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Biblical Paradox and “lI am” Sayings in John

1. Introduction

The study of paradox has been one of the most ctegleareas in contemporary biblical scholarshiptlier latter
half of the 20th century. The study of the paraitoformal logic and philosophy was pioneered bysall (Irvine
2009) in the early 20th century. The scholarlysmrsus and trend was to exclude circular reasdrong formal
logic, to treat it as invalid (nonsense). The geak to avoid a paradox of circularity, in the systof formal logic
and reasoning. lIts intention was pragmatic, tloukeep the system of formal logic manageable dttifmee. This
scholarly trend had set not only the direction aminstream of formal logic and reasoning but it wasn to be
followed by biblical scholarship.

The consequence of this mainstream decision hasdmeewhat devastating, especially in biblical tatship. As
a result, biblical paradox has been one of the mostused, ignored, neglected, or misunderstoodsaire biblical

and theological scholarship in the latter halfte# 20th century. However, there has been a reneweest due to
the innovative approach and breakthrough in thelystf circularity and paradox pioneered by KripKe15),

followed by Fitting (1985). The new paradigm hasib recognized as one of the most active and aasial

areas of Philosophy, Mathematical Logic, and Comp8tience, to name a few. This new paradigm ésajfrthe

primary critical methods in this paper, to undardtand analyze biblical paradox.

This paper explores and presents this new perspeatid paradigm, and its application to circularstaucts found
in the Bible, especially in John. A brief survefytbe selected examples of biblical paradoxes eés¢gmted and
analyzed for the characteristics and features blidal paradoxes, and their circular relationshipswo proof
methods in John 8:12-18 are investigated and aedly2One of the proof methods is distinctively lohea self-
reference (circular reasoning) to validate Jesalcdaim as the light of the world. This obsergat provides a
critical key and new interpretive paradigm to “I'apayings by Jesus in John (self-identificatiorself-predication),
with or without predicate. Furthermore it is notldt “I am” sayings by Jesus in John 10:1-39 aedto identify
the true identity of the gate and the good shephetde metaphoric story (figure of speech) of JabriL-5. With
this understanding, it is noted that each predioataphorical “I am” saying by Jesus in John funwdi as (self-
identifying) interpretive key to the true identiby the central symbolic figure as each story beinfplded. Finally
various circular relationships with “I am” sayingse examined and analyzed for their circular coicstr and
relationships. One classical example in John ésidlentity of Jesus being in Father (John 14:109 vghin Jesus,
presenting a paradox of circular in-relationship.

The definition for the term “paradox” in biblicatlsolarship has been unsettled and controversialfréan any
scholarly consensus. Current working definition(biblical) paradox in this paper is “contrary tpimion” (of
common sense or expectation). This definitionoimewhat flexible and pragmatic to serve the pur@oskscope
of this paper, conservatively following the meanwfgthe early Greek anloine Greek of the New Testament
(Luke 5:26). This definition has been commonlydise English until the 18th century. Other measimog similar
notions for paradox found in the contemporary distans (for example, mystery, apparent or actu#l se
contradiction, etc.) are examined. The termsciofularity, cycle loop, and coinduction are used somewhat
informally and interchangeably in this paper, f@ragmatic reason.

For critical issues (of John on authorship, auticégf textual, exegetical, and theological issydbg reader is
referred to the scholarly works by Morris (1969869 1989; 1995), Cullmann (1959; 1970), Ladd (19%)s

(1991; 1993), and Hoehner (1978) as the authooval! Further the author consulted the works of DP53),

Brown (1966; 1970), Harner (1970), Hayward (1918)ader (1992), Evans (1993), and McDonough (1988}f

am” in John, Santos (1994) for biblical paradoxngacre (1983), Porter (1995; 1997), and Levins&@@®Q@) for

discourse analysis and intertextuality, Cassut®119967), and Kaiser (1978; 1995) for the Old &estnt study.
Quotations of biblical texts are froldovum Testamentum GraeAland et al. 1993) andBiblia Hebrarica

StuttgartensigElliger et al. 1983).

The current approach of this paper is distinctivebmputational. The new paradigm is very promisitg
understand many of confusions, failures, misundadshgs, limitations, or even ignorance among th&ous
scholarly attempts and trend with respect to bablparadox in the past. However, it does not sallvthe problems
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nor address all the issues in the area of bibleahdox. It is the author’s hope through this gttal bring a
renewed interest, understanding, and excitemerdrobthe study of biblical paradox in the dawn @& Bist century.

2. Preliminaries

Induction is a familiar term along with inductiveasoning, inductive logic, or even inductive bistedy using the
logic of induction. Induction corresponds to wielisnded structures from which a basis serves abtireation for

building more complex structures. For exampleurstumbers are inductively defined via the bdement (zero)
and the successor function (by adding one). Tmesroay construct any natural number from zero lairadone

repeatedly. For example, three is constructed feemo by adding one three times. Similarly one rohgck

whether a given number is a natural number, indalgtiby undoing the addition of one (that is, bpsacting one)
repeatedly to reach its base of zero, in a finitenber of steps. An object constructed in inductiedinition is

called a “well-founded” object for there is a wllinded base, and a set of such objects is caleglldounded set.
Hence the set of natural numbers constructed hyctiwh is a well-founded set. And it does not g any infinite

number (because the infinitely many iterations dfling one onto zero will never be terminated iritéirsteps).

Thus minimality implies that any infinite numbetkdt is, infinite-length lists of numbers) are moémbers of the
inductively defined set of lists of numbers. Intiue definitions correspond to “least fixed pointdrpretation” of
so-called “recursive” definitions. In summary, undive definitions have three components: initjgliteration, and
minimality.

In contrast, coinduction eliminates the initialitgndition and replaces the minimality condition twihaximality.
No requirement for initiality means that there i meed for a base-case in coinductive definitio@oinductive
definitions have two components: iteration and mmelity. Any object constructed in coinductive détion is
called a “not-well-founded” object because ther@dasbase. Further iteration of coinductive deiomit(without a
base) is achieved by circular construct. Thus/|emfiese examples and definition may appear toifoelar (or
meaningless, as it seems to be), the definitiomel formed since coinduction corresponds to “gestfixed point
interpretation” of recursive definitions. The risgg formal system of reasoning (logic) is termesd“coinduction”
(in coinductive reasoning or logic), in contrasthe traditional “induction” (in inductive reasogiir logic).

