or quality of miracles will
move them to faith. They have made the decision that Jesus is a threat to them and to the
nation. Hence, they are now conspiring to have him killed (v. 53). Indeed, it is because of
the persecution by these religious Jews that Jesus has to leave Judea and go to Ephraim

(v. 54).

Tenor

The tenor of this narrative segment reinforces what we have already learned about Jesus:
As Messiah, Jesus is the powerful giver of life. His authoritative status, not only over
people but particularly over death itself, is demonstrated through the semantic function of
four commands. His authority over death is vividly illustrated when he commands the
deceased Lazarus to come out of the tomb (v. 43). His authority over people is illustrated
by his injunctions to remove the stone from the tomb (v. 39) and to unbind and free the
resurrected Lazarus (v. 44). Consistent with previous accounts, Jesus is also portrayed as
a caring Messiah. The Jews who had gone to see Martha and Mary, upon observing Jesus’
tears, recognized and verbalized the love he had for Lazarus through a combination of a
command and a direct statement (v. 36), a sentiment that was explicitly voiced by his
sisters earlier (v. 3). But Jesus’ compassion extends beyond Lazarus to include Martha,
Mary, and all who believe in him. Several expectative statements made by Jesus
underscore his caring nature; he comforts Martha with the assurance that her brother

avactnoetal “will rise up” (v. 23), and he promises that upon her belief, she dym v
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d0&av tod Beod “will see the glory of God” (v. 40). This promise was not only for Martha
but for all who witnessed the miracle. Indeed, a primary clause containing a probable
statement encapsulates Jesus’ care for those who trust in him, where he declares in v. 26,
Kol g 6 {AV Kol Totedmv €ig £Ue 00 un amobdvn ic Tov aidva “everyone who lives
and believes in me will never die eternally.”

Many Jews are among those who believe in Jesus and, therefore, experience the
gift of life he offered them. While in other narratives some Jews were shown as
adversaries to Jesus, in this episode, a majority of them are presented as welcoming
towards him. The only Jews who are cast as Jesus’ enemies in this unit are the religious
authorities. But the enmity goes only one way. In this episode, there are no words of
condemnation on Jesus’ part against the Jews. Yet the Jewish authorities are bent on

killing Jesus.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 11:1-54

The lexeme Tovdaiog, in its plural form, appears seven times in this narrative segment,
and with the exceptions of v. 54 and perhaps v. 8, the word is constrained to a
geographical sense. No reference is made to any particular religious celebration, and the
term is consistently applied to individuals who, up until the last scene (vv. 45-54), are to
be differentiated from the religious authorities. While this does not mean that these

particular Jews did not have a religious background, what it means is that the cotext is

® The instance in v. 8 refers to those Jews who previously sought to stone and seize Jesus (10:31,
39). As per our earlier discussion of that event, this use likely encompasses a broader sense, referring to
anyone who identifies themselves as a Jew.
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constraining Tovdaiog to highlight a regional sense. The primary contextual clue for this
geographical interpretation is the mention of Tovdaia in v. 7, which indicates the region
where Jesus was traveling to visit Lazarus and his family. Furthermore, the clarification
that many of these Jews had come from Jerusalem to console Martha and Mary (vv. 18—
19) reinforces this regional sense.

As mentioned earlier, this initial group of Jews is portrayed quite favorably within
the narrative. They journeyed to Bethany to offer comfort to Martha and Mary and have
accepted Jesus as their Messiah. Indeed, many of these same Jews will be the ones
exclaiming soon: @Govva: eDAOYNUEVOG O EpYOLEVOG &V OVOLLOTL Kupiov, Kol O PactAeDg
00 TopanA “Hosanna! Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord—indeed,
the king of Israel!” (12:13, 17).

The final use of Tovdaiot in v. 54 has certainly a religious sense and a negative
connotation, as it refers to the members of the Sanhedrin who have convened to conspire
against Jesus’ life. The connection between the Tovdaiot of v. 54 and the Pharisees and
Sadducees making up the Sanhedrin council is established through the inferential ovv,
which indicates that Jesus o0kétt Tappncia tepiendrel &v 1oic Tovdaiolg “no longer
walked openly among the Jews” as a result of the Sanhedrin’s decision to put him to

death (v. 53).
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John 11:55—12:11: The Jews’ Preparation of the Messiah’s Life-Giving Sacrifice

Mode

Although many translations of the Bible and scholarly commentaries consider the
narrative of Lazarus’s resurrection to continue through to the end of chapter 11 (v. 57), it
is more appropriate to view v. 55 as the beginning of a new episode, which sets the stage
for the events leading up to the final days of Jesus’ earthly life. The postpositive 8¢ “now”
signals a transition, and the editorial remarks v &yyd¢ 10 néoya 6V Tovdainv “the
Passover of the Jews was near” and avépnoav moAdrol €ig Tepocdivpa “many went up to
Jerusalem” suggest a transition not to a new scene but to a new episode that takes place in
a different temporal and locational setting. While there are good reasons for extending
this unit of discourse to the end of chapter 12, primarily due to the reappearance of
participants like 6 dyhoc “the crowd” and Adlapog “Lazarus,” it seems more appropriate
to conclude it at 12:11 for the following reasons. First, the Jewish crowd, initially
introduced in 11:55 with the reduced moALoi “many” as actively seeking Jesus, reappears
in 12:9 having found him. Although their initial intent is not clear, it is evident that their
pursuit was not hostile since they ultimately énictevov gig T0v Incodv “believed in Jesus”
(12:11). Secondly, specific lexical items such as évtagracudg “burial” and Aitpa “pound”
from Domains 52 (Funerals and Burial) and 86 (Weight) appear in this discourse unit but
are not used again until 19:39-40.° Thirdly, the Location-Time adjunct tf] énavpiov “the

next day” might indicate a scene change, but here it appears to signal the beginning of a

? Although in 19:40, the verb form évtaguile is utilized rather than the noun form évtagioopdg. It
is also worth noting that the use of these two words constitutes a 50 percent representation of their
respective domains within John’s Gospel, since they appear only in these two accounts.
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new narrative segment that will detail Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem, leading to his
condemnation. Finally, the key participant Mapuap “Mary” exits the story entirely after
12:11.

One of the themes given most prominence in this unit is the intense disdain of the
religious leaders toward Jesus, as the only stative predicator featured in a main clause is
the Material process dedwkelsav “they had given,” which highlights the action of the
Jewish authorities in collecting “incriminating” evidence to arrest Jesus (11:57). This
intense disdain is further underscored through the middle éBovievcavto “they plotted”
(12:10), which draws attention to the role they play in securing Jesus’ death. Though not
in a main clause, the stative éotnroteg “as they stood” (11:56) emphasizes the crowd’s
intense pursuit of Jesus, highlighting their alertness to any potential manifestation of him.
This pursuit is also indicated through the syntactical fronting of the subject moAloi t@dv

Tovdaiov “many of the Jews,”"

who are said to be going after Jesus. The deceitful and
treacherous nature of Judas is given narrative prominence through three passive voice
predicators in 12:5-6: énpdabn “was sold,” €660 “was given,” and BarAidpeva “was put
into.” The first two are spoken by Judas, portraying his pretense of acting more honorably
than Mary, while the last verb, part of an editorial remark, reveals his thievery. In
contrast, the narrative elevates the sacrificial worship of Mary (and possibly Martha). In

12:3, the subject 1 Mapiap “Mary” is fronted to emphasize her act of worshipful and

selfless sacrifice, while the fronting of 1) oikia “house” as the Goal of éminpnOn “was

In the text moAhot is, however, separated from its possessive deictic T@v Tovdaiwv by the
intervening 8’ 0O TOV VEyOV.
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filled” at the end of the verse likely underlines the magnitude of Mary’s offering.
Similarly, the fronting of 6 'Incodg “Jesus” in 12:1, functioning as the subject of the
Material process NA0sv “came,” emphasizes his resolve to fulfill his messianic destiny by

returning to Bethany, from where he had previously fled.

Field

This narrative concerns the preparation for the sacrificial death of the Messiah, depicted
through two contrasting scenes within this discourse unit. One scene illustrates an
approach marked by malevolent intent, while the other is characterized by profound
worshipful devotion. These dual approaches, in turn, reflect the polarized responses
provoked by Jesus’ self-disclosure of his messianic identity. In alignment with Jesus’
ultimate mission to die as the Lamb of God, the events within this narrative unfold
against the backdrop of 10 mdoya t@v Tovdaiwv “the Passover of the Jews” (11:55).

In the initial scene, the reader is taken €ig Tepocoivpa “to Jerusalem” (11:55),
where a significant number of Jews, who had come to Jerusalem a few days early in order

! eagerly await the arrival of Jesus

tva ayvicoowv éavtotg “to purify themselves,
(11:56). Undoubtedly, their eagerness is probably spurred by curiosity, given the spread
of the news regarding Lazarus’s resurrection. A few verses later, the Evangelist informs

his readers that the crowd who went to see Jesus in Bethany were also there tva kai tov

Adlapov Wdwaorv “that they may also see Lazarus” (12:9). While the crowd’s eagerness to

" The Mosaic law required Jews to ceremonially purify themselves before taking part of the
Passover. See Num 9:6—-14.
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see Jesus is spurred by curiosity, the eagerness of the religious leaders is motivated by a
determination to have Jesus condemned to death. In the prior episode, we were informed
of the authorities’ determination to kill Jesus. Now, in 11:57, the Evangelist states:
dedmkelcay ¢ ot apyepeis kal ol Papicaiot EVTordg tva £4v TIc yv@®d mod 6TV unvoon,
Omwg maowow avtév “now the chief priests and the Pharisees had given orders that if
anyone knew where he was, he should report him, so that they would arrest him.” With
this comment, the Gospel writer emphasizes the preparatory measures taken by the
religious authorities to have Jesus killed.

Unbeknownst to her, but a fact recognized by the Lord, Mary will also engage in
preparatory actions for the death and burial of the Messiah. Unlike the Pharisees,
however, her motivation stems from a profound sense of devotion. This act of sacrificial
and selfless devotion is described in the second scene, the onset of which is indicated by
the inferential ovv “then” (12:1)."* The scene begins with the Lord’s arrival at Bethany &&
nuep®v tod maoya “six days before the Passover,” which itself points to the Lord’s own
preparation for his death: He has returned to the place he last left because of the plot to

kill him (11:54). The exact setting for Mary’s act of worship is during a meal prepared in

"2 The supposed discrepancies between Mary’s actions and those of the unnamed woman who
performed a similar act in Matt 26:6—13, Mark 14:3-9, and Luke 7:36—50 have led some scholars, who
believe the source of these accounts is a single event, to argue that John’s narrative is an invention.
However, notwithstanding some explainable differences, the similarities between John’s account and those
of Matthew and Mark indicate that this story is rooted in historical fact. Initially, all three accounts locate
the event in Bethany (Matt 26:6; Mark 14:3). They unanimously describe the ointment as costly (Matt 26:7;
Mark 14:3), with John specifying three hundred denarii, which appears to be a rounding of Mark’s éndve
dnvapiov tplakociov “over three hundred denarii” (Mark 14:4). Furthermore, all three mention the poor
(Matt 26:11; Mark 14:7) and Jesus’ interpretation of the act as preparation for his burial (Matt 26:12; Mark
14:8). The distinctions between these accounts and Luke’s version suggest that the narrative in Luke is a
separate incident altogether. See Marshall, Luke, 304-7; Brown, John [-XII, 449-52.
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honor of the Lord (12:2)."” The sacrificial and selfless devotion of Mary toward the Lord
is indicated by the extravagant nature of her gift and the humble manner of her action.
The Evangelist records that the gift was Aitpav popov vépdov moTikiig ToAvtipov “a
pound of expensive genuine nard ointment” (12:3). Judas, who criticized the pouring of
the ointment as a needless squandering of valuable resources, noted that its monetary
value was approximately tplaxociov dnvapiov “three hundred denarii”—sufficient to
provide a worker’s wages for an entire year. Mary’s posture of humility and submission
to the Lord is indicated by the fact that she é&€épagev taig Opi&iv avtiig ToVg TOdOS OV TOD
“wiped his feet with her hair” (12:3)." This act of worship is interpreted by the Lord as
the preparation of his burial (12:7)." Since the Lord is still alive, Mary’s act of worship
is, therefore, a prophetic statement of the Lord’s inevitable death.

