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Abstract

Theso-called gnomic use of the Greek future tense is normally considered as a rare use in the
New Testament. A use that seems to overlap with the gnomic future ss-tlalled logical

future, a future that isormallyused in a conditionar comparativeontextin which the time

of fulfilment is not significant or primarylhe main problem that is addressed in this research

is the identification of the gnomic afwd logical future tense in thdew Testament and its
implication for the interpretation of the verses in which they odthe.secondary problethat

is addresseds to determine the various functions of the future tetis® may assist the
interpreter tassign valid meaning to sentendestances of the future tense in the Greek New
Testament that can be described as gnomic or logiealentified, described, interpreted and
categorisedThe context in which the future tense is yssdconsidered to be the significant
factor in describing the way in which the future tense is used. A posstelalgation is
envisioned of the way in which the future tense is understood and also of the way in which
context and grammar relate in geademhe study concludes that the gnomic future pertains to
afuture that expresses a general truth or principle that is true for anyone at any time, irrespective
of the actual time of fulfilmentA logical future isdefined as occurringn contexts wherehe

time of fulfilment is insignificant or not primary, adnstitutes or forms part of (1) the protasis

or apodosis of a conditip{2) a comparison ¢(3) a logical sequence, result, motivation, cause

or effect
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Opsomming

Die sogenaamde gnomiese gebruik van die Griekse futurum word normaalwegkasrs

gebruik in die Nuwe Testamegereken 6 n Gebr ui k wat | ybéamesd dit
futurum is die sogenaamde | ogiese futufrum, 0
vergelykende konteks gebruik word waarin die tyd van vervulling nie deurslaggewend o
primér is nieDie hoofprobleem wat aangespreek word in hierdie nangrns dieidentifikasie

van die gnomiese en/or logiese futurum in kheave Testament en die implikaslaarvan vir

die interpretasie van die verse waarin dit voorkom. Die sekengrobleem wat aangespreek

word, is omdie onderskeie gebruike van die futar, wat die interpreteerder kan help om
geldigebetekenisaan sinne toe te ken, vas te sigk gevalle waar die futurum in die Griekse

Nuwe Testament as gnomies of logies geidentifiseer kan word beskryf, geinterpreteer en
gekategoriseer. Die konteks waarin die futurum gebruik word, word as die deurslaggewende
fakt or i n die beskrywing van die manier waar op
herevaluasie van die manier waarop die futurum gebruik word, asook diermeaarop die

konteks en grammatika in die algemeen verband hou, vamndoé gesteDie studie kom tot

die gevolgtrekking dat die gnomiese futur@émfuturumiswaarin6n al gemene waar
beginsel wat waar is van enige iemand op enige stadium, @hgaa diewerklike tyd van
vervulling,uitdruk. 6 n Logi ese futurum word gedefiniee
tyd van vervulling onbeduidend is of nggimer is nie,en deelvorm van (1) die protasisf
apodosis van(@h ommygwda@rd®h | ogi ese opeenvo

motivering, oorsaak of effelof enige varhierdie drie aspekteonstitueer
Sleutelwoorde

Grieks, logiese futurum, gnomiese futurum, grammatika, Nuwe Testament, voorwaardesinne,

gerealiseerde eskatologie
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Bible Translations
ESV
GNB
GW
HCSB
ISV
KJV
LEB
NASB
NAT
NET
NCV
NIV
NKJIV
NLT
NRSV
OAT

REB

Other

1st/2nd/3rd

aor.
fut.

impv.

English Standard Versig2016)

Good News Bible (1992)

Go d 6 s Thfslatidn(1995)

Holman Christian Standard Bible (2004)
International Standard Version (2010)
King James Version (1769)

Lexham English BibleZ012)

New American Standard Bible (1971)
New Afrikaans Translation (1983)

The New English Translation (26)

The Everyday Bible: New Century Version (2005)
New International Version (2011)

New King James Version (1982)

New Living Translation (2004)

New Revised Standard Version (1989)
Old Afrikaans Translation (1953)

The Revised English Bible (1989)

first, second or third occurrences of a spediitm of a wordn a specific

verse.
aorist (tense)
future (tense)

imperative



ind.
inf.

MT

n.a.f.

LXX

perf.

pres.

ptc.

shjv.

indicative
infinitive
Masoretic Text

not absolute futureoccurrences of the predictive future that do not point

to the absolute future.
Septuagint

perfect (tense)
presen{tense)
participle

subjunctive
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and preliminary literature study

In New Testament Greelhe future tense has recently been described by Kostenletrgler

(201@: 26 9) as fNsomewhat of a n forahe oeasan that mamypo n g C
describe it as aspectually neutfalg, Dana & Mantey 1927:19Fanning 1990:120Vallace

1996566 567). For example, Fanning (1990:128)escr i bes the future |
aspectuatensecategory, indicating occurrensebseguentto some reference podnt.In other

words, Fanning does not see the tiaement of the future tense as absolute, but as relative to

some reference poiAtSimilarly, Porter (199:24) st at es t hat dobsenotf ut ur
constitute either a timbased tensdorm or a verbal aspect in its full serddcf. Huovila
1999:6263). If these contentions about the future tense can be acceptesjuitesre-

evaluation of the way in which thapplicationof the future tense is described in most

conventionagrammars.

In the New Testament, the future tense is mainly usegasiitive future (e.gl) y 3 o s

1:21;0 « Gamdl o y @ Un#:14), an imperatival futdrée.g.,i 8 3 Ui etielUsscgUa aiyyp ds d
andy Ug te g 0t 19:18° G U Ginfa6), and a deliberative future (e.gi,t ¢ g ia U3

Mk 6:37;6 e U gim Rbm 6:2) Futures that aresuallyconsideredo beless prevalentnclude

the gnomic future and the future that is used in a way equivalent to the subjiediyeavith

8 &£ ¥nJn4:14; wih a 3 dlause in Gl 2:4; in an indefinite relative clause in Mk 8\8%/lace
1996:568571; Jordaan 2013:32The gnomic future is normally iefpreted as stating a general
truth and as being Avery r dWVabateyl996:57&al. 0 i n
Kdstenberger et al. 20b&269) The examples most often cited in Greek grammars for the
gnomic futurear¢hus * e d J&J8 i n Romans 5: 7 abBlads180p:208;U0a U
Burton 1906:36Robertsor1919876;BDF §349 Young 1994:119Jordaan 203:12).° Young
(1994:119), apart from stating that the gnom

! Emphases original.

2Cf.Swart (201467) who agrees with Porteros approach that the
been relative, in distinction from Robertson (1919) who argued that such was the case originally, but that it changed

over time.

3 Emphasis original.

“Smyth & Messing (1956:428) <calls this the Ajussive f
SRomans 5: dofdjeadsiaigU s U&8 Romanss};7U 8c x kadt s lidg
eeoddedii U8 3dB&1I0; 6. A pamaipl el from classical Greek i
(Jordaan 2013:12f43 ;" 5 o agz ~ 6 B UJ0 Udfi Ubssaav3 0 ( a r ewdlbeamtanbre e man
easily than others if he loses his son).



writes that the gnomic futur e Siailarly, #brtero 1 ndi
(1989:217) i ntends to movoemiawa yf ofrr otnh et hree adse
gnomi c use of tenses hasbeoaowsa tnlod ofrti eorums | gyn
implyavaluest ructure beyond that of t eathproptsdor r ef e
the term id Blass andDetpuanera(BDF §349) interpret the gnomic future as
expressing Athat which is to be expected und
asserting Aa performance that may rightfully
& Mantey 1927:193)Although te latter two definitions can both includereferencego a

general truth, thegeem to point to the use of the future within a conditional scenario

In the older grammar of Robertsd®(9:876)af t er poi nting outhet hat I
act 1 s tr ubestaiek th&im yndirect dmeaursehe time iselatively futureto that

of the principal verb, though ihay be absolutely past. The two examples that Robertson
(1919:876) provides in illustratingeéHatterpossibilityare Matthew 20:10 and John 21:19. In
Matthew 20: 10, i n the parable of the worker s
came, they thought theyill receive[a-£ y @ 3 it more, but each of them also received
FooUbam.]adenarigssindohn 21: 19, after Jesus6 death an
fiHe said this to shohewidlodfy [k B & §fatdGod.d\igenthish by w
hesa d to him, O6Foll ow me. 60 I n bot &ctuadfutarenp | e s
of thespeakeor writer, but in thér absolute pastSuch a use of the futumightberelated to

an application of the future tense that is occasionally encoedtien secondary literature

namely theso-called logical future tensavhich isunderstoocspointing to an action that does

not necessarily lie inthe r 1 taeualdusureln hisgrammay Robers (2006:140) refers to the

iFut ur e | o gheitlusttationfid y ¢ & 8 By, UlJs edf Which ke Uamslates

wi th @Al f hiewillwewel withd bmo & Roberson thus understands the future as a

logical future when it is used in this kind of conditiorahtencea use that is simar to that of

the subjunctivein certain contextsThe future tensas in fact generally understood as
descenohg from the aorist subjunctiveRpobertson 1919:354Porter 1989: 412; Wallace
1996:571)Porter(189: 421) even goes ImelessHutares a® notlspexificat e s

in their deictic reference but i mplicate gen

81t has to be noted that Porter (1989:218),ineferc e t o Lyons (1977:681), does noj
as fiti melessd. Some utterances in gnomic verbs can be
7 Emphasis added.
8 Emphasis added.



I n t he HKywuheleveo @hristybuwill be saved the condition (faith) could already

have been met, resulting inibmg saved already. The verb Av
understood as a logical future in this sentence. In other words, if the condition has already been
met, the salvation may be absolutely pdst.an example of the logical future in the New
Testament) ewett (2007:233) interprets a62os50dedUU
Ashould not be interpreted in reference to t
reckoning of a person who would be able to keep the precepts of the lawniecessarily
something that happens in the eschatological future, but rather states a general principle that
can happen at any timia a similar wayMoo (2018367) i nt er prets bUGsa Ui 0

5:17 as a logical future. He states that

[blecause Paulises a future verb to depict the reigning of those who receive the

gift, most think that the reference must be to the eschatological future. But, without

denying that this is involved, and may even be the primary emphasis, it may be that
this drleiifgemd nlgedinns with the reception of

If the logical future is compared to the way in which grammarians define the gnomic future (see
above), there seems to be a considerable amowveofapin their applicationgspecially if

Blass and Debrunnerodés definition thhtstobé he gn
expected under certain circumstances, is considdied. exact tendency cam fact be

identified in the interchangeable way in which commentators refer to the gandibe logical

future.For example, in his commentaop Galatians, Fung (198&3) refers toll 8 @ Ul WU o

in Galatians 2:1& s a fil gongoi nti aclin ahothér exarepée, Moo (1996:252) interprets

U9 all®sRomans3:30as fa | ogical f ut ur era fuluretthat isgn o mi
Al ogi cal , i n whi ch c asuwt h2018:Z8327)pThiymeasars @r t s a
overlap between the gnomic and logical futisréhe reason why the title of this dissertati®n

formulated such as thatiitvolvest he gnomi ¢ fAand/ or o6 | ogi cal fu

It has to be noted, however, that tbecdled logical future is not a firmly established
grammatical categoryt is rathea way of describing these of thduture tense within a specific

logical context or even within a certain theological context, as is evident from the above
examplesPorte (1989439)in factchallenges the traditional understanding of the future tense

by pointing t o i-tutsrecostexts which ifickddesits gnanuctuseyits us® n

in conditional sentences, and its use as a parallel to the subjuttiMeiovila 199957/ 65).

For Porter(1989:412) t he f ut ur e t e finglieative formghusirasormedvayil as a
related to or extending the Subjunctive meaai@milarly, Black 00221) points out that it

10



is the context that determines the variousanings of the future tensEhis intersectiorand
interrelationshigbetweerthe grammar and the (theological) contexivhich it is usedmakes
the function of the future open to interpretati@sp. the logical futuje which holds the
promise of enriching our understanding of how the future tense funethmhmay cause ugo

rethink some general aspects of the mutual relationship between grammar and context.

1.2 Focus area and esearch problem

This study aims to make a contribution in the areblefv TestamenGreekgrammar The
grammar of the koine Greek of the New fBesent, in turnconstitute a unique genre within

the broader area of the grammar of classical Greek. New Testament Greek is not a homogenous
phenomenon as such and represents certain expressions of koine Greek. Although it is not an
immediate aim of thistudy, the canon of the New Testament is chosen as a focus area in order
to eventually apply the findings of this study to the interpretation of the New Testament, which

also constitutes a subject disciplingts own right

In light of the above discs®n, the firstand foremostesearch problem i® identify the use

of the gnomic and/or the logical future tense in the New Testament and its implication for the
interpretation of the verses in which they oc@iquestion that features at the background of
this problem ighe questiorwhetherthe gnomicand/or logical future tensare/isas rare as is

often claimed?

The secondnain research problemahthis study aims to addresshich closelycoheres with
the above problenis to determine the various functions of the future tehaemay assist the
interpreter to assign valid meaning to sentengethe background of this problem, it could be
asked whethethe logical futuras asubset of the gnomic futur@hether theyare they related

or whetherthey constitute separate uses offtitere tense

A secondary research problem would be to determine some theological implications of the
prevalence antheuse of the gnomic and/or logical future tense in the New Testament. Does it

change the way we consider some aspects of eschatology?

An underlying problem to this whole field of research is the factriativelylittle has been
written in New Testament grammars about the gnanat especially about thegical future
tense The theoryforming of this kind of use of the future tensedtnas to beonductedn the
basis of an investigation of its prevalence and the way in which it functions wighsontext

of the New TestamenBuch an analysisnd reevaluationcould also lead to a +evaluation of

11



how the gnomic future is used intexbiblical literatur® an area of research that arguably
warrants further investigation too. Yet, the latter problem would fall beyond the scope of this

research

1.3 Aim and objectives

The main aim&nd objectivesf the proposed research project e folowing:

1. Examine all instances in ti@&reekNew Testament where the use of the future tense can
be described agnomic, logical and where the future is used in a way similar to a
subjunctive

2. Critically incorporatea discussion asecondary literaturthatdescribe the future tense
as logicalgnomicor subjunctivelike in the above instances

3. Describe and categorise the various instances of the gnlogical and subjunctive
like future tenses in the New Testament.

4. On the basis of the above categorisat&mme theological implications for the use of
the future tense in the New Testament will be pointed out.

5. The last step will be to apply the results of the researchgemaral understandiraf

howthe future tensbas to be understoad the New Testament

1.4 Central theoretical argument

The central theoretical argumanmiderlying this researdh that the gnomic future tense could
incorporate a wider application thgust pointing to a general truth, implying that it is not
necessarily that rare in the Ndwedament.lt is anticipated that the gnomic future coelther
includeor significantly overlap with the logical future oruaeof the future tenséhat is not
confined to any point in time. Such a use, in turn, might prompt an ovecathsideratiorof

the way in which the future tense in the New Testamamtrisallydescribed.

1.5 Research methodology

Historically, at least three main approaches to language in the New Testament can be identified
(Porter 2013:3840):

1. In the rationalist period (before 188%t was attempted to make logical and rational
sense of language. Grids were developed so that there would be a balanced number of

forms in which each cell had its element (e.g., Winer 1882).

12



2. The historical and comparative approach (18%%1) was introdced by Brugmann
(1885). In this approach, the Greek of the New Testament was compared with classical
Greek (e.g., BDF), recently discoveregpa (e.g., Moulton 1906; Deismann 1908) or
with its historical origins (e.g., Robertson 1919).

3. The period from 261 onwards, can be seen as the modern linguistic period. It started
with the works of Barr (1961), MacKay (1972) and otlets. these approaches,
discourse analysis, other areas of study and linguistically sensitive grammars were
developed (e.g., Portdr 9 9 4 ) . Louw and Nidadés (1988) :
approach also fallander this categoryThis is also the period in which a functionalist
approach to New Testament Greek was advanes@. Porter 1985; 1986)In
distinction from structurd? and famalt' approaches to grammar, in a functionalist
approach tgrammay grammatical structure is analysed, similar to a formal grammar,
Abut it also analyzes the entire communic

its participants, its discourseo nt ext 0 ( Nixt hol s 1984:97) .

Although the above mentioned approacheslanguageinvolve syntax, semantics and
morphology, this study mainly focuses on syntakich pertains tdthe study of the principles

and processeby which sentences are construe Ghomsky 2002:11)Syntax can be
understood as having the stnction of grammaas it s goal, which in t
device of some sorto for produci figd)tinthes sent e
case, th&reek of the Newestamentln distinction from morphology, syntax can be seen as
Afconcerned with the means available in | angi
which can involveputting together sequences of words to express a meaning for which no
separate wals might exist (McGregor 2015:104105). In respect of the study of syntax,
Chomsky (1965:1i617) thusdistinguishes between the deep structure and the surface structure

of syntax. The deep structure determines the semantic interpretatioch points to its

meaning, and thesurface structurdeterminests phonenic interpretation, whigioints to the

phonetic form of a sentengenerated by syntactic rules

9 See Porter (2013:40) for others.

10 A strudural grammar describes grammatical structures such as phonemes, morphemes, syntactical relations, etc.
(Nichols 1984:97).

11 A formal grammar analyses the same language phenomena as in a structural approach, but does so by
constructing a formal model ofdiguage (Nichols 1984:97).

12 Another approach to grammar is the generative approach wherein grammar is regarded as a system of rules that
generates the combinations of words that form grammatical sentenceSliergsk 1965).

13



In pursuing the way in which the future tense is usethe New Testament functional
approach to language wiiredominantlybe utilisedin which both the deep structure and the
surface structure of syntax will be consider€édis does not necessarily mean that the context
will always be considered to be decisive in respect of theinwahich the future functions, but

the context is envisioned to Itee mostimportant contributing factor in this equation. The
relationship between formal aspects of grammar and the context in which the future is used will

be considered as dynamic andlectical.

In determining the instances in the New Testament where a gnomic and/or logical future tense
might occur, computer software will be used itbentify instances of future indicative tenses

which will be followed by a preliminary readirgd eachoccurrence in its contexAdmittedly,

a preliminary reading involves interpretation. HoweMeg, $emantic approach to this research

is based on theiew that language functions as a prism through which dingunistic system

is viewed Language creatsso meone 6s point of vi e@wamepoel compr
1986:302 304; Botha 1989:16)Such an approach to language can be traced back to the
monumental work of language scholars such as Ferdiben&aussure (1959:795) and

James Barr (1961) he identification and interpretation of the point of view of the writer is

thus inevitableYet, in the preliminary reading, the aim is to keep the amount of interpretation

to a minimum

Based orconventional uses of the fuke tense in the New Testameng(eWallace 1996:566
571),in the preliminary readingheway in which thduture tenseccurs in the New Testament
will be categoriseds follows (1) thepredictiveuse (2)thedeliberativeuse (3)theimperatival
useand(4) other scarce uséappicable The followingadditionalcategories will be added:
(5) thegnomicuse,(6) the(possibl¢ logicaluse and(7) uses of the future tense that are similar
to that ofa subjunctive? Uses 14 will only be included to delimit the field of study, bhey
will strictly fall outside of the scope @ésearchwhereas usesi 3 will constitute the main
focus. Although a measure of overlap is anticipated in usggsie rationale in the preliminary
reading will be to placeccurrences of thieiture tense uher thegnomic rubricwhen it portrays

a general truthrom the perspective of the auth@ven if such a general truth is not a short

saying ora standing or stereotypexpressionFuture tenses thdtear some logical sense or

13 The subjunctive isused in various ways in thdew Testamentincluding thehortatory, deliberativeand
prohibitive use It is also usedh statements that indicate negationjridirect statemestconditional statements
and inindefinite relativeor temporal clausedt can also indicatg@urposeor result(see Wallace 1996611 430)

In respect of the subjunctidie use of the future tensi,is unlikely that the future would be used in all of these
waysin the New Testamenit is anticipated that subjunctidike futures mainly pertain to conditionatatements,
statements that indicate negation, indefindlative statemestand statements that indicate purpose or result.

14



occur within a certaitomparison orcondition, even if such a condition constitutes a future
condition, will be arranged under the logical future, whialill identify themfor further

investigationIn other words,

(1) the criterion for identifying a gnomic future in the preliminaryading is that a
statement conveys a general truth or principleshichthe future tense does not contain
an apparent or primary time element.
(2) The criterion for identifying a logical future is that it occurs within a conditional or
comparative statemeim, whichthe future tense does not contain an apparent or primary
time elementLogical futures will also be identified where th&ure tensedoes not
function asprimarily temporal or futuristiandfunctionslogicaly wi t hi n t he wr i

argument.

Theseinitial criteria are not meant as ultimate criteria for identifying gnomic and/or logical
futures, but are intended to incorporate a relatively wide range of applications of the future
tense to be brought into the discussion in order to eventually deseribdefine the gnomic
and/or logical future in the New Testament mamecisely An inevitable measure of circularity

is acknowledged within this approach.

If significant overlapping occurs between the gnomic and the logical use in any one instance,
the future will be listed under what is considered to be the primary Aisduture tense
occurrencesicategories b7 will be arranged as such on a preliminary basis in order to further
investigate the way in which the future tense is uSatiegories 67 will be discussed together

in an integrated fashion in order to follow the chronology of the respective New Testament
books and chapters.

In respect oflisting the individual textswhere the future tense ocsurthe following

abbreviations will apply:

n.a.f Not absolute futureoccurrence®f the predictivefuture that do not point
to the absolute futureypically futures that are already fulfillécbom the
perspective of the author

15Yy2nd/3rd First, second othird occurrences of a specifiwice of the future in a

specific verse.

As the next main stepof the methodologyinstanceswhere the future tenseesorts under
categories 67 (above) will be discussed with the incorporation Néw Testament

commentaries and other secondary literatlihes literature will be assessed primarily for its

15



interpretation of the future tense itsé& proposedthe contextvhereinthe future tense occurs
will be brought into consideratiomather can keeping the discussion on a purely grammatical
level. To this endyerses or clauses under discussion will be transfated theNestleAland

28 (NA?®) text and only the relevant Greek words will be indicated in square brackét}
within these translation&lthough | will utilise formal equivalent translations as adgu(esp.
NKJV; NRSV; ESV), d translations will be my own unless otherwise specifiedranslations

of sentences or clausdature tenseander discussiowill be indicated withtalics.

Related to the semantic approach of this research is the patheerelationship between the

rules and definitions found in New Testament Greek grammars and the text of the New
Testament itself. This relationship is not understood as fixed, but as dynamic and as mutually
informative. In other words, the way in whiclanguage is used in the text can prompt a
reconsideration of the way in which grammars normally desesghtax Grammars will thus

be assessed in a critical way, rather than using them as a strict frame of reference according t
which everything in the New Testament must comply.

After the instances in which thegical, gnomicand/or subjunctivdike uses of the future tense
are identified and describedhey will be systematised. Thespme implications for the
interpretation of the future tense in the New Testament will be pointesithuh the discussion

of the various passage&gain, the relationship between the way in which the future tense is

used and itinterpretation has to be viewed as dynaaridas mutually affecting each other

As a lasstepto the research, the gnomliegicaland/or subjunctivdike uses of the future tense

in the Greek New Testament, as described in this research, will be integrated into a discussion
about the generainderstanding of the future tense in the New Testanheriis discussion,

the possible implications for reconsidering the way in which the future tense is normally

described in New Testament grammars will bevaluated.

1.6 Ethical considerations

This research is approached in compliance with the ethics policies of the WethUniversity

and the Faculty of Theology. Scholarly literature will be handled with the highest respect.
Plagiarism will be avoided in compliance with the rules for the properditimg of sources

according to the Harvard reference system as provided in the -Wathk t Uni ver si i
Reference Guide. Since this reseacohsists of diterature study and no interviews or other
interactions with people will be conducted, the abovedjundsis considereds sufficient for

this research.
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2 The Synoptic Gospels and Acts

In view of ther high degree of similarity, the Synoptic Gospels are normally grouped together
and will be discussed accordingly. The Acts of the Apostles is includeohwhik group, not
only because itan like the Synoptic Gospel®e classified undethe genre of kerygmatic

narrative(cf. Viljoen 2018) but also because it is part of the Lukan corpus.

2.1 Matthew

On a preliminary reading dlie Gospel of Matthewihe future tense is used as follows:

Predictive

Active (92 times): 1:21 (2'%9; 23 (X2) (.a.f); 2:6; 3:11, 12 (X3); 7:22, 23; 8:7, 11, 19; 9:15;
10:17 (X2), 21 (X2); 11:10n¢a.f); 12:18 (X2) @.a.f), 19 (X3), 20 (X2), 21, 36 (X2), 41, 42,
44; 13:14 (X2) (.a.f); 13:30, 351.a.f), 41 (X2), 42, 43, 49, 50; 16:18 (X2), 19; 16:27; 17:4,
11 (n.a.f), 23, 27; 20:4, 18, 19; 21:2, 3 (X2), 24141 (X2); 23:34 (X4), 36; 24:5, 6, 9 (X2),
10 (X2), 11, 14, 24, 29, 31, 46, 47, 50, 51 (X2); 25:21, 23, 31, 334330, 41, 26:21, 23, 31,
32

Deponent(52 times):1:21, 23; 2:6; 7:21; 8:12; 9:15; 10:15, 21, 22; 11:22, 23, 24; 12:27, 40;
13:35 (n.a.f.), 40, 42, 49 (X2), 50; 19:28, 29, 30120n.a.f.) 23, 26 (1Y); 21:41; 22:13; 24:5,
7,9, 21, 2729,30 (X2),35, 37, 39, 40, 51; 25:387,44,45,46; 26:34, 64, 75 (n.a.f.); 27:64;
28:7, 10.

Passivg35times: 2:23;6:7;8:8, 11, 12; 10:18, 19, 26 (X2); 12:39, 42; 16:4; 17:23; 20:18, 19;
21:37,43 (X2); 24:2, 7, 10, 112,14, 22, 24, 2930 25:1, 32; 26t3,31 (X2), 33 (X2).

Medium(once): 12:41.

Total: 180.

Deliberative
Adive(14times): 7:4, 9 (X2), 10 (X2); 11:16; 12:11 (X3); 16:26; 18:12, 21 (X2); 21:40.
Deponen(6 times): 12:11; 17:17 (X2); 19:27; 22:28; 24:3.

Passivg4 times): 5:13; 11:23; 12:266126.
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Total: 24.

Imperatival

Active (19 times): 1:21 (h; 4:7, 10 (X2); 5:21, 27, 33 (X2), 43 (X2); 19:18 (X4), 19; 22:24
(X2), 37, 39.

Deponen(6 times) 5:48; 6:5; 20:26 (), 27; 27:4, 24.

Total: 25.

Gnomic (primarily)
Active(9 times):4:6; 5:5; 6:24 (X3), 34; 10:39 (X2); 19:5.

Deponen{l16times): 4:46; 5:8; 6:21, 24; 7:16, 20; 10:29, 41 (X2); 18:18 (X2); 12%20:16;
23:11.

Passivg20times): 5:4, 6, 7, 97:7,8; 12:31 (X2), 32 (X2), 37 (X2); 13:12 (X3); 15:13; 19:5;
21:13; 23:12 (X2)24:28

Medium(once): 2652.

Total: 46.

Logical (primarily)

Active (31 times): 49, 19; 6:4, 6,14, 15,18; 7:5, 7 11, 10:32 (29): 11:28, 29; 12:29; 16:25
(X2); 17:20 (X2); 18:26, 29, 35; 19:21, 29; 21:21, 2%\ 25, 44; 26:53; 27:42; 28:14 (X2).

Depment (16 times): 5:21, 22 (X3); 6:22, 23; 9:18; 10:33; 12:45;14;16:19 (X2); 17:20;
18:19; 21:21, 22.

Passivg17 times): 5:19X2); 6:33; 7:2 (X2), 7 (X2), 24, 26; 9:21; 10:22; 12:25; 21:44; 24:13,
25:29 (X3).

Total: &.

Like a subjunctive (primarily)

Active(8 timeg: 5:41; 7:6; 10:32 (1st); 15:6; 18:423:12 (X2);26:15.
18



Deponen(3 timeyg: 13:15;16:22; 26:35.
Passivgoncg: 5:25

Total: 12.

Other
Active(once): 27:49(gtc.)

Total: 1.
Future tense distribution in Matthew

180
160
140
120
100

80

60

.l.l-l-l-!-

Predictive Deliberative Imperatival Gnomic Logical Other
subjunctlve

In the Gospel of Matthewhe first instance where a gnonfiidure occurs is in 4:4, whedesus,

when being tempted by the degljotes from Deuteronomy 8:3 il t | s shallnot t e n,
ive[ @ U0y ]bread al one, but by every Wwmnbe t hat
understood as gnomituture (Hanna 198314; Young 1994:119;Turner 2008:128 Kim
2010:326;Mounce 2013:223Quarles 2017:40Q for a general truth or general principle is
portrayedwithout pointingto a specific time of fulfilment in the futufef. Lk 4:4). In 4:6, after

putting Jess on the pinnacle of the tempthe devils ai d t o Jesus: Al f you
throw yoursel f do wilcomraod s U eilisangsiovetytoeid, adlide
60n t hei rnillbearp d i3t hyeyoyu up, | est you stThiske yol

reference is to Psalm 91§12 (90:1% 12, LXX). Neither of the two future tenses U Wethb

2} 80 3indicate a spedif prediction Theyratherconvey a general, timeless promisghose
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who dwell in the shelter of the Most High (Ps 91The two futures thus function as gnomic
futures.According to4:9, the devil offers to Jesus tHatewillfgived U @ ¥ the kingdomsf

t he wor | ifio”tgphe Bowssdoven aritl worshifsbjv.: ~ } 8 U & d) &im. Although

the giving of the devil would theoretically lie in the absolute future, the giving is dependent on
this third classonditionthatJesusvould bowdown.The futueti G ¥ can t hus be
as a logical future that follows the conditioAlthough theword order is unusual in this
sentence, stating the result first, followed by the condittas,noteworthy that thiuture also

completeshes ubj unctivd. " J eloags

In 4:19, after seeing the fi rimpv], adsadlwpll es,
make[ ~ @ a ] you f i sAteough this senteneerisonot formally a conditional
sentence, the coitibn is constituted by the imperative tollbw JesusAccording to BDF §8

442.7; 471.3 , ceuld convey a conditionadeain such a contextwhich isa Semitism (see
BDAG, s.v.a U A .Thetujurethuslogically follows the condition. The sentence also seems

to beara measuref gnomic sigificance in that Jesus seems to be laying down a general
principle for discipleshipAn overlap betweethe logical and gnomiase of thefuture isthus

conceivable here.

J e s 8esnon on the Moun(5:2i 7:27) can be understood @& par adi gmat i c

J

pr o

(Blomberg 1992:93)orasonsti tuting fia new set ofThisi ngdon

is because of the fact that tB&rmon on the Mounargely containggeneral principles or
general gnomictruths pertaining to the kingdorithe beatitudes form éhintroduction to the
Sermon on the Moun6(3i 12), mostof which are shortaphoristic sayingswhile the first
beatitude contains a present tense (5i30)stlse future tense occurs in eauffversest to 9:
those who mor nshafl be comfortedl 5:4, U} Ua & q d)Utbesmeekishall inherid

( @ ad) 6@ g &mexarth(5:5); those who hunger and thirst for righteousn@ssall be
satisfied (5:6,6 6 } Ul & & [theanercifulfishall receive meray(5:7,” & U dids 3 ){thes
pure in heartfishall seé ( ye 3 U Bad)(5:8) andthe peacemakersshall be called

( o o] & 3 UsOrs )of God(5:9). While all of these futures carry a general, gnomic
significance,each also constitute thdogical consequencer final resultof fulfilling the
respective conditiondVhile manyof the blessings seeta point to the eschatological future,
it is not necessarily the casgth all of them(e.g., Carson 1984:13&ibbs 2006:243Dsborne
2010:167. More importantly, the time of fulfilment does not seem to be a pyirfeatureof
these statements the use of the future tense in@4there is thus agaam overlapetween

gnomic and logicatharacteristics
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I n the passage about Jie®), hedatrabtutivaopposites.rOntheo f t h
one hand, Jesus statibst if anyone (d~ 3 Yyelaxes( s b j & ) ane odthe least of these
commands and teaches owillbecaled e b gitilellBasbintdeo t h e
kingdom of heaver{5:19a) On the other hande says thatvhoever( d ée 3 Xoes(shjv.:

" o0 )them and teaches theiwill be called ( o o @ d Udyemt)in the kingdom of heaven

(5:19b) Both of these future tenses indicate the logical resulbnsequenaaf certain conduct

following the respective conditionthus functioning a logical futes Yet, the two contrasting

statements also seem to bear gnomic significance.

In 5:21i 22, Jesus quotes from the Old Testament, retgtoigeneral principles or lanwanyone

who murdes fwill bed ( 0 U abject to judgment (5:21%imilarly, everyonewho is angry

wi t h hi willbes atUern) & ubj e choevéreaysUetd gmbkins wih Wot her
bed“G(UUs) subject to t he ¥Savilbee(d rUiubjeattothe velh o e v e r
of fd r3d e BU3 glgOnce again, U U seacdh ofthese four instances can be
considered as thiegical consequencef the respective actionSince all of these statements

refer to Old Testament lawvhich can be considered as general and accepted tiuglysall

seem tacarry gnomiaonrotationstoo (Quarles 2017:55Additionally, implicit conditions can

be identified in each of these statements, which means that the future is also used logically in

all instances.

I n 5:25, Jesus states that o0neerwmhiaakinghiomi c k1 vy
to cour t’,s)Jolracxuseéiharideou ovar(shjv. : ~ Yo thefjudge, the judge
tothegar d, fikethrdwny o upr i $¢ nd gzt BEUS d[fidt.]). In this sentence,

t he f ut(u fuectiobsdikked subjunctiv€Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:12in that itis

still deperdddsminads paral |l el t.tthusfusctiossabagnu nct i
extension of the subjunctief. Porter 1989:412Addi t i onal | 'y, & hido t hr ow
prisonconstituteshe logical cosequenceaf ot adher i ng t o dcBveuss 6 adyv
ofthef ut ur & tHusayaflapherewith that of a logical futureAccordingto 5:41,Jesus

says t hatompelsyhoouedvikerego a0lifj Bs) t o @reoughhte gorwiol e,

Here the future 0 0 U§ Bs o ¢ ¢ G Us d a memdsithaththe futueinctions in the

same way as theubjunctive would function in an indefinite relative clause (Wallace 1986:4

479. Theverko o Ujlls t hus expresses ¥YThpwotwe of B:él i ty ¢
functions as a general principle that Jesus lays d@hough a logical future normally

constitutes the result or consequence aorditionalsaying, it hereonstituteghe condition

14The ESV translatestl Us go o0Ufj s ii f anyone forces youodo (cf. NRSV;
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Porter (1989:421) ar gearydesdriptieetandtndhe mip oTthed & h e |
statement i5:41also seems toonveya general truthstrengthened by U, svifch means that

the futurealsofunctions in a gnomigvay (Quarles 2017:60)

In 6:4, Jesusod pwilloawardde (¢ hBb6) t breFafbhkloWws on
that oneds char it albthugfundiemead alogicduture in ensequence e c r e t
of a specific kind ofaction.The same applies#0 6 @i Us iand 6:68:thé reward of the

Father follows logically on praying in seci@t6) and on fasting in secret (6:18) addition,

the futures in both 6:6nd 6:18 also seem to convey general principles, mak&iggnomic

function conceivable.