For a note, we use the terms of “induction” andiridaction” as proof method, the terms of “recursiand “co-
recursion” as definition (or mapping), and the terof “least fixed point” interpretation and “gresitdixed point”
interpretation as formal meaning (semantics). fdager is referred to Barwise and Moss (1996) teafdetailed
account. Some of the exemplary applications oficaction are bisimulation, bisimilarity proof andnzurrency,
process algebras such ascalculus, programming language semantics, modeiclkéhg, situation calculus,
description logic, and game theory and modal logite extension of logic programming with coindaatiallows
coinductive logic programming for both recursiordarecursion (Simoat al 2006), and with negation (Miet al
2009; Min 2010).

One misleading view on minimality in induction igendency for “one and only one” best model orriptetation
(if one exists). The reflection of this miscondeptin biblical scholarship is the pervasive andspgent tendency
toward one and only one (best) interpretation endbntemporary biblical exegesis and interpretatidowever, the
minimality requirement for induction does not waitrane and only one best model or interpretatiarttere could
be many optimal interpretations (as a minimal set)long as each interpretation is not impliedhgydther. Further,
if one allows the “possible world” semantics (of dab reasoning) in coinduction, then it is possitadgustify an
array of potential interpretations in exegesis (®Whene interpretation could be even in conflicthwénother
interpretation). The scholarly tradition of indivet reasoning and its opposition against modalamiag could be
traced back to Kant (1781), and the omission of aitdby Frege (1879) in his pioneering groundwofkmodern
logic for propositional and higher-order logic. €llneader is referred to Fitting and Mendelsohn 8198r an
excellent technical introduction.

3. Selected Examples of Biblical Paradoxes
A few selected examples of biblical paradoxes aesented and examined for their circular constomsti along
with their paradoxical features of modality or nammotonicity.

(1) Exodus 3:14
The first example is “I am who | am’pgx “wx a8) from Exodus 3:14. In this example, a simple deki
(linguistic) or conceptual diagram clearly reveigdscircular construct (I am who | am). A cycledp) is formed to
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reference itself (self-referencing). Its exact aatit meaning or interpretation is still debatabiéowever, one can
easily see its circular meaning from the lexicatonceptual construct such as “I am who | am whmlwho ...".
Further one may suggest its (logical or theologicataning as the one who is (being of) self-definiself-
identifying, self-predicating, self-referencing/faevealing, or even self-existing (that is, tirig God who has no
beginning and no end).

There are many different types of self-referenémthe Bible. One noteworthy example is to defineoncept by
itself (self-referencing). For example, the goat dorings out what is good (out of one’s own goatiereas the
evil one brings out what is evil (out of one’s ownmil) (6 dyabog dvOpwnog £k oD dyabod Oncavpod skPéAlet
aya0a, kol 6 Tovnpog dvbpwnog ¢k tod movnpod Bncavpod EkBaAier movnpd in Matthew 12:35). Here the passage
defines or characterizes a person with the veryadher or description that it tries to describénisTiexical pattern is
also noted as “pleonastic relative clause modifgingun to which its verb is cognate” for John %88 17:26, and
as “tautology” (Howard 2009) noting the patternghie Old Testament (Zechariah 11:13; Jeremiah x2dus
4:13; 1 Samuel 23:13; 2 Samuel 15:20; 2 Kings &lbyng with many examples outside of the biblediteres.

(2) John 14:10-11

The second example is the text from John 14:1071is illustrates again a circular construct. Héesus (the son)
says: “I am in the Father and the father is in n@dchn 14:10) and “The father is in me and | in Ri@dohn 14:11).

In contrast with the first example of “I am whorm3 this construct is again circular with two copt® (persons)
referencing each other (mutual-referencing) wigiregposition (“in”) of indwelling-relationship, créag a cycle.

(3) Titus 1:12

The third example is the well-known Liar’'s Paradoxitus 1:12 where one of the Cretans who is algoophet of
their own said that the Cretans were always lilh& problem is that the prophet himself is a Cretamember of
the community of the whole Cretans (of the liarsosd statement is false) to whom he is referringisnprophecy
(which should be true). Thus the prophet is rafgrto himself (creating a paradox of circulariby) referring to the
group of which he is a member. A paradoxical qoasis whether the prophet is a liar and thus whethis
prophetic assertion (which is true) is a lie (false

This is a classical example of circular relatiopstiealing with a set and its member (that is, @meht in the set)
of “set-membership”. One noteworthy and similaslisal example is found in 2 Timothy 3:16. HereuPaletter

which is a holy scripture (2 Timothy) refers tol“dle scriptures” (that is, the canonic Bible yetbie completed)
which includes the very scripture (2 Timothy, weiitin part and yet to be finished) and the vergedl Timothy
3:16) while Paul is writing. Moreover Paul himseifide even a stronger assertion in Romans 3:4athhtiman

beings are liars (that is, including Paul as heviiging this very statement). There are many samdssertions of
this type found throughout the Bible (for exampgPsalm 116:10) which are essentially in circulasogsng with

negation.

Another difficulty in the Liar's Paradox is that gedion itself is not explicitly stated but negatiwveplication is
imbedded but to be uncovered in this paradox. ®hat lie is a “false” statement (proposition) antiar tells a lie
all the time. Thus, negation in a circular reaagrpresents not only a challenge but also it carafgis the meaning
and its validity. Since the Cretan prophet asgbdsall Cretans are liars, this Cretan prophétésn also a liar and
thus to assert his own statement (the prophecy @iyePaul in Titus 1:12) to be a lie (that is, titsth-value to be
“false”). In other words, it is the Cretan propkdiose prophecy (which is true and is even affirgdhe apostle
Paul) denies truthfulness of a message of any €(etaluding himself) as a liar. If granted andesded, this line
of reasoning further shakes the credibility of Paabsertion of Titus 1:12 in Titus 1:13.

This line of reasoning seems to create a theolbg@aroversy and an easy target of being a herewever, one
should also note that a liar needs not to teleali the time. A liar may tell truth all the tinexcept a few times to
tell a lie. Further a chosen prophet may speakie prophecy given by God (for one time, for examh John

11:47-53). This shows one important feature of aigdasoning as one works with biblical paradoxhefg are

many examples of paradoxical negations found irbibkcal system of logic. For example, some natghy and

more difficult examples in Mark (Santos 1997) irddu (a) self-denial (Mark 8:34), (b) saving-or-lugione’s life

(Mark 8:35), and (c) servant-leadership (Mark 9;28)ng with many other similar examples throughbetBible.