Another participant featured in this scene is Judas. The reader is already
acquainted with him from 6:71, where he is introduced as the one who was to betray the
Lord. Judas acts as a contrasting figure to Mary, depicted as a willing accomplice to the
religious leaders’ sinister plans. Once again, as if it were his surname, John presents him
as the traitor. However, the Evangelist goes further in depicting Judas not just as a

betrayer but also as a kKAémtng “thief” (12:6), who operates under the pretense of altruism.

13 Mary’s act is frequently viewed in contrast to Martha’s service, often seen as a superior form of
worship. Nonetheless, the fact that the Evangelist gives 1 Mdpbo “Martha” a stressed syntactical
positionin; as the subject of the clause, suggests that she too was giving valuable service to the Lord.

' While the parallel accounts emphasize the ointment being poured on Jesus’ head, in those same
accounts, Jesus clarifies that the woman applied it i T00 cdpatdg pov “over my body” (Matt 26:12; Mark
14:8). Thus, John’s version, with its focus on tob¢ T6dag “the feet” of the Lord, although differing in
emphasis, aligns with the underlying narrative of the other Gospels.

' The clause complex in 12:7 is difficult to understand unless an ellipsis is assumed. The ellipsis
would state that Mary did not sell the ointment iva €ig v uépav T0d €vtaplacpod pov tnpnen avto “in
order to keep it for the day of my burial.”
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This characterization is significant because those familiar with the events will remember
that his betrayal was motivated by avarice.

The story concludes, mirroring its beginning, presenting two divergent responses
to Jesus. On one side, the crowd of Jews who sought Jesus énictevov €ic tov Tncodv
“were believing in Jesus” (12:11). On the other, the religious leaders escalate their

persecution, now targeting not only Jesus but also Lazarus (12:10).

Tenor

As concluded in our field analysis, John’s portrayal of the various participants in this
story provides a snapshot of the divided responses elicited by Jesus’ revelation of his
messianic identity. First, there is a clear division between the Jewish crowd and the
Jewish authorities. The questions of the Jewish crowd (11:56) reflect their curiosity and
position them as neutral seekers. When their questions are answered, many of them will
respond in belief (12:11); however, another large number will soon align with those
demanding his crucifixion. In contrast, the religious leaders embody a starkly
oppositional stance. Motivated by malice and a desire to kill Jesus, their hostility extends
even to his followers (12:10), serving as a foil to the crowd’s mixed and transitional
responses.

We also see divided responses at the individual level. Mary, who does not utter a
single word in this story, takes the posture of the worshiper who understands her
unworthiness and the Lord’s worthiness. All the direct statements where she functions as

the subject are spoken by the narrator and the Lord (12:3, 7). Mary does not need to
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verbally express her devotion to Jesus; those witnessing her act recognize her sincere
belief and profound commitment to the Lord. In stark contrast, Judas, whose direct
question in 12:5 exposes his calculative, greedy, and insincere nature, is unable to
appreciate Jesus’ worth. His prioritization of money above all else marks him as
spiritually blind, emphasizing the divergence between heartfelt worship and self-serving

pretense.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 11:55—12:11

There are three occurrences of Tovdoiog in the plural genitive form in this unit of
discourse. In the first instance, Tovdaiog serves as the possessive deictic for t0 ndoyo
“Passover,” indicating that the Passover feast is distinctly a Jewish celebration (11:55).
The modulated sense of Tovdaiog here aligns with its use in other contexts where this
same construction has already appeared, namely, a religious-cultural sense. The referent
is therefore non-restricted, applying to all individuals—both ethnic and non-ethnic—who
are identified with the label Tovdaiog. In 12:9, Tovdaioc modifies 6 dyrog “the crowd,”
specifying that this crowd is exclusively Jewish, excluding those who do not identify as
Jews. In 12:11, it modifies moAroi “many,” defining a subset of the crowd. Given that
John notes these Jews came £k ti|g ydpog “from the country” (11:55) to purify
themselves and to celebrate the Passover, Tovdaioc’s sense cannot be restricted to a
geographical or regional meaning. Its sense is certainly religious-cultural, and its referent

1s non-restricted as well.
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There is no negative connotation imbued in the term ‘Tovdaiog by the Evangelist.
At the very least, his usage is neutral, and one could even argue that he portrays these
Jews positively. These particular Jews approach Jesus not with the intent to arrest him,

but with the purpose of believing in him (12:11).

John 18:1—19:42: The Providential Death of the Messiah-King in the Hands of the
World

Mode

Thomas’s assessment in 11:16 that a trip to Judea was akin to a death sentence is
confirmed in this lengthy episode, which details the final hours of the Lord’s earthly life
and where the Jews are featured more prominently than in any other episode of John’s
Gospel. The Location-Time adjunct tadta gindv “after he said these things” marks the
transition to another unit of discourse in John’s Gospel. The Location-Place adjunct
népav oD yepdppov tod Kedpdv “to the other side of the Kidron brook™ also marks the
initial setting where the events of this narrative will begin to unfold. This unit of

discourse may be divided into five major sections:

(1) The arrest of Jesus (18:1-11),

(2) The interrogatory of Jesus before the Jewish authorities (18:12-27),
(3) The interrogatory of Jesus before Pilate (18:28—19:16a)

(4) The crucifixion of Jesus (19:16b—37),

(5) The burial of Jesus (19:38-19:42).
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The transitions to the second, third, and fourth sections are marked via the
inferential ovv “therefore,” and the transition to the last section is marked via the
connective 8¢ “and.”'® These conjunctive markers function to move the story along its
various locations (the Kidron brook, the courtyard of the high priests, the Praetorium,
Golgotha, and the garden with the new tomb). Even though this narrative involves a
number of various locations, its cohesiveness as a single unit is accomplished by the
reappearance of various characters throughout the major sections. With the exception of
the scenes where Jesus is interrogated by the Jewish authorities and buried by two other
Jewish authorities, the Roman soldiers are present in every major scene. Soldiers from a
Roman cohort (tr)v oneipav) are part of the delegation deployed to arrest Jesus (18:3).
And it is Roman soldiers (oi otpati®dtat), who under the order of Pilate, punish Jesus
(19:1-3) and then crucify him (19:18, 23). The Jews are also featured in every major
section, except the first one. However, in this first scene, it is the chief priests and the
Pharisees who are featured, and throughout the discourse, Tovdaiot will be a substitute
for these same religious authorities. The repetition of key concepts (and phrases) also
provides coherence to this entire unit of discourse, one of those key concepts being the
fulfillment of God’s prophetic statement (18:9, 32; 19:24, 36).

Indeed, John’s discussion of the fulfillment of God’s word is one of his primary
linguistic resources to emphasize a major theological theme in this narrative: the

providential control of God and Jesus in the death of the Messiah-King. Jesus’ assertion

16 g resq - . . . ..
Within these five major sections, there are actually seventeen micro scenes realizing the
conversations and actions of the various participants.
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in 10:18 that no one can take his life, but he gives it willingly in obedience to his Father’s
command, is carefully foregrounded in this passage. With two instances of the stative
€10d¢ “knowing” (18:4; 19:28), John underscores Jesus’ awareness of the unfolding
events as fulfilling divine prophecy. His suffering and death were not unexpected but
were the execution of God’s sovereign plan and Jesus’ messianic mission. Jesus
acknowledges that his suffering and death are the cup the Father 8é6wkev “has given”
him to drink (18:11). He further confirms his purpose with two statives, by affirming: éym
€1g Toto yeyévvnuat kai gic Todto EAAvOa g Tov kOGpov “T was born for this purpose
and for this purpose I have come into the world” (18:37). Even Pilate’s assumed authority
over Jesus’ fate v dedopévov “has been given” to him dvw0ev “from above” (19:11).
While Jesus’ suffering and death, though aligned with God’s providential purpose,
mirrored the death of a criminal, the narrative highlights his innocence. Jesus tells Pilate,
Eym moppnoig AEAGANKL T KOGU® ... Ti pe EpMTIC; EPMTNOOV TOVG AKNKOOTOC Ti
gLdAnco avtoic ... obTot oidaoty d eimov éyd “I have spoken openly to the world ... Why
do you question me? Question those who have heard what I spoke to them ... They know
what I said” (18:20-21). Attention to Jesus’ truthfulness is drawn through three statives:
AehdAnka “T have spoken,” dxnkootag “those who have heard,” and oidacwv “they
know.” Jesus’ transparent and truthful mode of speaking is specified by the Manner-
Quality adjunct mappnoiq “openly,” a fact that could easily be confirmed by interviewing
those who heard him. In the narrative, Pilate also affirms three times that he was not able

to find any wrongdoing in Jesus (18:38; 19:4, 6)."

" The three clauses are virtually identical. The only differences are the lack of the first person
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God’s control over the fate of Jesus’ life, while affirming divine providence and
purpose in the crucifixion, does not absolve human participants of their moral and ethical
responsibilities toward Jesus. Jesus is very explicit about this when he tells Pilate that 6
mapadovg pé oot peilova apaptiav Eyetl “the one who handed me over to you has the
greater sin” (19:11). The ethical stance that individuals take in favor of or against Jesus is
perhaps what John wants to illustrate through his consistent frontgrounding of the literal
physical stance that many participants in the narrative take as they position themselves
before Jesus. John uses iotnu six times with the stative aspect (18:5, 16, 18, 25; 19:25)
and mapionut twice (18:22; 19:26). Interestingly, it is in the very first scene that he tells
us that giotket kai Tovdag 6 mapadidovg avtov pet’ avtdv “Judas, who betrayed him,
was also standing with them” (18:5). The traitor, therefore, takes a literal stance and joins
the soldiers against his Master.' In 18:18, it is the servants of the high priest and the
Jewish officers who are standing (eiotikelcav) around a fire. While it is not evident right
away why they are frontgrounded in the text, in 18:25, the Evangelist shows that their
frontgrounding is meant to illustrate their antagonistic stance against Jesus’ followers, in
this case Peter. In 18:22, one officer mapeomkag “standing” near Jesus adds to the
suffering of Jesus by striking him on the face. But Peter is also said to be standing in two
places. In 18:16, John writes that Peter gioctnketl mpog 1] 60pa EEw “stood at the door

outside” the court of the high priest (18:16). In 18:25, he also reports that Peter éota¢ kai

pronoun in 19:4 and the substitution of ovdepiov with the adjunct ody in 19:6. See also the repetition of
MaPete adToOV VUELS “you yourselves take him” (18:31; 19:6), through which Pilate attempts to relinquish
responsibility for Jesus’ conviction to the Jewish religious leaders.

' See also the stative fider which highlights Judas’s knowledge of the place where Jesus could be
found. The implication is that this was an intimate place where Jesus and his disciples met.
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Oepuavopevog “had been standing and warming himself” around the charcoal fire. These
literal stances from Peter perhaps illustrate his devotion to the Lord and his courage.
While Peter will end up denying the Lord, his denial could only take place because he
chose, unlike the other disciples, to expose himself by being in the same place where his
Lord was to suffer greatly. Finally, a number of faithful female followers of Jesus, one of
whom was his mother, together with another disciple, in a manifestation of their
faithfulness and care for the Lord, will also be found sictrkeicay mapd T® ctavpd T0D
“standing by the cross of Jesus” (19:25-26).

It is common knowledge that the Jewish expectation of the Messiah consisted of
the arrival of a conquering king, destined to deliver the final victory to his people, Israel.
In this narrative unit, John certainly stresses the fact that Jesus is indeed the promised
Messiah-King, as recorded on Pilate’s multilingual sign, by rendering the Material
process ypdo “to write” four times with the stative aspect (19:19-20, 22). However,
John understands that Jesus’ victory and the revelation of his glory are not accomplished
through conquest but through his death on the cross. This is, likely, the reason why he
places great emphasis on his role as an eyewitness to the physical death of Jesus—x«ai 0
EOPUKAG HEPAPTOPMKEY, Kal AANOVT avTod Eotv 1) paptupia “he who has seen has
testified, and his testimony is true” (19:35)."” The success of Jesus’ mission as Messiah-
King, amidst what by all accounts seems like utter failure, is, therefore, summarized in

his statement tetéleoton “it is finished” (19:30, cf. 19:28).

