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THE USE OF THE PERIPHRASTIC CONSTRUCTION IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 

 

WITH REFERENCE TO MATTHEW 16:19 AND 18:18 

 

 

 

ὃ ἐὰν δήσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένον ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 

καὶ ὃ ἐὰν λύσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένον ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς (Matt 16:19) 

 

ὅσα ἐὰν δήσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ 

καὶ ὅσα ἐὰν λύσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ (Matt 18:18) 

 

 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Matthew 16:19 and 18:18 are two difficult NT passages. The issues that contribute to their 

difficulty are theological, historical, and linguistic. Among the several linguistic issues over 

which much ink has been spilled is the issue of the future perfect periphrastic constructions that 

are used in both passages. This paper will examine the form and meaning of the periphrastic 

construction in general to enable a better interpretation of the verbs in these two passages in 

particular.  

 

II. OVERVIEW OF PERIPHRASTICS 

The first section of this paper will give an overview of the periphrastic constructions. The first 

part of the section will examine the definition and form of periphrastics. 
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1. Definition and Form 

The question of what constitutes a periphrastic construction is a more difficult question that it 

first appears.1 An appropriate provisional definition might be the one supplied by Robert E. 

Green: “A periphrastic is a ‘be’ verb in combination with a participle forming a single verbal 

unit.”2 This definition, though it is preliminary, highlights several components that make up 

periphrastic constructions: (1) a “be” verb, (2) a participle, and (3) the two form a single unit. 

This first section will examine the issue of how periphrastics are defined, then examine the 

                                                 
1 Robert E. Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics in the Greek of the New Testament (Ph.D. diss.; 

Clarks Summit, PA: Baptist Bible Seminary, 2012), 7. He believes there is no real unanimity about how to define the 

periphrastic: “. . . there has simply been no consensus regarding the definition of a periphrastic . . . even the question 

of which verbs can serve as an auxiliary remains as an open question” (p. 85). Green’s dissertation, completed under 

Rodney Decker, is a must-read on the topic of periphrastic constructions. In it, he attempts to answer three 

questions: (1) how to identify the periphrastic; (2) how to parse the periphrastic; which is concerned with the 

question of what each element contributes to the construction as a whole; (3) what the construction means (pp. 6–

11). Green claims that there are 211 passages with periphrastics, and 243 periphrastics in the NT (p. 12). He makes 

two assumptions that shape his final count: 1) syntax is the primary defining factor for what constitutes a 

periphrastic (formal rather than functional definition, on which see below), and 2) the only auxiliary verb under 

consideration is εἰμί. While not every one of his conclusions was equally persuasive, his dissertation was extremely 

helpful for especially the first part of this paper.  

2 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 3. With regard to origin, James L. Boyer says that periphrastic 

constructions are more common in Hellenistic Greek than in Classical Greek (James L. Boyer, “The Classification 

of Participles: A Statistical Study,” GTJ 5.2 [1984], 171). However, there is debate regarding the role of Semiticism 

in the development of this construction. BDF say that “Since, however, the Hellenistic language (even the more 

vernacular of the papyri) is familiar with this development only to a very limited degree . . . and since, on the other 

hand, the frequency of NT examples is highest in Lk (Gospel and first half of Acts) then Mark (less in Mt), this 

idiom, which is just possible in Greek, was at least strongly supported by the extensive Semitic use of such 

periphrases, especially in the imperfect” (Friedrich Blass, Albert Debrunner, and Robert W. Funk. A Greek Grammar 

of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961], §353). 

Moulton likewise says that “No one denies that periphrasis is thoroughly Greek . . . It is only that where Aramaic 

sources underlie the Greek, there is inordinate frequency of a use which Hellenistic has not conspicuously 

developed” (James Hope Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 1: Prolegomena, 3rd ed. [Edinburgh: 

T. & T. Clark, 1908], 226). Green says that “it is agreed that the periphrastic is a Greek construction since examples 

of periphrastics can be found throughout the history of the language. There remains a difference on the relative 

importance of the Semitic languages among the scholars, but most scholars would allow for Semitic enhancement, 

even if they were reluctant to commit to Semitic influence. Even in the midst of the differences, however, it is 

generally agreed that the combination of an auxiliary and a present participle would be a logical extension of the 

prevalent use of an auxiliary with a perfect participle” (Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 85). See also 

Buist M. Fanning, Verbal Aspect in New Testament Greek (Oxford Theological Monographs; Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1990), 316–317; K. L. McKay, A New Syntax of the Verb in New Testament Greek: An Aspectual 

Approach (New York: Peter Lang, 1994), 9. 
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various parts of the construction, and conclude with a set of criteria for distinguishing 

periphrastics. 

 

Definition 

According to Green, periphrastics can be defined either by their form or by their function.3 He 

cites T. V. Evans and Buist M. Fanning as examples of scholars who define periphrastic based 

on function (emphasizing that what makes a construction periphrastic is that it functions as “a 

substitute for a finite form”).4 Fanning defines periphrasis as follows: “Periphrasis with the 

participle consists essentially of a participle used in connection with another verb-form . . . in 

such a way that the two function together as a unit, as a verb-phrase which is equivalent or nearly 

equivalent to a simple (or ‘monolectic’) verb.”5 McKay’s definition is also functional. He says 

regarding periphrastics, “Under this heading I include any combination of verb forms which 

equals or approximates the meaning of another single verb inflexion.”6 Each of these definitions 

focus on the function of the verb-participle combination as a substitute, or an approximate 

equivalent to, a finite verb form. 

 In contrast with the functional definitions, Stanley E. Porter is representative of those 

who attempt to define periphrastics according to their form.7 This approach attempts to define 

the periphrastic according to its formal syntactical features. Porter’s full definition is as follows: 

A periphrastic construction contains, first, a form of the aspectually vague auxiliary verb 

εἰμί (not γίνομαι or ἔχω, since they are not aspectually vague). Aspectually vague verbs 

                                                 
3 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 7. 

4 Ibid. Evans defines it as an “auxiliary verb plus participle or infinitive as a near equivalent to a synthetic 

verbal form” (T. V. Evans, Verbal Syntax in the Greek Pentateuch: Natural Greek Usage and Hebrew Interference 

[Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001], 221). 

5 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 310, italics his. 

6 McKay, A New Syntax of the Verb, 9. 

7 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 7–8. 
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are those very few verbs which “lack choice” in their formal paradigm, in that they are 

confined to a single stem form and hence offer no corresponding aspectual opposition. 

Second, a periphrastic construction contains a participle in grammatical agreement with 

its referent, which participle may either precede or follow the auxiliary but cannot be 

separated from it by anything more than elements completing the participle (such as 

adjuncts or complements). According to this understanding of periphrasis, the auxiliary 

places the periphrasis in its proper modal category, while the participle conveys its verbal 

aspect.8 

 

This definition focuses on formal features that set it apart from other constructions.  

 While the formal definition is much clearer about what is included under the heading of 

“periphrastic,” it is limited in its ability to define the construction because, as Green points out, 

“Porter’s consistent syntactical qualifications do not describe all the possible constructions 

whose pragmatics might be the same.”9 In other words, Porter’s formal definition excludes 

constructions that seem to be genuinely functioning periphrastically.10 For this reason the 

functional approach to defining the periphrastic seems to be preferred and is the one adopted in 

this paper. 

 

The Auxiliary Verb 

There are a number of words that have been suggested as the auxiliary verb for periphrastic 

constructions, but the main ones are the verbs of being εἰμί, γίνομαι, and ὑπάρχω.11 Other words 

                                                 
8 Stanley E. Porter, “Vague Verbs, Periphrastics, and Matt 16:19,” FN 1 no. 2 (Nov 1988), 158. 

9 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 8. 

10 McKay rejects Porter’s definition as being too narrow (McKay, A New Syntax of the Verb, 9, 36). He 

similarly rejects the assertion that εἰμί is aspectually vague, claiming that εἰμί is takes all of the normal aspectual 

values of the present, imperfect and future, and uses the aorist and prefect tense of γίνομαι to complete the choices 

(p. 9). Evans also criticizes Porter’s approach: “Porter’s attempt to establish objective formal criteria for 

identification fails to advance our understanding of the feature, since it includes its own arbitrary judgments and 

offers a definition of periphrasis rather insensitive to the nuances of the Greek language” (Evans, Verbal Syntax, 

255–256). 

11 Wallace suggests that the auxiliary can be a “verb of being (such as εἰμί or ὑπάρχω)” (Daniel B. Wallace, 

Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996], 

647, cf. Ernest De Witt Burton, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses in New Testament Greek [2nd ed.; Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press, 1893], 11); Robertson includes εἰμί, γίνομαι, and ὑπαρχω (A. T. Robertson, A 

Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research [Nashville: Broadman Press, 1934], 374–
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suggested for the auxiliary include ἔχω and ἄρχομαι.12 In terms of other structures beyond the 

finite verb and participle, μέλλω plus the infinitive has been proposed.13 There is also the 

question of whether the auxiliary can be a participle (e.g. Eph 4:18–19; Col 1:21),14 an infinitive 

(Luke 9:18),15 or even implied (Acts 2:29).16 There is a minority of scholars who limit 

periphrastics exclusively to εἰμί.17 

 On a functional definition, the key is discerning when the auxiliary is combining with the 

participle (or infinitive) to form a single unit. If verbs other than εἰμί are not to be excluded by 

definition, then the question is how to discern which verbs are to be included as auxiliaries. One 

way of delimiting the auxiliaries is to focus on verbs that do not contribute lexical content to the 

construction. This is supported by Green’s claims (based on Porter) that in the periphrastic, the 

                                                 
375); BDF include εἰμί, and γίνομαι (§§352–354), as does McGaughy (p. 80) and Fanning (Verbal Aspect, 310, and 

ibid. n. 255); McKay includes εἰμί, γίνομαι, and ὑπαρχω, but uniquely says that εἰμί and γίνομαι complement each 

other, with εἰμί providing the present, future, and imperfect tenses, and γίνομαι supplying the aorist and perfect 

forms (McKay, A New Syntax of the Verb, 9–10). 

12 Robertson includes ἔχω as an auxiliary in NT periphrasis (Robertson, Grammar, 375); Fanning states, 

“Periphrasis with ἔχω and the aorist participle occurs in classical Greek but not in the NT” (Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 

310, n. 255). Lane C. McGaughy suggests ἄρχομαι (Lane C. McGaughy, Toward a Descriptive Analysis of Einai As 

a Linking Verb in New Testament Greek [(Missoula, Mont.): Society of Biblical Literature, 1972], 80). 

13 BDF §356; Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 7. 

14 BDF §352. 

15 Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172. Green rejects this as non-periphrastic, but his arguments 

are not ultimately convincing (Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 103–108). He rightly notes that “if the 

infinitive and the participle combine, the resulting combination would function as an infinitive rather than a finite 

verb form” (p. 107). In this case it may depend on whether periphrastic is defined narrowly (a construction that 

functions as a finite verb) or broadly (a construction that functions in place of another verbal construction). The 

present writer is in favor of expanding the definition if necessary to capture all of the phenomena. 

16 BDF suggest this example (§353[5]); see also Boyer, who comments that “In a few cases a participle has 

been identified as periphrastic when an auxiliary is not present but seems to be implied by the sense of the context or 

by parallels where the same construction has the auxiliary” (Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172). 

17 For example, Porter, as mentioned above, and Boyer, who says, “The auxiliary verb is almost always the 

present or imperfect of εἰμί. Some grammarians tentatively list γίνομαι and ὑπαρχω as also involved, but to the 

present writer a participle occurring with these verbs seems more probably to be understood as supplementary” 

(Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172). 
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participle contributes the lexis to the construction.18 Similarly, one of the ways that Boyer 

distinguishes between the predicate adjective use of the participle and the periphrastic use is that 

“those places where the verbal sense seemed to be primarily in the participle, where the 

connecting verb was ‘semantically empty,’ were classified as periphrastic.”19 

 Based on this criteria, verbs of being such as εἰμί, γίνομαι, and ὑπάρχω are all potential 

auxiliaries for periphrastic constructions. On a functional definition it seems possible that other 

verbs besides these could function as the auxiliary in the periphrastic construction.20 However, 

these are the most promising candidate, and among them, εἰμί is by far the most numerous.21 

Based on an examination of the occurrences, it appears that the auxiliary can be found in the 

infinitive, the participle, and even implied.22 

 

The Participle 

The participles used in periphrastic constructions are normally found in the nominative case.23 

With regard to the tense of the participles used in periphrastics, it is generally agreed that 

                                                 
18 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 68. 

19 Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 167. 

20 In the case of ἔχω, whether it is used outside of the NT as a periphrastic, within the NT writings there do 

not seem to be any examples (see Appendix 1: Preliminary List of NT Periphrastics; cf. Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 310, 

n. 255, contra Robertson, Grammar, 375). Μέλλω + the infinitive may very well function as a substitute for the 

future tense, but more study is needed to determine whether it is truly “semantically empty,” or whether it is 

functioning with its own semantic content, with the infinitive complementing it (see Wallace, Greek Grammar 

Beyond the Basics, 598–599 for complementary [or supplementary] infinitives). 

21 See Appendix 1, where I conclude that there are approximately 255 εἰμί periphrastics, while periphrastics 

with γίνομαι number five, and periphrastics with ὑπάρχω total two. 

22 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 309. See Appendix 1 for examples of participle, infinitives, and implied verbs 

which I believe are functioning periphrastically. 

23 Boyer points out that there are a few exceptions in which the participle is found in the accusative case (p. 

172). He lists Luke 9:18 and Col 1:21. (I would add Luke 11:1 and remove Col 1:21, as the latter verse has an 

adjective that is predicated by the auxiliary, in addition to the participle, which seems to demonstrate that the 

participle is functioning as a predicate adjective.) These still follow the general rule because they are cases in which 

the accusative is expected. In the case of Luke 9:18, “the auxiliary is an infinitive, which has its ‘subject’ in the 

accusative” (Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172).  
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periphrastics take either present or perfect participles.24 There may be a few aorist participle 

periphrastics, but these are open to debate, and even if they are granted, they are infrequent.25 

The expression of verbal aspect in the present and perfect participles seems to be the motivating 

factor for their use, as well as the non-use of the aorist. 

 

Syntactical Issues 

There are some other syntactical issues that relate to the formation of the periphrastic. First, there 

is the matter of word order in periphrastic constructions. The normal word order seems to be 

finite verb first.26 When the participle is fronted, “the effect is to give it focal prominence.”27 

However there appear to be some cases in which the participle is normally placed first, such as 

with the words δέον, πρέπον, and ἐξόν.28 

 Secondly, there is the issue of intervening elements between the participle and the finite 

verb. Porter says that intervening elements between the verb and the participle must be either a 

postpositive conjunction, or “adjuncts or complements of the participle.”29 Therefore, if there are 

                                                 
24 Stephen H. Levinsohn, “Functions of Copula-Participle Combinations (‘Periphrastics’),” in The Greek 

Verb Revisited: A Fresh Approach for Biblical Exegesis (Steven E. Runge and Schristopher J. Fresch, eds.; 

Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2016), 307. 

25 Levinsohn says that periphrastics occur only with the present and perfect tenses (Levinsohn, “Functions 

of Copula-Participle Combinations,” 307). Porter lists three possible examples (Luke 23:19; Acts 8:13; 2 Cor 5:19), 

but says that they are “open to question” (Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament [2nd ed., with 

corrections; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999], 49). Boyer says that “perhaps” there are aorist periphrastics, 

and that there are “two very doubtful instances,” namely Luke 23:19 and 2 Cor 5:19 (Boyer, “The Classification of 

Participles,” 172). BDF accept the presence of aorist periphrastics, and notes that it was “not unknown in classical” 

(§355). Fanning sees Luke 23:19 and 2 Cor 5:19 as aorist periphrastics, and he says that the “sense of these is 

similar to the pluperfect” (Verbal Aspect, 310, n. 254). 

26 Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 647. Boyer says that “it precedes in only 28 instances” 

(Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172). 

27 Levinsohn, “Functions of Copula-Participle Combinations,” 321. 

28 Ibid, 322–323.  

29 Stanley E. Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament: With Reference to Tense and Mood 

(New York: P. Lang, 1993), 453. 
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intervening words that “modify or specify the subject,” it is not a periphrastic.30 Levinsohn 

clarifies that under the description, periphrastics should be thought of as a combination of “εἰμί 

and a participial clause.”31 Levinsohn, however, disagrees that nothing can intervene except 

elements of the participial clause.32 For example, he says that it is not uncommon to find the 

subject following the auxiliary and preceding the participle.33 It is probably best not to prescribe 

too inflexibly matters of word order as a means for identifying periphrastics.34 

 

Identifying Periphrastics 

Based on the above analysis, a periphrastic can be defined as an auxiliary verb (normally εἰμί or 

some other verb of being) that combines with a participle to form one verbal idea.35 From this 

definition a set of criteria can be developed by which periphrastic constructions can be identified 

in the NT. The following criteria were used to construct the list of participles in Appendix 1 

(using the auxiliaries εἰμί, γίνομαι, and ὑπάρχω), based in part off of the work of Green and 

Fanning: 36 

                                                 
30 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 66. 