(4) Matthew 22:23-33
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The paradox of Matthew 22:23-33 is dealing with magre and resurrection. The paradoxical quest®n i
constructed to trap someone into an intellectua toeological deadlock and dilemma. There was nowk
solution to this paradoxical question until Jesesotves it in Matthew 22:29-32. The question appademand
either true or false answer of a logical dichoto(o§ “either-or” with excluded-middle, but not “botmd” or
“neither-nor”). Initially it seems so impossible be resolved (that is, whose wife the woman wdaéjl in this
world of the living. But after all it seems sovidl to say “neither-nor” in that world of the resected. The marital
(single, married, widowed, married, widowed, ..., rieat, widowed) and spousal (whose wife) attributéghe
woman change time after time as well as her livdtegus (living, dead, or resurrected). One mag her marital
status in cycle, her life-status (being alive, demtl then alive again after resurrection), andhsband-identity
(from the first brother to none, to the second liieoto none, ..., to the seventh brother to none tlagwl supposedly
back to each brother after resurrection).

This aspect brings our attention to an additiomal eritical feature of this paradox for “nonmondtdrreasoning.
That is, the spousal attribute or the husband-ieot the woman is not monotonic (for one to berrieal and then
to stay married) but nonmonotonic (from being neatrio be married again whereas the identity offustband is
changing seven times). Nonmonotonic reasoningésad the common motifs and themes in the Bible éiample,
Ecclesiastes 3:1-10; 7:14), seemingly contradictaitii respect to monotonic reasoning or principkar example,
if the righteous are blessed and the evil are dytben how can a righteous man be cursed or peesecf. Job 1-
2, and Matthew 5:10-12)? Another way to look atmonotonic reasoning is that it deals with not amhat is true
(that is, monotonic) but also what is false.

(5) Matthew 22:41-46

The paradox in Matthew 22:41-46 extends the numbéne constituents in a cycle. This example death the
extended “Father-Son” relationship which is comatiwith “Lord/Master-Servant” relationship. A fegr (who is
also a king) is the lord (master) of his own soer{ant). This “Father-Son” relationship is exterglio his son’s
sons. That is, the relationship is transitiveaart immediate “Ancestor-Descendant” relationshiyere “Father” is
also referred to as one’s “Ancestor-Father” inracti blood-linage in the biblical context. Thee tjuestion is why
David called Christ (who is his own descendent) “fayd” in Psalm 110:1. This clearly illustrates ecalar
relationship to signify “You are my Lord” (that i8,.ord-Servant”) relationship, counterintuitive the intended
“Father-Son” relationship from David to Christ. Ase may note, some of these circular relationsitigg not be
clear at lexical or syntactic level but may requiriirther analysis to derive circular relationshigemantic level.

In summary, we have surveyed and analyzed fivewwtly and exemplary biblical paradoxes. Each gaxa
represents its own type (class) of biblical paradmesenting a diverse and complex array of bibleaadox of
circularity. A circular construct (to form a comteal cycle of a circular relationship) can be seg¢rexical,
syntactic, or semantic level, and further addinigyeer of complexity with negation. A cycle can tenstructed
with (a) one concept (person, object, or attributekself-referencing (as in Exodus 3:14), (b) twancepts in
mutual-referencing in cycle (as in John 14:10),rf@ny concepts in a cycle (as in Matthew 22:41-d6)d) one
concept (an element) referring to a set (or a grofiprhich the concept is a member (as in Titu2)L:1Some of the
key characteristics (features) of biblical paradoaee: (a) circularity, (b) modality, or (c) nonnmonicity. Finally
the author notes (from this initial study and reguthat there are so abundant and diverse exanfpess) of
biblical paradoxes in the Bible, yet waiting todiscovered and explored. The current lists otypes and features
of biblical paradoxes of circularity in this papare far from being complete or exhaustive, but ¢oelaplored,
discovered and expanded in future study.

4. Two Proof Methods in John 8:12-20

The noteworthy example of inductive and coinductieasoning used in the Bible is found in John &02-Here
Jesus claims himself that “I am the light of therld (Ey® el 10 ¢&dg 00 kdopov ... in John 8:12). Being
accused by the objection of the Pharisegsngpi ceavtod poptopeic: 1 poptopio cov ovk £otiv dAndng in John
8:13) for the self-claiming (of “I am” the light ahe world), Jesus uses both coinductive reasofifig yo
poptUP® TEPL £UovTtod, GAndNg €otv 1 paptupic pov ... in John 8:14) and then inductive reasoning gitiwo
witnesses according to the Law in his defensg v 1@ vopwm 8¢ 1@ duetépe yéypomtan 6t dvo AvOpdROV 1
poptopio GANONG otv. €y it O popTLP@AY TEPL £UOVTOD KOl HopTLPET TTEPL ERod O méPWag pe watip in John
8:17-18). First (1), using coinductive reasonidghin 8:14) Jesus says that his testimony is vakd & he testifies
on his own behalf (as he is using a circular ondoctive reasoning of self-referencing). Moreovesus is
providing a justification for himself to use sedfferencing (a coinductive reasoning) due to his ¢supernatural
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and omniscient) knowledge about himself to know nghlge came from and where he is going. In contoasis
own defense and qualification, Jesus qualifieshurthat they (the accusers) are not qualifiedtduthe fact that
they do not know where Jesus came from or whengsdesggoing. This claim further reveals that Jdsuswns not
only their inner thoughts (John 2:24-25) but alkeirt origin and destination (John 8:44). Secony (Bing
inductive reasoning (John 8:17) Jesus providesviitioesses (the Father and the Son himself) ford¢geirement
imposed by the Law (Deuteronomy 19:15). Interggyitthe accused (Jesus) himself is also qualifeed witness to
defend himself. The accusers take at least theopdesus but then seek the claimed second wiftlesdather of
Jesus) to be in a witness stance (John 8:19% clear that the accusers take both witnessess(deslihis father) as
mere human beings. Later we find that there isadt one more witness (John 9:29-33) willing emdtup in the
witness stance. He is the man born blind but lbelleJesus. He boldly comes forward to testifyJesus about
who Jesus is (John 9:17) and where Jesus cameJam 9:30-33).