' The stative tebvniota “he was dead” (19:33) emphasizes the writer’s firm conviction regarding
the physical death of Jesus.
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Field

As the title given to this narrative unit suggests, the subject matter, reflected through the
field analysis, concerns the unjust and violent yet providentially guided trial and death of
the Messiah, the King of the Jews, through the abusive exercise of power by authoritative
figures representing the world. The semantic domains most commonly featured in this
narrative unit offer a snapshot of the subject matter. The abusive exercise of power is
indicated by words from Domain 19 (Physical Impact), which have an 82 percent
representation in this unit. Additionally, all instances belonging to Domain 55 (Military
Activities) are confined to this unit. There is a 42 percent representation of Domain 18
(Attachment) and a 37 percent representation of Domain 37 (Control, Rule). Most
instances from these domains are used to describe the authorities’ handling of Jesus (6éw
18:12, 24; houpave 18:31; 19:1, 6, 23; drnoidw 19:10, 12; mtapadidow 18:2, 5; 19:11).
The circumstances surrounding the unjust treatment of Jesus are indeed gloomy.*
As John portrays the various settings, the details he includes highlight a somber and
desolate situation. Even though Jesus’ trials will last for hours—John records that the
final verdict was pronounced around o¢ €kt “the sixth hour” (19:14), at noontime—a
great deal of it takes place during the dark hours of the night. John mentions that the
soldiers came to arrest Jesus petd Qavav kol Aaundomv kol dOmiwv “with lanterns,
torches, and weapons” (18:3), indicating that his initial arrest occurred in the evening. A

few verses later, John indicates that Jesus was sent to Caiaphas npot “early” (18:28) in

1n this paragraph, attention will be given to some of the temporal and locational circumstantials.
I will refer to other circumstantials, such as those of Manner, for example, when relevant to the discussion
at hand.
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the morning, very likely while it was still dark. John also lets his readers know that this
particular night was ydyoc “cold” (18:18). Additional somberness is conveyed by the way
John describes the various locational adjuncts where Jesus is brought for trial. When the
Lord is brought &ig 10 mpartwpiov “to the Practorium,” he notes that the Jewish
authorities refused to enter it tva un pwoavOdov “so that they would not be defiled”
(18:28). This suggests that, from the perspective of the Jewish authorities, Jesus would be
defiled there. It also indicates how unscrupulous they were, for they had no qualm about
taking part in the murder of Jesus, yet went to great lengths to avoid ceremonial
contamination. John then informs his readers that, for his execution, Jesus was brought
€ig Tov Aeyouevov Kpaviov Tomov “to the place called the Place of the Skull” (19:17).
Whatever the reason for the name of the place, the name only communicates dread, pain,
and sadness. Finally, while it is a historical fact, John is the one who particularly
emphasizes the cross as the place where Jesus had to die: It wasn’t by stoning (8:59;
10:31) that they killed him; it was at the cross 6mov avTOV €éotavpmoay “where they
crucified him” (19:18).*'

The reader familiar with the parallel accounts in the Synoptics—it should not be
assumed that John’s original readers were familiar with these accounts—may spot some
important differences in John’s rendering of the events, such as not mentioning Jesus’
moment of weakness during his prayer in the garden (Matt 26:36—46; Mark 14:32-42;

Luke 22:39-46) or the fact that it was with a kiss that Judas betrayed him (Matt 26:48—

1 On various occassions Jesus (and John) said that it was necessary for him to be lifted up (3:14,
8, 28). In 12:32-33, Jesus specifies that this lifting up was the mode by which he was meant to die.
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49; Mark 14:44-45; Luke 22:47). There is no need to appeal to variant sources or allege
historical inaccuracies to account for these and other discrepancies. One explanation for
these discrepancies lies in John’s purpose to showcase Jesus as the messianic king with
ultimate authority. Therefore, irrespective of the gloomy circumstances that surround
Jesus’ trial and death, the Evangelist strives to show that Jesus is simply following
through with his predetermined plan. As mentioned in our discussion of the mode, John
frontgrounds Jesus’ providential knowledge of mdvta ta épydpeva €n’ avtov “the things
that were coming upon him” (18:4). But John also shows the messianic authority of Jesus
by using three times in this episode the absolute £y®d i “I am” (18:5, 6, 7). While many
interpreters take this clause as one of John’s predicative uses, the context strongly
suggests that it is indeed an absolute use. To begin with, Jesus identifies as the £y &ipt
immediately after John had stressed Jesus’ providential knowledge. Second, upon his
uttering of the words, John explains that the soldiers anfjAOov &ig td dmicw Koi Emecav
yapoi “went back and fell to the ground” (18:6). For a Gospel that has emphasized so
much the supernatural power of Jesus, even to resurrect people from the dead, it is very
hard not to see in the fall of the soldiers a miraculous display of Jesus’ authority and
power. The alternative—the soldiers simply tripped and fell—seems silly when this is
taken into account. Third, Jesus gives himself up only after he had secured the safety of
his disciples, which according to John happened tva tAnpw0f 6 Adyoc Ov ginev “in order
that the word which he said might be fulfilled.” John recalls these words to be 611 obg
O€dmKAG Lot 0VK AmmAesa €€ avT®V 0vOEva “that I may not lose any of the ones you

gave me” (18:9). These words not only echo Jesus’ statement in 17:12 (and perhaps 6:39
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and 10:28) but they are also equated to the Jewish holy Scriptures, thereby stressing once
again Jesus’ prophetic authority. Porter is, therefore, correct when he states that “the
saying is seen to carry the full impact of what it has come to mean throughout the entire
Gospel. That is, the response to his ‘I am’ statement clearly shows that Jesus meant to
identify himself as the Messiah.*

Jesus’ authority and sovereign control of his own fate is again indicated during his
encounter with Pilate at the Praetorium. Pilate initially seeks to avoid responsibility for
trying Jesus, instructing the Jewish authorities to handle the matter themselves. However,
they refuse, citing their inability to execute him due to constraints within the Mosaic law
(18:31). For the Evangelist, this inability is not merely a legal limitation but is rooted in
the divine necessity of Jesus’ prophecy concerning his own death (18:32; cf. 12:32).
While Pilate, in fulfillment of Jesus’ prophetic words, ultimately sentences Jesus to death,
he is also the one who, despite his dubious motives, makes the most definitive statement
regarding Jesus’ authority as the Messiah. He creates a sign, understandable to all
(EPpaioti, Popaioti, EAAnvicti “in Hebrew, Latin, and Greek™), bearing the title:
‘Incodg 6 Nalwpaiog 0 Bacthevg Tdv Tovdaiwv “Jesus the Nazarene, the King of the
Jews” (19:19).

Our field analysis also indicates that the abuse Jesus endured was perpetrated by
authority figures, who function as representatives of the world. There are 172 Material
clauses realizing the actions of the various participants in the narrative; however, of those

172 clauses, Jesus, who is the main subject of this narrative, functions as the Actor in

2 Porter, John, 144.
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only twenty-one clauses (18:1, 9, 11, 14, 30, 32, 35, 37; 19:5, 7,9, 17, 28, 30, 33). In
seven other Material clauses, he functions as the Goal (18:2, 4, 24, 36; 19:16, 20, 41) who
experiences the dreadful events. Pilate and the Roman soldiers are the participants
executing the majority of the Material clauses. 6 [TiAdtog “Pilate” is the subject and Actor
of thirty-three clauses (18:19, 33, 38-39; 19:1, 4, 6, 9-10, 12-13, 15-16, 19, 21-22, 38),
and oi otpatidton “the Roman soldiers” are the Subject and Actor of twenty-six clauses
(19:2-3, 16, 18, 23-24, 29, 32-34, 37). The Tovdaiot “the Jews” are the subject of eleven
Material clauses, in ten of which they function as Actor (18:28-31; 19:6). The only clause
where they function as Goal is the secondary clause in 18:28—iva urn pavl@®dotv “so that
they would not be defiled.” This statistical sample of Material clauses shows that both
Roman and Jewish authorities were engaged in the unjust murder of Jesus. The reason
why the Roman authorities function as Actors in the majority of clauses is because they
were directly involved in the actual execution of Jesus’ punishment and crucifixion. The
Roman soldiers were part of the delegation who arrested Jesus (18:12). They were the
ones who wove a crown of thorns and placed it on Jesus’ head (19:2). They also mocked
him and put on him a purple robe (19:2). They gave Jesus many blows on the face (19:3).
And finally, they were the ones who crucified him (19:18, 23). Pilate, who made efforts
to release Jesus because he knew Jesus was innocent, was not without guilt. It is true; he
was not the one with the greater sin (19:11); he had sinned against Jesus, nonetheless.
Perhaps this is the reason why in John’s Gospel, Pilate functions as the Actor of the
predicate épaoctiyooev “he flogged” (19:1). In Matthew and Mark, the verb describing

the flogging of Jesus is rendered in the passive voice (Matt 27:26; Mark 15:15),
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indicating that Pilate had delegated this task to the soldiers. While this was certainly the
case here, John, nevertheless, renders the verb with the active voice, attributing the
flogging directly to Pilate. At the end, it is Pilate who hands Jesus over to the Jews to
have him crucified (19:16).

The reason why the Jews carry the actions of fewer Material clauses is because
their participation in the trial of Jesus is mostly via instigation. The Jews, together with
Caiaphas and the high priest, function as the subject and Sayer of eighteen clauses (18:14,
19-21, 30-31, 40; 19:6-7, 12, 15, 31).” And because of their instigation, motivated by
hate and dishonesty, they bear great responsibility regarding the death of Jesus. While
John uses Tovdaiot throughout the narrative, he provides plenty of contextual information
to let the reader know that these Tovdaiot are the religious authorities. £k @V dpylepémv
Koi €K TV Papioaiov vrmpétag “the officers of the chief priests and Pharisees” (18:3)
are ol vampérot TV Tovdaiwv “the officers of the Jews” (18:12). toig Tovdaioig “the
Jews” whom Caiaphas cupBoviedooc “had advised” (18:14), clearly refers to those
Pharisees and Sadducees, members of the Sanhedrin, whom Caiaphas convinced to have
Jesus killed (11:46-53). It is likely that these same ‘Tovdaiot, together with Caiaphas, are
Pilate’s interlocutors throughout the Praetorian trial. 18:31 suggests that they are in
charge of applying the Mosaic Law (see also 19:7). John indicates in 19:6 that Pilate is
talking to ol apylepeis kai ot vnpétar “high priests and the Jewish officers” and that they

are the ones demanding Jesus’ crucifixion. These Jews must have enough authority that

3 Jesus is subject and Sayer of the majority of Verbal clauses (thirty-two total). Pilate, who also
features as main participant of the dialogues, functions as the Sayer of eighteen clauses.
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Pilate feels threatened by their remark odx &l pidog Tod Kaicapog “you are not a friend of
Caesar” (19:12) to the point that it is after this that he decides to sentence Jesus.

John’s effort to clarify that it was authority figures, both from the Roman and the
Jewish people, who “decided” the fate of Jesus is his way to exempt all Jews from the
guilt incurred for the murder of Jesus. This carefulness on John’s part should caution any
interpreter against accusing John of any sort of hate toward the Jewish people, and it

should caution any reader against labeling the Jewish people as the murderers of Jesus.

Tenor

The tenor of this narrative further underscores the dual themes of Jesus’ authority and the
misuse of authority by those who judge him. Despite this discourse unit centering on
Jesus’ prosecution and sentencing, Jesus is portrayed as anything but passive. In a legal
narrative, it is expected that the judges will interrogate the accused. Accordingly, Pilate,
as a key figure, asks the majority of the twenty-four questions recorded—thirteen in total
(18:29, 33-35, 37-39; 19:9-10, 15). However, it is noteworthy that Jesus himself poses
seven questions (18:4, 7, 11, 21, 23, 34), the second-highest number, and uses them to
challenge the injustice and hypocrisy of the proceedings.

Although John does not record any questions from the Tovdaiot, he does mention
that the high priest Annas interrogates Jesus about his disciples and teachings (18:19).
Yet, instead of documenting Annas’s questions, John highlights Jesus’ response: i pe
EpOTAC; EpATNGOV TOVG AKNKOOTOG Ti EAEAN G aToic: 1de 0VTOL OTd0GIY & EITOV £y

“Why do you question me? Question those who have heard what I have spoken to them.
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See, they know what I said.” This retort exposes the illegality of Annas’s informal trial,
conducted without witnesses, and emphasizes Jesus’ innocence and transparency. Jesus’
teachings were public and verifiable, reinforcing the narrative’s portrayal of him as
innocent and truthful.