In 6:14 15, after The L18)rthed srevwrparalled condijofal s&tements
abouthowGo d 6 s f oseeays W beepeisdent on the forgivenessodher people A For
if [ 3 Jou forgive[sbjv.:2 (i U Urjentheir trespasses, your heavenly Fathidralsoforgive

G G Uyol, (15) butiff” 3 Jou do not forgivdsbjv.:2 G U Chjentheir trespasses, neither

will your Fatheforgivel G & Uy d ur t r.@hefishstabneest épositive(6:14)and the

other negativeg6:15), stating the inverse of the first orgoth statementhave™ 3 and a
subjunctive in the protasend both havéhe future @ UU i n t hle both pases$,dhe i s
future functions as a logical fututbat constitute the consequence of thi@lfilment of the
conditionput fort in the protasislhe actions are thus not temporally based (Porter 1989:421).
Both of these sayings also carry gnomic significafafeQuarles 2017:65¥ stating general
principles about forgivenesdditionally, in both cases there is also a close relationship
between the verbG UU and t he pr eio ¢hdtithe duture completentet i v e

subjunctives.

In 6:211 24, there exists an overlap between the gnomic and logical use of the Tiiare.

sta t e mewhere, youfitreasure is, there your heail be [0 UUs] al saobe (6: 21
understood as an aphorism (Carson 1984:4f7Tuz 2007:332)Theverf UUs t hus f unc
asa gnomicfuture Y et , Gibbs (2006: 351) awmeattisesimilattd at it
that of a conditional sentence in which the
shows the truth of theehtpré@0ds s t(hearefdeahenda
as a logical futureJesus continues hiiscourse in 6:223: i i[f 3 Jyour eye igsbjv.: ]

healthy, your whole bodwill be[G UUs ] f ul | [ aflyoul dyegidisbjy.: ]Jtbadt i f

your whole bodywill be [ & U]Gudl of darkness Similar to 6:1415, the futuréG UUs occur s

15 Althoughnot opting for it, Quarles considers it as a possibilitytliatt O (v. 14) is a gnomic
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in two paallel conditionalstatementsfollowing™ 3 and a SudhjUsendthiuse func
as a logical future that constitutes ttensequence of thelfilment of the conditionin both
statement$® Both statementsalso carry gnomicquality, stating the generaprinciples
constituted by .IhB:24the futare tenseid utilised W Bmeewhen Jesus

ends off thispericopeby stating that no one can serve two masters, for ditreewill hateo

ol Yot he tewdlovedn ol U & Jthe other, ofhe will be devotedtoe 3 & U U U9 )

t he o nhe wilbdasgiséfie U U U iy Gesee other All of these four futures functioas

gnomic futuregWallace 1996:571irons 2016:31Quarles 2017:67¢f. Gibbs 2006:352)n

which Jesus lays down geral principles regarding God and morfely Lk 16:13) The clause

sl 300U gael We&24)unctions as a condition that causes to either love

the one master and hate the other, or to be devotedane and to despise the otheheTfour

futures thus also function as the logical resufutiflling the conditionChapter 6 ends off with
Jesusd well known saying: fiseek fir[sof@lthe ki
these thingswill be added[” } ¢ G WO HtUe y&38)0T h(e f ut u rdel UUpse thlel de
functions within a gnomic sayirgndlogically follows thefulfilment of theconditionthatone
wouldfirstseekGod 6 s ki ngdom a nwhicthneans thahe fatdrefuoctionsn e s s

as both a gnomic and a logi¢ature Porter 1989:421; cf.k 12:31) In this verse, the Uhus

introduces the result of tHelfilment of the prior condition ¢f. 4:19 above)and couldin a

context like thisbe interpreted as conveying the idea of a condiBiDH 88 442.7; 4718

Il n 7:2, Jesus pronounces yduWilabe judgedt sh( €& d P u d g n
andthatwi t h t he me itwilibeeeayuceti Us @UUdbd ) b Bathlof t 0 yo
these futures functioas logical futures thadortray the consequenoéjudging and measuring

others.In addition we here havéwo parallel, reciprocal principles (France 2007:27%)us
bearinggnomic significancécf. Quarles 2017:70Y Within the same pericopén 7:5,Jesus
admonishesis audienceéhat you must firstemovethe logfrom your own eyefiand theryou

will see clearlp 2 QUU W s Uplbap) remove the speck Ceart of
sight is a logical result that follows the act of taking the log from your ownogyd) fy & s d

thus functions as a logical futuréVith the vocative ~ 6 o }, delis does not addresmsy

specific person, buhe hypocritethatisd escr i bed i n his prior stat

thus still bears a general, gnomic tone.

%Davies and Allison (1988:637) argue in respect of 6:
the protasis states not a true condition butféecethat depends upon and hence implies or shows to be true what

the apodosis expresseso.

17 Quarles considers it as a possibility that both verbs are gnomic.
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Anotherprinciple is laid down in 7:6, where Jesus warns against giving to dogs what is holy

and against throming yo u r pearl s before t he pi gs U Rl es
o UUUG &0 #Jzd vdderfoot.The f ut urdes gali®BU flulhcti ons her
way as a subjunctive f t é B (Z&rwick & Grosvenor 1996:1Luly et al. 2010:448'8 Yet,

the trampling wuld also be the logical consequence of throwing your pearls before the pigs

thus overlapping with the logical use of the future. Even the aphoristic or gnomic tone is
retained in this saying. Here is thus an example where the subjunctive, gnomic ealdulegi

of the future overlap.

Jesusod aphoristic tone continues in itwwidl7, whe
begivei e 0 U4 o youd,o]ypwwalénd] @ddd d0pand AKmplck an
it will be openedt 3 ¢ @ 4J UtUm ] yltasulitficult to decide whether these three sayings are
primarily logical or gnomic, for both elements are presknterms of tie deep structure]la
threestatements oul d b e t r a n,sdnsitutiagda comditiortal stateméBDF 8%

442.7; 471.3Wallace 1996:688¢ibbs 2006:376)The first statement coulidr examplebe

translated Ai f you as k,u GAltthres futures cdne¢husge understoad as bgtho

logical and gnomic futuresviore general truths follow in 7:QQuarles 2017:72)especially

aftgr Jesus statedg) twmd & elmErreyso.ad ajpis Bne

who seeks, finds pr ejsi.a:Usthnd t o t h eitwilibeopendde 3(k B dAEIS, i

In these successive aphoristic sayings, both taespe nt 8 UsUegha04), as wel |
futuree3 e i) UUs can be consiThedutued ¢ ais) Uddmeo mil cs o if buin
as a logical future in that it states #t@nsequence of tHelfilment of the conditionto knock.

In the same perigee, 7:11 concludes the theme of asking and receiving. Jesus say$ thht if

evil people know( @& U (how to give good gifts to their children, hdmuch moré ( @

e ooafild t he gRedt Ifidlrs ) A g o ftadthoselwhonagkshin (@ UWdBds 3

U U3 .)In context, the giving of the Father logically rests on the asking of the beliders

logical nature of the whole statement in 7:1Jaésentuatedd y 36 ( Gi bbs.TAeD 06 : 37
futudb@s Gcould thus be i AMhegonuctane ofthesessayingshdso gi ¢
not disappeared eithéef. Quarles 2017:73)

In 7:15i 16, Jesus states that false proplf@ts5)fwill be knowd ~ (s 2330 ad U0, 7: 16) b
fruits. This can be taken as a general trith.s 230G d0 t hus fuicfuureons a:
(Hagner1993183;Turner 2008:217° Osborne 2010:27Duarles 2017:74f. Luz 2007:377

BEg,e " aUU yydel(sbjv.) o6& Baipih &25 teeabove).
¥ Turner does ot opt for the gnomic future here, but considers it as a possibility.
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379. Thi s same per i congudinggatethenin B:20 which eanaeHthe same

thought héréforel } Uyou willknow[”” 2 2330 G d U] tihre nf Tihesathefdure

tense(" 9V GdU) is used here and caHagrernIP3llddct i ons
At the same time, this concluding statement withU ¢ o n stthiet ultoegsi cfa | con.
(Morris 1992:178) of this pericope, which ares that it also functions as a logical future in this

context.

The pericope about the bui |li®7) oogsiste dftwosets 6fs h o u
interlocking, parallel statemenfsf. Nolland 2005:343)The third statemer{7:26) constitutes

the inverse of the first statemdit24)and the fourth stateme(#:27) expresses the inverse of

the second stateme(it:25) While the second and fourth statements convey the respective
results of building on rock and sartke firstand third statementsach expresses aphorism:

fiTher evéryomelée d é & Uavido hears these words of mine and does tivdhbe like
[eco®dUUs] a wise man who(7:B4ufi Artd hd Eedtivoaursee o n
hears these words of mine and does not du thi#l be like[ ¢ 8 o & & Ud¥aolish man who

built hi s ho u&28). Iroeach tothteese sstatantes.24, 26) the future
eeoaw®dUUs funct i on(sf. Nalland 2005:3433 Gibbs2006:BMihaustates

the consequence ofeitterd her i ng t o Jesusd wAlthalghthesetwo f di s

statementgprobably primarilylook forwardto the eschatological future (Carson 1984:194;

Gibbs 2006:394France 2007:297 atthe same timee 6 o & O (E&irees gnomic significance

in that it puts forth a general truth abdloe consequence of buildiygur (metaphoricglhouse

on a specific kind of foundation

In 9:18, the Evangelist narrates abit ruler that came to Jesus to ask him to heal his daughter.

After telling Jesus thathi daughter already died, he says:
andshe will live[o Us G O(dUsi mi | ar to 7:7 above, cambest at en
transl atedbwittifii you come and |IQrynorgfitingty, hand
ol UUUs can be understood as a pQ2a0@dBxice cl aus
Davies & Allison1991126i127). 2 G UUUs t hus f unct thatfolowsthe a | o
fulfilment of the conditionthat Jesuswvould lay hands on the daughtét is also noteworthy

that Matthew who probably had the Gospel of Makhisdisposals ub st i t ut es Mar k
30 pswisj @n &t MkSR3) hese with a futur@Davies & Allison1991:126), which

affirms thatwi t h ¢ & WU Maithew has a kind of purpose clause in minget with

20 Although Nolland does not ultimately opt for the logical future here, he considers it as a possibility.
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accentuation t he 1993248nhle this substitudiantthe cl¢sél relgtionship
between the subjunctive and the future tense can once again be observed.

Ani nt erruption to Jesus®6 healii2bwhemafwomahvehor ul er
suffered from a dischargeofdbbod t ouches Jesus6 ga[rsheony and
touch his garment, will be made wel[ 0 ¥ide edJs (| 9H@MM¢, theléabUare
functions as the apodosis to the protasis With constituting a logical futuréAn element of

faith (Luz 2001:42)and determination can also be derivaahirthe future tense.

Within thepericopewhere Jesus predictesection for his disciple10:16 25), he states that

fihe wh olaa pta:u reesdll o the endwill be saved & ¥idU U {18:22hAlthough

the salvationcould point tothe eschatolagal future Carson 1984:250Davies & Allison
1991:187;Nolland 2002:42§ it could alsopoint to therescue at thend of the persecution

(Morris 1992:256; Gibbs 2006:516517; France 2007:393. Nevertheless,the logical
significance DWGthanfbetuseedydn that endur al
condition, while salvation signifies the result.

IN10:29 i n context of Jesusd teaching on feari.:
says: fAAre not tnvassarieng Anuhot ong sf thenwill fdll [f ollUB ] t o
the groundwithouty our Flaisbkeear that Ulhe ifsutmot $ dme
prediction It is rather agnomic (Turner 2008:28@uarles 2017:1Q60r omnitemporal future

(Porter 1989:42424) that stateat r ut h a b o udamniscibntarekThet cbnelusionsto

the fearpericope comes in 10:B23. Jesu$ollows with two parallel statements, the one being

the inverse of the otherThéreforeeveryone whd” d é G U saakijowledgs[ € 6 & b 5 ]

me befoe men, | alsavill acknowledgd ¢ @ & @ ¥ jefore my Father who is in heavéa))

but whoever[ G U s @ 3 Jddhies[sbjv.:2} 30 d () the before men, | alswill deny

} s3ieebe] ore my Fat heNMotehdwdhe subjunctivs 3u el a(iDe33) O .

stands in the same syntactical positiontlas future & ¢ & & ©(40:32) indicating the
interchangeable nature of the subjunctive and the future indicaticeriain contextgcf.

Davies & Allison1991215) The future € 8 @ Vs i n 1 Otiorks 2s atsibstitute foru n ¢

a subjunctivaafter 0 Uim gn indefinite relative claug@Vallace1996:48i 479), indicating a

condition which means it also bears some logical sefiseconsequence of tHalfilment of

the conditionin 10:32 is indicated bye 6 & @ ¥ which isthusa logical future Similarly, in
10:33,thefuturey st e e Us forms part of the |l ogical cons

by the subjunctive j 30 d U Bdditionally, all three futures € ¢ @ W ss,6 a8 3,
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2} 30 6 ¢ U9 )32 33rbearghamic significance in th3gsus presents general truths about
acknowledging/denying him.

All of the 6 verses in 10:3742 conveygeneral aphoristidruths(cf. Carson 1984:259) n J e s u s 0
address to his disciplesnd can be translated with semtces t hat begin wi:
Awhoever o0, 0 dthejoonnee whhoooo (oNKJAV; AdEt®NAlY, alNof V; E S
these 6 statements are conditioddlerJ e s us 6 s a thatmsglisciples sthoQld t8k8 up

their cross and follow himhe statesn 10:39 that he one who f wilhldssd hi s s
¢~ 8 & U s andthat the onavho loses hisoullife for J e s u s awill ndck @& A i
Similarly, in 10:41, the statement i will made t
receivd o€ y O)UUa pr o p hand thas whoegew @aeisea righteous person as a
right eouslrepetvdds ¢ g UfJUs) a right.émusomeérxdnodd
aphoristic tone in 10:3742, all four future tenses in 10:39 and 10:41 can be seen as gnomic
futures Additionally all four futures congtite the result®f theimplicit conditionscontained

in eachof the statementand can thus be interpreted as logical futuresP@fter 1989:42%!

Nolland 2005:444%> As indicated in the introduction, by interpreting these four futures as
gnomicandbr logical futures in this context is not to say that their fulfilment cannot be in the
eschatopas many commentators interpret them (e.g., Nolland 2085445; Gibbs 2006:542

but the latter notion would be more of a theologintrpretatiorthan beinglerived from the

nature of the statements themselves

In 11285 29, Jesus uttethe followingwell-known statemest Cdime to me, all who lalup

and are heavy laden, ahdill give yourest[ 2&0 23 U "0Ur £ d.](29) Take my yoke upon
you, and learn frorme, for | am gentle and lowly in heart, aywl will find[ 2 @) & U Gest]

for your soul$ Both of the future tenses U "GUr 1:( 28 ) jadntdU 1339)(inticate the

| ogi cal ¢ onsequ e ninveatiom.fWhila looth éuturesrae logibduturkestlsey s 6
also bear a gnomic qlity in that Jesus lays down the principles of true Wsiile the rest may
include an eschatological reality, it is also a present reality (Carson 198Aa#&nd
2005:476France 2007:450

After being accused ofasting out demons (12:234), Jesusstatesin 12:25 that fevery
kingdomd (@ U b WJdaided against itseffiis laid wasté ( gy @ sUBU and that no
city or house duwillstandetd( Cadg § Dhe generality of this staterfient

2lPorter argues t hdti kteh esseen taernec efsgort chiattii canaaelo i c | early hy
22 Although not ultimately opting for a logical futumdplland considers it as a possibility in interpreteag y O U U o
in both occurrences in 10:41.
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i s indi ddt ebdiDisheel f ut G DB U& U8 d u lempretedrasiasgndme i n t
future(Quarles 2017:130) At t he s amé&Uwbi madi t@Weés the 1 ogi
kingdom, and thus functions as a logical futdteis interesting to note thahe present

"1 deBUs and t heU(aasynog madUBdexpr esl8oR3aA2)Ie ( Hagr
present and future tenses thussée be interchangeable tadithin the same quarrelith the
Pharisees, in 12:29, Jesus asks: fAhow can so
goods, unless he firsibn ds t he strong man?o6 U@QJluwihd ol | o
thoroughlyplunder[ s G05] hiTsh eh oEuSsVe ot.r ansl ates: @AThen
his houdhed NIV transl at es: Ffchlelno vididhedataldh p |l un
tensei s UjUs is dependent on t hteatitlogicaltyfologsasd t he
result of the binding constituting a logical futureQuarles (2017:131) considers it as a
possibilif@yst may ,jprebdgybecausiesus seems to lay down a general
principl e r egadesuseands offittetquacet lyy statiegnindl2:31 that every sin

and bl awilpbbfergived AGUE O UJUsb)ut t hat bl aspwillenaty agai
be forgivew 8 62 (i U & U U tha parallel statement in 12:32, Jesus says that whoayer [

~3 speaks [sbjv.] a wwilbe forgigeme (Yd U0 Be) ,Somutof
whoever [ é23] speaks [ sbj vwillnotbegadiveosa 626 & UG P ¥ i t
The generaaphoristic tone in these parallel statements (1&3)Lis quite clear, especially in

lightof ¢ sand dé&3 in 12:32. Al 40 UFdolultdhdwsbe interpreted c e s o
as gnomic futures. In additiothe forgiveness or laalf forgivenesss the logical result of the
particularkind of blasphemy. G O&§ UUUs t h u ssasa 4 legical future io alli foum

instanceg?

The pericope that follows directly after the above (12333 ) ¢ o n v poted wérdssau s 6
the Pharisees about the dadt that their words produce. In 12:37, he ends off the pericope by
the followingproverbial sayingNolland 2005:507Qsborne 2010:47@f. Luz 2001:21 A For
by your words yowvill be justified [l 9 @ Ul Jyahd by your words yowill be condemned

[ 0W 4 o & JadTdhe gnomic function of these two future tenses can clearly be det€bted.
implicit conditional nature of the sayings can also be observed in that justification or
condemnation constitutes the end result of the kind of words you spedkgida quality of

t he f ut urieasn di sssUlbliigahastdndeivable here.

23 7erwick and Grosvenor (1996:38) note that the first occurrencé @ 0 UUs i n  32candakoband 10 :
considered as modal futures, that is, the forgiveness is not automatic but dependent on certain conditions (Newman

& Stine 1992:379). That is why some translations translate the first occurreneb O UUs i n 10: 31 a
10: 32 akorfigiaweGh@gNIye. g. ,
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When Jesus talks about the return of an unclean spirit after leaving a fiediogt he fAhouseo
empty (12:4844), he points out in 12:45 that when it returns it brisggen other spirits with
itself and enter the same person again. Jes
than the firsto. Je[sdlyde hwikitbe[odn(Umvtn thissvili fis o

g e n e r 4 thé comeat in whiclihe futuré & UU 9 , & considered, Jesus is not referring

to a specific event in the future. He rather sketthédse way i n whi ch #Athis
operates The element of comparison seems to be stronger than a future eiertteatlast

statemat. That is probably why Newman and Stine (1992:393) suggest the foll@résgnt
tenseparaphrasasanopt i on: AThis i s how it is with al/l
t han you wSmilaly, heeNCY traestates the sentence as follofivé:t i s t he s
way with the evil people who live todayThat"d UUs coul d be aisthusgi c al

conceivable.

When Jesus explains the purpose of the parables inT3:18e points out that it has been
given to the disciples to know the secrets of the kingdom, but not to dth&Bs12, Jesus says:
fi F ovhoever[ G U shgs] will be given[ U aidJ U Giedlhe will have an abundance
[~ Uy} s a O0Ugudwhoever] O U algg} not haveeven what he hasill be taken away
3 dd U Uftdm himd The generaproverbialnature of thisaying is cleafCaron 1984:308
Luz 2001:246** Nolland 2005:534France 2007:512;f. 2529; Mk 4:15; Lk 8:18), especially
following d Us d ( Qu a r.lAlktlwee futirés7antiugb8 igterpreted as gnomic futures
(Quarles 2017:143.44). Additionally, all three futwes constitute théogical result ofeither
having or not havingthus also being logical futureQuarles (2017:144arguesthat the
classification of these futures as gnomic does not prethete to also denote something to

happen in the future.

In 13:15, Jesus quotes from Isaiahi@t&:Ai For t hi s peopl ebs heart ha
ears they heard with difficultgUUpRntdheéneshoae
[sbjv.Gvy 093] with t[$he.ka clerylienith jreinedrs dnd understajsibjv.:

0 g & ® ith their heart and turfsbjv.:™" 9 GyUy ( sasd) would heal G 8 € Ub & mo

this context, the future tensell @ &, Which follows the LXX exactly (Hagner993374),can
hardly be tIrwilheald?altisrdthemaifutuhe thét furionslike a subjunctive

(Hagner 1993:3747erwick & Grosvenor 1996:41ih parallel with all the other subjunctives
(asindicated)l rons (2016: 43) describes this as a nf

%Luz calls this saying an fiearly Christian wandering
25 Most translations do not translate it futuristic.
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some furt hecf.BDFB38R qlu@ s d=® 0 a thesensalf @ lagical futuren
t hat Godos heal i n gthevudilméndofthe eonditions set ferth by the o f

subjunctives.

WithnJ esusd confrontation with the PhmalbbGsees a
6bhe says: ABut you say, o6l f anyone tells his
from me is given to Gaul (6) he needhothonor[ e Us Umil s f 6ESV. & is cle@rd
thatdUbseis used her e [ei whichcanveysiemphatio regatiggee af t e
Wallace 1996468 cf. Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:4BDF §365).2° As in 13:15 abovethe
futurteUsUscean hardl y bleadditos the futare fere cohstitatas the s t i ¢
apodosis of the conditional senteniteisfunctioningas a logical future.

In response tthe offence that the Pharisees have taken on Jesus statement on what defiles a
person, he says in 15:13 thateveryd Upl ant t hat his heavwilhl y Fat
be rooted up “a(; s a1wIdJ Ulthdugh this future probably points@o d 6s f ut ur e j u
(e.g.,Davies & Allison 1991:532tuz 2001:333; Osborne 2010:589 Jesus O st at eme
to bear a gnomic qualitysuch a notion is strengthened by the general tone of the statement
which mighthave been in exist e (Dawes & Allfsanrl@d1:98t t hew
si gni f il&ld 1514, Jesus states that the Pharisees must be left aldresrigblind

gui des. Jesu§ 3ftheeind lead[sby.: U @ p the blind, bothwill fall

[ ~ U@ thtoJacisterrd After the condition setforth6y s and t he Usiwthg unct i
futureUUBGd unct i on sratkesthaa beinptgriparadlyl baskdu(¢f. (Poreer
1989:421) In addition, the sayings proverbial (Nolland 20®623) which means that
"U®eUUs can al so be i n(earlgs?0d182l as a gnomic f

I n Jesusd c onvia i6sl9he iteksPetanthat e wil gvie Bim the keys of the

ki ngdom of heav[e'ns] fyampds bw hadtbe eaethshall be[ G U U s ]

bound in heaven, and whateyef 3 jouloosd s b j v d dn eastrshall be[’ & U Ubsesed

i n h e REromethre @anditional construction of the two quoted statements, it can be derived
thata UUs i s us e dreiaboth@asds$.d g iJceaslu sfoutwor ds t o Pet e
more general senseich asn 18:18, rather than applying to Petarly (Carson 1984:371374

cf. Blomberg 1992:25356), the gnomic significance of these two statements is conceivable.

In 16:22 Peter rebukes Jesus for pointing to hi

g o

shallneverhappene ¢ “0 UJUst o Hereowe bave another example of a future tense that

26 Morris (1992:393) argues that the future here carries the sense of an imperative.
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is usedasasubstitute fora u b j un ct iev(€arsarf 1083.877Zerwick & Grosvenor
1996:53; Nolland 2005:688), conveying emphatic negatiorsee BDF 8365; Wallace
1996:468).

In 16:25,Jesus makes statementhat is very similar td0:39(see aboveyi For whgp ever

, [Jueis§whoev
loseg[sbjv.:z ~ & & ] his soul/life for my sakeill find[ ) & U s JHere ih 16:25, the logical

andi r e | eomnditiona ( Por t e rstrudi®eBo thedv@ ifiverse statements even
clearerthan in 10:8, especially in lightd ¢” 3,f ol | owed by tehand gubj unc

91"~ 3 Jwould savd s b j a].his sodl/lifewill losep ~ 6 & U 9 ] it

¢ 3, followed by the subjunctive” @ & . Both the futures” e & Us amdlsUcan thus
seen as logical futureseven though the orientation of these two statements might be
esclatological, as some commentators argue,(Earson 1984:379)sborne 2010:637The

two inverse statements also bear the notion of a gemeémnalple (cf. Hagnerl995484). Both

the futures, therefore, also function as gnomic futures.

In17:20, terJs us 6 di sci pl es coul d somtvas breughtto 3esusne on e
to be healedhe utteredhe followings t at e me nt | ¢ 3fi]Fsayto you, iff | 3ylyou

have faith[sbjv.:* ¢ d (h8)d mustard seeghu willsay['} G0 G]Jo t hi s mount ai n
here t o [tohdevillmgve ealnidllA] Bhd fothingvill be impossiblé U g 3 Wlis ]

f or Vhe coaditionahature of the statement is made explicifby and t he subj

‘e dUU, f dHreklogivat fdturdslyis thus not a predictive statemexst suchcf. Porter
1989:421put a statement that explains what will be possible if one has faith. Adrtieetame,

theee 3 signifies that what f ol |l owadllthreefutaresst at en
thus also function as gnomic futures.

After the disciples asked the question about who is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven (18:1),
Jesus answeis 18:4thatfi wh o e v Gumbleshiems efl (facef (@ UG 08 g & ke

a child is the greatest in the kingdom of heavénn t hi s st atemefitys t he
functions like a subjunctive aftefi U «Cdrsorf 1984:397Zerwick & Grosvenor 19967 see

Wallace 1996:478479). The statement also sounds like a general truth. Although the future is
normally in the second part afgnomic statement, that the future here functions as a gnomic

future, is conceivable.

In 18:18, Jesus makéwo statemerg that arealmost identicato those in16:19(see above):
ifruy e 3], | say todOyou, y o ab jwd dod Harthshall be
[F& U beuhd in heaven, and whatejefi U 3 Jyou loose[ s b j tvd. Uotbarthshall be
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[0 U Uowded in heavanTheze 3 i nt rthe tva stagesientsf which each cavey a

general principleJesus also directs these two statemengdl the bystanderdhat thefuture

*GUUs thus funct i on sins@arxesiaevancearerihare tfamin 1678 i n b
addition, 8 UUs al so i ndi c alindisg artdhoesind? & ¢ ckamthus alshe s ul t ¢
interpretedas a logical future in botmstancesAccording to in 18:19,Jesus immediately

foll ows wi t h t he st at e mE mtjtwo ofi yog agrae[shjV.. s ay

0 g ¢ @& 8 0 ersehrth concerning anyatterthey as 6¢* 3 Ul ¥ 3 Uithsll]be done

[ o U4 Ufdrstiem by My Father in heavenlt is difficult to decide whether the future
oUBU0Us functions pr i masarldgitayfutuaesfor dothgconnotations f ut u
are present. Thiegical element is constitutday the condition set forth By 3 (X2) plus the

subjunctive (0 g ¢ (&8 0 an d0aG 3 Ultllewed byo 0& U U Which indicatesthe

result. Yet, the whole statemegarriesa gnomic tone aftet f 33’ a0 ve3 .

In the percope about the unforgiving servant (18:32%),in both B:26and 18:29the servant

says to the master: [Aidlwillpaypas iiehce v eéhymein
As with 4: 19, i risuselinsuchsaaythatthe senterate bedranslaied

wi t h BOF8% 4%2.70 4713 In both of these identical sentencé®futurez * s i ¥ t hus
functions as a logical future in that it follovadter the conditionthat the master would have
patienceThe pericope ends in 18:35, when 3esus a y s :[ diiSd] ns eavenly Father

willdo[ ~ & &t kvery one of you, if you do not forgife 3 €0 U Uur brother from

your heanthd.s conditionatiUsehoemsepatheofuth
which isbased on theonditionthatone does forgiveconstitutecdy™ 3, and the subjunctive

2 0WBe @1 Us i s t hu s Simultdnenggsly, the $entdnee cameseacross as a general

truth (cf. Osborne 2010:697¥ds €1 Us t hus al so functions a gno

WithlJesusd® teaching on di vor ceTherefoneaim@shalllcaveh e qu o
[ @ U GyUkkig father and his mother ahe joined] o 6 a& ¢ dtO big wife, and the two

will become[ G 6 3 tblthee] f The gnbndic. significance of this statemésitquite clear

(Quarles 2017:221)it sets forth a general truth from the Old Testament about leaving and
cleaving.Significantly, immediately after this quot®, 19:6,Jesus continues by saying in the
present t ense: (fiss]o ntohtely® nagrderu t[ ,phieheconfirrhséte h o
general, timeless significanoéthe statemenAll three futuresn 19:5thus function as gnomic

futures.Yet, Matthew 19:5 follows a quote from Geneki&7in the previous verse (Mt 19:4),

2"The reading withe 3  Upported by B, 57892, etc.
B0sborne argues GtUbatihtalse almut ma@gueated thrusto.
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which sets forth thereated order of God: He made peoiiteale and femafie The quotan
Matthew 19:5 starts withs U o U 3 readihghsute logical consequence of the created order
set forth in the previous verse. All three futures in Matthew ¢&nBhus alsde interpretd as

logical futures.

I n 19: 21, Jesus says )hewishesao be peddtt, hg mustsegll hima n t
possessions and give the mdrmHEwuwildaves&sgbpor ,
treasur e(cfi Mkl dkig2@)oThefuturé>Usd points t ahet he | o
fulfilment of the conditioni nt r oduaed coviéys t hBDRS§EMMA7; 0f i
471.3 cf. Quarles 2017:2379 3 Usd t hus f unct jwichssnetemparally ogi c a
based ¢f. Porter 1989:421)Nithin the same discourse about the rich young rmeenrding to
19:23,Jesus addresses his 2dBs ¥ pd ewhichlsgemsstd ar t i n
introduce a general truth He f ol |l ows wi th t he \vdlteateke ment

( O U & UtesKingdom of heavewith difficulty. Al t ho@g&UWUUs mi ght be
predictive element, it is probably gnomic (cf. Quarles 2017:227).

In 19: 30 Jesus saywillbeohé&ssmbey Wwhet atheugli t & ¢
this is probably a predictive future, thidt e 3 UUs i s al so used in a gn
Such a possibility would be based on the seemingly general truth that the statement conveys.
As seen from some of the above exampéeRituristic use des not necessarily preclude

gnomic useln 20:16,which is very similar to 19:3Mut with slightly different wordinglesus
againreferst o t he Wihied “0@lsd) Udand tHeifirstslast. Although Quarles
(2017:235) considetsi @ 3 U U 96 to be prétigtivel he also considers it possibl€ that 3 U U o

is a gnomic future.

In context of clearing the temple, 21:13,Jesus quotes Isaiah 56:7 i My shalbbe sakked
[ o & d Udheuse of prayérThis quoteaffirmsa general principléom the Old Testament
The futabBUeaddn thus be uncdMkENhikid4e® a gno

I n Jesusd cursing of the fig fr3eyeyhavdshjv.21: 21,
*6 d Gdith and do not doubgouwill not onlydo[ ~ @& & (Jtbke] miracle df of the fig tree,

but even ife & & 3] you say] s b j vd. (td)thi mountaino Be t aken up and t
t h e ,itsvél habper] o U 2 (bUraqd conditional sentenceseembedded in this sentence.

Both thef ut ur & & U U ¢ aihd Ucartlitaite logical consequences on the basis of

29 Although considering it a possibility théiti Ui 0Us is gnomic, he ultimately 't
70 dVU0Us coul d aégerical imperativederwick & €rosaenar 896:68).
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precedingconditional clauses, signified layconditionatonjunction{ 3  aem despactively)

and a subjunctiveBoth futures can thus be seen as logical futBesg a sging of Jesushat

puts forth a general trutthe gnomic significance of each of the futusealsoconceivableln

thenextvese, in 21:22, Jesus cont [ a]wbasevef hzeUls a me
& Uyou ask[ s b j Wa ¢ Uidgrayer, haing faith[ pt ¢ . 8 3 U §aji il receive

[ & y Ubdrthle f ustyuGted U f ol | ows both on the condi

verse (above) and on the participle GaJ300 Ud, whi ch can be transl at
(HCSB; ISV; NIV; ESV). In other words, the conditional contenétthe future stillcontinues

constituting a logical futurelesus alssets forth a general principle pertainingatbChristian

prayer. The gnomic tone underneath the future téomsins

When the chief priess and the el ders <challenged Jesus
followingwordsin21:24 fAl al so wi |l | amldksyoyd eamgedhe It i o
me the answer, then l alsall tell [} Jyou by what aut ho.dnithisy | do

conditional sentence witha and a s ubj up dundtiongas a lodical fufure.t ur e
Although the future liesin3deus & actual future at t hlagical i me o1
outcome othe fulfilment ofthe condition that Jesus puts forfttcording to 21:25, #er Jesus

asks a question about the origin of John the Baptist, the priests and elgleamaag
themsel[valsesayfi$ bj vre U3 Fr o mhetwadlsayE nfta us,6 Wh y

t hen di d you .Thetconditiedalicenstractiom of thid $entence is similar to the
previousoneabové:a and t he “syebljsurn st if wd | Weydlsthys t he f
used as a logical futurd.is interesting that neither of the futufgs (21:24)or™} ((21:25)

were realised. They remained unrealised possibilitiased omnfulfilled conditions

In 21:44, at the end of the parable of the wickethites, after telling the chief priests and
Pharisees that the kingdom of God will be taken away from them and given to another, Jesus
says fiandthe one who fall§ ~ U & pn this stonevill be broken[ G g 3 d & 0 Q s gn
whomever[ (i 83 Bt falls[ s b jav], it will crush[ "0 ] himd Both of the futures

0 g 3 d a00G(HU s G afundtion ‘as logical futures in that they constitute the results based

on the fulfilment of theconditions. Although the first condition is notdicated by an explicit

fi i dtatement, the condition is constitutedby nd t he pa&r.t iThieplse colildd ¢ c

is more explicit, signifiedbya and t he (B.ubjunctive

In 23:111 2, in Jesusod discussion with the scribe
hes a y The greatest among yshall be[’ 0 U]yaur servant. (12And whoeveq 0 U axdlis
[y O cimself will be humbled[ UU "~ UG Uldmd whoever[ G U shihbles
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[ UU " shihself will be exalted[ y ¥ di U (bUle P3:11 Jesus lays down a gealer
principle (cf. Carson 1984:476yvhich renders U &bka gnomic futureThe vert & U tdmns

part ofthe logical consequence of being the graatesich means thati U Bls functions as

a logical future.Notwithstanding the logical significance ofi U,Utscould also function
imperativelyin that it could be a command to be a serV&tdagner 1995:6617erwick &

Grosvenor 1996:740sborne 2010:8391n 23:12, both the futuresy @ Us andd OBU " Us 3
function assubstitutes fosubjunctives aftertd U &efwick & Grosvenor 1996:74yithin an

indefinite relative clause (see Wallak®96:478479).In addition, y G Us a n di OBU ‘al ss30
form part of the respective conditions in the statements, which means that they also bear some
logical senseGiven the arrent context, even the gnomic quality gf & Us a n di OBU ‘i (5 3
withinreachRegar di ng t he Gf0Willwy mdh QUUsUssd tdis diffi
whether they primarily function as gnomic futu(€uarles 2017:278) or logical futuresfor

they occur within a gener#iluth-statementcf. Carson 1984:476Lk 14:11) similar to the

aphorism in Proverbs 29:23 (France 2007;&64Davies & Allison1997279;Luz 2005107),

but they also constitute thespectivdogical results of either exaltgor humbling oneselfThe

gnomic and logical functions do not have to exclude an eschatological interprétatigyn

(e.g., Osborne 2010:839)

Within the Olivet Discourse, in 2wilbéshived Jesus
[ & ¥0d0 U (kb lo®2aboveA|l t hough this saying polibdusto
constitutes the logical consequence of filiment of the conditionto endureZy d& U U U s

could thus be interpreted as a logical future here.