From this perspective, one may view and understaedfour agents (cases, representatives, or prasfshe
testimony (the witness or the evidence) for Jesulohn 5:31-39. These are: (1) John the baptistis/ia prophet
(Isaiah 39:3-9; John 1:19-37), (2) the work (theatles) of Jesus as the signs, (3) the Father (D@¥34; 12:28),
and (4) the Scriptures (as the system of prophedetfulfilled). It is sufficient to present anethindividual (e.g.,
John the baptist or the Father) along with Jesosélif, to defend his claim, as required by the L(aw noted in
John 8:17). As acknowledged or challenged, iteisessary (1) to be heard of both sides in a didputa fair trial
(Deuteronomy 1:16-17) and (2) to be validated adiogrto the Scripture (Deuteronomy 18:21-22, alsted in
John 7:51-52), to accept the miracles as the “divisign and means to authenticate one’s claim (aged by Jesus
in John 10:25, 38).

First, we note the two conflicting statements bgudein John 5:31 versus John 8:16, with respetiiagovalidity
(truth) of his own self-testimony. In John 5:3&suUs denies the validity of his own self-testimtegcording to the
Law”. This legal compliance is always challenggdte Pharisees (John 8:13), thus to be compliglah(8:17) for
Jesus as being a “mere human being” (John 10:38)) at the expense and in the gross negligenceaofy m
miracles done by Jesus. In contrast to John #3Ighn 8:16 Jesus affirms the validity of his ovedf-testimony on
the basis of the divine authority. Thus, in thesdti-modal layers (one according to the Law anel ¢ther of the
divine self-reference), one may resolve the seeyiocgntradicting claims in John 5:31 versus Joht48where
each claim has a valid model in its own modal disi@m (human or divine) to be true, respectivelys Woted
previously (for example, in Matthew 22:23-33), &afetwo contradicting interpretations (models) kebbe valid.

Second, we note that circular reasoning (coindaatdasoning) can be used as a sound method ohiegsw logic
(just as induction as a sound method of proof) welger, if an assumption or material (testimony @ness) of the
argument (proof or reasoning) is invalid (whethésiinductive or coinductive), then the whole argnt and thus
the proof itself is invalid even though the prooéthod itself (whether it is inductive or coinduejvis correctly
applied. For example, if a stranger says to meysime with all of your money and your life”. hauld guard
myself to challenge him to prove it. That is, aiwarranted plain response (of "simply because Issdyfrom a
stranger) is not good enough to be a credible giarodny cautious human being, for the entrustnoémis life and
all of his fortune.

There is a close parallel between John 8:12-19Exodlus 3:14-15 with respect to the two proof meshiodusage.
In Exodus 3:14, God testifies (reveals or idensifieimself with respect to himself. This is clgaal coinductive
(circular) proof method (reasoning). In Exodus53:God testifies (reveals or identifies) himselfreferencing the
most credible three witnesses (Abraham, IsaacJandb). They are not only the founding fatherthefpeople of
Israel but also the living witnesses of the liviBgd (Matthew 22:32). This is clearly an inductjw®of method
(reasoning). Further this parallel between Exdgtdg-15 and John 8:12-19 may suggest or even eatsome of
the intriguing arguments by Zickendraht (1922), ri¢ar (1970), Hayward (1978), and McDonough (1999)“fo
am” in John as the divine (personal) name of Gagxadus 3:14-15.

A similar provision in biblical law is explicitly tated and mandated for safeguarding against fasntony
(Exodus 20:16) and the proof method in the authatitin process (Deuteronomy 18:21-22). One may firany
biblical examples for the “challenge-response” mode “identification-authentication” model of sedyr for
example, for the identity and proof of Christ (Jdhth9-27; 6:30) and toward the secure model oflatiem. Thus
the secure system of the biblical reasoning andlagen warrants the challenge-response modelgukim “sign” as
one of the most prominent proof methods in the @ifibeuteronomy 18:19-22; Isaiah 7:10-17; John 2330
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This elevates the necessity and interest towartitiiecal concept of “sign” as a proof method i thidentification
and authentication” process (cf. John 2:11). Omg find the stages or the process of the faith ¢faample, of
Peter in John) in formation, growth, and maturftyough (1) an indirect but a credible personalesty of one’s
teacher and prophet (John 1:35-42), (2) a diredtersonal self-experience of the unshakable “sam’a proof
(John 2:11), (3) a doubt and controversy (John-8B0 (4) a confirmation of the faith (John 16:2B}3(5) the
ultimate shake-and-break test (John 13:36-38 an821®&3 for John 18:25-27), and (6) the commenceni#stin
21:15-18).

One may extend the contemporary view and scopeafdpx beyond the literary genre of discourse dedoric
into the realm of action. Then one may view theaglilous signs in the Bible under the categoryabgox “in
action”, thus to extend the definition of paradas,it is either in word or in deed (as noted in&.8k26). Moreover
the secure system is also found in the case dbitiieal dream-vision and its interpretation. Fxample, a dream
is used as a secure means of transmission of amieessage to a particular person who may or maknoov its
hidden message at the time of conception. It iddointerpreted, only by a qualified or authentdasecure
interpreter to reveal its hidden message secuttalg, effectively protecting its trust system (cPeter 3:16). Some
of the classical and well-known examples of theusedream-vision model are found in Genesis 40BHhiel 2
and 4, and Matthew 1:20-25 and 2:19-21.

The secure system of the biblical message and cameation is also found applicable to biblical payadl) as a
means of bringing out a hidden message and divisdom, sealed in or through the expressed paraduk(2) for

the identification and authentication of the wisessenger sent by God. The paradoxical examplé&aithew

22:15-46 clearly demonstrate the model of the sebibllical message and communication. Whetherradox is

used by those who are not aware of its hidden rges@hat is, its solution to a question and qudrthe paradox)
and the one who knows both (that is, a paradox @seation and its answer), begging for its hiddeedlogical)

message to be disclosed, explained, revealed haisdts paradoxical quest to be completed (asteofimi discourse
or a narrative).