31 Levinsohn, “Functions of Copula-Participle Combinations,” 308. 

32 Ibid, 308–309. 

33 Ibid. 

34 In agreement with Nicholas Andrew Bailey, who says, “Constituent order is usually not very helpful in 

identifying the periphrastic construction. In looking at the clear instances, both with and without a lexical subject, it 

is true that, more often than not, εἰμί and its participle come very close to each other, with either nothing intervening 

or only words that modify the predicate (postpositive conjunctions can of course occur between εἰμί and the 

participle). Still, most grammarians assume that several words, including part or all of the subject (against Porter 

1994:45), can intervene” (Nicholas Andrew Bailey, Thetic Constructions in Koine Greek: With Special Attention to 

Clauses with εἰμί ‘Be,’ γίνομαι ‘Occur,’ ἔρχομαι ‘Come,’ ἰδού/ἴδε ‘Behold,’ and Complement Clauses of ὁράω ‘See’ 

[Ph.D. Dissertation; Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit, 2009], 199). 

35 This definition attempts to do justice to the fact that most periphrastics consist of a finite εἰμί combined 

with a participle, while also not artificially limiting the variety of phenomena that actually occur.  

36 See Appendix 1. I include there also occurrences of μέλλω + the infinitive, which may be a form of 

periphrastic, for the sake of completeness (BDF accept it as a periphrastic; §356). However, I am uncertain as to 

whether this construction is a true periphrastic, because it is unclear whether μέλλω asserts lexical information in 

these cases. McKay argues that μέλλω + the infinitive were used “in place of a simple future form” and that “the 
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Criteria pertaining to the auxiliary: 

1. The auxiliary is normally a finite verb of “being” (most frequently εἰμί).37  

2. In order for the verb to be an auxiliary, it cannot be functioning independently.  

o Fanning gives two helpful criteria for when verbs should not be considered 

auxiliary verbs: “(1) independent εἰμί denoting existence, location, or a quality . . . 

and (2) equative εἰμί with the participle functioning as a predicate adjective or 

substantive.”38  

o Some signals that the verb is functioning independently (and therefore not 

periphrastically) include the following:39 

 The verb is asserting its lexical meaning independent of the participle.40 

 The verb has both subject and predicate nominative.41 

 The presence of locative phrases or adverbs that modify the finite verb 

rather than the participle and verb combination (Matt 8:30; Mark 7:15).42 

 

Criteria Pertaining to the Participle: 

1. The participle should be anarthrous.43 This ensures that the participle is adverbial rather 

than adjectival (excluding verses such as Matt 3:3). 

2. Regarding case, the vast majority of participles will be nominative.44 

                                                 
future infinitive and future participle are largely replaced in the NT by the imperfective infinitive and participle of 

μέλλειν with an infinitive (sometimes future)” (McKay, A New Syntax of the Verb, 12). More study would need to be 

done, but I would state at this point that it would not be excluded on the basis of form, but depends on whether the 

verb should be seen to be functioning independently. I also included ἔχω, but there do not appear to be any example 

of its use in forming periphrastics in the NT. This agrees with Fanning, who states that “Periphrasis with ἔχω and the 

aorist participle occurs in classical Greek but not in the NT. Finally, expressions with ἔχω, an object, and a 

supplementary participle do occur in the NT, but these are not regarded as ‘periphrasis’ in the sense discussed here” 

(Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 310, n. 255). 

37 These are normally finite verbs, but see Appendix 1 for seven potential non-finite periphrastics: two 

using an infinitive of εἰμί, two using a participle of εἰμί, and three using an “implied” εἰμί. 

38 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 311 

39 One rare situation is when there are datives of possession related to the verb (Acts 21:9, 23) 

40 In violation of the principle above that the auxiliary should be “semantically empty.” 

41 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 112–115. 

42 Ibid, 118–134. 

43 Ibid, 91. 

44 Ibid, 100–112. He has a discussion on whether the accusative participles functioning with an infinitive of 

εἰμί (such as in Luke 9:18 and 11:1) are periphrastic, and concludes that they are not. However, he helpfully points 

out that even if it is accepted that they are legitimate periphrastic, this does not “overturn” the general principle that 

seeks the participle in the nominative case; “it simply expands the periphrastic options beyond the finite form” (p. 

109). That is to say, it would remain consistent that the participle must be in the “subject” case (normally 

nominative, but in the accusatives with infinitives). See also the discussion above on the case of the participle, and 

note as well the inclusion of Col 1:21 as well. 
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3. Participles functioning as predicate adjectives are eliminated.45 These are easiest to 

identify when they are syntactically parallel to adjectives (e.g. Matt 10:26; James 3:15; 

Col 1:21; 1 Tim 3:4; Titus 3:3).46 Some cases will be ambiguous. 

 

 The last point deserves comment. It can often be difficult to tell the difference between 

participles functioning as periphrastics and participles functioning as predicate adjectives. 

Wallace says that this “is particularly problematic with perfect passive participles (in which the 

simple adjectival idea seems more pronounced than with other participles).”47 According to 

Boyer,  

There are obvious similarities; both agree in gender, number and case with the subject of 

the verb, the same verbs are involved (εἰμί, perhaps γίνομαι), and the sense is similar. 

Two considerations have been used to help decide. First, those places where the verbal 

sense seemed to be primarily in the participle, where the connecting verb was 

“semantically empty,” were classified as periphrastic. Those in which the copulative verb 

seemed to be predicating to the subject some quality, act or state expressed by the 

participle were classified as predicate adjectives. . . . . Second, where the participle 

appears in a list of predications along with predicate adjectives or predicate complements, 

its parallelism with the other predicates was taken to indicate its own predicate nature, 

even when it could well have been taken as periphrastic if it had stood alone.48 

 

These are helpful criteria. The reality seems to be that the periphrastic, at times, overlaps 

semantically with the predicate adjective, so that it is hard to make a clean distinction. As a 

result, there are some ambiguous examples (e.g. 2 Cor 5:19). However, there are real differences 

between periphrastics and participles functioning as predicate adjectives and there are clear 

examples which fall into one category or the other, and so making the distinction is correct even 

if some examples are ambiguous. 

 

 

                                                 
45 This can be difficult (Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 647, n. 83). 

46 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 115–117. 

47 Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 647, n. 83. 

48 Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 167–168. 
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2. Meaning 

It is appropriate at this point to move from the form to the meaning of the periphrastic 

construction. This will be looked at first with regard to the periphrastic meaning generally 

considered, and the meaning of specific periphrastic tenses.  

 

General Meaning 

Most work on the meaning of the periphrastic tenses has to take into account the influential work 

by W. J. Aerts.49 According to Green, 

In Aerts’ view, Classical Greek periphrasis was used for one of three possible reasons: (l) 

substitute periphrasis where the periphrastic and the monolectic forms have no distinction 

in meaning; (2) suppletive periphrasis when the periphrastic is used to replace a 

monolectic form that is not available in the language; and (3) expressive periphrasis when 

the periphrastic is used with some type of emphasis. Aerts revises these categories only 

slightly as he writes about Koine literature (e.g., with the present Aerts explains that the 

Koine period included more emphasis on duration called progressive periphrasis; he also 

explains that the aorist participle used in periphrasis is simply a development of the 

language).50 

 

The following discussion will follow the three main uses identified by Aerts. This will be 

supplemented by a brief discussion on the pragmatics of periphrastics. 

 

1. Substitute Periphrasis 

Regarding the first category (“substitute periphrasis”), it is often noted that the periphrastic 

construction sometimes seems to function interchangeably with the finite form (the “monolectic” 

form) of the verb.51 For example, Boyer says that “In meaning, the periphrastic tenses seem in 

                                                 
49 W. J. Aerts, Periphrastica: An Investigation into the Use of Einai and Ekein as Auxiliaries or Pseudo-

auxiliaries in Greek from Homer up to the Present Day (Amsterdam: A.M. Hakkert, 1965). 

50 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 47. 

51 BDF §352. 
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many instances to be no different from their inflected counterparts.”52 However, Porter rightly 

questions whether the two forms should be thought of as exactly synonymous. He clarifies,  

Why would the language support two different forms with identical meanings? It is better 

to say that the two are synonymous denotationally, in the sense that they may on occasion 

be compatible with the same context, but not with regard to sense, i.e. they are cognitive 

synonyms, not absolute. For example, if two people are talking in the room next door, 

one might turn to a companion and say “That’s Dennis and Helen talking,” or “Dennis 

and Helen are talking next door,” or any number of other sentences that refer to the same 

event (the truth-conditions are identical), have generally the same sense, and yet would 

not be synonymous in all contexts, and in fact can be distinguished in this context . . . The 

same is true of periphrastics in Greek. In answer to the question of whether they serve as 

substitutes for simple forms, they do often occur in similar contexts, though the 

periphrastic itself contributes a certain marked semantic meaning on the basis of its 

construction.53 

 

Therefore, while they might be said to “mean” roughly the same thing as their monolectic 

counterparts (in terms of “denotative” meaning), we should not think of them as being in all 

ways synonymous, especially as regards to the pragmatics of a passage.54 

 

2. Suppletive Periphrasis 

Aerts’ second category (“suppletive periphrasis”) involves the use of periphrastic constructions 

in order to supplement defective paradigms for particular tenses or verbs when no corresponding 

finite forms are available. Green helpfully explains, “There are some periphrastics that do not 

occur as a result of semantic choice, but are used because that is the only option available to the 

speaker.”55 The periphrastic, in such cases, is chosen “to make up for missing forms within the 

verbal network.”56 The periphrastic construction is used in a suppletive manner for the following 

                                                 
52 Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172. 

53 Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, 453–454. 

54 More on this below, under “expressive” periphrastics. 

55 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 47. 

56 Ibid, 262. 
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three constructions: the perfect subjunctive, the 3rd person plural of perfect middle/passive form 

verbs, and the future perfect.57 

 Regarding the perfect subjunctive, Green says the following: 

It appears that the perfect subjunctive form was dying from the language especially since 

only perfect subjunctives of οἶδα are in use by NT writers and their contemporaries. It 

seems best to conclude that this periphrastic form, as a category, is suppletive. Thus, any 

emphasis for a periphrastic in this category is based on factors such as lexis, discourse or 

argument flow, and the normal force of a simple perfect expressed through the 

subjunctive mood.”58 

 

Along these lines, note the fact that the NT periphrastics in the subjunctive are all take a 

participle in the perfect tense.59  

 Regarding the third person plural form of perfect middle/passive verbs, Fanning says that 

“all middle-passive third-person plural forms of verbs whose bases end in a consonant . . . began 

to lose [their] monolectic forms in the late classical period, and the periphrastic construction 

filled the gap.”60 Bailey agrees: “there is a strong preference in classical and later times for using 

the periphrastic forms instead of the simple perfect and pluperfect indicative forms when the 

verb is middle or passive; in fact, this is always so for third person plural forms when the stem 

ends in a consonant or adds σ (Smyth §405, §408).”61 

                                                 
57 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 263–267. BDF note two of the three of these: “The cases in 

the NT where periphrasis is necessary include the future perfect and (as already in classical in the passive) the 

perfect subjunctive (optative), except of course for εἰδῶ (subjunctive of οἶδα)” (§352). 

58 Ibid, 265. Cf. Robertson, who says that the perfect subjunctive is seen in the NT only in the periphrastic 

construction (Grammar, 375). 

59 See Appendix 1. 

60 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 320; cf. Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 263. McKay says that “in the 

middle passive the third plural of the perfect and pluperfect tenses of verbs with consonant stems was regularly 

periphrastic although in the rest of those tenses the simple forms remained more common” (McKay, A New Syntax 

of the Verb, 9). 

61 Bailey, Thetic Constructions, 195, n. 317. This quote was pointed out by Levinsohn, “Functions of 

Copula-Participle Combinations,” 315. 
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 Regarding the future perfect, it is a rare form, but there seems to be a preference to form 

it by way of periphrasis rather than the finite form.62 So Fanning says, “In the NT this 

periphrastic substitutes entirely for the monolectic future perfect forms which were fading from 

usage.”63 This is supported by evidence from the papyri, according to BDF, who claim that 

“Periphrasis of the fut. perf. is also the rule in the [papyri].”64 So it seems that for the future 

perfect, though there is a finite form available, the periphrastic seems to be the preferred form. 

 The suppletive periphrastic raises the question of whether in such cases the periphrastic 

has any significance. For example, in Green’s comment about the perfect subjunctive cited 

above, he says that the suppletive periphrastic has no special “emphasis.” However, perhaps this 

should be qualified. While it is true that if a verb has both a monolectic and periphrastic form 

available, there is a meaning distinction, it may not be true that suppletive use of the periphrastic 

means no more than the monolectic form would. Rather, it might be better to think of suppletive 

periphrastics as parallel to the middle/passive form, in which two different functions share the 

same form and are disambiguated by the context. In a similar way, a given suppletive 

periphrastic might simply be functioning as a replacement for the monolectic form that is 

missing, or they could be functioning as a true periphrastic; only context would be able to 

disambiguate them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
62 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 265–267. 

63 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 322 

64 BDF §352. 
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3. Expressive Periphrasis 

This last category indicates instances in which the construction communicates “either something 

different or something beyond the semantic range of the finite form.”65 Katrin Hauspie says that 

in the case of expressive periphrasis, “their presence always produced a special effect.”66 One 

kind if expressive periphrastic that is noteworthy is the future periphrastic (the future of εἰμί + 

the present participle).67 Green points out that out of the several periphrastic tenses, “the future 

periphrastic is the only one that does not have an exact finite form equivalent.”68 The present 

participle allows the periphrastic to attach imperfective aspect to future time action.69  

 Green also lists under the category of expressive periphrastics those that can be shown to 

have “emphasis” that would not be present with the use of a monolectic verb.70 He believes that 

this can be claimed when it is shown that “(1) the periphrastic is not suppletive; (2) that style 

cannot explain the particular periphrastic use; and (3) that the periphrastic occurs at a place of 

emphasis in its context.”71 He concludes that “only about 10% of the periphrastics in the NT can 

be considered expressive.”72 

 By way of evaluation, it seems helpful to note forms of periphrasis that accomplish 

something that the finite verb cannot. However, the idea of “emphasis” as expressed by Green is 

                                                 
65 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 314. 

66 Katrin Hauspie, “Periphrastic Tense Forms with εἰμι and γίγνομαι in the Septuagint of Ezekiel,” in Et 

sapienter et eloquenter: Studies On Rhetorical and Stylistic Features of the Septuagint (Eberhard Bons and Thomas 

J. Kraus, eds.; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 139. 

67 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 315–320.  

68 Ibid, 315. 

69 Ibid, 316. Cf. BDF, who say that “its use in the future makes it possible to express linear action” 

(§353[1]). 

70 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 321. 

71 Ibid. 

72 Ibid, 331. 
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somewhat vague. It has already been suggested above that while the denotative meaning of the 

monolectic forms and periphrastics might often be synonymous, it might be unwise to think of 

them as strictly synonymous constructions. In this sense, there is always a “special effect,” or 

“something different” about the periphrastic; the question is whether the difference is one of 

semantics (the denotational meaning) or pragmatics (i.e. the different effect that is brought about 

by the use of the periphrastic in context).  

 

4. Pragmatics 

This seems to indicate that the discussion by Aerts should be supplemented by some 

consideration of the pragmatics of the periphrastic construction. Levinsohn compares the 

periphrastic constructions with the finite forms to determine the particular function of the 

periphrastic. He reasons that  

The functions of constructions that are judged to be periphrastic are best determined by 

comparing them with the equivalent simple (“synthetic”) forms. So, periphrastics with 

present participles are best compared with simple imperfective forms (presents and 

imperfects), while periphrastics with perfect participles are best compared with simple 

perfects and pluperfects.73 

 

In comparing imperfective finite verbs with imperfective periphrastics, he says that the 

periphrastics tend to be more “stative.”74 This contrasts with the finite form, which tends to be 

more “active.”75 This makes it useful for presenting iterative action, while the finite verb is 

useful for presenting continuous action. “So, when the copular imperfective is used for iterative 

events, it is of a more stative nature than the simple imperfect. In other words, it is less dynamic 

                                                 
73 Levinsohn, “Functions of Copula-Participle Combinations,” 311. 

74 Ibid. 

75 Ibid. 
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than its simple equivalent.”76 He also says that it can occurs at the beginning of a pericope 

expressing progressive action that functions as background for later action.77 

 In comparing perfect tense finite verbs with perfect periphrastics, he says that the finite 

verb is usually “portrayed as a completed event with ongoing (usually stative) results,” while 

periphrastics are usually “portrayed as an ongoing state (which results from a completed 

event).”78 He concludes that “copular perfects are less dynamic than their simple equivalents, 

with the copular form typically used for ongoing states (which result from completed events).”79 

 

Specific Meanings of the Periphrastic Tenses 

This section will briefly discuss the meaning of each of the periphrastic tenses.80 Table 1 is a 

standard presentation of the periphrastic tenses.81 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
76 Levinsohn, “Functions of Copula-Participle Combinations,” 313. 

77 Ibid, 314. For the “background-progressive” use he draws on Bailey. 

78 Ibid, 317. 

79 Ibid, 320. 

80 This presentation largely follows Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 312–323. His presentation of the individual 

periphrastic tenses is the most satisfying. Wallace, though helpful in the numerous examples he gives, does not the 

meaning of the constructions much (Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 648–749). Porter’s discussion 

suffers from a somewhat idiosyncratic nature (Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament 454–478). 