In 24:28 Jesugefers to the general truth that wheregyeére @) cor pse i swil t he v
gathedo ( U glsescUdlies generality of the statement can be derived fiteen ~ 8. ghe
future is thus probably a gnomic (Quarles 2017:288)addition, the presence ofcarpse
indicates a conditiarThe gathering of vultures points to the rethdt follows on the fdllment

of the conditionlendinga logical function to the futur@ef. Porter 1989:421)

At the end of the par abl eFootdevdryoree whoddgs@nt s, i n
*6 @ 3 (W4}, Will be given[ U aid) U Bralfje will have abundande ~ Uy o G O U g ]

from him who has not, even what he hasl be takenk ; di U Uftben]himd The future
Ue&UUUs c o rendtrasulthat lagisallytlowsfromthe fulfilment of the condition of
having. The fautUrse f ult hiimélStagiefesulting fromieeimng givéni s

31 Quarles considers it possible that these two futures are gnomic.
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(more and still follows orthe fulfilment ofthe condition of havingThe future y} di O UU s , i n
turn, follows logically onfulfil ling the condition of not having. All three futures can thus be
understood as logical futurehe first statemenstarts with the participlec @ 3atds U3z U

which lend a general tone to both these two inverse statements. That all three futures can also

be understood as gnomic futures, is thus conceivable.

In 26: 15, when Judas goes to the d¢wlideiver pri es
him oaweres[ 8 Uj U t oYely heuseabnd part of the question is better
trans| at edde liisv efiri fh i(Newnoam & $tinet1992:¥0@&\allace 1996:689)
Thefuture” Uy W& t hus f unrcimplict cosditiomal tlduse nsimigar to the way

in which a subjunctive would function with 3 (see Wallace 1996:47871) The conditionh

element also signifiethe logical use of the future here

1

In 26:35 i n response to Jesusd f oEventifgdsl]imasg of P

[ s bj \ diewithiyou, Iwill notdenyy o u €[ @& " U}dse ¢ Ula fhis sentence, the
futurez” Ujlse e Us functi ons | ick(Zervack & Grisyenon1®96i8%) e wi t

Al t hough the sent ence caweysaath ¢classanditohwhdreind wi t h

the condition does not affect the proposed outcome

In26:52,4 Jexwsdq arfrt er Peter cut off theiPwar of
your sword back into its place. For pll's U Wio]take the swordiill perishk ~ & a8aU] By

t he s e splaweaibial or poeticaying(Nolland 2005:1113France 2007:Q13; Turner
2008:6360sborne 2010:985) about perishing by the sword UUg &®Ub UUdUse j Us

“3 & Uae Us assU vehich is formulated in a chiastic wéliagner 1995:78¢% clearly

has gnomic significanc@he future * 6 @8sU U5 ¢ a n as dgnamic fukird/mrecen,

2" gaeUUs al so funct i on sthoaestaking tHe svgord canstitutésuhe u r e
condition of the statement, whereas perishing by the sword constitetesnsequencef

fulfilling the condition In theverse thaimmediately follows in 26:53, Jesus aski8Do you

think that | cannoprayto my Father, anfl a]Bewill at oncepresenf ~ U} @ UrH more

than twel ve | &dieoherdfurctionsasuapaewayp tRadthe sentence could

be translated wih  (BDH 88 442.7; 471 8Jesus 6 asking or prayin
constitutes the condition and t heoffulflindher 6s

the conditon Uy UG Us t hus functions as a |logical fu

32Cf. Joseph and Aseneth9 : 4, wh’ifcthU jhUsyseesty dJU o )dval) WUfp Pafdd . U
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Accordingto27:42ta JesusO6 crucifixion, t mekinglgr inh ed,
him come down now f]wewilbdidvgd o0 @& 3] aindlarh & tho
to the way?2 iins whsiecch ieanU 26: 53 above, tfhoe sen
(Newman & Stein 1992:86@NB), where their mocking request that Jesus would come down

from the cross would form the condition and their believing in him would be the m#sult

fulfilling the condition s & U @ ¢ thus functions as a logical future.

In response to theeport of the guaithat went into the citip tell the chief priests all that had
taken place sur r outhachief griesiserdened the soldiessuortall peoplei o0 n
that the disciples came and stole Jesus at night (2&a&8prding to 28:14,hey addediiAnd

if [ 3 }hisis heard [sbjvz @ & g filf thegovernor, wewill convince] “ U ¢ Gim hnd

make[ ~ & 8 ¢ Yos free fromconcemThe t wo fieeUBedima UBeadccur
the apodosis, following 3 and t h e s s g hijdhe protasiswWitkin this conditional

context, loth futures thus function as logical futuressen thoughthey pointto a future
possibility.

2.2 Mark

On a preliminary reading d¢ie Gospel oMark, the future tense is used as follows:

Predictive

Active(30times):1:2, 8; 220; 3:27; 6:23; 9:31; 10:33 (X2), 34 (X4); 11:2; 11:29 (1st); 12:9
(2nd, 3%; 13:6, 9, 12 (X2), 22, 24, 27; 14:13, 15, 18, 27, 28, 58.(X2)

Deponen(19times):2:20;8:38;10:31,39; 12:9, 40; 13:6, 8 (X2), 12, 13, 19, 25, 26, 31; 14:30,
62, 72 (n.a.f)16:7.

Passive(16 times): 3:28; 8:12; 9:49; 10:33, 39;2:6;13:8, 9 (X2), 22, 24, 25; 14:9, 27 (X2),
29.

Medium(twice): 9:31; 10:34

Total: 67.

Deliberative

Active(4 times):6:37; 9:50; 12:9 (); 16:3

37



Deponen(4 times):4:13; 8:4; 9:19 (X2); 12:233:4.

Total: 8.

Imperatival
Active(twice): 12:30, 31
Deponen(3 timeg: 9:35; 10:4344.

Total: 5.

Gnomic (primarily)

Active(4 times):8:35 (X3); 10:7
Deponen{twice): 10:8, 23

Passivg6 times):4:24 (X2), 25 (X2); 10:7; 11:17

Total: 12.

Logical (primarily)

Active(7 times):1:17; 2:22; 6:22; 9:39; 10:21; 11:29'(p 31
Deponen(5 times):3:25; 9:39; 11:23, 24; 12.7

Passivg3 times):5:28; 8:3; 13:13

Total: 15.

Like a subjunctive (primarily)
Active(twice): 3:2; 11:13
Deponen{twice): 14:2, 31

Total: 4.
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Future tense distribution in Mark

70
60
50
40
30
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Predictive Deliberative Imperatival Gnomic Logical As subjunctive

In 1:17, dter Jesus called his first disciples h e Fod y so:w  fmigl will makef ~ [@ar(

you become f Thhercsnpiiagandundaians iredway that the sentence

can be trans]| &%427; 4v1RImvievi of thedimp{icB € hrditional nature of

the sentencéy ftiemnserals ‘asgd og@idcyalf ofrumisurparitn
consequence dtfhe fulfilment of the condition of following Jesus.As with Mt 4:19, the
statement | ays down a generlal wpruil c isghé$ssw d fu nd
gnomicfuture, is thus conceivable.

In 2:22, in response to a question about fasting, Jesus w e r ro orte pusstnewiwine into

old wineskins atherwise[ Ui ¢ ], the winewill burst[ 3 Uthg skind and the wine is
destroyed [presThe @zoadihéoskinsmatooe. of t he
Ue.Thefuture 30Us const it dufiing the prier canditisnuof puttingnéw

wine into old wineskinsTheverb 32 Us t hus funct i tisisterestingthat | ogi ¢
Matthew (Mt 9:17) changes Maids future tense ta present tense (0 3 g 3, Whitksindirectly

confirms the logical nature of the futureNrark | n vi ew of t he general t
conveys, the gnomior omnitemporakignificance of 3 Usalsowithin reach(so Porter
1989:424;1994:44)

In 3:2, when Mark reports of the man with the withered hand, he narrates that the people
fiwat c h evhkithddi Iine would hea] d U j dJUkibh on thesabbatls, so thaf 3 Uthey
might accus¢ s bj v. UGorlithimo@ he f ut ul @oshdlW; @ dubhdiomsins U
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a way similar to a subjunctiy& which is the reason many translabe future withi wo u | d
heab ( Gu el i ¢ Rooker2@91071NKAV; ESV). Simultaneously, the future tense

indicates a @ndition, which means it is also used in a logical way.

According t03:25, in answer tohe scribes who accused Jesus of casting out demons by the

ruler of the demons] e s u s if B @ yadauseis dividefl s b j v . ] againtt jtself] tHat

housewill not[ d be able[ U gid) U Us § a mndodlowing the condition set forth By 3

and the subjumetfiveUodysddor ms part oifthet he 1 o
conditionismetqy 30 UUUs t hus funct Atthesameasma, | dgsuoab &
conveys a general principle of a divided kingdom.36 OUUs t hus al so funct
future. The way i nd GWhUused,iisilsg eery similar to the way in which a
subjunctive functions witB ¢ in a negatiorfWallace1996:468), although in this case it only
occur s.Tvhiet hh astter is probably the tegd80Bswhy
wi t h § Bmatoher&tNidla 1093:20; Straus2014169, NKJV; NIV).

In 4:24, within the pericope about the lamp ureler b a s k e t , Bewagesvhasyousheay. s : i
with the measure you usewill be measured ¢ U UG g @t0 goli, andnore will be added

[ ") c@lde | ypautoh f ut udf @B U = Udn & o Gunetionhithih an
aphoristicor proverbialsaying(France 200210 211; Stein 200827; Strauss 2014:196f.

Collins & Attridge 20072533* Mt 7:2; Ps 77:2, LXX; Prov 1.6 A general principle is laid

down about measuring others. Both futures thus function as gnomic futures. In addition, both
futures furction as logical futures in that they constitute logical results opbeop |l e 6 s
measuringJ esus continues i n t Wrewheeverjed haspnorewilli n 4 : 2
be given[ U & dJ U U s ], andwhoeliei] i has not, even what he hadl be taken away

k) db U Ufebm himo (cf. Mt 13:12; Lk 8:18). Like in the previous verse, Jesus maintains a
gnomic (Guelich 1989:233)r proverbial(Stein 200827; SchnabeR017:108)one The two
futur @8 Uls dd b thie thus usedinagnomicwdyot h tWad= dwdUs
additionally act as logical futures in thihiey convey the respective consequences of either

having or not having.

Accordingto 5:28 the woman who suffered fragmlt hteo ufclh
[sbjv..7 y ¥ ¢ BHis darmentd, will be made wel[d ¥ di 8 g Wb Mt 9:21) In this sentence,
dydiee Us c onmnsequence ef dfalfiiment of the conditiorsetforth by™ 3 an d

33 Cf. the use of the subjunctive in third dasonditional sentences witha ( Wal | a cid71)1A96: 46 9
i ndi cat i v dsndétoncdmmanj hovgevet)cf. Wallace 1996:706).
%Collins and Attridge (aans ecniitgenta)t irce foerr rtiod dtlhien gs asyaiyn gn ¢
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the subjunctivey ¥ ¢ Bwdi e e Us t hus act that s sot tamporalygbased | f u
(cf. Porter 1989:421)

In6:22 when Herodiasd daughter danced before k
for whatever Uylwilgiw]| &ihr,] & nt dThd@enditionaldature of this
sentence is conveyed by the conditibatthe girlasksthe king whateveshewants Thek i n g 0 s
intention to give her what she wants constitutedutigment of the conditionThe futurell G ¥

can thus be interpreted as a logical future.

Accordingto 83, bf ore feeding the f ofus] serdthensavayd , Je
[sbjv.:2 = 8 & ¥ hungry to their homeghey will faint[s & glide 3 s |t helnthisay 0O .
sentence, the futufeacg 6 3 UUs f or ms pfalfiling the tonditibnavhichéss ul t ¢
setforthby 3 and t he s@éhjamgdisWés thus functions
that is not temporally based (cf. Porter 1989:421)

In 8:35, after Jesus foretold hissde h and resurrecti ¢d,jomBg said
wishes[ s b j a].ta savelinf.] his soullife will lose = & & (i but whoeve[ d ¢ @

losesk ~ e &Uhidsoull i fe for my s awiksaehtl Ublaswitospel 8
Matthew 1039, these two inverse statemeintd/lark lay down a general principle concerning

the | osing and t, Whchis especiallygsigrfied by theeddouble lise gf e

The two parallel statements can be called an antithetical aph¢@sftins & Attridge

2007409). All three futures thus function as gnomic futurestther the first occurrence dhe

futurez ~ @ & Ufallows the fulfilment of the condition set forth by 3 and t he subjt
d &, which points to its logical functiohesecondccurrenceof " e @ Us f uncti ons
subjunctive with 3 (Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:13Decker 2014225, which also lends to

it a logical sensand the possibility to translate it in a nfature way (e.g.NKJV; NIV; ESV).

Yet, the same future alstasds in a close relationshipwitf, whi ch means it o
subjunctive, in an indefinite relative clause (Wallace 1996:5iilar to the first occurrence

ofz" @ Uthe futiWme flincti ons fard followsba ga waiture i et Liu

2~ @ & Qwhichalsofunctions like a subjunctive

According t09:39, after the apostle John alerted Jesus of someone who cast out demons in
Jesusd name, Doeact stap him e moeoneedd d Wwhdowill do[ ~ é & a ]

mighty work in my mmewill be able] U gidd Usd@dn afterward fThe speak
futurdeUs efsuncti ons mudh alif(ckWallace 096BIGBI6). Byt | v e

being part of a kind of condition it also functions as a logical fummest O UUs f ofr ms p a
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the consequence that follows fiadfilment of theprior condition and thus functions as a logical
future. Both futures also occur in proverbial statement(cf. Lane 1974:343Edwards
2002:290)that sets forth a general tru(Btrauss 2014:411which lends to them a gnomic

function.

As with Matthew 19:5cf. 1 Cor 6:16) Genesis 2:24 is quoted Mark 10:7 8: ATherefor
['3 U o &mahshall leaveg o U UyUlkeid father and mother amteave] ~ j 6 G o & &6 o ]

to his wife (8) and the twshall becom§ i 6 3 bW®] f |l esho. bmmthealatert hen c
part of1 0 : 8 : i S[prest] no éoger &awo but one fleshThe aphoristic nature of the

sayingin 10:7 8a is clearit confirms the general principle of leaving and cleaviram
GenesisAllt hree fut ytfe's), s loBBBEs 6 @anWdUs t hus func
gnomic futuresAs in Matthew, the quote from Genesis 2:24 starts ittt @ U 3 , direatly i ¢ h
follows a quote from Genesis 1:27 in the previous verdel®46). Mark 10:¥8 thusreads as

the logical consequence thfe created order set forth in Mark 10:6. All three futures in Mark

10:7 8 thus also function as logical futures.

Accordingto1l0:21, Jesus says to the rich vy awohatewer man :
you have and ge to the poor, and Jyouwillhavd' 2 Us dpas ur e(cfiMt19t2E av e n o
Lk 18:22) I n t hi s speims tean inplicit camditional statement anchnthus be
trans!| at BDOFsy442. 476 RTlee vérbaUsd, therefore, for m:
of fulfilling the implicit condition to sell everything to the podr 3 Ut functions as a

logical future.In the same pericopen i10:23, Jesus makes the following statement to his

di s c iHow lasiwill tiiose who have wealdgnter] O U & 3 ({he kijgdom of Godl

Jesus sets forth a general truth regarding entrance into the kingdom, which lends a gnomic
functi on tioU dllh = Gifica dificulte to dhter the kingdom can also be seen as
the consequei?a&saflUwecthstsing logital futur@he sentence can

thus also be translated nbnu t u r i sHow bard it & fogthose who have riches to enter

the kingdom of Godl NKJV; cf. Strauss 2014:44&8chnabel 2017:24N1V).

In11:13 Mark reports thatJesussaw f i g tree and t hakaldiimdwent t
(YaUs) anyHéi eg woimediCheguablyfrien ddt i ons |1 i ke a sub
in a conditional sentend®ecker 2014b:87cf. Wallace 1996:46%70). It thus has more of a

logical function than a futuristic function. This kind of usage of the future is also underlined by

$BSome i nt e rypraentamperdtihlfwute (e.g. Stein 2008:456; Decker 2014b:43).
%'t has to be noted, though, that the conditional el e
Yet Matthew seems to have interpreted this saying of Jesus in a conditignal wa
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transl ati ong Gt0mafttudstic (e.gn Strauwss 2614:40NKJIV; NRSV; NIV:
ESV).

According toll:17,J esus quotes fr omshalkbe caief o5& dVd) s fi My |
house of prayer Afphoadh ¢ dmelnitlhdsomassdoean sihp
future (Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:145it would be more in line with the context of Isaiah

56:77 to readit as a gnomic futugefor the statement conveysgeneral trutraboutthe way in

whi ch Gowknewnhouse

In 11:23 24, after observing the wilehsg]lsaydto you,g tr e
whoever[ ds 3 pays[ s b j “V] to:this thountain@Be taken up antethrownint o t he s e a¢
and does ndt € doubt] s b j v . :]in GishEkstbut believdss b j v . }thaf whai e U

says will happen[pres.] it will be done[ & U Uas him. (24) Therefore | tell you, whatever

[ "3 U W Uyou ask in prayefpres.] believe tlat you have received it, arfida]t will be

[0 UWa]u inslhi23, the futured UU s f o r meonspgaende ofdHalfiliment ef the

condition of commanding mountains without doubtingshich contains de3 and t hr ee
subjunctivesin 11:24, theame verlronstitutes the result dilfilling the condition of praying

with faith (cf. Stein 2008:520)n 11:24°4 Ul b s 0o f o, WHicb iwlght ef the previous,

parallel verseseems to convely h e i d eBDF 88f442i7;i4718» § UUs tctiomss f un
as a logical futurén both 11:23 and 11:2Fhat d UUs woul d car r yinbgtm o mi ¢
instances i s conceivable i n lontuythtseeoBB i Imevihe 2833 6 a
fact that these two verses come across as laying dayemeral principle on faith and prayer.

It is noteworthy that Zerwick and Grosvenor (1996:145) write on 11:24 that the future is
regarded Awith such certitude that it i1 s ass

When Jesusd aut hor iersynlli29 | vihask[l” ¢ gredddqu onee an s\

question; answdimpv.] me, and a]Wwill tell ['} ] you by what authority | dfpres.]these

thing. The first future”” Uy #%0 functions in a futurjstic w
f ol | oamdconstliutes the consequentarswering Jesusés Cranfield(1977:363) points
outinhis commentarymt hi s verse, fithe I mperative foll ov

of a condi (cfi Rraichdr & Nidad 20368 &vans 2002:204France 2002:454
Marcus 2009:796 In other words,f they answer Jesus, hll tell ("} ) them with what

authority he does thing$dereby™) functions as a logical futurdn 11:31, in the same

%l sa 56:5 points to the fact that God #fAwill giveodo his
bringo his peopl e t tefithiid |haolayk ema thretneoi  oayrmfdult hant Hi s hoc
Awil | besaec RS¥dOESV) . None of these statements cony
acts (cf Schnabel 28db7e:t2 %) .r emhdes ,e dGoackd i Myo rhdbsus e s h
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pericope, the priestscribes and elders deliberate fi 13five say[ s b j 'vx e U3 Fr om
heavhewldsayy i o6Why t hebeldi v grof@lown®tbedulfiment
of the condition set forth b§ 3 and t he “syueb(su, n ctij Euretions as a e

logical future®®

Accordingto14:2,wen the chief priests plotted to kil
the feast, lest ¢ & UHade bd’ 0 U s gproanft h e p elergtheefiuréd UUs i s use
| i ke a subjumil i (vef .afl6ae463 Gy et all 2 DEOR48) and can

hardly be translated futuristie.g., NKJV; NRSV; GNB; NIV; ESV)In this instance, the future

forms part of the reason for not arresting or killing Jesus during the feast, which means that it

also functions as a kind of logical future.

When Jesus foretells Petero6s ddna]ablstshja.ccor di
U ] die[aor. inf.Jwith you,| will notdeny[ ee é =~ Uj3e8 £ W e {imthis sentence, the

futurez” Uyjise e Us is again used ¢ itkiadicatlesan emplmjicu nct i
negation Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:15@f. BDF 8365; Wallace 1996:4685717).

2.3 Luke-Acts

2.3.1 Luke

On a preliminary reading ahe Gospel of Luke, the future tense is used as follows:

Predictive

Active (67 times): 1:13 (), 16, 32, 33, 35, 48; 2:12; 3:16, 17; 4:6, 2%,35; 7:27 (m.f);
9:57, 61;10:19,35; 11:8(X2), 32, 49 (m.f); 12:5, 12; 12:18 (X4), 19, 37 2and 39, 44, 46
(X3); 13:24 (X2), 25, 27, 2914:10;15:18; 17:21, 22, 23; 18:8%), 33; 19:22, 30, 43 (X4);
20:3, 13, 16 (X2); 21:12 (X2), 15, 16; 22:10, 12, 34; 23:16, 22, 29

Deponent(64 timeg: 1:14 (X2), 15, 17, 20, 31 (X2), 32, 33, 35, 45, 76, 78; 2:10, 35; 3.5, 6;
5:10, 35; 8:179:26;10:12, 14, 15; 11:19, 30; 12:52, 55 (n.a.f); 13:28, 30 (X2); 14:15, 24; 15:7,
18; 17:22 (X2), 24, 26, 30, 31, 34, 35; 20:16, 47; 21:6, 8, 11 (X2), 13, 183124(X2), 25,

27, 33 (X2), 35; 22:34, 61, 69; 23:43.

3 Although not describing the future as a logical future, Decket4B03) describég Uas i ndi cati ng
apodosis of the conditional statemento.
3¥Cf.e " eaUU plus the G@Wnb$ ah o dndt:g2e s
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Passive(31 times): 1:15, 20, 32, 35, 76; 3:5; 10:42; 11:29, 31, 51; 12:2 (X2), 3,(X2)48,
53; 13:29; 14:14; 17:34 (X2), 35 (X2), 18:31, 2P;13;21:6 (X2), 10, 16, 24, 26

Medium(5 times): 11:32; 12:37; 13:26; 18:33; 23:30.

Total: 167.

Deliberative

Active(25times):4:8 (X2), 12; 7:31, 42; 10:25; 11:5, 11 (X2), 12 (X2), 13; 12:17, 42; 13:18,
20; 14:5; 16:11, 12; 17:7, 8; 18:8'{p 18; 20:15; 22:49.

Deponen{13times):1:18, 34, 66; 6:399:41 (X2); 11:5; 12:20; 14:5, 31; 17:8 (X2); 21:7.
Passivg3 times):10:15; 11:18; 14:34.

Total: 41

Imperatival
Active(6 times):1:13 (2%, 31; 10:27; 17:419:31;22:11
Passivgtwice): 1:60; 2:23.

Total: 8.

Gnomic (primarily)
Active(11timeg: 1:37; 4:11;6:21;9:24 (X2);11:9;16:13 (X3); 17:33 (X2).
Deponen{(6 times):4:4, 10, 6:40; 12:34; 16:13; 19:46

Passive(19 times): 6:21, 37, 38 (X2); 8:18 (X2); 11:9 (X2)10, 12:10 (X2), 48 (2); 14:11
(X2); 17:37;18:14 (X2); 19:26 (X2)

Total: 36.

Logical (primarily)

Active(22 times):5:36 (X2), 37; 6:25 (X3), 38, 42, 47; 10:6, 28; 11:24; 12:8, 48; 14:9; 16:30;
18:5, 22; 140 (2'9; 20:5, 6, 18
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Deponen(7 times):4:7; 6:35 (X2); 10:6; 11:36; 140, 14.
Passive(7 times):5:37; 8:50; 2:9, 31 48 (); 16:31; 20:18
Medium(3 times): 5:37; 13:3, 5.

Total: 39.

Like a subjunctive (primarily)
Active(9 times):11:6;12:1Q 37 (¥, 43 58 (X2); 13:9; 19:40 ¢; 20:10.
Deponenttwice): 7:4;22:30.

Total: 11.

Other
Deponen{twice): 7:4 (like an inf.);22:49 (ptc.)

Total: 2.
Future tense distribution in Luke
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Predictive Deliberative Imperatival Gnomic Logical Other
subjunctlve

In 1:37, after the angel answered Mary by telling her that the Spirit will come oveoher

impregnate her with the Son of God just as the Spirit did with Elizabeth, the angel motivates

these divine actionskyyay i n g: fivilldoe impossiblé i g g WUwi t h Thisd o .
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saying reminds ofGenesis 18:14which occurs within the narrativef Godd promiseto

Abraham that Sarah will have a ch{i@arland2011:83;Edwards 2015:49 In the Septuagint

versionof Genesis 18: 14, tohiey3du@dlddtd @ ne U;sd alstk eids
noteworthy that in the Septuagint, the vetbg 3 tJ Ui s i n t hle copsideraienmft f or r
these connotations att ac h atderthao potmiy ® sometlygng! 0 s w
that will happen in the future,i g 3 @ ltenveys a general truth aboBbd: if God plans

something, nothing or no one will stand in His waie saying is thus proverbial (Nolland
200256gand Aomnitemporal é asesas sdhdreanetndar @ f ( RBord!
Thefuturei g3 Wlls can thus be i nt(e Mpl7:20) Thelnatarsofa gno
this future also causes some translators to trartblatiiture in the presefg.g.,NAT; GNB;

GW; ISV).

Similar to Matthewd : 4, Luke 4: 4, which comprises Jesus
i n the desert, contains a reference to Deut
wr i tt eshalnodlived i OUUs] by Withm ¢hid generab gnendoath, the
futuf@UWs functi ons(cfaGly e al @oi@L24).“tWithirutheusane
narrative,accordingtod:7, t he devi | ¢ faflyeur then,twidl wakshigshij\s: : Al f
"} 6 04&d3me, itwill all be [0 U Uysd u rirs dllowing this third classcondition
constituted by 3 and the subfidnct h@leldWs acioengsst i t ut es
result offulfilling the conditon® G UUs t hus funct i(ch M4:9)alrs4:1@ | ogi ¢
11, after the devil took Jestis the pinnacle of the temple and tempted Jesus to throw himself
down, the devil refers to Psalm 91i12 by saying f @ r it i swillvvommand e n , 0
['3 U Wellis) angeloveryou,t 0 g u a a d Oy tdein hadds thewill beark j 63 ]

youup,l est you stri ke y(ofumt4:6) Asavith Matthewi 416,she futare st o n e
tense§3 U Wb - jaat din Luke 4:10 11 do not point to a specific prediction, but rather

form pat of ageneral, timeless promise to those who dwell in tedter of the Most High (Ps

91:1).They can thus be regadas gnomic futures.

In the pericope about the question about fasting (888 Jesus tells his disciples a parable.
According to5:3613 7, J e sNo®ne searyaspiece from a new garmentgnd it on an
old garmentOr elsethe newwill tear [ GcU, @ad the piece from the newill not match
[ & ge @ ©thdold. (37) And no one puts new wine into old wineskirselsethe new wine
will burst][ 3 Uthe]skins and iwill be spilled["a ¢ gidU U &nal the skinwiill be destroyed
= & assU]b(ef. Mk 2:22) Verses 36 and 37 are parallehe new garment that is put on an

40 Reiling and Swellengrebel (1993:189) interpel UUUs as a command.
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old garmentand thenew wine that is put into old wineskim®th function as the respective
conditionsthat anteced¢ he f i ve f ultlusr,e CGUgetpibrEss, 6ditic0 UU s ,
2~ ¢ asaU M fjive of these futures thus function as logical futures that followfutfément

of the respective conditionsThe two parallel parablesr proverbial sayingsThompson
201&:95) also convey a general truth or a general prin@pleutwhat happens if one tries to
mix new things with old thingsAll five futures thus additionally function as gnomic futures.

As with the beatitudem Matthew 5:312,L u k geds®on of thebeatitudegLk 6:20123) can

b e s ewwsdomdype ascrigpbnsd ( Gr e e n; cf.IS&if 109221 gd-dwards 2015:193

Levine & Witherington 201&177) that convey the principles of the kingdom and tlvasry

gnomic significanceln 6:20, he first beatitudascribes the kingdom of God to the poothe
presentense. In6:21,the next two beatitudes follow A Bl essed are you who
for you shall be satisfied ¢ @ j W W dBlégsed are you who weep now, youshall laugh

[ o U & O Wlthough many interpret these latter two beatitudes as beinfjleflil
eschatologically (e.gEitzmyer1981634;Bock 1994:57% 577, Garland 2011:277the futures

ce ) UG&Ed U anwd Uo weaessaribhave to point to thabsoluteuture. In fact, in

light of the present tense of the kingdom in which peopleadly shar€6:20), the latter two
beatitudeg6:21), couldalso convey kingdomprinciples thatanstart tofind fulfilment in the

present life ofJ e s us 6 (Barsens 2013:10H03 Gadenz2018:130131). As Green
(1997:265) st attieemew wirl és escmidlogical, dut ibis notardlegated to

the future. The end has already arrived, and the values he asserts in debate with his opponents
and in instruction to his foll oweBothofsthed t he
fuures ce p U E O a Wdadihlssbe interpreted as gnomic futures. Additionally,

within the structure of these beatitudes, they have a logical, conditional structure. Those who
are hungry now constitute a colhiid)d dgwd) whi c
fulfilment. In the same way, to weep now is a condition, tilnabn fulfilmentresults in laughter

(o G&UU) . seBwotfutureshirs also function as logical futurdss with the futures in

Matthew 5:4 9, there exists in Luke 6:21 anerlap between the gnomic and logical use of the

future.

Directly after the four beatitudes (6i2ZZB), four woes follow (6:2426). The two woes in the
middle, in 6:25ar e as Wae ltol yowwgho arefifull now, foyou shall be hungry
[ ~ WsBU Woe to you who laugh now, foyou shall mourn[ =~ Ui W Udnd weep
[ o a3l U Gimilar to the beatitudes, the two woes form two respective conditiauh

hauvng a specific consequence, constituted by the respective future taldkeee he futures
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U800, 00@Bd GBWU t hus f unct iWhite tha sutcdmesgof ¢ a |  f
these woes are mostly understood as eschatological @ogk 1994:584 Levine &
Witherington 201&179), they could also point tlulfilment in p e o p dresedtdife(Gadenz
2018:131) which means that they would convey general principles gvitmic significance.

The thredutures can thus aldme understood as gnomic futures.

According to 6:35, witm the pericope about loving your enemies, JesusBagsut | ove yo
enemies, do good, and lerekpectingnothing in returnand[ &]Wour rewardwill be[[d U U s ]

great, and d]Jouwill be[[G UG d0hs of t h dronViheway iflwhich the

sentence is constructed, it is quite clear that the reward that wililbd s ) gr eat and
that people will be’ @i U & ,cdnsttute theconsequence of tHelfilment of the conditios of

|l oving onebés enemies, doing good, | éadUag an
and’ 0 U Gafelthususeddsogi cal f ut & b e sreéihdicdtesimthisrsentenct

thus functionin a conditional wayMarshall 197864 seeBDF 88 442.7; 471.3)Being sons

of the Most High points to a relationsihip be:
603), which although it will ultimately be fulfilled eschatologicallyould includeits present
realisation(cf. Stein 1992:209Bock 1994:608 Within the continuing wisdordiscourse, the

two futures can additionally be understood as gnomic futures.

According to Gulge &heoi}ywasuasaiyldts]bdudged][shjv.:

093 4d]; condenlyomuotwi ldddchbgo aandemned JUWlb;j v. :
forgivej] yoa will be[fasgtenk ~ 8 & § & G af.Bhjs sentence contains three
conditions and comsquences. | n d Isdparatesh thee @onditoassf®ms the a U
consequences. The futwé s g G dU t hus c on s tifilting tthe dastt he r
condition and is used in aUWawnpgap&)\ekoabota d:
preceddbye ¢ .” "8 a0 dU t hus f unct Biocetetheesstaeeménts gi ¢ al
in this verse are aphoristic wisdesayings; " e 2§ @0 dU can additionally
gnomic futurel n 6: 38, Jesus conti nue[sd]lnwikbe giyere e ¢ h

[ U d&d) Uto goh. Good measure, pressed down, shaken together, runningvitiviee, put

[ G0 e g Giata Your lap. For with the measure you usewil be measured back

3 Use WUk ] ylonuot.he first s @&hhlesnc epr dtdbeed evde rbby
part of theconsequence of thielfilment of the conditionput forth by the command to give.

g di 0UUs thus functions as a |logical future.
will be givento the one who gives. Thef urlles gii 93 t hus still forms p

of giving, functioning as another logical future. The third sentence is parallel to the preceding.
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Thefuture 3 Us e LHUJWHls constitutes the consequence
thus also dinctioning as a logical futurélthough the fulfilment of these three statements is
probably eschatological (Bock 1994:608; Parsons 2015:112), they still come across as
constituting general principle®Vithin this continuing wisdoradiscourse, all three fures can

thusalso be interpreted as gnomic futures.

