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
 is the continual use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, which is used to advance the narrative.  It is translated “Then.”  With this we have the third person singular imperfect deponent middle/passive active indicative from the verb MA HOMAI, which means “to fight, quarrel, dispute or argue.”


The imperfect tense is an ingressive imperfect, which describes the beginning of a past, continuing action.  It is translated by the auxiliary verb “began.”

The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (these Jewish unbelievers) producing the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
Then we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of relationship (hostile relationship)
 from the third person masculine plural reciprocal pronoun ALLĒLWN, which means “with one another.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “the Jews.”  Then we have the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”

The present tense is descriptive present, describing what was going on right then.


The active voice indicates the Jews were producing the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“Then the Jews began to argue with one another, saying,”
 is the interrogative adverb PWS, meaning “How,” followed by the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able.”


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


The active voice indicates that ‘this man’ produces action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this man; this one; or He.”  This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the first person plural personal pronoun EGW, meaning “to us” and referring to those listening to Jesus.  Then we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb DIDWMI, meaning “to give.”

The aorist tense is constative aorist, which looks at the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the meaning of the main verb ‘to be able’.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article, used as a personal pronoun and noun SARX, meaning “His flesh.”  Because not everyone who translated the article as personal pronoun or recognized it as such, some scribes added the word AUTOS for clarification that this was the meaning of the article.  AUTOS is not found in Codex , A, and D and the majority of other texts.  It is included in p66, and Codex B and a few other manuscripts.  Finally, we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb ESTHIW, which means “to eat.”

The aorist tense is constative aorist, which looks at the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that these people are expected to produce the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of purpose.
“‘How is this man able to give to us His flesh to eat?’”
Jn 6:52 corrected translation
“Then the Jews began to argue with one another, saying, ‘How is this man able to give to us His flesh to eat?’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then the Jews began to argue with one another, saying,”

a.  Jesus has just said, “I am the living bread which came down from heaven; if anyone eats from this bread, he will live forever; and in fact the bread which I will give for the life of the world is My flesh.’”  These Jewish unbelievers recognize that if Jesus is the bread, and they are being asked to eat the bread, and the bread is a metaphor for His flesh, then Jesus is asking them to eat His flesh.  This immediately results in an argument among the Jews.

b.  On one side of the argument you have those Jews who took what Jesus said literally, and they are arguing that cannibalism is forbidden by the Mosaic Law, and that Jesus has lost His mind.  On the other side of the argument are those Jews who recognize that Jesus is speaking metaphorically, but still don’t understand that eating equals believing in Him.  They have heard Jesus teach in analogies, metaphors, similes, and parables.  They are used to hearing Him say one thing that really means something else by way of illustration.  But they still don’t believe in Him.  “Again they interpret him too literally.  Jewish people had many forbidden foods, but all the Greco-Roman world abhorred cannibalism (which some abominable cults and some barbarians reportedly practiced occasionally).  Romans later misinterpreted Christian language about the Lord’s Supper: ‘eating the body and blood of their Lord’ sounded like cannibalism to outsiders and thus aroused more persecution against the church.”


c.  A professor of speech would say that Jesus has lost his audience, since they are no longer listening to Him, but arguing among themselves.  I say that the audience was lost to begin with and Jesus never had them—they just want more food; they aren’t interested in the bread of life.


d.  “The fact that the crowd argued about just what Jesus was saying indicates that some of them understood something of the spiritual dimension of this teaching, and recognized that He was not speaking about them eating His literal flesh, but that there was some other meaning to His statement.  The crowd as a whole, by trying to reason through this argument in their own intellectual power, and because of their obsession with physical food, failed to understand Jesus. Jesus had just warned them that they needed to be taught by God (verse 45), yet instead of asking Him to explain what He meant by eating His flesh, they chose to argue among themselves.  Their problem was that they were not prepared to put aside their wishes and subject themselves entirely to God; consequently, they could not believe what Jesus was saying, and thus failed to find salvation.”

2.  “‘How is this man able to give to us His flesh to eat?’”

a.  John now tells us what these Jews were arguing over.  They were arguing about how Jesus was going to be able to give them His own physical body to eat.  You just hear someone in the crowd sarcastically say, ‘What is He going to do, start cutting Himself up?’  And another person retort, ‘Don’t be stupid, He is using a figure of speech, but what does it mean?’

b.  These Jews weren’t thinking in terms of the animal sacrifices, which were cooked on the altar and offered as a food offering to the Lord, Lev 3:11, 16, “Then the priest shall offer it up in smoke on the altar as food, an offering by fire to the Lord.”  Lev 7:15 required the priest to eat of his sacrifice, “Now as for the flesh of the sacrifice of his thanksgiving peace offerings, it shall be eaten on the day of his offering;”  They also were not thinking in terms of the fine floor or grain offering of Lev 5:11-13.   Jesus’ words have nothing to do with the Eucharist.  They are related to the Levitical sacrifices, which were a picture of the offering of Himself for sin. Jesus’ words have nothing to do with the Eucharist.  They are related to the Levitical sacrifices, which were a picture of the offering of Himself for sin.