Similar to the biblical dreams or parables, one fiay the biblical model of the paradox (1) appliesithe secure
message and communication, (2) with a motif of wimdand paradigm-shift and (3) as an offensive d&otlswave
rhetoric device to provoke a storm of crisis anadflict, (4) with a mind-boggling and controversigliestion
(seemingly so naive at first sight, but so profouhdologically in reality after all), (5) with ammpending
suspension and thrill followed by a breath-takiitgree of the audience waiting for a triumphant neotrof victory
or defeat (for a glory or a shame), (6) to revehidalen divine wisdom through a seemingly so eliésd resolution
and novel answer for the paradox as theologicallaige and quest, (7) to identify and authentidat divine
wisdom teacher (sage), and (8) for praise to thlselevn and authority of God, with wonder and amazeémen

As a discourse model and means of rhetoric, bibieaeadox generates a series of life-and-deatisaisd conflict,
breath-taking suspension and thrill, unexpectedlugéisn and enlightening excitement, and out-bugstjoy and
praising finale through stimulation and unrest agqtime intellectuals (cf. Ecclesiastes 9:5 or Proge30:4, with
John 3:3-10). Further one may find the discourseehof “question-answer” in all three paradoxieahmples in
Matthew 22:15-46, concluded by the overwhelmingooese to reveal and demonstrate the divine wisdodth a
biblical authority through a divine messenger teegd the hidden message. In this regard, one mdyaf unifying
motif and theme of the biblical revelation as tlsecret” and “mystery”, hidden (even before the toeaof the
world) then but now revealed and known (Matthew3b3with Psalms 78:2, and Romans 16:25-26). Thisfriso
not only inherent in the distinctive genre of paeallream-vision, and paradox, but also clear dnthdant in the
prophetic writings (for example, Psalm 110:1 withatihew 22:41-46). Some of the well-known and laadm
(paradoxical) examples of “mystery” (hidden but navealed and known in the New Testament) incl{iiethe
mystery of God in Christ (Colossians 2:2), (2) thgstery of the gospel of Jesus Christ (Romans 1B7)5(3) the
mystery of God’s will, set before the creation (Eplans 1:9), and (4) the mystery of the corporatity tland
relationship of Christ and the church (Ephesia2932).

Finally, the majority of “| am” claim-sayings byslgs in John should be taken as self-identificateif;predication,
self-reference, self-witnessing, or self-testimoffis is also noticed and accused by the Phar{$eesxample, in
John 8:13). There are a few cases (for exampbdés, 3:31-39 and John 8:17-18), where the evideacesrding to
the Law (other than one’s own testimony itself) previded. This conclusion leads the author tongra and
evaluate “I am” sayings (and its variants) by Jasudohn, with respect to circular and coinductigasoning (of
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self-reference) whether it is said with or with@uenetaphoric) predicate.

5. “l am” Sayings in John

One distinctive narrative feature of John is theralant usage of the first person pronoéyw) and the “I am”
phrase §yd ij), narrated by Jesus. The first personal pronswséd 156 times in John (including 29 instances of
Kkay®), and 141 times by Jesus. In contrast, Matthess tise pronoun 36 times in total and 21 times bysieMark
uses 16 times in total and 10 times by Jesus, akd Lses 21 times in total and 14 times by JeSthere are three
major patterns of “I am” sayings in John: (1) absel(“without predicate” or “predicateless”) forfsiglentification

or self-predication, (2) with a predicate, and&h an understood predicate.

Some noteworthy absolute “I am” sayings by Jesaga@ind in John 8:24, 28, 58; 13:19 (Harner 1970¢ne some
of the noteworthy predicate “| am” sayings are foun John 6:35, 51; 8:12; 10:7, 9, 11, 14; 11:2566115:1, 5.
These are so called seven metaphorical “I am” gayby Jesus in John: (1) | am the bread of liféar§Je:35, 51),
(2) I am the light of the world (John 8:12), (Rrh the door (the gate) of the sheep (John 10:74¥),am the good
shepherd (John 10:11, 14), (5) | am the resurneditd the life (John 11:25), (6) | am the way, #mal truth, and
the life (John 14:6), and (7) | am the true vinehfd 15:1, 5). As noted by the Pharisees in Joh8, &ll of these
seven metaphorical “I am” sayings are essenti&li¢testimonies of Jesus. Moreover the majorityhefse “I am”
sayings of Jesus (whether absolute or predicatepésl as self-identification, self-predication,f$estimony, or
self-reference, as discussed earlier, thus in lardicoinductive) reasoning. Thus the followingalission shall
focus primarily on those seven predicate “I am”isgy (with the divine metaphors commonly found lie 1Old
Testament). Further some variations of “I am” sggi in John will be presented and analyzed, inodhose
variations called “impure” forms of “I am”. One dfie impure forms is “I (am) in” where a static "beerb is
missing (or understood) where one noteworthy exarigpthe mutual in-relationship as Jesus says'tlfain) in the
Father and the Father (is) in me&¥® év 1@ natpl koi 6 motnp €v €uoi) in John 14:11. A few other variations of
circular in-relationship are also considered torentr discussion (for example, “the word” (John 8:3T) or “the
truth” (John 8:44) are used in circular relatiopdhi For detailed and scholarly account of “I amyisgs in John,
the reader is referred to Hendricksen (1953), DA®&3), Brown (1966), Morris (1969; 1986; 1989; 43Harner
(1970), Hayward (1978), and McDonough (1999).

5.1. “l am” as Interpretive Key

Two metaphorical “I am” sayings are found in Jolin1+18. The discourse begins with a metaphoritwaly gin

teaching or proclamation) in figure of speeatappipniov — parable, proverb, or riddle) in John 10:1-5.r Bo
convenience and practical reason, the metaphastoay in John 10:1-5 is denoted as a “parable’nfow. The
discourse begins with a distinctive “amen, amernfoductory opening statement by Jesus (John 1Qrijuely
observed in John. As usual, the audience doesimdirstand the meaning of the parable (that idyidden and
intended message). Noting the audience’s inaliditynderstand (in John 10:6), Jesus provides ddmwpid to the
audience) to unlock (decode) the part of the hiddessage (meaning or interpretation) of the paraisiag “| am”

(¢yd i) as the key to the “partial” and “modal” solutiont@rpretation) of the parable.