Within the same pericope about judging others (842}, Jesus tells a parable wherein he
indicates that a blind man cannot lead another blind man, for they will both fall into a pit (6:39).
Jesuscomiues in 6:40: AA discipl e whagisfuollgttained b ov e |
wilbe[d UUsi]k e hi sThistsatenceht eleadly. conveys a general principle, which

means that the futuréi OUs f uncti ons as a gnomic future.
states a condition, with the consequence that such a disrigke upbeinglike his or her

teacher. Thatt UUs i s al so a | ogi cm6:42, this peticopss ended t h u s
offbyJesus ef erring to someone that seekkgim spec!
oneds own eye. Such iat e.erTsoo ns ucsh dae epneerds can ,h yJpe
the log from your own eye, and thgna UU Uypu will see clearlyf U s { B eafrémove
[ebUmilhe speck t hat i $helogical grdeuimthissentencaisavident. e y e ¢
Thelogmustfist be removed from onldddly wowmre «ypa, saered
(lUsyYbed) to remove the s peAcckrding tooZerwick ame o n e
Grosvenor (1996gl198nctioeddbain tatebdslast Ant h
infinitive of consequence. In this sententeet r emovi ng of the |1 og fro
condition for cl earUssfi ghhtu.s T huen cftu tithisgheaiss thb of
same veinofwisdors ayi ngs, yUadt alis tbbuinfatare, isqoitelikelys a g n

In 6:47, withh  t he pericope about bui I149), Jesus says:e 6 s h
i Ev er[yd e comedpres. ptc.”}; e U3 o ghe and hearfpres. ptc.z @ 8y 3 thy

words and doef pr e s . spthem,| will shavd ~ ¢ B¥you what The is |
conditional nature of this statemesitietectableThe persothat comsto Jesus to listen to His

words and do them, constitute the condition, while the consequeimckcatedby Jesus that

will show (~ @ 3 & them what such a person is likeThe future tense” @ 3 & ert h

functions as a logical futurdt. is equally possiblehoweverthat the first part of the sentence

4l See e.g. the NIV, which translate A As for everyone who comes to me anc
practice, I will show you what they are | ikeo.
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could point to the kind of person Jesus addresses rather than pointing to a casliticin®?

Insuchacase, 6 @ camostdonvey the idea of flet me sl

Accordingto7:4,wt hin the pericope about JdXythke t hat
elders came to Jesaadbeggedhimtor est or e t he cesathgrHe[@glifods ser
whomyoushoulddd” Ug] t hi s Thefutwe rUtphsysed here like a subjunctive

after in an indefinite relative clauseRéiling & Swellengrebel 1993:29Ferwick &

Grosvenor 1996:199rons 2016:45seeBDF §8379; Zerwick 1963 8343 Wallace 1996:478

and is translated accordinglyhis phenomenon underlines the interchangeablbetseenthe

subjunctive and the fututensein some context§Thompson 201&113).

In 8:18, n the pericope about a lamp under a jar (818, Jesus sayshat one should take care
how one twhoavers ¢gs 3 hdswill be given[ U ald) U U s ], andwhoelei|

¢ 3 has not, even what he thinks that he Widkbe taken away } di U Uftbs himd Both

of these two parallel statemem® proverbial (Bock 1994:746) andnvey general principles

or truths. The general naturef the statementsan especially be derived from the phrages ,

which is used in each statemehth e f ut i @8 syt Wd Us ceanderstdodi s b
as gnomic futuregcf. 19:26;Mt 13:12; Mk 4:25) Yet, each of the twstatements also consists

of a condition and a consequence, which means that the two futures also function as logical

futures.

I n the narrative of t hé&56)hie85b0,inmegction fothdsawhous 6 ¢
told Jesus that the daughtedesadJesus ay s: @ Do not fledBhewibbel v bel
saved/wel[ @ vidU bUrsthis sentences Ucould convey the idea of a conditional sentence

(BDF 88 442.7; 471.3), which means that the believing of the bystanders would constitute the
condition, while the salvation or healing of thiel gvould point to its fulfilment. The future

G¥yd OU0Us could thus function as a | ogical fut

According to 9:24, within he peri cope about taking928p oned:
27),J esus says: [ diFm»awhe tishesv[sbjv.d a ] to save[aor. inf.] his

soullife will lose ~ @ & Ui but whoeve d i doses[shjv.:2 = @ &] his soullife for

my sakewill save[( G (igd Jesus lays dowtwo paralle] general principleabout savingnd

losingo n so@n soul or life (cfLk 17:33;Mt 10:39; Mk 8:35), which means that the futures

2" e&Us ainlde Car e g nAitmg sameftime, hoth éuires occur within implicit

“2See e.g. the NRSV, which translates: #Al will show yo
and acts on themo.
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conditional sentences i ndi cated by the araaepeetlithe subj
condition is metthat one saves 0 n esous or life, the consequence will lieat of losing it

¢~ @ & U 4n)contrast, if the condition is met thae lose® n eldisf e f or Chri st o
consequence will be thaf savingi t @ (UR8iling and Swellengrebel (1993:3%3. NLT),
therefore, advise to tr-aatesnentssBogh futulfeethus alsot at e m

function as logical futures.

In 10:6, which idn context of the sending out of teeventytwo (10:1 12), Jesus saysaht A i f

[" 3 | son of peace fsbjv.: ] there, your peacwill rest[" U3 Ui Q00 wpen]him. But if

[ Pnot, itwillreturnk 3 Ue y ds0] yWithirdthese two conditional sentences, the future

tense§” U3 W W0 Uss henydUs i ndi cat e soffullling theorespestieed r e s |

conditions. Both futures thus function as logical futures.

Just before Jesus tells the parable of the Good Samaréans goes in conversation with a

lawyer, who answered that one has to adhere to the Great Commandnelar ito onherit

eternal life (10:2627). Tot hi s answer , in 10: 28, Jesus re
correctly; do this, anl &]ou will live[ &1 ]0 The conditional nature of this statement is

cl ear, c on@arshalu978:444)Tthe ve sl ds thus a logical future.

In 11:5, directly following the Lordébés Pray:¢
suppose that you have a friend to whom you go at midnight to ask him to lend you three loaves

of bread. In 11:6, Jesusprovidle t he expl anation for this reque
has come to me, andlb not have whdtmayset befordn i m d&dy "~ Uy Uod UJ o .

In the | ast cl awseés ulswhidfindifatesslee difedl gbjdal (Walka
1996:661)1 U Uid¥thus functiondike a subjunctive (Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:223
Thompson 2018184). Within the same pericope, in 118, Jesus s h 8wl AAsk &
be giver] U ald) Utd woii; seek anfl &]you will find[ § & U Ukddck and[ &0t will be

openedk 3 ¢ @ 2 {J10 you (10) For everyond 'd Who asks[ pr e s .U spreceives U

[ pres. itlarddhewmUGeekf pr es. 3spfinds[ pr es ( Giarddandto U
himwho knockd pr e s . apstltwi]:be apgned 3 ¢ & &) (DI A of theseparallel

statements come across as aplhiorisayings All of the futures(@ e § O UUp § U WU,

23 6 912 Uhbide 3 ¢ &1 AJ Jib these two versesan thus be interpretets gnomic futures.

Additionally, each of thehree statements verse % s condi t i ona,lwhichi ndi c a

BMarshal |l (1978:464) notes that @A[t]he use of the futur
when a sort of result is being expressed, but in Classical Gtéek woul d have B8N usedod (c
4“Thereadings 6 @11 U Us C( U G1338.579. 700. 892. 1241. 2542 pm) is slightly preferable (obtaining
aCrankingin UB3to23 @ UU U Djand 3 6 slWUUs (A K W @ @ 565).
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means that the three futures also function as logical fuflinessame is true of the statements
in verse 10, although the conditions a as explicit as in verse 93 ¢ #id) UU s thuso u | d
also be regarded as a logical futuaenotion that seems to be confirmed by the variant readings

(see above)

In 11:24, Jesus states that when an unclean spirit leaves a person, passes through waterless
places seeking rest and finds no rest, it salysfill return [ ~ 6 G W7 ] to my house
which | cameo. Abfipgppuganthe feadras a nor mal
is read within the context, it seems to constitute the logical result of a spirit that is driven out of

a person whout finding rest. ~ 6 0 Y ycould thus also function as a kind of logical future.

This shows how the context can influence the way in which the future tense is intefpireted

Black 2009:2).

In 11:36, as conclusion to the pericope about the light iplpebat should be seen (11i38),
Jesus b Btyes yourfvtole body is full of light, having no part dathyill be & U U s ]
wholly bright, as when a lamp with its rays giviess b j ve ]:y oy U Tihig i & farther
exposition of 11:8, whee Jesus portrays the good eye as the light of the body, which results
in the body being full of lightas opposed to a bad eye that results in a body that is full of
darkness. Yet, all of the verbs in 14:8re in the present tensehe future tenséld U thes
constitutes the | ogical r e sduahd fundidéns as a logicdly b e i
future In respect of the deep structure, 11:36 can be constructed as somethitige like
following: fAlf a lamp is lit, it gives off light. If your eyss bright, it will lighten up your whole
bodyo In other words, here the futufenctions logically in that it indicates the implication or
entailment of a subordinate or imbedded sentence.

According t012:8 10, Jesus satdélse following  fi Asaydoydu, everyond ‘d de 3 who
acknowledgegsbjv.: € 6 & @ }*° me before men, the Son of Mavill alsoacknowledge
[ £ 8 & @ B birh before the angels of God, (9) thitn who denies me before mevill be
deniedp ~ U} 30dWU theforde the angels of God. (10) And everygnéd d who speaks
[} {a word against the Son of Manill be forgivenk G U & U U kimp, Jout to him who
blasphemes agair{stor. ftc.] the Holy Spirit it will notbe forgiverp G U & U (brkefutures
ccgad o (v.2 B)sidabids ebchform 9art of therespectivelogical
consequence of one wiettheracknowledgesr denieslesus before people, which me #mest

45 Some manuscripts have the futue e &8s here (A B* D { @ 579.e 1241.
interchangeable use between the subjunctive and the future. Culy et al. (2010:416) argue that this variant would
partly be the result of the fact that the future and the subjunctive forms of this verb are pronounced identically.
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theyfunction adogical futures. Both ¢ ¢ & @& thac ~ U} 3ddlttaldmseem to function as
gnomic future in thatthey form partof a general principle that Jesus lays doWne future

~3 Owhichoccurs with d i n v fanctions liké & subjunctive in an indefinite relative
clause Culy et al. 2010:41:7Thompson 2018201; see Wallace 1996:478) ; Chlso forms

part of the conition to speak against the Son of man, which lends a logical sense to this verb.
It, therefore, also seems to act as a kind of logical fdfureverse 10, Jesus also seems to lay
down a general principle about speaking against the Son of Man and the T®arfuture
26080008, whi cihthis wersathssefuhctiansvds e gnomic future in both cases.

In addition, G 0§ U 0UUs al so constitutes the consequenc
in verse 10, which means it also functions a®gichl future in both case3here exists
therefore,a considerableneasure obverlap between the gnomic and the logical use of the

future in this pericope.

=)

In 12:31, which is within the pericope about not to be anxious (13892) e sus says:
seekhis kingdom, and d]Uhese thingswill be added] ~ } ¢ & W Ud e ] ylo thié .

s e nt e hagain, starmldwithin a conditional sentereeeBDF §§ 442.7; 4718 To seek

the kingdom forms the condition, while the consequence isupan fulfilmentall these things

will be added ( ; 8 0 WO §t0 gou. The futuré §} s CWOBEUs i s thus a | ogi
whole statement also conveys a general kinggonrciple, which means that this future also
functions as a gnomic futufef. Mt 6:33). The pericope ends 2134, when Jesus states that
iwhere your treaswilbe[d&Us ]tThelstatendnioclearly doreea r t
across as ageneraltrdthr A pr over bi al :186&@)wiith angphoriétiB quality. 1 9 9 6
Thefuture A UUs t hus o p e ifutaré. ¥e, tha statementgats® states an implicit
condition: if your treasure is in a certain direction, then your heart will be inclined into the same

direction.Thatt G UUs t hus al so functions as a |l ogical

According to 12:37within the pericope about the servants that have to be ready {48)35

Jesus says: 0Bl ess e[da e nmstawiti find ey § & @vpke whes wh o m
he colmestohi s sentjeihl@e,f umet fansrwerlyi mfcd | i k
in an indefinite relative clause (Wallace 1996:478any translations, therefore, do not

translate it futuristic (e.gNRSV; ISV; NIV; ESV). In 12:43, which occurs later within the

same pericopg, he f ptilleei § used fiBisehis tisat servaht avhonan]a vy :

46 Cf. Reiling and Swellegrebel (1993:467) who argue that(ii s i n the nature o a g
be rendered as a presento and UMmaphal mpl(L9&8pba&gs w
statemento.
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his mastewill find[ ) & U®d doi ng whThefuturesoccarswittes and functions

like a subjunctive in an indefinite relative clause (Wallace 1996:4/8).d Us t hus does
have to be translated futuristed., ISV; NIV). The pericope ends in 12:48th the following

st at e me rmhe¢ who didimdtuknow,but did what deserved a beatingjll be beaten

[ U W0 Uwitb few. And to everyone] * (] svtibm much was given, muetill be required

[ & d G d)ddddmirh, and to whommuch wasentrustedthey will demand U ¢ g more ]
fromhimd Thef ut ur®eUWlg seems to bear some | ogical
consequencef fulfilling the condition of not knowing and afoing that whichdeseresa

beding. The first statement also seems to convey a general principle, which means that the
gnomic funée®UU0a ios Thdlgshhiomparalled siateiments sound even more

| i ke conveying a general tr uytohn e od)spatiioal | y i
functioning as ghOthtUe Vdmd besal saqUgdt fort h
outcomes ofulfilling the respective condition¥he respective conditions are constituted by

(1) persons to whom much was given gapperons to whom much was entrustétie futures
sqU@dUUsUBmgt &3 can thus also be interpreted

In 12:58, whichisithec ont ext of sett | i nip 9IWi,t hl e®dtend ss aaycsc
you go with your accuser before the magite, make an effort to settle with him on the way,

lest[ € 6 Uhgldrag] s bj v . j ] yauJtd thé judge, and the juddend you over

[ ~ U U the officer, and the officethrow [ b U ardih in prisod. The future tenses

"Uy OWs anfdllowp UbiUr ect’leyUla faaned tehe s uWihinthet i ve
same train of thoughthéy seem tonimic thefunction of thesubjunctive and@rethususedas
interchangeablavith a subjunctive(Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:235Campbell 2007:130;

Thompson 206a216) a f t @ EREilimg and Swellengrebel (1993:497) differ, however,

and argue that i[t] he cl| mUp ea shewn hyothe lfutune g e r C
indicativeof p a r a d(€ee BDFS 3693]), but such a notion begs the question if therfst

arenot rather usetike subjunctive after the subjunctive U U JJ GIn reference to the futures

* Uy O @kadb U aClly et al. (2010:448) argue that it was common in this period to use the
future tense fAin place cdfitedpeZ:4above)) unctive fo

When some people came to Jesus to tell him of Galileans whose blood Pilate had mingled with
their sacrifices, Jesus asks whether Galileans were worse sinners than other Galileans because
they suffered in this way (13:2). In 13:3 ad 13:5, Jesus responds with two almost identical
sentences. The translation of 13:[33ajgyau 13: 5

o

repenf s bj v . U Udolivill @lblikewiseperishp ~ e &#¢d@®] The only differ
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in 13:3,Lukeusese ¢ d for Al i kewi s e o0 Whyitdlcenveythe sange: 5 he
idea.Although the future = @ & Wit/both 13:3 and 13:5 can be interpreted as eschatological

(Just 1997:53Gacdenz 2018:249 it constitutes the resutif fulfilling the comlition of not
repenting(indicated by 3), which is, according to Porter (1989:421)n ot t empor al | vy
“""e&#dU0U thus functions as a logical future in

At the end of the parable about the barren fig tree (83;8esus concludes withdalrequest of

the vinedresser who did not want the fig tree to be cut down immediately, but to leave it for a

year and fertilise itThe vinedresser motivates his request3:2 Anilif [ e=8 ]t should bear

[ s bj \i.] fruit sest year, well; but if nok Wi € ], you can cutt down['a sy U 8  ip
noteworthy that many transldte sy Ummdch | i ke a subjunctive: @y
NKJV; NRSV; ESV; Levine & Witherington 2018:368f. Wallace 1996:4683 Zerwick and

Grosvenor (1996:236) are fmably more precisetoarguetha oy Usd i s a,whmohdal f u
expresses the i .dAecardingto Réberson(1919:872iop&p ¢ i n 13: 9
a Avolitive futureo, manicategorylofet taé smod &lsoad pe w
fut uirbied.B72YHe argues that Athree divisions (fut
one another both in the s%Hthg uenxcpli avien sa ntdh ath efi |
future is practically an imperative in sense, forthewi e x gibicc:874) @hisds exactly

what wehavein 13:9. Some translations trarts®e oy Us d wi t h an i mper ati v
(e.g., ISV, NIV). Marshall (1978:556) is thus correctargue thdto oy Usd conveys th
of pfod ite i mperati ve oNevertheless the sulunctlike upeeof mi s s i
“aoyUsd i s muwdditian,“ecof ®Bad. al so functions as a |
constitutes the outcome aflfiling t he ¢ on diitd Jthatthe seeveouldthot bear

fruit.

Within the narration of Jesus that went into the house of a Pharisee to heal som¢bae

Sabbath and saw how certain guests picked places of honour at the tabid4)l4hk

reprimands them that when one is invited to a wedding, one should not take the place of honour,

for a person more distinguished than oneself may be infite8) Jesus continues in 1451.:

fAANnd hewho invited yovand himwi | | ¢ o me a n d plaaty thit neeinAndbtien 6 Gi v
[ o WU Ywith humiliaon youwill beginf § 3] to occupyfinf.: & UJ[#he least important

place. (10) But whef U U yop are invitedgo and recline ahe lowest place, so that when

[ OUBelwhoinvitedyow omes, he will ewag ©wp tyoudhewé&Eri en
[ @ Ypuwill be[ & U enfured in the presence of atho sit at the table with yo11) For

7Cf . Wallace (1996: 461831 awhwseedfertshe osulthjummotoil veio
56



whoever[ U s d Jxals himself will be humbled] U U "~ Us(s Urlafed he who humble

himselfwill be exalted y ¥ di U (b®%3He future } 3in14:9f ol | oMsU,o Uwhi ch mezs
that itis the logical result ofulfilling the condition that aawould nottakethe place of honour

(11:8). } =is thus used as a logical futugimilarly, in 14:10the honour that willbé ¢ U U o)
bestowedfollows as theconsequence of tHalfilment of the conditiorthat onewould go and

recline at the lowest place. The future tendeJUs t hus al so funiomti ons
14:11, Jesus seems to movevaod statinga more general principlby utilising U s d (&f.

Marshall 1978:583Fitzmyer 1985:104fBot h of t he @6 U UUsyexada HO0U4 5 3 ¥
can thus be regarded as gnomic futycésMt 23:12) In addition, these latter two futures each

occur in two parallel, conditional séaments. Exalting oneself results in being humbled

(00U UWeBkls) , while humbling onesd@UDfBahesul ts
U0 Uad9d sy vadh O Chfe ¢hus also used kgjical futures.

While still being in the house of the Pharisee wiwited Jesus, he advises the Pharisee to invite

poor, crippled, lame and blind people (14:13). Then, in 4: 1 4 , Jesus m@tivate
youwillbe[0] bl essed, becausd nt héy scaromdte xite p &y e
seems to indicatide result that followghe fulfilment ofa condition (cfBDF 88 442.7; 471.3).

In other words, His blessed outcomalthoughprobablyeschatologicalMarshall 1978:584;

Stein 1992:390)¢can be seen as the resultfafilling the condition of invitinghese kind of

people (14:13)The condition is furthet gephiybyedoby

6 6 gABaBU ~ B e sThe.verd (0 thus functions as a logical future.

At the end of the parable of the dishonest manageri(1631) , in 16: 13, Jesu
[8 U i pervant can serve two masters, for eiff\eo } Jhe will hate[ ¢ & @ #hd one and

love o Ul U ¢hé other, orf\] he will be devoted 3 & U Utd ahp one andlespise

[ @ U U Ui Pthdsother. You cannot serve God addmmord The general truth contained

in this verse is indicated kg U ig afterwhich Jesis statesghe predicament that is created by

serving two master&f. Mt 6:24). Thisaphorism (Levine & Witherington 2018:445)general

truth is motivatedby either one of two inevitable outcontbat form a chiastic parallelismi(a

hate, blove, b devded, d despise; Stein 1992:41A1 | four futWa Bt VUenses
23 UU0Us andlWUUldin eshus be understood as gnc
clauses that are each introduced\bgachconstituteone of twoinevitableoutcomes based on

the condition that one servesa mastersAll four futures thus also function as logical futures.

48 Predictive futures are not italicised in these three verses.
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Accordingto 16:30,ta t he end of Jesus 6 ddazaus¢lg:ie3lg on t |
after the rich man heard from Abraham that his brothers cannot be wexoegt from having

Mosess and the Prophets (11: 2Np, fathdr Akmahamj buthf ma n

[ 3 bomeonegodss b j v . ]tothenfrahgtitt deathey will repenf ¢ U Uls g 9 3 ]

But Abraham answef Ptheg doadt hedpres.> d @& :g 3 Blosdsiand

the Prophets, neithgr ai @jll they be convincefl © U 8 & d (f [ s3]someone should rise

[sbiv.23 U fJr om t Hen dleba d3®0., t W& gfiwtau c® ne B(bflexida es t
for) of fulfilling the condition that someone from the dead would go and warn ttieeiso
(indicatedby 3 and the sdbhPanteiveloB89lUg21)sqiiagues
is Anot tempomal hyl pasedo.l1alellUst hree plaletseme s
outcome ofulfilingt he condi tion of not | istenin)g to M
Both the futures U U Wissay 0 93 adneds UUbs Gcdan t hus be under st

Wi t hi n Je s onghé coningskimgdanr (376237), Jesus addresses his disciples in

17: 33, sayi dggs]fiVehesebkysed J:tdpeesetid aor . i mfU.8sd]U0} o~ «
his soullife will lose ~ 6 & Uis hnd whoevef d s Joses[sbjv.2 ~ & & ] it will keep

[ e 9 ai3Uis f| Thisfigeneral principlé ( Ma r s h a;lGhdent 2071883016 6ubh (cf.

Parsons 2015:26Bchoes similar utterances elsewhg@fe 9:24; Mt 10:39; Mk 8:35), which

means that both the futures ¢ & Us @mdislts f uncti on .B@hesetywa o mi ¢
futures also form part of the respective consequences of either seeking togy@sesoul/life

or losing your soul/life. Both” &0 Us @&@rodislss are thus also used
Zerwick and Grosvenor (1993:252) argue thate @ Us f uncti ons |dske a s
Marshall (1978:666) seems to concur with the
2" goyhNidwl @ possibly be r ead Heraisthus aothienedaemplé ni t e

of the overlapping the fut ur-likeftnetions.e s gnomi c

I n 17:. 37, t he [s teagtiee comsetis, thdiewthes vukuresdll gather
["sGgaB8adUs] 6 on igsimiartd themse iMeatthewl4: 28 wisichconveys
a general truth, indicated by 6 g ( s e.&hisankams/teaj” s G gaIBe@dUs can L
understood as a gnomic futudst the same timehe future functionsdgically in stating the

result offulfilling the conditiorthat a corpse is present

In the parable of the persistent widow (I8}, after the judgeefused the persistent widow for
a while on the basis of not fearing God or respecting people (18:4)daxrto 18:5, the judge
rational i sebflil o Bthisewidowbkeepsahothezing meé,will give her justice
[‘@ U ala, o thaf 3 Ushe will noteventuallyf eUd o(h gearme dowr{sbjv.: ~ ¥ &4
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by her contThaeiall ogioanalng®tructure of (tThee judg
judge reaction to give justicea(i giar) t o the widowU)s heecawne |
bothering but it also has the purpose endresultof preventinghernotto (3 U Ug o) d

wear himdown (" ¥ ‘g9). Thefuturé s G2l t hus f uncalfuuens as a | o

According to 18:14, Jesus ends off the parable of the Pharisee and the tax collectdA4§18:9
with the words: fif PUs & v erasy]himself wil tb® hurebled | t s
[ U0 Ue(sUraiel he who humblds i U U~ d dhisnselfwill be exalted y ¥ i U (bU s ]
Thesetwo parallel,proverbial (Stein 1992:451) @phoristic saying (introduced by U s d

are virtually identical to those in 14:f4 and similar to those inMatthew 23:12 But it is
interesting that Luke uses participles iatstg the respective conditionsy( 3 ; Uw) Us s
i nstead of Mat tNaghewuses lfkeisubjuncavss, (seenabbd\guertheless,

both the future§) U = U a1 )¥)d) sy vadh d UnlLeke 18:14 are used as gnomic futures.

with 14:11 andMatthen 23:12, the two futures here in LukE8:14 also function as logical

futures in that they convey the respective resultsonsequences the respective conditions.

In 18:22,which occurs withinl e s us 6 enc ount eafter saying to the tarehatr i c h r
he should el all thathe has and distributst to the poorJ e s u s and[dd]ou Will have

[3Us g as ur e.Simiar th Matthewe 1921 and Mark 10;2dhere the same saying

occurs in almost identical form, 8 conveys {(BDESS#4IA.& 471.Acf Mafishafl 0
1978:683. Having (3 U) #refisure in heavenftise logical result ofulfilling the condition that

the rich man should sell everything and distribute it to the poor. Thef®utes d i s t hus

a logical future.

L u k segosd instance f  J maallelaphoristic sayingabout having and not hig, after

8:18,comes in 19:26 at the end of the parable of the minas (1®:11) : At o everyone
will be given U @ d) U bus flomhim who has not, evelh &]What he hasvill be taken away

k) db U U s(] ¢ £3:12; 85:29; Nt 4:25). As with 8:18, in these two parallel, proverbial
statementgStein 1992:474) hat | ay down a #Aprinciplenof di:
1926bot h t he GfGuGlusy efisdiitssd can be regarded as gr
futures can additionally benderstood as logical futures in that they constitute the respective

outcomes ofulfilling the respective conditions (having and not having).

49 | yke starts the second, parallel statement witll in 14:11 but with U in 18:14, but Marshall (1978:680)
ar g u e this imdy &g duefto assimilation to 141. dhe rest of the wording is identical.
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In 19:40, nh conclusion to the narrative of the triphal entry, after some of the Pharisees asked
Jesus to rebuke his discipl edtelfyaurif[tahieeser | oud
should keepsilent[ G o2& é g ( thes $toneswill cry out[ a3 6 g 0 dhe]first future,

0 9 ¥i'e g U 9 3asly used in thé way a subjunctive is normally used after(Reiling &
Swellengrebel 1993:632Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:260]Just 1997:740;Culy et al.
2010:610) This is also indicated by the tendennytextual variantso replace the future here

with a subjunctive® Although occurring in the protasis of the conditional sentence,

0 9 ¥ 6 g alsseems to function as a kind of logical futha is not temporally based (cf.

Porter 1989:421)T he s e c o n d> efguitawr,e ,alasjo f u ruetnithatits as
constitutes the result @flfilling the condition, indicated by 3 .

When Luke reports of Jesusd clearing of the
houseshall be[ & UlUsa h o u s e Altofigh ter fatuyeelr (bldam be unarstood as
imperatival (Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:261), this quote echoes a general principle from the

Old Testament and could thus alsunderstood as a gnomic futgcé Mt 21:13; Mk 11:17)

Sucha notionis indirectly strengthened by the fact thawtablemanuscripts havthe present
“0UWbereA C* D K N W 0 ¢ ldf)in§leaB@ddhefutir6 50U 8 0 B3 &

579. 892. 2542 c (l) gowhich suggests that respect of theleep structure of the tet is

considered as a general trtitiatG o d 6 s iska bouse ef @yer

I n Lukeds version of the questioning of Jes
(20:18) , after asking them to tel!l him whether
(20:3 4), in 20:56, they deliberate@mong themselves fi 13]fwe say[ s b j ‘'v¥ & U3

6Fr om hewilsafyoflo Why did you not [Pelésayskv.hi m?6
U e UsPFr om man 6 ,wil atdné us to eath[peel(pU & odf they are

persuadett hat J o hn (efaMt21a25; e ld:3lhirebbtd verses 5 and 6, the futures

"y thnd o WlWhascdbnsti tut e t hssetoueby pe @tl iuvse ac srubg quL

Both futures can thus be interpretechas-temporal (Porter 1989:4219gical futures.

In 20:10, withn the parable of the wicked tenarf20:9 18), Jesus sz that when the time

came, the owner of the vineyafsditheysouldgize ser v
[ GG e g Uhanssdme of the fruit of the vineyarsdThis is another clear example lodw the

future tens¢ U0 6 g Cissusedl instead of a subjunctive afterl{Fitzmyer19851283;Culy et

al. 2010:621¢f. Marshall 1978:729; see BO¥369). For this reason, there are textual variants

S0While the NA®text is supported by A B L N , SUmepexBK 90  3585. a00. 892. 1241. 1424,
2542.1844 )replacel s vi'eglioa3 with thévédabjunctive 097’
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wher e t héatf isteplaced byia subjunctivéThis use of the future also bears a

logical sense in that it states purpgserompsor2016a315)rather than predicting something.
plUeglsas3 coul d t hus kimdlof$ogicalfueure Atrihe end of this pachblea s a
Jesus refers to the st that the builders rejected, which became the cornerstone (20:17). In
20:18, Jesus endsfafith the followings t at e ment : | HV] &llsjpte.hoa thav h o
stonewill be broken to piecels ¢ g 3 d & 0 bisif|[ 3 Jtfalls[ s b j & ].on aryone,it

will crush[ aatelli ndhhe fut ur 8U0Yea debd dt i tulilingthet he r
condition of falling ondu tieatesthemmsequence nfthe he s &
fulfilment of the conditiorthat the stone falls on anyofiadicated bg 3 and t he subj
"8). Both the fi0Upeainlbgacmtlidhus be interpre
Additionally, the whole of this statement bears the sense of a general truth about the Messiah,

i ntr odudg eBbthfbtyres thus also function as gnomic futures.

At the end of the inciderwherethe disciples argued about greatness (223@% Jesus says

that he is bestowing the kingdom on the disciples just as the Father bestowed it on him (22:29).
In22:30 Jesusndic at es it s p uthad ® Sypu mayealsbja.y & ch dy&hdf]re]U

drink[ s b j avd. tathly table in my kingdom, arfd ]@it[ & Wd) & dnHronesudging

the twelve tribes of Isra@ll N t hi s sent e € é&gkdis tobesd wheteme o Ud
subjunctive would be expected afterlin conjunction wittthe other two subjunctivési d d U U

a n d3 d (Z&rwick & Grosvenor 1996:27%f. Culy et al. 2010:678ee BDFS 369). Just as

"3 d B0onnectedtos U biyo U G d U i scteallos & dbigwhishdthakes it
likelythate UG UG d U i s st isl{UNIV,JESY).eTheceare variamtrreadings that

replaces U d U Gwdttithe subjunctive U & d U -* T Bap, which supports this thearBut

it is also possible thatthe futweUd UG d 0 connecaxs tis @0t e affhuse
el U8eo UJ eag biao 0228 Beiling & Swellengrebel 1993:694; Culy et al.
2010:678679 NRSV:HCSB.1 f &0&dU functions BiUkeia subpul
some logichsense in that it points to the goal or purpose of the kingdom that is bestowed on

the disciples, which means that it would also function as a logical future.
2.3.2 Acts

On a preliminary reading dfe Acts of the Apostles, the future tense is used as follows:

51The NA®text is supported by A B [2333)578. (892). 1241. 254But some textual variants hairel 5 3
(C D K N WL565. @0.0424). &
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Predictive

Active(38times): 2:17 (X2) (n.a.f.), 18 (X2) (n.a.f.), 19, 26 (n.a.f.), 27 (X2) (n.a.f.), 28 (n.a.f.);
3:22 (n.a.f.); 5:9; 6:3, 4, 14 (X2) (n.a.f.); 7:3 (n.a.f.), 6 (X2) (n.a.f.), 7 (X3) (n.a.f.), 37 (n.a.f.),
43 (n.a.f.); 9:16; 11:44 (n.af.13:22 (n.a.f.), 34 (n.a.f.), 35 (n.a.f.); 15:16 (X4) (n.a.f.); 18:21;
21:11 (X2), 21 (n.a.f.); 28:26 (X2) (n.a.f.).

Deponen(28times):1:8 (X2), 11; 2:17 (X2) (n.a.f.); 2:21 (n.a.f.); 3:22 (n.a.f.), 23 (n.a.f.); 7:6
(n.a.f.), 7 (n.a.f.), 40 (n.a.f.}3:11; 17:32; 18:6; 19:40; 20:25, 29; 21:22; 22:15 (n.a.f.), 18;
23:35; 24:8, 22; 25:12, 22; 27:22, 25; 28:28

Passivg(11l times):1:5; 2:17 (n.a.f,)20 (n.a.f.) 3:23 (n.a.f.), 25 (n.a.f.); 9:6; 11:14 (n.a.f.), 16
(n.a.f.); 22:10 (n.a.f.); 24:26 (n.a;f26:16 (n.a.f.)

Medium(4 times):18:10; 20:30; 24:2527:34

Total: 81.

Deliberative
Active(once: 7:49
Deponen{twice): 8:33; 13:10

Total: 3.

Imperatival
Active(once): 23:5
Deponen{once): 18:15

Total: 2

Logical (primarily)

Active(once: 15:29.

Deponen(4 times):2:38; 5:39; 21:24 (¥); 28:27
Passivgb times):2:21; 5:38; 8:22; 16:31; 19:39

Total: 10.
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Like a subjunctive (primarily)
Active(once): 8:31
Deponen{once):21:24 (1st)

Total: 2.

Other
Active(5 times): 8:27; 20:22; 22:5; 21t, 17 (ptc.)
Deponen{4 times): 11:28; 23:30; 24:15; 27:10 (inf.)

Total: 9.

Future tense distribution in Acts

90
80
70
60
50
40
30

20

B - = 0 -

Predictive Deliberative Imperatival Logical As subjunctive Other

INnPeterds message on t he da3li5qliXX)Pénr2Rleaties t he
end of this quotation, he reaftsm Joel3:5 (LXX):53 fiAnd it shall be[" & U]Utat everyone

who [ 'd de 3 ]Jcalls [shbjv.: ~" 9 aJaU Upmr} the name of the Lorshall be saved

[ & ¥0d0 U U 8Vhilé the fuure G UUs is certainly futuristic
GrydOU0UUs const i fuliling the dordio nr @ oulctaldf upon the L

52 The quotation mostly corresponds to the LXX, but also deviates from the LXX on certain points (see Pervo
2009:76; Peterson 2009:141).
53 The Greek in this part of the quotation corresponds exactly to the LXX.
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futur@UUdee | salsousdd asradoficalrfiguren light of the prophetic nature of
this statementits immanent fulfilmentand theuniversal (Barrett1994:139 principle it

conveys, the gnomic quality 6f ¥ di U U Qvighiniresch

According to2:38 stllon t he day of Pent ecosRepenfimpu]er s ai
and be batsed[impv.] every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your

sins, and o]You willreceivg] & y Uatdhdg gi ft of IhhehHel gyeBpienct
before the verke- ¢ y U Cpdirils to a conditiofBDF §§ 442.7; 4718 In other words, to

repent andbe baptiseccan be interpreted aonstitutng the conditios, and the receiving

(>¢ y U fiaf the Holy Spiritas the result of the fulfilment of the conditionghe future

a-¢ y U (cah thus be interpretes a logical future.