81 Some version of this chart can be derived from authors such as Fanning, Evans, Robertson, Wallace 

(Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 57–58, 81). Wallace, curiously, omits the future perfect from his 

discussion (Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 647–649). 
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Table 1: The Periphrastic Tenses 

Tense of finite verb Tense of participle Periphrastic tense 

 

Present 

Imperfect 

Future 

 

Present 

Imperfect 

Future 

 

Imperfect 

 

Present 

Present 

Present 

 

Perfect 

Perfect 

Perfect 

 

Aorist 

 

 

Present periphrastic 

Imperfect periphrastic 

Future periphrastic 

 

Perfect periphrastic 

Pluperfect periphrastic 

Future perfect periphrastic 

 

Aorist periphrastic82 

 

1. Present Periphrastic 

Fanning says that the present periphrastic is “infrequent in all of ancient Greek as well as in the 

NT,” and “developed by analogy with the imperfect periphrastic pattern.”83 He says that these 

“are parallel in meaning to the uses of the monolectic present, displaying usually a progressive or 

customary sense with little difference from the simple present.”84 

 

2. Imperfect Periphrastic 

These are “the most common periphrastic construction in the NT.”85  The present participle 

brings its aspectual value to the fore in these constructions, though Fanning notes that “for the 

most part it is equivalent in meaning to the monolectic imperfect.”86 They are often used to 

communicate progressive or customary action.87 

                                                 
82 This is not usually included in discussions of the periphrastic because of its rarity. The presentation of it 

in this chart comes from Green (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 72) who is dependent on Porter at this point. 

83 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 312. 

84 Ibid. 

85 Ibid, 313. 

86 Ibid, 314. 

87 Ibid. On the progressive action use, Fanning says that “One can notice how they provide a descriptive 
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3. Future Periphrastic 

Fanning says that the future periphrastic “occurs almost exclusively in biblical Greek,” with a 

few occurrences in the LXX and NT.88 He says that verbs that are stative by nature take on a 

future stative meaning in periphrasis, while verbs with more “active” lexemes take on a 

“progressive or iterative sense.”89 

 

4. Perfect Periphrastics 

“Perfect periphrastics contain far more middle-passive participles than active ones (the ratio is 31 

to 6), and as a result they predominantly reflect the stative sense common to passive perfects in 

general.”90 The emphasis with these periphrastics tends to be on the resultant state than on the 

completed action, though the latter occurs as well.91 With a few verbs, there is a purely present 

meaning (for example, with ἵστημι; cf. Acts 5:25; 25:10).92 

 

5. Pluperfect Periphrastic 

Fanning says that these constructions are “almost identical” to the monolectic pluperfect verb. 

Regarding the significance,  

The normal use is to denote a state which existed in the past, with implication of a prior 

occurrence which produced it. Here also the most common voice-form is the middle-

passive (the ratio over actives is 38 to 14), and a stative, almost adjectival sense 

                                                 
narration of a particular occurrence ‘as it is going on’ or denote something which was in process at the time of 

another occurrence, with greater stress on the aspectual meaning in some cases” (p. 314). On the customary use, he 

says that “the imperfect periphrastic denotes a generalized multiple occurrence or one which is characteristic of a 

broad period” (p. 315). He notes the following total uses of the imperfect periphrastic in the NT writings: “Matt. (6), 

Mark (15), Luke (28), John (10), Acts (25), 2 Cor. (1), Gal. (2), Phil. (1), and 1 Pet. (1)” (p. 316). 

88 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 317. 

89 Ibid, 318. 

90 Ibid, 319. 

91 Ibid. 

92 Ibid, 320. 
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predominates. But some implication of the occurrence which produced the past state is 

normally to be found even in these expressions.93 

 

It is more common for pluperfect periphrastics to “highlight a past condition with some reference 

to the occurrence which produced it,” but there are also instances in which the emphasis is on 

“the completion of the occurrence in the past and the past state fades into the background.”94 

Often these constructions demonstrate “background information” when found in explanatory 

clauses.95 

 

6. Future Perfect Periphrastic 

This form is seen as a suppletive periphrasis because the monolectic form was falling out of use 

at the time of the NT.96 There are six occurrences four future perfect periphrastics in the NT in 

four passages: 

1. Matt 16:19: δώσω σοι τὰς κλεῖδας τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν καὶ ὃ ἐὰν δήσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς 

γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένον ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς καὶ ὃ ἐὰν λύσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένον ἐν 

τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 

2. Matt 18:18: ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅσα ἐὰν δήσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ 

ὅσα ἐὰν λύσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ 

3. Luke 12:52: ἔσονται γὰρ ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν πέντε ἐν ἑνὶ οἴκῳ διαμεμερισμένοι τρεῖς ἐπὶ δυσὶν 

καὶ δύο ἐπὶ τρισίν 

4. Heb 2:13: καὶ πάλιν ἐγὼ ἔσομαι πεποιθὼς ἐπʼ αὐτῷ καὶ πάλιν ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ καὶ τὰ παιδία ἅ 

μοι ἔδωκεν ὁ θεός 

 

Hauspie says that in Classical Greek, “the passive future perfect is expressed by a simple verb 

form . . . [but] the use of a periphrastic construction for a future perfect is not unusual either . . . . 

The active future perfect mostly appears as periphrasis while the middle and passive future 

                                                 
93 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 320. 

94 Ibid, 320–321. 

95 Ibid, 321. 

96 Ibid, 322; BDF §352; Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 265–267. Porter says that several of the 

monolectic forms of the perfect tense verb dropped out of use because of their “extreme cumbersomeness” (Porter, 

Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, 466). 
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perfect as simple verb form.”97 However, in the Hellenistic Greek represented by the papyri, “the 

future perfect formed by εἰμι and perfect participle is even the common construction (the simple 

form being rather rare), for the active as well as for the middle and passive voice.”98 

 In terms of meaning, Fanning says that these are rare constructions which “denote the 

basic sense of the perfect (a condition produced by an antecedent occurrence) moved into future 

time.”99 Applying Levinsohn’s work (discussed above) to the future perfects, it may be the case 

that a normal use of the future perfect periphrastic is to indicate “ongoing states (which result 

from completed events)” in the future.100 

 

7. Aorist Periphrastics 

BDF accept the presence of aorist periphrastics, and notes that it was “used to emphasize the 

verbal idea,” and was “not unknown in classical” (§355). Porter notes that there is debate 

regarding “whether the Aorist periphrasis has the sense of a Perfect or of an Aorist.”101 He 

argues, probably correctly, that it is the equivalent of an aorist finite form since the perfect tense 

already has a periphrastic option.102 His explanation for the rarity of the construction is helpful: 

The reason for its recognized infrequency in ancient Greek through to the Hellenistic 

period may be bound up closely with the less heavily marked nature of its verbal aspect 

when used in a marked periphrastic construction. Present and Perfect periphrastics are 

used to mark the semantic meaning of an already more heavily marked form (or the 

periphrasis is the marked term of the simple/periphrasis opposition), while speakers of 

Greek do not seem to have required often a marked form of the least heavily marked 

                                                 
97 Hauspie, “Periphrastic Tense Forms,” 136. 

98 Ibid. 

99 Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 322. 

100 Levinsohn, “Functions of Copula-Participle Combinations,” 320. However, we must not push the results 

of his study too hard, since he specifically studied periphrastics that have distinct monolectic forms in use, and were 

thereby chosen as an alternative; in the case of the future perfect periphrastics, they tended to be used almost to the 

exclusion of the monolectic form, so the same kind of contrast probably is not intended.  

101 Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, 476. 

102 Ibid. 
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verbal aspect, though the presence of the Aorist periphrasis attests further to the great 

flexibility of Greek that where such a form is needed it can be provided.103 

 

One need not agree with Porter’s use of markedness theory to appreciate his main insight that the 

periphrastics are used to provide an alternative for more semantically “heavy” tenses, and since 

the aorist is used when such tenses are being avoided, there is not much reason for an alternate 

form of it. His comment that “the presence of the Aorist periphrasis attests further to the great 

flexibility of Greek that where such a form is needed it can be provided” is also helpful. 

 

III. THE FUTURE PERFECT PERIPHRASTIC CONSTRUCTIONS  

IN MATTHEW 16:19 AND 18:18 

 

Having looked at the periphrastic construction, it now remains to apply the above information to 

Matthew 16:19 and 18:18. 

 

Translation Options 

Tables 2 and 3 show the various translations of the future perfect periphrastic in comparison to 

each other and the NA/UBS text. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
103 Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, 477. 
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Table 2: Translations of Matthew 16:19 

Translation Matt 16:19 

NA/UBS ὃ ἐὰν δήσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένον ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς, καὶ ὃ ἐὰν λύσῃς ἐπὶ 

τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένον ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 

NASB . . . whatever you bind on earth shall have been bound in heaven, and 

whatever you loose on earth shall have been loosed in heaven. 

HCSB . . . whatever you bind on earth is already bound in heaven, and whatever you 

loose on earth is already loosed in heaven. 

ESV 

 

. . . whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you 

loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. 

NIV 

 

. . . whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you 

loose on earth will be loosed in heaven. 

NRSV 

 

. . . whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you 

loose on earth will be loosed in heaven. 

ISV 

 

Whatever you prohibit on earth will have been prohibited in heaven, and 

whatever you permit on earth will have been permitted in heaven. 

NLT 

 

Whatever you forbid on earth will be forbidden in heaven, and whatever you 

permit on earth will be permitted in heaven. 

The Message 

 

A yes on earth is yes in heaven. A no on earth is no in heaven. 

 

Table 3: Translations of Matthew 18:18 

Translation Matt 18:18 

NA/UBS ὅσα ἐὰν δήσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ, καὶ ὅσα ἐὰν λύσητε 

ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ 

NASB . . . whatever you bind on earth shall have been bound in heaven; and 

whatever you loose on earth shall have been loosed in heaven. 

HCSB . . . Whatever you bind on earth is already bound in heaven, and whatever 

you loose on earth is already loosed in heaven. 

ESV 

 

. . . whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you 

loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. 

NIV 

 

. . . whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you 

loose on earth will be loosed in heaven. 

NRSV 

 

. . . whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you 

loose on earth will be loosed in heaven. 

ISV 

 

. . . whatever you prohibit on earth will have been prohibited in heaven, and 

whatever you permit on earth will have been permitted in heaven. 

NLT 

 

. . . whatever you forbid on earth will be forbidden in heaven, and whatever 

you permit on earth will be permitted in heaven. 

The Message 

 

A yes on earth is yes in heaven; a no on earth is no in heaven. 
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Some Observations and Arguments for the Two Main Options 

The following are a few observations about these passages and their translations: (1) The 

passages are almost identical.104 The differences are as follows: first, the number of the 

subjunctive verb is second singular in Matt 16:19 (δήσῃς) and second plural in 18:18 (δήσητε). 

Second, in Matt 16:19, a singular relative pronoun is used with the conditional conjunction (ὃ 

ἐὰν), while in Matt 18:18, a plural correlative pronoun is used (ὅσα). Third, in Matt 16:19, the 

phrase ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς is articular and the noun plural, while in Matt 18:18, the noun is 

anarthrous and singular (ἐν οὐρανῷ).  

 (2) Regarding the translation of the future perfect periphrastic, the two basic options are 

the English future perfect passive “will have been” (used by the NASB and ISV, “is already” in 

HCSB) and the English simple future passive “shall/will be” (used by the ESV, NIV, NRSV, and 

NLT). According to Porter, these are the “two major competing options.”105 The arguments for 

each of these translations is discussed below. 

 

1. Future Perfect Passive 

D. A. Carson notes that “During most of the twentieth century, the debate circled around whether 

not the perfect tense is invariably used to signal action or state that has come about in the past 

with continuing effect.”106 Julius R. Mantey argues forcefully against the simple future sense, in 

fact saying that it is “distorted” and “badly mistranslated.”107 His main argument is that the 

                                                 
104 Because of this, I will focus on 16:19 and will only address 18:18 if it contributes something additional 

to the discussion. This is standard for commentaries (see, for example, Carson’s six pages on 16:19, compared to 

one paragraph for 18:18 [D. A. Carson, “Matthew,” In The Expositor’s Bible Commentary (Rev. ed.; Tremper 

Longman III and David E. Garland, eds.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2006), 421–426; cf. 457]). 

105 Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, 471. 

106 Carson, “Matthew,” 421. 

107 Julius R. Mantey, “Distorted Translations in John 20:23, Matthew 16:18–19 and 18:18,” Review & 

Expositor 78 no. 3 (Sum 1981), 414. Agreeing with him are William Foxwell Albright and C. S. Mann, Matthew: A 
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perfect tense should be given its normal sense here, in which there is a completed action in the 

past with a continuing state or result. Though the author might be focusing on one or the other, 

the perfect tense “always implies past action.”108 Mantey supports this position by pointing out 

parallels such as Gen 30:33 (LXX), in addition to other Greek sources that he says supports his 

view.109 

 Mantey’s main concern was that the simple future translation supports sacerdotalism, and 

his strenuous argument attempts to dismantle the sacerdotal position.110 According to Mantey, 

“the proper translation is, Whatever you bind on earth shall have been bound in heaven.”111 He 

says that the significance of the periphrastic is Matt 16 and 18 is as follows: “Man is to ratify and 

obey God’s decrees. This passage does not teach that God concurs in men’s conclusions; but 

rather it teaches that those who live in accordance with Christ’s directions will decide to do just 

what God has already decided should be done.”112 This approach is also taken by William 

Foxwell Albright and C. S. Mann, who say that “It is the Church on earth carrying out heaven’s 

decisions, communicated by the Spirit, and not heaven ratifying the Church’s decisions.”113  

                                                 
New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 26; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1971), 193, 197; R. T. 

France, The Gospel of Matthew (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), 626–627; Leon Morris is somewhat 

guarded against being too dogmatic about 16:19, but on 18:18 he says that “as the church is responsive to the 

guidance of God it will come to the decisions that have already been made in heaven” (Leon Morris, The Gospel 

according to Matthew [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992], 426–427, 469). 

108 Julius R. Mantey, “The Mistranslation of the Perfect Tense in John 20:23, Mt 16:19, and Mt 18:18.” JBL 

58 no. 3 (1939), 245. 

109 Mantey, “Distorted Translations,” 413–414. 

110 Mantey, “Mistranslation,” 243–244. 

111 Ibid, 247, italics his. 

112 Ibid, 246. One attempt to describe how it might play out that the disciples would bind/loose what has 

already been bound/loosed in heaven is Paul Elbert, “Perfect Tense in Matthew 16:19 and Three Charismata,” JETS 

17 no. 3 (Sum 1974): 149–155. He says, “The consensus of ensuing interpretation . . . is that the church on earth is 

to be carrying out heaven’s decisions, already sanctioned there. These decisions are communicated by the Spirit via 

inspiration or guidance. The reverse process is definitely not in view in this verse” (p. 149). 

113 Albright and Mann. Matthew, 197. 
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 He also claims that some might be making this error as a result of translating the 

periphrastics as non-periphrastics.114 He says that Luke 12:52 is non-periphrastic because there 

are intervening words between the verb and the participle, and so the simple future passive 

translation is allowable, but not so with Matt 16:19 and 18:18.115 

 

2. Simple Future 

Cadbury, contra Mantey, argued that because the sentences are conditional, the periphrastic 

construction does not necessarily mean that the action of the perfect participles happened in the 

past from the perspective of the other verbs in the sentence.116 He argues that “General 

conditions are extremely difficult to limit to present, past or future, and it is not necessary to do 

so. The question here is whether a perfect in the apodosis indicates an action or condition prior to 

                                                 
114 Mantey, “Mistranslations,” 247–248. 

115 Ibid, 247–248. 

116 Henry Joel Cadbury, “The Meaning of John 20:23, Matthew 16:19, and Matthew 18:18,” JBL 58 no. 3 

(1939): 251–254. Porter agrees with this Cadbury on the significance of the conditional nature of the sentences 

(Porter, “Vague Verbs,” 161). A very helpful article that brings out this element is D. Ekem, “Another Look at the 

Translation of Matthew 16.19,” BT 55 no. 1 (2004): 119–124. He writes, “Greek grammarians generally agree that 

such conditionals [third class conditions] do usually posit a hypothetical situation with prospects of fulfillment. In 

line with this grammatical principle, the text in Matt 16.19 more probably reflects a projected event, which though 

initially hypothetical, has the dynamism of becoming a fulfilled reality, if carried out. Hence what Jesus seems to be 

saying, from the Matthean perspective, is that: in case the necessity of binding or loosing something on earth arises 

and it is duly executed, the expected outcome is a ‘situation of boundness or loosedness’ in heaven, precisely 

because the keys [tas kleidas] symbolizing co-operative divine/human authority: mutual partnership between God 

and human agents, is already in operation dynamically. It is the dynamic extension of God’s sovereignty from the 

heavenly to the earthly domain through co-operation with inspired human channels” (Ekem, “Another Look,” 122). 

Again, “This observation also implies that caution must be exercised in translating the text futuristically as ‘will be 

bound/loosed’ since the syntax of Matt 16.19 [see also 18.18] does not necessarily express a strict chronological 

event. The phenomenon being described here is essentially simultaneous rather than sequential Interpreting it 

sequentially will tend to swing the pendulum in favour of ‘human initiative and divine response,’ which is not the 

thought being conveyed by Matt 16.19” (Ekem, “Another Look,” 122–123). John Nolland supports the use of the 

simple passive in his translation and in his comments states that “The choice of the perfect participles is best 

explained as motivated by the desire to represent coordinated action: ‘What you bind/loose on earth will have been 

[at that precise moment also] bound by God” (John Nolland, The Gospel of Matthew: A Commentary on the Greek 

Text [NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005], 654–655; 681); W. D. Davies and Dale C. Allison also reject the 

future perfect passive as an over-translation (W. D. Davies and Dale C. Allison, The Gospel According to Matthew, 

Vol 2 [ICC; London: T&T Clark, 1991], 638). 
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the time of the [protasis].”117 He cites 1 John 2:5, James 2:10, Rom 13:8 and 14:23 as evidence 

that in conditional sentences the perfect in the apodosis does not necessarily indicate action prior 

to the protasis.118 He concludes that “the action or condition implied in the perfect is not 

necessarily prior to that of the other clause.”119 Porter agrees with Cadbury: 

An internal logical order is all that can be posited for the conditional or conditional-like 

statement apart from temporal deictic indicators. Jesus in essence states, “if something 

might be bound (subjunctive) upon the earth, then the consequence is a state of 

boundness in heaven, and if something might be loosed (subjunctive) on earth, then the 

consequence is a state of loosedness in heaven.”120 

 

 Our examination of the pragmatics of the periphrastic construction seems to argue against 

Mantey’s view inasmuch as we discovered that periphrastics constructed with the perfect 

participle often lend themselves to a stative sense, emphasizing the state of 

“boundness/loosedness” rather than focusing on the temporal relationship between the protasis 

and apodosis. Luke 12:52 gives evidence for just such an interpretation.121 Furthermore, Porter 

demonstrates that many of Mantey’s extra-biblical parallels actually do not support his 

position.122  

 However, it also seems important to note that the results of studying the periphrastics are 

somewhat modest; they do not prove conclusively that the simple future is the better translation. 