The first key is: “I am” the gate, to the true itignof the gate (John 10:7). The second key isa” the good
shepherd, to the true identity of the good sheplféotin 10:11). First (1), it is distinctively a da approach to
allow possibly more than one interpretive solutidecond, there are still many metaphorical figimethe parable
whose true identity is yet to be disclosed or stilisclosed (for example, who is the gatekeeper,sheep, the
thieves, the hiring, or the wolf in the story). uehthese two keys do not provide the “complete’utimh
(interpretation) of the parable in John 10:1-5 &wiartial solution (interpretation). Further weena few distinctive
features of the parable presented in John 10:1ebthen its interpretation in John 10:7-18 (in castrto the
presentation and interpretation of the parabled us¢he synoptic gospels). For example, the parabseed-sower
in Matthew 13:3-9 (in a fixed and static contentjhwits “full” interpretation in Matthew 13:18-23rpvides an
exemplary case to be compared with the parablétaimterpretation in John 10:1-18.

First (1), the parable in John 10:1-18 is explaiieterpreted) with the first-person key of “| and reveal the
hidden or intended meaning. In contrast, the &gun the synoptic parables and their interpretatiare almost
always in “third-person” (and rarely in the “secemerson” metaphorical figure of speech, as notetMaithew
5:13-16). The central teaching of Jesus in Matti®ws focused on Kingdom of God (Ladd, 1993) whsrthe
central focus of the “I am” sayings of Jesus innJzhplaced upon Jesus himself in Christology (Brp®066).
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Second (2), the parable in John 10:1-18 is intéedrépartially” and “to the general audience”. dontrast, the
parable in Matthew 13:3-9 is interpreted “comphgtelnd “to the disciples only” in Matthew 13:18-23 noted in
Matthew 13:10-17.

Third (3), the parable in John 10:1-18 is “unfolglinas it is being interpreted with the keys, byanrding or adding
to the story of the parable with further “parabblicaterials (blended with the intended messagey @ontinuous
and dynamic narrative-frame. In contrast to Jo@ri-18, two stages (phases) of (a) the presentatioh(b) the
interpretation of a parable are usually clearlykadrand distinguishable. Thus the content of algarin scope is
mostly fixed (or static) to be interpreted, andlegively to the disciples only (Matthew 13:10-13).

Finally (4), the effect of the rhetoric processaffrework) of parable in John 10:1-18 generates Statphic”

offense, controversy, and disturbance among thergeéaudience (for example, in John 10:19-21), @)dvith no

understanding or a postponed (time-delayed) uratedstg of the disciples with some provisional reksafor

example, in John 3:22; 4:27; 6:60, 67-71). In castt the effect and outcome of parable in the gilagospels is
mostly (a) no understanding with a calming effegiti{ a sense of puzzling) to the general audieaoe, (b) a
significant teaching and learning taking place widisus and the disciples in the inner circle (f@amaple, Matthew
13:10-17, 36; 14:51; 15:15; 16:6-12; 17:10-13).

This pattern is also clearly observed in John®.Jésus claims himself as the bread of the liflr{J:35) using “I
am” as the key to unlock the story of “the trueddt®f God” from the heaven, who gives life to therld (John
6:31-34). However, it seems better to view theerimtetation of the bread from the heaven with “I” cas

typological (than as parabolic). (2) Jesus usegHrtial interpretation of the parable to his aade, thus inviting
to eat his flesh (where it is meant to receivevinisd as explained in John 6:63). (3) Jesus exptrelparable of
the bread of the life (as his fresh) to be eatethwaith the living water (as his blood) to be drunkdohn 6:35).
Thus, (4) this rhetoric process and framework (tileg of real and metaphorical concepts) generategtastrophic
confusion, disturbance, and controversy, especéatipng the Jews (noted in John 6:41, 52, 60, 6&)estory is
being unfolded with the partial interpretation ahd additional materials in metaphor.

This new perspective provides a fresh new insiglihé understanding of the metaphorical “| am” sggiof Jesus
in John. These “l am” sayings are used as the keysveal the true identity of the metaphoricglfies, presented
in the form of self-claim by Jesus. These “I am8taphorical figures include: the bread of the life living water,
the gate of the sheep, and the good shepherd.

There is an array of somewhat similar (yet diff¢ygmesentations of the metaphorical “I am” sayjrnigscontrast to
John 6:31-71 and John 10:1-18, found in John 8‘lar(” the light of the world), John 11:25 (“I anthe
resurrection and the life), John 14:6 (“| am” thayand the truth and the life), and John 15:1 (il ¢he true vine).

First (1), there is no preceding parable (thaaimetaphorical story or a proverbial teaching guffe of speech), in
an explicit form as noted in John 10:1-5 or JoI81&4. However, a real-life case (experience st®) is used to
support the self-claim of Jesus. For exampleth@)self-claim of “I am” the light of the world (Hn 8:12) is clearly
substantiated with the story of a man born blindyain his sight (in John 9) and (b) the self-clafrfl am” the
resurrection and the life (John 11:25) is clearfnifested with the dead Lazarus to be resurreatetbfin 11).

Second (2), the message of “| am” saying is en@edtwith various responses and reactions varyong hostility
to loyalty (to be accused in John 8:13 or to bera#fd in John 11:27).

Third (3), the discourse in John 8:12-59 is engalggdlesus and the Jews in hostility and aggressith, the
catastrophic outcome to kill Jesus. In contrdm,discourses in John 11, John 14, and John l&éngaged by Jesus
and his disciples, with their faith to be enhanasd result.

Finally (4), the setting of the discourse in Johh2859 is totally open in public. In contrast, tbetting of the
discourse in John 14-15 is that of intimate andetliofellowship whereas the setting of John 11:25 fsublic but
the “l am” saying by Jesus is addressed to onepdidartha) in particular.

The message of “| am” the light of the world in dd112 has been relatively well-understood by thdience (the
Jews) to be challenged and accused of being seific{in contrast to John 6:41, 6:52, 6:60, 6:6@}he rich
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thematic topics in John 8:12-59 are observed witlarmay of the dualistic (mutually-negating, bipdleoncepts of
(a) light versus darkness, (b) life versus deathfréedom in the Son versus slavery under the(d)ntruth versus
lie, and (e) God the Father versus Devil the Father

This concludes a brief survey of the metaphori¢ah” sayings in John. As noted, there are twesga of the
metaphorical “I am” sayings in John. The firstsdaonsists of the metaphorical “I am” sayings weithreceding

metaphorical (or typological) story of which theerdity (of the key figure or object) is to be imested (or

revealed) with “I am” as the key, as noted in J6I81-34 (with John 6:35-71) and John 10:1-5 (wihrd10:6-18).