Within the pericope relbageud:li7AR)hird:3839 Gantalleleam® ar r e
up with the following ecommendation regarding the apostlésii nowl tell you, keep away

[impv.] from these men and let them aldimapv.], for if [ U 3 }his plan or thisvork is

[sbjv.: ] of men it will fail [ @ U U WaydgldBs)but if[ Wi] it is [pres. ind.]Jof God, you

o o

will not beable[e t g & U & th Oerthrowfaor.inf.]t h e m bath verses, the future tense
(aUU0W&PDs, vaOGHSE, wgs 39) forms part of tb+
conditional conjunction™(3, v .,v.338)® The futudé&UB4HU0eg 38)
UgdU8dU (v. 39) can t hus thatare nobtdnegporally basedi(cfas | c

Porter 1989:421)

According to8:22, after Simon the Magician offered money for the powerettbly Spirit
(8:19), RepenBimpv.|stleesefore, ofithis wickedness of yours, and prapv.] to

the Lord that, if[ |) perhapfpossibe [} U Jthe intent of your heartay be forgiven

LG Ud 0 (o urmthis sentence, the forgivirggli U & U Ji€ldependent on the repentance

and pragr to the Lord. But, in light ahe wordsJandsy U, t he f ompmgdenteelase s s i
a sure outcome, but rather as a possibilityould thusbe more appropriate to translate the

future2 G UT U0 t h Amay HENEIVINRSW ISV, E3Vpct. NIV). The verb

2 (i U & O Uathuablyfunctionssimilar toa s u b j u n c (cfi Wallaceal®oBtedr471))

al t h o, folpled by the indicative is not uncommon (cf. Wallace 1996:78&jitionally,

“Cf. the 1SV that translates: fAEvery one of you must é
55 Witherington (1998a:235) notes that in v. 3§3 and t he isdicdtg akssmtolbakle condition,
wher eas iamdthe preséh@indicatvé Us3 i ndi cate a more probable con

inclined to the latter view (cf. Moule 1959:150; Bruce 1990a:178).
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s 191 9

2 (1 U & U Uddalso used as a kind of logical futuin that it constitutes the logical outcome
hoped for, following Si mon@aerterl¥8p4L2)t ance and

Within the pericope about Philip and the Ethiopian Eunuch (8@% after Philip asked the

Eunuch if he understood:30), the Einuch respond$3:31):. AHow can |, unl e
guidess da Us] me ? 0 U1 &lsbestttansiatedsa substitute foa subjunctive

after” 3 §Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:377Ttons 2016:272cf. NKJV; NRSV; NIV; ESV)

in athird-class condition (Culy & Parsons 2003:164)

In 15:29, athe endoftheapost ol i ¢ doothe mantlel bélisverabeut absimence

from things such as sacrifices to idols and blgbst23i 29),t he | et infeyrkeepilga d s : f
[pres part: U o @ Uypleselves from thesgou will do[ ~ 3 U UM&]! Ih this clause,

the present pdldi dioplms HpaWlddijpd a czonldd tfioorms

part of the resulof fulfilling the condition 3 3 U U Ufurictionsas a logical future.

Within the pericope on the Philippiga i | e r 0 sn (t6d2Mm4D)eaftes the prison doors
were opened and after and the jailer asked what he must do to be convdrest], iRaul and

Si | as s afmpv.]inBhe Lordelases, arjd a]You will be saved & ¥id], you and
your ho e e ke gdneydthe idea of a conditioBDF §§ 442.7; 4718 if the jailer
believes, the consequenc a isthukusedasa logical futuaet i o n .

At the end of the pericope on the riot in Ephesus (192)] according td9:39 the town clek

says: fi B {i you aref looKing for [pres. ind.] anything furthet,shall be settled

[ solgdUiUm]t he | edanl tahs ssemstelnptée.nce, a amdehadi ti o
present indicativé” s s qU,U wher eas oflthefulftmemt sfehe uoaditions

indicated by the future’ 9 s U s.0gldU0Us t hus functions as a

In21:24,w t hin the pericope o0Ii26)Rhe brbtiless gave Paul the t o J
advicet o t ak e a Na z aafteetakiag them[aoy. past. jpurifyryaurself[impv.]

along with them and pdimpv.] their expenses, so tHaz Uthey may shave 3 ¢ije 3 theis ]
headsAnd [ a]@ll will know[ 2 & 6 3 UhatstHere is nothing in what they have been told

about you, buthat you yourself also live in observance of thedaw the first sentencef the

translaton t he fudaul@s =fdhl | whwisch | ndi-likeusecfthea s ubj
future Culy & Parsons 2003:412f. Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:427Translatims translate
sgpe3WUbh A maKIg ESVvce BEB, fican shaveo (NIV),
idea of purpose: Afor t I6W;ISVhchNLT)nSgnultaieduBYG V) or
3gpe3UUs forms part of t he pdratvgs otparficaioeand | t o f
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the payment of t2f pisees Untksn 6t sh uesx pael nssoe sf.unrthet i on's
second sentena# the translationt h e f ult e @U = 3f, awhich indicates a further
consequence if Pawould adherdo the imperatives. n  t hi s (ceosnl lkax,t tomser e f

also used as a logical future.

The text ofActs 28:27, which isa quotation of Isaiah 6:10 that lieery close to théext of the

LXX,r eads: AFor this peopl e0seals theyrcdan baretydeargr o wn
and their eyes they have closed; fest’ @ UH@y should sefshjv.: U ¥ O with ltheir eyes

and heafsbjv.:2 @ el ¥ U with fheir ears and understahds b j v U 9 witfi thedr heart and

turn [sbjv.:™" o GyUyg G samd[ B] I would heall e € Us] t hcé dmal2:4D HiI®V

future G e e Uavhi c h “faeqldSerieswsubjanctivesanda [Jconstitutes the result of

fulfilling the conditions put forth by the subjunctives, which means it furetiera logical

future. (cf. Irons 2016:332)Most recent Englisttranslations thus do not translatel 6 € U s
futuristic (e.g, NRSV; HCSB; NIV; ESV.

2.4 Summary and preliminary conclusions

In the Gospel of Matthew, the future tense is udgitiBnes, the most of any book in theeM/
TestamentApart from the deliberate and imperatival use of the futl8e9@46), the predictive
use amounts t61.14% of all futures in the gospel. Of the&8b do not point to thabsolute
future, but mostly comprises prophetic material from the pastaoks forward, but has already
been fulfilledfrom the perspective of the authdn other words48.58% of all futures in the
gospel anticipates purely future fulfilmerfthe gnomic, logical and subjunctive uses of the
future conprise 3475% of all futures in the gospelhis does not mean that none of these
futures anticipate future fulfilment, but that the primary way in whichfabre functions is
gnomic or logical and not futuristiQf these 345%, the majority oprimarily gnomic futures
are also logical and the majority pfimaiily logical futures are also used in a gnomic wajy.
those futures that are used in a subjunctive way, more than half of them also function in a logical

way 8/12), whereas half of then®{12) also have a gnomic connotation.

The future tense is usédl timesin the Gospel of Markthe fifth most in the New Testament.
While the deliberate and imperatival use of the future compris@4%!2of all the futures in
the gospel, the future is used ipr@dictive way 6(B6% of the time. The gnomic, logical and
subjunctivelike uses of the future comprise 28% of all the futures in the gospdls with the

Gospel of Matthew, Wile the majority of primarily gnomic futures are also logical, the majority
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of primarily logical futures are also used in a gnomic viiayespect of the futures that are used
in a subjunctive wayn most cases (3/4) the future also bears some logical sense.

In the Gospel of Lukdhe future tense is us8@3times, the second mastthe New Testament.
Deliberate and imperatival futures compri€el @6 of these, while the predictive future is used
55.12% of the time Gnomic, logical and subjunctivié&e uses of the future comprise 38%.

Aswith the other two Synoptic Gospetee majority of primarily gnomic futures are also used

in a logical way, whereas the majority of primarily logical futures are also used in a gnomic
way. In almost half of the instances where the future is used in a subjunctive way, it also bears

some lgical sense (5/11).

In thesecond Lukan writing, thActs of the Apostleghe future tense is usdd7 times. The
deliberative and imperatival uses of the future comprise a #@réo, whereas the predictive
future comprise§5.7%. The gnomic, logical ansubjunctivelike uses of the future comprise
a merel1.3% of all futures in Act$12 times) Most of thesd. 1.3% are primarily logical futures
(12/10, with no clear examples @ gnomic connotatiorto the future In respect of théwo
instancesvhere thduture is used in a subjunctive wayal$o bears some logical serieeone

instance

When a preliminary analysis of the above data is conducted, one can already identify certain
tendencies as regards the prevalence of gnomic, logical and subjurctifiegures Apart from

the overlapping nature tfieseypes of futures in the Synoptic Gospels, their prevalence seems
to | argely coi ncfedeMtui Lk) SineesthesAdts of theeApasthes
mostly comprises narrative material, theyalence of gnomic and logical futures is leAs.
comparison between the Synoptic Gospels and Acts of the proportional prevalence of the

gnomic, logical and subjunctivée futures, can be visualised as follows:
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3 The JohannineCorpus

Although there is ngcholarly consensus about the authorship of the Gospel of John, the three
letters of John and the Revelation of John, teytraditiondy groupedtogetherand will be
discussed accordinglit has to be noted though that these books represent tffexertigenres

that can loosely be describedkasygmatic narrative (Jref. Viljoen 2018, letterepistle(1i 3

Jn) and prophetiapocalyptic (RyMoaller 2019.

3.1 John

In the Gospel of John, the future tense is used as follows:

Predictive

Active (66 times) 2:19; 4:14 (Y and 3%, 21, 23, 25; 5:20, 25 (X2), 28, 45; 6:27, 39, 40, 44,
54; 7:34 (X2), 36 (X2); 8:21; 9:21; 10:16; 12:28, 32, 48; 13:21, 26, 33, 36, 37; 14:16 (X2), 18,
19, 26 (X3), 30; 15:21, 26 (X2); 16:2, 3, 7, 8, 13 (X5), 14 (X2), 15, 20 (X)), 25 (X2),

26; 20:15; 21:6, 18 (X3), 19 (n.a.f.).

Deponen(25times): 1:39, 50, 51; 5:29, 43; 6:45 (n.a.f.); 8:21, 24, 28; 10:16; 13:7; 14:3, 7, 20;
16:7, 14, 16, 17, 19, AX2), 22(X2); 1924,37 (n.a.f.).

Passivg4 times): 1:42; 12:31; 16:20.9:36
Medium(3 times): 11:23, 24, 26.

Total: B.

Deliberative
Active(8 times): 2:20; 3:12; 5:47; 7:31, 35; 8:22; 13:38; 19:15.
Deponen(3 times): 6:68; 8:33; 11:40.

Total: 11.

Gnomic (primarily)

Active(10times): 6:37, 57, 58; 10:28; 12:25, 26;124 (X2),13, 14.
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Deponen(3 times): 2:17; 3:36; 8:36.

Total: 13.

Logical (primarily)

Active(20 times): 4:13; 6:51 @)); 7:38; 8:12, 3210:9;11:22 48 (X2) 13:32 (X2); 14:1521
(X2), 23(X2); 15:10, 20 (X2); 16:23 (9).

Deponen(16times): 4:147:17; 8:32, 55; 10:5, 9 (X2); 11:25, 48; 12:26; 13:35; 14:7, 23 (X2);
15:7; 16:24.

Passivg3 times): 10:9; 11:12; 14:21.

Total: 39.

Like a subjunctive (primarily)
Active(4 time9: 4:14 (2%; 6:35 7:3, 10:5
Deponen{once): 12:40

Total: 5.

Other

Active (once): 6:64 (ptc.)

Total: 1.
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Future tense distribution in John

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

. ‘l-l-l-!-

Predictive Deliberative Gnomic Logical As subjunctive Other

In 2:17, after the report of JesusO6 #Zdaleansin
for your housewill consumg s UBGWHIUmed. This is probably an
in the MT(68:10, LXX)or 119:139 in the MT (118:139, LXX). looth the MT of Psalm 69:10

(A  Mardt.he ILXX of Pddlam G&helwerd8Uare in the j
the MT of Psalm 119:139( . ") add the LXX of Psaim 118:139%Ud=®) t he verbs
point to the past. Ab 0 thafutgristic wayimthatit mighealiuger et o
to Jesusd6 coming deat h ( Car sdesbos1999:917; Mithadls; Br u
2010:163)°being arallusion to thiggenerat r ut h about the zeal for G
it is probably used i gnomicmanner(Harris 2015:64) and thus in a relative way in respect

of time. Such a reading is also congdyy the timeless translation of the GNB, which translates

t he whole sMytdcecaemnentti avn ttho iyour house, O God,

At the end of John the BaptiB6)dsi ne8tBehonyoh
who believed pt ¢c. ¥3] subUt he “8tn] hesefpakslife; he
[ptc.2” Usd t rekallndteee] y OUUs] 1 i fe, but the awsath o
on hi mo. I n these statements, J oifterm abbuhtee Bapt i
Son. It is noteworthy that the futurg U U Bandwickedetweertwo present indicativess U o

ands@s. The gener al t hr ustdbegnbmidrathershan feturistic. e me n t

In this context,y UUUs f un ct ifulunesAtthessanee tigey OtdiUe f or ms par

56Klink (2016:180) argues that this statement is php a later, reflecting statement (cf. 2:22; 12:16). Thompson
(2015:72) goes further, and argues that the statement is in fact a reinterpretation of Psalm 68:10 (LXX).
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consequence of tHelfilment of the conditionof not obeying the Son, which means it is also
used as a logical futufef. Porter 1989:422)

In4:131 4, in Jesusd6 conversatieomsawist h i v ewhyoo ma |
drinks3afpl cof willthirss|] iméayd ®]r agai n, (dld®d bdrti ko
[ s bj V¥of the water that Will give[ U4 v ] Wil neverthirst] e toa§ Ug 40

UsU]. But tlshdl givep tidlewr] wiliketomd o G2 UUs] in him a
water welling up into eternal | i f&Ws iIimdilesu
the consequence of tHfalfilment of the conditiorthat people drink of the natural watertire

well, thus functioning as a logical future I n | i ght off, tJhees uasdj edtaitwed
conveys a general principle: people who drink natural water will always thirst&ggny U o

thus also functions as antgrnaosniicn gf usttuartiedlmel nnt J(

is used |i ke an fAemphatic negation suebjuncti
(Harris 2015:91; cf. Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:295). Yet, this subjunditkeeuse coincides
with both the logical and thexgmicuseofi sy Us in this verse. |t is |

the consequence of drinking the water that Jesus will give and it is gnomic in that it conveys a
general truth about the living water that Jesus provit®s. mi | ar t o G4 ei mswee rod
13, the 6WGlueor e( w.U314b) also functions as bot
logical in that it points to the immediafeesult offulfilling the condition of the water given

by Jesus and it is gnomic in that in points to aegena | truthdy Thehif ah uir e
twice in verse 14, is probably best taken as a normal predictive future. Yet, in respect of the
other future tenses in versed 13, there seems to be a considerable overlap among the logical,
gnomic and subjunate-like uses of the future.

In the pericope about Jesus being the bread of life (692according to 6:35, Jesus says to

t hem: il am the bread; efUslmidfnee, shheael JHumgeocto njeas
[ sbj vi ] andHéwhobelievept ¢ . :¥3 ]9 Gl me sralleglhgdver [ a
[GaiWs] 0. It is quite clearlUsn ftuhnicst ivoerrss el itkhea
of emphati c nee,gsantlar o the subjuncivé Udizaf t eg (Harris

2015:1%). Additionally, i s§ Us i s reminiscent of divine w

57 BeasleyMurray (2002:60) points to the possibility that this statement alludes  8ir  2Vhoeverifeeds on
me wi | | be hungry for more, and whoever drinks from n
tone of the statement.

®Cf. Michaels (2010:243) who calls this an fdAextraordi
% Michaels (2010:244) argué¢sh at dAeternal | ifed (v. 14) points to th
can speak of it as something the believer already 6ha
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Carson 1991:289F and is used in the context of a general principle that Jesus lays down
constitutingthe consequence of tHelfilment of the conditionof believing in Jesusm yi U o

thus also functions asoth a logical and a gnomic future. Two verses further, in 6:37, Jesus
conti nues :3 ]iha Fathergivesrmwillfome[> Us] t o me, and whoe

me | wi | le ] oastwetifsbjvie ba-¥] 0. e&up putsnfortd a general truth
regarding comi ng 3t @f ZereviskiksGrosvénorl1996:304Thegfutuie
%2Us is thus used as a gnomic future. Yet, i

the giving of the father.

In651, which is part of the same pericope, Je
from heaven. Ifanyoné [3 Us d] e a{dfthi§ mebdhewillive[idi Us] forever
The second statement is clearly conditional. The condition is iedicay™ 3 pl us t he
s u b j un g tThevcenseduence of the fulfilment of the condition is indicated by the future
tensied@diUs is therefore used as a |l ogical f
elsewhere pictured as a present realit$§35:24; 6:47, 54), which supports the possibility that

sUs is used logically rather than futurist
stating a gener al GUsutahl,s owhfiucnhc tmeocannss atsh aa |go
end of thesame pericope, in 6:53 8 , Jesus says: AAs the | ivin
because of the Fat heory,3]s ohenhillively &id) af] e bk afupstec .o
(58) This is the bread that came down from heaven, not like the breadhiérs fate, and died.

He who f e eodrss ][ potnc Millhivgd diblroela df or everidle, Thvd i t it
occurs in both verses, forms part of a general truth that Jesus puts forth about himself in both
versesZ G Us can thus bemiimtfeutpuree edMarse aviegno i n
functions as a logical future in that in each verse it statesotimeequence of tHalfilment of

the conditos et f orth byothe participle Uy

Accordingto7 : 3, Jesus®6 br ot her sothefreas df Bdoths bpsaying:u a d e
fiLeave here ands3@p vaup dayssedacpldeghgathd st]lo t he wi
you areThdeoifngtoiiegiddblyj s clearly usedUdiere | i
BDF 8369; Barrett 1978:311Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:3QMallace 199671, 699;Harris
2015:150. Al t hough someldg@daas| wt eh dBlewmbn & Nidaeo (e
1993221i222) most translate it with fimay seeo0o or

80 Some argue that this saying of Jesus is reminiscent of SiriZ419 i Co me hoadlesineene, aydeat w
your fill of my fruits é Those who eat of me will hun
(cf. Prov 9:5; Sir 51:2324; Keener 2003:683; Lincoln 2005:229).
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ESV). Sinced Uvfje gise Bbrms part of the goal or pu
brothers, it could also be understood as a kind of logical fuiitain the same pericope about

the Feast of Booths (7:2 4 ) , according t ol B:paydngewiB[esbgrus r e m
d & ] to do Hiswill, he will know] 2 & U Uwhether the teaching is from God or whether |

am speaking on Heyr ewnt lhdifib® i tedcs i ons as a
that it indicates the conseggencaendft td onwsh jnt
de.

I n 7:38, Jesus utter g ptthce ¥ sipeyiaUklghe Sciiptlee hash o b e

said, out of his heawill flow [ U% 6 g Grsisvler s o f I thivdoniegt the futtre r o .
UGegloas f or logicalgoasequenaefifi tmthevho belrizdv é sthug esw@U

functioningas a logical future. The statement also comes across as laying down a general truth

or principle, which means that) (i @ g i also gnomic

According to 8: 1Z2ightalthesworkl. He who sollowsiimptc.hwill nat h e

[ e Jwalk[ s bj v . :0 ]indarkeessiUbutill have[ s UtsHe | i glhthesecbnd! i f e 0
sentence, the futufe Us f or ms part of the | ogical cons
functionsas a logical future. It is noteworthy thathaving s ) t he | i ght of | i f

wal king in dar knes s, anatheisubjonctives U jc aainlbh@ogtainihg b y @

a subjunctive,he statement about not walking in darkness doepaint to a specific time as

such Theverba(tsoul d be interpreted as a kind of I
(Harris 2015:168), rather than pointing to a specifictime inthefududed i t i onal | 'y, al |
sayings in 8:12one of whichia n i | a m o corwdy generanteuth®. 3+ (s also

functions as a gnomic future.

According t08:31132, Jesus said to thes g 8@ who bel i e[veJouabme hi m:

[ s bj w.d:Uit)iyword, you ardpres.] truly my disciples, (32) angou will know

[ o8 00 th€ futh, and the trutill makeyou free["a U g dtiCpslh this sentence, the

condition islaid out by 3 and the sujUTmet itweo dddlbdUr asd o
“aUg diWkmborateon he consequence od namdly td bertrgly hisn Jes
disciplesBot h futures thus stil] form pmndandof t h
can, therefore, be regarded as logical fututes.s u s 6alsa canstituteg a general principle

which means that the two futuresn also be regarded as gnoriithin the same conversation

with the believinge g 8@, i n 8: 36, Jesus [salpesSortsetsyoth e m: |
free[sbjv.. o U g diUyouwillbe[d UG &f D¢ e iHerd, & is dgain difficult to decide

whethef G UG d U i s nomic analogicdl futura It ig gnomic in that it occurs within a
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general principle that Jesssts forthand it is logical in that it forms part of tkensequence of

the fulfilment of the conditionof being set free by the Son, constituted™bg p haus t
subjunctivé & U g dall j

I n the pericope about 058)sin85S Jesub saysose@Bld ut hi
AANd if [ s ] say[ s b j v¥.that | dd not knowperf.] him, | would be[’ G @ €] & lar like

y o ulrothis context i 6 £ U ss partafrth@onsequence of tHalfilment of the conditiorset
forthas bgnd the ‘swbj¥ecti sechl a consequence

hypotheticdi*thanreal> 56 e Us can thus be interpreted as

In 10:5, withinJd e s disso@rse about being the good shepherd (01L) , JeButd says
strangetheywill notfollow[ 8¢ 2 @ @ & aligedg (autthey will flee] ( &e 3 trdirehjm,

for they do not k n ol the first pan af this statemént, thedftda n ger s
2968aa60gedg 23 i s & seube thai i$ mormally associated with a subjunctive
(Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:31%f. Harris 2015:194)T h e v esrcbs UU® &sanct i on
logical future in that it points to the logical consequence of being fadbdavnstranger. The

logical connotation istrengthenedby the reason that follows: they do not know the voice of
strangersYet, bothof the verbs @ @ aalgedg (0 5 3 3a@rBdJU®BU al so form par
gospel writer pler(cledi:voepsradigureal speds), whicls means that

both verbs alsseem tofunction in a gnomic wayWwithin the same pericope, in 10:9, Jesus
says: il a f 3 fahyene[ dlbaode}s[ s Ibfj ve: d] by the,he will be saved

[ & ¥0d0 Udmewiill go in[ & 0 a3 Udanaopt[ '3 U &) Uanefind[ ) G Upéa st ur eod.

In thiselaborates t at ement that follows Jesusa&@U®RIUsamo
VG U@ U allUUs jdtéd ®unction as |l ogical futur
resut of fulfilling the condition to enter by Jesus, the dawticated by 3 a n dbjunchive s

UG o d. At the same time, all of these futures also function as gnomic futures in that they form

part of the general principle that Jesus lays down aboudtgaivand eternal rest. The general
applicability of Jesus stat &men ifldsild Ulsop ebcl a |
“20a&WU0Us can also be regarded as a Semitism
found in Deuteronomy 28:6 (Kdstesiger 2004:304cf. Keener2003811), which enhances

the preceptivsayingual ity of Jesuséb

At the Feast of Dedication, in answer to the demand ofehg 8@® t o tel | t hem wt
really is the Messiah (10:249¢ccording tdl0:27i 28, JesustatesiMy sheep heajpres. ind.]

61 Many translations translaté ¢ eviist h i w @.g.] I3V; NR&\ NIY; ESV).
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my voice, and | knovjpres. ind.]Jthem, and they follovipres. ind.Jme. (28) I givdpres. ind.]
them eternal life, and they will never per[slee + shjv.2 ~ & ¥ 3 Udndrioong s ¢ Us d]
will snatchp j G Uthdm out ofmy han@ Similar to the statements in 10:9, here in 10:27

28 Jesugstablishegeneral principles about engaging with him, about eternal life and about

the security it bringsThe futurey "8 0Us in 10: 28 can thus be reg
Simultaneuslys} "G 0Us forms part of the |l ogical resul
and receiving eternal life.; "G 0Us thus also functions as a ki
could alsoarguethatf t eqy '@ Us f unct i on s asubjuncivewnaggation mi | ar
(cf. Wallace 1996:@8i 469) or prohibition BDF 8362). This overlap in gnomic, logical and

subjunctivelike functionsofy "G Us, in which the t ispeenstolfe t he

confrmedoy Newman and Nirdansd a(tlGadsBatdlitdeth pwaydrone
me 0 ( e mp h;afsGNB; NBTY d e d

In 11:12, after Jesusaid thatLazaruss justasleep hi s di sci porga ] [the mment
has fallen asleefperf.], he will get well[ & ¥dU (bUHere, the futn e & WdUs i ndi c a
the logical outcome diilfillingt he condi t i o tbenormalyaslexeffyedd Ok Y s U

is hence used as a logical futdhat is not temporally based (cf. Porter 1989:481)11:22,

still before Jesus rose Lazarus frame dead, Marthaxpressed her faith in Jesus by saying:

ibut even now | [ kesoyou askfsEvt 0 W faom SedeGodwill give

[ W Updudhe fultWsg ef dinctions as a | ogical futul
outcome of Jemudé ad ki rMd.. 25, still i n conversation \
resurrection and the life. He who beliegses. ptc.]in me, even if[ e=8 ]he dies [sbjv.:

2" 8 d], heshalllive] @& UUshle f ultGukUes sconst i t utuenseot he | o
believing in Jesus. £l 0 UU s & Isgica toaneerparttof dyinig thatitfollows 3 and t he

subjunctive " e d.Z G UUUs i s t hu¥etian | ogritceaXt faft uareat he
both of the statements in thisrse also conveyge ner al truth, aWwB0Dehi me
alsognomic

After Jesus raised Lazarus fromthe dead, thg 8@ del i berated to kil l
del i beration, i h3a L 1wd 81, e fsHjveiyine sUpliké dhis nevetydne |

will believe[ = o 0 & g Gimhénj, and the Romansill come[ o Wi 6 3 (hhbdake away
yeisbBbth our placeAland hoer dHadgisess U U&nd
2 80a3 form part of conskégaende of gfalfineeht of dhedonditongf at e d
letting Jesus go on as he does, which is indicatéddy and t h ez (iseulbsj.u nHetn cvee,

all three futures function as logical fututeést are not temporally based (cf. Porter 1989:421)
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In 12:25 26, kefore Jesusdeath, when some Greekame to Philip to ask for Jesukesus
answer ed t Hewhaaves[prespptcdhis life/séulloses[pres. ind.]it, andhe who

hates]pres. ind.]his life/soulin this worldwill keep[ G gzalibfdr eternal life. (26) I 3 ]

anyond Usegéds[ s bj v . ] mefhe rdustdoiofimpv.] me; and where | afipres. ind.]

therewill my servanbe[ 0 U @Isolif[" 3] any senved $ jo g ] ] melitrse Bathers
willhonour[ U8 &mil n8di.mi | ar to Jesusod sla@iin:grsiesn t he
Mk 8:35; Lk 9:24; 17:33 according tol2:25 26, Jesusays down general principles about

losingo n eod@rslife or soul and gaining (eternal) lifef. Lincoln 2005:350) These statements

follow thez2¢e 32 3-f or mul a i n h2rd4ducewdi @ah sieiri es of
(Michaels 2010:689)it is interesting that the losing of life in verse 25 is in the present tense

" eabe ), t wki keeping of | if esU#showsnthatwitlentfeut ur e
way in whichthese genal truthsareput forth the time of the verbis not primary(cf. Porter

1989:421) especially in John where the present and the future reality of salvation and eternal

life are both in view(cf. Ridderbos 1997:39899). In other words,lte statements artrue of

any time.To some extenthe verls (i g & st UU s  alnCiie thése avo versethusall

function as gnomic futurs. At the same timein 12:25,the keeping of life constitutes the
consequence of hatingUsi fie, awlsioc hu siBedaedss tah d tc
“0 U U s :26 still odc@rs withinthe logical sequence of the condition to serve Jésuss ( +

s bj v. :)afdghe éogical imperative to follow hirh. i U tas thus be interpreted as a

logical future.Similarly, the futureUs&Us i n 12: 26 f olconsequenaerof of
the fulfilment of the conditionto serve Jesus, indicated by and t he subjunct.
meani ng dtUmatcadsal so be regarded as a | ogical

In 12:40, withint he Fourth Evangelistos cg®Bmguitesary or

|l saiah 6:10: iHe has bl i nded][stlhtieysedshives and
U ¥ O svith]their eyes, and understapds b j Wi.¥:0 svi@ghdtheir heart, and turfsbjv.:

g U) W@,3ahd | would heal[ & 6 ¢ Wd]e (o Ac 28:%). In following the three

subjunctives aftes U a ntie future e e Us is used | ike a subjun

time element (Zerwick 963 8342; BDF §8369; Zerwick & Grosvenorl996:326 327, Harris

2015:238 cf. Irons 2016:23)1%2 Hence, nost recent Englishtranslations do not translate
deelUs futuristic (e.g., 0NkJWw aNRSV;f ulnsku;i oNl:

logical future in that it points to the purpose of the hardening.

62 Although the LXX of Isa 6:10 uses slightly different words in the three subjunctives, the eebe Us i s al s
used in the same way in the LXX.
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According to 13:32, withirthe pericope on the new commameht (13:3135), Jesus says
concerning the glorification of the Son i PGodis glorified [aor.." U @ & d &ih him, God

will alsoglorify [ U &l d) kirh in himself, andglorify [ ti @13 b ] m at The futare o .
te&Us, which occ ercanbdregarded asia logical fuinrdothvinstanses

in thatthey pointt o t he | ogi cal consequendCcAiertelingti®®od 6s g
disciples that he will be with the disciples a little while longer, and after stating the new
commamiment of love, in 13:35, Jessiates  fi B gveryohavilsknow|[ 9 & @ 3 thatydu

are[pres. ind.] ny disciples, iff" 3 lou have[sbjv..’c d Ulb]lve f or @ltheughanot he
the consequence and conditenein reverse ordein this sentence, istating theconsequence

of the fulfilment of the conditionset forth by” 3 and t he “esqulblj, u ntchtd vfeu
23063 UUs i s usedisds 3 thblEsw e regarded ds a gnomicduture in that

the whole statemerbnveys a general truthr principle of discipleshif?

Just after Jesus said that he is the way, truth an¢lLifé), he saysn 14:7 | Pybu had
known[perf. ind: "9 3a U]line,youwould have knowp o & U & &ny]Father alsd In this
sentence, & 6@&d0® udysde tehskted futuristiecf. Porter 1989:421)The

condi ti on anethe pérfedotsd U BigtateSlthat the consequence is expressed as

the logical counterpanwithin the same termgis G UG dU is thus used as
(BeasleyMurray 2002:253Harris 2015:257)

Within the same discourse, in 14i12, J e s uTsuly,dralyy Isay to fyouhe whobelieves
[pres. ptc.Jin mewill alsodo[ *~ & &) thd works that | dfpres. ind.] and greater works than
thesewill he do[ ~ @& 4J, &ecause bo [pres. ind.]to the Father. (13A\nd whatever] Uess ]
you ask][ s b j G o Uitdthy nameghat!| will do [ = @& a, Jthat[ 3 Uthe Father may be
glorified[ s bj v . :]intheaSeU4) IF 3 youask s b j Gu. d:XiméJanything in my
name,l will doit[ ~ @& a0] Verse 12 starts witthez € 32 ¢ 3-formula, which anticipates a
series of general truthAll of the statements in versesill2l can be regarded as laying down
general truths or princips, which means that the futures & Jwhich occurs twice in verse
12,and O wnwerses 13 and ldan be regarded as gnomic futurgarther, all of the
statements in these three verses are conditional in natunerse 13, the condition is

constituted by belief in Jesus. On the fulfilmef the condition, the results will follow: doing

8Theaorisftied@dd can be regarded as a 2p15@8l5eptic or futuris
64 Cf. Kbstenberger (2004:423), who considers thelove mmand as it he mark of his di
is also highlighted in the Qumran community (cf. also Klink 2016:606).

85 Although this is the preferred reading in RAthe readings not beyond doubt: 6« D W (579) sa ly bo I

(indicated by a @ating in the UBStext). The other possibilities dfe 300 9s@ @A C3K N G o U 413 700.
1241. 1424, (1844). aur(vg,and3 G UsBOUC* (L) Q% 1. 33. 565 r
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the works that Jesus does afiddod&Xi2ng &i enatl ar |
13, t he Ofwutfuorrems’ epsafulfillingotfh er ecsoun cti toifdind W) .a slkn
verse 14, te conditiont o as k anyt hiissgtfortmby J3e saunsdd tnhaemes u b j
UUGdU The result i s &1haltfourfuusesisverses 1214 cad thusi t (-
also be regarded as logical fututieat are not temporally based (cf. Ror1989:421)

In 14:15,which forms part of a new pericofp4:1531),J e s us Ifif'tza]t eysau il ove [
29 U 0] me, you will keep[ UdijU € Urly c o mma n dHene we Isade another
conditional statement. The condition to love Jesus, statedveith and t heodJWbj unct |
logically results inthek e e p i nigU (fliig gommandmentsponfulfilment. gd & U U 0

can thus be regarded as a logical futusger, within the same pericope, in 14:21, Jesus states

the following A And h e[pres past.Jmewillbe wvedk o0 U~ § & Uy eny Father,

and Iwill love 9 U { ¥ him andmanifestf'e G Wisriny s e | f The threei futudes,

200 gOGOAGY Aen@dWizy all contribute fulilingterst it u
condition to loe Jesusthus functiomng asnontemporal (cf. Porter 1989:42[gical futures.

That the three futures are also used as gnomic futures, is conceivable in light of the generality

of the statementAfter Judas wanted clarification on tlabove statement (122), Jesus
responded [I & hnyohe P Boupd[sbjv.£ 0 U] me, he willkeed U dijlmy

word, and my Fathewill love o U & Utnj, andwe will comd” & U ge U dtdhjm andnake

[ " ead@olir home The cortentlarideobstruction of this statement is similar to

those in 14:15 and 14:2lt starts with a condition that containss and a saBj unct i
and follows with the logical results. In this instance, the results comprise four future tenses,
Udp U=, 08 0,0gdldU andUd@.sdAl | befregatdédeam logical n
futures®” The whole statement also comes across as conveying a genecple (cf.

Ridderbos 1997:508) hat i s applicable to everyone, esp

the four futures also function as gnomic futures.

