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 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: were saying.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes what was actually taking place (having been in progress) at some point in the past.


The active voice indicates that the other disciples were producing the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to Thomas.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural article, the adjective ALLOS and the noun MATHĒTĒS, meaning “the other disciples.”  Then we have the first person plural perfect active indicative from the verb HORAW, which means “to see.”


The perfect tense is a consummative perfect, which emphasizes the past, completed action.  It is translated by the English auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that the disciples have produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun KURIOS, meaning “the Lord.”

“Therefore the other disciples were saying to him, ‘We have seen the Lord!’”

 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “However; But.”  With this we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article HO, used as a personal pronoun, meaning “he” and referring to Thomas.  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Thomas produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them” and referring to the disciples.  Then we have the third class conditional particle EAN, meaning “if” plus the negative MĒ, which, when combined with EAN, means “unless; except.”  This is followed by the first person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb EIDON, meaning “to see: I see.”


The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which views the future action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that Thomas will produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, used to indicate future probability and contingency.

Then we have the preposition EN plus the locative of place from the feminine plural article and noun CHEIR with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “in His hands.”  This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun TUPOS, meaning “the mark.”
  With this we have the genitive of production from the masculine plural article and noun HĒLOS, meaning: of or produced by “the nails; the imprint of the nails Jn 20:25ab.  Also the place [TOPOS instead of TUPOS] of the nails verse 25b.”

“However he said to them, ‘Unless I see the mark produced by the nails in His hands,”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the first person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb BALLW, which means “to put; place.”


The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which views the future action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that Thomas intends to produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, indicating future probability.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun DAKTULOS plus the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun EGW, meaning “my finger.”  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular article and noun TUPOS, meaning “into the mark.”  With this we have the genitive of production from the masculine plural article and noun HĒLOS, meaning “produced by the nails.”  Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the first person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb BALLW, which means “to put; place.”


The aorist tense is a constative/futuristic aorist, which views the future action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that Thomas intends to produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, indicating future probability.

This is followed by the possessive genitive from the first person singular personal pronoun SU plus the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun CHEIR, meaning “my hand.”  Then we have the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular article and noun PLEURA with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “into His side.”

“and put my finger into the mark produced by the nails, and put my hand into His side,”
 is the double negative OU and MĒ, which is a “marker of reinforced negation, in combination with OU, MĒ has the effect of strengthening the negation; it is the most decisive way of negating something in the future, and means: never, certainly not, etc.”
  Finally, we have the first person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb PISTEUW, which means “to believe.”


The aorist tense is a futuristic aorist, which views the action in its entirety in the future as a dogmatic fact.  It is translated by the English helping verb “will.”


The active voice indicates that Thomas will absolutely not produce the action unless his conditions are met.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive, which denotes a future contingency, probability, or potentiality.

“I will never believe.’”
Jn 20:25 corrected translation
“Therefore the other disciples were saying to him, ‘We have seen the Lord!’  However he said to them, ‘Unless I see the mark produced by the nails in His hands, and put my finger into the mark produced by the nails, and put my hand into His side, I will never believe.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore the other disciples were saying to him, ‘We have seen the Lord!’”

a.  As a consequence of Thomas not being with the other disciples on resurrection Sunday evening, the next time they saw Thomas they kept on telling him that they had seen the Lord.  The descriptive imperfect tense indicates that this was a continuing, incomplete action.  They kept on telling Thomas about the appearance of Jesus and everything He said to them.


b.  The disciples described everything that the Lord said and did, including eating the piece of fish.  John is giving us the condensed version of what happened.  They didn’t just tell Thomas that Jesus suddenly appeared and then disappeared.

2.  “However he said to them, ‘Unless I see the mark produced by the nails in His hands,”

a.  Thomas was not convinced.  He was skeptical of all they told him.  Thomas was well aware of the marks that would be left in a person’s hands that would be produced by the nails the Romans used in crucifixion.  He wanted to see those marks in the hands of Jesus.  Thomas didn’t have to physically be at the Cross to know that Jesus was nailed to it.  It was the common practice.  Also, “Clearly the disciples had told Thomas that they had seen the mark of the nails in his hands and the spear in his side.”


b.  Thomas is an empiricist.  He wants physical visual evidence of the living body of Jesus, in order to believe that He is alive.  If Jesus were to appear without the marks in His hands, then someone could claim that Jesus had a “body-double” stand-in for Him at the Cross.  But only the real person who was crucified would have the marks in His hands.

3.  “and put my finger into the mark produced by the nails, and put my hand into His side,”

a.  Not only does Thomas proclaim that he wants to put his finger into the mark produced by the nails; that is, into the holes in the hands of Jesus, but he also wants to put his hand into the side of Jesus where the spear thrust was made.  Notice that Jesus wasn’t just pricked with the spear point.  The spear was thrust into the side of Jesus and the hole left there was big enough for someone to put their hand inside it.


b.  How would Thomas know about the size of the spearhead going into the body of Jesus, if he was not at the Cross?  He was told by John and the women who were there after the burial of Jesus on the following Sabbath as they gathered together.  The size of the spearheads was a standard size that was commonly known by anyone who saw the Roman soldiers.  These Jews grew up seeing the soldiers and their weapons.  The size of the spears was common knowledge.


c.  Not only does Thomas want visual empirical evidence, but he also wants physical empirical evidence of the resurrection of Jesus.  He is the epitome of skepticism.  Remember that he was with the other disciples, when the women returned from the tomb and told them how they had met the Lord, and when Mary Magdalene also proclaimed that she had seen, heard, and even touched the Lord.  Now the men Thomas most trusted were telling him the same thing.  Either it was all a big hoax on their part or they were all a bunch of liars as far as he was concerned.