c.  Jesus is telling them indirectly that He will offer up Himself as a sacrifice for sin, but they don’t understand what He is saying.  No man has ever offered up Himself as a sin offering in the Jewish religion.  The concept was foreign to them.  They certainly didn’t understand that the Messiah would be an offering for sin, in spite of what Isa 53 and Ps 22 said.

d.  The Jews rejected the pagan concept of ‘human sacrifice to the gods’.  The thought was abhorrent to them.  Therefore, they certainly didn’t think that Jesus was going to make Himself a sacrifice to the God of Israel for sin.  That was a scandalous idea, which is why Paul said in 1 Cor 1:23, “indeed we are proclaiming Christ having been crucified; on the one hand, to the Jews [it is] heresy [a scandal].”


e.  “On the lips of people who felt out of their depth, the question ‘How can this man give us his flesh to eat?’ was a natural one.  But it is John’s practice when recording Jesus’ discourses or conversations to quote words which have a spiritual meaning and then make the hearers show by their response that they have failed to grasp that meaning; Jesus is thus given an opportunity to repeat his words more fully.  So here he repeats himself more fully in reply to the congregation’s bewilderment.”


f.  “The identification of bread with Jesus’ flesh was too much for the Jews (the opposition) to swallow.  Accordingly, they began to argue among themselves about the assertion. The sense presented here is of an angry argument, and it is to be linked with the grumbling of verse 41.  The ideas of grumbling and angry disputation were present in the wilderness episode (Ex 16; 17:2).  The Johannine terminological similarity to the exodus, therefore, was not likely a matter of mere chance, particularly since the two events involve the provision of food and drink, the joint focal emphases in both the Exodus stories and here in John.”


g.  “The Lord was obviously not talking about cannibalism when He spoke of eating His flesh.  Rather, He was giving a physical illustration of a spiritual truth.  Once again, however, the antagonistic Jews completely missed the significance of Jesus’ statement.  As a result, they began to argue with one another.  [The word] argue translates a form of the verb machomai, which means ‘to fight,’ or ‘to quarrel’, indicating that it was a heated dispute.  Blinded by the ignorance of their own unbelief, they were unable to understand the spiritual significance of which Jesus spoke.  It should be noted that the Roman Catholic Church appeals to this passage as a proof of the doctrine of transubstantiation—the false teaching that the body and blood of Christ are literally present in the bread and wine of the Mass.  Catholic theologian Ludwig Ott writes, “The body and the blood of Christ together with His soul and His divinity and therefore the whole Christ are truly present in the Eucharist” (Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma [St. Louis: B. Herder, 1954], 382).  It is a false foundation for a false doctrine, however, to suggest that Jesus was referring to the Eucharist (Communion or the Lord’s Table) here, since He used the word sarx (flesh).  A different word, swma (body), appears in the passages referring to Communion (Mt 26:26; Mk 14:22; Lk 22:19; 1 Cor 10:16; 11:24, 27).  Two additional considerations reinforce the fact that this passage does not refer to Communion: First, the Lord’s Table had not yet been instituted; therefore, the Jews would not have understood what Jesus was talking about if He were speaking of Communion.  Second, Jesus said that anyone who partakes of His flesh has eternal life.  If that was a reference to the Lord’s Table, it would mean that eternal life could be gained through taking Communion.  That is clearly foreign to Scripture, however, which teaches that Communion is for those who are already believers (1 Cor 11:27–32) and that salvation is by faith alone (Eph 2:8–9).  Both the Roman Catholic Church and Jesus’ Jewish opponents missed His point.  As noted in the discussion of verse 51 above, the Lord was not speaking literally, but metaphorically to the people—encouraging them to appropriate Him by faith.”

� BDAG, p. 622.


� BDAG, p. 874, 3.d.


� Keener, C. S., & InterVarsity Press. (1993). The IVP Bible Background Commentary: New Testament (Jn 6:52). Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press.


� Mills, M. (1999). The Life of Christ: A Study Guide to the Gospel Record. Dallas, TX: 3E Ministries.


� Kaiser, W. C. (1997, c1996). Hard Sayings of the Bible (p. 499). Downers Grove, Il: InterVarsity.


� Borchert, G. L. (2001, c1996). Vol. 25A: John 1-11 (electronic ed.). Logos Library System; The New American Commentary (p. 271). Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers.


� MacArthur, J. (2006). The MacArthur New Testament Commentary: John 1-11 (p. 259). Chicago: Moody Press.





2
4