In 15:7, which is whin the pericope about Jesus being the true vinei{85)1, Jesus say
[ 3 you abidd s bj ® d Lnlhpeland my words abides b j 8 Jinyogit]" 3] you

ask[ i mp W& UG dikhiever you wish, anid will be done[ o @ 4 Ufdraydud In this

sentence there are three parallel conditions, comprisedby31) and t he sdBPunct
(2) the sshrijd@Bhetamd tbeUblbpdtat Th & UllwWtsu f ® r

%Thseading (B L Q co Epiph) is mar gUg®} 069 33 678)fferr ab <
it better accordswithy ¥ Ue Gy in the following verse (Metzger 1
67 Although the parousia might be in view at the end 0234e.g., Beasleiurray 2002:260), the logical aspect

of the future seems to be primary.

| e
994:;
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part of the logicatonsequence&henthe conditions are mgivhich means it is used as a logical
future.Within the same discourse, in 15:10, Jesus $&yfollowing [ B fou keefsbjv.:

Ud # d Unty]commandmentsjou will abide[ ¢ UBUY my love just as | have kept my

Fat sfemmandment s and deirede itmehiadildovidl). m sJ ¢ he
logical consequence of thlfilment of the conditionto keep his commandments, which is

indicated with* 3 and t he sddPlthrec tfiuvtdénl @d jedss &foanct i on
temporal (cf. Porter 1989:4219gical future. At the same time, the saying also comes across

as stating a general principle whi ch al so | ends Udlhgmimipiéeis f unc
that 1 f one really keeps Jhebiwesdanmand, omaoud me nt s
al so abi de.These atk exseparalile (¢f. Borahert 2003:146)

I n the pericope about the wor lilfd)sacchrdingtoed t o
15:20, Jesus saiise following A Re me mb e r  aidteyousroserdant is hoagreatér s

t han hi.l§[ [theypersecutef@or.ind.] me,they willalsopersecutd tU®a g yaus ]

If [ Pthey kept[aor. ind.] my word, they will also keep[ U dije g Gysasd rirs lioth
conditional stat eamechtan aotir®ducedicgamdye, t
Udfiegtissa function as |l ogical futures in that

thetwo first-classconditions.

In 16:23 24, which occurstathe end of the pericope about sorrow that would turn into joy
(16:162 4) , J e s u struly,asapto yod, Whatevdns, Yba dsk[ s b j W o U]

the Father in my namég will give[ U8 Ut Jou.(24) Until now you have asked nothing in

my name. AsKimpv.], andyou will receivd & y U ¢ thai[]s Uypur joy may bdperf. ptc.]

fuldo Jesusd saying in 16:23 implies the condit
nameThe | ogi cal result i8&U0Ua)hat hatheBiRiadymeir s wa $
condition is implied in 16:240ne needs to ask, but such askingresuli n r eceUG dOYy. (
Both thettatagydsdafll can thus be uindiewostheood as
2 & 32 ¢ 3-formula in 16:23, and the general principleh at J e <angeyin tivesertwd s

versesa gnomic connotation to both of #geverbs is conceivable.

3.2 1i 3 John

In the three letters of Johthe future tense is used as follows:
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Predictive
Active(twice): 3 Jn 1:10, 14
Deponen{5times):1 Jn 3:2 (X3); 2Jn 1:2,.3

Total: 7.

Imperatival
Active(once: 1 Jn 5:16 ().

Total: 1.

Logical (primarily)
Active(4 times):1 Jn 2:24; 3:19; 5:16 {9; 3 Jn 1:6
Deponen{oncg: 1 Jn3:19.

Total: 5.

Future tense distribution ind3 John

Predictive Imperatival Logical

1John 224t he wr i t eif[ 8 fwhatyewsheardhfram thefibeginning abidelsjv.:
e W ]inyou, youa | s o] wi[l abide[e¢ U £))0n the Son and in the FatlteHere, the future
e U &) Brates the logical consequence followingftitéiment of thecondition set forth by 3
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andt he s ubja rfct Brnalleg1984:019)z U3 t hus Hhomternppralons a
(Porter 1989:421lpgical future

After John admonished the addressees that they sluméldbthers in deed and in truth Jn
3:1118),in1John3:19h e st at eswashadlknofibgaGdU] that we ar
truth andshall assurd "0 ¢ U3 ] o ur h.dt s guite cleatiathe maintfunatian

of these two futures is not temporal but rather to indicate the result of adherenqe écdcéng
admonitims.Thi s is probably the reason whipesdme m
insteade OdU o@Bx%0 642. P Ac&ordingliciMeetzgerg 4924:643p the s a
assimilation of the future t ens ecurtingformble pr es
"3 Uegd U3 1 G@(ee O:8, 5; 3:24; 4:13; 5:2; cf. 3:14a, 15b, 16a, 20c; Schuchard
2012:363) Despite the two future tenses inghiersesometranslations translatene or both

of them in the presefNKJV; NIV; ESV). Boththefuture o2 Wi U @wsd U30can th
be considered as logical futur&r own (1982: 453) arglWd8 fimay bE
gnomic (BDF 349 and equi val Atmugh theonoreemporal esitexn df the

verb seems quite certain,iganothe question whether the verse is conveying a general truth

assuchand f  oe3UwdiiUs qualifies to be identified as gnomic.

1John5:16 t he aut hor3]styyd e ssld goarprsthiejicommfing a sin

thatis notto deathheshould pay[ U & Uand][ o] Godwill give[ tl Utsnjlifed . thaugh

t he f U WUsclearlylusedmperativelyli t Us i ndi cates the result
functions as aontemporal (Porter 1989:42Iggical future.lts logical functiorncan be drived

fromt h e, whidhin this contextan be interpreted as conveying a condi{BDF §§ 442.7;

471.3, and especially the precediigs pl us t h el ,swhithjundergirtithev e

conditional nature of the whole sentence.

In 3 Johnl1:5i 6, John commends the addressees for their effort with strangerS)( fiwho

testified of your love before the church, whagwu will do[” & & U]avdll having senthem

forward[aor. ptc.” } e’y Uifd manneworthy of Goa (v. 6). Schuchard (2012:654) points
outthat the participlé j e’y Ud is conditional. Sibyamesendr an s |
them forwar dB&X;, NK}). Bhieni Vairbs(d s@man thus be un
logical future that conveys the resultfaffilling theimplicit condition tosend the strangers

forward on their journey,ylUigndi cated by the p
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3.3 Revelation

On a preliminary readingnithe book of Revelation, the future tense is used as follows:

Predictive

Active(55 times):2:10 (), 23 3:3 (X2), 4, 5, 7, 9 (XB 10; 4:1, 5:10; 7:15, 16 (X2), 17 (X3);
9:6 (X3); 10:9; 11:2, 3 (X2), 7 (X3), 10; 11:15; 13:8; 15:4%a&nd 3:; 17:1, 7, 14 (X2), 16
(X3); 18:8, 9, 14; 19:15; 20:6; 21:3, 4, 6, 9, 24, 26; 22:3, 5.(X2)

Deponen(20times):1:7 (X2); 2:23; 10:6, 9; 18, 16; 18:9, 15; 20:6, 8; 21:3 (X2), 4 (X2), 25;
22:3(X2), 4,5

Passivg6 times):17:8, 17; 18:8, 21; 20:7, 10

Total: 81.

Deliberative
Active(once: 15:4 (9.

Total: 1.

Logical (primarily)

Active(16 times):2:5, 7, 10 (29, 16, 17 (X2), 26, 2728; 3:12 (X2), 20, 21; 21:7; 22:189,
Deponen{4 times):3:20; 14:10; 21:7 (X2)

Passivgonce: 14:10.

Medium(once): 3:5

Total: 22.

Like a subjunctive (primarily)
Active(9 times):3:5 (1¥); 4:9, 10 (X2);6:4; 8:3; 9:4, 20; 13:12
Deponenitwice): 4:10;22:14.
Passivegtwice): 9:5; 14:13
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Medium(once): 6:11

Total: 14.

Future tense distribution in Revelation

90
80
70
60
50
40

30
20
w0 - 4
Predictive Deliberative Logical As subjunctive

In 2:5, within the letter to theongregationn Ephesus (2i17), the prophecy reminds the
congregation to remember from where they have fallen. They are reprimanded to repent and

do the works they did at firat] lwllhboemea[présol | ows
*} 6 6]gtd¥ou andemovd o & a your lampstand from its place, unless you repéieére,

thefuturee s¥ st ands par ‘g lcleaitdbothwerbs indicathecanseguance

of the fulfilment of the conditionof not adhering to the warnin®.} ¢ 6 dnh thus be
understoodsal ogi c al p rlevesa fogical duture. Adngessestatement follows in

2: 7, when thefop mo whec o vea s tbledl gifep tilcy.]: t309 se a't
from t he .mhwvieweoftlefconditiorfalendture of verse 5, the inverse rsiatealso

i mplies a conditisdm. t ihe p adiBeaetlPds@34pftex ndi t

whicht he | ogi dial ffoutl wwe . {

Similar conditional (espPorter 1989:437Beale 1999%tatements follovat the enaf eachof

the prophecies to the otheongregationsn the rest of chapter 2 and chapter3which the

same logic applie$n 2:10, thecongregation of Smyrna is reprimandetédaithful unto death,

with the pwibgmé[sid v]i hgouithe crown of 1ifeo. |
Pergamum i s commandedi g ]olwil eome[pres.”) didjetddyoui f n o't

som andwar[ = 6 &g against them wi tThe promigse is2Wdis d o f
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asfollows @At o hi m whwibgive[vidnw ¢ omesme of the hildden n
will give[ Ul ¥ ] hi m a Achordingto Z2628,rthe promise to th@sovercoming

and keeping Jesusd works wuntil t helwidgive wi t hi
[ GO0 ¥ ] aut hori t y(27 ané hevilltruled " maiftilsetls wi t h a rod «
(28) Andl will give[ U0 ¥ Rim the morning stalx According to 3:5jt is said to the oni the
congregation of Sardis whovercomest h ahe williibe clothed[ ~ U} 4J&J®B4 U i n  whi
garmentsand! will notblot out[ e ~3 U g &% his name from the Book of Life; butwill

confes§ € 6 & G ¥ his name bi@re My Father and before His angelt 3:12, those in the
congregation of Philadelphia wiowercome ar e pliwil maks[e dgiar ] hi m a pi |
in the temple of my Gagl a hwdllwrite[ oy ¥] on him t he Aeccardmg of m)
to 3:2Q 21, Jess tells the congregation of Laodicea that he stands at the door and knock. Then

t he pr omi # anyoheohedr§o svs e ] my voice and opens the dodrwill

comein O U & ¢ 10 bih andeat][ U U & ¥wkith him, and he with me. (21) Ttome who

overcomesl will grant[ Gd *hi m t o si t wi t Ahewconditional natuye offt hr on.
these statements is especially evidert in 1 6 ,  w hii & ,landB:20swhithha8 3 an d

the subjunctive @ 6l . Given the conditional context in wiichese statements are set, all of

the futures as highlighted here can be interpreted as logical fitéirBsrter 1989:437)t can

be noted thoughthas Uty i n 3:5 also seems to fumcti on
indicate and emphatic negat (seecf. BDF 8365; Wallace 1996:468, 571).

In 4:91 10, within the vision of the throne in heaven {4:1), John reports thd@wherever

[ U U té living creaturesive glory[ Ul @ g Gapdshpnar and thanks tdim who is seated

on t he t hreowergyéoureldetsthll down[ = Ui @ befdrehim who sitson the

throne andworship [ ~ } @ Wi galimns Who lives forever and evelAnd they cast

[ b UG8 3 ] t heir c r o wonZerwidk eGrosvener (19969and Mathewsan
(2016:66)arguethat all four futures in these two verses function as subjunctives &fters .
Such a notion seems to be confirmedithwlaaotab
in verse 94 046. 1854. 2351 A). It is noteworthy that mosecent Englistiranslations do not

translate the four futures futuristibliKJV; REB; NRSV; HCSB; ISV; NIV; ESV). Beckwith

(1919503) considersthe four futures having a frequentative (iterative) force, similar to the

Hebrew imperfect, bueventually make the four futuresresort undert he apocal ypti

®Theverf>Ug® could either be an aorist subjunctive (Zer
indicative (Perschbacher 1990:147; Smalley 2005:86; Matbe\2016:43). For statistical purposes it is taken as
a future.
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grammatical errorsNeverthelessthe | i ving creatur es(@ 9alisovi ng ¢
constitutes the condition for the twerftyo ur el der s 6 3 &JlOise)y warship o wn
(") ¢ Wamalasnsd) t he casts)ngf( hlheed r cr.dhenesbs bef or

"UmBeUU9 slilédgg dad fiBthus also seem to besome logical sense.

Another instance of a subjunctiige use of the future presents itself in 6:4, wlehn writes

about the four horsewhich is within the pericope about the seven séale vision, the rider

was permitted to take peaawayfromthe eartiii s 0 $ Bt pskoalgslag G &e glis3] o
one anotherApart from theclearly subjunctivd i k e u sea gdb 330U f(tZeerr wi ¢ k
Grosvenor 1996:7510sborne 2002:27%malley 2005:152Mathewson 2016:84 the verb
alsobeas some logical sense that it points to the reason or motivation for thkingaway of

t he e ar tAbcording p&:alc which is still within the pericope about the seven seals,
the souls of those who had been sl alrst (v. 9
E3aU B3 UUs] a Thaverhd @ dlse Uder o sfteasguiheraeonaveoeldd
expecta subjunctive(Mathewson 2016:9¢% but also functions like a command (Smalley
2005:165)

In 8:3, which occurs within the pericope aboue theventh seal (8:B), it is reported that

another angel came and stood at the altar with a gotteser, and he was given much incense

it @ Udffer[ G Us] with the podliseisyet amother mdtahce bflae s a |
subjunctivelike use @ the future afters U ( Zer wi ck & GrMathewson o r 19
2016:107, a usage that seems todmnfirmed by some manuscripts that have the subjunctive

U O (P 046.1854.2329. 2344. 235]) instead |t could additionally bergued thathe future

GiUs is also used in a logical way in that it

angel.

Accordingto9:4i5, t he | ocust sarmwesr(lk =&t sodedy Gfbrsgt tthoe gr as
earth and so on (v. 4). They were allowed not to ki fheople who do not have the seal of

Godont heir f or ebB Etdgrdest, b @ b Uk eai@ha]m f or fAgane mont

both of the futuresti s®e gl o3 andieBUWY3s af® wused Isilke su

(Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:75Beale1999:496 Mathewson 2016:1)8As can be predicted,

some manuscri pts h alvyel stah ei nésalbegaydin SF46H0207.U 01 9 o

89 On this issue, Mathewson (2016:48) refers to Roberts8h9:984)who arguel that 3 Wvas not used with a
future indicative irclassical Greek and that a subjunctive was rather expectedsafte
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1006. 1611.1841.1854.2053.2343 and bWaidsisnidt eatice UBBUGEUs3 s
046. 1006. 1611. 1842351 X).

In 9:20, which is within the pericope about the sixth trumpet {2138 it is reported that the

rest of humankind who were not killed by the pleg did not repent of the works of their hands,

fi t hhayshouldwill notworship[3 U ey 6 88ggtis3] demon3he&3vd i dol
transl at es: Anor gi ve upwhickvpravides mare alagtin thee mo n s
meaning Here, the future follows botls U a nlehdirg a subjunctivéke use to the future

(Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:%8 Mathewson 2016:138 As could beexpected some
manuscripts have theldaé@ssstnstublpeknhdtPiotstee " § 81
1006. 1611. 1841. 1854. 2053. 2329. 2344. 2351

Yet another subjunctivike future (Zerwick & Grosvenorl996:762; Mathewson 2016:179)

presents itself in 13:12, whehe apocalypticistvrites that the second beast causes the earth

and those dwe Uvorshipj ~ iy @ Ciestgaifetad [t h And fet again, beas
some manuscripts have the subjuncivg 6 0 & g 8) after 3 UP 046. 051. 1006. 1611.

1841. 1854. 2329. 2377), as can be expected

IN149i10 it is reported that an angédsdlsawar svhit
[ pr es. : ] thebeadtandsittlimage and receifme s . : 3 & Eigamark on his

forehead or on his han10) he alsowill drink [ UUllesh e wi ne o fwhihdsdds wr
poured full strength into the cup of his anger, anaviiiebe tormented b U & Uts (& Wnath ]

fire and syphu r Both the future§ UUUs a n d 0 6 Guiidilan asllodical futures in that

theyform the apodosis of the condition (protasis) of worshipping the beast and receiving his

mark (cf. Smalley 2005:365)

In 14:13, the apodgpticist writes about hearing a vacsaying thatt must be written down
that the dead who die in the Lord are blessddr o m n20 @iy @ @ihen tife Spirit 9ss:

i Yes é [a Wikey may resk 3 U GUs 3 Urbe their labours, and their works follow
[pres. ind.z @ 8 & a]gt chle fids.is yet anotheexample of a future that is used like a
subjunctive afters ({{Mathewson 2016:197)And again, there is manuscript evidence for
having araoristsubjunctivehereinsteadz 3 U “0GUs 3 PO%E. 1006. 1611. 1841. 1854. 2053.
2344 ).

Within the pericope laout the new heaven and earth (28)] according ta21:7, the One on
t he t hr dewhoowmoms[ p fic 3 Wil mler| o o d ) & Btedse thingsand
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| will be [0 6 ¢ bi®God and hevill be[ & U UMy/] s dnrthis.sentence, the thréetures
constitute the outcome &ilfilling the condition of beingn overcomerAll three futures thus
function as logical futuresyet, afuturistic interpretation(e.g., Beale 1999:105&malley

2005:542 is notnecessarilynerebyprecluded.

Accordingto 22:14, which is withirtheconcludingp as sage about RBEsthesd cor
Lord says: TfBl essed arsethat[ls dtheymay havg W dd] t hei |
right to the tree oflife and t hat t helyadmiys e]nttelre [oddtistjw .by C
fairly clear that e future’ G U,Unich follows 3 Uis used in a subjunctiviike manner

(Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:77778;, Mathewson 2016:309but an imperatival use is not
impossible (Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:778) is noteworthy, however, thatl U dral the

s u b j e niicatdivviesused aide &y side, which confirnsh e  f subjunctielikesuse.

It can also beatedthatt UUs has a | ogi cal f unthéwashingofi n i nd

the robes

In the final warningn the book, in22:1819, John warns™ 4 hGadliidddasyo
~ g]do them, Godwill add [~ s i@l Ut him the plagues desioed in this book(19) and if

[ 3 hnyone takes awdgor. shjv.z (i & ] from the words of the book of this prophecy, God

will take awayk (i U 3-Hik share in the tree of life and in the holy city, whichveriéten [perf.

pt c.: 2 YamjhiBisoek The futurs™ s @ Chack G U acdh be interpreted as logical

futures (cf. Porter 1989:437h thattheyconstitute the consequersad fulfilling therespective

conditiors, bothindicated by 3  aasutjunctive.

3.4 Summary and preliminary conclusions

In the Gospel of John, the future is used fliénes, the third most of any book in the New
Testament. While the deliberate use of the future comprise®o60f all futures, it is
noteworthy that the future does not seem to be used imperatively in the Jdepéiture is

used in a predictive wap 58.68% of alinstancesof which 306% contain prophetic material

that looks forward, but has been fulfilled already. The gnomic, logical and subjulictivses

of the future comprise 332%. In respect of thprimarily gnomic and logical futures, the same
tendency can be identified as in the Synoptic Gospels, that is, that there is considerable overlap
between the gnomic and logical use of the future. As regards the subjiketiuee of the

future, more tha half of these also function in a logical way (4/5) whereas less than half of

them are also used in a gnomic way (2/5).
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The future tense is used 13 times in the three letters of John. It is used predictively in 7 instances
(53.85%) and imperatively in omestance (7.69%). It is used as a logical future in 5 instances
(38.46%)).

The future tense is used8iimes in the book of Revelation. Given its prophegmocalyptic

nature, the relatively high percentage of predictive futl686®&%0) is expected. Thiiture is

used in a deliberative way only once, but never used imperatively or in a gnomic way. While

the future is used as a primarily logical futur@§6 of the futures, it is used like a subjunctive

11.86% of the time (2 time9. As noted, some argulat some of the subjunctitée futures

count under t he apocal ypticistos grsalnmat i c
Neverthelessabouthalf of thesubjunctivelike futuresalso function like logical futures (7L

The sum total of primarily lgical and subjunctivéike futures comprise30.67%.

If the three Joharine genres are compared, it is noteworthy that a gnomic use of the future is

only discerniblein the Fourth Gospel, in which the use of the future follows a similar pattern

to thatin the Synoptic Gospels. As with the Synoptic Gospels, there is a close connection
bet ween Jesusd speech and the futureds gnom
noticeablyless primarily gnomic futures and more primarily logical futures in thertRo

Gospel in comparison with the Synoptic Gospels. A proportional comparison of the primarily
gnomic, logical and subjunctiéke use of the future between the Gospel of John and the

Synoptic Gospels, can be visualised as follows:
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Proportion of gnomic, logical and subjunctiilee futures

Mt Mk Lk Jn

m Gnomic (%) m Logical (%) m Subjunctive-like (%)

35.00%

30.00%

25.00%

20.00%

15.00%

10.00%

5.00%

0.00%

As regards the Johaine corpus itself, there are noteworthy differences in the prevalence of
primarily gnomic, logical and subjunctilike futures. The concentration of primarily
subjunctivelike futures isnoticeablyhigher in Revelation and gnomic futures are abseitan t
letters and in Revelation. A proportional comparison between the three different genres,
kerygmatic narrative (Jn), lettersi@Jn) and prophetiapocalyptic (Rv) reflect the different

use of the future in the respective genres, as can be seen frimtiotlveng visual presentation:
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Proportion of gnomic, logical and subjunctiilee futures

40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%

5.00%

0.00%

Jn 1-3Jn Rv

m Gnomic (%) m Logical (%) = Subjunctive-like (%)

The high frequency of siumctivelike futures in Revelation seems to coincide with the
apocalyptic nature of the langge, which arguably tends to be less precise, even to the point
that some commentators think that subjunctivelike use of the future is erroneous in some

instances.
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4 The Paulinecorpus’

The Pauline corpus will be discussed under three sections: (1) the undisputedRette®, (
1i 2 Cor, 1Th, Phlp, Phim), the disputed lette€®Il( Eph, 2 Th) and thBastoral Letters {2
Tm, Tt), which are also disputed, bartenormally grouped together

4.1 The undisputed Pauline letters

The seven undisputed Pauline letters (Rm, G2, @or, 1Th, Phlp, Phim) will be discussed in
order of approximate similarity. Althoughe circumstances behind the letters to the Romans
and the Galatians differ, they both contain long treatises on the understanding of the gospel.
While the Corinthian correspondence can be grouped togeti21Cdr), they are discussed
separately becauss their length and difference in contéhtAs an imprisonment letter, the

letter to the Philippians will be discussed separately. In view of the sparse occurrence of the
future tense iboththe first letter to the Thessalonians and the letter to Philethen will be
discussed together.

4.1.1 Romans

In the Letter to the Romans, the future tense distribui@onbe mappeds follows:

Predictive

Active (14 times): 8:11; 9:12 (maf.), 19, 25 (maf.), 28 (naf.); 10:19 (naf.); 11:19, 26 (X2)
(n.af.); 14:11, 12; 15:9 (maf.), 12 (naf.); 16:2Q

Deponent(10 times):4:18 (naf.); 9:9 (X2) (naf.), 26 (naf.); 14:10; 15:12 (raf.), 21 (X2)
(n.af.), 28, 29.

Passivg5 times):1:10; 8:21; 97 (n.a.f.),26 (n.a.f.), 27 (n.a.f.).

Medium(twice): 14:11;15:9(n.a.f.).

°The analysis of the logical and/or gnomic future in Paul will be more elaborate and comprehensive than a more
cursory chapter in a book that | have published on the same topic (Du Toit 2018).

"While 1 Cor has a stronger focus on addressing $péssiies in the Corinthian congregation such as disunity,
immaturity, immorality, as well as matters about marriage, food offered to idols, spiritual gifts and the resurrection,

2 Cor focuses more on Paul 6s ap dhe tefehce of higapasteshipandon s hi |
the collection of the believers. Wi thin Paul és defenc
theological treatise on the ministry of the new covenant, the unveiled truth, having a treasuwygarsckhe

coming resurrection and the ministry of reconciliation {8:2; cf. Késtenberger et al. 2060)6
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Total: 31.

Deliberative

Active(12 times):3:3, 5, 6; 4:1; 6:1, 7:7; 8:31, 33, 35; 9:14, 20, 30.
Deponen(5 times):2:3; 7:24; 8:32; 10:6, 7.

Passivgonce: 11:35.

Total: 18.

Imperatival
Active(5 times):13:9 (X5).

Total: 5.

Gnomic (primaily)

Active(6 times):2:6; 7:3;9:15 (X2);12:19 20.
Deponen{5times):1:17; 5:7; 8:39; 10:5; 13:2
Passivg8times):2:12, 13;3:20; 9:33; 10:9, 11, 13; 14:4.
Medium(once): 2:12.

Total: 20.

Logical (primarily)

Active(8 times):2:27; 3:4, 30; 5:176:2, 8, 14; 13:3.
Deponen{(3times):6:5; 8:13; 11:21.

Passivg8 times):2:26;5:9, 10, 19; 122,23, 24, 26.

Total: 19.
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Like a subjunctive (primarily)

Active(once): 15:18.

Total: 1.
Future tense distribution in Romans

35

30

25

20

15

10

| L

. =y

Predictive Deliberative Imperatival Gnomic Logical As subjunctive

In 1:16/ 17, Paulintroducesthe main themes of the gospeihich he will explain up until

chapter 11. Most commentators thus regardiltI@s a kind of title statemert.g., Cranfield

1975:87; Dunn 1988a:37; Wright 2002:432; Moo 28Y¥868). Paul defines the gospel of
which he is not as hamegtteo(snessi(4 6 \soya & frreovire aflaiintg
f ai Toh & U0 vgd G U,av317. He then grounds such a statemenga citationfrom

Habakkuk 2:4n verse 17 (cf. Gl 3:11) Th@ righteoushall live] @ UUUs ] @®iventheai t h o .
current contextthis sayng from Habakkuk seems to convey a general principle alheut

gospel . TohGeUUsutcuarne tehus be i nlaevey@dl®t ed as a ¢

In 2:6, just after Pa@lliS5wri hes sa& avillegendecdcdd s G
[ sl Umeach one accor,dlichig a tlmostiirecs quotecronk Rsalm
61:13 (LXX; cf. Pr 24:12. Thisquotationfrom the Old Testamemnts  p r ovidedyladcepted
as a premise of di vi neThgfuiudeg neelintso t(hluesaseét un c2t0iC
gnomic future.Yet, in this statement an implicit condition can béedeed. The amount or

qual ity of someoneds work determe@b8stbeul dg
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thus also be considered a kind of logical future. The gnomic anchlagss of the futuredo
not preclude a futuristic interpretatitimugh

IN2:12713, Paul writes: AFor al Wil alsbperishiza s essd Usn e d
without the law, and all who have sinned under thewalivbe judged[ o } (ead3 Ubythe]

law. (13) For it is not the hearers of the law who are righteous before God, but the doers of the
law whowill be justified] U 9 @ U 8 ¥ & hshpse three statements (vv. 12a, 12b and 13),

Paul seems to be laying down general princi(fester 2A5:77)about sin, perishing, judgment

and being justifiedcf. Longenecker 2016:264 Moo 2018:158)n the old covenant under the

law® (cf. Lv 18:5. All three futuresz(" 6 @86U U9 ,0 gasjUsUb a mids stllddea s wd n
be regarded as having gnomic sfg@ince 6o Bultmann 1964:15in respect of

U9 o UberaUlUeould also be noted that although the three futures may be fulfilled
eschatologically, their primary reference is not temporal (cf. Bultmann 1964:15). Yet, in all
three statements, certain cdrahs areimplied (sinning without the law, v. 12a; sinning under

the law, v. 12b; doers of the law, v. 18¢sulting in certain outcomes (being judged, v. 12a;

being judged by the law, v. 12b; being justified, v. aBdn fulfilment All three futures hus

also have a logical function.

In2:2627, which occurs withiBg®&uluinsd edi S28)eu rl saev
he askghe followingi n v e rTkesfor2jB[: 3 fiman who is uncircumcised keggljv.:

G g & 0] the righteous requirementf the law, will not his uncircumcisiorbe regarded

[ g ot ] ci rcumci si on ?followihgs f @t ¢ mevist wiin hv é hee
[ a]the who is physically uncircumcised but kegpp r e s . P Utpe. lawwil0jlUdges

[ @} ]Jay@utho have the written code and circumcisionvitub are a transgressortofh e | a wo .

I n verse 26, &Wb@Us ud wmrchsequemealsthe tfiliment of the

conditionof an uncircumcised man who keeps the righteous requirement of the law, indicated

by 3 and t he sib Althoughtthiswerse i g auestion form, the question is

not deliberative but rather rhetorical in that it expects a positive answer (Jewett 2007:233).
Jewett(ibid.) rightly argues thas- 8 o 4 W dHOes not refer to the eschatological judgment,
rendering tle future a logsal future(cf. Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:463Yerse 27 logically

follows the previous versand is still dependent6n3 and t he sudbipthatitct i ve

connectdov e r s e 2 Gandvestdtds thessdme condition in participlenfoalthough in

2 According to Longenecker, Paul here builds on the aphorism of 2:2.

3| have argued in some length elsewhere (Du Toit 2018&ythat if the rhetrical buildup of the whole of the

letter is considered, 1:18:20 can be understood as focusing on the old era before Christ, whereas the subsequent
3:21i 31 focuses on the new era in Christ.
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different wordsThe logical result of the scenario sketched in verse 26 is that the uncircumcised
onewho keeps the law will judge the one who does not keep theallvough having the law

The f ut eanthus algodegirded as bgical future.

In 3:4, after asking whether the unbeliefoftteeg 8@ ul | i fi es Godés fait hf
answers negativel y, although everyoges a lifirlag it is wittedSob e t r L
that[ ~ ¥ g3 Jyou may be justified s b jsva.U gf fififyour words, and a]lprevail

[ 3 éd8avhlen you aHere, Paulgdigles Bsalm 50:6 (LXXyhich indicateshe

purpose of the previous statement, indicatedbgy d and t he s udb.j uTnhcet ifwe ul
3 o Uis dgonnected to theurposes t a t e me,mwhich mgansahat another aspect of the
purpose follows. In this sequenaes & U thufserves as a kind of a logical future. At the same

ti me, one coulidsdrguel It ha slikesfimaion, derivedftom j unc t i
UooaUp¥d ol | ovekBDF 839 Irerld 2016:34 It is significant in this regard that

the LXX (Ps 50:6) hashes ubj unci d v ke e B el@ndswurthec dupport to such a

notion It is also noteworthy that most translaicsio not translate s®Usd f @eg.ur i st i
NKJV; NRSV; HCSB; ISV; NIV; ESY. An eschatological interpretatiofe.g., Jewett
2007:246)s thereby not precludetiowever

At the end of the pericope about the sinfulness of all people2@)9in 3:20, Paul concludes:

fi f loyworks of the law néleshwill be justified[ U s o U & Withidig sight,for through the

| aw comes Kk n olwd qeite glear thatf Paud here States a general principle about
works and justific@dlWan,i mtem d@Bultinany bOBIR UG tr o r
1964:15Kasemann 1980:8&ung 1988:233Fitzmyer 1993:337¢cf. Murray1968a107). The

| ogi cal f un dtOi{Bismanrt 1951:874;Feng 1088:2F=rwick & Grosvenor
1996:46% is conceivable in the implicit condition of @ttempt to be justified on the basis of

the works of the law, which logically and inevitably leads to the absence of justifidati®n.
important to note here that many interpreters do not view justification as eschatological, but as
already being effeetl in Christ (e.gMurray 1968a107;Moo 2018:215), which lends support

to both the gnomic and logical funct®of the future tenskere

In 3:30, which occurs at the end of the pericope about the righteous of God through faith (3:21

31), Pauleguestht God is the God of t[htkl@)einde Wes al s
will justify[ s 8Us] the circumcised by faitWhieand th
the venwboGeaUs in t he rotewordhytlatitoecarsam present e , it
participle EWNs@8osR4anfdiadtlge @Eocalomresent ir
( U o aW<dlmad)as an aorist particle inl5and 59 (U 93 WAthgdquallysignificant
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t hat when Paul speaks of Auses aaih aomsh sndicatives t i f i
('t o addpThe way in which Paul portrays justification as something that is already being
realised in believersoé |ives, i s(Zepmclo ab |l y 1
Grosvenor 199@67, Irons 2016:342 and commentatsr(Bultmann 1951:274Ridderbos

1959:89; Schrenk 1964:218Cranfield 1975:222Kasemann 1980:1048unn 1988a:189*

Fung 1988:233Bell 2002:31 Longenecker 2016:450J00 2018:273;Schreiner 20118214;

cf. Murray 196&124) s e e Wl 4l®3I3®notas atemporal future, but aslagical future It

is worthy of note that this logical futudéfers from the logical futures that have been identified

up to this pointin that it does not occur within a conditional statemaatsuch but rather
indicates a logial outcome of uncti ons | ogically winwhitch n t he
temporalityis eitherinsignificantor not primary Th at i @ ® Bmdtiens as gnomic

future (Bultmann 1951:274Fung 1988:233;Fitzmyer 1993:365;Harvey 2017 cf. Moo
2018:273274) is conceivable in light of the general principle thia¢ statement in 3:30

conveys.

A classic example of a gnomicttwe, which is often used by grammarigBsirton 1906:36;

Robertson 1919:876; BDF 834Btoulton & Turner 1963:86YVaughan & Gideon 1979:143;

Hanna 1983:22%orter 1989:41,1422 Young 1994:119Wallace 1996:571Jordaan 2013:12;

Irons 2016:345Ko6stenbergr et al. 2016:273; Harvey 2017 andadopted bycommentators

(Denney 1902:625Lenski 1936:346Ridderbos 1959:110Fitzmyer 1993:399Yarbrough
2007:48;Mo0 2018:335 Schreiner 2018269), occursin 5:7, in which Paukt at es t hat
will scarceldiel © @ d W 4)18rf righteousnan; hough perhaps for a good person one would

dare evento dipor.inf.>~ 6 d 83 Thefuture e U8 is clearly gnomi
a general truthWithin the same line of thought, in 530, Paul Mach mareetken, A

being justifiednow by his blood,shall we be savefl { ¥ dedfidHy him from the wrath
throughhim. (10) For if while we were enemies we were reconciled to God by the death of his

Son, much more, now that we are reconcithll we be sawk] & v dedlfidbly] hi & | i f ed
l ight of the eszmaasedanghealoinewopadt/tfjciapde:
o UU doodee haverses 9 and 10 respectivelyongenecker (2016:566) writes that
Acomment ators, thereiftorci f fhiawwel tf rteq uckettd rymifro
tense O we wirdfersto the futsreaor efdré in a gnomic fashion to the présent

most likely,tob ot h t he f ut u fcfeDuanri@B8at2hdatznyar £993401tlt 5

noteworthyin this regardthat in 8:24,Paul uses #aorist™d dde U3 to indicate

74 Dunn sees the future as both logical and eschatological.
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salvation, althougitis qualified byii i n  hJd @ @& @Thé verbd ¢ s also used in present

form in1 Coiinthians1:18(0 & 6 & 8)s1§:2(8 & U ) ahtl2 Cainthians2:15(0 & 6 € 8)s d

In respect of the salvatin by Cédim Romang:$0,alsignificant parallel would be 8:2,

in which the life of the Spirit is portrayed as having set people free fgottg d¢ 8 ) f r o m

the law/principle of sin and death.t i s t hus conceivableUOdl,at t
which is used twice in 5i9.0, function in a logical way, albeit not precluding an eschatological
dimensionto salvation.Ag ai n, ¢ ddodighe understood as logicalpt because it

functiors logically within a conditional statement, but rathmrthe basis that iindicakesan

element withira logical sequence: livgically follows justification (v. 9) and reconciliation (v.