When struck by a Jewish officer, Jesus challenges the action with another
question: €l KOK®S ELAANGO, LopTOPNGOV TEPL TOD KaKoD- €1 6& KOADG, Ti pe dépetg; “If 1
have spoken wrongly, testify about the wrong; but if I have spoken rightly, why are you
hitting me?” This query once again exposes the immorality and illegitimacy of his
treatment.

Finally, Jesus’ questions to Pilate aim to confront the morality of Pilate’s
judgment. When Pilate questions Jesus about his claim to kingship—a charge suggesting
rebellion against Caesar—1Jesus responds, 6md ceonwtod 60 TodTo Aéyelg §| dALot eimov ot
mepi €uod; “Are you saying this on your own accord, or did others tell you about me?”
(18:34). This question forces Pilate to reflect on the source of his accusations and the
integrity of his judgment. While Jesus does not explicitly deny being the King of the
Jews, he prompts Pilate to consider whether his verdict is based on an impartial
investigation or manipulated testimony.

Through his questions to Annas, the Jewish officer, and Pilate, Jesus shifts the
narrative’s power dynamics. Rather than appearing as a passive victim, he asserts moral
and authoritative superiority over those presuming to judge him, reinforcing the

narrative’s overarching theme of his divine authority and innocence.
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The commands in this discourse unit further elaborates on Jesus’ messianic
authority. Across the narrative, twenty-one commands are distributed among the three
main participants: Jesus issues seven (18:8, 11, 21, 23, 26-27), Pilate delivers seven
(18:31; 19:4-6, 14), and the Jews proclaim six (19:6, 15, 21). While it is expected for
Pilate and the Jewish leaders to give commands in a legal and confrontational context,
what stands out is Jesus’ ability to command those in positions of authority. For instance,
he directs the soldiers who come to arrest him to release his disciples (18:8). He instructs
Annas to seek the truth by questioning the eyewitnesses to his teaching (18:21). To the
officer who strikes him, he commands to testify about Jesus’ wrongdoing, or lack thereof
(18:23).

The tenor, therefore, showcases the prosecuted one, Jesus the Nazarene, as the
authority over all authorities, whether Roman or Jewish. Jesus is the King of the Jews,
and as a king whose kingdom is not of this world but from heaven, he possesses ultimate
authority. His authority includes the power to challenge and judge those who have been

exposed to his revelation.

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 18:1—19:42

There are twenty-two instances of the lexeme Tovdaioc in this narrative, twenty of which
are in the plural form. Eleven instances carry a religious-cultural sense and function as
referents for the religious authorities in Jerusalem (18:12, 14, 20, 31, 36, 38; 19:7, 12, 14,
31, 38). These religious authorities are the ones who order the arrest of Jesus and are

Pilate’s primary interlocutors, instigating for Jesus’ death sentence. These Tovdaiot are
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equated with the chief priests and the Pharisees in 18:3 and with the chief priests and the
Jewish officers in 19:6. Likely, all of these Jews are the same chief priests and Pharisees,
members of the Sanhedrin, who, led by Caiaphas, convened to have Jesus killed (18:14;
cf. 11:47-54). These Tovdaiot are depicted as guardians and enforcers of the Mosaic law
(18:31), who go to great lengths to avoid ceremonial contamination (18:28). They have
the authority to bring legal charges against Jesus (18:19-20). Indeed, Jesus indicates that
if his kingdom were earthly, he would not have been handed over to these ‘Tovdaiot to be
condemned to death (18:36). However, even though the ones who end up executing the
flogging and crucifixion of Jesus are the Romans, it is to these religious authorities that
Pilate ultimately hands Jesus over (19:13—16). While the Synoptics depict the Jewish
populace as demanding the crucifixion of Jesus, John clarifies that it is the Jewish
authorities who instigate this demand. According to John, the Jews (19:7) who cry out
oTapmGoV, otavpwcov “crucify, crucify” are ot dpylepeic kai ol venpétan “the chief
priests and the officers” (19:6). When Pilate hesitates to accept their demand, they feel
empowered to challenge him by questioning his loyalty to Caesar (19:12). That these
‘Tovdaiot are to be understood as the religious Jewish authorities is also indicated by their
demand of Pilate to have the bodies of the crucified removed from their crosses because
the Sabbath was approaching (19:31). Since these religious leaders were successful in
their quest to condemn Jesus, it makes perfect sense that Joseph of Arimathea was afraid
of them (19:38).

There are four other instances where the plural Tovdoiot has a religious-cultural

sense; however, its referent broadens to include all Jews who abide by the precepts of the
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Jewish religion. The first of these instances is found in 19:20, where the genitive t®v
Tovdaiwv “of the Jews” functions as the possessive deictic of the head noun moAloi
“many.” These Jews are differentiated by John from the religious leaders. They are
described as pedestrians passing by the crucified Christ who are reading Pilate’s sign,
which states that Jesus is the King of the Jews. The secondary explanatory clause 6tt
&yyg v 6 Tomog Tfig TOAewg Bmov dotamp®mOn 6 Incodg “for the place where Jesus was
crucified was near to the city” indicates that these Jews were coming from the city. While
it is possible that these Tovdaiot are the inhabitants of Jerusalem, which might suggest a
geographical sense, it is more likely that it refers to the different types of Jews who had
come to Jerusalem to celebrate the Passover. Jesus’ prior statement that he spoke openly
to T® koou® “to the world” (18:20) while in the Synagogue and the temple (18:20)
suggests that the Jews who frequented these religious places during these celebrations
came from various national backgrounds. Indeed, in this same verse, Jesus equates the
‘Tovdaiotr with the world. In 19:21, t@v Tovdaimv again functions as the possessive
deictic, this time of ot apylepeic “the chief priests.” While the phrase may identify
members of the Sanhedrin, its close proximity to the group mentioned in verse 20
suggests that it likely refers to the same broader collective. The third instance occurs in
19:40, where the dative 10ic Tovdaioig functions as a Manner—Quality adjunct,
highlighting the Jewish burial custom of wrapping a body d0ovioig peta t@dv dpoudtov
“with linen cloths along with spices.” The fourth instance, in 19:42, uses the genitive t@®v

Tovdaiwv “of the Jews” to specify the mapackevn “day of preparation,” marking it as a
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distinctly Jewish observance. In both of these final cases, the referent is broad in scope,
encompassing all who participate in Jewish religious customs.

On seven occasions, the lexeme Tovdaiot carries a geopolitical or national sense,
referring to Jews associated with the messianic expectation of a conquering king destined
to rule over them in the land promised to Abraham. This sense is evident in the
possessive deictic t@v Tovdaimv “of the Jews,” which modifies the head noun ¢ Baciieng
“the king” in passages like 18:33, 35, 39; 19:3, 19, and 21. This geopolitical nuance is

underscored by the phrase 10 £€0vog 10 cdv “your nation” in 18:35.

John 20:19-29: Jesus’ Challenge to a Doubting Jew to Become a Believer

Mode

The passage in John 20:19-29 marks the final appearance of the Tovdaiot in the Fourth
Gospel, though their role is indirect, serving as background figures. This discourse unit
comprises two scenes (vv. 19-25 and vv. 26-29), separated by the Location-Time adjunct
ued’ nuépag oktod “after eight days” (v. 26). A number of textual features indicate that
both scenes form a cohesive narrative unit. First, all primary participants—Jesus, the
disciples, and Thomas—who are introduced with grammaticalized forms in the first scene
(vv. 19, 24) reappear, again with grammaticalized forms, in the second scene (v. 26).**
Second, the setting remains consistent in both scenes: a house with doors locked (vv. 19,

26). Third, the verbless clause gipryn vuiv “peace to you™ in v. 19 is repeated again in vv.

* The same is true with regard to Jesus’ hands and side (20:20 and 20:27).
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21 and 26. The same is true concerning the Material clause kol €o1n €ic 10 pécov “and he
stood in their midst” in v. 19, which is repeated in v. 26.

The very first thing that the Evangelist highlights in this short episode is the fear
that has inundated the disciples as a consequence of the execution of the Lord. Thus, he
frontgrounds the locked state of the doors of the house where they were staying. John
does this both paradigmatically and syntagmatically. At the clause complex level, he uses
the highly marked structure of placing the secondary clause xai t1@®v Bvpdv KexkAelopuévaov
“and the doors were locked” prior to the primary clause fA0sv 6 ‘Incodg “Jesus came” (V.
19).” At the clause level, he fronts the subject Tév Oup@dv and then makes use of the
stative and passive KEKAEIGUEVDV.

Through the stative verb anéotoikév “has sent me” (v. 21), the narrative once
again emphasizes one of John’s central themes that defines Jesus’ messianic identity: his
state of being sent by God the Father. In this particular unit of discourse, however, Jesus
appeals to his divinely sent status as the basis for his authoritative commissioning of the
disciples so that they may bear testimony about the Messiah and confer the Messiah’s
blessings to those who believe in him. This authoritative commissioning is frontgrounded
through the combination of predicators with the subjunctive mood and the stative aspect
in v. 23. There, Jesus states: &v Tivov doefte Tag apaptiog dpémvot avToig, dv TVeV
kpatfte kekpdnvral “if you forgive anyone their sins, they may be forgiven; if you

withhold the sins of anyone, they may be withheld.” John’s Gospel, therefore, begins

*In repeating this secondary clause, John retains the fronted subject as well as the stative aspect
and passive voice of the verb but shifts its placement to follow the primary clause (20:26).
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with God the Father commissioning John the Baptist to bear witness about the Messiah
and ends with the Messiah’s commissioning of his disciples to share with others the
forgiveness that the Messiah makes available to them.

John also emphasizes the disciples’ role as eyewitnesses of the resurrected
Messiah through the use of the stative verb éwpdkapev “we have seen,” with the
phenomenon being tov kOprov “the Lord” (v. 25). However, the significance of their
visual experience lies in its communicative purpose—it serves as a message to be shared
with others. In John’s Gospel, the concept of believing in Jesus based solely on
witnessing his powerful presence, while significant, is repeatedly challenged. Many who
initially believed in Jesus after witnessing his miracles eventually abandoned him. This
narrative, therefore, underscores faith that transcends physical sight, highlighting the
necessity of seeing with spiritual understanding. This spiritual truth is climactically
affirmed by Jesus when he reassures Thomas with the words: 611 é®pokag pe
TMEMIGTEVKOG: LOKAPLOL 01 [T} 106vTeg Kol miotevoovies “Because you have seen me, you

have believed; blessed are those who, without having seen, believe” (v. 29).

Field

The central message of this concluding episode in John’s Gospel is that the miraculous,
bodily resurrection of Jesus serves as the ultimate confirmation of both his messianic
identity and his divine nature. Those who, with eyes of faith, accept this testimony gain
access to the Lord’s blessing of forgiveness. Conversely, those who reject this testimony

miss out on this blessing and remain bound by their sins.
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For the very first time after his crucifixion, on the evening of 11} ud cappdrmv
“the first day of the week,” inside a house with t@v Bupdv kexielopévav “the doors
locked” (v. 19), the Lord will physically manifest himself to his disciples. The Evangelist
recounts that in this epiphany, the Lord &o1tn €ic 10 péoov “stood in the midst” of his
disciples and &€de1&ev tag xeipag Kai v TAevpav avtois “showed them his hands and his
side” (v. 20). John does not explain how the Lord got inside the house; however, by
highlighting twice in the narrative that the doors were locked (cf. v. 26), he intends to
convey to his readers that the Lord’s entry was of a supernatural nature. Jesus’
supernatural entry does not imply that his resurrection was purely spiritual. The act of
showing his hands and side to his disciples, as well as inviting Thomas to touch his
wounds (v. 27), clearly points to the bodily nature of Jesus’ resurrection.”® The mourning
that the disciples had experienced during these last few days came to its end when they
realized it was the Lord, fully alive, speaking to them (v. 20).