The second class (pattern) consists of the metagahdr am” sayings without a preceding metaphadritary. The

metaphorical story is not narrated explicitly. Heaxer, the story is assumed to be well-known toathdience (as a
background theory or a common sense). Therefoseeims that there is no need for Jesus to repeatdry but to

reveal the true identity of the key figure of thellknown story with “I am” as the key.

We note this pattern recurring in John 8:12 (“| atmé light of the world), John 11:25 (“| am” thestgrection and
the life), John 14:6 (“I am” the way and the trathd the life), and John 15:1 (“I am” the true vinéll of these

keys (or key-figures) are well-known to the audiemgth their familiarity to the Old Testament s&wi(in metaphor
or in history). Some of the well-known examplestbé metaphoric stories or typological figures lre tOld

Testament with the metaphorical “I am” sayings @ include: (a) the bread of God in John 6:35 Vi@odus

16:15, (b) the light of the world in John 8:12 wisalm 36:9, Isaiah 9:1-3 (also noted in Matthet446), or

Isaiah 42:6-7, and (c) the good shepherd in Johhl1@ith Psalm 23, Isaiah 40:10-11, Jeremiah 23:E#&kiel

34:11-16, or Zechariah 13:7. Finally the metaptadri‘l am” sayings are essentially used in selérefce
(coinductive reasoning) where a statement of theapherical “I am” saying is said by Jesus in seference to
himself.

5.2. “l am” In-relationship

One variant lexical pattern of “I am%y® i) sayings in John is “I (am) ingf® év) with the preposition “in”
(without an expected static verb “be”). The lekipattern is commonly found in John with “the fathas in I
(am) in the father”, and used together side by ssl¢he matching pattern of “the father (is) in nff@t example,
€ym &v T@ matpl kai 6 matnp €v €poi ... in John 14:10-11, to illustrate a circular const). This lexical construct is
clearly circular with two concepts (two persondgrencing each other (dual-referencing) with “b&felationship.
Two concepts (“I" and “the father”) are connecteithva preposition (“in”) to create a cycle.

One may wonder what it would be a semantic relatigmimplied by this circular in-relationship (peags that of
mutual indwelling in ontological perspective). Mower a very close relationship is noted betwegmh@circular
in-relationship of the father and the s@n §uot 6 natp kdyo &v 1@ matpi in John 10:38) and (b) the oneness of the
father and the sor¥fo koi 6 matrp v éopev in John 10:30). As being challenged and accugetthdo Jews (John
5:18, 10:33), one may note (a) the “equality” of thather and the Sofvév ovtov modv 1@ Oed in John 5:18),
and even (b) to make or claim oneself to be Gad §vOpwrog v motelg ceavtov Bedv in John 10:33), even
possibly to the personal “identity” of God himsel being accused. However, it should be notedtheatson
(Jesus) never identifies himself as the Father dlifintisroughout John (that is, for his personal titgh In contrast,
Jesus keeps his self-testimony of asserting thdig#s in the Father and the Father is in himi§Jbét10-11), (b) he
and the Father are one (John ), and (c) the Fatlyeeater than himd(rotnp peiCov pov éotv in John 14:28).

This pair-relationship (of father-son) of circutsr{in-relationship) and oneness (one-relationsti@lso expressed
in John 17:21-23, with the second pair-relationgbffson-disciples), in parallel. The disciples‘ase” are to be in
the father-son as “one%Y). Based on the in-relationships (in John 14:1@), »ne may note the two circular
relationships (consisting of three entities of Hather, the Son, and the disciples) linked withSloa in the center
(as a critical connection between two circles) wehi@) the Father is in the Son and the Son isarFtither and (b)
the Son is in the disciples and the disciples mtbé Son.

There is no explicit expression found in John foe Father “being or to be in” the disciples, orevieersa. In
addition, it is “we” (the father and the son) agda be in “them” (the disciples) as “they” (theaples) are to be
one. Along with “be” verb, the verb “dwell” (or kéde” or “remain” as ind pévov év éuol kaym év adtd in John
15:5, similarly in John 6:56 and 14:23) is alsodu® this in-relationship. These textual evidensaggest that the
in-relationship and one-relationship of the fateen have been already established, pre-existingagrent, and
intrinsic (cf. John 1:1-3, 18) whereas the in-rielaship and oneness of the disciples are yet tedvablished (or
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ongoing to be completed as one flock in John 1017620, 22), fulfilled, and conditional (John 14;23:11, 20,
21-23). Further there is a strong connection betwbe works of Jesus and the pair-relationshipeifig-one and
being-in of the Father and Jesus (the Son) (Jot25187; 14:10, 11).

Similarly a dual-circular relationship connectedhwihe verb “know” {wvdokw) is found in John 10:14-15E¢®
glpn 6 Toyuv 0 KaAOG Kol YIVOOoK® T LA Kol YIVOOKOVGT Le T UL, KaBMG YIVOoKeL pe O TaTp KAy® YIVOCK® TOV
notépa ...) which is also complete in cycle as noted by @@d853). This is one of seven metaphorical “I am”
sayings of Jesus that (1) Jesus (the good shepkmeod)s his sheep and his sheep knows Jesus ass(® (the son)
knows the Father and the Father knows Jesus the son

N

You-are I-am the Father-is
(the disciples) (the Son)

S =

Figure 1. Two circular in-relationships of the Fati$on and Son-Disciples (John 14:10, 20 and J@#21123)

The third person (in addition to the Father andSbe) in in-relationship with the disciples is tBpirit of Truth o
nvebpa tig aAnbeiog ... oL map’ VUiv pével kai év vpiv Eotor in John 14:17) who is the Holy Spirit (John 14:26)
There is no clear expression of “in the (Holy) 8pifound in John to provide the other side of ttiecular in-
relationship of the Holy Spirit with the discipletlowever, there are abundant examples with thephetr of the
living temple of God in which the Holy Spirit of @alwells 6 cduo dudV vaog tod &v dUiv dyiov TveduaTdg 0TIV

in 1 Corinthians 6:19), as its building (the livitgmple of God) currently in progress (Ephesiar22R: All of the
disciples of Jesus are baptized into one body Iloyifjlpone Spirit §v évi mvedpatt NMuelg mhvteg €ig &v odpo
épanticdnuev) in 1 Corinthians 12:13. A similar metaphor ointting (of the blood of Jesus) in John 6:35 is also
found here in 1 Corinthians 12:13 with the metapfairinking (Holy) Spirit ai mévteg &v mvedpo émoticOnuev).