                                                 
117 Cadbury, “The Meaning,” 251.  

118 Ibid.  

119 Ibid, 252. 

120 Porter, “Vague Verbs,” 161. 

121 J. Duncan M. Derrett, “Binding and Loosing (Matt 16:19, Matt 18:18, John 20:23),” JBL 102 no. 1 (Mar 

1983): 112–113. According to the criteria developed above, Luke 12:52 would qualify as a periphrastic (contra 

Mantey), since word order and intervening constituents are not a reliable guide to identifying periphrastics. 

122 Porter, “Vague Verbs,” 161–162. See his arguments there.  
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As important as the verb tenses are, by themselves they seem limited in what they prove.123 In 

order to definitively prove the correct translation, the results of this study would have to be 

brought together with a full analysis of all of the dimensions of the text, especially the discourse. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

This paper has shown that the periphrastic construction is a frequent use of a verb of being and a 

participle that combine to form one verbal idea. It is used for various reasons: sometimes it is 

“roughly synonymous” with a finite verb (though it was argued above that they are not exactly 

synonymous), sometimes it is used to supplement the verbal system when some of its forms have 

fallen out of use, and sometimes it is used because it communicates something that the finite 

verbal system cannot. In addition, it seems to be the case that the periphrastic construction lends 

itself to being used to communicate stative or progressive action (with the present participle) or 

ongoing states (with perfect participles). 

 With regard to Matthew 16:19 and 18:18, our study of the periphrastic lends some 

support to the use of the simple future in translation, and seems to suggest that a future perfect 

passive (“shall have been bound”) is somewhat of an over-translation; yet a definitive decision 

about the best translation awaits a fuller analysis of the multiple dimensions of the text. 

 As this paper has examined the periphrastic construction, as well as the two passages in 

Matthew, there are a number of avenues for further research. Regarding periphrastics, there is a 

remaining question about whether μέλλω plus the infinitive is a true periphrastic. Furthermore, it 

would be helpful to discover a more rigorous criteria for discerning periphrastic participle from 

                                                 
123 This seems to be one of the shortcomings of many of the treatments of the periphrastic constructions of 

this passage—they attempt to deal decisively with the issue by analyzing the phrases out of its context. 
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adjectival predicate participles, and to revise of the provisional list of periphrastics provided here 

on the basis of such criteria. Finally, as the analysis given here has been one of breadth more 

than depth, it would be useful to make a more detailed examination of the periphrastics 

constructed with the perfect participle to see if the assertions about their stative tendency are 

accurate. 

 In addition, there are several questions that still need answered regarding Matthew 16:19 

and 18:18. There is first the question of the meaning of “binding and loosing.” Second, there is 

the question of the significance of the conditional clauses to the meaning of the passages. 124 

Finally, there remains the question of how the broader discourse constrains the interpretation of 

the passages. Answering these questions would give some much needed insight into the meaning 

of these passages, and equip the church to carry out the instructions that Christ gave his people. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
124 Though a full examination of the ramifications of the conditional construction is outside the scope of 

this study, it appears that a good case can be made from it that the emphasis of the sentence is on the logical 

relationship between the clauses rather than the temporal one (Porter, “Vague Verbs,” 161). 
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APPENDIX 1: PRELIMINARY LIST OF NT PERIPHRASTICS 

 

 

 

The base of this list of periphrastics comes from a Logos search, which was then sifted to remove 

non-periphrastics (e.g. occurrences of εἰμί with adjectival participles). See the section of the 

paper “Identifying Periphrastics” for a list of criteria that was applied. The resulting list was then 

double checked by comparing to several other lists, as a result of which a number of examples 

were added.125 Other notes: 

 My total number of εἰμί periphrastics is 255. 

 There are some ambiguous examples in which the verb may or may not be functioning 

independently (e.g. 2 Cor 5:19; Col 3:1). Further work is needed to disambiguate some of 

these examples. 

 Notes on authors’ uses: 

o “Mark and Luke use this periphrastic construction much more commonly than the 

other NT Writers.”126 

o Luke uses this construction clearly, unambiguously, and frequently. 

o John uses it repeatedly with “he was baptizing” and “it is written.” However, he 

also causes many false hits because of his preference for the phrase “this is the 

one who . . .” 

o The use of the periphrastic in Mark, Luke and John seems to be somewhat 

stylistic.127 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
125 Charles Irons, A Syntax Guide for Readers of the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids: Kregel 

Academic & Professional, 2016), 621. He also mentioned several more that had not been included in that list in 

personal communication with me. Also, BDF §§352–256; Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 647–649; 

Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 403–441. 

126 Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 171. 

127 Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 333. 
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Preliminary List of NT Periphrastics 

 

The following list is grouped according to the following categories: 

1. Indicative εἰμί: present periphrastic = present εἰμί + present ptcp. (23) 

2. Indicative εἰμί: imperfect periphrastic = imperfect εἰμί + present ptcp. (102) 

3. Indicative εἰμί: future periphrastic = future εἰμί + present ptcp. (12) 

4. Indicative εἰμί: perfect periphrastic = present εἰμί + perfect ptcp. (36) 

5. Indicative εἰμί: pluperfect periphrastic = imperfect εἰμί + perfect ptcp. (51) 

6. Indicative εἰμί: future perfect periphrastic = future εἰμί + perfect ptcp. (6) 

7. Indicative εἰμί: aorist periphrastic = imperfect εἰμί + aorist ptcp. (2) 

8. Subjunctive εἰμί (12, all perfect participles) 

9. Imperative εἰμί (4)  

10. Infinitive εἰμί (2, both present participles) 

11. Participle εἰμί (2, both perfect participles) 

12. Implied εἰμί (3 possible, all present participles) 

13. γίνομαι (5) 

14. ὑπάρχω (2) 

15. ἔχω (0) 

 

 

Indicative εἰμί: Present Periphrastic 

 

1. Matt 1:23: καὶ καλέσουσιν τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ἐμμανουήλ, ὅ ἐστιν μεθερμηνευόμενον μεθʼ 

ἡμῶν ὁ θεός. 

2. Matt 3:15: ἄφες ἄρτι, οὕτως γὰρ πρέπον ἐστὶν ἡμῖν πληρῶσαι πᾶσαν δικαιοσύνην 

3. Matt 27:33: καὶ ἐλθόντες εἰς τόπον λεγόμενον Γολγοθᾶ ὅ ἐστιν κρανίου τόπος λεγόμενος 

4. Mark 5:41128: καὶ κρατήσας τῆς χειρὸς τοῦ παιδίου λέγει αὐτῇ· ταλιθα κουμ, ὅ ἐστιν 

μεθερμηνευόμενον· τὸ κοράσιον, σοὶ λέγω, ἔγειρε. 

5. Mark 15:22: καὶ φέρουσιν αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὸν Γολγοθᾶν τόπον ὅ ἐστιν μεθερμηνευόμενον 

κρανίου τόπος 

6. Luke 6:43: Οὐ γάρ ἐστιν δένδρον καλὸν ποιοῦν καρπὸν σαπρόν, οὐδὲ πάλιν δένδρον 

σαπρὸν ποιοῦν καρπὸν καλόν. 

7. Luke 6:43: Οὐ γάρ ἐστιν δένδρον καλὸν ποιοῦν καρπὸν σαπρόν, οὐδὲ πάλιν δένδρον 

σαπρὸν ποιοῦν καρπὸν καλόν. 

8. John 1:41: εὑρίσκει οὗτος πρῶτον τὸν ἀδελφὸν τὸν ἴδιον Σίμωνα καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ· 

εὑρήκαμεν τὸν Μεσσίαν, ὅ ἐστιν μεθερμηνευόμενον χριστός 

9. Acts 4:36: Ἰωσὴφ δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Βαρναβᾶς ἀπὸ τῶν ἀποστόλων ὅ ἐστιν 

μεθερμηνευόμενον υἱὸς παρακλήσεως Λευίτης Κύπριος τῷ γένει 

                                                 
128 BDF (§§353[4] and cf. 132[2]) deny that this is a periphrastic, but Wallace, (Greek Grammar Beyond 

the Basics, 648) accepts it. 
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10. Acts 5:25: παραγενόμενος δέ τις ἀπήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς ὅτι ἰδοὺ οἱ ἄνδρες οὓς ἔθεσθε ἐν τῇ 

φυλακῇ εἰσὶν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἑστῶτες καὶ διδάσκοντες τὸν λαόν 

11. Acts 19:36: ἀναντιρρήτων οὖν ὄντων τούτων δέον ἐστὶν ὑμᾶς κατεσταλμένους ὑπάρχειν 

καὶ μηδὲν προπετὲς πράσσειν 

12. 1 Cor 11:13: πρέπον ἐστὶν γυναῖκα ἀκατακάλυπτον τῷ θεῷ προσεύχεσθαι; 

13. 2 Cor 2:17: οὐ γάρ ἐσμεν ὡς οἱ πολλοὶ καπηλεύοντες τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ, ἀλλʼ ὡς ἐξ 

εἰλικρινείας, ἀλλʼ ὡς ἐκ θεοῦ κατέναντι θεοῦ ἐν Χριστῷ λαλοῦμεν. 

14. 2 Cor 9:12: ὅτι ἡ διακονία τῆς λειτουργίας ταύτης οὐ μόνον ἐστὶν προσαναπληροῦσα τὰ 

ὑστερήματα τῶν ἁγίων, ἀλλὰ καὶ περισσεύουσα διὰ πολλῶν εὐχαριστιῶν τῷ θεῷ.  

15. 2 Cor 9:12: ὅτι ἡ διακονία τῆς λειτουργίας ταύτης οὐ μόνον ἐστὶν προσαναπληροῦσα τὰ 

ὑστερήματα τῶν ἁγίων, ἀλλὰ καὶ περισσεύουσα διὰ πολλῶν εὐχαριστιῶν τῷ θεῷ.  

16. Gal 4:24: ἅτινά ἐστιν ἀλληγορούμενα αὗται γάρ εἰσιν δύο διαθῆκαι μία μὲν ἀπὸ ὄρους 

Σινᾶ εἰς δουλείαν γεννῶσα ἥτις ἐστὶν Ἁγάρ 

17. Col 1:6: τοῦ παρόντος εἰς ὑμᾶς καθὼς καὶ ἐν παντὶ τῷ κόσμῳ ἐστὶν καρποφορούμενον 

καὶ αὐξανόμενον καθὼς καὶ ἐν ὑμῖν ἀφʼ ἧς ἡμέρας ἠκούσατε καὶ ἐπέγνωτε τὴν χάριν τοῦ 

θεοῦ ἐν ἀληθείᾳ 

18. Col 1:6: τοῦ παρόντος εἰς ὑμᾶς καθὼς καὶ ἐν παντὶ τῷ κόσμῳ ἐστὶν καρποφορούμενον 

καὶ αὐξανόμενον καθὼς καὶ ἐν ὑμῖν ἀφʼ ἧς ἡμέρας ἠκούσατε καὶ ἐπέγνωτε τὴν χάριν τοῦ 

θεοῦ ἐν ἀληθείᾳ 

19. Col 2:23: ἅτινά ἐστιν λόγον μὲν ἔχοντα σοφίας ἐν ἐθελοθρησκίᾳ καὶ ταπεινοφροσύνῃ 

καὶ ἀφειδίᾳ σώματος οὐκ ἐν τιμῇ τινι πρὸς πλησμονὴν τῆς σαρκός 

20. Col 3:1129: εἰ οὖν συνηγέρθητε τῷ Χριστῷ τὰ ἄνω ζητεῖτε οὗ ὁ Χριστός ἐστιν ἐν δεξιᾷ 

τοῦ θεοῦ καθήμενος 

21. Jas 1:17: πᾶσα δόσις ἀγαθὴ καὶ πᾶν δώρημα τέλειον ἄνωθέν ἐστιν καταβαῖνον ἀπὸ τοῦ 

πατρὸς τῶν φώτων, παρʼ ᾧ οὐκ ἔνι παραλλαγὴ ἢ τροπῆς ἀποσκίασμα. 

22. 1 Pet 1:6: ἐν ᾧ ἀγαλλιᾶσθε ὀλίγον ἄρτι εἰ δέον ἐστὶν λυπηθέντες ἐν ποικίλοις πειρασμοῖς 

23. Rev 1:17–18: καὶ ἰδοὺ ζῶν εἰμι εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων 

 

 

Indicative εἰμί: Imperfect Periphrastic 

 

1. Matt 7:29: ἦν γὰρ διδάσκων αὐτοὺς ὡς ἐξουσίαν ἔχων καὶ οὐχ ὡς οἱ γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν 

2. Matt 12:4: πῶς εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τοὺς ἄρτους τῆς προθέσεως ἔφαγον ὃ 

οὐκ ἐξὸν ἦν αὐτῷ φαγεῖν οὐδὲ τοῖς μετʼ αὐτοῦ εἰ μὴ τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν μόνοις 

3. Matt 19:22: ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ νεανίσκος τὸν λόγον ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος ἦν γὰρ ἔχων 

κτήματα πολλά 

4. Matt 24:38: ὡς γὰρ ἦσαν ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις ταῖς πρὸ τοῦ κατακλυσμοῦ τρώγοντες 

καὶ πίνοντες γαμοῦντες καὶ γαμίζοντες ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας εἰσῆλθεν Νῶε εἰς τὴν κιβωτόν 

                                                 
129 This is ambiguous. Green says that it is not a periphrastic, but rather that the locative phrase is 

modifying the finite verb (Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 133). I think it is more likely that it is a 

locative, because the locative phrase forms a unit with the participle and is derived from Psalm 110:1 (109:1 LXX). 
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5. Matt 24:38: ὡς γὰρ ἦσαν ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις ταῖς πρὸ τοῦ κατακλυσμοῦ τρώγοντες 

καὶ πίνοντες γαμοῦντες καὶ γαμίζοντες ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας εἰσῆλθεν Νῶε εἰς τὴν κιβωτόν 

6. Matt 24:38: ὡς γὰρ ἦσαν ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις ταῖς πρὸ τοῦ κατακλυσμοῦ τρώγοντες 

καὶ πίνοντες γαμοῦντες καὶ γαμίζοντες ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας εἰσῆλθεν Νῶε εἰς τὴν κιβωτόν 

7. Matt 24:38: ὡς γὰρ ἦσαν ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις ταῖς πρὸ τοῦ κατακλυσμοῦ τρώγοντες 

καὶ πίνοντες γαμοῦντες καὶ γαμίζοντες ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας εἰσῆλθεν Νῶε εἰς τὴν κιβωτόν 

8. Mark 1:6: καὶ ἦν ὁ Ἰωάννης ἐνδεδυμένος τρίχας καμήλου καὶ ζώνην δερματίνην περὶ τὴν 

ὀσφὺν αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐσθίων ἀκρίδας καὶ μέλι ἄγριον 

9. Mark 1:22: καὶ ἐξεπλήσσοντο ἐπὶ τῇ διδαχῇ αὐτοῦ· ἦν γὰρ διδάσκων αὐτοὺς ὡς 

ἐξουσίαν ἔχων καὶ οὐχ ὡς οἱ γραμματεῖς. 