And on the same basis of his divine commissioning to come to earth to fulfill the
will of the Father and become the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world, the
Lord also commissions his disciples to become his faithful witnesses, who bear testimony
about the forgiveness that the Messiah offers (v. 21). The resource that the Lord provides
to his disciples to successfully fulfill their task is the Holy Spirit. Thus, he says to them
MaPete mvedpa dyrov “receive the Holy Spirit” (v. 22). The authority that he gives them

pertains to the forgiving and withholding of sins. However, the disciples are only

* Domain 8 (Body, Body Parts, & Body Products), with a 17 percent representation, is the third
highest domain instantiated in this pericope.
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instruments of the Messiah’s forgiving or withholding of sins. Both of the Material
processes realizing the forgiving (deéwvtar) and the withholding (kekpdtnvton) are in the
passive voice, demanding, therefore, an Actor external to the disciples.

The opportunity for the disciples to testify about the Messiah arises almost
immediately, as Thomas, having missed the Lord’s earlier epiphany, will need to hear
about it from them. Despite the disciples’ emphatic testimony—e&mpaKapey TOV KOPLov
“we have seen the Lord” (v. 25)—Thomas refuses to believe. His words, £av un idm &v
TOAg XePolV aTOD TOV TOTTOV T®V AWMV Kol BAA® TOV dAKTLAGY LoV €ig TOV TOTOV TV
AoV kol BAAo pov Vv xeipa gig TV TAevpav avTod, 0V un motevcm “unless I see in his
hands the mark of the nails, and put my finger into his mark, and put my hand into his
side, I will not believe” (v. 25), echo the unbelief and skepticism found in earlier
encounters with the Jews in Jerusalem (2:18) and the crowd in Galilee (6:30), who also
demanded tangible proof. However, there is a key difference between Thomas and the
previous groups. Thomas’s refusal to believe is likely rooted in his emotional distress and
fear of false hope—he had already expressed his willingness to die with Jesus (11:16),
and the loss was still fresh. His hesitation may reflect a protective instinct against further
disappointment.

Thomas’s demand for tangible evidence of the resurrected Messiah—while
challenged by the Lord—ultimately leads to a remarkable manifestation of Jesus and
culminates in the most climactic confession of faith recorded in the New Testament: 0
KOP16¢ pov kai 0 Bedg pov “My Lord and my God” (v. 28). This again shows the

Evangelist’s ambivalence concerning signs and faith. Jesus’ miraculous entrance into the
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house mirrors his earlier supernatural arrival. This time, however, he directs his attention
solely to Thomas. His instructions for Thomas to place his finger into his hands and his
hand into his side highlight the Lord’s divine awareness of the statements Thomas had
made a week prior. It is as though the Lord had been invisibly present when Thomas
voiced his doubts, demonstrating his omniscience and addressing Thomas’s specific
demands with precision. The Lord’s most significant challenge to Thomas is his call in v.
27 to move from disbelief (dmotog) to faith (motdg). The powerful words of Jesus seem
to have sufficed for Thomas, not only to believe, but also to address Jesus as his Lord and
his God. If, as many scholars suggest, chapter 21 was added as an epilogue years later,
Thomas’s confession serves as the climactic conclusion of the Gospel proper. In this way,
the Evangelist closes the Gospel as he began it: affirming that the incarnate Messiah is

none other than the Lord God himself.

Tenor

Thomas’s designation of Jesus as the Lord God is congruent with the tenor’s construal of
Jesus’ authoritative role. Throughout this narrative, Jesus is the sole source of commands.
As the Messiah sent by the Father, he exercises authority by commissioning and
empowering his disciples to carry forward his mission (v. 22) and challenging
unbelievers to acknowledge his messianic claims (v. 27). This authority is then extended
to the disciples, as reflected in the two probable statements in v. 23. Although John does
not provide a detailed explanation of these statements, they appear to function

contextually to communicate that the disciples, as faithful witnesses of Jesus, are
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authorized to proclaim the consequences of accepting or rejecting the Messiah. For those
who embrace the testimony, forgiveness of sins is assured, granting them eternal life.
Conversely, for those who reject it, forgiveness is withheld, leaving them under God’s

wrath (3:36).

The Modulation of Tovdaiog in the Context of John 20:19-29

There is only one instance of the term Tovdaiog in this pericope, appearing in the plural
form within the phrase 61d tov e6fov 1dv Tovdaiwv— because of fear of the Jews” (v.
19). The genitive case establishes a Deictic-to-Thing relationship between t®v Tovdaiwv
and the head noun t0v @6fov, identifying the Jews as the source of the disciples’ fear.
The preposition 614 transforms the entire phrase into a causal adjunct, explaining the
reason the house’s doors were locked. The referent and meaning of this instance can be
clarified through the prior mention of the same phrase in 19:38 and the narrative
surrounding Jesus’ arrest and crucifixion. In that context, Tovdoiot refers specifically to
the religious leaders who orchestrated Jesus’ arrest (18:3, 12) and pressured Pilate to
authorize his crucifixion (19:6-7). Given their success in pursuing and executing Jesus, it
is reasonable that his disciples, fearing similar persecution, would take precautionary

measures such as securing their location behind locked doors.
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Conclusion

The largest concentration of Tovdaiog occurs in these final four discourse units, totaling
thirty-three instances.”’ This should not come as a surprise, since in all of these units the
religious leaders—whom John often designates as oi Tovdaior—play a decisive role in
the prosecution and sentencing of Jesus. Consequently, in the majority of cases, the
meaning potential of Tovdaiog is constrained to a religious-cultural sense. Of the thirty-
three occurrences, twenty reflect this sense (11:54, 55; 12:9; 18:12, 14, 20, 31, 36, 38;
19:7, 12, 14, 20, 21, 31, 38, 40, 42; 20:19). A geographical sense is activated in the
episode of Lazarus’s resurrection, where five instances identify Judeans who came to
comfort Lazarus’s family following his death (11:19, 31, 33, 36, 45). Seven instances
reflect a geopolitical or national interpretation, broadly designating members of the
Jewish commonwealth expected to be led by the Jewish messianic figure (John 18:33, 35;
19:3, 19, 21, 39). The instance in John 11:8, referring to the same audience as in John
8:59 and 10:31—an audience composed of ethnically, religiously, and regionally Jewish
individuals—exhibits a broad and unambiguous sense, likely intended to encompass all
these dimensions, which are rooted in the concept of Judah.

It is noteworthy that, despite the tense nature of these final episodes—given the
active role of the religious leaders in pursuing Jesus’ condemnation—only 42 percent of
the occurrences of ‘Tovdaiog clearly carry a negative connotation (11:8, 54; 13:33; 18:12,

14, 20, 31, 36, 38; 19:7, 12, 14, 31, 38; 20:19). In seven instances, the connotation is

*" One additional instance of ‘Tovdaiog appears in 13:33; however, this occurrence refers to a
subgroup of the Tovdaiot mentioned earlier in the episode spanning 7:1-8:59.
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positive. In the episode of Lazarus’s resurrection, as well as in Mary’s anointing of Jesus’
feet, the Tovdaiot are portrayed as compassionate individuals who, when confronted with
Jesus’ self-revelation, respond with faith and belief (11:19, 31, 33, 36, 45; 12:9, 11). This
positive response is especially striking given that the majority of these ‘Tovdaior were
from Jerusalem—the very place where Jesus encountered the greatest opposition. In
twelve instances, there is no clearly identifiable positive or negative connotation. These
are neutral uses, in which the Evangelist refers broadly to the nation of the Tovdaiot and

their religious or cultural practices.

Reflections on John’s Modulation of Tovdaiog

In this and the preceding two chapters, we have conducted a register analysis of the
fifteen discourse units in John’s Gospel in which Tovdaiog appears. This analysis
demonstrates that John draws upon the Judahness of Tovdaioc—its systemic meaning
potential—in a range of ways, varying in sense, referent, and appraisal.”® These variations
align closely with patterns already observed in the broader textual tradition of Hellenistic
Greek. The diversity of pragmatic extensions applied to Tovdaiog casts serious doubt,
therefore, on interpretations that presuppose a pervasive, binary conflict between “Jesus’
faction” and “the Tovdaiot faction,” for the Tovdaiot in John are not portrayed as a

homogeneous group.”

*¥ While there are several instances in which John’s instantiation of ‘Tovddiog remains broad and
ambiguous—allowing for the convergence of tribal, religious-cultural, geographical, and/or geopolitical
dimensions (cf. 3:1; 4:9; 11:8)—there are also clear cases in which John modulates Tovdaiog to convey a
more specific sense: an ethnic sense (8:31-33), a geographical sense (3:22, 25-26; 11:19), a geopolitical
sense (18:33), and more frequently, a religious-cultural sense (2:13; 5:1, 10; 7:2; 11:55; 12:1).

** This is not to say that conflict is absent from the Gospel of John. On the contrary, as our register
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This heterogeneous and complex portrayal of the Tovdaiot is vividly displayed in
John 7:1-8:59, where the term is used with different senses to represent various groups
holding diverse attitudes and responses to Jesus. In 7:2, Tovdaiot is used non-restrictively,
referring to all those who identify with the Jewish religion and culture, including
Hellenistic, non-ethnic Jews (cf. 7:4, 35). In 7:1 and 7:13, it clearly refers to the religious
authorities in Jerusalem. In 7:15 and 7:35, it denotes the collective crowd, excluding the
authorities. In 8:22, it refers to the temple populace, encompassing both the people and
the leaders. The religious assumptions and responses of these groups are likewise
differentiated. The religious leaders hold to a view of the Mosaic Law that diverges
sharply from Jesus’ interpretation—especifically regarding the Sabbath—and are
therefore antagonistic toward him, to the point of seeking to kill him (7:1; cf. 5:18). The
Jewish crowd is also divided in its theological conceptions and in its view of Jesus (7:43).
Some consider him to be the prophet like Moses (7:40), while others regard him as the
Messiah (7:41). Some accept Jesus’ messianic claims and believe in him (7:31), whereas
others reject him (7:27) and side with the authorities in their efforts to arrest him (7:44).
This pattern of varied responses continues throughout the Gospel. Some Jews—including
members of the religious authorities (12:42)—come to believe in Jesus’ messianic

identity and submit to his authority (9:38; 11:45). One Jew even goes so far as to confess

analysis has shown, conflict is a recurring feature in many discourse units where ‘Tovdaiog appears.
However, not all such units exhibit conflict. For example, there is no indication of any tension or opposition
in 2:1-12 or 11:1-44. Moreover, when conflict is present, its nature is not homogeneous. In some cases, it
is internal—such as in the case of Nicodemus and others among the crowd who struggle with their
preconceived theological assumptions regarding Jesus’ identity. And while there are occasions where the
conflict becomes violent and physical-—and where individuals from the crowd are involved—this kind of
aggression is predominantly driven by the religious leaders.
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him as as the Lord God (20:28). Others, however, reject Jesus and collaborate in efforts to
have him crucified.

As already stated, this variegated modulation of the sense, referent, and appraisal
of Tovdaiog in John’s Gospel challenges interpretations that assume a pervasive conflict
between two clearly defined factions—1Jesus’ followers versus “the Jews”—and project
this as a typology of an external conflict between John’s community and their Jewish
opponents. If John’s motivation were simply to portray a binary conflict between Jesus
and the ‘Tovdaiot, such interpretive models might hold more weight. But as our analysis
has shown, John consistently differentiates among various Jewish groups through other
linguistic and contextual cues. This raises a crucial question: if John is capable of
identifying specific subgroups—especially the religious leaders who are most directly
responsible for opposing Jesus—why does he so frequently use the broader term oi
‘Tovdaiot, even when such usage risks ambiguity? Given John’s evident linguistic
precision, his repeated generalization must be intentional. Exploring the rationale behind

this rhetorical and narrative choice will be the focus of the next and final chapter.