10).

In 5:17 19, which occursvithin the pericop@boutdeath in Adam and life in Christ (5:121),

Paul stateshe following: fi F[ol}because of one mértrespass, death reigngabr. ind.

“b U& U g Gthdaughthe one much more those who receifepr es. partiidddUe b
abundance of grace and the free gift of righteouswébeeign [b Us U g & U 3 ] in |ife
the oneJesus Christ. (18) Therefore, as one tresfagdstd condemnation for all men, so one
Mano6s r i tgfedultssd(® pistifation[ U ovalbagid life for all men. (19For as

[ 6" U3 ] bMa rsdisebedience the many were mpater. ind: o UG U3 ] sinne
o Uved] aby t h sobedierce theanangill be madd o U U Ul dJd)ddhtedus

[ &8 Ustsldn] v er s einditafes a firshlass ddndition in which the reality of the first

S

statement is assumely ilsn ushd s Whemthemonetsrtt , f d rUn
reality isstatedits t arts with a presdémtg)pamwhicihplied(s@d:
eschatological age in Christ has already come into eSech a notion is further confirmed by

the eschatoldgc a | (3 goivx9, 10 and 110Ounn 1988a: 257, 261 ongenecker

2016:569. Whenthecounter eal i ty i s stated i n % hies suesceodnh di
future form, but stands parallel'tb U& Ug G U3 o f , anchaeguably dersotes atpant

reality, although its future completion could be includBde futuréb UsUg G U3 i n t he
half of 5:17 can thus be interpreted as a logical fuiDenfey 1902:630Harvey 2017Moo

2018:367cf. Murray1968a198 Jewett 2007:384Yarbrough 20@:50; Schreiner 20118291),

signifying the logical counterpart of the previous é&dhhough no verb is used in verse 18, the
righteous act, the justification and the life for all people is best taken as a present reality (e.qg.,
NKJV; NRSV; NIV; ESV).

“Since there are no verbs in the Greek text, the verbs

98



In 5:19, two parallel statements are presented, indicatedlby Uj @ ® ghiclestand ina
comparative relatiowith each other (Longenecker 2016:597n t he f i r sGtUdsstoat e m
is usedin aoristform and in the second statementfuture form. Yet, as Dunn 1988a:258)
points outgsBU&UGBWdbe understood as a | ogi ¢
wi t h afld @ W®is Uiew of the comparative nature of the two statemenfs19 as well

as the present r Gecasl U dheeys andstacommentattrd) ehilsUtdke
aUUU0WBBILUUSs as a Ldganpe t9&80:112Bulimannr 1851:274; 1964:15;

Schrenk 1964:218Fung 1988:233;Fitzmyer 1993:421:Moo 1996:345% Zerwick &

Grosvenor 1996:471Bell 2002:31;Jewett 2007:386Middendaf 2013:434;Harvey 2017;

Schreiner 2018296; cf. Lange & Fay 1899:187; Weiss 1899:258nney 1902:6305anday

& Headlam 1902:142Ridderbos 1966:178 Murray 1968206, Cranfield 1975:291Schlier
1977:175;Wilckens 1980:32B Zerwick and Grosvenor (18%71) argue that the future is

l ogi cal in that it i1ndicates 0 Wirthet, thdt 6:191 ows
conveys a general principle, is conceivali¢hin the current contextt thus seems within
reach that tddd@eriadhe &uUDUBd: GEdhear (gibbid
significance (cf. Bultmann 1951:2Y4

Paul asks theollowingquesti on in 6:2: fAHow UCdec Wwe] who s
still live[ &1 @ € U3 ] Thisiis nat & Geliberative question, but a rhietdrquestion(Moo

2018:383)t hat expects a neg alteicddsbeamdsrsiond as a[bdical f u't
future (Wilckens 1980:11Middendorf 2013:457Schreiner 2018307) in thatit portray a

logical impossibility:one cannot both be dead to siastill live in it.”® In respect of the deep

structure, the idea behind26canthusb e ¢ o n st If ene has dled ® sin, ond will not

live in ito .

In 6:4i5 , Paul mai ntains that [fawe wenrde ¢ thimigizeldd t
through aptism into death, that just bs UG ~ UGhiist was raisefhor. ind.79 § d ddm

the dead by the glory of the Fathep we too[ dJ¥v d 7o W Jmight walk [shjv.:

© 0y ol Wellthagwness of life. (Sfor if [ Pwe have beep per f . 3iUrgdinted 2 Uo

with him in the likeness of his deathertainlywe alsoshallbe[ G ¢ U dirhjs resurrection.

76 Although Dunn points out this possibility, he does not eventually opt for the logical future here.

7 Interestingly, Moo (2018:372) has changed his mind alboltU U ddls 3 Uhlhe revised edition of his
commentary on Romans, seeing it now as pointing to the final day of judgment, although he still seems to view
the logical future as a possibility.

"8 Ridderbos admits to both a present and future dimension of rigintessiin Rm 5:19.

7 Zerwick andGrosvenor argu¢hatc 16 ¢ Us functions |ike a deliberate su
argues that the future is deliberative. According to
questionthatimpi es some doubt about the responsed, which is
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In view of the present and past realities that Paul sketchdbese two verses, it is
understandable how the futité ¢ Ud U i n oftenmat mterfetedas primarily or
necessarilyjooking forward to the eschaton, but as a logical fulieet 1885:182Kihl

1913:204 205; Rummer 1915:91; Lagrange 1950:14%rsson 1962:71Schneider 1967:194;
Frankemolle 1970:51Thyen 1970:206208; Frid 1986:198 199; Porter 1989:42423

Mounce 1995:150Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:47 Cottrell 1998;Wright 2002:539Kruse
2012:262;Schreiner 20118 314; cf. Hodge 1883:307Ridderbos 1959:12%BeasleyMurray
1962:138140;Murray 196&:219, Cranfield 1975:3@; Porter 1989:421Fitzmyer 1993:435

Yarbrough 2007:50that completes the logical sequence in the present life of the belibatr.

the unification in the resurrection of Christ(igi ¢ U daJpyesent reality, although awaiting

future completionjs comdementedby the walking in the newness of lifendicated by the

subj unct idvree, V. 3l whichifdrtrayed asa present realitySome argue that the

future conveys certainty (e.g., Murray 19682 1 9 ) , which could well b
function hereThat't e UdU al so functions in a gnomic wa

if verse 5can be understood asnveyng a general principle

Paul continues in 6i®, writingtha t he Aol d man was crucdd]i ed w
him in order that the body of sin might be abolishedU + s b v ]so thadweWwbudo d o

no longer be en®l3]dv@dorfeiwviofhasdiedas. pted) ¢ d B3

has beenustified[ per f . i mWUmrh sit. Y8)l of o] thuSwe have diedaor. ind.:

2" Usf 8 & With]Christ, we believd pr es . ienedlthal wé vslllialBdllive with

[ O dim ¢ B8 hibthese three verses, Paul continues to portray past and present realities in

t he bel iiridestification with Ghist. The formulation of verse 8 is similto that of

verse 5 ab ov andcanplatingtwithite logical tcdnsediietizat followsdeath

with Christ, which is life with ChristThe same logic thus applies here, rendering the future

0 g & 6 ¢ Wte a lbgical futurewhich pointsto life with Christ that becomesa reality in

bel i ensemiiged Beet 1885:182Kihl 1913:207;Porter 1989:423Wright 2002:540;

Jewett 2007:406Schreiner 2018321; cf. Godet 1881:413Hodge 1883:312Ridderbos
1959:131;BeasleyMurray 1962:138140; Murray 196&223; Cranfield 1975:313Fitzmyer

1993:437 Mounce 1995:151 Cottrell 1998 Moo 2018:402, althaugh awaiting future
completion As with" e UdU i n ver sed6c¢ibdeiseeScotildialso expres i g 6
certainty (e.g., Murray 1968223). Even t he gnomic lisicdni iiscaonne eq

in light of the general principlhatverse 8 conveys.
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In 6:14,Paul ends off the pericopdout being dead to sin and being alive to God (@tLwith

the folo wi ng s t Rot[ egmignwill not [fid have lordshig o g i & @vr you,for

[ 3 lyou arefpres. ind.“"GUBpPpt under | awThet com@gpmnicygi aeed.
twice in this verse, indicating the logical motivatsdior the new positiorof the believer.

Moreover, i light of the present ten$& Uittthis verse and the present teasg } $#iU6:95°

it is quiteplausiblet h at t he f lir6:a4denotes the stafe of affairs in the present

(Moo 2018:411cf. Porter 2015:137139.8* 7g } 4 Uceuld thus beaken as a logical future
(Middendorf 2013:488 Schreiner 2018325, cf. Yarbrough 2007:50that expressesthe
certainty of t h(surayw96&228; Cotteell 1898)Y et, thenfaitdrécould

also be taken dsinctioninginaways i mi | ar t o a ®munbdigattngpatotmolr e af t
categorical prohibitioiBDF 8362; Fitzmyer 1993:447)

Another classic example of a gnomic future, which is often referenced by grammBi&asss (

1905:201; Burton 1906:36; Robertst®il9:876 BDF 8349;Moulton & Turner 1963:86Rorter

1989:41] 424 1994:44;Wallace 1996:571lrons 2016:348Harvey 2017 and adopted by
commentators3anday & Headlam D2:173;Ridderbos 1959:144Hunn 1988a:36(Fitzmyer
1993:458;Yarbrough 2007:48Mo0 2018:438, occurs in 7:3cf. 5:7), when Pauluses the

metaphor of the woman who is bound by the law to her husband while he is still alive. He

wr i tSethend} il 3 dshewill be called] 6} dleUdatadulteress[f 3 bhe livegshjv.:

2 3 d Uwith fnother man while her husband is alivep r e s . 3 (paBpfif [ 3 & ]ther

husband dies, shefisres. ind"0 @ ] r eflomthalendand he i s [3plUee]s . .naotnfar
adulteressafter she marrid [aor. ptc..o Ussdg@ajnot he Mhemdrud .ureUss jids UU
gnomic in that it conveys a generaimelesgruth about a married woman living with another

man, but it can also be understood as a logical future in that it indicangexjuence of the

fulfilment of the conditionof living with another man (indicated Bya and t he subj
23qUU9) .

IN8:13 Paul stdteoutHatveliPlpreBcorididng teo t he |
[ pres.aaithidd :+ 26pe &z .U si3r[f, :bythe Spirif you put to deafpres.

i nd. : Udievtrksef the bodyyouwilllive] @ UG@TIHe vieWbdd can be t
as a logical future on the basis of (1) being the logical consequence of putting to death the works

of the body a(nidn dtihcea tperdas(tly (@rthddparateUreldiionship in

Al though in 6:9 it is about death not having | ordsh
same principles that apply to t@fsinanddeath(ap8)l y t o believ
81Cf . t he tSinasmeslonger your master G NIsT)n; sthoul dn6t have power ovVe
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whi cthUGdU st asmadbU bW ictdiied Esa3l s 0 pr eaoceteems. indy U

¢ U Owhich are in present forrThe present reality of life in the Spiiit 8:13 (Stott 1994:229;

contra Dunn 1988a:44@an also be derived frotheb e | i eealiseddéliserancgaor. ind.:
JUgddjrom sin abythe@mriactlifeid &2 andi he way i @aUwhi ch
and ie8¥ and3:10 seem to beonveyedas present realitiedespite the absea®f averb

in those versege.g., NKJV; NRSV; NIV;ESV). Yet, that does not mean that life in the Spirit

does notinvolve eschatological completidi. The whole 0f8:13 also presents a general
principle about either living according to the flesh orthe Spit , r &€rlddiedrlli n qteo a g

future.

After declaring that not hi ng83b a6 Paulestptesithatt e b e
believers are more than conquer or B39 Pdur ough
mot i v at,e sv.(est@&mentsibyepointing out thadthingsuch as death, life, angels

or r willbeabe] @ didd Utbseparate aor . G U04]}d)berj evers from
love.Si nce Paul | ays down geneU@G@Us taarn gemiatbakue n

future (Harvey 2017)which seems to be reflected by some translafidns.

Il n 9:15, Paul qlwilhasef o Eixyd d urse rc3y: loAfsbjwifieolin | h a\
mercy, and willhave[ @ Ugipx] compassi on sobnoavihrdongpal s ihoanvce.
Paul presents this quotation from the Old Testament as a general truth, which means that both

"oy aadap function as gnomic futures (Harve

Attheend of chapter9,i8:33 Paul quotes from | s dpreaimd:28: 16 :
Ud d sirZjon a stone of stumbling, and a rock of offense; and whde{&rbelievespres.

pt c. :¥3ilsnd (hG m wibé put tonsbamp § @ U U attile(UBbe sénse of the

and the pr es e nssthatafrgeneraliiylp dqueting the OIt Testament, the last
statement is portrayed as a gkelbesmsltofundiant h, w
in a gnomic waycontra Middendorf 2016:940) Yet , oMb caglasdo f unct i o
(cf. Jewett 2007:614contra Mddendorf 2016:940)in that an implicit condition can be

2Cf. life in respect of the ar @glsr rienc t8i:olnl ,0 fwhtihceh biosd ya,
Someargue that this reference to life (8:11) is still at play in 8:13 (e.g., Middendorf 2013:632), ita@ i n
8:12 rather starts an elaborate conclusion of the above discours&2(8Moo 2018:516), which means that

s U0Gd0 in 8:13 wpdlfetains to all aspect

BE. g., the REB transl ates fAnot hi ngénothingcanseepsepaate € U S O ;
us o.

84The NA8text only has here { ABDF G 81.1506. 1881 bmikgo; Ambs) whi |l e t he wedker r e
K( L P (.385630 110% 1241. 1505. 1739. 2464latsy) . |t i s i resting t

nt e
contemporary transl atiornsigseemctodeédf aby thanskasienggh
GNB; GW; ESV; cf. NLT).
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detected in the sanstatement: for those who beligtiee logical consequence of not being put
to shame will follow.l nt er pr et i ¢ Uddgboehis anel épgicdfuture does not
preclude areschatological interpretatipbut within thecultural context ohonour and shame,

a present application cannot be ruled out (Jewett 2007:614)

In 10:5, when Paul writes about the righteousness that is based on the law, he quotes Leviticus

1 8 : Bhe maiidoing [aor. ptc.” @ ® J these thingshall live[s & U (J4y thend It is quite

clear that Paul references a general principle from the Old Testament, emplayibgU Us as a
gnomic futurgHarvey 2017) At t he slUres tii sney s asitlocdurs withic a | | y

an implicidU0U0adindionat ®s the ®onsequence of

I n 10: 9, Paul clearly puts f pratyducanfesgsbn:er al p
e 8 & @ g With your mouth the Lord Jesus and beli¢slsiv. :  “Gsdtiiyour heart that

God raisedaor. ind.:\o U s jhith Frdm the deadyou will be saved G ¥(d] &The verb

0 ¥ di thus functions as gnomic future. Additionallyan explicit condition(see Cottrell

1998) indicatedby 3 and t h es eseuab§ o nacrt d Ov ead hé Wentified here

i n  whi & hconstittds theesultof the fulfilment of the conditionZy d thus also

functions as a logical future, coming into effect in the present (Osborne 2004e2vétt

2007:630 Middendorf 2016:998999; Schnabel 2016:390Moo 2018:676; Schreiner

2018:546 cf. Cranfield 1979:530Barrett1991188;Porter 2015:190 The present realisation

of salvation is conveyed by 10:10, which directly connects salvation to confession (pres. ind.:
e 8 & ® 2 ¥n)10:11, Paul supports his statements wihanother (cf. 9:33juotation from

| sai ah E@@and lielieving [pres. ptc:: o G#Jslh him will not be put to shame

[ UUUs i & dd@whiche UUUs B&dgyd)éd can be t adealogmad bot h

future for the same reasons as argued with 9:33 albdtex stating that there is no distinction

between ethnic groups in respect of salvation (10:12), Paul eintthe @frecepts of salvation in
10:13with a quotation from Jod:5 (LXX): Whioever [ d may call [sbjv.”" 5 a Wd-Udhs ]

the name of the Lordill be saved( ¥ di U (bUrais quotation functions in very much the

same way ashe two quotes from Isaiah 28:16 (in 9:33 and 10:1Me verbl ¥ di U U U s

functions as a gnomic future lase of the general truth the statement conveys, and it functions

%Since Paul 0 ollowsdhe Septuagiht (LXX hese, similar connotations th U (t&hse expected

there, as is probably the case with many such quotations from the LXX. One has to take into account, however,
that a statement in the LXX could have a more contingent afiplice the OT context, whereas a NT writer

might apply the same future (by quoting it) in such a way that its functiesHified more towards a gnomic
direction. In respect of the logical use of the future, if the future is used in virtually the sgrivetha LXX and

the NT, the future arguably functions as a logical future in the LXX too. There even might be a relation with the
way in which the Hebrew verbs were originally used too, but the extent of the gnomic and/or logical future in die
LXX (or they way in which verbs function in the MT) falls beyond the scope of this dissertation.
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as a logical future(cf. Osborne 2004:273Porter 2015:201 in that it constitutes the

consequence of calling’'(9 sMdUUs) on tHe Lordods name.

In 11:21,afterinforming the Romancongragaion of the natural branches (Israel) that were

broken off because of their unbelief (11:20), Paul wtitesfollowing A Foxy} ]i fGddJ) di d
not spardaor. ind.” (i W U (tee]natural branches, neitheill he spard GoJ0 Uyd® [The

futud BBGdher e f un Eft Duonrl8ssbt6@ideivatt 200T:689n indicating

the | ogical s e quemhinafiretd | &S 6o diidtg imandithe | ndi c
aoristtGHUUEBhattUWWs al so f unct [Jemvets2007:689Harveg n o mi ¢
2017) iI's plausible in |ight of the omnitempor
conveyedPaul continues in 11:22 Ipointing to the kindness and severity of Gseverity to

those who have fall en an[d3 kucoomtimudshje:" todidy ouo
in His kindness, otherwise| {lyou toowill be cut off @ & @l ] .dHer€ @ a &l is alogical

future (cf. Fitzmyer 1993:6187 in that it indicates thoutcome offulfilling the conditionot

to cont i nudness(mdiciteddypss akndh t he 8@ )nlih28,which e

is within the same argument, Paul argues thay,fii T3 ][ t hey do [shvot con:
~" gz ¥ U airs Lnbelief, will be grafted in [0 a U3 (& esstitHUAgdin, he verb

29Uz Wpaslldls clearly functions as a |l ogical
fulfilment of thethird classcondition to believe™(3 + :5 bejew .0 dPau) continues in

11:24  fi F o]you ivdre cfitfhor. ind3> Uadd] fr om an widbynatere,t r ee -

and contrary to nature were grafted [aor. ifd.:U o Wisd(H)d ] into a cultivat
much méreeadfe 3] will t hes degraftddimtdn a la asbsdl saln ¢ h
their own Thi$ whele verser corestie® a kind of rhetorical question, which
anticipates an affirmative answer. The fufiwes U3 (fyes3dtilUs i s t hus not d
U and the two aorist§§ U'a d ;U a Uisdlilggmprisea firstclass condition in which the
reality of the two premiss is assumedlhe verb™o @ U3 UjesstlUs f ol | ows as

consequence on that basis of the veracity of the two prerais@ghus functions as a logical

future (Weiss 1899:492; Denney 1902:682; Kuhl 1913:389; Cottrell 1998;Jeivett
2007:6938 Kim 2010:323, i ndi cating t he c+histdricai purpoges of G
(Ridderbos 1959:261)

8 |n again following that LXX closely herehé same connotationstor di 0 UUs is arguably pres:é
Fitzmyer translates fimay be cut offo.

8 AlthoughJewettultma el y opts for fdan actual historical futured
is logical.
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A brief discussion of 11:25 will follow here, for it has bearing on the understanding of the future

in 11:26.In verse 25, Paul indicates tiiathardening "} G shgsjcomg per f .0 gisrdb.]: 9
partiallyk ~ ¢ j @ god Israef°until [ ¢ j 9] the fullness of the gentilgsU &y v ¢ 8 U

“d 33 Jhaswoudcome i n Gpsdihhe: hdrdening can be und
hardening in the history of salvati, necessitating the coming of their Messiahhave argued
elsewherdéDu Toit 2019:290}hat this open hypothetical statem@tuger 1981:%, indicated

by the suljduntaésendlt necessarily have to |i
the implied conditionoccurs within an indefinite temporal clause (Wallace 1996:479; cf.
Robertson 1919:848ndicated by c } sarmsd t h e sluad anchcoulditheoeetichlly

i e 1 n RgaodexasnplpialRaul where } dp ( &d the aorissubjunctive denotes
something in Paul és pasjde andshe @®ast sabjuncavesl 3: 19,
are used to indicate the past coming of Christ (GI348). r egar ds  #®&hvee b hlr as e
“d 33in Romans 11:25most commentators (e,dunn 1988b:527; Fitzmyer 1993:6822;

Jewett 2007:700Moo 2018:734 Schreiner201&:600)assi gn t he meaning f
gentileso to this phr aée,DuWitR20dh29Bohreevyfroma nac hr
Jewish apocalyptic literatufé in order to endorse a futuristic interpretation of Romans 11:25
27.Yet,Pa u | never ujsesUtdre tnhywa mvliésrabwh eardeg i n a nul
(see ibid.:29R293).If the context of the letter to the Romans is taken into account, it is more
likelythat & ve B"dlss points to the generic inclusi
economyat the first Christ adverfe.g., 5:1516; 9:9, 2426, 30; 11:11; see ibid.:2B395).

Paul now continues in 11:28 7 : A A n dnannerfa Us Wix gfl] Israg will be saved
[ & ¥0d0 U Essit]is writterjo Ud prer f . 2 ©Wd, UUTHh e \ilecomefpz U ]
out of Zion, hewill turn awayp ~ e dYWYeshgodl i ness fromilis]®Mg obo;

covenant with them wheh U U 8 thke away[sbjv,2 (G a¥ ¢ U dle i r Alhoughssdnie.

evidence exists for a temporal usesofds U vigextrabi b1l i c al soufitiss (fdar
more likely that it denotes mannerii a n d i n,*which adreadydepds & logical sense to

this verse.l have argued |sewhere (Du Toit 2019:258, 296, 3@GL0 2 ) tUrdt can be

8 Although the phrase” ¢ j egd is variously interpreted, this rende
a hardening that is limited time (see Du Toit 2019:28289).

% See 2 Cor 3:14; Rm 9:18; 10:21; 111D (Du Toit 2019:180181, 240, 247250, 260, 266266, 288290).
Further,theperfecio 6 3 U3 denotes a completed action with effect
91E.g.,4 Ezra4:35 37; 2 Apocalypse of Baruck3:4; 30:2; 74:6Apocalypse of Abraha@f:17.

92p | a Protdgeras3l4c;Testament of Abrahafrecension A) 7.11ife of Jeremiah &f theVitae prophetarum

(Van der Horst 2000:52324; Jewett 2007:701).

983 So mostcommeatord see Du Toit (2019:296). ThiselUsdafsacthens
in1 Cor 11:28; 14:25 and 1 Th 4:17.
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interpreted as pertaining bmththe preceding)ti & d(11:25andt o & Uaxfy U "(11:06).

As discoveredin this researchPorter (1989:435prguest hatUy® coul d i ndeed
U eadandea Udf 209y U° UUs, al ttiediteg($o BBAG psrUeaf §8)riesother
words, themannerinwh i ch al | | s r (ate ¥adUfvight pertabite both (&) the d o

way in whichthe gentilesre generically included n Chr i st ik fl1:25)pahdR)ithki ¢ wo
way in which theprophecies in Isaiah 59:20 and 27:9, to which the prophetic material in
11:26h 27 alludes presentsi J a ¢ adivatisndn 11:26b 27 there is no specific allusion to
iJacobdso, °frhpartanceas suchTheyraseadthérspassive intlee | i ver er 0 s
actions® which means that the whole prophecy can be understood as looking forward to
Christods salvific wd&idfkhatisthe daseegivenithe elation€hiprofi s t ¢
Grd OUil2eg wi t he BWEg11: i) 1D: 25) dasmdU alds (11: 2
GrydO0Us can be unde (Psrterd@®6:4382815:21 I thatgcorrespdndsf ut ur
to the prophetic futuregWilckens 1980:257Fitzmyer 1993:625p3 U s 2 aa @y Pie
11.26.Inotherwor ds, the prophecy points to the fAcon
lies in the future but which for Paul has already been realized in the original appearance and
saving wor k 0lP96355).inicanclusion( BymdiUd) s i shatlitstgndsc a |l i r
in acomparative relationshigvith the manner of salvationwhich is described by 11:25 and

11:26k 27 respectivelyThis relationship can be visualised as follows:

“This can be derived from the interchangeability bety
13 (esp. wv. 67) as well as in Paul (see Rm 9:13).

% Although in the MT of Is 59:20, Jacob seems to be performing the action, in the LXX, from which Paul quotes

here, the Deliverer performs the action. Moreover, the context of I$ 2F,:é which the One who takes away
Jacobds sin is also the Oiellp2eofbbtb therNTragd the hXX), fitscthei ons  (
context of the whole of Rm 11:197 much better (corresponding themes include the root, Jacob, Israel, the taking

away of sins, the branches tlzae broken off and the gathering/salvation of Israel).

% This can especially be derived from 9:33, which also featires wher e it points to Chri
Du Toit 2019303 304 for further arguments).

97 As discovered in this research, Po(989:435) states théty ai 0 (ilss used parall el to the
designating dogically subsequent eveirt relation to another projected event (another Subjunctive could have

served equally well grammatically), with the added assurancefttheg fullness othe Gentiles enters then the

salvation of Israel is expected (cf. Cranfield, Romans, 2.B54Awho divides the verse into three sections, though
aconditional senss t i | | seems plausi bl e) o (emph aPdrter (2018:21€)d ) . I n
st at elggicdlyhaantd finot necessarily or merely temporally (6al
can be 6saveddd (emphasis added) .
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A harcening has comeatrtially on Israeluntil the fullness of the gentgehas come ir

A

| and inthis manner all Israelwill be saved|

v

asis written:fithe Deliveremwill comeout of Zion,hewill turn awayungodliness from

Jacolw; fiand this [is] My covenant with them when | take away theirdsins

In further 8UPpobei md & vdogi cbeteerf thetentenee, t he
constructionof 11:26 and 5:12an be considered. Romans 5&l80 contains a logical future
(0 U U U 3B olwlthin a comparative statemeisege above):

Romans 5:19
0 Uy é6Uxyd+ fuure indicattieselJo)UUUGUUd

as (through the onenmahbds dcwkhmehaddi ence) é,

Romans 11:26
sUvxyd+ future indiUUdtsi)@&d( vd

i n this mwnhtr be s as|iewtriten)

The main difference betwedhes sentences is word order. Although the normal word order

for these kind of comparatientences Paulis as with Romans 5:19, there are exceptns.

Anot her contributi ngdUUst obreiinng aar g uoigni gc afl o rf ut
thattO@0Us i n 1(seeabdvelvhich dddresses badically the same issue as 11:26.

By viewiiggUdbyds a | ogical future, an eschatc
| srael 6s sal vat i oncf Ezk 36R870. Aparh feom dd grammatiealcahdu d e d
syntactical atgUments Rbmandxydl: 26 is a | ogi

BE, gUxrde then PH UG
E

3: 17 Uxstoh eRImCot13:15;248 9:26; 2cCor 9:5; 1 Th 2:4
(oWdé WBydé&); cf. h

ph 5:28, 33.
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arguments can be identified in support of such a n8tiim (2010:326) interpretd ¥ di O U U o

as a gnomic futureyhichi ndi catesthsi mel @esnnitempor al acti
Young 1994:119)Within the comparative and logical relationship whekeim di U (starads,

the future is not primarily temporal, but it is another question whethercBaugys a kind of
timeless truth as such. Rams 11:262 7 consti tutes more of a | og

salvation than axpressing general principle.

Moving on to12:19,Pauladmonishes the believers that they must never avenge themselves,
but leave the wrath to God, and then quotesamut er onomy 32: 35: 1 iVeng:e
willrepay 3 UU "Ge¥li] , s ay sinlighhoef LPawlods cl aim on Ol d -
as well as the nature of this statemertoiild be taken asgnomic saying, rendering the future
23 UU Ge¥li as afutugerakthough gurelyfuturistic interpretation is also possibRaul
continues in 12:20 with a quote from Proverbs 26221 fie{1 four enemy i s ht
"U%3 feed [mred]i fhgym;hdyi § t h] givelpres. ihpbj v .
U s dhith]something to drink; fof 3 ]by so doing[ pr es . 3]you will heap g o
[ & ¥ § U<giing coals on his headThe last saying from proverbs is a wisdsaying,
which meané&Usf§at s 0aj(Yarbmumh 2007f48)Ttheisaree statement is
al so conditional: i f one feeds onedbds enemy ¢

himashamedZy } GUsd t hus al so functions as a | ogi c:

In 132i 3, which occurs within the pericope about submission to governingritigh (13:1
7) , P au [Thereford, whoevef ] résists[pres. ptc.z 3 U s UsUlial ethef duthorities
resists[perf. ind.:2 3 di U d awhat ]|God has appointed, and those who rdpistf. ptc.:
23 d UaUdwllincur[ & y 6 3j0Wa § me ndo[pr € 3.) iébhhat.is:good, and

®l'n my reading, the salvation of dAall 1sraeld points
death and resurrectiofihe main additional arguments in suppdrthis notion are (1) that Paul in all probability
has ancient, historical Israel in view throughout Romarisl 9which would correspond to the use of the term

G038 in antiquity (esp. Josephus), ( 23¥salvationliepbemeatta bi | i t \
the surface throughout the rhetorical build of the letter, (3) the connection of the mystery (11:25) with the
gospel (as is mostly the case in Paul), constituted by the Christ event, (4) the hardening of Israel, whicbak histori
(see above), (5) the way in which this interpretation fits the context ofi13228onstituting a perfect balance in
salvation history, (6) the way in which 11:26 can be seen as the counterpart of 9:27, in which Paul cries out on the
basis of Isaiah@22 thatah ough t he number of the sons of | srael b e
who remaind (after Godds judgment in Christ), the dec
this interpretation, not only believers whenrain after the Christ event is saved, but also those preceding them,
al beit not every single individui8)(,7)butthet hwoasye ionf wihlisc
realised salvation in Christ fits Pauline notions of realised salvati general (see above, esp. Rm 6:5, 8; 8:24)

and his portrayal of the identity and existence in C
which would exclude the possibility ofsfuturewhosouidst ence
still lay claim on certain promises, and (8) that the natural order of salvation, Israel first and the gentiles later,

which was characteristic in the tradition of t;he nati

see Du Toit 2019).
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[ a]Gou will receive[ = U g Jai s ethefgovermimy authoritiedn verse 2, the first

statement seterth a general truth within a comparative statement. The second statement in the
same verse also draws a comgan, but implies a condition: if people resist, they will incur
judgment. The verb- £ y @ siditlima logical futurgef. Murray 1968b:149;Jewett 2007:792

Porter 1989:423; 2015:245; Schreiner 2018665 that does not necessarily preclude
eschatologidajudgment Since both statements convey general princiges,y 8 3 UUs al s
functions in a gnomic wayn verse 3thea (functions in a conditional conteX8DF §§ 442.7;

471.3), whichmeansthat Us d f or ms p dulfiling ¢he condhiato dowtsatid t o f
good. The futurésUs d t hus funct i cKésemamnsl98@a35xkf.oPgriec a | fu
2015:245;Schreiner 20118665).

In 14:4, which occurs in the conterf the weak in faith, Paul writdke following W/io are

you[0 Ud ]judging[pr es . 3p¥tac]. :a neojt R k& is ldefore bieoww raastér that

he stands or falls. And Iveill (be made tojtand] & U@ U &of the Lord is able to make

him stand[ a or . G Ut The lastlivib statements can be taken as conveying general
principles, db8bdei nhg @&angy201vcf.orter2@l520@

In 15:18 Paulwrites the following offil will notdare[e é U @ afieY fo speaKpres. inf.:

a U a Bf anything that Christ has not accomplisfied o r . i ;1@ U Ctlerdagll théby |

word and deedfor the obedience of the emtile® Her e, t he Gfru ttuarkee sU ctahe
compl ement ar y 3 itn the genitivd ¥ (&allac®) $086t10). Harvey (2017)

contends that this is a gnomic future, probably to inditateontemporal functionYet, his

is rather a futur¢hat functions very much like a subjunctive aferto signify negation (cf.
Wallace1996:468 469 or prohibition BDF 8362), although this negation is weaker thean

ore ¢ plus asubjunctiveTha Ues afisy al so functions in a | ogi

that it forms part of the reason or motivation to bring the gentiles to obedience.
4.1.2 Galatians

In the letter to the Galatians, the future tense distribution is as follows:

Predictive

Active(4 times): 4:30 (raf.); 5:10 (X2); 6:16.

100This could either be a passive or a middle (e.g., Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:490; Jewett 2007:843).
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Passivgonce: 3:8 (n.a.f.)
Medium(oncg: 5:12

Total: 6.

Imperatival
Active(once: 5:14

Total: 1.

Gnomic (primarily)

Active(4 times):6:5, 7, 8(X2).
Deponen{twice): 3:11, 12.
Passivglonce: 2:16.

Total: 7.

Logical (primarily)
Active(4 times):5:2, 21; 6:4, 9

Total: 4.

Like a subjunctive (primarily)
Active(twice): 2:4; 6:16

Total: 2.
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Future tense distribution in Galatians

1 '
Predictive Imperatival Gnomic Logical As subjunctive

In2.4 after telling of the revel aid),Paulwatés t he ¢
about the false brbers who slipped in to spy Pauland hiseo r ker s6 freedom in
that [ 3 Uthey might bring us into slavery[s U U U tifeeggdd sHere, o U U U tdsegged o 3
clearly functions like a subjunctive after [{Longenecker 1990:5Zerwick & Grosvenor

1996:%6; Schreiner 2010Moo 2013:129seeBurton 19068198; Zerwick 19638340; BDF

§369. The fact thab U U U lideeggedlso sndicates purpose, accounts for a logicalfiskee

future (cf. DeSilva 2014:27)

In2:16 Paulst ar t s by waknavuhatmmnistnot justified pr es . ilthlda]: U s
by works of the law but through faith in Jesus Chest e n] we aldd have believef@or.

ind..”" o GdUWe W Christ Jesus, in order f@ Ube justified] s b j v . : ¢ Uikyltaiths v d

in Christ and noby works of the law Moo (2013:162)interpretsii s @ Udde as a gno
present, which is quitenderstandablim light of the general principle that Paul sets forth here.