10. Mark 2:6: ἦσαν δέ τινες τῶν γραμματέων ἐκεῖ καθήμενοι καὶ διαλογιζόμενοι ἐν ταῖς 

καρδίαις αὐτῶν· 

11. Mark 2:6: ἦσαν δέ τινες τῶν γραμματέων ἐκεῖ καθήμενοι καὶ διαλογιζόμενοι ἐν ταῖς 

καρδίαις αὐτῶν· 

12. Mark 2:18: Καὶ ἦσαν οἱ μαθηταὶ Ἰωάννου καὶ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι νηστεύοντες 

13. Mark 5:5: καὶ διὰ παντὸς νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας ἐν τοῖς μνήμασιν καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσιν ἦν 

κράζων καὶ κατακόπτων ἑαυτὸν λίθοις 

14. Mark 5:5: καὶ διὰ παντὸς νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας ἐν τοῖς μνήμασιν καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσιν ἦν 

κράζων καὶ κατακόπτων ἑαυτὸν λίθοις 

15. Mark 9:4: καὶ ὤφθη αὐτοῖς Ἠλίας σὺν Μωϋσεῖ καὶ ἦσαν συλλαλοῦντες τῷ Ἰησοῦ 

16. Mark 10:22: ὁ δὲ στυγνάσας ἐπὶ τῷ λόγῳ ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος ἦν γὰρ ἔχων κτήματα 

πολλά 

17. Mark 10:32130: ἦσαν δὲ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ ἀναβαίνοντες εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα καὶ ἦν προάγων αὐτοὺς 

ὁ Ἰησοῦς καὶ ἐθαμβοῦντο οἱ δὲ ἀκολουθοῦντες ἐφοβοῦντο  

18. Mark 14:4: ἦσαν δέ τινες ἀγανακτοῦντες πρὸς ἑαυτούς εἰς τί ἡ ἀπώλεια αὕτη τοῦ μύρου 

γέγονεν 

19. Mark 14:40: καὶ πάλιν ἐλθὼν εὗρεν αὐτοὺς καθεύδοντας ἦσαν γὰρ αὐτῶν οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ 

καταβαρυνόμενοι καὶ οὐκ ᾔδεισαν τί ἀποκριθῶσιν αὐτῷ 

20. Mark 14:54: καὶ ὁ Πέτρος ἀπὸ μακρόθεν ἠκολούθησεν αὐτῷ ἕως ἔσω εἰς τὴν αὐλὴν τοῦ 

ἀρχιερέως καὶ ἦν συγκαθήμενος μετὰ τῶν ὑπηρετῶν καὶ θερμαινόμενος πρὸς τὸ φῶς 

21. Mark 14:54: καὶ ὁ Πέτρος ἀπὸ μακρόθεν ἠκολούθησεν αὐτῷ ἕως ἔσω εἰς τὴν αὐλὴν τοῦ 

ἀρχιερέως καὶ ἦν συγκαθήμενος μετὰ τῶν ὑπηρετῶν καὶ θερμαινόμενος πρὸς τὸ φῶς 

22. Mark 15:40: ῏Ησαν δὲ καὶ γυναῖκες ἀπὸ μακρόθεν θεωροῦσαι, ἐν αἷς καὶ Μαρία ἡ 

Μαγδαληνὴ καὶ Μαρία ἡ Ἰακώβου τοῦ μικροῦ καὶ Ἰωσῆτος μήτηρ καὶ Σαλώμη, 

23. Mark 15:43: ἐλθὼν Ἰωσὴφ ὁ ἀπὸ Ἁριμαθαίας εὐσχήμων βουλευτής ὃς καὶ αὐτὸς ἦν 

προσδεχόμενος τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ τολμήσας εἰσῆλθεν πρὸς τὸν Πιλᾶτον καὶ 

ᾐτήσατο τὸ σῶμα τοῦ Ἰησοῦ 

24. Luke 1:10: καὶ πᾶν τὸ πλῆθος ἦν τοῦ λαοῦ προσευχόμενον ἔξω τῇ ὥρᾳ τοῦ θυμιάματος 

                                                 
130 Green sees the second construction here as a periphrastic and the first as an independent use of the verb 

(Green, Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 131). I was initially inclined to see both as periphrastic, but after careful 

consideration, it seems like it is more likely that in this discourse the locative is primary in order to set the stage for 

the action of the scene. This would make the verb independent. 
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25. Luke 1:21: καὶ ἦν ὁ λαὸς προσδοκῶν τὸν Ζαχαρίαν καὶ ἐθαύμαζον ἐν τῷ χρονίζειν ἐν τῷ 

ναῷ αὐτόν 

26. Luke 1:22: ἐξελθὼν δὲ οὐκ ἐδύνατο λαλῆσαι αὐτοῖς καὶ ἐπέγνωσαν ὅτι ὀπτασίαν 

ἑώρακεν ἐν τῷ ναῷ καὶ αὐτὸς ἦν διανεύων αὐτοῖς καὶ διέμενεν κωφός 

27. Luke 2:33: καὶ ἦν ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἡ μήτηρ θαυμάζοντες ἐπὶ τοῖς λαλουμένοις περὶ 

αὐτοῦ 

28. Luke 2:51: καὶ κατέβη μετʼ αὐτῶν καὶ ἦλθεν εἰς Ναζαρέθ καὶ ἦν ὑποτασσόμενος αὐτοῖς 

καὶ ἡ μήτηρ αὐτοῦ διετήρει πάντα τὰ ῥήματα ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτῆς 

29. Luke 4:20: καὶ πτύξας τὸ βιβλίον ἀποδοὺς τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ ἐκάθισεν καὶ πάντων οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ 

ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ ἦσαν ἀτενίζοντες αὐτῷ 

30. Luke 4:31: καὶ κατῆλθεν εἰς Καφαρναοὺμ πόλιν τῆς Γαλιλαίας καὶ ἦν διδάσκων αὐτοὺς 

ἐν τοῖς σάββασιν 

31. Luke 4:38: ἀναστὰς δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς συναγωγῆς εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν Σίμωνος πενθερὰ δὲ 

τοῦ Σίμωνος ἦν συνεχομένη πυρετῷ μεγάλῳ καὶ ἠρώτησαν αὐτὸν περὶ αὐτῆς 

32. Luke 4:44: καὶ ἦν κηρύσσων εἰς τὰς συναγωγὰς τῆς Ἰουδαίας 

33. Luke 5:16: αὐτὸς δὲ ἦν ὑποχωρῶν ἐν ταῖς ἐρήμοις καὶ προσευχόμενος 

34. Luke 5:16: αὐτὸς δὲ ἦν ὑποχωρῶν ἐν ταῖς ἐρήμοις καὶ προσευχόμενος 

35. Luke 5:17: καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν μιᾷ τῶν ἡμερῶν καὶ αὐτὸς ἦν διδάσκων καὶ ἦσαν καθήμενοι 

Φαρισαῖοι καὶ νομοδιδάσκαλοι οἳ ἦσαν ἐληλυθότες ἐκ πάσης κώμης τῆς Γαλιλαίας καὶ 

Ἰουδαίας καὶ Ἰερουσαλήμ  

36. Luke 5:17: καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν μιᾷ τῶν ἡμερῶν καὶ αὐτὸς ἦν διδάσκων καὶ ἦσαν καθήμενοι 

Φαρισαῖοι καὶ νομοδιδάσκαλοι οἳ ἦσαν ἐληλυθότες ἐκ πάσης κώμης τῆς Γαλιλαίας καὶ 

Ἰουδαίας καὶ Ἰερουσαλήμ  

37. Luke 5:29: καὶ ἐποίησεν δοχὴν μεγάλην Λευὶς αὐτῷ ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἦν ὄχλος 

πολὺς τελωνῶν καὶ ἄλλων οἳ ἦσαν μετʼ αὐτῶν κατακείμενοι 

38. Luke 6:12: ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ταύταις ἐξελθεῖν αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ ὄρος προσεύξασθαι 

καὶ ἦν διανυκτερεύων ἐν τῇ προσευχῇ τοῦ θεοῦ 

39. Luke 8:40: ἐν δὲ τῷ ὑποστρέφειν τὸν Ἰησοῦν ἀπεδέξατο αὐτὸν ὁ ὄχλος ἦσαν γὰρ πάντες 

προσδοκῶντες αὐτόν 

40. Luke 9:53: καὶ οὐκ ἐδέξαντο αὐτόν ὅτι τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ ἦν πορευόμενον εἰς 

Ἰερουσαλήμ 

41. Luke 11:14: καὶ ἦν ἐκβάλλων δαιμόνιον καὶ αὐτὸ ἦν κωφόν ἐγένετο δὲ τοῦ δαιμονίου 

ἐξελθόντος ἐλάλησεν ὁ κωφός καὶ ἐθαύμασαν οἱ ὄχλοι 

42. Luke 13:10: ἦν δὲ διδάσκων ἐν μιᾷ τῶν συναγωγῶν ἐν τοῖς σάββασιν 

43. Luke 13:11: καὶ ἰδοὺ γυνὴ πνεῦμα ἔχουσα ἀσθενείας ἔτη δεκαοκτώ καὶ ἦν συγκύπτουσα 

καὶ μὴ δυναμένη ἀνακύψαι εἰς τὸ παντελές 

44. Luke 13:11: καὶ ἰδοὺ γυνὴ πνεῦμα ἔχουσα ἀσθενείας ἔτη δεκαοκτώ καὶ ἦν συγκύπτουσα 

καὶ μὴ δυναμένη ἀνακύψαι εἰς τὸ παντελές 

45. Luke 14:1: καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ἐλθεῖν αὐτὸν εἰς οἶκόν τινος τῶν ἀρχόντων τῶν Φαρισαίων 

σαββάτῳ φαγεῖν ἄρτον καὶ αὐτοὶ ἦσαν παρατηρούμενοι αὐτόν 

46. Luke 15:1: ἦσαν δὲ αὐτῷ ἐγγίζοντες πάντες οἱ τελῶναι καὶ οἱ ἁμαρτωλοὶ ἀκούειν αὐτοῦ 
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47. Luke 19:47: καὶ ἦν διδάσκων τὸ καθʼ ἡμέραν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ οἱ δὲ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ οἱ 

γραμματεῖς ἐζήτουν αὐτὸν ἀπολέσαι καὶ οἱ πρῶτοι τοῦ λαοῦ 

48. Luke 21:37: ἦν δὲ τὰς ἡμέρας ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ διδάσκων τὰς δὲ νύκτας ἐξερχόμενος ηὐλίζετο 

εἰς τὸ ὄρος τὸ καλούμενον ἐλαιῶν 

49. Luke 23:8: ὁ δὲ Ἡρῴδης ἰδὼν τὸν Ἰησοῦν ἐχάρη λίαν ἦν γὰρ ἐξ ἱκανῶν χρόνων θέλων 

ἰδεῖν αὐτὸν διὰ τὸ ἀκούειν περὶ αὐτοῦ καὶ ἤλπιζέν τι σημεῖον ἰδεῖν ὑπʼ αὐτοῦ γινόμενον 

50. Luke 24:13: καὶ ἰδοὺ δύο ἐξ αὐτῶν ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἦσαν πορευόμενοι εἰς κώμην 

ἀπέχουσαν σταδίους ἑξήκοντα ἀπὸ Ἰερουσαλήμ ᾗ ὄνομα Ἐμμαοῦς 

51. Luke 23:53: καὶ καθελὼν ἐνετύλιξεν αὐτὸ σινδόνι καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὸν ἐν μνήματι λαξευτῷ 

οὗ οὐκ ἦν οὐδεὶς οὔπω κείμενος 

52. Luke 24:32: καὶ εἶπαν πρὸς ἀλλήλους· οὐχὶ ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν καιομένη ἦν [ἐν ἡμῖν] ὡς 

ἐλάλει ἡμῖν ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ, ὡς διήνοιγεν ἡμῖν τὰς γραφάς; 

53. Luke 24:53: καὶ ἦσαν διὰ παντὸς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ εὐλογοῦντες τὸν θεόν 

54. John 1:9131: ῏Ην τὸ φῶς τὸ ἀληθινόν, ὃ φωτίζει πάντα ἄνθρωπον, ἐρχόμενον εἰς τὸν 

κόσμον. 

55. John 1:28: ταῦτα ἐν Βηθανίᾳ ἐγένετο πέραν τοῦ Ἰορδάνου ὅπου ἦν ὁ Ἰωάννης βαπτίζων 

56. John 3:23: ἦν δὲ καὶ ὁ Ἰωάννης βαπτίζων ἐν αἰνὼν ἐγγὺς τοῦ Σαλείμ ὅτι ὕδατα πολλὰ ἦν 

ἐκεῖ καὶ παρεγίνοντο καὶ ἐβαπτίζοντο 

57. John 10:40: καὶ ἀπῆλθεν πάλιν πέραν τοῦ Ἰορδάνου εἰς τὸν τόπον ὅπου ἦν Ἰωάννης τὸ 

πρῶτον βαπτίζων καὶ ἔμεινεν ἐκεῖ 

58. John 11:1: ῏Ην δέ τις ἀσθενῶν, Λάζαρος ἀπὸ Βηθανίας 

59. John 13:23: ἦν ἀνακείμενος εἷς ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ ἐν τῷ κόλπῳ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ ὃν ἠγάπα 

ὁ Ἰησοῦς 

60. John 18:18: εἱστήκεισαν δὲ οἱ δοῦλοι καὶ οἱ ὑπηρέται ἀνθρακιὰν πεποιηκότες ὅτι ψῦχος 

ἦν καὶ ἐθερμαίνοντο ἦν δὲ καὶ ὁ Πέτρος μετʼ αὐτῶν ἑστὼς καὶ θερμαινόμενος 

61. John 18:25: ἦν δὲ Σίμων Πέτρος ἑστὼς καὶ θερμαινόμενος εἶπον οὖν αὐτῷ μὴ καὶ σὺ ἐκ 

τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ εἶ ἠρνήσατο ἐκεῖνος καὶ εἶπεν οὐκ εἰμί 

62. John 18:30: ἀπεκρίθησαν καὶ εἶπαν αὐτῷ εἰ μὴ ἦν οὗτος κακὸν ποιῶν οὐκ ἄν σοι 

παρεδώκαμεν αὐτόν 

63. Acts 1:10: καὶ ὡς ἀτενίζοντες ἦσαν εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν πορευομένου αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἰδοὺ 

ἄνδρες δύο παρειστήκεισαν αὐτοῖς ἐν ἐσθήσεσι λευκαῖς, 

64. Acts 1:13: καὶ ὅτε εἰσῆλθον, εἰς τὸ ὑπερῷον ἀνέβησαν οὗ ἦσαν καταμένοντες, ὅ τε 

Πέτρος καὶ Ἰωάννης καὶ Ἰάκωβος καὶ Ἀνδρέας, Φίλιππος καὶ Θωμᾶς, Βαρθολομαῖος καὶ 

Μαθθαῖος, Ἰάκωβος Ἁλφαίου καὶ Σίμων ὁ ζηλωτὴς καὶ Ἰούδας Ἰακώβου. 

65. Acts 1:14: οὗτοι πάντες ἦσαν προσκαρτεροῦντες ὁμοθυμαδὸν τῇ προσευχῇ σὺν 

γυναιξὶν καὶ Μαριὰμ τῇ μητρὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ καὶ τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς αὐτοῦ 

66. Acts 2:2: καὶ ἐγένετο ἄφνω ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἦχος ὥσπερ φερομένης πνοῆς βιαίας καὶ 

ἐπλήρωσεν ὅλον τὸν οἶκον οὗ ἦσαν καθήμενοι 

                                                 
131 BDF (§353[1]). This is possible, depending on how one exegetes this passage. Green lists it as a 

periphrastic (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 431). 
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67. Acts 2:5: ἦσαν δὲ εἰς Ἰερουσαλὴμ κατοικοῦντες Ἰουδαῖοι ἄνδρες εὐλαβεῖς ἀπὸ παντὸς 

ἔθνους τῶν ὑπὸ τὸν οὐρανόν 

68. Acts 2:42: ἦσαν δὲ προσκαρτεροῦντες τῇ διδαχῇ τῶν ἀποστόλων καὶ τῇ κοινωνίᾳ τῇ 

κλάσει τοῦ ἄρτου καὶ ταῖς προσευχαῖς 

69. Acts 8:1: Σαῦλος δὲ ἦν συνευδοκῶν τῇ ἀναιρέσει αὐτοῦ  

70. Acts 8:13132: ὁ δὲ Σίμων καὶ αὐτὸς ἐπίστευσεν καὶ βαπτισθεὶς ἦν προσκαρτερῶν τῷ 

Φιλίππῳ θεωρῶν τε σημεῖα καὶ δυνάμεις μεγάλας γινομένας ἐξίστατο 

71. Acts 8:28: ἦν τε ὑποστρέφων καὶ καθήμενος ἐπὶ τοῦ ἅρματος αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀνεγίνωσκεν 

τὸν προφήτην Ἠσαί̈αν 

72. Acts 8:28: ἦν τε ὑποστρέφων καὶ καθήμενος ἐπὶ τοῦ ἅρματος αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀνεγίνωσκεν 

τὸν προφήτην Ἠσαί̈αν 

73. Acts 9:9133: καὶ ἦν ἡμέρας τρεῖς μὴ βλέπων καὶ οὐκ ἔφαγεν οὐδὲ ἔπιεν 

74. Acts 9:28: καὶ ἦν μετʼ αὐτῶν εἰσπορευόμενος καὶ ἐκπορευόμενος εἰς Ἰερουσαλήμ 

παρρησιαζόμενος ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ κυρίου 

75. Acts 9:28: καὶ ἦν μετʼ αὐτῶν εἰσπορευόμενος καὶ ἐκπορευόμενος εἰς Ἰερουσαλήμ 

παρρησιαζόμενος ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ κυρίου 

76. Acts 10:24: τῇ δὲ ἐπαύριον εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὴν Καισάρειαν ὁ δὲ Κορνήλιος ἦν προσδοκῶν 

αὐτούς συγκαλεσάμενος τοὺς συγγενεῖς αὐτοῦ καὶ τοὺς ἀναγκαίους φίλους 

77. Acts 10:30: καὶ ὁ Κορνήλιος ἔφη ἀπὸ τετάρτης ἡμέρας μέχρι ταύτης τῆς ὥρας ἤμην τὴν 

ἐνάτην προσευχόμενος ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ μου καὶ ἰδοὺ ἀνὴρ ἔστη ἐνώπιόν μου ἐν ἐσθῆτι 

λαμπρᾷ 

78. Acts 11:5: ἐγὼ ἤμην ἐν πόλει Ἰόππῃ προσευχόμενος καὶ εἶδον ἐν ἐκστάσει ὅραμα 

καταβαῖνον σκεῦός τι ὡς ὀθόνην μεγάλην τέσσαρσιν ἀρχαῖς καθιεμένην ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 

καὶ ἦλθεν ἄχρι ἐμοῦ 

79. Acts 12:5: ὁ μὲν οὖν Πέτρος ἐτηρεῖτο ἐν τῇ φυλακῇ προσευχὴ δὲ ἦν ἐκτενῶς γινομένη 

ὑπὸ τῆς ἐκκλησίας πρὸς τὸν θεὸν περὶ αὐτοῦ 

80. Acts 12:6134: ὅτε δὲ ἤμελλεν προαγαγεῖν αὐτὸν ὁ Ἡρῴδης τῇ νυκτὶ ἐκείνῃ ἦν ὁ Πέτρος 

κοιμώμενος μεταξὺ δύο στρατιωτῶν δεδεμένος ἁλύσεσιν δυσίν φύλακές τε πρὸ τῆς 

θύρας ἐτήρουν τὴν φυλακήν 

81. Acts 12:12: συνιδών τε ἦλθεν ἐπὶ τὴν οἰκίαν τῆς Μαρίας τῆς μητρὸς Ἰωάννου τοῦ 

ἐπικαλουμένου Μάρκου οὗ ἦσαν ἱκανοὶ συνηθροισμένοι καὶ προσευχόμενοι 

82. Acts 12:20: ἦν δὲ θυμομαχῶν Τυρίοις καὶ Σιδωνίοις  

83. Acts 14:7: κἀκεῖ εὐαγγελιζόμενοι ἦσαν 

                                                 
132 It is possible that this βαπτισθεὶς is functioning periphrastically, a possibility that Porter raises (Idioms, 

49). However, in light of the scarcity of aorist periphrastics, and the fact that ἦν προσκαρτερῶν is definitely 

periphrastic, it is probably better to take this as an adverbial use of the participle which is odifying the periphrastic 

construction. 