CHAPTER 7: JOHN’S MODULATION OF IOYAAIOX—THE RATIONALE BEHIND
HIS LINGUISTIC STRATEGY

Introduction

This final chapter concludes the analytical section and the entire work by addressing the
question Why John’s Tovdaiog? As demonstrated in Chapter 3, Tovdaiog functions as a
nearly-empty semantic term with significant flexibility, allowing its meaning potential to
be broadly expanded or narrowly constrained based on the language user’s specific needs.
Chapters 4 through 6 revealed how the Evangelist has taken full advantage of lovdaiog’s
non-specificity to variously modulate it to serve various discourse purposes. At times he
has broadly expanded the meaning potential to identify the lovdaiotr within his narrative
in the most generic way possible and at other times he has constrained its meaning to be
so specific, as to identify a Judean who experienced Jesus’ baptism or members of the
ruling Sanhedrin. The Evangelist has also cast the Jews in positive and negative light.
The term is further nuanced through its positive and negative portrayals: some Tovdaiot
respond to Jesus with faith, while others are depicted as antagonists. This range of
modulation—in sense, reference, and appraisal-—suggests a deliberate strategy in John’s
usage of Tovdaiog, particularly when examined within the sociosemiotic and theological
contexts of each discourse unit. More than just reflecting narrative variation, John’s

nuanced use of Tovdaiog appears to serve his theological aims, adapting the term to

361
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highlight key themes such as belief, identity, and the fulfillment of messianic
expectations. This contextual sensitivity not only showcases the Evangelist’s narrative
skill but also clarifies why Tovdaiog is employed as it is throughout the Gospel. By
leveraging its semantic potential, John offers a nuanced portrayal that resists reductionist

interpretations.

John’s Audience

Despite John’s meticulous differentiation of the pragmatic senses of Tovdaiog across
various situational contexts, and his careful specification of different Jewish group
identities through other linguistic devices, after analyzing each discourse unit where
‘Tovdaiog appears, I am inclined to believe that his consistent use of Tovdaiot for all these
groups, even within the same narrative segment, is motivated by his evangelistic and
apologetic objectives. At the end of chapter 20, John explicitly tells us: “Jesus performed
many other signs in the presence of his disciples, which are not written in this book. But
these have been written so that you may believe that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of
God, and that by believing you may have life in his name” (20:30-31). There are
numerous contextual indicators in John’s Gospel which, when considered collectively,
suggest that the immediate reference of “you” implied in the verbs miotevonte “you
might believe” and &mte “you might have” should primarily be understood as the same
referent of ueic in John 4:22, namely, the Tovdaiot. Just as Jesus meant to say, “we,
‘Tovdaior, worship what we know,” it seems that John means to say, “these have been

written so that you, Tovdaiot, might believe.” While John’s text does not provide
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sufficient evidence to definitively conclude that its content was shaped by the immediate
and pressing needs of a single close-knit sectarian Christian community,' or even a
collection of like-minded communities,? the Gospel offers clearer insights when it comes
to identifying its intended readership. Again, the reason behind John’s flexibility in his
modulation of the lexeme Tovdaiog likely lies in his intention to address, just like he does
in many individual discourse units of his Gospel, individuals and communities from all
backgrounds who identify with the term Tovdaioc. In this regard, John’s application of
the term aligns more closely with Cassius Dio and Philo, who use the term with broader
flexibility, than with Josephus or Paul, who explicitly distinguish ethnic Jews from non-
ethnic Jews, often employing the term mpooyivtoc.’

One piece of evidence suggesting that John envisions Jews from every
background as his audience is the unique mention in his Gospel of v dtacmopdv T@V
‘EAMvov “the diaspora of the Greeks™ (7:35). Most scholars agree that this phrase refers

to Greek-speaking Jewish communities outside of Judea. However, there is disagreement

! Following Martyn’s History and Theology and Brown’s The Community of the Beloved Disciple
many have assumed that the community underlying John’s Gospel represents a diverse Christian
community. Charlesworth, for instance, suggests that this community “consisted of people with a mixed
background, including non-Jews and Jews (including Samaritans and Essenes)” (Charlesworth, “Gospel of
John,” 488). Lamb, in his Text, Context and the Johannine Community, has shown, however, that the
linguistic evidence does not support the view that a specific Christian community underlies the Fourth
Gospel. One set of linguistic features that supports Lamb’s conclusion includes nominal groups headed by
the impersonal pronoun 7dg “everyone” (3:8, 15, 20, 26; 4:13; 5:23, 28; 6:37, 39, 40, 45; 8:34; 11:26, 48;
12:32, 46; 18:37) and those headed by the article governing a participle (4:36; 6:46, 6:57; 11:25). These
grammatical structures realize Johannine challenges to a generic and broad audience to respond in faith to
the invitation Jesus presents to them.

?See Koester, Symbolism in the Fourth Gospel, 227.

?1 direct the reader back to Chapter 3, particularly to the section titled “The Tovdoiog and their
Converts.” Additionally, for a compilation of inscriptions from the Greco-Roman period where Tovdaiog is
used to identify Gentiles who adopted Jewish practices or as a synonym for tpocnilvtoc, the reader is
encouraged to consult Kraemer, “Meaning of the Term Jew.”
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regarding the subsequent clause: kai dddokew tovg “EAAnvag “and teach the Greeks.”
This raises the question: Does it refer to Jesus teaching Greek-speaking ethnic Jews? Or
does it imply that he would teach both Greek-speaking ethnic Jews and Gentile
proselytes, that is, non-ethnic Jews? Or does it suggest that Jesus would teach both Jews
and Gentile pagans? It is hard to know.* However, a few contextual features slightly tilt
the scale in favor of understanding “EAAnvag as a referent to proselyte Jews. This
expression appears in a distinctly religious situational context—the celebration of the
Feast of Tabernacles in the Jerusalem temple—where one of the primary senses of
‘Tovdaiog that John employs is a cultural-religious one.” Also, according to the text,
individuals from all corners of the Roman world would be present in Jerusalem to
celebrate this feast. The challenge from Jesus’ brothers for him to go to Judea and reveal
himself t@® k6o “to the world” implies that the Jews attending the feast were coming
from diverse regions of the Roman Empire.® Later, in his defense before Annas, Jesus will
assert that he spoke openly to the world and immediately clarify that the places where he
did this were the synagogue and the temple (18:20). John will once again mention
"EAMVEG “Greeks” who had come to Jerusalem iva mposkvuviicmaoty €v Tij £0pti] “in order
to worship at the feast” in 12:20. The occasion for this feast is the distinctly Jewish

festival of Passover. Most would agree that the "EAAnvéc in this verse refer to Gentile

*For example, Zumstein wonders if these "EAAnvag should be thought of as “Proselyten” like is
the case in 12:20 (Zumstein, Das Johannesevangelium, 306n119). Klaiber, on the other hand, believes that
the "EAAnvag here represents “die Heiden,” that is, “Nichtjuden einer hellenistisch gepriagten Gesellschaft”
(Klaiber, Das Johannesevangelium, 214).

> See discussion in pp. 272-291.

% While koo pog could have a broad referent, the Jewish religious context—highlighted by
references to divine revelation, the Jewish Scriptures, Moses, the Law, circumcision, and related
elements—narrows its meaning to the “international” Jews gathered for the celebration.
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converts to Judaism. Whether one accepts that “EAAnvag in 7:35 includes proselytes or
not, the point still remains: John’s awareness and interest in mentioning Jews dispersed
throughout the Roman Empire in his Gospel is one of several clues suggesting that his
target audience includes Jews from every background, including Gentile converts. This
may also be one of John’s purposes for including the content of Caiaphas’s prophecy,
which affirmed that Jesus would die not only for the nation of Israel but also to gather
into one people God’s children, td dieokopmicpéva “who are scattered abroad” (11:52).
Even if Caiaphas had Hellenistic ethnic Jews in mind, John’s nuanced use of Tovdaiog
and his depiction of Jesus’ salvific role—as the good shepherd bringing his dAAa TpoPata
“other sheep” into the fold (10:16)—suggests the possibility that John envisions Gentiles
as being among those 1 diecKopTIGUEVOQL.

Another clue in John’s Gospel that contributes to the interpretation that his
primary target audience is Jews of various backgrounds is his frequent explicit and
implicit references to events and themes from the Old Testament. These allusions only
make sense if John’s audience possesses prior knowledge of these traditions. Almost
every narrative unit we have examined alludes to the Old Testament. For example, in
1:29, John mentions the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world. A reader with
a background in the Old Testament will naturally think of the lamb that took the place of
Isaac (Gen 22:8) and of Isaiah’s lamb who was led to the slaughter (Isa 53:7).” In 3:14, he

mentions the snake in the wilderness to make a soteriological point that would be missed

" G. Vermes states that for a Jew all lamb sacrifice “was a memorial of the Akedah with its effects
of deliverance, forgiveness of sin and messianic salvation” (Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 225).
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unless the reader is familiar with Num 21:8-9. The Baptist’s description of Jesus as the
Bridegroom would certainly lead Jewish readers, who understand from passages such as
Isa 54:5; 62:4; Ezek 16:8; Hos 2:19 that Israel is God’s bride, to find a correlation
between Jesus and God. God’s miraculous feeding of his people with manna (Exod 16) is
a major topic of discussion in 6:1-59. The living water promised to the Samaritan woman
(4:10) and later equated with the Holy Spirit (7:38-39) may evoke scriptures such as
Exod 17:1-4; Isa 44:3; Jer 2:13; 7:13; Zech 14:8. And Jesus’ teaching on the good
shepherd will certainly evoke passages such as Ps 23; Ezek 34:23; 37:24; Mic 5:4; 7:14;
Zech 9:16. These are the explicit allusions. The list would undoubtedly expand if we
were to include those references that are implicit.

In his purpose statement, the Evangelist clarifies that the limited selection of signs
included in his Gospel represents a much larger set and were chosen because he deemed
them compelling witnesses to authenticate Jesus’ claims of Messiahship. This emphasis
on miraculous signs and their testimonial power—even if partial and imperfect—provides
another clue that John’s target audience is primarily Jewish. In my analysis of the
thematic formation in 1 Cor 1:22, where Paul observes that Jews demand signs and
Greeks seek wisdom, I demonstrated that a key distinction between Jewish and Greek
belief lies in the pursuit of divine signs, as Jews regard signs as a form of divine
validation and Greeks prefer rational wisdom.® Paul, of course, finds these religious
paradigms defective because they are not based on the message of Christ crucified.

Nevertheless, Paul does not think that the new religious orientation, which revolves

¥ See pp. 122-124.
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around the crucified state of Christ, completely does away with all aspects of Jewish and
Greek belief. For Paul, belief in the crucified Christ does not do away with divine signs
and rational wisdom; instead, it encompasses them because Christ is both the power and
the wisdom of God. In this regard, John is not different from Paul. John understands that
Jews take the testimony of miraculous signs seriously. Therefore, in his Gospel, he
incorporates them as a form of attestation for the messiahship of Jesus. Had his primary
audience been Gentiles, his approach might have prioritized different forms of
persuasion. However, because he aims to persuade Jewish readers, he selects evidence he
believes will be most compelling to them. Hence, he presents the sign of turning water
into wine (2:11), the sign of multiple healings (4:48; 6:2; 5:1-9; 9:1-7), the sign of the
feeding of the multitude (6:11-14), the sign of Lazarus’s resurrection (11:38-43), and,
most significantly, the signs of the rebuilding of the temple—the resurrection of Jesus’
physical body (2:18-22; 20:1-29). At the same time, John is aware that miraculous
activities, though they can drive a person to consider Jesus as the Messiah (10:38), cannot
ultimately bring about belief in Jesus as Messiah; therefore, he is ambivalent in his
treatment of signs (4:48). For John, just like for Paul, something other than signs is
necessary for belief in the crucified Christ. Hence, Jesus would tell Nicodemus, “No one
can see the kingdom of God unless they are born again” (3:3), and his disciples, “No one
can come to me unless the Father has enabled them” (6:65).

Another clue in the stack of evidence that supports the argument for a Jewish
audience is the various mentions of distinctive Jewish cultural and religious practices.

One of those practices mentioned by John is the ceremonial washing for purification. In
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the account of the wedding at Cana, he suggests that this practice was an integral part of
the nuptial event. He also describes ceremonial washing as a prerequisite for celebrating
Passover (11:55). Although John does not explicitly explain the reason, it is assumed that
visitors to the temple would be exposed to the corpses of sacrificed lambs.” Participation
in Passover required ceremonial washing to remove such contamination (Num 9:6)."
John further mentions a debate between John the Baptist’s disciples and an unnamed Jew
about purification (3:25-26). This discussion, likely tied to perceived differences between
Jesus’ baptism and that of John, arose from the disciples’ complaint about Jesus attracting
more followers. It is quite likely that this particular Jew viewed Jesus’ baptism as a
superior form of ceremonial washing. John also records multiple trips by Jesus to
Jerusalem, each associated with a significant Jewish celebration. These include visits
during Passover (2:13; 12:1, 13), the Feast of Tabernacles (7:2, 10), the Feast of
Dedication (10:22), and an unnamed feast (5:1). John explicitly describes these feasts as
Jewish (5:1; 6:2; 7:2; 11:55). Notably, he offers no critique of these cultural and religious
practices; instead, the narrative implicitly affirms their significance. While John’s
inclusion of all these cultural and religious practices might serve historical accuracy or
fulfill a theological purpose—perhaps to draw connections between Jesus and their
symbolism—the fact that these practices would primarily interest Jewish worshipers

makes their inclusion logical if John’s intended readership consists largely of Jews.