4.  “I will never believe.’”

a.  Then Thomas makes his bold, bombastic declaration.  He will never believe in the resurrection of Jesus without seeing and touching the marks of Jesus’ crucifixion.  As we shall see shortly, this statement is not true.  He will believe without ever touching Jesus.


b.  Some might think this statement arrogant, but we can’t be certain that Thomas was being arrogant when he said it.  He was more likely very sad.  He probably thought the disciples were all trying to play a joke on him, and in his mind this was no time for joking.


c.  Thomas’ love for Jesus for deep and overshadowed with great grief.  He wasn’t angry, nor was he bitter.  He just didn’t believe that Jesus had been raised from the dead even though Jesus had taught them that He would.

5.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Thomas was one who insisted on concrete, objective proof before he could be intellectually convinced.  He had to be convinced almost against his will.  Therefore he would not lend credence to the most solemn protestations of his trusted fellow disciples, that they had actually seen and talked with their resurrected Lord.  Surely they must have fallen victim to mere hallucination!”


b.  “Since Jesus did not rebuke Thomas on the score of his losing interest in his discipleship, it is precarious for us to do so.  He may have preferred to be alone in his grief over the Savior’s death.  The report of the others concerning their meeting with Jesus emphasized that they had seen the wounded hands and side of the Lord.  Thomas demanded not only the sight of these, but the actual touching of them as the condition of believing that Jesus was alive from the dead.”


c.  “His emphatic disbelief of the testimony of the other disciples intensified his subsequent perception of the true nature of Jesus.  He wanted physical evidence which would convince him that the risen Christ was the very Jesus he had known.”


d.  “The disciples who had experienced the surprising appearance of Jesus and His empowering commissioning were apparently enthusiastically ready to share the details of their post-resurrection experience.  But like many of us who have experienced the marvel of transforming grace and are desirous of sharing it, these disciples were met with a cold, skeptical face.  Thomas had not been at the meeting, and he had no immediate sense of the significance of the miracle that had occurred, an event that had begun to change the course of history and would soon change his life as well.  His only reaction at that in-between state was the human tendency to demand proof of such an incredible fact.  His demand was for some assurance to connect in a reliable manner the physical Jesus of the crucifixion (his hands and his side) with the experience of the other disciples.  After all, that is what they said they had been able to do.  Therefore Thomas’s demand was to have virtually the same experience that they had received, only in his case he wanted to ‘shove’ his finger into the place or holes made by the nails and likewise to ‘shove’ his hand into Jesus’ side where the spear had been stuck.  These were his nonnegotiable bases for accepting the reversing of his mind on that event.  Unless he had such physical proof, he stated, ‘I will not believe [what you are saying].’  Although this statement of Thomas may seem to be quite obstinate, there is a sense in which contemporary believers ought to thank God that someone like Thomas was there to do the reality check for us.”


e.  “Thomas was certain he would never see Jesus again.  He refused to get his hopes up, only to have them dashed once more, thus his skeptical announcement.  It was that remark that earned him the nickname ‘Doubting Thomas’.  But the track record of the other ten apostles was no better; they too had scoffed at the initial reports of the resurrection (Mk 16:10–13; Lk 24:9–11) and failed to believe the Scriptures that predicted it (Jn 20:9; Lk 24:25–26).  What made Thomas different was not that his doubt was greater, but that his sorrow was greater.  Thomas would soon be taken up on his skeptical offer.”


f.  “In his Gospel, John has traced the development of unbelief, which culminated in Jesus’ enemies crucifying Him.  Conversely, John also traced the disciples’ development of faith, which was now climaxed in Thomas.  The disciples were affirming Jesus’ resurrection to Thomas (an imperfect tense which indicates their continual activity).  But he remained unconvinced.  He wanted bodily proof of Jesus’ risen state.  The reappearance of Jesus a week later provided the opportunity Thomas wanted.”


g.  “The more they speak to him and the more they present the facts, the more stubborn Thomas becomes.  He has been called ‘doubting Thomas,’ but he does not doubt, he is openly unbelieving.  He challenges the evidence the others present.  They have only seen - seeing does not count.  If he is to believe he demands two lines of evidence, seeing plus feeling with his own finger and his own hand.  And even the feeling must be twofold, that of the holes in Jesus’ hands and that of the gash in his side.  Thomas demands what he deems a real test.  What the other disciples claim to have is not nearly enough for him.  Here the silliness of unbelief comes to view.  If sight can be deceived, sight which takes in so much, what assurance has Thomas that feeling, which takes in far less, will not also be deceived?”
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