133 BDF take this as adjectival and “only seemingly periphrastic” (§353[1]). Green lists it as a true 

periphrastic (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 432). 

134 The second participle looks like it ought to be another periphrastic, but because there is no conjunction, 

it should be seen as adverbial. 
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84. Acts 16:9: καὶ ὅραμα διὰ τῆς νυκτὸς τῷ Παύλῳ ὤφθη ἀνὴρ Μακεδών τις ἦν ἑστὼς καὶ 

παρακαλῶν αὐτὸν καὶ λέγων διαβὰς εἰς Μακεδονίαν βοήθησον ἡμῖν 

85. Acts 16:9: καὶ ὅραμα διὰ τῆς νυκτὸς τῷ Παύλῳ ὤφθη ἀνὴρ Μακεδών τις ἦν ἑστὼς καὶ 

παρακαλῶν αὐτὸν καὶ λέγων διαβὰς εἰς Μακεδονίαν βοήθησον ἡμῖν 

86. Acts 16:12135: κἀκεῖθεν εἰς Φιλίππους ἥτις ἐστὶν πρώτης μερίδος τῆς Μακεδονίας πόλις 

κολωνία ἦμεν δὲ ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ πόλει διατρίβοντες ἡμέρας τινάς 

87. Acts 18:7: καὶ μεταβὰς ἐκεῖθεν εἰσῆλθεν εἰς οἰκίαν τινὸς ὀνόματι Τιτίου Ἰούστου 

σεβομένου τὸν θεόν οὗ ἡ οἰκία ἦν συνομοροῦσα τῇ συναγωγῇ 

88. Acts 19:14136: ἦσαν δέ τινος Σκευᾶ Ἰουδαίου ἀρχιερέως ἑπτὰ υἱοὶ τοῦτο ποιοῦντες 

89. Acts 21:3: ἀναφάναντες δὲ τὴν Κύπρον καὶ καταλιπόντες αὐτὴν εὐώνυμον ἐπλέομεν εἰς 

Συρίαν καὶ κατήλθομεν εἰς Τύρον ἐκεῖσε γὰρ τὸ πλοῖον ἦν ἀποφορτιζόμενον τὸν γόμον 

90. Acts 22:19: κἀγὼ εἶπον κύριε αὐτοὶ ἐπίστανται ὅτι ἐγὼ ἤμην φυλακίζων καὶ δέρων κατὰ 

τὰς συναγωγὰς τοὺς πιστεύοντας ἐπὶ σέ 

91. Acts 22:19: κἀγὼ εἶπον κύριε αὐτοὶ ἐπίστανται ὅτι ἐγὼ ἤμην φυλακίζων καὶ δέρων κατὰ 

τὰς συναγωγὰς τοὺς πιστεύοντας ἐπὶ σέ 

92. Acts 22:20: καὶ ὅτε ἐξεχύννετο τὸ αἷμα Στεφάνου τοῦ μάρτυρός σου καὶ αὐτὸς ἤμην 

ἐφεστὼς καὶ συνευδοκῶν καὶ φυλάσσων τὰ ἱμάτια τῶν ἀναιρούντων αὐτόν 

93. Acts 22:20: καὶ ὅτε ἐξεχύννετο τὸ αἷμα Στεφάνου τοῦ μάρτυρός σου καὶ αὐτὸς ἤμην 

ἐφεστὼς καὶ συνευδοκῶν καὶ φυλάσσων τὰ ἱμάτια τῶν ἀναιρούντων αὐτόν 

94. 1 Cor 12:2: οἴδατε ὅτι ὅτε ἔθνη ἦτε πρὸς τὰ εἴδωλα τὰ ἄφωνα ὡς ἂν ἤγεσθε ἀπαγόμενοι 

95. 2 Cor 5:19137: ὡς ὅτι θεὸς ἦν ἐν Χριστῷ κόσμον καταλλάσσων ἑαυτῷ μὴ λογιζόμενος 

αὐτοῖς τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν καὶ θέμενος ἐν ἡμῖν τὸν λόγον τῆς καταλλαγῆς 

96. 2 Cor 5:19138: ὡς ὅτι θεὸς ἦν ἐν Χριστῷ κόσμον καταλλάσσων ἑαυτῷ μὴ λογιζόμενος 

αὐτοῖς τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν καὶ θέμενος ἐν ἡμῖν τὸν λόγον τῆς καταλλαγῆς 

97. Gal 1:22: ἤμην δὲ ἀγνοούμενος τῷ προσώπῳ ταῖς ἐκκλησίαις τῆς Ἰουδαίας ταῖς ἐν 

Χριστῷ 

98. Gal 1:23: μόνον δὲ ἀκούοντες ἦσαν ὅτι ὁ διώκων ἡμᾶς ποτε νῦν εὐαγγελίζεται τὴν 

πίστιν ἥν ποτε ἐπόρθει 

99. Phil 2:26: ἐπειδὴ ἐπιποθῶν ἦν πάντας ὑμᾶς καὶ ἀδημονῶν, διότι ἠκούσατε ὅτι 

ἠσθένησεν 

100. Phil 2:26: ἐπειδὴ ἐπιποθῶν ἦν πάντας ὑμᾶς καὶ ἀδημονῶν, διότι ἠκούσατε ὅτι 

ἠσθένησεν 

101. 1 Pet 2:25: ἦτε γὰρ ὡς πρόβατα πλανώμενοι ἀλλὰ ἐπεστράφητε νῦν ἐπὶ τὸν 

ποιμένα καὶ ἐπίσκοπον τῶν ψυχῶν ὑμῶν 

                                                 
135 This is slightly ambiguous, but is likely periphrastic. 

136 DBF say that this is not a true periphrastic (§353[2]). Green lists it as a true periphrastic (Understanding 

Eimi Periphrastics, 433). 

137 This is ambiguous. 

138 See above. 
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102. Rev 17:4139: καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἦν περιβεβλημένη πορφυροῦν καὶ κόκκινον καὶ 

κεχρυσωμένη χρυσίῳ καὶ λίθῳ τιμίῳ καὶ μαργαρίταις ἔχουσα ποτήριον χρυσοῦν ἐν τῇ 

χειρὶ αὐτῆς γέμον βδελυγμάτων καὶ τὰ ἀκάθαρτα τῆς πορνείας αὐτῆς 

 

 

Indicative εἰμί: Future Periphrastic 

 

1. Matt 10:22: καὶ ἔσεσθε μισούμενοι ὑπὸ πάντων διὰ τὸ ὄνομά μου ὁ δὲ ὑπομείνας εἰς 

τέλος οὗτος σωθήσεται 

2. Matt 24:9: τότε παραδώσουσιν ὑμᾶς εἰς θλῖψιν καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσιν ὑμᾶς καὶ ἔσεσθε 

μισούμενοι ὑπὸ πάντων τῶν ἐθνῶν διὰ τὸ ὄνομά μου 

3. Mark 13:13: καὶ ἔσεσθε μισούμενοι ὑπὸ πάντων διὰ τὸ ὄνομά μου ὁ δὲ ὑπομείνας εἰς 

τέλος οὗτος σωθήσεται 

4. Mark 13:25: καὶ οἱ ἀστέρες ἔσονται ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πίπτοντες καὶ αἱ δυνάμεις αἱ ἐν τοῖς 

οὐρανοῖς σαλευθήσονται 

5. Luke 1:20140: καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔσῃ σιωπῶν καὶ μὴ δυνάμενος λαλῆσαι ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας γένηται 

ταῦτα ἀνθʼ ὧν οὐκ ἐπίστευσας τοῖς λόγοις μου οἵτινες πληρωθήσονται εἰς τὸν καιρὸν 

αὐτῶν 

6. Luke 1:20: καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔσῃ σιωπῶν καὶ μὴ δυνάμενος λαλῆσαι ἄχρι ἧς ἡμέρας γένηται 

ταῦτα ἀνθʼ ὧν οὐκ ἐπίστευσας τοῖς λόγοις μου οἵτινες πληρωθήσονται εἰς τὸν καιρὸν 

αὐτῶν 

7. Luke 5:10: ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ Ἰάκωβον καὶ Ἰωάννην υἱοὺς Ζεβεδαίου, οἳ ἦσαν κοινωνοὶ τῷ 

Σίμωνι. καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς τὸν Σίμωνα ὁ Ἰησοῦς· μὴ φοβοῦ· ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν ἀνθρώπους ἔσῃ 

ζωγρῶν. 

8. Luke 21:17: καὶ ἔσεσθε μισούμενοι ὑπὸ πάντων διὰ τὸ ὄνομά μου 

9. Luke 21:24: καὶ πεσοῦνται στόματι μαχαίρης καὶ αἰχμαλωτισθήσονται εἰς τὰ ἔθνη πάντα 

καὶ Ἰερουσαλὴμ ἔσται πατουμένη ὑπὸ ἐθνῶν ἄχρι οὗ πληρωθῶσιν καιροὶ ἐθνῶν 

10. Luke 22:69: ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν δὲ ἔσται ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου καθήμενος ἐκ δεξιῶν τῆς 

δυνάμεως τοῦ θεοῦ 

11. 1 Cor 14:9: οὕτως καὶ ὑμεῖς διὰ τῆς γλώσσης ἐὰν μὴ εὔσημον λόγον δῶτε πῶς 

γνωσθήσεται τὸ λαλούμενον ἔσεσθε γὰρ εἰς ἀέρα λαλοῦντες 

12. Luke 17:35: ἔσονται δύο ἀλήθουσαι ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό ἡ μία παραλημφθήσεται ἡ δὲ ἑτέρα 

ἀφεθήσεται 

 

 

Indicative εἰμί: Perfect Periphrastic 

 

1. Matt 10:30: ὑμῶν δὲ καὶ αἱ τρίχες τῆς κεφαλῆς πᾶσαι ἠριθμημέναι εἰσίν 

                                                 
139 Wallace notes that this might be a predicate adjective participle (Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 

649). Green accepts it as a genuine periphrastic (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 419). 

140 BDF take this as adjectival and “only seemingly periphrastic” (§353[1]). Wallace lists it as a periphrastic 

(Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 649), as does Green (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 439). 



40 

 

2. Matt 18:20141: οὗ γάρ εἰσιν δύο ἢ τρεῖς συνηγμένοι εἰς τὸ ἐμὸν ὄνομα ἐκεῖ εἰμι ἐν μέσῳ 

αὐτῶν 

3. 1 Cor 15:19: εἰ ἐν τῇ ζωῇ ταύτῃ ἐν Χριστῷ ἠλπικότες ἐσμὲν μόνον, ἐλεεινότεροι πάντων 

ἀνθρώπων ἐσμέν. 

4. Luke 12:6: οὐχὶ πέντε στρουθία πωλοῦνται ἀσσαρίων δύο καὶ ἓν ἐξ αὐτῶν οὐκ ἔστιν 

ἐπιλελησμένον ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ 

5. Luke 20:6: ἐὰν δὲ εἴπωμεν· ἐξ ἀνθρώπων, ὁ λαὸς ἅπας καταλιθάσει ἡμᾶς, πεπεισμένος 

γάρ ἐστιν Ἰωάννην προφήτην εἶναι 

6. Luke 23:15: ἀλλʼ οὐδὲ Ἡρῴδης ἀνέπεμψεν γὰρ αὐτὸν πρὸς ἡμᾶς καὶ ἰδοὺ οὐδὲν ἄξιον 

θανάτου ἐστὶν πεπραγμένον αὐτῷ 

7. Luke 24:38: καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς τί τεταραγμένοι ἐστέ καὶ διὰ τί διαλογισμοὶ ἀναβαίνουσιν 

ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ ὑμῶν 

8. John 2:17: ἐμνήσθησαν οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ὅτι γεγραμμένον ἐστίν ὁ ζῆλος τοῦ οἴκου σου 

καταφάγεταί με 

9. John 3:21: ὁ δὲ ποιῶν τὴν ἀλήθειαν ἔρχεται πρὸς τὸ φῶς, ἵνα φανερωθῇ αὐτοῦ τὰ ἔργα 

ὅτι ἐν θεῷ ἐστιν εἰργασμένα. 

10. John 3:28: αὐτοὶ ὑμεῖς μοι μαρτυρεῖτε ὅτι εἶπον [ὅτι] οὐκ εἰμὶ ἐγὼ ὁ χριστός, ἀλλʼ ὅτι 

ἀπεσταλμένος εἰμὶ ἔμπροσθεν ἐκείνου. 

11. John 6:31: οἱ πατέρες ἡμῶν τὸ μάννα ἔφαγον ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ καθώς ἐστιν γεγραμμένον 

ἄρτον ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς φαγεῖν 

12. John 6:45: ἔστιν γεγραμμένον ἐν τοῖς προφήταις καὶ ἔσονται πάντες διδακτοὶ θεοῦ πᾶς ὁ 

ἀκούσας παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ μαθὼν ἔρχεται πρὸς ἐμέ 

13. John 10:34: ἀπεκρίθη αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς οὐκ ἔστιν γεγραμμένον ἐν τῷ νόμῳ ὑμῶν ὅτι ἐγὼ 

εἶπα θεοί ἐστε 

14. John 12:14: εὑρὼν δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὀνάριον ἐκάθισεν ἐπʼ αὐτό καθώς ἐστιν γεγραμμένον 

15. John 20:30: πολλὰ μὲν οὖν καὶ ἄλλα σημεῖα ἐποίησεν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐνώπιον τῶν μαθητῶν 

αὐτοῦ ἃ οὐκ ἔστιν γεγραμμένα ἐν τῷ βιβλίῳ τούτῳ 

16. Acts 2:13: ἕτεροι δὲ διαχλευάζοντες ἔλεγον ὅτι γλεύκους μεμεστωμένοι εἰσίν 

17. Acts 5:25142: παραγενόμενος δέ τις ἀπήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς ὅτι ἰδοὺ οἱ ἄνδρες οὓς ἔθεσθε ἐν τῇ 

φυλακῇ εἰσὶν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἑστῶτες καὶ διδάσκοντες τὸν λαόν 

18. Acts 21:33: τότε ἐγγίσας ὁ χιλίαρχος ἐπελάβετο αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐκέλευσεν δεθῆναι ἁλύσεσι 

δυσί, καὶ ἐπυνθάνετο τίς εἴη καὶ τί ἐστιν πεποιηκώς 

19. Acts 25:10: εἶπεν δὲ ὁ Παῦλος ἐπὶ τοῦ βήματος Καίσαρός ἑστώς εἰμι οὗ με δεῖ κρίνεσθαι 

Ἰουδαίους οὐδὲν ἠδίκησα ὡς καὶ σὺ κάλλιον ἐπιγινώσκεις 

20. Acts 25:14: ὡς δὲ πλείους ἡμέρας διέτριβον ἐκεῖ ὁ Φῆστος τῷ βασιλεῖ ἀνέθετο τὰ κατὰ 

τὸν Παῦλον λέγων ἀνήρ τίς ἐστιν καταλελειμμένος ὑπὸ Φήλικος δέσμιος 

                                                 
141 The sentences with “where” might be indicating location, and so might indicate the independent use of 

the verb (thus not a periphrastic). 