The “I am” in-relationship consists of a pair-copt®f two persons, being connected with “be” or &divin-
relationships. However, there are a few variatiohin-relationship in John. The first variatiodofin 8:31, 37)
consists of the pair-concept of (1) an impersotged of “my word” © Aoyog 6 éuoc) and (2) a person of “you”
(vpeic), connected with (3) “dwell” in-relationshipifivnte év in John 8:31) or “have-place” in-relationshijgopei

év in John 8:37). Here the in-relationship signiftes true discipleshipafnddc pabnroi pod in John 8:31). A
similar pattern is found in John 15:18f¢ peivnte €v €pol xal Ta pripotd pov &v dUiv peivy). Another variation (in
John 8:44) consists of the pair-concept of (1)ttttu(dinbsie) and (2) a person, connected with (3) “stand” and
“be” in-relationships v t1j aAnBeig 0Ok Eotnrev, 11 00K otV GA1BEL0 £V OVTD).

One intriguing question is: what relationship majsebetween “I am” in-relationship and these vasmther in-
relationships. One passage in John 6:56 may peavilint to solve this question. Anyone (who reegithe word
of Jesus) metaphorically eats the flesh of Jesdslénks the blood of Jesus, resulting in the dacin-relationship
between Jesus and that person. The metaphoriof eatd drinking of Jesus is meant (as impliedoihnl6:58, 63,
68) to receive (believe) in the word of Jesus wligctnuth (John 8:46).

Finally there is one more circular relationship thgrto be noted. It is a circular relationship“lafve” (in John

14:21, 23, 27, 31; 15:9; 16:27; 17:23) which tuonsto be complete (with no missing link) betweesuk (the son),
the Father, and the disciple(s) of Jesus.

10
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the Father love
Iov%' 4\‘
the disciple(s), the Jesus

(the Son), “ am”, the good
thesgreaen%hes shepherd, the vine

love

Figure 2. Circular love-relationships between 3ethe Father, and the disciple(s) of Jesus in John

6. Conclusion

Current approach and methodology presented imp#per is distinctively computational. The scop¢hid paper is
restricted to the selected examples of biblicabgares of circularity in the Bible and “I am” sag#in John.
Current working definition of the term “paradox” ‘isontrary to (common, expected, or accepted) apihi As
noted, this definition is both satisfactory andxibde enough for the purpose and scope of currardys even
though it is informal.

In this paper, the new perspective and paradigoofductive reasoning and its application to tHaital texts are
presented and analyzed. First, a brief surveyhefexemplary and landmark examples of biblical gaxas of
circularity is presented and analyzed for theincduires and inherent circular, paradoxical, mogiahonmonotonic
characteristics. Some of the examples of biblpaiadoxes include: the meaning of the name of @déxiodus
3:14, the Father-Son in-relationship in John 141li@y’s Paradox in Titus 1:12, and the paradoxedMaithew
22:15-46. These landmark examples provide a faipde and collection of biblical paradoxes to stentl form a
categorical framework. Various circular relatiopshare observed at lexical, syntactic, or semdatiel, adding
further a layer of complexity with negation.

A literary structure of a paradoxical cycle candoastructed with one concept in self-referencidgath who | am”
in Exodus 3:14), two concepts in mutual-referendiigam in the father and the father is in me” whd 14:10),
many concepts in a cycle with a directed relatigmglord-servant relationship, from David to hissdendants
including Christ, back to David in Matthew 22:41¥4énd one concept as an element, referring td arse group
of which the concept is a member (“all Cretans aways liars” by a Cretan prophet, in Titus 1:12%0ome
distinctive and inherent characteristics of bidlijgaradoxes are: circular, modal, or nonmonotofiibe current lists
are far from being complete, and waiting to be erexd, studied and expanded in future study.

Two proof methods in John 8:12-20 are examinedcamdpared. This is a solid landmark example whidvides
a clear evidence of both inductive reasoning basethe Law and coinductive reasoning based ondiveng) self-
testimony, as the proof methods in the Bible. @iseovery and presence of coinductive reasoninphm 8:12-20
creates a concrete basis for the critical methocea$oning, further to extend and explore the téblsystem of
reasoning, its complexity and dynamics, and itategl theological concepts and motifs in John. @fribe unifying
concepts of the Bible, as noted in current studpibfical paradox of circularity, is the concepts&cure message
and communication in the biblical system, closeallated to revelation, prophecy, sign, and otherroarmication
devices such as parable and dream-vision.

This observation provides a critical key and neweripretive paradigm to “I am” sayings by Jesus, delf-
identification or self-predication, as being useithwor without predicate. Furthermore it is notiwt “I am”
sayings by Jesus in John 10:1-39 are used to fgeh® true identity of the gate and the good skeghin the
metaphoric story (figure of speech) of John 10:1¥8/ith this understanding, it is noted that eackdprate-
metaphorical “I am” saying by Jesus in John fundias (self-identifying) interpretive key to theeridentity of the
central symbolic figure as each story being unfdld€inally various circular relationships with&m” sayings are
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examined and analyzed for their circular constracis relationships. One classical example in Jshie identity
of Jesus being in Father (John 14:10) who is imislegresenting a paradox of circular in-relatiopshiFurther “|

am” sayings in John are examined in the light ofudar in-relationship along with one-relationstipthe Father
and Jesus (the Son). The pair-relationship (afelationship and one-relationship) is also exprésséh the

disciples, and in-relationship with Holy Spirit. dveover these metaphorical “I am” sayings in Joten used as
interpretive key, to understand some of the vefffcdit sayings of Jesus (for example, “eat my fieand “drink

my blood” in John 6). A few different types of @ilar relationships are noted with “the word” omuth” with the

disciple(s), and “love” which is complete (as &letrelational links between Jesus, the Father tlamdlisciples are
expressed).

The current approach with coinductive reasoningvigies a promising prospective and results for mahyhe
classical problems in biblical paradox. It doeg molve all the problems but very promising. Soafethe
confusions, the failures, the misunderstandings, difficulties with biblical paradox in the pasteanow well-
understood and resolved through coinductive reagoniThis is the author’s hope to bring a renewsdrest,
understanding, and excitement toward the studytaichl paradox in the dawn of the 21st century.
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