? A similar concern is expressed by the religious leaders in John 18:28, who avoided entering
Pilate’s Praetorium to prevent ritual contamination. It was believed among some Jews that Romans
disposed of abortions in their sewers, and entering their residences could render one ritually impure for
seven days. See Morris, John, 763.

105ee Forster, “Jesus der Taufer,” 458.
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We could also appeal to John’s practice of identifying specific places in Judea by
their Hebrew names (e.g., 5:2; 9:7; 19:13; 19:17) and his Greek translations of Hebrew
terms (e.g., 1:38, 41, 42; 4:25). While these translations imply variation in linguistic
abilities among John’s readers, they—together with the previously discussed evidence—
reinforce the conclusion that John’s Gospel is addressed to Jews from diverse

backgrounds (including linguistic ones) and contexts.

John’s Message

John’s lack of criticism toward the ritual of ceremonial washing and the various festivals
does not imply that he has no criticism at all of interpretations within Judaism that he
deems illegitimate—specifically, those espoused and promoted by the religious leaders
from Jerusalem. While his use of Tovdaiog should not be taken as hostility toward Jewish
identity or Jewish communities, John is clearly critical of certain theological assumptions
and behaviors that, in his view, conflict with the truth he seeks to proclaim." And what
John deems as truth is his belief that Jesus is the Messiah who fulfills all Jewish
expectations. John is not only convinced of Jesus’ messiahship; he is also convinced that

his readers, much like the Tovdoiot within his discourse, have an imperative need to

" While many take John’s forceful criticism against certain Jews, both from the Jewish crowd as
well as the religious establishment, as an attack stemming from his hatred against them—Ashton, for
instance, affirms that John has “no love and little sympathy”; in fact, his Gospel is characterized by
“hostility tinged with fear” (Ashton, Understanding, 64)—a correlation between the challenging of ideas or
theological assumptions and a sentiment of hate and hostility does not always go hand in hand. There is
sufficient data in his Gospel to at least give John the benefit of the doubt that his forceful criticism is
motivated by his evangelistic purpose to correct a wrong that he believes has eternal consequences.
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believe the same thing. Therefore, he is committed to illuminating their understanding
regarding Jesus’ identity.

This commitment is reflected in the Fourth Gospel’s strong emphasis on the
theme of testimony, particularly the testimony of God the Father as revealed through the
Jewish Scriptures and through Jesus’ works. John highlights that Jesus’ works—e.g., his
miracles, his teaching, his death, and his resurrection—not only align with but also fulfill
the testimony found in the Scriptures, thereby affirming Jesus as the realization of Jewish
messianic hopes. Jesus, therefore, tells the religious leaders that both the Scriptures and
Moses testify about him (5:39, 46). And John, from the opening to the conclusion of his
Gospel, consistently directs his readers to explicit Old Testament references fulfilled by
Jesus. In the first encounter with the delegation from Jerusalem, John the Baptist quotes
Isa 40:3 to describe his role in preparing the way for the Messiah, whom he identifies as
Jesus (1:23, 29), calling him the “Lamb of God” and the “Chosen One” (Isa 42:1). When
Jesus demonstrates zeal for God’s temple by driving out the Jewish merchants, his
disciples recall Ps 69:9, interpreting his actions as those of the messianic Davidic king
(cf. 7:42). The Jewish crowd in Galilee reminds Jesus of Neh 9:15 and Ps 78:24, which
recount God providing bread from heaven, and Jesus declares himself the true “bread of
heaven” (6:41), offering complete satisfaction (6:33, 35). In this same unit of discourse,
Jesus cites Isa 54:13 to explain that the recognition of his messianic identity is a divine
work, as God reveals and teaches this truth to his people (6:45). During Jesus’ triumphal
entry into Jerusalem, the crowd hails him as the messianic Davidic king in fulfillment of

Ps 118:25-26. His entry on a donkey’s colt is seen as the realization of Zech 9:9. At his
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crucifixion, John points to Ps 22:18, 34:20, and Zech 12:10 to show that the Scriptures
foretold the Messiah’s death as the ultimate Passover Lamb (Exod 12:46; Num 9:12). Yet
his death was not the end, for John affirms that the Scriptures also anticipated his
resurrection (20:9).

But John goes one step further, for his theological position not only posits that
Jesus is the promised Messiah but also that he is equal with God himself.'"* In 10:31,
many from the Jewish populace attempt to stone Jesus, accusing him of blasphemy
because they understood that he was claiming to be God (10:33). Notably, Jesus does not
defend himself by denying their interpretation. Instead, he quotes Ps 82:6 and, appealing
to an argumentum a fortiori, argues for the propriety of adopting the divine title. Jesus
points out that if Scripture refers to certain individuals as “gods” because they received
God’s word, then it is even more fitting for him—whom the Father sanctified and sent
into the world—to bear the title “Son of God.” This response not only defends his claim
but also emphasizes its scriptural legitimacy. John also records numerous titles derived
from the Jewish Scriptures that equate Jesus with God (e.g., “the Bridegroom,” “the
Living Water,” “the Light of the World,” “the Good Shepherd,” “the Son of Man”), but

the most straightforward way in which he presents Jesus as the physical manifestation of

"2 John’s view concerning a heavenly Messiah who was to be the son of God is not without
parallel (see 1 En. 46; 48:3—6; 4 Ezra 13:3, 23, 52; 14:9). Within the Judaism of this era, there was no
single, monolithic view concerning the Messiah’s origin and nature. Larry W. Hurtado observes that “just
as there was a textual pluriformity in biblical writings in the Second Temple period (evident in the biblical
manuscripts from Qumran), so there was a pluriformity in Jewish messianic hopes and figures” (Hurtado,
“Paul’s Messianic Christology,” 107; see also Collins, The Scepter and the Star; Collins and Collins, King
and Messiah as Son of God; Chester, Messiah and Exaltation). John’s view that the Messiah was equal to
God seems to be, however (borrowing Hurtado’s words), a “distinctive ‘variant-form’” (Hurtado, “Paul’s
Messianic Christology,” 107).
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God himself is through his title £€yd eipi “I am”—Yahweh’s personal name that describes
his permanent existence (Exod 3:14). Hence, in 8:58 (cf. 8:24, 28), Jesus boldly declares
to the Jews, piv ABpadap yevéoBon &y eipi “before Abraham was born, I am.” Once
again, his Jewish audience did not miss the significance of this claim, as evidenced by
their immediate reaction: fjpav AiBovg tva Béhwoty én” avtov “they picked up stones to
throw at him” (8:59).

The tension evident in John’s Gospel between those who adhere to certain
dominant expressions of Judaism and those who embrace the religious perspective John
espouses and promotes is both real and, at times, intense. However, John remains
steadfast in defending the veracity of his claims with the Scriptures, driven by his
conviction that Jesus, as the divine Messiah, has, through his death and resurrection,
assumed the role of God’s temple—becoming the place where people now experience

God’s presence (2:21) and worship him in spirit and truth (4:24).

John’s Challenge

JJohn’s aim is not merely to inform his Jewish readers about the identity, authority, and
work of the Messiah, but to lead them to assent to this truth. He has written his Gospel so
that they may believe that Jesus is the Messiah and, through this belief, experience eternal
satisfaction. For John, believing in Jesus Christ is synonymous with personally knowing
him. This is why the Lord said to the Samaritan woman, &i fjd€ig v dwpedv Tod Beod kol

Tig éoTv 6 Aéymv 6ot 60¢ pot Telv, 6V av fTnoog avtov kol Edmkey dv cot HLéwp (v, “If
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you knew the gift of God and who it is that is saying to you, ‘Give me a drink,’ you
would have asked him, and he would have given you living water” (4:10).

John’s Gospel is, therefore, ultimately about knowing and seeing Jesus. This is
why, as we have demonstrated through our register analysis of the discourse units
involving Tovdaiog, John prominently features the themes of knowledge and revelation.
In the majority of texts, this topic of knowledge is emphasized negatively. Few
participants are aware of their ignorance regarding Jesus as the Messiah. Only John the
Baptist acknowledges that he initially did not recognize Jesus as the Messiah (1:31) but
came to this realization through the Father’s intervention (1:33). Conversely, there are
many Jews who are quite confident in their knowledge about Jesus, convinced that he is
not the Messiah. For instance, the Jews from Galilee, distinguished from the crowd in the
narrative, are troubled by Jesus’ claim to be the bread that came down from heaven. They
dismiss his words as nonsense because they know his actual home and parents (6:41-42).
The Jerusalemites agree with these Galilean Jews. For them, Jesus cannot be the Messiah
because they believe the Scriptures do not specify the Messiah’s origin, yet they are very
aware of Jesus’ origin (7:27). The religious leaders in 9:24 are certain that Jesus, besides
not being the Messiah, is a sinner. John quickly demonstrates, however, that their
judgments about Jesus’ origin and identity are incorrect. The reason many of these
individuals fail to recognize Jesus’ divine origin is that they judge by human standards
(8:14-15). Jesus indicates that human understanding of his origin and identity is
insufficient. One needs divine revelation and God’s enablement to truly know that Jesus

is the divine, heavenly-sent Messiah (6:43—47).
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But not all Jews from the crowd are depicted like the Jerusalemites and the
religious leaders. Yes, they are described as being in a state of ignorance, but their
ignorance, though a negative trait, has not yet transitioned to a complete rejection of
Jesus due to an overt confidence that he cannot possibly be the Messiah. Thus, many
from the crowd (2:19-20; 7:15, 21; 8:22, 27), the disciples (2:22; 12:16), and some
individuals (3:2—4, 9—-10; 4:10-11) are portrayed as confused and marveling at Jesus’
words and activities. As many of these individuals are gradually faced with more
revelation from Jesus (e.g., the Samaritan woman, many among the crowd at the feast of
Tabernacles, the man born blind), at some point they will have to make a decision.
Interestingly, although John highlights God’s enablement in the recognition and
acceptance of Jesus’ messiahship, he also highlights the Jews’ responsibility to respond in
faith. They are constantly enjoined to believe that Jesus is the God-sent Messiah (6:29;
8:24; 9:36; 10:38; 11:15, 40, 42; 19:35; 20:27). Jesus’ revelation will undoubtedly elicit
varied responses among different Jewish subgroups—the division among Jesus’
interlocutors is another theme John gives prominence in his Gospel (7:12—-13, 43; 9:16;
10:19). Some Jews, including members of the religious elite, will come to believe and
accept Jesus as the Messiah (2:11, 22; 7:31; 10:42; 11:45; 12:42). However, the vast
majority, influenced and led by religious leaders who, in John’s narrative, are the chief
advocates for Jesus’ crucifixion (19:6, 14—16), will ultimately reject him entirely (5:47;
6:36, 64; 7:5; 8:45; 10:25-26).

In his famous poem, “The Road Not Taken,” Robert Frost describes a person

walking through the forest who is abruptly confronted with a fork in the road. As a
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solitary traveler, he cannot divide himself to travel both paths; he must make a choice.
Which path should he take? On one hand, there is the well-trodden path, attractive due to
its popularity—most people have traveled this way. However, perhaps the other path has
the “better claim,” as Frost says, because it is “grassy and wanted wear.”" John’s Jewish
audience is similarly confronted with a fork in the road. Like the Jews within the
narrative, his readers must choose among differing paths, each representing competing
visions within the diverse landscape of first-century Judaism. One path, widely accepted
and long established, offers a version of the Messiah shaped by the religious authorities
in Jerusalem—a version that rejects Jesus’ claim to a divine messianic identity. The other
path, the one less traveled, is John’s distinctive variant, carefully described and defended
through the Jewish Scriptures. It is the path of God’s heavenly and ultimate provision for
his people: the provision of himself in the person of Jesus the Messiah. The decision is
supremely important, for the consequences that follow are transcendental. For John,
having taken the less traveled path “has made all the difference.”'* And this is what he
desires for his intended readership—many of whom, like certain Jews in the crowd and
even some among the religious authorities in John’s Gospel, remain uncertain but have
not yet fully rejected Jesus. While the path John presents is controversial and unpalatable
to many within the wider Jewish world, his modulation of Tovdaiog and his purpose
statement indicate that his decision to present this path is driven not by a rejection of his

Jewish identity and heritage, but by his conviction that Jesus fulfills all Jewish

13 Frost, The Road Not Taken, 87.
14 Frost, The Road Not Taken, 87.
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expectations. He is, in John’s view, the ultimate provision that eternally and abundantly

meets their spiritual needs.