142 This is debatable, but it is likely a periphrastic, because it is not likely that Luke wants us to think “they 

are in the temple, standing and teaching,” but rather “they are standing in the temple and teaching.” However, 

McKay reads it as an independent use of the finite verb (A New Syntax of the Verb, 9–10). 
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21. Acts 26:26: ἐπίσταται γὰρ περὶ τούτων ὁ βασιλεύς πρὸς ὃν καὶ παρρησιαζόμενος λαλῶ 

λανθάνειν γὰρ αὐτὸν τι τούτων οὐ πείθομαι οὐθέν οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἐν γωνίᾳ πεπραγμένον 

τοῦτο 

22. Rom 13:1: πᾶσα ψυχὴ ἐξουσίαις ὑπερεχούσαις ὑποτασσέσθω οὐ γὰρ ἔστιν ἐξουσία εἰ μὴ 

ὑπὸ θεοῦ αἱ δὲ οὖσαι ὑπὸ θεοῦ τεταγμέναι εἰσίν 

23. 1 Cor 4:8: ἤδη κεκορεσμένοι ἐστέ ἤδη ἐπλουτήσατε χωρὶς ἡμῶν ἐβασιλεύσατε καὶ 

ὄφελόν γε ἐβασιλεύσατε ἵνα καὶ ἡμεῖς ὑμῖν συμβασιλεύσωμεν 

24. 1 Cor 5:2: καὶ ὑμεῖς πεφυσιωμένοι ἐστέ καὶ οὐχὶ μᾶλλον ἐπενθήσατε ἵνα ἀρθῇ ἐκ μέσου 

ὑμῶν ὁ τὸ ἔργον τοῦτο πράξας 

25. 1 Cor 7:29: τοῦτο δέ φημι ἀδελφοί ὁ καιρὸς συνεσταλμένος ἐστίν τὸ λοιπὸν ἵνα καὶ οἱ 

ἔχοντες γυναῖκας ὡς μὴ ἔχοντες ὦσιν 

26. 2 Cor 4:3: εἰ δὲ καὶ ἔστιν κεκαλυμμένον τὸ εὐαγγέλιον ἡμῶν ἐν τοῖς ἀπολλυμένοις ἐστὶν 

κεκαλυμμένον 

27. 2 Cor 4:3: εἰ δὲ καὶ ἔστιν κεκαλυμμένον τὸ εὐαγγέλιον ἡμῶν ἐν τοῖς ἀπολλυμένοις ἐστὶν 

κεκαλυμμένον 

28. Eph 2:5: καὶ ὄντας ἡμᾶς νεκροὺς τοῖς παραπτώμασιν συνεζωοποίησεν τῷ Χριστῷ, - 

χάριτί ἐστε σεσῳσμένοι  

29. Eph 2:8: Τῇ γὰρ χάριτί ἐστε σεσῳσμένοι διὰ πίστεως· καὶ τοῦτο οὐκ ἐξ ὑμῶν, θεοῦ τὸ 

δῶρον· 

30. Col 2:10: καὶ ἐστὲ ἐν αὐτῷ πεπληρωμένοι ὅς ἐστιν ἡ κεφαλὴ πάσης ἀρχῆς καὶ ἐξουσίας 

31. Heb 4:2: καὶ γάρ ἐσμεν εὐηγγελισμένοι καθάπερ κἀκεῖνοι ἀλλʼ οὐκ ὠφέλησεν ὁ λόγος 

τῆς ἀκοῆς ἐκείνους μὴ συγκεκερασμένους τῇ πίστει τοῖς ἀκούσασιν 

32. Heb 7:20: Καὶ καθʼ ὅσον οὐ χωρὶς ὁρκωμοσίας· οἱ μὲν γὰρ χωρὶς ὁρκωμοσίας εἰσὶν 

ἱερεῖς γεγονότες 

33. Heb 7:23: Καὶ οἱ μὲν πλείονές εἰσιν γεγονότες ἱερεῖς διὰ τὸ θανάτῳ κωλύεσθαι 

παραμένειν 

34. Heb 10:10: ἐν ᾧ θελήματι ἡγιασμένοι ἐσμὲν διὰ τῆς προσφορᾶς τοῦ σώματος Ἰησοῦ 

Χριστοῦ ἐφάπαξ. 

35. 1 John 4:12: θεὸν οὐδεὶς πώποτε τεθέαται ἐὰν ἀγαπῶμεν ἀλλήλους ὁ θεὸς ἐν ἡμῖν μένει 

καὶ ἡ ἀγάπη αὐτοῦ ἐν ἡμῖν τετελειωμένη ἐστιν 

36. 2 Pet 3:7143: οἱ δὲ νῦν οὐρανοὶ καὶ ἡ γῆ τῷ αὐτῷ λόγῳ τεθησαυρισμένοι εἰσὶν πυρὶ 

τηρούμενοι εἰς ἡμέραν κρίσεως καὶ ἀπωλείας τῶν ἀσεβῶν ἀνθρώπων. 

 

 

Indicative εἰμί: Pluperfect Periphrastic 

 

1. Matt 9:36: ἰδὼν δὲ τοὺς ὄχλους ἐσπλαγχνίσθη περὶ αὐτῶν ὅτι ἦσαν ἐσκυλμένοι καὶ 

ἐρριμμένοι ὡσεὶ πρόβατα μὴ ἔχοντα ποιμένα 

                                                 
143 The second participle looks like a periphrastic, but because it is not linked by a conjunction coordinating 

it with the first participle, it is likely modifying the periphrastic construction. 
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2. Matt 9:36: ἰδὼν δὲ τοὺς ὄχλους ἐσπλαγχνίσθη περὶ αὐτῶν ὅτι ἦσαν ἐσκυλμένοι καὶ 

ἐρριμμένοι ὡσεὶ πρόβατα μὴ ἔχοντα ποιμένα 

3. Matt 26:43144: καὶ ἐλθὼν πάλιν εὗρεν αὐτοὺς καθεύδοντας ἦσαν γὰρ αὐτῶν οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ 

βεβαρημένοι 

4. Mark 1:6: καὶ ἦν ὁ Ἰωάννης ἐνδεδυμένος τρίχας καμήλου καὶ ζώνην δερματίνην περὶ τὴν 

ὀσφὺν αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐσθίων ἀκρίδας καὶ μέλι ἄγριον 

5. Mark 1:33: καὶ ἦν ὅλη ἡ πόλις ἐπισυνηγμένη πρὸς τὴν θύραν. 

6. Mark 6:52: οὐ γὰρ συνῆκαν ἐπὶ τοῖς ἄρτοις ἀλλʼ ἦν αὐτῶν ἡ καρδία πεπωρωμένη 

7. Mark 15:7: ἦν δὲ ὁ λεγόμενος Βαραββᾶς μετὰ τῶν στασιαστῶν δεδεμένος οἵτινες ἐν τῇ 

στάσει φόνον πεποιήκεισαν 

8. Mark 15:26: καὶ ἦν ἡ ἐπιγραφὴ τῆς αἰτίας αὐτοῦ ἐπιγεγραμμένη ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν 

Ἰουδαίων 

9. Mark 15:46: καὶ ἀγοράσας σινδόνα καθελὼν αὐτὸν ἐνείλησεν τῇ σινδόνι καὶ ἔθηκεν 

αὐτὸν ἐν μνημείῳ ὃ ἦν λελατομημένον ἐκ πέτρας καὶ προσεκύλισεν λίθον ἐπὶ τὴν θύραν 

τοῦ μνημείου 

10. Luke 2:26: καὶ ἦν αὐτῷ κεχρηματισμένον ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ ἁγίου μὴ ἰδεῖν 

θάνατον πρὶν ἢ ἂν ἴδῃ τὸν Χριστὸν κυρίου 

11. Luke 4:16: καὶ ἦλθεν εἰς Ναζαρά οὗ ἦν τεθραμμένος καὶ εἰσῆλθεν κατὰ τὸ εἰωθὸς αὐτῷ 

ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν σαββάτων εἰς τὴν συναγωγήν καὶ ἀνέστη ἀναγνῶναι 

12. Luke 4:17: καὶ ἐπεδόθη αὐτῷ βιβλίον τοῦ προφήτου Ἠσαί̈ου καὶ ἀναπτύξας τὸ βιβλίον 

εὗρεν τὸν τόπον οὗ ἦν γεγραμμένον 

13. Luke 5:1: ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν τῷ τὸν ὄχλον ἐπικεῖσθαι αὐτῷ καὶ ἀκούειν τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ 

καὶ αὐτὸς ἦν ἑστὼς παρὰ τὴν λίμνην Γεννησαρέτ 

14. Luke 5:17: καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν μιᾷ τῶν ἡμερῶν καὶ αὐτὸς ἦν διδάσκων καὶ ἦσαν καθήμενοι 

Φαρισαῖοι καὶ νομοδιδάσκαλοι οἳ ἦσαν ἐληλυθότες ἐκ πάσης κώμης τῆς Γαλιλαίας καὶ 

Ἰουδαίας καὶ Ἰερουσαλήμ  

15. Luke 5:18: καὶ ἰδοὺ ἄνδρες φέροντες ἐπὶ κλίνης ἄνθρωπον ὃς ἦν παραλελυμένος καὶ 

ἐζήτουν αὐτὸν εἰσενεγκεῖν καὶ θεῖναι αὐτὸν ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ 

16. Luke 8:2: καὶ γυναῖκές τινες αἳ ἦσαν τεθεραπευμέναι ἀπὸ πνευμάτων πονηρῶν καὶ 

ἀσθενειῶν Μαρία ἡ καλουμένη Μαγδαληνή ἀφʼ ἧς δαιμόνια ἑπτὰ ἐξεληλύθει 

17. Luke 9:32: ὁ δὲ Πέτρος καὶ οἱ σὺν αὐτῷ ἦσαν βεβαρημένοι ὕπνῳ διαγρηγορήσαντες δὲ 

εἶδον τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ καὶ τοὺς δύο ἄνδρας τοὺς συνεστῶτας αὐτῷ 

18. Luke 9:45: οἱ δὲ ἠγνόουν τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο καὶ ἦν παρακεκαλυμμένον ἀπʼ αὐτῶν ἵνα μὴ 

αἴσθωνται αὐτό καὶ ἐφοβοῦντο ἐρωτῆσαι αὐτὸν περὶ τοῦ ῥήματος τούτου 

19. Luke 15:24: ὅτι οὗτος ὁ υἱός μου νεκρὸς ἦν καὶ ἀνέζησεν ἦν ἀπολωλὼς καὶ εὑρέθη καὶ 

ἤρξαντο εὐφραίνεσθαι 

20. Luke 23:51: οὗτος οὐκ ἦν συγκατατεθειμένος τῇ βουλῇ καὶ τῇ πράξει αὐτῶν ἀπὸ 

Ἁριμαθαίας πόλεως τῶν Ἰουδαίων ὃς προσεδέχετο τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ 

                                                 
144 This might be debatable because it might be simply predicating the participles about the subject rather 

than forming a unit. Green lists it as a true periphrastic (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 433). 
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21. Luke 23:55: κατακολουθήσασαι δὲ αἱ γυναῖκες αἵτινες ἦσαν συνεληλυθυῖαι ἐκ τῆς 

Γαλιλαίας αὐτῷ ἐθεάσαντο τὸ μνημεῖον καὶ ὡς ἐτέθη τὸ σῶμα αὐτοῦ 

22. John 1:24: Καὶ ἀπεσταλμένοι ἦσαν ἐκ τῶν Φαρισαίων. 

23. John 13:5: εἶτα βάλλει ὕδωρ εἰς τὸν νιπτῆρα καὶ ἤρξατο νίπτειν τοὺς πόδας τῶν μαθητῶν 

καὶ ἐκμάσσειν τῷ λεντίῳ ᾧ ἦν διεζωσμένος 

24. John 3:24: οὔπω γὰρ ἦν βεβλημένος εἰς τὴν φυλακὴν ὁ Ἰωάννης 

25. John 12:16: ταῦτα οὐκ ἔγνωσαν αὐτοῦ οἱ μαθηταὶ τὸ πρῶτον ἀλλʼ ὅτε ἐδοξάσθη Ἰησοῦς 

τότε ἐμνήσθησαν ὅτι ταῦτα ἦν ἐπʼ αὐτῷ γεγραμμένα καὶ ταῦτα ἐποίησαν αὐτῷ 

26. John 18:18: εἱστήκεισαν δὲ οἱ δοῦλοι καὶ οἱ ὑπηρέται ἀνθρακιὰν πεποιηκότες ὅτι ψῦχος 

ἦν καὶ ἐθερμαίνοντο ἦν δὲ καὶ ὁ Πέτρος μετʼ αὐτῶν ἑστὼς καὶ θερμαινόμενος 

27. John 18:25: ἦν δὲ Σίμων Πέτρος ἑστὼς καὶ θερμαινόμενος εἶπον οὖν αὐτῷ μὴ καὶ σὺ ἐκ 

τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ εἶ ἠρνήσατο ἐκεῖνος καὶ εἶπεν οὐκ εἰμί 

28. John 19:11: ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ Ἰησοῦς οὐκ εἶχες ἐξουσίαν κατʼ ἐμοῦ οὐδεμίαν εἰ μὴ ἦν 

δεδομένον σοι ἄνωθεν διὰ τοῦτο ὁ παραδούς μέ σοι μείζονα ἁμαρτίαν ἔχει 

29. John 19:19: ἔγραψεν δὲ καὶ τίτλον ὁ Πιλᾶτος καὶ ἔθηκεν ἐπὶ τοῦ σταυροῦ ἦν δὲ 

γεγραμμένον Ἰησοῦς ὁ Ναζωραῖος ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν Ἰουδαίων 

30. John 19:20: τοῦτον οὖν τὸν τίτλον πολλοὶ ἀνέγνωσαν τῶν Ἰουδαίων ὅτι ἐγγὺς ἦν ὁ τόπος 

τῆς πόλεως ὅπου ἐσταυρώθη ὁ Ἰησοῦς καὶ ἦν γεγραμμένον Ἑβραϊστί Ῥωμαϊστί 

Ἑλληνιστί 

31. John 19:41: ἦν δὲ ἐν τῷ τόπῳ ὅπου ἐσταυρώθη κῆπος, καὶ ἐν τῷ κήπῳ μνημεῖον καινὸν 

ἐν ᾧ οὐδέπω οὐδεὶς ἦν τεθειμένος 

32. Acts 1:17: ὅτι κατηριθμημένος ἦν ἐν ἡμῖν καὶ ἔλαχεν τὸν κλῆρον τῆς διακονίας ταύτης. 

33. Acts 4:31: καὶ δεηθέντων αὐτῶν ἐσαλεύθη ὁ τόπος ἐν ᾧ ἦσαν συνηγμένοι καὶ 

ἐπλήσθησαν ἅπαντες τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος καὶ ἐλάλουν τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ μετὰ 

παρρησίας 

34. Acts 8:16: οὐδέπω γὰρ ἦν ἐπʼ οὐδενὶ αὐτῶν ἐπιπεπτωκός μόνον δὲ βεβαπτισμένοι 

ὑπῆρχον εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ 

35. Acts 9:33: εὗρεν δὲ ἐκεῖ ἄνθρωπόν τινα ὀνόματι Αἰνέαν ἐξ ἐτῶν ὀκτὼ κατακείμενον ἐπὶ 

κραβάττου ὃς ἦν παραλελυμένος 

36. Acts 22:20: καὶ ὅτε ἐξεχύννετο τὸ αἷμα Στεφάνου τοῦ μάρτυρός σου καὶ αὐτὸς ἤμην 

ἐφεστὼς καὶ συνευδοκῶν καὶ φυλάσσων τὰ ἱμάτια τῶν ἀναιρούντων αὐτόν 

37. Gal 2:11: ὅτε δὲ ἦλθεν Κηφᾶς εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν κατὰ πρόσωπον αὐτῷ ἀντέστην ὅτι 

κατεγνωσμένος ἦν 

38. Gal 4:3: οὕτως καὶ ἡμεῖς, ὅτε ἦμεν νήπιοι, ὑπὸ τὰ στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου ἤμεθα 

δεδουλωμένοι 

39. Acts 12:12: συνιδών τε ἦλθεν ἐπὶ τὴν οἰκίαν τῆς Μαρίας τῆς μητρὸς Ἰωάννου τοῦ 

ἐπικαλουμένου Μάρκου οὗ ἦσαν ἱκανοὶ συνηθροισμένοι καὶ προσευχόμενοι 

40. Acts 13:48: ἀκούοντα δὲ τὰ ἔθνη ἔχαιρον καὶ ἐδόξαζον τὸν λόγον τοῦ κυρίου καὶ 

ἐπίστευσαν ὅσοι ἦσαν τεταγμένοι εἰς ζωὴν αἰώνιον 

41. Acts 14:26: κἀκεῖθεν ἀπέπλευσαν εἰς Ἀντιόχειαν ὅθεν ἦσαν παραδεδομένοι τῇ χάριτι 

τοῦ θεοῦ εἰς τὸ ἔργον ὃ ἐπλήρωσαν 
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42. Acts 16:9: καὶ ὅραμα διὰ τῆς νυκτὸς τῷ Παύλῳ ὤφθη ἀνὴρ Μακεδών τις ἦν ἑστὼς καὶ 

παρακαλῶν αὐτὸν καὶ λέγων διαβὰς εἰς Μακεδονίαν βοήθησον ἡμῖν 

43. Acts 18:25: οὗτος ἦν κατηχημένος τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ κυρίου καὶ ζέων τῷ πνεύματι ἐλάλει καὶ 

ἐδίδασκεν ἀκριβῶς τὰ περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ ἐπιστάμενος μόνον τὸ βάπτισμα Ἰωάννου 

44. Acts 19:32: ἄλλοι μὲν οὖν ἄλλο τι ἔκραζον ἦν γὰρ ἡ ἐκκλησία συγκεχυμένη καὶ οἱ 

πλείους οὐκ ᾔδεισαν τίνος ἕνεκα συνεληλύθεισαν 

45. Acts 20:8: ἦσαν δὲ λαμπάδες ἱκαναὶ ἐν τῷ ὑπερῴῳ οὗ ἦμεν συνηγμένοι.  

46. Acts 20:13: ἡμεῖς δὲ προελθόντες ἐπὶ τὸ πλοῖον ἀνήχθημεν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἆσσον ἐκεῖθεν 