Yet, Paulcontinues bystaing t h @y works of the lawnof | e sén i @ } BWill be

justified[l & @ Ute & @ (By alldxing to the LXX of Psaim 12:2 @ U 5 o U G ) 5 =

0 8 gd ~fin thy sight shall no man living be justifieg) Pauladds's*} o ¥ = 6,agnd
therebyseems to confirm thgeneral principls about justificaton (cf. Keener 2019:189)n

view of the way in which Paul sets forth the general principles ahgsiification,

U o o Ute & @eladmost certainlya gnomic future f ol | owi ng t he @GWhod mi c
The notion that this future is timeles8(ltmann1964:15;Fung 1988:233Porter 1989:423

Das 2014:23) is reflected byArichea and Nida (1993:46yho translatehe principle non
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futuristccino one i sampditby igthe éBEB that transl ate
j ust (cf GNBMThe futureafte r algo functions similar to a subjunctive in a negation

(cf. Wallace 1996:468169).Even the |l ogical 8Ugusfisamoa@ce
(Bultmann 1964:15Fung 1988:233)n that an implicit condition can be detected: if one relies

on the worlks of the law for justification one will not be justified.

In 3:111 12, after stating that everyone who does not abide by all the things written in the Book

of the Law(3:10), Paulw r i tltessthusevident that no onp di { Js justified before God

bythe | aw, f orshalllivé] el U UHgeh]tf ead tsh 6. ([pteB.)nd’Billts stjh e |
not of f ai mamdoing] mtolrer pdHRrashallliged a1 O Udyw ]t hite md o .

is quite evident that Paul contrasts two opposing, genenailes(cf. Burton 1920:167about

obtaining live each by alluding to Scripture (Hab 2:4vn 11, Lv 18:5 inv. 12). Both
occurrences 0dUUtsh g vivut ulrle e 2) c a(ef. RmH:7s be r
Das 2014:3211*°* Lenski (1937:145) arg e s tahJaAJtUse i n 3: 11 iwlkicha Al o
would be plausible ithe allusion from Scripture can be regar@sdconditionali.e., if the

righteous believes, that person will live. But such a condition is not evident from theaqdote

cannot beestablished beyond doubt (see Moo 2013:20B¢ reasoibenski(1937:145)hinks

thate & U Uddaslogical future is, as he arguésh a t futtrdntensefdoes not refer to some

di stant ti meo, thefunctoh ofthe futaeim thigertett is rathen gnomic

than logical An implicit conditionwithin P a u | 6 s toahe OId $estanternh verse 12 is

more readily detectahle whi ch meéddds tdlaso sf unct theraifs as a

one does the works of the law, one would lyethem.

In 5:2, Paul declarethe following  Faull, say to you thatff 3 jouarecircumcied [shjv.:

" Uyess3(d O EHBigtwill be of no advantage] G U& Umlyow Here,  U&Us can be
regarded as a logical futuwath present effectécf. Burton 1920:273Longenecker 1990:226;

Arichea & Nida 1993:121De Boer 2011:312Das 2014:523DeSilva 2018:41pbin that it

constitutes the logical consequence (apodosisylbliing the condition to be circumcised,
indicatedby 3 and the slebjdundti ve ~ Uy s

In 5:21, when Paul writes about life in the Spirit versus life in the flesh (285 after

providing a list ofthewo r ks o f t h2da), hd seatedthitt (D :s k Jpreh mc.:d o

30 G ¢ 3 $ithghingswill not inherit] @ ad j Baeligesss he ki ngd Gincetbef God o
inheritance of the kingdom Paul could be both future (e.g., 1 Th 1:10; 4115 1 Cor 15:50)

YipDas seems to work in this direction by stating that
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and present (Rm 14:17; 1 Cor 4:2e inheritance of the kingdom here in Galatians 5:21 could

be interpreted as being ris@d in both the present and the future (Burton 1920Q:Bi@n

1993:307 Fee 1994:4435chreiner 2010Das 2014:558 But more importantly, an implicit

condition can be detected hd€zunn 1993:308)if one does the works of the flesh, one will
notinheritt he ki ngdom. ThegVes bt bws)]feemec{ciRomtes as a
1989:436;Das 2014:558)

In 6:4i' 5, Paul admonishes his readassfollows letfeach onetetpr e s . i mpv] : Y INCHE:
his own work, and thefi @ UU Che will have[ 3U sbbasting in himself alonand not in

another (5) For[ g3 Pachwill bear[ b Ui Ukisjown load Inverse430Us can be t ak
a logical future in that iindicates tk logical resultthatfollows (e UJ U)thetestingofo n e 6 s

own work. Verse5 then provides a motivatiofp }), which comes across as an aphoristic
sayingdJ 0 @Us i s t (Buron 1920:83# Batz 1979:304 Vaughan & Gideon
1979:143;Young 1994:119;Martyn 1997:543;Witherington 1998:429; Kim 2010:326;

Schreiner 2010Das 214:616;Kdstenberger et al. 200&273; Keener 2019:454cf. Dunn

1993:326. Paul continues his warning in 6 : Do fiot be deceived pr es . i ing:¥] : -t
Godisnotmockefl pr es . i @ dUOmnwpateeef)é ] 3 h mansows, thawill he

alsoreap[ o @ UG U.48) Forhewhosowd pr e s . } prtiahis own flestwill from the

fleshreap[ d O Depdruption, buhewhosowd pr e s . j prtiajthe Spiritwill ffom the

Spirit reap[ d O ) etdrnal life. (9) Andet usnot grow weary[ € + sbjv.:"2 a UsaU ®f]

doing[ pr es . 3 U @apd, for] g gredue seasowe will reap] d 0 g ¢ ,(favg do

not lose hear{ ¢+ pres. ptc.”a &g U 308Th4d sayings in versed § all come across as

general principles that arenadys true.These kind of sayings is common in wisdom literature
(DeSilva 2018:492 The futiWme d&lj ch is used three ti me
used as a gnomic futurécf. DeSilva 2014:136) even though the reaping might be
eschatologicalFurther, he two parallel statements in verse 8 each imply a condition: if one

sows ino n eowrsflesh,onewill reap corruptionand if one sows to the Spirit, one will reap
eternal lif@Uslinmhveraslessd,f digt i (Fusgl988:2p6cal | y
cf. De Boer 2011:389 An implicit condition(Burton 1920:345DeSilva 2018:49bcan also

be detected in verse 9, which is followed by most translations, transtatiagd the present
participle”a g Uswist h 7 i NK®; NR8V; ¢5V; NIV; ESV), which means that

d U e ¢iflaslogical future.

In 6:16, after arguing thateither being circumcisedor being uncircumcised counts for

anything and that the new creation is therajportant reality (6:15), Paul states i And as ma |
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as[ oW ewdkl GUGeglsa3] by t his [bdudorethedpecardingtoand me
Porter (1989:423) he use of t e of vatouirmes | aaftti ev(ef. Gebbga di t i o
1994:439; Das 2014:644) which he classifies under timeless futdres notion that is

confirmed by manyecenttranslaors that translate the verb aspaesent Arichea & Nida
1993:158George 1994:43REB;ISV; HCSB;NIV; ESV).Us i@ glioa s t hus funct
kind of logical future within a relative conditional claysgaing an implicit condition.More
importantly,Porter 1989:423 notes that the normal construction would Bees3 , f ol | owe c
by a subjunctive (so Brud®982273), whichme ans t Watgd®@e9s used in a
like way, a notion that is confirmely the alternative reading in“®, whichhasthe subjunctive

0 Uelewiem®

4.1.3 1 Corinthians

In 1 Corinthians, the future tense distribution looks as follows:

Predictive

Active(17 times):1:8; 3:13; 4:5 (X2), 17; 5:13; 6:2, 33, 14; 14:21 (n.a.f.); 185, 52; 16:3, 6
(X2), 8.

Deponen{(13 times):3:13; 4:5, 19 (X2); 11:34; 13:8, 12; 14:15 (X2), 21 (n.a.f.); 15:54; 16:5,
12

Passivg9 times):6:12; 13:8 (X2), 10; 15:28, 51 (X2), 52 (X2)

Total: 39.

Deliberative

Active(7 times):2:16; 7:16 (X2); 9:1114:6, 23; 15:29
Deponen{twice): 26:5; 14.:8

Passivg3 timeg: 8:10; 14:7, 9

Total: 12.

Imperatival

Active(once: 9:9.
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Total: 1.

Gnomic (primarily)
Active(6 times):1:19(X2); 7:28; 8:8; 10:13 (X2)
Deponen(3times):3:8; 6:16; 11:27

Total: 9.

Logical (primarily)

Active(8 times):3:17;6:9, 10;7:37, 38;9:15; 14:25; 15:49
Deponen(4 times):3:14;14:9, 11; 16:4
Passivg3times):3:15 (29and 37); 15:22

Total: 15.

Like a subjunctive (primarily)
Active(once): 3:14.
Passiveonce: 3:15 (1%).

Total: 2.

Other

Deponen{once): 3:15 (%) (ptc.).

Total: 1.
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Future tense distribution in 1 Corinthians

40
35
30
25
20

15

o_sl.._

Predictive Deliberative Imperatival Gnomic Logical Other
subjunctlve

(¢)]

After Paul claimed that the cross is folly for those who are perishing, but the power of God to
those who are being saveld18), he substantiates the clami:19with the following quotation

from | s ailwilhdesBdg “1eddthe fwvisdom of the wisgnd theshrewdnessf the
intelligentl will nullifyp d O@W¥5]Wi t h Paul 6s quotati onseemsom t he
to confirm a general principle about human wisdartig ht of Godds [Botiver an
the futures ~ ¢ @and=d Uy can thus be regarded as gnonm

reinforcedby t he context of the present revelatior

In 3:8, Paul a tewhospiasts p h a s . i g 8 gnd he wilogvatéifpres. ptc.:

" edJ¥ ark one, and eaafill receive] & y U hi®a@mvh rewardaccordingtd o U Hisown

| a b oAnother general truth about labour and reward is presdrges] lending gnomic
significancee ytUogUtof & &ldp standsrirea camparative relationship with

the quality(Thiselton 2000:305Schreiner 2018a:8%f labourone 6 s rewar d i s de
your labour in ministry, which means that the future also functions in a logical iNaturally,

these functias of the future tense do not preclude an eschatological interpretétibie
judgment(e.g.,Witherington 1995:132Gardner 2018:164) he same principle is repeated in
31415: Ufddydneods [ Udehagbuiltfasoink™ &l &l Orsthe
foundationsurvives] & (,sh&will receivd & y U alesvird(15) If [UJany ch €83 6 d ]
work is burned ud o U U8 U beawjll suffer los§ & d € {8 & [d theupghhe himselfwill

be saved] G ¥idU U bst]only as through fite.Starting wt h  t he fuandir es ¢
aUUWlWIUs at t he beand d5nréspegtivelyobth of thens fellow tHe4
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conditional conjunctioft), arguably lending a subjuncéiike function to themt®? In view of

the way in which translators translate theserggun the presene(g.,Ellingworth & Hatton
1995:79;Brooks & LongeneckeP01680; NKJV; NRSV; ISV; NIV; ESV),1% they function

more logically than futuristicallyallace (1996:706) categorises theonditions of these two
verses as fgeoendil teisppresd ac¢ll gsin following Us
well as the way in which the statements in these verses come across as stating general principles,
provide gnomic significance to alleyt@Usugwur
14), dadddaed anddpisycdnstitute the respective consequences of the fulfilled
conditions, which means that they all function as logical fut#gain, the logicabr gnomic

function of the verbs does not rule out an eschgicét interpretation.

In3:17 after pointing out that believegrlBsdlre G
destroyd pr e s . }iUthdtemple 6f@GopdGodwill destroy[ ¢ d Ph i UnTde protasis
whichstartswvi t G s ¢ anindicdtive, can again be regarded asemeral firstclass condition
(Wallace 1996:706)l n st ati ng t he candaregarded asnaclagical futufel ; U
Even the gnomic significance of the statement is conceivablenmuesas Paul lays down a

generabprinciple here.

In 6:9i 10, Paul writes the following Orfido you not know[ p e r f . U U UthH}.the @
unrighteouswill notinherit[@ @ & d | eU3eegelthe &ifgdom of God? Do not be deceived:

neither thefornicators nor idolateré (10) nor thieve§ will inherit[ @ &d )} G @ @ &re3 |

ki ngdom Tdhé firsGoart af verse 6 is a rhetorical question that anticipates a positive
answer and at the same time implies a condition: if one is unrighteous, one will not inherit
Goddés Kkingdom. Tvh 8 10) ecitetatesstlee rsanee rcandition( i one is a
fornicator, idolater, etc., one Weadlhoamnoitnimd
verses 9 and 10 can thus be regarded as a logical future (Thiselton 20Q@w392005:86)

and betranslatd fAcannot inherito i.n verse 9 (Thi sel

In 6:16, Paul, in his discourse against sexual immorality (@02 quotes Genesis24 : A Th e

two will become[ (i 6 3 W] f(df.EghB®)Paul 6s quotation from

a general prinplefit h at hol ds tr u &istdmaker 1€98: & fyEpm®a3d)r i a g e 0
thus rendering( 6 3 &kH gnomic futureln 7:28 after arguing that those who marry do not

sinh e s thatsuersg, U cidl@ willhave[ 36 g]jt a3 ub | e i Tinis dtakementt | e s h ¢

102 A subjunctive is nrmally preceded By 3 in a third class conditional sentence (Wallace 1996:4%9).
103 A present translation is supported by manuscripts that have the ppeseits H®%lLe Q( BLO4. 365. 6
1175. 1241. 1506. 1739. 2464. | 249.
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again comes across as stating a general truth, which makesy 6 93 t o functi on
way. Such a notion isupportedoy those who translates e g 93 i n e..ICalinspr es en
1999:28).At the same time, an implicit condition can identified here: if one marries, one

will have trouble in the flesth 3 8 g % thss alsausedin a logical way.n 7:37 38, which

still forms part of Paul &ewhostardsfperfsndf Odo thal r i
firm in his heart, beinfpres. ptc.? ¢ ¥ aijder no necessity bhas[pres. ind.’ ¢ Uauthority

over his own wil and has determinddp e r f .a }isrdlid &1 his Beart, to kedpres. inf.:

U d p Bis virginity, hedoes] ~ & &) we]l. (38) Sothenhe whomarriesjpres . ptax 3] o Ue
his virgindoes[ pr e s . ]iwalldand he Wrenleed nomarry[ pr es . ecprtades: o Ue
[~ @ &b @t tVerseB7 can be understood as conditi¢Ralter 1989:423)if a man does

not marry, he does well. Two implicit conditiocan be identified in verse 38: if a man marries,

he does well and if he does not marry, he does better. It is noteworthy that in the first condition

in verse 38, which i s pavabtelur $oi pnwhehh seemn
underlines théactthain b ot h i n¥ tiasn cneost, u ssead. iTnhh ea vt &enbp o rea:
is thus used as a logical future in both verse 37 arjdf3Borter 1989:423Wwhich is especially

reinforcedby the parallepresent @ snWerse 38.

In 8:8, when Pauldiscusses food offered to idols (Bil3 ) , he afoodgwillerot t hat
commentpresenfe ~ Uj WiUb] us to Godo. This stamement
maxim (Thiselton 2000:645)which causes some transigt o t r an s lGdtse i 'nU jtChie
present Ciampa & Rosner 2010NAT; NIV). This is probably the reason why certain
manuscripts halvlgdttchaDpdrec®Re(@t 10W); 630 lJatt;1505.
Or, cf. Thiselton 2000:645)Another contributing factor to present tense traimia is the

fact that the other verbs in verse 8 are in the presénti(Ug @ d U, @& 1§ URdmged
2008:345cf. Fee 2014:468U; UG Us can thus be regarded as

In 9:15 when Paul writes about his rightsasapostle (9i127), hestatesthati | woul d r at

[ e o cdiefaor.inf.2 ~ 6 d B jhahthatanyond ai d Wouldmaked o WisUmylboasting

v 0 i ®here is quite a variety of readings on this text. The most widespread correction by
copyists is thaof replacings U gwith 3 U YégK(L P Qq 81. 104. 365.
2464 lat sy'; see Metzger 1994:492)r ans| at or s tr aing | al@sat he un
presen{GW; GNB; ISV; NIV; ESV), an infinitive Ciampa & Rosner 20134CSB)or like a

subjunctive (OATNKJV). Itis quite clearthad U8 Us i s not temporal, b u
subjunctivelike mannerm f t & I , 8 b some lbgica sense in that it indicates comparison

i ndi cateeed 3by ¢
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In 10:13 when Paul warns against idolatry (1I®2), hewr i t e sJis] faithtaloveho will

notallow [@ @~ & Ugolitobe tempted aor . i nd Ubeyondwsay ybuliace able

[ pr es .3i0ndhitithithe temptation heill alsoprovide[ ~ @& &) thd way of escape,

that you may be ablpres. inf: 34U & ddlkeadurdaor. inf.: ~ U 3 (9] at liiis.reasonably

clear thatthe futurés t Us afitlo " ase not used here in a wa
the future. It is rather used in a gnomic way to state a general principle about tempidtion a
Godobds provi si o Netiuispgrifcipl@also senvgsapartoinoins.e i n bel i ev
lives. Barret (1968:229)seems to convey the gnomic sense 6f Ouen he translates the first

part with AGod can be terdu sbteeydo nndo ty otuor aplolwoew Oy.

In 11:27, Paul declarethe following Thigreforewhoever] ¢ 3 pats[shjv..” 0 d]the bread

or drinks[ s b j av] the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manméh be [ G U Wsailly of the

body and bl o ®&alul heréd ytsh ed olbwonr dad .gener al principl
Supper, which meansthai UUs i s wused i hd Usg ncoami ca lwsaoy . b eY ert
logical future in that it signifies theonsequence of thelfilment of the conditiorto eat or dink

in an unvorthy manner (indicatedbyfs 3 and t h e “Usduar d3 )'The gnoreics

and or logical quality of the future seems to be supported by those who tradslatessa

present (Schreiner 2018a:248NB; NLT).

In 14:9 11, when Paul discusses speakimgpngues (14:i125), he writesfiSo with yourselves,

if [ 3 Jwith your tongue you uttdr s b j ( Cspeech that is not intelligible, howill it be

known[ 2 3 WiUdUWhatlis said? Foyou will be[ & U & dpddking pr es. ptied] aU
into the air(10) Therearé p r e s 0 s isndadibtedlynéiny different languages in the world,

and none without meaningl1) but if [ 3 ] do not know[ ¢+ U] the meaning of the

language] will be [0 6 ¢ © #ojeigner to the speaker and the speaker agfteeito mé .

Al t hough t hal Oflidierse 9 usedsincalddliberative wayd 0 G d 0 ina used
periphrasticsWwag WRdtheratUsoosn & Pl ummer 1911: .
1996:526 Gardner 2018:6Q4as an atemporal, logical futurgef. NLT) that constitutes the

result(cf. Ciampa & Rosner 2010 fulfilling the conditionset forth in the preceding question,

which isindicated by 3 and t he & Bbnjladyn’é B i i eersai11functions

logically in indicating the consequenoéfulfilling the condition established by 3 and ¢

Ot . The logical function oftee Us is underscored by those
(Ciampa & Rosner 2010; NIV).

In1424i25, which ends off Paul 6s di s ctuhsasti" @i foon (s

allwouldprophesy s bj v. : v G gaeyidd Glh unbeliever bad,outsid
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he is convicted by all and called out to account by\all2d), the secrets of his heart are

di scl osed,s Uarngdterfallimg (doe U pt c3 ). ¢ iJ d hhe will viosstue |

( "3 o tiddps) God, whil e:2démbas)nghapr &o.d pisc.r e
congregation (vaUas5junBeiens Jegbgally in th
within the train of tlought!%* following the initial conditionthat all would beprophesying
(indicaedby’ 3 and t he s u by (ugscinditionehasegnts tivg hypbthetical

(Ciampa & Rosner 20100 orderto make a certain point

In 15:22 when PauWwrites abouthe resurrection of the dead (15:82), he argueas follows

i Fof 04& &inpAdam all didpres.ind.z ~ ¢ dise @ g,8masd dJ ¥ d ] irGhristshall

allbemade alivd 8 ~ 6 aidscB OHe | es " eeaiggct UUs functions as a
thatit constitutes a comparisdretween those who die in Adam and those who died in Christ

(G Uy d&~xyda ). 3hi$ is not topreclude an eschatological interpretation, thoghy.,

Thiselton 2000:1229A similar comparison is found in 15:49, when Paulevst t hat fAj us
[ @ Wdjve have borngaor. ind.“ G 6 fi Ue theilnage of the man of dusteshallalsobear

[ Gadlje e Ujthearthge of thdt e av e n | yh enafnwtlusreel3lieayl so funct
logical future(Lewis 2005:129)n its comparative retai ons hi p wi t h dt haendpr e c
the aorist indicativéd @ fi U ¢ [BBas to be notechoweverthatimportantmanuscriptg  *®

A C D F G K L P q 075 .X10a75.4241.158953173982464latl 0 4. 3
bo; I ClOr havethear i st subfiun0sPher & s

In 16:4, after Paul instructed the congregation about the collection for the believers in Jerusalem
and indicated that he will send people to carry the collectioni(25:lhe writesii i[ f 3 ]tis

[sbjv.: ]fitting that Ishouldgd pr es . Ut & &so,théyevijltiavel] ~ e a3 UU s ]
with me QAlthough the travelling of th carriers certainly looks to the futung is not a
predictive future as such. The verbs jGB 3 Id thther to beegarded as a logicéture in

that it states the outcome fiifilling the condition that Paul would also travel to Jerusalem

(indicatedby 3 and t he )subjunctive

104Cf Thiselton @ 00: 1129) who tirUesn salsa tae sp r ejseefna g 3

WMet zger (1944:502) appears to complain that the c¢oml
enjoys frather sl ender Vel8alsa). ihade wio adog the sinajive (e&ding, se6 . 6 3 0 .
it as a hortatory subjunctive (e.g., Collins 1999:572; Fee 20148809 Gardner 2018:716).
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4.1.4 2 Corinthians

In 2 Corinthians, the future tense distribution looks as follows:

Predictive

Active(9 times): 4:6 (naf.); 14 (X2); 6:16 (X2) (m.f.); 11:9, 12; 12:14, 15
Deponen(13times):1:10 (X2), 13; 6:16 (X2) (n.a.f.); 10:13; 11:15, 18, 30; 12:1, 9; 13:2, 6
Passivg3 times):10:8; 11:10; 12:15

Total: 25.

Imperatival
Passivgonce):13:1

Total: 1.

Gnomic (primarily)
Active(5 times):9:6 (X2), 10 (X3)
Deponen{itwice): 12:5 (X2).

Total: 7.

Logical (primarily)

Active(twice): 12:6;13:4

Deponen{6 timeg: 3:8;6:17, 18 K2); 12:6, 13:11
Passivglonceg: 5:3.

Total: 9.
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Future tense distribution in 2 Corinthians

25
20
15
10
5
0
Predictive Imperatival Gnomic Logical
In3:7i8, Paulreasonrs hat i f the ministry asfbeiabalished c a me

[pres. ptc.o UU U} 2 ¢, Rhow|[ “d Will the ministry of the Spirihotbe[e cé “G UU 9 ]

more gloifous? d@he question that Paul asks in verse 8 is not deliberative, but ra¢terical.

The ministry of the Spirit does not point to the eschatological future, but to the realised
eschatological ministr'yUUa bhlusevenosi bhnses:
(Plummer1915:91 Barrett 1973:116Collange 1972:7i778; Furnish 1984:227Bultmann

198581; Thrall 1994:245;Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:53%arris 2005:286 cf. Barnett

1997:183Kistemaker 1997:11Matera 2003:83Martin 2014:205Guthrie 2015:21p

In 5:2i 3, after assuringbelieversthat theyhave a buildingrom God in the heavenas a
consequence of h e i r beifigdestroyed (5:1), Paul motivategch a notiofby arguing that
fforinthiswe groaf pr es . & @& o, (baging]pted. ptc”” s * @& didibciit onfaor.

inf..”" U 30t & dolrédavent dwelling, (3) ifindeed © U ],aftérputting it on[aor. ptc.:

~o U gedl 3, wenjaynotbe found & P Udeg Odnaked Her g, 0d@0dU is not
asimplepredictive future, although it involves a future event. The future rather functions as a
logical future in that it states the consequence of being clothed. It also functions in a way similar

to a subj uamrd:iUsndicatesfatfirer| als s ¢ o n dnditateonegatiom d @
The subjunctivdike function seems to be captured syme translatorsvho translatea

Uy Odg0d U fmeimaynotb e f o u n;doltmgnrE 85:130Seifrid 2014:21)
Kistemaker (1990U;U0ddydl asmmésdtatvesaee not to b
(cf. NAT).
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In6:17, when Paul argues thatkelv er s t hems el v e s 118) hequBtesdrdns t e my
| sai ah 52: 11: [adiimpe s e & fbehamong tieem,tand be separaier.

impv.:2 G 6 § d d,$4&y3$ the Lord, and toudpres. impv.y ~ U U tnd whtlean thingand!|

[@ 2 ] will welcome[Ul e 6 & ybad]Then, in 6:18Paul alludes to mainly 2 Samuel 7:14

and Isaiah 43:6 filamil e [ 0 6 & BEafher to you, and yoshall be[ & U { dons and
daughterstdMe , says t he Iithisconted,thaifumi®i ¥ .c \ersea 17
constitutes the consequence ‘ofodadieefrdidild;t o
7 008dU), whitlmem&ansanhaoat WUnt er phe bliowing as a
verse continues in the same train of thought, and adds ontoeghe d 6 s wel comi ng,
logical significance to bothtl ¢ ¢ U 9" @ hid verse 18 Such a notion iseinforcedby
commentators who see the promises@wditional and abeing fulfilled in the present (e.qg.,

Thrall 1994:479 Harris 2005:510Seifrid 2014:298 299; cf. Kistemaker 1997:232Yet, the

same verse caarguablype understood as conveying a gene
covenant loyaltywhich means thati ¢ ¢ U 80 (@ (redoseem to béunctioringin a gnomic

way.

In 9:6, after discussinthe arrangements for the collection for the believers in Jerusalem (9:1

5), Paul writesthe following:fwhoever[] s ows [ py @s] p il alsoredpl Y

[ d@Ps] sparing]lysowsfamde swh g rstmuntifullyiwill Calso reap

[ d0PB d unt iBetn(1985182) call these sayings provedis Guthrie 2015:44 7%

It is thusquite clear that Paul here lays down general pring{plarris 2005:633about sowing

and reapingwhich means thahe verbd U3 Us f u n amomioon amnitersporafuture

in bothstatementgPorter 1989:423)An implicit condition caradditionallybe detected in each

of the two statements)dicatedby and t he pprdl@Upl ehids Ual so f u
a logical future in both stateamts.Within the same train of thought, Paul continues in 9:10:

fiNow hewho suppliegpres. ptc.’” s 6 8 3 §ked to the sower and bread for feall supply

[ 6 ¢ jadd)an@imultiply[ ~ & d Hygus déedfor sowind andincreasd & & Uthd harvest

of your r iAglhttheoowgshn etshsed Fsu, t U peedsh-gtld®d lbiciaken as

a promise that awaits those wangmasuscviptsihave Go d 6 ¢
theaorist optativec 6 } §&D{F G K L @ 02009.41.01239.3881 B65. 67
"odedU&D(F G K L q 0209. 0243. 365)anddg@dUs1241.
( %2D?°K L Q 0209. 0243. 104. 36 hstecadadtbefutuie® 4 1. 1

here seems to indicate that copiers did not readftitures in a purely futuristic way. Although

106 paul alludes to Pr 22:8, LXX (Seifrid 2014:353).
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these copiers interpreted the futuresash conveying wish or prayer (see Wallace 1996:481),

it seems to fit the overall contetttat the three futuresachs t at e a gener al tru
provision, ths functioning as gnomic futurds.n ot her words, the idea
implied with all three futuregSeifrid 2014:360) God will always supply, multiply and

increase.

In 12:5i 6, when Paul writes about the man caught up in paradise, halsateiowing fOn

behalf of such a ond will boast [s U glcs g],lbat on my own behalf will not boast

[0 U gl ¢,&xcept of my weaknesses(6) for if [* 3] | should wish[sbjv.: d U & ¥ fo

boast[aor. inf.:a U gicU & d Iweyld notbe[e a°d @ ¢ foalish, for | would be speaking

[} ]thetrutld Theverbo Uglece e Us i n ver se 5 gnomiagiutute & bdthnt er pr
instances(Harris 2005:847) in that theglo not predict something, but rathgoint to an
omnitemporal actiomr a notion that is alays true with PaulThe verbs & ¢ ¢ U’} dnn d

verse 6 are used logically in that they indicate the possible consequences of fulfilling the
condition of wishing to boastyhich, in turn, isindicatedby 3 and t he sub.j unct
Some translators danslate thge latter two futurewi t h i w o(Kidtethakdr &997:413;

GNB; GW,; ISV; NLT; NIV; ESV; cf. Harris 2005:849REB), aftert he veew,b wh i c h

inherently indicates a possibility.

Paul statesn 13:4t hat Jesus was cr uved[dres.éends Jibynthewamvark ne s s |,
of  Gldedhen follows up with théollowings t at e Roewetalso afe weak [pres. ind.:

20 d Us @3 him,ibutwe will live[ @1 6 ¢ Us himtwyt hhe power of God
The vieadUzxs do e silypomtto the eschatslsgeal futurbutcould point tathe

present life of the believef®©manson & Ellington 1993:239hrall 2000:887 cf. Guthrie

2015:636, especially after the preskefiisasmnse of
noteworthythat “*has t he e e fidem te viée ¢ dddu thus be interpretess

a logical futurgWindisch 1924419; Furnish 1984:571in that it points to the logical sequence

that follows on being weak in Chrigthe future probably also signifieg@msification (Zerwick

& Grosvenor 1996:562).

In13:12, which forms part of the final g3ete et i ng
things right comfort[one anothdr agree with one another, live in peace; pnal] the God of

love and peacweill be [ & U Gvah]youd An implicit condition can be detected here, indicated

byt he f i(BDE 88 442F; 471.3cf. Bultmann 1985:250Harris 2005:935Guthrie

107 Others interpret the future as pointing to the immanent future when Paul will be vikiéirgpngregation
(Bultmann 1985:244; Kistemaker 1997:448; Garland 19995448, Harris 2005:916; Martin 2014:674; cf. NLT).
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2015:65). The verb @ UUs can thus be s(eumish 188686acf. | ogi ¢ .
Kistemaker 1997:458hatindicates the result dbllowing the fulfilment of theconditions to

rejoice, to set things right, and so on.
4.1.5 Philippians

The future distribution in Paulds | etter to

Predictive

Active(7 times):1:6, 25 (X2); 2:20; 3:15, 21; 19
Deponen{3 times):1:18, 19; 2:24
Passivglonce: 1:20.

Medium(once): 1:22.

Total: 12.

Logical (primarily)
Active(once: 4:7.
Deponen{once: 4:9.

Total: 2.

Other

Active(once): 4:4 (present & emphatic)

Total: 1.
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Future tense distribution in Philippians

12

10

2 0 =

Predictive Logical Other

In 4.7, after Paul admonished the congregation not to be anxious and to let their requests be
known (pres. impv.2 3 ¥ 1 @ )ato God (4:6), he writethe following And [a () the peace

of God, which surpassépres. ptc.: = Ug¢ @ g @&lluhderstanihg, will guard [ @ j eigls ]

your hearts and yo (rth emdesths ® function i@ b conditienal Ways u s O .
here BDF 88 442.7; 471.3Bockmuehl 1997:24&awthorne& Martin 2004:246 Reumann

2008:61% Hansen 2009:29Hellerman 2015:240Thompson 2016:137), which means that
GyjegfPs is a | ogical pfesentonsequencéacdthe insperatisettoimaket e s
oneds r equest(46) Bimiarly,nn 4t90PauGwritesaboutthe things that the
congregation learned and receiviedm him in the following wordsi pr acti ce [ pr es
"8G U00U0] t hes e]lthe ®od ofgeaceillbei d U Do U wThelasts yean

again be regarded as indicating a condif@® Br i e n Ha%tholne & Nattin 2004:253

cf. Hellerman 2015:251Keown 2017:36§ renderingthe verbd UUs i nt o 4cf. 1 ogi c a
Fee 1999:181Keown 2017:37h

4.1.6 1 Thessalonians and Philemon

In 1 Thessalonians, all 6 futures can be understood as predictive futures:
Active(twice): 4:14; 5:24.
Deponen{itwice): 4:16, 17.

Passivgonce): 4:17.
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Medium(once): 4:16.

Although 1 Thessalonians is a relatively small letter, the prevalence of the predictive future is

understandable onsi deri ng the main theme of the | ett
In the ketter to Philemon hiree predictive futures occur:

Active(twice): 1:19, 21.

Passivgonce): 1:22.

Al l of these futur es afutare arrangaentswithdbilemmoeast i o0 n

result of sending the slave Onesimus to him.

4.2 The disputed Pauine letters

Because of their similarity, the letters to the Colossians and the Ephesians will be discussed
together. The second letter to the Thessalonians will thus be discussed separately.

4.2.1 Ephesians and Colossians

In the letter to the Ephesians, the dimition of the future tense is as follows:

Predictive
Active(twice): 5:14; 6:21
Deponen{once: 6:16.

Total: 3.

Gnomic (primarily)
Active(once):5:31
Deponen{iwice): 5:31; 6:3
Passivgonce): 5:31

Total: 4.
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Logical (primarily)
Deponen{once):6:8.

Total: 1.

Future tense distribution in Ephesians

Predictive Gnomic Logical

InEphesian:3, Genesi s 2Theeloreia manil leave] eadUt Uy(lBeid father

and mother anbe unite *~ } s GodBBde] t o hi swilwecdme] d earild)at] he
one flesld (cf. Mt 19:5; Mk 10:78; 1 Cor 6:16)Hereby a general principle about leaving and
cleaving is confirmed, which means that all three futures are used as gnomic fBarths (
1974639; Lincoln 1990:380;Best 1998:556;Hoehner 2002:774Black 2009:21;Larkin
2009:140Arnold 2010:393Ko6stenbergeet al. 2016:273 Merkle 2016:18%

InEphesian$:2i3, chil dren are adadnesxeesds Gyjpmgdather iUc al |
and mot her 6, which is the fir §aUfemayngmaeti d ment
[ s bjad Uwnittnjou and tht youmayhave[' 0 Jalonglifeon t he Theserateh 6 0 .
quotes from Exodus 20:12 dndDeuteronomy 26. In quoting the Old Testament, these two

verses in Ephesians confirm a geng@raciple about children honouring their parents and its
consequenceThe futuré G thus functions in a gnomic wayet, the same future forms part

of the result of the imperative to honaum epérents, indicated byg U, which means
functions in a logical way. Additionally,i arguably functions in a way similado a
subjunctive in that it ssdhlhebdiHbetaerao0d:76zf. t o t h
Zerwick & Grosvenor 1996:59@est 1998:567Merkle 2016:197 NKJV; NRSV; HCSB;
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