Conclusion

Based on the register analysis of all discourse units where Tovdaiog is instantiated, this
final chapter has demonstrated that John’s peculiar usage of this lexical item is motivated
by his evangelistic goal to reach out to individuals, both ethnic and non-ethnic, who
identify with the label Tovdaiog. John’s flexibility in modulating this word—not only to
convey different senses but also to identify various groups of individuals, some of whom
believe in Jesus and others who do not—suggests, on the one hand, that his target
readership encompasses a diverse range of Jews, and, on the other hand, that these Jews,
like those in his narrative, are divided in their opinions about Jesus.

Another motivation for John’s particular usage of Tovdaiog is apologetic. By
depicting a significant number of the Tovdaiot in his Gospel as accepting Jesus’ claims of
messiahship and believing in him, John is demonstrating to his readers that believing in
Jesus as the divine, heavenly Messiah—despite opposition from certain branches of
Judaism—is in harmony with the teachings of the Jewish Scriptures. John’s challenge to
the Jews, therefore, is to welcome the testimony of their own Scriptures, which bear
witness to the divine messiahship of Jesus. Recognizing that salvation comes from the
Jews through the promised Messiah, John desires for his readers to become worshipers of
God who worship in spirit and truth—that is, worship redefined by Jesus’ death and

resurrection, which constitutes the rebuilding of his temple-body.



CONCLUSION

This study set out to clarify John’s distinctive usage of the term ‘Tovdaiog by identifying
its systemic meaning potential and examining its contextual modulations throughout the
Gospel. A fundamental premise of this research is that understanding John’s application
of Tovdaiog requires first discerning its context-independent meaning potential—its
essential sense—before interpreting its pragmatic realizations. Many prior studies assume
that a primary sense—often ethnic, religious, or geographic—governs all instances,
leading to overgeneralization and a failure to account for the term’s discourse-driven
variability.

This work, by contrast, sought to establish a more linguistically grounded
foundation. After reviewing, in Chapter 1, the dominant historical, literary, and
sociological approaches to Tovdaiog, and noting their tendency to blur the linguistic
distinction between systemic and context-dependent meanings—often imposing a
singular sense across John’s Gospel—this study introduced, in Chapter 2, a methodology
grounded in Systemic Functional Linguistics and register theory. It emphasized the use of
a register-balanced corpus of Hellenistic Greek texts to derive a reliable account of
‘Tovdaiog’s meaning potential. This corpus, representing a variety of contexts within the
language system, enables abstraction of the term’s systemic meaning from its

instantiations across diverse registers.
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Chapter 3 applied this methodology to over two thousand occurrences of Tovdaioc
in the register-balanced corpus, with thirty instances analyzed in detail. Using Lemke’s
theory of thematic formations, I assessed the minimal role of Tovdaiog in shaping
intertextual thematic formations and abstracted its systemic meaning potential as
Judahness. While pragmatic realizations—such as ethnicity, religion, culture, geography,
or geopolitics—emerge contextually, none are inherent to the term. Rather, Tovdaiog
functions like a thesaurus entry, activating related lexical items to realize dimensions
grounded in the concept of Judah, thereby demonstrating remarkable contextual
adaptability.

Equipped with a clearer understanding of Tovdaiog’s meaning potential, in
Chapters 4 through 6, I conducted a register analysis of the various discourse units in
which John instantiates Tovdaiog. The objective of this analysis was to determine how
John modulates the term’s meaning potential in terms of sense, reference, and appraisal.
This register-based analysis showed that John does not consistently apply a single, fixed
meaning to Tovdaiog. Instead, he draws upon its contextual flexibility, tailoring its usage
to fit different narrative settings and communicative purposes. Sometimes the term
carries ethnic or cultural-religious associations; at other times, regional or geopolitical
ones. Likewise, it may be used with neutral, positive, or negative appraisals—often
depending on the broader thematic and rhetorical goals of a given discourse unit. This
wide-ranging flexibility challenges readings that reduce Tovdaiog to a single category, or

that isolate its negative instances from the Gospel’s broader narrative strategy.
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In Chapter 7, I argued that John’s varied modulations of Tovdaiog serve a dual
rhetorical purpose. On the one hand, they reflect an evangelistic aim to address a diverse
audience familiar with Jewish identity from different perspectives; on the other, they
support an apologetic objective: affirming that Jesus fulfills the hopes and expectations
embedded in the Jewish Scriptures. This explanation accounts for the full range of
references to Tovdaiog in John—mnot just the critical ones—and reveals how the
Evangelist’s language choices support his overarching theological convictions.

Furthermore, although not explicitly stated in the introduction as one of my
primary objectives, this work has aimed to establish a linguistically rigorous framework
for future research, offering a methodology that transcends the specific conclusions about
John’s Gospel. It is hoped that the tools and insights presented here will prove beneficial
to others, serving as a valuable resource for analogous linguistic and theological
inquiries. If this investigation contributes to enriching future studies, the effort invested

will have been truly worthwhile.



APPENDIX: SOURCES COMPRISING CORPUS OF HELLENISTIC GREEK

Text/
Author/ Approx. . Word
Collection' Numbel; Ll Date’ S Register Count
Texts
Achilles Leucippe and 120 CE Novel Literary 41515
Tatius Clitophon
Acelian De Natura 200230 CE  History Atticistic 103265
Animalium (Natural)
Epistulae 200230 CE ~ Letter Atticistic 2138
Rusticae
Agathemerus' ~ Geographiae 250 CE  Geography/ Literary 1961
Informatio History
Apollonius = Argonautica 245 BCE Epic Literary 38808
Rhodius
Appian 14 165 CE History Literary/Non- 222820
Literary
Aretaeus 4 100 CE Medical Atticistic 50654
Aristides 55 142 CE Speech Literary 298438
Aelius
Arrian 5 10 CE History Literary 103809
Athenaeus Deipnosophistae 228 CE History/ Non-Literary 267810
Philosophy
Barnabas Barnabae 130 CE Epistle Non-Literary 6713
Epistula
Bion of 2 100 BCE Poetry Literary 942
Phlossa

" For the sake of simplicity, the authors designated for each document are those that have been
historically appended to the documents. This choice is not a statement regarding the authorship of each text.

> When more than one text is used for each author, the whole number will designate the total
amount of texts of said author. If the author has written in more that one genre, the number of texts will be
divided accordingly.

3 With the exception of the New Testament, the LXX, the documentary papyri, and Welle’s Royal
Correspondence, the dates were obtained from the metadata of the Diorisis Ancient Greek Corpus.
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Author/
Collection

Cassius Dio

Chariton

Claudius
Ptolemy

Clement of
Alexandria

Demetrius
Dio
Chrysostom

Diodorus
Siculus

Diogenes
Laertius

Dionysius of
Halicarnassu

S
Epictetus

Flavious
Josephus

Galen

Harpocration

Text/
Number of
Texts

Historiae
Romanae

Chaereas and
Callirhoe

Tetrabiblos

Exhortation to
Endurance or to
the Newly
Baptized

Protrepticus
Quis Dis
Salvetur

De Elocutione

Orations

Bibliotheca

Historical Books

[—XX

Lives of
Eminent
Philosophers

1
12

—_— N = W

On the Natural
Faculties

Lexicon in
decem oratores
Atticos

Approx.
Date

229 CE

100 CE

160 CE

195 CE

195 CE
195 CE

200 BCE
90 BCE

35 BCE

230 CE

10 BCE
10 BCE

108 CE
78 CE
78 CE
78 CE

170 CE

175 CE

Genre
History
Novel
Philosophy

Letter/
Sermon

Philosophy

Sermon

Speech
Speech

History

Biography

History
Speech

Philosophy
Biography
History
Apology

Philosophy

History

Register
Literary
Literary

Literary/Non-
Literary

Non-Literary

Non-Literary
Non-Literary

Literary
Literary

Literary/Non-
Literary

Non-Literary

Atticistic
Atticistic

Non-Literary
Literary
Literary

Literary/Non-
Literary

Non-Literary

Atticistic

381

Word
Count

189024

34718

37935

678

23288
9179

15409
173642

377892

109099

283567
94441

83617
15781
428616
20457

31808

37022



Author/
Collection

James

John
John
John
Jude
Longinus

Longus

Lucian
Luke

Luke

LXX

Marcus
Aurelius

Mark
Matthew
Moschus

Onasander
Oppian

Oppian of
Apamaea

Text/
Number of
Texts

James

1,2, 3 John
John
Revelation
Jude
De Sublimitate

Daphnis et
Chloe

56
Acts

Luke
1 Maccabees
2 Maccabees
3 Maccabees
Judges
Ad se ipsum

Mark
Matthew
4

Strategicus
Halieutica

Cynegetica

Approx.
Date

47 CE

60-90 CE

95 CE
75-80 CE
0CE
150 CE

145-200 CE

63 CE

63 CE

150-50
BCE

200-100
BCE

200-100
BCE

200-100
BCE

180 CE

60 CE
63 CE
150 BCE
50CE

171 CE

211 CE

Genre
Letter/

Sermon
Letter

Apocalypse
Letter
Speech
Novel

Speech
History

Biography
History
History
History
History

Philosophy

Biography Vulgar/Non-Literary

Biography
Poetry

Manual/
Philosophy
Epic/
History
Epic/
History

Register

Literary/Non-
Literary

382

Word
Count

1734

Vulgar/Non-Literary 2599
60-90 CE = Biography Vulgar/Non-Literary 15595

Vulgar
Non-Literary
Literary
Literary

Literary

Literary/Non-
Literary

Literary/Non-
Literary
Non-Literary
Literary
Non-Literary

Non-Literary

Non-Literary

Non-Literary
Literary
Non-Literary

Literary

Literary

10055
456
12535
19679

208429
18573

19801

18292

11917

5110

15946

29229

11287
18368
3158

11521

22752

13482
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Author/ Text/ Approx.
. Number of
Collection Date
Texts
Parthenius of  Narrationes 20 BCE
Nicaea Amatoriae
Paul 13 50-67 CE
Pausanias =~ Description of 176 CE
Greece
Peter 1 Peter 64 CE
Philostratus Imagines 230 CE
of Lemnos
Philostratus 2 213-238 CE
the Athenian 2 213-238 CE
Philostratus Imagines 250 CE
the Younger
Plotinus Enneads 270 CE
Plutarch 69 95 CE
52 95 CE
Polybius Historiae 250 BCE
Pseudo Library 100 CE
Apollodorus
Selected Various 300 BCE—
Documentar 300 CE
y Papyri and
Inscriptions
Strabo Geography 7 BCE
Triphiodorus The Taking of = 250 BCE
Ilios
Welle’s 74 311 BCE—
Royal 21 CE
Corresponde
nce
? 2 Peter 75-80 CE
? Hebrews 68 CE

. Word
Genre Register Count
Poetry Literary 6399
Letter Non-Literary 32471
Geography/ Non-Literary 217284
History
Letter Literary/Non- 1743
Literary
Speech Literary 22885
Speech Literary 22765
Biography Literary 112938
Speech Literary 7147
Philosophy Non-Literary 213493
Biography Atticistic 505274
Philosophy Atticistic 270006
History Literary 145224
History/ Literary/Non- 26999
Philosophy Literary
Letter ~ Vulgar/Non-Literary 30000
Geography/ Literary 284516
History
Epic Literary 4232
Letter Literary/Atticistic = 11880
Letter Non-Literary 1095
Letter/ Literary/Non- 5148
Sermon Literary
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