μέλλοντες ἀναλαμβάνειν τὸν Παῦλον οὕτως γὰρ διατεταγμένος ἦν μέλλων αὐτὸς 

πεζεύειν 

47. Acts 21:29: ἦσαν γὰρ προεωρακότες Τρόφιμον τὸν Ἐφέσιον ἐν τῇ πόλει σὺν αὐτῷ ὃν 

ἐνόμιζον ὅτι εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν εἰσήγαγεν ὁ Παῦλος 

48. Acts 22:29: εὐθέως οὖν ἀπέστησαν ἀπʼ αὐτοῦ οἱ μέλλοντες αὐτὸν ἀνετάζειν καὶ ὁ 

χιλίαρχος δὲ ἐφοβήθη ἐπιγνοὺς ὅτι Ῥωμαῖός ἐστιν καὶ ὅτι αὐτὸν ἦν δεδεκώς 

49. 2 Pet 3:5: Λανθάνει γὰρ αὐτοὺς τοῦτο θέλοντας ὅτι οὐρανοὶ ἦσαν ἔκπαλαι καὶ γῆ ἐξ 

ὕδατος καὶ διʼ ὕδατος συνεστῶσα τῷ τοῦ θεοῦ λόγῳ, 

50. Rev 17:4145: καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἦν περιβεβλημένη πορφυροῦν καὶ κόκκινον καὶ κεχρυσωμένη 

χρυσίῳ καὶ λίθῳ τιμίῳ καὶ μαργαρίταις ἔχουσα ποτήριον χρυσοῦν ἐν τῇ χειρὶ αὐτῆς 

γέμον βδελυγμάτων καὶ τὰ ἀκάθαρτα τῆς πορνείας αὐτῆς 

51. Rev 17:4146: καὶ ἡ γυνὴ ἦν περιβεβλημένη πορφυροῦν καὶ κόκκινον καὶ κεχρυσωμένη 

χρυσίῳ καὶ λίθῳ τιμίῳ καὶ μαργαρίταις ἔχουσα ποτήριον χρυσοῦν ἐν τῇ χειρὶ αὐτῆς 

γέμον βδελυγμάτων καὶ τὰ ἀκάθαρτα τῆς πορνείας αὐτῆς 

 

 

Indicative εἰμί: Future Perfect Periphrastic 

 

5. Matt 16:19: δώσω σοι τὰς κλεῖδας τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν καὶ ὃ ἐὰν δήσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς 

γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένον ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς καὶ ὃ ἐὰν λύσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένον ἐν 

τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 

6. Matt 16:19: δώσω σοι τὰς κλεῖδας τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν καὶ ὃ ἐὰν δήσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς 

γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένον ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς καὶ ὃ ἐὰν λύσῃς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένον ἐν 

τοῖς οὐρανοῖς 

7. Matt 18:18: ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅσα ἐὰν δήσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ 

ὅσα ἐὰν λύσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ 

8. Matt 18:18: ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅσα ἐὰν δήσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται δεδεμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ 

ὅσα ἐὰν λύσητε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἔσται λελυμένα ἐν οὐρανῷ 

9. Luke 12:52: ἔσονται γὰρ ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν πέντε ἐν ἑνὶ οἴκῳ διαμεμερισμένοι τρεῖς ἐπὶ δυσὶν 

καὶ δύο ἐπὶ τρισίν 

                                                 
145 Wallace notes that this might be a predicate adjective participle (Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 

649). Green accepts it as a genuine periphrastic (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 419). 

146 See above. 
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10. Heb 2:13: καὶ πάλιν ἐγὼ ἔσομαι πεποιθὼς ἐπʼ αὐτῷ καὶ πάλιν ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ καὶ τὰ παιδία ἅ 

μοι ἔδωκεν ὁ θεός 

 

 

Indicative εἰμί: Aorist Periphrastic147 

 

1. Luke 23:19148: ὅστις ἦν διὰ στάσιν τινὰ γενομένην ἐν τῇ πόλει καὶ φόνον βληθεὶς ἐν τῇ 

φυλακῇ 

2. 2 Cor 5:19149: ὡς ὅτι θεὸς ἦν ἐν Χριστῷ κόσμον καταλλάσσων ἑαυτῷ μὴ λογιζόμενος 

αὐτοῖς τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν καὶ θέμενος ἐν ἡμῖν τὸν λόγον τῆς καταλλαγῆς 

 

 

Subjunctive εἰμί (All Constructed with Perfect Participles)150 

 

1. Luke 14:8: ὅταν κληθῇς ὑπό τινος εἰς γάμους μὴ κατακλιθῇς εἰς τὴν πρωτοκλισίαν 

μήποτε ἐντιμότερός σου ᾖ κεκλημένος ὑπʼ αὐτοῦ 

2. John 3:27: ἀπεκρίθη Ἰωάννης καὶ εἶπεν οὐ δύναται ἄνθρωπος λαμβάνειν οὐδὲ ἓν ἐὰν μὴ 

ᾖ δεδομένον αὐτῷ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 

3. John 6:65: καὶ ἔλεγεν διὰ τοῦτο εἴρηκα ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐδεὶς δύναται ἐλθεῖν πρός με ἐὰν μὴ ᾖ 

δεδομένον αὐτῷ ἐκ τοῦ πατρός 

4. John 16:24: ἕως ἄρτι οὐκ ᾐτήσατε οὐδὲν ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί μου αἰτεῖτε καὶ λήμψεσθε ἵνα ἡ 

χαρὰ ὑμῶν ᾖ πεπληρωμένη 

5. John 17:19: καὶ ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν ἐγὼ ἁγιάζω ἐμαυτόν ἵνα ὦσιν καὶ αὐτοὶ ἡγιασμένοι ἐν 

ἀληθείᾳ 

6. John 17:23: ἐγὼ ἐν αὐτοῖς καὶ σὺ ἐν ἐμοί ἵνα ὦσιν τετελειωμένοι εἰς ἕν ἵνα γινώσκῃ ὁ 

κόσμος ὅτι σύ με ἀπέστειλας καὶ ἠγάπησας αὐτοὺς καθὼς ἐμὲ ἠγάπησας 

7. 1 Cor 1:10: παρακαλῶ δὲ ὑμᾶς ἀδελφοί διὰ τοῦ ὀνόματος τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ 

Χριστοῦ ἵνα τὸ αὐτὸ λέγητε πάντες καὶ μὴ ᾖ ἐν ὑμῖν σχίσματα ἦτε δὲ κατηρτισμένοι ἐν 

τῷ αὐτῷ νοὶ̈ καὶ ἐν τῇ αὐτῇ γνώμῃ 

8. 2 Cor 1:9: ἀλλὰ αὐτοὶ ἐν ἑαυτοῖς τὸ ἀπόκριμα τοῦ θανάτου ἐσχήκαμεν, ἵνα μὴ 

πεποιθότες ὦμεν ἐφʼ ἑαυτοῖς ἀλλʼ ἐπὶ τῷ θεῷ τῷ ἐγείροντι τοὺς νεκρούς 

9. 2 Cor 9:3: ἔπεμψα δὲ τοὺς ἀδελφούς ἵνα μὴ τὸ καύχημα ἡμῶν τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν κενωθῇ ἐν 

τῷ μέρει τούτῳ ἵνα καθὼς ἔλεγον παρεσκευασμένοι ἦτε 

                                                 
147 Acts 8:13 is another possibility, but it seems more likely that the aorist participle in that verse is 

functioning adverbially, modifying the imperfect periphrastic construction (see Acts 8:13, which is #70 under the 

section “imperfect periphrastics” above). 

148 It is unusual to have an aorist periphrastic. BDF say that εἰμί with the aorist, “used to emphasize the 

verbal idea, was not unknown in classical [Greek]” (§354). They list a variant at John 18:30 which reads εἰ μὴ ἦν 

οὗτος κακὸν ποιήσας in S* (ibid.). 

149 Porter says that this example is “highly debatable” (Porter, Idioms, 49). 

150 BDF point this out (§353). 
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10. Jas 5:15: καὶ ἡ εὐχὴ τῆς πίστεως σώσει τὸν κάμνοντα καὶ ἐγερεῖ αὐτὸν ὁ κύριος· κἂν 

ἁμαρτίας ᾖ πεποιηκώς, ἀφεθήσεται αὐτῷ 

11. 1 John 1:4: καὶ ταῦτα γράφομεν ἡμεῖς ἵνα ἡ χαρὰ ἡμῶν ᾖ πεπληρωμένη 

12. 2 John 12: πολλὰ ἔχων ὑμῖν γράφειν οὐκ ἐβουλήθην διὰ χάρτου καὶ μέλανος ἀλλὰ ἐλπίζω 

γενέσθαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς καὶ στόμα πρὸς στόμα λαλῆσαι ἵνα ἡ χαρὰ ἡμῶν πεπληρωμένη ᾖ 

 

 

Imperative εἰμί 

 

1. Matt 5:25151: ἴσθι εὐνοῶν τῷ ἀντιδίκῳ σου ταχὺ ἕως ὅτου εἶ μετʼ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ 

μήποτέ σε παραδῷ ὁ ἀντίδικος τῷ κριτῇ καὶ ὁ κριτὴς τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ καὶ εἰς φυλακὴν 

βληθήσῃ 

2. Luke 12:35: ἔστωσαν ὑμῶν αἱ ὀσφύες περιεζωσμέναι καὶ οἱ λύχνοι καιόμενοι 

3. Luke 12:35: ἔστωσαν ὑμῶν αἱ ὀσφύες περιεζωσμέναι καὶ οἱ λύχνοι καιόμενοι 

4. Luke 19:17: καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ εὖγε ἀγαθὲ δοῦλε ὅτι ἐν ἐλαχίστῳ πιστὸς ἐγένου ἴσθι 

ἐξουσίαν ἔχων ἐπάνω δέκα πόλεων 

 

 

Infinitive εἰμί 152 

 

1. Luke 9:18: καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ εἶναι αὐτὸν προσευχόμενον κατὰ μόνας συνῆσαν αὐτῷ οἱ 

μαθηταί καὶ ἐπηρώτησεν αὐτοὺς λέγων τίνα με λέγουσιν οἱ ὄχλοι εἶναι 

2. Luke 11:1: καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ εἶναι αὐτὸν ἐν τόπῳ τινὶ προσευχόμενον ὡς ἐπαύσατο 

εἶπέν τις τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ πρὸς αὐτόν κύριε δίδαξον ἡμᾶς προσεύχεσθαι καθὼς καὶ 

Ἰωάννης ἐδίδαξεν τοὺς μαθητὰς αὐτοῦ 

 

 

Participle εἰμί 

 

1. Eph 4:17–18153: Τοῦτο οὖν λέγω καὶ μαρτύρομαι ἐν κυρίῳ, μηκέτι ὑμᾶς περιπατεῖν, 

καθὼς καὶ τὰ ἔθνη περιπατεῖ ἐν ματαιότητι τοῦ νοὸς αὐτῶν, 18 ἐσκοτωμένοι τῇ διανοίᾳ 

ὄντες, ἀπηλλοτριωμένοι τῆς ζωῆς τοῦ θεοῦ διὰ τὴν ἄγνοιαν τὴν οὖσαν ἐν αὐτοῖς, διὰ τὴν 

πώρωσιν τῆς καρδίας αὐτῶν 

                                                 
151 BDF take this as adjectival and “only seemingly periphrastic” (§353[1]). 

152 Green rejects both of these verses as non-periphrastic, but his arguments are not ultimately convincing 

(Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 103–108). He rightly notes that “if the infinitive and the participle combine, the 

resulting combination would function as an infinitive rather than a finite verb form” (p. 107). In this case it may 

depend on whether periphrastic is definied narrowly (a construction that functions as a finite verb) or broadly (a 

construction that functions in place of another verbal construction). This might very well be stretching the definition, 

but if the phenomenon is the same, it seems best to try to recognize this with our terminology. 

153 Col 1:21 might be a periphrastic, but the participle and the adjective are both parallel. Green is probably 

right that the participle is a predicate adjective (Understanding Eimi Periphrastics, 111). BDF list it as a periphrastic 

(§352). 
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2. Eph 4:17–18: Τοῦτο οὖν λέγω καὶ μαρτύρομαι ἐν κυρίῳ, μηκέτι ὑμᾶς περιπατεῖν, καθὼς 

καὶ τὰ ἔθνη περιπατεῖ ἐν ματαιότητι τοῦ νοὸς αὐτῶν, 18 ἐσκοτωμένοι τῇ διανοίᾳ ὄντες, 

ἀπηλλοτριωμένοι τῆς ζωῆς τοῦ θεοῦ διὰ τὴν ἄγνοιαν τὴν οὖσαν ἐν αὐτοῖς, διὰ τὴν 

πώρωσιν τῆς καρδίας αὐτῶν 

 

 

Implied εἰμί 154 

 

1. Acts 2:29155: Ἄνδρες ἀδελφοί, ἐξὸν εἰπεῖν μετὰ παρρησίας πρὸς ὑμᾶς περὶ τοῦ 

πατριάρχου Δαυὶδ ὅτι καὶ ἐτελεύτησεν καὶ ἐτάφη, καὶ τὸ μνῆμα αὐτοῦ ἔστιν ἐν ἡμῖν ἄχρι 

τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης. 

2. 2 Cor 12:4: καὶ ἤκουσεν ἄρρητα ῥήματα ἃ οὐκ ἐξὸν ἀνθρώπῳ λαλῆσαι 

3. Heb 5:4156: καὶ οὐχ ἑαυτῷ τις λαμβάνει τὴν τιμὴν ἀλλὰ καλούμενος ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ 

καθώσπερ καὶ Ἀαρών. 

 

 

γίνομαι157 

 

1. 2 Cor 6:14: Μὴ γίνεσθε ἑτεροζυγοῦντες ἀπίστοις· τίς γὰρ μετοχὴ δικαιοσύνῃ καὶ 

ἀνομίᾳ, ἢ τίς κοινωνία φωτὶ πρὸς σκότος; 

2. Col 1:18: καὶ αὐτός ἐστιν ἡ κεφαλὴ τοῦ σώματος τῆς ἐκκλησίας ὅς ἐστιν ἀρχή 

πρωτότοκος ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν ἵνα γένηται ἐν πᾶσιν αὐτὸς πρωτεύων 

3. Heb 5:12: καὶ γὰρ ὀφείλοντες εἶναι διδάσκαλοι διὰ τὸν χρόνον πάλιν χρείαν ἔχετε τοῦ 

διδάσκειν ὑμᾶς τινὰ τὰ στοιχεῖα τῆς ἀρχῆς τῶν λογίων τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ γεγόνατε χρείαν 

ἔχοντες γάλακτος καὶ οὐ στερεᾶς τροφῆς 

4. Rev 3:2: γίνου γρηγορῶν καὶ στήρισον τὰ λοιπὰ ἃ ἔμελλον ἀποθανεῖν οὐ γὰρ εὕρηκά 

σου τὰ ἔργα πεπληρωμένα ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ μου 

5. Rev 16:10: καὶ ὁ πέμπτος ἐξέχεεν τὴν φιάλην αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τὸν θρόνον τοῦ θηρίου καὶ 

ἐγένετο ἡ βασιλεία αὐτοῦ ἐσκοτωμένη καὶ ἐμασῶντο τὰς γλώσσας αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ πόνου 

 

 

                                                 
154 Boyer comments that “In a few cases a participle has been identified as periphrastic when an auxiliary is 

not present but seems to be implied by the sense of the context or by parallels where the same construction has the 

auxiliary” (Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172). 

155 BDF suggest this example (§353[5]); see also Boyer, “The Classification of Participles,” 172. 

156 Irons, A Syntax Guide, 621. 

157 These examples are possible, but it depends on the verb losing its sense of “become” and functioning 

simply as an auxiliary. Mark 9:3 seems to be an example that is tempting to read as a periphrastic, but is likely to be 

taken in the sense of “became” (καὶ τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο στίλβοντα λευκὰ λίαν). According to BDF, γίνομαι is 

sometimes used similarly to εἰμί in a periphrastic construction “to denote the beginning of a state or condition” 

(§354). 
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ὑπάρχω (“only with the perfect participle”)158 

 

1. Acts 8:16159: οὐδέπω γὰρ ἦν ἐπʼ οὐδενὶ αὐτῶν ἐπιπεπτωκός μόνον δὲ βεβαπτισμένοι 

ὑπῆρχον εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ 

2. Acts 19:36: ἀναντιρρήτων οὖν ὄντων τούτων δέον ἐστὶν ὑμᾶς κατεσταλμένους ὑπάρχειν 

καὶ μηδὲν προπετὲς πράσσειν 

 

 

ἔχω 

 

There do not appear to be any periphrastics using ἔχω + the participle in the NT. The following 

have been suggested: Luke 13:6; 14:18; 19:20.160 Each of these seem to have alternate 

explanations that make it unlikely that they are functioning periphrastically.161 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
158 BDF §354. 

159 McKay also sees this as a periphrastic (A New Syntax of the Verb, 10). 

160 Dana-Mantey, quoted in Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 647. 

161 This agrees with Fanning, who states that “Periphrasis with ἔχω and the aorist participle occurs in 

classical Greek but not in the NT. Finally, expressions with ἔχω, an object, and a supplementary participle do occur 

in the NT, but these are not regarded as ‘periphrasis’ in the sense discussed here” (Fanning, Verbal Aspect, 310, n. 

255). 
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